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ÚÈ˜˘‰ ‡Â‰˘ ÏÂ„‚‰ ıÓ‡Ó· Í¯„ ÈÂÈˆ ‰ÓÎ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ .È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙Ï
˙ÈÂÈÚ‰ ‰Ó¯· ‰Ù˘ Á˙ÙÏ ÔÂÈÒÈ· ,‰·¯ ‰ÂÓ‡·Â ˙Â‡Ï ‡ÏÏ ,ÚÈ˜˘‰Ï ÍÈ˘ÓÓÂ
ÈÈˆ¯ ÁÈ˘-Â„ Ï‰Ï ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜‰ È‚È‰ÓÏÂ ÌÈÎÁÓÏ ,ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÓÏ ¯˘Ù‡˙˘ ˙È˘ÚÓ‰Â
¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ÏÈ·Â‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú˘ ÁÈ˘ Â„ ,˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜‰ ÈÈÁ· Û˙Â˘Ó‰ ÏÚ
ÌÂÁ˙· ‡˙ÂÂˆ· ‰„Â·ÚÏÂ ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó ÔÂÎ˙ÏÂ ‰·È˘ÁÏ ,˙ÂÏ·ÂÒÏ ,Ï‡¯˘È ˙·‰‡Ï
.Ï‡¯˘È·Â ˙ÂˆÂÙ˙‰ È·Á¯· ÍÂÈÁ‰
ÌÈ˜‰Ï ‰ËÈÏÁ‰˘ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÓ ˙ˆÂ·˜Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Û¯Ëˆ‰ ÌÈ˘ ¯˘ÚÎ ÈÙÏ
‰ˆÂ·˜ ÌÚ .'È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÂÊÁ Ï˘ ÌÁÂÒÈ' ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙¯‰ˆÂÓ‰ Â˙¯ËÓ˘ Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù
Ï‡¯˘È ÌÈ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù‰ ÌÈÎÂ¯‡ ÌÈÈÁÏ ÂÏ„·ÈÈÂ Ï"Ê È˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ì‚ ÂÓ ÂÊ
¯ÙÒ‰ .ÈÎÂ‡Â ÌÂ¯Ó Ï‡È„ ¯"„ ,¯È‡Ó Ï‡ÎÈÓ ,¯˜È¯· ÌÁÓ ,‚¯·È¯‚ ‰˘Ó ,¯ÏÙ˘
Visions of Jewish Education, Cambridge University ,Â˙„Â·Ú ˙‡ ÌÎÒÓ‰
Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ ÏÚÙÓÏÂ ÔÂÊÁÏ ÛÒÂ ˜Â„ÈˆÂ ‰·Â˘˙ ¯‡˘‰ ÔÈ· Ô˙Â ,Press (2003)
˙‡Â Â˙˘Ó ˙‡ ÂÈÙÏ Ò¯ÂÙ ‡Â‰ 'ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÌÈÎÂÁÓ ÌÈ„Â‰È' ˜¯Ù· .˜ÊÂ¯
.˙ÂÏÈ‰˜ È‚È‰ÓÂ ÌÈÎÁÓ ,ÌÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÚ„ È‚Â‰ ˜ÏÁ ÂÁ˜ÈÈ Â·˘ ÁÈ˘Ï ÈÂÈÚ‰ ÒÈÒ·‰
‡˘ÂÏ ˙È˘ÚÓ‰ Â˙˘È‚Ó ‰ÙÁ ‰È‡˘ ,ÂÏ˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙È˙˘˙‰ ˙‡ ÁÒÓ ‡Â‰
˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ Í¯„‰ ÔÂÈˆÏ ‰ÈÂ‡¯ .'Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎÏ ‰‚‡„‰' – ÂÈÈÁ ÏÎ Â˙Â‡ ‰ÂÂÏÓ˘
."˙Â¯ÙÒ"Â "‰Ù˘" ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰· ˘Ó˙˘Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ‰·˘
È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯Â·Ú ÂÂÓÈ˜‰˘ ˙Â„ÒÂÓ ‰ÓÎ· Â„ˆÏ „Â·ÚÏ È˙ÈÎÊ ˙È˘È‡
È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó ˙‡ Ï‰È ¯˘‡Î Â˙Â‡ È˙ÈÂÂÈÏ .Ï‡¯˘È·Â ˙ÂˆÂÙ˙·
È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· Â‚ÂÒÓ ÏÂ„‚‰ ÊÎ¯ÓÏ ÍÙ‰˘ ,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ˙ÂˆÂÙ˙·
Ô˙ 'ÙÂ¯Ù ,„ÁÈ Â¯·Á .'ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È È˙ÈÓÚ ˙ÈÎ˙' ˙‡ ÂÓ˜‰ ¯˙ÂÈ ¯ÁÂ‡Ó .ÌÏÂÚ·
'ÙÂ¯Ù ,„ÚÈ·‡ Ë'‚ ¯"„ ,ÔÒÈ ÈÎ„¯Ó 'ÙÂ¯Ù ,ÔÓ¯˜‡ ¯ËÏÂÂ 'ÙÂ¯Ù ,ÍÈÈ¯Ë˘ËÂ¯
¯ÈÎÊÓ‰ Ê‡ ‰È‰˘ ,¯‰ÂÊ ÌÈÈÁ ÂÏ Â·Èˆ‰˘ ¯‚˙‡Ï ÂÈÚÂ ,ÈÎÂ‡Â ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
˙ÂÎÂÒ‰ ¯"ÂÈ ,Ï"Ê ÔÈ'ˆÏÂ„ ‰È¯‡Â ,˙ÈÓÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ˙Â¯„˙Ò‰‰ ˙Ï‰‰ Ï˘ ÈÏÏÎ‰
Â‡¯˜˘ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‚È‰Ó ˙¯˘Î‰Ï ˙ÈÎ˙ ÌÈ˜‰Ï Â· ÂˆÈ‡‰ Ì‰ .Ê‡„ ˙È„Â‰È‰
ÔÓ ÌÈ·¯ ‰¯È˘Î‰ ÂÊ ˙ÈÎ˙ .'Ï„Ó ˘"Ú ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È È˙ÈÓÚ ˙ÈÎ˙' ¯˙ÂÈ ¯ÁÂ‡Ó ‰Ï
.ÌÏÂÚ‰ È·Á¯· ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜· ÌÈ‚È‰Ó‰Â ÌÈ¯ÈÎ·‰ ÌÈÎÁÓ‰
Â·˘È˘ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙ÈÈÒÂÏÎÂ‡Ï ¯·ÚÓ ‰ˆ¯Ù ‰¯ÂÓÎ ˜ÊÂ¯ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙ÚÙ˘‰
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¯·„ Á˙Ù

Â˙¯Â˙· ·¯ ÔÈÈÚ ÌÈÏ‚Ó ¯ÙÒ È˙··Â ‰ÈÓ„˜‡· ÌÈ¯ÂÓÂ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÓ ÌÂÈÎ .Â˙˙ÈÎ·
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ˙ÈÂÈÚ‰ Ì˙„Â·Ú· ÂÈ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘ÓÂ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯·Â
ÌÈÙˆÓ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â ÌÈÎÁÓ .˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂÙ ‰„Â·Ú ˙Â˘ „ÂÚ ÂÏ ÂÂÎ˘ ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ˙ÈÂÈÚ‰ – ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Ú„‰ ÈÏÈ·˘· Ì˙Â‡ ÂÁÈ˘ ÌÈ‡·‰ ÂÈ¯ÙÒÏ
,˜ÈÈÓ Ï˘ Â˙ÈÈÚ¯ ,‰ÏÂ‡‚ ˙‡ ‰Î¯Ú‰· ¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ‡Ï˘ ¯˘Ù‡-È‡ ,‰·È·Á ‰Â¯Á‡Â
‰‡¯˘‰ ÂÏ ˙˘Ó˘ÓÂ „È· „È Â˙Â‡ ˙ÂÂÏÏ ‰ÎÈ˘ÓÓ ,Â„ˆÏ „ÈÓ˙ Ì˘ ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘
.ÌÈ˘‰ ÏÎ Í¯Â‡Ï ‰ÎÈÓ˙Â

‰ÓÏ˘ 'ÙÂ¯Ù :‰ÚÈ˙ÙÓÂ ‰·ÂˆÚ ‰Ú„Â‰ ÂÈÏ‡ ‰ÚÈ‚‰ ,‰Ê Í¯Î ˙Î‰ ÍÏ‰Ó·
ÍÂÈÁÏ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· ˘‡¯ ‰È‰ Ò˜ÂÙ 'ÙÂ¯Ù .ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙È·Ï Á˜Ï Ò˜ÂÙ (¯ÂÓÈÒ)
ÂÈ„ÒÈÈÓ ÔÈ· ‰È‰Â ,1982–1968 ÌÈ˘‰ ÔÈ· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ï˘
ı·Â˜ ˙ÂÂ‰˙‰ ¯Á‡ ÔÈÈÚ· ·˜Ú ‡Â‰ .ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó Ï˘ ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ÂÈÎÓÂ˙Â
Ï˘ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙‰ Â· – ‰Ê ¯·„ Á˙Ù ÂÏ ÛÈÒÂ‰Ï Â·ÂË· ÌÈÎÒ‰Â ,‰Ê
ÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÊÈ ,ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰‚Â‰ – Ò˜ÂÙ 'ÙÂ¯Ù .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ 'ÙÂ¯Ù
,ÂÁ‡ .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÈÏÈ‰˜Ï „Â‡Ó ¯ÒÁÈ – ‰˘ÚÓ ˘È‡Â
.ÌÂÁ˙‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ·Â ¯˜ÁÓ· Â˙„Â·Ú ˙‡ ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ˙Ó ,ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó·

‡Â·Ó
Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ
Â‡¯˜ .ÌÈ‡¯Â˜‰ Ï‰˜ÏÂ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯ÙÏ ‰Ê ¯ÙÒ ˘È‚‰Ï ÌÈÁÓ˘ Â‡
˙‡ ÔÈÈˆÓ‰ Ï·ÂÈ ¯ÙÒ Â· ÌÈ‡Â¯ Â‡Â È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒÂ ˙ÂÙ˘ :‰ÙÂÒ‡Ï
È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„ ˙‡ „ÒÈÈ˘ ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙
˙˘· ˙Â‡ÏÓ‚Ï Â˙‡ÈˆÈÏ „ÚÂ 1968-· Â„ÒÂÂÈ‰ ˙˘Ó ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó· Ï‚Ò ¯·Á ‰È‰Â
˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â„Â·ÎÏ ÒÎ ÌÈÈ˜ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó ,ÂÊ ‰˘· .2000
ÂÓÒ¯Ù˙‰ ÒÎ‰ Â˙Â‡· Â˙È˘ ˙Â‡ˆ¯‰‰ Ï˘ Ô·Â¯ ·Â¯ .ÊÎ¯Ó‰ Ï‚ÒÓ Â˙˘È¯Ù Ï‚¯Ï
Â‰ÈÓ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ Â˙¯˙ÂÎ˘ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈÂÈÚ :ÂÏ˘ ‰¯„Ò‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ÔÂÈÏÈ‚·
ÂÏ ¯¯·˙‰ ÌÏÂ‡ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÌÈÂÂÈÎ ?ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰
ÌÈÎÁÓÂ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ Ì˘È ,Ê‡ ÂÓÒ¯Ù˙‰˘ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈ‚‰Â ¯˘ÂÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÓÏ˘
˙ÂÚÈ‰Ï ÂÁÓ˘È˘ ,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Â˘È‚Â ˙ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ ˙ÂÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„ ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ‰ ,ÌÈ·¯
ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ „ÏÂ ÂÏ‡ ˙Â·ÈÒ· .‰·Â˙Î ‰ÁÓ· ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ˙‡ „·ÎÏ ˙ÙÒÂ ‰ÓÊ‰Ï
,‰Ê‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ¯È˘Ú‰ ÌÈÈÈÚ‰ ÔÎÂ˙Ó ˙Â‡¯Ï Ô˙È˘ ÈÙÎ .Ï·ÂÈ ¯ÙÒ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï
.·¯ ÔÂˆ¯· ‰˙ÚÂ ‰Î¯·· ‰Ï·˜˙‰ ‰ÓÊ‰‰
ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„Ï ÌÈ¯ÎÂÓ ÌÈÁÓÂÓ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ‰ ˙ÓÈ˘¯
¯˜Á· ‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÈÏÎ ˙‡ ÌÈÓ˘ÈÈÓ‰ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡ È˘‡ ,˙Â„‰È‰
Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈ¯Â·ÈÁ· ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
Ï˘ ÌÈÏ‰ÓÂ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈ‚È‰Ó ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚ Ì‰È˙ÂÎÏ˘‰Â ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó
Ï˘ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Â‡ ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚ ÂÈ‰ ÌÏÂÎ .ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯ ÌÈÎÁÓÂ ,ÔÂÊÁ ÈÁÂÓ ÍÂÈÁ ˙Â„ÒÂÓ
ÌÈ„˜ÂÓ‰ .ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙Â˘ ÍÏ‰Ó· ˙¯Á‡ Â‡ ÂÊ ‰„Â˜· ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù
ÌÈ·Ï˘· ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ˜ÒÚ Ì‰· ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ ¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘
.ÂÏ˘ ‰¯ÈÈ¯˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘‰
¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ ˙Â·¯‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÓÂ¯˙ ¯Á‡ ·˜ÂÚ Ò˜ÂÙ ‰ÓÏ˘ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ,'¯·„ Á˙Ù'·
˙·˘ÁÓ Ï˘ Í˘Ó˙Ó‰ ÏÚÙÓÏ – ‡¯˜È‰Ï ÛÈ„Ú‰ „ÈÓ˙˘ ÈÙÎ "˜ÈÈÓ" Â‡ – ˜ÊÂ¯
Ú·Â ÌÈÈÚ˘ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ÂÎÂ˙· ÏÈÎÓ ¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
,¯˘ËÈ„ ÔÂ¯‰‡ ¯"„ ,‡·‰ ¯Ó‡Ó· .˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙„Â·ÚÂ Â˙Â‚‰Ó ˙Â¯È˘È
˙ÈÓ„˜‡ ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ· ÌÈ‚ÈˆÓ ,ÈÎÂ‡Â ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚÈ·‡ ,Ò˜ÊÈÈ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡ ÌÈ¯ÂË˜Â„‰ ÌÚ
ÏÂÏÎÓ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡ÓÂ ÌÈÁÓ˘ ˙ÂÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙ÂÓ‚ÓÏ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÛÂ¯Èˆ· ,ÂÈ·˙Î Ï˘ ‰‡ÏÓ
.ÂÈ·˙Î
˜ÈÈÓ˘ ÌÈÁÂÓ‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ¯˘‡ ˙ÂÒÓ ÏÈÎÓ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ˜ÏÁ· È˘‰ ÛÈÚÒ‰
‡È‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â„Â‡ ÁÈ˘‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‰Â˘‡¯Ï Ì‰· ˘Ó˙˘‰ Â‡ Ì˙Â‡ ‡ÈˆÓ‰

Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ
“Commandments, Concerns and ,ÔÊÈÈ‡ È¯‡
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¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó .Ô‡ˆÂÓ ˙„Â˜
ÂÈÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰ ˜ÈÈÓ ¯˘‡ ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ‰·Ó ·È·Ò Ì˜¯ ,Education in the Covenant”
‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ ,È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈË˜¯ÙÏÂ ‰È¯Â‡È˙Ï ÈÂÈÁÎ
ÌÈ˘ÚÓÂ ÌÈ¯˜ÈÚ Ì˙Â‡Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ – (ÈÂÏ‚ ,˘¯ÂÙÓ) ˙ÈËÈˆÈÏÙÒ˜‡ ˙„ ÔÈ·˘
ÌÈ¯·ÁÎ ÍÈÈ˙˘‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ÌÓÂÈ˜· ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù ˙Â¯ÂÒÓÏ ÌÈÓ‡‰˘
‰Ú„Â˙Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ – (ÚÓ˙˘Ó ,ÊÓÂ¯Ó) ˙ÈËÈˆÈÏÙÓÈ‡ ˙„Â ,‰‰ÂÊÓ ‰ÏÈ‰˜· ÌÈÈÓ‡
,‰˘ÚÓÏ .„ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ‰‰ÓÎ‰ Â˘Ù ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÏÂÚÂ ˙ÂÚ˜Â·‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ·Ï ˙ÂÈËÂ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜
‡Â‰ ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ,˙ÂÏËÂÓÂ ˙ÂÈÓÂÂ¯Ë‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈÓ Ú·Â˘ "ÈÂÂÈˆ"‰ ˙ÚÙÂ˙· Ô„ ÔÊÈÈ‡
ÌÈÁÂÓ· ÂÈ˘¯Â˘ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï ‰ÒÓÂ ,ÈËÈˆÈÏÙÒ˜‡‰ ·ËÂ˜Ï ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÍÈÂ˘Ó
‰ÈÂÂÁ· ÈËÓÈ‡Â ÔÂ˙ ·ÈÎ¯ÓÎ ÈÂÂÈˆ‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ÂÏ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ "ÌÈÈËÈˆÈÏÙÓÈ‡"
È‰ÂÊ) ‰ÓÂ‡‰ ˙Â·‡ÏÂ ,‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï ,‰ÁÙ˘ÓÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙˘ÂÁ˙· ‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ˙È˘Â‡‰
ÂÈ‡ ¯·„‰ ÈÎ Ì‡ Ï‡‰ ÈÙÏ Ì‚ "‰ÂÂˆÓ È˙ÂÈ‰" ˙˘ÂÁ˙Ï ÏÈ·Â˙˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ˘ ‰Ú„Â˙
ÔÈ· È˙ÈÈÚ·‰ ˘‚ÙÓ· Ô„‰ Â¯Ó‡Ó ˙‡ ‰Â· ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚÈ·‡ ¯"„ .(˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ·ÈÂÁÓ
ËÂ˘˜Â‡ ˙Â·˜Ú·) ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÁÂÓ È˘ ·È·Ò ÈÓ„˜‡ ÍÂÈÁÏ È˙„ ÍÂÈÁ
„ÂÒÈ‰ È‚˘ÂÓ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,"‰Ù˘‰" :˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ÌÈÒÁÈ ˙Î¯ÚÓ· Ì˙Â‡ ·Èˆ‰ (Ò¯ËÈÙÂ
ÏÊ¯·‰Â Ô‡ˆ‰ ÈÒÎ ˙‡ ÌÈÂÎÓ‰ (˘¯„ÓÂ ‰¯Â˙ ÂÓÎ) ˙ÂÈÒÈÒ·‰ ˙Â˜ÈË˜¯Ù‰Â
È‚˘ÂÓ Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó˘ ÌÈÈ˙¯ÈˆÈ‰ ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ,"˙Â¯ÙÒ"Â ,‰Â˙ ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘
ÍÏ‰Ó· .˙Â¯Â„‰ Í¯Â‡Ï ÌÈ‚Â‰Â ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ ,ÌÈ‡¯Â˜ Ï˘ Ì‰È„È· ˙Â˜ÈË˜¯ÙÂ „ÂÒÈ‰
"‰Ù˘"‰ ÔÎ˘ÓÎ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ó (Ô·‰) ˜ÊÂ¯ ,¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰
˙Â„Â˙Ó‰ Ô˙Â‡Ï ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó˘ ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˘ ÈÏ‡Ò¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ô·ÂÓ·) "‰È¯Â‡È˙"‰Â
,ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ „ÒÂÓ‰Â (ÈÚ„Ó‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙ÂËÈ˘ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘Ó˘Ó‰ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ÌÈÁÂÓ‰Â
Ô·ÂÓ· Ì‚) "‰˜ÈË˜¯Ù" Â‡ "˙Â¯ÙÒ" Ï˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÎ ,˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ‰·È˘È‰ „ÁÂÈÓ·Â
˜ÊÂ¯ ÂÏ˘ È˘‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· .(ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈÒÂÙ„Ï ÔÂÂÎÓ‰ ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˘
.¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ ˙„„ÂÁÓ ‰¯Âˆ· ‰·È˘È‰Â ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÔÈ· „Â‚È‰ ˙‡ ‰·Ó (Ô·‰)
"‰˜ÈË˜¯Ù"Â "‰È¯Â‡È˙","˙Â¯ÙÒ"Â "‰Ù˘"Ï ÌÈ„˜ÂÓÎ ÌÈ‚ˆÂÓ ˙Â„ÒÂÓ‰ È˘ Ô‡Î
,ÛÂÒ·Ï .„Â‚È‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙· ÂÊÏ ÂÊ ˙Â„‚ÂÓ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ‰ ,„ÁÈ Ì‚
‡Ï‡ ,‰ÊÈ˙ÈÒ‰ Í¯„· ‡Ï˘ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ‰Èˆ¯‚ËÈ‡ ÔÈÚÓ ÚÈˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯
˙ÈÓ„˜‡ ‰ÏÎ˘‰ ÈÏÚ· ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈ˘‡Ï ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ "‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙"‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Í¯„
Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÎÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜Ï Ì˙Â‡ Ì‚¯˙ÏÂ ˙ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ ˙Â·Â˙ ¯ÊÁ˘ÏÂ ˘„ÁÓ ˙Â·‰Ï
.È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰
˙· ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ˙Â‚‰Ï ‰˜ÈÊ· ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ‰ÁÂ‡ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ¯"„
ÌÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÈ‡¯ ÔÈ· Í¯ÂÚ ‡Â‰˘ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÓÊ
˙‡ ‰‰ÊÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÈÏ ,‰ÁÂ‡ Ï˘ Â˙Ú„Ï .ıÈ·Â·ÈÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÂËÂÎÈ„‰ Â˙ÈÈ‡¯
˙ÈÏ‡Â„È·È„È‡ ˙ÂÈËËÂ‡Ï ‰ÙÈ‡˘‰ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ÏÂÓ ·ˆÈ˘ ‰Ê ÌÚ ÍÂÁÓ‰ Ì„‡‰
Â˙ÓÂÚÏ .ÂÈÙ· ‰ÁÈÓ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰˘ ˙ÂÈÓÂÂ¯Ë‰ ˙Â·ÂÁÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÈ·Ï
ÌÂ˜Ó ¯È˙ÂÓ ,"˙Â¯ÙÒÂ" "‰Ù˘" Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ‰˘ÂÚ ‡Â‰˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ Í¯„ ,˜ÊÂ¯
˘È‚„Ó‰ È˘¯Ù ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘ ÂÎÏ‰Ó· ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÙÈ‡˘‰ È˙˘ ÔÈ· È˜ÏÁ ·Â˘ÈÈÏ
„ÂÚ· .˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Â ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ Ì„˜Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó˘ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈË·È‰‰ Ì˙Â‡ ˙‡
Â˙‚ˆ‰· ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ˙ÂÎÓÒÏ „ÈÁÈ‰ ˙ÈÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ ÔÈ· ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ ¯˘˜· „˜Ó˙Ó ‰ÁÂ‡
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‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÏÏÎ˘ÏÂ „·ÚÏ ‰ÒÓ ÔÓÒÈÈÂ ‰¯Â·„ ¯"„ ,ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘
˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ· ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯ÙÂ ˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÔÈ· Ô˙ÓÂ ‡˘Ó ˙Ï‰Ó˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ
¯Á‡ ˙·˜ÂÚ ‡È‰ .ÂÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡· Û‡Â ÂÈ·˙Î· ˜ÈÈÓ ˙‡ ‰˜ÈÒÚ‰˘ ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„ –
ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ‚Â‰Ï ‰ÂÙ ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó· ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯ÙÏÂ ˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Ï ˙ÂÈÂ„Ú
˙ÂÏÂ‚Ò ¯·„· ‰·‰‰ ˙‡ ˜ÈÓÚ‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ¯ˆÏÂÂ Ï‡ÎÈÓÂ ‚¯·È¯‚ ‰˘Ó ÔÂ‚Î
˘È˘ ˙ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰-˙È˙„ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰˘È‚ ‰ÚÈˆÓ Ê‡Â ,˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰Â ˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
ÌÈÁÂ˙ÙÂ „ÁÓ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ Ì˙Â·¯˙· ÌÈ˘¯˘ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ „„ÂÚÏ ‰ÁÂÎ·
˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Â ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙ Ï˘ Ì‰ÈÎ¯Ú Ï˘ ÈÈˆ¯ „ÂÓÈÏÓ Ì˙Â‡ ˜ÈÙ‰Ï Ô˙È˘ ˙Â·Â˙Ï
.Í„È‡Ó ˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÏÂÚ
ÌÂ‚¯˙‰" ˙ÈÈ‚ÂÒ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰ ˜ÈÈÓ ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÂÈÈÁ ˙Â˘ ·Â¯ ÍÏ‰Ó·
˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ÍÂ˙ ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â‡È¯˜ „ÈÓÚ‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ È¯˜ ,"ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ ÏÚ· ÂÓÊ Ô· ‡¯Â˜Ï ÌÈ·ÂÓÂ ÌÈ˘È‚ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï Í¯ÂˆÏ
˘Ë˘ËÏ ÈÏ·ÓÂ Ú„ÂÓ· ˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ ˘È˘ Ú·˙ ˜ÈÈÓ .("˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯" ‰ÈÎ˘ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ)
‡Â‰ ,ÍÎÏ È‡ .("˙ÂÈË˙Â‡" ‰ÈÎ˘ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ) ÂÓˆÚ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ÂÏÂ˜ ˙‡
˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰Â „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ,‡¯˜Ó‰ ÂÓÎ ÌÈÈÂ˜ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ‡Â¯˜Ï ˘È˘ ÚÈˆ‰
ÌÈÚ˜Â˘Ó‰ ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙‡ ËÈÏ·Ó˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰Â ˙ÈÓÈÈÈ·-ÈÓÈ‰
ıÓ‡Ó‰ ÂÈÏÚ ·È·Á „ÁÂÈÓ· .ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰Â ÌÈÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ,ÌÈÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ÌÈ¯'Ê·
˙‡ ËÈÏ·‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ˙‡ÊÂ ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó· "˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÂÈÂ˘‚˙‰" ¯˙‡Ï
.„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰Ó¯„ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ÌÈ·‡˘Ó ˜ÙÒÏÂ Ì˙ÂÈÂÈÁ
arts of) "˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ıÂÏÈÁ ˙ÂÓÂ‡"· ˜ÒÂÚ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ ,¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ‡·‰ ˜ÏÁ‰
.È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‡¯Â˜‰ ¯Â·Ú ÌÈÈÂ˜ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ (·‡ÂÂ˘ ÛÒÂÈ Ú·Ë˘ ÁÂÓ) (recovery
ÌÈÂÈÚ Ï˘ 9-‰ ÔÂÈÏÈ‚‰ ˙‡ ‰Á‰˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ Ï‡ Â˙Â‡ ¯ÈÊÁÓ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ÛÈÚÒ‰
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ‡Â‰Â ,Â˙‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ – ÂÈÓÈ· ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙·‰ :È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ·
¯˘˜˙Ó ,È˜ÒÈ˜ÂÏ ÛÒÂÈ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ ,‰Ê‰ ˜ÏÁ· ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .‡¯˜Ó‰ Ï˘
Â¯ÙÒ· ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙˘¯Ù· ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ ÔÓ ˙ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ıÏÁÏ ˜ÈÈÓ Ï˘ ÂÈˆÓ‡ÓÏ
˙Â˜ÂÏÁÏ ·Ï‰ ˙ÓÂ˘˙ ˙‡ ‰ÙÓ È˜ÒÈ˜ÂÏ .Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge
˙‡È¯˜ Ï˘ È˙˘-˙Ï˙‰Â È˙˘‰ Ï‡ÂËÈ¯‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÓÈÙ‰
¯Â˜Ó ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ· ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰˘Î ,˙È¯ˆÂ‰ ÌÈ˜¯Ù‰ ˙˜ÂÏÁÂ ˙ÂÈÏÚ‰ ˙˜ÂÏÁ ,‰¯Â˙‰
Ï˘ ˙„ÓÂÏÓ ‰¯È˜Ò ÏÏÂÎ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÍÂ˙· ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÈÈ·‰Ï
¯ˆÈ˘ ÌÈ˜ÂÏÈÁÏ Ì‚ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ˙ÏÏÂÎ˘ ‰¯Â˙· ‰‡È¯˜‰ ˙˜ÂÏÁÏ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰
,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙ÈÈ·‰Ï ˙ÂÙÒÂ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡ Ì‚ ÚÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÍÂ˙· È¯„ÂÓ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰
Ì‚ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .˙Â˘„Á ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰‡È¯˜Ï ˙Â˜ÈÚÓ Ô‰ Û‡˘ ,ÂÏ˘ Â˙·˘ÁÓ È¯Ù
Ï˘ ˙È‚¯ÂËÈÏ‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· Ô‰· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï Ô˙È˘ ˙ÂÈ‚Â‚„Ù ˙Â˜ÈÎË ¯‡˙Ó
ÍÂÙ‰ÏÂ ‰Ê‡‰‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ ˙‡ ¯È˘Ú‰Ï ‰Ó‚Ó· ÏÂÁ‰ ˙ÂÓÈ·Â ˙·˘ ÈÓÈ· ‰˘¯Ù‰
,‰Ê ˙ÂÎÊ· .‰˘¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ‰ÎÂ˙ ÔÂÈ˘Ï ¯·ÚÓ ‡È‰˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï˘ Ú‚¯Ï ‰˙Â‡
Ì‚ ‰ÎÂ˙· ÏÈÎ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙ÈÂÈÚ ‰·È˙Î˘ ÍÎÏ ˙¯„‰ ‡Ó‚Â„ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˜ÈË˜¯Ù‰ ˙¯˘Ú‰Ï Ì¯Â˙˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ‰È‚Â‚„Ù Ì‚Â ‰È¯Â‡È˙
,¯·ÁÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ÚˆÂ‰˘ ‰ÓÈ˙ Á˙ÙÓÂ ·ÈÁ¯Ó ı·Â˜‰ Ï˘ ‰Ê‰ ˜ÏÁ· ‡·‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰
ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈÂÈÚ Ï˘ ÈÚÈ·¯‰ Í¯Î· ÌÒ¯Ù˙‰˘ ÂÏ˘ Ì„Â˜ ¯Ó‡Ó· ,„ÏÙÂ˜ Ô·ÈËÒ ¯"„
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ÔÂÈÓÈ„‰ :‰¯ÊÁ·Â ˙ÈÓÈÙ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ˙ÈÂˆÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÔÓ" ,‡¯˜˘ È„Â‰È‰
„ÏÙÂ˜ Ï˘ ‰ÚÈ¯È‰-·Á¯ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ Ï˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Â˜ÏÁ ",È„Â‰È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ· È¯ÂÙ‡ËÓ‰
‰ÏÂÎÈ˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ˙È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ‰ ˙Â„È„¯Ï ¯˜ÈÚ· ˘„˜ÂÓ ˙È˘‡¯· ¯ÙÒ· ·"Î ˜¯ÙÏ
ÔÈÙÂÏÈÁÏ Â‡) ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏ (˙ÈÏ¯ËÈÏ) ˙ÈË˘Ù ‰˘È‚ Ï˘ ‰˙‡ˆÂ˙ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
ÌÈ¯‡˙Ó ÌÈ‡ ,Í"˙‰ ÂÓÎ ˙ÙÂÓ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ ,„ÏÙÂ˜ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÚ· .(ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ Ï˘
ÔÈ·" Ú¯˙˘Ó‰ ¯„‚ÂÓ È˙Ï·‰ ÁË˘‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ Ì‰ ‡Ï‡ "ÌÈÈ¯ÈÙÓÈ‡" ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡
Ô˙Â‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÓÈÙ‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ,„ÁÓ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·‰ ˙Â¯ÂÓ‰Ó "ÔÈ·Ï
‰·Â˙Â ‰˘ÂÁ˙ ÂÈ‡¯Â˜Ï ˙Â˜‰Ï ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ· .Í„È‡Ó Ì„‡‰ ¯Â·Ú ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ
ÂÈ‡ „ÏÙÂ˜ ,“figurative mindedness” ÂÏˆ‡ ‰ÂÎÓ˘ ‰ÓÏ Ú‚Â· ˙È¯˘Ù‡
¯È·Ò‰Ï ‡Â‰ ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ Â„È˜Ù˙ Ô‰ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÈ‡Ó„˜‡ ˙ÂÈˆ·Â˜Ï ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÏÈ·‚Ó
„ÏÙÂ˜ ,‰ÏÈ‚¯ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡ ‰·È˙Î ÌÂ˜Ó· .¯Ó‡Ó· ˙ÂÂ„‰ ˙ÂÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙‡ ‡¯Â˜Ï
ÂÓÎ ÌÓˆÚ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÊ˘ ÌÈËÂÁ Â˙·È˙Î ÍÂ˙Ï ‚¯Â‡ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈÊÓ¯· ·˙ÂÎ
Ï˘ ˙¯·‚˙ÓÂ ˙¯·ËˆÓ ‰ÈÂÂÁ ‡¯Â˜‰ Ïˆ‡ Â¯ˆÈÈ ‰Ï‡˘ ‰ÂÂ˜˙· ¯È˘ Ï˘ ÂÂÓÊÙ
ÂÈ˙ÂÚË ˙‡ Û˜˘ÓÂ Ì‡Â˙ ¯·ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰·È˙Î‰ ÔÂ‚Ò ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· .˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
ÔÈÈÂÚÓ ‡Â‰˘ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ È¯ÂÙËÓ‰ „ÓÓÏ ˙Â˘È‚¯ ˙ÏÚ· ,‰‡È¯˜‰ ‚ÂÒ ˙Â„Â‡
˙·Î¯ÂÓ‰ Â˙Â˘¯Ù ˙‡ ‰·Á¯‰· ‚ÈˆÓ „ÏÙÂ˜ ,¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ È˘‰ Â˜ÏÁ· .Â·
.È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈ‚ˆÂÓ ‰Ï‡˘ ÈÙÎ Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ ÌÈÚÂ‚¯ ‡Ï‰Â ÌÈ¯ÚÂÒ‰ ÂÈÈÁÏ
˘ÂÓÈÓÏ ˙ÂÙÈ‡˘ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏ ‰˘È¯„ ,„ÏÙÂ˜ ÈÈÚ· ,‡Â‰ ˜ÁˆÈ ˙‡ ·È¯˜‰Ï ÈÂÂÈˆ‰
‰ÂÂ˜˙‰ ‡ÏÏ ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó ‰ÂÓ‡‰ Ô‰· ÌÈÈÁ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏ ˙Â˘ÈÁ· ¯ÂÊÁÏ ‰ÚÈ·˙Â ÈÓˆÚ
ÔÓÂ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÓ ,‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÓ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÔÂ˜‰ ÔÓ – ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó .¯Î˘ ˙Ï·˜Ï
˙Î‡ÏÓ ÔÎÂ ,ÂÈ˙Â·Â˙ ˙‡ Ì‰Ó ˜ÂÈ „ÏÙÂ˜˘ – ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰È¯Â‡È˙‰Â ˙¯Â˜È·‰
.„ÁÂÈÓ ÔÂÈˆÏ ÌÈÈÂ‡¯ ÂÈ„ÁÈ Ì˙‚È¯‡ Ï˘ ˙·˘ÁÓ‰
‡¯Â˜‰ ¯Â·Ú ‡¯˜Ó‰ Ï˘ "˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ıÂÏÈÁ"· Ô„ ‰Ê‰ ˜ÏÁ· ‡·‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰
Ë¯ÂÙÓ ¯˜ÁÓ ÂÈÙ· ˙Ò¯ÂÙ Ï˜¯Ù ‰Ï¯Ó ¯"„ .˙¯Á‡ ˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ‰
‰ÓÁ – ‰ÚÂ„È‰ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ˙ÈÓÂ‡ Ï˘ ˙È‚Â‚„Ù‰ ‰˙˘È‚· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ‰·ÂÓÂ
Â˘ÓÈ˘˘ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‰Ï˘ ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ˙ÓÁÂ˙ Ï˜¯Ù Ì‚ .ıÈ·Â·ÈÈÏ
ÍÂÈÁÏ "˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â" ‰˘È‚ ÔÈ· ÈË˜Ï‡È„ Á˙Ó ‚ÈˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ˙‡
Â˙ÂÎÓÒ· ˙ÂÎÓÂ˙ ·Â¯Ï˘) ÌÈ¯ÎÂÓ ˙Â˜ÈË˜¯ÙÂ ÌÈÏ‡È„È‡ ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú· ÏÈÁ˙Ó˘ –
ÔÈ·Ï – („ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˘ÂÙÈÁÂ ÂÈ˙ÂÙÈ‡˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÎÒÂÓ ÔÂ˜ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓÈ„˜Â
ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÈÚ·Â Ì‰È˙ÂÏ‡˘· ‰Ï˘ ‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙„Â˜˘) ˙È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„ ‰˘È‚
Á˙Ó‰ ˙‡ ˙ÓÈÈ˜Ó ÔÎ‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÈÏ ‰ÓÁ ÈÎ ‰‡¯Ó Ï˜¯Ù ,‰˙„Â·Ú· .(‰ÏÈ‰˜‰Â
,"ÌÈÂÈÚ"· Ì‚Â "˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚"· Ì‚ ,‰È·˙Î ÏÎ Í¯Â‡Ï ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Â˘È‚ È˙˘ ÔÈ·
˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù Á˙Ï ‰‡Â·· .˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ ˙ÂÂˆÓ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ˙˜ÒÂÚ ‡È‰ Ì‡ ÔÈ·
˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙È‰ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÎÓÒ ÏÚ ˙ÂÚ˘ Ô‰ÈÙ ÏÚ˘ ,˙Â˘¯Ù·Â ‰¯Â˙· ˙ÂÈ˙ÎÏ‰
Ô˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï ˙¯ÁÂ· ‡È‰ ,(ÈËÓÈ‡ ÏÂÈˆ¯ Ô‰È¯ÂÁ‡Ó ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÈ‰)
˙Â˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ˙Á˙Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÈÏ ¯˘‡Î ,Í„È‡Ó .˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜-˙È˘Â‡‰
‰È‰ È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÈÏÂÈˆ¯‰ ‡¯Â˜‰˘ ‰·Â˙Ï ˘È‚ ‰‡¯ ÈÎ¯Ú-È¯ÒÂÓ‰ Ô¯˘Ù˘ ˙ÂÂˆÓ·
˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ È¯ÂÁ‡Ó „ÓÂÚ‰ È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ÈÂÂÈˆ‰ ˙‡ ‰˘È‚„Ó ‡È‰ ,„·Ï ‰ÈÏ‡ ÚÈ‚‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ
.„·Ï· ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˙ÂˆÏÓ‰ ˙ÈÁ·· ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÔÈ‡ ÈÎ ¯È‰ÊÓÂ
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˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˘„ÂÁÓ ÔÂÈÚÓ Ô˙Â‡ ˙ÂÏ„Ï Ô˙È˘ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Â·Â˙· ˜ÒÂÚ ‡·‰ ˜ÏÁ‰
:È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈÂÈÚ Ï˘ ÈÈÓ˘‰ Í¯Î‰ ÌÚ Û˙Â˘Ó ‰ÎÓ ÂÏ ˘È ÍÎ· .˙È·¯‰
.ÌÈÈÒ‡Ï˜ ÌÈÈ·¯ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ÂÏÂÎ ˘„˜Â‰˘ ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ ,Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙‡¯Â‰
,ÌÈ¯Á· ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ· ÔÂÈÚ ÏÏÂÎ‰ ˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ ˙È„ÂÓÏ˙ ‰È‚ÂÒ Ï˘ ¯È˘ÚÂ „ÓÂÏÓ ÁÂ˙È·
˙Ò¯Â‚‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÂ‚Î) "ÌÈÈ˙„‚‡" ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘ Ì‡‰ Ï‡Â˘ ÔÈÈË˘„ÈÏ· ·˜ÚÈ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù
ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ·ˆÓ· ÌÈÏÂÎÈ (ÌÈÈÁ ÈÏÚ·Ï ÌÈ·˘Á Ì‰˘ ÈÙÓ ÌÈˆÚ ÏÚ Ô‚‰Ï ˘È˘
Ï˘ Â¯ˆÁÏ ˜Ê Ì¯Â‚ ıÚ˘ ‰ÚË‰ ˙Ó‚Â„Î) ÌÈÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏ‰ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘ ÏÚ ¯Â·‚Ï
ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ Á˙Ó‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚„Ó ÔÈÈË˘„ÈÏ· ,‰Ê‰ ÔÂÈ„· .(Â˙¯ÂÎÏ ˘È ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ¯Á‡ Ì„‡
‰„‚‡‰ „ÓÓ ÔÈ·Ï (ÈÂÏ‚ ,˘¯ÂÙÓ) ˙ÈËÈˆÈÏÙÒ˜‡‰ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ „ÓÓ ÔÈ·
˙ÙÏ‡Ó ‰Ó‚„‰ ÚÈˆÓ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ· (ÚÓ˙˘Ó ,ÊÓÂ¯Ó) ˙ÈËÈˆÈÏÙÓÈ‡‰
Ï·" Ï˘ ¯ÂÒÈ‡· ÌÏ‚˙Ó‰ "‰˜Â¯È" ˙È˙·È·Ò ˙Â˘È‚¯ ÔÈ· ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ˙Â˘‚˙‰ Ï˘
ÌÁÓ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù .ÔÈ˜ÈÊ ˙ÂÎÏ‰· Û˜˙˘Ó‰ ÈËÙ˘Ó ˜„ˆ Ï˘ Ï‡È„È‡‰Â "˙ÈÁ˘˙
Ï˘ ÂÎÂÈÁ ÈÙÏÎ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ˙·ÂÁÏ ˙Â¯È˘È ˙ÂÂÎÓ‰ ˙È·¯ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· „˜Ó˙Ó ÔÓ˘¯È‰
˙ÂÈ‚‰ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó· ,Ï˘ÓÏ ,˙ÂÙÒÂ ˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÂÈÂ˘‚˙‰ ˙Â¯ÎÈ Ô‡Î .¯ÈÚˆ‰ ¯Â„‰
:Ô‰ Ô‡Î ÔÂÈ„Ï ˙ÂÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÙÒÂ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ „ÂÓÏ˙ ˙ˆÙ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÈÙÏÎ
ÚÈ¯ÙÓ˘ ˘Ú¯‰ Û‡ ÏÚ Â˙È·· ¯ÂÚÈ˘ ÌÈÈ˜Ï ˘˜·Ó „ÓÏÓ‰˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ,¯ÓÂÏÎ)
‡Ó˘ Â‡ ,ÈÏ‡ÈˆÂÒ‰ ÔÂÁËÈ·‰ Ì‡‰ :Ô‰ Ô‡Î ÔÂÈ„Ï ˙ÂÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÙÒÂ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ .(ÌÈÎ˘Ï
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ·ÂË‰ Ì„Â˜Ù˙ ˙‡ ÁÈË·˙˘ ‡È‰ ‰‡È¯· ˙Â¯Á˙Ï ˜Â˘‰ ˙ÁÈ˙Ù
¯ˆ ÌÂÁ˙ ÏÚ È„Ù˜ ˜ÂÈ„· ÌÈËÏÂ˘˘ ‰Ï‡ – ?ÌÙÈ„Ú‰Ï ˘È˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ì‰ÈÓ ?„È˙Ú·
‰Ï‡Î ,ÌÈË¯Ù ÈË¯Ù· ÌÈ‡È˜· ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ·Á¯ ÌÈ˜ÙÂ‡ ÈÏÚ· Â‡ ,·Á¯ Ú„È ÌÈ¯ÒÁ Í‡
˙ÂÈÂÚË Ì‡‰ ?˙Â‡È‚˘ ‡ÏÏ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯È·Ú‰Ï Ì˙ÏÂÎÈ È·‚Ï ÔÂÁËÈ· ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘
Ô‰Ï ˘È ‡Ó˘ Â‡ ˙ÈÒÁÈ ˙ÂÏ˜· ÔÂ˜È˙Ï ˙Â˙È ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÈË¯Ù· ˜ÂÈ„ ¯ÒÂÁÓ ˙ÂÚ·Â‰
?ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ ÔÈ„ Ô˙Ó· ·ÈÈÁ ‰¯ÂÓ ÌÈÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜ ‰ÊÈ‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ ?Ï¯Â‚ ˙Â¯‰ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰
‰˘„Á ‰˘È‚ ÚÈˆÓ ,‰¯Â˙Ï Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â˘¯Ù· Ô„‰ Â¯Ó‡Ó· ,È‡˜¯· ¯È‡È ¯"„
‰˘È‚Ï ÏÈ·Â‰Ï Û‡ ‰ÏÂÎÈ˘ ,Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ (˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰) ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰Ï
ËÒ˜Ë· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó ÌÈ˘¯„‰˘ ÁÈÓ ÂÈ‡ È‡˜¯· .Ï·Â˜Ó‰ ÔÓ ‰Â˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ
ÈË¯Ù˘ ÁÈÓ ‡Â‰ .ÌÓÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰ ˙‡ ‰·‚ ÏÚ ÁÒÏ ÂÏÎÂÈ˘ ‰Ó·Î È‡¯˜Ó‰
Â˙Â‡ ‰‰ÊÓ Ô˘¯„‰˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯ ÏÚ ,‰·Á¯ ˙ÈÂÈÚ¯ ˙Â˘¯Ù ÏÚ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ ˙Â˘¯„‰
‰¯ˆ˜‰ ‰È˘¯Ù· Á¯Î‰· ‡ÏÂ – ‡¯˜Ó· ‰ÏÂ„‚ ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰„ÈÁÈ Ï˘ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ‰‡È¯˜·
‡ˆÓ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ ,‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ Â„È˜Ù˙ .‰· ÏÙËÏ ‡· ˘¯„Ó‰ ÂÈÙ ÏÚ˘
‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ ,„·Ï· ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÌÚ "È˘¯„Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ"‰ ˙‡ÂÂ˘‰·
ÌÂ˜Ó· ‡ˆÓ‰ ‰ÓÂ„ ÔÂÈÚ¯ ÌÚ È˘¯„Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë· ÚÂ˜˘‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂ˘‰Ï ˘¯„
ÔÈ‡˘ ‰·Â˙· ‰ˆÂÚ ÂÊ ˙È˘„Á ‰˘È‚ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó .Í"˙· ¯Á‡
Ô‰È˘Â„ÈÁÏ "ÌÏ‚ ¯ÓÂÁ"Î ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏˆÓ˘ ÈÓÎ ˘¯„Ó‰ È¯·ÁÓ· „ÂÚ ˙Â‡¯Ï
˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ÌÚ ˜ÈÓÚÓÂ ÔÎ ,ÈÓÂÈ˜ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈ„„ÂÓ˙Ó‰ ÌÈ˘¯ÙÎ ‡Ï‡ ,„·Ï· ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰
·ÂË ÔÈ·Ó" ‡Â‰˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ‰ ‡¯Â˜Ï Ï‡ ,Ì‚ ÍÎ .È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯Â˜Ó· ˙ÂÂÓË‰
˙ÂÚÈˆ· Á˙ÙÈ‰Ï ˘¯„ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ ,"ÌÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÂÈ·‰ Ì‰ ¯˘‡Ó ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ
˙Ú„ÂÓ ¯˙ÂÈÂ ‰˜ÈÓÚÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ‡È‰˘ ˙Â˘¯Ù ,˙È˘¯„Ó ˙Â˘¯Ù Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ ‚ÂÒÏ
.·Â˘ÁÏ ‰È‰ Ô˙È˘ ‰ÓÓ ‰ÓˆÚÏ
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˙ÂÈÂÂ¯ ˙Â·Â˙ ÚÈˆÓ ˜¯ ‡Ï ,ÂÊ ‰¯„Ò· ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ¯Ó‡Ó· ,ÒÈÏÈ‚ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ¯"„
˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÈ˘˜‰ ÌÚ ˙Â¯È˘È „„ÂÓ˙Ó Û‡ ‡Â‰ ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó·
"‰‚‰ – ˙¯· ‰˜ÈË˜Ï˜‡" – ·‡ÂÂ˘ Ï˘ ÁÂÈÓ‰ ÏÚ ÂÎÓ˙Ò‰· .ÌÈÈ·¯ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë
¯˜Á· ÌÈÂ˘ "ÌÈÈ·ÈËËÒ·ÂÒ ÌÈ·Ó" „ˆÈÎ ÔÁÂ· ‡Â‰ – (defensible eclectic)
ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ˙Â·¯˙ È„ÂÓÈÏÂ ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰˘È‚ ,˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ ÔÂ‚Î Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ
ÈÓÂÁ˙ ¯È˙Ò‰Ï Ì‚ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ,È˘ „ˆÓ Í‡ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ¯È˘Ú‰Ï „Á‡ „ˆÓ
ÏÚ Â· ¯ÁÂ· ÒÈÏÈ‚˘ ‰¯˜Ó‰ ¯Â‡È˙ .ÍÂÈÁÏ Í¯ÚÂ ˙ÏÚÂ˙ Ì‰Ï ˘È˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÔÎÂ˙
.ÏÁ¯Â ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ ÌÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ‡Â‰ "ÈË˜Ï˜‡"‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚„‰Ï ˙Ó
¯Ó‡Ó· .‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÔÈ·˘ È„„‰‰ ÒÁÈ· „˜Ó˙Ó ı·Â˜· ‡·‰ ˜ÏÁ‰
ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÂÈ„ ‰¯¯ÂÚ˘ ‰Ï‡˘· Ô„ ıÈ·Â˜Ó ·‡Ê ¯"„ ,‰Ê‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ ˙‡ Á˙ÂÙ˘
‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ Á˙Ù· .‰‡Â˘Ï ‰ÈÂˆ¯‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰·Â‚˙‰ È‰Ó ,¯·Ú·
ÌÈËÂ˘Ù ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÔÈ‡ ÔÓˆÚÏ˘Î "‰‡Â˘"‰ Ô‰Â "‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰" Ô‰˘ ¯È‰·‰Ï ˘˜·Ó
ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁÂ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈ‚È‰Ó .˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó-·¯Â ˙ÂÈËÏÂÂÈ·Ó‡ ÌÈÏÂË‰
˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â·Â‚˙ Ô˘È ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰ ÌÓÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡
È˙˘ ÔÁÂ· ‡Â‰ ,ÂÏ˘ ‰ÒÓ· .˙ÂÈÂˆ¯ Û‡Â ˙ÂÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï Ô‰˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡Ï
‰ÎÓ ‡Â‰ .˙ÂˆÂÙ˙· Ì‚Â Ï‡¯˘È· Ì‚ Â˘·‚˙‰˘ ‰·Â‚˙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜
ÌÈÈ˜Ï ÚÈˆÓÂ ˙Â¯È‰·· Ô‰È˙˘ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚„Ó ‡Â‰ ."‰Ï·‚‰"Â "˙ÂÈ·ÈË¯Ò‡ :Ô˙Â‡
.È˘‰ ÔÂ·˘Á ÏÚ ‰·Â‚˙ Ï˘ „Á‡ ‚ÂÒ ÁÙËÏ ÌÂ˜Ó· Ô‰ÈÈ· ÈË˜Ï‡È„ Á˙Ó
‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÒÁÈ ˙ÈÈ‚ÂÒ· È˙¯Â˜È· Ë·Ó· ˜ÒÂÚ ÒÈ„¯Â‚ Ï‡È„ ¯"„ ,‡·‰ ¯Ó‡Ó·
Ï˘ Ì‰È˘ÚÓÂ Ì‰È˙Â¯‰ˆ‰ Ï˘ ÂÏ˘ ÁÂ˙È‰ ÔÓ .˙ÂÂÈˆÏ ·"‰¯‡· ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰
ÒÂ˙ÈÓ‰˘ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ÚÈ‚Ó ÒÈ„¯Â‚ ,‰È„Ó‰ ÌÂ˜ Ê‡Ó ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ È‚È‰Ó
¯ÒÁ ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÂÈˆ· ÔÓÊ Í¯Â‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÈ·˜Ú· ˙ÎÓÂ˙ ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ ‰ÈÙÏ
Ï˘ È˘Â˜· ‰ˆÂÚ ˙ÂÂÈˆÏÂ Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ ¯˘ÂÙ‰ ÒÁÈÏ ˙Â·ÈÒ‰ ˙Á‡˘ ÔÚÂË ‡Â‰ .ÒÈÒ·
˙Â·ÈÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜" ,"ÌÂÈ ¯„Ò ÌÚ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜" ‰ÎÂ˙· ÁÙËÏ ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰
·ÈÎ¯Ó Â˘È ,ÒÈ„¯Â‚ ÈÙÏ .È·ÈÒËÈ‡ È„Â‰È ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ÍÂ˙Ó "˙ÂÈÓÂÈ˜ „ÂÒÈ-˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï
˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ ˙‡ ¯È·‚Ó˘ ·ÈÎ¯Ó ,˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÈ˘ÚÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ˜‰·ÂÓ ÈÎÂÈÁ
˙‡ ‰ÏÈ·‚Ó˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜ ‰Ú„Â˙ ÍÂ˙Ó ,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· ˙Â˘¯˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ˙Â˘ÂÁ˙ ÍÂ˙Ó
˙Â·¯˙" Ï˘ ˙ÈÒÈÒ· ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ,Ë¯Ù‰ ˙Ó¯· ÈÓˆÚ ˘ÂÓÈÓÏ ‰ÙÈ‡˘‰
˙ÈÏÂ·ÓÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ Í¯„ Ì‚ Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ ÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ˙„˜ÓÓ ÂÊÎ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú ."„‚Î˘
.Ï‡ÂËÈ¯· ˙‡˘Â Ï‡¯˘È˘
‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ı·Â˜· ˜ÏÁ Â˙Â‡· ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ È˘˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡
ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡" ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù ‰ÈÎ˘ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ È˘Ï ˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡ ˙Â·Â‚˙· ÌÈ„ ÍÂÈÁÂ
¯Ó‡Ó· .Ï‡¯˘È ˙È„Ó ˙Ó˜‰Â ‰‡Â˘‰ :(epoch making events) "‰ÙÂ˜˙ ÈÏÏÂÁÓ
ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ÒÈÒ· ˙Ï‡˘ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙Ó Ò˜ÊÈÈ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡ ¯"„ ,‰¯„ÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ¯‚ÂÒ˘
¯˜Á ÌÂÁ˙ ,Ò˜ÊÈÈ‡ ÍÎ ,È˙¯ÂÒÓ ÔÙÂ‡· .ÍÂÈÁ‰Â ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰
˜Á¯˙‰Ï ˘˜È· ÔÎÂ ,˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Â ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï ¯ÂÒÓÎ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰‡¯ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
¯˘‡Î ,ÌÏÂ‡ .¯Â‰Ë‰ ¯˜ÁÓ· ÌÈÚ‚ÂÙÎ ÂÒÙ˙˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘Ó
Ô˙ÓÏ ·¯˜˙‰Ï Ô˙È ÈÎ ‰Á‰‰ ÏÚ ¯Ú¯ÚÏ ÂÏÁ‰ ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ-ËÒÂÙ ÌÈ˜ÈË¯Â‡È˙
ÈÓˆÚ‰ ÌÂÁËÈ· ˙‡ Â„·È‡ ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ,¯·Ú‰ ÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ¯Â‡È˙
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Â¯‚˙Ò‰ Ì‰ .ÌÈÈÂÈÚ¯Â ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓÂ ÌÈ‚È‰ÓÎ Ì„ÓÚÓÓ Â‚ÂÒÂ
ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ Ï˘ ˘ÂÙÈÁ‰ ,ÌÂÈÎ .˙ÂÈÎËÂ ˙ÂÈ¯ËÂÊ‡ ¯˙ÂÈÂ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ· ÂÊÎ¯˙‰Â
‰Ê) "¯Á‡‰" Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜Ó ¯Á‡ ,˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÌÎ¯„Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ‰ ,ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ,ÌÈÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ
˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏ‡È„Â ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜Â¯ÒÂ˜-‰„ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó ÌÚ „ÁÈ ,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· (ÁÎ˘Â ˜Á„˘
ÌÈ‡˘Â· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ÂÏ‡Î ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÈÈËÏ ˘„Á Û˜Â˙ Â˙ ,‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰·
.(¯·Ú‰ ˙Â¯·Á· ÌÈ˘Â ÌÈ„ÏÈ ,ÌÈÈÚ Ï˘ Ì„ÓÚÓ ÔÂ‚Î) "ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯"
ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÈÓ„˜‡· ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜Á ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÓˆÓˆÓ ,‰‡¯ ÍÎ ,ÂÊ ‰Ó‚Ó
‰˘È‚ Ï˘ ˘„Á ÁÂÒÈÏ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓÂ – ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙Â ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó
Ï˘ Â˙Ú„Â˙ ˙‡ ‰·ÈÁ¯Ó‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁÎ :ÂÈÈ‰„ ,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜ÁÏÂ „ÂÓÈÏÏ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ
.¯·Ú‰ ÌÚ Â˘‚ÙÓ ¯Â‡Ï È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰
‡Â‰ ,"È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰Â ˙È¯„ÂÓ ˙Â‚‰" ,ÈÂ¯˜‰ ÂÏ˘ ÛÒÂ‡· ‡·‰ ˜ÏÁ‰
.˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ Í¯Â‡Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ ÂÈ˜ÂÒÈÚÏ ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰ÈÂÏ‚‰ ‰¯Âˆ· ¯·Á˙Ó˘
ÌÈÈ·¯ÚÓÂ ÌÈ„Â‰È ,ÌÈÏÂ„‚ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Ï˘ Ì˙Â‚‰Ó ·Â‡˘Ï "˜ÈÈÓ" ‚‰ ,ÂÈ·˙Î·
‡Â‰ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· È·ÈÒ˜ÏÙ¯‰ ÁÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ¯È˘Ú‰Ï È¯‡ÏÙÓÒ˜‡ ÔÂÈÒÈ· ,„Á‡Î
˙Â˜ÂÓÚ ˙Â·Â˙ ‚Èˆ‰Â ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙÎ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÏÚ ‰·Á¯‰· ·˙Î
˙Ó‚Â„ ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ‚Â‰ È·˙Î· ÔÂÈÚ‰ Í¯„ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÎ¯„Â ˙Â¯ËÓ Ï˘ ˙Â‚˘Ó‰Â
Ì‚ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ·¯Â ¯ÈÈËÈ˜Ó ,ÍÈÏÈË ,Ï˘‰ ,ÔÏÙ˜ ,˜ÈˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ,¯·Â·
˙È˙„‰ ˙Â‚‰‰ ÔÓ Ú·Â‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ÁÈ˘· ˜ÂÓÚÂ ÈÈˆ¯ Á¯Â‡· ÔÈÈÚ˙‰
˜ÏÁ· ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ¯Ó‡Ó· .ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ‡Ï ÔÈ· ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÔÈ· – ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈÓ¯Ê Ï˘
ÌÈ·‡˘Ó‰Â ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ÌÚ ˙Â¯È˘È „„ÂÓ˙Ó È˜ˆÈ·¯ ¯ÊÚÈ·‡ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ,‰Ê‰
˜È„ˆ‰ÏÂ ÁÒÏ Ô˙È˘ ,˙È˙·˘ÁÓ‰Â ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÍÂ˙· ÌÈÓÈÈ˜‰
‰ÚÈ¯È-˙·Á¯ ‰¯È˜Ò ÚÈˆÓ È˜ˆÈ·¯ .È˙„ ÔÈ· ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙÂ ˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ Ï˘ ‰˘Ó ÌÎ¯„
¯Á‡ ˙Â˜Á˙‰Ï Ô˙È ÌÎ¯„ ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓÂ ÌÈÈÓÈÈÈ·-ÈÓÈ ,ÌÈÈ·¯ ,ÌÈÈ‡¯˜Ó ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘
„˜ÓÓ ‡Â‰ .˙Â„‰È· ÌÊÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰Â ÌÊÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÔÈ· ¯¯Â˘‰ ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ Á˙Ó‰
‡Â‰ .‰ÏÂ‡‚‰Â ˙È¯·‰ ,‰‡È¯·‰ ,„ÂÒÈ È‚˘ÂÓ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ Ï˘ Ì˙ÈÁ·· ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡
ÌÈÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰È˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÈÙ ÏÚ ,˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ Ï‡ÈˆËÂÙ‰ ‡ÂÏÓ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ˘˜·Ó
ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ È˜ˆÈ·¯ .ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ Û‡Â ˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ ÍÂ˙ ¯Á‡‰ ˙‡ ÏÈÎ‰Ï ,ÌÈÈÒ‡Ï˜‰
,‰È‚ÂÏÂËÂ‡ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ÚÈˆÓÂ ,¯Á‡‰ Ï˘ ˙„Ï ÒÁÈ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ„·¯ ‰˘ÂÏ˘
‰ÈÁ·Ó˘ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ˙‡ÊÂ – ÔÈÓ‡Ó È˜ˆÈ·¯ ,ÔÂ·˘Á Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· .¯ÒÂÓÂ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙
˙ÂÓÈÚÓ ÒÂÓ ‰È‰ ‡Ï – ˙Â˙„‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó ÌÈÎÓ ‡ÂˆÓÏ Ô˙È ˙ÈË¯Â‡È˙
ÏÚ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˜·‡Ó Ô‰ÈÈ· ‰ÏÏÂÁ˙‰˘ ,ÌÂ˘Ó ˙‡ÊÂ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â˙„‰ ÔÈ· ÒÂÓÏÂÙÂ
ÚÈ‚‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ È‡˘ ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ì˙Â‡· ˙Â„˜Ó˙‰ ‰·ÈÈÁ˘ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó‰ ˙ÂÚ„Â ˙Â··Ï
˙ÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰Â Â˘È Ï˘ Â˙ÈÈÁ˙· ˙È¯ˆÂ‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘ÓÏ) ‰ÓÎÒ‰Ï Ì‰ÈÏÚ
È· ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈ‚Â‰ÏÂ ÌÈ‚È‰ÓÏ ‡¯Â˜ È˜ˆÈ·¯ ,ÌÏÂ‡ .(‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ ÂÙÈÈÊ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰˘
ÏÂÏÎÓÎ ¯Á‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙„ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ÂÏ„ÁÈ˘ ÍÎ· ˙ÓÚ˙‰Ï ‰ÈÈË‰ ÏÚ ¯·‚˙‰Ï ÂÓÊ
,ÌÈ‚‰Ó ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï È„Î· „¯Ù· ·ÈÎ¯Ó ÏÎ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˘È ‰Ê ÌÂ˜Ó· .ÌÏ˘ „Á‡
ÔÈ·Ï Ì‰ÈÏÚ ÌÈÎÒ‰Ï Ô˙È˘ ˙¯Á‡ ˙„ Ï˘ ÌÈËÒ˜ËÂ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ,˙Â¯ÂÒÓ
ÊÂÏ „Â‰‡ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ,ÂÈ¯Á‡ ‡·˘ ¯Ó‡Ó· .ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ Ï‡ÈˆËÂÙ Ì‰· ÔÈ‡˘ ‰Ï‡
Ì‚¯˙Ï ˘˜È·˘ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ÔÓÁ ÌÈÈÁ Ï˘ Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù· ÌÈÈÁ ÂÁÈÙ‰˘ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú‰ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ·
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È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ì¯˘˜‰Ó Ì¯È·Ú‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙Â˜ÈË˜¯ÙÂ ÌÈÏÓÒ ,ÌÈÁÂÓ
˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÁÂÓ· ¯ÊÚ ÊÂÏ ,‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· .ÈÂÏÈÁÂ ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ,È¯„ÂÓ ¯˘˜‰Ï È¯Â˜Ó‰
ÍÏ‰Ó) ÈÂÏÈÁ ÁÈ˘Ï È˙„ ÁÈ˘Ó Ì‚¯˙Ó˘ ÈÓ ÏÎÏ ¯ÈÎÊÓ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ ,"È˜ÏÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙"
¯ÒÓ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ ¯‡˘ „ÈÓ˙Â ,ÌÈÂÒÓ ˜Á¯Ó Â˘È˘ (È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ÍÂÈÁÏ ÈÂÈÁ
.‰Èˆ˜Â„¯Ï ,ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· ,‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ ‡ÏÓ ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ‰¯ÓÂÈ‰ ÈÎÂ ,¯Â˜ÓÏ Ì‚¯Â˙Ó‰
˙˘ÂÁ˙ ¯ÂÓÈ˘ ÍÂ˙ – "‰ÎÏ‰"‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ÂÂÈÒÈ· „˜Ó˙Ó ‡Â‰
‰ÒÈÙ˙Ó ˙Â˜Á¯˙‰ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ˙‡ÊÂ ,ÌÂÈ-ÌÂÈ‰ ÈÈÁ· ˙ÂÓ¯Â Ï˘ Ô˙Ó˘‚‰Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
˙¯‚ÒÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙È˘ÙÂÁ ‰¯ÈÁ· Ï˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ¯·Ú Ï‡ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ˙È˜ÂÁ ˙Î¯ÚÓ Ï˘
– ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ "ÌÂ‚¯˙"‰ ÏÚÙÓ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÚÈ˙ÙÓ ˙ÂÏ·˜‰ Û˘ÂÁ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ .˙È˙Â·¯˙
.ÍÈÈ¯Ë˘ËÂ¯ Ô˙Â ÒÈÂÏ Ï‡ÂÓÚ Ï˘ ‰Ï‡Ï – ÌÈÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ÂÈÈÈÙ‡Ó ÏÚ
ÈÏ ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó ÂÈ‰˘ ÔÈÈÚ ÈÓÂÁ˙ ¯ÙÒÓ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ı·Â˜Ï (Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ¯"„) È˙ÓÂ¯˙
˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â‚‰‰ :˙ÈÚÂˆ˜ÓÂ ˙È˘È‡ ˙Â¯·Á Ï˘ ˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ Í˘Ó· ˜ÈÈÓÏÂ
,ÌÈÈÂ‡˜ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ‰‡È¯˜ ,˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ÍÂÈÁÏ ÚˆÓÎ
ÏÚ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡È˙ Ï˘ Ô‰È˙ÂÎÏ˘‰Â ("¯Á‡ ¯·„" È˘¯„Ó‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ ÁÂ¯·)
:‰ÏÂÚÙ· ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙Â˘È‚ ˘ÂÏ˘ ˙ÈË¯˜Â˜ ‰¯Âˆ· ÌÈ‚„Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .‰‡¯Â‰‰
˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ,„ÈÂ¯Ù „ÂÓ‚ÈÊ Ïˆ‡ Ï˘ÓÏ ÂÓÎ ,„˘Á‰ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰
Â‡ÈÏ Ïˆ‡ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡· ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ‰ÂÂÚ‰ ˙˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰Â ,¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó Ïˆ‡ ÂÓÎ
'· ˜¯Ù Ï˘ ‰„ÂÓˆ‰ Ì˙‡È¯˜· ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘ ¯Á‡ ·˜ÂÚ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘
˙ÈÏ‚ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ Ì˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ˙ÈËÈÂÂÓ¯‰‰ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ‰˘ ÍÎ ˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ·
Ï˘ ÂÓ˘ ˙Ï‡˘· ÊÎ¯˙Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ,˜¯Ù· ˙ÂÂ„È‰ ˙ÂÈ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙ÂÓÈ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ó .ÔÈÚÏ
.¯ÂÙÈÒ· Ï‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜ÓÂ ,¯Â·È‚Î ‰˘Ó Ï˘ Â„ÓÚÓ ,‰˘Ó
ÍÁÓ‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰· ıÂÚ‰ È˙„‰ „ÓÓÏ Â¯Ó‡Ó ˙‡ ˘È„˜Ó ÔÓ¯·ÏÈÒ ˜¯Ó ¯"„
ÔÊÈÈ‡ „ÏÂ¯‡ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ÂÓÎ ,Á˙ÂÙ ‡Â‰ .˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜ ˘Â‡È ,Ú„Â‰ ÈÏÂÙ‰ È„Â‰È‰
˙ÈËÈˆÈÏÙÒ˜‡ ˙„ ÔÈ· ˜ÈÈÓ Ï˘ Â˙Á·‰ ¯ÂÎÊÈ‡· ,ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ˜ÏÁ· ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÎÊ‰
– (ÚÓ˙˘Ó ,ÊÓÂ¯Ó) ˙ÈËÈˆÈÏÙÓÈ‡ ˙„Ï – ˙ÂÓ¯Â ˙·ÈÈÁÓ‰ – (ÈÂÏ‚ ,˘¯ÂÙÓ)
‰‰ÓÎ‰ Â˘Ù ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÏÂÚÂ ˙ÂÚ˜Â·‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ·Ï ˙ÂÈËÂ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ‰Ú„Â˙Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰
˙„Ù˜ÂÓÂ ‰˘È‚¯ ‰‡È¯˜ Í¯„ ,‰‡¯Ó ÔÓ¯·ÏÈÒ ¯"„ .È‡ËÂÙÒ ÔÙÂ‡· „ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘
.˙ÈËÈˆÈÏÙÓÈ‡‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÈË‰ ˙‡ ‚ˆÈÈ ‡Â‰˘ ,˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜ Ï˘ ÌÈ·˙Î ¯Á·Ó·
ÈÈÁ·Â Ú·Ë· ÔÂÂÈ‰Â ‰ÁÈÓˆ‰ ÈÎÈÏ‰˙ ÁÎÂ ˙ÈÏ‡˜È„¯ ‰‰ÈÓ˙Ó ‰ÂÊÈ Â˙ÂÈ˙„
Â˙ÂÁÎÂ˘ ÈË„ˆÒ¯Ë Ï‡ È„È ÏÚ ‡¯·Î ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡¯ ‡Â‰ ,˙‡Ê ÏÎ·Â .Ì„‡‰
ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ Í¯„Â Ú·Ë‰ ÈÎÈÏ‰˙· ˙Â¯ÂÓ˙‰ Í¯„ ˙˘‚¯ÂÓ ÌÏÂÚ· ˙ÈËÓÈ‡‰
ÌÈ·˙Î‰ ˙¯„Ò ¯Á‡ ÔÈ„ÚÂ ˘È‚¯ ·˜ÚÓ Í¯„ .Ì„‡ È· ÔÈ· ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ„„‰‰
ÔÈÊ‰ ˙ÈËÈˆÈÏÙÓÈ‡‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ‚„Ó ÔÓ¯·ÏÈÒ ,ÂÈÈÁ ÍÏ‰Ó· ¯·ÈÁ ˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜˘
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙˘Ó ˙‡ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ "˙ÏÓÂÁ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙¯Â˜È·"‰ ˙‡
˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰ ‚˘ÂÓ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ· ¯ˆÏÂ‰ ÈÏ‡ ¯"„ ,‰Ê‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ ˙‡ ¯‚ÂÒ˘ ¯Ó‡Ó·
˙Â·Â˘Á ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ÔÂÈˆ ÍÂ˙ ,¯˜È¯ ÏÂÙÂ ÔÂÓÈÒ (ËÒ¯‡) ‡·È˜Ú Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó· ‰ÈÈ˘‰
Ï˘ ˙È‚Â‚„Ù‰ ‰˜ÈË˜¯Ù‰ ¯Â·Ú (¯˜È¯ Ï˘ Â˙·È˙Î· „ÁÂÈÓ·Â) ‰Ê‰ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï˘
‰ÏÈ„‚‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ È˘ .ÌÈÈÂ˜ ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ÌÚ ˘‚ÙÓ
˙‡ Ï·˜Ó Ì„‡‰ Â·˘ ·Ï˘ – ‰Â˘‡¯ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙ :ÌÈ·Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÏÚ·Î ˙ÈÁÂ¯‰
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‡Â·Ó

– ˙¯Â˜È·‰ ·Ï˘ ,˙ÂÈ˙¯Â˜È· ‡ÏÏ Â˙Â‡ ˙Â··ÂÒ˘ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÔÓ ÂÏ˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓ˙
Ú„Ó‰ ˜ÙÒÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈ·ÂË‰ ÌÈÈ˙¯Â˜È·‰ ÌÈÏÎÏ ˙ÂÙ˘Á ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰ Â·˘
˙ÂÈ˙˘˙Â ,˙ÈËÈÏ‡ÂÎÈÒÙ ˙¯Â˜È· ,˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙¯Â˜È·) ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰Â
ÏÚ ·Â˘ ÂÊÂ‡ ˙‡ ‰ËÓ Ì„‡‰ ‰·˘ – ‰ÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙Â (˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÈ˙¯Â˜È·
Â˙Ú„Â˙ ˙‡ ÁÂÊÏ ÈÏ·Ó ,È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ "Â¯Â·È„" ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ÚÂÓ˘Ï ˙Ó
ÌÈÈÁ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Î ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ÚˆÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ,˙È˘· ÊÂÁ‡Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ· ,˙È˙¯Â˜È·‰
Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓÏÂ ‰‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ‰˜ÈË˜¯Ù‰ ,˙‡Ê ˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó .˙˘„ÂÁÓ
ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ‡Ï‡ ,¯Â‰Ë‰ "Ú„È"‰ ÔÂ‚Î ,˙ÈÏÎ˙ Â‰ÊÈ‡Ï ¯˙ÂÁ‰ ÈÚˆÓ‡ ÂÈ‡ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë
.˙˘Á¯˙Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰Â ‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÓ¯ÂÙÒ¯Ë‰ Â·˘ ·Á¯Ó‰ ‡Â‰ ÂÓˆÚ
ÔÂÈ„‰ ÍÂ˙Ó È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ÂÎÂ˙· ÏÈÎÓ Í¯Î· ‡·‰ ˜ÏÁ‰
‡Â‰ ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙Â ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‡Â‰ ÂÓˆÚ ˜ÈÈÓ˘ ˙Â¯ÓÏ .‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó·
Û‡Â È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙‚˘Ó‰Ï ‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ ÌÎ¯Ú ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï „ÈÙ˜‰ „ÈÓ˙
‰ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ „ÂÚ· ,Â˙Ù˜˘‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÈ„Ó ˙ÚÈ·˜Ï
˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰ (ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ) ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÈÏÎ˙· ˙˜ÒÂÚ˘
˙ÂˆÂ·˜Â ÌÈ„ÈÁÈ „ˆÈÎ ¯È·ÒÓ‰ È¯ÈÙÓ‡ ¯˜ÁÓÏ ‰·Â˘˜Â ‰ÁÂ˙Ù ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ
(ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡È˙) ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ Ì˙·‰ ˙‡Â Ì˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ÌÈ·ˆÚÓÂ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ ˙Ó‡·
‰ÓÂ¯˙‰ .˙È˘ÓÓ ˙ÏÚÂ˙ ˙¯ÒÁ Â‡ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙˜˙ÂÓ ,˙ÈÙÂËÂ‡Ï ÍÙ‰È˙ ‡Ó˘
·Â˙Î ‚¯·ËÂ¯ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó .‚¯·ËÂ¯ ÈÎ„¯Ó ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ ‡È‰ ‰Ê‰ ˜ÏÁÏ ‰Â˘‡¯‰
¯Ó‡Ó‰ .‰·ÈË¯‰ ¯˜Á ,‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ‰˘„Á ‡È‰˘ ˙È¯˜ÁÓ ‰˘È‚ ÍÂ˙Ó
‡Â‰ Â˙Â‡ È·ÈË¯ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘ ÈËÈÂÙ¯˙‰ ‰Î¯ÚÏ ˙·Á¯ ‰Ó‚„‰ ‡¯Â˜‰ ÈÙ· ‚ÈˆÓ
ÌÈ„ÈÁÈ Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ÌÈ˘‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜ ‰Ê ÍÈÏ‰˙· ."‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·‰ ¯ÂÊÁÈ˘" ‰ÎÓ
˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ Â‡ ˙È˘È‡‰ ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·‰ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ ,‰ÓÂ‡¯Ë Â‡ ÔÂÒ‡ Â¯·Ú˘
‰Èˆ˜È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï ÂÏ Ï‡ .„˜Ù˙ÏÂ ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï Ì‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˙˘ ‰¯Âˆ·
Ì˙˜ÈÁ„"Â "ÌÊÂÎ¯ÈÓ"· ÍÂ¯Î ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ .‰ÈÓÙÒ‡· ˙ÂÓÂÏÁÂ ˙ÂÈÏ˘‡ ˙¯ÈˆÈÎ ÂÊ‰
ÍÎ ,‰˘ÚÓÏ .˙È˘È‡‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙‡ ˙Â·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙ÈÓ‡ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ Ï˘ "ÌÈÈÏÂ˘Ï
ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó˘ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÏÂ˘Ï ‰˜ÈÁ„‰Â ÊÂÎ¯ÈÓ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ,‚¯·ËÂ¯
ÏÎ Í¯Â‡Ï "˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡"‰Â "˙ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ"‰ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰ ˙‡
‰ÙÓ ‚¯·ËÂ¯ ,ÂÈÂÚÈË ˙‡ ˙Â·ÚÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ .˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ‰ÙÂ˜˙‰Â ‰¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙Â˘
È·‡ÏÂ (‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰) ˙Â˘¯Ù Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡È˙· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ‰ÙÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡
‰‡¯Ó ‚¯·ËÂ¯ ,¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ˜ÏÁ· .‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó ¯˜Á· ÌÈÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ‰ Í¯„‰
ÊÎ¯ÓÓ‰ ÈËÈÂÙ¯˙ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÈÏÎÎ ‡È‰ Û‡ ‰˘ÓÈ˘ ˙È·¯‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ·˘ ‰„‚‡‰ „ˆÈÎ
Â˙Â„ÈÓÚ ¯˘ÂÎÏ ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰ÓÂ¯˙ ‰„‚‡‰ ‰Ó¯˙ ÍÎ .ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÂ¯ÎÈÊ ÌÈÈÏÂ˘Ï ˜ÁÂ„Â
Ï˘ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ‡Â‰ ,ÌÂÎÈÒ· .È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â„¯˘È‰Â
ÂÈÓÈ· ÂÏÈÙ‡ ÂˆÈÓ˘‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ÈËÈÂÙ¯˙ Û‡Â ÚÓ È˙Ï· Â‰ ÈÓÂ‡Ï ÒÂ˙ÈÓ
.˙ÁÂÂ¯‰ ‰ÙÂ‡‰ Û‡ ÏÚ ÂÊÂ ,Â‡
ÈÎ„¯Ó ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ ‡È‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ˙¯„ÒÏ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰
˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ – ˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ ˜ÈÈÓ ˙‡ ‰˜ÈÒÚ‰˘ ‰È‚ÂÒ· Ô„ ‡Â‰Â ÔÒÈ
,ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ¯·ÁÓ‰˘ Ì‚ "˙Â‡„Â È‡Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ" ‡Â‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ¯˙ÂÎ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ
ÏÚ ÒÒÂ·Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ."‰ÁÂ˙Ù ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ" Ï˘ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ï ,ÂÈ¯·„ ÛÂÒ·
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¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙˘È¯Ù „Â·ÎÏ Í¯Ú˘ ÒÎ· ÔÒÈ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ‡˘ ‰˙Â‡ ‰‡ˆ¯‰
Í¯Î È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈÂÈÚ· ˙È¯·Ú· ‰Â˘‡¯Ï ÌÒ¯Ù˙‰ ‡Â‰ .˙Â‡ÏÓ‚Ï ˜ÊÂ¯
Ï˘ ÌÈ˘Â„ÈÁ‰Â ˙Â·Â˙‰ ˙‡ ÚÈˆ‰Ï È„Î· ˙ÈÏ‚‡Ï ÌÂ‚¯˙· Ô‡Î ˘‚ÂÓ ‡Â‰Â ,È
‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ· ¯Â¯È·· ˜ÒÂÚ ¯Ó‡Ó‰˘ ÛÚ ÏÚ .¯˙ÂÈ ·Á¯ Ï‰˜Ï ÔÒÈ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù
ÂÏ‡˘˘ 65 „Ú 17 È· ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó ÌÚ ˜ÓÂÚ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯ ‚ÈˆÓ Û‡ ‡Â‰Â ,˙È·ÈËÈ‚Â˜
Û˜˘Ó Ì‚ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó ÈÎ ˜ÙÒ ÔÈ‡ ,‰ÂÂ‰·Â ¯·Ú· Ì‰Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙Â˘ÂÁ˙ ÏÚ
ÔÎÂ˙Ï ¯˘‡· .‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÔÒÈ Ï˘ Í˘Ó˙Ó‰ ÂÈÈÚÂ ˙Ó„˜ÂÓ‰ Â˙¯˘Î‰ ˙‡
„Â·Î‰ ˙¯ÈÓ˘Â ˙È˘È‡‰ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚Ï ˙È˙ÈÓ‡ ‰‚‡„ ‡Ë·Ó ‡Â‰ ,¯Ó‡Ó‰
‰ÈÁ·Ó .ÌÈËËÂÓ˙Ó "ÌÈÏÂ„‚‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯"‰ Â·˘ ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ÌÏÂÚ ÍÂ˙· ÈÓˆÚ‰
,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÈ„Ú ˙ÂÈËÈÏ‡ ˙ÂÁ·‡ ÚÈˆÓ ÔÒÈ ,˙È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó
‰ÈÒ˜ÏÙ¯‰ ˙Ó¯· ˙¯˙Â˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ,ÏÂÚÙÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰Â ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÂ‚Î
˙ÈÈÚÓ‰ ‰Á·‰‰ ÈÏÂ‡ .'ÂÎÂ ¯ÂÁ‡Ó ˙ÂÈ·ÈÒ˜ÏÙ¯‰ ˙‡ ‰¯È‡˘Ó˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ
Â‡ ,˙ËÏÁÂÓ ˙Ó‡· ‰ÂÓ‡Ó ˙Ú·Â‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÔÈ· ‡È‰ ÔÒÈ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ·
Ï˘ ‚˘ÂÓ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÏÂÚÙ· Â‡ ‰Â˙ ÌÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰· ·Ï˙˘Ó‰ Í¯Ú·
¯Á·Ó ÔÈ· Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙Ú„ÂÓ‰ Â˙¯ÈÁ· ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ó Â˙¯„‚‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
ÌÎ¯ÚÏ ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· ˙Â‡„Â‰ ¯„Ú‰ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ,ÔÒÈ Ï˘ Â˙Ú„Ï .˙ÂÈÂ‡¯ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡
ÂÏ˘ ‰¯·Á· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ˘‡ È„È ÏÚ ˙Â¯Á·‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ÈËÂÏÂÒ·‡‰
,‰„ÈÓ ‰˙Â‡· ˙Â‡„ÂÂ ˙ÂÏÏÂ˘Ó Ô‰˘ ,Ì‰È˙Â¯ÈÁ·Ï "˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù" ¯ÂˆÈÏ ÏÂÎÈ˘ ‡Â‰
.ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ˘‡ Ï˘
‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ÌÈ‡˘ÂÏ ˘„˜ÂÓ‰ ı·Â˜· ˜ÏÁ Â˙Â‡ ˙‡ ¯‚ÂÒ‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰
Ô‰Î .ÈÂÏ ˙ÈÓÂÏ˘ ¯"„Â Ô‰Î ˜È¯‡ ¯"„ Ï˘ ‡Â‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÈ¯˜Ó‰
ÌÈÚÈÙ˘Ó˘ ÌÈ·Î¯ÂÓ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙Â ÌÈ˙˘Ó ÈÂÙÈÓÏ ˙È„ÓÓ-·¯ ‰ÓÈÎÒ ÌÈÚÈˆÓ ÈÂÏÂ
Ì‡Â˙ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰ ·Á¯ Û˜È‰‰ .ÂÏ˘ È˙¯ÂÒÓ-¯˙·‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚ
È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÏÎ·Â ÌÂÁ˙ ÏÎ· ˜ÈÈÓ Ï˘ ‰ÙÈ˜Ó‰ Â˙ÂÈÈÚ˙‰ ˙‡
ÍÂÈÁ· ˙Â¯ËÓ ‚ÂÂÈÒÏ ˙ÂÓ„Â˜ ˙ÂÓÈÎÒ ÌÈÁÂ· ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ‰ ,¯Ó‡Ó· .ÂÏÂÎ ÌÏÂÚ·
Ì‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .·‡ÂÂ˘ Ï˘ “commonplaces”-‰ ˙‡ ÔÎÂ ,ÌÂÏ· Ï˘ ‰ÈÓÂÂÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÂ‚Î
ÔÈÚÓ ‰ÚÈˆÓ˘ ˙¯‚ÒÓÎ ÔÓËÂ‚ Ï˘ "‰ÙÓÓ‰ ËÙ˘Ó‰" ‚˘ÂÓ ÏÚ ¯˜ÈÚ· ÌÈÚ˘
ÌÈÏÈÚÂÓ‰ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ˙Â·Ï Ô˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Ô˙È˘ ÏÚÂÙ ˙ÂÓ˘Â ÌˆÚ ˙ÂÓ˘ Ï˘ ˜Â„˜„
.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯˜Á Ï˘ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÂ ÔÂÎ˙·
‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÓ ‡Â‰ ,˙‡Ê ÏÎ·Â .Ô˜ÈË¯Â‡È˙Î ¯˜ÈÚ· ˜ÈÈÓ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙
„ÈÓ˙ .„·Ï· ÌÈÈË¯Â‡È˙ ‰„ÈÓ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÔÁ·ÓÏ Â„ÓÚÈ ÂÈ·˙Î˘ ÍÎ· ˜Ù˙Ò‰
ÌÈÓÈ˘ÈÂ ÌÈÈ˘ÂÓÈ˘Î ÂÒÙ˙ÈÈ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÁÂÒÈ‰Â ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰˘ „Â‡Ó ÂÏ ˙ÙÎÈ‡ ‰È‰
ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯˘ ÍÎÏ ¯˙Á ‡Â‰ ÂÈ·˙ÎÓ ÌÈ·¯· .˙ÂÈË¯˜Â˜ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈˆ‡ÂËÈÒ·
.È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ¯ÓÂÁ Ì‚Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯„Ó Ì‚ ·˙Î ÍÎ Ì˘ÏÂ – È˘ÚÓ ÌÂ˘ÈÈÏ ÂÎÊÈ
."ÌÈ¯ÂÓÂ ¯ÙÒ È˙·" ‡¯˜‰ Ï·ÂÈ‰ ¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ‡·‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘È‚Ó Â‡ ÂÊ ÁÂ¯·
‰È¯Â‡È˙ ÔÈ· Â¯Â·ÈÁ· Ú˘ ,È˜Ò¯˜Ù Ï‡È„ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ ‡È‰ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰
‰„‚‰Ï ÌÈÈÙÈˆÙÒ ÌÈÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜ Ï˘ ‰¯„Ò ÚÈˆÓ È˜Ò¯˜Ù ,„Á‡ „ˆÓ .‰˜ÈË˜¯ÙÏ
ÔÈ· Í¯Ú ˙·¯ ‰Á·‰ ÚÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· "ÔÂÊÁ‰" Ï˘ ‰ÈÂ‡¯
¯˜ÈÚ ,ÌÏÂ‡ ."È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡" ÔÂÊÁÂ "È„ÒÂÓ" ÔÂÊÁ ,"ÈÓÂÈ˜" ÔÂÊÁ ‰ÎÓ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó
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¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·" ,ÔÂÊÁ ‰ÁÂÓ „ÒÂÓ Ï˘ ‰ˆÓÓÂ ·Á¯ ‰¯˜Ó ¯˜ÁÏ ˘„˜ÂÓ ¯Ó‡Ó‰
˙Â¯Á· ˙Â˜ÈË˜¯Ù Ï˘ „Á ÁÂ˙È· .ÔË‰Ó ·¯ÚÓ ÔÂÙˆ· Ì˜ÂÓÓ‰ "Ô·¯-˙È·
‰¯Âˆ· Û‡Â˘ ÔÂÊÁ ‰ÁÂÓ ¯ÙÒ ˙È· „ˆÈÎ ‰‡¯Ó È˜Ò¯˜Ù ,¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· Ô‰· ‰Ùˆ˘
Ï˘ ˙È‚Â‚„Ù‰Â ˙È·ÈË¯ËÒÈÓ„‡‰ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ‰ È„·¯ ÏÎ· ÂÂÊÁ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘‚‰Ï ˙˘˜ÈÚ
˙·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ‰Èˆ˜‡¯ËÈ‡‰ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ· ,‰¯„Ò· ‡·‰ ¯Ó‡Ó· ,È„˜˘ ¯˘‡ ¯"„ .„ÒÂÓ‰
Ï˘ È˙ÂÎÈ‡ ¯˜ÁÓ ÏÚ ÒÒ·˙Ó Â¯Ó‡Ó .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÔÈ· ˙È˙ÈÈÚ·‰Â
Ì‰Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÂËÈ˘ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ· ‡Â‰ .˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÓ¯· Í"˙ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ 26
ÔÈ· ‰ÂÂ˘ÓÂ ,ÌÓˆÚ Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÒ˜ÏÙ¯‰ ˙‡ ,‰˙ÈÎ‰ ÍÂ˙·
ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È ÏÚÂ „ÁÓ ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈ·˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙
ÌÈ‡ ‰Ï‡˘ ¯·˙ÒÓ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˜˙¯Ó ¯Â‡È˙ ‰ÏÂÚ ÂÊ‰ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰‰ ÍÂ˙Ó .Í„È‡Ó
ÌÈ‡ Û‡Â ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙ÂÚˆ‰Â ˙ÂˆÏÓ‰ ¯Á‡ ÌÈ‡ÏÓÓ ÌÈ‡ ,˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ
È„˜˘ ,ÏÎÓ ·Â˘Á ÈÏÂ‡ .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó
‰ËÓ"‰Â ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡È„È‡‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ‡ˆÓ
ÌÈ˙ÚÏ˘ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ˙Â˘Á¯˙Ó ‰Ê‰ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ "˙ÂÈËÒ" .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ "˙ÂÈ·ÈË¯
˙ÈÂ¯˜Ú „‚˙Ó˘ ÈÓÎ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÒÙÂ˙ ÂÈ‡Â Ô‰Ï Ú„ÂÓ ÂÈ‡ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜
˙¯ÂÎÊ˙ ÌÈÂÂ‰ÓÂ ÌÈ·Â˘Á Ì‰ È„˜˘ Ï˘ ÂÈ‡ˆÓÓ .·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰Ï
˙Â¯È·˘ÏÂ ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓÏ ,˙ÂÏ·‚ÓÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÂÈ‰È˘ ˙ÂÈÈ„Ó ÈÚ·Â˜Â ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎÏ
.¯ÙÒ È˙·· ÈÂÈ˘ ÏÏÂÁÏ Ì‰È˙ÂÂÈÒÈ Ï˘
,‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó .¯ËÎ˘ ÈÏÈÏ‚ ¯·Ú Ï˘ ‡Â‰ ,‰¯„Ò· ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ‡Â‰˘ ,‡·‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰
˙Â„Â‡ È„˜˘ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ ÏÚ ÔÚ˘ ,‰‡¯Â‰· ‰ÈÒ˜ÏÙ¯‰ ˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ ˘È‚„Ó‰
ÌÈÏ„ÂÓ· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ È˙„Â·Ú ÏÚÂ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ˙Â˜ÈË˜¯Ù‰Â ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰
ÈÏÈÏ‚ .ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ‚Â‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È·˙Î ÍÂ˙Ó ıÏÁÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÌÈÈËÈÂÓ¯‰
"˙ÂÈË·Ï¯"Â "˙ÂÈË˙Â‡" ÔÈ· ˜ÊÂ¯ ˜ÈÈÓ Ï˘ ‰ÚÂ„È‰ ‰Á·‰· ˙Á˙ÂÙ ¯ËÎ˘
˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏ Ô˙È ÈÎ ‰¯‰·‰ ÍÂ˙ ,ÌÈÈÂ˜ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙·
˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÁ·‰· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ˙¯·ÂÚ ‡È‰ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï .˙ÂÂ˘ ÌÈÎ¯„· ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÁÂÓ‰
– ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ‚Â‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡‰ ¯Â‡È˙Ï È˙Úˆ‰˘
."ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˘¯„Ó"Â "‚ÂÏ‡È„" ,"‰ÂÂÚ" ,"‰ÈˆÂÏÂ·‡" ,"„˘Á" Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰
È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯˜ÁÏ ¯ËÎ˘ ÈÏÈÏ‚ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰·Â˘Á‰Â ˙„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ‰˙ÓÂ¯˙
ÈÙ¯‚Â˙‡‰ È˙ÂÎÈ‡‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÎ· ˙˘Ó˙˘Ó ‡È‰ ‰·˘ Í¯¯· ˙Ù˜˙˘Ó
‰‡¯Â‰· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ˙Â‡· ‰Ï‡˘ ÈÙÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù‰ Ì‰È˙Â„ÓÚ ÁÂÒÈ Ì˘Ï
ÔÂÈ‡¯Â ˙ÈÙˆ˙ ‰Î¯Ú ¯ËÎ˘ ÈÏÈÏ‚ ,·Á¯ÂÓ ‰¯˜Ó ¯˜Á· .‰ÈÏÚ ‰ÈÒ˜ÏÙ¯·Â Ì‰Ï˘
˙‡ ,‰ÓÚËÏ ,˙‚ˆÈÈÓ‰ È˙ÎÏÓÓ ÈÏ‡¯˘È ¯ÙÒ-˙È·· Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓÏ ‰¯ÂÓ Ïˆ‡
˙Â·Â˙ ‡¯Â˜Ï ‰˘È‚Ó ‡È‰ ÍÎ .‰‡¯Â‰‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù Ï˘ "È‚ÂÏ‡È„"‰ Ì‚„‰
˜ÂÒÈÚ Ì˘Ï ˙Â˘¯„‰ Ú„È‰ È‚ÂÒÂ ÈÙÂ‡‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ,˙ÂÈˆÈÊÂÙÒÈ„Ï ÒÁÈ· ˙Â˘„Á
ÌÈ˜ÈÊÁÓ‰ "ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏ‡È„" ÌÈ¯ÂÓ .ÁÂÓ‰ Ï˘ È˙ÈÓ‡‰ Ô·ÂÓ· "˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„" ‰‡¯Â‰·
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÏˆ‰· ËÂÂÏ ,¯ËÎ˘ ÈÏÈÏ‚ ÍÎ ,ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÂÎ˙·
.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï
˘È„˜‰ ÂÈÏ‡ ˜Ó˜ÓÁ‰Â ‰˘˜‰ Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù· ˙Â¯È˘È ˜ÒÂÚ ÛÒÂ‡· ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ˜ÏÁ‰
ÌÈÏ„ÂÓÏ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ "‰ÓÂ‚¯˙" :È¯˜ ,ÂÈ·˙ÎÓ ¯ÎÈ ˜ÏÁ ˜ÊÂ¯ ˜ÈÈÓ
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.˙¯ÂÒÓ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÎÓÒÏ ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÈ‡˘ Ì„‡ È· Ï˘ ,ÌÈÈÁ ˙Â¯ÂˆÏ ÔÎÂ ,ÌÈÈ˙·˘ÁÓ
,ıÏÂ‰ È¯· ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ÌÈ‚„Ó ,‰Ê‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ È˘ ÔÈ·Ó ÔÂ˘‡¯·
˙‡ "ÔÂÂÎÓ"‰ ˜È˙Ú ËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ÈÓËÈ‚Ï "ÌÂ‚¯˙" ‰‡¯ „ˆÈÎ ,ÈË¯˜Â˜ ‰¯˜Ó Í¯„
ıÏÂ‰ ,¯È˘Ú È˙Â¯ÙÒ Ú˜¯ ˙ÒÈ¯Ù ÍÂ˙ ,˙È˘‡¯ .˙ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ ‰Ï‡˘· ˜ÂÒÈÚÏ ËÒ˜Ë‰
ÏÚ ¯Â‡ ÌÈÎÙÂ˘ ,˘¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰ Ì˙Â‡ ‰Ë„ Ï˘ ˙ÙÂ˙‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÚË˜ ¯Á·Ó˘ ÔÚÂË
.˙ÂÒ˙‰‰ Í¯„ ÍÂÈÁ‰ – È‡ÂÈ„ È„È ÏÚ ‰ÁÒÂ ÂÊ˘ ÈÙÎ ˙ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÈ‚ÂÒ
˙˜ÂÏÁÓ· „˜Ó˙ÓÂ ÌÈÒ‡Ï˜‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚÏ ¯·ÂÚ ‡Â‰ Ô‡ÎÓ
ÏÂ„‚ „ÂÓÏ˙ Ì‡‰ (· „ÂÓÚ ,Ó Û„ ÔÈ˘Â„È˜) ‡·È˜Ú È·¯Â ÔÂÙ¯Ë È·¯ ÔÈ· ‰ÚÂ„È‰
‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÓ ÛÈ„Ú „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ‰ÈÙÏ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ‰ÚÈ‚Ó ‰ÈÏ‡ ‰˜ÒÓ‰Â – ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÔÓ
˙È„„‰‰ ˙ÂÏ˙· ıÂÚ ÂÈÈÚ˘ ıÏÂ‰ ÔÚÂË ,‰Ê ÔÂÈ„Ï Â˘Â¯ÈÙ· .‰˘ÚÓ È„ÈÏ ‡È·Ó
"ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙"‰˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ‡Â‰ .‰˜ÈË˜¯Ù‰Â ‰È¯Â‡È˙‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˙ÓÈÈ˜‰
ÔÈÓ‡ÓÂ ,Â„ÂÚÈÈ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘‚‰Ï ˘˜·Ó ÔÎ‡ ‡Â‰Â ‰„ÈÓ· "Ë˘Ù"Ï ¯·ÚÓ ˙ÎÏÏ ·ÈÈÁ
ÌÏÂ‡ .ÍÎ Ì˘Ï ˘¯„‰ È˘¯Ù‰ ˘ÙÂÁÏ ‰ÈˆÓÈËÈ‚Ï ˙˙Â ÔÎ‡ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰˘
ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ˙ÂÈ˜ÏÁÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ ÌÈÎÁÓ˘ ,˜ÈÈÓ Ï˘ ÂÁÂ¯· ,¯ÓÂ‡ Ì‚ ‡Â‰
.Ë˘Ù‰ ÔÓ Â‚¯Á Ì‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡Ï Ì‚Â Ì‰Ï˘
ÁÂ˙È ‚ÈˆÓ ,ÂÏÂÎ ÛÒÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ¯‚ÂÒ‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ì‚ ‡Â‰˘ ,‰¯„ÈÒ· È˘‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰
Â¯Ó‡Ó˘ ,ÊÂÏ „Â‰‡ „ÂÚ· .ÂÓˆÚ "ÌÂ‚¯˙"‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈ·ÂÓÏ ¯Â¯·Â „Á
‰‚Â‰ „ˆÈÎ ‰‡¯‰ ,˙È¯„ÂÓ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‚‰· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÎÊÂ‰˘
Ï˘ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ÂÏ˘ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ÏÚÙÓ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· ÔÓÁ ÌÈÈÁ ,„Á‡ ÈÊÎ¯ÓÂ ÏÂ„‚
Ì„Â˜‰ ¯Ó‡Ó· – ıÏÂ‰ È¯·Â ,˙ÈÂÏÈÁÏ ˙È˙„ ˙¯‚ÒÓÓ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙¯·Ú‰
˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÌÈ¯Á· ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ÌÈÈ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÌÈÓÂ‚¯˙Ï ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ Ô˙ –
ÂÈÙ· ÌÈÁ˙ÂÙ ÔÈÈË˘¯Â· È¯‡ ¯"„Â ¯„ÒÎÏ‡ ÔÁ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ,˙È·¯ÚÓ‰Â ˙È„Â‰È‰
ÂÈ„ÓÓ ˙‡ Á˙ÙÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ˙ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡
"ÌÂ‚¯˙" ÁÂÓ‰ ÔÈÈË˘¯Â·Â ¯„ÒÎÏ‡ ÈÙÏ ."ÌÂ‚¯˙‰" Ï˘ ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â‰Â ÌÈÈËÏ‡‰
‰È¯Â‡È˙ ÔÈ· – ‰Ó‡˙‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙ :ÌÈ·ÂÓ ‰˘ÂÏ˘Ó „Á‡· ˙‡Ê‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˘Ó˘Ó
˙Â˘¯ÙÎ ÌÂ‚¯˙ ,„ÈÁÈ‰ ÈÎ¯ÂˆÏ Â˙Ó‡˙‰Â ˙È˙‡ ‰È¯Â‡È˙ ,‰ÂÂ‰Â ¯·Ú ,‰˜ÈË˜¯ÙÏ
‰ÎÏ˘‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙Â ,"È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ-ÔÈ·" Â‡ "È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ" ,"È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡" Ì‡ ÔÈ· –
¯„ÒÎÏ‡ ÌÈÚÈˆÓ Ô˙Â‡ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ."˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ" Â‡ "˙È˙Â‡ÈˆÓ" ,"˙È‚ÂÏ" –
˙ÂÏÈÚÂÓ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· "ÌÂ‚¯˙"‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÈÂÙÈÓÏ ÔÈÈË˘¯Â·Â
‡Ï ÌÈÎ¯„· ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ Â˙Â‡ ˘Ó˘Ó˘ ‚˘ÂÓ ˙·‰Ï ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÓ¯Â˙Â ¯˙ÂÈ·
ÁÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ¯Ó˘Ï ˘È˘ ÌÈÚÂË ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ÌÂÈÒ· .˙Â¯˙ÂÒ Û‡Â ˙Â¯Â¯·
ÁÂÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘Ï ÒÁÈ· Ë¯Ù·Â ,ÏÏÎ· ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰Â ÈËÈÏ‡‰
."ÌÂ‚¯˙"
˜ÏÁ ÂÏË˘ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ Ì˜ÏÁ· ‰ÏÙ ˙„ÁÂÈÓ ˙ÂÎÊ˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ÈÂˆ¯· ,ÌÂÎÈÒÏ
È˘· ˙‡Ê .ÌÈÈÂˆÓ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó Ï˘ ‰Ê‰ ¯È˘Ú‰ ÛÒÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ·È‰˘ ‰ÎÈ¯Ú‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙·
˘„˜ÂÓ‰ Í¯Î Ï˘ ÒÂÙ„Ï Â˙Î‰Â Â˙ÎÈ¯Ú· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ÂÏ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÎÊ „ÁÓ :ÌÈ·ÂÓ
„Â·Î ,˙È˘ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù – ÂÓÊ Ï˘ ÌÈÎÁÓ‰Â ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ ÈÏÂ„‚Ó „Á‡Ï
˙„·ÂÎÓ ‰Î ‰ˆÂ·˜ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯Ó‡Ó ˙‡ „ÂÓÏÏÂ ˘„ÁÓ ‡Â¯˜Ï ,‡Â¯˜Ï ÂÏ ‰È‰
‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙‡Ê ÂÏÂÎ ¯Â·Ú .ÛÒÂ‡Ï ÌËÚ È¯ÙÓ ÂÓ¯˙˘ ÌÈÎÁÓÂ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ Ï˘ ‰ÏÂ„‚Â
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ÏÎ ÏÚ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ‰·‰‰ ˙‡Â ˙Ú„‰ ˙‡ ‰·ÈÁ¯‰˘ ˙È˙ÈÓ‡ ‰„ÈÓÏ ˙ÈÂÂÁ
.ÂÈ„·¯
˙‡ Â¯˘Ù‡Â Â¯ÊÚÂ ÂÁ¯Ë˘ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎÏ ˙Â„Â‰Ï ,ÂÊ ˙ÂÓ„Ê‰· ,˘˜·Ó È‡
Ì˙·È˙Î· Â¯È˘Ú‰˘ ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ‰ ÏÎÏ ÌÈ„ÂÓ Â‡ ,‰Â˘‡¯Â ˘‡¯· .¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÒÙ„‰
˘˜·Ó È‡ ,˙È˘ .ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó Ï˘Â ˜ÈÈÓ Ï˘ Â·ÏÏ ÍÎ ÏÎ ¯˜È‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ˙‡
˙„Â·Ú ÒÓÂÚ ˙‡ È˙‡ Â˜ÏÁ˘ Ò˜ÊÈÈ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡ ¯"„Â ¯ˆÏÂ‰ ÈÏ‡ ¯"„ ,ÈÈ˙ÈÓÚÏ ˙Â„Â‰Ï
‰ÏÂÚÙ‰ ÛÂ˙È˘ ‡ÏÏÂ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰Â ˙ÂÈË¯Â‡˙‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÚˆ‰Â Ì‰È˙Â¯Ú‰ ‡ÏÏ .‰ÎÈ¯Ú‰
‰‡Â¯ ‰È‰ ‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÓ ‰Ê Í¯Î ,¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈÈË¯˜Â˜‰ ÌÈË¯Ù‰ Ï‡ ‰„È¯È· ·Â¯˜‰
Ô‡ÈÂÈÂ '·‚ ,ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó Ï˘ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙Î¯ÂÚÏ ·Ï ·¯˜Ó ÌÈ„ÂÓ Â‡ ,„ÁÈ .¯Â‡
.ÌÈ·¯ÂÚÓ‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ ÏÎ ÌÚ ÌÈ˙ÓÂ ÌÈ‡˘Ó ‰Ï‰ÈÂ ˙Â‡Ï ‡ÏÏ ‰„·Ú˘ ,ÔÈÈË˘¯Â·
‰Î‡ÏÓ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚÏ ˙Â„Â‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó Ì‚ Â‡ .¯˘Ù‡˙Ó ‰È‰ ‡Ï ¯ÙÒ‰ ÌÂÈÒ ‰È„ÚÏ·
ÌÈ·Á ÂÏÂÎ Â‡ ,·È·Á ÔÂ¯Á‡Â .¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÙÈ‰ ·ÂˆÈÚ· ÂÚÈÈÒ˘ Ò‚‡Ó ˙‡ˆÂ‰·
,¯˜ÂÁÎ ,˙ÂÈ˘È‡Î ‚ˆÈÈÓ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ÏÚ ,˜ÈÈÓ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯ÙÏ ‰„Â˙
˙ÂÈ˙¯ÈˆÈ‰ ˙‡Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ Â· ¯¯ÂÚÂ ,‰‡¯˘‰ Â· ÍÒ˘ ÈÓÎÂ ÍÁÓ-·¯Î
.‰Ê Í¯Î· ˙ÂÒÂÎÓ‰ ˙Â„Â·Ú· ˙¯ÎÈ‰

˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ· :˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
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˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚÂÈ·‡Â Ò˜ÊÈ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡ ,Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ˙ÂÙ˙˙˘‰·
‚¯·ËÂ¯ ˘"Ú ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ò¯Ù ˙˜Ú‰Ï ‰„ÚÂÂ‰ ‰Ë¯ÈÙ 2001 ˙˘·
ÌÂÁ˙Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ ,ÌÈ˘‰ ˙·¯Â ÏÏÎ‰ ÔÓ ˙‡ˆÂÈ‰ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰ ˙‡
:ÔÏ‰Ï„Î È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ÂÁÈ‰Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙·˘ÁÓ ÌÂÁ˙· ‰˘„Á Í¯„ Âˆ¯Ù Â˙Â‚‰Â Â˙˘Ó
Ì¯Â˙ ‡Â‰ ‰˘ ˘ÓÁÂ ÌÈÚ·¯‡Ó ¯˙ÂÈ .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ¯˜ÁÏ
ÈÎ¯ˆ ˙‡ ˙ÂÓÏÂ‰‰ ˙ÂÈ˘„Á ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÎÂ˙ ÁÂÙÈËÏ ÂÈ¯Â˘ÈÎÓÂ Âˆ¯ÓÓ
È·Á¯· ÍÂÈÁ ˙Â„ÒÂÓÏ ÍÂÈÁ È˘‡ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï ˙Â¯ÈÒÓ· ÏÚÂÙÂ ÌÂ˜Ó‰Â ÔÓÊ‰
ÌÏÂÚ·Â ı¯‡· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ È¯˜ÂÁ· ÌÈ·Â˘Á‰ ÌÚ ‰Ó ‡Â‰ [...] ÌÏÂÚ‰
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ‰„˘· ÁÈ˘‰Â ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ,Ì‰·˘ ˙ËÏÂ·‰ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙ÂÓ„‰ ‡Â‰Â
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰" :˘„Á ÈÂÈÚ ÌÂÁ˙ ÔÂÎ ÍÎÂ ˙È˙ËÈ˘Â ˙È‚˘ÂÓ ‰Ó¯Ï ‰ÏÚ‰
"È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘
Ï‡ÎÈÓ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯ÙÂ ,˘„Á ÈË¯Â‡È˙ ÌÂÁ˙ ÌÈÂÎÓ‰ ÌÚ ÌÈÓ „·Ï· ÌÈËÚÓ ÌÈ˘‡
˘ÓÓ Ï˘ Í¯„ ı¯ÂÙ ‡Â‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù .ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ¯È„‰ ÌÈ˘‡‰Ó „Á‡ ‡Â‰ ˜ÊÂ¯
Ï˘·Â ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ‰„˘Ï ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÂÎÁ˙‰ ˙‡Â ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‡È·‰˘
."È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰" „ÒÈÈÓÏ ·˘Á ‡Â‰ ÍÎ
.‰ÈÓ¯‚·˘ ,ÔÓ¯·· (1932 ¯·Óˆ„· 23) ·"ˆ¯˙‰ ÂÏÒÎ· „"Î· „ÏÂ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜· ‰ÚÂ„È ˙È¯Â·Èˆ ˙ÂÓ„ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ (ÔÓÈÂ ˙È·Ï) ˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÈÓ ,ÂÓÈ‡
Í¯ÂÚ ‰È‰ ,˜ÊÂ¯ (ı‚È‡) È·ˆ ˜ÁˆÈ ,ÂÈ·‡Â ,˙¯ÎÂÓ ˙ÈÂÈˆ ‰ÏÈÚÙÂ ÔÓ¯· Ï˘
˙ÂÈ‡‰Ó ˙Á‡· ‰‚ÈÏÙ‰Â 1938 ˙˘· ‰ÈÓ¯‚Ó ‰ËÏÓ ‰ÁÙ˘Ó‰ .ÌÒ¯ÂÙÓ ÔÈ„
.‰ÓÁÏÓ‰ ıÂ¯Ù ÈÙÏ ˙È¯·‰-˙Âˆ¯‡Ï ÌÈ„Â‰È ÂÏÈ·Â‰˘ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰
„Ú "È˙„‰ ¯ÓÂ˘‰" ¯ÚÂ‰ ˙ÚÂ˙· ÏÈÚÙ ‰È‰Â ,˜¯ÂÈ-ÂÈ ,ÒÈÂÂ˜· Ï„‚ ˜ÊÂ¯
˙‡ ÌÈÈÒ 1954-· ,ÈËÈÒ¯·ÈÂÈ ‰·È˘ÈÏ Û¯Ëˆ‰ 1950 ˙˘· .‰¯˘Ú ˘˘ ÏÈ‚
ÍÏ‰Ó· .È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ È„ÂÓÈÏ· ¯‚Â· ¯‡Â˙ ˙‡ 1955-·Â ,‰È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ· ¯‚Â·‰ ¯‡Â˙
.ÈÒ¯'‚-ÂÈ· ¯ÚÂ È·Ï ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â¯‚ÒÓ· ˙Â„‰È „ÓÈÏ ‡Â‰ ÂÊ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
ÍÓÒÂÓ È„ÂÓÈÏÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ì˘¯ ÔÂ˘‡¯ ¯‡Â˙Ï ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ÌÂÈÒ ¯Á‡Ï
,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ È„ÂÓÈÏÏ Ú„ÂÂ˙‰ ‡Â‰ ÂÊ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· .‰È·ÓÂÏÂ˜ ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·
ÏÚÙ ‡Â‰ ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÙÂ˜˙ ÍÏ‰Ó· .1957 ˙˘· ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· ÍÓÒÂÓ ¯‡Â˙ ˘Î¯Â
.˙È¯·‰-˙Âˆ¯‡· "¯ÈÚˆ‰ ‰„Â‰È" ˙ÚÂ˙ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÈÎÂÈÁ Ï‰ÓÂ ıÚÂÈ ,ÍÁÓÎ
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‰‰˘Â "¯ÈÚˆ‰ ‰„Â‰È" Ï˘ ‰ˆÂ·˜ ÍÈ¯„ÓÎ Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ ÚÈ‚‰ ‡Â‰ ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ÌÂÈÒ ÌÚ
.(„È˙ÚÏ Â˙ÈÈÚ¯ ‰È‰˙˘ ÈÓ) È¯„ÏÂ‚ ‰ÏÂ‡‚Ï Ú„ÂÂ˙‰ ÂÊ ‰ÙÂ˜˙· .‰ÓÏ˘ ‰˘ ı¯‡·
.‰ÙÈÁ· ¯˙ÂÈ ¯ÁÂ‡ÓÂ ‰Á Ò„¯Ù· ¯¯Â‚˙‰Â ,1958 ˙˘· ÔÈ‡Â˘È‰ ˙È¯·· ‡· ‚ÂÊ‰
˙ÈÈ˘¯„Ó·Â "‰·È" ÔÂÎÈ˙‰ ¯ÙÒ‰-˙È·· ˜ÊÂ¯ „ÓÈÏ ,‰ˆ¯‡ Â˙ÈÈÏÚ ¯Á‡Ï
Ï‡¯˘È· È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÈÙ· Â„ÓÚ˘ ˙ÂÈÚ·‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰ Ì˘ ,"ÌÚÂ"
˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰ Ï˘ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂËÈ˘ ÈÎ ˙Ú„Ï „ÓÏ ‡Â‰ .˙Ú ‰˙Â‡·
Ï˘ ˙È˙¯Â˜È· ‰‡È¯˜· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ÌÈ·¯ÒÓ‰ ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈÎÁÓ È„È-ÏÚ ÌÂÈ‡Î ˙ÂÒÙ˙
¯·Â„Ó˘Î ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÔÈ·Ï Ú„Ó‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈ„Â‚È‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÌÈÎÂÓ ÌÈ‡Â ˙Â¯Â˜Ó
,˙È˙ÎÏ‰ ˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰„ÓÏ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ¯ÙÒ‰-È˙·· .È„Â‰È‰ ¯·Ú·
;‰ÂÓ‡‰ ¯·˘Ó ÈÙÓ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ¯ÚÂ‰ È· ÏÚ ‰≈‚È≈
Ó ÂÊÎ ‰˘È‚ ÈÎ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÍÂ˙Ó
ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÒ˙‰Ï ˙ÂÓ„Ê‰‰ ˙‡ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ó ˙ÚBÓ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚˘ ¯·Ò ˜ÊÂ¯ ÂÏÈ‡Â
.˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡Â ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÌÎÁÂ˙ÓÂ ÏÎ˘ÂÓ È„Â‰È
‡Â‰ .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ-˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Â˙˘Ó ˙‡ Á˙ÙÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÏÁ‰ ÂÊ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÒ˙‰ ˙Â·˜Ú·
ÒÂ˙‡ ÌÚ „·· „· ,˙ÂÏ·‚Ó ‡ÏÏ ÁÂ˙Ù ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ÈÚ„Ó ¯˜ÁÓ Â˙„Â·Ú· ‚ÊÓÏ Û‡˘
.ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ· ‰¯ÂÓÎ ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂÒ˙‰ ÏÚ ÔÚ˘ ˜ÊÂ¯ .ÔÈÓ‡Â È¯Â˜Ó ÈÎÂÈÁ
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ‰„˘ ˙‡ ·Ï˘ÏÂ ÌÈÁ˙Ó ·˘ÈÈÏ Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ È˘„Á ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÓÈ‚„Ó ÂÈ¯ÙÒÂ ÂÈ¯Ó‡Ó
‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰ ‰Ê ·ÂÏÈ˘ .ÈË¯Â‡È˙ ÌÂÎÁ˙ ÂÚÓÈ ‡Ï ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘˘ ÍÎ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰Â
ÌÏÂÚ ÔÈ·Ï Ú„Ó‰Â ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ ÔÈ· ˜ˆÂÓÂ ‰¯ÂÙ ,ÈË¯Â‡È˙ ¯˘‚Ï ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ-˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
.˙È„Â‰È-‡Ï‰Â ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÓ¯Ê ÔÈ· Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ,˙È˙„‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰
‡·È˜Ú ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù È„È-ÏÚ Ú·Ë˘ ,"‰ÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙" ‚˘ÂÓ· ‰‡Â¯ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
˙ÂÓÈÓ˙" ‚˘ÂÓ‰ .˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰Â ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙„Â·Ú· ÈÂÈÁ ·ÈÎ¯Ó ,ÔÂÓÈÒ ËÒ¯‡
,È‡ÓˆÚ ÔÙÂ‡· ·Â˘ÁÏ Ï‚ÂÒÓ‰ ,¯‚Â·‰ Ì„‡‰ ‰· ˙È˙Ú„Â˙ ˙ÂÏÈ˘· ‡Ë·Ó "‰ÈÈ˘
,"‰ÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙" Ï˘ ‰Ê‰ ·ˆÓ· .‰·ËÈÓ· ˙È˘Â‡ ‰Â·˙Ï ‰ÙÈ˘ÁÓ Ú˙¯ ÂÈ‡
.˙È˙Â·¯˙-ÔÈ· ˙¯Â˘˜˙· È˘ÙÂÁ ˜ÂÒÈÚ ˙ÚÂÓ ‰È‡ ˙È˙„ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
‰˘Ú Ô‡ÎÓ ˙ÈÏÏÎ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ‰ÙÈ˘Á‰Â Ô‡ÎÓ ˙È˙„ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ ‰ÈÂÂÁ ÔÈ·˘ ·ÂÏÈ˘‰
ÂÁ‰Â ‰‡¯˘‰ Ï˘ ¯Â˜Ó ÂÏ Â˘ÓÈ˘ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰Â ‰Ê ‚˘ÂÓ .˘˘Á ‡ÏÏ
.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ˙È˘ÚÓ‰ Â˙„Â·ÚÂ ˙ÈÂÈÚ‰ Â˙˘Ó ˙‡
˘‡¯Ï ‰Ó˙‰ Ï‡ÎÈÓÂ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ¯¯Â‚˙‰Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙ÁÙ˘Ó ‰¯·Ú 1962 ˙˘·
ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï .˙ÈÓÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ˙Â¯„˙Ò‰‰ ˙ÂÒÁ· ,Ï"ÂÁ ÈÎÈ¯„ÓÏ ÔÂÎÓ· ‰ˆÂ·˜
˙˜ÏÁÓ Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÊÎ¯Ó·) ‰È¯ÂÓ ˙ÈÈ¯˜ Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‰Ó‰ „È˜Ù˙· ˜ÊÂ¯ Ô‰ÈÎ
ÌÈÂÎÓÓ ÌÈÎÁÓÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ,ÌÈˆÚÂÈÏ Ú„ÂÂ˙‰ ‡Â‰ ‰È¯ÂÓ ˙ÈÈ¯˜· .(ıÂÏÁ‰Â ¯ÚÂ‰
‰ÙÂ˜˙ Ï˘ ‰ÎÏ‰Ó· .˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰Â ‰Â˘ Ú˜¯ ÈÏÚ· ,Ï"ÂÁ·Â Ï‡¯˘È· ÌÈÂ˘
Ì˘ÈÈÏÂ Ô„ÚÏ ,ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ˙‡ ÏÏÎ˘Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ÏÈÎ˘‰ ,˙È˘ÚÓ ‰„Â·Ú· ˜ÒÚ ‰·˘ ,ÂÊ
„ÂÓÚÏ ÍÈ˘ÓÓ‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰È¯Â‡È˙‰ ÔÈ· ·ÂÏÈ˘ Ï˘ Ì‚„ ÔÂÎÓ ‡Â‰˘Î ,Ì˙Â‡
Ï‡¯˘È· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ ˙Â„ÒÂÓ ÌÚ ÌÈ¯˘˜ ÏÚ ¯Ó˘ ‡Â‰ .ÌÂÈ‰ „Ú Â˙„Â·Ú ÒÈÒ··
˙‡ ÒÒ·Ï ÂÏ Â¯˘Ù‡ ÌÈÈÏ‰ÈÓ‰Â ÌÈÈˆÂÚÈÈ‰ ,ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÂÈ„È˜Ù˙Â ,˙ÂˆÂÙ˙·Â
1.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ Ï˘ ˙È˘ÓÓ‰ ‰ÈÂÂ‰· ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰Â ˙ÈË¯Â‡È˙‰ Â˙˘Ó
¯·ÁÎ Ô‰ÎÓ ‡Â‰ ‰·˘ ,"Ï„Ó ˘"Ú ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È È˙ÈÓÚ" ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰È„ÒÈÈÓ ÔÈ· ‰È‰ ˜ÊÂ¯
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ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ Ì·ÂˆÈÚ· ÏÈ·ÂÓ „È˜Ù˙ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ‡ÏÈÓ 80-‰Â 70-‰ ˙Â˘·
˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÏÂÚÙ ˙Â·˜Ú· .Ï"‰ˆ Ï˘ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÏÈÁ È„È-ÏÚ ÂˆÓÂ‡˘ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ
¯ÚÂ ÈÁÓ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï ÔÂÎÓ‰Â ˙È‡·ˆ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ˘ ÍÎÏ Ú„ÂÓ ‰˘Ú ‡Â‰
Ú„ÂÂ˙‰ ÂÊ ‰ÚÙÂ˙Ï) ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ˙Â·¯ÂÚÓ ÏÎÓ ‰·¯ ‰„ÈÓ· ÂÚÓ Ï"ÂÁÓ
Ï˘ ‰È·ˆÚÓÓ „Á‡ ‰È‰Â ‰Ê ¯‚˙‡Ï ‰Ú ‡Â‰ .(ÌÈÈ˙„ ¯ÙÒ-È˙·· ‰¯ÂÓÎ ¯·Î
˙Â˘‚˙‰ ‡ÏÏ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó·Â ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯· ÈÎ¯Ú ÔÂÈ„ ‰¯˘Ù‡˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÒÈÙ˙
.ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÁÈ˘‰ ÌÚ
‡Â‰ .·˙Î‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏÚ‰Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ÏÁ‰ ‰Ê ·Ï˘·
ÈÏ‚‡‰ ¯Â„Ó‰ Ï˘ Í¯ÂÚÎ ˘ÓÈ˘Â 2"‰È˘¯„Ó‰ ·È"· ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ÌÒ¯Ù
‰È¯Â‡È˙ ¯Á‡ ÂÈ˘ÂÙÈÁ ˙‡ ˜ÈÓÚ‰ ÂÊ ‰ÙÂ˜˙· .ÌÈ˘ ˘ÓÁ Í˘Ó· ‰Ê ÔÂ˙ÈÚ Ï˘
ÌÈ˘ ."‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰" ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ‰Ó˘‚‰ ¯˘Ù‡˙˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ-˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ
Í‡ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ "˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰È¯Â‡È˙" Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÓ„ È‰Ó ‰Ï‡˘· Ë·Á˙‰ ˙ÂÎÂ¯‡
‰¯·Á· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ ‰ÂÓ‡ ·ÈÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Â‰ÊÈ‡ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· ,Â‡ ;˙·ÈÈÁÓ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó È˙˘ ˜ÊÂ¯ ·ÏÈ˘ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘Ï ‰·Â˘˙ ‡ÂˆÓÏ ÂÈˆÓ‡Ó· ?˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ
,"˙ÈÂÈÚ¯‰-˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰˘È‚‰" Ï˘ ÂÊ ‡È‰ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ .ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÁÈ˘‰
ÂÊ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ·È˙ÎÓÂ ÌÈ·ˆÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂ¯˜ÚÂ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ‡ˆÓ ‰·
,„·· „· .ÈË¯Â‡È˙ ÁÈ˘ È„È-ÏÚ ˙ÈÁÂÓ ‡È‰Â ˙ÈÂÈÚ¯-˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰˘È‚Ï ‰ÙÂÙÎ
‰È¯Â‡È˙"Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÌÈÓ¯Ê Ì‚¯˙Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ ‰‡¯‰ ˜ÊÂ¯
"˙È·ÈË˜Â„È‡-˙È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰" ÏÚ ˙ÎÓÒ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ."˙ÈÎÂÈÁ
ÈË¯Â‡È˙‰ ÁÈ˘· ˙˘Ó˙˘ÓÂ ÌÈÎÁÓ ÈÙÏ ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ‰ ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ÌÈÈ˘˜‰Ó ˙‡ˆÂÈ‰
.‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈ˘˜ ¯Â˙ÙÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ
Ë¯ÂË˜Â„ ˙„Â·Ú Ï˘ ‰˙ÓÏ˘‰Ï ÂÓÊ ˙‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ ˘È„˜‰ 1976 „Ú 1969 ˙˘Ó
‡Â‰ ,Â˙„Â·Ú Ï˘ ‰·È˙Î‰ ˙ÏÈÁ˙ ÌÚ 3.Ò˜ÂÙ (¯ÂÓÈÒ) ‰ÓÏ˘ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙Î¯„‰·
1969-ÓÂ ,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ˙ÂˆÂÙ˙· È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó· „ÓÏÏ ÏÁ‰
˙‡ ÌÈÏ˘‰˘Ó .ÊÎ¯Ó‰ Ï˘ “Junior Year Abroad” ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï‰ÓÎ Ô‰ÈÎ 1971 „Ú
ÌÈ˘‰ Í˘Ó· ÂÊ ‰¯˘Ó· Ô‰ÈÎÂ ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó Ï‰ÓÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰ÂÓ Ë¯ÂË˜Â„‰ ˙„Â·Ú
ÂÊ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰˙È˘‡¯ ."ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÎ¯Ú" ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ‰˙‚‰ ÔÎÏ‰Ó·˘ 1980–1977
ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÏÚ· ‰È‰˙˘ ˙Â„‰È ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ‰ËÈ˘· Í¯ÂˆÏ ‰·Â‚˙·
.„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÎ˙Ï ˙ÂÓ‡ ÏÚ ¯Â˙ÈÂ ‡ÏÏ
,"ÌÈ˘¯Â˘" Ï˘ Ï‰Ó‰ „ÚÂÂ‰ ¯·ÁÎ ˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ ˙¯È˘ ‡Â‰ .1981 ˙˘ Ê‡Ó ¯ÈÎ· ˙ÂÂˆ
Ï‰Ó‰ „ÚÂÂ‰ ¯·ÁÎ Ì‚ ˙¯È˘ ‡Â‰ .ÂÈ¯ÂÓ ¯·Á ÏÚ ‰ÓÂ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· Ò„¯Ù ÔÂÎÓ ˙‡ „ÒÈÈ
È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂ„È˜Ï ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â„ÚÂÂ· Û˙˙˘‰Â ,ÈÂÈˆ-È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÔÂÎÓ‰ ,"ıÈÏÓ" Ï˘
.ÌÏÂÚ‰ È·Á¯·Â Ï‡¯˘È· ÈÓ„˜‡‰
Michael Rosenak, ‘Not Just in the Afternoon’, Niv Hamidrashia (Pardes Hanna), 1965;
idem, ‘Adult Education and Jewish Values’, Niv Hamidrashia, 1970; idem, ‘Thoughts on
teaching Jewish Thought’, Niv Hamidrashia, 1971
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˙È˙„ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰È¯Â‡È˙ ¯Â·ÈÁ· ÂÓÊ-˙· ˙È„Â‰È ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ Ï˘ ÌÈ„Â˜Ù˙ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.1976 ,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˙ÂˆÂÙ˙·
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¯Î ‰· ‰‡¯ ,"˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú" ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ‰È¯·ÁÓÓ „Á‡ ,˜ÊÂ¯
‡Â‰ .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡È˙‰ ÏÂÏÎ˘ÏÂ ˙È˘„Á ‰·È˘Á Ï˘ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ‰¯ÂÙ
ÌÂˆÓˆ Â‡ ˙ÂÂÈÚ ‡ÏÏ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· Ú„È È·Ó Ï˘ ÌËÂ˘ÈÙ ˙Â·È˘Á· ¯ÈÎ‰
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰Â ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ÔÁÂÎ· ÔÈÓ‡‰ ‡Â‰ .„ÓÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ Ï˘
Ú„ÂÓ ‰È‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ ,ÏÂÎÏ ÏÚÓ ,ÌÏÂ‡ .Â˙‡¯Â‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· Ô‰· ˘Ó˙˘‰Â ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ‰ÓÈ‡ ˙ÂÏÈËÓ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‚ÏÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÓ‡‰Â ˙Â˜ÈÊ‰˘ ÍÎÏ
È‚ÂÏÂ‡È„È‡-È˙Â·¯˙‰ Á˙Ó‰ .‰ÎÒ· ˙‡ˆÓ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚÓ ÍÎ Ï˘·Â
È„Î .‰‡¯Â‰‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ ÌˆÚ ÏÚ ÌÈÈ‡ ‰ÈÁ‰‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂÏÓÂ ‰ˆÂ·˜· ‡ˆÓ‰
˙ÂÂ˘ ÍÂÈÁ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓÏ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡È˙ „ÈÓÚ‰ ‡Â‰ ˙‡Ê ÚÂÓÏ
‡Â‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘ ˙ÈË‡Ó‚Â„Â ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡È„È‡ ‰‡È¯˜ ÌÂ˜Ó· .È˘Â˜‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï
ÔÈÓÊÓ Ì‚ ˙Á‡ ‰ÂÚ·Â ˙Ú· Í‡ ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÏÚ „ÈÙ˜Ó‰ ÈÎ¯Ú ‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‚È‰‰
ÌÂÈ‰ „Ú .˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰ ÚÈ¯Î‰ÏÂ È‡ÓˆÚ ˙Ú„ ÏÂ˜È˘ ÏÈÚÙ‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡
.ÌÏÂÚ‰ È·Á¯· ÌÈ·¯ ÍÂÈÁ ˙Â„ÒÂÓ· "˙Â„‰È ÈÎ¯Ú" ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰Ó˙ÂÁ ¯ÎÈ
Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ· ÚÎ˘Ó ÈÂËÈ· Â‡ˆÓ "˙Â„‰È ÌÎ¯Ú" ˙ÈÎ˙· ÂÁ˙ÂÙ˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰
ÈÎ¯Ú Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰") Teaching Jewish Values: A Conceptual Guide ˜ÊÂ¯
‰Ê ¯Â·ÈÁ· .(1986 ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó ˙‡ˆÂ‰· ;"È‚˘ÂÓ ÍÈ¯„Ó :˙Â„‰È‰
„ÓÏÏ ‰ÒÓ‰ È„Â‰È ÍÁÓ ÈÙÏ ˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙ÂÈÚ·‰ ˙Á‡· ˜ÊÂ¯ „˜Ó˙Ó
"˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯" – ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ È˘ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·Ó ‡Â‰ .Â˙ÙÂ˜˙· ÌÈÈÒ‡Ï˜ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë
Û˜Â˙‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ÂÂÈÒÈÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó "˙ÂÈË˙Â‡" ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ."˙ÂÈË˙Â‡"Â
ÌÈ¯˘˜‰‰ ¯ÂÎÊ‡ ÍÂ˙ ,ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÂÈË·È‰ ˙‡Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ˙‡Â
ÈÂËÈ· ‡ˆÂÓ "˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯" ‚˘ÂÓ‰ .¯ˆÂ ÌÎÂ˙·˘ ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙‰Â ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
‰Èˆ˜Â„¯Ï ÏÈ·Â‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ‰ ‰˘È‚ – ÂÓÊÏ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÔÎ„ÚÏ ‰¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ÂÂÈÒÈ·
ÌÈÈ˜‰ Á˙Ó· ˜ÒÂÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ .ÔÂ„ÈÚ È¯ÒÁÂ ÌÈÈÂÓ‰Ï Ì˙ÎÈÙ‰ÏÂ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚÂ
,·‡ÂÂ˘ ÛÒÂÈ Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó Ï˘ ˙Â‡¯‰ ˙„Â˜Ó "˙ÂÈË˙Â‡" ÔÈ·Ï "˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯" ÔÈ·
Ì‰) ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÌÈ„˜ÂÓ‰ Â‡ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ˙Ú·¯‡ ÔÈ·Ó ÌÈÈ˘Ï ¯˜ÈÚ· ÒÁÈÈ˙ÓÂ
Á˙Ó‰ ˙‡ ¯È‰·‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ .·‡ÂÂ˘ ¯·„Ó Ì‰ÈÏÚ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ Ï˘ (commonplaces-‰
ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÁÂÎ˘Ï ‰ËÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ "˙ÂÈË˙Â‡"· „„ˆÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ,„Á‡‰ „ˆ‰Ó˘
‰¯ÂÓ ,¯Á‡‰ „ˆ‰Ó .„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ· ‰È‰È ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ÍÎÏ ‚Â‡„Ï Â„È˜Ù˙˘
Û‡Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÚÏ ÏÂÏÚ "˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯" ‰˘È‚„Ó‰ ‰˘È‚ ıÓ‡Ó‰
˜ÊÂ¯ .ÌÂˆ¯ ˙‡ ÚÈ·˘ÏÂ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜Ï ÂÓÈ‡˙‰Ï È„Î ÂÙÏÒÏ
"˙ÂÈË˙Â‡" ÔÈ· ÔÂÊÈ‡ ˙¯ˆÂÈ‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÁÒÏÂ ˙Â˘È‚‰ È˙˘ ˙‡ ‚ÊÓÏ Û‡˘
˙ÁÏˆ‰Ï ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ È˘ Ï˘ ‰·Â˘Á‰ Ì˙ÓÂ¯˙· ‰¯Î‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ,"˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯"Ï
.ÍÂÈÁ‰
Ú·Ë ‡Â‰ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙„Â·Ú ˙‡ ‰·¯ ‰„ÈÓ· ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ¯˜ÈÚ ‡Â‰ ‰ÊÎ ÔÂÊÈ‡
Â˙‡¯Â‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡˙‰Ï ÍÁÓ‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ó‰ "È˜ÏÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙" ÁÂÓ‰ ˙‡
Ì˙Â˘¯Ù· ÌÈ¯Â˙ÈÂÂ ˙Â¯˘Ù ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ˙˘¯Â„‰ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ,ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï
˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜ ¯È‡‰Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ :‰Ï‡˘‰ ‰ÏÂÚ ‰È·Â ‰ÈÓ 4.ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘
Michael Rosenak, ‘The Tasks of Jewish Religious Educational :Ì‚ Â‡¯ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· ‰·Á¯‰Ï
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,˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ "Ì‚¯˙Ï" ÈÂ‡¯ Û‡Â ¯˘Ù‡ ,Â˙ËÈ˘Ï ?‰˙ÁÙ‰ Â‡ ˙ÂÂÈÚ ‡ÏÏ ¯Â˜Ó Ï˘
ÌÈÓ‚¯˙Ó‰ ÌÈÎÁÓ ÈÎ ÔÚÂËÂ ,‰ÊÎ ÌÂ‚¯˙ Ï˘ Â¯ÈÁÓ ˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ ˘È‚„Ó ‡Â‰ ÌÏÂ‡
ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· „·‡˘ ‰Ó ÏÎÏ Ì˙Ú„ ˙˙Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ÔÚÓÏ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó
ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡ ÌÈÏÎ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÚÈˆ‰ ÍÎ Ì˘Ï .‰˙ÈÎ· ÔÂÈ„Ï ‡˘Â‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏÚ‰Ï ÂÏÈÙ‡Â
˙ÂÂ· ˙Â¯˘Ù ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ Ì‰· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ „„ÂÚÓ ‡Â‰Â ,ÌÈ„Á‡
."˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ¯ÒÁ" ¯Â˙ÈÂ Â‡ ˙ˆÏÂ‡Ó ‰ÓÎÒ‰ ÔÈ·Ï
Commandments and Concerns ,ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Â¯ÙÒ ˙‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÒ¯Ù 1978 ˙˘·
-ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ÌÈ·Ë˜‰ ÏÚ ¯Â‡ ÍÙÂ˘ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ¯ÙÒ· 5.("˙ÂÏ‡˘ÓÂ ˙ÂÂˆÓ")
Û‡ ‡Â‰ .˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ÏÂÏÎÓ ˙Â‚¯‡˙Ó Ì‰ÈÈ·˘ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â-ÌÈÈÎ¯Ú‰
.‰Ï‡ ÌÈ·Ë˜ ÔÈ· ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÁÈ˘ ÁÙËÏ ,‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÎÏ‰ ,Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ ÌÈ‚„Ó
Ï˘ ÈÂ‰ÈÊÏÂ ˙ÂÂ˘ ÍÂÈÁ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ Ï˘ ‰Î¯Ú‰Ï ˙ÂÈË¯Â‡È˙ ˙ÂÁ·‰ ‚ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰
‰ÂÂ˙Ó ‡Â‰ .ÌÈÈ˙„ 7ÌÊÈÏËÓ„ÂÙÂ 6‰ÈˆÈ¯Ë˜Â„È‡ Ï˘ "˙ÂÈ„ÓÓ-„Á" ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙
ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙÏ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ÚÈˆÓÂ ,"˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù" ÔÈ·Ï "˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ" ÔÈ· ˙Â„Á ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÁ·‰
8.˙Á‡ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙È˙„ ˙Ó‡· ÌÈ˜·„‰ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó ·¯˜· È˙„-ÔÈ·
„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÁÈ‰ ,("ÔÂÓ¯‡Ï ÌÈÎ¯„") 9Roads to the Palace ,È˘‰ Â¯ÙÒ·
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ÍÂ˙ ˙È„Â‰È (paideia) ˙È˙Â·¯˙-˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰¯Â˙ ÁÒÏ ÔÂÈÒÈÏ
˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ „ÈÓÚÓ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ¯ÙÒ· .ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÈËÈÏ‡ ÈÏÎÎ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘
˙¯Ó˙˘Ó È˙Ó :ÌÈÈÒÏ˜ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ˙Â„·Î ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ˙ÂÏÚ·
Ì‚ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ˙ÁÊ ‡È‰ È˙ÓÂ ?˙È˙¯ÈˆÈ‰ ‰˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰
ÌÈÈËÈ¯· ÌÈ‚Â‰ È˘ ÏÚ ÍÓ˙Ò‰· ?„·Ï· ÌÈÈ˙Ù˘ ÒÓÎ „È˙Ú· ˙¯ÎÊ ‡È‰˘Î
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ˜ÊÂ¯ ÔÈÁ·Ó ,Ò¯ËÈÙ ÈÏËÒ „¯'ˆÈ¯Â ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ,ÌÈ·Â˘Á
ÈÏÏÎ ,˙ÂÁ‰ ,˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú Ì˙Â‡ ÏÎÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó "‰Ù˘" ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ."˙Â¯ÙÒ"Â "‰Ù˘"

Philosophy’, Religious Education, Vol. LXXXII, No. 3 (Sep-Oct 1978), pp. 513–528;
idem, Commandments and Concerns: Jewish Religious Education in Secular Society.
Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1987
Michael Rosenak, Commandments and Concerns: Jewish Religious Education in Secular
Society. Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1987.
Michael Rosenak, ‘Jewish Religious Education and Indoctrination’, Studies in :Ì‚ Â‡¯
Jewish Education, I (1983), pp. 117–138
Michael Rosenak, ‘Jewish Fundamentalism in Israeli Education’, in :Ì‚ Â‡¯
Fundamentalism and Society (edited by Martin E. Marty & R. Scott Appelby), Chicago
& London: University of Chicago Press, 1993, pp. 374–414
Michael Rosenak, ‘The Religious Person and Religious Pluralism’, in The Meanings
and Limits of Religious Pluralism in the world Today. International Committee on
Inter-Religious Consultation and the World Council of Churches, 1984
Michael Rosenak, Roads to the Palace: Jewish Texts and Teaching. Oxford and Providence,
R.I.: Berghahn Books, 1995 (together with Institute of Education, London University),
280 pp.
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ÔÈ‡ Ì‰È„ÚÏ· ¯˘‡ ,‰Â˙‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÌÚ ÌÈ‰ÂÊÓ‰ ÌÈÂÎÓ‰ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙‰Â ˜Á˘Ó
¯ÂˆÈÏ ˙·ÈÈÁ ˙Â·¯˙ ÏÎ ,Á˙Ù˙‰ÏÂ ÌÈÈ˜˙‰Ï È„Î ,‰Ê ÌÚ .„ÁÂÈÓ ÔÂÈ·ˆ ÂÊ ˙Â·¯˙Ï
˙ÂÚÙÂ‰Â ˙Â˘„Á ˙Â·Â˙ ,˙ÂÈÂ˘¯Ù ˙ÏÏÂÎÂ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒ·˙Ó‰ ,˙Â¯ÙÒ Ì‚
.ÌÈÈÂ˘Ï‰ ‰È˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÍÂ˙Ó ¯˘Ú˙‰ÏÂ ˘„Á˙‰Ï ‰˙ÏÂÎÈ ÏÚ ˙Â„ÈÚÓ‰ ,˙ÂÈ˙¯ÈˆÈ
.ÌÈÙÒÂ Í¯„ Èˆ¯ÂÙ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ È˘ Ï˘ Ì˙·È˙Î ˙‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÈÏ˘‰ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘·
Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge: Conversation with the ¯Â‡Ï ‡ˆÈ 2001 ˙˘·
˜ÊÂ¯ ˘Ó˙˘Ó ‰Ê ¯ÙÒ· .("‰¯Â˙‰ ÌÚ ˙ÂÁÈ˘ :˙Ú„‰ ıÚ ,ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ") 10 Torah
,‰¯Â˙‰ È¯ÙÒ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ· ‡Â‰ .‡¯˜Ó‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙÏ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ·
Ï˘ ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓÂ ,ËÒ˜Ë· ˙ÂÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯Â˘ Ì‰Ó ¯ÊÂ‚
ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰ ,ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ,ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡È˙
ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÁÒÂ‰ ˙‡ ·˙Ó ¯ÙÒ‰ .‰¯Â˙‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈÈÂ·Á‰
ÏÚ Ô‡Î ¯˙ÂÂÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˘„Á Ï‰˜ Ï˘ Â˙Â˘¯Ï Â˙Â‡ „ÈÓÚÓÂ ,‰˘„Á ‰¯ÈÊÏ È„Â‰È‰
‡Â‰˘ ÍÂ˙ ,‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ È˘„Á ‰‡È¯˜ ÔÙÂ‡ ÚÈˆÓ‰ ˘„Á ÔÂ‚Ò ÔÚÓÏ ÈËÈÏ‡ ÁÂ˙È
.˙ÈÓ„˜‡ ˙Â„Ù˜ ÔÈ·Ï ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ· ÔÓÂ‡ „È· Ô¯Ó˙Ó
˙˘· ÌÒ¯ÂÙ˘ 11,ÂÓÊ· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰¯„ÂÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÔÈ· – ÔÂÈÚ ÍÈ¯ˆ ¯ÙÒ‰
‰¯ÊÁ" È‰Ó ,Ï˘ÓÏ ,ÂÓÎ ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰·È˘Á· Á˙ÙÓ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ Ô·ÏÓ ,2003
·˘Á ‰Ó Â‡ ,‰ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰ ˙ÈÈÁ„ ÔÈ·Ï ‰È· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎÂ "‰Ï‡˘·
˙ÂÈ¯Â‡È˙‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰Ù˘· ¯˙ÂÈ· Ï˘·‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ¯ÙÒ ?"·Â˘Á Ú„È"
ÔÈÁ·ÓÂ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ÍÂÈÁ· Ô‡Î Ô„ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó „ÂÒÈ·˘ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
‰„Â·Ú" ÏÚ ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ,Ï˘ÓÏ) ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÏÎÏ ÌÈÂÈÏÚ ,ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜ ÏÚ-ÈÎ¯Ú ÔÈ·
‰È¯·Á ÏÎÏ ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó˘ ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÔÈ·Ï ,(‰ÈÂÂ‚ ÏÏ˘ ÏÚ ˙Â„‰È· "‰¯Ê
,˙È˙Â·¯˙-·¯ ‰¯·Á· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÁÈ˘· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ‰È¯Â‡È˙ Á˙ÙÓ ‡Â‰ .‰ÏÈ‰˜ Ï˘
·˘ÈÈÏ Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ ÚÈˆÓÂ ,‰ÊÎ ÁÈ˘Ï ÏÂ˘ÎÓ ˙ÂÂ‰Ó‰ ˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙Â˜ÂÏÁÓ· „˜Ó˙Ó
ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ Ô‚¯‡Ï ÚÈˆÓÂ ,‰¯È‰·Ó ‰¯ÂÙËÓ· ˘Ó˙˘Ó ‡Â‰ .‰Ï‡Î ˙Â˜ÂÏÁÓ
‰ÓÂ˜· ;ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ÏÚ‰-ÈÎ¯Ú ÏÎ ˙‡ ‡ˆÓ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰ÓÂ˜· :˙ÂÓÂ˜ ˘ÂÏ˘·
˙ÓÈÈ˜ Ô‰ÈÏÚÓÂ ,˙˜ÂÏÁÓ· ÌÈÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÌÈÈÂˆÓ ‰ÈÈ˘‰
.ÌÈÈË˙Ò‡ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏÂ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ˙ÂÙ„Ú‰Ï ‰ÈˆÓÈËÈ‚Ï ˙˙È ‰·˘ ˙È˘ÈÏ˘ ‰ÓÂ˜‰
.ÌÈ„Á‡ ‰¯˜Â‰ ˙Â˙Â‡Â ÌÈÒ¯Ù ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓÏ Â˜ÚÂ‰ ÂÏ˘ ‰¯ÈÈ¯˜‰ ÍÏ‰Ó·
Ï„Ó ˘"Ú È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ ‰¯„˙˜· Ô‰«ÎÏ ‰ÂÓ ‡Â‰ 1988-·
Â˙„Â·ÚÏ ‰¯˜Â‰ ˙Â‡Î ,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó·
‰ÎÊ Commandments and Concerns Â¯ÙÒ ;È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ˙ÈˆÂÏÁ‰
ÂÏ ˜ÈÚ‰ 1997-· ;National Jewish Book Council-‰ ÌÚËÓ Ò¯Ù· 1989-·
ÏÚ „Â·Î Ì˘Ï ¯ÂË˜Â„ ¯‡Â˙ Jewish Theological Seminary of America-‰
ÏÚ ‚¯·ËÂ¯ ˘"Ú Ò¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÂÏ ‰˜ÈÚ‰ 2001-· ;ÂÈ‚˘È‰
Michael Rosenak, Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge: Conversation with the Torah. Boulder,
Colorado: Westview Press, 2001

10

˙‡ˆÂ‰ ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÂÓÊ· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰¯„ÂÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÔÈ· – ÔÂÈÚ ÍÈ¯ˆ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ 11
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„Â·Î Ì˘Ï ¯ÂË˜Â„ ¯‡Â˙· ‰ÎÊ ‡Â‰ 2003-·Â ;È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙
.ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· Hebrew Union College-‰ ÌÚËÓ
ÌÈ˘‡ ˙Â„Â‡ ÏÚ ¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ì˙Â‡Ó Ì„‡ ˙Â„Â‡ ÏÚ „ÂÓÏÏ ÈÏÂ‡ Ô˙È
:˜ÈÈÓ ·˙ÂÎ Roads to the Palace Â¯ÙÒÏ ‰Ó„˜‰· .ÌÈ¯Á‡
‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó ‰È‡Â ‰ÏÈÙ˙Ï ‰¯ÂÓ˘ "ÌÈÏÂÁ ‡Ù¯Ó‰" Ï‡Ï ‰È„Â‰‰ Ì‡ Ì‚
,ÌÈ¯ÂÒÓ‰Â ÌÈ¯˘ÎÂÓ‰ ÂÈÁÈÏ˘Ï ‰„Â˙ ¯ÈÎ‡ ‡Ï Ì‡ ‡ËÁ‡ ,˙ÂÓ„˜‰Ï ÏÏÎ
,˜¯ÂÈ ÂÈ ,ÏÈÂÂÏ‡· È˙ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÌÈÏÂÁ‰-˙È· Ï˘ È‡ÂÙ¯‰ ˙ÂÂˆÏ „ÁÂÈÓ·
„¯ÂÙËÒ ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÂÁ‰-˙È·Ó ÙÂÙ „¯'ˆÈ¯ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯ÙÏ ¯˜ÈÚ·Â
.ÈÈÒ-¯‰ ÌÈÏÂÁ‰-˙È·· ‰È‚ÂÏÂÈ„¯˜Ï ‰˜ÏÁÓ‰Ó ÔÈ¯ÙÏ‰ Ô˙ÂÈ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯ÙÏÂ
[...] .(mensch) "˘ËÚÓ"Î ‰‡ÂÙ¯‰ ˘È‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓÏ‚˙‰‰ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‡ÙÂ¯
,ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎ· ,È„ÓÚ „ÈÓ˙ ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ,‰ÏÂ‡‚ ,È˙˘‡Ï ‰·‰‡·Â ‰¯˜Â‰· ,ÛÂÒ·ÏÂ
.ÔÂÎ‰ ÔÓÊ·
ÏÚ ˙Â„ÈÚÓ – ÈÈˆ¯ ·Ï Û˜˙‰Ó ‰‡ÏÓ‰ Â˙ÓÏÁ‰ ¯Á‡Ï Â·˙Î˘ – ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ
„Ú·Ó ı·ˆ·Ï ‰ÓÁ‰ Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡Ï ¯˘Ù‡Ï ÒÒ‰Ó ÂÈ‡˘ ·‰Â‡Â È˙„ ‰ÁÙ˘Ó ˘È‡
¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈ‰Â·‚‰ ÌÈË¯„ËÒ‰ „ÁÈ ÌÈ¯·ÂÁ ˜ÈÈÓ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ„· .˙„ÓÂÏÓ‰ Â˙„Â·ÚÏ
˙È·Ó ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡‰ ÌÈÏÎÏ .ÍÁÓ Ï˘ ‰ÓÁ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡Â ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘
.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ¯˜ÁÓ ÏÎÏ ‡ÓÈÈ˜-¯· Í¯Ú ˘È ÂÏ˘ ¯ˆÂÈ‰
‡Â‰ .¯˜ÂÁÂ ‰ÂÓ‡ ˘È‡ ,Ú„Ó ˘È‡Â ÍÁÓ – ÂÏ ‰ÓÂ„ ÔÈ‡˘ Ï„ÂÓ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ˜ÈÈÓ
,Ì‰È„ÂÓÈÏ ÍÏ‰Ó· Ú·˜ Í¯„ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂÏÓ‰ ˘È‚¯Â ÌÁ ‰¯ÂÓÎ ÔÈËÈÂÓ ÏÚ·
.·È·Ò ˙¯Â˜‰ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù ÏÚ·Â ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚÏ ¯ÂÒÓ
ÔÈÈÓ‰ ÔÓ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯ÙÎ ˙Â‡ÏÓ‚Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ˘¯Ù 2000 ˙˘·
ÍÈ¯„Ó ,„ÓÏÓ ,·˙ÂÎ ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙ÂÏÈÚÙ· ÍÈ˘ÓÓ ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·
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·ˆÂÚ˘ ‰·Ó‰Ó ‰Â˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÓÏÂÚ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÂ‚¯‡ :ÌÁ˙Ù ÏÂÓ ˙ÁÂÓ‰ ‰ÓÈ˘Ó‰
Ì¯Â˜Ó˘ ÌÈËÓÏ‡ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ ÏÏÎ È˙„‰ ÂÎÂÈÁ˘ ÈÓ Ì‚ .È˙„‰ ÌÎÂÈÁ ˙Â˘·
˘Á ,ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÂÈ˙Â¯ÈÙÏÂ ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÁÈ˘‰ ‚ÂÒÏ Ú„ÂÂ˙‰˘ ÈÓÂ ,ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ·
˙Â‡ˆ¯‰‰ ÌÏÂ‡ Ï‡ È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Í¯ÚÓÓ ¯·ÚÓ Â˙Â‡· ÏÏÂÁ˙Ó‰ ÈÂÈ˘‰ ˙‡
.ÈÎÂÈÁÂ ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ,ÈÁÂ¯ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÂÈ˘ ,È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
ÈÈ˙Â˘· È· ÏÏÂÁ˙‰˘ ‰Ê ˘‚ÙÓ ¯Á‡ È¯ÂÓ È·‡ ·˜Ú „ˆÈÎ ·ËÈ‰ ÈÏ ¯ÂÎÊ
,ÂÈ˙Â„Â‡ ÁÈ˘Ï ÈÓÚ ÒÎ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ˙Óˆ·Â ,‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· „ÈÓÏ˙Î ˙ÂÂ˘‡¯‰
˙ÂÚ˘ ÏÚ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ‰„Â˙ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÍÂ˙Ó .‰Ï‡ ÌÈÓÈ „Ú ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â¯Âˆ· Í˘Ó‰ ÁÈ˘
˙ÂÒÏ ÈÂˆ¯· ,‰ÓÎÁÂ ‰·Â˙ ˙Â¯ˆÂ‡ ÈÏ ˜ÈÚ‰Ï ˘˜È· Ô‰·˘ ,‰Ê ÁÈ˘ Ï˘ ˙Â·¯
.ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ Ï˘ ÌÈ„„ˆ ‰ÓÎ Ô·ÏÏÂ
˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó· ˙ÂÎÈ¯‡· ÂÂ„Â ÂÏ‡˘ ¯·Î ,ÏÂ‡˘Ï „˙Ú˙Ó È‡ Ô˙Â‡˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰
Ï„·‰‰ ‰Ó ?ÈÓ„˜‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÈ·Ï È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ó :ÔÂ‚Î ˙ÂÏ‡˘ 1;ÌÈÂ˘
.ÌÈÈÈÚ ˙Â¯È‡Ó‰ ÂÈ˙Â¯Ú‰Â „È‰ ·˙Î Ï˘ ‰¯È‰Ê‰ Â˙‡È¯˜ ÏÚ Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ¯"„Ï ˙Â„Â‰Ï ÈÂˆ¯·
.„·Ï· ¯·ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ ÏÚ ‡Â‰ Ô‡Î ·˙Î‰ ÏÎ˘ Ô·ÂÓÎ
Michael Rosenak. 2001. Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge. Boulder Colorado: ‰Ó‚Â„Ï Â‡¯
„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ¯˜ÁÓ' .Ô"˘˙ .‡‰Î ÌÁÓ ;(ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ ,˜ÊÂ¯ :ÔÏ‰Ï) Westview Press: 52–62
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:¯Á‡ ÁÒÂ·Â ?‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÁÂ¯‰ ÈÚ„Ó „ÂÓÈÏ ÔÈ·Ï ‰·È˘È· ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ ÔÈ·
„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÈ·Ï È¯˜ÁÓ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ‰ Â‰Ó ‰·ÂÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ÔÈ·‰Ï Ô˙È Ì‡‰
?˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡· ‰˘Ú‰
,ı"Î ·˜ÚÈ :ÔÓÊ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù‰ ¯Â‡Ï ‰Â„‰ ‰È‚ÂÒ‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï Ô˙È
Â‡ È˙„-È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰) „È˙Ú‰ ÏÚ ˙„ÓÏÓ‰ ‰ÓÎÁ ÔÈ·˘ ‰Á·‰· ÊÁ‡ ,ÚÂ„ÈÎ
Ú„Ó ÌÓÂ‡‰ :ÏÂ‡˘Ï ÏÎÂ Ô‡Î ÌÏÂ‡ 2.¯·Ú‰ ÏÚ „ÓÏÓ‰ Ú„Ó ÔÈ·Ï (ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
¯˙ÂÈ· ˙ÁÏˆÂÓ‰ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù‰ ‡È‰ (ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ ÏÚ ı"Î ÛÈ˜˘Ó ÂÓÓ˘) ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
(‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ,ÈÏ˜ÈÊÈÙ‰ ,È‚ÂÏÂÈ·‰) Ú„Ó· ÔÈ‡‰ ?Ú„Ó‰ ˙‡ ¯È„‚‰Ï È„Î
˙Â‡ ‡È‰ ˙Â‡·‰ ˙ÂÈÂ˘Á¯˙‰‰ ˙‡ ‡·Ï ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ È¯‰˘ ?ÈÂ·È ˙˜Â˘˙
.ÂÏ‡ Ú„Ó ÈÓÂÁ˙ Ï˘ Ì˙ÁÏˆ‰Ï
,ÔÈÈË˘Ù‡ Ô"È¯‰ ˙Ó‚Â„Î ,ÂÚËÈÂ '˘ÙÂÁ'‰ ‚˘ÂÓ ÏÚ Ì„È ˙‡ ÌÈ˘Ï Â˘˜·È ÌÈ¯Á‡
ÏÚ˘ ,‰·È˘È‰ ˙Â„ÒÂÓ ˙ÓÂÚÏ Ï·‚ÂÓ È˙Ï· ‰¯È˜Á ˘ÙÂÁ· ˙Ï·ÂË ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰˘
ÌÓÂ‡‰ :˙Â‰˙ÏÂ ·Â˘Ï Ô˙È Ô‡Î Ì‚ 3.‰Ê ˘ÙÂÁ ÌÈÏÈ·‚Ó ÌÓÂÈ˜ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï ˙Ó
?¯‡'Ê‰Â ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÏ·‚Ó ÁÎÂ 'Ï·‚ÂÓ È˙Ï· ˘ÙÂÁ' ˙ÏÚ· ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰¯È˜Á

:˙Â·ÂÁ¯ .‰¯ÂÓ˙Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÈÏ·Á· ,(Í¯ÂÚ) ‡‰Î 'Ó ,'‰·È˘È· È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰Â ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·
Ï˘ ‰ÂÎ ‰·‰ Ì˘Ï ˙ÂÈÚ„Ó ˙ÂËÈ˘· Í¯Âˆ‰Â ˙ÂÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï‰ ÏÚ' ,¯·¯Ù˘ Ï‡È„ ;142–113
˙È·' .Â"˘˙ .˘ÈÙÏÂÂ Ì‰¯·‡ ·¯‰ ;38–21 :(Á"˘˙ Û¯ÂÁ) 6 „"„· ,'„ÂÓÏ˙· ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ
˙·˘ÁÓ' .Â"˘˙ .„È·˘ ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ ;389–373 :‰˘· ‰˘ ,'‰¯È˜Ò – ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚÂ ˘¯„Ó‰
;13–7 :36 ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó ,'ÂÈ˙Â¯ËÓÂ ÂÈ„ÚÈ ÏÚ ˙Â‚˘‰Â ÌÂÁ˙‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ï ÌÈÂÂ˜ – Ï‡¯˘È
.Ï"‰ ;187–165 ,126 :(ÁÏ) ¯˘‚ ,'ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁÂ ÌÈÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ÌÈÎ˙ :˙Â·¯˙Î ˙Â„‰È' .1993 .Ï"‰
¯˘‚ ,'ÂÓÊ· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó ˙ÈÈÚ·Â ‰‡Ó‰ ˙È˘‡¯· "Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÓÎÁ" ÏÚ ˙¯Â˜È·‰' .1986
˙Â‰Ó ÔÈ· :˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ˙˘¯Ù' .Ê"˘˙ .„ÏÂÂÈ¯‚ ¯Ó˙È‡ ;113 ,62–45 :(‡Ï)
˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó' .Â"Ó˘˙ .Í·¯Â‡ ‡"‡ ;30–7 :37 ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó ,'˙ÈÓ„˜‡ ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ ˙È˙Â·¯˙
;17–16 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ ,(Í¯ÂÚ) ¯˘‡-¯· 'Ó ,'ÌÈ¯Â‰¯‰Â ÌÈÓ˘¯ –
:(ËÓ) ˙ÂÚ„ ,'ÔÏÈ‡ ¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· Í"˙Ï ‰˜ÏÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Î¯„Ï' .·"Ó˘˙ .ÔÂÓÈÒ Ï‡È¯Â‡
Ò"‰È·· Í"˙‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Â ˙È˙„ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ,‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯˜Á' .·"Ó˘˙ .Ô‰Î ÌÁÓ ;235–229
È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÈ˜‰ „È˙ÚÂ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰' .Ë"Î˘˙ .‚¯·È¯‚ ˜ÁˆÈ ;248–235 :(ËÓ) ˙ÂÚ„ ,'ÔÂÎÈ˙‰
,'‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ˙¯Â˜È·Â ‰ÂÓ‡' .Ó"˘˙ .„¯‡ ‰˘Ó ;86–75 :(ÊÏ) ˙ÂÚ„ ,'˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡·
,'ÈÓ„˜‡‰ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ¯˜ÁÓÂ È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰' .Ò"˘˙ .ÔÂ· ÌÈÈÁ ;187–184 :(ÁÓ) ˙ÂÚ„
:(Ë) ˙ÂÓ„˜‡ ,'"ÔÂÈÚ"Ï ¯˜ÁÓ ÔÈ·' .Ò"˘˙ .Ì‰¯·‡ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ·¯‰ ;146–125 :(Á) ˙ÂÓ„˜‡
:Ì˘ ,'ÔÂ· ÌÈÈÁÏ ‰·Â‚˙ – Â·‰‡ ÌÂÏ˘‰Â ˙Ó‡‰' .Ò"˘˙ .Ò„¯· ‰„Â‰È ·¯‰ ;180–161
·¯‰ ;194–189 :Ì˘ ,'?Ï·‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÙÈ¯Á ‡Ó˘ Â‡ ,˙Â„ÓÏ' .Ò"˘˙ .Ô¯Â‡ ÌÈ¯Ù‡ ;188–181
ÂÏ‰Â‡· Ì˘ Ï˘ Â˙¯Â˙ ‡ÏÂ – Ì˘ Ï˘ ÂÏ‰Â‡· ˙ÙÈ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈÙÈ' .‚"Ò˘˙ .ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ ‰˘Ó
.90–71 :(ÊÈ) ÌÈ¯‚Â· ˙Â·˘ ÔÂÏÚ ,'˙ÙÈ Ï˘
˙¯Â˜È·Â ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰' ÔÎÂ 'Â˙¯·Á· ˙Â„‰ÈÂ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó' .Ë"Ï˘˙ .ı"Î ·˜ÚÈ
.221 ,195 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓÂ ˙ÂÒÓ :˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï ,'˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡
‰ˆ¯˙ ‡Ï Ì‡ ‰·È˘È‰Â ,‰¯È˜Á‰ ÈÎ¯„Â ˘ÙÂÁ‰ ˙Ï·‚‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ‰˘¯˙ ‡Ï ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰'
Â¯Ó‡Ó· ‡·Â‰) 'Í"˙‰Â „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó· ‰¯È˜Á ˘ÙÂÁ ‰˘¯˙ ‡Ï – ˙Ú„Ï ‰ÓˆÚ „·‡Ï
.(17–16 :[1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ] '˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ :ÍÂ˙· ,Í·¯Â‡ ‡"‡ Ï˘

2
3

49
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˙Â„ÒÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ˙Ó‡‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙· Ï„·‰‰Â '˙Ó‡'‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏÚ‰Ï Û‡ Ô˙È
'‰ÂÓ‡'·˘ ‰Á·‰· ‰ˆÓ˙Ó Ú„ÓÏ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰˘ È„ÓÈÏ Ô„ ÛÒÂÈ .ÌÈÂ˘‰
˙ÚÏ ‰ÂÎ' Â‡ '‰ÂÎ ÔÈÈ„Ú' Â˙Ú„ 'Ú„Ó'· ÂÏÈ‡Â ,'˙ÂÂÎ ˙Â„ÓÚ'· ÌÈÊÁÂ‡ Â‡
ÂÈ‰È ‰˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï˘ ˙ÂÚ„Â ˙ÂÂÓ‡Ï ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ˙ÎÁÓ‰ ,‰·È˘ÈÏ „Â‚È· .'‰˙Ú
,ÂÊ ‰Á·‰ .¯˜ÁÓ· ÌÈ˘Â„ÈÁ‰ ÏÂÓ ˙ÂÚÈˆÏ ·ÈÂÁÓ È‡Ó„˜‡‰ ,˙ÂÂÎ ÌÏÂÚÏ
'ÂÏ‡Â ÂÏ‡' Ï˘ È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰·ÓÏÂ '˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙'Ï ÒÁÈ· Ì‚ ‰ÂÎ ,Â˙ÚËÏ
ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡Ï ‰Â˙ ¯˘‡ ˙Ó‡ ˘È ÌÏÂ‡ ,˙˜ÂÏÁÓ ˘È ÌÓ‡ .˙Â·È˘È‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰
˙‡ ÌÈÂÒÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰¯È‡Ó ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ .‰ÈÏÂÙÈ˘· ˙Ú‚Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡Â ,Â„·Ï
˙ÂÚË· ˙Ú‚Ï ÏÏÎ ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰È‡ ,Ô„ ¯Â‡Ï ÍÎ ,‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ .˙ÈÁˆÂ ‰ÂÎ ˙Ó‡ ‰˙Â‡
.ÂÏ‡ ÔÂ‚Î ˙ÂÈÁˆ
È˘‡ ‰ÓÎ „Ú :ÔÂÁ·ÏÂ ÂÊ ‰Á·‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÈË ÏÚ ÔÂÈ„Ï ÒÎÈ‰Ï ‰È‰ Ô˙È Ô‡Î Ì‚
'˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡'‰ ˙ÚË ÌÚ ˙·˘ÈÈ˙Ó ‡È‰ „ˆÈÎ ?‰¯Â‡Ï ÌÈ„˜Ù˙Ó ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰
‰Ï‡˘ 5?ÂÊ ‰¯„‚‰ ¯Â‡Ï ˙ÈÚ„Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÈË ‰ÓÂ 4?˙ÈÚ„Ó‰
ÔÈ‡ ÌÓÂ‡‰ :È¯˜ ;È˙„‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ˘Á¯˙ÓÏ ÒÁÈ· Ì‚ Ï‡˘È‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰ÏÈ·˜Ó
?'‰˙Ú ˙ÚÏ ˙Ó‡' Ï˘ ‰ÂÂÚ ‰˙Â‡ ‰Ê ÍÂÈÁ·
ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÓÏÂÚ‰ ÔÈ·˘ ‰˜ÈÊ‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˘˜·‡ ÂÊ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ,ÍÎ ÔÈ·Â ÍÎ ÔÈ·
.¯Á‡ ˜ÈÙ‡ Í¯„ ÂÏÏ‰
ÂÈ·˙Î ÍÂ˙· ‰ÚÂË‰ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù ÍÂ˙Ó ÏÈÚÏ„ ‰Á·‰‰ ˙‡ Ô·ÏÏÂ ·Â˘Ï ˘˜·‡
'‰È¯Â‡˙' Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ,Ô‡ÎÓ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ì‰Â ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘
˙È„„‰‰ ‰˜ÈÊ‰ ÏÚ Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ÔÂÈ„Ï Ì˙ÓÂ¯˙ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï È˙ÂÂÎ· .Ô‡ÎÓ 'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù'Â
ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ „ˆÈÎ ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ‰Ò‡ .ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ È˙˘ ÔÈ·˘
;È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏÏ È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÈ· ˙Ï·Â˜Ó‰ ‰Á·‰Ï ÌÈÏÎÎ ˘Ó˘Ï
„ÒÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰˘ ÔÚË‡ ÈÈ¯·„· .ÂÏÂÎ ÍÏ‰Ó‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ ¯Ú¯Ú‡ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï Í‡
ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ¯‡Â˙Ó˘ ‰ÓÓ ÏÂ„‚ ‡Â‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ˙È˙„‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
.ÂÓÈˆÚÓ ‡Ï‡ Ë˜ÈÏÙÂ˜‰ ˙‡ ‰‰˜Ó ÂÈ‡˘ ¯˘˜ ;‰Ê ‡˘Â· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ·

[·]
˙Â¯ÙÒÂ ‰Ù˘
È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ :È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ „‚Î ÏÏÎ Í¯„· Â„ÓÚÂ‰ ÌÈ„˜ÂÓ È˘
.ÏÏÎ· ÍÂÈÁ· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰Â ,Ë¯Ù·
,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÈÓˆÚ‰ Â·ÂÓ ÔÈ· È„ÂÒÈ Ï„·‰ ˘È' :Í·¯Â‡ Ï˘ ÂÊ ÔÂ‚Î ˙ÂÈÂ‡Ë·˙‰ ‡ÂˆÓÏ Ô˙È
,'˙È˙„ ‰·ÂÁÎ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙˘˜·' .‰"Ó˘˙ .Í·¯Â‡ ‡"‡) 'ÂÏÈ·˘· Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÔÈ·Ï ,‰˙˘Ó ÂÈ‡˘
E. D. Hirsch. 1969. Validity in Â‡¯ ÔÎÂ .(378 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˙ÂÒÓÂ ÌÈÂÈÚ :˙Â„‰ÈÂ ˙ÂÂÈˆ ÏÚ

4

Interpretation. New Haven: Yale University Press

.223–222 :(2 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï ,ı"Î Â‡¯Â
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,ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ ˙Â„Â‡ Â·˙Î˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈÂ‡Ë·˙‰‰ Ï˘ ˙˘„ÂÁÓ ‰ÈÁ· Ì˘Ï
R.) Ò¯ËÈÙÂ 6(M. Oakeshott) ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˘ Ì˙·È˙Î· Â¯Â˜Ó˘ Ì‚„ ˘Â¯ÙÏ ˘˜·‡
8.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· Ì˙Â‡ ÚÈÓË‰ ˜ÊÂ¯˘Â 7(S. Peters
ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï È„Î ‰· ˘Ó˙˘Ó ËÂ˘˜Â‡˘ ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï '‰Ù˘' ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰Ï È˙ÂÂÎ
(ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰Â) ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÔÈ·Ï '‰Ù˘'· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰
˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ· ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ˙‚ˆÂÓ ÍÎÂ .'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï ÌÈÙ˘Á Ì˘
:“Roads to the Palace”
The language of culture sets down its basic assumptions, the problems,
aspirations, and understandings. Its establishes its forms of rhetoric, its
methods of inquiry, its patterns of community, its symbolic expressions,
its paradigms of order, coherence and norm [...] language gives us our
collective identity, our stores of what is self understood among us, our
forms of articulation and communication. Only those who know the
language are capable of using it for cultural expression, communion
and enhancement; they alone can make literature within it.9

ÌÈÈ„ÂÒÈ‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ˙‡ ‡ˆÓ ‰·Â ,˙ÈÒÈÒ·‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓ˙ ‡È‰ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰Ù˘‰
,ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ;‰˘ÚÓ‰Â ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ó‚È„¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ‡È‰ .˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘
˙ÂÓ¯Â‰ ,ÏÏÁ·Â ÔÓÊ· ÔÂÈˆ‰ ˙Â„Â˜ ,‰·˘ÁÓ‰Â ÈÂËÈ·‰ ÈÎ¯„ ,ÌÈÈÈÚ¯‚‰ ÌÈ‚‰Â‰
¯È„‚Ó ‡Â‰ ‰ÎÂ˙·˘Â ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï ÍÈÈ˘‰ Ì„‡ Ï˘ È˙Â·¯˙‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ,˙ÂÈÒÈÒ·‰
.ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡
ÌÓƒÚ˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ È‚˘ÂÓ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ‡È‰Â ,˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù ‡È‰ '‰Ù˘'‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ïˆ‡
'‰Ù˘‰' ‚˘ÂÓ· ˘Ó˙˘‡ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· ÌÏÂ‡ .‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰Â· ˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰
,ËÂ˘˜Â‡ ¯Â‡Ï ,‰Ù˘‰ „ÂÓÈÏ .ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ Ì‡Â˙‰ ,¯˙ÂÈ ÈÏÏÎ ¯˘˜‰·
˙ÈË‡ÂÙ‰ Â‡ ˙ÈÚ„Ó‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏ Ô‡Î 10.'‰·È˘Á‰ Ï˘ Í¯„‰ „ÂÓÈÏ' ‡Â‰
.˙ÂÈÏÏÎ ÈÂËÈ·Â Ú„ÈÓ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓÎ
ÌÈÏÈÓ· .‰Ù˘‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈÏ ÈÁ¯Î‰ È‡˙ ¯ÂÓ‡Î ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ÚˆÓ
Á˙Ù˙‰Ï ‰„È˙Ú Ô‰Ó˘ ÔÈÈ· È·‡ ÏÚ· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ '˙Â¯ÙÒ' ¯ˆÂÈ‰ Ì„‡‰ :˙Â¯Á‡
‰‡¯Ó' ,˜ÊÂ¯ ÍÈ˘ÓÓ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' .„ÒÈÈÏ ÌÈˆÂ¯ Â‡ ‰˙Â‡˘ ˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰
Michael Oakeshott. 1962. ‘The Study of “Politics” in the University’, in: Rationalism in
.(‰˜ÈËÈÏÂÙ ,ËÂ˘˜Â‡ :ÔÏ‰Ï) Politics and Other Essays. London: Methuen: 301–333
R. S. Peters. 1981. ‘Reason and Habit: The Paradox of Moral Education’ in: Moral
Development and Moral Education. London: G. Allen and Unwin: 45–60
Michael Rosenak. 1995. Roads to the Palace: Jewish Texts and Teaching. Berghahn ‰‡¯
ıÚ ,Ï"‰ Â‡¯ ÔÎÂ ,(ÌÈÎ¯„ ,˜ÊÂ¯ :ÔÏ‰Ï) Books: Providence R.I. & Oxford: 19–25, 30

6
7
8

.21–18 :(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ÌÈÈÁ‰
.20–19 :Ì˘ .ÌÈÎ¯„ .˜ÊÂ¯ 9
.193–192 :(6 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ‰˜ÈËÈÏÂÙ .ËÂ˘˜Â‡ 10
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ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ Ô‚¯‡Ó ‡Â‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ÌÚ 11.'ÈÏ‡È¯‰ ‰·ÂˆÈÚ· ‰Ù˘‰ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂÎ ˙‡
– '‰Ù˘‰' ˙‡ ÌÈ˜ÈÊÁÓ‰ ‰Ï‡ ¯Â·Ú ˙È· ˙˜ÙÒÓ ‡È‰ ÂÊÎÎÂ ,ÂÈ˙ÂÚÈ„ÈÂ
As ever new literature is created in the language, its funds of meaning
are explored and broadened; simultaneously, those who speak are
expressing themselves, revealing sides or splinters of themselves that
they can or wish to bring to light only in that language.12

˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰Ù˘ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÓÊ· ¯Ó‡˘ ‰Ó' ‡È‰ ,ËÂ˘˜Â‡ ¯Â‡Ï ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
˙ÈÚ„Ó ‰ÈÚ· È‰Ó [Â‡ ,ÏÏÎÎ] ˙ÈÚ„Ó‰ ‰Ù˘‰ È‰Ó „ÓÏÈ ‡Ï "˙Â¯ÙÒ" „ÓÏÓ‰ [...]
‰Ù˘‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÌÈ¯ˆÂ˙· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï „ˆÈÎ ‡Ï‡ ,‰Ï‡Î ˙ÂÈÚ· ÌÈ¯˙ÂÙ „ˆÈÎÂ
13.'‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÌÈ¯ˆÂ˙‰ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡Â – ˙ÈÚ„Ó‰
,ÌÏÂÚ· „˜Ù˙Ï „ÓÂÏ „ÏÈ‰ Ô‡Î .ÔÂËÂÚÙ· ‡ÂÙ‡ ÏÈÁ˙Ó 'È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙¯Á‡ ‰Ó¯· ÈÎ Ì‡ ,‰Ó‚Ó ‰˙Â‡ .˙ÏÂÊ‰ ÌÚ ¯˘˜˙ÏÂ ÂÏÂ˜·Â ÂÈ¯·È‡· ËÂÏ˘Ï
˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ 14.¯˙ÂÈ ‰‰Â·‚‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ È·‚Ï Ì‚ ‡ˆÓ ,ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ÔÂÂÈ‚·Â
.ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ¯ÂÓ‡Î ‰˙˘Ó È„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÍÏ‰Ó‰ ,È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ Ï‡ ÌÈÚÈ‚Ó˘Î
15.(Ì˘) '"˙Â¯ÙÒ‰" Ï˘ ‡ÏÂ "‰Ù˘‰" Ï˘ ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ ÍÂÈÁ ‰˜Ó ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰'
.˙ÂÈÂ‚·¯‰Â ˙È˙Â·¯˙-·¯‰ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰‰ ˙‡ ˙¯˘Ù‡ÓÂ ‰·È˘Á ÈÎ¯„ ‰˜Ó ‡È‰
'˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' Ï˘ Ú„È‰ ÏÚ 'ıÂÁ·'Ó Ë·Ó ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ÌÏÂÚ ˙ÂÓ˙ È‰ÂÊ
˙ÎÁÓ‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÈÏ˙ÂÎÏ ıÂÁÓ ‰˘Î¯Ï ‰˘˜Â ,'‰Ù˘‰'Â
16.˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï
˙ÂBÎÓ Ô‰Ó˘ ‰·È˘Á‰ ÈÎ¯„Â Ú„È‰ Ï˘ ÔÈÈ·‰ È·‡ ˙‡ ‰˜Ó ,ÔÎ Ì‡ ,'‰Ù˘'‰
˙˘Ó˙˘Ó˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙‰ ˙Á‡ ‡È‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ .ÔÓÏÂÚ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆÙÒ ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙
.Ì‰Ó ˙È·Â '‰Ù˘'‰ Ï˘ ‰È·ÈÎ¯Ó·
,‡Â‰˘) ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÍÏ‰Ó‰ Ï˘ Â·ÈË È·‚Ï ‰·Â˙ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ‡È‰˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÂÊ ‰Á·‡
ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ¯·„· ‰·Â˙‰ ˙‡ ˙¯ˆÂÈ Û‡ ‡È‰˘ ‡Ï‡ ,('È˙Â¯ÙÒ' Â¯˜ÈÚ· ,¯ÂÓ‡Î
˙ÚÏ Í‡ ,ÔÏ‰Ï ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· ÔÂ„‡Â ·Â˘‡ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ ¯‡˘ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
.'‰Ù˘'Ï '˙Â¯ÙÒ' ÔÈ·˘ ‰Á·‰‰ ˙‡ Á≈˙Ù˙˘ ,‰ÏÈ·˜Ó ‰Á·‰ ¯ÈÎ ‰·‰ ‰˙Ú

Peter L. Berger. Â‡¯Â ¯‚¯· ¯ËÈÙ Ï˘ '˙Â¯È·Ò‰ ‰·Ó' ‚˘ÂÓ ˙‡ Û¯ˆÏ Ì‚ ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó ‡Â‰ ÍÎ·Â
1967. The Sacred Canopy: Elements of a Sociological Theory of Religion. Garden City,
.2 ‰¯Ú‰Â 20 :(8 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ÌÈÎ¯„ .˜ÊÂ¯ :Â‡¯ ÔÎÂ ,New York: Doubleday

11

.20 :Ì˘
ÔÈÂˆ Ì‡ ‡Ï‡ ÈÏ˘ Ô‰ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· ˙Â˘‚„‰‰ ÏÎ) .Ì˘ :(6 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ‰˜ÈËÈÏÂÙ .ËÂ˘˜Â‡
.(˙¯Á‡
.190–188 :Ì˘
.195 :Ì˘
.196 :Ì˘

12
13
14
15
16
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[‚]
ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÂ ‰È¯Â‡˙
‰˜ÈÊ‰ ˙‡ ˙¯‡˙Ó 17ÂËÒÈ¯‡Ó ÏÁ‰ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ‰ÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙¯Á‡ ‰Á·‰
,'˙Â¯ÙÒ‰'Â '‰Ù˘‰' È‚˘ÂÓÓ ‰Â˘ ‰Ê Ì‚„ .'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù'Ï '‰È¯Â‡˙' ÔÈ·˘ Ï„·‰‰Â
.ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ Â‡ Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÁ·‰‰ ˙‡ ˜ÈÓÚ‰ÏÂ Ì‰· Â˙Â‡ ·Ï˘Ï Ô˙È È˙Ú„Ï ÌÏÂ‡
?ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ ÌÈ¯·„ ‰Ó·
18
ÈË¯Â‡˙ Ú„È ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ Political Education Â¯Ó‡Ó· ËÂ˘˜Â‡
‰ÈˆÓ¯ÂÙÈ‡ È‰ÂÊ ;ÌÈ¯ÙÒ· Â·˙ÂÎÏ Ô˙È˘ ‰Ê ‡Â‰ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ Ú„È‰ .È˘ÚÓ Ú„È ÔÈ·Ï
.È·ÈË˜Â„È‡Â È·ÈË˜Â„„ ÔÙÂ‡· Â˙Â‡ ˙‚¯‡ÓÂ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ˙‡ ‰ÒÎÓ‰ ˙·Î¯ÂÓÂ ‰¯È˘Ú
‰Ó ˙‡ ÔÈ¯ˆÓ‰ Í¯ÚÓÎ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ó (Robin S. Usher) ¯˘Â‡ ÔÈ·Â¯
ÂÈÏÚ ÒÈÒ·‰' Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ .‰ËÈÏ˘ ¯˘Ù‡Ó ‡ÏÈÓÓÂ ¯È·ÒÓ ,ÌÏÂÚ· ˘Á¯˙Ó˘
„È˜Ù˙ ,‡ÏÈÓÓ .‰˘ÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ÈÚ„Ó‰ ÍÈ¯„Ó‰ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ÒÈÒ·Â ,‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ ˙„ÒÂÈÓ
Ì‡ ˘Á¯˙‰Ï „È˙Ú ‰ÓÂ ,‰˘ÂÚ ‡Â‰ Â˙Â‡ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ‡Â‰ ‰Ó ˙Â¯Â‰Ï ‡È‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰
ÈÂÂ˜ ˙‡ ËË¯˘Ó‰ Ë˘ÙÂÓ‰ Í¯ÚÓ‰ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡È‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ 19.'ÍÎ Â‡ ÍÎ ‰˘ÚÈ ‡Â‰
.˙Î¯ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ ¯‡˙Ó‰
È„Î .‰Ó ¯·„ ‰· ˙Â˘ÚÏ Ï‚ÂÒÓ Ì‚ Á¯Î‰· ÂÈ‡ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ˙‡ Ú„ÂÈ˘ ÈÓ ÌÏÂ‡
„ÂÓÈÏ .ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏ· ˙˘Î¯ ‰È‡˘ ˙ÙÒÂ ‰ÚÈ„È ˙˘¯„ ‰Ó ¯·„ ˙Â˘ÚÏ
ÂÈ‡˘ ‰Ó ¯·„ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê‰ È˘ÚÓ‰ Ú„È‰ .ÈË˜¯Ù‰ Â‡ È˘ÚÓ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê
ÌÈÒ‡ÂÈÓ ·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ‰Ó ¯·„ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Â‡ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰ È‰ÂÊ .˙ÈÂ˘Ï ‰¯ÈÒÓÏ Ô˙È
Ô˙È – ‰ˆ¯ Ì‡ Â‡ ,‰ÈÁ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰·Ï ·Ï ‰˘ÚÓÏ Ì‰˘ ,ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÂÂ‚ÓÂ
ÏÎ ÏÚ ‰˜ÈÊÂÓ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙ „ÂÓÏÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ :‰Ó‚Â„Ï .'˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' È‰ÂÊ˘ ¯ÓÂÏ
„ÂÓÈÏ Ì‚ ˘¯Â„ ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï ,¯˙ÒÙ· ‰È‚‰ „ÂÓÈÏ ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯ÂÙÈ‡‰ ‰È·ÈÎ¯Ó
.ÌÈÏÈÓÏ Ì‚¯˙È‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡ ÂÊ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÂ ,Â„ÓÏÏ ÏÎÂÈ˘ ¯ÙÒ ÔÈ‡˘ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù Ï˘
‰ÈÈÚËÂ ÈÂÒÈ Í¯„ ÏÚ ˙‡ÊÂ ,‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÎÏ‰ '˙‡Ê ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ÍÈ‡' „ÂÓÏÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ „ÈÓÏ˙‰
‡ÏÂ ÌÈ¯Á‡ Ï˘ Ì‰È˘ÚÓ ¯Á‡ ˙Â˜Á˙‰‰Â ÈÂ˜ÈÁ‰ È„È ÏÚ Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ,ÈÓˆÚ ÏÂ‚¯˙ Ï˘
,‰Ò„‰‰ ,‰‡ÂÙ¯‰ ÌÂÁ˙· Ì‚ ÍÎ .ÈÂÈÚ „ÂÓÈÏÏ ˙˙È‰ ‰ÈˆÓ¯ÂÙÈ‡ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·
.„ÂÚÂ ˜Á˘Ó‰
ÔÈ‡Â – 'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰'Â '‰È¯Â‡˙‰' È‚˘ÂÓÓ ÌÈÂ˘ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰'Â '‰Ù˘‰' È‚˘ÂÓ ÌÓ‡
Ì‰ÈÈ· ÌÈÏÈ·˜Ó ÌÈÂÂ˜ ÁÂ˙ÓÏ Ô˙È ÌÏÂ‡ – ‰Ê· ‰Ê Ì˙Â‡ ÚÈÓË‰Ï È˙ÂÂÎ·
Ì‡ÂÏÓ·) '‰Ù˘‰' È·ÈÎ¯Ó ˙‡ ÂÈ„È· ÊÁÂ‡ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ˘È‡˘ ¯ÓÂÏ Ô˙È :‰Ê ÔÙÂ‡·
‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‚ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂË˘ÙÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ· ËÏÂ˘ ‡Â‰ Ô˜ÈË¯Â‡˙Î .(Ì˜ÏÁ· Â‡
.·È·‡ Ï˙Â ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .‚"Ï˘˙ .Ò·ÈÏ ‚"È :ÌÂ‚¯˙ ,˙ÈÎ‡ÓÂ˜È‰ ‰˜È˙‡‰ .ÂËÒÈ¯‡ 17
18

Michael Oakeshott. 1966. ‘Political Education’, in: Israel Scheffler (ed.), Philosophy and
Education: Modern Readings. Boston: Allyn and Bacon: 327–348
Robin S. Usher. 1989. ‘Locating Adult Education in the Practical’, in: Barry P. Bright
(ed.), Theory and Practice in the Study of Adult Education. London and New York:
Routledge: 71

19
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.'˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ˙˘Á¯˙Ó Â·˘ ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‡È‰˘ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú ,˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰
Ô˙È ‰ÊÎÎ .ÈË¯Â‡˙ ‚˘ÂÓ Ì‚ ‡È‰Â ,'‰Ù˘‰' È‚˘ÂÓÓ ‚˘ÂÓ ‡È‰ '‰ÏÈÙ˙' :‰Ó‚Â„Ï
ÂÈÈÂËÈ· ÔÈ· È˙‡ÂÂ˘‰ ÔÂÈ„ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ,ÂÁ˙Ï ,‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ˙Â‡ˆ¯‰‰ ÌÏÂ‡Ï ÂÒÈÎ‰Ï
˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ‡È‰ ÏÏÙ˙‰Ï .Â· ˙ÂÓÂÏ‚‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ˙‡Â ÂÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·ÏÂ ÌÈÂ˘‰
‡È‰Â ‰ÈÈ˘Ú Ï˘ ‰ÈÂÂÁ È‰ÂÊ ;˙ÒÎ‰ ˙È·· ,¯˙È‰ ÔÈ· ,˙˘Á¯˙Ó‰ ˙ÈÚˆÓ‡ È˙Ï·
Ô˙È .‰˙Â‡ ÌÏ‚Ó˘ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ‡ÏÏ '˙Â¯ÙÒ' ÔÈ‡ .'˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙˘Á¯˙Ó Â·˘ ÌÂ˜Ó‰ Ì‚
'‰Ù˘‰' ÌÂÁ˙Â ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙¯ˆÂ Â·˘ ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‡Â‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ ÌÂÁ˙˘ ‡ÂÙ‡ ¯ÓÂÏ
ÔÂÂ‚Ó ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ¯ÂÊ‚Ï Ô˙È ÂÓÓ˘ ÏÏÂÎ‰Â Ë˘ÙÂÓ‰ ÁÈ˘‰ ÌÂÁ˙ ‡Â‰ '‰È¯Â‡˙‰'Â
.˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒÂ
'˙Â¯ÙÒ‰'Â 'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰' È‚˘ÂÓ ÔÈ·Ï Ô‡ÎÓ '‰Ù˘‰'Â '‰È¯Â‡˙‰' È‚˘ÂÓ ÔÈ· ÂÊ ‰˜ÈÊ
˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ È‰Ó ¯È‰·‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ,Ô‡ÎÓ
Ì‰ Í‡ ,‰È¯Â‡˙ Ì˜ÏÁ· Ì‰˘ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ˙ÈÈ˜‰· ˜ÒÂÚ ÍÂÈÁ‰ .˙È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
,‰¯·Á‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· „˜Ù˙Ï „ˆÈÎ ÍÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ Â‡ .'È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ ¯˜ÈÚ·
?ÌÈ‚‰Â „ˆÈÎ ?ÌÈ˘·Ï˙Ó „ˆÈÎ :‰Ó‚Â„Ï .‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÎÏ‰ '˙‡Ê ÌÈ˘ÂÚ „ˆÈÎ' Â‡
¯Â‡Ï ,È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ?ÌÈÏÏÙ˙Ó „ˆÈÎ Â‡ ?ÌÈ¯·„Ó „ˆÈÎ
,˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï ÍÈÈ˘˘ ÈÓ Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„Ó ÂÈ‡ .'‰Ù˘‰' ˙ÈÈ˜‰· ˜ÒÂÚ ,ËÂ˘˜Â‡
.Ì‚Ù ÏÎ ÍÎ· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÂÈ‡Â ,˙ÂÂ˘ '˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ· ÌÈÊÁÂ‡ ÌÈË„ÂËÒ‰ È¯‰˘
˙ÂÈÓÏÂ‚ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡ Ï˘ ÔÂÂ‚Ó ÌÈË„ÂËÒ‰ ÈÙ· ‰ÚÈˆÓ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
'‰Ù˘‰' È·ÈÎ¯Ó ˙‡ Ì‰ÈÙÏ ˙Ò¯ÂÙ ‡È‰ ;‡„È¯‚ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡È˙Î ˙Â„ÓÏÂ ˙Â‚ˆÂÓ‰
‡Ï .ÈÂÈÚ ‡Ï‡ È˘ÚÓ „ÂÓÈÏ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈ‡ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡· :˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· .˙ÏÏÂÎ‰
˙Â¯‚ÒÓ Ï˘ ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó· ‰ËÈÏ˘ ‰˜Ó‰ ÔÂÈÚ‰ ‡Ï‡ ¯˜ÈÚ ‰˘ÚÓ‰
.˙ÂÂÂ‚ÓÂ ˙ÂÂ˘ ('˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ' Â‡) ‰ÈÈ˘Ú

[„]
‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰Â ‰·È˘È‰
˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ‰ ÔÈ·˘ Ï„·‰‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ ÂÈ·‰ „ˆÈÎ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˘‚‡ ‰˙Ú
˙‡ ÒÂ¯Ù‡ ÔÏ‰Ï .ÈÓ„˜‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏÏ È˙·È˘È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÔÈ·˘ Ï„·‰· ÊÎ¯˙‡Â ,˙ÂÂ˘‰
˙ÂÁ·‰‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï Ô˙È˘ ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ˘˜·‡Â ‰Ê ‡˘Â· ÂÏÚ˘ ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÂÚÈË‰
.(ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù-‰È¯Â‡˙ ;‰Ù˘-˙Â¯ÙÒ) ÏÈÚÏ„ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ¯Â‡Ï ˙ÂÂ˘‰
‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ
˘¯Â„ (È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ Ï˘ Â·ÂˆÈÚÏ ÒÈÒ·‰ ‡Â‰˘) È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏ
(„ÈÓÏ˙‰ „ˆÓ) ‰˘ÈÎ¯‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,ÈÂÈÚ‰ ˙Ú„‰ ÌÂÁ˙ ˙˘ÈÎ¯ ˙‡ ˜¯ ‡Ï
(È˘ÚÓÏ ÈÂÈÚ‰ ÔÈ·) ‰Ê ·ÂÏÈ˘ ÏÚ .ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ Ï˘ (‰¯ÂÓ‰ „ˆÓ) ‰Ó‚„‰‰Â
ÌÈÓ‡‰ :È¯˜] Ô‰È˘ÂÚ ÈÙÓ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÈ‰ [‰È¯Â‡˙] ÌÈ¯·„ ÌÈ‡' Ï"ÊÁ Â¯Ó‡ ¯·Î
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ÈÎ' ,'ÌÈÓ˘·' ‰È‡ ˙„ÓÏ‰ ˙ÈÂÈÚ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ‰˘ ‡È‰ ‰Á‰‰ 20.'[ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÏ Û‡
‰È‚ÂÒ‰ È‰ÂÊÂ 21'Â˙Â˘ÚÏ Í··Ï·Â ÍÈÙ· [¯˘‡Î ?È˙ÓÈ‡Â] „Â‡Ó ¯·„‰ ÍÈÏ‡ ·Â¯˜
22.‰˘ÚÓ‰Â „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÓÈ„˜‰ ˙Ï‡˘· (·Ú ,Ó) ÔÈ˘Â„È˜·
'‰¯Â˙‰ È„ÂÓÏ˙' Ï˘ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙‡Â Ì‰È‚‰Â ˙‡ Â·ˆÈÚ˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â˜˙‰
Á˜ÙÏ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,¯ÙÒ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰Ó Â˘¯„ ˙Â¯Â„‰ Í¯Â‡Ï
„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ„ ¯·„· ˙ÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙˜ÂÏÁÓÏ ÒÈÒ·‰ Û‡ Â‰Ê 23.Ì˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÏÚ
˙ÂÓ„Ê‰‰ ˙‡ Ì„‡ ÏÎÏ Ô≈˙È Ì‡‰ :˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· Ï‡ ‰ÒÈÎ‰ ˙‡ ÂÏ ¯È˙‰Ï ˘È˘
˙Â·ÂË‰ ÂÈ˙Â„ÈÓ˘ ÈÓ ˜¯˘ Â‡ ,(ÏÏ‰ ˙È· ˙Ú„Î) È˘ÚÓÂ ‰Â·‚ ÈÂÈÚ ÍÂÈÁ Ï·˜Ï
Ï‡ÈÏÓ‚ Ô·¯ 24?ÈÂÈÚ‰ „ÂÓÈÏÏ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÚˆÓ‰ ÏÚ ˙Â„ÈÚÓ (ÂÏ˘ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ :Â‡)
È¯‰˘) ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·Ï ÏÏÎ ÒÎÈÈ ‡Ï ÂÈ˘ÚÓ· ÔÂ‚‰ ÂÈ‡˘ ÈÓ˘ Â¯·Ò Ì"·Ó¯‰Â

.Î ,„Ï ‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯·
.(‡Ú ,„ ÔÈ·Â¯ÈÚ ,ÈÏ··) 'Â˙Â˘ÚÏ Í··Ï·Â ÍÈÙ·˘ ÔÓÊ· ,ÍÈÏ‡ ·Â¯˜ È˙ÓÈ‡' .„È ,Ï ÌÈ¯·„
.ÏÂ„‚ ‰˘ÚÓ :¯Ó‡Â ÔÂÙ¯Ë '¯ ‰Ú ,ÏÂ„‚ ‰˘ÚÓ Â‡ ÏÂ„‚ „ÂÓÏ˙ ,Ì‰ÈÙ· ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ ‰Ï‡˘'
È„ÈÏ ‡È·Ó „ÂÓÏ˙‰˘ ÏÂ„‚ „ÂÓÏ˙ :Â¯Ó‡Â ÌÏÂÎ ÂÚ ,ÏÂ„‚ „ÂÓÏ˙ :¯Ó‡Â ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ‰Ú
‡Ï˘ Ì„‡' :(Ì˘) 'ÒÂ˙Â ,'Â„È· Ì‰È˘ Â‡ˆÓ' :(Ì˘) È"˘¯Â .(·Ú ,Ó ÔÈ˘Â„È˜ ,ÈÏ··) '‰˘ÚÓ
;''ÂÎÂ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ „ÂÓÏ ÂÏ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ,‰˘ÚÓ· ˜ÂÒÚÈ Â‡ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ „ÓÏÈ Ì‡ ÍÏÓÈÏ ‡·Â ÔÈÈ„Ú „ÓÏ
.‰ÓÁ ÈÙ· ¯Î ‰¯Â˙ ÈÙ· ‰ÂˆÓ˘ ,˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÔÓ ‰¯Â˙ ‰ÏÂ„‚' :(Á ,ÊÈ ÌÈÏ‰˙ ˘¯„Ó) ‰ÂÂ˘‰Â
˙Â˘ÚÏ ÍÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÂ¯˘ÈÎ· ıÂÚ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÁÏˆ‰ „ÂÒ' :Ô¯Ù˘ ÛÒÂÈ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ÔÎÂ
‰˙Â‡ ¯ÂˆÈÏ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Û‡˘ ,ÔÎ‡Â .Â„ÈÓÏ˙ ·Ï· ˙Á‡ ‰·ÈËÁÏ ‰˘ÚÓ‰Â „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡
¯Â˜Á˙˘ÎÂ' :(Ì˘) Ì"·Ó¯‰Â [...] (‡ ,‡ ‰‡Ù ‰˘Ó) ÂÈÈÚ .ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ È˘ Ï˘ ‰‚ÈÊÓ
„ÂÓÏ˙‰˘ [...] ‰Ê ÏÎ ˙‡ Ì„‡‰ Ú„È ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙· ÈÎ ,ÌÏÂÎ „‚Î ÏÂ˜˘ ‰¯Â˙ ‡ˆÓ˙ ˙‡Ê
:ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(‡) È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙· ÔÂÈÚ È˜¯Ù .‚"Ó˘˙ .Ô¯Ù˘ ÛÒÂÈ) '‰˘ÚÓ È„ÈÏ ‡È·Ó
.(8 ‰¯Ú‰Â ,'Â
ÁÈ‚˘‰ÏÂ ,‰ÏÙ˙‰ ˙Ú˘· Ë¯Ù· ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ ˙ÒÎ‰ ˙È·· ··ÒÏ È˘‰ „ÓÏÓ‰ ·ÈÂÁÈ'
,‰ÏÙ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÂÏÏÙ˙ÈÂ ÈÂ‡¯Î ·Ï‰ ˙ÂÂÎ· ÂÏÏÙ˙È ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰˘ ˙ÈË¯Ù‰ ÔÓ ˙ÈË¯Ù ‰Á‚˘‰·
‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙È· ˙Â˜˙ Ï˘ '· ÒÙÂË ÍÂ˙Ó ‚È ‰˜˙) 'Ì‰ÈÙ ÏÚ ˘„˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯È ‰È‰˙Â
.˜ÈÏ‚ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· .Ï‡¯˘È· ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙Ï ˙Â¯Â˜Ó .‡"Ò˘˙ .ÛÒ‡ ‰ÁÓ˘ .‰Â¯ÂÂ·
.(303 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,˜¯ÂÈ-ÂÈ
˙È·Â .¯È˘ÚÂ ˙Â·‡ Ô·Â ÂÈÚÂ ÌÎÁ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÓÏ ‡Ï‡ Ì„‡ ‰˘È Ï‡ :ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ È‡Ó˘ ˙È·'
‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙Ï Â·¯˜˙Â Ï‡¯˘È· Ì‰· ÂÈ‰ ÌÈÚ˘ÂÙ ‰·¯‰˘ ,‰˘È Ì„‡ ÏÎÏ :ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ÏÏ‰
:Ô¯Ù˘ ÛÒÂÈ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ÔÎÂ (Ë ,· Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡) 'ÌÈ¯˘ÎÂ ÌÈ„ÈÒÁ ÌÈ˜È„ˆ Ì‰Ó Â‡ˆÈÂ
,ÌÎÁ :ÌÈ„ÁÂÈÓ ÌÈ‡˙ ÌÈ‡ÏÓÓ‰ ‰¯Â˙ È· Ï˘ ‰Èˆ˜ÏÒ ÔÈÚÎ ¯ÂˆÈÏ Â˘˜È· [...] È‡Ó˘ ˙È·'
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î‡ÏÓ [...] Ì„‡ ÏÎÏ ÍÂÈÁ ˙˙Ï [...] ÏÏ‰ ˙È· ÂÚË Ì˙ÓÂÚÏÂ ;˙Â·‡ Ô·Â ÂÈÚ
Ï‡ ‰ÂÙ Í‰˘Î ,·ËÈ‰ ÌÈËÏ˜Â ÌÈÚÓ˘ ‰¯ÂÓ ¯Â˙· ÍÈ¯·„Â ,¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÓÈÚ Ì‚Â ‰·ÂË ,‰Ï˜
‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ ‰È‰È ‰¯Â˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏ˘ ,„ÈÓ˙ ÛÂ‡˘Ï ˘È .È¯ÒÂÓ‰ Ô·ÂÓ· ‰ÓÈÏ˘Â ‰‡È¯· ˘Ù
˘¯Â˘ ÏÚ ˙Â„ÈÚÓ ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ‰ Ì‰È˙Â„ÈÓ˘Â ,‡ÏÓÂ ·ÂË Ì‰Ï˘ È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰·Â‚‰˘ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï
ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÊÁ‰Ï „ÓÏÓ‰ ÏÚ ‰ÏÂÚ ‰˘Â„˜ ‰·ÂÁ .È‡˘ ¯·˘Ó ˙Ú˘· ÌÏÂ‡ .¯Â‰ËÂ ÍÊ
.(·Ï˜ :[22 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ] Ì˘ ,Ô¯Ù˘) '·ËÂÓÏ

20
21
22

23

24
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È˘‡'Î) ÌÈ¯Á‡Â 25,(?Â˙Â‡ ¯˙ÂÒ‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ÏÚ ÒÒÂ·Ó‰ „ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÚÂ˙ ‰Ó
ÏÚ ‰ÚÈÙ˘‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÏ ·Ï‰ ˙ÓÂ˘˙ 26.ÏÂÎÏ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡ Â¯È˙‰ ('‰ÏÂ„‚‰ ˙ÒÎ‰
Ï˘ ˙ÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÏÚ ‰„Ù˜‰Ï ÂÂˆ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ 27.˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· È‡· Ï˘ Ì˙ËÈÙ˘ Í¯„
[...] Ì˙ÏÂÊ ˙‡ „·ÎÏÂ ,‰„Ú· ÌÈ˜Ê‰Â ÌÈ¯Â‰‰ ˙ÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÌÈ¯Ò ˙ÂÈ‰Ï' :ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
˙ÂÒ‚ ÌÈÏÈÓ· Â˘Ó˙˘È ‡ÏÂ ,¯˜˘ ¯·„Ó Â˜Á¯È ,Â‰Ú¯ ˙‡ ˘È‡ Â·‰‡È ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰˘
‰˘ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÓˆÚ‰Ï ˙ÂÂÂÎÓ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯‚ÒÓ· ˙Â„ÓÏ‰ ˙ÂÎÏ‰‰ Ì‚ 28.'‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ
·ÈˆÈ „ÂÓÈÏÎ ÒÙ˙ Û‡ ‡Â‰˘ 30,'‰˘ÚÓ È„ÈÏ ‡È·Ó‰ „ÂÓÏ˙' ˙ÈÁ·· 29,ÈÂ‡¯‰
Â˙ÓÙ‰Ï ˙Â„Ú‰ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂÏÓ‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ 31.„ÓÂÏ‰ È„È· ¯‡˘‰
32.‰¯ÂÓÏ ‰ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰„ÈÓ‰ Ì‚ ‡Â‰Â ,Ú„È‰ Ï˘
‰„ÈÓÏ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÏÓ‰Â ˙Â¯ÓÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙‰ Ô‰ 'ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È' Â‡ '‡ËÁ‰ ˙‡¯È'
'¯ Ï˘ ˙ÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙¯‚È‡· ‡ˆÓ ‰Ê ÔÂÈÚ¯Â ,‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÈÈÁÏ ‰‡È·Ó‰

,Ì"·Ó¯ Â‡¯Â ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÓÏ˘Ï ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ˙ÂÓÏ˘‰ ÔÈ· ¯Â˘˜Ï ˘˜È· Ì"·Ó¯‰
.‡"‰ ,„"Ù ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ ˙ÂÎÏ‰
Â·¯È˘' :Ì˘ È¯È‡Ó‰Â (‡ ,‡ ˙Â·‡ ,‰˘Ó) '‰·¯‰ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Â„ÈÓÚ‰Â' :‰ÏÂ„‚‰ ˙ÒÎ‰ È˘‡
Ì‰ÈÙ· ·È˘Â‰Ï ‡Ï˘ È‡„Ó ¯˙ÂÈ Â˜„˜„È ‡ÏÂ :'ÂÎÂ ‰·¯‰ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Â„ÈÓÚÈ˘ È„Î ‰·È˘È·
:‰"„ ,‡"Ú ,ÁÎ ˙ÂÎ¯·· Â‡¯Â .''ÂÎÂ Ì‰ÈÙÏ ‡·‰ ÏÎÏ ÌÈÙ Â¯È·ÒÈ ‡Ï‡ ,ÔÈÒÈ¯˙ ÈÏÚ· ‡Ï‡
.Ì˘ ˙Â¯Ú‰·Â ‡Ï˜–Ï˜ :Ì˘ ,ÔÂÈÚ È˜¯Ù ,Ô¯Ù˘ Â‡¯Â .'ÌÂÈ‰ Â˙Â‡· ,‡˙'
ÌÈ˘ÚÓ ‰˘ÂÚÂ ˙Â¯È·Ú ÏÚ·Â ÔÂ‚‰ ÂÈ‡˘ „ÈÓÏ˙ ¯‚Ò‰‰ ÍÂ˙· ‡ˆÓÈ ‡ˆÓ‰ ÌÂÏ˘Â ÒÁ Ì‡'Â
Â¯ÎÊÈÂ .·ÂÎÈÚÂ ¯ÂÁÈ‡ ÈÏ· ¯‚Ò‰‰ ÔÓ Â˘¯‚Ï ÌÈÂÓÓ‰ ˙ÏÚÓ Â·ÈÂÁÈ ,Â˘ÚÈ ‡Ï ¯˘‡ ÌÈÚ¯
„Á‡ ‡ËÂÁÂ" ‰ÓÏ˘ ¯Ó‡ ¯·ÎÂ ,‰·¯‰ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ „·‡Ï Â"Á ‡Â‰ È„ ˙Â¯È·Ú ÏÚ· „ÈÓÏ˙ ÈÎ
‰˜˙ ,Ì˘ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó ,ÛÒ‡) 'Â‡¯ÈÂ ÂÚÓ˘È ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÏÎÂ [ÁÈ ,Ë ˙Ï‰˜] "‰·¯ ‰·ÂË „·‡È
;ÁÈ ‰˜˙ ,327 :Ì˘ ,ÛÒ‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó ,[1597-· ‰„ÒÂ] ,‰„ÂÓ ˜"˜„ ˙"˙ ˙¯·Á ˙Â˜˙ ;(Î
˙‡ ¯Ú·Ï Ï„˙˘' :‰"„ ,1714 ˙˘Ó ‰ÈˆÂÂ· ÌÈÊÎ˘‡ ˜"˜„ ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ ˙¯·Á ˙Â˜˙
.344 :Ì˘ ,ÛÒ‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó ,'Ì¯Î‰ ÔÓ ÌÈˆÂ˜‰
.364 :Ì˘ ,ÛÒ‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó (1767) ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ˘‡¯ È"Ú ,‰¯¯ÈÙ· ˙"˙‰ ˙Â˜˙
È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˘‚¯‰ ˙‡ Ì‰· ¯È·‚‰Ï È„Î "Ì"·Ó¯‰Ó ‰·Â˘˙ ˙ÂÎÏ‰Â ˙Ú„ ˙ÂÎÏ‰" Ì„ÓÏÈ Ì‚Â'
.(366 :Ì˘ ,ÛÒ‡ ,Ì˘) 'È˙„‰Â
.22 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ
.'‡ËÂÁ ‡Â‰ ‰¯‰Ó· ‡Ï ,ı¯‡ Í¯„·Â ‰˘Ó· ,‡¯˜Ó· Â˘È˘ ÏÎ' :·Ú ,Ó ÔÈ˘Â„È˜ ,ÈÏ··
''ÂÎÂ ‰¯Â˙ ‡Ï‡ ·ÂË ÔÈ‡ 'ÂÎÂ ÈÈÁ ÈÚ· Ô‡Ó ,È¯„ÒÎÏ‡ È·¯ ÊÈ¯ÎÓ' :·Ú ,ËÈ ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú ÔÈÈÚÂ
.(78 ‰¯Ú‰ ,ËÎ :Ì˘ ,ÔÂÈÚ È˜¯Ù ,Ô¯Ù˘ ÛÒÂÈ)
˙ÒÎÂ Ì˘ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡· ‰˙È‰ ‰ÎÏ‰‰Â ,ÂÏ ‰„ÓÚ Â˙ÓÎÁ ÈÎ ,Â˘Â¯ÈÙ·Â ¯ÙÒ· ËÈ·Ó ‡Ï ‡Â‰'
ÒÎ˙ ‡Ï˘ ‰ÓÎÁ ÏÎ' 18 „ÂÓÚ· Â˙Ó„˜‰· '„ÂÙ‡‰ ‰˘ÚÓ' ÏÚ· ¯Ó‡ ¯·ÎÂ] ıÁ¯Ó· ÂÓÚ
Â‰ÈÙ· ‰˙È‰ ¯˘‡ ˙Ó‡ ˙¯Â˙ Ï‡¯˘ÈÓ ‰ÁÎ˙˘ Ì‡Â ['‰ÓÎÁ ‰È‡ ıÁ¯Ó‰ ˙È·Ï ‰ÈÏÚ· ÌÚ
Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ÍÂ˙Ó ,ÈÈÙ‰ ‰ÈÚ„È '¯ ÌÎÁ‰ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ÍÂ˙Ó) 'Â˙¯Â˙ È·[Â]¯ Â·Ï· ÂÏ ·Â˙ÎÈ
.(159 :Ì˘ ,ÛÒ‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó ,˙ÂÈ¯Â‰ ˙ÎÒÓ· ˙Â„‚‡Ï

25
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˙ÂÁ˙ÙÓÎ ‡ÂÙ‡ ÂÒÙ˙ 34‡ËÁ ˙‡¯ÈÂ ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È 33.ÒÂÓÈÂÏ˜ Ô· ÒÂÓÈÂÏ˜
˙È˙„ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ÏÎ· ‰ÁÓ Â˜ÏÂ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂÏÓ‰ È·ÈËÓ¯Â Í¯ÚÓ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘Ï
ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÔÈ· ˜Â„‰ ¯˘˜ ¯ˆÈ ‰Ê ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ 35.˙Â¯Â„‰ Í¯Â‡Ï ‰„ÒÂÈ˘ ÈÂÈÚ „ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘
„ÂÓÈÏ Â„ÈÓˆ‰Â ,„ÂÓÈÏ‰ È‡˘Â ÔÈ·Ï ‰˘‰ ÁÂÏ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰ ¯ˆÂ ‡ÏÈÓÓ .„ÂÓÈÏÏ
‰È¯Â‡˙ ÔÈ·˘ ‰˜ÈÊ‰ 36.'‚Á‰ Â˙Â‡Ï ÍÂÓÒ ‚Á ÏÎ ˙ÂÎÏ‰Â ÁÒÙ· ÁÒÙ ˙ÂÎÏ‰'
'?‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÎÏ‰ – ‡˘Â ÏÎ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ „ˆÈÎ' ‰·‰‰ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈÙ˘‰ Ì‚ ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÏ
‰‰Â ,È· 'ÈÈ ‡¯È ÍÎÈÙÏ ,‰ÏÚ˙È ‡¯Â·‰Ó ‡¯ÈÏ ‡Â‰ ÌÓ‡ ÂÈÏÚ ÍÂˆ‡˘ ‰Ó ˙ÏÈÁ˙ ,È·'
¯Á‡Â [Ë ,‚ ˙Â·‡] ˙ÓÈ˜˙Ó Â˙ÓÎÁ ,Â˙ÓÎÁÏ ˙Ó„Â˜ Â‡ËÁ ˙‡¯È˘ ÈÓ ÏÎ Ï"Ê Ì¯Ó‡ ˙Ú„È
.‰ÓÎÁ‰Â ‰‡¯È‰ ÍÈ„È· ÂÓÈÈ˜˙È ÍÏ „ÂÒÈ Ì˘‰ ˙‡¯È ‰˘Ú˙ Ì‡ ‰ÓÎÁ· ˙ÒÎ ‡Ï ÔÈÈ„Ú˘
"„ÚÏ ˙„ÓÂÚ Â˙Ï‰˙ Ì‰È˘ÂÚ ÏÎÏ ·ÂË ÏÎ˘ 'ÈÈ ˙‡¯È ‰ÓÎÁ ˙È˘‡¯" ·Â˙Î‰ ¯Ó‡ ‰‰Â
Ï‡Â˘ ÍÈ‰Ï‡ 'ÈÈ ‰Ó" ‰"Ú Â·¯ ‰˘Ó ˙¯Â˙· ·Â˙Î˘ ‰Ó ‰Ê ÏÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈÂ .[È ,‡È˜ ÌÈÏ‰˙]
"‰ÓÎÁ ‡È‰ 'ÈÈ ˙‡¯È Ô‰" Â¯Ó‡Ó· ·ÂÈ‡ È¯·„ Â·ÂË ‰ÓÂ ,[·È ,È ÌÈ¯·„] "‰‡¯ÈÏ Ì‡ ÈÎ ÍÓÚÓ
:Ì˘ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó ,ÛÒ‡ ;¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙¯‚‡ ,(1304–1286) ÒÂÓÈÂÏ˜ Ô· ÒÂÓÈÂÏ˜ '¯ .'[ÁÎ ,ÁÎ ·ÂÈ‡]
Ì˘Â ;'˙ÂÎÏ‰ Â„È· ÔÈ‡Â ˘¯„Ó Â„È· ˘È˘ ÈÓ ÏÎ' :‰"„ ,ÊÈ ,ËÎ Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡ ÔÎÂ ;245–244
˙ÂÎÏ‰ ˘¯„Ó ‰Â˘ Ì„‡' :‡È Á ,‰·¯ ˙ÂÓ˘ :‰ÂÂ˘‰Â .'‰¯Â˙ „ÓÂÏ Ì„‡ Ì‡˘' :‰"„ ,‡ ,„
.80 ‰¯Ú‰Â ,ËÎ :Ì˘ ,ÔÂÈÚ È˜¯Ù ,Ô¯Ù˘ Â‡¯Â 'ÌÂÏÎ Â„È· ÔÈ‡ ‡ËÁ ˙‡¯È Â· ÔÈ‡ Ì‡ ,˙Â„‚‡Â
ÏÎ· Ì‰Ï˘ "‰‚¯„Ó"·˘ "ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙"‰ ÔÓ „Á‡ ÏÎ ·Ï· ˙Â¯ÁÏ "ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ"‰ ÏÚ ,ÏÎ ˙È˘‡¯'
,‡ÂÂ˘Ï ‡È‰ Ì˙„Â·Ú ÏÎ ‰È„ÚÏ·˘ ÈÙÓ ,ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È ,ÌÁÂ¯Â Ì˙ÂˆÈ¯Á ,Ì˙ÂˆÓ‡˙‰ ·Ï
"‰ÓÎÁ ‡È‰ '‰ ˙‡¯È Ô‰" :¯Ó‡˘ ÂÓÎ Ú„Ó ÏÎ ‰ÓÓ ‡ˆÈ ˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÂÁÈÏˆÈ˘Î ,ÍÙ‰ÏÂ
ÌÈÈÙÂ‡· ÈÚ·Ë Ì‚ Â‰Ê˘ ,‰ÚÎ‰ Ï˘Â ˙Â¯ÈÒÓ Ï˘ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ Ì‰Ï ˙˙Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ .(ÁÎ ,ÁÎ ·ÂÈ‡)
‰„Ú‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚‰Ó‰ ÌÂÈ˜· ˙ÙÂÓ Ì‰Ï ˘Ó˘Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ Ì‚ Ì‰ .(ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ Ï˘) Ì„È ÁÏ˘ÓÂ
‰ÂÓ˙Â ‰‡¯Ó ÍÂ˙Ó ÂÓÎ ,˙È˙ÈÓ‡ ‰‡„È‡ Ì‰Ï ¯ÂˆÈÏ ÂÏÎÂÈ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰˘ È„Î· ,Ì‰· ‰¯Á·˘
Ì˙ÁÏˆ‰ ÏÚ ÂÏ˜È ,Ì˙Â‚‰˙‰Â Ì‰ÈÈÁ· Ì‰Ï ÌÈÓÂ„ Ì‰ Ì‚ ÂÈ‰È˘ È„Î· ,Ì‰ÈÓ„Â˜Ó ,‰Ó‡
˙Â˜˙) .'[· Ê ˙ÂÎ¯·] "‰„ÂÓÈÏÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰˘ÂÓÈ˘ ‰ÏÂ„‚" :¯Ó‡˘ ÂÓÎ ,„ÂÓÈÏ· ¯˘‡Ó ÈÂ˜ÈÁ·
,˙Â¯Â˜Ó ,ÛÒ‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó ,1714–„"Ú˙ ˙˘ ‰ÈˆÂÂ· ÌÈÊÎ˘‡ ˜"˜ Ï˘ ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ ˙¯·Á
·¯˜· ÔÈÎ˘‰Ï Ì‰È˙ÂÁÂÎ ÏÎ· ÏÎ ˙È˘‡¯ Ï„˙˘‰Ï ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ ˙ÏÚÓ ÏÚ' .(344–343 :Ì˘
˙‡¯È ÈÎ ,˙Â·ÂË‰ ˙Â„ÈÓ‰ ÏÎÏ È¯˜ÈÚ‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ‰‰˘ ,‰˘Â¯„‰ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡¯È ˙‡ Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙
„ÒÂ˘ ¯‚Ò‰‰ Ï˘ ˘„Á‰ ˙"˙‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ï ˙Â˜˙Â ÌÈÏÏÎ :ÍÂ˙Ó) '‰ÓÎÁ ‡È‰ '‰
.(336 :Ì˘ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó ,ÛÒ‡ ;1715 ˙˘· ‰·Â„Ù ˜"˜·
ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ‚‰ÓÏ Ú‚Â˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ· (ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ Ï˘) Ì‰ÈÎ¯„· ˙ÎÏÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ÂÁÈ¯ÎÈ'
ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ ˙ÏÚÓ ÏÚ ."Ì‰È¯·„ ˙‡ ‡Óˆ· ‰˙Â˘ ÈÂ‰Â" :‡˙‰ È¯·„ Ì‰· ÂÓÈÈ˜˙È˘ ·Ï ÂÓÈ˘ÈÂ
ÈÎ ‰¯Î‰‰ ˙‡ Ì‰· ˘È¯˘‰ÏÂ ,‰ÚÎ‰ Ì„ÓÏÏ ,Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÚ¯‰ ÌÈ‚‰Ó‰ ˙‡ ˘¯˘Ï
Ì‡Â ."ÌÈÓ˘ ‡¯ÂÓÎ Í·¯ ‡¯ÂÓÂ" :‡˙‰ È¯·„Î ,Ì·¯ ‡¯ÂÓ Ì·Ï· ‡Â·È ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È È¯Á‡
È¯Á‡ Ì‡Â .Í¯Âˆ‰ ˙ÚÏ ËÂ˘· ˘Ó˙˘È Û‡Â Â„ÓÏÓ ÂÁÈÎÂÈ ÚÎ‰Ï ‰·‡È ‡Ï˘ ÌÈÙ ÊÚ ‡ˆÓÈ
„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ˘¯‚Ï ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ Ì‰Ï ¯˘‡ ,ÌÈÂÓÓ‰ ˙ÏÚÓÏ „ÓÏÓ‰ ÚÈ„ÂÈ ¯ÒÂÓ Á˜È ‡Ï ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ
'Ì¯ÂÚÈ˘ ˙‡ Â¯Ó‚ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰˘ È¯Á‡' .(633 :ÛÒ‡ ,Ì˘) '‰¯Â˙‰ „ÂÓÏ˙Ó Â˜ÈÁ¯‰ÏÂ ¯‚Ò‰‰Ó
È‡„Î' :‰"„ ,[1714] ‰ÈˆÂÂ· ÌÈÊÎ˘‡ ˜"˜„ ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ ˙¯·Á ˙Â˜˙ ;(338–337 :Ì˘)
.344 :Ì˘ ,ÛÒ‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó ,'ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ÏÈ‚¯È „ÓÏÓ ÏÎ˘
,326–325 :Ì˘ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó ,ÛÒ‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó ,(1597-· ‰„ÒÂ) ,‰„ÂÓ ˜"˜„ ˙"˙ ˙¯·Á ˙Â˜˙
.·È ‰˜˙
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È˙„ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ‰Â Ï„·‰‰ ÏÚ

Â‡ ?‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÈÙÏ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ˘È Ì‡‰ ;(?‰Ù˘ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ „ˆÈÎ :‰Ó‚Â„Ï)
Â˙ÚÈ„È ˙‡ ÏÏÎ˘Ï Ì‰È·‚ ÏÚ ˜¯Â ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÈÈÁ Ï‡ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ÒÈÎ‰Ï ˘È ‡Ó˘
37?‰È¯Â‡˙‰ È„È ÏÚ
‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰Â ‰·È˘È‰
˙È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯‡˙Ó‰ ÌÈÈÂËÈ·Ï ÒÈÒ·‰ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯
,È˘ÚÓ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈ¯˘Â˜ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈÂËÈ· .ÂÓÊ-˙·
˙¯„‚ÂÓ '˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ ÍÈÁ‰ Ï˘ 38‰ÒÎ‰‰ ˙‡ ¯ˆÂÈ‰ Ì¯Â‚Î ÒÙ˙ ‰Ê ¯˘˜Â
˙¯‚ÒÓ ¯„ÚÂ Ë˘ÙÂÓ ‡Â‰˘ – È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏÏ „Â‚È· ˙‡Ê ÏÎ .‰¯Â¯·Â
.˙·ÈÈÁÓ '˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ'
‰‡Â¯' ,˙È˙·È˘È‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ È¯˜ÈÚ ˙‡ ıÈ·Â˜ÊÈ‡ ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ ¯‡˙Ó ,'‰·È˘È Ô·'
‡Â‰ ˜ÒÂÚ˘ ‰ÚÈ„ÈÂ ‰¯Î‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏÏ ˘‚ ‡Â‰Â ,‰ÏÚÂ ˘Â„˜ ¯·„ ‰¯Â˙·
˙ÈÓÓ ‡Â‰ 39,ÌÈÓÎÁ È¯·„ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÂÈ˙ÂÏÂ·‚· ¯ÈÎÓ ‡Â‰ .'ÌÈÈÁ ÌÈ˜ÂÏ‡ È¯·„·
È¯‰˘ ,ËÒ˜Ë ‰È‡ ‰¯Â˙‰ Â¯Â·Ú 40.˙Â˘È¯Ù ÈÈÁ ÈÁÂ ‰¯Â˙ Ï˘ ‰Ï‰Â‡· ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡
˙‡ ˙È˙˘Ó‰ „ÂÓÈÏ ‡Â‰Â ,ÁÂ¯ ¯ÒÁÂ ÈÂÈÚÏ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰ 'ËÒ˜Ë'Î ‰ÈÂÈÎ
‰ÂÂÏÓ „ÓÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ Ï‡ ÚÈ‚Ó ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ,‰·È˘È‰ Ô· .È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰
ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰ ‰Ê Í¯ÚÓ .'‰Ó˘'Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‡˘Â‰ ,Ì„Â˜ 'È˙Â¯ÙÒ' Í¯ÚÓ·
Ï˘· .‰Ê ‚˘ÂÓ· ÌÈÎÂ¯Î‰ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ Â‡ ÌÈÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ – '‰¯Â˙'Ï
‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ 41,ÌÈÓÎÁ Ï˘ Ì„ÓÚÓÏ ¯Á‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‡Â‰ ‰Ê 'È˙Â¯ÙÒ' ÚˆÓ
¯·Ú‰ ˙ÓÎÁ ÏÂÓ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â„ÓÚÓ ˙‡ ˙¯Á‡ ÔÈ·Ó ‡Â‰Â ‰ÂÂˆÓ ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙·
.(˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ ˙ÂÙÈÙÎ)
,‡„È¯‚ "ÌÈ˜ÂÁ Ò˜„Â˜"Î' ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ,ÈÓ„˜‡‰ Ë„ÂËÒ‰
‡ÈˆÂ‰ÏÂ [...] ¯˜ÁÏ ‡ÎÓÒ ¯·Î ÂÓˆÚ ‰‡Â¯' ,ıÈ·Â˜ÊÈ‡ ÔÚÂË ,'·¯ È· ¯· ÏÎ ÔÎÏÂ
‰˜ÈÊ È‰ÂÊ .(Ì˘) '˙È˜ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ‡˙‰ ˙‡ [...] ÌÈÈ˜˘ ÈÙÏ ˙Â˜ÒÓ
‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï Â„ÓÏÓ ‡Â‰ Î"Á‡Â ,‰¯Â˙· ‡Â¯˜Ï ÂÎÁÓ ÂÈ·‡ ¯·„Ï ¯Ú‰ ÔÈ·È ¯˘‡Î'
ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ÈÏÏÎ ÈÏ· ‰‡È¯˜‰ ˙È˘‡¯ „ÏÈ‰ „ÓÂÏ ‰ÎÎÂ ,‰· ¯¯Â‚˙Ó ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡ ı¯‡‰ ÔÂ˘ÏÏ
Ï·‡ .˜Â„˜„‰ ÈÏÏÎ Ì‚ ÌÈ˘ ¯˘Ú Ô·Î Â˙ÂÈ‰· Î"Á‡ „ÓÂÏ ¯Ú‰ ‰ˆÂ¯ Ì‡Â .˜Â„˜„ ‡¯˜‰
ÌÈ¯·„ÓÂ ÌÈ‡¯Â˜ Ì·Â¯Â ,ÌÏÂÚ· Ì‰È¯ÂÊÙ ˙Âˆ¯‡ ÏÎ· ‰Ê‰ „ÂÓÈÏ· ÌÈ‚‰Â ¯ÈÚÊÓ ËÚÓ Í‡
„ÂÁÈ·Â ,„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÍÂÈÁ· Í‡ ˜Â„˜„‰ ˙ÚÈ„È ÈÏ· ˘„Â˜‰ ÔÂ˘Ï· ÌÈ¯ÙÒ ÌÈ¯·ÁÓÂ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎÂ
,[1648–1571] ‰ÈˆÂÂ ,‰„ÂÓÓ ‰È¯‡ ‰„Â‰È '¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯ÙÒÓ ÌÈËÂ˜ÈÏ) 'ÌÈÊÎ˘‡‰ ÔÎ ÌÈ‚‰Â
.(202 :Ì˘ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó ,ÛÒ‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó Istoria de Riti Ebraici Â¯ÙÒÓ
.(8 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) R. S. Peters. Reason and Habit: 255–258 Â‡¯
¯˘‡ ÔÂÈÏÚ È˘Â„˜Â ÁÂ¯‰ È˜Ú Ï‡Î ‡Ï‡ ,‡„È¯‚ "ÌÈÓÎÁ" Ï‡Î ‡Ï ‡Â‰ Ï"ÊÁ Ï‡ ÌÒÁÈ'
"[...] Ì„‡ È·Î Â‡ ÌÈÎ‡ÏÓÎ ÌÈÂ˘‡¯ Ì‡" :Ì"·Ó¯‰ ‡Ë·˙‰˘ ÈÙÎÂ ,ÂÈ˙ÂÓÓ ‰·Ú ÌË˜
.(60 :[1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ] 'È ˙ÂÚ„ .ıÈ·Â˜ÊÈ‡) '?‰È¯˙·‡ ‰Ú ‰Ó Ô‡Â –
.Ì˘
,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ "ÈÓˆÚ‰ Ô·ÂÓ‰" ¯Á‡ È‡ÓˆÚ‰ ˘ÂÙÈÁ‰ ˙‡' :˘ÈÙÏÂÂ Ì‰¯·‡ ·¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ÔÎÂ
'"ÌÈÓÎÁ ˙ÂÓ‡" „‚ ‰Ò¯˙‰Î ÌÈ·¯‰ Â‡¯ ,ÌÈÂ¯Á‡Â ÌÈÂ˘‡¯ È˘Â¯ÈÙÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‡ÏÏ
.(374 :[1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ] .˘ÈÙÏÂÂ)
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˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚÂÈ·‡
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ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÍÎ .‰¯Â˙Ï '˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ 'ÌÈÓ˘‰ ÔÓ ‰¯Â˙' Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ˙¯„Ú‰
‰ÏÚÓÏÓ ·Â˙Î‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˙Â˘¯Â ‰·ÂÁ ˘È‚¯Ó „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ,‰¯È˜Á ‡˘ÂÓÏ ÍÙÂ‰
,ÂÏ‡ ˙Â˘È‚ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ‰ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÎ˙Ï ˙ÂÙ˙Â˘Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÓ ÛÁ ‡Â‰Â ‰ËÓÏ
42.¯Â˘È‚Ï Ô˙È ÂÈ‡ ,Â˙ÚËÏ
Ï˘ Â·ÈË ¯·„· „ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÁ‰ ˜¯ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ‰È‡ ˙È˙·È˘È‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ˙¯‚ÒÓ
.˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ „ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÁ‰ Ì‚ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ‡È‰ ‡Ï‡ ,(Â˙˜„ˆ ,Â˙ÂÈÁˆ ,Â˙Â‰ÂÏ‡) ËÒ˜Ë‰
˙Â˘¯Ù‰ È¯‰Î ˙È˙·È˘È‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙Â˘¯Ù‰Â „ÂÓÈÏ‰ È¯‰ ‡Ï ‡ÏÈÓÓ
.˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈË¯Â‡˙ ˙ÂÁ‰ ÏÚ ˙È·‰ ˙È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
‰·È˘È‰ È˘‡ „ˆÈÎ ‡ˆÓ ˙Â·È˘È‰ ÌÏÂÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈ‡·‰ ÌÈÈ˙Ó¯‚Â¯Ù ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó·
ÂÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ˙‡ ‡ÏÈÓÓÂ ,È˙·È˘È‰ „ÈÓÏ˙·Â ÍÂÈÁ·˘ „ÁÂÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÁ·‡Ó
˙ÏÚ· '˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙¯‚ÒÓ Â˙Á˙Ó‡·Â ÚÈ‚Ó ‰·È˘È‰ ¯ÂÁ· .ÈÓ„˜‡‰ Ë„ÂËÒ‰ ÔÈ·Ï
È·ˆ ·¯‰ ¯‡˙Ó ,ÈË¯Ù‰ ÂÂ·˘Á ˙‡ ‰˘ÂÚ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ .˙ÂÈË¯Â‡˙Â ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰
Â˙˘‡ ,ÂÈ¯Â‚Ó ,Â˜ÂÒÈÚ ˙‡ ¯ÁÂ· ‡Â‰ ÂÊ ÁÂ¯·Â 43,‰ÓÂ‡‰ ÔÂ·˘Á ˙‡ ‡Ï‡ ,ÔÂÓ¯
[...] Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â¯Â·È„' ÈÎ¯„· Ô‰ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈÙ˘Ó ÂÊ '˙Â¯ÙÒ' 44.‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ
.‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ '‡¯Â˜ ‡Â‰˘ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ¯ÓÂÁ· [...] Â˘Â·Ï· [...] ÌÈ¯Á‡ Ï‡ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰·
ÂÙÂ‚ ÌÂÈ˜Ï ÌÈÓ· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÂÓÎ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÌÂÈ˜ ˙¯‚ÒÓ' ,‰Ê Ï˘ Â„È„Ï
.ÂÈÈÁ È˜ÏÁ ÏÎ· ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‡ÏÓ ÌÂÈ˜Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï ‡È‰ Â˙˜Â˘˙ .(Ì˘) 'Ì„‡‰ Ï˘
;ÈÂÈÚ „ÂÓÈÏ Ì˘Ï ˙¯‚ÒÓÎ ˜¯ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‰È‡ ÂÊ ˙È˙·È˘È ˙¯‚ÒÓ
:Ô¯Â‚ ‰ÓÏ˘ ·¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÂ˘Ï·Â ,„ÂÓÈÏ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÈÏÎ˙ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰
‰Ê ˙Â„‰È .‰˘ÚÓ ·ÈÈÁÏ ÈÏ·Ó ÌÈË˘ÙÂÓ ÌÈÎ¯Ú· ‰¯ÈÎÓ ‰È‡ ˙Â„‰È‰
˙˘¯Â„ ˙Â„‰È‰ .‰ÓÓÈ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚ˘ 24 Í˘Ó· Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ· ËÏÁÂÓ ÈÂÈ˘
„Â‚È· .‰ÂÓ‡ÏÂ ‰‡„È‡Ï Ì‡˙‰· ÌÈÈÁ‰ Á¯Â‡ Ï˘ ËÏÁÂÓ ÈÂÈ˘Â ‰„Óˆ‰
˙˘¯Â„ ˙Â„‰È‰ [...] ˙ÂË˘ÙÂÓ ˙Â¯‰ˆ‰· ˙˜Ù˙ÒÓ‰ ˙ÈÏÈÏ‡‰ ˙Â¯ˆÏ ¯ÂÓ‚
Í¯Ú ‡Â‰˘ ‰ÊÈ‡· ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó ÂÁ‡˘Î .ÌÂÈ ÌÂÈ‰ ÈÈÁ· ,‰˘ÚÓ· ˘Ù ˙Â¯ÈÒÓ
,ÌÈÓÚ‰ ÔÓ ÌÎ˙‡ ÏÈ„·‡Â ,ÍÎ ÏÚ Â˘Ù ˙‡ ¯ÂÒÓÏ ÌÈÂÎ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ
45.ÌÈ˘ÚÓ·Â ‰ÂÓ‡·
ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ‰ÓÎ· ,ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ ÔÂ¯‰‡ ·¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙·È˙Î· Ì‚ ÈÂËÈ· ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈ¯·„‰
ÂÓˆÚ ÊÎ¯Ï ˘¯„ ‰·È˘È‰ Ô· ,Â„È„Ï 46.‰·È˘È‰ Ô· Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ„ ˙‡ ÌÈËË¯˘Ó‰
ÌÈË„ÂËÒ‰ ÌÚ Ú‚Ó ÂÓÈÈ˜È ‰·È˘È‰ È¯ÂÁ·˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ÏÎ ÚÂÓ [...] ‰Ê ÈÂ¯˜Ú Ï„·‰'
.(Ì˘ ,ıÈ·Â˜ÊÈ‡) '‰Ê ÁË˘Ï ÌÈÎÈÈ˘‰ ÌÈ‡˘Â·
‰Ó" ‡Ï‡ ,"ÈÏ ·ÂË ‰Ó" ‰È‰È ‡Ï' – ÔÂÓ¯ È·ˆ ·¯‰ ÔÚËÈ – 'Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂËÏÁ‰Ï „„Ó‰'
Ô· Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ' ,ÔÂÓÈ¯ È·ˆ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯‰) 'Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÏ ·ÂË ‰ÓÂ ,"ÍÓÚÓ Ï‡Â˘ ÍÈ‰Ï-‡ '‰
.(ÔÂÈˆÚ ¯‰ ˙·È˘È Ï˘ Ë¯ËÈ‡‰ ¯˙‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó ,'˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ÈÏ˙ÂÎÏ ıÂÁÓ ,‰·È˘È‰
.Ì˘ ,ÔÂÓÈ¯
.X :'· ,‰‡Ó‰ ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ ,˙Â„‰ÈÂ ‰ÂÓ‡ – ÌÈÈÁÓ ,'?È‰Ó ˙Â„‰È' .Â"Î˘˙ .Ô¯Â‚ ‰ÓÏ˘ ·¯‰
˙Â·˘ ÔÂÏÚ ,'ÂÓÈ‰ ‰È˙ÂÈÙÈˆÂ ‰·È˘È‰ Ô· Ï˘ Â„ÂÚÈÈ' .Ê"Ó˘˙ .ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ ÔÂ¯‰‡ ·¯‰ Â‡¯Â
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˙ÂÏÈÓ‚Â ‰„Â·Ú‰ ,‰¯Â˙‰ :(· ,‡ ˙Â·‡· ‰˘Ó‰ ¯Â‡Ï) ÌÈ„˜ÂÓ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ·È·Ò
Â˙¯‚ÒÓ· È¯‰˘ ,'‰Ù˘‰' „ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÈÂÈÚ‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ‡Â‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ .ÌÈ„ÒÁ
,„·Ï· ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î Ú„È‰ ˜¯ ‡Ï' Ï˘ ÌÈ¯Â˘ÈÎ‰ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÌÈ˜ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡
„ÂÓÈÏ 47.'ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡Â ÌÈÈÙ‡¯‚ÂÈÏ·È· ÔÈ¯È˘ÎÓ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Â˙˘ÈÎ¯ Ì˘Ï ÌÈÏÎ ‡Ï‡
È„‡ ÏÚ ‰˙ÂÓÂ „ÒÂÈÓ ‰Ê ÔÙ .˙¯Â˜È·‰Â ËÂÙÈ˘‰ ÁÂÎ ˙‡ ÏÈÚÙ‰Ï Â¯È˘ÎÓ ‰Ê
48.˙ËÏÁÂÓ ˙Â„·Ú˙˘‰ ˙˘¯Â„‰ ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È ,'‰ ˙„Â·Ú ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰ ‰„Â·Ú‰ „Â˜„˜
˙ÂÂˆÓ ,˙Â¯È‰ÊÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÒÈ‡' ‰ÎÏ‰Ï „Â·ÚÈ˘ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈ˘Ú ‰„Â·Ú‰Â ‰¯Â˙‰ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ
ÚˆÓ‰Â ‰·È˘È‰ Ô· Ï˘ ÂÎÂÈÁ .'ÌÈÓ˘ ˙ÂÎÏÓ ÏÂÚ'Ï Â„È„Ï ÈÂËÈ·‰ Ì‰˘ 49'˙ÂÊÈ¯ÊÂ
Â·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ,È˙ÎÏ‰-È˘ÚÓ 'È˙Â¯ÙÒ' Í¯ÚÓ ÏÚ (¯˙È‰ ÔÈ·) ‡ÂÙ‡ ˙˙˘ÂÓ ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏÏ
˙ÂÈË¯˜Â˜ ˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ÂÓˆÚ ÌÁÂ˙ ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê ·ÂÈÁ 50.˙ÈË¯Ù '‰ ˙„Â·ÚÏ ‡ÏÓ „Â·Ú˘Ï
˙˜·ÂÁ ‡È‰ 51,(˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ „"È¯‰ Â˙ÂÁ ˙Â·˜Ú·) ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ ÔÚÂË ,‡Ï‡ ,„·Ï·
52.ÏÂÎ

:(˙Â·˘ ÔÂÏ‡) ˙Â·˘ ÔÂÏÚ ,'Â˙·È˘È Ô· Ï˘ ÂÎ¯„Ï' .Â"Ï˘˙ .Ï"‰ ;ÍÏÈ‡Â 9 :(˙Â·˘ ÔÂÏ‡)
.ÔÂÈˆÚ ¯‰ ˙·È˘È Ï˘ Ë¯ËÈ‡‰ ¯˙‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó ,'‰¯Â˙ ÈÈÁÂ ÌÈÈÁ ˙¯Â˙ ÏÚ' ,Ï"‰ ;17–5
.6 :‰·È˘È Ô· Ï˘ ÂÎ¯„Ï ,ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ
(·È ,È ÌÈ¯·„) ÏÎ‰ „ÂÒÈ ‰ÎÓ ‰ÓˆÚ ‰¯Â˙‰˘ [...] ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È ÏÚ ,‰Ù˜È‰ ‡ÂÏÓ· '‰ ˙„Â·Ú'
˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ˙‡ ÒÂÙ˙Ï [...] "ÂÂˆ¯ ÈÙÓ ÍÂˆ¯ ÏË·" [...] È˘ÚÓ‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ·Â È˘Ù‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· [...]
‡Ï‡ ,˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ‰ÈÈ‡¯·Â ,ÌÈÁÂÓ· ,ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· „·Ï· ‡Ï ‰ÈÏ‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰ÏÂ ‡¯Â·Ï ‰˜ÈÊ‰
.(8–7 :Ì˘) 'ÈÊÈÙÂ È˘Ù Á¯Â‡·
˙·ÈÈÁ' :È¯˜ .ÌÈ„ÒÁ ˙ÂÏÈÓ‚ Ï˘ ¯Â˘ÈÓ‰ ‡Â‰ ,ÂÈÈÚÏ Ú‚Â ÂÈ‡˘ ,È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ÔÙ‰ .9 :Ì˘
‡Â‰ ¯˘‡· Ì„‡ „·ÎÏ .˙ÂÈ¯·‰ „Â·Î Ï˘ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ‰˘‚¯‰· ‰¯ÂÚÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ„ÒÁ ˙ÂÏÈÓ‚
‡Ï‡ Ë¯Ù‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ˜¯ ‡Ï [...] ÌÈ˜ÂÏ‡ ÌÏˆ· ‰‡È¯· Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ‡ÂÏÓ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï .Ì„‡
ÏÎÂ ÔÂÈÂÂ˘ È‡ ,ÏÂÂÚ ,ÈÂÚ ˙ÂÈÚ·Ï È˙¯·Á ÔÂÙˆÓ Á˙ÙÏ ·ÈÈÁ ‰¯Â˙ Ô· .ÏÏÎ‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ ÏÚ Û‡
.(10–9 :Ì˘) '‰Ï‡· ‡ˆÂÈÎ
ÈÒÈÒ·‰ „·Â¯·' Ì‰ ‰¯Â˙ ÈÈÁ˘ ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ ÔÚÂË '‰¯Â˙ ÈÈÁÂ ÌÈÈÁ ˙¯Â˙ ÏÚ' Â¯Ó‡Ó· Ì‚ ÍÎ
.'‰¯Â˙‰ ÈÂÂˆÏ Ì‡˙‰· ÂÈ„Úˆ ÏÎ ˙‡ ÏÎÏÎÓ‰ [...] ‰ÎÏ‰‰ È"Ú ÌÈÁÂÓ‰ ÌÈÈÁ [...] ¯˙ÂÈ·
;'‰∆ÂeÂˆÓÎ Â˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ „·ÂÎ ˙‡ ˙Ú ÏÎ·Â ‰Ú˘ ÏÎ· ˘Á ‰¯Â˙ ÈÈÁ ÈÁ‰ È„Â‰È' :ÍÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈÂ
„ÚÂ Â˙ÓÈ˜Ó ÏÁ‰ ,ÂÈ˙ÂÎÈÏ‰ ÏÎ· Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂÏÓ‰ ˙Â„‰ÈÏ ,Â˙ËÈ˘Ï ,˙„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ‰Ú„Â˙
,Â˙ËÈ˘Ï .‰˙˘Ó ÈÎ¯Ú Í¯ÚÓ· ‰ÂÂÏÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ‰ ÈÎË ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ˜¯ ÌÈ‡ ‰Ï‡ .Â˙˘
‰ÏÈÎÓ ‰¯Â˙‰' ,ÔÎ ÏÚ .È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÁÂÓ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ‰˜ÈÊ
Â˙„ÏÂÓÏ ,ÂÓÚÏ ,ÂÈ‰ÂÏ-‡Ï Ì„‡‰ ÔÈ·˘ ÈÂˆ¯‰ ÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ˙Ú·Â˜‰ ,‰ÓÏ˘ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙Î¯ÚÓ Ì‚
.(Ì˘ ,ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ) .'ÂÏÂÎ ÌÏÂÚÏÂ
‰ÈÏ‡ ÚÂ·˜ ÒÁÈ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘È‡Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ,˙ÈÏ‡È¯ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ÍÏ ÔÈ‡' :˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ „"È¯‰ È¯·„Î
‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘È‡ .Ë"Ï˘˙ .˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ·„ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯‰) '‰¯È‰·Â ˙ÏÏÎÂ˘Ó ˙È¯ÂÈ¯Ù‡ ‰˜ÈÊÂ ˘‡¯Ó
.(217 :'Ì˘Ó Ì˙˘˜È·Â' ,Ì˘ ;60 ,31–30 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .¯˙ÒÂ ÈÂÏ‚ –
Û‡ ‡Ï‡ ,¯ÂÒ‡ÏÂ ¯˙ÂÓÏ ÌÈ¯ËÓ¯Ù ˙ÓÁÂ˙ ˜¯ ‰È‡ ‰¯Â˙‰˘ ÔÈ·Ó ‰¯Â˙ ÈÈÁ ÈÁ‰ Ì„‡'
˙¯Â˙ ÏÚ' .ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ) 'ÈÁÂ¯‰Â ÈÏÎÏÎ‰ ,ÈËÈÏÂÙ‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈÙ˘Ó
.(Ì˘ ,'‰¯Â˙ ÈÈÁÂ ÌÈÈÁ
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‰·˘ 53'˙ÂÏÈÙÎ‰ ˙„ÓÚ'Ï „Â‚È·Â) ‡„È¯‚ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ‰È‡ Â˙ÚËÏ ˙Â„‰È‰
ÍÏ‰Ó ÏÎÏ Û˙Â˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰„ˆÏÂ ,‰· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Ô˙È ‡Ï 54.(ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È ÊÁÂ‡
˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ,ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ ¯ÓÂ‡ ,ÂÊ ÔÈÚÓ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡-˙ÈÓÂËÂÎÈ„ ‰˘È‚ .ÈË¯Â‡˙-ÈÁÂ¯
– ¯˘‡ '‰ÙÈÎ ˘·ÂÁ ,„Á‡ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù' ÔÂ‚Î ˙ÂÈÂ‡Ë·˙‰
˜¯ ‰¯Â˙‰ ,Ì˙Ù˜˘‰Ï [...] '˙ÂÂˆÓ ¯ÓÂ˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ'Î ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÌÚÙ ¯È„‚‰
Ì˙¯‚ÒÓ·˘ '˜Á˘Ó‰ È˜ÂÁ' ˙‡ ˙Ú·Â˜Â ,[ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ Ï˘] ˘¯‚Ó‰ ˙‡ ˙ÓÁÂ˙
ÌÈÈÁ ÌÈ‡ ÌÈÈ˙ÈÓ‡ ‰¯Â˙ ÈÈÁ .ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÌÈÏ‰˙Ó – Ì‰Ó ˜˙ÂÓ· Í‡ –
‰È¯Â‡˙ Ô‰ ‡È‰˘] ‰¯Â˙‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈÈÁ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÂÂˆÓ Ì‰· ÌÈÓÈÈ˜Ó˘ ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ
55.ÂÈ˜ÂÁ ˙‡ ˙ÓÁÂ˙ ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ ,ÂÓˆÚ ˜Á˘Ó‰ ‡È‰ [ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù Ô‰Â
'‰Ù˘' È‚˘ÂÓ ¯Â‡Ï ¯‡·˙‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ê ‡˘Â· ‡‰Î ÌÁÓ Ï˘ ÈÒ‡Ï˜‰ Â¯Ó‡Ó Ì‚
.ÏÈÚÏ ÂÂ„˘ 'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù'Â '‰È¯Â‡˙' ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â
˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‰·È˘È‰ „ÈÓÏ˙ .ÈÓÂÈ˜Â È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ ‡Â‰ È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ,Â˙Ú„Ï
.„ÓÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù ÂÏ ÔÈ‡Â ‰ÂÂ‰· Ú‚ÂÎ ‰¯Â˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏ
˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ˘Á ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ ,'‰Ù˘'Î 'ıÂÁ·Ó' „ÂÓÏ˙· ÔÂ·˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰
'˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙È˙„ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú Ï˘ ‰˘‚¯‰· ‰ÂeÏÓ ‡È‰Â ,‰È˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Â ‡¯Ó‚‰ ÌÚ ‰ÙÈˆ¯
Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ÚÈˆÓ ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ,ÈÓ„˜‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ 56.„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ˙Ú·ËÂÓ‰
‰·‰‡Î ÒÙ˙ – È˙·È˘È‰ ÔÂ‚Ò· – È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ Ú‚Ó ÏÎ ¯˘‡Î ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‰ÚÈ„È
.‰¯Â˘‰ ˙‡ ˙Ï˜Ï˜Ó‰
,‰ÏÚÓÏ ‰ËÓÏÓ Â· ÔÂ·˙Ó ‡Â‰Â ,˘„Â˜Ó „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ‰·È˘È‰ „ÈÓÏ˙ ¯Â·Ú
57.‰ËÓÏ ‰ÏÚÓÏÓ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰Â ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‰˜ÈÊ ˙¯ˆÂÈ‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ
ÂÏÈ‡Â ,˙ÈÊÈÙËÓ ˙Ó‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ˙Â˘¯ÙÂ ÈÁˆ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ¯·„ ‡Â‰ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ‰·È˘È·
¯ˆÂ˙ ‡Â‰ „ÂÓÏ˙‰Â ,˙ÂÈ˙„ „ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÁ‰ ‡ÏÏ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡ ÚÈ‚‰Ï ˘˜·Ó ¯˜ÂÁ‰
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰¯˜ÈÚ· ‡È‰ ˙È˙·È˘È‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ .È˘Â‡‰ ‰¯¿aÁ
«Ó¿ Ï˘ ÌÂ˜Ó‰Â ÔÓÊ‰
– (ÌÈÈÂÈÚ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘) ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙ ÌÈËÓÏ‡ ˘È ‰„ˆÏ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,('˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ')
˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÏÂË ¯˜ÁÓ‰ .¯Â‰Ë È¯˜ÁÓ ˘ÙÂÁ ˙˘˜·Ó ˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â
˙È˘È‡ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ‰˘È¯„ Â‡ ‰ÙË‰ Ï˘ ÌÈËÓÏ‡ ÂÓÓ ÌÈ¯„ÚÂ ,˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â
ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù È˘‡ – ‰ÎÏ‰ È˘‡ ¯È˘Î‰Ï ‡È‰ ‰·È˘È‰ ˙¯ËÓ 58.‰„ÈÓÏ‰ ‡˘ÂÓ ÌÚ
.23–20 :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÂ ‰ÎÏ‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ .1979 .ÔÓË¯‰ „Â„
.ÌÈÎ¯ÚÂ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ,‰ÂÓ‡ ,'Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ Ï˘ Â„ÂÁÈÈ' .·"Ó˘˙ .'ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È ‰Ó‚Â„Ï Â‡¯Â
.118–112 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
.Ì˘ ,‰¯Â˙ ÈÈÁÂ ÌÈÈÁ ˙¯Â˙ ÏÚ .ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ
Ï˘ Â„È„Ï ,‰·È˘È‰ .‡‰Î ¯˘‡Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ÏÂ„‚ ËÈ„¯˜ ‰·È˘ÈÏ Ô˙Â ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ˘ ·Ï ÌÈ˘Ï ˘È
‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰' È‰ÂÊ ;‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ,'‰Ù˘'‰ Ï˘ „ÂÓÈÏÏ ÌÂ˜Ó Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ '˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˜¯ ‰È‡ ,ÔÈÈË˘ËÎÈÏ
,‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Ï ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÔÈ· ¯˙ÂÈ ‰„Á ‰ÈÓÂËÂÎÈ„ ¯ˆÂÈ ‡‰Î .·ÈÂÁÓ‰ 'È˙„‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘
.‰˙¯·Á Ï˘ ÌÈÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÙÒÏ ˙¯ÓÈÈ˙Ó ˙Á‡‰ ÔÈ‡Â
.115 :Ì˘ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ‰¯ÂÓ˙Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÈÏ·Á· ,‡‰Î
.116 :Ì˘
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ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙‡ ÌÈ·ˆÚÓ‰ 59'˙Â·¯˙ È¯Â·È‚' È„È ÏÚ ÌÈÁÂÓ‰ ÌÈ˜‰·ÂÓ
ÏÂÎ‰ ,‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÂÏÈ‡Â ;('È˙Â¯ÙÒ' ÍÂÈÁÏ ˙È˙˘˙‰ Ì‰˘ ,ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈ¯Â·È‚)
ÌÂ˘ ÔÈ‡Â' (ÔÈ˜ÒÚ ˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ '‰Ù˘‰' ¯˜ÁÓ· È¯‰˘) ¯˜ÁÓ· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ÌÈ‡˘¯
,ÌÈ¯ÂÓÎ ‰· Â˘Ó˘È ˙„‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÌÂÈ˜ ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÈÙ˜Ó ÌÈ‡ ¯˘‡ ÌÈ˘‡ ÈÎ ,‰ÚÈÓ
60.'‰·¯ ‰ÁÏˆ‰·Â
61
˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙È¯˜ÁÓ ‰„Â˙Ó ¯„Ú‰ ÔÂ‚Î ,˙ÂÙÒÂ ˙ÂÁ·‰Ï ÚˆÓ Ô‰ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÁ·‰
ÍÂ˙ ‰ÂÂ‰Ï ÂÈÁ˜ÏÂ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ‰˙ÂÊÎ¯˙‰' ‰ÈÈÚ ¯˜ÈÚ È¯‰˘ – ‰·È˘È‰
˙‡ ¯ˆÈ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏÂ 62;'¯·Ú‰ ˙Â¯Â˜ ÏÚ ˙È„Ù˜ ‰˜È„·Ó ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙‰
È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ¯˘˜‰‰Â ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ,ÁÒÂ‰ ¯Á‡ ‰˜Á˙Ó‰ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰-˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰„Â˙Ó‰
˙ÈÂ˘Ï‰ ˙¯Â˜È·· Â‰˘ÏÎ ÔÈÈÚ ‡ˆÓÈ ‰·È˘È‰ ¯ÂÁ· Ì‡ Ì‚Â 63.È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â
65.'‰‰Â·‚‰ ˙¯Â˜È·‰' ÏÂÓ Â„¯ÙÈÈ ‰·È˘È‰ ˘È‡Â ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˘È‡ ÈÎ¯„ 64,('‰ÎÂÓ‰')
È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰Â ,ËÒ˜Ë· ˙Â¯ÂÓ˙Â ˙Â˜ÂÏÁÓ ,‰„¯Ù‰ Û˘ÂÁ ‡ÂÙ‡ ¯˜ÁÓ‰
˙Â·È˘È· 66.(˙ÂÙÒÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓÎ) ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÂÈ˜ÏÁ ÔÈ· ‰ÈÂÓ¯‰ ¯ˆÂÈ
,('˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ ÒÈÒ·· „ÓÂÚ‰) ÈÏ··‰ „ÂÓÏ˙· ¯˜ÈÚ· Â˜ÒÚÈ
„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÔÂ‚Î '‰Ù˘‰' Ï˘ ÌÈÁÎ˘ ÌÈ„·¯ Ï˘ Ì¯˜ ˙‡ ‰ÏÚÓ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â
ÌÈÏ‚¯‰Ï ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÒÂÙ„ ÍÙÂ‰‰ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ‚ÂÒ Â˙Â‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï È„Î' :˜ÊÂ¯ 'Ó Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ Â‡¯Â
Ï‡ÎÈÓ) 'ÌÈÈÏ‡È„È‡ ÌÈÒÂÙÈË Ï˘ Ú„È Ì‚ ¯·„‰ ÍÈ¯ˆÓ ,˙È„Â‰È‰ Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ÍÂ˙Ï Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÙÓÂ
Â‡¯ ;(91 :1 ÌÈÂÂÈÎ ,'ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙ ‰Î¯„‰ ÈÂÂ˜ – ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÁÏ ÍÈ‡' .1978 .˜ÊÂ¯
·ÂˆÈÚ ,(Í¯ÂÚ) ÌÏ 'ˆ :ÍÂ˙· ,'ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈÓ‚„ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ :ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰' .Â"˘˙ .Ï"‰ Ì‚
.277–265 : ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ˙ÙÂÒ‡ – ÌÂ˜È˘Â
.116 :‡‰Î
„ÂÓÈÏ‰ :ÔÂ‚Î ,ÏÈÚÏ ¯Ó‡‰Ó ˙ÂÚ·Â ÔÈ‡Â ÌÂ˜ÓÂ ÔÓÊ ˙ÂÈÂÏ˙ – ÈÓÚËÏ – ÂÈ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„Ó ˜ÏÁ
„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÏÂÓ ‡˙Â¯·Á‰ „ÂÓÈÏ ;‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÌÈÈÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÔÂÈÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ È¯·‚‰ È˙·È˘È‰
‰ÂÂÏÓ‰ ‰˙ÈÎ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· È˙ˆÂ·˜ „ÂÓÈÏ ÏÂÓ ÁÂ˜ÈÙ ‡ÏÏÂ È˘È‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ;‰ÈÈ¯ÙÒ· È˘È‡‰
:Ì˘ ,‡‰Î Â‡¯Â .ÈËÒÈËÈÏ‡ ÈÓ„˜‡ „ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÓÂÚÏ È¯ÏÂÙÂÙ È˙·È˘È „ÂÓÈÏ ;ÁÂ˜ÙÂ ˙ÂÈÁ·
.116
.119 :Ì˘
¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ Â‡¯Â ,ÏËÊÂ¯ ˘"‡ ¯˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÒÏ˜‰ ÂÈ¯·„ ‡‰Î È„È ÏÚ ÌÈËËÂˆÓ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰·
Proceedings of the American Academy of Jewish :ÍÂ˙· ,'‰¯ÂÓ‰' .1963 .ÏËÊÂ¯ ÔÂ˘Ó˘
.Research (31): 15
‡Â‰ ‰ÏÚÓ Ì˘ .ÍÏÈ‡Â 375 :(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) '‰˘· ‰˘' ,˘ÈÙÏÂÂ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó Â‡¯Â
˙‡Â ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ˙Â·È˘ÁÂ ÂÏ‚˙˘ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ,ÁÒÂ‰ ˙¯Â˜È· ˙ÂÂ¯˙È ˙‡
ÔÂÊÁ‰Â ¯ÙÂÒ Ì˙Á‰ ,‡"¯‚‰ Ïˆ‡ ¯·Î ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÈÈÚ˙‰ Â‡/Â ˙¯Â˜È· Ï˘ ‰˙Â‡ˆÓÈ‰
¯·¯Ù˘ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó ÔÎÂ .„ÂÚÂ ÛÒÂÈ ‰È„·ÂÚ ·¯‰ ,ÔÈÈË˘ÈÈÙ ‰˘Ó ·¯‰ ,Ô¯Â‚ ˘"¯‰ ,˘È‡
.1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ ,6 „"„··
Í¯„ ;˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰„ÈÁÈ‰ ˘Â·È‚Ï ÂÓ„˜˘ ,‰Ù ÏÚ· ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ Ï˘ ÔÓÂÈ˜' ˙¯¯·Ó ÂÊ ˙¯Â˜È·
„ÚÂ ÌÈÏÈ·˜Ó ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁÏ Â˙˜ÈÊ· ¯Â·Ú ,'ÈÙÂÒ‰ Â˘Â·È‚Ï „Ú ¯ÓÂÁ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Â Â˙¯ÈÒÓ
.(120 :Ì˘) ÂÈ„„ˆ ÏÎÓ Â· ÂÏÁ˘ ˙Â¯ÂÓ˙‰
:Ì˘) ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙¯Â˜È· Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ „ÓÓ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ¯ÈÎ˙ ‡È‰ Ì‚˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ ˙‡ÊÂ
.(126

59

60
61

62
63

64

65

66
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ÏÂËÂ È˘ÙÂÁ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ 67.È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ËÒ˜Ë·˘ ‰„‚‡‰ È·ÈÎ¯Ó Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ,ÈÓÏ˘Â¯È‰
ÍÂ˙ 68'˙È˜ÏÁ ˙Â¯È‚Ò' Ë˜Â È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ˙ÂÏ·‚Ó
69.(˙ÂÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Â‡) ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÓ‚Ó ˙Â¯È˘
,È¯˜ÁÓÏ È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÈ· ·ÂÏÈ˘ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ‡‰Î ˘˜·Ó ‰Ê ÁÂ˙È ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ
Ì‚) È¯˜ÁÓ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ‰Ï ˙Â·È˘È‰ ÌÏÂÚ ˙‡ „„ÂÚÏ ˘˜·Ó ‡Â‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ˘Î
˙ÂÚ„ÂÂ˙‰‰ ˙‡ ‰·È˘È‰ Ô·Ï ˜ÈÚÈ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Â˙Ú„Ï 70.(ÂÈ˙ÂÏ·‚Ó ˙¯Î‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Ì‡
¯„Ú‰ ˙¯Â˜È·‰ ÁÂÎ ˙‡Â ‡È‰ ¯˘‡· ˙Ó‡Ï ˙Â˜˜Â˙˘‰‰ ˙‡ ,˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙Ï
˙ÂÓ‚Ó Ô‰ ‰Ï‡Â ,ÔÓÊ‰ ˙ÂÁÂ¯ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ ‰Ï‡ .˙ÂÎÓÒÏ ˙ÂÙÈÙÎ
71.˙È˙·È˘È‰ ˙Â¯È‚Ò· ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ˙Â¯„Ú˘
‡ˆÓ (‰È¯Â‡˙-ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ;‰Ù˘-˙Â¯ÙÒ) ÌÈÂ„‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÌÂ˘ÈÈÏ ‰Â¯Á‡ ‰Ó‚Â„
ÌÈ˘· (ÈÓÂ‡Ï-È„¯Á‰) ÈÏ"„¯Á‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ÂÚ¯˜˘ ÌÈÙÈ¯Á‰ ÌÈÒÂÓÏÂÙ‰ „Á‡·
ÊÎ¯Ó' ˙·È˘È È·¯· ‰¯Â˜Ó˘ ˙¯·ÂÁ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙ„ ÔÈ· ‡ˆÓ ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰ ˙‡ .˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰
˙¯·ÂÁ‰ .˜Â˜ ·¯‰ È„ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‚„‰ ˙ÈÙÒ ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ‰·È˘È ,'·¯‰
Ì‰¯·‡ ·¯‰ ,‰·È˘È‰ ˘‡¯ Ï˘ ‰Úˆ‰‰ ÁÎÂ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ·¯ Ï˘ ÌÈË·Ï‰ ˙‡ ˙¯‡˙Ó
.(˙ÈÓ„˜‡ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡ ÏÚ·) 'ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï ÔÂÎÓ' ‰·È˘È‰ „ˆÏ ˙Â·Ï ,‡¯ÈÙ˘
Ï˘ Ì˙˘È¯ÙÏ „Ú ,‰Ê ÍÏ‰ÓÏ ÌÈ„‚˙Ó‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â·˘ÁÓ ˘Â·È‚ ‡È‰ ˙¯·ÂÁ‰
72.Â‡Ë È·ˆ Ï‡¯˘È ·¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â˘‡¯· '¯ÂÓ‰ ¯‰' ˙·È˘È Ï˘ ‰ÂÈÎÂ ÌÈ·¯ Ì˙Â‡
ÌÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ ÌÚ ˙ÂÙ˙Â˘ Â‡ ·Â¯ÈÚ ÏÎ ÏÂÎÂ ÏÎÓ ÏÏÂ˘ Â‡Ë ·¯‰
Ï‡' ¯Â·ÈÁ ¯ˆÂÈ ÈË˙Â‡‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏ Â˙Ú„Ï .‰¯Â˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏ ÍÏ‰Ó· ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ
‰¯È˜ÚÏÂ ˘ÂË˘ËÏ „Â‚È· ,'ÌÈÈ˜Ï‡‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ Ï‡ ,ÌÈÈ˙ÈÓ‡‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ Ï‡ ,‰¯Â˙‰
ÌÂ˘ ÌÚ ˙ÂÙ˙Â˘ ‰˘ÂÚ ‰È‡ '˙Ó‡'‰ .ÌÈÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ‰˘Â„˜‰Ó
ÔÙ‰ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ‰Ó :Ï‡˘Â ‡Â· Ì‡Â 73.˙Á‡ ˙ÂÈ¯Â˜Ó ‡È‰ ˙ÂÈ¯Â˜Ó‰ .¯Á‡ ¯·„
.125–123 :Ì˘
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰' .·"Ò˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚÂÈ·‡Â Ï‡ÎÈÓ :‰‡¯ ÍÂÈÁ· '˙È˜ÏÁ‰ ˙Â¯È‚Ò‰' ‚˘ÂÓ ÏÚ
È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙Â‚‰ ,'Ì‰ÈÈ·˘ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰˜ÈÒÙ‰Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ,‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘
.91–89 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .„–‚
ÔÂ‚Î ˙Â·È˘È‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÏ·‚‰Â ÌÈ‚ÈÈÒ ‰ÏÂ˙ ‡‰Î ÌÁÓ ,‰Ê Ï„·‰ ÔÈ‚·
ÂÚÓ [...] ˙ÈÂÂÈ Â· ˙‡ Ì„‡ „ÓÏÈ ‡Ï˘ [...] ˙ÂÏÙÈ˙ ‰„ÓÏÓ ÂÏÈ‡Î ‰¯Â˙ Â˙· ˙‡ „ÓÏÓ‰'
:‰¯ÂÓ˙Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÈÏ·Á· ,‡‰Î) ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ· ‰‡È¯˜ ¯ÂÒÈ‡ Û‡Â 'ÔÂÈ‚È‰‰ ÔÓ ÌÎÈÈ·
.(126
ÌÂÁ˙· Ô‰Â ‰‚˘‰‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈÂ Ú„È‰ ÌÂÁ˙· Ô‰ ,¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÏ·‚Ó ˙‡ Ì‚ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÌÈÙÈ „·· „·'
.(136 :‡‰Î) '˙„‰Â ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ,˘‚¯‰-ÈÈÁ ,¯ÒÂÓ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú :ÔÂ‚Î ,Ì·ÈËÓ ÌÈÈÚ„Ó È˙Ï·
.136–128 :Ì˘
˙·È˘È· ÒÂÓÏÂÙ‰ :‰˙ÂÂ‰˙‰· ‰˜ÈÊÈÙËÓ' .‚"Ò˘˙ .È·ˆ-ÔÊÂ¯ È˘È :Ì‚ Â‡¯ ‰Ê ÒÂÓÏÂÙ ˙Â„Â‡
ÌÈË·È‰ :˙È˙„ ˙ÂÂÈˆ ˙Â˘ ‰‡Ó ,(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) ı¯ÂÂ˘ ‰„Â ‡È‚˘ È·‡ ,'È˙¯Â˜È· ÔÂÈÚ-·¯‰ ÊÎ¯Ó
.446–421 :ÔÏÈ‡ ¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙‡ˆÂ‰ :Ô‚ ˙Ó¯ .ÌÈÈÂÈÚ¯
‰‡ˆÂ‰ ,·¯‰ ÊÎ¯Ó ˙·È˘È· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÔÂÎÓ ÔÂÈÎ ÏÚ ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰ ÔÈÈÚ· ı·Â˜ ÍÂ˙Ó ,Â‡Ë ·¯‰
.2 :Ê"˘˙ ıÈ˜ ÔÓÊ ,˙ÈÓÈÙ

67
68

69

70
71
72

73
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¯ÎÂÓÂ ÈÎË ,È˜ÏÁ ,¯ˆ ‡Â‰˘ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ È¯‰ ‡Ï ,Â˙Ú„Ï ?ÈÓ„˜‡Ï È˙·È˘È‰
:‰˙ÂÈÓÈÙ· ‰¯Â˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏÏ ¯ÂÒÓ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ È¯‰Î ,‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÏÏ
Â˙Â‡ ˙„ÓÏÓ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ÚË˜ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ ÏÂÁ Ï˘ Ú„Ó ÏÎ·
‡Â‰ ÏÂÁ· ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰˘ :È˘‰ Ï„·‰‰ [...] ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÏÎ ˙Ó˘ Ï˘ Í¯Ú‰ ˙‡
Ú‚Â˘ ‰Ó· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ˘ Â‡ ,ÂÏ˘ ˘Ù‰ ˙ÂÁÂÎ Ï˘ „Á‡ ˜ÏÁ È„È ÏÚ ˜¯
,ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÏÎ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ – ‰¯Â˙· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ˘Î Ï·‡ ,˘‚¯Ï ÍÈÈ˘˘ ‰Ó· Â‡ ÏÎ˘Ï
‡˘Â‰Â „ÂÁÏ ‡Â‰ Ì„‡‰ ÌÈÚ„Ó‰ ÏÎ·˘ :È˘ÈÏ˘‰ Ï„·‰‰Â .ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÌˆÚ·
Â‡ – ‰¯Â˙ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Â‡˘Î Ï·‡ ,˙Â‰ÊÂ ˙Â„Á‡ Ô‡Î ÔÈ‡ ,„ÂÁÏ ‡Â‰ „ÓÏ‰
ÏÎ Ï˘Â ,ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÏÎ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â˜Ó‰ ‡È‰˘ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡ Â˙ÈÈÂÂ‰ ÏÎ ÌÚ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ
‰¯Â˙ ÌÈÈ‰ ,‰Ï‡Î ÌÈÈ‰ Â‡˘ „Ú ÍÎ È„Î „Ú ‰˙Â‡ ÌÈÈÁ ÂÁ‡Â ,‰ÈÂÂ‰‰
ÈÈÁ' 'ÂÈÈÁ Ì‰' ÂÎÂ˙· ÌÈÎÏ‰˙Ó˘ ‰¯Â˙ È¯ÙÒ ÂÏ ˘È˘ „Ú '‰ÈÏÈ„ ‰¯Â˙'
74.'ÂÎÂ˙· ÚË ÌÏÂÚ
‡Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ,˜Â˜ ·¯‰ ˙¯Â˙Ï ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ÌÈÚÂË Â‡Ë ·¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„
ÂÈ¯·„ ÁÂ¯ ˙‡ ÏÚ˙Ï Ô˙È ÌÏÂ‡ ;‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó ˙¯‚ÒÓ· Ì˘¯ÙÏÂ Ì¯È‰·‰Ï ÏÎÂ‡
˜˙ÂÓ‰ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ,¯ˆ‰ ÈÓ„˜‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ È¯‰ ‡Ï Â„È„Ï˘ ¯ÓÂÏÂ ÏÈÚÏ„ ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ
,ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÂ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ÛÈ˜Ó‰ ,È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏÎ ,‰ÓÏ˘‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂ‰ ÏÎÓ
,È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ· ,‡ÏÈÓÓ .‰˘ÚÓÂ ‰ÈÂÂÁ ,ÏÎ˘
¯˘˜ ‡Ï‡ ,['‰Ù˘'] ˙ÂÚÈ„È ˙‡˜‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜ ‡Ï ‰Ê „ÈÓÏ˙Â ·¯ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰
Â‡] ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÈÁ ˙È˙ Ï˘ ¯˘˜ Â‰Ê [...] ‰„ÏÂ‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜ ,Ô·Â ·‡ ÂÓÎ ÈÁ
‡È‰˘ ,˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÁÎ ˘È ‰¯Â˙Ï ˜¯ [...] ˘„Á Ú·Ë ,['˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â ˙Â·¯˙
75.˙ÏÚÂÙ‰ ˘„Â˜‰ ˙ÓÎÁ ,˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏÂ ÌÈÈÁÏ ˙Ó„Â˜
.(‡‰Î Ï˘ ÂÁÂ˙È ËÚÓÏ) ‰·È˘È‰ È˘‡ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â„ÓÚ ˙‡ ¯˜ÈÚ· Â¯Î‰ ‰Î „Ú
,ÈÓ„˜‡Ï È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ¯·„· ÌË·Ó ˙„Â˜ ¯Á‡ ˙Â˜Á˙‰Ï ÂÈÒÈ
Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ¯Â‡Ï – È˜ÏÁ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÏÂ – ‰¯‰·‰Ï ˙Â˙È Ì‰È˙ÂÚ„ „ˆÈÎ ÂÈ‡¯Â
?‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ È˘‡ ˙‡Ê ÌÈ‡Â¯ „ˆÈÎ ÌÏÂ‡ .'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ,'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù'Â '‰È¯Â‡˙'
ÒÎÈ‰Ï ÌÈÎÂÓ Ì‰ Ì‡‰ ?‰Î „Ú ‰¯‡Â˙˘ ˙Î˙ÂÁ‰ ‰Á·‰‰ Ì‰Ï ‰ÁÂ Ì‡‰
?˙Â·È˘È‰ È˘‡ È„È ÏÚ Ì‰Ï ˙˜ÚÂÓ‰ ‰¯„‚‰Ï

[‰]
˙Â·¯˙Â ÍÂÈÁ ,‰ÈÓ„˜‡
ÔÂ‚Î – ÈÓ„˜‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡ ÏÂÊÏÊ· ÌÈ¯‡˙Ó‰ ÌÈÙÈ¯Á ÌÈÈÂËÈ· ÂÒÙ˙ÈÈ ÏÏÎ Í¯„·
ÔÎ‡ ÌÈÂ¯Á‡‰ ‰Ï‡ .‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ È˘‡ ¯Â·Ú „Â·Î ˙Â‡Ï – ÏÈÚÏ Â‡Ë ·¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÏ‡
.3–2 :Ì˘ 74
.3 :Ì˘ 75
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˙‡ ‡È·‰ÏÂ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â„ÒÂÓ· ˘Á¯˙Ó‰Ó ÂÁÂ¯· ‰Â˘‰ „ÂÓÈÏ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ÌÈ˘˜·Ó
.‰·È˘È‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙ÂÈÂˆÓ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙¯Â˜È·Â ÁÂ˙È ˙ÏÂÎÈÏÂ ‰Â˘ ‰‡È¯˜Ï Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙
˙ÈÓÈÙ ˙¯Â˜È· È¯Â‰¯‰ ·˙Î‰ ÏÚ ÂÏÚ‰ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ˘ ‡ˆÓ „·· „· ÌÏÂ‡
,Ì„Â˜‰ ÔÂÈ„· ÂÓÎ ‡Ï˘ ,Ô‡Î .˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ (‡Ï)‰ ‰·ÈË ¯·„·
¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ ¯Â„ÈÓ ÁÎÂ ÌÈÈÓÈÙ ÌÈË·Ï ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ È˘‡Ó ˜ÏÁ Ïˆ‡ ‡ˆÓ
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁÂ ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ‰ÚÙ˘‰Ó
ÁÂ¯‰ ÈÚ„Ó ÌÂÁ˙ Ï˘ Â˙ÈÈÚ· ˙‡ 76ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ¯ÙÒÓ· Ò¯ÂÙ „È·˘ ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡
˙˜Â˘˙Ó Ï·ÂÒ ,ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î ,ÈÚ„Ó‰ ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ Â„È„Ï .Ë¯Ù· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„ÓÂ ÏÏÎ·
˘È˘ ÂÈ„ÒÈÈÓ Â¯·Ò ‰È‚·˘Â ,¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÂÎÓ· ‰ÊÁ‡˘ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰
– ‡Ó˘ ‰È‰ ˘˘Á‰ .˘„Á‰ ÔÓÊ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ ˜Á¯˙‰Ï
,‰ÏÈÏÁÂ ÒÁ ,Ï˘ÎÈ‰Ï ÏÂÏÚ [˘„Á‰ ÔÓÊ‰ ¯˜Á· ˜ÂÒÚÈ˘] ¯˜ÂÁ‰
˙·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ˙ÈÚ„Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙¯Â˜È·‰ ˙ÈÈË‰·Â ˙È¯˜ÁÓ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù ¯„ÚÈ‰·
,"È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ" Ò¯ËÈ‡ ÏÎÂ ˙È˘È‡ ‰ÈÈË ÏÎ ¯„ÚÈ‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡
˙È„Â‰È ÌÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰ ¯˜ÂÁÏ ˘È Ì‡ .˙Â¯˜Á‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ· È˙ÚÂ˙ Â‡ È˘È‡
‡Â‰˘ ÌÈ‡˘Â· ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÚ„ ÂÏ ˘È Ì‡Â ,˙¯Á‡ Â‡ ÂÊÎ ˙È¯„ÂÓ
˙ÂÂÈÚÏ Â‡ ,‰ÊÓ '˘¯„Ó'Ï ,ÔÏˆÈÏ ‡ÓÁ¯ ,˙Â˙Ù˙‰Ï ÏÂÏÚ ‡Â‰ ,¯˜ÂÁ
77.‰ÊÓ ÈÒÂÓÏÂÙ-ÈËÒ¯ËÈ‡
ÍÎ ,ÏÂÏÚ˘ ·Á¯ ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ·Á¯Ó· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ¯˜ÂÁÏ Ô˙È ‡Ï ,‰Ê ˘˘ÁÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î
˙‡ÊÎ ˙¯Â˜È· .'¯Â‰Ë Ú„Ó' ÂÈ‡˘ ‰Ó ¯·„Ï ˘ÂÏ‚Ï ,'˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó' È·ˆÚÓ Â¯·Ò
‰ÎÏ‰‰ ¯˜ÁÓ Ï˘ Â·ÈË ¯Á‡ ‰˜Á˙Ó‰ ,ÏË¯·Ï‰ ‰˘Ó Ï˘ Â˙¯È˜Ò· Ì‚ ‡ˆÓ
– Â„È„Ï .‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· „ÂÓÏ˙‰Â
Ï˘ ÌÈÓÚËÓ ˜¯ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ „·Â¯· ˜ÂÒÈÚÓ ˙ÂÚÓÈ‰‰ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ÔÈ‡
.‡·‰ ·Ï˘Ï ÌÈ¯·ÂÚ Ì¯Ë· È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰ Ô˙È‡‰ ÚˆÓ‰ ˙ÓÏ˘‰Ï ˙Â˘„˜˙‰
˘˘Á‰Ó Ú·Â ['˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó'Â 'ÔÎÂ˙' Ï˘] ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ¯ÒÂÁ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ˙‡ÏÚ‰˘ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰-˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó‰ ÒÈÒ·· ÚÓËÂÓ‰
‰˙¯‰ÂË ˙‡ ÌÈ˘·˘Ó‰ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÌÈËÂÙÈ˘ Ï˘ ‰ÏÚÙ‰Ï ÍÙ‰È˙ ÔÎÂ˙
Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙Ï‡˘ ˙‡ ‰¯È˙Â‰ Ú„ÓÏ ‰‰ÈÓÎ‰ .‰¯È˜Á‰ Ï˘
78.˙Ó˙ÂÈÓ ‰ÎÏ‰‰
‰˘˜È· „Á‡ „ˆÓ .˙ÈÓÈÙ ‰¯È˙Ò ‰·ÂÁ· ‰‡˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ¯˜ÁÓÏ ‰˜Â˘˙‰ ÌÏÂ‡
È˘ „ˆÓ Í‡ ,˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÍÂÈÁ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ ÌÚ ÈÂ‰ÈÊ ÏÎÓ ÚÓÈ‰Ï ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ‰ÈˆÈ·Ó‡ ;ÏÏÎÎ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï ÒÁÈ· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈˆÈ·Ó‡ ‰Ï ‰˙ÈÈ‰
¯˙ÂÈ ¯„ÂÁ ¯·„ ÔÈ‡˘ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰Á‰‰ .È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Í¯„ ˘ÓÓ˙‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡
.Ì˘ ,„ÏÂÂÈ¯‚ Ì‚ Â‡¯Â (1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) „È·˘ 76
.10 :(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) 36 ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó ,„È·˘ 77
˙È˙„ ˙Â·ÈÈÂÁÓ :ÍÂ˙· ,'‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰Â ÔÓË¯‰ „Â„' .·"Ò˘˙ .ÏË¯·Ï‰ ‰˘Ó 78
.18 :·È·‡ Ï˙ .˙˘„Á˙Ó
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È˙„ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ‰Â Ï„·‰‰ ÏÚ

˙Â¯Ù‰Ï ‰„È˙Ú ‰ˆÂÁ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÈÚÓ ˙ˆÙ‰ ÌˆÚÂ ,‰˙ÂÓÏ‚˙‰· ˙Ó‡‰ ¯˘‡Ó
.˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‡
Ï˘Î‰ ÌÂÏÈ‚Â ,‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˙ÂÒ ˙ÂÂˆ¯ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘Â‡·‰ ˙Â¯ÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ¯˜·Ó „È·˘
‡Ë·Ó‰ 79,'Â˙¯·Á· ˙Â„‰ÈÂ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó' ı"Î ·˜ÚÈ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó· ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,‡ˆÓ
˙ÏÁ‰Ï ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ Ì˙ÓÂ¯˙ ¯·„· ÌÂÏ˘ ÌÂ˘¯‚ Ï˘ ‰Ó¯‚Â¯Ù‰ ˙‡
˜ÙÒ‰ ÏÚ ,„È·˘ ˙Ú„Ï ,„ÓÏÓ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘· ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ ÌˆÚ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙˘¯ÂÓ‰
˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â„ÓÏ‰ ˙‡ ÛÈÏÁ‰Ï Â˘˜È· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó .‰Ê ÔÂÊÁ Ï˘ Â˙Â˘ÓÓ˙‰·
80.Ì‰È„È· ‰ÏÚ ‡Ï ‰Ê ÏÎÂ – ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁÂ ÌÈÈ˙„Ï ˙Ù˙Â˘Ó ˙È˙˘˙ ˘Ó˘ÏÂ
˜ÙÒÓÂ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡Â ‰˜ÈË‚ÂÏÂÙ‡Ó ÛÁ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ¯˜ÁÓ‰˘ ¯Â·Ò ı"Î Ì‡
ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ˘˜·Ó „È·˘˘ È¯‰ ,¯Â‡‰ È˙„‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰Â ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ ÈÎ¯Âˆ ˙‡
‰˙ÂÓÏÚ˙‰ ÌˆÚ'· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó‰ '˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÚ„Ó-‰ËÓ‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰'
¯ˆÂ˙Î „È·˘ ÔÈ·Ó ı"Î Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó ˙·È˙ÎÏ Ú˜¯‰ ˙‡ .'È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰ ‰ÈÈÙÂ‡Ó
˘Â·Ï‰Â ,‰·¯ ÍÁ˙Ó‰ ¯Â„‰ Ïˆ‡ Ï‡¯˘È ˙˘¯ÂÓÏ ˙Â¯Ê‰ .ÔÂÏ˘ÈÎ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ Ï˘
¯Â·Èˆ‰ ÔÈ· ˜˙‰' :‚È‡„Ó ˙ÂÁÙ ‡ÏÂ ;‰ÂÂ˜Ó‰ ‰¯ÂÁÒ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÙÒÓ ÂÈ‡ ÈÓ„˜‡‰
,ı"Î Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡ÓÂ ;Â·ÊÎ‡ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó :˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· .'ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ¯Â·ÈˆÏ È˙„‰
Ï˘ ÔÂÊÁ‰ ˙‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙ ‡È‰ ÂÏÈ‡Î ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ' ‡Â‰ ,„È·˘ ˙Ú„Ï
.(Ì˘) 'ÏÚÂÙ· ÂÓÈÈ˜˙ ÂÏÈ‡Î [...] ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ‰È‰˘ ‰Ó
È„È ÏÚ ‰˙È ÂÊ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‰Ó¯‚Â¯Ù ÏÚ ‰ÙÈ¯ÁÂ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙¯Â˜È·
˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÙÒÂ˜‰ „‚Î ÂÂ˘Ï ˙Â„ÁÓ ÍÒÁ ‡Ï˘ ,ÏÈÂÂˆ¯Â˜ ÍÂ¯·
,Ì‰ÈÙÎ ˙Á˙ ¯ÂÊÓ ÌÂ˘ ÌÈ‡˘Â ‡Ï ,Â˙ÚËÏ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó 81.'ÌÈÈÓÏ˘Â¯È‰'
ÒÁÈ‰ .˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰ÓÚ˘ ‰ÈÚ·‰ Ì‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ
‡Â‰ („·Ï· '‰Ù˘' Ï˘) È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ¯˜ÁÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÒÎ· Ï‡¯˘È ˙Â·¯˙Ï ¯ÎÂÓ‰
‰ÚÓ˘ ,¯È‰ÊÂ È¯ÂÈÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÁÒÂÓ‰ ,ÂÊÏ (‰‰Ê ‡ÏÂ) ‰·Â¯˜ ˙¯Â˜È· .‰ÈÚ·‰ ‡Â‰
82.ÏË¯·Ï‰ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó· Ì‚ ¯ÂÓ‡Î
.213–193 :(2 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï ,ı"Î Â‡¯
ÌÂÁ˙· ÈÓÓÚ È˙¯·Á „È˜Ù˙ ‡ÏÓÏ ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó˘' ,„È·˘ ÔÚÂË ,'ÏÏÎ ¯Â¯· ‡Ï'
·¯˜· ‰Ê‰ „È˜Ù˙‰ ˙‡ ‡ÏÓÏ ‰ÎÈ˘ÓÓ‰ ,˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙È¯Â˙‰ ˙Â„ÓÏÏ ‰ÓÂ„· ,ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙‡ ÂÏ ÌÈ˙Â Ì‰ .‰‡ÏÓ ˙ÈÚ„Ó ˙ÂÏ˘·Ï [...] ÂÚÈ‚‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó [...] È˙„‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰
ÈÙÏÎ ‰ÈË‰ ÌÂ˘ ÈÏ· ,Â¯·Ú Ï˘ ˙ÂËÏÁÂÓ ˙Â˙ÈÓ‡ È¯˜ :˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ˙
Û¯ÂÁ] ¯˘‚ ,„È·˘) 'ÌÂÈ‰ Â˙·È·Ò ÏÚ Â‡ ÂÈÏÚ ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡Â ˙ÂÚ„Â ˙ÂÂÓ‡
.(51 :[1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ] [Â"Ó˘˙
ÌÚ ˜·‡Ó· :ÍÂ˙· '˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó·Â ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰·˘ ˙Á‰ È‡' .Ï"˘˙ .ÏÈÂÂˆ¯Â˜ ÍÂ¯· :Â‡¯
.151–135 :·È·‡ Ï˙Â ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú
‰˘È‚‰ Ï˘ ÁÂ¯‰ ‰Ï˘Î – "‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ Ï˘ ÒÂ‚ÂÏ‰" – ¯Â¯È·‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ·Ï˘Ï ‰ÚÈ‚‰·'
,ÏË¯·Ï‰) '¯ÈÚÊÓ ËÚÓ ÂÈ„È· ‰¯È˙Â‰ ‡È‰ ÔÎÂ˙Â ˙Â‰Ó Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘·Â ,˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ-˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
‰ÏÈÎÓ ÂÊ ˙¯Â˜È· ÌÏÂ‡ ,È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ· ÏË¯·Ï‰ ÁÈË‰ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÙÈ¯Á ˙¯Â˜È· .(18 :Ì˘
‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙„Â˜ ˙‡ ÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ „·‡Ó ·Ï˘ ‰ÊÈ‡·' :‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ „‚Î ˙¯Â˜È·‰ ˙‡ ‰˘ÚÓÏ
ÂÁÂÎ˘ ÍÎÏ ¯·ÚÓ .‰Á·‰Â ÔÂÈÓ ,‰¯„‚‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈË¯È‡ ‰ÏÂÚÙÏ ÍÙÂ‰ ‡Â‰Â ,ÂÏ˘ ˙È˙Â‰Ó‰
˙È˙„‰ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ¯˜ÚÏ ÌÈÈ‡Ó ‡Â‰ ,Ï·‚ÂÓ ‡Â‰ ÈËÈÏ‡-ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ‰ Ï„ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ È¯·Ò‰‰

79
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81
82
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·˜ÚÈ Ï˘ ÈËÂÈÙ‰Â ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â¯Â‡È˙· ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· ¯ÎÊÈ‰Ï Ô˙È ‰„‚‰‰ Í¯„ ÏÚ
.'˙Â¯ÙÒ' ‰˜Ó‰ ÍÂÈÁ Â‰Ó Â˙Á·‡· ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÏ ‰È¯Â‡˙ Û¯ˆÓ‰ ,¯È‡Ó
¯È·ÚÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈÂÂˆ Ì˙Â‡ ÏÎ ÌÈÈ˜ÓÎ ÚÈÙÂ‰Ï [...] Âˆ‰ ‡˘Â ÍÁÓ‰ ÏÚ
:ÍÁÓ‰ ˙˘È¯„ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰˘ ¯Á‡Ï ,ÍÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÓÏÈ‡‰ Â˙Ï‡˘ ÏÚ .ÂÈÎÈÁÏ
Í‡ .‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„Ó ˙ÂÚ‚Â‰ ˙Â˘È¯„‰ ˙‡ È‡ ÔÈ·ÓÂ ,ÍÈ¯·„ ˙‡ È˙·‰ ,È¯ÂÓ'
:˙ÂÚÏ ÍÁÓ‰ ÏÚ '?ÈÓÚ ÍÏ˙‰ ,È¯ÂÓ ‰˙‡Â ?ÂÊ Í¯„· ˙ÎÏÏ Ì‚ ÈÏÚ Ì‡‰
ÂÈ„ÁÈ ÍÈ˘Ó Ê‡Â .‰˙‡ ÍÁÂÎ· ÍÏ‰Ï ÏÎÂ˙ ÈÎ „Ú ,„È· „È ,ÂÈ„ÁÈ ÍÏ ÍÂÏ‰'
ÍÁÓ‰ ÔÈ‡ .'ÈˆÙÁ ÊÂÁÓÏ ÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ÏÈ·˘‰ ‰ÊÂ ÈÎ¯„ ÂÊ˘ ÔÂÈÎ ÏÈ·˘ Â˙Â‡·
ÔÂÂÎ‰ ˙‡ ‰¯ÂÓ Â˙ÎÈÏ‰ ;ÂÈÎÈÁ ˙‡ ÔÂÂÎÈ ‰ÈÏ‡ ‰¯ËÓ‰ ÏÚ ÂÚ·ˆ‡· ‰¯ÂÓ
83.‰¯ËÓ‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï „ÚˆÈ ÂÈÎÈÁ ˘‡¯·Â
ÌÈƒ̄≈ˆÓ
¿ Ì‰Ó ‰ÓÎ .ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ÏÎ Ïˆ‡ ‰ÙÈ ÔÈÚ· „ÈÓ˙ Ï·˜˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î ,‰Ê ¯ÚÙ
˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰Ó ˙˜˙ÂÓ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÔÎ‡ Ì‡ .ÂÓˆÓˆÏ ÈÂ‡¯˘ ÌÈ¯·ÂÒÂ ÂÈÏÚ
‰Ï‡˘ ‰˙Â‡ ˙ÂÏÚÏ ‰ÏÂÏÚ ‡„È¯‚ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÈÏÎÈ‰· ‰ÂÙÒ ÔÎ‡ ‡È‰ Ì‡Â ,˙ÈÁÂ¯‰Â
,('¯ÂÎÊ' Â¯ÙÒ· ÈÓÏ˘Â¯È Ï˘ Â˙„Â·Ú ˙‡ ÂÁ˙·) „È·˘ Ïˆ‡ ‰‡ËÂ·˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙È˘È¯Á
:ÂÂÈ„Ï ‰˙Â‡ ÏÚ˙ Â‡Â
¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈË¯ÂÙÓ ÌÈ˘Ú‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ‡¯˜È ÈÓÂ ‡¯Â˜ ÈÓÂ '?ÏÓÚ È‡ ÈÓÏ'
˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ?Ì˙ÏÚÂ˙ ‰ÓÂ ?Ì‰Ï ˜Â˜Ê ÈÓ ?¯˙ÂÈÂ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÓÎÁÂ˙ÓÂ ¯˙ÂÈÂ
ÂÏÂÎ ÚÂ˜˘‰ ,¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÔÈ· ˜˙ .‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ È·‚Ï ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÂÏÏ‰
ËÚÓÎ ÌÈÚ˜Â· Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ·ˆÚÓ‰ ÌÈÈÁÂ¯‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰˘ ‰ÂÂ‰‰ ÔÈ·Ï ,¯·Ú·
Ï˘ Ï‚ÚÓÏ ¯·ÚÓÂ ,˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰Â ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ Ï‚ÚÓÏ ¯·ÚÓ ÌÏÂÎ
ÈÚ„Ó· ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÏÎ ËÚÓÎ Ï˘ ÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó ,ÌÈ¯˜Á‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
84.Â¯Â„· Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰ ÂÈÈÁ ˙ÈÈÂÂ‰ Ï‡ ,˙Â„‰È‰

,˙ÂÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ ˙ÂÈËÙ˘Ó ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜ Ï˘ ÈËÈÏ‡ ¯Â¯È· ‡Â‰ ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ Ì‡ .‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘
ÈÙ· ‰·‰Â ‰‡¯˘‰Ï ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙‰ÈÓÎ ˙‡ „ÈÓÚÈ˘ ÂÙÂÒ ,‰È‰È˘ ÏÎÎ ˜È¯·ÓÂ ¯ÈÚÒÓ
‰ÈÁ ‰ÚÙÂ˙Î „ÓÚÓ ˜ÈÊÁ‰Ï ˙Ï‚ÂÒÓ ˙ÈËÒÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ ‰ÒÈÙ˙˘ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡ÏÙÈÈ ‡Ï .‰¯Â·˘ ˙˜Â˘
„ÂÓÈÏ ·Á¯Ó ¯ÂˆÈÏ ÂÁÈÏˆ‰˘ – ˙ÂÈ‡ËÈÏ‰ ˙Â·È˘È‰ ÂÓÎ – ˙Â„ÒÂÓ Ì˙Â‡· ˜¯ ˙ÓÎÁÂ˙ÓÂ
,ÏÎ ˙˜·ÂÁ ,‰ÓÂÒ˜ ‰ÈÂÂ‰· ÈÂ¯˘ ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ·˘ÂÈ .ÌÏÂÚ ÍÂ˙· ÌÏÂÚ ÔÈÚÓ ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰˘
ÍÎ· .„·Ï· ˙ÈÓÈÙ ‰˜ÈÓÈ„ ˙ÏÚ· ‰¯Â‚Ò ˙Î¯ÚÓÎ ,‰ÓˆÚ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ˙ÏÙÎ˘Ó‰
:ÏË¯·Ï‰) '˙È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ·Ï È„ÒÂÓ ‰·Ó ÔÈ· ˙È„„‰ ‰ÎÈÓ˙ Ï˘ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ˙¯ˆÂ
ÏÚ ‰ÏÁ ‰È‡ ‡È‰˘ ÈÓÂ„Â) ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÏÚ ¯ÓÂÏ Ô˙È˘ ‰ÓÏ ˙ÙÙÂÁ ˙¯Â˜È· È‰ÂÊ .(17–16
,˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚÂÈ·‡ Â‡¯Â ;˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÂÈˆ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙Ó‰ ˙Â·È˘È Ï˘ ˘„ÁÂ ·Á¯ ÔÂÂ‚Ó
:‰ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡· ‰ÈÈËÒÂ ˙ÂÈÏÂ·‚'
,(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) ÔÂÓÏÒ ÛÒÂÈÂ È˜ˆÈ·¯ '‡ ,'˙È¯„ÂÓ ËÒÂÙ ‰ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡Â ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜ ‰˜ÈÒÙ
.ÔÏ‰Ï ÍÎÏ ˘¯„‡Â ·Â˘‡ „ÂÚÂ ,([ÒÂÙ„·] [ÈÓÊ Ì˘] ‰ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡· ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ
.51 :ÂË–„È ˙ÂÚ„ ,'ÍÂÈÁ· ÍÁÓ‰ ÌÂ˜Ó' .‡"Î˘˙ .¯È‡Ó ·˜ÚÈ 83
.57 :(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ¯˘‚ .Â"Ó˘˙ .„È·˘ 84
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?ÍÂÈÁÏ Á˙ÙÓ‰ ‡Â‰ "˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ˙ÂÓÚÙ˙‰" Ì‡‰
ÈÎÂÈÁ „ÓÓ ÏÈÁ‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·ÓÂ ‰Ê ˜˙Ó ˙Á È‡ ÌÈÚÈ·Ó‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ·Â¯ ¯Â·Ú
'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù'Â '‰È¯Â‡˙' Ì‚ ÂÓÎ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' È‚˘ÂÓ ,È¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ ÏÚ È˙Â·¯˙Â
ÌÈ¯·ÂÒ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡‰ ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ .‰ÈÚ·‰ Ï˘ ÁÂ˙È‰ ÈÏÎÓ ˜ÏÁ ÌÈ‡
Ï˘ ÌÂˆÚ‰ ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰ ÔÈ‚· ‰·¯ ÍÂÈÁÏ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ Ì˙ÓÂ¯˙˘
Ïˆ‡ ˙ÒÙ˙ ˙Ú„‰ ˙ÙÒÂ‰Â ,˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÁÂÎ· .¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÈÓÂÁ˙
Ï˘Î‰ ˙‡ ˙ÏÙÎ˘Ó È˙Ú„Ï˘ ‰Á‰ È‰ÂÊÂ – ‡È‰ Ì˙Á‰ 85.'˙È˙„ ‰·ÂÁ'Î ÌÈ„Á‡
‡È‰˘ ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ¯‚˙‡‰ È„È ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÒÓÏ ˙˙È ˙Â·¯˙˘ – ¯˜ÁÓ‰ È„ÒÈÈÓ Ï˘
ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‰˘ÚÈÈ ·ÂË ÍÂÈÁ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ ˙Ú„Ï .‰È„ÓÂÏ ÈÙ· ‰·ÈˆÓ
˙Â·¯˙· ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â„ÓÚ ÈÙÏÎ ‰·Á¯ ÁÂ¯ ÌÈÏ‚ÒÓ‰Â „ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÁÂ¯ ˙‡ ÌÈ˜˙¯Ó‰
Â¯Ó‡Ó· ÔÎÂ 86,ÔÓË¯‰ „Â„ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂ‡Ë·˙‰· ‡ˆÓ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ï „‰ .˙È„Â‰È‰
ÌÂˆÚ‰ ÚÂÎ˘‰ ÁÂÎ ÁÎÂ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ¯˜ÁÓ Ï‡ ¯·Á˙‰Ï ˙Â·È˘ÈÏ ‡¯Â˜‰ ‡‰Î Ï˘
ÂÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ ,ÂÈ˙ÂËÈ˘ ,ÂÈ‡ˆÓÓ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÔÈÎÒ‰˘ ÈÓ Â˙Ú„Ï .¯˜ÁÓ· ÔÂÓË‰
-˘ ÍÎ· ¯ÈÎÓ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÂÏÈ‚Â
‰Â˜‰ È„Â‰È ÏÎÂ ,¯È‰ÊÓÂ ¯È·Î ÏÚÙÓ ‡Â‰ [Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘] ÂÊ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ‰·ÂˆÈÚ
‰ÈÏ‡Ó .‰ÁÂ¯ ¯‡˘ÓÂ ‰˜ÓÂÚÓ ÌÒ˜ÂÓÂ ÌÚÙ „ÓÂÚ ‰· ÂÈÈÚ ÔÈÊ‰Ï ÌÈÏÎ
‰¯Î‰Â ‰¯˜Â‰ .‰È˙Â‚‰‰Â ‰ÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÎÒÓ·Â ‰· ˜Â·„Ï ‰‰ÈÓÎ Ì‚ Â· ˙¯¯ÂÚ˙Ó
Ï˘ Ì˙˘ÓÏ ÌÒ˜ ÈÏ·Á· „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ˙¯˘Â˜ Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ ÍÂ¯·‰ ÌÏÚÂÙ· ÂÊ
ÂÈ· ÌÈÚˆÓÓÎÂ ÌÈÈÁ ÈÎ¯ÚÏÂ ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡Ï Í¯„ È¯ÂÓÎ ,Ì˙ÂÎÓÒÏÂ ÌÈÓÎÁ
87.ÂÈ‰Ï‡Â ÂÓÚ ˙˘¯ÂÓ ÔÈ·Ï
Ì„‡ È· ¯Â˘˜Ï ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ÌÈÚÈÓ‰Ó „Á‡ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡È‰ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰
Í¯Âˆ ˜ÂÁÈ¯' ıÈ·Â˜Ê ¯È‡È Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó· Ì‚ ‡¯˜ ÂÊ ÁÂ¯· ÌÈ¯·„ .˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ
˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Â˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ ,ÂÈ„·¯ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÙÂÈÓ ˙ÂÏÚÙ˙‰‰ Â„È„Ï 88.'‰·¯˜
·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÈ‡˘Â ‰ÈÈÙÎ ˙Ó‚Ó ¯„Ú‰ „ÂÓÈÏ ÌÚ „·· „· ,Â˙Â‡ ˙¯ˆÂÈ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ‡‚‰Â
ÔÈ· ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰˜ÈÊ‰ ˙¯È˘˜Ï ÒÈÒ·‰ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙Î¯ÚÓÏ
.(ÏÈÚÏ„ Â˙„ÓÚÏ Ì‡˙‰·Â) ÂÊ ‰Ó‚Ó „‚Î ıˆÂÁ ‡ˆÂÈ „È·˘ .¯˜Á‰ ËÒ˜ËÏ „ÓÂÏ‰
,‰˜ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ ÌÂ¯ÒÁ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‡Â‰ 89'˙Â·¯˙Î ˙Â„‰È' Â¯Ó‡Ó·
˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙·' ,Â˙ÚËÏ .'ÔÈÈÚ ¯ÒÂÁ'Ï ¯Â˘˜ ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê ÔÂ¯ÒÈÁÂ
.248–235 :Ì˘ ,˙ÂÚ„ ,Ô‰Î ;235–229 :(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ËÓ ˙ÂÚ„ .ÔÂÓÈÒ Ï‡È¯Â‡
˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· È¯·Á ÌÚÂ ÈÓÚ ÌÈÈ˜ ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÁÈ˘ Ï˘ ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÚ˘ ÏÚ ÔÓË¯‰ „Â„Ï ‰„ÂÓ È‡
.‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈÈÚ· ÔÓË¯‰ ÌÂÏ˘ ÔÂÎÓ Ï˘
.127 :(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ‰¯ÂÓ˙Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÈÏ·Á· ,‡‰Î
.16–7 :ÌÈ¯Â‡ .(Í¯ÂÚ) ¯„Ï‚ È‡Ó˘ ,ÍÂÈÁÂ ‡¯˜Ó ,'‰·¯È˜ Í¯Âˆ ˜ÂÁÈ¯' .1995 .ıÈ·Â˜Ê ¯È‡È
¯Â·Èˆ‰ ÔÈ· ¯Â·ÈÁ ¯ÂˆÈÏ Â˙¯ËÓ˘ '˙Ú„‰ ËÚ' Í¯ÂÚ Ô‡˘ ¯Â„‚È·‡ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ Â‡¯ ÔÎÂ
ÔÂÎÓ‰ ,[Ê"˘˙] '‡ ˙Ú„‰ ËÚ) ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÈÏ˙Î ÔÈ· Ï‚Ï‚˙Ó‰ ¯È„‡‰ ÚÙ˘‰ ÔÈ·Ï ·Á¯‰
.(6–5 :˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·˘ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„ÓÏ
.1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ

85
86
87
88

89
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È˙¯·Á ÈÂÂ‰· ˙ÂÒ˙‰ ˙˘¯„ Â˙ÓÏ˘‰Ï .˙ÈÂÈÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰·Â Ú„È Ï˘ ‰¯È·ˆ·
‰·È˘Á‰ ˙‡Â Ú„È‰ ˙‡ ˙‚ÚÓ‰ ‡È‰ ˙‡ÊÎ ˙ÂÒ˙‰ .˙˘¯ÂÓ ¯Â„Á È˙Â·¯˙
˙Â‡Ë·˙‰ ÔÈ‡ ÌÏÂ‡ 90.'"ÌÈÈÁ· ÌÂ˜Ó" ÍÎ È„È ÏÚ Ì‰Ï ‰ÁÈË·Ó‰ ‡È‰Â ,˙Â‡ÈˆÓ·
.ÏÏÎ‰ ÏÚ „ÈÚÓ‰ ÏÏÎ‰ ÔÓ ‡ˆÂÈ‰ ‡Ï‡ ÂÊ

[Â]
ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÎ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡
ÂÏÈ‡Î ‰ÂÓ˙‰˘ ÔÂÚËÏÂ ÏÈÚÏ È˙ËË¯˘˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜ ˙‡ ˙Â˘Ï ÈÂˆ¯· ‰˙Ú
˙‡ÊÂ – „·Ï· '‰Ù˘‰' ÌÂÁ˙ ÏÚ ‰„ÈÓÏ ˙˘Á¯˙Ó Â·˘ ÌÂÁ˙ ‡È‰ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰
‡Â‰ – 'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù' Ô‰Â '‰È¯Â‡˙' Ô‰ ·Ï˘Ó‰ 'È˙Â¯ÙÒ' „ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓÂ˜ÓÏ „Â‚È·
‰Á·‰‰ Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ,‰·È˘ÈÏ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ,‰È·Â ‰ÈÓ .¯ÒÁÂ È˙ÈÈÚ· ¯Â‡È˙
¯˙ÂÈ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ,‰ÂÎ ‰Á·‰ ‡È‰ Ì‡ Ì‚ – ÏÈÚÏ ‰˙˘Ú˘ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡ ÔÈ·˘
.‰Î „Ú ¯‡Â˙Ó‰Ó
?ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ ÌÈ¯·„ ‰Ó·
¯‡Â˙Ó‰Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ˜ÂÓÚ 'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù'Ï '‰È¯Â‡˙' È‚˘ÂÓ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰ ,ÔÏ‰Ï ‰‡¯˘ ÈÙÎ
Ï‡ ÔÂÂÎÓ ÏÈÚÏ È˙¯Ó‡˘ ‰Ó˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ ,ÍÎ ÍÂ˙ .Â˜˙Ï ‰˘˜ ‰˘ÚÓÏÂ ,ÏÈÚÏ
,ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ È˙Ï‰È ‰·˘ ‰ÈÓÂËÂÎÈ„ ‰˙Â‡· „ÂÚ ¯·„Ï È˙Ú„Ï ‰˘˜ ,˙ÂÁÂÂ¯ ˙Â„ÓÚ
.ÏÈÚÏ„ ¯Ó‡‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˘ÈÂ
ÔÈ· (ÏÈÚÏ Â¯ÎÊ‰˘) ‰ÈÓÂËÂÎÈ„‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ó ,'ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ' Â¯ÙÒ· ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
„ÂÓÈÏ' Ì‚ ÂÏˆ‡ ‡¯˜˘ ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ' Â‡¯˜˘ ‰Ó) ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· Ï˘ ·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰
Ï˘ È·ÈËÓ¯ÂÙÈ‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ('ÔÂ˘‡¯ ¯„Ò'Ó ÁÈ˘‰ :Â‡ ,'·ÈÂÁÓÂ È˙ÈÂÂÁ
¯„Ò'Ó ÁÈ˘‰ ‡Â‰ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ,¯ÎÂÓ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ Â‡ '‰Ù˘‰' ‡È‰) ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
ÏÚ ˙˙˘ÂÓ È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ÏÚ Ì‚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‡Â‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .('È˘
ÏÎÂÈ ‡Ï Ì‰È„ÚÏ·˘ – È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ,È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ‰ – 'ÔÂ˘‡¯ ¯„Ò'Ó 'Ú„È' Ï˘ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ
ÂÚÓËÂ‰ Ì‡ ˜¯ Ë„ÂËÒÏ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ Ì„‡ È¯‰ .‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ·Ï˙˘‰Ï Ë„ÂËÒ‰
Ì‰È„ÚÏ·˘ ,‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ ‰¯˘ÂÈ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ,‰¯·Á· ˙ÓÏÂ‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú Â·
‡Â‰ È¯‰) ‰˙ÈÎÏ Â˙ÒÈÎÏ ÈÒÈÒ· È‡˙ ‡È‰˘ ˙Â·¯˙ :˙Â·¯˙ Ô· Ì„‡ ‰È‰È ‡Ï ‡Â‰
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ¯˘ÎÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÎÂÈ ‡Ï ‰È„ÚÏ·˘ È‡„ÂÂ È‡„Â ;(ÌÈ„‚·· ˘Â·Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ
.(‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ¯˘ÂÈ Ì‰Ï ˘È˘ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ·Â˙ÎÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ‡Â‰ È¯‰) ¯˜ÂÁ
˘È (‡ÓÏÚ· ÏÂÓÏÓ Ì˙Ò ÂÈ‡ Ì‡) ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ÏÎ È¯ÂÁ‡Ó˘ Â„ÓÏ ¯ÈÈË˜Ó Ïˆ‡ ¯·Î
Ì‡) ‰È¯Â‡˙ ÏÎ È¯ÂÁ‡Ó˘ :ÍÙ‰‰ ˙‡ ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ïˆ‡ Â„ÓÏ Ì‚ ÍÎ 91.‰È¯Â‡˙ ÂÊÈ‡
˙ÏÚ· ÌÓ‡ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ .‰˙Â‡ ÌÏ‚Ó‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ‰ÊÈ‡ ˘È (‡ÓÏÚ· ˘Â˜˘˜ Ì˙Ò ‰È‡
‰È¯Â‡˙‰ .ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î „ÂÓÚÏ ÏÂÎÈ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ Ú„ÈÓ‰ ÔÈ‡ „·· „· Í‡ ;¯˜·Ó ÁÂÎ

.187 :Ì˘ ,„È·˘ 90
91

Alasdair MacIntyre. 1984. After Virtue. Indiana: Notre Dame: 186–223
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ÂÏ ˘È Ì‡ ˜¯ ÌÂÈ˜ ÏÚ· ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡Â‰ Ë˘ÙÂÓ ‚˘ÂÓ 92.‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÁÎÂ· ‰ÈÂÏ˙
Ì‡ ˜¯ ÈÈˆ¯ ‰Ó ¯·„ ‡Â‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù Â‡ ‰˘ÚÓÂ ,‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ‡Â‰˘ ÏÎ ˘ÂÓÈÓ
Ò˜ÏÙ¯Î ÔÂ„ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ – ‡ÏÂ ,ÂÈ¯ÂÁ‡Ó ˙„ÓÂÚ‰ (‰ÂÂÎ Â‡) ‰È¯Â‡˙ ˘È
.‡„È¯‚
‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ˙Â˜Ó‰ ,'‰È¯Â‡˙' Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓÏ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓÏ ‰˜ÂÏÁ‰ ,‰ÂÎ ÂÊ ‰˜ÈÊ Ì‡
– Ô‰˘ 'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù'Â '‰È¯Â‡˙' Ï˘ ¯Á‡ Â‡ È˙·È˘È ÍÂÈÁ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓÏÂ ,„·Ï· '‰Ù˘'
ÁÒÂ .˙ÈÂÈ‚‰ È˙Ï·Ï ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' Ï˘ ‰˙ÏÁ‰Â ‰˘Â·È‚ ÌÂ˜Ó – Ô‰ ˜¯Â
(Ô‡ÎÓ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰Â Ô‡ÎÓ ‰·È˘È‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰) ‰Î „Ú È˙¯‡È˙˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ :¯Á‡
ÍÂ˙ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÏÎ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˘È ‰Ï‡ ÈÈ¯·„ ¯Â‡Ï .˙˘„ÂÁÓ ‰ÈÁ· ˘¯Â„Â „Â‡Ó È˙ÈÈÚ·
ÔÂÚËÏ „ÂÚ Ô˙È ‡Ï ,ÔÎ ÏÚ ¯˙È .ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÂ ‰È¯Â‡˙ Ï˘ ÌÈ„·¯ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ‡È‰˘ ‰·‰
ÏÚ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ‰ÈÁ·Ó Ô‚‰Ï ‰˘˜ .˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ‰ÚË ÏÎÓ ‰ÙÁ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÈÎ
ÏÎ ‰˙ÚÓ .‡„È¯‚ '‰Ù˘'· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ „ÂÓÈÏ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ Â‡ ÂÏÈ‡Î ‰ÚË‰
‰È¯Â‡˙ È·ÈÎ¯Ó Ì·ÂÁ· ÌÈ‡˘Â‰ 'ÌÈÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ' ÌÈ¯ÒÓ ÏÚ· ÔÂÈ·ˆ ˙ÏÚ· ‡È‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ
Ë¯Ù· ‰·È˘È‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ‰Ó :Ï‡˘Â ·Â˘ ‰˙ÚÂ ;ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÂ
?ÏÏÎ· ÍÂÈÁ‰Â
‡ÂˆÓÏ ˘˜·‡ – ÈÂÚÈË ˙‡ ˙¯˘Ó‰Â – ÏÈÚÏ ¯‡Â˙Ó‰Ó ‰Â˘ ÁÂ˙ÈÏ Á˙Ù
ÂÈÈ˘˜ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .‚¯·È¯‚ ˜ÁˆÈ È„È ÏÚ ‰‡Ó ÈˆÁÎ ÈÙÏ ·˙Î˘ ¯Ó‡Ó·
93.˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡· ÌÈÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÈÒÂÙÓ˜· È„Â‰È‰ ¯ÚÂ‰ Ï˘
˙Â‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ï‡ ÌÈÒÎ‰ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ¯ÚÂ‰ È· ÏÚ ‰ÚÙ˘‰‰ ,‚¯·È¯‚ ˙ÚËÏ
-È˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ÔÙ‰ ÏÚ Ô‰Â ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ „ÓÓ‰ ÏÚ Ô‰ ‰ÏÁ ‰ÚÙ˘‰‰ .‰ÓÂˆÚ
ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ÏÚ ¯Ú¯ÚÏ ÔÂÂÎÓ ÂÊ ‰ÚÙ˘‰ Ï˘ ‰¯˜ÈÚÂ' ,¯ÚÂ‰ È· Ï˘ È˘ÚÓ
˙‡ ˜ÈÁ¯‰Ï ˘¯Â„˘ ÈÓÎ ·˙ÂÎ ÂÈ‡ ‚¯·È¯‚ ,˘È‚„‰Ï ·Â˘ÁÂ) 94.'ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ˙‡ ÌÈˆÚ‰Ï ÂÂˆ¯· :ÍÙ‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ˙Â‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰Ó ¯ÚÂ‰
È˘ÚÓ‰Â ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ¯‚˙‡Ï ˙ÂÚÈ‰‰Â ‰ÈÏ‡ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ÌÚ
(.‰· ÌÂÏ‚‰
.˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ‰ÙÈ˘Á· ÌÈˆÓ˙Ó ÌÈ‡ – ‚¯·È¯‚ ¯Â‡Ï – ÒÂÙÓ˜‰ ÈÈÁ
˙‡È¯˜· ˙ÓÎ˙ÒÓ ‰È‡ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ‰Â ,„ÂÓÈÏ ˙Â˙ÈÎÓ ˜¯ ‰ÈÂ· ‰È‡ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡
ÌÈÏÏÎÎ ˙Â˘ÓÓ˙Ó ÂÈ„È· ˙ÂÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓÓ ˙Â·¯˘ ‡È‰ ‰„·ÂÚ .ÌÈ¯ÙÒ
¯·„Î ,¯ÂÚ¯Ú ‡ÏÏ Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó˘ ,ÍÎ·' ÁÈˆ‰Ï ÌÈËÂ Â‡ Ì˙Â‡˘ ,ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á
˙ÂÂÎÓ ‰ÏÂÎ ‡È‰Â ,˙ÈËÒÈÂ„‰ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÏÏÎÓ‰ ˙¯ÈÂÂ‡ ,Â„È„Ï .'ÂÈÏ‡Ó Ô·ÂÓ
Ì‰ ˙ÂÏÏÎÓ· ˙Â·¯˙‰ È¯Â·È‚ .˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯Ó˘‰ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó‰ „‚Î ‰ÓÁÏÓÏ
:(6 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) Michael Oakeshott. 1962. ‘The Tower of Babel’, Rationalism in Politics 92
.70–69
ÌÈ„ÁÂÈÓ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· ÌÈ¯‡Â˙Ó‰ ÌÈÈ˘˜‰ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ·ÂÓ· .(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ÊÏ ˙ÂÚ„ ,‚¯·È¯‚ 93
ÏÚ Ì‚ ¯Â‡ ÏÈË‰Ï ÂÈ¯·„ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ·ÂÓ· ÌÏÂ‡ ;‰ÏÂ‚‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡· È„Â‰È‰ ¯ÚÂ‰ È·Ï
Ì‰È„È·Â ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ È„ÂÓÈÏÏ ÌÂÈÎ Ì‚ ÌÈÚÈ‚Ó˘ ÈÓ Ïˆ‡ ÈÂˆÓ‰ Á˙Ó‰Â ˙˘Á¯˙Ó‰ ‰˜ÈÓÈ„‰
.‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÊÓ ‰Â˘ '˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙Î¯ÚÓ
.77 :Ì˘ 94
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ÌÈÁÂ„ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÓ‚ÓÓ ÌÈÁÓÂˆ‰ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ‰ .˙ÂÎÓÒ ÏÎÏ ÌÈ„‚˙Ó‰ ‰Ï‡
˙È˘ÚÓ ‰ÈÁ·Ó˘ ‡ÏÙÈÈ ‡Ï ‡ÏÈÓÓÂ ,ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó 'Ú¯'Â '·ÂË' Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ‚Â„ ÏÎ
ÊÎ¯Ó Ì‰˘ Ì˘Î ,‰ÓÁÏÓÏ' ˙Â„‚˙‰Ï ÊÂÚÓ‰ Ì‰˘ ˙ÂÁÂÎ Ì˙Â‡ Ì˘ ÌÈ¯˘ÎÂÓ
95.'ÌÈÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÓ ÈË‡Â ÌÈÈËÂÈ¯ËÙ ÈË‡ ˙Â˘‚¯Ï
È˘ ÔÈ· È˙ÈÊÁ ˘‚ÙÓ Â‰Ê .‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ·Ï˘Ó ¯·Î ÏÈÁ˙Ó È˙Â·¯˙‰ „Â‚È‰ ,Â˙Ú„Ï
‰Ù˜˙‰ ˙Á˙ ˙Â‡ˆÓ È˙„‰ Ë„ÂËÒ‰ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ¯˘‡Î ,ÌÈÂ˘ ˙Ú„ È·Ó
."ÂÈÈÚ ÂÁ˜Ù" ÈÎ' ˘Á ÂÊ ‰ÈÂÂÁ ¯·ÂÚ‰ .‰¯·Á‰Â ÁÂ¯‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ „ˆ ÏÎÓ ˙È˙ÈÊÁ
ÏÎ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï Ë„ÂËÒ‰ ÏÂÏÚ ,‰È˙Â˘ÏÂÁ ÂÙ˘ÁÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ Â¯Ú¯ÂÚ˘ È¯Á‡
˙È˘ÙÂ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰ÚÈ˙¯ ˙¯ˆÂ ÍÎ .Ô˘ÂÈÓÎÂ ÛÏÂÒÓÎ ,È˙Â„ÏÈÎ ÔÎ ÈÙÏ „ÓÏ ¯˘‡
96.'Ì˙Â‡ Â¯Â‰˘ ‰Ï‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ÔÓÂ ,ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÔÓ
ÌÈ‚‰Ó‰ ˙È˙˘˙ ÏÚ ‡È‰ ‰Ù˜˙Ó‰ .ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙ ˜¯ ÌÈ‡ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î ,‰Ï‡ ÌÈÁ˙Ó
97.˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ˙·ˆ‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙È˘Ú ‡È‰Â ,˙È˙„‰ ‰¯·Á‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ¯Â‰Â
˙‡ ÌÈÚ·Âˆ ˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ÏÚ·Â ÈË·˘-ÈË‡‰ ‰·Ó‰ ,È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ÔÂ‚Ò‰
‰ÚÈ˙¯ ‰ÓÓ ÌÈÚ˙¯' ÌÈË„ÂËÒ‰Â ,'˙È‚¯Â· ,˙˙·¯Â˙Ó ‡Ï' ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Î ˙Â„‰È‰
‰ÎÙ‰Ó‰' ˙‡ ÏÏ˜˘Ï ˘È „·· „· .˙·Â¯Ú˙ È‡Â˘ÈÏ ÌÈÙÁ„ Ì‰˘ ÍÂ˙ '˙È˘Ù
:˙Â˘„Á ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙ÂÓ¯Â ‰·ÂÁ· ˙ÓÂË‰ ,'ÌÈÒÂÙÓ˜· ˙ÈÈÓ‰
ÔÓ ‰ÈÈËÒÏ ‡È·‰Ï ÏÂÏÚ ‡Â‰˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÔÈÓ‰ ÈÈÁ ÌÂÁ˙· ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ÈÂÈ˘
'˙Â‡ÈˆÈ'· ,¯˙È‰ ÔÈ· ,‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ¯·„ – ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈË¯„ËÒ‰
ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÌÚ ¯˘˜˙Ó Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ – ˙·Â¯Ú˙ È‡Â˘È·Â ˙Â·¯ÂÚÓ
˙Â‰Ê‰ .È˘È‡ ˜ÂÙÈÒÂ ˘ÙÂÁ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰˙Ó‚Ó˘ ÌÈÈÁ Í¯„ ÌÚÂ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ÏÚ
ÌÈ¯ÁÂ·‰ ‰Ï‡Ï .ÈÏ‡ÂÈˆ·Â˜‰Â ·˘ÂÈÓ‰ ÌÚ ‰‰ÂÊÓ ˙¯‡˘ ˙È„Â‰È‰
ÌÈÓÈÎÒÓ È¯Ó‚Ï ÌÈ‡˘ ‰Ï‡ Ì‚ Í‡ .ÏÂÓ‚ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰ÙˆÓ ,ÌÈ˘„Á‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú·
,Âˆ¯˙ Ì‡ .‰ÙÂ‡‰ ÁÂ¯Ï ÒÙ˙È‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÏÚ ,‰Á·‡ ‡Ï· ,ÈÈÓ ˘ÙÂÁ ÌÚ
˙ÒÒÂ˙‰ ‰¯Ú‰ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,‰˜Ê‰ 'ÚÓ‡Ó Ú˘È„È‡'‰ ‡È‰ ˙Â„‰È‰
98.'ÈÈÓ' ˙È‡ˆÁ ˙˘·ÂÏ‰
Ï˘ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ‰˙ÓˆÚ Ï˘ ÈÊÎ¯Ó ·ÈÎ¯Ó˘ ‡Â‰ ÔÚÂË „È·˘Ï ‰ÓÂ„·
.60-‰ ˙Â˘ Ú˜¯ ÏÚ ·˙ÂÎ ‚¯·È¯‚˘ ¯ÂÎÊÏ ˘È .Ì˘
.6 ‰¯Ú‰Â 374 :(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ‰˘· ‰˘ ,˘ÈÙÏÂÂ ‰‡¯Â .79 :Ì˘
ÁÎÂ ˙È˙„ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÌÈ˜‰˘ ÂÏ‡ˆÈ·Â¯Ù „Â„ '¯ Ïˆ‡ ¯·Î ‡ˆÓ ÍÎÏ ÏÈ·˜Ó ¯Â‡È˙
‰‡¯Ó‰ ˙‡ „Â„ È‡ È˙È‡¯' :‰ÈÈÁ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡Â ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÏÎ˘‰‰ È¯Á‡ Í˘Ó‰ Â¯Â„ ˙Â¯„¯„È‰
‰Â·˙·Â ‰ÓÎÁ· ‰ÏÚÓ ‰ÏÚÓ ÌÈÏÂÚ Ì·¯˜· Â‡ ¯˘‡ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ÈÎ [...] ‰˘˜ ˙ÂÊÁÂ ‰¯Ó‰
È˙È‡¯ Ì‚ [...] „‡Ó ¯‡Â˙ ˙Ú¯Â ‰Ï„ ,‰„ÂÓÏ‚Â ‰„ÈÁÈ Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÒÎÂ ,‰Î‡ÏÓ ÏÎ·Â ˙Ú„·
˙ÂÒ˜¯˜ È˙·· ,˙ÂÈÂˆÈÁ ˙ÂÓÎÁ· Â‡ ,‰Ú˘ ÈÈÁ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚÂ ÌÏÂÚ ÈÈÁ ÌÈÁÈÓ :‰È¯Â¯Ú˘
Ì˙ÂÈ‰· ˜˘ ˙¯‚ÂÁ ‰¯Â˙‰Â ,Ì‰È˘ÚÓ Â„ÓÏÈÂ [˙È˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Ï ‰ÂÂÎ‰] ÌÈÈÂ‚ Ï˘
˙È¯·Ú ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ „ÒÈÈÏ ˙Â¯¯ÂÚ˙‰' :ÍÂ˙Ó) '¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ËÂÙÂ ‰ÏÈÙË‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÎ¯·Ó
‰ÁÏ˘Â ,1564 ,„"Î˘ ÔÒÈ· 'Ë· ‰·ÂËÓ· ÏÂ„‚ ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ ÏÚ ‰ÒÙ„ ˙¯‚È‡‰ ,'‰ÈÏËÈ‡·
.(262 :Ì˘ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó ,ÛÒ‡ :ÍÂ˙Ó ,ÂÏ‡ˆÈ·Â¯Ù „Â„ '¯ È„È ÏÚ ‰ÈÏËÈ‡· Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜Ï
.78 :Ì˘ ,ÊÏ ˙ÂÚ„ ,‚¯·È¯‚
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,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ¯˜ÁÓ Ï˘ ÈÂËÈ· ‡È‰ ÂÏÈ‡Î ‡ÂÂ˘‰ ‚ˆÈÓ· ÁÂÓ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
‰Ò¯‚‰ ˙‡ ˙È˙˘Ó ÈÂÓÒ‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ÌÏÂ‡ .¯Â‰Ë-È˙¯Â˜È·Â ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡
È¯ÂÁ‡Ó :¯Á‡ ÁÒÂ .˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙È¯ˆÂ ˙ÂÈÙÈËÂ‡È¯ËÒ ‡È‰˘ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÂÏÈÁ‰
¯„Ò' Ï˘ „ÂÓÈÏÂ ÁÈ˘Ó ˙Ú·Â‰ ˙È¯ˆÂ '˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˘È 'È˘‰ ¯„Ò‰' ÁÈ˘ Ï˘ '‰Ù˘‰'
'˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ‰·ˆÂÚ ÂÈÏÚ˘ 'ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ¯„Ò‰' ÁÈ˘Ï ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ¯Ê ‡Â‰˘ ÁÈ˘ ;'ÔÂ˘‡¯
99.ÒÂÙÓ˜Ï ÚÈ‚Ó‰ È„Â‰È‰ Ï˘
˜¯ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰ˆÓ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓÏ ˙È˙„‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ‰ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰
˙È˙‡ÂÂ˘‰ ‰ÈÁ·· Â‡ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙¯Â˜È· ¯Â‡Ï È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ‡Â¯˜Ï Â˙ÏÂÎÈ·
.ÍÎÏ ¯·ÚÓ ‰·¯‰ ‡Â‰ ˜¯Ù‰ ÏÚ Ô‡Î „ÓÂÚ‰ .¯˜Á‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘
‰È·‰ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,ÈÂÓÒ ÈË¯Â‡˙Â È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ „ÓÓ ˜¯ ‡Ï ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡ˆÓ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡·
˙Î¯ÚÓ ÏÎ ,ÔÎ‡ .ÌÈ¯È˘Ú ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÂ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ‰ÏÈÎÓ‰ ‰ÓÏ˘ '˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙Î¯ÚÓ Ï˘
ÌÈÏÈÎÓ‰ ,ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓ ÌÈË˜‡ ‰·ÂÁ· ˙‡˘Â (‰Ê ÏÏÎ· ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰Â) ˙È„ÂÓÈÏ
˙¯‚ÒÓ‰Ó ˜ÏÁ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÒ‡ÂÈÂ ,ÌÈÏÈÓ· ÌË¯ÙÏ Ô˙È ‡Ï ÏÏÎ˘ ÌÈÈ„Ú ÌÈÒ‡ÂÈ
(È˙„‰ ,È˙Â‚‰‰ ,È‡¯˜Ó‰) ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰˙ÈÎ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· .˙È„ÂÓÈÏ‰
.‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘„Á‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ È¯Â·È‚ Ì‰ ÈÓ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,˘„Á ¯Â‡·
¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈÓÈ„‰ .‰ÈÂÓÒ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰‡¯Â‰ Ì‚ ÏÈÎÓ ‡Ï‡ ÈÂÈÚ ˜¯ ÂÈ‡ „ÂÓÈÏ‰
Ï˘ Â¯Â·È„ ÈÎ¯„· ‰Ê ÈÂÈ˘· ˘ÂÁÏ Ô˙È .È˙·È˘È‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰Ó ‰Â˘ ÈÓ„˜‡‰
ÈÈÂÏÈ· ,˙ÈÈÓ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙ÈÂÈÂÂ˘‰ ‰¯ÈÂÂ‡‰ ,‰˙ÈÎ· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙·È˘È Í¯„ ,‰ˆ¯Ó‰
Ë„ÂËÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ó¯Â‰ ÈÈÁ· ,‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ,ÔÈÈÚ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ,‰ˆ¯ÓÏ ‰ÈÈÙ‰ ÈÎ¯„ ,‰˜ÒÙ‰‰
Ï˘ ˘Â·Ï‰ ,„ÂÓÈÏ‰ È¯„Á·Â ˙ÂÂ¯„ÒÓ· ‰‚Â‰‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ ˙¯Âˆ ,„Á‡Î ‰ˆ¯Ó‰Â
ÈÂˆÓ˘ ÈÓ ÏÎ ˙‡ ˙ÙËÂÚ‰ '˙È˙Â·¯˙ ‰˜ÈÊÂÓ' Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Â ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
‰ÏÈÎÓ ‡È‰Â ,ÂÊ‰ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰¯ÈÂÂ‡Ï ÒÎÂÓ Ë„ÂËÒ‰ .‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ˙ÂÂ¯„ÒÓ·
„ˆÈÎ „ÓÂÏ Ë„ÂËÒ‰ .'‰Ù˘‰' ˙˘ÈÎ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ ¯·ÚÓ ‰·¯‰
·È‚‰Ï ‰˙Â‡‰ Í¯„‰ È‰ÓÂ ‰Ï‡˘ ÏÂ‡˘Ï ‰ÂÎ‰ Í¯„‰ È‰Ó ,‰ÈÈ¯ÙÒ· ‚Â‰Ï ˘È
‡Â‰ ,ÌÈÂÒÓ ˜ÂÒÈÚ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ˘· ·ˆÂÚÓ Ë„ÂËÒ‰ .‰˙È˘ ‰·Â˘˙ ÏÚ
‡Â‰ ÌÓÚ˘ ‚ÂÊ‰ ˙· Â‡ Ô· ·ÈË ˙‡Â È„È˙Ú‰ ÂÈ¯Â‚Ó ÌÂ˜Ó ˙‡ ˘„Á ¯Â‡· ÏÂ˜˘È
˙‡ ¯‡È˙˘) ÏÈÚÏ„ ÔÂÓ¯ È·ˆ ·¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ¯Â‡Ï ,˘ÓÓ .ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ ˜ÂÏÁÏ ‰ˆÂ¯
ÈÎ¯„· Ô‰ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈÙ˘Ó ÂÊ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'˘ ¯ÓÂÏ Ô˙È ,(‰·È˘È‰ ÌÏÂÚ
‰‡È¯˜‰ ¯ÓÂÁ· [...] Â˘Â·Ï· [...] ÌÈ¯Á‡ Ï‡ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰· [...] Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â¯Â·È„'
ÈÂÏ‚ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Â˘Î¯‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ Ô‰ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ .‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ '‡¯Â˜ ‡Â‰˘
.Ë„ÂËÒ‰ Ï˘ ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰Ó „¯Ù È˙Ï· ˜ÏÁ Ô‰Â ,ÈÂÓÒÂ
‰·‰‡‰ È‰ÂÏ‡ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ,Í"˙·˘ ‡˜‰ Ï‡‰' ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ ˙‡ ‰ÙÈ ˙Â¯È‰·Ó ˙Â‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ 99
˙ÓÂÚÏ ˜ÂÁ·˘ ‰˙Ó‰ ˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ‰˙„Ù˜‰Â ˙È·¯‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â·‡˙‰ ;‰˘„Á‰ ˙È¯··˘
˙Â¯ˆ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÈ„ÂÁÈÈ [...] ÒÂÏ‡Ù Ï˘ ˙Â¯ˆ·˘ ‰ÂÓ‡‰
[...] ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ‰ÏÏÎÓ‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ· ÌÈ˘‚ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÈÂÓÈ„Ó ËÚÓ ,ÌÈ˜¯Ù È˘‡¯· ,Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ –
˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ÈÒÁÈ‰ ‰¯„ÚÈ‰Â ·¯ÚÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ·¯Ú‰Â È˙˘‰ ‡È‰ ˙Â¯ˆ‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ[‰]
ÏÈÚÏ) ˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï ,ı"Î Â‡¯ ÔÎÂ .(79 :Ì˘) 'Ë„ÂËÒ‰ ÈÈÚ· ˙ÈÏÈÏ˘‰ ‰˙ÂÓ„ ˙‡ ˜ÊÁÓ
.202 :Ì˘ ,(2 ‰¯Ú‰
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˘È˘Â ˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙· ÌÈÏÏÂÁ˙Ó‰ ÌÈÈÂÈ˘ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï Ì‚ Ô˙È ,ÔÎ ÏÚ ¯˙È
,¯Â„ ÈÙÏÓ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ È¯‰ ‡Ï .ÈÏ‡ÈË„ÂËÒ‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÈ˘· ÏÈ·˜Ó ÈÂËÈ· Ì‰Ï
˜ÈÂ„Ó‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙÏ ˙„¯Ï ˘˜·Ó‰Â ÂÈ‡ˆÓÓ Ï˘ ˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡· ÔÈÓ‡Ó‰
ÔÈ˜ÒÚ ‡„È¯‚ Â¯·ÁÓÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÁÂÚÈÙ· ÂÏÈ‡Î – 100ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰Â
˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ È¯‰Î 101,(Ô‡ÎÓ ÈÈ˙Ï„Â Ô‡ÎÓ ¯Î‡ÓÈÈÏ˘ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ·Î)
˜ÙÂ‡ Ï˘ Â˙Â·¯Ú˙‰· Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÏÂ·‚· ‰¯ÈÎÓ‰ ,‰˘„Á‰ ˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰
¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚÂ ¯˜ÈÈ¯Â ¯Ó„‚ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ·Î) ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÁÂ˙È ÔÓÊ· Ô˘¯Ù‰
‡ÏÂ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ„Ù˜‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ÈÒÂÓÈ È¯‰ ‡Ï :ÏÈ·˜Ó·Â 102.(‰„È¯„
¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù‰ Ï˘ Â„ÓÚÓÂ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ÈÒÂÓÈÎ ¯Â„ ÈÙÏÓ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù‰ Ï˘ Â„ÓÚÓ È¯‰
¯·Ú· ˙Ï·Â˜Ó ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï˘ ‰¯Âˆ· Ì‰È¯ÂÓ· ‚Â‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘ Ì˙Â¯ÈÁ .ÂÓÊ·
˙È¯„ÂÓ-ËÒÂÙ‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙· ,¯˙È‰ ÔÈ· ,ÍÂ¯Î‰ È‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰Ó ˜ÏÁ ‡È‰
˙Ó‡Â ˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ ÈÙÏÎ È˙¯Â˜È· ÒÁÈ ‰ÚÈ·Ó‰ ,¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÈÎ¯„ Ï‡ ‰ÏÁÏÁ˘
.¯·Ú· ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ˙ÂÏ·Â˜Ó ÂÈ‰˘
ÔÂÚËÏ ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡ ‡È‰Â ,˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙ÈÏ¯ËÈ ‰È‡ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
˙·ˆÈ ‡È‰˘ ÍÂ˙ È˙„‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ '˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰È·‰'‰ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ‰ÁÂÎ· ˘È˘
‰ÓÂ„ Í‡ ÂÎÂ˙ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ‰Â˘ ·ÈË¯ ‡Â‰ ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ·ÈË¯‰ .È˙Â·¯˙-ÏÚ ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ
˙ÂÂÊÁ ,˙ÂÁ‰ ÏÚ ÒÒÂ·Ó‰ '¯ÂÙÈÒ' ÏÈÎÓ ‡Â‰ Ì‚ .È˙„‰ ·ÈË¯Ï Â˙ÂÈ¯Âˆ·
.˙ÂÂÓ‡Â
‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ ‡Ï ,ÏÈÚÏ ‚¯·È¯‚ È¯·„Ï „Â‚È· ÌÏÂ‡
,ÂÓÂ˜ÓÂ ÂÓÏÂÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ¯·„Ó ‚¯·È¯‚ .˙È„Â‰È-˙È˙„-ÈË‡ Â‡ ˙È˙ÂÎÓÒ-ÈË‡Î
˘È .‰Ê „ÒÂÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ¯·„· ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÚË ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡Â
˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ˙‡ ¯‚ÓÏ ‰‡·‰ ˙ÈËÒÈÏËÓ„ÂÙ-ÈË‡ ˙Â¯Â‡Ï ¯˙ÂÁ‰ „ÒÂÓÎ Â‰Â‡¯È˘
˙‡Ê 103.˘„Á È˙„ ¯Â„ Ï˘ ÂÎÂÈÁÏ ‰ÓÓÁÎ Â‰Â‡¯È˘ ˘È Í‡ ,˙„‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚ„‰Â
.21 :(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) 6 „"„· ,¯·¯Ù˘ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó Ï˘ ¯Èˆ˜˙‰ ÁÒÂ ˙‡ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï Â‡¯ 100
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The Hermeneutic Tradition, From Arst to Ricoeur, Gayle L. 1990. Ormiston and Alan
.Ê"Ó˘˙ .ÈÂÏ ·‡Ê ;D. Schrift (eds.). Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York Press.
Wilhelm Dilthey. 1996. Hermeneutics and ;ÌÈÏÚÂÙ ˙ÈÈ¯ÙÒ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰
the Study of History, Rudolf A. Makkreel and Frithjof Rodi (eds. and an introduction).
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press; Friedrich Schleiermacher. 1977. Hermeneutics:
The Handwritten Manuscripts, Heinz Kimmerle (ed.), translated by James Duke and Jack
Forstman. Missoula, Mont: Scholars Press for the American Academy of Religion
Hans Georg Gadamer. 1975. Truth and Method. New York: The Seabury Press; Paul
Ricoeur. 1982. Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences: Essays on Language, Action,
and Interpretation, edited, translated and introduced by John B. Thompson. Cambridge:
È·˙Î· ˙¯ÁÂ‡ÓÂ ˙Ó„˜ÂÓ ‰Èˆ˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜„' .‡"˘˙ .Â‡„Ï Â„Ú ;Cambridge University Press
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.172–159 :Ó ÔÂÈÚ ,'‰„È¯„
Ë„ÂËÒ‰' ,˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ È˜ÂÏ‡ ÒÏ ¯ÂÊÚÏ È˙„‰ Ë„ÂËÒ‰ ÏÚ˘ ÔÚË ‰Ó‚Â„Ï ¯ÒÂÏÙ „Â„ 'ÙÂ¯Ù 103
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÂÈ‡ È˙„‰ Ë„ÂËÒ‰ [...] Ì„È˜Ù˙ ˙‡ ‰Ê· ˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ È˙„‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰Â È˙„‰
ÊÏ ˙ÂÚ„ ,'‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· È˙„‰ Ë„ÂËÒ‰' ,¯ÒÂÏÙ „Â„) '˙„‰ ˙‡ ıÈÙ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ Ï·‡ ,¯ÂÈÒÈÓ
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È˙„ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ‰Â Ï„·‰‰ ÏÚ

ÛÂÙÎ·) ˙ÂÏÂÏÚ Â‡ ˙ÂÈÂ˘Ú ˙È¯„ÂÓ-ËÒÂÙ‰ ‰·È˘Á· ˙ÂÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó ,„ÂÚÂ
˙Â„ÒÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÁ·‰‰ ˙‡ ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ˘Ë˘ËÏÂ ˙ÂÒÏ (‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ ÂË·Ó ˙„Â˜Ï
ÂÁ˙Ù˙È ‰Ï‡Â ,ËÂÙÈ˘ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜Â ‰·È˘Á È·Ó ˙¯ÈˆÈ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈÂ˘‰
ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· ,˙ÂÏÂÎÈ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó .ÂÊ ÁÂ¯· ÌÈ·˘ÂÁ‰ ÌÈË„ÂËÒÂ Ï‚Ò ÂËÏ˜ÈÈ˘ ÏÎÎ
˙ÚÏ ÌÏÂ‡ 104.ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ‡ÏÏ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó Ï˘ ÌÈ„·Î ÌÈ˜ÏÁ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ,ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ
‰˜ÂÓÚ ‰Á·‰ ˙¯ˆÂÈ ‡È‰Â ,‰Î ÏÚ È˙¯‡È˙˘ ‰ÁÒÂ‰ ,È˙Ú„Ï ,˙¯‡˘ ÔÈÈ„Ú ‰˙Ú
„ÂÓÈÏ· ‰˜ÂÒÚ ‰È‡ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ .Ô‡ÎÓ È˙·È˘È‰Â Ô‡ÎÓ ÈÓ„˜‡‰ „ÒÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·
„ÂÓÈÏ· ,‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ,˙˜ÒÂÚ ‡È‰ Ì‡ ‰˘Ó ‡Ï ÏÏÎÂ) ‡„È¯‚ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ Â‡ '‰Ù˘'‰
˙È˙¯·Á ˙¯‚ÒÓ ‡È‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ – ˙„ÓÏÓ ‡È‰ ¯˘‡ ÏÎ· ;(„·Ï· È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ
‰Ï‡ Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù Ô‰Â ‰È¯Â‡˙ Ô‰ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ‡È‰ – ˙ÈÓÈ„
ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· :¯ÓÂ‡ ¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ ‰ËÂ· ÔÙÂ‡· ‡Ë·˙‡ Ì‡ .‰ÎÂ˙· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰
Ï˘ ÈÓ„˜‡-È˙ÎÏ‰ 'ÍÂ¯Ú ÔÁÏÂ˘' È„ÂÓÈÏ Ì‚ ‰ÈÏ‡ ÌÈ„ÓˆÂÓ ‡Ï‡ ,'‰È¯Â‡˙' ˜¯ ‡Ï
ÂÁÂ¯Ï Ì‰ ÂÈÎ˙Â ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ Ì‡ ÁÎÂÂ˙‰Ï Ô˙È ‰˙Ú .'‰˙Â‡ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ È‰Ó'
– Ì˘ ˙˘Á¯˙Ó ˙È˙Â·¯˙Â ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Â˘Á¯˙‰ ‰¯˜Ó ÏÎ· Í‡ ,Â‡Ï Ì‡
– ‰˘ÁÎ‰‰ ÌˆÚ :·Â˘Â .ÂÊ ‰„·ÂÚ Â˘ÈÁÎÈ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ‰Èˆ¯Ó ÏÎ Ì‡ Ì‚
˘ÁÂ¯ ÒÂÙÓ˜‰˘ ÔÓÊ· ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰¯ÓÂÈ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Ï ÔÈ‡˘Â ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈ‡˘

ÏÚ ,Â„È„Ï ;‡„È¯‚ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰ˆÙ‰ ÈÎ ¯Â·Ò ¯ÒÂÏÙ ÌÓ‡ .(88 :[Ë"Î˘˙ ·È·‡]
.ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ ‡Ï Ì‰˘ ÍÎ· Â˘ÈÈ·˙È ÌÈÈ˙„ ‡Ï‰ ÌÈË„ÂËÒ‰ Â· ·ˆÓÏ ¯Â˙ÁÏ' È˙„‰ Ë„ÂËÒ‰
ÂÓÎ ‡È‰ Ï‡¯˘È ˙¯Â˙ .Ì‰Ï˘ Ú„È‰ ÔÂ¯ÒÁ· Â˘È‚¯È ÍÎ ¯Á‡ ,„ÂÓÏÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ [ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ‰] Ì‰
ÌÏÂ‡ .(Ì˘) 'Â˙Â‡ ÌÈÈ·Ó ÂÎÂ˙Ï ÌÈÒÎ˘Î ˜¯ ;ÂÈÙÂÈ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘È‚¯Ó ÔÈ‡ ÂÏ ‰ˆÂÁÓ˘ ,ÔÈÈ·
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ÂÈ·È ‡Ï ÌÈÈ˙„‰˘ ÔÓÊ ÏÎ' Â„È„Ï .˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓÂ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ Ì‚ ÍÎÏ ˘È
˙˜ÊÁ· ÂÈ‰È Ì‰ ,˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÂÈÈ‰ ,‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ‡È‰˘ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰
,Ô‚¯‡˙‰Ï ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈË„ÂËÒ‰ ÏÚ .(89 :Ì˘) 'ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ ÏÚ Ì‚ ÚÈÙ˘‰Ï ÂÏÎÂÈ ‡ÏÂ Ô·Â‡Ó
È„ÂÓÈÏ ËÚÓÏ) ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ „ÂÓÏÏ Ì‰ÈÏÚÂ ,ÌÈÈÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈ·¯ÂÚÓ ÒÂÙÓ˜ ÈÈÁ ˙ÂÈÁÏ
,ÁÂ¯‰ ÈÚ„Ó „ÂÓÈÏÓ ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÚÓÈ‰ ˙‡ ÏÏÂ˘ È‡' :ÂÂ˘ÏÎ .([!ÍÎ] ‡¯˜Ó‰
ÔÎÂÓ È‡ .‡¯˜Ó ,„Á‡Ï Ë¯Ù ,˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ „ÂÓÏÏ Ì‰ÈÏÚ .˙ÂÒ¯Â˜ÈÙ‡ Ï˘ ˘˘ÁÓ
ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‡Ï È‡ .‡¯˜Ó‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ ˙‡ ÏÏÂ˘ È‡˘ ÏÚ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ È„È ÏÚ ‰ÏÈ˜Ò· ÔÎ˙Ò‰Ï
‚ÂÁ· ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ Ï·Ï·˙‰Ï ÏÂÏÚ È˙„‰ ¯ÈÚˆ‰˘ ÈÙÓ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÈÒÎÂ„Â˙¯Â‡ ‰˘È‚ ÍÂ˙Ó ÍÎÏ
,˙¯Á‡ ˙„· Ì¯Â˜Ó˘ ,ÌÈÓ„Â˜ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó· Ô¯Â˜Ó˘ ˙Â„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂË˘‰ Ï˘· ‰ÊÂ ,‡¯˜ÓÏ
ÏÎ ÔÈ‡ ‡¯˜Ó‰ „ÂÓÈÏ Í¯„· .Í"˙Ï Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÓÈ‡˙ÓÂ Ì‡ÂÏÓ· Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯˘‡
‰¯Â˘·‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ È˙„ ËÒ˜Ë „ÓÂÏ‰ Ì„‡ .‡¯˜Ó· ÏÂÊÏÊ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÈÚ„Ó ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡
‡¯˜Ó „ÂÓÏÏ ÍÏÂ‰˘ ¯ÈÚˆ È˙„ Ë„ÂËÒ .ÔÎÂ˙Ï ÌÈÎÒÓ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ËÒ˜Ë·˘ ˙È˙„‰
.Ì„Â˜ ÂÏ ÚÂ„È ‰È‰˘ ‰ÓÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ·ÂË Â‰˘Ó ÂÏ ÌÈ˘È‚Ó ÂÈ¯ÂÓ˘ ·Â˘ÁÏ ÏÂÏÚ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·
ÚÂÒ˘ ‰˘Ú ‡Â‰ ÌÈÓÚÙÏ .ÂÓˆÚ ÍÂ˙· ÚÂÒ˘ ‰˘Ú ‡Â‰ È¯‰ ,˙„‰ ˙‡ ·ÊÂÚ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ Ì‡Â
.(Ì˘) 'Í"˙· ˙Â‡ÁÒÂ ÈÙÂÏÈÁ ˘È˘ ÂÏ ¯¯·˙Ó ¯˘‡Î Ï˘ÓÏ ,˜„ˆ· ‡Ï˘
ÌÈ‡ˆÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ËÒÂÙ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ Ï˘ ˙ÂËÏÂ· ˙ÂÈÂÓ„ ‰ÓÎÂ ‰ÓÎ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï Ô˙È 104
˙Â˘¯Â„Â ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó ˙¯‚ÒÓÓ ˙Â‚¯ÂÁ ÂÊ ‰ÚÙÂ˙· ˙ÂÓÂÏ‚‰ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰‰ ÏÚ ÔÂÈ„ ÌÏÂ‡ .‰ÈÓ„˜‡·
.„¯Ù ÔÂÈÚ

˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚÂÈ·‡
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Ô˙È˘Â ÌÈÈÎ¯Ú ÌÈÎ˙ ‰Ï ˘È˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰¯ÈÓ‡ ‡È‰ – ˙È˘ÚÓÂ ˙ÈÂÈÚ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ
.˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ˙‡Â Ì‰Ï˘ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÏÂÈˆ¯‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï

[Ê]
?˙Â¯˙ÂÒ ˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ – ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰Â ‰·È˘È‰
ÌÈÏ·˜Ó Ô‰ÈÈ· ·Ï˘Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡Ï ‰·È˘È‰ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ‰˙ÚÓ
„Â„ '¯ Ï˘ ÂÏÚÙÓÓ ÏÁ‰ ,Ô‰ÈÈ· ‰Ê˙ÈÒ ¯ÂˆÈÏ Â˘˜È·˘ ÂÈ‰ ÔÎ‡ .‰˘„Á ‰·Â˙
106.‰˘„Á‰ ˙Ú· ÌÈÓÂ„ ˙ÂÂÈÒÈÏ „ÚÂ 105(16-‰ ‰‡Ó‰) ‰ÈÏËÈ‡Ó ÂÏ‡ˆÈ·Â¯Ù
‰˙Ú .˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÚ· ÔÈÚ Â‡¯ ÏÂÎ‰ ‡Ï Í‡
˙Â¯Â˜Ó ‰ÓÎ „ÂÚÂ ÏÈÚÏ Â‡·Â‰˘ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ¯ÙÒÓ 107˘„ÁÓ ‡Â¯˜ÏÂ ·Â˘Ï ÏÎÂ
ÔÈ· Ë˜ÈÏÙÂ˜‰ ˙‡ ÂÒÙ˙˘ ÈÓ ˘È˘ ,¯˙È‰ ÔÈ· ,˙Â‡¯ÏÂ ,ÔÏ‰Ï ‡È·‡˘ ÌÈ˘„Á
È˙Ï· Ë˜ÈÏÙÂ˜Î ,˙È¯˜ÁÓ-˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ÔÈ·Ï ˙È˙„-˙È„Â‰È‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰'
.˙ÂÁÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰ˆÈˆÁ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ·ËÂÓ˘Â ,¯È˙Ù
ıÈ·Â˜ÊÈ‡ ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ ‰ÁÒÈ˘ ÈÙÎ ,'‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ'Ï '‰·È˘È‰ ÌÏÂÚ' ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰
Ô‡Î ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈ‡ .‰ÏÚÓÏ È˙¯‡È˙˘Ó ‰Â˘· ‰˙Ú ˙·ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ,ÏÈÚÏ„
.Ô‡ÎÓ ˙Â·¯˙ ÏÎÓ ‰ÙÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÔÈ·Ï Ô‡ÎÓ '˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó·
ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÂ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ˙Â‡˘Â‰ ˙ÂÎÙÂ‰Ó ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ Â‰Ê .‡Â‰ ÍÂÙ‰
È˘‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,˙È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ‰ÓÎÁ‰ ˙‡È¯˜ „Á‡‰ Ïˆ‡ ‡È‰ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡È¯˜ .ÌÈ˘·Â‚Ó
Ì„Â˜ 'È˙Â¯ÙÒ' Í¯ÚÓ· ˙ÂÂÏÓ ˙Â‡È¯˜‰ È˙˘ .ÂËÂÙÈ˘Ï ÔÂ˙‰ ËÒ˜ËÎ Â‡¯Â˜
Ë„ÂËÒÏ '˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' ÔÈ‡˘ ÔÂÎ ‰Ê ÔÈ‡ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡ ‰˘È‚‰ ÏÚ ÚÈÙ˘Ó‰
ÛÒÂ· ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰Â ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ˙¯ÈÓ˘Ï ÂÏ‡ˆÈ·Â¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙Â˘È‚¯ ˙‡ ÚÂÓ˘Ï Ô˙È 105
‰ÙÈ ‰„ÂÚ˙Â ‰¯Â˙Ï '‰ ˘˜·Ó ÏÎ ‰È‰Â' :'ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ' ˙Â·¯˙ È˜ÙÂ‡Â Ú„È ÈÓÂÁ˙ Ï˘ ÌÙÂ¯ÈˆÏ
˙ÂÓÂ‡‰ ÏÎÓ Ú¯‚ ‰ÓÏ ÈÎ ,Â˘È¯ ÁÎ˘ÈÂ ‰˙˘È ,‰ÓÎÁ‰Â ‰¯Â˙‰ ÔÈÈ Ï˘ ‰ÏÂ„‚ Û˙¯ÓÏ ‰Ó˘
˘È [...] ÌÈÒÂÓ‰Â ‰ÓÎÁ‰ „ÂÓÏÏ ÔÎÂÓ ÌÂ˜ÓÂ ÈÂÓÎÁ˙ ˙·˘· „ÚÂÓ Ï‰Â‡ Ì‰Ï ˘È ¯˘‡
¯˘‡ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ‰Ï‡Â .˙ÂÓÎÁ·Â ‰¯Â˙· ˜ÒÚ˙Â ,ÂÈ„È ÁÈ ‡Ï ‰ÊÓ Ì‚Â ‰Ê· ÊÁ‡ ¯˘‡ ·ÂË
˙ÈË¯Ù ‰Á‚˘‰· Â"ˆÈ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÏÚ ÈÈÚ ‰ÓÈ˘‡ ,‰Â˘‡¯ [...] Ï‡‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· ˙Â˘ÚÏ ¯ÂÓ˘
˙ÂÚ„Â ˙Â·ÂË ˙ÂÂÓ‡ Ì˘Ù· ÚÂËÏÂ ,Â"Á ‡ˆÓÈ Ì‡ ,·ÊÂÎ ˙Ú„ ‰¯ÂÙ ˘¯Â˘ ÏÎ Ì·ÏÓ ¯Â˜ÚÏ
Ì˘Ï] ˘"˘Ï Ì‰È˘ÚÓ ÏÎ· ÌÈÂ˘ Ì·ÏÂ Ì‰ÈÙ ÂÈ‰È˘ „Ú Ï"Ê ÂÈ˙Â·¯Â ‰¯Â˙‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Â¯˘È
È·Ï ÂÎ˘ÁÈÂ ÂÓÈ„˜ÈÂ ,˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓÂ ˙ÂÈÏÎ˘ ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ÌÈÊÈ¯Ê ÂÈ‰ÈÂ ¯˘Î È„Â‰È ÏÎÏ ÈÂ‡¯Î ,[ÌÈÓ˘
.(263–262 :˙Â¯Â˜Ó ,ÛÒ‡) '˙ÂÂ‚Ó‰Ó Â˜Á¯ÈÂ ˙ÂÂ‚‰ ˙Â„Ó·Â ı¯‡ Í¯„· ÂÏ‚¯ÂÈÂ ,‡˙˘ÈÎ
‰Ù˘‰ ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙ÓÎÁ Ï˘ ˘¯„˘ ˘Â·ÈÎ‰ ¯·„· 266–264 'ÓÚ ,„ÂÚ Â‡¯Â
.„ÂÚÂ ‰‡ÂÙ¯‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ ,˙ÈÊÚÂÏ‰
:Ï·ÂÈ‰ ÍÂ˘Ó· :ÍÂ˙· ,'˙ÈÂÎÈ˙‰ ‰·È˘È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰È˘¯Â˘' .Â"˘˙ .¯‡ÈÂ¯· ÈÎ„¯Ó 106
.141–127 :·È·‡ Ï˙ .(Í¯ÂÚ) ·Ï-¯· 'Ó ,ÌÚ ˙ÈÈ˘¯„ÓÏ ‰˘ ÌÈ˘ÈÓÁ
ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ‡Â¯˜Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ Ì‚„ÂÓ Â·˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ÏÈ‚¯˙ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· ˙Â‡¯Ï Ô˙È ÌÈˆÂ¯ Ì‡ 107
˙Á‰ ÈÂÈ˘ Ï˘· ˙¯Á‡ Ì˙Â‡ ‡Â¯˜ÏÂ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó Ì˙Â‡ Ï‡ ·Â˘Ï ‰˙ÚÂ ,˙Á‡ „ÂÒÈ ˙Á‰ ¯Â‡Ï
.ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï‡ ÌÈ‡· Â‡ ‰ÓÚ˘ „ÂÒÈ‰
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˙Â·¯˙Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ,(Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ) ˙Ó‡‰ ¯˜ÁÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÏ ˘È .ÈÓ„˜‡‰
ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó ‰Ï‡ ÏÎÂ ,„˜Ù˙Ó ‡Â‰ ‰·Â ÍÈÈ˘ ‡Â‰ ‰ÈÏ‡˘ ˙È·¯ÚÓ‰ ‰¯·Á‰ Ï˘
‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙Â¯ÈÙÏ ‰ÙÈ˘Á ÈÙÓ ˘˘Á‰ ‡ÏÈÓÓ .¯˜Á‰ ËÒ˜ËÏ Â˙˜ÈÊ ·ÈË ˙‡
‰ÙÈ˘Á ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ˙Â˜ÒÓÏ ‰ÙÈ˘Á ˜¯ ‰È‡ ‰ÙÈ˘Á‰ È¯‰˘ ,ÌˆÚ˙Ó
.Â‡Ï Ì‡ ÂÈÏ‡ Û˘ÁÈ‰Ï ıÙÁ È‡ Ì‡ ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï ˘È ‰˙Ú˘ ,ÌÏ˘ 'È˙Â¯ÙÒ' Í¯ÚÓÏ
‰·˘ Í¯„'Ï ¯·ÚÓ ‰·¯‰ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡Â‰ ‰ÈÏÏÂ˘ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ È·ÈÈÁÓ ÔÈ· ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰
ÏÂÏÎÓÎ) ˙È·¯ÚÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÈÂÈÁ È·‚Ï ÁÂÎÈÂ Â‰Ê .'ËÒ˜Ë ‡Â¯˜Ï ˘È
‡ÏÈÓÓ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ÌÂ¯˙Ï ‰˙ÏÂÎÈ ˙„ÈÓÂ (ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÂ ‰È¯Â‡˙ Ï˘ È˙Â·¯˙
,‰Ó‚Â„Ï 108,‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙¯Â˜È· Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚÓ ÏÚ È˙„‰ ¯Â·Èˆ· ¯¯ÂÚ˙Ó‰ ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰
˙ÂÈ˘Â‡ ÌÈÈÈÚ ¯Â‡Ï ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡È¯˜ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ· Â‡ ·ÂÈÁ· ˜¯ ‰ˆÓ˙Ó ÂÈ‡
ÔÂÚÈË‰ È¯ÂÁ‡Ó ¯„‚˙‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ‡ ˙È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰ È·ÈÈÁÓÂ ,˙ÂÈ˙¯Â˜È·Â
˙Ù˘ÂÁ‰ ˙È˙¯Â˜È· ‰‡È¯˜Ï ˙Ï·‚ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÙ˘ÁÈ‰ ‡È‰ ˙¯Â˜È·Ï ˙ÂÙ˘ÁÈ‰‰ ÂÏÈ‡Î
‰Ï‡˘‰Â ,˙ÂÓÏ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙ È˙˘ ˙ÂÁÂÓ ÌÈÈÊ‡Ó‰ ÛÎ ÏÚ 109.‡„È¯‚ ˙È˘¯Ù ˙Ó‡
.Â‡Ï Ì‡ Ô‰ÈÈ· ·¯ÚÏ ÌÈˆÂ¯ Â‡ Ì‡ ‡È‰
,Â„È„Ï :ÏÈÚÏ„ Ô¯Â‚ ·¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ÔÂÁ·Ï ‰˙Ú Ô˙È ÁÂ¯ ‰˙Â‡·
·ÈÈÁÏ ÈÏ·Ó ÌÈË˘ÙÂÓ ÌÈÎ¯Ú· ‰¯ÈÎÓ ‰È‡' ‡È‰˘ ÍÎ· ˙„ÁÂÈÓ ˙Â„‰È‰ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î
ÔÈ‡˘Â ‰È¯Â‡˙ ˙„ÓÏÓ˘ ‰¯·Á ¯‡˙Ï ‰˘˜˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ÏÎÂ ‰˙Ú ÌÏÂ‡ 110.'‰˘ÚÓ
.‰¯·ÁÎ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ ‰˙ÂÓ ÍÎ· È¯‰˘ – ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÈÈÁ· ÂÊ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ˘ÈÈÏ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ ‰Ï
Ô˙È '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ˙‡ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÂ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ÔÈ·˘ ‰˜ÈÊ‰ ¯·„· ‰·‰‰ ¯Â‡Ï
:¯Á‡ ÁÒÂ .ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÌÈ‡ Ì˘ÂÓÈÓ ˙‡ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ ÔÈ‡Â ÌÈÙˆÓ ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÈÎ¯Ú :¯ÓÂÏ
‰Ï‡ 'ÌÈÎ¯Ú'˘ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ÍÎ· ‰ÊÈ¯ÎÓ ‰ÈÎ¯Ú ÏÚ ‰˘Ù ˙‡ ˙¯ÒÂÓ ‰È‡˘ ‰¯·Á
,(ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ‰È‰È :È¯˜) ‰Ó ¯·„ ÏÚ ‰˘Ù ˙‡ ¯ÂÒÓ˙ ‰¯·Á ‰˙Â‡˘Î .‰ÈÎ¯Ú ÌÈ‡
¯·„ .(‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ˙Ó‡· È‰Ó :È¯˜) Ì‰· ˙ÊÁÂ‡ ‡È‰˘ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ Ì‰Ó Ú„ Ì‚ ‡ÏÈÓÓ
.˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙Ï Ô‰Â ˙Â„‰ÈÏ Ô‰ ÔÂÎ ‰Ê
ÏÈÚÏ ‰¯ÎÊÂ‰˘ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ Â˙ÚË ˙‡ ˘„Á ¯Â‡· ‰¯È‡Ó Û‡ ÂÊ ‰·Â˙
Û˙Â˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï È˙ÏÂÎÈ ÔÈ·Ï (‡„È¯‚ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰) È˙„‰ ÈÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ·˘ ˙ÂÏÈÙÎ‰ ¯·„·
˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ‡Ï‡ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÔÈ‡ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÔÚËÈ ÍÎ ,È¯‰˘ .˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó ‰È¯Â‡˙ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ·
˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ú ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ 111.(ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ :È¯˜) „·Ï· ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰
‡ÏÈÓÓÂ .˘ÓÓ ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·ÚÎ ‰˙ÂÚ¯ ˙‡ ‰˙‡¯ ˙Á‡ ÏÎÂ ,Ô‡ÎÓ ˙ÂÈÏ·˜‰ „ÚÂ Ô‡ÎÓ
ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù· ÛÂ˙È˘· ‡Ï‡ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ Â‡ ÌÈÚ·Â˜ ‰È¯Â‡˙· ‡Ï
112.‡„È¯‚
'‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙¯Â˜È·Ï ÒÁÈ‰ ÏÚ :‰ÈÁÈ Â˙ÓÂ‡· ˜È„ˆ' ,Â‡Ë Ï‡¯˘È È·ˆ ·¯‰ Ï˘ ˙¯·ÂÁ‰ Â‡¯
.(ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÂÈˆ ‡ÏÏ) ·"Ò˘˙
.12 :·"Ò˘˙ Ë·˘· ·"È ,'Â ÌÂÈ ,‰ÙÂˆ‰ ,'ÌÈÈÈÚ‰ ‰·Â‚· Í"˙' ,ÔÂ Ô· Ï‡ÂÈ ·¯‰
.45 ‰¯Ú‰ ,ÏÈÚÏ
Ï˙Â ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .Ï‡¯˘È ˙È„ÓÂ È„Â‰È ÌÚ ,˙Â„‰È ,'˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÂˆÓ' .‰"Ï˘˙ .ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È
.36–13 :·È·‡
˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ Â‡· ÔÏÂÎ˘ ,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‡Ï‡ ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï ;"˙È„Â‰È ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ" ‰˙È‰ ‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÓ'
,È„Â‰È‰ „ÂÁÈÈ‰ [...] ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÂÏÚÙ˘ ,ÂÊÏ ÂÊ ˙Â„‚ÂÓ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ,ıÂÁ

108
109
110
111
112

˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚÂÈ·‡
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Û‡ È˙Ú„ÏÂ ,ÏÈÚÏ„ ÈÈ¯·„ ¯Â‡Ï È¯˘Ù‡ È˙Ï· ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,·Ï ‰·Â˘ ÔÂÚÈË Â‰Ê
ÂÈ‡˘ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù 113.ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ÌÈÈËÓ‚¯Ù‰ ÂÈ·˙Î· ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÎÏ‰ Ì˘ÂÈÓ ÂÈ‡
‡È‰˘Î ˜¯ ˙È˘ÓÓÏ ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙Â ,˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÎ ¯ÒÁ ‡Â‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙· ‰ÂÂÏÓ
˙Â„‰È‰˘ ‰ÏÂÚ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÏÈÙ˙· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó .‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÈÈÁ· ˙ÓÏÂ‚Ó
¯Â·Èˆ‰ ˙‡ ‡È·‰Ï ‰˘˜È· ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÂÈ· ÌÈÓÚÙ ˘ÂÏ˘ ÈÎË ÏÂÓÏÓ· ‰ÈÈÚ˙‰ ‡Ï
Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó .‰Ê ‚˘ÂÓ· ˙ÂÓÂÏ‚‰ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ ‰ÏÈÙ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ È„ÈÏ
·¯˜· Ì‡ Ì‚ – ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó‰ ÂÈ„·¯Ó „¯Ù ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ‡È‰ ‰Ê Ë˜‡
ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡·‰ ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ ,ÂÊ ˙Â‰Ó Ï˘ ‰·ÈË ÏÚ ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ ˘È ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰
‡¯˜ ‡Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ :¯Á‡ ÁÒÂ .‰ÏÈÙ˙ ÈÈ„ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÌÈ‚‰Â· Ì‚
‰˘Ú ‡Ï ‡Â‰Â – ÔÈ˜ÒÚ È˙ÎÏ‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù·˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ – ‰ÏÈÙ˙‰ ÈÙÏ '˙ÂÂÂÎ'
Ì‚ ‡Â‰ .‰Ï‡ '˙ÂÂÂÎ' È¯ÂÁ‡Ó ˙„ÓÂÚ‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ÌÚ ‰‰„Ê‰ ‡Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ˙‡Ê
˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ˙Â·ÈÒ Ï˘· '‡ÂÂ‚ È‡‰Î' Ï˘ ÁÒÂ‰ ˙‡ ˙·˘ ·¯Ú· ÏÏÙ˙‰ÏÓ ÚÓ
ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰Â ,ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÓ‰ ‡È‰ ˙Â‰Ó‰ :·Â˘ .˙Â˜‰·ÂÓ
ÌÈÊÁÂ‡‰ ÔÈ· Û˙Â˘Ó ‰ÎÓ ‡ÂˆÓÏ È˘Â˜‰Â ˙Â‰Ó Ï˘ ÌÈÈÈÚ· ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ .˙Â‰Ó‰
Â˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÔÂÚËÏ ˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰·ÈÒ ÌÈ‡ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘‰ ‰È„„ˆ·
ÌÈÏ˘Î‰Ó ,È˙Ú„Ï ,ÍÂÓ ÂÊ ‰ÚË· ˘È˘ ÔÂ¯˙È‰ .‰È¯Â‡˙ ÏÎÓ ÛÁ˘ Ë˜‡ Ï˘
.‰· ÌÈÓÂÏ‚‰ ˙ÂÂ¯ÒÁ‰Â
Â¯Ó‡Ó· .‡‰Î ÌÁÓ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ Á˙ÏÂ ·Â˘Ï Û‡ Ô˙È ‰Ï‡ „ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÁ‰ ¯Â‡Ï
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰¯˜ÈÚ· ,ÂÈ¯·„Î ,‡È‰˘ ˙È˙·È˘È‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ ˘È ÔÎ‡˘ ÁÈÓ ‡‰Î
˘ÙÂÁ ÏÚ ˙„ÓÂÚ ‰¯˜ÈÚ·˘ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ „Â‚È· ,ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù Ï˘ „ÓÓ ‰· ˘ÈÂ
‰˘È¯„ Â‡ ‰ÙË‰ Ï˘ ÌÈËÓÏ‡ ‰ÓÓ ÌÈ¯„Ú˘Â ÌÈÈ˙‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÏÂË‰ È¯˜ÁÓ
Ï˘ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ‰ È¯‰ ‡Ï ‡ÏÈÓÓ .‰„ÈÓÏ‰ ‡˘ÂÓ ÌÚ ˙È˘È‡ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï
Ï˘ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ‰ È¯‰Î ,„·Ï· ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ÌÂÁ˙ ˙‡ ˘˜· Ì˘ ,‰È¯ÂÓÂ ‰È¯‚Â·Ó ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰
ÚÓ˘ ‰Ê ÔÂÚÈË ÔÎ‡ .‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÈÈÁÏ ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÈÎÁÓ‰Â ÌÈÎÁ˙Ó‰ Ì˘ ‰·È˘È‰
‰È¯ÂÓÂ ‰ÈÎÁÓÓ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙˘¯Â„ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˜ÓÂÚ· ,¯ÂÓ‡Î ,È˙Ú„Ï Í‡ ;ÔÂÎ
.Â¯Ó‡Ó Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ˜ÏÁ· ÍÎ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‡‰Î Û‡Â – „·Ï· ‰ÚÈ„È‰Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ‰·¯‰
ÈÂÈÂÂ˘ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ,‡‰Î Ï˘ ÂÂ˘ÏÎ ,ÈÂÏÈÁ „ÒÂÓ ‡È‰˘ ,‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ·
ÏÎ 114.˙ÈÓ„˜‡ ‰·È˙Î·Â ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘· ,‰ÈÈ¯ÙÒ· ˙Á˙ÂÙÓ ˙È„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÓÂÈÓ ˘¯Â„Â
ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÏ „Â‚È·) ÂÊ ˙Â·¯˙ .‰·Á¯ ˙Â·¯˙ Û˜˘Ó‰ ,Â„ÓÂÏÏ ˘È˘ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù ‡Â‰ ‰Ê
ÌÈ¯ÙÒÂ ‰˜È‚ÂÏ ,˙ÈÂÂÈ ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ÏÎ ˙‡Â ‰¯Â˙ ÌÈ˘ „ÓÏÏÓ ÚÓÈ˙ ‡Ï (È˙·È˘È‰
,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ) '‰ÎÏ‰‰ ‡È‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· ¯Â˜Ó· ‰ÚÈÙÂ‰˘ ˙Á‡‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰
.(237–236 :Ì˘ ,Ï‡¯˘È ˙È„ÓÂ È„Â‰È ÌÚ ,˙Â„‰È ,'ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙È„Ó ,È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ ,˙Â„‰È‰'
Â‰ÈÚ˘È Â‡¯Â ,‰Ê ¯ÚÙÏ ˙˜‰·ÂÓ ‰Ó‚Â„ ‡È‰ ˙Â„‰È· ‰˘È‡‰ „ÓÚÓÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ÂÒÁÈ 113
,ÌÈÎ¯ÚÂ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ,‰ÂÓ‡ ,'‰ÎÏ‰-‡ËÓÂ ‰ÎÏ‰ – ˙Â„‰È· ‰˘‡‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚÓ' ,'ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
„˙Ú˙Ó 'ÒÈÒ˜¯ÙÂ ‰È¯Â‡È˙ :ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È' ÍÎ· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ È¯Ó‡Ó .74–71 :54 ‰¯Ú‰ ,ÏÈÚÏ
Â˙„ÏÂ‰Ï ‰˘ ‰‡Ó „Â·ÎÏ ÒÎ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙Â¯ÈÙ ˙‡ ÌÎÒÓ‰ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ı·Â˜ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÌÒ¯Ù˙‰Ï
.(2003 ıÈ˜) ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ¯ÈÏ ÔÂ ÔÂÎÓ· ÌÈÈ˜˙‰˘ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘
.116 :(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ‰¯ÂÓ˙Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÈÏ·Á· ,‡‰Î 114
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,‡‰Î Ï˘ Â¯Â‡È˙Î ,ÌÈ¯„˘Ó ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰Â ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ 115.ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ
Ú‚Ó‰ 116.˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ˙Â¯ÈÁ· ÌÈÙ˜˙˘Ó‰ '‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ˘ÙÂÁÂ ˙Ú„‰ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù'
˙‡ ˙Â˘Ï „È˙Ú ,‡‰Î „ÈÚÓ ,‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÚ
ÌÈÈÚÓ˘ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ Ï˘ ÌÓÂ˜ÈÓ ,‰ÓˆÚ ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ· ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ „ÓÚÓ
˙„ ÈÒÁÈ ,Ì˙Î¯Ú‰Â ÌÈÓÎÁ ˙ÂÓ‡ ,È˙„‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ Á¯Â‡ ·ÂˆÈÚ· ÌÈÈÏÎ˘Â
Ì„‡Â ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÔÈ· Á˙Ù˙Ó‰ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ,ÌÊÈÓÂ‰‰Â ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ,˙Â·¯˙Â
˙Â·ˆÈ‰ ,˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁÂ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó ˙ÂÏ‡˘· Ì‚ ÌÈÎÂ¯Î ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ‡˘Â .„ÂÚÂ
È˙¯ÂÒÓ ÍÂÈÁ ˙¯Á‡ Â‡ ÂÊ ‰¯Âˆ· ·Ï˘Ï ÌÈˆÙÁ‰ „ÒÂÓ Â‡ Ì„‡ ÏÎ ÈÙ·
117.È˙¯Â˜È· ¯˜ÁÓ ÌÚ
·ÂÏÈ˘‰ ,‡‰Î ¯ÓÂ‡ ,„ÂÚÂ ˙‡Ê .˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ Ì·ÂÁ· ÌÈ‡˘Â ,ÈÓÂ„ ,‰Ï‡ ÏÎ
‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â˙˘‰ ˙ÈÈ‚ÂÒ ˙‡ ‰ÏÚÓ ‰·È˘È‰ Ô· Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ· ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ Ï˘
.ÌÈÈÓÏÂÚ-ÏÏÎ ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙Ï ‰˜ÈÊÓ ˜ÏÁÎ ÌÈ·¯‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙‡ ¯Ú¯ÚÓÂ
Ú„ÂÓ‰Â ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ ,ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙ÂÓ˙ ˙‡ ˙˜ÂÂ˘Ó ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰
Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï ÔÂÊÁ ˙ÏÚ· ‡È‰ .'˙È‡È„Â¯Ù-¯˙·‰ ‰ÙÂ˜˙·'Î ÂÓˆÚÏ
‡È‰ .‰ÂÂ‰‰ ÈÙÏÎ ˙ÂÎÓÒ ˘Ó˘ÏÓ ¯·Ú‰ ˙‡ ˙ÏÒÂÙ ‡È‰Â ,È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰
È˙ÏÎ˘‰‰ ¯ÚÙ‰ ÌÂˆÓˆ ,¯˙ÂÈ ÌÏ˘ÂÓ „È˙Ú ·ˆÚÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÂÎÈ·' ‰ÈÓ‡Ó
˙ÈÁÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÈ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ˙„È¯È· ‡ÏÈÓÓÂ ,'ÌÚ‰ ÔÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ‚È‰Ó‰Â ÁÂ¯‰ È˘‡ ÔÈ·
,ÁÂ˙Ù ÍÂÈÁ ,È˙Â‚‰˙‰Â ÈÎ¯Ú ÌÊÈ·ÈËÏ¯' ¯ˆÂÈ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ,ÔÎ ÏÚ ¯˙È .˙È˘ÚÓ‰Â
‰¯·Á‰ ÔÂÏÈÁ ,‰˙Â‡ ÔÂËÏ˘ ˙¯ÂˆÎ È·¯ÚÓ ÈË¯˜ÂÓ„ ¯Ë˘Ó·Â ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ· ‰¯Î‰
'ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù'Â '‰È¯Â‡˙' ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' Ï˘ È¯Ù Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ – '„ÂÚÂ ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰
È˙· ˙‡Â ÂÏ˘ ‰ÁÙ˘Ó‰ ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ‰Â˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ·ˆÚÈ È‡Ó„˜‡‰ .‰Ê· ‰Ê ÌÈ·ÏÂ˘Ó‰
ÂÓˆÚ ‡ˆÓÈÂ ˙Â„ÓÂÏ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜Â ¯˜ÁÓ ÈÂÎÓÏ Û˙Â˘ ‰È‰È ‡Â‰ ;ÂÈ„ÏÈ Ï˘ ¯ÙÒ‰
¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ˙Â˘Ï „È˙Ú ,‡‰Î ‰„ÂÓ ,‰Ê ˘‚ÙÓ .ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó ÈÂÏÈ· ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó·
˙‡ ˜È„ˆ‰Ï Ô˙È ‡Ï ·Â˘ ÈÎ ‰¯Î‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰˜ÈÒÙ‰ Ï˘ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰ ˙‡
118.ÂÓÊ ˙Â· ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙Â·Â˙‰ ÁÎÂ Ì„Â˜‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù‰
˙¯·ÂÁ ‰˙Â‡· Ì‚ ‡ˆÓ ÔÈ˜ÒÚ ˙Â„‚ÂÓ ˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ È˙˘·˘ ÍÎÏ ÌÈÓÈÒ
˙¯·ÂÁ‰ Í¯Â‡Ï ÌÓ‡ .'¯ÂÓ‰ ¯‰' ˙·È˘È ˙‡ ÂÓÈ˜‰˘ '·¯‰ ÊÎ¯Ó'Ó ÌÈ·¯‰
.69 ‰¯Ú‰ ,ÏÈÚÏ Â‡¯Â
.126 :Ì˘ ,‡‰Î
.129–128 :Ì˘
[...] [(¯"‡ – ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰Ó ˙Ú·Â‰) ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ï] ‰¯˙È‰ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰' Â˙Ú„Ï
Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡· [...] [˙È˙ÎÏ‰ ÌÈÙ‰] ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ Ï˘ ‰Î˘Ó‰ „‚Î „È˙Ú· ¯Â˙ÁÏ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú
˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰Ú·‰Ó ˙ÚÓÂ ˙ÂÓ„Â˜ ˙Â‡˙ÎÓÒ‡ ÏÚ ˙ÎÓÂÒ ˜¯˘ ‰˜ÈÒÙ‰ ˙¯Âˆ .'¯·Ú· ‰Ï‰˙‰
¯Â·Èˆ‰ ÈÈÚ· ˙ÎÁÂ‚ÓÎÂ ˙È˙‡Â ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ‰ÓÂ‚ÙÏ [...] ÍÂÙ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ' ˙È‡ÓˆÚ
ÌÈÂÂ‚Ó‰ ¯·Ú‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÔÈ· ‰ÈÂÏ‚ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÒ ‰Ú¯Î‰ ,ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ,ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï ˘È [...] 'ÏÈÎ˘Ó‰
‡˙ÎÓÒ‡ ÏÚ ˙Ú„ÂÓ ˙Â˘„Á ÌÚÙ È„Ó ¯Î·Ï Û‡Â ,˙È˘¯„ ‡˙ÓÈ˜Â‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ Ì‰È˙ÂÙÂ˜˙Ï
.([¯Â˜Ó· ˙Â˘‚„‰‰] 133–131 :Ì˘) '˙˜Ù˜ÂÙÓ

115
116
117
118
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ÏÚ ¯‡Â˙Ó‰ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÌÏÂÚ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï Ì‰ ÌÈ„ÈÙ˜Ó
Ô˙È ,ÌÈÂ¯Á‡‰ ‰È„ÂÓÚ· ÒÙ„ÂÓ‰ '‡¯Â˜ ÏÂ˜'· ,˙¯·ÂÁ ‰˙Â‡· Í‡ 119.ÏÈÚÏ È„È
˙¯ˆÂÂ 120,„„Á˙Ó ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÈÙÏÎ ÁÂÒÈ‰ Ì˘ .ËÚÓ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÈÂËÈ· ‡ÂˆÓÏ
ÏÎ ÏÚ ,‰Ï ˙„‚ÂÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙ „‚Î ˙Á‡ ˙Â·¯˙ ˙„ÓÚ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯Â¯· ‰˘ÂÁ˙
ÏÂ˜'‰ ¯Â‡Ï .˙ÈË˜¯Ù Ô‰Â ˙ÈË¯Â‡˙ Ô‰ :'˙Â·¯˙' ‚˘ÂÓ· ÌÈÏÂÏÎ‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰
‰·Á¯ ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡· ‡Ï‡ ÔÈ˜ÒÚ ‰ÓÎÁ „ÂÓÈÏ· ˜¯ ‡Ï˘ ¯ÎÈ '‡¯Â˜
– È¯‰˘ ,¯˙ÂÈ ‰·¯‰
ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ‡ÈˆËÈ¯Â‡‰ [...] ÌÈÁ·ÓÂ ˙Â„ÂÚ˙ ÁÂ¯ ˙ÒÎ‰ È„È ÏÚ
,‚ÂÓÈ˙Â ÍÏ˙ ‰ÓÎÁ ÁÂ¯Ó ‰‡·‰ ˙ÈÓÈÙ‰ ˙ÂÈ„Ú‰ ,˙ÈËÓ‚¯Ù ‰˘ÚÈ˙
¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÍÂÊÏ ,ÔÂÈÏÚ‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ,˙È‰Ï‡ ˙Â˜·„Ï ,˙ÂÏÈˆ‡Ï ,˙ÂÈÁÂ¯Ï ‰ÙÈ‡˘‰
ÔÎÂ ,¯˜È ÔÂÊÁÏ ‰˘ÚÈ˙ [...] ÌÓˆÚ „ˆÓ ˙ÂÏÎ˘ÂÓ‰ È¯ÂÈˆÏ ,Â˙¯‰Ë ÌÂ¯·
˙ÈÓˆÚ ˙ÂÚ¯Â ,ÈÓÈÙ ÁÂ¯· ‰¯Â˙ ˙·‰‡ ÈÙÏÎ ,‰˘Â„˜‰ ÁÂ¯ ÈÙÏÎ ˘ÁÈ‰
[...] ˙Ï‡Â‚‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ÔÂÈÏÚ‰ ‰˘¯„Ó ˙È··Â ,‰Ó‡‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘
ÌÈÈËÒÈÏ‡È¯ ¯˙ÂÈ ÂÈ‰È ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙˘ ÌÂÈÏ ÏÏÎ ÌÈÙ‡Â˘ Â‡ ÔÈ‡
¯¯Á˙˘˙ [‰˘Â„]'˜‰ ‰·È˘È‰˘Â ,ÌÈÈÙÁ¯ ˙ÂÁÙÂ ÌÈÈËÒÈÂË¯ÂÙÂ‡Â
‰ÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡ ÒÂÙ˙Ï ‰˙ÚÓ ÏÈÁ˙˙˘Â ,˙ÈÏË·‰Â ‰ÊÂ‰‰ ˙ÂÈËÒÈ˜Â˜‰Ó
˙·¯˜˙ÓÂ ˙ÏÙ˙˘Ó ‡È‰˘ È„È ÏÚ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÏÚÂ ¯Â„‰ ÏÚ ‰˙ÚÙ˘‰·
.Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ¯ÂÏ
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÏ‰Ó Ïˆ‡ ˙ÓÈÈ˜‰ ‡ÈˆÊÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙Ó‚Ó ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓÂ Â‡ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ
,Âˆ¯‡· ˘„Â˜‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÈÒ¯Â‰ ÌÈÈÏ‡Ó˘Ï ˙ÂÒÙ¯˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ,‰È„Ó· ˙Â·¯˙‰Â
121.Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Î‰ ˙ÂÓ¯Â‰ ˙ËÏ˘‰ ¯˙ÂÈÏ ÌÈÙ‡Â˘ Ì‰˘Â
˘Ù‰ ˙ÂÁÂÎÓ ˜ÏÁ ˜¯ ÏÈÚÙÓÂ ,˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰Ó ˜ÏÁ· ˜¯ ˜ÒÂÚ ,Â‡Ë ·¯‰ Ï˘ Â„È„Ï ,¯˜ÁÓ‰ 119
˙Ù¯ˆÓ ‰·È˘È‰˘ „ÂÚ· ;„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ‡¯·‚‰ ˙‡ ‡ÏÂ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ Ï˘ ‡ˆÙÁ‰ ˙‡ ˜¯ ‰‡Â¯Â
ÏÎ ˙‡ „ÂÓÈÏ· Û˙˘Ï ˘¯„ ‡Â‰Â ,˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÏÂÏÎÓ ˙‡ „ÓÂÏ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ,ÂÈ„ÁÈ ˘„Â˜Â ÏÂÁ
˙˜ÒÂÚ ‰·È˘È‰ :¯Á‡ ÁÒÂ .‰„ÈÓÏ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ó „¯Ù È˙Ï· ˜ÏÁ ‡Â‰ „ÓÂÏ‰ .˘Ù‰ ˙ÂÁÂÎ
‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â '...˙‡ ˙„ÓÏÓ' ‰·È˘È‰ ;‡„È¯‚ '‰Ù˘'· ˙„˜ÂÓÓ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ'·
˙ÏÚÂÙ‰ '˘„Â˜‰ ˙ÓÎÁ' ÔÈ·˘ ‰Á·‰‰ ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ÔÓ¯˜Âˆ ‰˘Ó ·¯‰ Ì‚ ÍÎ .'...ÏÚ ˙„ÓÏÓ'
‰Á·‰) ‡„È¯‚ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÓÏˆÓÂ ˙¯‡˙Ó‰ ˙È·ÈÒÙ‰ 'ÏÂÁ‰ ˙ÓÎÁ' ÔÈ·Ï ˙¯ˆÂÈ‰Â
.([„ÂÚÂ ÂÓ ,‚Ó ,ÂÏ ,‚Ï ‰˜ÒÙ ,‡ ı·Â˜ ,ÌÈˆ·˜ ‰ÂÓ˘ :‰Ó‚Â„Ï] ˜Â˜ ·¯‰ ˙˘Ó· ‰È˙Â„ÂÒÈ˘
„ÂÓÈÏÏ „Â‚È· ,‰ÓÏ˘ ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ‰ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈÎ˙Ó ‰˜È¯ ,˙ÈÏÂÈˆ˜ÂÙ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂ‰ ÏÎ Ï‡ ÔÂÂÎÓ ‡Â‰˘ Í‡ '·¯‰ ÊÎ¯Ó' ˙·È˘È Ï˘ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ '˜˙ÂÓ‰' ÈÁÂ¯‰
‡È‰˘ ,˙È¯ˆÂ ˙Â·¯˙· ÚÂË ,ÔÓ¯˜Âˆ ÔÚÂË ,ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÏ„·‰‰ „ÂÒÈ .‰Ê ÏÏÎ· „ÓÂÏ‰ Ì„‡‰Â
¯¯ÁÂ˘Ó‰ ¯ÂÂÈÚ‰ ÔÂˆ¯‰ ÔÈ·Ï Ú„Ó‰ ÔÈ· ˙¯ˆÂÈ ‡È‰˘ ‰Á·‰‰ Ï˘· ˙Â·¯˙-˙˙ ‰˘ÚÓÏ
.„¯Ù ¯Ó‡Ó ˘È„˜‰Ï ˘È ÂÊ ˙¯·ÂÁ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰‰ ¯Â¯È·Â ¯Â‡È˙Ï .˙Ú„ ÏÎÓ
Ï·˜Ï Í¯Ëˆ˙ ‡Ï˘ ‰ÓˆÚ ˙Â˘¯· ‰˙ÚÙ˘‰Â ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ „ÈÓÚ‰Ï Â‡ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ' :‰Ó‚Â„Ï 120
ı¯˘‰Â ˘„Â˜‰ Ï‡ ÂÊÏ‰ ‰„‰-˙ÈÎ˙ ÒÎÂ˙Â ,‰ÏÈÏÁ ‰È‰È ÍÎ Ì‡Â [...] ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÁÂÎÓ ‰ÎÈÓ˙
:Ì˘) '‰„ÒÈÓ ÔÂÊÁ·˘ '˜‰ Â˙·È˘È Ï˘ ‰¯„‰ ‰Ù ‰„Â‰ ‰Ù ‰ÂÈÊ ‰Ù ÍÎ· – ˘„˜ÓÏ ‰ÊÏ‰
.(30
.31 :Ì˘ 121
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,ÔÈ˜ÒÚ – ˙ÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÁÂ¯Ï ‰¯Ê‰ – ‰ÓÎÁ „ÂÓÈÏ· ˜¯ ‡Ï ,ÔÎ Ì‡
,˙ÂÈ¯ÎÂ ,˙ÂÈÏ‡Ó˘) ˙ÂÙÈ‡˘Â ˙ÂÂÊÁ ,˙ÂÓ¯Â ‰Ï ˘È˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‡Ï‡
¯ÓÂÁ ˙ÈÈ˜‰Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÏÏÂÎ‰ ,(˙ÂÈËÒÈÂË¯ÂÙÂ‡Â ˙ÂÈËÒÈÏ‡È¯ ,˙ÂÈËÒÈËÓ‚¯Ù
.‡„È¯‚ È„ÂÓÈÏ

[Á]
'·ÂÏÈ˘'Ï '‰ÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙' ÔÈ· :‰˜ÈË˙Ò‡‰ ÔÂ¯˜Ú
¯Â‚ÒÏÂ ¯È‰Ê‰Ï ˘˜·Ó‰ ÔÂÚÈËÎ ÌÈ¯Ó‡ ÌÈ‡ ÏÈÚÏ ÈÈ¯·„ ,˙Â˜ÙÒ ÏÎ ÚÂÓÏ È„Î
˙‡ ‡¯˜È˘ È„¯Á ‡¯Â˜ ˙Â‡¯Ï ÏÂÎÈ È‡ ÈÎ Ì‡) ÈÓ„˜‡‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÙ· ˙Ï„‰ ˙‡
ÈÈ¯·„ .ÂÊ ‰ÚËÓ ıÓ˘ ÂÏÂ ÔÂÚËÏ È˙ÂÂÎ· ÔÈ‡ .(ÂÊ ‰¯ËÓ ˙¯˘Ó‰ ¯È˘ÎÓÎ ÈÈ¯·„
Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ˘ È¯Â˘Ú È˘Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ËÚÓÎ Ï˘ ˙Á˙Ù˙Ó ‰·Â˙Î ,¯ÂÓ‡Î ,ÌÈ‡·ÂÓ
ÂÈË·ÏÂ ÈÏ˘ ÈÈË·Ï ¯Á‡ ·˜ÂÚ È‡˘ ÍÂ˙ ,‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‡˘Â ÏÚ È·‡ ÌÚ ÁÁÂ˘Ï È˙ÈÎÊ
.ÂÈÈÁ ÏÂÏÒÓ· ˘È‡ ˘È‡ ÌÈÂÂÁ ÂÈ˘˘ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ ÏÂÓ ÂÏ˘
ÔÈ·˘ ËÂ˘Ù‰ ·ÂÏÈ˘‰Ó ‰Â˘ ‰Ê ·ÂÏÈ˘ ÌÏÂ‡ .·ÂÏÈ˘‰ Í¯„ ˙‡ È„ÓÈÏ È·‡
Ô˙È˘ ÈÓÂ„Â ,˙¯Á‡ ‰˜ÈÊÂÓ Â‡ ¯Á‡ ·ˆ˜ ÏÚ· ·ÂÏÈ˘ Â‰Ê 122.‰ÂÓ‡Ï ‰Â·˙
Ï˘ ÌÈÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ „Á‡ Ï˘ ‰ÈË‰ È„È ÏÚ ‰Ê ·ÂÏÈ˘ Ï˘ Â·ÈË ˙‡ ÌÈ‚„‰Ï
123.'‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰ ÏÚ' ÔÂÓÈÒ ËÒ¯‡ ‡·È˜Ú
¯Â·Ú ,ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÂ˙‰Ó ÏÁ‰ „ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ó ÔÂÓÈÒ
‰·È˘· ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÓÏ˘‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ „ÚÂ ‰Ê ÌÂ˙ „·‡Ó‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰Â ‰ÏÎ˘‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙·
˙ÂÏÂÎÈ Â·¯˜· ‡˘Â ,ÂÈÈÁ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈ·Ï˘· ,˜ÂÈ˙‰ .‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰ Ï‡
‰ÏÎ˘‰ ,˙Â·¯˙ ¯„Ú ‡Â‰ È¯‰˘ – ˙ÂÈ˙¯Â˘˜˙ ÔÈ‡ ‰Ï‡ Í‡ ,˙ÈË˙Â‡ ˙Â‡Ë·˙‰
,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‰˘Ú‰ ,„ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈÏ‡ÈˆÂÒ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ .‰Ù˘Â
ÌÈ˘Ú ‰Ï‡ ÌÏÂ‡ ,˙È‚˘ÂÓ‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰Â ‰·È˙Î‰ ,¯Â·È„‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ ˙‡ „ÏÈÏ ‰˜Ó
ÁÈ˘Ï ÒÎ˘ ÈÙÏ „ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ Â˜ÏÁ ˙Ó ‰È‰˘ ÈÂ˘‡¯ ÌÂ˙ Â˙Â‡ ˙ÒÈ¯‰ ÍÂ˙
Ï˘ ˜ÈÙ‡ ˙‡ÈˆÓ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ,ÔÂÓÈÒ ˙Ú„Ï ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘ Â˙ÓÏ˘‰ .È˙Â·¯˙‰
,ÈÂ˘‡¯ 'È‡' Â˙Â‡ Ï‡Â ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙ Ï‡ ‰·È˘‰ ˙‡ „ÏÈÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ‰ÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙
Â˙Â‡ ˙‡ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡È·‰Ï ÂÏ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ,˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÏÎ ÂÈ„È·˘Î ÌÚÙ‰ Í‡
.˙·¯Â˙ÓÂ È˙¯Â˘˜˙ ÔÙÂ‡· 'È‡'
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÈ·˘ ‰˜ÈÓÈ„‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÈË ¯Â‡È˙Ï ÌÈÙÈ ÂÊ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÈÏÂ‚Ï‚˘ ÈÓÂ„
Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÒÈÎ ˙‡ ÏÈ˘Ó‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ‚ÈÂÒÓ ÔÙÂ‡· .ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ È˙„‰
ÌÈ¯·„‰ „‚Î ˙¯Â˜È·‰ .34–24 :(53 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÂ ‰ÎÏ‰ – Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,ÔÓË¯‰ 122
,'˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ ˙Â¯È‚Ò ÔÈ· :˙È˙„ ˙ÂÂÈˆ' .Ò"˘˙ .‡È‚˘ È·‡ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó· ˙‡ˆÓ ÔÏ‰Ï ‚Èˆ‡˘
.Ô¯Ë˘ ‰È„È„ÈÂ ı¯ÂÂ˘ È„Â„ ,‡È‚˘ È·‡ :ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ ,˙ÂÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ· ‚ÂÏ‡È„ :ıÂÁÂ ÌÈÙ ˙Â„‰È
.˙ÂÂ˘ ÌÏÂÚ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ È˙˘· ¯·Â„Ó ,ÔÎ‡ .168–124 :Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
Ï˙ .ÂÁ‡ ÌÈ„Â‰È „ÂÚ Ì‡‰ ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰ ÏÚ :Ì˙È‡ Ê‡ .1982 .ÔÂÓÈÒ ËÒ¯‡ ‡·È˜Ú 123
.169–135 :·È·‡
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˙ÂÓ˙ ‡˘Â ‰Ê Ì„‡ .ÈÂ˘‡¯ ÌÂ˙ ÏÚ· Ì„‡Ï ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÈÏÎÈ‰Ï È˙„‰
˙ÂÏÂ·‚Ï ˙ÓˆÓÂˆÓ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· Â˙˘È‚ .ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÂÈÈÁÏ ÒÁÈ· ˙¯„‚ÂÓ ÌÏÂÚ
ÌÈÏÎ‰Â ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ‰„˘ ÌÚ ÁÁÂ˘Ï ˙Ï‚ÂÒÓ ‰È‡Â Ï„‚ ‰·˘ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰
¯ÈÚˆ‰ È˙„‰ Ë„ÂËÒ‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ :˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· .‰ÈÓ„˜‡· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡‰
ÌÈÈÂËÈ·‰Â ÂÈ¯·Á ,ÂÎÂÈÁ ,Â˙ÏÈ‰˜ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯ÎÂÓ‰ '‰¯¿Êƒ‚‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚'· ¯Â„‚ ‰È‰È
ÌÈÈ˙¯Â˘˜˙ ÌÈÏÎÎ ˘Ó˘Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ‰ ÌÈÏÎ ÌÈ‡ ‰Ï‡ ÌÏÂ‡ ,Â˙·È˘Á ˙‡ ÌÈ·ˆÚÓ‰
ÂÓÏÂÚ˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ,„ÂÚÂ ˙‡Ê .È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ ÏÂ·‚Ï ıÂÁÓ ÈÂˆÓ˘ ÈÓ ¯Â·Ú ÌÈ˙Â‡
˙Â„Â‡ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯ ‰·È˘ÁÏ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ˘¯„ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ,Â˙ÏÈ‰˜ È·Ï ¯Â„‚ ‰È‰
ÈÙ ÏÚ ÂÏ ˙Ó¯Â‚ ÂÊ ‰Èˆ˜ÏÙ¯Ï ‰˘È¯„‰Â ,È˙„‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ ÌÈÂÎÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ È‚˘ÂÓ
.‰˜ÂˆÓ Û‡Â ‰ÎÂ·Ó ·Â¯
ÌÏÂ‡ ,'È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡' Â‡ 'ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡' ÁÈ˘Ï ‰ÒÈÎ ‰È‡ ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ‰„˘Ï ‰ÒÈÎ‰
‰Ê ˘‚ÙÓ Ï˘ ÂÁÂÎ· .Ì„Â˜‰ È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ¯Â·Ú '¯Ê' ÁÈ˘Ï ‰ÒÈÎ ‡È‰
È˜ÙÂ‡Â ˙Â˘„Á ˙Â·Â˙ ÂÈÙ· ÁÂ˙ÙÏÂ „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙¯Î‰‰ ÂÈÏÎ ˙‡ ·ÈÁ¯‰Ï
˙ÂÓ„Â˜‰ ÂÈ˙Â·Â˙ ˙‡ ÌÈÎÙÂ‰‰ ÌÈÈ˘¯Ù ˙Â„˘Â Ú„È ÈÓÂÁ˙ ÌÈÏÈÎÓ‰ ÁÂ˙È
È˙„‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· ÂÈÎÁÓÂ ÂÈ¯ÂÓ˘ ÌÈÈ˘¯Ù ÌÈÏÎ Ô‡Î ˘È˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï .Ô‰ÈÙ ÏÚ
‰¯Ú˙ÓÂ Û˘Á Ì‚ ‡Â‰˘ ‡Ï‡ ,(ÔÂÂÎÓ· ÔÈ·Â ˙Ú„ ÈÏ·· ÔÈ·) ÂÈÙ· ÂÙ˘Á ‡Ï
˙¯‚ÒÓÏ ÌÈ¯Ê‰ ,ÌÈÈÁÂ ‰·È˘Á ÈÎ¯„Â ‰Ù‡ ,ÈÂÏÈ· ,¯Â·È„ Ï˘ ÔÂÂ‚Ó È˙Â·¯˙ ÌÏÂÚ·
.‡· ‰ÓÓ˘
Â·ÂˆÈÚÏ ÈÂˆ¯Â ÈÁ¯Î‰ ·Ï˘ Â‰Ê ÈÎ ÔÈÓ‡Ó ‰ÊÎ ÍÏ‰ÓÏ ÒÎ‰˘ ¯Ú˘Ï Ô˙È
ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ·Ï˘‰ Ï˘ ÂˆÂÓÈ‡ ÍÂ˙ ‰Ê ÍÏ‰ÓÏ ‰ÒÈÎ ÌÏÂ‡ .'ÍÂÁÓ Ì„‡'Î Ì„‡ Ï˘
,ÔÂÓÈÒ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ¯Â‡Ï .È˙„‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙Ú„Ï „Â·È‡ ˙ÈÁ·· ‡È‰ ÏÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÊÁÎ
,ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÂÏ˘ÈÎ ‡È‰ ‡„È¯‚ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ· ‰ÚÈ·Ë
ÍÂÁÓ‰ È˙„‰ Ì„‡‰ ,‰Ê Ì‚„ ¯Â‡Ï .ÚÈ‚‰ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ '‰ÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙' ˙‚¯„Ï È¯‰˘
˙Â‰„Ê‰Â Â· ˙Â‡ˆÓ˙‰ ,ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÌÚ ˙Â¯Ú˙‰ ¯Á‡Ï – ÁÈÏˆÓ‰ ‰Ê ‡Â‰
˙Â·Â˙‰ .‰ËÂ˘Ù ‰È‡ ÂÊ ‰·È˘ ÌÏÂ‡ .‡· ÂÓÓ˘ È˙„‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï‡ ·Â˘Ï – ÂÓÚ
,¯˙ÂÈ ‰¯È˘Ú ˘Ó˙˘Ó ‡Â‰ ‰·˘ ‰Ù˘‰ .˙ÂÂ˘ ‰Ê Ì„‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰Â ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰
.ÍÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÚÈ¯ÎÓ ‡Â‰ ÂÈÏ‡˘ È˙„‰Â È˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ˙‡ ˙¯Á‡ ÔÈ·Ó ‡Â‰Â
‰ÏÈÙ˙‰ Ï‡ Â˙Â‡ ·È˘˙ ‡Ï ÏÏÙ˙‰Ï ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï ,ÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ÌÂ˙ Â˙Â‡ Ï‡ ‰·È˘‰
˙È˙Â·¯˙ Í¯„ ˙¯·Î ¯·Ú˘ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ‰ÏÈÙ˙ ÂÊ ‰È‰˙ .ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÂ˙‰ ÏÚ· Ï˘
124‚ÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÂ˘ÏÎ – ÂÊ ‰„Â˜· .ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÂ˙‰ ÏÚ·Ó ‰¯„Ú˘ ˙ÈÁÂ¯Â
'Û˙¯Ó‰ ÈÎÂÎ Ï‡' ·Â˘Ï ËÈÏÁÓ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ‰ÈÈ˘‰ Â˙ÂÓÈÓ˙ Ï‡ ·˘ Ì„‡‰ –
Ï‡' ·¯˜ ‡Â‰ Ì˘ .ÂÈÏ‡ '˙ÂÂÏÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÂ¯˘ÈÎ‰ ÂÏÎÈ ‡Ï Ì˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ' Â˙Â‰Ó Ï˘
ÌÏÂÚÓ ‡Â‰ ‰ÎÂ˙· ÌÏÂ‡ ,'ÌÏÂÚÓ ÁÎ˘ ‡Ï ÌÓ‡ ‡Â‰ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ ˙‡˘ ‰˘È‰ ‰·È˙‰
,˘„ÂÁÓ ÈÓˆÚ ÈÂÏÈ‚ Ï˘ ÍÏ‰Ó Â‰Ê .‰˙Ú ‡ˆÓ ‡Â‰ Â·˘ ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Ú‚ ‡Ï
Ï‚ÂÒÓ ‡Â‰ ‰˙Ú .˘Î¯˘ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‡ ÏË·Ï Â‡ ˘ÂËÏ ÈÏ·Ó ¯·Ú‰ Ï‡ ‰·È˘
˙‡ ˘Î¯Â ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ‰¯Ú˙‰˘ ˙Ú· ÂÓÓ ÚeÓ ‰È‰˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏÂ ·Â˘Ï
„ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ıÈ·¯Â‰ ‰˜·¯ :˙Î¯ÂÚ ,ÔÓÂÈ ÈÚË˜Â ˙Â¯‚‡ ¯Á·Ó .Ê"Ó˘˙ .‚ÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ı¯Ù 124
.(30.8.20 ÏÒ‡˜ ‰˜ÈÈÓ ÍÈ¯„È¯Ù Ï‡ ·˙ÎÓ) 195 :˜ÈÏ‡È·
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'È˙Â¯ÙÒ' Í¯ÚÓÏ ‰„ÂÂ˙‰˘ ˙Ú·Â ,ÌÈÈË˜¯Ù‰Â ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ,ÌÈÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ÂÈÏÎ
.Ì„Â˜‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ· ·ÏÂ˘˘ ˘„ÁÂ ‰Â˘
?ËÂ˘Ù‰ '·ÂÏÈ˘‰' ÔÈ·Ï ÂÊ '‰ÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙' ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ‰Ó
È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ÏÚ' ‚ÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â·˙ÎÓ ¯Â‡Ï ÂÊ ‰Á·‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÈÓÂ„
‰ÂÓË Ì‚ Ô‡ÎÂ ,(˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„Ê‰· Â„ÓÏÏÂ ¯ÂÊÁÏ ·‰Â‡ È·‡˘) 125'È˘Â‡‰Â
.È˙„‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÔÈ· ·ÂÏÈ˘‰ Ï˘ Â·ÈË ¯·„· ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰·Â˘˙
˙Â˙Â‡˘Â ‰Ê· ‰Ê ÌÈ¯Ú˙ÓÂ ‰Ê ÌÚ ‰Ê ÌÈ˘‚Ù ÈÓ„˜‡‰Â È˙„‰ ˙ÂÓÏÂÚ‰˘ ÔÂÚËÏ
˙ÂÈÓ„˜‡ ÌÏÂÚ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Â ÌÈÈ˘¯Ù ÌÈÏÎ ,„ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÁ‰ ,‰·È˘Á ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú Ï˘ ÌÈ¯Â¯·
‰˘˜˘ ˙ÂÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ÔÓ Ì‰ – ÌÈÙ·Ó Â˙Â‡ ˙Â˘ÓÂ È˙„‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï‡ ˙ÂÏÁÏÁÓ
„ˆÈÎ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ¯˘ÂÈ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ˘ Ì‡ Ì‰Ó ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï
˙Î¯ÚÓ‰ ÍÂ˙ Ï‡ Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÓÈÙÓ Â‡ ÌÈÓ‚¯˙Ó „ˆÈÎ Â‡ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈÂÈ˘ ÌÈÏÎÚÓ
˘¯ÂÙÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ‰˙Â‡ ‡Ë·Ï Ô˙È ÌÏÂ‡ ,˙ÁÎÂ ‰ÚÙ˘‰‰˘ ˜ÙÒ ÔÈ‡ .˙È˙„‰
¯·„Ï ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ‡È‰Â ,ÌÂÓ ‰ÚÙ˘‰ ‰˙Â‡· ÏÈËÓ ‰˙‡ Ê‡Â ,(‰ËÂ· ÌÈÓÚÙÏÂ)
¯·„‰ ‰ÓÂ„ .˙Ó¯Âˆ ÌÈ„Á‡Ï ÚÓ˘È˙ ˙È„Â‰È‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ÍÏ‰Ó· Â˙Â·Ï˙˘‰˘
¯Á‡Ï ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ·˙Î˘ ,ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÎÊÂÓ‰ ,·˙ÎÓ Â˙Â‡· ‚ÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚ÈÈ˙Ò‰Ï
,'¯ˆ‡Ï‚ ÌÂÁ È¯·„Ó È˙Ó‰„' .‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙¯Â˜È· Ï˘ ‰·ÈË ÏÚ ÌÓÚ ÌÈÈ˜˘ ‰ÁÈ˘
‰ÈË¯Ù ÏÚ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡Ó ‰‡· Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ ˙¯ÈÁ· ˜¯ ÈÎ' ,‚ÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ·˙Î
ÔÙÂ‡· – ÈÓˆÚÏ ÂÈ˙ÁÒÈ ÌÓ‡Â – ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ÁÒÓ È˙ÈÈ‰ È‡ .Ì„‡‰ ÔÓ ‰‡ˆÂÓ
,Í˙ÏÂÊ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈ‡ËÂ·Ó ÍÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ˙‡ ÚÓÂ˘ ‰˙‡˘Î ÌÏÂ‡ .‰ÊÏ „Â‡Ó ‰ÓÂ„
¯˘‡Î ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÔÂÎ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‡ÂÙ‡ ÏÂÎÈ ÔÂÈÚ¯ 126.'Ú˙ÙÏ ÌÈ˜Ù˜ÂÙÓ ÌÈ˘Ú Ì‰ È¯‰
˙ÎÙÂ‰ ˙Â‡Ë·˙‰‰ Ï˘ 'ÈË˙Ò‡ ‡Ï‰' ÔÙÂ‡‰ ,Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓÂ Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ËÂ˘Ù
˜ÂÈÏ ‰˙‡ ÏÂÎÈ :ÍÎ ¯Ó‡ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰·Â .È˙ÈÈÚ·Ï ·ÂÏÈ˘‰ ˙‡
ÌÏÂ‡ ;˙È˙„‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'·Â '‰Ù˘'· ‰·Ï˘ÏÂ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰'Â '‰Ù˘‰' ÍÂ˙Ó
,˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÚÙ˘‰‰ ˙Ó‚¯˙ÈÓ Â·˘ ÍÏ‰Ó ¯ˆÂÈ ‡ÏÂ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÓ ‰˙‡˘ Ú‚¯Ó
ÂÊ ‰„ÓÚ ¯Â‡Ï ÒÙ˙ÈÈ ·ÂÏÈ˘‰ – ‰ÈÈ˘· ˙Á‡ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ·¯ÚÓ ËÂ˘Ù ‰˙‡ ‡Ï‡
‰Á·‰ È‰ÂÊ ÌÏÂ‡ ,˙Â‡Ë·˙‰‰ ÔÂ‚Ò· ˜¯ ‡Â‰ Ï„·‰‰ ÌÓ‡ .ÌÏÂ‰ È˙Ï·Â Ì¯ÂˆÎ
˘¯„‰ Ì„‡ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰ ˘È :˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„· ÂÊ ‰Á·‰ ¯È‰·‰Ï Ô˙È .˙ÈËÈ¯˜
˙È· :ÌÂ˜ÓÏÂ '‰¯Â˙ ¯·„' ‚˘ÂÓÏ ˙Â·È˘Á ˘ÈÂ) ˙ÒÎ‰ ˙È·· '‰¯Â˙ ¯·„' „È‚‰Ï
,ÔÊÂ‡‰ÏÂÂ Ï˘ ‰‰Â·‚‰ ˙¯Â˜È·· ˙ÂÚÈÈ˙Ò‰ ÍÂ˙ Í"˙· ˜¯Ù Á˙Ó ‡Â‰Â ,(˙ÒÎ
Ï˘ ÁÂÓ‰ ˙Á˙ ˙‡Ê ‰˘ÂÚ ÌÏÂ‡ ‰Î‡ÏÓ‰ ‰˙Â‡ ˙‡ ˜ÂÈ„· ‰˘ÂÚ˘ Ì„‡ ÔÈ·Ï
Ú¯ ÏÎ ÔÈ‡ 128.'˙ÂÏÈ‚Ó ˙ÂÏÈ‚Ó ‰˙È ‰¯Â˙‰' ‰¯Ó‡‰ Â‡ 127'˙ÂÈÁ·‰ ˙ËÈ˘'
.212–208 :¯È·„ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .ÂÈ˘ÚÓÂ ÂÈÈÁ :‚ÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ı¯Ù .Ë"È˘˙ .¯ˆ‡Ï‚ ÌÂÁ
.208 :Ì˘
ÌÈ„‚Ó ,'‰È¯‡ ˙‚‡˘ ÏÚ· Ï˘ ˙Â„ÂÚ˙‰ ˙¯Â˙' .Ê"Ó˘˙ .¯‡ÈÂ¯· ÈÎ„¯Ó ·¯‰ :‰Ó‚Â„Ï Â‡¯
Â˙˘Ó ÔÈ· ÔÂÈÓ„‰Â ˙ÂÎÈ‡‰ ,˜ÂÈ„‰ ·ÈË ÏÚ ‰Ó ¯·„ ÔÂÚËÏ È„Î ‰Ï‡ ÈÈ¯·„· ÔÈ‡ .22–9 :(·)
Ì‰·˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ Ï˘ ÈÂËÈ·‰ ˙¯Âˆ· ˜¯ ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÈÈ¯·„ .‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙¯Â˜È· ÔÈ·Ï ¯‡ÈÂ¯· ·¯‰ Ï˘
.126–123 :(‚Ï) ÌÈ„‚Ó ,'˙¯Â˜È·Ï ‰ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ·' .‡"Ò˘˙ .Ï‰Â˜ Ï‡¯˘È ‰‡¯Â .¯·Â„‰ ¯ÁÂ·
.‡Ú ,Ò ÔÈËÈ‚

125
126
127

128
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¯˘˜‰·Â) ˙ÒÎ‰ ˙È· Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÔÊÂ‡‰ÏÂÂ ¯Â‡Ï ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ·Â ‰‡È¯˜·
‡Â‰ ‰ÊÎÎÂ ,ÈË˙Ò‡ ‡ÏÎ ÒÙ˙ÈÈ˘ ÚÂ¯È‡ ‡Â‰ '˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ Ì˘‰' ˙¯ÈÓ‡ („·Ï· ‰Ê
.È˙ÈÈÚ·Ï ·ÂÏÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰‰
ÂÈÏÂ˜È˘ :¯È‰·‰Ï ·Â˘Á .·ÂÏÈ˘‰ ÏÚ·Ó ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰Â˘ '‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰' ÏÚ·
‡Â‰ :˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ·Â ;ÌÈÈËÈÏÂÙ ÌÈ‡ ˘Ó˙˘Ó ‡Â‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈÁÂÈÓ‰ ˙¯ÈÁ··
ÂÓÎ ˙ÂÈË˜„È„ ˙Â·ÈÒÓ ˜¯ È˙„ ÔÁÏÂÙÏ ÌÈÈÓ„˜‡ ÌÈÁÂÈÓ ÔÈ· ·¯ÚÏÓ ÚÓ ÂÈ‡
¯˙ÂÈ· ‰ÁÂ‰ ‰¯Âˆ· Ì‰Ï ¯È·Ú‰Ï ÁÈÏˆ‡ „ˆÈÎ'Â 'ÈÈÚÓÂ˘ ÈÊÂ‡· ·ËÈ‰ ËÏ˜ÈÈ ‰Ó'
‡Â‰ Ú‚¯Î˘ ˘Á ‡Â‰ ÈÎ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÁÂÈÓ· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ‡Ï˘ ¯ÁÂ· ‡Â‰ .'X ¯ÒÓ
˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÂÈÏÚ Ï‡˘ÈÂ ˜¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ‡¯˜È ‡Â‰ .'‰¯Â˙ È¯·„'· ‡Ï‡ ¯˜ÁÓ· ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈ‡
Ï˘ ‰Ú„Â˙ ÍÂ˙Ó ÂÁÓˆÈ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÈÓ„˜‡‰ Ô¯Â˜Ó ˙‡ ˙Â‰ÊÏ Ô˙È˘
.ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ¯˜ÂÁ ‡ÏÂ ‰¯Â˙· ˙Â˘¯„ ˘¯Â„‰ Ì„‡
Ô˙Â‡˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‡¯‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰· ÊÂÁ‡Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ ¯·Î È˙„‰ È‡Ó„˜‡‰ ÌÓ‡
ÌÏÂ‡ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ‰·˙Î Ì„‡ „È˘ ‰ÚË‰ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ó ÔÎ‡ ‡Â‰ ;˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·Ó ‡È·‰
.ÈÊÂÈ‚ÈÏ¯Â È‡Â· „ÓÓ ÂÊ ˙È˘Â‡ ‰·È˙ÎÏ ˙Ù¯ˆÓ‰ ˙È˙„ ‰·Â˙ ÛÈÒÂÓ ‡Â‰ ÍÎÏ
·Â˙ÎÏ ·˘ÈÈ˙‰ ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ó ÚÓ˘ ‡Ï ‚ÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯˘ '‰˜ÈÊÂÓ'‰ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ˙ÙÒÂ˙
.Â·˙ÎÓ ˙‡ Ì‰ÈÏ‡
ÌÂ˙‰' ÏÚ· Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÙ˙ .‰ÏÈÙ˙ ÔÂÈÚ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ¯ÓÂÏ Ô˙È ÌÈÓÂ„ ÌÈ¯·„
ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê ÈÂÈ˘ ÌÏÂ‡ .'‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰' ÏÚ· Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÙ˙Ï ‰ÓÂ„ ‰È‡ 'ÈÂ˘‡¯‰
.‰ÏÈÙ˙Ï ˙˘‚Ï È„Î ÌÈÈÚ„Ó ÁÂ˙È ÈÏÎ· ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰ ÏÚ· Ï˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘Ó Ú·Â
‰ÏÈÙ˙‰ ‚˘ÂÓ˘ ¯ÓÂ‡‰ Â‰„ Ô‡Ó Ï˘ ‰ÚËÓ ‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰ ÏÚ· Ì‚
Ï‡ÂËÈ¯‰ ‚˘ÂÓ ÏÚ ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙‡ ÏÏ˜˘Ó ‡Â‰ ‰˙Ú˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ‰˘„Á ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï·˜Ó
ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ Ï˘ ˘¯ÂÙÓ ÈÂËÈ·Ó ‚ÈÈ˙ÒÈ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰ ÏÚ· .È˙„‰ Ò˜Ë‰ ˙·‰·
ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ-ËÒÂÙ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Ï˘ ÌÈÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ÌÈ·˙Î· ÔÂÈÚ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÏÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ Â˙·‰
;ÏÚÂÙ· ˘Á¯˙Ó˘ ‰Ó ‰Ê ÌÓ‡ .˙ÈËÒÈÂÈˆ˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜¯ ‰·˘ÁÓ Ï˘ ˙Â·Â˙ Â‡
ÏÚ Â˙ÂÂ·˙‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈËÂÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙Â˘ÓÂ ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡ ÌÈÏÎÏ Û˘Á ÔÎ‡ ‡Â‰
˙È˙„ ‰Ù˘ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‰ÊÎ ÔÂÚÈË ˙¯ÈˆÈ ÌÏÂ‡ ;‡Â‰ ÍÂÙ‰ ,Ì‚Ù ÍÎ· ÔÈ‡Â – ÌÏÂÚ‰
ÌÈÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· .˙È˙„‰ '‰Ù˘'‰ Ï˘ ÈÓÈÙ‰ ÁÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚Ó ˙‚¯ÂÁ
,ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙ÈÊÁ· Â·ˆÂÈ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡ ÌÈÏÎ ÔÎ‡ Ì‰· ‡ÏÓ Û˙Â˘ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈÈÓ„˜‡Â
Ì‡ Ì‚ ,‰ÏÈÙ˙‰ ÏÚ Â‡ ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙˘¯Ù ÏÚ ‰˘¯„ ˘¯Â„‰ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰ ÏÚ· Í‡
,È˙Â·¯˙‰Â ÈÁÂ¯‰ ÂÓÏÂÚÓ ˜ÏÁ Ì‰Â ÂÈÙ˙Î È¯ÂÁ‡Ó ÌÈ¯˙˙ÒÓ ¯‚„ÈÈ‰ Â‡ ‰„È¯„
ÌÓÂ˜Ó· .È˙ÎÏ‰‰ Â‡ È˘¯„Ó‰ ÍÏ‰Ó‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÂ· ÂÓÚ˘ 'ÚÈÈÒÓ„ ‡˙'‰ ÂÈ‰È ‡Ï Ì‰
˙Â˜ÒÓ Ô˙Â‡Ï ÂÂ‡È·È˘ ˙È˙„‰ ‰Ù˘‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÓÈÙ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡
˘˜·Ó ‰"·˜‰] 'ÈÚ· ‡·ÈÏ ‡ÓÁ¯' Â‡ '˙Â‡Â¯ ÂÈÈÚ˘ ‰Ó ‡Ï‡ ÔÈÈ„Ï ÂÏ ÔÈ‡' ÂÓÎ
.'[Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â·Ï ˙‡
ÈÒÈÒ· ÍÏ‰Ó ‡È‰ ÌÈÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙¯Â˜È· :¯Á‡ ¯˘˜‰·Â
ËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ÂÈÂÚÈË ˙‡ ˜˙Ï Ô˙È ‡Ï ËÂ˘ÙÂ ¯Â¯· ÔÙÂ‡· .ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘
‰ÚË Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÂÎ ÏÎ ÌÚ .¯ˆÂ Â·˘ È˙Â·¯˙‰Â È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ,È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ¯˘˜‰‰Ó
;˙È˙„‰ '‰Ù˘'· ˙Â‡ˆÓ ÔÈ‡ ,‰È¯ÂÁ‡Ó ˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰ ,'‰Ù˘‰' Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ,ÂÊ
ÍÂ˙ Ï‡ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰Ó ˙Â‡·‰ ˙Â·Â˙‰ Ï˘ ÔÏÂÁÏÁ ˙‡ ÚÂÓ ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê ¯ÚÙ ÌÏÂ‡
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˜ÙÒ ÔÈ‡ .Ô„ÓÚÓÂ ÌÈ˘ ÈÈÈÚ· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÎÏ‰‰ ÁÂ˙È ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï .È˙„‰ ÁÈ˘‰
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‡Î¯‡· ‡Â‰ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ÏÂÓ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡ ‰ÏÎ˘‰ ÏÚ· Ï˘ ÈÒÈÒ· È˘Â˜˘
ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙Â ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ,ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· Â·˙Î˘ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÎÏ‰
ÔÂÚÈË ÂÈ‡ Â‰Ê ÌÏÂ‡ .21-‰ ‰‡Ó‰ Ô· Ì„‡‰ ÈÁ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰‰Ó ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ
ÏÚ· Ï˘ ÂÊÂ‡Ï ÌÂ¯ˆÈ ÂÊ Â˙¯Âˆ ÏÚ ¯ÓÂ˘‰ ÔÂÚÈË .ÈÓ„˜‡ ÔÂÚÈË ‡Ï‡ È˙ÎÏ‰
‰Ê Â„È„Ï .˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' Ï˘ ÁÈ˘· Â·¯ÚÏÓ ÚÓÈÈ ‡Â‰Â ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰
'‰Ù˘‰'Ó ˜ÏÁ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡ '‰Ù˘' Ï˘ ˙ÂÁ‰ ÁÈÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ,ÈÂ‚˘ ·Â¯ÈÚ
'‰Ù˘' ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ ˙ÂÏÚÙÂÓ ˙Ú ˙È¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ Ô˙Â‡ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ .˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰
ÏÏÎ Ô˙È ‡Ï˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ÏÎÂ ‰˙Ú .˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙ÂÈ˙„
ÍÚ¯Ï ˙·‰‡Â' ˙ÂÂˆÓ ,'˙ÂÈ¯·‰ „Â·Î' Ï˘· ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ Ï˘ ÔÓÂ˘ÈÈ ÏÚ ¯·„Ï
‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÈÂÈ˘ .'ÌÈÚ·Ë‰ ÈÂÈ˘' Â‡ 'ÛÂ„¯˙ ˜„ˆ ˜„ˆ' ,'·ÂË‰Â ¯˘È‰ ˙È˘ÚÂ' ,'ÍÂÓÎ
‡Ï‡ ,˙Â˘„Á‰ ÂÈ˙Â·Â˙Â ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘· ‡Ï ,ÂÊ ‰„ÓÚ ¯Â‡Ï ,‡ÂÙ‡ ˘¯„
¯‡Â‰ ÔÓÂÈ˜˘ ˙ÂÏÂÂÚ ÁÎÂ ‰È¯Ó˘ ÏÚ ËÂ˜˘Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡˘ ˙È˙„‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ Ï˘·
.ÌÈÏÚÂÙ Â‡ ÂÎÂ˙·˘ È˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ¯Â‡Ï
˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ Â‰Ê .ÈÏËÂË ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡Â‰ ˙„Ï ‰ÈÓ„˜‡ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰
ÁÓˆ ‰·˘ ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰ .˙ÂÂ˘ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' Ô‰Ï ˘È˘ ˙Â·¯˙
˙ÂÓÏÂÚ‰ È˘Ï Û˙Â˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÊÂÚ˙Â ‰Ú¯Î‰ ‰ÓÚ ˙‡˘Â ,ÍÁÓ ‡Â‰ ‰¯Â‡ÏÂ È·‡
„ˆÓ ¯˘‡Î ˙ÂÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ· ·Ï˘Ï ‰ÊÂÚ˙ Ô‡Î ˙˘¯„ .ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÓÏÂÚ· ÌÂÏ‚‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ
,ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂÏ·‚ÂÓÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ Û‡Â ÂÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó ÏÎ ÏÚ ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ‰„˘Ï „Â·Î ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ „Á‡
ÌÈÈÓÈÙ‰ ÈÂÈ˘‰ ÈÂ‚Ó ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓÂ È˙„‰ ÁÈ˘‰ Ï˘ Â„ÂÁÈÈÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ È˘ „ˆÓÂ
˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰‰ ,¯Ó‚ ÂÈ‡˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‡Â‰ ,È·‡ È„ÓÈÏ˘ ÈÙÎ ,‰Ê ÍÈÏ‰˙ .ÂÏ˘
Í‡ ;‰ÈÈ˘ÚÂ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ,„ÂÓÈÏÏ Â˙Â‡ ‰ÈÓÊÓ‰ ÌÈ˘ ˙ÎÂ¯‡ ‰ÓÈ˘ÓÏ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ
¯˘‡Â ¯Á‡‰ Ïˆ‡ ˘ÂÎ¯Ï Ô˙È˘ ‰Ó ÏÂÓ ˙ÂÚÈˆÂ ‰ÂÂÚ ËÚÓÏ ÍÁÓ ‡Â‰ ¯˜ÈÚ·
.ÍÓÏÂÚ· ¯ÎÂ‰ Ì¯Ë

;˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓÂ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ Ì˙Â‚‰· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰
˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ˙Â„Á‡Ï ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ˙ÂÈ˘ ÔÈ·
‰ÁÂ‡ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
‡Â·Ó .1
– Í¯ÚÎ .ÔÂÊÁÎÂ ˙ÈÏÎ˙Î ,Í¯ÚÎ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ „˜Ù˙Ó ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ·
‰ÈÏ‡˘ ‰¯ËÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯È„‚‰Ï – ˙ÈÏÎ˙Î ;Ô‚Â‰Â ÈÂ‡¯ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÔÂÂÎÏ ¯ÂÓ‡ ‡Â‰
‰ÂÓ˙‰ ¯ÂÈˆ· – ÔÂÊÁÎ ;‰‚È˘‰Ï Â˙ÂÁ‰ÏÂ ÂÎÈÁ ˙‡ ‡È·‰Ï ÍÁÓ‰ Û‡Â˘
1.‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰˙Â‡ ÈÏÚ· Ï˘ ˘Ù‰ ˙‡˘Ó ‡È‰˘ ,˙ÈÏ‡„È‡‰Â ‰ÓÏ˘‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰Â
Ï˘ '¯Â‰Ë'Â „„Â·Ó ¯Â‡È˙ ˜¯ ÂÈ‡ ÈÎÂÈÁ Ï‡„È‡ Ï˘ ¯ÂÈˆ ÏÎ˘ ¯ÓÂÏ Ô˙È
˙Â‚‰Ï ÒÈÒ· Ì‚ ˙˘Ó˘Ó‰ ,˙Â‚‰ ‰˙Â‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ '·ÂË‰ Ì„‡‰' Â‡ 'ÍÂÁÓ‰ Ì„‡‰'
˙Â¯Â˙Ï ÒÈÒ· ˙Â˘Ó˘Ó‰ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÈÙÏÎ ‰·Â‚˙ ¯˜ÈÚ· ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ ‰Ï‡ .Ô‰Ï˘ ÔÎ¯„· '·ÂË‰ Ì„‡‰' ˙‡ ˙Â¯È„‚Ó‰Â ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÍÂÈÁ
ÏÎ· .ÔÓÊ· ‰Ï ÂÓ„˜˘ ˙Â¯Á‡ Â‡ Ô„ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÊ ˙Â· ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ
ÂÈÈ‰„ ,'‰·Â‚˙'· ÔÂÈ„‰ ÔÓ ˜ÂÓÁÏ ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙Ï‡˘· ÔÂÈ„‰ ‰¯˜Ó
Ï‡„È‡ ÌÈÈ˜‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ ÏÂÓ ·Èˆ‰ÏÂ ÒÈÈ‚˙‰Ï ˙Â‚‰‰ ‰˙‡¯ ‰Ó :‰Ï‡˘·
Ï˘ ÈÂÓÈ„ ÈÙÏÎ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÔÁ·È‰Ï ¯ÂÓ‡Î ‰ÈÂ˘Ú '‰·Â‚˙‰' .„‚ÂÓ Û‡ Â‡ ‰Â˘ ,¯Á‡
Í¯Ú ÏÎÓ ‰¯·Á‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÙÁ ÈÙÏÎ Ì‚ ÌÈÓÚÙÏ ‡Ï‡ ,„‚ÂÓ Â‡ ‰Â˘ ,¯Á‡ Ï‡„È‡
¯Â„· (ÌÈÏ‡„È‡ Â‡) ÌÈÎ¯Ú ¯˙ÂÈ ÔÈ‡' ÂÓÎ ÈÂËÈ· .˙Â‚‰ ‰˙Â‡„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ – Ï‡„È‡Â
.‰ÊÎ ÁÂ¯ ÍÏ‰ ˙‡Ë·Ó‰ ‰ÁÈÎ˘ ‰¯ÈÓ‡ ‡Â‰ 'ÂÏ˘
Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ Ì˙Â‚‰· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ‡È‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÈÏÎ˙
Â˙Â‡ ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÚÂˆ Ì‰ ÔÎÈ‰ „Ú ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ,Ì‰ÈÈ· ˙ÂÂ˘‰Ï ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓÂ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰˘Ó‰ ˙¯˙ÂÎ .ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ˙ÓÂˆ· ˙Â„¯Ù Ì‰ÈÎ¯„ ÔÎÈ‰Â ÏÂÚ˘Ó
˙ÒÈÙ˙· È˙Â‰Ó‰ ÈÂ˘‰ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ – '˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ˙Â„Á‡Ï ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ˙ÂÈ˘ ÔÈ·' –
‡Â‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ïˆ‡ .‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚Â‰ È˘ Ïˆ‡ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰
,È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰Â ÈË¯Ù‰ – Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÈÈÂÂ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÓÓ È˘ ÔÈ· ˜·‡Ó Ï˘ Ï‡„È‡
Hook, S. 1969. ‘Does a Philosophy have a Future?’, in: Lucas, C. (ed.), What :Ï˘ÓÏ Â‡¯
is a Philosophy of Education?, London: The Macmillan Company: 51–52; Edel, A. ‘What
Should Be The Aims and Content of a Philosophy of Education?’ in ibid: 144; Phenix, P.
H. 1958. Philosophy of Education, New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Ch. 30: The
Aims of Education: 549–567
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ÔÈ· ˜·‡Ó ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê ˜ÊÂ¯ Ïˆ‡ .ÈÓÂÈ˜ ÔÙÂ‡· Â¯È„‚ÓÂ ‰Ê ˜·‡ÓÓ Ò¯Ù˙Ó‰ Ï‡„È‡
„ÓÓ‰ ˙Ï·˜ ÌÚ ‰ÓÏ˘‰ ˙‡Ê ;Ì‰ÈÈ· ˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ˙Â„Á‡ ‡Ï‡ ,ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰
.ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡Â ÈË¯Ù „ÓÓÏ Â˙ÎÈÙ‰Â ˙Â¯ÈÁ ÍÂ˙Ó È˙ÂÎÓÒ-È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰
,¯ÂÓ‡Î ,˙·ÈÈÁÓ ˜ÊÂ¯Â ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ Ì˙Â‚‰Ó ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙ÈÁ·
‰·˘ ˙È˙„‰Â ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ,˙È˙¯·Á‰ ,˙ÈÈ„Ó‰ ,˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰Èˆ‡ÂËÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï
ÌÈÏ‡„È‡ ÂÏ‡· .˜ÊÂ¯ ÔÈÈ„Ú ÏÚÂÙ ‰· ¯˘‡Â ,˙Â¯Â„ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ Í˘Ó· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÏÚÙ
,˜Á¯˙‰Ï Â˘¯„ Ì‰ ‰ÓÓ ,ÌÈ˜·‡ Ì‰ – Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ÌÈ‡ ¯ÂÓ‡Î˘ –
‡¯˜ÈÚÓ ÏÂÒÙ Ì‰ÈÈÚ· ‰‡¯ ‰ÓÂ Â¯È‰Ê‰ Ì‰ ‰ÓÓ ,ÁÂÊÏ Â˘¯„ Ì‰ ‰Ó ˙‡
È˙¯·Á‰ ·ˆÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ ÔÁ·Â ‰‡¯ „ˆÈÎ ÂÈ·‰· ˜¯ ?ÔÎÂÒÓ Ì‚ ÔÎÏÂ
ÏÎ· ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ·Ï˘‰ – ÌÏ È·ˆ Ï˘ ÂÂ˘Ï· 'ÈËÒÂ‚‡È„‰ ·Ï˘‰') ÌÈÈ˜‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â
ÊÂÁ‡Ï – Ì‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ ˙‡ – Ì˙Â‡ ÏÈ·Â‰ ‰Ó ÔÈ·‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ,(˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡
,Â‰Â¯È„‚‰ Ì‰ „ˆÈÎÂ ,('È‚ÂÏÂËÎÒ‡‰ ·Ï˘‰') ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯‰ ·ˆÓ· ,ÂÏ˘ Ï‡„È‡·
˙ÂÈÂ‡¯‰ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ Ô‰ÓÂ Â˘ÂÓÈÓ ÏÚ ˜·‡È‰Ï ˘È˘ Â¯·Ò Ì‰ „ˆÈÎ ˙Â‡¯Ï Û‡Â
2.('È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰ ·Ï˘‰') Â˙‚˘‰Ï
‰ÏÈÁ˙ ‚Èˆ˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ,‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚Â‰ È˘ Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡· ÔÂÈ„Ï ‰Ù Ì¯Ë·
ÏÚ Ì‚ ÔÂÎ-Ï‡ ÚÈ·ˆ˙ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˜ÈÚ Ï‡ ‰ˆˆ‰ .Ì˙Â‚‰ È¯˜ÈÚ ˙‡ ˙Â¯Â˘ ‰ÓÎ·
ÌÓ‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .'ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰' Ï˘ ÒÂÙÈË‰ ˙‡ ÌÓˆÚÏ Â¯ÈÈˆ Ì‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰
Í‡ 3,ÂÈ·˙Î· ˙Â·¯ ÌÈÓÚÙ ˘ÂÓÈ˘ Â· ‰˘Ú ˜ÊÂ¯ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,‰Ê ÈÂËÈ·· ˘Ó˙˘‰ ‡Ï
Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÈÂ‡¯‰ Ì‚„Î Ì‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ ÈÈÚ· ‰‡¯‰ ,ÒÂÙÈË Â˙Â‡Ï ÂÂÂÈÎ Ì‰È˘
ÈÂÓ¯‰ÒÈ„ Ì„‡ ‡Â‰ ÌÏ˘‰ Ì„‡‰ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ È·‚Ï ,¯ÂÓ‡Î .ÌÏ˘‰ Ì„‡‰ – ·ÂË‰
;‰Ê ÌÚ ‰Ê ÂÓÈÏ˘È ‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÏ˘ ‰·‰ ÍÂ˙ ,ÂÈ·Ë˜ È˘ ÔÈ· Â„ÏÁ ÈÓÈ ÏÎ ˜·‡‰
„ÈÓ˙Ó Á˙Ó· ÌÓ‡ ÈÁ‰ Ì„‡‰ Â‰Ê 4,˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ Ï˘ Â„È„Ï ÂÓÎ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â„È„Ï
.‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈ˘ ÔÈ· ‰ÓÏ˘‰Â ˙Â„Á‡ ˘˜·Ó Í‡ ,ÂÈ·Ë˜ È˘ ÔÈ·

Â‡¯ .88 „ÂÓÚ· ÔÏ‰Ï Â¯‰ÂÈ ÍÂÈÁ· È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰Â È‚ÂÏÂËÎÒ‡‰ ,ÈËÒÂ‚‡È„‰ ·Ï˘‰ :ÌÈÁÂÓ‰
.8 ¯ÙÒÓ ‰¯Ú‰ ,Ì˘ Ì‚
·ÂˆÈÚ ,(Í¯ÂÚ) ÌÏ 'ˆ :ÍÂ˙· ,'ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈÓ‚„ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ :ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰' :Â¯Ó‡Ó Ï˘ÓÏ Â‡¯
,Ò‚‡Ó ,ÔÈÈË˘˜¯Ù Ï¯˜ 'ÙÂ¯ÙÂ ÔÂÓÈÒ ËÒ¯‡ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Ì¯ÎÊÏ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ˙ÙÂÒ‡ ,ÌÂ˜È˘Â
.277–265 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,Â"˘˙
ÚÂÒ˘ ÌÏÂÚ· ÈÂˆÓ‰ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘È‡ Ï˘ Á˙Ó‰ ˙‡ ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ‚ÈˆÓ '‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘È‡' ‰ÒÓ·
˘È‡ ¯‡˘ÈÈ ÌÏÂÚÏ Ì‡‰ .ÈÏ‡È¯‰ „ÓÓÏ ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ „ÓÓ‰ ÔÈ· ˜·‡Ó ÂÏÂÎ˘ ÌÏÂÚ ,ÚÂ¯˜Â
,ÂÈ¯·„Î ,ÈÓÂÈË‡ ÒÂÙÈË Â˙ÂÈ‰ Û‡ ÏÚ ,˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ˙Ú„Ï ?ÂÈ·Ë˜ ÔÈ· ÈÂÏ˙ ‰ÎÏ‰‰
ÌÂÙÏ [...] ˙„ÁÂ‡Ó‰Â ‰Ó˙‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ˙‚¯„Ó· ¯„‰ÏÂ ‰ÚÙÈÏ ‰ÂÓÎ ÔÈ‡˘' ,‰‚ÈÊÓ ¯˘Ù‡˙˙
ÛÈÒÂ‰Â Í¯Ú .„ÁÈ‰Â „ÈÁÈ‰ „ÂÒ· .„"È ,˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ) '[...] ÈÂÁÈ‡‰ Ú¯˜‰ ÈÙÏÂ ,‡¯‚‡ ‡¯Úˆ
˙‡˘Ó ‡Â‰ Ï‡„È‡‰˘ ‰·‰‰ ÌÚ ,˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ .(40 :˙Â¯Â‡ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,È‡ÏÈÙ 'È :‡Â·Ó
ÈÂ¯˘ Â·˘ ‰Ê‰ ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ ˙ÂÓÈÚ‰ ÌˆÚ· ‰‡Â¯ ,˙È¯˘Ù‡ È˙Ï· ËÚÓÎ ‰‰ Â˙‚˘‰˘ ,˘Ù‰
.˙È·ÈË˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜ ‰˜˙Ù¯‰ Ì„‡‰

2
3

4

87

˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓÂ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ Ì˙Â‚‰· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰

ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È .2
ÏÚ ÌÈÚ¯˙˘ÓÂ ˙ÂÂÂ‚ÓÂ ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÓ·· ÌÈ¯ÊÂÙÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙Â‚‰‰ ÂÈ·˙Î
ÌÈ·ˆÓÏ ‰·Â‚˙ Ï˘ ‚ÂÒ ‰¯˜ÈÚ· ‡È‰ Â˙·È˙Î .˙Â¯Â„ ‰˘ÂÏ˘Î Ï˘ ÔÓÊ Ûˆ¯ ÈÙ
ÂÏÂ ·˙Î ‡Ï ‡Â‰˘ ‡È‰ ÍÎÏ ‰È‡¯‰ .È˙ËÈ˘ ÈÙÂ‡ ‰Ï ÒÁÈÈÏ Ô˙È ‡ÏÂ ,ÌÈÓÈÈ˜
ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó Èˆ·Â˜ Ì¯˜ÈÚ· Ì‰ ÂÈ¯ÙÒ ·Â¯ .Â˙Â‚‰ È¯˜ÈÚ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈÎÓ‰ ˙Á‡ ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÂÓ
ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó .ÌÈ¯Á‡ È„È ÏÚ ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ¯Á‡Ï Ì˙ÎÈ¯Ú ÏÚ ÂÈ„È ÍÓÒ Â‡ Í¯Ú ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰˘
Ì˘ ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÈÒÎ‡Ó ÂË˜ÂÏ˘ ¯Á‡Ï ˙Á‡ ‚‚ ˙¯Â˜ ˙Á˙ ÌÈÓÒ¯Ù˙ÓÂ ÌÈ·˘ ‰Ï‡
ÛÂ‚· ,ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó ˙Â˜ÂÁ¯ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ˜¯Â ,ÌÈÏ˜ ÌÈÈÂ‚Ò ÌÈÂ˜È˙ ÍÂ˙ ,¯·Ú· ¯Â‡ Â‡¯
.ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰
˙¯Â˙ :˙Â¯Â˙ Ú·¯‡ ÏÚ ˙ÈËÓ˙ ‰ÈÁ·Ó Â˙Â‚‰ ˙‡ ˙Â·‰Ï Ô˙È ˙‡Ê ˙Â¯ÓÏ
‰ÏÂÚ‰ ‰ÂÓ˙‰ Ì¯· 5.ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙¯Â˙Â ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙¯Â˙ ,Ì„‡‰ ˙¯Â˙ ,˙Â„‰È‰
– ‰ÓˆÚÏ˘Î ‰¯Â˙ ÏÎ· Ô‰ ,Ô‰ÈÈ· ˙Â˜ÈÊ‰ Í¯ÚÓ· Ô‰ – ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â¯Â˙‰ ˙‚ˆ‰Ó
‰ÏÈÚ Â· Â‡¯ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯˜ÂÁÓ ÌÈ„Á‡˘ ,‰Ê 'Ì‚Ù' .˙ÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÈ‰ÏÓ ‰˜ÂÁ¯
˙ÈËÓÈ‡ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÂÎ-Ï‡ ÂÎÂ˙· ÔÙÂˆ 6,È˙Â‚‰‰ ÂÏÚÙÓ ˙‡ ÏÂÏ˘Ï È„Î ˙˜ÙÒÓ
ÈÏÂ‡ Ì‰ Â˙Â‚‰· Â‡ˆÓ ÂÈ¯˜·ÓÓ ÌÈ·¯˘ 'ÌÈÚ¯˜‰Â ÌÈÚÒ˘‰' .‰ÓˆÚ ˙Â‚‰‰ Ï˘
˙‡ ÏÈÎ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡˘ ,Ì„‡· ‰ÚÂ·Ë‰ '˙ÂÎ' ‰˙Â‡Ï ¯˙ÂÈ· ˜‰·ÂÓ‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰
ÂÎÂ˙· ˙¯ˆÂÈ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÚ·ËÓ ¯ÂÓ‡Î ‡È‰˘ ,˙‡Ê ˙ÂÎ .ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈÏÂÎ
ÔÈ· ¯˜ÈÚ· ‡Ë·˙Ó ‰Ê ˜·‡Ó ,Ì‰ÈÈ· ÈÓÂÈ˜ ˜·‡Ó· ¯È„˙ ÌÈ‡ˆÓ‰ ÌÈ¯Â„Ó
:˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÓÂËÂÎÈ„ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ ,ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÂÊ ˙Â‚‰ Ï˘ ÒÈÒ·‰ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú .Â˙ÈÈÂÂ‰Ï Â˙Ú„Â˙
˙„ ÔÈ· ,Í¯ÚÏ Í¯Âˆ ÔÈ· ,‰‡È¯·Ï ‡¯Â· ÔÈ· – ÌÏÂÚÏ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ÔÈ· ‰ÈÓÂËÂÎÈ„
˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰ ÔÈ·Â ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÏÚ „ÓÏ Ì„‡˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ· ,Ú„ÓÏ ˙„ ÔÈ· ,¯ÒÂÓÏ
ÂÈ‡ ¯·„‰˘ Â˙ÚÈ„È ÔÈ·Â ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡Ï ·¯˜˙‰Ï ÂÂˆ¯ ÔÈ· ,‰Ê „ÂÓÈÏÓ ˙Â¯Ê‚ ÔÈ‡˘
˙ÏÈ‰˜ Ï˘ ˜ÏÁ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Â˙Ú¯Î‰ ÔÈ·Â È„ÂÁÈÈ Ë¯Ù ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÂˆ¯ ÔÈ· ,¯˘Ù‡‰ ÔÓ
.˙ÂÈÏÎ˙‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙ ˙‡ ‰Ó˘Ï ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙„Â·Ú· ‰‡Â¯‰ ,˘„Â˜
„ÓÓ – ÈËÒÏ˜ÂÂ˜È‡‰ „ÓÓ‰ ‡Â‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰· ÈÊÎ¯ÓÂ ¯Á‡ „ÓÓ
˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ÏÎ ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,˙ÏÏÂ˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÈ·Â ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ÔÈ· ‰ÈÓÂËÂÎÈ„‰ .˙ÂÁÂÏ‰ ¯·Â˘
˙„Â·Ú· ˜¯ .‰È„Ó‰Â ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ,ÌÚ‰ ,ÂÓˆÚ Ì„‡‰ ÏÏÂÎ – ÌÏÂÚ· Í¯Ú ˙ÏÚ·
Í¯Ú‰ ˙‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰‡Â¯ ,‰Ï˘ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰ÈˆÊÈËÓËÒÈÒ· ˜¯Â ,‰Ó˘Ï ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰
˜ÏÁ Â˙ÂÈ‰ ÌˆÚÓ ÂÈÏÚ ÌÈÈÂÙÎ‰ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÎ¯ˆÏ ¯·ÚÓ ‡ˆÓ‰ „ÈÁÈ‰
.˙Â„‰È‰ ˙¯Â˙ ÏÎ ,Â„È„Ï ,È‰ÂÊ .È‡¯˜‡ ÌÏÂÚ Â˙Â‡ Ï˘
:ÔÏ‰Ï) Â˙Â‚‰Ó ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰ – ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È .Ò"˘˙ .'Ó ,‰ÁÂ‡ :Â‡¯ ‰·Á¯‰Ï
.228–1 :˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,¯ÂË˜Â„ ˙„Â·Ú .(ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,‰ÁÂ‡
‰ÏÈÏ˘ ,(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) Ú"Á ,ıÈÏÂ˜Â 'Á ,ÌÁÂ¯È-Ô· ,'‰ÂÓ‡Â ˙ÂÂˆÓ' .‚"Ó˘˙ .'È ,ıÈ‡ÂË· :Â‡¯
Ï‡ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,('‰ÏÈÏ˘' :ÔÏ‰Ï) ˙ÂÓÈ˘¯Â ÌÈÂÈÚ ı·Â˜ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È ÈÙÏÎ ‰Ó˘Ï
:‰ÏÈÏ˘ :ÍÂ˙· ,'„·Ï· ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ‰È‡ ˙Â„‰È‰' .Ê"Ó ,‰ÏÂÒ ;65–63 :ÌÈ˘¯Â˘‰
„ÁÂÈÓ·Â ;58–39 ,‰ÏÈÏ˘ :ÍÂ˙· ,'‰ÎÏ‰· ˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂÈˆ¯-È‡Â ˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂÈˆ¯' .'Á ,È·Ó¯ ;62–59
.342–337 ,‰ÏÈÏ˘ :ÍÂ˙· ,'¯È˜‰ È·ÂÊ‡' (¯‚‰) .'Ó ,ÛÒÂÈ-Ô·
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ËÚÓÎ Â·˙ÎÂ ¯ÙÒÓ· ÌÈËÚÓ Ì‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ˜‰·ÂÓ· ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÂÈ¯Ó‡Ó
‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯Ó‡ÓÓ ˙ÂÏ„Ï Ô˙È ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ .ÌÈ˘ÈÓÁ‰ ˙Â˘ ˙È˘‡¯· ÌÏÂÎ
È˙Â‚‰‰ ÂÏÚÙÓ ÏÏÎ· ‰˜ÈÓÚÓ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰ Í‡ ,‰˜ÈÙÒÓ ‡ÏÂ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ‡Ï ‰¯Âˆ·
ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ô·ÂÓÎÂ ÌÈÈËÈÏÂÙ‰ ,ÌÈÈ˘¯„‰ ,ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ,ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÂÈ¯Ó‡Ó· –
.ÈË˜¯Ù ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ‰ËÂ˘Ù ‡Ï Í‡ ,˙ÈÈÚÓ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈÏ„ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó –
ÏÚ· ËÒ˜ËÎ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ· ˙¯˘Ù‡˙Ó ˙‡ÊÎ ‰ÈÈÏ„
.ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó
ÔÎ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ‰‡Â¯ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÔÎÂ˙·Â ‰·Ó· ·Â¯˜Ó ÔÂ·˙Ó‰
È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó ÌÏ È·ˆ 7.È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ËÒ˜ËÎ ÁÒÂÓÂ ÈÂ·
‰¯ÈÓ‡Ï ÌÈ„ÎÏ˙Ó‰ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ„‚È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ ‰Ú·¯‡ ÌÈÈÂˆÓ Â·˘ ËÒ˜ËÎ
Ì‚ ‡Â‰ 8.‰· ˜ÈÊÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯Î‰‰ ‰·Ó ˙‡ ,¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ,˙‡Ë·Ó‰ ˙È‡„È‡
Â‡ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰ ,ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂËÎÒ‡‰ ,ÌÈÈËÒÂ‚‡È„‰ :Ì‰ ‰Ï‡Â ,ÌÈÓÈÒ Ì‰· Ô˙Â
˙‡ ÌÈÁ·‡Ó‰ ÌÈ„‚È‰ :˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ·Â ‰Ó‡˙‰· .ÌÈÈ‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰Â ÌÈÈÏÂÈˆÂÓ‡‰
Ï˘ ‰·ˆÓ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯‡˙Ó‰ ÌÈ„‚È‰ ,ÔÂ˜È˙Â ¯ÂÙÈ˘ ÔÂÚË‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ-È˙¯·Á‰ ·ˆÓ‰
ÌÚ ˙Â‰„Ê‰Â ‰¯„‚‰ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó‰ ÌÈ„‚È‰ ,ÈÂˆ¯‰ ‰·ˆÓ· 'ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙È¯Á‡'· ‰¯·Á‰
Í¯„‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÁÒÓ‰ ÌÈ„‚È‰ – ÛÂÒ·ÏÂ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰ ‡˘ÂÎ Â‡ ‡˘ÂÓÎ ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰
˜ÏÁ‰ .ÈÂˆ¯‰ ·ˆÓÏ – ÔÂ˜È˙ ÔÂÚË‰Â ÈÂˆÓ‰ – ÔÁ·Â‡Ó‰ ·ˆÓ‰Ó ¯Â·ÚÏ ˘È˘
ÔÎ˘ ,‰È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰ Ï˘ ‰·¯‰ ‰˙Â·È˘Á ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ÌÏ .‡„È¯‚ ÈÚˆÓ‡ ÂÈ‡ È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰
·ÈÎ¯Ó Â‰Ê Â˙Ú„Ï .‰ÓˆÚ· ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÏÚ· ‡Ï‡ ‡ÓÏÚ· ÈÏÎ ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡
˙ÂÈ‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰ ˙Á‡ „ˆÏ (‰ÓˆÚ· ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ‡È‰ ‰Ú¯Î‰ ÏÎÂ) ‰Ú¯Î‰ ÏÈÎÓ‰
‡Â‰ .‰¯ËÓ‰ ˙‚˘‰Ï ¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰Ï·Â‰‰ ÈÏÎ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰˙ÈÏÎ˙˘ ,˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡‰
˜Â˜Ê Ì„‡˘ ÈÏÎ ÏÎÏ È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡-È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡ ‰Ï·Â‰ ÈÏÎ ‰ÓÂ„ ÔÈ‡˘ ˘È‚„ÓÂ ÛÈÒÂÓ
‰¯ËÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ‰ .ÈÁ¯Î‰ ‡Ï‡ ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï Ô˙È ÂÈ‡ Ô‡Î ÈÏÎ‰ .ÂÈ˙ÂÈÏÎ˙ ˙‚˘‰Ï ÂÏ
Ï˘ ‰ÁÂ¯ ˙‡ ‰ÓˆÚ· ˙Ù˜˘Ó ‡È‰ ÔÎÏÂ ,˙¯˘Ù˙Ó È˙Ï· ‰˜ÈÊ ‡È‰ ‰˙‚˘‰ ÔÈ·Ï
‰˘ÂÓÈÓ ‡È‰ ‰¯ËÓ‰ ˙‚˘‰Ï Í¯„‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ ,¯˘Ù‡ Ì‡‰ .‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰
?‰È‚ÂÏÂËÎÒ‡‰ ÌÚ ‰‰ÂÊÓ ‰È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ·Â ,‰ÓˆÚ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰ Ï˘
ıÓ‡Ó· ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ .ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó˘ ‰Ó Ì‚ ‰Ê ÔÎ‡Â
Í‡ .'Â˙‚˘‰' Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ˜‰·ÂÓ‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ ˙‡ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‚˘‰ ÔÚÓÏ ˜·‡Ó·Â
Â˙Â‰Ó ÌˆÚÓ ‰Ê ;Ï‡„È‡‰ Ï˘ ˙È˘ÓÓ ‡Ï ‰‚˘‰ ,Ô·ÂÓÎ ,Ô‡Î ˙Â‡Ë·Ó ˙Â‡Î¯ÈÓ‰
.307–245 :ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,‰ÁÂ‡ :‰·Á¯‰· Â‡¯
,‰‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÂÓÈ„ ;12–1 :'‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰È„ÙÂÏ˜Èˆ‡ ,'ÍÂÈÁÂ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡' .'ˆ ,ÌÏ
ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó ,‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈ„ÓÚÂÓ Ï˘Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰Â ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ,˙ÂÚ„ ¯˜ÁÓ
,‰‡¯Â‰ È„·ÂÚ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï ‰˜ÏÁÓ‰ ,Ì˙ÂÓÏ˙˘‰Â ‰‡¯Â‰ È„·ÂÚ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï Û‚‡‰ ,˙Â·¯˙‰Â
,(Í¯ÂÚ) .'„ ,ÏË-¯· :ÍÂ˙· ,'ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙·˘ÁÓÂ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰' ;76–66 :1973 ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
¯ˆÂ‡'Â ,˙Â·¯˙‰Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó ,ÈˆÂÚÈÈ-È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ˙Â¯È˘‰ ,ÍÂÈÁ· ıÂÚÈÈÂ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ
‰ÏÈÏÚ' .Ê"˘˙ .'„ ,¯Ï˜ :Ì‚ Â‡¯ ;30–5 :Â"Ó˘˙ ,Ï‡¯˘È· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯„˙Ò‰ ,'‰¯ÂÓ‰
:Ê"˘˙ ,È¯„ÂÓ-ËÒÂÙ‰ ÁÈ˘‰ Ô„ÈÚ· ÍÂÈÁ‰ :ÍÂ˙· ,'ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ È‚ÂÏÂ‡È„È‡‰ ËÒ˜Ë· ˙ÂÈÂÓ„Â
.242–222
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,Â˙‚˘‰Ï ıÓ‡Ó· „ÈÓ˙‰Ï ‡Â‰ ÍÂÁÓ‰ Ì„‡Ï ¯˙Â˘ ‰Ó ÔÎÏ .‰‚˘‰ ¯· ÂÈ‡
.Â·¯˜· ÌÈÏÚÂÙ‰ ÌÈ¯˙ÂÒ ˙ÂÁÂÎ È˘ Ï˘ ÈÂËÈ· ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ıÓ‡Ó˘ ÔÈ·Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÍÂ˙
.‰Ê ÌÚ ‰Ê ¯˘Ù˙‰Ï Â‡ ‰Ê ˙‡ ‰Ê ÌÈÏ˘‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÁÂÎ È˘ Ì‰ ÂÏ‡
‰˘ÚÓÏ Ò¯ÙÓ ‰Ê‰ È„ÈÓ˙‰ ˜·‡Ó‰ ÔÎÏÂ ,˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ‰¯È˙Ò ‡È‰ Ì‰ÈÈ· ‰¯È˙Ò‰
‰‚Â‰‰ ¯È„‚Ó˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ó˘ ‰Ê ‡Â‰Â ,Â„ÏÁ ÈÓÈ ÏÎ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡
9.˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï˘ ÌÂÈ˜ ,'˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰Â ‰˜ÈÊÈÙËÓ' Â˙ÒÓ· ,ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù ÏÈÓ‡
˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ Ï˘· ,ÁÂÊÏ ‰¯ÂÓ ÔÂÈ‚È‰‰˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ÁÂÊÏ ÔÂˆ¯‰ ‡Â‰ „Á‡‰
‡Ï ÔÎÈ‰ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯„Ó‰ È·ÈËÈ‚Â˜‰ ÔÙ‰ Â‰Ê .Â‚È˘‰Ï ˙È˘ÚÓ‰Â ˙ÈÂ¯˜Ú‰
,‰Â·˙· ÂÈ„Úˆ ˙‡ ÏÎÏÎÏÂ ·˘ÁÏ ÔÎÈ‰ – Í„È‡ÓÂ ,„ÁÓ ‡ÂÂ˘Ï ÂÁÂÎ ˙‡ ˙ÈÁ˘‰Ï
ÔÙ‰ ‰Ê˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ¯˘Ù‡ .‰‚˘‰ ˙Â·Â ˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÂÈÏÎ˙ ˙‚˘‰ ÔÚÓÏ ˙‡ÊÂ
˙‡ ÔÂÂÎÓ‰ ÔÂˆ¯‰ Ì‚ Â‰Ê .˙Â¯Â„‰ Í˘Ó· ÌÊÈ‚¯Â‡Î Ì„‡‰ ÌÂÈ˜ ˙‡ ¯˘Ùƒ‡˘
Ò¯ËÈ‡‰ Â‰Ê .‡Â‰ ¯˘‡· Ë¯ÙÎ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÈÒÈÒ·‰ ÌÈÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï Ì„‡‰
Â„Â·Î ÏÚ ,ÂÏ˘ Â˙Â‡È¯·Â ÂÈÈÁ ÏÚ ÏÂÎ Ì„Â˜ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï ,Ë¯ÙÎ ,Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯„Ó‰
Ë¯ÙÎ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï Â˙Â‡ ‰ÁÓ‰ Ò¯ËÈ‡‰ Ì‚ Â‰Ê .ÂÈÙÎ ÚÈ‚È ÏÚÂ ÈÓˆÚ‰
·ËÈÓÎ Â· ˙Â¯Âˆ‡‰ ˙ÂÈÎË‰Â ˙ÂÈÁÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ‰ ÏÂˆÈÏÂ ÈÓˆÚ‰ ÂÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ÈÂ‡¯‰
.ÂÏ˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ ˙ÈÏÎ˙Ï – Ô˙È ‰Ê˘ ‰ÓÎ „Ú – Â˙ÏÂÎÈ
,‰‚˘‰Ï Ô˙È ÂÈ‡ ‰ÓÂ ‰‚˘‰Ï Ô˙È ‰Ó ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ÔÓ ‡Ï Ú·Â‰ ÔÂˆ¯‰ ‡Â‰ È˘‰
ÍÈ¯„Ó‰ ÁÂÎ‰Ó ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÓÂÈ˜ Í˘Ó‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÈ‡Ó ‰ÓÂ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ ÏÚ ¯ÓÂ˘ ‰Ó
– Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÎ¯ˆÏ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ ,ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰ ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï Ì„‡‰ ˙‡
Ì‚ ÌÈÏ‡„È‡‰ Ï˘ Ì˘ÂÓÈÓ ÔÚÓÏ ˜·‡È‰Ï ˙ÂÂÎ‰Â ÔÂˆ¯‰ ‰Ï‡ .ÌÈÈÁÂ¯Î ÌÈÈ¯ÓÂÁ
ÌÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ÔÚÓÏ ·È¯˜‰Ï ÔÂˆ¯‰ Â‰Ê ;Ì˙‚˘‰· ÔÂÁËÈ· ÌÂ˘Â ‰·Â¯Ú ÌÂ˘ ÔÈ‡ Ì‡
10.ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÁÂ ˙‡Â ÌÈÈÙÎ‰ ÚÈ‚È ˙‡ ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰Ï‡‰
Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙Ï‡˘ ‡È‰ ÍÁÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‡¯Â˜ Â˙‡¯˜Ï˘ Ï‡„È‡‰ È·‚Ï ‰Ï‡˘‰
Fackenheim, E. L. 1961. Metaphysics and Historicity. Milwaukee: Markette University
ÈË¯Â‡˙ ‰·Ó ˙Â·Ï ˘˜È· ‡Â‰ .'‰Èˆ‡ÂËÈÒ'‰ ‚˘ÂÓ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ,ÂÊ Â˙ÒÓ· ,ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù .Press
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ÔÎÂ ,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÍÂ˙· Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ '˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰¯ÈˆÈ' ‚˘ÂÓÏ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ÌÂ˜Ó ˙˙Ï ¯˘Ù‡È˘
'ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ¯ˆÂÈ‰' Ì„‡‰ ,Â˙Ú„Ï .˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰-ÏÚ ˙Ó‡ Ï˘ ˙È˘ÚÓ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ÚÈˆ‰Ï
‰ÓÏ ÍÙÂ‰ Ì‚ Ô‡ÎÓÂ ,ÏÚÂÙ‰ Ì„‡‰ ÔÂ˙ ‰· ¯˘‡ ,˙‡Ê‰ '‰Èˆ‡ÂËÈÒ'‰ .'‰Èˆ‡ÂËÈÒ'· ÔÂ˙
‰ËÈÏ˘ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ ,ÂÏ ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈÂ˙Â ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ Ï˘ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· ÂÁ¯ÂÎ ÏÚ· Â˙Â‡ ‰·ÈˆÓ ,Â‰˘
.‰Ó˘‚‰Â ‰‚˘‰ ,‰ÏÂÚÙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ÂÈÙ· ‰·ÈˆÓ Í‡ ,Ì‰ÈÏÚ
.304 :Ô˜Â˘ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(˙Â„‰È :ÔÏ‰Ï) Ï‡¯˘È ˙È„ÓÂ È„Â‰È ÌÚ ˙Â„‰È .‰"Ï˘˙ .'È ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ 10
‰ÂÓ‡‰ Í¯Ú ÔÚÓÏ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙·¯˜‰) ‰·¯˜‰‰ Í¯ÚÏ ‰Ó‚Â„ ‡È·‰Ï ‰ˆ¯ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ÌÚÙ ÏÎ·
‡ÏÂ ,˙ÂÓÏÂ „˜ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÚÏ ÌÈÎÂÓ ÂÈ‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÙÂ˜˙Ï ˘¯„ ‡Â‰ ,˙Â„‰È· ('‰·
¯ÓÂÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ÔÂÎ Â‡ ,ÌÈ·¯ .˙Ù¯Â‚ ‰ÂÓ˙ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï ,¯ÓÂÏ ˘È ,˙‡Ê .˙ÂÈÁÏÂ Ì˙„ ˙‡ ¯ÈÓ‰Ï
Í¯„ ‡È‰ Í¯Ú‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÈÁ· Í‡ ,ÌÈÈÁ· ÍÈ˘Ó‰ÏÂ Ì˙„ ˙‡ ¯ÈÓ‰Ï ÂÙÈ„Ú‰ ,Ì·Â¯
ÍÎÂ .‰ÓÏ˘ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÍÂ˙Ó Â˘Ú˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ Â˘Ú˘ ,ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ„ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙Â‚‰˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÊÈ¯Ù‰
Â˙ÓÂ Â˜·‡ – ˙Â„‰È‰ È"Ú ÂÎ¯„Â‰Â ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ ÂÎÂÁ˘ ‰„ÈÓ· – ÌÈ„Â‰È' :¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰
Hook, S. :Ì‚ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· Â‡¯ .'Ì„‡‰ ˘Â„È˜ ÏÚ Â˙Ó ‡ÏÂ Â˜·‡ ‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÓÂ Ì˘‰ ˘Â„È˜ ÏÚ
1969. ‘Does a Philosophy have a Future?’, in: Lucas, (see note 1): 52
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˙È˘‡¯ Â· ‰‡Â¯ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .'ÌÈÓÏ˘ Ì„‡ ÈÈÁ' ÏÚ· 'ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰' Ï‡„È‡ Ï˘
‰· ˘È˘ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓÏ˘ ˙‡¯˜Ï ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Í¯„Ï ‰·Â˘Á ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÂÎÏ
Ì‚Â ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰˘‚¯‰Â ‰Ó‚ÓÂ ‰Ú„Â˙ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ „ˆ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ [...]' :ÂÈ¯·„Î
Â˙Ï‡˘ 11'[...] ÌÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÈÁ ¯Ë˘Ó Ï˘Â ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ „ˆ‰ ˙‡
Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ 'Â˙ÂÓÏ˘' ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó 'ÌÈÓÏ˘ Ì„‡ ÈÈÁ' Ì‡‰ ‰·‰· ˙„˜Ó˙Ó
Â‡ ,'ÌÏ˘' È˙¯·Á-È‚¯Â‡ ¯ÂˆÈÎ ÂÁÂ˙ÈÙ ˙‡ Â‡ ,ÈÓÚÙ-„Á ÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡ ¯ÂˆÈÎ
‡Ï·Â ˙Â¯ÈÁ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÈÁÏ Û‡Â˘‰ ,'ÌÏ˘' Ï‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡ :ÌÈÈ˘‰ Ï˘ Ì·ÂÏÈ˘ ˙‡
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ Ï‡„È‡‰˘ ‰‡Â¯ Â˙Â‚‰· ÔÈÈÚÓ‰ .'ÌÈÓÏ˘' ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜ ÌÈÈÁ È‡˙
'ÌÏ˘'‰Â Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ 'ÌÏ˘'‰ – 'ÌÈÓÏ˘'‰ ÔÈ· ‰Èˆ˜‡¯ËÈ‡ ,„Á‡ „ˆÓ ,ÌÓ‡ ‡Â‰
‡È‰ ÈÎ ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,˙È¯˘Ù‡ ‰È‡ ÏÏÎ ÂÊÎ ‰Èˆ˜‡¯ËÈ‡ È˘ „ˆÓ Í‡ .·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰ Ï˘
‰Ó 12.˙‡ÊÎ ‰ÓÏ˘‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ÏÏÂ˘ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÂ ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú È˘ ÔÈ· ‰ÓÏ˘‰ ˙˘¯Â„
Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ÂÂˆ¯ ÔÈ· ˜·‡Ó ,Ì‰ÈÈ· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï˘ ˜·‡Ó ‡Â‰ ÈÂ‡¯ ÔÎÂ È¯˘Ù‡ ÔÎ˘
˜·‡Ó Â‰Ê .˘„Â˜‰ ˙ÏÈ‰˜ È˜ÂÁ ˙‡ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ï·˜Ï Â˙·ÂÁ ÔÈ·Â ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
˙ÂÓÈ‰ÏÂ ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï Ì‡ ,˙Â¯ÈÁ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ˘„ÁÓ ÌÂÈ ÏÎ· ,ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï Ë¯Ù‰ ÍÈ¯ˆ Â·˘
13‰È˜ÂÁ ˙‡Â ‰ÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ ˙‡ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ï·˜ÏÂ ˙È˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ˘„Â˜‰ ˙ÏÈ‰˜ ÌÚ
˙ÂÚ˘ ÏÚ ¯Â˙ÈÂ ˘¯Â„Â ‰˘˜ ¯·„‰ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,¯Â·Èˆ· ˙È¯Á˘ ˙ÏÈÙ˙Ï ÌÈÎ˘‰ÏÂ
ÍÂÁÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ ÚÈ‚Ó Â·˘ ·Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˜ ‡Ï ‰Ê‰ ˜·‡Ó· .¯˜Â· Ï˘ ˙Â˜Â˙Ó ‰È˘
.28 :‰„ÒÓ :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,(‰¯Â˙ :ÔÏ‰Ï) ,‰Ê‰ ÔÓÊ· ˙ÂÂˆÓÂ ‰¯Â˙ .„"È˘˙ .'È ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ 11
ÔÂÈÚ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰· ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ÍÂÈÁÂ ÍÂÈÁ ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú .2001 .'Ó ,‰ÁÂ‡ Â‡¯ 12
‰ÂÚ·Â ˙Ú· ÊÂÁ‡Ï ÏÂÎÈ Ì„‡ ÔÈ‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙Ú„Ï .206–204 :(8–7) ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰· ¯˜ÁÓÂ
È˙„‰Â ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰ ,ÌÈÂÈÏÚ ÌÈÎ¯Ú È˘ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Ì‡‰ ,‰Ï‡˘‰ ÏÚ .„Á‡ Í¯ÚÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙Á‡
:‰¯Â˙ :‰‡¯ .˙ËÏÁÂÓ ‰ÏÈÏ˘· ·È˘Ó ‡Â‰ ,Ì„‡ Â˙Â‡ Ïˆ‡ ˙Á‡ ‰ÙÈÙÎ· ¯Â„Ï ,Ï˘ÓÏ
:ÔÂÓ„˜‡ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .ÌÈÎ¯ÚÂ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ,‰ÂÓ‡ .·"Ó˘˙ .'È ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ;296 :˙Â„‰È ;52
Â˙Â‚‰· Í¯Ú‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈÒÂÏ˜Ò˜‡ ÏÚ È˜ˆÈ·¯ ¯ÊÚÈ·‡ Ï˘ Â˙¯Â˜È· ˙‡ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· „ÂÚ Â‡¯ ;200
.'‡ ,‡È‚˘ :ÍÂ˙· ,'ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È ÏÚ :ÌÈÓ˘¯Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú' .1995 .'‡ ,È˜ˆÈ·¯ :ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘
.22–19 :¯˙Î :·È·‡ Ï˙ .Â˙Â‚‰Â ÂÓÏÂÚ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È ,(Í¯ÂÚ)
Â˙ÂÓ ¯Á‡Ï ‡ˆÈ˘ ¯ÙÒ· 1969 ˙˘Ó '· ¯"„Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ Â˙·Â˘˙ ˙‡ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· Â‡¯ 13
Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï‡ ÌÈ·˙ÎÓ ...ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Í˙Â‡ ÏÂ‡˘Ï È˙Èˆ¯ :ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ó ˜ÏÁÂ Â˙È· È· ˙ÎÈ¯Ú·
‰¯Â˙ ‰˙È ‡Ï ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ' :328 :1999 ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,¯˙Î ,(ÌÈ·˙ÎÓ :ÔÏ‰Ï) ,ÂÓÓÂ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
ÍÈÈ˘‰ Ë¯Ù ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡· ‡Ï‡ ‰ÓÂÈ˜· ·ÈÈÁ˙Ó „ÈÁÈ‰ ÔÈ‡Â ,Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎÏ – ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜Ï ‡Ï‡
ÔÈÈÚÓ ÌÏÂ‡ .'Ï‡¯˘ÈÓ Ì„‡ Ï˘ Â˙¯Â˙ ‡ÏÂ [...] Ï‡¯˘È ˙¯Â˙ ‡È‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ [...] ‰Ê‰ ÏÏÎÏ
‰¯·Á‰ ÔÓ ˘Â¯ÙÏ Ì‡‰ Ë·Á˙Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜ Ô·Ï (1992-·) ÍÎ-¯Á‡ ˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ ‰·Â˘˙·˘
ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ,ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÂˆÂ·È˜· ¯‡˘È‰Ï Â‡ ‰˙ÎÏ‰Î ‰¯Â˙ ÌÈÈ˜Ï È„Î ˙ÈÂÏÈÁ‰
˜ÈÊÁ˙ Ì‡ .[ıÂ·È˜‰ ˙‡] Â˙Â‡ ˘ÂËÏ Í˙Â‡ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ˙ÂÂˆÓÂ ‰¯Â˙ ÏÂÚ ˙Ï·˜ ÔÈ‡' :ËÚÓ
(ÍÓÂ˜Ó· ˙ÒÎ-˙È· ¯„Ú‰·) ˙Â„ÈÁÈ· ‰ÏÈÙ˙ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÌÈÈ˜ÓÂ ˙Â¯˘ÎÂ ˙·˘ ¯ÓÂ˘Î „ÓÚÓ
.(41 :Ì˘) '‰¯Â·‚ ‰˘ÚÓ ÌÂ˘ÓÂ [¯Â˜Ó· ˙Â˘‚„‰‰ ÏÎ] Ì˘‰ ˘Â„È˜ ÌÂ˘Ó ‰Ê ‰È‰È [...]
„Â˜ÈÓ· Â‡ ,ÌÈÂÒÓ ÈÂÈ˘· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ÔÎ‡ ÏÂÎÈ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ¯Á‡ ·˜ÂÚ‰
:˜¯Ù‰ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,‰ÁÂ‡ :‰·Á¯‰· ‰‡¯ .È˙¯·Á‰Â ÈË¯Ù‰ ,ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰ È˘Ï Ô˙Â ‡Â‰˘ ,‰Â˘
.307–303 :˙ÈË˜Ï˜‡‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡È„È‡‰ – ‰ÙÓ‰
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ÂÈ‡ ÍÏÈ‡Â ‰ÓÓ˘Â ,˙ËÏÁÂÓÂ ˙ÈÙÂÒ ‡È‰ È˙ÏÈ‰˜‰ „ˆÏ Â˙Ú¯Î‰ ‰·˘ ‰„Â˜Ï
Â˙Â‡ ‰ÁÓ Â·˘ „ÏÂÓ‰ ÌÊÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÂÈ„È‡‰ „ÓÓ ÔÎ˘ ,ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ· ¯˙ÂÈ „¯ËÂÓ
ÌÈÂÒÓ ·Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˜ ‡Ï Ì‚ ‰Ê ˜·‡Ó ÍÏ‰Ó·˘ Ô‡ÎÓÂ .Â· „ÈÓ˙‰Ï Â„ÏÂÂÈ‰ ÌÂÈÓ
‡Â‰ ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ˜·‡Ó‰ .¯·Ú· ·ˆÓÏ ˙ÈÒÁÈ ˙ÂÓ„˜˙‰ ‡È‰˘ ÂÊÈ‡ ˘Á ‡Â‰ Â·˘
ÈÙÏ .ÂÓÂÈ˜ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁÏ Ô˙Â‰ ‡Â‰ ‡Â‰ ¯ÂÓ‡ÎÂ ,„ÈÓ˙Ó ˜·‡Ó
.Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‚˘‰Ï „ÈÁÈ‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ Ì‰ Ì‰ ‰Ê‰ ıÓ‡Ó‰Â ‰Ê‰ ˜·‡Ó‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
,ÌÓ‡ ¯ˆÂÈ ÍÂÁÓ‰ ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˘˜·Ó Â·˘ ,‰Ê ·ˆÓ
ÔÈ·Â Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â‰Ó ÔÈ· ˙ÈÁˆ ‰Ó‡˙‰-È‡Â ˙ËÏÁÂÓ ‰ÈÂÓ¯‰ÒÈ„ ,ÂÈ¯·„Î
‰Ú„Â˙· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡· ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙‰ È‰ÂÊ Â„È„Ï Ï·‡ ,Â˙Â‡ÈˆÓ
˙ÂÈÂË·Á˙‰ÓÂ ÌÈ˜·‡ÓÓ ,˙ÂÓÏÈ„Ó ,˙Â˜ÂˆÓÓ ÛÁ‰ Ì„‡ Â˙Ú„Ï .È˙„‰ ‰˘ÚÓ·Â
14,'ÂÁ‡· ‰ÚÂ¯‰ ‰¯Ù'Ï Ï˘Ó Â˙·È·Ò ÌÚÂ ÂÓˆÚ ÌÚ ÌÈÈÂÓ¯‰ ÌÈÈÁ ÈÁ‰Â ˙ÂÈÓÂÈ˜
15.„Â·Î Ï˘ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰Ê ‡Â‰ Ï‡Â˘‰Â Ë·Á˙Ó‰ ,˜·‡‰ ˜¯Â
‰‡Â¯‰ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰ËÈ˘ ‰˙Â‡ – ÈËÒÈÂÓÈ„Â‡‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÂ„ ‡Â‰ ÂÊ ‰·ÈÒÓ
,‰ÈÂÓ¯‰‰ Ï˘ ,'˙È˘Ù‰ ˙Â‡È¯·‰' Ï˘ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‡ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â¯˘Â‡ ˙‡ ˙ÈÏÎ˙Î
˙‡Ê 16.È˘Ù‰ ÌÂÏ˘‰Â Ë˜˘‰ Ï˘ ,È˘Ù‰ ˜ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ,˙ÂÈˆ¯‰ Ï˘Â ÌÈÈÂÂ‡Ó‰ Ï˘
ÂÈÎ¯ˆ ˙‡ ˜ÙÒÏ Â˙ÈÏÎ˙˘ ,˙¯˘Ó‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÂ„ ‡Â‰ ‰ÏÏ‚·˘ ‰·ÈÒ‰ Ì‚
ÌÈÁ·Ó· ‰„ÈÓÚ ,˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ÍÈÁ‰ ÔÓ Ú·Â˙‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ıÓ‡ÓÂ ,„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘
.ÍÂÁÓ Ì„‡ ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,·ˆÚÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Ì‰ ˜¯ ¯˘‡ ,˙ÂÓÏÈ„·Â
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,‰Ï ‰ˆÂÁÓÂ Ï‡¯˘È· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯˜Á ‰„˘· ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‡Â‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ-˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Â˙Â‚‰Â Â˙˘Ó .¯˙ÂÈ· ËÏÂ·‰ ‡Â‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ·Â
– ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ‰˘„Á ‰ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„ ÂÂÎÂ ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈ·È˙ Âˆ¯Ù
ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ È‚˘ÂÓÂ ÈÂÈÚ ÁÈ˘ ‰„…˘
¿ ÂÊ ‰ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„Ï .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
.ÂÈ˙Â·˜Ú· ÌÈÎÏÂ‰‰ Ï˘Â ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ ˙Â·˜Ú· ¯˘Ú˙ÓÂ ÍÏÂ‰‰ ,‰˙Â‡
È˙˘ .ÍÁÓ ‡Â‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ;Â¯„Á· ÔÂÙÒ‰ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˜¯ ÂÈ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ÌÏÂ‡
:Ï"ÁÓ¯Ï 'ÌÈ¯˘È-˙ÏÈÒÓ' Ï˘ ÈÚÈ·¯‰ ˜¯ÙÏ ‡Â·Ó‰ ÏÚ ‰ÁÈ˘· ¯·Á-„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ Â‡¯ 14
‰ÊÎ ¯·„ ?Á˙Ó· ÔÂ˙ ‡‰È ‡Ï˘ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ‡È·‰Ï ‡Â‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ ¯Ó‡ ÍÁÓ ‰ÊÈ‡ ÈÎÂ'
Ì„‡‰ ¯˙ÂÓ ÏÚ ‰¯ÂÓ È˘Ù Á˙Ó ‡˜ÂÂ„ ÈÎ ÍÏ Â¯Ó‡È˘ ‰Ï‡Î ÂÈ‰È [...] ÈÓÈÓ È˙ÚÓ˘ ‡Ï
.'È ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .'ÂÁ‡· ‰ÚÂ¯ ‰¯Ù ¯˘‡Ó Á˙Ó ¯ÒÁÂ ÚÂ‚¯ ·ˆÓ ÍÏ ÔÈ‡ È¯‰˘ ,‰Ó‰·‰ ÔÓ
:(˙ÈË¯Ù ‰‡ˆÂ‰) Ï‡¯˘È .Ï"ÁÓ¯Ï 'ÌÈ¯˘È ˙ÏÈÒÓ' ÏÚ ˙ÂÁÈ˘ .1995 .ÌÈ¯·Á-ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â
‰ÚÙ˘‰ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ‰ÈÁ·Ó˘ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡' :¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ¯ÙÒ Â˙Â‡· ¯Á‡ ÌÂ˜Ó· .110–10
.(147 :Ì˘) '[...] ˙È¯Â‚Ë˜ ‰ÚÈ·˙Ï ˜¯ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ
Ì‰È˙ÂÈÂË·Á˙‰Â Ì‰È˙ÂÈÂË·Ï˙‰ ˙‡ ÂÈÙ· Â‚Èˆ‰˘ ‰Ï‡Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰ „ˆÈÎ Â‡¯ 15
,'ÁÏ ‰·Â˘˙ ,18 'ÓÚ ,'Ï ‰·Â˘˙ ,ÌÈ·˙ÎÓ :‰¯Â˙‰ È˜ÂÁÏ ÂÈ˙Â·ÂÁÂ Ì„‡‰ ÌÂÈ˜ ˙ÂÏ‡˘·
.Ì˘ ˙Â·¯ „ÂÚÂ ,89 'ÓÚ
.51 :‰¯Â˙ 16
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È‡˙ ‡ÏÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ – ˙Á‡‰ :Â·˘ ÍÁÓ‰ „ÓÓ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÈÙ‡Ó ˙ÂÈÒÈÒ· ˙ÂÂÎ˙
ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈ·È˙Ï ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù – ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ;‰Ï˘ ˙Â·¯˙ÏÂ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ,˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ
˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰Ï Ô‰ Í¯Ú ˙ÏÚ· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· Ì˙ÈÚËÂ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ˘¯„ÓÂ ˙Â˘¯Ù Ï˘
˙È˙Â·¯˙-˙ÈÂÈÚ ‰‚˘Ó‰Â ÁÂÒÈ Ì‚ ˙ÂÏ·˜Ó ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ È˙˘ .˘Â„ÈÁÏ Ô‰Â
.'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' :Í˘Ó‰· Ë¯Ù˘ ÈÙÎ ,Â˙Â‚‰·
ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰ ,ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÌÈ·ˆÓÏ ‰·È‚Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÏ ‰ÓÂ„·
ÏÚ ˙˘¯Ù ‡È‰Â ,˙ÈË¯‰Â˜Â ‰¯Â¯· ‰˘Ó ˜ÊÂ¯Ï ,ÂÓÓ ÏÈ„·‰Ï Í‡ ;ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â
.ÂÏ˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ 'ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡'‰ ˙‡ ÁËÂ˘ ‡Â‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ¯ÙÒÂ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ˙Â¯˘Ú ÈÙ
ÍÈ¯ˆ' :ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ Â¯ÙÒ ˙‡ˆ Ï‚¯Ï Í¯Ú˘ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ Â„Â·ÎÏ ÔÂÈÚ ·¯Ú·
Â˙Â‚‰ ˙‡ Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ‰·‰ ,'ÂÓÊ· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰¯„ÂÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ – ÔÂÈÚ
È˙Â·¯˙-È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ Ë·È‰ ,ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ-È˙Ù˜˘‰ Ë·È‰ :ÌÈË·È‰ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÏÚ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
‰·Ó ¯ÂˆÈÏ ˙˘˜·Ó‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÏÂÚ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ÂÊ ‰È·‰ 17.ÈÓÂÈ˜ Ë·È‰Â
Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÏÎ· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈ„˜ÂÓ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÔÈ· ÈË¯‰Â˜-È‚ÂÏ
·ÈË ,˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ·ÈË ˙Â„Â‡ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˜Ú‰ ‰È˙ÂÁ‰Â ˙ÈÊÈÙËÓ‰ ˙Â‚‰‰ :ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙ÂÈˆ‡ÂËÈÒ· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Â‚‰Ï ‰Ï‡ Ï˘ ÌÓÂ‚¯˙ ,·ÂË‰ ˙Â‰ÓÂ Ú„È‰
˙‡ ‰ÎÈ¯„Ó‰ ,‰Ê ÌÂ‚¯˙Ó ˙¯Ê‚‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰È¯Â‡È˙‰ – ÛÂÒ·ÏÂ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰Â
18.'ÍÈ‡'‰Â 'ÚÂ„Ó'‰ '‰Ó'‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ· Ô‰ ‰Ï‡ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î‡ÏÓ· ÌÈ˘ÂÚ‰
ÔÈ·Ï ÈË˜¯Ù‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ ,¯ÂˆÈÏ ˘˜È· ˜ÊÂ¯
.‰˙Â‡ ‰ÁÓ‰ ˙ÈÊÈÙËÓ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ ‰Â¯Á‡‰ ÂÊ ÔÈ·Â ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
,˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï ˙Â·Â˘˙· ÔÂÎ ¯˙ÂÈÂ ,˙ÂÏ‡˘· ‰¯˜ÈÚ· ˙„˜Ó˙Ó ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
Ô‰ ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ˙Â·ÂËÎ ˙ÂÒÙ˙ ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÂÎ˙˘ ·Â˘ÁÏ ˙ÂÓ¯Â‚‰ ˙Â·ÈÒ‰ Ô‰Ó :ÂÓÎ
Ì„‡'Ï Â‡ 'ÍÂÁÓ Ì„‡'Ï ·˘Á ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ˘Î¯˘ Ì„‡ ÚÂ„ÓÂ ,ÁÂÙÈËÏ ˙ÂÈÂ‡¯
.'ÌÏ˘
ÔÈ·Â ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Ù˜˘‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÎÒÓ ÂÈ˙ÂÏÈÓ·Â
:˙Â‡·‰ ÌÈÏÈÓ· ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
When we think educationally, we ask ourselves which ideals of attitude,
morality, knowledgeability, and general competence we should foster:
we also ask why. We seek justification in terms of what we believe
about reality, humankind, wisdom and goodness, for having chosen
these particular ideals.19

˙Â‚‰Ï ÊÎ¯Ó‰ È¯·„ :ÍÂ˙· ,'È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ 'Ó 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙' .‚"Ò˘˙ .'È ,Ô‰Î 17
.104–96 :(Í¯ÂÚ ÔÈÂˆÓ ‡Ï) ,ıÈ˘ÙÈÏ ˙ÏÏÎÓ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ·
Frankena, W. K. 1965. Three Historical Philosophies of Education: Aristotle, Kant, :‰‡¯ 18
Dewey. New York: Scott, Foresman and Co., p. 8; Rosenak, M. 1995. Roads to the Palace;
Jewish Texts and Teaching. Providence, Oxford: Berghahn Books, pp. 5–10; idem. 1996.
‘Jewish Education and Jewish Studies’ in: Margolin, R. (ed.), Jewish Studies, Forum of
the World Union of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem, p. 8
Rosenak, 1995, p. 5
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˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓÂ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ Ì˙Â‚‰· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰

„ÓÓ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙Â‚‰· ÈÊÎ¯Ó „ÓÓ ‡Â‰ È˙Â·¯˙-È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ „ÓÓ‰
‰¯˜ÈÚ˘ ‰·Â˘Á‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ·È·Ò ÌÈ·Ò ÂÈ·˙ÎÓ ÌÈ·¯Â ,˙Â·¯ Â˙Â‡ ˜ÈÒÚ‰ ‰Ê
.˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰Ï ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÔÈ· ,Ì˙Â˘¯Ù ÔÈ·Ï ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÔÈ· ˙ÂÈÂ‡¯‰ ˙Â˜ÈÊ‰ Ô‰ ‰Ó –
˙‡ ÂÁ˙ÈÙ˘ 21Ò¯ËÈÙ ÈÏËÒ „¯‡'ˆÈ¯Â 20ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˜ÈÈÓ ˙Â·˜Ú· ˜ÊÂ¯ ÍÏÂ‰ Ô‡Î
˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÏÎ‰· ÌÈ¯È„‚ÓÎ ˙Â·¯˙· '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ È˘
ÈÂ‡¯ ÌÂ˜Ó Ì‰Ï Ô˙Â ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ· ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ Á˙ÈÙ 22˜ÊÂ¯ .Ì˙Â˘¯Ù ÔÈ·Ï
.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ·
ÁÂÓ· .ÌËÂ˘ÙÎ Ô‡Î ÌÈ·ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ÌÈ‡ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈÁÂÓ‰
˙È„¯ÙÒ ˙ÈÏ‚‡ ,˙È¯·Ú – ˙ÂÏÈ‚¯‰ ˙ÂÈ˘Â‡‰ ˙ÂÙ˘Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ '‰Ù˘'
'˙Â¯ÙÒ' ÂÏÈ‡Â ;‰Ï˘ È˙Â·¯˙‰ „ÓÓÏ – ‰Â˙ ˙Â·¯˙· ‰·È˘Á‰ ‚‰ÂÏ ‡Ï‡ –
,˙Â·¯˙ ‰˙Â‡ Ï˘ (‰·È˘Á‰ ‚‰Â· ¯ÓÂÏÎ) '‰Ù˘'· ÌÚÙÏ ÌÚÙÓ ¯Ó‡˘ ‰Ó ‡Â‰
23˜ÊÂ¯ .˙Â·¯˙ ‰˙Â‡ Ï˘ ,È˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ Ô‰Â ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë‰ Ô‰ ,ÈÂËÈ·‰ :¯ÓÂÏ ‰ˆÂ¯
ÈÎ¯„ ,˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ „ÂÒÈ‰-˙ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ÏÂÏÎÓ Â˙Â‡'Ï '‰Ù˘' Ï˘ ‰¯„‚‰‰ ˙‡ ·ÈÁ¯Ó
ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ,Ì‰ÈÏ‡Ó ÌÈ·ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ¯·„ :ÌÈÏ‚¯‰‰Â ÌÈ‚‰Ó‰ ,‰Ú·‰‰Â ‰·È˘Á‰
ÌÈÈÁ ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ‰ÏÈ‰˜ ÈÈÁ Ì‰Ï ˘È˘ ,„ÁÈ ÌÈÈÁ‰ Ì„‡ È· ÔÈ· ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙¯Â˘˜˙
ÌÈ¯·„Ó‰ ‰Ï‡Ï ‰ÈÏ‡Ó ˙·ÂÓ ˙‡ÊÎ˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ‰Ù˘' ÔÎÏ .'ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó ÌÈÈ‚¯ÂËÈÏ
ÏÚ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ ÏÚ ˜¯ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ ,˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÓÂ‡ ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ' ÁÂÓ· ÂÏÈ‡Â .'‰·
24.‰ÈÏÎÂ ‰È˙ÂÏÈÓ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÍÂ˙· ‰ÈÈ˘Ú ÏÎ

:ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÂ ˜ÊÂ¯ – ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈÏ‡„È‡Î ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ Í¯ÚÂ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ Í¯Ú .4
ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ˙ÓÂˆ· ˙Â„¯ÙÈ‰‰Â ÏÂÚ˘Ó Â˙Â‡ ÏÚ ‰„ÈÚˆ‰
ÌÊÈÓ¯ÂÙÈÂ‡‰ Í¯Ú ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰Â ˙ÂÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡‰ Í¯Ú ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ˙Ï‡˘
‰È‡ ‡È‰Â ,È¯„ÂÓ‰ È˙„‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙Á‡ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰Â
‰˜ÏÁ· .˙ÂÓ‚Ó‰ È˙˘Ó ˙Á‡ ÌÚÙ ÏÎ· ËÈÏ·‰Ï ‰ÈÈË ÍÂ˙ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÓ Ì‚ ˙¯„Ú
È˘ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ¯Â‡È˙· ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰·¯˜· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÂ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÈÈÂˆÓ Í¯„‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰
Oakeshott, M. 1962. ‘The Study of Politics in a University’, idem, Rationalism in Politics
and other Essays. London: Methuen and Co., pp. 308, 311
Peters, R. S. 1966. ‘Reason and Habit: The Paradox of Moral Education’, Scheffer, I.
(ed.), Philosophy and Education: Modern Readings. Boston: Allyn & Bacon, pp. 251–252
Rosenak, 1995, pp. 19–30

20
21

22
,(Í¯ÂÚ) .'‡ ,„ÏÙ ,'ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÏÚ Ô‰È˙ÂÎÏ˘‰Â ‰¯„ÂÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙„' .1997 .'Ó ,˜ÊÂ¯ 23
.286–284 :·È·‡-Ï˙ .ÔÓÊ‰ ÔÁ·Ó· ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ˘È ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙· '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï '‰Ù˘' ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ Í¯ÚÓ·˘ „ÂÚ ¯ÈÚÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ 24
‡Â‰ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï .'˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ ‰ÏÈÁ˙Ó ÔÎÈ‰Â '‰Ù˘'‰ ˙ÓÈÈ˙ÒÓ ÔÎÈ‰ ¯Â¯· ‡Ï .˙ÂÏÂ·‚Ï ¯˘‡·
Â‡ '‰Ù˘'‰Ó ˜ÏÁ ‡Â‰ ¯‰ÂÊ‰ ¯ÙÒ Ì‡‰ .ÌÈËÒÈÏ·˜‰ ·¯˜· ¯‰ÂÊ‰ ¯ÙÒÏ ÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ‡È·Ó
?'˙Â¯ÙÒ' ‡Â‰ Ì‡‰
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‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ïˆ‡ „ˆÈÎ ‰‡¯ ‰Î˘Ó‰· ÌÏÂ‡ ;ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÈ·ËÂ˜‰ ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰
ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰ÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ˙‡ˆÂÓ ,ÈÓÈÙ Á˙Ó· ˙‡ˆÓ‰ ,Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ïˆ‡ ÂÏÈ‡Â 25.ÈÓÂÂ‡˙‰ – ÈÓÂÂ¯Ë‰‰ ˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ·Â ÍÂ˙·
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ÂÏ Ô˙Â˘ ‰Ê ‡Â‰Â ,È˙„‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÂÈ˜‰ ˙‡ Ò¯ÙÓ ‰Ê‰ Á˙Ó‰
.ÂÈÈÁ Ï˘
‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡Ï ˙ÂÎÓÒ ÔÈ·' Â¯Ó‡Ó·Â 26Commandments and Concerns :Â¯ÙÒ·
ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ,‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ,˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ Û‡ Â‡ ,È˘Â˜‰ ÏÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ „ÓÂÚ 27'È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ·
˜ÊÂ¯ ?‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ÚÂ„Ó .‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ Ï˘ Ï‡„È‡‰Â Í¯Ú‰ ˙‡ ÂÈÎÈÁÏ ˙Â˜‰Ï È˙„‰
˙‡ Ï‡Â˘‰' Ï‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡Î ÌÈ·¯ ˙Ú„Ï ÒÙ˙ ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ Ì„‡‰ „Á‡ „ˆÓ˘ ¯ÓÂ‡
Â‰Ó" :˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ‰„ÓÚ ˙ËÈ˜ Â‡ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰Ú¯Î‰ ˘¯Â„ ‰‡¯‰ ·ˆÓ ÏÎ· ,ÂÓˆÚ
˙Â‡¯‰ ‰„ÈÓ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ ·È˘Ó ‡Â‰ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ ÏÚ '?"˙Â˘ÚÏ ÈÏÚ˘ ÔÂÎ‰ ¯·„‰
28.'Â˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ÏÚ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ ËÈÏÁÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï·˜Ó ,Â˙Ú¯Î‰ ˘ÂÓÈÓ·Î ,Â˙·Â˘˙·Â ,ÂÏ
ÍÂ˙Ï (socialization) ˙Â¯·ÈÁÎ È˙„ ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ‰¯ËÓ‰ ˙ÒÙ˙ È˘ „ˆÓ
˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ÏÚ· ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜Ï Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ (initiation) 'Â˙ÒÎ‰'Î ,‰¯Â˙‰ È¯ÓÂ˘ ˙ÏÈ‰˜
,ÂÈÏÏÎÏ ˙ËÏÁÂÓ ˙ÂÚÓ˘È‰Ï ÂÓÚ ÌÈÓ‰ ÌÈË¯Ù‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ,˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
˙Î¯ÚÓ ˙Ï·Â˜Ó ‰Ê ÌÏÂÚ·Â ÏÈ‡Â‰ .Â¯Â·È„Â Â˘Â·Ï 'ÈÒÂÓÈ'Ï Û‡Â ÌÈÚÂ·˜‰ ÂÈ˜ÂÁÏ
ÌÈÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ê ¯Â„Ó· ˜¯ ‡Ï ,Ì‰È˙Â˜ÈÒÙÏ ÚÓ˘È‰Ï ˘È˘ ‡ÎÓÒ-È· Ï˘ ˙ÈÎ¯¯È‰
‰Ï‡ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÎÓÒ˘ ‡ˆÂÈ ,ÌÈÓÂÁ˙‰ ÏÎ·Â ˙Â¯ÈÊ‰ ÏÎ· ‡Ï‡ Ì‰Ï˘ ¯Á‡ ¯Â„Ó· Â‡
.Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ ‰ÏÂÚÙ ÏÎÏ ·Á¯Ó ‰¯È‡˘Ó ‰È‡ ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ,‰ÙÈ˜ÓÂ ˙ÏÏÂÎ
– ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ È· È„È ÏÚ ÒÙ˙ ‰Ê Í¯Ú Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ „ÓÓ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ‡Ë·Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ ÏÎ
ÔÈ· ¯˘‚Ï ,ÔÎ Ì‡ ,¯˘Ù‡ ‰È‰È „ˆÈÎ .˘ÓÓ ‰„È¯ÓÎ – ‰ÈÒ¯ÙÂ ‰ÈÎÁÓ ,‰„Ú‰
¯·„‰ ‰‡¯ ÂÈÙ ÏÚ ?‰¯·Á‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ Í¯Ú ÔÈ·Ï „ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ Í¯Ú
29.ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ Ì„‡Ï ,ÛÈÒÂÓ ‡Â‰ ,‰‡¯ ˙Ó‡· ‡Â‰ ÍÎÂ – È¯˘Ù‡ È˙Ï·
ÌÈÈ˜‰ Á˙Ó‰ ˙‡ ÈÎ Ï"‰ Â¯ÙÒ·Â Â¯Ó‡Ó· ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ˘˜·Ó ˙‡Ê ˙Â¯ÓÏ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡Ï ÍÂÈÁ ÔÈ· ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,'ÈÂ˜ÈÁ‰ ÒÂÙ„'Ï ,'ÁÂ˙ÈÙ‰ ÒÂÙ„' ÔÈ·
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˘˜·È 30,(honor) ˙Â„·ÂÎÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙ÏÈ‰˜Ï ÍÂÈÁ ÔÈ·Â (dignity) „Â·Î
˜ÂÁ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ,¯Á‡‰ Ï˘ ¯Ê‰ ˜ÂÁ‰ ‡Â‰ ,ÈÓÂÂ¯Ë‰‰ ˜ÂÁ‰ ÔÈ· ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰˘ÂÚ˘ ÂÊ ‰Á·‰ 25
Ï˘ ˜ÂÁÎ ,ÔÈÂÚÂ ¯Ê ˜ÂÁÎ ‡Ï ,ÒÙ˙È‰Ï È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˜ÂÁ‰ ÏÂÎÈ „ˆÈÎ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ÈÓÂÂ‡˙‰
ÔÂ·˘Á ÏÚ ,Ô·ÂÓÎÂ ,¯Ê‰ ˜˜ÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÎ¯ˆ ˜ÂÙÈÒ Ì˘Ï ‡Ï‡ ‰È‡ Â˙ÈÏÎ˙ ÏÎ˘ ,¯Á‡‰
˜ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓÊÈ¯Ù Ô˙Â‡Ó ÔÁ·È‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡˘ ,ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˜ÂÁÎ ‡Ï‡ ,‰ÙÎ ‡Â‰ ÂÈÏÚ˘ ‰Ê
.È˘ „ˆÓ ,ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ ˜ÂÁÏ ÍÙÂ‰ ‡Â‰ Â˙Ï·˜·˘ ˜ÂÁÎ Ô‡ÎÓÂ ,„Á‡ „ˆÓ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ
Rosenak, M. 1987. Commandments and Concerns; Jewish Religious Education in Secular 26
Society. New York, Jerusalem, Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society

,(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) .'Ê È‡¯ÙÒÂ '‡ ‡È‚˘ ,'È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡Ï ˙ÂÎÓÒ ÔÈ·' .1995 .'Ó ,˜ÊÂ¯ 27
.511–501 :˙ÂÎÓÒÂ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡
.501 :1995 ,˜ÊÂ¯ 28
,Rosenak, 1987. Ch. 3: ‘Secular Diagnoses of Educational Crisis’: 48–63 :‰·Á¯‰· Â‡¯ 29
.63–61 'ÓÚ· ÔÂ¯Á‡ ÔË˜ ÛÈÚÒ „ÁÂÈÓ·Â
Berger, P. L., Berger, B. and Kellner, H. 1973. The Homeless Mind: Modernization and 30
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˙˜È„·Â ,'ÂÁÎ˘'˘ '˙È˙„‰ ‰Ù˘'· ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó Ï˘ Ì˙ÙÈ˘Á ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‚ÈÙ‰Ï È˙„‰
ÍÎÂ ,˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰¯·Á· ˙ÂÁÂÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ï – Ì˜ÏÁ· Â‡ Ì˙ÂÏÏÎ· – Ì˙Ó‡˙‰
"˘Ù‰" Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÓÈÙ‰Â 31"˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ È„ÓÓ" Â·˘ ÈÓÂÈ˜ ·ˆÓ ÂÈÎÈÁ Ïˆ‡ ‚È˘‰Ï'
32.'[ÈÏ˘ ‰˘‚„‰] ˙Á‡ ‰ÙÈÙÎ· Â¯Â„È ,„ÂÁÈÈÂ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈÈÁÏ , '‰ ˙·¯˜Ï ˙Ù‡Â˘‰
ÌÈÎ¯Ú/ÌÈ„ÓÓ È˘ Ì‡‰ :‰Â˘‡¯‰ .Ô‡Î ÏÂ‡˘Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ È˙˘
˙ÂÈÓÈÙ‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÓÓÂ (honor) ˙È˙¯·Á‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÓÓ Ë¯Ù·Â ,ÌÈ¯˙ÂÒ
ÂÈÈ‰„ – ˙Á‡ ‰ÙÈÙÎ· ¯Â„Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ,(dignity) ˘Ù‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡‰
ÏÚ ·È˘Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ?˙‡Ê ‚È˘‰Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ˘˜·Ó „ˆÈÎ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ :‰ÈÈ˘‰Â – ‰ÓÏ˘‰·
ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÏÂÚ ¯·„‰ „ˆÈÎ ÂÈ¯·„ Í˘Ó‰· ¯È·ÒÓ Û‡Â ,·ÂÈÁ· ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰
ÌÏÂÚ· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,˙È˘‡¯ 33.ÈÂ‡¯ Û‡Â È¯˘Ù‡ ‡Â‰˘ Ô‡ÎÓÂ ,Ï‡¯˘È ˙„
˙‡ Ë¯Ù‰ ÔÓ ÏÂÏ˘Ï ‰‡·‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ – ‡„È¯‚ ˙È˙¯·Á ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‰È‡ È˙„‰
,'¯Ê‰ ˜ÂÁ‰ ,‰ÈÓÂÂ¯Ë‰‰' .'‰ ÈÙÏÎ ‰ÏÈ‰˜-‰¯·Á Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‡Ï‡ – Â˙Â¯ÈÁ

ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ .Consciousness. Hammondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books, pp. 78–79, 84
ÌÂÈ˜ ÈÙÂ‡ È˘ ÂÈÙ˙Â˘Â ¯‚¯· Ï˘ Ì¯ÙÒ· ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó (dignity) „Â·ÎÂ (honor) ˙Â„·ÂÎÓ
˙Â‚‰˙‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ – '˙„·ÂÎÓ' ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ·ÈÈÁÓ ÔÎÏÂ ,Â˙Â‰Ó· È˙¯·Á ‡Â‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ .˙Â‰ÊÂ
Ì„‡˘ ‰Ó‚Â„‰ ˙‡ ‡È·Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ .Ì„‡‰ ÈÂˆÓ Â·˘ ÔÂ˙‰ ·ˆÓÏ ‰ÓÈ‡˙ÓÂ ˙ÓÏÂ‰ ,‰ÈÂ‡¯
·˘ÁÈÈ ‰ÊÎ ·Â¯ÈÒ˘Â ‰¯·Á· ·¯˜-Â„Ï ‰ÓÊ‰Ï ·¯ÒÏ ÂÓˆÚÏ ˙Â˘¯‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Ï '„·ÂÎÓ'
¯ÈÈÙ Ï˘ '„ÈÒ Ï‡' ‰ÊÁÓ· ÈÂˆÓ ˘ÓÓ ÂÊ ‰Èˆ‡ÂËÈÒÏ ÌÏÂ‰ ÈÂËÈ· .ÌÏÂ‰ È˙Ï·Â È„ÁÙÏ
„ÓÂÚ ‰Ê ‰ÊÁÓ· .‰¯˘Ú-Ú·˘‰ ‰‡Ó‰ Ô· È˙Ù¯ˆ ¯¯Â˘ÓÂ ‚¯ÂËÓ¯„ ,(Pierre Corneille) ÈÈ¯Â˜
Ï˘· ·¯˜-Â„Ï Â˙·Â‰‡ È·‡ ˙‡ ÔÈÓÊ‰Ï Ì‡ ‰ÓÏÈ„‰ ÈÙ· ,ÏÈˆ‡‰ ¯Â·È‚‰ ,(Rodrigue) ‚È¯„Â¯
ÏÎÂÈ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ,ÔÎ ‰˘ÚÈ ‡Ï Ì‡˘ ‚È¯„Â¯ ÔÈ·Ó ÛÂÒ·Ï .ÏÂÓ˙‡‰ ÌÂÈ· ÂÈ·‡· ·ÏÚ˘ ÔÂ·ÏÚ
‰ÊÎÎÂ – Â„Â·Î ÏÚ ÏÁÓ ÂÏÈ‡Î ‰Ê ‰˘ÚÓ· ÔÎ˘ ,(·ÏÂÚ‰ ˙·) Â˙·Â‰‡ ˙·‰‡Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÏÈˆ‡Î Â„ÓÚÓ Ï˘ ˙„·ÂÎÓ‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· „ÓÂÚ ÂÈ‡ ËÏÁ‰· ‡Â‰
ÏÎÂÈ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ,ÂÈ·‡ „Â·Î· Ú‚Ù ‰Ê˘ ÏÚ ‰Ó˜Î ,Â˙·Â‰‡ È·‡ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÏÂËÈÈ Ì‡˘ ÔÈ·Ó
ÔÙÂ‡‰' ‡Â‰Â ,Â˙Â‰Ó· ÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡ ÌÂÈ˜ ‡Ë·Ó – „Â·Î – È˘‰ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ .‰˘È‡Ï ‰˙‡˘Ï
‰ÓÓ ÚÙ˘ÂÓ ÂÈ‡ ÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡‰ Ì„‡‰ .'Â„ÂÁÈÈ·Â Â˙ÂÈÓÈÙ· Ì„‡‰ Ï‡ ‰ÂÙ‰ ÌÂÈ˜‰ Ï˘
Û‡Â ,ÈÂ˜ÈÁ Ï˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÂÓÈ„Ó ¯¯Á˙˘‰Ï Û‡Â˘ ‡Â‰ .Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÏÚ ¯Á‡‰ ¯Ó‡È˘
.ÂÏ˘ ˙ÈË¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡ ‰Ê·Ó‰ ‰ÈÈÙÎ ˙‡ÊÎ ˙Â‚‰˙‰· ‰‡Â¯
,1966 ˙˘Ó Ì¯Ó‡Ó· ÌÈÚ·Â˜‰ Stark-Â Glock ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ È˘ ˙Â·˜Ú· ÍÏÂ‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ 31
‘Dimensions of Religious Commitment’, in: Robertson, R. (ed.), Sociology of Religion.
‰˙Â‰Ê ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï ˙˘˜·Ó‰ ‰¯·Á ÏÎ˘ ,Middlesex: Penguin Books, pp. 258–261

„ÓÓ ,˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ „ÓÓ :'˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÓÓ' ‰˘ÈÓÁÏ ˙ÎÁÓ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰Â ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
.(507–506 :1995 ,˜ÊÂ¯ Â‡¯) ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙‰ „ÓÓÂ ,˙ÂÈÂÂÁ‰ „ÓÓ ,ÌÈ˘ÚÓ‰ „ÓÓ ,Ú„È‰
:Ì˘ ,‰Â¯Á‡‰ ‰˜ÒÙ‰ „ÁÂÈÓ·Â ,Rosenak, 1987, pp. 256–258 :Ì‚ Â‡¯ ;508 :1995 ,˜ÊÂ¯ 32
‘The religious tradition, of course, “mediates” the relationship between norms and :258
innovation in various ways’

‰ÚÈ¯È ˘¯ÂÙ ‡Â‰ Ì˘ Roads To The Palace Â¯ÙÒ ˙‡ ‰·Á¯‰· Â‡¯ ,510 :1995 ,˜ÊÂ¯ 33
Ï˘ „ÂÓÈÏÏ È¯„ÂÓ‰ „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÓÊÓ‰ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ‰·Á¯Â ‰ÎÂ¯‡
.˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â·¯˙ Ô·Î ÂÓÂÈ˜Ï ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ‰ÈÂÂÁ
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,Ì˙Â¯ÈÁ ˙‡ Ì„‡ È·Ó ÏÂÊ‚Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó‰ Ì„‡ È· Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÓ‰ ‰È‡' ,¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰
˜ÂÁ ,"‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú"ÓÂ ‰ÈÈÙÎÓ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ¯¯Á˘Ó‰ ,(‰ÈÓÂÂ‡˙) È‰ÂÏ‡ ˜ÂÁ ‡Ï‡
34.'"ÌÈÓÈ‰ ÏÎ ÂÏ ·ÂËÏ" ‡Â‰˘
Â‰ˆÏÁ‡ 35‰¯ˆ· ÈÎ‡ ÂÓÚ Â‰Ú‡Â È‡¯˜È' :˜ÂÒÙ‰ ÔÓ „ÂÓÏÏ ˘˜·Ó ˜ÊÂ¯
Â˙‡ ‡Ï‡ Ì„‡‰ ÏÂÓ „ÓÂÚÎ ÒÙ˙ ÂÈ‡ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰'˘ ,(ÂË ,‡ˆ ÌÈÏ‰˙) 'Â‰„·Î‡Â
ÁÂÎ ÛÚÈÏ Ô˙Â ‡Ï‡ Ì„‡‰ ÔÓ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˘ÙÂÁ ˙‡ ÏËÂ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ :[ÈÏ˘ ‰˘‚„‰]
ÏÈ·˜Ó·Â ,‰ÂÂˆÓ Â˙ÂÈ‰ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ,ÂÓˆÚ· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ,ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Â„È ˙‡ ˜ÊÁÓÂ
˙Ï·‚ÂÓ ÂÊ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡'˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡˘ ÛÈÒÂÓ ‡Â‰ '.˘„Â˜ ˙ÏÈ‰˜· ¯·Á ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÎ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÏÚ ËÈ·‰Ï ‰Ê Ï‚ÂÒÓ ,"Â„·Ú" Ì‚ ‡Â‰ "'‰ ·‰Â‡" ÈÎ
Í¯ËˆÈ Â·˘ ÌÂÈÏ ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓ ,‰ÂÂˆÓÎ Û‡Â ,ÂÈÈÁ ÏÎ .˙ÂÓÏ˘Ï „ÈÓ˙Ó‰ ˘ÂÙÈÁÏ
36'"? ‰˙‡ ˙ÈÈ‰ Ì‡‰" :‰Ï‡˘‰ ÏÚ ·È˘‰Ï
‡Ï ‡Ë·Ó ‡Â‰ Â˙Â‰Ó· .‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ˜¯ ¯Ê ‡Â‰ '¯Ê‰ ˜ÂÁ‰' ˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÙÏ ,Ô‡ÎÓ
¯ÁÂ·' Ë¯Ù‰˘ ,ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ˜ÂÁ ‡Ï‡ ,ÏÏÎ‰ „ˆÓ Ë¯Ù‰ ÏÚ ˙ÈÂˆÈÁ ˙ÂÎÓÒÂ ‰ÈÈÙÎ
ÏÎ· :ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÓÂ ‰¯·Á‰ ˙‡ ˘„˜Ó ‡Â‰ ÂÎ¯„˘Â Â˙Â‡ ‚ˆÈÈÓ ‡Â‰˘ ,Â·
37.'ÂÎÂ˙ÓÂ Â„ÂÁÈÈ
ÒÁÈ ÌÂÈ˜· ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÎÓÒÏ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ ˙‚Ù‰Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ÚÈˆÓ˘ ÔÂ¯˙Ù‰
,Â˙¯·Á· ‰ÂÎÓ‰ 'ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ·ÈÎ¯Ó'Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ,È˙„‰ ¯ÙÒ‰-˙È·· ÈË˜Ï‡È„
˙ÂÈËÓ‚Â„Ï ÚÎÈ‰Ï ‡Ï È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‡¯Â˜ ˜ÊÂ¯ 38.'ÈÊÂÈ‚ÈÏ¯‰' ,ÏÂÊÏÊ· ÌÈ˙ÚÏ
‡Ï‡ ,È¯ËÈÏËÂË ÍÂÈÁÏ ÂÎÙ‰Ï ˙ÂÏÂÏÚ‰ ,ÈÂˆÈÁ‰ È˙„‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯ÓÁ‰ÏÂ
‰Ê˘ È„Î ,„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ˙‡Â ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰Ú·‰‰ ˙‡ ¯˘Ù‡Ï
,ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,‰„Ú‰-‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ï·˜Ï ˜¯ ‡Ï ÏÎÂÈ
·ÈÂ‡ Â‰˘ È˙„ ÍÂÈÁ' :¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ˙‡ Ì˙ÂÁ‰ ËÙ˘Ó·Â .¯ÂÁ·ÏÂ ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï

.509 :1995 ,˜ÊÂ¯
ÔÏÈ‡Ó ‡ÏÂ ‰Ò‰ ÍÂ˙Ó '‰ ¯·È„ ÚÂ„Ó ¯È·ÒÓ‰ ,Ê , · ‰·¯ ˙ÂÓ˘Ó ˘¯„Ó‰ Ì‚ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· Â‡¯
ÌÈÓÂ˙‰ ‰Ó – "È˙Ó˙ È˙ÂÈ È˙ÈÈÚ¯ È˙ÂÁ‡ ÈÏ ÈÁ˙Ù" :(· ,‰ ÌÈ¯È˘‰ ¯È˘) „"‰‰ [...]' : ¯Á‡
ÈÎ‡ ÂÓÚ" (ÂË ,‡ˆ '‰˙) ‰"·˜‰ ¯Ó‡ ÔÎ ,˘È‚¯Ó Â¯·Á ,Â˘‡¯· „Á‡ ˘˘Á Ì‡ – ÂÏÏ‰
ÔÈÈÂ¯˘ Ï‡¯˘È˘ Ì˘Î ¯Úˆ· ÈÂ¯˘ È‡˘ ˘È‚¯Ó ‰˙‡ È‡ :‰˘ÓÏ ‰"·˜‰ ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ [...] "‰¯ˆ·
.'Ì¯ÚˆÏ Û˙Â˘ È‡ :ÏÂÎÈ·Î – ÌÈˆÂ˜‰ ÍÂ˙Ó – ÍÓÚ ¯·„Ó È‡˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÓ ÚÂ„È ÈÂ‰ ?¯Úˆ·
ÔÙ ‡ÈÒÂÊ È·¯ Ì‚ ˘˘ÂÁ ‰ÓÓ˘ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ‡È‰ '?‰˙‡ ˙ÈÈ‰ Ì‡‰' ‰Ï‡˘‰ .509 :1995 ,˜ÊÂ¯
.‰ÓÈÓ˘‰ ÂÚÈ‚‰· ‰˙Â‡ Â‰ÂÏ‡˘È
.510 :Ì˘
„ÂÒ· :ÂÈ¯ÙÒ È˘· „ÁÂÈÓ· ‰ÏÂÚ ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ¯·Â· Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙Â·˜Ú· Ô‡Î ÍÏÂ‰ ˜ÊÂ¯
‰È‚ÂÏÂÙÂ¯˙‡· ˙ÂÈÁ· – Ì„‡‰ ÈÙÂ ,(1973) ‰ÈÂÂ‰‰ ÁÎÂ Â˙„ÈÓÚÂ Ì„‡‰ ÏÚ – ÁÈ˘
„ÓÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯˜È· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ,Ô‡Î ¯ÈÚ‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯ .Rosenak, 1987: 259 – (1965) ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ
Â˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï „Â‚È· – Ì„‡‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙Ï ˙„Î ‰˙Â‡ ‰‡¯Â ,¯·Â· Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙·˘ ÈÊÂÈ‚ÈÏ¯‰
.1988 .'Ó ,¯˘˘ :Â‡¯ :ÂÏ˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ÏÚÂ ¯·Â· ÏÚ ÂÈ¯·„ Ï˘ÓÏ .‰ÓˆÚ ˙ÈÏÎ˙Î ˙„‰ ˙‡
.50–48 :¯˙Î :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,¯˘˘ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ÌÚ ˙ÂÁÈ˘ ,Â‡ÂÏÓÂ ÌÏÂÚ ÏÚ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È

34
35

36
37
38
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Û‡Â [...] ‰¯Â˙‰ ¯ÓÂ˘ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ ÏÂ„Ï„Ï Ì˘¯Ó [‡Â‰] [...] ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰Â ˙Â¯ÈÁ‰
39.'Ì˘‰ ÏÂÏÈÁÏ
ÌÈÚÈ‚Ó Ì‰ ÔÎÈ‰Â ,„ÁÈ ÌÈ„ÚÂˆ ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙‡Â ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÔÎÈ‰
?Ì‰ÈÎ¯„ ˙Â„¯Ù ÂÓÓ˘ ˙ÓÂˆÏ
È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰„Ú-‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó·Â ‰˙Â·È˘Á· ‡Â‰ Ì‰È˘Ï Û˙Â˘Ó‰
˙ÈË¯Ù‰ ˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ÌÈÒÁÈÈÓ Ì‰˘ ˙Â·È˘Á· Ì‚ Í‡ ,„Á‡ „ˆÓ
˙ˆÁÂÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ÌÈÙÎ‰ ÌÈÈËÓÂËÂ‡ Ì„‡ È·· ÌÈˆÙÁ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰È˘ .È˘ „ˆÓ
ÍÂ˙Ó 'ÈÓÂÂ¯Ë‰‰ ˜ÂÁ‰' ˙‡ ÌÓˆÚ ÏÚ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó‰ Ì„‡ È·· ‡Ï‡ ,·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰ Ï˘
Ì‰È˘ .Â˜˜ÂÁ ÌÓˆÚ Ì‰˘ ˜ÂÁ‰ ‡Â‰ ÂÏÈ‡Î Â· Â¯Á·È Ì‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡
‰„Â·ÚÓ – ÂÚ·Ë ÈÏ·ÎÓ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â¯Â¯Á˘Ï ˜·‡ÓÏ ÈÂËÈ· ÂÊ ‰Ï·˜· ÌÈ‡Â¯ Ì‚
.‰¯Ê
È˙ÏÈ‰˜‰ „ÓÓ‰ – ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ„ÓÓ È˘˘ ‰Ê· ‡Â‰ Ì‰ÈÈ· Ï„·‰‰
ÍÂ˙Ó ,˙Á‡ ‚‚ ˙¯Â˜ ˙Á˙ ,˙Á‡ ‰ÙÈÙÎ· ˜ÊÂ¯ Ïˆ‡ ÌÈ¯„ – ÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡‰ „ÓÓ‰Â
˜ÊÂ¯ ÔÎÏ 40.ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ÒÁÈ Ì‰ÈÈ· ÌÈÓÈÈ˜Ó Ì‰˘ ÍÂ˙ ,„Â‚È Ï˘ ˙Â„Á‡Â ‰ÓÏ˘‰
ÌÓ‡ .Ì˙Â„Á‡ ˙‡¯˜Ï ÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ˜·‡Ó ÌÈ„Â‚È‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ê ˜·‡Ó· ˙Â‡¯Ï ˘˜·Ó
ÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡‰ ÂÁÂ˙ÈÙ ‡ÏÏ ÍÂÈÁ Â˙Ú„ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÚ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ È¯„ÂÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰
˘˜·Ó ‡Â‰ ‰ÈÏ‡˘ ,‰„Ú‰-‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ Ï˘ ‰È˙Â·ÂÁ ÁÎÂ Â„ÓÚ· Í‡ ,„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘
ÌÈ˘˜·Ó‰ ,‰Ï˘ ÌÈÂÎÓ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÓ ˙ÂÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â·ÂÁ‰ ÏÂÓÂ ,ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï
¯˘Ù‡˙˘ ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙¯ÈˆÈ· ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ¯ÂÊÓ .¯ÂÊÓ ˘˜·È ‡Â‰ ,ÂÁÂ˙ÈÙ ˙‡ 'ÌˆÓˆÏ'
‰Ê ÍÏ‰Ó· .'‰Ù˘‰' – ÌÈÈ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ·Â ÂÈ· ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ˙Â‰Ê Ï˘ ‚ÂÏ‡È„
˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÓ ˙ÂÏÂÚ‰ ,ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â·ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ÔÓÂ˘ÈÈÂ ÔÓÂ‚¯˙ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ˙‡ ˘˜·È ‡Â‰
.ÂÏ˘ ˙È˘È‡‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ˙‡ Â¯˙ÒÈ˘ ‡Ï· ÌÈÈ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰
.˙Á‡ ‰ÙÈÙÎ· ¯Â„Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ‡ ÂÏÏ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÒÂÙ„ È˘˘ ¯Ó‡È ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
Í‡ .Ì‰ÈÈ· ‰ÓÏ˘‰Ï ÈÂËÈ· ‡È‰ ,˙Á‡ ‚‚ ˙¯Â˜ ˙Á˙ ,˙Á‡ ‰ÙÈÙÎ· Ì˙Â¯¯Â‚˙‰
È˘ ÏÎÂ – ÌÈÎ¯Ú È˘ ÔÈ· ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÓÓ È˘ ÔÈ· ‰ÓÏ˘‰ Â„È„Ï
.ÔÙÂ‡ ÌÂ˘·Â ‰¯Âˆ ÌÂ˘· ˙È¯˘Ù‡ ‰È‡ – ‰ÊÏ ‰Ê ÌÈ„‚ÂÓ ÌÏÂÚÏ Ì‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú
41,Ì‰ÈÈ· ‰ÓÏ˘‰ È„ÈÏ ‡ÏÂ ‰¯˘Ù È„ÈÏ ‡Ï ÌÈ‡· ÔÈ‡ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ¯ÓÂ‡ ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÏÚ
˙Ú ,Ì‰Ó „Á‡ „ˆÏ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ÌÈÚÈ¯ÎÓ ÌÏÂÚÏÂ È‡˙ ‡Ï· ÌÈ˜·‡ ‡Ï‡
42.¯Á·‰ „ÈÁÈ‰ Í¯Ú‰ ˙‚˘‰Ï ,ÈÚˆÓ‡Ï ˙ÈÏÎ˙Ó „ÈÓ ÍÙÂ‰ ‰¯Á˙Ó‰ Í¯Ú‰
.511 :1995 ,˜ÊÂ¯
'˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÂÓ„' Ï˘ ˙È„„‰ ‰È¯Ù‰ ‰· ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó˘ ˙Â„‰È ÔÚÓÏ Â˙˘È‚ ˙‡ Ì‚ Â‡¯
ÒÂÓÏÂÙ ÍÂ˙ ,‰ÈÈ˘Ú·Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú· ˙Â„Á‡Â ÛÂ˙È˘ Ï˘ ˙È˙˘˙ ˙Â·Ï ˙ÂÙ‡Â˘‰ ˙ÂÂ˘
.‰"Ó˘˙ .'Ó ,˜ÊÂ¯ .Û˙Â˘Ó Ï¯Â‚ ÏÚ· „Á‡ ÌÚÏ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˘ Ï˘ ‰¯Î‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ,ÈÎÂÈÁ-È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡
,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,ÍÂÈÁÂ ¯ÙÒ-˙È· ,(Í¯ÂÚ) .'ˆ ,ÌÏ ,'ÔÎÂÈÁ ÈÎ¯„Â ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÂÓ„'
:ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .È„Â‰È ÌÂÈ˜Â ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰Ê .1993 .'‡ ,È„˜˘Â 'Ó ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ì‚ Â‡¯ ;248–235 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
.156–147 :˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,ÔÂËÏÓ ˘"Ú ˙ÂˆÂÙ˙· È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÊÎ¯Ó‰
.ÌÈÎ¯Ú ‡Ï· ÌÈÈÁ ‡È‰ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ,ÌÏÂËÈ· ‡È‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÔÈ· ‰ÓÏ˘‰ ÏÎ Â„È„Ï
,'ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰· ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ÍÂÈÁÂ ÍÂÈÁ ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰' .'Ó ,‰ÁÂ‡ :‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· „ÂÚ Â‡¯
‡È‰ ÂÊ‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ‰¯È·ÒÓ‰ ‰Ó‚Â„‰ .206–204 ,201 :8–7 ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰· ¯˜ÁÓÂ ÔÂÈÚ
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41
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Í‡ ;˙Á‡ ‰ÙÈÙÎ· ÌÈÎ¯Ú È˘ ÔÈ· ˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ‰ÓÏ˘‰ ‰Á„È Ô·ÂÓÎ ‡Â‰ ÔÎÏ
Â‡ – Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‰Ê‰Â ÌÂÈ˜‰ ÈÙÂ‡ È˘ ÔÈ· – ˙Â„¯Ù ˙ÂÙÈÙÎ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ˜·‡Ó
‡Ï‡ „·Ï· ÂÊ ‡ÏÂ ,È¯˘Ù‡ Ì‚ È¯˘Ù‡ ,‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈ˘ Ï˘ ‰ÙÈÙÎ ‰˙Â‡ ÍÂ˙· ˜·‡Ó
Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï˘ ÌÂÈ˜Ï ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ Á¯Î‰· ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ˜·‡Ó ÂÓÚËÏ˘
.È˙„‰ ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ Ì„‡‰
.È˙„‰ È„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ ˙Ò¯ÙÓ‰ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ˙ÂÈ˘‰ È‰ÂÊ˘ ,¯ÓÂ‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
ÔÈ·Â ‰ÊÓ È„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ Â˙Ú„Â˙ ÔÈ· ÌÈÈ˜‰ Ò˜Â„¯Ù‰ ÌÚ ‰˙Â‡ ‰‰ÊÓ ‡Â‰
ÌÈ·ÂÈÁ Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ· È„Â‰È‰ ÈÂˆÓ ‰Â˘‡¯· .‰ÊÓ ˙ÈÚ·Ë‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· ¯ÂˆÈÎ Â˙Ú„Â˙
Á¯Î‰ÏÂ Ì„‡Î ÂÏ˘ ÂÈÂÂÈˆÏ ÌÈ·ÂÈÁ Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ· – ‰ÈÈ˘·Â ,ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÂÂÈˆÏ
‡È‰˘ „·Ï· ‡Ï' ,ÌÎÒÓ ‡Â‰ ,'ÂÊ ˙ÂÈ˘' .ÂÚ·ËÓ ÌÈÚ·Â‰ ÂÈ˘ÚÓÂ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰
43.'˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÂÂ‰Ï È˙Â‰Ó ‡Â‰ ‰Ê „Â‚È ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÂÈ˜‰Â ,„Â‚È Û‡ ‡È‰ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÂÈ˘
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÏÚ· Â˙ÂÈ‰ ÌÚ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ·Â˘ ˘È‚„‰ÏÂ ¯ÂÊÁÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ
‡Ï‡ ,˙ÓˆÓÂˆÓ‰ ‰„Ú-‰ÏÈ‰˜-‰¯·Á· ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰‡Â¯ ,˙˜‰·ÂÓ ˙ÈËÒÈ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜
˙ÈÁ¯Î‰ ÌÓ‡ ‡È‰˘ ,˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ˜¯ ,ÂÏÂÎ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ· ÂÈÈ‰„ ,‰˙ÂÏÏÎ· ‰¯·Á·
˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ˙ÈÙÂÒ‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙‰ ‰È‡ ‡È‰ Í‡ ,˙„‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ˜Ï ¯˘Ù‡-È‡ ‰È„ÚÏ·Â
¯ÓÂ‡ ,˙Â„‰È‰ .‰Ó˘Ï '‰ ˙„Â·Ú ‡È‰˘ ˙ÈÏÎ˙‰ – ‰„Ó˙‰· ÛÂ‡˘Ï ˘È ‰ÈÏ‡˘
,ÂÈÏÚ Ô‚‰Ï ‰‡· ‰È‡ ˙·˘‰ Û‡Â ,È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ Ì˘Ï ‰È‡ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ Ì˘Ï ÌÈÈ˜ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ :ÔÂÎ‰ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ„È˜Ù˙‰ ÍÂÙÈ‰ ‡Ï‡
ÍÏ ÔÈ‡' 44.ÂÓÂÈ˜Ï ÌÚË Ì‚ ÔÈ‡ ÔÓÈÈ˜Ó ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ Ì‡Â ,˙·˘‰ Ï˘ ‰˙¯ÈÓ˘ Ì˘ÏÂ
Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ Ì˘Ï ˙Â„‰ÈÏ ‰·È˘ Ï˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ¯˘‡Ó ¯˙ÂÈ' ,¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ,'ÍÁÂ‚Ó ¯·„
Ï˘ ‰˙Â„Á‡ 45.'˙È¯˘Ù‡ È˙Ï· ‡È‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ ÈÎ¯ÂˆÏ ˙Â„‰È [...] È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰
,¯Ó˘È‰Ï ÌÓ‡ ‰ÈÂ‡¯ – ÂÓˆÚ˘ÎÏ Í¯Ú ‰È‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ ¯˘‡ – ‰ÓÂ‡‰
‰¯ÈÓ˘‰ ÔÚÓÏÂ È˙„ ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ ÔÚÓÏ ‡Ï‡ ‰È· Ï˘ Ì‰ÈÎ¯ÂˆÏ ‡Ï Í‡
46.'Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ ‡Ï‡ ‰˙ÈÈ˘ÚÏ ÈÏÎ ÔÈ‡Â ÂÊ ‰„Â·ÚÏ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ÔÈ‡' ÈÎ ,‰¯Â˙‰ ÏÚ
ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ ,'ÍÂÁÓ‰ ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ È„Â‰È‰' ÍÈ¯ˆ Ô·ÂÓÎ Ô‡Î
‡Â‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ÂÈÏÚ˘ „Â‚È‰ Û‡Â È˘Â˜‰ .ÔÂ˘‡¯‰Ó ‰˘˜ Û‡Â ÛÒÂ Ò˜Â„¯Ù

Í¯ÚÎ ˙„ ÔÈ·Ï ÈÚˆÓ‡ÎÂ Í¯ÚÎ ÌÊÈÏ‡ÈˆÂÒ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .'È˙„ ÌÊÈÏ‡ÈˆÂÒ' ÈÂËÈ·Ï ÂÒÁÈ
ÏÂÎÈ Â¯·Á ,È˙„ ÍÂÈÁÏ ˙Â‡ ÈÚˆÓ‡ ÌÊÈÏ‡ÈˆÂÒ· ˙Â‡¯Ï ÈÂ˘Ú È˙„ ËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆÂÒ .ÈÚˆÓ‡ÎÂ
Í¯Ú ÌÊÈÏ‡ÈˆÂÒ· ‰‡Â¯ „Á‡‰ ‰¯˜Ó ÏÎ· .ÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆÂÒ ÍÂÈÁÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ÈÚˆÓ‡ ˙„· ˙Â‡¯Ï
.ÌÈ„È˜Ù˙‰ ÍÂÙÈ‰· ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ÂÚ¯ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,ÈÚˆÓ‡ ˙„·Â
.308 :˙Â„‰È
˙ÂÎÓÒ· ‰Ú‚Ù ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰˘ ÔÓÊ·Â ÌÂ˜Ó·' :˘¯È‰ Ï‡Ù¯ ÔÂ˘Ó˘ '¯ Ïˆ‡ ‰ÈÂˆÓ ‰ÓÂ„ ‰ÒÈÙ˙
Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„Ó ËÂËÈˆ‰ .'‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰„·È‡ ÔÓÊ· Â·Â ÌÂ˜Ó· Â· (Religionsgesetz) ‰¯Â˙‰ ˜ÂÁ
,¯‡ÈÂ¯· ,ÏÈÓ…˘Ó‰Â ÔÈÓÈÓ‰ .1987 .˘¯È‰ Ï‡Ù¯ ÔÂ˘Ó˘ '¯ .'È ,ı"Î Ïˆ‡ ‡·ÂÓ ˘¯È‰ ¯"˘¯
:ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÔÏÈ‡-¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ,‰È˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Â ‰È˘È‡ ,‰ÚÂ˙‰ ,ı¯‡ Í¯„ ÌÚ ‰¯Â˙ ,(Í¯ÂÚ) .'Ó
.30
.262 :˙Â„‰È
.178 :Ì˘

43
44

45
46
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˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓÂ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ Ì˙Â‚‰· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰

ÌÓ‡ ‡È‰˘ ,ÌÚ‰-‰¯·Á‰ ÈÙÏÎ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘ ÔÈ·‰Ï È˙„‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÏÚ˘ ‰Ê·
‡Â‰ ‰ÈÏ‡˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒ‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‰È‡ ,‰¯˙È ‰„Ù˜‰ ‰ÈÏÚ „ÈÙ˜‰Ï ˘È˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
‰ÓÂÈ˜ Ì˘Ï ‡Ï‡ ‰È‡ ,¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ,˙‡Ê ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ˘ ˙Ú„Ï ÂÈÏÚ .¯Â˙ÁÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ
˙ÈÙÂÒ‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙‰ ÏÚ ˜·‡Ó‰ ˙‡ ¯˘Ù‡˙˘ ,˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰Ó¯ÂÙËÏÙ‰ – ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ Ï˘
'ÍÂÁÓ‰ ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ È„Â‰È‰' „ÂÓÚÈ Ì‡ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· .˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ ÏÚ :˙Ó‡·
ÂÈ‡˘) ÌÚ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓÏ˘Ï ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÓÏ˘ ÔÈ· ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ‰È‰È Â·˘ ÔÁ·Ó·
.˙„‰ „ˆÏ ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ,(˙„‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ˜Ó
ÌÈÒÙ˙ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰È˘ .‰È„ÓÏ ÌÚ‰ ÔÈ· ·¯ ÔÂÈÓ„ ‰‡Â¯ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÈÂ¯˜Ú ÔÙÂ‡·
ÂÏÈ‡Â ,˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ‡Â‰ ÌÚ‰ .‡Ï Â˙Â ˙ÂÓ¯ÂÙËÏÙ-˙Â¯‚ÒÓ È‚ÂÒÎ ‡Ï‡
¯È‰ÊÓ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÎ¯ˆÏ ‰·¯‰ Ì˙Â·È˘Á Û‡ ÏÚ .˙ÈÂ‚¯‡‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ‡È‰ ‰È„Ó‰
‰˘ÚÓÏ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ÍÏ‰Ó· .˙ÈÏÎ˙ ˙‚¯„Ï È„Â‰È‰ Ì„‡‰ Ì˙Â‡ ‰ÏÚÈ Ï·Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
‰ÏÂÙÎ ‰ÏÈÏ˘ È‰ÂÊ ÂÈÁÂÒÈ·Â ,‰˘Â„˜ Â‡ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰‚¯„ ÏÎÓ Ì‚ ‰È·Â ‰ÈÈÓ ÌÏ˘Ó
Í¯ÚÎ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙„Â·Ú Í¯Ú ˙¯˙Â‰Â – ÌÊÈ˘Ù‰ ˙ÏÈÏ˘Â ÌÊÈ¯ËˆÂ˙‡‰ ˙ÏÈÏ˘ –
.ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰ÈÏ ÈÂ‡¯‰ „ÈÁÈ‰
ÔÈ‡Â ,Â˙‚˘‰ ıÓ‡Ó· ‡Ï‡ 'Â˙‚˘‰' ÔÈ‡ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ ,Í¯Ú ÏÎ ÂÓÎÂ
ÍÂ˙·Â ,˙È˙„ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï ÍÂÈÁ ÌÂÈ˜Ï „ÈÓ˙Ó ıÓ‡Ó· ‡Ï‡ ˙È¯˘Ù‡ ÂÊ 'Â˙‚˘‰'
˜·‡Ó‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ˙‡ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ‰„ÈÁÈ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ,‡È‰ ˜¯Â ,‡È‰˘ ,˙È˙„ ‰ÏÈ‰˜
.‰Ê‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ Ï˘ 'Â˙‚˘‰'Ï

˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ˙Â„Á‡Ï ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ˙ÂÈ˘ ÔÈ· – ÌÂÎÈÒ
Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‡ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚Â‰ È˘ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰ È¯˜ÈÚ ˙‡ ÌÎÒÏ ˘˜· Ì‡
˙ÂÈ˘ ÔÈ· – ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰˘Ó‰ ˙¯˙ÂÎ˘ ¯ÓÂÏ Ô˙È ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ·˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
ÏÈ„·Ó‰ ˙‡ ¯˜ÈÚ· ‰˘È‚„ÓÂ ,Ì˙Â‡ ‰¯È„‚ÓÂ ˙ÁÒÓ – ˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ˙Â„Á‡Ï ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜
˜·‡Ó·Â ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ‰ÈÂÓ¯‰ÒÈ„· ÈÂˆÓ ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ïˆ‡ .Ì‰ÈÈ·
,ÌÈ„Â‚È Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ ÌÓ‡ Â‰Ê .È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰Â ÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡‰ :ÂÈ„ÓÓ È˘ ÔÈ· „ÈÓ˙Ó
‡Â‰ ÌÈ„Â‚È Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ ˜¯ Ï·‡ ,ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ ¯ÂˆÈÎ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ ˙‡ ¯È„˙ Ò¯ÙÓ‰
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ïˆ‡ ÈÂÓ¯‰ ÌÏÂÚ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î .ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ïˆ‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ·Â ÈË˙Â‡ ÌÏÂÚ
˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘‚Ï ˘˜·Ó Â˙ÓÂÚÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ .Ú·¯‡ ÏÚ ÈÎÏÂ‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ ‡Â‰
˙ÂÈ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ÔÈ· – ÌÂÈ˜ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ì‰Ï ˙˙Â‰ ,˙ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ÔÈ·Ï
˙ÂÈ˙ÏÈ‰˜Ï ÍÂÈÁ ÔÈ·Â „Â·Î Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡Ï ÍÂÈÁ ÔÈ· ˜·‡Ó‰ .‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡Ï
Ï˘ ÂÂ·˘Á ÏÚ „Á‡‰ ˙‡ˆÂ‰ Ï˘ ,˙ÂÈ·ÈÒÂÏ˜Ò˜‡ Ï˘ ˜·‡Ó ÂÈ‡ ˙Â„·ÂÎÓ Ï˘
'‰Ù˘'· ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó Ï˘ Ì˙ÙÈ˘Á ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Á˙Ó ˙‚Ù‰ ˘È Â·˘ ÍÂÈÁ Â‰Ê ;¯Á‡‰
˙ÂÁÂÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ï – ÌÈ˜ÏÁ· Â‡ Ì˙ÂÏÏÎ· – Ì˙Ó‡˙‰ ˙˜È„·Â 'ÂÁÎ˘'˘ ˙È˙„‰
‰ÙÈÙÎ· ÍÈÁ‰ Ïˆ‡ Â¯Â„È ‰Ê Ì‚Â ‰Ê Ì‚˘ ‚È˘‰Ï È„Î ˙‡ÊÂ ,˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰¯·Á·
.˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ˙Â„Á‡· ˙Á‡

‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„Ï ÍÂÈÁ :ÂÁ‡ ‰ÓÂ ÂÁ‡ ÈÓ
ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈÈÁ· ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯ÙÂ ˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÔÈ·
(¯Èˆ˜˙)
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.ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰Â ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ‰˘È ,˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â„‰È·
È˜¯Ù· ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙¯ÈÓ‡ ÔÈ· ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ‰„‚‰· ˙‡ˆÓ ÍÎÏ ‰ÙÈ¯Á ‡Ó‚Â„
‡"Ò ˙ÂÓ·È· È"·˘¯ Ï˘ ÂÊ ÔÈ·Ï ,"ÌÏˆ· ‡¯·˘ Ì„‡‰ È¯˘‡" ,„"È :‚ ˙Â·‡
·Â˘ÈÈ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ ."Ì„‡ ÌÈ‡¯˜ ÌÈ¯ÎÂ‰ ÔÈ‡Â Ì„‡ ÌÈ‡¯˜ Ì˙‡" ,‡"Ú
?˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÓÏÈ„· ÏÙËÏ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ Í¯„ ˘È Ì‡‰Â ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ‰¯È˙Ò‰
ÌÈÓ¯Ê ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙· ˘È˘ Â˙Â‡ ¯È‰ÊÓ ‚¯·È¯‚ ‰˘Ó 'ÙÂ¯Ù
.ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ "˙ÈË‚" ˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÂÈÏÚ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ÂÈ‰ ÌÈÚÂ‚ ¯˘‡ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ
‰Ï·˜‰ ÈÓ¯Ê· Í‡ ,"ÌÈÈÂ‚Ï ¯Â‡" ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ Ï‡¯˘È ÏÚ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ,ÌÈ‡È·‰ Ïˆ‡
,ÂÓÊ ˙· Ï‡¯˘È ˙È„Ó· ‡˜ÂÂ„ .ÔÎÂÒÓÂ ÈËÒÈÈ·Â˘Ï ÍÙ‰ ‰Ï‡‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ÁÂÒÈ
‰ÚÂÂÊ È˘ÚÓ· ÈÂËÈ· Â‡ˆÓ ÌÈ˙ÈÚÏ ÂÏ‡Î ˙ÂÈ˙·˘ÁÓ ˙ÂÈË ,‚¯·È¯‚„ ‡·ÈÏ‡
.ÈÂÈ‚ ÏÎÏ ÌÈÈÂ‡¯‰
Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓ‰Â ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ-ÌÈÈ˙·˘ÁÓ‰ ÌÈ¯‚˙‡‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ
."¯Á· ÌÚ" ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÏÎ Ì„Â˜ ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ,ÂÊ‰ ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰
˙Â‡¯Ï ÂÏÎÂÈ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡ ÈÏÂ‡ ,¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· .„Â‡Ó ·Á¯ ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯Ù‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó
ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÔÈ· ÔÂÊÈ‡ ‡ÂˆÓÏ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ – ‰ÓˆÚ ‰ÈÚ·· ÏÂÙÈËÏ Ì‚„ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ·
.È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰Â
.ÌÈ˜ÙÂ‡ ¯ˆÂ ÈÏÈÏ˘ ‡Â‰ È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ÔÙ‰˘ Ì˘Â¯‰ Ï·˜˙‰ ÈÏÂ‡ ,‰˙Ú „Ú
,Ï·‚ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ ÌÚ ¯˘˜ ¯ÂˆÈÈ ÈÙÂÒÈ‡‰ Ï‡‰˘ È„Î· :ÍÎ Á¯Î‰· ¯·„‰ ÔÈ‡ Í‡
ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ .˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙·ÈÈÁ ˙È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ ,‰˙ÂÓ˙‰ Ô·
˙Âˆ¯‡Ï ˙Â˜ÈÊ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ,˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÙ˘· ,˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ Í¯„ Ì„‡Ï
– ÌÈÂÒÓ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ ˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰˜ÈÊ‰ ‡Â‰ ˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈÓ „Á‡ .˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ
.˙È¯·· ˙ÈÊÎ¯ÓÎ Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡Ï
ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂ‰Ê ˙‡ ˙¯ˆÂÈ˘ ÂÊ ‡È‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ÏÂ ‰ÁÙ˘ÓÏ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰‰
-ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ Ì‰ ÌÓˆÚ· ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ .ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓ‰Â ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙‡ ˙‡˘Â ‡È‰Â
ÌÈÓ˘‚˙Ó Ì‰ Í‡ .Ì„‡‰ È· ÔÂÈÂÂ˘· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ˙˙˘ÂÓ Ì‰Â ÌÈÈËÒÈÓÂ‰
.˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙ ˙Â¯‚ÒÓ·
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."¯Á‡"‰Â "ÂÁ‡"‰ ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ÌˆÚ· ‡Â‰ ÚÂ¯‰ ¯Â˜Ó˘ ÂÚËÈ˘ ˘È
Â‡ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ,˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù ˙ÂÈÂ‰Ê ‡ÏÏ ÌÏÂÚ ·ÂˆÈÚÏ ÌÈÙ‡Â˘ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈËÒÈÏ‡È„È‡
ÌÓÚ˘Ó Ì‚ ÈÏÂ‡Â ,È˘ÚÓ È˙Ï· ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‰ÊÎ ÌÏÂÚ˘ ‡Ï‡ .˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï
ÏÂÎÈ ÌÈÂÒÓ ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ¯ÎÈÊ ÂÓÚ ‡˘Â˘ ÈÓ ˜¯ .˙È¯ÒÂÓ ÔÎÂÒÓ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ –
˘È˘ ÌÏÂÚ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ‰ˆÂÁ ˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÈÂ‚·¯‰ .¯‚‰ ˙‡ ·Â‰‡Ï „ÂÓÏÏ
.˙Â‚‰˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ¯ÂÂ ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ ‰„ÈÓ ˙ÂÓ‡ Â·
Ì˘· ÌÈÏÚÂÙ‰ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ˘‡ ÌÂÈ-ÌÂÈ ÂÈÙ· ÌÈ·ÈˆÓ˘ ˙ÂÎÒ· ÏÊÏÊÏ ÂÏ Ï‡
˙Â„Â˜ È˙˘ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï Ô˙È Ô‡Î .˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï-˙È˙‡ ‰ˆÂ·˜ Ì˘· Â‡ ˙„‰
:˙ÂÈ¯˜ÈÚ
ÌÈÁÂ˙Ù‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰ÏÂ ˘ÙÁÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ,˙Â·¯˙ Â‡ ˙„ ÏÎ· (1
"˙ÂÈˆÊÈÏÈ·Èˆ ÔÈ·" ˜·‡Ó ÂÈ‡ ÌÂÈ‰ È˙ÈÓ‡‰ ˜·‡Ó‰ .¯˙ÂÈ "ÌÈÈËÒÈÓÂ‰"‰Â
˙Â˘È‚ ÈÏÚ· ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈÂˆÈ˜‰ ÔÈ· ,‰ÈˆÊÈÏÈ·Èˆ ÏÎ ÍÂ˙· ‡Ï‡ (ÔÂË‚ÈËÂ‰ È¯·„Î)
.¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÂÁÂ˙Ù ,¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÂÈÏ·ÂÒ
.˙Ù˜˙ÂÓ Â‡ ˙ÓÈÂ‡Ó Ì˙Â‰Ê˘ ÌÈ˘È‚¯Ó ÌÈ˘‡˘Î ‡˜ÂÂ„ ‰‡Â‚ ˙ÂÓÈÏ‡‰ (2
‡Ï‡ ,Ô˙˜˙˘‰ ‡ÏÂ ,Ô‰È˙ÂÈÂ‰ÊÂ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜‰ ÏÂÒÈÁ ‡Ï ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‡ÂÙ‡ Â˙¯ËÓ
.˙È˘ÙÂÁ‰ Ô˙ÁÈ¯ÙÏ ÌÈ‡˙‰ ˙ÁË·‰Â Ô˙ÓˆÚ‰
˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ÔÈ· ÔÂÊÈ‡‰ ˙Ó˘‚‰Ï ÛÂ‡˘Ï ÈÂ‡¯Â ÈÂˆ¯ ,ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎÂ˙· Ì‚
„ÂÓÏÏ ·Â˘Á ÍÎ ÏÎ ÚÂ„Ó .¯Á‡‰ ÏÚÂ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÈ· ,ÌÈÈÏÏÎ‰Â ÌÈÈ„ÂÁÈÈ‰
?¯Á‡‰ ÏÚ Ì‚
ÔÂÂÈ‚‰ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,‡¯Â·‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÂ„‚ ÏÚ „ÈÚÓ Ú·Ë· ÔÂÂÈ‚‰ ˜¯ ‡Ï (‡
„Â·ÚÏ ˙Á‡ Í¯„ ˜¯ ˘È˘ ÈÙÂÒÈ‡-ÈÁˆ Ï‡ È·‚Ï ÔÈÈÓ„Ï ‰˘˜ .È˙Â·¯˙-È˘Â‡‰
.Â˙Â‡
,˙Â„‰È‰ – ÂÈ·‡ Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ‡ Ú˜¯ ÏÚ ÂÁÓˆ˘ ˙Â˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· (·
.ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ ·ÂË ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰Ê ¯Á‡‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÏÏ – Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰Â ˙Â¯ˆÂ‰
.¯Á‡‰ Ï˘ "‰ÈˆÊÈÂÓ„" ˙Â˘ÚÏ ˜ÈÒÙ ÈÏÂ‡ ,Ì„‡ È·Î ‰Ê ˙‡ ‰Ê ¯ÈÎ Ì‡ (‚
ÂÎÙ‰ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙-˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜ ÔÈ· ˙Â¯·„È‰‰Â ˙Â¯ÎÈ‰‰ ,ÂÓÏÂÚ·˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ
.˘ÓÓ ˙ÂÂÓÂ ÌÈÈÁ Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚÏ
˙¯ÈÁ· ,„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂËÈ˘ È·‚Ï ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÎÏ ˙Â˜ÈÁ¯Ó ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ‰Ê ÏÎÏ ˘È
.˙Â˘È‚Â ÌÈ˘‚„ ,ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁ‰

ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙˘¯Ù Ï˘ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

È˜ÒÈ˜ÂÏ ÛÒÂÈ
˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ˙È„Â‰È ‰ÙÂÏÁ ˙˘Ó˘ÓÂ ,È„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ Â˙Ú„Â˙ ˙‡ ˙·ˆÚÓ ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙˘¯Ù
‡¯˜Ó ÌÈL" – „Á‡‰ ÔÙ‰ :ÌÈÙ È˘ ˘È ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙˘¯Ù Ï˘ ‰ÈÂÂÁÏ .ÌÏÂÚÏ
‰È‚ÂÒ‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Á‡ ÌÚÙ ÈÓ¯‡‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰Â ,ÌÈÈÓÚÙ ËÒ˜Ë‰ „ÂÓÈÏ) "ÌÂ‚¯˙ „Á‡Â
ÌÈ¯Á‡Â ÔÈ˘Â„˜ Ò˜Ó ˙Â·˜Ú· ,¯Á‡‰ ÔÙ‰ ;(·"Ú–‡"Ú ,Á ˙ÂÎ¯· ,ÈÏ·· „ÂÓÏ˙·
ÏÎ ÍÏ‰Ó· ˙ÂÂÎ˙‰‰ ‡Â‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ÔÙ‰ .(ÈÈÒ ¯‰· ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰) "‰¯Â˙ Ô˙Ó" –
.˙ÒÎ‰ ˙È·· ‰¯Â˙· ‰‡È¯˜‰ È„È ÏÚ È˘‰ ÔÙ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ó˘‚‰‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï ÚÂ·˘‰
˙Â‡Ó Ï˘ ÔÎÏ‰Ó· ÂÓÒ¯ÂÙÂ ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙˘¯Ù· Â˜ÒÚ ÌÈÈÈÚ È¯È‡Ó ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ
ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ì‰ ÌÈËÚÓ .ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÏÚ ˘‚„ ÌÈÓ˘ ÌÏÂÎ ËÚÓÎÂ ,‰Ù ÏÚ· Â‡ ·˙Î· ÌÈ˘
ÌÈÈÏ‡Ó¯ÂÙ‰ ÌÈ·ÓÏ Â‡ ,¯Â·Èˆ· ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡È¯˜ Ï˘ È‚¯ÂËÈÏ‰ „È˜Ù˙Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰
.ÌÈÏÈÚÙ ÌÈÙ˙˙˘ÓÎ Â˙Â‡ ˙ÂÂÁÏ ÌÈÁÎÂÏ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó ¯˘‡ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘
‡Â‰ ˙Á‡· :˙ÂÏËÓ È˙˘· „˜Ó˙Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÍÂ˙ ,˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰ÒÓ ‰Ê È¯Ó‡Ó
˙Â·‰Â ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙÏ ÌÈ·¯„ÓÎ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ·Ó Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ·
‡Â‰˘ ÍÂ˙ ,Â¯˜Ò˘ ÌÈ·Ó‰ Ï˘ È˘¯Ù‰ Ï‡ÈˆËÂÙÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‡Â‰ ‰ÈÈ˘· .ÌÈ˘„Á
È‚¯ÂËÈÏ‰ ¯˘˜‰· ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡È¯˜ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÁÏ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ˙Â¯Â¯· ˙Â˜ÈÎË ÚÈˆÓ
.‰Ï˘
ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ „ÂÁÏ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙˜ÂÏÁÏ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ¯Ó‡Ó‰
,Ô˙ÂÓÏ˘· ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙˘¯Ù Ï˘ ˙Â„ÈÁÈ‰ ˙‡ :ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈ·‡˘ÓÎ ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ÏÂÓ ˙Á‡
˙‡ ,ÌÈ¯ˆÂ‰ ÂÚ·˜˘ ÌÈ˜¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ,‰¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÈÏÚ· Ï˘ "˙ÂÓÂ˙Ò‰"Â "˙ÂÁÂ˙Ù‰"
˙‡ ¯˜ÈÚ·Â ,ÌÈ˘ ˘ÂÏ˘Ï ˙Á‡ ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡È¯˜ ˙‡ Â¯˘Ù‡˘ ˙Â˜È˙Ú‰ "˙Â¯„Ò‰"
‰‡È¯˜‰ Ò˜Ë ÍÏ‰Ó· ¯È˘È ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÏÏÙ˙Ó‰ ÌÈÂÂÁ Ô˙Â‡˘ ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ "˙ÂÈÏÚ‰"
,È˘¯Ù „È˜Ù˙ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ „ÚÂ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ·Ó‰ ÏÎÏ Ì‡ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ Â‡ ÔÈ‡ .‰¯Â˙·
,Ì‰· ˘È .ÌÏ˘‰ ËÒ˜Ë· ÌÈ¯ÂÊ˘ ,ÌÂÈ‰ ÂÈÈÚ „‚Ï ÌÏÂÎ ÌÈ‡ˆÓ Ì‰ ÌÏÂ‡
.ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ô·Â‰ „ˆÈÎ ¯È‰·‰ÏÂ ¯È‡‰Ï È„Î ,˙ÂÁÙÏ
ÌÈ¯Á‡ È„È ÏÚ Ì‚ ÂÏÏÎÂ˘ÈÂ Â„·ÂÚÈ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· ÌÈÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰˘ ‰ÂÂ˜Ó È‡
.‰ÁÏˆ‰· ˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ „ˆÈÎ ÌÈË·Ï˙ÓÂ ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙˘¯Ù ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÁ‰Ï ÌÈÙ‡Â˘‰

– ÂÈÈÁ ˙ÁË·‰ ÌÚ ÂÒÁÈ ˙‡ ÂÓˆÚÏ ÔÈÈÓ„Ï Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÂÎ
˙ÈÏ¯ËÈÏ-‡Ï ‰‡È¯˜ ˙‡¯˜Ï ˙Â¯Ú‰ :˜ÁˆÈ ‡ÏÏ – ˙ÙÒÂ ÌÚÙ
˙È˘‡¯· ¯ÙÒ· ·"Î ˜¯Ù Ï˘
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

„ÏÙÂ˜ Ô·ÈËÒ
˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÊÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÈÒÁ È¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ÌÂ˘ÏÎ Â‡ – ÔÈ·Ó ¯·ÁÓ‰
ÚÈÙ˘‰˘ ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ,"ÂÏ ¯Ó‡" – ¯ËÒÓ‰ ˙ÂÙ˙˙˘‰· Â‰˘ÏÎ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÚÂ¯È‡
‰ËÏ·‰· ¯ÈÎÊ‰ ,‰Ê Í¯Î ˘„˜ÂÓ ÂÈÏ‡˘ ÍÁÓ‰-ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ,ÌÏÂÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ÂÈÏÚ
¯·ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó ˙‡ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È È˙ÈÓÚ ˙ÂÙ˙˙˘‰· ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ¯ÈÓÒ‰Ó „Á‡·
È¯ÂÙËÓ‰ ÔÂÈÓ„‰ :‰¯ÊÁ·Â ˙ÈÓÈÙ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ˙ÈÂˆÈÁ ‰¯ÂˆÓ" ,1989 ˙˘Ó
“From Outer Form to Inner Meaning and Back Again:) "˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰„ÈÓÏ·
The Metaphoric Imagination of Jewish Learning,” in Aviad, Janet (ed.),
¯ÙÒ· ·"Î ˜¯Ù ÂÈÈÚ˘ ,ÈÁÎÂ‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .(Studies in Jewish Education, vol. 4

˙ÈÏÂÏÈÓ ‰·È˘Á Ï˘ ‰„‚‰· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÂÊ ‰¯È˜Á Ï˘ ‰Î˘Ó‰ ‡Â‰ ,˙È˘‡¯·
‚ÂÒ Ï˘ – Í˘Ó˙ÓÂ ÈÙÈˆÙÒ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ – ‰¯˜Ó ¯˜Á ÔÈÚÓ ;˙È·ÈË¯Â‚ÈÙ ‰·È˘ÁÂ
.Ì„Â˜‰ ¯Ó‡Ó· ÔÂ„È˘ È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÁÂÚÙ‰
˙ÂÁÙ Í¯„· ıÂÙ ÔÙÂ‡· Ô·Â‰ ˜ÁˆÈ Ï˘ – Â˙·¯˜‰ Â‡ – Â˙„˜Ú ÈÂ¯˜‰ ÚÂ¯È‡‰
Â˙Â‡ Â‡¯˜˘ ‰Ï‡ .¯·Ò‰ ÚÈˆÓ ÈÁÎÂ‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ‰È·‚Ï˘ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ,˙ÈÏÂÏÈÓ ¯˙ÂÈ Â‡
Ì‰ – ‰È¯Â‚Ï‡‰ Ï˘ ‰¯È·ÚÓ‰ Â˙¯Âˆ Í¯„ ÏÚ ÂÏÈÙ‡ – ‰¯ÂÙËÓ‰ ˙¯ÒÓ Í¯„
ÈÂÓÈ„ :¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â„„Â· ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ÔÈ·Ó .„Â‡Ó „Ú ÏÏÎ‰ ÔÓ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÈ‰
˘¯„Ó Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚Ï ,„ˆÈÎ – ÌÈ‰ ˙ÚÈ¯˜Ï ‰Ê ÔÂÈÊÈÁ ÒÁÈÈÓ‰ ˜ÙÂ‡ÓÂ È˙ÈˆÓ˙ È˘¯„Ó
Ô·ƒ‡ ÛÒÂÈ Ï˘ ÂÈ˘Â¯ÈÙÓ ÚË˜ ;ÌÈÈ˘Ï ÈÂÙˆ È˙Ï· ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÏ˘ ˜ÏÁÏ Ô˙È ,‰Ê
;Ì‰¯·‡Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó Ï˘ ÂÈ·˙ÎÓ „Á‡· ˙Â„Á‡ ˙Â¯Â˘ ;Í"˙Ï ÈÙÒÎ
‰·¯ ‰„ÈÓ· ÚÙ˘Â‰˘ – "ÒÈÊ¯˙˜" ÏÚ ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯‰ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡ÓÓ ÚË˜Â
ÂÏÈÙ‡ .¯Â‚˜¯È˜ Ô¯ÂÒ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ Í¯„ "ÂÏ˘" ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÂÙËÓ‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰Ó
¯·ÁÓ ÌÓ‡ .ÈÏÂÏÈÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ‰È·‰Ï ÌÈËÂ "‰„˜Ú"· Â˜ÒÚ˘ ÂÓÊ-È· ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ
„ÓÂÚ‰ ‡Â‰ Ô· Ï˘ ‰·¯˜‰ ˙Â„Â‡ ÏÚ Â‰˘ÏÎ ÔÂÓ„˜ ÈÏÂÏÈÓ ËÒ˜Ë ÈÎ ¯Â·Ò ¯Ó‡Ó‰
˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ ÈÁÎÂ‰ ¯Ó‡Ó· ,‰Ê ÌÚ .·"Î ˙È˘‡¯·· ¯‡Â˙Ó‰ ÚÂ¯È‡‰ È¯ÂÁ‡Ó
Ï˘ ‰Ó¯„‰Ó Ú„ÂÓ-‡Ï ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÓÒ˜ÂÓÎ ÂÈÈÊ‡Ó ˙‡Â È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È¯ÙÒÓ
‰Î¯„˘Â ˙È·ÈË¯Â‚ÈÙ‰ ‰·‰‰ ÏÏ‚· ‡Ï‡ ÈÏÂÏÈÓ‰ ‰·ÂÓ· ‡˜ÂÂ„ Â‡Ï ,Ì‰¯·‡
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ÂÈÈÁ ˙ÁË·‰ ÌÚ ÂÒÁÈ ˙‡ ÂÓˆÚÏ ÔÈÈÓ„Ï Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÂÎ

ÏÂÓ Ï‡ "‰ÁË··" „ÂÓÚÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ˙ÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡ ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ‡È‰
‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ – ‰ÁË·‰‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈ˘ÎÚÂ Ô‡Î‰ ÔÈ· È„Ó ÁÈÎ˘‰ „Â‚È‰
.‰ÈÂˆ¯Î ÌÈÒ¯Â‚ ÂÈ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰Â ÂÈÎ¯Ú˘ ˙ÈÏ‡È„È‡‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ
¯˙ÈÏ ,Â‡ – ÈÁÎÂ‰ ¯Ó‡Ó· ˙Á·‰ ·"Î ˙È˘‡¯· Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË¯Â‚ÈÙ‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰
˘Â¯ÈÙ ÚÈˆ‰Ï Á¯Î‰· Â˙Â‡ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ – ÌÈÈÂÒÈ Â‡ ˙Â¯Ú‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰¯„Ò· ,˜ÂÈ„
Ï˘ "Â˙ÂÓ‡" ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· ÈÎ ÂÏ ‰‡¯ ‡Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ ÔÁ·ÓÏ ¯Á‡
Â˙Â‡ È·ÈËÓÈËÏÂ‡‰ "¯Á‡‰" ÌÚ ‰ÂÂÁ˘ ¯˘˜Ï ·È‚‰Ï Â˙ÂÂÎ· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó Ì‰¯·‡
·ÈÈÁÓ ,¯ÓÂÏÎ ;˙Â˘È¯„ „ÈÓÚÓ ,‰Èˆ˜‡¯ËÈ‡ ÏÎ· ÂÓÎ ,¯˘‡ ‰˜ÈÊ· ‡ˆÓ ‡Â‰
‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ ,˙È¯Â‚Ï‡‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ‰¯È˜Á „ˆÏ ,ÔÎÏ ."‰ÂÂˆÓ" – Û¯Â‚ ÔÙÂ‡·
Ì˙Â‡ – ÌÈ¯‚˙‡Ó ÌÈ„Â‚È· ˙„˜Ó˙Ó‰ ÂÊ ;˙ÈÒÂÈ‚ÈÏ¯‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁÏ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÚÈˆÓ
.¯˘‡Ó ÒÁÈ· ÌÈÂÂÁ ‰Ï‡ ˙‡ ‰Ï‡ ·Â˘ÈÈÏ ÏÏÎ ÌÈ˙È ÌÈ‡ Ì˙¯È˙Ò˘ ÌÈ„Â‚È
ÔÈ· ¯ˆ‰ ÈÚÏÒ‰ ÒÎ¯‰" ‰ÈÎ ¯·Â· ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù˘ ‰Ó Ï˘ ,ÌÂÈÏ ÌÂÈÓ ,ÂÊÎ ‰ÈÈˆÁ
‰Ê ‰˙Â‡ ‰ÂÂÁ˘ ÈÙÎ – ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ Â˙˘ÓÏ Á˙ÙÓ „ÓÈÓ Â‰ ,"˙ÂÓÂ‰˙‰
.‰„Â˙‰ È¯ÈÒ‡ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÔÈ·Ó „ÈÓÏ˙

1?˙Â¯Â„Ï

Â‡ ‰Ú˘Ï – ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁ Ï˘ ˙È˙‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˙˘Ó
‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ÔÂÈÚ
Ï˜¯Ù 'Ï ‰Ï¯Ó

,‰˙¯ÈˆÈ ˙Â˘Ï Ô·ÂÓÎ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ 2?ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁ Ï˘ '‰˙Ú˘' ˙‡ ¯‡˙ „ˆÈÎ
˙˘¯Ù· ÔÂÈÚÏ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚‰ – ‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÂ„‚‰ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ‰ È˙˘ ˙‡ ‰Á˙ÈÙ Ô‰·˘ ÌÈ˘
˙Â˘Ó ,¯ÓÂÏÎ 3,('ÌÈÂÈÚ' :ÔÏ‰Ï) ‰¯Â˙Ï ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒÂ ('˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚' :ÔÏ‰Ï) ÚÂ·˘‰
ÊÎ¯Ó· Í"˙‰ „ÓÚ ÌÈ˘ Ô˙Â‡· .˙Ó„Â˜‰ ‰‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÚ·˘‰ ˙Â˘Ï „Ú ÌÈÚ·¯‡‰
Â¯Ó‡Ó· ¯‡˙Ï ÔÂÓÈÒ Ï‡È¯Â‡ ·ÈËÈÓ˘ ÈÙÎ .Ï‡¯˘È· ‰¯·Á‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰¯ÈÊ‰
ÏÚ ˙Â·¯˙‰ 4,'ÈÓÂÈ˜ Ë˘ÙÏ ÈÓÂ‡Ï ˘¯„ÓÓ – ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰¯·Á· ‡¯˜Ó‰ „ÓÚÓ'

,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„ÓÏ 13-‰ Ò¯‚Â˜· ‰˙È˘ ‰‡ˆ¯‰ ÏÚ ÒÒÂ·Ó ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó
˙¯‰‰ ;‰‡¯Â‰Â ÔÂÈÚ) ˙¯·ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆË¯ÒÈ„‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÏÂ˙ ‡Â‰Â ,‡"Ò˘˙ ,·‡ ÌÁÓ
‰Ï˘ È˘‡¯‰ ‰ÁÓ‰˘ ,(Á"˘˙ ˙˘ ,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁ Ï˘ ‰˙ËÈ˘
.˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ‰È‰
ÍÂÈÁÏ Ï‡¯˘È Ò¯Ù ˙ÏÎ .1930 ˙˘· ÔÈÏ¯·Ó ı¯‡Ï ‰˙ÏÚ ,(1994–1905) ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁ
˙˘Ï ÂÙÈ – ·È·‡ Ï˙ ˙ÈÈ¯ÈÚ Ï˘ Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÓÎÁÏÂ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ò¯Ù ;1956 ˙˘Ï
Â¯ÂÙÈ˘· ,‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ ˙ˆÙ‰· ÌÈ„˜˙ ‡ÏÏ ‰ÁÏˆ‰' ÏÚ ‚¯·ËÂ¯ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ ˘"Ú Ò¯Ù ;‚"Ó˘˙
ÔÓ¯·ÈÏ ˙È„Â‰È Ò¯Ù ;Á"Ó˘˙ ˙˘Ï ˙Â˙„‰ ÈÈÈÚÏ ¯˘‰ Ò¯Ù ;'Ï‡¯˘È ÈÂÓ‰ ÏÚ Â·Â·ÈÁ·Â
.ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁÏ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ ¯ÙÒ .‰ÓÁ È˜¯Ù :ÂÈÈÚ ,ÌÈÙÒÂ ÌÈÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ· ÌÈË¯ÙÏ .1980 ˙˘Ï
‰˜ÏÁÓ‰ ,Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÎÂÒ‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .Ô‰ÎÂ ¯È‡Ó-Ô· ,„¯‡ :ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ .‡"Ò˘˙
.¯ÈÏ‡ ˙ÈÈ¯ÙÒ ,ÈÂÈˆ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ
ÈÂÏÚ Ì‚ ÂÏÏÎÂ ‰˘ ÌÈ˘ÂÏ˘ Í˘Ó· ·"˘˙ ˙˘Ó Â¯·ÂÁ ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙˘¯Ù· ÔÂÈÚÏ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚‰
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ È„È· ÂÎ¯Ú ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙˘¯Ù· ÔÂÈÚÏ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚ .¯ÚÂ‰ ˙ÂÚÂ˙ ÈÎÈ¯„ÓÏ ‰Î¯„‰
È˘ ˙Â¯„˙Ò‰ ,¯ÚÂÏÂ ÌÈ¯‚Â·ÓÏ ‰ÏÎ˘‰Â ‰¯Â˙ „ÒÂÓ È„È ÏÚ ¯Â‡Ï Â‡ˆÂ‰ ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ,‰ÓˆÚ
˙Â·¯˙ÏÂ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰˜ÏÁÓ‰ ¯Â‡Ï Ì˙Â‡ ‰‡ÈˆÂ‰ ÌÈ˘ ˙Â¯˘Ú Í˘Ó· ÌÏÂ‡ .‰˜È¯Ó‡· ÈÁ¯ÊÓ
ÌÈÒÒÂ·Ó ‰¯Â˙‰ È¯ÙÒ ÏÎÏ ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒ .˙ÈÓÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ˙Â¯„˙Ò‰‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÂ‚· ÌÈÈ¯Â˙
˙ÂÁÙ ÔÓÂÈÓ‰ ,˙ÂˆÂÙ˙· ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï‰˜ ¯Â·Ú ,ÍÏÈ‡Â Â"Î˘˙ ˙˘Ó ,Â¯·ÂÁÂ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚‰ ÏÚ
ÂÓ‚¯Â˙˘ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ¯Â‡Ï ‰‡ÈˆÂÓ ˙ÈÓÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ˙Â¯„˙Ò‰‰ .˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó „ÂÓÈÏ·
;ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁ È·˙Î Ï˘ ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈÏ·È· .'¯ ,¯È‡Ó Ô· :ÂÈÈÚ ,ÛÒÂ ËÂ¯ÈÙÏ .˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÙ˘Ï
.705–703 :Ì˘ .ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁÏ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ ¯ÙÒ – ‰ÓÁ È˜¯Ù :ÍÂ˙· ,ÌÈ¯ÙÒÂ ÌÈÂÈÚ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚
,'ÈÓÂÈ˜ Ë˘ÙÏ ÈÓÂ‡Ï ˘¯„ÓÓ – ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰¯·Á· ‡¯˜Ó‰ „ÓÚÓ' .Ë"˘˙ .Ï‡È¯Â‡ ,ÔÂÓÈÒ
;Â‰Ù„¯Â ÌÂÏ˘ ˘˜· .2000 .ÔÂÓÈÒ Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ· ˘„ÁÓ ÒÙ„ ;35–7 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(‡) ˙ÂÚÈ¯È
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ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ ¯ÙÒÏ ‰„‚Ò ,˙ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜· Ô‰Â ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜· Ô‰ ,‰È·ÈÎ¯Ó ÏÎ
:¯È·ÒÓ ÔÂÓÈÒ .˘Â„˜ ¯ÙÒ Â· ‰˙‡¯Â
,˙ÂÂÈˆÏ Û˜Â˙ ‰˜Ó ‡¯˜Ó‰ „Á‡ „ˆÓ˘ ÂÈÓ‡‰ ÌÈÎÁÓÂ ÌÈ¯ÙÂÒ ,ÌÈ‚È‰Ó
,ÂÓ˘ ÏÚ ‰ÈÂ¯˜‰ ı¯‡‰ ÏÚ Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÚ·‰ ÏÚ „ÈÚÓ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡·
,˙ÂÈÂÏ‚‰ ıÂ·È˜ ˙‡Â ı¯‡‰ ÔÈÈ· ˙‡ ,ÌÏÂ·‚Ï ÌÈ·‰ ˙·È˘ ˙‡ ˘‡¯Ó ‰ÙÂˆÂ
‡È‰ ¯˘‡· ,ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ ¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ˙¯‡Ù˙‰ ˙‡ ‰¯È„‡Ó ˙ÂÂÈˆ‰ È˘ „ˆÓÂ
‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰È‰ ÍÎ .˙ÈÁˆ‰ Â˙Ó‡ ˙‡ ÍÎ· ˙¯˘‡ÓÂ ÂÈ˙Â‡Â· ˙‡ ˙˘ÓÓÓ
5.‡¯˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ˘ÈÁÓÓ ˘Â¯ÈÙÏ ‰È‰ ‰ÂÂ‰‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,‰ÂÂ‰‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÂ¯Ó ˘Â¯ÈÙÏ
ÌÈÏÈÎ˘Ó‰ ˜¯ ‡Ï .˙ÎÓÂ˙ ‰¯·Á ÍÂ˙·Â ‰ÈÈ¯ÂÙ Ú˜¯˜ ÏÚ ÂÁÓˆ ‰È¯Â·ÈÁ˘ ˜ÙÒ ÔÈ‡
,ÌÈÏÚÂÙ‰ – 'ÍÓÚ' Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ (˙Â·¯˙ È¯ÁÂ˘Â ‰ÈÓ„˜‡ È˘‡) Ì‰‰ ˙Â¯Â„‰ Ï˘
ÌÂˆ¯Ó ˜ÏÁ ÂÏË – ˙Á˙Ù˙Ó‰ ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰¯·Á‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÈÈÁ‰Â ˙È·‰ ˙Â¯˜Ú
6.ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ˘‰ Ï˘ 'ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙¯ÂÓ' ÌÚ ˙Î˘Ó˙Ó‰ ˙Â·˙Î˙‰·Â Û˙Â˘Ó‰ „ÂÓÈÏ·
‰È„ÓÂÏ Ï˘ Ì˙Â‡È˜· ÏÚ ˙ÎÓÂÒ‰ ‰‡¯Â‰ ˙ËÈ˘ Ì‡‰ ,‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘
¯˘‡Î ,ÌÂÈ‰ ÂÏ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó „ÂÓÏÏ ÊÚ‰ ÌÂˆ¯ ÏÚÂ ‡ÒÈ‚ „ÁÓ
7?„·Ï· ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ˙ÏÁÏ ÍÙ‰Â ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰¯·Á· ˙ÈÂÂÊ Ô¯˜Ï ˜Á„ Í"˙‰
È¯ÁÂ˘Ï ˙È˘¯„Ó ˙Â˘¯Ù·Â ÌÈÂÓ‰Ï ˙Â˘¯„· ˘„ÂÁÓ‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ˙‡Ê)
‰ËÈ˘ ˜Â„·˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ,ÂÚÏ˜ ÂÈÏ‡˘ ÌÂ‚Ú‰ ·ˆÓ‰ ÏÏ‚· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ,ÈÏÂ‡Â .(˙ÂÈÂÓ‡‰
.‰ÏÚÙ ‰·˘ '˙È˙Â„È„È‰ ‰·È·Ò‰' Û‡ ÏÚ ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰Î ‰ÁÏˆ‰Ï ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ˙È˙‡¯Â‰
‰ÓÁ Ï˘ ‰ËÈ˘' ˙ÓÈÈ˜ ÔÎ‡˘ „ÂÒÈ ˙Á‰ ‰ÂÓË ÂÏ˘ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ÁÂÒÈ·
,ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈÎ¯Ú Â‡ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ë˜ÏÏ ¯·ÚÓ ‰·¯‰ ‡È‰˘ 8˙È˙‡¯Â‰ ‰ËÈ˘ ,'ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ

:˙ÂÂ¯Á‡ ˙ÂÚÈ„È :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰Ú˘‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ¯Â‡· ‡¯˜Ó‰ – ‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯Â‡· ‰Ú˘‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘
.44–21
.22 :Ì˘
‰ÓÁ 'ÙÂ¯Ù' .'Ó ,¯‡ÈÂ¯· ÂÈÈÚ ,ÏÏÎ·Â ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ˘· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰ÏÚÂÙ Ï˘ Ë¯ÂÙÓ ¯Â‡È˙Ï
.20–17 :Ì˘ .‰ÓÁ È˜¯Ù :ÍÂ˙· '‰"Ú ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
ÏÚ ,ı¯‡· Ô‡Î È˙‡¯Â‰‰ ¯˘˜‰Ï (ÂÈ˙Â˜ÒÓ ¯˜ÈÚ ˙‡Â) ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ ÌÈÙÓ Â‡ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó·
.Í˘Ó‰· ¯¯·˙È˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙ÂˆÂÙ˙· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ ˙Â¯Â¯· ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ Ô˘È˘ Û‡
ÏÚ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ .'˙ÈÎÂÈÁ'‰ ‰˙˘Ó ÔÈ·Ï '˙È˙‡¯Â‰'‰ ‰˙˘Ó ÔÈ· ÌÈÈÁ·Ó Â‡
‰„ÈÓÏ ÏÚ ‰Â¯Á‡‰Â (ÌÈÂÂÏ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó·Â ‡¯˜Ó· ÔÂÈÚ ÈÎ¯„ ,ÔÂ„È‰ ¯˘˜‰·) ˙„˜ÂÓÓ ‰„ÈÓÏ
ÏÂÏÎÓÓ „Á‡ Ì¯Â‚ '‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ'· ‰‡Â¯ ‰ÓÁ .Â˙ÂÏÏÎ· Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÏ ˙Ù‡Â˘‰ ˙ÏÏÂÎ
È„Â‰È‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÎÂÈÁ ,‰˙Ú„Ï .È„Â‰È‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÎÂÈÁÏ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰
Â˙¯˘Î‰ „ˆÏ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· (È˘‚¯‰Â) ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ÂÁÂÙÈËÓ ·Î¯ÂÓ
¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ :ÂÈÈÚ .'‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ'Ï ÏÈÏÚ· ¯Â˘˜ ÂÈ‡˘ '˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ÍÂÈÁ' ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰
I. Scheffler. 1966. ‘Philosophical ÂÈÈÚ '‰‡¯Â‰'Â 'ÍÂÈÁ' ÌÈÁÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰Ï .137 :˙ÂÓ˘
Models of Teaching’, in: Peters, R. S. (ed.), The Concept of Education. 1967. London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul: 120–134
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ÌÈ¯Â·Ò Â‡ 9,¯Á‡ ÌÂ˜Ó· ÂÈ‡¯‰˘ ÈÙÎ .˙ÂÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙Â˘¯„ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ„Ù˜ ˙ÂÏ‡˘
˙ÈÈÙ‡˙Ó‰ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ‰˘È‚ ‡È‰ Í"˙‰ ˙‡¯Â‰·Â ÔÂÈÚ· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙˘È‚˘
ÔÈ·Ï ˙·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘„Â˜Ó ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ· „ÈÓ˙ÓÂ ÈÓÈ„ ÒÁÈ·
ÂÈÁÂÓ·˘ ,˙È˙‡¯Â‰ ‰ËÈ˘ È‰ÂÊ .‰˙˘Ó‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ· „ÈÁÈ‰ È˘ÂÙÈÁ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰
‰Ó‚Ó‰ ‡È‰ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ :ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÈ¯˜ÈÚ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó È˙˘Ó ˙·‡Â˘ 10˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘
˙Â‡„È‡·Â ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú· ‰‡Â¯‰ ('˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰' :ÔÏ‰Ï) ˙È‡„È‡-˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰
.‰‡¯Â‰· È¯˜ÈÚ‰ Ì¯Â‚‰ ˙‡ ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙·Â ,ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚÙÓ‰ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÓ‰ Ì¯Â‚‰ ˙‡
,('˙È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰' :ÔÏ‰Ï) ˙È·ÈË˜Â„È‡-˙È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÈÈ˘‰
– „ÓÂÏ·Â ,ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚÙÓ‰ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÓ‰ Ì¯Â‚‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÚ· ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰· ‰‡Â¯‰
‰ÈÓ‡Â ,È‰˘ÏÎ ˙Â·¯˙· ˙˘¯˘ÂÓ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ .‰‡¯Â‰· È¯˜ÈÚ‰ Ì¯Â‚‰ ˙‡
˙‚ÂÚÓ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ‰˙ÓÂÚÏ .ÌÈ¯„‚ÂÓ‰ ‰ÈÎ¯Ú ÈÙÏ „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÏ ÌÈ¯˙ÂÁ
.ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ ÂÈ˘ÂÙÈÁ· „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÏÏ ÌÈÙ‡Â˘ ‰ÈÏ‚Â„Â ,‰˙˘Ó‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ·
„ÂÚ· ,ÈÂ‡¯ ÍÂÈÁÏ ÏÈ·Â‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó‰ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ·ÂÏÈ˘ ˜¯˘ ÚÈˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯
ÏÚÙÓ‰ ˙‡ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ ‰˙ÂÚ¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Á‡ ‰Ó‚Ó Ï˘ ˙Ê¯ÙÂÓ ‰Ù„Ú‰˘
ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˘¯Â„‰ ,È˙„ ÍÂÈÁ :‰Ó‚Â„Ï .Â˙ÂÂÚÏ ÍÎ·Â È„ÓÓ-„ÁÏ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
ÈÓÚÙ-„Á‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ· ·˘Á˙‰Ï ÈÏ·Ó ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ˙ÂÓ¯ÂÏÂ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ÌÈ˘„Â˜Ó
È˘ÂÙÈÁ ˙‡ „„ÂÚÓÂ ¯˘Ù‡Ó È˙„ ÍÂÈÁ Ì‡ Í‡ .È„ÓÓ-„Á ÍÂÈÁ Â‰ ,„ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘
˙Â˘È¯„ÏÂ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÏÂÚÏ ,‰˘Â„˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÈÏ·Ó „ÈÁÈ‰
11.‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„Ï ÌÂ˜Ó· ‰Ó‚Â„Ï ‰ËÂÂ È„ÓÓ-„Á Â‰ ‰ÊÎ ÍÂÈÁ Ì‚ ,‰ÏÈ‰˜‰
‰ˆ¯ Â‡ .‡ÓÏÚ· ÔÂÈ„ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ È‰˘ÏÎ ˙È˙‡¯Â‰ ‰˘Ó· ÔÂÈ„ ÌÏÂ‡
ÌÈÈ‡¯˜Ó ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙˘Ó „ˆÈÎ ˙Â‡¯Ï
ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â·ÈÁ· ÔÈÈÚÏ Â¯Á· ÍÎ Ì˘Ï .ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ
.‰¯Â˙·˘ ÌÈÈ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰
˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙ÈÈÚ· ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ıÏ‡ ˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ‡·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
,‰ÈˆË¯ÒÈ„ .ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁ Ï˘ ‰˙ËÈ˘ ˙¯‰‰ ;‰‡¯Â‰Â ÔÂÈÚ .1966 .‰Ï¯Ó ,Ï˜¯Ù ÂÈÈÚ 9
.ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
Rosenak, M. 1987. Commandments and Concerns – Jewish Religious Education ÂÈÈÚ 10
in Secular Society. Phildelphia, New York, Jerusalem: The Jewish Publication Society:
'˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙„'Ï ‰ÈÈË· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ È˙„ ÍÂÈÁ·˘ ¯È·ÒÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ .15–25

Ï˘ ˙ÈÏ¯·ÈÏ '˙ÚÏ·ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ˙„'Ï ‰ÈÈË· ˙È·ÈË¯·Ï„‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,˙·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘
ÌÈÎÈÈ˙˘ÓÎ ÌÈ˘ÂÚÂ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó Â‡˘ ‰Ó· ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈÚ' :˜ÊÂ¯ .„ÈÁÈ‰ È˘ÂÙÈÁ
˙ÂÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙ÂÓ¯Â ‰·ÈˆÓ ‡È‰ ;‰ÈÓ‡Ó ‰ÏÈ‰˜ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯·ÁÎ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÂÓ‡ ˙„ÚÏ ÌÈÓ‡
‰ÈÈÚ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ."ÌÈÈ˙„"Î ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ "ÂÁ‡"˘ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ ˙‡ ˙Â·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ¯Â ,Â˙¯·Á·
ÔÓ ˙‡ˆÂÈ ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡ .˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ¯Á‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁÂ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù ,„Â·Î ˙‡¯È ‡È‰ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˙ÂÈ˙„ Ï˘
ÌÈ‚„‰Ï È„Î .'Ï‡ ˙ÂÁÎÂ ˙˘ÂÁ˙· ˘Â‡ ˙Â„¯ÁÂ ˙ÂÂ˜˙Ó ‡Ï‡ ,˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰ ˙È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ‰˘È¯„‰
˘È‡' Â¯Â·ÈÁ·) ˜'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ÛÒÂÈ ·„ ·¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ Ô˙È ,˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ˙‡
Â¯ÙÒ·) Ï˘‰ Ú˘Â‰È Ì‰¯·‡ ‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÊÂ ,'˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„'‰ ˙‡ ‰Ó‡ ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ('‰ÎÏ‰‰
.(¯"Ó – ¯Â˘È‡· ˙¯·ÁÓ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙) '˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„'‰ ˙‡ ('Ï‡‰ ¯Á‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁ· Ì„‡‰'
Ì˘ :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ 11

110

Ï˜¯Ù 'Ï ‰Ï¯Ó

‡ˆÂÈÎÂ '‰ÂÂ‡˙‰ ¯˘·' ÈÈ„ ,˙Â·¯˜ ÈÈ„ ,ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ÁÒÙ È˜ÂÁ ÌÚ ˙ÓÚ˙Ó ‡Â‰ È¯‰˘)
È¯ÓÂ˘ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÏ ÛÂ‡˘Ï Ì‡‰) ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙¯ËÓ ˙Ï‡˘· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ˘¯„ ‡Â‰ ;(‰Ï‡·
ÔÈ· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ·ÈÈÁ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ;(Ô‰ÈË¯Ù·Â ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ÌÈ‡È˜·‰ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÏ Â‡ ˙ÂÂˆÓ
ÌÈ·Â˙Î‰ ÌÚ ÁÈ˘· „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ Û˙˘È˘ ÁÂ˙Ù ÔÂÈ„ „„ÂÚÏ Ì‡‰) ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÈÎ¯„
ÌÈÂÓË‰ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙¯ÈÓ˘Ï ‰ÙË‰ ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï Â‡
‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎ ,‰·¯„‡ ;ÌÈÈ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ˙ÂÈ„ÂÁÈÈ ÔÈ‡ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ Ì¯· .(Ô‰·
Â‡ ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â) ÌÈ„ÚÈ ˙·ˆ‰ ,(ÈËÒÈÂ¯Î‡) ÔÎÂ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙Ó Í"˙Ï
˙ÂÈ˙ÏÚÙ ,˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ˘„Á) ‰‡¯Â‰ ÈÎ¯„Â (ÌÈÈ˙ÂÎÈ‡ Â‡ ÌÈÈ˙ÂÓÎ ,ÌÈÈÏÎ˘
˙‡ ÌÈ¯È„‚ÓÂ Ì˙ÓˆÚ ÏÎ· ÌÈÏÂÚ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯‚˙‡ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· Í‡ ;(˙ÂÏÈ·Ò Â‡
.‰˘„Á‰ ˙Ú· ÌÈ˘„Â˜Ó ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÒÁÈ
ÏÈÚÏ Â¯ÎÊ‰˘ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ ÔÓ „Á‡ ÏÎ 12,(˜ÂÒ ˙Â·˜Ú· ˙‡ÊÂ) ˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÙÏ
˜¯ ‡ÏÂ È˙‡¯Â‰ ¯˘˜‰ ÏÎÏ ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó Ì‰˘) ‰„Â˙Ó‰Â ˙ÈÏÎ˙‰ ,ÔÎÂ˙‰ –
ÈÏÈÏ˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï È·ÂÈÁ‰ È˙‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ˙‡ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ – (Í"˙‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï
Ì‡ ,˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰·˘ ÍÎ .‰ÈˆÈ¯Ë˜Â„È‡· ÔÈÈÙ‡˙Ó‰
˙ÂÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰Ó ,˙ÂÈ¯Ë˜Â„ÓÂ ˙ÂÓ‚Â„Ó ·Î¯ÂÓ „ÓÏÏ ÌÈ˘˜·Ó˘ ÔÎÂ˙‰
ÌÚ ,‰ÙË‰ ÌÚ ‰‰ÂÊÓ „ÓÏÏ ÌÈ˘˜·Ó ‰Î¯„˘ ‰„Â˙Ó‰ Ì‡ ,ÌÈËÏÁÂÓ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÓÂ
˙ÏÂÎÈ È¯ÒÁ ÌÈ˙ÎÂ˙Ó ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Ì‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ È„ÚÈ Ì‡ ,ÌÈÓÂÈ‡ ÌÚÂ ‰¯˙È ˙Â˘¯„
ÌÚ ‰‰ÂÊÓ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï ÍÙÂ‰Â ˙ÂÂÚ˙Ó È˙‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ÈÊ‡ – ‰·È·Ò‰ ÌÚ ¯˘˜˙Ï
.‰ÈˆÈ¯Ë˜Â„È‡
‰„Â˙Ó‰ ˙‡ ,„ÓÏÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙˘˜·Ó Â˙Â‡˘ ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙ ˙‡ ˜Â„· ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó·
ÏÎ .˙¯˙ÂÁ ‡È‰ Ì‰ÈÏ‡˘ (ÌÈÈÂÓÒ‰Â ÌÈ˘¯ÂÙÓ‰) ÌÈ„ÚÈ‰ ˙‡Â ˙„ÓÏÓ ‡È‰ ‰Î¯„˘
,‰ÂÎ Â˙Á‰ Ì‡ .˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â·ÈÁ ¯Â‡Ï ˙‡Ê
˙ÂÈ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó‰ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ·ÂÏÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ‰Ó‡ ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ÔÎ‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙˘È‚Â
‡˜ÂÂ„ ÈÏÂ‡Â) ˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· Ì‚ ÈÊ‡ ,ÏÈÚÏ Â¯ÎÊ‰ Ô˙Â‡˘ ÍÂÈÁ·
Ï˘ ‰ÂÈÒÈ È¯Á‡ ·Â˜Ú ÍÎÈÙÏ .ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ˙‡Ê‰ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ‡Â·˙ (‰·
„ÁÈ (‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÏÚ ‰˙Â¯Ó ˙‡ ‰ÏÈËÓ‰) ‰·Â˙Î‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓÏ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÁÙËÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
‰˙ËÈ˘ Ì‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ÏÎÂ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï .ÂÓÏÂÚÏÂ „ÓÂÏÏ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ‰˙ÂÂÎ ÌÚ
ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÏ (Ú„ÈÓ ˙ÙÂË˘) ‰ÁÂ˙Ù ‰¯·Á· ,ÌÂÈ‰ ÌÂ˘ÈÈÏ ‰ÈÂ‡¯ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘
.ÂÏ ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÎ˘ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÏ ÔÈÙÂÏÁÏ Â‡ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜ËÏ ÏÈÏÚ· ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ
*

*

*

,ÔÂÈÏÚ Âˆ· ˙Â˘¯˘ÂÓ Ô˙ÂÈ‰ Ï˘· 'Û˙Â˘Ó È˙„ ÈÙÂ‡' ‰¯Â˙·˘ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÏÎÏ ÌÓ‡
˙Â˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ô˙Â‡ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ· ÂÂÈ„ Í¯ÂˆÏ Í‡
Snook, I. A. 1972. Indoctrination and Education. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul:
16–44; Rosenak, M. 1983. ‘Jewish Religious Education and Indoctrination’ in: Studies in
Jewish Education, Vol. 1, Chazan B. (ed.), Jerusalem: The Magnes Press: 117–138. See
also, Chazan, B. 1978. The language of Jewish Education. New York: Hartmore House:
Chap. VI, ‘Moral and Religious Education’
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ÌÈÈ„· ˙Â˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÂÏ‡ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙ÂÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ,ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡Ï Ì„‡ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÈ„·
Ô‰Â '˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„Ï' ˙ÂËÂ ˙ÂÂ˘‡¯‰ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÁÂÒÈ· .Â¯·ÁÏ Ì„‡ ÔÈ·˘
˙ÂÈ˙„'Ï ÂÈ¯·„Î ˙ÂËÂ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰Â ,(˙Â·¯˜ ÈÈ„ ÔÂ‚Î) È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù ÈÙÂ‡ ˙ÂÏÚ·
13.(˜ÈÒÚÓÂ ÏÚÂÙ ÈÈ„ ÔÂ‚Î) ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÈÙÂ‡ ˙ÂÏÚ· Ô‰Â '˙ÚÏ·ÂÓ

˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰
˙ÂÂˆÓ· ˙ÂÈÈÙ‡˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ˘ÂÏ˘Ï ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰È·˙Î ˙‡ ˜Â„·
‰‡¯ ˙˘¯Ù ;(‰–‡ ‡¯˜ÈÂ) ‡¯˜ÈÂ ˙˘¯Ù ;(ÊË ,‚È–È ˙ÂÓ˘) ‡· ˙˘¯Ù :'˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ'
˘Â¯ÙÏ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ¯Á‡ ¯ÙÒ· ‰ÚÈÙÂÓ ‰˘¯Ù ÏÎ˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ .(ÊÈ ,ÊË–ÂÎ ,‡È ÌÈ¯·„)
.˙ÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÓ‡Â ‰·Á¯ ‰ÂÓ˙ ÂÈÙÏ
ÚÙ˘ ‰‡È·Ó‰' ‰¯Â˙· ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ,‡· ˙˘¯ÙÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‡Â·Ó‰ È¯·„· Á˙Ù
:ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ 14.'‰˘Ú˙ ‡ÏÂ ‰˘Ú ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ï˘
ÈË¯Ù ÔÓÏ – ÁÒÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ï˘ ÚÙ˘ ÂÈÏÚ „¯ÂÈ ˘„ÂÁ‰ ˘Â„È˜ ˙ÂÂˆÓ È¯Á‡
„·Ï· ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ÁÒÙ· ˙Â˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÔÓÏÂ ,Â˙ÏÈÎ‡Â ÁÒÙ‰ Ô·¯˜ ˙ËÈÁ˘
Â¯Ó˙˘Â Â˘¯˙˘˘ ˙ÂÂˆÓ – ˙Â¯Â„ ÁÒÙ ˙ÈÈ˘Ú· ÌÈ˜Â„˜„Â ÌÈË¯ÙÏ „ÚÂ
˙ÂÎÙÂ‰Î ‰Ï‡ ˙Â‡¯ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ .‰Ê‰ ÌÂÈ‰ „Ú ÌÈÂÓ‡ ˙¯ÓÂ˘‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÈÁ·
ÔÈÈÚÏ – ˙Â¯ÁÏ ˙Â„·ÚÓ ,‰ÏÂ‡‚Ï „Â·Ú˘Ó ,‰¯Â‡Ï ‰ÏÙ‡Ó Â˙‡ÈˆÈ ‚Á ¯ÎÊ
‰¯Á· ‰ÓÏ .ÈÂË˜Â È‡ÊÂ¯Ù ÔÈÈÚÏ ,˙ÂÚ‚ÈÈÓ ˙È· ˜˘Ó ˙Â„Â·Ú· ÍÂ¯Î‰
15?ÂÊ Í¯„· ‰¯Â˙‰
‰¯Â˘˜ ‰È‡ Ô‡Î ˙Ï‡˘‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ Í‡ .‰Ï‡˘· ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ˙Á˙ÂÙ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,‰Ï‚¯‰Î
‡Ï‡ (˙ÂÈ¯È·Á˙ Â‡ ˙ÂÈÂ˘Ï ,˙ÂÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙ÂÈÚ· ÔÂ‚Î) ·Â˙Î· ˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë ˙ÂÈÚ·Ï
ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ ˙‡¯Â˜ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ‰‡¯ .˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï
ÌÚ ÌÈÓ Á¯Î‰· ÌÈ‡˘ ‰Ï‡ Ï˘ ÌË·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó ÁÒÙ‰ ÈÈ„ ˙Â„Â‡ ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰
È¯‰' ,ÏÂ‡˘Ï ÌÈÏÂÏÚ Ì‰ 16'ÌÈÈÂË˜'Î ÁÒÙ‰ ÈÈ„ ˙‡ Ì˙Â‡¯· .'ÌÈÂÓ‡‰ È¯ÓÂ˘'
‰Ó ,‰ÏÂ‡‚Â ˙Â¯ÈÁ ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈ·‚˘ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÂÎÂ˙· ÌÏ‚Ó ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ˙‡ÈˆÈ Ï˘ ‚Á‰ Ì‡
˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÔÓ ‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ È¯˘Ù‡‰ ¯ÂÎÈ‰ '!?ÂÈÈÁ ÏÚ ˙Â„È·ÎÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓÏÂ Ì‰Ï
,·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÈÚ·· ‡ÏÂ „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙ÈÈÚ·· „˜Ó˙‰Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÏ Ì¯Â‚˘ ‰Ê ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰
?ÂÈÈÁ· ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ Ô„È˜Ù˙ ‰Ó :˙Ï‡Â˘ ‡È‰ ÔÎÏÂ
¯ÙÒ· :ÌÈÂ˘ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó È˘· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙‡ˆÂÓ ˙ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á‰ ‰˙·Â˘˙ ˙‡
‰¯Â˙ ‰˘Ó·Â ('13-‰ ‰‡Ó‰ ÛÂÒ· ÈÁ˘ Ú„Â È˙Ï· ÌÎÁ' È„È ÏÚ ¯·ÂÁ˘) ÍÂÈÁ‰
.Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ˙‡ ÌÈ·ˆÚÓ‰ Ì‰ ,ÌÈÈ˘‰ ÌÈ¯È‰ˆÓ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˘ÚÓ .Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘
.10 'ÒÓ ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏÂ ,Commandments and Concerns: 108–12 ,˜ÊÂ¯ ÂÈÈÚ
.136 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÂÈÈÚ
.Ì˘ :Ì˘
.Ì˘ :Ì˘

13
14
15
16
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ÏÚ· .ÌÈÈÂ‡¯ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ· Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ÏÈ‚¯‰Ï ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ Ô„È˜Ù˙˘ Ô‡ÎÓÂ
.'˙Â··Ï‰ ÌÈÎ˘Ó ˙ÂÏÂÚÙ‰ È¯Á‡' ,˙ÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ Â˙ÓÒÒ· ˙‡Ê ÁÒÓ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÙÒ
„Ú ÌÈ·ÂË‰ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ· ÂÓˆÚ ÏÈ‚¯È˘ ÂÏ ÈÂ‡¯Â' :Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÂÈÙÏ ·˙Î ÁÂ¯ ‰˙Â‡·Â
„Ú ÌÈÚ¯‰ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ÔÓ ˜Á¯˙ÈÂ [˙ÂÈÂˆ¯‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙] ˙ÂÏÚÓ‰ ÂÏ ÂÚÈ‚È˘
17.'˙ÂÈÂ˙ÈÁÙ‰ ÂÓÓ Â¯ÂÒÈ˘
:ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ¯˘˜‰Ï ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ˙Ó‚¯˙Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
ÍÁÓ‰ ÔÈ‡Â ,‰˘ÚÓ‰ Ï‡ ‰¯Î‰‰ ÔÓ ˙ÎÏÏ Â˙Ú„Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÔÈ‡
ÍÂ˙Ó˘ ‰ÂÂ˜˙· „·Ï· ‰·‰Ï ‰ÂÙ‰ ‰ÙË‰‰ Í¯„· ‰ÏÈÁ˙ ˙ÎÏÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ
Ì‡Â [...] ÍÙÈ‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈÈÂˆ¯‰ ÌÈ˘ÚÓÏ Ì„‡‰ ¯Â·ÚÈ ÚÂÎ˘‰Â ‰·‰‰
˙Â·¯·¯˙‰ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ‰ÂÂ‡‚ ÍÂ˙Ó – ¯˘‡· ,ÂÊ ÍÂÈÁ Í¯„Ï ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ‰˘˜È
,Â˙¯Î‰ ,ÂÏÎ˘˘ ÈÓÎ ,'‰‡È¯·‰ ¯ÊÎ' Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï ÂÂˆ¯· – ˙È˘Â‡
ÁÂÎ ‡ÏÂ ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ÌÈÂÂÎÓ‰ Ì‰ Ì‰ 'ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰'Â ÂÈ‚È‚‰ ,ÂÈ˙Â·˘ÁÓ
(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰) 18.ÂÈÙ ÏÚ ÁÙË˙Â ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ‡Â·˙ [...] Ï‚¯‰‰
.‰¯Â„ Ú„È˘ ‰˘˜‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰¯ÈÎÊÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰È˙ÂÚË ˙‡ ˘˘‡Ï È„ÎÂ
‡Ï Ì‚ Í‡ ˙¯˘‰ ÈÎ‡ÏÓ' ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï˘ ÌÈ˘‡‰ Ì‚ ,‰¯È·ÒÓ ‡È‰ ,ÊÂÎÈ¯‰ ˙ÂÁÓ·
Ï˘ ˙È˘Â ˙¯ÊÂÁ‰ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ ÌˆÚÓ ,¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ,ÂÚÙ˘Â‰ 19,'˙ÂÚ¯ ˙ÂÈÁ
,ÔÎÏ .‰„ÈÏÒ ÌÏˆ‡ ÌÈ¯¯ÂÚÓ ÂÈ‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,ÌÈÈ‡¯Â ÌÈÚ˘Ù
ÌÈÏ‚¯‰Ï ˜Â˜Ê‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÙÂ‡Ï ‰·‰ ‰Ï‚Ó ‰¯Â˙‰ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙ÈÁ·Ó
:˙ÓÎÒÓ ‡È‰ ÍÎÂ .ÔÂÈÏÚ Âˆ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ˙Ó‰ ÌÈ˘ÚÓÏ ,ÌÈ˘Â ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ
‰˙·¯‰ ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ˙‡ÈˆÈ· ¯ÙÒÏ ÂÈÏÚ ˙ÂÂˆÏ ÍÎ· ‰¯Â˙‰ ‰˜Ù˙Ò‰ ‡Ï
ÏÎ·Â ÏÈ‚ ÏÎ· Ì„‡ ÏÎÏ ÌÈÚ‚Â‰ ÌÈ¯·„· ,˙ÂÈÂË˜Â ˙ÂË˜ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÂˆÓ
˙Â¯È‰Ê ˙Â˘¯Â„‰ ˙ÂÈ˘Ú ,˙ÂÏÎ‡Ó· ÌÈÚ‚Â‰ ÌÈ¯·„ ,ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎ·Â „ÓÚÓ
ÏÚ ÂÏÚÙÈ „ÁÈ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ˘ È„Î ,„ˆ ÏÎ· Ô‰· Â˙Â‡ ‰ÙÈ˜‰Â ,Â¯ˆÁ·Â Â˙È··
20.Â˘Ù
˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ô‰ÈÈ·Â) ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ‰ÁÈ˙Ù ÔÈÚÎ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó‰ ,‰Ê ÔÂ˘‡¯ ÔÂÈÚ· ÔÎ Ì‡
˙ÈÁ¯Î‰ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ¯˘˜‰·˘ ‰¯È‰ˆÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,(˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰
‰˘Ú' :ÈÈÒ ¯‰ „ÓÚÓ· ÌÚ‰ È„È ÏÚ ¯Ó‡‰ ÁÂ¯· ,ÔÂÈÚ‰Â ÚÂÎ˘‰ ,‰·‰‰ ÈÙÏ
Â˙ÂÈ‰· Ì„‡‰ ¯Â·Ú ˙ÂÈÁ¯Î‰ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰˘ ‰ÁÈÓ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ .'ÚÓ˘Â –
.Ì„‡
ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ÁÒÙ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ‰È¯Â·ÈÁ ÈÎ ‰ÏÚÓ ‡· ˙˘¯ÙÏ ‰È·˙Î ˙¯È˜Ò ÌÏÂ‡
.137 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ
Ì˘ :Ì˘
.138 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ
ÂÈÈÚ '‰„ÓÂÏÓ ÌÈ˘‡ ˙ÂÂˆÓ' ÁÂ¯· ‰·‰ Â‡ ‰ÂÂÎ ‡ÏÏ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÈÈ˘Ú ˙ÈÈÚ·Ï .Ì˘ :Ì˘
.138 :Ì˘

17
18
19
20
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ÍÎ 21,Ô˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó·Â ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙· ÂÈÈ‰„ ,ÌÈÈË¯Â‡È˙ ÌÈÂÈ„· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ
˙ÂÂ„È ÌÈ˙·‰ ÏÚ Ì„ ˙È˙Â ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙Ú·¯‡ ˙¯Ó˘Ó ,‰˘‰ ˙ÁÈ˜Ï ÔÂ‚Î ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ˘
(ÈÊÈÙ‰) ¯Â¯Á˘‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÈÈ˘˜· ÂÈÈ‰„ ,Ô‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ÌÈË·È‰‰ ÔÓ ˜¯Â Í‡
.ÔÂÈÏÚ ÍÏÓÏ (ÈÁÂ¯) „Â·Ú˘ Ï‡ ¯·ÚÓ‰Â Ì„Â ¯˘· ÍÏÓÓ
˙˜‰·ÂÓ ‰Ó‚Â„ ÂÏ ˘Ó˘Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‡¯˜ÈÂ ¯ÙÒÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ Ì¯·
ÏÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ,‰‰ÂÊÓ ‰Ê ¯ÙÒ˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,‡¯˜Ó·˘ ÌÈÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ÌÈË·È‰Ï ‰˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙Ó„˜‰ ÔÎ‡Â .ÔÁÏÂÙ‰Â ˙Â·¯˜‰ ˙„Â·Ú ÌÚ ,‰¯Â˙· ¯Á‡ ¯ÙÒ
(˙Â‡Â·Ó È˘Ï ˙˜ÏÁ˙ÓÂ ÌÈ„ÂÓÚ ‰˘È˘Â ÌÈ¯˘Ú ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Ú¯˙˘Ó‰) ‡¯˜ÈÂ ¯ÙÒÏ
.È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ ¯Â·Ú ˙È¯˘Ù‡‰ Ô˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏÂ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÈÓÚË· ÔÂÈ„Ï ‰ÏÂÎ ˙˘„˜ÂÓ
˙Â·¯˜‰ ÈÓÚË ‡Ï' ,·Ï ÈÂÏÈ‚· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙Á˙ÂÙ ,'ÌÂ˙Á ¯ÙÒÎ ÂÏ Ì‰ ˙Â·¯˜‰ ÈÈ„'
ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙ÈÈÚ· 22."Ì‰ÈÈ„ ÈË¯Ù Ï˘ ÌÓÚË ‡ÏÂ ÂÏ ÌÈ·ÂÓ ÔÏÏÎ·
‰·È˙ÎÓ‰ ‡È‰ ,ÔÈÓÂÈ‰ ˜È˙Ú ÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ÒË˜ËÏ ¯·Á˙‰Ï „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ È˘Â˜‰
‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙„Â˜ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÁÂÒÈ·) .ÔÂÈÚ· ‰ÈÎÏ‰Ó ˙‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÏ
È˙‡¯Â‰‰ ·ˆÓ‰ È·‚Ï ÌÈÂÒÓ ‰ÁÂÓ ¯ÒÂÁ ‡È‰ ˙È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ÌÚ ‰‰ÂÊÓ‰
23(.„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˘ÂÙÈÁÏÂ ÂÈ˙ÂÈ‰˙Ï ·Â˘˜ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Í¯Âˆ‰Â
˙Ï‡˘· ‰„‰ ˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ˙¯˜ÂÒ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙Â‡Â·Ó‰ È˘·
Ô"·Ó¯‰ ÔÈ·Ï Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÔÈ·˘ ÏÂ„‚‰ ÔÂÈ„'‰ ÔÓ ÏÁ‰ :˙Â·¯˜‰ ÈÈ„ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
ÂÈ¯·„· ‰ÏÎÂ ,Ï‡·¯·‡ ,ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ ˘¯ÙÓ ÔÂ¯Á‡ Í¯„ ¯Â·Ú ;'˙Â·¯˜‰ ÈÓÚË·
ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ˘˜·Ó‰ (ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰ÓÊ Ô· ‡¯˜Ó ¯˜ÂÁ) ÔÓÙÈÂ˜ Ï‡˜ÊÁÈ Ï˘
Ï˘ Â¯Â·ÈÁÓ ˙Â‡·ÂÓ ˘ÂÏ˘ ‰‡È·Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .ÌÂ„˜‰ ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ÔÁÏÂÙ‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â‰Ó
È·ÂÈÁ‰ ÌÚË‰ ˙‡ ÔÓÙÈÂ˜ ÁÒÓ ÔÂ˘‡¯· .'˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙' ,ÔÓÙÈÂ˜
˙‡Ó „ÒÁ ˙˙ÓÎ Ï‡¯˘È· Ì„‡Ï Ô˙È ÔÁÏÂÙ‰˘ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙Â·¯˜‰ ˙„Â·ÚÏ ˘È˘
ÔÓÙÈÂ˜ ¯È‰·Ó È˘· ;Â˙È¯·Ï ˙¯ÎÊÓÎÂ Ï‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÓ˘ ˙‡ ˘„˜Ï ÈÚˆÓ‡Î ,‰ÂÏ‡‰
„‚˙Ó ‡È·‰˘ ·Â˘ÁÈÂ „ÓÂÏ‰ ‰ÚËÈ ‡Ó˘ („È ‰ÈÓ¯È) ‡È·‰ Â‰ÈÓ¯È È¯·„ ˙‡
ÒÓÏÙ˙Ó È˘ÈÏ˘· ;‰ÏÂÎ ˙È¯·‰Ó ˜ÏÁÎ Ì˙Â‡ Ú·Â˙ ‡È·‰˘ „ÂÚ· ,˙Â·¯˜Ï
Ï˘ Ì˙˘È‚ ˙‡ ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,˙ÙÏÒÓ ¯˘‡ ˙ÈÏ¯·ÈÏ‰ ˙Â¯ˆ‰ ÌÚ ˙Â¯È˘È ÔÓÙÈÂ˜
.Ë¯Ù· ˙Â·¯˜ÏÂ ÏÏÎ· ÔÁÏÂÙÏ ÌÈ‡È·‰
,˙ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏ ˙ÈË¯Â‡È˙ ‰Ù˘Ó ÔÓÙÈÂ˜ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ·
:‰ÙÈÒÂÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
:Ì˘) ÛÂ˜˘Ó‰ ÏÚ Ì„‰ ˙È˙ È·‚ÏÂ (142 :Ì˘) ˙Â·‡ ˙È·Ï ‰˘‰ ˙ÁÈ˜Ï È·‚Ï ÌÈÂÈÚ· ÍÎ 21
,˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚· .(ÌÈ¯ÂÓÈ˘‰ ÏÈÏÂ ˘„ÂÁ‰ ˘Â„È˜ ˙Â·¯Ï) ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚· ‰Ï‡ È·‚Ï ÍÎÂ ,(143–142
ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ – ÛÂ˜˘Ó‰ ÏÚ Ì„‰ È·‚Ï ;'‚ ‰Ï‡˘ ,Í"˘˙ '‡· ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ ÂÈÈÚ – ˘„Á‰ ˘Â„È˜ È·‚Ï
ÏÚ· Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙‡ ;'‡ ‰Ï‡˘ ,Ï"˘˙ ‡· ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ – ÌÈ¯ÂÓÈ˘ ÏÈÏ ;'‚ ‰Ï‡˘ ,‚"È˘˙ '‡·
ÌÚË ‰Ó' ,Ï‡Â˘Â 'Â· Â¯·˘˙ ‡Ï ÌˆÚÂ [...]' ÂÓ ,·È 'Ó˘Ï Â˘Â¯ÈÙ· ‡È·Ó ‡Â‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÙÒ
,‰¯Â˙‰ ‰· ‰¯Á·˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Í¯„‰ ÏÏÎ· Â˙Ú„Ï È‰Ó ?ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÙÒ È¯·„ ÈÙÏ ÂÊ ‰ÂÂˆÓ
.'„ ‰Ï‡˘ ,·"˘˙ ,‡· ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ ÂÈÈÚ '?„‚˙Ó ‡Â‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ Í¯„ ÂÊÈ‡ÏÂ
.9 :‡Â·Ó .‡¯˜ÈÂ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ 22
Commandments and Concerns: 21–24 .'Ó ,˜ÊÂ¯ ÂÈÈÚ 23
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Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰ÓÁÏÓ Ï˘ ‰˙Â·È˘Á ÔÈ‡˘ ÈÏÂ‡ ÔÈ· ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈˆ¯Ó‰ ÂÈ¯·„ È¯Á‡
ÌÚ ˙˜ÒÙ ‰˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂË˜‡ ÔÈ‡Â ,˙Â·¯˜‰ ˙‡·‰ ˙˜ÒÙ‰ ÌÚ ‰‚Ù ÌÈ‡È·‰
‰ÓÁÏÓ ‡Ï‡ ,˙Â·¯˜ Ï˘ ˙ÈÚËÂÓ ‰ÒÈÙ˙· ‰ÓÁÏÓ ÂÊ ÔÈ‡ .˙È·‰ Ô·¯ÂÁ
ÈÁË˘ ÏÎ· ˙ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙Â˘È¯„‰ ˙Ó˘‚‰Ó ËÓ˙˘‰Ï Ì„‡‰ ÔÂˆ¯· ˙ÈÁˆ
˙ÂÓÂ˜ÓÏ ÂÈ˙Â˘È¯„ ˙Ó˘‚‰ ˙‡ ÌˆÓˆÏÂ ,‰Ú˘ ÏÎ·Â ÌÂÈ ÏÎ· ,ÌÈÈÁ‰
„·Ï· ÏÓÒ· ˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï Ì„‡‰ ÔÂˆ¯· ‰ÓÁÏÓ ,ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÓÊÏ Â‡ ÌÈÏ·‚ÂÓ
.Â· ˙ÂÏÓÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â˘È¯„‰ ÔÓ ËÓ˙˘‰ÏÂ
ÂÈÎ¯ˆÏ ˘Ó˙˘Ó Ì„‡‰˘ ÍÎ· ˜¯ ‡Ï ‡Ë·˙Ó ˙ÂËÓ˙˘‰‰Â ‰ÁÈ¯·‰ ÔÂˆ¯
,Ò˜Ë ÏÎ :ÂÊ ‰ÁÈ¯· ˙ÓÈÈ˜ ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÏÂÚ· Ì‚ .ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈÒ˜Ë· Â‡ ÌÈÏÓÒ·
24.Ô˜¯ÙÏ Ô·¯Â„Ó ÍÙ‰ÈÏ ÏÂÏÚ ,Ï‚„ ÏÎ ,˙¯ˆÚ ˙Ú˘ ÏÎ ,ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ ÌÂÈ ÏÎ
(Ù"Ó – ¯Â˜Ó· ˙Â˘‚„‰‰)
˙Ó˙ÂÁ (˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜‡ ‰Ù˘Ï Ì‚¯Â˙Ó‰) ‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯˜ÂÁ ÔÓÙÈÂ˜ ÌÚ ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ Í‡
˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÌÚ ‡Â‰ Û‡ „„ÂÓ˙Ó‰ ,‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ,ÌÈ‡˙‰ ÏÂ„‚ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
:‡È·‰ È¯·„ ÛÂÏÈÒ Ï˘
Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ ÍÎ ‡Ï ?˙Â„ÚÂÓ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Ì˙‡ ‰ÓÏ :‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ˙‡ „Á‡ ÈÂ‚ Ï‡˘
¯Ó‡ ?'È˘Ù ‰‡˘ ÌÎÈ„ÚÂÓÂ ÌÎÈ˘„Á' („È ,‡ ‰ÈÚ˘È) ‡Â‰ ÍÂ¯· ˘Â„˜‰
¯Ó‡ ‡Ï :¯ÓÂ‡ ˙ÈÈ‰ – È˘Ù ‰‡˘ È„ÚÂÓÂ È˘„Á :¯Ó‡ ÂÏÈ‡ :‡·È˜Ú '¯ ÂÏ
25.'ÌÎÈ„ÚÂÓÂ ÌÎÈ˘„Á' :‡Ï‡
‰ÙÈÒÂÓ (ÔÚÂˆÈ· Í¯„ ÏÚ ‡˜ÂÂ„ Â‡Ï Í‡) ˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ÔÎ¯Ú ÏÚ ÌÈƒ‚ÓÏ
Ì‡' :˜‰·ÂÓ È·ÈËÓ¯Â ÈÙÂ‡ ÏÚ· ‡Â‰˘ ËÙ˘Ó ,‰Ï˘Ó ÌÂÈÒ ËÙ˘Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
‡ÂÙ‡ ÌÎÒÏ ÏÎÂ 26.'"˙Ó‡· Í„·ÚÏ Â·Ï ¯‰ËÂ" :ÏÏÙ˙‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡ ,ÔÎ
Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÚ„ ˙‡ „ÓÂÏ‰ ÈÙÏ ˘¯ÂÙ‰ ,˙Â·¯˜‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰ÂÈ„˘
ÈÙÂ‡ ÏÚ· ÔÂÈ„ ‡Â‰ ,(‡È‰ ‰¯Â„ ˙Â·¯Ï) ˙Â¯Â„‰ Í¯Â‡Ï ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁÂ ÌÈ‚Â‰ ,ÌÈ˘¯Ù
ÏÚ Ì˙Á ‰Ê ÔÂÈ„ Í‡ ?˙Â·¯˜ ÈÈ„ ÂÏ ‰ÓÏ :‰Ï‡˘· „˜Ó˙Ó‰ È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„
,˙ÏÏÙ˙Ó‰ ‰„Ú‰ Ï˘ ˙˜‰·ÂÓ‰ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÔÓ ‰ÁÂ˜Ï‰ ‰Ï‡˘Ó È„È
27.‰ÈÏ‡ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÚÈÎ·Â ˙È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙ÂÎÓÒ· ‰¯ÈÎÓ‰
¯ÙÒ· ÔÂÈÚÏ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚ :‰¯ÙÒ· Ì‚ ÂÈÈÚÂ 24–23 :‡Â·Ó .‡¯˜ÈÂ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
.100 :Ê"Ï˘˙ .ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ‰ÏÂ‚‰ ÌÈÈ¯Â˙ ˙Â·¯˙ÏÂ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰˜ÏÁÓ‰ .Â‰ÈÓ¯È
.(‰Î ,‡Î ‰·¯ ¯·„Ó· ‡Â‰ ¯Â˜Ó‰) 24 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ
.Ì˘ :Ì˘
ÏÎ'˘ ‰„ÂÓÂ ‰ÓÂ„ ‰ÈÚ· ÈÙÏ ˙·ˆÈ ‡È‰ ,˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚‰ Í¯„ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ‰‡Â··
ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ ¯Â·Ú Ì‚ ÔÎÏ .'Â·ÏÓ ˜ÂÁ¯Â Â˙·‰Ó ˜ÂÁ¯ ,ÂÏ ‡Â‰ ¯ÊÂÓÂ ¯Ê ˙Â·¯˜‰ ÔÈÈÚ
‰Â˘ ‰ÏÂÙÈË ÌÓ‡ .˙Â·¯˜‰ ÌÚËÏ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‡È‰ ‰·˘ ‰Ó„˜‰ ‰ÓÈ„˜Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰Ï‡
˙‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙˘¯ÂÙ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚ ‰˘ÈÓÁ· .˙ÂÁÙ ÔÓÂÈÓ‰ „ÓÂÏ‰ ¯Â·Ú ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒ·˘ ÂÊÓ
,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,Ï‡·¯·‡ ,Ô"·Ó¯‰ ,È"˘¯· ¯Â·Ú ,Ï"ÊÁÓ ÏÁ‰) ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
ÌÈÓÚË‰ ˙‡ ˙Â¯È‰·Ó‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÈÂÂÈÏ· (·"Èˆ‰Â ,ÔÓÙÂ‰ È·ˆ „Â„ ·¯· ‰ÏÎÂ ,Ì"È·ÏÓ‰
,ÔÓÈÈ‰ ˜ÁˆÈ ¯˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒÏ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ‰ÙÓ ‡È‰ ÛÒÂ· .‰Ï‡ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈÚˆÂÓ‰ ÌÈÂ˘‰
ÔÈ· ˙ÂÂ˘‰Ï ˘˜·˙Ó „ÈÓÏ˙‰Â ,(Ô"·Ó¯‰ È¯·„Ï ÔÓÈÈ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÒÁÈ˙‰ Â·Â) ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÈÓÚË

24
25
26
27
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ÂÈ‡¯˘ ÂÊÏ ‰ÓÂ„‰ ‰ÂÓ˙ ‰ÏÚÓ ‡¯˜ÈÂ ˙˘¯ÙÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰È·˙Î ˙˜È„·
˙Â·¯˜‰ ÈÓÚË· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÌÈÈ˘ ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘ ÍÂ˙Ó – ÌÈÂÈÚ· :‡· ˙˘¯Ù È·‚Ï
28.ÌÈ„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˜‰ ÈÓÚË· – ¯‡˘‰ ÏÎÂ ,ÏÏÎ·
˙·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ,ÂÊ ‰˘¯Ù· .‰ÓÂ„ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ÌÈÏ‚Ó Â‡ 29‰‡¯ ˙˘¯ÙÏ ÌÈÂÈÚ· Ì‚
ÂÈÈ‰„ ,'˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ'‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ÔÂ„Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙¯ÁÂ· ,˙ÂÂˆÓ Ï˘ ÔÂÂ‚ÓÓ
ÏÎ Í‡ ,ÌÈ„ÚÂÓÏ ˙Â¯Â˘˜‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰Â È˘ ¯˘ÚÓ ,‰ÂÂ‡˙‰ ¯˘·Ï ˙Â¯Â˘˜‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ·
ÌÈ‡˘Â‰ 30ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ ¯„Ò ÈÙÏ .Ô‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈÎ¯Ú-ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ÌÈÙ· ÌÈ„˜Ó˙Ó ÌÈÂÈ„‰
;Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÎÂÈÁÂ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ;Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ¯Á‡Â ˙È˘ÙÂÁ ‰¯ÈÁ· :Ì‰
Ï‡‰ ÏÂÓ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜ÓÂ ‰ÂÂˆÓ·˘ ‰ÁÓ˘‰ ;˙È˙„‰Â ˙ÈÁÂ¯‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ÈÂ‰ÈÊ
˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ‰˘È‚„Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ˜ÙÒ ÏÎ ÔÈ‡ .ÔÈÂÚ ÌÏÂÚ·
¯Â·Èˆ ‡Â‰˘) ÌÈÂÈÚ· ÌÈ‡¯Â˜‰ ¯Â·Èˆ ÈÂ˘Ú ÔÎ¯„˘ ˙ÚÎÂ˘Ó ‡È‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ
ÈÙÂ‡ ÏÚ· ‡Â‰˘ È‡¯˜Ó ËÒ˜Ë Ï‡ ¯·Á˙‰Ï 31(˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙˘¯ÂÓÏ ˙ÂÁÙ ·ÈÂÁÓ‰
.ÈÁÏÂÙ

‰ÚÈ¯ÎÓ ‰È‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .˘¯È‰ ·¯Â Ï"„˘ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈÚˆÂÓ‰ ÌÈÓÚË‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÔÓÈÈ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„
.Â‰˘Ó ÏÚ „Á‡ ÌÚË ‰ÙÈ„ÚÓ ‰È‡ ‡È‰Â ,ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ ¯Â·Ú
,˙Â·¯˜‰ ˙„Â·Ú ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ÔÂÈ„Ï ÂÏÂÎ ‡Â·Ó‰ ˘„˜ÂÓ ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏ‚‡‰ ‰¯Â„‰Ó·
– ÌÈ˜¯Ù È˘Â ÏÏÎ· ˙Â·¯˜‰ ÈÓÚËÏ „Á‡ ˜¯Ù ˘„˜ÂÓ ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ ÛÂ‚· ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰Ú·¯‡ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ
ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ‰Ú·˘ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚ ‰Ú˘˙Â ÌÈ¯˘Ú ÍÂ˙Ó :˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚·Â .ÌÈ„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÓÚËÏ
.(Ì˘‡Â ,‰ÁÓ ,‰ÏÂÚ Ô·¯˜) ÌÈ„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˜‰ ÈÓÚË· ‰Ú·˘Â ÏÏÎ· ˙Â·¯˜‰ ÈÓÚË·
ÔÎ˘ ,‰ÓÁ Ïˆ‡ ‰¯È„ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ È‰ÂÊ .‰˘¯ÙÏ ‰¯Â˘˜‰ ‰¯ËÙ‰· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚ ‰Ú·˘)
˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚‰ ¯‡˘ ÏÎ .‰¯ËÙ‰Ï „·Ï· „Á‡ ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ ‰‡È·Ó ‰ÓÁ ,Â˜„·˘ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù‰ ·Â¯·
(.'„ÎÂ È"˘¯ È˜Â„˜„· ,ÌÈÈÂËÈ· ˙¯‰·‰· ,ÔÂ‚Ò ÈÈÈÚ·Â ÌÈ˜¯Ù Ï˘ È·Ó ÁÂ˙È· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ
˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó ¯Â‰ÈË ÔÂ‚Î ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡Ï Ì„‡ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÂÁ˙· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ‰˘¯Ù· ÌÈËÙ˘Ó‰Â ÌÈ˜ÂÁ‰ ·Â¯˘
:Ì˘ ,Ì˘) ÔÈÏÂÁ ¯˘· ˙ÏÈÎ‡ ;(„È–‰ :Ì˘ ,Ì˘) ÔÁÏÂÙ‰ ÊÂÎÈ¯ ;(„–· ,·È '·„) ÔÁÏÂÙ‰
Â‡ ‡È· – ÌÈ˙ÈÒÓÏ ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÁ ;(‰Î–‚Î :Ì˘ ,Ì˘) Ì„‰ ˙ÏÈÎ‡ ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ;(·Î–ÂË
ÌÈÏÎ‡Ó ;(ËÈ–‚È :Ì˘ ,Ì˘) Ì¯Á ÈÈ„ ;(·È–Ê :Ì˘ ,Ì˘) ˙ÈÒÓ‰ ; (Â–· ,‚È Ì˘) ÌÂÏÁ ÌÏÂÁ
ÌÈÒÁÈ· ˙Â˜ÒÂÚ ‰˘¯Ù· ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ ÔË˜ ¯ÙÒÓ .(‡Î–‚ ,„È ,Ì˘) ÌÈ¯˙ÂÓÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÒ‡
‰˜„ˆ ,(Â–‡ ,ÂË Ì˘) ‰ËÈÓ˘ ;(ËÎ–ÁÎ ,„È Ì˘) ˙Â¯˘ÚÓ ÈÈ„ ÔÂ‚Î Â‰Ú¯Ï Ì„‡ ÔÈ·˘
Ô˙ÂÈ‰· ÔÙ˜Â˙ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ·˜Ó‰ ,(ÁÈ–·È :Ì˘ ,Ì˘) È¯·Ú „·ÚÂ (‡È–Ê :Ì˘ ,Ì˘) ÌÈÂÈ·‡Ï
.È‰ÂÏ‡‰ Âˆ· ˙Â‚ÂÚÓ
‰Ï‡˘ ‰ÏÚÓ ÔÎ‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ÔÂÈÚ· .154–121 :ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
‰ÈÚ·‰˘ ‡¯Â˜‰ ÔÈ·Ó ‰¯‰Ó „Ú Í‡ ,(ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ˜ÂÒÙ· ‰Ï·˜‰ ¯ÒÂÁ Ï˘) ˙ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë
ÂÈÈÚ .‡Â‰ ÂÎ¯„· ¯ÂÁ·Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â¯ÈÁ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ‰ÈÚ·‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÓÁ ˙‡ ‰˜ÈÒÚÓ‰
.125–121 :Ì˘
‰˙ËÈ˘ ˙¯‰‰ ,‰‡¯Â‰Â ÔÂÈÚ .'Ó ,Ï˜¯Ù ÂÈÈÚ ,ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒ „ÚÂÈÓ ÂÈÏ‡˘ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ ÈÙÂ‡ È·‚Ï
Ï‰˜ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ,ÂÈ‡¯‰˘ ÈÙÎ .170 ;159–154 ;57 ;27–26 :Ì˘ .ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁ Ï˘
,ÈÏÎ˘‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ˜¯Â Í‡ ‡Ë·˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚‰ Í¯„ „ÓÂÏ‰ ‰Ê ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ Í¯„ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰
ÂÈÈ‰„ ,ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï„·‰ ˘È ‡Ï‡ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó· ‰¯˙È ˙Â‡È˜· ÂÈÈ‰„
.ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏ‰ ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ÏÂ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ ‰Ê „ÓÂÏ Ï˘ (Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ¯ÒÂÁ Â‡) Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ·

28

29

30

31
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˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ ˙‡ Ò ÏÚ ‰Ó˘ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ Û‡ ÏÚ˘ ÌÈ„ÓÏ Â‡ˆÓ
˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈ‡ ˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ‡·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ¯¯·˙Ó ,ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ·
ÔÂÈÒÈ· ÌÈ„˜Ó˙Ó ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈˆÓ‡Ó ,‰·¯„‡ .(˙ÂÎÏ‰ Â‡) ÌÈÏ‚¯‰ ˙ÏÁ‰· ÏÏÎ
ÌÈÈÎ¯Ú-ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ÌÈÙ· ¯˜ÈÚ·Â ,˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ Ô˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ÚÎ˘Ï
Ï˘ ‰˙„ÓÚ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ 32.'Á˜Ï ÌÎÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÏ„Ï Ï„˙˘Ó' ‡Â‰˘ ÍÎ È„È ÏÚ ,Ô‰Ï˘
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ „Á‡ „ˆÓ .˙ÈÎ¯Ú-Â„ ‰„ÓÚ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓÏ Ú‚Â‰ ÏÎ· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
ÈÏÂ‡Â ‰¯Â‰‰) ÍÁÓ‰ ÏÚ ,˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ÍÂÈÁ· È¯˜ ,‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ·˘ ˘¯ÂÙÓ· ˙¯ÓÂ‡
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÙÒ ÏÚ· Ï˘ Â˙ÓÒÒÓ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙‡ ıÓ‡Ï (ÍÈ¯„Ó‰
˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ· „ÏÈ‰ ˙‡ ÏÈ‚¯‰ÏÂ – '˙Â··Ï‰ ÌÈÎ˘Ó ˙ÂÏÂÚÙ‰ È¯Á‡' –
Í‡ .(ÍÈÁ‰Â) „ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÙÂ‡ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÏ ÏÎÂÈ ÍÎ È„È ÏÚ ˜¯ .˙ÂÚÂ·˜ ˙ÂÓ¯Â·Â
‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ Í"˙ È¯ÂÚÈ˘ ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰·˘ ,‰È·˙ÎÓ ÔÈÙÈ˜Ú· ‰ÏÂÚ È˘ „ˆÓ
.„ÓÂÏ‰ ¯Â·Ú ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ì‚ Ì‰˘ ÌÈÈÂÈÚ ÌÈÂÈ„· „˜Ó˙‰Ï
ÌÈÈÂÈÚ ÌÈÏÎ ˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ‡·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ È„È· ‰¯È‡˘Ó ÂÊ ‰„ÓÚ
(˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ Ô˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó È·‚Ï ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÔÂ‚Î) È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„ ÈÙÂ‡ ÈÏÚ· Ì˜ÏÁ ,„·Ï·
,˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙ÂÁÂ˜Ï‰ ˙Â·Â˘˙) È·ÈËÓ¯Â ÈÙÂ‡ ÈÏÚ· Ì˜ÏÁÂ
˙È·˜Ú‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ .(ÂÈ˙Â·‡ È‰ÂÏ‡Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ ˙ÂÚÈ·ˆÓ‰
,‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú·Â ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú· ,ÈË¯Â‡È˙‰ ÔÂÈ„· „˜Ó˙‰Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘
Ï‡Ù¯ ÔÂ˘Ó˘ ·¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ÔÈ·Ï ‰˙˘È‚ ÔÈ· ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰ ¯Â‡Ï ˙‡˘ ¯˙È· ˙„„Á˙Ó
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÂÎ¯„˘ ,‰ÈÓ¯‚· ˙ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡-Â‡‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ È·‡ ,(1888–1808) ˘¯È‰
ÍÂ¯Ú 33.ÂÏ ‰ˆÂÁÓ Ô‰Â ‰˙È·· Ô‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Î¯„ ÏÚ ˙Â·¯ ‰ÚÈÙ˘‰
Ô· „ÓÂÏÏ ˙ÂÁÙ ‰¯Ê˘ ‰ÂÂˆÓ· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ‰ÂÂ˘Ó ÔÂÈÚ
.ÌÂ˘ÈÈ ˙· ‡È‰ ÏÈÚÏ ˙Â¯ÎÊ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ˘ ,ÔÈÏÈÙ˙ ˙Á‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ – ÂÓÊ
ÔÈ· ˙ÙËËÏ ÂÈ‰Â Í„È ÏÚ ˙Â‡Ï Ì˙¯˘˜Â') Á ,Â ÌÈ¯·„Ï ˘¯È‰ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ·
‰ÏÎÂ Ô˙·È˙ÎÂ Ô˙ÈÈ˘ÚÓ ÏÁ‰ ,ÔÈÏÈÙ˙‰ ÈÈ„ ÏÎ ˙‡ ‰·Á¯‰· ‡È·Ó ˘¯È‰ ('ÍÈÈÚ
¯˘Ú ÌÈ˘ ÏÚ Ú¯˙˘Ó‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ) ‰Ê ¯ˆ˜ ˜ÂÒÙÏ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ· .Ô˙Á‰Ï ˙Â‡¯Â‰·
ÍÈ¯„Ó ÔÈÚÎ „ÓÂÏÏ ˘È‚‰Ï È„Î ·¯‰ È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ¯¯Â· ˘¯È‰ 34(ÌÈ¯Â˙
˙ÂÈÏÓÒ‰ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ‰Ó¯ÂÙ¯‰ ÌÚ ÒÂÓÏÂÙ È„Î ÍÂ˙Â ,ÔÈÏÈÙ˙ ˙ÂÎÏ‰Ï
Í„È ÏÚ ˙Â‡Ï ÍÏ ‰È‰Â') ËÈ ,‚È ˙ÂÓ˘Ï ‰˘Â¯ÈÙ· ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â˙ÓÂÚÏ .‰ÂÂˆÓ·˘
ÌÈÓÚË ‰Ú·¯‡ ‰‡È·Ó ‡È‰ .ÔÈÏÈÙ˙ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÌÚË· ˜¯Â Í‡ ‰„ ,('ÍÈÈÚ ÔÈ· ÔÂ¯ÎÊÏÂ
.Á"È˘˙ ‡¯˜ÈÂ ‰Î¯„‰ ÔÂÏÚ ÂÈÈÚ 32
.„ÈÓ‡ ¯ÁÂÒ ,‰È·‡ Ï˘ ˙È„Ù˜‰ Â˙Á‚˘‰ ˙Á˙ ‰˙È·· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰Ï·È˜˘ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ 33
‰ÈÁ‡ ÌÚ „ÁÈ ÌÈÈË¯Ù ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ,‰‰Â·‚ ‰Ó¯· ÏÂÁÂ ˘„Â˜ È„ÂÓÈÏ ‰ÏÏÎ ‰ÎÂÈÁ
¯ÙÒ È˙· ˙Â¯ÓÏ) ÔÈÏ¯·· ‰ÈÒÓÈ‚· ‰„ÓÏ ÔÂÎÈ˙‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ ˙‡ .(ÌÈÈ˙˘· ‰ÓÓ ÏÂ„‚‰ ‰È‰˘)
.‚¯Â·¯Ó·Â ÔÈÏ¯·· ˙Â‡ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ‰‰Â·‚ ‰ÏÎ˘‰Ï ‰ÎÈ˘Ó‰ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡ÏÂ ,(¯ÈÚ· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰
Í¯„ ÌÚ ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ ‰ÙÈ' ˘¯È‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÓÒÈÒ ÁÂ¯· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÎÁ˙‰ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰
.‰Â˘ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ÌÎ¯„ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ „ÁÈ .'ı¯‡
˜ÁˆÈ „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ – ‰¯Â˙ È˘ÓÂÁ ‰˘ÈÓÁ .·"Ò¯˙ .¯"˘ ,˘¯È‰ ÂÈÈÚ 34
.·Ú–Ú :¯‡ÈÂ¯·
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ÌÈ¯ËÂ˘'Î ˘Ó˘Ï ˙Â¯ÂÓ‡ ÔÈÏÈÙ˙‰˘ Ò¯Â‚˘ ,'ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÙÒ' ÏÚ· È¯·„Ó :ÌÈÂ˘
Ô‰ ÔÈÏÈÙ˙‰˘ Ò¯Â‚‰ Ô"·Ó¯‰ È¯·„Ó ;‡ËÁ‰ ÔÓ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÚÂÓ‰ 'ÌÈÈ˘ÁÂÓ
‡Â‰ ÔÎÏÂ) ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ˙‡ÈˆÈ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ ˙‡ ¯ÂÎÊÏ ÌÈ‡·‰ ˙Â¯Â„Ï ¯ÂÊÚÏ ÌÈÒÈÒÎ˙ ‰˘ÚÓÏ
ÔÈÏÈÙ˙ ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ‰‡Â¯‰ ˘¯È‰ ¯"˘¯ È¯·„Ó ;(‰‡ÈˆÈ‰ ÌÚ ÂÓˆÚ ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ Í¯ÂÎ
(¯Â˜Ó· ˙Â˘‚„‰‰) 'Â„È ˜ÊÂÁ ˙‡ ·Â˘ ÂÏ ¯ÈÊÁ‰ ‰ÏÂ„‚‰ Â„È· ˜¯˘' ‰„Â˙ ˙¯Î‰
ÂÊ ‰ÂÂˆÓ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ÁÈÏˆ‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙Ú„Ï ¯˘‡ ,˜Â˜ ·¯‰ È¯·„ÓÂ
Ï‡ ÈËÈÏÂÙ „Â·Ú˘Ó ‰‡ˆÂ‰Î ˜¯ ‡Ï ÂÈÙÏ ˙˘¯Ù˙Ó ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ˙‡ÈˆÈ .'‰˜ÓÂÚ ÏÎÏ'
Ï˘ ÌÈ·Ï·Â ¯ÓÂÁ· ÌÈÚ˜Â˘Ó Â˙ÂÈ‰Ó' ÈÁÂ¯ ¯Â¯Á˘Î ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ ˙Â‡ÓˆÚ
35.'ÂÓˆÚ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÈÙ ‰Ò‚ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÁ ÈÈÁ
˙ÙÈ˘Á ÍÂ˙ ˙Â‡¯˜Ó· ÔÂÈÚ· ˙„˜Ó˙Ó ,ÌÈ„ÓÏ Â‡ˆÓ˘ ÈÙÎ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
ÈÙÎ ,˘¯È‰ .‰È˙Â¯Â„Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ˙Â‡·‰ Ô‰È˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó
¯Â‡‰ È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ·¯˜Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ· È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ÏÚ ˜¯Â Í‡ ÔÚ˘ ,Ô‡Î ÂÈ‡¯˘
È„Â‰È ·ˆÚÏ ¯˙ÂÁ‰ ·¯ Ï˘ Ô˜ÂÈ„ ‰ÏÂÚ ˘¯È‰ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ÍÂ˙Ó .ÂÈ˙Â·‡ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ
Ô˜ÂÈ„ ‰ÏÂÚ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â·ÈÁÓ˘ „ÂÚ· ,˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ È¯ÓÂ˘ ˙ÏÈ‰˜Ï ÔÓ‡ ‰È‰È˘
36.È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ· ¯‚˙‡Â ÔÈÈÚ ‡ˆÓÈ˘ „ÓÂÏ ÁÙËÏ Û‡Â˘‰ ‰¯ÂÓ Ï˘
‰ÂÂˆÓ‰) ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ ÌÚ ‰‰ÂÊÓ‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ ˙Á˜ÂÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ‰‡¯ Ô‡Î „Ú
ÔÂÈ„Ï ‰˙Â‡ ˙Á˙ÂÙÂ (Ï‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÂˆ¯Ï „ÈÁÈ‰ ˙ÚÈÎ ‡Â‰ ‰ÈÈÚ ÏÎ˘ ˙ÈÁÏÂÙ‰
ÌÈÚˆÂÓ‰ ÌÈÓÚË· È„Ù˜ ÔÂÈÚ .È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ ¯Â·Ú ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ ·Á¯ÂÓ
˙‡ ÌÈ˜ÊÁÓ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÈÓÚË ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ·˘ ‰‡¯Ó ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ô˙Â‡Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ È„È ÏÚ
Ì‰ ÌÈÙ˘Á‰ ÌÈÓÚË‰ ·Â¯ È¯‰˘ ,˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙È„‚‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰
.˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù È˙˘Ó ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ ‡È· .˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ ÌÚ ·ËÈ‰ ÌÈ‰ÂÊÓ‰ ÌÈÓÚË

(‚È–·È 'Ó˘) ‡· ˙˘¯Ù ÍÂ˙Ó
˙ÎÈ˘Ó :ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ÁÒÙ ˙˘¯Ù· ˙Â¯ÎÊ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˘ÂÏ˘Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î
.ÛÂ˜˘Ó‰ ÏÚ Ì„‰ ˙È˙Â ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙Ú·¯‡ ˙¯Ó˘Ó ,Â˙ÁÈ˜ÏÂ Ô‡ˆ‰
'[...] ÌÎÈ˙ÁÙ˘ÓÏ Ô‡ˆ ÌÎÏ ÂÁ˜Â ÂÎ˘Ó [...]' – Â˙ÁÈ˜ÏÂ Ô‡ˆ‰ ˙ÎÈ˘Ó È·‚Ï
‰˙ÂÈÈÚ˙‰˘ ÂÚËÈÂ ÌÈ‚¯Ë˜Ó‰ Â‡Â·È .169–157 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÂÈÈÚ 35
‰˘È‡ ¯Â˙· È¯‰˘ ,ÌÈÈ¯„‚Ó ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘Ó ˙Ú·Â ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈË¯Â‡È˙‰ ÌÈÙ· ‰ÓÁ Ï˘
˙ÂÏÎ‡Ó· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È˘ ˙‡ ¯Â˜Ò Ì‡ Í‡ .‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙¯ÈÓ˘· ÏÏÎ ˙·ÈÂÁÓ ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡
‰Ó‡ ‰ÓÁ˘ ‰Ï‚ ,Ï‡¯˘È· ‰˘È‡Â ˘È‡ ÏÎ ˙Â·ÈÈÁÓ‰ (ÊÓ–‡ ,‡È ‡¯˜ÈÂ·) ˙Â¯ÂÒ‡‰
.‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÎÏ‰ ÔÓÂ˘ÈÈ· ‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÈÓÚË· ˜¯Â Í‡ ˙Â„˜Ó˙‰Ï ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰Ó‚Ó ‰˙Â‡Ï
‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙„Â˜ È¯‰˘ .‰Â˘‰ ÏÚ Û˙Â˘Ó‰ ·¯ ‰Ï‡‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ È˙˘·˘ ¯ÈÚ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‡¯Â˜‰ 36
Û‡ .ÔÈÏÈÙ˙ ˙ÂÎÏ‰Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ˙Â‡¯˜Ó‰˘ ‰ÁÈÓ‰ ˙ÈÏ"ÊÁ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ‡È‰ ÌÈÈ˘‰ Ï˘
.ÏÏÎ· ˜È˙Ú‰ ÌÏÂÚ·Â ÌÂ„˜‰ Á¯ÊÓ· Ô¯˘˜‰ ÍÂ˙· ‰Ï‡ ˙Â‡¯˜ÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ Ì‰Ó „Á‡
„Á‡ ÏÎÏ ,‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· ,Â˙Ú„Ï Í‡ ;È„Â‰È‰ Ì¯˘˜‰· ˙Â‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÔÂˆ¯ Ì‰È˘Ï ÔÎ‡
.ÂÏ˘Ó ‰¯ËÓ
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ÌÚË‰ ˙‡ ‰·Á¯‰· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰‡È·Ó ÌÈÈÂ˘Ï ÌÈ¯Â¯È· ¯Á‡Ï – (‡Î ,·È 'Ó˘)
È˙˘ (ÂÁ˜ ,ÂÎ˘Ó) ÌÈÏÚÙ‰ È˘Ï ÂÈÙ ÏÚ˘ ,‡˙ÏÈÎÓ· ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ È„È ÏÚ ÚˆÂ‰˘
,¯·Ú‰ ÔÓ ‰˘È¯Ù ÔÓÒÓ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ÏÚÂÙ‰ Ì˙Ú„Ï .˙Â„‚ÂÓ ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÂÂÎ
:‰¯È·ÒÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .‰˘„Á ÌÈÈÁ Í¯„· ˙‚ÙÂÓ ‰ÏÁ˙‰ – È˘‰Â
ÔÈ· ‰„Á‰ ˙ÈÙ˙‰ ‡Ë·˙˙ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ ˙Â˘ÚÏ Ï‡¯˘È ÌÈ˘¯„ ‰Ê ÈÙÏ
-˙ÈÂˆÈÁ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÌÈÈ¯ˆÓ‰ ÌÈÂ„‡Ï ˙Â„·Ú˙˘‰ ÔÓ ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ ‰ÏÂ‡‚Ï „Â·Ú˘‰
,Ì‰È˙ÂÂÓ‡Ï ,‰˙Â·¯˙Ï ˙È˘Ù-˙ÈÓÈÙ‰ ˙Â„·Ú˙˘‰‰ ÔÓ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÈÙÂ‚
(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘ ‰˘‚„‰‰) 37.˙Ó‡ È˜ÂÏ‡· ˙Â˜·„È‰‰ Ï‡ – Ì‰ÈÏÈÏ‡Ï
ÏÈÏÎ ÁÒÙ ÏÈÏ ˙ÈÈ‡¯' :·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÂÂÎ ˙‡ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙Ú„Ï ,Û˜˘Ó ‰Ê ˘Â¯ÈÙ
‰ÓÎ ˙·‰ Ì‚ ÂÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ‰ÏÂ‡‚ Ï˘ „È˙ÚÏ „Â·ÚÈ˘ Ï˘ ¯·Ú ÔÈ· ‰„¯Ù‰‰
˙Â‚‰Â ÔÈ‡Â "ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ÁÒÙ"Ï Â˙È˘ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÂÈÈ‰ ,‰Ê ‰ÏÈÏÏ Â˙È˘ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÈË¯Ù
Ï˘ ˙ÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„Ó˘ ‰Ê ‡˜ÂÂ„ ‡Â‰ Û„ÚÂÓ‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ Í‡ ;'"˙Â¯Â„ ÁÒÙ"·
.˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ ¯·Ú Ï‡ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,'˙Ó‡ È‰Ï‡· ˙Â˜·„È‰' ˙‡¯˜Ï ÌÚ‰
‚ ,·È 'Ó˘) Â˙ËÈÁ˘ ÔÈ·Ï Ô·¯˜‰ ˙ÁÈ˜Ï ÔÈ· ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙Ú·¯‡ ˙¯Ó˘Ó È·‚Ï
ÌÈÓÈ‰˘ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÚÈˆÓ ˙È˘¯„Ó ˙Â¯ÙÒ ÍÓÒ ÏÚ – (Â :Ì˘ ,Ì˘Â
‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰Ê ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÈÙÏ .‰ÏÈÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓÓ ‡È¯·‰Ï È„Î ‰˙Ó‰ ÈÓÈ Ì‰
Ì¯Â¯Á˘ .‰È¯ÚÂ ÌÂ¯ÈÚ Ì„‡‰˘Î ˙È¯˘Ù‡ ‰ÏÂ‡‚ ÔÈ‡'˘ ‡È‰ ‰˙Ó‰‰ ÈÓÈ Ï˘
˙ÈÏÎ˙ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ .(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘ ‰˘‚„‰‰) 38'˙ÂÂˆÓ ÏÂÚ ˙ÏË‰· Á˙ÂÙ ˙Â„·Ú‰ ÏÂÚÓ
˙‡ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ï·˜Ó ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î È¯˘Ù‡ ¯Â¯Á˘‰˘ ÍÎ· Ì„‡‰ ˙¯Î‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰
.'˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„'‰
Û‡ ÌÈ˜ÊÁÓ‰ ÌÈÓÚË È˘ ‰‡È·Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ – ÛÂ˜˘Ó‰ ÏÚ Ì„‰ ˙È˙ È·‚ÏÂ
¯Â¯Á˘Ï ÈÎÂÈÁ ÈÚˆÓ‡Î ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ Ì"·Ó¯‰ :'˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰' ˙‡ Ì‰
Â˙ÓÂÚÏ .˙Ó‡ È‰ÂÏ‡Ï ˘„ÁÓ „Â·Ú˘ÏÂ ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ÈÏ·‰· ˙Â¯Ê ˙ÂÂÓ‡· ˙ÂÏ˙Ó ÈÓÈÙ
ÌÚË ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ (1865–1785 ,‚¯Â·Ï˜Ó È·ˆ ·˜ÚÈ È·¯) '‰Ï·˜‰Â ·˙Î'‰ ÏÚ·
ÍÎ .'ÌÈÈ¯ˆÓ‰ ÌÈÂ„‡‰ ÈÙ· „ÁÙÓ ÈÂˆÈÁ ¯Â¯Á˘Ï' ÈÎÂÈÁ ÈÚˆÓ‡Î ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰
39.''‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÌÂÈ˜ ÔÚÓÏ' Ì˘Ù ¯ÂÒÓÏ Ì˙ÂÂÎ ÔÁ·È˙

(‚Î–·Î ,„È '·„) ‰‡¯ ˙˘¯Ù ÍÂ˙Ó
ÌÈÓÂ„ ÌÈ‡ È˘ ¯˘ÚÓ ÈÈ„'˘ ‰¯Ó‡· È˘ ¯˘ÚÓ Ï˘ ‚È¯Á‰ ÈÙÂ‡· ‰„ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
‡Â‰ È˘ ¯˘ÚÓÓ ‰‰‰ È¯‰˘ ,‰˜„ˆÂ ‰ÓÂ¯˙ ,˙Â¯˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÈ˙ ¯‡˘ ÈÈ„Ï ÏÏÎ
¯„Ò‰ ÈÙÏ) ÂÊ ‰ÈÚ·· Â˘˜˙‰ ¯·Î˘ ÂÏ‡Ï ‰ÂÙ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ 40.'Â˙È·Â ‡Â‰ ,ÌÈÏÚ·‰
.142 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÂÈÈÚ
.143 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ
.144 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ
.141 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ

37
38
39
40
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,‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙Â·È˘Á .Ì"·˘¯Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÙÒ ÏÚ· ,Ï‡·¯·‡ :(ÔÂÈÚ· ÌÈ‡·ÂÓ Ì‰ Â·˘
ÂÙ˙˙˘È Â·˘ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘È‚„Ó ÌÈ„Á‡ .ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÏ ˙ÂÏÚÏ ‰·ÂÁ· ‡È‰ ,Ì˙Ú„Ï
,(‚Î ˜ÂÒÙ· '„ÓÏ˙' ‰ÏÈÓ· ‡Â‰ Ì˙ÈÁ·Ó ˘‚„‰) ˘„Â˜‰ ¯ÈÚÏ ÌÚÈ‚‰· ÌÈÏÂÚ‰
‡Â‰ ˘‚„‰) ˘„˜Ó‰ ˙È·Ï Ì‡Â·· ÂÙˆ?È ‰·˘ ˘„Â˜‰ ˙„Â·Ú· ÌÈ„˜Ó˙Ó ÌÈ¯Á‡
˘È‚„Ó‰ ÍÈ˘Ï‡ ‰˘Ó Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙‡ ˙¯Î·Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Í‡ .(Ì˘ ,'‰‡¯È' ‰ÏÈÓ·
‡˜ÂÂ„'˘ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,ÌÈÓ˘ ‡¯ÂÓÎ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÌÚË ˙‡ Â˙ÚÈ·˜· ''‰ ÈÙÏ' ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡
,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÏ Â˙‡ Ì„‡‰ ‡È·Ó (ÛÒÎ· Â‡ ÔÈÚ·) ÂÈÙÎ ÚÈ‚È ˙‡˘Â ,Ô‡Î ¯·Â„Ó ‰ÏÈÎ‡·
¯Ó‡ ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈÓÎÁ ÈÙÓ Ì˘ ‰¯Â˙ „ÓÏÈ˘ ‡Ï Í‡ ,'‰ ÈÙÏ Ï‡ ÏÏÙ˙È˘ ¯Ó‡ ‡ÏÂ
41.'"ÍÈ‰Ï‡ '‰ ÈÙÏ ˙ÏÎ‡Â" :ÌÈÈÓÚÙÂ ˘¯ÂÙÓ·
ÌÏÂÚ Ï˘ ÂÎÏÓ „·Ú ÈÎ [...] ‰Â·‚ ÔÁÏ˘Ó ÏÎÂ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ÔÈ·‰Ï Ì„‡‰ ÏÚ
Í¯„‰ ÈÙ ÏÚÂ .„ÈÓ˙ '‰ ˙‡ ‡¯ÈÏÓ ˘ÂÓÈ ‡Ï ‰Ê·Â ,ÏÎÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ÂÏ˘ÓÂ ,‡Â‰
ÈÙÏ ‰˙‡˘ Í·Ï ˙˙· ÏÎ‡˙˘ ,¯ÓÂÏ ,''‰ ÈÙÏ' :Â¯ÓÂ‡· ÊÓ¯ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ‰Ê‰
˙Â˘‚„‰‰) 42.''‰ ˙‡ ‰‡¯ÈÏ „ÓÏ˙ ÔÚÓÏ' :Â‰ÊÂ ÏÂ„‚ ‡¯ÂÓ· ‰È‰˙˘ ,'‰
(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘

˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„ – ÔÂ˘‡¯ ÌÂÎÈÒ
˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ ÌÚ ÏÈÏÚ· ˙Â‰ÂÊÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ,˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ‰‡Â··
‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰Ó' Ï‡Â˘‰ „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÈÈ‰˙· ˙Á˙ÂÙ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,˙È˙ÂÎÓÒ‰
Í‡ .‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ÌÈË·È‰· ‰„ ‡È‰ ,È·˜Ú ÔÙÂ‡· ,Ô‡ÎÓ '?ÈÈÁ· ˙‡Ê‰
,‰·¯„‡ .ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰ÓÊ Ô· „ÓÂÏÏ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ‰È‡ „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ ‰˘ÚÓÏ
˙‡Ê ¯ÓÂÏÎ .ÌÈ‚Â‰Â ÌÈ˘¯Ù ,ÌÈÓÎÁ È„È ÏÚ ˙Â¯Â„‰ Í¯Â‡Ï ˙Ï‡˘‰ ‰Ï‡˘ ‡È‰
ÏÚÂ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÏÚ ˙ÓÈÈ‡Ó ‰È‡ ‡È‰ ˙‡ÊÎ˘ ¯Â˙·Â ,˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ-ÌÈÙ ‰Ï‡˘
43.È‰ÂÏ‡ ¯Â˜ÓÓ Ú·ÂÎ Â˙Â„Á‡
‰·Á¯ ˙˘˜Î ˙¯ÈÈËˆÓ „ÓÂÏ‰ ÈÙÏ ˙˘¯ÂÙ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ‰ÚÈ¯È‰ Ì¯·
ÌÈ‚Â‰· ‰ÏÎÂ ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ È˘¯ÙÓÏ ¯Â·Ú ,Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â˘¯ÙÓ ÏÁ‰ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘
'ÌÈÓÊÂÓ'‰ ˙ÓÈ˘¯˘ ‰ÏÚÓ ˙È„ÂÒÈ ‰˜È„· ÌÓ‡Â .‰˘„Á‰ ˙Ú‰ ÔÓ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁÂ
ÈÙÏÎ „Â·Î ˙‡¯È ÌÈÏ‚Ó‰ ‰Ï‡Ï ‰¯ÂÓ˘‰ ˙È„Ù˜ ‰ÓÈ˘¯ ‡È‰ È˘¯Ù‰ ÁÈ˘Ï
,‰Ï‡˘· Á˙Ù˘ ,ÔÂÈ„‰ ÔÎÏ .Â· ÊÂ‚‰ ¯Â‡‰ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ÌÈÏÓÚ‰Â ˘„Â˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰
˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó‰ ,˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ˙˘¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó È„È ÏÚ ·ËÈ‰ ¯„‚ÂÓ
Ì‰ Ì‚ Í‡ ,‰Ï ‰ˆÂÁÓ Ì‰˘ ‰Ï‡ È„È ÏÚ Ì‚ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ˘„Â˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â¯Ó
Ô· ¯˜ÂÁ ,ÔÓÙÈÂ˜ ÍÎ) .Â· ÌÈÂÓË‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ Ï˘Â ·Â˙Î‰ Ï˘ ¯˘ÂÈ ÈˆÈÏÓ ÌÈÂÂ‰Ó
.144 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ 41
.145 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ 42
ÂÈÈÚ .ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ È·‚Ï ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙‡Ê ‰È‚ÂÒÏ ˘¯„ ˜ÊÂ¯ 43
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ıÈÏÓÎ ÒÈÂ‚Ó ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ‰ ÌÚ ‰Ó ÂÈ‡˘ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰ÓÊ
44(.Ï‡‰ ˙„Â·Ú ˙‡ ˙ÒÙÂ˙ ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙· „ÂÒÈ ÈÎ¯Ú Ï˘ ¯˘ÂÈ
‰Ú¯Î‰‰ Í‡ ,˙Ï‡˘˘ ‰Ï‡˘ ÏÎÏ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÓÚË ‰ÓÎ ÌÓ‡ ‰ÚÈˆÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
˙·ÂËÏ ‡È‰ ,˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ˙ÂÁÙÏ ,(ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒ Í¯„ „ÓÂÏÏ)
,˙È‡„È‡-˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ÏÚÂ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ‰ ÌÈÓÚË Ì˙Â‡
ÔÈ‡ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ .ÔÂÈÏÚ Âˆ· ˙‚ÂÚÓ‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÁ ˙Î¯ÚÓÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÚÈÎ ÏÚ ÂÈÈ‰„
ÏÎ ËÚÓÎ ,‰·¯„‡ .˙ËÏÁÂÓ ‰¯Âˆ· ˙ÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ· ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ˙Ó˙ÂÁ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
È‡ÓˆÚ ˜ÏÁ ÏÂËÈÏ „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÓÊÓ‰ '‰˜ÓÚ‰ÏÂ ÔÂÈÚÏ ˙ÂÏ‡˘'· ÌÈÈ˙ÒÓ ÔÂÈÚ
ÁÙÒ· ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï ˙Â·Â˘˙ ÂÏ ˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰È‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ È¯‰˘ ,Â„ÂÓÈÏ·
‰ÏÈÓ‰ ÏÚ· ÂÈ‡ ,‰È˙ÂÂˆÓÏÂ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ· ,‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÍÎ .‰Ê
.'‰˙ÈÎ'· ‰Â¯Á‡‰

˙ÂÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰
‡Ï' ÔÂ‚Î ˙ÂÂˆÓ .˙ÓÈÈ˜ ‰È‡ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙ÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ·Â¯ È·‚Ï
'¯˜·‰ „Ú Í˙‡ ¯ÈÎ˘ ˙ÏÚÙ ÔÈÏ˙ ‡Ï' ,(Â ,‚Î ˙ÂÓ˘) 'Â·È¯· ÍÂÈ·‡ ËÙ˘Ó ‰Ë˙
Ô‰ ,(Á ,·Î ÌÈ¯·„) 'Í‚Ï ‰˜ÚÓ ˙È˘ÚÂ ˘„Á ˙È· ‰·˙ ÈÎ' ,(‚È ,ËÈ ‡¯˜ÈÂ)
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ·Â .‰È˜˙ ‰¯·Á· ˙ÂÈÁÏ ˘˜·Ó˘ ÈÓ ÏÎÏ Ô‰ÈÏ‡Ó ˙Â·ÂÓ ˙ÂÂˆÓ
Â‰Ê˘ ÔÂÈÎÓ ˜¯ ‡Ï Ô„ÂÒ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏÂ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÈÓÚË· ˜ÓÚ˙‰Ï ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙· ‰¯ÈˆÙÓ
‡È‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÈÓÚË ¯Á‡ ˙Â˜Á˙‰‰ ‰„È„Ï ‡Ï‡ ,'Ì„‡· ‡È‰ ÁÂ¯ ÔÎ‡' ,ÈÚ·Ë ÔÂˆ¯
:˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÏÎ ÈÓÚË ¯Á‡ ¯Â˜ÁÏ ˙˘˜Ú˙Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÔÎÏ 45'!‰ÂÂˆÓ ¯·„Î ÂÏÈÙ‡'
˙‡ ÏÏ˜Ï ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ ÂÏ ‰ÓÏ) ‰ÂÓ˙ Â‡ ÌÂÓÚ ÔÁÂÒÈ˘ ‰Ï‡ ,ÂÏ ˙Â·ÂÓ‰ ‰Ï‡
˙ÂÏÂÏÚ‰ ‰Ï‡Â 46(!Â˙Â‡ ÚÓÂ˘ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ ‡ÏÈÓÓ È¯‰ [„È ,ËÈ ‡¯˜ÈÂ] ˘¯Á‰
˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ È·‚Ï .(ÊÈ ,‰Î ÌÈ¯·„· '¯ÂÎÊ' ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÔÂ‚Î) È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· Â˙Â‡ ÍÈ·‰Ï
Ì˙Â˜ÓÁ˙‰ „‚Â (ÌÈÏ‡Â˘ ÌÈ‡˘) ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Ï˘ Ì˙Â˘È„‡ „‚ ‰ÁÈÎÂÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ –
:(ÌÈ„„ÂÚÓ ÌÈ‡˘) ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘
ÌÂÈ‡ Âˆ Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜Ó ‰Ó ÈÎ (ËÈ '·„ – ¯ÂÎÊ ˙˘¯Ù) ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰˘˜ ‰˘¯Ù ÂÊ Ô‰Â
ÁÓ˘È Ï‡Â .'ÌÂÏ˘ ‰È˙Â·È˙ ÏÎÂ ÌÚÂ ÈÎ¯„ ‰ÈÎ¯„' ¯˘‡ ‰¯Â˙· ‰Ê ‡¯ÂÂ
;‰ÂÓ˙Ï ÈÏ·Ó ÂÊ ‰˘¯Ù ÂÏ·˜È Ì‡Â ÂÊ ‰È˘Â˜ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ Â˘˜È ‡Ï Ì‡ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
˙ÂÓ˘Â ˙È˘‡¯· È¯ÙÒ· Ï˘ÓÏ – È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â·ÈÁ· Ì‚ ÍÎ 44
Ì‰Ó „Á‡ Û‡˘ ,·˜ÚÈ Â· Ô˘¯Ù‰Â ¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó ‰‚Â‰‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯·„ ˙‡ ıÓ‡Ï ‰·¯Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ Ì‰È˘ È·‚Ï ,‰·¯„‡ .˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ÌÚ ‰Ó ÂÈ‡
ÏÏÎ ‰Ê "‰¯Ó‡˘ ÈÓÓ ˙Ó‡‰ ÚÓ˘"' .„ÚÈ·‡ ,Ô‰Î‰ ÂÈÈÚ .Ì‰È˘Â¯ÈÙ· ‰Ï˘ ·¯‰ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰
.Ë"˘˙‰ ,Ë·˘ .ÌÈ¯‚Â· ˙Â·˘ ÔÂÏÚ ,'ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁ ˙¯Â˙· ÏÂ„‚
.207 :ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ÂÈÈÚ 45
.251–246 :‡¯˜ÈÂ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ÂÈÈÚ 46
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,‰·Â˘˙ Â˘ÙÈÁÂ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ ÂÏ‡˘˘ ÂÈÂÓ„˜ ÈÏÂ„‚ ÏÎÂ ;Ì‰Ï ‡Â‰ Ú¯ ÔÓÈÒ
(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰) 47.ÏÏÎ Ì‰ÈÈÚ· ËÂ˘Ù ¯·„‰ ‰È‰ ‡ÏÂ
ÈÓÚË ˙Ï‡˘ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙‡ ÌÈ˜ÈÒÚÓ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆÙÒ ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ï˘ ÌÈÓÚË‰ ˜¯ ‡Ï
‰ÓÏ :‰Ï‡˘Ï ˙Â·Â˘˙ ¯ÙÒÓ ‰ÚÈˆÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,‰Î¯„Î .ÔÂÈ„Ï ‰ÏÂÚ ÏÏÎ· ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰
Ô˙ÓÂ¯˙ ÏÚ ˙„ÓÂÚ (‚ ,Â ‰·¯ ÌÈ¯·„Ó) ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰·Â˘˙‰ ?˙ÂÂˆÓ ÌÈÈ˜Ï ÈÏ
˙‡ ˙ÂÂÏÓ (Ô‰Ó ÂÏ‡ ·Â˘Á ‡ÏÂ) ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÎÈ‡Ï ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘
ÂÏÈÙ‡) ÂÈ„Úˆ ÏÎÏ ‰˘Â„˜ Ï˘ „ÓÓ ˙ÂÙÈÒÂÓÂ 'ÔÁ ˙ÈÈÂÂÏ'Î ÂÈÈÁ ÈÏÂÏÒÓ· Ì„‡‰
˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ (Â–‰ ,ÊÈ ‰·¯ ¯·„Ó·Ó) ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰·Â˘˙· .(Ì‰·˘ ÌÈÈÏ·ÏÂ ÌÈÈ˙¯‚˘Ï
ÔÈ‡ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ .(ÈÂ‡¯ Í¯ÚÎ ‡ÏÂ) Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÈÒÈÒ· Í¯ÂˆÎ ˙Â¯‡Â˙Ó
ÈÂÓÈ„‰ .ÏÈÏÚ· ÈÁ¯Î‰ Ì¯Â‚ ˙ÂÂ‰Ó Ô‰ ‡Ï‡ ,Ì„‡‰ ÈÈÁ· ÈË˙Ò‡ Ì¯Â‚ ˙ÂÂ‰Ó
ÌÈ¯ˆÈ Ï˘ ÌÈ· ÚÂ·ËÏ ÏÂÏÚ‰ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ÈÂÓÈ„ ‡Â‰ ˘¯„Ó‰ ÈÏÚ· È„È ÏÚ ¯ÈÂˆÓ‰
˙‡ ÏÂËÈÈ ‡Ï Ì‡ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,ËÈ¯·˜‰ È„È ÏÚ ÂÏ Ë˘ÂÓ‰ ‰Ïˆ‰‰ Ï·Á· ÊÁ‡È ‡Ï Ì‡
˘¯„Ó· ÔÂÓË‰ ¯ÒÓÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙Ù„Ú‰ ˙‡ .ÔÂÈÏÚ Ï‡Ó ÂÏ ˙Â˙È‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰
:ÔÓ˜Ï„Î ˙‡Ë·Ó ‡È‰ È˘‰
ÈÙÂÈÏ ÔÈÈÚ – ˙ÂÂˆÓÓ ÌÈ˜È¯ ÌÈÈÁÏ „Â‚È· – ˙ÂÂˆÓ È¯ÂËÚ ÌÈÈÁ ÔÈ‡Â
‰ÚÈ·ËÓ ‰Ïˆ‰ ÔÈ· ,˙ÂÂÓÂ ÌÈÈÁ ÔÈ·˘ Ï„·‰· ÌÈÈÚ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÂÏÚ˙‰ÏÂ ÈÂÏÂ
ÌÎÈ‰Ï‡ '‰· ÌÈ˜·„‰ Ì˙‡Â' („ ,„ ÌÈ¯·„) ¯Ó‡˘ ÂÓÎ ,‰ÚÈ·ËÓ ˙ÂÂÓÏ
48.'ÌÂÈ‰ ÌÎÏÎ ÌÈÈÁ
,‰¯È‰·Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ¯˘‡Î ,˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ· Ì„Â˜‰ ÂÂÈ„Ó ÂÏ ˙¯ÎÂÓ ,ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙
ÌÈÈÂ‡¯ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ· Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏÈ‚¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÈÏ·˘ ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÙÒ ÏÚ· ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·
49.Â˘Ù· Ô‰ È¯‰˘ ,Ì„‡Î „Â¯˘Ï ÏÎÂÈ ‡Ï ‡Â‰
¯˜ÁÏ ¯·ÚÓ ‰·¯‰ ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰ÏÂÙÈË ,‰˘ÚÓÏ Í‡
‡·‰ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÈÁ‰ Â·Â ,ÌÈ˘„˜ ˙˘¯ÙÏ ‰Î¯„‰ ÔÂÏÚ· ÔÂÈÚ .Ô‰ÈÓÚË
Ï˘ ‰˙˘È‚Ï ¯‰Âˆ ÂÏ Á˙ÂÙ ,(˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚‰ Í¯„) ˙ÂÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ
:‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÂˆÓ ˙‡¯Â‰· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
‰ÎÒ ÈÎ „·Ï· ‰ËÂ˘Ù‰ Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙·‰·Â ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡È¯˜· ˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÔÈ‡
˙Â˘¯„‰ ˙Â˘È¯„‰Â ÂÈÏ‡Ó ÌÈ·ÂÓ ÌÈ¯·„‰ È¯‰Â :¯Ó‡È ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ ¯ÚÂ‰˘
.Á"È˘˙ ,‡ˆ˙ ÈÎ ‰Î¯„‰ ÔÂÏÚ ÂÈÈÚ 47
.202 :ÌÈ¯·„· ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÂÈÚ 48
,ÈÂÏ‰ ‰„Â‰È È·¯ Ï˘ Â¯Â·ÈÁ· ‡·ÂÓ‰ ÌÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ Ï˘Ó· ˙‡˘ ¯˙È· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡· ‰Ê ÔÂÈÚ¯ 49
˙ÂÏÈÚÂÓ Ô‰˘ ,ÂÈ˙ÂÙÂ¯˙Â ‡ÙÂ¯‰ ÏÚ Ï˘Ó‰ È¯·„ ÌÈÙÏ‡Ó ‰Ó :˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÂÈÏ‡˘Â
˙Â·ÈÒÓ·Â ˙Â„ÈÓ·Â ‡ÙÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Ú·˜‰ ˙·ÂÎ¯˙· Ô‰· ‰ÏÂÁ‰ ˘Ó˙˘È Ì‡ ˜¯
ÂÏ ÏÈÚÂ˙ ‡Ï ,ÂÁÂ¯ ÏÚ ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ÈÙÎ ‰ÙÂ¯˙‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÂÁ‰ ·ÈÎ¯È Ì‡Â ,„·Ï· ÂÈ„È ÏÚ ˙ÂÚ·˜‰
ÔÂÈÏÈ‚· ,„ÂÚÂ .397 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ :ÂÈÈÚ .˙ÂÈÁ‰Ï ÌÂ˜Ó· ˙ÈÓ‰Ï ‡È‰ ‰ÏÂÏÚÂ ÌÂÏÎ
,('Á ˜¯Ù ,'˙Â¯Â‡ ÈÏÏË') ˜Â˜ ·¯‰ È¯·„Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰‡È·Ó (Ë"Î˘˙) 'ÌÈ˘Â„˜ ˙ÂÓ È¯Á‡'
.È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ‰¯Â˜ÓÏ ˙¯·ÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÏÚÓ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ‰
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?‰˜ÓÚ‰Ï „ÂÚ – Ô‡Î ÌÂ˜Ó ‰ÓÂ – Ì„‡ È· ÔÈ· ÌÈÓÎÒÂÓ‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÔÓ Ô‰
Ù"Ú·˘ ‰¯Â˙· Â˘¯Ù˙˘ ÈÙÎ ·˙Î·˘ ‰¯Â˙· ‰ÎÏ‰ È˜ÂÒÙ „ÂÓÈÏ ˜¯
ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ÏÂÏÚ (‰ÎÏ‰‰ È˘¯„Ó ÏÚ ÌÈÒÒÂ·Ó‰ ÌÈ˘Â¯Ù· Â‡ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘¯„Ó·)
˜¯ .¯‚Â·Ó‰ „ÓÂÏÏ Ì‚Â ¯ÈÚˆ‰ „ÓÂÏ‰ ÈÈÚÏ Ì‚ Ì‰· ÊÂ‚‰ ¯Â‡‰ ˙‡
Â‡ ‰·ÈÁ¯Ó ,ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰¯È„‚Ó Ù"Ú·˘ ‰¯Â˙ „ˆÈÎ „ÓÂÏ‰ ‰‡¯È˘ È¯Á‡
,„ÓÂÏ‰ Ì˘¯˙È Ê‡ ˜¯ – Ô˙ÏÂÁ˙ Û˜È‰ ˙‡ ˙Ú·Â˜ ,˙Â˘È¯„‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈ„‚Ó
,‡„È¯‚ ‰ÙË‰ È¯·„Â ¯ÒÂÓÂ ‰ÓÎÁ È˜ÂÒÙ ÈÈÓ ,'˙Â·ÂË ˙ÂˆÚ' ÂÈÙÏ ÔÈ‡˘
(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰) 50.‰ÎÏ‰ – ËÙ˘Ó ,˜ÂÁ ‡Ï‡
‰¯Âˆ· ÂÏ ˙Â¯È‰·Ó Ô‰ :Â¯Â·Ú ˙ÂÙÏ‡Ó ‰¯ÂÓÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÈÁ‰
ËÒ˜ËÏ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÂÒÁÈ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙ÈÁ·Ó ,Â‰Ó ˙ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á
‰¯È‰·Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .Â˙‡¯Â‰ È„ÚÈ Ì‰ÓÂ (ÂÈ˙ÂÚÈ„ÈÂ) Â˜ÂÒÈÚ ÌÂÁ˙ Â‰Ó ,È‡¯˜Ó‰
.¯·ÁÏ ˙ÂˆÚ Ï˘ ÍÈ¯„Ó ‡ÏÂ ÔÂÈÚÏ ¯Â˜Ó È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë· ˙Â‡¯Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ˘
ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÂ¯‡Ó ÌÈ¯ÙÒ Ì˙Â‡· Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ Â· ˜¯ ‡Ï ,˜ÈÓÚÓ „ÂÓÈÏ ÔÈÓÊÓ‰ ¯ÙÒ Â‰Ê
‰Ó· ÂÈÈ‰„ ,Ì‰· ÔÂÈÚ ÈÏ· È¯‰˘ .˙Â¯Â„‰ Í¯Â‡Ï ÂÓÚ ÁÈ˘ ÂÏ‰È˘ È„Â‰È‰
ÔÈ·‰Ï ÏÎÂÈ ‡ÏÂ ‰ˆÁÓÏ ¯ÂÂÈÚ „ÓÂÏ‰ ¯‡˘ÈÈ ,'‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙'Î ‰¯ÈÎÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘
¯È‰·‰Ï ˙ÚÈÈÒÓ ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ ,˙ÙÒÂ ‰˘„ÚÎ .‰È¯Â· ÏÚ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡
,‰ÂÂˆÓ·˘ 51'ÊÂ‚‰ ¯Â‡‰' ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ˙¯ÊÂÚ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,‰·Â˙Î‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡
˙¯‰·‰· ˜ÒÂÚ ÌÈÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ‡·‰ ÔÎÏ .‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ¯ÓÂÏÎ
Ì‚Â Ô˙‡¯Â‰·Â ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÔÂÈ˘· ‡ÏÂ ,'‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ'· ÂÈÈ‰„ ,Ô˙Â˘¯Ù·Â ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰
ÔÓ ‰ÙˆÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ‰ÏÂÚ ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÔÓ 52.Ô˙ÂÂ‰˙‰·Â ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ¯˜Á· ‡Ï
˙‡ ¯Â¯·Ï ˙ÏÂÎÈÏÂ ‰È˙Â¯Â„Ï ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰Â ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÌÚ ˙Â¯ÎÈ‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰
:„ÂÚÂ ˙‡Ê .ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ¯Â·Ú ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ÂÁÈÏˆÈ˘ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ì˙Â‡
Ô˙Â·È˘Á ˙·‰ È„ÈÏ „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ‡È·‰Ï ‡È‰ ÌÈÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙Â‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ˙¯ËÓ
,˜ÂÁ'· ¯·Â„Ó˘ ÔÈ·ÈÂ 'Ì˘¯˙È' „ÓÂÏ‰˘ È„Î ˙‡Ê .˙ÂÂˆÓÎ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ Ô˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ
˙ÂˆÚ'· ‡ÏÂ ˙È‰ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙ÂÏÚ· Ô‰˘ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÈÁ‰· ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,'‰ÎÏ‰ – ËÙ˘Ó
ÌÈ˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ È„ÚÈ ÍÎÈÙÏ .˙Â·ÈÈÁÓ ‡˜ÂÂ„ Â‡Ï Í‡ ˙ÂÈÂˆ¯ ÈÏÂ‡ – '˙Â·ÂË
ÌÈ‰ÂÊÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÚÈ ,‰¯Î‰‰Â ‰·‰‰ Ì‰ (˙ÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰·)
ÌÏÂ‡ .È˙Â‚‰˙‰-È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ÌÚ ‡˜ÂÂ„ Â‡ÏÂ ÈÓÂÈ˜‰Â ÈÏÎ˘‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ÌÚ
‰¯ÈÊÁÓ ˙È¯˘Ù‡ '‰ˆÚ' ‡ÏÂ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ '‰ÎÏ‰' ‡È‰ ˙ÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰˘ ‰¯Î‰‰

„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ÌÈ„ÚÂÈÓ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÂÏÚ .(Á"È˘˙) ÌÈ˘Â„˜ ˙ÂÓ È¯Á‡ ‰Î¯„‰ ÔÂÏÚ 50
.˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚‰ Í¯„
,Ì˙‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈÎ¯„Â ‰¯Â˙‰ È˘¯Ù „ÂÓÈÏ ˙¯·ÂÁ· ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÚÈÓ˘‰ ÌÈÓÂ„ ÌÈ¯·„ 51
˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ˙Â¯„˙Ò‰‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÂ‚· ÌÈÈ¯Â˙ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰˜ÏÁÓ‰ .‰"Ï˘˙ .˙È˘‡¯· ¯ÙÒ
.‡Â·Ó· Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ .˙ÈÓÏÂÚ‰
Ï˘ ‰ÒÁÈ ÏÚ .ÔÂ˙Î ‰¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÁÒÂ· È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ Ï·˜È˘ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙˘¯Â„ ÂÊ ‰Á‰ 52
.128 'ÓÚ ,Í˘Ó‰· ÂÈÈÚ – ÌÂ„˜‰ Á¯ÊÓ‰ È˜ÂÁÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
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ÂÈÈ‰„ ,'˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„'‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÁ˙Ï ˙ÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ·
.Ì‰ ¯˘‡· ÂÈÈÁ· È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÓ‰ ˙È˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï
ÏÎ· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ 'ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡'‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂ‰Ó ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÈÁ‰˘ ˜ÙÒ ÏÎ ÔÈ‡
‰„ÈÓ· ˙ÂÂÎ Ô‰ ,ÌÈ„ÓÏ Â‡ˆÓ˘ ÈÙÎÂ) ˙ÂÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ¯Â˘˜‰
˙ÂÁ‰ „ˆÈÎ ‰‡¯ ˙Â‡·‰ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„· .(˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ È·‚Ï Ì‚ ‰·¯
ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ˙Â‡· (˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚‰ Í¯„ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ‰ÁÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ˙Â„ÚÂÈÓ‰) ‰Ï‡
ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙˘È‚ „ÂÒÈ· ˙Â„ÓÂÚ Ô‰ ‰ÓÎ „ÚÂ ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒ·
.˙Á‡ ‰Ó‚Â„ ‡È· ‰˘¯Ù ÏÎÓ .ÏÏÎ· ÈËÙ˘Ó‰
ÂÏ ÔÈ‡ ˙ÓÂ ‰Î‰Â ·‚‰ ‡ˆÓÈ ˙¯˙ÁÓ· Ì‡' – ‡ ,·Î ˙ÂÓ˘ ,ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ˙˘¯Ù .‡
'ÌÈÓ„
53
"ÂÏ" ÈÂÈÎ‰ ·ÒÂÓ ÈÓÏ' :‡¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ ‰˘˜Ó‰ È¯È·Á˙‰ È˘Â˜· ˙Á˙ÂÙ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
?'ÌÈÓ„' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ ˙ÂÂÎ ‰ÓÂ ?˙È·‰ ÏÚ·Ï Â‡ ˙È·Ï ı¯ÂÙ‰ ·‚Ï – 'È˘‡¯‰ ËÙ˘Ó·
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÏ ‰˜ÈÚÓ (ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ ˙Â˘¯ÙÂ Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ¯˜ÈÚ·) ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰
.˙ÏÁÂÈÓ‰ ‰¯ÊÚ‰ ˙‡
˘È (Ì‰È˙Â·˜Ú· È"˘¯Â ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ˙ÎÒÓ· Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘) ˙Á‡ ˙È˘¯Ù ‰Ò¯‚ ÈÙÏ
,'‰Ó˘Â Ì„' ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,ÌÈÓ„ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ ˘¯ÙÏÂ ·‚‰ Ï‡ ·ÒÂÓÎ 'ÂÏ' ÈÂÈÎ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï
ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ô‚È ˙È·‰ ÏÚ·˘ ˘‡¯Ó ˙Ú„Ï ÂÈÏÚ È¯‰˘ ,'Â¯˜ÈÚÓ ˙ÓÎ' ‡Â‰Â ,'ÌÈÈÁ'
,ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ È˘¯ÙÓ È„È ÏÚ ˙‚ˆÂÓ‰ ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰Ò¯‚‰ ÈÙÏ .˙È¯˘Ù‡ Í¯„ ÏÎ·
¯ÎÊ ÂÈ‡˘ Û‡ ÏÚ – ˙È·‰ ÏÚ·· ¯·Â„Ó ,Ï‡·¯·‡Â '¯Â˘ ¯ÂÎ·' ,Ú"·‡¯ Ì‰ÈÈ·
.·‚‰ ˙‚È¯‰· Ì˘‡ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,'ÌÈÓ„ ˙ÎÈÙ˘' ÂÈÏÚ ÔÈ‡˘ – ˘¯ÂÙÓ· ˜ÂÒÙ·
:‰ÙÈÒÂÓ Í‡ 54,ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ È˘ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÏÚÓ· ‰„ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
:˙Á‡ ‰˜ÒÓ‰ – Ú"·‡¯Î ˘¯Ù Ì‡ ÔÈ· È"˘¯Î ˘¯Ù Ì‡ ÔÈ· – ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎÓ
ÈÓÎ ‡Ï‡ ,ÁˆÂ¯Î ·˘Á ÂÈ‡ Â˙È· ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÁ‰ ·‚‰ ˙‡ ‚¯Â‰‰ ˙È·‰ ÏÚ·
ÌÎ˘‰ Í‚¯Â‰Ï ‡·‰" :ÏÏÎ‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ,Û˜˙ÂÓ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯˘ ÍÂ˙Ó ‚¯‰˘
55."Â‚¯Â‰Ï
˙ÂÓ˘· ·Â˙ÎÏ '˜ÈÂ„Ó‰' ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ÚÂ·˜Ï ˙¯˙ÂÁ ‰È‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ‡ÂÙ‡ ¯Â¯·
ÈÙÏ) 'ÌÈÓ„' ‰ÏÈÓÏ Ì‰È˘Â¯ÈÙ· ÌÈ˜„Âˆ Ú"·‡¯ Ì‚Â Ï"ÊÁ Ì‚˘ ÔÎ˙È ;‡ ,·Î
ÍÂ˙Ó „ÓÏ‰ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ‡Â‰ ‰„È„Ï ¯˜ÈÚ‰ .('‰Ó˘‡' – Ú"·‡¯ ÈÙÏ ,'ÌÈÈÁ' – Ï"ÊÁ
Í¯Ú‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ÂÊ ÔÈ·Ï ·˙Î·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÔÈ· Ï‰˙Ó‰ È˘¯Ù‰ ÁÈ˘-Â„‰
;Í"˘˙ ;‰"˘˙ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ :˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚ ‰˘ÂÏ˘·Â 276–271 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ÂÈÈÚ 53
.Í"˘˙ ‰Î¯„‰ ÔÂÏÚ
‰˘È„˜Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÌÈÂÈÚ· ÌÏÂ‡ .‰"˘˙ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ ;Í"˘˙ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ‰Î¯„‰ ÔÂÏÚ ÂÈÈÚ 54
ÂÂ˘ÏÓ ˙ÂËÒÏ ‡ÏÂ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ‰ÓÎ „Ú ˜ÂÒÙÏ „ÓˆÈ‰Ï' È"˘¯ Ï˘ Â˙ËÈ˘ ˙˜„ˆ‰Ï ÛÈÚÒ
:˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ÂÈÈÚ) ÏÏÎ ˜ÂÒÙ· ¯ÎÊ ÂÈ‡ ˙È·‰ ÏÚ· È¯‰˘ .'ÏÂ„‚ Á¯Î‰· ˜¯ ‡Ï‡
.(273–272
.Í"˘˙ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ‰Î¯„‰ ÔÂÏÚ· ‰¯ÂÓÏ ÌÈ‡·ÂÓ ÌÈÓÂ„ ÌÈ¯·„ .273 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ÂÈÈÚ 55
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ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,·Â˙Î‰ ˙¯‰·‰Ï ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ˙‡ÏÚ‰ ¯Á‡Ï Ì‚ ÔÎÏ .˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰‚‰ Ï˘
ÌÈÓÂÏ‚‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ Û˜È‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ˙˘˜·Ó ‡È‰Â ,Ô‰· ˙˜Ù˙ÒÓ ‰È‡
:‰·
Ú„È ÍÈ‡Â È˙Ó ‰¯Â˙‰ Ú·˜˙ ‡Ï Ì‡ ,È˘ÚÓ Í¯Ú ÏÎ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡ ‰Ê ÏÏÎ ÌÓ‡Â
.¯˙ÂÓ ÂÓ„ ÔÎ ÏÚÂ 'Í‚¯‰Ï ‡·‰' Ï˘ ‚ÂÒÏ ÍÈÈ˘ ˙Ó‡· ÂÏÂÓ „ÓÂÚ‰˘ Ì„‡
Á„˜‡· „ÂÓÚÈ ¯˘‡ „Ú Â‡ ÍÈÏÚ Â·¯Á ÛÙÂÈ˘ „Ú ˙ÂÎÁÏ ˜ÂÁ‰ ¯ÂÊ‚È Ì‡ ÈÎ
– 'Â‚¯Â‰Ï ÌÎ˘‰ Í‚¯‰Ï ‡·‰' Ï˘ ˜ÂÁ‰ ÂÈÏÚ ÏÂÁÈ Ê‡ ˜¯Â ,ÍÏÂÓ ÔÂÚË
Ì‡˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ ‰Ú·˜ ÍÎÈÙÏ .Û˜˙ÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰‚‰‰ ˙ÂÎÊ ˙ÏÈË Â‰ÂÓÎ
˙Ó‡·˘ ˙ÙÒÂ ‰ÁÎÂ‰ ÌÂ˘Ï ˙ÂÎÁÏ ˙È· ÏÚ·Ï ÔÈ‡ ,˙¯˙ÁÓ· ·‚‰ ‡ˆÓÈÈ
56.'Í‚¯Â‰Ï ‡·‰'Î Â˙Â‡¯Ï ˘È ¯·ÎÂ ,Â˙È· Ï‡ ¯˙Á ÔÂÓÓ È˜ÒÚ ÏÚ ‡Ï
˙Ï·‚ÂÓ (‡ ˜ÂÒÙ·) ·Â˙Î‰ ÔÓ ˙„ÓÏ‰ ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰‚‰Ï ˙ÂÎÊ‰˘ ‰¯È·ÒÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
'Ó˘) '[...] ÂÏ ÌÈÓ„ ÂÈÏÚ ˘Ó˘‰ ‰Á¯Ê Ì‡' :(· ˜ÂÒÙ·) ·Â˙Î‰ Í˘Ó‰ È„È ÏÚ
,'ÂÏ ÌÈÓ„' ÈÂËÈ·‰ ÚÈÙÂÓ ·Â˘ È¯‰˘ ,‰¯‰·‰ ÍÈ¯ˆÓ ‰Ê ËÙ˘Ó Ì‚ Í‡ .(· ,·Î
.‰¯˘˜‰· '˙¯˙ÂÈÓ' ˙È‡¯ 'ÂÈÏÚ' ‰ÏÈÓ‰Â
˙ˆÓ‡Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ 57,Ì˙¯·Ò‰Â Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘Â È"˘¯ Ï˘ Ì‰È˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙‚ˆ‰ ¯Á‡Ï
˙‚ÂÚÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÙËÓÎ '[...] ÂÈÏÚ ˘Ó˘‰ ‰Á¯Ê Ì‡' ËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ·Ó‰ ‰Ï‡ ˙‡
.Â‚¯Â‰Ï ¯ÂÒ‡ ,‚Â¯‰Ï ‡ÏÂ ·Â‚Ï ‡· ·‚‰˘ '˘Ó˘Î ÍÏ ¯Â¯· Ì‡' – ·Â˙Î‰ ¯˘˜‰·
Ô· ÈÂÏ È·¯) ‚"·Ï¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„Ó ‰‡È·Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,‰Ï‡ Ï˘ Ì˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙‡ ˜ÊÁÏ È„Î
Â˙ÂÂÎ ÔÈ‡˘ ,ÌÏ˘ ¯Â‡È· ÂÈÈÚÓ ¯‡·˙ Ì‡ ÔÎÂ' :Ò¯Â‚‰ (1344–1288 ,ÌÂ˘¯‚
˘È ,(Â·· ÚÂ‚ÙÏ ‡Ï È‡„Â Í‡ ,·Â‚Ï ‰¯ËÓ· Ô·‰ ˙È·· ÒÎ˘ ·‡‰ ÂÓÎ) ˙ÈÓ‰Ï
ÌÂÈ· Ì˘ ‡ˆÓ˘ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰ ÔÈ‡Â ;‰Ó˘‡ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,ÌÈÓ„ (Â‚¯‰ Ì‡ ˙È·‰ ÏÚ·Ï) ÂÏ
Ì‡" ‰¯Ó‡ Ï·‡ ,"ÂÏ ÌÈÓ„ – ˘Ó˘‰ ‰Á¯Ê Ì‡" ‰¯Ó‡ ‡Ï ‰¯Â˙‰ ÈÎ ,‰ÏÈÏ· Â‡
'[...] ˜ÙÒ ÏÎÏ ÏÚÓ ÂÏ ¯Â¯· ‰È‰ Ì‡ ¯ÓÂÏÎ "˘Ó˘‰ ÂÈÏÚ ‰Á¯Ê
ÈÏÂÏÈÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÒ¯Â‚‰ ,Ô"·Ó¯‰Â Ì"·˘¯‰ ,Ú"·‡¯‰ ˙‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÁÂ„ ÍÎ·)
ÌÈÎÒ‰Ï ‰˘˜ È¯‰˘ [...]' :‰¯È·ÒÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .ÌÂÈ· ÂÈÈ‰„ 58,'˘Ó˘‰ ¯Â‡Ï' –
ÏÈ„·‰Ï È„Î ˜ÈÙÒÈ – ‰Ê ÈÂˆÈÁ ÔÓÈÒ ÂÈÈ‰ – „·Ï· ·‚‰ Ï˘ Â‡Â· ÔÓÊ˘ ÍÎÏ
‰‚‰ ÂÊ ‰‚È¯‰· ˙Â‡¯Ï ˘È Ì‡ ,·‚‰ ˙‡ ‚Â¯‰Ï ˙È·‰ ÏÚ·Ï ¯ÂÒ‡ Â‡ ¯˙ÂÓ Ì‡
59.'Â‡Ï Â‡ Â˘Ù ÏÚ ˙È·‰ ÏÚ· ˙„ÈÓÚ ,˙ÈÓˆÚ
ÔÂÈ„· ÔÂ˘‡¯ „Úˆ ˜¯ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ·–‡ ,·Î ˙ÂÓ˘· ÏÙ¯ÂÚÓ‰ ·Â˙Î‰ ˙¯‰·‰ ,ÔÎ Ì‡
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰·ÈÁ¯Ó ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙Ï ‰˙ÈÈÙ· .'˙¯˙ÁÓ· ·‚‰' ˙Â„Â‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘
Ì˘ :Ì˘
‰˘Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰ ;'ÂÏ ÌÈÓ„' ‰"„ · ,·Î 'Ó˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ· È"˘¯ ;Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â·˜Ú· ÌÈÎÏÂ‰ Ì‰È˘
‰˘ÂÏ˘·Â ,273 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ÂÈÈÚ .È ,Á ,Ê ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ,'Ë ˜¯Ù ,‰·È‚ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ,‰¯Â˙
.276–271 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ;Í"˘˙ ‰Î¯„‰ ÔÂÏÚ ;Í"˘˙ ;‰"˘˙ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ :˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚
.274 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ
È"˘¯ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÚÓ ‰Ó' :˙Ï‡Â˘ ‡È‰ ÔÂÈÏÈ‚‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙Ó‰ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ .Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ
'?Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ‡Â‰˘

56
57

58
59
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ËÙ˘Ó· ˙ÂÏÂ„‚ ˙ÂÏ‡˘·' ,˙ÈÈˆÓ ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈ„‰ Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â·˜Ú· ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡
Â¯·Á ¯Á‡ Û„Â¯‰ ˙‚È¯‰ ˙ÂÎÊ· ,˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰‚‰‰ ˙Â˘¯· ,˘Ù ÁÂ˜ÈÙ· ,¯ÒÂÓ·Â
60.'„ÂÚÂ Â‚¯Â‰Ï
È‡ ÍÚ¯ Ì„ ÏÚ „ÓÚ˙ ‡Ï ÍÈÓÚ· ÏÈÎ¯ ÍÏ˙ ‡Ï' :ÊË ,ËÈ ‡¯˜ÈÂ ÌÈ˘„˜ ˙˘¯Ù .·
''‰
Ï‡˜ÊÁÈÂ ‰ÈÓ¯È ÌÈ‡È·‰) ‰Ê ‡¯˜ÓÏ È„ÂÁÈÈ ÂÈ‡ 'ÏÈÎ¯ ÍÏ˙' ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ÛÂ¯Èˆ ÌÓ‡
‰¯Â·Ò ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Í‡ ,(ÂÓÚ ¯˘˜‰ ÈÙ· ¯È‰ÊÓ ÈÏ˘Ó ¯ÙÒ ¯¯Â˘ÓÂ ,Â„‚ ÌÈÁÈÎÂÓ
ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ È„Î ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙· ÔÂÈÚ ˜È„ˆÓÂ ‰¯‰·‰ ÍÈ¯ˆÓ ÛÂ¯Èˆ‰ ÌˆÚ˘
61.È‰ÂÏ‡‰ Âˆ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
„"·‡¯Â È"˘¯ Ï˘ Ì‰È˘Â¯ÈÙÏÂ ÌÈ˘Â„˜ ‡¯ÙÒ· ˘¯„ÓÏ ‰ÂÙ ‡È‰ ˙È˘‡¯
„Á‡Â ˙ÈÓÂ¯„‰ ˙Ù¯ˆ ÈÓÎÁ ˙¯Â·Á·˘ È¯‡'‰ ,1198–1120 ,„Â„ '¯· Ì‰¯·‡ È·¯)
˙ÂÚÈ·ˆÓ ÂÈ˘Â¯ÈÙÂ ˘¯„Ó‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÚˆ‰ .‡¯ÙÒ‰ ÏÚ ('„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙ÓÎÁ ÈÏÂ„‚Ó
ÌÂ˜ÓÓ ‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯È·ÚÓ ¯˘‡Î) ˙ÂÏÈÎ¯‰ ˙¯È·Ú· 'È˙ÚÂ˙'‰ Ë·È‰‰ ÏÚ ‡˜ÂÂ„
¯ÂÒÈ‡‰˘ ÍÎ ÏÚÂ ËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙È· Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰‰ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ ˙Á‡ ‰Ú„ .(ÌÂ˜ÓÏ
ÏÚ – ‰ÈÈ˘ ‰Ú„ ;ËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙È· ÈÏ˙ÂÎÏ ıÂÁÓ Ú„ÈÓ ÌÈÙÈÏ„Ó‰ ÌÈÈÈ„ ÏÚ ÏÁ
ÏÚ – ˙È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ;˙È·Ï ˙È·Ó Ú¯‰ ÔÂ˘Ï ÌÈ¯È·ÚÓ ÏÈÎ¯ ÈÎÏÂ‰ – È˙¯·Á‰ ¯˘˜‰‰
.˙Â˘Ï‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,'‰¯ÂÁÒ' ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÏÎÂ¯‰ ÏÚ ÏÁ ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰˘ ÍÎ ÏÚÂ È˜ÒÚ‰ ¯˘˜‰‰
·Â¯ ÌÏÂ‡Â' :˙ÓÎÒÓ Í‡ ,ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÏÚÓ ˙‡ ˙Ë¯ÙÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
.ÌÂÈ‰ „Ú ÂÂ˘Ï· ¯‚˙˘‰˘ Ô·ÂÓ·Â ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰Ú„‰ ÈÙÎ Â˜ÂÒÙ ˙‡ Â˘¯ÈÙ ÂÈ˘¯Ù
˙Â„ÈÓˆ· "ÏÈÎ¯" ‡Â·È ‡¯˜Ó· „ÈÓ˙ ËÚÓÎ˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ÍÎÏ ‰Ó¯‚˘ È‡„ÂÂ· [...]
62.'‰ÎÈÏ‰Ï
ÔÈ‡ Í‡ ,'ÏÈÎ¯ ÍÏ˙' ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ „Óˆ ˙ÂÂÎ ˙‡ ¯È‰·‰Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÁÈÏˆÓ ÍÎ·
.ÍÎ· ˙˜Ù˙ÒÓ ‡È‰
˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ‰ÂÙ ‡È‰Â ,‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ù˜È‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ˙ÈÈÂÚÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
Ô‰Î‰ ¯È‡Ó Ï‡¯˘È È·¯ ,'ÌÈÈÁ ıÙÁ‰' ÏÚ· Ï˘ Â¯Â·ÈÁÏÂ ‰˘„Á‰ ˙Ú‰ Ï˘
Ú¯‰ ÔÂ˘ÏÂ ˙ÂÏÈÎ¯ ÈÈ„ ÏÎ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÓ‰Â Ë¯ÙÓ‰ ,¯„ÒÓ‰Â ÒÎÓ'‰ (1933–1838)
‡Ï' ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ‰ÏÂÏÎ ˙ÂÏÈÎ¯ È¯·„ ˙Ï·˜ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,'ÌÈÈÁ ıÙÁ'‰ ÈÙÏ 63.'Â˙ÙÂ˜˙·

.271 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ
,˙Â‡¯˜Ó‰ ÏÎÏ .ËÈ ,Î ;‚È ,‡È ÈÏ˘Ó ;Ë ,·Î Ï‡˜ÊÁÈ ;‚ ,Ë ;ÁÎ ,Â Â‰ÈÓ¯È ‰Ó‚Â„Ï ÂÈÈÚ
‰È‡ ˙È¯·Ú‰ Ï˘ ‰ÂÂÎ‰˘ ·Â˙Î ÌÈÈÏÂ˘‰ ˙Â¯Ú‰·Â ,‘base men’ – JPS-‰ Ï˘ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰
.‡"Ï˘˙ ;Ë"È˘˙ ;·"È˘˙ ÌÈ˘Â„˜ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚·Â 281–273 :‡¯˜ÈÂ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ÂÈÈÚ .˙È‡„Â
˙Ï‡Â˘ Í‡ ,‰˙Ù„Ú‰ ˙‡ ‰ÚÈ·Ó ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡ '„ÈÓÏ˙'‰ ¯Â·Ú .274 :‡¯˜ÈÂ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ÂÈÈÚ
‡˘È¯‰ ÈÙÏ Â˜ÂÒÙ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏÓ (Ô"·Ó¯‰Â Ì"·˘¯‰ ÔÎÂ) Ú"·‡¯Â È"˘¯ ÂÈ˘¯Ù ÂÚÓ ‰ÓÏ'
.‡"Ï˘˙ ;Ë"È˘˙ ÌÈ˘Â„˜ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚ '?‡¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘
ÏÂÏÎÓ· Ú¯‰ ÔÂ˘ÏÂ ˙ÂÏÈÎ¯ È¯ÂÒÈ‡ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙‡ Ú·Â˜ 'ÌÈÈÁ ıÙÁ‰' .275 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ
ÍÓÒ ÏÚ ,˙ÂÈ¯·‰ ÔÈ· Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÎÈÏ‰ ¯‡˘Ï ˙È˙˘˙‰ ˙‡ Ì‰· ‰‡Â¯Â ‰¯Â˙·˘ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰

60
61

62

63
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Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ÏÈ˘Î‰Ï ˙ÂÏÂÏÚ‰ ˙Â·ÈÒ Ô˙Â‡ ˙‡ ˙Â„Ù˜· Ë¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰ 64.'ÏÈÎ¯ ÍÏ˙
ÍÓÓ Â˘˜·È ‰Ï‡ ÈÏÂ‡) ·¯Â ·‡ „Â·ÈÎ :ÂÊ ‰¯ÂÓÁ ‰¯È·Ú ÏÚ ¯Â·ÚÏ ÂÏ ÌÂ¯‚ÏÂ
˙‡ ÁÈË·˙Â ˜ÈÒÚÓ‰ ÈÈÚ· Í˙Â‡ ÏÈ„‚˙ ¯Á‡‰ ˙Ë˜‰) ˙È·‰ ˙Ò¯Ù ,(¯ÙÒÏ
Ï˘ Â˙Â‚Â (¯Á‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚Ó Í‡) ˙Ó‡ Ì‰ ÂÏÈÙ‡ – ˙Ó‡ È¯·„ ˙¯ÈÓ‡ ,(Í˙˜ÒÚ‰
‰Ï‡ ÏÎ – ('ÈÓˆÚ ˙‡ Ì‚ È˙Ó˘‡‰ Ô‰') ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙¯ÈÒÓ ˙Ú˘· ÂÓˆÚ ¯·„Ó‰
ÈÙÓ ‡·ÂÓ ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ Ï˘ ÛÒÂ Ë·È‰ .‰¯È·Ú ¯„‚· ‡Â‰˘ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˜È„ˆÓ ÌÈ‡
ÛÂ¯ÈˆÓ ˙‡Ê ;'ÏÈÎ¯ ÍÏ˙ ‡Ï' ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Ï‚¯Ï ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ ÏÚ „ÓÂÏ‰ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰
ÏÂ‚È¯‰ ˙‡ˆÂ˙ È¯‰˘ ,'[...] ÍÚ¯ Ì„ ÏÚ „ÓÚ˙ ‡Ï [...] ÏÈÎ¯ ÍÏ˙ ‡Ï' ÌÈËÙ˘Ó‰
.ÌÈÓ„ ˙ÎÈÙ˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ
ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ ÂÈ‡ (˙ÂÏÈÎ¯Â Ú¯‰ ÔÂ˘Ï ¯ÂÒÈ‡) ÏÈÎ¯ ˙ÎÏÏ ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ ÔÓ „ÓÏ‰ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰
ÏÎ ˙‡ ¯ÓÂÏ ÂÈÏÚ ‰ÂÂˆÓ Û‡Â Ì„‡Ï ¯˙ÂÓ Ô‰·˘ ˙Â·ÈÒ ˘È ,‰·¯„‡ .ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á
.˙ÏÂÊ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈˆÈÓ˘Ó‰ ÌÈÈÏÈÏ˘ ÌÈ¯·„ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ÂÊ ˙Ó‡ Ì‡ Ì‚ Â˙ÏÂÊ ÏÚ ˙Ó‡‰
˙Ó ÏÚ ¯ÙÒÏ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˙Â·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ˙Â·ÈÒ Ô˙Â‡ ÏÎ ˙‡ Ë¯ÙÓ 'ÌÈÈÁ ıÙÁ'‰
ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ˙ÓÈÈÒÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .ÍÈ„ÏÈÏ ‰¯ÂÓ ˙¯ÈÁ· ;ÍÂ„È˘ ;˜ÒÚ· ˙ÂÙ˙Â˘ :¯È‰Ê‰Ï
˙ÏÚÂ˙ ˘ÈÂ' ¯Á‡‰ ÔÚÓÏ ÏÂÚÙÏ È„Î ¯È‰Ê‰ÏÂ ¯ÙÒÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ ˙˘‚„‰·
65.'¯·„·
‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,'·˙Î·˘ ‰¯Â˙'‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙ÈÁ·Ó ÈÎ ‡ÂÙ‡ ÌÈ‡Â¯ Â‡
ÔÂ˘Ï ¯ÂÒÈ‡ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ· ÔÂ„Ï ‰Ï ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ‡ˆÂÓ ˙„Â˜ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ,ÊË ,ËÈ ‡¯˜ÈÂ·
‰¯Â˙'Ï ‰ÂÙ ·Â˘ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ 'ÏÈÎ¯ ÍÏ˙' ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ „Óˆ ˙¯‰·‰ ¯Á‡Ï Ì‚ ÔÎÏ .Ú¯‰
˙Â·ÈÒ‰ ÏÚ ,È‰ÂÏ‡‰ Âˆ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÂÈË·È‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ‰¯ËÓ· '‰Ù ÏÚ·˘
.Â˙ÂÁ„Ï ÈÂ‡¯ Ô‰·˘ ÂÏ‡ ÏÚÂ ÂÓ˘ÈÈÏ ˘È Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰
Í˘ÙÎ ÌÈ·Ú ˙ÏÎ‡Â ÍÚ¯ Ì¯Î· ‡·˙ ÈÎ' – ‰Î ,‚Î ÌÈ¯·„ ,‡ˆ˙ ÈÎ ˙˘¯Ù .‚
'Ô˙˙ ‡Ï ÍÈÏÎ Ï‡Â ÍÚ·˘
66
,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· .‰Î ,‚Î ÌÈ¯·„· ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙Á˙ÂÙ '?¯·„Ó ·Â˙Î‰ ÈÓ·'
Â˘Ù'Î Â‰Ú¯ Ì¯Î· ÏÂÎ‡Ï ˙Â˘¯‰ ˙˙È ÂÏ ¯˘‡Â ‰¯Â˙‰ ‰ÂÙ ÂÈÏ‡˘ ‰Ê ‡Â‰ ÈÓ
ËÒ˜Ë‰ ?'ÂÚ·Â˘ Â˘ÙÎ' ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ „Óˆ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ˘È „ˆÈÎ ,ÛÒÂ·Â ?'ÂÚ·Â˘
.˙È‡¯˜Ó-¯˙·‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù· ¯ÊÚÈ‰Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙‡ Ô·¯„Ó ‰Ê‰ ÌÂÓÚ‰
‰˘ÚÓÏ˘ Ï‡·¯·‡ ÚÈˆÓ ,‰ÓÁÏÓ ÈÈ„· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ,‰˘¯Ù‰ ˙ÁÈ˙Ù ÍÓÒ ÏÚ
ÂÊ ‰Úˆ‰ ‰ÁÂ„ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .ÌÈÓ¯ÎÂ ˙Â„˘ ÏÚ ËÂ˘ÙÏ ÌÈÏÂÏÚ‰ ‡·ˆ È‡ˆÂÈ· ¯·Â„Ó
Â˘Â¯ÈÙÂ Ì"È·ÏÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÂ˘Ï‰ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ÍÓÒ ÏÚ ,ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Ú·Â˜Â

ÍÂ˘Ï ¯Âˆ – ·ÂË ˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÈÓÈ ·‰Â‡ ÌÈÈÁ ıÙÁ‰ ˘È‡‰ ÈÓ' :ÂË–‚È ,„Ï ÌÈÏ‰˙Ó ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ‰
.'Â‰Ù„¯Â ÌÂÏ˘ ˘˜· ·ÂË ‰˘ÚÂ Ú¯Ó ¯ÂÒ – ‰Ó¯Ó ¯·„Ó ÍÈ˙Ù˘Â Ú¯Ó
.278 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ 64
.279 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ 65
.„"È˘˙ ‡ˆ˙ ÈÎ ÔÂÈÏÈ‚Â 223–219 :ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ 66
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˜¯Â Í‡ ¯·Â„Ó˘ ,‰·Á¯‰· ‰‡È·Ó ‡È‰ Ì˙Â‡˘ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ 'ÈËÙ˘Ó-ÈÂÈ‚‰'‰
.¯Á‡ Í¯„ ¯·ÂÚ ÏÎÏ ‡ÏÂ ,ÂÈ¯ÙÓ ÏÂÎ‡Ï ¯˙ÂÓ ÂÏ ˜¯ .Ì¯Î· „·ÂÚ‰ ÏÚÂÙ·
‰¯È·ÒÓ ,'ÌÈ¯„‚ÂÓÂ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚·Â ˙Â‚ÈÈ˙Ò‰· ‡Â‰ Û‡ Ô˙È' ‰Ê ¯˙È‰ Í‡
ÍÈÏÎ Ï‡Â ÍÚ·˘ Í˘ÙÎ [...]' ˜ÂÒÙ‰ Ï˘ È˘‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ ÏÈ·‚Ó ÍÎÈÙÏ .ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
‰˘ÚÓÏ˘ ‰¯Â·Ò ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,'[...] ˙ÏÎ‡Â [...]' ,ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Â˜ÏÁ ˙‡ 'Ô˙˙ ‡Ï
.'‰ÏÈÏÊÏ ÂÏ ‰˙È˘ ÂÊ ˙Â˘¯ ÏˆÈ ‡Ï˘ ,ÏÎÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ÏÈ·‚‰Ï ˙˘˜·Ó ‰¯Â˙‰'
È"˘¯ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯·„ ˙‡ ‰‡È·Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,'ÍÚ·˘' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯È‰·‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ
67,Ë˘Ù‰ ÈÙÏ 'ÍÚ·˘ Í˘ÙÎ' ÈÂËÈ·‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ ÌÈ‡ ÌÓ‡˘ ,ÍÈ˘Ï‡‰ Ï˘Â
˙‡ ÂÈ·‰ ‰Ï‡ ‰˙Ú„Ï Í‡ ,('Í˘Ù ˙ÂÂ‡Î' ÂÈÈ‰„ ,„Á‡ ‚˘ÂÓ ÔÓÒÓ‰ „Á‡ ·ÈÎ)
˙È˜ÂÁ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÏÚÂÙ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÎ‡ ˙Ï·‚‰ ˙‡ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,·Â˙Î‰ Ï˘ '‰ÁÓ‰ ‰ÂÂÎ'‰
.'‰Ò‚ ‰ÏÈÎ‡ ‡ÏÂ – ÍÚ·˘ .‰ˆ¯˙˘ ‰ÓÎ – Í˘ÙÎ [ÏÎ‡˙]' :È"˘¯ .˙È¯ÒÂÓÂ
ÏÚ È"˘¯ Ô‚Ó ,(ÍÚ·˘ „Ú ˜¯ Ï·‡ – Í˘ÙÎ) ˙Â„‚ÂÓÎ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ È˙˘ ˙‡ Â˘¯Ù·
˜ÏÁ‰ ‰˘Â¯ÈÙ 'Í˘Ù' ‰ÏÈÓ‰˘ Ò¯Â‚ ÍÈ˘Ï‡‰ .'˙È·‰ ÏÚ· Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂÎÊÂ Â˘ÂÎ¯'
:‰¯È·ÒÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .Í·˘ È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÈÁÂ¯‰
È¯Á‡ ,‰¯Â˙‰ Ô‡Î ‰È‚Ó ÍÈ˘Ï‡‰Â È"˘¯ Ï˘ Ì‰È˘Â¯ÈÙ ÈÙÏ ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎÓ
‡Ï˘ ˙È·‰ ÏÚ· Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂÎÊÂ Â˘ÂÎ¯ ÏÚ ,ÏÚÂÙ‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÏ˘Ï ‰‚‡„˘
„ÂÚ· ÂÏ ¯ÂÒ‡‰ ¯·„· „·ÂÚ˘ ÈÓ Ï˘ ÈÂÈÚ Ï·ÂÒ ‡‰È ‡Ï˘ – ÏÚÂÙÏ .ÂÚ‚ÙÈÈ
ÏÚ ÏˆÂÈ ‡Ï˘ – ˙È·‰ ÏÚ·Ï ;˙ÂÏÎÂ ˙Â‡Â¯ ÂÈÈÚÂ ÂÈÏ‡ ˙˜˜Â˙˘Ó Â˘Ù
68.ÌÈ¯‚¯‚ È„È
˙˜Ù˙ÒÓ ‰È‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰Î ,‚Î ÌÈ¯·„· ·Â˙Î‰ ˙‡ ¯È‰·‰Ï ‰‡Â·· ,ÔÎ Ì‡
˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ·‰ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ¯Â¯È·· Â‡ (?·Â˙Î‰ ÔÂÂÎÓ ÈÓÏ) ÌÂÓÚ‰ È‰ÂÏ‡‰ Âˆ‰ ˙¯‰·‰·
.ÂÙ˜È‰ ˙‡Â ‰ÂÂˆÓ·˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ˙¯˙ÂÁ ‡È‰ .('ÍÚ·˘ Í˘ÙÎ')
˙Ú‚ÂÂ ˙¯Á‡ ‰˘¯ÙÓ ˙‡·ÂÓ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ˘) ÏÈÚÏ Â‡·‰˘ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„‰ ˘ÂÏ˘·
˙˘¯Ù· Ú¯‰ ÔÂ˘Ï ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ,ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ˙˘¯Ù· ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰‚‰Ï ˙ÂÎÊ :¯Á‡ ÌÂÁ˙·
Ô·¯„Ó ÌÈÙ ‰ÓÎÏ ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ·Â˙Î‰ (‡ˆ˙ ÈÎ ˙˘¯Ù· ˜ÈÒÚÓÂ ÏÚÂÙ ÈÒÁÈÂ ÌÈ˘„˜
ÂÈ‡¯ ‰¯˜ÓÂ ‰¯˜Ó ÏÎ· ÌÓ‡ .Â¯È‰·‰Ï È„Î ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙Ï ˙ÂÙÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙‡
ÔÈ·‰Ï ˙¯˙ÂÁ ‡Ï‡ ,„·Ï· ˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ·‰ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙¯‰·‰· ˙˜Ù˙ÒÓ ‰È‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘
˙ÂÂˆÓ· .˙Â¯Â„Ï ‰ÙÈ‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ·˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ,‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ '‰ÁÓ‰ ‰ÂÂÎ'‰ ˙‡
'ÏÈÎ¯ ÍÏ˙ ‡Ï' ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ;ÂÙ˜È‰Â ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰‚‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ „ÓÏ '˙¯˙ÁÓ· ·‚‰'
Ì¯Î· ‡·˙ ÈÎ' ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ;(Â˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ Ì‚Â) ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ˙¯ÈÓ˘ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ Û˜È‰ „ÓÏ
.Â˜ÈÒÚÓÏ ÏÚÂÙ ÔÈ· È„„‰ „Â·Î Ï˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ „ÓÏ 'ÍÚ¯
˙ÂË¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÁ‰‰ ÏÎ ¯Á‡ ˙‡ÏÓÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒ·˘ ˜ÙÒ ÏÎ ÔÈ‡
.˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ‰ÁÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ‰ÙÂÓ‰ ‰Î¯„‰ ÔÂÏÚ Â˙Â‡·
,'„·Ï· ‰ËÂ˘Ù‰ Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙·‰·Â ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡È¯˜· ˙˜Ù˙ÒÓ' ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡ Ô‡Î Ì‚
‰·ÈÁ¯Ó ,ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰¯È„‚Ó ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙ „ˆÈÎ' „ÓÂÏÏ ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ‰ÏÓÚ ‡È‰Â
.222 :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ 67
.Ì˘ :Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ 68
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·Â˙Î‰ Ï˘ Ë˘Ù‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ 69.'Ô˙ÏÂÁ˙ Û˜È‰ ˙‡ ˙Ú·Â˜ ,˙Â˘È¯„‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈ„‚Ó Â‡
˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú· ÌÈ·Á¯ÂÓ ÌÈÂÈ„Ï ˙‡ˆÂÈ ‡È‰ ÂÓÓ .„·Ï· Ô‚ÂÚ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ¯Â·Ú ‰ÂÂ‰Ó
˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ,(‰ËÓÂ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ÔÓ) ‰ÓÈ„˜ „ÈÓ˙ ‰ÈÙ .˙Â¯Â„Ï ÌÈÙÈ‰ ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈÎ¯Ú·Â
70,(‰ÏÚÓÂ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ÔÓ) ˙È¯ÂÁ‡ ¯Â˙ÁÏ ˙ÈÈÂÚÓ ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡Â ,‰È˙Â¯Â„Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰
Ï˘ Â˙ÂÂ‰˙‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ ,ÌÂ„˜‰ Á¯ÊÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˜È˙Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ¯·Ú Ï‡
.ÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ‡¯˜Ó‰
˙˙¯˘Ó ÌÂ„˜‰ Á¯ÊÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ¯·Ú Ï‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰¯È„‰ ‰˙ÈÈÙ Ì¯·
‰ÁÈ˙Ù· ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï .ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ ÈÈÚ· ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ‰¯˜ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏÚ‰Ï ‡È‰Â ˙Á‡ ‰¯ËÓ
˙Ú„ÏÂ) 71'˙È˘Â‡ ‰¯·Á ÏÎ· ‰¯ÂÒ‡ ‰·È‚'˘ ‰„ÂÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ˙˘¯ÙÏ
ÏÚ ˙„ÓÂÚ ‡È‰ „ÈÓ Í‡ ,('Á È· ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ú·˘'· ‰ÏÂÏÎ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ‡È‰ Ô"·Ó¯‰
:˙ÂÓÂ‡‰ È˜ÂÁ ÔÈ·Ï ‰¯Â˙‰ È˜ÂÁ ÔÈ· ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó‰ ÌÈÏ„·‰‰
ÌÈ˙Á Ï˘Â ÌÈÏ·· Ï˘ ˙Â˜ÂÁ Ô˙Â‡ ,˙ÂÓÂ„˜‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡‰ Ï˘ Ô‰È˙Â˜ÂÁ·Â
,˙Â·È‚ ÌÈ¯ÒÂ‡‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÁ Â‡ˆÓ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘‰ ÌÈÚ·˘ Í˘Ó· ÂÏ‚˙˘
Ì˘ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ‰ ÌÈÂ˘˘ ‡Ï‡ ,ıÙÁ ÏÎ ˙·È‚Â ÌÈÈÁ ÈÏÚ· ˙·È‚Â Ì„‡ ˙·È‚
ÔÈ·Â Â˙¯Â˙· ·‚ ÈÈ„ ÔÈ· ÌÈÚÈ¯ÎÓ‰ ÌÈÏ„·‰‰ „Á‡ [...] .Â˙¯Â˙ È˘ÂÚÓ
Â‡ ¯È˘Ú ˙È·Ó ·Â‚ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰ ‰¯Â˙· ÔÈ‡˘ ‡È‰ ˙ÈÏ··‰ ‰˜ÂÁ· ·‚ ÈÈ„
,·‚Ï ˙ÂÂÓ ÔÈ„ ÔÈ‡˘ ,¯ÓÂÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ÔÈ‡Â] ,Ô‰Î ˙È·Ó Â‡ ÍÏÓ ˙È·Ó ,ÈÚ ˙È·Ó
(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰) 72.[˙Â˘Ù ·Â‚Ï ‡Ï‡
˙‡ ¯È‰·‰Ï ‰˙Â‡ ˙ˆÏ‡Ó ÌÂ„˜‰ Á¯ÊÓ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰‚È¯Á‰ ‰˙ÈÈÙ
:‰ÈÚÈÓ
ÔÈ‡ Ì‚Â ,‰Ê ¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÚÓ Ì„˜ ÈÓÚ È˜ÂÁÏ Â˙¯Â˙ È˜ÂÁ ˙‡ÂÂ˘‰ ÔÈ‡
;ÂÊÎ ‰¯È˜ÁÏ ÔÂ˘‡¯ È‡˙ ‡‰È˘ ,Ì„˜ ÈÓÚ ˙ÂÙ˘· ‰ÚÈ„È ÏÎ ˙¯·ÁÓÏ
˙‚ÂÚÓ ÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ‡¯˜Ó‰ Ï˘ '‰ÁÓ‰ ‰ÂÂÎ'‰˘ Û‡ ÏÚ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙ÈÁ·Ó˘ ÂÈ‡¯
,˙¯˙ÁÓ· ·‚‰ Ï˘ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰Ó‚Â„· .ÂËÂ˘Ù ÈÙÏ (˜¯) ˘¯Ù˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ ,È‡¯˜Ó‰ ·Â˙Î·
˘Ó˘‰ ‰Á¯Ê Ì‡' ÁÂÓÏ '˘Ó˘Î ÍÏ ¯Â¯· Ì‡' Ï˘ È¯ÂÙËÓ‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÙÈ„ÚÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
˙‡ Ì‚ Í‡ ,Ú¯‰ ÔÂ˘ÏÂ ˙ÂÏÈÎ¯ È¯ÂÒÈ‡ ˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂÎ '‰ÁÓ‰ ‰ÂÂÎ'‰ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰Ó‚Â„· ;'ÂÈÏÚ
ÏÂ˜È˘· Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ÍÎ·Â ,(¯Á‡‰ ÏÚ Ô‚‰Ï È„Î) 'Ú¯‰ ÔÂ˘Ï' ˙Â¯È˙Ó‰ ˙Â·ÈÒ‰
¯·ÚÏ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ '‰ÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÂÎ' ,˙È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ‰Ó‚Â„· ;‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ÂÓ˘ÈÈ· ˙Ú„
Ô‚Â‰ ÒÁÈ ÁÈË·‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ('ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ') ‰·Â˙Î‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓÏ ¯·ÚÓ ‡È‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰
Ô·¯„Ó ‰˘˜‰ Â‡ ÌÂÓÚ‰ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ‰Ó„ Ì¯· .˜ÈÒÚÓ‰ ÈÙÏÎ Ì‚ Í‡ ÏÚÂÙ‰ ÈÙÏÎ
ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ¯Â¯· ‡Â‰˘ È‡¯˜Ó ËÒ˜Ë Ì‚ Í‡ ,˙Â¯Â„‰ È‡¯· ·Â˙Î‰ ˙‡ ˘Â¯„Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙‡
‰·¯‰Ï' Â·ÈÁ¯‰Ï ‰˙Â‡ Ô·¯„Ó ('ÏÂ˘ÎÓ Ô˙˙ Ï‡ ¯ÂÚ ÈÙÏ' „È ,ËÈ ‡¯˜ÈÂ· ·Â˙Î‰ ˙Ó‚Â„)
(.259–253 :‡¯˜ÈÂ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ÂÈÈÚ '¯ÂÚ ÈÙÏ' È·‚Ï) .'ÌÈÏÂ„‚ ÌÈ¯·„' Â· ˙ÂÏ‚ÏÂ 'ÌÈÂÂÈÎ
ÍÂ˙· '‡¯˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙ÈÓ‡‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰' .'Ó ,‚¯·È¯‚ ÂÈÈÚ .‚¯·È¯‚ Ï˘ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÁÂÓ
.349 :Ì˘ .˙Â„‰È‰ ÏÚÂ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ÏÚ
.262 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÂÈÚ .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
.263–262 :Ì˘ ,Ì˘

69

70
71
72
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˙Â˘·Â˘Ó ˙ÂÚ„ ‰·¯‰ ÍÎ ÏÎ ÂÈ˜Â˘· ˙ÂÎÏ‰˙Ó ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘·˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ Í‡
ÔÈÂÚÓ‰ ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙ‰Ï ıÂÁÏ È˙‡ˆÓ ,ÈÚÈ·¯Â È˘ÈÏ˘ ÈÏÎÓ ˙Â·Â‡˘
73.ÂÊ ‰˘¯Ù· ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ÌÈÂ¯Á‡‰ ÔÓ „Á‡ÏÂ ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÔÓ „Á‡Ï
74'‰ÓÎÁ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó' ˙‡ ˙ÒÈÈ‚Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙ÂÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ÔÂÈÚ‰ ¯˘˜‰· ,ÔÎ Ì‡

˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ ˙ÂÙÏ Í¯Âˆ‰ .‰¯Â˙‰ È˜ÂÁ Ï˘ (Ì˙ÂÂÈÏÚÂ) Ì„ÂÁÈÈ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ ˜¯
˙ÂÂ‰ÏÂ „ÓÂÏ‰ ÌÚ ˙Ù˙Â˘Ó ‰Ù˘ ‡ÂˆÓÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,È˙‡¯Â‰ ¯˜ÈÚ· ‡Â‰ ‰Ï‡
.„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ Â˙·È·Ò ÔÈ·Ï ‡¯˜Ó‰ ÌÏÂÚ ÔÈ· ¯˘‚
Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ·Ï ‡¯˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ· ¯˘‚Ï Í¯Âˆ‰ ,ÔÈÈˆÓ ‚¯·È¯‚˘ ÈÙÎ
È˙ÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÏÚ ‡Â‰ Â˙Ú„Ï Í‡ ,˙ÁÏˆÂÓ ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÈÂÈÁ Í¯Âˆ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰
˙Â·È˘Á· „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ÚÎ˘Ï Â‡Â·· È¯‰˘ .‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ‡˜ÂÂ„
75‰˜È¯ÂËÈ¯‰ ·ÈËÏ Ì‚ ·Ï ÌÈ˘˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ÔÎÏ .‰ÙË‰‰ ˙ÎÒ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ˙·¯Â‡ ,‰ÂÂˆÓ‰
.‰˘¯Ù ÏÎÓ ˙Á‡ ‰Ó‚Â„ ‡È· ·Â˘ .‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙Ë˜Â ‰·˘
¯ÚˆÂ ‰„·‡ ˙·˘‰ ÔÈÈÚ· – ‰ ,‚Î ˙ÂÓ˘ ,ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ˙˘¯Ù· .‡
ÌÈÈÁ ÈÏÚ·
‡È‰ .˙ÎÏ ‰˜ÈÁ¯Ó ÈÓÓ ˙˘¯„‰ ‰˘È¯„‰ ÔÈ‡ ‰„·‡ ˙·˘‰· ¯·Â„Ó˘Î
È‡ ÔÈ‡Â ÈÎ¯„ ÏÚ ÈÏ ‡È‰ ˙Ó„ÊÓ Ì‡ ˜¯ ‰„·‡Ï ˜˜ÊÈ‰Ï ÈÓÓ ˙˘¯Â„
Ì‰ Û‡ ÌÈ„‰ ¯˜ÁÓ È¯Ó‡Ó È˘Ï ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÙÓ ÌÈÈÏÂ˘‰ ˙Â¯Ú‰· .Ì˘ ,Ì˘ 73
ÍÂÓÒ·' 1903 ˙˘· ‡ˆÈ˘ ¯ÏÂÓ ¯˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ‡Â‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ .‰˜ÂÁ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ÌÈÏ„·‰·
¯Á‡Ï ,1950-· (¯„ÈÈÏ) „Â„ Ï˘ È˘‰Â ,'‡"Ò¯˙ ˙˘· (ÌÈÈÏ··‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘) Ì˙ÂÏ‚˙‰Ï
˙‡ ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÈ‡¯· ‰ÁÂ„' ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ .'Ì‰È˙ÂÂ˘ÏÂ ÌÈÓÂ„˜‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÁ‰ ˙¯È˜Á Ï˘ ÌÈ˘ Ï·ÂÈ'
Â·‡˘ Ì‰È˘˘ Â‡ È·¯ÂÓ'Á È˜ÂÁÓ ÌÈÚÙ˘ÂÓ ‰¯Â˙‰ È˜ÂÁ˘ Â¯·Ò ¯˘‡ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ˙ÂÚ„
˙‡·ÂÓ ÌÈÓÚ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ï‡ ÌÚ ‰¯Â˙‰ È˜ÂÁ ˙‡ÂÂ˘‰ Ï˘ ˙ÙÒÂ ‰Ó‚Â„ .'„Á‡ ÌÂ„˜ ¯Â˜ÓÓ
.(‚Î–·Î ,‚Î '·„) ¯„‰ ÔÈÈÚ· ‡ˆ˙ ÈÎ ˙˘¯Ù·
:‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ÏÏÎ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ·ÂÏÈ˘Ï ˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡ ˙Â˘È‚ ˘ÂÏ˘ ¯‡˙Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ 74
;˙ÈÁÂ¯ ˙ÂÏÏÂ·˙‰Ï ˘˘ÁÓ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙‰Â ‰¯Â˙ Ï˘ ‰ÓÏÂÚ· ˙Â¯‚˙Ò‰ (‡
‰Ù˘Ï ‰ÈÁ˜ÏÂ ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ÌÈÈ˙‡¯Â‰-ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈÎ¯ˆÏ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÏÂˆÈ (·
‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ ¯È‡‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ˘ ˙Ó‡ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó· ˘È˘ ‰¯Î‰ (‚ ;ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï‰˜ ¯Â·Ú ˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯
‰Ó‚Â„ .Roads to the Palace: 25–30 .'Ó ,˜ÊÂ¯ ÂÈÈÚ .ÌÈÙÒÂ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó È„·Â¯ ‰· ˙ÂÏ‚ÏÂ
È‡¯˜Ó‰ ·Â˙Î‰ ˙‡ ¯È‡‰Ï È„Î ÂÈÈ‰„ ,‰Â¯Á‡‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ÈÙÏ ‰ÓÎÁ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ·ÂÏÈ˘ Ï˘
Ô‡Ó ÒÓÂ˙ ÈÓ¯‚‰ ¯ÙÂÒ‰ Ï˘ 'ÈÏËÓÂÂÓ'‰ Â¯Â·ÈÁ· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ Â·ÂÏÈ˘ ‡Â‰ ,˙‡˘ ¯˙È·
ÂÈÈÚ .È‡¯˜Ó‰ ·Â˙Î ˙‡ 'ÏÂ„‚ ¯Â‡· ¯È‡‰Ï ÁÈÏˆ‰' ‡Â‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,ÛÒÂÈ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ‰˙‡¯Â‰·
.Á"Î˘˙ ;'‰·ÂË ‰ˆÚ' Á"˘˙ ·˘ÈÂ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚
˙‡ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÏÚ‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ê‰ Ì¯Â‚‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÊÓ ÌÈ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯Â ˜ÂÒ˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ 75
ÏÂÏÎÓ· ·Â˘Á Ì¯Â‚ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò Â‡ ,‰ÈˆÈ¯Ë˜Â„È‡ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï È˙‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰
‘Should .1992 .'· ,ÔÊÁ Ì‚ ÂÈÈÚ .·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙ ÂÏ ÌÈ˘È„˜Ó Â‡ ÔÎÏÂ ,ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ Ì‰ Ì‰ÈÏÚ˘
We Teach Jewish Values?’, Studies in Jewish Education, Vol. 6. Jerusalem: The Magnes
Press: 66–83
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‡Â·Ï ÈÓÓ ˘¯„ Â‡˘Ó ˙Á˙ ı·Â¯‰ ¯ÂÓÁ‰ È·‚Ï .‰È¯Á‡ ÛÂ„¯Ï ‰ÂÂˆÓ
‰· ÍÏÂ‰ È‡ ¯˘‡ ÈÎ¯„Ó ¯ÂÒÏ ÈÏÚ ˘ÈÂ ,˜ÂÁ¯Ó Â˙Â‡ È˙Â‡¯· Ì‚ Â˙¯ÊÚÏ
‰˜È¯Ù·˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ?‰ÓÏÂ .ÂÈÏÚÓ ˜Â¯ÙÏ È„Î ˙È„„ˆ Í¯„Ï Â‡ ÏÈ·˘Ï ˙ÂËÏÂ
˙ÂÈ¯Á‡‰ ¯˘‡ ‡Â‰ – ÈÁ‡ – Ì„‡‰ ˜¯ ‡Ï .ÌÈÈÁ ÏÚ· ¯Úˆ ˙Ï˜‰ ˘È
Â˙ÈÈ¯· – ÌÈÈÁ ÈÏÚ· Ì„ ‡Ï‡ ,ÈÓÂÏ˘Ï È‡¯Á‡ Ì‚ ‡Â‰Â ÈÏÚ ˙ÏËÂÓ ÂÓÂÏ˘Ï
76.Â¯Úˆ ÏÚÓ Ï˜‰Ï ÈÏÚ ÏËÂÓ – 'ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ÏÎ ÏÚ ÂÈÓÁ¯' ¯˘‡ ,‰"·˜‰ Ï˘
(¯Â˜Ó· ˙Â˘‚„‰‰)
Á˜Ï· ‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ‡È‰ ÍÎ·Â ,„ÈÁÈ ÔÂ˘‡¯ ÛÂ‚Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙˘¯„ ÂÊ ‰Ó‚Â„·
˙È˘È‡ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰ 'È‡'· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ Ì¯· .ÌÈ·Â˙Î‰ ÔÓ ‰ÏÂÚ‰
‰ÂÓË‰ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙‡Â) ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ˜ÈÁ¯Ó ‡Â‰ ÍÎ ÌÚ „·· „·Â ,ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ ¯Â·Ú
,‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÂÓÎ ,‡Â‰˘ ÂÓˆÚ ˙ÂÁÂÎ· ÔÈ·‰Ï „ÓÂÏ‰ ÏÚ .'‡¯Â˜'‰ ÔÓ ‰Ó ˜Á¯ÓÏ (Â·
.ÔÂÈÚ‰ ÔÓ ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ¯ÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÔÚÓ‰ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó
¯„‰ ÔÈÈÚ· – „Î–·Î ,‚Î ÌÈ¯·„ ,‡ˆ˙ ÈÎ ˙˘¯Ù· .·
˙Â‡ÏÓÓ‰ „È˙Ú‰ ÈÙÏÎ ˙ÂÙÈÂ ˙Â‡ ˙ÂËÏÁ‰· ¯Î˙˘‰Ï Ì„‡Ï Ï‡ :¯ÂÓ‡Ï
ÂÚˆÂ· ‡Ï ÍÎ ¯Á‡ Ì‡Â ,'·ÂË ÔÂˆ¯' ‡ÏÓ˘ ÈÓ Ï˘ ·¯ ˜ÂÙÈÒ Â˙Â‡
ÌÁ˙Ó – È·ÓÂÙ· ˙ÂÊ¯Î‰‰ ,˙ÂÈ‚È‚Á‰ ˙Â¯‰ˆ‰‰ ,˙ÂÁË·‰‰ ,˙ÂËÏÁ‰‰
¯ÒÂÁ È·‚ÏÂ ;‡Â‰‰ È‚È‚Á‰ Ú‚¯· ÂÈÏÚ ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ÁÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÓÓÂ¯˙‰· Ì„‡‰
˙Ú ÏÎ· ˙ÓÂÊÓÂ ‰ÎÂÓÂ Â·Ï ˙‡ ˙‡ÏÓÓ ÂÓˆÚ ÈÙÏÎ ˙ÂÁÏÒ‰ Ô‰ ‰Ó˘‚‰‰
,'ÌÈÈÎË ÌÈ˜ÂÓÈ'Â 'ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰' ,˙Â‡Ï˙Ó‡Â ÌÈˆÂ¯È˙ ÂÏ ËÈ˘Â‰Ï
ÔÂˆ¯‰Â ;'Â· ˙ÂÈÂÏ˙ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙Â·ÈÒ' ÏÚÂ '˙ÂÈÁ¯Î‰ ˙ÂÚÈÓ' ÏÚÂ ˙ÏÂÎÈ È‡ ÏÚ
77.ÂÏ ¯ÙÂÎÈ Â˙ÂÎÊ·Â ÂÈÏÚ ÍÎÂÒ ‡Â‰ Ô‰ ¯„‰ ˙Ú˘· Â· ÌÚÙ˘ ·ÂË‰
(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰)
ÛÂ‚· ‡Â‰ ÁÂÒÈ‰Â ÏÈ‡Â‰ .'Ì„‡‰' ¯Â·Ú Á˜Ï‰ ˙‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙ÁÒÓ ÂÊ ‰Ó‚Â„·
‡Â‰˘ ¯Á‡ Ï‡ ÁÎÂÂ ÌÈÂÒÓ ‡¯Â˜Ó ¯ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÈÁ¯‰Ï ‰ÁÈÏˆÓ ‡È‰ ,„ÈÁÈ È˘ÈÏ˘
˜Á¯‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ˙Â¯È‡˘Ó ˙˘¯ÂÙ ‡È‰ Ô˙Â‡˘ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„‰ Ì‚ ÔÎÏ .˜ÁÂ¯ÓÂ ÈÓÈÂ‡
˙‡Â) ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ·¯˜Ï ÈÂ˘Ú‰ ,ÛÒÂ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ˙‡ .„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ È˘È‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÓ
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰¯È‡˘Ó ,„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ È˘È‡‰ ÂÓÏÂÚÏ (ÂÓÓ ÌÈÏÂÚ‰ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ‰
.ÂÓˆÚ „ÓÂÏÏ
‰ÈÈÙ· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙Á˙ÂÙ ,· ,ËÈ ‡¯˜ÈÂ ,ÌÈ˘Â„˜ ˙˘¯Ù· ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˙‡ Í‡ .‚
:‡¯Â˜‰ Ï‡ ‰¯È˘È
,ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ·ˆÓ· ,ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÏÈ‚· Ï‡¯˘È Ï‡ ‰ÂÙ ‰˘¯Ù‰˘ ÍÎÏ ·Ï Ì˘ÂÈ
ËÙÂ˘ Í˙ÂÈ‰· ,·È¯˜Ó‰ Ô‰ÂÎ Í˙ÂÈ‰· ÍÈÏ‡ ‰ÂÙ ‡È‰ .˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ˜ÒÚ˙‰·
.318 :˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÂÈÈÚ 76
.216–215 :ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ 77

131

ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁ Ï˘ ˙È˙‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˙˘Ó

¯ÈÚˆ Ï‡ ,ÌÈÈÁ· Ì„ÂÚ ÂÈ¯Â‰ ¯˘‡ Ô·‰ Ï‡ ,ÔÈ„ ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ ÂÈÙÏ˘
Ï‡Â ¯Èˆ·Â ¯Èˆ˜ ˙Ú˘· ,‰ÚÈ¯Ê ˙Ú˘· ¯ÎÈ‡‰ Ï‡ ,Ô˜Ê Ï˘ ÂÎ¯„ ÏÚ ÔÓ„ÊÓ˘
(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘ ‰˘‚„‰‰) 78.ÂÈ˙ÂÁÂ˜ÏÏ Ï˜Â˘‰ ÈÂÂÁ‰
˙Â‡·ÂÓ‰ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„‰ Í‡ ,¯È˘È ÔÙÂ‡· „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï‡ ‰ÂÙ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ‰Ó„ Ô‡Î
ÏÚ 79.„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ‰·Â¯˜‰ ‰·È·Ò‰ ÔÓ ˙ÂÁÂ˜Ï ÔÈ‡Â ÌÓˆÚ ˙Â‡¯˜Ó‰ ÔÓ ˙ÂÁÂ˜Ï
,‰Ó‚Â„Ï .ÂÓÊÏÂ ÂÓÏÂÚÏ ·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÂÂÎ ˙‡ ·¯˜Ï È„Î ÛÒÂ ÌÂ‚¯˙ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ‡¯Â˜‰
Í¯ÂÚ ˙‡ ÛÈÒÂÈ ÈÏÂ‡ 'ËÙÂ˘'Ï ;Â˙ÏÈ‰˜· ˙¯˘Ó‰ ·¯Ï Ì‚¯˙Ï ÏÎÂÈ 'Ô‰Î'‰ ˙‡
,ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎÓ .‰‡Ï‰ ÔÎÂ ÌÈ˜ÒÚ‰ ÏÚ· ˙‡ 'ÈÂÂÁ'Ï ;È‡Ï˜Á‰ ˙‡ '¯ÎÈ‡'Ï ;ÔÈ„‰
˙Â˘¯„‰ ˙Â·ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ¯È‡˘Ó ÌÈ·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ Ì‰ÈÏÚ˘ „È‰ ÈÁÂÏ˘Ó ÔÂÈˆ
.ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ ÂÈÈÁÓ ÌÈÂÒÓ ˜Á¯Ó·
‰˜ÈÚÓ˘ È·¯Ó‰ „Â·Î‰ ÏÚ Â˙Ú„Ï ˙ÂÚÈ·ˆÓ ‰Î „Ú Â‡·‰˘ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„‰
,È˘È‡ ·Á¯Ó „ÓÂÏÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ˙Ë˜Â ‡È‰ ‰·˘ ‰˜È¯ÂË¯‰ È¯‰˘ ,„ÓÂÏÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
‰Ó' ,˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙‡ 80.'‰˘ÚÈ ,ÔÂÎÏ ‰‡¯È Ì‡Â ÌÈÙÈ – ‰ˆ¯È Ì‡' :¯ÂÓ‡Ï
ÂÏÂ ‰ÏÚÓ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ‡ ,'‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· ‚‰˙‰Ï ÍÈÏÚ „ˆÈÎ' Â‡ 'ÍÏ ¯ÓÂ‡ ‰Ê‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰
Á˙Ù˙Ó‰ Í˘Ó˙Ó È˘È‡ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‡È‰ (‰ÓÙ‰‰) ‰Ê˙ÈÒ‰˘ ÔÈ·Ó ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .˙Á‡ ÌÚÙ
ÌÂ˜Ó· Â·˙Î˘ ÈÙÎ .ÌÈ·¯ ÈÈÚÏ ˘Á¯˙‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú‰ ÈÚ‚¯ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÂÈ‡Â ,ÌÈ˘ Í¯Â‡Ï
:¯Á‡
Reflection and synthesis are the last two cognitive activities in the
final mode of interpretation. Reflection demands that students distance
themselves from what they have learned, so that at some time, they can
conceptualize, internalize and synthesize what they have learned on a
personal level [...] Mature readers know that reflection and synthesis
are lifelong processes and are often the culmination of many years of
experience.81

‡Ï ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ÌÚÂ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ ÌÚ ˙Â¯È˘È ˙ÓÚ˙‰Ï ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰·Â¯ÈÒ Í‡
‰˘Á ‡È‰˘ ÔÂÓ‡‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,„ÓÂÏÏ ˙˘ÎÂ¯ ‡È‰˘ „Â·Î‰ ÏÚ „ÈÚÓ ˜¯
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙ÚÈ„ÈÏ „ÓÂÏ‰ ÚÈ‚È ˜¯ Ì‡˘' ‰¯Â·Ò ‡È‰˘ ‰Ó„ .˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÈÙÏÎ
‡Â‰ .È˙ÈÓ‡ Û˜Â˙ Ì‰Ï ˘È [...] ÈÎ Ì‚ ÁÎÂÈ ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ï˘ ‰ÏÚ‰ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰
.210 :‡¯˜ÈÂ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÂÈÈÚ
Schwab, J. 1964. Problems, Topics and Issues. Education and the Structure of Knowledge.
Stanley Elam (ed.), Chicago: Rand McNally: 5–6

78
79

Ì‰È·‚Ï ÂÈ‡ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰˘'Â 'È˙„ ÔÂÈÒÈ' Ì‰Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ‰Ï‡ È·‚Ï ‰ÓÂ„ ÁÂ¯· ÌÈ¯·„ ‡Ë·Ó ¯·Â· 80
ÂÂ˘·ÎÓ ‰Ê È¯‰ – ÏÂ˜‰ ÈÂ„‡ Ì˘‰ ‡Â¯˜ÏÂ ˙Â„Â‰Ï Â·Ï Â‡ÏÓÈ Ê‡ Ì‡' :'‡ÓÏÚ· ‰ÏÈÓ ‡Ï‡
.‡¯˜Ó Ï˘ ÂÎ¯„ :ÍÂ˙· '?‰Ó ÌÂ˘ ÏÚ-‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙' .Á"Ï˘˙ .¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó ÂÈÈÚ .'ÂÏ˘
.361 :˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
Frankel, M. 1990. ‘A Typology for Biblical Literacy’, Studies in Jewish Education, vol. 81
5, Deitcher, H. and Tannenbaum, A. J. (eds.), Jerusalem: The Magnes Press
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ÔÈÚÎ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó‰) ‰·Â˙Î‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÂÎ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ‰‡Â·· ÔÎÏ 82.'·ÈÈÁ˙ÈÂ ÚÎ˙˘È
˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· '‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÎÏ‰'‰ È‰Ó ˙˜ÒÂÙ ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡ ,(˙·ÈÈÁÓÂ ‰ÁÓ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ˙È˙˘˙
‰„ÈÁÈ‰ Í¯„‰' ,'...·ÈÈÁ ‰˙‡') ˙Â‡¯Â‰· Â‡ ÌÈ·È˙Î˙· ÌÈÈ˙ÒÓ ÂÈ‡ ÔÂÈ„‰ .‰Â˙
˙‡ ˙Ó˙ÂÁ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ .˙‡ÊÓ ‰¯˙È .˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú·Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú· ‡Ï‡ ,(‰Ï‡· ‡ˆÂÈÎÂ '...‡È‰
Ì„ÂÓÈÏ ˙‡ ÂÎÈ˘ÓÈ ÌÈ‡¯Â˜‰˘ ˙Ó ÏÚ '‰˜ÓÚ‰ÏÂ ÔÂÈÚÏ ˙ÂÏ‡˘'· ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ ·Â¯
˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ ÌÈÂÈÚ· Ì‚ ÌÈÂÎ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„ .È‡ÓˆÚ ÔÙÂ‡·
˙‡ ‰ÚÈ·Ó ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· Ì‚˘ ÍÎ ,ÏÈÚÏ Â˜„·˘ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù·
.'‰Â¯Á‡‰ ‰ÏÈÓ‰'
‰ÚÈ¯ÎÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ÔÈ‡ ,„·Ï· ˙ÂÁÓ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ó ÌÈ·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ,˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚· ¯ÂÓ‡Î
ÌÈÓÚÙ ,‰·¯„‡ .˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ Â‡ ˙Â‡¯Â‰ ‰·È˙ÎÓ ‰È‡ Ì‚Â ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ¯Â·Ú
‰ÓÚ „ÁÈ ÚÂ·˜ÏÂ ‰ÏÈÚÙ ‰„ÈÓÏ· ÌÈÙ˙Â˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ‰ÈÓÊÓ ‡È‰ ˙Â·¯
˙Â˜„‰ ˙ÂÁ·‰‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏÂ Ì‰Ï ÌÈ‡¯‰ ÌÈÓÚË ÔÈ· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ,˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ÌÚË‰ ˙‡
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÏ ˙ÂÈÈÈÙÂ‡‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ‰ÓÎ ÔÏ‰Ï .ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈÚˆÂÓ‰ ÌÈÓÚË‰ ÔÈ·
:ÌÈÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙Â‡¯˜ÓÏ ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚·
'?ÚÂ„ÓÂ ¯˙ÂÈ ÍÈÈÚ· ˙È‡¯ ˙Â˘ÈÙ˙‰ È˙˘Ó ÂÊÈ‡'–
83'Ô‰ÈÏÚ „ÂÚ ÛÈÒÂ‰Â [...] Ú"·‡¯· ÌÈ‡·ÂÓ‰ ‚"Ò¯ ˙ÂÁÎÂ‰ ˙‡ ‡·‰' –

È"˘¯Ï ‰ÂÂÎ‰] Ì‰È˘Ó ‰Â˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ‰·Ó ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ÏÎÂ˙‰' –
(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰) 84?'[Â¯ÂÙÒÏÂ
„ÂÓÈÏ· Ô·ÂÏÈ˘ ÌˆÚ Í‡ ,È˘¯Ù‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙ˙˘Ó ‰Ï‡ ÔÂ‚Î ˙ÂÏ‡˘
,˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚· Ì‚ 85.‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Â„ˆÓ ˙È¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÂÚÈ‚ÙÂ ‰ÂÂÚ Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ
.'‰˙ÈÎ'· ˙È„ÚÏ·‰ ˙ÂÎÓÒÎ ‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰‚ÈˆÓ ‰È‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ,ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒ· ÂÓÎ

˙ÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ – È˘ ÌÂÎÈÒ
,˙ÂÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏÂ „ÂÓÏÏ ÌÈ˘˜·Ó‰ ‰Ï‡Ó ÈÈˆ¯ ÔÂÈÚ ˙Ú·Â˙ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
Ô‰Â ¯È‰‰ Ô‰) È‡¯˜Ó‰ ·Â˙Î‰ ‰„È„Ï .'Ì„‡ È· ÔÈ· ˙ÂÓÎÒÂÓ‰' Ô‰˘ ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ô˙Â‡
ÏÚ ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘ ÌÈ· ‰‚ÈÏÙÓ ‡È‰ ÂÓÓ˘ Ô‚ÂÚ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó (ÌÂÓÚ‰
ÔÂÈÚÏ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÓ‡Î Í‡ .˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ Ô‰ÈÙ˜È‰ ˙‡Â Ô‰È˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ˙Ó
È˙Ï·‰ „ÓÂÏÏ ˘¯È‰ Ï‡Ù¯ ÔÂ˘Ó˘ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ¯˘˜· „È·˘ È„È ÏÚ Â¯Ó‡ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„ 82
‰˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ¯˘˜· ÌÈÂÎ ËÏÁ‰· ÌÈ¯·„‰˘ ‰‡¯ ÂÏ .Ì‰ÈÈÓÏ 'ÌÈÈÓÈ·'Ï ÂÈÈ‰„ ,·ÈÂÁÓ
˙Â‚‰‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ .1977 .¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ ,„È·˘ ÂÈÈÚ) .ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒ· ÔÂ¯ÈË‰ „ÓÂÏÏ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘
.294 :„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰Â ¯˙Î :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰˘„Á‰ ˙Ú· ˙È„Â‰È‰
.'‚ ‰Ï‡˘ ,·"˘˙ :Ì˘ ;'„ ‰Ï‡˘ ,Í"˘˙ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ ÂÈÈÚ 83
.'‚ ‰Ï‡˘ ,Â"˘˙ ÌÈ˘Â„˜ ÔÂÈÏÈ‚ ÂÈÈÚ 84
Scheffler, I. 1966. ‘Philosophical Models of Teaching’ in idem. (ed.), Philosophy and 85
Education, Boston: Allyn and Bacon Inc.
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ÌÈÏÂÏÚ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ì‰ ÔÈ‡Â ,˙È˘¯Ù‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ¯˜ÈÚ· Ì‰
ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú‰ ˙¯‰·‰ .Â˙˘Â„˜ ÏÚÂ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙Â„Á‡ ÏÚ ÌÈÈ‡Ï
‰Ù˜È‰ÏÂ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˜ÓÂÚÏ „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù˘ÂÁ ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰·Â˙Î‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ· ÌÈÂÓË‰
‡Ï ¯ÂÂÈÚ ÈÙÏ') ˙Â·ÂË ˙ÂˆÚÎ ÂÈÙ ÏÚ ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó ÔÎÏ .'‰ÎÏ‰' ‰˙ÂÈ‰Ï Ì‚ ‡Ï‡
Ï˘ '˙ÈÚ·Ë'‰ Â˙ÂÈ˘Â‡Ó ˙ÂÚ·Â‰ ,(‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ 'ÍÓÚ· ÏÈÎ¯ ÍÏ˙ ‡Ï' ,'ÏÂ˘ÎÓ Ô˙˙
˙Â¯È¯˘· ˙ÂÈÂÏ˙ ˙ÂÂ˘‡¯‰ .ÔÂÈÏÚ Âˆ· ˙Â˘¯˘ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ Ô‰ ,Ì„‡‰
˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰˘ „ÂÚ· ,(‡Ï ÈÏÂ‡ ¯ÁÓ ,ÈÚÏ ‚‡„‡ ÌÂÈ‰) ‡Â‰ ÂÂˆ¯·Â Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â·Ï
‰ÁÂ„ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ‡ÂÙ‡ ¯Â¯· .ÔÂÈÏÚ Ï‡ Ï˘ ÂÂˆ¯ ˙‡ ˙ÂÚÈ·ÓÂ ˙Ú ÏÎ· ÂÈÏÚ ˙ÂÏËÂÓ
È˜ÂÁ Ï˘ ‰ÈÓÂÂ‡˙‰ ˙‡ ‰ÓÂ˜Ó· ‰·ÈˆÓÂ „ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ ˙‡
˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰ÈÁ·Ó Ô‰ÈÏ‡Ó ˙Â·ÂÓÎ ÂÏ ˙Â‡¯‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ô˙Â‡· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙‡ÊÂ ,‰¯Â˙‰
,˙Â‡¯Â‰ ‰·È˙ÎÓ ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ Í‡ .'˙ÂÈËÙ˘Ó‰' ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙È˘Â‡Â
ÂÈÈÁ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ Â˙Ú„ ÏÂ˜È˘ ÈÙÏ ÌÓ˘ÈÈÏ ˘È˘ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ‰¯È„‚Ó ‡Ï‡
.‡Â‰

ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰
ÁÒÂ· ‡¯˜Ó‰ – ¯„‚ÂÓ ÔÎÂ˙ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÏ˘ ÂÈ‡¯ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰·
ÒË˜Ë‰ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ ÔÂÓË Ô‡Î ,Ì¯· .‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ ÁÈ˘· ‰¯ÂÒÓ‰
ÔÚËÓ ÏÚ· ÔÎÂ˙ Â‰Ê „Á‡ „ˆÓ .˘„ÁÓ‰Â ˘¯Â„‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˜È˙Ú‰Â ˘„Â˜Ó‰
ÌÈÂÂ‚ÓÂ ÌÈ·¯ ˙ÂÏÂ˜ ÚÈÓ˘Ó‰ ÁÈ˘-·¯ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ‡Â‰ È˘ „ˆÓ Í‡ ,˜‰·ÂÓ È˙¯ÂÒÓ
ÌÈ‚Â‰Ï ‰ÂÂÎ‰ – ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰·) ÌÈ˘„Á ˙ÂÏÂ˜ ÂÈÏ‡ Û¯ˆÓ‰Â
ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÔÎÏ 86.(È˘¯Ù‰ ÁÈ˘Ï Ì‰ Û‡ ÌÈÓ¯Â˙‰ ,‰˘„Á‰ ˙Ú‰ ÔÓ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁÏÂ
˙Â¯Â˜Ó ˙‡Ê ÌÚ .ÔÓÊ‰ Í¯Â‡Ï Á˙Ù˙‰Ï ÍÈ˘ÓÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,ÌÂ˙Á ÂÈ‡ ¯„‚ÂÓ‰
.ÂÈ˙Â¯Â˘Ï ÌÈÏ·˜˙Ó ÌÈ‡ Â˙Â‡ ÔÎÒÏ ÌÈÏÂÏÚ‰
È‡ÓˆÚ „ÓÂÏ ÁÙËÏ ÔÂˆ¯‰ ÔÈ· :ÌÈÂÒÓ Á˙Ó ¯ÎÈ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰„Â˙Ó· Ì‚
ÛÂ˘ÁÏÂ) ‰¯Â˙ „ÓÂÏÎ Â˙Â‡ ¯È˘Î‰Ï ‰·ÂÁ‰ ÔÈ·Ï („·Ï· ˙ÂÁÓ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÂÏ ˙˙ÏÂ)
„ÓÂÏÏ ÌÈ„ÚÂÈÓ‰) ˙ÂÂÈÏÈ‚· ÔÎÏ .(˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡‰ Ô‰È˙Â·Â˘˙ÏÂ ˙ÂÈÂ‡¯ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï Â˙Â‡
ÌÚ „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ÈÚˆÓ‡ È˙Ï· ˘‚ÙÓ ˙Â·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÁÓ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ˙Â‡·ÂÓ (Ì„˜˙Ó‰
ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· .„ÓÂÏ‰ ¯Â·Ú ÚÈ¯ÎÓ ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÈÏ·Ó ˙‡Ê ,ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó
È˘¯Ù‰ ÁÈ˘-·¯· ‡ÏÓ Û˙Â˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÔÓÊÂÓ Û‡ „ÓÂÏ‰ (˙ÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÔÂ‚Î)
ÔÓÂÈÓ „ÓÂÏÏ ÌÈ„ÚÂÈÓ‰) ÌÈÂÈÚ‰ È¯ÙÒ· .˙È˘¯Ù‰ ˙¯˘¯˘Ï Â˜ÏÁ ˙‡ ÌÂ¯˙ÏÂ
‰Ï‡˘· Á˙ÂÙ ÔÂÈÚ‰ ;‰˙ÈÁ·Ó ÈÂ‡¯‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÈ‚„Ó (˙ÂÁÙ
Ï˘ Û„ÚÂÓ‰ ÔÂ¯˙Ù‰ ·Â¯ÏÂ ,˙ÂÂ¯˙Ù ¯ÙÒÓ ÚÈˆÓÂ (˙ÈÎ¯Ú Â‡ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë)
˙Â‡·ÂÓ‰ ,'‰˜ÓÚ‰ÏÂ ÔÂÈÚÏ ˙ÂÏ‡˘' È¯‰˘ .‰¯Â‡ÎÏ .ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˙‡ Ì˙ÂÁ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
ÌÈ¯ÙÂÒ È˘¯Ù‰ ÁÈ˘-·¯Ï ˙ˆÓ‡Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ÂÈ‡¯ ,È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÔÂ‚Î ,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· 86
Â· ÈÏ¯·ÈÏ‰ ·¯‰ ÔÂ‚Î) ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ· ÌÈÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ ÔÎÂ (¯·Â·Â ,ÊÊ‰ ,ÔÂ‚Ú ÂÓÎ) ÌÈ‚Â‰Â
.(·˜ÚÈ
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ÈÏ· È‡ÓˆÚ ÔÙÂ‡· Â„ÂÓÈÏ ˙‡ ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÓÊÓ ,ÔÂÈÚÏ ÁÙÒÎ
ÔÈ‡˘ ‡Â‰ ÔÂÈÚ· ÈÂÓÒ‰Â ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ Á˜Ï‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ˘ ÍÎ ,‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰„Â˙ÓÏ Í‡ !Â„ÂÓÈÏ· ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï „ÓÂÏ‰ ÏÚÂ ,ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ÌÂ˙ÁÏ
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰·˘ ‰˜È¯ÂË¯‰ ‡Â‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ :ÌÈÙÒÂ ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈË·È‰ È˘ ÌÈÂÈÚ·
ÏÚ˘ ÂÈ‡¯ .‰ÈÈÚ· ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ Ì‰˘ ÌÈÁ˜Ï‰ ˙‡ ÁÒÏ ‰‡Â·· ˙˘Ó˙˘Ó
‰·Â¯˜‰ Â˙·È·ÒÓ ˜Á¯Ó ˙¯ÓÂ˘ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˜È¯ÂË¯‰ ,˙È˘¯„‰ ‰˙ÓÈ Û‡
„ÓÂÏÏ ‡ÏÂ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡· È„Â‰ÈÏ ˙ÈÙÂÓ ‡È‰ ,‰·¯„‡ .˙ÓÈÈ‡Ó ‰È‡Â „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘
‡Â‰ È˘‰ Ë·È‰‰ .ÌÈÂÒÓ È˙„ Ì¯ÊÏ ˙ÎÈÈ˘ ¯˘‡ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÏÈ‰˜· ¯·Á‰ ÌÈÂÒÓ
˙˘‚Ï „ÓÂÏÏ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰Â ‰È¯Â·ÈÁ Í¯Â‡ ÏÎÏ ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈ‡ÏÓ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó‰ È‡¯Ó
.ÂÁÂ¯ ÏÚ ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ÏÎÎ Ì‰· ˜ÈÓÚ‰ÏÂ 87(˙˜ÂÏÁÓ· ÌÈÈÂ˘‰ ‰Ï‡Ï Ì‚) ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ
Á¯Â‡Ï ÔÓ‡‰ È„Â‰È „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ÁÏˆÂÓ‰ ÂÎÂÈÁÎ ‰‡Â¯ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘ ˜ÙÒ ÔÈ‡
˙È· Ï˘ È˙‡¯Â‰‰ ¯˘˜‰·Â ,ÈÂÈÚ ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ· ‡È˜·‰ „ÓÂÏ ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ È˙ÎÏ‰ ÌÈÈÁ
˙·‰Î ‰¯È„‚Ó ‡È‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ È„ÚÈ ˙‡ .ÌÈ˘¯ÂÙÓ ÌÈ¯·„ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ¯ÙÒ‰
„ÚÈ ÌÈÈ˜ Ì‡˘ ÍÎ ,‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ „ÈÓ˙Ó‰ ÁÈ˘· È‡¯˜Ó‰ ÒË˜Ë‰
‡Â‰ ‰Ê „ÚÈ ,˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙¯˙ÂÁ Â˙‡¯˜Ï˘ 'È·ÈËÓ¯Â'
È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏÏ ÌÈÏÎ ˙ÈÈ˜‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÈ¯Â‡Ï ˙ÂÈÂÓÂÈÓ ˙˘ÈÎ¯
.Í˘Ó˙ÓÂ
ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ È‚ÂÒ È˘˘ ˙Â„‚ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙ÂÈË‰˘ ‡ÂÙ‡ ÌÎÒÏ Ô˙È
‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ È¯˜ ,˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ ÌÚ ‰‰ÂÊÓ‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ .Ò˜Â„¯ÙÎ ˙Â‡Ë·˙Ó ‰˙ËÈ˘·
ÌÚ ‰‰ÂÊÓ‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰˘ „ÂÚ· ,ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜Â ÌÈÈÎ¯Ú ÌÈÁÂÓ· ˙˘¯„ ,˙ÈÁÏÂÙ‰
.˙È˙ÎÏ‰-˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó ˙˘¯„ ,˙ÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ,˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙„‰
ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‚¯·È¯‚ '‰È˙ÂÂˆÓÂ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ Ô˘Â·È‚ ˙„ÈÓÂ ÔÙ˜È‰ ˙Ï‡˘'Ï Â˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰·
:Ô‡Î ÂÙ˘Á˘ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙˘È‚ ˙‡ ‰¯ÈÎÊÓ‰ Í¯„· ‰Ê‰ Ò˜Â„¯Ù‰ ÏÚ
˙ÓÂÚÏ ˙„ ÔÂ‚Î ,ÌÈÈ·Ë˜ ÌÈ„Â‚È ˙„ÓÚ‰ ,ÌÈ˜ÏÁ‰Â ÌÈ„Á‰ ÌÈÁÂÒÈ‰
‰·È˘ÁÏ ,ÈÏÂ‡ ,ÌÈÓÈ‡˙Ó ,ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÓÂÚÏ – '‰ ˙„Â·ÚÂ ,ÌÊÈÓÂ‰
Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÚ·Ë· „ÁÈ ÌÈÎÂ¯Î‰ ÌÈ„Â‚È‰ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÂ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÈÈÚ· .˙ÈËÓ˙Ó
˙Â˘¯‰Â ÈÂÙˆ ÏÎ‰' .ÌÈ„‚È‰· Û˜˙˘‰Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ ÂÓÂÈ˜ È‡˙· ÌÈÚÂ·Ë‰Â
,'‰¯Ó‡˘ ÈÓÓ ˙Ó‡‰ ÚÓ˘' – ‰È˙Â¯ÈˆÈ ÏÎ Í¯Â‡Ï È˘‰ ËÂÁÎ ¯·ÂÚ‰ ÏÏÎ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÏ 87
ÔÈ‡ Ì‡ Ì‚ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯È‡Ó‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰Â ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ ‡È·‰Ï ˙ÒÒ‰Ó ‰È‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÂ
˙ÂÂˆÓ· .Ì˘ ,„ÚÈ·‡ ,Ô‰Î‰ :ÂÈÈÚ ,‰Ê ‡˘Â· ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙·Á¯‰Ï .'ÂÓÂÏ˘ È˘‡' ÌÚ ÌÈÓ Ì‰
‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ Ï˘ ¯˘ÂÈ ıÈÏÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÔÓÙÈÂ˜ ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÒÈÈ‚Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ „ˆÈÎ ÂÈ‡¯ ˙ÂÈÁÏÂÙ‰
Ï˘ Â¯Â·ÈÁÏ „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÙÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÈÚ˘È ‡È·‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· .Ï‡‰ ˙„Â·ÚÏ ¯˘˜· ˙È‡¯˜Ó‰
Ï˘ ˙Ë¯ÂÙÓ‰ ‰ÈÈÙ‰‰ Í‡ ,‰‡Â·‰ ˙ÈÈ‚ÂÒ· ÌÚÙÂ È˙Â¯ÙÒ-ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë ÔÈÚ· ÌÚÙ ÔÓÙÈÂ˜
¯ÙÒÏ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÏÚ ÔÓÙÈÂ˜ Ï˘ Â˙¯‰ˆ‰Ï „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ÏÈ·Â‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
:ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(‚È) ‰ÏÂ‡‚Â ‰ÓÁ È˜¯Ù· ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘ .1957 .' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏÂ .'Ó ,ÒÈÈÂ ÂÈÈÚ .‰ÈÚ˘È
¯·Â· Ï˘ ÂÈ¯Â·ÈÁ Ï˘ Ì·ÂÏÈ˘ È·‚Ï Ì‚ ‰ÂÎ ˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ .2–1 :Ó"Ú· '‰„Â‰È' ÒÂÙ„
.‡È‰ ‰È¯Â·ÈÁÏ ·˜ÚÈ Â· Ï˘ ÂÈ˘Â¯ÈÙÂ
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ÌÈ˜È„ˆ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ ‰·Â˘˙ ÈÏÚ·˘ ÌÂ˜Ó·' ,(Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ) '‰Â˙
È„‚È‰ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡Î – 'Â¯Ó˘ È˙¯Â˙Â Â·ÊÚ È˙Â‡ È‡ÂÏ‰' ,'„ÂÓÚÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‚
.˙ÈÓÈÙ ˙ÂÁÈ˙ÓÂ Ò˜Â„¯Ù ÈÈÂÂ¯ ,‰ÂÓ‡
‰·È˘Á ÂÏ Ï‚ÒÈ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÈÈÈÚ· ‰Â· ‰·˘ÁÓÏ ÌÈÂÂ˜ ˙ÂÂ˙‰Ï ˘˜·Ó‰
ÏÎÏ Û˜Â˙ ˙È˙Â ÂÈ¯·È‡Ï Ò˜Â„¯Ù‰ ÍÂ˙ÈÁ È„È ÏÚ Ì˙Ú˜Ù‰ ˙¯˙‰ .ÂÊÎ
‰‡Óˆ‰ ˘Ù‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÈÁˆÓ Í‡ ,ÔÂÈ‚È‰‰ ˙Â˘È¯„ ÏÚ ,ÈÏÂ‡ ,‰ÂÚ „ÂÁÏ ¯·È‡
(Ù"Ó – ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰) 88.ÌÈÈÁ ˙¯Â˙Ï
˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ÔÂÈÙ‡‰ ˙ÏÚ· ˙ÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ¯Â·Ú˘ ‡ÂÙ‡ ¯Â¯·
È¯·„ ‰Ï‡Â ‰Ï‡ – ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ï˘ ÔÂÈÙ‡‰ ˙ÏÚ· ˙ÈÁÏÂÙ‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰Â
‰ÂÂ˘ Ï˜˘Ó ˙˙Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘È¯„ ˙‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÈ˘‚Ó ÍÎ· .ÌÈÈÁ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡
.˙„Ó˙Ó ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„· Ì˙Â‡ „ÈÓÚ‰ÏÂ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈÈÂÈÁ‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ È˘Ï

¯·„ ˙È¯Á‡
˘Ó˘Ï ‰ÈÂ‡¯ ÌÈÈ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙Â‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙ËÈ˘˘ ‰‡¯ ,ÂÈÙ ÏÚ
ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÂÊ ˙Î¯ÚÓ· È¯‰˘ ;˙È˙„ ˙È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ· ¯˜ÈÚ· ˙ÙÂÓ
˜ÙÒ ÔÈ‡ .‰ÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡Ï Ô‰Â ‰È˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ Ô‰ ,˙È¯Â˙‰ ˙˘¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÚ ‰ÂÓÎ ÌÈ‰ÂÊÓ
ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙ËÈ˘ ,˙‡Ê‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ‰ ÌÚ ÌÈÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯Â·Ú˘
˙„ÓÂÚ‰ ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ ,ÌÈ„ÓÏ Â‡ˆÓ˘ ÈÙÎ È¯‰˘ .‰·Â˘Á ‰ÓÂ¯˙ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú
˙ÎÒ ÈÙÓ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,È˙‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ ÈÙÓ ‰ÈÏÚ ˙¯ÓÂ˘ ‰ËÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÂÒÈ·
ÌÈ·È˙Î˙Â ˙ÂÈËÈÏÂÂÓ ˙Â·Â˘˙ ‡Ï ,Ô‰ÈË¯ÙÂ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÔÂÈ˘ ‡Ï .‰ÈˆÈ¯Ë˜Â„È‡‰
‰·ÁÂ¯ÏÂ ‰˜ÓÂÚÏ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ ‡Ï‡ ,ÔÂÈÚ‰ „˜ÂÓ· ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ ÌÈˆ¯Á
.˙˘„Á˙ÓÂ ˙ÈÂ‚·¯ ˙Â˘¯Ù Ï˘ ‰ÓÊÈ¯Ù‰ Í¯„
˙‡¯Â‰· ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙ËÈ˘ ˙‡ Ì˘ÈÈÏ ÌÈ˘˜·Ó‰˘ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓ ,˙‡Ê ÏÎ·Â
:˙Â‡·‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï ˙Ú„‰ ˙‡ Â˙È ,˙‡Ê‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ,ÌÂÈ‰ È˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰
Â‡ ÌÈÏ¯ËÓ ,ÌÈ‰˘Ó ¯˘‡Î ‰Â· ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÌÈ¯˙ÂÁ‰ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ ÁÙËÏ Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ
:˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· ?ÂÈÙÚ ÏÎ ÏÚ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÓÏÚ˙Ó
ÔÙÂ‡· ıÓ‡ ‡Ï Ì‡ ˙È‡¯Á‡Â ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙Â˘¯Ù ÂÏ‚È˘ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ó ‰Ùˆ „ˆÈÎ
È„Î 89˙ÈÚ„Ó‰ Â‡ ˙ÈÂÈÚ¯-˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙‡ ˙ÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù ‰‡¯Â‰·Â ÏÈÚÙ
ÌÈ˜ÂÁ) ‰¯ÂÓÂ ¯¯ÂÒ Ô·Ï ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ ÌÈÈ„‰ ,˙Â˘È‡‰ ÈÈ„ ,Ì¯Á‰ ÈÈ„ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ
Ì‰ÈÏ‡˘ ËÚÓÎ ÌÈÏ·‚ÂÓ È˙Ï·‰ Ú„ÈÓ‰ ÈÓÂÁ˙ ¯Â‡Ï ?(Ì‰· ‰„ ‰È‡ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ˘
˙‡ ¯ÎÏ ‰ÏÂÏÚ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ·ÈË ˙Ï·‚‰ ,ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ ÌÂÈ‰ ÌÈÙ˘Á
„‚ ˙ÈÙÂÓ ‚¯·È¯‚ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰¯Ú‰) 76 :Ì˘ .˙Â„‰È‰ ÏÚÂ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ÏÚ .'Ó ,‚¯·È¯‚ ÂÈÈÚ 88
.(‰ÓÁ Ï˘ ‰ÈÁ‡ ,ÔÚ„Ó‰Â ‰‚Â‰‰ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ Â˙„ÓÚ
‘Postulates of Biblical Law’, in his :Â¯Ó‡ÓÓ ‰ÏÂÚ ÂÊ˘ ÈÙÎ ‚¯·È¯‚ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ ˙Ó‚Â„ 89
Studies in the Bible and Jewish Thought. Jerusalem: JPS: 1995
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È‡¯Á‡ ¯·Ú˘Ï ,˜‡Ó Ï‡Á˘ ÈÙÎ .ÌÓÏÂÚ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ó Ô‰Â ÂÈÎÁÓÓ Ô‰ „ÓÂÏ‰
:¯È‰ˆÓÂ ¯ÊÂÁ ,È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï‰Ó· ‡¯˜Ó‰ È„ÂÓÈÏÏ
‰ÈÎ‰ ‡Ï ˙Î¯ÚÓ‰˘ ˙Ú„Ï ÌÈÁÎÂ [Ù"Ó – È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ È¯‚Â·] Ì‰ ‰¯‰Ó·
˙‡ ÌÈ„·‡Ó Ì‰Â ,Ì‰Ï ‰Ï‚˙Ó‰ ˙Ú„‰ ÌÏÂÚ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯Î Ì˙Â‡
„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Â·˘ÁÈ ‰Ó [...] .˙Â‡ÈÎ Ì‰· ‰ÏÚÙ ˙Î¯ÚÓ‰˘ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙· Ì‚ ÌÂÓ‡
ÍÂ˙Ó ¯˜ÁÓ‰ È‚˘È‰ ˙‡Â Ú„È‰ ˙‡ Ì‰Ó ÂÓÈÏÚ‰˘ Ì‰È¯ÂÓ ÏÚ ¯‚Â·‰Â
„ÂÓÏÏÂ ÚÂÓ˘Ï ·Ï ıÓÂ‡ ¯„ÚÈ‰ ‰¯˜ÈÚ˘ ‰„¯Á – ÈÁÂ¯‰ Ì„È˙ÚÏ ‰„¯Á
[...] ÍÈÁ‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â·˙·Â ÂÈ¯Â˘ÈÎ· ÏÂÊÏÊ ÂÓÚÂ ÌÈÈ‡Ó‰Â ÚÂ„È È˙Ï·‰ ÏÚ
¯˜Á Ï˘ È¯„ÂÓ-ÈÚ„Ó‰ Ë·È‰‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï Á¯Î‰‰ ÔÓ „ÂÚ ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï ÔÈ‡
,˙¯˜·Ó ‰¯È‰Ê ,˙È·ÂÈÁ ‰˘È‚ Ì‰ÈÙÏÎ ËÂ˜Ï ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓÂ ,Â˙‡¯Â‰Â ‡¯˜Ó‰
90.˙ÓÏÚ˙Ó ‡Ï ÌÏÂ‡
„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ¯È˘Î „ˆÈÎÂ ,È˙˙ÈÎ‰ ÁÈ˘Ï ÌÈÈÂ‡¯‰ ÌÈ¯ËÓ¯Ù‰ ÂÈ‰È ‰Ó ,ÔÎ Ì‡
È¯·Á ÁÂÙÈË ¯˘Ù‡˙ ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÌÚ ˙ÈÈˆ¯ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ?Ì˙·Á¯‰ ÌÚ
,ÛÈÒÂÈ ‡Ï„' :Ï"ÊÁ ˙¯‰Ê‡ ÁÂ¯· ,ÌÈÈ˙¯ÈˆÈ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ È¯·Á Ì‚ Í‡ ÌÈÓ‡ ‰ÏÈ‰˜
.'ÛÒÂÈ
(˙È„ÚÏ· ‡Ï È‡„ÂÂ· ÈÎ Ì‡) ˙„·Î ‰ÓÂ¯˙ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰˙ËÈ˘Ï ,Â˙Ú„Ï Í‡
È¯˘Ù‡ Ì‚„ ¯ÈÈËˆÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· .˙È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓÏ Ì‚
˙ÂÙ˜˙ Ô‰˘ ˙ÂÈÓÂÈ˜ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· ÔÂ„Ï È„Î ,˙Â˘·ÈÂ ˙Â¯Â„ ‰ˆÂÁ‰ ,È˘¯Ù ÁÈ˘ ·¯Ï
˙ÙÏ‡Ó ‰Ó‚Â„ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙ ‰˘ÚÓÏ .‰¯·Á ÏÎ·Â ÔÓÊ ÏÎ·
ÂÏ‚˙˘ ˙Â˘„Á‰ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó‰' ÂÈÈ‰„ ,'Â˙È¯Á‡Â ‡¯˜Ó‰' ‰ÎÓ ‚¯·È¯‚˘ ‰ÓÏ
‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó˘ Ò¯Â‚ ‚¯·È¯‚ .'ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÈÈÁ Ï˘ ÌÈ˙˘Ó‰ Ì¯˘˜‰· ÌÈ·Â˙Î·
Ì‡ 91.'˙ÂË·Ï˙‰Â ‰‡¯˘‰ Ï˘ ÚÙÂ˘ ¯Â˜ÓÎ ‡¯˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó'
„ÓÂÏ‰ ‰ÊÎ) ·ÈÂÁÓ È˙Ï·‰Â ÔÂ¯ÈË‰ „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ Û˘ÂÁ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙
ÌÈÂ˘‡¯ ÌÈÏÎ ÂÏ ‰˜ÈÚÓ ‰Ï˘ ‰„Â˙Ó‰ ,'Â˙È¯Á‡Â ‡¯˜Ó'Ï (˙È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ·
ÈÎ¯„ ˙‡Â ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙‡ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÂ¯‡·˘ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎ‰Ï
ÈÙÎ) '‰¯Â˙'Î ‡¯˜Ó „ÂÓÈÏ ‰ÓÈ‚„Ó ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Ï˘ ‰„Â˙Ó‰ .Ì‰· ˙ÂÚˆÂÓ‰ ÔÂ¯˙Ù‰
ÌÈ·È˙Î˙ „ÓÂÏ‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÙÎÏ ÈÏ·Ó 92(˙È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ‰ ¯Â·Ú „È·˘ ÚÈˆÓ˘
˙¯˘Î‰ ‡È‰ ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ˙‡Ê ;'‰·Â˘˙· Â˙Â‡ Â¯ÈÊÁÈ'˘ ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â
˙ÂÏ‚Ï ˙ÏÂÎÈÂ ÔÈÈÚ ‰Ï‚Ó‰ „ÓÂÏ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÈ¯Â‡ ÏÚ· È‡ÓˆÚ „ÓÂÏ
.ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ ¯ÙÒ· ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
˙Î¯ÚÓ· '‰¯Â˙' „ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ˙¯¯ÂÚ˙Ó‰ ˙Â·Â˘Á‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙Á‡ ÌÏÂ‡
,ÂÈÓÈ· ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙·‰ .'È˙„-È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ÈÂÎÈ˙ ÍÂÈÁ· ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰' .„"Ò˘˙ .Ï‡Á ,˜‡Ó 90
.'‡ ¯˘ËÈ„Â Ï"Ó ,Ï˜¯Ù ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· ,'Ë Í¯Î ,È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈÂÈÚ :ÍÂ˙Ó .Â˙‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ
.·Ò˜ :˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
.349 :Ì˘ .˙Â„‰È‰ ÏÚÂ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ÏÚ .‚¯·È¯‚ 91
,ÂÁ‡Â ‡¯˜Ó‰ ,'È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· ‰¯Â˙Î ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰' .Ë"Ï˘˙ '‡ ,„È·˘ :ÂÈÈÚ 92
.208–192 :¯È·„ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .(Í¯ÂÚ) .'‡ ,ÔÂÓÈÒ
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Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ ˙‡ ÌÈÏÏÂ˘ Â·˘ Ô„ÈÚ· ˙ÂÓ‡Ï ÍÁÏ Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ :‡È‰ ˙È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰
‰Ó ,‡ˆÂÓ ˙„Â˜Î ·Â˙Î‰ Ï˘ 'Â˙Â¯Ó' ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÔÈ‡ Ì‡ ?ÈË˙Â‡‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰
93?ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ „ÓÏÈ ‡Â‰ Ì‡‰ ?„ÈÁÈ‰ „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˘È‡‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰ Ï˘ Ô‚ÂÚ‰ ‰È‰È
ÔÂÈÚ ÌÈÚÈˆÓ Â‡ ,‰¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÁÒÂ ÏÚ ¯‚È˙ ‡¯Â˜‰ ,‡¯˜Ó· È˙¯Â˜È· ÔÂÈÚ Ï˘ Â„ˆÏ
Ï˘ ‰ÎÈ¯Ú È¯ÙÎ ÌÏ˘‰ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÈÓ‰ ,‚ÈÈÂˆÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ ÁÂ¯· ‡¯˜Ó·
Ï˘ ‰˙ËÈ˘ ˙‡ ,ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· ,ıÓ‡Ï ‰È‰È ¯˘Ù‡ Ô‡ÎÓ .'Â·¯'
Ï˘ ÂÈÁÂÓ· .˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÈ¯Â‡ ˙‡¯˜Ï ‰Ê‰ „ÓÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ¯È˘Î‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ
‡Ï‡ Â¯Â·Ú ÂÈ‡ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰'˘Â 'È˙„ ÔÂÈÒÈ' ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ „ÓÂÏÏ ¯˘Ù‡˙ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ ,¯·Â·
94.ÂÓÓ Ì‚ Ú·Â˙‰Â ÂÈÏ‡ Ì‚ ¯·„Ó‰ ÏÂ˜Ï ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡· ·È˘‰Ï '‡ÓÏÚ· ‰ÏÈÓ

13-‰ Ò¯‚Â˜· ‡È Û‡ ‰˙È˘ ,ÔÈÈË˘È¯‚ „‡ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙‡ˆ¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙·Â‚˙ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ 93
ÏÚ ÚˆÂÓ‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÏÎ ÏÚ Ì„È ˙‡ ÌÈÎÓÂÒ‰ ‰Ï‡Ï ˙ÂÁÙ ‡Ï ˙ÈÙÂÓ ‡È‰ Í‡ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„ÓÏ
Being Torah: A .1986 .'È ,¯·ÈÈ‰˘È¯‚ ÂÈÈÚ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï .·Â˙Î‰ ¯Â‡Ï Â¯˜·Ï ÈÏ·Ó „ÈÓÏ˙‰ È„È
First Book of Torah Texts. Los Angeles: Torah Aura Productions

.361 :Ì˘ .'Ó ,¯·Â· ÂÈÈÚ 94

:'ıÂ˜ÈÏ ‰ÈÏ ‡ÁÈ È‡ ¯Ó [...] ‡ˆÈÈ˜ ‡Ï ‡‡'
˙Á‡ ˙È„ÂÓÏ˙ ‰È‚ÂÒ· ‰„‚‡Â ‰ÎÏ‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ
?Ë˜ÈÏÙÂ˜ Â‡ ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„
ÔÈÈË˘„ÈÏ· ·˜ÚÈ
‰ÎÏ‰Ï ‰„‚‡‰ ÔÈ·˘ ‰˜ÈÊÏ Ú‚Â· ÌˆÚ˙ÓÂ ÍÏÂ‰‰ ÔÂÈ„Ï ‰ÓÂ¯˙ Â‰ ‰Ê ¯ˆ˜ ÔÂÈÚ
Ì„ÓÚÓ ¯˜ÈÚ·Â ÌÓÂ˜Ó ÏÚ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰Â ˙ÈÂÈÚ‰ ‰„ÈÓÚÏ È˙ÂÂÎ ÔÈ‡ .Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó·
Â‡ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰„ÓÚ‰ ÔÈ· ‰ÂÂ˘Ó‰ ‰Ê ,¯˙ÂÈ ÈË¯Ù‰ ÔÂÈ„Ï ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈ‚ÂÒ‰ È˘ Ï˘
Á˙ÂÙÓ‰ ÁÈ˘‰ Â‡ ‰„ÓÚ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÈÚ· Â‡ ‡˘ÂÏ Ú‚Â· È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÁÈ˘‰
‰Ê ÔÂÈ„· ˙Ï‡˘‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ .‰ÈÚ· Â‡ ‡˘Â Â˙Â‡Ï Ú‚Â· ‰„‚‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÏÂÚ·
˘È ‡Ó˘ Â‡ ,‰˜ÒÓ ‰˙Â‡Ï ˙Â‡È·Ó ‰„‚‡‰Â ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ì‡‰ :‡È‰ ÏÏÎ Í¯„·
¯Â˜Ó· ÔÈÈÚ˙‡ ÂÊ È˙ÓÈ˘¯· 1?ÌÈÈ˙˘‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ‰ ÔÈ· Ë˜ÈÏÙÂ˜ ÂÏÈÙ‡Â Á˙Ó
ÚÂˆÈ· ÏÚ ‰ÁÏˆ‰· ¯Ú¯ÚÓ È˙ÎÏ‰-‡Ï Í¯Ú ÈÎ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÓÈÈ˜ Â·˘ È„ÂÓÏ˙
ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ‰ÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ¯Á‡ ·Â˜ÚÏ ‰Ò‡ Û‡ .˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰·ÂÁ
,˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰ÈˆÓÈËÈ‚Ï ÂÏÂÎ ¯Â˜ÓÏ ˜ÈÚ‰Ï ‰˙ÏÂÎÈ·˘ ÏÎ ‰˘ÂÚ‰ ,‰Ê ¯Â˜ÓÏ
.ÔÂÈ„Ï È·ÈËÓ¯Â-‡Ï‰ ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ·ÂÏÈ˘ Ï˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰Ó ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙‰ ÍÂ˙

˙Â‚‰· ˙ÂÓ‚Ó ÏÚ ÌÈ¯Â‰¯‰ :‰„‚‡Â ‰ÎÏ‰' .2003 .˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚÂÈ·‡ Â‡¯ ,˙ÈÂÈÚ‰ ‰Ï‡˘Ï
:·È·‡ Ï˙ .(Í¯ÂÚ) ıÏÂ‰¯· 'Ú .‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï‡ ÚÒÓ :ÍÂ˙· ,'‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ·Â
‰ÂÈ ¯˙È‰ ÔÈ· Â‡¯ ,ÔÏ‰Ï Â˙Â‡ ˜ÈÒÚÈ˘ ‰ÈÚ·‰ ‚ÂÒ· ÔÂÈ„Ï .312–285 :˙ÂÂ¯Á‡ ˙ÂÚÈ„È
.Ï"Î ;216–205 :(‡) „ÂÓÏ˙ È¯˜ÁÓ ,'‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ˜Ó' .Ô"˘˙ .Ï˜¯Ù
‰¯Âˆ Ï˘ ˙Â„Á‡ – ‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ .2001 .Ï˜¯Ù 'È :ÍÂ˙· ,'‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒÂ È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰'
R. Lapidus. ‘Halakha and Haggadah: Two ;236–220 :„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :·È·‡-Ï˙ .ÔÎÂ˙Â
Opposing Approaches to Fulfilling the Religious Law’, JJS 44, 1 (Spring, 1993): 100–113
J. L. Rubenstein, 1999. Talmudic Stories. Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ .(˙ÂÚÎ˘Ó ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„‰ ÏÎ ‡Ï ÈÎ Ì‡)
‰Ó¯Â‰ ÔÈ·˘ ‰Èˆ˜‡¯ËÈ‡· ˙Â·¯ ˜ÒÂÚ ,Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press

Ï"ÊÁ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˙Â˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÔÓÒÂ˜ Ï‡ÈÓ„‡ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÓÈ˘¯Ó ˙Â·¯ .‰„‚‡·˘ ÒÂ˙‡Ï ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰
.¯ÂÙÈÒ· Ì‚„ÂÓ‰ È˙ÎÏ‰-‡Ï‰ ÒÂ˙‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÊÏ È˙ÎÏ‰‰ Ë¯„ËÒ‰ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ ÏÚ ˙Â„ÓÂÚ
.‰ ˜¯Ù :„·ÂÚ ÌÚ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .ÁÂ¯·˘ ¯˘·‰ .1999 .ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· '„ Ì‚ Â‡¯
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'‰ÈÓÈÊ ‡ÏÏ ‡˙È‡˙ ı˜„ ‡Ï‡ È¯· ˙ÁÎÈ˘ ·ÈÎ˘ ‡Ï' ,‡ÈÁ È·¯ ¯Ó‡ .‡
‰·ÈÒÓÂ ,‰ÓÊ· ‡Ï˘ ‰‡˙ ıÚ ˙¯Î˘ ÈÙÓ ¯ËÙ Â· ˙ÁÎÈ˘ ÈÎ ¯ÒÂÓ ‡ÈÁ È·¯
¯ÂÒ‡ ‡·˜ ÔÈÚË„ ‡Ï˜È„ È‡‰' :·¯ È¯·„Ï ‰¯Ú‰Î ÌÈ‡· ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„ .„·Ï· ÂÊ
2.'‰ÈÈˆ˜ÓÏ
ÚÈÙÂÓ‰ È¯Ù ıÚ ˙„Ó˘‰ ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· Â¯Ó‡ ÌÓˆÚ ·¯ È¯·„ ÈÎ ¯·˙ÒÓ
ÈÙ ÏÚ ‡Ï‡ „·Ï· ÌÈÂÒÓ ÔÊÓ ıÚÎ ‰‰ÂÊÈ ‡Ï È¯Ù ıÚ .Î–ËÈ ,Î ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ·
3.Â˙Â‡ ˙Â¯ÎÏ ‡·‰ ÈÙÓ ıÚ‰ ÏÚ ‰≈‚Ó‰ ÂÊ ‰˜ÂÙ˙ ˙ÓÎÏ ‡· ·¯Â ,Â˙˜ÂÙ˙
˙ÏÁ‰Ï ÔÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜Î Ï"ÊÁ· ˘Ó˘Ó‰ ÈÏÎÏÎ‰ ÔÁÂ·‰ ˙‡ ‰ËÈÏ·Ó ˙ÂÓÈÎ‰ ˙Ó‚Ó
„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙ÈÈ‚ÂÒ·Â È¯ÙÒ· ¯·Î ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡·‰ ÔÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜ ,ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ·˘ ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰
ÏÂ„‚ (ÔÈÈ·Ï Ï˘ÓÏ) ·‡˘Ó ¯Â˙· ÈÏÎÏÎ‰ ÂÎ¯Ú˘ È¯Ù ıÚ ˙„Ó˘‰ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰
ÏÎ 4.‡È·¯Â È¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÂ˘ÏÎ ,'¯˙ÂÓ ÌÈÓ„· ‰ÏÂÚÓ ‰È‰ Ì‡' :˙Â¯Ù Ô˙ÂÎ ÂÎ¯ÚÓ
È‚¯Â‡-ÈÚ·Ë Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡Î Â˙Â‰Ê ÔÈ‚· ıÚ‰ ÏÚ ‰‚‰Ï ÔÚË˙˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï „Â‚È· ˙‡Ê
‡Ï ÈÎ Ú„˙ ¯˘‡ ıÚ ˜¯') ˜¯Ò ıÚÏ È¯Ù ıÚ ÔÈ· ˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰Á·‰‰ ÔÎ‡Â .ÈÏÂ‚Ò
‰·Á¯‰‰ ˙‡ ˙„„ÂÚÓ ÈÏÂ‡Â ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ‰ÓˆÚ ‡È‰ ,('˙ÈÁ˘˙ Â˙Â‡ ‡Â‰ ÏÎ‡Ó ıÚ
¯·Î ,ÏÎÂ‡ Ô˙Â Â˙ÂÈ‰ È¯˜ ,˙Â¯Ù ·ÈÓÎ ¯„‚ÂÓ‰ ıÚ ˙„Ó˘‰ ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ÌˆÚ .˙ÈÏ"ÊÁ‰
ÌÈ˜Á¯˙Ó Ï"ÊÁ ,È˘ „ˆÓ 5.È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ÍÂ˙Ï È˙ÏÚÂ˙ ÔÁÂ· ˙ÒÎ‰ ÂÚÓ˘Ó
˙¯ÈˆÈ ÌÈˆÙÁ ÏÂÏÎÏ Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ·ÈÁ¯Ó˘ ÍÎ· ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ Ï˘ È‚¯Â‡-ÈÚ·Ë‰ ÔÁÂ·‰Ó
ÌÚ ‰ÓÈÈ ("˙ÈÁ˘˙ Ï·") ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ 6.‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÏÎ Â‡ ÌÈ„‚· ˙Ó‚Â„ ,Ì„‡‰
7.˙Â˜ÏÓ ˘ÚÈÈ '˙Â·ÂË ˙ÂÏÈ‡ ıˆÂ˜‰'Â ,'‰˘Ú˙ ‡Ï' ÌÈ¯„‚ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ‰
‰Ï‡ .ıÚ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÈÁ˘‰Ï ¯ÂÒÈ‡Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘ ¯Á‡ ‚ÂÒ Ì‚ ÌÈÈ˜ Ì¯·
ÌÈ·ÂË ˙ÂÏÈ‡ ÈˆˆÂ˜' ÈÎ Â„ÓÏ ÍÎ .‰˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÈÈ˘Ú ÏÚ ÈÓÈÓ˘ ˘ÂÚ· ÌÈÓÈÈ‡Ó
8.'ÌÈ·ÂË ˙ÂÏÈ‡ ÈˆˆÂ˜' ÏÚ 'ÌÈ˜ÂÏ ˙Â¯Â‡Ó‰' ÈÎÂ ,'ÌÏÂÚÏ ‰Î¯· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ‡
Ì‚ ÌÈ˜ÂÏ ˙Â¯Â‡Ó‰) ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ Ï˘ È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ÈÙÂ‡Ï ÌÈ˘ÁÎ˙Ó ÌÈ‡ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó
ÈÎ ¯·˙ÒÓ Û‡Â ,(‰¯Â˙ ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯·ÂÚ È‡„ÂÂ·˘ ,¯˜˘ ˙Â„Ú ÌÈ„ÈÚÓ‰ ÏÏ‚·
.ÔÏ‰Ï 11 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯Â ·"Ú ,‡ˆ ‡Ó˜ ‡·· ‰ÏÈ·˜Ó· Â‡¯Â .‡"Ú ,ÂÎ ‡¯˙· ‡··
.‰˘Ó‰ È˘¯ÙÓ· Ì˘ Â‡¯Â ,È ,„ ˙ÈÚÈ·˘ ˙˘Ó· ˙¯ÎÈ ¯·Î ÂÊ ‰Ó‚Ó ÈÎ ¯·˙ÒÓ
(Ô"·Ó¯ ,Ì"·˘¯) ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ È˘¯Ù ¯·Î .Ì˘ ,˜"· ;(240–239 'ÓÚ) „¯ 'ÈÙ ÌÈ¯·„ È¯ÙÒ
,È¯ÙÒ· Ì‚ ÊÓ¯ ¯·„‰Â ,È¯Ù ÈˆÚ ˙„Ó˘‰ Û‡ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó ¯ÂˆÓ Ï˘ ÌÈ‡˙‰ Ì‚ ÈÎ ÌÈÚÂË
.'Â‰ˆˆ˜ ¯ÂˆÓ· ÍÈÙÓ ‡Â·Ï Í·ÎÚÓ Ì‡ ‡‰' :‚¯ 'ÈÙ ,Ì˘
,140–135 :‡ ,‡¯ÂË ,'˙"Â˘‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÏÎ‡Ó-ıÚ ˙˙È¯Î ÈÙ· ‰„¯Á‰' .Ë"Ó˘˙ .ÈÏÈÈ‡ 'Ó
E. Schwartz, 1997. ‘Bal Tashchit’, Ïˆ‡ ;È‡¯˜Ó‰ ˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ '‰ÈˆÊÈÏÂÈˆ¯' ÂÊ ‰Ó‚Ó ‰ÎÓ
.“minimalist” ‰ÂÎÓ ‡È‰ ,Environmental Ethic 19: 355–374
.‡"Ú ,·Ï ÔÈ˘Â„È˜ ;‡"Ú ,ËÎ˜ ;·"Ú ,Ó˜ ˙·˘
˙¯ÂÎ‰ ˜¯ ÈÎ Ú·˜ (È ‰ÎÏ‰ ,Â ÌÈÎÏÓ ˙ÂÎÏ‰) Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,˙Â˜ÏÓ ˘ÂÚ È·‚Ï .‡"Ú ,·Î ˙ÂÎÓ
‰˘Ú˙ ‡Ï ,˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ¯ÙÒ· ·˙Î˘ ‰Ó ÂÂ˘‰Â) ¯Á‡ ıÙÁ ÏÎ ˙ÈÁ˘Ó‰ ‡Ï Í‡ ,‰˜ÂÏ ıÚ‰ ˙‡
˙Ù˜˘Ó ‰È‡Â ,˙Â˜ÏÓ ˘ÂÚ ˙ÚÈ·˜· Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙ËÈ˘· Ì„ÂÒÈ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÈÎ ‰ÓÂ„ Í‡ .(Ê
.ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈˆÙÁ ˙„Ó˘‰Ï ıÚ‰ ˙„Ó˘‰ ÔÈ· ˙È˙Â‰Ó ‰Á·‰
.‰ ,· ‰ÎÂÒ ‡˙ÙÒÂ˙ ;Ê"Ë ,· ÌÈ¯ÂÎÈ· ‡˙ÙÒÂ˙
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ÈˆÚ Ì˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÊÓÂ¯ (‡Ú ,·Î ˙ÂÎÓ) È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÔÂÈ„· ÚÈÙÂ‰˘ ,'ÌÈ·ÂË ˙ÂÏÈ‡' ÈÂÈÎ‰
È„ÈÏ ‰‡· ÂÊ ‰¯È·Ú Ï˘ ‰„ÂÁÈÈ 9.˘„Á „ÓÓ Ô‡Î ÛÒÂÂ˙Ó ˙‡Ê ÏÎ·Â .ÌÈÈ¯ÂÙ È¯Ù
ÚÓ˘ ÂÈ‡˘ ÏÂ˜ È¯Ù ıÚ ÚÈÓ˘Ó Â˙˙È¯Î ÔÓÊ· ÈÎ ˙¯ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ‰¯ÈÓ‡· Ì‚ ÈÂËÈ·
˜ÓÂÚ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï ‡È‰ ,‰‡¯Î ,‰„‚‡‰ ˙ÂÂÎ .ÂÙÂÒ „ÚÂ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÛÂÒÓ ÍÏÂ‰ Í‡
Ï˘ Â˙Â„Ú· ¯·‚ÂÓ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡· ‰Ê „ÓÓ 10.‰˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÈÈ˘Ú· ÌÂ˜È· ‰ÚÈ‚Ù‰
˙‡ ˙˙Ï ˘È 11.˙¯ÎÈÏ ‰ÓÊ ÚÈ‚‰ ‡Ï˘ ıÚ ˙˙È¯Î ÔÈ‚· ˙Ó Â· ÈÎ ‡ÈÁ È·¯
·Â˘Á‰ Ì¯Â‚‰˘ ‰‡¯Â ,ıÚ ˙˙È¯ÎÏ Ú‚Â· ˜¯ ÚÈÙÂÓ ‰Ê ·ÈËÂÓ ÈÎ ‰„·ÂÚÏ ˙Ú„‰
ÈÏÂ‡Â) ıÚ Ï˘ ˙È‚¯Â‡‰ Â˙ÂÈÏÂ‚Ò ‡Ï‡ ,(ÂÚÓ˘Ó Â‡) ‡¯˜Ó Ï˘ ÂËÂ˘Ù ÂÈ‡ Ô‡Î
·Â˙Î· ‡È‰˘ ÏÎ ‰·‰ Û˜˘Ó Ô·‰ ˙ÂÓ ÈÎ ¯·˙ÒÓ .(!‡¯˜Ó Ï˘ ÂÚÓ˘Ó Û‡ ˙‡Ê
.ıÚ‰ Ï˘ ÂÏ¯Â‚Î ‰È‰È Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÏ¯Â‚˘ Ô·ÂÓ· ,‰„˘‰ ıÚ Ì„‡‰ ÈÎ :È‡¯˜Ó‰
ÈÂ‡¯ Â„ÂÚ· ,Â˙Â¯ÈÚˆ· ıÚ‰ ˙¯Î˘ Ì˘Î :¯„Ú ÂÈ‡ '‰„ÈÓ „‚Î ‰„ÈÓ' ·ÈËÂÓ Û‡
.˙Â¯≈t ˙˙Ï ÈÂ‡¯ Â„ÂÚ· ,Â˙Â¯ÈÚˆ· Â˙¯ÂÎ ˙ÓÂÈ ÍÎ ,˙Â¯Ù ˙˙Ï
·¯ ,‰‰ .˙ÙÒÂ ‰Ï‡˘ ‰ÏÚÓ ·¯ È¯·„ È¯Á‡ ‡ÈÁ È·¯ È¯·„ ˙·ˆ‰ ÌÏÂ‡
˙¯Î ˙ÁÎÈ˘ Ì‡‰ :‰Ï‡˘‰ ‡ÂÙ‡ ˙Ï‡˘ .¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ ˙ÏÂÁ˙Ï ˙È˙ÂÓÎ ‰¯„‚‰ ¯ÒÓ
‰È‰ ¯˙ÂÓ˘ ıÚ ˙¯Î ‡Ó˘ Â‡ ?ÂÊ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰¯„‚‰ ÈÙÏ Â˙¯ÎÏ ‰È‰ ¯ÂÒ‡˘ ıÚ
‡Ï· ‡˙È‡˙ ı˜' ÔÂ˘Ï‰Ó ?¯ÂÒÈ‡Ï ˘¯„‰ È¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÓÎ ˙‡ ·È‰ ‡Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ Â˙¯ÎÏ
ÔÎ Ì‡Â ,‰˙˙È¯Î ˙Ú· ˙ÈÏÓ¯Â‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂÙ‰ Ô„ÈÚ· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰‡˙‰ ÈÎ ÚÓ˙˘Ó '‰ÓÊ
˘Â¯ÈÙ· ‡Â‰ ÔÎÂ) .‰ÙÂ¯ˆ‰ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰¯„‚‰‰ ÈÙÏ Ì‚ ¯ÂÒ‡‰ ‰˘ÚÓ· ¯·Â„Ó
;'˙ÈÁ˘˙-Ï· ÏÚ ¯·ÚÂ [...] ‡˙È‡˙ ı˜„' :·"Ú ‡ˆ ‡Ó˜ ‡··Ï ÏÈÂÏÓ Ô˙ÂÈ '¯
(.ÏÏÎ· ˙ÈÓÈÈÈ·-ÈÓÈ‰ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰Ó‚ÓÏ ÏÈÏÂÏÓ È"¯ Û˙Â˘ ‰‡¯‰ ÏÎÎ ‰Ê·Â
‡Ï‡ ,˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÂÊ ÏÚ ˙˜ÏÂÁ‰ ˙ÈÓÈÓ˘ ‰Ó¯Â ,‰Ê ÈÙÏ ,„ÈÓÚÓ ÂÈ‡ ˙ÁÎÈ˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ
˙ÁÎÈ˘ ÈÎ ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ .˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰Ó¯Â‰ ¯ÙÓÏ ÈÓÈÓ˘ ˘ÂÚ ÏÚ ¯ÒÂÓ
ÔÚË˙ ‡È‰ ÔÎ˘ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÈÈÚÓ ,˙È˙ÎÏ‰ ˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó ¯˙ÂÓ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ÏÚ ˘Ú
ÏÂ˜È˘‰ ¯ÂÓ‡Î Í‡ ,È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ¯ÂÒÈ‡Ï ‰˜ÈÊ ÏÎ ‡ÏÏ ÏÚÙÂÓ ÈÓÈÓ˘‰ ˘ÂÚ‰˘
12.¯Á‡ ÔÂÂÎ· ‰ËÓ ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë‰
˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ·‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó ,ÈÓÈÓ˘‰ ÌÓÂÈ‡ ÏÚ ,‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÈÎ (Ì˘ ,ÈÏÈÈ‡ Â‡¯) ÌÈÚÂË ˘È 9
˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ¯ÂÒÈ‡) ‰ÓÂ„ ÔÂÈÚ¯Ï .‰ÙÂ˜˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È-ı¯‡‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· È¯Ù ÈˆÚ ˙˙È¯Î·˘
.·"Ú ,ËÎ „ÈÓ˙ Â‡¯ (Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ ·Â˘ÈÈ ÌÂ˘Ó ÌÈˆÚ Ô·¯˜Î È¯Ù ÌÈ‡˘Â‰ ‰‡˙ ÈˆÚ·
ÌÈÚÈÓ˘Ó‰ ÌÈ¯·„ ‰˘È˘ ˙ÓÈ˘¯ Á˙ÂÙ ‰Ê ËÈ¯Ù ÈÎ ÔÈÈˆÏ ˘È .„Ï ˜¯Ù ,¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ È·¯„ È˜¯Ù 10
Ì„‡‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÓÈ˘¯· ‰Â¯Á‡‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ .ÂÙÂÒ „ÚÂ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÛÂÒÓ ÍÏÂ‰‰ Í‡ ,ÚÓ˘ ÂÈ‡˘ ÏÂ˜
.Â˙Ó˘ ˙‡ÈˆÈ ˙Ú·
Í‡ ,'˙Á·È˘' Ï"‰ ˜"· ÒÂÙ„· ÌÓ‡ .„È‰ È·˙Î· Ô‰ ÒÂÙ„· Ô‰ '˙ÁÎÈ˘' Ï"‰ ·"· ¯Â˜Ó· 11
.'˙ÁÎÈ˘' ÌÈÒ¯Â‚ ‚¯Â·Ó‰Â ÔÎÈÓ „È È·˙Î
‡Â‰ Í‡ ,‚¯‰ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ· Í‡ ‰Ó¯Â‰ „‚ ÏÚÙ ‡Ï ˙ÁÎÈ˘ ÈÎ ˘¯ÙÓ ,(ÏÈÚÏ 5 ‰¯Ú‰) ı¯ÂÂ˘ 12
ËÈÏ·‰Ï ‡·‰ ,Â¯Ó‡Ó ˙Ó‚Ó ÔÈ‚· ÂÈÏÚ ÛÈ„Ú ‰Ê ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ÈÏ .Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙‡ ˜ÓÓ ÂÈ‡
¯Â·Ò ‡Â‰ ‡Ó˘ Í‡ .'ÌˆÓˆÓ'‰ „ÓÓ‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ıÚ‰ ˙˙È¯Î ¯ÂÒÈ‡ Ï˘ '·ÈÁ¯Ó'‰ „ÓÓ‰ ˙‡
ÔÈÈˆÏ ˘È ,ÌÈÙ ÏÎ ÏÚ .‰È‡¯ ÏÎ ‡ÏÏ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙‡ „‚Â‰ ‰˘ÚÓ· Ô·‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘‡‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ÈÎ
˙È„ÂÓÏ˙-˙È˘¯„Ó‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÏÚ ˙¯Ú¯ÚÓ‰ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰ÚÈ·˜ Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÂÈˆÓ ‡Ï ÈÎ
.Â¯‡È˙˘
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Â‡) ÂÈ˜˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈˆ .ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ Ï˘ ÂÒ„¯Ù ÏÂ·‚ ÏÚ Â„ÓÚ ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ ÈÏ˜„
˘¯„ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ .ÌÈˆÚÏ ˙Â˜ÈÊÓÂ Ò„¯Ù‰ ÍÂ˙Ï Ì˘Ó ˙ÂÒË ÂÈ‰ ÌÈÏ˜„‰ ÏÚ (Â˙Á
‡¯˙· ‡·· ˙˘Ó È¯·„ ÏÚ ˙ÂÎÓ˙Ò‰ ÍÂ˙ ,Ì¯È·Ú‰ÏÂ Ìˆˆ˜Ï ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯Ó
Ú·¯‡ ÂÓÓ ˜ÈÁ¯‰ ÔÎ Ì‡ ‡Ï‡ Â¯·Á ‰„˘Ï ÍÂÓÒ ÔÏÈ‡ Ì„‡ ÚËÈÈ ‡Ï' :·È ,·
14,ÂÈÏ˜„ ˙‡ ıˆ˜Ï ·ÈÈÁ ‡Â‰ ÈÎ „ÂÓÏÏ ÔÈ‡ ‰˘Ó‰ È¯·„Ó˘ ÒÈ¯˙‰ ‡·¯ .'˙ÂÓ‡
‡ÈÁ È·¯Â ·¯ È¯·„ ˙‡ ‡·¯ ‡È·Ó ÛÂÒ·Ï .ÂÈ˙ÂÚË ÏÎ ÏÚ ‰ÂÚ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ Í‡
·¯ Ì‡ Í‡ ,ÂÈÏ˜„ ˙‡ ıˆ˜Ï ÔÎÂÓ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ ÂÏ‡ ˙Â¯ÈÓ‡ ¯Â‡Ï ÈÎ ¯È‰ˆÓÂ ,ÏÈÚÏ„
.È‡˘¯ ‡Â‰ ,ÔÎ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰ˆÂ¯ ÛÒÂÈ
'¯Â ·¯ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â¯ÈÓ‡· ÂÈÏ˜„ ˙‡ ıˆ˜Ï Â·Â¯ÈÒ ˙‡ ˜ÓÓ ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯
·¯ È¯·„ .Ô‡Î ÈËÈ¯˜‰ ¯Â˜Ó‰ ‡Â‰ Â· ˙ÁÎÈ˘Â ‡ÈÁ '¯ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ÈÏ .‡ÈÁ
ÊÓ¯ ‡·¯ ÈÎ ÔÈ·‰Ï Ì‚ ÂÈÏÚ ÈÏÂ‡Â) ÌÈˆÚ ˙˙È¯Î ÏÚ ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˙ÓÎÓ ÌÓ‡
‡È·‰Ï Í¯Âˆ ÔÈ‡ Ì¯· ;(ıÚ‰ ˙˙È¯Î ÏÚ ˙¯ÒÂ‡‰ È¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÓÎ ˙‡ ÌÈ·ÈÓ ÂÈÏ˜„ ÈÎ
‡ÈÁ '¯ ¯ÂÙÈÒ .˙Â˙ÈÈ¯·· ÏÙÎÂ‰Â ‡¯˜Ó· ¯ÎÊÂÓ‰ ,‰Ê ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ˘˘‡Ï È„Î ·¯ ˙‡
Ï˘ Â·Â¯ÈÒÏ È„ÂÁÈÈ ÚÈÓ ˜ÙÒÓÂ ÔÈÈÚÏ ÈÂÈÁ „ÓÓ ÛÈÒÂÓ ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ,˙ÁÎÈ˘Â
Ï˘ ‰Ê Â·Â¯ÈÒ Ì¯· .ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÔÎÒÓ ıˆ˜Ó‰ :ÌÈÏ˜„‰ ˙‡ ıˆ˜Ï ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯
ÈÏÂ‡˘ ‡˘Â ,‰„‚‡ ÈÎ¯ÚÂ ‰ÎÏ‰ ÈÎ¯Ú ˙˜ÈÊ Ï˘ ‰¯Â˜‰ È·ÂÚÏ Â˙Â‡ ÒÈÎÓ ‡·¯
.·¯ ˙ÎÏ‰Ï ˙ÁÎÈ˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙„Óˆ‰· (ÏÈÚÏ È˙ÈÈˆ˘ ÈÙÎ) ÊÓ¯
ÂÈÂÚÈË ÏÎ ÏÚ ‰ÂÚ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ ,ÔÁ ¯· ‡·¯Â ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ Ì‰ÈÈ· ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ÔÂÈ„· ,‰‰
.‰Â¯Á‡‰ ‰ÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯Ï ÁÈÓ ‡·¯ .ÌÈÏ˜„‰ ˙˙È¯Î-È‡ ˙˜„ˆ‰Ï ‡·¯ Ï˘
ÏÚ ¯˙ÈÂ ËÂ˘ÙÂ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ Ï˘ ÂÂÚÈËÏ „‚˙Ó ÔÈÈ„Ú ‡·¯ ÈÎ ÔÂÚËÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÓ‡
¯˘Ù‡ Í‡ ;‰Ó-ÌÈˆÏÂ‡Ó ÌÈ‡¯ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ Ï˘ ÂÈÂÚÈË˘ Ì‚ ‰Ó ,ÂÚÎ˘Ï ıÓ‡Ó‰
˙‡ ˙Â¯ÎÈ˘ ÂÓÓ ÌÈÙˆÓ ÈÎÂ ‡·¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÚË ÏÎÏ ‰ÚÓ ‡ˆÓ ÈÎ ÔÈ·‰Ï Ì‚
Ì‡‰ .„ÁÂÈÓ· ‰ÚÈ˙ÙÓ ('‡ˆÈÈ˜ ‡Ï ‡‡') ˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ Â·Â¯ÈÒ Ê‡ Â‡ .ÂÈÏ˜„
ÏÚ ¯·Â‚ ('˙ÈÁ˘˙ Ï·') ıÚ‰ ˙˙È¯Î ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ‰ÈÙ ÏÚ˘ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰ ‰„ÓÚ ÁÈ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ
Ï˘ ÂÈ˙Â˜ÒÓ ¯Á‡ ‡ÏÓÏ ÌÎÁ‰ ·¯ÒÓ „ˆÈÎ – ‡ÏÂ ?˙ÏÂÊÏ ˜ÈÊ‰Ï ‡Ï ‰·ÂÁ‰
ÚÎÂ˘ ‡Ï ‡·¯ ÈÎ ˘¯Ù Ì‡˘ Ô·ÂÓÎ ?Û˙˙˘‰ ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰ Â·˘ ÔÂÈ„ ,È˙ÎÏ‰ ÔÂÈ„
ÈÓÚËÏ˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ :·ËÈ‰ ˙˜ÓÂÓ Â˙·Â‚˙ ÈÊ‡ ,ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ Ï˘ ÂÈˆÂ¯È˙-ÂÈÂÚÈË È„È ÏÚ
˙˙È¯Î ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ÔÈ„Ó) Ì˙¯ÂÎÏ ÈÏ ¯ÂÒ‡ Û‡˘ ¯¯·˙Ó ,ÌÈÏ˜„‰ ˙‡ ˙Â¯ÎÏ ·ÈÈÁ ÈÈ‡
Ï˘ ÂÊ Â˙„ÓÚ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ÈÎ ˘¯ÙÏÂ ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ Ê‡ Â‡ .(˜ÈÙÒÓ ˜ÂÓÈ ‡ÏÏ ÌÈˆÚ
¯Â‡Ï ÂÏ ¯˙ÂÓ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ,ÌÈÏ˜„‰ ˙‡ ˙Â¯ÎÏ ÂÏ ‰˘¯ÓÂ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯Ï ¯˙ÂÂÓ ‡Â‰ ,‡·¯
.‡"Ú ,ÂÎ ‡¯˙· ‡·· 13
‰È‡ Í‡ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ ‚‰˙‰Ï „ˆÈÎ ˙Ú·Â˜ ˜¯ ‰˘Ó‰ ÈÎ ÔÚÂË ÂÈ‡ ‡·¯ ,‡ÏÙ‰ ‰·¯ÓÏ 14
˙ÂÈ˘Ó· ¯·Â„È ıÚ‰ ˙ˆÈˆ˜ ÏÚ .¯ÂÒÈ‡· ¯ˆÓ‰ ÏÚ ‡ˆÓ ¯·Î˘ ıÚ ˙ˆÈˆ˜ ˙‡ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ
˙ÂÁ˙ÂÙ‰ ,˙ÂÈ˘Ó Ô˙Â‡˘ Ì˘Î ÈÎ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ‡¯ÂÓ‡ ÌÈÁÈÓ ‡Ó˘Â .‡È–Â ,Ê ,· ,Ì˘ ,˙ÂÓ„Â˜‰
˙‡ ÌÈÏ˘‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓ Ì‚ ÍÎ ,ÔÏÈ‡‰ ˙ˆÈˆ˜ ÏÚ ˙Â¯ÂÓÂ ˙ÂÎÈ˘ÓÓ ,'[...] ÔÏÈ‡‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ˜ÈÁ¯Ó'
.Â˙˘ÓÏ ¯‚È‡ ‰·È˜Ú È·¯ ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ Â‡¯Â .'[...] ÍÂÓÒ ÔÏÈ‡ Ì„‡ ÚËÈ ‡Ï' ˙Á˙ÂÙ‰ Â˙˘Ó
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‡·¯˘ ‰‡¯ ˙ÂÈÈ„˙‰‰ ˙ÏÁ˙‰Ó Ì¯· .·ÈÂÁÓ Û‡Â ¯˙ÂÓ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÈÎ ‡Â‰ Â˙„ÓÚ
ÏÚ ÒÒ·˙‰Ï ÂÏ ‰ÓÏ ,ÚÎÂ˘ ‡Ï ‡·¯ Ì‡Â .ÔÈÈÚ· ÛÒÂÈ ·¯Ï ¯˙ÂÂÏ ·˘Á ‡Ï
.ÂÏ˘ ÔÂÓÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÎÊ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ÂÏ ˜ÈÙÒÓ ?ÌÈˆÚ ˙ÈÁ˘‰Ï ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰
ÔÈ˜ÈÊ‰ ÈÈ„ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ÈÎ ‰„ÂÓ ‡·¯ .‰¯È·Ò È„ ‡ÂÙ‡ ˙È‡¯ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰
ÏÎ·Â .Ì˙Â‡ ˙Â¯ÎÏ :È¯˜ ,Ò„¯ÙÏ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ ÂÈÏ˜„˘ ˜Ê‰ ˙‡ ÚÂÓÏ ÂÈÏÚ ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏ‰‰
˙È˙ÎÏ‰ ‰„ÓÚÓ Ú·Â ‰Ê ·Â¯ÈÒ ÈÎ ÈÏ ‰‡¯ ‡Ï .˘¯„‰ ˙‡ Úˆ·Ï ·¯ÒÓ ‡Â‰ ˙‡Ê
ÈÏ ‰‡¯ .˙ÏÂÊ‰ Ï˘ ˜Ê‰ ˙ÚÈÓ ˙·ÂÁ ÏÚ ¯·Â‚ ıÚ‰ ˙˙È¯Î ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ÈÎ ˙Ò¯Â‚‰
Ï˘ Â˙ÂÎÓÒÂ ,ÈÓÈÓ˘ Í¯ÚÓ Ì‚ ÌÈÈ˜ È˙ÎÏ‰‰ Í¯ÚÓ‰ „ÈÏ˘ ÔÚÂË ‡·¯ ÈÎ ¯˙ÂÈ
‰Î¯Ú‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰ÓˆÚ ÏÚ· È‡„ÂÂ· ‡Â‰ .ÂÈÈÚ· ‰ÙÈ„Ú ‰Ê ÔÂ¯Á‡ Í¯ÚÓ
˙‡ ˙Â¯ÎÏ È‡˘¯ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ ÍÎÈÙÏÂ ,„Á‡Â „Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÚ ‡È‰ ,ÌÈÎÒÈ ‡Â‰ ,ÂÊ
‰ÈÁ·Ó :Ì‡˙‰· ˙ÁÎÈ˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰ Û‡ ‡·¯ ÈÎ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .‰ˆ¯È ÍÎ Ì‡ ÌÈÏ˜„‰
ÏÚ ÌÈÂ‚Ó‰ ,ÌÈÓ˘ ÈÈ„ Í‡ ,‰‡˙‰ ˙‡ ˙Â¯ÎÏ Ô·‰ ‰È‰ È‡˘¯ ‰ÙÂ¯ˆ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰
.ÍÎ· ÌÈ·˘Á˙Ó ÌÈ‡ ,‡Â‰ ¯˘‡· ıÚ ÏÎ
ÂÓÓ ˙Ú·Â˙˘ ‰ÓÓ ¯˙ÂÈ Ì„‡Ó ÂÚ·˙È ÌÈÓ˘ ÈÈ„˘ ÏÏÎÂ ÏÏÎ ÚÈ˙ÙÓ ‰Ê ÔÈ‡
È¯‰˘ ,¯˙ÂÈ ·Î¯ÂÓ ·ˆÓ‰ Ô‡Î Ì¯· .˙ÈËÒÈÏÓÈÈÓÎ ÒÙ˙È‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú‰ ,‰ÎÏ‰‰
ÌÈ˘¯Â„ ÏÚÂÙ·Â ,ÂÎ˘ ÈÙÏÎ Ì„‡‰ ˙·ÂÁ ÏÚ ,ÂÈÈÚ· ,ÌÈ¯·Â‚ ÌÈÓ˘ ÈÈ„ Ì˙Â‡
˙ÂÈÂÎÊ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘‰ ÏÚ ‰ÏÂÚ ıÚ‰ ÌÂÈ˜ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘‰ .ÂÊ ‰·ÂÁÓ ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï ÂÓÓ
Û¯‰ ˙‡ÏÚ‰Ï ‰‡È·Ó‰ ,˙È˙¯‚˘ '˙Â„ÈÒÁ ˙„ÈÓ' ‡ÂÙ‡ Ô‡Î ÔÈ‡ .¯·Á‰ Ï˘ ÔÂÓÓ‰
ÌÎÁ‰ – ‰Ó Ô·ÂÓ· Û¯‰ ˙„¯Â‰Ï ‰‡È·Ó‰ ÌÈÓ˘ ÈÈ„ ˙Â·¯Ú˙‰ ‡Ï‡ ,È˙„-È¯ÒÂÓ‰
.ÂÎ˘Ï Â˙·ÂÁ ÌÂÈ˜ ÏÚ ¯Â˙ÈÂÂ‰ ¯ÈÁÓ· ÂÏÂ ,ÌÈÓ˘ ÈÈ„Ï ÚÓ˘È‰Ï ÛÈ„ÚÓ
˘ÓÓÏ ÔÎ˘Ï ‰˘¯Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÍÎ· ÂÊ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ Ï¯ËÓ ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ ÌÓ‡
.‰È‚ÂÒÏ ˘„Á ÏÂ˜È˘ ‰ÒÈÎÓ ÂÊ ‰ÂÂÁÓ .'ıÂ˜ÈÏ ‰ÈÏ ‡ÁÈ È‡ ¯Ó' – Â˙ÂÎÊ ˙‡
ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘È‰ ÈÎ ¯¯·˙È ,Â˙ÂÎÊ ˙‡ ˘ÓÓÏ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ ËÈÏÁÈ Ì‡
ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ ¯˙ÂÂÈ Ì‡Â .˙ÏÂÊ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂÎÊ· ,‰˘ÚÓÏ ,‰Ú‚Ù ‡Ï ÈÓÈÓ˘‰ Ë¯„ËÒÏ
¯ÊÚ ‡Ï ‡·¯ ÈÎ ¯¯·˙È ,(‡·¯ ÂÏ ¯˘È· ÂÈÏÚ˘ ÈÓÈÓ˘‰ Ë¯„ËÒ‰ ¯Â‡Ï) Â˙ÂÎÊ ÏÚ
Ë¯„ËÒ ıÓÈ‡ ÂÓˆÚ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ È¯‰˘ ,ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂÎÊÓ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ ˙‡ Ï˘Ï È„Î ÌÈÓ˘ ÈÈ„·
„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ ‰· ˘È ;˙Â¯˙ÂÂÓ ˙Ú·Â ‰È‡ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯Ï ‡·¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÂÁÓ .‰Ê
.È˙ÎÏ‰ ¯˘˜‰· ÌÈÓ˘ ÈÈ„ ˙ÏÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÓÏ·Â¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰‰ ÌÚ
15.‰˙Ú ‰Ê ÂÈÂÂ˙‰˘ ÔÂÂÎ· ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ ˘¯ÙÏ ˘‚È˘ ÔÈ„ÓÚ ·˜ÚÈ '¯ ‰È‰ „ÈÁÈ
ÏÚ ÔÈ¯˜Ó „Á‡‰Â ,Ì‰ „Á – ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ ‰˘ÚÓÂ ˙ÁÎÈ˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ,˙ÈÂ¯˜Ú
.˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÎÏ‰Ï „Â‚È· ÌÈÏÚÙÂÓ‰ ÌÈÓ˘ ÈÈ„· ¯·Â„Ó ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ È˘· .È˘‰
˜È„ˆ È¯‰˘ ,È˙ÎÏ‰ ‰„ÈÓ ‰˜ ÈÙÏ ¯ÂÒ‡‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ‰˘Ú˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ‡Ï ˙Ó ˙ÁÎÈ˘
‡Ï ÂˆÚ ˙‡ ˙Â¯ÎÏ ·¯ÒÓ ‡·¯ :ÛÒÂÈ ·¯Â ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÔÎÂ .‰È‰
Û˘Á˘ ,ÈÓÈÓ˘‰ Ë¯„ËÒ‰˘ ÈÙÓ ‡Ï‡ ,˙‡Ê ˙ÚÂÓ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÎÏ‰‰˘ ÈÙÓ
˙„‚Â ÔÈ„ÓÚ ·˜ÚÈ '¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ Ì¯· 16.˙‡Ê ¯ÒÂ‡ ,˙ÁÎÈ˘ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ·
.ÂÚ ÔÓÈÒ ,‡ ˜ÏÁ ,ı·ÚÈ ˙"Â˘ 15
‡Ï ÛÒÂÈ ·¯Â ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· .ÌÂ˙ „Ú ‰„Â˜‰ ˙‡ „„ÈÁ ‡Ï ÔÈ„ÓÚ ·˜ÚÈ '¯ ÌÏÂ‡ 16
ÈÈ„'Ó ÂÈÏÚ ¯ÈÓÁ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÂÏ˜·˘ ‰Ó) È˙ÎÏ‰‰ Ë¯„ËÒ‰ ÈÙÏ ¯˙ÂÓ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ· ¯·Â„Ó
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˙Â˜‰Ï Â„ÈÙ˜‰˘ ,ÌÏÂÎÎ Ì·Â¯ ('ÌÈÂ˘‡¯'‰) ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ ÈÓÎÁ Ï˘ Ì˙Ú„ ˙‡
17.‰ÙÂ¯ˆ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù Â˙ÈÈ‚ÂÒÏ

˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ .‚
Ú˜¯˜· ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ È¯·„ ˙‡ ˙ÚËÏ ‡È‰ ˙ÈÓÈÈÈ·-ÈÓÈ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙Ó‚Ó
Ì‡È·‰· ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ Ï˘ Â˙¯ÈÓ‡ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˜Â˙ ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÈÓÎÁ .˙È˙ÎÏ‰
Ì‚ Ì‰ .˜Ê‰ Í˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ÚÂÓÏ È„Î ıÚ‰ ıÂˆÈ˜ ˙‡ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈÂ˘ ‰ÎÏ‰ ÈÙÂ‚
Â·Â¯ÈÒ˘ ÌÈÁÈÓ Ì‰ ÈÎ ‡Â‰ Ì‰È¯·„ ÏÏÎÓ ‰ÏÂÚ‰ Ì¯· .‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÌÈˆ¯˙Ó
ÌÈÓÚÙÏÂ ,ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÏ„·‰ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ ÌÓ‡ .‰ÎÏ‰‰ È„‡ ÏÚ ÒÒ·˙Ó ‡·¯ Ï˘
.„È¯ÙÓ‰ ÏÚ ·¯ Ì‰ÈÈ· Û˙Â˘Ó‰ ÂÈÈÚÏ Í‡ ,˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂËÈ˘‰ ÔÈ· ,ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
.˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰Ó¯Â‰ ˙‡ ˙„‚Â‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˜È„ˆ‰Ï Ô˙È ‡Ï
Ô‰È˙˘Â ,ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ Ïˆ‡ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó-˙˙ È˙˘ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ È„ÂÒÈ ÔÙÂ‡·
˙ÂÙÒÂ˙‰ È¯·„· ˙‡ˆÓ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ .Â˙ÈÈ‚ÂÒ Ï˘ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰‡È¯˜· ˙ÂÙ˙Â˘
Ô‡ÎÓÂ '˙ÂÈÏÚ'· ‰ÂÈ Â·¯· ÏÁ‰ ,„¯ÙÒ ÈÓÎÁ Ïˆ‡ ‰ÚÈÙÂÓ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ;¯˙‡ ÏÚ
È·ÂÚÏ Ô‡Î ÒÎÈ‰Ï ÈÂˆ¯ ÔÈ‡ .(˘"‡¯· Ì‚ Í‡) ‡"·ËÈ¯ ,Ô"¯ ,‡"·˘¯ ,Ô"·Ó¯Ï
‰‡Ï‡ ‡Ï ÔÎ ÏÚ ;ÌÈ¯·„‰ È¯˜ÈÚ ˙‡ ¯ÂÒÓÏ ‡Ï‡ ,È˘¯Ù-ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë‰ ‰¯Â˜‰
ÔÂÈˆ· ˜Ù˙Ò‡ ‡Ï‡ ,ÔÏ‰Ï Â‡·ÂÈ˘ ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ ÒÈÒ··˘ ‰ÈˆËÓÂ‚¯‡· ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡
.‰Ê ÔÂÈ„Ó ˙Â˘˜·˙Ó‰ ˙Â˜ÒÓ‰
ÚÂÓÏ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ÏÚ ‰ÏÂÚ ˙ÈÁ˘˙-Ï· ¯ÂÒÈ‡ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÙÈ˜˙ ,˙ÂÙÒÂ˙‰ ÈÏÚ· ÈÙÏ
˙˙È‰ ˙ÂÙÈ„Ú‰Ó Ú· ÂÈÏ˜„ ˙‡ ıˆ˜Ï ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ Ï˘ Â·Â¯ÈÒ .˙ÏÂÊ‰Ó ˜Ê
ÒÎÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙‰ ÌÈÎÂÓ ÔÎ ÏÚ 18.¯·„ ÏÎÏ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰ ‡È‰˘ ˙ÂÙÈ„Ú ,‰Ê ¯ÂÒÈ‡Ï
˘ÂÎ¯Ï È„Ó ÌÈ·Â¯˜‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‡ ˙ˆÈˆ˜ ÏÚ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ‰˘Ó „ÈÓÚ‰ÏÂ ‰˜ÂÁ„ ‰ˆ¯ÙÏ
Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· Í‡ ,ÂÊ ˙ÂÙÈ„Ú ÌÈ„ÚÓÂ ÌÈÏÈ·‚Ó Ì‰ ÌÓ‡ .˜¯Ò ÈˆÚ· – ˙ÏÂÊ‰
ÊÓÂ¯‰ ,˙ÁÎÈ˘ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ .ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙‡ ‰¯È·ÒÓ‰ ‡È‰ ÌÂÈ
ÔÁ ¯· ‡·¯˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ,„È˜Ù˙ ‡ÏÓÓ ÂÈ‡ ,ÔÈÈÚ· ÌÈÓ˘ ÔÈ„ ˙Â·¯Ú˙‰Ï
.ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ ˜ÓÏ ,¯Á‡ ¯Â˜Ó ÏÎ ‡ÏÂ ,‰Ê ¯Â˜Ó ‡È·Ó
ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ÔÂÚÈËÏ ÌÈÙ˙Â˘ ÌÈ‡ ˙È„¯ÙÒ‰ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡‰ È¯·Á ÌÈÂ˘‡¯ ÈÎ Ì‡
˘È .Ú¯Â‡Ó‰ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰Ï È„Î È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÏÂÏÒÓ· ÌÈÚ Ì‰ Û‡ ,˙ÂÙÒÂ˙‰ ÈÏÚ· Ï˘
‡Ï ,Í¯„‰ ÏÎ Í¯Â‡Ï ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ ÌÚ ÁÎÂÂ˙Ó‰ ,ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ ÈÎ ÌÈÚÂË ËÂ˘ÙÂ
˙ÂÚÈÙÂÓ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÓ¯Â ÏÚ ÌÈÒÒÂ·Ó‰ ÌÈÂÚÈË ÌÈÙÈÒÂÓ ÌÈ¯Á‡ .Â„È ÏÚ ÚÎÂ˘

‰·¯‰ .(˙ÏÂÊÏ ˜ÈÊÓ‰ Ì¯Â‚ ˜ÂÏÈÒ) È˙ÎÏ‰‰ Ë¯„ËÒ‰ ÈÙÏ ·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ· ‡Ï‡ ,('ÌÈÓ˘
.ÈÓÈÓ˘ Ë¯„ËÒ ÔÈ‚· ÂÊ ‰·ÂÁ ÌÂÈ˜ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏ ‰˘˜ ¯˙ÂÈ
Ï˘ ÂÊ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ÌÈÂ¯Á‡‰ ˙·È˙Î· ‰Â˘‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ‰ ,(ÏÈÚÏ 5 ‰¯Ú‰) ÈÏÈÈ‡ Â‡¯ 17
.ÏÏÎ· ÂÈÈÚ· ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰
.‡‡ ‰"„ ,‡"Ú ÂÎ ·"· 18
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˙ÂÏ·Â˜Ó ÔÈ‡ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ ‡È·‰˘ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÈÎ ‡Â‰ „ÁÂÈÓ· ıÂÙ ÔÂÚÈË .Â˙ÈÈ‚ÂÒ·
,Â˙„ÓÚ ÏÚ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯ ˙‚‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‰Â˘‡¯Ï Â‡·Â‰ Ô‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ÔÁ ·¯ ¯· ‡·¯ ÏÚ
,ÂÏ ÔÈÚÓÂ˘ ‰¯Ó‡ ‰˘ÚÓ Ì„Â˜ Ì‡ ,‡·Â ‰ÎÏ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ˘ ÌÎÁ „ÈÓÏ˙ ÏÎ' ÚÂ„ÈÎÂ
.„È˜Ù˙ ‡ÏÓÓ ÂÈ‡ ˙ÁÎÈ˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ,·Â˘Â .(‡'Ú ÊÚ ˙ÂÓ·È) 'ÂÏ ÔÈÚÓÂ˘ ÔÈ‡ Â‡Ï Ì‡Â
.˙ÂÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙ÂÚË ÏÚ ÒÒ·˙È ÏÂÎ‰

– ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ – „ÓÂÚÂ ‰¯˙ÂÓ
·"Ú ,·Î–‡"Ú ,‡Î ‡¯˙· ‡·· ÈÏ··
(¯Èˆ˜˙)
ÔÓ˘¯È‰ ÌÁÓ
È‡„ÂÂ· ‡È‰ ‰˜È˙Ú ˙Ú‰ È‰Ï˘· È„ÂÒÈ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙· ¯˙ÂÈ· ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ‡È‚ÂÒ‰
˙ÂÁÙ˘ ÌÈË·È‰Ó ˙Á· ‡È‚ÂÒ‰ ‰Ê‰ ¯Ó‡Ó· .ÍÏÈ‡Â ·"Ú ,‡Î ‡¯˙· ‡·· ÈÏ··
ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙ .È„ÂÒÈ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÔÂÈÎ ˙‡ ¯ÊÁ˘Ï ÂÒÈ˘ ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙‡ Â˜ÈÒÚ‰
.„ÁÂÈÓ· ˙ÂÈÈÚÓ Ô‰ ‰ÏÂÎ ‡È‚ÂÒ·
ÈÙ˙Î ÏÚ ˙ÏËÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡Ï ˘„˜ÂÓ ‡È‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ „·Î ˜ÏÁ˘ ¯¯·˙Ó ˙È˘‡¯
.„ÓÂÚÂ ‰¯˙ÂÓ ˙ÈÁ·· ÂÈ‰˘ ,‰¯ÂÓ‰
˙Â„Â‡ Ë¯ÂÙÓ „Â‡Ó ÔÂ˜˙ ˙˜˙‰· ‡·¯ ˙„ÓÚ ‡Â‰ ‰¯‡‰Ï ‰ÎÂÊ˘ È˘‰ ¯·„‰
‰ÏÈ·˜Ó ‰˘È ˙Â˜˙‰ ÔÓ ˜ÏÁÏ .‡ÊÂÁÓ· Â˙ÏÈ‰˜Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙ÚÒ‰Â ,˙Â˙Î Ï„Â‚
.Ô„ÒÈ„·¯‰ ÚÂ„È‰ ÈÒ¯Ù‰ ¯Â·ÈÁ· ‰·Â¯˜

˙˘„ÂÁÓ ‰ÈÁ· ,‰¯Â˙Ï Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â˘¯Ù
È‡˜¯· ¯È‡È
Ï‡ÎÈÓ 'ÙÂ¯Ù ,¯˜È‰ È„È„ÈÂ È¯ÂÓÏ ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· ‰Ê‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ˙‡ ˘È„˜Ó È‡
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰· È˙‡ˆÓ˘ ÍÎÏ ‰‡È·‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡ ÈÈÙ· ‚Èˆ‰ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰ .˜ÊÂ¯
‰ÂÈ 'ÙÂ¯Ù ,˘¯„Ó‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ˜‰·ÂÓ‰ È¯ÂÓÏ ‰„ÂÓ È‡ .ÈÈÁ· ˙ÈÙ˙Ï ‰Ó¯‚˘
ÔÈÈÚ ÌÂÁ˙Ï Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ ‰ÎÙ‰ ÌÈ˜˙¯Ó‰ ÂÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘ ˙Â·˜Ú·˘ ,Ï˜¯Ù
˙ÈÏ·Ò‰Â ‰¯ÂÒÓ‰ Â˙Î¯„‰ ˙ÂÎÊ·˘ ,ÌÈÂ·Ï‡ ·˜ÚÈ 'ÙÂ¯ÙÏ ‰„ÂÓ È‡ .ÈÈÁ· ÈÊÎ¯Ó
Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ ‡Â‰ ÔÏ‰Ï˘ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .‰¯Â˙Ï Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â˘¯Ù· ‰˘„Á ‰·‰Ï È˙Ú‚‰
.ÂÊ ‰·‰

˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÂÏ ˙Â˜‰ÏÂ ÌÏÂÚ· ÔÂ·˙‰Ï ˘˜·Ó‰ Ì„‡˘ ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡˘ ¯ÓÂ‡Â Á˙Ù‡
È‡ .Ô‰˘ÏÎ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓÂ ‡ˆÂÓ ˙ÂÁ‰ Í¯„ ‡Ï‡ ˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡
·ÂË ÁÈ˘ ¯ÂˆÈÏ Ì„‡Ï ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏÂ ˙ÂÁ‰Ï ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ˘ ÔÈÓ‡Ó Ì‚
È‡ .(˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó ÂÏ ÌÈ˜Ó‰ ÂÏ‡ ÌÚ Ì‚) Ì„‡ È· ÌÚÂ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÌÚ ¯˙ÂÈ
,‰ÓÓ ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ Í"˙Ï ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ Â‰Ó Ï‡Â˘Â Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ ‰˘¯„ ‡¯Â˜ È‡˘Î ÍÎÏ
Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ Í"˙‰ Ï˘Â ‰˘¯„‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÈÓ· ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰ÈÂÏ˙ ‰·Â˘˙‰˘ ÁÈÓ È‡
‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰· Ì‚ ‰ÈÂÏ˙ ‰·Â˘˙‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ .Ô˘¯Ù‰/‡¯Â˜‰ Ô˙Â‡ ÔÈ·Ó Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡·
Ï·¯ÒÏ ‡Ï È„Î .Í"˙‰ ˙‡Â ‰˘¯„‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰ ÔÎ¯„˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓÂ
ÌÈÈ˙˘ ,¯˙ÂÈ ÏÏÎÂÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ,ÔÏ‰Ï ÁÒ‡Â ÌÈ„˜‡ ‰ÓˆÚ ‰˘¯„· ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ È„Ó ¯˙ÂÈ
˙ÂÏÈ·˜Ó ˙ÂÁ‰ „‚Î Ô˙Â‡ ·Èˆ‡ ,˙Â˘¯„‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÓ È‡ ÔÎ¯„˘ ‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰Ó
‰Â˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰˜Ó ‰Á‰ ÏÎ „ˆÈÎ ÌÈ‚„‡ ÍÎ ¯Á‡Â ˘¯„Ó‰ ¯˜ÁÓ· ˙ÂÁÂÂ¯‰
.ÔÂ„Ï È˙¯Á· ‰· ¯˘‡ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ‰ ‰˘¯„Ï
˙‡ ‰ÙÈ˜ÓÂ ‰˜ÈÓÚÓ ‰¯Âˆ· ÌÈÁÂ· ,˘¯„Ó‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘¯Ù‰Â ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ˙È·¯Ó .1
Ì‰ .‰¯Â˙‰ ÔÓ ËËˆÓ ‡Â‰ Ô˙Â‡˘ ÌÈÏÈÓÏ Ô˘¯„‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ÔÈ·˘ ¯˘˜‰
Ë˘Ù Ï˘ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÓ ÂÈ‡ Ô˘¯„‰˘ ÌÈÁÈÎÂÓÂ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ
Ô˘¯„‰ Ï˘ ‰¯ÈÓ‡Ï ËÂ˘È˜ ,‡ÓÏÚ· ‡˙ÎÓÒ‡ ‡Â‰ ËÂËÈˆ‰ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó·˘Â
¯·„ Ì‰Ó ˙Â·Ï È„Î ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó ¯ÙÒÓ Ô˘¯„‰ ÏËÂ ÂÎÂ˙Ó˘ ÌÏ‚ ¯ÓÂÁ ÔÈÚÓ Â‡
ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÏ È„Î '‰˘¯„‰ ÈÎ¯„' ÁÂÓ· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó Ì‰ .˘„Á
˙ÂËËÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈÏÈÓÏ Ô˘¯„‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ Ì‰˘ ÌÈ¯Â˘È˜‰ Ï˘
ÚÂ„ÈÎ ‰˘Ú ÂÏ‡ ‰˘¯„ ÈÎ¯„ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈ˘¯Ó‰Â ÛÈ˜Ó‰ ÔÂÈÓ‰ .‰¯Â˙‰Ó
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˙‡ ‰ÓÎÒ‰· Ï·˜Ó È‡ 1.‰˘ ÌÈ˘ÈÓÁÓ ‰ÏÚÓÏ ÈÙÏ ÔÓÈÈ‰ ˜ÁˆÈ È„È·
‰¯ÈÓ‡‰Ó˘ ÁÈÓ È‡ ;Ì‰· ˜Ù˙ÒÓ ÈÈ‡ Ï·‡ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‡ˆÓÓ‰
È‰˘ÏÎ '‰ÈÈ˘¯Ù'Ï Ë˘Ù Ï˘ ˙Â˘¯Ù Ì‚ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó Ô˘¯„‰ Ï˘
‡È‰Â ,‰ÓÓ ˜ÂÁ¯ Â‡ ‡˙ÎÓÒ‡Ï ÍÂÓÒ ‡ˆÓÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ÂÊ '‰ÈÈ˘¯Ù' .Í"˙·
Ì‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï È„Î ÍÎÏ È‡ .ÍÂ¯‡ È¯ÂÙÈÒ ÍÏ‰Ó Â‡ „„Â· ÚÂ¯È‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ
‰ÈÏ‡˘ ‰ÈÈ˘¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ÂÈ·Á¯Ó· ˘ÙÁÏ ÈÏÚ ,Í"˙‰ ˙‡ ‰˘¯„‰ ˙˘¯ÙÓ „ˆÈÎÂ
˙ÂÏ‚Ï ÈÂˆ¯· Ì‡ '‰˘¯„‰ ÈÎ¯„'· ˜ÂÒÈÚ· ˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÈÈ‡ .Ô˘¯„‰ ÔÂÂÎÓ
.‰˘¯„‰ Ï˘ '˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ÈÎ¯„' ˙‡
È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ˙ÂÙÈÒÂÓ ÔÏ‰Ï˘ ˙Â˘¯„‰ .˙Â˘¯„ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ Ô·ÂÓÎ ˘È .2
‡¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ˘ ÁÈÓ È‡Â ,˘„Á 'È˘¯„ ¯ÂÙÈÒ' ˙Â¯ˆÂÈ Ô‰ .Â· Â¯ÎÊ ‡Ï˘ ÌÈË¯Ù
‰Ê ¯˘˜Ï ˜ÈÚ‰ÏÂ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ È˘¯„‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÔÈ·˘ ¯˘˜‰ ˙‡ ‡ÂˆÓÏ
.˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
,(1991 ,„ÂÓÏ˙Ï „È ˙‡ˆÂ‰) '˘¯„Ó‰Â ‰„‚‡‰ ÈÎ¯„' Â¯ÙÒ· ,Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ 'ÙÂ¯Ù
ÌÈÁÂË· Ï"ÊÁ' :Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ È¯˜ÂÁ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰Ó ˙Á‡ ˙‡ ÂÂ˘Ï· ÁÒÓ
¯˙ÂÈ ·Â¯˜ ˘ÈÁÓÓ‰ ˘Â·Ï‰˘ [...] Ë˘ÙÂÓ ÁÂÒÈ ÏÚ ÛÈ„Ú È˘ÁÂÓ‰ ¯Â‡È˙‰˘
˙‡ ‡Ë·Ï ÌÈ‡· ÌÈÈ˘ÁÂÓ‰ ÌÈË¯Ù‰ ÏÎ' ;(258 ,Ì˘) 'ÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ÁÂÒÈ‰Ó ˙Ó‡Ï
'ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙‡ ˙‡Ë·Ó ‡È‰ ¯˘‡ ˙È¯ÂÙÈÒ ‰ÏÈÏÚ ¯ˆÂÈ Ô˘¯„‰' ;(259 ,Ì˘) 'ÔÂÈÚ¯‰
ÛÈÒÂÓ È‡ .ÈÏÂÎÂ (287 ,Ì˘) '¯˜ÈÚ‰ ‡Â‰ ÈÂÈÚ¯‰Â Ë˘ÙÂÓ‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰' ;(287 ,Ì˘)
ÌÈÈ‡¯˜Ó‰ ÌÈ¯ÙÒÓ‰ Ì‚˘ ‰Á‰· È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ Â˘¯ÈÙ Ï"ÊÁ˘ ¯Ú˘ÓÂ
.˙ÂË˘Ù‰Â ˙ÂÏÏÎ‰ ÔÓÒÏ È„Î ÌÈÈ˘ÁÂÓÂ ÌÈÈÓÚÙ-„Á ÌÈË¯Ù· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó
ÌÈ˘ÙÁÓ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰ ˙‡ ‰¯È‰· ‰¯Âˆ· ÁÒÓÂ ÛÈÒÂÓ Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ 'ÙÂ¯Ù
‰È‡ Â‡ ˙˘¯ÙÓ ‰Ê ‚ÂÒÓ ‰˘¯„ Ì‡ ‰Ï‡˘Ï ‰·Â˘˙‰ ˙‡ ˘¯„Ó‰ È¯˜ÂÁ ˙È·¯Ó
ÌÈ¯¯·ÓÂ ÈÏÂÏÈÓÂ ˜ÈÂ„Ó ÔÙÂ‡· ‰˘¯„· ÌÈ‡¯Â˜ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ .Í"˙‰ ˙‡ ˙˘¯ÙÓ
È¯Â˜Ó‰ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÍÂ˙· È˘¯„‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ·Ï˙˘Ó ÂÈ‡ Â‡ ·Ï˙˘Ó „ˆÈÎ'
ÌÈ‡˘ È˘¯„‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ' Ì‰ Ì‡ .(299 ,Ì˘) 'ÂËÂ˘Ù ÈÙÏ
ÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· (Ì˘) 'ÌÈ·Ï˙˘Ó ÌÈ‡'˘ ‰Ï‡Î Â‡ (Ì˘) '‰¯Â˙· ÏÏÎ ÌÈ¯ÎÊ
‡Ï‡ ‰¯Â˙Ï Ë˘Ù Ï˘ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÂÎ˙Ó ‰È‡ ‰˘¯„‰˘ ÌÈ˜ÈÒÓ Ì‰ ,‰¯Â˙·
.Ô˘¯Ù‰ È¯·„ ˙‡ Ô‰· ˙ÂÏ˙Ï È„Î ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÏˆÓ
ÁÒÏ ÂÙÈ„Ú‰ Ï"ÊÁ :˙¯Á‡ Í¯„· ‰˘¯„‰Ó ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ· È‡
‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈÏÏÎÂÓ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ‡Ï È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÂÏÈ‚˘ ˙ÏÏÎÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡
ÌÚË ÔÈ‡ ÔÎÏÂ ,Ì‰È„È ‰˘ÚÓ ,¯Á‡ ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÓÚÙ-„Á‰ ÂÈÁÂÓ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·
ÔÂÁ·Ï ˘È ;È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈ·Ï˙˘Ó È˘¯„‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈË¯Ù‰ Ì‡ ‰Ï‡˘·
„‚Î È˘¯„‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ·Èˆ‰Ï ˘È .È˘· Ì‚ ÈÂˆÓ „Á‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ 'ÔÂÈÚ¯‰' Ì‡
‡Ï‡ ÔÂ˘Ï‰Â ‰ÏÈÏÚ‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ‡Ï ,Ì‰Ï˘ Û˙Â˘Ó‰ ‰ÎÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ‚ÏÂ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰Ê

.Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,‰„‚‡‰ ÈÎ¯„ .1950 .'È ÔÓÈÈ‰
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˙È·˙' ‡Â¯˜Ï ÛÈ„ÚÓ È‡ ‰Ê ÏÏÎÂÓ Û˙Â˘Ó ‰ÎÓÏ .‰ÏÏÎ‰‰Â ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ·
.(‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ 'Ë˘ÙÂÓ ÔÈÈÚ' Â‡ 'ÔÂÈÚ¯' ‡ÏÂ) '˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
Ì‰· ˙¯ˆÂÈ ‡È‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ÏÈÚÏ˘ ‰Úˆ‰‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ‡¯Â˜)
˜ÂÒÙ‰ ÌÂ˜Ó· :Ì‰Ï ÔÂÂÎ˙‰ ‡Ï ÏÏÎ˘ ÌÈ¯·„ Ô˘¯„Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈÓ Ì‰˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙
¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÌÂ˜Ó· ;ÂÈÏÚ ·˘Á ‡Ï ÈÏÂ‡˘ ,¯Á‡ ˜ÂÒÙ ÌÈÓ˘ Â‡ ËËˆÓ ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰˘
ÍÎÓ ˙Ú·Â ÂÊ ‰˘ÂÁ˙ .ÂÈÏÚ ·˘Á ‡Ï ÈÏÂ‡˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯ ÂÏ ÌÈÒÁÈÈÓ Â‡ ¯ÙÒÓ ‡Â‰˘
˙ÂÒ˙‰ ˙Â·˜Ú· ˙Â˙˘‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‡È‰Â ,˙ÂÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ÈÎ¯„· ÌÈÏÈ‚¯ Ì‰˘
ÌÈÂÈ„ ‰˘Ï˘ ÔÏ‰Ï ‡È·‡ .(˙¯Á‡‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ Í¯„· ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ Ï˘ ·¯ ¯ÙÒÓ·
.ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÂÓ‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚„‰Ï È„Î ˙Â˘¯„ ˘ÂÏ˘·

‡
(„Ï ,„ ÌÈ¯·„) 'ÈÂ‚ ·¯˜Ó ÈÂ‚ ÂÏ ˙Á˜Ï ‡Â·Ï ÌÈ‰ÂÏ-‡ ‰Ò‰ Â‡'
:ÈÊÙ ¯· ÔÁÂÈ È·¯ Ì˘· ‰ÈÓÁ ¯· Ú˘Â‰È È·¯
.'ÈÂ‚ ·¯˜Ó ÈÂ‚' ‡Ï‡ Ô‡Î ·Â˙Î ‡Ï ,ÈÂ‚ ·¯˜Ó ÌÚ ,ÌÚ ·¯˜Ó ÈÂ‚
,ÌÈÏ¯Ú ÂÏ‡Â ÌÈÏ¯Ú ÂÏ‡ ÂÈ‰˘
.˙È¯ÂÏ· ÈÏ„‚Ó ÂÏ‡Â ˙È¯ÂÏ· ÈÏ„‚Ó ÂÏ‡
(100–99 ,‡È ,˘„Á‰ ,‡‰Î ·¯„ ‡˙˜ÈÒÙ)
‰˘¯„‰ Ï˘ ÌÈË¯Ù‰ ÌÈ·Ï˙˘Ó „ˆÈÎ ÔÁÂ· ,Â˙ËÈ˘Ï Ì‡˙‰· ,Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ .1
˙ÁÂÂ¯ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂÏ· ˙ÙÂ‡ Ì‡ Ï‡Â˘ ÌˆÚ· ‡Â‰) È¯Â˜Ó‰ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ·
ÌÊÈÂ¯Î‡·' ‰˜ÂÏ Ô˘¯„‰˘ ˙ÚÓ È˙Ï·‰ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ÚÈ‚ÓÂ (‰ÓÂ„˜‰ ÌÈ¯ˆÓ·
ÌÈÈÂ‚ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ„· [...] ÌÈ¯ˆÓ· ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ÂÓˆÚÏ ¯‡˙Ó Ô˘¯„‰ [...] È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
.(99 ,˘¯„Ó‰Â ‰„‚‡‰ ÈÎ¯„) 'ÂÓÊ È·
ÌÈË¯Ù‰˘ (ÏÈÚÏ È˙ÁÒÈ˘) ‰Á‰‰ Í¯„ ‰˘¯„· ‡Â¯˜Ï ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ,¯˘Ù‡
‡È‰ (˙È¯ÂÏ· ,‰Ï¯Ú) ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈË¯Ù‰ È˘ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙Á‡ .˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜ ÌÈÓÒÓ
˜ÈÒÓ È‡ ÂÊ ‰¯Ú˘‰ ÍÓÒ ÏÚ .ÔÓÒÏ Ô˘¯„‰ ‰ˆ¯ ‰˙Â‡˘ ¯Ú˘Ó È‡Â ,'˙ÂÏÏÂ·˙‰'
Ï‡¯˘È È·˘ ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈ¯ˆÓ· ˙ÂÈ¯ÂÏ· ÂÏ„È‚ Ï‡¯˘È È·˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ˘˜·Ó ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘
˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜ ÔÓÒÓ ‡Ï‡ ,È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÊÈÂ¯Î‡· ‰˜ÂÏ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ .Ì˘ ÂÏÏÂ·˙‰
.ÌÈÈË¯˜Â˜ ÌÈË¯Ù ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙ÂÏÏÎÂÓ
ÍÏ‰Ó· ·Â˘Â ·Â˘ ˙¯ÊÂÁ‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ˘˜·Ó Ô˘¯„‰ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ·
.¯Â„ ÏÎ· ÌÈ˙˘Ó ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÓÈÒ Ï·‡ ,˙Á‡ ‡È‰˘ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ;ÂÏ˘ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
˙ÂÈ·˙ ‰¯Â˙· ˘ÙÁÓÂ ÛÈÒÂÓ ‡Ï‡ ,È‚ÂÏÂ‡ÈÎ¯‡ ¯ÂÊÁ˘· ˜Ù˙ÒÓ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ
.ÈÁÎÂ‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ ˙Â¯È‡Ó‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
˙‡ ÛÈÒÂÓÂ „Á‡ ËÈ¯Ù· ˜Ù˙ÒÓ ÂÈ‡ Ô˘¯„‰˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ˘ ¯ÈÚÂ ÛÈÒÂ ÌÈÈ¯‚ÂÒ·
˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ˙È¯ÂÏ·‰ .˙ÂÏÏÂ·˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ È˘ Â‡ ÌÈË·È‰ È˘ ÏÚ ¯È‡‰Ï È„Î È˘‰
‰Ï¯Ú‰ .˙··ÂÒ‰ ˙Â·¯˙· Ì˙¯˜ÂÈ ÏÏ‚· ‰˜ÁÓ È„Â‰È‰ Ì˙Â‡˘ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÏÎ ˙‡
.‡ËÁ· Ì‚ ‰ÎÂ¯Î‰ ˙ÂÏÏÂ·˙‰ ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ
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Ï‡¯˘È È· Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÏÂ·˙‰‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈ‚ Ô˘¯„‰˘ ‰Á‰· ‰˘¯„· ‡Â¯˜Ï ¯˘Ù‡ .2
˙‡ ‰ÎÓ ‰¯Â˙‰˘ ÍÎÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ,ËËˆÓ ‡Â‰ Ô˙Â‡˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙ÂÏÈÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈ¯ˆÓ·
.'ÈÂ‚' ÁÂÓ· Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ
.ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ Ï˘ Û˜È‰· Ô·ÂÓÎ Â¯ÈÎ‰ ‡Ï Ï"ÊÁ' :ÔÓÈÈ‰ ˜ÁˆÈ ·˙ÂÎ
˙ÂÂ˘Ï‰ ˙ÚÈ„È ˙·Á¯‰ ÌÚ „ÁÈ ˙ÂÂ˘Ï‰ ˙‡ÂÂ˘‰ Ï˘ ˙Â˘„Á‰ ˙Â„Â˙Ó‰ ˜¯
‡Ï Ì‰˘ ÍÎ È„ÈÏ ‰‡È·‰ [...] (Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘) ˙ÈËÒÈÂ¯Î‡‰ Ì˙„ÓÚ .‰Ê Û˜È‰ ÂËÈÏ·‰
‡¯˜Ó‰ ÔÂ˘Ï ˙‡ Â˘¯ÈÙ Ì‰ [...] ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ È·Ï˘ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÏ„·‰· Â·˘Á˙‰
ÏÎ ÏÚ ‡¯˜Ó· ‰¯ÂÓ 'ÈÂ‚' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ [...] Ì˙ÙÂ˜˙· ËÏ˘˘ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ˘ÂÓÈ˘ „ÂÒÈ ÏÚ
ÈÎ¯„) .Â˙ÙÂ˜˙· ‰Ï Ô˙È˘ Ô·ÂÓ‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ‰˙Â‡ ‡¯Â˜ Ô˘¯„‰ Í‡ '[...] ÌÈÓÚ‰
.(113–112 ,‰„‚‡‰
Ô˘¯„‰˘ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ‡Â‰ Ì‚ ÚÈ‚ÓÂ ˙ÈÂ˘Ï ‰Á·‰ ‰˙Â‡ ÏÚ ¯ÊÂÁ Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ
.(99 ,˘¯„Ó‰Â ‰„‚‡‰ ÈÎ¯„) "ÈÂ˘Ï ÌÊÈÂ¯Î‡"· ‰˜ÂÏ
˙ÂÏÈÓ ÔÈ·Ï ‰˘¯„‰ ÔÎÂ˙ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯Ú˘Ó ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ·
Ì‰ ,Ô˘¯„‰ ˙‡ ˙˘Ó˘Ó '‰˘¯„‰ ÈÎ¯„'Ó ÂÊÈ‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï È„Î ‰· ˙ÂËËÂˆÓ‰ ‡¯˜Ó‰
˙‡ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÔÂÁ·Ï ÚÈˆÓ È‡ ÌÏÂ‡ ,‰Ê‰ È¯ÂË¯‰ ËÂ˘È˜‰ Ï˘ ÂÁÂÒÈ· ÌÈ˜Ù˙ÒÓ
Ô˘¯„‰ ÍÓÂÒ Í"˙· ‰Ó ÏÚ ÏÂ‡˘Ï :'˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ÈÎ¯„' ˙‡ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ '‰˘¯„‰ ÈÎ¯„'
˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÈÂ„Ú ˘ÙÁÏÂ ,˙È¯ˆÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙· ÂÏÏÂ·˙‰ Ï‡¯˘È È·˘ Â˙ÚÈ·˜ ˙‡
:˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ ¯ÙÒÓ ÔÏ‰Ï .ÂÊ ˙ÂÏÏÂ·˙‰Ï ˙ÂÙÈ˜Ú ˙ÂÈÂ„ÚÂ
:Ï‡˜ÊÁÈ ‡È·‰ .‡
:Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ¯ÓÂ‡Â [...] ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ı¯‡Ó Ì‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï Ì‰Ï È„È È˙‡˘ ‡Â‰‰ ÌÂÈ·'
.ÌÎÈ‰Ï-‡ '‰ È‡ ,Â‡ÓË˙ Ï‡ ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ÈÏÂÏÈ‚·Â ÂÎÈÏ˘‰ ÂÈÈÚ ÈˆÂ˜È˘ ˘È‡
˙‡Â ÂÎÈÏ˘‰ ‡Ï Ì‰ÈÈÚ ÈˆÂ˜È˘ ˙‡ ˘È‡ ÈÏ‡ ÚÂÓ˘Ï Â·‡ ‡ÏÂ È· Â¯ÓÈÂ
.(È–Â ,Î Ï‡˜ÊÁÈ) 'ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ı¯‡Ó Ì‡ÈˆÂ‡Â [...] Â·ÊÚ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ÈÏÂÏÈ‚
:Ú˘Â‰È .·
¯‰‰ ¯·Ú· ÌÎÈ˙Â·‡ Â„·Ú ¯˘‡ ÌÈ‰Ï‡ ˙‡ Â¯ÈÒ‰Â [...] '‰ ˙‡ Â‡¯È ‰˙ÚÂ'
.(„È ,„Î Ú˘Â‰È) 'ÌÈ¯ˆÓ·Â
:ÈÈÒ ¯·„Ó· ‰"·˜‰ .‚
(Ê ,È ‡¯˜ÈÂ) 'Ì‰È¯Á‡ ÌÈÂÊ Ì‰ ¯˘‡ ÌÈ¯ÈÚ˘Ï Ì‰ÈÁ·Ê ˙‡ „ÂÚ ÂÁ·ÊÈ ‡ÏÂ'
:˙ÈÏÈÏ‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙· ÌÈÚÂ˜˘ Ì‰˘ ÚÓ˙˘Ó ÌÓˆÚ Ï‡¯˘È È· Ï˘ Ì‰È¯·„Ó .„
:Â¯Ó‡ÈÂ ‰ÎÒÓ Ï‚Ú Â‰˘ÚÈÂ [...] ÂÈÙÏ ÂÎÏÈ ¯˘‡ ÌÈ‰Ï‡ ÂÏ ‰˘Ú ÌÂ˜'
.(Â–‡ ,·Ï ˙ÂÓ˘) 'ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ı¯‡Ó ÍÂÏÚ‰ ¯˘‡ Ï‡¯˘È ÍÈ‰Ï‡ ‰Ï‡
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ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ '·˘ÂÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙' ˙ÂÏÂ·‚Ó Â‡ˆÈ ÌÈ¯ˆÓ· ¯·Î˘ ÚÓ˙˘Ó ·Â˙Î‰ ˙Â„ÚÓ .‰
ÚÓ˙˘Ó :(·Î ,‚ ˙ÂÓ˘) '‰˙È· ˙¯‚ÓÂ ‰˙Î˘Ó ‰˘‡ ‰Ï‡˘Â' .ÛÒÂÈ Ì‰Ï „ÚÈÈ ¯˘‡
˙‡Ó ˘È‡ ÂÏ‡˘ÈÂ .'Ì‰È˙·· Û‡ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈ¯ˆÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÎ˘· ˜¯ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯‚ Ì‰˘
Û‡ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈÎ˘ ˜¯ ÌÈ‡˘ ÚÓ˙˘Ó :(· ,‡È ,˙ÂÓ˘) '‰˙ÂÚ¯ ˙‡Ó ‰˘‡Â Â‰Ú¯
:(‡È ,„Î ‡¯˜ÈÂ) 'È¯ˆÓ ˘È‡ Ô· ‡Â‰Â ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È ‰˘‡ Ô· ‡ˆÈÂ' .ÌÈÚ≈
¯Â ÌÈ„È„È
.‰‡Ï‰ ÔÎÂ .˙·Â¯Ú˙ È‡Â˘È ÂÈ‰ Û‡˘ ÚÓ˙˘Ó
ÈÎ¯„' ÏÚ ÍÓÂÒ Ô˘¯„‰˘ ÌÈÚÎÂ˘Ó ÍÎ ÏÎ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰˘ ÌÈÈ¯‚ÂÒ· ¯ÈÚÂ ÛÈÒÂ)
˘¯ÂÙÓ· Ô˙Â‡ ¯Ó‡ ‡Ï Ì‡ Ì‚ Ô˘¯„Ï Ô˙Â‡ ÌÈÒÁÈÈÓ Ì‰˘ „Ú ,Ì‰Ï˘ '‰˘¯„‰
·¯˜Ó ÌÚ ,ÌÚ ·¯˜Ó ÈÂ‚' Ô˘¯„‰ ¯ÓÂ‡ ÏÈÚÏ˘ ‰˘¯„· :‰Â˘ ¯·„ ¯Ó‡ Ì‡ Ì‚Â
·¯˜Ó ‰ÓÂ‡' Â‡ 'ÌÚ ·¯˜Ó ÌÚ' ·Â˙Î ‰È‰ Ì‡ Ì‚ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,'Ô‡Î ·Â˙Î ÔÈ‡ ,ÈÂ‚
ÏÚ ‡Ï‡ 'ÈÂ‚' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÂÓ ÏÚ ÍÓÂÒ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ .Â˙˘¯„ ˙‡ ˘¯Â„ ‰È‰ '‰ÓÂ‡
ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ .˙ÂÓÂ‡‰ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ÔÂÈÓ„‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó ÌÈ‰Ê‰ ÌÈÈÂÈÎ‰ :˙ÈÂ‚Ò ‰ÚÙÂ˙
‡˙ÎÓÒ‡Î Ô˙Â‡ ÌÈ‚ÈˆÓÂ 'ÌÈÏ¯Ú ÂÏ‡ ÂÈ‰˘ ,ÈÂ‚ [...]' ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡ Ô¯˘˜‰Ó ÌÈ˜˙Ó
(.Ì˙Â˘¯ÙÏ
‡Ï‡ ¯Ó‚ÂÓ ËÒ˜Ë ‰È‡ ‰˘¯„‰˘ ‰Á‰ ÏÚ ÍÓÂÒ ÏÈÚÏ È˙Úˆ‰˘ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ‚ÂÒ
Ï‰˜ ÈÙÏ ‰Ù ÏÚ· ˙ÚÓ˘ÂÓ‰ ‰˘¯„ ‰È‡ ‡È‰˘ ;˙Ú„ ÏÂ˜È˘ÏÂ „ÂÓÈÏÏ ‰ÓÊ‰
ÁÂÚÙÏÂ ÔÂÈ„Ï ÁÂÓ‰ ËÒ˜Ë ,‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙ ‡Ï‡ ˙·˘ ·¯Ú· ÏÂ„‚ ˙ÒÎ ˙È··
ÔÂÂÎÓ Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ‰˘˜ ÌÈ˙ÈÚÏ .˘¯„Ó ˙È·· ÌÈÓÎÁ È„ÈÓÏ˙ ÈÙ·
ÔÓ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ‰ÏÏÎ‰‰ ˙‡ ÁÒÏ ‰˘˜ ÌÈ˙ÈÚÏÂ (ÔÏ‰Ï '· ÛÈÚÒ Â‡¯) Ô˘¯„‰
.(ÔÏ‰Ï '‚ ÛÈÚÒ Â‡¯) ÌÈË¯Ù‰

·
ÔÈ· [...] Ï‡¯˘È ÏÎ Ï‡ ‰˘Ó ¯·„ ¯˘‡ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ‰Ï‡' ˜ÂÒÙ· Á˙Ù ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ
.(‡ ,‡ ÌÈ¯·„) '·‰Ê È„Â ˙Â¯ˆÁ Ô·ÏÂ ÏÙ˙ ÔÈ·Â Ô¯‡Ù
‰˘Ó ¯Ó‡ ÍÎ :È‡È È·¯ È·„ È¯Ó‡ ?·‰Ê È„Â È‡Ó' :‰·È˘ÓÂ ˙Ï‡Â˘ ‡¯Ó‚‰
,È„ Â¯Ó‡˘ „Ú Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ Ì‰Ï ˙ÚÙ˘‰˘ ·‰ÊÂ ÛÒÎ ÌÏÂÚ Ï˘ ÂÂ·¯ :‰"·˜‰ ÈÙÏ
.(‡ 'Ú ,·Ï ˙ÂÎ¯· ,ÈÏ··) 'Ï‚Ú‰ ˙‡ Â˘Ú˘ Ì¯‚ ‡Â‰
ÌÎÂ˙Ó ËËˆ‡Â ,ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ· ÌÈ„‰ ÌÈÙÒÂ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ¯ÙÒÓ ‡¯Ó‚‰ ‰‡È·Ó Í˘Ó‰·
:„Á‡ Ï˘Ó
,Ô· ÂÏ ‰È‰˘ „Á‡ Ì„‡Ï Ï˘Ó :ÔÁÂÈ È·¯ ¯Ó‡ ‡·‡ ¯· ‡ÈÈÁ È·¯ ¯Ó‡'
Â·È˘Â‰Â Â¯‡ÂÂˆ ÏÚ ·‰Ê Ï˘ ÒÈÎ ÂÏ ‰Ï˙Â Â‰˜˘‰Â ÂÏÈÎ‡‰Â ÂÎÒÂ ÂˆÈÁ¯‰
.(Ì˘) '?‡ËÁÈ ‡Ï ,Ô·‰ Â˙Â‡ ‰˘ÚÈ ‰Ó ,˙ÂÂÊ Ï˘ Á˙Ù ÏÚ
‰¯Â‚˘‰ Í¯„· ÍÏ Ì‡ .‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó Ô˘¯„‰ Ì‡ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ·Â˘
˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ÌÈ˘˜·Ó ÔÁÂÈ È·¯Â È‡È È·¯ Ì‡‰ :ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈÏÈÓÏ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ Ì‚¯˙Â
˜ÂÒÙ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ·‰Ê‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÚÙ˘‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Ì‰ Ì‡‰ ?ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒÓ ˜ÂÒÙ‰
.'‡Ï' ÏÈ‚¯Î ‰È‰˙ ‰·Â˘˙‰ ?ÌÈ¯·„·
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˙‡ ¯Ú˘Ï :ÏÈÚÏ È˙Ë¯Ù˘ ÈÙÎ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÁÂÓÏ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ Ì‚¯˙Ï ÚÈˆÓ È‡
.˙ÎÓÂÒ ‡È‰ Ì‰ÈÏÚ˘ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ ˘ÙÁÏÂ Ô˘¯„‰ È¯·„Ó ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ‰ÏÏÎ‰‰
„ÂÓÚÏ Â˙Â‡ ÔÈÎ‰ ‡Ï Â·Ï Ô˙˘ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ ·‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘‡Ó ÔÁÂÈ È·¯˘ ‰ÓÂ„
¯Â‡Ï .Ï‚ÚÏ ‰„È‚Ò‰ ‡Â‰ ‡ËÁ‰Â Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ ‡Â‰ Ô·‰ ,‰"·˜‰ ‡Â‰ ·‡‰ .ÔÂÈÒÈ·
˙‡ ‰"·˜‰ 'ÍÈÁ' ‰·˘ Í¯„‰˘ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ ‰¯Â˙· ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ ˘ÙÁÏ ÂÈÏÚ ÂÊ ‰ÏÏÎ‰
Ì‡ ÏÂ‡˘Ï ‰È‰È ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÂÈÒÏ .Ï‚Ú‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ˙‡ ÚÂÓÏ È„Î ‰· ‰È‰ ‡Ï Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ
Ì‰ÈÈ· ¯˘˜‰ ‡Ó˘ Â‡ ,‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ‰ Ë˘Ù ÏÚ ˙ÎÓÂÒ ÔÎ‡ Ô˘¯„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÚË‰
ÌÈÙÒÂ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ ‡ÂˆÓÏ ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÓÊ‡Â ,ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ ¯ÙÒÓ ÔÏ‰Ï ÚÈˆ‡ .¯˙ÂÈ ˘ÂÏ˜
Ì‡ ÂÈÏÚ ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ‰„ÈÓ È˜ ÈÙ ÏÚ ËÂÙ˘Ï Ì‚ ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÓÊ‡ .ÈÈÚÓ Â¯˙Ò˘
.ÂÏ˘Ó ÌÈÙÈ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ È˙Â¯È¯˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ‰· ‰ÏÂ˙ Â‡ ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÓ Ô˘¯„‰
Â˙Â‡ ‰‚ÈˆÓ˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈ¯ˆÓ· Ï‡¯˘È È· Ï˘ Ì·ˆÓÓ ÏÈÁ˙‰Ï Ô·ÂÓÎ ¯˘Ù‡
˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ˙Â˘Ï È„Î ‰˘Ú ‰Ó ÏÂ‡˘ÏÂ ÍÈ˘Ó‰ÏÂ ,(ÏÈÚÏ) 'ÈÂ‚ ·¯˜Ó ÈÂ‚' ‰˘¯„‰
¯˘Ù‡ ‰Ê Í¯ÂˆÏ .ÌÚÈ˘Â‰Ï ‰"·˜‰ ËÈÏÁ‰ Â·˘ Ú‚¯ Â˙Â‡Ó Ï‡¯˘È È· Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ
.'‰ÚÈ„È'‰Â '‰ÂÓ‡'‰ :˙ÂÁÓ ÌÈÏÈÓ È˙˘ È¯Á‡ ˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ· ·Â˜ÚÏ
Ô‰Â' ÔÚÂË ‰˘Ó .ÌÚÈ˘Â‰Ï È„Î Ï‡¯˘È È· Ï‡ ‰˘Ó ˙‡ ÁÂÏ˘Ï ˘˜·Ó ‰"·˜‰
,Ú·ËÏ „Â‚È· ÌÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÈÈ˘Ú ‡Â‰ ‰"·˜‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯˙Ù‰ .(‡ ,„ ˙ÂÓ˘) 'ÈÏ ÂÈÓ‡È ‡Ï
˙‡ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ‰˘ÓÏ ÚÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ .‰¯Â˙‰ ÔÂ˘Ï· '˙Â˙Â‡' ,ÌÈ¯ˆÓ‰ ÔÂ˘Ï· 'ÌÈË‰Ï'
‡È‰ ‰Ï‡‰ ˙Â‡ÏÙ‰ È˘ÚÓ ˙¯ËÓ .Ì„Ï ÌÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ,˙Ú¯ÂˆÓÏ Â„È ˙‡ ,˘ÁÏ ‰ËÓ‰
ÂÈÓ‡‰Â ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ˙Â‡‰ ÏÂ˜Ï [...] ÂÈÓ‡È ‡Ï Ì‡ ‰È‰Â' ;(‰ ,Ì˘) 'ÂÈÓ‡È ÔÚÓÏ'
˙Á˜ÏÂ [...] ‰Ï‡‰ ˙Â˙Â‡‰ È˘Ï Ì‚ ÂÈÓ‡È ‡Ï Ì‡ ‰È‰Â .ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ˙Â‡‰ ÏÂ˜Ï
.(Ë–Á ,Ì˘) '˙˘·È· Ì„Ï ÂÈ‰Â [...] ¯Â‡È‰ ÈÓÈÓ
.(‡Ï–Ï ,Ì˘) 'ÌÚ‰ ÔÓ‡ÈÂ .ÌÚ‰ ÈÈÚÏ ˙Â˙Â‡‰ ˘ÚÈÂ' :‰È‰ ÍÎ ÔÎ‡Â
:ÍÎ ÏÎ ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÎÓ ÌÈ¯ˆÓ‰ ÏÚ ‡È·‰Ï „ÓÂÚ ‡Â‰ ÚÂ„Ó Ì‰Ï ¯È·ÒÓ ‰"·˜‰
È‡ ÈÎ Ì˙Ú„ÈÂ [...] ÌÈ¯ˆÓ· È˙ÏÏÚ˙‰ ¯˘‡ ˙‡ Í· Ô·Â Í· ÈÊ‡· ¯ÙÒ˙ ÔÚÓÏÂ'
ÌÈ¯ˆÓ· '‰ ‰˘Ú ¯˘‡ ‰ÏÂ„‚‰ „È‰ ˙‡ Ï‡¯˘È ‡¯ÈÂ' :‰È‰ ÍÎ ÔÎ‡Â (· ,È Ì˘) ''‰
.(‡Ï ,„È ˙ÂÓ˘) ''‰· ÂÈÓ‡ÈÂ [...]
˙Â‡ÏÙÂ ÌÈÒ Ì‰Ï ÁÈË·Ó ‰"·˜‰Â ,ÏÎÂ‡· ¯ÂÒÁÓ ÏÚ (˜„ˆ·) ÌÈÂÏ˙Ó Ì‰
.(·È ,ÊË Ì˘) ''‰ È‡ ÈÎ Ì˙Ú„ÈÂ ÌÁÏ ÂÚ·˘˙ ¯˜··Â ¯˘· ÂÏÎ‡˙ ÌÈÈ·¯Ú‰ ÔÈ·'
¯˘‡ÎÂ Ï‡¯˘È ¯·‚Â Â„È ‰˘Ó ÌÈ¯È ¯˘‡Î' Ï·‡ ,˜ÏÓÚ· ÌÁÏÈ‰Ï ÌÈ‡ˆÂÈ Ì‰
˙ÂÏ‰˙‰ Í¯„ ÏÚ ·Â˘ÁÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ Ì‰ ‰Ó ,(‡È ,ÊÈ Ì˘) '˜ÏÓÚ ¯·‚Â Â„È ÁÈÈ
?‰Ê ÚÂ¯È‡ ˙Â·˜Ú· ÌÏÂÚ‰
ÍÏÂ‰ '‰Â' – ÍÙ‰Ï ,Ë˘ÙÂÓ Ï‡· ‰ÂÓ‡Ï ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ÏÎ ÔÈ‡ Í¯„‰ Í¯Â‡ ÏÎÏ
ÌÓÂÈ ÔÚ‰ „ÂÓÚ ˘ÂÓÈ ‡Ï [...] ˘‡ „ÂÓÚ· ‰ÏÈÏÂ [...] ÔÚ „ÂÓÚ· ÌÓÂÈ Ì‰ÈÙÏ
.(·Î–‡Î ,‚È Ì˘) '‰ÏÈÏ ˘‡‰ „ÂÓÚÂ
·Ú· ÍÈÏ‡ ‡· ÈÎ‡ ‰‰' :Ì‡˙‰· ‰"·˜‰ ÌÈÈ·Ó ‰¯Â˙‰ Ô˙Ó „ÓÚÓ ˙‡ Ì‚
.(Ë ,ËÈ Ì˘) 'ÌÏÂÚÏ ÂÈÓ‡È Í· Ì‚Â ÍÈÏ‡ È¯·„· ÌÚ‰ ÚÓ˘È ¯Â·Ú· ÔÚ‰
ı¯‡Ó ÂÏÚ‰ ¯˘‡ ˘È‡‰ ‰˘Ó ‰Ê ÈÎ' ÌÈÏ‰· Ì‰˘ ÚÈ˙ÙÓ ‡Ï ‰Ê Ú˜¯ ÏÚ
¯˘‡ ÌÈ‰Ï‡' È˘ÁÂÓ ÛÈÏÁ˙ ÌÈ˘˜·ÓÂ (‡ ,·Ï Ì˘) 'ÂÏ ‰È‰ ‰Ó ÂÚ„È ‡Ï ÌÈ¯ˆÓ
.(Ì˘) 'ÂÈÙÏ ÂÎÏÈ
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Â‡ ¯˘‡Î „ÁÂÈÓ·Â ,Â˙ÂÏÏÎ· ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ˙‡ÈˆÈ ¯·„· È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰˘ ‡ˆÂÈ
Ô˙ '·‡'˘ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ‚ÂÒ˘ ‰‡¯Ó ,'‰ÚÈ„È'Â ,'‰ÂÓ‡' ˙ÂÁÓ‰ ÌÈÏÈÓ· ÌÈ„˜Ó˙Ó
.ÔÁ·Ó· „ÂÓÚÏ Â˙Â‡ ÔÈÎ‰ ‡Ï ˙Ó‡· 'Â·'Ï

‚
ÏÎ‡˙ ‡Ï Ú¯Â ·ÂË ˙Ú„‰ ıÚÓÂ ÏÎ‡˙ ÏÎ‡ Ô‚‰ ıÚ ÏÎÓ' Ì„‡‰ ÏÚ ‰ÂÂˆÓ ‰"·˜‰
˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ˘Á‰ .(ÊÈ–ÊË ,· ˙È˘‡¯·) '˙ÂÓ˙ ˙ÂÓ ÂÓÓ ÍÏÎ‡ ÌÂÈ· ÈÎ ÂÓÓ
ÌÎÈÈÚ ÂÁ˜ÙÂ ÂÓÓ ÌÎÏÎ‡ ÌÂÈ· ÈÎ ÌÈ‰Ï-‡ Ú„ÂÈ ÈÎ ÔÂ˙ÂÓ˙ ˙ÂÓ ‡Ï' Ì‰Ï ¯ÓÂ‡
˙¯ÙÒÓ ˘Á‰ È¯·„ ¯Á‡Ï „ÈÓ .(‰–„ ,‚ Ì˘) 'Ú¯Â ·ÂË ÈÚ„ÂÈ ÌÈ‰Ï‡Î Ì˙ÈÈ‰Â
ıÚ‰ „ÓÁÂ ÌÈÈÈÚÏ ‡Â‰ ‰ÂÂ‡˙ ÈÎÂ ÏÎ‡ÓÏ ıÚ‰ ·ÂË ÈÎ ‰˘‡‰ ‡¯˙Â' :‰¯Â˙‰
.(Â ,Ì˘) 'ÏÎ‡ÈÂ ‰ÓÚ ‰˘È‡Ï Ì‚ Ô˙˙Â ÏÎ‡˙Â ÂÈ¯ÙÓ Á˜˙Â ÏÈÎ˘‰Ï
Ï˘ ÌÎ¯„ÎÂ ,‰˘È‡Ï ˘Á‰ ¯Ó‡ Â˙Ú„Ï ‰Ó ÂÏ ¯ÙÒÓ ÔÂÓÈÒ È·¯· ‰„Â‰È È·¯
:ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ˙ÂÂ˘ ÌÈÏÈÓ ÂÈÙ· Ì˘ ÌÈ˘¯„
Â¯·Á· ËÈÏ˘ Â¯·Á ¯Á‡ ‡¯·˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ :‰Ï ¯Ó‡ 1
,È˘· ÚÈ˜¯Â ÔÂ˘‡¯· ÌÈÓ˘
?ÌÏ·ÂÒ ÂÈ‡
,È˘ÈÏ˘· ÌÈ‡˘„Â È˘· ÚÈ˜¯
?Ì‰ÈÓÈÓ ÌÈ˜ÈÙÒÓ ÌÈ‡
,ÈÚÈ·¯· ˙Â¯Â‡ÓÂ È˘ÈÏ˘· ÌÈ‡˘„
(?Ì‰È˙Â¯ÈÙ ÌÈÏ˘·Ó ÌÈ‡) 7
,È˘ÈÓÁ· ˙ÂÙÂÚÂ ÈÚÈ·¯· ˙Â¯Â‡Ó
‰ÓÁ Ï‚Ï‚ ‰‰ÎÓ Á¯ÂÙ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ú˘· ÂÓ˘ ÊÈÊÂ ˘È ¯Â‰Ë „Á‡ ÛÂÚ
,ÏÎ‰ ¯Á‡ Ì˙‡¯· Ì˙‡
ÂÏÎ‡Â ÂÓ„˜ – ÏÎ· ËÂÏ˘Ï
ÌÈËÏÂ˘ Ì‰Â ÌÈ¯Á‡ ‡¯·È ‡Ï˘ „Ú
'·ÂË ÈÎ ‰˘‡‰ ‡¯˙Â' ‡È‰ ‰„‰
˘Á Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ‰˙‡¯ 14
.(30 ,Ô˜È˙Â „È ·˙Î ÈÙ ÏÚ) „ ,ËÈ ‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯·
(‰Ê „È ·˙Î· ‰¯ÒÁ 7 ‰¯Â˘)

ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘Ï ˙ÂÚÏ ‰Ò Ì‡ ?‰¯Â˙· ·Â˙Î‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó ˙Ó‡· Ô˘¯„‰ Ì‡‰
‰˘¯„· '˘Á‰' Ï˘ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰˘ Ô·ÂÓÎ ‰Ï‚ ,¯˜ÁÓ· ˙ÂÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ˙ÂÁ‰‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·
ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ˜ÈÒÂ ,Ô‰· ˙Â·Ï˙˘Ó ÔÈ‡Â ‰¯Â˙· ˘Á‰ Ï˘ ÂÏ‡Ï ˙ÂÓÂ„ ÔÈ‡
‰˘¯„· Ì‚ ‡Â¯˜Ï ,ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÂÓ‡Î ,ÚÈˆÓ È‡ .('˘Â¯„Ï' ¯˙ÂÈ‰ ÏÎÏ ‡Ï‡) ˘¯ÙÏ
˙È·˙ ˙‡ ˘ÙÁÏÂ ,˙ÂÏÏÎ‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜ ÌÈÓÒÓ ÌÈË¯Ù‰˘ ‰Á‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰¯Â˙· Ì‚Â
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Â‡) ˙Â˘¯Ù Ï˘ ‚ÂÒ ‰ÊÈ‡ ¯¯·Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï .Ô‰Ï ˙Ù˙Â˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰
.‰Ê‰ Û˙Â˘Ó‰ ‰ÎÓ‰ ÔÓ ÚÓ˙˘Ó ('˙Â˘¯„'
,˘Á‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÙ· ÌÈ˘Ï ‰ˆÂ¯ ÂÈ‡ ÔÂÓÈÒ È·¯· ‰„Â‰È È·¯ Ì‚ ,Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ ÌÎ¯„Î
ÔÂ˘‡¯ Ë·Ó·Â ,ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂÒÓ ‡Â‰ ÔÎÏ .È„Ó ÌÈÁÏˆÂÓ ÌÈÂÚÈË ,ÚÂ¯‰ ‚Èˆ
‡¯Â˜ ÏÎ ÔÈÁ·È ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈË¯ÙÏ „Ú·Ó Ï·‡ .ÌÈ˘·Â˘Ó Â‡ ÌÈÎÁÂ‚Ó ÌÈ‡¯ ÌÈÂÚÈË‰
¯˜ÈÚ· ÔÏ‰Ï ,ÔÎ Ì‡ ,ÒÁÈÈ˙‡ .·¯ ÚÂÎ˘ ÁÂÎ ÏÚ· ÈÂ¯˜Ú ÔÂÚÈË· ·ËÈ‰ ÔÈÈÚÓ‰
.ÔÂÚÈË‰ ‰·ÓÏÂ Á˙ÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÏÈÓÏ
˙ÂÒÎ Ô‰ Í‡ ,'‰‰ÎÓ' ,'˜ÈÙÒÓ' ,'Ï·ÂÒ' :˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÚÙÂ˙ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ '˘Á‰'
‰Ó‡˙‰ :˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· ¯„Ò ‡ÂˆÓÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ÂÊ ‰ÏÏÎ‰Â ,'ËÏÂ˘' :˙Á‡ ˙¯˙ÂÎ ˙Á˙
‡Ï‡ ,„·Ï· ‰Ê‰ Ûˆ¯‰ ÏÚ ‰ÏÁ‰ ‰ÏÏÎ‰ ÂÊ ÔÈ‡ .ÈÎ¯¯È‰Ï È‚ÂÏÂÂ¯Î‰ ¯„Ò‰ ÔÈ·
È·‚Ï Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,¯·Ú· '‡¯·˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ' È·‚Ï ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰Ù˜˙ ‡È‰ ;ÌÈ‡¯·‰ 'ÏÎ' ÏÚ
.˙ÂÈ˜ÂÁ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ‰ÏÏÎ‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ .„È˙Ú· '‡¯·ÈÈ˘' ÏÎ
ÔÚÂËÂ ˙È·˙ Ì‰ÈÏÚ ÏÈËÓ ,ÌÈË¯Ù ¯Á·Ó ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ¯·Â„‰ :˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ·
˘È˘ ‰Ê¯Î‰ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ‰Ê ÍÏ‰ÓÓ .‰ÏÂÎ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â‰Ó‰ ‰˙È·˙ ‡È‰˘
.˘Á¯˙‰Ï „È˙Ú‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÊÁÏÂ ‰‡È¯·· ˙ËÏÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈ˜ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ÁÂÎ ‰Â·˙·
.‰˙˘Ó È˙Ï·Â ¯„‚ÂÓ „È˜Ù˙ ˘È ‡¯Â·Ï˘ ÚÓ˙˘Ó ‰ÓˆÚ ˙È·˙‰ ÔÓ
ÈÂÏ‚‰ ÏÚ ,ÂÈÏ‡Ó Ô·ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‡Â‰ :˙ÂÈ¯ÂË¯ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Î ÌÈÁÒÂÓ ÂÈ¯·„
Ú·Ë ¯Á‡ ‰˜Á˙Ó‰ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙ÈÙˆ˙· ˜ÒÂÚ ‡Â‰ ,(˙„ÁÂ˘Ó È˙Ï·) ÔÈÚ ÏÎÏ
:Ô‰ÈÏ‡Ó ˙Â˘˜·˙Ó‰ ˙Â˜ÒÓ· ÌÈÈ˙ÒÓ ÌÂ‡‰ .'ÌÓˆÚ' ÌÈ¯·„‰
.'ÏÎ· ËÂÏ˘Ï-ÏÎ‰ ¯Á‡ Ì˙‡¯· Ì˙‡' .‡
ÌÈËÏÂ˘ Ì˙‡ :Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ÏÈÚÏ Â˘Ó˙˘‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈÏÏÎÂÓ‰ ÌÈÁÂÓ·
.ÌÏÂÚ· ˙¯¯Â˘‰ ˙ÈÚ·Ë‰ ˙ÂÈ˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂÎÓ
Ì‡˙‰· ÔÂËÏ˘‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó˘ ÈÙÎ :Â˘Â¯ÈÙ 'ÌÈËÏÂ˘ Ì‰Â ÌÈ¯Á‡ ‡¯·È' .·
.˙ÂÈ˜ÂÁ ‰˙Â‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙ÈËÓÂËÂ‡ Â„·‡Ï ÌÈ„È˙Ú ÍÎ ,˙ÂÈ˜ÂÁÏ
– ÂÈÈÚ „˜ÂÓ·˘ ‰ˆÏÓ‰‰ ˙‡ Ì˜ÓÓ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÈÂÈ‚‰‰ ÌÈ˜ÒÈ‰‰ È˘ ÔÈ· .‚
.¯˘Ù‡˘ ÔÓÊ ÏÎ 'ÂÏÎ‡Â ÂÓ„˜'
¯˘˜‰· ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÓˆÚÏ˘Î '˘Á‰' È¯·„· ‰ÈÂˆÓ ‰È‡ ÂÊ ‰ˆÏÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
‰ÏÈÎ‡· Ô‡Î ¯·Â„Ó ‡Ï˘ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ Â‡ ÂÓÓ .È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· – ‰˘¯„‰ Ï˘ ‡ÏÓ‰
Â‡ ;'˘Á‰' È¯·„ ÌÈÂÂÎÓ ‰Ó „‚Î ÌÈÈ·Ó Â‡ ;‰¯ÂÓÁ ‰¯È·Ú· ‡Ï‡ ‡„È¯‚
ÏÚ˘ ÔÚÂË '˘Á‰' :‰˘¯„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÏ˘‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙È·˙ ˙‡ ¯Ú˘Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Ì‚
(ÌÈÈ„Â˜Ù˙‰) ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ‰ÏÈÎ‡‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ Ì‡˙‰· ÏÂÚÙÏ Ì„‡‰
.Â‡¯Â· ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈ·˘ ÌÈÒÁÈ· ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÓ ÌÏÚ˙‰ÏÂ ÌÓˆÚ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ‡¯·‰ ÔÈ·˘
„ÓÓ· Â˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÓ ÌÏÚ˙ÓÂ ÈÂÈ‚‰ ˜ÂÓÈ· ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÓÓ ‡Â‰ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ·
.ÈÎ¯Ú‰
ÌÈÙ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ˙Â·È·Á ÌÈÙ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ˙˘·ÂÏ‰ ‰ˆÂÙ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙È·˙ È‰ÂÊ
‰¯ˆ¯ˆ˜ ˙È‡ˆÁ ˙˘·ÂÏ ‡È‰˘ ˙ÚÂË‰ ‰˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯·„· ˙ÓÈÈ˜ ‡È‰ .˙ÂÓÈÈ‡Ó
ÌÈ˘ÏÁ‰ ˙‡ ˙Ò¯Â„‰ ‰Ï˘ÓÓ Ï˘ ‰È¯·„· Ì‚Â ıÈ˜· ¯¯Â˘‰ ÌÂÁ‰ ÏÏ‚· ˜¯
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˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÏÚ· ‰ÏÂÚÙ ‰˘ÂÚ Ì„‡ .ÔÈÂÂ¯„ ˙¯Â˙Ó ˙ÈÂÈ‚‰ ‰˜ÒÓ ÂÊ˘ ‰ÚË·
.„·Ï· ÔÂÈ‚È‰· ‡Ï‡ ÌÈÎ¯Ú· ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈ‡˘ ÔÚÂË Ï·‡ ,˙ÈÎ¯Ú
‡Ï ¯ÙÒÓ ˘È ,ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÂÓ‡Î ?‰¯Â˙· ¯ÙÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯·„ ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ „ˆÈÎ
ÍÎ .˘¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰ ‰¯Â˙· ‰ÈÈ˘¯Ù ÂÊÈ‡ Ô˘¯„‰ ÂÏ ‰Ï‚Ó Ô‰· ¯˘‡ ˙Â˘¯„ Ï˘ ÏÂ„‚
ıÚ‰ ·ÂË ÈÎ ‰˘È‡‰ ‡¯˙Â' ‡È‰ ‰„‰ :ËÂËÈˆ· ˙ÓÈÈ˙ÒÓ ‡È‰ .ÂÈÙÏ˘ ‰˘¯„· Ì‚
˙‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ‡¯Â˜‰Ó ˘˜·Ó Ô˘¯„‰˘ ÁÈÓ È‡ .(Â ,‚ ˙È˘‡¯·) 'ÏÎ‡˙Â [...] ÏÎ‡ÓÏ
.‰˘¯„· '˘Á‰' È¯·„ÏÂ ‰¯Â˙· ‰˘È‡‰ ˙Â·˘ÁÓÏ ˙Ù˙Â˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙È·˙
¯˘˜‰ ËÏ·˙Ó ‰ÏÏÎ‰‰ ˙Ó¯· Í‡ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜ ÏÎ ÔÈ‡ ˙ÈÏÂÏÈÓ‰ ‰Ó¯· ,·Â˘
:ÔÈÚÏ
˙˘Ó˘Ó ‰È‡ '·ÂË' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ .'ÏÎ‡˙Â [...] ÏÎ‡ÓÏ ıÚ‰ ·ÂË ÈÎ ‰˘‡‰ ‡¯˙Â'
‡Ï ıÚ· ˙Â·˙Ó ‡È‰ .'ÌÈ‡˙Ó ‡Ï' ,'Ï˜ÏÂ˜Ó' Ï˘ „Â‚ÈÎ ‡Ï‡ 'Ú¯' Ï˘ „Â‚ÈÎ
– ÏÎ‡ÓÏ ·ÂË ‡Â‰ Ì‡ :ÌÈÈ„Â˜Ù˙ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ‡Ï‡ ,¯ÂÒ‡Â ¯˙ÂÓ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ·
˙‡ ˙ËÙÂ˘ ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ÏÎ‡ÓÏ Â˙Â¯È˘Î ˙‡ ˙ËÙÂ˘ ‡È‰ .Â˙Â‡ ÏÂÎ‡Ï ¯˘Ù‡
˙ÂÈ˜ÂÁ‰ ˙˜Á„ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ ÔÓ .˙ÂÈ˜ÂÁ ‰˙Â‡Ó ˜ÏÁ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈˆÚ‰ ¯‡˘ Ï˘ Ì˙Â¯È˘Î
ÏÚ ‰ÏÂÚ ‡Ï .‰ÂÂˆÓÎ ‡Ï Í‡ ‡¯Â·Î ÒÙ˙ ‰"·˜‰ .'‰ÏÚÓÏÓ' ‰ÈÂÙÎ‰ ,˙¯Á‡‰
˙ÂÈ˜ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÒ 'ÂÏÎ‡˙ ‡Ï' ÈÂÂÈˆ‰ .˙ÂÓ„‡ ÈÏÚ ‰˘Ú· ·¯Ú˙È ‡Â‰˘ ˙Ú„‰
.ÂÓÓ ˙ÓÏÚ˙Ó ‰˘È‡‰ ÔÎÏÂ ˙ÈÚ·Ë‰
*

*

*

ÍÏ‰Ï ÚÈˆÓ È‡ ,‰˘¯„‰Ó ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ Í"˙Ï ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ È‰Ó ¯¯·Ï È„Î ,ÌÂÎÈÒÏ
:(˘„ÁÓ ·Â·ÈÒ ÏÎ·) È˙Â‡ ·ÈÈÁÓ‰ È˘¯Ù Ï‚ÚÓ·
.Ô˘¯„‰ È¯·„Ó ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÏÏÎ‰‰ ˙‡ ¯Ú˘Ï
.ÂÈ¯·„ ÌÈÂÂÎÓ Í"˙· ‰ÈÈ˘¯Ù ÂÊÈ‡ „‚Î ¯Ú˘Ï
.ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ È˘Ï ˙Ù˙Â˘Ó‰ ˙ÏÏÎÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙È·˙ ˙‡ ÁÒÏ

?
?
?

,˙È¯ËÒ-„Á ˙ÈËÓ˙Ó ˙ÂÓ„˜˙‰ ÂÊ ÔÈ‡˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ 'Ï‚ÚÓ' ÁÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„Ó È‡
‰ÈÈ˘¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ˘ÙÁÓ È‡ :˙ÓÂˆ ÏÎ· ¯ÊÂÁ ˙Ú„ ÏÂ˜È˘ ˙˘¯Â„‰ ˙ÂÓ„˜˙‰ ‡Ï‡
¯ÙÒÓ ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘Ó ÂÈ¯·„Ó Ï·‡ ,Ô˘¯„‰ È¯·„Ó ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ‰ÏÏÎ‰Ï Ì‡˙‰· ‰¯Â˙·
˙ÂÚÓ˙˘Ó ‰¯Â˙· ‰ÈÈ˘¯Ù‰ ÔÓ Ì‚ .¯Á‡ ÔÂÂÈÎ· ‰¯ÂÓ Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡ ÏÎÂ ,˙ÂÏÏÎ‰
‡Â‰ .ËÂ˘Ù ÂÈ‡ ‰Ó‡˙‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ .¯Á‡ ÔÂÂÈÎ· ‰¯ÂÓ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ ¯˘‡ ˙ÂÏÏÎ‰ ¯ÙÒÓ
.˙ÈÓÂ‡˙Ù ‰˜¯·‰·Â ‰‡¯˘‰· Ì‚ Ï·‡ ,Í"˙· ‰·¯ ˙Â‡È˜·· ÈÂÏ˙
‡Ï‡ ,„·Ï· ÌÈÈ˘¯Ù ÌÈÈ˘˜ Ï˘ ÌÓÂÁ˙Ï ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ÏÈ·‚‰Ï ‡Ï ÚÈˆÓ È‡
ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È˘ ÌÈ„„ÂÓ˙Ó ‰˙‡˘ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰·Á¯‰ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ˙ÂÒÏ
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈÂ·˙Ó Â‡˘Î ¯˘Ù‡˙Ó ‰Ê ÈÂÏÈ‚ .È‡¯˜Ó‰Â È˘¯„‰ –
.ÂÏ Ì‚ ÌÈ·Â˘Á‰

:1'?‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÁ˙ ‰È‰ ‰Ó'
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ¯˜ÁÓÓ
ÒÈÏÈ‚ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
˙Â˘„Á ÌÈÎ¯„ ˙ÂÂ˙‰Ï ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ÂÈ˘ÚÓ·Â Â˙Â‚‰· ˙Â·¯ ‰˘Ú ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
‡Â‰ 2.ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï Ë¯Ù· ‰„‚‡‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒÂ ÏÏÎ· Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ‰·ÂÏÈ˘·
,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡È¯˜· ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· Í¯ÂˆÏ „Â‡Ó ˘È‚¯
‰ÊÎ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ËÒ˜Ë· ¯Ó‡Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙ÓÎÒ‰ ˙‡ ÂÈÏ‡Ó Ô·ÂÓÎ ÁÈ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ¯˘‡Î
˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ÏÚ ˘‚„ ˙ÓÈ˘ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Á˙ÈÙ˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂÙ‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ ˙Á‡ .˘„˜Â ‰‡¯
,˙ÈË˜„È„ ˙Â¯ÙÒÎ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ· ˙ÒÙ˙‰ ,‰„‚‡‰ ÍÎ .ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÔÈ· ˙Â˘‚˙‰· ÌÈÓÎÁ‰
˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰ÓÏÈ„ ÌÚ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Î ‡Ï‡ ˙È„ÓÓ-„Á ‰ÙË‰Î ˙‚ˆÂÓ ‰È‡
˙ÙˆÂÓ ‡È‰˘ ˘ÈÂ „Á‡‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÍÂ˙· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡· ÂÊ ˙Â˘‚˙‰˘ ˘È .˙ÈÎ¯ÚÂ
È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰Ó ÈÂÈ˘ Ô‡Î ˘È .ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙„‚‰ È„È ÏÚ ÁË˘‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ
˙ÂÂÈÚ Â‡ ‰ÈÈËÒ Ô‡Î ÔÈ‡ ÔÓÊ· Â· .ÌÈÈ˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÔÈ· ‰ÈˆÊÈÂÓ¯‰Ï ‰ËÂ‰
‡ÏÏ ,¯˙ÂÈ ˙˜ÈÂ„Ó ‰‡È¯˜Ï ‰ÚÈ·˙ ˘È˘ ÔÂÚËÏ Ô˙È .˙Â¯Â˜ÓÎ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘
Í¯Âˆ‰ 3.˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· ‰¯˘Ù Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚ Ô‡Î ÔÈ‡˘ ÍÎ ,˜¯ÒÂ ÏÁÎ
.˙˘„ÂÁÓÂ ‰˘„Á ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ È„È ÏÚ Â˜ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ó ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯·
ÏÚ Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ¯˜Á ˙ÚÙ˘‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙‡ ˜Â„·Ï ˘˜·Ó È‡ ‰Ê ¯Â·ÈÁ·
‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ÂÎ¯„ ˙ÏÈÁ˙Ï ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ .'Â ˜¯Ù '‡ ‡ÁÒÂ Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡· ‰ÚÈÙÂÓ ‰Ï‡˘‰
.ÌÎÁ „ÈÓÏ˙Î
‰ÓÏÈ„‰ :ÏÏÎ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÂ Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÎ¯Ú' ˜¯Ù‰ Â‡¯ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰· ‰Ó‚Â„Ï
˙ÏÏÎÓÂ Ò‚‡Ó ˙‡ˆÂ‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÔÂÈÚ ÍÈ¯ˆ .‚"Ò˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ÍÂ˙· ,'˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â„ÈÁÈ Â‡¯ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ· :‰Ó‚Â„Ï .75–55 :ıÈ˘ÙÈÏ
ÔÂËÏÓ ˘"Ú È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÌÈÂÓ˘‰ ˙Â˘· ‰Á‰ ‡Â‰˘ '˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú'
.˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·
Ì‰ÈÈ· ÔÂÎ ÏÂ˜È˘ Ï˘ Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ·˙Î ˜ÊÂ¯ .È„ÓÏ ÌÈ·Î¯ÂÓ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Â ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÌÈÁÂÓ‰
(Michael Rosenak. 1986. Teaching Jewish Values: A Conceptual Guide. Jerusalem: The
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‚ˆ‰ .(Melton Centre for Jewish Education in the Diaspora, Jerusalem

‰‡¯Â‰˘ ÈÙÓ ,˙È˙ÈÈÚ·Î ÈÁÎÂ‰ ¯·ÁÓÏ ˙È‡¯ Ì‰ÈÈ· ¯˘ÙÏ ˘È˘ ÌÈ·Ë˜Î ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰Â
ÚÈÙ˘‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ .˙È˙‡ ‰ÈÚ· ˙ÈÁ·· ‡È‰ ÂÓˆÚ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÈÚ· ˙ÈË˙Â‡ ‰È‡˘
‰‡¯Â‰· ¯·Â„Ó Ì‡ ,˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÂ·˘Á ÏÚ ‡Ï Ï·‡ Ì˙‚ˆ‰ ÔÙÂ‡ ÏÚ Ì‚Â ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙¯ÈÁ· ÏÚ
.ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ˙Ó‡· Ì‰˘ ÔÈÓ‡Ó ÂÈ‡ ÂÓˆÚ ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÓÂÏ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙ˆÏ‡Ó‰
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¯ÂÊÚÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ‰ ÌÈÂÂÈÎ ˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˘È˘ ‰È‰˙ È˙ÚË .ÂÊ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙‡¯Â‰
¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÈÓÚ‰ÏÂ ÔÚ¯Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÔÎ˙ÓÂ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ È„È·
˙‡Ê‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ó ¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ ˜Á¯˙‰Ï ÏÎÂ ÍÎ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ ÁÂ¯·
4.ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯È˘È ÔÙÂ‡· Ì¯È·Ú‰Ï ˘È˘ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ¯Â˜ÓÎ
˙Â¯‡˙Ó‰ ˙Â„‚‡· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ· ÔÂÈÚ Í¯„ ‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ‚„‡ ÂÊ ‰ÚË ÒÒ·Ï È„Î
ÈÈÏÚ ‰˘˜È ÂÏ‡ ˙Â„‚‡· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÏÏ˘ 5.‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ 'Â˙ÏÈÁ˙' ˙‡
ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÂÂÈÎ ÚÈˆÓ ¯˜ÁÓ· ÌÂˆÚ‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ Í‡ ;ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙·‰· ¯·„ ˘„ÁÏ
ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ÂÚˆÂ‰˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯Ù· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡· ‰Ê ÔÂÂ‚Ó 6.¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï
ÌÎÂ˙Ó˘ ÌÈÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó ‡Â‰ ·Â˘Á ˙ÂÁÙ ‡Ï .˙ÂÂ˘‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÒ¯‚ ÏÚ
,¯ÂÏ˜ÏÂÙ ,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ,ÌÈÈÒÏ˜ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ,˙È¯·Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ¯˜Á :ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÌÈÁÓÂˆ
˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ‡Ï˘ ,¯„‚Ó È„ÂÓÈÏ ,‰ÂÂ˘Ó ˙Â¯ÙÒ ,˙Â·¯˙ È„ÂÓÈÏ
.ÈÒÏ˜‰ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ¯˜ÁÓ Ï˘
ÌÈÈ˘˜‰ .ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰Ó ˙Â‰ÈÏ ÏÂÎÈ ÈÂÈÚ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ì‰·˘ ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó Ì‚ ˘È
ÔÈÚ‰˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÏÚ ÌÈÓÚÙÏ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ ‰˙ÈÎ· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ÌÈ‡·‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰Â
ÌÈ„ÓÏ ÔÎ‡ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ .Ô‰· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ‰˘˜˙Ó ¯·Î ‰ÒÂÓ‰ ˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰
˙ÂÓ„ ¯Â˙· ˙Â·¯˙ ¯Â·È‚ ‡Â‰ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ .ÂÈÂÂ‚ ÏÚ È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ·
ÏÂ„‚‰ ¯Â˙· ,˙Â˘˜ ˙Â·ÈÒ· ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙Ï ÂÏÂÎ ¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÎÁ „ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÙÂÓ
˘È‡ ¯Â˙· ,‰„‚‡·Â ‰ÎÏ‰· ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÓ„ ˙‡ ·ˆÈÚ˘ ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ ÔÈ·
‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ Ï˘ Í¯Ú‰ ÔÚÓÏ Â˘Ù ˙‡ ¯ÒÓ˘ ˘Â„˜ ¯Â˙·Â ˙ÂÈ¯·Ï ÂÒÁÈ· „ÈÒÁ
ÂÈ˙Â„Â‡ ÏÚ ˙Â„‚‡Ï˘ ‡ÏÙ ÔÈ‡ 7.˙ÈËËÒ˜‡ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ˙·‰‡ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÌÂÈ˜Â
‡Ï˘ – ¯ÈÚˆ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ˙È˙„‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Ù˜˘‰ ·ÂˆÈÚ· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Â·È˘Á ˘È
‰ÎÊ˘ ÈÓ ‡Ï‡ ,¯·‚ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏ‡„È‡ ˙ÂÓ„ ˜¯ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ‰ÏÈ·˘·˘ ,‰¯ÈÚˆ‰ ÏÚ ¯·„Ï
‰˘È‡ ÔÎ ÏÚÂ Â„ÂÚÈÈ ˘ÂÓÈÓ ÔÚÓÏ ‰ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ‰·È¯˜‰ Û‡Â Â· ‰ÎÓ˙˘ ‚ÂÊ ˙·Ï
.ÌÈÂÒÓ È˘ Ï‡„È‡ ˙ÓÏ‚Ó‰
˘È È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ· .‡·È˜Ú '¯ ·ÎÎÓ ˙È˙„‰ ˙Â·¯˙·Â ÍÂÈÁ· ˜¯ ‡Ï
¯· „¯Ó· ÈÁÂ¯‰ ‚È‰ÓÎ Â„È˜Ù˙ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙· ‡·È˜Ú '¯Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰
.ÂÈÏ‡ ‰ÎÈ˘ÓÏ Ì¯Â˙ – Â˙‡ ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ‰˙Ë ˙ÂÂÈˆ‰˘ ÈÓÂ‡Ï ˜·‡Ó – ‡·ÎÂÎ
Ï˘ Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ï˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .‰ÓÂ˜ ÛÂ˜Ê ÈÓÂ‡Ï È„Â‰È ‡Ï‡ ÚÂÎÂ È˙ÂÏ‚ È·¯ Ô‡Î ÔÈ‡
ÁÈ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ¯˜ÈÚ· ÔÂÂÎÓ Ô‡Î ¯Ó‡‰ ÏÎ
„ÂÒÁ ÔÂ‰‰' ‰ÎÓ ÒÈÂÏ Ï‡ÂÓÚ˘ ‰Ó ,·Â˙ÎÏÂ ¯Ó‡Ï ˘‡¯Ó ÌÈÎÒ‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÏÚ˘
˙È˙¯Â˜È· ÁÂ¯ ‡Â‰ ,ÈÂˆ¯‰ ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ,ÈÂˆÓ‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰Ï ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ .'˘‡¯Ó Ô˙È‰
‡ÈˆÂ‰˘ ,‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÁÏˆ‰Ï ÌÈÓÈÒ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· ÁÂÎÈÂÂ ˙¯Â˜È· .ÁÂÎÈÂÂ ‰Ï‡˘ ‰ÈÓÊÓ‰
.˙Â˘È„‡Â ‰Ó„¯˙ Ï˘ ·ˆÓÓ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡
'?‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÁ˙ ‰È‰ ‰Ó' ,'Â ˜¯Ù '‡ ‡ÁÒÂ Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡ ÔÂ˘ÏÎ
˘ÂÏ˘' Â¯Ó‡Ó· ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ˙ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈÏ·È· ‰ÓÈ˘¯ Ô˙Â Ô‡˘ ¯Â„‚È·‡
.1 ‰¯Ú‰ ,„"Ò˘˙ ,· ˙¯·ÂÁ ˙ÎÒÓ ,'‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙Â˘
Ô· ‡·È˜Ú '¯ .‡"Ï˘˙ .È‡¯ÙÒ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ Â‡¯ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙¯Â˙Â ÂÈÈÁ ÏÚ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÈÂ·È¯Ï
.˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .Â˙˘ÓÂ ÂÈÈÁ :ÛÒÂÈ

4
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'?‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÁ˙ ‰È‰ ‰Ó'

‰ÎÊ ‡Ï ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ÂÏÚÙ Ï˘ ‰Ê‰ „ˆ‰ .ÔÈÈÚ· ˜ÏÁ ˘È ÈÓÂ‡Ï ‚ÁÎ ¯ÓÂÚ· ‚"Ï
‰„ÈÁÈ‰ ˙È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ˙Â‡Ë·˙‰‰ ‰¯˜Ó· ‡ÏÂ ,ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó· ‰„‰‡ ‰˙Â‡Ï
,„Ò) ˙ÈÚ˙ ÈÓÏ˘Â¯È· ÌÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ÁÈ˘-Â„‰ ‡È‰ ‡ÂˆÓÏ È˙ÁÏˆ‰˘ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ÈÙÏÎ
:(„
‡·ÊÂÎ Í¯„ ·˜ÚÈÓ ·ÎÂÎ Í¯„ ˘¯Â„ ‰È‰ È·¯ ‰·È˜Ú ÈÁÂÈ Ô· ÔÂÚÓ˘ '¯ È˙
‡ÁÈ˘Ó ‡ÎÏÓ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ„ ¯Ó‡ ‰Â‰ ‰·ÊÂÎ ¯· ÈÓÁ ‰Â‰ „Î ‰·È˜Ú È·¯ ·˜ÚÈÓ
¯Ó‡ .[ÁÈ˘Ó‰ ÍÏÓ Â‰Ê :¯ÓÂ‡ ‰È‰ ‡·ÊÂÎ ¯· ‰‡Â¯ ‰È‰˘Î ,‡·È˜Ú È·¯]
‡Ï „Â„ Ô· ÔÈÈ„ÚÂ ÍÈÈÁÏ· ÌÈ·˘Ú ÂÏÚÈ ‰·È˜Ú ‡˙¯Â˙ Ô· ÔÁÂÈ È·¯ ‰ÈÏ
.‡·È
˙‡ ˙¯ÙÒÓ‰ ‰„Ï· .ÔÈÈÚ ¯¯ÂÚÏ ÔÓˆÚÏ˘Î ˙Â„‚‡‰ Ï˘ ÔÁÂÎÓ ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï ÔÈ‡
¯ÂÊÁ ‰ÈÏ‡˘Â ıÈ·Â˜È·¯ ‰ÈÏ„ ‰¯·ÈÁ˘ ,ÏÁ¯ Â˙˘‡Â ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Ì¯ÂÙÈÒ
ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÍÂÙ‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ıÂ¯ÙÏ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ÌÁÂÎ ÏÚ ‰„ÈÚÓ ,Í˘Ó‰·
.ÌÈ·Á¯ ÌÈ¯Â·ÈˆÏ

ÍÂÈÁÏ ·‡˘ÓÎ ¯˜ÁÓ
¯·„‰ .ÌÈÈ˜‰ Ú„È‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÊÈÂÂ¯Â ÔÂ˜È˙ ÔÎÂ Ú„È ˙¯ÈˆÈ ‡Â‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ È„È˜Ù˙Ó „Á‡
È˘¯Ù‰ Â„È˜Ù˙ Ì‰·˘ ,ÁÂ¯‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈ·Î¯ÂÓ ÌÈ¯·„‰ .Ú·Ë‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ¯Â¯·
˙·ÈÈÁ Ú„È· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ˙¯ÓÈÈ˙Ó‰ ˙È‡¯Á‡ ‰‡¯Â‰ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ .¯˙ÂÈ ËÏÂ· ¯˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘
ÔÈ· ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó ˙ÂÚ„ È˜ÂÏÈÁ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ ¯˘‡Î ÂÏÈÙ‡ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ·ˆÓÏ ‰¯Â˘˜ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
.ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰
¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ,„Á‡ „ˆÓ ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î È¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ú„È‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰ ·‡ÂÂ˘ ÛÒÂÈ
ÏÂ˜˘Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÔÎ˙Ó ÏÚ˘ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ .È˘ „ˆÓ 'ÍÂÈÁÏ ·‡˘Ó'Î
˙È¯˜ÁÓ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙‡ „·Ú˘Ï ÂÏ Ï‡Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ·ÂˆÈÚ· ÌÈ·Î¯ÂÓ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘
Ï˘ ÂÎÂÈÁÏ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ ‰Ó ÏÂ‡˘ÏÂ ÈÂÈÚ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ˜Â„·Ï ˘È .˙ÓÈÂÒÓ
˜ÙÒÓ Â‡ ·ÂË Â‡ ,¯˙ÂÈ· ·ÂË‰ ‰Ó ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ ÚÈ¯ÎÓ‰ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ‰˜' ,¯ÈÚˆ‰
ÈÙÓ ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ËˆÂ„ÈÙ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ Ô‡Î ÔÈ‡ 8.'Á¯Ê‡ÎÂ ,Ì„‡ Ô·Î ,„ÏÈÎ „ÓÂÏÏ
˙ÂÈÎ˙· ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰Ï ‰„ÈÓ‰ ‰˜ ‡È‰ „ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ï ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ˘
ÌÚ ˙Â¯ÎÈ‰Ï ‡˜ÂÂ„˘ ‰Á‰ Ô‡Î ˘È .ÚÈ¯ÎÓ ÂÓˆÚ· „ÏÈ‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ÂÈ‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰˘ ˙Â„Â˙ÓÏ ‰ÙÈ˘ÁÏÂ ˙ÂÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„Î Â˘·‚˙‰˘ Ú„È ÈÓÂÁ˙Â ˙ÙÂÓ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ
¯·ÚÓ‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .¯ÈÚˆ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÂˆ¯‰ Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ï ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰ÓÂ¯˙ ˘È Ô‰· ˙ÂÒ˙‰‰Â
ÌÈÈÙÂ‡ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰‡¯Â‰· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÏÚ .ÈË˘ÙÂ ¯È˘È ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ ÍÂÈÁÏ
Joseph Schwab. 1977. ‘Translating Scholarship into Curriculum’, From The Scholar to
the Classroom: Translating Jewish Tradition into Curriculum, Seymor Fox and Geraldine
Rosenfield (eds.), New York: The Jewish Theological Seminary of America, Melton
Research Center for Jewish Education: 14

8
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¯Â·Èˆ ˙‡ ,Ì¯Â·Ú È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‰ÓÂ Ì‰Ï˘ Ú˜¯‰ ˙‡ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘
˙ÈÏÏÎ ÍÂÈÁ ˙Î¯ÚÓÓ ˜ÏÁÎ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙¯ËÓ ˙‡ ,Ì˙¯˘Î‰Â Ì‰È˙ÂÙ˜˘‰ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
.ÏÚÂÙÏ ‡ˆÂÈ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ Â·˘ È˙¯·Á‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ˙‡Â
˜ÈÙÒÓ ‰„Á ‰¯Âˆ· ÔÈÁ·Ó ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ‡Â‰ ·‡ÂÂ˘ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó· ÌÈÈ˘˜‰ „Á‡
ÌÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ ÔÈ·Ï (¯ˆ˜‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ‡Â‰ ÂÏ˘ ‰Ó‚Â„‰) ˙ÂÓ‡ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ ÔÈ·
ÏÈÚÂÓ ÂÈ‡ (scholarly material) ÈÂÈÚ ¯ÓÂÁÎ ¯ˆ˜‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ¯Â‡È˙ .ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰Â
˙ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ‡Ï‡ ‰ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„ Ï˘ ¯ˆÂ˙ ÂÈ‡ ¯ˆ˜‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ 9.Ï·Ï·Ï ÏÂÏÚÂ ÂÏ
‰Ï·˜‰‰ .˙ÈÂÈÚ ‰¯Âˆ· Â˙„Â·Ú ÏÚ ·˘Á ‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÓ ÔÓ‡‰˘ „Â‡Ó ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .˙ÓÈÂÒÓ
¯·Ú‰Ó ˙Â„Ú‰ ÂÓÎ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ¯˜ÁÏ ‡Â‰ ¯ˆ˜‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ˘ ‡È‰ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó‰
‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ÈÂÈÚ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ 10.ÔÚ„ÓÏ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ Â‡ ÔÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰Ï
‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰ÏÂ ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰‡·‰ ˙È˙¯Â˜È·‰Â ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ‰˘È‚‰ Â‡ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘
.˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
˙¯„‚‰· ˜ÒÂÚ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Â·˘ ‰¯˜ÓÏ ˙˜‰·ÂÓ ‰Ó‚Â„ ÂÏ ˘È Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â„‚‡ ¯˜Á·
˙Â¯ÙÒ ,‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰-ÂËÂ¯Ù· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÁ‡ Ì‡‰ .¯·Â„Ó ‰·˘ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ÌˆÚ
?˙ÓÎÁÂ˙ÓÂ ˙Á˙ÂÙÓ ‰ÙÈ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Â‡ ˙ÈÓÓÚ
˜ÒÂÚ ·‡ÂÂ˘ .˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Â ˙Â˘È‚ Ï˘ ÈÂ·È¯ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ ÂÁ‡ ÁÂ¯‰ ÈÚ„Ó·
˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡·Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ˙ÈÂÈÚ ‰˘È‚ ˙¯ÈÁ·· ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘· ˙Â·¯
˙Â¯È˙Ò ‰· ˘È˘ ˙ÈÁË˘ ˙ÂÈË˜Ï˜‡Ó ¯‰ÊÈ‰Ï ˘È Ô‡Î 11.ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â˘È‚Ï ˙ÈË˜Ï˜‡
.‰ÓˆÚ ‰‡¯Â‰· ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· Ï·ÁÏ ˙ÂÏÂÏÚ‰ ˙ÂÈÓÈÙ
Ì˘Â¯ ¯ˆÂ ˙¯Á‡ ,‰‡¯Â‰· ÌÈÂÒÓ ÈÂ·È¯· ÈÂËÈ· ˘¯Â„ ˙ÂÈÂÈÚ‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ ÈÂ·È¯
‡È‰ ÈÂ·È¯‰ ˙‚ˆ‰ ÌÈÓÚÙÏ˘ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ˙‡Ê .‰ÂÎÂ ˙È˙Ó‡ ,˙Á‡ ‰˘È‚ ˘È˘ ‰ÚËÓ
.Ú„È‰ ·ˆÓ Ï˘ ‰ÂÎ ‰‚ˆ‰Ï ˙È˙Â‰Ó
ÏÎ ÔÈ· ‚ÂÏ‡È„˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡· ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ˘È ·‡ÂÂ˘ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÒÈËÓ‚¯Ù‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÈÙÏ
.ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÂ¯˙Ù ÁÈÓˆÈ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ· ÌÈ·¯ÂÚÓ‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ ÏÎ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚Èˆ‰
ÌÂÁ˙Ï ˙Á‡ ‰˘È‚Ó ¯˙ÂÈ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚Èˆ È„È ÏÚ ‚ˆÂÈÈ ÈÂÈÚ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰˘ ÚÈˆÓ ‡Â‰
‰Ó ·È·Ò ‰ÓÎÒ‰Ï ÂÚÈ‚È Ì‰ Ì‚ ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ÍÂ˙Ó .ÔÂ„È‰
˙‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ‰ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÓÂËÒÈÙ‡ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ˘È ·‡ÂÂ˘Ï .ÌÈÂÒÓ‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ·ˆÓ· ˘˜·˙Ó˘
ÏÚ ¯Â‡ ‰ÎÈÏ˘Ó ‰È¯Â‡˙ ÏÎ .˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡ ‚È˘‰Ï È‰˘ÏÎ ‰È¯Â‡˙ Ï˘ ‰˙ÏÂÎÈÓ
‰ÂÓË ‰Ê‰ ÌÊÈËÓ‚¯Ù· .˙È˜ÏÁ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡Â ‡˘Â‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ Ë·È‰
.(20 'ÓÚ) 8 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ ,Translating Scholarship 9
Â‡ ˙Ó„Â˜ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ÈˆÙÒÂ˜ ‡ÏÏ ˙Â„Ú‰ ˙‡ Ï˜Â˘ ÔÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ Ô‡Î ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ÔÈ‡ 10
.¯·Î ˙ÓÈÈ˜˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ‡ÏÏ ‰ÚÙÂ˙· ÔÂ·˙Ó ÔÚ„Ó‰˘
Joseph :‰·Á¯‰· Â‡¯ ÍÂÈÁ· ÈË˜Ï˜‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ÏÚ ,Translating Scholarship, p. 10 11
J. Schwab. 1978. ‘Practical: Arts of Eclectic’. In Ian Westbury & Neil J. Wilkof (eds.),
Science, curriculum, and liberal education. Chicago: University of Chicago Press:
Jonathan Â‡¯ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÂÁ˙· ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ˘ÈÈ Ï˘ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï ;287–321
Cohen. 1998. ‘Enacting the Eclectic – The Case of Jewish Philosophy’, Journal of
Curriculum Studies 30(2): 207–231
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¯˘Ù‡-È‡ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÂÏ˘ „ˆ‰Ó ˜„Âˆ „Á‡ ÏÎ ÂÈÙÏ˘ È·ÈËÈ‚Â˜ ÌÊÈ·ÈËÏ¯ Ï˘ ‰ÎÒ
˙Â¯È˙ÒÏ ÚÏ˜È‰Ï ÈÏ·Ó ÂÊ ‰¯Âˆ· ‰ÎÂÙÈ‰Â ˙ÈÂÈÚ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÏÎÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï „ÈÓ˙
ÌÂÁ˙‰Ó ‰Ó‚Â„ ‡È·‰Ï Ì‡ .‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó ÈÏ· ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙÏ Â‡ ‡ÒÈ‚-„ÁÓ ˙ÂÈÓÈÙ
Ï˘ ˙È˙Ó‡ ˙ÂÙ˜˙˘‰ Ô‰ Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â„‚‡ ‰ÈÙÏ˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡-È‡ :ÂÏ˘
.˙È˙ÂÓ‡ ‰È„· ˙ÈÁ·· Ô‰˘ ‰„ÓÚ‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡ÏÂ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ
‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ Ï·‡ ,ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰Ó ˙Á‡ ÏÎ· ÌÈÏ‚Â„‰ ÌÈ˘‡ ÌÏÂÚ· ˘È ÔÎ‡
˙ÈÎ˙ 12.È˙Ó‡ ˜ÙÒÏ ,˙ÈÂÈÚ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ,ÌÂ˜Ó ˘È ÔÎ Ì‡ ‡Ï‡ ,Ô‰ÈÈ· ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï
‰˙Â‡· .˙ÂÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ ÏÎÏ ‰ÂÂ˘ ÌÂ˜Ó ˙˙Ï „ÈÓ˙ ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰È‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
‰˙Â‡ Ï˘ ÈÓ„˜‡ ‚Èˆ˘ ÈÙÓ ˜¯ ˙Á‡ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÍÂ˙· ¯‚˙Ò‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡ ‰„ÈÓ
.˙È„ÚÏ·‰ ‰˙Â˙Ó‡Ï ÔÚÂË ‰ÒÈÙ˙
ÂÈ‰È ÈÈ¯·„ .‡·È˜Ú '¯ È¯ÂÙÈÒ ÏÚ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯Â˜ÒÏ ‡· È‡ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÓÏÈ„ ÁÂ¯·
„ÈÓ˙ ·ÈÈÁ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ¯˘‡· ,ÈÎÂÈÁ ÔÂÈ„· ‰˘ÏÂÁ ˜ÙÒ ‡ÏÏ È‰ÂÊÂ ,ÌÈÈÏÏÎ
.ÈË¯˜Â˜ ¯˘˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÈˆÂÏÈ‡‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï

ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰
,Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡·Â ÈÏ··‰ „ÂÓÏ˙· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÁ˙ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
13.ÌÂ„˜ ¯ÓÂÁ Â· ˘È ‰‡¯Î ÈÎ Ì‡ ,˙¯ÁÂ‡Ó Â˙ÎÈ¯Ú˘ ÈÏ‡¯˘È ı¯‡ ¯Â·ÈÁ ‡Â‰˘
‡ ,‚Ò – · ,·Ò ˙Â·Â˙Î· :¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‡Ò¯‚ È˙˘ ÂÏ ˘È ÈÏ··‰ „ÂÓÏ˙·
:Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ Ï˘ ˙È¯·ÚÏ ÂÓÂ‚¯˙ ÈÙÏ ÈÏ··‰Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È˘ ÔÏ‰Ï .‡ , ÌÈ¯„·Â
.‰ÏÂÚÓÂ ÚÂˆ ‰È‰˘ Â˙· Â˙Â‡ ‰˙‡¯ ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ Ô· Ï˘ ‰ÚÂ¯ ‰È‰ ‡·È˜Ú '¯
?˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·Ï ‰˙‡ ÍÏÂ‰ ,ÍÏ È‡ ˙˘„˜˙Ó Ì‡ :ÂÏ ‰¯Ó‡
.Ô‰ :‰Ï ¯Ó‡
ÏÎÓ ‰‡‰ ‰¯È„‰ ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ ÚÓ˘ ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ Ï˘ Â˙· ÂÏ ‰˘„˜˙ ‡·È˜Ú '¯
.¯˙Ò· ÂÏ ‰‡˘ÈÂ ‰ÎÏ‰ .ÂÈÒÎ

˙Âˆ¯‡· ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰ ‡È‰ ÂÈÏ‡ ÚÈ‚‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ È·ÈËÈ‚Â˜ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ˘ „¯ÂÒ·‡‰ ·ˆÓÏ ‰ÙÈ ‰Ó‚Â„ 12
˘È˘ ÌÈÚÂË‰ ‰Ï‡Ï ‰È‚ÂÏÂÈ·‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ÒÈÒ·Î ‰ÈˆÂÏÂ·‡‰ ˙¯Â˙· ÌÈÏ‚Â„‰ ‰Ï‡ ÔÈ· ˙È¯·‰
ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÈÙÏ .(intelligent design) ÏÎ˘ÂÓ‰ ·ÂˆÈÚ‰ ˙ÈÈ¯Â‡˙Ï ‰ÂÂ˘ „ÓÚÓ ˙ÂÁÙÏ ˜ÈÚ‰Ï
˙ÈÎ˙ .Ú„Ó-Â„Â‡ÈÒÙ „‚ ˜·‡Ó· ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÈÚ„Ó ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ÁÂÎÈÂÂ· Ô‡Î ¯·Â„Ó ÔÈ‡
‡È‰˘ ÈÙÓ ˜¯ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰˘È‚ ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï Â‡ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘· ˙ÈÏ¯ËÈ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
˙Ó¯Â‚ ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ˘ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡ÏÙ ÔÈ‡ .Ì„‡ Ô·ÎÂ Á¯Ê‡Î „ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ï ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÂ¯˙˙
.ÌÈ˘˜ ÌÈÒÚÎÏÂ ‰˘˜ ˙ÂÈ·ËÂ˜Ï
‚ÂÁ‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˙Â˘¯ÙÂ ‰ÎÈ¯Ú ,ÁÒÂ :Ô˙ '¯„ ˙Â·‡· ÌÈÂÈÚ .Á"˘˙ .¯ËÒÈ˜ ÌÁÓ 13
.222–217 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,„ÂÓÏ˙Ï
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.Â˙Â‡ ‰ÁÏÈ˘Â ‰Úˆ· ÂÏ ‰˘„˜˙‰
Â˙È·Ó ‰˙Â‡ ‡ÈˆÂ‰ ,‰È·‡ ÚÓ˘
.ÂÈÒÎÓ ‰‡‰ ‰¯È„‰Â

Ô·˙ ˙È·· ÌÈ˘È ÂÈ‰
,˙Â¯Ú˘‰ ÔÓ Ô·˙ ‰Ï Ë˜ÏÓ ‰È‰
ÍÏ ‰ÏÚÓ È˙ÈÈ‰ ÈÏ ‰È‰ ÂÏÈ‡ :‰Ï ¯Ó‡
.·‰Ê Ï˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
‡¯Â˜Â Ì„‡Î Ì‰Ï ‰Ó„ Â‰ÈÏ‡ ‡·
:Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ ,¯Ú˘·
ÈÏ ÔÈ‡Â È˙˘‡ ‰„ÏÈ˘ ,Ô·˙ ˙ˆ˜ ÈÏ Â˙
.‰·ÈÎ˘‰Ï ¯·„
˘È‡ È‡¯ :Â˙˘‡Ï ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ‰Ï ¯Ó‡
.ÂÏ ÔÈ‡ Ô·˙ ÂÏÈÙ‡˘
.˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·· ‰≈È‰ Í≈Ï :ÂÏ ‰¯Ó‡
'¯ ÈÙÏ ‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ ‰È‰ .ÍÏ‰
.Ú˘Â‰È '¯Â ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡

˙È·· ‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ ·˘È ÍÏ‰
.˘¯„Ó‰

‡·Â „ÓÚ ‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ ÂÓÏ˘˘Î
‰Ï ¯ÓÂ‡˘ Â˙È· È¯ÂÁ‡Ó ÚÓ˘ Â˙È·Ï
:Â˙˘‡Ï „Á‡ Ú˘¯
‰ÓÂ„ ÂÈ‡˘ ,„Á‡ ,ÍÈ·‡ ÍÏ ‰˘Ú ‰ÙÈ
?ÌÈ˘‰ ÏÎ '˙ÂÈÁ ˙ÂÓÏ‡' „ÂÚÂ ÍÏ
ÌÈ˙˘ ‡‰È ÚÓÂ˘ ÈÓÓ Ì‡ :ÂÏ ‰¯Ó‡
.˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈ˘ ‰¯˘Ú

ÈÙÏ‡ ¯˘Ú ÌÈ˘ ÂÓÚ ‡È·‰ ‡·˘Î
.ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙
˙‡ :‰Ï ¯ÓÂ‡˘ „Á‡ Ô˜Ê ÚÓ˘
.˙ÂÈÁ ˙ÂÓÏ‡ ˙ÎÏ‰˙Ó
·˘È ,ÈÏ ˙ÈÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ Ì‡ :ÂÏ ‰¯Ó‡
.˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈ˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘
.‰˘ÂÚ È‡ ˙Â˘¯· :¯Ó‡

¯ÂÊÁ‡ ˙Â˘¯ ÈÏ ‰˙Â ÏÈ‡Â‰ :¯Ó‡
.È¯ÂÁ‡Ï
ÌÈ˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ ‰È‰ .ÍÏ‰ ¯ÊÁ
ÛÏ‡ ‰Ú·¯‡Â ÌÈ¯˘Ú ÌÚ ‡· ˙Â¯Á‡
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÏÎ Â‡ˆÈ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙Â‚ÂÊ
.ÂÈÙÏ ˙‡ˆÏ ‰„ÓÚ ‡È‰ Û‡Â Â˙‡¯˜Ï

ÌÈ˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ ·˘È ÍÏ‰ ¯ÊÁ
.˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·· ˙Â¯Á‡
‰Ú·¯‡Â ÌÈ¯˘Ú ÂÓÚ ‡È·‰ ,‡·˘Î
.ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÈÙÏ‡
.Â˙‡¯˜Ï ˙‡ˆÂÈ ‰˙È‰ ,Â˙˘‡ ‰ÚÓ˘

?ÔÎÈ‰Ï ˙‡Â :Ú˘¯ Â˙Â‡ ‰Ï ¯Ó‡
Â˙Ó‰· ˘Ù ˜È„ˆ Ú„ÂÈ' :ÂÏ ‰¯Ó‡
14(È ,·È ÈÏ˘Ó) 'È¯ÊÎ‡ ÌÈÚ˘¯ ÈÓÁ¯Â

È˘·Ï ,ÌÈÏÎ ÈÏ‡˘ :˙ÂÎ˘‰ ‰Ï Â¯Ó‡
.ÈÒÎ˙‰Â
'Â˙Ó‰· ˘Ù ˜È„ˆ Ú„ÂÈ' :Ì‰Ï ‰¯Ó‡

.ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ ˜¯ ‡ˆÓ ÌÈÒÂÙ„· ¯˘‡Î ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ÏÏÂÎ ËÂËÈˆ‰ ÔÎÈÓ È"Î ÈÙÏ 14
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‰˙Â‡ ÌÈÁÂ„ ÂÈ‰Â ÂÏ ˙Â‡¯È‰Ï ‰‡·
ÌÈÓÎÁ

‰ÏÙ ,ÂÏˆ‡ ‰ÚÈ‚‰˘Î (È ,·È ÈÏ˘Ó)
‰ÈÙ ÏÚ
‰˙Â‡ ÌÈÙÁÂ„ ÂÈ‰ ,ÂÏ‚¯ ÂÏ ‰˜˘˘ÎÂ
.ÌÈ˘Ó˘‰

ÌÎÏ˘Â ÈÏ˘ ,‰Ï ÂÁÈ‰ :Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡
.‡Â‰ ‰Ï˘

‰Ï˘ ÌÎÏ˘Â ÈÏ˘ ,‰Â·ÊƒÚ :Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡
.‡Â‰

Â¯„ ÏÚ Ï‡˘Â ‡· ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ ÚÓ˘
.ÂÈÒÎ Â¯˙Â‰Â
16('‡ , ÌÈ¯„ ÈÏ·· „ÂÓÏ˙)

ÌÂ˜ÓÏ ÏÂ„‚ Ì„‡ ‡·˘ ‰È·‡ ÚÓ˘
ÈÏ ¯ÙÈ ‡Â‰ ÈÏÂ‡ ,ÂÏˆ‡ ÍÏ‡ :¯Ó‡
.È¯„
.ÂÏˆ‡ ‡·
ÏÂ„‚ Ì„‡ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Ú„ ÏÚ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡
?˙¯„ Ì‡‰
ÂÏÈÙ‡Â „Á‡ ˜¯Ù ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,È·¯ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡
.˙Á‡ ‰ÎÏ‰
.‡Â‰ È‡ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡
ÂÏ‚¯· Â˜˘Â ÂÈÙ ÏÚ ÏÙ
.ÂÂÓÓ ˙ÈˆÁÓ ÂÏ Ô˙Â
15(· ,·Ò ˙Â·Â˙Î ÈÏ·· „ÂÓÏ˙)

'· ÁÒÂ· ‰ÈÈ˘‰Â 'Â ˜¯Ù '‡ ÁÒÂ· ˙Á‡ ,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â‡Ò¯‚ È˙˘ ˘È "¯„‡· Ì‚
.·"È ˜¯Ù
.ÌÂÏÎ ‰˘ ‡ÏÂ ‰È‰ ‰˘ ÌÈÚ·¯‡ Ô· Â¯Ó‡ .‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÁ˙ ‰È‰ ‰Ó
ÌÈÓ‰ ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ ÂÊ Ô·‡ ˜˜Á ÈÓ ¯Ó‡ ¯‡·‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ‰È‰ ˙Á‡ ÌÚÙ
Â˜Á˘ ÌÈ·‡ ‡¯Â˜ ‰˙‡ È‡ ‡·È˜Ú ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ ÌÂÈ ÏÎ· ‰ÈÏÚ ÌÈÏÙÂ ¯È„˙˘
˙‡ ÏÒÙ Í¯ ‰Ó ÂÓˆÚ· Â"˜ Ô„ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ‰È‰ „ÈÓ .(ËÈ ,„È ·ÂÈ‡) ÌÈÓ
È·Ï ˙‡ Â˜˜ÁÈ˘ ‰ÓÎÂ ‰ÓÎ ˙Á‡ ÏÚ ÏÊ¯·Î ÔÈ˘˜˘ ‰¯Â˙ È¯·„ ‰˘˜‰
È„ÓÏÓ Ïˆ‡ Â·˘ÈÂ Â·Â ‡Â‰ ÍÏ‰ .‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏÏ ¯ÊÁ „ÈÓ Ì„Â ¯˘· ‡Â‰˘
˘‡¯· Â·Â ÁÂÏ‰ ˘‡¯· ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ÊÁ‡ ‰¯Â˙ È„ÓÏ È·¯ Ï"‡ .˙Â˜ÂÈ˙

:„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ÈÁÂ¯‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .1981 .Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ 15
.112
‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,‰„‚‡Â ˘¯„Ó :ÍÂ˙Ó .Â"˘˙ .Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ Ï˘ ‡Â‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ 16
.377 :‰ÁÂ˙Ù‰
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‰È‰ .‰„ÓÏÂ ÌÈ‰Î ˙¯Â˙ .‰„ÓÏÂ ÂÈ˙ ÛÏ‡ .‰„ÓÏÂ ˙È· ÛÏ‡ ÂÏ ·˙Î .ÁÂÏ‰
¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ È·¯ ÈÙÏ [ÂÏ] ·˘ÈÂ ÍÏ‰ .‰ÏÂÎ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÏÎ „ÓÏ˘ „Ú ÍÏÂ‰Â „ÓÂÏ
ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡˘ ÔÂÈÎ .‰˘Ó ÌÚË ÈÏ ÂÁ˙Ù È˙Â·¯ Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ Ú˘Â‰È È·¯ ÈÙÏÂ
˙È· .‰·˙Î ‰ÓÏ ÂÊ ÛÏ‡ ¯Ó‡ ÂÓˆÚ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈ· ÂÏ ·˘ÈÂ ÍÏ‰ ˙Á‡ ‰ÎÏ‰
È·¯ :ÌÈ¯·„· Ô„ÈÓÚ‰Â ÔÏ‡˘Â ¯ÊÁ .¯Ó‡ ‰ÓÏ ‰Ê ¯·„ .‰·˙Î ‰ÓÏ ÂÊ
‰È‰˘ ˙˙ÒÏ ‰ÓÂ„ ¯·„‰ ‰ÓÏ .Ï˘Ó ÍÏ ÏÂ˘Ó‡ ¯ÓÂ‡ ¯ÊÚÏ‡ Ô· ÔÂÚÓ˘
‰ÎÓ ‰È‰Â ¯‰‰ ÏÚ ·˘ÈÂ ÍÏ‰Â Â„È· ÂÓÂ„¯˜ ÏË ˙Á‡ ÌÚÙ ÌÈ¯‰· ˙˙ÒÓ
Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .‰˘ÂÚ ‰˙‡ ‰Ó ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡Â Ì„‡ È· Â‡·Â ˙Â˜„ ˙Â¯Â¯ˆ ÂÓÓ
ÏÎ ˙‡ ¯Â˜ÚÏ ÏÂÎÈ ‰˙‡ È‡ ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .Ô„¯È‰ ÍÂ˙· ÂÏÈËÓÂ Â¯˜ÂÚ È‡ È¯‰
Â¯˜ÚÂ Â¯˙Ò ÂÈ˙Á˙ ÒÎ ÏÂ„‚ ÚÏÒ Ïˆ‡ ÚÈ‚‰˘ „Ú ÍÏÂ‰Â ˙˙ÒÓ ‰È‰ .¯‰‰
'¯ Ì‰Ï ‰˘Ú ÍÎ .‰Ê ÌÂ˜Ó ‡Ï‡ ÍÓÂ˜Ó ‰Ê ÔÈ‡ Ï"‡Â Ô„¯È‰ Ï‡ ÂÏÈË‰Â
¯ÓÂ‡ ·Â˙Î‰ ÍÈÏÚ ‡·È˜Ú ÔÂÙ¯Ë '¯ ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .Ú˘Â‰È '¯ÏÂ ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ '¯Ï ‡·È˜Ú
ÌÈ¯˙ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈ¯·„ .(‡"È Á"Î ·ÂÈ‡) ¯Â‡ ‡ÈˆÂÈ ‰ÓÂÏÚ˙Â ˘·Á ˙Â¯‰ ÈÎ·Ó
Ï˘ ‰ÏÈ·Á ‡È·Ó ‰È‰ ÌÂÈÂ ÌÂÈ ÏÎ· :‰¯Â‡Ï ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ì‡ÈˆÂ‰ Ì„‡ È·Ó
Â¯Ó‡Â ÂÈÎ˘ ÂÈÏÚ Â„ÓÚ .‰· Ë˘˜˙Ó ‰ÈˆÁÂ Ò¯Ù˙ÓÂ ¯ÎÂÓ ‰ÈˆÁ ÌÈˆÚ
¯Â‡Ï ‰˘Â Ô‰ÈÓ„· ÔÓ˘ ÏÂËÂ ÂÏ Ô˙Â‡ ¯ÂÎÓ Ô˘Ú· Â˙„·‡ ‡·È˜Ú ÂÏ
„Á‡Â Ô‰· ‰Â˘ È‡˘ „Á‡ Ô‰· ˜Ù˙ÒÓ È‡ ÌÈ˜ÂÙÒ ‰·¯‰ Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .¯‰
ÏÎ ˙‡ ·ÈÈÁÏ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ „È˙Ú :Ì‰· Ô˘È È‡˘ „Á‡Â Ô„‚Î ÌÓÁ˙Ó È‡˘
ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ Ì‰Â [‰¯Â˙] Ì˙„ÓÏ ‡Ï ‰Ó ÈÙÓ Ì‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ Ì‡˘ ÔÈ„· ÌÈÈÚ‰
.‰È‰ Ï„ÏÂ„ÓÂ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÚ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ‡Ï‰Â Ì‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ .ÂÈÈ‰ ÌÈÈÚ˘ ÈÙÓ
˙Â·Â ÌÈ· ÂÏ ÂÈ‰ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ‡Ï‰Â Ì‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ÂÈÙË ÈÙÓ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ Ì‡Â
„ÂÓÏÏ ÍÏ‰ ‰˘ ÌÈÚ·¯‡ Ô· :Â˙˘‡ ÏÁ¯ 17‰˙Ê˘ ÈÙÓ Ì‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Ï‡
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÓ ¯ËÙ ‡Ï Â¯Ó‡ .ÌÈ·¯· ‰¯Â˙ „ÓÈÏ ‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ˘Ï˘ ÛÂÒ ‰¯Â˙
Ï˘ ˙ÂÓÏÂÒ· Â˙ËÓÏ ‰ÏÚ˘ „ÚÂ ·‰Ê Ï˘Â ÛÒÎ Ï˘ ˙ÂÁÏÂ˘ ÂÏ ÂÈ‰˘ „Ú
È·¯ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .·‰Ê Ï˘ ¯ÈÚ·Â ÔÈËÂ„¯˜· ‰‡ˆÂÈ Â˙˘‡ ‰˙È‰ .·‰Ê
:‰¯Â˙· ÈÓÚ ‰¯ÚËˆ ¯Úˆ ‰·¯‰ Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .‰Ï ˙È˘Ú˘ ‰ÓÓ Â˙˘ÈÈ·
Â ˜¯Ù ‡ ‡ÁÒÂ Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡
ÍÏ‰ ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏÏ ˘˜·˘ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ‰Ê Ì‰ÈÏ‚¯ ¯ÙÚ· ˜·‡˙Ó ÈÂ‰Â ‡"„
˙‡ ˜˜Á ÈÓ ¯Ó‡ ‰˜Â˜Á ¯Â·‰ ˙ÈÈÏÂÁ ‰‡¯Â „ÂÏ· ˙Á‡ ¯‡· ÏÚ ÂÏ ·˘ÈÂ
‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÓ Ô‰ ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .‡Â‰ ÏÂÎÈÂ Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .Ï·Á‰ ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .ÂÊ‰ ‡ÈÏÂÁ‰
ÌÈ·‡ ¯Ó‡˘ ÌÈ·‡ Â˜Á˘ ÌÈÓ ‰Ó˙ ˙‡ ÍÎÏÂ ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡Â [‰ÈÏÚ] ¯È„˙
ÍÏ‡ [Ô·‡‰Ó] (Ô·‡Î) ‰˘˜ È·Ï [ÈÎÂ] (ÈÎ) ¯Ó‡ .(ËÈ ,„È ·ÂÈ‡) ÌÈÓ Â˜Á˘
ÁÂÏ· ‡¯Â˜ ÏÈÁ˙‰Â ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·Ï ÂÏ ÍÏ‰ .‰¯Â˙‰ ÔÓ [˙Á‡] ‰˘¯Ù „ÂÓÏ‡Â

ÌÈÂÈÚ .Á"˘˙ .¯ËÒÈ˜ ÌÁÓ Â‡¯ .„¯ÂÙÒ˜Â‡ È"Î ÈÙÏ 'Â˙Ê'Ï È˙ÈÈ˘Â 'Â˙ÎÊ' ˘È ¯ËÎ˘· 17
.ÔÏ‰Ï ÔÂÈ„‰Â 499 :(13 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) '˙Â˘¯ÙÂ ‰ÎÈ¯Ú ,ÁÒÂ :Ô˙ '¯„ ˙Â·‡·
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ÏÎ‰ ÌÈÏ˘ÓÂ ÔÈÁÈ˘ [˙Â„‚‡Â] ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ˘¯„ÓÂ ÌÂ‚¯˙Â ‡¯˜Ó „ÓÏ .Â·Â ‡Â‰
„ˆ· ·˘ÂÈ ‰È‰˘ ˙˙ÒÏ „"‰ÏÓ [¯ÓÂ‡] ‰ÈÒÓ Ô· ÔÂÚÓ˘ È·¯ ‰È‰ .„ÓÏ
ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .Â¯˜ÚÏ È‡ ˘˜·Ó Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .Ô‡Î ‰˘ÂÚ ˙‡ ‰Ó ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ ¯‰‰
‰‡¯ Ô„¯ÈÏ ÔÎÈÏ˘ÓÂ ÌÈË˜ ÌÈ·‡ ˙˙ÒÓ ÏÈÁ˙‰ .Ô‰ Ô‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .˙‡ ÏÂÎÈÂ
ÏÊ¯· Ï˘ Ô¯ÂÙˆ [‰È˙Á˙] (‰ÈÏÚ) Ô˙ (‰ÓÓ) ‰ÏÂ„‚ [˙Á‡ Ô·‡] (˙¯Á‡)
[ÏÊ¯· Ï˘] Ô¯ÂÙˆ ‰È˙Á˙ Ô˙ ‰ÓÓ ‰ÏÂ„‚ ˙¯Á‡ ‰‡¯ Ô„¯ÈÏ ‰ÎÈÏ˘‰Â
¯Ó‡˘ ÍÓÂ˜Ó ‰Ê [ÔÈ‡] (È‡) ÍÏ [‡‰È] (‡‰) Ô„¯È ¯Ó‡ Ô„¯ÈÏ ‰ÎÈÏ˘‰Â
‡˘Â ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ‰È‰ :('Ë Á"Î ·ÂÈ‡) ÌÈ¯‰ ˘¯˘Ó ÍÙ‰ Â„È ÁÏ˘ ˘ÈÓÏÁ·
¯Ó‡˘ ·˙Î ‰ÓÏ ‰Ê [˙È·] (ÔÈÁ·) ‰Ê ÛÏ‡ ¯ÓÂ‡Â ÂÓˆÚ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈ· Ô˙ÂÂ
¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ '¯ Ï"‡ .('È Ì˘ Ì˘) ÂÈÚ ‰˙‡¯ ¯˜È ÏÎÂ Ú˜· ÌÈ¯Â‡È ˙Â¯Âˆ·
(‡"È Ì˘ Ì˘) ¯Â‡ ‡ÈˆÂÈ ‰ÓÂÏÚ˙Â ˘·Á ˙Â¯‰ ÈÎ·Ó ¯Ó‡ ÍÈÏÚ ‡·È˜Ú
Ô· :‰¯Â‡Ï ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ‡ÈˆÂ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯·‰ ÔÓ ÌÈ¯˙ÂÒÓÂ ÌÈÓÏÂÚÓ ÂÈ‰˘ ÌÈ¯·„
ÌÈÚ·¯‡Â ÏÎ‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏ ‰˘ ÌÈÚ·¯‡ Ô· .¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·Ï ÂÏ ÍÏ‰ ‰˘ ÌÈÚ·¯‡
˙ÂÈÒÎ È˙·· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘ ˙Â‚ÂÊ ÛÏ‡ ·"È ÂÏ Â‡ˆÓ .Ï‡¯˘È ˙‡ „ÓÏ ‰˘
‰˘Ú ‡Ï˘ ÂÈÏÚ Â¯Ó‡ :ÌÈÙÏÂ ÒÈ¯ËÙË‡Ó ÌÈÂ˘Â ÌÈ·˘ÂÈ ˙Â˘¯„Ó È˙··Â
Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÈ·Á '· ‡È·Ó [‰È‰] (‡Â‰) ÌÂÈ ÏÎ· ‡Ï‡ ÂÈÓÈÓ [ÏÚÂÙÎ] (ÏÚÂÙ·)
(Ì„‚Î) ÌÓÁ˙Ó ‰È‰˘ [˙Á‡Â] („Á‡Â) ÔÈÒÈ¯˙· [˙Á‡] („Á‡) ¯ÎÂÓÂ ÌÈˆÚ
¯ÂÎÓ [Ô˘Ú· Â˙„·È‡] (Ô˘Ú Â˙„·È‡) ‡·È˜Ú ÂÈÈÎ˘ ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .[‰„‚Î]
˘È ÌÈ·ÂË ÌÈ¯·„ [È˘] ÌÎÏ ÚÓÂ˘ ÈÈ‡ Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .ÔÓ˘ ‰· Á˜Â Í˙ÏÈ·Á
‡Ï Â¯Ó‡ .‰¯Â‡Ï ˘Ó˙˘Ó È‡˘ ˙Á‡Â ‰„‚Î ÌÓÁ˙Ó È‡˘ ˙Á‡ ‰· ÈÏ
„ÚÂ Â˙˘‡Ï ·‰Ê Ï˘ ¯˙Î ‰˘Ú˘ „ÚÂ ·‰Ê Ï˘ ˙ÂËÓ ÏÚ Ô˘ÈÈ˘ „Ú ˙Ó
˙Â˜Á˘Ó ˙ÂÈ¯·‰ È¯‰ ÂÈ· ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .Â˙˘‡Ï ·‰Ê Ï˘ ÒÂ˜È„¯Â˜ ‰˘Ú˘
:‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙· ÈÓÚ ‰¯ÚËˆ ‡È‰ Û‡ ÌÎÏ ÚÓÂ˘ ÈÈ‡ Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .ÂÈÏÚ
¯ÓÂ‡ .‰Ê‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ‰¯Â˙ ˙„ÓÏ ‡Ï ‰Ó ÈÙÓ Ì„‡Ï ÂÏ .[ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡] (Â¯Ó‡)
.‰È‰ ¯È˘Ú ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Û‡ .¯È˘Ú È˙ÈÈ‰˘ .‰È‰ ÈÚ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Û‡ .ÈÚ È˙ÈÈ‰˘
'¯ Û‡ .ÍÈ˙Â·‡ ÍÏ ÂÎÊ ‡Ï ‡Ó˘ .‰È‰ ÏÙÂËÓ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Û‡ .ÏÙÂËÓ È˙ÈÈ‰˘
˘ÈÈ·Ï ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ „È˙Ú Ï"Ê ÌÈÓÎÁ Â¯Ó‡ Ô‡ÎÓ .ÂÈ˙Â·‡ ÂÏ ÂÎÊ ‡Ï ‡·È˜Ú
:‰Ê‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ‰¯Â˙ „ÓÏ ‡Ï˘ ÈÓÏ ‰·¯‰
·È ˜¯Ù · ‡ÁÒÂ Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡
¯˘Ù‡Â ,ÌÈÈÏ‡¯˘È ı¯‡‰Â ÌÈÈÏ··‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ· Ì‰ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó‰ ÌÈÏ„·‰‰
.È¯Ó‚Ï ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ È˘ ÌÈ¯ÙÒÓ Ì‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ
Ì‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎÏ ¯˘‡ ,¯˜ÁÓ ÈÓÂÁ˙ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ ˙Â˘È‚ ˘ÓÁÏ ‰¯ˆ˜· ÒÁÈÈ˙‡
.‰‡¯Â‰Ï ˙È¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÈÏÂ‚Ò ‰ÓÂ¯˙ ˘È
.˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ .1
.˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ .2
.˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯˜Á .3
.¯ÂÏ˜ÏÂÙ‰ ¯˜Á .4
.È˙‡ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ¯˜Á .5
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ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÁÒÂ ˙ÚÈ·˜ :˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ .1
¯˜ÂÁ ÁÒ˙‰˘ ÈÙÎ .È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÍÂÂ˙‰ „ÂÓÚ ‡Â‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÁÒÂ ¯˜Á
ÏÚ :˙„ÓÂÚ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰-˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ ˙Â˘¯Ù ÏÎ ÌÈ¯·„ ‰˘Ï˘ ÏÚ' :„Á‡ ·Â˘Á
ÁÒÂ ÈÈÂÈ˘ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ¯˜Ó ÌÈ¯ÒÁ ‡Ï 18.'...ËÒ˜ËÂ˜‰ ÏÚ ;ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ÏÚ ;ÁÒÂ‰
ÁÒÂ‰ ¯Â¯È·· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ¯˜ÂÁ‰ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÂ„‚ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ÌÈ¯¯Â‚ ÌÈÏ˜
ÌÈÓÚÙÏ Ì‰˘ „È È·˙Î Ï˘ ÌÁÂÚÙÓ ÏÁ‰ ,˙ÂÈÚ· Ï˘ ÏÏ˘ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ
ÔÈ‡ .ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÁÒÂ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙ÚÈ·˜Â Ì¯Â˜Ó ˙ÚÈ·˜Ï „ÚÂ ÌÈÈÂ‰„Â ÌÈÈÂÏ·
„˘ÂÁ‰ ÌÎÁÂ˙Ó ˘Ï·Î ‚Â‰Ï ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ÏÚÂ ,ÁÒÂ‰ È„Ú ÏÎÏ Ï˜˘Ó Â˙Â‡ ˙˙Ï
˙Á˙Ó ‡ˆÈ˘ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ '¯Ù˘Ï' ÂÒÈ ÈÏÂ‡˘ ,ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ˜È˙ÚÓ· „ÁÂÈÓ· ,ÌÏÂÎ·
ÌÈÈÚ„Ó ÌÈ¯È„‰Ó Ì‚ .ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ˙ÚÙ˘‰· ·Â˙Î‰ ˙‡ 'Â˜È˙' ÌÈÓÚÙÏÂ Ì„È
„È‰ È·˙Î ÈÁÒÂ ˙¯ÈÒÓ ÔÈ· ‰ÓÏÈ„· ÌÎ·˙Ò‰· ,‰Ê‰ ÔÈÈÚ· ÌÈÈ˜ „ÈÓ˙ ÌÈ‡
Â‡ ÌÈÂ˘‰ „È È·˙Î ÍÂ˙Ó ‰¯ÈÁ· È„È ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÈ ‡È¯˜ ËÒ˜Ë ˙·Î¯‰ Â‡ Ì˙ÈÈÂÂ‰Î
19.‡ÓÏÚ· ‡¯·Ò Ï˘ ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ ‰‰‚‰ È„È ÏÚ ÂÏÈÙ‡
Ï˜ ÈÂÈ˘Ï ‰·˘ ,‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÁ˙ ÏÚ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó· ‰Ë˜ ‰Ó‚Â„· ˜Ù˙Ò‡
.¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ˘È ÁÒÂ·
20:·Â˙Î ¯ËÎ˘ ˙¯Â„‰Ó· 'Â ˜¯Ù '‡ ‡ÁÒÂ Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡·

‰Ó ÈÙÓ Ì‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ Ì‡˘ ÔÈ„· ÌÈÈÚ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ·ÈÈÁÏ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ „È˙Ú
‡Ï‰Â Ì‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ .ÂÈÈ‰ ÌÈÈÚ˘ ÈÙÓ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ Ì‰Â [‰¯Â˙] Ì˙„ÓÏ ‡Ï
Ì‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ÂÈÙË ÈÙÓ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ Ì‡Â .‰È‰ Ï„ÏÂ„ÓÂ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÚ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯
ÏÁ¯ ‰˙ÎÊ˘ ÈÙÓ Ì‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Ï‡ ˙Â·Â ÌÈ· ÂÏ ÂÈ‰ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ‡Ï‰Â
:Â˙˘‡
ÌÈÈÚÏ ‰Ù ÔÂÁ˙Ù ÛÂÒ· Ô˙ÂÎ "¯„‡Ó ÂËËÈˆ˘ ÚË˜‰ ˙‡ ˙˘¯ÙÓ ÔÏÈ‡ ÏË
‰ÓÈ˘‡Ó ,‰˘˜ ÈÂÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰¯Â˙ „ÓÏ˘ ,‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ„ 21.‰¯Â˙ Â„ÓÏ ‡Ï˘

„ÂÓÈÏ‰Â ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ¯˜ÁÓ' .Ô"˘˙ .‡‰Î ÌÁÓ È„È ÏÚ ËËÂˆÓ ,ÏËÊÂ¯ ˘"‡
:ÌÈÂÂÈÎ :˙Â·ÂÁ¯ .(Í¯ÂÚ) ‡‰Î ÌÁÓ ,‰¯ÂÓ˙Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÈÏ·Á· :ÍÂ˙· ,'‰·È˘È· È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
.116
ÚÈ·Ó ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ,È¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰‡ˆÂ‰Ï ÔÈÈË˘Ï˜ÈÙ ‡"‡ Ï˘ ‰Ó„˜‰‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÙÈ ‰Ó‚Â„
˙Â‡ÁÒÂ‰ ÏÎ „‚ ÌÈÙ‰ ÁÒÂ‰ ˙‡ ‰È‚‰Ï ÈÙ È˙ÊÚ‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó·' ÁÒÂ‰Ó Â· ¯ÂÊÁÏ ÂÂˆ¯ ˙‡
˙È· :˜¯ÂÈ ÂÈ .‡"Ò˘˙ .ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ ÏÚ È¯ÙÒ .'È· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙Â„ÏÈ ,‰˘ÚÈ ‡Ï ÔÎÂ ,˙ÂÏ·Â˜Ó‰
.‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰‡ˆÂ‰Ï ‰Ó„˜‰ .‡"Ò˘˙ ,‰˜È¯Ó‡· ÌÈ·¯Ï ˘¯„Ó‰
˙¯Â„‰Ó·˘ ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ÏÂ ÌÈÁÒ‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÏÈ·˜ÓÏ ÌÈÂÈˆ ÌÚ :¯ËÎ˘ Ê"˘ ˙¯Â„‰Ó Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡
ÌÈ·¯Ï ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ;˜¯ÂÈ ÂÈ ,¯ËÒÈ˜ ÌÁÓ ˙‡Ó ÔÈÏÓ ˙ÂÓ„˜‡ ˙ÙÒÂ˙· :¯ËÎ˘
.1997 Ê"˘˙ ,‰˜È¯Ó‡·
ÍÂ˙· ,'‡·È˜Ú '¯ ˙˘‡ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÈÚ¯‚‰Â "·‰Ê Ï˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È"' .·"Ò˘˙ .ÔÏÈ‡ ÏË

18

19

20

21
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‰Ï ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ‰È‡ Ì˙ÂÈÚ˘ ‰ÚË· ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙Ó Ì„È ˙‡ ÌÈÎ˘ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÈÚ‰ ˙‡
'¯ Ï˘ ‰Ó‚Â„‰ È„È ÏÚ Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈ˘‡‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ È‡˘ ÔÂÚËÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈÈÚ‰ .„ÂÓÏÏ
.‰˙Â¯ÈÒÓ· ÔÙÂ„ ˙‡ˆÂÈ ‰˘È‡ ÂÏ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ È¯‰˘ ,‡·È˜Ú
,ÏÁ¯ Ï˘ ‰„È˜Ù˙ ‰È‰ ‰Ó ¯Â¯· ‡Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,‰Ê ˘Â¯ÈÙÏ È˙ÈÈÚ· ÚË˜‰ ÛÂÒ
ÏÁ¯ ‰˙ÎÊ˘ ÈÙÓ" ÁÒÂ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰˘˜˙ ¯ËÎ˘ ¯·Î .‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘‡
ÂÈÈ‰„ "Â˙Ê" ÒÂ¯‚Ï ˘È˘ „¯ÂÙÒ˜Â‡ È"ÎÓ ˙Â„Ú ‡È·Ó ¯ËÒÈ˜ ÌÁÓ ."Â˙˘‡
È¯‰˘ ÌÈÈÚÏ ‰Ù ÔÂÁ˙Ù Ô˙ÂÎ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ‰ÏÂÎÈ ÔÏÈ‡ ÔÎÏ 22.Â˙Â‡ ‰Ò¯Ù
Û‡ .‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙Ï ˙ÂÙ˙‰Ï ÁÈÏˆ‰ ÔÎ ÏÚÂ Â˙Â‡ ‰Ò¯Ù ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘‡
‰„È˜Ù˙ ˙‡ ˙˘Ë˘ËÓ‰ ,˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ÁÒÂ ˙ÂÈÂ„Ú· ,"Â˙ÎÈÊ"Ï ÈÂÈ˘‰˘ ˙ÚÂË ‡È‰
‰„È˜Ù˙ ˙‡ ¯ÚÊÓÏ ˙˘˜·Ó‰ ˙È¯·‚ ‰¯ÂÊˆ Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ ‡Â‰ ,‰˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ÏÈÚÙ‰
23.ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˘Â·È˘ Ï˘ ¯ÈÁÓ· ÂÏÈÙ‡ ÏÁ¯ Ï˘
ÁÒÂ· '‡Ï‡' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ .˙¯Á‡ ‰¯Âˆ· ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÓ ¯ËÒÈ˜
.ÌÈÈÚ‰ Ï˘ ˙È„‚ ‰ÚËÏ ¯·ÚÓ Ô‡Î ‰‡Â¯ ÂÈ‡˘ ÈÙÓ ˙‡Ê ,˙È˙ÈÈÚ·Î ÂÈÙÏ˘
‰ÁÙ˘ÓÏ Â˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ ÌÚ ‡·È˜Ú „„ÂÓ˙‰ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰ ¯Â‡È˙ ‡È‰ ÚË˜‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
Â„ÓÏ ‡Ï˘ ÌÈÈÚ Ï˘ Ì‰ÈÙ· ‰˜„ˆ‰ ÌÈ˘Ï ‰ÂÂÎ ÏÎ Ô‡Î ÔÈ‡Â ,(?Â˙˘‡Ï ¯ÓÂÏÎ)
24.‰¯Â˙
,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÁÂÒÈ ÈÈÂÈ˘ Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï ˙ˆ¯Ó ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ˙ÂÙˆÏ ÔÈ‡
ÊÎ¯Ó :Ô‚ ˙Ó¯ .(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) ı¯ÂÂ˘ Ú˘Â‰ÈÂ Ô‰Î ‰·ÂË .˙„Â ‰¯·Á ¯„‚Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ‰˘È‡
.42 :‚¯Â·‚È‡
.49 :(17 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˙Â˘¯ÙÂ ‰ÎÈ¯Ú ,ÁÒÂ :Ô˙ '¯„ ˙Â·‡· ÌÈÂÈÚ .Á"˘˙ .¯ËÒÈ˜ ÌÁÓ 22
.' ÔÈ·Ï 'Î ÔÈ· È"Î· Ï·Ï·Ï È„ÓÏ Ï˜
Tal Ilan. 1997. Mine and Yours are Hers: Retrieving Women’s History from Rabbinic 23
¯˘‡Î ÂÊ ‰¯ÂÊˆ· ˜ÏÁ Á˜ÂÏ ¯ËÎ˘˘ ˙ÊÓÂ¯ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ‡È‰ .82 'ÓÚ ,Literature. Leiden: Brill
“Note how this version is rejected by Shechter in favor of '‰˙ÎÊ'”, ,‰¯ÈÚÓ ‡È‰
ÏÁ¯ ÌÒ¯Ù˘ ‡Ï‡' ÌÈÒ¯Â‚‰ ‰ÊÈ‚‰ ÈÚË˜ ¯ËÎ˘ Ï˘ ÂÈ„È· ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï˘ ÔÈÈˆÏ ˘È .p. 43 n. 130
‡¯˜Ï ˘È˘ ÚÂ·˜Ï È„Î ‰‡ ‰ÓÏ˘ È„È ÏÚ „¯ÂÙÒ˜Â‡ È"Î ˙˜È„·Ï ˜Â˜Ê ‰È‰ ¯ËÒÈ˜ .'Â˙˘‡
‰„Â‰È Ì‚ .Á"Î ‰¯Ú‰ 29 'ÓÚ ,¯ËÎ˘ ,Ì˘ ÂÈÈÚ .¯ËÎ˘ Â˙Â‡ ‡¯˜˘ ÈÙÎ 'Â˙ÎÊ' ‡ÏÂ Â˙Ê
‘The conclusion is unintelligible and anticlimactic as it .È˙ÈÈÚ·Î ÌÂÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈˆ ÔÈ„ÏÂ‚
stands, and may indeed be a gloss’, Judah Goldin. 1955. The Fathers According to Rabbi
.ÔÏÈ‡ ÂÓÎ ‰˜ÒÙ‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÈÙ ÔÈÈË˘Ï˜ÈÙ ,Nathan. New Haven: Yale University: 184 n. 16
‘But the severity is mitigated toward the end: the poor will be able to offer as defense
that their wives were not like Rachel’, Louis Finkelstein. 1978. Akiba: Scholar, Saint and
Martyr. New York: Atheneum. (first edition 1936): 81

.‰ÏÚ· ˙‡ ˙Ò¯ÙÓÎ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘‡Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈÈÏ··‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó·˘ ÔÈÈÚÓ 24
·Ï˘Ï ÌÈËÂ‰ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÁÂ‡Ó ÌÈ„Â·ÈÚ· .‰„Â„ÈÚÂ ‰˙ÂÓ‡ ,˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰·¯˜‰· ‡È‰ ‰˙ÏÂ„‚
‰Ó‚Â„Ï ÂÈÈÚ .ÚÈÙÂÓ ˙Ò¯ÙÓÎ ÏÁ¯ Ï˘ ·ÈËÂÓ‰ "¯„‡·˘ ‰Ï‡ ÌÚ ÈÏ··· ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÔÈ·
‰˙ÚË ˙‡ ÒÒ·Ï È„Î ÔÏÈ‡Ï ‰·Â˘Á ‰Ê‰ ÚË˜‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù .150 ¯ËÎ˘ ,ÈÓÂ¯ È"Î "¯„‡
‡Â‰ '‡ ‡ÁÒÂ· ËÏÂ· ¯˙ÂÈ‰ ‰ÓÂ˜Ó .‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘‡ ˙‡ „Ó‚Ï ‡È‰ Ô"¯„‡ ˙Ó‚Ó˘
.¯˙ÂÈ È¯Â˜ÓÎ '· ‡ÁÒÂ ˙‡ ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï ˘È ÔÎÏÂ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÏÚ ÈÏ··‰ ˙ÚÙ˘‰ Ï˘ ¯ˆÂ˙
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¯˘‡Î ÌÈÈÈÚ ˙¯È‡Ó ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙‡ÊÎ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰˘ ÌÈ¯˜Ó ˘È È‡„ÂÂ· ÈÎ Ì‡
‰ÓÊ‚‰ ˘È ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .˙ÂÈÈÚÓÂ ˙Â˜‰·ÂÓ Ô‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰‰
˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ ÏÚ .ÂÏÂÏÈ„ È„Î „Ú ËÒ˜Ë‰ ËÂ˘ÈÙÏ ‰ÈÈË ÌÚ ÍÂÙ‰‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ·
Ì‰ ¯˘‡Î ÌÓˆÚ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ· ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÁÒÂ Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ÏËÂÓ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
ËÒ˜Ë ÈÚË˜ ˙Â‡È·Ó‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙· .˙ÈÎ˙· ÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÁÂ·
ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈ‡·ÂÓ ÌÈÚË˜‰˘ ÔÈ·‰Ï „ÓÂÏÏ ‰˘˜ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙¯·ÂÁ ÍÂ˙·
.‰Â˘ ÈÙÂ‡ ˙ÂÏÚ· ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÙÂ˜˙Ó
ÏÚ ÌÂ˜Ó· È˜ˆÈ·¯Â ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ '‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ' ÏÚ ˙ÂÒÒ·˙Ó ˙ÂËÚÓ ‡Ï ˙ÂÈÎ˙
ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ¯·Â„Ó ¯˘‡Î ˙ÂÚ¯‚Ó ˙ÂÁÙ ‡Ï Ï·‡ ,ÌÈ¯Â¯· ˙ÂÂ¯˙È ÍÎÏ ˘È .¯Â˜Ó‰
ÌÈ˙ÚÏ˘ ,ÌÈÏ„·‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÈÂ˜„Ï Û˘ÁÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÓ„Ê‰‰ ˙‡ „·‡Ó „ÈÓÏ˙‰ .ÌÈÏÈ·˜Ó
˙Â¯ÈˆÈ ÌÈÓÚÙÏ ˙ÂÂ‰Ó‰ ‰„‚‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â‡Ò¯‚ ÔÈ· ÌÈÏÈ„·Ó‰ Ì‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜
.˙ÂÂ˘
ÍÂÈÁ· Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰Ó ˙Ú·Â È˜ÏÁ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ‰ÈÈË‰
ÂÓÓ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï ÈÂ˙ÈÙ ˘È ,ÌÈÂÒÓ Í¯Ú ˘ÈÁÓ‰Ï È„Î ‡·ÂÓ ËÒ˜Ë ¯˘‡Î .ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ
‰ÏÂÏÚ ˙ÂÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ·¯ .ÈÎ¯Ú ¯ÒÓ Â˙Â‡Ó ˙Ú„‰ ˙‡ ÁÈÒ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú˘ ¯·„ ÏÎ
˙Â˙ÎÓÒ‡Î ‡Ï‡ ÌÈ˘Ó˘Ó ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ‡·ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÚË˜‰ .˙ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á‰ ‰¯ËÓ· Ï·ÁÏ
.¯È·Ú‰Ï ˘˜·Ó ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ Í¯ÚÏ ‡ÓÏÚ·
25.'‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ'Ó Á˜Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï·‡ ,"¯„‡Ó ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˙˘Ó˙˘Ó ˙Á‡ ˙ÈÎ˙
‰ÊÏ ÔÈ‡ ˙ÈÎ˙· ‡·ÂÓ‰ ¯ˆ˜‰ ÚË˜·Â ,ÌÈÁÒÂ‰ È˘ ÔÈ· ·Ï˘Ó '‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ'
,ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ·‰ ÌÚ ,„·ÂÚÓ ‡Ï‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙ÂÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰
ËÂ˘Ù‰ ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ¯ÒÓ‰Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ˘ ‰„ÈÓÏÏ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„Ê‰ ˜ÙÒÓ
.¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ˙¯ËÓ ‡Â‰˘
:Á˙ÂÙ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ '‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ'·
‰˘ ‡ÏÂ ‰È‰ ‰˘ ÌÈÚ·¯‡ Ô· ,Â¯Ó‡ ?‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÁ˙ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰Ó
26.ÌÂÏÎ
,ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ ?ÂÊ Ô·‡ ˜˜Á ÈÓ ,¯Ó‡ .„ÂÏ· ¯‡·‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ‰È‰ ˙Á‡ ÌÚÙ
ÏÎ· ¯È„˙ ‰ÈÏÚ ÌÈÏÙÂ˘ ÌÈÓ‰ – 'ÌÈÓ Â˜Á˘ ÌÈ·‡' ‡¯Â˜ ‰˙‡ È‡ ‡·È˜Ú
27.‰¯Â˙ „ÓÏ‡Â ÍÏ‡ ?Ô·‡‰Ó ‰˘˜ È·Ï ÈÎÂ ,‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ¯Ó‡ .ÌÂÈ
‡Â‰˘ „Ú Â· ÌÚ „ÁÈ „ÓÂÏ‰ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ¯Â‡È˙‰ ÌÚ ÍÈ˘ÓÓ ËÂËÈˆ‰ Ô‡ÎÓ
28.'ÌÈ¯·„· Ì„ÈÓÚ‰Â' Ú˘Â‰È '¯Â ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ '¯ ÈÙÏ ·˘ÂÈ
ÂÏÈÙ‡Â '‡ ‡ÁÒÂ "¯„‡ ÔÈÈˆÓ ‡Ï‡ ,'‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ' ‡Â‰ ¯Â˜Ó‰˘ ˙ÈÈˆÓ ‰È‡ ˙ÈÎ˙‰
.(Ë"Ú˜ 'ÓÚ) '‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ' ÍÂ˙· ¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÂÈˆ· ÏÁ˘ ‰Ê ÏÚ ÂÏ˘Ó ˘Â·È˘ ÛÈÒÂÓ
È¯Á‡ ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÍÂ˙· ÌÈÈ¯‚ÂÒ· ÌÈ‡· ˙Â˘˜‰ ÌÈÏÈÓÏ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙·
ÔÈÈÚ Â‰Ê ?‰Ê‰ ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ·ÂË Ì‡‰ .'„ÓÏ' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ ÌÈÈ¯‚ÂÒ· ‰ÚÈÙÂÓ '‰˘' ‰ÏÈÓ‰
.È„Ó ‰¯È‰ÓÂ ‰˜ÏÁ ÈÏÂ‡Â ‰¯È‰ÓÂ ‰˜ÏÁ ‰‡È¯˜ ‡È‰ ‰‡ˆÂ˙‰ Ï·‡ .È‚Â‚„Ù ˙Ú„ ÏÂ˜È˘ Ï˘
.ËÚ˜ :¯È·„ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .(˙È˘ÈÏ˘ ‰¯Â„‰Ó) ‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ .Á"˘˙ .È˜ˆÈ·¯ Á"ÈÂ ˜ÈÏ‡È· "Á
S. Safri 'Ú .ÂÏ ˙ÂÚÏ ÂÚ„È ‡Ï ¯˘‡Î ˜Â˙˘Ï Ì‰Ï Ì¯‚˘ ÂÚÓ˘Ó 'ÌÈ¯·„· Ô„ÈÓÚ‰Â' ÈÂËÈ·‰
‘Tales of the Sages in Palestinian Tradition and the Babylonian Talmud’. In Studies .1971
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Ï·‡ ÌÈÈ˘˜ ‰ÈÓÊÓ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ È¯Â˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ È˘‰ Â‡ „Á‡‰ ÁÒÂ· ‰¯ÈÁ·
.'‡ ‡ÁÒÂ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙‡ ÏÂ˜˘ ÔÈÈÚ‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ .‰„ÈÓÏÏ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„Ê‰ Ì‚
ÌÈÓ‰ ,ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ ?ÂÊ Ô·‡ ˜˜Á ÈÓ ,¯Ó‡ .¯‡·‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ‰È‰ ˙Á‡ ÌÚÙ
ÌÈ·‡' ‡¯Â˜ ‰˙‡ È‡ ,‡·È˜Ú ,ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .ÌÂÈ ÏÎ· ‰ÈÏÚ ÌÈÏÙÂ ¯È„˙˘
ÏÒÙ Í¯ ‰Ó .ÂÓˆÚ· Â"˜ Ô„ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ‰È‰ „ÈÓ .(ËÈ ,„È ·ÂÈ‡) 'ÌÈÓ Â˜Á˘
È·Ï ˙‡ Â˜˜ÁÈ˘ ‰ÓÎÂ ‰ÓÎ ˙Á‡ ÏÚ ÏÊ¯·Î ÔÈ˘˜˘ ‰¯Â˙ È¯·„ ‰˘˜‰ ˙‡
.‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏÏ ¯ÊÁ „ÈÓ !Ì„Â ¯˘· ‡Â‰˘
,ÈÒÈÒ· È‚ÂÏ ‰·Ó ‡Â‰˘ ,¯ÓÂÁÂ Ï˜' Ï˘ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ‰ÙÈ ˙ÂÓ„Ê‰ Ô‡Î ˘È
‡Â‰ È˘ ¯·„ .Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· È˘¯Ù‰ Â„È˜Ù˙ ÏÚ ¯·„Ï ‡Ï˘ ,ÁÈÎ˘ ÔÂ˘Ï Ú·ËÓ
,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÚÈ˙ÙÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‰Ê ÈÂËÈ· .'ÏÊ¯·Î ÔÈ˘˜' ‰¯Â˙ È¯·„˘ ‰ÚÈ·˜‰
˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ˘¯Â„ ‰Ê ÔÂÈ„ .‰Ê‰ ÚÈ˙ÙÓ‰ ÈÂÓÈ„‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ÔÂ„Ï ¯˘Ù‡Â
,¯‚Â·Ó ÏÈ‚· ÂÎÂÈÁ ˙‡ ÏÈÁ˙‰˘ ¯‚Â·Ó Ì„‡ Ì˙Ò· ˜¯ ‡Ï ¯·Â„Ó˘ ‰„·ÂÚÏ
È·˙ÂÎ .‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏÏ ÏÈÁ˙‰˘ ,ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙ÂÓ„ ,‡·È˜Ú '¯· ‡Ï‡
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰
˙‡ ÏÈÁ˙Ó‰ Ì„‡ ÈÙ· ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ‰ ÌÈ¯‚˙‡· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ,¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
˙ÂÓÏÚ˙‰‰ Ï˘ ¯ÈÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ÏÂ˜˘Ï ˘È Ï·‡ ,ÍÎ· ÏÂÒÙ ÔÈ‡ .¯‚Â·Ó ÏÈ‚· ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
„ÂÓÏ˙· ÂÎ¯„ ˙‡ ÏÈÁ˙Ó‰ Ì„‡· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰ ÔÓ
.‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰· Á˙ÙÓ ˙ÂÓ„Ï ‰È‰È ÔÓÊ‰ ÌÚÂ ‰¯Â˙

˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ .2
‰ÙÈ ˙Â¯ÙÒÎ Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â„‚‡Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ‰˘È‚ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ˘È ˙ÂÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙Â˘È‚·
˙ÂÂ‰˙‰· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ‰˘È‚ ÔÈ·Ï ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙¯Â˜È· Ï˘ ÌÈÏÎ‰ ˙‡ Ô‰ÈÏÚ ‰ÏÈÁÓÂ
Ô‡Î .˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰„Â˙Ó ,˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ,˙‡¯˜ ‡È‰ Ì‚˘ ,Â„Â·ÈÚ ÍÈÏ‰˙Â ËÒ˜Ë‰
.ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ô·ÂÓ· ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰˘È‚· ˜ÂÒÚ
˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙Â‚ÂÒÏ ‰ÙÈ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰· ÌÈ¯ÙÂÎ‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ· ˜ÂÒÚ‡ ‡·‰ ˜¯Ù·
˙Â‰Â·‚ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈ˙¯·Á ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙÏ ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰· Ì‚Â ˙Â¯Á‡
.˙ÂÎÂÓ Â‡
˙‡Ê) ˙Â¯ÙÒÎ ˙Â„‚‡‰ ¯˜Á· ¯·Â„Ó ÔÈ‡ Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Â˙˘È‚·
,˘ÓÓ ‰ÙÈ ˙Â¯ÙÒÎ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ‰‰ÊÓ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ ,(˙Â¯ÙÒ Ô‰ ÂÏÈ‡Î ,˙¯ÓÂ‡
ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ Ì‡ .‰ÙÈ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙¯Â˜È· Ï˘ ‰Ï‡ Ì‰ ÌÁÂ˙ÈÏ ÌÈ˙Â‡‰ ÌÈÏÎ‰ ÔÎÏÂ

in Aggadah and Folk Literature. Joseph Heinemann and Dov Noy (eds.), Jerusalem: The
˙ÈÎ˙· .ËÚ˜ 'ÓÚ '‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ'· È˜ˆÈ·¯Â ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ Ì˙¯Ú‰ Ì‚ ÂÈÈÚ .Magnes Press: 225

.'Ì˙Â‡ Ô˜˙Ó ‰È‰Â' ‰Ê‡¯Ù¯Ù‰ ‰ÚÈÙÂÓ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
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¯˘Ù‡ ,È¯ÂËÒÈ‰-È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ „ÓÂÚ Ì‰ÈÏÚ˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÚ‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘Ï ‰ÏÚÓÏ
Ï˘ ‰‚ÂÒ‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÎ ‰‰Ê ‡Ï Ì‡ .‰‚ÂÒ‰ – ÛÒÂ „ÂÓÚ ÛÈÒÂÓÂ ‡· Ï˜¯Ù˘ ¯ÓÂÏ
.ÔÂÎ ‰˙Â‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ÁÈÏˆ ‡Ï ,‰„‚‡‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ
„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ˘ÂÓÈ˘·Â È¯Âˆ‰ Ì·ÂˆÈÚ· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡·‰ È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÌÂÎÁ˙‰ ÌˆÚ
È¯Á‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁ‰ .ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰-‡ÏÎ Ì‰ÈÏÚ „ÈÚÓ ÌÈÈÒÏ˜‰ ‰„‚‡‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ‰Ù˘·
¯ÙÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙ÂÓ‡‰ ‰ÁÏˆ‰‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,¯˜ÈÚ‰ Ï˘ ÒÂÙÒÙ ‡Â‰ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÈÚ¯‚‰
˙Â„‚‡· ¯ÊÚÈ‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó‰ ÌÈÈ˙¯Â˜È· ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ .ÂÈ¯ÒÓÂ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ï
Ì‰ .˙ÈË˘Ù ‰¯Âˆ· ˙Â„‚‡· ¯ÙÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈ‡ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ„ÚÎ
Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ¯·ÂÚ È˙ÁÙ˘Ó ¯ÂÙÈÒ Â·˘ Í¯„Î ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ÂÙÒÂ˘ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ
ÔÒÏ ÔÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÏÚ Ì˙Ú„ÏÂ ,¯Â„Ï ¯Â„Ó ¯ÙÂÒÓ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ‰ÙÒÂ‰Â ÏÂÏÎ˘
ÏÎ·Â 29.˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÌÈÈÓ‡ Ì‰˘ ÌÈËÓÏ‡ „„Â·Ï È„Î ‰„‚‡‰ ˙‡ ¯¯·ÏÂ
˙ÙÒÂ‰Î ‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ·ÂˆÈÚ ˙‡ Â˙Â‡¯· ,‰˘È‚‰ ÏÚ ¯‚È˙ ‡¯Â˜ Ï˜¯Ù ˙‡Ê
ÔÈ‡ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰Ï Â·˘ Ú„ÂÓ È˙ÂÓ‡ ·ÂˆÈÚÎ ‡Ï‡ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ËÂ„˜‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÂËÈÚ
‰Á˙Ï ˘È˘ ˙ÈÓÓÚ ˙Â¯ÙÒÎ ‰„‚‡‰ ˙¯„‚‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÂ„ Ì‚ Ï˜¯Ù .˙Â·È˘Á ÏÎ
ÌÈÁ˙Ó Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÎ· Â‡ ‚ÂÏÂÙÂ¯˙‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂË˜Â¯ËÒ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÎ·
˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ¯È‡˘Ó ÂÈ‡ ˙ÈÒÏ˜‰ ‰„‚‡‰ Ï˘ È˙ÂÓ‡‰ ·ÂˆÈÚ‰ .˙ÈÓÓÚ ˙Â¯ÙÒ
30.ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÌÚ È¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ÌÈÙÒÂ ÌÈÚÂˆÈ·Î ÂÈÏ‡ ÂÚÈ‚‰˘ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰
:‰ÁÂ˙Ù‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Ï ·˙Î˘ ‰„‚‡‰ ÏÚ Ò¯Â˜· ·˙ÂÎ Ï˜¯Ù ÍÎÂ
¯ÂÙÈÒ‰˘ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ÔÓ Â·ÊÎ‡˙È˘ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÂ ÌÈ‡¯Â˜ ÂÈ‰È˘ „Â‡Ó ¯˘Ù‡
‰¯ÈˆÈ '˜¯' ‡Â‰ '‡Â‰ ‰Ï˘ ÌÎÏ˘Â ÈÏ˘' ÏÚ ,·Ï‰ ··Â˘Ó ,'ÈËÓÂ¯‰'
˙È· ˘È‡ ,È„ÂÓÏ˙ ¯ÙÒÓ ‰È‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚ· '˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï' ÂÈÏÚ Í‡ .˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ
Tales of the Sages ¯Ó‡Ó· È‡¯ÙÒ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ È„È ÏÚ ‡·È˜Ú '¯Ï ¯˘˜· ‰ÙÈ ˙Ó‚„ÂÓ ‰˘È‚‰ 29
Ô‰˘ ÈÙÓ ,˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙ÂÈÓ‡Î ˙ÂÈÏ··‰ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÏÚ ÍÂÓÒÏ ÔÈ‡˘ ˜ÈÒÓ ‡Â‰ Â·˘
‡·ÏÎ˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ÔÈ‡ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÂ¯Î ‰ÈÁ·Ó˘ ÈÙÓÂ ˙ÂÈÏ‡¯˘È ı¯‡‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÓ‡Â˙ ÔÈ‡
Ì˙˘È‚˘ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ Ïˆ‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ÚÈÙÂÓ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÔÈÚ¯‚· ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ .‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÁ ‰È‰ ÚÂ·˘
ÌÈ˘ .1993 .¯ÏÂ '˘ :'ÈÈÚ¯‚‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ'Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ,Ï˘ÓÏ ,¯ÏÂ ˙ÈÓÏÂ˘ .˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ¯˜ÈÚ· ‡È‰
Ï‡È„ ÂÏÈÙ‡˘ ÔÈÈˆÓ ÔÓ„È¯Ù ‡Ó˘ .77 :„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˙ÂÈ˘Â
˙Â¯˘Ù‡· Ú˘Ú˙˘Ó ,˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙Â„ÚÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ÌÎ¯Ú ˙‡ ˘¯ÂÙÓ· ‰ÁÂ„˘ ,ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ·
.1999 .ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Ï‡È„ .‰ÊÎ ÔÈÚ¯‚ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ ˙ÈÈÁ„ È„Î ÍÂ˙ ÌÈÂÒÓ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÔÈÚ¯‚ Ï˘
Shamma Friedman. 2004. ‘A Good .10 ‰¯Ú‰ ,143 :„·ÂÚ ÌÚ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .ÁÂ¯·˘ ¯˘·‰
Story Deserves Retelling – The Unfolding of the Akiva Legend’, Jewish Studies Internet
¯˘‡Î È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÈÚ¯‚‰ Ï˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï ˙Ú„ÂÓ ‰¯ÊÁ ˘È ÔÏÈ‡ ÏË Ï˘ ‰„Â·Ú· Journal 3: 87
Mine and Yours are Hers, p. 44 ff .Â˙ÚÈ·˜Ï ÌÈ˘„Á ‰„ÈÓ È˜ ‰¯È„‚Ó ‡È‰

.‰¯ÂˆÂ ÔÎÂ˙ Ï˘ ˙Â„Á‡ :‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ :ÍÂ˙· '˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘' .2001 .Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ 30
'ÓÚ (Á"Ï˘˙) ÊÓ 'ıÈ·¯˙'· ¯Ó‡ÓÎ ‰Â˘‡¯Ï ÚÈÙÂ‰ ˜¯Ù‰ .„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙
ÏÚ ˜ÂÈ„· ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ ,'‰¯ÂˆÂ ÔÎÂ˙ Ï˘ ˙Â„Á‡' ,¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰˘Ó‰ ˙¯˙ÂÎ ,·‚‡ .172–139
.‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó ÈÓÓÚ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰Â ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰Ï ‡ÒÈ‚ „ÁÓ ‰ÙÈ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‡‰ ˙Â‰Ó
¯ÂÙÈÒ' ,¯ÙÒ Â˙Â‡· ¯Á‡ ˜¯Ù Â‡¯ ˙ÈÓÓÚ ˙Â¯ÙÒÎ ‰„‚‡‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ó Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙„ÈÏÒ ÏÚ
.'ÈÓÓÚ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ‰„‚‡‰
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'?‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÁ˙ ‰È‰ ‰Ó'

ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ Ï˘ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï È„Î ˙‡ÊÎ ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ‰·˘ ,˘¯„Ó
31.Â˙˘‡Ï-„ÈÓÏ˙
'˜¯' ÌÈÏÈÓÏ Ô˙Â‡ ÌÈÙÈÒÂÓ ¯˘‡Î .È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‡Â‰ ‰Ù ˙Â‡Î¯ÈÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰
È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÂÎ¯Ú· ‡È‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÂ„‚ È¯‰˘ ,‰ÈÂ¯È‡ ˙ÂÈÈˆÓ Ô‰ '˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï'Â
ÈÂÏÈ‚ ‡Ï‡ ,¯·„· ˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÏÏÎ· Í¯Âˆ Ô‡Î ÔÈ‡ .È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÂÎ¯Ú· ‡Ï ÏÏÎÂ
‰ÏÈÓ‰ ·È·Ò ˙Â‡Î¯ÈÓÏ ‰·ÈÒ‰ .Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈÂÏÈ‚ ˙È˘‡¯ ‡Â‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÎ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
˙Â¯ÙÒ·Î ‰‡È¯˜‰Ó Â˙Â‡ ˜ÈÁ¯‰Ï ‰ˆÂ¯ ‰‡¯Î Ï˜¯Ù .˙ÂÁÙ ‰¯Â¯· 'ÈËÓÂ¯'
˙‡ˆÂÈ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ‰Ï‡Î ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÈ‡ .‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰Â ˘ËÈ˜‰ ˙‡ ‰˘È‚„Ó‰ ‰ÏÂÊ
‡·È˜Ú '¯ ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ¯Â‡È˙· ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÈÈˆ¯ ‰ÂÂÎ ˘È .˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· Ï˘ ‰ËÈÏ‡‰Ó
.Â˙˘‡Ï
,ÈÂÈ„·‰ Ô‡ÎÓÂ ,È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÂÈÙÂ‡ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï Ï˜¯Ù ˙Â·˜Ú· ÍÏÂ‰‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ
˙·Î¯‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„‰Â ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÂÓ˙ ˙ÈÈ·Ó ÚÓÈ‰Ï ˘È .¯ÓÂÁ‰ Ï˘
‰Ï‡ ÔÈÚÓ ·Î¯ÂÓ ËÒ˜Ë· ˘ÂÓÈ˘Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÈ‡ .„Á‡ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ÌÈÏÈ·˜Ó ˙Â¯Â˜Ó
ÌÈÏ˜‰ ÌÈÈÂÈ˘‰ ¯˘‡Î ,‰¯ÂˆÏ ÔÎÂ˙ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï ˘È .'‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ'·˘
32.‰˘„Á ‰¯ÈˆÈÏ ËÒ˜Ë ÏÎ ÌÈÎÙÂ‰ ‰Ò¯‚ ÏÎ· ‰¯Âˆ·Â ÔÎÂ˙·
‰¯ËÓÏ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˘Ó˙˘Ó ‰È‚ÂÒ‰ ÏÚ· Ì‡ .‰È‚ÂÒ· Â¯˘˜‰Ó ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ˜˙Ï ˘È
¯Â¯· È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó „Â‚È ˘È .ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÍÈÈ˘ ¯·„‰ ÔÈ‡ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ
‰˜ÈÊ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ‰Ï‡ ÔÈ·Ï Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ ÔÈ·
‰„‚‡‰ ˙‡ ˜˙Ï ÔÈ‡ ÔÓÊ Â˙Â‡· .˙ÂÓÏ˘‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ‰˙‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï
˙‡ ˜˙Ï ÔÈ‡ ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ÂÈÈ‰„ ,‰˙Â‡ ÁÈÓˆ‰˘ È˙¯·Á‰ ¯˘˜‰‰Ó
ÔÎÏÂ ,‰„‚‡‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ ÂÁÓˆ ÔÎÂ˙Ó˘ ˙Â·¯˙‰Â ‰¯·Á‰ ˙·‰ .„ÂÓÏ˙‰Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
,Â‡ÂÏÓ· „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÌÏÂÚ ˙‡ ÔÈ·Ó˘ ÈÓÏ ˜¯ ˙È¯˘Ù‡ ,ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙·‰ Ì‚
ÌÎÏ Â¯Â‚Â „ÂÓÏ˙‰ Ï‡ Â·Â˘' :ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁÏ ‡¯Â˜ Ï˜¯Ù .„ÁÈ Ì‚ ‰„‚‡Â ‰ÎÏ‰
Ï˜¯Ù ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÌÏÂ‡ 33'!‡Â‰ ‰„‚‡‰ ˘Ù· ÈÎ ,„ÂÓÏ˙ ÈÏ· ‰„‚‡ ˘¯ÙÏ
ÍÎ· ‰„ÂÓ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ,¯˜ÂÁÏ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰ ,ÂÏ‡ ÌÈÏÈÓÏ ÍÂÓÒ· ,‰˘ÂÚ
˙Â·Á¯ ˙ÂÚÈ„È ‡ÏÏ ‰„‚‡‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒÓ ÏÚÙ˙‰ÏÂ ˙Â‰ÈÏ ÏÂÎÈ ·Á¯‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰˘
.‰ÎÏ‰·Â „ÂÓÏ˙·
‰ÈÂ¯˜‰ ˙È¯·Ú ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÂÓ˘ÂÈ ¯·Î Â˙˘È‚ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ¯˙È‰
‰¯Â˙· ‡ÏÂ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ‰„ÈÁÈÎ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÌÂ˜ÈÓ ÌˆÚ˘ ¯Â¯· 34.'È¯ÂË‡ÈÈÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰'
‰˘È‚‰ .˙¯˘Ù‡Ó Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ ‰˘È‚‰˘ È¯ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰ ¯·ÚÓ‰ ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ó ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘
˘È Ô‰·˘ Ï‡¯˘È ˙Â·¯˙·Â ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙· ˙Â¯Á‡ „ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈÙ˘‰
‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó· ˘È '‰ÁÙ˘Ó‰ ÏÚ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÓ' ‰„ÈÁÈ· .‰„‚‡‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘
'˙Â·Â˙Î ÈÏ··' ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ı·Â˜Ï ¯˘˜· Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓÏ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰
.375 :‰ÁÂ˙Ù‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰„‚‡Â ˘¯„Ó .Â"˘˙ .Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ
.5162 ,‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ :ÍÂ˙· 'ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙· ÌÈËÏÂ· ÌÈÂÂ˜' ,Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ
„ÂÓÏ˙‰ Ï‡ Â·Â˘' :ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁÏ Â˙‡È¯˜· (10 'ÓÚ) '‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ' ¯ÙÒÏ ‰Ó„˜‰ ,Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ
'!‡Â‰ ‰„‚‡‰ ˘Ù· ÈÎ ,„ÂÓÏ˙ ÈÏ· ‰„‚‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ÌÎÏ Â¯Â‚Â
.˙Â·¯˙‰Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .È¯ÂË‡ÈÈÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ .1986 .È‡˜¯· ¯È‡È

31
32
33
34
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„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙¯·ÂÁ· ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰Ó ‰ÓÎ 35.‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙Ï ˙È·‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ·ÊÂÚ‰ ÌÈÓÎÁ ÏÚ
.ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ÁˆÙÏ È„Î ÌÈÈ·ÓÂ ÌÈÈÂ˘Ï ÌÈË¯ÙÏ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÂÎÓ
Ï˘ ˙È˙ÁÙ˘Ó‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ Ï˘ È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ „ˆ‰ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÈ ‡Â‰ ‰„ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ˘‚„‰
Ï˘ ‰˘„Á‰ ‰Ò¯‚· .˙ÂËËÂˆÓ‰ ˙Â„‚‡‰ Ï˘ È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ „ˆ‰ ÏÚ ¯˘‡Ó „ÂÓÏ˙‰
– ˙ÂÏÈ·˜Ó ÌÚ ˙Â‡ÂÂ˘‰ ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ‰ ÂÙÈÒÂ‰ ,'‰È·Ï ÂÈ·˘ ÌÈ¯·„' Ì˘· ,˙ÈÎ˙‰
'¯ Ï˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰Â ‰·¯ ‡¯˜ÈÂ· ‰ÏÈ·˜Ó‰ ÌÚ ÈÏ·· È‡ÈÎÁ Ô· ‰ÈÁ Ï˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
˙ÂÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ÌÏÂ‡ 36.‡ , ÌÈ¯„ ˙ÎÒÓ· ‰ÏÈ·˜Ó‰ ÌÚ ˙Â·Â˙Î· ‡·È˜Ú
,˙Â·Â˙Î· ı·Â˜·˘ ˙ÂÈ˙‚¯„‰ ˙‡ „Â‡Ó ‰˘È‚„Ó ˙ÈÎ˙‰ .ÂÓÏÚ ˙Â˜‰·ÂÓ‰
Ï˘ ˙ÈÚ„Ó‰ ˙ˆÚÂÈÎ ‰˘ÓÈ˘˘ ÈÓ ,¯ÏÂ ˙ÈÓÏÂ˘ Ï˘ ‰¯˜ÁÓ· ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÔÈÈÚ ‡È‰˘
37.˙ÈÎ˙‰
ÂÈÙÂ‡ ˙‡ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÈÊ‡· ˘È‚„‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ Ï˜¯Ù ˙Â·˜Ú· ÍÏÂ‰‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ¯ÂÓ‡Î
˙˙Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰Ó ÚÂÓÏ ÁÈÏˆÈ ÍÎ ˜¯ .¯ÓÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÈ„·‰ ÔÎÏÂ È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
.˙·Î¯ÂÓ ‰ÂÓ˙ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ˙ÂÓ„ ‰˙Â‡ ÏÚ ,ÌÈÏÈ·˜Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ Â‡ ,ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ
ÈÙÏ „ÁÂÈÓ· ,˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰¯ÈˆÈ·˘ ÈÙÓ „Â‡Ó ·Â˘Á ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰˘ ¯Â¯·
.‰¯˙‰Ï Ô˙È ÂÈ‡ ‰¯ÂˆÏ ÔÎÂ˙ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰ ,Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ ÂÊ ÔÈÚÓ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙¯Â˙
‡Â‰ '‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ'· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ‰Ï‡ ÔÈÚÓ ÌÈ·Î¯ÂÓ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ÏÎ˘ Ô·ÂÓÎ
ÏÚ·˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .ÚÈÙÂÓ ‡Â‰ ‰·˘ ‰È‚ÂÒ· Â¯˘˜‰Ó ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ˜˙Ï Ì‚ ˘È 38.ÏÂÒÙ
¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ Á˙ÙÓ ‰È‡ ÂÊ Í‡ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰¯ËÓÏ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˘Ó˙˘Ó ‰È‚ÂÒ‰
,¯ÏÂ Ï˘ ÂÊÏ Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ ÔÈ· ¯Â¯· È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó „Â‚È ˘È ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· .ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î
.È„ÓÏ ˙ÂÓÂ„ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙Â‡È¯˜‰ ÈÎ Ì‡
Â˙·‰ ‡È‰ ˙È¯ÙÒ ˙È· ‰‡¯Â‰· Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ ÌÂ˘È· ˙ÂÈÚ·‰ ˙Á‡
ÌÈÈÙÂ‡·Â ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ È˘¯„Ó ˙È·‰ Ú˜¯· ˙·˘Á˙Ó‰ ,˙„Ù˜ÂÓ‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰˘
‰˘È‚· .‰ÂÎ‰ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ÏÈ·Â˙ ,‰¯Âˆ‰Â ÔÎÂ˙‰ ˙Â„Á‡· ‡Ë·˙Ó‰ È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
Ï˜ÈÈÓ .˜Â„‰ ÔÙÂ‡· ‰Ê· ‰Ê ÌÈ¯ÂÊ˘ ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ „ÓÓ‰Â ÈË˙Ò‡‰ „ÓÓ‰ ˙‡Ê‰
Ï˘ Ì˙Â˘¯Ù ˙‡ „ÚÈ˙ (Stories of Reading) '‰‡È¯˜ È¯ÂÙÈÒ' Â¯ÙÒ· ‚ÈÈËÒ
˙ÂÓÂÈÓ ¯ÒÂÁÓ ˙Ú·Â ‰È‡ Ì‰ÈÈ· ‰ÓÎÒ‰‰-È‡ ,Â˙Ú„Ï .˙¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙

˙ÈÓÏÂ˘ ,„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰„Â·ÚÂ ¯·Ò‰ ˙¯·ÂÁ :‰ÁÙ˘Ó‰ ÏÚ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÓ .Â"Ó˘˙ .ËÎÈÏ ÌÈÈÁ
ÛÂ˙È˘· ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï Û‚‡‰ ,˙Â·¯˙‰Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(˙ÊÎ¯ÓÂ ˙Î¯ÂÚ) ¯ÏÂ
ÌÈÚ„Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ÔÂÎÓ‰ ,ÌÈ¯Â‡ ˙ÈˆÂ·È˜‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ÍÂÁÏ Ò"‰È· ,‰ÙÈÁ ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡
.‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÈÎ¯„ ¯ÂÙÈ˘ÏÂ
.ÒÎ¯ :‰„Â‰È Ô·‡ .‰È·Ï ÂÈ·˘ ÌÈ¯·„ .2004 .(˙ÂÎ¯ÂÚ) Ú¯· ‰¯ÈÓÊ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ˙ÈÓ‡ ˙¯Ù‡
.„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˙ÂÈ˘Â ÌÈ˘ .1993 .¯ÏÂ ˙ÈÓÏÂ˘
ÌÚ Ì˙Â‡ ‰ÂÂ˘‰Â ÈÏ··‰ „ÂÓÏ˙· ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È˘ ˙‡ Á˙È ˙¯„‡ Ì‰¯·‡
˙ÂÈÂÓ„‰ ˙‚ˆ‰·Â Ì˙Ó‚Ó· „Â‡Ó ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È˘˘ ‰‡¯Ó ‡Â‰ .'‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ'· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
.¯ÂÙÈÒÂ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ÏÎ Ï˘ ˙„¯Ù‰ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ÒÙÒÙÓ '‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ'· ‰·Î¯‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ˘Â
.139–122 :(Á"Ï˘˙ ˙·Ë) 5–4 ÁÈ˘ ÈÏÚ ,'‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰' .˙¯„‡ Ì‰¯·‡

35

36
37
38
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'?‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÁ˙ ‰È‰ ‰Ó'

ÌÈ¯ÚÙ ÈÂÏÈÓ· ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ˘¯Â„ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰Ó ‡Ï‡ ,‰‡È¯˜·
39.Í¯„ ‰˙Â‡· Ì˙Â‡ ‡ÏÓÏ Â¯Á·È˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ÔÈ‡Â ,ÌÈË¯Ù‰ ˙Î¯Ú‰·Â
˙ÂÈÓÈÙ‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ÍÓÒ ÏÚ ˜¯ ‡Ï ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ· ÚÈ¯ÎÓ Ï˜¯Ù ,ÂÈÈˆ˘ ÈÙÎ
ÌÈÈ˙ÂÓ‡ ˙Â¯ÈÙ Ì‰ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÒÏ˜‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ È„È ÏÚ ‡Ï‡
Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· 40.‰„ÈÎÏÂ ‰·ÈˆÈ ‰ÓˆÚÏ˘Î ‡È‰˘ ,˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÏ˘·
ÈÂ‰ÈÊÓ ˙Ú·Â Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ ˙·‰Ï‰ Â˙˜ÒÓ ,˙Â·Â˙Î ˙ÎÒÓ· ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
.˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· Ï˘ ÌÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ÌÚ Â˙˘‡ ÌÚ ÂÈÒÁÈÂ ‡·È˜Ú '¯
,„Â·Î‰ ‰Ê· ÏÂÏÎ ÈÎ ,'‰Ï˘' ‡Â‰˘ ¯·„ Â˙Â‡ ‡Â‰ ‰Ó Ë¯ÙÓ ÂÈ‡ ‡·È˜Ú '¯
ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÙÏ‡ÏÂ ÂÏ [...] .‚ˆÈÈÓ ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰¯Â˙‰
,ÌÈ˘ÁÂÓ‰ ÌÈ„Â‚È‰ .ÏÂÎ‰ ÍÈÈ˘ ‰ÏÂ ,ÌÂÏÎ ÔÈ‡ – ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ¯ÓÂ‡ –
41.‰ÓÏ˘‰ ˙ÈÁÂ¯‰ ‰ÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ÌÈÏË·˙Ó ÌÈÈ¯ÓÂÁ‰Â ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ‰
ÁÈ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ .‰˙ÈÎ· „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ·Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ· ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ¯ÚÙ‰ ‡È‰ ˙ÙÒÂ ‰ÈÚ·
‡Ï˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ˘ÈÂ ,„ÂÓÏ˙· ˙Â·Á¯ ˙ÂÚÈ„È ÌÚ ËÒ˜ËÏ ‡Â·È ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· „ÈÓÏ˙‰˘
ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÚÏ ÌÈÏÂÏÚ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ .È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ÈÎ¯Ú ÌÚ ‰‰„ÊÈ „ÈÓ˙
˙‡ Ï·˜Ï ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ ÈÏ· ˙‡ÊÂ ,ÂÁÂ˙È· Ô‰ÈÏ‡ ˘È‚¯ Ï˜¯Ù˘ ·ÈË¯· ˙ÂÈÚ· Ô˙Â‡
.ÂÈ˙ÂÂ¯˙Ù
˘È˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ Ï˜¯Ù .ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈË¯Ù È˘ Í¯„ ÔÈÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚„‡
,‰Ï ‡˘È ‡Ï Ï·‡ Â˙˘‡ ˙‡ ˘„È˜ ‡·È˜Ú '¯˘ ÍÎ ˙Â·Â˙Î· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï
ÂÏ ˘È˘ ‡ˆÂÈ .˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·Ï Â˙·ÈÊÚ ÈÙÏ ‰˘È‡Â ÏÚ·Î ÂÈÁ ‡Ï˘ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ˙‡Ê
42.‰˘È‡‰Ó ˙Â˘È¯Ù Ï˘ „Â‡Ó ÈÂˆÈ˜ ¯ÂÙÈÒ
'¯ ¯˘‡Î ,‚ÂÊ‰ È· ÔÈ· '‰˘È‚Ù ‡Ï'Î Ï˜¯Ù ¯‡˙Ó˘ ‰Ó ‡È‰ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰„Â˜‰
Ï˘ ‰Ò¯˙‰‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù„Â‰ ‰ˆÈÓ‡‰ ‰˘È‡‰ .‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ È¯Á‡ ¯ÊÂÁ ‡·È˜Ú
˙ÈÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ Ì‡' ,ÂÏ ‰·È˘‰· '?ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÓÏ‡ ˙‚‰Â ˙‡ ‰ÓÎ „Ú' ‰Ï ¯ÓÂ‡‰ Ô˜Ê‰
¯ÂÊÁÏ ˙Â˘¯ ÂÏ ˘È˘ ‰È¯·„Ó ˜ÈÒÓ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ .'˙Â¯Á‡ ‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ ·˘È ÈÏ
Ï˜¯Ù .‰˙‡ ‰¯È˘È ‰ÁÈ˘ ÏÎ ‡ÏÏ ('‰˘ÂÚ È‡ ˙Â˘¯· :¯Ó‡') ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·Ï
‚ÂÊ‰ È· È˘'˘ ÍÎÏ ÈÂËÈ·Î ÂÏ˘ ˙Â˘¯‰ ˙ÏÈË ˙‡Â ‰Ï˘ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯
¯˘‡Î ÔÂÈÂÂ˘‰-È‡Ï ˘È‚¯ ‡Â‰ .'ÌÈ˘‚Ù ÌÈ‡˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ ,„Á‡ ÔÂˆ¯ Ï‡ ÌÈÂÂÎÓ
Michael Steig. 1989. Stories of Reading: Subjectivity and Literary Understanding.
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press

39

˙¯ÁÂ‡Ó ˙ÈÏ·· ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ‡Ï‡ ÂÈ‡ ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ „ÒÂÓÎ ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·˘ ÌÈÚÂË‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ ˘È 40
.È„ÓÏ ÌÈ¯ÁÂ‡Ó Ì‰ ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ˙Â·¯˙ ˙‡ ˜‰·ÂÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰Ó ÌÈ·¯˘Â
Í¯Â‡ ÏÎÏÂ ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎ· ‰„ÈÁ‡ ˙Â˘ÈÎ ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ˙Â·¯˙ ÏÚ ¯·„Ï ÔÈ‡ ˙‡Ê ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ
David Goodblatt, Rabbinic Instruction in Sassanian Babylonia, ÂÈÈÚ .ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ ˙ÙÂ˜˙
Jeffrey Rubenstein. 2003. The Culture of the Babylonian Talmud. ‰Â¯Á‡ÏÂ .Leiden 1975
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press

.368 :‰„‚‡Â ˘¯„Ó ,Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ 41
.ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Ï‡È„ .ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Ï‡È„ ¯‡˙Ó˘ ÈÂ˘‰ ¯ÈÊ‰ ÒÂÙÈËÓ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ˙‚¯ÂÁ ÂÊ ˙ÂÈÂˆÈ˜ 42
.„·ÂÚ ÌÚ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .„ÂÓÏ˙· ˙ÂÈÈÓ‰ ÁÈ˘ :ÁÂ¯·˘ ¯˘·‰ .1999
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ÌÈÚ„‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙· Ú‚ÂÙ ¯·„‰ ÔÈ‡ Ï·‡ ,Â˙Â‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‰È‡ ‡È‰Â ‰˙Â‡ ÚÓÂ˘ ‡Â‰
‰·Ó· ‰·‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ‰Ï‚Ó ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙Ï·˜-È‡˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .Ì‰ÈÈ·
¯˜·Ï ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙Ó‚Ó ÔÈ‡˘ ¯Â¯·Â ,˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÚ ˙Â¯ÎÈ‰ ¯ÒÂÁÂ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
˙Â„‚˙‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÏÎ ÂÏÈ‡· Ï·‡ .‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙‡
˙Ú‚Â „ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ˙Â„‚˙‰˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ÔÈ‡ Ì‡‰ ?¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÏÈÏÚÏ „ÈÓÏ˙‰
‰Ï‡Ï Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‡¯Â˜Ï ˜¯ ‡Ï È˙ÈÈÚ· ÔÎ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· È˘ÓÓ Â‰˘Ó·
?Â˙Â‡ ‰¯ˆÈ˘ ˙Â·¯˙· ÂÈÁ˘
ÁÂ¯·Ï ‰·ÈÒ ‰ÓˆÚÏ˘Î ‰È‡ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÈÚ· ˜ÂÁ¯Â ¯Ê ‰‡¯ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰
¯˘Ù‡ ÍÎ ˜¯ .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ˙ÂÓÏÂÚ ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ ˙‡ Á˙ÙÏ ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ .ÂÓÓ
¯·„Ï .‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ‡Ï˘ ,¯ÈÙÒ˜˘ Ï˘ Â‡ ÒÏ˜ÂÙÂÒ Ï˘ ‰È„‚¯ËÓ ˙Â‰ÈÏ
·Â‡˘Ï È„Î ËÒ˜Ë· ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÒ ‡Â‰Â ,‰Â˘‡¯ ‰‚¯„ÓÓ ÈÎÂÈÁ Í¯Ú ˘È ‰Ê
Ï˘ „ÁÂÈÓ ıÓ‡Ó ˘Â¯„ 43.„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÈÁ ¯È˘È ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÂÓÓ
˙ÂÈËÈÏÂÙÂ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙ ˙Â·ÈÒÓ˘ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Ó ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ‰¯ÂÓ‰
˙ÂÙˆÏ ÏÂÎÈ „ÈÓÏ˙ Â˙Â‡ .ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ‚ÂÁ· ˙„ÁÂÈÓ ˙Â„‚˙‰ ÌÈ¯¯ÂÚÓ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙Â
ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ó ‰ÁÈ¯· ÂÈ‡ Ô‡Î ÔÈÈÚ‰ .È˘Â˜ ÏÎ ‡ÏÏ '˙ÂÚ·Ë‰ ¯˘' Ë¯Ò·
ÌÈ¯·„ Â· ˘È˘ Â‡ ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ÂÈ‡ ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙ÁÈ˙Ù ‡Ï‡ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰
‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙‡ÊÎ ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ ˙ÙÈ˘Á .ÌÈÈÂÏ‚‰ ÂÈ¯ÒÓ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯˙ÂÒ‰ ‰Ï‡Î Û‡Â ÌÈÙÒÂ
.‰ÓÈÙ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÓÊ‰Ï
‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ ‰È‡˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ‰˘È‚ ˙Â·Ï ÂÏ Â¯ÊÚÈ˘ ¯˜ÁÓ· ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â˘È‚ ˘È Ì‡‰
˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ÈÎ¯Ú ÌÚ ˙Â‰„Ê‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰‡È¯˜· ‰ÈÂÏ˙‰ Â‡ ‡ÒÈ‚-„ÁÓ ‰¯ÂÓ‚ ‰ÈÈÁ„Ï
?‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó

˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯˜Á .3
Â˙·Â‚˙Ó ˜˙˙È ‡¯Â˜‰˘ Í¯Âˆ ÔÈ‡ Â·˘ ÔÂ¯˙Ù ‰ÚÈˆÓ ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Ï‡È„ Ï˘ ‰‡È¯˜‰
ÌÈÂÓË‰ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ„·¯ ˙ÙÈ˘Á· ¯ÂÊÚÏ ‰ÏÂÎÈ ÂÊ ‰·Â‚˙˘ ‡Ï‡ ,ËÒ˜ËÏ ˙È˘È‡‰
˙¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙¯ˆÂÈ‰ ˙ÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙È·¯ ˙Â·¯˙ Ô‡Î ÔÈ‡ ,Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ 44.ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÍÂ˙·
'¯ ÏÚ ˙Â„‚‡‰ .ÔÂ¯˙ÙÏ ÌÈ˙È ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈÁ˙Ó ‡ÏÓ ÌÏÂÚÈ ‡Ï‡ ,‰¯Â‚Ò ˙È˙ÂÓ‡
ÌÈÏ˜˙ ÂÁ‡˘ ˙ÂÈÚ·‰ .ÌÈ„Á‡˙Ó ÌÈ„Â‚È‰ Â·˘ ÈÂÈÓ„ ÌÏÂÚ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó ‡·È˜Ú
.ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈÈ· ˜Á¯Ó ˙¯ÈˆÈ· ÔÂÏ˘ÈÎÏ ˙Â„Ú ÔÈ‡ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡È¯˜· Ô‰·
¯ÂÙÈÒ ¯ˆÂ .Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ Ì˙Â·¯˙· ˙Â¯Â˙Ù È˙Ï· ˙ÂÈÚ·Ï Â˙Â‡ ˙ÂÂÂÎÓ Ô‰ ,ÍÙ‰Ï
È¯˘Ù‡ È˙Ï· ·ˆÓ Ï·˜Ï ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡ ÛÂÁÒÏ ¯ÂÓ‡ Â·˘ ˙ÂÈËÓÂ¯‰˘ ÈËÓÂ¯

'ÔÂÓ‡-È‡ Ï˘ ÔÂˆ¯Ó ‰ÈÚ˘‰‰' Ï˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˘Ï È·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙ ˙‡ ‰Ù‰ Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ 43
Biographia Literaria) '‚„È¯ÏÂ˜ ÈÏ‚‡‰ ¯¯Â˘Ó‰ Ï˘ ‡Â‰ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ .˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡È¯˜Ï ‰˘Â¯„‰
.(Chapter 14
.169–139 :ÁÂ¯·˘ ¯˘·‰ .ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Ï‡È„ 44

177

'?‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÈÁ˙ ‰È‰ ‰Ó'

,Â˙ÓÂÚÏ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÈËÓÂ¯Î ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ÂÈ‡ Ï˜¯Ù˘ ‰ÏÚÓÏ ÂÚˆ‰ 45.È¯˘Ù‡Î
Ï·˜Ï ‡¯Â˜Ï ÌÂ¯‚Ï ¯ÙÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ıÓ‡Ó· ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‡Â‰ ÈËÓÂ¯‰ Ë·È‰‰ ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· ¯Â·Ú
„ÁÈ ,ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ·ÈËÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï È„Î 46.Ï·˜Ï ¯˘Ù‡-È‡ ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯ ‡ÏÏ˘ ‰Ó
ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È˘Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Â?˘·ÎÏ ‰ÚÂ¯‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ·ÈËÂÓ‰ ÌÚ
47.ÂÈÂÚÈË ˙‡ ÌÈ˜ÊÁÓ‰ ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ Ô‡ÎÓÂ Ô‡ÎÓ ˙Á˜Ï È„Î ,„Á‡ ¯ÂÙÈÒÎ ÌÈÈÏ··‰
‡È‰ ,˙‡Ë·Ó ‰„‚‡‰˘ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÈÂÏÈ‚· ˙˜ÒÂÚ ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Ï˘ Â˙‡È¯˜˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡
˙Â˘Â¯„‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÓÂÈÓ .„Â‡Ó ‰·Â˘˜ ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰‡È¯˜ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÎÏ ‰˜Â˜Ê
˙È˘¯Ù‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ÈÎ Ì‡ ,Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚· ˙Â˘Â¯„‰ ‰Ï‡Ó ‰·¯‰· ˙ÂÂ˘ ÔÈ‡
˙Â¯ÈˆÈÎ ˙Â‡Ò¯‚‰ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·Ó ÂÈ‡ ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· ‰Ê ‰¯˜Ó· ÌÏÂ‡ .˙ÈÏÎ˙· ‰Â˘
ÂÊ ˙Â„¯Ù Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ ÂÊÂ ÂÏ˘ Â˙˘È‚ ‰·˘ ‰„Â˜ ÍÎ· ˙Â‡¯Ï ¯˘Ù‡ .˙ÂÂ˘
‰‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÂÈÂÓ„Ê‰ ·È‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ˙Â‡Ò¯‚‰ ÔÈ· ‰„¯Ù‰‰ ÏÚ ‰„Ù˜‰‰ ‡˜ÂÂ„ .ÂÊÓ
'˙Â·Â˙Î'· ‰Ò¯‚‰ .ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ‡˘Â È˘ ˘È ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È˘Ï ,ÌˆÚ· .˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
'ÌÈ¯„'· .‰ÏÚ· Ï˘ Â˙ÏÂ„‚Ï È˘‡¯‰ Ì¯Â‚Î ‰˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ‰È˙ÂÈÂÎÊ· ˙„˜Ó˙Ó
‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ˜Ó‰ ÏÎ' ˙ÈÁ·Ó ,ÈÂÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÊ‰ ÏÚ ‡Â‰ ˘‚„‰
‰ÓÏ ¯·ÒÂÓ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯„· .(„ ˜¯Ù ˙Â·‡ ˙ÎÒÓ ‰˘Ó) '¯˘ÂÚÓ ‰ÓÈÈ˜Ï ÂÙÂÒ ÈÂÚÓ
˙È·Ï ‰·ÈÊÚ‰ ÔÈÈÚ ¯ÎÊÂÓ ‡ÏÂ ÏÚ·Î ‡·È˜Ú· ‰¯Á· 48ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ Ô· Ï˘ Â˙·
,'·‰Ê Ï˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È' ˙ÁË·‰ ,Ô·˙Ó· ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡‰ ˙Ï˘Ï˘ .ÔÈ‡Â˘ÈÏ È‡˙Î ˘¯„Ó‰
‰¯Â¯· ‰È‡ ,Â˙˘‡ È„È ÏÚ ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·Ï ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ˙ÁÈÏ˘Â ‡È·‰ Â‰ÈÏ‡ ˙ÚÙÂ‰
ÁÂÏ˘Ï ‰˘È‡Ï Ì¯Â‚ ˜ÂÈ„· ‰Ó ?ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰ ˜ÂÈ„· ‰Ó .‰ÈÏ‡Ó ˙·ÂÓÂ
ÈÂËÈ· ‡È‰ '·‰Ê Ï˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È'‰ ˙Úˆ‰˘ ÚÈˆÓ Ô‡˘ ?‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏÏ ˙È·‰ ÔÓ Â˙Â‡
¯˘‡· Â„ÈˆÓ ‰·‰ ¯ÒÂÁ Ì‚Â „Â¯È‰ ÈÏÎÏÎ‰ Ì·ˆÓÓ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ÂÏÂÎÒ˙Ï
ÂÈÏÚ˘Â ÂÓÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÈÚ ÌÈ˘‡ ˘È˘ ‰Ï‚Ó ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î .ÏÚ·Î Â· ‰˙¯ÈÁ· ˙·ÈÒÏ
¯ÏÂ ˙ÈÓÏÂ˘ 49.Â˙Â‡ ˙ÁÏÂ˘ ‡È‰ Ê‡Â ,„ÂÓÏÏ ˙ÂÏ˘· ‰Ï‚Ó ‡Â‰ ,Â˜ÏÁ· ÁÂÓ˘Ï
‰ÒÓ‰ ‰Ê ‡Â‰Â „ÂÓÏÏ ˙ÎÏÏ ÔÓÊ‰ ÏÎ ‰ˆÂ¯ ‡·È˜Ú '¯˘ ÍÎ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ˙˘¯ÙÓ
¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ ÏÈ„‚Ó ¯ÏÂ Ï˘ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ 50.Â˙·ÈÊÚÏ ‰ÓÈÎÒÓ ‡È‰˘ „Ú Â˙˘‡ ˙‡ „„ÂÚÏ
Jeffrey L. Rubenstein. 2003. The Culture of the Babylonian Talmud. Baltimore: The Johns
ÌÂ˜Ó·˘ ‡Ï‡ ,‰ÓÂ„ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ÚÈ‚Ó ÔÈÈË˘È·Â¯ È¯Ù'‚ ;Hopkins University Press: 111

.‰ÈÊËÙÎ Â˙Â‡ ¯È„‚Ó ‡Â‰ ‰ÒÓÂ¯ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ÂÏ ‡Â¯˜Ï
.154 :ÁÂ¯·˘ ¯˘·‰ ,ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ·
268 :ÁÂ¯·˘ ¯˘·‰ .ÂÏ˘ ÔÂÈ„Ï ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÏ„·‰‰˘ ÔÚÂË ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ·
‰ÏÁ¯‰Â ‰ÚÂ¯‰ Ï˘ ·ÈËÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‡È·‰Ï ÂÂÈ„· È˘ÙÂÁ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ˘È‚¯Ó ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· .(29 ‰¯Ú‰)
˙‡ ÔÈÈˆÓ ÔÓ„È¯Ù ‡Ó˘ .ÌÈ¯„ ˙ÎÒÓÓ Ô·˙Ó· Â˙˘‡Ï ‡·È˜Ú ÔÈ· ÚÂ¯È‡‰Â '˙Â·Â˙Î'Ó
˙‡ ˙Ï·ÂÒ ‰È‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÏÈÏÚ˘ ÔÚÂËÂ ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Ï˘ ÂÂÈ„· ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÔÈ· ˙·Â¯Ú˙‰
.(64 ‰¯Ú‰ 76 'ÓÚ) Friedman, A Good Story Deserves Retelling .˙‡Ê‰ ˙·Â¯Ú˙‰
ÔÎÈÓ È"Î· .ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ (¯·„) ˙· 'ÌÈ¯„'·Â ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ Ô· ˙· ‡È‰ '˙Â·Â˙Î'· ÌÈÒÂÙ„·
ÌÈ„Â·ÈÚ· .'ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ Ô· ÚÓ˘' Ì˘ ·Â˙Î ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï „ÈÓ Ï·‡ 'ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ ˙·' ˘È ÌÈ¯„·
.˙ÂÁÙ Ï·¯ÂÒÓ ‰Ê ÁÒÂ˘ ÈÙÓ ÈÏÂ‡ ,ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ ˙·Î ˙¯‡Â˙Ó ‡È‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·¯
.17 'ÓÚ ,'‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙Â˘ ˘ÂÏ˘'
.77 'ÓÚ ,'„ÂÓÏ˙‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˙ÂÈ˘Â ÌÈ˘'
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48
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˘‚„ Ï˘ ÌÈÏ„·‰· ¯·Â„Ó ‡Ï .'˙Â·Â˙Î'· ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ 'ÌÈ¯„'· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ‰ ˙‡
¯·Â„Ó ‡Ï .È¯Ó‚Ï ˙Â¯Á‡ Ô‰ Û‡ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„‰Â ˙¯Á‡ ‡È‰ ‰ÏÈÏÚ‰ ÏÎ ‡Ï‡ ,„˜ÂÓÂ
ÌÚ ÌÈÏ˘‰Ï ˙„ÓÂÏ‰ ‰˘È‡· ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡‰ ¯„Ò ˙‡ ‰·È˙ÎÓ‰ ˙ÓÊÂÈ ‰˘È‡·
51.‰Ï¯Â‚
ÌÂ˜Ó· .ÌÈÈÏ··Ï ÌÈÈÏ‡¯˘È ı¯‡ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÔÈ· ˙Â‡ÂÂ˘‰ Í¯ÂÚ ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· ¯ÂÓ‡Î
,˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó Ô‰ ÌÈ„„Â· ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â„ÓÚÏ ÈÂËÈ·Î ˙ÂÏÈ·˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï
‡Ï ,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰Ï Ô‡Î ¯ÊÂÁ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ¯˜Á .Â¯ˆÂ ÔÎÂ˙·˘ ˙Â¯·Á‰ ˙‡ ,Â˙Ú„Ï
˙ÂÈÂ„ÚÎ ‡Ï‡ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ ÏÚ ˙ÂÓÈ‰Ó ˙ÂÈÂ„Ú ˜ÙÒÓ ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ Ô·ÂÓ·
‰‡È¯˜‰ ˙‡Ê‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· .ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Â¯ˆÂ ‰·˘ ‰ÙÂ˜˙· ‰¯·Á‰Â ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÏÚ
¯·Ú‰ ˙Â·¯˙ ˙Ú Â˙Â‡· .¯˜ÂÁ‰ È„È· ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÈÏÎ ˙ÂÂ‰Ó ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰Â
¯˜ÂÁ‰ .ÈÂÏ˙ È˙Ï· ÔÙÂ‡· ‰˙Â‡ ¯Â˜ÁÏ ‡· ¯˜ÂÁ‰˘ ˙¯„‚ÂÓ ˙Â˘ÈÎ ˙ÒÙ˙ ‰È‡
ÚÈÙ˘Ó ¯·„‰Â ,ÂÏ˘ ‰ÂÂ‰‰Ó ˙Ú·Â‰ ˙ÂÈÈÚ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ¯·Ú‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÙÂ˙Ï ·Ï Ì˘
ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ Â˜ÒÚ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘·˘ ‰¯˜Ó ‰Ê ÔÈ‡ ÍÎ .È¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÌÂÈ‰ ¯„Ò ÏÚ
52.Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˙ÂÈÈÓÂ ¯„‚Ó Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘·
ÌÎÒÂÓÏ ÍÙ‰ ˙ÈÏ··‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡· ÔÈ‡Â˘È‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰
.˙Â·¯˙ È„ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ· ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Â·¯˙‰ ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘· ¯˜ÁÓ·
˙‡ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ „Á‡ „ˆÓ˘ ÌÈÈÏ·· ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˜‰·ÂÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÓÏ‚Ó ÈÏ··· ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
„ÂÓÏ˙ Ì˘Ï ˙È·‰Ó ‰ÎÂ¯‡ ˙Â¯„ÚÈ‰ ÌÈ˜È„ˆÓ Ì‚ È˘ „ˆÓ Í‡ ÔÈ‡Â˘È‰ ÈÈÁ
ÌÈ¯·Ò‰ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ .˙Â¯„ÚÈ‰‰ ˙ÂÎÊ· ‰¯Î‰ ÔÈ‡ Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡· ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ .‰¯Â˙
˙ÂÎ¯Ú‰ ,˙È¯·‚‰ ˙ÂÈÈÓ‰ ÔÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ,ÌÈÈÏÎÏÎ ÌÈÚÈÓ :Ï„·‰Ï ÌÈÂ˘
.‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ Ï˘ Í¯Ú‰ Ï˘ Ì‚Â Í¯ÚÎ ‰ÁÙ˘Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘
˙È·‰Ó ÌÈ¯„Ú‰ ÌÈÏÚ·· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙Â·Â˙Î ˙ÎÒÓ· ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ı·Â˜ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰·
Ï˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â‡Ò¯‚‰ ÔÈ· ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰· ÌÈ·¯ Â˜ÒÚ ,‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ Ì˘Ï
˙È·· ˙Î˘ÂÓÓ ˙Â‰˘ È¯Á‡ Â˙È·Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï ‰˘˜˙‰ ‰ÈÁ '¯ .È‡ÈÎÁ Ô· ‰ÈÁ '¯
53.Ê ,‰ˆ ‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯··Â · ,·Ò ˙Â·Â˙Î ÈÏ··· ÚÈÙÂÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ .˜ÂÁ¯‰ ˘¯„Ó‰
'ÓÚ ,'‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰' .‰ÓÂ„ ‰¯Âˆ· 'ÌÈ¯„'· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÈÙ ˙¯„‡ Ì‰¯·‡ 51
ÈËÒÈÈÓÙ‰ ÒÂÓÏÂÙ‰ ˙ÓˆÚ‰ Ì˘Ï˘ ‡Ï‡ ,Ô‡˘ Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ· ˙ÎÏÂ‰ ¯Ï„‡ ÏÁ¯ .127–126
‡Ï‡ ÌÈ‡ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈ˜„‰ ÌÈÏ„·‰‰ ‰˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó .˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÏÎÓ ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ ‰·ÏÈ˘
‘This .‰ÏÚ· ˙ÁÏˆ‰ ÔÚÓÏ ‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ·È¯˜‰Ï ‰ÈÏÚ˘ ‰˘È‡ Ï˘ ˙Á‡ ‰ÂÓ˙ ÍÂ˙· ÌÈÒ‡ÂÈ
promise of a precious trinket, a spectacularly inappropriate reimbursement for a woman
who has spurned material wealth for her husband’s sake, serves to comfort not Akiba’s
wife, but rather the original male audience of the story’. Engendering Judaism. 1998.
Philadelphia: JPS: 7
.25–20 'ÓÚ ,ÁÂ¯·˘ ¯˘·‰ ,ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Â‡¯ .The new historicism-Î ‰ÚÂ„È ‰˘È‚‰

52
ÌÈ˘) ¯ÏÂ .Ê ,‡Î ‰·¯ ‡¯˜ÈÂ· ‰ÏÈ·˜Ó ˘È .1232 ,˜·Ï‡-¯Â„Â‡È˙ ˙¯Â„‰Ó ,‰·¯ ˘¯„Ó 53
ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ (The Culture of the Babylonian Talmud, p. 117) ÔÈÈË˘È·Â¯Â (71–69 'ÓÚ ,˙ÂÈ˘Â
‰ÚÙ˘Â‰ ‰·¯ ‡¯˜ÈÂ· ‰Ò¯‚‰˘ ‰‡¯‰ Ï˜¯Ù ÌÏÂ‡ .‰·¯ ‡¯˜ÈÂ· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÌÚ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰‰ ˙‡
ÌÈÂÂ˜' ,Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ .'ÌÈÈ‡ÏÎ ÁÒÂ' ‡Ï‡ „ÈÎÏ ÂÈ‡˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ‡Â‰ ÔÎÏÂ ,˙Â·Â˙Î ÈÏ·· È„È ÏÚ
‰Â˘‡¯Ï ÚÈÙÂ‰ ˜¯Ù‰ .60–55 'ÓÚ ,‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ :ÍÂ˙· ,'ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙· ÌÈËÏÂ·
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˙ÈÁ·· ‰È‡ ‰ÏÈÏÚ ‰˙Â‡ ÏÚ ‰¯ÊÁ‰˘ Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚Ï ˙ÙÏ‡Ó ‰Ó‚Â„ ÂÊ
˙Â˘Ó˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ È˙˘· ¯·Â„Ó Â˙Ú„Ï ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÚ-¯ÂÙÈÒ Â˙Â‡ ÏÚ ‰¯ÊÁ
¯ÙÒÓ‰ ÔÓ‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙·˘ÁÓ ÈÙÏ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ ,È¯Ó‚Ï ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â¯ËÓÏ ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁ Ì˙Â‡·
.¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡
ÌÈÙ˜˘ÓÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÂ˜Ó·˘ ‡Ï‡ ,‰‡ÂÂ˘‰ ‰˙Â‡ Í¯ÂÚ ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ·
˙Â¯·Á‰Â ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙‰ ˙‡ ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó Ì‰ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È¯ˆÂÈ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â„ÓÚ ˙‡
,˙È·‰Ó ˙Â¯„ÚÈ‰‰ ÌˆÚ ÏÚ ˙¯Â˜È· ‡Ë·Ó ÂÈ‡ ÈÏ··· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ .Â¯ˆÂ ÔÎÂ˙·˘
˙˘˜·· ÌÈÈ˙ÒÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ .‰˙È·‰ ‰¯ÊÁ‰ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯‰ÊÈ‰Ï ˘È˘ ÚÈ¯˙Ó ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡
.‰ÈÈÁ˙Ï ˙¯ÊÂÁ ÔÎ‡ ‡È‰Â ,'!‰¯Î˘ ‰Ê ÂÊ ‰ÈÈÚ' ,Â˙˘‡ ÏÚ ‰ÈÁ '¯ Ï˘ ÌÈÓÁ¯
ÈÎ¯ÂˆÓ ‰ÈÁ '¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓÏÚ˙‰ ÏÚ ˙·˜Â ˙¯Â˜È· ˘È ÈÏ‡¯˘È ı¯‡‰ ¯Â˜Ó·
ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Â‡Ë·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È˘ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ 54.¯ÓÂ È‚¯Ë ‡Â‰ ÛÂÒ‰Â ,Â˙È·
ı¯‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ˙ÈÏ··‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó ÌÈÏ„·‰ ,ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· ¯Â·Ú ,˜‰·ÂÓ
.‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙Â ÔÈ‡Â˘È‰ ÈÈÁÏ Ú‚Â· ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È
ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÏÈÏÚ .È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ „ÓÓÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ¯˜Á ˙‡ ¯ÈÊÁ‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ Ô‡Î ˘È
'¯ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈÏ·È·· ˙ÂÚÈÙÂÓ Ô‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ ÏÚ ˙ÂÈÂ„Ú ÔÈ‡
˙Â·¯˙‰ ÏÚ ˙Â„ÈÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ„Ú Ô‰ ‡Ï‡ ,ÔÈÈË˘Ï˜ÈÙ ÒÈ‡ÂÏ È„È ÏÚ ‰·˙Î˘ ‡·È˜Ú
,¯·„Ï Ô˙È ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ÏÚ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ ÒÁÈ· .ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙¯ÈˆÈ ˙ÙÂ˜˙· ‰¯·Á‰Â
,˙ÈÏÓÒ‰ ‰Ó¯· ˙ÂÁÙÏ – ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ˘ È˙˘ ÏÚ ,Ô‡˘ ¯Â„‚È·‡ Ï˘ ÂÂ˘ÏÎ
Û‡ È˙‡ˆÓ È‡Â ,˙È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ‰˘È‡· Ì‚ ˜ÒÂÚ Ô‡˘) .˙ÈÏ··‰Â ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È ı¯‡‰
˙ÁÏÂ˘‰ Â‡ ÔÈ‡Â˘È ˙ÓÊÂÈ‰ ‰˘È‡Ï ¯ÎÊ ÔÈ‡ "¯„‡· ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ· 55(!˙ÈÚÈ·¯ ‰˘È‡
‰˘È‡ ,¯˙ÂÈ È¯ÂÈÓ „È˜Ù˙ ˘È ‰˘È‡Ï .˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È·· „ÂÓÏÏ ÌÈ˜Á¯ÓÏ ‰ÏÚ· ˙‡
.˙È·‰ ˙ÏÎÏÎ· ˙Ù˙˙˘ÓÂ Â˙ÂÈÚÏ ‰Ù˙Â˘ ‡È‰˘ ,‰ÏÚ·· ˙ÎÓÂ˙‰
ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÙ¯Â‚ ÌÈÂÚÈË .ÂÓˆÚ ¯˜ÁÓ· ˙Â·¯˙ ÈÏ„·‰ ÏÚ Ô‡Î ¯ÈÚ‰Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ˘È
ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓÏ ÌÈÈÈÈÙÂ‡ ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Ï˘ ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ· ˙Â‡ˆÓ‰ ÂÏ‡ ÂÓÎ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó
˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙Ó ÚÓÈ‰Ï ÌÈËÂ ÌÈÏ‡¯˘È ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ .˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ÌÈ·¯
Ï„·‰‰ 56.ÈÏÏÂÎ ÌÂÎÈÒ ‡ÏÏ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙÂ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰„Â·Ú· ÊÎ¯˙‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÏÂ„‚
'ÓÚ ,‡"Ó˘˙ ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,„ÂÓÏ˙· ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„ÓÏ ÈÚÈ·˘‰ ÈÓÏÂÚ‰ Ò¯‚Â˜‰ È¯·„·
.69–45
'˙¯ÊÁ ÔÈ¯Ó‡„ ˙È‡Â' ¯"·· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÛÂÒ· ÌÈÏÈÓ‰˘ ÌÈÚÂË ,ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· ÂÈ˙Â·˜Ú·Â ,Ï˜¯Ù 54
ÌÈÂÈÚ .1981 .Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ Â‡¯ .˙¯ÁÂ‡Ó ˙ÙÒÂ˙ ‡Ï‡ ÂÈ‡ ([ÌÈÈÁÏ] ‰¯ÊÁ˘ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡‰ ˘ÈÂ)
.(12 ‰¯Ú‰) 108 :„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ÈÁÂ¯‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ·
È"˘¯ Ì‚ ÂÈÈÚÂ ,'‡ „ÂÓÚ 'Î Û„ ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú ÈÏ·· ÈÙÏ ,ÒÂÙÂ¯ÒÂ¯ÂË Ï˘ Â˙˘‡ ‡È‰ ˙È˘ÈÏ˘‰ 55
‰Ú¯ ‰˘È‡ ÏÚ ÈËÒËÙ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ‡È·Ó È˜Ò·ˆÈ„¯· ˙ÈÚÈ·¯‰ ‰˘È‡‰ ÏÚ .'· „ÂÓÚ ' Û„ ÌÈ¯„
.‰Ú˘¯‰ ˙‚¯ÂÁ‰ ‡ÓÈ‡‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÈÓÓÚ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ·ËÈÓ ÈÙÏ ,‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙·Ï ˙ÏÎ˙Ó‰
.‰Î¯–‚Î¯ :¯È·„ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .Â"Î˘˙ .'Ï‡¯˘È ¯Â˜ÓÓ' Â‡¯
ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ È˘· ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ ˘È .˙ÂÚË‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ˘ ‰ÏÏÎ‰ ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î ‡Â‰ ‰Ê‰ ¯Â‡È˙‰ 56
Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ Ì˙Â·¯˙ ¯ÂÊÁ˘· ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÈÏÏÂÎ‰ ‰˘È‚Ï ˙ÙÒÂ ‰Ó‚Â„ .ÏÏÎ‰ ÈÙÏ ÌÈÏÚÂÙ
Michael Satlow. 2001. Jewish ,ÂÏËÒ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ ‡È‰ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ È¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰
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‰‡¯Â‰· .˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡· ÁÂ¯‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ‰È¯Â‡˙· ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÚÙ˘‰· ÈÏÂ‡ ¯Â˘˜
˘È ÔÓÊ Â˙Â‡· .¯˙ÂÈ ‰·Á¯ ‰ÂÓ˙ ÍÂ˙· ÌÈË¯Ù‰ Ì˜ÓÏ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ï ˙ÂÂ¯˙È ˘È
.ÌÈ‡ˆÓÓ‰ Ï˘ ¯˙È ËÂ˘ÈÙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÒ
ÌÂ‚¯˙· „Â‡Ó ¯‰ÊÈ‰Ï ˘È˘ ‰‡¯ ÈÏ .˙È˙¯Â˜È· ‡È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯˜Á· ‰˘È‚‰
˙‡ ˙Ï·˜Ó ‰È‡˘ ‰„Â˙ÓÏ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ· .ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ï '˙¯Â˜È·' ‚˘ÂÓ‰
ÌÈ‡˙‰ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ˘˜·Ó È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ¯˜ÂÁ‰ .ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ¯Â˜Ó‰
Â‡ ÈÏÎÏÎ ,È˙Â·¯˙ ÔÈÈÚ ‰ÊÈ‡ ˙Ú„Ï ˘˜·Ó ‡Â‰ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙¯ÈˆÈ ˙‡ Â¯˘Ù‡˘
ÂÈ¯ÂÁ‡Ó˘ È¯ÂË¯ ‰ÂÂÒÓ ‡Â‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ ÈË˙Ò‡‰ „ˆ‰ .˙¯˘Ï ‡· ËÒ˜Ë‰ È¯„‚Ó
ÏÂÏÎÓÏ ¯·ÚÓ „ÓÚÓÏ ÔÂÚËÏ ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ .˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ‰Ó‚Ó ˙¯˙˙ÒÓ
˙ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰ ‰˘È‚· ˙„˘ÂÁ ˙È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ‰˘È‚‰ .‰¯·Á‰ ÍÂ˙· ÁÂÎ ÈÒÁÈ Ï˘
‰˙˘Ó È˙Ï· È˘Â‡ ·ˆÓ ˙Â‡Ë·Ó‰ ˙ÂÏÂ„‚ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ ÈÁˆ‰ ÔÎ¯Ú· ˙Ï‚Â„‰
˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ˙¯˘Ï ‡· ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ,‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ· .Â˙Â‰Ó·
¯ÂÙÈÒ‰˘ ÈÙÓ ,È˙ÂÓ‡‰ ‰ÂÂÒÓ· ÌÈ˜„Ò Â¯‡˘ÈÈ „ÈÓ˙ .‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ ˙ÂÂÈÏÚ Ï˘
,¯˙ÂÈ ıÓ‡˙Ó ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰˘ ÏÎÎ .ÔÂ¯˙Ù ˙Â· ÔÈ‡˘ ˙Â·¯˙· ˙ÂÈÚ· ¯Â˙ÙÏ ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡
.ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó ÌÈÁ˙Ó ÏÚ ¯·‚˙‰Ï ˘‡Â ÔÂÈÒÈÎ ¯˙ÂÈ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ¯È‚ÒÓ ‡Â‰
ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï Í¯„‰ ˙ÏÈÁ˙· „ÈÓÏ˙‰Ó ÍÂÒÁÏ ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰‡¯Â‰· ˙È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ‰˘È‚‰
˙‡ ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ .ÂÈÈÁÏ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰Ó Â‡ ÛÈ„ÚÓ ‡Â‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ‰ÊÈ‡
ÒÈÒ·· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ó ÏÂ˜˘Ï ÂÈÏÚ .ÂÓÚ ÌÈÎÒ‰Ï ‡Ï Â‡ ÌÈÎÒ‰Ï ,ËÒ˜Ë· ·Â˙Î‰
„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÂÓÓ˘ ˜Á¯Ó ˙¯ÈˆÈ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ˙‡ÊÎ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰ .˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰
ÂÊ ‰˘È‚· .È˘È‡ ÔÙÂ‡· „ÈÓ ·È‚‰Ï ıÁÏ ‡ÏÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ËÂÏ˜Ï ÏÂÎÈ
.Ï"ÊÁ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰· ÈÂ·È¯Ï ÛÂ˘Á Ì‚ ‡Â‰
‰Î¯Ú‰ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ,¯·„ Ï˘ ‰Î¯Ú‰Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó '˙¯Â˜È·' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ ‰ÏÈ‚¯‰ ‰Ù˘·
˙Â¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Á‡ ‰¯ÈÚ‰ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ È˙Èˆ¯‰ ‰·˘ ‰‡ˆ¯‰ ¯Á‡Ï .˙ÈÏÈÏ˘
‡·È˜Ú '¯ ÏÚ ÚË˜‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ·‰Â‡‰ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙˘Â ˙¯Â˜È·Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ‰˙ÈÎ· ˘È˘
Ô‡Î .Â˙˘‡Ï ÒÁÈ· ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÏÚ ˙¯Â˜È· ÌÈÚÈ·Ó Ô·˙Ó· Â˙˘‡Â
ÂÊ ÁÂ¯· ˙¯Â˜È· .‰ÓÓ ÏˆÈ‰Ï ÂÏ ¯ÂÊÚÏ ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ ¯˜ÁÓ· ˙Â˘È‚‰˘ ˙ÂÚË ˘È
ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï ˘È ÔÎÏÂ ,‰ÏÚÂÙÂ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÓ„ ÂÈÙ· ¯‡˙Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ¯·Â„Ó˘ ‰ÁÈÓ
‰Ï‡˘‰ .˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰¯ÈˆÈ· ¯·Â„Ó .·ˆÓ‰ ‰Ê ÔÈ‡ Ï·‡ .‰È˘ÚÓ ÈÙÏ ‰˙Â‡ ËÂÙ˘ÏÂ
.ÂÈÏÚ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯ÙÒÓ‰ ˘˜È· ‰Ó ‡Ï‡ ,‡·È˜Ú '¯ ÏÚ ·˘ÂÁ È‡ ‰Ó ‰È‡ ‰ÂÎ‰
Â˙Â‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ,ÈÏÈÏ˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï ‡· ÂÈ‡ ¯ÙÒÓ‰˘ ¯Â¯·
˙¯Â˜È· È¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ‰‚ÂÒ ÔÈÚÓ ˙ÂÂ‰Ó‰ ˙Â·¯ ˙Â„‚‡ ˘È .˙ÙÂÓ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„Î Â˙˘‡ ˙‡Â
ÒÎÈ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ È‡ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï È„Î .‰ÊÎ ÂÈ‡ ÂÏ˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï·‡ ,˙ÈÓˆÚ
ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ Ï˘ Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó Â·˘ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„‰Â ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡‰ ˙‡ ËÂÙ˘Ï ‡ÏÂ ,ÂÓÏÂÚÏ
˙ÂÓÏÂÚÏ ÈÂÈÓ„ ÔÙÂ‡· ÒÎÈ‰Ï ‰ÓÊ‰ ¯Â˙· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰·Â˘Á ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ .ÈÏ˘

ÔÂÚËÏ ˘˜·Ó ÂÏËÒ .Marriage in Antiquity. Princeton: Princeton University Press: 30–32
Ï˘ ˙Â„ÒÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙· Ï·· ÔÈ·Ï Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ ÔÈ· ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈÏ„·‰ ˘È˘
.‰ÁÙ˘Ó‰Â ÔÈ‡Â˘È‰
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È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÁÂÂÈ„Î ‡ÏÂ ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰¯ÈˆÈÎ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ „ÓÚÓ· ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ‰¯Î‰ .ÌÈ¯Á‡
.ÂÊ ÁÂ¯· ËÒ˜ËÏ ˙˘‚Ï „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯ÂÊÚÏ ‰ÏÂÎÈ
¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰Î¯Ú‰ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‡È‰ ÌÏÂ‡ ,‰Î¯Ú‰Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ˘È „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÌÂ˙·
‰·‰‰ .ÂÎÂ˙· ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÓ„ Ï˘ ‡ÏÂ ÌÏ‚Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Ù˜˘‰ Ï˘Â ÏÂÏÎÓÎ
ÈÙ· „ÓÂÚ‰ ¯‚˙‡‰ .˙Â‚ÈÈ˙Ò‰ ‰‡· ÍÎ ¯Á‡ Ì‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ˙Â‰„Ê‰ Ï˘ Ú‚¯ ˙˘¯Â„
·Â˘Á Í¯Ú ‡Â‰ ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ Â·˘ ÌÏÂÚ ÔÈÈÓ„Ï „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ‡È·‰Ï ‡Â‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
‡Â‰˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ÈÎ Ì‡ ,‰Ê Í¯Ú Ï·˜Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ .‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ
˙ÓÊ‰ .ÔÂÈÏÚ Í¯Ú Ï˘ „ÓÚÓ Ì‰Ï ˙˙Ï ÔÎÂÓ ‰È‰˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯·„ ÔÈÈÓ„Ï ÏÂÎÈ
„ÂÓÈÏ‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ·Ï˘· Ô˙Â‚‰˙‰Â ˙ÂÈÂÓ„‰ ÏÚ Ì˙Ú„ ˙ÂÂÁÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
.¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÓÎÁÂ˙Ó ‰‡È¯˜ Ï˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÚ ÏÏÂ‚‰ ˙‡ ÌÂ˙ÒÏ ‰ÏÂÏÚ
„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ¯˘‡Î ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ¯Á‡ „·Â¯ ‰ÚÈˆÓ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯˜Á Ï˘ ‰˘È‚‰ ,ÔÎ Ì‡
˘È ·È˘‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ?¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ¯ÙÒÏ ¯ÙÒÓÏ ·Â˘Á ‰È‰ ‰ÓÏ :ÏÂ‡˘Ï ÔÓÊÂÓ
.‰· ¯‰ÊÈ‰Ï ˘È Ï·‡ ,˙ÂÈÂÓ„Ê‰ ˙Á˙ÂÙ ‰˘È‚‰ .È˙Â·¯˙‰ Ú˜¯‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï Í¯Âˆ
ÔÈ‡ ÏÏÎ Í¯„·˘ ÈÙÓ ˙Â¯Ú˘‰ ¯„‚· ˙Â¯‡˘ Ú˜¯Ï ¯˘˜· ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯Ú˘‰‰
„ÂÓÏ˙· ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ,Ì‚ ÂÈ‡¯ .ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ıÂÁÓ ¯Â˘È‡ ÌÂ˘ Ô‰Ï
˙‡ ˘Ë˘ËÏ ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ·Ï ‰Ó¯‚ Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â·¯˙ ÏÚ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ÚÈ‚‰Ï ‰ÙÈ‡˘‰˘ ,ÈÏ··‰
ÈÙÏ ,˙Â¯ÈˆÈ È˙˘Î ˙Â‡Ò¯‚‰ ˙Î¯Ú‰ .ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È˘ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó‰ ÌÈÏ„·‰‰
‰ËÈ˘· ÌÈÏ‚Â„‰ .È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÏ ˜ÂÈ„ ÛÈÒÂÓ ÈÏÂ‡ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ,Ï˜¯Ù Ï˘ ÌÈÏÏÎ‰
¯˘‡Î ,ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ‰ Ï˘ ÈË˙Ò‡‰ Í¯Ú‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘È‚„Ó ÌÈ‡ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯˜Á Ï˘
57.ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˙ÙÂÓ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ÌÎ¯ÚÏ ˙Â·¯ ÌÈÓÚÙ ¯ÊÂÁ Ï˜¯Ù
Ï˜˘Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ÂÏ ˙˙Ï Ì¯Â‚˘ ‰Ó '˙Â·Â˙Î'· ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ‰Ù„Ú‰ ÚÈ·Ó ‡Â‰ ÂÏ˘ ‰¯˜Ó·
¯˜Á· 58.ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ Á˙ÙÓ‰ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ÈË˙Ò‡‰ „ÓÓ‰ ÂÏÈ·˘· ¯˘‡Î
ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ˙ÈË˙Ò‡‰ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ‰‡¯Â‰· ;ÌÈÈË˙Ò‡ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ Ï˜˘Ó ÔÈ‡ ˙Â·¯˙‰
ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈÓ¯Ê ÏÚ ˙Â„ÚÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ .ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î Í¯Ú ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ
.‰Ê‰ Í¯Ú‰ ˙‡ ÌÚÓÚÏ ‰ÏÂÏÚ

¯ÂÏ˜ÏÂÙ .4
.ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÚ„ È˜ÂÏÈÁÏ „ÂÒÈ ‡È‰ Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â„‚‡Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ÔÙÂ‡ ˙Ï‡˘
ÂÁ‡˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ÈÓÓÚ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ÁÂ˙È‰ ÈÏÎ ÌÂ˘ÈÈÏ Û˜Â˙· „‚˙Ó Ï˜¯Ù
˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰ËÈÏ‡· ‡Ï‡ ˙ÈÓÓÚ ‰·Î˘· ‰¯Â˜Ó ÔÈ‡ Â˙Ú„Ï˘ ÈÙÓ ,‰· ÌÈ„
˙Ú„ÂÓ ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ÌÈÓÈÒ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ‰· ‰ÚÈ·Ë‰˘ ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· Ï˘
‘And finally, we are filled with admiration for the spiritual ,ÌÈÈÒÓ Ï˜¯Ù „Á‡ ¯Ó‡Ó·
power of the anonymous authors of these literary gems’. Fraenkel. 1971. ‘Bible Verses in
tales of the Sages’, in Studies in Aggadah and Folk Literature, Joseph Heinemann and
Dov Noy (eds.). Jerusalem: The Magnes Press: 99

57

.378 'ÓÚ ,‰„‚‡Â ˘¯„Ó ,Ï˜¯Ù 58
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‡Ï‡ ,Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ÌÈÈÓÓÚ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ˘È Ì‡ ‰È‡ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ÂÏÈ·˘· .˙ÓÎÁÂ˙ÓÂ
ÌÈÚÂË‰ ˘È „‚Ó 59.˙È˙ÂÓ‡‰ Ì˙¯ÈˆÈ· ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ì˙Â‡ ÌÚ ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ Â˘Ú ‰Ó
ÌÈ·¯‰ ˙ÂÏÂ˜‰ ÏÚ ‰‡ÏÓ ‰ËÈÏ˘ ÔÈ‡˘Â ˙¯ÂÙÈÒ ÏÎ Ï˘ ‰ÂÎ˙ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÈÏÂ˜-·¯˘
ÌÈÏ‚Â„‰ .‰˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ‰Ê ‡Â‰ ˙‡Ê‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· Ì„ ÂÈÙ ÏÚ˘ ˙ÂÏÂ˜‰ „Á‡ .‰Ï‡‰
ÈÙÓ È˘‰ ÏÂ˜‰ ˙‡ ÚÂÓ˘Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÂÚËÈ ÈÓÓÚ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ¯˜Á ˙ÂËÈ˘ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ·
‰ËÈ˘‰ .¯ˆÂ ‡Â‰ Ì‰Ó˘ ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÛÂÒ‰ „Ú ÔÒ¯Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ „Â·ÈÚ˘
ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ„·¯ ¯˘‡Î ,ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ˘¯ÙÏ È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡ ‰ÓÈˆÚÓ Ì‚
‰Ó‚Â„‰ ‡Â‰ È˘‰ „·Â¯‰ ·Â˘ .Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ·Ï ÌÈ˘Ï ÁÂ˙Ù˘ ÈÓÏ ÌÈÙ˘Á ËÒ˜Ë·
60.˙˜‰·ÂÓ‰
¯˜Á Ì˘· ÌÈ‡·‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ ÂÏÈÙ‡˘ ÍÎÏ ˙Ó¯Â‚ ‰„‚‡‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
ÌÈÏÎ ÌÈÙÈÒÂÓ Ì‰ .È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÁÂ˙È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÎ‰ ÌÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ÌÈ˘‚È ¯ÂÏ˜ÏÂÙ‰
Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÈÏÂ˜-·¯ ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ÌÈÙÒÂ ˙ÂÏÂ˜ ÚÂÓ˘Ï ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù‰Â ,ÌÈÙÒÂ
„Á‡ „ˆÓ .‰„Á ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰È‡ ‰‡È¯˜‰ È‚ÂÒ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ .˙ÂÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó-·¯
˙Â˜ÈÈ„· Â˙Â‡ ‡Â¯˜Ï „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡Â ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡È·Ó È˙Â¯ÙÒÎ ËÒ˜ËÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰
˙Ú ‰˙Â‡· ÌÂ˜Ó ˘È È˘ „ˆÓ .ÌÈÈÂ˘Ï‰Â ÌÈÈ¯Âˆ‰ ,ÌÈÈÎÂ˙‰ ÂÈË·È‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ
ÌÈ„·¯ ÈÂÏÈ‚ Ï˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙‡ ÏÂÏ˘Ï ÔÈ‡Â ,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â‡È¯˜Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÁÂ˙ÙÏ
61.‰ÂÂ‰· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÈÚÓ‰ ÌÈ‡˘Â‰ Ï˘ ‡ˆÂÈ ÏÚÂÙÎ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ÌÈÂ˘
‰ÈÂ˘Ú ‰Ê „ÓÓÏ ˙Â˘È‚¯‰ ,ÌÈÈÓ‰ È˘Ó ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ ¯˘‡Î
ÌÈ‡¯Â˜ È„È ÏÚ ÛÒ‰ ÏÚ Â˙ÈÈÁ„ ˙‡ ÚÂÓÏ Ì‚Â ËÒ˜Ë· ÛÒÂ „ÓÓ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ Ì‚
.ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÂÏ‚‰ ÌÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ÌÚ ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÌÈÎÂÓ ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ ˙Â‡¯Â˜Â
‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙‡ ¯È˘Ú‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙ÈÓÓÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ‰·˘ ˙ÙÒÂ Í¯„
¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÙÒÓ‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,˘„ÁÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÙÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ‡È‰
ÂÈ‡ ¯·„‰ .ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ˙ÂÈÒÏ˜‰ ˙Â‡Ò¯‚Ï È¯Ó‚Ï ·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÈ‡˘ ÈÓÓÚ ¯˘˜‰·
62.˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰Ò¯‚‰ ˙·‰· ¯ÂÊÚÏ ÏÂÎÈ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ ,ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î ÔÈÈÚ ‡ÏÓ ˜¯
˘Ó˙˘‰ÏÂ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÊÎ¯Ó· ˙ÂÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙Â‡Ò¯‚‰ ˙‡ ¯È‡˘‰Ï ‡È‰ Ô‡Î ‰Úˆ‰‰
.Ì‰· ‰‡È¯˜‰ ˙˜ÓÚ‰ Ì˘Ï ÌÈÈÓÓÚ‰ ÌÈ„Â·ÈÚ·
(lacuna) ‰Â˜Ï Â‡ ‰ÈÚ· ‡Â‰ ÌÈÈÂÈ˘Ï ÚÈÓ‰ ÌÈÓÚÙÏ˘ ‰Ï‚Ó ÌÈ„Â·ÈÚ· ÔÂÈÚ
,ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ÌÈ„Â·ÈÚ‰Ó ÌÈ·¯˘ ÈÙÎ ,·Ï˘Ó "¯„‡ Ï˘ Ô˜ÈËÂ „È ·˙Î· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ .ËÒ˜Ë·

.282–281 :„ÂÓÏ˙Ï „È :ÌÈÈ˙Ú·‚ .˘¯„Ó‰Â ‰„‚‡‰ ÈÎ¯„ .‡"˘˙ .Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ 59
:ÌÈÈÁ ˙Ó˜¯ .Ê"˘˙ .Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ ˙ÈÏ‚ Ï˘ ‰¯ÙÒ· ÈÂËÈ· ÌÈÏ·˜Ó Ô‡Î ˙ÂÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó‰ ÏÎ 60
.„·ÂÚ ÌÚ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˙ÈÓÓÚ‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰
˙‡ Â˘·˘È ‡Ï ˙ÂÓÂ„˜‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÚ„˘ È„Î ËÒ˜Ë‰Ó ˜Á¯Ó ˙¯ÈˆÈ ÈÚ„Ó‰ ‡¯Â˜‰Ó ˘¯Â„ Ï˜¯Ù 61
˙ÈÏ‚ ˙ÚÂË Â˙ÓÂÚÏ .12 :(30 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) '˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘' ,Ï˜¯Ù .‰ÂÎ‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰
Ï˘ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡È¯˜ ÏÚ ‰ÂÂ‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï ‰ÚÙ˘‰ ÔÎ˙È˙˘ ,¯Ó„‚ ˙‡¯˘‰· ,Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ
.27 :(60 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) 'ÌÈÈÁ ˙Ó˜¯' Â‡¯ .¯·Ú‰
Friedman, A Good Story, p. 77 n. 68 62
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,ÏÁ¯Â ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ¯˙Ò· Â˘„˜˙˘ È¯Á‡˘ ¯Ó‡ Ì˘ 63.˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÏÎÓ ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ
ÌÈ¯ÊÁÓ‰Ó „Á‡ Û‡Ï ˘„˜˙‰Ï ‰·¯ÈÒ ‡È‰ .Â˙· ˙‡ Í„˘Ï ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ ˘˜È·
:ÂÏ ‰¯Ó‡ 64.'‰ˆ¯˙˘ ÈÓ ÏÎÏ È‡˘˙‰' :ÊÈ¯Î‰Â ÌÏÂÎ ˙‡ ÒÈÎ ·‡‰ .ÌÈ¯È˘Ú‰
˙ÚÈ‚ÈÓ ‰Ò¯Ù˙‰ ‡È‰˘ ¯ÙÂÒÓ „È ·˙Î Â˙Â‡· 65.'ÍÚÂ¯ ‰·È˜ÚÏ È‡ ˙˘„˜˙Ó'
ÈÙÓ ‰¯Â˙ „ÓÏ ‰È‰˘ ‰ÏÚ·Ï ˙¯‚˘Ó ÈˆÁÂ ‰˙Â˘Â ˙ÏÎÂ‡ ‰¯Î˘ ÈˆÁ'Â ,‰ÈÙÎ
‰Ó ,¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÏÎ Í¯Â‡Ï ÏÈÚÙ „È˜Ù˙ ‰˘È‡Ï ¯ˆÂÈ ¯ÙÒÓ‰ .'Ú˘Â‰È '¯Â ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ '¯
Ô˙Â‡ ÏÎ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙Ò¯ÙÏ È˘ÚÓ ÔÂ¯˙Ù Ì‚ ˘È .˙Â¯Â˜Ó· ˘¯ÂÙÓ ÂÈ‡˘
˙È·· ÈÚ ‰È‰ ‡Ï È‡„ÂÂ· ‡·È˜Ú '¯ [...]' :˙¯Á‡ Í¯„· ¯˙ÂÙ Ï˜¯Ù˘ ‰ÈÚ· ,ÌÈ˘
˜ÏÁ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯ÚÙ ÈÂÏÈÓ˘ ÍÎÏ ‰ÙÈ ‰Ó‚Â„ ÂÏ ˘È Ô‡Î 66.'ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ·¯˜· Â˘¯„Ó
.‰‡È¯˜‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ó ÚÓ È˙Ï·
ÏÏÎ·Â ‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ È¯Á‡ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙¯ÊÁ ˙‡ ËÈÓ˘Ó Ì‚ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
ÍÎ .'‡·È˜Ú '¯ ‡· ÌÈ˘ ‰ÓÎ ¯Á‡Ï'˘ ˜¯ ·Â˙Î ;Â˙Â¯„ÚÈ‰ Í¯Â‡ ˙‡ Ë¯ÙÓ ÂÈ‡
67.¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙ÂÈÂˆÈ˜ ˙‡ ÍÎ¯Ó „Â·ÈÚ‰
·¯ ‰‰ .ÌÈÈÓÓÚ ÌÈ‚ÂÁÓ ˜¯ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÈ ÌÈ‡Â È„ÓÏ ÌÈ˜È˙Ú ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ„Â·ÈÚ‰
‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˘Ó˙˘Ó '‰ÚÂ˘È‰Ó ‰ÙÈ ¯Â·ÈÁ' Â¯ÙÒ· ,Ï˘ÓÏ ÔÂ‡‚ ÌÈÒÈ
È˘ ˙‡ ·Ï˘Ó ÌÈÒÈ Â·¯ .ÈÂÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏ˙ Ï˘ Í¯Ú‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚„‰Ï È„Î
‰˘È‡‰˘ ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ÂÊ ‰Ò¯‚·˘ ·Ï ÌÈ˘Ï ˘È .Â¯ÒÓ ˙‡ ¯È·‚‰Ï È„Î ÈÏ··· ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
ÂÈ‡ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ ÌÚ ‰˘È‚ÙÏ ‰ÙÈ ˘·Ï˙˙˘ ˙ÂÎ˘‰ ˙Â¯ˆÙ‰Ï ‰·Â‚˙Î ˙ËËˆÓ
.(Ê ,ËÎ ÈÏ˘Ó) 'ÌÈÏ„ ÔÈ„ ˜È„ˆ Ú„È' ‡Ï‡ ,(È ,‡"È ÈÏ˘Ó) 'Â˙Ó‰· ˘Ù ˜È„ˆ Ú„ÂÈ'
ÁÒÂ‰ ‰Ê˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÚÓÂ ‰Ê ÁÒÂÏ ˙ÂÙÒÂ ˙ÂÈÂ„Ú ‡È·‰ ÔÓ„È¯Ù ‡Ó˘
‡Â‰ 'Â˙Ó‰· ˘Ù ˜È„ˆ Ú„ÂÈ' ˜ÂÒÙ‰ .'˙Â·Â˙Î'· Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ 'ÌÈ¯„'· ˜¯ ‡Ï È¯Â˜Ó‰
68.ÈÓ‰·‰ ÈÂÓÈ„‰ „‚ ˙ÂÁÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈËÒÈÈÓÙ ˙Â‡È¯˜Ï ˙ÂÚÈ¯ÙÓ‰ ˙Â„Â˜‰ ˙Á‡
ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‡Â‰ ,‰ÚÂ¯Î ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙„Â·ÚÂ ÏÁ¯ Ì˘‰ ÌÚ „ÁÈ ,ÈÂÓÈ„ Â˙Â‡ ˜ÂÈ„·
.ÔÈ¯‡ÈÂ· Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙÏ
ÏÎÓ ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ ‡Â‰ Ì‚ ¯ÊÂ˘‰ ,ıÈ·Â˜È·¯ ‰ÈÏ„ Ï˘ ¯È˘‰ ˙‡ ¯·Î È˙¯ÎÊ‰
‰¯„˘‰ „ÂÓÚÎ ‰Ê‰ ¯È˘· ˘Ó˙˘Ó Ô‡˘ ¯Â„‚È·‡ .Ì‰Ó ‰ÓÎ ËÈÓ˘Ó Ì‚Â ˙Â„‚‡‰
‰‡¯Ó Ô‡˘ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó .‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘‰ ˘ÂÏ˘ ¯Á‡ ·˜ÂÚ‰ Â¯Ó‡Ó Ï˘
˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ‡Â¯˜Ï È„Î ÈÓÓÚ‰ „Â·ÈÚ· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ‰·˘ ‰‡¯Â‰· Í¯„ ÂÏ
ÌÈÚË˜ Ì‰ÈÈ· ,ÌÈ·¯ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘ ËÂ˜ÈÏ ‡Ï‡ ,Ô"¯„‡ Ï˘ „È ·˙Î ÌˆÚ· ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê „È ·˙Î
.226–225 'ÓÚ ,'Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡· ÌÈÂÈÚ' ,¯ËÒÈ˜ Â‡¯ ."¯„‡ Ï˘ ÌÈ·Á¯
.¯ËÎ˘ Â˙Â‡ ˜È˙ÚÓ˘ ÈÙÎ È"Î· ‡Â‰ ÍÎ
¯·Î˘ ‰¯Ú‰ ¯˘‡Î ¯ÈÙÒ˜˘ Ï˘ ‰ÊÁÓ· ‰ÈÏÂÈ Ï˘ ‰˙˜ÂˆÓ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÊÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ‰·ˆÓ
.‰È·‡ È„È ÏÚ ˙Î„Â˘Ó ¯˙Ò· ‰˙Á˙‰
.368 'ÓÚ ,‰„‚‡Â ˘¯„Ó ,Ï˜¯Ù
.‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰¯ÊÁ‰ ˙‡ ËÈÓ˘Ó '‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ' Ì‚
‘What need, after all, to defame a woman who identifies herself at the outset as her
husband’s behama (beast)?’ Roslyn Lacks quoted by Tal Ilan, ‘Mine and Yours are Hers’,
p. 47

63
64
65
66
67
68
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‡È‰ Ì‚ .¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ „Â·ÈÚ· ˙¯¯Â˘Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÈÁ‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ Ô‡˘ .È¯Â˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰
˙‡ ÔÈÈˆÓ Ì‚ Ô‡˘ .‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ È¯Á‡ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ‰¯ÊÁ‰ ˙‡ ‰ËÈÓ˘‰
:ıÈ·Â˜È·¯ Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÓ‰Î ‰˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ‰¯Ú˘ ˙·Ï‰ Ï˘ Ë¯Ù‰
,‰¯Ú˘ ÔÈ·Ï‰ ¯˘‡Î ,‰˘ ÌÈ¯˘Ú ı˜ÓÂ
.‰¯Â˙· ÏÂ„‚ ‡Â‰Â Â˙È·Ï ‰ÏÚ· ·˘
¯·„‰ ÔÈÈÚÓ Ï·‡ ,˙¯¯Â˘Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰ÂÈÓ„ È¯Ù ÔÎ‡ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê Ë¯Ù˘ „Â‡Ó ÔÎ˙ÈÈ
.¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰·¯‰ Ì„˜ÂÓ ÈÓÓÚ „Â·ÈÚ· Ë¯Ù Â˙Â‡ ˜ÂÈ„· ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ ÂÁ‡˘
‰˙ÂÎ˘· „Á‡ ¯‚ÈÁ ‰È‰Â' :ÏÂ„‚‰ ˘¯„ÓÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ò¯‚ ‡È·Ó È˜Ò·'ˆÈ„¯·
‡È‰Â ‰˘‡¯ ÔÈ·Ï‰˘ ,ÌÈ¯È˘Ú ˙· ‡È‰˘ ÂÊ ‰ËÂ˘ Â‡¯ ,¯ÓÂ‡Â ‰Ê ¯ÚËˆÓ ‰È‰Â
69'!ÔÂÊÓ‰ ˙Î¯· ÂÏÈÙ‡ ¯ÈÎÓ ÂÈ‡˘ „Á‡ ‰ÚÂ¯Ï ‰ÓˆÚ ˙¯Ó˘ÓÂ ˙·˘ÂÈ
ÌÈ¯ÙÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ È¯Â˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈ¯ÚÙÏ ˙ÂÂ¯˙Ù ˘È ÌÈ„Â·ÈÚ·
¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ¯ÙÒÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ È¯·„ Ï˘ ËÂÏ˜?˘‰ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÛÏ‡Ó .ÌÈ˘„Á‰
˙ÂÓ„‰ ˙ÈÈ·‰· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ Ë¯ÂÙÙ¯ ¯Ó˙ Ï˘ ‰¯Ó‡Ó· ‡·Â‰˘ ,˙Â·Ï È˙„ ¯ÙÒ ˙È··
.È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ˙È˘‰
.ÏÂÎ‰ ‰Ï ˘È – ‰ÙÈ ,‰ÓÎÁ ,‰¯È˘Ú ‰˘È‡ ‡È‰ ÚÂ·˘ ‡·ÏÎ Ï˘ Â˙· ,ÏÁ¯
,ÂÎÂ˙· Ï·‡ .ËÂ˘Ù Ì„‡ ,‰ÏÎ˘‰ ¯ÒÁ ‡Â‰˘ ,‡·È˜Ú ,Ô‡ˆ ‰ÚÂ¯ ˘È ‰È·‡Ï
ÁÂÎ Â· ˘È˘ ‰‡Â¯ ‡È‰ ,Ô‡ˆ‰Â ‰Ú¯Ó‰ ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ ‰‚‰‰‰ ˙¯Âˆ È„Î ÍÂ˙
Ì‡˘ ÂÏ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ‡È‰ .ÈÓ˘‚ ‡ÏÂ ÈÁÂ¯ ÁÂÎÏ ËÂÂÏ ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‡È‰ Â˙Â‡˘ ÔÂÈÏÚ
‡È‰Â ‰Ï ¯Î˙Ó ·‡‰ .·‡‰ Ï˘ „·Ú‰ – Â˙‡ Ô˙Á˙˙ ‡È‰ ‰¯Â˙ „ÓÏÈ ‡Â‰
Â˙Â‡ ˙„ÓÏÓ – 40 Ô· ‡Â‰ – Â˙Â‡ ˙„ÓÏÓ .Ô·˙ ÏÚ ‰˘È ,Â˙‡ ˙˙Á˙Ó
˙ÂÙÈË ÂÈ‰ ÂÙÂÒ·Â ,ÏÙÓ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒÏ Â˙Â‡ ˙Á˜ÂÏ ‡È‰ .˙Â˙˘‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÍÈ‡
‡È‰ .ÚÏÒ· ¯ÂÁ Â˘ÚÂ Ë‡Ï Ë‡Ï ˙Â„¯ÂÈ ÂÈ‰ ˙ÂÙÈË‰Â ,ÏÂ„‚ ÚÏÒ ÏÚ ÌÈÓ
Â˘ÚÂ ,ÁÂÎ Ì‰· ÔÈ‡Â ÈÏÊÂÂ Ï˜ ¯·„ Ì‰˘ ,ÌÈÓ‰ Ì‡ ‰‡¯˙ :ÂÏ ‰¯Ó‡
Â¯„Á ÌÈÏ˜ Ì‰˘ ÌÈÓ ‰ÓÂ ,ÔÈÙÈË ÔÈÙÈË ,‰„Ó˙‰ È„È ÏÚ ˜ˆÂÓ ¯·„· ¯ÂÁ
ÁÂË· ?Ì„Â ¯˘· Ì„‡ ·ÏÏ ÂÒÎÈÈ ‡Ï ,ÌÈÏ˜ Ì‰˘ ‰¯Â˙ È¯·„ ,‰˘˜ ¯·„Ï
˜ÂÁ¯ Â˙Â‡ ‰ÁÏ˘ .‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏÏ Â˙Â‡ ‰ÁÏ˘Â Â˙‡ ‰˙Á˙‰ ‡È‰ .ÂÒÎÈÈ˘
,„ÈÓÏ˙ ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÙ‰ ‡Â‰ .‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÏÏ ‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ ˙È·‰Ó
˙Ï„‰ „ÈÏ „ÓÚ ,¯ÊÁ ‡Â‰ ‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ È¯Á‡ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ „ÈÓÚ‰ ‡Ï‡
˙‡Ê Ì‡‰ .Í˙Â‡ Ò¯ÙÓ ‡Ï ,ÍÏ ˘È ÏÚ· ÔÓ ‰ÊÈ‡' :˙¯ÓÂ‡ ‰Î˘ ÚÓ˘Â
‰È‰ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ÈÏ ÚÓÂ˘ ‰È‰ Ì‡' :‰ÂÚ ‡È‰ .'‰˘˜ ‰Ù ˙„·ÂÚ ˙‡Â ,‰·‰‡
‰È‰ ˙È˘‚¯ ‰ÈÁ·Ó .‰˙È·‰ ÒÎ ‡ÏÂ ÚÓ˘ – '‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ „ÂÚ ¯‡˘
‰‡Â¯ ‡Ï ÏÁ¯ ÌÈ˘ Ú·¯‡Â ÌÈ¯˘Ú .‰˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘Ï ¯ÊÁÂ ,ÌÓ‰Ó Â‰˘Ó
Ô‡ÎÂ ,Â˙È·Ï ¯ÊÂÁ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ˘ Ú·¯‡Â ÌÈ¯˘Ú È¯Á‡ .‰¯Â˙ „ÓÂÏ ‡Â‰ ,Â˙Â‡
˙ÎÈÈÁÓÂ ‰È„È ˙‡ ‰ÙÈÓ ,„Â‡Ó ˙˘‚¯˙Ó ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÂÊ ‰„Â˜·) ÔÈÈÚÓ Â‰˘Ó
'ÓÚ ,Ï‡¯˘È ¯Â˜ÓÓ ,ÔÂÈ¯Â‚-Ô· È"Ó Ì‚ Â‡¯ ,„È :„ ,Ê"Ë˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,˙ÂÓ˘ ÏÂ„‚‰ ˘¯„Ó 69
.‚ˆ˜
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‰Ú·¯‡Â ÌÈ¯˘Ú Â˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ ,‰˘ ÏÎ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÛÏ‡ ÌÈ˜‰ :(·Á¯ ÍÂÈÁ
„È¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈ· È˘ ÌÚ ‰Ë˜ ‰˘È‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ ÌÂ‡˙Ù .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÛÏ‡
Ì‰Â ,„‚·‰ Ï˘ ‰ËÓÏ‰ ˙‡ ˜˘ÈÂ ‰ÈÏ‡ ÚÈ‚‰ .ÛÂÒ ÌÈ ÂÓÎ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ·
˙ÂËË˜‰ ‰˘È‡‰ ,ÒÙ‡ È˙ÈÈ‰ .‰Ï˘ – ÌÎÏ˘Â ÈÏ˘' :¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈÂ·˙Ó
,ÏÂ„‚ ‚È‰Ó ÌÏÂÚÏ ‡È·‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ÌÂÏÎ ‰ÓˆÚÏ ‰˘˜È· ‡Ï˘ ,‰ÚÂˆ‰ ,˙‡Ê‰
È‰ÂÊ .'Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÏ ‚È‰Ó ‡Ï‡ ,‰È„ÏÈÏ ·‡Â ‰ÓˆÚ ÏÈ·˘· ¯·‚ ‰˙ˆ¯ ‡Ï
‰˙Â‡ ÛËÏÓ ‰È‰ ‰ÈÈÚ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡È‰˘Î .‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘‡ ,ÏÁ¯ Â˙˘‡
˘˜ ‰Ï Ì˘Â .'·‰Ê Ï˘ ËÈ˘Î˙ ÍÏ Ô˙Â È˙ÈÈ‰ ,ÈÏ ‰È‰ Ì‡' :‰Ï ¯Ó‡Â ¯ÚÈ˘·
ËÈ˘Î˙ ‰Ï Ô˙Â ,ÛÒÎ Ì‰Ï ‰È‰Â ,Ì˙‡ ÌÈÏ˘‰ ·‡‰ ÍÎ ¯Á‡ .¯ÚÈ˘‰ ÏÚ
,‰Â· ‰˘È‡ ,˙È˜„ˆ ‰˘È‡ ‡È‰ ÈÎ ,'·‰Ê Ï˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È' ÂÏ ‡¯˜˘ ·‰ÊÓ
‰È„ÚÒ ·¯‰ .ÂÏ˘ ‰ÓÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÁÂ¯‰ .‰˙È· ˙‡ ˙Â·Ï ˙Ú„ÂÈ˘ ‰˘È‡
:˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÓÂ‡Ï ÂÈÈ· Ï„·‰‰ .'‰˙¯Â˙· ‡Ï‡ ‰ÓÂ‡ Â˙ÓÂ‡ ÔÈ‡' ¯Ó‡ ÔÂ‡‚
‰Ê ,'˙Ó‡ ˙¯Â˙ ÂÏ Ô˙˘ '‰ ÍÂ¯·' ,ÂÏ˘ Í¯Ú‰ ‰ÊÂ ,‰¯Â˙· ÌÈÎÏÂ‰ Â‡˘
70.ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰
.‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÙ·˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÈÏ··· ¯˘‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰Ó ˙ÂÈËÒ‰Ó ‰ÓÎÏ ·Ï ‰Ó˘ Ë¯ÂÙÙ¯
‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙‰Ó ‰ÓÎ .‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ È„Ù˜ ÁÂ˙ÈÏ ÌÂ˜Ó ˘È
˙„·ÚÓ ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ."¯„‡· Ô¯Â˜Ó ,'‰Ï˘Ó ÌÈ¯Â˙Ï‡'Î ˙¯‡˙Ó Ë¯ÂÙÙ¯˘
ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÌÈÎ¯ˆÏ ˙Ï‚ÒÓ ‡È‰˘ „Â‡Ó ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ‡Ï‡ ,‰„ÓÏ˘ ÌÈÈ„ÂÓÏ˙ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó
·Ï ‰Ó˘ Ë¯ÂÙÙ¯ .ÈÓÓÚ ¯Â·ÈÁ· ‰‡¯˜˘ Â‡ ‰Ù ÏÚ· ‰ÚÓ˘ ‡È‰˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ‰Ï˘
:˙ÂÈÂÓ„‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ· ˙Á‡ ˙ÙÒÂ˙Ï
.'ÌÈ· È˘ ÌÚ ‰Ë˜ ‰˘È‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ ÌÂ‡˙Ù'
Â‡˘È˘ ,'ÌÈ¯„'· ¯ÙÂÒÓ‰ ÈÙÏ ‰ÈÚ·‰ ˙‡ ı¯˙Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ?‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ ÔÎÈ‰Ó
‡·È˜Ú '¯˘ ¯ÎÊÂÓ ‡Ï Ì˘ Ï·‡ ,˘¯ÂÙÓ· ÌÈ¯ÎÊÂÓ ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ "¯„‡·) Â„¯Ù˘ ÈÙÏ
‰˘È‡ ÏÚ ·Â˘ÁÏ ‰˘˜ ˙È¯„ÂÓ ˙È˙„ ‰¯ÂÓ ‰˙Â‡Ï˘ ‰Ó„ .(˙È·‰ ÔÓ ¯„Ú

¯˜ÁÓ :˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ô„ÈÚ· ˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ ‰˘È‡ Ï˘ ˙È‚Â‚„Ù‰ ‰È·‰‰' .1999 .Ë¯ÂÙÙ¯ ¯Ó˙ 70
ÔÈÈË˘Ï˜ÈÙ Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ· .516–492 :(4) ËÏ ,1999 ˙ÂÓ‚Ó .'"‰˘Â„˜ ¯ÂÚÈ˘" Ï˘ ÈÙ¯‚Â˙‡
‘When he finally returned, Rachel could not make her way :ÍÎ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ¯ÙÒÓ ‡Â‰
to him through the throngs. But he, recognizing her from a distance, rushed to her past
˙ÂÂÈÒÈ ˘È .everyone’; Louis Finkelstein. 1936. Akiba: Scholar, Saint and Martyr. 135

ÈÏÂ˘ Â‡¯ .‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ·‚‰ ˙ÂÁ‰‰ ÏÚ ˙¯Â˜È· ÚÈ·‰Ï ‰ÂÂÎ ÌÚ ˘„Á‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ¯ÙÒÏ
˙Ï·˜Ï ‰„Â·Ú ,'ÌÈÈ„ÂÓÏ˙ ÌÈ˘¯„Ó È˘· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰‡È¯˜ :˙¯ÂÒÓÂ ÌÊÈÈÓÙ' .‚"Ò˘˙ .Ò˜ÊÈÈ‡
˙‡ ‰ÎÓ ˙¯·ÁÓ‰ .40 'ÓÚ ,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÊÎ¯Ó‰ ,ÍÓÒÂÓ ¯‡Â˙
(¯ÊÂÁ‰ ‰ÏÚ· Ï˘ ÂÈÙ· ˙Ï„‰ ˙‡ ˙˜¯ÂË ÏÁ¯ Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡·) ÂÏ‡‰ ˙ÂÈ˙¯Â˜È·‰ ˙Â‡Ò¯‚‰
Ì‰ ,È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯ÒÓÏ ˙Â„‚˙‰ Ï˘ ‰Ú„Â˙ ÍÂ˙Ó Â·˙Î Ì‰˘ ÈÙÓ ,'ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ'
.ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ ¯˘‡Ó ÌÈÈ„‚ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ ¯˙ÂÈ
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‰ÈÚ· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï ÌÈÈÏ··‰ ÌÈ¯ÙÒÓÏ ‰‡¯Î .ÌÈ„ÏÈÏ ‡ÓÈ‡ Ì‚ ‰È‡˘ ˙ÈÏ‡„È‡
71.˙‡ÊÎ
‰ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙ÏÙÂ ‰˘È‡‰˘ ¯ÙÂÒÓ ˙Â·Â˙Î ˙ÎÒÓ·˘ ‡Â‰ ÛÒÂ ÔÈÈÚÓ Ë¯Ù
‡È‰ .˙Â¯ˆÂÈ‰ ÂÎÙ‰˙‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯ÂÙÈÒ· .‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ ÂÈÏ‚¯Ï ˙˜˘ÓÂ
:ÍÎ ˙¯ÙÒÓ
Ï˘ ‰ËÓÏ‰ ˙‡ ˜˘ÈÂ ‰ÈÏ‡ ÚÈ‚‰ .ÛÂÒ ÌÈ ÂÓÎ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ· „È¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰'
.'‰Ï˘ – ÌÎÏ˘Â ÈÏ˘ ¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈÂ·˙Ó Ì‰Â ,„‚·‰
.„Á‡˙Ó‰ ‚ÂÊÏ ÌÂ˜Ó ÌÈÙÓ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ,‰„ˆ‰ ‰˙Â‡ ÂÙÁ„È ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó·
Ï˘ ‰ÂÂÁÓ· ÂÈÏ‚¯ ˙‡ ˙˜˘Ó ‡È‰ ‡Ï .‰ÈÏ‡ ‰ÂÙ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ ÂÈÙÏ ‰‡· ‡È‰ ‡Ï
˙‡ ˜ÊÁÓ ‰Ê ÈÂÈ˘ .‰„‚· ˙Ù˘ ˙‡ ˜˘ÓÂ ‰Ï Ú¯ÂÎ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰ÏÙ˘‰
ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ ‰· ˘È˘ ‰·‰‡ Ï˘ ÈËÓÂ¯ ÒÁÈ ¯‡˙Ï ‰ÒÓ ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ Ë¯ÂÙÙ¯ Ï˘ ‰˙ÚË
ÍÂÓ˙Ï ‰˘È‡‰ „È˜Ù˙ ‰·˘ ˙ÈÂÈÂÂ˘ ‡Ï‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ‰ ˙¯ÈÓ˘ È„Î ÍÂ˙ ˙ÂÈÂÈÂÂ˘ Ï˘
‰˙ÂÂÈÏÚÓ Ú ‡Ï‡ ,ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ÔÂÈÂÂ˘‰ ÏÚ ¯ÓÂ˘ ÂÈ‡ '˙Â·Â˙Î'· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ .‰ÏÚ··
‰È‰ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ‰‡¯Î .ÂÙÂÒ· ¯·‚‰ Ï˘ ˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰ Â˙ÂÂÈÏÚÏ Â˙ÏÈÁ˙· ‰˘È‡‰ Ï˘
.˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â·ÈÒÏ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡˙‰Ï Í¯Âˆ
˙Â¯ËÓ È˙˘ ˙¯˘Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ÌÈÈÓÓÚ‰ ÌÈ„Â·ÈÚ‰ ¯Â‡Ï È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰‡È¯˜
,‰‡ÂÂ˘‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ËÒ˜ËÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙˜ÈÂ„Ó ·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙ ÍÂ˘ÓÏ :˙Á‡‰ .‰‡¯Â‰·
¯˘Ù‡ ÍÎÂ ,˘„Á ÈÂÏÈ‚ ‰È‡ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ·‰˘ ÍÎÏ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ¯ÂˆÈÏ :‰ÈÈ˘‰Â
.˜ÓÂÚ ‰Ï ÛÈÒÂ‰ÏÂ ˙¯Â˜È·‰ ˙‡ Ô„ÚÏ

˙È˙‡ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ .5
˜ÂÒÚÏÓ ‰ÚÈ¯È‰ ‰¯ˆ˜ ÈÎ Ì‡ ,¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ÈÂˆ¯·˘ ‰Â¯Á‡‰ ˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰ ‰˘È‚‰
˙Â¯ÈˆÈ ·‚‡ Í¯„· ‰¯ÈÎÊÓ ÔÏÈ‡ ÏË .È˙‡ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ¯˜Á ‡È‰ ,ÌÈË¯ÙÏ ‰·
¯˙È‰ ÔÈ· .ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓÏ ˙ÂÏ·˜‰ ˘È Ô‰·˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÓ ˙ÂÂ˘
˙‡ ‰¯ÎÓ ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘‡˘ (‡ ,Â ˙·˘) ÈÓÏ˘Â¯È· ¯ÙÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰·
ÚÈÙÂÓ ,‰·¯˜‰Â ˙ÂÈÚ Ï˘ ÈÂËÈ·Î ,‰Ê ·ÈËÂÓ .‰ÏÚ· ˙‡ Ò¯ÙÏ È„Î ‰¯Ú˘
¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ‡Â‰ ÔÏÈ‡ È„È ÏÚ ˙¯ÎÊÂÓ‰ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰Ï·˜‰ 72.˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ·
˙È·‰ ÔÓ ˙Î˘ÂÓÓ ˙Â¯„ÚÈ‰ Ï˘ ‚‰Â Ï·˜Ó‰ È˙„ È„Â‰È ¯Â·Èˆ ÔÈ‡ ÌÂÈ‰ È˙ÚÈ„È ·ËÈÓÏ 71
.˙„·ÂÚ‰ ‰˘È‡‰ È„È ÏÚ „ÓÂÏ‰ ÏÚ·· ‰ÎÈÓ˙ ‡È‰ ¯˙ÂÈ Ï·Â˜Ó‰ ÒÂÙ„‰ .‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ Ì˘Ï
Â„¯Ù ÔÎ‡ ÌÈÏÚ·˘ ÌÈ¯˜ÓÂ ˙Â·ÈÒ ÂÈ‰ ÌÈÈ˙·È˘È ÌÈ‚ÂÁ· ‰ÙÂ¯È‡ Á¯ÊÓ· 19-‰ ‰‡Ó· ÌÏÂ‡
.ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ‡ËÈÏ .·"˘˙ .Ò˜Ë‡ Ï‡ÂÓÚ Â‡¯ .‰¯Â˙ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï È„Î Ì‰È„ÏÈÂ Ì‰È˙Â˘Ó
.‰˙ÂÂ‰˙‰· ˙È‡ËÈÏ‰ ‰·È˘È‰ .‰"˘˙ .¯ÙÙÓË˘ ÏÂ‡˘ ;84–63 :È·ˆ Ô· „È :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
.46 :¯Ê˘ ÔÓÏÊ ÊÎ¯Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
36 :(21 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ‡·È˜Ú '¯ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÈÚ¯‚‰Â '·‰Ê Ï˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È' ,ÔÏÈ‡ ÏË 72
.(11 ‰¯Ú‰)
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ÌÈÈÂ˙ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙¯·‚˙ÓÂ ‰ÏÚ· ˙¯ÊÁÏ ˙ÂÓ‡· ‰ÙˆÓ‰ ‰ÙÂÏÙ ÏÚ ‰‡ÈÒÈ„Â‡·
73.‡Â˘Ó ÌÈ˘˜Â ÌÈ·¯ ˙ÂÂÈÒÈÂ
È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ· ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰ Í¯Ú ,'ÒÈÊÓÈÓ' ÏÂ„‚‰ Â¯ÙÒ· ,Í·¯‡Â‡
ÒÂ¯ÓÂ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÂÂ˘Ó ÂÁ‡ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ ÌÈÏÁ ÂÈ¯·„ 74.ÈÂÂÈ‰ ÒÂÙ‡‰ Ï˘ ˙‡ÊÏ
¯˘‡Î ,˙Â¯ÂÙÒ ÌÈÏÈÓ· ¯ÙÂÒÓ ‡·È˜Ú Ï˘ Â˙¯ÊÁ ¯ÂÙÈÒ .È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÔÈ·Ï
„Â‡Ó ·Á¯ ÌÂ˜Ó ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ‰ÎÁÓ‰ ‰ÙÂÏÙÂ ¯ÊÂÁ‰ ÒÂ‡ÈÒÈ„Â‡ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯Â‡È˙‰
ıÈ·Â¯ÈÈÓ ÈÏÂÓ ,‰Ê‰ ÔÂÊÈ‡‰ ¯ÒÂÁ Û‡ ÏÚ .‰‡ÈÒÈ„Â‡‰ È¯ÙÒ ˙Ú·¯‡Â ÌÈ¯˘Ú ÔÈ·
ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ· ˙Ú‚Â ‡È‰ 75.ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È˘ ÔÈ· ÌÈÈÈÚ ˙¯È‡Ó ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Î¯ÂÚ ÔÈÂÏ
È˘· .˙Á‡ ‰Ó‚Â„· ˜Ù˙Ò‡ .ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈÏ„·‰ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ Ì‚Â ÌÈÏÈ·˜Ó‰
Ï·˜Ï È„Î ‰ÙÂÏÙ Ï˘ ‰˙¯Î‰Ï ‰˜Â˜Ê ÒÂ‡ÈÒÈ„Â‡ .‰¯Î‰ Ï˘ ·ÈËÂÓ ˘È ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
'¯ Ï˘ Â˙¯Î‰Ï ‰˜Â˜Ê ‡·È˜Ú '¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘‡ .ÍÏÓÎÂ ‰ÏÚ·Î Â„ÓÚÓ ˙‡ ‰¯ÊÁ·
¯˘‡Î È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï„·‰ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰‰ Ô‡Î .Ì˙ÂÈ‚ÂÊ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÏ È„Î ‡·È˜Ú
˙ÎÒÓ·˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÏÈÁ˙· ,˙Ú ‰˙Â‡· .Â˙˘‡ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ¯ÊÂÁ‰ ¯·‚‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÏ˙·
ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ .‰ÏÂÚÓ‰Â ÚÂˆ‰ ‰ÚÂ¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÎ¯Ú· ‰¯ÈÎ‰˘ ‡È‰ ‰˘È‡‰ ,˙Â·Â˙Î
.‰˘ÏÂÁÂ ÁÂÎ Ï˘ ÒÁÈ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó ¯ÎeÓÂ ¯ÈÎÓ
˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ .¯˙ÂÈ ·Á¯ ¯˘˜‰· Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ‰ÂÂ˘Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
‰Â˘ Ô‰·˘ ˙Â„Â˜Ï ·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙ ‰ÈÓÊÓ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰‰ Ï·‡ ,ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ·
.‰˙ÏÂÊÓ ˙Á‡ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙¯ÂÒÓ

ÌÂÎÈÒ È¯·„
ÔÈ· ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ‰„È¯ÙÓ‰ ‰ˆÈÁÓ‰ ˙¯Ò‰· ‰·¯ ˙ÏÚÂ˙ ˘È˘ ˙Â‡¯‰Ï È˙ÈÒÈ
˙Â˜ÂÏÁÓ·Â ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ· ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ ÂÈ‡ ‰‡¯Â‰· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ .‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÔÈ·Ï ¯˜ÁÓ‰
˙Â¯È˙ÒÏ ÌÂ¯‚Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ‰ ˙ÈÁË˘ ˙ÂÈË˜Ï˜‡Ó ˙Â¯È‰Ê ÍÂ˙ .¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â„·Î‰
.·‡˘ÓÎ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÏÂÏÎÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï Ô˙È ,˙ÈË¯‰Â˜‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â˘·˘Ó‰
ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓÏ ‰‡¯˘‰ ¯Â˜Ó ÂÈ‰˘ ‡ÏÙ ÔÈ‡Â ,„ÁÂÈÓ· ÌÈ¯È˘Ú Ì‰ È˙¯Á·˘ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰
ÌÈÓ¯Â‚Ó ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡Â ËÂ˘Ù ÂÈ‡ ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ .ÌÈÂÂ‚ÓÂ ÌÈ·¯
˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ˙‡ ¯¯Á˘Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ê ¯ÓÂÁ· ÔÂ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈˆÂÏÈ‡Â
,‡ÒÈ‚ „ÁÓ ,‰ÙË‰Ó ˜ÂÁ¯ ÂÈ‡ ÏÏÎ Í¯„·˘ ,ÈÎ¯Ú ÍÂÈÁ ÈÎ¯ÂˆÏ ÈÁË˘ ÒÂÈ‚Ó
.‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó ˙ÂÈ¯ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„ ˙Â¯ˆÓÂ
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,(ÌÂ‚¯˙) ‡Â¯˜ ÍÂ¯·,·¯ÚÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÓÏ‚˙‰ :ÒÈÊÓÈÓ .Ë"Î˘˙ .Í·¯‡Â‡ ÍÈ¯‡ 74
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:‰‡Â˘‰ ˙Â·˜Ú· È„Â‰È ÈÎÂÈÁ ÒÂ˙‡ ˙‡¯˜Ï
‰‚Ï·‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰ËÏ·‰ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰
(¯Èˆ˜˙)
ıÈ·Â˜Ó ·‡Ê
ÔÂÁ·ÏÂ ‰‡Â˘‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ‰È˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘È‰Ó ‰ÓÎ Á˙ÏÂ ˙Â‰ÊÏ ˘˜·Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰
·È˙ÎÓÂ ¯·Ú‰Ó Ú˜Â·‰ ÏÂ˜ ÔÈ‡˘ „ÂÒÈ ˙Á‰ ÍÂ˙Ó È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ Ì˙˜ÈÊ ˙‡
˙Â„‚ÂÓ ˙Â¯Âˆ· ·È‚‰ ,¯ÓÂÏ ‰ˆÂ¯ ,Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ .È¯Á‡ ÌÈ‡·‰ ‰Ï‡Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ ÌÈÁ˜Ï
¯Á‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁ· „˜Ó˙Ó ˙ÂÈ·ÈË¯Ò‡· ÌÈÈÈÙÂ‡Ó‰ ˙Â·Â‚˙ Ï˘ „Á‡ ÏÂÎ˘‡ .‰‡Â˘Ï
Ï˘ ˘„ÁÓ „Â·ÈÚÂ Ì‰ÈÈÈÚÓ ˘‡¯· È„Â‰È‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰ ˙„ÓÚ‰ ,È„Â‰È ÁÂÎÂ „Â·Î
ÔÂÒÈ¯ Ï˘ ˙Â„‚ÂÓ‰ ˙Â·Â‚˙‰ ,‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó .˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓÏ ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ÒÁÈ‰
˙‡ ÌÈ¯˜·Ó ,˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰‰Ï‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â¯Âˆ Ï˘ Ô˙˘ÁÎ‰Ó ˙ÂÏÈÁ˙Ó ‰‚Ï·‰Â
˙Ú¯ÎÓ‰ ˙Ò¯Ó‰ ‰Ó¯ÂÏ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ˙ÓÂ ˙ÈÊÂÎÈ¯‰ ÌÂ‡Ï‰ ˙È„Ó Ï˘ ‰¯È˙È‰ ‰ÓˆÚ‰
˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÔÂÁ·Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ ˘È ÌÈÈÒÓ‰ ˜ÏÁ· .ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙˘Â„˜ – ‰‡Â˘· ‰ÒÓ¯˘
ÍÎ ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰‚Ï·‰‰ ÏÚ Ì‚Â ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰ËÏ·‰‰ ÏÚ Ì‚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰
.˙ÂÈ„„ˆ-„Á Ï˘ ‰È˙ÂÂÈÚÏ ¯„¯„È‰Ï ÈÏ· ÈÏÂ‚Ò‰ ÔÎ¯Ú ¯Ó˘ÈÈ˘

˙ÂÂÈˆ ,˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜ ˙Â„‰È :"ÈÒÈÒ· È˙„ ÔÂ˙"
˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Â
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

ÒÈ„¯Â‚ Ï‡È„
˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÚÂ˙Ï „Â‚È· ÈÎ ·¯ ÔÓÊ ‰ÊÓ ˙ÚÂË ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰ ˙Â„‰È‰
È¯·„Ï .˙ÈÂÈˆ-ÈË‡ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÓ˘ ‰„ÈÁÈ‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ ‡È‰ ˙È¯·‰-˙Âˆ¯‡·
.„ÈÓ˙ÓÂ Ê‡Ó ÌÈ˜ÂÓÚ ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÂÈˆ‰ ‰È˘¯Â˘ ‰È‚È‰Ó
.ÂÊ ‰ÚÂ˙ ˙ÚÂË˘ ÈÙÎ ÂÈÏ‡Ó Ô·ÂÓ ÍÎ ÏÎ ÂÈ‡ ÌÈÈÈÚ‰ ·ˆÓ˘ ‡Ï‡
‰ÎÂ¯‡ ‰ÙÂ˜˙ Í˘Ó· ‰È‰ ˙ÂÂÈˆÏ ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÒÁÈ ,‰˘ÚÓÏ
È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ¯ÈÓÒ‰ ˙Â‚È‰Ó .ÌÂÈÎ Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ˙ÂÂ˘‡¯‰ ‰È˙Â˘· ÏÁ‰ ,ÈÚÓ˘Ó-Â„
,˜‰·ÂÓ· ˙ÈËÒÈÙÈˆÙ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÌÈ¯˘Ú‰ ‰‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÚ·¯‡‰ ˙Â˘· (JTS) È„Â‰È‰
Ï˘ ÂÈ„È¯˘ .˙È„Â‰È ‰È„Ó ÌÈ˜‰Ï ÂÈÎÓÂ˙ Ï˘Â ÔÂÈ¯Â‚-Ô· Ï˘ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ‰„‚˙‰Â
‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰È˙ÂÈÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰· ‰Â¯Á‡Ï ÈÂËÈ· ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ ‰Ê Ì„˜ÂÓ ÈÚÓ˘Ó-Â„ ÒÁÈ
.Ï‡¯˘È· ‰È˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ·Â ‰Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙· ,˙ÂÂÈˆÏ
˙ÚËÏ ,‰ÊÎ ÈÂÈ˘ .‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÈË ˙Â˘Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ ‡È‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰
È‡„ÂÂÏ ·Â¯˜ Ú·È ‡Ï‡ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ ˙Â‚È‰Ó Ï˘ ‰˘¯„Ó ˙È·Ó ‡ˆÈÈ ‡Ï ,¯Ó‡Ó‰ ·˙ÂÎ
ÚÈˆÓ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ È‚‰Â· ÌÈÚÂ·Ë‰ ÌÈÈ·˜Ú‰Â ÌÈÙÈ˜˙‰ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ‰Ó
‰ÎÏ‰· ˙Â˜·„Ï ÌÈ˘‡ ÛÂÁÒÏ ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ „ÈÓ˙Ó‰ È˘Â˜Ï˘
È·‚Ï Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰ È·‚Ï ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰ ˘È ˙È„Â‰È‰
.˙ÂÂÈˆÏ ‰˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ

È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÔÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜Ó
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

Ò˜ÊÈÈ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡
.ÍÂÈÁ‰Â ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„ ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Â ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï ˘„˜ÂÓÎ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰‡¯ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜Á ,È˙¯ÂÒÓ ÔÙÂ‡·
˙‡ Ï‡ÈˆËÂÙ· ÌÈÓ‰ÊÓ‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘Ó ˜Á¯˙‰Ï ˘˜È·Â
ÏÚ ¯Ú¯ÚÏ ÂÏÁ‰ ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ-ËÒÂÙ ÌÈ˜ÈË¯Â‡È˙ ¯˘‡Î ,ÌÏÂ‡ .¯Â‰Ë‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰
ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ,¯·Ú‰ ÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ¯Â‡È˙ Ô˙ÓÏ ÛÂ‡˘Ï Ô˙È ÈÎ ‰Á‰
ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓÂ ÌÈ‚È‰ÓÎ Ì„ÓÚÓÓ Â‚ÂÒÂ ÈÓˆÚ‰ ÌÂÁËÈ· ˙‡ Â„·È‡
.˙ÂÈÎËÂ ˙ÂÈ¯ËÂÊ‡ ¯˙ÂÈÂ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ· ÂÊÎ¯˙‰Â Â¯‚˙Ò‰ Ì‰ .ÌÈÈÂÈÚ¯Â ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ
,Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈ˘ÂÙÈÁÏÂ ÌÓˆÚÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ Ï˘ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ,ÌÂÈÎ
,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· (ÁÎ˘Â ˜Á„˘ ‰Ê) "¯Á‡‰" Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜Ó ¯Á‡ ,˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ì˙„Â·Ú Í¯„
˘„Á Û˜Â˙ Â˙ ,‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏ‡È„Â ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜Â¯ÒÂ˜-‰„ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó ÌÚ „ÁÈ
Ï˘ Ì„ÓÚÓ ÔÂ‚Î) "ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯" ÌÈ‡˘Â· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙¯ÈÁ·Ï
ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÓˆÓˆÓ ,‰‡¯ ÍÎ ,ÂÊ ‰Ó‚Ó .(¯·Ú‰ ˙Â¯·Á· ÌÈ˘Â ÌÈ„ÏÈ ,ÌÈÈÚ
‰ÁÂÒÈ ˙¯˘Ù‡ÓÂ ,ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ-ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÈÓ„˜‡· ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜Á
Â˙Ú„Â˙ ˙‡ ‰·ÈÁ¯Ó‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁÎ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜ÁÏÂ „ÂÓÈÏÏ "˙ÈÎÂÈÁ" ‰¯ËÓ Ï˘
.¯·Ú‰ ÌÚ Â˘‚ÙÓ ¯Â‡Ï È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘

0

?"ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡ Ì˘· ˘È‡"
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â˙„ ÏÂÓ Ï‡¯˘È ˙„
È˜ˆÈ·¯ ¯ÊÚÈ·‡
*‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰Ï ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ÔÈ·
˙Âˆ¯‡· ¯·Â‚Â ÍÏÂ‰ ÔÈÈÚ ÌÈÏ‡¯˘È ˙Â¯ÈÚˆÂ ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ ÌÈÏ‚Ó ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘·
ÌÈÙ˘ÂÁ ,‰Ï‡ ˙Âˆ¯‡· ÌÈÎ˘ÂÓÓ ÌÈÏÂÈËÏ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÈ Ì‰ .Ô˙Â·¯˙·Â ˜ÂÁ¯‰ Á¯ÊÓ‰
˙Â‰˘Ï ÌÈ¯ÁÂ· Û‡ Ì˙ˆ˜Â ,Ì˘ ˙ÂÁÂÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙ÂÂÓ‡ÏÂ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÈÂÂ‰Ï ÌÓˆÚ
‰·¯ÓÏ .˙ÈÁÂ¯ ‰ÚÙ˘‰Â ‰‡¯˘‰ Ì‰Ó ·Â‡˘Ï È„Î ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈÊÎ¯Ó·Â ÌÈ˘„˜Ó·
˙ÓÓÂ˜˙Ó ‰È‡Â ÂÊ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ÏÚ ‚¯Ë˜Ï ‰ËÂ ‰È‡ Ï‡¯˘È· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ,ÔÈÈÚ‰
ÌÏÂ‡ ,‰ÓÓ ÌÈ‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ˘ ˘ÈÂ ‰ÓÓ ÌÈÓÏÚ˙Ó˘ ˘È ,‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ„‰Â‡˘ ˘È .‰„‚
‰„¯Á‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Ó ıÓ˘ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ‰ÈÙÏÎ ÌÈÏ‚Ó ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ˜‰·ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ‚ÂÁ‰ Ì‚
‰ÓÏÂÚ· ‰ÓÂ„ ÈÁÂ¯ ÚÒÓÏ ˙Â·‰Â ÌÈ·‰ Â‡ˆÈ ÂÏÈ‡ Ì·Ï· ˙¯¯ÂÚ˙Ó ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘
.Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ· ÂÏÈÙ‡ Â‡ ˙Â¯ˆ‰ Ï˘
˙·˘ÈÈ˙Ó ‰È‡ ‡È‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯ Ë·Ó· ˙ÂÁÙÏ .‰‰ÈÓ˙ ¯¯ÂÚÏ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ÂÊ ‰ÚÙÂ˙
,ÂÊ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÈÙÏ È¯‰ .‰È˙Â¯Â„Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜ ÌÚ ÏÏÎ
,¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÈ‡Ï ,¯˙ÂÈ ÚÈ˙¯‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ‡È‰ Á¯ÊÓ‰ ˙Â˙„Ï ‰ÙÈ˘Á‰ ‡˜ÂÂ„
‡‰· ‰ÎÒ‰ ,„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ˙Ó‡ ÈÙÏ È¯‰ .Ì¯Á·Â ÌÂ˜· ¯Ò‡È‰Ï
‰„Â·Ú"Î „ÂÓÏ˙· ‰¯„‚Â‰˘ ‡È‰ ,˙ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÈÏÂÙ‰ ‰ÎÒ‰ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ‡È‰ ‰ÚÈ„È‰
ÏÎ ÏÚ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ È„Â‰È-‡Â‰-¯˘‡· È„Â‰È ÏÎ ÏÚ ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰¯Ò‡˘ ‡È‰Â "‰¯Ê
ÈÓÎÁ ÈÏÂ„‚˘ ,Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ‰‰Â .("ÁÂ Ô·" ÏÎ ÏÚ) Ì„‡-‡Â‰-¯˘‡· Ì„‡
ÌÈÏÂ„‚ ÌÈÓÎÁ˘ ,˙Â¯ˆ‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏÂ ,‰ÙÂ¯ˆ ˙ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ ‰ÂÓ‡ Â· Â‡¯ Ï‡¯˘È
ËÚÓÎ ˙Â˜ÂÁ¯‰ Á¯ÊÓ‰ ˙Â˙„ ,"‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú" ÏÏÎÓ ‰˙Â‡ Ì‚ Â‡ÈˆÂ‰ ÌÈÈÈ·‰-ÈÓÈ·
ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ·Â¯· Â¯ÈÈËˆ‰ ÔÎÏÂ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· Ì„È ÏÚ ÂÂ„ ‡Ï ËÚÓÎÂ ÂÚ„Â ‡Ï
˙È„Â‰È ‰¯·Á ÈÎ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ÂÈÏÚ ‰È‰ ‡Ï ÌÂÏÎ ,˙‡Ê ¯Â‡Ï 1.‰ËÂ˘ÙÎ ˙ÂÏÈÏ‡Î
„ÂÚ ˙ÈËÒÈ‰„Â· Â‡ ˙È„È‰ ‰ÚÙ˘‰ „‚ ‰„Â‡Ó ÏÎ· ˜·‡È‰Ï ÌÂ˜˙ ˙ÈË˙Â‡
?˙È¯ˆÂ Â‡ ˙ÈÓÏÒÂÓ ‰ÚÙ˘‰ ÈÙÓ ÔÂ‚˙‰Ï ‡ˆ˙ Ì¯Ë·
:˙¯˙ÂÎ‰ ˙Á˙ ,Ì„¯ËÒÓ‡· ‰ÁÂ˙Ù‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· Í¯Ú˘ ÒÎ ˙Â·˜Ú· ·˙Î ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó
.ÒÎ‰ ¯·„· ˙ÈÏ‚‡· ¯Â‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï „È˙Ú ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .Religions view Religions
.È ÔÓÈÒ ,ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ ,‡ÈÈ˙ ,‰„Â‰È· Ú„Â ˙"Â˘ ,Â‡„Ï Ï‡˜ÊÁÈ (·¯‰) :Ï˘ÓÏ Â‡¯
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Á¯Î‰· ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ‰È‡ ÂÓÊ-˙· ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰·Â‚˙‰ ÈÎ ,¯Ó‡ÈÂ ·È˘È˘ ÈÓ ˘È
Â‡Ï ,ÌÈ·¯ÂÚÓÂ ÌÈ·¯ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ ‰ÂÊÈ ÂÊ ‰·Â‚˙ .‰È˙Â¯Â„Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙˘¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡
ÈÂÙˆÏ Ì‡˙‰· ˙‚‰Â ‰È‡ Ì‚ ÔÎÏÂ ,˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÓ ‡˜ÂÂ„
¯·Î ÂÓÊ-˙· ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÈÎ ,¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÛÈÒÂÈ˘ ÈÓ ˘ÈÂ .‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ó
‰ÏÈÎ˘‰ ‡È‰ ,˙ÂÈ¯ÎÂ‰ ˙Â˙„‰ Ï˘ ·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰ Ï‡ ·Â¯˜Ó Ú„ÂÂ˙‰Ï ‰˙ÎÊ
‰ÈÓÂËÂÎÈ„‰ ÈÙÏ „ÂÚ Ô˙Â‡ ˙ËÙÂ˘ ‰È‡ ÔÎÏÂ ,ÈÏÓÒ‰ ,ÈÁÂ¯‰ Ô·ÈË ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ
ÌÙ˜Â˙ ÏÚ ˜ÏÂÁ ÈÈ‡ .ÛÂ¯ˆ ÌÊÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ ÏÂÓ ‰ËÂ˘Ù ÌÈÏÈÏ‡-˙„Â·Ú Ï˘ ‰„Á‰
˘¯Ù‰‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯È·ÒÓ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ .È„ Ì‰· ÔÈ‡ È˙Ú„Ï ÌÏÂ‡ ,‰Ï‡ ÌÈÂÚÈË Ï˘
ÔÈ·Ï È¯ˆÂ ÔÂÈÒÈÓ Ï˘ ÊÓ¯ ÏÎ ÁÎÂ ˙¯¯ÂÚ˙Ó˘ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰„¯Á‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÎÈ‰
ÌÈ¯È·ÒÓ ÌÈ‡ Ì‚ Ì‰ .‰ÈÂÏ‚ ˙È„È‰ ‰‡¯˘‰ ÈÙÏÎ ‰Ï‚˙Ó˘ ÈÒÁÈ‰ ˘Ù‰-ÔÂÈÂÂ˘
˙Â˙„‰ ÈÙÏÎ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈËÒÈ‡‰ ‰·Â‚˙· ÂÊ '‰ÈÏÙ‡'Â ‰Ê ˙Â˘È‚¯ ¯ÚÙ˘ ,‰„·ÂÚ‰ ˙‡
˙È„Â‰È ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ‰·¯ ‰„ÈÓ· ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ ‡Ï‡ '˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È' ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ˜¯ ÌÂÈÎ ÌÈ‡ ˙ÂÂ˘‰
ÌÈÈ‡˜È¯Ó‡ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÓ¯Ê ·¯˜· ˙‡˘ ¯˙È· ÌÈ¯ÎÈ Ì‰ ,‰·¯„‡ .˙ÈÏ‡Ò¯·ÈÂ‡
‰ÓÓ ·Â‡˘ÏÂ ˜ÂÁ¯‰ Á¯ÊÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÒÈÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÁÂ¯‰ Ï‡ ·¯˜˙‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó˘
‡Â‰ .¯Á‡ ÌÂ˜Ó· ıÂÚ ‰ÚÙÂ˙Ï È¯˜ÈÚ‰ ¯·Ò‰‰˘ ,‡ÂÙ‡ ,‰‡¯ .‰¯˜‰Â ‰‡¯˘‰
‰Ú„Â˙‰ ÈÎÎÂ˙· ,¯˜ÈÚ·Â ,Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ‰ÂÂ‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÁ˙Ù˙‰· ÂÏÂÎ ÔÂÓË ÂÈ‡
.˙ÈÒ‡Ï˜‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰
˙Â˙„Ï Ï‡¯˘È ˙„ ÔÈ· :¯ÚˆÓÏ Â‡) ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â˙„‰ ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ÔÎ˘
‡È‰ .˙ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰ ‰È‚ÂÒ ˜¯ ÂÈ‡˘ È‡„ÂÂ ,˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ‰È‚ÂÒ ˜¯ ÂÈ‡ (˙Â¯Á‡
¯˙È· Â‡) È¯ÎÂ‰Â ¯Ê‰ ÏÂÓ ,¯Á‡‰ ÏÂÓ ‰„ÈÓÚ· ,˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰¯„‚‰‰ ÌˆÚ· ˙˜ÒÂÚ
‡ÂÙ‡ ˙Ú‚Â ‡È‰ .(Ô‰ ¯˘‡· ˙ÂÈ¯ÎÂ‰Â ˙Â¯Ê‰ ÏÂÓ ,˙Â¯Á‡‰ ÏÂÓ ‰„ÈÓÚ· ,‰ÏÏÎ‰
‡È‰ .˙È˙ˆÂ·˜‰ ˙ÂÓ‡‰Â ˙È˘È‡‰ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˘‰ È˘¯Â˘· ,˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙Â‰Ê‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ·
Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ‰ ÌÈ˜ÓÚÓ‰ Ï‡ ˙¯„ÂÁÂ ¯·Ú‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÂ¯ÎÈÊ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙‡ˆÂÈ
:È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· È˙Ú„Â˙· ¯ÈÈËˆ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú Í˙„Ï È˙„ ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ,˙Ó‡ .‰ÂÂ‰‰
ÏÂÓ ¯˙È‰ :È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· Ì‚ È˙Ú„Â˙· ¯ÈÈËˆ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‡Â‰ .¯˜˘ ÏÂÓ ˙Ó‡
ÏÈÏÚ· ÌÏ‚˙Ó ‡Â‰ .ÍÎ· ‰ˆÓ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê ÒÁÈ ÌÏÂ‡ 2.‰¯È·Ú ÏÂÓ ‰ÂÂˆÓ ,¯ÂÒÈ‡
Ï˘ ,¯ÂÎÈ ÏÂÓ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˘ Ï˘ ,‰„È‚· ÏÂÓ ˙ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÊ˜‡ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· Ì‚
È˙Á˙Ù ‰· ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ÌÓ‡Â .˙Â¯¯ÂÙ˙‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÏÂÓ ˙Â„ÎÏ˙‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙
‡ÂˆÓÏ ÈÂÙˆ È„Â‰È‰ ÔÈÓ‡Ó‰ ,È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ „·Â¯· ,˙Ó‡ .ÏÈÏÚ· ˙‡Ê ‰˘ÈÁÓÓ
ÔÈÓ‡Ó‰ ÌÚ ÔÎ˘ ÏÎ ,È¯ˆÂ‰ ÔÈÓ‡Ó‰ ÌÚ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰·¯˜Â ˙Ù˙Â˘Ó ‰Ù˘
‡Â‰ ÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰ Â‡ È¯ˆÂ‰ ‡˜ÂÂ„ Ô‡Î .ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ÔÎ ‡Ï Í‡ .ÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰
Û„Â¯‰Â ‰˙ÙÓ‰ ,¯È˘È‰ ‰¯Á˙Ó‰ ˙Â¯Â„‰ Í¯Â‡Ï ‰È‰˘ ‡Â‰ ,È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ·È¯È‰
Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ˙¯Á‡ ˙„ Ï˘ ‰·Î ˜¯ ‡Ï ÂÈÈÚ· ¯ÈÈËˆ‰Ï ‡ÂÙ‡ ÈÂÙˆ ‡Â‰ .ÈÏ‡ÈˆËÂÙ‰
·˜Ú ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙‡ÊÂ .˙Â‰Ê‰ ÌˆÚ ÏÚÂ ÌÂÈ˜‰ ÌˆÚ ÏÚ ÌÂ„˜‰ ÌÂÈ‡‰ Ï˘ ¯È˘È Í˘Ó‰Î
.˙Â¯Â„‰ Í¯Â‡Ï ÂÓÚ ‰ÓÈÈ˜˙‰˘ ˙ÈÙ¯‚Â‡È‚‰ ‰·¯˜‰Â Û˙Â˘Ó‰ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‡ˆÂÓ‰
‰¯ÂÒ‡Â ‰¯Ê ‰ÂÓ‡Î ¯ÈÈËˆ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú Ô˙ÂÓ‡ :˙Â˜ÂÁ¯‰ ˙Â˙„· ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÎÂÙÈ‰
ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ‡˜ÂÂ„ .˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ‰‚‡„Â ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ÚÈ˙¯ Â·Ï· ˙¯¯ÂÚÓ ‰È‡ Ô˙ÂÁÎÂ Í‡
.˙Â˙„‰ ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ˙·‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ÏÚ ÔÏ‰Ï Â‡¯
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¯Â˙· ÂÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÒÙ˙ ÔÈ‡ Ô‰ È·ÈËÓÈËÏÂ‡‰ ¯Ê‰ ¯Â˙· È„Â‰È‰ ÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÚÈÙÂÓ Ô‰˘
.È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ¯Ê‰
„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰ ÁÎÂ ÛÒÂ ˘‚„Ï ÂÎÊÈ ¯Á‡‰ ÈÙÏÎ ÒÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰
Â‡ Â„·Ï ÌÚ‰ ÏÚ ÌÏÂÚÓ ‰˙˙˘Â‰ ‡Ï ‡È‰ .˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÈˆÊÈÏÈÂÂÈˆ‰ Ï˘
,ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÌÚ ÌÈÈ˙‡ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÂÈ„ÁÈ ‰ÎÂ˙· ‰·ÏÈ˘ ‡Ï‡ ‰„·Ï ˙„‰ ÏÚ
‰ÊÓ Ï¯Â‚ ˙ÂÂÁ‡ ÏÚ ‰„ÓÚ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â‰Ê‰ .'ÁÂ¯· Ï‡¯˘È' ÌÚ '¯˘·· Ï‡¯˘È'
ÈÎ‡ È¯·Ú" ;(ÊË ,‡ ˙Â¯) "È‰Ï‡ ÍÈ‰Ï‡Â – ÈÓÚ ÍÓÚ" :‰ÊÓ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÛÂ˙È˘ ÏÚÂ
˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÎ ,ÂÈÏ‡Ó Ô·ÂÓ .(Ë ,‡ ‰ÂÈ) "‡¯È È‡ ÌÈÓ˘‰ È‰Ï‡ '‰ ˙‡Â –
Ë˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ¯˘‡Î .··ÂÒ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï‡ ÂÒÁÈ ÏÚ Ì‚ ˙Â¯È˘È ‰ÎÈÏ˘‰ È„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ
ÚÈÙÂÓ (È¯ÎÂ‰) Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ Ì‚ È¯‰ ,ÏÂÙÎ ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ Â˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ˙È˙˘Ó (È„Â‰È‰)
ÌˆÚÓ .˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ˙Â¯ÊÂ ˙È˙„ ˙Â¯Ê :‰ÏÂÙÎ ˙Â¯Ê· Ì‚ ÔÎÏÂ ‰ÏÂÙÎ ˙Â‰Ê· ÂÈÙ·
.¯Á‡ ÌÚ Ï˘ ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ Â· Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ˙¯Á‡ ‰ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ÈÁÂ¯‰ ‰· ˙ÏÂÊ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ‰
ÌÈ˘ ÈÙÏ È˙ÁÎ Â· È˙„-ÔÈ· ÒÎ· .‰ÈÁ ‡Ó‚Â„ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙‡Ê ˘ÈÁÓ‡
‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙‡ ˘ÂËÈÈ Â·˘ ÂÈÏÚ ¯Ê‚ ÂÏÈ‡ ÈÎ ,È¯ˆÂ‰ ¯·Â„‰ ¯È‰ˆ‰ ,˙Â„Á‡
¯ÂÙÎÈ ‡Ï˘ „·Ï·Â ˙ÈÓÏÒÂÓ Â‡ ˙È„Â‰È ‰ÂÓ‡· ˜·„È Ô·‰˘ ÛÈ„ÚÓ ‰È‰ ,˙È¯ˆÂ‰
‚ÂÏ‡È„· ˜ÏÁ ÂÏË˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÁÈ˘ È· .ËÒÈ‡˙‡Ï ‰È‰ÈÂ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÌˆÚ·
˙ÈÁÎÂ‰ Â˙„ ˙‡ ˘ÂËÈÈ Ô·‰ Ì‡ ,¯Ú˘Ó È‡ ÍÎ ,Ì˙Á‰ ÈÙÏ .Â˙„ÓÚÏ ÌÈÎÒ‰Ï ÂË
Ô· ¯‡˘ÈÈ ÔÈÈ„Ú Í‡ ,È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ,„Á‡ Ë·È‰· ˜¯ Ì‰Ó ˜Á¯˙È ‡Â‰ ,˙¯Á‡· ¯Á·ÈÂ
˙ÂÙˆÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÂÏÎ .˙Ù˙Â˘Ó ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰Ï Ô· ,‰ÓÂ‡Ï Ô· ,‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï Ô· ,‰ÁÙ˘ÓÏ
¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ,‰·¯„‡ .˙‡Ê ˙ÂÓ„Ï ‰˘˜ ?ÂÊÎ ‰„ÓÚ ËÂ˜È Â‰˘ÏÎ È˙„ È„Â‰È Ì‚˘
ÏÚ ËÒÈ‡˙‡ Ô· ÛÈ„ÚÈ ÔÎ ¯·‚˙ ‰Ê È„Â‰È Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ Â˙Â˜·„˘ ÏÎÎ ÈÎ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ·
.ÌÚ‰ ˙¯Ó‰ Ì‚ ‡È‰ ˙„‰ ˙¯Ó‰ ,Â˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó ÔÎ˘ .˙¯Á‡ ˙„Ï ¯ÓÂÓ Ô· ÈÙ
È‰ÂÊ .‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰·Â ‰ÏÈ‰˜· Ô‰Â ‰ÂÓ‡·Â ‰¯Â˙· Ô‰ :‰ÏÂÙÎ ‰„È‚· ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ‡È‰
‡Ï È„Â‰È Â˙Â‡ Í‡ 3.¯·„ ¯˙ÂÂÈÈ ‡Ï ‰È¯Á‡ÏÂ ,˙Â‰Ê‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏËÂË ‰ÚÈ¯˜ ‡ÂÙ‡
È„Â‰È 4,ÂÓÊ ˙Â„‰È· ˙ËÏ˘‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÈÙÏ .ÂÓÚ È·Ó ËÒÈ‡˙‡ È·‚Ï ˙‡Ê ˘ÂÁÈ
.˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˙ÂÈ¯„ÈÏÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ÂÓˆÚ ˜˙È ‡ÏÂ Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎÓ ÂÓˆÚ ‡ÈˆÂ‰ ‡Ï ‰ÊÎ
„ÂÚ ÂÈ‡˘ – ÈÂÏÈÁ 'ÈÓÏÒÂÓ' ˙ÓÂÚÏÂ ,È¯ˆÂ „ÂÚ ÂÈ‡˘ – ÈÂÏÈÁ 'È¯ˆÂ' ˙ÓÂÚÏ
,ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡Ó ÂÓˆÚ Ú¯˜ ‡Â‰ .È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ Ï˘ ‡ËÂÁ‰ Â· ‡Â‰ ÈÂÏÈÁ È„Â‰È ,ÈÓÏÒÂÓ
ÌÈÓÚ È¯Á‡ ÍÏ‰ ‡Ï Ì‚ ,ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ ÈÙÏ ,ÔÎÏÂ ,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ È¯Á‡ ÍÏ‰ ‡Ï Í‡
.„·Î ÈÏÂ‚Ò Ï˜˘Ó ÂÊ ‰Â¯Á‡ ‰„·ÂÚÏ ˙ÒÁÈÈÓ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î .ÌÈ¯Á‡
‰ˆÓ˙Ó ‰È‡ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â˙„Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÒÁÈ ˙Ï‡˘ ,ÔÎ ÏÚ ¯˘‡
˙‡ ˙ÙÙÂ‡˘ ,˙È„ÓÓ-·¯ ,‰ÙÈ˜Ó ‰Ï‡˘ È‰ÂÊ .‰·˘ÁÓ‰Â ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ‰„˘· ˜¯
,ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏ‰ ,ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓ ,ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ÌÈË·È‰ ‰Ï ˘È .¯·Ú ÏÎÓ ËÚÓÎ È„Â‰È‰ Ì„‡‰
‰È‡ Ï‡¯˘È ˙„ ,˙‡Ê ÌÚ .˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ‰ÂÂÁ‡‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯„ÈÏÂÒ‰ ÏÏÎÓ ‡ˆÂÈ Â˙„ ˙‡ ¯ÈÓ‰˘ È„Â‰È
˙È„Ó ÈÈ„· :È„Â‰È Â‰ÈÓ ,È˜‡˘ ÈÁ ¯·‡ :Â‡¯ .·Â˘Ï ÂÏ ˙‡¯Â˜Â ‰È˙Â·ÂÁÓ ‰˙Â‡ ˙¯ËÂÙ
.Ê"Ï˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ ,Ï‡¯˘È
˙Â¯ÈÁ ,È˜ˆÈ·¯ ¯ÊÚÈ·‡ :Â‡¯ ,ÌÈÂ¯Á‡‰ ˙Â¯Â„‰ Ï˘ ˙Â„‰È· ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ· ÂÏÁ˘ ˙Â¯ÂÓ˙‰ ÏÚ
.257–222 'ÓÚ ,Ë"˘˙ ·È·‡ Ï˙ :„·ÂÚ ÌÚ ,˙ÂÁÂÏ‰ ÏÚ
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ÌÈ„ÈÏÂÓ ÌÏÂÎ ‡Ï Í‡ ‰Ê· ‰Ê ÌÈÊÂÁ‡ ÌÏÂÎ˘ ,ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜Â ÌÈÈÓÂ‡Ï ,ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰
‡˜ÂÂ„ .˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â˙„‰ ÈÙÏÎ ˙Â‰Ê ˙ÂÎ¯Ú‰Ï ÌÈÎÈÏÂÓ ÌÏÂÎ ‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÓÂ„ ˙Â˜ÒÓ
˙ÎÏÓÓ" ,ÌÈÂÒÓ ,Ï„· ÌÚ ÔÂÎÏ ‰„ÚÂ˘ ˙„ ,Ï‡¯˘È ˙„ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ‰ÈÈÙÂ‡
ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ‰ÈÏ‡ ¯ÈÈ‚Ï ˙˘˜·Ó ‰È‡Â ,(Â ,ËÈ ˙ÂÓ˘) "˘Â„˜ ÈÂ‚Â ÌÈ‰Î
ÒÁÈ‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ˙‡ ‰˘ÂÚ˘ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ¯„‚ÂÓ ÈÙÂ‡ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ,(ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙È¯Á‡ „Ú ¯ÚˆÓÏ)
˙Á‡ ÏÚ .‰ÈÂÂ‰‰ Ï˘Â ‰Ú„Â˙‰ Ï˘ ,˙ÈÏËÂË ËÚÓÎ ,˙Ú¯ÎÓ ‰Ï‡˘Ï ¯Á‡‰ Ï‡
Ï˘ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· ,˙ÈÂ·È¯ ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È ‰ÈÂÂ‰ ÍÂ˙· ‰Â„ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ ¯˘‡Î ‰ÓÎÂ ‰ÓÎ
.‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰Â˘Ï· "‰ÙÈ˜˙ Ï‡¯˘È „È" ¯˘‡Î ,È„Â‰È ·Â¯

˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯ÙÏ ˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÔÈ·
‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÏÚ Ì„‡Ï ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ‰ ˙‡ ‰˙È˙˘‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰
Á˙Ó‰ Ì‚ ,ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ú·ËÓ .‰ÏÂ‡‚Â ˙È¯· ,‰‡È¯· :ÌÈÂÎÓ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡Ó Â‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ
Ô˙È ÂÈ‡ È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ È„Â‰È‰ „ÓÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ È˘Â‡‰ „ÓÓ‰ ÔÈ·
Û˙Â˘Ó‰ ÚˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÈÓ ¯˘‡ ‡È‰ ‰‡È¯·‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ .‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÓ ˜Â˙ÈÏ
.˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰·ÂÁ Ï˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙‡ ˙ÒÒ·Ó Ì‚ ÔÎÏÂ È˘Â‡‰ ÔÈÓ‰ ÏÎÏ
˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ‰˘È‚„Ó Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÏ Ï‡¯˘È È‰ÂÏ‡ ÔÈ· ‰˙¯Î˘ ˙È¯·· ‰ÂÓ‡‰
ÔÈ· ˙ÂÏÈ„·Ó‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ÔÎÏÂ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
·¯ÚÏÂ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ıÂ¯ÙÏ ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ˙ÁË·ÂÓ‰ ‰ÏÂ‡‚‰ ,ÛÂÒ·ÏÂ .ÌÈÓÚÏ Ï‡¯˘È
‰ÏÈÁ˙ ‡ÏÓÏ ‰ÈÂÙˆ ‡È‰ ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ˙ÂËÈ˘ ·Â¯ ÈÙÏ :ÌÈÓÂÁ˙‰ ÔÈ·
Â˙ÏÂ‡‚ Ï‡ ‰˙È¯Á‡· ÍÈÏÂ‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ‡È‰Â ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÂ˜˙‰ ˙‡
.ÂÏÂÎ È˘Â‡‰ ÔÈÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
.Ì„‡‰ È· ÏÎÏ Û˙Â˘Ó‰ È‚ÂÏÂËÂ‡‰ ÚˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÈÓ˘ ‡È‰ ‰‡È¯·‰ ˙¯Â˙
ÂÈ·˘Â˙Î ‡˙ÂÂˆ· Ì˙Â‡ ˙Î˘Ó ‡È‰ ,„Á‡ Ï‡ Ï˘ ÂÈ‡Â¯·Î ÂÈ„ÁÈ Ì˙Â‡ ˙¯˘Â˜ ‡È‰
¯˘˜ ¯ˆÂ ÍÎ .„Á‡ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ÂÈ‡ˆ‡ˆÎ ÌÏÂÎ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ Ì‚ ‡È‰Â ,„Á‡ ÌÏÂÚ Ï˘
ÈÂËÈ· ÍÎÏ ‰˙ ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ˙ÎÒÓ· ‰˘Ó‰ .ÌÊÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Ï ÌÊÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ ÔÈ· ıÈÓ‡
ÏÂ„‚ ‡·‡ :Â¯·ÁÏ Ì„‡ ¯Ó‡È ‡Ï˘ [...] È„ÈÁÈ [ÔÂ˘‡¯‰] Ì„‡ ‡¯· ÍÎÈÙÏ" :ÈÁ
¯ÂÙÈÒ :¯Á‡ ÔÂ˘Ï 5."ÌÈÓ˘· ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯ ‰·¯‰ :ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ÔÈÈÓ‰ Â‰È ‡Ï˘Â [...] ÍÈ·‡Ó
Ï˘ Û˙Â˘Ó‰ Â‡ˆÂÓÏ ÏÓÒ ,È‚ÂÏÂÙÂ¯˙‡ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˜¯ ÂÈ‡ („Á‡‰) Ì„‡‰ ˙‡È¯·
ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ .ÂÓˆÚ Ï‡‰ Ï˘ Â„ÂÁÈÈÏ ÏÓÒ ,È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,È˘Â‡‰ ÔÈÓ‰
‰ÂÓ‡ „‚ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ("ÍÈ·‡Ó ÏÂ„‚ ‡·‡" ‰ÈÙÏ) ‰˜È˙Ú ÚÊ‚ ˙¯Â˙ „‚ ˜¯ „ÓÂÚ
ÌÈÓÂ„˜ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ì‚ 6.("ÌÈÓ˘· ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯ ‰·¯‰" ‰ÈÙÏ) ‰ÓÂ„˜ ˙ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÈÏÂÙ
.ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ‰ Ï‡‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ì„‡‰ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÊÁ ˙ÂÏ˙ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯Á‡
.‰ ,„ ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ,‰˘Ó
:‰ÓÂ„˜ ˙ÈËÒÈÏ‡Â„ ‰Ó‚Ó „‚Î Ì‚ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡È¯· ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ‰„ÈÓÚ‰ ¯˙‡ ÏÚ ‡˙ÙÒÂ˙‰
ÂÓÚ ‰È‰ Û˙Â˘ :ÔÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ÔÈÈÓ‰ ÂÈ‰È ‡Ï˘ ?‰Â¯Á‡· ‡¯· ‰ÓÏÂ .‰Â¯Á‡· ‡¯· Ì„‡"
."Â‰˘ÚÓ·

5
6
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Ì„‡‰ ˙‡È¯· Ï˘ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· „ÁÂÈÓ ˜ÂÊÈÁÏ ‰ÎÂÊ ÂÊ ˙ÂÏ˙ ,Ô·ÂÓÎÂ
‡· ‰Ê ÔÂÈÚ¯ ,ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ÔÓ ˜ÏÁ ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÁÙÏ È¯‰˘ 7,ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÌÏˆ·
ÏÎÏ ÈË¯‰È‡ Û˙Â˘Ó ‰ÎÓ ¯ˆÂÈ ‡Â‰ ,˙È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙Â˘È· ˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Â˘È‰ ˙‡ Ô‚ÚÏ
.È˘Â‡‰ ¯ÂˆÈ‰ Ï˘ (˙ÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆÒ‡) ˙È˙Â‰Ó ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ‡Ë·Ó Ì‚ ÔÎÏÂ Ì„‡‰ È·
ÈËÒÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù ˘Â¯ÈÙ „‚ ÒÈ¯˙ ˘Ó˘Ó ‰‡È¯·‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯ ,˙Á‡Î ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÁ·‰ ÏÎÓ
.˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ÈÂˆÈ˜
„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ÁÈ‰ ‰‡È¯·‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ú·ËÓ
˙ÂÓ¯Â ˙¯Â˘ Ï˘ ÁÂÒÈÏ ÍÈÏÂ‰ ‡Â‰ .˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙È˘Â‡ ‰·ÂÁ Ï˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï
.ÌÏˆ· ‡¯·˘ ÈÓ ÏÎ ˙‡ ,Ì„‡‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ˙Â·ÈÈÁÓ˘ ˙ÂÙ˙Â˘Ó ˙ÂÚÈ·˙ Â‡ ˙Â„ÈÁ‡
Ì„‡ ÔÈ· ,È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ˙ÂÊÎ¯˙Ó ÔÈ‡ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÚÈ·˙ ,‡¯˜Ó‰ Ë˘Ù ÈÙÏ ÌÏÂ‡
ÏÚ ¯‚˙ Â‡¯˜ ‡Ï Ï‡¯˘È È‡È· .Â¯·ÁÏ Ì„‡ ÔÈ· ,È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ‡Ï‡ ,ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡Ï
ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ˙‡ Â„ ‡Ï Ì‰ .ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯Ê ÌÈÁÏÂÙ ÏÚ Â‡ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÂÓ‡
ÂÚÈ˘¯‰ ‡Ï ,Ú¯Â ·ÂË Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ˙Ó‡ ÈÙÏ ‡Ï‡ ¯˜˘Â ˙Ó‡ Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ˙Ó‡ ÈÙÏ
‰„·ÂÚ· ÏÚÂÙ· Â¯ÈÎ‰ Ì‰ ,¯ÂÓ‡Ï .˜˘ÂÚÂ ÒÓÁ ÏÚ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈÏÈÏ‡ ˙„Â·Ú ÏÚ Ì˙Â‡
˙ÂÏ„· Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜· ˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ ÌÈ„ÂÓ ‰‡Â·‰ È˜ÂÒÙ˘ ˘È .˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ÈÂ·È¯ Ï˘
ÍÏ ÂÁ‡Â ÂÈ‰Ï‡ Ì˘· ˘È‡ ÂÎÏÈ ÌÈÓÚ‰ ÏÎ ÈÎ" :˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· ˙È˙„ ˙Â¯ÊÂ
ÚÏ·ÂÓ· ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ÂÊ ‰¯Î‰˘ ˘ÈÂ 8.(‰ ,„ ‰ÎÈÓ) "„ÚÂ ÌÏÂÚÏ ÂÈ‰Ï‡ '‰ Ì˘·
‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ ÌˆÚ· ,ÌÈÂÒÓ ÌÚ Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÎÓ˘ ˙È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ÌˆÚ· –
˙Á‡ ˙È˘Â‡ ‰ˆÂ·˜ ¯˘‡Î .Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÏ Ï‡¯˘È È‰ÂÏ‡ ÔÈ· ÈÓÈËÈ‡‰ È‡¯˜Ó‰
Ï˘ Ô˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ˙‡ ˘‡¯Ó ÁÈÓ ÈÂÂÈˆ‰ ,"˘Â„˜ ÈÂ‚Â ÌÈ‰Î ˙ÎÏÓÓ" ÔÂÎÏ ‰ÂÂˆÓ
Ô„ÈÚ· ÂÊ ‰ÏÚÓÏ ÚÈ‚‰Ï ÌÈÈÂÙˆ ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡ 'ÌÈÈÂ‚' Ï˘Â ˙Â¯Á‡ '˙ÂÎÏÓÓ'
Û‡ 10,˙Ï·Ò ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÎ ‰ÓÚ ÌÈÏ˘Ó ‡Â‰ 9.(ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙È¯Á‡ „Ú) ÈÏ‡È¯‰ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
.˙ÈÏ‡È„È‡ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÎ ‡Ï ÈÎ
˜¯ ‡¯˜Ó· ‰‡ˆÓ ‡Ï ‡È‰ .ÍÎ· ‰˜Ù˙Ò‰ ‡Ï ˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ÌÏÂ‡
˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ‰ÚÈ·˙ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,Â¯·ÁÏ Ì„‡ ÔÈ· ,È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ‰ÚÈ·˙
„ÂÓÏ˙· Â˜˜Á˘ 'ÁÂ È· ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ú·˘' 11.Â‡¯Â·Ï Ì„‡ ÔÈ· ,È˙„‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ‰ÏÁ˘
ÔÈ‡ Ô‰ ,˙Ó‡ .È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙Â È¯ÒÂÓ ¯˘˜‰· ˙ÈÏÓÈÈÓ ˙È˘Â‡ ‰·ÂÁ Ì‚ ‡ÂÙ‡ ˙ÂÏÏÂÎ
.·È ,„ ,ÌÈ˘Â„˜ ,‡¯ÙÒ :ÂÂ˘‰ .„ ,‚ ˙Â·‡
„ÈÓÚ‰Ï ˘˜·ÓÂ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÎÏ ˜ÈÁ¯Ó ‡È·‰˘ ˘È .Ì˘ Ì"·˘¯‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ Â‡¯Â .ËÈ ,„ ÌÈ¯·„ :ÂÂ˘‰
ÈÎ" :˙ÂÏ„·‰Â ÈÂ·È¯‰ ‰ËÚÓÏ ˙Á˙Ó ˙Á‡ ˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ‰ÂÂÎ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ ÏÚ ÂÈÚÓÂ˘ ˙‡
ÈÎ ,‰¯Â‰Ë ‰ÁÓÂ ÈÓ˘Ï ˘‚Ó ¯Ë˜Ó ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎ·Â ÌÈÂ‚· ÈÓ˘ ÏÂ„‚ Â‡Â·Ó „ÚÂ ˘Ó˘ Á¯ÊÓÓ
.‡"Ú È˜ ,˙ÂÁÓ ÈÏ·· Â‡¯ .(‡È ,‡ ÈÎ‡ÏÓ) "˙Â‡·ˆ '‰ ¯Ó‡ ÌÈÈÂ‚· ÈÓ˘ ÏÂ„‚

7
8

R. I. Z. Werblowsky. 1967. Commitment and Indifference: Some Reflections on
Expansionism, Exclusiveness and Co-existence, London: The Council of Christians and
Jews: 7, 16–18; Louis Jacobs. 1973. A Jewish Theology, New York: Behrman House: 285
Ì‚ ÔÂÈ„ ˘È„˜‡ ÔÏ‰Ï .tolerated Á¯Î‰· ‡Ï ,bearable – ‰˙Â‡ ˙‡˘Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ – '˙Ï·Ò'

9
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David Novak. 1983. The Image of the Non-Jew in Judaism, New York and Toronto: The
Edwin Mellen Press (Toronto Studies in Theology 14), pp. 126–138
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„Â·ÚÏ Ô‰ÈÏÚ ˙Â¯ÒÂ‡ Ô‰ ÌÏÂ‡ ,„Á‡‰ Ï‡‰ ˙‡ „Â·ÚÏ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡Ó ˙Â˘¯Â„
È‰ÂÏ‡ ˙‡ Í¯·Ï ÌÈ˘˜·˙Ó ÌÈ‡ ,'ÁÂ È·' ,ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ .('‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú') ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡
ÂÈÏÚ Ï·˜Ï Ú·˙ ÂÈ‡ ÈÂ‚‰ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· .ÂÏÏ˜Ï Ì‰ÈÏÚ ¯Ò‡ Í‡ ,Ï‡¯˘È
¯Ò‡ ÌÏÂ‡ ,Â‡¯Â·Ï ˙È·ÈË˜‡ ˙ÂÓ‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ,˙È·ÈËÈÊÂÙ ‰ÂÓ‡
:¯ÓÂÏ ÏÎÂ È‚˘ÂÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙‡Ê ÁÒ Ì‡ .˙È·ÈË˜‡ ‰„È‚· Â· „Â‚·Ï ÚÈ‚ÙÓ· ÂÈÏÚ
ÏÎ Ï˘ ˙Ù˙Â˘Ó‰ Ì˙„ÈÓÚ .Ì„‡‰ ÔÈÓ ÈÙÏÎ ˙È˙Â‰Ó ‰„ÓÚ ˙Ë˜Â ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙
Ì‚ ‡È‰ ÍÎÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î ,˙Ù˙Â˘Ó ˙ÂÓˆÚ Ì‰Ï ‰˜ÈÚÓ „Á‡‰ Ï‡‰ ÈÙ· ÔÈÓ‰ È·
˙È˘Â‡ ˙Â¯Á‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï‰ ˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂ˘Â ˙Ù˙Â˘Ó ˙È˙„ ‰·ÂÁ Ì‰ÈÏÚ ‰ÏÈËÓ
,ÂÓˆÚ Ì„‡Ï Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡Ï ˜¯ ‰¯Ê ‰È‡ '‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú' ,‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· .‰‡ÏÓ
‡Ï‡ ÂÓˆÚÏ ‡˜Ó Ï‡‰˘ ‰‡˜‰ ˙ÓÁÓ ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙·ÚÂ˙Ó ‡È‰ .Â˙Â‰ÓÏÂ ÂÚ·ËÏ
˙¯ˆÂÈ ÍÎ 12.(Â·˘ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÌÏˆ) ÂÓÏˆ ÈÙÏÎ ‰· ‡ËÂÁ Ì„‡‰˘ ‡ËÁ‰ ˙ÓÁÓ Ì‚
Ì„‡‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ‰ Ï‡‰ ÔÈ· ÛÒÂ ¯Â˘È˜ (Ì„‡‰ ˙‡È¯·) ‰‡È¯·‰ ˙ÂÓ‡
.ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
Ï˘ ¯Á‡ Ë·È‰ ‰˘È‚„Ó ÂÓÚÏ '‰ ÔÈ· ‰˙¯Î˘ ˙È¯·· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ
Ï‡¯˘È È‰ÂÏ‡ .˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ‰¯Â˘·‰ ˙‡ ‰ÓÚ ˙‡˘Â ¯˘‡ ‡È‰Â ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰
ÌÏÂÚÏ ‡È‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â ,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ È‰ÂÏ‡ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ÒÂÓÒÂ˜‰ È‰ÂÏ‡ ˜¯ ÂÈ‡
.ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï ,‰ÓÂ‡ Ï˘ ,Ë·˘ Ï˘ ,‰ÏÈ‰˜ Ï˘ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
¯ÂˆÈÎ ,Ì„‡Î ˜¯ ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÈÙ· „ÓÂÚ ÂÈ‡ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ È„Â‰È‰ Ì‚ ,ÍÎÏ ‰Ó‡˙‰·
ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ· ‰¯Â˘˜ ˙È˙„‰ Â˙ÂÓ‡˘ ÈÓ ,˙È¯· Ô· ,‰ÓÂ‡ Ï˘ ‰·Î Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,‡¯·
„È‚Ó" 13.˙ÂÈÙÈˆÙÒ ˙ÂÂˆÓÂ ‰¯Â˙ Ï˘ ÔÓÂÈ˜ ˙‡ ÂÓÓ ˙Ú·Â˙Â ÈÙÈˆÙÒ ÈˆÂ·È˜
"ÌÂÚ„È Ï· ÌÈËÙ˘ÓÂ ÈÂ‚ ÏÎÏ ÔÎ ‰˘Ú ‡Ï ,Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ ÂÈËÙ˘ÓÂ ÂÈ˜ÂÁ ·˜ÚÈÏ ÂÈ¯·„
‡Ï Ï·‡ ÌÏÂÚ È‡· ÏÎÏ È‡ ‰ÂÏ‡ :Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ ‰"·˜‰ Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡" .(ËÈ ,ÊÓ˜ ÌÈÏ‰˙)
ÈÏ‡Ò˜Â„¯Ù ÔÙÂ‡· ,‰‰Â 14.(„ ËÎ ,‰·¯ ˙ÂÓ˘ ˘¯„Ó) "ÌÎÈÏÚ ‡Ï‡ ÈÓ˘ È˙„ÁÈ
¯ÎÊ˘ „Á‡Ó‰ Ë·È‰‰ ‡ÏÂ ,Ï‡¯˘È ˙¯ÈÁ· Ï˘ ‰Ê „ÁÈÈÓ Ë·È‰ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ,‰¯Â‡ÎÏ
‡˜ÂÂ„ Â‡Ï) ˙È˙„ ˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ Â‡ È˙„ ÌÂÈ˜-Â„ ˙‡¯˜Ï ¯‰Âˆ Á˙ÂÙ˘ ‡Â‰ ,‰ÏÚÓÏ
Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ ˙„·ÂÚ· ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ÔÈÓ‡Ó‰ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯„Ó˘ ‡Â‰ .(È˙„ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ˙‡¯˜Ï
¯˘‡ ,‰ÈÂÙˆÂ ‰Â˙ ,˙ÈÚ·Ë ‰ÚÙÂ˙Î ˙È˘Â‡‰Â ˙È˙„‰ Â˙Â¯Ê ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï ,˙ÏÂÊ‰
.˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó Ì„˜‰ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ú·ËÓ ˙˘˜·˙Ó
Ì‰È·˙Î· ÚÈÙÂ‰Â ¯ÊÁ˘ ÈÈÈÙÂ‡ ÈÂÈÚ¯ ·ÈËÂÓ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙‡Ê ˘ÈÁÓ‰Ï ‰Ò‡
,ÈÂÏ‰ ‰„Â‰È '¯ Á˙ÈÙ ·"È‰ ‰‡Ó‰ ˙È˘‡¯· .ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ· ÌÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÓÎÁ Ï˘
È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Ô„È˜Ù˙Ï ¯˘‡· ˙ÈÈÚÓ ˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ‰„ÓÚ ,ÏÂ„‚‰ ¯¯Â˘Ó‰Â ‰‚Â‰‰
,˙ÏÏÂÎ ‰˙Á˘‰ ÌÚ ‰ÓÂ„˜‰ ˙ÈÏÈÏ‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‡ Â‰ÈÊ Ï‡¯˘È ˙„ Ï˘ ÌÈÂÎÓ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ 12
'È˙„‰' ÌÂÁ˙‰ ÔÈ· ˙Î˙ÂÁ ˙È‚˘ÂÓ ‰Á·‰ ÂÈÁ·‰ ‡Ï Ì‰ .ÌÈÓÂÁ˙‰ ÏÎ· ˙ÈÏËÂË ‰ÏÈÙ ÌÚ
È¯Ù ‡È‰ ÌÈ¯Â˘ÈÓ‰ È˘ ÔÈ· ˙È‚˘ÂÓ‰ ‰Á·‰‰ .(ÂÈÙ· ÌÈÂÎÓ ‰Ï‡˘ ÈÙÎ) 'È¯ÒÂÓ‰' ÌÂÁ˙Ï
.ÌÈ·Â˙Î‰ ÏÚ (˙˜„ˆÂÓ :È˙Ú„Ï) ˙¯ÁÂ‡Ó ‰Èˆ˜ÏÙ¯ Ï˘
Â‡ È¯·ÚÎ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ÈÙÏ ·ˆÈÈ˙‰Ï ‡Ï˘ ˙ÈÈÏÂ‡Ù‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ˙‡ ÍÎ· ‰Á„ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ È„Â‰È‰ 13
.‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÈÙÓ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ÔÏÂËÈ·Ï ˙ÈÈÏÂ‡Ù‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ˙‡ ÔÎÂ ,Ì„‡Î ‡Ï‡ ÈÂÂÈÎ
.(103 'ÓÚ ,‰"Ò¯˙ Ë¯ÂÙ˜¯Ù ,ÔÓÙÂ‰ ˆ"„ '„‰Ó) Î ‰˘¯Ù ,Â¯˙È ,È"·˘¯„ ‡˙ÏÈÎÓ :ÂÂ˘‰ 14
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ÂÚÙ˘Â‰Â ‰˘Ó ˙„ È¯Á‡ Â‡·˘ ,‰Ï‡ ˙Â˙„ ,ÂÈ¯·„Ï .Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰Â ˙Â¯ˆ‰ Ï˘
·Á¯‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ˙È·ÂÈÁ ˙ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ ‰¯˜‰ ‰˙Ú ˙ÂÈ¯˜Ó ,˙¯ÎÈ ‰ÚÙ˘‰ ‰ÓÓ
˙Â˙„‰" :‰„È˙Ú‰ ˙ÈÏ‡Ò¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ‰ÏÂ‡‚‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï Ú˜¯˜‰ ˙‡ ÍÎ· ˙Â¯È˘ÎÓÂ
È˙ÈÓ‡‰ È„È˙Ú‰ È¯Ù‰ ‡Â‰ ‡Â‰˘ "ÏÁÂÈÓ‰ ÁÈ˘ÓÏ ‰Ó„˜‰Â ‰Î‰ ˜¯ Ô‰ ‰Ï‡‰
˙Â˙„ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰ÂÂ‰·˘ Ì˘Î :ÍÙ‰˙È ÍÏ‰Ó‰ ‡Â·Ï „È˙ÚÏ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÔÏÚÙÓ Ï˘
Ô‰ ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ Ô„ÈÚ· ÍÎ ,ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ Ô„ÈÚ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÁÈÓˆ ˙‡¯˜Ï ‰ÓÂ¯˙ ˙ÂÓÈ¯Ó ‰Ï‡
,ÏÂÎ ÔÈÚÏ ÏÈ˘·È ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ È¯Ù‰ ¯˘‡Î ,˙Ú‰ ‡Â·· ;ÂÓÓ ˙Â·È‰Ï ˙Â„È˙Ú ÔÓˆÚ
˙Ó‡‰ ˙¯Â˙ ˙‡ Ô‰ÈÏÚ ÂÏ·˜ÈÂ ˙ÙÒÂ ‰ÈÈÏÚ ÂÏÚÈ ,˙ÙÒÂ ‰¯ÂÓ˙ Â¯·ÚÈ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â˙„
‰È‰Â ,ÂÈ¯Ù Ô‰ ‰ÈÈ‰˙ ,[˙Ó‡‰ ÁÈ˘Ó·] Â· Ô˙Â„Â‰· ,ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙È¯Á‡·Â" :‰‡ÂÏÓ·
ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ˙Â¯Â„ È˘ ¯Á‡Ï ‰˙ÎÊ Ï"‰È¯ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ 15."„Á‡ ÂÏÂÎ [È˘Â‡‰] ıÚ‰
‰˜˙ÚÂ‰ ÂÓÓÂ 16,ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰Â ÌÈ˜˜ÂÁÓ‰ ˘‡¯ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ È„È· È¯Â˜Ó
ÈÓÈ· ‰ÎÏ‰‰ È˘‡Â ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ,ÌÈ˘¯Ù‰ ÈÏÂ„‚Ó ,Ô"·Ó¯‰ È¯·„ Ï‡ Ì‚ ÍÎ ¯Á‡
˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‰„ÓÚÎ ‰˙Â‡¯Ï ËÏÁ‰· ‡ÂÙ‡ ¯˘Ù‡ 17.(‚"È‰ ‰‡Ó‰ ˙ÈˆÁÓ·) ÌÈÈÈ·‰
.ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ ˙Â„‰È· ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂÈÚ¯ ˙ÂÏÂÎÒ‡ ÏÚ ‰Ï·˜˙‰˘ ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ
˙‡ ‰ÈÙ ÏÚ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Â˘˜È· ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ ÈÎ ,‰‡¯
ÂËË¯˘ Ì‰ .˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰„È˜Ù˙ ¯·„· ˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙È¯ˆÂ‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰
È„Â‰È‰ ‡· ,¯·Ú‰ ˙„ ¯Â˙· ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰ È¯ˆÂ‰ :‰Ï˘ È‡¯ ˙ÂÓ˙ ‰˘ÚÓÏ
˙‡¯˜Ï ‰Î‰Î ‰ÓÂ„˜‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡ ‰‡¯ È¯ˆÂ‰ .„È˙Ú‰ ˙„ ¯Â˙· ‰˙Â‡ ‚Èˆ‰Â
ÒÙ˙Â È„Â‰È‰ ‡· ,È¯ˆÂ‰ ÁÈ˘Ó‰ Ï˘ (praeparatio evangelica) ‰·ÂË‰ ‰¯Â˘·‰
.Ï‡¯˘È ÁÈ˘Ó Ï˘ ÏÁÂÈÓ‰ Â‡Â· ˙‡¯˜Ï "‰Ó„˜‰Â ‰Î‰" ¯Â˙· ˙Â¯ˆ‰ ˙‡ ‡˜ÂÂ„
È‡È· ˙‡ ‰‡¯ ÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰ :Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰ ÈÙÏÎ Ì‚ ˙‡Ê ‰Ï·˜‰ ÁÂ˙ÓÏÂ ÛÈÒÂ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡
ÂÎÙ‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,È·ÈËÓÈËÏÂ‡‰ ÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰ ‡È·‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯˘·ÓÎ Ï‡¯˘È
Â‡Â· ˙‡¯˜Ï Ú˜¯˜‰ ˙¯˘Î‰Â ‰Î‰ ÂÓˆÚ Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰ ˙‡ Â˘Ú Ì‰ ,˙Â¯ˆÂÈ‰ ˙‡
ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ˙¯ÈÈˆÓ ÂÊ ‰ÂÓ˙ ,ÔÎ ÈÎ ‰‰ .È·ÈËÓÈËÏÂ‡‰ È„Â‰È‰ Ï‡Â‚‰ Ï˘
È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ „ÂÚÈÈ ‰˙ÂÚ¯Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈÓ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ ¯˘‡Î .ÌÈÈË˜Ï‡È„ ÌÈÒÁÈÎ ˙Â˙„‰ ˘ÂÏ˘
.˙È˙„‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï ˙Â˘Â‡‰ Ï˘ ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ‰ÚÒÓ· ,ÛÏÂÁÂ È˜ÏÁ Í‡ ,È·ÂÈÁ
˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆ‰ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ Ì‚ ÔÂÓË Ô‡Î ,È„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó Í‡
‡· ¯·Î˘ È‰ÂÏ‡ ÁÈ˘Ó· ÔÈÓ‡Ó È¯ˆÂ‰ .Ô‰ÈÈÓ‡Ó ·¯˜· ˙ÂÁÙËÓ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â˙„˘
¯·Î˘ ÔÂ¯Á‡ ‡È·· ÔÈÓ‡Ó ÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰ .ÌÏÂÚ È‡· ÏÎÏ Â˙¯Â˘· ˙‡ ÚÈÓ˘‰ ¯·ÎÂ
ÔÈ‡ ,„Á‡Î Ì‰È˘ ÈÙÏ ,ÍÎÈÙÏ .˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Â˙‡È¯˜ ˙‡ ÌÈ·¯· ‡¯˜ ¯·ÎÂ ‰Ï‚˙‰
‰ÂÓ‡Ï Â‡ (˙¯„‚ÂÓ ˙È˘Â‡ ‰ˆÂ·˜Ï „ÚÂ˘) È˜ÏÁ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ „ÂÚÈÈÏ ÌÂ˜Ó „ÂÚ
,‰Â¯Á‡‰ ˙È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ‰‡È¯˜Ï ‰˙Ú ˙ÂÚÈ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ ÏÎ‰ :˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù ˙È˙„
‰˘„Á‰ ‰¯Â˘·‰ Ï˘ ‰‰·Â‚ Ï‡ ‰˙Ú ˙ÂÏÚ˙‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ‰˘È ‰¯Â˘· ÏÎ ,˙ÏÏÂÎ‰
.(ÁÚ˜ 'ÓÚ ,‚"Ï˘˙ ·È·‡ Ï˙ :¯È·„ ,Ï‡ÂÓ˘ Ô·‡ ‰„Â‰È ˙¯Â„‰Ó) ‚Î ,‡ ,È¯ÊÂÎ‰ ¯ÙÒ ,Ï"‰È¯ 15
¯ÂÊˆ‰ È„È Ì‰· ÂÏÁ ‡Ï˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÒÂÙ„Â ‡Ë˘Â˜ ÒÂÙ„ ÈÙÏ) „ ,‡È ÌÈÎÏÓ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ,Ì"·Ó¯ 16
.(È¯ˆÂ‰
ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È :˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ ,Ô"·Ó¯ È·˙Î ,(Í¯ÂÚ) ÏÚÂÂÚ˘ „"Á :ÍÂ˙· ,‰ÓÈÓ˙ '‰ ˙¯Â˙ ,Ô"·Ó¯ 17
.Ì‡ÏÒ‡·Â ˙Â¯ˆ· ˜¯ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ ÂÈ¯·„ ÈÎ ˘È‚„‰ Ô"·Ó¯‰ .„Ó˜ 'ÓÚ ,‡ ˜ÏÁ ,‚"Î˘˙
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‡Ï (.ÌÈÂ¯Á‡‰ ˙Â¯Â„‰ „Ú ÌÈ¯·„‰ Â˘¯Ù˙‰ ˙ÂÁÙÏ ÍÎ) .‰ÎÂ˙· ÚÏ·È‰Ï Â‡
˙‡ ‰È˙Á˙ ‰ÒÈÎ Ì¯Ë˘ ‰¯Â˘·ÏÂ ÚÈÙÂ‰ Ì¯Ë˘ Ï‡Â‚Ï ‰ÙˆÓ ‡Â‰ .È„Â‰È‰ ÔÎ
Ï˘ ÔÓÂÈ˜ ÌÚ ÔÈÎÒ‰Ï ,Ï‡‚ ‡Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ· ˙ÂÈÁÏ ‡ÂÙ‡ ÔÂ„ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈÓÚ‰ ÏÎ
„Ú) ˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰¯ÓÂÈ‰ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏÂ ,˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯ÙÂ ˙ÂÈ˙‚¯„‰ ,˙ÂÈ˜ÏÁ
˙ÂÚÈ·˙ ¯ÙÒÓ ˜¯ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡Ó ÚÂ·˙Ï È‡˘¯ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ÍÎ ÌÂ˘Ó .(ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙È¯Á‡
ÏÎ· Ô˘ÙÏ Ô‰Ï ÁÈ‰ÏÂ (ÁÂ È· ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ú·˘) È˙„‰Â È˙‡‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ˙ÂÈÏÓÈÈÓ
Ô„ÈÚ· ,‰Ê‰ ÔÓÊ· .ÈÈÒ· Ï‡¯˘È ÂÂËˆ˘ ˙ÂÂˆÓÏÂ ˙È·ÈËÈÊÂÙ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙Ï Ú‚Â‰
˙ÂÏËÂÓ‰ ˙Â·ÂÁ‰ ÏÂÏÎÓ ˙‡ È˘Â‡‰ ÏÏÎ‰ ÏÚ ÏÈË‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ,ÈÏ‡È¯‰ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
‰ÁÈÓˆ‰ Ì„‡‰Â ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡È¯·· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÈÎ ,‰ÏÚÓÏ Â¯Ó‡ Ì‡ 18.'‰ ÌÚ ÏÚ
˙È¯··Â ˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ È¯‰ ,˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ‰·ÂÁ Ï˘ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡
ÂÊ Ì‚ ÌÓ‡ .˙ÈÏËÂË‰ Â˙ÂË˘Ù˙‰ ÈÙ· ÒÈ¯˙ ‰·Èˆ‰Â ÏÂ·‚ ÂÏ ‰Ó˘ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
˙„ ˙„ÒÈÈÓ ‰È‡ ‡È‰ ÌÏÂ‡ ,˙Á‡ ˙Â˘Â‡· ,˙Á‡ ‰È‚ÂÏÂËÂ‡· ‰¯ÈÎÓ ‰Â¯Á‡‰
.ÂÎ ÏÚ ÈÂ·È¯‰ ˙‡ ‰¯È˙ÂÓ ‡È‰ .˙Á‡ ‰ÂÓ‡Â ˙Á‡
‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ Û˜˘Ó ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰ ,ÔÎ ÈÎ ‰‰
,ÁÈ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ‰Ê ÈÙÏ Ì‡‰ .‰Ï‡‚ Ì¯Ë ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰˘ ,‰˘ÓÓ˙‰ Ì¯Ë ‰ÁË·‰‰˘
ÏË·ÏÂ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ÏÚ ÏÈÏÎ ¯Â·‚Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ‰„È˙Ú‰ ˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ ‰ÏÂ‡‚‰˘
‰ÙÂˆ È„Â‰È‰ ÔÂÊÁ‰Â ÔÎ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ‡È‰ Ì‡Â ?È˙„‰ ÈÂ·È¯‰ ˙‡ ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ
‰ÈÙÎ ˙Á˙ ÂÒÎ˙È ˙ÂÓÂ‡‰ ÏÎ ÈÎ ¯˘·Ó ‡Â‰ Ì‡‰ ,˙ÏÏÂÎ ˙È˙„ ˙Â„Á‡ ˙‡¯˜Ï
˙ÈÁÂ¯ ˙ÂÏÚ˙‰ ÂÈ„ÁÈ ÔÏÂÎÏ „ÚÈÈÓ ‡Â‰ Â‡ ,ÌÂÈ‰ ‰˙È˙Î ,Ï‡¯˘È ˙¯Â˙ Ï˘
Ì‰È˙ÂÚ„ ?(È„Â‰È‰ Ì‚„‰ ÏÏÂÎ) ÔÂ˙ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ Ì‚„ ÏÎÏ ¯·ÚÓ ‚Â¯Á˙˘ ˙ÈÙÂËÂ‡
˙ÂÈÂÈÚ¯ ˙Â·Â‚˙ ‰ÈÙÏÎ ÂÁÒÈ Ì‰Â ‰Ï‡ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘· Â˜ÏÁ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ Ï˘
:‰‡ÏÓ ËÚÓÎ ‰ÓÎÒ‰ Ì‰ÈÈ· ‰¯¯˘ ˙Á‡ ˙Ú¯ÎÓ ‰È‚ÂÒ· ,˙‡Ê ÌÚ .˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó
Ï˘ Ô‡ÂÏÈÓ ˙Â·˜Ú· ,ÂÈÈ‰ ,Ì„‡‰ ˙ÏÂ‡‚ ˙‡ Ì‚ ‰È˙Â·˜Ú· ‡È·˙ ÌÚ‰ ˙ÏÂ‡‚
˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰ÂÂ˜˙‰ Ì‚ ‡ÏÓ˙˙ ,ÔÂÈˆ ˙·È˘Â ˙ÂÏ‚‰ ı˜ Ï˘ ,˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˙ÂÂ˜˙‰
‰„È˙Ú Í¯„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÙÂÒ· :Â¯Ó‡ ÂÏÈ‡Î .ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙È¯Á‡ ˙Â‡Â· ÈÙÏ ˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
ÌÏÂ‡ ,‰‡È¯·‰ Ï˘ ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ·ˆÓ‰ Ï‡ ¯ÂÊÁÏÂ ‰È˙Â·˜Ú ÏÚ ·Â˘Ï ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
.(ÈÙÂËÂ‡ ÈÁÂ¯ Ì‚„ ÈÙÏ Â‡ ‰Â˙‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÈÙÏ) ‰ÏÂÚÓ ˙ÈÁÂ¯ ‰Ó¯· ÌÚÙ‰ ˙‡Ê
„Á‡ ‰˙‡" :ÂÊ ÔÂ˘Ï· ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡ Ï‡ È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÂÙ ˙·˘ Ï˘ ‰ÁÓ ˙ÏÈÙ˙·
Ï‡‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÊÚÂ ‰Ï·˜‰ ¯ˆÂÈ ‡Â‰ ."ı¯‡· „Á‡ ÈÂ‚ Ï‡¯˘È ÍÓÚÎ ÈÓÂ ,„Á‡ ÍÓ˘Â
˙Â„Á‡ ˙Â˜„ ˙ÂÙÏÂÁ ‡Ï .È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯Ï ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ‰ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ÔÈ· ,ÂÓÚÏ
ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ÏÚ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ‰ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙‡ „ÈÓÚÓÂ Â·Ï ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰ ÂÏÈ‡Î ‡Â‰Â
„Á‡ '‰ ‰È‰È ‡Â‰‰ ÌÂÈ· ,ı¯‡‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ ÍÏÓÏ '‰ ‰È‰Â" :Â¯ÓÂ‡· ,ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
Û˜˙˘Ó‰ È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Á˙Ó‰ ˙‡ ‰ˆÓÓ ‰Ê ÛÂÏÈÁ .(Ê ,„È ‰È¯ÎÊ) 19"„Á‡ ÂÓ˘Â
ÔÈ· Ì‚ ,ÂÏ˘ ÂÈÈÚÏÂ ,ÈÙÂËÂ‡Ï È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÔÈ· ,‰ÂÂ‰Ï ¯·Ú ÔÈ· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ·
.‰ÏÂ‡‚Ï ˙È¯·
,˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ Â‡ ˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡ ˜¯ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ÂÏ·˜È ‡Â·Ï „È˙ÚÏ Ì‡‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ 18
.˙Â¯Â„‰ ˙ˆÂ¯Ó· ÌÈ˘¯ÙÂ ÌÈÓÎÁ ÔÈ· ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ· ‰ÈÂ˘ ‰˙ÈÈ‰
.¯"‡ – ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰ 19
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¯ÒÂÓÏ ‰¯Î‰ ÔÈ·
ÔÈ·Ï '‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú' ÔÈ· ıÈÓ‡ ¯˘˜ Â¯˘˜ Ï‡¯˘È ˙„ Ï˘ ÌÈÂÎÓ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
ÂÈÙÏÂ „Á‡ Ï‡ ,˙ÂÈ˘Â‡Â ÌÊÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ ÂÈ„ÁÈ ÂÎ¯Î Ì‰ 20.˙ÏÏÂÎ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰˙Á˘‰
ÔÓ Ì‚ ‰È·Â ‰ÈÓ ÂÓˆÚ ˜ÈÁ¯Ó ÔÂ˘‡¯Ï ¯Î˙Ó˘ ÈÓÂ ,(ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡) „Á‡ Ì„‡
ÂÓÚ ‡Â·Ï ,˙È˙„ ‰ÈˆÓÈËÈ‚Ï ÂÓÊ Ô· È¯ÎÂÏ ÒÁÈÈÏ ˘˜È·˘ È„Â‰È ,ÍÎÈÙÏ .È˘‰
ÌÈ·È˙ È˘Ó „Á‡· „ÂÚˆÏ È‡˘¯ ‰È‰ 21,˙ÈÏ·ÂÒ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ Á˙ÙÏ Â‡ È·ÂÈÁ Ú‚Ó·
‰È¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ÔÓ È¯ÎÂ‰ ˙‡ ÚÈ˜Ù‰Ï ,‰È‰ „Á‡ È¯˘Ù‡ ·È˙ .(Ì‰È˘· Â‡) ˙ÂÈÂÈÚ¯
ÔÈ· ,¯˜˘Ï ˙Ó‡ ÔÈ· ÌÈÈÈ·-È¯ÂÊ‡ Ï˘ ÌÓÂÈ˜· ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ,ÂÈÈ‰ ,'‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú' Ï˘
È¯˘Ù‡ ·È˙ .‰Ï‡Î ÌÈÓÂ„Ó„ È¯ÂÊ‡· ˙¯Á‡‰ ˙„‰ È· ˙‡ Ì˜ÓÏÂ ,ÏÂÏÈÁÏ ˘Â„È˜
˙‡ ˘ÈÁÎ‰Ï ,ÂÈÈ‰ ,˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰˙Á˘‰‰ ˙Ó˘‡Ó È¯ÎÂ‰ ˙‡ ¯‰ËÏ ,‰È‰ ¯Á‡
˙Ï‡˘Ï ¯˜˘‰Â ˙Ó‡‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ÔÈ· ,˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ‰ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ· ˙ÈÁ¯Î‰ ‰˜ÈÊ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜
‰È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰Â È˙¯Î‰‰ ‰„˘· ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰ÊÎ¯˙‰ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰ .Ú¯‰Â ·ÂË‰
.È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰„˘· ‰ÈÈ˘‰
?˙Â˘¯„‰ ˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÁ·‰‰ ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ „ˆÈÎÂ ÌÈÈÈ·‰ È¯ÂÊ‡ ÂËË¯Â˘ „ˆÈÎ
Ì‰ ¯˘‡Î ÔÎ˘ ÏÎ ,˙¯Á‡ ˙„· ·Â¯˜Ó ÔÂ·˙‰Ï ÌÈ‡ˆÂÈ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙„ È· ¯˘‡Î
ÈÙÏ ‰˙Â‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú Ì‰ 22˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ‰ÏÂÓ ÌÓˆÚ ¯È„‚‰Ï ÌÈ˘¯„
‰„ÈÓ ˙Ó‡· ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ,ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ú·ËÓ .˙È¯ÒÂÓ Â‡ ˙È˙¯Î‰ ,˙È˙Â˘È ‰„ÈÓ ˙Ó‡
.ËÂÙÈ˘‰Â ‰Î¯Ú‰‰ ÏÚ ,‰˜ÒÓ‰ ÏÚ Ì‚ ˙Ú¯ÎÓ ‰ÚÙ˘‰ ÚÈÙ˘˙ È‰˘ÏÎ
ÏÚ „Â‡Ó ‰˘˜˙ ,(˙È‚ÂÏÂËÂ‡) ˙È˙Â˘È‰ ,‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ˙Ó‡· ‰¯ÈÁ·‰
Í˙„Ï È˙„ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÈˆÏ ‰ÏÂÏÚ ‡È‰ .ÌÈÈ· ÈÓ‚„ Â‡ ˙ÂÁ·‰ Ï˘ ÔÁÂ˙ÈÙ
,¯Â‰ËÏ ‡ÓË ÔÈ· Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,Ú¯Ï ·ÂË ÔÈ· ,¯˜˘Ï ˙Ó‡ ÔÈ· ˜¯ ‡Ï ÔÈ· ÈÓÂ‰˙ ¯ÚÙÎ
ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÈ‡Â ÍÂÎÈ¯Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÈ‡ ÂÊÎ ˙ÈËÒÈÏ‡Â„ ÌÏÂÚ ˙ÂÓ˙· .ÈÂÓ„Ï È‰ÂÏ‡ ÔÈ·
Â‡ ˙ÈÏËÂË ‰ÈÈÁ„ ·ÈÈÁÓ ‡Â‰ ,¯Â˘È‚Ï Ô˙È ÂÈ‡Â È˙Â‰Ó ‡Â‰ ˜Á¯Ó‰ .ÔÂ˜È˙Ï
Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÚËÎ ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙¯ÈÈËˆÓ ‰¯Á˙Ó‰ ˙„‰ ¯˘‡Î ,‰Ê ·ˆÓ· .ÈÏËÂË ˜·‡Ó
ÔÈÚÓ ˙ÂÈÂ‡Ë·˙‰ .‰˙ÏÙÓ· ‡Ï‡ ‰˜˙ ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ,‰ÈÂÂ‰‰ ÌˆÚ· ‰ÚÈ‚ÙÎ ,˙ÂÂÈÚÎ
ÂÒÙ˙ Ì˜ÏÁ˘ ,‰Ï·˜‰ ÈÓÎÁ Ï˘ Ì‰È·˙Î· ¯˜ÈÚ· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ· ÂÚÈÙÂ‰ ‰Ï‡
ÊÈ¯Î‰Ï Â‡ˆÈ Ì‚ Ì˙ˆ˜Â ,ÈÒÈÙ‡ËÓ Ú¯ Ï˘ ÈËÓÈ‡ ÌÂÏÈ‚ ¯Â˙· ˙È¯ÎÂ‰ ˙„‰ ˙‡
Ï˘ ¯Á‡ ÛÚ ÏÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ,‰Ï·˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ,ÚÂ„ÈÎ 23.ÌÈÈËÒÈÓ ÌÈÏÎ· ‰ÓÁÏÓ ‰ÈÏÚ
,˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰˙Á˘‰· ¯˜ÈÚ· ‰ÊÎ¯˙‰ ˙ÂÓÂ„˜‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡· ÁÈË‰ ‡¯˜Ó‰˘ ‰Ó˘‡‰‰ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î
.˙ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÈÏÂÙ‰ ‰ÂÓ‡· ‡Ï
·Â¯‰ ˙ˆÂ·˜ ÌÏÂÚ Ï˘ Â‚‰Ó ÈÙÏ È¯‰˘ ,È˙ÈÈÚ· ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· '˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ' ÈÂËÈ·· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰
‰È‚ÂÒ· È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ,˙‡Ê ÌÚ .˙ËÏ˘ ËÂÚÈÓ ˙ˆÂ·˜ ‡Ï ,˙ÂÏ·ÂÒÏ ˙˘¯„˘ ‡È‰ ˙ËÏ˘‰
.˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈË˙ÂÙÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ÈÙÏ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ‰· ÂÊ
.‰ÏÚÓÏ È˙„ ‰· ˙ÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÊ˜‡‰ Â‡ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰ÈÁ·‰ ÔÓ ÏÈ„·‰Ï ˙‡ÊÂ
,(Í¯ÂÚ) È˜ˆÈ·¯ ¯ÊÚÈ·‡ ,"ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ· ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡Ï ÒÁÈ‰" ,˘ÈÓÏÁ ‰˘Ó
,Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ· ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È È¯˜ÁÓ) ‰ËÈÂÓ¯Ò ÍÂ¯·-ÛÒÂÈÏ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ ¯ÙÒ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÏ ÈÓÂ¯Ó
¯Â˘ÈÓ‰ Ï‡ Ì‚ ˙È˙Â˘È‰ ‰Á·‰‰ ‰Ë˘Ù˙‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .311–289 'ÓÚ ,Á"˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,(„È
˙ÂÈ¯·‰ ÔÈ· Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÓ‡Â ÌÈÎ˙ ÔÈ· ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙È˙Â‰Ó ÏÈ„·‰ Ï·Â˜Ó‰Â 'È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰'

20
21

22
23
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˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ‰Á˙ÈÙ Ì‚ ÍÎÏ ‰Ó‡˙‰·Â ÈÏ‡È¯ È˙Â˘È „ÓÚÓ Ú¯Ï ‰ÒÁÈÈ ,Ï‡¯˘È ˙Â¯ÙÒ
Ï‡Â È¯ÎÂ‰ Ï‡ ÒÁÈ· Ì‚ ÚÈÙÂ‰Ï ˙ÂÈÂ˘Ú ÂÏÏ‰˘ ‰ÓÈ˙ ÔÈ‡ ÍÎÈÙÏ .˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÂÓ„
¯˘Ù‡ ÔÎÏÂ ‰·È˜Ú ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰ËÈ˘ ‚Èˆ‰Ï Â˘˜È· ‡Ï ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ,Ô·ÂÓÎ .Â˙ÂÓ‡
24.‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï ÒÁÈ· ,¯˙ÂÈ ˙Â¯È‡Ó ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÙ Ì‚ Ì‰È·˙Î· ‡ÂˆÓÏ
ÈÈÚ· ¯ÈÈËˆÈ Í˙„Ï È˙„ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰˘ ¯˘Ù‡ ,˙¯Á‡ ‰„ÈÓ ˙Ó‡ ÈÙÏ ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ
‡Ï‡ ‰ÈÂÂ‰‰ ˙Ï‡˘· ‡ÂÙ‡ ÊÎ¯˙È ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ,(È‚ÂÏÂÓËÒÈÙ‡) È˙¯Î‰ Ï„·‰Î ¯˜ÈÚ·
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ Ì‚ ,Ô·ÂÓÎ .‰ÂÎ‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰Â ˙È˙ÈÓ‡‰ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ˙Ï‡˘·
˙ÂÓÈÚÏ „Â‚È· ÌÏÂ‡ .˙Ó‡‰ Ï˘ ·ÈÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ¯˜˘‰ Ì‚ :˙ÈÂ¯˜Ú ˙ÏÏÂ˘Â ˙ÈÓÂËÂÎÈ„
ÔÓÈÊ È˙¯Î‰‰ ¯Â¯È·‰ ,˙Â¯˘Ù ‡ÏÏ ÈÏËÂË ˙ÂÓÈÚ ‡Â‰˘ ,‰‡ÓÂËÏ ‰˘Â„˜ ÔÈ·
ÌÈ‚Â¯È„ Ï˘ Ì˙¯ÈˆÈ ˙‡ ¯˘ÙÈ‡Â ÌÈÎÂÂ˙Ó ÌÈÓ‚„ Ï˘ ÌÁÂ˙ÈÙ ˙‡ ˙Â¯Â„‰ ˙ˆÂ¯Ó·
Í‡ ‰ÈÂ˜Ï ÌÈ¯ÎÂ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÓ‡˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ :¯ÓÂ‡ ‰ÂÂ‰ .˙Â˜„ ˙ÂÁ·‰Â ÌÈÈÓÈÙ
˙È˙„‰ ÌÂ˘Ï˘ ¯˘Ù‡ ,˙·ÊÂÎ ‰È‡ Í‡ ˙È˜ÏÁ Ì˙ÚÈ„È˘ ¯˘Ù‡ .˙ÈÒ¯‰ ‰È‡
.‰ÈÂˆ¯ Ì˙ÂÂÎ Í‡ ‰ÓÂ‚Ù
˙Â·˜Ú· ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÂÁÓˆ Ô‰ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ· ·Â¯Ï ˙ÂÈÂˆÓ ‰Ï‡Î ˙ÂÁ·‰
,È˙Â·¯˙‰ ÌÓÏÂÚ· ‰¯È‰Ê ˙ÂÂ·˙‰ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ÌÚ Â¯˘˜˘ ¯ÁÒÓÂ ˙ÂÎ˘ ÈÒÁÈ
‰˙Â‡ Â·¯˜˘ ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏ‰Â ÌÈÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÌÈÁÂÒÈÏ Ì‚ ÂÎÊ ·˙Î‰ ÏÚ ÂÏÚ˘ ‰Ú˘Ó Í‡
'È˙„ ÌÊÈ·ÈÒÂÏ˜È‡' Ì˘· ‰ÎÓ ÂÓÊ-˙· ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰‚Ú‰˘ ‰Ó Ï‡ „Â‡Ó
˜¯ ‰˘È :¯ÂÓ‡Ï .(‰ÊÓ È˙„ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙÓÂ ‰ÊÓ È˙„ ÌÊÈ·ÈÒÂÏ˜ÒÎ‡Ó ÏÈ„·‰Ï)
ÂÊ ˙Ó‡ ‚È˘‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â˙„ Ï˘ Ì‰ÈÈÓ‡Ó Ì‚ Í‡ ,˙Á‡ ˙È˙ÈÓ‡ ˙„
˙‡ ‚ˆÈÈÏ ˙Â¯ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ‡˘ ,˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÏÒ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ ‰ÓÎ ÔÈÈˆ‡ .Ì‰Ï˘Ó ˙È˜ÏÁ Í¯„·
.ÂÈÈÚ· ÂÁ˙Ù˘ ÌÈÈ˜ÏÁ‰ ÌÈÁ˙Ù‰ ˙‡ ‡Ï‡ ÏÂÏÎÓ‰
˙‡ ÌÈÙ˙˘Ó Ì‰ÈÎ˘˘ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ÈÎ ,Â˜ÒÙ ˙Â¯ˆ‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡· ÌÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÓÎÁ
ÌÈ‡" ,Â„ÂÁÈÈ·Â Â˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· ÍÎ· ÌÈ¯ÙÂÎ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÂÒ¯Ù ÌÚ „Á‡‰ Ï‡‰
ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ Ì‰ ÔÎÏÂ ,"ı¯‡Â ÌÈÓ˘ ‰˘ÂÚ Ì˘Ï Ì˙Ú„ Ì‚Â ,‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú Ì˘ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÊÓ
Ï˘ ˙Ù¯ˆ· (Ì˙ Â·¯) ¯È‡Ó '¯· ·˜ÚÈ '¯ ·˙Î ÍÎ .('ÁÂ Ô·') ÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï‰ ¯Á‡‰ ˙‡

¯Â‡· ˙Â¯È‡Ó ‰Ï‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚ .ÌÈ·ÎÂÎ „·ÂÚ Â‡ È¯ÎÂ Ï˘ Â˘ÙÏ È„Â‰È Ï˘ Â˘Ù ÔÈ· ,ÔÓˆÚ
Ï˘ ÂÎ¯„ ÍÎ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÂÓÊ È· ÌÈÈÂ‚ ·¯˜· ‰Ï·˜‰ ‰ÎÂÊ ‰Ï ‰·¯‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂÙÂÙ‰ ˙‡ ÈÂ¯È‡
ÌÈÓÈÓ˙ ÌÈ„Â‰È Ï˘ Ì‰ÈÙÓ ÌÈÓÈÓ˙ ÌÈÈÂ‚ È„È· ËÏ˜ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î „ÁÂÈÓ· ,È·ÈË˜ÏÒ Ú„ÈÓ
.˙ÂÁÙ-ÌÈÓÈÓ˙Â
Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ ÌÈ‡Â˘ ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ‰ÏÚÓ‰ ,‡"Ú ÁÒ¯ ,˙ÂÓ˘ ,¯‰ÂÊ‰ ¯ÙÒ Ï˘ÓÏ Â‡¯ 24
.‡·‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ˜ÏÁ Ì‰Ï ˘È˘ ¯Ó‡ Ì‰ÈÏÚ) ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡ È„ÈÒÁ ˙‚¯„Ï ¯˘ÂÈ· Ì‰· ÌÈ‚‰ÂÂ
See: Ronald C. Kiener. .‡"Ú ‚È ,‡ ,˙È˘‡¯· ,¯‰ÂÊ‰ ¯ÙÒ :ÂÂ˘‰ .(30 ‰¯Ú‰ ,ÔÏ‰Ï Â‡¯
1989. ‘The Image of Islam in the Zohar’, The Age of the Zohar: Proceedings of the Third
International Conference on the History of Jewish Mysticism (Jerusalem Studies in Jewish
Thought, 8): 43–65
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‰‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÔÈÏÂÙ· (‡"Ó¯‰) ˘ÈÏ¯ÒÈ‡ ‰˘Ó '¯ ÂÓÓ ˙ÎÏ ˜ÈÁ¯‰Â 25.·"È‰ ‰‡Ó‰
Ì˙ÂÂÎ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÎÂ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏÂÏÈÓ‰ Ì˙¯‰ˆ‰ ÔÈ· „ÂÚ ÔÈÁ·‰Â ÛÈÒÂ‰ ¯˘‡ ,Ê"Ë‰
ÌÈÓ˘ ‰˘ÂÚÏ Ì˙ÂÂÎ ,[‰¯Ê ˙Â‰ÂÏ‡ Ì˘] ÌÈ¯ÈÎÊÓ„ ·‚ ÏÚ Û‡Â" :˙ÈÓÈÙ‰ ˙È˙„‰
‡Ï ¯˘‡Î ,Ê"È‰ ‰‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÊÎ˘‡· ÔÈ„ÓÚ ·˜ÚÈ '¯ ÂÓÓ ˙ÎÏ ˜ÈÁ¯‰Â 26."ı¯‡Â
Ì˙„ ˙‡ Ì‚ ·ÈÈÁÂ ÛÈÒÂ‰ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ Ì˙ÂÂÎ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÓÈËÈ‚Ï· ˜Ù˙Ò‰
,ÌÈÓ˘ Ì˘Ï [ÒÂÈÎ] ‰ÈÈÒÎ Ì‰ ÌÈÓÏÒÂÓÂ ÌÈ¯ˆÂ" :˙È˙„‰ Ì˙ÏÈ‰˜ ˙‡Â ˙È„ÒÂÓ‰
‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÚÙÂ˙ 27."Ì‰Ó ¯ˆ·È ‡Ï Ì¯Î˘Â ÌÈÓ˘ Ì˘Ï ÌÂˆ¯ ,ÌÈÈ˜˙‰Ï ‰ÙÂÒ˘
,ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ˙„‚ÂÓ‰ ˙È˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ‰˜ÈÒÙ‰ Ú˜¯ ÏÚ „ÁÂÈÓ· ˙ÂËÏÂ·
ÂÒÙ˙ È¯ˆÂ‰ ˘ÂÏÈ˘‰ ˙‡ Í‡ ÛÂ¯ˆ ÌÊÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓÎ ˙ÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙‡ Â‰ÈÊ˘
ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú È¯ÎÂ‰ ÌÚ ˙ÂÎ˘‰ ÈÒÁÈÂ ‰·Â¯˜‰ ˙Â¯ÎÈ‰‰ ,¯ÓÂ‡ ‰ÂÂ‰ 28.‰¯Ê ‰„Â·ÚÎ
ÌÈÈÈ· È‚˘ÂÓ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ Â‡È·È ‰Ï‡Â ,˙ÁÂ· ˙ÂÏÎ˙Ò‰Â ÈËÓ‚¯Ù Ò¯ËÈ‡ „ÈÏÂ‰Ï
.‰‡ÓÂËÏ ‰˘Â„˜ ÔÈ· ÔÎ˘ ÏÎ ,¯˜˘Ï ˙Ó‡ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÈ˜ÏÁ ˙ÂÁ·‰ Ï˘ ÔÁÂ˙ÈÙÏÂ
,„¯ÙÒ) Â·Ï‡ ÛÒÂÈ '¯ Ï˘ ˙ÊÚÂ‰ Â˙„ÓÚÏ „ÁÂÈÓ ÌÂ˜Ó ÒÁÈÈÏ ˘È ,‰Ê ¯˘˜‰·
È˙˘" ÏÚÂÙ· ÂÓÈÈ˜˙È ÈÎ ˙ÈË˙ÂÙÈ‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ‰˘È ,Â·Ï‡ È¯·„Ï .(Â"Ë‰ ‰‡Ó‰
‡È‰ ˙˜‰·ÂÓ‰ ‡Ó‚Â„‰ ,Ô·ÂÓÎ ."˙ÂÙÏÁ˙Ó ˙ÂÓÂ‡Ï ,„Á‡ ÔÓÊ· ,˙ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ˙Â¯Â˙
ÈÙÏÎ) ÁÂ È· ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ú·˘Â (Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ ÈÙÏÎ) ‰˘Ó ˙¯Â˙ Ï˘ ÈËÏÂÓÈÒ‰ Û˜Â˙‰
˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ ,‰‚¯„ ‰˙Â‡· ˙Â„ÓÂÚ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈÈ˙˘‰ ÌÓ‡ .(ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡
˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜-˙˙ Ô‰ ˙Á‡Î Ô‰È˙˘ ÌÏÂ‡ ,˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ‰˙¯·ÁÓ ‰‰Â·‚
ÌÈÈÚ· ˙Â˜ÏÂÁ Ì‰˘ ÌÚ ,‰˘Ó ˙¯Â˙Â Á È· ˙¯Â˙˘ ,‡ˆÓ˙ ‰ÊÏÂ" 29:È‰ÂÏ‡‰
30."[È‰ÂÏ‡‰] Ô˙Â‰ „ˆÓ ¯˘‡ ÌÈÏÏÂÎ‰ ÌÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÓÈÎÒÓ Ì‰ ‰‰ ,ÌÈÈË¯Ù
˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜‡ ˙„ Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚÓ È·‚Ï ÍÎÓ ˜ÈÒ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ‰˜ÒÓ ÂÊÈ‡ ¯È‰·‰ ‡Ï Â·Ï‡
‰‡¯ Í‡ .È˙„ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ· ‡ÂÙ‡ Ë˜ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ .'Á È· ˙¯Â˙' ˙‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙ ‰˙¯Â˙˘
.¯ÎÊ‰ È˙„‰ ÌÊÈ·ÈÒÂÏ˜È‡Ï ¯·ÚÓ Ï‡ ÛÒÂ „Úˆ „Úˆ˘

,Í·¯Â‡ ‡"‡ :Â‡¯ .·"Ú ‚Ò ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ;·"Ú · ˙Â¯ÂÎ· ,˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ ,(Ì˙ Â·¯) ¯È‡Ó '¯· ·˜ÚÈ '¯
.59 'ÓÚ ,Á"Î˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È :˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ ,˙ÂÙÒÂ˙‰ ÈÏÚ·
,Â‡„Ï Ï‡˜ÊÁÈ '¯ :ÂÂ˘‰ .Â˜ ÔÓÈÒ ,ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ ,ÍÂ¯Ú ÔÁÏ˘ ,(‡"Ó¯) ˘ÈÏ¯ÒÈ‡ ‰˘Ó '¯
.‰Ó„˜‰ ,‰„Â‰È· Ú„Â ˙"Â˘
.ÂÏ Ì„˜˘ ‰ÎÏ‰ ÌÎÁ ÏÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰‡¯‰ ÏÎÎ ,È¯ˆÂ‰ ÚÂ˘È Ï˘ ÂÁ·˘· ‚ÈÏÙ‰ Ì‚ ÔÈ„ÓÚ
.20–16 'ÓÚ ,(‡"Ò˘˙) 9 ,˙ÂÚ„ ,"·˜ÚÈÏ Â˘Ú Á‡" ,ÔÊÂ¯ „Â„ :Â‡¯ ÌÈ¯Á‡Â ‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ
,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙Â¯‚È‡ :ÍÂ˙· ,¯‚‰ ‰È„·ÂÚ '¯Ï ˙¯‚È‡ ,Ì"·Ó¯ :Â‡¯ ,ÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰ ÌÊÈ‡˙ÂÂÓ‰ ÏÚ
,Ï"‰ :Â‡¯ ,È¯ˆÂ‰ ˘ÂÏÈ˘‰ ÏÚ .ÁÏ¯ 'ÓÚ ,‡ ˜ÏÁ ,Ê"Ó˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È :˙ÂÈÏÚÓ ,˙ÏÈ˘ 'È '„‰Ó
·¯ :ÂÂ˘‰ . ,‡ ,ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ;‚ ,‡ ,‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú ,‰˘Ó‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ;„ ,Ë ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú ˙ÂÎÏ‰
.(ˆ 'ÓÚ ,Ï"˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È :‡¯ÂÒ ÔÂÎÓ ,ÁÙ‡˜ ÛÒÂÈ '„‰Ó) ‰ ,· ,˙ÂÚ„Â ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ,ÔÂ‡‚ ‰È„ÚÒ
.¯Ó‡ÓÏ ÁÙÒ‰ ,ÔÏ‰Ï Â‡¯Â

25
26
27
28

Novak, The Image of the Non-Jew in Judaism (above, no. 11), pp. 336–340 29
,‡ ,ÍÈ¯‡˙ ‡ÏÏ ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È :˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ˙Â¯·ÁÓ) ‰Î ˜¯Ù ,‡ ˜ÏÁ ,ÌÈ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ¯ÙÒ ,Â·Ï‡ ÛÒÂÈ 30
.(155 'ÓÚ
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,˙È˘ÈÏ˘ Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó Ì‚ ‰¯Ê‰ ˙„‰ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï ‰ÙÈ˘ ÈÓ ˘È ,ÛÂÒ·ÏÂ
‡Â‰ ‰˙Â‡ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙‚¯„ ÈÙÏ ˜¯ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚÓ ˙‡ Ú·˜È ‡Ï ‡Â‰ 31.˙È¯ÒÂÓ
ÂÊ ˙„˘ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ÌÈ˘ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì·ÈË ÈÙÏ (¯˜ÈÚ· Â‡) Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,‰È˙ÂÂÓ‡Ï ÒÁÈÈÓ
˙Ï‚Â„ ‡È‰ Â· Ï‡‰ ˙ÂÓ„ È‰Ó ‰Ï‡˘· ˜¯ ÔÈÈÚ˙È ‡Ï ‡Â‰ .‰È· ·¯˜· ˙ÁÙËÓ
‰¯·Á‰ ÈÙ Ì‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ˙·ˆÚÓ ‡È‰ Â˙Â‡ Ì„‡‰ ˙ÂÓ„ È‰Ó (¯˜ÈÚ· Â‡) Ì‚ ‡Ï‡
˙ÓÂÚÏ .˙ÎÏ ˙Â˜ÈÁ¯Ó ˙Â˜ÒÓÏ ÍÈÏÂ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ÂÊ Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜ .˙„ÒÈÈÓ ‡È‰ ‰˙Â‡
˙ÓÂÚÏÂ ,¯Á‡‰ Ï˘ ‰‡ÏÓ ‰ÏÈÏ˘Ï ‰ÎÈÏÂ‰˘ ˙Â˙„‰ ÔÈ· ˙È˙Â˘È‰ ‰Ï„·‰‰
˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰Î¯Ú‰‰ ,ÂÏ˘ ˙È˜ÏÁ ‰Ï·˜ ‰¯˘Ù‡˘ ˙È˙¯Î‰‰ ‰Ï„·‰‰
˙È˙„‰ Â˙ÂÓ‡˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ :¯ÂÓ‡Ï .˙ÏÂÊ‰ Ï˘ È·ÂÈÁ‰ ÂÎ¯Ú· ‰˜ÂÓÚ ‰‡„Â‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ
¯˘Ù‡ ;˙Â·ÈËÈÓÂ ˙Â·ÂË Ô‰ ÔÈÓ‡Ó‰ ÔÓ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ‰È˙Â˘È¯„ ÌÏÂ‡ ,‰ÈÂ‚˘
‰Â‚‰ ‰¯·Á ˙„ÒÈÈÓ ‡È‰ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ Í‡ ‰ÓÂ„Ó ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒ·˙Ó Â˙ÂÓ‡˘
.‰ÈÂ‡¯Â
,'˙ÂÓÂ‡· ÌÈ˜È„ˆ' Ï˘ ÌÂ„˜‰ È·¯‰ ÁÂÓ· ¯·Î ‰˜ÏÁ· ‰Ù˜˙˘‰ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙
32.(‡·‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ˜ÏÁ Ì‰Ï ˘È˘) 'ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡ È„ÈÒÁ' Ï˘ ÁÂÓ· ¯˙ÂÈ ¯ÁÂ‡ÓÂ
‰˙Â‡ ÏÈÁ‰˘ È˙ÎÏ‰Â È‚˘ÂÓ ÁÂÒÈÏ ‰ÚÈ‚‰ ‡È‰ ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ· ˜¯˘ ‰‡¯ ÌÏÂ‡
ÌÁÓ '¯ .˙Â˙„Â ˙ÂÓÂ‡ ÏÚ ,˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜ ÏÚ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈ„ÈÁÈ ÏÚ ˜¯ ‡Ï
ÈÎ¯„· ˙Â¯Â„‚‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡" Ï˘ ÏÏÂÎ ‚˘ÂÓ Á˙ÈÙ (‚"È‰ ‰‡Ó‰ ,Ò‡·Â¯Ù) È¯È‡Ó‰
È‚˘ÂÓ Ô‰Ï ˘È˘ ,ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓ ÌÈ¯„‚ ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÈÁ˘ ˙ÂÈ˘Â‡ ˙Â¯·Á Ï˘ ,ÂÈÈ‰ ,"˙Â˙„‰
‡ÏÂ ÂÏ·‚Â‰ ‡Ï˘ ,˙Â˙Á˘ÂÓ‰ ,˙ÂÓÂ„˜‰ ˙ÂÈÏÈÏ‡‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡Ï „Â‚È· ,‰¯È·ÚÂ ‡ËÁ
È˙Â·¯˙ ‰„˘ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ¯ˆÈ ‰Ê ‚˘ÂÓ 33.˙Â˙„‰ ÈËÙ˘ÓÂ È˜ÂÁ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÒÂ¯
ÈÙÏ ‡Ï‡ È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ÔÁÂ·‰ ÈÙÏ ‡Ï ÌÚÙ‰ ˙‡ÊÂ ,Ì‡ÏÒ‡ÏÂ ˙Â¯ˆÏ ,˙Â„‰ÈÏ Û˙Â˘Ó
34.˙ÂÈ¯·¯·Ï ‰ÈˆÊÈÏÈÂÂÈˆ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ÈÙÏ ,‰¯·Á‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰˙˜˙ Ï˘ ÔÁÂ·‰
ÏË·Ï Â‡· ‡Ï ÂÈÁÂÏ˘Â È¯ˆÂ‰" :‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· Ì‚ ˙ÎÏ ˜ÈÁ¯‰ Ï"‰ ÔÈ„ÓÚ ·˜ÚÈ '¯
¯ÈÒ‰Â [...] ‰‡Ï‰Â Ê‡ ÔÓ ˙„ Ì‰Ï „ÒÈÈÏ ‡· ˙ÂÓÂ‡Ï ˜¯ [...] Â"Á Ï‡¯˘ÈÓ ‰¯Â˙

„È˙Ú˘ ,"ÈÂ˘‡¯ ÈÂÙÈÓ È˙„È·‰ ÁÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙" ,ÔÈÈË˘ËÂ‚-Ô˘Â‚ ÔÂÏ‡ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó Â‡¯ 31
.Â"Ò˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,¯ÈÏ ÔÂ „ÒÂÓ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· ı·Â˜· ¯Â‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï
ÂÁÂ˙ÈÙ ˙‡ Ì‚ Â‡¯ .‡È ,Á ÌÈÎÏÓ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ,‰¯Â˙ ‰˘Ó ,Ì"·Ó¯ ;· ,‚È ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ,‡˙ÙÒÂ˙ 32
Ò ¯Ú˘ ,‡¯˜ÈÂ ,˜ÁˆÈ ˙„È˜Ú ¯ÙÒ· (Â"Ë‰ ‰‡Ó‰ ,„¯ÙÒ) ‰Ó‡¯Ú ˜ÁˆÈ '¯ Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚÓ‰
˙Ó‡· Ï‡¯˘È ‡¯˜ ÂÈ‡" :(·"Ú ÁÏ Û„ ,ÍÈ¯‡˙ ‡ÏÏ ,Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ :‡ÂˆÈÏ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ ÈÏÚÙÓ)
Ô· ‡Â‰˘ ÈÓ ÏÎÂ ...Ï‡¯˘È ‡Â‰ ˙Ó‡‰ Í¯„ ÏÚ ˜È„ˆ ÏÎ ÔÎ Ì‡Â ...˜È„ˆ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡ Ì‡ ÈÎ
."Ï‡¯˘È ¯· ‡Â‰ ‡·‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰
˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ‰ ˙ËÈ˘" ,Í·¯Â‡ ‡"‡ ;‡"Î˘˙ ˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÌÈÈÂ‚Ï ÌÈ„Â‰È ÔÈ· ,ıÎ ·˜ÚÈ 33
ÌÈ˜¯Ù ,(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) ÔÂÓÏ˘ ÛÒÂÈÂ Ò˜Ë‡ Ï‡ÂÓÚ ,"‰È˙ÂÏ·‚ÓÂ ‰¯Â˜Ó :È¯È‡Ó‰ ÌÁÓ È·¯ Ï˘
,Ì"˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ıÎ ·˜ÚÈÏ ÌÈ˘„˜ÂÓ ‰˘„Á‰ ˙Ú·Â ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙·
Gerald Bildstein. 1990. ‘Maimonides and Meiri on the Legitimization of ;‰Ó–„Ï 'ÓÚ
Non-Judaic Religion’, Leo Landman (ed.), Scholars and Scholarship: The Interaction
Between Judaism and Other Cultures. New York: Yeshiva University Press: 27–35

.103–80 'ÓÚ ,Ò"˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,‰ÓÎÁÏ ‰¯Â˙ ÔÈ· :Ò‚‡Ó ,ÏË¯·Ï‰ ‰˘Ó 34
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,‰„˘‰ ˙ÂÓ‰·Î ÂÈ‰È ‡Ï˘ ,[ÁÂ È·] ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ú·˘‰ Ô˙Â‡ ·ÈÈÁÂ Ì‰Ó ÔÈÏÈÒÙ‰
35!"‰˘Ó ˙¯Â˙Ó „‡Ó ¯˙ÂÈ Ì‰ÈÏÚ ¯ÈÓÁ‰ ‰Ê·Â ,˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˙Â„ÈÓ· Ì‰Ï ‰ÎÈÊÂ
ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈÁÈÏ˘Â ÚÂ˘È Ï˘ ˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ ‰¯Â˘·‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈ„ÓÚ Ï˘ Â˙Á·‰ ÌˆÚ
˘Â„ÈÁ‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .Ï‡¯˘È ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ‰˘„Á ‰È‡ ‰ÈÈÒÎ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˘ÓÓ‰ ‰È˙Â„ÏÂ˙
‰˙ÙÂ‰ ‰˙Ú È¯‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ¯‰ÂË ˙Ï‡˘· ÂÊ ‰Á·‰ ‰ÊÎ¯˙‰ ¯·Ú· Ì‡˘ ,ÍÎ· ¯ÎÈ
‡ˆÈ Ê"Ë‰ ‰‡Ó· „ÂÚ :‡Ó‚Â„Ï .ÌÈ˜Â˙Ó‰ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ‰Â ˙Â·ÂË‰ ˙Â„ÈÓ‰ ÈÙÏÎ ¯˜ÈÚ·
È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙Â¯ˆ‰ È„ÒÈÈÓ Ï˘ Ì„ÂÁÈÈ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï Ô‡¯Â„ ˜ÁˆÈ '¯
‰Ó ÏÎ· ‡ˆÓ ‡ÏÂ ,‰ÂÏ‡ ÂÓˆÚ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰ÓÂ„Ó‰ ÁÈ˘Ó‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ ‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÓ" –
,Â˘È ÂÈ‰Ï‡ Â¯Ó‡ ‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÓÂ [...] ‰ÂÏ‡ Â˙Â‡ Â‡¯˜È˘ [...] ÔÂÈÏ‚Â‡· Â·˙Î˘
˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Â ÔÈ„ÓÚ ·˜ÚÈ '¯ ‰˙Ú ‡· – 36"È˘Â‡‰ ÔÈÓ ¯Á·Ó Â˙ÂÈ‰ Â‰Â·˘Á Ï·‡
Ì‰Ï ‰ÎÈÊÂ" :˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰¯·Á‰ Ï˘ È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰Â˜È˙Ï Ì˙ÓÂ¯˙ ÈÙÏ ¯˜ÈÚ· Ì„ÂÁÈÈ
."˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˙Â„ÈÓ· [ÚÂ˘È]
ÂÈ‰˘ Ì‰ .ÌÈÓÏÒÂÓ·Â ÌÈ¯ˆÂ· ÂÊÎ¯˙‰ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„‰ ÏÎ ,ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ú·ËÓ
‰··Ò˘ ‡È‰ ˙È˙„‰ Ì˙Â·¯˙Â ,ÌÈÈÈ„Ó‰ ÌÈËÈÏ˘‰ ÂÈ‰˘ Ì‰ ,ÌÈÈ˘ÓÓ‰ ÌÈÎ˘‰
ÂÈÈÚ· Â¯ÈÈËˆ‰ Ì‚ Ì‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .(‰˜È˙Ú ˙Ú‰ ¯Á‡Ï) ¯·Ú ÏÎÓ È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡
,˙‡Ê ÌÚ .˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰ÈˆÊÈÏÈÂÂÈˆ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ '‰· ÌÈ‚Èˆ‰ ¯Â˙·
.¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈ˜ÂÁ¯ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· Ì‚ ˘Ó˘Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ˙Ó‡ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰ÓÚË‰
‡Ï‰ ,‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ È·ÈËÓÈËÏÂ‡‰ ·È¯È· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙Á‡ ‰‚È¯Á ‡Ó‚Â„ ‡È·‡
.‰ÓÂ„˜‰ ˙ÈÏÈÏ‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ‡Â‰
‰˙Á˘‰ ÌÚ ˙È‚Ù‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‡ ‰¯˘˜ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ,‰ÏÚÓÏ ¯ÂÓ‡Î
·¯‰ ÌÈÓÈÏ ,˜Â˜ ‰"È‡¯‰ ¯·Ò ÌÈ¯˘Ú‰ ‰‡Ó‰ ˙È˘‡¯· ,‰‰Â .˙ÏÏÂÎ ˙È˘Â‡
.˙Â˜„ ˙ÂÁ·‰ ÈÙ· ˙Ï„‰ ‰ÏÚ ‡Ï ‰Ê ÌÂÁ˙· Ì‚ ÈÎ ,Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡Ï È˘‡¯‰
,ÍÎÈÙÏÂ ,˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ Ì˙‚¯„· ‰ÊÓ ‰Ê ÂÏ„· ÌÈ˜È˙Ú‰ ÌÈÈ‚Ù‰ ÌÈÓÚ‰ Ì‚ ,ÂÈ¯·„Ï
‰ÓÁÏÓ Ì‰ÈÏÚ ÊÈ¯Î‰Ï Ï‡¯˘È ÈÎÏÓÏ ¯È˙‰Ï Â˘˜·˙ Ï‡¯˘È ÈÓÎÁ ¯˘‡Î
[È„·ÂÚ] Ï˘ ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ·ˆÓ ˙Â‡¯Ï ÔÈ„ ˙È·Ï ¯ÂÒÓ ¯·„‰ ‰È‰" – ('˙Â˘¯ ˙ÓÁÏÓ')
˙˜‰·ÂÓ ‡Ó‚Â„ È‰ÂÊ 37."ÌÈÂ˘ [ÌÈÈÏÈÏ‡‰] ÌÈÈÚ‰ ÏÎ ÂÈ‰ ‡ÏÂ ,‡È‰‰ ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú‰
ËÙ˘ ÂÈ‡ È·ÈËÓÈËÏÂ‡‰ ·È¯È‰ ÂÏÈÙ‡ :·ÂË‰ ˙Ï‡˘Ï ˙Ó‡‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ÔÈ· ‰„¯Ù‰Ï
‰ÏÈ‚ ˜Â˜ ·¯‰ ÌÓ‡Â .È¯ÒÂÓ‰ Ë·È‰‰ ÈÙÏ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ Ë·È‰‰ ÈÙÏ ˜¯
‰ÒÙ˙˘ ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ· ˙ÁÂÂ¯‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ .ÂÊ ‰˘È‚· ‰ÚÈ˙ÙÓ ˙ÂÈ·˜Ú
"ÍÙ‰‰ Ï‡ ÍÙ‰‰ ÔÓ" – ÈË˙ÈË‡ ¯·ÚÓÎ Ì˘‰ ˙„Â·ÚÏ ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·ÚÓ ¯·ÚÓ‰ ˙‡
˙Â„‰È‰ ÒÁÈ" ,˘Â·¯„Ù ÔÂÚÓ˘ :Â‡¯ .‰·¯Â ‡ËÂÊ ÌÏÂÚ ¯„Ò ÛÂÒ· ˙¯‚È‡ ,ÔÈ„ÓÚ ·˜ÚÈ '¯ 35
.76 'ÓÚ ,(‰"Î˘˙) ‡ ,ÔÂ¯ˆ· ,"˙Â¯ˆÏ
˜¯ÂÈ ÂÈ ,ÌÈÁÂÎÈÂ ¯ˆÂ‡ ,ÔÈÈË˘ÊÈÈ‡ „"È :ÍÂ˙· ,ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ˙ÓÈÏÎ ,(È„ÂÙ‡‰) Ô‡¯Â„ ˜ÁˆÈ '¯ 36
Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙Â¯‚‡ :ÍÂ˙· ,ÔÓÈ˙ ˙¯‚È‡ ,Ì"·Ó¯ :ÂÂ˘‰ .261 'ÓÚ ,(Ë"Î˘˙ Ï‡¯˘È .ˆ.„) Á"Ù¯˙
.¯Ó‡ÓÏ ÁÙÒ‰ ,ÔÏ‰Ï Â‡¯Â .‡Î˜ 'ÓÚ ,(28 ‰¯Ú‰ ,‰ÏÚÓÏ)
˜Â˜ ·¯‰ .˜ 'ÓÚ ,‡ ˜ÏÁ ,·"Î˘˙ ˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,‰"È‡¯ ˙Â¯‚‡ ,˜Â˜ ‰"È‡¯‰ 37
Ì„‡ ÔÈ· ÌÈÂ‚‰ ÌÈÒÂÓÈ· ÌÈ¯Â„‚ Ì‰˘ ÌÈÓÚ‰ ÏÎ˘ ,È¯È‡Ó‰ ˙Ú„Î ‡Â‰ ¯˜ÈÚ‰˘" ,Ò¯‚ Ì‚
.("·˘Â˙ ¯‚" Ï˘ „ÓÚÓ) È„Â‰È ¯Ë˘Ó Ï˘ ÂÓÚËÓ „ÁÂÈÓ È·ÂÈÁ ÒÁÈÏ ÌÈ‡ÎÊ "Â¯È·ÁÏ
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·Ï˘ ¯Á‡ ·Ï˘ Ï˘ ‰ÙÈˆ¯ ‰ÈÈÏÚÎ ,˙È˙‚¯„‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Î ˙‡Ê ¯‡˙ ˜Â˜ ·¯‰ –
ÌÊÈ‡È˙ÈÏÂÙ‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ÒÒÈ‰ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ :˙‡ÊÓ ‰¯È˙È .È˘Â‡‰ ˙ÂÓ„˜˙‰‰ ÌÏÂÒ·
,˙‡ÊÂ !È‡¯˜Ó‰ ÌÊÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï Í¯„-˙¯˘Î‰Â ‰Î‰ ¯Â˙· È‡¯˜Ó-Ì„˜‰
:Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ È¯ÒÂÓ‰ Â·ÂˆÈÚ ÌÂÁ˙· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ,ÈÂÙˆÎ
,ÏÚÂÙ· Â·¯˜· ‡ˆÓ· ‰È‰ ‡Ï ÈÓÈÙ È¯ÒÂÓ ÔÈÚ¯‚ ÌÂ˘Â È‡¯Ù Ì„‡‰ ‰È‰˘Î
ÈÈÓ Ô‰˘ ,[ÏÈÏ‡‰ ˙‡¯È] ˙Â‡¯È‰ ÔÂÓ‰ È"Ú Ú¯‰ Â¯ˆÈ ˙‡ ˘Â·ÎÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ‰È‰
˙‡ ˙Â‡¯È‰ ÂÏÚÙ ¯·Î ˙ˆ˜Ó· ¯˘‡ ¯Á‡ [ÌÏÂ‡] ...Ì‰ÈË¯ÙÏ ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú‰
˙ÂÈ˘Â‡‰ ÔÓ ˜ÏÁ ÚÈ‚‰ ¯·Î ÌÓ‡ ,Ì„Â˜‰ ÍÂÓ‰ ·ˆÓ‰ Â˙Â‡ ÈÙÏ Ô˙ÏÂÚÙ
‰ÏÂ„‚ ˙Á‡ ‰‡¯È· È„ .˙Â‡¯È ÔÂÓ‰Ï ¯·Î ÍÈ¯ˆ ÂÈ‡˘ ,‰Ê ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÚ˙‰Ï
ÈÁˆ ÏÎ˘ÂÓÏ ¯Ú˘ Á˙Ù˘ ÔÂÈÎÓÂ .„Á‡ '‰ ˙‡¯È ,ÏÎ ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰ ,‰¯È„‡Â
38.Ì¯„ÒÎ ÌÈÁÂ˙Ù Ì‰ ‰ÊÓ ‰ÏÚÓÏ˘ ÌÈ¯Ú˘‰ ÏÎ ¯·Î ,‰Ê ÌÈÓÏÂÚ ˜„ˆ·
Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰Â ˙Â¯ˆ‰ ˙‡ ÂÒÙ˙ ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ· ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ ÈÏÂ„‚ ,‰ÏÚÓÏ ¯ÂÓ‡Î
˜Â˜ ·¯‰ ‰˙Ú ‡· .˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ ‰ÏÂ‡‚‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï Ú˜¯˜‰ ˙‡ ˙Â¯È˘ÎÓ˘ ˙ÂÂÓ‡Î
˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï Ú˜¯˜‰ ˙‡ ¯·Ú· ‰¯È˘Î‰˘ ‰ÂÓ‡Î ‰ÓÂ„˜‰ ˙ÂÏÈÏ‡‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Â
¯Â˘ÈÓ· ¯˜ÈÚ· Ì¯·„ ˙‡ Â¯Ó‡˘ ,ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙È‡¯˜Ó‰
,Â˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó ÌÓ‡Â .È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ¯˜ÈÚ· Â¯·„ ˙‡ ¯Ó‡ ˜Â˜ ·¯‰ ,È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰
39.˙ÈÁÂ¯ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ÏÎ Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚÓ ˙‡ ÚÂ·˜Ï ˘È ‰ÈÙÏ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ˙Ó‡ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÂÊ
Ì˙ˆ˜ .‰ÏÚÓÏ È˙ÈÓ˘ ˙ÂÈ‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰ È˙˘Ï ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÓÎÁ ‡ÂÙ‡ Â˜˜Ê ÍÎ
˙Ó‡ ÔÈ· ÌÈÈÈ· ¯ÂÊ‡· ‰˙Â‡ ÂÓ˜ÈÓÂ Ì"ÂÎÚ ¯„‚Ó ˙È¯ÎÂ‰ ˙„‰ ˙‡ ÂÚÈ˜Ù‰
ÈÙÏ ‰˙Â‡ ÂÁ·Â ‰˙Á˘‰‰ ˙Ó˘‡Ó ˙È¯ÎÂ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‡ ÂÎÈÊ Ì˙ˆ˜Â ,¯˜˘Ï
ÌÈ„Â‰È :˙ÂÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ÏÚ ¯ÂÊÁÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ‰È‚ÂÒ‰ ÌÂÈÒ· ,˙‡Ê ÌÚ .Ú¯‰Â ·ÂË‰ ˙Ï‡˘
ËÈÏ˘‰ ÈÂ‚‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .˙Â·¯„Î ÌÈ˘˜ ÌÈ¯·„ ÌÈ¯ÎÂ‰ Ì‰ÈÎ˘ ÏÚ Â¯Ó‡ Ì‚
,„ÒÁÂ ‰·‰‡ ˙ÏÂËÎ Ì‰ÈÈÚ· ‰¯ÈÈËˆ‰ Â˙„ Ì‚Â ,‰ÚÓÂ Û„Â¯Î Ì‰ÈÈÚÏ ‰Ï‚˙‰
Ï˘ ˙È¯ËˆÂ˙‡ ‰„ÓÚÏ ÈÂËÈ· Ì‚ ÍÎ· ‰È‰ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· 40.˜„ˆÂ ËÙ˘Ó
˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ Ô‡Î ˘È‚„‰Ï È˙¯Á· ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈ·˙Î‰ ÏÏ˘ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÏÂ‡ .¯·Â„‰
ÔÂÈ„‰ ‰„˘· ˙È˜ÏÁ ÂÁ˙Ù˘ ,È˙‡‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ‰„˘· ‰ÁÂÂ¯Ï ÂÁ˙Ù˘ ˙ÂÈÂÈÚ‰
,˙Ó‡ .È‚ÂÏÂËÂ‡‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ‰„˘· ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ËÚÓÎ ÂÏÚ ¯˘‡Â ,È‚ÂÏÂÓËÒÈÙ‡‰
„ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,¯˜È‰ ¯„‡ ,Ï"‰ ;·Ó˜ ,Ì˘ :ÂÂ˘‰ .ÊÓ–ÂÓ ˜ÓÚ ,‡ ,‰"È‡¯ ˙Â¯‚‡ ,˜Â˜ 38
ÔÓÈÒ ,‡ ,Ë"˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È :¯„Â· ÒÂÙ„ ,ÌÈˆ·˜ ‰ÂÓ˘ ,Ï"‰ ;‡Ï–Ï 'ÓÚ ,Ê"Î˘˙ ˜Â˜ ·¯‰
.ËÚ ÔÓÈÒ ,· ;„˙
ÔÂ„È ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ· ÈËÓÈ‡‰ ˘‚„Ï ÈË„ˆÒ¯Ë‰ ˘‚„‰ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ Ì‚ 39
˙ÂÙ˜˘‰‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ ˙·ˆÚÓ˘ Ì„‡‰ ˙ÂÓ„Â ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰‡ˆÂ˙‰ ÈÙÏ ˜Â˜ ·¯‰ È„È ÏÚ
.Âˆ–‰ˆ ÌÈÓÈÒ ,‡ ,ÌÈˆ·˜ ‰ÂÓ˘ :Â‡¯ .˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰
See: Irving Greenberg. 1979. ‘New Revelations and New Patterns in the Relationship 40
of Judaism and Christianity’, Journal of Ecumenical Studies 16:265: “When Jesus’
Messianism led to hatred, exclusion, pogrom, it could only be judged false. If it now leads
to responsibility, mitgefuehl, sharing of risk and love, then its phenomenology becomes
radically different”
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¯˘Ù‡ ÌÏÂ‡ ,˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ,˙Â·Â¯˜‰ ˙Â˙„‰ Ï‡ Ô·Â¯· ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„
˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â˙„ Ï‡ ÂÓÊ-˙· ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ Ì‚ ˙ÂÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙ÂÈÁ‰ Ô‰Ó ¯ÂÊ‚Ï
.˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰È‡¯‰ ˜ÙÂ‡Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ˙Â˜ÂÁ¯ ÂÈ‰˘

ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙÏ ÌÂÈ˜-Â„ ÔÈ·
Â‡ˆÓ Ì‡ Ì‚ .¯Á‡Î ¯Á‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ ˙‡ ÂÁÈ‰ Ô‡Î ÂÂ„È˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙Â„Â˜ ÏÎ
,ÂÏ˘ ÂÊÏ ÈÏ˘ ·ÂË‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ· ,Â˙ÂÓ‡ ÔÎÂ˙Ï È˙ÂÓ‡ ÔÎÂ˙ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ ˙Â„Â˜
‰„ÂÁÈÈ ˙‡Â ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÈË¯‰È‡‰ ÌÈÏ„·‰‰ ˙‡ ÏË·Ï È„Î Ô‰· ÔÈ‡
È„Î Ì‰· ÔÈ‡ :ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÁÂÒÈ‰ ÈÙÏ Â‡ .˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ Ï˘
ÏÎÂ˙ Ì‡‰ :‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ‰˙Ú .ÈÈÒ· ‰˙¯Î˘ ˙È¯·‰ Ï˘ ‰Â¯˙È ˙‡ ÏË·Ï
Ì‡‰ ?˙È˙„‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÌÚ Ì‚ ·˘ÈÈ˙‰Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰
,ÈÏÂ‚Ò È·ÂÈÁ Í¯Ú ÂÏ ÒÁÈÈÏÂ ˙Â˙„‰ ÈÂ·È¯ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜ ÌˆÚ ˙‡ ‰Î¯·· Ì„˜Ï ˙Â‡È˙
˙ÂÈ˜ÏÁ ˙ÂÈÂÏ‚˙‰Ï ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÏ„·‰‰ ˙‡ ÒÁÈÈÏ ÔÈÎÒ˙ Ì‡‰ ,ÔÈÙÂÏÈÁÏ Â‡
?˙Á‡ ˙È‰ÂÏ‡ ˙Ó‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘
Ï‡ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰Èˆ˜Â„¯ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ·ÂÈÁ· ÍÎ ÏÚ ·È˘‰˘ ÈÓ ˘È
‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ „ÁÈÈÏ ÏÏÎ ˙¯ÓÈÈ˙Ó ‰È‡ ˙Â„‰È‰ ,Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ .‰ÎÏ‰‰Â ˜ÂÁ‰ ÌÏÂÚ
Ì‰ ,ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ÌÈÎ˙ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ .È¯ÒÂÓ‰ Â‡ ,È˙¯Î‰‰ ,È˙Â˘È‰ ÌÂÁ˙·
˙Ù˙Â˘Ó‰ ˙ÈÚ·Ë‰ ‰Â·˙‰ ÔÓ ‡Ï‡ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÚ·Â ÌÈ‡
ÌÂ˘ Ì‰· ˙Ú·ÂË ‰È‡ ˙È˙„‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ,ÍÎÈÙÏ .Ì„‡ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡· Ì„‡‰ ÏÎÏ
ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÈ‡ Ì‚ ÔÎÏÂ ,ÈÈÂ‚ "·ÂË" ÔÈ‡Â ˙È„Â‰È "˙Ó‡" ÔÈ‡ :‰Ï˘Ó ˙ÂÚ·ˆ‡ ˙ÚÈ·Ë
Ï‡¯˘È ˙„ .¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ÏÚ Â‡ ‰¯Î‰‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ÈÂ·È¯ ÏÚ ¯·„Ï
ÌÈ„Â‰È‰˘ ˙Â„ÁÂÈÓ ˙Â‚‰‰·Â ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡· ,ÌÈ˜ÂÁÂ ˙ÂÂˆÓ· ˜¯ ˙„ÁÈÈ˙Ó
.Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ˜¯Â ,Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ‰˙Ù˘ ÈÈÒ· ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ ˙Â·˜Ú· ÌÓÈÈ˜Ï ÂÂËˆ
˙„ ‰È‡ ‡È‰ ,‰Ï‚ ˜ÂÁ ‡È‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ,Á"È‰ ‰‡Ó· ÔÂÒÏ„Ó ‰˘Ó „ÓÈÏ˘ ÈÙÎ
˙ÚÂ˘È Ï‡ ‰Ï˘Ó ˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù Í¯„ ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ‡È‰ .Ï·Â˜Ó‰ È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ Ô·ÂÓ· ˙ÈÏ‚
ÌÈÓÂÊÓ Ï·˙ È·˘ÂÈ ÏÎ" :‰„ÈÁÈ‰ Í¯„‰ ÂÊ ÔÈ‡ ÌÏÂ‡ ,È˘Â‡‰ ¯˘Â‡‰Â ˘Ù‰
Ì‡" :ÔÎ ÏÚ ¯˙È !"ÂÓˆÚ È˘Â‡‰ ÔÈÓÎ Ì‰ ÌÈˆÂÙ ÍÎÏ ÌÈÚˆÓ‡‰Â ,¯˘Â‡Ï
‰˙ÈÎÂ˙ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÂÂ‚‰ ÈÂ·È¯ ÈÎ ÏÈÏÚ· ‰‡¯ [...] ÌÈÂÂÎ˙Ó Ì˙‡ ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯ÈÏ
‰Ù˜˘‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï Í¯„‰ ‰ÏÏÒ ÍÎ· ÈÎ ,ÂÈÏ‡Ó ¯Â¯· 41."‰Á‚˘‰‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÈÏÎ˙Â
„Ú ÂÊ Í¯„· „Úˆ ÂÓˆÚ ÔÂÒÏ„Ó Ì‡‰ ÈÈÈÚ· ˜ÙÒ ÌÓ‡) 42˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ˙È˙„
N. Nozick. :ÂÂ˘‰ .142 'ÓÚ ,(ÍÈ¯‡˙ ‡ÏÏ) Ô‚ ˙Ó¯ :‰„ÒÓ ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÔÂÒÏ„Ó ‰˘Ó
1974. Anarchy, State and Utopia. New York: Basic Books: 310; K. Ward. ‘Truth and the
Diversity of Religions. Religious Studies 26, pp. 1–18
Lawrence Kaplan, ‘Maimonides and Mendelssohn on the Origins of Idolatry, the Election
of Israel, and the Oral law. A. I. Ivry and E. R. Wolfson (eds.), Perspectives on
Jewish Thought and Mysticism, Amsterdam 1998, pp. 423–455; Raphael Jospe, ‘Moses
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˙‡ ÌÏ˘Ï Â˙Â‡ÈÈ ‡Ï ÂÓÊ È· ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÔÓ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÏÂ‡ 43.(‰ÓÂ˙
Ï˘ ÂÓÂÁ˙ Ï‡ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ·Á¯Ó‰ ˙‡ ÌˆÓˆÏ ,ÂÈÈ‰ ,ÍÎ· ÍÂ¯Î‰ ¯ÈÁÓ‰
È„Â‰È ÔÎÂ˙ ÏÎÓ È˘Â‡‰ ÌÂÈ˜‰ È„ÓÓ ·Â¯ ˙‡ ÍÎ· Ô˜Â¯ÏÂ Â„·Ï È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ˜ÂÁ‰
.È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù
˘‡¯Ó ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÈÏ·Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÙÈ˜Ó ‰È¯Ï˜ÙÒ‡· ‰Ï‡˘‰ Ï‡ ˙ÂÙÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÏÂ‡
ÏÎ :‰‡·‰ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ÍÈÏÂ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ÂÊÎ ˙ÂÏÎ˙Ò‰ .˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â‰Ó Ï˘ ÂÊÎ ‰Ï·‚‰Ï
¯Â˘ÈÓ· ¯·Â„Ó „ÂÚ ÏÎ ,‰ÏÏÎ· ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙· Â‡ '˙„‰' ‚˘ÂÓ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ Â‡ „ÂÚ
,È˙„ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ¯˘Ù‡Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ,Ë˘ÙÂÓ‰ ÈÂÈÚ¯‰
44.ÌÈ¯ÎÈ ÌÈÈ˘˜ ¯¯ÂÚÓ ¯·„‰ ˙ÂÈ˘ÓÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â˙„· ¯·Â„Ó ¯˘‡Î ÌÏÂ‡
ËÚÓÎ È˙„‰ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ‰ ,˙ÈË˙ÂÙÈ‰ ,˙ÈË¯Â‡˙ ˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó ,„Á‡ „ˆÓ
ÈÙÏ :Í˘Ù ‰ÓÓ .˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ˙Â˘È‚ ÈÙÏ ¯·˙ÒÓ ‡Â‰ .ÂÈÏ‡Ó ˘˜·˙Ó
‰¯ÂÊÙ ˙È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙Ó‡‰ È¯‰ ,(ÔÈÓÏÚ ÏÎ ˙‡ÏÓÓ‰) ˙Â‰ÂÏ‡ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÓÈ‡ ‰ÒÈÙ˙
‰ÂÏÈÎÈ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÁÂ¯ ‡ÏÂ „ÈÁÈ‰ ÁÂ¯ ‡Ï ÔÎÏÂ ,‰¯Î‰‰ È·Á¯·Â ‰ÈÂÂ‰‰ È·Á¯·
ıÂˆÈ ˘È ÏÎ· ,ÌÏÂÚ·˘ ÌÈÈÂÓ‡‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ÈÎÂ˙Â ˙ÂÚ„‰ ÔÂÓ‰ ÏÎ"· :‰‡ÂÏÓ·
ÏÎ‰ Ì„ÂÒÈ· Ï·‡ ...Ï‡Ó˘Ï ‰ÊÂ ÔÈÓÈÏ ‰Ê Ì‰ ÌÈÎÏ‰˙Ó ÌÏÂÎ ÌÈÙÚ‰ ÏÎÂ" ,"¯Â‡
¯˘· È· ÏÎÂ È„˘ ˙ÂÎÏÓ· ÌÏÂÚ Ô˜˙Ï ,˙ÂÏÚ˙‰Ï „È˙Ú ÏÎ‰Â ,„Á‡ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ ‰ÏÂÚ
ÏÚ Â‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÊÙ‰ ˙Â¯Â‡‰ ÔÓ ˜ÏÁ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏ ÏÎÂ ÌÂÏÎ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ 45."ÍÓ˘· Â‡¯˜È
‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÓ Ì‚ ‰ÏÂÚ ‰ÓˆÚ ‰˜ÒÓ ‰˙Â‡ Í‡ ?ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÌÈÙÚ‰ ÔÓ ˙ˆ˜
˜¯ ,ÌÏÂÚÏ ¯·ÚÓ ‡Â‰˘ ,ÂÓˆÚ Ï‡‰ ˜¯ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ È¯‰ :˙ÈË„ˆÒ¯Ë‰ ˙È˙„‰
,˙È‡¯˜‡ ,˙È˜ÏÁ ‡È‰ ,˙¯Á‡ ‰ÈÂÂ‰ ÏÎ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,ËÏÁÂÓÂ ÈÙÂÒ-ÔÈ‡ ,ÌÏ˘Â „Á‡ ‡Â‰
˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰ ˙È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ‰ˆÓ˙˙ „ˆÈÎ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ .‰˙ÈÈ¯· Ú·ËÓ ˙ÈÒÁÈÂ ˙ÈÙÂÒ
‰„Ú ‰Ê „ˆÈÎ 46.˙Ï·‚ÂÓ ˙È˙„ ˙ÂÒ˙‰·Â ˙¯„‚ÂÓ ˙È˘Â‡ ‰ÏÈ‰˜· ,˙Á‡ ˙¯ÂÒÓ·
Mendelssohn: A Medieval Modernist’, Resianne Smidt van Gelder-Fontaine and Irene
Zwiep (eds.), Sepharad in Ashkenaz, Amsterdam (forthcoming)

.135 'ÓÚ ,‰"Ò˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È :¯Ê˘ ÔÓÏÊ ÊÎ¯Ó ,ÔÂÒÏ„Ó ‰˘Ó ,¯ÈÈÙ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ 43
'ÓÚ ,(‰"˘˙) „Ó ,ÔÂÈÚ ,"ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Â ˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ :˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰" ,‡È‚˘ È·‡ 44
,Ï"‰ ;194–190 'ÓÚ ,1996 ·È·‡ Ï˙ :„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ ,ÂÏ‡Â ÂÏ‡ ,Ï"‰ ;200–194
,(Ê"˘˙) ‰Ó ,ÔÂÈÚ ,"È˙„ ÔÈ· ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ Ï˘ ÂÒÂÒÈ·Â ÌÂÈ Ï˘ ‰ÓÏÈ„‰ ,È˙„‰ ÌÊÈ·ÈÒÂÏÒ˜‡‰"
Avishai Margalit. 2002. ‘The Ring: On Religious Pluralism’, David Shatz .442–419 'ÓÚ
(ed.), Philosophy and Faith, New York: McGraw-Hill: 515–521; Alvin Platinga. 1995.
‘A Defense of Religious Exclusivism’, T. D. Senor (ed.), The Rationality of Belief and
the Plurality of Faith. Cornell: Cornell University Press

ÌÊÈÏÂÈˆ¯ ÔÈ· :˜Â˜ ·¯‰ ,ÌÂÏ˘ ˘È‡ ÔÈÓÈ· ;ÁÒ ,‡ ,(38 ‰¯Ú‰ ,‰ÏÚÓÏ) ÌÈˆ·˜ ‰ÂÓ˘ ,˜Â˜ 45
˙ÏÏÂÎ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ ,ÔÈÓ‡‰ ˜Â˜ ·¯‰ ÌÓ‡ .155 'ÓÚ ,1990 „·ÂÚ ÌÚ :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,‰˜ÈËÒÈÓÏ
‡˜ÂÂ„ Â‡Ï ,˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰‡È„È‡Ï ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ Í‡ .ÌÈÙÚ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡Â ˙Â¯Â‡‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ‰ÎÂ˙·
.‡˙ÎÓÒ‡ Í¯ÂˆÏ ‡ÏÂ ‰˘ÁÓ‰ Ì˘Ï ÂÈ¯·„Ï È˙˜˜Ê ,ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎÓ .˙ÈÏ‡È¯‰ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„‰ÈÏ
John Hick. 1982. God Has Many Names. Philadelphia: Westminster Press; Idem. 1985. 46
Problems of Religious Pluralism. New York: St. Martin; Idem. 1989. An Interpretation
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?"ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡ Ì˘· ˘È‡"

‡˘È˙Â ÌÏ˘‰ È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ¯ÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È„ÚÏ· ˙ÎÂÂ˙ÓÏ ‰È‰˙ ‰„ÈÁÈÂ ˙Á‡ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
˙ÂÂÎÓ ˙Á‡Î ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰‰ È˙˘ ,ÔÎ ÈÎ ‰‰ ?˙ÂÈÁÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÂÏÎÓ ˙‡ ‰ÓÚ
ÌÈËÂ ÂÓÊ È· ÌÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙ˆ˜ ÈÎ ,‡ÂÙ‡ ,‡ÏÙ ÔÈ‡ .ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ÔÂÂÈÎÏ
47.˙È˙„‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï
ÌÈÈ˘˜‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏÚ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ ‡È‰ .ÂÊ ˙ÈËÒÈÂÓ¯‰ ‰ÂÓ˙· ˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ÌÏÂ‡
ÂÏÈ‡ ,˙Ó‡ .˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â˙„· ˙ÈË¯˜Â˜‰ ˙ÂÏÎ˙Ò‰‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÁÓÂˆ‰ ÌÈÈ˘ÓÓ‰
˘‚ÙÓ ˙Â„Â˜ ‡ÏÏ ,‰Ï˘Ó Ï„· ‰„˘· ˙Á‡ ÏÎ ˙ÂÏ‰˙Ó ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â˙„ ÂÈ‰
‰‡Ó ÂÁ¯ÙÈ" .Ú‚Ù ‡ÏÏ ˙È„„‰ ˙ÂÓÏ˘ Ô‰ÈÈ· ˙Â¯ˆÂÈ ÂÈ‰ Ô‰ ,ÍÂÎÈÁ ˙Â„Â˜ ‡ÏÏÂ
˙ÂÈÏ¯ËÈÈ ÔÈ‡ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â˙„ .˙ÈÏÎ˙· ‰Â˘ ‡È‰ ˙È˘ÓÓ‰ ‰ÂÓ˙‰ ÌÏÂ‡ ."ÌÈÁ¯Ù
,ÂÊÏ ÂÊ ˙Â„‚Â Ô‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ,ÂÊ· ÂÊ ˙ÂÚ‚Â Ô‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .‰˙ÂÚ¯Ï ˙Á‡ ˙Â˘È„‡ ÔÈ‡Â
·Á¯Ó Â˙Â‡ ÏÚÂ È·ÈËÈ‚Â˜ ‰„˘ Â˙Â‡ ÏÚ ˙Â¯Á˙Ó Ì‚ Ô‰ ÌÈËÚÓ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯˜Ó·Â
‰Î¯·· Ì„˜È È˙¯ÂÒÓ (ÈÓÏÒÂÓ Â‡) È„Â‰È˘ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÂÏÎ :‡Ó‚Â„Ï .È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
ÌÂÏÎ 48?Ì„‡ ˙ÂÓ„· ˙Â‰ÂÏ‡‰ Ï˘ ‰Èˆ¯˜È‡· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ ÌˆÚ ˙‡
˙ÂÂÈÏÚ· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÌˆÚÏ ÈÏÂ‚Ò È·ÂÈÁ Í¯Ú ˜ÈÚÈ (È¯ˆÂ Â‡) È„Â‰È˘ ¯Ú˘Ï ¯È·Ò
,‰·¯„‡ .ÍÎÏ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ÔÈ‡ ?Ï‡¯˘È È· È„È· ‰¯Â˙‰ ÛÂÈÊ·Â Ô‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ ˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰
‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯Á˙Ó ˙ÂÂÓ‡ Ì‡ (‰ËÚÓ‰ ÔÂ˘Ï·) ¯·„ ¯ÒÁ˙ ‡Ï ˙Â˘Â‡‰ ,Ì„È„ È·‚Ï
˙„Â˜Ó˘ È‡„Â Í‡ ,Ô„ˆ· ˙ÂÈÁÏ ˘È ÈÏÂ‡ ,ÔÓÚ ÌÈÏ˘‰Ï ˘È ÈÏÂ‡ .ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÓ ÂÙÏÁÈ
„ÂÚ .Ì„‡‰ ÁÂ¯ ˙‡ ˙Â¯È˘ÚÓ ÔÈ‡Â ˙È·ÂÈÁ ‰ÓÂ¯˙ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó ÔÈ‡ Ô‰ Ì˙Â‡¯
˙È˙„ ‰„Â·Ú ÛÈ„Ú˙ (˙ÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰ Â‡) ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰˘ ,˙ÂÙˆÏ ‰˘˜ ‰ÊÓ ¯˙ÂÈ
ÈÙ ÏÚ Â‡ ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ‰˜È˙˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ (·¯ÚÓ· Â‡ Á¯ÊÓ·) ÌÈÏÈÒÙ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·
‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÎ¯‰ ÌÈÈÏÂ˘· Ô‡Î ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈ‡ È¯‰˘ .˙ÈËÒÂ‚-‡ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰
,ÔÎ ÏÚ ¯˘‡ .˙È˙„‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰-˙ÂÓ˙ ÌˆÚ· ,ÌÈÈÂ¯˜Ú ÌÈ˘¯Â˘Â ÌÈ·ÈˆÈ ÌÈ„˜ÂÓ·
Ô‰ÈÙÏÎ ˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ‰„ÓÚ Ï‡ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â˙„ ÌÚ „ÁÈ-ÌÂÈ˜ Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚÓ ¯·ÚÓ‰
.˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙Â˙„ Ï˘ Ô·Ï· ‰˜ÂÓÚ ‰¯ÂÓ˙ ÏÏÂÁÏ ·ÈÈÁÈ
ÏÎ· Â‡¯È Ô‰ .‰ÊÎ ¯ÈÁÓ ÌÏ˘Ï ˙Â¯ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ‡ Á¯ÊÓ‰ ˙Â˙„Ó ¯ÎÈ ˜ÏÁ˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ
Â˘¯„ÈÈ ‡Ï ÔÎÏÂ ,˙ÈÙÂÒ ÔÈ‡ ,˙Á‡ ‰¯ËÓ ˙‡¯˜Ï ˙ÂÈÙÂÒ ÌÈÎ¯„ ˙ÂÂ˙‰ ˙Â˙„‰
of Religion. New Haven: Yale University Press; L. S. Rouner (ed.), 1983. Religious
Pluralism, Notre Dame
A. J. Heschel. 1997. ‘No Religion is an Island’, in Susanna Heschel (ed.). 1997. Moral
Grandeur and Spiritual Audacity. New York: Noonday Press: 244–245; David Hartman.
1990. Conflicting Visions: Spiritual Possibilities of Modern Israel. New York: Schocken:
‰Â¯Á‡Ï .247–248; Idem. 1999. A Heart of Many Rooms. Vermont: Woodstock: 153–160

47

ÌˆÁÏ· ‰ÓÓ ˙‚ÒÏ ıÏ‡ Í‡ ,‰ÓÂ„ ‰„ÓÚ ‰ÈËÈ¯· Ï˘ (ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰) È˘‡¯‰ ·¯‰ Ë˜
Jonathan Sacks. 2002. The Dignity of :˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ Â˙Ò¯‚· Â¯ÙÒ Â‡¯ .ÌÈÈ„¯Á ÌÈ‚ÂÁ Ï˘
Difference: How to Avoid the Clash of Civilizations. London & New York: Continuum;
Cf. Marc B. Shapiro. 2003. ‘Of Books and Bans’. Edah Journal, 3.2, no pagination
W. Z. Wurzburger. (no date) “Justification and Limitations of Interfaith Dialogue”, Judaism
and the Interfaith Movement, Synagogue Council of America: New York: 10
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ÔÈÈ„Ú Ô‰Ï˘ ÔË·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó Ì‚ Í‡ .˙Â¯Á‡‰ ˙Â˙„‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÒÈÒ· ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ÏÂÏ˘Ï
ÔÏÂÎ Ì‡‰ ,„Á‡ Ï„Â‚ ¯„ÒÓ Ô‰ ˙Â˙„‰ ÏÎ Ì‡‰ :‰‡·‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ‰ÈÚ· „ÂÓÚ˙
ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ÏÎ˘ ˙Á‡ ‰ÏÚ ˙„ ˙ÓÈÈ˜ ‡Ó˘ Â‡ ,ÂÊ ˙‡ ÂÊ ˙ÂÓÈÏ˘ÓÂ ÂÊ „ˆ· ÂÊ ˙Â„ÓÂÚ
Ì‡Â ?‰ÂÈÏÚ ˙Â„Á‡· ÔÏÂÎ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ¯˘‡ ‡È‰Â ‰ÈÏ‡ ˙ÂÎÈÏÂÓ ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ÏÎÂ
ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘Ï ˙Â·Â˘˙‰ ÔÈÈÓ˘ ,„Â‡Ó ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ?˙ÂÓ„‡ ÈÏÚ ‰È‚Èˆ Ì‰ ÈÓ ,˙ÓÈÈ˜ ‡È‰
.˙Â˙„‰ Ï˘ ÔÈÈÓÎ ˜ÂÈ„· ‰È‰È
˘˜·Ï ÂÏ Ï‡ .‰Ê ‡˘Â· Ï·Â˜Ó‰ ÁÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˘Ï ˘È ,È˙·‰ ÈÙÏ ,ÍÎÈÙÏ
:‰È‡ ‰ÈÈ¯ÂÙ‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ .„Á‡ ÏÂÏÎÓÎ ˙¯Á‡‰ ˙„‰ Ï‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ˙Á‡ ˙„ Ô·Ó
:‡È‰ ‰ÈÈ¯ÂÙ‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ."?˙¯Á‡‰ ˙„Ï È·ÂÈÁ ÈÏÂ‚Ò Í¯Ú ÒÁÈÈÏ ˙Â‡È˙ Ì‡‰"
,‰ÈˆÓÈËÈ‚Ï ˜ÈÚ˙ ÌÈË·È‰ ÂÏÈ‡Ï ,˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ· ÒÁÈÈ˙˙ ÂÊ ˙„ Ï˘ ÌÈË·È‰ ÂÏÈ‡Ï"
˙‡ ‰Î¯·· Ì„˜‡˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ :‡Ó‚Â„Ï ."?È·ÂÈÁ ÈÏÂ‚Ò Í¯Ú ÒÁÈÈ˙ ÌÈË·È‰ ÂÏÈ‡ÏÂ
ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .ÂÏ˘ È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ Í¯ÚÓ‰ ˙‡ ÔÎ ‡Ï Í‡ ˙ÏÂÊ‰ ·Ï· ˙ÓÚÙÓ‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰
‰È¯Ë˜Â„Ó ‡Ï Í‡ ‰¯Ê‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ˙Á‡ ‰È¯Ë˜Â„Ó ÏÈÎ˘‰ÏÂ „ÂÓÏÏ ÏÎÂ‡˘
‰Ï‚‡ Í‡ È‰˘ÏÎ ‰ÂÓ‡Ó ¯Ê‚‰ È¯ÒÂÓ‰ „ÓÚÓÏ Í¯Ú ÒÁÈÈ‡˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .‰Ï˘ ˙¯Á‡
˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ :¯ÂÓ‡Ï .‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÌˆÚ ÈÙÏÎ ˙Â˘È„‡
.'ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ' Â‡ '˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ' ,'‰ÓÏ˘‰' ,'‰ÈÈÁ„' :˙È„ÓÓ „Á ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ‰ÈÓÊÓ ‰È‡
ÌÈÁ˙Ù ˘‡¯Ó ˙Ó˙ÂÒ „ÒÁÏ Â‡ Ë·˘Ï ÏÏÂÎ‰ ‰È„ ˙‡ ıÂ¯ÁÏ ÂÊÎ ‰˘È¯„
,˙Ú„Ï ÂÁÎÂ˘ ÈÙÎ .˙Â¯Á‡ Ë·Ó ˙Â„Â˜ ÈÙÏ Á˙ÙÈ‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÂÈ‰˘ ÌÈÈ¯˘Ù‡
ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .˙¯Á‡‰ ˙„‰ È·‚Ï ˙ÂÈ¯ÂÙ ˙ÂÁ·‰ ÂÈÁ·‰ ¯·Î ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ ÈÓÎÁÓ ˙ˆ˜
·ˆÓ· È¯‰˘ .È¯„ÂÓ‰ ·ˆÓ· ¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ ˙Â˘˜·˙Ó ‰Ï‡Î ˙Â˘„Á ˙ÂÁ·‰˘ ,„Â‡Ó
˙ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÂÊ ,‰¯Á˙Ó ˙ÈÁÂ¯ ‰ÈˆÙÂ‡ ÈÙÏÎ ·È‚‰Ï ˙Â˘¯„ ˙Á‡Î ˙Â˙„‰ ÏÎ ,‰Ê
˙È„„‰ ‰¯Î‰Ï ˙ÂÙ˘Á Ì‚ ˙Á‡Î ˙Â˙„‰ ÏÎ ,ÍÎÏ ÏÈ·˜Ó·Â 49,˙ÈËÒÈ‡˙‡‰ Â‡
˙Â˜ÂÁ¯ ÔÈÈ„Ú ÂÈ‰ ¯·ÎÓ ‡Ï˘ ‰Ï‡ Ì‚ ,‰˙ÂÚ¯· ˙Á‡ ˙ÈÓÈËÈ‡ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰ÏÂ
.¯Ê ÔÈÚÓ ˙Â¯˙ÒÂ
·ÈÈÁÓ È˙„ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙÏ ˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ Â‡ „ÁÈ-ÌÂÈ˜ Ï˘ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ó ¯·ÚÓ‰ ,ÛÂÒ·ÏÂ
˙¯Á‡‰ ˙„‰ È‰ÈÓ ,·Â˘ Í‡ .˙¯Á‡‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ ÌˆÚ ˙‡ ‰Î¯·· Ì„˜Ï
Ì‡‰ ?˙ÂÓ„‡ ÈÏÚ Ì„‡ È· ÌÚÙ È‡ ÂÈÓ‡‰ ‰· ‰ÂÓ‡ ÏÎÏ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ Ì‡‰ ?‰Â„‰
˜¯ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ‡Ó˘ Â‡ ?'˙Ú„‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏ·˜˙Ó' ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ˙ˆÂ·˜Ï ˜¯ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰
˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ ?˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ÁÏˆ‰Ï ÂÎÊÂ ÌÈÂÓ‰ Ô‰È¯Á‡ ÂÙÁÒ˘ ˙Â˙„Ï
Â‡ ˙ÈËÒÂ‚-‡‰ ‰ÈˆÙÂ‡‰ ÏÚ ‡‰È ‰ÓÂ .‰Ï˘Ó ÌÈÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÌÈÈ˘˜ ˙¯¯ÂÚÓ ÂÏÏ‰
‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈ˘˜ Ì‚ ?˙ÂÈÁÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÂÏÎÓ· ‰˜ÏÁ Ú¯‚ÈÈ ÚÂ„Ó ?˙ÈËÒÈ‡˙‡‰
,'ÁÂ È· ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ú·˘'· ÏÙÂ˜Ó‰ ÈËÒÈÏÓÈÈÓ‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯· ÍÂÓ˙Ï ‡ÂÙ‡ ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú
Â˙ÓÂ¯˙ ˙Ï‡˘· Á¯Î‰· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ‡Ï Í‡ ˙ÏÂÊ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ‚‰· ˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ÂÈÙÏ
.˙Â¯„‚ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ·ÂÈÁ ˙ÂÂÓ‡· ˜ÈÊÁ‰Ï ÂÓÓ ÚÂ·˙Ï ‡ÏÂ ˙È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙Ó‡Ï ˙ÈÏÂ‚Ò‰

E. B. Borowitz. (no date) “On Theological Dialogue with Christians”, Judaism and the
Interfaity Movement, Synagogue Council of America: New York
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‰ÓÈ˙Á
ÔÙ‰ ‰‡¯‰ ÏÎÎ Â‰Ê ,„Á‡ „ˆÓ .˙ÈË¯Ù‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ· ˜ÂÒÚÏ È˙ËÚÈÓ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó·
¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÂ·Á‰Â È˘È‡‰ ÔÙ‰ Ì‚ Â‰Ê ,È˘ „ˆÓ Í‡ .‰ÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
˘È 50."‰ÂÓ‡ ˙ÏÈ‰˜ ‰˙Â‡Ï Á‡ ‡Ï ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,˙‡Ê ÔÈ·È ‡Ï ¯Ê" ,ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ Ï˘
ÔÂÂÈÎ· È˙„Úˆ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· .¯˘Ù‡‰ ÔÓ ÂÈ‡ È˙„ ÔÈ· ‚ÂÏ‡È„ ÈÎ ÍÎÓ ˜ÈÒ‰˘ ÈÓ
È˙ÈÒÈ Ì‚ „·· „· Í‡ ,‰Î¯Ú‰Â ‰ÁÈ˘ Í¯ÂˆÏ ˙Â¯Á‡ ‰„ÈÓ ˙ÂÓ‡ È˙Úˆ‰ :¯Á‡
.Ô‰È˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ÌÂÁ˙Ï
ÈÁÂ¯ ˘‚ÙÓ È¯Á‡ ˘ÙÁÏ ÌÂÈÎ ÌÈËÂ ÌÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ .È˙Á˙Ù Â· ÌÂ˜Ó· ÌÈÈÒ‡
Ï˘ ¯ˆÂÈ‰ ÂÁÂÎ· Ì‚ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó Ì‰Ó ÌÈ·¯ .˜ÂÁ¯‰ Á¯ÊÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÒÈÓ‰ ˙Â˙„‰ ÌÚ
,ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .˙ÈÁ¯ÊÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÁÂ¯‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÏÂÚÏ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ï·˜‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ· ¯Â·ÈÁ‰
˙Â¯Â„ Í¯Â‡Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ„· ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙ ÔÈ· ‰¯ÂÙ ˘‚ÙÓ Ï˘ ÂÙÈÒ ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ Â‡˘ ,‡ÂÙ‡
ÌÈ·ÂÓ È˘· ˙‡Ê ‚ÈÈÒÏ ˘È ,˙‡Ê ÌÚ 51.È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ú‚Ó Ô‰ÈÈ· ÂÏ‰È ‡Ï ÌÈÎÂ¯‡
ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÈ˜‰˘ ‡Â‰ ‰Ï·˜‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÏÂÚ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ,‰ÏÚÓÏ ¯ÂÓ‡Î :˙È˘‡¯ .ÌÈ·Â˘Á
„Â‚È· .ÌÈÓÚ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡Ï Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ·Â ÌÈÓÚÏ Ï‡¯˘È ÔÈ· ‰Â·‚ È‚ÂÏÂËÂ‡ ıÈÁ
‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙Â¯Â„‰ ˙ˆÂ¯Ó· ÂÁ˙Ù ıÂÁ ÈÙÏÎ ÌÈÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ÌÈÁ˙Ù‰ ,˙È¯ÏÂÙÂÙ‰ ‰Ú„Ï
˙ÂÁ·‰ ÂÁ˙ÈÙ˘ Ì‰Â ÌÈÈÈ· ÈÓ‚„ Â¯ˆÈ˘ Ì‰ :ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÂ ‰ÎÏ‰ È˘‡ È„È ÏÚ
‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï ÂË ‰Ï·˜‰ ÈÓÎÁ˘ „ÂÚ· ,‰‡ÓÂËÏ ‰˘Â„˜ ÔÈ· ,¯˜˘Ï ˙Ó‡ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ
‚È˘‰Ï È„Î .ÔÈÓ‡ÓÎ ÔÈ·Â Ì„‡Î ÔÈ· ,˙Ï‡Â‚‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰Ï ıÂÁÓ Ï‡ È¯ÎÂ‰ ˙‡
.‰Ï·˜‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÁ˙· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙ÈÂÈÚ¯ ‰¯ÂÓ˙ ‡ÂÙ‡ ˙˘¯„ ÔÎ ÈÁÂ¯ ˘‚ÙÓ
˙Ú·Â˙Â ˙È˘Â‡ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ‰ÈÓÊÓ˘ ˙È˙¯·Á ˙„ ,‰ÎÏ‰ ˙„ ‡È‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰ ,˙È˘
Â¯È˙‰ ‡Ï ÌÈÈ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ‰ÈÓ¯Ê ÌÏÂ‡ ,˜‰·ÂÓ ÈËÒÈÓ ÔÙ Ô·ÂÓÎ ‰Ï ˘È .ÌÏÂÚ ÔÂ˜È˙
‰ÒÈÒ˙‰Â ˙ÈÁÂ¯‰ ‰ÓˆÂÚ‰ Ï˘ Ô˙·˘‰· ˜¯ ˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ˙‡ ˘‚Ù˘ Ì„‡Ï
ÈÙÏÎ Ì‚ ÂÈÙ ˙‡ ÔÂÂÎÏ ÂÓÓ ÂÚ·˙ Ì‰ .ÔÂÈÏÚ‰ È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï‡ ‰¯ÊÁ ˙ÈÁÂ¯‰
˙ÈÁ¯ÊÓ ‰˜ÈËÒÈÓÏ ˙È„Â‰È ‰˜ÈËÒÈÓ ÔÈ· ˘„Á‰ ˘‚ÙÓÏ ÂÏ Ï‡ .ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï‡ ,ıÂÁ
.‰ÏÂÚÙÏ ˙ÂÈÁÂ¯ ÔÈ· ,‰¯·ÁÏ „ÈÁÈ ÔÈ· ‰Ê È˙¯ÂÒÓ ÔÂÊÈ‡ ¯Ú¯ÚÏ

Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÁ·‰ :ÁÙÒ
ÍÂ˙· ˙ÂÈÓÈÙ ˙ÂÁ·‰ ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ıÓ‡Ó‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ È˙˘‚„‰ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó·
‰Ï‡Î ˙ÂÁ·‰· ˙ÂÓÂÏ‚‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙‡ „ÂÚ ÌÈ‚„‰Ï È„Î .‰¯Ê‰ ˙„‰
Ï˘ Â˙¯ÈˆÈ· È„Ù˜‰ ÔÂÈÚ‰ .ÌÈÓÎÁÏ ˘‡¯ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ·˙Î Ï‡ ˙ÂÙÏ ÈÂ‡¯
˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜ Ï˘ ‰¯Â˘ ÂÈÙ· Û˘ÂÁ ,˙Á‡Î ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÂ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰
Ï˘ ËÂÙÈ˘‰Â ‰Î¯Ú‰‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ ¯·ÁÓ‰ ˙‡ Â˘ÓÈ˘˘ ˙ÂÏ„· ‰„ÈÓ-˙ÂÓ‡Â ˙ÂÂ˘
J. B. Soloveitchik. 1996. ‘Confrontation’, in A Treasury of Tradition, New York: Hebrew
Publishing Company: 73
R. Kamenetz. 1994. The Jew in the Lotus, San Francisco: Harper
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Ï˘ ˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ ‰˙Ò¯‚ ÔÈ· ˙Â¯Â¯· ÏÈ„·‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,ÔÏ‰Ï Ë¯Ù‡˘ ÈÙÎ .¯Á‡‰
ÔÈ·Ï ÂÊ ˙„ Ï˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÈ· ;ÌÈ¯ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ‰ÈÏÂ‚Ï‚ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙„
‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÔÎÂ˙ ÔÈ·Ï È‰˘ÏÎ ‰ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë‰ ¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ· ;ÌÈÈÂÓ‰‰ ‰ÈÈÂËÈ·
˙Ú·ÂË ‰¯Ê‰ ˙„‰˘ Ì˙ÂÁ‰ ÔÈ· ÏÈ„·‰ Ì‚ Ì"·Ó¯‰ .‰· ‰Ï‚˙Ó‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰Â
ÂÓÎ ,È‚ÂÏÂËÎÒ‡‰ „È˙Ú· ‰Ï ‰ÈÂÙˆ˘ ‰ÚÙ˘‰‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜‡‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰·
‰È˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙Â„‰È‰Â ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÏÚ ÂÊ ˙„ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ‰È˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ÔÈ· Ì‚
ÔÂÈ„ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï ˘È„˜‰ ‡Ï Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,˙Ó‡ .‰ÏÏÎ· ˙Â˘Â‡‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
ÌÈ„¯Ù ÌÈ·˙Î· ˙Â¯ÂÊÙ Ô‰Â ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰· ÂÁÒ˙‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÁ·‰ .È˙ËÈ˘Â ÊÎÂ¯Ó
.˙Á‡ ‰ÙÈÙÎ· Ô˙Â‡ ¯Â˜ÒÏÂ ÂÈ„ÁÈ ÔË˜ÏÏ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰Ò‡ .ÂËÚ È¯ÙÓ
ÔÁÏÂÙ‰ È¯ÂÁ‡Ó ˙„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÈ· ÏÈ„·‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,˙È˘‡¯
ÒÁÈ· ¯·Î ˙ÒÙÂ˙ ÂÊ ‰Á·‰ .ÔÁÏÂÙ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈË˘Ù‰ ˙ÈÂÓ‰‰ ‰·‰‰ ÔÈ·Ï È˙„‰
¯ÂÙÎÏ ÏÏÎ ‰¯Ó‡ ‡Ï ˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙ÈÏÈÏ‡‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ,ÂÈ¯·„Ï .‰ÓÂ„˜‰ ˙ÂÏÈÏ‡Ï
¯˘˜˙‰ÏÂ Â„·ÂÚÏ ‰˘˜È· ˜¯ ‡È‰ .‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰·ÈÒ‰ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‰ ,Ï‡‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ·
.ÌÈÈÓ˘‰ ÈÓ¯‚ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· ,ÌÈÎÂÂ˙Ó ÌÈÓˆÚ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÈÏ‡
ÏÈÏÎ ‰ÏËÈ· ‰Â¯Á‡‰ ÂÊ :‰È¯Á‡ ‰‡·˘ ˙ÈÂÓ‰‰ ˙ÈÏÈÏ‡‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ÔÎ ‡Ï Í‡
„Ú ‰¯„¯„È‰Â ˙¯Á‡ ˙ÈÓ˘‚-ÏÚ ˙Â˘È ÏÎ Ï˘ ‰˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ˙‡Â Ï‡‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ˙‡
Ï˘ È˙‚¯„‰ È‚ÂÏÂÂ¯Î ÍÈÏ‰˙ ¯Â˙· ˙‡Ê ¯‡˙Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰˘ ˘È .¯ÂÓ‚ ÌÊÈÏ‡È¯ËÓ
ÔÂˆ¯ ‚È˘‰Ï È„Î ...˙ÂÏÎÈ‰ ÌÈ·ÎÂÎÏ ˙Â·Ï ÂÏÈÁ˙‰" ,‰Â˘‡¯· :˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ÏÈÙ
Ì˘ ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ Ô‰˘ ‡Ï ,‰¯˜ÈÚ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ‰ ‰È„·ÂÚ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ÂÈ‰ ÍÎÂ ...‡¯Â·‰
ÈÙÓ ‡¯Â‰Â „·Î‰ Ì˘‰ ÁÎ˙˘ ÌÈÓÈ‰ ÂÎ¯‡˘ ÔÂÈÎ [Í‡] ...‰Ê ·ÎÂÎ ‡Ï‡ ‰ÂÏ‡
ÍÈÏ‰˙Î ˙‡Ê ¯ÈÈˆÓ ÂÈ‡ Ì"·Ó¯‰˘ ˘È ÌÏÂ‡ 52."Â‰Â¯ÈÎ‰ ‡ÏÂ ,Ì˙Ú„ÓÂ ÌÂ˜È‰ ÏÎ
˙„Â·Ú Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â‚¯„ ÔÈ· ˙ÈËÏÂÓÈÒ ÌÈÈ˜˙Ó˘ ÚÂ·˜ ¯ÚÙÎ ‡Ï‡ È‚ÂÏÂÂ¯Î
Ì˘ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙Ú„ ÏÚ ‰„·ÚÈ ‡Ï [‰˙ÈÓ‡Ï] ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú „·ÂÚ˘ ÈÓ ÏÎ˘" :ÌÈ·ÎÂÎ
‡Â‰˘ ¯·„Ï ÔÂÈÓ„ ‡È‰˘ „ˆ ÏÚ ‰Â„·ÚÈ ÌÓ‡ Ï·‡ ...‰È„ÚÏ· ‰ÂÏ‡ Ì˘ ÔÈ‡˘
‰ÏÚ˙È Â˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ¯„Ú‰Ï ‡È·Ó ‰Ê ‰È‰È [˙‡Ê ÌÚ] ...‰ÂÏ‡‰ ÔÈ·Â ÌÈ· ÈÚˆÓ‡
‡ÏÂ Ì‰ÈÈÚ ‡Ï ,˙Â„Â·Ú‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ‡Ï‡ ÔÂÓ‰‰ ‚È˘È ‡Ï ÈÎ ,ÔÂÓ‰‰ ˙Ó‡‰Ó
53."Ì‰· „·Ú‰ ˙˙ÈÓ‡
ÈÏÈÏ‡‰ ÔÁÏÂÙ‰ ÏÚ ‰Ï‡ ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ ¯Ó‡ Ì"·Ó¯‰˘ ˙Â¯ÓÏ :˘È‚„‰Ï ˘È
˜¯ ˙ÊÎ¯˙Ó‰ ,˙ÈÂÓ‰‰ ˙ÈÂÈÓ„‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ï„·‰‰ ÌˆÚ È¯‰ ,ÌÂ„˜‰
Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÎÓ˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ,"˙Â„Â·Ú‰ ‰˘ÚÓ"·
ÔÁÏÂÙÏ ˜¯Â Í‡ ˜¯ ÂÈ¯·„· ‰Ï·‚Â‰ ‡Ï ,ÌÈÈ˙„‰ È˘ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ "Ì˙˙ÈÓ‡Â Ì‰ÈÈÚ"

.·–‡ ,‡ Ì"ÂÎÚ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ,Ì"·Ó¯ 52
ÏÚ Ï‡·¯·‡Â ·ÂË Ì˘ ,È„ÂÙ‡ ,ÈÙÒÎ Ï˘ Ì‰È˘Â¯ÈÙ Â‡¯Â .ÂÏ ,‡ ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ,Ì"·Ó¯ 53
,‰"Î˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÁÙ‡˜ 'È '„‰Ó) Ê ,„ ,‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú ,‰˘Ó‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ;·Ò ,‡ "ÂÓ :ÂÂ˘‰ .¯˙‡
˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÏÚ :Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ‡Ú·ˆÂ Ô¯Á Ï˘ ÌÈ‡Ú·ˆ" ,‰ÊÓÂ¯ËÒ ‰¯˘ :Â‡¯ .(Ë–ÁÏ¯ 'ÓÚ
M. Tardieu, ‘Sabiens Qoranic ;295–277 'ÓÚ ,(Ë"˘˙) ·Î ,˙ÂÂÙÒ ,"Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÈÙÏ ˙„‰
est Sabiens de Harran’, Journal Asiatique, 274 (1986), pp. 1–44
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ÏÏÂÎ ,˙Â¯ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â˙„‰ Ï˘ ÔÁÏÂÙ· Ì‚ ÔÈ¯˘ÈÓ· ‰Ú‚ ‡È‰ .ÌÂ„˜‰
54.‰ÓˆÚ Ï‡¯˘È ˙„ Ï˘ ‰Ê
Ï˘ È¯Â˜Ó‰ „ÒÈÈÓ‰ Ï˘ Â˙¯Â˘· ÔÈ· ·ËÈ‰ ÔÈÁ·‰Ï „ÈÙ˜‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,˙È˘
¯˘‡· Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÎ .ÌÈ¯ÁÂ‡Ó ˙Â¯Â„· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÈÎ¯„ ÔÈ·Ï ˙„‰
‡Ï Í‡ Ï‡‰ ÁÈÏ˘Â ‡È· ÂÓˆÚ ‰‡¯ È¯ˆÂ‰ ÁÈ˘Ó‰ ,ÂÈ¯·„Ï .˙Â¯ˆ‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙Ï
‰˘„Á ‰¯Â˙ „ÒÈÈÏ Â˙Ú„· ‰ÏÚ‰ ‡Ï Ì‚ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ Ô· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÏÎ ¯ÓÈÈ˙‰
‰Ó˜ ˙Â¯Â„‰ ˙ˆÂ¯Ó· ˜¯ .‰˘Ó ˙¯Â˙ Ï˘ ÈË˙Â‡ Ô˘¯Ù ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Â·Ï· ‰ÓÈ„ ‡Ï‡
È·Ó ‰¯Â˙ ‰‡ˆÈ ÏÂ„‚ ÔÓÊ· ÂÈ¯Á‡Â" :Â˙¯Â˘·· ‰ÓˆÚ ‰˙Ï˙Â ˙È¯ˆÂ‰ ‰ÈÈÒÎ‰
55."‰˙Â‡ ÏÁÈÈÓ ‰È‰ ¯˘‡ Â˙ÂÂÎ ‡È‰ ‰˙È‰ ‡ÏÂ ,ÂÈÏ‡ ‰ÂÒÁÈÈÂ [ÌÈÈÓÂ¯‰] Â˘Ú
˙Â‡Ò¯‚· ‰ÚÈÙÂ‰Â ‰¯ÊÁ ˙Â¯ˆ‰ ÔÈ·Ï È¯ˆÂ‰ ÔÈ· ÂÊ ‰Á·‰ ,˙Ú„Ï ÂÁÎÂ˘ ÈÙÎ
Ë˜ Ì"·Ó¯‰˘ ,‰¯·ÒÏ ÌÈÈÏ‚¯ ˘È .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÓÎÁ Ï˘ Ì‰È·˙Î· Ì‚ ˙ÂÂ˘
ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ˘˜È· Ô‡Î Ì‚ .Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰‰ È·‚Ï ,‰ÎÂÙ‰ Í‡ ,‰ÏÈ·˜Ó ‰„ÓÚ
˙È˙„‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Â ˙ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ‰ ‰¯Â˘·‰ ÔÈ·Ï Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰ ‡È· Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ÔÈ·
Ï˘ ‰˙·ÂËÏ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ‰˙Ë ÌÈÈÊ‡Ó‰ ÛÎ ,‰Ê ‰¯˜Ó· ÌÏÂ‡ .˙Â¯Â„Ï ÂÓÓ Â‡ˆÈ˘
56.„ÒÈÈÓ‰ ‡È·‰ Ï˘ Â˙·ÂÁÏÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙ÒÒ·˙Ó ÂÈÏÚ˘ ¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ· ·ËÈ‰ ÔÈÁ·‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,˙È˘ÈÏ˘
‰‡¯ È‡Â·‰ ¯Â˜Ó‰ :Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰ È·‚Ï Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÎ .˙È˙„‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰Â ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÔÎÂ˙
È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÔÎ ‡Ï ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë‰ ¯Â˜Ó‰ Ì‚ ‡ÏÈÓÓÂ ,·ÊÂÎ ÂÈÈÚ·
ÂÏ‡" :‰ÙÂ¯ˆ ˙ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÂÈÈÚ· Â‡¯ ÌÈÂ¯Á‡‰ ‰Ï‡ :˙È˙„‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰Â
ÔÈ„ÁÈÓÂ ,Ô·ÏÓÂ Ô‰ÈÙÓ ‰˙¯Î ¯·ÎÂ ,ÏÏÎ ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú È„·ÂÚ ÌÈ‡ ÌÈÏ‡ÚÓ˘È‰
Ì¯˙˘ ‰ÓÂ„Ó È‡Â· ¯Â˜Ó ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰Ê ‰È‰ 57."ÈÙÂ„ Â· ÔÈ‡˘ ÈÂ‡¯Î „ÂÁÈ Ï‡Ï
.˙Â¯ˆÏ ÒÁÈ· ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÎÂÙÈ‰Â .˙È˙ÈÓ‡ ˙È˙„ ‰ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ‰˙ˆÙ‰Ï ˙Ú¯ÎÓ ‰ÓÂ¯˙
˘ÂÏÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓ‡· ‡ˆÓ Ì"·Ó¯‰ :ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ÂÈÈÚ· ‰ÏÒÙ ‡È‰ ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ‰ÈÁ·Ó
˙¯Â˙ Ï‡ ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë‰ ÒÁÈ‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ÌÏÂ‡ .„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡Ï ‰¯È˙ÒÂ ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú
‰˜ÒÓ ˙‡ÊÓ ˜ÈÒ‰Ï ÒÒÈ‰ ‡Ï Ì‚Â ,ÌÈÈ·ÂÈÁ ,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÙ ˙Â¯ˆ· ‰ÏÈ‚ ‡Â‰ ‰˘Ó
ÂÈÓ‡È Ì‰" ÔÎ˘ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ·˙Î ,"ÌÈ¯ˆÂÏ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ „ÓÏÏ ¯˙ÂÓ" :˙È¯Â˜Ó ˙È˙ÎÏ‰
."Ì‰· Â¯ÊÁÈ˘ ¯˘Ù‡ ÔÂÎ‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ÌÂÚÈ„ÂÈ Ì‡Â ...ÂÈÚ· ‰Ê ‡Â‰˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÁÒÂ·
ÏÚ :ÍÂ˙· ,"ÂÈ˙Â¯Â„·Â ÂÈ˙Â¯Â„· ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ :ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ Ï˘ Â˙¯Â˙ È¯˙Ò" ,È˜ˆÈ·¯ '‡
.181–142 'ÓÚ ,‡"˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È :¯˙Î ,ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ˙Ú„
.‡Î˜ 'ÓÚ ,‡ ˜ÏÁ ,(28 ‰¯Ú‰ ,‰ÏÚÓÏ) Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙Â¯‚È‡ :ÍÂ˙· ,ÔÓÈ˙ ˙¯‚È‡
ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÈÈÚÓ ˙È‡ÓˆÚ ‰ÁÂÏ˘ .Ò˜ ,‡Î˜ 'ÓÚ ,ÔÓÈ˙ ˙¯‚È‡ ;(ÛÂÒ) ‡Ó ,· "ÂÓ Â‡¯
,ÔÓˆÏÂ‰ ˙È˙È‚ :Â‡¯ .(„"È‰ ‰‡Ó‰ ,Ò‡·Â¯Ù) ÈÂ·¯ ‰˘Ó '¯ È¯·„· ‰Ï‚˙Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘
.299–277 'ÓÚ ,(Â"˘˙) ‰Ò ,ıÈ·¯˙ ,"Ì‡ÏÒ‡Ï ˙Â„‰È‰ ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ÏÚ ÈÂ·¯ ‰˘Ó '¯"
¯ÙÒ ,ÈÂÓÈÈÓ Ì‰¯·‡ :ÂÂ˘‰ .ÁÏ¯ 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙Â¯‚È‡ :ÍÂ˙· ,¯‚‰ ‰È„·ÂÚ '¯Ï ˙¯‚È‡
˙¯‚È‡· ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈÚË˜ ÈÙÏ .158 'ÓÚ ,Ë"Ó˘˙ Ô‚ ˙Ó¯ ,‰„ ' ˙¯Â„‰Ó ,Ì˘‰ È„·ÂÚÏ ˜ÈÙÒÓ‰
ÔÈ‡˘ ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ È¯·„ ÌÈ‡¯ Í‡ ,‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú Ì‡ÏÒ‡· ‡ˆÓ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÂÏÈ‡Î ‰Ó„ „Ó˘‰
H. Soloveitchik. 1980. ‘Maimonides’ Iggeret HaShemad :Â‡¯ .˙È¯ÂËÈ¯ ‰¯ÈÓ‡ ‡Ï‡ ÂÊ
— Law and Rhetoric’, L. Landman (ed.), Rabbi Joseph H. Lookstein Memorial Volume,
New York: Ktav: 284–287
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ÁÒÂ‰ ÌˆÚ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘ÈÁÎÓ ÂÏÏ‰ È¯‰˘ ,ÌÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ÂÊ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÌÈÙÈ„Ú Ì‰
ÌÂ„ÓÏÈ ¯˘‡Î" ,ÔÎÏÂ ,È„Â‰È ÛÂÈÊ ‰˘ÚÓ· Â˙Â‡ ÌÈÏÂ˙ ,‰˘Ó ˙¯Â˙ Ï˘ ÈÏÂÏÈÓ‰
ÈÙÏ Â· ÂÈÏÚ ·È˘‰Ï ÂÏÈÁ˙È ,Ì·ÏÓ Â„·˘ ‰ÓÏ ¯˙ÂÒ Â‰Â‡ˆÓÈ˘ ‰È·Â˙ÎÓ ¯·„
ÌÈ¯ÂÒ‡‰ Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ ÏÂ˘ÎÓ ‰Ê ‰È‰ÈÂ ,‰Â·˙ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ ÈÓÂ È˙Ù ÏÎ ÂÚËÈÂ ,Ì˙ÚË
58."Ì‰ÈÈ·
È¯‰Î ˙¯Á‡‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Î¯Ú‰· È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ÏÂ˜È˘‰ È¯‰ ‡Ï :¯ÓÂ‡ ÈÂÂ‰
.È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï‡ ‰ÒÁÈ Ï˘ ÏÂ˜È˘‰
ÛÈ„Ú È¯ˆÂ‰ ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ë·È‰‰ ÔÓ ¯ÂÚÈ˘ ÔÈ‡Ï È¯ˆÂ‰ ÏÚ ÛÈ„Ú ÈÓÏÒÂÓ‰
‡¯˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙‡ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ ˜ÏÂÁ ‡Â‰ :È˘‰ Ë·È‰‰ ÔÓ ÂÈÏÚ
ÌÈÈ‡Ï ÈÏ·ÓÂ ‰„‚Î ÌÓÂ˜˙‰Ï ÈÏ·Ó ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ÔÈÊ‡‰Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ Ì‚ ÔÎÏÂ
‰˜ÒÓ· Â‡ ‰Ê ÈÂÈÚ¯ ¯Â¯È·· Ì"·Ó¯Ï Ì„˜˘ ÈÓ ¯ÈÎÓ ÈÈ‡ .‰È¯·Â„Â ‰È‚Èˆ ÏÚ
59.ÂÊ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰
È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰ÂÂ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Ï˜ÙÒ‡· ˙Â¯Ê‰ ˙Â˙„· ÔÂ·˙‰ ‡Ï Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,˙ÈÚÈ·¯
ÏÚ Ì‚ Ï‡˘ ‡Â‰ .‰ÂÂ˜Ó‰ ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ „È˙Ú‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Ï˜ÙÒ‡· Ì‚ Ì‡ ÈÎ Â„·Ï
Ï˘ ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ‰ ‰Â˜È˙Ï ÍÈÏÂÓ‰ ÚÒÓ· ‰Ï‡ ˙Â˙„ Ï˘ ˙ÈÒÁÈ‰ Ô˙ÓÂ¯˙
È·ÂÈÁ „È˜Ù˙ Ì‡ÏÒ‡ÏÂ ˙Â¯ˆÏ „ÁÈÈ ÂÈÙÏ Ï"‰È¯ ¯·Î ,‰ÏÚÓÏ ¯ÂÓ‡Î .˙Â˘Â‡‰
‡Â‰ :ÂÓ„Â˜Ó ˙ÎÏ ˜ÈÁ¯‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .‰ÏÂ‡‚‰ Ô„ÈÚ ˙‡¯˜Ï ˙ÂÓÂ‡‰ ˙Î‰·
‰‡ˆÂ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‰Ï‡ ˙Â˙„ Ï˘ ‰ÈÂ‚˘‰ ˙¯‰ˆÂÓ‰ ‰„ÓÚ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÈÓÚ‰
ÔÙÂ‡· ,ÏÚÂÙ· ÌÏÂ‡ ‰¯Â˙‰ „‚ ÂÓ˜ Ô‰ .È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÏÚÙÓ Ï˘ ˙È·ÂÈÁ‰ ˙¯˙Ò‰
Ô‰ ;‰¯Â˙‰ Ô˙Â Ï˘ ‰ÓÎÂÁ‰ ˙Ó¯ÂÚ ˙‡ ˙Â˙¯˘Ó Ô‰ ÈÏ‡Ò˜Â„¯Ù Â‡ ÈË˜Ï‡È„
:˙ÂÓÂ‡‰ ·¯˜· Ô‰ÈÚ¯Ê ˙‡ ˙ÂÚ¯ÂÊ Ô‰ ÏÚÂÙ· Í‡ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ „‚ ÂÓ˜
ÂÈÎ¯„ ÂÈÎ¯„ ‡Ï ÈÎ ,Ì‚È˘‰Ï Ì„‡· ÁÎ ÔÈ‡ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ‡¯Â· ˙Â·˘ÁÓ Ï·‡
‰Ê Ï˘Â È¯ˆÂ‰ ÚÂ˘È Ï˘ ÂÏ‡‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÏÎÂ ,ÂÈ˙Â·˘ÁÓ ÂÈ˙Â·˘ÁÓ ‡ÏÂ
ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ô˜˙ÏÂ ÁÈ˘Ó‰ ÍÏÓÏ Í¯„ ¯˘ÈÏ ‡Ï‡ ÔÈ‡ ,ÂÈ¯Á‡ „ÓÚ˘ ÈÏ‡ÚÓ˘È‰
ÁÈ˘Ó‰ È¯·„Ó ÂÏÎ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ‡ÏÓ˙ ¯·Î ?„ˆÈÎ ...„ÁÈ· '‰ ˙‡ „Â·ÚÏ ÂÏÎ
ÌÈÓÚ·Â ÌÈ˜ÂÁ¯ ÌÈÈ‡· ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯·„ ÂË˘ÙÂ ,˙ÂˆÓ‰ È¯·„ÓÂ ‰¯Â˙‰ È¯·„ÓÂ
ÂÏ‡ .‰¯Â˙‰ ˙ÂˆÓ·Â ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯·„· ÌÈ˙ÂÂ ÌÈ‡˘Â Ì‰Â ,·Ï ÈÏ¯Ú ÌÈ·¯
,˙Â¯Â„Ï ˙Â‚‰Â ÂÈ‰ ‡ÏÂ ‰Ê‰ ÔÓÊ· ÂÏË· ¯·ÎÂ ÂÈ‰ ˙Ó‡ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂˆÓ :ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡
.ÊË¯ 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙Â¯‚‡ :ÍÂ˙· ,¯ÂˆÓ ÌÈ¯Ù‡ '¯ È„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙Â·Â˘˙ 58
'‡ ;46–45 'ÓÚ ,È"˘˙ ˜¯ÂÈ ÂÈ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÈÙÏ ÌÈ„Â‰ÈÏ ÌÈÈÂ‚ ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ,ıÈ·Â¯˘Ë '‚ 59
P. B. ;60–38 'ÓÚ ,(Ô"˘˙) 42 ,ÌÈÓÚÙ ,"Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰ Ï‡ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÒÁÈ" ,‚¯·ÒÂÏ˘
Fenton. 1983. ‘Jewish Attitudes to Islam: Israel Heeds Ishmael’, Jerusalem Quarterly,
29, pp. 84–102; David Novack. 1986. ‘The Treatment of Islam and Muslims in the Legal
Writings of Maimonides’, W. M. Brinner & S. D. Ricks (eds.), Studies in Islamic and
Judaic Traditions, Brown Judaic Studies, 110, pp. 233–250; Dov I. Frimer. 1986. ‘Israel,
the Noahide Laws and Maimonides: Jewish-Gentile Legal Relations in Maimonidean
Thought,’ B. S. Jackson (ed.), Jewish Law Association Studies, Atlanta: Scholars Press,
Vol. II, pp. 89–102
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‰Ï‚Â ÁÈ˘Ó ‡· ¯·ÎÂ ,ÔËÂ˘ÙÎ ÔÈ‡Â Ô‰· ˘È ÌÈ¯˙Ò ÌÈ¯·„ :ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ÂÏ‡Â
Ì‰ „ÈÓ ,‡˘ÈÂ ÌÂ¯ÈÂ ÁÈÏˆÈÂ ˙Ó‡· ÁÈ˘Ó‰ ÍÏÓ‰ „ÂÓÚÈ˘ÎÂ .Ô‰È¯˙Ò
60.ÌÂÚË‰ Ì‰È‡È·˘Â Ì‰È˙Â·‡ ÂÏÁ ¯˜˘ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈÂ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ ÌÏÎ
˙ÏÏÂÎ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰Ù˜˘‰ Ì"·Ó¯Ï ÂÏ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÌÓ‡‰ ,¯¯·Ï ÌÂ˜Ó‰ Ô‡Î ‡Ï

61.ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÌÊÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï ‰Î¯„· ˙Â˘Â‡‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ˜È˙‰ ÏÂÏÒÓ ÏÚ

ÈÂÏ‚ ÔÈ· ˙Â¯Â¯· ÏÈ„·‰ ÔÎ‡ ‡Â‰ ÈÁÎÂ‰ ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ¯˘˜‰· ÈÎ ¯Â¯· ,ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎÓ
ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÂÁÙÏÂ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‰„ÏÂ˙Ï ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‰ÂÂÎ ÔÈ· ,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· ÈÂÓÒÂ
ÂÈ˙Â‚‰‰Â Ï‡‰ ˙·˘ÁÓ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÂÈÂÏ‚‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÏÂ·Á˙Â ˘Â‡ ‰˘ÚÓ ÔÈ· Ì‚ È¯ÂÙËÓ
.˙ÂÒÂÓÎ‰
ÏÚ ˙ÂÈ¯ÎÂ‰ ˙Â˙„‰ Ï˘ Ô˙ÚÙ˘‰ ÔÈ· ÏÈ„·‰Â ÛÈÒÂ‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,˙È˘ÈÓÁ
˙„Â˜Ó .ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ È˘Â‡‰ ÍÏ‰ÓÏ Ô˙ÓÂ¯˙ ÔÈ·Ï È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ È„Â‰È‰ Ï¯Â‚‰
Ï‡¯˘È· ÂÚ‚Ù Ô‰È˙˘ :È‡‚Ï ˙Â¯ÎÊ Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰ Ô‰Â ˙Â¯ˆ‰ Ô‰ ,‰Â˘‡¯‰ Ë·Ó‰
Ì‰ÈÏÚ ÂÓÈÈ‡Â Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÂÓ‡Ï Â˜ÈÊ‰ Ô‰È˙˘Â ,˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ÈÁ·Ó Ì˙Â‡ ÂÙ„¯Â
·¯Á· Ï‡¯˘È „·‡Ï" ÂÓ¯‚ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÂÓÂ˘È¯Â È¯ˆÂ‰ ÚÂ˘È .˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ‰ÈÁ·Ó
‡Ï‰ ,„ÓÁÂÓ ˙„ ‰„ÓÚ ÂÈ¯Á‡ 62."‰¯Â˙‰ ÛÈÏÁ‰ÏÂ ÌÏÈÙ˘‰ÏÂ Ì˙È¯‡˘ ¯ÊÙÏÂ
‡ÏÂ ...Â˙Â‡ ÒÂ‡ÓÏÂ ÂÏ Ú¯‰Ï" ÂÈÏÚ ‰Ó˜ ‡È‰ Ì‚˘ ,"Ï‡ÚÓ˘È ˙ÓÂ‡" ‡È‰
ÂÏÈÙ˘‰Ï ‚ÈÏÙ‰˘ ÈÓ ‡ÏÂ ,‰ÓÓ ‰Ú¯Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÓÂ‡ Ï‡¯˘È ÏÚ ÏÏÎ ‰„ÓÚ
ÂÈ˙ÂÏÓ ˙‡ ÍÒÁ ‡Ï ,ÂÈÁ‡ ‚È‰Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰ 63."Ì˙ÂÓÎ Â˙‡˘ ˜ÊÁÏÂ Â˙ÈÁÙ‰ÏÂ
ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÈËÈÏ˘‰ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ÂÈÏÚ ÂËÈÓ‰˘ ˙ÂÚ¯ÂÙ‰ ˙‡Â ÂÓÚ ˙¯ˆ ˙‡ ˙Â˙Ï Â‡Â··
˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó Ì‚ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈÂ‚ Ï˘ Ì˙„· ÔÂ·˙‰Ï „ÈÙ˜‰ ,È˙„‰ ‰‚Â‰‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰
Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ Â·Ò‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,Ì‡ÏÒ‡‰Â ˙Â¯ˆ‰ ,Â‡ˆÓ˘ ÈÙÎ È¯‰˘ .˙È˘Â‡ ÏÏÎ ,˙¯Á‡
.˙Â˘Â‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÒÈ‡È˙ÂÂÓ‰ ‰˙˜˙ ˙‡¯˜Ï ÌÈÓÚ‰ ·Ï ˙‡ Â¯È˘Î‰ ÔÎ ‰·¯ ‰Ú¯
.„Á‡Ï ÂÈ‰Â È‚ÂÏÂËÎÒ‡‰ Ë·È‰‰ ÌÚ ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ë·È‰‰ ÌÈ¯·Á˙Ó ÂÊ ˙ÓÂˆ·
Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙‡ ‰‡È·‰ ˙Â¯ÎÂÓ‰ ˙Â˙„· ˜ÂÁ¯ÓÂ ·Â¯˜Ó ˙ÂÂ·˙‰‰ :¯·„ ÛÂÒ
ÌÈÈÓÈÙ ÌÈ‚Â¯È„Â ˙ÂÁ·‰ Ï˘ ‰¯„Ò Á˙ÙÏ – ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘È‡ ,‚È‰Ó‰ ,ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ –
,È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ :ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈË·È‰Ó ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙ÂÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙‡ ÔÁ· ‡Â‰ .‰Ï‡ ˙Â˙„ ·¯˜·
˙ÂÎ¯Ú‰ Â·Ï· Â„ÈÏÂ‰ ÂÏÏ‰Â ,ÈÓÂ‡ÏÂ È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ ,È‚ÂÏÂËÎÒ‡ ,È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ,ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë
.˙È¯ÈÙÓ‡ ˙ÂÏÎ˙Ò‰Ó ˜¯ ÂÚ· ‡Ï ‰Ï‡ ÌÈËÂÙÈ˘ ,˙Ó‡ .ÌÈÏ„· ÌÈËÂÙÈ˘Â ˙ÂÂ˘
.„ ,‡È ÌÈÎÏÓ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ 60
.ÔÈÈË˘˜ÂÙ ÒÂÓÚ Â‡¯ ,˙È‡ÈÏ‚‰ ÔÈÚÎ ,ÂÊÎ ˙ÎÏ ˙˜ÈÁ¯Ó ‰Ù˜˘‰ Ì"·Ó¯Ï ÒÁÈÈÓ‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙÏ 61
;53–49 :˙¯„Â˘Ó ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ïˆ‡ ˙ÂÈÁÈ˘ÓÂ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ,Ú·Ë .‚"Ó˘˙
Idem. 1977. ‘Maimonides: Political Theory and Realistic Messianism’, Miscellanea
Mediaevalia, 11: 81–103
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.È¯ÎÂ‰ ÈÁÂ¯‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ‰ÂÓ˙Â ˙È¯Â˜Ó ‰¯È˜Ò ÁÈÓˆ‰Â Â˙ÈÈ‡¯ ‰„˘

0

˙È˙„‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È·
ÊÂÏ „Â‰‡
¯·„ .ÁÂ¯‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙ÈÓ‡‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙‰ ÌˆÚ· ‡Â‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰'
Â˜ÏÒÏ Ô˙È ‡Ï ·Â˘Â ,ÚÓ˘‰ ÏÂ˜ ÏÚÂÙ· ‰˘Ú Ì‚¯Â˙Ó‰
˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ ‰‡·Â‰ ÌÈÚ·˘‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙ ÌÚ ˜¯ .ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÓ
‰È‰ ‡Ï ,˙ÈÈËÏ ÒÂ¯ÓÂ‰ ¯·È„ ‡Ï „ÂÚ ÏÎÂ ,ÌÏÂÚÏ
Ì„‡ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Ì‚ ÔÈ„‰ ‡Â‰ .˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ˙„·ÂÚÏ
1'...Â¯·ÁÏ

‡
˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ˙ÂÈÚ·‰'˘ ˜ÊÂ¯ ˜ÈÈÓ ÔÚÂË Roads to the Palace Â¯ÙÒ·
ÂÈ˙ÂÏÈÓ· ,¯ÓÂÏÎ ,'ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ˙Ï‡˘Ï ˙„ÁÂÈÓ ·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙ ˙ÂÚ·Â˙ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙¯‚ÒÓ ÌÈÓÏÂ‰˘ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ˘„ÁÓ ÁÂÒÈ' ,¯‚¯· ¯ËÈÙ ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ Ï˘
˜Ê ˙Ó¯Â‚‰ ‰ÏÂÚÙ ÌÂ‚¯˙· ‰‡Â¯‰ ,¯‚¯·Ï „Â‚È· Ï·‡ .'‰˘„Á ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰
·ÈÎ¯Ó ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ 'È˜ÏÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙'˘ ÔÈÓ‡Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ,˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÁË˘‰Â
ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡ ‡È·‰Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ÌÂÈÎ ÔÈ‡ ÂÈ„ÚÏ·˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙ÏÁ‰· ·Â˘Á
ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ È˜ÏÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙· ÈÂÈÁ Í¯Âˆ ˘È 2.˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÌÚ „ÁÈ· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯
˙‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ È„Î ,ÂÓÊ ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,'˙È·¯ÚÓ'‰ ÔÂ˘ÏÏ
'ÔÂ˘Ï'· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ ˙‡ ÂÏ ˜ÈÚ‰ÏÂ ÍÈÁÏ ÌÈ˘È‚ ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰
˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ Í˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÂ‰˙˘ ˙ÈË˙Â‡ ˙È„Â‰È '˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ì˘Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰
˜ÏÁ ‡Â‰ ;„·Ï· ÂÓÊ ˙Â·ÈÒ È¯Ù ‡Â‰ ‰Ê Í¯Âˆ˘ ¯Â·Ò ÂÈ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ 3.‰˜È˙Ú‰
˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÂÒÈÓ Ú„ÓÏ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ Ô¯˜‰ ÚÂÈÒ· ·˙Î ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó
ÍÂÈÁÏ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·Ó Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ¯"„ :ÈÈ˙ÈÓÚÏ ‰„ÂÓ È‡ ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .Ô¯˜Ï ‰„ÂÓ È‡ .ÌÈÚ„ÓÏ
˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ,Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓÏ ‚ÂÁ‰Ó ÒÈ¯‚ ·‡Ê ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯ÙÂ ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· È„Â‰È
.˙Â·Â˘Á ˙Â¯Ú‰ Â¯ÈÚ‰Â „È‰-·˙Î ˙‡ Â‡¯˜˘ ,Ú·˘ ¯‡· ,ÔÂÈ¯Â‚-Ô·
.117 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(Í¯ÂÚ) '¯ ıÈ·¯Â‰ ,'ÔÓÂÈ ÈÚË˜Â ˙Â¯‚‡ ¯Á·Ó' .Ê"Ó˘˙ .‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ı¯Ù
Michael Rosenak. 1995. Roads to the Palace; Jewish Texts and Teaching. Providence RI:
Berghahn Books: xiii–xiv

.28 :Ì˘
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¯˜ÈÚ· ,‰˜˜Ê ˙Â„‰È‰ .ÂÈ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ ÏÎ· È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÔÓ
¯·˘Ó‰ ÏÚ ¯·‚˙‰Ï È„Î ‰˙·È·Ò Ï˘ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÙ˘ Ï˘ ÔÚÂÈÒÏ ,¯·˘Ó ˙ÂÚ˘·
˜ÏÁ Ï˘ ¯ÂÎÈ‰ ¯Â‡Ï ¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ ‰Ê Í¯Âˆ ËÏ·˙Ó ÌÂÈÎ ÌÏÂ‡ .‰˙ÂÈÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ô‚‰ÏÂ
ÌÂ‚¯˙ ,Ì‚¯˙Ï ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ˙‡Ê‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ .˙È˙„‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ Ï˘ ÏÂ„‚
„‚Î˘-‰ÙÂ¯˙· Í¯ÂˆÏ ˙ÊÓÂ¯ 'È˜ÏÁ' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ .˙ÈÂÏÈÁ ‰Ù˘Ï ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ,È˜ÏÁ
¯ÈÓ‰Ï ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,'ÌÏ˘' ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ¯ÓÈÈ˙Ó˘ ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ˙·¯Â‡‰ 'ÌÊÈÂÈˆ˜Â„¯'‰ ˙ÎÒÏ
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈÁÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ˙ËÏÁÂÓ ‰¯Ó‰
·Á¯Ó ÏÚ ,‰ÓˆÚ ˙È˙„‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ˙‡ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ ˙‡ÊÎ ‰Èˆ˜Â„¯ .˙ÈÂÏÈÁ
,ÍÎÂ 4.ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ˙¯˙ÂÈÓÏ ,‰· ÌÈÂÓË‰ ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ Ï˘ ÈÙÂÒ-ÔÈ‡‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰
ÈÎÈÏ‰˙ ,ÌÈ˜ÂÓÚ ÌÈ„Â‚È Ï˘ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ÈÙ· ·ˆÈ‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙÎ
,ÚÎÂ˘Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ,ÂÓÊ· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÍÂ˙· ¯ÂÎÈÂ ˙È˙¯·Á ˙Â¯¯ÂÙ˙‰ ,·ÂËÈ˜
.ÂÓÊ ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ˙ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÔÂ˘ÏÏ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï Á¯Î‰ ˘È˘ ,„Á‡ „ˆÓ
,‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙¯Â˘·'˘ „ÓÏ ‡Â‰ ,˙ÙÂÓ-˙ÂÓ„ Â¯Â·Ú ‰ÂÂ‰Ó˘ ,˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ·¯‰ ÔÓ
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ˙‡ ˙ÓÏÂ‰ ,˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜Ï ˙Ó‚¯Â˙Ó ‡È‰˘Î
Ï·‡ 5.'ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ Ì„‡Ï Ì‚ ÔÈÈÚ ˙ÏÚ· ‡È‰Â ,˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙¯ˆÂÈ‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ Ï˘
˙Ò¯Â‚‰ ·¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙„ÓÚ ˙‡ Ì‚ Ì˙Ò‰ ÔÓ Ï·È˜ ‡Â‰ ,‰ÂÓ‡ ˘È‡Î ,È˘ „ˆÓ
˙˙È ‰È‡Â È˙ÏÎ˘ ÁÂ˙ÈÏ ˙˙È ‰È‡' ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˘È‡ Ï˘ ˙È¯·‰ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÈÎ
6.'ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈË˜ÙÒ‡Ï ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ‰‡ÂÏÓ·
˙˘ÁÎ‰ ÂÚÓ˘Ó ,˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ ,˙È„Â‰È-‡Ï ÔÂ˘ÏÏ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÏ˘ ÌÂ‚¯˙
¯ÓÂÏ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙·ÈÈÁ ,ÈÎÂÈÁ ÁÂÎ ‰Ï ‰È‰È˘ È„Î .˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÁÂÎ‰
¯ÓÂ‡‰ (ÌÂÒ¯·ÈÂ‡) ÌÏÂÚ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï „·· „·Â ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ Í¯„· ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÌÈ¯·„
‰„ÓÂÏÏ ˘È ,˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ÔÂ˘Ï ¯Â˙· .(˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù) ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ¯·„
‰ÚÈ„È· ‰ÂÂÏÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙ ÏÎ ÔÎÏ 7;‰ÓˆÚ ‰Ï˘ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ‰ÎÈ¯Ú‰ÏÂ
È˙ÂÓ‡-È˙„‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ˙‡ Ì˘ Ì‚¯˙Ó‰ Â‡ ÍÁÓ‰ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ .‰ˆÓÓ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘
ÍÈÁ‰ ÔÈ· ‚ÂÏ‡È„ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ÌÈÏÂ˘ÎÓ‰ ÔÓ ‰ÓÎ ˜ÏÒÏ È„Î ,ÌÈÈ¯‚ÂÒ·
ÏÚ .ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÂÈ‡ Â‡ ·Â˘Á ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰˘ ÍÎÓ ÔÈ·È ÍÈÁ‰˘ ¯ÂÒ‡ ,ËÒ˜ËÏ
ÔÈ·˘ Ï„·‰‰ ˙‡ ËÈÏ·‰Ï È„Î ,ÔÂÈ„‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ ·Ï˘· Â˙ÂÏÚ‰ÏÂ ¯ÂÊÁÏ ÍÁÓ‰
,'˘¯„Ó'Î ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ .ÂÏ Ô˙È˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï È˙„‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰
Ì‡ 8.ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ È˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ÂÈÙÂ‡ ÌÂ˘Ó ‡˜ÂÂ„ ÌÈÏÚ ÌÈ‡ ÌÏÂÚÏ ÂÈ¯Ú˘˘
˙¯ÈÓ˘ Ì˘Ï ÌÈ‡˙ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÈ˜˙‰Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ˘ ‰‡¯ ,¯ÂˆÈ˜· ÌÎÒÏ
˙‡ ˙Â˘Ï ÌÈÊÈÚÓ ÔÈ‡ ÌÏÂÚÏ ,˙È˘‡¯ :ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙ Ï˘ '˙ÂÈ˜ÏÁ'‰

.100–99 :Ì˘
„ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(ÔÂ¯È) ¯‚ÈÊ È·ˆ :Ì‚¯˙ .„„Â·‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˘È‡ .‰"Ï˘˙ .„"È ,˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ
.54 :˜Â˜ ·¯‰
.55 :Ì˘
.193 :˜ÊÂ¯
.141 ;109 :Ì˘
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˙È˙„‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È·

Â‡ ‰ËÓ˘‰ È„È ÏÚ ,'¯ÈÁÓ ÏÎ· Ô‚‰Ï' ÌÈÙ‡Â˘ ÂÈÏÚ˘ ,˘„Â˜Ó ËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ÁÒÂ‰
˙È¯ÂÙËÓ‰ ÂÂ˘Ï :ÈÙÂÒ-ÔÈ‡ ,ÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù ÈÙÂ‡ ÏÚ·Î ÒÙ˙ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ,˙È˘ ;˙ÂÙÒÂ˙
˙Â·È˘Á ˘È ,˙È˘ÈÏ˘Â ;Â˙Â‡ ‰ˆÓÓ ÂÈ‡ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÌÂ˘ Ï·‡ ,˘Â¯ÈÙ „ÈÓ˙ ˙˘¯Â„
.‰ÁÂ˙Ù ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ Â¯Â˜Ó ˙Ï‡˘ ˙‡ ¯È‡˘È ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰˘ ÍÎÏ ˙ÈÂ¯˜Ú
„ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ ˙ÂÙ˙Â˘Ï ÒÈÒ· ¯ÂˆÈÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡ ˙‡ÊÎ ‰˘È‚˘ ¯Â·Ò ˜ÊÂ¯
.˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡ ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ„Â‰È ÔÈ· ÁÈ˘ Ï˘Â
Ï˘ Â˙¯„‚‰Î ,˙È˙Â·¯˙ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÏÎ .‰Ï˘ ·Á¯‰ Ô·ÂÓ· '‰Ù˘' ‡È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰
Ï˘Â ˙ÂÈÏÂ·ÓÈÒ ˙Â¯Âˆ· ˙ÂÓÏÂ‚Ó‰ ˙Â·Â˙ Ï˘ Û˙Â˘Ó ¯ˆÂ‡ ‡È‰ ,ı¯È‚ „¯ÂÙÈÏ˜
,Ì‰ÈÈ· ÁÈ˘Â ‚È˘ Ì„‡ È· ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ Ì˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ¯˘‡ ÌÈÈÂ˘Ï ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó È·Ó
.˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÈÙÏÎ Ì‰È˙Â„ÓÚ ˙‡Â ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÏÚ Ì‰È˙ÂÚÈ„È ˙‡ ÌÈÏÈÁÓÂ ÌÈÁ˙ÙÓ
ÌÈÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙Â·È˘Á ˘È ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë ÈÙÂ‡ ˙ÏÚ· ˙Â·¯˙·
‰ÏÁ‰ .˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï ˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰Ï ÈÁ¯Î‰ È‡˙Î ·˘Á˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ‰
·ÂˆÈÚÏ ÚˆÓ ˙ÂÂ‰Ï ÂÏÎÂÈ˘ È„Î ,ÌÈÈÓÊÏ Ì˙ÈÈ˘ÚÂ ‡·‰ ¯Â„Ï ÂÏ‡ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘
Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈ·Â˘Á‰ ‰È„È˜Ù˙Ó „Á‡ ‰‰ ,˙Î˘Ó ‰¯ÈˆÈÏÂ ˙È˘È‡‰ ˙Â‰Ê‰
ÍÂ˙· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰·Â˘Á ‰Á·‰ ‰˘ÂÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ‰
˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ .(literature) '˙Â¯ÙÒ' ÔÈ·Ï (language) 'ÔÂ˘Ï' ÔÈ· ˙Â·¯˙‰
˙ÈÏÂ·ÓÈÒ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ‰ ,‰Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ – ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÒÈÒ·‰ „·Â¯‰
Ì‰ÈÏ‡Ó ÌÈ·ÂÓ‰ ‰Èˆ˜ÈÂÓÂ˜‰Â ÈÂËÈ·‰ ÈÒÂÙ„ ÏÎ ˙‡ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰Â
ÏÎ ˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ .˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ÌÈÎÈÈ˙˘Ó‰ ÂÏ‡ ÏÎ ·¯˜·
¯Ó‡ ‰ÙÈ 9.‰Ï ˙„ÁÂÈÓ‰ 'ÔÂ˘Ï'· ¯ˆÂ˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
"ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÈÈÚ"· ˜ÒÂÚ' ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ê ÂÈ‡ È„Â‰È ¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ÂÓÈÒ˘ ,‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ 'Ù
ÌÈ·˘Á ‰˘È‰ ˙È¯·· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ˘ ÌÈËËÒËÂ¯Ù‰ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÓ‰ È¯ÙÒ ÂÈ‰ ,ÔÎ Ì‡˘ –
‡˜ÂÂ„Â ,¯ÓÂÏ ‡· ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó ÏÈ·˘·˘ Ì„‡ Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ ‡Ï‡ – ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ¯ÙÒ
Â„È˜Ù˙ 10.'˙Â˜È˙Ú‰ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ÂÏ ˙ÂÏÂÚ ,˘„ÁÏ ‡· ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó ÏÈ·˘·
˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ 'ÔÂ˘Ï'‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˜‰Ï ‡Â‰ ,˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ È¯˜ÈÚ‰
'ÔÂ˘Ï' ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ÌÓ‡ .ÍÎÏ ¯ÊÚ ÈÚˆÓ‡Î ˙ÒÙ˙ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ ¯˘‡Î ,˙È„Â‰È‰
‰ÊÈ‡ ˘È˘ ‰ÁÈÓ ‡È‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙È˙ÈÈÚ· ‡È‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ' ÔÈ·Ï
˘È˘ ‰ÁÈÓ ‡È‰ :¯Á‡ ÔÂ˘Ï· Â‡ ,˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Á˙Ù˙Ó ÂÈÏÚ˘ ÚÂ·˜ ÒÈÒ· ‡Â‰˘
Ï·‡ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÁÂÒÈ ÈÙÎ ,'¯ÈÁÓ ÏÎ· Ì‰ÈÏÚ Ô‚‰Ï ˘È'˘ ÌÈ˘„Â˜Ó ÌÈËÒ˜Ë
Û‡Â˘‰ ÍÁÓ ÏÎ È·‚Ï Û‡ ‡Ï‡ ,È˙„ ÍÁÓ È·‚Ï ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙ÈÁ¯Î‰ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰Á·‰
˙¯˘Î‰ Ì˘Ï ÌÈˆÂÁ‰ ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙¯È¯· Ï˘ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ÈÙ· „ÓÂÚÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÏÈÁ‰Ï
˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ì˘Ï ‰Â˘Ï· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ ˙ÂÈ‰ÏÂ '˙È· Ô·' ‰· ˘ÂÁÏ ÍÈÁ‰
.'˙È„Â‰È'

.21–19 :Ì˘ 9
.(Ï˜ ÈÂÈ˘·) 234 :˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .¯ÈÓÚ 'È :Ì‚¯˙ .ÌÈÈ¯‰ .Í"˘˙ .‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ 'Ù 10
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·
Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„· ÔÂÈÚ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÈÚ·‰ ˙¯‰·‰· È„È· ÂÚÈÈÒÈ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„
˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙Â˘„Á˙‰ Ì˘Ï ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È·
,·¯ Í¯Ú ÈÈÈÚ· ˘È ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ï Ï·‡ ,ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰È‰ ‡Ï Ô·ÂÓÎ ˜ÈÏ‡È· .˙È¯·Ú‰
Í¯Âˆ‰' ÏÚ Â˙Ú„ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈˆ¯· Ô˙˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ È¯·Ú‰ ‰‚Â‰‰ ‰ÓÂ„ÓÎ ‰È‰ ‡Â‰ ÔÎ˘
Ì˙Â˘ÚÏ È„Î ˙ÈÂÏÈÁ ÔÂ˘ÏÏ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙· ,ÂÂ˘ÏÎ ,'È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰
˙ÂÏ·‚Ó ‰ÓÎ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‡ „·· „· .˙¯ÂÒÓÏ Â¯Î˙‰˘ ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ„Â‰È ¯Â·Ú ÌÈÈÓÊ
.˜ÊÂ¯ „ÓÂÚ ‰ÈÏÚ˘ '‰Èˆ˜Â„¯'‰ ˙ÎÒÏ Ú‚Â˘ ‰Ó· Ë¯Ù· ,Â˙ÒÈÙ˙·
ÂÈÈÊ‡Ó È„È ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï‡˘ 1932 ˙˘· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÏÚ ‡˘˘ ‰‡ˆ¯‰·
.ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ˙Ú·‰ Ì˘Ï '‰ÎÏ‰' ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈÁÂÓ· Â˘ÂÓÈ˘ ¯˘Ù ÏÚ ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ‰
:¯Ó‡ ÍÎÂ
ÏÚ ˙Â‡¯‰Ï È„Î ,ÌÈ˘„Á‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ÌÈ˘È ÌÈÈÓ¯Ë· ‰ÂÂÎ· ¯ÁÂ· È‡
ÂÓˆÓˆ ÂÁ‡ ˙Â¯Â„‰ Í˘Ó· .ÈÁˆ ‚˘ÂÓ Ì‰Ï ˘È˘ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÈÓ¯Ë‰
˙‡ ÏÂ‡‚Ï ‰ˆÂ¯ È‡ .„ÁÂÈÓ ÔÎÂ˙ ÌÚ Ì˙Â‡ Â¯˘˜ ,ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰
:ÈÏÏÎ‰ È˘Â‡‰ ¯ÈÂÂ‡‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ï ‰Ê‰ „ÁÂÈÓ‰ ¯ÈÂÂ‡‰ ÔÓ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÈÓ¯Ë‰
'‰ÈˆÊÈ¯ÏÂ˜Ò' ÁÂÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï Ì‡ ,ÏÂÏÈÁ ,‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈÁÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈ¯ÏÂ˜Ò
Ï˘ ÏÂÏÈÁ ˘ÈÂ ÛÂ„È‚ Ï˘ ÏÂÏÈÁ ˘È .ÂÏÏÁÈ Ì¯Î ÚË˘ ÈÓ .ÏÂÁ Ô·ÂÓ·
‡ÏÂ ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÈÓ¯Ë ÁÈÂÂ¯ ˜¯ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· .ÔÂÈ„Ù ,‰ÏÂ‡‚
.ÏÂ‡‚Ï ÈÎ¯„ È‡ .ÌÈÈÏÏÎ ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ˙Â˘„Á ÌÈÏÈÓ ˘„ÁÏ Í¯Ëˆ
Ì‰ ,‰˘„Á ‰¯ÈÙÒÂÓË‡· ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ÚÈ˜˘Ó È‡˘Î ·˘ÂÁ È‡Â
,ÌÈ¯·„) .ÏÈÎ˘Ó Ì„‡ ÏÎÏ Ô·ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ê .˘„Á Ú·ˆÂ ÔÎÂ˙ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó
11.(ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰ – Áˆ˜ :‡
ÁÂÓÏ .„·Ï· È˙Â¯ÙÒ-ÈˆÈÏÓ ÔÈÈÚ ÂÈ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ˙‡ Ô‡Î ˜ÈÒÚÓ˘ ‰Ó˘ ¯Â¯·
˘„Á ÔÂÈÚ¯Ï „ÂÒÈ ¯Â˙· Â· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï Ô˙È ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ÈÁˆ Í¯Ú Â˙Ú„Ï ˘È Ô˘È‰
Í¯„Î ÔÂÏÈÁ :Û˜È‰ ˙·¯ ˙È˘¯Ù ‰Ó¯‚Â¯Ù ÏÚ Ô‡Î ÊÓ¯Ó ˜ÈÏ‡È· .ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÈÁÏÂ
˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ Â˙˘È‚· ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÈÏ ˙È‡¯˘ ‰„Â˜‰ È‰ÂÊ .'‰ÏÂ‡‚'Ï
ÈÓ') ÔÂÈ„Ù ,‰ÏÂ‡‚ Ï˘ ÏÂÏÈÁ ˘ÈÂ ÛÂ„È‚ Ï˘ ÏÂÏÈÁ ˘È' :ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï‡
¯˘‡Î Ì‚ ¯ÊÂÁ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ÔÂÈÚ¯ ÏÚ .'ÏÂ‡‚Ï ÈÎ¯„ È‡ [...] ('ÂÏÏÁÈ Ì¯Î ÚË˘
,ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÎ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ¯ˆÂ‡ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Â¯ Â‡˘ ÔÓÊ ÏÎ' :‰„‚‡· Ô„ ‡Â‰
ÌÈÈÏÏÎ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÎ ,ÈÚ·Ë ,¯˘È ,ËÂ˘Ù ÔÙÂ‡· Ì˙Â‡ ÒÂÙ˙ ‡ÏÂ ,ÌÈ¯ˆ ,ÌÈÓˆÓÂˆÓ
,ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈÏÂ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ‡Ï ˙ÂÏ„ ÔÓÈÒ ‰Ê – ˙È˘Â‡ ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘
˙‡ „ÂÚ ÂÏÎÈÚ ‡ÏÂ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ Â¯¯Á˘ ‡Ï ,ÂÏ‡‚ ‡Ï ÔÈÈ„Ú Â‡˘ ÔÓÈÒ ‡Ï‡
Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈ¯ÏÂ˜Ò ˙Â˘ÚÏ' ,¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ,'ËÏÁÂÓ Í¯Âˆ ˘È' .(‚Ó :· ,ÌÈ¯·„) 'ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰
Ï‡ ÍÎ È„È ÏÚ ‰¯aÁÏÂ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ¯Â‡Ï ˙„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ‰˙¯ÈÂÂ‡Ó ‰˙Â‡ ‡ÈˆÂ‰ÏÂ ‰„‚‡‰
ÌÈ¯·„ .‰"ˆ¯˙ .˜ÈÏ‡È· "Á :¯ÙÒÏ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ,'ÌÈ¯·„'Ó ËËˆÓ È‡ Â·˘ ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎ· 11
.¯È·„ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .·–‡ ,‰Ù-ÏÚ·˘
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˙È˙„‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È·

ÁÂ¯' ,Ï˘ÓÏ .(ËÒ :Ì˘) '„·Ï· ˙È˙„ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰È‰˙ ‡Ï˘ ,ÂÏ˘ ˙¯ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ÈÏ˙Î ÍÂ˙· ÈÂˆÓ ÂÈ‡˘ ÈÓ Ì‚˘ È„Î ;ÈÙÈˆÙÒ È˙„ ‚˘ÂÓ ‡Â‰ '˘„Â˜‰
.(Ì˘) '‰ÈˆÈ‡ÂËÈ‡' :¯ÓÂ‡ ‰ÂÂ‰ ;˙ÈÏÏÎ ˙È‚˘ÂÓ ÔÂ˘ÏÏ ÂÓ‚¯˙Ï ˘È ,ÂÏÎÚÏ ÏÎÂÈ
˙‡ ÒÂÙ˙ ‡Ï˘ „Ú Ï‡‚È ‡Ï˘ ÔÂÚËÏ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ˙‡ Â‡È·‰˘ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘‰ Ì‰Ó
ÈÂ˘Ú Ô·ÂÓ ‰ÊÈ‡· :¯ÂˆÈ˜·Â ?˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÏÏÎ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÎ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰
¯ÓÂÏ Â˙ÂÂÎ ,'ËÏÁÂÓ Í¯Âˆ' ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ˜ÈÏ‡È·˘Î ?‰ÏÂ‡‚‰ Ï‡ Í¯„ ˙ÂÂ‰Ï ÔÂÏÈÁ‰
ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï ÌÈÙ‡Â˘‰ ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ„Â‰È Ï˘ ÈÏÏÎ ÈÓÂÈ˜ ÈÙÂ‡ ÏÚ· ÚÈÓ Ô‡Î ˘È˘
‰ÈˆÊÈ¯ÏÂ˜Ò‰ .ÌÈÏÂÚ Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ÌÈ¯Ú˘‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ Ï·‡ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÓ ˜ÂÈÏ
È˘Â‡‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ Ï‡ ÌˆÓÂˆÓ‰ È˙„‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ÔÓ Ì˙‡ˆÂ‰ ,ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï˘
ÔÓ ˜ÂÈÏÂ ÛÈÒÂ‰Ï ÍÎ È„È ÏÚÂ Ì˙Â‡ 'ÏÎÚÏ' ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ È„Â‰ÈÏ ¯˘Ù‡˙ ,ÈÏÏÎ‰
˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈ· ÍÈÏ‰˙ È„Î ÍÂ˙ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙„‰-ÌÈÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
,(ÂÈÏ‡ ·Â˘‡ „ÂÚ˘ ÁÂÈÓ) '¯˘È' ,'ÈÚ·Ë' ‰˘ÚÈÈ Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ÂÒÁÈ .‰˘„Á‰ ˙È¯·Ú‰
.ÌÈÈÏÏÎ ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙Ú·‰Ï ÂÏ ‰ˆÂÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ Ì‰· ‡ˆÓÈ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó
ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ· ‰˙Â‡ ‡ˆÂÓÂ ˙ÂÎÓÒ ÂÓˆÚÏ ˘ÙÁÓ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· ÔÚÂË ,ÔÎÙ‰Ó ¯Â„ ‡˜ÂÂ„
,˘˜·Ó ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ Ì‰Ó ˜ÈÙ‰Ï È„Î Ï·‡ .Â˘·ÈÈ˙‰˘ ‰Ï‡Î ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,ÌÈ˘È
:ÈÏÏÎ‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ‰ Ï‡ Ì˜È˙Ú‰ÏÂ ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ Ì¯˘˜‰Ó Ì˙Â‡ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ ‡Â‰
ÌÈ˘È ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ· Ì‚ ˙ÂÎÓÒ Ì‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó [...] ÌÈ˘„Á ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯· ÌÈ¯È˘Ú‰ ˙Â¯Â„‰'
ÌÈ¯˘˜‰ ˙‡ ˜˙Ï ‰ˆÂ¯ ÂÈ‡Â ˘„Á ÔÎÂ˙ ‡ÏÓ˙˘ ,‰ÊÎ ¯Â„ .'ÌÈÓÚÙÏ Â˘·ÈÈ˙˘
ÂÈ˙ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ¯·˘ÓÂ Â˙Â‡ Ì¯‚Ó ‡Â‰ ,Ô˘È‰ ·Â˙Î‰ ˙‡ ÁÈ¯ÎÓ ‡Â‰' ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÚ
ÒÈÓÚ‰ÏÂ ‰˘È ‰¯Âˆ ˙Â˘Ï ÌÈ‡· Ì‡ [...] ˘„Á‰ ÔÎÂ˙‰ ˙‡ ÂÎÂ˙Ï ÒÈÎ‰Ï È„Î
,‰˙ÂÏÏÎÏ ‰˙Â‡ ¯ÈÊÁ‰ÏÂ ‰˘È‰ ‰¯Âˆ‰ ˙‡ ˜Ò¯Ï ÌÈÁ¯ÎÂÓ ,‰˘„Á ‰¯Âˆ ‰ÈÏÚ
È‰ÂÊ Â˙Ú„Ï .(ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰ – Ú :· ,ÌÈ¯·„) '‰˘„Á‰ ‰¯Âˆ‰ ˙‡ ÏÂ·Ò˙˘ È„Î
ÌÈ˘¯Ù‰ Â‡· ¯˘‡Î˘ ¯ÈÎÊÓ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈ˜È˙Ú ÌÈ˘¯Â˘ ‰Ï ˘È˘ ˙ÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï ‰ËÈ˘
ÌË˘ÙÓ ÌÈ·Â˙Î‰ ˙‡ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï ÂÏÈÁ˙‰ Ì‰ ,ÌÈ·Â˙ÎÏ ˘„Á ÔÎÂ˙ ÒÈÎ‰Ï ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰
,‰ÏÂ„‚ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰¯ÈÙÒÏ Ô˘È‰ ÔÎÂ˙‰ ˙‡ ÂÏÚ‰ Ì‰' :ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ-È¯Â‚Ï‡ ÔÙÂ‡· Ì˘¯ÙÏÂ
Ì‚Â ÊÓ¯ Ì‚ ,˘¯„‰Â Ë˘Ù‰Ó ıÂÁ ÌÎÂ˙· ÌÈÏÏÂÎ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÂÈÊÁ ˙Ó‡·˘ ÈÙÓ
:˙ÈË‡ÂÙ-˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰Ù˜˘‰ Ô‡Î ÚÈ·Ó ˜ÈÏ‡È· ‡Á¯Â‡ ·‚‡ .(‡Ú :· ,ÌÈ¯·„) '„ÂÒ
Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÏ ‰Ï‚˙Ó‰ ÈÏÏÎ Â‰˘Ó ÂÎÂ˙· ÔÙÂˆ ÈË¯Ù ÁÂÓ ÏÎ
.‰Ï˘ È¯ÂÙËÓ‰ ‰Ú·‰‰ ÁÂÎ· ‡Â‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÂÒ .„ÂÒ‰Â ÊÓ¯‰
È˙„‰ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÙ˜Â˙ ˙Ú˜Ù‰Ï ÔÂÂÎÓ ÂÈ‡ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· ÈÙ ÏÚ ,ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙
‰·Á¯‰ .˙ÂÈ˘Â‡ ˙ÂÚÙÂ˙ Ï˘ ·Á¯ ÏÂÏÎÓ È·‚Ï Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙·Á¯‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ,È¯Â˜Ó‰
Ï"ÊÁ ÏÚ ÂÎÓ˙Ò‰· .'‰¯Â˙‰' ‚˘ÂÓ ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ‰˘ÂÚ˘ '˘¯„'· ¯Â¯È·· ˙¯ÎÈ ÂÊ
·ÂË‰ ÏÎ' .('ÌÏÂÚ‰ ‡¯· Â·˘ ÈÏÎ') ÈÙÂÒ-ÔÈ‡ ‡Â‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ ‚˘ÂÓ˘ ¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰
Â˙Â‡ ‡¯˜˘ ,˘„Â˜‰ ¯ˆÂ‡ ÍÂ˙Ï ÒÈÎ‰ ÏÎ‰ ˙‡ ,ÂÎ¯„· Ï‡¯˘È ÛÒ‡˘ ·‚˘‰Â
¯Ù˘ÓÂ È˘Â‡ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ‰˘ÂÚ˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ‡È‰ ‰¯Â˙ .(ËÎ :‡ ,ÌÈ¯·„) '"‰¯Â˙" Ì˘·
˙‡Ê ,'˙Â·¯˙‰' ‚˘ÂÓ· ‰¯Â˙‰ ‚˘ÂÓ ˙‡ ¯ÈÓ‰Ï ˜ÈÏ‡È·Ï ˙ÚÈÈÒÓ ÂÊ ‰¯„‚‰ .Â˙Â‡
‚˘ÂÓ· È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ‰¯Ó‰· ‰ÂÓË‰ ˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ·· ˘ÂÁÏ ÈÏ·Ó
ÛÈ˜Ó‰ ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ,'˙Â·¯˙' ‚˘ÂÓ‰˘ ‰Á‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡ˆÈ ‡Â‰ .ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÈÂÏÈÁ
.'‰¯Â˙' È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡ ‰ÓÂ‡‰ ˙¯Î‰· ÒÙÂ˙Â ÍÏÂ‰ ,È˘Â‡‰Â
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˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙È¯·Ú‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ Ï‡ ‰Ê ˘„Á ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ Â˙¯È„Á .(· :Ì˘)
ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÔÈ‡ ÂÓÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î˘ ,˘„Á‰ ÔÓÊ· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ú„Â˙· ÏÁ˘ ÏÂ„‚‰ ÈÂÈ˘‰
˙Â·¯˙‰ ÔÓ ˜ÏÁÎ ‡Ï‡ ,(Ï"‰È¯) '„¯Ù ÔÈÓ'Î Ì˙Â·¯˙ ˙‡Â ÌÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Â¯
.‰˙ÂÏÏÎ· ˙È˘Â‡‰
‚˘ÂÓ ÌˆÓËˆ‰Â ˘·ÈÈ˙‰ ÂË‚‰Â ˙ÂÏ‚‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ˙ÂÙÂ˜˙·˘ ÔÚÂË ˜ÈÏ‡È·
Ú¯‡ Û‡ ÍÎÂ ,„·Ï· ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ‡ '„· ,Â¯Â˜Ó· ÈÙÂÒ-ÔÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ,'‰¯Â˙‰'
,"˙Â·¯˙‰" ÏÚ ·˘ÂÁ ÏÈÁ˙Ó È„Â‰È˘Î ,ÂÈÓÈ·' :ÂÓÊ· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ‚˘ÂÓÏ
'˙Â·¯˙'· ‰‡Â¯ ‰ÏÂ‚· È„Â‰È‰ ÏÈÎ˘Ó‰ .'‰˜ÙÂ‡Â ‰‚ÂÁ ˙‡ ÌˆÓˆÓ Â‰È¯‰ „ÈÓ
‡ÈˆÂÓ ‡Â‰ .(‡Ò˜–Ò˜ :‡ ,ÌÈ¯·„) .˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ – „·Ï· ÌÈÈÙÈˆÙÒ ÌÈÈÈÚ ˜¯
‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ .È˘Â‡ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ,È„Â‰È ÂÈ‡ ÏÂÎÈ·Î˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ‰ÎÂ˙Ó
ÌˆÓËˆ‰˘ ,'‰¯Â˙'‰ ‚˘ÂÓ ˙‡ ·ÈÁ¯Ó ,˙ÂÂÈˆ· Ô·ÂÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,'˙È¯·Ú ˙Â·¯˙'
˙Â¯ÙÒ· ‰¯Â˙Ï ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ˙Ù˜Ó‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ÂÏ ˜ÈÚÓÂ ,˙ÂÏ‚· „Â‡Ó
˙˘¯ÂÓ È¯Ù ,ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ÌÈÈÁÂ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÈÁ ÔÈ·˘ ˙ÂÈ˘‰ ‰ÏË· Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡· .Ï"ÊÁ
˙‡ ‰Á„ ˜ÈÏ‡È· .ÂÏ ¯Ê ÂÈ‡ ·Â˘ È˘Â‡˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ – Ô‡Î .‰ÏÎ˘‰‰ ˙ÚÂ˙
,È„Â‰È ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ;'˙Â˘Â‡Â ˙Â„‰È' Ï˘ ‰Ê˙ÈÒ ÏÚ ¯ÊÂÏ˜ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡ÈÊ¯Ù‰
,ÂÏ˘ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ‰˘Â¯È‰ ÏÎ' :˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ÂÂ˘ÏÎ .(‰Ú˜ :Ì˘) È˘Â‡ ‡ÏÈÓÓ ‡Â‰
˙Â˘¯Ï ˙„‰ Ï˘ ÌˆÓÂˆÓ‰ ‰ÓÂÁ˙Ó ‰¯·Ú ,‰ÓÂˆÂ ‰Ï„ ‡È‰ ÔÈÚ ˙È‡¯ÓÏ˘
Â˘Ú ÌÈÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ÂÈÈÈ˜ .˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ‰¯Âˆ· ,˙ÂÈ˘Â‡‰ ˙Â˘¯Ï ‡ÏÈÓÓÂ ,˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï‰
‚ˆ˜ :· ,ÌÈ¯·„) '‰ÓÂ˜˙Â ‰ÏÂ‡‚Ï ÌÈÙˆÓÂ ÌÈÎÁÓ Ì‰ Ì‚Â ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ÌÈÈÈ˜Ï
˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‚˘Â˙ ‰Ï ‰ÙˆÓ ˜ÈÏ‡È·˘ '‰ÏÂ‡‚‰'˘ ÂÈ‡¯ ¯·Î .(ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰ –
˙È˘Â‡ ‰Ù˘Ï ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰Â ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙ :‰˘„Á ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰
.ÔÂ˘Ï‰Â ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ Ì„È˜Ù˙ ÔÎ Ì‡ Â‰Ê .˙ÈÏÏÎ
‰ÓÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ÈÓˆÚ‰ ÔÂ‚Ò‰ ÏÚ ˙¯ÓÂ˘˘ ‡È‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ˜¯˘ ¯ÓÂ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ¯˘‡Î
ÔÂ˘ÏÏ ‡Ï‡ ,¯Â‚˘‰ Ì·ÂÓ· ‰·È˙ÎÏ Â‡ ¯Â·È„Ï Â˙ÂÂÎ ÔÈ‡ ,(‡Ú :‡ ,ÌÈ¯·„)
¯ÓÂÏÎ) ‰‡ˆÂ‰‰Â ‰ÒÎ‰‰ ÏÚ ‰ÂÓÓ‰ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÈÏÎÎ
‡È‰˘ ˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÈÒÎÏ ÈÓÂ‡Ï ÔÂÈ·ˆ ˙˙Â ‡È‰ :˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ (ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ÏÚ
˜ÈÏ‡È· ˜ÏÂÁ ÂÊ ‰ÈÁ·Ó .˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈÏ 'È˘Â‡' ÔÂÈ·ˆ ‰˜ÈÚÓÂ ıÂÁ·Ó ˙ËÏÂ˜
Â‡ ÌÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ˙ÂÙÈˆ¯· ˙È˙ÂÓ ‰È‡ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â„Á‡ :˜"¯ ÏÚ
ÌÈÈÒÈÒ·‰ ÌÈ‚‰Ó‰Â ÌÈÏÓÒ‰ ÔÓ ‰ÓÎ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘‰ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï – ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡ Ï˘
‰˜ÈÊ‰ ˙ÂÙÈˆ¯· ‡Ï‡ – Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ¯ÂÊÁÓ·Â ÌÈ„ÚÂÓ·Â ÌÈ‚Á· ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰
ÔÂ˘Ï‰ .˙„Ó˙Ó ˙ÂÈÂÈÁ Ì‰Ï ˜ÈÚÓ‰ È˘¯Ù‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰Â ÌÈÈÂ˜ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï‡
ÏÚ .(ËÎ˜ :Ì˘) ÂÏÂÎ È˘¯Ù‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÚ˜˘Ó ¯Á·Ó ˙‡ ‰ÎÂ˙· ˙¯ˆÂ‡
˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÁÈ‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡‰ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ 'ÒÂÈÎ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙' ˙˙˙˘ÂÓ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰‰
,‰È˙Â¯Â„Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÙÂÓ ¯Á·Ó ÏÏÂÎ‰ È˙Â¯ÙÒ ÔÂ˜ Ï˘ ÂÈÈ·Ï
‰È‚ÂÒÏ ˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· È˘¯Ù‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ Ï˘ ˙Â˘„Á˙‰ ¯˘Ù‡È˘
ÏÂ„‚ ˜ÏÁ˘ ,˙ÈË‡ÂÙ‰ Â˙¯ÈˆÈ· ˜ÈÏ‡È· ‰‡¯‰ ÍÎÏ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ˙Á‡ ˙‡ 12.ÌÈÂ˘‰
‰¯Â˘˜ ‡È‰˘ Ì‚‰ ,‰ÓˆÚ ÈÙ· ‰Ï‡˘ ‡È‰˘ ,ÔÂ˜‰ Ï˘ Â˙¯ÈˆÈ Í¯„ ˙Ï‡˘Ï Ô‡Î ÒÎ ÈÈ‡ 12
È„È ÏÚ Ô˘È‰ ÔÂ˜‰ Ï˘ ÂÙ˜È‰ ˙‡ ÌˆÓˆÏ ˘˜È· ˜ÈÏ‡È· ,ÚÂ„ÈÎ .Ô‡Î Ô‰· ˜ÒÂÚ È‡˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒÏ
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˙È˙„‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È·

˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ ÏÎ .ÌÈ˜È˙Ú ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÏÚ È¯„ÂÓ '˘¯„Ó' ‡Â‰ ‰ÓÓ
.ÌÈ˜È˙Ú‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰‡¯˘‰Â ‰˜ÈÈ ÍÂ˙Ó ÁÂÓˆÏ ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰˘„Á‰
.‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ È·‚Ï Ì‚ ‰Ù˜˙ ÂÊ ‰ÚÈ·˜
˙¯ÈˆÈ ˙‡ ÒÈÎ‰Ï ,È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ Í¯Âˆ ,‡Â‰ ¯ÂÓ‚ Í¯Âˆ'˘ ¯·Ò ˜ÈÏ‡È·˘ Û‡
˙„ÁÂÈÓ ˙Â·È˘Á ÒÁÈÈ ‡Â‰ ,'ÂÏÂÎ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ È˙Â·¯˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ï ÂÏ˘ ‰ÓÂ‡‰
„ÓÂÏ ˜ÈÏ‡È· .‰„‚‡‰Â ‰ÎÏ‰‰ :‰È‚ÏÙ È˘ ÏÚ ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ‚¯˙Ï
¯·Î ‰˙ÎÊ˘ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ‰¯ÈˆÈ ‡Â‰ Í"˙‰ .Í"˙‰ Ï˘ „ÓÚÓ‰ ÔÓ ‰ÂÂ˘ ‰¯Ê‚
‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙‡Ê ‰„·ÂÚÂ ,'ÂÓÂ‚¯˙' ˙ÂÎÊ· ‰ÏÂÎ ˙Â˘Â‡‰ Ï˘ È˙Â·¯˙ ÔÈÈ˜ ˙Â˘ÚÈ‰Ï
Í"˙‰ .˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ È„È ÏÚ ÂˆÂÓÈ‡Ï Â‡È·‰˘ ÌÈ·Â˘Á‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ „Á‡
‰ÂÂ˘ Û˙Â˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÎÊ ÂÏ ‰˜‰Â ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÓÂ‡ ÈÙÏÎ „ÓÚÓ Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÏ ˜ÈÚ‰
˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ,‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ì‚˘ ÍÎÏ Û‡Â˘ ˜ÈÏ‡È· .ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ È˙Â·¯˙‰ ÁÈ˘·
˙ÏÙÂ ‰È‡ ‰Î¯Ú ˙ÈÁ·Ó˘ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ‰· ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ .‰ÓÂ„ „ÓÚÓÏ ‰ÎÊ˙ ,'‰ÓÂ‚¯˙'
‡Â‰ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ Â˙Ú„Ï ÔÎ˘ ,ÂÈÏÚ ‰ÏÂÚ Û‡ ÈÏÂ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ Â„È„ÏÂ ,Í"˙‰ ÔÓ
‰˙ÚÓË‰Ó ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î˘ ¯·Ò ‡Â‰ .‰È˙Â¯Â„Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‡ ·ˆÈÚ˘ ‰Ê ¯˜ÈÚ·
È¯„ÂÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ÒÁÈ‰ ‰˘ÚÈÈ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÍÂ˙· ÂÊ ‰¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘
,‚È¯ :‡ ,Ì˘ :ÂÂ˘‰Â ;‚Ó :· ,Ì˘) 'ÈÚ·Ë ,¯˘È ,ËÂ˘Ù' ÒÁÈÏ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï‡
.('ÂÏ˘ È˙Â·¯˙‰ ÏÂ„È‚‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÚ·Ë‰ ˙˘‚¯‰' ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ¯·„Ó Ì˘
¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ÏÚ ·È˘‰Ï È„Î ?˙˘¯ÂÓ‰ Ï‡ 'ÈÚ·Ë ÒÁÈ' Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ‰Ó
‰˘„Á‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˜ÈÒÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ‰ ˙Á‡˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ˙‡
ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ‡È‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÙÈˆÓ‡‰ ˙È˘‡¯Â ÔÂÒÏ„Ó Ï˘ ÂÓÊ Ê‡Ó
˙Ú· ˙¯ÚÂ· ‰˙˘Ú ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ .'Ì„‡'Ï 'È„Â‰È'‰ ÔÈ· ,ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Ï È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰
Ì„Â„È· ÏÚ ,Á¯ÂÎÓ ÔÈ·Â ÔÂˆ¯Ó ÔÈ· ,Â¯˙ÈÂ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ Û˜Â˙Ó ‰˘„Á‰
˙„Â˜Ó .˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙Â·¯˙· ‰‡ÏÓ ˙Â·Ï˙˘‰Ï Ú„ÂÓ· ÌÈ¯˙ÂÁ ÂÏÁ‰Â È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
˙Â„‰È È„È ÏÚ Â‚ˆÂ‰˘ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘Ï ˙ÂÂ¯˙Ù‰ ÏÎ ,˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ˙Â‚‰‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â‡¯
.ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ È˘ ÔÈ· ,ÈÚ·Ë ,È˙Ó‡ ¯Â·ÈÁ Â¯ˆÈ ‡Ï˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ÂÏ˘Î ‰ÈˆÙÈˆÓ‡‰
˙˘¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰ÏÈ„·Ó‰ ‰ˆÈÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ÏË·Ï ÂÙ‡˘ ÌÈÈÂÈˆ‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ ÔÓ ÌÈ·¯
‡Â‰ „Á‡' .˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· Ô‚ÊÓÏÂ ˙È„Â‰È ‡Ï‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ ÔÈ·Â ˙È„Â‰È‰
13.'Â·˘ ˙ÂÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÈÓÓ ,Â˙ÈÓÓ – Â˜ÏÁÓ‰ ÏÎÂ' – ÔÂ„¯Â‚ „"‡ ÔÚË – '"È‡‰"
Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÏÂ„‚‰ ‰‚˘È‰ ˙‡ ‰‡¯ ‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ı¯Ù ÂÓÎ ÛÈ¯Á „‚˙Ó ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,ÔÎ‡Â
.Â˙ÂÓÏ˘· È„Â‰È‰ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ‰˙ÏÈ‚ ‡È‰˘ ÍÎ· ˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰
‰·˘ÁÓ· 'È˘Â‡'Ï 'È„Â‰È'‰ ÔÈ· ‰ˆÈÁÓ‰ ÏÂËÈ· Ï˘ È¯˜ÈÚ‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ‰ ˙‡
‰‡¯ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ .ÔÂ˜‰ ÍÂ˙· ˙ÙÒÂ ‰ÈÏÂÁÎ ‰˘„Á‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ÌÂ˜Ó ˙ÂÙÏ È„Î ‰ÊÈ‚Â ‰ÓÈ˙Á
ÌˆÚ ÈÙÏ˘ ,˙ÈÂÏÈÁ ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ·ÈÈÁÓ ÔÂ˜ ·ˆÚÏ ÔÂÈÒÈ· ‰ÂÓË‰ ˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ·‰ ˙‡
Paul :ÂÂ˘‰ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘Ï .‰ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰¯„‚‰ ÏÎ ˙ÏÏÂ˘Â ‰ÁÂ˙Ù ˙Â·¯˙ ‡È‰ ‰˙Â‰Ó
Mendes-Flohr. 1998. ‘Cultural Zionism’s Image of the Educated Jew’, Modern Judaism
‰¯˜ÁÓ ÂÈÈÚ '‰ÈÈÁ˙‰' ˙ÙÂ˜˙· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÔÂ˜‰ ÏÚ ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰ ÏÚ .18(3): 226–239

.˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡È„È‡Â È˙Â¯ÙÒ ÔÂ˜ .1992 .˘Â¯Ù ÒÈ¯È‡ Ï˘ ÌÎÒÓ‰
.366 :˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ‰È¯ÙÒ‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .‰„Â·Ú‰Â ‰ÓÂ‡‰ .·"È˘˙ .ÔÂ„¯Â‚ „"‡ 13
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Ì‡ ,˜ÈÏ‡È·Â ÔÂ„¯Â‚ ÂÓÎ ÌÈ‚Â‰ Â„Úˆ ÂÈ˙Â·˜Ú·Â ,ÌÚ‰ „Á‡ ‰ÂÂ˙‰ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰
ÍÂÈÁ‰' Â¯Ó‡Ó· .˙„‰ È·‚Ï ¯˙ÂÈ ˙È˙ÙÓ‡ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÈÙ˙ ÂÈ¯·„Ï Â˙ Ì‰ ÈÎ
‰Ê :·È˘ÓÂ '?È˙Ó‡ ÈÓÂ‡Ï ÍÂÈÁ Â‰ÊÈ‡' :‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙‡ ÌÚ‰ „Á‡ ‚ÈˆÓ 'ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰
˙‡ Ì·ÏÏ ÂÒÈÎ‰· Ì˙Ú„Ó ‡Ï˘ Ì˙ÓÂ‡ ÁÂ¯ ˙‡ ËÂÏ˜Ï ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ ˙‡ ‡È·Ó˘
‡È¯· ÈÓÂ‡Ï ·ˆÓ· ÌÈ‡ˆÓ‰ ÌÈÓÚ‰ .˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ‰¯Âˆ· ÌÈÈÏÏÎ‰ ÌÈÈ˘Â‡‰ ÌÈÈÈ˜‰
'„ˆ ‰ÊÈ‡Ó ˙È˙ÂÎ‡ÏÓ ˙ÂÏ„˙˘‰ ÌÂ˘ ÈÏ· ,ÂÈÏ‡Ó ‡·‰ ¯·„ ÌÏˆ‡ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ÍÂÈÁ –
˙˙Â ÔÂ˘Ï‰' :ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ‡È‰ ÌÚ‰ „Á‡ ¯·È„ ‰ÈÏÚ˘ '‰¯Âˆ‰' 14.(¯Â˜Ó· ˙Â˘‚„‰‰)
˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ·ËÈÓ·Â ,„ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ ÈÓÈÙ‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ ÏÎÏ ‰ÓÏ˘ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ‰¯Âˆ
Ë‡Ï Ë‡Ï ÌÈ˘Ú˘ ,ÌÈÈË˙Ò‡Â ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓ ,ÌÈÏÚ ˙ÂÂÈ‚‰ ‡ÏÓ ÌÏÂÚ ‡ˆÂÓ ‡Â‰
ÔÈ·Â ÂÈ· ÌÈÈ˜Â ıÈÓ‡ ¯˘˜ ÌÈ‡¯Â· ÍÎ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ,ÂÏ˘ ÈÁÂ¯‰ "È‡"‰ ÔÓ ÈÓˆÚ ˜ÏÁ
.'ÈÏÏÎ È˘Â‡ Ô·ÂÓ· ·‚˘Â ¯˜È ÏÎ ¯Â˜Ó ÂÓˆÚÏ ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ ‰·˘ ,"Â˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï"
‡È‰ :ÈÏÏÎ‰ È˘Â‡‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ÔÈ· ,ÍÂÂ˙Ó‰ Â‡ ,¯·ÁÓ‰ ¯˘‚‰ ‡È‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰
˙Â·¯˙Ï ˙ÈÏÏÎ ˙È˘Â‡ ‰¯ÂˆÂ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ‰¯Âˆ ‰˜ÈÚÓ
ÂÓÓ ‡Â‰ ÌÚ‰ „Á‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˙Â·¯˙Ï 'ÈÚ·ËÂ È˙Ó‡' ¯˘˜ .˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰
Â‡ ÈËÒÈÈ·Â˘ ÂÈ‡ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ È‡˙· ˙‡ÊÂ ,‰˙ÂÏÏÎ· ˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ¯˘˜ Â·Â
ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ˙Ó‡ Â‡ Í¯Ú ˙‚ˆÈÈÓÎ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ‡Ï‡ ,È¯ËˆÂ˙‡
„Â‚È‰ Ï„ÁÈÂ ,„Á‡ ÌˆÚÏ ÂÈ‰ÈÂ 'È„Â‰È‰'Â 'Ì„‡‰' Â„ÎÏ˙È ÂÊ Í¯„· ˜¯ .ÌÈÈÏÏÎ
15.˙ÂÏ‚· È¯„ÂÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ,Ì‰È˘ ÔÈ· ÈÓÈÙ‰
Ú¯˜‰ ÏÚ ˙Â¯·‚˙‰ ,ÏÂÎ Ì„Â˜ ,Â˘Â¯ÈÙ 'ÈÚ·Ë ÒÁÈ'˘ ¯·Ò ‡Â‰ Û‡ ˜ÈÏ‡È·
ÔÈ·Â ˘„ÁÏ Ô˘È‰ ÔÈ·˘ ‰ˆÈÁÓ‰ ÏÂËÈ· ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,È¯„ÂÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ÈÓÈÙ‰
‡Â‰ Â˙Â·¯˙· .'Â˙‡ˆ·Â ÂÏ‰Â‡·' È„Â‰È :(Êˆ˜ :‡ ,ÌÈ¯·„) 'È˘Â‡'Ï 'È„Â‰È'‰
¯ÓÂÏÎ ,ÌÊÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Ï ÌÊÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù ÔÈ· ‚ÂÊÈÓ ‰· ˘È˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,˙È·· „ÈÓ˙ ˘Á
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙ ¯‡˘Ó ÌÈÈÁÂ¯ ÌÈÎ˙ ÈÚ·Ë ÔÙÂ‡· ˙˜ÂÈ‰ ,‰ÁÂ˙Ù ˙Â·¯˙ È‰ÂÊ
ÏÚ ÚÈÙ˘Ó Ì¯Â‚ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ‰ÓˆÚ ‡È‰ ˙Ú· ‰·Â ,È„ÂÁÈÈ ÈÓÂ‡Ï ÔÂÈ·ˆ Ì‰Ï ‰˜ÈÚÓÂ
ÍÂÂ˙Ó ‰‡ˆÂ‰ Ï˘Â ‰ÒÎ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ê ÏÂÙÎ ÍÏ‰Ó .‰Ï˘ ‰¯Â˜ÓÓ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙‰
ÌÚ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÊÈÓÂ‰‰ Ï˘ ‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ Â‰Ê ,¯ÓÂÏ ‰ˆ¯˙ Ì‡ ;ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ‰˘ÚÓ È„È ÏÚ
ÂÈ¯·„· ÈÂˆÓ ÂÈ‡˘ ·Â˘Á Ë·È‰ ÍÎ ÏÚ ÛÈÒÂÓ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï·‡ .‰˙ÂÏÏÎ· ˙Â·¯˙‰
¯ÂˆÈÏÂ ‰· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ˙Â¯ÁÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÚ· Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙ :ÌÚ‰ „Á‡ Ï˘
˙‡ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ï·È˜Â ‰Â˘‡¯· ‡·˘ ÈÓ Ïˆ‡ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÏÚ· ˙˘‚¯‰' .‰ÎÂ˙ÓÂ ‰ÎÂ˙·
˙ÂÂÏ˘ÈÎ‰ ˙‡Â ['ÌÈÂ˜È˙‰' ,‰‡¯Î ,‰ÂÂÎ‰] ˙Â˜˙‰ ˙‡ ,‰ÎÒ‰ ˙‡Â ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡‰
.(ÁÚ˜–ÊÚ˜ :‡ ,ÌÈ¯·„) .'ÛÂÒ‰ „ÚÂ ‰ÏÁ˙Ó È˙ÈÓ‡ ÔÈÈ˜Â ˘ÂÎ¯ ÏÎ ÌÚ ÌÈÎÂ¯Î‰
˙¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ Û‡ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙Â‰Ê‰ Ï˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï È‡˙‰ ‡Â‰ 'ÔÂ˘Ï'‰ ÔÈÈ˜ :ÚÓ˘Ó
.˙È„Â‰È '˙Â¯ÙÒ'

.¯È·„ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .È·˙Î ÏÎ .‚"È˘˙ .ÌÚ‰ „Á‡ 14
.‡È˙ :Ì˘ 15
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‚
˜ÏÁ ‰„‚‡‰Â ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ Â˙ÂËÈ‰Ï ÏÚ ‰Ó˙ ıÈ·Â„È·‡¯ .˘
‡Â‰ ,'‰„Â‡' .‡¯˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰ÊÏ ‰ÓÂ„ „ÓÚÓ Ì‰Ï ˙Â˜‰ÏÂ ˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÔÓ
ÔÓ ‰„‚‡·Â ‰ÎÏ‰· "˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰"Â ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ "Ì˙¯Î‰" ¯ÒÂÁ ÔÈ‡' ,·˙ÂÎ
Ì˙Â‡ "ÏÎÚ"Â ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ¯¯Á˘Â "Ï‡‚È˘"Î Ì‚ [...] È·Ï ˙‡ ÌÈ„È¯ËÓ‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰
˙Â·¯˙" Ï˘ ÌÈÈÏÏÎ "ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ" ÂÏÏ‰ Â˘ÚÈÈ ‡Ï ,"ÌÈÓˆÓÂˆÓ" ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ
‡È‰˘ ,‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰˘ ‰¯˜Ó ‰Ê ÔÈ‡˘ ÔÚË ‡Â‰ .'ÌÂÏÎ ÍÎ· ÔÈ‡Â – "˙È˘Â‡
˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÁÏ ‰˙˘Ú ‡Ï ,Â„ÂÁÈÈ Ï˘ ˜‰·ÂÓ ÔÓÈÒÂ 'Ï‡¯˘È Ï˘ ÔÈ¯Â˙ÒÓ'
,˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÊ ‰¯Â˙ ÔÈ· ÌÂˆÚ ˜Á¯Ó ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,˘È .‰ÏÂÎ ˙È˘Â‡‰
Â˙ÏÙ‡Ó Â˙Â‡ ÏÈˆ˙ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÈÏÏÎ‰ È˘Â‡‰ ÂÎ¯Ú ˙˘‚„‰'˘ ÔÈÓ‡Ó ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡Â
ıÈ·Â„È·‡¯ ÔÈ‡ ,ÌÈÈÂ‚Ï ¯Â‡ ‡Â‰ ‡‰È ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ;'"ÌÈÈÂ‚Ï ¯Â‡" Â‰˘Ú˙Â ÂÓÂˆÓˆÂ
.Â·˘ ¯Â‡Ó‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï '˘„Á'‰ Ï‡¯˘È Ï˘ ÂÈÈÚ ˙‡ Ì‚ Á˜ÙÈ ‰Ê ¯·„˘ ÔÈÓ‡Ó
˙ÓÎÁ' È˘‡ Ï˘ ˙ÈË‚ÂÏÂÙ‡‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ Ï˘ Í˘Ó‰ ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„·
¯ÂÊÈÁ ;˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙Ï Â˙ÓÂ¯˙· ÈÂÏ˙ Ï‡¯˘È ÌÂÈ˜˘ Â¯·Ò˘ ,‰˙È˘‡¯· 'Ï‡¯˘È
ÂÈ·˙Î· ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ÂÁÂ¯ ˙‡ ÌÏÂ‰ ÂÈ‡˘ 'ÍÈ·Ò˙' ıÈ·Â„È·‡¯ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÚ· ‡Â‰ ‰Ê
16.ÌÈ¯Á‡‰
‰Ó‚Ó‰ ˙‡ ÍÈ˘ÓÓ ÂÈ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡È· .ÂËÙ˘Ó· ‰ÚË ıÈ·Â„È·‡¯˘ È¯Â·Ò
˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˘Â„ÈÁ ‡Â‰ ÂÏ˘ ÚÈÓ‰ .Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÓÎÁ Ï˘ ˙ÈË‚ÂÏÂÙ‡‰
.˙ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÔÂ˘ÏÏ ‰ÓÂ‚¯˙ ‡Â‰ ÍÎÏ È‡˙‰˘ ÔÂÎ ˘Á ‡Â‰Â ,‰È˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ
ÔÈ·Ï ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙Ï ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ Â˙˘È‚ ÔÈ· ‰·¯ ‰·¯˜ ˘È
Û‡Â˘ ÒÈÂÂÏ ,˜ÈÏ‡È·Ï ‰ÓÂ„· .˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ‰„‚‡‰ Ï‡ ÒÈÂÂÏ Ï‡ÂÓÚ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚
:¯˙ÂÈ ÔÂÎ˘ ‰Ó Â‡ ,Ì„‡Ï È„Â‰È‰ ÔÈ· '˙È‡ÂË‚'‰ ‰ˆÈÁÓ‰ ÏÂËÈ·Ï ‡Â‰ Ì‚
,˙ÈÂÂÈÏ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ 'Ì‚¯˙Ï' ‰ÚÂ„È‰ Â˙˘È¯„ ‰ÏÂÚ Ô‡ÎÓ .'ÈÂÂÈ'Ï 'È„Â‰È'‰ ÔÈ·
˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÔÂ˘ÏÏ Û„¯ Ì˘ ‡È‰ ˙ÈÂÂÈ 17.È˘¯Ù‰ ÂÏÚÙÓ· ˘ÓÓÏ ‰ÒÈ ‰˙Â‡˘
˙Â¯·‚˙‰ ÍÂ˙ ‰ÏÏÎ‰Ï ˙¯˙ÂÁ‰ ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÔÂ˘Ï ,·¯ÚÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘
˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ıÏÁÏ ‡È‰ ÒÈÂÂÏ Ï˘ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ Â˙¯ËÓ .˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÂ˘Ï‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ
Â‡ ,ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ÌÊÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰Â
˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ [„ÂÓÏ˙‰Â Í"˙‰ Ï˘] ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÔÓ ıÏÁÏ' :ÂÂ˘Ï·
Â·˘ ÏÂÙÎ ÚÈÓ ÈÂˆÓ ‰Ê‰ È˘¯Ù‰ ÏÚÙÓ‰ Ï˘ Â„ÂÒÈ· 18.'‰Â·˙‰ Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÙ‰
˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰ ˙‡ ËÈÏ·‰Ï ‰ÙÈ‡˘‰ „Á‡ „ˆÓ :˜ÈÏ‡È· Ïˆ‡ Ì‚ ÂÁ·‰
„ˆÓ ;˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰·˘ÁÓÏ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰˘ ˙ÈÂÈÁ‰
È„Î ,˙È¯„ÂÓ ÔÂ˘Ï ÌÈÈ„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ‰ÓÂÏ‚‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ˘È·Ï‰Ï' ¯Á‡
.Ë¯¯‡ ˙‡ˆÂ‰ :ÔÂ„ÂÏ .589–587 :(·) ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÂ Ï·· .Ê"È˘˙ .ıÈ·Â„È·‡¯ '˘ 16
17

E. Levinas. 1994. Nine Talmudic Readings, trans: Annette Aronowicz. Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, ‘Introduction’: 9–10

.ÒÈÂÂÏ Ï‡ÂÓÚ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÌÈÂÈÚ – ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡‰Â ¯Á‡‰ .Ê"˘˙ .ÈÂÏ 'Ê :Ïˆ‡ ËËÂˆÓ 18
.158 :Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È

226

ÊÂÏ „Â‰‡

˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ˜È˙Ú‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó· ÈÎ Ì‰ Û‡ ÂÈ·È ÌÓÚ Ï˘ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ÌÈ¯ÎÂÓ ÌÈ„Â‰È˘
˙Â‡¯‰ÏÂ [...] ÂÓÊ ˙Â·¯˙· Ì„‡ Ï˘ Â˙·˘ÁÓ ˙‡ ˙Â˜ÈÒÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÚ· ˙ÂÂ„È
„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙·‰˘ ÔÚË ÒÈÂÂÏ Ì‚ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· ÂÓÎ 19.'˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜‡‰ Ì˙ÂÈÂÈÁ ˙‡ Ì‰Ï
Â„Â·Î ÌÂ˜È˘Ï ÌÈÈ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ÌÈ‡˙‰ „Á‡ ‡È‰ Â· ÔÂÓË‰ ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ¯ÒÓ‰ ¯Â‡·
Â¯˜ÈÚ· ·ˆÂÚÓ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ„Â‰È Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ .ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ„Â‰È ÈÈÚ· Â„ÓÚÓÂ
,È˙ÏÁ˙‰ È‡˙ ¯Â˙· ¯ÚˆÓÏ ,È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ Í¯Âˆ Ì‰Ï ˘È ,ÌÈÈ·¯ÚÓ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ È„È ÏÚ
ÂÓÎ 20.˙È·¯ÚÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ· „·ÂÎÓ „ÓÚÓÏ ‰ÎÊÈ „ÂÓÏ˙‰˘
È„Î ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÂÏÈÁ· Í¯Âˆ‰ ˙‡ ‡Â‰ Û‡ ˘È‚„Ó ÒÈÂÂÏ ,˜ÈÏ‡È·
„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÔÓ ˜ÈÙ‰Ï ˘˜·Ó ‡Â‰ .˙ÈÂÈÚ¯ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙„‰ Ï‡ ‰˘„Á ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ¯¯ÂÚÏ
˘‚È ‡Â‰ ,˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ‰˘È‚Ï „Â‚È· .˙È¯ÒÂÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰˜È˙‡
‰˘È‚‰Ó Ì‚ ‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ ‡Â‰ Ï·‡ ;˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙ ˙ÂÁ‰ ‡ÏÏ È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡
ÌÂÈÎ Â˙Ú„Ï˘ ÌÂ˘Ó – ‰˙Â‡ ÏÏÂ˘ ÂÈ‡ ÈÎ Ì‡ – ˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ-˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ,˙ÈÚ„Ó‰
¯Â·Ú ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ È˙˘ Ï˘ ÔÁÂÎ· ÔÈ‡
.ÌÈÈ·¯ÚÓ ÌÈ„Â‰È

„
Ì‚ ÔÚË ˜ÈÏ‡È· ,˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ‰„‚‡‰ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ‰ÈÂ‡¯‰ Í¯„‰ È·‚Ï ÔÚË ÒÈÂÂÏ˘ ‰Ó
Ï˘ „ÁÂÈÓ‰ ÂÒÁÈ ÏÚ ÌÈÏÈÓ ‰ÓÎ ¯ÓÂ‡ ,˙‡Ê ‰‡¯‡˘ Ì„Â˜ .‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ È·‚Ï
˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ Â˙ÈÈË ÏÚ „ÓÚ ¯·Î ıÈ·Â„È·‡¯ ÔÂÚÓ˘ .˙‡Ê‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ï‡ ˜ÈÏ‡È·
,„ÂÓÏ˙· ˙Â‡¯Ï Â˙Â‡ ‰‡È·‰˘ ‰ÈÈË ,‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ÏÚ ·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ˙‡ ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï
˜ÈÏ‡È· .(ËÓ˜ :· ,ÌÈ¯·„) ‰ÓÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÏÂ„‚‰ ÒÎ‰ ˙‡ ,‡¯˜Ó· ‡ÏÂ
‰ÙÓ ‡Â‰ ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ .‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Ï‡ È·ÂÈÁ‰ ÂÒÁÈ· Â¯Â„ È¯ÙÂÒ ·¯˜· „ÁÈÈ˙Ó
¯Â‚ÒÎ ·ˆÈÈ˙Ó ‡Â‰ '‰„‚‡Â ‰ÎÏ‰ ÏÚ' ÚÂ„È‰ Â¯Ó‡Ó· .ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ Ï‡ ¯˜ÈÚ·
ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÂÁ„‰Â ÏÊÏÂÊÓ‰ ‰È‰˘ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ÛÚ Â˙Â‡ Ï˘ ˜‰·ÂÓ
˙·Â˙Î‰˘ – '˙ÂÂˆÓ ÂÈÏÚ Â„ÈÓÚ‰' ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ÌÂÈÒ· Â˙‡È¯˜ .ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ È„È
¯ÊÁ ‡Â‰ :˙ÈÓÚÙ-„Á ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï – ‰Î¯Âˆ ÏÎ ‰¯Â¯· ‰È‡ ˙ÈÙÂÓ ‡È‰ ‰ÈÏ‡˘
·Â˘Á ‰È‰ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘Â„ÈÁ ÔÂÈÚ¯˘ „ÈÚÓ˘ ‰Ó ,‰Ù ÏÚ· ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„Ê‰· ‰ÈÏÚ
‡Ï‡ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˘Â„ÈÁ Ï˘ ¯˜ÈÚÂ ˙ÈˆÓ˙ Â· ‰‡¯˘ ¯˘Ù‡Â ,„Â‡Ó ÂÏ
Ì‚˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ÔÈ‡Â ,Â˙ÂÂÎ ˙‡ ˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰„ÈÓ· ¯È‰·‰ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ¯Úˆ‰ ‰·¯ÓÏ˘
ÂÈ˙ÂÂÂÎ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ Ô˙È˘ ÈÓÂ„ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ· 21.‰˘ÓÓÏ Í¯„‰ ˙‡ ¯Â¯È·· ‰‡¯‰ ‡Ï
.145 :Ì˘ ,ÈÂÏ 19
20

Annette Aronowicz. 1999. ‘Jewish Education in the Thought of Emmanuel Levinas’, in
Israel Rich & Michael Rosenak (eds.), Abiding Challenges: Research Perspectives on
Jewish Education. London & Tel Aviv: Freund Publishing House: 71

:Ì‡˙ÏÂÂ :ÔÂ„ÂÏ .(·) ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÂ Ï·· .Ê"È˘˙ .ıÈ·Â„È·‡¯ ÔÂÚÓ˘ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· ·˙Î˘ ‰Ó Â‡¯ 21
.575–574
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ÔÂÈÚ .Â¯Ó‡ÓÏ ‰ÓÏ˘‰Î ‰Ù ÏÚ· Â¯Ó‡˘ ÂÏ‡Ó Ë¯Ù·Â ,ÂÈ¯·„ ÏÏÎÓ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘
Ô‰ ,ÂÏ˘ È˙Â·¯˙-È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÁÈ˘Ï ÂÈ¯·„ ˙ÂÈÂÈÁ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú Ì‰· ˘„ÂÁÓ
22.ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó Ô‰Â È˙„‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó
È˘· ÂÈ¯·„· ÚÈÙÂÓ '‰ÎÏ‰' ÁÂÓ‰ ?‰ÎÏ‰Ï ÒÁÈÈÓ ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ È‰Ó
:Ì‰ÈÈ· ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ ÌÈË·È‰
.‰ÙÈ‡˘ ,ÔÂÈÚ¯ ,ÔÂÊÁ Ï˘ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰„‚‡ Ï˘ ˙ÈË¯˜Â˜ ‰Ó˘‚‰Î ‰ÎÏ‰ ,˙È˘‡¯
ÔÂÈÚ¯ ˙‡ ¯˘Â˜ ‡Â‰ 23.˙È¯ÒÂÓÂ ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ˙Â¯˜Ù‰Ï ‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ ‰ÎÏ‰ ‡Ï· ‰„‚‡
,‰Ó˘‚‰‰ ÛÁ„ :‰˙È˘‡¯Ó ˙ÂÂÈˆ· ‰È‰˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÒÈÒ·‰ ÛÁ„Ï ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘Â„ÈÁ
‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈÚË‰Ï ·Â˘Á Ï·‡ .ÔÂÊÁÏ È˘ÁÂÓ ÈÂËÈ· Ô˙Ó
'‡¯·‚ ˙·ÂÁ'Î ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· ‡Ï‡ ,¯Â·Èˆ‰ ÏÚ ‰ÈÂÙÎ‰ ˙ÈËÙ˘Ó ˙Î¯ÚÓÎ
˙‡ .ÂÈÏÚ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡Â ÏÏÎ‰ ÌÚ ˙Â‰„Ê‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ,ÂÂˆ¯Ó ÂÓÎ˘ ÏÚ ÒÈÓÚÓ Ì„‡‰˘
˜ÈÏ‡È· ¯·È„ Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÎ .ÂÓÊ È· ÌÈˆÂÏÁ‰ Ïˆ‡ ‡ˆÂÓ ‡Â‰ ÍÎÏ ‰ÈÁ‰ ‰Ó‚Â„‰
ÒÈÒ· ˘Ó˘Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú‰ ,„"È¯˙‰ ‰ÂÂˆÓÎ ‰Â˘„ÈÁ ÌÈˆÂÏÁ‰˘ ,‰„Â·Ú‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÏÚ
Û‡Â ,(‡Ï :‡ ,ÌÈ¯·„) ‰ÈË¯Ù ÏÎÏ ‰„Â·Ú ˙ÂÎÏ‰· ˜ÂÒÚÈ˘ ˘„Á 'ÍÂ¯Ú ÔÁÏÂ˘'Ï
.(Î˜ :Ì˘) ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ¯‡˘ ÏÎ Ï˘ Ô˙ÈÈÁ˙Ï ÛÂÓ ˘Ó˘Ï
ÈÎÂÈÁ Ì¯Â‚ ‡È‰ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ .ÍÈ¯„ÓÂ ÔÂÂÎÓ È˙Â¯ÙÒ ËÒ˜ËÎ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ,˙È˘
ÁÂÎ Â˙ÂÈ‰· ,ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ ¯‡˘ ÔÈ· ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ·Â˘Á ÌÂ˜Ó ÒÂÙ˙Ï ÂÏ ÈÂ‡¯˘
˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ÏÚ ˙Â„‰È· ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙¯Î‰Â ‰˘ÚÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ Ï˘ Â˙Ù„Ú‰ÏÂ Â˙¯·‚‰Ï' ÏÈÚÂÓ

„ÂÚ ÂÂ˘‰ .14 ‰¯Ú‰ ,ÏÈÚÏ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ÔÙÂˆÎ ‰„‚‡Â ‰ÎÏ‰ .1988 .Ô‚Î 'ˆ :ÂÂ˘‰ 22
˙˘· ,‰˘Ó‰Â È˘‰ ˙È·‰ ˙ÙÂ˜˙ Ï˘ ÏÂ„‚‰ ¯˜ÂÁ‰-ÔÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ,¯Ú· ˜ÁˆÈ ·˙Î˘ ‰Ó
¯¯Â˘Ó‰ Ï˘ "‰„‚‡Â ‰ÎÏ‰" ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï‡ ·Â˘ ˙ÂÙÏ ˘È ÌÈ„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ÂÈÈÈÚ ˙ÈÁ·Ó' :Ë"Î˘˙
‰¯„‚‰Ï ÌÂÈ‰ ÌÈ˜Â˜Ê ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ [...] ˜ÈÏ‡È· ÔÓÁ ÌÈÈÁ '¯ ÏÂ„‚‰ ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰Â
ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ .Â"Ó˘˙ .'ÁˆÏ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜Â ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ Ì‰ ˙È˘‚¯ ‰ÈÁ·Ó Ï·‡ ,¯˙ÂÈ ˙˜ÈÂ„Ó ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ· ,ÔÎ‡Â .41 ‰¯Ú‰ ,77 :¯Ê˘ ÔÓÏÊ ÊÎ¯Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È :‡ ,Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙· ˙ÂÒÓÂ
Û‡Â ‰˙È˙˘˙· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ¯Ú· ˘˜È· ‰ÓÂ„˜‰ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÏÚ
ÌÈÓÊ‰ Ï˘] Ì‰È˘ÚÓ·Â Ì‰È¯·„· ˜ÓÚ˙‰Ï' ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙ÏËÂÓ ÂÈÏÚ˘ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ÂÁÂ¯· ,ÊÓ¯
ÌÈÂ˜ÈÁ È„È ÏÚ ‡Ï Ï·‡ ,Ì‰È˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú „ÂÒÈ ÏÚ Â˙È· ˙‡ ˙Â·ÏÂ Ì‰È˙ÂÓ‚ÓÓ „ÂÓÏÏÂ [ÂÙÏÁ˘
Â¯Ó‡Ó ÌÂ‚¯˙˘ ¯ÙÒÓ ÌÂÏ˘ '‚ .38 :Ì˘ :„ÂÚ ÂÂ˘‰Â .Ì˘ .'Ì˙Â·¯ÂÁ ÏÚ ‡Ï Ì‚Â ,ÈÂˆÈÁ‰
˙˘‚¯ÂÓ Â˙ÚÙ˘‰Â ,ÔÈÓÈ· ¯ËÏÂ ÏÚ ·¯ Ì˘Â¯ ‰˘Ú ,Â„È ÏÚ ‰˘Ú˘ ,˙ÈÓ¯‚Ï ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘
ÔÎ ÌÓ‡Â – "ÏÏÎ‰ ÔÓ ˙‡ˆÂÈ ˘ÓÓ"Ï ‰˙Â‡ ·˘Á ‡Â‰' .ÔÈÓÈ· Ï˘ ÂÈ·˙ÎÓ ËÚÓ ‡Ï·
.226 ;85 :„·ÂÚ ÌÚ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .˙Â„È„È Ï˘ ‰¯ÂÙÈÒ – ÔÈÓÈ· ¯ËÏÂ .Ê"Ó˘˙ .ÌÂÏ˘ '‚ .'‡È‰
¯Á·Ó .Ê"Ó˘˙ .‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ı¯Ù :Â‡¯ .‰Ê‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ˙‡ „Â‡Ó ÍÈ¯Ú‰ ‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ı¯Ù Ì‚
ÔÈ· ÔÂÈÓ„‰ ÏÚ .330 ;200 :˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ıÈ·¯Â‰ '¯ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· .ÔÓÂÈ ÈÚË˜Â ˙Â¯‚‡
.ÔÏ‰Ï Â‡¯ ˜ÈÏ‡È·Â ‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÂÈÚ¯
ÌÈ˜Â„‡‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ÌÓÂ˜Ó˘ ‰Ó' :‚¯·È¯‚ ÌÈÈÁÏ ¯Ó‡ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÒÓ‰ ˙·È˙Î ÔÓÊ· 23
.Ë"Ó˘˙ .¯ÒÂÈ‚ 'Ù .'ÂÏ˘ ˙Â¯˜Ù‰‰ ÂÓÎ ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÒ¯Â˜ÈÙ‡‰ ÍÎ ÏÎ ‡Ï ÈÏÂ‡ ‡Â‰ Â„‚
˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ,(Í¯ÂÚ) ¯ÒÂÈ‚ 'Ù :ÍÂ˙· ,˙Â·Â‚˙ È˙˘ '"‰„‚‡Â ‰ÎÏ‰" – ¯¯·Â Ï¯· ,˜ÈÏ‡È·'
.86–54 :˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :Ú·˘-¯‡· ,‰„Â·Ú‰ ˙ÚÂ˙Â ˙È¯·Ú‰

ÊÂÏ „Â‰‡
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ÂÏ ÔÈ‡Â ÈÓ˙Ò Â‡ ÈÏÏÎ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ÏÂÒÙÂ ˜È¯ ‡Â‰ ‰ÎÏ‰ ÈÏ· ÍÂÈÁ 24.'Â„‚Î˘
È˙Ï· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ;˘‚„ÂÓ È˙Ó‚Ó ÍÂÈÁÏ „‚˙‰ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ÌÓ‡ .ÌÈÏÓÒ
˙Â·ÂÁ‰ ˙¯ÈÓ˘ Ï˘ ‰˘‚¯‰‰ ˙‡ ¯È·Ú‰Ï ÍÈ‡ ,˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÍÈ‡ Ï·‡ .˙˘‚¯ÂÓ
ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÚ·‰ Â„È„Ï ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÂÊ – ÚÂ·˜ ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ È„ÈÏ ,‰ÂÂˆÓ È„ÈÏ ÂÏ˘
ÈÈÁ· ‰Ó˘‚‰ Ï˘ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ˙Â·‰Ï˙‰‰ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ .(‡Î˜ :‡ ,ÌÈ¯·„) ÌÂÈÎ
‰ÂÚËÂ ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰˘˜‰ ˙ÂÓ‡‰ ‡È‰˘ ,(Î˜ :Ì˘) '˙È˙„ ˙ÂÓ‡' ¯„‚· ‡È‰ ÌÂÈÓÂÈ‰
ÚÂˆÈ·˘ ¯·Ò ˜ÈÏ‡È· ,ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎÓ (ÂÏ˜ :Ì˘) .'˘„Â˜‰ ÁÂ¯' Ì‚Â ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰ÓÎÁ
˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÓÈ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ÏÈË‰ ÔÎÏ ,‰ÙÂÎ ˙ÂÎÓÒ ‡È‰˘ ÂÊÈ‡· ‡ÏÂ ÔÂˆ¯· ÈÂÏ˙ ¯·„‰
(‡Î˜ :Ì˘) 'Â¯Â„ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÂÂÏ‰Â ÌÈ‰ÂÎ‰' ÂÈÈÚ· Ì‰˘ ,ÌÈÎÁÓ‰Â ÌÈ¯ÙÂÒ‰ ÏÚ
˙ÂÈÙÈˆ ÂÈ‰ ˜ÈÏ‡È·Ï˘ ¯ÈÚ‰Ï ˘È ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· .‰ÓÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÓ„ È·ˆÚÓ Ì˙ÂÈ‰·
˙ÂÂ˜˙ ‰Ï˙ ‡Â‰ .‰˘„Á‰ ˙È¯·Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÓ ,˙ÂÈÙÂËÂ‡ ¯ÓÂÏ ‡Ï Ì‡ ,˙Â‚ÏÙÂÓ
˜ÏÁ˘ ,ÂÓÊ· ÁÂ¯‰ È˘‡Â ÌÈ¯ÙÂÒ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÓÊÈ¯Î‰ ˙ÂÎÓÒ· ,È„Ó ˙Â·¯ ,˙Â·¯
.'Ï‡¯˘È ˙È·Ï ‰ÙÂˆ' ˙ÈÁ· ,'È‡Â·' „ÓÚÓÏ ‰ÎÊ (ÂÓˆÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ì‰ÈÈ·) Ì‰Ó
ÔÁÏÂ˘'‰ ˙‡ ‰Á„ ¯˘‡ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó Ì˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·˘ ÌÈÁÂÓÏ ·Ï ÌÈ˘Ï Ì‚ ÈÂ‡¯
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈÂ ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰˘„Á‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' :˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÂÚÈÈ ˙‡ ,È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ 'ÍÂ¯Ú
ÏÚ Á˜ÙÓ‰ "ÍÂ¯Ú ÔÁÏÂ˘"Ï ,ÂÏ˘ "ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡"Ï ,È¯·Ú‰ ÌÚ‰ Ï˘ "‰Ú„ ‰¯ÂÈ"Ï
Ì‰˘ ÌÈÈ˘ÓÓ‰ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ÏÎÏ Í¯„ ‰¯ÂÓÏ Ì‚Â ÌÈÈÁÂ¯‰ ÌÈÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ È¯„Ò
·ÂË‰ ÌÚË‰ Ï˘ ˙˜˜ÂÁÓ‰' ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‡È‰ .(‚Î˜ :‡ ,ÌÈ¯·„) 'ÁÂ¯ ÈÈÁÏ „ÂÒÈ‰
ÚÈ¯ÎÓ ‰Ê È‡˙Â – È‡˙· Ô·ÂÓÎ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ Ï·‡ .(‡Ï˜ ,Ì˘) '‰‡È¯·‰ ‰˘‚¯‰‰Â
‰ÈÏ‡ ¯·Á˙˙Â ‰˜È˙Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ˙˘„ÁÓÂ ˙˘¯ÂÈ ‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰‡¯˙ ‡È‰˘ –
.ÈÓÈËÈ‡ ¯Â·ÈÁ

‰
ÂÒÁÈ˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ ¯Â·Èˆ ÍÂ˙· ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â˘„Á˙‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ˙‡ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ‰‡¯ „ˆÈÎ
– ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ¯˜Á· ˙ÂÏ·Â˜Ó ÌÈÎ¯„ ˘ÂÏ˘ ¯ÈÎÊÓ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ?È„ÓÏ ÈÏÈÏ˘ ‰È‰ ‰ÈÏ‡
˙Â˜ÈÙÒÓ Ô‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ÔÚÂËÂ – (ËÒ˜ËÂ˜‰ ˙¯Î‰) ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â ˙È‚ÂÏ‰ ,˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰
ÈÁÂ¯‰ ¯ˆÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ È„Î .‰ÎÏ‰· 'ÌÈÈÁ ÁÂ¯' ÁÈÙ‰Ï ÔÁÂÎ· ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÂ˘Ó
˙‡ ¯Â˜ÁÏ ˘È ,˙Â·¯˙ ·ˆÚÓ‰ ÈÁ ÁÂÎÏ ÂÎÙ‰ÏÂ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÔÂÓË‰ ÌÂˆÚ‰
Â‡·˘ ÌÈÈÎ¯Ú-ÌÈÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ‰È˘¯Â˘ Ï‡ ˙„¯Ï ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰„‚‡Ï ‰ÙÂ¯Èˆ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÎÏ‰‰
:‰„‚‡· È¯ÏÂÙÂÙ ÈÂÏÈ‚ È„ÈÏ
ÌÈÈÂËÈ· ˙Ó‡· Ô‰ ÂÈ„È· ¯˘‡ ˙ÂÎÏ‰‰˘ ,ÌÚÙ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ÂÁ‡
,Ì‰‰ ˙Â¯Â„‰ ÈÓÎÁ ˙‡ Â˜ÈÒÚ‰˘ ,ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙Â ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ï ˙Â‡ÁÒÂÂ
È‡„ÂÂ·Â ,·È·ÒÓ ÌÈÓÚ‰ ÈÓÎÁ Ï˘ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‡ Â¯ÈÎ‰Â ÂÚ„È È‡„ÂÂ· ¯˘‡
È‡„ÂÂ ,‡ÓÂ¯·Â ÔÂÂÈ· ‰˙˘Ú˘ ‰ÏÂ„‚‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰Â ÏÎ˘‰ ˙„Â·ÚÓ ÂÚÙ˘Â‰
.ÁÈ¯ :¯È·„ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‚"È˘˙ .(„Á‡ Í¯Î·) ˜ÈÏ‡È· "Á È·˙Î ÏÎ Î ,'ÌÚÏ ‰˘Ó' 24
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˙È˙„‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È·

Â˜ÈÒÚ‰˘ ,¯ÒÂÓ‰Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓÈÏ·Â¯Ù· ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ ÂÈ‰ Ì‰ Ì‚˘
˙„Â˜Ó Ô‰ÈÏÚ ÂÙÈ˜˘‰ ,ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÈÓÎÁ ,Ì‰˘ ‡Ï‡ ;·È·ÒÓ ÔÓÊ‰ ÈÓÎÁ ˙‡
˙¯Âˆ· ,„ÁÂÈÓ È˙Â„‰È ÔÎ Ì‚ ÈÂËÈ· Ô‰Ï Â˙Â ,Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È˙Â„‰È‰ Ë·Ó‰
Ïˆ‡ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÂÈ‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ÈÂËÈ·Â ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ˙¯Âˆ˘ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ .˙ÂÎÏ‰‰
‰ÎÏ‰‰ .ÌÈÈÂ‚ ÈÓÎÁ Ï˘ ‰Ê ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ Ï˘ ‡˘Â‰ ‰È‰˘Î Ì‚ ,ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÈÓÎÁ
˙¯Âˆ ÈÙÏ ,ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓÂ ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ï È˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡È‰ ÂÏ˘
¯Â„Á ÂÊ Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó ˜¯Â ,ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÈÓÎÁ Ïˆ‡ ˙‚‰Â ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰
Ì‚ ÈÂËÈ· Ì‰Ï Â‡ˆÓ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ Ì˙Â‡ .‰È˘¯Â˘ ˙‡ ‡ÂˆÓÏÂ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙·‰Ï
˙Â‡ÁÒÂ· Â˘·‚˙ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ È˜¯Ù·˘ „ÂÚ· ,˙È¯ÏÂÙÂÙ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰¯Âˆ· ‰„‚‡·
‡Ï ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÈÏÚ· Ï˘ ˘¯„Ó‰ È˙·· Ô˙ÓÂ ‡˘Ó‰˘ È‡ ÁÂË· .˙ÂÚÂ·˜
˙Â‡ÁÒÂ‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÂÏ ‰‡¯ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ,ÈËÒÏÂÎÒÂ ˘·È ÍÎ ÏÎ È¯Ó‚Ï ‰È‰
ÛÈ˜Ó ÁÂÎÈÂÂ ‰ÎÏ‰ ÏÎÏ ·È·ÒÓ Ó"ÂÓ‰ ‰È‰ È‡„ÂÂ· .‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ˙Â˘·Â‚Ó‰
‰ÈÁ‰ ÁÂ¯‰Â ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Ó˘ Ì‰˘ ,ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓÂ ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙Â„ÂÒÈÂ ˙ÂÚ„·
.(ÈÏ˘ ˙Â˘‚„‰‰ – ËÏ–ÁÏ :· ,ÌÈ¯·„) .'‰·
,˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ Â˙Ù˜˘‰ ˙‡ ˙ÓÏÂ‰ '˙È˙Â„‰È' Â‡ '˙È„Â‰È' ‰Ù˘Î ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙
‡Â‰ .‰Ï ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ '‰Ù˘'· ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙‡Ë·Ó ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ˙Â·¯˙ ÏÎ˘
Ï˘ È˘ÚÓ ÌÂÏÈ‚ Û‡ ‡Ï‡ ,„·Ï· ˙ÈËÙ˘Ó ˙Î¯ÚÓ ‰È‡ ‰¯Â˜Ó· ‰ÎÏ‰‰˘ ¯Â·Ò
Ì‰Ï ‰˙ ‰„‚‡‰˘ ,˙ÈÏÏÎ ˙È˘Â‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈÏÚ· ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓÂ ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯
,‰„‚‡‰ ÔÓ „ÈÓ˙ ‰Ú· ‰ÎÏ‰‰˘ ˙Ù¯Â‚ ‰ÚË ÔÚÂË ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ .È¯ÏÂÙÂÙ ÈÂËÈ·
È˙Â·¯˙ Í¯Ú ÈÏÚ· ,ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Â ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÊÙ È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ „ÂÒÈ·˘ ‡Ï‡
,˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï Ì‡˙‰· .‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÈÂÂÈÎ ÏÚ ÂÚÈÙ˘‰˘ ,ÈÏÏÎ
È„È ÏÚ È˙„‰ Ì¯˘˜‰Ó ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ Ï˘ ÌˆÂÏÈÁ ‡Â‰ ÔÂÏÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÂÚÓ˘Ó
‡È‰ ÍÎ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ,˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰ÎÏ‰Ï ˜ÈÚÈ ‰Ê ÌÂ‚¯˙ .ÌÂ‚¯˙ Ï˘ ‰˘ÚÓ
ÏÚ ‡ÂÙ‡ ¯·„Ó ˜ÈÏ‡È·˘Î .È¯„ÂÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ Â„ˆÓ ‰¯˜Â‰·Â ‰¯Î‰· Ì‚ ‰ÎÊ˙
˘Â¯ÈÙ· .‰¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ‡Â‰ ˘‚„‰ ,(Áˆ˜ :‡ ,Ì˘) '˙ÈÎÏ‰ ‰¯Âˆ· ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈÁ˙'
‡Â‰ 25.‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯· ˙Â˜·„Ï ‡Ï‡ ,'ÍÂ¯Ú ÔÁÏÂ˘'‰ Ï‡ ‰·È˘Ï ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡
Ì‚ ,Â˙Ú„Ï .‰˘„Á ‰ÎÏ‰Ï Û˜Â˙ ˜ÈÚ‰Ï ‰˘„Á '‰„‚‡' Ï˘ ‰ÁÂÎ· ˘È˘ ÔÈÓ‡‰
‰„‚‡ Ô‰Ï ‰‡ˆÓ ‰„ÈÓ ÂÊÈ‡· ,ÍÎ· ÈÂÏ˙ ˙Â˘È ˙ÂÎÏ‰ Ï˘ ÔÏ¯Â‚ ‰È‰ ¯·Ú·
˙‡ ˜¯ ÏÏÂÎ ÂÈ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ïˆ‡ '‰„‚‡' ÁÂÓ‰˘ ‰‡¯ 26.ÌÈÈÁ Ô‰Ï ˜ÈÚ˙˘ ‰˘„Á
‰È‡ ˙Â„‰È‰'˘ ÔÚË˘ ‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ı¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙Ù˜˘‰Ï ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰·¯˜ ÏÚ Ô‡Î ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ 25
˙Â¯‚‡ ¯Á·Ó .Ê"Ó˘˙ .‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ı¯Ù .'‰ÓÚ ‰‰Ê ‰È‡ ‡È‰ Ï·‡ .‰ÎÏ‰ ˙¯ˆÂÈ ‡È‰ ,‰ÎÏ‰
.226 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ıÈ·¯Â‰ '¯ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· ,ÔÓÂÈ ÈÚË˜Â
‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ˜Ó ¯·„· ‰Ï‡˘‰˘ ‚¯·È¯‚ ÌÈÈÁ ¯ÓÂ‡ ,ÚÙ˘Â‰ ÂÓÓ˘ ,˜ÈÏ‡È·Ï ‰ÓÂ„· 26
– ˙Â‡¯È‰Ï ÂÏÎÂÈ˘ „Ú ÂÏ˘ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙‡ ‰·‚ ÏÚÂ ÂÏ˘ ‰„‚‡‰ ˙‡ ÁÒ „ˆÈÎ' :‡È‰ ÂÈÈÁ·
ÈÙ·Â ,ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ,Â¯˘· ÂÈÁ‡ ÈÙ· Ô‰ÈÏÚ "ıÈÏÓ‰Ï" ÏÎÂ˘ „Ú ,˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ – Â˙ÈÁ·Ó
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Â Â‡ ÂÓÚË ÈÙÏ ,Â˙¯Î‰ ÈÙÏ˘ ‡Â‰ ¯˜ÈÚ‰ [...] ˘„˜Â ‰‡¯ ‰ÊÎ ¯ÓÂÏÂ ÌÏÂÚ‰
‰ÈÂ‡¯˘ ÈÓÎ ,˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Î ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈÈÁÂ ·˘ÁÓ ¯·„· ÂÏ˘ ‰ÓÈÎÒ‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï ÏÎÂ ÂÏ˘
ÔÚË ‚¯·È¯‚ .49 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,Á"È˘˙ ,È‡Â¯ ÔÈÚ ,‚¯·È¯‚ 'Á .'[Ì„‡ ÏÎ Ï˘] Â· Ï‡ ¯·„Ï
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ÏÏÎ ˙‡ ‡Ï‡ – ÈÊÎ¯Ó „È˜Ù˙ ‰Ï ÒÁÈÈ ‡Â‰˘ ˜ÙÒ ÔÈ‡ ÈÎ Ì‡ – ˙È¯·Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
,˙ÈÓÓÚ ‰¯È˘ ,˙ÂÓ‡ ,‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ :ÔÂ‚Î ,‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ‰È‡˘ ˙ÈÁÂ¯‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰
27.ÈÏÂÎÂ ÔÂ¯Ë‡È˙
‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ Ï˘ ‰„ÂÒÈ ÏÚ È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÁÈ˘‰ ˘Â„ÈÁ· ÔÈÈÂÚÓ ‰È‰ ˜ÈÏ‡È·
ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰˘ ÍÎÏ Û‡˘ ‡Â‰ .‰ÂÂ‰˙Ó‰ ˙Â·¯˙Ï Ú·˜ Ï˘ ˙Â¯Âˆ ˙˙Ï È„Î
ÁÂÎ ‰· ‰Ï‚ÈÂ ‰ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰ Ï˘ ˙È„ÚÏ· ‰ÏÁ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˙Â‡¯Ï ˜ÈÒÙÈ
ÔÈÓ‡‰ ‡Â‰ 28.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È-ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ÌÈÈÁ Ï˘ ÔÈÈ·Ï ¯È·Î Í¯Ú ÏÚ· È˙Â·¯˙-ÈÎÂÈÁ
˙Â¯ÙÒ ÏÏÂÎ ,˙È˙„‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÍÂ˙·˘ ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰-ÌÈÈÓÂ‰‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙ËÏ·‰˘
Ì‚ ÚÈÙ˘‰ÏÂ ‰ÈÏ‡ ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈÊ‰ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ¯¯ÂÚÏ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ,‰ÎÏ‰‰
Á˙Ù˙ ‰ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰ Ï˘ ˙È„ÚÏ·‰ ‰˙ÂÏÚ·Ó ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Ú˜Ù‰ .È˙„‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ ÏÚ
‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ È˙¯·Á‰ ÁÈ˘· ˜ÏÁ ÏÂËÈÏ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏ‰-‡Ï ÌÈ„Â‰È ÈÙ·
,˙ÂÙ˙Â˘Ó ˙ÂÓ¯Â Ï˘ Ô˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ÈÁÂ¯ ÚˆÓ ¯ˆÂÂÈÈ ÍÎ È„È ÏÚ .˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ˙ÈÁÂ¯‰
ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ˙„‰ ÔÓ Á˜ÈÈ ÂÓˆÚ· ÌÚ‰' .‰¯ÈÁ· ÍÂ˙Ó ‡Ï‡ ‰ÈÈÙÎ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡Ï
È· – ÌÈ‡È· ÌÈ‡ Ì‡ :ÂÈ·‡ Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ Ì‰È·Ï Ì‰Ï ÂÁÈ‰ .ÂÏ ÌÈ˘Â¯„‰
.(ÁÎ :‡ ,ÌÈ¯·„) 'Ì‰ ÌÈ‡È·

‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï·‡ ,‰Ï·˜Ï Âˆ¯ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÓÚ˘ ÌÂ˘Ó Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ Ï˘ Â˙„Ï ‰˙˘Ú ˙Â„‰È‰˘
˜ÈÏ‡È·˘ ¯·Ò ‡Â‰ ‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó .˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï-ÏÚ ‡È‰ ,Â˘Á ‰„‚‡‰ ÈÏÚ· ¯·Î˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙È¯Â˜Ó‰
¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰„‚‡‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÈÈÁ˙ .(40 :Ì˘) ‰„‚‡‰ ÔÂ·˘Á ÏÚ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â·È˘Á· ÊÈ¯Ù‰
‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÎÓÒ ÁÂÎ ÔÎ˘ ,‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÈÈÁ˙Ï ˙Ó„Â˜ ,È˙„‰ ÔÂÊÁ‰Â ‰ÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘
,˙Â„‰È' :Â¯Ó‡Ó ÂÈÈÚ .'ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰-ÏÚÂ ÌÈÈÓÂ‡Ï-ÏÚ ÌÈÎ¯Ú Ï˘ ÔÂÊÁ'· ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰„‚‡· ‡Â‰
¯˜ÂÁ ,‚·ˆÈ‚ ÈÂÏ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ ‰¯ÈÎÊÓ Ô‚Î ‰¯ÂÙˆ .(50–36 :Ì˘ ,'˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÂˆÓÂ ‰ÂÓ‡
˙ÂÈÂ·Á ˙ÂÈ˙ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙Â·¯ „ÂÒÈ·˘ ÍÎ· ¯ÈÎ‰Ï Ú·Â˙ ‡Â‰ Ì‚˘ ,ÚÂ„È‰ „ÂÓÏ˙‰
ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙Ú„ ÛÂÒÏ ˙„¯Ï È„Î Ô‰ÈÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ Í¯Âˆ ˘È˘ ,˙Â˜ÂÓÚ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÂÏ‡˘
.(112–111 :˙Â¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ÔÙÂˆÎ ‰„‚‡Â ‰ÎÏ‰) ÏÊÏÂÊÓ‰ ‰„Â·Î ˙‡ ‰ÎÏ‰Ï ¯ÈÊÁ‰ÏÂ
Ì˘Î' .‰ÓÂ„˜‰ ‰‡Â·‰ Ï˘ ÍÈ˘ÓÓ È¯·Ú‰ ÔÂ¯Ë‡È˙· ˙Â‡¯Ï ‰ÙÈˆ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ,Ï˘ÓÏ ,ÍÎ 27
˙Â¯ËÓ ÈÙÏÎ ÔÂÂÎ˙‰Ï ÔÂ¯Ë‡È˙‰ ÍÈ¯ˆ ÍÎ ,ÌÈÈÏ¯Ë‡È˙ ÌÈÚˆÓ‡· Â˘Ó˙˘‰ ÌÈ‡È·‰˘
.(ÁÈ˜ :· ,ÌÈ¯·„) '˘‡¯Ó È¯ÒÂÓÂ ÈÊÂÈˆ„Ë' ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÏ·Ó Ï·‡ ,'˙ÂÈÂÈÊÁÂ ˙ÂÈ‡Â·
‰˘ÂÈÏ ¯ÈÊÁ‰Ï „ˆÈÎ ‰È‡ Â¯Â„Ï ˙Ú¯ÎÓ‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰' ,Â˙Ú„Ï .ÔÓË¯‰ „Â„ ‚ÈˆÓ ‰ÓÂ„ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ 28
‰˘‚„‰) 'È„Â‰È‰ ÁÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ÂÓÂ˜ÓÏ ¯ÈÊÁ‰Ï „ˆÈÎ ‡Ï‡ ,‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙ÂÎÓÒ Ï˘ ‰¯ËÚ‰ ˙‡
‡Â‰ ‰Ê‰ ÔÓÊ· ˙È„Â‰È ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˘‡¯‰ ‰È„È˜Ù˙Ó „Á‡'˘ ,ÔÚÂË ‡Â‰ ÔÎÏ .(ÈÏ˘
‚"Ò˘˙ .˙˜ÂÏÁÓ· ˙˘¯ÂÓ) '˙È˘¯Ù‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂÎ ˘„Á˙È ‰·˘ ‰¯Â˙Ï ‰˘È‚ ÚÈˆ‰Ï
˙‡ ËÈÏ·‰Ï ˘È ÂÓÊ·˘ ¯Â·Ò ‡Â‰ ,˜ÈÏ‡È·Ï ‰ÓÂ„· ,ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .138 :Ô˜Â˘ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .[2002]
‡ÏÂ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÁÂ¯ ÈÈÁÏ ÌÈÒÂÙ„ ‰ÚÈˆÓ‰ ˙ÈÂÈÒÈ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Î¯ÚÓÎ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ„Â‰È ÂÏÎÂÈ ,¯˙ÂÈ ˘ÈÓ‚Î ÒÙ˙ÈÈ È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÁÈ˘‰˘Î .˙È˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙ÈËÙ˘Ó ˙Î¯ÚÓÎ
,(142–140 :Ì˘) Ì·ÏÏ ÌÈ¯˜È‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙Ú·‰Ï ÈÚ·Ë‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ˙‡ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ· ˙Â‡¯Ï
.ÔÓË¯‰ „Â„ Â‡¯ .˙ÂÈ˙ÎÏ‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ˙Ï‡Â˘‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ ÁÙËÏ Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ·˙ÂÎ ‡Â‰ ¯Á‡ ÌÂ˜Ó·Â
ÒÂÓÏÂÙÂ ÁÈ˘-Â„ – ‰·ÂË ÔÈÚ ,(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) ÌÈ¯Á‡Â ·ÂËÈÁ‡ 'È :ÍÂ˙· ,'˙ÂÈ¯Á‡Â ¯˘Â‡' .1999
.131–110 :„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .(ÔÏÈ‡ ‰·ÂËÏ Ï·ÂÈ‰ ¯ÙÒ) Ï‡¯˘È ˙Â·¯˙·
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˙È˙„‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È·

Â
‰‚Â‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÌÚ ‰˙Â‡ ‰ÂÂ˘ Ì‡ ‰¯‡‰ Ï·˜Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙
.ÍÈÈ¯Ë˘ËÂ¯ Ô˙ :ÂÓÓ ÚÙ˘Â‰ È‡„ÂÂÏ ·Â¯˜˘ ,¯Á‡ È„Â‰È
˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Â˙Ù˜˘‰· ˙‚ÂÚÓ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÏÚ ÍÈÈ¯Ë˘ËÂ¯ ' Ï˘ Â˙Ù˜˘‰
‰Ó Â‡) Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ .'Ì„‡‰Â ÁÂ¯‰' Â¯ÙÒ· ˘¯Ù ‡Â‰ ‰È˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ˙‡˘
‰ˆÂÁÓ˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÈÙÏÎ :ÌÈÂÂÈÎ È˘Ï ÁÂ˙ÙÎ ('ÈË¯˜Â˜‰ Ë˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰' ‡¯Â˜ ‡Â‰˘
ÔÈ‡˘ ‰ÚÓ˘Ó ÌÏÂÚÏ Ì„‡‰ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù .ÂÈÏÚÓ˘ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú Ï˘ ÌÂÁ˙ ÈÙÏÎÂ ÂÏ
È„È ÏÚ ‰¯˜ÈÚ· ˙·˙ÎÂÓ Ì˙Â‚‰˙‰˘ ÌÈ¯ÂˆÈ‰ ¯‡˘ ÏÎÎ Â˙·È·Ò· ÚÏ· ‡Â‰
·ÂˆÈÚ‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .Â˙·È·Ò ˙‡ ·ˆÚÏÂ ÂÎ¯„ ˙‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï È˘ÙÂÁ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈË˜ÈËÒÈ‡
,‰Ê‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ˙‡ .˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú Ï˘ ˙Î¯ÚÓ È„È ÏÚ Í¯„ÂÓ ‡Ï‡ ,È˙Â¯È¯˘ ÂÈ‡ ÂÓˆÚ
.'ÁÂ¯' Ì˘· ÍÈÈ¯Ë˘ËÂ¯ ‰ÎÓ ,Ì„‡‰ ÈÙÏÎ È‡ÓˆÚÎ ÚÈÙÂÓ ‡Â‰ Â¯Â˜Ó ˙ÈÁ·Ó˘
‡Â‰ Ì„‡‰ .˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˙ÂÓ¯Â ÏÏÂÎ ,˙ÂÓ¯ÂÂ ÌÈÎ¯Ú Ï˘ ÏÂÏÎÓÏ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰‰Ê ÁÂ¯‰
‡Â‰ Â„ÂÁÈÈ .ÂÏ ÔÂ˙‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú‰ ÔÈ· ‡Â‰ ÂÓÂ˜Ó˘ ,ÌÏÂÚ· ÌÈÈÈ· ¯ÂˆÈ
˙ÂÂ¯˜ÚÏ ˙ÂÚÈ‰Ï Â· ÚÂ·Ë‰ ¯˘ÂÎÏ ˙Â„Â‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÍÂ˙· ÌÈ˘‚Ó ¯ÂˆÈ Â˙ÂÈ‰·
29.ÈËÂÙÒ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÏ Ú„Â ÌÏÂÚ‰˘ ÂÓÎ ÈËÂÙÒ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÏ ÌÈÚ„Â‰
‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ ˙˘·ÂÎ‰ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÎË‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÍÂ˙·˘ ¯·Ò ÍÈÈ¯Ë˘ËÂ¯
ÈÂÎÈÒ ˘È È¯„ÂÓ-ËÒÂÙ ÌÏÂÚ· 30.Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÂÒÈ¯ Ì˘Ï ÈÁ¯Î‰ „ÂÒÈ ‡È‰ ˙È˙„‰
,˙ÂÂ¯˜ÚÏ ·È‚Ó‰ ¯ÂˆÈÎ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ Â„ÓÚÓ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ÁÒÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ÏÂ„‚
ÂÈÏÚ˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Â˙Ù˜˘‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘‚‰ ÈÂˆÓ Ô‡Î .È˙„ ¯˘˜∆‰ ÍÂ˙·
Ô·¯„Ó‰ ÏÚ-Ì¯Â‚ Â˙ÂÈ‰· ‡Â‰ ÂÈÈÚ· ‰Ê ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ Ï˘ Â˙Â·È˘Á .‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙˙˙˘ÂÓ
,'‰ÎÏ‰'‰ .ÌÈÈÙÈˆÙÒ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡Ï ÌÈÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú‰ ˙ËÈ¯ÙÏ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‡
ÍÎ·Â ,ÌÂÈÓÂÈ‰ ÈÈÁ· ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙ÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÏÂÎ‰ ÍÒ‰ ‡È‰ ,ÍÈÈ¯Ë˘ËÂ¯„ ‡·ÈÏ‡
31.˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ Ï˘ ÔÁ·Ó ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ‡È‰
.Ï‡¯˘È· ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰Â ˙È˙„‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â˘„Á˙‰Ï Â˙ÈÈÙÈˆ ‰Ú· Ô‡ÎÓ
È·‚Ï ‰˘„Á ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˜¯ ‡Â·Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙È˙„ ‰ÈÈÁ˙'˘ ¯·Ò ‡Â‰
„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ Ï‡ ¯ÂÊÁÏ Á¯Î‰ ˘È ÍÎ ÌÂ˘Ó 32.'Ï‡¯˘È ˙„ Ï˘ ‰È˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú
ÔÂÈÚ¯ ‡Â‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÒÈÒ·‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯ Â˙Ú„Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ;˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘
˙ÈÂ¯˜Ú‰ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ËÈÏ·È˘ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ,‰Ê ÔÂÈÚ¯Ï ˘„Á ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ˘È ,‰ÎÏ‰‰
Â˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ ÔÂÈÚ¯' .ÌÂÈÓÂÈ‰ ÈÈÁ· ÌÏÂÚÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ :È¯„ÂÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ¯Â·Ú
ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ,'ÂÊ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡Ó ˙Ú·Â‰ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡Ï ‰˜ÈÊ‰Â ÌÏÂÚ‰Â ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÈÙ· Ì„‡‰ Ï˘
Nathan Rotenstreich. 1966. ‘On the Status of the Concrete Subject’, On the Human
Subject: Studies in the Phenomenology of Ethics and Politics. Springfield III: Thomas:
5–29
Nathan Rotenstreich. 1985. ‘Religion, Modernity and Post Modernity’, International
Journal for Philosophy of Religion: 33–49

29

30

.47 ;43 :Ì˘ 31
.40 :„·ÂÚ ÌÚ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰Ê‰ ÔÓÊ· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ· ÌÈÂÈÚ .Á"Ï˘˙ .ÍÈÈ¯Ë˘ËÂ¯ ' 32
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¯˘Ù‡ 33.'˙Â„‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ Ï˘ ‰˘Â„ÈÁÏÂ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙·˘ÁÓ ˙ÈÈÁ˙Ï ÛÂÓ ˘Ó˘Ï'
ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙ÈÈÁ˙ .‰ÈËÂ¯ÈÙ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ˙¯Á‡ ‰ÎÏ‰ ˘·‚˙˙ ÍÎ ÍÂ˙Ó˘ Û‡
Ï˘ ˙˘„ÂÁÓ‰ Ì˙Â˜·„Ï ıÈ¯ÓÓ Ì¯Â‚ ˙ÂÂ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ‰Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ÔÂ¯˜Ú Ï‡ ‰·È˘
‡ÂˆÓÏ ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,ÈÂ˘Ú È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ-È¯„ÂÓ È„Â‰È .˙¯ÂÒÓ· ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏ‰-‡Ï ÌÈ„Â‰È
˜·„È ‡Ï ‡Â‰ .ÂÈ·‚Ï ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÎ˙‰ Ì‡ ˜¯ ˙¯ÂÒÓ· ÌÚË
.˙Â„‰È‰ ÍÂ˙· Â¯ˆÂ Ì‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó Â‡ ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È Ì‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ˜¯ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó·
Ì„‡' :˙Ú„ÂÓ ˙È˘È‡ ‰Ú¯Î‰ Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ ‡È‰ ÌÂÈÎ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙È˙„ ‰ÒÈÙ˙· Â˙Â˜·„
È‡˘ ¯Á‡Ï ‰·Â˘˙· ·˘ ÂÈ‡ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,˙„‰ Ï‡ ¯ÊÂÁ‰ Ì„‡ ÌÏÂÚÏ ‡Â‰ È¯„ÂÓ È˙„
ÍÂ˙Ó ˙„· ˙Â˜·„ƒ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÂÚÙ ‰„ÂÒÈ· ‡È‰ ‰·Â˘˙‰ .‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰˙Â‡ ˘Ë ÌÚÙ
34.'‰Ú¯Î‰Â ‰·˘ÁÓ
ÌÈÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ-ÌÈÈÂ˘Ï‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ËÈÏ·‰ ÈÏ‡¯˘È-ı¯‡‰ ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
ÌÂÈÎ ‰ÂÎÓ˘ ‰Ó) È˙·˘ÁÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ÁÈÊ‰Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â
.˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ËÈÏ·‰Ï Á¯Î‰ ˘È ÌÂÈÎ .('Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ'
,ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯ÂÎ Ì˙‚ˆ‰ ‰˘Â¯ÈÙ ÔÈ‡ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó· ÌÈÈ˙·˘ÁÓ‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ËÏ·‰
˙Â¯ˆÂ‡ ÍÂ˙·˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ‰ÂÂÎ ÍÎ· ÔÈ‡ .˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈÏÚ·Î Ì˙‚ˆ‰ ‡Ï‡
È„Â‰È ‡Â‰ È¯„ÂÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ .Ì„‡‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÔÂ¯˙ÙÏ Á˙ÙÓ‰ ÈÂˆÓ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÍÂ˙· ‡ÂˆÓÏ ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ Ì‡‰ ‡È‰ ÂÈÙ· ˙„ÓÂÚ‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰Â 35,ÈË˜Ï˜‡
ÂÓÏÂÚ· ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó ˙ÂÂ‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ¯˘‡Â Â¯Â·Ú ÍÈ¯„Ó Ï˜˘Ó Ì‰Ï ˘È˘ ÌÈËÓÏ‡
ÁÒÂÓ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚÏ ÍÙ‰ÈÈ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ÚÏ·ÂÓ‰ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰˘ ÈÁ¯Î‰ ÔÎ ÏÚ .ÈË˜Ï˜‡‰
Ô˙È ÂÈÏÚ˘ ÒÈÒ· ,˙Ù˙Â˘Ó ‰Ù˘Ï ÒÈÒ· ˘Ó˘Ï Â˙Ú„Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‰Ê ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ .˘¯ÂÙÓÂ
ÌÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰ ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ„Â‰È ÔÈ· ,ÁÂ˙Ó ‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰Ê ‡‰È˘ Ì‚‰ ,‚ÂÏ‡È„ ÌÈÈ˜Ï
:˙È˙„ ‰Ù˜˘‰ ÈÏÚ· ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÈÂÏÈÁ
˙ÂÂ·È¯‰ ¯„Ú‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ ÔÈ‡˘Î Ì‚ ˙‡Ê‰ ˙È˙Â„‰È‰ ‰„ÓÚÏ ÌÚË ˘È
[...] È˙„ ˘Â¯ÈÙ Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ ÔÈ‡˘Î Ì‚ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡· ˙ÂÏ˙Î Ì„‡‰ Ï˘
.È˙ÂÓ‡ ‡Ï ˘Â¯ÈÙ ‰˙Â‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ÏÎÂÂ È˙ÂÓ‡ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÂÊ ‰„ÓÚ ˘¯ÙÏ ÏÎÂ
‡Â‰ ÈÁ¯Î‰ Ï·‡ .È„„‰ ÁÂÎÈÂÂ· ˙ÂÂ˙ ˙ÂÈÂÈÚ¯ ˙ÂÈˆ‡È¯Â ˙ÂÈÂˆÓ ‰ÈÈ‰˙
‡Ï Ì‡ ,‰˘ÚÓÏ ·˘ÈÈ˙È˘ ·Á¯Ó ÌÈÈ˜ ‰È‰È ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÁ˙ ÍÂ˙·˘
‰Ê ·Á¯Ó .‰Ê‰ „Á‡‰ ÔÈÚ¯‚‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÚ ,‰ÎÏ‰Ï
‰Ê ÌÏÂÚ ÈÙÏÎ .‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ÎÂ ÌÂ˜ÈÎ ÌÏÂÚÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙˜ÈÊ· ‰‡„Â‰· ‡Â‰
36˙È˙ÂÓ‡‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÈÙÏ ÌÈÂÂˆ Â‡ ,˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ÈÙ ÏÚ ·ˆÚÓÎ Ì„‡‰ „ÂÓÚÈ
.(¯Â˜Ó· ‰˘‚„‰‰)

.62 :ÌÈÏÚÂÙ ˙ÈÈ¯ÙÒ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰Ê‰ ÔÓÊ· È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÈ˜‰ ÏÚ .·"Ï˘˙ .Ï"‰
.56 :Ì˘
.34 :(ÏÈÚÏ 34 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯) ‰·˘ÁÓ· ÌÈÂÈÚ
.95 :„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .Â˙È„ÓÏ ÌÚ ÔÈ· .Â"Î˘˙ .ÍÈÈ¯Ë˘ËÂ¯ '

33
34
35
36
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Ê
Û‡ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰„ÈÓ·Â ,ÍÈÈ¯Ë˘ËÂ¯Â ÒÈÂÂÏ ÔÈ·Ï ˜ÈÏ‡È· ÔÈ· Â‡ˆÓ˘ ˙ÂÏ·˜‰‰
,˜ÈÏ‡È·˘ ÈÏ ‰‡¯ .˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂÙ ÏÚ ˙Â„ÈÚÓ ,ÔÓË¯‰ „Â„ Ïˆ‡
‰È‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ,ÈÂÏÈÁ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÌÂ‚¯˙ ‡Ï·˘ Â˙ÚË· ˜„Âˆ ,ÒÈÂÂÏ ÂÓÎ
('È·¯ÚÓ‰' :¯ÓÂÏÎ) È¯„ÂÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ·¯˜Ï ÈÂÎÈÒ ÔÈ‡ ,˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÒÈÒ·‰
ÌÈÂÂÎÓ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ,ÔÎ ÏÚ ¯˙È .‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ÏÏÂÎ ,ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï‡
ÔÈ· ‰ˆÈÁÓ‰ ÏÂËÈ·Ï Â˙ÚÈ·˙· Ï·‡ ;ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ Ï‡ ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· ÌÓ‡
ÔÓ‡ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯‰ È˙„‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ È·‚Ï Ì‚ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ ˘È 'Ì„‡‰' ÔÈ·Ï 'È„Â‰È‰'
·˘Á˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ· ‰Ú„Â˙· ˜ÂÓÚ ¯·˘ ÌÂÈÎ ÌÈÈ˜ ‰Ê ¯Â·Èˆ ·¯˜· Ì‚ ÔÎ˘ .‰ÎÏ‰Ï
‡È‰ ÍÎÏ ‰¯Â¯· ˙Â„Ú .(ÈÂÏÈÁ :È¯˜) 'È˘Â‡'Î ·˘Á˘ ‰ÓÏ ,(È˙„ :È¯˜) 'È„Â‰È'Ï
˙Â‚È‰Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂËÏÂ·‰ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„‰ ÔÓ ‰ÓÎ ·¯˜· ÌÂÈÎ Ï‰˙Ó‰ È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÁÈ˘‰
¯„‚ÂÓ‰ 'È„Â‰È ¯ÒÂÓ' ÔÈ· ¯Â¯· ıÈÁ ¯ÂˆÈÏ Û‡Â˘˘ ,˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÂÈˆ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÁÂ¯‰
37.È„Â‰È‰ ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ÂÎ¯Ú· ÏÙÂÎ ·˘Á‰ ÈÏÏÎ È˘Â‡ ¯ÒÂÓ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ
ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ „Á‡ ˜ÈÏ‡È· ‰È‰ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ‰È˘¯Â˘ Ï‡ ˙„¯Ï Â˙‡È¯˜·
Á˙ÂÙ ‡Â‰ ÍÎ· ;‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ‰Â ˙ÈËÒÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÏÚ ¯Ú¯ÚÏ
˙ÂÙ˜˘‰Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÏÚ ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ ,¯‡˘‰ ÔÈ· ,‡Â‰˘ È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÁÈ˘‰ ˘Â„ÈÁÏ Í¯„‰ ˙‡
.ÌÏÂÚ
‰ÂÏÈÁ· ˙ÓÈÈ˜‰ ‰ÎÒÏ ˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰„ÈÓ· Ú„ÂÓ ‰È‰ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ì‡ ‡È‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ Ï·‡
‰Èˆ˜Â„¯‰ ˙ÎÒ :ÏÈÚÏ È˙‡·‰˘ ÌÈ¯·„· ˜ÊÂ¯ ÊÓ¯ ‰ÈÏÚ˘ ,˙È˙„‰ 'ÔÂ˘Ï'‰ Ï˘
ÂÏ ÌÈ˜ÈÚÓ˘ ˙ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ‰ÓÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î˘ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰
Ï˘ ‰˘ÚÓ ÏÎ· ÌÓ‡ .˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙È˙„‰ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ‰‚¯„‰· ˙˜ÁÂ„
‰ÏÂÙÎ ‰ÎÒ‰ Ô‡Î Ï·‡ ,¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ‰Á„È ÌÂ‚¯˙‰˘ ‰ÎÒ ˘È ÌÂ‚¯˙
ÔÂÏÈÁ˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,˙È˘Â ;ÈÏ˜È„¯ ÈÎ¯Ú ÈÂÈ˘· ¯·Â„Ó˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,˙È˘‡¯ .˙ÏÙÂÎÓÂ
‡Â‰ ÍÎ ,ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈÏÓÒ‰ ÔÂÏÈÁÏ ‡È·Ó ‡Â‰˘ Ì˘Î :˙ÈÎ¯Ú-Â„ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ‡Â‰
38.˙È˙„‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÌÈÏÓÒ‰ Ï˘ Ì˘Â„È˜Ï ‡È·‰Ï ÏÂÏÚ Ì‚
˘ÂÓÈ˘ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ¯˘‡Î :‰Â˘‡¯‰ ÔÓ ‰¯ÂÓÁ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰ÎÒ‰
‡Ï ÍÎ· ˘È ,ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ-ÌÈÈÓÂ‡Ï ÌÈÒ¯ËÈ‡ Ï˘ Ì˜ÂÙÈÒ Í¯ÂˆÏ ÈËÈÏÂÙ-È‚ÂÏÂ‡È„È‡
ÂÊ ‰ÎÒ ÏÚ˘ ÈÓÂ„ 39.¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÒ¯‰ Ï‡ÈˆËÂÙ Û‡ ‡Ï‡ ,ÛÂÈÊ Ï˘ Ú¯ ÌÚË ˜¯
‰ÏÂ„‚ ˙ÈÁÂ¯ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡· ÌÈ„ ¯˘‡Î ‡˜ÂÂ„ ‰·¯ ˙Â·È˘Á ‰Ï ˘ÈÂ ,„ÓÚ ‡Ï ˜ÊÂ¯
ÔÎ˘ .Â˙Ù¯Â˙ ˙„Â˜ ˙‡ Ì‚ ‡ˆÂÓ ‰˙‡ Â˙ÏÂ„‚ ÌÂ˜Ó· .˜ÈÏ‡È·Î ‰ÚÙ˘‰ ˙·¯Â
˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ ÔÂÎ Â‡ ,˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ ˙‡ ‰‰ÈÊ ,ÌÚ‰ „Á‡Ó ˙Â˜ÂÓÚ ÚÙ˘Â‰˘ ,˜ÈÏ‡È·
.382–370 :Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .Ë"˘˙ .˜Â·È ÏÁ· ˜·‡Ó :È¯ÙÒ· ÍÎ ÏÚ Â‡¯ 37
.1979 .ıÎ 'È :„ÓÚ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ È·‚Ï ÔÂÏÈÁ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú-Â„‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÏÚ 38
.136–134 :˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ‰È¯ÙÒ‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï
ÌÁÓ :ÍÂ˙· ,'ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈ¯·„Â ˙Á‡ ‰Ù˘' .1999 .ÔÓÙÈ˘ ÒÁÙ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó ‰ÂÂ˘‰ ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒÏ 39
:˙ÂÓ¯ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .˙È„Â‰ÈÂ ˙ÈË¯˜ÂÓ„ ‰È„Ó· ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙-·¯ ,(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) ÌÈ¯Á‡Â ¯ËÂ‡Ó
.730–715

ÊÂÏ „Â‰‡
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ÈÂ‰ÈÊ Ì‰·˘ ,ÂÈ¯È˘· ˜¯ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÔÈ‡Â ;È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ ÁÂ¯ ÌÚ ,'‰ÈÎ˘'‰
˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÊ ‰„Â˜ ¯È‰· .ÌÈÈ˙Ó¯‚Â¯Ù‰ ÂÈ¯Ó‡Ó· Û‡ ‡Ï‡ ,È˙ÈÈÚ· ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê
‰˘Â„È˜Ï ‰ÙÈˆ ‡Â‰ ÍÎ ,˙È˙„‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÂÏÈÁÏ ‡¯˜ ˜ÈÏ‡È·˘ Ì˘Î :‰Ó‚Â„
¯˘˜‰ ÁÂÎÓ È˙ÂÎÓÒ „ÓÚÓÏ ‰ÎÊ˙ ÂÊ ˙Â¯ÙÒ .˙ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ 'ÈÓÂ‡Ï'‰
Ï‡ ˙ÈÓÈÙ ‰˜ÈÊ ÂÏ ‡‰˙˘ ‰Ó ˜¯ .‰˘È‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‰È· ¯ˆÂÂÈÈ˘ È‚¯Â‡‰
Ï˘ ÂÓÚË .ÌÚ‰ ÈÈÚ· ‰˘Â„˜ Ï˘ „ÓÚÓ· ˙ÂÎÊÏ ÈÂ˘Ú ‰˘È‰ ˘„Â˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ
ÁÂÎ ¯Âˆ‡ ,ÌÈ„ÈÁÈ Ï˘ ÌÁÂ¯ È¯Ù Ô‰ Ì‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ·˘ ‡Â‰ ˜ÈÏ‡È·
ÍÂ˙Ó ‰¯·È„ ‰ÓÂ‡‰ ˙ÈÎ˘Â ,ÂÏÂÎ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ ÈÁÈÏ˘' Ô‰ ÂÏ‡ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ .È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜
Ï˘ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ,Í˘Ó‰ „ÈÓ˙ ‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰˙‡¯ ‰˘„Á ‰¯ÈˆÈ ÏÎ .(ÈÏ˘ ‰˘‚„‰‰) 'ÌÂ¯‚
Â‡ ÌÈˆÂ¯ Ì‡' :˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÏÚ '˙ÂÎÓ˙Ò‰'· ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰ÈÂÏ˙ '˙ÂÎÓÒ'‰ 40.‰Ï Ì„˜˘ ‰Ó
Û¯ˆÏ ÂÈÏÚ – [Â¯Â„ Ï˘ ¯ÓÂÏÎ] ÂÏ˘ ÈˆÂ·È˜‰ ˘ÂÎ¯‰ ˙‡ ÂÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ‡·Ï ÏÈÁ‰Ï
˙Â˘„Á˙‰Ï ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ÂÈÚÂ‚Ú‚ ÂÚ· Ô‡ÎÓ .'‰ÓÂ‡‰ ÁÂÎ È‡· Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙‡
ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÓ ÂÈ‡˘ ÈÓ ÈÈÚ· ¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈ‰ÈÓ˙Ó ˙Â‡¯È‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú˘ ,‰ÎÈÓÒ‰
ÌÈÚÂ‚Ú‚‰ [...] ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÎÈÓÒ‰ [...] ‰ÎÈÓÒ‰ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÏ ÂÈÏÚ' :·Î¯ÂÓ‰
‰˘‚„‰‰ – ÊÒ :‡ ,ÌÈ¯·„) '˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ˙ÂÎÓÒÏ ÌÈÚÂ‚Ú‚ Ì‰ ‰ÎÈÓÒ‰ ˙Â˘„Á˙‰Ï
42.‰ÓÂ‡‰ ˙Ï·˜ ‡Ï‡ ,ÈË„ˆÒ¯Ë ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡‰È ‡Ï ÂÊ ˙ÂÎÓÒ Ï˘ ‰¯Â˜Ó 41.(ÈÏ˘
ËÏÁ‰· Ô·ÂÓ ‰Ê ˘ÂË˘Ë 43.ÏÂÁÏ ˘„Â˜ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÏÂ·‚‰ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ïˆ‡ Â˘Ë˘ËÈ ÍÎ
‰Ó ‡Ï‡ ˙È˘‡¯ Ï˘ „ÓÚÓÏ ÂÏˆ‡ ‰ÎÊ ‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÓÂ Ê‡Ó' :¯·Â· Ï˘ ‰ÙÈ‰ ÂÁÂÒÈ ÂÂ˘‰
„ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .‡¯˜Ó Ï˘ ÂÎ¯„ .„"Î˘˙ .¯·Â· 'Ó .'‰·Â˘˙ ,¯˘˜‰ ,Í˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˘˜È·˘
.361 :˜ÈÏ‡È·
˙ÈÏ‚˙Ó‰ '‰ÈÎ˘‰' ÏÚ Ï˜¯Ù ‰È¯ÎÊ Â ˜"¯ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ï „‰ Ì‚ ‰‡¯Î ˘È ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ¯·„·
˙ÈÏ‚Â ‰ÏÂÚ' ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÓ˘ ÔÚË Ï˜¯Ù .Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ Ûˆ¯·
ÂÈÈÁ ˙Â‰Ó [...] ‰ÈÎ˘ ÈÂÏÈ‚ ÔÈÚÓ – È‰ÂÏ‡‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ‰· Û˜˙˘ÓÂ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙ÈÓÈÙ ˙ÂÈÁ
˙ÂÈ¯Â‚ÈË˜‰ ˙ÂÒÙÂ˙ ÔÈ‡ ‰È·‚Ï˘ ,ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡· ˙Â˜·„‰ ,‰ÂÓ‡‰ ‰˙È‰ [ÌÚ‰ Ï˘] ÌÈÈÓÈÙ‰
,'Â„È˜Ù˙Â Â·ÈË – ˙Â„‰È‰ Ú„Ó' .Ì"˘˙ .'‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙ÏÏÂÁ˙Ó ÔÎÂ˙·˘ ,ÏÏÁÂ ÔÓÊ Ï˘
ÊÎ¯Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÂ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈË·È‰ :Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÓÎÁ ,¯ÂÏÙ-Ò„Ó ÏÂ‡Ù :ÍÂ˙·
.114–113 :¯Ê˘ ÔÓÏÊ
¯„‡-· ,˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ Â˙„ÓÚÏ ‰·Â¯˜‰ ,˜Â˜ ·¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙Ú„ ‰ÂÂ˘‰ '‰ÓÂ‡‰ ˙Ï·˜' ‚˘ÂÓ ÏÚ
˙Ï·Â˜Ó‰ ‰Ù˜˘‰‰ „‚ ‡ˆÂÈ ‡Â‰ .ËÏ :˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .Ê"Î˘˙ ,Ô‡ˆ‰ È·˜ÚÂ ¯˜È‰
Ï·Â˜Ó˘ ‰Ó [‡Ï‡ ÂÈ‡ :¯ÓÂÏÎ] ˜¯ ‡Â‰ ,‰Ù Ú·˘ ‰¯Â˙Ï ÌÂÈ˜‰ „ÂÒÈ ¯˜ÈÚ'˘ ,'ÌÈ·¯' ÏÚ
ÌÈÈ˜‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ Ï·‡' .'ÔÈÏ·˙' ¯„‚· ˜¯ Â‰Ê Â„È„Ï .'Ì˙˘Â„˜Â Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ Ì˙ÏÂ„‚Ó ‰ÓÂ‡·
Ï˘ ˙˘„Â˜Ó‰ ‰˙ÂÎÓÒ˘ ÍÎÓ ‡ˆÂÈ .'‰ÈÈÁ ÈÎ¯„· ‰È˙Â¯Â„Ï ‰ÓÂ‡‰ ˙Ï·˜ ˜¯ ‡Â‰ ,„Ú È„Ú
.˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ˙ÂÎÓÒ ‡È‰ ‰¯Â˙‰
ÏÎÓ .65–58 :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,˙ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰Â ˙Â„‰È‰ .‡"Ó˘˙ .„È·˘ '‡ :„ÓÚ ‰Ê ˘ÂË˘Ë ÏÚ
˙Á‡· Â˙ÂË·Á˙‰ ˙‡ Ï˘ÓÏ Â‡¯ .˜Â˜ ·¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ·˙Î· ‰ÚÈÙÂÓÂ ˙¯ÊÂÁ ˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÈÈÚ·‰ ,ÌÂ˜Ó
,˙‡Ê‰ ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ Ì‡ [...] ÂÊ ‡È‰ ‰Ï‡˘' :ÈÓˆÚ ÈÂÏÈ‚ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰·˙Î˘ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÓÈ˘¯Ó
‰ÂÈÏÚ‰ ‰„ÈÁÈ‰ ˘¯Â˘Ó ˙Ú·Â‰ ,‰ÓÈÓ˙ ‰¯Â˙ Ï˘ ‰ÙÂ‚ ‰È‡ ,ÁÂ¯‰ È˜ÓÚÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰‡·‰
˙‡ ÂÏ ¯Â˙ÙÈ ÈÓ Ï·‡ .‰¯Â˙ ÏÂË· ÌÂ˘Ó ÂÙÂ‚ Â· ˘È È¯‰ ,‰˙Â‡ ‰ÁÂ„‰ „ÂÓÏ ÏÎ˘ ,˘Ù·˘
˙Â„È„Ó‰ ˙‡ ÂÏ „ÂÓÈ ÈÓÂ ?‡Â·˙ ‰Ù „Ú ÂÏ ¯Ó‡È ÈÓ ?ÁÂ¯Ï ÏÂ·‚ ‚ÈˆÈ ÈÓ ?ÂÊ ÌÏÂÚ ˙„ÈÁ
¯·Î ÍÏÈ‡Â Ô‡ÎÓÂ ,‰È˘Â„ÈÁ ˙ÚÙÂ‰Â ‰¯Â˙‰ ÏÂ·‚ ‡Â‰ Ô‡Î „Ú ¯ÓÂÏ ,˙ÂÏÈ·‚Ó‰Â ˙Â·Âˆ˜‰

40
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42

43
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˙È˙„‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ˜ÈÏ‡È·

ÈÙÎ ,Ï·‡ ,'˙ÂÂ˘Ï'‰ È˙˘· Â‡ ,˙ÂÓÏÂÚ‰ È˘· ˜ÂÓÚ ÏÂ˙˘ ‰È‰˘ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· Ïˆ‡
‰·‰-È‡ ¯¯ÂÚÏ ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ ˜ÈÏ‡È· Ï˘ ‰Ê ‚ÂÒÓ ˙ÂÈÂ‡Ë·˙‰ ,ÔÓÙÈ˘ ÒÁÙ ÔÈÈˆ˘
¯ˆÂ˜ Ï˘· Ì‡Â Ì˙Â¯Â· Ï˘· Ì‡ ,Ì‰· ˘È˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó-Â„Ï ÌÈ¯Ú ÌÈ‡˘ ÂÏ‡ Ïˆ‡
ÌÓ‡ ÚÈÈÒ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚‰ ˘ÂË˘Ë .Ô‰È˙˘· Û‡ Â‡ '˙ÂÂ˘Ï'‰ È˙˘Ó ˙Á‡· Ì˙·‰
Ì˘Ï „Â‡Ó '‰ÏÈÚÈ' ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ,ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁÂ ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈÂÈˆ ÔÈ· ˙Ù˙Â˘Ó 'ÔÂ˘Ï' ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ
Ì¯Â‚Ï ‰˙˘Ú Ï·‡ ,˙ÂÂÈˆ‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯ÂÙ‰ ‰ÙÂ˜˙· ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï ˙ÂÓÈ˘Ó ˘ÂÓÈÓ
44.È˙„ ÔÁÏÂÙÏ ‰ÓˆÚ ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˙ÎÈÙ‰Ï ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ‡È·‰˘ ÈÒ¯‰
¯·Â„Ó ¯˘‡Î – ÂÈ¯·„ ˙È˘‡¯ Ï‡ ¯ÂÊÁ Ì‡ – ˙ÓÈÈ˜ ‰È‡ ˙‡ÊÎ ‰ÎÒ
Ú„ÂÈÂ ˙ÂÂ˘Ï‰ È˙˘· ˙È· Ô· ‡Â‰˘ ÍÂ˙Ó Â˙ÂÈÒÁÈÏ Ú„ÂÓ ÂÈÏÚ·˘ ,'È˜ÏÁ' ÌÂ‚¯˙·
˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡Â „Á‡ „ˆÓ ˙È¯ÂÙËÓ ÔÂ˘ÏÎ ˙È˙„‰ 'ÔÂ˘Ï'‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÂÁÈÈ ˙‡ ÔÈ·ÓÂ
¯ÈÎ‰Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ ÌÈÎÈÁ‰ Ô‰Â ÌÈÎÁÓ‰ Ô‰˘ ÍÎÓ ‡ˆÂÈ .È˘ „ˆÓ ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ‰ÓÂ‚¯˙
ÈÏ·Ó Ô‰ÈÈ· ÌÈÏ„·‰Ï ÌÈ˘È‚¯ ˙ÂÈ‰ÏÂ ,˙ÈÂÏÈÁ‰Â ˙È˙„‰ ,˙ÂÂ˘Ï‰ È˙˘ ˙‡ ·ËÈ‰
,ÔÈÈÚ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· .'È˘Â‡'‰ ÔÈ·Ï 'È„Â‰È'‰ ÔÈ· ‰ˆÈÁÓ Ì˙Ú„Â˙· ¯ÂˆÈ˙ ÂÊ ‰¯Î‰˘
ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙ÈˆÓ˙ Û‡ ÈÏÂ‡ È‰ÂÊÂ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· Û‡˘ ÍÎÏ˘ ‰ÓÂ„
.Â¯Â„·
¯ÓÂÁÏ ÌÈ˜È˙Ú‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÍÂÙ‰Ï „ˆÈÎ ,ÂÈÙ· „ÈÓÚ‰ ˜ÈÏ‡È·˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰
.˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÔÈÈ„Ú ‡ÂÙ‡ Ô‰ ,˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ÛÈÈÊÏ ÈÏ·Ó ÂÓÊ· ÈÁ
‰˙ÂÙÈˆ¯ ÏÚÂ ‰˙ÂÈÂÈÁ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÏÎÂ˙ „ˆÈÎ ¯‡˙Ï ‰˘˜
Ï˘ ÂÁÂ¯· ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‡Ï·Â ,‡‰È˘ ÏÎÎ ˘ÈÓ‚ ,È˙Â¯ÙÒ ÔÂ˜ Ï˘ ÚˆÓ ‡Ï·
¯ÓÂÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ÔÈ‡Â ,˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÔÂ˘ÏÏ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ 'È˜ÏÁ' ÌÂ‚¯˙ .˜ÈÏ‡È·
ÂÈ˙Â¯ËÓÏ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó· ÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÂÙËÓ‰ ¯ˆÂ‡· ¯ÙÂÒ‰ ‰˘ÂÚ˘ ,È˙Â¯ÙÒ '˘¯„Ó'
˙ÂÈÁ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ ÛÈÒÂ‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú Û‡Â ÌÈÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï È‡„ÂÂ· Ì‰ ,˙ÂÈÂÈÚ¯‰-˙ÂÈË‡ÂÙ‰
.Ì‰Ï˘ ‰ÓÙ‰‰Â „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ˙‡ ¯È˘Ú‰ÏÂ

Ï˘ Ì˘ ÏÎ· Ì˙Â‡ ‡Â¯˜Ï ÏÂÎÈ È‡˘ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ÍÂ˙ Ï‡ ÏÂ·‚‰ ‡·
Ï·‡ ,˙ÂÂÈ‚‰ ,˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ,˙ÂÂÈÊÁ ,˙ÂˆÈÏÓ ,ÌÈÓ˙ÎÓ ,ÌÈ¯È˘ ÂÈ‰È ,‰ˆ¯‡˘ ÔÂ¯˘ÈÎ Ï˘Â „Â·Î
:ÂÈ¯„Á .Ë"˘˙ .(Í¯ÂÚ) „È¯˘ Ô¯ '!ÌÈÈÁÂ¯‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ Ì‰ ÌÈ˘˜ ‰ÓÎ ÈÂ‰ .‰¯Â˙ È¯·„ ‡Ï
.ÂÎ–‰Î :˙ÂÚ¯ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˜Â˜ ·¯‰ È·˙ÎÓ ÌÈË˜ÂÏÓ ÌÈÈ˘È‡ ÌÈ˜¯Ù
.724 ;719 :Ì˘ ,ÔÓÙÈ˘ 44

:„Â·Î-˙‡¯ÈÂ ‚ÂÏ‡È„ ,„˘Á
'· ˙ÂÓ˘ ÏÚ ¯·Â·Â „ÈÂ¯Ù ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙Ó ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ Â‡ÈÏ
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ
‰˘ÂÏ˘ Ï˘ Ì‰È·˙Î· ˙ÂÙ˜˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ˙Â˘È‚ ˘ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÁ· ,‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó·
È„ÈÏ ‡· ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,„˘Á‰ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ÌÈ„ Â‡ .ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ‚Â‰
Ï˘ Â‡) ˙ÂÚÈˆ‰ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ,„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡Â ‰˘Ó B¯ÙÒ· „ÈÂ¯Ù Ïˆ‡ ÈÂËÈ·
‰‡ˆ¯‰· „ÁÂÈÓ·Â) ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ Â‡ÈÏ Ï˘ ÂÈ·˙Î· ÚÈÙÂÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,(„Â·Î‰ ˙‡¯È
˙È·Ó ‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰·Â (˘¯ÂÙÓ ÔÙÂ‡· „ÈÂ¯Ù ÌÚ ÒÓÏÙ˙‰ ‡Â‰ ‰·˘
.‰˘Ó Â¯ÙÒ· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡· ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó Ï˘ Â˘¯„Ó
˙Â˜„˜Â„Ó‰ Ì‰È˘Â¯ÈÙ È¯Á‡ ·˜ÚÓ ÍÂ˙ ,È˙‡ÂÂ˘‰ Á¯Â‡· ˙ÂÁ· ˙Â˘È‚‰
˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ‰ .˙ÂÓ˘ ¯ÙÒ Ï˘ È˘‰ ˜¯Ù‰ :„Á‡ È‡¯˜Ó ËÒ˜ËÏ ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘ Ï˘
,¯Â·‚ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ„Î ‰˘Ó ,‰˘Ó Ï˘ ÂÓ˘ :Ô‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÏ„·‰‰ ÌÈ¯¯·˙Ó ÔÎ¯„˘
ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù‰ ˙Â¯Ú‰‰ .È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ Ï˘Â ‰˘Ó Ï˘ Ì˜ÏÁÂ
ÍÎ· .˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘Â ˙ÂÈ·˜Ú ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ˙ÂÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡Ó ˙ÂÚ·ÂÎ ˙Â¯·ÒÂÓ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ÏÚ
'ÙÂ¯Ù ,Ï·ÂÈ‰ ÏÚ· ÏÚ ‰·Â‰‡ „ÈÓ˙ ‰˙È‰˘ ˙È‚Â‚„Ù ‰˘È‚ ·˙Î· ˘ÓÓÏ Â˘˜È·
˙Â·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù Ï˘ Ô¯Â‡Ï (˙Â„‰È‰ "˙Ù˘"Ó) ÈÂ˜ ËÒ˜Ë ˙‡È¯˜ :˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.(˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ "‰˙Â¯ÙÒ"Ó) ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù

:˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜ ˘Â‡È Ï˘ '˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰'
ÂÓÊ-Ô· ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰˙ÚÈ‚Â ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙˘È‚· ‰ÓÂ˜Ó
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

ÔÓ¯·ÏÈÒ ˜¯Ó
:Â˙ÏÂÊ ÌÚ „Á‡ ÌÈ¯·ÂÁÓ‰ ÌÈ‡˘Â ‰˘ÂÏ˘· Ô„ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó
Ú„Â‰ ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰ ‚Â‚„Ù‰ Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó‰ "˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˙ÂÈ˙„"‰
.(1942–1878) ˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜ ˘Â‡È ,È„Â‰È – ÈÏÂÙ ‡ˆÂÓ ÏÚ·
.ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÈ‚Â‚„Ù‰ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ·Â ˙Â˘È‚· ˙‡Ê ˙ÂÈ˙„ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ˜Ó
ÏÎ· Ë¯Ù· ˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜ Ï˘Â ÏÏÎ· "˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˙ÂÈ˙„"Ï È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÂ˜Ó ˙ÈÈ˜‰
„ÚÈÎ ÂÈÎÈÁ Ï˘ ˙ÈÁÂ¯-˙È˙‡‰ ‰ÏÈ„‚‰ ÁÂ˙Ù ˙‡ ˙ÒÙÂ˙‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ËÈ˘
.‰Ï˘ È˘‡¯

?
?
?

(Í¯ÚÏ 1900–1892) Â˙Â¯‚·˙‰ ˙Â˘Ó ˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜ 'È Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙Â ÂÈ·˙Î ˙ÈÁ·
‡Â‰˘ ÌÈÎ¯„· ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈÈ˙„ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ˘ ‰ÏÚÓ (1942) ÂÈÓÈ ÛÂÒ „Ú
Ì„‡‰˘Â ÌÏÂÚ ‡¯Â· ˘È˘ ‰˜ÊÂÁ· ˘Á ˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜ „Á‡ „ˆÓ .ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Â ‰ÂÂÁ
‡Ï Ì„‡‰ ˙Â·˙˘ ‰˙ÂÁÙ ‡Ï ‰˜ÊÂÁ· ˘Á ‡Â‰ È˘ „ˆÓ .¯ÂÂÈÚ ‰¯˜Ó ÂÈ‡
˙ÂÈÙÂÒ ÔÈ‡‰Â ‰ÏÂ„‚‰ ˙‡ÙÓ .ÌÏÂÚ ‡¯Â· Â˙Â‡ Ï˘ Â˙Â‰Ó ˙‡ ÁÚÙÏ ˙Ï‚ÂÒÓ
.'˙Â„ÂÒ‰ È„ÂÒ' ¯„‚· Ì‰ Â˙Â‡ ‡¯·˘ Ï‡‰Â ÌÂ˜È‰ Ì‰Ï˘
˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰Â·˙‰ ÔÂ¯ÒÁÂ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ÌÂÈ˜· ·Ï‰ ÔÂÁËÈ· ,˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜ ÈÈÚ· ,Ì¯·
ÔÈ·‰Ï ˙ÂÒÏÂ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙‡ ‡ÂˆÓÏ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ 'ÁÈ¯ÎÓ' ÈË˜Ï‡È„ Á¯Â‡· Â˙Â‰Ó
Ï˘ ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÎÎ ˙È¯ÈÙÓ‡Â ˙„Ù˜ÂÓ ˙„Ó˙Ó ‰ÈÁ· ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÂˆ¯ ˙‡Â Â˙Â‡
ÏÏÎ· ÌÈÈ˘Â‡‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰Â ÏÏÎ· ÌÈÈÁ‰˘ ‰ÏÚÓ ˙‡Ê ‰ÈÁ· ÂÏˆ‡ .‰ÓˆÚ ‰‡È¯·‰
:˙Â„ÈÓ˙· Â˙ÏÂÊ ˙‡ ‰Ê ÌÈÈÊÓ‰Â È„„‰‡ ÌÈ¯·ÂÁÓ‰ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙ È˘ ÏÚ ÌÈÂÎ˙Ó ‰Ê
‰Ó .Ô‡ÎÓ ÔÂÈÏÎÂ ‰ÏÈÓ˜ ,˙Â¯¯ÂÙ˙‰ ,˙ÂÂÓÂ Ô‡ÎÓ ‰È¯ÙÂ ,‰ÁÈ¯Ù ,‰ÏÈ„‚ ,ÌÈÈÁ
ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙Ó ÌÈÙ‰Â „ÓÏ ,˜È ˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜˘ ÌÈ·Â˘Á‰ ÌÈ·¯‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ú·¯‡ Ô‡Î
:Ì¯Â‡Ï ÏÚÙ˘Â ‰Ï‡
ÌÏÂÚ· ·ÂË‰ ˙¯·‚‰ÏÂ ÌÂ„˜Ï ÈÙÂÒ-ÔÈ‡ ıÓ‡Ó – ÌÈÈÁ‰ ¯˘ÙÂ Ì„‡‰ „ÂÚÈÈ
ÔÂÈÂÂ˘Â ,ÔÂ¯Á‡· Ô‰ÈÏ‡Ó ˙ÂÈÂ·‰ ˙ÂÏ·‚ÓÏ ‰¯È‰·Â ‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ÍÂ˙Ó
.Ô‰ÈÙÏÎ ÌÈ˜ÊÁÂ ÌÈ·¯ ˙ÏÂ·Ò ˙ÂÁÂÎÂ ˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ ,˙ÂÏ·Ò ÂÓÚ Í¯ÂÎ‰ ˘Ù

?
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„·Ï· ÈÊÈÙ ÚÂ¯È‡Î ‰˙ÈÈ‡¯ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÂÓ‰ ÈÙÓ ˙„ÁÂÙÓ ‡ÏÂ ‰ˆÈÓ‡ ‰„ÈÓÚ
.ÌÈÙÒÂ ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÈÊÈÙ ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Î‰· „ÈÏÂÓ‰Â ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÈÁÏ ÏÈ·ÂÓ‰
˘Ù‰ „È„ÈÎ Â˙Â‡ ÌÈÓ„Ó‰ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÏ˜È„¯ ÌÈÈÙ¯ÂÓ¯ÂÙÂ¯˙‡ ÌÈÈÂÓÈ„
ÌÚÂ ÂÓˆÚ ÌÚ ÂÈ˜·‡Ó· ‰ÎÈÓ˙Â ÚÂÈÒ ÂÏ ËÈ˘ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÏÂ„‚‰
˙È˘È‡ ‰ÈÈÙÂ ;Â·Â ÂÎÂ˙· Ú¯‰ ˙‡ ËÈÚÓ‰ÏÂ ·ÂË‰ ˙‡ ¯È·‚‰Ï ÌÏÂÚ‰
.‰Ï‡ ÌÈ˜·‡ÓÏÂ ˙ÂÈÂ„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ·Â˘Á ÈÚˆÓ‡Î ‰ÏÈÙ˙· ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡Ï
‰ÏÓÁ‰ ,„ÒÁ‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ Ï˘ ÈÂ˜ÈÁ ¯Â˙· ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙·‰‡ Ï˘ Ì‚„ ˙ÈÈ·
.ÂÈÏ‡ Ô˙Â‡ ÒÁÈÈÏ ÌÈËÂ Ì„‡ È·˘ ÌÈÓÁ¯‰Â

?
?

?

‰‡¯Ó ˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜ Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ÏÚ ˙‡Ê ‰„ÈÓÚ
‰Ï‡ ÔÈ· ÌÈËÏÂ·‰ .˙ÈÏÏÎ Â‡ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˙ÂÈ˙„ Ï˘ ÌÈ˜‰·ÂÓ ÌÈÓÓÒ ‰· ˘È˘
,È˘Â‡-ÏÏÎ‰ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰-È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ‰-È˙ÂÒ˙‰‰ ,È˘È‡‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰ Ì‰ ÂÏˆ‡ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜˘
.Â˙ÂÈ˙„ Ï˘ È˙‡-ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰Â ÈËÓ‚Â„ ‡Ï‰ ,ÈÏ˜È¯Ï˜-ÈË‡‰ ,ÈË˜Ï˜‡/È˙„-ÔÈ·‰
˙ÂÓ‚Ó ÔÈ·Ï ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó ÔÈ· ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈ¯Â·ÈÁ ˙ÈÈ· È„Î ÍÂ˙
ÏÚ ‰„ÈÓÏ ÏÂÏÎÏ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙Ï˜˘ ÌÏÂÚ· ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÂÈÂÈÚ
˜‡'ˆ¯Â˜ Ïˆ‡ ‰ÈÂËÈ· ÌÎÂ˙·Â ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˙ÂÈ˙„ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÈÂËÈ· ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Â
:ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÓ‚ÓÂ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ˙ÂÏÚ· ÂÓÊ ˙Â· ÍÂÈÁ ˙Â¯‚ÒÓ·
Â˙ÏÈ„‚ ÌÂ„È˜Â „ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰ Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ;ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ '‰ÈˆÊÈÓÂ‰'‰
ÏÚ· È˙¯Â˜È·-ÈÂ·˙ Ì„‡ ¯Â˙· ˙ÈÁÂ¯‰Â ˙È˙¯ÈˆÈ‰ ,˙È˙‡‰ ,˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰
ÌÈÈÂÈÚ ÌÈÏÎ ˙˜Ú‰ ;ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ Â¯ÂÙ˘Ï ‰ÏÈÚÙ ˙Â·¯ÂÚÓÂ ‰‚‡„ Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚ‰ ˙Â¯ËÓÎ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„ ˘ÓÓÏ ÏÎÂÈ˘ ˙Ó ÏÚ ÂÏ ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓÂ
;ÂÏ‡ ˙Â¯‚ÒÓ
‡Ï – 'ÏÂÎÂ ÌÈ¯Â‰ ,ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ – ÌÈÂ˘‰ ‰È˜ÏÁ ÏÚ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰
-˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙È˙„ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÌÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ï·˜Ï ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ ‡Ï Â‡/Â ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ
˙È˙ÈÓ‡‰ Í¯„‰ ˙‡ ˙‚ˆÈÈÓÎ Â‡ ‰·ÂÁ· ˙ÓÂËÎ È‰˘ÏÎ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù
Ï˜Ï˜Ï Û‡Â ÏÎÏÎÏ Ì‰Ï˘ ˘ÙÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯Î·Ó Ì‰ ;˙È˙ÂÎÓÒ‰Â ˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰
.È‰˘ÏÎ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙„Ï ˙ËÏÁÂÓÂ ˙ÈÏËÂË ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÎ¯„ ˙‡

?

?

Ï˘ ÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ÍÂ˙· ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡ ˙ÂÚË ÌÂ˜ÈÓ· ÌÈÈ˙ÒÓ ¯Ó‡Ó· ÔÂÈ„‰
˙Â‰ÊÏ Ô˙È˘ ‰ÏÚÓ ÂÓÊ È„Â‰È Ï˘ Ì˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÈÁ· .ÂÓÊ-Ô· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰˘ ÔÂÈÎÓ ˜ÂÈ„· .Ì‰ÈÈ·Ó „Â‡Ó ÌÈ·¯ Ïˆ‡ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÓ‚ÓÂ ˙ÂÂÎ˙
ÌÚ ˙Â˜·‡È‰‰" ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈÈÁÂ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ÌÚ
„Ú ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÂÎ¯„ ˙È˘‡¯Ó È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ Ï˘ ¯ÎÈ‰‰ ÈÓÈÒ ÔÈ· ‡È‰ "ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰
¯˘˜‰· Û˜Â˙ ‰˘Ó· ‰ÎÂÊ ÂÓÊ Ô· ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰ÏÚÓÏ ˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ‰Úˆ‰‰ ,Â‡ ÂÈÓÈ
.È„Â‰È‰

Ï˘ ˙È˙Â‚‰‰ Ì˙˘Ó· "‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰" ‚˘ÂÓ
¯˜È¯ ÏÂÙÂ ÔÂÓÈÒ ËÒ¯‡ ‡·È˜Ú
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

¯ˆÏÂ‰ ÈÏ‡
ËÒ¯‡ ‡·È˜Ú Ï˘ ˙È˙Â‚‰‰ ‰˘Ó· Ì‚ ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‚˘ÂÓ ˘Ó˘Ó "‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰"
Ì„‡‰ ÈÙ· „ÓÂÚ‰ ¯‚˙‡Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‰Ê ‚˘ÂÓ .¯˜È¯ ÏÂÙ Ï˘ ÂÊ· Ì‚Â ÔÂÓÈÒ
,ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰·È˘Á‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ‰ ‰Ê˘ È¯Á‡ ,Ë¯Ù· È˙„‰ Ì„‡‰ ÈÙ·Â ,ÏÏÎ·
ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ó "‰ÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙" ‚˘ÂÓ‰ .ÌÈÈ˙¯Â˜È·‰Â ÌÈÈÚ„Ó‰ ,ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
ÌÈÈÁÏ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡ Ï˘ ,‰ÂÂ˜˙ Ï˘ ,‰ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ‰¯Âˆ ˙Â·‰ÏÂ ¯ÊÁ˘Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘
ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡Â ÈÓÂÈ˜ ·ˆÓ (Ï˘ ÔÂ·˘Á ÏÚ ‡Ï Í‡) ¯·ÚÓ ÌÈ‡ˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÒ˙‰ Ï˘Â
Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂ‡ ˙‡Â ¯‚˙‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÙÂ‡ ˙‡ ¯˜È¯ Ï˘Â ÔÂÓÈÒ Ï˘ Ì˙·‰· Ô„ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .‰Ê
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ¯˙‰ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ· ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ,ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰
.È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ì˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ˙‡ ‚È˘Ó‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó‰ ÌÈÎÁÓ ¯Â·Ú ‰Ê ‚˘ÂÓ
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‰Ï‡ ÔÈ·Ï 'ÌÈ˘„Á' ÌÈÈÂ¯˜‰ ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÈ· È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó‰ ˜·‡Ó‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ
ÍÂ˙Ï ‰Â¯Á‡Ï ÏÁÏÁ˘ È·ÈË¯‰ ¯‡'Ê‰Ó Â˙ÓˆÚ ·¯Ó ˙‡ ·‡Â˘ 'ÌÈ˘È' ÌÈÂÎÓ‰
Ï˘ ‰ÙÈ˘Á‰ ˙Ó‚Ó Ì‡ ‡È‰ ‰·Â˘Á ‰Ï‡˘ ,‰ÈÓ„˜‡· ÌÈÈÂÈÚ‰ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙‰ ˙È·¯Ó
Â‡ ,˙Ï·Â˜Ó ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ '˙Ó‡' ÛÈÏÁ‰Ï ‡È‰ 'ÌÈÈ¯Ë' ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰-ÂÈˆÂÒ ÌÈ‡ˆÓÓ
ÏÚ· ‡Ï Í‡ – Ì„Â˜‰ ·ÈË¯Ï Ï˜˘Ó ‰ÂÂ˘ ‡Â‰˘ ÛÒÂ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ‰‡· ‡È‰˘
.'˙Ó‡' Ï˘ ÒÂËËÒ
˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï ‰ÙÈ‡˘‰ ˘ÂÓÈÓ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ï ÒÁÈ· ÔÂÈ„‰˘ ‰Ú˘·
‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÂÈ¯Ù‡ ‰¯„‚‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ˙Á‡ ˙Ó‡ Ï˘ (‰˘„Á Â‡ ‰˘È)
ÌÈ·ÈË¯ ¯ÙÒÓ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ‡È‰ ˙¯‰ˆÂÓ‰ ‰˙Ó‚Ó˘ ˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙ÓÎ –
Ô˙È ÈÎ ‰ÓÂ„ ,Ì‰ÈÈÓÏ ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙ÁÙ˘Ó ÍÂ˙· Í¯ÚÈ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ – 'ÌÈÈÂÓÂ˘¯'
ÌÂÁ˙Ï ÂÓÂ˘ÈÈ· ÔÂÈÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ·ÈË¯‰ Ï˘ Â„Â˜Ù˙Â Â·ÈË ÏÚ ˙Â·Â˙ ˙ÂÏ„Ï
ÁÂÎÓ ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· ˙˜ÂÈ ÂÊ ‰·Â˙ .˙È˙¯·Á‰Â ˙È˘È‡‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰
‰¯Î‰Ï ˙ÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÊ˜‡‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰ ‰˙ÎÊ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘·˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰
‰˜ÈÚÓ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰ .ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â È˙¯·Á‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ‰¯Â˘‰ ÔÓ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙ÓÎ
ÏÚ ˙‡Ê ,ÌÈ˘‡ ÈÈÁ ˙·‰Ï Ì¯Â˙‰ È¯ÈÙÓ‡ Ï˜˘Ó ˙Â„‚‡ÏÂ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ÔÈ„·
ÏÚ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ˘Â‡ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„ ˙Â„Â‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰Â ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰˘ ‰Á‰‰ ÍÓÒ
Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ,‰¯·Á Ï˘ ‰˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ÌÈ·ˆÚÓ‰ ‰Ï‡ Ì‰ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡
.ÂÈÈÁ ˙ÎÒÓ ˙‡ ··ÂÒ‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ Â˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ˙‡Â
‡Â‰ È·ÈË¯‰ ¯‡'Ê‰ Ï˘ ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ‰ ÂÈÙÂ‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÒÓ‰
˙ÂÈ„‚‡ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„ ÁÙËÏ Ì˙ÏÂÎÈ· ÌÈÈÂÏ˙ ‰¯·ÁÂ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ÈÈÂÎÈÒ˘
.˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ‰ÂÂ˜˙ÏÂ ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ¯Â˜ÓÎ ˘Ó˘Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú‰ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÂ
ÌÈËÒÈ·ÈË¯‰ ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ·¯˜· ˙ÁÂÂ¯‰ ‰ÈÈË‰ ˙ÈÏÒ˜Â„¯Ù˘ ¯Á‡Ó
˙‡ ˙Ú˜Ú˜Ó‰ ‰˘„Á ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Ó‡ Ì˘· ÌÈÒÂ˙ÈÓ ıÂÙÈ ‡È‰ 'ÌÈ˘„Á'‰
:ÔÓ˜Ï„Î ‡È‰ ÈÁÎÂ‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ˙Ó‚Ó ,˙Ó„Â˜‰ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Ó‡‰
˙È˘È‡ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ· ‡Â‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ‰‚ÂÒ‰ ¯Â˜Ó˘ ‰ÁÈÎÂÓ‰ ‰ÚË‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ .‡
.Ì˙¯„‚‰ ÌˆÚÓ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ Ì‰˘ 'ÌÈÈÁ‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ' ¯˜ÁÓ ˙¯ÂÒÓ·Â
ÔÎÂ‰˘ ,‰ÈˆÊÈ„‚‡‰ ˙ÈÈ‚ÂÒ· ·Á¯ ÔÂÈ„ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰Á˙ÂÙ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· ˙‚ˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ó‚Ó‰
:·È·‡ Ï˙ .2005 .‰ÈÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ‡Ï‡ ¯˜ÈÚ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ‡Ï – ‰ÈÁ‰ ‰„‚‡‰Â ÏÂÎ˘ :È¯ÙÒ ¯Â·Ú
.˙ÂÂ¯Á‡ ˙ÂÚÈ„È
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ÈËÓÂ¯‰ Ì¯Ê‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÓÈÈ˜ ÂÈÙÏ˘ ÒÂ˙ÈÓ‰ ıÂÙÈ .·
.„ÁÈ Ì‚ ‰˘È‰Â ‰˘„Á‰ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÊ‰ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰
Ï˘ ‰˙Â„¯˘È‰Â ‰ÓÂÈ˜Ï ˙ÈÂÈÁÂ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙È·ÈË¯ ‰‚ÂÒÎ '‰„‚‡'‰ ˙‚ˆ‰ .‚
.‰˜ÂˆÓÂ ¯·˘Ó ˙Â˙ƒÚ· ¯˜ÈÚ· ‰¯·Á

È˘È‡-È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ·ÈË¯Î ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰
.‰ÓÈ„˜Ó ¯·Ò‰ ˙ÏÈÓ ˙˘¯Â„ ‰„ÂÒÈÓ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙Â˘ÈÎ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ˙„ÓÚ‰
‰Ó¯· Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˘Ù‰ ˙¯Â˙Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÈÈ¯‰ ,‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ÁÂÓÏ ˜˜Ê È‡ ¯˘‡Î
Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÏÚ ÚÈÙ˘‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú‰ ÌÈÈ˜ÏÁ ÌÈÈËÓÂÒÂÎÈÒÙ ÌÈ¯ËÓ¯ÙÏ ‡ÏÂ ˙ÈÏÂÎ‰
‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ'‰ ÈÁÂÓ· ÏÏÂÎ‰ Ì„‡Ï ÂÊ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˜¯ ÔÎ‡Â .ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ‡˙·
˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰˘ ÔÂÚËÏ ÈÓˆÚÏ ‰˘¯Ó È‡ 2,¯Â¯· Ï˘ ÂÂ˘Ï· '˙ÈÓÓÚ‰
ÈÁÂÓ· ˜¯Â Í‡ ‰·‰Ï ˙˙È ,Â˙Â‡ ·ˆÈÚ˘ È˙„-È˙Â·¯˙‰ Ú˜¯‰ ÏÚ ,Ì„‡ ÏÎ Ï˘
.È˘È‡‰ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ·ÈË¯‰
Í¯ÂÚ‰ ‰„ÂÂ˙Ó '˙È·ÈË¯‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ'Ï „ÂÒÈ‰ È¯ÙÒÓ „Á‡Ï Â˙Ó„˜‰·
‰È¯Â‡˙‰Â ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙Ó' ·ÊÎ‡˙‰ ‡Â‰ ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚÓ ÌÈ·¯ ÂÓÎ˘ ÔÈ·¯Ò ¯Â„Â‡È˙
.'ÌÊÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ Í¯Ú ¯˘‡ ˙È˙¯·Á ˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰
,˙È˙¯·Á‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ· ˙ÈÒÏ˜‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰Â ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙Â·‡Ó „Á‡Ï ·˘Á‰ ,ÔÈ·¯Ò
‰ÎÂÓ‰ ÈÂ·È‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ' ÍÂ˙Ó Ú· ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰ ÌÈÚ„Ó‰ ˙‡ „˜Ù˘ '¯·˘Ó'‰˘ ÔÚÂË
ÒÂ˙‡‰ ˙ÚÙ˘‰ .È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰Ó ÂˆÏÂÁ˘ ˙ÂÏÈÏÎÓ ˙Â˜Ò‰Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ¯ÒÂÁÓÂ
˙‡ ¯˙·Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ˙˘¯˘ÂÓ‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰Ù˜˙˘‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ÏÚ ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ‰
3.'‰„·ÚÓ· „ÂÒÈ È˜ÏÁÏ ˙È˙¯·Á‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰
¯Â˜ÁÏ È„Î ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ‰-ÈÚ„Ó‰ Ï„ÂÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ „‚Â „Ú· ÌÈÂÚÈË‰˘ „ÂÚ·
ÌÈÂÎÓ‰ ‰ÈÈÏÈ‰˜‰ È¯·Á ·¯˜· ˙ÂÁÙÏ ,˙ÂÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ÔÓ Ì‰ ˙È˘Â‡ ˙Â‚‰˙‰
ÏÎ ÌÈÚÂÓ‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘ ˙‡ Ô‡Î ˙ÂÓÏ È‡„Î ,'ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á ÌÈÚ„Ó' ÔÈÈ„Ú
È¯ÓÂ Ë˜ ˙‡Ê ÂÁÒÈ˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈÈÁ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ÏÚ ¯·Â„Ó ¯˘‡Î ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡
‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÈ· ‰˜˘‰‰ ˙˜È„· ÈˆÂÏÁÏ ÌÈ·˘Á‰ ,Ô‚¯‚Â Ô‚¯‚ .(Gregen) Ô‚¯‚
Ì„‡ ÈÈÁ ˙·‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ ÏÎÏ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ÔÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜‰˘ ÌÈÚÂË ,˙È˙¯·Á‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙÏ
˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰˘ ·¯ È· ¯· ÏÎ Ú„ÂÈ Ì„È„Ï ÌÏÂ‡ .‰Î¯Ú‰‰ „ÚÈ· Â‡ ‰¯ËÓ· ‡Ë·˙Ó
˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ó Á¯Î‰· ˙ÈÏ„ ‡Â‰˘ ÏÎ „ÚÈÏ ÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÈÁ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙Î¯Ú‰Ï
Â‡ ‰¯ÈÁ· ˙˘¯Â„‰ ,ÌÈ˜Ê Ï˘ 'Ì˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰' ¯Â‡È˙˘ ,Ï˘ÓÏ ,¯Â¯· ÍÎ .˙ÓÈÂÒÓ
¯·Â„Ó Ì‡ ‰Ï‡˘· ‰ÈÂÏ˙ ‡‰˙ ,˙ÈÁÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÏ˘·Ï ÈÊÈÙ‰ ÔÂÂÈ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÔÈ· ‰„¯Ù‰
Â‡ Ë·˘‰ ÈÓÎÁÎ ÌÈËÏÂ˘ ÌÈ˜Ê‰ ‰·˘ '˙ÈË¯˜ÂËÂ¯‚' ‰¯·ÁÏ ÍÈÈ˙˘Ó‰ Ì„‡·
.È„¯ÂË ÏË ÌÈÂÂ‰Ó Ì‰ ‰·˘ ‰¯·Á·
˙Î¯Ú‰· ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ,Ô‚¯‚Â Ô‚¯‚ ÌÈÚÂË ,ÍÎÏ È‡
Bruner, J. 1990. Acts of Meaning. London: Harvard University Press
Sarbin, T. R. (ed.). 1986. Narrative Psychology. New York: Praeger: IX
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,„Â‡Ó ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙È˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙· ˜Â·„Ï Á¯Î‰‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙·ÈÈÁ˙Ó‰ ,Ô˜Ê‰
ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ ÌÈÂÒÓ ¯„Ò ÈÙÏ Ô‚¯‡ÏÂ ¯Â¯·Ï Í¯Âˆ‰ – È˘‰ ÔÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜Ï ‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ
ÂÈ¯·„Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ‡ Ô‚¯‚Â Ô‚¯‚˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ .¯‡˙Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó Â‡ Â˙Â‡˘ „ÚÈÏ
ÔÂÓË‰ ‰ÈˆÊÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ· ÍÂ¯Î‰ È˘Â˜‰ ˙‡ ÁÒÓ‰ ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘-ÈÂÏ „ÂÏ˜ Ï˘
ÂÊ ˙ÈË¯‰È‡ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ˘ Ô‡Î ÔÈÈˆÏ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓ ,ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡‰ ˙¯ÈÁ· ÍÈÏ‰˙·
˘È' :ÈÎ ¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ‰˙ÂÏÏÎ· ˙ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰„Â˙Ó‰ ÏÚ ÂÈ¯·„Ó ˙Ù˜˙˘Ó
‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰-‰¯Ù· ‰˙ÏÈÁ˙˘ ‰ÙÂˆ¯ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ‰‡Â¯‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙
Ï˘ ‰„Ó ‰˜ ÌÈˆÓ‡Ó ÍÎ ¯Á‡ ,ÌÈ˘ ÈÂÈÏÈÓ Ï˘ ÔÓÊ ˙Â„ÈÁÈ· ˙ÙˆÂÓ‰
˙Â‡¯Î ¯·ÁÓ‰ ¯ÁÂ· ‰‡Ó‰ ÍÏ‰Ó·˘Î ,˙Â‡Ó ÈÙ ÏÚ ÍÎ ¯Á‡Â [...] ÌÈ˘ ÈÙÏ‡
‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÍÏ‰Ó ÏÚ ¯ÙÒÏ È˙Ó ,˙¯Á‡ Â‡ ÂÊ ‰˘ ÏÚ Á"Â„ ¯ÂÒÓÏ È˙Ó ÂÈÈÚ
¯¯·Ï Í¯Âˆ· ˙ÂÏ˙ ‰˙Â‡ ÍÂ˙Ó 4.'„Á‡ ÌÂÈ ÍÂ˙ ‰Ú˘Ï ‰Ú˘Ó Û‡Â ÌÂÈÏ ÌÂÈÓ
˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ÌÂ˘ ÔÈ‡ Ì„‡ ÈÈÁ ¯Â‡È˙·˘ Ì‡˙‰· Ô‚¯‚Â Ô‚¯‚ ÌÈÚÂË ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ô‚¯‡ÏÂ
¯Ù«ÒÓ ˘È˘ ¯Á‡Ó ˙‡Ê ,'ÔÓˆÚ „Ú· ˙Â¯·„Ó ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰'˘ ‰¯Ó‡‰ ÏÚ ÍÓ˙Ò‰Ï
˙‡ ‰Ê ÔÂ‚¯‡ ÏÚ ÛÈÒÂ˙ Ì‡Â .ÛÈˆ¯ ¯ÂÙÈÒ È„ÎÏ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ô‚¯‡ÓÂ ¯ÁÂ· ¯˘‡
˙ÂÓ˘· ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÚÂ·ˆÏ ÚÓ È˙Ï·‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ,ÌÈÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜· È˘ÈÏ˘‰
Ô‚¯‚ ˙Ú„Ï ,˜ÒÂÚ ‰˙‡ È¯‰ ,˙ÈÙ˜Â˙ Â‡ ˙Ïˆ‡ ,˙ÈÂ·˙ ,˙È˙Â¯·Á ÔÂ‚Î ¯‡Â˙
Ô‚¯‚ ÌÈÓÎÒÓ ÍÎÂ .˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÈÂÏ˙Â ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÌÏÂÚÏ ‡È‰˘ ˙Â˘¯Ù· ,Ô‚¯‚Â
,˙Â˜ÈÂ„Ó ÛÂ‚ ˙ÂÚÂ˙ ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ÌÈÈ·Ó Â‡ ÔÈ‡' :È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ÔÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜‰ ˙‡ Ô‚¯‚Â
‰˘ÚÓÏ .‰Ê· ‡ˆÂÈÎÂ [...] ÈÒÚÎ ,È˙Â¯·Á ,ÈË‚ÈÏËÈ‡ :ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈÁÂÓ· ˜¯ ‡Ï‡
ÌÈÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜‰ Â¯Â·Ú ¯˘‡ [ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰] È˘¯Ù ËÂÙÈ˘· ˙È„ÈÓ˙ ·ÈÈÁ È˙¯·Á‰ ÔÚ„Ó‰
5.'ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‡ÏÂ ÌÈÈÏÂÈˆÂÂÂ˜ Ì‰
˙„Â˙ÓÎ ‰Ó˜ÓÏ È„Î 'ÌÈÈÁ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ' ˙ËÈ˘ Ï˘ ‰È˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ˙‡ ¯È„‚Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ·
‰„ÈÏ ‰ËÂÏ¯˘ ‰¯È‰ˆÓ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË¯ ˙Â˘È‚Ï Ï˜˘Ó ˙ÂÂ˘Â ˙ÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï ¯˜ÁÓ
ÌÈÈÁ ÈÚÂ¯È‡ ÔÂ‚¯‡· ˜·„‰ ÌÊÈ·ÈË¯‰Ó ‰Â˘· ÈÎ ˙ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ‰¯Âˆ· (Linde)
‰˜˜Ê ‰Ï ¯˘‡ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙„Â˙Ó· ,ÈÂÈ‚‰ Ûˆ¯ ‰Ï ˘È˘ ‰ÏÈÏÚÏ ÌÈÈË¯˜Â˜
‰˘È¯„· ÔÈÈÚ ÔÈ‡ [...] ÈÁÎÂ‰ ¯˜ÁÓÏ' .ÏÈÏÚ· Â˘Á¯˙‰˘ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ ˙Â·È˘Á ÔÈ‡
ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡Ï ÌÒÁÈ ¯˜Á· Â‡ ¯ÙÒÓ‰ ÈÈÁ· ÌÈÈ˙ÈÓ‡ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ ÈÂÏ˙ È˙Ï·‰ ÌÓÂÈ˜Ï
ÌÈ¯‡˙Ó ÌÈÈÁ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ Ì‡· ‰Ù ÈÂ¯˜Ú ÔÈÈÚ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡ .ÌÈ¯ÙÂÒÓ‰
ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ¯ÙÒÓ‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ¯˙ÂÈ ÂÏ ‰·Â˘Á [...] ÏÈÏÚ· Â˘Á¯˙‰˘ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡
‰˜Ó‰‰ ˙‡ 6.'˙·ˆÂÚÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‚ˆ‰ Ì‰ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÈÙÂ‡‰Â ˙ÂÈÂ˘Á¯˙‰Î ‰Ï‡Î
‡Ï‡ ÌÈÈÁ ÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ È˙„·ÂÚ ˘Â˘È‡· ‰˜·„ ‰È‡˘ ,ÂÊ ˙ÈÏ˜È„¯ ¯˜ÁÓ ˙ËÈ˘Ï
:ÈÎ ¯ÓÂ‡‰ (Cohler) ¯Ï‰Â˜ Ì¯Ë¯· ˜ÙÒÓ ,¯ÙÒÓ‰ ÏÚ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ Ì˙ÚÙ˘‰·
ÒÁÈ· ¯˙ÂÈ ‰·ÂË ‰·‰ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ˜ÙÒÏ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú [...] ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ‰˘È‚‰'

Levi-Strauss, C. 1966. The Savage Mind. Chicago: Chicago University Press: 260
Gregen, K. J. & Gregen, M. M. ‘Narrative Form and the Construction of Psychological
Science’ in Sarbin (ed.): 38
Linde, C. 1993. Life Stories. New York: Oxford University Press: 68
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Ï˘ ¯È·ÒÓ‰ Ï„ÂÓ‰ ¯˘‡Ó ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ˙ÂÂÂÎ ÌÈ·ˆÚÓ‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚Ï
7.'ÌÈÈÚ·Ë‰ ÌÈÚ„Ó‰
·ÈË¯‰ ,ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó‰ ÌÈ˘‚„‰‰ Û¯Á ÈÎ ¯È‰· ÔÙÂ‡· ‰ÏÂÚ ÍÎ
ÍÎÓ ÚÓ˙˘Ó ¯˘‡Î ¯ÙÒÓ‰ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÔÙ‰ ÏÚ ‰„ÈÙ˜· ¯ÓÂ˘ È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰
˙Ó‚Ó ˙‡ ÌÈ‡ÈËÁÓ Û‡ ˙ÂÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ‰ ÈÎ
.¯˜ÁÓ‰
˙ÁÂÓ‰ ˙˜ÓÂÓ‰Â ˙¯‰ˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒÏ ÒÁÈ· ÂÈÂÚÈË ˙‡ Ï·˙Ï È„Î
¯Ù«ÒÓ· ¯·Â„Ó ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ ,Ë¯Ù· ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ÂÊÂ ,‰˙ÂÏÏÎ· ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ „ÂÒÈ·
˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ÏÚ È¯ÂÈ¯Ù‡ ¯Â˙ÈÂ ¯·„· ‰‡„Â‰ ,„ˆ‰ ÔÓ ÏÂÎÈ·Î „ÓÂÚ‰ Û¯‚ÂÈ·
ÌÈ„‰ ,‰Ï‡ ÈÈ¯·„ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÓÎ ÈÙ ˙ÓˆÚÂÓÂ ˙ÂÏÈÏˆ·Â ˙Â¯È‰·· ˙Ù˜˙˘Ó
Â˙¯ÊÚ ˙‡ ˘˜·Ó‰ Ì„‡ ‚ÈˆÓ Â˙Â‡˘ È˘È‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈÎÂ¯Î‰ ÌÈËÓ‰ ÌÈˆÂÏÈ‡·
.ËÒÈÙ¯˙ÂÎÈÒÙ‰ Ï˘
˙Ó‡Â ˙È·ÈË¯ ˙Ó‡' Â¯ÙÒ· ,Ï˘ÓÏ ¯ÓÂ‡ (ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÎÊÂÓ‰) ÒÙÒ „ÏÂ„
ÏÙÂËÓ Ï˘ Â¯ÂÙÈÒ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ· ˙Ó‡ ˙ÂÏ„Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ÌÂ˘ ÔÈ‡ ÈÎ ,'˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
Â˙˘ÂÁ˙ ‡È‰ ÌÈÏÈÓ· ˘·ÏÂÓ ¯·Ú‰ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰ ÏÚ Ú˜¯·˘ ˙ÂÚÙ˘‰‰ ˙Á‡' ÈÎ
ÏÎ ‰·Â‚˙· ˙ÂÎÊÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ‡Â‰ [...] ¯·„Ó ‡Â‰ ÈÓ Ï‡ ÏÙÂËÓ‰ Ï˘
‡Â‰ ,˙ÂÓÁ¯· ˙ÂÎÊÏ Ï˘ÓÏ ‡Â‰ ÂÏ˘ Í¯Âˆ‰ Ì‡ [...] È‡˜ÈËÈÏ‡‰Ó ‡È‰˘
Ì‡ ;˙Â„ÏÈ‰ ÈÓÈ· ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÏÏÓÂ‡‰ È˘‚¯ ¯·„· ‰ÓÊ‚‰ ÔÂ˘Ï· ËÂ˜Ï ÏÂÏÚ
˙Â„ÏÈ‰ ÈÓÈÓ ÚÂ¯È‡ ÏÚ [...] ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ ¯ˆÈÈÏ ÏÂÏÚ ‡Â‰ [...] ÌÈÁ·˘Ï ˜˜Ê ‡Â‰
8.'¯˙ÂÈ· ÛÙÂ¯ ‡Â‰ ¯·Ú· ‰¯˜˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ·Ï ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÁÂÂÈ„ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰ .˙Ó„˜ÂÓ‰
,ÒÙÒ ¯È·ÒÓ ‰˙Â‡˘ ,'˙È·ÈË¯‰ ˙Ó‡'· ˙ÈËÈÂÙ¯˙ÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ˙ÂÏÎ˙Ò‰‰ ÍÂ˙Ó
˜¯˘ ¯‰ˆÂÓ· ÁÈÓ È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ·ÈË¯‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚÏ ‰·ÈÒ‰˘ ‰˙Ú ÔÈ·‰Ï ÏÎÂ
,˙È˘È‡‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡ ˙·ˆÚÓ‰ ÂÊ ‡È‰ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·ÂËÂ‡‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰
.„Â¯˘Ï „ÈÁÈÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ‰ÙÈˆ¯ ˙Â‰Ê ˙¯ˆÈÈÓ ‡È‰ ˜¯˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙· ‰ˆÂÚ
ÂÁÈÏˆ‰ ¯˘‡ ‰Ï‡ ˜¯ ÈÎ Ï‡˜ÊÁÈ ‰ÏÈ‡ ‰ÁÈÎÂ‰ ‰‡Â˘ È‡ˆÂÈ ÏÚ ¯˜ÁÓ·
Ì‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ‰ÊÎ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÂÁ Ì‰˘ ˙ÂÏÙ˘‰‰Â ‰‡Â˘‰ ÈÓÈ‡ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ·˙Î˘Ï
ÂÁÈÏˆ‰ ,‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·-‰¯‰ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ È„È ÏÚ ·˙ÎÂ˘Ó‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ÌÚ ˙ÂÈÁÏ
¯ÙÒÏ ÂÁÈÏˆ‰ ‡Ï ¯˘‡ ‰Ï‡ ,Ì˙ÓÂÚÏ .‰¯È·Ò ‰¯Âˆ· ‰‡Â˘‰ ¯Á‡Ï Ì‚ „˜Ù˙Ï
‰„Ó˘‰‰ ˙ÂÁÓ· ÂÂÁ Ì‰ ¯˘‡ ˙ÂÏÙ˘‰‰Â ‰ÚÂÂÊ‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ÌÓˆÚÏ
¯Á‡Ï Ì‚ „˜Ù˙Ï ÂÁÈÏˆ‰ ‡Ï ,ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·ÂËÂ‡‰ ·ÈË¯‰ ÌÚ ˙ÂÈÁÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ÔÙÂ‡·
9.‰¯È·Ò ‰¯Âˆ· ‰‡Â˘‰
ÌÓˆÚÏ ·˙Î˘Ï ÂÁÈÏˆ‰˘ ÌÈ˜Ê Ì˙Â‡ ÈÎ ‰È‚ÂÏÂËÂ¯‚ È¯˜ÂÁ ÂÁÈÎÂ‰ ‰ÓÂ„·
Â˜·„˘ ‰Ï‡Ï ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰· ˙ÂÂ‡ÎÈ„Ó ˙ÂÁÙ ÂÏ·Ò ,ÌÈÚ ¯ÂÙÈÒÎ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ ˙‡
Cohler, B. J. 1982. ‘Personal Narrative and Life Course’, in: Baltes, P. B. and Brim, O.
G. (eds.), Life-Span Development and Behavior. New York Academic Press: 229
Spence, D. P. 1982. Narrative Truth and Historical Truth. New York: Norton: 94–95

:·È·‡-Ï˙ .‰‡Â˘ ÈÏÂˆÈ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·-‰¯ :ÌÈÈÁ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ‚Â¯‡Ï .1999 .'‡ ,Ï‡˜ÊÁÈ
.„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·˜‰
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ËÏÂ·‰ ÔÂ˙‰ .˙ÂÂÏ˘ÈÎÎ Â˘¯ÈÙ Ì˙Â‡˘ Ì‰ÈÈÁ· ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚¯Ë ˙Â‡Ò¯‚·
ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·-‰¯‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜·˘ ‰È‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ·
‚ÂÒ‰Ó ·Â˙Î˘Ï ˙ÈÒÂÙÈË ‰Ó‚Â„ 10.ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ ÌÈ˜È˙· ÂÓ˘¯˘ ÌÈË¯Ù‰Ó ‰˜ÂÁ¯
‰ÓÂ˘¯ ˜È˙· ¯˘‡Î Ë¯ÂÙÒ· ˜ÂÒÈÚÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î ‰ÚÈÏˆ ¯Â‡È˙ ‡È‰ ÈÂ‡ÎÈ„-ÈË‡‰
.‰ÏÁÓÎ ‰·ÈÒ‰
˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ˙Â˘¯Ù ˜¯ „ˆÈÎ „ÂÓÏÏ Ô˙È ‰ÓÓ ¯˘‡ ‰·ÂˆÚÂ ˙ÈÂˆÈ˜ ‰ÚÙÂ˙
ÌÂÁ˙· ‰ÈÂˆÓ ,„Â¯˘Ï Ô·¯˜Ï ¯ÂÊÚÏ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ,˙ÈÈÓÂ„Ó‰ ÂÊ Û‡ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ
˙ÂÓÈ‰Ó ÏÚ ÛÈ˜Ó ÔÂÈ„· .Ô‰È·‡ È„È· ˙ÈÈÓ ÂÏˆÂ˘ ÌÈ˘· ÏÂÙÈË‰ ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ
‰¯˜Ó ÔÈ·¯Ò ¯‡˙Ó ,Ô‰È·‡ È„È· ÂÏˆÂ Ô‰È¯·„Ï˘ ˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ Ï˘ Ú˙Ú˙Ó‰ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ‰
Ì‰Ó˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Ú‰ ÈÂÏÈ‚ ÈÒÁÈ ÔÈ‚· ˙ÈÏÂ·‚ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ÓÂ ˙ÂÂ‡ÎÈ„Ó ‰Ï·Ò˘ ‰˘È‡ Ï˘
Í¯„ ÏÚ ‰ÁÂÂÈ„ ÂÊ ‰˘È‡˘ ‡Â‰ ÔÈÈÚÓ‰ ,˙ÈÁÎÂ‰ ‰ÈÈ‡¯‰ ˙ÈÂÂÊÓ .‰˙Â„ÏÈ· ‰Ï·Ò
˙ÓÚ˙‰Ï ‰˙Â¯˘Ù‡· ‰È‰ ‡Ï˘ ¯Á‡Ó .‰˙˘ÂÁ˙ ˙‡ ¯Ù˘Ï ‰Ï ‰¯ÊÚ˘ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ
‰Â¯ÎÈÊ· Â˙Â‡ ‰ÎÙ‰ ‡È‰ ,ÌÈÈÁ· ‰È‰ ‡Ï ¯·Î˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,‰È·‡ ÌÚ ˙Â¯È˘È
„Â·È‡Ï Â˙Â‡ ‰ÙÁ„ ˙È˙¯·Á-ÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ‰˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ¯˘‡ ,˙È‚¯Ë ˙ÂÓ„Ï
,ËÏ˘ È˙Ï· ÈÈÓ ÛÁ„ Ï˘ ÂÈËÚ·˘ ‰ËÈÏÁ‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÈÓ„· .¯·˘Ó È·ˆÓ· ‰ËÈÏ˘
.ÂÈ˘ÚÓÏ È‡¯Á‡ ‰È‰ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ,Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ÏÎ ÏÚ (possession) ÊÂÁÈ‡Î ËÏ˙˘‰˘
‡ÂˆÓÏ ‰ÁÈÏˆ‰ Ì‚ ÍÎ·˘Â ‰È·‡Ï ÁÂÏÒÏ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÁÈÏˆ‰ ÂÊ Í¯„·˘ ÔÚÂË ÔÈ·¯Ò
11.˙Ï·ÂÒ‰ ‰˘ÙÏ ÚÂ‚¯Ó
-‰¯-ÔeÁÏƒ̆' ‰˙Â‡ ‰ÎÓ È‡ ¯˘‡ ,‰˘È‡ ‰˙Â‡ ‰Ë˜ ‰·˘ ÂÊ ‰ËÈ˘·
˙Ó‡ Ï˘ ÒÈÒ· ÌÂ˘ ·ÈÈÁÓ ÂÈ‡ ¯˘‡ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ·ÈË¯Ï ˙Â˜˜„Ê‰‰ ,'ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·
„Ú· ˙¯·„Ó ÏÈÏÚ· ‰˘È‡‰ ‰‡ËÈ· ‰˙Â‡˘ ‰ÚÈ‚¯Ó‰ ‰‡ˆÂ˙‰ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡
.‰˘È‡‰ ÈÈÁ· ‰˘„Á‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡ ‰¯ˆÈ˘ ÂÊ ‡È‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ‰ÓˆÚ
‡È‰ ,‰‡ˆÂ˙‰ ÏÚ ‰˙ÚÙ˘‰ ÈÙÏ ˙Á· ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË¯‰ ¯˘‡Î ÍÎÏ È‡
ÔÚË‡˘ ÈÙÎÂ) „ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ÁÂÎÏ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ÈÂ˘Ú‰ ÈÂÈÁ Ì¯Â‚Ï ˙Á‡· ˙ÎÙÂ‰
˙Â‡Ó‚Â„‰ „ÁÓ˘ ‡È‰ ˙Ï·˜˙Ó‰ ‰ÂÓ˙‰ ,ÍÎ Â‡ ÍÎ .(·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰ Ï˘ Ì‚ ,ÔÏ‰Ï
ÌÈÏÙ¯ÚÓ‰ ÌÈËÂÓ ÏÚ-ÈÙˆ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÈÁÂÓ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ '˙ÂÈÂÓÂ˘¯'‰ „ˆÈÎ ˙Â‡¯Ó
ÌÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÊ˜‡‰ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Â·˘ ‚˘ÂÓ ,'È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡
Kaminsky, M. (ed.). 1984. The Uses of Reminiscence. New York: The Haworth Press Â‡¯
Sarbin, T. R. 1995. ‘A Narrative Approach to Repressed Memories’, Journal of Narrative
˙·È˙ÎÏ „ÓÚÂÓ ÈÈÏ‡ ÚÈ‚‰ ÌÚÙ ÈÎ ¯ÙÒÏ ÌÂ˜Ó ˘È Ô‡Î .and Life History, Vol. 5(1): 61

È„È ÏÚ ˙ÈÈÓ ÂÏˆÂ˘ ÌÈ˘· ÏÂÙÈËÏ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ËÈ˘ ÚÂ„Ó ˜Â„·Ï ˘˜È· ¯˘‡ Ë¯ÂË˜Â„
ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï ÌÈÏÙËÓ‰˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ ‰˙ÂÏÈÚÈ ÔÈ‚· ÔÈËÈÂÓÏ ˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡· ‰˙ÎÊ ,Ô‰È·‡
ÔÈ· ¯È˘È ÈÓÚÙ-„Á ˙ÂÓÈÚ ÌÈÈ˜˙Ó ÂÊ ‰ËÈ˘ ÈÙÏ˘ È˙„ÓÏ ¯˘‡Î .‰˙ÁÏˆ‰ „ÂÒ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰Ï
ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ‰˘˜ 'ËÂÏ ÌÂ¯„ÈÒ' È˙ÈÈÎ˘ ‰ËÈ˘ ÈÙÏ ·ÈË¯‰ 'ÔeÁÏƒ̆' ‡ÏÏ˘ È˙ÚË ,˙·Ï ·‡‰
ÔÓÊ·˘ ‰ÓˆÚÏ ÔÈÈÓ„˙ ‰ÚÂ‚Ù‰ ˙·‰˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ï È˙ÂÂÎ 'ËÂÏ ÌÂ¯„ÈÒ'· .˙ÂÓÈÚ‰ ˙ÂÏÈÚÈ·
ÌÚ ·Î˘˘ Ú„È ‡Ï ÏÂÎÈ·Î˘ Ô˜Ê‰ ËÂÏ ÂÓÎ ,'ÏÙ¯ÂÚÓ-ËÂÏ' ·ˆÓ· ‰È‰ ‰È·‡ ÈÈÓ‰ ÏÂˆÈ‰
,‰Ï˜Ó‰ ‰˘ÂÁ˙‰ È˙Ú„Ï .˙ÂÏÈÏ‰ È˘· ÔÈÈ Â˙Â‡ Â˜˘‰ ÂÈ˙Â·˘ ¯Á‡Ï ¯ÂÎÈ˘ ‰È‰ ÈÎ ÂÈ˙Â·
‰¯‡Â˙˘ ‰˘È‡‰ ˙ÂÎ˙Ó ÈÙÏ ˜ÂÈ„· ˙ÂÏ·ÂÒÏ ¯ÂÊÓ ‡È·‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ,˙È˙„·ÂÚ‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ‡ÏÂ
.ÔÈ·¯Ò È„È ÏÚ
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‰ÏÂÚ Í„È‡Ó ÌÏÂ‡ ;˙Ï·Ò È˙Ï· ˙ÂÏ˜· È˘ÙÂÁ ˘ÂÓÈ˘ Ì‰ÈÈÓÏ ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰Â
·ˆÚÏ ÈÂ˘Ú ‡Â‰ ,‰‡ˆÂ˙‰ ÈÙÏ ÔÁ· ÈËÈÂÙ¯˙ÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ·ÈË¯‰ ¯˘‡Î˘ ÂÁÂ˙ÈÓ
Á˙ÙÏÂ ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï ÏÎÂ˘ È„Î .„Â¯˘Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ Ì„‡‰ ‰ÁÂÎ· ˜¯˘ ‰˘„Á ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ
,˙Â„¯˘È‰ ¯˘Ù‡Ó È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ·ÈË¯‰ ˜¯ ÏÂ·¯Ò‰Â ÏÂÙ¯Ú‰ Û¯Á˘ ‰ÚË‰ ˙‡
.˙Á‡Î ˙È˘ÚÓÂ ˙ÈË¯Â‡˙ ‰Ó¯· ‰Ê ‚˘ÂÓ Á˙Ï ÔÎ Ì‡ ıÏ‡È

˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙Ó‡· ‰¯Î‰‰ ˙ÎÙ‰Ó
˙Ï·Â˜Ó ˙È˘‚¯-˙È˘È‡ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ˙ÒÈÙ˙˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ÌˆÚ ÏÚ ˜ÂÏÁÈ˘ ÈÓ ÔÈ‡˘ ‰ÓÂ„
¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙ËÈ˘Ï Í¯Ú ˙ÂÂ˘ ‡È‰˘ ˙ÈÏÂÙÈËÂ ˙È¯˜ÁÓ ‰ËÈ˘Î ‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ÌÂÈÎ
.(ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ ‰ÂÎÓ‰) ÈÚ„Ó‰
ÔÂÁˆÈ· ‰˙ÎÊ (Ô‰˘ ˙ÂÓÎ ˙ÂÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙¯È˜Á) ‰È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰ ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ Ô˙È
‰˙Â‡˘) ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ˙ÒÈÙ˙˘ ÚÎ˘Ó‰ ÔÂÚÈË‰ ÁÂÎÓ ˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ‰¯Î‰‰
‰È‡ Ì‡ Û‡ ˙È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ ˙Ó‡ ˙¯ˆÂÈ ,˙ÂˆÂ·˜ Ï˘ Â‡ ÌÈ„ÈÁÈ Ï˘ ,(Í˘Ó‰· ¯È„‚
.ÈÊÈÙ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ˙È¯ÈÙÓ‡ ‰ÁÎÂ‰Ï ˙˙È
˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ Ì‡ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰ÚË ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÏÈ„¯˜‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ Ì¯·
.··ÂÒ‰ È˙¯·Á-ÈÊÈÙ‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ‰˜ÈÊ ‡ÏÏ Ì‚ Û˜Â˙ ˙ÏÚ· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙È˘È‡‰
‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡ ‰ÈÂÂÁ˘ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Â‡ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ È¯˜ÂÁ ÔÈ· ‰ÓÎÒ‰‰ ÍÂ˙Ó
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÌÚ ‰Ï˘ ÔÈÏÓÂ‚‰ ÈÒÁÈ ÁÂÎÓ ˜¯ ˙È˙Ó‡ ‡È‰ ÈÎ ,˜È¯ ÏÏÁ· ÁÂÓˆÏ
ÏÚ· Ï˘ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Â‡/Â ··ÂÒ‰ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡-ÈÊÈÙ‰
,(Husserl) Ï¯ÒÂ‰ „ÂÓ„‡ ,˙È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡‰ È·‡ .È˘Â‡‰ ˙ÏÂÊ‰ ÌÚ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰
ÌÏÂÚ‰Â "¯Á‡"‰ "Ë˜È·ÂÒ-È‡"‰' ˙¯˙ÂÎ‰ ˙Á˙ ‰Ê È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡ È‡˙ ÁÒÈ
Ì·È·Ò ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ËÏÂ˜ È‡' ÈÎ ,ÔÚÂË ‡Â‰ .'È·È·Ò ÈÚ·Ë‰ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰
„Á‡ ÏÎÏ [...] „Á‡ ÌÏÂÚÎ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ÔÙÂ‡· È·È·Ò ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡Â [ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ Ï˘]
Ì‡˙‰· ‰‰ „Á‡ ÏÎÂ ,ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ Ì˘Ó ÂÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡ ˘È
˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· ÌÈÁÎÂ‰ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ‰Â ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙Â„˘ „Á‡ ÏÎÏ .ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ï˘ ‰Â˘ ‰ÚÙÂ‰Ó
ÌÈÎ¯„· ÚÂ„È [...] È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ‰Ù ¯ÎÂÓ˘ ‰Ó ÂÏÈÙ‡ [...] ÌÈÂ˘ Ì‰
˙Â¯ÓÏ .‰Ê· ‡ˆÂÈÎÂ ˙Â¯È‰· Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â‚¯„ ‰‡¯Ó ,ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÙÂ‡· Ô·ÂÓ ,˙ÂÂ˘
ÔÓÊ Ï˘ È˙„·ÂÚ ÌÏÂÚ „ÁÈ ÌÈÂÎÓ Â‡Â ,ÂÈÎ˘ ÌÚ ‰·‰Ï ÌÈÚÈ‚Ó Â‡ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ
ÂÓˆÚ Â‡ ÂÏ ¯˘‡Â Â¯Â·Ú ÌÈÈ˜‰ Â˙Â‡ ··ÂÒ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ·Á¯ÓÂ
12.'ÏÂÎ‰ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ÌÈÎÈÈ˙˘Ó
ÌÈ‡Â¯˘ ÌÈ¯·„' ÈÎ ¯ÓÂ‡‰ 'ÈÂÓÂ˘¯' „ÂÒÈ Ì‚ Ï¯ÒÂ‰ È¯·„· ˘È ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ
˘È È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒÏ˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ Ï¯ÒÂ‰ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ Í‡ ,'Ì˘Ó ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÔÈ‡ ‰ÙÓ
ÈÎ ,··ÂÒ‰ ÈÊÈÙ‰Â È˙¯·Á‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÌÚ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÂÒÁÈ ÁÂÎ· ˜¯ Û˜Â˙
Â˙„ÈÓÚ ,‡˜Ú ‡„ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÈÎÈÈ˙˘Ó Â‡ ÂÈÏ‡˘ ÌÏÂÚ· ÌÂÈ˜ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡ ÂÈ„ÚÏ·
Husserl, E. 1972. Ideas: General Introduction to Pure Phenomenology. New York:
Collier-Macmillan Ltd: 95
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‰È‡ ‡È‰ Ì‡ Û˜Â˙ ÔÈ‡ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‰ÈÂÂÁÏ ÈÎ ‰˘È¯„‰ ÏÚ Ï¯ÒÂ‰ Ï˘ ˙ˆ¯Á‰
ÈÏ· È¯‰ ÈÎ) ··ÂÒ‰ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÌÚ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡ ÒÁÈ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰¯ÂÊ‚
˙‡ ‰È·Â ‰ÈÈÓ ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ,(˙È¯˘Ù‡ È˙Ï· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙È˘È‡-ÔÈ·‰ ˙¯Â˘˜˙‰ ‰Ê ÒÁÈ
Â˙Â‚‰Â Â˙·È˙Î' ÈÎ ÔÚÂË (Lauer) ¯‡Â‡Ï '˜ ,ÔÎ‡ .È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰
‡Â‰˘ ÏÎ ¯·Ò‰ ‰ÙÈÒÂÓ ‰È‡ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÔÂ¯˜Ú ÏÚ Ï¯ÒÂ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯È˘Ú‰
È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÔÂÈÎ‰'˘ ,¯‡Â‡Ï ˙Ú„Ï ,‡ˆÂÈ ÍÎÂ 13,'˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ˙ÈÈÚ·Ï
Ï¯ÒÂ‰ ÈÙÏ Ì‡ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· 14.'È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ÔÂÈÎ‰ Ï˘ ‰·Á¯‰ ‡Ï‡ ‰È‡
ÌÚ ˙¯Â˘˜˙ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ‡È‰ Ì‡ ˜¯Â Í‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘È ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁÏ Ì‚
Ï˘ „ÓÚÓ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ˙˘ÎÂ¯ ‡È‰ ÈÊ‡ ,(ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ „ÁÈ ÌÈÂÎÓ Â‡) ··ÂÒ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰
˙Â¯È„˙ ‰˙˘Ó Â·È·Ò ÌÏÂÚ‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓÂ .˙Á˙Ù˙ÓÂ ‰˘„Á ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ
ÒÁÈ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ¯ˆÂÂÈ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˘ Û˙Â˘Ó‰ È˘È‡-ÔÈ·‰ ‰ÎÓ‰ ˙˘È¯„ È¯‰ ,Â˙ÒÈÙ˙·
˙ÈÈÂÂÁ ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÊÏ Û‡ ‰ÏÂÏÚ ,˙È¯˘Ù‡ ‡‰˙ ˙¯Â˘˜˙‰˘ È„Î È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰
˙˙È ÂÊ ˙È„¯ÂÒ·‡ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ .˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Ó‡ Ï˘ „ÓÚÓ· ˙È¯˜˘‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰
ÈÏÈÏ˘‰ ÙÈËÂ‡È¯ËÒ‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â¯ˆÂÂÈ‰ ÁÂ˙È ÍÂ˙Ó (Í˘Ó‰· ÔÚË˘ ÈÙÎ) ‰˘ÁÓ‰Ï
ÙÈËÂ‡È¯ËÒ‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÏ ˘‚È˘ ÈÙÏ Í‡ .˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‰ÂÓ‡· Â˙ÏÈÁ˙˘ È¯˜˘‰Â
ÌÈÂÂ‚Ó‰ ÌÈ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰Â ˙Â¯„‚‰‰ ˙‡ ˜Â„·˘ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ¯ˆÂÈÎ
ÁÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯È„‚Ó ¯ËÒ·Â ÔÂÏÈÓ .˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰Â ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ È‚˘ÂÓ· Â˘Ú˘
Â‡ ˙Ú„· ÈÂÏ˙ È˙Ï· ÔÓÂÈ˜˘ ˙ÂÈÂ˘ÈÏ ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ÔÙÂ‡· ÒÁÈÈ˙ÓÎ 'È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡'
Â‡ Â¯ˆÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ‰ÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ '˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ' ‚˘ÂÓ‰Ó Ï„·‰· ˙‡Ê ,˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ·
.‰·È˘ÁÓ Â‡ ˙Â˘‚¯Ó ,(state of mind) ÁÂ¯ ÍÏ‰Ó ,(mind) ˙Ú„‰Ó ÂÚÙ˘Â‰
˙ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ÔÎ Ì‡ ‰ÈÂ· È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÈÂÏÈÓ‰ ‰Á·‰‰
,È˘‰ ‰¯˜Ó· ÌÈÈ˜‰ ··ÂÒ‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ Ï˘ È˘‚¯-È·ÈËÈ‚Â˜‰ „Â·ÈÚ‰ ÏÚ
ÔÈÈÙ‡Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ È˘‚¯-È˙·˘ÁÓ „Â·ÈÚ ˙¯·ÂÚ ‰È‡˘ ˙Â˘ÈÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ¯˘‡Î
Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡· ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ÁÂÎÓ Â˙¯„‚‰ ˙‡ ·‡Â˘‰ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ „ÓÓ‰ ˙‡
‰˙‡–È‡ ÈÒÁÈ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰· ÔÎ Ì‡ ¯·Â„Ó ˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰Ó¯· .ÈÊÈÙ‰ ÂÚ·Ë ÌˆÚÓ
˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙· ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÁÂÒÈ Ì‰Ï ‡ÂˆÓÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ,ÌÈÈ‡È¯·Â· ÌÈÁÂÓ· ÊÏ–È‡Â
È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÒÁÈ‰ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰ Â˙Â‡Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡-ÔÈ·
ÏÚ ˙ÂÂ˜Ó ÌÈ˘˘ ,Ï˘ÓÏ ,ÌÈÚÓÂ˘ Â‡ ˙È¯ÏÂÙÂÙ‰ ‰Ó¯· Ì‡˘ ‡ˆÂÈ ÍÎ .˙ÏÂÊÏ
ÌÈ¯·‚‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ,'ÈÈÓ Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡ Ï‡Î' Ô‰ÈÏ‡ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ¯·‚‰˘ ÍÎ
˙ÂÂÎ˙Â ÌÈ¯Â˘ÈÎ ,˘‚¯ ÏÚ· Ì„‡ Ï‡Î È˘È‡-È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÔÙÂ‡· Ô‰ÈÏ‡ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó
˙ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ,ÊÏ–È‡ ÈÒÁÈ ÏÎ· ‰ÓÂ„·Â .˙ÂÈ„ÂÁÈÈ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡
˙È˘È‡‰ ˙ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ È˙Ï·‰ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ (˙Ú„· ‰„·ÂÚ ‡Ï˘) ˙È˘È‡ È˙Ï·
.‰˙‡–È‡ ÈÒÁÈ· ÌÈÈ˜˙‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡‰ (˘‚¯·Â ˙Ú„· ‰„·ÂÚ ¯˘‡)
‰˜ÈÚÓ‰ ,˙È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙Ù˜˙˘Ó „ˆÈÎ ÔÂÁ·Ï ‰˙Ú ¯ÂÊÁ ‰·‰
Lauer, Q. 1967. ‘Intersubjectivity’, in: Phenomenology: The Philosophy of Edmund
Husserl and its Interpretation (Kockelmans, J. J. ed.). New York: Doubleday & Co. Inc:
170
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˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙· ˙È¯˜ÁÓ ˙Ó‡ Ï˘ „ÓÚÓ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ-¯ËÈ‡Ï ¯˙ÂÈ ÔÂÎ Â‡ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒÏ
.˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙÂ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ
È˘È‡ ·ÈË¯ ÁÙËÏ È„Î ÌÈˆÂÁ‰ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÌÈ¯ËÓ¯Ù‰ ÁÂÒÈ Í¯ÂˆÏ
˙È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰Ó ˙Á‡ ‰Ó‚Â„· ˜Ù˙Ò ,˙Â„¯˘È‰ ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜ Â‡
˙ÂÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÈÓÂ˘ÈÈ‰ ˙ÂÏ·‚Ó· ÔÂÈ„ ¯Á‡Ï .˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰Ó ˙Á‡ ‰Ó‚Â„·Â
˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ˙‡ ·ÈÁ¯‰Ï ÚÈˆ ,˙Â˘È‚‰ ˙‚ˆ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó
.'È·ÈË¯ ÊÂÎ¯ƒ
Ó' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‚ˆ‰

˙È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù‰ – ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙ÈÈ·‰ .‡
¯‚¯· ¯ËÙ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‡È‰ ˙È‡ÈÏ¯ÒÂ‰‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰Ó ‰ÂÊÈ˘ ˙ÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù ‰È¯Â‡˙
˙¯˙ÂÎ‰ ˙‡ ‡˘Â‰ ¯ÙÒ· ‰‚ˆÂ‰˘ ,‰È¯Â‡˙‰ .(Luckman) ÔÓ˜ÂÏ ÒÓÂ˙Â (Berger)
˙‚ˆ‰· ˜ÒÂÚ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ :ÌÈÈ¯˜ÈÚ ÌÈ˜¯Ù È˘ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ,'˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙¯·Á ‰È·‰'
˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ‰·ÓÎ ‰¯·ÁÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó È˘‰Â ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ‰·ÓÎ ‰¯·Á‰
.˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ
‡‰˙ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ˙ÈÈ·‰˘ ˙Ú·Â˜‰ ,˙È‡ÈÏ¯ÒÂ‰‰ ‰˘È¯„Ï ÌÈÓ‡
,Û˙Â˘Ó È˘È‡-ÔÈ· È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‰ÎÓ Ï˘ ‰ÓÈ„˜Ó ‰¯ÈˆÈ ‡ÏÏ ˙È¯˘Ù‡ È˙Ï·
È˘ ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏ‡· ÂÊ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‰È·‰ ÌÈ˘ÈÁÓÓ ÔÓ˜ÂÏÂ ¯‚¯·
¯·Î ‰¯·Ú˘ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ÍÂ˙Ï ÌÈ„ÏÂ ÌÈ˘‡˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ˙‡˘ ÌÈÚÂË Ì‰ .ÌÈ˘‡
Â„ÒÈÓ '·Â '‡ Ì‡ :‡·‰ ˘ÈÁ¯˙‰ ÈÙÏ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÓÊ ÈÙÏ ‰ÈˆÊÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡
ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ „ÈÓ˙‰Ï ÂËÈ ‰Ï‡ ÔÈÏÓÂ‚ ÈÒÁÈ ,Ì‰ÈÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ Ï˘ ‰ÈËÂ¯ ‡È‰˘ ÂÊÈ‡
,Â¯ˆÈ '·Â '‡˘ ‡Â‰ ÍÎÓ ‡ˆÂÈ‰ .ÂÊ ˙È˙¯·Á ˙Î¯ÚÓ ˙Â˘Ï ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ '·Â '‡ È„È·˘
˙Ù˙Â˘Ó ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ· Â·ˆÈÚ Ì‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ÌÏÂÚ ,ÔÓ˜ÂÏÂ ¯‚¯· ˙Ú„Ï
.˘„Á ¯Â„Ï ‰¯·Ú‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ‰˙˘Ó ‰Ê ÏÎ' Ì˙Ú„Ï ÌÏÂ‡ .¯ÂÎÊÏ Ô˙È ‰˙Â‡˘
Í‡ ,ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ ¯Â·Ú ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙Á˘˜˙ÓÂ ‰·Ú˙Ó „ÒÂÓÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰
15.'ÌÈ¯Â‰‰ ¯Â·Ú Ì‚
ÈÒÁÈÓ ‰ÈÂÈÙ‡ ˙‡ Ì‡˙‰· ‰ÏÂ„ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ‰È·‰‰ ˙¯„‚‰
È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÓ˜ÂÏÂ ¯‚¯· ÈÙÏ .'·Ï '‡ ÔÈ· ÂÓ˜¯˘ ˙ÂÙÈˆ¯‰Â ˙Â·ÈˆÈ‰
ÔÂÏÈÓ ˙¯„‚‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÏÂÚ˘ ÈÙÎ) ˙Ú„‰ È„È ÏÚ „·ÂÚ ‡Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ ÌÂÈ˜· ÈÂÏ˙ ÂÈ‡
ÈÙÏ ,˙¯ˆÂ „ˆÈÎÂ .ÈÂ·ÈÏ ˙˙È‰ ‰ÙÈˆ¯Â ˙È·˜Ú ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ˙¯ÈˆÈ· ‡Ï‡ ,(¯ËÒ·Â
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÈ·‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ‰¯„‚‰‰ ¯Â‡Ï ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ,ÔÓ˜ÂÏÂ ¯‚¯·
¯‚¯· ÌÈ˘È‚„Ó '˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÎ ‰¯·Á‰' ÈÂ¯˜‰ È˘‰ ˜ÏÁ· ?È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰
‡Ë·ÓÎ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ÚÂ¯È‡Ï ˙Â˘¯Ù Ï˘ ˙È„ÈÈÓ ‰·‰ :‰ÓÙ‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙'˘ ÔÓ˜ÂÏÂ
16.'È¯Â·Ú ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÍÙÂ‰ [...] ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
Berger, P. E. & Luckmann, T. 1972. The Social Construction of Reality. Middlesex:
Penguin Books: 76
.149 :Berger & Luckmann
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¯‚¯· ÌÈÚÂË ˙È¯Â„-ÔÈ·‰ ‰¯·Ú‰Ï ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰È·‰‰ ˙‡ ¯Â˘˜Ï È„Î
˙ÚÓË ÂÊ ˙Â‰Ê ¯˘‡· .ÌÏÂÚ· ÌÂ˜Ó ˙‡ˆ˜‰ ‰ÚÓ˘Ó ˙Â‰Ê ˙˜Ú‰' ÈÎ ÔÓ˜ÂÏÂ
‰ÚÓË‰ .ÂÊ ˙Â‰Ê ÔÂÂÎÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ì‚ ÍÎ ,„ÏÈ‰ È„È ÏÚ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÔÙÂ‡·
Í‡ ÌÈÂÂ‰Ó È˙¯·Á‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‰ÚÓË‰Â ˙Â‰Ê Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ
ÌÈ˙ÏÂÊ Ì˙Â‡ È„È ÏÚ ÍÂÂ˙Ó‰ ‰ÓÙ‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Â˙Â‡ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈË·È‰ ˜¯Â
˙Â¯Â„ ‰Ò¯Ù ˙ÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù‰ Ì˙ÚÙ˘‰˘ ,ÔÓ˜ÂÏÂ ¯‚¯· ¯Â·Ú 17.'ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÔÂÊÈ‡‰ ÈÎÈÏ‰˙Ï ˙È·¯¿
Ó ˙Â·È˘Á ˘È ,ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ Ï˘
˙‡ ¯Ó˘Ï Ô˙È Ì‰ÈÈ· ‰È¯ËÓÈÒ‰ ÁÂÎ· ˜¯ ÈÎ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒÏ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰
.È˙¯·Á‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â·ÈˆÈ
˙‡ ¯˘Ù‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡‰ ÌÈÓÊÈÎÓ Ì˙Â‡ ¯Á‡ ÌÈ˜Á˙Ó ÔÓ˜ÂÏÂ ¯‚¯·˘ ¯Á‡Ó
È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ ,ÌÈÈÁ Â‡ Â·˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ Â¯ÂÓÈ˘
˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ˙ÁÒÂ ¯Á‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁ‰ ˙Ó‚Ó ÌÚ „Á‡ ‰„ÈÓ ‰˜· ÌÈÏÂÚ Ì„È ÏÚ ÌÈÚˆÂÓ‰
‰ÈÂÂÁ‰Â ‰ÈÂÂ‰‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÓ ˙ÂÏ„Ï ÂÊ ‰ÒÓ ‰ÒÓ ‰˙Â‡˘ ˙È˙¯·Á-˙È˘È‡‰
‰ÓÙ‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï ˜¯Â Í‡ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙¯„‚‰ Ì‡ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰
ÌÈ˙ÏÂÊ‰ È„È ÏÚ ÌÏÂÚ· ÂÓÂ˜ÈÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰·ÂˆÁ Â˙Â‰Ê ¯˘‡ „ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˘È‡‰
˙‡ ÌÈÙÈ „ÏÈ‰ ˙ÂÙÈˆ¯‰Â ˙Â·ÈˆÈ‰ ¯ÂÓÈ˘ ÔÚÓÏ˘ È¯‰ ÔÎ˙È ÈÊ‡ ,ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰
˙¯„‚‰Â ÏÈ‡Â‰ .Ì„Â˜‰ ¯Â„‰ È„È ÏÚ ‰„ÒÓ˙‰˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙
‰˙Â‡ ,„ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ˙Ú„‰ „Â·ÈÚ· ‰ÈÂÏ˙ ‰È‡ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰
Ï„·‰ ¯˙ÂÈ ÔÈ‡ Ê‡Â ,Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡Î ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙· Û˜˙˘‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ Â‡ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ‰ÓÙ‰
.‰¯·Á‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰Â ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰È·‰‰ ÔÈ·
˙Â‰ÊÏ Ô˙È Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡ Ï‡Î Â˙ÂÈÓˆÚÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙È Ì„‡‰˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÈÒÈÒ¯ ˙‡ ÌÓ‡Â
„ÈÓÏ ÌÈ·Á Â‡˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ .(Mead) „ÈÓ Ë¯·¯‰ '‚¯Â'‚ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙ÈÈ¯Â‡˙·
È‡ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ Â˙¯„‚‰ ÌˆÚÓ˘ ,È˙ÙÓ‡‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÁÂ˙ÈÙ ˙‡
ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÌÈ˙ÏÂÊ‰ Ï˘ ‰Î¯Ú‰‰ ˙ÓÙ‰˘ ˙ˆ¯Á‰ Â˙ÚÈ·˜Ó ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡
Â‡ ‰ÏÈË‰' .Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡ Ï‡Î ÈÓˆÚÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ˙‡ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ÂÊ ‡È‰ ,ÂÈÙÏÎ
[...] ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÎÓ‰ ‡Â‰ ,ÍÓˆÚ ÈÙÏÎ ¯Á‡‰ ÒÁÈ Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙‰
18.'ÍÓˆÚÏ Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ÍÙ‰È‰Ï ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÈÓˆÚ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ÏÚ· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
‰ÙÈ‡˘‰ ,Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙‡ Ô¯Ó˙Ï „ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ÏÚ ÌÈÊÓ¯‰ Û¯Á ,·Â˘Â
˙ÏÁÏÁÓ ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙Â‰Ê‰ ˙˘ÈÎ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÈÚ„Ó ‰ÈˆÊÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï ˙ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á‰
˙¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ (È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡) È·ÈÒÙ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ÏÚ „ÈÓ Ï˘ ˙È‡Ï È˙Ï·‰ Â˙¯ÊÁÓ
ÈÙÏÎ ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÌÈ˙ÏÂÊ‰ ÈÒÁÈ Ï˘ ‰ÓÙ‰‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙·ˆÂÚÓ‰ ,ÈÓˆÚ‰
ÈÙÏÎ ÏÂÚÙÏÂ ¯Á‡‰ ÒÁÈ ˙‡ ÏÂËÈÏ Ï‚ÂÒÓ ‡Â‰Â ‰„ÈÓ· ÈÓˆÚÏ ÍÙÂ‰ ‡Â‰' .È‡‰
19.'ÌÈÏÚÂÙ ÌÈ¯Á‡˘ ÈÙÎ ÂÓˆÚ
ÌÈÈ˙¯ÈˆÈ‰ ÂÈÁÂÒÈ· ¯˘‡ (Goffman) ÔÓÙÂ‚ ‚ÈÂÂ¯‡ ‰Ê ‰È‰˘ „ÂÒ ‰Ê ÔÈ‡

.152 :Ì˘ 17
18
19

Mead, G. H. 1934. Mind, Self and Society. Chicago: Chicago University Press: 171–172
.171 :Mead
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˙‡ ¯¯Á˘ 20'ÌÂÈ ÌÂÈ‰ ÈÈÁ· ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙‚ˆ‰' Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰˜ÈÓÈ„‰ ÏÚ
‰ÁÒÂ ˜ÙÒÏ „ÈÓ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ ÈÏ·ÎÓ ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ˙·‰
.ÂÊ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ï ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡-˙ÈÚ„Ó
ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈÂ¯Ó˙Â ˙Â˜ÈÎË Ï˘ ¯È˘Ú‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó‰ ÏÚ ÔÓÙÂ‚ È¯Â‡È˙˘ ÔÂÈÎÓ
Ï˘ Â˙ÏÂÎÈÏ Ì˙ÓÂ¯˙· ÌÈÚÂ„È Ì‰Ï˘ 'ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ·Ï' È„Î ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ÌÈ˘‡
‰Ù ,ÂÓÂÈ˜Ï ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˜ÈÚ‰ÏÂ Â˙ÈÓ„˙Â Â˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ¯Ù˘Ï Ì„‡‰
„ÓÓÏ ˙Â˜ÈÚÓ ¯˘‡ ˙ÂÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙‰ ˙Á‡ ˙‡ ¯Â˜ÒÏ ‰˙Ú
.‰ÂÈÏÚ ˙Â·È˘Á ˙ÏÚ· ˙ÈÈÏ˜ ‰ÓˆÚ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰

˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù‰ :˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡ ‰ÈÙ¯˙ .·
,ÈËÈÂÙ¯˙ÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ÁÈ˘· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ÌÈ‡·‰ ,„ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ‰ ˙·‰
·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰ Ï˘ ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ÈÎ¯ˆ ˙·‰Ï Â¯˜ÈÓ ˙„·ÚÓÎ ¯È„˙ ˘Ó˘Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú
.Â¯˜Ó‰ ˙Ó¯·
ÌÈ„ÏÈÎ Â·ÊÚ˘ ÌÈ˘‡ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘‡Â‰ Ì‰ÈˆÓ‡Ó· ÔÂÈÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ˜¯˘ ‰ÓÂ„
Ô˙È ,˙È˙ÁÙ˘Ó ˙Â‰Ê ‰ÈˆÓ¯ÂÙÈ‡ È·È·˘ ÍÂ˙Ó ¯ÂÊ˘Ï ‰‡Â˘· ˙·Î¯ ˙ÂÁ˙·
È„Î ‰ÏÂ„‚‰ ‰ÈÒÂ¯Ó ˜˙˙‰Ï ¯·Ú˘Ï ˙ÂˆÚÂÓ‰ ˙È¯· ÈÓÚ ÂÙÈ„Ú‰ ÚÂ„Ó ÔÈ·‰Ï
˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰Â¯Á‡Ï ‰ÁÓˆ ÏÙÂËÓ–ÏÙËÓ ÈÒÁÈ ÁÂ˙È ÍÂ˙Ó .˙È˘¯Â˘‰ Ì˙Â‰ÊÏ ¯ÂÊÁÏ
.È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ‚˘ÂÓ· ÈÓÂ˘ÈÈ ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ‰˘ÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÈÏ˜‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ· ‰ÙÚ
ÔÈ‡˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,'˘„ÁÓ Ï‚Ï‚‰ ˙‡ˆÓ‰' Ï˘ ÈÙÂ‡ ÂÊ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙‡˘Â ¯Úˆ‰ ‰·¯ÓÏ
˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÚ Â„„ÂÓ˙‰˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡Â Ï¯ÒÂ‰ Ï˘ Ì‰ÈÂÈ„Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‡È‰
.˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ-ÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ‰Ó¯· ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰
˙¯ËÓÏ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÌÈÒÁÈ· ‰ÓÂÏ‚‰ ˙Â·È˘Á‰ „ÂÓÈÏ Í¯ÂˆÏ
Â‡¯ÂÏÂËÒ Ë¯·Â¯ Ï˘ Â˙·È˘Á· È˙¯Á· ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰ ‰Ó¯· Ì‚ ˙Â„¯˘È‰
‚˘ÂÓ ¯˘‡· ,‰Ê ÌÂÁ˙· ‚ˆÈÈÓÂ ÏÈ·ÂÓ ¯˜ÂÁÎ ‰Ï‚˙Ó‰ (Stolorow)
.ÏÙÂËÓ-ÏÙËÓ ÈÒÁÈ ÏÚ Â˙·È˙Î· ÈÊÎ¯Ó ¯ÈˆÎ ÂÏˆ‡ ˘Ó˘Ó ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰
˜ÈÙÓ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‡˘Â· Â˜ÒÚ˘ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂ‡˙Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î
˙‡ ˘˘‡Ï È„Î ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ËËˆÓ ¯·ÁÓ‰ Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÈËÒÈÒÈ˜¯ ˙Â¯„‚‰ Á¯Î‰·
˙È·ÈË¯ÙÂ‡‰ ‰¯„‚‰‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˜ÈÙ‰Ï Ô˙È ÂÊ ˙Ó¯Âˆ ‰ÈÈË Û¯Á Ì¯· .ÂÈ˙Â¯„‚‰
‰ÂÙˆ‰ ˙È„ÂÒÈ‰ ‰ÓÂ¯˙Ï ÒÁÈ· ˙ÂÏÈÚÈ ˙Â·Â˙ ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚÂ Â‡¯ÂÏÂËÒ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÚˆÂÓ‰
.ÏÙÂËÓ‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â„¯˘È‰Ï ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÏÂÙÈË‰ ÈÒÁÈ·
¯Â¯˘Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ˘ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯È„‚Ó ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚÂ Â‡¯ÂÏÂËÒ
È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ‰·'˘ ˙È„„‰ ‰ÚÙ˘‰ Ï˘ ˙Î¯ÚÓÎ ÏÙÂËÓÏ ÏÙËÓ ÔÈ·

Goffman, E. 1959. The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. New York: Doubleday
Anchor Books
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ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙ÂÓÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ‰Â˘‰ ˙Â‚¯‡˙‰‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈÏÓÂ‚‰ ÈÒÁÈ ˙‡ Û˜˘Ó
21.'ÏÙÂËÓ‰Â (ËÒÈÏ‡‰) ÏÙËÓ‰ Ï˘
,ÏÙÂËÓ‰ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ· ˙Â„˜Ó˙‰‰ ÌˆÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ,ÔÏ‰Ï ¯·ÒÂÈ˘ ÈÙÎ
ÏÏÎ‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÏÏ Ô˙È ,ÂÓÂ˜È˘Â Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡Ï Á˙ÙÓ ˘Ó˘Ï ¯ÂÓ‡ ¯˘‡
.Ì‰Ï ˜˜Ê ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂÈ˜‰ ÈÎ¯ˆ· ‰Â˘ ÂÈ‡ Â˙Ú„Ï ¯˘‡ È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰
Ì˘ÈÈÏ ¯ÂÊÁ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡ÏÂ ,ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÂ˘Ï· ‰Ê ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ë¯Ù ‰·‰
'Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡-ÈÓˆÚ'‰ ˙ÈÈ¯Â‡È˙Ï ˙Â„ÓˆÈ‰ ÍÂ˙ .˙È˙¯·Á‰ Â¯˜Ó‰ ˙Ó¯Ï ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÁ‰
ÈÒÁÈ Ì‡˘ ‰Á‰‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚÂ Â‡¯ÂÏÂËÒ ,ËÂ‰Â˜ ıÈÈ‰ Ï˘ (self-object)
ÏÏÂÎ ,˙È·ÂÈÁ ˙ÂÓ„ ÏÎ ÈÊ‡ ,Â˘·˙˘‰ ÂÏ˘ ÈÓˆÚÏ Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡Î ‰¯Â‰‰ ÌÚ „ÏÈ‰
.„ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙ÈÈ·Ï Ì˜˘Ó ÈÙÂÏÁ Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡Î ˘Ó˘Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ,ÏÙËÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ
˙Ó¯Âˆ 'Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡' ÈÁÂÓ· ˙Ó˜˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÓ„Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÓ‡
˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡ ˙ÂÈ„„‰ ÈÁÂÓ· ÏÂÙÈË‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÁÂÒÈ· Í‡ ,ÈÁÎÂ‰ ¯˘˜‰·
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÈÂ˘¯Ù ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ÏÚ ÈÓˆÚ‰ ÌÂ˜È˘ ˙‡ ‰·Ó‰
Â‡ Â·˘ ‡˘ÂÏ ‰ÓÂ¯˙ ˘È ,Ì¯·Ú· ÌÈÈÁ ÈÚÂ¯È‡ÏÂ ˙Â˜ÂˆÓÏ ÏÙÂËÓ‰Â ÏÙËÓ‰
.ÌÈ„
[...] ‰ÂÙ‰ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ·' ÏÙËÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙ÙÓ‡‰ Â˙ÂÚ˜˙˘‰
˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙Â·¯ÂÚÓÏ [‡È‰] ‡Â‰ Ì‚ [‰]¯Ú ˙ÂÈ‰Ï [˙]ÏÙËÓ‰Ó [˙]˘¯Â„
ËÂ¯ÈÙ ÔÈ‡˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ 22.'‰¯È˜Á‰ Ï˘ Í˘Ó˙Ó‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ‰Ï˘ Â‡ ÂÏ˘ ˙Î·ÂÒÓ‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡‰ ÔÈÏÓÂ‚‰ ÈÒÁÈ ÍÏ‰Ó ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈÏÂÚ‰ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÌÈÎ˙Ï ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·
‰·Â˙‰ ˙‡ ÂÊ ˙ÈËÈÂÙ¯˙ ‰˘È‚ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÏ„Ï Ô˙È ,ÏÙÂËÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙‡ Ì˜˘Ï
ÌÂ˜ÈÓ ˘Î¯' ‡Â‰ ÈÎÂ ÏÙËÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ˜ÓÂÚÏ Ô·Â‰ ÏÙÂËÓ‰˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙‰ ˙ÈÂÂÁ ÈÎ
Â˘Á¯˙‰˘ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ¯ËÈ‡‰ ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· 23'ÏÙËÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ· ÈÊÎ¯Ó
.ÏÙÂËÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ¯˘ÂÎ ÁÂÙÈËÏ ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÒÈÒ· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ,Ì‰ÈÈ·
Ì„‡‰ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ Ï˘ ‰ÈÂËÈ· ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ‡ÏÏ˘ ,ÂÊ ‰Á‰ ÌÏÂ‡
ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ ÏÎ Ì‡‰ :˙Á˙ÂÙ‰ ‰Ï‡˘Ï Û˜Â˙ ¯˙È· Â˙Â‡ ‰¯ÈÊÁÓ ,„Â¯˘Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ ÂÈ‡
?·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰Â „ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙Â„¯˘È‰Ï ÈÁ¯Î‰Î ÏÈ·˜ Â‰ ÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ 'ÈÂÓÂ˘¯'

'ÌÊÂÎ¯Ó' ˙ÓÂÚÏ ÌÈÈ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ ˙ÂÂ¯ÎÈÊ ˙‡ˆÓ‰ .‚
ÒÏÈ‚ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÍÓ˙ÒÓ È¯ÈÙÓ‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â‰Ó ÏÚ ÔÂÈ„·
.‰ÈÒ„ˆÒ¯ËÂ ÍÂÂÈ˙ Ï˘ „È˜Ù˙ ‰Ï „ÚÈÈ˘ (Hume) ÌÂÈ „ÈÂ„ ÏÚ (Deleuze) ÊÂÈÏ„
‰˜Ò‰‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ· Â˙Ú„Ï ‰ÈÂÏ˙ ˙È˘È‡ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰˘ ¯Á‡Ó ,¯ÓÂ‡ ÈÂÂ‰
Stolorow, R. D. & Atwood, G. E. 1992. Contexts of Being: The Intersubjective Foundations
of Psychological Life. London: The Analytic Press: 2
Stolorow, R. D. 1993. ‘An Intersubjective view of the Therapeutic Process’, Bulletin of
the Menninger Clinic 57(4): 453
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·Â˘ÈÁ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ˙ÈËÓ˙Ó ‰‡ÂÂ˘Ó· ÂÓÎ ˙ÏÚÂÙ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ,ÌÏÚÏ ÔÂ˙‰Ó
Â‡ ,‡·Ó È‡ ÔÂ˙ ¯ÓÂÁ ÍÓÒ ÏÚ˘ ‡ˆÂÈ ÍÎ .ÔÂ˙‰ ¯ÙÒÓ‰ ÈÙÏ ÌÏÚ‰ ¯ÙÒÓ‰
ÌÈÏÎÂ‡ ÌÈ˘‡˘ ‰Â˙‰ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ÍÓÒ ÏÚ .ÔÂ˙ ÂÈ‡˘ ‰Ó· ÔÈÓ‡Ó ÔÂÎ ¯˙ÂÈ
‰˘ÚÓÏ È‡ ÂÊ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÁÂÎ· .ÔÈÊÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡ ,‡„ ˙Ó„˜ Ê‡Ó ÌÁÏ
˙Â˜Ò‰Ï ˜Â˜Ê Ì„‡˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ÈÎ ÔÚÂË ÊÂÈÏ„ .Ú„ÂÈ È‡˘Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÁÏÏ ÒÁÈÈÓ
È˘Ó ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰˜Ò‰‰ ,„Â¯˘Ï È„Î – ÂÂ˘Ï· Â‡ ,Á˙Ù˙‰Ï È„Î
˙Â‡„È‡ ‡ÈˆÓÓ È‡ ,ÔÈÊÓ ÌÁÏ˘ ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ 24.‰‡ˆÓ‰Â ‰ÂÓ‡ :˙Â„ÂÒÈ
È‡ ,¯ÁÓ Á¯Ê˙ ˘Ó˘‰˘ ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡Â ÏÈ‡Â‰ ;‰ÂÊ˙ ÏÚ (˙ÂÈÏËÂË) ˙ÂÏÈÏÎÓ
ÂÓÎ ,‰˜Ò‰‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ .˘Ó˘‰ Ï˘ ‡Ù¯Ó‰ ‰ÁÂÎ ÏÚ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙ ‡ÈˆÓÓ
,˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ï ‰·Â˘Á ,ÔÂÒ‚¯· È¯‡ Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó· ‰ÈˆÈ‡ÂËÈ‡‰
.˙ÈËÈ¯˜ ‡È‰ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰‡ˆÓ‰· ‰ÓÂÏ‚‰ ˙È¯ÈÙÓ‡‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙Ï‡˘
,‰‡ˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ÔÙ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰˘ ,ÊÂÈÏ„ Ï˘ ‰Î‰ Â˙ÚÈ·˜ Ì¯·
,˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ‰˘¯Ó ‰„ÈÓ ÂÊÈ‡· ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙‡ Á¯Î‰· ‰ÏÚÓ
ÔÈ‡˘) ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙ÈÓ ˙Â‡ˆÓ‰ ,˙Â¯·Á Â‡ ÌÈÏÙÂËÓ Ï˘ÓÏ ÌÈ˜˜Ê ÂÏ˘
ÌÈÈÓÓÚ ÌÈÒÂ˙ÈÓÂ ‰¯Â·‚ È¯ÂÙÈÒ Ì‡ ?„Â¯˘ÏÂ Ì˜˙˘‰Ï È„Î ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡Â (˙ÂÈ˙Ó‡
È˙Ó‡Ï È˙ÈÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÏÂ·‚‰ ˙‡ Ì˜Ó ÔÎÈ‰ ,ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ ˙Â¯Â„ ÍÁÏ È„Î ÌÈˆÂÁ
Ì‡‰ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· ?˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÏ˜Ó Â‡ ¯˘‡Î
?˙È˙ÈÓ-‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙·ÈÈÁ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰
ÔÂËÏÈÓ ‡ÈˆÓ‰ „ˆÈÎ (Haley) ÈÏÈÈ‰ ÈÈ'‚ ¯‡˙Ó '˙È˙¯‚˘ È˙Ï· ‰ÈÙ¯˙' Â¯ÙÒ·
‰Â¯ÎÈÊÏ ¯È„Á‰ ‰˙Â‡˘ ‰·È·Á ˙ÈÂÈÓ„ ˙ÂÓ„ ˙ÈÂ‡ÎÈ„ ‰˘È‡ ¯Â·Ú ÔÂÒ˜È¯‡
ÍÏ‰Ó· ‰ÎÙ‰ ,'¯‡Â¯·Ù ¯Ó' ‰ÈÎ ‰˙Â‡˘ ,ÂÊ ˙ÂÓ„ 25.ÌÈÈËÂÙÈ‰ ÌÈÚˆÓ‡·
Ï˘ ‰˙Â„ÏÈ· ˙„ÏÂ‰‰ ÈÓÈ· ˜ÏÁ ÏË ÏÂÎÈ·Î˘ ·Â‰‡ È˙ÈÓ „Â„ ÔÈÚÓÏ ‰ÈÙ¯˙‰
'È¯˜˘' ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ ¯˘Ùƒ‡ ÍÎ .‰¯·ÚÓ ÌÈÈÏÈÏ˘ ˙ÂÂ¯ÎÈÊ ‰Ï ÂÈ‰ Ê‡ „Ú˘ ,ÂÊ ‰˘È‡
ÂÏÂÙÈË ˙Â·˜Ú·˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,‰˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ,ÔÂÒ˜È¯‡„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ ,Ì˜˘Ï ‰Ê
.‰·‰‡‰ Ï˘ ¯Â‡‰ Ô¯˜ Ì‚ ‰È¯ÂÚ ÈÓÈ ˙ÂÂ¯ÎÈÊÏ ‰˙Ò‰
ÔeÁÏƒ̆ ˙ËÈ˘ ˙‡ È˙‚ˆ‰ 27'˘Ù‰ Ò"„¯Ù'Â 26'ÌÈÈÁÏ ÌÈÙ ÌÈÚ·˘' ÈÈ¯ÙÒ·
ÂÈÈÁ ˙¯È˘ ˙‡ (˘„ÁÓ ‰ÈÁÏÓ) ˙ÁÏ˘Ó ‡Ï‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚ ‰‡ÈˆÓÓ ‰È‡ ¯˘‡ ¯·Ú‰
ÁÂ˙ÈÙ· .¯·Ú‰ ÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ ˙˘„ÂÁÓ ‰‡È¯˜ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Ï˘Î Â‡ Ï·Ò˘ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘
„Â„ È‡ËÁ ˙‡ ‰˜ÁÓ ‡Ï ¯˘‡ ,˙È˘¯„Ó‰ ‰ËÈ˘‰ ÏÚ ÍÓ˙Ò‰·˘ È˙ÚË ÂÊ ‰ËÈ˘
˙ÂÂÏ˘ÈÎ ÌˆÓˆÏÂ „Ó‚Ï Ô˙È ,˙ÂÈ˘Â‡ ˙ÙÂÓ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„Ï Ì˙Â‡ ‰ÎÙ‰ ‡Ï‡ Ô·Â‡¯Â
.'‰˙‡ ˙ÂÈÁÏ ¯˘Ù‡'˘ ‰ÙÈˆ¯ ˙ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ· ˙Â‰Ê Ì„‡Ï ˜ÙÒÏ È„Î ˙Â„ÏÈ‰ ÈÓÈÓ
,Ô·Â‡¯ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Ú‰ ÈÂÏÈ‚ ‡ËÁ ˙‡Â „Â„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂ‡È È¯Â‡È˙ ˙‡ Í"˙· ‡ˆÓ ÍÎ
‡ËÁ Ô·Â‡¯ Â‡ ‡ËÁ „Â„˘ ¯ÓÂ‡˘ ÈÓ ÏÎ' :Ì‰È˘ ÏÚ ¯Ó‡È È˘¯„Ó‰ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ Í‡
˙‡ ˙˜ÁÂÓ ‰È‡ ·˙Î·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ÔÈ„‰ ˙„ÈÓ .(‡ ,Â" ˙·˘) '‰ÚÂË ‡Ï‡ ÂÈ‡
Deleuze, G. 1991. Empiricism and Subjectivity. New York: Columbia University Press

24
25
.˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÌÈÈÁÏ ÌÈÙ ÌÈÚ·˘ .1987 ,1984 .'Ó ,‚¯·ËÂ¯ 26
.ÔÂÓ„˜‡ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˘Ù‰ Ò"„¯Ù .1995 ,1991 .'Ó ,‚¯·ËÂ¯ 27
Haley, J. 1973. Uncommon Therapy. New York: Norton & Co.
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ÌˆÓˆÏÂ ˜È˙Ó‰Ï ‰Ù ÏÚ·˘ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÓÁ¯‰ ˙„ÈÓÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó Í‡ ,˙Â„·ÂÚ‰
¯ÂÙÒ· .‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈÏÈÏ˘ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ ˙˘„ÂÁÓ ‰ÁÏ‰Â ‰‡È¯˜ È„È ÏÚ Ï˘ÂÎ ¯·Ú
,˙ÂÓ˙È‰ Ï˘ ‰˘˜‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÁÂÓ ÂÈ‡ ÌÎÈÏÚ ÌÂÏ˘ 'È‡ ÌÂ˙È È¯˘‡' ÈÒÏ˜‰
ÌÈ¯Ó ˙ÂÂ¯ÎÈÊ ÏÚ ÛÈ˜˘‰Ï „ˆÈÎ Â„ÓÏÓ ‡Â‰ ‰Â˘ ¯·Ú ‡ÈˆÓ‰Ï ÌÂ˜Ó· Í‡
˙ÂÚÂÂÊ ˙‡ ˜ÁÂÓ ÂÈ‡ Ô˜Á˘-È‡Ó·‰ 'ÌÈÙÈ ÌÈÈÁ‰' Ë¯Ò· .ÈÁÏÒ ÍÂÈÁ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰Ï‡
Â·Ï ¯˘Ù‡Ï È„Î ‰˘˜Â Í˘Ó˙Ó '˜Á˘Ó'Ï Ì˙Â‡ ÍÙÂ‰ ‡Ï‡ ıÈÂÂ˘Â‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂˆÏÙ‰
˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ˙È˘¯„Ó‰ ÔeÁÏƒ̆‰ ˙ËÈ˘ .˙Ú„‰ ÁÒÈ‰· „Â¯˘Ï ÍÎÂ Â· ÁˆÏÂ ÛÂ‡˘Ï
ÈÏ·Ó Â˙‡ ÌÈÏ˘‰ÏÂ ‰ÊÎ ¯·Ú ÌÚ ˙ÂÈÁÏ ÏÎÂ˘ ÍÎ Â¯·Ú ˙‡ Ì˜˘Ï ‡ÂÙ‡ ÂÏ
˙‡ ÂËËÂÓÈ ‰ÂÂ‰· ÌÂÈ˜‰ ÈÎ¯ˆ ÔÈ·Ï ÔÂÏ˘ÈÎ‰ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ ÔÈ· ÈÓÈÙ‰ ÒÂÒÈ„‰˘
'ÌÂ„˜ƒ̆' ˙Î¯ÚÓÏ ¯·Ú‰ ÌÂ˜È˘ ˙ËÈ˘ ˙‡ ÍÂÙ‰ „ˆÈÎ ,ÌÏÂ‡ .„˜Ù˙Ï Â˙ÏÂÎÈ
‰‡ˆÓ‰Ï (‰ÂÂ‰‰) ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ ‰Ó ?„È˙Ú· (ÌÂ„È˜ + ÌÂ˜È˘)
?(„È˙Ú‰)
.˙ÂË˘Ù˙‰‰ „ÓÓ ˙‡ ËÈÏ·Ó‰ ,ÌÂˆÓˆ‰ ˙¯Â˙Ï ÛÒÂ ÔÙ Ô‡Î ÚÈˆ‰Ï ÈÂˆ¯·
ÊÎ¯ÓÏÂ ÌÈÈÏÂ˘· ˙ÂÓˆÓÂˆÓ ÂÈ‰˘ ˙Â„·ÂÚ ÛÂÏ˘Ï Ô˙È ˘„Á ¯·Ú ‡ÈˆÓ‰Ï ÌÂ˜Ó·
Â˙Ú„Â˙· ÔÊÂÎ¯Ó ¯˘‡Î ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ „ÓÚÓ ˙Âˆ˜‰Ï Ô˙È ˙ÂÈÓÏÂ‚ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ .Ô˙Â‡
.È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ „ÓÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÏ‚Ï ÈÂ˘Ú Ô·È·Ò ‚¯‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰Â
‚˘ÂÓ ˙¯„‚‰· È˘‡¯ ·ÈÎ¯Ó ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ÊÂÎ¯Ó‰ 'ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·-‰¯‰ ÔeÁÏƒ̆'‰ ˙¯Â˙·
,˙È˙¯·ÁÂ ˙È˘È‡ ˙Â„¯˘È‰ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ÌÈÂ˙· ¯·Â„Ó ¯˘‡Î ÈÎ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰
.ÚÈ˘Â‰ÏÓ Ï„ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ·ÈË¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÁÂÎ
ÈÏÂ˘‰ ÍÂÙÈ‰ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙Î ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙‡ Ì‡˙‰· ‰¯È„‚Ó ÊÂÎ¯Ó‰ ˙„Â·Ú
ÍÂÙÈ‰‰ ÔÂ¯˜Ú .˙Â„¯˘È‰ ÁÂÎÏ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ÂÊÂÎ¯ÓÂ È˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÈÏÈÏ˘‰Â
.ÊÂÎ¯Ó‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï È˘ÚÓ ÔÎÂ˙ Ì‡˙‰· ˜ˆÂÈ (Í˘Ó‰· ¯Â·È„‰ ˙‡ ·ÈÁ¯ ÂÈÏÚ˘)
ÌÈÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÊ˜‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ È¯‰ ,Ô‡Î ˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù‰ ÈÙÏ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ·
Â‡ ÈÏ˘ 'ÂÈ˘ÎÚÂ Ô‡Î'Ï ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ '˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙˜Ú‰' Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂÙÂÙ
‡ÏÏ ,ÌÈÙÂ„˘Â ÌÈÏÂÏÁ Â¯‡˘ÈÈ Ï˘ÂÎ‰ È¯·Ú· ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ 'Ì¯Â‚Òƒ̆'
,'‡Ù¯Ó'Ï '‰Ù¯Ó'‰ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰‰ È˘¯„Ó‰ ‰Ê ÂÓÎ ,ÍÂÙÈ‰‰ ÔÂ¯˜Ú ÁÂÎ· ˜¯˘ ‰¯Î‰‰
.ÈÓÂÈ˜-È˘ÚÓ‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· '˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ' ‰ÂÎÓ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï Ô˙È
˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚ· ˘¯˘ÂÓ ‰ÈÂÂÁ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒÏ ÌÏ‚‰ ¯ÓÂÁ ÍÎ
‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰Ï Â‡ ‰„‚‡Ï ,ÒÂ˙ÈÓÏ ÔÎÂÙÈ‰Â ÔÊÂÎ¯Ó ‡ÏÏ ˙ÂÈÏÂ˘ ‰¯‡˘È˙ „ÈÓ˙˘
.Í˘Ó‰· Ë¯ÂÙÈÂ ¯·ÒÂÈ˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡‰ ÈÙÏ
‰„·ÂÚ· ‰ÊÈÁ‡ ÔÈ‡ ÈÁ-Ï˙ „È ·È·Ò ¯ˆÂ˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÒÂ˙ÈÓÏ Ì‡
˙Ù˘ÂÁ˘ ÂÊ ˙‡ˆÓÂÓ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ÈÊ‡ ,·¯˜· ‰Ú„‚˘ ¯Â„ÏÙÂ¯Ë „È Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰
.˙ÈÂ„ÊÂ ˙È¯˜˘ ‰‡ˆÓ‰Ï ÈÁ-Ï˙ ˙„‚‡ ˙‡ ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÈ„ÈÏ ÌÈÈÏ‚¯ ÔÈ‡˘
‰˜ÈÚÓ ÊÂÈÏ„ Ï˘ ÂÈÁÂÓ· ‰‡ˆÓ‰Â ‰ÂÓ‡Ó ˙·Î¯ÂÓÎ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙¯„‚‰
˙Â¯ÓÏ ˙‡Ê ,Ú„ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ·ˆÚÓ‰ ÈËÒÈÈÓ¯Ë„ ÁÂÎ ÈËÈÏ‡ÂÎÈÒÙ‰ Ú„ÂÓ-˙˙Ï
,˙ÂÂÓ‡Ï Ì‚ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú Ú„ÂÓ‰˘ „ÂÚ· ‰‡ˆÓ‰ Ì‚ ÏÂÏÎÏ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÂÎÈ
Ï·‚ÂÈ Ú„ÂÓ‰Â ,¯„Ò‰ ÍÙ‰ÈÈ Ì‡ Ì¯· .˙Ú„‰ È„È ÏÚ „·ÂÚ˘ ‰Ó· ¯·Â„Ó ÔÎ˘
È˙ÈÓ „ÓÚÓ Ú„ÂÓ-˙˙Ï ÒÁÈÈÏ Ô˙È ,„·Ï· ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙ÂÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ· ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ
.ÌÈÈÏÈÏ˘ ˙ÂÂ¯ÎÈÊ Ì≈
„˜¿˘
« Ï Û‡Â Ì˜˘Ï „ÚÂÈÓ‰ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ
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˙¯˙ÁÓ‰ ¯·ÁÎ È˙ÁÏ˘ Á"˘˙ Ï˘ ‰¯Âˆ‰ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· 16 Ô· ¯Ú È˙ÈÈ‰˘Î
¯ˆ·Ó ‰ÂÂÈ‰˘ Ì„¯ËÂ ¯ÊÓ· ˙Â„ÓÚ ˙ÈÈ·Â ÌÈ¯ÂˆÈ· ˙Â„Â·Ú Úˆ·Ï Ú"„‚‰ Ï˘
È˙‚‰ ÌÈ˘ Í˘Ó· .‰˜È˙Ú‰ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È Ï˘ ˘„Á‰ ¯Ú˘‰ „ÈÏ ·Â˘Á È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡
‰„ÓÚ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ùˆ¯‰ ÏÚ È˙‡ˆÓ ÌÈÓÈ‰ „Á‡· „ˆÈÎ ˙·˘ ˙ÂÏÈÏ· ÈÈ„ÏÈÏ ¯ÙÒÏ
˙ÈÂˆÈ˜‰ ‰„ÓÚ‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ .ÌÈ˜Â·˜· ÌÚ ÔÂË¯˜ ˙ÒÙÂ˜ È˙¯ˆÈ· ‰˙Â‡˘ ˙ÈÓ„˜‰
È˜˘· Ì˙Â‡ È˙ÈÒÈÎ ,ıˆÂÙ˙‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÏÚ ÌÈ˜Â·˜·‰˘ È˙˘˘ÁÂ Û¯‰ ‡ÏÏ ‰Ê‚ÙÂ‰
ÔÂÈ‚Ï‰ ÈÈÈ¯Â˘Ó ÂÚÈ‚‰ ˙ÂÚ˘ ¯ÙÒÓ ¯Á‡Ï .¯˙ÂÈ ¯‚Â·Ó ÏÈÈÁ ÌÚ ÌÂ‡È˙· ÏÂÁ
Í¯Âˆ ˘È Ì‡ È˙Ú„È ‡Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓÂ ,˙ÈÂˆÈ˜‰ ‰„ÓÚ‰ ˙ÂÂÏÁÏ ˙Á˙Ó „Ú È„¯È‰
ÏÚ ÌÈÈ˘ ÍÈÏ˘‰ ‡Â‰Â ,¯‚Â·Ó‰ ÏÈÈÁ· È˙¯ÊÚ ,‰¯Ú·˙‰ È˜Â·˜· ˙‡ ˜ÈÏ„‰Ï
È„È ÏÚ ÌÈ˜Ï„ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· Â¯ˆÂ˘ ·ÂËÂÏÂÓ‰ È˜Â·˜·˘ Ú„È˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ÌÈÈÈ¯Â˘Ó‰
Â‚ÂÒ „ˆÈÎÂ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ÔÈÈ¯Â˘Ó‰ ˜Ï„ „ˆÈÎ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î .ÌÈ¯Â¯Ù‚ ‡ÏÏ ÍÂÎÈÁ
ÌÈ¯È„ È˘È˘ ÌÂÈ È¯ÂÙÈÒÓ ıÂÁ˘ ÍÎ ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ÌÂ‰˙· ÈÏˆ‡ Ú˜˘ ÌÈÈÈ¯Â˘Ó‰ ¯‡˘
¯˘‡Î ÌÏÂ‡ .(‰ÏÚÙ‰· È˙Â¯Â· ÔÈ‚·) ÈÏ‡ÈÓÂÏ˘ÏÂ ÈÏÂ˘Ï ‰Ê ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ ÈÏˆ‡ ÍÙ‰
,ÌÈ¯ÙÒ· ¯ÎÊÂÓ‰ ÒÂ˙ÈÓÏ ÍÙ‰ ÔÈÈ¯Â˘Ó‰ ˙˙ˆ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ˘ ˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ ¯Á‡Ï È˙ÈÏÈ‚
,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ˙‡ ÂÏÈˆ‰˘ ‰¯Â·‚‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒÓ „Á‡Î Â˙Â‡ ÏÏ‰Ó Í¯„ ‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎ ¯˘‡Â
.ÂÊÂÎ¯Ó È„È ÏÚ È‡Â¯‰ ÒÂ˙ÈÓÏ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ÈÈÈÚ· ÈÏÂ˘ ÚÂ¯È‡ „ˆÈÎ ÏÈÏÚ· È˙˘Á
ÍÈÏ‰˙ ¯˘‡Î ,˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚ· ˙‚ÂÚÓ ¯ÚÂ·‰ ÔÈÈ¯Â˘Ó‰ ˙„‚‡˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ
,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ '·¯˜ ˙˘¯ÂÓ' Ï˘ ·ÈË¯ ˘Ó˘Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ÂÏ˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰ÈˆÊÈ˙ÈÓ‰
ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,'Á"˘˙· ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È Ú"„‚' ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ÍÂ¯ÚÏ ÈÓˆÚ ÏÚ È˙Ï·È˜
'ÌÈÈ¯ÂÙÈˆ· ÂÊÁ‡˘' ÌÈ¯Ú Ï˘ Ì˙ÓÈÁÏ ÏÚ ÌÂÏÚ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÏÎ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÓÈ·˘
ÌÂ˘Ó ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙‡Ê ,˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ÁÂÎÏ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ÈÂ˘Ú 1948-· ÂÊ ¯ÈÚ·
‰ÏÚÓ Ï˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ÔÈÓÎ ¯ÈÂÂ‡· ¯È„˙ ‰ÈÂÏ˙‰ ,‰ÚÂÒ˘‰ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚÓ
.‰ËÓÏ˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÏ ¯·Á˙‰Ï ‰˘˜˙Ó˘
ÌÂÈÎ ¯Â·Ò È‡ Ê‡ ,˙Ú¯ÎÓ ‡È‰ ˙Ú„‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙¯„‚‰· Ì‡ ,ÍÎ
„Â·ÈÚ Í¯„ ‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ ˙Ú„Ï ÈÓˆÚ‰ „Â·È‡ ˙ÚÈÓÏ Í¯„‰ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰ ‰Ó¯· Ì‚ ÈÎ
,ÌÈ˜ÙÒÓ‰ ÊÂÎ¯Ó‰ È˘¯Â˘· ÔÂÈ„Ï ˙ÂÙÏ È‡„Î ÂÊ ‰„Â˜· ÔÎÏÂ ...˙Ú„‰ ÌÚ ÈÓˆÚ‰
˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‡È‰˘ '‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰'‰ Ï˘ ‰˙·È˙ÎÏ ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ˙‡ ,È˙Ú„Ï
.˙Ú„Ó

È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÊÂÎ¯ÓÎ ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰
È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙‡ ¯È„‚‰Ï ÈÈˆÓ‡Ó ÍÂ˙Ó ÈÎ ‡¯Â˜Ï ¯È‰ ‰Ê ·Ï˘·˘ ‰ÂÂ˜Ó È‡
‰„Â˙Ó‰ ˙‡ Á‚Ï È˙‡· ‡Ï È„˜ÂÓÏ ÈÏÂ˘‰ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰‰ ÊÂÎ¯Ó Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙Î
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ô˙Ó' ˙ÈÂ˘Ï‰ Ú·ËÓ‰ ÍÂ˙Ï È˘ÁÂÓ ÔÎÂ˙ ˙˜ˆÏ ‡Ï‡ ,˙È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰
È„Î .„Â„¯Â ˘Â„ ˘ÂÓÈ˘ Ì‰ÈÈÓÏ ÌÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÊ˜‡‰ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Â·˘ ,'ÂÈ˘ÎÚÂ Ô‡Î·
‰Ó¯· ˙Â„¯˘È‰ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈ˙˘‰ Ô·‡Î ‰„‚‡‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï
Ì¯· .˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰„Â˙Ó‰ ÌÚ ˙ÂÓÈÚÓ ˜Á¯˙‰Ï È˙Ï„˙˘‰ ,˙È˙¯·Á‰Â ˙È˘È‡‰
ÍÂÎÈÁ· ‰ÎÂ¯Î '‰È‚ÂÏÂ˙ÈÓ'Ï ‰È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó‰ ˘‡Ó ÁÂ¯·Ï ÈÏ˘ ÂÊ ‰ÙÈ‡˘ ÈÎ ‰ÓÂ„
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˙ÚÙ˘‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ˙‡Ê ÏÎÂ .‰ÎÈ¯Á‰ ˙ÎÒ Û¯Á ˘‡Ï Í˘Ó‰ ˜¯Á ÂÓÎ ,‰˜È¯ÁÂ
‰‡¯Î ÏÁÏÁ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÊÂÎ¯Ó‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙‡ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ÌÏ‚Ó‰ ,ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰
.˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ¯˙ÎÏ ˙ÚÂË‰ ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Ï˘ ¯ˆÂ·Ó‰ ‰ÊÂÚÓÏ Ì‚
˙‡ Â·ˆÈÚ˘ ˙ÂÚÙ˘‰‰ Í·Ò ¯Á‡ ·˜ÚÓ· ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‡Ï‰Ï ÈÏ·Ó
Ê‡Ó˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ÔÓ È¯‰ ,(˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙¯Â˙) ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰
ÌÈ‚˘È‰‰ Ïˆ· ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â ‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ‰¯˘Ú Ú˘˙‰ ‰‡Ó‰
ÈÚ„Ó· È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˜ÁÏ ‰ÙÈ‡˘‰ ‰Ù˜˙˘‰ ÍÎ .Ú·Ë‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘
¯˘‡Î ,‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ‰‡ˆÂ˙Â ‰·ÈÒ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ıÂÓÈ‡· Ú·Ë‰
ÈÂÏ˙ È˙Ï· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ‰ËÈ˘Î ‰È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙÏ ˙˘¯„ ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
‰˙Âˆ¯Ù˙‰ ˙ÚÙ˘‰˘ „ÂÒ ‰Ê ÔÈ‡ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙ÂÎ¯‡Â˙Ó ˙Â„ÂÚ˙·Â ˙Â‡ÁÒÂ ˙‡ÂÂ˘‰·
˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰˘ÙÈÁ ¯˘‡ ,‰¯˘Ú ‰ÂÓ˘‰ ‰‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘
¯ÂÊÁ˘· Â‡ È˙ÂÓ‡ ÈÂËÈ·Ó ˙ÂÓÚÙ˙‰· ÍÂ¯Î‰ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ È˘Â‡‰ ˘‚¯‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ
‰ÚÂ„È‰ È˙¯·Á‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙„Â˙Ó ‰˙ÂÎ ÍÎ .ÌÏÂÚÓ ‰ÎÚ„ ‡Ï ,˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ
¯ÂÊÁ˘‰ ˙„Â˙Ó ˙‡˘ „ÂÚ· ,'¯·Ò‰' ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï ‰˙¯ÓÂÈ ÔÈ‚· ˙ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙÎ
28.'‰·‰'Î Â‚ÂÂÒ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ ¯Á‡ ˙Â˜Á˙‰‰Â
˙‡ ÈÎ ÔÈÈˆÏ ·Â˘Á ,ÈÁÎÂ‰ ¯˘˜‰· Â˙Â‡ ˙ÈÈÚÓ‰ ‰ÈÚ·· ˙È„ÈÈÓ „˜Ó˙‰Ï È„Î
ÌÈ˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ Â˜ÓÈ ¯·Ú‰Ó ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ Â‡ ˙È˙ÂÓ‡ ‰ÈÂÂÁ Ï˘ '‰·‰'‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡
‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ È„ÒÈÈÓ ÂÚË ÍÎ .ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ÌÈÁÂÓ·
Â‡ Á¯Ù ÍÂ˙Ï ˙ÈÂÈÓ„ ÏÁ˙˘‰Ï Ô˙È˘ ÂÓÎ ÈÎ ÌÈ¯Á‡Â (Herder) ¯„¯‰Î ÌÈÓ¯‚‰
˙‡ ˘ÂÁÏÂ ˙Ó„Â˜ ‰ÙÂ˜˙Ï ÏÁ˙˘‰Ï Ô˙È ÍÎ ,ÌÈÈÙÂÈ ˙‡ ˘ÂÁÏÂ ˙È˙ÂÓ‡ ‰¯ÈˆÈÏ
È·· ¯·Â„Ó ¯˘‡Î ¯˜ÈÚ· ,˙Ó„Â˜ ‰ÙÂ˜˙ È· Ï˘ (collective geist) 'ÌÚ‰ ÁÂ¯'
,(Schleiermacher) ¯Î‡Ó¯ÈÈÏ˘ Ï˘ ˙¯Ú¯ÂÚÓ È˙Ï·‰ Â˙ÚÙ˘‰ ÂÊ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ .ÌÚ Â˙Â‡
˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ „Â·ÈÚÂ ÒÂÒÈ‰ ‡ÏÏ ‡·ÈÈ˘
'ÂÈÏÚ ÍÂ˙Ï ˙ÂÏÁ˙˘‰‰' È„È ÏÚ ˙ÏÂÊ‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ· È˙ÙÓ‡ ÔÙÂ‡· Û˙˙˘‰Ï ˙È˘Â‡‰
˙Â·¯˙ Ô· ,¯Î‡Ó¯ÈÈÏ˘ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ÈÙÏ .È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜ÁÓ· ÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï ÈÚˆÓ‡Î
Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙Ó„˜ÂÓ ‰ÙÂ˜˙ È· ÔÈ·‰Ï ÔÎ Ì‡ Ï‚ÂÒÓ ˙¯ÁÂ‡Ó ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ÙÂ˜˙Ó
(Gadamer) ¯Ó‡„‡‚ Ò‰ ÔÚÂË˘ ÈÙÎÂ ,(erlebnis) È˙ÙÓ‡ ÈÂÂÈÁ È„È ÏÚ ˙Â·¯˙‰
¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· .˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù· ‡È‰ ¯Î‡Ó¯ÈÈÏ˘ Ï˘ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰'
ÂÓÂ˜ÈÓ .(divinatory) („È˙Ú‰ ÌÂ˜Ó· ¯·Ú‰) ÁÂÚÙÂ ÈÂÊÈÁ Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚ ‡Â‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰
‰ÂÂ‰Ó ‰·‰ ÍÎ .˙È˙¯ÈˆÈ ‰ÏÂÚÙ Ï˘ ¯ÂÊÁ˘ [...] ¯·ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ· Ì„‡ Ï˘
¯ÂÊÁ˘ ,ÚÂ„È ‰È‰˘ ‰Ó ÏÚ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ,˙ÈÏÈ‚¯Â‡‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈÏ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ˙Â˘„Á˙‰
29.'˙ÈÂÈÁ‰ ‰„ÏÂ‰‰ Ú‚¯· ÏÈÁ˙Ó˘
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÍÂ˙Ï ˙È˙ÙÓ‡ ˙ÂÏÁ˙˘‰ Ï˘ È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Â˙Â‡˘ ‡È‰ ‰„Â˜‰
˜¯ ‡Ï ‰ÚÈÙ˘‰ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ ˙ÂÓÏ‚˙‰ ˙‡ „ÂÚ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ÂÈ‡˘
,ÔÎ‡Â .Â˙ÂÏÏÎ· ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÏÚ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈ˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ÌÈ¯ÙÂÒ‰ ÏÚ
ÌÈÈÁ Ï˘ ÌÈÙÙÂ¯‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ [...] ‰¯È„‡‰ ˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ˙˘¯ÂÓ‰' :ÔÓÂ‡· ÔÚÂË
Bauman, Z. 1978. Hermeneutics and Social Science. London: Hutchinson: 23–47
Gadamer, H. G. 1975. Truth and Method. New York: Seabury: 164
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ÁÂ¯‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ˙ÂÙ˜˙˘‰‰ ˙‡ „ÚÏ Ê‡Ó ÂÙ„¯ [erlebnis] ‰ÈÂÂÁÂ [leben]
30.'[humanities]
Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÁÂ˙È· ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ „Á‡ ,(Ricoeur) ¯˜È¯ ÏÂÙ
'‰·‰'‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ‰·Á¯‰· Ô„ ,ÌÈÂ˘ ¯˜ÁÓ ÈÓÂÁ˙· ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰
Ô· (Dilthey) ÈÈ˙ÏÈ„ ÌÏ‰ÏÈÂÂÏ ¯˜ÈÚ· ÒÁÈÈÓ ‡Â‰ ‰ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ˙‡ ¯˘‡ ,'¯·Ò‰'Ï
ıÓÈ‡˘ ˜‰·ÂÓ Ô˜ÈËÓÂ¯Î ¯˜È¯ ‚ÈˆÓ ÈÈ˙ÏÈ„ ˙‡˘ ¯Á‡Ó .‰¯˘Ú Ú˘˙‰ ‰‡Ó‰
˙È˙ÙÓ‡‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ È¯‰ ,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜Á· ¯ÎÓ¯ÈÈÏ˘ Ï˘ ÌÊÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ˙‡
Ï˘ Â˙„Â·Ú· ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÈÏÎÏ ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ‰ÓÂ„˜ ‰ÙÂ˜˙ È· Ï˘ ˘Ù‰ ÈÈÁ ÍÂ˙Ï ÏÁ˙˘‰Ï
,˙È¯ÂË¯‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ÈÙ· ÈÈ˙ÏÈ„ ˙‡ ¯˜È¯ „ÈÓÚÓ ÍÎÏ È‡ .È‡ÈÈ˙ÏÈ„‰ ÔÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
.˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙Ó„Â˜ ‰ÙÂ˜˙Ó ˙ÏÂÊ ˙·‰Ï ÂÊ ˙È˙ÙÓ‡ ˙ÏÂÎÈ Ì‡·
˙È˙ÙÓ‡ '‰·‰'˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,˙È·ÂÈÁ Ì˙Ò‰ ÔÓ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÈÈ˙ÏÈ„ Ï˘ Â˙·Â˘˙ ¯˜È¯ ˙Ú„Ï
.'˙Â·Â˙Î ˙Â·ˆÓ' ‰ÎÓ ‡Â‰ Ô˙Â‡˘ ˙Â·Â˙Î ˙Â„ÂÚ˙· ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ˙¯Ó˙˘Ó ÂÊ
‰Â˙Á‰ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· ÈÈ˙ÏÈ„ ˙‡ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ÌÈ„˜‰ ¯ÎÓ¯ÈÈÏ˘ ,¯˜È¯ ÔÚÂË ,ÌÓ‡Â
31.'˙È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙ÂÈÊÂ‡ÂË¯ÈÂÂ‰Â ˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÈÂ‡‚‰ ÔÈ·' ˙¯˘Â‡Ó‰
‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ,˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙ÎÏÓ ‡È‰˘ ,˙È˙ÙÓ‡‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰Ó ˙Â¯ÂÂ˙Ò‰‰
‡È‰ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒ‰ ‰¯ËÓ‰'˘ ÍÎ È„Î „Ú ÏÈÚÈ ¯˜ÁÓ ÈÏÎÏ ÍÂÙ‰Ï
Ô‡Î ÌÏÂ‡ 32.'ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰ ‡Â‰˘Ó ·ÂË ¯˙ÂÈ ·ÂË [ÌÂ„˜‰] ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï
'˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡'‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ· ÂÊ ˙¯˘Â‡Ó ‰Â˙ÁÏ ÈÁ „Ú ˘Ó˘Ï ÔÓÊÂÓ ‡¯Â˜‰
˙ÂÓ˘¯˙‰˘ Ú‚¯·˘ ‡Â‰ ¯Â¯È·· Ô‡Î ‰ÏÂÚ˘ ‰Ó ÈÎ ,'˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ'‰ ‰È˙ÙÓ‡Ï
˜¯ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ‡È‰ ,ÍÓÒÓ· ˙„ÚÂ˙ÓÂ '˙·˙Î' ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙È˙ÙÓ‡
,˜ÂÈ„‰ ÔÚÓÏ .È‚ÂÏÂÏÈÙ‰ ÁÂ˙È‰ ÈÏÏÎ ÈÙÏ ‰· ÏÙËÓ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜ÂÁ‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó
Â˙Â‡ ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ‰È‡ ·˙Î ÌÈÂÒÓ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÚÂ¯È‡˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ÌˆÚ˘ ÔÚÂË È‡ ¯˘‡Î
ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈ˘ÈÁ¯˙Â ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó Ï˘ ÌÈÈÊÈÙ ÌÈ¯Â‡È˙ Ì‚˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ‡· ÈÈ‡ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï
Ì‚ ˙ÁÒÂÙ ‰È‡ '˙ÂÈÂÓÂ˘¯'‰˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ ,˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ¯ÒÂÁ· ÌÈ˜ÂÏ ˙Â„ÂÚ˙·
Ï‚ÂÒÓ ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ‰ ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ì‡ ÈÎ ‡Â‰ ¯ÓÂÏ ˘˜·Ó È‡˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ .ÌÈÈ¯ÓÂÁ ÌÈ¯Â‡È˙ ÏÚ
,˙È˙ÙÓ‡‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· ˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯‡˙Ó‰ ÌÈ·Â˙Î ÌÈÎÓÒÓ ÁÚÙÏ
„ÂÒÈ Ì˙„Â·ÚÏ ··¯˙˘Ó ,ÔÂÚËÂ ¯ÂÊÁ ÌÈÚÂË ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ È¯˜ÂÁ˘ ÈÙÎ
¯‡È˙ ÌÂ„˜‰ ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ì‚˘ ÁÈ‰Ï Ô˙È˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ?‰ÓÏ ÍÎ ÏÎÂ .˜‰·ÂÓ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ
,˙È·ÈË˜ÙÒÂ¯ËÈ‡ Â‡ ˙È˙ÙÓ‡ ˙ÏÂÎÈ ‰˙Â‡ ˙¯ÊÚ· ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂÓ˘¯˙‰Â ÂÈ˙Â˘ÂÁ˙ ˙‡
˙Â‰ÊÏ Ô˙È ˙¯Á‡ ˙ÈÂÂÊÓ Ì‚ ,ÍÎÓ ‰¯˙ÈÂ .‰˙¯„‚‰ ÌˆÚÓ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‡È‰ Ì‚˘
.‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙ËÈ˘ ÏÚ ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ˙ÚÙ˘‰ ˙‡
ÈÙ ÏÚ ÂÏ˘ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙ËÈ˘ ˙‡ ˜¯ ‡Ï ·ˆÈÚ ÈÈ˙ÏÈ„˘ ‡ˆÂÈ ÍÎ
Ì˙Â„Ú ÈÙÏ˘ ‡Ï‡ ,˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰È˙ÙÓ‡‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ· ˙‚ÂÚÓ‰ ,˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ‰˘È‚‰
ÌÈÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ È¯˜ÂÁ Ì‚ ÂÚÙ˘Â‰ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙Ú„Â
Bauman: 29
Ricoeur, P. 1983. Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences. London: Cambridge University
Press: 150
Ricoeur: 151
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„ÂÂ‚ÈÏÂ˜ ‚"¯ ¯ÓÂ‡ '‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰‡„È‡‰' Â¯ÙÒ· .ÈËÓÂ¯‰ Ì¯Ê‰ Ï˘ ÛÁÒ‰Ó
:ÈÎ (Collingwood)
˙ÂÈˆÊÈÏÈÂÂÈˆ· [...] ÌÈÈ·ÂÈÁ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ‰‡Â¯‰ ‰˘„Á ‰Ó‚Ó ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰
˙¯ÒÁ ‰È‚ÏËÒÂÏ Á˙Ù˙‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ ‰ÓˆÚ˘ÎÏ ÂÊ .ÌÓˆÚ Ï˘Ó ˙ÂÂ˘‰
Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÁÎÂ· ‰ÈÈËˆ‰ ÂÊ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· Í‡ [...] ¯·ÚÏ ˙ÏÁÂ˙
ÂÏÈ·Â‰ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯·Ú· ÌÈ·Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ [...] ‰Â˘ ‚˘ÂÓÓ ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯
Â‡ ,ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ ˙‡ ¯ÈÊÁ‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ ÍÎÈÙÏ Ì‡ [...] ‰ÂÂ‰Ï Á¯Î‰·
Â‡¯ ÌÈ˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ÍÎ [...] ‰ÂÂ‰Ï ÏÈ·Â‰˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ·Ï˘ ¯ÂÊÁÏ ˜¯ ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ
¯·„Î Â˜ÏÁ· ,ÏÂÙÎ Ô·ÂÓ· ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ ÂÓÎ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· ·Ï˘ Ï˘ ÂÎ¯Ú ˙‡
Â˜ÏÁ·Â ,˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Ú„‰ Ï˘ È„ÂÁÈÈ ‚˘È‰Î ,ÂÓˆÚ˘ÎÏ ÈÁˆ Í¯Ú ÏÚ·
Û‡ ÌÈÏÂ„‚‰ ÌÈ¯·„Ï ÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ È˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· ÂÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡ ÒÙÂ˙‰ Í·„Î
33.'ÌÎ¯Ú· ¯˙ÂÈ
ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ ‡Â‰ ‰ÂÂ‰· ÌÈ·Ï˘Ï ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ¯·Ú· ÌÈ·Ï˘Ï „ÂÂ‚ÈÏÂ˜ ˜ÈÚÓ˘ Ï˜˘Ó‰
È˙·ÈÒ Ì¯Â‚ Ï˘ „È˜Ù˙ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· '‡ ·Ï˘Ï „ÚÈÈÓ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ,'ÒÏÒ˜‡ ¯»t'
.'· ·Ï˘ Ï˘ Â˙Â¯ˆÂÂÈ‰Ï
,‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ Ï˘ ¯˙Ò‰ „ÚÈ‰ ÂÏ ı·ˆ·Ó „ÂÂ‚ÈÏÂ˜ È¯·„ Ï˘ ÔÈËÈ˘‰ ÔÈ·Ó ÌÏÂ‡
,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÙÂ˜˙ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈËÓÂ¯‰ .‰˙ÂÏÏÎ· ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÈÓÂ¯ÚÓ ˙‡ Û˘ÂÁ‰
ÂÎ¯Ú ˙‡ Â‡¯ ÌÈ˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰'˘ Â¯ÓÂ‡· ‰ÈÏ‡Ó ˙·ÂÓÎ „ÂÂ‚ÈÏÂ˜ Ï·˜Ó ‰˙Â‡˘
ÂÂ˘Ï· È¯‰ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ,'ÂÓˆÚ˘ÎÏ ÈÁˆ Í¯Ú ÏÚ· ¯·„Î [...] ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· ·Ï˘ Ï˘
.Ô„ÈÚÂ Ô„ÈÚ ÏÎ· ÔÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÏÎÏ ˙Ù˙Â˘Ó‰ "ÊÂÎ¯Ó"‰ ˙ÏÂÚÙ Ï˘ ‰·Ï ·Ï ˙‡
ÂÈ‡ ˙ÈÂÏÙ ‰ÙÂ˜˙· ÌÈ˘‰ Ï˘ Ô„ÓÚÓ ˙‡ Ú˙ÙÏ ¯˜ÂÁ ¯˘‡ ÔÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Ì‡‰
˙Â„ÂÚ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙‡Ê ‰˘ÂÚ ‡Â‰ ,ÔÂÎ ?‰˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ˜ÈÓ ˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ ÊÎ¯ÓÓ
˜ÈÚÓ ,ÌÊÈÈÓÙ‰ Ô„ÈÚ· ÂÊÂÎ¯Ó È¯˜ ,‡˘Â‰ ˙¯ÈÁ· ÌˆÚ Í‡ ,'˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡'
.ÂÈ‰È ¯˘‡ Â¯˜ÁÓ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙ ÂÈ‰ÈÂ ,˙ÎÙ‰Ó ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Â¯˜ÁÓÏ
Ï˘ ÂÊÂÎ¯Ó ÈÙ ÏÚ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒÎ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ ‰¯È„‚Ó‰ ÂÊ ‰„Â˜ „„ÁÏ ÈÂˆ¯·
.'È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡' ÔÙÂ‡· ÏÂÎÈ·Î Â¯Á·˘ ˙Â„ÂÚ˙‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ‡ÏÂ ¯˜ÁÓÏ ¯Á·˘ ‡˘Â‰
¯˜ÂÁ Ì‡ ˜¯ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Î ‰˘È‡‰ „ÓÚÓ ÏÚ ¯˜ÁÓ ÂÈÓÈ· ˙ÂÎÏ ‰È‰ Ô˙È È˙Ú„Ï
ÔÎÏÂ ,ÌÈÓÊ‰ ÏÎ· ‰‰Ê ‰È‰ ÌÈ˘‰ „ÓÚÓ˘ ˙Â„ÈÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÁÎÂ‰ ,Ï˘ÓÏ ,‡ÈˆÓÓ ‰È‰
ÌÈÏÚÂÙ ‰Ê ‡˘Â· ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ·Â¯˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ Í‡ .˙Â·È˘Á ¯ÒÁ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ‡˘Â· ¯˜ÁÓ
˙Â·È˘Á ‡È‰ Ì‰Ï˘ ‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙„Â˜ ¯˘‡Î ,(zeitgeist-‰) ˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ ˙ÂÈ˜˙ ÈÙÏ
ÂÏ‡ÎÂ „Â¯È‰ Ô„ÓÚÓ ÏÚ ˙Â„ÈÚÓ‰ ˙Â„ÂÚ˙ ÛÂÒÈ‡ ÈÊ‡ ,‰˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚÓ ˜ÂÊÈÁ
ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÂÊÎ¯ÓÓ‰ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ‰‰Ê ÌÈ˘ Ï˘ ‰Â·‚‰ Ô„ÓÚÓ ÏÚ ˙Â„ÈÚÓ‰
.‰˘È‡‰ „ÓÚÓ ¯˜Á ˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ
Ï˘ ÈÚ„Ó‰ „ÓÚÓ‰ ÈÈÈÚÏ ÏÂ„‚‰ Ô‰ÂÎ‰ ,(Popper) ¯ÙÂÙ Ï¯˜ ,˙‡ÊÓ ‰¯˙ÈÂ
'‰ÈˆÊÈÚ„Ó'Ï ÌÈÏ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ‰ „‚ ˙ÂÈ·˜Ú· ÚÂ„ÈÎ ÌÁÏ ¯˘‡ ,È˙¯·Á‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰
ÌÂÒ¯Ù‰ ÌˆÚ˘ Â˙ÚÈ·˜· ˙ÎÏ ˜ÈÁ¯Ó Û‡ ,‰ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â ‰¯·Á‰ 'ÈÚ„Ó' Ï˘
Collingwood, R. G. 1980. The Idea of History. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 87–88
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.¯˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂËÂÓ‰ ·ÂˆÈÚ‰ ˙ÂÂÂÎ ÈÙÏ ÂÈ‡ˆÓÓ ˙‡ ÔÂÂÎÓ È˙¯·Á '¯˜ÁÓ' Ï˘
:¯ÙÂÙ ¯ÓÂ‡ ÍÎÂ
‰ÈÈÙÈˆ ˘ÈÁÎÈ ‡Â‰˘ Â‡ [...] Â‰˘Ó ‡·Ï Ï˘ÓÏ ÈÂ˘Ú È˙¯·Á ÔÚ„Ó
˙‡ ¯Ó˘Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ È˘· [...] ÌÈÂÒÓ ÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ Â˙Â˘Á¯˙‰Ï
¯ÓÂÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ ÔÈ‡ [...] Í‡ [...] ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ÁÈË·ÓÎ ‰‡¯‰ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰
ÚÈÙ˘‰Ï ÏÂÏÚ ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÈÊÁ˙ ˙ÚÈ·˜· ÈÎ ,˙ÈÚ„Ó ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ÏÚ ¯Ó˘ ‡Â‰˘
Ï˘ ÂÈ˜ÂÙ˜Ù ˙‡ ˜ÊÁÏ È„Î] .˙È˘È‡ ÛÈ„Ú‰ ‡Â‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ· ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ˘ÈÁ¯˙‰ ÏÚ
ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰ ÌÈÚ„Ó‰ Ï˘ ÌÂÈÒÈ· ‰‰ÊÓ ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÏÁÂ˙‰ ¯ÒÂÁÏ ÒÁÈ· ¯ÙÂÙ
‡Â‰ ÛÈÒÂÓ ,Ú·Ë‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˜ÁÏ ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â
‰¯È˙ÁÏÂ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï ‰ÓÂ„˘ ‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó· „Â‡Ó ËÚÓ ˘È [ÈÎ Ú·Â˜Â
ÔÂÚÈË‰ Ì‡· ‡È‰ ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰Ï‡˘ [...] ‰˜ÈÊÈÙ· ÌÈ˘‚ÂÙ Â‡ ‰˙Â‡˘ ˙Ó‡Ï
ÈÎ ˙Ú·Â˜˘ ˙ÂÈ·ÈËÏ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÈÂˆÈ˜‰ ‰¯ÂˆÏ ÏÈ·ÂÓ ÂÈ‡ ÈËÒÈˆÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
34.‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ÏÏÎ ˙ÂÓÈ˘È ÔÈ‡ ˙ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ˙Ó‡‰Â ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰
ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘-ÈÂÏ „ÂÏ˜ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ÏÚ ¯ÂÊÁÏ ˘È ÛÒÂ ‰Â·‚ ÔÏÈ‡· ˙ÂÏ˙È‰Ï È„Î
˙È˙Ù¯ˆ‰ ‰ÎÙ‰Ó‰ ¯Á‡ ˙Â˜Á˙‰Ï ÌÈÒÓ ÂÈ‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ Ì‡˘ Ú·Â˜ ‡Â‰ .‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ·
ÚÈ‚‰Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ ÂÈÈ‰ ,˙ÈÓÊ Â· ÌÈË¯˜ÂËÒÈ¯‡‰Â ÌÈÈ·Â˜ÚÈ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó
¯˘˜‰· 35.ÌÏÂÚÓ ‰˘Á¯˙‰ ‡Ï ÂÊ ˙ÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ ‰ÎÙ‰Ó˘ ˙ÚÓ È˙Ï·‰ ‰˜ÒÓÏ
ÔÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˘‡Î˘ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‡È‰ ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘-ÈÂÏ Ï˘ ÂÊ Â˙ÚÈ·˜ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈÁÎÂ‰
˙Â‡¯‰ ˙„Â˜Ó ÌÈ˘ÈÁ¯˙Â ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ ¯Á‡ ˙Â˜Á˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ Â„ÂÚ· Â¯˜ÁÓ ˙‡ Í¯ÂÚ
ÌÈ¯Â˜¯Ê‰ ˙‡ ÊÎ¯ÓÓ ‡Â‰ ,'˙ÈË¯˜ÂËÒÈ¯‡'‰ ‰ÈÈ‡¯‰ ˙ÈÂÂÊÓ Â‡ '˙ÈÈ·Â˜ÚÈ'‰
˙Â¯È˘È ÔÂÊÈ ,È‡ ÔÚÂË ,‰Ê ÊÂÎ¯ÓÂ .‰ÈÈ˘‰ Â‡ ˙Á‡‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜· Â˙Â„˜Ó˙‰·
.Â˙¯„‚‰ ÌˆÚÓ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‡Â‰˘ ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰Ó
¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÚÂ·È˜· ÈÊÎ¯Ó „ÂÒÈ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ‰‚ÂÒ‰˘ ¯ÓÂ‡ È‡ ¯˘‡Î
‰ÎÙ‰Ó'‰˘ ÔÚÂË È‡ ¯˘‡Î˘ ‰„·ÂÚÏ ¯Ú Ô·ÂÓÎ È‡ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒÎ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ ÏÎ˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‰ÈˆÊÈËÓÂ¯ Ï˘ ‰Ó‚Ó ‰·ˆÈÚ '˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰
.ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ Ï˘ ÌÊ‚Â¯Â ÌÙˆ˜ ˙‡ ‰ÏÚ˙˘ ‰ÏÏÎ‰· ÔÎ˙ÒÓ È‡ ,Â· ÚÂ‚
¯È„‚‰Ï ÔÈÏ¯· Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ ÂÂÈÒÈ ¯Á‡ Ï˘ÓÏ ÌÈ·˜ÂÚ Ì‡˘ ¯È‰·‰Ï ÈÂˆ¯· ÍÎÏ È‡
‰‡Ó‰ ˙ÈˆÁÓ Ï˘ ‰ÈÓ¯‚· ÂÈ¯·„Ï ‰ˆ¯Ù˙‰˘ ˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â‰Ó ˙‡
Ï˘ ÌÓÂ˘ÈÈÏ ‰‡ ÏÚÂÙ Ì˘Î ˘Ó˘Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‰ÈˆÊÈËÓÂ¯ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÈÊ‡ ,‰¯˘Ú ‰ÂÓ˘‰
:'‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ È˘¯Â˘' Â˙ÒÓ· ÔÈÏ¯· ¯ÓÂ‡ ÍÎÂ .¯˜ÁÓ‰ ‰„˘· ÌÈÈËÓÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰
ÔÈÈÚ˙‰Ï ÌÈÏÈÁ˙Ó Ì„‡ È· ,˙Â·‰Ï˙‰Â ˘‚¯ Ï˘ ‰ÊÚ ˙Âˆ¯Ù˙‰ ˘È ÌÂ‡˙Ù Ú˙ÙÏ'
Ï˘ ÛÂÚÓ‰ ˙‡ ıÈ¯Ú‰Ï ÌÈÏÈÁ˙Ó Ì‰ [...] ˙ÈÓÈÙ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰·Â ÌÈÈ˙Â‚ ÌÈÈÈ··
˙Âˆ¯Ù˙‰‰ ‰„ÈÓ ÂÊÈ‡· ÌÓ‡ ‰‰Â˙ ÔÈÏ¯· 36.'¯·Ò‰ ‰Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÈËÂÙÒ‰ ˙ÂÂ‡‚‰
,˙È˙ÈÈ˘Ú˙‰ Â‡ ˙È˙Ù¯ˆ‰ ‰ÎÙ‰ÓÏ ‰¯Â˘˜ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰ÈÓ¯‚Ó ‰‡ˆÈ˘ ˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰
Popper, K. R. 1961. The Poverty of Historicism. London: Routhledge: 15–16

34
.ÔÂ˘‡¯ ˜¯Ù Â‡¯ 35
.22 :„·ÂÚ ÌÚ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ È˘¯Â˘ .2001 .'È ,ÔÈÏ¯· 36
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‰ÎÙ‰Ó‰ ÈÂ¯˜˘ ‰Ó˘ ¯Â·Ò ÔÈÏ¯·˘ ‰ÓÂ„ ,ÌÈÓ„Â˜ ÌÈ‚Â‰ È¯·„Ó ËÂËÈˆ ÍÂ˙ ,Í‡
ÚÂ·˜ ˘Ù ÍÏ‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ,‰˘„Á ‰˘È‚ Ï˘ Í¯„ ˙ˆÈ¯Ù ‰˙Â‡ ,˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰
‰È˙Â·‡˘ ,˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ Í¯„‰ ˙ˆÈ¯Ù Ï˘ ‰Ó‚„‰ ÈÎ¯ˆÏ .ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎ· Â‡ˆÂÓÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘
ÏÚ ÈÂ· ÂÏ˘ Â„¯˜‰˘ ÌÊÈÂÈÒ¯ÙÒ˜‡Ï ÔÈÏ¯· ˘¯„ ,¯„¯‰Â ÔÓ‡‰ ,ÂÈ¯·„Ï ,ÂÈ‰
ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ,¯·„Ï ,‡Ë·˙‰Ï ‡È‰ Ì„‡‰ È· Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÈˆ˜ÂÙ‰ ˙Á‡˘' :‰Á‰‰
,‡ÏÓ‰ ÂÚ·Ë ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ó ÂÈ‡ Ì‡Â ,‡ÏÓ‰ ÂÚ·Ë ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ó ‰˘ÂÚ Ì„‡˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ
ÏÚ ‡Â‰˘ ÏÎ ÔÒ¯ Ì˘ Â‡ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÏÈ·‚‰ ,ÂÓˆÚ· ˙ÂÎ ÏÈË‰ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÓ ‰Ê È¯‰
37.'ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈ‚¯‡‰
‰Ó ˙‡ ÔÈÏ¯·„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ ÔÎ Ì‡ ˙ÓÏ‚Ó ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÂ˘ÈÈ‰ ‰¯„‚‰‰
ÁÂÎ· ˜¯ Ì‡Â .ÂÈ˙Â¯Âˆ ÏÎ ÏÚ È˘È‡ ÈÂËÈ· Ï˘ '˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‰ÈˆÊÈËÓÂ¯' ÂÈÈÎ˘
˙‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ÏÂÎÈ ¯˜ÂÁ‰ È˘È‡‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙È˘‚¯ ˙Âˆ¯Ù˙‰
ÈÊ‡ ,¯Î‡Ó¯ÈÈÏ˘Â ÈÈ˙ÏÈ„ ÂÁÈ‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÂÈ˙Â·‡ Ï˘ È˙Â·¯˙‰ '‰˙‡'· ÂÏ˘ 'È‡'‰
˙˙È È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â È˙¯·Á‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÈÎÎÂ˙Ï ‰ÏÁÏÁ˘ ˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰
:ÌÈ·ÂÓ È˘· ÈÂ‰ÈÊÏ
¯˜ÂÁÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡‰ ‰È˙ÙÓ‡‰ Ï˘ ˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ÌˆÚ· .‡
.ÌÂ„˜ ¯Â„ ÈÏÚÏ ÏÁ˙˘‰Ï
Â‡ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ ¯˜ÂÁ‰ ¯ÁÂ· ‰ÁÂÎ·˘ ˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ˙Â·‰Ï˙‰· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ÌˆÚ· .·
˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ÔÓÊ ÁÂ¯ Ï˘ '˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ ˙ÂÈ˜˙'Ó Á¯Î‰· ˙ÚÙ˘ÂÓ ¯˘‡ ,ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈ˘È‡
.‰Ê· ‡ˆÂÈÎÂ ÌÈÚÊ‚Â ÌÈÈÓ ÔÈ· ÔÂÈÂÂ˘‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯ ˙‡ Ì„˜Ï ˙˘˜·Ó‰
Â‡ ÊÂÎ¯Ó ‡ÏÏ˘ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ÏÈÚÏ ‡·Â‰˘ ÔÂÈ„‰Ó ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ‰Â˙Á˙‰ ‰¯Â˘‰
˙Â·‰Ï˙‰ ‡ÏÏ ,ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ· Â‡ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ·ÈË¯ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‰ÈˆÊÈËÓÂ¯
ÈÎ ,'ÌÓˆÚ· ˙ÂÎ ÌÈÏÈËÓ' ‰¯·Á Â‡ Ì„‡ ,ÌÚ·Ë Ï˘ ‡ÏÓ È˘È‡ ÈÂËÈ·Â
ÌÈÓÏÂ· ÂÈ‰ ÌÈ˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ÂÓÁÏ Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰Â ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ˙Â„Á‡‰
ÈÙÎ .˙È¯˘Ù‡ È˙Ï· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÂÈ„ÚÏ· ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ‰ ˙‡
˙Â·‡Ó „Á‡ È‡„ÂÂ· ‡Â‰ ¯„¯‰ ,ÂÊ ‰ÈÁ·Ó' :¯„¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙ ˙‡ ÔÈÏ¯· ÌÎÒÓ˘
˙ÂÏÏÂÎ ˙ÂÈÈÈÙÂ‡‰ ‰È˙ÂÂÎ˙˘ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ ˙Â·‡Ó „Á‡ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰
Ì˙Â·˘ÈÈ˙‰ ˙˘ÁÎ‰ ,‰ÈÂÓ¯‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ ˙˘ÁÎ‰ ,˙Â„Á‡ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ ˙˘ÁÎ‰ ˙‡
‰ÓÂ„ 38.'‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· Ì‡Â ‰ÏÂÚÙ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· Ì‡ ‰Ê ÌÚ ‰Ê ÌÈÏ‡È„È‡ Ï˘
ÈÂˆÓ ,ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ¯ÚÈ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÂÏÒ È˙Ï·‰ ÂÈÏÈ·˘ Í·Ò· ,‰Ê ÚÒÓ ÌÂÈÒ·˘ ÔÎ Ì‡
ÔÈ‡ È¯‰˘ ,˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ÈÈÂÎÈÒ ˙‡ ÏÈ„‚Ó‰ ÔÂÂÎ· ‰„ÈÚˆ ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ÔÙˆÓ‰
·Â˘ ‡ËÁ‡ ‰ÙÂ .‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙¯ÒÁ ˙Â„Á‡‰ Ï˘ Ï‚Â'‚· ¯Â‚Ò ¯‡˘È‰Ï ˘˜·È˘ ¯˜ÂÁ
ÔÈÏ¯· Ï˘ ÏÂ„‚‰ ÂÏÈ‡· Ï·Â˜ÓÎ ‰Ï˙ È‡˘ ÍÎ· ÈÓˆÚ Ï˘Ó ˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ ˙ÂÈ˜˙·
:ÔÂ„È· ÌÈ‡·‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ‰ÊÂÚ˙·Â ˙Âˆ¯Á· ¯ÓÂ‡‰
‚˘ÂÓ ˙‡ ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯Ï ÌÈ·Á Â‡ .„Â‡Ó ‰·¯‰ ?‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ Â‡ ‰Ó
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ‡ ÏÏÎ· Ì„‡ È· ‡ÏÂ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ˙‡Â ,ÔÓ‡‰ ˙Â¯ÈÁ
.80 :ÔÈÏ¯· 37
.90 :ÔÈÏ¯· 38
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ÌÈÁ˙Ó ÌÈÚÈÓ˘Ó ÔÈÈ„Ú˘ [...] ‰Ï‡ ÔÂ‚Î ˙ÂÈË˘Ù ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰· ÌÈ¯·ÒÂÓ
Â‡ ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯Ï .˙ÂˆÂ·˜ Ï˘ Â‡ Ì„‡ È· Ï˘ È„Ó ÌÈÈÚ„ÓÂ È„Ó ÌÈÈÏÂÈˆ¯
,˙ÈÒ¯‰ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÙÂÒ Ì„‡ È· ÈÈÈÚ· ‰„ÈÁ‡ ‰·Â˘˙˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ÌÈ·Á
ÍÈÏÚ ÈÎÂ Ì„‡‰ ÈÈÏÂÁ ÏÎÏ „ÈÁÈÂ „Á‡ ÔÂ¯˙Ù ˘È˘ ˙Ó‡· ÔÈÓ‡Ó ‰˙‡ Ì‡˘
ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ [...] ÌÈÏ‡Â ıÈ¯Ú Ô„Â¯ ‰È‰˙˘ ÍÙÂÒ [...] ‰Ê‰ ÔÂ¯˙Ù‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙÎÏ
˙ÂÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ Ï˘ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÏÎ ,‰Ê ÌÚ ‰Ê ÌÈ·˘ÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ‡ Ì‰˘Â ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˘È˘
‰‡ˆÂ˙‰ [...] ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯Ï Â‡ ÌÈ·Á ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ ˙‡ [...] ÌÈÏ„ È˙Ï· ÌÈ¯·„ Ï˘
˙ÂÓÏ˘‰ È‡ ˙Î¯Ú‰Â ˙ÂÈ‚‰ ,˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ ,ÌÊÈÏ¯·ÈÏ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡È‰ ‰˜ÈËÓÂ¯‰ Ï˘
39.ÌÈÈÁ‰ Ï˘
˙ÂÓÏ‚Ó ,Ô‰· Ë˘˜˙‰Ï ‰ˆÂ¯ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰Â È˙¯·Á ¯˜ÂÁ ÏÎ˘ ,ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙‰ ÏÎÂ
.˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡ È˙Ï· ˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰‰Â ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ‰È„ÚÏ·˘ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙‡
˙Î¯ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ È·ÈË¯‰ ‰ÈÈÙÂ‡ ÈÁÂ˙ÈÓ È˙ˆÏÈÁ˘ ÌÈÂÚÈË‰ ˜˘· ÌÈ„ÈÂˆÓ
Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Î¯Ú· ‰˙Ú ÔÂ„Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ ˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Â ˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰
˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ÁÂÎ ˙¯·‚‰ ‡È‰ ‰˙Ó‚Ó˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙È˙ÈÓ ‰‚ÂÒÎ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰„‚‡‰
.˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰

ÈÎÂÈÁ „ÚÈÎ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰„‚‡‰
˙ÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÊ˜‡‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰ ‰˙ÎÊ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘· ÈÎ ÏÈÚÏ Â¯Ó‡
ÌÈÏÈÓ· .˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ‰¯Â˘‰ ÔÓ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙ÓÎ ‰¯Î‰Ï
‡Ï Ì˙Â‡˘) ÌÈÈ˙„·ÂÚ‰ ÌÈ˘ÈÁ¯˙‰ ‡Ï˘ ˙Ò¯Â‚ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡‰ ,˙Â¯Á‡
ÈÓˆÚ‰ ÂÈÂÓÈ„ ˙‡ ˙Ú·Â˜‰ ÂÊ ‡È‰ Ì„‡‰ Ì‰Ï Ô˙Â˘ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ‡Ï‡ (˙Â˘Ï Ô˙È
˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ÈÙÂ‡ .Â„È˙Ú ˙‡ ÔÎ˙ÏÂ Â˙·È·Ò ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï Â˙ÏÂÎÈ ˙‡Â È˙¯·Á‰Â
‰Ó Ï˘ ¯ˆÂ˙ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ‡Ï‡ ,˜È¯ ÏÏÁ· ¯ˆÂ ÂÈ‡ „ÈÁÈ‰ ˜˜Ê ‰Ï ¯˘‡
¯˘‡ 40˙„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ¯·ËˆÓ‰ 'È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯‰ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ'‰ „È·˘ ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ ‰ÈÎ˘
˙ÈËÒÈÈÓ¯Ë„ ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï Ï˘ÓÏ ˜˜Ê ÈÂÏÙ Ì‡˘ ‡ˆÂÈ ÍÎ .Ì„‡‰ ÁÓˆ ‰ÎÂ˙Ó
Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ ˙Â˘¯Ù ÈÊ‡ ,˘‡¯Ó ·˙ÎÂÓ È¯‡ÈÈÏ ÍÈÏ‰˙Î Â„È˙ÚÂ Â¯·Ú ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏ È„Î
‰ÒÈÙ˙· ‡Ë·˙‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú È¯ÂÊÁÓ Â‡ ÈËÒÈÏËÙ ÏÚ-ÔÙÂˆ· ˙˘¯˘ÂÓ ¯˘‡ ÈÂÓÏÙ
˜ÂÈÊ ˙Â„Â˜Ï ˙ÂÂÏ˘ÈÎÂ ˙ÂÏÈÙ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ‰ÁÂÎ· ˘È ¯˘‡ ÌÈÈÁ ÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂ˙Ù
¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ Ì‡ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰˘Ó ‰Ê ÔÈ‡ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ‰¯˜Ó· .˙ÂÏÚ˙‰Â ‰ÈÈÏÚ Ï˘
˙‡ ÏÈÏÚ· ˙·ˆÚÓ‰ ÂÊ È¯‰ ‡È‰ ˙È˘È‡‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ÈÎ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙ÂÂÎ ÌÈÈÁ‰
¯˘Ù‡Ï È„Î ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ˙Â¯·Á ˙Â˘ÂÚ Ì‰·˘ ˙e¯·ƒ
Á‰ ÈÂ‚Ó .˙È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰
¯ÂÓÂ‰ ÈÒÂÙ„Â ˙ÂÈËÒÈÓ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ ,˙Â„‚‡ Â‡ ÌÚ È¯ÂÙÈÒ ÌÈÏÏÂÎ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó ÍÂÙÈ‰
.180 :ÔÈÏ¯· 39
:(6) Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÓÂ˜˙· ÌÈÂÈÚ ,'"‰È¯Á‡" ‡·˘ Ô„ÈÚ‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰' .1996 .'‡ ,„È·˘ 40
.43–18
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.˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙ Ô˙Â‡ È„È ÏÚ ÂÁÙÂË ¯˘‡ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰Â ˙Â„‚‡‰ Ô˙Â‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈ·ÂˆÁ‰
‡È‰ ÌÈÈËÒÈÓ‰Â ÌÈÈ˙„‚‡‰ ¯ÊÚ ÈÚˆÓ‡Ï ÌÈ˜˜Ê‰ ÍÂÈÁ ÈÒÂÙ„· ‰ÓÂÏ‚‰ ˙Â·È˘Á‰
ÈÂÈÓ„ ,ÈËÒÈ¯ÂÓÂ‰ ˘Â·Ï· ÂÈÈÁ ÈÚÂ¯È‡ ˙‡ ˙ÂËÚÏ ¯ÙÒÓÏ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ó Ô‰˘ ÍÎ·
˙ÎÈÙ‰ È„È ÏÚ ‰˘„Á ˙È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏ ˙Â·ˆÂÚÓ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚÂ ,ÈÂÓ„ Â‡
.¯ÙÒÓ‰ ÈÈÚ· Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
˙È˘È‡‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰Â ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ‰ ÈÒÂÙ„ ·ÂˆÈÚ· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰„‚‡‰ Ï˘ ÈÂ˜‰ ‰ÓÂ˜ÈÓ
„È˜Ù˙Ï ‰˙Â‡ ‰Ó‚Â„ ÔÎ Ì‡ ˘Ó˘Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰Â
˙ÂÈÓÂÈ˜‰Â ˙ÂÈÁÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÈÂ„„ÂÓ˙‰‰Â ˙ÂÎÂÙ‰˙‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ‰Ï „ÚÂÈ˘ È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰
.ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ Â„˜Ù˘
„Â·Î Ï˘ ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÚ ‡„ ˙Ó„˜ Ê‡Ó ‰¯Ó˘˘ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë ‰‚ÂÒÎ ,‰„‚‡‰
˙¯ÂÒÓÓ ÈÏ¯‚ËÈ‡ ˜ÏÁ ‰˙ÂÂ‰· ,˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ÒÂÙ¯Â˜‰ ÍÂ˙·
-ÂÎÈÒÙ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó ‰·¯˜· ˙ÏÙ˜Ó ‡È‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ÔÈ‚· ÂÈÈÚÏ ˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ,‰˙·È˘Á
‰·¯‰˘ Ì‚‰ ÈÎ ‰ÏÂÚ ÍÎ .˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙Ó‡ ‚ˆÈÈÏ ˙¯ÓÈÈ˙Ó ‡È‰˘ ÈÏ·Ó ˙ÂÈ‚Â‚„Ù
È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ „È˜Ù˙· ‰ˆÓ˙Ó ‰„ÂÚÈÈÓ ¯ÎÈ ˜ÏÁ ˙È¯ÂÙÈÒ ‰‚ÂÒÎ È¯‰ ,‰„‚‡Ï ÌÈÙ
ÊÂÎ¯Ó ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙ÂÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ‡ÈˆÓ ‰˜È˙ÓÓÎ ‰‡ÏÈÓ ‡È‰˘
.Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÍÂÙÈ‰Â ÌÈ˘ÈÁ¯˙
'‰„‚‰'Î ‰„‚‡‰ ˙‡ 'Ï‡¯˘È· ˙Â˘¯„‰' ÈÒÏ˜‰ Â¯ÙÒ· ¯È„‚Ó ıÂˆ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ
‰„‚‰‰ Ï˘ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ‰˙Â·È˘Á ÂÈ¯·„ÏÂ ,'¯ÙÈÒ' ÂÚÓ˘Ó˘ ,'„È‚‰' ÔÂ˘ÏÓ
,‰˘ÚÓÏ .'˙Â¯Â„Ï ‰ÏÂÚÙ ‡ÏÂ ,Ú‚¯‰ ˙ÏÂÚÙ' ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ‡È‰˘ ÍÎ· ‰ÓÂÏ‚
‚˘ÂÓÏ ˙Á‡· ‰˙Â‡ ˙ÎÙÂ‰ '„ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ È˘ÙÂÁ‰ ÂÂÈÚ È¯Ù' ‡È‰ ‰„‚‰‰˘ ‰ÚÈ·˜‰
˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Ú·Â' ¯˘‡ 41,‰ÎÏ‰Ï ‰„‚‰Î ˙˘Ó˘Ó ‡È‰˘ ÍÎ· È‚ÂÏ‡È„
˙¯ÊÚ· ‡Ë·Ï' Â˙Ó‚Ó˘ È˙¯ÈˆÈ ÈÚˆÓ‡ÎÂ '‰‡¯Â‰‰ È¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ˙Â˘¯‰ Ï˘ ‰¯ÂÓÁ‰
È· ÈÈÚ·Â [Ô˘¯„‰ Ï˘] ÂÈÈÚ· ÌÈ·Â˘Á‰ [...] ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ È¯Â˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰
˙È˘¯Ù ˙Î¯ÚÓÎ Ò"„¯Ù‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ˙ÈÓÊ ‰˜ÂÏÁ ÚÈˆÓ ıÂˆ ,˜ÂÈ„‰ ÔÚÓÏ 42.'Â¯Â„
,˙È˘ÈÏ˘‰ Í¯„‰ ,¯·Ú‰ ˙‡ ¯Â˜ÁÏ ˙Ù‡Â˘ ,Ë˘Ù‰ ,‰Â˘‡¯‰ Í¯„‰' ‰ÈÙ ÏÚ ¯˘‡
˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰] ,˘¯„‰ ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ Í¯„‰ [ÌÏÂ‡...] ,„È˙Ú‰ ˙‡ ¯Â˜ÁÏ ˙Ù‡Â˘ ,„ÂÒ‰
.'‰ÂÂ‰· ‰˜ÈÊÁÓ [‰„‚‡‰
Ì˙Â¯‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ-È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ „È˜Ù˙· ˘Ó˘Ï ‰„‚‰‰ ˙‡ ˙„ÚÈÈÓ‰ ,ÂÊ ˙ÈÏÎ˙ È·‚Ï
‰·Á¯‰· ËËˆÏ È‡„Î ,ÍÂ„Î„ È·ˆÓ Ï˘ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· ‰ÈÂÂ‰‰ ˙˜˙Ó‰ ˙ÓÈ˘ÓÏ ‰˙Â‡
,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ·¯ ÂÓÎ ,ÔÚÂË‰ ('Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÓÎÁ' ˙ÏÂÎÒ‡ È·‡) ıÂˆ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„Ó ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ
[...] ˙Â˘„Á ˙ÂÂ˜˙ ‰˘È‰ ‰ÓÁ‰ ÔÓ ·Â‡˘Ï' ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰„‚‡‰ ˙Ó‚Ó ¯‡˘‰ ÔÈ·˘
‰ÙÈ‰ ˘Ù‰ ÈÏÚ· ÊÂÚ ¯˙È· ÂÎ˘Ó ÔÎ ,ÂÎÏ‰Â ÂÎ˘Ó Ï‡¯˘È ˙Â¯ˆ˘ ‰ÓÎ ÏÎ [ÍÎÂ]
‰˜ÈÊÁ‰ ,˘„Á ıÓÂ‡ ÁÂ¯ ‰˙Â¯˘‰· ¯˘‡ ‡¯˜Ó‰ È¯·„· ˙ÂÂ·˙‰ ‰˙Â‡ ¯Á‡

,Ô‡˘ :ÔÂ„È· ÔÂÈ„Â ,237 :˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .Ï‡¯˘È· ˙Â˘¯„‰ .1974 .Ï"È ,ıÂˆ Â‡¯ 41
.12 :¯Â‡Ï ‰‡ˆÂ‰‰ ÔÂÁËÈ·‰ „¯˘Ó :·È·‡-Ï˙ .‰„‚‡‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ‰ÓÏÂÚ .1987 .'‡
.11 :‰„ÒÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˘¯„Ó‰Â ‰„‚‡‰ ÈÎ¯„ .1991 .'È ,Ï˜¯Ù 42
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‰ÂÂ˜˙Â ÌÈ‰Ï‡· ÔÂÁËÈ·‰ ,˙Â·‡ ˙ÏÁ· ˙Â˜·„‰ ,ÏÏÎ‰ Ï‡ ‰·‰‡‰ ˙‡ Ì·¯˜·
43.'‰Ï‡Ó ÌÈ·ÂË ÌÈÓÈÏ
„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ÁÙÈË˘ Ì¯Â‚Î ÈÎ ÂÚ·Â˜· ıÂˆ ˙Â·˜Ú· ÍÏÂ‰ ÔÓÈÈÈ‰ ÛÒÂÈ Ì‚ ÔÎ‡Â
‰¯Âˆ ˙˘·ÂÏ [...] ‰„‚‡‰ ‰˙Â‡' ÌÈ˙ÚÏ˘ ‰„·ÂÚ· Û˜˙˘‰˘ ÈÓÈ„‰Â È˙¯ÈˆÈ‰
Â¯˜Ú ‡Ï ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ·Â¯· È¯‰ ,ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ Ï˘ ‰ËÈÏ˜ ÔÈ‚· ‰˙Â‡ ˙Ë˘ÂÙÂ
ÂÈÈÚÏ ÈÎ ‰ÓÂ„ Ì¯· 44.'‰„‚‡‰ ‰˙Â‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ„Â˜‰ ˙Â‡Ò¯‚‰ Â˜˙˘Â‰ ‡ÏÂ
‰„‚‰ ‡Ï‡ ‰È‡ ‰„‚‡‰˘ ÔÓÈÈÈ‰ Ì‚ ÔÚÂË ‰„‚‡‰ Ï˘ ‰„Â˜Ù˙·Â ‰·ÈË· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
‰„‚‡· ˘È' ÈÎ ÔÓÈÈÈ‰ ÔÚÂË ÍÎÂ .¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ÏÂÚÙÏ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ÂÂ˘Ï· ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰
'Âˆ¯‡· Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ ÏÚ Â¯·Ú˘ ÌÈ·¯‰ ÌÈÚÂÊÚÊÏÂ ˙Â¯ÂÓ˙Ï ˙¯ˆÂÈ ‰·Â‚˙ ÌÂ˘Ó
¯Â‡È·· ˙Â˘„Á ÌÈÎ¯„ ˙ÂÂ˙‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ' ˙È„‚‡‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Â˙Ú„Ï ˙Ù˜˘Ó ÍÎ ÌÂ˘ÓÂ
˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙ ÌÚ ˙ÂÓÈÚÂ ¯·˘Ó ˙ÂÚ˘· ˙Â˘„Á ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰ÓÓ ˙ÂÏÚ‰ÏÂ ‰¯Â˙‰
45.'˙Â¯Ê
,ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ·ÈË¯Ï ‰„‚‡‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÓ ˙ÂÏ„Ï Ô˙È˘ ˙Â·Â˙‰ ˙Ï‡˘Ï ‰˙Ú ¯ÂÊÁ Ì‡
˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰„‚‡‰ È¯‰ ,ÌÈÂ˘ ‰„‚‡ È‚ÂÒ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜˘ „ÂÚ· ÈÎ ‰Ï˜ ÏÚ ÔÈÁ· ÈÊ‡
,È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÒÂÙ¯Â˜‰ ÛÂ‚· ˜ÂÙ˜Ù ‡ÏÏ ‰ÏÏÎ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡Ó ÏÚÂ ÌÈ˘È‡ ÏÚ ˙¯ÙÒÓ‰
˙ÚÂË ‰È‡ ˙ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈ·-˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰„‚‡‰ Ì‚˘ ˙¯‰ˆÂÓ‰ ‰‡„Â‰‰ Û¯Á ˙‡ÊÂ
'‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ'Ï Ì˙Ó„˜‰· ÔÎ‡Â .˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Â ˙È¯ÈÙÓ‡ ˙Ó‡ ÏÚ· ¯ÂÙÈÒ ‚Èˆ‰Ï
,˙ÂÁÈ˘Â ÌÈ˘ÚÓ È¯ÂÙÈÒ' ‰„‚‡‰ ‰ÏÏÎ È¯Âˆ‰ „ˆ‰Ó ÈÎ È˜ˆÈ·¯Â ˜ÈÏ‡È· ÌÈÚÂË
,¯È˘Â ËÂÈÙ È¯·„ ,ÌÈ„Â„ÈÁÂ ÌÈÏ˘Ó ,ÌÈ¯Ó‡ÓÂ ˙Â˘¯„ ,ÌÈÈÂÈÓ„Â ÌÈÈ˘ÓÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÈˆ
46.'ÈÏÂÎÂ ÈÏÂÎÂ ˙Â„ÈÁÂ ‰ÓÎÁ ÔÂ˘Ï ,˙ÂÁÈ„· È¯·„Â È‡·‰ È¯·„ ˙Â‡ÓÊÂ‚
ÌÈÓÊ‚ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ Û¯Á ,‰„‚‡‰ Ï˘ È¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÒÈÒ·‰ ÈÎ ‡Â‰ ÍÎÓ ‰ÏÂÚ‰
˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÍÂ˙Ï ˙ˆ¯Á ÍÎ ÏÎ ‰„ÈÓ· ÏÁÏÁ ,‰Â·ÈÎ¯‰˘ ÌÈÈÂÈÓ„‰Â
ıÂˆ Ï˘ÓÏ Ú·Â˜˘ ÈÙÎ ,‰ÓÓ ÂÚÙ˘Â‰ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰Â ‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ì‚˘ „Ú
‰ÂÓ‡Â ‰„‚‡ ‡Ï‡ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ‰È‡ ‰È˙Â„ÂÒÈ· ‰ÓˆÚ ‡È‰˘ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰' ÈÎ
‰ÎÏ‰‰Â ˙˘¯„‰ ‰ÏÈÓ‰ ;˙Â˘„Á ˙Â„‚‡ È„È ÏÚ ˙¯Ù˙˘ÓÂ ˙˘¯Ù˙Ó ,‰¯ÂÒÓ
‰ËÚÓ ˙Á˙Â ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰„ÈÓ· ˙ÂÈ˘ÁÂÓ ˙Â˘ÚÂ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙Â¯‡·˙Ó ‰¯ÂÒÓ‰
˙Â·˘ÈÈ˙Ó ,˙Â˙ÈÓ‡ ˙Â¯Ó‡ ,Ì„˜ ÈÓÈÓ ÌÈÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ ÌÈ˘‡ ÏÚ ˙Â¯ÙÂÒÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰
Ì‚˙Ù‰ ,˙Â‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙Â˘¯„ ‰ÊÏ ‰Ê Ì„È ÌÈ˙Â ÍÎ ,˙ÂÓÁÂ ˙ÂÂ˜˙ ˙Â˘‚ÂÓÂ ˙ÂÈ˘Â˜
47.'˙Ù˙Â˘Ó ‰¯ËÓ ‚È˘‰Ï „ÁÈ ÌÈ¯‚ÂÁ Ì‰Â È¯ÒÂÓ‰
˘Ó˘Ï ˙ÂÈÂ˘Ú ˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÛÂ‚ ÍÂ˙Ï Â‚ÙÒ˘ ˙Â‡ÓÊÂ‚Ï ‰Ó‚Â„Î
¯· ‰·¯ .(·–‡ ,‚Ú ‡¯˙· ‡··) ‰Á ¯· ¯· ‰·¯Ï ,Ï˘ÓÏ ,˙ÂÒÁÂÈÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ„·‰
¯˘‡ ÌÈÈ„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÌÈ‡„·‰ ˙ÁÙ˘Ó ·¯˜· Ô‡È˘Î ‰‡¯Î ÚÂ„È ‰È‰˘ ,‰Á ¯·
˙Á‡ Ú„¯Ùˆ ‰‡¯ ÈÎ Ï˘ÓÏ ¯ÙÈÒ ,‰ÓÊÂ‚Â ·ÊÎ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· Ì‰ÈÚÓÂ˘ ˙‡ ÂÚ˘Ú˘
.33–32 :ıÂˆ
.3 :¯˙Î :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(‡) Ô‰È˙Â„ÏÂ˙Â ˙Â„‚‡ .1974 .'È ,ÔÓÈÈÈ‰
.8 :(‡) ÔÓÈÈÈ‰
.¯È·„ :·È·‡-Ï˙ .(‰Ó„˜‰) ‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÙÒ .‚"Ï˘˙ .Á"È ,È˜ˆÈ·¯Â "Á ,˜ÈÏ‡È·
.58 :ıÂˆ
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45
46
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È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÂÓÎÂ .ÔÈ˙ ‰˙Â‡ ÚÏ· ¯˘‡ ÌÈ˙· ÌÈ˘È˘Î ÂÏ„Â‚˘ ¯ˆ·ÓÎ ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘
ÌÓ‡ Ì‡˘ ‡È‰ ÂÈÈÚÏ ‰„Â˜‰ .ÔÈ˙‰ ˙‡ ÚÏ·Â ·¯ÂÚ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï ‡· ‡È„‚-„Á
ÈËÒÈ¯ÂÓÂ‰‰ ÂÈÙÂ‡ ˙Ó‚ÓÂ ˙È¯Â„È· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ (ÂÂ˘Ï· Ë·ÊÈ'ˆ‰) È˙„‚‡‰ ·ÊÎ‰ ˙¯ËÓ
Â˙ÏÏÎ‰ ÌˆÚ ˙‡˘ È¯‰ 48,È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÌÎÁ‰ Ï˘ ÂÏÎ˘ ˙ÂÙÈ¯Á ˙‡ ËÈÏ·‰Ï ‰˙ÈÈ‰
˜È˙Ó‰ÏÂ „È‚‰Ï ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Í¯Âˆ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˜¯ ÔÈ·‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÈÂ˜‰ È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ËÒ˜Ë·
˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ıÂ¯ÙÏ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰Â ·Ï‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÎ˘ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ¯·„· ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ˙ÂÈˆ¯‰ ˙‡
ÔÎ‡Â .ÈÓÂ˜Î ÒÙ˙ ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ Â·˘ ÈÂÈÓ„‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ‰˜ÈÒ È„È ÏÚ ‰¯Ó‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰
ÌÈÈ¯ÂË¯ ÌÈÚˆÓ‡Ï ˜˜„Ê‰Ï Â˘¯„ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙ÙÂ˜˙· ÌÈ˘¯„‰˘ ÔÚÂË ÔÓÈÈÈ‰
˙Â¯Á˙‰Ï È„Î ÈÏ¯Ë‡È˙ ˜Á˘ÓÂ ÔÂ˘Ï È˜Á˘Ó ÔÈÚÓ ÂÏÏÎ˘ ‰ÊÁÓ‰Â ‰˘ÁÓ‰ Ï˘
49.‰˙ÙÓ‰ ÈËÒÈÏ‰‰-È‡ÓÂ¯‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‡Ò˜¯˜·Â ˙Â‡¯Ë‡È˙·
Â˘˘Á ‡Ï ‰Ê „ˆÈÎ :‡È‰ ÌÈ¯‡'Ê Ï˘ ‰Ê ·Â·¯Ú ÍÂ˙Ó ˙˘˜·˙Ó‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰
‰ÏÏÎ‰‰ È„È ÏÚ Ì‚ÙÈ˙ ‰Ê ÈÂ˜ ËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÓ‡‰˘ ˙Â„‚‡‰ Ï˘ Ô‰È¯·ÁÓ
?˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÛÂ‚· ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰Â ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏ‰ ,ÌÈÈÂÈÓ„ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ Ï˘ ˙Ú„ÂÓ‰
ÌÈ‡˘ÂÏ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈÈ„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÌÈ¯‡'Ê‰ ÏÈÏ·Ó ˜ÏÁ˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ :ÂÊÓ ‰¯˙ÈÂ
ÏÚ ‰„Ù˜‰‰-È‡ ˙ÊÂÚ˙ È¯‰ ,Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰
˙È‚Â‚„Ù-ÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ‰ÈÈ‡¯‰ ˙ÈÂÂÊÓ ÌÏÂ‡ .‰ÓÎ ÈÙ ‰ÓÈ‰„Ó ˙È˘¯Ù ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡
¯˘Ù‡Ï ˜¯ ‰‡· ‡Ï ˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ‰„‚‡‰˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ¯È·Ò ,‰Ù ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ Â‡ ‰·˘
˙˜˙Ó‰Â ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÍÂÙÈ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÈˆÂ·È˜‰Â È˘È‡‰ ·ÈË¯‰ Ï˘ Â·Â˙Î˘ ˙‡
‡Ï˘ ÂÈ·‰ Ì‚ ÂÈ·‰ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÈÓÎÁ˘ ‰ÓÂ„ ‡Ï‡ ,¯·Ú· Â˘Á¯˙‰˘ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡‰
‡È‰ Ì‰Ï ˙˜ÚÂÓ‰ ˙È¯ÂÙÈÒ‰Â ˙È˙ÈÓ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰
.˙È„È˙Ú‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙‡Â È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ‰ ˙‡ ˙·ˆÚÓ˘ ÂÊ
ÍÂÙÈ‰ ˙Ó‚Ó „ˆÈÎ ˙Â˘ÈÁÓÓ‰ ˙Â„‚‡ ¯ÙÒÓ ‰˙Ú ‚Èˆ‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓ ÍÎÏ È‡
Ì¯Ê‰ ÈÙÏ ÊÂÎ¯Ó ÈÁÂÓ· ‰·‰Ï ˙˙È ‰ÂÂ˜˙ Ï˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ‰¯Ó‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰
.ÈËÓÂ¯‰
,‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ‰ÒÁÈÈ˘ ˙Â·È˘Á‰ ˜ÓÂÚÏ ˙„¯Ï È„Î
ÚÂ„Ó :˙È¯ÂË¯‰ ‰Ï‡˘Ï Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˜ÙÒÓ˘ ÌÈ˜ÂÓÈ‰ ¯Á‡ ‰„ÈÙ˜· ·Â˜ÚÏ È‡„Î
?¯·„Ó· Ï‡¯˘È È· ˙ÂÚÒÓ ÍÏ‰Ó ˙‡ Ï˘ÓÏ Ë¯ÙÏ ‰¯Â˙‰ ‰Á¯Ë
˙ÂÚ¯Â‡Ó‰ ˙ÈÁ·Î ÌÈ·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÒ‰ ˙ÈÁ· ÔÈ‡˘ Â‰Ú„˙˘ ÈÂ‡¯˘ ‰ÓÓÂ
,Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ ÌÈÏÂ„‚ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ˘ ÌÈË¯Ù ˘È ÌÈ‡¯‰ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡Ó· ÈÎ ÌÈ‡¯‰
ÌÈÈÚ‰ Ì˙Â‡· ÌÈÂ·˙Ó ¯˘‡ÎÂ .Ì‰· ÍÈ¯‡‰Ï Â‡ Ì¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ È‡˘
[...] ÍÎÈÙÏÂ [...] ˙ÂÏÈÙÎÂ ˙ÂÎÈ¯‡ Â· ˘È ‰Ê‰ ¯ÂÙÒ‰ ÈÎ ÔÂ·˙Ó‰ ·Â˘ÁÈ
‰˙‡˘ ÈÙÓ ¯·„‰ ˙·ÈÒÂ [...] ¯ÂÙÒ‰ Â˙Â‡ ¯‡˙Ï Á¯Î‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ·Â˘Á˙
˙¯ÎÊ‰ ‰ÊÓ .¯ÎÊ˘ ÈÙÎ ¯ÎÊ˘ ‰Ó ˙¯ÎÊ‰Ï ÂÓ¯‚˘ ÌÈË¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ˙È‡¯ ‡Ï
˘˘Á ˙ÓÁÓÂ ÏÏÎ ˙ÏÚÂ˙ Â· ÔÈ‡˘ ‰Ó ˙¯ÎÊ‰ ‡Â‰˘ ¯·„‰ Ë˘Ù ,˙ÂÚÒÓ‰
,‚Ï ¯·„Ó·] ''‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ Ì‰ÈÚÒÓÏ Ì‰È‡ˆÂÓ ˙‡ ‰˘Ó ·Â˙ÎÈÂ' ¯Ó‡ [...] ‰Ê
.204 :˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .È¯·Ú‰ ÌÚ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ .1999 .'Ú ,ÛÈÒÈ 48
.9 :˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(·) „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙ÙÂ˜˙· ¯Â·Èˆ· ˙Â˘¯„ .1982 .'È ,ÔÓÈÈÈ‰ 49
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‡Ï‡ ‰¯Â¯· Ì˙˙ÈÓ‡ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈÒ‰ ÏÎ˘ „‡Ó ‰ÏÂ„‚ ÍÎÏ Í¯Âˆ‰ ˙„Â˜Â .[·
Ì˘ÈÁÎ‰Ï ‰È‰È ¯˘Ù‡Â ¯ÂÙÒ ÌÂ¯ÎÊ ‰È‰È „È˙ÚÏ Ï·‡ Ì˙Â‡ ‰‡¯˘ ÈÓ Ïˆ‡
.[' ˜¯Ù È˘ÈÏ˘ ˜ÏÁ ,ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ] ÚÓÂ˘‰ Ïˆ‡
‰˘˜ ÌÈ˙Ú‰ ÛÂÏÁ ÌÚ˘ „ÂÚ· ÈÎ ‡Â‰ ‰ÏÂÏˆÂ ‰¯Â¯· ‰¯Âˆ· ¯ÓÂ‡ Ì"·Ó¯‰˘ ‰Ó
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÎ È„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ‡ÏÏ È¯‰ ,ÌÈÒ· ¯·Â„Ó˘Î ¯˜ÈÚ· ,˙Â„·ÂÚ ˘˘‡Ï
Ú„‚ÈÈ ÍÎ·Â ,‚‚ÂÙ˙˙ ,ı¯‡Ï ‰ÒÈÎ‰ ‡È‰ Ì˙¯ËÓ˘ ,¯·„Ó· ÌÈ„Â„‰Â ‰ÈÈÚ˙‰
˙‡ .Ï‡¯˘È· È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÈ˜‰ ˙˙˘ÂÓ ÂÈÏÚ˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ ˘¯Â˘ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ·ÈË¯‰
˘˘‡ÏÂ ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï È˘Â˜‰ Ï˘ ÂÈËÚ· ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ÒÁÈÈÓ Ì"·Ó¯‰˘ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ˙Â·È˘Á‰
‰„‚‡ È¯˜ÂÁ Ï˘ Ì‰È‡ˆÓÓ· ˙Â‰ÊÏ Ô˙È ,·¯ ÔÓÊ ÛÏÁ˘ ¯Á‡Ï ¯˜ÈÚ· ˙Â„·ÂÚ
˙Â„¯˘È‰Ï ‰˙ÓÂ¯˙ ˙‡ÙÓ ‰„‚‡‰ ˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ ÂÒÏÈ˜ ˙‡Ê Û¯Á ¯˘‡ ÌÈÈÂˆÓ
·È·Ò ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰˘ ˙Â„‚‡‰ ÏÚ ¯È‡Ó ‰¯ÙÚ Ï˘ ‰¯˜ÁÓ ˙‡ Ï˘ÓÏ ÂÏË .˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰
,‰¯Â·Ò ¯È‡Ó˘ „ÂÚ· .ÒÂÈÂË‡Ï È·¯ ÔÈ· ‰¯¯˘˘ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ˙Â„È„È‰ ÈÒÁÈ
Ô‰ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈÒÁÈ ÏÚ ˙ÂÚÂ„È‰ ˙Â„‚‡‰ ·Â¯˘ ,ÌÈÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ·¯˜· Ï·Â˜Ó˘ ÈÙÎ
˙Â„·ÂÚ· ,„ÂÓÏ˙· ˙Â„‚‡‰ ¯‡˘ ÂÓÎ ,˙Â‚ÂÚÓ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â„‚‡‰ ‰˙Ú„Ï ,˙ÂÊ¯ÙÂÓ
.˙Â˜ˆÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‡¯ Ô‰Ï ˘È˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰
Â‡ ‰È‰ Ì‡· ˙Â˜ÂÏÁ ˙ÂÚ„‰˘ ,ÒÂÈÂË‡Â È·¯ ÈÒÁÈ ÏÚ ˙Â„‚‡‰ 31 ÔÈ·Ó
Â˙È·· ¯˘‡ È·¯Ï ·¯ „Â·Î ˘Á¯ ÒÂÈÂË‡˘ ¯Â¯È·· ‰ÏÂÚ ,ÈÓÂ¯ ¯ÒÈ˜ ‰È‰ ‡Ï
È·¯ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘¯Ó‰ ÂÁÂÎÏ ‰Ó‚Â„Î .ÂÓÂÈ· ÌÂÈ È„Ó ,˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÚ„ ÈÙÏ ,¯˜·Ï ‚‰
ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙· ÔË˜‰ ÂÏÈÙ‡˘ È·¯Ó ÚÓ˘ ÒÂÈÂË‡˘ ¯Á‡Ï ÈÎ ˙Â„‚‡‰ ˙Á‡ ˙¯ÙÒÓ
Â„·Ú ˙‡ ‡È¯·‰Ï ÁÈÏˆ‰˘ ‡˙ÙÏÁ Ô· ÔÂÚÓ˘ '¯ ˙‡ È·¯ ÁÏ˘ ,ÌÈ˙Ó ‰ÈÁÓ
ÒÂÈÂË‡ Ì‡ ·Â˘Á ‰Ê ÔÈ‡ ,ÂÏ‡ ˙Â„‚‡· ÂÈÈÚ ˙ÈÁ·Ó .ÒÂÈÂË‡ Ï˘ ÒÒÂ‚‰
˙Â‡¯‰ ˙„Â˜Ó Í‡ .ÌÈ¯ÊÂÎ‰ ÍÏÓ ÏÚ ¯ÙÂÒÓ˘ ÂÓÎ ,¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ¯ÈÈ‚˙‰ ÔÎ‡
ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Â˙Ú„Â˙·˘ ¯Á‡Ó ÈÎ ÔÈÈˆÏ ·Â˘Á ‰Ù ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ Â‡ ‰·˘
È„Â‰È‰ ÌÎÁ‰Â ¯ÒÈ˜‰ ÈÒÁÈ Ï˘ È˙ÈÓ ÍÂÙÈ‰ ,ÈÓÂ¯ È¯ÒÈ˜ È„È ÏÚ Â‡ÎÂ„Â ÂÏÙ˘Â‰
Ô˙È Ô‡ÎÓ .„Â·ÚÈ˘ È‡˙· ‡˜ÂÂ„ È„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÈÁÂ¯‰ ÁÂÎ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈËÓÂ¯Ï ˙Ó¯Â˙
‰„‚‡ Ï˘ ‰ÊÎ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÊÂÎ¯Ó ‡Ï‡ ˙Â˘·È‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ‡Ï˘ ÁÈ‰Ï
ÌÈˆÚÓÂ ¯È·‚Ó ¯˘‡ ‰Ê ‡Â‰ ,‰¯ˆ ˙Â˙Ú· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú ˙‡ ‰¯È„‡Ó‰Â ˙ÒÏ˜Ó‰
50.‰˙Â„¯˘È‰ ÁÂÎ ˙‡
‰ÈˆÊÈËÓÂ¯ ÍÂ˙Ó ÚÙÚÙÓ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÏ ÈÓÂ¯ ÔÈ· ‰Ê ÍÙ‰Ó ÒÁÈ˘ È˙¯Ó‡
˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ ˙„Ó‚Ó „ÁÓ ¯˘‡ ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÈÁÂ¯‰ ÁÂÎ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ
˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙È˙ÙÓ‡‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ· ˙˘¯˘ÂÓ ‡È‰ Í„È‡ÓÂ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ· ˜ÂÈ„‰
˙Â·È˘Á ÔÈ‡ Ì‡ :˙ÈÓÈÙ ‰¯È˙Ò Ô‡Î ˘ÈÂ ,ÌÂ„˜ ¯Â„ È· ÈÏÚ ÍÂ˙Ï ÏÁ˙˘‰Ï
˙ÓˆÚ‰Ï ‰·Â˘Á ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ‰ÈˆÊÈ˙ÈÓ‰ ˜¯ ÈÎ ,˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ
?ÌÈÓ„Â˜‰ ˙Â¯Â„‰ ˙‡ Ì¯Â˘‡Ï ÔÈ·‰Ï È„Î ‰È˙ÙÓ‡· ˘È Í¯Âˆ ‰Ó ,˙Â„¯˘È‰‰
ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡· ‰ÊÈÁ‡ ÌÂ˘ Ô‰Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ˙Â„‚‡ ÈÎ ‡¯Â˜Ï ¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ÈÂˆ¯· Ô‡Î
¯È„‚‰Ï È˙„Ù˜‰ ÔÎ ÏÚ ¯˘‡ .˙Â„¯˘È‰Ï Ì¯Â˙‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÁÂÎ Ô‰· ÔÈ‡ ,Ì‰˘ ÏÎ
.25–8 :(7) ÌÈÈÁÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,'Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â„‚‡ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰' .„"˘˙ .'Ú ,¯È‡Ó 50
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ÌÈÙÏ˘ Â˙ÂÎ˙Ó ÈÙ ÏÚ˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÍÈÏ‰˙Î Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÈÁÂÓ· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡
ÁÂÙÈË ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÊÎ¯ÓÓÂ (¯·„Ó· Ï‡¯˘È È· ˙ÂÚÒÓ) ÌÈÈÏÂ˘ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡
˙ÏÂÎÈ‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ È˙‡· ˙‡Ê· .˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ÁÂÎ ˙ÓˆÚ‰ ÈÎ¯ˆÏ ˙Â„‚‡
ÈÎÂ ,˙ÏÂÊÏ Â‡ ¯·ÚÏ ‰ÂÂ‰‰ ÔÈ· ˙¯˘˜Ó ÔÎ‡ ‡È‰ ¯˘‡· ˙ÈÂÈÁ ‰‰ ˙È˙ÙÓ‡‰
ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡· ‰˙Ú ˙‚ÂÚÓ˘ ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ˙‡ ‰ÓÈˆÚÓ ‡È‰ ÍÎ·
‡Â‰ ¯˘‡ È˙ÙÓ‡ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÍÂ¯Î Ì˘Â˘È‡˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ Û¯Á ˙‡Ê ,ÏÈÏÚ· Â˘Á¯˙‰˘
Â‰ÈÚ˘È ÂÏ ÂÒÁÈÈ˘ ˙È˘‚¯‰ ˙Â·‰Ï˙‰‰Â ˙Âˆ¯Ù˙‰‰ ÈÁÂÓ· ÈËÓÂ¯Â È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ
51.ÌÈ¯Á‡Â ÔÈÏ¯·
˙Â¯¯ÂÙ˙‰Â Ô·¯ÂÁ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ‚¯Ë ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ ÌÈÎÙ‰Ó‰ ÌÈÈÒÏ˜ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„
ÂÁÙÂË˘ ˙Â„‚‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÏ„Ï Ô˙È ˙˘„ÂÁÓ ‰ÓÂ˜˙ Ï˘ ˜ÂÈÊ ˙„Â˜Ï ˙È˙¯·Á
:ÈÎ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â„‚‡‰ ˙‡ ‰¯˜Á˘ Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ ˙ÈÏ‚ .‰·¯ ‰ÎÈ‡·
¯˙ÂÈ· ‰ÏÂ„‚‰ ˙È˙‚ÂÒ‰ ˙Â„Á‡‰ ÏÚ· [...] ˜ÙÒ ‡ÏÏ Â‰ ‰Ê ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ ı·Â˜
ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ „ÂÁÈÈ·Â ,ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ [...] Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˙·ÏÂ˘Ó‰ [...] ‰·¯ ‰ÎÈ‡·
‰„˘·Â ·¯˜‰ ‰„˘· ÌÈ„ÈÒÙÓ‰ ‰· ‰¯ÈÊ‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ Ì‰ ,‰Ù ÏÚ·˘
Ò˜Â„¯Ù ˙‡ ÌÈ¯„˘Ó ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ :Ì˙ÂÂÈÏÚ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÈ„Ó‰
˜·‡Ó‰ [...] ÈÈ„Ó‰Â ÈÊÈÙ‰ Ô·¯ÂÁ‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ Ï˘ ‰·Ï-·ÏÓ ,¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÔÂÁˆÈ‰
52.˙ÈÈ„Ó ‰ËÈÏ˘Ï ÏÓÒÎ ‡ÏÂ [...] ‰ÓÎÁ‰ ¯˙Î ÏÚ ÔÎ Ì‡ ‡Â‰
ÈÚÂ¯È‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ÂˆˆÂ ÂÁÙÂË˘ ˙Â„‚‡‰ ÏÎ ‡Ï˘ Ô‡Î ÔÈÈˆÏ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓ ,˜ÂÈ„‰ ÔÚÓÏ
Ì‚ ÍÎ ,ÂÈÓÈ· ‰‡Â˘‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÂÓÎ .'·ÂË ÌÂÈÏ ‰Ê Ï·‡' ÍÂÙ‰Ï ÂË Ô·¯ÂÁ‰
È˘Â‡‰ ÔÂÈ‚È‰‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ˙ˆ¯ÂÙ˘ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ˙Â˘ÈÎ Ô„·‡‰Â ˙Â·¯˜‰ ˙Áˆ‰
‡È‰ Ì‚ ‰˙¯È˘ ÂÊÎ ˙È„‚‡ ‰Ó‚Ó ÈÎ ¯Ú˘Ï ˘È .Ô·¯ÂÁ‰ ˙Â„‚‡Ó ˜ÏÁ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÏÎ' Ï˘ ·ˆÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÓÂ˜˙ ‡È‰ ‰˙Ó‚Ó ¯˘‡ ˙Ó˜˘ÓÂ ˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ ‰¯ËÓ
ÁÂÎÏ ˙ÎÙ‰˙Ó ˙È˙‡ÂÂ˘‰‰ Ô·¯ÂÁ‰ ˙„‚‡ ÈÏÒ˜Â„¯Ù ÔÙÂ‡·˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ Í‡ .'Â„‚
˙‡ ˙Â·Ï ˘È Ô·¯ÂÁ‰ ÔÈ‚· ‡˜ÂÂ„' Ï˘ ,'ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡Â' Ï˘ ÔÂ‚Ò· ˙Â„¯˘È‰
.˙ÂÎÙ‰Ó ˙Â„‚‡ È˙˘ ‚ÈˆÂ ‰·‰ ,'‰¯È¯· ¯ÒÂÁÓ "ıÈÂÂ˘Â‡ ¯Á‡Ï˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È"
„ÂÒÈ Â·ÂÁ· ÔÙÂˆ ÈÓÏ˘Â¯È‰ „ÂÓÏ˙·Â ‰·¯ ‰ÎÈ‡ ˘¯„Ó· ÚÈÙÂÓ‰ 53¯ÂÙÈÒ
,Ï˜¯Ù ‰ÂÈ ÈÊ‡ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ‰È˙ÙÓ‡‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ· ˙˘¯˘ÂÓ ˙ÊÎ¯ÓÓ‰ ‰ÈˆÊÈËÓÂ¯‰ Ì‡ ÍÎ 51
¯˜ÂÁÓ ˘¯Â„ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î Ô˜ÈËÓÂ¯ ‡Â‰ ,ÈÎÂÈÁ-ÈË˜„È„ „È˜Ù˙ ‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ „ÚÈÈÓ‰
Ô˙È ˙Â˘¯Ù Ï˘ ‰ÈÈÙÂ‡˘ ÔÚÂË „È·˘ Ì‡Â .'¯ÙÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÁÂ¯‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ' ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰„‚‡‰
‡Â‰ Ì‚ ÈÊ‡ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ‰Ó„˜˘ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ 'È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯‰ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ‰' ÍÂ˙Ó ˜¯ ‰·‰Ï
˙‡ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙‰ È¯‰˘ ,˙È˙ÙÓ‡ ‰Èˆ˜ÏÙ¯Ï ÂÊ ‰˘È¯„· Ô˜ÈËÓÂ¯
˙ÏÂÎÈ ‰˙Â‡Ó ÌÈˆÂ¯˜ ¯ÙÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÁÂ¯‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙·‰ ˙‡Â È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯‰ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ‰ ˙¯ÈˆÈ
.˙ÈËÓÂ¯‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰È˙Â·‡Ó ÂÈ‰˘ ,ÈÈ˙ÏÈ„Â ¯„¯‰ Ï˘ 'ÌÚ‰ ÁÂ¯' ÈÂ‰ÈÊÏ ‰ˆÂÁ‰ ˙È˙ÙÓ‡
:„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰¯ÂˆÂ ÔÎÂ˙ Ï˘ ˙Â„Á‡ – ‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ .2001 .'È ,Ï˜¯Ù Â‡¯
.43–41 :'‡ ,„È·˘Â ;273
:„·ÂÚ ÌÚ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˙ÈÓÓÚ‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ :ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙Ó˜¯ .1996 .'‚ ,Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ 52
.62
.164 :Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ Â‡¯ 53
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ÔÏ‰Ï .ÏÂÏˆÂ ¯Â¯· ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Â¯Â˘‰ Ï˘ ÔÈËÈ˘‰ ÔÈ·Ó Û˜˙˘Ó‰ ˜‰·ÂÓ ÍÙ‰Ó
:Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ Ï˘ ‰¯ÙÒ· ˙ËËÂˆÓ ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ‰„‚‡‰Ó ÌÈÚË˜
,„Á‡ È·¯Ú Â„ÈÏ ¯·Ú .Â˙¯Ù ‰˙Ú‚ .˘¯ÂÁ ‰È‰˘ „Á‡ ˘È‡· ‰È‰ ‰˘ÚÓ
˙‡ ¯˙‰Â Í¯Â˘ ˙‡ ¯˙‰ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .È‡ È„Â‰È :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ ?‰˙‡ ‰Ó :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡
ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ Ì˘„˜Ó ˙È· ÈÎ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ ?‰ÓÏ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .[Í˙˘¯ÁÓ] Í„Ù
˜ÒÚ˙Ó ‰È‰˘ „Ú .Í¯Â˘ ˙ÈÈÚ‚Ó È˙Ú„È :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ ?˙Ú„È ÔÈÓ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .·¯Á
„ÏÂ˘ ,Í„Ù ˙‡ ¯ÂÒ‡ ,Í¯Â˘ ˙‡ ¯ÂÒ‡ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .˙ÙÒÂ ÌÚÙ ‰˙Ú‚ ,Â˙‡
‰Ó ,ÂÈ·‡Â .ÂÓ˘ ÌÁÓ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ ?ÂÓ˘ ‰ÓÂ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ÌÏ‡Â‚
‰·¯Ú‰ ˙¯È·· :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ ?ÌÈ¯‚ Ì‰ ÔÎÈ‰Â :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .‰È˜ÊÁ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ ?ÂÓ˘
‰È‰Â Â„Ù ˙‡ ¯ÎÓ ,Â¯Â˘ ˙‡ ¯ÎÓÂ ˘È‡‰ Â˙Â‡ ÍÏ‰ .‰„Â‰È ÌÁÏ ˙È··˘
,¯ÈÚÓ ‡ˆÈÂ ¯ÈÚÏ ÒÎ ,‰¯ÈÈÚÓ ‡ˆÈÂ ‰¯ÈÈÚÏ ÒÎ .˙Â˜ÂÈ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈ„· ¯ÁÂÒ
Ï˘ ÂÓ‡ ,‰˘È‡ ‰˙Â‡Â ,ÂÓÓ ˙Â˜Ï ÌÈÈ¯ÙÎ‰ ÏÎ Â‡· .Ì˘Ï ÚÈ‚‰˘ „Ú
?˙Â˜ÂÈ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈ„· ‰Â˜ ÍÈ‡ ‰ÓÏ :‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .ÂÓÓ ‰˙˜ ‡Ï ,˜ÂÈ˙ Â˙Â‡
:ÂÏ ‰¯Ó‡ ?‰ÓÏ :‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .È˜ÂÈ˙Ï ÌÈÈ˘˜Ó ˙˘˘ÂÁ È‡˘ ÈÙÓ :ÂÏ ‰¯Ó‡
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÂ„‡· Â‡ ÌÈÁËÂ· :‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .˘„˜Ó‰ ˙È· ·¯Á [Â˙„ÏÂ‰] Ï‚¯Ï˘
,È·¯Ú ÔÓ „ÂÓÏÏ ÈÏ ‰ÓÏ :ÔÈ·‡ È·¯ ¯Ó‡ [...] ‰·ÈÈ ÂÏ‚¯ÏÂ ·¯Á ÂÏ‚¯Ï˘
·Â˙ÎÂ [„Ï ,È Â‰ÈÚ˘È] 'ÏÂÙÈ ¯È„‡· ÔÂ·Ï‰Â' :·Â˙Î˘ ‡Â‰ ‡ÏÓ ‡¯˜Ó ‡ÏÂ
.'‰¯ÙÈ ÂÈ˘¯˘Ó ¯ˆÂ È˘È ÚÊ‚Ó ¯ËÁ ‡ˆÈ' ÂÈ¯Á‡
ÍÂÙÈ‰‰ ˙ÙÈ‡˘˘ Ô·ÂÓÎ ˘È‚„‰Ï ˘˜·Ó È‡ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó È˙¯Á·˘ ÌÈÚË˜·
ÈÂˆÓ˘ ·ÈËÂÓ ‰‰ Ï‡Â‚‰ ˙„ÈÏ· ˙ÓÏÂ‚Ó‰ ˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó ‰ÂÂ˜˙Ï Ô·¯ÂÁ‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ Ï˘
ÂÂÈÒÈ ˙‡ Ì‚ ÔÈ·‰Ï Ô˙È Ô‡ÎÓÂ 54.Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ ˜„ˆ· ˙ÚÂË˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â˙„·
˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÂ˜˙‰ ˙¯Â˘· ˙Ú˜Ù‰· Ï‡Â‚‰ ˙„ÈÏ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ '¯ÈÈ‚Ï' ÔÈ·‡ È·¯ Ï˘
.'È˘È ÚÊ‚Ó ¯ËÁ ‡ˆÈÂ' Ï˘ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó· Â˙Â‡ Ô‚ÚÏ È„Î È·¯Ú‰Ó
‰ÁÈÙÓ‰Â ‰˜ÈÙÓ‰ ˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó ‰ÂÂ˜˙ ¯Â˜ÓÏ Ô·¯ÂÁ ˙ÂÎÙ‰Ó‰ ˙ÂÈÒÏ˜‰ ˙Â„‚‡‰
Ë‰Ï' Ï˘ Ï¯Â‚· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ‰·ÊÎ‡‰ ˙ÙÈ˘Á· ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÚÂ„ÈÎ ˙Â˜ÂÏ ˙Â„¯˘È‰ ÁÂÎ
¯˘‡ ,(·ÊÈÎ˘ ‡·ÎÂÎ ¯·) ‡·ÊÂÎ ¯· Ï˘ ‰·ÊÎ‡‰ .ÌÈÈÓÚÙ '˙ÎÙ‰˙Ó‰ ·¯Á‰
,˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó ‰·ÊÎ‡Ï ÏÓÒÎ È¯‰ ‰Ú„Â ,Ï‡¯˘È Ï˘ ÌÁÈ˘Ó ˙‡ Â· ‰‡¯ ‡·È˜Ú '¯
‰¯‰ˆ‰· ‡·È˜Ú '¯Ï ‰Ù ¯˘‡ ‡˙¯Â˙ Ô· ÔÁÂÈ '¯Ï ÒÁÂÈÓ˘ ÁÂÒÈ‰ ÈÙÏ ˙‡Ê
.'‡· ÂÈ‡ [ÁÈ˘Ó‰] „Â„ Ô· ÔÈÈ„ÚÂ ÍÈÈÁÏ· ÌÈ·˘Ú ÂÏÚÈ' :˙ÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰
Â˙‡ˆÂ‰ Â‡ Â˙‡ÈˆÈ· ‰¯Â˘˜ ÍÙ‰Ó ·ÈËÂÓ· ‰ÂÙÒ‰ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÈÒÏ˜‰ ‰„‚‡‰
ÏÈË‰˘ ¯ÂˆÓ‰ ˙Ú˘· ÌÈ˙Ó ÔÂ¯‡· ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÓ È‡ÎÊ Ô· ÔÁÂÈ '¯ Ï˘ ‰‡ÏÙÂÓ‰
„ÂÓÏ˙· ‰ÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ‰ÚÂ„È‰ ‰„‚‡‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈÚË˜ ÔÏ‰Ï .¯ÈÚ‰ ÏÚ ÒÂÂÈÒÙÒ‡
ËËÂˆÓ ‡Â‰ Ì‚ ¯˘‡ ,('‡ ‰˘¯Ù) ‰·¯ ‰ÎÈ‡· ÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ÁÒÂ‰ Û‡Â ÌÈ˘¯„Ó·Â
:Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ Ï˘ ‰¯ÙÒ·
‡Â‰˘ ˙Â¯ˆÂ‡‰ ˙‡ Û¯˘ ¯˘‡ Â˙ÂÁ‡ Ô·] ÁÈË· Ô·Ï ÔÁÂÈ '¯ ÂÏ ÁÏ˘
.168 :Ì˘ 54
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ÍÎ ‰˘Ú˙ È˙ÓÈ‡ „Ú :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .ÂÈÏ‡ ‰Úˆ· Â‡È·‰Ï [Ì‰ÈÏÚ ‰ÂÓÓ ‰È‰
,¯·„ Ì‰Ï ¯ÓÂ‡ Ì‡˘ ?‰˘Ú‡ ‰ÓÂ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ ?·Ú¯· ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ‚Â¯‰˙˘
:ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .˙ÎÏÏ ÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ .È‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï ‰˜˙ ÈÏ ‰‡¯‰ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .È˙Â‡ Â‚¯‰È
:ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .[ÌÈ˙Ó Ï˘ ÔÂ¯‡·] ˙Ó ÈÂÓ„· ‡Ï‡ Ô‡ÎÓ Í˙Â‡ ‡ÈˆÂÓ È‡ ÔÈ‡
[...] ÔÂ¯‡· ÂÓˆÚ Ô˙Â ˙Ó ÂÓˆÚ ‰˘Ú !Ô‡ÎÓ È˙Â‡ ‡ÈˆÂÓ ‰˙‡ ˙Ó ÈÂÓ„·Â
ÌÈ¯ÚÓ ‡Ó˘ ÌÈÁÓ¯· Â¯˜Â„Ï Âˆ¯ ÌÈÂÈ¯· Ì˙Â‡ ,¯ÈÚ‰ È¯Ú˘Ï ÂÚÈ‚‰˘ ÔÂÈÎ
,ÌÈ·ÈÂ‡‰ Â„È‚È˘ ÌÈˆÂ¯ Ì˙‡ ‰Ó :Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .[ÁÈË· Ô·] ÂÁÈ‰ ‡ÏÂ ,‡Â‰
˙È·· Â˙Â‡ ÂÓ˘ Â‰Â‡ÈˆÂ‰˘ ÔÂÈÎ .ÂÒÁ ‡Ï ,Ì·¯ ,Ì‰·˘ ÏÂ„‚‰ ÏÚ ÂÏÈÙ‡
È‡ÎÊ Ï· ÔÁÂÈ Ô·¯ ÍÏ‰ Â¯ÊÁ˘ ÔÂÈÎ .¯ÈÚÏ Â¯ÊÁÂ „Á‡ [˙Â¯·˜ ˙È·] ÌÏÂÚ
?‰ÓÏ :ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .ÍÏÓ‰ ÔÎÈ‰ :Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ .ÒÂÈÈÒÙÒ‡ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÏÈÁ· ÏÈÈËÏ
.ÂÓÂÏ˘· Ï‡Â˘ È‡˘ :Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ ?‰ÓÏ :ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .ÍÏÓ‰ ÔÎÈ‰ :Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡
.[ÍÏÓ‰ Ï˘] ÂÓÂÏ˘· ÏÂ‡˘Ï ‰ˆÂ¯‰ „Á‡ È„Â‰È Ô‡Î ˘È :ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡Â ÂÎÏ‰
ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .'ÍÏÓ‰ ÈÂ„‡ ÈÁÈ' ÂÒÏ˜Ï ÏÈÁ˙‰Â ÂÈÏ‡ ‡· .Â‰Â‡È·‰ :Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡
È‡ ÔÈ‡Â ,È· ˙Ï‡˘ ÍÏÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÏ˘·˘ ?‰ÓÏ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .È˙ÏË˜ :[ÍÏÓ‰]
ÍÙÂÒ ÍÏÓ ÍÈ‡ Ì‡ :ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ .ÈÏË˜Ï ÁÏ˘È ‡Â‰ ,ÍÏÓ‰ ÚÓ˘È ¯˘‡ÎÂ ,ÍÏÓ
‰Ú·˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ Â‰ÂÒÈÎ‰ ?È‡ÎÊ Ô· ÔÁÂÈ Ô·¯Ï ÂÏ Â˘Ú ‰Ó .ÍÏÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
ÌÂÈ· ‰Ú˘‰ ‰Ó Â˙Â‡ ÌÈÏ‡Â˘ ÂÈ‰Â .‰ÏÈÏ·Â ÌÂÈ· ˙Â¯ ÂÈÏÚ Â˜ÈÏ„‰Â ÌÈ˙·
ÔÁÂÈ Ô·¯ Ú„È ÔÈÈÓÂ .Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ ‡Â‰Â ‰ÏÈÏ· ˙ÂÚ˘ ‰ÓÎ :Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ ‡Â‰Â
ÒÂÈÈÒÙÒ‡ ÍÏ‰ ÌÈÓÈ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ È¯Á‡ .[„ÂÓÈÏ‰] Ë˘Ù‰ ‰˘ÚÓÓ ?È‡ÎÊ Ô·
,ÂÈÏÚÓ ˙Á‡ ˘·Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÂ ,Â„‚· ˘·ÏÂ ‡ˆÈ ,ıÁ¯˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ .‡ÙÂ‚· ıÂÁ¯Ï
55.ÈÓÂ¯ È· Â‰ÂÎÈÏÓ‰Â ¯ÒÈ˜‰ ˙Ó˘ ÈÓÂ¯Ó ÌÈ·˙ÎÓ ÂÈÏ‡ ÂÚÈ‚‰
˙Ó˜‰· ÁÂ¯‰ ÔÂÁˆÈ ˙‡ ÏÓÒÏ È„Î ˘È ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÓ ÔÁÂÈ '¯ Ï˘ Â˙‡ÈˆÈ ˙„‚‡· Ì‚
,ÔÈ‚Ù‰˘ È‡Â·‰ ÁÂÎ· Ì‚Â ,ÁÂ¯·Â ‰ÓÎÁ· ˙Â˘„Á˙‰ Ï˘ È¯ÂÙËÓ ¯Â˜ÓÎ ‰·È
˙‡ ÌÈÎÙ‰Ó‰ ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ ˘È ,Ê"·È¯ ‡·È˘ ÈÙÎ ÈÓÂ¯ ¯ÒÈ˜Ï ÍÙ‰ ÒÂÈÈÒÙÒ‡ ¯˘‡Î
:Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ ‰¯ÈÚÓ˘ ÈÙÎ .˙Ó˜˘Ó ˜ÂÈÊ ˙„Â˜Ï Ô·¯ÂÁ‰
-˙È˙ÏÈ‰˜ ˙Â˘È Ï˘ ‰˙Ó˜‰ ÏÚ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ì‚ [...] ‡Â‰ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ÏÚ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
ÔÂ¯‡· [È‡ÎÊ Ô· ÔÁÂÈ È·¯] Ê"·È¯ Ï˘ Â˙‡ÈˆÈ ¯Â‡È˙ [...] ‰˘„Á ˙È˙Â·¯˙
[...] ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÈÁÏ ÌÈÈÁÓ ¯·ÚÓ Ï˘ [...] ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ‰˜Ó ÌÈ˙Ó
˙È¯˘Ù‡ ,Ô·¯ÂÁ Ï˘ ÂÓÂˆÈÚ· ˙Ú¯Ê‰ ‰˘„Á ‰ÏÁ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÈËÙÂ‡‰ ‰ÓÈ·
56.‰ÈÙÂËÂ‡ Ï˘ ·ÂË¯Â˜ Ì‚ ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰ ‰Ù˜˘‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˜¯
ÔÂÁˆÈ ÏÚ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ‰ Ô·¯ÂÁ‰ ˙Â„‚‡· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ÌÈÙÒÂ ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ· ‰„ Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ
Â˙ÈÈÎÊ ÏÚ Ï˘ÓÏ ¯ÙÂÒÓ ˙Á‡ ‰„‚‡· .Ê"·È¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÏÈÚÙ· ÌÈÏÓÂÒÓ ¯˘‡Â ÁÂ¯‰
Ô˙È 57.Ì‰ÈÈ· ‰È‰˘ ˙ÂÓÈÚ· È·¯Ú ¯˘ ÁˆÈ˘ ¯Á‡Ï ,˙Â˙Ó ˘ÂÏ˘· Ê"·È¯ Ï˘
.186–185 :Ì˘ 55
.193–192 :Ì˘ 56
.196 :Ì˘ 57
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Â˙ÂÓ ˙˘¯Ù· Ê"·È¯ Ï˘ Â˜ÏÁ ˙‡ Ì‚ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÁˆÈ ˙¯˘¯˘Ï ¯Â˘˜Ï Ô·ÂÓÎ ‰È‰
ÏÚ ¯È·Î‰Ï Í¯Âˆ ÔÈ‡˘ ‰ÓÂ„ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÂÁÂÓÏ ¯„Á˘ ˘Â˙È Ï˘ ÂÈËÚ· ÒÂËÈË Ï˘
ÏÎÏ ˜ÚÂÊ ˙ÈÁÂ¯ ‰ÈÈÁ˙Ï ÈÂÎÈ„Â Ô·¯ÂÁ ÍÙ‰Ó‰ ·ÈËÂÓ‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ÌÈË¯Ù· ‡¯Â˜‰
‰Ê ÔÈ‡Â ,Ô·¯ÂÁ‰ ¯Ù‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â˘„Á ˙ÂÂ˜˙ ÁÈÙ‰Ï ‡È‰ ‰„‚‡‰ ˙Ó‚Ó – ¯·Ú
.˙¯Á‡ Â‡ ˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó ‡È‰ ‰‚ÂÒ‰ Ì‡· ‰˘Ó
˙‡È¯˜Ï ÒÈÒ· Â˙Ú„Ï ‰ÂÂ‰Ó‰ ,˙ÂÈ˙Â‡ ÍÂÙÈ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÈÎ ÌÎÒÏ Ô˙È ‰˘ÚÓÏ
ÌÈ·Ï˙˘Ó‰ ÌÈ„‚ÂÓ ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ È˘ ‰·¯ ‰ÎÈ‡ Ï˘ ˙Â„‚‡· ˙Â‰ÊÏ Ô˙È ,˙ÎÙ‰Ó Ï¯Â‚
'?‰k∆È‡'‰ ˙Ï‡˘Ï '‰ÎÈ≈‡' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ÍÙ‰Ó‰ ,È˙‡Â˘ „Á‡‰ .‰Ê· ‰Ê ˙ÈÏÒ˜Â„¯Ù
‰ÏÂÂÚ‰Â Ï·Ò‰ ÏÚ ˙Â˜Ó ,Ô·¯ÂÁ· ˙ÂÒÒÂ·˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Ï‡Ï ˙ÈÙÂÓ‰ ,ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ –
58.Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ ˙ÚÂË˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÏÂÚ·
ÍÓÒ ÏÚ ,'‰¯·ÂÁ'Ï '‰·¯ÂÁ' ˙ÂÈ˙Â‡‰ ÍÂÙÈ‰· È˙Ú„Ï ÔÂÙˆ È˘‰ ·ÈËÂÓ‰
¯˘‡Î ,(‚–· ,Î˜ ÌÈÏ‰˙) 'ÂÈ„ÁÈ ‰Ï ‰¯·ÂÁ˘ ¯ÈÚÎ ‰ÈÂ·‰ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È' ˜ÂÒÙ‰
¯˙ÈÏÂ .Ô·¯ÂÁ‰ ¯Ù‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰È·‰Â ‰ÎÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙„‚‡ ‰Ó‚Ó Û˜˘Ó ‰Ê ·ÈËÂÓ
¯·ÁÏ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ‡È‰ ,¯ÒÁ ÌÏÂÁ· ÌÈÏÈ‰˙· ˙˙ÈÂ‡Ó '‰¯·Á' ‰ÏÓ‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,˜ÂÈ„
‰˜¯Ù˙‰˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È Ï˘ ‰˜È‡ÊÂÓ‰ È˜ÏÁ ˙‡ ,‰ÂÂ˜˙‰ ˙Â„‚‡ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ,˘„ÁÓ
'¯‰ˆ'Ï '‰¯ˆ' ‰ÏÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÎÙÂ‰‰ ‰ÂÂ˜˙ Á˙ÙÎ ‰„‚‡‰ ˙˘Ó˘Ó ÍÎ .'‰·¯Á'Â
‰ÎÙ‰ ÍÎÂ .Ô·¯ÂÁ‰ 'ÏÂ·Ó' ¯Á‡Ï ¯˙ÂÈ ·ÂË „È˙ÚÏ ¯Â‡‰ Ô¯˜ ‰Ï ˙Ú˜Â· ‰ÎÂ˙Ó˘
ÔÂ¯‡' ÍÂÙ‰Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ ˙ÏÓÒÓ‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰¯ÂÙËÓÏ Ê"·È¯ Ï˘ ‰·È ˙ÈÈ· ˙„‚‡
˙ÈÈÁ˙ ˙‡ ÔÈÊÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ 'ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÂ¯‡'Ï (ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÓ Ê"·È¯ ‡ˆÂ‰ Â·˘) 'ÌÈ˙Ó
.Â‡ ÂÈÓÈ „ÚÂ Ê‡Ó ˙È„Â‰È‰ ÁÂ¯‰
˙‡ ‰ÓÈˆÚÓ‰ ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙ÈËÓÂ¯ ‰È‚¯‡ ˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰„‚‡‰ ÂÈÈÚÏ Ì¯·
ÈÙÎ ,ÈÂÎÈ„Â ‰˜ÂˆÓ ˙Â˙Ú· ÌÂÈ˜‰ ÈÈ˘˜ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰Â ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ
.‡·ÎÂÎ ¯· „¯Ó ˙„‚‡ ÏÚ Ì˜Â¯-ÔÊÁ ‰¯ÈÚÓ˘
¯„ÚÈ‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ‰˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·˘ ˙ÈÂˆÓ ‰Ó‚Â„ Â‰ ‡·ÎÂÎ ¯· „¯Ó
Â˘Á¯˙‰ Ì‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡‰ ¯Â‡È˙· Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ ËÏÁÂÓ‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰
¯Â‡È˙‰Ó ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÈÁ¯Ó‰ Ì˘Â¯‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯È·‚Ó [...] ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ·ÈËÂÓ [...]
ÌÏÂÚ· ‰˙È‡ ‰˙È·˘ ÂÏ ÌÈ˜Ó Ì‰ ˙Ú· ‰· .È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰
˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ÈÚˆÓ‡ Ì‰˘ ˙ÂÈÂÈÓ„‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ó‰ Ï˘ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ‰
59.'‰˘˜ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ÌÚ ÈÂˆÓ
‰ÈÎ˙· ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡Â ˙ÂÈÂÓ„ ÏÚ ˙Â„‚‡ Ï˘ Ô·ÂÏÈ˘Â ÔÁÂÙÈË :ÌÂÎÈÒÏ
˙Â˜ÈÚÓ ˙Â„‚‡ Ô˙Â‡˘ ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ÁÂÎ ˙„ÈÓ ÈÙÏ ÌÈÈÂÈÁ ‰¯·Á Ï˘ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰
˙˘„ÂÁÓ ‰ÂÂ˜˙ ¯Â˜ÓÏ Ô·¯ÂÁ‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ ÍÂÙÈ‰Ï ÂÓ¯˙ ‰·¯ ‰ÎÈ‡ ˙Â„‚‡ Ì‡ ÍÎ .‰Ï
ÂÓÎ ˙ÂÈ„‚‡ ˙ÂÈÂÓ„ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ˘ ‰ÓÂ„· ÁÈ‰Ï ˘È ÈÊ‡ ,˙ÈÁÂ¯ ˙ÂÏÚ˙‰ÏÂ

.77 :Ì˘ 58
.176 :Ì˘ 59
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˙Î¯ÚÓÏ ÌÈÈÂÈÁ 60,ıÈÂÂ˘Â‡ ¯Á‡Ï˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ˙‡ ˙Â·Ï Â¯ÊÚ˘ ,¯Â„ÏÙÓÂ¯Ë
,‰„‚‡‰˘ „ÂÚ· .Ì‰· ÌÂÏ‚‰ ˙Â„¯˘È‰‰ ÁÂÎ ÔÈ‚· ÈÏ‡¯˘È-È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ,ÈÎÂÈÁ Í¯Ú ˙¯ÒÁ ‡‰˙ ,˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚÓ ˙˜˙ÂÓ ‡È‰˘Î
‰˙Â‡ ‰˘ÂÚ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚ· ˙Â‚ÂÚÓ‰ ˙Â„‚‡ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰
ÈÓ"·Ó¯‰ ¯ÒÓ‰ Ï˘ Â·Ï ·Ï Â‰Ê ,ÔÎ‡Â .˙È˙ÈÓ-‡ ‡Ï ‰˙ÂÈ‰ ÏÏ‚·Â ˙Â¯ÓÏ ˙È˙Ó‡Ï
‰ÒÈÎ‰ ÂÈ„ÚÏ· ¯˘‡ ,¯·„Ó· Ï‡¯˘È È· ˙ÂÚÒÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· Í¯Âˆ‰ ˙‡ ¯È·ÒÓ‰
Ì˙˙ÈÓ‡ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈÒ‰' È¯ÂÙÈÒ˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ˙‡Ê ,˙È¯˘Ù‡ È˙Ï· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙ÁË·ÂÓ‰ ı¯‡Ï
.( :‚ ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ) 'Ì˙Â‡ ‰‡¯˘ ÈÓ Ïˆ‡ ‡Ï‡ ‰¯Â¯·
ÌÈÂ· ÂÏÎ ,ÌÈÓÎÁ ÂÏÎ ÂÏÈÙ‡' :ÈÎ ÌÚ·Â˜· ‰„‚‰‰ ÈÏÚ· Â˜„ˆ˘ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‡ˆÂÈ
,'ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ˙‡ÈˆÈ· ¯ÙÒÏ ÂÈÏÚ ‰ÂˆÓ [‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙‡Â] ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ ÂÏÎ [...]
.ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ¯ˆÂÈ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÈÎ

.¯È·„ :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,'˙ÂÂÓ‰Â ‰ÓÂ‡‰' ‰¯ÙÒ· ÏË¯Ê ˙È„Ú Ï˘ ˙¯‰ˆÂÓ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙Ó‚ÓÏ „Â‚È· 60
.2002

:˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ÔÂÈÚ
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

ÔÒÈ ÈÎ„¯Ó
.Í¯Ú ÏÚ·Î ÒÙ˙‰ ÌÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ‚ÂÒ ËÂ˜Ï ‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ‡È‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
ÏÎ· ‰‡ÏÓ ˙Â‡„Â ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ Í¯„Ï ÂÓˆÚ ÈÙÏ Ì„‡‰ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ó ˙Ú·Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰· .ÂÈ˙ÂÂˆ¯ ˙‡Â ÂÈ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙ ÂÏ ˙È‡¯ ‡È‰ Í‡ ,‰· ¯Â˘˜‰
˙‡ ˘ÓÓÓÂ Â˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ·ˆÚÓ ,˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ÔÂÂÈÎÂ ˙ÈÏÎ˙ ÂÓˆÚÏ ·ÈˆÓ Ì„‡‰
˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÏÚ ÒÒÂ·Ó‰ ,ÚÈÓ ÁÂÎ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ˙˜ÙÒÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .ÂÏ˘ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰
ÈÂ˘Ú ‡Â‰ ÂÊ ˙Â‚‰˙‰· .Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÔÓ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÓˆÚÓ ÂÏ˘ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ‰ ÏÚÂ ‰·ÂÁ
‰È‰˙ ‡Ï ·Â˘ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ¯È·Ò ÍÎÈÙÏÂ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈÎ¯ˆÏ ˜ÂÙÈÒ ‡ÂˆÓÏ
È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ .'˙È„Â˜Ù˙ ˙Â‡ÓˆÚ' ‰ÓˆÚÏ ˘ÂÎ¯˙ ‡Ï‡ ,Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ‰ÈÂÏ˙
Ú„ÈÓ ÚÓÈ‰ÏÂ Ô‰· ˜ÈÊÁÓ ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Â ˙Â¯Ú˘‰ ¯˘‡Ï ‰ËÂ Ì„‡‰˘ ÚÈˆÓ
Ú‚Ù˙ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ˘ ÔÎ ÏÚ ‰Ùˆ .ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·Â˘Á ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ¯Ú¯ÚÏ ÌÈÏÂÏÚ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÒ˙‰ÓÂ
.Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÚ „Á‡ ‰˜· ˙ÂÏÂÚ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰Â ˙ÂÚ„Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù·
Ë¯Ù‰ ‰·˘ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙„ÓÂÚ ˙‡Ê‰ ˙È˙‚‰‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÏÂÓ ÌÏÂ‡
˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ „Â·ÈÎÏ ÁÂ˙Ù Â‰È¯‰Â Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ È‡¯˜‡‰ „ÂÒÈÏ Ú„ÂÓ
.ÔÓÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ÏÂ

È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ ˙‚˘Ó‰Ï ˙È˙¯„‚‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓÎ ÈÂÙÈÓ ËÙ˘Ó
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

ÈÂÏ ˙ÈÓÂÏ˘Â Ô‰Î .‰ ˜È¯‡
˘Ó˘Ó‰ ÈÏÎ‰ ."È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ" ‚˘ÂÓÏ ˙ÈÏÏÂÎ ˙È˙¯„‚‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ÚÈˆÓ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó
ÌÏÂÚ Ï˘ ˙ÂÁË˘‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó ˙‡ ÛÈ˜Ó‰ ÈÂÙÈÓ ËÙ˘Ó ‡Â‰ ÂÊ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ˙‚ˆ‰Ï Â˙Â‡
.¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÔÎÂ˙ ‚ÂÂÈÒÏ ˙Á‡ ÔÂÈÓ ˙ÈÁ· ‡È‰ ‰ÁË˘ ÏÎ .‰Ê ·Î¯ÂÓ ÌÂÁ˙ Ï˘ ÔÎÂ˙‰
,ÌÈÎÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂË¯ÙÓ‰ ÔÎÂ˙ ˙ÂÁË˘ ‰¯˘Ú ÌÈ˙˘ ÏÏÂÎ ÚˆÂÓ‰ ÈÂÙÈÓ‰ ËÙ˘Ó
,ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÎÂÒ ,˙È˙¯·Á‰ ‰·È·ÒÏ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ô˙È Â· ˙È„ÒÂÓ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰
„·ÏÓ .Ë¯ÂÙÓ· ˙˜ÓÂÓ ‰ÁË˘ ÏÎ .˙Â¯ËÓ‰Â ÌÈ‡˘Â‰ ÔÂÂ‚ÓÂ ,ÈË˜„È„‰ „ÓÓ‰
ÌÈ¯˜Á‰ ˙‡ ˙Ë¯ÙÓ ˙Á‡‰ :˙ÂÙÒÂ ˙ÂÁË˘ È˙˘ ËÙ˘Ó‰ ÏÈÎÓ ,ÔÎÂ˙‰ ˙ÂÁË˘
‚˘ÂÓ‰ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ Úˆ·˙Ó ‰· ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ˙¯Á‡‰Â ,(¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙ÈÒÂÏÎÂ‡)
.ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ ˙‚˘‰Ï ˙ÂÏÈÚÈ‰ ‡Â‰ ÏÈÚÏ ÂË¯ÂÙ˘ ÌÈÂÂ‚Ó‰ ÌÈÎ˙Ï Û˙Â˘Ó‰
.(‰ËÚÓ „Ú ‰·¯ ˙ÂÏÈÚÈÓ) ÁÂÂË‰ ˙ÁË˘ È„È ÏÚ ËÙ˘Ó· ‚ˆÂÓ ‡Â‰
˙ÏÙÎÓ) „Â‡Ó ·¯ ‡Â‰ ÈÂÙÈÓ‰ ËÙ˘ÓÓ ˜ÈÙ‰Ï Ô˙È˘ ˙ÂÈÙˆ˙‰ ¯ÙÒÓ ,‰ÎÏ‰Ï
È˙ËÈ˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÂ‚„Ï Ô˙È ¯˜ÁÓ ÏÎ· ,‰˘ÚÓÏ Í‡ .(˙ÂÁË˘‰ ÏÎÓ ÌÈËÓÏ‡‰ ÏÎ
.˙ÂÁË˘Ï Ì‡˙‰· ‰˘Â¯„‰ ‰ÈˆÓ¯ÂÙÈ‡‰ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ï ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ÔË˜ ˙ÂÈÙˆ˙ ¯ÙÒÓ
˙Èƒ
Ë¯∆B‡È≈z-‰ËÓ ‡È‰˘ ÍÎ· ·‡ÂÂ˘ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡È˙Ï ‰ÓÂ„ ÈÂÙÈÓ‰ ËÙ˘Ó ˙˘È‚
‰È¯Â‡È˙‰ ˙‡ È˙ËÈ˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ·ÈÁ¯Ó ÚˆÂÓ‰ ÈÂÙÈÓ‰ ËÙ˘Ó .˙È˙˘Ó ·¯ ‰Ó‚Ó·
.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÙÒÂ ÌÈË·È‰ ËÂ¯ÈÙ ÍÂ˙ ·‡ÂÂ˘ Ï˘
˙Â˜Ó‰Ï ÒÈÒ· ˙ÂÂ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú Û‡Â ,ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁÏ ˙È‚˘ÂÓ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ˜ÙÒÓ ÈÂÙÈÓ‰ ËÙ˘Ó
.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰˘ÚÓ È˘‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÈÈ„Ó ÈÚ·Â˜ ¯Â·Ú

;ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ ˙ÚÂÓ‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú Ï˘ ‰Ó‚„‰
Ô·¯ ˙È· Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó‰
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

È˜Ò¯˜Ù Ï‡È„
Ï˘ Ô˜ÂÈ„ ËË¯˘Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰ – "ÌÈÏÈÓ ÛÏ‡ ‰ÂÂ˘ ˙Á‡ ‰ÂÓ˙" – ‰¯ÈÓ‡‰ ÁÂ¯·
‰ÈÈ˘Ú È‰Ó ,ÔÂÊÁ Â‰Ó ¯È‰·‰Ï „ÚÂ ‰Ê Ô˜ÂÈ„ .ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ ÚÂÓ‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ „ÒÂÓ
ÈÂ‡¯˘ ¯‚˙‡ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ ˙ÂÂÊÁ ·È·Ò ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÔÂ‚¯‡ ÚÂ„ÓÂ ,ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ ˙ÚÂÓ‰
È„Â‰È ¯ÙÒ-˙È· ,Ô·¯ ˙È· – ¯‡Â˙Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ‰-˙È· ˙ÂÈ‰· .ÂÓÚ Â„„ÂÓ˙È ÌÈÎÁÓ˘
‰ÂÂ‰Ó Â˜ÂÈ„ ËÂË¯˘ ,ÌÈÈ˜Â ÈÁ „ÒÂÓ – ˜¯ÂÈ-ÂÈ Ï˘ „ÈÈÒ-ËÒÂÂ‰ ˙ÏÚÓ· ÈÓÂÈ
ÌÈÚÂÓ‰ ¯ÙÒ-È˙· ÈÎ ˙Ò¯Â‚‰ ˙È˜ÙÒ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ÏÚ ¯‚È˙ ˙‡¯Â˜‰ ‰ÁÎÂ‰ ÔÈÚÓ
Ô˙È ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· .ÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ È‡˙· ‡ÂÂ˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈ‡ ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ ˙ÂÈˆ¯·
Á˙Ù· .ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯˜Á· "ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜Ù‡‰ ¯ÙÒ‰-È˙·" ˙ÏÂÎÒ‡Ï ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ˙‡ ÍÈÈ˘Ï
,ıÓÈÈË˘ ‰¯Â·„ .Ì‰Ï ‰„Â‡Â ÌÈ˙ÈÓÚ ‰˘ÂÏ˘Ï È·ÂÁ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÊ‡˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ÌÈ¯·„‰
˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÈÏ ‰ÚÈÈÒ ,‰ÈÁÂÙÈË Ô·Â ‰ÁÂ¯ ¯ÈˆÈ ,Ô·¯ ˙È· Ï˘ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ˙Ï‰Ó‰
Ò˜ÂÙ ‰ÓÏ˘ ;ÂÈÈÈÙ‡Ó ˙‡ ˙Â¯È‰·· ÁÒÏÂ ‰Ê ¯ÙÒ-˙È· Ï˘ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ Â˙ÈÈÂÂ‰
.‰˙Â·È˘Á· È˙Â‡ ÚÎ˘Â ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ ˙ÚÂÓ‰ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â‰Ó ˙‡ ÈÙÏ ˘¯Ù
·ÂË‰ ÂÂÈ‚‰Â ˙Â„Á‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÁ·‰ ,Â˙Â·˙˘ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓÏ ‰„Â˙ ¯ÈÎÓ È‡ ,ÛÂÒ·ÏÂ
.˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ Í˘Ó· È˙Â‡ Â¯ÙÈ‰
‰Ò‡ ,‰ÓÈ‚„Ó ‡È‰ ‰Ó Ô·ÂÓ ¯˘‡Î ˜¯ ˙È·ÈË˜Ù‡ ‡È‰ ‰Ó‚„‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ
ÚÂÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘Â ÏÏÎ· ÔÂÊÁ Ï˘ ÌÚ·Ë Â‰Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ˜ÏÁ· ¯È‰·‰Ï
.ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ ÚÂÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÎÓÂ˙‰ ˙Â„Á‡ ˙Â·Â˙ ÚÈˆ‡Â ,Ë¯Ù· ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ
ÌÈÈË¯˜Â˜ ˜ÈÙÒÓ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ‰‚˘Ó‰) ÈÓÂÈ˜ ÔÂÊÁ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·È ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ· ÔÂÈ„‰
ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· ˘È¯˘‰Ï ÌÈÂÂ˜Ó ‰ÏÈ‰˜ Â‡/Â Ì„‡˘ ‚ÂÒ‰Ó ,‰ÈÈ˘Ú Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÂÎ‰Ï
˙ÈÎ˙) È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡ ÔÂÊÁÂ ,(Â·ËÈÓ· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ „ÒÂÓ‰ Ô˜ÂÈ„) È„ÒÂÓ ÔÂÊÁ ,(ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
.(‰ÈÂˆ¯‰ ÂÊ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ‰ ˙‡ ÏË·Ï ‰„ÂÚÈÈ˘ ‰ÏÂÚÙ
,ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ÔÂÊÁ‰˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ,ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ ˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰„ÈÓ· ÚÂÓ‰ „ÒÂÓ· ÈÎ ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡
Â„È˜Ù˙ ÈÎÂ ,È„ÒÂÓ‰ ÔÂÊÁ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÂËÈ· ˙‡ ‰ÁÈ ,ÂÓÂÈ˜ ˙ÂÎÊ Ï˘ ‰„ÂÒÈ· „ÓÂÚ‰
ÔÚË‡ .È„ÒÂÓ‰ ÔÂÊÁ‰ Ï‡ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰·Â¯È˜Ï ÌÂ¯‚Ï È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡‰ ÔÂÊÁ‰ Ï˘
ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ‰ ˙‡ ÌˆÓˆÏ „ÈÓ˙ÓÂ ÏÈÚÙ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯˙ÂÁ ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ ÚÂÓ‰ „ÒÂÓ ÈÎ
ÔÂÊÁ‰ ˙‡ ‡ÏÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈ˘‚Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ-˙È·˘ ÈÂ‡¯˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ·Ï ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó
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È˙Â¯È¯˘ ‡Ï ÒÈÒ· ÌÈÎÁÓÏ ˜ÙÒÏ ‰ÁÓ ÈÓÂÈ˜ ÔÂÊÁ Ï˘ ÂÁÂÎ· ÈÎ ¯Â·Ò È‡ .‰È‰È
ÔÂÊÁ‰ Ï˘ Ï‡ÈˆËÂÙ‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯ Û‡ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· .Â˙Î¯Ú‰ÏÂ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÔÂÎ˙Ï
ÈÂ˘Ú ÔÂÊÁ‰ ;Ì˙„Â·Ú· ÌÚË ‡ÂˆÓÏ Ì‰Ï ÚÈÈÒÏÂ ÌÈÎÁÓ ·¯˜· ˙Â·‰Ï˙‰ ¯¯ÂÚÏ
ÔÈ·Ï ‰È· ¯˘˜‰ ˙‡Â Â˙ÈÈ˘Ú ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï Ì‰Ó „Á‡Â „Á‡ ÏÎÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ï
.Í¯Ú ˙ÏÚ·Â ‰·Á¯ ‰¯ËÓ Ï˘ ‰˙Â¯È˘· ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚ ˙ÈÈ˘Ú
˙‡ ¯È„‚‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ· Á˙Ù‡ .Ô·¯ ˙È· Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ÔÂ„Ï ‰Ù‡ ‰Ê Ú˜¯ ÏÚ
Ï˘ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ¯‚Â·‰ ÈÎ ÈÏ ‰‡¯ .ÁÙËÏ ÔÈÈÂÚÓ ‰Ê ¯ÙÒ-˙È·˘ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰/Ì„‡‰ ‚ÂÒ
‰/Â˙Â‰Ê ÊÎ¯Ó· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ ˙‡ „ÈÓÚÓ‰ Ì„‡ ‡Â‰ Ô·¯ ˙È· ÔÂÊÁ
ÔÂ¯˙ÙÏ ˙ÂÂÂÎÓ ¯˘‡ ‰¯È˜Á Ï˘ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡· ‰Ê ˜ÂÒÈÚ ‰ÂÂÏÓ‰ Ì„‡ ;˙È„Â‰È‰
ÍÂ˙ ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÈÁ ;ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÌÚ ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ ÂÈ˘‚ÙÓ· Ì‚ Ì˘ÈÈÓ ‡Â‰ ‰˙Â‡ ,˙ÂÈÚ·
ÌÈ˘ÚÓ Ô˙Â‡ ˙Â¯ËÓÏ Ì‡˙‰· Ì˙Â˘Ï Â‡ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ ˜È„ˆ‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆÂ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÚÂÎ˘
‰·ÂÁ ˙Ó˘‚‰Ï ÏÚÂÙÂ È˘Â‡‰ Ï·Ò‰ ÏÚ Ï˜‰Ï ‰·ÂÁ· ¯ÈÎÓ ;˙¯˘Ï Â„ÚÂ ‰Ï‡
‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ,˙È˙¯·Á‰ ‰Ó¯· .ÔÁ˙ÙÏÂ Í¯·˙‰ Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ‰ ˙‡ ˘ÓÓÏ ‰‰Â ;ÂÊ
‡Ï ıÓÈÈË˘ ÈÎ Ì‡) ˙ÈËÒÈÏÒ¯ÂÏÙ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ ‡È‰ ,Ô·¯ ˙È· Ï˘ ˙˘È‚Ï ,˙ÓÏ˘ÂÓ‰
ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ÌÚ ˘‚ÙÓ‰˘ ÂÓÈÙÈ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙˘ Û‡Â˘ Ô·¯ ˙È· ;(‰Ê ÁÂÓ· ‰˘Ó˙˘‰
‰ÏÈ‰˜ Ì‚ ‡È‰ .˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰·‰ ‰˙Â‡Ï Ì„‡ ÏÎ ÏÈ·ÂÓ ‡Ï ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ÌÚÂ
Ï·Ò‰ ÏÚ Ï˜‰Ï ÌÈÙ‡Â˘Â „Â·Î· ‰Ê Ï‡ ‰Ê ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ ‰È¯·Á˘ ˙È˙‡
ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ‰È¯·Á Ï˘ ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ :ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈ·ÂÓ· ˙„ÓÂÏ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ Ì‚ ‡È‰ .È˘Â‡‰
Ì‰·˘ ˙Â¯Á‡ ‰¯È˜Á ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ· ·Ï˙˘Ó ‰Ê ˜ÂÒÈÚ ;˙‚ÚÓ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ‡Â‰
‰„ÈÓÏÏ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‰ÏÂÚÙ ÛÂ˙È˘˘ ÍÎ· ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ‰ ,¯ÙÒ‰-˙È· È¯·Á ÌÈÙ˙˙˘Ó
.ÂÈ„ÚÏ· ˙Â‚˘ÂÓ ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï˘ ˙Â·Â˙ ˜ÈÙ‰ÏÂ Ì‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘
.¯ÙÒ‰-˙È· ÈÈÁÓ ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ Á˙‡Â ¯‡˙‡ Ô·¯ ˙È· Ï˘ ÔÂÊÁ‰ ˙Â·˜Ú·
ÈÈÁ ˙‡ Ô‚¯‡ÓÂ „ÒÂÓ‰ ÈÏ˙ÂÎ ÔÈ· ÌÈÈ˜Â ÈÁ ÔÂÊÁ‰ „ˆÈÎ ÌÈÓÈ‚„Ó ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡
,¯ÙÒ‰-˙È· ÈÈÁÏ ÈÁ¯Î‰ ÒÈÒ· ‡Â‰ ÔÂÊÁ Ì‡ Ì‚ ÈÎ ˘È‚„‡Â ÛÈÒÂ‡ .ÂÏ˘ ÌÂÈÓÂÈ‰
ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‡Â ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰·È·Ò ·ˆÚÏ È„Î ˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰È‡ Â˙ÂÁÎÂ ˙Â„Á‡ ˙Â·ÈÒÓ
˙Ó˘‚‰ ,ÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ÈÎ ˘È‚„‡ ÌÎÒÓ‰ ÚË˜· .‰Ê ÔÈÈÚÏ ÌÈÚ‚Â‰ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÈÈÚ
ÌÂ˘Ó ,ÍÈÏ‰˙· ‰„Â·Ú ˙ÈÁ·· ÌÏÂÚÏ ‡È‰ ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ ÚÂÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ Ï‡È„È‡‰
ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÈÂˆ¯‰ ‰ÁÓ‰ ÔÂÊÁ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ¯ÚÙ ÂÓÈÈ˜˙È „ÈÓ˙˘
˙‡ ÌÈ˘‚Ó ÂÈ‡ ÔÂÊÁ È„È-ÏÚ ÚÂÓ‰ „ÒÂÓ Ì‡ Ì‚˘ ÈÈÚ· ˜ÙÒ ÔÈ‡ ,‰Ê ÌÚ .ÈÂˆÓ‰
.ÏÂÎÂ ÏÂÎÓ ÔÂÊÁ ÌÈ¯ÒÁ‰ ˙Â„ÒÂÓ Ì˙Â‡ ÈÙ-ÏÚ ÛÈ„Ú ‡Â‰ Â‡ÂÏÓ· ÔÂÊÁ‰

:‰˙ÈÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙Ó
Í"˙‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó‰
È„˜˘ ¯˘‡
‰ÈÂ‡¯ Í¯„ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ· ‰¯Â˜Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙¯ÈˆÈÂ Â˙Â‚‰
‰ÓÂ¯˙ Ì¯Â˙ ˜ÊÂ¯ .ÂÈÓÈ Ô· ¯ÚÂÏ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÏÈÁ‰Ï
‡ÂÏÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ,ÍÂÈÁÂ ˙Â‚‰ ˘È‡ Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚ Â‚Èˆ‰· ‰Ê ÌÂÁ˙· ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ
Ú„ÂÈ‰Â ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓÏ-‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ˜ÏÁ ÌÈÏËÂ‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰
.(Rosenak, 1986; 1987) ˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÂÈÂ‡¯ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï
ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙¯˘Ú‰Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙
È˘‡Î ‡Ï˘Â ,ÍÎ· ˜Ù˙Ò‰ ‡Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÏÂ‡ .·˙Î˘ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ˙Â¯˘Ú·Â ÌÈ¯ÙÒ·
ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÚÈˆ‰ÏÂ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ˙‡ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ‰ÒÈ Û‡ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ·¯ ˙Â‚‰
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰„Â·ÚÏ ÌÈÏÎ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ˜¯ ‡Ï
,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ :ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ ˜ÏÁ ÌÈÏËÂ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙·
‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ,ÌÈ¯Â‰‰ ,Ô˙‡¯Â‰ ÈÎ¯„ È·ˆÚÓÂ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ Ì¯Â‚‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ Ì‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .‰¯·Á‰Â
Ô˙È .Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ÈÙ· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚ÈˆÓ‰ ÂÏ‡ Ì‰ – ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰
ÔÙÂ‡· ‰·¯ ‰„ÈÓ· ÈÂÏ˙ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÎÈ‡ ÈÎ ÔÂÚËÏ
Â˙¯ÈˆÈÂ Â˙Â‚‰ .ÂË˜È ‰·˘ ˙È‚Â‚„Ù‰Â ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰˘È‚·Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ Ì˙‚ˆ‰
Ì¯Â‚ ÌÈÎÁÓ‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯Â·Èˆ· ‰‡Â¯ ÔÎ‡ ‡Â‰ ÈÎ ˙„ÓÏÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘
Â˙Â‚‰ ¯˜ÈÚ ˙‡ ‰ÙÓ ‡Â‰ Ì‰ÈÏ‡Â ,ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ‰ Ï˘ ÌÎÂÈÁ ÍÈÏ‰˙· È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙¯ÈˆÈÂ
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÏÚ ÚÈÙ˘‰Ï ÔÂˆ¯‰ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈÚeÓ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ
Á˙ÙÓ‰ ˙Ï‡˘ .ÌÈÓ„˜Ó ÌÈÈÂÈ˘Î ÌÈÁ˙ÙÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈÒÙ˙‰ ÌÈÈÂÈ˘ ‰· ÒÈÎ‰ÏÂ
Ì˙¯ÈˆÈ ,Ì˙Â‚‰ ‰ÓÎ „ÚÂ Ì‡‰ ‡È‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ ˙‡ ˜ÈÒÚ‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ˘
ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÈÏÂ‡ Â‡ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï‡ Ì‰ÓÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï‡ ˙ÂÚÈ‚Ó Ì‰È˙ÂÂÂÎÂ
,‰˘„Á ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ,ÔÈÚ„ÂÈ· ‡Ï˘ Â‡ ÔÈÚ„ÂÈ· ,ÌÈ·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ,ÌÈÚÂË ÌÈ·¯
ÍÎ ÏÚ Â„ÓÚ ¯·Î ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ .˘ÂÓÈÓ È„ÈÏ ÏÏÎ ˙ÂÚÈ‚Ó ÔÈ‡ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÂÂÎÂ
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÂÂÎ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ ÌÈÈ˜˘
‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ .(1978 ,Ò˜ÂÙÂ ¯„‡ ;Goodlad, 1977) ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙
ÌÈ·Ï˘· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˘˜·Ó
,‰˙ÈÎ· ‰„Â·Ú‰ ÔÂÎ˙Â ‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï Ì˙ÙÈ˘ÁÓ ÏÁ‰ ,ÌÈÂ˘‰
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ÂÓÎ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ÏÚÂÙ· ÌÈ˘ÓÓÓ Ì‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ÏÚ ˘‚„ ˙ÓÈ˘ ÍÂ˙
ÔÈ‡ ˙Â·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙˘ ÍÎÏ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˘˜·Ó ÔÎ
˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÂÂÎ˘ ˙ÂÙˆÏ Ô˙È Ì‡ ÏÂ‡˘ÏÂ ‰˙ÈÎ· ÏÚÂÙ· ˙Â˘ÓÓ˙Ó
.˙Â˙ÈÎ· ÏÚÂÙ· Â˘ÓÂÓÈ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
,„ÈÁÈ‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ,ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ È„Â‰È‰ ¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó Í"˙‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ¯Â‡Ï
Ï˘ ‚ˆÈÈÓ ‰¯˜Ó Í"˙‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ˙Â‡¯Ï Ô˙È ,¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· „ÓÏ‰
.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰
ÌÈÂÂÎÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙Â‡„ÒÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙¯˘Î‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙È·¯Ó·
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó .(Tyler, 1949) Ô‰È·˙ÂÎ ˙Â¯ËÓ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ˘ÓÓÏ
¯ÂÁ·Ï ÍÎ ¯Á‡ ,˙Â¯ËÓ ˙ÓÈ˘¯ ˙Â‰ÊÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ‰ÙÂˆÓ ˙È˘‡¯ ÈÎ ‡È‰ ¯·„‰
‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï ,˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÓ‡Â˙‰ ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁÂ ÌÈÎ˙
ÔÂÈ‚È‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ .(Egan, 1986) ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ È‚˘È‰ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï Û‡ ÛÂÒ·ÏÂ ˙ÂÓÏÂ‰‰
ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ÌÈÁÒÂ‰ È˘Ó „Á‡· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙È·¯Ó ÂÚÈÙÂ‰ ‰Ê ÈÂÎ˙
˙¯ÈÁ·Ï ÏÂÈˆ¯ ÏÏÂÎ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ .Ê¯‡Ó Â‡ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ :ÌÈ‡·‰
ÌÈÙÂˆÓ ‰„ÈÓÏ È¯ˆÂ˙ Ï˘ ‰¯„‚‰ Ì‚ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ˙Â¯ËÓ Ï˘ ‰ÓÈ˘¯ ,ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÈËÈ¯Ù
ÈÚˆÓ‡ ,„ÂÓÈÏ ¯ÙÒ ÏÏÂÎ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ Ê¯‡Ó .(Tanner & Tanner, 1980)
˙ÂÈÎ˙ Ê¯‡Ó .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì˘ÂÓÈ˘Ï ÌÈ‚˘È‰ ÔÁ·Ó ÈËÈ¯Ù Û‡ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ‰‡¯Â‰
˙Â¯ËÓ ˙ÓÈ˘¯ ,ÔÎÂ˙ ÈËÈ¯Ù ˙¯ÈÁ·Ï ÏÂÈˆ¯ ,Ë¯ÂÙÓ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ Ì‚ ÏÏÂÎ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
Ô˙‡˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙È·¯Ó ÌÂÈÎ .(Ben-Peretz, 1990) ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Â
.Ê¯‡Ó Ï˘ ˙ÂÎ˙Ó· ˙ÂÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ˘‚Ù ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
ÒÈÎ‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ ‰¯˜ÈÚ· ‡È‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙˘ ‡Â‰ Ê¯‡Ó‰ ˙˘È‚· ÌÂÏ‚‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰
‰‡¯Â‰ È·ˆÓÏ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰Â ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ,ÌÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ÔÓ‡‰ ÌÓÂ‚¯˙ .‰˙ÈÎÏ ÌÈ˘Â„ÈÁ
˙¯ÈˆÈ .ÂÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó· ÌÈËÏÂ˘Â ˘Â„ÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ÂÓÊÈ˘ ÂÏ‡ È„È ÏÚ ˜¯ ˙Â˘ÚÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ
‡Ï ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰Â ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ,ÌÈÎ˙‰˘ ÁÈË·‰Ï ˙˘˜·Ó 'Ê¯‡Ó'Î ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙
ÌÈÈË¯˜Â˜ ‰‡¯Â‰ È·ˆÓÏ ÏÚÂÙ· ÂÓ‚¯Â˙È ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÂÂÂÎ ˙¯‰ˆ‰ ˙˜ÊÁ· Â¯‡˘ÈÈ
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙· 'ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó'‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ì‡‰ Ô·ÂÓÎ ‡È‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ .ÌÂ˘ÈÈ È·Â
˙‡ ÏÚÂÙ· ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ÓÂ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÂÂÎ ˙‡ ÌÈˆÓ‡Ó ÔÎ‡
ÏÚÂÙ· ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÈÈˆ‡ÂËÈÒÏ ÂÓÓÂ 'Ê¯‡Ó'Ï ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ‰Ó ÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ÈÂÈÚ¯‰ Ûˆ¯‰
.‰˙ÈÎ·
:˙Â¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Á‡ ÍÎ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÚÓ
È„ È‡˘ ‰˘È‚¯Ó È‡ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ‰„ÂÓˆ ÍÎ ÏÎ ‡Ï È‡ ,˙Ó‡‰
È·˙ÂÎ ÈÓÓ ÌÈÙˆÓ ‰Ó È˙Â‡ ÔÈÈÚÓ ‡Ï ÏÏÎ· ‰Ê .ÈÂˆ¯Î ˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰ÈÈ˘ÙÂÁ
˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÂÂÎ ÏÚ È˙·˘Á ‡Ï ÏÏÎ [...] .˙ÈÎ˙‰
Â˜ ‡Â‰˘ ‰ÊÈ‡ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ Ì‰˘ ÈÏ ‰‡¯ [...] .ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÎÈ¯„Ó‰Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
ÈÏ ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó ‰˘ÂÚ È‡ .˙Ú„Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ „ÈÓÏ˙‰˘ ÔÂÎÏ ÌÈ·˘ÂÁ Ì‰˘ ‰ÁÓ
(ÌÈ¯Ó) .‡Ï – ‡Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ ‰˘ÂÚ È‡ ÌÈ‡˙Ó ÈÏ ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó [...] ÈËÂÂÏ¯
ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙„ÓÏÓ ,‰‡¯Â‰· ÌÈÈ˙˘ Ï˘ ˜˙Â ˙ÏÚ· 'Á ‰˙ÈÎ· Í"˙Ï ‰¯ÂÓ ,ÌÈ¯Ó
˙‡ ÏÏÂÎ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ ¯ÙÒ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó Ï˘ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙
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‰È‡ ÌÈ¯Ó ,‰È¯·„Ó Ì˘¯˙‰Ï Ô˙È˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰
ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ÌÈÓ„Â˜ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ .‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ˙·ÈÂÁÓ ‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯
.‰¯˜ÈÚ· ‰ÓÂ„ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó Ï˘ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÎ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ (Shkedi, 1995; 1998)
Ï˘ ÂÊ ˙‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ Ì‡‰ ?‰ÓÈÙ ‰˙ÈÎ‰ ÈÏ˙ÂÎ ÍÂ˙· ˘Á¯˙Ó ‰Ó ÌÏÂ‡
'ÌÈ¯˘ÈÈ˙Ó' ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Ú˘·˘ Â‡ ,ÏÚÂÙ· ‰‡¯Â‰· Ì‚ ˙Ù˜˙˘Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
‰˙ÈÎ· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÓÈÓ Ì‡‰ ?‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ Â˜‰ ÌÚ
„ÂÚ Ô‰Ó Ì˙Â‡ ˜ÈÁ¯Ó ÈÏÂ‡ Â‡ ,˙Â·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ·¯˜Ó
ÏÚÂÙ· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÓÈÓ ˙‡ ‡ÂÙ‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˘˜·Ó ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ ?¯˙ÂÈ
‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÏÚ ÒÒ·˙Ó ˘Á¯˙Ó‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‰ÓÎ „ÚÂ ,‰˙ÈÎ·
ÌÁÂ¯ È¯Ù ,˙˘„Á˙Ó Â‡ ‰˘„Á ‰¯ÈˆÈ· ¯·Â„Ó ‡Ó˘ Â‡ ,ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ È„È ÏÚ
.ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘

‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ È·ÈË¯‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰
ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÈÚÈˆÓ ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ
(Gudmundsdottir, 1990; 1991) ¯ÈËÒÂ„ÒÂÓ„Â‚Â (Egan, 1986) Ô‚È‡ .È·ÈË¯
,Ô˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï .‰‡¯Â‰‰Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ Ï˘ Ô‚¯‡Ó‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ·ÈË¯· ˙Â‡Â¯
Ô˙·‰Â ,¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙·È˙ÎÏ ‰ÓÂ„‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‡Â‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ
Gudmundsdottir,) ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ˙Â˘¯ÙÂ ‰ÚÈ‚ ÂÓÎ ‡È‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ Ï˘
,ÌÈÈ˙¯·ÁÂ ÌÈÈ˘È‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ˘„ÁÓ ‰È·‰Â ‰È·‰'Î ‰‡¯ ÍÂÈÁ .(1991
'ÌÈ¯Á‡ È¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘Â Ì‰È¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯Â·È‚Â ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ È¯ÙÒÓ Ì‰ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ
Ï˘ È·ÈË¯ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Â‰ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÍÂÈÁ .(Connelly & Clandinin, 1990: 2)
ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ .ÂÈÈÁ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï Ì„‡‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ ˙‡ ˙Â˜ÊÁÓÂ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙Ó˘ ˙ÂÈÂÒ˙‰
Ì‚Â – Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó – ÌÈÈ˘È‡ Ì‚ Ì‰ ˙ÂÈÂÒ˙‰‰ Ï˘
ÒÎÈ‰Ï .‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚÂÙÂ ÈÁ ÂÎÂ˙·˘ ¯˘˜‰‰ ˙‡ ,‰·È·Ò‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó – ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á
.(Craig, 2001) ¯ÂÙÈÒ ÍÂ˙Ï ÒÎÈ‰Ï ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ú„È‰ ÛÂÏ
ÌÈ·ÈË¯ ÌÈÁ˙ÙÓÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ¯·„Ï ˙Ú„‰ ÏÚ Ï·˜˙Ó ÚÓ˘ ‰Ê˘ ‰Ú˘·
È·˙ÂÎÏ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÂÁ‡ ¯˘‡Î ˙ÂÁÙ ÚÎ˘Ó ÚÓ˘ ‰Ê ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ Ï˘
ÌÈÈÒ‡Ï˜‰ ÌÈÏ„ÂÓ‰ .ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÌÈ·ÈË¯ È¯ˆÂÈÎ ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙
¯„‚ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰ÏÓ ˜ÂÁ¯ ÂÂ‚Ò˘ ÈÓ˘¯Ó ÈÙÂ‡ ÌÈ‡˘Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ Ï˘
È„È ÏÚ ÚˆÂÓ˘ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ,(Tyler, 1949) ¯ÏÈÈË Ï„ÂÓ .·ÈË¯Î
,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ‰·ÂÓ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÌÈÚÈˆÓ ,(Schwab, 1969; 1973) ·‡ÂÂ˘
Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÚ·Â ¯ÏÈÈË Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ˙Â¯ËÓ) ÏÂÈˆ¯ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ· ÏÈÁ˙Ó‰
ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÏÚÂÙ· ‰¯Â˜ ‰Ó ÔÁ·˘ ,(Walker, 1971) ¯˜ÂÂ ÌÏÂ‡ .(·‡ÂÂ˘
ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ Ï„ÂÓ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÈÏÚÂÙ ÌÈ‡ ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ÈÎ ‡ˆÓ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙
ÔÈ‡ ˙Â¯ËÓ .‰ÊÎ Ï„ÂÓ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÈÏÚÂÙ Ì‰ ÈÎ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó Ì‰ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ ‡Â‰˘ ÏÎ
È„„ˆ-Â„ ‡Ï‡ È¯‡ÈÈÏ ÂÈ‡ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Â ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙·È˙ÎÏ ‡ˆÂÓ ˙„Â˜
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È·ÈË¯ ÍÈÏ‰˙Î ¯˙ÂÈ ‰‡¯ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ÈÎ ˙„ÓÏÓ ¯˜ÂÂ ¯ÈÈˆÓ˘ ‰ÂÓ˙‰ .ÈÂÂÈÎ-·¯Â
.ÈÚ„Ó-È‚ÂÏ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ¯˘‡Ó
Ì‡ Ì‚) È·ÈË¯ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Û˜˘Ó ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ È„È ÏÚ ·˙Î˘ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ‰
˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÌÈÁ˙ÙÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ·˙ÎÂ ,(¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ‰·Ó ÏÚ·Î ‰‡¯ ÂÈ‡
ÌÈÏÂÏÎ‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯Ï ¯Â˘È˜ ˜ÙÒÓ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ·ÈË¯ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‡Â‰ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
˙ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ Ô‰ ÂÎÂ˙· ÌÈÏÂÏÎ‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ .(McQuillan, 2000) ÂÎÂ˙·
ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÌÈ‚‰Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ .‰„ÈÓÏ ÈÎ¯„Â „ÂÓÈÏ ÈÎÂ˙ ˙ÂÏÏÂÎ‰
,‰‡¯Â‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Â ˙Â¯ËÓ ,ÌÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰ÓÈ˘¯Î ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï
.(1949) ¯ÏÈÈË Ï˘ Ï„ÂÓ‰ ÁÂ¯· ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÂ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜ Ï˘ ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ Í¯ÚÓÎ ·Â¯Ï
‡Â‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ Ë¯ÂÙÓ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÏÏÂÎ ˙Â·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ Ê¯‡Ó
ÈÎÂ˙ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î ,˙ÂÏÏÂÎ‰) ‰„ÈÓÏ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ Ï˘ Í¯ÚÓ Â¯˜ÈÚ Í‡ ,ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ ¯ÒÁ
.(Doyle, 1990) ‰„ÈÓÏ ˙ÂÓÈ˘Ó – Ô˙Â‡ ‰ÎÓ ÏÈÂ„˘ ÈÙÎ Â‡ ,(„ÂÓÈÏ ÈÎ¯„Â „ÂÓÈÏ
‡Â‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ˘ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÏÂÈˆ¯‰ ˙‡ Û˜˘Ï ˙Â¯ÂÓ‡ ‰„ÈÓÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ
ÂÈ‡ ˙ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ‰·È˙Î‰ ÔÂ‚Ò .ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˜¯ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ·Â˙Î
ÌÈÂÂÏÓ‰ ÌÈ¯Â‡È˙Î ,È¯ÂÙÈÒ ÔÂ‚Ò· ˙Â·Â˙Î ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .ÏÏÎ Í¯„· „ÈÁ‡
ÔÂ‚Ò· ÌÈ·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈÓ˘¯Ó Ï˘ ÛÒÂ‡Î ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ,˙ÈÎ¯ÚÂ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜ËÂ˜ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰·
˙Â¯Âˆ .ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÂ‚Ò È˘ Ï˘ ¯Á‡ Â‡ ‰ÊÎ ÛÂ¯Èˆ – ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó·Â ¯Â„Ò ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ
ÔÂ‚Ò ¯ÂˆÈÏ ÔÂÈÒÈ Â‰Ê .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ‰·È˘Á‰ ÍÏ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó ÂÏ‡ ‰·È˙Î
Ì‡˙ÂÓ È˘ „ˆÓÂ ˙Ú„‰ ÌÂÁ˙ Ï˘ ÈÚ„Ó-È‚ÂÏ‰ ÔÂÂÈÎÏ ÔÓ‡ „Á‡ „ˆÓ ¯˘‡ ‰·È˙Î
.ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚÏÂ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏ
:ÌÈ·ÈË¯ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ È˘ ˙ÂÏÏÂÎ ˙Â·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙È·¯Ó ,ÌÂÎÈÒÏ
.˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯Â ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ·ÈË¯
ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ (Walker, 1971; Goodlad, 1977; 1978 ,Ò˜ÂÙÂ ¯„‡) ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ ¯ÙÒÓ
˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ¯‰ˆÂÓ‰ ÏÂÈˆ¯‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ó‡˙‰ ÔÈ‡ ˙Â·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙·˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ
‰Ó‡˙‰ ÔÈ‡ ,˙¯Á‡ ÔÂ˘Ï· ;‰· ˙Â·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
.˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ·ÈË¯ ÔÈ·
ÛÙÂ¯ Ì‰ÈÈ· ¯˘˜‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ˘ ‡Ï‡ ,È˘‰Ó Ú·Â „Á‡‰ ÔÈ‡˘ „·Ï· ÂÊ ‡Ï
ÔÈ· ˙ÓÈÈ˜‰ ‰ÓÈÏ‰· ÌÈÚÎÂ˘Ó Û‡ Â‡ ÍÎÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,È„ÓÏ
‚ÂÒ ÏÂÓ ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ Â‡ ÏÚÂÙ· ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈÂ˙ Ú˜¯ ÏÚ .ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ È˘
·Â¯˜ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ˘ ÔÂÂÎÓ È˙Ï· ·ÈË¯ ,È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ·ÈË¯ Ï˘ È˘ÈÏ˘
È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ .È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÏÚ-·ÈË¯ :ÂÓÂÈ˜Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡ Û‡ È‡„ÂÂÏ
‰Ó ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡È˙‰ ,˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ Û˜˘Ó
¯ÂÓ‡ ‰Ê ÏÚ-·ÈË¯ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ .'È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÚˆÓ‰' ‰ÎÓ (Walker, 1971) ¯˜ÂÂ˘
˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÏÂ‡ ,˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ·ÈË¯ Ï˘ „¯Ù È˙Ï· ˜ÏÁ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ ÔÈ·Ï ¯‰ˆÂÓ‰ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ·ÈË¯ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ ‰Ï‚˙Ó „Â‡Ó
‰‡È¯˜ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ˜¯ ‰Ï‚˙Ó ‰Ê ÏÚ-·ÈË¯ .‰ÓˆÚ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰
È„È ÏÚ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ,ÔÎÂ˙ ÁÂ˙È Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÍÂ˙ Â‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ˜ÓÂÚÏ
.ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈ‡¯Â˜
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ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ È·ÈË¯‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ‰ÂÓ˙‰˘ ‰Ú˘·
¯˘‡Î .¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ˙Ï·˜˙Ó‰ ‰ÂÓ˙‰ ,È„ÓÏ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ
ÌÈ¯·„Ó Â‡ ,ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜Ó ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÂÁ‡
Munby,) ,(curriculum paper) ‰·Â˙Î ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ :„Á‡ (phase) ÚÙÂÓ ÏÚ
Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Ù˜˙˘Ó ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ .(1990
˙ÈÎ˙ ,‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ :˙ÂÁÙÏ ÌÈÚÙÂÓ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ˙ÏÚ· ‡È‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
Munby, 1990;) .‰˘ÚÓ· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Â (Goodlad, 1977) ˙ÒÙ˙‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
˙ÈÎ˙‰ ‡Â‰ ,‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ,ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ÚÙÂÓ‰ .(Ben-Peretz, 1990
˙ÈÎ˙‰ ,È˘‰ ÚÙÂÓ‰ ;ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ‰ ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ È„È ÏÚ ‰·˙Î˘ ÈÙÎ
Á¯Î‰· ‰‰Ê ÂÈ‡˘ ,˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ Û˜˘Ó ,˙ÒÙ˙‰
˙ÈÎ˙ ,È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ÚÙÂÓ‰ ;(1978 ,Ò˜ÂÙÂ ¯„‡) ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ‰˙Â‡ ÂÒÙ˙ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡Ï
‡Ï .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯Â‡È˙ ÈÙÏ ‰˙ÈÎ· ÏÚÂÙ· ˘Á¯˙‰˘ ‰Ó Û˜˘Ó ,‰˘ÚÓ· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
‡Ï‡ ,˙ÒÙ˙‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÔÈ· ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰ÓÈÏ‰ ÏÎ ˙ÓÈÈ˜
ÏÚ Û‡ ˙‡Ê ,‰˘ÚÓ· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÒÙ˙‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÔÈ· Ì‚
ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙ÓÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯·Ò‰Â Ì‰È¯Â‡È˙ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈÙ˜˙˘Ó ÌÈ·ˆÓ‰ È˘˘ ÈÙ
.‰˙ÈÎ· ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ Ì‰ ‰˙Â‡˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ‰˙Â‡Ï
¯ÙÒ ,ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ ÔÈ· ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÌÈÈÁ·Ó ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ˘ ‰Ú˘· :„ÂÚÂ ˙‡Ê
ÍÈ¯„Ó˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó ‰È‡ ÂÊ ‰Á·‰ ,‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„ÓÂ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï
ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÂÓÓ˘ ¯Â˜Ó ˙ÂÂ‰Ï ¯ÂÓ‡ (ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÏÏÂÎ‰) ‰¯ÂÓÏ
ÌÈÓÏÚ˙ÓÂ ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ¯Â˜ÓÎ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó Ì·Â¯ ÏÚÂÙ· ,˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÏÂÈˆ¯
‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„ÓÏ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ‡ÂÙ‡ ÌÈÎÙÂ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó‰Ó ·Â¯Ï
,ÏÚÂÙ· .„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÏÂÈˆ¯ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÌÈÒÓÂ Ì‰Ï˘
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÌÈ·Ó Ì‰ ,‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡·
¯˘‡Î ÂÏÈÙ‡ .(Shkedi, 1998) ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÂÂÎ ˙‡ Á¯Î‰· ˙Ó‡Â˙ ‰È‡˘ ‰˘„Á
ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ ,‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó‰ ÏÚ Â‡ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ‰ ÏÚ ˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ ÌÈ¯·„Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
˙ÈÎ˙ ÏÚ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· Â¯·„· ÔÎ ÏÚ .„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ· ‰Á·‰ Á¯Î‰·
˙ÒÙ˙ ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈÂÂÎ˙Ó ÂÁ‡ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜Ó ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
¯ÙÒÂ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ ,‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó ÔÈ· ‰¯Â¯· ‰Á·‰ ˙ÓÈÈ˜ ‡Ï ¯˘‡Î ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ
.„ÈÓÏ˙Ï
Ì‰Ï˘ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú· Â¯Â˜Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ú„È‰ „˜ÂÓÂ ,˙ÂÂÎÓ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ‡È‰ ‰‡¯Â‰
‡Â‰Â ,ÈË˜¯Ù Ú„È ‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ú„È‰ .(Carter & Doyle, 1996; Carter, 1993)
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÂÚÙ‰Â Ú„È‰ .(Gudmundsdottir, 1991) ÌÈ·ÈË¯ Ï˘ ÈÙÂ‡ ‡˘Â
ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Ú·Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÏÂÚÙ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ·Ó Â‡ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰Â ,‰Ê· ‰Ê ÌÈ·ÏÂ˘Ó
ÔÈÈ„Ï˜Â ÈÏÂ˜ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈÒÙ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯ .Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰
˙È·ÈË¯ Í¯„· .Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒÓ ÌÈÚ·ÂÎ (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000)
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ˆÓÏ ˙ÂÈ‚Â‚„Ù ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Â ÌÈÎ˙ Ï˘ Ú„È ÌÈ¯È·ÚÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
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‰‡¯ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯È‰·‰Ï ‰¯ËÓ· .‰˙ÈÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰Â
.Á˙ÙÓ ‚˘ÂÓ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó 'ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÌÈ·ÈË¯' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ
È·ÈËÈ‡ÂËÈ‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈ·ÈË¯· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó Ì‰ ÈÎ „ÓÏÓ ÌÈÒÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ¯˜ÁÓ
˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÙÂˆ¯-È˙Ï· ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯ÓÎ Ì‰ÈÈÚ· ÒÙ˙˘ ‰Ó· ˙ÂÙÈˆ¯Â ¯„Ò ¯ÂˆÈÏ È„Î
˙‡Â ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚¯‡Ó ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ·ÈË¯ .(Gudmundsdottir, 1995) ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
˙ÈÎ˙Ï ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È· ÈÚˆÓ‡ ÌÈÂÂ‰Ó ,˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ‰
˙ÈÎ˙ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ Â‡/Â ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ÍÈÏ‰˙· .Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó ‰˙Â‡ ÌÈÎÙÂ‰Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
˙·ÏÂ˘Ó ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ÍÂ˙ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÎ˙‰ ˙ÂËÏÁ‰‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚¯‡Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ 'ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯' ˙ÂÂÎÓ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÈÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ .˙ÂÈ‚Â‚„Ù ˙ÂÏ‡˘ÏÂ ÌÈÎ˙Ï
Ben-Peretz,) ,'ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï‡ÈˆËÂÙ ,(Gudmunsdottir 1991) ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
.(Gudmundsdottir, 1990; 1991) 'È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ·ÈË¯'Â 'È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ¯ÂÙÈÒ' Â‡ (1990
Ì‰·˘ ÌÈÚˆÓ‡‰ „Á‡ ‡Â‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ·Â˘Á „È˜Ù˙ ‡ÏÓÓ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
ÈÙÏÎ ˙Â˘È‚Â ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ì‰Ï ˙˙Â‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚¯‡Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
,‰È¯Â‡È˙ „Á‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÚÈÈÒÓ‰ ÈÚˆÓ‡‰ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ .ÌÈË„ÂËÒ‰
.(Gudmundsdottir, 1990: 108) ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Â ÌÈÈÙÈˆÙÒ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡
,ÌÈÎ¯Ú ,˙ÂÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ¯Â·ˆÓ ÌÈÂÂ‰Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰
ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ·ÈË¯ .‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â„Â‡ ‰·È˘Á ÔÙÂ‡ ,¯ÂˆÈ˜· – ˙ÂÁ‰Â ˙Â·‰
˙‡ ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰Â È˘È‡‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ˙‡
.‰‡¯Â‰‰Â ÔÂÎ˙‰ ˙ÂÏÂÚÙ· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
ÌÈÙ¯ˆÓ ,È„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÈË¯ÙÏ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈ˙Â ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰
ÌÈ¯˘˜ÓÂ ÌÈÈÙÈˆÙÒ ‰‡¯Â‰ ÈÚÂ¯È‡Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ,„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÎÂ˙Ï ÌÈÈ‚Â‚„Ù ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯
ÌÈ·ÈË¯Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡ ·Â¯Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .˙ÂÓÏ˘Â Ûˆ¯ È„ÎÏ ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ˙‡
ÌÈ·ÈË¯· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó Ì‰˘ ÍÎÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡˘ È‡„ÂÂ·Â ,Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ˙‡ ÂÏ‚È Ì‰˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .‰‡¯Â‰‰Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ Ô‚¯‡Ó‰ „ÂÒÈÎ
ÔÂÎ˙‰Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰ÏÂ ¯‡˙Ï ÂÒÈ˘ ‰Ú˘· Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
˙ÂÓ„Ê‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯Â·Ú ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ‰˘„Á ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÒ˙‰ ÏÎ .¯Á‡ Â‰˘ÈÓÏ Ô‰Ï˘
.Â¯ˆÂ˘ ˙Â˘„Á ˙Â·Â˙Â ˙Â·‰ Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˘ÏÂ ·ˆÚÏ
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ,ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ È„È ÏÚ ‰·˙Î˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙·
ÌÈ¯ÎÂÓÎ ÌÈ‡¯‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ˙‡ÈˆÓ È„È ÏÚ Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ
ÌÈ¯ÎÂÓ Ì‰Ï ÌÈ‡¯‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÁ˜ÂÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .‰Â˙‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÍÂ˙·
ÌÈÓÈÈ˜‰ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÎÂÓ ÌÈÎ¯„· Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÓ˘ÈÈÓÂ
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ È¯ÓÂÁ· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯˘‡Î ‰Ê ÔÙÂ‡· .¯·Î˘Ó ÌÏˆ‡
˙Â‡¯‰ ˙ÂÚˆ‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ Ì‰ ,ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ È„È ÏÚ ÂÁ˙ÂÙ˘
˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÌÂ˘ÈÈÏ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙Â·‰· ÌÚÙ ‡Ï ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .˙ÂÓÈ˘È È˙Ï· Ì‰Ï
Ï˘ ÔÂ¯˙Ù‰ .˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯· ˙Â˘‚˙Ó ¯˘‡ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÌÈ·ÈË¯Î Ì‰ÈÈÚ· ÒÙ˙˘ ‰Ó ˙ÎÈÙ‰· ‡Ë·˙Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
ÌÈÙ¯ˆÓ Ì‰ ¯˙ÂÈ '·ÂË' ·ÈË¯ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ .¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÚÎ˘Ó ÌÈ·ÈË¯Ï ÌÈÓÈ‡˙Ó
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ÌÈÓ˘ÈÈÓÂ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ÓÂ Ì‰Ï˘ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰Ó ÌÈÁÂ˜Ï‰ ,ÌÈÙÒÂ ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁ
.‰˘„Á‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ·ÈË¯
˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ ÂÓÎ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ô˙‡¯Â‰Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÈÎ ‰‡¯
:ÌÈ·ÈË¯ È‚ÂÒ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ‡Â‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ‚ÂÒ‰
ÌÈ·ÈË¯ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï (ÌÈÒÁÈÂ ‰·Ó ,ÌÈ¯˘˜) ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˙Â‰
¯·Â„Ó .˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÂÂÎÏÂ ÏÂÈˆ¯Ï ,˙Â¯ËÓÏ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ì˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·˘
ÏÚ Ï·Â˜Ó‰ ÁÂÒÈÏ Â¯˜ÈÚ· ‰ÓÂ„ ÌÁÂÒÈÂ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÌÈÈÂÏ‚Â ÌÈ¯‰ˆÂÓ ÌÈ·ÈË¯·
¯˙ÂÈ È‚ÂÏ-ÈÚ„Ó ÔÂ‚Ò ¯ÈÎÊÓ‰ ÈÓ˘¯Ó ÁÂÒÈ ÂÈÈ‰ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ È„È
.¯ÂÙÈÒ ¯˘‡Ó
ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙‡ ˙Â·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË¯‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ‡Â‰ È˘‰ ‚ÂÒ‰
.ÌÈÈË˜„È„-ÌÈÈ‚Â‚„ÙÂ ÌÈÈÎÂ˙ ÌÈË·È‰ ˙Â·Ï˘ÓÂ ÏÚÂÙ· ‰‡¯Â‰‰
,Ì‰Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ‡Â‰ È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ‚ÂÒ‰
,˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-È·ÈË¯ .ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-È·ÈË¯
ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ÍÈÏ‰˙· Ô˙Â‡ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó Ì‰˘ ÈÙÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡È˙‰
.ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÌÂ˘ÈÈÂ
Ïˆ‡ Ì‚ ‡ˆÓ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ È‚ÂÒ ˙˘ÂÏ˘ Ï˘ ÌÈÂËÈ·˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡
Ïˆ‡ ‰Â˘ ÈÙÂ‡ ‡˘Â ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ È‚ÂÒÓ „Á‡ ÏÎ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ïˆ‡ Ì‚Â ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰
.‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ· Ì‚„ÂÈÂ ¯‰·ÂÈ˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰

‰È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó
Yin, 1994; Merriam, 1998; Firestone,)

ÌÈ¯˜Ó ‰·Â¯Ó ¯˜ÁÓ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ
Í"˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó È¯ÂÙÈÒ 26 ÏÚ ÒÒÂ·Ó ‡Â‰Â ,È„˜˘ ;(1993; 2003 ,È„˜˘
‰·Â¯Ó ¯˜ÁÓ .‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó· ‰ÂÂÏÓ ¯˘‡ ‰·Â˙Î ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó‰
Á˙Ó ,ÌÈ¯˜Ó Ï˘ ˙ÈÒÁÈ ÏÂ„‚ ¯ÙÒÓÓ Ú„ÈÓ Û¯ˆÓ‰ È˙ÂÎÈ‡ ¯˜ÁÓ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯˜Ó
.Ì‰ÈÈ· ‰Â˘‰Â Û˙Â˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ¯˜ÂÁÂ ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡

ÌÈÂ˙ ÛÂÒÈ‡
.ÌÈÎÓÒÓ ÛÂÒÈ‡Â ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯ ,˙ÂÈÙˆ˙ :˙Â„Â˙Ó ˘ÂÏ˘· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ÍÂ˙ ÛÒ‡ Ú„ÈÓ‰
ÈÙ ÏÚ „ÓÈÏ˘ ‰Ú˘· ,Í"˙ È¯ÂÚÈ˘ È˘· ˙ÂÁÙÏ ‰Ùˆ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ :˙ÂÈÙˆ˙
,‰ËÏ˜‰ ¯È˘ÎÓ ˙¯ÊÚ· Ì‡ÂÏÓ· ÂËÏ˜Â‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ .˙·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙
Ì˘¯Â ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘· ‰Ùˆ ,(Jorgensen, 1989) Û˙˙˘Ó-Ô˙ÈÙˆ˙Î ,¯˜ÂÁ‰ ÍÎÏ ÛÒÂ·Â
˙„ÈÓÂ ¯ÂÚÈ˘· Ì˙ÂÙ˙˙˘‰ ˙„ÈÓ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰) ˙ÈÙˆ˙‰ È„Î ÍÂ˙ ˙Â¯Ú‰
Â‡ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ‰˙ÈÎ‰ ÁÂÏ ÏÚ ·˙Î˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ÔÎÂ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ·˘˜‰Â ˙Â·¯ÂÚÓ‰
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ÍÏ‰Ó· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï Â˜ÏÂÁ˘ ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÙÂˆ‰ ÛÒ‡ ÍÎÏ ÛÒÂ· .(ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â¯‡È˙ Ì‰·˘ ,ÌÈ¯ÎÊ‡Ó ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯· ¯˙ÂÈ ¯ÁÂ‡Ó ÂÂÏ ˙ÂÈÙˆ˙‰ .¯ÂÚÈ˘‰
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˘ÂÓÈ˘· Â„˜Ó˙‰ ,¯ÂÚÈ˘· ˘Á¯˙‰ ‰Ó Ì˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó Â¯È·Ò‰Â
.‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÈÙÏÎ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· Â¯‡È˙Â
ÂÎ¯Ú ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯‰ .ÌÈÈ˙Ú˘Î Í˘Ó· ˙Á‡ ÌÚÙ ˙ÂÁÙÏ ÂÈÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÎ :˙ÂÂÈ‡¯
Spradley, 1979; Seidman, ;2003 ,È„˜˘) ˙È˙ÂÎÈ‡‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ÈÙ ÏÚ
¯ÙÒÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÚÂÈÒ ÍÂ˙ Í‡ ,˘‡¯Ó ‰ÎÂÓ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ˙ÓÈ˘¯Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‡ÏÏ ,(1991
Ì¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÏÏ ÂÁÂ‰ ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ .¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ¯˘˜‰· Ì¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡
˙ÂÈÎ˙· ˘ÂÓÈ˘Ï Ú‚Â· ¯˜ÈÚ·Â ,Ì‰Ï˘ È‚Â‚„Ù-ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„·
ÈÙ· Â‚Èˆ‰ ÌÈÈÈ‡¯Ó‰ .ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘Ï ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÎÎ ÍÂÓÒ Ï‰˙‰ ÔÂÈ‡È¯‰ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
ÈÙÈˆÙÒ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯È·Ò‰ÏÂ ¯‡˙Ï Â˘˜·˙ Ì‰Â ,˙ÈÙˆ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈÚË˜ ¯ÙÒÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
.ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ‰˘Ú˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙‡Â ‰Ùˆ‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ˙‡ Ì˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó
ÌÈ¯ÙÒÏ ÔÎÂ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È¯ÓÂÁÏ ‰˙È ˙„ÁÂÈÓ ·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙ :ÌÈÎÓÒÓ
ÛÒÂ· .¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ˙Î‰· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ Â‡ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙‡ Â˘ÓÈ˘˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁÏÂ
ÍÏ‰Ó· .ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ÔÓÊ· Â˜ÏÂÁ˘ ‰„Â·Ú‰ ÈÙ„ ÂÙÒ‡Â ‰„Â·Ú ˙Â¯·ÂÁ ÂÁ· ÍÎÏ
ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÍÏ‰Ó· ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰ÏÂ ¯‡˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â˘˜·˙ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯‰
.‰‡¯Â‰‰

ÌÈÂ˙‰ ÁÂ˙È
.‰Ï˘ ÈË¯Â‡È˙ ¯·Ò‰ ‚Èˆ‰ÏÂ ˙¯˜Á‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï ‡È‰ ÁÂ˙È‰ ˙¯ËÓ
,È„˜˘) ÌÈÙÂ˜˘Â ÌÈ¯„‚ÂÓ ÌÈÏÏÎ ÏÚ·Â ˙ÈÒÁÈ ÍÂ¯‡ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÂÁ˙Â ÌÈÂ˙‰
ÂÙÒ‡˘ ÌÈÂ˙‰ ÏÚ Â¯˜ÈÚ· ÒÒ·˙‰ ÁÂ˙È‰ .(Strauss & Corbin, 1990; 2003
¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÁ‰‰ ˙‡ Ì‡Â˙‰ ÔÙÂ‡· ,˙ÂÈÙˆ˙‰ ÈÂ˙Ï ¯È˘È ¯˘˜ ÍÂ˙ ,˙ÂÂÈ‡¯·
Ì‰ÈÈÚ Í¯„ ˙¯˜Á‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ˘˜·Ó‰ ,ÈËÒÈ·ÈË˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜-È˙ÂÎÈ‡‰
ÌÈÎÓÒÓ‰Â ˙ÂÈÙˆ˙‰ ,ÏÈÚÏ ˘‚„Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ .(Geertz, 1973) ‰˙Â‡ ÂÂÁ˘ ÂÏ‡ Ï˘
Â˘Á¯˙‰˘ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ Â¯È·Ò‰Â Â¯È‰·‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ¯ÎÊ‡Ó ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯· ÂÂÏ
˙ÂÈÎ˙· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ Ì‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ÏÚ ÈÙÈˆÙÒ ˘‚„ ÌÚ ,‰˙ÈÎ·
˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ÍÂ˙ ÏÈ·˜Ó· ÂÁ˙Â ÌÈ¯˜Á‰ ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ˙˘˘Â ÌÈ¯˘Ú .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
Ì‚ ÂÓÎ ‰¯˜ÓÂ ‰¯˜Ó ÏÎ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯ÓÏ Ô˙È „ÁÂÈÓ ÈÂËÈ· .˙ÂÓÂ„
ÂÁ˙Â ÁÂ˙È‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ·Ï˘· .ÌÈ¯·„‰ Â˘Á¯˙‰ Â·˘ È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ËÒ˜ËÂ˜Ï
.˙ÂÈÏÏÎ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜Ï Â˜ÏÂÁÂ Ì˙ÂÓÏ˘· Ì‰Ï ÌÈÂÂÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÙˆ˙‰ ÈÚË˜Â ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯‰
Ô˙Ó ÍÂ˙ ,¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÂË¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜-È˙˙Ï ÂÏ·˜˙‰˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰ Â˜ÏÂÁ È˘‰ ·Ï˘·
.˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ÏÏÎ Ï˘ ‰ÙÓ ‰Ï·˜˙‰ ÂÊ Í¯„· .Ô‰ÈÈ· ÔÈÏÓÂ‚‰ ÈÒÁÈÏ ·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙
˙ÂÏÚ·Â ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÂÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Â‡¯˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜ Ô˙Â‡· ÁÂ˙È‰ „˜Ó˙‰ È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ·Ï˘·
˙ÂÏÏÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰ Ô‰ ÂÏ‡ .Strauss & Corbin (1990) ¯˙ÂÈ ËÏÂ· ÈÎÂ˙ ÁÙ
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‰˙ÈÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙Ó

.‰˙ÈÎ· ÏÚÂÙ· Â˘Á¯˙‰˘ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ ˙Â„Â‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰‰Â ÌÈ¯Â‡È˙‰ ˙‡
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ˙Â„Â‡ ˙„˜ÂÓÓÂ ‰¯È˘Ú ‰ÂÓ˙ ‰Ï·˜˙‰ ‰Ê ÔÙÂ‡·
ÁÂ˙È‰ Ï˘ ÈÚÈ·¯‰ ·Ï˘‰ .‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙‡
‰˙ÈÎ· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓ˙Ï ÌÈÈË¯Â‡È˙ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰ ˙¯ÈˆÈ· „˜Ó˙‰
.(2003 ,È„˜˘)

¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙ÈÈÒÂÏÎÂ‡
.ÌÈÏÏÎ-ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏÓÓ ¯ÙÒ È˙·· ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ Í"˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ 26 ¯ÂÓ‡Î ÏÏÎ ¯˜ÁÓ‰
Â¯Á· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .ÌÈÂ˘ ¯ÙÒ È˙· È‚ÂÒ· ÌÈ„ÓÏÓÂ ı¯‡‰ ÏÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÙÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
ÈÂ·È¯‰ .˙ÂÈÙˆ˙ÏÂ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯Ï ÌÓÊÓ ˙˙ÏÂ Û˘ÁÈ‰Ï Ì˙ÂÂÎ ˙„ÈÓ ÈÙ ÏÚ ,È‡¯˜‡·
ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó ˙ÂÓ˙ ÛÂÒ·Ï Ô˙Â (È˙ÂÎÈ‡ ¯˜ÁÓ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ·) ÌÈ¯˜Á‰ Ï˘ ÈÒÁÈ
Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ Í˙Á ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ‡È‰ ˙ÏËÂ·Ó ‡Ï ‰„ÈÓ· ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ Ô˙ÈÂ ,È„ÓÏ ˙ÂÂ‚Ó
Ï·Â˜ÓÎ ,˙‡Ê ÌÚ .Ï‡¯˘È· ÈÏÏÎ-È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· Í"˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÈÈÒÂÏÎÂ‡
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ‰Ê Ì‚„Ó ÈÎ ÔÂÚËÏ ˘˜·Ó ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ ÔÈ‡ ,˙È˙ÂÎÈ‡‰ ˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰ ‰˘È‚·
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ ˙Â„ÁÂÈÓÂ ˙¯˜Á‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ Ï˘·Â ,‚ˆÈÈÓ Ì‚„Ó ‡Â‰
Ì‚„Ó ¯È„‚‰Ï ÏÏÎ· Ô˙È Ì‡ ˜ÙÒ ,ÌÈÏÚÂÙ Ì‰ Â·˘ È‚Â‚„Ù‰Â È˘È‡‰ ËÒ˜ËÂ˜‰Â
ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯ÓÏ Â˙È˘ ˙ÂÓ˘‰Â ,ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ˙¯Ó˘ ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÓÈÂ‡‰ .‚ˆÈÈÓ
.¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· Ï˘ ÈÂ‰ÈÊ‰ ÈÓÈÒ ÂÏËÈ Ì‚ ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .ÌÈÈ˙ÈÓ‡‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÓ˘ ÌÈ‡
˙È·· ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ 12 .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ì‰ 2-Â ˙Â¯ÂÓ Ô‰ 24 ÌÈ¯˜Á‰ ÏÏÎ ÍÂ˙Ó
,ÌÈ˘ 3–1 Ï˘ ˜˙Â ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ 5 .ÔÂÎÈ˙· 5-Â ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ˙·ÈËÁ· 9 ,È„ÂÒÈ‰ ¯ÙÒ‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ 7-Â 20–11 Ï˘ ˜˙Â ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ 5 ,ÌÈ˘ 10–4 Ï˘ ˜˙Â ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ 9
.ÌÈ˘ 21 ÏÚÓ ˜˙Â ÈÏÚ·

ÌÈ‡ˆÓÓ
ÌÈ¯Ó Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó‰
‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÏÚÂÙ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÏÚ ÌÈÒÒ·˙Ó‰ ,ÌÈ¯Ó ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˙˙ÈÎ· ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘ È˘· ÔÂ·˙
Â·˙Î˘ ,˙ÂÈÏÏÎ ˙Â¯ËÓÂ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ ˙ÏÏÂÎ Í"˙· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ .Í"˙· ˙ÈÓ˘¯‰
ÏÎ· ‰·ÂÁ‰ È˜¯Ù ˙‡ Ë¯ÙÓ ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ‰ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó Ï˘ ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙ÂÂˆ È„È ÏÚ
˙Â¯ËÓ ÔÈ· .·ÈÁ¯‰ÏÂ ÛÈÒÂ‰Ï ıÏÓÂÓ Â‡ Ô˙È˘ ÌÈ˜¯Ù‰ ˙‡Â ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· ˙Â˙ÈÎ
È¯ÙÒ· ·Â˙Î‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÈ „ÓÂÏ‰ (1) :˙Â‡·‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï Ô˙È ˙ÈÎ˙‰
„ÓÂÏ‰ (3) ;‡¯˜Ó·˘ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰‰Â ˙ÂÚ„‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÈ „ÓÂÏ‰ (2) ;‡¯˜Ó‰
;Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ‰˜ÈÊ ÁÙËÈÂ ‡¯˜Ó· ˙ÂÈÂÓ„‰Â ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ÈÙÏÎ ‰„ÓÚ ËÂ˜È
;ÌÂ„˜‰ Á¯ÊÓ‰ ÈÓÚ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙Ï ‰˜ÈÊ· ˙È‡¯˜Ó‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÈ „ÓÂÏ‰ (4)
ÔÈ·˘ ‰˜ÈÊ‰ ˙‡Â ‡¯˜Ó‰ È¯ÙÒ· Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÈ „ÓÂÏ‰ (5)
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˙Â¯ËÓ .ÈÓˆÚ ÔÂÈÚÏ ÌÈ¯˘Î ‰˜ÈÂ ‡¯˜Ó· ‡Â¯˜Ï „ÓÏÈ „ÓÂÏ‰ (6) ;Âˆ¯‡Ï ÌÚ‰
ÏÎÏ ÂÓ‚¯Â˙ Ô‰Â ,¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· ˙Â˙ÈÎ ÏÎ· ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÏÏÎÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÂÏ‡
ÂÊ ˙¯‚ÒÓ „ÂÒÈ ÏÚ .ÌÈ˘¯„‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÎÂ˙ÏÂ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙Ó¯Ï Ì‡˙‰· ‰˙ÈÎ
„¯˘Ó ¯Â˘È‡ ˙‡ ÂÏ·È˜Â ‰„Â·Ú ˙Â¯·ÂÁÂ ˙Â‡¯˜Ó ÌÈÈÙÈˆÙÒ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ È˙ÂÂˆ Â·˙Î
.ÌÈ¯˘Â‡Ó „ÂÓÈÏ È¯ÙÒÎ Ì‰· ¯ÈÎ‰˘ ÍÂÈÁ‰
‰˙ÈÎ· Í"˙ ˙„ÓÏÓ ,‰‡¯Â‰· ÌÈÈ˙˘ Ï˘ ˜˙Â ˙ÏÚ· ‰¯ÈÚˆ ‰¯ÂÓ ,ÌÈ¯Ó
:„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ‡˘Â .ÚÂ·˘· ÌÈÈ˙Ú˘Î ˙Â˘„˜ÂÓ Í"˙‰ È¯ÂÚÈ˘Ï .ÌÈÈÈ· ˙·ÈËÁ· 'Á
ÏÎÏ ‰·ÂÁ ˙ÈÁ·· Ì‰ ÂÈÏ‡ ˙ÂÂÏ‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ‰Â ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ‰˘ ‰Ú˘· .ÒÂÓÚ ˙Â‡Â·
Ì‰Â ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Â ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙· ˙Ú„ ÏÂ˜È˘Ï ÔÂ˙ ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ¯ÓÂÁ‰ „Â·ÈÚ ,˙Î¯ÚÓ‰ È¯ÂÓ
„Â·ÈÚ ÍÂ˙Ó Â‡ ˜Â˘· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈ¯˘Â‡Ó „ÂÓÈÏ È¯ÙÒ ¯ÙÒÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ
‰‡ˆÂ‰· ˜ÙÂ‰˘ „ÂÓÈÏ ¯ÙÒ· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ÌÈÙÈ„ÚÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ·Â¯ .È‡ÓˆÚ È¯ÙÒ ˙È·
Ï˘ ‰˙¯ÈÁ· Ì‚ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÂÊÂ ,Â¯Â˘È‡·Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó ˙ÂÈÁ‰Ï Ì‡˙‰· ,˙È¯ÁÒÓ
˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ¯ÙÒÓ ÏÚ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ ÂÈÏ‡ ‰ÂÂÏ‰ ÍÈ¯„Ó‰Â „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÙÒ È·˙ÂÎ .ÌÈ¯Ó
ÁÈÏ˘ ‡Â‰ ‡È·‰ :ÒÂÓÚ ¯ÙÒ ˙‡¯Â‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÁ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡‰ ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó ÌÈÈÎÂ˙
ÌÂÈ˜ ‡ÏÏ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙„Â·Ú ,ÏÂÓ‚‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯ ÏÚ ÌÈÒÒÂ·Ó ÌÈ‡È·‰ È¯·„ ,Ï‡‰
¯ÂÓ‡Î ‰ÂÂÏ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÙÒÏ .ÂÊ ÁÂ¯· ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ „ÂÚÂ ÛÂÏÈÒ ‡È‰ ËÙ˘ÓÂ ‰˜„ˆ
¯ÙÒ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó ¯Â·Ú .‰¯˘Ú‰Ï ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Â ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÂÈÁ‰ Â·Â ‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó
˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ,ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Ì‰Â '˙ÈÎ˙‰' ˙‡ ÌÈÂÂ‰Ó ‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó‰Â „ÂÓÈÏ‰
.‰Ê ¯ÙÒ ÍÂ˙Ó ÏÂÈˆ¯‰Â
˙‡Ê ÏÎ· È‡ .„Â‡Ó ÈÏ ¯ÊÂÚ ‰Ê' :ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ· „Â‡Ó ˙ÈÈÂÚÓ ,‰È¯·„Ï ,ÌÈ¯Ó
˙ÈÎ˙Ó [...] .ÈÏÏÎ ÔÂÂÈÎ ‡Â‰˘ ‰ÊÈ‡ ÈÏ Ô˙Â .È˙Â‡ ÔÂÂÎÓ ‰Ê Ê‡ ,‰˘„Á ‰¯ÂÓ
‰Ó ÏÚÂ „ÓÏÏ ‰Ó ,˘È‚„‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÌÈ˜¯Ù ÂÏÈ‡ ,‰‡¯Â‰ ˘ÓÓ È˙Ï·È˜ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
'.·Â˘Á ‰Ê [...] .‚Ï„Ï
‰Ó Ì‚Â [...]' :ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯·Â ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ˙ÓÈ˘¯· ÌÚË ˙‡ˆÂÓ Ì‚ ÌÈ¯Ó
ÔÎÂ˙‰ .ÈÈÚ· ·Â˘Á ÈÎ‰ ‰Ê ,˙Â¯ËÓ [...] ÌÈ˘È‚„Ó˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙‡ ‰Ê È˙·‰‡˘
'[...] È˙ÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÁÙ ‡Â‰
.Ï‡¯˘È È‡ËÁ· ˜ÒÂÚ ‰Ê ˜¯Ù .ÒÂÓÚ ¯ÙÒ· '· ˜¯Ù ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ˘„˜ÂÓ „ÓÏ‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰
·ÈÁ¯ÓÂ ˜¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙÏ ˙ÈÏÏÂÎ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰· Á˙ÂÙ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÙÒ
.'ÌÈÈÏÚ ¯Â·Ú· ÔÂÈ·‡Â ˜È„ˆ ÛÒÎ· Ì¯ÎÓ ÏÚ' :'Â ˜ÂÒÙ È·‚Ï „Â‡Ó
:˙Â‡·‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙Â‡·ÂÓ ˙¯·ÂÁ·
‰ÏÈÓÏ ÈÂÏÈÓ ˘Â¯ÈÙ· Â¯ÊÚÈ‰ ?Â‡ËÁ ‰Ó·Â ÌÈ‡ËÂÁ‰ ,ÌÎ˙Ú„Ï ,Ì‰ ÈÓ .1
.˜È„ˆ
.˙ÏÂ·˜˙‰ ˙ËÈ˘· Â¯ÊÚÈ‰ ?‰Ê ˜ÂÒÙ· ÔÂÈ·‡ ‰ÏÈÓ‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ‰Ó .2
˙ÂÏ‡˘· ‰ÂÂÏÓ Ì‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎÂ ,‰Ê ˜ÂÒÙÏ ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ ¯ÙÒÓ ÌÈ‡·ÂÓ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï
:‡·‰ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÚˆ·˙Ó ÌÈ¯·„‰ ‰˙ÈÎ· .È„ÓÏ ˙ÂË¯ÂÙÓ
‰¯·Á‰˘ ÌˆÚ· Â¯Ó‡ ,ÒÂÓÚ ¯ÙÒÏ Ú˜¯‰ ÏÚ Â¯·È„˘Î [...] :ÌÈ¯Ó
ÔÈ· Ûˆ¯ ÏÚ ÌÈÚ ˙Â„ÓÚÓ‰Â ,˙ÈÏÎÏÎ ‰ÁÂÂ¯· ÌˆÚ· ˙‡ˆÓ ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰
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ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ,„Â‡Ó „Â‡Ó ÌÈÈÚ ÔÈ·Ï ,„Á‡ ‰ˆ˜· ÌÈ‡ˆÓ‰ ,„Â‡Ó „Â‡Ó ÌÈ¯È˘Ú
˙Â·¯Ú‰ ,‰Ê ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ‡Â‰ Ì˙Â‡ ÚÈÓ˘ ‰Ó ˙Â„‰È·˘ ˙Â¯ÓÏÂ .È˘‰ ‰ˆ˜·
ÌÈ¯È˘Ú‰˘ ÌÈ‡Â¯ Â‡ ,ÒÂÓÚ ˙ÙÂ˜˙· ,˙‡Ê ÏÎ· .È˘Ï „Á‡ ‰¯ÊÚ‰Â ˙È„„‰‰
[...] Ì˙Â‡ ÏÈÙ˘‰Ï ÌÈÒÓ Ì‰ ,ÌÈÈÚÏ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÚ ÍÎ ÏÎ ‡Ï
‰¯ÊÚ' ‰Ê‰ È˘ÙÈË‰ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙‡·‰ ‰ÙÈ‡Ó :(‰¯ÂÓÏ ‰ÂÙ ,„ÈÓÏ˙) ÔÂ¯È
?'˙È„„‰
.‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÏÎ Í¯Â‡Ï Â˙Â‡ ÏÈˆ‰˘ ‰Ó ‰Ê .È˘ÙÈË ÍÎ ÏÎ ‡Ï ‰Ê :ÌÈ¯Ó
?‰ÊÏ ‰Ê Â¯ÊÚ Ì‰ È˙Ó ?ÏÈˆ‰ ‰Ê È˙Ó ,ÔÂÎ ‡Ï :ÔÂ¯È
ÏÚ Ú‚¯ ÂÏÎ˙Ò˙˘ ‰ˆÂ¯ È‡ :(‰ÎÈ˘ÓÓÂ ÔÂ¯È ˙¯Ú‰Ó ˙ÓÏÚ˙Ó) ÌÈ¯Ó
.'ÌÈÈÏÚ ¯Â·Ú· ÔÂÈ·‡ ˜È„ˆ ÛÒÎ· Ì¯ÎÓ ÏÚ' :Ú˘Ù‰
?ÈÓ ˙‡ ¯ÎÓ ÈÓ ,Ú‚¯ :¯Ó˙
.·Â˘ÁÏ ÂÒ˙Â ‰Ê‰ ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ÏÚ ÂÏÎ˙Ò˙ ÂÈ˘ÎÚÂ .‰Ï‡˘‰ ˜ÂÈ„· ‰Ê :ÌÈ¯Ó
!?Ú˘Ù‰ ÌˆÚ· ‡Â‰ ‰Ó ÔÈ·‰Ï ÌÎÏ ¯ÂÊÚÈ ‰ÊÂ ?Ú˘Ù ÈÓ ÈÙÏÎ ?Ú˘ÂÙ‰ ÈÓ
.(ÁÂÏ‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙‡ ˙·˙ÂÎ ‰¯ÂÓ‰)
.‰¯ÂÁÒ ÂÓÎ ÌÈÈÚÏ ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ Ì‰ ÈÏÂ‡˘ ·˘ÂÁ È‡ :ÈÒÂÈ
:‰¯È·ÒÓ ÌÈ¯Ó ÔÂÈ‡È¯·
¯È·Ò‰Ï ,·Â˘ÁÏ ÂÒÈ ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ Â·˘ ÔÂÈ„ ‡Â‰˘ ‰ÊÈ‡ ÔÈÈÚÓ ‰È‰ ‰Ê‰ ÚË˜·
˙·‰Â‡ È‡ [...] ÌÈ·˘ÂÁ Ì˙Â‡ ÚÂÓ˘Ï ˙·‰Â‡ È‡ [...] ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ „·Ï
Â‰Ó „È‚‡Â „ÂÓÚ‡ È‡ Ì‡ [...] .Ì‰Ó ˙Â·Â˘˙‰ ˙‡ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï Ì‰Ó ·ÂÏÁÏ
.˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ ¯ÂÎÊÈÂ ÔÈ·È ˙Ó‡· Â‰˘ÈÓ˘ ÈÏ ‰‡¯ ‡Ï ,‰Ê Ï˘Â ‰Ê Ï˘ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰
– ‡˘Â‰ ÛÂÒ· ÈÏ˘ ÌÂÎÈÒ‰ ˜¯˘ ,˙Ó‡‰ [...] .ÌÈ„¯ÓÂ ÌÓÚ˘Ó ‰Ê ˙¯Á‡
,ÌÂÎÈÒÏ ,ÛÂÒÏ ÈÏ˘ ‰Ï·Â‰‰ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ Ì‡Â˙ – ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ
Ì‰˘ ÍÈ‡ ,˜ÂÒÙ‰ ÏÚ Â·˘Á Ì‰˘ ‰Ó .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙‰ ‡È‰
‰Â˘ Í¯„ ÂÊ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ Ì‡Â˙ ‡Ï ‰ÊÂ .·Â˘Á˘ ‰Ó ‰Ê ,Â˙Â‡ Â‡¯
‡Ï ÌÈÎ˙ ÌÈ·È˙ÎÓ Ì‰ ÈÎ [...] .‰ˆÂ¯ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙˘ ‰ÓÏ ÚÈ‚‰Ï ÈÏ˘
[...] „·Ï ‰˘ÂÚ È‡ ‰Ê ˙‡ .ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‡Ï ,ÌÂ˘ÈÈÏ ÌÈÎ¯„
ÏÚ ·Â˙ÎÏ ‰ÏÈÁ˙Ó] ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ È˘ ÁÂÏ‰ ÏÚ ˙·˙ÂÎ È‡ ÂÈ˘ÎÚ ,·ÂË :ÌÈ¯Ó
‰¯Âˆ· ‰Ê‰ ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÈÙ ÌÈ˘¯Ù‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ .[¯·„Ï ‰ÎÈ˘ÓÓÂ ÁÂÏ‰
Ì‚ ÍÎ ,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â¯Âˆ· ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ Ì˙˘¯ÈÙ Ì˙‡ ÂÈ˘ÎÚ˘ ÂÓÎ ˜ÂÈ„· .˙¯Á‡
ÌÈ¯Ó] !?¯ÓÂ‡ „Á‡ ÏÎ ‰Ó ÔÈ·‰Ï ÂÒ˙Â ,ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ÏÚ ÏÎ˙Ò Â‡Â· .Ì‰
ÌÈ¯ÎÂÓ ÂÈ‰ ÌÈÈÈ„‰' :¯È·ÒÓ È"˘¯ – [ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ‡Â¯˜Ï ‰ÏÈÁ˙Ó
.'[...] ÔÈ„· È‡ÎÊ ‰È‰˘ ÈÓ ˙‡
ËÙÂ˘Ï ÌÏ˘Ó „Á‡ Ê‡ ,ÌÈ˘‡ È˘ ÔÈ· ‰¯˜Ó ‰¯˜ ÂÈ˘ÎÚ „È‚ .È‡¯˙ :Ï·Ú
.Ì˘‡ ‡ˆÈ È˘‰Â È‡ÎÊ ‡ˆÈ ‡Â‰˘ È„Î ÛÒÎ
˙‡ˆÏ È„Î ËÙÂ˘Ï „ÁÂ˘ ,ËÙÂ˘Ï ÛÒÎ ÌÏ˘Ó˘ ‰Ê ÈÓ Ê‡ .[...] ,‰Â‡ :ÌÈ¯Ó
?È‡ÎÊ
.ÌÏ˘Ó˘ ‡Â‰ ¯È˘Ú‰ :¯Ó˙
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:ÔÂÈ‡È¯· ‰¯È·ÒÓ ÌÈ¯Ó
,˜ÂÒÙ‰ ¯·Ò‰Ï „ÁÈ ÌÈÚÈ‚Ó [...] .„ÁÂ˘ Ï˘ ÚË˜‰ ÏÚ ÂÏÚ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ‰Ù
˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ Ì‡Â˙ ‡Ï ÍÏ‰Ó‰ .‰ÎÎ ‰¯Â˜ ˙Ó‡· ‰Ê .ÂÏ˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ
‡Ï ˙ÈÎ˙‰ [...] .ÈÏ˘ Í¯„‰ ˙‡ ‰Ù ˘È ˙Ó‡· .¯˘˜ ÌÂ˘ ÔÈ‡ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
.„ÓÏÏ ÍÈ‡ ‰ÚÈˆÓ
.[...] „ÁÂ˘ Á˜ÈÈ ËÙÂ˘˘ ¯˘Ù‡˙Ó ‡Ï ÌÂÈ‰ [...] :ÔÏÈ‡
˙‡ ˙ÂÂÚÓ ËÙÂ˘˘ ‰ÊÎ ¯·„ ‰È‰ ‡Ï ‰È„Ó‰ ÌÂ˜ Ê‡Ó .˜„Âˆ ‰˙‡ :ÌÈ¯Ó
.[...] „ÁÂ˘ ¯Â·Ú· ÔÈ„‰
?˙Ú„ÂÈ ˙‡ ‰ÙÈ‡Ó :„ÈÓÏ˙
.¯ÂÁ‡Ï ˜Â„·Ï ¯˘Ù‡ .ÌÈ·Â˙Î ÔÈ„ È˜ÒÙ ˘È :‰¯ÂÓ
?ÔÈ„ È˜ÒÙ ‰ÊÈ‡ :„ÈÓÏ˙
‰ÊÎ ‰¯˜Ó ‰¯˜ ‡ÏÂ ,ı¯‡· Â˘Ú˘ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó‰ ÏÎ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ ˘È :‰¯ÂÓ
.„ÁÂ˘ Á˜ÂÏ ËÙÂ˘˘ ‰È„Ó·
.(ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙ÂÙ˙˙˘‰· ˙Î˘Ó ‰ÁÈ˘‰)
:ÔÂÈ‡È¯· ‰¯È·ÒÓ ÌÈ¯Ó
ÌÚ ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ ÔÂÓ‡Â ˙Â¯ÎÈ‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ÏÎ Ì„Â˜ .„Â‡Ó ·Â˘Á ‰Ê‰ ÚË˜‰
ÍÎ ‰ÏÚ˘ ÔÂÈ„ ‰Ê .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ¯˘˜ ÌÂ˘ ÔÈ‡ [...] .ËÙ˘Ó‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ
.ÔÎÏ Ì„Â˜ Â˙Â‡ È˙Î˙ ‡Ï .Ì˙‡ È˙ÎÏ‰Â ,‰˙Î‰ ÔÓ ,ÌÂ‡˙Ù
Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙·‰ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù ,ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙·‰ :‰ÓÂ„ ÔÂ‚Ò· Í˘Ó ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰
.ÌÂÈ-ÌÂÈ‰ ÈÈÁÓ ˙ÂÁÂ˜Ï‰ ˙Â·¯ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„Â
,ÒÂ·ÏÈÒ‰) ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ·ÈË¯ ,ÏÈÚÏ ‰˘È‚„‰ ÌÈ¯Ó˘ ÈÙÎ
¯„Ò ˙‡ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï ,ÌÏÂ‡ .‰˙„Â·Ú· ‰˙Â‡ ‰ÁÓ (ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰Â ˙Â¯ËÓ‰
‰È‡ ÌÈ¯Ó ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È„È ÏÚ Ú·˜‰ ÌÈ˜¯Ù‰
Ï˘ ‰ÓÈ˘¯Î ˜¯ ‡Ï‡ ·ÈÈÁÓ ·ÈË¯Î ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ·ÈË¯Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó
Ûˆ¯Ó ·Î¯ÂÓ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ .‰˙ÈÎ· ÌÈÙÂˆ ¯˘‡Î ¯˙ÂÈ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ˙È˘Ú ‰ÂÓ˙‰ .˙ÂÚˆ‰
‰È˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ Ï˘ ¯ˆÂ˙ Ô‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ·Â¯ .˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ Ï˘
˙ÂÚˆ‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ï Ô˜ÏÁ· ˙Â¯˘˜˙Ó ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ ¯ÙÒÓ .ÌÈ¯Ó Ï˘
ÂÊÈ‡ Ú·˜˘ ‰Ó ÈÎ ‰‡¯ .ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â¯Á‡ ,‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘
¯˘˜· ÌÈ¯Ó Ï˘ ˙Â·‰‰Â ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ÏÚ ÒÒ·˙Ó ¯ÂÚÈ˘· ÏÏÎÈ˙ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ
ÌÈÏÈÓ· .¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÂÙˆ È˙Ï·‰ ‰˜ÈÓÈ„‰ ÏÚ ÔÎÂ ,‰È„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯˘˜·Â ÌÈÎ˙Ï
˙ÂÓ‡‰ .˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ„ÂÁÈÈ ÌÈ·ÈË¯ ÌÈÂÂ‰˙Ó :˙Â¯Á‡
ÌÈ¯Ó Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ˙‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙ ‡È‰ Ì‡ ˜¯ ,˙¯Ó˘ Ì‡ ,˙¯Ó˘ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÂÎÏ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ· ÔÏ‰Ï ‡·ÂÈ˘ ¯Â‡È˙‰ .¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈÓÈ„‰ ˙·‰ ˙‡Â
.ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ È‚ÂÒ ˙˘ÂÏ˘Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙‰· ,Â¯˜Á˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ 25 ¯‡˘
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˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ .1
˙¯‚ÒÓ ÌÂÈ˜· ‰·¯ ˙ÏÚÂ˙ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì·Â¯ ·Â¯ ÌÈ¯Ó ÂÓÎ
.‰˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ ‰Ï ÌÈ˜Ó‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó ¯ÙÒÓ ÏÚ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓÂ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜
˙È·ÈË¯‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ È·ÈÎ¯ÓÏ ¯˘˜· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ .‡
˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
˙¯‚ÒÓÎ ˙ÈÓ˘¯‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï Ì˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯È·ÒÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó
:Ì˙‡¯Â‰ ¯„ÒÂ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÎ˙ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ‰ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ
.‰ÏÚÓÏÓ ˙ÁÂÓ ËÂ˘Ù ‰Ê ,È„È ÏÚ ˙È˘Ú ‡Ï È¯˜ÈÚ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈ˜¯Ù‰Â ÌÈ‡˘Â‰ Ì‰Ó Í¯Ú· ·Â˙Î ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· [...]
.(‰¯È‡È) .Í"˙ È¯ÂÚÈ˘ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· „ÓÏÏ
‰¯È‰·Ó ‡È‰˘ ÍÎ· Ì‚ ˙ÚÈÈÒÓ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÈÎ ÌÈÈÈˆÓ ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ
Û‡ Ô˙È ‰Ó ÏÚÂ ˙˘‚„ÂÓ ˙ÂÁÙ ‰¯Âˆ· „ÓÏÏ Ô˙È ‰Ó ,˘È‚„‰Ï ‰Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· Ì‰Ï ÔÂ˙‰ ¯·„ ÏÚÎ ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯·„Ó ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ .¯˙ÂÂÏ
.ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ‰Â
ÏÎ˙Ò‰Ï ‰Ê ¯˙ÂÈ· ·Â˘Á‰ ¯·„‰˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ È‡ „È· ‰˜ÈÊÁÓ È‡˘ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÏÎ
‰Ï‡˘‰ [...] .˙Â¯Âˆ ‰·¯‰· ¯È·Ú‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙‡ Ú„È ÈÎ [...] .˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ÏÚ
(˙Ò‡) ?„˜Ó˙‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ È‡ ÌˆÚ· ‰Ó ÏÚ ,¯ÓÂÏ ˙Â‡· ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ÌˆÚ· ‰Ó
˙¯ÈÁ·Ï Ì˙Â‡ ˙ÂÁÓ ˙Â„Á‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÈÎ ÍÎ ÏÚ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˘È
.‰„ÈÓÏ‰ ÈÏÂÏÒÓ
˙‡ ‡ˆÂÓ ‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎÂ ,Ì‰ÈÙÏ ˙ÎÏÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÌÈÏÂÏÒÓ È˘ ÌˆÚ· Ì‚ ‰Ù ˘È
(˙ÈÚ) .ÂÏ˘ Í¯„‰
ÌÈ¯È˘ÚÓ˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ Ì‰Ï ‰˜ÈÚÓ ‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÈÎ ÌÈÈÈˆÓ Û‡ ÌÈËÚÓ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ
.Ì˙Â‡
˜¯Ù· ÌÈÏÂÚ˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ‰Ï‡ .ÌÈ˘È‚„Ó˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙‡ ‰Ê È˙·‰‡˘ ‰Ó [...]
[...] ‰˙Î· ‰ÏÚ ‡Ï ‰Ó ˙Â‡¯Ï .˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙‡ ÍÎ ÌÈÓÎÒÓ˘ ‰ÙÈ ‰Ê [...]
(‰¯ÈÓ) .¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ·Â˘ÁÂ
˙¯‚ÒÓÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ .·
˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰
˙¯‚ÒÓ ÌÂÈ˜ ÈÎ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ ÂÈÏÚ˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ËÏÂ·‰ „ÂÒÈ‰
.‰‡¯Â‰‰Â ÔÂÎ˙‰ ˙Î‡ÏÓ· Ì‰ÈÏÚ ‰Ï˜Ó ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜
¯·Î˘ Â‰˘ÈÓ ‰ÊÈ‡ ˘È˘ ÁÂ „Â‡Ó ‰Ê Ï·‡ ,‰Ê ÈÏ· ¯„˙Ò‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ È˙ÈÈ‰
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ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó ÂÁ‡˘ Ô·ÂÓÎÂ ,ÌÈ˘‚„ Ì˘Â Ì˙Â‡ ˜„·Â ÍÈÙÏ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ‡¯˜
(‰ÈÁ) .ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ‰ ÈÙÏ ‰Ê·
Ì‰ ÈÎ ‰ÁÈË·Ó ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙¯‚ÒÓ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜ ÈÎ ÍÎ ÏÚ ÂÚÈ·ˆ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó ˙ˆ˜Ó
.ÌÈÈÁ¯Î‰ ÌÈ¯·„ ÏÚ ˙ÂÚË· Â‚Ï„È ‡ÏÂ ˘¯„‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ÂÒÎÈ
˘È‚‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ˘ ¯ÓÂÁ· ÌÈ„˜Ó˙Ó Ì‰ ÈÎ ,‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎÈ¯„Ó· ˙¯ÊÚ Ô·ÂÓÎ È‡
(˙ÏÈ‚) .·Â˘Á ÈÎ‰ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ¯·„‰ ÌˆÚ· ‰ÊÂ ,˙Â¯‚·‰ ˙ÂÈÁ·Ï
‰¯ÂÓÏ „ÁÂÈÓ· ˙¯ÊÂÚÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÒÙ˙ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰
ÔÈ· ‰Ó‡˙‰‰ ˙Â·È˘Á ÏÚ ÌÈ¯·„Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÍÎÏ ÛÒÂ· .˘„Á „ÂÓÈÏ ¯ÓÂÁÏÂ ˘„Á
.˙Ù˙Â˘Ó‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÌÈÂ˘‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙·
˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ˙„ÈÓ .‚
Û‡ ,˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ÌÂÈ˜ ˙Â„Â‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È¯·„· ÚÓ˘‰ ·¯‰ ·ÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â¯ÓÏ
È„È ÏÚ ˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ,˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ‰‡Â¯ Ì‰Ó „Á‡ ‡Ï
‰ÓÈ‰ ,ÌÈ¯Ó È¯·„· ÂÓÎ .˙·ÈÈÁÓ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÒÈÒ· ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ
‰·Â˘Á ‰ˆÏÓ‰Î ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ‡È‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È¯·„· ˙ËÏ˘‰
.ÈÂÈ˘Â ˙Ú„ ÏÂ˜È˘ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰
‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ ˘È˘ ‰ÈÓ‡Ó È‡ .ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ‰ ÈÙÏ ‰Ê· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó ÂÁ‡
ÂÓÎ ‰Ê· ˙˘Ó˙˘Ó ‡Ï È‡ .‰ˆÂ¯ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰˙ÈÎ· ‰¯ÂÓÏ
,¯Â‡ ˙Â„Â˜Î ‰Ê ˙‡ ˙Á˜ÂÏ È‡ ,˘ÓÓ ‰Ê· ˙„Óˆ ‡Ï È‡ .ÌÈÓÂ˙Â ÌÈ¯Â‡
(‰Á) .Í¯„ È·‡Î

˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ .2
˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ËÚÂÓ ‡Ï ‰„ÈÓ Â‡ˆÓ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· Ì‡
ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ‰Â˘ ‰ÂÓ˙‰ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ó‡˙‰Â
Ì‰È¯Â‡È˙ ÍÂ˙Ó .˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÁÂ· Â‡ ¯˘‡Î
˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ÈÙÂ‡ ‰Ú·¯‡· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï Ô˙È ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘
.ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÂÚˆÂÓ‰
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÁÂ˜Ï‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ .‡
ÌÈÈ¯ÚÊÓ ‰Ó‡˙‰ ÈÈÂÈ˘ ÌÚ ,‰·Â˙Î‰
‰Ó‡˙‰ ÂÙ˜È˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÎ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ÏÏÎÓ 20%-Î ˜¯
¯ÂÚÈ˘· ˙˘Á¯˙Ó ‰‡·‰ ‰Ó‚Â„‰ .‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˙ÂÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙÏ
˙ÂÂ˘‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰Ó ˙˘˜·Ó ,ÏÎÈÓ ,‰¯ÂÓ‰ .ÌÈËÙÂ˘ ¯ÙÒÓ ÔÂÚ„‚ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˜ÒÂÚ‰
.‰˘ÓÏ Â˙ÂÏ‚˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÔÂÚ„‚Ï ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰ ÔÈ·
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.‰Ò‰ ÍÂ˙· ?‰˘ÓÏ ‰Ï‚˙‰ ‡Â‰ ‰ÙÈ‡ :(‰¯ÂÓ‰) ÏÎÈÓ
?ÔÂÚ„‚Ï ‰Ï‚˙‰ ‡Â‰ ‰ÙÈ‡
(˙Â·Â˘˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˜ÚÂˆ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰)
‡· ‰Ó .ÌÈÓÈ‡˙Ó ‡Ï Ì‰˘ ÌÈ·˘ÂÁ Ì‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ·¯ÒÓ Ì‰È˘ ,ÔÈÂˆÓ :ÏÎÈÓ
?Ê‡
.˙Â˙Â‡ :‰„ÈÓÏ˙
?˙Â˙Â‡‰ ÈÙÏ :ÏÎÈÓ
.Ì˙‡ ‰È‰È ‡Â‰˘ Ì˙Â‡ ÚÎ˘Ó '‰ :‰„ÈÓÏ˙
:‰¯È·ÒÓ ÏÎÈÓ ÔÂÈ‡È¯·
‰·Â˘Á [...] .‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰Ó ‰˙Â‡ È˙Á˜Ï˘ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙‡Ê
.‰‡ÂÂ˘‰‰ ÌˆÚ
˙ÈÎ˙· ˙ÂÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ· ˙˘Ó˙˘Ó ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ,ÌÈ¯˜Ó Ï˘ ‰Ê ‚ÂÒ·
.˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ ‰˙ÈÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï Ô˙Ó‡˙‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ ÌÈÈ¯ÚÊÓ ÌÈÈÂÈ˘ ˙ÒÎ‰ ÍÂ˙ ,‰·Â˙Î‰
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ Ï˘ ‰Ê ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÂÈ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ¯È·Ò
.˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ
,˙ÂÓ‡Â˙ Í‡ ,‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˙ÂÚÈÙÂÓ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ .·
ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÂÂÎ ˙‡ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Ú„Ï
ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó Í‡ ,˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ ÌÓˆÚ· ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· ¯·Â„Ó
ÌÈÏÈÚÙÓÂ ÌÈÁ˙ÙÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÂÎÏ ÌÈÓ‡ Ì‰ ÈÎ
‰·Â‚˙Î Ì‡ ,˙Â·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙· ˙Â¯ÒÁÎ Ì‰Ï ˙Â‡¯‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ
.‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙‡ ¯È˘Ú‰Ï ‰¯ËÓ ÍÂ˙Ó Â‡ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈÓÈ„Ï
.‰Ê ‚ÂÒÓ Ô‰ Â¯˜Á˘ ˙Â˙ÈÎ· Â˘Á¯˙‰˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ÏÏÎÓ 30%-Î
‰·Â‚˙Î ‰˘„Á ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÂÙÒ ‰ÓÊÈ ‡È‰ ‰‡·‰ ‰Ó‚Â„‰
:Ì‰ÈÈ˘˜ÏÂ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï
ÌÈ˘‡‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ÍÂ˙Ó ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó '‰ .[...] :(‰¯ÂÓ‰) ¯„ÓÒ
.[...] ¯Â‰ÈË Ï˘Â ÔÂÈÒ Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÂÚÙ ‰˘ÂÚ ‡Â‰ ,ÌÈÚ¯‰
?˘ÚÈ‰Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È È˘‡ ‰ÓÏ :Ï·ÂÈ
˘ÈÂ [...] È˘È‡ ÏÂÓ‚ ˘È ,Í"˙· ÌÈÏÂÓ‚ ˘È˘ ‰Ê ÏÚ ÌÎ˙‡ È˙¯·È„ :¯„ÓÒ
.ÈˆÂ·È˜ ÏÂÓ‚
¯ÎÊÂÓ Ï·‡ ‰Ê ˜¯ÙÏ ÈÙÈˆÙÒ ‡Ï [‰Ê ÏÂÓ‚‰ ˙˘‚„‰...]' :‰¯È·ÒÓ ¯„ÓÒ
ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰Ó ‰ÏÚ ‰Ê˘ ÏÏ‚· .‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰·
.'ÂÏ ˙ÂÚÏ ÔÂÎÏ È˙‡ˆÓ
˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ ,ÔÂÎ˙‰ ·Ï˘· „ÂÚ ,‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ ÌÈÙ¯ˆÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯˜Ó·
¯È˘Ú‰Ï ‰¯ËÓ· ,‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÂÚˆÂ‰ ‡Ï˘ ˙Â˘„Á ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜
Ì‡Â˙Î Ì‰Ï ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó ÁÂ¯· ,˙ÂÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙÏ ˙ÙÒÂ˙ÎÂ ÔÂÂ‚ÏÂ
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˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ÌÈË˜ÏÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡
,(‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ ÌÈ˙ÈÓÚ ,˙ÂÈÂÓÏ˙˘‰ ,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙) ÌÈ¯Á‡
ÈÙÎ ,¯Á‡ ¯˘˜‰· ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ Ì‰ ‰˙Â‡˘ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ÂÏÈÙ‡ Â‡
:ÒÂÓÚ ˙Â‡Â·· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘Ó ‰ÁÂ˜Ï‰ ‰‡·‰ ‰Ó‚Â„· ‚ˆÂÓ˘
˙ÂÈ¯ÂË¯‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙‡ ˜ÏÁÏ ÌÏÂÎÓ ˙˘˜·Ó È‡ ÂÈ˘ÎÚ .ÈÙÂÈ :(‰¯ÂÓ‰) ÏÚÈ
?ÌÎÏ ¯Â¯· Ì‡‰ [...] .‰·ÈÒÂ ÚÂ¯È‡Ï
.¯ÚÈ· ‚‡˘ ‰È¯‡‰ :„ÈÓÏ˙
?ÍÎÏ ‰·ÈÒ‰ ‰ÓÂ ,‰ÙÈ :ÏÚÈ
.Û¯Ë‰ :„ÈÓÏ˙
?˙ÂÈ¯ÂË¯‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ¯‡˘ ÌÚ ÔÙÂ‡ Â˙Â‡· ÍÈ˘Ó˙ .‰ÙÈ :ÏÚÈ
,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ‰˙Â‡· ¯Á‡ ÌÂ˜ÓÓ ‰Ê‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯· È˙¯ÊÚ Ê‡ [...]' :‰¯È·ÒÓ ÏÚÈ
.'‰˙ÈÎ· ÌÈ„ÏÈÏ Ì‡˙‰· ‰Ê Â˙‡ È˙È˘Ú˘ ‰Ó Ï·‡
‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˙ÂÚÈÙÂÓ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ .‚
˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ ˙ÂÂÂÎÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÔÈ‡Â
Â¯˘È˜ ‡Ï Ì‰ ÌÈ¯˜Á‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÂÈÈˆ˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰Ó 45%-Î
.‰ÁÂ¯ÓÂ ‰ÓÓ ÔÈ¯˘ÈÓ· ˙Â¯Ê‚ ÔÈ‡ Ô‰ Ì‰È¯·„ÏÂ ,˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï
ÌÏÂ‡ ;˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ˙Â„‚Â‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ· Á¯Î‰· ¯·Â„Ó ÈÎ ¯·„ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ÔÈ‡
˙ÂÂÂÎÏ ÌÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â¯˘˜ ‡Ï ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ Á˙ÙÏ Ì‡Â··
˜ÏÁ .˙ÈÎ˙Ï ˙Â¯Â˘˜ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ‰„ÈÓ ÂÊÈ‡· ÂÁ· ‡ÏÂ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈˆ‡ÈˆÂÒ‡‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ¯Â˘È˜· ˙Â„˜ÂÓÓ ÂÁ˙ÈÙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰Ó „·Î
ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ „Á‡· :‰Ó‚Â„Ï .Ì‰Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ¯¯ÂÚÏ Ô˙¯ËÓÂ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
.ÚÂÏÂ˜ Ë¯Ò ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÏÂÓÈÒ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰ËÈÏÁÓ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÒÂÓÚ ¯ÙÒ ˙‡¯Â‰·
‰Ó ÂÏ ¯ÙÒÏÂ Ë¯Ò ÂÈ˘ÎÚ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰ˆÂ¯ Ë¯Ò È‡Ó· Ì‡ [...] :(‰¯ÂÓ‰) ‰È‡Ó
Ï˘ ‰ÓÏˆÓ· ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ Ì‡ [...] ,Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡· ‰¯˜˘
?‰Ê‰ Ë¯Ò· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÂÈÈ‰ ‰Ó ?ËÈ¯ÒÓ ‰È‰ È‡Ó·‰ ÌÎ˙Ú„Ï ‰Ó ,Ë¯Ò
.˙ÂÂÓ¯‡ :ÔÂ¯‡
?˙ÂÂÓ¯‡ ‰·¯‰ ÌÎ˙Ú„Ï ˘È‚„Ó ‡Â‰ ‰ÓÏ .ÔÂÎ .˙ÂÂÓ¯‡ ‰·¯‰ ,˙ÂÂÓ¯‡ :‰È‡Ó
.˙ÂÂÓ¯‡ ‰·¯‰ ÌÚ ÌÈ¯È˘Ú Ï˘ ‰·Î˘ ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ‰ˆÂ¯ ‡Â‰ :‰Â„‡
:‰È‡Ó ‰¯È·ÒÓ
˙ÈÎ˙· ÂÚˆÂ‰˘ ÂÏ‡Ó] ÌÈ„ÏÈ ˙ÈÈÚÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰·¯‰ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ‰˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ È‡
˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÙÈ„ÚÓ Ì‰ .ÌÈ¯ÙÒ ÌÈ‡¯Â˜ ÌÈ„ÏÈ „Â‡Ó ËÚÓ [...] .[‰·Â˙Î‰
Ï˘ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ·Ó Ì‚ Ì‰ [...] .ÌÈÙÈÏ˜‰ ,Â‡È„ÈÂÂ‰ ,ÌÈË¯Ò‰ ÌÏÂÚ
.¯˙ÂÈ Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ¯·„È ‰Ê˘ È˙·˘Á ‰ÎÎ ÔÎÏÂ ,ÌÈË¯Ò‰
˙¯Â˘˜˙ ¯˙ÈÏ ÚÈ‚‰Ï È„Î ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ˙¯ÁÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Â‡·‰˘ ‰Ó‚Â„·
˙‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙ ‡È‰ ,ÏÏÎ· Ì‡ ,‰ÓÎ „Ú ‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÏÂ‡˘Ï ÈÏ·Ó ,‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ÌÚ ÔÈÈÚÂ
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‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙¯ËÓ Â·˘ ‰¯˜Ó· Ì‚„Â˙ ‰ÓÂ„ ‰·Â‚˙ .˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÂÎ‰
‰Ó‚Â„‰ .˙ÈÎ˙· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰Ï ËÒ˜Ë· ˙ÂÂ·˙‰‰ ˙‡ ·ÈÁ¯‰Ï
:ÔÂ˘Ó˘ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘Ó ‰ÁÂ˜Ï
,Â‡¯˜˘ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ˜¯Ù‰ ÏÚ ‰Ï‡˘ ÌÎ˙‡ Ï‡˘‡ È‡ ÂÈ˘ÎÚÂ :(‰¯ÂÓ‰) ‰È‡
Â·˘Á˙ ?ÌÈ˙˘ÏÙ‰ Â˜ÒÚ ‰·˘ ˙Â‡Ï˜ÁÏ ÊÓ¯ ˘È Â"Ë ˜¯Ù· Ì‡‰ .Â"Ë ˜¯Ù
Ì˜˙‰Ï ‰ˆ¯˘Î ÔÂ˘Ó˘ ‰˘Ú ‰Ó ?ÔÂ˘Ó˘ ‰˘Ú ‰Ó .Â‰˘Ó ÏÚ ·ÂË
?ÌÈ˙˘ÏÙ·
.ÌÈÓ¯Î‰ ˙‡ Û¯˘ :È‡ÁÂÈ
ÂÈ‰ ÌÈ˙˘ÏÙÏ˘ ,Í"˙‰ ¯ÙÒ· ÌÈ‡¯Â˜ ÂÁ‡ ‰Ê ÏÚ .ÔÂÎ ,ÌÈÓ¯Î :‰È‡
˙ÈÊ ÈÓ¯Î ,‰¯ÂÚ˘ ,‰ËÈÁ ÂÏ„È‚ Ì‰˘ ˙Ú„Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÂÁ‡ .ÌÈÓ¯ÎÂ ˙Â„˘
.ÔÙ‚Â
:‰¯È·ÒÓ ‰È‡
Ê‡˘ ¯Â¯· ‰Ê .ÈÏÎÏÎ‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó .ÌÈ˙˘ÏÙ‰ ÏÚ ‰·Á¯‰ ËÂ˘Ù ‰Ê Ô‡Î
¯ÁÒÓ·Â ˙ÂÙÒ·Â ‚È„· Â˜ÒÚ Ì‰˘ ‰Ê ÏÚ Â¯·È„Â ,˙Â‡Ï˜Á· ¯˜ÈÚ· Â˜ÒÚ
˘È ,¯„ÂÒÓ ÌÚ Ì‰ ,˜ÊÁ ÌÚ Ì‰ .‰·Á¯ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÂÓ˙ ˙Ï·˜˙Ó ,ËÂ˘Ù Ê‡ ,ÈÓÈ
˙¯ÓÂ‡ È˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï .ÌÈÈÈˆ¯ „Â‡Ó ÌÈ·ÈÂ‡ Ì‰Â ,ÌÈ˜ÊÁ ÌÈÈÏÎÏÎ ÌÈÙÚ Ì‰Ï
.ÂÏ‡ ÌÈÈÈÚÏ ÈÈˆ¯ Ï˜˘Ó Â‰˘ÊÈ‡ ‰ÊÏ ˘È ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙·˘
Â‡ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ˙‡ ÂÈ˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÈÚÏ Â‚ˆÂ‰˘ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„·˘ ‰Ú˘·
ÏÚ ‡Â‰ ˘‚„‰ ‰‡·‰ ‰Ó‚Â„· ,ÌÈÈÎÂ˙ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰· ¯˜ÈÚ· ,˙Â˘„Á ÂÙÈÒÂ‰
Á˙ÙÈ˘ ÂÚÓ˘Ó˘ ,Á˙ÙÈ Ï˘ ¯„· ˜ÒÂÚ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ .‰Â˘ ˙È‚Â‚„Ù ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ˙¯ÈÁ·
:Â˙· ˙‡ ‚Â¯‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ
‡Â‰ ,ÌˆÚ· ,ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ Ì‡ ‰¯Â˜ ‰Ó .‰Ï‡˘ ÈÏ ˘È Ï·‡ ,ÏÎÈÓ :(‰„ÈÓÏ˙) ÏÁ¯
ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÌˆÚ· Ì‡ ‰¯˜È ‰Ó Ê‡Â ,¯ÓÂ‡ ÌˆÚ· ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡˘ ‰Ó „‚ ¯„≈ ¯„»
?‰˘ÚÈ ‡Â‰ ‰Ó Ê‡ ,¯„‰ ˙‡ ¯„ È¯‰ ‡Â‰ Ê‡ .ÂÏ Ô˙ÈÈ ‡Ï .¯ÂˆÚÈ
.¯„‰ ˙‡ ,‰Ê ˙‡ ÏËÈ· ‡Ï ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ‰ÓÏ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘ :(‰¯ÂÓ‰) ‰˜·¯
.È˘È‡ ¯„ ‰Ê Ï·‡ :Ô¯Ú
?ÂÈ˘ÎÚ ¯ÊÂÚ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ‰ÓÏ ,Ì‰¯·‡Ï ¯ÊÚ ÍÎ ÏÎ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ Ì‡ :‰˜·¯
.ÏÂÎÈ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ÂÈ˘ÎÚ˘ ÏÏ‚· :Ô¯Ú
?ÏÂÎÈ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ‰ÓÏ :‰˜·¯
.„·‡˙‰Ï Í¯ËˆÈ Á˙ÙÈ Ê‡ [...] ‡Â‰ ÈÎ ,ÈÎ :‰¯È˘
:‰¯È·ÒÓ ‰˜·¯
˙ÂÏ‡˘ Ô˘È˘ ÂÚ„È Ì‰˘ ‰ˆÂ¯ È‡ .Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ‰·È˘Á‰ ˙‡ ˙Ï‚Ï‚Ó È‡
˙ÈÎ˙ [...] .ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ ÂÁ‡ ,˙Â·Â˘˙ Ô‰ÈÏÚ ÔÈ‡˘ ,ÌÈÈÁ· ÏÏÎ· Â‡ ,Í"˙·
‡Ï .Ì‡ ‰¯˜È ‰Ó ,‰‡Ï‰ ·Â˘ÁÏÂ ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï „ÏÈ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ ‡Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
.˙‡ÊÎ ‰Ó¯· ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÏÂ‡˘Ï „ÏÈÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó

292

È„˜˘ ¯˘‡

ÔÂÎ˙ È¯Ù ÔÈ‡ ¯ÂÚÈ˘· ˙Â˘Á¯˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰Ó ÏÂ„‚ ˜ÏÁ
Â‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˘˜Â ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ,˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ï ˙ÂÚÈ‰ ˙ÂÂ‰Ó ‡Ï‡ ,‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ‰Ê ‰¯˜Ó· .‰‡¯Â‰‰ È„Î ÍÂ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ïˆ‡ Â¯¯ÂÚ˙‰˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯
Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂËÏÁ‰‰ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯„‰Ï Ì‰È˙Â·‰ÏÂ Ì‰È˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ï ÌÈ˙Â
‰Ê ‰¯˜Ó· .‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙ÂÂÂÎ ˙‡ ÌÈÓ‡Â˙ ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ì‡ ‰ÈÁ· ‡ÏÏ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ‡ÏÏ ˘Á¯˙Ó ˙Úˆ·˙Ó‰ ÂÊÏ ‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰
˘Á¯˙‰˘ ‰Ó ÏÚ ‰Èˆ˜ÏÙ¯ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯˘‡Î ˜¯ ÂÊ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓÏ ‰ÚÈ‚ÓÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
:‰‡Â· „ÂÓÈÏ ˙Â·˜Ú· ‰˙ÈÎ· Ï‰˙‰˘ ÁÈ˘ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï .ÂÚÂˆÈ· ¯Á‡Ï ,¯ÂÚÈ˘·
?Ì„‡‰ È· ÌÚ ¯·„Ï ˜ÈÒÙ‰ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ‰ÓÏ Ê‡ :(‰¯ÂÓ‰) ‰‡Ï
[...] ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡· ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó ÌÏÂÎ ‡Ï ,Ì„Â˜ ˙¯Ó‡ ˙‡˘ ÂÓÎ ÈÎ :‰„ÈÓÏ˙
‡Â‰ ÈÎ ,Ì„‡‰ È· ÌÚ ÌÂÈ‰ ¯·„Ó ‡Ï ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡˘ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ˙‡ ,‰‡ :‰¯ÂÓ
[...] .ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ ‰Ê ‰Ù ¯ÙÂÒÓ˘ ‰ÓÂ ,Ì„‡‰ È· ÌÚ ¯·È„ ‡Ï ÌÚÙ Û‡ ÌˆÚ·
.‰¯Ú˘‰ ˙‡Ê :‰„ÈÓÏ˙
.ÍÏ˘ ‰¯Ú˘‰‰ ˙‡Ê ,¯„Ò· :‰¯ÂÓ
.[...] ÌÈ‡ËÂÁ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÂÈ‰ :‰„ÈÓÏ˙
ÂÏ ¯·˘ ÔÎÏÂ ,ÌÚÙÓ ÌÈ‡ËÂÁ ¯˙ÂÈ ˘È ÌÂÈ‰˘ ˙ÂÂÎ˙Ó ˙‡ ,‰‡ :‰¯ÂÓ
.Ì‰Ó
.Â„‚ Â‡ˆÈ Ì‰ ÂÈ˘ÎÚ :‰„ÈÓÏ˙
:‰¯È·ÒÓ ‰‡Ï
ÏÎ Ì‰ [...] Ì„‡‰-È· ÌÚ ¯·„Ï ˜ÈÒÙ‰ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ‰ÓÏ ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÈÒÚÓ
Û‡ ÌÚ ¯·„Ó ‡Ï ‡Â‰ ÌÂÈ‰ ‰‰Â ,¯·È„ ÍÎ ÏÎ ‡Â‰˘ Í"˙· ÌÈ‡¯Â˜ ÍÎ
„ÈÓÏ˙ .Ì„‡‰ È· Ï‡ ¯·È„ ‡Ï ÌÚÙ Û‡ ‡Â‰˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ ˙È˘È‡ È‡ [...] „Á‡
‡Â‰˘ ·˘ÂÁ ‰˙‡' È˙¯Ó‡ ˜¯ .È˙˘ÁÎ‰ ‡ÏÂ È˙¯˘È‡ ‡Ï .‰Ê ˙‡ ¯Ó‡ „Á‡
ÌÚÙ˘ ÌÈ·˘ÂÁ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ„ÏÈ '?¯·„Ó ‡Ï ÌÂÈ‰ Ì‚ ÔÎÏÂ ¯·È„ ‡Ï ÌÚÙ Û‡
ÈÈÓ ÏÎ ÂÏÚ‰ Ê‡ ?Ì‰Ï „È‚‡ È‡ ‰ÓÂ [...] ,˜ÈÒÙ‰ ‡Â‰ ÂÈ˘ÎÚÂ ¯·È„ ‡Â‰
¯Á‡ È˙ÎÏ‰ ‡Ï ‰Ê‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘· È‡ ,ÔÈÈÚÓ „Â‡Ó ‰Ê ,È‡¯˙ [...] ,˙Â¯Ú˘‰
.ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰Ó ‡· ÏÂÎ‰ ‰Ê ,˘‡¯Ó ‰ÎÂÓ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙
˙ÂÂÓ‡Ï ÈÂËÈ· Ô˙Ó ÍÂ˙ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ÏÂ ˙Â¯Ú‰Ï ÌÈ·È‚Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ‰‡¯
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ˙‡Ê Ì‚¯˙ Ì‡ .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÂÏ‡Ï ‡ÏÂ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ÏÂ
ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ÔÈ· Ì‡˙Ó ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ ÏÎÂ ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ Ï˘
.ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ‰ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÂÏ‡Ï Ì‰Ï˘
˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ ˙‡ ˙Â„‚Â‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ .„
‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
5%) ‰Ê ‚ÂÒÏ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˘ ÌÈ¯È·ÒÓÂ ÌÈÏÚÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ˙ˆ˜Ó
ÔÈ‡ Ô‰˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï˘ ÍÎ· Ô‰È˙ÂÓ„Â˜Ó ˙ÂÂ˘ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ .(„·Ï·
Û‡ .‰ÓÓ ˙ÂÂ˘ Ô‰ ÈÎ ÍÎÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰Ó ˙ÂÁÂ˜Ï
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ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ‡ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï È·ÈË¯ËÏ‡ ÈÂËÈ· Ô‡Î ˘È˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ
.˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ ÌÚ ÁÂÎÈÂÂ ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ Ï˘ ÔÂ˘Ï· Á¯Î‰· ÌÈ¯·„Ó
:·˜ÚÈ È„È ÏÚ ‰¯ÂÎ·‰ ˙·È‚· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘· ˙˘Á¯˙Ó ‰‡·‰ ‰Ó‚Â„‰
„ˆÓÂ ,Ì˙ ˘È‡ ·˜ÚÈ ÏÚ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ‰¯Â˙‰ „Á‡ „ˆÓ .˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ê ÍÈ‡ :È„
.Ô¯˜˘ ‡Â‰ È˘
?¯Ó‡ È„˘ ‰ÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ‰ˆÂ¯ Â‰˘ÈÓ [...] :(‰¯ÂÓ‰) ‰È„
?˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ê ÍÈ‡ ,˙Ó‡· :È„
[...] Ë˘Ù‰ ÏÚ ‰ÙÈ „Â‡Ó È˘Â˜ ‰ÏÚÓ ‰˙‡ :‰È„
:‰¯È·ÒÓ ‰È„
Â‰˘Ó ˙Â˘ÚÏ È˙ËÏÁ‰Â ‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó·˘ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰‰ ˙‡ ˙·‰Â‡ ‡Ï È‡
ÈÏ ‰È‰Â [...] Ì˙ ˘È‡ ·˜ÚÈ˘ [...] ÔÂÂÈÎÏ ˙ÎÏÏ È˙Èˆ¯ ÔÎ È‡ [...] .¯Á‡
‡Ï ‰Ê˘ ,„ÏÈÏ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ Â‡˘ ÂÓÎ ‰Ó ÂÚ„È˘ ,ÈÏÏÎ ÔÙÂ‡· ,ÏÏÎ· ·Â˘Á
‡Â‰ Ô¯˜˘ ‡Ï ·˜ÚÈ ,Ô‡Î ¯·„ Â˙Â‡ ,Ú¯ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ‡Ï‡ Ú¯ „ÏÈ ‡Ï ‰˙‡˘
[...] Ú¯ ‰˘ÚÓ ‰˘Ú

È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÏÚ-·ÈË¯ .3
.ÌÈ¯Ó Ïˆ‡ ˘Á¯˙Ó ‰Ó ÔÁ·Â ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ˙‡ ÂÁ˙Ù Â·˘ ÌÈ¯Ó Ï˘ ‰¯˜ÓÏ ¯ÂÊÁ
Ô˙È˘ ‰Ó ÏÚ ¯·„Ï ‰·¯Ó ‰È‡ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì·Â¯ ·Â¯ ÂÓÎ ,ÌÈ¯Ó ÈÎ ‰‡¯
‰Ï ˘È ÈÎ ‰˘È‚„Ó ‡È‰ ÌÈÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰È¯·„· .‰Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Î Â˙Â‡¯Ï
:È˙¯·Á ÈÎÂÈÁ ¯ÒÓ
˙È˘È‡ ÈÏ ·Â˘Á ÈÎ‰˘ ÚË˜‰ ‡Â‰ ,ÒÂÓÚ· Ï˘ÓÏ ,È˙¯·Á‰ ÚË˜‰ [...]
˘¯„ ‰Ê Ì‡ ‰Ù-ÏÚ· ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ Â‡ ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó ÂÚ„È˘ ÈÏ ·Â˘Á ‡Ï .˘È‚„‰Ï
¯·„Ó Ì‰ÈÏÚ˘ ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ Ì‰Ó ÂÚ„È Ì‰˘ ·Â˘Á ÈÏ .˙ÈÎ˙·
.ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÈÏ ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó ‰˘ÂÚ È‡ [...] .ÌÂÈ‰ Ì‚ ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ Ì‰˘ [...] ÒÂÓÚ
– ‡Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ ,‰˘ÂÚ È‡ ÌÈ‡˙Ó ÈÏ ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó .·Â˙ÎÏ ‰„ÂÓˆ ‡Ï ÏÏÎ È‡
.‡Ï
È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ ÏÚ ¯Â¯È·· ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ‰¯·È„ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯Ó˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡
,„Â‡Ó ¯Â¯· ÈÎÂÈÁ Â˜ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó ‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ,‰Ï˘
ÔÈÈÓÏ Ô˙È .‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï Á¯Î‰· ¯Â˘˜ ÂÈ‡˘
„ÓÓ‰Â È‚Â‚„Ù-ÈÎÂ˙‰ „ÓÓ‰ :ÌÈ„ÓÓ È˘Ï È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡
.ÈË˜„È„-È‚Â‚„Ù‰
È‚Â‚„Ù-ÈÎÂ˙ „ÓÓ .‡
‰˙ÒÈÙ˙ .ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ Û˜˘Ó È‚Â‚„Ù-ÈÎÂ˙‰ „ÓÓ‰
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ÌÈ¯ÒÓ· Ô‰Â „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÎÂ˙Ï ˙˙Â ‡È‰˘ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Ô‰ ˙ÚÓ˘ ÌÈ¯Ó Ï˘
˙¯ÓÂ‡ ÌÈ¯Ó ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ Ûˆ¯· .¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰¯È·ÚÓ ‡È‰˘ ÌÈ¯È˘È‰
:ÌÈ‡·‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡
ÏÎ ·ˆÓ· ¯·Î ÌÈ‡ˆÓ Ì‰ ,Ì‰ÈÏÚ ÌÈÎ¯Â„Â ÌÈÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÒ¯Â„ ÌÈ¯È˘Ú‰
Ïˆ‡˘ È¯‰ Â¯Ó‡ .¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ Ì˙Â‡ „È¯Â‰Ï ÌÈÒÓ ÌÈ¯È˘Ú‰Â ,ÍÂÓÂ „Â¯È ÍÎ
[...] ,'˙È„„‰‰ ˙Â·¯Ú‰' ‰È‰ ËÏ˘˘ ‰Ó ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÏÎ Í¯Â‡Ï ÌÈ„Â‰È‰
‡Ï‡ ,ÈÚ ‡Â‰˘Î ÂÏ˘ ¯·ÁÏ ¯ÂÊÚÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ‡Â‰˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï ¯È˘Ú‰˘ Â¯Ó‡Â
.¯„¯„ÈÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÏ „ÂÚ Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ
,ËÈÏ·‰Ï ÌÈ¯Ó ˙˘˜·Ó ‰˙Â‡˘ ˙È˙¯·Á‰ ‰Ù˜˘‰Ï „Â‡Ó ËÏÂ· ÈÂËÈ· Ô‡Î ˘È
ÌÈÈÏ‡ÂË˜‡ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡ÓÏ ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ï˘ Ì¯Â·ÈÁ ÍÂ˙Ó ¯˙È ˜ÂÊÈÁ ˙Ï·˜Ó ÂÊ ‰ËÏ·‰Â
‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ‰ÙÓ ÌÈ¯Ó˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ .˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰·¯Ó ÌÈ¯Ó Â˙Â‡˘ ¯Â·ÈÁ ,ÂÈÓÈ·
Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ÈÎ Ì˘¯˙‰Ï Ô˙È ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˘¯„Î ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯ÙÏ
¯Â˘È˜‰ ‰ÓÎ „Ú ˙ÂÁ·‰· ˙˜„˜„Ó ‰È‡ ‡È‰˘ ÍÎ È„Î „Ú ‰Ï ‰·Â˘Á ËÒ˜Ë‰
ÌÈ¯Ó ÔÂÈ‡È¯· .ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÚ„Ó‰ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯Ù‰ ˙‡ Ì‡Â˙ ÂÈÓÈÏ
:‰¯È·ÒÓ
ÌÈ¯·„‰˘ ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ;ÌÂÈ‰ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ·Â˘Á ‰È‰
·ˆÓ ‰Ê ,‰˙˘Ó ‡Ï È˘Â‡‰ Ú·Ë‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ [...] .ÌÓˆÚ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ
ÌÈ˘ÏÁ‰Â ,¯·„ ÏÎÓ ÌÈÈ˜ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÈ˘ Ì‰ ÁÂÎ‰ ÈÏÚ· – ‰ÓÂ„ ˙Ó‡·˘
.‰¯·Á· ÌÈ˘ÏÁ ÌÈ¯‡˘
˙Â‡ÂÂ˘‰Ï ,˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ,ÌÈÏÈÓ ¯Â‡È·Ï „·Î ÔÓÊ ‰˘È„˜Ó ÌÈ¯Ó ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ÍÏ‰Ó·
‡È‰˘ Ï˜˘Ó‰ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ È„È ÏÚ ÚˆÂÓ ˙Ó‡·˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë
È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ó ·Â˘Á ˜ÏÁ ÌÈÂÂ‰Ó Ì‰ ÈÎ „ÓÏÓ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯ÓÏ ˙˙Â
È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÓÏ ˘È ‰Ê‰ ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜Ë‰ „ÂÓÈÏ· Ì‚ Í‡ ;‰Ï˘
.ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï Á¯Î‰· ¯·Á˙Ó ÂÈ‡˘ ,‰Ï˘ È„ÂÁÈÈ‰
‡È‰ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÚˆÂÓÎ ,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯ÙÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ‰ÙÓ ‡È‰˘ ‰Ú˘·
˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â‡¯ ˙Â„Â˜Â ˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ˙ÂÏÎ˙Ò‰ Ì‰Ï ˙Â˜‰Ï ‰˙¯ËÓ ÈÎ ‰¯È·ÒÓ
:˙Â˘„ÁÂ
,Ï˘ÓÏ ,ÌÂÈ‰ .[...] ˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÎ¯„· ˘¯ÙÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘ Ì‚ Â‡¯È˘ ‰ˆÂ¯ È‡
˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ .¯·Ú‰ ÔÓ ÌÈ˘‡ Ï˘ ÂÊÓ ‰Â˘ ˙Â‡¯‰ ˙„Â˜
.˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ ÌÓˆÚ· ˙Â‰ÊÏÂ
,‰Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ ,‰˙Ù˜˘‰Â ‰È˙ÂÂÓ‡ ÏÚ ÈÂÏ‚· ¯È‰ˆ˙˘ ÈÏ·Ó
-˙ÈÚ„Ó ˙Â˘¯Ù ÛÈ„ÚÓ‰Â ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÂÓ‡ÏÂ ˙È˙„‰ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ¯˘‡· ‚ÈÂÒÓ‰
‰È· Ï‰˙Ó‰ ÁÈ˘ ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï .‰˙ÈÎ· ÁÈ˘‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· ¯Â¯· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡· ,˙ÈÂÏÈÁ
:ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ „Á‡ ÔÈ·Ï
?ÌÈ‰Â·‚ ÂÈ‰ ÌÈ˘‡‰ Í"˙‰ ˙ÙÂ˜˙·˘ ÔÂÎ ‰Ê ,‰¯ÂÓ‰ :ÏÈÈ‡
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.ÌÈ‰Â·‚ ÌÈ˘‡ ˘È ÌÂÈ‰ Ì‚ ,‰‡¯˙ .˙Ú„ÂÈ ‡Ï È‡ :ÌÈ¯Ó
.ÌÈ‰Â·‚ ¯˙ÂÈ ÂÈ‰ Í"˙·˘ ÈÏ Â¯Ó‡ Ï·‡ ,ÔÎ :ÏÈÈ‡
.‰ÊÏ Ì‚ ÔÈÓ‡˙ Ê‡ Í"˙· ÔÈÓ‡Ó ‰˙‡ Ì‡ :ÌÈ¯Ó
ÈË˜„È„-È‚Â‚„Ù „ÓÓ .·
‡Â‰ Ì‚ ‡Ë·˙Ó ÈË˜„È„-È‚Â‚„Ù‰ „ÓÓ· ÌÈ¯Ó Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯
ÌÈÂÂÏ‰ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰·Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ˙¯ÈˆÈ· ¯˙ÂÈ) ‰Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ Í¯„·
ÔÈ·Ï ‰È· ÁÈ˘Î Ï‰˙Ó ÂÏÂÎÎ Â·Â¯ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ .(˙ÂÈÏÏÂÎ ˙Â¯‰ˆ‰· ˙ÂÁÙÂ ,ÍÎÏ
‰Ï‡˘ Ï˘ ,‰ÊÎ ˘¯„Ó ˙È· ÂÓÎ ÔÂÈ„ ˘Á¯˙‰' :ÌÈ¯Ó ‰¯È·ÒÓ˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
˙·‰Â‡ ‡Ï È‡ [...] .ÌÈ·˘ÂÁ Ì˙Â‡ ÚÂÓ˘Ï ˙·‰Â‡ È‡ .‚ÂÙ-‚ÈÙ ÂÓÎ ,‰·Â˘˙Â
.'˙Â·Â˘˙ Ì‰Ï ˙˙Ï
Í‡ ,˙ÂÁÙ Ì‰· ‰‡‚ ‡È‰˘ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ Ì‚ ÏÏÂÎ ÌÈ¯Ó Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯
:Ì˙ÂˆÈÁ ˙‡ ‰È·Ó
˙„Â˜Ó ‰‡· È‡ .ÌÈÁ·· ÌÈÈ‡Ï ˜¯ ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ È‡ ÌÈÈÈÚ· Â¯‡˘ÈÈ Ì‰˘ È„Î
ÌÈÁ·Ó ‡È‰ Í¯„‰ .Ì‰Ó ˙·ÊÎÂ‡Ó È‡ ‰‰Â [...] ,Ì‰ÈÏÚ ˙ÎÓÂÒ È‡˘ Ë·Ó
ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ ‡ÏÂ ˙È·· ˙¯·ÁÓ ÌÈÁ˙ÂÙ ‡Ï Ì‰ ÈÎ ,‰„ÁÙ‰Â Ú˙Ù ÈÁ·Â
.¯ÓÂÁ‰
ÌÈ¯Ó ,ÔÎÏ Ì„Â˜ ËËÂˆ ¯·Î˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ Ô˙È ÌÈ¯Ó Ï˘ ‰˙„ÓÚ ÌÂÎÈÒÏ
¯ÒÂÁÓ ˙„¯ËÂÓ ‰È‡Â ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‰È‡
‰¯Â·Ò ‡È‰ ,˙‡ÊÓ ‰¯˙È .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ê ÔÈ·Ï ‰Ï˘ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ó‡˙‰
˙Â¯ËÓ ,ÌÈÎ˙ ˙Úˆ‰· ‡Ë·˙‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ Ì˙ÓÂ¯˙ ÈÎ
˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰) Ì˙‡¯Â‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙Úˆ‰· ˙ÂÁÙÂ (˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙¯‚ÒÓ) ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Â
ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯) ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÈÏÏÎ‰ Â˜Ï Ì˙ÓÂ¯˙ È·‚Ï .(˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
ÌÈ·È˙ÎÓ Ì‰' :˙¯ÓÂ‡ ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ .ÏÏÎ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Â ˙ÂÈÙÈˆ ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ (È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
'.„·Ï ‰˘ÂÚ È‡ ‰Ê ˙‡ .ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‡Ï ,ÌÂ˘ÈÈÏ ÌÈÎ¯„ ‡Ï ÌÈÎ˙
‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎ˘ Ô·ÂÓÎ ÈÎ Ì‡ ,‰¯˜ÈÚ· ‰ÓÂ„ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯‡˘ ÏÎÓ ˙Ï·˜˙Ó‰ ‰ÂÓ˙‰
‰Â˘ Ì‚ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ‰ÓÂ„ ÂÈ‡ ·Â¯Ï ,‰‰Ê ÂÈ‡˘ ,ÂÏ˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Â
ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ,Â˘‚„‰˘ ÈÙÎ .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ó „Â‡Ó
ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â¯È‰·· Â˙Â‡ ˜ÈÒ‰Ï ÌÈÒÓ ÌÈ‡Â ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï
È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÏÚ-·ÈË¯· ÌÈ˜ÈÊÁÓ Ì˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡ Û‡ Ì‰ .‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰
.ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ê ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈ· ÈÂ˘‰ ˙„ÈÓÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡ È‡„ÂÂ·Â ,È„ÂÁÈÈ-È˘È‡
˙ÂÂ‰Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· ÚÓ˙˘Ó ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯
ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .Ì‰Ï ÌÈÂÂÏ‰ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È¯Â‡È˙ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ˙‡
Ï˘ ÌÈÓˆÓÂˆÓÂ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â„ÂÒÈÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ,˙ÈÒÁÈ ÌÈËÚÂÓÂ ,ÌÈ„Á‡
.ÏÏÎ ˙ÈÏÏÂÎ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ‡ÏÏ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯
ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ÌˆÚ ÈÙÏÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ ˙‡ ÔÏ‰Ï ¯Â˜Ò
.ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
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ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÏÚ-·ÈË¯Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ·ÂÈÁ .‡
ÏÚ ˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ ÂÈÈˆ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó˘ ‰Ú˘·
Ô‰Ï ÒÁÈÈÏ Ô˙È˘ ˙ÂÚ„ Â‡ËÈ· (27 ÍÂ˙Ó) „·Ï· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ‰˘ÈÓÁ ,ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ È„È
˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï ˙Â·È˘Á Ô˙Ó
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÎ˙Ò‰· Ô·ÂÓÎ ‰ÈÂÏ˙ ‡È‰Â ,„Â‡Ó ‰˜„ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï
,‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÔÂ‚¯‡Â ÌÈ˘‚„‰ ,ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙Ï·˜· ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ì‡ .Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆ·Â
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ·ÈË¯‰ Ï‡Î ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ Ï‡ ÂÒÁÈÈ˙È Ì‰
Ï˘ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰‰Â ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ,˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙‡ ‡ÂˆÓÏ ÌÈÙˆÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ì‡ .‰·Â˙Î‰
˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ ˙‡ Â˘ÙÁÈ Ì‰ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ
.ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
ÔÈ· ÌÈ¯˘˜‰ ¯ˆÂÈ ‡Â‰ [...] ÏÚÓ ‰·È˘Á Ï˘ [...] ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÈÈÓ ÏÎ ÍÏ Ô˙Â
,ıÂˆÈ Â‰˘ÊÈ‡ ÍÏ ˙˙Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ [...] „ÓÏ˙˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ·Ï ˙„ÓÏ ‰˙‡˘ ‰Ó
„Â‡Ó ÍÏ ‰·ÚÈ˘ ¯·„ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ê [...] .„Â‡Ó ˜ÂÁ¯ Â˙‡ ˙ÎÏÏ ÏÂÎÈ ‰˙‡
(˙¯Ù‡) .¯Á‡ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ Â˙Â‡ ˙Á˜Ï ,¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ÍÏ‰Ó‰ ˙‡
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ï ,˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ì‡
,ÂÈÈˆ˘ ÈÙÎ .ÌÓÂÈ˜· ÂÈÁ·È ‡Ï ÂÏÈÙ‡ Ì‰ ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ˙È·¯Ó· ,˙Â·ÈÈÁÓ ‡Ï ˙ÂÚˆ‰Î
ÏÚ-È·ÈË¯ Ï˘ ÌÓÂÈ˜Ï ÏÏÎ ÌÈ¯Ú ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯‡˘ ÏÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ‰˘ÈÓÁÏ Ë¯Ù
.‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜
ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï ˙Â„‚˙‰ .·
ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯· ÏÏÎ ÔÈÈÚ Ì‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ÈÎ ˙¯Á‡ Â‡ ÍÎ ÌÈ¯È‰ˆÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ‰Ú·¯‡
ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯· ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰Ó ‰˘ÂÏ˘ .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
.ÌÈ¯Á‡ Ï˘ ÍÂÂÈ˙Ï ÌÈ˜Â˜Ê ÌÈ‡Â ÌÓˆÚ „Ú· ÌÈ¯·„Ó ÌÈÎ˙‰˘ Ì‰Ï ‰‡¯˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ
˙‡ ¯È·Ú‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ?¯·„Ï ‰Ù ˘È ‰Ó .Â‰ÊÂ Â˙Â‡ ¯È·Ú‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ,¯ÓÂÁ ˘È
.ÁÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·Ï·Ó [...] .‰¯Â¯· ,‰¯È‰· ,˙˜ÈÂ„Ó ‰¯Âˆ· „ÓÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰
(˙È¯˘) .ÂÚÈ ,ÌÈ‚Â‚„Ù ÌÈ˘Â˜˘˜Â ˙ÂÈÂË˘ Ì˙Ò
˙‡ ,ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ,‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘È‚„Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó ÌÈÈ˘
ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ ÏÚ-·ÈË¯ ‡ÏÂ ,ÌÈ˘‚„‰‰ ˙‡ Ú·Â˜˘ ‰Ó ‰ÊÂ ,ÌÈÈÙÈˆÙÒ‰ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
.ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ
ÌÈ¯ÒÓ Ì˙Â‡ Ì‰ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ‰Â Í"˙ ‡Â‰ Í"˙‰˘ ‰ÈÓ‡Ó È‡ ÏÂÎ‰ ÍÒ· Ï·‡
,ÈÏ˘ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ‰Ê ‰·¯‰ ÈÎ‰ ÈÏ ¯ÂÊÚÏ ÏÂÎÈ ÌˆÚ·˘ „ÈÁÈ‰ ¯·„‰ [...]
.ÈÏÂÓ ˙„ÓÂÚ˘ ‰˙ÈÎ‰ Ì‚Â ,˙ÚÓÂ˘Â ‰‡Â¯Â ˙„ÓÂÏ È‡ ÌÚÙ ÏÎ˘ ÌÈ¯·„‰Â
(‰Á)
˙‡ Û˜˘Ó ÂÈ‡ ‰˙Ú„Ï˘ ,ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ ÏÚ ¯‚È˙ ˙‡¯Â˜˘ ÈÓ ˘È
:ÌÂ˘ÈÈÏ Ô˙È ÂÈ‡Â ÈÎ"˙‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰
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È˙Ú„Ï .¯ÙÒ‰ È˙·Ï ‡¯˜ÓÏ ˙ÈÎ˙·˘ ÌÈÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú· ˙˘Ó˙˘Ó ‡Ï È‡
˙‡ ˜ÊÁÏ' Ï˘ÓÏ .‡¯˜Ó· ·Â˙Î˘ ‰ÓÏ ÌÈ˘˜·Ó Ì‰˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ· ¯˘˜ ÔÈ‡
Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚ ‡Ï ‰Ê [...] .˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ÔÈ‡ .˙Ó‡· ,Â .'„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ı¯‡‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰
(‰ÓÈÒ) .Ì˘ÈÈÏ ¯˘Ù‡ È‡ .˙·‰Â‡ ‡Ï ,˙·‰Â‡
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï ˙Â˘È„‡ .‚
È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï ÒÁÈ· ˙ÂÁÙ ‰·¯‰ ‰¯Â¯· ‰˘È‚ ÌÈÏ‚Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó
Ì‰ .˙ÏÏÂ˘ Â‡ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ‰„ÓÚ ÌÈ‚ÈˆÓ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘
ÍÂ˙ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ,Ì‰Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ Ï˘ ÌÈ„Á‡ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ˘È‚„‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú
ËÏÂ·‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯· ÌÈ¯ÒÁ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÏÚ ‰Ú·ˆ‰
Ï˘ ‰ÈÈË‰ È‰ÂÊ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÊÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ ÔÈ· ÈÂ˘· ¯˙ÂÈ·
ÌÈ‡˙‰Ï ÔÂˆ¯‰Â ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜Ó ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÎ˙Ò‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
.Ì‰Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚÏÂ Ì‰ÈÎ¯ÂˆÏ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙‡
¯˙ÂÈ˘ ‰ÓÎ ‰ˆÂ¯ È‡ „ÈÓ˙ Ê‡ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ „ÈÓ˙ ‰Ê ÈÈÈÚ „‚Ï˘ ‰Ó [...]
ÈÏ ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó Ê‡ ,ÂÈÈÚ˙ÈÂ Â·È˘˜È˘ ,‰˙ÈÎ· ÌÈÏÈÚÙ ÂÈ‰È˘ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙
È‡˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ È‡˘ ‰ÓÂ ,˙˘Ó˙˘Ó È‡ ‰Ê· Ê‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ‰È‰È˘
(¯‚‰) .‰ÙÈÒÂÓ È‡ Ê‡ Â· ‡ˆÓ ‡ÏÂ ÛÈÒÂ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ
·Èˆ‰Ï È„Î Ì‰· ˘È˘ ÌÈÈÂ¯˜Ú ˙ÂÈÂÓÂÈÓÂ ÌÈÎ˙ ÌÈÙÈÒÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ˆ˜Ó
.ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï ‰·ÈË¯ËÏ‡
‰ˆÂ¯ È‡ [...] Í"˙ ˙‡È¯˜ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÓÂÈÓ· ˙˜ÒÚ˙Ó ‡Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙
˙ÂÁÙ ‡Â‰ ,È‡¯˜Ó ËÒ˜Ë Á˜ÂÏ ‡Â‰˘Î ,Í"˙ ¯ÂÚÈ˘ È¯Á‡ ,„ÏÈ ‡È·‰Ï Ì‚
(¯ÈÓ‡) .ÈÏ ˙˙Â ‡Ï ˙‡Ê‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ‰ÊÂ ,Â·˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ ¯˙ÂÈ Â‡

˙Â˜ÒÓÂ ÌÂÎÈÒ
˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ :ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÌÈ·ÈË¯ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ÚÈˆÓ ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ
È‚ÂÒ ˙˘ÂÏ˘ .È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ,˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ‰ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ È„È ÏÚ ·Â˙Î‰ ÍÓÒÓ· Ì‚ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ÌÈ‡· ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ·ÈË¯
‰Ú˘· .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ÏÚÂÙ· ˙Úˆ·˙Ó ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· Ì‚Â
ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÂÁÒÂÓ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰Â ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰˘
‡Ï˘ È‡„ÂÂ·Â ,ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ÔÈ‡ ,·Â˙Î‰ ÍÓÒÓ· Ô˙Â‡ˆÓÈ‰Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Â
˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ .È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯ ˙‡ (˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰Â ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙ÓÈ˘¯Â ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ,ÏÂÈˆ¯‰) ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙·È˙Î ÍÈÏ‰˙· ,ÂÈÈˆ˘ ÈÙÎ ÌÏÂ‡ .Ì‰Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
ÔÈ·Ï ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ ¯ˆÂ ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ‰ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ È„È
˙¯‚ÒÓ‰˘ ÍÎ ,˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÛÂ‚ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂ‰Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰
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ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ì‡ Ì‚ Í‡ .‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ‰È‡
ÔÈ‡ ,˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰ÓÈÏ‰ ÏÚ Â„ÈÙ˜‰
Shkedi,) Ì„Â˜ ¯˜ÁÓ· .ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ÍÎ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ¯·„ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ
,˙ÂÂ˘ ÌÈÎ¯„· ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÂÂÎ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ,ÍÎ ÏÚ Â„ÓÚ (1998
.ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ÂÂÂÎ˙‰˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ˙ÂÓ‡Â˙ ÔÈ‡ ÏÏÎ Í¯„·˘
˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ·ÂÈÁ· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÏÏÎÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ,‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ È‡ˆÓÓ ÂÏÚ‰˘ ÈÙÎ
‰Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈÓ ÌÈ‡˘ È‡„ÂÂ· Í‡ ,‰·Â˘Á ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ‰ˆÈÏÓÓ ˙¯‚ÒÓÎ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
ÏÚ ˙ÂÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ .·ÈÈÁÓ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÏÚ-·ÈË¯ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
˜ÏÁÎ ÂÈÈ‰ ,„·Ï· ‰ˆÈÏÓÓ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ˙ÂÂËÓÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÂÒÙ˙ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ È„È
˙˘È‚Ï „Â‚È· .ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓÂ ÌÈÈÁ¯Î‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈÎ ‡Ï˘ È‡„ÂÂ·Â ,˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰Ó
‰Ê ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ ÌÈÙÂˆ¯ ˙Â„ÂÒÈÎ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·ÈÎ¯Ó ÏÎ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯‰ ,'‰ÏÈ·Á'‰
,ÂÈ‡¯˘ ÈÙÎ .‰È·ÈÎ¯Ó ¯‡˘ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ÔÈ· ‰„¯Ù‰ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ,‰Ê·
Ï˘ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘· ÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰Ó 80%
.ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÚˆ‰
‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â˘È‚· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡' ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ ˙‡ ÂÎÈ˘ ˘È .˙Â¯Á˙ÓÂ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â˘È‚ ¯ÙÒÓ ÏÚ
'˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡' Ô˙Â‡ ÂÎÈ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ,(Eisner, 1994) '˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜
.(Walker, 1971) È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÚˆÓ ˙‡Ê ‰ÎÈ˘ ÈÓ ˘ÈÂ (Cheung & Ng, 2002)
˙‡ ˘È‚„‰ÏÂ ˜È„ˆ‰Ï ,ÒÒ·Ï È„Î ·¯ ıÓ‡Ó ÌÈÚÈ˜˘Ó ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ
˙‡ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó‰ ˙Â˘È‚· ¯·Â„Ó ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ÏÎ· ÌÏÂ‡ ;Ì‰È„È ÏÚ ˙Ù„ÚÂÓ‰ ‰˘È‚‰
ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÈÙ‡Ó ÔÈ‡Â ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙
˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡ Â‡ ‰˘È‚ ,ÚˆÓ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÈÎ ÍÎ
È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÏÚ-·ÈË¯ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚÂÙ· ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· Â‡ ,˙È„ÂÁÈÈ-˙È˘È‡
‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡‰ Â‡ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰ ,ÚˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó˘ ‡Â‰Â È„ÂÁÈÈÂ ‰Â˘ ,˘„Á
,È‡„ÂÂÏ ·Â¯˜ ,ÌÈÚÙ˘ÂÓ ÂÏ‡‰ ÏÚ‰-È·ÈË¯ .Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
·ÂˆÈÚ ÏÚ ‰ÚÙ˘‰‰ ¯˜ÈÚ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ È„È ÏÚ ÂÚˆÂ‰˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ó
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚Ï ‰Â˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯
,‰·¯ ‰„ÈÓ· ,ËÏÁ‰·Â ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ,Ì‰Ï˘ Ú„È‰ :ÌÓˆÚ
.Ì‰Ï˘ ¯·ËˆÓ‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ·
Ï˘ ˙Â˘È‚ Ú·¯‡ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙ÏÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
‰È·‰Â (Eruet, 1994) ÌÂ‚¯˙ ,ÌÂ˘ÈÈ ,‰˜˙Ú‰ :˙Â·Â˙Î ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙· ˘ÂÓÈ˘
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙ÒÈÙ˙· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡· ‰˜˙Ú‰‰ ˙˘È‚ .(Prawat, 1992)
„ÓÏÈ˙ ‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÈÎ ‰ÙÂˆÓ Â·˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÈÙ· ‰ÈÒÁ‰
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó ‰ÚÈ·˙· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡· ÌÂ˘ÈÈ‰ ˙˘È‚ ;‰˙ÈÎ· ‰Â˘ÏÎÂ ‰·˙ÎÎ
ÌÈÈÂ¯˜Ú ‡ÏÂ ÌÈÈ¯ÚÊÓ ‰Ó‡˙‰ ÈÈÂÈ˘ ÍÂ˙ ,‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈÓ‡
‰È·ÈÎ¯ÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÎÓ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ˙˘È‚ ;(Ben-Peretz, 1990)
,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚÂ ‰·È·Ò‰ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ,ÌÈÎ˙ :‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘
Schwab,) ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„ Ï˘ Í¯„· ‰˙ÈÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡˙‰ÏÂ
˙‡ ‰·Ó ‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎ ÈÎ ‰ÁÈÓ ,‰È·‰‰ ,˙ÈÚÈ·¯‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ;(1973; Fox, 1985
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‰˙ÈÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙Ó

¯Â˜Ó ˜¯ ‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ‰‡Â¯Â È·ÈË¯ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÏ˘ ˙È˘È‡‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙
¯˘˜· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â·‰Ï ˙Ó‡˙ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙¯ÈˆÈ Í¯ÂˆÏ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ÏÂ ‰È·‰Ï
.(Connelly & Clandinin, 1988) ÌÓˆÚÏÂ ‰·È·ÒÏ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ,ÌÈÎ˙Ï
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ Â¯È·ÚÈÂ ‰ÏÈÚÙ‰ Ì˙ÂÁÎÂ ˙‡ ÂÏË·È ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰
ÈÎ ÁÈÓ ÂÚ·ËÓ ‰Ê Ï„ÂÓ .ÚÂˆÈ·‰ ÔÁ·Ó· ˙„ÓÂÚ ‰È‡ ‰Â˘ÏÎÂ ‰·˙ÎÎ
ÈÚ„Ó-È‚ÂÏ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˘ÂÓÈ˘Â ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÓËÒÈÙ‡‰
ÏÚ ‚Ï„Ï ÌÈÂ˙ Â¯ˆÈ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ˘ ,˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÎË ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ÂÏÈÙ‡ .(Schon, 1983
ÍÈÏ‰˙Î ˙ÈÈÙÂ‡Ó ‰È‡ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ,Â˘‚„‰˘ ÈÙÎ .‰Ê ÍÏ‰Ó Ì„È˜ ‡Ï ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
‰Ê ‚ÂÒ· ÔÈÈÙÂ‡Ó ÂÈ‡ ‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ,ÈÚ„Ó-È‚ÂÏ
·¯˜· ˙ÁÂÂ¯‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ÔÈÈ„Ú ‡È‰ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ‰ ˙˘È‚ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ .‰·È˘Á Ï˘
Ï˘ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‡È‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Í‡ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ
.ÌÂ˘ÈÈ ˙ÂÂÏ˘Î
‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ˙È‡¯ ÌÂ‚¯˙ ÔÈÓÊÓ‰ ·‡˘Ó ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙· ˙Â‡¯Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰
ÌÚ ÌÈÈ˙ÒÈ ‡Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÈÎ ¯·„‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó .¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÁÈË·Ó
˙Ú·¯‡ ÏÎÏ ·˘˜ ÍÂ˙ ,‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„ Ï˘ Í¯„· Í˘ÓÈÈ ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ˙„Â·Ú ¯Ó‚
˙ÈÎ˙· Û˜˙˘‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡‰Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ˜ÏÁ ÌÈÏËÂ‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ È·ÈÎ¯Ó
Connelly, 1972; Fox, 1985; Ben-Peretz, 1990; Shkedi,) .‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
˙ÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó ˙ÂÙˆÏ ‰ÙÈ‡˘‰ ,‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ· ‚ˆÂ‰˘ ÈÙÎ .(1996
ÂÊ ‰ÙÈ‡˘ ,ÌÈÈÂ¯˜Ú‰ ‰ÈÈÈÙ‡Ó ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘ ÍÂ˙ ,‰˙Â‡ Ï‚ÒÏÂ Ì‚¯˙Ï ,‰·Â˙Î‰
Bruner, 1985;) ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ È·ÈË¯-ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ‰·È˘Á‰ ÍÂÏ‰ ˙‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙ ‰È‡
.(1996
˙ÈÎ˙· ˙Â‡¯Ï ‡È‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ÏÚÂÙ· ‰¯Á·˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÈÎ ÂÏ ‰‡¯
.‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ‰‡¯˘‰ÎÂ ÈÂ¯È‚Î Ì˙Â‡ ˘Ó˘Ó‰ ,˙¯˘Ó ÈÏÎ ‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
˙¯‚ÒÓ Ï‡Î ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ È‡ˆÓÓ
ÈÚˆÓ‡Î ÌÈ˘Ó˘Ó ÌÈ¯Á‡ ,ÌÈÓ˘ÈÈÓ Ì‰ ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈ˜ÏÁ – ‰ˆÈÏÓÓ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜
ÛÂ‚· ˙ÂÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ· ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ Ì‰ .„·Ï· ‰‡¯˘‰ÏÂ ÈÂ¯È‚Ï
ÛÒÂ‡ Ï‡Î ¯˜ÈÚ· ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ Ï‡Î Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ‡ Í‡ ,˙ÈÎ˙‰
ÌÈ‡ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÂÂ˙Ó‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈÂ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ Ï˘
,ÂÈÈˆ˘ ÈÙ· .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÂÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ‡Â ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ
‰Ï Ô˙Â˘ ‡Â‰Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ‡Â‰ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯
Ï˘ ‰˙Â‰ÓÓ ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙‰Î ‰‰ÂÓÎ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ó ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙‰ .‰„ÂÁÈÈ ˙‡
.‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙
È·˙ÂÎÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈ‚ÂÏ‡È„· ‰ÙÂˆ¯ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ Ï˘ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
'ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÈÙ· ‰ÈÒÁ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙' Ï˘ ‰˘È‚‰ „Á‡ „ˆÓ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙
‰‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘È˘‰ ˙Â˘· ¯˜ÈÚ· ‰˙ÒÂ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ – (teacher proof curriculum)
È˘ „ˆÓ ;ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„‚˙‰ Ï˘· ¯˜ÈÚ· ,˙ÂÈÂˆ¯ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙ ‰·È‰ ‡ÏÂ ˙Ó„Â˜‰
˙ÓÈÈ˜ ÌÓ‡˘ ‰˘È‚ – (school based curriculum) '˙È¯ÙÒ ˙È· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙'
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙·È˙Î „È˜Ù˙ ˙¯·Ú‰ ˙‡ ‰È˙Â·˜Ú· ‰‡È·‰ ‡Ï Í‡ ,ÌÂÈ‰ „Ú
ÂÈ‡ Ì„È˜Ù˙ ‰·Ó˘ ÌÂ˘ÓÂ ˙‡Ê Âˆ¯ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ¯‡˘‰ ÔÈ· ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ
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˙ÂÈÎ˙ Ì‰Ï ˜ÈÚ‰ÏÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ·È˘˜‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ .ÍÎ· „ÂÓÚÏ Ì‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡Ó
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÌÈÂÂÈÎ‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ .ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ Ì‰ Â·˘ ÈÙÂ‡ ˙ÂÏÚ· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
.ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÂˆ¯ ˘ÓÓÏ È„Î ÁÂ˙ÈÙ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙‡ ÔÂÂÎÏ ÈÂ‡¯Â ,Ì‰· ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ
ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÈÎ ‰„·ÂÚÏ ÌÈ¯Ú ÂÈ‰È˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ·Â˙ÎÏ ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ‰ ÂÏ‡
‰ÏÚ˘ ÈÙÎ ,Â„ÂÒÈ· È˙ÈÈ·‰-È·ÈË¯ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ‰·È˘Á‰
˙‡ ÂÓ‚¯˙È Û‡ Â‡ ÂÓ˘ÈÈ ,Â˜È˙ÚÈ˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó ˙ÂÙˆÏ Ì‰Ï Ï‡ .‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ È‡ˆÓÓÓ
˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Ì‰ ¯˙ÂÈ‰ ÏÎÏ .‰˙ÈÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰ È·ˆÓÏ ·Â˙Î‰ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÍÓÒÓ‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Ì‰ .ÛÒÂ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÚˆ‰ ‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙·
˙‡ Â·ÈÂ ‰˙ÈÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ˙È·ÈË¯ Í¯„· ÂÓÈ‡˙È
ÌÈ˘Â„ÈÁ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ‰ ÂÏ‡ .Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙
‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÙÒÂÂ ˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÎ¯„ ÂÒÈ Ì‡ Â˘ÚÈ ·ÂË ,¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· ÏÚ ÚÈÙ˘‰ÏÂ ÌÈÈ˙ÈÓ‡
.ÈËÈÓÂ„ Û‡ Â‡ È„ÚÏ· ÈÚˆÓ‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙·È˙Î· Â‡¯È
˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Â ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ˙˘˜·Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙¯ÈˆÈÂ Â˙Â‚‰
¯ÓÂÏ ÏÎÂ ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ È‚˘ÂÓ· ˘Ó˙˘ Ì‡ .ÍÁ˙Ó ¯ÈÚˆ ÏÎ Ïˆ‡ ˙È· È·
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú‰ ÈÎÂ˙-ÈÎÂÈÁ ÏÚ-·ÈË¯ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ‡Â‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙ ¯˜ÈÚ ÈÎ
Ï˘ ˙Â¯Â„ Â„ÈÓÚ‰· ‡È‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÏÚÙÓ ˙Â·È˘Á .ÂÈÓÈ Ô· „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÈËÂÂÏ¯
˜ÊÂ¯˘ ÈÎÂ˙-ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯Ï ÂÈÈ‰ ,Â˙˘ÓÏ ÔÊÂ‡ Â¯Î˘ ÌÈÎÁÓ-ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙
˙Â˘È‚Ù ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‰˘Ú ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ (ÈÙÏ‡ ÈÏÂ‡Â) ˙Â‡Ó ÌÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˘‚ÙÓ .ÚÈˆ‰
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Ì‚ Í‡ ,ÌÈ¯ÙÒÂ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ,˙Â‡ˆ¯‰ ,ÌÈÂÈ„ ,˙ÂÈ˘È‡
.(Ì‰Ó „Á‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÎÊ‰ ÂÏ‡ ˙Â¯Â˘ ·˙ÂÎÏÂ) Â·˙Î ÂÈ¯·Á-ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â ˜ÊÂ¯˘
˙¯·Ú‰Ï ÈÚˆÓ‡Î ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜Ù‡‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ‰ÒÈ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó
ÔÈ‡ .ÂÊ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ È·‚Ï ¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈÏÂ„‚ ‰Ï‡˘ ÈÓÈÒ ·Èˆ‰Â ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÏÚ‰-·ÈË¯
˙ÂÈÎ˙Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ˜ÊÂ¯Î ÌÈ‚Â‰Â ÌÈÎÁÓ ˙ÓÂ¯˙ ÈÎ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡ÓÓ ˜ÈÒ‰Ï
ÈÙ· ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ‰ ÌÈÈ˘˜‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ‡Â‰ Â˘˜È·˘ ÏÎ .˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰È‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
ÈÎ ÌÈÂÂ˜Ó Â‡ .Ë¯Ù· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ·Â ÏÏÎ· ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈ˘Â„ÈÁÏ ‡È·‰Ï ‰ÒÓ˘ ÈÓ
˘ÏÂ˘Ó‰ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÙÒÂ ˙ÈÂÂÊ ÏÚ ¯Â‡ ÂÎÙ˘È ÂÈ˙Â˜ÒÓÂ ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ È‡ˆÓÓ
„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÂÁÓˆ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯·„ .ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰Â ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ ,ÌÈÎÁÓ‰ ÔÈ·
Â˙Â‚‰Ï ‰ÚÂˆ ‰ÓÏ˘‰ ˙ÈÁ·· Ì‰ ÂÈ‰ÈÂ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ ÂÁÂ¯· ‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰Â
.Â˙¯ÈˆÈÏÂ
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– Ì‰ÈÈ·˘ ÈÓÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ,„ÈÓÏ˙‰
Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ Ï˘ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰‡¯Â‰ ÏÚ
¯ËÎ˘ ÈÏÈÏ‚ ¯·Ú
˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ Í¯„ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ‚ÂÏ‡È„ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÈÎ ÔÂÚËÏ ˘˜· ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó·
È„Â‰È‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ ÌÚÂ ˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ ¯·˘Ó ÌÚ
ÁÂ˙È‰ ÏÚ ÔÚ˘ ÂÂÈ„ .ÂÈÓÈ· ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ÔÈ·Ï È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ È·‚Ï 1˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰
˙‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡ È·‚Ï 2Ô‰Î Ï˘ ˙ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ‰‚˘Ó‰‰ ÏÚÂ ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È
Ô‰ ˙Â‡Ë·˙Ó „ˆÈÎ (case study) ‰¯˜Ó ¯˜Á ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÌÈ‚„ .ÌÈÈÂ˜ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë
¯˜Á ˙Â·˜Ú· .˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰‡¯Â‰· ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ Ô‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰
Ï˘ ÍÂÂÈ˙ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰˘È‚ ÈÎ ÔÚË ‰¯˜Ó‰
‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÚË Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ .ÈË˙Â‡ ‰¯ÂÓÎ Â˙Â‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ï Ô˙È˘ ‰¯ÂÓ
Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ˘˜· ÛÂÒ·Ï .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙·È˙ÎÏÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï
Ô‰ ,˙Â˘¯Ù·Â È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ· ÔÂÈÚ‰Â ˙Â‚‰‰ ÌÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ˙‡ ·Ï˘Ó‰ ¯˜ÁÓ
.‰˜ÈË˜¯ÙÏ Ô‰Â ‰È¯Â‡˙Ï

Ï‡¯˘È· È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙‡¯Â‰ ˙ÈÈÚ·
˜ÈÒÚÓ Ï‡¯˘È· ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ÌÈÈÂÎÈ˙‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙·· ˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ „ÓÚÓ
È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ˘Á ÌÈ·¯ .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÈ„Ó È·ˆÚÓÂ ¯Â·Èˆ È˘È‡ ,ÌÈÎÁÓ
Ï˘ ‰˜ÈÊ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ·Â ,˙Â„‰È‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙‡¯Â‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ıÂ¯Á ÔÂÏ˘ÈÎ Ï˘Î Ï‡¯˘È·

Rosenak, M. 1986. Teaching Jewish Values: A Conceptual Guide. Jerusalem: The Hebrew
University of Jerusalem, Melton Centre for Jewish Education
Cohen, J. A. 1999. ‘Hermeneutic Options for the Teaching of Canonical Texts: Freud,
Fromm, Strauss, and Buber Read the Bible’. Courtyard: A Journal of Research and
Thought in Jewish Education. Cohen, J. A. (2005). ‘The Education Significance of
Modern Philosophical Midrash: Emmanuel Levinas’ “Temptation of Temptation”’. In
Nisan, M. and Schremer, O. (eds.), Educational Deliberations; Studies in Education
Dedicated to Shlomo (Seymour) Fox. Jerusalem: Keter & Mandel Leadership Institute

1
2

¯ËÎ˘ ÈÏÈÏ‚ ¯·Ú

306

Ô¯‡ ÔÓÏÊ Ï˘ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ¯˜ÂÒ 3˙¯Óˆ .‰È˙Â¯Â„Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
ÌÈ˘ÈÓÁ‰ ˙Â˘·) Ô‰ÈÎ Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÈˆ„˜‰ È˙˘ ÍÏ‰Ó· '˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰' ˙ÈÈ˜‰Ï
.Ï˘ÂÎ Í‡ ·Â˘Á ÔÂÈÒÈ ‰È‰ ‰Ê˘ ÔÚÂË ‡Â‰ .È"‡ÙÓ ÌÚËÓ ÍÂÈÁ ¯˘Î (ÌÈ˘È˘‰Â
‡Ï ¯·Î ÌÈ˘È˘‰ ˙Â˘Ó ÏÁ‰˘ ‡Â‰ '˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰' ÔÂÏ˘ÈÎÏ Ì¯Â‚‰ Â˙ÚËÏ
.‰ÏÈÁ‰Ï ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓÂ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙˘¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˜ÈÙÒÓ ı¯‡· Â‡ˆÓ
.‰Ê ·ˆÓÏ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ ˙‡ ¯È·ÒÓ ÂÈ‡ ˙¯Óˆ
‰¯ÈÂÂ‡Ó ˙Ú·ÂÎ Ô¯‡ ÔÓÏÊ ÁÂ¯· '˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰' ÔÂÏ˘ÈÎ ˙‡ ¯È·ÒÓ 4„È·˘
˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÈÙÏÎ ¯ÂÎÈ Ï˘Â ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁÏ ÌÈÈ˙„ ÔÈ· ÍÏÂ‰Â ¯·Â‚ Ú¯˜ Ï˘ ˙È¯Â·Èˆ
ÂÈÙÏ˘ ¯ÒÓ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰¯È·Ú‰ '˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰' ˙ÈÎ˙ ,„È·˘ ˙ÚËÏ .˙È„Â‰È‰
‰˘È‚‰ ÈÏÚ· .Ì˙Â„‰È Ï˘ ‰ÈÎ˙Ï ˙Â·È˘Á ÔÈ‡ Í‡ ,ÌÈ„Â‰ÈÎ ÌÓˆÚ Â‡¯È˘ ·Â˘Á
Ì˙Â‡ Â˜˙È Í‡ ,˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï ‰Ú„Â˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ÈÚˆÓ‡Î ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎÂ˙· Â˘Ó˙˘‰ ˙‡Ê‰
˙ÏÁ‰· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ‡Â‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ „È˜Ù˙ ÈÎ ¯Â·Ò „È·˘ .È¯Â˜Ó‰ È˙„‰ Ì¯˘˜‰Ó
.‰¯Â˙ ˙Ú„Ï ÏÎ Ì„Â˜ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÈ¯·„Ï .‰Ú„Â˙‰ ·ÂˆÈÚ· ‡ÏÂ ‰ÚÈ„È‰
ÈÂÏ‚· ‚Èˆ‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ,Â¯·Ú ÌÚ ‰ËÂ˘Ù ˙Â‰„Ê‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÏ˘‡ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÚÈˆ‰Ï ÔÈ‡
„È·˘ .„ÂÓÈÏ‰ Ï˘ „˜ÂÓÎ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙˘¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˜Á¯Ó‰ ˙‡
Ï˘ ÈÁÂ¯‰ ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙ÈÈ· ÏÚ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÚÈÙ˘‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ‰ÈÂ‡¯ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙˘ ¯Â·Ò
,‰ÈÂ‡¯ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ .¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·Ï ıÂÁÓ ˙È¯Â·Èˆ‰ ‰¯ÈÂÂ‡‰ ÏÚ Û‡ ‡Ï‡ ,„ÈÓÏ˙‰
˙È·ÈË¯‚ËÈ‡ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Â ‰ÎÏ‰Â Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ È„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ,„È·˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ
'˙eÈÒÏ˜‰' ˙‡ ÔÂ·˘Á· ˙Á˜Ï ˘È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙¯ÈÁ·· .ÌÈÂ˘‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜ÓÏ
˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ ˘È‚„Ó „È·˘ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï (˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰) '˙ÂÙÂÓ‰' ˙„ÈÓ ˙‡Â Ì‰Ï˘
.˙Â‡Ë·Ó Ô‰˘ ‰Ù˜˘‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÓÏ˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â˜Ó ˙Â¯ÈˆÈÏ ‰˜ÈÓÚÓ‰ ‰ÙÈ˘Á‰
˙Ó˜‰Ï ‰‡È·‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ¯·Â‚ Û‡Â Í˘Ó˙Ó‰ ¯·˘Ó‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙
¯‡˙Ó 5¯‰˘ Á"Â„ .(1991) ·"˘˙ Û¯ÂÁ· ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó È„È ÏÚ ¯‰˘ ˙„ÚÂ
¯ÙÒÓ· ˙Î˘Ó‰ ‰„È¯È·' ˙‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó Ï˘ Ì„ÓÚÓ· ‰„È¯È‰ ˙‡
˙ÈÁ·· Ì‰· ÔÁ·È‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÁÂ·‰ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ¯ÙÒÓ· ,Ì˙‡¯Â‰Ï ˙Â˘„˜ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÚ˘‰
¯È˘Î‰ÏÂ „ÂÓÏÏ ÌÈ¯ÁÂ·‰ ÌÈË„ÂËÒ‰ ¯ÙÒÓ· ,‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ï ¯·ÚÓ ˙Â¯‚·‰
ÈÎ¯„Â „ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ· ÌÈÓÈÈ˜‰ ÌÈÈ˘˜·Â ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÓˆÚ
˙Â„‰È‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó Ï˘ Ì„ÓÚÓ· ‰„È¯È‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ¯‰˘ ˙„ÚÂ 6.'˙ÂÈ˘„Á ‰„Â·Ú
˙Â‚ÈÏÙÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÂÓ˙‰ ÔÓÂ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÎË‰ ‰¯·Á· ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ·ˆÓ'Ó ˙Ú·ÂÎ

,(˙Î¯ÂÚ) ·Ï ¯· ÌÈ¯Ó :ÍÂ˙· ,'˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰Â Ô¯‡ ÔÓÏÊ :Ï˘Î˘ ÔÂÈÒÈ' .1999 .'ˆ ,˙¯Óˆ
˙Â·¯˙‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(Á) ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙ÂÈÂÓÏ˙˘‰· ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ ,ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ÍÂÈÁÂ ÌÈÎ¯Ú
.ÍÂÈÁÏ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,Ë¯ÂÙÒ‰Â
,'Ï‡¯˘È ˙È„Ó· ÔÂÎÈ˙‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙‡¯Â‰' .·"Ï˘˙ .¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ ,„È·˘
.21 :(‚) ÌÈÁ˙Ù
˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ ˙˜È„·Ï ‰„ÚÂÂ‰ ˙ÂˆÏÓ‰ .1994 .‰˙˘Ó ÌÏÂÚ· ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â·¯˙ – ÌÏÂÚÂ ÌÚ
.ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È :ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó .È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ·
.8 :¯‰˘ Á"Â„

3

4
5
6
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¯ÙÒÓ ÚÈˆ‰ ¯‰˘ Á"Â„ 7.'˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚ÏÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÚ„‰ È˜ÂÏÈÁÂ
ÔÂ¯˜ÚÎ .˙ÂÚ˘‰ ˙‡ˆ˜‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙¯˘Î‰ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˙Â¯Â˘˜‰ ˙ÂˆÏÓ‰
˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ˙‡Â ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ˘È' ÈÎ Á"Â„‰ Ú·Â˜ ‰ÁÓ
ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ,ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰˘‚„‰Â ˘ÂÙÈÁ ÍÂ˙ ,˙Â¯Â„‰ Í¯Â‡Ï
˙‡ ÍÂÙ‰Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ ‰Ï‡˘· ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈ‡ Á"Â„‰ 8.'ÂÈÓÈ Ô· „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÌÈÈÏ‡ÂË˜‡‰Â
9.È¯˘Ù‡ ÏÏÎ· ¯·„‰ Ì‡‰Â ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ

˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó :˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ˙ÈÈÚ· Ï˘ ÈË¯Â‡˙ ÁÂ˙È
‰„·ÂÚ‰ ˙„ÓÂÚ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙‡¯Â‰· ÔÂÏ˘ÈÎ‰ „ÂÒÈ· ÈÎ ÔÚÂË 10˜ÊÂ¯
‰˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó ˜ÏÁ ˙ÂÁÙÏÂ ÌÈ¯Â‰‰ ·Â¯ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ·Â¯˘
ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÏ ‰˙ÂÎÊ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘
Ï˘ ÏÎ ˜·ÂÁ ¯Â˜ÓÎ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ‡Â ,ÂÈÏ‡Ó Ô·ÂÓ ¯·„Î ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰Â
¯ÚÙ ,„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï „ÓÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ ¯ˆÂ ÍÎÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î .ÌÈ·ÂÈÁÂ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó
.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· Á˙ÓÎ Â˙Â‡ ¯È„‚Ó ˜ÊÂ¯˘
˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙È˙„ ‰‡¯Â‰ Â˙Ú„Ï ‡È‰ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ 11'˙ÈË˙Â‡' ‰‡¯Â‰
‰Á‰‰ Ô‰ÈÈ· ,„ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÁ‰ ¯ÙÒÓ ˙ÂÈÂˆÓ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ Ì„ÂÒÈ· .Ì‰Ï˘
ÔÈ· Ï„·‰ ÔÈ‡ ÂÊ Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó .Â˙Â‡ ˙Â·ÈÈÁÓ ÂÈ˙ÂÂˆÓÂ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÂ·È¯ ‡Â‰ Ï‡‰˘
‰„ÈÓ ‰˙Â‡· ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÌÏÂÎ .Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ¯Á‡Ï ‰Ê È„Â‰È ËÒ˜Ë
ÂÓˆÚ ‰‡Â¯ ÂÈ‡˘ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï .˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ ÌÏÂÎ˘ ÌÂ˘Ó
˙‡Ê ˙Â·˜Ú· .ÏÏÎ ˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÂÊ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ÔÈ‡ ,˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰Ï ·ÈÂÁÓ
,'˙ÂÏÁÓ' ‰ÎÓ ‡Â‰ Ô˙Â‡˘ ,˙Â„‰È ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ· ˙Â˘È‚ Ú·¯‡ ¯‡˙Ó ˜ÊÂ¯
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰˘ ÌÈ¯‚˙‡‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ‰ÁÈÏˆÓ ‰È‡ Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡ Û‡ ÔÎ˘
ÌÏÂ‡ ,˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Ï ‰Ó‡ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰˘È‚‰ .‰·ÈˆÓ ÏÈÚÏ ˙¯‡Â˙Ó‰
ÌÈÈÁ· ¯·˘Ó ˘Á¯˙‰˘ ÍÎÓ ˙ÓÏÚ˙Ó ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚÏ ˙˘ÁÎ˙Ó
.9–8 :¯‰˘ Á"Â„ 7
.10 :¯‰˘ Á"Â„ 8
ÈÏ‡¯˘ÈÏ ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÔÙÂ‡ Â‰˘ÊÈ‡· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ˙Â„‰È È„ÂÓÈÏ˘ ‰ÚË‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯Ú¯ÚÓ‰ ˘È 9
‰Ï‡' ÔÎÂ ,ÌÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰ Ì‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÂÓÈÏÏ ÌÈ˜˜Ê˘ ÌÈ„ÈÁÈ‰ ÈÎ ÔÚÂË ÌÏ È·ˆ .ÈÂÏÈÁ‰
Ì‰˘ ÔÈ·Â ÌÈÈ˙„ Ì‰˘ ÔÈ· ,˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÚˆ‰ ¯Â„‰ ÏÚ ËÈÏ˘‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó˘
ÌÈÒÈÒ·‰' .1988 .ÌÏ 'ˆ .ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÌÈ‡ ˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ ÏÎÏ .'ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ
:Û˙Â˘Ó‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ :Èˆ¯‡‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ ,'ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰
,ÌÈÏÚÂÙ ˙ÈÈ¯ÙÒ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .ÍÂÈÁ· ˙Â„‚˙‰Â ıÁÏ .2000 .ÌÏ 'ˆ ÍÂ˙· ˙È˘· ÒÙ„Â‰ .130
.321 :¯ÈÚˆ‰ ¯ÓÂ˘‰ Èˆ¯‡‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ ˙‡ˆÂ‰
.1 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ ,(Rosenak, 1986) ˜ÊÂ¯ 10
˙Â˘È‚ ÈÙ ÏÚ ‰Â˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï·˜Ó '˙ÂÈË˙Â‡' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ Í˘Ó‰· ÔÂÚËÏ ˘˜· Â‡ 11
‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ì˘Â ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ '˙ÂÈË˙Â‡' ÏÚ ¯·„Ó (1986) ˜ÊÂ¯ Ì‚ .˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰
.‰Â˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï·˜Ó '˙ÂÈË˙Â‡'

¯ËÎ˘ ÈÏÈÏ‚ ¯·Ú
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Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰˘ ÍÎÓÂ ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰
˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÍÎÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î .Ì‰Ï ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ‡Â ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
ÏÂÏÚ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Û‡Â ,Ì‰ÈÈÁÏ ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ È˙Ï· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÈÚ· ÌÈ‡¯ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰
Ì˘· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ '‰ÏÁÓ' ‰ÎÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ .ÍÁÂ‚ÓÎ Ì‰ÈÈÚ· ÒÙ˙È‰Ï
ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ‡Â¯˜Ï ‰ÚÈˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯‡˙Ó˘ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰˘È‚‰ .'ÏÈ‚¯Î ÌÈ˜ÒÚ‰'
¯·Â„Ó ÂÏÈ‡Î ,˙È˙Â·¯˙ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰È‡¯ ÍÂ˙Ó Í‡ ,ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ÌÈÈ˙„ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÎ
˙Ó¯Â‚ ‰È‡ ÌÓ‡ ÂÊ ‰‡¯Â‰ Í¯„ .‰ÈÏÚ ÌÈÂÓ‡ ÂÈ‰ ÂÈ˙Â·‡˘ ˙¯‡ÂÙÓ ˙Â·¯˙·
¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÂÎÈ ˙¯ˆÂÈ ‰È‡ Û‡Â ÍÂÁÈ‚
.ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÈÁÏ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÎ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· ÈËÂÂÏ¯ È˙Ï·Ï
ÌÈ‡ ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,˙ÈË˙Â‡ ‰È‡ Û‡ ˙‡ÊÎ ‰‡¯Â‰ ,ÛÒÂ·
˙ÂÈ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰‰ ˙‡ ÊÎ¯Ó· ÌÈ·ÈˆÓ ‡Ï‡ Ì¯˜ÈÚ· ÌÈÈÓ„˜‡-ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰
˙Â˘È‚ È˙˘ „‚Î .'ÈÏÈ·˘· ‡Ï Í‡ ,˘Â„˜' Ì˘· ˙‡Ê ‰˘È‚ ‰ÎÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ .„ÂÓÈÏ‰ Ï˘
˘È ,ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈËÒ˜ËÎ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˘È‚„Ó‰ ,‰Ï‡
,˙È˘ÈÏ˘ ‰˘È‚ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯ÓÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙‡ ÊÎ¯Ó· ˙Â„ÈÓÚÓ‰ ˙Â˘È‚
ÂÎÂ˙Ó˘ ¯Â˜ÓÎ ˙Â„‰ÈÏ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ,'È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ·‡˘ÓÎ ˙Â„‰È‰' ‰ÎÓ ‡Â‰ ‰˙Â‡˘
˙‡ ‰˘Ó˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ,È¯Â˜Ó‰ Ì¯˘˜‰Ï ıÂÁÓ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,ÌÈÙÈ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ·Â‡˘Ï Ô˙È
È„Â‰È‰ ·ÈÂÁÓ ‰·˘ ,ÔÈÏÈÙ˙ ˙Á‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï Ô˙È Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÎ .Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÔÈ· È‰˘ÏÎ ˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ‰ÒÓ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ .˙Â¯‚·˙‰ Ò˜Ë Ï‡Î ,ÌÂÈ È„Ó
¯ÓÂÁ‰ Ï‡ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‡È‰ ÏÈ·˜Ó· Í‡ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ·Ï ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰
˙‡ ‡È‰ Û‡ ‰˘È‚„Ó‰ ,˙ÈÚÈ·¯ ‰˘È‚ .ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÔÂ·˘Á ÏÚ ‰·¯ ˙Â˘ÈÓ‚·
˙‡Ê ÌÂ˜Ó·Â ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÏÚ ˙¯˙ÂÂÓ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ‡È‰ ,˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰
¯Â¯·‰ ‰Â¯ÒÁ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Ì˙Â‡ Ï˘ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÈ˜Ï ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· ÔÂ„Ï ˙¯ÁÂ·
ÏÚ ¯·„ Â‡Â·' ˙‡Ê ‰ÎÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÏÚ ¯Â˙ÈÂÂ· ‡Â‰ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ Ï˘
.'¯Á‡ Â‰˘Ó
„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ ÔÈ·˘ ¯ÚÙ‰ ÔÓ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ ,Ú·Â ˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ ÔÂÏ˘ÈÎ‰
˙ÈË˙Â‡ ‰‡¯Â‰Â ˙ÈË˙Â‡ ‰È‡ ˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ‰‡¯Â‰˘ ÍÎÏ Ì¯Â‚‰ ¯ÚÙ 12,„ÈÓÏ˙Ï
.˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ‰È‡

'˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯'Â '˙ÂÈË˙Â‡' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ
.'ÛÈÂÊÓ È˙Ï· ,ÍÓÒÂÓ ,È¯Â˜Ó ,È˙Ó‡' :Ô˘Â˘ Ô·‡ ÔÂÏÈÓ· ¯„‚ÂÓ '˙ÂÈË˙Â‡' ‚˘ÂÓ‰
.˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰· ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ‚˘ÂÓ· ˜ÊÂ¯ ˘Ó˙˘Ó ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· ÈÎ ‰‡¯
Ì˙Â‡ „ÓÏÏ ,‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· ,‰ÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘
¯È‰·Ó Û‡ ‡Â‰ .‰·È·ÒÂ „ÂÓÈÏ ¯ÓÂÁ ,„ÈÓÏ˙ ,‰¯ÂÓ :ÍÂÈÁ‰ È·ÈÎ¯Ó ˙Ú·¯‡Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ 12
ÔÈ·Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰·È·ÒÏ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ ÔÈ· ‡Â‰ ÌÈÈ˜‰ ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˜˙‰ ÈÎ
ÔÈ·˘ ¯ÚÙ‰ ÏÚ ˘‚„‰ ˙‡ Ì˘ ˜ÊÂ¯ '˙ÂÏÁÓ‰' Ï˘ ÁÂ˙È· ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÂÈ‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰¯·Á‰
.„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ ÔÈ·Ï „ÈÓÏ˙‰
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È˙„-ÈÂÓ‡ ¯˘˜‰· ‰¯ˆÂ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ .˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ Ì˙ÂÂÎÏ ÔÓ‡‰ ÔÙÂ‡·
˙ÂÎÓÒÂ ˙È˘¯Ù ˙ÂÎÓÒ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ .˙ÂÂˆÓ ÌÂÈ˜Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ
˙Â¯Â˜Ó „ÂÓÈÏ ,ÍÎ˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ .È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï‰˜ ¯Â·Ú ÌÈÈÁ Í¯„ ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘
„ÂÓÈÏ ÂÈ‡ ÌÒÈÒ··˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ˙‡Â Ì˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ó ÂÈ‡˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ‰Ï‡
.Ì‰Ï˘ ÈË˙Â‡
-ÒÈÊ˜‡‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙ÙÒÂ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï·È˜ '˙ÂÈË˙Â‡'‰ ‚˘ÂÓ
˙ÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ .'˙ÈË˙Â‡ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡' Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ¯˜ÈÚ· 13,˙ÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆË
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ È‚Â‰ Ï˘ 'ÈÓˆÚ'‰ ÁÂÓ .˙ÂÈ˙¯ÈˆÈ·Â ˙ÈËÂÙÒ ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰ÚÈ·· ˙ÈÈÙÂ‡Ó
ÈË˙Â‡‰ È‡‰ ˙‡ ˘ÓÓÈ Ì„‡˘ È„Î .ÈÓÈÙÂ È˘ÓÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ‡Â‰ Ì„‡‰˘ ‰Ó Ï‡ ÔÂÂÎÓ
¯˘˜‰· ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ‚˘ÂÓ .Â· ÌÂÏ‚‰ ¯˘ÂÚÏÂ ÂÓˆÚÏ ·Â˘˜ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ,ÂÏ˘
¯ÒÂÁ· ‰Á·‰‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ˙Â‰ÊÏ Ô˙È ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,ÈÏÈÏ˘ ÈÙÂ‡ ÏÚ· ‡Â‰ ‰Ê
„ÈÓ˙È ÈË˙Â‡‰ Ì„‡‰ .ÈÓˆÚ ˘ÁÎ Ì‰· ˘È˘ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡
˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰¯Î‰Ï Û‡˘ÈÂ Â˙ÂÂ‰˙‰ Ï˘ ˙˜ÒÂÙ È˙Ï· ‰ÓÈ¯Ê· ‰ÈÁÈ ,Â˙Â‰Ê ÏÚ ˜·‡Ó·
,˙ÂÈ‰Ï ¯Á·˘ ‰Ó ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˜·‡ ÈË˙Â‡‰ Ì„‡‰ .¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÂÏÂ„‚ ˙ÈÓˆÚ ˙ÂÙÈ˜˘ÏÂ
ÏÚ· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈË˙Â‡ Ì„‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï .ÌÈ¯Á‡ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÈÙÈˆ· ˙ÂÏ˙-È‡ ÍÂ˙
˙ÂÙÈÂÊÓ ˙ÂÓÁ ,˙ÂÈÏ˘‡ ‡ÏÏ ,‰ÂÂÒÓ ‡ÏÏ ,Â˙ÏÂÊ Ï‡Â ÂÓˆÚ Ï‡ ‰Î ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰
,˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ .˙È˘È‡ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ È˘ÙÂÁ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ,˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰‡Â‰ Â‡
ÈÎ ¯Â·Ò ˜ÊÂ¯ .'˙ÂÈË˙Â‡' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÔÂÂÎÓ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰·
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÔÓ ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ,Ì‰Ï ·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÈ‡˘ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰·
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰˘È‚ ‰È‡ ÏÈÚÏ ‰¯‡Â˙˘ 'ÏÈ‚¯Î ÌÈ˜ÒÚ‰' Ï˘ ‰˘È‚‰ .„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘
˙ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚÓ ˙ÓÏÚ˙Ó ‡È‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,‰ÈÂ‡¯
.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰
˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙ÓÏ ÒÁÈ· ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÚË ˙‡ ÌÎÒÏ Ô˙È
Ô‰ ÔÂ·˘Á· ˙Á˜ÂÏ‰ ‰‡¯Â‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÈÂ‡¯ ‰‡¯Â‰ :ÍÎ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰·
˙‡ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡ Ô‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡
ÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡· ·˘Á˙‰Ï .Ì¯Â·Ú ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰
,˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ ,ÌÏÂ‡ 14,Ì¯Â·Ú ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ‰È‰È˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ
Â‰Ê 15.˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Í¯Ú‰ ¯Â·Ú ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏ ÔÈ‡
16.˙ÈË˜¯Ù‰ ‰Ó¯· Ô‰Â ˙ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ‰Ó¯· Ô‰ ,ËÂ˘Ù ‡Ï ¯‚˙‡
.Ô˜Â˘ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰¯ÈÙÎ‰ ¯Â·È‚ Â‡ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ¯È·‡ .1999 .'È ,·ÓÂÏÂ‚
ÌÚ ‚ÂÏ‡È„· '˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ ˙¯·‚' ˙‡Ë·Ó ÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÊ˜‡‰ Ô·ÂÓ· ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙ÚË ˙‡
‘Authentic means being yourself, choosing your values, not living in the :'˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ¯Ó'
past, solving real problems [...]’(1 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ Rosenak, 1986: 44)
˜ÂÁÈ¯ ‡˜ÂÂ„ Â˙ÚËÏ .‰‡¯Â‰· ÈÊÎ¯Ó Í¯ÚÎ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙·ˆ‰ „‚Î ‡ˆÂÈ ¯ÏÙ˘ 'È
¯ÎÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙Â‚¯ÂÁ‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÚÈˆ‰Ï ,˙·ÈÈÁÂ ,‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰‡¯Â‰ .ÌÈÈÂÈÁ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯ÙÂ
Schffler, I. 1969. ‘Reflections on Educational Relevance’, Journal of Philosophy, Vol. .ÂÏ
.LXVI: 764–773
‰ÎÏ‰Ó·˘ ,'ÌÈÎ¯Ú Ï˘ ÁÈ˘-Â„'Î ˙Â„‰È ˙‡¯Â‰ ÚÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ .ÔÂ¯˙ÙÏ ÔÂÂÈÎ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ Ì‚ ˜ÊÂ¯
˘È ÂÊ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· .ÂÏ‡ ˙‡ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯‚˙‡Ó ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ÌÈÓÂÏ‚‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰Â „ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÎ¯Ú

13
14

15

16

¯ËÎ˘ ÈÏÈÏ‚ ¯·Ú
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˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ï ÒÈÒ·Î ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï ÔÓÊ· Â·Â ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡· ÚÂ‚ÙÏ ‡Ï· ËÒ˜Ë „ÓÏÏ Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ
Â· Í‡ ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰Ï‡˘ È‰ÂÊ 17?Ì¯Â·Ú ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ÏÚÂ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘
˙˜ÒÂÚ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ 18.‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ,˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙¯Â˙ ÌÂÁ˙Ó ‰Ï‡˘ ÂÊ ÔÓÊ·
ÔÈ· ‰Èˆ˜‡¯ËÈ‡‰Â ‡¯Â˜‰Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ,¯·ÁÓ‰ „ÓÚÓ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ „ÓÚÓ ÂÓÎ ˙ÂÏ‡˘·
ÍÂÈÁ ÔÈ·Ï ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÔÈ· ˜Â„‰‰ ¯˘˜‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ 19¯‚Ï‚ .‰Ï‡ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó
‰ÈˆÊÈÏ‡ÂËÙÒÂ˜‰ È·‚Ï ˙Â·Â˙ ˙ÂÚÈˆÓ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÈÎ ÔÚÂËÂ
˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰ È·‚Ï ‰ÈˆÊÈÏ‡ÂËÙÒÂ˜ 21Ô‰Î ÚÈˆÓ ¯‚Ï‚ ˙‡¯˘‰· 20.ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘
È„È ÏÚ ˙‡Ê ,ÂÓÊ· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ ÌÚ
.‰‡¯Â‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ ÌÈÈÂ˜ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ˘ÓÁ ˙‚ˆ‰
„ÂÓ‚ÈÊ 22:ÌÈ¯˘Ú‰ ‰‡Ó‰ È· ÌÈ‚Â‰ ‰˘ÈÓÁ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ Á˙Ó Ô‰Î
Ì˙Â‡˘ ÌÈÏ„ÂÓ‰ .ÒÈÂÂÏ Ï‡ÂÓÚÂ ¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ Â‡ÈÏ ,ÌÂ¯Ù ÍÈ¯‡ ,„ÈÂ¯Ù
,(evolution) '‰Ó„ƒ̃' ,(suspicion) '„˘Á' :Ì‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚Â‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ Ô‰Î ¯‡˙Ó
ÚÈ·ˆÓ Ô‰Î .ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˘¯„Ó‰Â (dialogue) '‚ÂÏ‡È„' ,(reverence) '„Â·Î ˙‡¯È'
‰‡¯Â‰Î ,Í˘Ó‰· ÂÊ ÁÂ¯· ÔÂ¯˙Ù· ÔÂ„ .„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ÔÂ·˘Á· ˙Á˜Ï
.‚ÂÏ‡È„ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰·
ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯Î Ì‚Èˆ‰Ï ˙Ú· ‰·Â ,ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘ÏÂ ˙ÂÒÏ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ˙Á‡ 17
¯ÊÚÈ‰Ï ÚÈˆÓ Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ .˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÂ‚¯˙ È„È ÏÚ ˙È˘Ú ,ÂÓÊ Ô· ‡¯Â˜Ï
,È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡Ï ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ÒÁÈ· ÂÓÊ È· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ‚Â‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÂÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙·
.¯·Â· ÔÈË¯ÓÂ ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯‰ ,ÔÏÙ˜ ÈÎ„¯Ó ,ÔÂÒÙÏÂÂ È·ˆ :Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â˘È‚ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓÂ
,'?ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ˙˙È ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ì‡‰ :ÍÂÈÁ Ì˘Ï Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ' .1996 .Ô‰Î 'È Â‡¯
,ÔÈÈË˘˜¯Ù Ï¯˜Â ÔÂÓÈÒ ËÒ¯‡ ‡·È˜Ú Ï˘ Ì¯ÎÊÏ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ˙ÙÂÒ‡ :ÌÂ˜È˘Â ·ÂˆÈÚ :ÍÂ˙·
.182–164 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,ÍÂÈÁÏ Ò"‰È· .ÌÏ È·ˆ :Í¯ÂÚ
.„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ ,ÌÈÏÚÂÙ ˙ÈÈ¯ÙÒ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ .Ê"Ó˘˙ .ÈÂÏ ·‡Ê 18
Gallagher, S. 1992. Hermeneutics and Education. New York: SUNY Press 19
'˙È¯Ó˘' :˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙Â˘È‚ Ú·¯‡Ó ¯Ê‚È‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú‰ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈÓÂ˘ÈÈ ÚÈˆÓ (1992) ¯‚Ï‚ 20
(ÒÓ¯·‡‰ ˙Ó‚Â„Î) '˙È˙¯Â˜È·' ,(¯˜È¯Â ¯Ó„‡‚ ˙Ó‚Â„Î) '‰Â˙Ó' ,(˘¯È‰Â ÈË· ˙Ó‚Â„Î)
.(Â˜ÂÙÂ ‰„È¯„ ˙Ó‚Â„Î) '˙ÈÏ˜È„¯'Â
.(2 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯) Cohen (1999, 2005) 21
ÔÈ·Ï È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ‰ ÏÚ ¯Â˘È‚· ˙Â˜ÒÂÚ Ô‡Î ˙Â‚ˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡‰ 22
ÈÙ· ˙„ÓÂÚ ¯·Î ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ˘ ‰‡¯ .È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ‰·È˘Á‰ ˙ÂÈ·˙Â ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÈÏÎ
ÌÊÈÏÂÈˆ¯ ,‰Ó„˜Â ÌÊÈÓÂ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ È‚Èˆ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Â¯‰ ˘È .ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈ¯‚˙‡
˘Á¯˙Ó‰ ˜ÂÓÚ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÈÂÈ˘Ó ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙Ó‰ ,˙ÂÈ¯Ó˘ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ˘ ÈÓÎ ˙¯Â˜È·Â
˙¯‚ÒÓ· .'ÌÊÈ¯„ÂÓ-ËÒÂÙ' ‚˘ÂÓ· ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘· Í¯Î ‰Ê ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÈÂÈ˘ .ÌÂÈ‰ ‰¯·Á·
ÔÓ ˜ÏÁ ÈÎ ÂÏ ‰‡¯ Í‡ ,ÌÊÈ¯„ÂÓ-ËÒÂÙ‰ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰ ˙Ï‡˘· ·ÈÁ¯ ‡Ï ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó
.È¯„ÂÓ -ËÒÂÙ ¯˘˜‰· Ì‚ Í¯Ú ˙ÂÏÚ· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÈÂ˘Ú Ô‡Î ˙Â‚ˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡‰
‰„ÒÓ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .˙È¯„ÂÓ ËÒÂÙ ‰ÈË¯˜ÂÓ„· ÍÂÈÁ – ‰¯ÚÒ· ËÂÂÏ .1999 .'¯ ,Ì¯È·‡ :Â‡¯
.(373–371 :Ï˘ÓÏ)
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Ì‰ÈÈ·˘ ÈÓÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ,„ÈÓÏ˙‰

ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙Â˘¯Ù Ï˘ ÈÂÈÚ‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÏ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÈÂ˘Ú˘ ˙Â·Â˘Á‰ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰‰ ÏÚ
‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ Ô‰Î ‚ÈˆÓ˘ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡‰Ó ˙Á‡ ÏÎ .ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÏÚ
.È„Â‰È‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰Â ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ÌÚ ¯Á‡ ‚ÂÒÓ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï
˜ÏÁ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˘È‚„Ó ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡‰ ÔÓ ˜ÏÁ
ÏÎ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡· Ì‚ ÂÊÓ ÂÊ ˙ÂÂ˘ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡‰ .˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˘È‚„Ó Ô‰Ó
Â‡ ,˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ È‰ÓÂ ,ËÒ˜Ë· ‰ÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙Ó‡‰ Â‡ ,˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ È‰Ó ˙ÒÙÂ˙ Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡
‰ÙÈ˘ÁÓ ÌÈ¯Î˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÈÎ ÚÈˆÓ Ô‰Î .‡¯Â˜‰ ¯Â·Ú ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰
Ì˙„Â·Ú ˙‡Â Ì‰Ï˘ ‰ÈÒ˜ÏÙ¯‰ ˙‡ Â¯È˘ÚÈ˘ ,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡Ï
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
ÌÈ˜ÒÚ‰' ÂÏÈ‡Î È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÂÈ‰ ˜ÂÒÚÏ Ô˙È ‡Ï ÈÎ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚ ÌÈÎÒÓ Ô‰Î
„ÂÚ ˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ‰È‡ ˙Â„‰È „ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ ˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ‰ÈˆÙÂ‡‰˘ ¯Á‡Ó ˙‡Ê ,'ÏÈ‚¯Î
˙ÂÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ,˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ˘˜·Ó Ô‰Î .ÂÓÊ· ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ ·Â¯Ï
˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÌÈÈ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÈÏ„ÂÓÎ Ô·Èˆ‰ÏÂ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ ˙˘ÓÁ Ïˆ‡ ,˙ÂÈÂÏ‚‰ Â‡
.ÂÓÊ È· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ˙Â¯Â˘˜‰ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÚ· ÌÚ
ÏÎ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï ;˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ ˙‡ ‰¯ˆ˜· ¯Â˜Ò ÔÏ‰Ï
˙‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ÌÚ ˙„„ÂÓ˙Ó‰ ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ˙‡ÊÎ ‰ÒÈÙ˙
.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë
Ï‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÂÊ ‰˘È‚· ‡¯Â˜‰ 23.„˘Á Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‡Â‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ï„ÂÓ‰
.Ì‰ÈÚÈÓÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡ ËÒ˜Ë‰ È¯·ÁÓ˘ ÁÈÓ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· „˘Á· ËÒ˜Ë‰
ÚÈ·ˆÓ 24'„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡Â ˘È‡‰ ‰˘Ó' Â¯ÙÒ· .„ÈÂ¯Ù ÈÙ ÏÚ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ ÌÈ‚„Ó Ô‰Î
È‡¯˜Ó‰ Â¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ,¯Â·È‚‰ ÒÂ˙ÈÓ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ÏÚ „ÈÂ¯Ù
È„È ÏÚ ÂÏÂ„È‚ ,Ì‰Ó Â˙ÈÈ˘ÓÂ ÌÈÓ‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÂÁÂÏÈ˘ ,‰ÎÒ ·ˆÓ· Â˙„ÈÏ) ‰˘Ó Ï˘
‰Ê ÍÏ‰Ó· .(ÈÏÂÎÂ ‰ÏÂ„‚Ï Â˙ÈÈÏÚÏ Ú˜¯Î È˙Ó‡‰ Â‡ˆÂÓ ÈÂÏÈ‚ ,˙ˆÓ‡Ó ‰ÁÙ˘Ó
‰˘ÂÚ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï .ÒÂ˙ÈÓ‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈÏ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ‰Èˆ˜Â„¯ „ÈÂ¯Ù ‰˘ÂÚ
‰ÈÙÏ˘ ˙ÈÓÈ„ÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ È„È ÏÚ ÒÂ˙ÈÓ‰ ¯·ÒÂÓ Â·˘ ,ÛÒÂ ÍÏ‰Ó „ÈÂ¯Ù
‰È¯Â‡˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ .˙ÈÓÈÙ‰ ˙È˘Ù‰ ‰˜ÈÓÈ„‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏÓÒ Ï˘ ‰Ù˘· Û˜˘Ó ÒÂ˙ÈÓ‰
ÈÏÙÈ„‡‰ 'È˙ÁÙ˘Ó‰ ÔÓÂ¯‰' Ï˘ ˙ÂÙ˜˙˘‰ ‡È‰ (‰˘Ó ˙Ó‚Â„Î) ¯Â·È‚‰ ˙„ÈÏ ,ÂÊ
˙‡ „ÏÈ‰ ÒÙÂ˙ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏÓÒÓ ,˙ÂÎÏÓÂ ÌÈÎÏÓÎ ÌÈ¯‡Â˙Ó‰ ,ÌÈ¯Â‰‰)
ÂÂˆ¯ ÏÚÂ ÂÓ‡Ï Â˙·‰‡ ÏÚ Ì„È ÏÚ ˘ÚÈÈ˘ Â„ÁÙ ˙‡Â ˙ÂÓ„˜ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ˘· ÂÈ¯Â‰
˙‡ „ÏÈ‰ ÒÙÂ˙ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ˙ÏÓÒÓ ‰ËÂ˘Ù‰ ‰ÁÙ˘Ó‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,ÂÈ·‡ ˙‡ ˜ÏÒÏ
Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰Ï ‰Ó‚Â„ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ·Ï˘‰ È˘ Ô· ‰Ê È˘¯Ù ÍÏ‰Ó .(Â˙Â¯‚·˙‰· ÂÈ¯Â‰
ÌÂ˘Ó ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ÂÈ‡˘ ÍÎ· ˘‡¯Ó ËÒ˜Ë· „˘ÂÁ ‡¯Â˜‰ .„˘Á
˙ÈÓÈ„ÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ‡¯Â˜‰ ÏÚ .Ì‰ÈÚÈÓÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡ ÂÈ¯·ÁÓ˘
.˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙Ó‡Î ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ‰ ,ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÒÂ˙ÈÓ‰ È¯ÂÁ‡Ó ‰ÈÂ·Á‰
Ricoeur, P. 1970. Freud and Philosophy. New Haven & London: Yale University Press

23
,‰˘ËÈÂ Ò˜¯Ó ,„ÈÂ¯ÙÏ ÒÁÈÈÓ ‡Â‰ ‰˙Â‡˘ ,„˘Á Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·Ó (1970) ¯˜È¯
.ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰ Û‡˘ ‰ÈÏ‡˘ ,˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÌÂ˜È˘ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÔÈ·Ï
.¯È·„ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡Â ˘È‡‰ ‰˘Ó .Ë"Ï˘˙ .'Ê ,„ÈÂ¯Ù 24
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˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Ô‰Î ÌÈ‚„Ó ,(evolution) ‰Ó„˜ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ,È˘ Ï„ÂÓ
‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· Á˙Ù˙ÓÎ È˘Â‡‰ ÔÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ÌÂ¯Ù 25.ÌÂ¯Ù ÍÈ¯‡
Ï˘ ˙Â¯Ó ˙Ï·˜ ¯·ÚÏ ‰È¯ÂËÈ¯ËÏÂ Ë·˘Ï ,‰ÁÙ˘ÓÏ ,Ì‡Ï ÈÂ˘‡¯ ¯˘˜Ó
˙‚¯„Ï ÚÈ‚Ó Ì„‡‰˘Î ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰‰ Ï˘ ‰‡È˘ .˙È‰·‡ ,˙ÈË„ˆÒ¯Ë ˙Â˘È
¯ÂÙÈÒ‰˘ ÁÈÓ ÌÂ¯Ù .‰·‰‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ˙ÏÂÎÈ ,ÌÊÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡ ,‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡
‡¯Â˜‰ 26.‰Ê È˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó ÂÈ¯Á‡˘ ˙È·¯‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Â È‡¯˜Ó‰
˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙· Â‡ Í"˙· ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ˜ÏÁ ËÂÙ˘Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ,ÂÊ ‰ËÈ˘Ï ,ÂÈÓÈ Ô·
.‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ ÌÊÈÓÂ‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï ·Ï˘ Ì‰· ˙Â‡¯Ï Â‡ ,ÌÈÈËÒÈÓÂ‰-ÈË‡ Â‡ ÌÈÈ·ÈËÈÓÈ¯ÙÎ
'„Â·Î ˙‡¯È' Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‡Â‰ Ô‰Î ÚÈˆÓ˘ È˘ÈÏ˘ ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ Ï„ÂÓ
Ï˘ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ÂÎ¯„ ÁÂ˙ÈÓ ‰ÏÂÚ ‰Ê Ï„ÂÓ .(humility) '˙ÂÚÈˆ' Â‡ (reverence)
˙ÂÁ‰ ¯ÙÒÓ ÏÚ ¯‚È˙ ‡¯Â˜ ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ .‰Ó„˜‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ „‚Î ‡ˆÂÈ‰ 27,ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ Â‡ÈÏ
ÌÂ˜Ó· ÂÈÈÁ ÏÚ ˙È˘ÚÓÂ ˙ÈË¯Â‡˙ ˙ÂÂ·È¯Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÙÈ‡˘‰ ÔÂ‚Î ,˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ
Ú„Ó‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Ú·Ë‰ ˘Â·ÈÎ Ï˘ 'È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù‰' ÔÎÂ ,ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ Â‡ Ú·Ë‰
ÈÓÎ ,ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ .‰Ó˘Ï ‰ÚÈ„ÈÂ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÒÏ˜‰ ‰„ÓÚÏ „Â‚È· ,Ì„‡‰ ˙·ÂËÏ
ÔÂÓ‡ ˙˙Ï ÛÈ„ÚÓ ,˙Ó‡‰ ¯Á‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁ· ÌÈÈÒÏ˜‰ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÎ¯„· ÍÏÂ‰˘
ÏÎ Ì˜ÓÏ È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ· ¯˘‡Ó ˙Ó‡‰ ˘ÂÙÈÁ Ï˘ ÌÈ˜È˙Ú‰ ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ· ¯˙ÂÈ ·¯
ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ ˙ÈËÒÈÂÈˆ˜Â„¯ Â‡ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÏ¯ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù· ˙Ó‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁ
·‡˘Ó ˙Â·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù ÈÂ·È¯· ˙Â‡¯Ï Û‡Â˘ ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ .(„ÈÂ¯Ù ˙Ó‚Â„Î) ‰¯·Á‰
˘¯ÙÏ Â‡Â·· ,È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‡¯Â˜‰˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ,ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ .˙Á‡‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ˘ÂÙÈÁÏ
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ˙ÂÁ‰‰ ˙‡ „ˆ· ÁÈÈ ,¯·Ú‰Ó ÌÈÏÂ„‚‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡
Í¯„ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ˙ÂÒÏ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ '˙ÂÏ‚¯ÓÏ ˙·˘Ï' ÍÈ¯ˆ ‡¯Â˜‰ .È¯„ÂÓ‰
.‰ÓÎÁÂ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ÂÏ ˘È˘ ·˙ÂÎ· ÔÂÓ‡ ˙È˙ È„Î ÍÂ˙ Â¯ˆÂÈ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ
.(dialogue) '‚ÂÏ‡È„' Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‡Â‰ Ô‰Î ÚÈˆÓ˘ ÈÚÈ·¯ ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ Ï„ÂÓ
˘‚ÙÓÏ Û‡Â˘‰ ,ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘Ï „Â‚È· 28.¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚Ó Ú·Â ‰Ê Ï„ÂÓ
ÔÓ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ Ô‰Â ‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡ Ô‰ ‡ÈˆÂÓ‰ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ‡¯Â˜Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ·
˘‚ÙÓ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÈ˜Ï Û‡Â˘ ¯·Â· ,ÌÈÈÂ¯˘ Ì‰ Â·˘ È˙Â·¯˙-È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ËÒ˜ËÂ˜‰
‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· .ÂÏ˘ ËÒ˜ËÂ˜‰ ÔÓ ÂÓˆÚ ÚÈ˜ÙÈ Â· ÌÈÙ˙Â˘‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ˘ ‡Ï· ‰ÊÎ
.˙È‡¯˜Ó ¯˙·‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏÂ ‡¯˜ÓÏ ÈÏ˜È„¯ ˘Â¯ÈÙ :ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡Î Ì˙ÈÈ‰Â .‰"Ï˘˙ .'‡ ,ÌÂ¯Ù 25
.ÔÈÈË˘È·Â¯ '‡ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó‰ ÌÈÈË·˘Â ÌÈÈÓÂ‡Ï ÌÈËÓÏ‡Ï Â˙Â‡ ˜ÏÁÓÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈ„ÂÈ¯Ù ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÂ¯Ù 26
‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÂËÈ·ÏÂ ÈË„ˆÒ¯Ë ÁÂÎÏ ÁÂÙÈÙÎ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó‰ ÌÈËÓÏ‡Ï ,¯˙ÂÈ Ì„˜ÂÓ „·Â¯
ÂÏ‡ .(‡Ú ,Ë ‡ÚÈˆÓ ‡··) 'È‡ÎÚ Ï˘ Â¯Â˙' ˙Ó‚Â„Î ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ ËÚÓÎ Â‡
È˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ „·Â¯ ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ Ì‰ ËÒ˜Ë· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ Ì‰ ¯˘‡ÎÂ ,Ì„˜˙Ó ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ·Ï˘ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó
È˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï Ú„ÂÓ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Í¯ÂÚ˘ ¯Â·Ò ÌÂ¯Ù .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· ¯˙ÂÈ ¯ÁÂ‡Ó
.ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÂÈ·Ï˘ ˙‡ ¯Ó˘Ó ÔÎÏÂ ,ÂÈÏÚ Â˙Â‡ „ÓÏÏ ÔÈÈÂÚÓÂ ‰Ê
Strauss, L. 1989. ‘What is Liberal Education?’ in: Strauss, Leo. Liberalism Ancient and 27
Modern. Ithaca & London: Cornell University Press

„ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÁÈ˘ „ÂÒ· ,'ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÏÚ ÁÈ˘ Â„ ,‰˙‡Â È‡' .‚"Ï˘˙ .'Ó ,¯·Â· 28
.Ô˜Â˘ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰˘Ó ,'ÌÈ‰ ÏÚ Ò‰' .Ô'˘˙ .'Ó ,¯·Â· .˜ÈÏ‡È·
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.˙Â˘¯Ù ‡È‰ ‰·‰ ÏÎ ¯Ó‡„‡‚ ÈÙ ÏÚ 29.¯Ó‡„‡‚ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰Ï ¯·Â· ·Â¯˜
30.ÂÓÊ Ï˘ 'ÌÈ˜ÙÂ‡'Ï ¯·ÚÓ ıÂÙ˜Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ Ì„‡ ÌÂ˘
31
Ô‰Î ÌÈ‚„Ó Â˙Â‡˘ È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˘¯„Ó‰ ‡Â‰ È˘ÈÓÁ ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ Ï„ÂÓ
‡È‰ ÒÈÂÂÏ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ 32.ÒÈÂÂÏ Ï‡ÂÓÚ Ï˘ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ÂÎ¯„ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·
,˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ Â˙Â˘¯Ù· ÌÈÙÓ ÒÈÂÂÏ˘ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· ˙È¯„ÂÓ
˘Â¯ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÈ˙¯Â˜È·· ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙ÓÂ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Â¯˘˜‰· ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï ˙˘˜·Ó‰
ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ ÔÈ„ ·ÈÈÁ ÂÓˆÚ ‰‡Â¯ ÒÈÂÂÏ .ÂÓÊÓ ˙‚¯ÂÁ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ËÒ˜ËÏ ˜ÈÚÓ‰
˘Ó˙˘Ó ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‡È‰ ÒÈÂÂÏ Ï˘ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ .ÂÊ ˙È¯„ÂÓ ‰„ÓÚÏ
˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ,ÛÂÒ·ÏÂ .Ï¯ÒÂ‰Â ¯‚„ÈÈ‰ Ï˘ ÌÁÂ¯· ˙È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰ ‰„Â˙Ó· È„Ù˜ ÔÙÂ‡·
ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ÂÏ˘ Ï„ÂÓ‰˘ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· ˙È˘¯„Ó ‡È‰ ÒÈÂÂÏ Ï˘
ÈÙÏ 33.˘¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰ Ì‰È¯·„ ˙‡˘ ,ÌÓˆÚ „ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÈÓÎÁ Ï˘ ‰ÊÏ ÏÈ·˜Ó È„ÂÓÏ˙‰
ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡È¯˜· ˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ËÒ˜Ë· ÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙ÙÈ˘Á Ì˘Ï ,ÂÊ ‰˘È‚
˙‡ÊÎ ‰‡È¯˜ .ÌÈÈ‚ÂˆÈÈ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ÂÎÂ˙Ó ˙ÂÏ„Ï ˘È ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÈÏÂÏÈÓ‰ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó·
‡Ë·Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ·˙ÂÎ· ÔÂÓ‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡˜ÂÂ„ .„˘Á‰ ÏÚ ¯Â˙ÈÂ ˙˘¯Â„
‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‚ˆÈÈÏ ËÂ˘Ù‰ ÚÂ¯È‡‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˘˜·Ó ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈËÂ˘Ù ÌÈ¯·„
˙Ù˘ ÌÂ‚¯˙ .ÔÂ˘‡¯ Ë·ÓÓ ‰‡¯˘ ‰ÓÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ËÒ˜Ë· ˘È˘ ‡È‰ ‰Á‰‰ .¯˙ÂÈ
Gadamer, H. G. 1975. Truth and Method. London: Sheed & Ward; idem.

˜ÙÂ‡Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ· ˜Á¯ÓÏ ÏÎ Ì„Â˜ Ú„ÂÓ Ô˘¯Ù‰' :ÍÎ ˙‡Ê ÁÒÈ (Bleicher, 1978) ¯ÎÈÈÏ·
˙ÂÚ„ÏÂ ‰Ï‡˘Ï ¯·ÚÓ Ï‡ ‚¯ÂÁ‰ ,˘„Á ÛÈ˜Ó ˜ÙÂ‡Ï ‰·‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ È„Î ÍÂ˙ ÏÈ·ÂÓ˘ ,ÂÏ˘
‡È‰ ‰˘„Á‰ ‰·‰‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï Â„ÚˆÓ· ‰Ò˙Ó ‡Â‰ ‰·˘ ˙ÂÒ˙‰‰ .˙ÂÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ˙ÂÓÂ„˜‰
.'˙ÂÈÚ„Ó ˙Â„Â˙Ó Ï˘ ÔÁÂÒÈ „ÂÒÈ· ÁÂÓ‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰Ó È˙Â‰Ó ÔÙÂ‡· ‰Â˘Â ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÒ˙‰
.16 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ .(121 :1989 ,ÈÂÏ 'Ê ÍÂ˙·)
.2 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ ,Cohen, 200:5
.Ô˜Â˘ :·È·‡ Ï˙Â ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(ÔÈÈË˘Ù‡ '„ Ì‚¯˙) ˙ÂÈ„ÂÓÏ˙ ˙Â‡È¯˜ Ú˘˙ .2001 .'Ú ,ÒÈÂÏ
˙Â‡È¯˜'·Â ÂÈ˙Â‡ˆ¯‰· ÈÂËÈ· Ô˙Â (1995–1906) È˙Ù¯ˆ È„Â‰È ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ ,ÒÈÂÂÏ Ï‡ÂÓÚ
ÏÚ ÂÈ˙Â˘¯„ ˙‡ ‰ˆ¯‰ ÒÈÂÂÏ .È¯„ÂÓ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˘¯„Ó Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰Ï ÂÏ˘ '˙ÂÈ„ÂÓÏ˙‰
˘¯„Ó‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó ÂÓˆÚ ‰Ê ¯·„ .·˙Î‰ Ï‡ Â¯·ÚÂ‰ Ô‰ ÍÎ ¯Á‡ ˜¯Â ,‰Ù ÏÚ· „ÂÓÏ˙‰
‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰Ï ÈÚ·Ë ,ÌÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÚÓÂ˘ Ï‰˜ Ï‡ ‰Ù ÏÚ· ¯Â·È„ Ï˘ ÌÂÈ„Ó‰ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ .È„ÂÓÏ˙‰
.˘¯„Ó Ï˘
,ÒÈÂÏ :ÍÂ˙·) 1964 ˙˘· ,'˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÈÂ˙ÈÙ' ‡˘ÂÏ ˘„˜Â‰˘ ÌÂÈÂÂ˜ÂÏÂ˜ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ¯ÂÚÈ˘·
„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡È¯˜ È„Î ÍÂ˙ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰Â ˙È˘¯Ù‰ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ÒÈÂÏ ‚Èˆ‰ ,(2001
.'ÈÂ˙ÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ÈÂ˙ÈÙ‰' Ì˘· ¯Ó‡ÓÎ ÍÎ ¯Á‡ ÚÈÙÂ‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ .(·Ú–‡Ú ,˙·˘ ˙ÎÒÓ) ÈÏ··‰
ÏÚ È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯ ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ ÔÈ„ Ì‚Â ˙È¯„ÂÓ ˙È˘¯„Ó ‰‡È¯˜Ï ‰Ó‚Â„ ‰Ê ¯ÂÚÈ˘· ˙Â‡¯Ï Ô˙È
.ÂÊ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‰„ÓÚ
ÂÈ‰Â ‰ÎÏ‰· ÔÈÈÚÓ ‰È‰˘ ,‡·¯ ¯‡Â˙Ó ÒÈÂÂÏ ‡È·Ó Â˙Â‡˘ ˘¯„Ó‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ˜ÏÁ·
ÍÎ· ÔÈÁ·‰ ‡Ï ‡Â‰Â ,Ì„ ˙ÂÏÈÊÓ ÂÈ‰Â ,Ô˙Â‡ ıÁÂÏ ‰È‰Â ,ÂÈÏ‚¯ ˙Á˙ ˙ÂÁÂÓ ÂÈ„È ˙ÂÚ·ˆ‡
„ÓÂÏ‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡Ï ÈÂÓÈ„ ‰Ê· ‰‡Â¯ ÒÈÂÏ .(Ì˘ ,˙·˘ ˙ÎÒÓ ÈÙ ÏÚ) .ËÒ˜Ë· Â˙Â˜ÓÚ˙‰·
ÂÏ˘ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ÒÈÂÏ .˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÂÓÓ ˜ÈÙ‰Ï È„Î 'Ì„ ·ÂÊ „Ú' ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ '„¯‚Ó'
˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÂÎÂ˙Ó ıÏÁÏ È„Î Ë˜Ë‰ ÏÚ ıÁÏ ˙ÏÚÙ‰Î ,˘¯„Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙‡Ê ÂÓÎ ,ÂÓˆÚ
.ÌÈËÂ˘Ù ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÓÂ‡ ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ‡Ï˘ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ,ÂÓÊÏ
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„ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ ¯Á‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁÂ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰‚˘Ó‰ ˘¯Â„ ˙È¯„ÂÓ ‰Ù˘Ï ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
Ô˙Â‡ ˘‚ÂÙ ‡Â‰˘Î ÂÎÂ˙· Ô˙Â‡ ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ÏÎÂÈ˘ ÍÎ ,Ô‰· Û˙Â˘ È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰˘
.ËÒ˜Ë·

Ô‰Î ÚÈˆÓ˘ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ¯Â‡Ï ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Â ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡
ÈÏÚ· Ì‰ ‡¯Â˜Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ ,ËÒ˜Ë ,¯·ÁÓ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÌÈÏ„ÂÓ‰
˙Á‡ ÏÎÏ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,˙Â˘¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
.‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Â˙„Â·Ú ÏÚ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÈÂ˘Ú Â¯˜Ò˘ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÓ
˙‡¯Â‰· ,‰ÚÈˆÓ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ ,ÔÏ‰Ï ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ˘˜·˘ ÈÙÎ
ÌÈÒÁÈÏÂ '˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯'Â '˙ÂÈË˙Â‡' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ‰Â˘ ˙Â˘¯Ù ,ÌÈÈÂ˜ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë
ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÈ „ÈÂ¯Ù ÁÒÂ „˘Á Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ıÓ‡Ó‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .Ì‰ÈÈ·
,ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· 34.ÌÈÈÓÈ„ÂÎÈÒÙ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó‰ ÌÈÒÂ˙ÈÓÎ
Ô‰Î ÌÏÂ‡ .‰ÙÂ˜˙ ÏÎ· Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó ÌÈÈÓÈ„ÂÎÈÒÙ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙ Ì˙Â‡˘ ¯Á‡Ó
˙È‡È„ÈÂ¯Ù‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÈÁÂÓ· .ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ‰Èˆ˜Â„¯ ‰Ê ÍÈÏ‰˙· ‰‡Â¯
˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ËÒ˜Ë· ˙‡ˆÂÓ ‡È‰˘ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ‰˜ÊÁ
˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ‰˘ÏÁ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ .ÔÓÊÏ ÏÚÓ˘
‰È‡ „˘Á Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ .˜ÊÂ¯ ÚÈˆÓ˘ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰
Ú„ÂÓ ÂÈ‡ ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ˙ÚÂË ‡Ï‡ ,ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ‰‚ÈˆÓ
ÌÈ˜ÏÁ ‡ÂˆÓÏ ÏÎÂÈ ÌÂ¯Ù ÁÒÂ ‰Ó„˜ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ÏÚÂÙ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ Ì‚ .ÂÓˆÚÏ
‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ˜ÏÁ Ï˘ÓÏ ,‰‰„ÊÓ ‡Â‰ Ì˙‡˘ ËÒ˜Ë·
˘È‚„È ‡Â‰ .ËÒ˜Ë· ‰Èˆ˜ÏÒ ÍÂ¯ÚÈ ‰Ê ‰¯ÂÓ .‰· ˜ÈÊÁÓ ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰
ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ .Â· ¯˙ÂÈ Á˙ÂÙÓ „·Â¯ ÌÈ‡Ë·ÓÎ ËÒ˜Ë· ÌÈÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡
ÌÈÁ˙ÂÙÓ È˙Ï· ÌÈ˜ÏÁÎ Â„È ÏÚ Â¯„‚ÂÈ Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ¯ÎÂÓ ˘Á ,È¯„ÂÓ Ì„‡Î ,‰¯ÂÓ‰˘
Ûˆ¯· ÔÂÈˆ ˙„Â˜ Ï˘ ‚ˆÈÈÓÎ ËÒ˜Ë· ˙˘Ó˙˘Ó ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ .ËÒ˜Ë· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ‰
˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙‡ ‰ÙÈ„ÚÓ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ Ì‚ 35.‚Èˆ‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˘˜·Ó Â˙Â‡˘ È˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰
.ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘
„ÈÓÚ‰Ï Í¯ËˆÈ ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ ÁÒÂ „Â·Î ˙‡¯È Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÍÂ˙Ó „ÓÏÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ
ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰ ¯Â‡Ï ,ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘Â ÂÏ˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ˘„ÂÁÓ ÔÁ·Ó·
ÈÙÏ .ËÒ˜Ë· ‡ÏÂ ÂÓˆÚ· ‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ „˘ÁÏ ‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ .È‡¯˜Ó‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰
ÈÙ· ÚÈÙÂ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ‡Ï‡ ÂÓÊ Ï˘ ¯·Â„ ÂÈ‡ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ,ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘
.˙Ó‡‰ ˘ÂÙÈÁ· ¯·Ú‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÂ„‚‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰Ó ‰ÈÁ‰Ï ÁÂ˙Ù˘ ÈÓÎ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙
‰˙˘ÏÂÁÂ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡ ‰˘È‚„Ó ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ·
Ô·ÂÓ· ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ‡È‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ,‰Ê ‰¯ÂÓ ¯Â·Ú .˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯·
˙‡ ˘È‚„È ‰Ê ‰¯ÂÓ .È˘Â‡‰ Â·ˆÓ Ï˘ ÌÈË·È‰ ÌÈ¯È‡Ó ÌÈÈÒÏ˜‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ‰Ê
Cohen, 1999: 52
Cohen, 1999: 54
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˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰„ˆ‰ ÁÈÈ ‰Ê ‰¯ÂÓ .ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙Â„Â‡ ‡ÏÂ ,ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰Ó „ÂÓÈÏ‰
36.ÚÓ˘È‰Ï ËÒ˜ËÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ï È„Î ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘Â ÂÏ˘
Â‡Â·· ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ¯Ú˙È ‡Ï ¯·Â· Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚· ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ
˘‡¯Ó ˙ÂÎÂÓ ˙ÂÈ·˙ ÍÂ˙ Ï‡ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ıÏ‡È ‡Ï Ì‚ ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡
ÍÈÏ‰˙· ·Ï˘Î ÂÈÈÚ· ÒÙ˙ÈÈ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ·Â ÂÈ· ¯ÂÎÈ‰ .È¯„ÂÓ Ì„‡Î ÂÏ ˘È˘
,ÂÓˆÚ ÌÚ ‡ÏÂ ,Â˙‡˘ ,'¯Á‡'Î ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ Â„ÓÚÓ ˙‡ ÒÒ·Ó ‰Ê ·Ï˘ .„ÂÓÈÏ‰
'ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ' ‡Â‰ Ì‡ ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÂÈ‡ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .‚ÂÏ‡È„Ï ÒÎÈ‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó Â‡
ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú˘ ÌÈ‡˙ ‰˙ÈÎ· ¯ÂˆÈÈ ‡Â‰ .(˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯) '„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÌÚ' Â‡ (˙ÂÈË˙Â‡)
ÌÊÈ·ÈËÏ¯· ˜Ù˙ÒÈ ‡ÏÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ‰Èˆ˜Â„¯ ‰˘ÚÈ ‡Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .‚ÂÏ‡È„Ï ÏÈ·Â‰Ï
‰ÈˆË¯Ù¯ËÈ‡ ¯ˆÂÂÈ˙ ¯ÂÚÈ˘·˘ ‰ÂÂ˜˙ ÍÂ˙Ó ÏÚÙÈ ‡Â‰ .ËÒ˜ËÏ ÂÒÁÈ· È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
È„È ÏÚ ÌˆÚÂÓ ËÒ˜Ë‰ .Ì˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ Â„·‡È ‡Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ ‰·˘ ,‰˘„Á
ÍÎ È„È ÏÚ ÌˆÚÂÓ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ì‚Â ,ÂÏÂ˜ ˙‡ ÚÈÓ˘‰Ï ËÒ˜ËÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ¯·„ ,‰¯ÂÓ‰
37.È˘¯Ù‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï ˙Ó¯Â˙ ÂÏ˘ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù‰˘
ËÒ˜ËÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ï ÈÈˆ¯ ıÓ‡Ó ‰˘Ú˘ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· ˙ÈË˙Â‡ ‡È‰ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰‡¯Â‰
˘¯ÙÏ Ì˙Â‡ ‰ÈÓÊÓ ‡È‰˘ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ‡È‰Â ,ÂÏÂ˜ ˙‡ ÚÈÓ˘‰Ï
.‰· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ Ì‰˘ ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ,ÂÓÚ ‚ÂÏ‡È„· ‡ˆÓÈ‰ÏÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡
ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˘¯„Ó Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÏÚÂÙ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ÌÏ‚ ¯ÓÂÁÎ ‡Ï Û‡Â ,‰˙ÈÎÏ ¯È·Ú‰Ï ‰ˆÂ¯ ‡Â‰˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯Ï ‰Èˆ¯ËÒÂÏÈ‡Î
ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Ï ÔÓ‡ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˘¯„Ó‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· .ÂÏ˘Ó ˙Â·Â˙
ÌÏÂ‡ .ÂÓˆÚ ËÒ˜Ë· ÌÂÏ‚ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ˘˜·ÓÂ
ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ .ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ Ï˘ ÂÊÓ ‰Â˘ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Ï Â˙ÂÓ‡
˙ÂÒÏ ÈÏ· ,ÔÓÊ· ÈÂÏ˙ ÂÈ‡˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓ˙Ï ˙ÂÓ‡ ˙˘¯Â„
.‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ Â·ˆÓÏÂ ÂÓÊÏ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆÙÒ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÓ ˜ÈÙ‰Ï
˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙ÈÙÈˆÙÒ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÓ ˜ÈÙ‰Ï ˘˜·Ó ˘¯„Ó‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ
Ô·ÂÓ· ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ÔÓ Ì‚ ‰Â˘ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˘¯„Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰‡È¯˜‰ .ÂÓÊÏ
ÏÂÎÈ ÂÓÓÂ ,˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ Ï˘ ¯·‚˙Ó‰ ÔÈÈÚÓ‰ ‡Â‰ ,‡¯Â˜‰ ‡ÏÂ ,Â„·Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ‰Ê
,'¯˘Ù‡Ó'Î ÂÓˆÚ ‰‡Â¯ ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙˘È‚· ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .ÂÓÊÏ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÂÏ„Ï ‡¯Â˜‰
Cohen,) ÂÏ˘ ‰ÙÂ˜˙‰ ¯Â‡· Â˙Â‡ ¯È‡ÓÂ ÂÓˆÚ ËÒ˜Ë· ÈÂˆÓ‰ Â‰˘Ó ˜ÈÙÓ˘ ÈÓÎ
.(2005
ÌÈÈÂ˜ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ÁÂ˙È‰ ÔÓ – ÌÂÎÈÒÏ
ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ÌÚ ‰¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ÈÎ ˙Â‡¯Ï Ô˙È (1999 ,Ô‰Î)
˙Â„Â‡ ÂÈ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙· ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙· ‰¯Â˘˜ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰¯ËÓ‰Â ËÒ˜Ë ˘¯ÙÏ ‰ÈÂ‡¯‰ Í¯„‰ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ·˙ÂÎ ,Â„ÓÚÓÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Ï ˙ÂÙÈ„Ú ˙Â˙Â ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡¯Â‰·˘
ÈÂÂÈ˘Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï ˙ÂÒÓ Â‡ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÙÈ„Ú ˙Â˙Â ˙Â¯Á‡Â ,ËÒ˜Ë‰

Cohen, 1999: 56
Cohen, 1999: 57–58
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‰˜ÈÚÓ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÈˆÙÂ‡‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ ,ÛÒÂ· .˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· Ï˜˘Ó
.ÌÓˆÚ '˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯'Â '˙ÂÈË˙Â‡' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ˙¯Á‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó

ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏÂ ‰È¯Â‡˙Ï ·‡˘ÓÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È
˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ Û˘ÂÁ ‡Â‰ .ÈÂÈÚ‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ÔÓ ‡ˆÂÈ Ô‰Î Ï˘ Ï„ÂÓ‰
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓÂ ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ‚Â‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂËÈ˘· ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘Ó Â‡
Ú„È Ï˘ ·ÈÎ¯ÓÎ Ì‚ ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÌÏÂ‡ .‰‡¯Â‰Ï ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙
·‡˘Ó ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó Ì‰˘ Ú„È‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯ÂÙÈÒ 38.ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
ÛÂ¯Èˆ ‡Ë·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È .˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÚ· ÌÚ ˙È˘ÚÓÂ ˙ÈË¯Â‡˙ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï
Ú„È· ·Â˘Á‰ ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ÈÎ ÔÚË 39ÔÓÏÂ˘ .‰È‚Â‚„Ù ÔÈ·Ï ÔÎÂ˙ ÔÈ· (amalgam)
– (Pedagogical content knowledge) 'ÔÎÂ˙‰ Ï˘ È‚Â‚„Ù Ú„È' ‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
¯ÓÂÁ'Ï '¯ÓÂÁ'‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÎÙÂ‰ Ì˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·˘ ‰ÏÂÚÙ‰Â ‰·È˘Á‰ ÈÎÈÏ‰˙
'ÌÂ‚¯˙'· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó ,ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ .'„ÂÓÈÏ
˙¯Î‰Â 41ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙¯Î‰ Ï˘ ·ÈÎ¯Ó ÏÏÂÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È 40.Â„Â·ÈÚÂ ¯ÓÂÁ‰
42.ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ È˙Â·¯˙-È˙¯·Á‰ ËÒ˜ËÂ˜‰
¯ÙÒ ˙È·· Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ ˙‡¯Â‰· ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ :ÌÈ˘¯ÙÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ' .2002 .'Ú ,¯ËÎ˘-ÈÏÈÏ‚ 38
.ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,ÍÓÒÂÓ ¯‡Â˙ ˙Ï·˜ Ì˘Ï ¯Ó‚ ˙„Â·Ú ,'ÌÈ¯˜Ó ¯˜Á – ÔÂÎÈ˙
ÁÂ˙È .È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ· Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓÏ ÌÈÁÓÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ Ì˙ÏÂÚÙ ‰‚?˘ÓÂ‰ ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ·
‰Ê ¯Â¯· ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÁ·Ó‰ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó ‰ÏÚ‰ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ Ï˘ È˙ËÈ˘
‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÌÈÏ„ÂÓ ÈÎ Â‡ˆÓ .ÌÈ¯„‚ÂÓ ÌÈÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÌÈÏ„ÂÓÏ Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÎÈÈ˘ÓÂ ‰ÊÓ
Ô‰Â ,‰¯ÂÓ‰ „È˜Ù˙ ˙‡ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙· Ô‰ ,Â˙Â˘¯ÙÂ ËÒ˜ËÏ Ì˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰· Ô‰ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ÌÈ‡·
.ËÒ˜Ë‰ „ÂÓÈÏ· „ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙·
Shulman, L. S. 1986. ‘Those who Understand: Knowledge Growth in Teaching’, 39
Educational Researcher 15(2): 4–14; Shulman, L. S. 1987. ‘Knowledge and Teaching:
Foundations of the New Reform’, Harvard Educational Review, 57 (1): 1–22

Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ¯È·ÒÓ ‡Â‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ,‰‡¯Â‰Ï ËÒ˜Ë ˙¯ÈÁ·· ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÏÂ˜È˘ 40
ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ È‚˘È‰ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯ÚÓ ‡Â‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰Â ÂÓˆÚÏ ·ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ,˙ÂÏ‡˘ Ï‡Â˘ ‡Â‰
·ÈÎ¯Ó Ì‚ ÏÏÂÎ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È .ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÒÙÂ˙ ‡Â‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰Ó ÌÈÚÙ˘ÂÓ „ÂÚÂ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ –
,ÌÈ¯·Ò‰ ,˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ ,˙Â¯ÂÙËÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ÏÏÂÎ ‰Ê ·ÈÎ¯Ó .(instruciton) ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÈÎ¯„ Ú„È Ï˘
Â‡¯ .ÌÈÂ˘ „ÂÓÈÏ ÈÎÂ˙ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â˜ÈÎËÂ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ ,‰‡¯Â‰ ˙ÂÈ‚Ë¯ËÒ‡
Grossman, P. L. 1990. The Making of a Teacher. New York: Teachers College, :‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ·
Columbia University

,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ïˆ‡ ÈÂˆÓ‰ ÈÂ‚˘‰ Â‡ È˙Ó‡‰ Ú„È‰ ˙¯Î‰ ˙ÏÏÂÎ Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ÌÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÎÈ‰ 41
ÈÓÂÁ˙Â ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙¯Î‰ ,ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰Â ÌÈÈ·ÈËÈ‚Â˜‰ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙‰ ˙¯Î‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ˙ÏÏÂÎ Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰¯Î‰ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚ‰
Shkedi, A. 1933. ‘Teacher’s .ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÏ ÌÈ‡˙È˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰ÏÂ ÌÈÈ˘˜ ˙Â‰ÊÏ
Workshop Encounters with Jewish Moral Texts’, Journal of Moral Education, (1): 19–30

ÔÓ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Û‡Â˘‰ ,‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ïˆ‡ ˙ÂÓÏÈ„ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ËÒ˜ËÂ˜‰ ˙¯Î‰ 42
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Ô·ÂÈ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó 43.‰Ê Ú„È Ï˘ È·ÈË¯‰ ÂÈÙÂ‡ ÏÚ Â„ÓÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È· ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ
ÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù-È˙È·˙ Ú„È ,Ú„È Ï˘ ÌÈÒÂÙ„ È˘ ÔÈ· 44¯Â¯· ÚÈˆ‰˘ ‰Á·‰‰ Ú˜¯ ÏÚ
,˙ÂÏÏÎ‰Ï ¯˙ÂÁ ,Ë˘ÙÂÓ ,ÈËÈÏ‡ ‡Â‰ ÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù‰ Ú„È‰ .È·ÈË¯-È¯ÂÙÈÒ Ú„ÈÂ
˙Â˙ÈÓ‡ ˙‡ÈˆÓÏ ¯˙ÂÁ ‰Ê Ú„È .ËÒ˜ËÂ˜Ó ˜˙ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˘˜·ÓÂ È˘È‡ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰
,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ,Ì„‡Ï Ì„‡Ó ‰Â˘ ,ÈÏÂÒ¯Ù Ú„È ‡Â‰ È·ÈË¯‰ Ú„È‰ Â˙ÓÂÚÏ .˙ÂÈÚ„Ó
ÌÈ„Â‚È ÏÚ· ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ,·Î¯ÂÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÈÂËÈ·Ï ˙Â˙È‰ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ ¯‡˙Ó ,ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜ËÂ˜
¯˜ÁÓ ‡˘ÂÓÎÂ ‰ÚÙÂ˙Î ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ,Â˙ÚËÏ .˙ÂÈ˙ÈˆÓ˙ ˙Â‡ÁÒÂ· ‡ÏÂ ,ÌÈÈÓÈÙ
.È·ÈË¯‰ Ú„È‰ ‚ÂÒÏ ˙ÎÈÈ˘
ÔÓÂÈÓ‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ˙·‰Â ,ÌÈ·ÈË¯ Ï˘ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ‡È‰ ˙ÓÂÈÓ ‰‡¯Â‰
ÂÚÈˆ‰ 45ÔÈÈ„Ï˜Â ÈÏÂ˜ .‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ Ì˘Â¯ÈÙÂ ÌÁÂ˙ÈÓ ˙Â·È‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ
‰˘ÚÓ‰ ˙·‰Ï ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‰„Â˙ÓÎ ˘Ó˘Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ¯˜Á˘
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙· ‰·¯ ˙Â·È˘Á ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„ÈÏ 46.Ì‰Ï˘ ÔÓÂÈÓ‰ ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰
.ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ¯È˘Ú‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ÈÎ ÌÈÚÂË Â‡ ÛÒÂ· .‰˜ÈË˜¯ÙÏ
˙Â·Â˘Á ˙Â·Â˙ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯Â ÌÈÓÂÈÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ,ÔÏ‰Ï ¯‡Â˙È˘ ÈÙÎ
ËÒ˜Ë ˙Â˘¯Ù È·‚Ï Û‡Â ,‰‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï·˜Ó ËÒ˜Ë Â·˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ È·‚Ï
.ÏÏÎ·

‰¯˜Ó ¯˜Á – ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰Â ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙Ï‡˘Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ˙ÓÂ¯˙
Á˙Ó‰ ÔÂ¯˙ÙÏ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È· 47‰„˘ ¯˜ÁÓ „ˆÈÎ ÌÈ‚„ ÔÏ‰Ï
‡Â‰ ÔÎÂ˙·˘ ˙ÂÈ˙¯·Á‰ ˙Â¯‚ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÔÂ·˘Á· ˙Á˜Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ Í‡ ,˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ÂÈ˙Â„ÓÚÏÂ ËÒ˜ËÏ
.(41 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ ,È„˜˘) ÏÚÂÙ
Gudmundsdottir, S. 1990. ‘Values in Pedagogical Content Knowledge’, Journal of Teacher
ÌÈ·ÈË¯ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÈÎ ˙ÚÂË ¯ÈËÂ„Ò„ÂÓ„Â‚ .Education, 41 (3): 44–52

43

·ˆÓÏ Ú„È „·ÚÏ Í¯Âˆ‰ Ï˘·Â ÌÈ·Î¯ÂÓ ÌÈ·ˆÓ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï Á¯ÂÎ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Ì‰· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘ÓÂ
.¯Â·È„ Ï˘
Bruner, J. 1985. ‘Narrative and Paradigmatic Modes of Thought’, In: E. Eisner (ed.),
Learning and Teaching the Ways of Knowing. Chicago, IL: National Society for Study of
Education: 79–115

44

Connelly, F. M. & Clandinin, D. J. 1988. Teachers as Curriculum Planners: Narrative of
Experience. New York: Teachers College Press

45

˙Â·Â˙ ÂÓÓ ˜ÈÙ‰Ï ‰˘˜˙Ó ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È Ï˘ Â˙Â·È˘Á ˙Â¯ÓÏ 46
ÌÈÁÒÓ ÌÈ‡ ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .¯˘˜‰ ÈÂÏ˙Â È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ,È˘È‡ Ú„È Â‰Ê .˙ÂÈ‚Â‚„Ù
ÏÎÂÈ˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ‰Ê‰ Ú„È‰ ˙‡ ‚È…˘Ó‰Ï ‰Ù˘ ‰¯ÒÁ ,¯˜ÈÚ·Â .ÌÏˆ‡ ÈÂˆÓ‰ Ú„È‰ ˙‡ ÌÓˆÚÏ
·‡˘Ó‰ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏ ÔÈ‡ ÈÎ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò Â‡ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈ˘˜ ˙Â¯ÓÏ .ÈË¯Â‡˙ ÁÈ˘Ï ÒÈÒ· ˘Ó˘Ï
‰Ù˘ ˙¯ÈˆÈ .È˘ÚÓ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ Ô‰Â ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ Ô‰ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È Ï˘ ·Â˘Á‰
.‰Ê ÌÂÁ˙· ¯˜ÁÓ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ‰·Â˘Á ‰ÓÈ˘Ó È‰ÂÊ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ˙‡ ‰‚È…˘ÓÓ‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘ ÂÁ˙È ‰˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·˘ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙ËÈ˘ ¯Â‡È˙ ˙‡ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ‰È‡ Ô‡Î ÂÂÈ„ ˙¯‚ÒÓ 47
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case) „Á‡ ‰¯˜Ó ‚Èˆ .ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ·
ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ˙‡¯Â‰· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ „ˆÈÎ ÌÈ‚„Ó‰ 48(study
– ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‰˘È‚ „ˆÈÎ Ì‚ ÌÈ‚„‰Ï ˘˜· ‰Ê ‰¯˜Ó ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· .ÏÚÂÙ·
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ – ‚ÂÏ‡È„ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‰Ê ‰¯˜Ó·
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ „ˆÈÎ ˙Â‡¯Ï ÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ó ‰¯˜Ó ¯˜Á· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ .Ì‡˙‰· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰Â
˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·˘ ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ˘˜· ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .ÏÚÂÙ· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ÌÈ‡· ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙‰
„ÓÓ Ì‚ È˘¯Ù ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÔÂÈ„Ï ÛÈÒÂ‰Ï Ô˙È ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„ÈÓ „ÂÓÈÏÂ ‰¯˜Ó ¯˜Á
.ÛÒÂ ÈË¯Â‡˙
È„ÈÏ ‡È·Ó‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘ ¯‡˙Â ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÈÈÈÙ‡Ó ˙‡ ‰¯ˆ˜· ‚Èˆ ÔÏ‰Ï
˙Ï‡˘ ÌÚ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ˙‡ Á˙ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï .˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰‡¯Â‰ ÈÂËÈ·
ÏÚ ÒÒÂ·Ó ÔÏ‰Ï˘ ¯Â‡È˙‰ .˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰˘È‚· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰
ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Ú„‰ ÈÏÂ˜È˘ ˙‡ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ‰¯È·Ò‰ Ì‰·˘ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯ ÏÚÂ ¯ÂÚÈ˘· ˙ÈÙˆ˙
.‰ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ È·‚Ï ‰˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ‰¯‡È˙Â ¯ÂÚÈ˘· ‰Ï˘

‚ÂÏ‡È„ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ‰‡¯Â‰
Â˙Â‚‰ ¯Â‡Ï 49Ô‰Î È„È ÏÚ ‚ˆÂ‰˘ Ï„ÂÓ ‡È‰ ‚ÂÏ‡È„ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î
˘‚ÙÓÎ ËÒ˜Ë‰ „ÂÓÈÏ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰¯ÂÓ .¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó Ï˘ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ÂÎ¯„Â
‡Â·Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ‡¯Â˜‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ ,˘‚ÙÓ ˘Á¯˙È˘ È„Î .‡¯Â˜‰ ÔÈ·Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ·
Ô‡ÎÓ .˘‚ÙÓ‰ ÔÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î ˙Â˙˘‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú Ì‚ Ì‰È˘Â ,ÈË˙Â‡ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ
È„ÈÏ ‡Â·Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ÌÈÚ·Â
‰ÓÏ˘ ˙Â˘È Â· ‰‡Â¯ ,ÔÂÓ‡· ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰¯ÂÓ .‰‡¯Â‰· ÈÂËÈ·
ÈË˙Â‡ ˘‚ÙÓ· ÚÓ˘È‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÏÂ˜ .‰Ï˘Ó ÏÂ˜ ˙ÏÚ· ˙ÈË¯‰Â˜Â
.˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù Ï˘ ‰¯ÈÂÂ‡ ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó˘Î ,‡¯Â˜‰ ÌÚ
‰Ú·¯‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï Ô˙È ,˙È‡È¯·Â· ‰ÒÈÙ˙· ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙·
50:ÌÈ·Ï˘
‰Ú¯ ‰„ÓÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ,‚ÂÏ‡È„· ÈÁ Û˙Â˘ ,'‰˙‡'Î ËÒ˜ËÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ :˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù .1
‡¯Â˜‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ„Â˜ ˙ÂÁ‰ „ˆ· ÁÈ‰Ï ˘È .ÈÂÙˆ È˙Ï·‰ Ï‡ ‰ÁÂ˙ÙÂ
ÏÈÚÏ) 49–43 :(2002) ¯ËÎ˘-ÈÏÈÏ‚ Â‡¯ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÍÏ‰ÓÂ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙˘È‚ ¯Â‡È˙Ï .˙ÂÂÈ‡¯Â
‰È¯Â‡˙ – È˙ÂÎÈ‡ ¯˜ÁÓ ,˙Ú‚Ï ˙ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈÏÈÓ .2003 .'‡ ,È„˜˘ Â‡¯ ‰·Á¯‰Ï .(38 ‰¯Ú‰
.˙ÂÓ¯ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .ÌÂ˘ÈÈÂ
‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ (2002) 'Ú ,¯ËÎ˘-ÈÏÈÏ‚ Â‡¯ ,ÌÈÙÒÂ ‰¯˜Ó È¯˜ÁÏÂ ,‰Ê ‰¯˜Ó Ï˘ ·Á¯ÂÓ ¯Â‡È˙Ï 48
.38
.2 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ ,Cohen, 1999 49
Kepnes, S. 1992. The Text as Thou. Bloomington & Indianapolis: Indiana University 50
.2 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ ,Cohen, 2005 ÈÙ ÏÚ .Press: 71–78
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˙ÂÁ‰ Ì‚ ÁÂÊÏ ÂÈÏÚ Í‡ ,˙ÂÈ˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙ÂÈ¯Ë˜Â„ ÈÙ ÏÚ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏ È„Â‰È‰
.È˙Ó‡ ‰Ó ¯·„ „ÓÏÓ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡·Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ Í¯Ú· ˙ÂÚ‚ÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÓ„Â˜
˘Á È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‡¯Â˜‰ Â·˘ ·Ï˘Ï ÏÈ·Â‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÈÙÏÎ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù :‰˜Á¯‰ .2
·Ï˘ ‰ÎÓ 51¯˜È¯ .˜È˙Ú‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÈÙÏÎ ¯ÂÎÈ‰ Û‡ ÈÏÂ‡Â ˙Â¯Ê‰ ,'˙Â¯Á‡'‰ ˙‡
.(distanciation) '‰˜Á¯‰' ‰Ê
Ï˘ ˙ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ :È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÈÏÎ È„È ÏÚ ˜ÂÁÈ¯‰ ˙ÓˆÚ‰ .3
¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÈÏÎ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ¯˜ÂÁÂ ˜ÈÓÚÓ ‡¯Â˜‰ ¯˘‡Î ˙ÓˆÚ˙Ó ˜ÂÁÈ¯‰
ÔÙÂ‡· ˜ÙÒ ÌÈÏÈËÓÂ ËÒ˜Ë· ÔÂÓ‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯Ú¯ÚÓ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÏÎ .È¯ÂËÒÈ‰-È˙¯Â˜È·‰
‡Â‰˘ ËÒ˜ËÂ˜· ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÌÈˆÚÂ Ì‰ ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Â·˘
.ÔÓÊ· ‡¯Â˜‰ ÔÓ ˜ÂÁ¯
È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‡¯Â˜‰ ÚÈ‚Ó È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰Â ‰˜Á¯‰‰ ,˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù‰ ¯Á‡Ï :‚ÂÏ‡È„ .4
ÂÙ˘Á˘ ˙Â·Â˙‰ ¯Â‡Ï ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÈÈˆ‡ÂËÈÒ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ˘¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰ Â·˘ ·Ï˘Ï
‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù‰ ¯Â‡Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰ ˙Ú· ‰· .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÈÙ·
.ÂÏ˘

?ÔÂÈÓ„· ‰¯·Ú ÔÎ˙È˙ Ì‡‰ – 52‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰˙˙ÈÎ· ¯ÂÚÈ˘
.ÒÙ˜ ¯‡˙Ó˘ ÌÈ·Ï˘Ï Ì‡˙‰· ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ‰Ó‚Â„ ‡Â‰ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰
Ï˘ È˘‰ ˜¯Ù· ˜ÒÚÂ (È˙„ ‡Ï) È˙ÎÏÓÓ ÔÂÎÈ˙· ‡"È ‰˙ÈÎ· ÌÈÈ˜˙‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰
53.'Ì"·Ó¯Ï ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘'
ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,ÔÂÈÓ„· ‰¯·Ú ÔÎ˙È˙ ‡Ï˘ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÚË ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ „˜ÂÓ·
ÂÊ ‰ÚË ˙ÓÚÏ 55‰¯È˘ ‰¯Á· Í˘Ó‰· 54.ÂÂÈÓ„Ï ÒÁÈ· ‰¯ÈÁ·Â ‰ÚÈ„È Ì„‡Ï
ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ì˘ .'ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ'· Â˙ÚË ÌÚ 'ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘'· Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘
‰ÈÙÏ˘ ,˙„‚ÂÓ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ‚ÈˆÓÂ '‰¯È·ÚÓ ÔÈ˘˜ ‰¯È·Ú È¯Â‰¯‰' Ï"ÊÁ È¯·„Ï
.21 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ ,Ricoeur, 1992
.ÈÂ„· Ì˘
.‰˘ÓÏ ÏÂ„‚‰ Â˘Â¯ÈÙÓ ˜ÏÁ ‡È‰Â ,˙Â·‡ ˙ÎÒÓÏ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙Ó„˜‰ ‡È‰ 'ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘'
Ì„‡‰ ˙ÙÈ‡˘ ˙‡ ‰ÊÎ¯Ó· ‰·ÈˆÓ‰ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ‰‚ÈˆÓ ÂÊ ‰Ó„˜‰
.Â˙ÈÏÎ˙Ï
„Á‡· ‰¯ÈÁ·ÏÂ ˙Ú„Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ,‰¯·Ú ‡ÏÂ Â· ‰ÂÂˆÓ ÔÈ‡ – ‰Ó„Ó‰ ˜ÏÁ‰Â ÔÊ‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ ÌÓ‡'
'˙Á‡ ‰ÏÂÚÙÓ ÌËÚÓÏ Â‡ ,Ì‰È˘ÚÓ ÏË·Ï Â˙Ú„· Ì„‡‰ ÏÎÂÈ ‡ÏÂ ,ÏÏÎ ‰˘ÚÓ Ì‰È˘Ó
.(˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ ˙‡ˆÂ‰ ,'· ˜¯Ù ,Ì"·Ó¯Ï ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘)
ÍÂ˙Ó ËÒ˜Ë ·Ï˘Ï ‰ËÏÁ‰‰ Ì‚Â Â˙ÂÓÏ˘· 'ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘' ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ‰ËÏÁ‰‰ Ì‚
.˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰ÈÁ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÔÈ‡ .‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂËÏÁ‰ Ô‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘· 'ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ'

51
52
53

54

55
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˜ÏÁ· ,˘Ù· ˙Ú‚ÂÙ ‡È‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,ÛÂ‚· ‰¯·ÚÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰¯ÂÓÁ ÔÂÈÓ„· ‰¯·Ú ‡˜ÂÂ„
56.Ì„‡· Ïˆ‡‰
¯Â¯È· ÍÂ˙ ,˜„˜Â„Ó ÔÙÂ‡· ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡È¯˜Ï ˘„˜Â‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ÔÓ ¯ÎÈ ˜ÏÁ
‰ÂÓ˘' ˙‡ ˙„ÓÏÓ ‰¯È˘ .ÂÎÏ‰ÓÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ‰·Ó‰ ˙¯‰·‰Â ÈÂÈÚ¯Â ÈÂ˘Ï
.ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÛÂˆ¯‰ „ÂÓÈÏÏ ˙Â·È˘Á ˙ÒÁÈÈÓ ‡È‰ ‰È¯·„ÏÂ ,Â˙ÂÓÏ˘· 'ÌÈ˜¯Ù
Ì˙Ú„ ÚÈ·‰Ï Â˘˜È·Â ÏÈÚÙ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÙ˙˙˘‰ ,„Â‡Ó ÌÈ·¯ÂÚÓ Â‡¯ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
„Ú ËÒ˜Ë· ˙ÂÚ·ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÚË‰ ÌÚ ÁÎÂÂ˙‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÓ ‰ÚÓ ‰¯È˘ .ÁÎÂÂ˙‰ÏÂ
:‰¯Ó‡ ‡È‰ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÌÈ·ÂÓ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰˘ ‰‡„ÈÂÂ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ÍÏ‰Ó ˙‡ ‰ÓÈÈÒ˘
57.'¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó ÏÚ ÁÎÂÂ˙‰Ï ‰È‰È ¯˘Ù‡ ,Âˆ¯˙ Ì‡ ,ÍÎ ¯Á‡ .ÔÈ· Ì„Â˜'
ÂÈ˘ÎÚ' :ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰ÂÙ ‡È‰ ,Ô·ÂÓ Â‡¯˜˘ ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ˙‡„ÂÂÓ ‰¯È˘˘ ¯Á‡Ï
‰ËÈÏ˘ ˘È Ì„‡Ï Ì‡ ‰Ï‡˘· ÌÈÈ˜˙‰ ¯Ú ÁÂÎÈÂ ,ÔÎ‡Â '...ÁÎÂÂ˙‰Ï ÌÈÓÊÂÓ Ì˙‡
‰¯È˘Â ,Â‡ËÂ· ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÚ„ .ÔÂÈÓ„· ‡ÂËÁÏ Ô˙È Ì‡Â ,ÂÈ˙ÂÂÈÓ„Â ÂÈ˙Â·˘ÁÓ ÏÚ
.Ì‰È˙ÂÚË ˙‡ ‰„„ÈÁÂ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÏÚ ‰˙˘˜‰ ,ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ‰˙Á‰
ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó ,ÂÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÈ˜˙‰˘ ÔÂÈ‡È¯· ¯ÂÚÈ˘Ï ‰˙˘ ¯·Ò‰‰Â ,‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰
˘„˜Â‰ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ·Ï˘‰ :ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰˘È‚
Ì‚ ‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ,˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù Ï˘ ·Ï˘ Â‰Ê .‡Ë·Ó ‡Â‰˘ ‰„ÓÚÏÂ ËÒ˜ËÏ ‰·˘˜‰Ï
·Ï˘‰ .‰Ê ·Ï˘· ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙ÂÚË ÌÚ ÁÎÂÂ˙‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰Ó ‰ÚÓ ‰¯È˘ 58.˜ÂÁÈ¯Ï
‰ÂÓ˘'· Ì"·Ó¯‰ È¯·„ ÔÈ· ‰¯È˙Ò‰ ˙‚ˆ‰ – ˜ÂÁÈ¯‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓˆÚ‰ ‡ËÈ· È˘‰
˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÂÈ‡ ‰˙¯ËÓ Í‡ ,˙¯Â˜È·Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù˘ÂÁ 'ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ'·Â 'ÌÈ˜¯Ù
˜¯ .ÔÂÈÓ„· ‰¯·Ú ÔÎ˙È˙ Ì‡‰ – ˙ÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙‡ ÌÈˆÚ‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ˙¯Â˜È··
‰ÈÂˆÓ‰ ÂÊ ÌÚ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ˙ÓÚÏÂ ÁÎÂÂ˙‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÌÈÓÊÂÓ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ·Ï˘·
.ÌÈÙ˙Â˘ Ì‰ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰Â Ì"·Ó¯‰ ‰Ê‰ ÁÂÎÈÂÂ· – ‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ·Ï˘ Â‰Ê .ËÒ˜Ë·
ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙Ï‡˘· ˙Â„˜Ó˙‰ ÍÂ˙ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰˙˘È‚ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ ÔÏ‰Ï
.˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰˘È‚· „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰Â

˙‡ ‰˘Ú È¯‰ ‰¯·Ú ‰˘Ú Ì‡ Ì„‡‰˘ ‡Â‰Â „Â‡Ó ‡ÏÙÂÓ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ‰Ê ¯Â‡È·· ÈÏ ˘ÈÂ' 56
Ï·‡ ,Â˙ÂÈÓ‰·· ¯·Ú ‡Â‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,È˙¯‡È·˘ ÂÓÎ Â¯ÓÂÁÏ ÌÈÁÙÒ‰ ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ˙ÓÁÓ ‰¯·Ú‰
¯·Ú È¯‰ ‰¯·Ú· Â˙·˘ÁÓ· ËËÂ˘ ¯˘‡ÎÂ ,Â˙¯ÂˆÏ ˙ÁÙÒ‰ Ì„‡‰ ˙ÂÏÂ‚ÒÓ È¯‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰
¯ÓÚ˙‰˘ ÈÓ ˙Ó˘‡Î ,ÏÎÒ „·Ú· ¯ÓÚ˙‰Â „ÈÊ‰˘ ÈÓ ˙Ó˘‡ ÔÈ‡Â ,ÂÈ˜ÏÁ·˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· „·Î·
˘Ó˙˘Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ÔÈ‡ ,‰Ï ÌÈÁÙÒ‰ ‰È˙ÂÏÂ‚Ò ÏÎÂ ˙È˘Â‡‰ ÂÊ‰ ‰¯Âˆ‰ ÈÎ ,„ÈÒÁ ÔÈ¯ÂÁ Ô··
‰¯ÂÓ) '˙ÂÏÙ˘‰ È˜ÓÚÏ ˙Â¯„¯„˙‰Ï ‡Ï ‰ÏÚ· ˙Â¯·Á˙‰Ï ÂÏ Â„˙ÂÚ˘ ‰Ó· Ì‡ ÈÎ Ì‰·
.(Ê"Ï˘˙ ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ ˙‡ˆÂ‰ ,ÁÙ‡˜ ÌÂ‚¯˙ ,Á ,‚ ÌÈÎÂ·
.˙Â˘‚„ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ˙Â‡· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ ‰¯È˘ È¯·„Ó ÌÈËÂËÈˆ‰ ÏÎ 57
ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ· ˜ÂÁÈ¯Ï ÈÂËÈ·Î ‰ÏÁ˙‰· „ÈÓ ÁÎÂÂ˙‰Ï ÔÂˆ¯‰ ˙‡ ˙ÒÙÂ˙ ‰¯È˘ 58
Ì‰ [...] ÌÈÁÎÂÂ˙Ó „ÈÓ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰˘ ‡Â‰ ‰˙ÈÎ· ‰·¯‰ ‰¯Â˜˘ ‰Ó' :ÔÂÈ‡È¯· ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ‡È‰˘
.'[...] ÌÈ·Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ· ˜Á¯Ó· ÌÈ˘È‚¯Ó
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Ì‰ÈÈ·˘ ÈÓÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ,„ÈÓÏ˙‰

‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰˘È‚· ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰
ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó˘ ÍÎ· ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡Ë·˙Ó ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰˘È‚·
ÚÓ˘ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÏÂ˜ .'ÏÂ˜' ˙ÏÚ· ˙ÈË¯‰Â˜Â ‰ÓÏ˘ ˙Â˘È ,'‰˙‡' ¯Â˙· ÂÈÏ‡
˙ÂÂÈ‡¯·Â ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ¯ÂÚÈ˘· .‡¯Â˜ ÔÈ·Ï ËÒ˜Ë ÔÈ· ÌÈÈ˜˙Ó˘ È˙Ó‡ ˘‚ÙÓ·
Ï˘Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï ÌÈÈÂËÈ· ÂÈ‡¯ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ¯Á‡Ï ‰˙‡ ÂÓÈÈ˜˙‰˘
:ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰
Ô Â Ó ‡ Ï ˘ ‰ ˜ È Ë È Â  Ó ¯ ‰ .1
˙˙Â ‡È‰˘ ÔÂÓ‡· ÏÎ Ì„Â˜ ˙‡Ë·˙Ó ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰˙˘È‚· ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰
‰ÁÈÓ ‡È‰ ,˙ÂÈÓÈÙ ˙Â¯È˙Ò ˘È Ì‡ .ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡·Â ËÒ˜Ë·
¯ÂÚÈ˘· Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÎ .·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ˙Ú„ ÏÂ˜È˘ „ÓÂÚ Ô‰È¯ÂÁ‡Ó ÈÎÂ ¯·Ò‰ Ô‰Ï ˘È˘
ÂÈ¯·„Ï 'ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘'· Ì"·Ó¯‰ È¯·„ ÔÈ· ‰¯È˙Ò ‰‚ÈˆÓ ‰¯È˘ ,ÏÈÚÏ ¯‡Â˙˘
˙ÂÂÎÓ ÂÊ ‰¯È˙Ò˘ ‡È‰ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙„Â˜ .'ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ'·
:ÌÈÂ˘ „ÚÈ ÈÏ‰˜Ï ‰ÂÙ ‡Â‰˘ ÍÎÓ ˙Ú·ÂÂ ,·˙ÂÎÏ ˙Ú„ÂÓÂ
ÏÚ Ì‚Â ,ÌÈ¯Â·ÈÁ‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ „ÚÈ‰ Ï‰˜ ÏÚ Â¯·È„ ÂÈ¯Á‡˘ ¯ÂÚÈ˘·
„ÚÈ‰ Ï‰˜Â ˙ÂÈ‰ [ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘·] Ô‡Î ;ÌÈ¯Â·ÈÁ‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏÎ˙‰
Ê‡ [...] È¯ÒÂÓ ÔÂ˜È˙Ï Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ Ô·¯„Ï ‡È‰ ‰¯ËÓ‰ ,ÂÏÂÎ ÌˆÚ· ‡Â‰
‡Ï ‡Â‰ Ï·‡ .˙‡Ê‰ ‰¯ËÓÏ ÔÂÂÎÓ [...] ÔÂÈÓ„‰ Ï˘ ˙Â·È˘Á· ÂÏ˘ ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰
59[...] ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ· ÂÏ ÒÁÈÈÓ Â˙Â‡˘ Ï˜˘Ó‰ ˙‡ [ÔÂÈÓ„Ï] ÒÁÈÈÓ
Ì Ï ˘ Ë Ò ˜ Ë „ Â Ó È Ï .2
ËÒ˜Ë „ÓÏÏ ‰ËÏÁ‰‰ ‡È‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘Ï ÛÒÂ ÈÂËÈ·
ËÒ˜Ë ˙‡È¯˜ .ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡¯Â˜Î ÂÏ ÌÈÁÂ ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ˜ÏÁ Ì˙Â‡ ÏÏÂÎ 60,ÛÂˆ¯
ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ‰Â ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ÌÏÂÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó Â˙ÂÓÏ˘·
:‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ÌÏÂÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡ÏÂ
‰Â˘ ¯Â·ÈÁ Ï˘ ,Ì‰Ó ‰Â˘ ÌÏÂÚ Ï˘ ˙Ó‡‰ [...] ‰·Â˘Á „Â‡Ó ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡
[...] ˙ÂÓÏ˘· ‰Ê‰ ¯Â·ÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Ì‡ ˜¯ ˙Ó‡· ˙¯·ÂÚ ,Ì‰Ó
,·Á¯‰ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ Ï˘ È¯ÒÂÓ ÍÂÈÁÏ „ÚÂÈÓ 'ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘' ,Ô‡Î ‰‚ÈˆÓ ‰¯È˘˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ 59
ÌÈ˘‡Ï „ÚÂÈÓ 'ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ' ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ .˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ˙·ÂÁ Â· ˙˘‚„ÂÓ ÍÎÈÙÏÂ
Ì˙·˘ÁÓ ˙‡ ÍÎÊÏ Ì‰ÈÏÚ ÍÎ Ì˘ÏÂ ,'‰ ˙‚˘‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏÎ˙Ï ÌÈÂÂÎÓ‰ ,¯˙ÂÈ ‰‰Â·‚ ‰‚¯„Ó·
.ÛÂ‚‰ ÈÎ¯Âˆ· ¯Â˘˜˘ ‰Ó ÏÎÓ
„ÂÓÈÏ ¯ÙÒ „ÓÏÏ Ô˙È .ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È„È ÏÚ ‰ÈÂÙÎ ‰È‡ ÂÊ ‰ËÏÁ‰ 60
ÈÏ‡È„È‡‰ Ì„‡‰ .„'Ó˘˙ .'ˆ ,ÔÂ¯ÈÓ :Ì"·Ó¯‰ È·˙ÎÓ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÛÒÂ‡ ÏÏÂÎ‰ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÏÚ
„¯˘Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„ÓÂ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙¯·ÂÁ .‡È·‰ ˙ÂÓ„ :Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó·
,ÌÏ˘ ËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙¯ÁÂ· ‰¯È˘ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï Û‚‡‰ ,˙Â·¯˙‰Â ÍÂÈÁ‰
.ÚÂ„Ó ‰¯È·ÒÓÂ ,'ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘'
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˙Â˘˜Ú˙‰‰ ÏÎ ÌÚ ,Â· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡·˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ,ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ‰
Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚÏ Ì‚ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ Ì‚ ÌÚÙ „ÂÚÂ ÌÚÙ „ÂÚ ¯˘˜È‰Ï ÂÏ˘
Ï˘ ‰ÏÂ„‚‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ,ÂÏ ·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÓˆÚ ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰˘ È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ [...]
ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ „ÓÂÏ ‰˙‡ Ì‡ ˜¯ ˙¯·ÂÚ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ‰Ó˘‰ ‡È‰˘ ,¯·ÁÓ‰
[...] ÌÈÈ˙ÈÈÚ· Ì‰˘ ÌÈÚË˜ Ì˙Â‡ ÏÚ Ì‚
˙‡ ˙ÎÁÓ ‰¯È˘Â ,ÂÎÂ˙Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ˙ÚÈÈÒÓ ˙ÂÓÏ˘· ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡È¯˜
:Ú„ÂÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ÍÎÏ ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙
ÒÎÈ‰Ï ‰Ò˙Â ‰ÓˆÚÓ Ú‚¯Ï ˜˙˙˙˘ ¯·Ú˘ ¯ÂÚÈ˘· È˙„ÈÓÏ˙Ï È˙¯Ó‡
˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ,ÌÈÙ·Ó ¯˘Ù‡˘ ‰ÓÎ „Ú Â˙Â‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ,¯Á‡ È˙·˘ÁÓ ÌÏÂÚÏ
[...] ‰Ê‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÓÈÙ‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰
Â Ï ˘ ‰ È ˆ ˜ Â „ ¯ Â Ë Ò ˜ Ë ‰ Í Â ˙ Ó ‰ È ˆ ˜ Ï Ò Ó ˙ Â Ú  Ó È ‰ .3
ÌÈÎ¯Ú Â‡ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ‡Ï ‰ÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÈË˙Â‡ ‰‡È¯˜ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚·
‡ÏÂ ,(Ì„‡‰ ˙Â‰Ó ÏÚ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙ Â‡ ÌÈÈËÒÈÓÂ‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙Ó‚Â„Î) ËÒ˜ËÏ ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ
‡Ï‡ ,ÏÈÁ‰Ï ÔÈÈÂÚÓ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ì˙Â‡˘ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ‰Èˆ˜ÏÒ ÍÂ¯ÚÏ
.¯·„Ï ËÒ˜ËÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ï
ÈÙ ÏÚ .ÂÓÊ Ô· ‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚÓ ‰Â˘ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰˘ ‰ÁÈÓ ‰¯È˘
˙Â˘ÚÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ‡¯Â˜‰ .Â˙Â‡ „„ÁÏ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ‡Ï‡ ‰Ê Ï„·‰Ó ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ‰˙˘È‚
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙÎÏ ÂÏ ¯ÂÒ‡ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï È„Î ıÓ‡Ó
,Â„‚Î „ÓÂÚ˘ Â‰˘Ó ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ :ÂÓˆÚ ÍÂ˙Ó Â˙Â‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÏÚ ÂÏ˘
[...] ÂÁ‡ ‡Ï ‡Â‰˘ Â‰˘Ó
‰ÚÈ‚Ù ‡È‰ È˙„‰ „ÓÓ‰ ˙‡ˆÂ‰ ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë „ÂÓÈÏ· ÈÎ ˙ÚÂË ‰¯È˘
:ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡·
‰ˆÂÁ‰ Ì˙Â‡ ‡ÈˆÂÂ [ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡] Ì˙Â‡ Á˙ Ì‡˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ È‡
˙‡ ËÒ˜ËÏ ‡ÈˆÂ ÌÈ¯˜Ó ‰·¯‰· Ê‡ [ÂÏ˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰Ó ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÚË˜‰ ˙‡]
‰‡¯ ‰ÊÂ ,ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÌÈÈ˙„ ¯˙ÂÈ‰ ÌÈ˜ÏÁ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï [...] ‰Ó˘‰
ÌÏÂÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ,˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ ˙‡Â ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ˙‡ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï [...] È˙Â‰Ó ˜ÏÁ ÈÏ
¯˙ÂÈ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ˙‡Ê‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ È‡ [...] ,ÍÏ˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰
.‰Ï„
Ì È Ë Ò ˜ Ë ‰ ˙ ‡ ‰ Ï È Á  Ó ‰ ˙ Â · ¯ ˙ · Ô Â Ó ‡ .4
˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ú¯Î‰‰ ÏÚ ˙ÎÓÂÒ ‰¯È˘ ,„ÂÓÈÏÏ ÌÈÈÂ‡¯‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙¯ÈÁ··
ÂÏ ‰¯ÒÁ ,ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï ÌÈÏÎ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ ¯Á‡Ó ˙‡Ê ,˙Â·¯˙‰Â
‰˘È¯Â‰˘ ˙Â·¯˙· Ì‚ Ì‡ ÈÎ ËÒ˜Ë· ˜¯ ÂÈ‡ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ÔÂÓ‡‰ 61.‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù
:Â˙Â‡ ÂÏ
È„È ÏÚ Ú·˜˘ Í¯Ú Ì‰Ï ˘È˘ ÏÊ¯· Ô‡ˆ ÈÒÎ Ï‡Î ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰· 61
˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ‰ÏÚ‰ Ô‰Î .„Â·Î ˙‡¯È Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰Ï ˙·¯˜˙Ó ‰¯È˘ ,ÂÏ˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙˘¯ÂÓ‰
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Ì‚ ÍÎÂ ,ÏÊ¯· Ô‡ˆ ÈÒÎ ÂÏ ‰¯È·ÚÓ˘ ˙È˘Â‡ ˙Â·¯˙ ÏÚ ÌÈÎÓÂÒ ÂÁ‡
Í¯„· ,ÌÈÏÂ„‚ ÌÈ·˘Á˘ ÌÈ¯ÙÂÒ‰˘ [...] ˙·˘ÂÁ È‡ ]...] È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÁ˙·
[...] ˜„ˆ· Ì˙Â‡ ˙ËÙÂ˘ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÏÏÎ
¯·Ò‰ ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰ÚÈˆÓÂ ÔÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ‰˘È‚· ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‰¯È˘ ,ÌÂÎÈÒÏ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï ˙Ù‡Â˘ ‡È‰ .Ú„ÂÓÎ ·˙ÂÎ‰ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ‰ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Â¯È˙ÒÏ
.¯ÓÂ‡ ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ‰ÓÏ ·È˘˜‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈÂ Â˙ÂÓÏ˘· ‰˙ÈÎ· Â˙‡È¯˜ È„È ÏÚ ËÒ˜Ë‰
˘Ë˘ËÏ ‰ÒÓ ‰È‡Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚÏ ·È˘˜‰Ï ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ÍÁÏ ˙¯˙ÂÁ ‡È‰
˙‡ ‰ÈÓÊÓ ‡È‰ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÏ„·‰‰ ˙‡
.Ì‰Ï˘Ó ‰Â˘ ÌÏÂÚÏ ÒÎÈ‰Ï ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙
‰Ó ˙Ú·Â˜˘ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÏÚ ˙ÎÓÂÒ ‰¯È˘ ‰˙ÈÎÏ ÌÈ‡·ÂÓ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙¯ÈÁ··
‰˙Â‡ ˙·ÈÈÁÓÎ ËÒ˜Ë· ˙‚ˆÂÓ‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‰È‡ Í‡ ,ÏÊ¯· Ô‡ˆ ÈÒÎ Ì‰
ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‰È‡ Ì‚ ‡È‰ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ .˘‡¯Ó ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ Â‡
.ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ˙ÂÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÂÈÏÚ ˙ÂÏÚ·Î È¯„ÂÓ‰

˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰˘È‚· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰
ÊÎ¯Ó· ‰„ÈÓÚÓ ‡È‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï Ì‚ ˙¯˙ÂÁ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰‡¯Â‰
Â‡ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· .ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚÏ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙‡ „ÂÓÈÏ‰
:ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ‰‡¯Â‰ ‰¯È˘ Ïˆ‡ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ
Ì È „ È Ó Ï ˙ ‰ Ï ˘ ‰ Ù Â ˜ ˙ ‰ Â ˙ Â · ¯ ˙ ‰ Í Â ˙ Ó Ë Ò ˜ Ë ‰ ˙ ‡ È ¯ ˜ .1
‡È‰ ÌÈÈÁ Ô‰·˘ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰Â ‰ÙÂ˜˙‰ ÔÓ ˙ÓÏÚ˙Ó ‰È‡ ,‚ÂÏ‡È„ ˙¯ÂÓÎ ,‰¯È˘
Ì‰ ‰·˘ ‰Èˆ‡ÂËÈÒ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ ‚ÂÏ‡È„ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜Ó ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ .‰È„ÈÓÏ˙Â
˘„Á‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ¯Â‡Ï ˘„ÁÓ ˘¯Ù˙Ó ‡Â‰Â ,ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· .ÌÈ‡ˆÓ
.‡¯˜ ‡Â‰ Â·˘
‡È‰ ,Â¯‡È˙˘ ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ˜ÒÚ ‰·˘ 'ÔÂÈÓ„‰ ˙ÈÈÚ·'˘ ‰¯Â·Ò ‰¯È˘ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï ÍÎ
:‰Ê‰ ÔÓÊ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÚ·
ÂÏ˘ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÈÎ ,Â˙ÙÂ˜˙· ÔÂÈÓ„‰ ˙ÈÈÚ· ,˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰ÈÚ· ÂÊ
·˘ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ [...] ÌÈ„ÓÓ ‰·¯‰· ÔÂÈÓ„· ˙ÂÈÁÏ ÂÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó
Ì‚˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ È‡ .˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÓÂ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÔÓ ˜˙˙‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡Ó
,ÁÂÓ· ÈÓÈÎ ÈÂÈ˘ ÂÊÈ‡ È„È ÏÚ [...] ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰Ó Í˙Â‡ ÌÈ˜˙Ó Ì‰ [...] ÌÈÓÒ‰
˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰Â .ÂÏ˘Ï ‰ÏÈ·˜Ó ,˙ÈÂÈÓ„ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· ˙ÂÈÁÏ ÏÂÎÈ ‰˙‡
‰˘È‚¯Ó È‡˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Â [...] ?ÂÏ˘ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏ ·ÈÂÁÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÓÏ ÌˆÚ· ,‡È‰

ÂÈÈÚ .'¯ÈÎ· Û˙Â˘ ÌÚ ÁÈ˘-Â„' Â˙Â‡ ‰ÈÎÂ ,ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÌÈÏ„ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰ÊÎ ·ÂÏÈ˘ ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘
.2 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ .Cohen, 1999: 58

¯ËÎ˘ ÈÏÈÏ‚ ¯·Ú
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˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰Â ,ÌÈÓÒ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰-È‡ Â‡ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ È¯ÂÁ‡Ó È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ‰Ê˘
‰Ê˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ È‡ ,ÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ó ·˘ÁÓ‰Ó˘ ÈÏ‡ÂË¯ÈÂÂ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÌÚ ÂÏ˘
[...] ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Ïˆ‡ ¯Á‡ ¯˘˜‰· ÌÚÙ ÏÎ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙‡ ¯¯ÂÚÏ ·Â˘Á „Â‡Ó
ÌÚ È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘‚ÙÓ Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÚÈˆ‰Ï ÂÏÎÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ˘ È„Î˘ ‰¯Â·Ò ‰¯È˘
Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Ì‰ÈÏÚ ,ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰
:‰ÙÂ˜˙ÏÂ ‰Èˆ‡ÂËÈÒÏ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ [...] ‰ÙÂ˜˙‰ ˙ÂÈÚ·Ï ÌÈ¯Ú ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ
ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ Ì‰ [...] Ê‡Â ,Â· ÌÈ˜Á˘Ó ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Â ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ‰ÊÈ‡ [...] ‰ÙÂ˜˙‰
È„Î ÌÈÈÁ Ì‰ ÂÎÂ˙·˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÌÚ ‰·ÂË ˙¯Â˘˜˙ ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ [...] ·È‚‰Ï
[...] Ì‰Ï ÈËÂÂÏ¯˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ˙Ó‡·
Ô È „ Ï Â  ˙ Â ‡ · È È Á Ó ‡ Ï ‡ Â  Ï ‰ Ó Â „ Â  È ‡ È Ë  Â Â Ï ¯ Ë Ò ˜ Ë .2
ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ
62:‡¯Â˜Ï ÂÏ˘ ÔÂÈÓ„· ‡È‰ ËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰˘ ‰¯Â·Ò ‰È‡ ‰¯È˘
‡Ï È‡ ,Â˙‡Ó ˙„¯Ù ‰ÈÂÂ‰ Ï‡Î ËÒ˜ËÏ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó È‡˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ‡˜ÂÂ„
ÂÏ ‰ÓÂ„ ‡Â‰ ‰ÓÎ „Ú ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙¯ÈÁ·· ÔÁ·Ó‰˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ
„‡Ó ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙Ó‡· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ÂÁ‡ ‰Ê ÈÙÏ [...] ÂÏ ‰ÓÂ„ ‡Ï Â‡
‡ˆÂÈ ‡Ï „Á‡ Û‡ Ï·‡ .ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ ÈÓÈÙ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó˘ ÌÈÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ
Á˙ÙÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ¯ÂÓ‡Â ¯‚˙‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ¯ÂÓ‡Â „‚Î „ÓÂÚ˘ ‰Ó [...] ¯Î˘ ‰ÊÓ
ÈÏ˘ ÈÓÈÙ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ¯‚˙‡Ï ˙Ó‡· ÍÈ¯ˆ ‡Â‰ ‰Â˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ [...]
[...]
ÁÎÂÂ˙‰Ï ÌÈËÂ Ì‰˘ ÍÎÓ Ú·Â Ì‰Ó ‰Â˘ ÌÏÂÚ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÙ· ‚Èˆ‰Ï È˘Â˜‰
ÌÈÁÎÂÂ˙Ó „ÈÓ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰˘ ‡Â‰ ‰˙ÈÎ· ‰·¯‰ ‰¯Â˜˘ ‰Ó' :ÌÈÈ·Ó Ì‰˘ ÈÙÏ
'[...] ÌÈ·Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ· ˜Á¯Ó· ÌÈ˘È‚¯Ó Ì‰ [...]
ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ÍÎÏ ÈÂËÈ· ‡Â‰ ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰ .Á¯Î‰· ˙ÈÏÈÏ˘ ‰È‡ ÁÎÂÂ˙‰Ï ‰ÈÈË‰ ÌÏÂ‡
:Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈÁÏ ÒÁÈ· ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÏÂ‡˘Ï Ì‰Ó ˘¯Â„Â Ì‰· Ú‚Â
‰Ê ,[Â˙Â‡ ÂÈ·‰˘ È¯Á‡] ÍÎ ¯Á‡ [ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ] Â˙‡ ÌÈÁÎÂÂ˙Ó Ì‰ Ì‡
ÌÚ Ì‰Ï˘ ÈÓÈÙ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˙ÓÚÓ ˙Ó‡· Ì‰˘ ¯ÓÂ‡ ‰Ê ÈÎ ,‰ÏÂÚÓ
ÌÈ¯·„ ˙Ó‡· ˘È ,Ì‰Ï ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÔÙÂ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ‰ÊÈ‡· ‡Â‰ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰
Ì‰˘ ‰Ó ¯Â‡Ï ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ ÔÈ„ ÌÓˆÚÏ ˙˙Ï ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Â¯ Ì‰˘
ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ [...] ÌÈÁÎÂÂ˙Ó ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï Ì‰ ˙¯Á‡ ,ËÒ˜Ë· Â„ÓÏ
[...] Â˙Â‡ ˜ÈÓÚ‰ÏÂ Â˙Â‡ ÏÏÎ˘Ï ¯˘Ù‡ Ï·‡ ,¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ·Â˘Á‰ ‡Â‰
¯ÏÙ˘ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙˘È‚ ÔÈ·Ï ‰¯È˘ ˙‡Ë·Ó˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ó‡˙‰ ˙Â‡¯Ï Ô˙È ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· 62
„ÂÓÈÏ˘ È¯‰ ,„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁÏ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ· ÔÂÈÓ„ ‰ÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ Ì‡ .(13 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯)
.ÂÈ˜ÙÂ‡ ˙‡ ·ÈÁ¯Ó ‡ÏÂ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ÏÈ·‚Ó ‰ÊÎ
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˙Â˘¯Ù ÚÈˆÓ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ,ËÒ˜ËÏ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ· ‚ÂÏ‡È„ Â‡ ÁÂÎÈÂ ÌÈÈ˜˙Ó ¯˘‡Î
:ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÈÁÏ Â‰˘Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰Ó Á˜ÂÏÂ ËÒ˜ËÏ ÂÏ˘Ó ˙È˘È‡
Ú‚Â ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â„Â˜· Ì‚ Â˘È‚¯È Ì‰ Ì‡ ÁÓ˘‡ „Â‡Ó È‡
Ì‚ Ï·‡ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈÁÏ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ˙ÂÈÁ‰ Ì˙‡ ÌÈÁ˜ÂÏ Ì‰Â ,Ì·ÏÏ
Â‡ ˙Â·Â˘˙ ·ÈÈÁ Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰˘ Â˘È‚¯È ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ˙‡Ê ,ÔÎ ,ÂÁÎÂÂ˙È Ì‰ Ì‡
[...] Â„ÓÏ Ì‰˘ ‰Ó ¯Â‡Ï ˙ÂÏ‡˘ Â· ˙Â¯¯ÂÚ˙Ó˘
È˘ „ˆÓ Ï·‡ ,ÂÓÓ ‰Â˘Î ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó „Á‡ „ˆÓ˘ „ÓÂÏ ÏÎ
˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó· ‰˘Ú ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙Ó‡· Ê‡ [...] ÂÏ˘ ÈÓÈÙ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ì˘ ‡ˆÓ Ì‚
È‡˘ ‰Ï‡˘· ÌˆÚ· Ú‚Â ‡Â‰˘Î ,È˙Â‡ ¯¯ÂÚÓ ˘ÓÓ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ‰ÙÈ‡ ,ÔÂÈÓ„‰
Ì‚ ·Â˘ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ˙‡Ê ,˘„Á ÔÙ ‡Â‰˘ ‰ÊÈ‡· ‰˙Â‡ ¯È‡ÓÂ ‰· ˙Ë·Ï˙Ó ÈÓˆÚ
[...] „‚Î ¯ÊÚÎ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ Ì‚Â ÔÂÈÓ„‰
‰ÈÓ‡ÓÂ ËÒ˜Ë· ÈÂˆÓ‰ ¯Á‡ ÌÏÂÚ ÌÚ ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ˘È‚Ù‰Ï ˙Ù‡Â˘ ‰¯È˘ ,ÌÂÎÈÒÏ
‰Ï‡˘ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙· ¯¯ÂÚÓ ËÒ˜Ë‰ .˙‡Ê ÂÎÈ¯ÚÈ Ì‰˘Â Ì˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ï ÌÂ¯˙È ˘‚ÙÓ‰˘
˙‡ËÂ·Ó‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÏÂÓ Ï‡ ÌÓˆÚÏ ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ ÔÈ„ ˙˙Ï Ì˙Â‡ ·ÈÈÁÓÂ ,Ì‰· ‰ÈÂˆÓ‰
·ˆÓ‰ ‰˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ .Ì‰Ï ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ Ì‰Ó ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· .ËÒ˜Ë·
¯ÓÂÏÎ ,ËÒ˜ËÏ ÌÈ·È˘˜Ó ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Â·˘ ·ˆÓ ‡Â‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ÈÂˆ¯‰
‰Ê ÌÚ ÌÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ ÌÈ˙ÓÚÓ ÍÎ ¯Á‡ ˜¯Â ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÌÚ ÌÈ„„ÂÓ˙Ó
˘‚ÙÓ Ì‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ .ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÁÂ· ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘
ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ˜¯ ‡Ï ¯Ú ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ÍÎ Ì˘Ï .Â˙Â‡ „„ÂÚÏÂ ‰Ê
.ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â ‡Â‰ ÌÈÈÁ Â·˘ ÌÏÂÚÏ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,ÂÓÏÂÚÏÂ
¯Â‡Ï ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ˘ÓÓ Ï˘ ‰¯ÂÓ˙ ‰ÏÁ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰˙˘È‚Ï
63.Â· '¯·„Ó' ‡Â‰˘ ˘„Á‰ ¯˘˜‰‰
Ì‰˘Â ,ÌÓÊ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ Â‡¯˜È ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙˘ ˙ÈÈÂÚÓ ‰¯È˘
ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰˘ ‰ÁÈÓ ‡È‰ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ÔÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î ÈÂÈ˘ Â¯·ÚÈ ÌÓˆÚ
ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ˙„„ÂÚÓ ‡È‰ .ÔÚ¯Â ˘„Á ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÂÏ‡˘ Á˙ÂÙ ËÒ˜ËÏ ‡¯Â˜‰
ÌÈ¯ÓÂ˘ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰Â ‡¯Â˜‰ ,ÌÈ„„ˆ‰ È˘ Â·˘ ˘‚ÙÓ Â˙‡ ÌÈÈ˜ÏÂ ËÒ˜ËÏ ·È˘˜‰Ï
˙‡ Ô‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ Ô‰ ˙Â˜ÈÒÚÓ‰ ,˙ÂÙ˙Â˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ .Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ
ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ¯Â·Ú ÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÙÂ‰ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
ÍÎ· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ .‚ÂÏ‡È„· „ˆ Ì‰ – „ÂÓÈÏÏ ÈËÂÂÏ¯
ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰ .ËÒ˜ËÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ· ÁÂÎÈÂ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .Ì‰· ‰ÈÂˆÓ‰ ‰Ï‡˘ ¯¯ÂÚÓ ‡Â‰˘
ÁÂ˙Ù‰ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ‡Â‰ ÈÂ‡¯‰ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ .‰Ê‰ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ó
.‰ÊÎ ˘‚ÙÓ ¯˘Ù‡Ó˘ ÈÓ ‡Â‰ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰Â ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘‚ÙÓÏ

ÌÈÓÒ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙ÈÈÚ· ÏÚ '¯·„Ó' Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ,ÏÈÚÏ Â¯‡È˙˘ ¯ÂÚÈ˘· Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÎ 63
‡Ï‡ ,ÈËÒÈÂ¯Î‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ËÒ˜ËÏ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‰È‡ ‰¯È˘ .·˘ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÏ‡ÂË¯ÈÂÂ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÏÚÂ
.Â¯˘˜‰Ó Â˙Â‡ ÚÈ˜Ù‰Ï ÈÏ· ,˙ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÏÚ Â‰˘Ó '„È‚‰Ï' ÂÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó
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˙ÈÂÈÚ-˙ÈË¯Â‡˙ ‰·È˘ÁÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ˙ÓÂ¯˙
˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰‡¯Â‰· ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ – ÈË˙Â‡‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
ÂÏÂ˜ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‰¯È˘ ÈÎ ÂÈ‡¯
ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ÏÂ ,‡Ë·Ó ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ÌÏÂÚ ÏÚÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘
.ÌÈ¯‚˙‡Ó ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ËÒ˜Ë· ˘È ‰˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚÏ È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
ÂÏÈ‡Â ,ËÒ˜Ë· ÔÂÈÚ‰ ¯Â‡Ï ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ ÔÈ„ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ ÌÓˆÚ ˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
.ÌÈ‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙˘„ÂÁÓ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï·˜Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰
˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ‰ÓÈ‚„Ó ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰‚ˆ‰
‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó ‰Ê Á˙Ó ÌÚ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰ Í¯„ .ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰·
.Ô‰Î ÈÙ ÏÚ ‚ÂÏ‡È„ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ÌÈÈÂ˜ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡ÓÏ
ÍÈÏ‰˙· ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó :ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÂÈ„Ï ÛÒÂ „ÓÓ ÂÏ ‰ÙÈÒÂÓ ‰¯È˘ ÌÏÂ‡
˘‚Ù ÂÈ‡ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ .˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰· ,È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰
˙‡ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó ‰¯È˘ .ÍÂÂ˙Ó‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‡Ï‡ ¯È˘È ÔÙÂ‡· ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ
.'ÈË˙Â‡ ‰¯ÂÓ'Î ‰ÊÎ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÏÏÂÁÏ Ï‚ÂÒÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
˙ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ‰‚˘Ó‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È Ï˘ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙Ï ‰Ó‚Â„ ‡È‰ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰Á·‡
.Í˘Ó‰· ·ÈÁ¯ ÍÎ ÏÚÂ ,ÍÂÈÁÂ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ Ï˘

˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰‡¯Â‰· Â„È˜Ù˙Â ÈË˙Â‡‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ„
È Ë  ˙ Â ‡ ‰ ‰ ¯ Â Ó ‰ Ï ˘ ˙ Â È ˘ È ‡ ‰ .1
,È¯Â˜Ó ÈÓÈÙ ÌÏÂÚ ÂÏ ˘È˘ ,ÈË˙Â‡‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ‡Â‰ ‰¯È˘ ˙Ú„Ï ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
:ÌÈ¯Ê ÌÈÚÈÓ ‡ÏÏ ,ÂÏ˘ ÌÏÂÚ· ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ Û˙˘Ó ‡Â‰Â
˘È˘ [...] ˙˘ÙÁÓ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ÌˆÚ· È‡˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ‚ÂÒ Â˙Â‡ ‰Ê
ÌÏÂÚ· Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˙˘Ó Ì‰Â ,È¯Â˜Ó ˙Ó‡· ÈÓÈÙ ÌÏÂÚ Ì‰Ï
Ï·‡ ,ÌÈËÂ˘Ù „Â‡Ó ÌÈ¯·„ „È‚‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Ì‰ [...] ‰Ê‰ È¯Â˜Ó‰ ÈÓÈÙ‰
Â‰˘Ó ÂÏ ˙˙Ï Ì‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡Ó ‰Ê [...] ÌÈÈË˙Â‡ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ Â‰˘ÎÈ‡
‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó ‰Ê .Ì‰Ï˘ ÈÓÈÙ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÓ ˜ÏÁ ÂÏÈ‡Î – ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ·
‡Ï‡ ,È‰˘ÏÎ ˙ÂÓÂÈÓ [„ÓÏÓ] ‰¯ÂÓ˘ ‡Ï [...] ‰¯ÂÓ· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ· ÈÏ
‡Â‰ [...] „ÂÓÈÏ· ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ÚÈÓ˘ ‰Ó .‰ÏÈÓ‰ Ï˘ È˙Ó‡‰ Ô·ÂÓ· , ‰ ¯ Â Ó
ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰ˆÂ¯ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ·‰Â‡ ˙Ó‡· ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ê ,ÂÏ˘ È˙Ó‡‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰ ˙Ó‡·
„Â‡Ó ‰·¯‰Ï ˘È˘ ÚÈÓ ‰Ê ¯Ê ÚÈÓ [...] ÌÈ¯Ê ÌÈÚÈÓ ‰Ù ÔÈ‡˘ .Â˙Â‡
ÁÈÎÂ‰Ï ÔÂˆ¯‰ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÈÚ· ÌÈ˘ÙÈË ·˘ÁÈ‰Ï „ÁÙ‰ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ
Ì‰˘ ‰Ê ÏÚ ÌÈÏˆ˙Ó˘ ÌÈ˘‡ ,ÍÙ‰Ï Â‡ [...] .˙ÂÂÈÏÚ‰ ˙‡ ,‰ÓÎÁ‰ ˙‡
.¯Ê ÚÈÓ ‰ÊÈ‡ ,Ì‚ ‰Ê .‰ˆÂ·˜ ÏÂÓ ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ ÌˆÚ·
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ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ ˘‚ÙÓÏ Â˙‡ ÂÎÏÈ˘ „Ú ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÁÈÓ ÂÈ‡ ÈË˙Â‡‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
‰¯Â·Ò ‰¯È˘ .„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï ‰·‰‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡Ï‡ ¯Ê ÚÈÓ ‡ÏÏ Í‡ ,¯ÊÁÓ ÂÓÎ –
:È˙Ó‡ Â‰˘Ó „ÓÏÓ ‡Â‰ ÂÊ Í¯„·˘
ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï ‰·‰‡‰ ‰Ê Ì‰ÈÏÚ ˙¯·„Ó È‡˘ ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ Û˙Â˘Ó˘ ‰Ó ˙Ó‡·
ÂÏÈ‡Î [...]˘ ÂÓÎ ˜ÂÈ„· Ì‰ ,ÍÏ ÌÈÁÈÓ ‡Ï Ì‰ [...] È„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ,‰Ê‰
,ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÏÚ È˙Ó‡ ‡Â‰˘ Â‰˘Ó È˙Â‡ „ÓÏÓ ‡Â‰˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ È‡ .¯ÊÁÓ ·‰Â‡
È‡ ÂÎ¯„˘ ‰˘È‚¯Ó È‡ Ê‡ .È˙Ó‡ ˘‚ÙÓ ‡Â‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ÈÎ
[...] ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ Ï‡ ‰ÚÈ‚Ó
˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÌÚ ˙¯Â˘˜˙ÏÂ ËÒ˜ËÏ ‰·‰‡ ,ÈÓˆÚ ÔÂÁËÈ· ˘¯„ ‰ÊÎ ‰¯ÂÓÓ
ÈÓˆÚ ÔÂÁËÈ· ˙Ó‡· ‰· ˘È „Á‡ „ˆÓ˘ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ‡È‰ ÂÊ‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰' :„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÔÎÂ˙
.'ÌÈ˘‡ ÌÚ ˙‡Ê‰ ˙¯Â˘˜˙‰ ‚ÂÒÏ ÏÏÎ· ,ËÒ˜ËÏ ‰·‰‡Â [...]
Ì È Ï Ù ¯ Â Ú Ó Ì È Á Â Ò È  Ó Ú  Ó È ‰ Ï , Ì È Ë Â ˘ Ù Â Ì È È ˙ Ó ‡ Ì È ¯ · „ „ È ‚ ‰ Ï .2
˙ÈË˙Â‡ ‡Ï ‰Ù˘Â
‡Â‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ „È˜Ù˙ ÈÎ ‰ÏÂÚ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰¯ÂÙÈÒÓ
.ÌÈÈ˙Ó‡Â ÌÈËÂ˘Ù ÌÈ¯·„ „È‚‰ÏÂ ÏÂÙ¯Ú‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÒ‰Ï ÏÎ Ì„Â˜ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ
‡Â‰ 65.'Ì¯Î'· ‰Ï˘ ‰¯ÂÓ ‰È‰˘ 64Ì‰¯·‡ ÏÚ ˙¯ÙÒÓ ‰¯È˘ ,‰ÊÎ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ‰Ó‚Â„Î
ÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÂ„Â ,ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ·Ï˘· ¯˙ÂÈ· ˙ÂËÂ˘Ù ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ‚‰Â ‰È‰
:ËÒ˜ËÏ ‰·˘˜‰ „„ÂÚ ÍÎ .È˘‰ ·Ï˘Ï
‰ÏÈÁ˙‰ „ÈÓ˙ ‡È‰˘ ,‰Ï˘ ˙ÂË˘Ù‰ ‰Ê [...] ÂÏ˘ ‰‡¯Â‰· „ÁÂÈÓ ‰È‰˘ ‰Ó
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ‰Ó ,˙¯ÓÂ‡ ˙‡Ê ;ÈÂ˘‡¯ ˘ÓÓ ,È¯ÓÂÈ ‡Ï ,ËÂ˘Ù „Â‡Ó ÌÂ˜ÓÓ
ÂÈÈ‰ ÂÏÂÎ [...] ËÙ˘Ó Ï˘ ˙ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ‰Ó ,ÌÈÏÈÓ Ï˘ ˙ÈÂ˘‡¯‰
‰È‰ ‰ÊÂ .‰·˘ÁÓ· 'ÌÈÓ„˜˙Ó ¯˙ÂÈ' Ì‰Ï Â‡¯˜˘ ÌÈ·Ï˘ ÏÚ ÌÈÂÓ‡ ¯·Î
Â˙Â‡ ÁÈ¯Î‰ ‡Â‰ .‰Ï‡‰ ˙Â·Â˘˙‰ ˙‡ Ï·È˜ ‡Ï ËÂ˘Ù ‡Â‰˘ ÚÈ˙ÙÓ „Â‡Ó
,‰ËÂ˘Ù „Â‡Ó „Â‡Ó ÌˆÚ· ‡È‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰˘ ,Ï‡Â˘ ‡Â‰ ‰Ó ·Â˘ ÚÂÓ˘Ï
Ï‡˘ ‡Â‰ ÂÈÏÚ˘ ËÂ˘Ù‰ ¯·„Ï ¯·ÚÓ ¯Á‡ ¯·„ ÌÂ˘Ï ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó ‡Ï ‡Â‰˘Â
ÔÎ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ˙‡Ê ,Ô·ÂÓÎ ˙‡Ê‰ ‰Ó¯· Â¯‡˘˘ ‡ÏÂ [...]
[...] ÈÏÂÎÂ È˙¯Â˜È· ÁÂ˙È Ï˘ ,ÈÂÈÚ¯ ÁÂ˙È Ï˘ ‰Ó¯Ï ÂÚ‚‰
‰·Ó Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙ ÂÏ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ,¯˙ÂÈ· ËÂ˘Ù‰ „·Â¯‰Ó ÏÈÁ˙Ó ‰È‰ ‰ÊÂ ˙ÂÈ‰
.‰·Â˘Á ¯˙ÂÈ‰ ‡È‰ ÂÊ‰ ˙ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ‰Ó¯‰ ˙Ó‡·˘Â [...] È˙Ó‡Â Ô˙È‡ ÈÂÈÚ¯
‰·¯‰ ‰Ê˘ ˙·˘ÂÁ È‡ [...] ˙Â˙˘‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰È·‚ ÏÚ ‰·˘ ‰·Ó‰˘
‰Ï‡ Ì‚ ÌˆÚ· .‰˜ÓÂÚÏ ‰˙Â‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÈÏ· ‰Ù˘ ıÓ‡Ó ‰˙‡˘ ‰¯Â˜ ÌÈÓÚÙ
˙ÂÓÂÈÓ ÂÊÈ‡ ˘ÎÂ¯ ‰˙‡ [...] .‰˜ÓÂÚÏ ‰˙Â‡ ÌÈÈ·Ó ‡Ï ‰· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó˘
[...] ‰˙ƒ‡ È˙Ó‡ ¯˘˜ ˙Ó‡· ÍÏ ˘È˘ ÈÏ· ‰Ù˘· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï
.ÈÂ„· Ì˘ 64
.ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· 1974 ˙˘· „ÒÂ ,È„Â‰È ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï ÔÂÎÓ – Ì¯Î 65
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:‰‡¯Â‰Ï ‰¯È˘ ‰˙‡ ‰Á˜Ï ÂÊ ˙È˘È‡ ‰Ó‚Â„
˙¯¯‚ È‡˘Î ÈÓˆÚ ÏÚ ˙ÒÚÂÎ „Â‡Ó È‡ [...] ·Â˘Á „Â‡Ó ¯·„ ‰Ê ‰˙ÈÎ·
[...] ‰ËÂ˘Ù ‰Ù˘· Ì‰· ˙¯·„Ó È‡˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘· [...] È„Ó ‰‰Â·‚ ‰Ù˘Ï
Ì˙Â‡ ‰È·Ó È‡˘ ÌÈ¯·„ ÏÚ È˙¯·È„ ,˙Ó‡ È˙¯·È„ [...]˘ ‰˘È‚¯Ó È‡
ÈÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ï Ï˘ ‰Ê‰ ıÓ‡Ó‰ ˙‡ È˙È˘Ú ,‰ˆÂ¯Á È˙ÈÈ‰Â [...] ˙Ó‡·
.˙˜ÈÂ„ÓÂ ‰ËÂ˘Ù ‰¯Âˆ·
Ì È È Ë  ˙ Â ‡ ˙ Â È ‰ Ï Â È „ È Ó Ï ˙ Ï ¯ ˘ Ù ‡ Ó È Ë  ˙ Â ‡ ‰ ‰ ¯ Â Ó ‰ .3
‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÍÎ· .ÂÏ˘ ‰·È˘Á‰ Í¯„ÏÂ ÂÓˆÚÏ Ú„ÂÓ Â„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ‰˘ÂÚ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ ˘‚ÙÓ ˙‡¯˜Ï ·Â˘Á ·Ï˘ Â‰Ê .ÈË˙Â‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï „ÈÓÏ˙Ï Ì‚ ¯˘Ù‡Ó
ÂÈ·˘ ÌÈÏ„·‰·Â ÔÂÈÓ„· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ ÂÓˆÚÏ Ú„ÂÓ˘ ÈÓ ˜¯˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,ËÒ˜Ë‰
‰¯ÂÓ‰ ,Ì‰¯·‡Ó ‰Ï·È˜ ‰¯È˘˘ ÌÈ·Â˘Á‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ „Á‡ Â‰Ê .ÂÏÂÓ˘ ÈÓ ÔÈ·Ï
˙Ú„ÂÓÏ Ì‚ È˙Â‡ ÍÙ‰ ˙Ó‡·Â [...] ‰¯Î‰‰ ˙‡ ÈÏ ¯ÚÈ ˘ÓÓ' :Ì¯Î· ‰Ï˘
‡Â‰˘ ÔÂÁËÈ· „ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˜ÈÚÓ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· .'È˙·˘Á È‡ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡Ï
ÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ÓÂ ‰ÈˆÓÈËÈ‚Ï ÂÏ Ô˙Â ‡Â‰ .ËÒ˜ËÏ Â˙Â‡ ¯·ÁÓÂ ËÒ˜Ë ‡Â¯˜Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ
ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ‰ÏÂÚ ‰¯È˘Ï ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ‰„ÈÓÏ‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ ¯Â‡È˙Ó .˙ÂÈË˙Â‡
¯‡˙Ï È„Î ÌÈÊÚ ÌÈÈÂËÈ·· ˙˘Ó˙˘Ó ‰¯È˘ .ÌÈÈË˙Â‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï Ì‚ ¯˘Ù‡Ó
:ÂÏ ‰˙ÎÊ ‡È‰˘ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ,Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙ ˙‡
‰ÏÂÎÈ È‡˘ [...] ÌÚÙ „ÂÚ È˙Â‡ ¯˘Â˜ ,ÂÏÈ‡Î ˙Ó‡· Ì‰¯·‡˘ È˙˘‚¯‰ È‡
Â‰˘ÊÈ‡ ÈÏ ¯ÈÊÁ‰ ‰ÊÂ .È‡ÓˆÚ ÔÙÂ‡· ·Â˘ÁÏ ,‰Ê‰ ¯˘˜‰ ˙ÂÎÊ· ,˙Ó‡·
‰Ê ,ÌÈ¯·„Ï ÌÈÚÈ‚Ó ÍÈ‡ ,¯·„Ó ÁÓÂˆ ¯·„ ÍÈ‡ ‰È·Ó È‡˘ [...] ÔÂÁËÈ·
ÌÈ˙Â ‰Ï‡Î ÌÈ¯ÂÓ [...] ÈÈÁ Ï˘ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Ó‡· ‰Ê – È˙ÈÁ·Ó ‰˙Ó ˘ÓÓ
Ì‰ .˙¯Á‡ ˙ˆ˜ Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜Ï ,¯Á‡ ˙ˆ˜ ˘‚ÙÓÏ [...] ‰ÈˆÓÈËÈ‚Ï [...]
[...] Ì‰ÈÏÚ ÌÈÈ‡˙ ‡Ï ‡È‰ ,˙‡Ê‰ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜ ˙‡ Ì‚ Â·‰‡È
ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ÁÂ˙Ù ‡Â‰˘Î ¯ÂÚÈ˘Ï ÚÈ‚È ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ,ÈÏ‡„È‡ ÔÙÂ‡·
È¯·„Ï .ÂÈÏÚ ÌÈÈ‡È ¯·„‰˘ ÈÏ·Ó ,˙ÂÈÂÙˆ È˙Ï· ˙ÂÈÙ˙ Ï·˜Ï ¯ÂÚÈ˘Ï ¯˘Ù‡ÈÂ
ÈÓˆÚ‰ ÔÂÁËÈ·‰ ÏÏ‚·Â ˙ÚÓ˘Ó ˙ÂÈÚ· ÏÏ‚· ‰‚˘‰Ï ‰˘˜ ‰Ê‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ ‰¯È˘
:‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ˘¯Â„ ‰Ê˘
¯ÂÚÈ˘ ÍÂ˙· ÈÓˆÚÏÂ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó È˙ÈÈ‰ Ì‡ ÈÈÈÚ· ‰È‰ ÈÏ‡„È‡
ÈÈÈÚ· ‰È‰ ‰Ê [...] ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ˙¯Á‡ ˙ÂÏÎ˙Ò‰ Â‡ ,˙¯Á‡ ˙ÈÙ˙ Ï·˜Ï ÌÂ‡˙Ù
È‡ ÌˆÚ·˘Î ¯ÂÚÈ˘Ï ‰ÚÈ‚Ó È˙ÈÈ‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÏÚ ˙·˘ÂÁ È˙ÈÈ‰ Ì‡ ÈÏ‡„È‡
˙‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ˘‡ [...] ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÂÂÈÎ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÓÈÂ‡Ó ‡ÏÂ ‰ÁÂ˙Ù
¯ÂÚÈ˘Ï ÌÈÚÈ‚Ó ÌÈ˘‡˘Î .·ËÈÓ‰ ˙‡ Â˘Ú Ì‰˘ ÌÈ˘È‚¯Ó Ì‰˘Î [...] ‰Ê
¯˙ÂÈ ‰·¯‰ ‰¯Âˆ· ÌÈÂ‚Ó Ì‚ Ì‰ Ê‡ ,È¯ÒÂÓ‰ [...] ‚ÂÒ‰Ó ÔÂÁËÈ· ¯ÒÂÁ·
[...] ÂÈ·‰ Ì‰ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰ ÏÚ ˙È‡˜
‰‡¯Â‰· ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈËÈ¯˜‰ „È˜Ù˙Ï Â·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙ ˙‡ ‰ÙÓ ‰¯È˘ ,ÌÂÎÈÒÏ
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Â‡ Ú„È Ï˘ ‰¯ÂÓ ‡Ï .ÈË˙Â‡ ‰¯ÂÓÎ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‡È‰ .˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„
ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ Ï‡ ˙È˘È‡ Í¯„· ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ÍÈÏÂÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÂÈÂÓÂÈÓ
¯ÈÒÓ ‰Ê ‰¯ÂÓ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ˘‚ÙÓÏ ‰ÈˆÓÈËÈ‚Ï Ô˙ÂÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰
˙˙Ï ,ËÒ˜ËÏ ·È˘˜‰Ï Ì˙ÈÈÁ‰ È„È ÏÚ ËÒ˜ËÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙ÂÚÈÓ
Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡ÏÂ ÂÓˆÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ˙ÂÒÏ ,¯·„Ï ËÒ˜ËÏ
ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÚÈÈÒÓ Û‡ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .˙ÈÂ˘‡¯Â ‰ËÂ˘Ù ‰Ù˘Ï ¯ÂÊÁÏÂ
˙‡ ˙Â˘Ï ÔÎÂÓÂ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯ÙÏ ÁÂ˙Ù ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ,ÈÏ‡„È‡ ÔÙÂ‡· .ÌÓˆÚÏ
‰¯ÂÚÓ Ì‚ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ È„È ÏÚ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙·‰ ¯Â‡Ï ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ÍÏ‰Ó
ÔÈ· ˘È‚Ù‰Ï ÏÎÂÈ˘ È„Î ‰ÙÂ˜˙‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ÌÏÂÚ·Â ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ·
ËÒ˜ËÂ˜· ‰ÈÂÏ˙ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· .ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ
È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÁÈ˘ ¯ÂˆÈÏ Ï‚ÂÒÓ ‰¯È˘ ˙¯‡˙Ó˘ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .È˙Â·¯˙‰Â È˙¯·Á‰
‰¯È˘ ÌÏÂ‡ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ·Â ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈ·
ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ·Â ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ· ˙ËÏÁÂÓ ˙ÂÈ„„‰ ˙¯‡˙Ó ‰È‡
Ï˘ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙ .‰ÓÎÁÂ ÔÂÈÒÈ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯˙È ˘È ,ÌÈÈÒÏ˜‰ ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏÂ ‰¯ÂÓÏ .˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
˙ÓÂ¯˙Ï ˙ÂÂ˘ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙¯˘Ú‰Ï ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙ÓÂ¯˙Â ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰
ÌÈÈ˜˙Ó ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰˙˘È‚· .ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏÂ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
ÍÂÈÁ· ‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ÂÈ‡ 67¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó Ì‚ 66.'¯ÈÎ· Û˙Â˘ ÌÚ ÁÈ˘-Â„'
¯‡˙Ó ‡Â‰ 'ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÏÚ' Â¯Ó‡Ó· .‰‡ÏÓ ˙ÂÈ„„‰ ‰· ˘È˘ ˙Â˘Á¯˙‰Î
‰„ÂÒÈ ,ÍÁÓ‰ ˙˜ÈÊ' :ÈÏÒ˜Â„¯Ù ÈÙÂ‡ ˙ÏÚ·Î ÍÂÈÁ· ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙‡
¯Á·ÓÏ ˙˙Ï ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÍÂÈÁ Ì‡ .È„„ˆ-„Á Ï·‡ ,È˘ÁÂÓ 68‰Ù˜‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ· ‰¯Â˜ÓÂ
˘È‡‰ È¯‰ ,È˘‰ ÏÚ „Á‡ ˘È‡ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Â˙ÏÂÚÙ ˙‡ ÏÚÂÙ ‡‰È˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰
,ÂÈ„È ÏÚ ˙Â˘ÚÈ‰Ï ‰Ï Ô˙Â‰ ˘È‡‰ ¯Ó‡˘ ·ËÂÓÂ ,ÂÈ„È ÏÚ ˙È˘Ú ÂÊ ‰ÏÂÚÙ˘
˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ·Ï Ú„ÂÓ ¯·Â· ,‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„ ÈÙ ÏÚ .'Â· ‰˜·„ ‰ÈÓ· ˙„ÁÂÈÓ ˙ÂÈÏÒ˜Â„¯Ù
‰È‡ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÏÂÚÙ˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,ÍÂÈÁ· ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ Ì˘ÈÈÏ ÔÂÈÒÈ·˘
˙ÈÓÊ Â· ‰Èˆ‡ÂËÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ,ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ 'ÛÈ˜Ó' ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .‡ÏÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙È„„‰
¯ÂˆÈÏ ÔÂˆ¯‰ Ì‚ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÍÎ ‡Ï Í‡ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ „ˆ‰Ó Ì‚Â ÂÏ˘ „ˆ‰Ó Ì‚
,‰¯È˘ È„È ÏÚ ¯‡Â˙Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ËÒ˜ËÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ
‚ÂÏ‡È„ ÏÏÂÁÏ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ ÈÙ ÏÚ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯˜ÈÚ‰ ‰¯ËÓ‰ .ÈÏÒ˜Â„¯Ù ‡Â‰
‡È‰˘ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· Ì‚ '¯ÈÎ· Û˙Â˘ ÌÚ ÁÈ˘-Â„' Ï˘ Ï„ÂÓÏ ‰·Â¯˜ ‰¯È˘ .Cohen, 1999: 58 66
Â‡¯ .ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÌÈÏÂ„‚ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ÔÎ‡ Ì‰ ˙Â·¯˙· ÌÈÈÒÏ˜ ÌÈ·˘Á‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ‰ÁÈÓ
.60 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ
„ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÁÈ˘ „ÂÒ· ,ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÏÚ ÁÈ˘ Â„ ,‰˙‡Â È‡ .‚"Ï˘˙ .'Ó ,¯·Â· 67
.257 :˜ÈÏ‡È·
‚ÂÏ‡È„· ÌÈÙ˙Â˘‰ ÔÓ „Á‡ ÏÎ ¯˘‡Î ,'‰ÙÈ˜Ó ‰ÒÈÙ˙' ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó Â·˘ ‚ÂÏ‡È„ ¯‡˙Ó ¯·Â· 68
È˘‰ Ï˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜Ó ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯Â Â˙Â˘ÈÓ ˜ÏÁÏ Â„‚˙Ó ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ‰˘ÂÚ
Ì·ÈË· ‰ÊÓ ‰Ê ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈ˘‡ È˘ ÔÈ· ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó ÂÊ ÁÈ˘-Â„ ˙¯Âˆ .(256 :ÁÈ˘ „ÂÒ·)
ÔÈ· ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó‰ ÂÊ ‡È‰ ÁÈ˘-Â„ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰¯Âˆ‰ .ÔÂÈÂÂ˘Â ˙ÂÈ„„‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Í‡ ,Ì‰È˙ÂÚ„·Â
.ÌÈÈ„„‰ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Ì‰ ÔÈ‡ Í‡ ,'‰˙‡-È‡' ÈÒÁÈ ÂÈ‰È˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÒÁÈ .„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰¯ÂÓ
.ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÒÁÈ· ,„Á‡ „ˆÓ ˜¯ '‰ÙÈ˜Ó ‰ÒÈÙ˙' ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó „ÈÓÏ˙-‰¯ÂÓ ÒÁÈ·
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.‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ„È· ÔÂ˙ ÂÈ‡ ÂÊ ‰¯ËÓ Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÓÈÓ ÌÏÂ‡ ,˙Â·¯˙Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ·
.‰ÊÎ ˘‚ÙÓ ¯˘Ù‡Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú‰ ÌÈ‡˙‰ ˙‡ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ‡Â‰ Â„È˜Ù˙
ÔÈ· ÁÈ˘ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ÌÈÈ˜ ÈÎ ‰ÏÂÚ ‰¯È˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ¯Â‡È˙Ó
‰¯ÂÓ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÌÈÈ˜˙Ó ËÒ˜ËÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ· ÁÈ˘‰ .ÌÈÈ˘ ÔÈ· ‡ÏÂ ,‰˘ÂÏ˘
˘‚ÙÓÏ Ï‚ÂÒÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ¯„ÚÈ‰· .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÌÚ Ô‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ Ô‰ ÁÈ˘ ÂÏ ˘È˘
ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ· Ì‚ ˘‚ÙÓ ÌÈÈ˜˙È ‡Ï ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÌÚ Ô‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚ Ô‰ È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚÂ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ· ÔÂ„Ï ˜ÈÙÒÓ ‰Ê ÔÈ‡˘ Ô‡ÎÓ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï
˙ÓÂ˘˙ ˘È„˜‰Ï ˘È .˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ·˘ Á˙Ó‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÌÈ‡· ¯˘‡Î
.‰Ê‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜ÓÏ ˙„ÁÂÈÓ ·Ï

˙Â˜ÒÓÂ ÔÂÈ„
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ÌÚ ˙„„ÂÓ˙Ó ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰‡¯Â‰
˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï
‰· Ô„ ¯‰˘ Á"Â„˘ ˙È˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÚ·‰ ˙‡ ‰·ÈˆÓ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰˘È‚‰
Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ‡˜ÂÂ„ :‰˘„Á ‰·ÈË˜ÙÒ¯Ù·
Í¯Ú ÏÚ·Ï ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰˘ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰
ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘ ,ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ ÈÙ ÏÚ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ¯Â·Ú ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ
ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ .Ì‰ÈÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ È‡˙ ‡È‰ „Á‡Î „ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘Â
˙Ù˜˘‰ ÏÂÓ ÌÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ ˙ÓÚÏ Ì‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˙˘ ,˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ˙È˙Ó‡ ˙È„ÂÓÈÏ ‰ÈÂÂÁ
ÌÈ‡¯‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ¯Á‡ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˘ÙÁÏ ÔÈ‡ .ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ‰ÈÂˆÓ‰ ,Ì‰Ï˘Ó ‰Â˘ ÌÏÂÚ
˙·ÂËÏ È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó „ÂÓÈÏ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏ ÔÈ‡ È˘ „ˆÓÂ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚÏ ÌÈÓÂ„
Ì‰Ï˘ ÈË˙Â‡‰ È‡‰ ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ „„ÂÚÏ ˘È .ÈÎË È¯˜ÁÓ „ÂÓÈÏ
‰ÈÂ˘Ú˘ ‰˜ÈÊ‰ .˙ÈÓÊ-Â· Ì‰Ï ‰¯ÊÂ Ì‰Ï˘ ‡È‰˘ ,Ì˙Â·¯˙ ÌÚ È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘‚ÙÓ·
.˙È¯ÂÈ¯Ù‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈÊ ‡ÏÂ ˙ÈÁÈ˘-Â„ ‰˜ÈÊ ‡È‰ ¯ˆÂÂÈ‰Ï
˙ÂÂÁÈ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú È·ÈË˜ÏÒÂ È˜ÏÁ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‚ˆ‰ ,ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÏÚ ˙È¯„ÂÓ ‰Ù˘Ï ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙ .‰ÈˆÏÂÙÈÓÂ ÛÂÈÊÎ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ È„È ÏÚ
ÌÚ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ˘‚ÙÓ ÚÂÓÏ ÍÎ·Â ,ÂÏ˘ ‰˜˙˘‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÌÂˆÓˆ ,‰Èˆ˜Â„¯
˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙Â˘È‚ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ Ï˘ ‰Â¯˙È .ËÒ˜Ë‰
˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰ ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÔÈ· ÈÓÊ-Â· ÁÈ˘ Â„ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ‡È‰˘ ÍÎ· ‡Â‰
ÔÓ ˙ÓÏÚ˙Ó ‰È‡ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰˘È‚‰ 69.ÌÓˆÚ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ·Â ËÒ˜Ë‰Â ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï
˙·ÂËÏ ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï ‰ÒÓ ‰È‡Â „ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚÏ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰
.˙¯Á‡‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Á‡ ÌÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰
‰˘È‚· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ˙‡¯Â‰· ÌÂ˜Ó ˘È ÂÈ‚˘È‰Â ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ¯˜ÁÓÏ Ì‚
¯Ú¯ÚÓ È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ „„ÁÏ ˘È ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ ÈÙ ÏÚ .˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„
ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯˙È ˙ÂÁÈÓ ‰Ó„˜Â „˘Á ÂÓÎ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙Â˘È‚ 69
.ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï‡ ÈÁÈ˘-Â„ ÒÁÈ ˙ÂÚÂÓ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â˘È‚ .ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰
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˙‡ ˘Ë˘ËÏ ÔÈ‡ .ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÂÓ‡Â ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÏÚ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ
.˘‚ÙÓ ÚÂÓ ÏÂÙ¯Ú‰ .˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ ‰„ÓÚÏ ˙ÈÚ„Ó ˙È˙¯Â˜È· ‰„ÓÚ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÁ·‰‰
·Ï˘ ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÈÙÏÎ ¯ÂÎÈÏ ÌÈÂÒÓ ·Ï˘· ÌÂ¯‚Ï ÏÂÏÚ ¯˜ÁÓ‰
‰˘È‚ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡Ï ‰Ó‚Â„ ‡È‰ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó‰ ˙‚ˆ‰ .˘‚ÙÓÏ Í¯„· ·Â˘Á
ÏÚ „ÓÏÏ ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ˙È˘ÚÓ‰ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰ .‰‡¯Â‰· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡· ÂÊÎ
ÁÎÂÂ˙‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÔÂˆ¯‰ – Ï˘ÓÏ) ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰˘È‚· ‰‡¯Â‰·˘ ÌÈÈ˘˜‰
‰‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÂÓË‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÚ Ì‚ Í‡ ,(‰˜ÓÂÚÏ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰„ÓÚ ÂÈ·‰˘ ÈÙÏ
.˙‡ÊÎ
È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ÏÏÂÁÓ ÈË˙Â‡‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
Ï˘ ÁÈ˘-Â„Î ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ˙‡¯Â‰˘ ‰¯È‰·Ó ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ˙ÂÂ·˙‰
ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ„Ï ‰·¯ ·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ÌÈÎ¯Ú
‰Ó‚Â„ ÂÂÈ‰˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ˙¯ÙÒÓ ‡È‰˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ,‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÓ„ .Â˙¯˘Î‰ÏÂ
ÏÎ ,È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â·È˘ÁÏ ˙˙Â ‡È‰˘ È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰Â ‰¯Â·Ú
‰·Â˘Á ‰·Â˙ .˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰‡¯Â‰· ÈË˙Â‡‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙‡ ÌÈ˘È‚„Ó ‰Ï‡
‰¯¯·˙‰ ‡Ï˘ ‰·Â˙ ÂÊ .‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó‰ ¯˜ÁÓ È˘ÓÓÂ ÈÁ ÔÙÂ‡· ‰ÏÂÚ ÂÊ
ÔÓ ‡Ï Û‡Â ,˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ Ï˘ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÁÂ˙È‰ ÔÓ ˜‰·ÂÓ·
.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ÔÂÈ„‰
˙ÂÈÎ˙· ˙Â¯Â˘˜‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÌÚ ˙È˘ÚÓÂ ˙ÈË¯Â‡˙ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ˙˘¯Â„ ÂÊ ‰·Â˙
?‰·Â˘Á ÍÎ ÏÎ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÔÎ‡ Ì‡‰ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰·Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ¯Â·Ú ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ·Â˙ÎÏ Ô˙È Ì‡‰ ?ÈË˙Â‡ ‰¯ÂÓ ¯È˘Î‰Ï Ô˙È Ì‡‰
?‰Ï‡Î
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÏÚÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙ÈÈÚ· ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ‰ÈÂ‡¯ ‰˘È‚ ‡È‰ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰˘È‚‰
.˙È¯˘Ù‡‰ ‰„ÈÁÈ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ÂÊ ÔÈ‡ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰Â
.˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁÂ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰‡¯Â‰ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ
È„ÈÏ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ˙È˘¯Ù‰ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ‡È·Ó ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ‰·˘ ‰‡¯Â‰· ˜¯˘ ÌÈÚÂË Â‡
‰‡¯Â‰ ˘Á¯˙‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ,ÏÚÂÙ ‡Â‰ ÂÎÂ˙·˘ ËÒ˜ËÂ˜‰ ˙‡ ÔÂ·˘Á· Á˜ÂÏÂ ÈÂËÈ·
˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰Ê ÈÏÚ· ,ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯Â ÌÈÈ‡ÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ· Í¯Âˆ ˘È ÍÎ Ì˘Ï .˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
70:ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ Ì˙„Â·Ú· ‰Èˆ˜ÏÙ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ¯ ˘ÂÏ˘ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ï Ô˙È .˙Á˙ÂÙÓ ˙ÈÎ¯ÚÂ
˙‚˘‰Ï ‰·ÂË Í¯„ ˙‡ÈˆÓ ÌÚ ÌÈ„„ÂÓ˙Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ‰˙¯‚ÒÓ·˘ ,˙ÈÎË ‰Èˆ˜ÏÙ¯
˙ÂÏ˜˘Â ÔÓˆÚ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ ˙ÂÁ· ‰·˘ ,˙ÈË˜¯Ù ‰Èˆ˜ÏÙ¯ ,˙ÂÂ˙ ˙Â¯ËÓ
ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘ ÌÈ·¯ÂÚÓ ‰·˘ ,˙È˙¯Â˜È· ‰Èˆ˜ÏÙ¯Â ,ÌÈÚˆÓ‡Â ˙Â¯ËÓ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈË¯ËÏ‡
ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÌÈÚˆÓ‡‰Â ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ˙¯ÈÁ·· ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ó
Í¯Âˆ ˘È ,˙Â„‰È‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ‡¯ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰ Ì˘Ï .Ì˙˜È„··Â
Van Manen, M. 1977. ‘Linking Ways of Knowing with Ways of Being Practical’,
Curriculum Inquiry (6): 205–228
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,‰Èˆ˜ÏÙ¯ Ï˘ ‰‰Â·‚ ‰Ó¯ ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ÌÂ¯˙˙˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙·
„·ÏÓ 71.˙Â„‰È ˙‡¯Â‰· ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁÂ ÌÈÈÎ¯Ú ,ÌÈÈ˘¯Ù ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘ ÔÂ·˘Á· ˙Á˜ÂÏ‰
ÌÈ¯È˘ÎÓ‰ ÏÚ ,‰ÊÎ ‰¯˘Î‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ˙˘¯„˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯‰ ‰Î¯„‰‰Â ˙ÂÒ˙‰‰
.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘ È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó „ÂÓÈÏ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÌÓˆÚ· ˙ÂÒ˙‰Ï ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÓˆÚ
ÂÏÎÂÈ ‰·˘ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÌÈÈ˜˙Ó‰ ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡ ÂÏ ˘È˘ „ÂÓÈÏÏ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰
˙Â˘¯ÙÂ ˙Â„‰È ,ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· Ì˙Ù˜˘‰ ˙‡ ¯¯·Ï ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯È˘ÎÓ‰
˙Â·È˘Á ˘È 72.(ÈÓ„˜‡ „ÂÓÈÏ· ÌÂ˜Ó ‰Ï ÔÈ‡Â ËÚÓÎ˘ ˙ÂÒ˙‰) „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÍÏ‰Ó·
˙ÂÈÂ˘Ú‰ 73,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙Â˘È‚Ï ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯È˘ÎÓ˘ ÈÓ ˙ÙÈ˘ÁÏ
.˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù‰ Ì‰È˙Â„ÓÚÂ Ì‰ÈÎ¯Ú ,ÌÓˆÚ È·‚Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯Ï ÌÂ¯˙Ï
È˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ˙‡ ÔÂ·˘Á· ˙Á˜ÂÏ‰ ‰Èˆ˜ÏÙ¯ ÏÚ ˘‚„ ‰· ˘È˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰
˙Â˘È‚ ÔÂÂ‚ÓÏ ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯È˘ÎÓ‰ ‰Ï‡ ˙‡ ˙Ù˘ÂÁ‰ ,È˘¯Ù‰Â ÈÎ¯Ú‰
˙‡Â ˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰Â ˙È˘È‡‰ Ì˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ Á˙ÙÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÚÈÈÒ˙ ,˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁÂ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù
.Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È˘È‡‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙‡ ‰‡¯Â‰· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡È·‰Ï Ì˙ÏÂÎÈ· Ì‰Ï˘ ÔÂÁËÈ·‰
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ‡È‰ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ‚„Ó ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó‰
˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ‰˘È‚ Í‡ .˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ‰ÈÂ‡¯
˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡ ˙ÂÁÙ ‡Ï ÌÈ‚„Ó ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰¯ÂÙÈÒ .‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎÏ ‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó ‰È‡
ÚÈˆ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ÍÎÈÙÏ .‰‡¯Â‰· È˘È‡‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ ˙Â·È˘Á ˙‡Â ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰
,È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ „„ÂÚÏ ˘È .Ï„ÂÓÎ ˙Á‡ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‰˘È‚
.ÌÈÏÚÂÙ Ì‰ ÂÎÂ˙·˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ¯˘˜‰ÏÂ ,Ì‰Ï ‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó‰ ˙È˘¯Ù ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰˘È‚·
,Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰„ÈÓÏ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ¯˘Ù‡Ï È„Î˘ Ì‚ Ú·Â Ô‡ÎÓ
‰¯ÂÓ· ˙Â‡¯Ï ÔÈ‡ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ÒÁÈ· ˙Â˘ÈÓ‚ Ï˘ ‰·¯ ‰„ÈÓ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ˙˙Ï ˘È
¯˘Ù‡Ï ˘È .ÌÈ¯Á‡ È„È ÏÚ ‰·ˆÂÚ˘ ˙È˘¯Ù ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ Ï˘ ÈÎË Ì˘ÈÈÓ
‰‰„ÊÓ ÂÈ‡ ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ 74.ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÏ ‰¯ÂÓÏ
.ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ¯Â·Ú Ì‚Â ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ¯Â·Ú – ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙¯ÒÁ ,˙ÈÎË ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÏÈ·Â˙ ‰ÓÚ
¯ÈÈ .'ÌÈ·È·¯' Ë˜ÈÂ¯ÙÏ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ,˙Â„‰È ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰ .1999 .'‡ ,È„˜˘
.˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÈÓÈÙ ‰„ÓÚ
ÌÈÈËÒÈÓÂ‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜ÓÂ ˙Â„‰È ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó Ï˘ ÈÓÂÁ˙-ÔÈ· „ÂÓÈÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰
.ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï 'Ì¯Î' ÔÂÎÓ· ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡ ÍÂ˙Ó
˙‡ˆÂ‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .„"Ï˘˙ ,¯„‡ .'Ï‡¯˘È· È„Â‰È ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰ ÍÂÈÁ'· ˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ¯Â‡È˙
.ÌÈ¯·Á Ï‡¯˘È ÏÎ ˙¯·Á ÚÂÈÒ· ,Ï‡¯˘È· È„Â‰È ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰„Â‚‡‰
ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘ È·ÈË¯‚ËÈ‡ „ÂÓÈÏ ÊÎ¯Ó· ‰„ÈÓÚÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï ˙ÙÒÂ ‰Ó‚Â„
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙¯˘Î‰ ¯Â‡È˙ .'ÌÈ¯Â‡'· ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡·
Ò"È· :ÌÈ¯Â‡ ,'‚ ‡¯ÂË ,'˙ÈÂÏÈÁ ‰·ÈË¯ËÏ‡' .1994 .'‡ ,ÊÂÏ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó· ,‰È¯ÂÁ‡Ó˘
.˙ÈˆÂ·È˜‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ÍÂÈÁÏ
.ÏÈÚÏ 8 ‰¯Ú‰ Â‡¯ ,Cohen, 1999
ÌÈ·ÈË¯· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡· ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ· ˙Â‡¯Ï ˘È ÈÎ ÔÚÂË È„˜˘
‰„ÈÁÈ‰ Í¯„‰ ,Â˙ÚËÏ .Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ „˜ÂÓ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰
,È„˜˘ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ÌÚ ¯˘˜˙Ï ‡È‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÏÚÂ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÏÚ ÚÈÙ˘‰Ï
,(Á) È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ,'Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ „˜ÂÓÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰' .‚"Ò˘˙ .'‡
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˙ÂÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯ ˙È˙¯Â˜È· ‰‡È¯˜ ¯˘Ù‡Ï ˘È ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙¯˘Î‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ·
.˘ÈÓ‚ ·‡˘ÓÎ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙· ˘ÂÓÈ˘Â ‰„ÈÓÏ È¯ÓÂÁ „Â·ÈÚ ,˙ÂÓÈÈ˜ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
‰¯ÂÓÏ ‰ÚÈˆÓ‰ ,‰˘ÈÓ‚ ˙ÈÎ˙ ‡È‰ ,ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ,‰·ÂË ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙
˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÈÂ ¯Á·È ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡Â ÌÈ‡˘Â ,ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ÔÂÂ‚Ó
75.˙È˘¯Ù‰Â ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
ÍÂÈÁ· ¯˜ÁÓÏ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰
ÌÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ˙‡ ·Ï˘Ó‰ ¯˜ÁÓ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚„‰Ï Â˘˜È· ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó·
‰Á·‰‰ .‰˜ÈË˜¯ÙÏ Ô‰Â ‰È¯Â‡˙Ï Ô‰ ,˙Â˘¯Ù·Â È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ· ÔÂÈÚ‰Â ˙Â‚‰‰
È·‚Ï Ô‰Î Ï˘ ‰‚˘Ó‰‰Â ,˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ˙Ï‡˘· ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘
‰·‰Ï ÌÈÏÎ ÂÈ„È· Â˙ ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡¯Â‰· ÌÈÈÂËÈ·Â ÌÈÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÌÈÏ„ÂÓ
,‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙ ÌÈÁÂ˙È .Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ Ì˙„Â·Ú Ï˘ ‰˜ÈÓÚÓ
,È·ÈË¯Â ÈÏ‡ÂËÒ˜ËÂ˜ ,È˘È‡ Ú„È ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ˙‡ ‚È˘Ó‰Ï ÂÏ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó
Ú„È Ï˘ ·‡˘Ó· ˘Ó˙˘Ó‰ ÈË¯Â‡˙ ÔÂÈ„ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡ÓÂ ‰ÏÏÎ‰Ï ÌÈ˙È‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ·
ÈÂˆÓ‰ Ú„È‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯˘Ù‡‰ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰ ˙‡ ‰˘ÈÁÓÓ ‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ‰Ó‚Â„‰ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
˙˙È ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ „ˆÈÎ „ÓÏÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ïˆ‡
ÌÂ¯˙Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ú„È‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .‰˙ÈÎ· ‰„Â·Ú Ï˘ ‰˜ÈË˜¯ÙÏ ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï
Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰ Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÎ .˙Â˘¯Ù·Â ÍÂÈÁ· ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÂÈ„Ï Ì‚ ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰ÓÂ¯˙
Û˙Â˘‰ ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙‡ ‰˘È‚„Ó‰ ,‚ÂÏ‡È„ Ï˘ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÂÈ„Ï ‰¯È˘
Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÔÈ· ÍÂÂ˙Ó‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ – ‚ÂÏ‡È„· È˘ÈÏ˘‰
ÌÈÚÂË Â‡ .ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÌÚÂ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÌÚ ¯ˆÂÈ ‡Â‰˘ È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ¯˘˜‰Â ˙ÈË˙Â‡‰
¯˜ÁÓ‰Â ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ÔÈ· ‰Èˆ˜‡¯ËÈ‡ Ï˘ ÌÈÏ„ÂÓ Á˙ÙÏ ˘È˘
¯˘Ú˙‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ‰˜ÈË˜¯Ù‰ Ô‰Â ‰È¯Â‡˙‰Â ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ô‰˘ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò Â‡ .ÈÂÈÚ‰
.‰ÊÎ ˘‚ÙÓÓ

˘"Ú È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÊÎ¯Ó‰ ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,ÔÓ˘¯È‰ 'ÓÂ È„˜˘ '‡ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú·
.Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÔÂËÏÓ
ÌÏÂ‡ ,‰¯È˘ Ï˘ ÂÊ ÂÓÎ ‰ÓˆÚÏ ˙Ú„ÂÓÂ ˙ÈË¯‰Â˜ ,˙È˘¯Ù ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰˘È‚ ‚ÈˆÓ ‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎ ‡Ï 75
ÈÎ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò Â‡ .Ì˙„Â·Ú· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ˙Â‡· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÒÈÙ˙
˘Ó˙˘‰Ï „ÂÓÏÏ Ì‰Ï ÚÈÈÒ˙Â Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ Á˙ÙÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÚÈÈÒ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙¯˘Î‰˘ ·Â˘Á
.˙È˘È‡‰ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ,˙ÂÓÈÈ˜ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙· ÏÎ˘ÂÓ ÔÙÂ‡·

ËÒ˜Ë‰Â ÌÂ‚¯˙ ,ÍÂÈÁ
(¯Èˆ˜˙)

ıÏÂ‰ .Â È¯‡·
:˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó „ÂÒÈ· ˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó
ÂÓ„˜˘ ˙Â¯Â„‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÓÊ-Ô· ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÈ· È˙Â·¯˙Â È˙„ ¯˘˜ ÔÂÎÏ Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ
‰Ú„Â˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ¯·Ú‰ Ï˘ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙˘¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ÏÎÂ ÔÙÂ‡ ‰ÊÈ‡· ?ÂÏ
?‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˘˜ Ï˘ Ì˘Â·È‚· ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ Â„È˜Ù˙ Â‰ÓÂ ?˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙„ÁÂÈÓ‰
ËÒ˜Ë ÔÈ· ¯˘˜ ˙Â·Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ „ÂÓÏÏÂ ,‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï È„Î
˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Ó ˜ÂÁ¯‰ ËÒ˜Ë Ï˘ ÂÁÂ˙È· Á˙ÂÙ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ,‡ÓÂÈ„ ÈÈÈÚ ÔÈ·Ï "˜ÂÁ¯"
¯ÎÂÓ È„Â‰È ¯Â˜Ó· ÔÂ„Ï ‰ÂÙ ‡Â‰ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï .‰Ë„ Ï˘ Inferno ,˙È„Â‰È‰
‰Ê È„ÂÓÏ˙ ÚË˜ ?"‰˘ÚÓ" Â‡ "„ÂÓÏ˙" ,¯˙ÂÈ ·Â˘Á ‰Ó ,Ï‡Â˘‰ „ÂÓÏ˙‰Ó
¯Ó‡Ó‰ .‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰È¯Â‡È˙‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰ ,È¯˜ ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙¯Â˙· „ÂÒÈ ÔÂÈÚ¯ Ô‡Î ‚ˆÈÈÓ
,È‡ÂÈ„Â ¯‡˜ „¯ÙÏÈÂ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ÏÚ ÍÓ˙ÒÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÍÂ˙ ‰Ê‰ ¯˘˜‰ ˙‡ ¯˜ÂÁ
˙‡ ˙„ÓÏÓ‰ (MTEI) ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰˙ÈÁ·Ï ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯· ˘Ó˙˘ÓÂ
.‰ÎÏ‰Ó· Â„ÓÏ˘ ˙Â˘„Á ˙Â˜ÈË˜¯Ù ‰˘ÚÓÏ Ì˘ÈÈÏ ‰ÈÙ˙˙˘Ó
˘Ó˙˘Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÍÂ˙ ,Ï"‰ È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ÚË˜‰Â ‰Ë„ Ï˘ Â˙¯ÈˆÈ ÍÓÒ ÏÚ ,ÛÂÒ·Ï
Ï‡ÎÈÓÂ ¯ÈÈË˜Ó ¯ÈÈ„ÒÏ‡ ,ÏË¯·Ï‰ ‰˘Ó ¯˜ÈÚ· ,ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ‚Â‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯·
ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ È„ÂÓÏ˙ ÚË˜ ‡Â¯˜Ï ÈÂ‡¯ Ì‡‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ,˜ÊÂ¯
Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÚ·· ÔÂÈ„Ï ÒÈÒ·Î ,˙ÂÂˆÓ ÌÂÈ˜ ÔÈ·Ï ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ ÔÈ· Á˙ÓÏ
Ï˘ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ· Í¯Âˆ‰ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ· ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ÌÂÎÈÒÏ .‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰È¯Â‡È˙‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰
ÂÈ˙ÂÏ·‚Ó ˙‡Â È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ‰„Â·Ú‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· ÂÈÓÈ· ¯·Ú‰Ó ÌÈËÒ˜Ë
.‰ÊÎ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ Ï˘

ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ‚˘ÂÓ
ÔÈÈË˘¯Â· È¯‡Â ¯„ÒÎÏ‡ ÔÁ
‡Â·Ó
‰˘ËÈ˘ ‰ÙÈ¯Á‰ ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ‰ÊÂÚ ‡ÂÏÓ· ÂÈÏ‡ ‰¯ÊÁ ÌÈ˘ ˙Â¯˘Ú ‰ÓÎ ¯Á‡Ï
ÌÈ¯˘Ú‰ ‰‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÚ·˘‰Â ÌÈ˘È˘‰ ˙Â˘· ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÌÂÁ˙·
Ï˘ ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡‰ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ·
‰ÈÏ‚‡· Ì˙¯˘Î‰ ˙‡ ÂÏ·È˜ ·Â¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ˘ ,ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡‰ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ .ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙‡Ê ÌÚ .˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙Â„ÓÚ ÌÚ ˙Â‰„Ê‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ï Â„‚˙‰ ,˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡·Â
Ì‰˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ‡˜ÂÂ„ Ô·ÏÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ ˙ÈËÈÏ‡‰ Ì˙¯˘Î‰ ˙‡ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÂÏˆÈ
.˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó
˘„˜ÂÓ‰ Educational Theory ˙Ú‰ ·˙Î Ï˘ „ÁÂÈÓ Í¯Î ÌÒ¯ÂÙ ‰Â¯Á‡Ï
‡¯Â˜‰ ,(Arcilla) ‰ÏÈ˜¯‡ '¯ Ï˘ ¯‚˙‡Ó ¯Ó‡Ó ˙Â·˜Ú· 1.‰Ê ÁÂÎÈÂÂÏ ÂÏÂÎÎ Â·Â¯
Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚ‰ Í¯„ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÁË˘‰ ÌÚ ˘„ÁÓ ¯·Á˙‰Ï ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ
'· 3,(Bredo) Â„¯· '‡ ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈ·‰Ï ÌÈÎÓÂ˙ ÂÏ ÂÓ˜ 2,˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ
Ì‰Ï˘ ÈÏÏÎ‰ Û˙Â˘Ó‰ Â˜‰ ¯˘‡ 5,(Arnstine) ÔÈËÒ¯‡ '„Â 4(Stengel) Ï‚ËÒ
ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ˘ ‡È‰ ‰Ê Í¯Î Ï˘ ˙ÈÈÚÓ‰ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ .Educational Theory, 52:3 (Summer 2002)
Ï˘ ÈÂÈÁ Í·„Î È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‡˘ÂÏ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ ˙ÂÈËÒÈÈÓÙÂ ˙ÂÈËÒÈÓÂ‰ ˙Â˘È‚ ÌÚ ÌÈ‰ÂÊÓ‰
Hanan A. Alexander. 2001. Reclaiming :Â‡¯ ‰Ê ‡˘Â ÏÚ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÏÎ
Goodness: Education and the Spritural Quest. Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre
ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰ ¯˘‡ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ,ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .('¯„ÒÎÏ‡' :ÔÏ‰Ï) Dame Press: XI–XIII
.ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ÌÈ‡˘Â Ï˘ ÔÂÈ„Ï ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ ,(Green) ÔÈ¯‚ ÂÓÎ ˙ÈËÈÏ‡‰ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡Ï ˜‰·ÂÓ ÔÙÂ‡·
Thomas Green, 1999. Voices: The Educaitonal Formation of Conscience. Indiana: Â‡¯
University of Notre Dame Press.
Rene V. Arcilla. 2002. ‘Why Aren’t Philosophers and Educators Speaking to Each Other?’
Educational Theory 52: 1 (Winter): 1–11
Eric Bredo. 2002. ‘How can Philosophy of Education Be Both Viable and Good?’,
Educational Theory 52:3 (Summer): 263–271
.290–281 :Ì˘ ,Barbara S. Stengel. ‘Cause for Worry or Agenda for Action?’
Donald G. Arnstine. 2002. ‘Why Should Philosophers and Educators Speak to Each
,Other? There are More Serious Problems to Face and More Important Jobs to be Done’

.313–303 :Ì˘

1

2
3
4
5
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Í¯„ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÁË˘‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ· ¯˙ÂÈ ˜Â„‰ ¯Â·ÈÁ ‡Â‰
ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ„‚˙Ó ‰ÏÈ˜¯‡Ï ÂÓ˜ Ì˙ÓÂÚÏ .‰¯Â¯· ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Ï˘ ‰·ÂˆÈÚ
8,(Fenstermacher) ¯Î‡Ó¯ËÒÙ '‚Â 7(Ellett) ËÏ‡ 'Ù 6,(Siegel) Ï‚ÈÒ '‰ ÔÂ‚Î
˙ÂÎÂ·Ò˙· ‰ÚÂ‚ ‰È‡˘ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÈÏ‡‰ '‰¯‰Ë'· ÌÈÏ‚Â„‰
.ÁË˘‰ Ï˘
ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰ ÁÎ˘ ÔÎÏ‰Ó·˘ ÌÈ˘‰ ÏÎ·˘ ‡È‰ ˙ÈÈÚÓ‰ ˙È¯ÂËÒ‰‰ ‰„·ÂÚ‰
‰ÏÂÎÒ‡ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ‰ÏÚÙ ,‰ÈÏ‚‡·Â ˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡· ÌÈËÈÏ‡Ï ÌÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ÔÈ·
Ï˘ ‰˙¯ËÓ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ˙Â·¯ ‰Ó¯˙ ¯˘‡ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ
ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ‰ ˙‡ Ô·ÏÏ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙‡Ê ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡
ÈÎÂÈÁ Ì¯Ê ÏÎ Ïˆ‡ ˙Ó˘ÂÈÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ‰˙ÓÂ¯˙ ,‰‡¯˘ ÈÙÎ ÌÏÂ‡ ,È„Â‰È‰
˙ÈÈ·‰· ˙Â„˜Ó˙‰‰ ‡È‰ ˙‡Ê ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡ Ï˘ ÌÈËÏÂ·‰ ‰ÈÈÈÙ‡ÓÓ „Á‡ .¯Á‡
ÂÊ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÈÂÈ„‰ .·‡ÂÂ˘ ÛÒÂÈ Ï˘ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙
ÂÓÎ ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Ïˆ‡ ˙Ï·Â˜Ó ‰˙È‰˘ ÂÊÏ ‰ÓÂ„ ˙ÂÎ˙Ó· ÌÈÓÈÈ˜˙Ó
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙' ˙¯˙ÂÎ‰ ˙Á˙ ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ Ì‰ ·Â¯ÏÂ ,¯ÏÏ '‚¯Â'‚Â ÂÂ¯· È¯‰
ÂÏ‡ ÌÈÂÈ„ ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .Ì˙ËÈ˘ ˙·‰Ï Á˙ÙÓ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó 'ÌÂ‚¯˙' ÁÂÓ‰ ¯˘‡Î ,'ÍÂÈÁÏ
ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰ Ï‰˙‰ Â·È·Ò˘ ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ‡˘Â‰ ÏÚ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÂÏ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú
‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ Â‰Ó ÂÈÈ‰ ,Educational Theory-·
.ÂÓˆÚ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
Ï˘ ÌÈÏÎ ˙¯ÊÚ· 'ÌÂ‚¯˙'‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ È„ÂÒÈ ¯Â¯È· ‰˘Ú ‡Ï Â˙Ú„Ï ÌÏÂ‡
‰È‰ ÈÂ‡¯ ‰Ó ‰È‚ÂÒ‰ È·‚Ï ˙È˙ËÈ˘ ‰·‰ ÔÈ‡ ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .˙ÈËÈÏ‡ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
˙ÂÈÊÈÙ‡ËÓ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ˙¯Â˜È·‰ ÔÓ ·Â‡˘Ï
È˘‡¯ ¯„‚· ‡Â‰ Â¯Ó‡Ó .˙ÈËÈÏ‡‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÂÓ˘ÈÈÏÂ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ÍÂ˙·
˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ· ‰˘„Á ‰Ê˙ÈÒ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ‡È·‰Ï ‰„ÚÂ˘ ,˙ÈÂ¯˜Ú ‰˜È„·Ï ÌÈ˜¯Ù
.˙ÂÈËÈÏ‡‰ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ·Â ˙ÂÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â‰
˙¯Â˜È·Ï ¯Â·Ú ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· 'ÌÂ‚¯˙'‰ ‚˘ÂÓ ÁÂ˙È· ÏÈÁ˙
ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÔÂÈ„ Ï˘ ÌÓÂ˜Ó ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ‰Ò ÛÂÒ·ÏÂ ,‰Ê ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÈÏ‡‰
·‡ÂÂ˘ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰ËÈ˘‰ ÍÂ˙· ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ÌÈ„ÚÈÂ ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡ ÌÈÏÎ ,È˙Â‰Ó
.ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘Â

?ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· 'ÌÂ‚¯˙' Â‰Ó
Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ˙Â·Â˘Á‰ ˙ÂÓÂ¯˙‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ‡Â‰ 'ÌÂ‚¯˙' ‚˘ÂÓ‰
.280–273 :Ì˘ .Harvey Siegel. 2002. ‘Philosophy of Education and the Deweyan Legacy’
Frederick S. Ellet Jr. 2002. ‘Why Aren’t Philosophers and Educators Speaking to Each
.325–315 :Ì˘ .Other? Some Reasons to Hope’
Gary D. Fenstermacher. 2002. ‘Should Philosophers and Educators Be Speaking to Each
.348–339 :Ì˘ .Other?´

6
7
8
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“The Practical 3:

,ÌÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ Â¯Ó‡Ó· .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙ÈÈ·‰Ï ·‡ÂÂ˘ ÛÒÂÈ
ÈÓÂÁ˙ ÔÈ· ¯·ÚÓ‰ ˙‡ ËË¯…˘Ï ·‡ÂÂ˘ ‰ÒÈ 9,Translation into Curriculum”
.ÌÈÈÙÂÏÁ ¯ÂÚÈ˘ ÈÎ¯ÚÓ ˙ÈÈ·Ï „ÚÂ ˙È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜‰ Í¯„ ,ÌÈÂ˘‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰
„ÂÒÈ‰ È·ÈÎ¯Ó ˙Ú·¯‡ ˙‡ 10,‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰·Ó ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï ÏÈÎ˘‰ ·‡ÂÂ˘ ÈÎ Ì‡
˙‡Â Ì‰ÈÈ·˘ ‰Èˆ˜‡¯ËÈ‡‰ ˙‡ 11,(ÌÂÁ˙ ,‰·È·Ò ,‰¯ÂÓ ,„ÈÓÏ˙) ‰· ÌÈ‚ˆÂÈÓ‰
˙˜ÈÂ„Ó‰ ‰¯„‚‰‰ 12,‰ˆÂ·˜‰ ÊÎ¯ÓÎ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù‰ Ï˘ Â„È˜Ù˙
Ì‚¯˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ ‰ˆÂ·˜‰ È¯·Á .Í¯Âˆ‰ È„ ‰¯Â¯·-‡Ï ‰¯˙Â 'ÌÂ‚¯˙'‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘
ÂÏ ¯È˙Â‰ ‡Ï ·‡ÂÂ˘ ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙ Ï‡ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ó ‰Ó ¯·„
13.Ì˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ‰·Â˙
ÂÎ¯„ ˙‡ ‰ÎÈ˘Ó‰˘ ˙ÂÏÂÎÒ‡‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡· ¯˙ÂÈ ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÍÙ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ‚˘ÂÓ
¯ÂÓÈÒ Ï˘ Ì‰È·˙Î· .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· Â˙ËÈ˘ ˙‡ ‰Ó˘ÈÈÂ ·‡ÂÂ˘ Ï˘
ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ˘È‡ .·‡ÂÂ˘ Ï˘ ‰¯Â¯· ‰ÚÙ˘‰ ˙¯ÎÈ ,Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈÂ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ,Ò˜ÂÙ
˙¯‚ÒÓ Ï˘ ‰¯„ÚÈ‰ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‰ ,Ì¯ÂÓ ˙¯Â˙ Ï˘ ÌÂ‚Ù‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ ˙‡ 'Ô˜˙Ï' ÂÒÈ
˙Â‡¯‰Ï ÂÈÒÈ ¯Á‡ ÌÂ˜Ó· .È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ÔÂÈ„Ï ˙ÈÏÏÎ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ
‡È‰Â ,‰Ï˘ ¯„Ò· ˙ÂÈÒÁÈ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰· ¯ÒÁ· ‰˜ÂÏ ˙ÈÈÈ·‡ÂÂ˘‰ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰˘
‡ÏÂ ÌÈÂÒÓ ÌÂÁ˙ „ÓÏÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ÚÂ„Ó – ˙ÈÒÈÒ·‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÚÏ ˙Ï‚ÂÒÓ ‰È‡
Ï˜˘Ó ˙Â„·Î ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÏÚ ˙ÂÚÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ .Â˙Â‡ „ÓÏÏ ‰Ó Ì˘Ï – ¯˜ÈÚ·Â ,¯Á‡
‰˙¯‚ÒÓ· ¯˘‡ ,˙ÈÈÈ·‡ÂÂ˘‰ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„Ï ˙Ó„Â˜ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„ ˙Â·Ï ÂÈÏÚ ÂÏ‡
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙·ÈÈÁ ‰È‡˘) ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Â‡ ,ÌÂÁ˙ Ï·˜˙È
ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯Â‡È˙ ¯ÙÒÓ ·Ï˘Ï ÂÈÏÚ '˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙Â„Â¯'Ó ÚÓÈ‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚÂ ,‰„ÈÁ‡
,˙Â‡¯‰Ï ÌÈÒÓ Ô‰ÎÂ ˜ÊÂ¯ ,Ò˜ÂÙ˘ ÈÙÎ .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ‡˘Â· (ÈË˜Ï˜‡ ÔÙÂ‡·
¯Â˜ÓÎ ,ÏÚ-ÌÂÁ˙Î „˜Ù˙È ,˙È„Â‰È ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Â‡ 'Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ' ‰ÂÎÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰
14.ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÚÈ‰Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰
Schwab, Joseph J. 1973. ‘The Practical 3: Translation into Curriculum’, School :Â‡¯
Review, 81: 501–522
‘The Concept of the Structure of a Discipline’, Conflicting Conceptions ,Ì˘ :Â‡¯
of Curriculum, by Eisner E. W. and Vallance E. (eds.). 1974, Berkeley: McCutchan
Publishing Corporation: 162–175
.‘The Practical 2: Arts of the Eclectic’, School Review, 79 (1971): 493–542 ,Ì˘
‘The Practical 4: Something for Curriculum Professors to Do’, Curriculum Inquiry, ,Ì˘
.(The Practical IV :ÔÏ‰Ï) 13:3 (1983): 239–365

‘Translating Scholarship into Curriculum’, From the Scholar to the ,Ì˘ :‰Ó‚Â„Ï Â‡¯
Classroom, S. Fox and G. Rosenfield (eds.), New York: Melton Research Center for
‘The :Ò˜ÂÙ ¯ÂÓÈÒ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó ˙‡ ı·Â˜ Â˙Â‡· Â‡¯ ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .Jewish Education, 1977:1–30
.114–104 'ÓÚ ,Scholar, the Educator and the Curriculum’
‡ˆÈ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ,H. Alexander & A. Bursztein ‘Normative Deliberation in Education’ Â‡¯

ÂÈÒÈ Ì˘ .(ÔÈÈË˘¯Â·Â ¯„ÒÎÏ‡ :ÔÏ‰Ï) Ò˜ÂÙ ‰ÓÏ˘ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â„Â·ÎÏ ¯ÙÒ· ¯Â‡Ï
È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ÍÂ˙· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ˜Ó Ï˘ ˙¯Á‡ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ËË¯…˘Ï
ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÌÏÂÎ ÔÈ· ·Â˘Á‰ ÌÂÁ˙Î Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ ,ÂÈÈ‰ ,'ÌÈÂÂ˘ ÔÈ· ÔÂ˘‡¯' ‰˙Â‡ ÂÈÈÎÂ

9
10

11
12
13
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ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÚÈÙÂÓ 'ÌÂ‚¯˙' ‚˘ÂÓ‰
ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ 'ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â'‰ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Â· ÌÈ˘ÂÚ˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ .‰‰Â·‚ ˙Â¯È„˙·
ÌÂ‚¯˙ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙ Á˙ÙÏ ‡È‰ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· Â˙ÂÂÎ .ÏÙ¯ÂÚÓ Ì‚ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ,„ÈÁ‡ ÂÈ‡
ÌÈÏÎ· ˘Ó˙˘ ‰Ê Í¯ÂˆÏ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÍÂ˙·
Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ· ÔÂ„Â ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙ÂÈ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙‡ ‰ÙÓ ,ÌÈÙÂ¯ˆ ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡
.'˙Ó‚¯˙Ó' ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÎ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰
,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜ ˘ÂÏ˘Ï ÈÓÂ‚¯˙‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙‡ ˜ÏÁÏ Ô˙È
ÌÂ‚¯˙ (‚) ;˙Â˘¯ÙÎ ÌÂ‚¯˙ (·) ;‰Ó‡˙‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙ (‡) :ÂÊ ˙‡ ÂÊ ˙ÂÓÈÏ˘Ó‰
ÏÎ ,˙ÂÚÈ·ˆÓ‰ ,˙ÂÙÒÂ ˙Â˜ÂÏÁ-˙˙ ˘ÂÏ˘ Â‡ˆÓ ‰È¯Â‚Ë˜ ÏÎ ÍÂ˙· .˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰Î
¯Â˘ÈÓ· ‰Â˘ ÈÎ Ì‡ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂËÙˆÂ˜ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ‰ÓÂ„ ˙ÈÓÂ‚¯˙ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ÏÚ ,Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡
.ÈÓÂ˘ÈÈ‰
‰¯„‚‰‰ ˙·‰Ï Á˙ÙÓ ‡Â‰ ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˘Ó˘Ó‰ ,'ÌÂ‚¯˙'‰ ‚˘ÂÓ
ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ,¯ÂÓ‡Î ,ÌÏÂ‡Â ,Ì˙ÂÁÓ˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙ ˙‡ ¯È„‚‰Ï È„Î ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó Ì‰ ‰·˘
Â˙„Â·Ú ‰È‰˙ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ,ÔÎ ÏÚ .˘¯ÂÙÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÈÏ‡ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ‡ Ì‰
.ÌÂÁ˙‰ È˘‡ Ïˆ‡ ÊÓ¯‰ 'ÌÂ‚¯˙'‰ ‚˘ÂÓ ˙‡ 'Ì‚¯˙Ï' –

‰Ó‡˙‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙ .‡
‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î˘ ,Â‰˘ÏÎ ¯·„ Ï˘ Â˙Ó‡˙‰Ï ‰ÏÂÚÙÎ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ‡È‰ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· .˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ Â˙¯Âˆ· ¯‡˘È‰Ï „ÂÚ ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ ¯Á‡ ¯Â˘ÈÓÏ ¯·ÚÂÓ
:È˘ÚÓ (1) :ÌÈ‡·‰ ÌÈ·ÂÓ· ‰Ó‡˙‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ‚˘ÂÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ‡ÂˆÓÏ Ô˙È
:È¯ÒÂÓ (3) ;‰ÂÂ‰Ï ¯·Ú ÔÈ· ‰Ó‡˙‰ :È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ (2) ;‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ÔÈ· ‰Ó‡˙‰
.Ë¯Ù‰ È„È ÏÚ ‰˙˘ÈÎ¯Â ‰˙ÏÁ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙È˙‡ ‰˘Ó ÔÈ· ‰Ó‡˙‰
‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ÔÈ· ‰Ó‡˙‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙ .1
'Ì‰ÂÊÓ' ÂÈ‡Â ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ,¯Â‰Ë ‡Â‰ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰¯„‚‰ ÈÙÏ
ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡˙‰Ï Ì‚¯˙Ó‰ ÏÚ˘ Ú‚¯· .ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÈ˙·È·Ò ÌÈÓ¯Â‚·
˙ÂÎÂ·Ò˙Â ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ¯ÂÙÒÈ‡Ï Ú„ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰ÏÂ 'ÌÈÈ„È‰ ˙‡ ÍÏÎÏÏ' ÂÈÏÚ ,‰„˘Ï
¯Á‡Ï ˜¯ Ì‚¯˙Ó‰ Ï‡ ‰ÚÈ‚Ó ÁË˘‰ ÔÓ ‰ÈˆÓ¯ÂÙÈ‡‰ ,ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .ÔÓ«ÊÓ ÁË˘‰˘
.˙È‚ÂÏÂÂ¯Î ‰ÈÁ·Ó È˘ ÌÂ˜Ó· ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ˙‡ Ì˜ÓÓ‰ ¯·„ ,˙ÂÒ˙‰‰
,È˘ÚÓÏ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÓ ‰Ó‡˙‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Á˙ÙÓ ,(O’Neill) ÏÈÂ‡ Ì‡ÈÏÈÂ
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ ˙ÈÏÏÎ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÔÈ· ÒÁÈÎ Ì‰ÈÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ,¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ,¯È„‚Ó

ÌÚ ÈÂ‡¯Î „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ ‰È‰˘ ˙Ó ÏÚ˘ Â¯Ó‡ .ÌÏÂÎÏ ‰ÂÂ˘ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈÁ·Ó
˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓÎ ,ÏÚ-ÌÂÁ˙Î Ô‰ÎÏ Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ ÏÚ ,‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÒÁÈ‰ ˙ÈÈÚ·
‰ÎÂ˙·˘ ,˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙ÚÈ·˜ ˙‡ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î .˙È‡È·‡ÂÂ˘‰ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„Ï ˙Ó„Â˜˘
.'˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„' ÂÈÈÎ ,˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó ˙È‡È·‡ÂÂ˘‰ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰
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‰˙Â‰Ó ÂÏÈ‡Â ,ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ,Ô·ÂÓÎ ,‡È‰ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘
ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·Ó ÏÈÂ‡ .˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ ‡È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘
15:ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÂ‚¯˙ Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÓÓ ‰˘ÈÓÁ
16.ÔÙÂ‡ ‰ÊÈ‡·Â ‰¯Î‰Ï Ô˙È ‰Ó :˙È‚ÂÏÂËÂ‡‰ .‡

.ÔÂÈÏÚ‰ ·ÂË‰ ‡Â‰ ‰Ó :È‚ÂÏÂÈÒ˜‡‰ .·
.˘Â‡ È· ÔÈ· ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ È‰Ó :È¯ÒÂÓ‰ .‚
.ÔÂÎ‰ È˙¯·Á‰ ÔÂ‚¯‡‰ Â‰Ó :ÈËÈÏÂÙ‰ .„
.Â˙Â‡ Ì˘ÈÈÏ Ô˙È ÍÈ‡Â Ì„‡Ï ıÂÁ Ú„È ‰ÊÈ‡ :ÈÎÂÈÁ-ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ .‰
ÔÓ ÌÂ‚¯˙ Ï˘ ‰¯„‚‰Ï ,‰Ó ˙„ÈÓ· ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ÍÈÈ˘ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙·
:˜ÊÂ¯ ·˙ÂÎ ÍÎ .‰Ê‰ ‚ÂÒ‰
˜Â„ÈˆÂ ¯˘˜‰ ˙Â˜ÈÚÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÂÓ‡· ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÁÈ˘ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÚ
Ì‰Ó ‰Ï‡˘· ‰Ú¯Î‰Ï ¯˙ÂÁ ‰Ê‰ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ÔÂÈ„ .ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚÙÓÏ 'ÈÙÂÒ'
Â‡ ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ .¯ÈÚˆ‰ ¯Â„Ï ˙Â˜‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ 'È˙ƒÓ‡'‰Â 'ÈÂ‡¯'‰
ÂÈ‰È ,‰Ï‡ Ï˜˘Ó ˙Â„·Î ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï ˙Â·Â˘˙ ˜ÙÒÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡‰ ,˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú‰
Ì‰ÈÁÂÒÈ· Í‡ ,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÙÂ˜˙·Â ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯Â·Èˆ ·¯˜· ÌÈÂÂ‚ÓÂ ÌÈÂ˘
ÌÈÈÚ˘ ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ÌÈ¯·„ Â¯Ó‡È≈È :˙ÂÈÁˆ Ï˘ ‰ÓÈ ·Â¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÚÓ˘È˙
[...] ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â‰Ó·Â Ì„‡‰ Ú·Ë· È‰˘ÏÎ ‰„ÈÓ·
ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ '‰ÏÂÚÓ' Ì„‡ È·‚Ï Â‡ '‰È˜˙' ‰¯·Á È·‚Ï ÌÈÏ‡„È‡‰ Â˘·‚˙˘Ó
Í¯„ ˙ÂÂ˙‰Ï ÂÂˆ¯· Ì‡‰ :‰Ú¯Î‰Ï ˙ÂÏ‡˘Â ÌÈ„ÈÓ˙Ó ÌÈ¯‚˙‡ ÍÁÓ‰ ÈÙÏ
ÂÈÏÚ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ ?Â‚ÂÁ Ï˘ Â‡ Â¯·Á Ï˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï ˙Â˘Ù ˙Â˘ÚÏÂ
¯ÓÂÏÎ ,˙È·¯Ó‰ ‰„ÈÓ· 'ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ÈÂˆ¯'Ï ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡Â ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ·¯˜Ï
·ˆÓ· ˙Â·˘Á˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó „ÈÓ˙ Í‡ ,ÏÁÂÈÓ‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‡ Â·Ï ÏÚ ÌÈ˘Ï ÂÈÏÚ
·ÈÈÁ ‡Â‰ ÔÎ ÏÚ .‰Ê Ï‡„È‡ ÔÚÓÏ ÏÂÚÙÏ ÂÈÏÚ ÏËÂÓ ÂÎÂ˙·˘ ÈË¯˜Â˜‰
˙‚˘‰Ï ÁÂ Â· ÈÂ¯˘ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ·ˆÓ‰ ‰„ÈÓ ÂÊÈ‡· ˜Â„·Ï
˙‡ ¯Ù˘Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎÂ ,Â˙‡¯˜Ï ‰ÎÈÏ‰· ÌÈÏ·ÁÓ‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ Ì‰Ó :Ï‡„È‡‰
˙‡ ,‰ÏÂÚÙ‰ ·Á¯Ó ˙‡ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ÈÂˆÓ‰Â ÈÂˆ¯‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ê Á˙Ó ?ÁË˘· ÌÈÂ˙‰
17.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰

O’Neill William F. 1981. Educational Ideologies: Contemporary Expressions of :Â‡¯ 15
,Educational Philosophy. Los Angeles, CA: Goodyear Publishing Company, Inc: ch. 2
Ï˘ ÁË˘Ï ‰Ó‡˙‰Î ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÂÚÈÈ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯‰ ÛÒÂ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ
Kneller George F. 1964. Introduction to the :Â‡¯ .¯Ï˜ '‚¯'‚ ‡Â‰ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
Philosophy of Education, New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

ÛÈ„ÚÓ ÏÈÂ‡ "˙È‚ÂÏÂÓËÒÈÙ‡" ˙‡Ê‰ ‰È¯Â¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÏ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓ ‰È‰ ÈÏÂ‡˘ Û‡ ÏÚ 16
."˙È‚ÂÏÂËÂ‡" ÈÂÈÎ‰ ˙‡
Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÂÓÊ· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰¯„ÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ :ÔÂÈÚ ÍÈ¯ˆ .‚"Ò˘˙ .Ï‡ÎÈÓ ,˜ÊÂ¯ 17
.32–31 :ıÈ˘ÙÈÏ ˙ÏÏÎÓÂ
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ÌÂÁ˙‰ ‰È‡ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ,ÏÈÂ‡ Ïˆ‡ ÂÓÎ ‡Ï˘ ,˜ÊÂ¯„ ‡·ÈÏ‡
ÔÂÈ„Ï ÌÈÈÏÏÎ‰ ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡˙Ó‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ‡Ï‡ ,È˘ÚÓ‰
·Ï˘· ,ÌÈ‡˙‰Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ ‰Ê ÔÂ˘‡¯ ‰Ó‡˙‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ¯Á‡Ï .ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
È„ÈÈÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÂÚ‚Â‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙Ï ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ,È˘‰
˙ÂÁÙÏ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÓÂ‚¯˙ ‰Ó‡˙‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ÌÈÈ˜ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÙÏ˘ ÌÈ„ÓÏ Â‡ˆÓ .ÁË˘·
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÓÂ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï‡ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÓ ,ÂÈÈ‰ ,ÏÂÙÎ
18.ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ Ï‡ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘
‰ Â Â ‰ Ï ¯ · Ú Ô È · ‰ Ó ‡ ˙ ‰ Î Ì Â ‚ ¯ ˙ .2

19.˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ ˙ÂÈÏ¯·ÈÏ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙ÂÚÂ˙ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ È·‡Ó ‡Â‰ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰

ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ,È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÓ˘ÈÈÓ‰ ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ
Ï‡ ¯·Ú‰ ˙ÏÁÓ Ì˘ÈÈÏ Ô˙È ‰Ó ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ÌÈÒÓÂ ,˙ÂÈ˙„ Ô·Â¯ ,˙Â˜È˙Ú ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ·
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚÏ ˙ÂËÏÂ·‰ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ .ÌÈ‡˙ ÂÏÈ‡·Â ‰ÂÂ‰‰
˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ì‡‰ :ÍÂÈÁ Ì˘Ï Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ' ,Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡Ó ‡È‰ È„Â‰È‰
– ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ‚Â‰ ‰Ú·¯‡ Á˙Ó Ô‰Î 20'?"ÌÂ‚¯˙"Ï ˙˙È ˙È„Â‰È‰
˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï Ô˙È ‰„ÈÓ ÂÊÈ‡· ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ‰ÒÓÂ – ¯·Â·Â ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ,ÔÏÙ˜ ,ÔÂÒÙÏÂÂ
Ô‰Î ·˙ÂÎ ÍÎ .Ì‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ ÈÙÏ ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
:‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ˙ˆÂ·˜ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ÏÚ
'ÌÂ‚¯˙' ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ˙Ï‡˘· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ÔÂÎ˙ ˙ˆÂ·˜· Ï·˜˙˙˘ ‰ËÏÁ‰‰˘ ‰ÓÂ„
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˙„Â·Ú Í˘Ó‰Ï ˙Ú¯ÎÓ ˙Â·È˘Á ˙ÏÚ· ‰È‰˙ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
ÌÈ„‚ÂÓ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ„ÂÒÈ ÌÈÎ˙ ÈÎ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ÚÈ‚˙ ÂÊ ‰ˆÂ·˜ Ì‡
˙˙È-È˙Ï· ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Â ,˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ˙Â·Â˙Ï ˙ÈÂ¯˜Ú
Ì˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ ˙‡ ÍÈÏ˘‰Ï ÌÈˆÂ¯ ÌÈ‡ ¯˘‡) ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ„Â‰ÈÏ 'ÌÂ‚¯˙'Ï
˙ÁÈÊ ÔÈ· ¯Â¯·Ï È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚ ‡‰È – (ÍÎÏ ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ ÌÈ‡ Â‡ Ì‰ÈÏÚÓ
ÌÈ„Â‰È ¯ÈÊÁ‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ,È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ· ·Â˘Á „ÚÈ Ï‰˜Ï ˙ÂÙÏ ıÓ‡Ó‰
21.˙Â¯Â‰Ë ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙Â„ÓÚÏ ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÎÎ ÌÈ·¯
ÌÂÁ˙· ˜¯Â Í‡ ˙˜ÒÂÚ ‰È‡ 'ÌÂ‚¯˙'‰ ÁÂÓ Ï˘ ‰Ê‰ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ‰¯„‚‰ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î
ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ'‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜Ó Ô‰Î .ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÌÂ˜Ó ‰· ÒÙÂ˙ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ë·È‰‰ ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÍÂÈÁ‰
‰ÂÂ˘ „È˜Ù˙ ˘È Û˙˙˘Ó ÏÎÏ ‰ÎÂ˙· ¯˘‡ ,˙È‡È·‡ÂÂ˘‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜‰ Ï˘ 'ÏÂÙÎ‰
Michael Rosenak. 1995. Roads to the Palace: Jewish Texts and Teaching. Providence :Â‡¯
È¯˘Ù‡ ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ,ÔÈÈˆÏ ÈÂ‡¯ .and Oxford: Berghahn Books: 5–10
.‰È‚Â‚„Ù‰ Ï‡ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÓ ,ÛÒÂ
˙¯ÂÒÓ' ‡È‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙„‰ ÍÂ˙· ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‡ÓÒÒ‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï
.‰¯„ÂÓÏ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ‚¯˙ ‡Â‰ ÈÂÈ˘‰ ÂÈÈ‰ ,'ÈÂÈ˘Â
,'?ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ˙˙È ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ì‡‰ :ÍÂÈÁ Ì˘Ï Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ' .Â"˘˙ .Ô˙ÂÈ Ô‰Î
.182–164 :Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÌÏ È·ˆ :Í¯ÂÚ ,ÌÂ˜È˘Â ·ÂˆÈÚ
.181 :Ì˘

18

19
20
21
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˙˙È ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ì‡‰ ‰È‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÂ·ÈÏ ÔÈ·Â ,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÙ˙˙˘Ó Ï˘ ‰ÊÏ
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰Ê‰ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ÌÈ‡˘Â ÏÚ˘ ‡È‰ Ô‰Î Ï˘ Â˙ÂÂÎ˘ ‰‡¯ 22.ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ÏÏÎ·
Ï˘ Ì˙ÏÂÎÈ· Ì‡‰ ?ÔÂÎ ‰Ê Ì‡‰ ,‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘ .‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ÍÂ˙· Ì‚ ÌÈÂ„È
?˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÈÓÂÁ˙· ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ Ô·ÏÏ ‚Â‚„Ù‰Â ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ,‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰
‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„'‰˘ ‰È‰ ÈÂ‡¯ Â˙Ú„Ï˘ ‰‡¯ ,˘¯ÂÙÓ· ˙‡Ê ¯ÓÂ‡ ÂÈ‡ Ô‰Î˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡
.ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙ÈÈ·‰Ï ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„˜˙ '˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰
È „ È Ï Ú ‰ ˙ ˘ È Î ¯ Â ‰ ˙ Ï Á  ‰ Ï ˙ È ˙ ‡ ‰  ˘ Ó Ô È · ‰ Ó ‡ ˙ ‰ Î Ì Â ‚ ¯ ˙ .3
Ë¯Ù‰
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ‡Â‰ Ì˙ÂÈÈÚ˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙ ¯˘‡ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÌÈÎÈÈ˘ ÂÊ ‰È¯Â‚Ë˜Ï
ÏÈÁ‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ‰¯˜Ó· ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ‰˘ÚÓ .È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Â‡ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ
Ì˙˘Ó ÈÙ ÏÚ ,˙È˙‡ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÎÒÓÓ ˙ÂÚ·Â‰ ,˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ÈÙÂ‡ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ „ÈÓÏ˙Ï
,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈËÏÂ·‰ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÓ „Á‡ .ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‡˘Â· Â˜ÒÚ˘ ÌÈ‚Â‰ Ï˘
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ¯È„‚Ó ‰˜¯Ù .‰˜¯Ù Ì‡ÈÏÈÂ ‡Â‰ ,ÂÊ ‰È¯Â‚Ë˜· ˙ÏÏÎ Â˙„Â·Ú˘
23:ÌÈ·Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ Ô· ÍÏ‰ÓÎ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰
Ô‰ Ô‰Ó ÂÏÈ‡Â ,„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ïˆ‡ ÁÙËÏ Â˙ÂÂÎ·˘ ÈÙÂ‡‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ Ï˘ ¯Â¯È· .‡
.¯˙ÂÈ· ˙ÂÏÚ‰
˙Ó ÏÚ Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ÔÂÂÎ˙‰Ï ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚ˘ ÌÈ„ÚÈ‰ ¯Â¯È·Â Â˙¯ÈÁ· ˙˜„ˆ‰ .·
.‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ‚È˘‰Ï
.˙ÂÂÎ˙‰ Ô˙Â‡ ˙‚˘‰Ï ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ¯Â¯È· .‚
˙ÂÙÂ˜˙Ï ˙ÂÎÈÈ˘‰ ,¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙¯Â˙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÙÂÏÁ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ˘ÂÏ˘ ÚÈˆÓ ‰˜¯Ù
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÓˆÚÏ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ˙·ÈÈÁ ˙ÎÓÂ˙‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ,ÔÎ ÂÓÎ .ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰ÏÂ
:‰ÓˆÚÏ ÌÈ‡˙˙˘ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰
We must observe that some theories of education seem to rest simply on
the premise that an educational system should promote the dispositions
regarded as excellent by its supporting society – by Catholics of it is
a Catholic system, by Americans if it is a public system in the United
States. But if this answer to our question is to have the status of a
philosophy of education, its proponent must explain why we should
promote whatever dispositions are considered excellent in our society,
and then his rationale will have much the same logic that I shall
describe.24

.182–181 :Ì˘ 22
23

William K. Frankena. 1965. Three Historical Philosophies of Education. Chicago, IL:
Scott, Foresman and Company: 8

.9–8 :Ì˘ 24
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ÏÎÂÈ ,È‡ÂÈ„Â Ë‡˜ ,ÂËÒÈ¯‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙‡‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÒÈÙ˙· ÔÈÈÚÓ‰ ,‰˜¯Ù„ ‡·ÈÏ‡
‡Â‰˘ ÌÈ·Ï˘‰ Í¯„ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰„˘Ï ‰Ó‚¯˙Ï Ô˙È˘ ¯ÒÂÓ ˙¯Â˙ ÂÓˆÚÏ ¯ÂÁ·Ï
,„ÈÁÈ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÏÚ ÒÒ·˙‰Ï ˙·ÈÈÁ ‰È‡ ÂÊ ¯ÒÂÓ ˙¯Â˙˘ ÔÈÈˆÏ ÈÂ‡¯ .ÂÏ ÚÈˆÓ
ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ Â˙Ú„ ÏÂ˜È˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ ,ÈË˜Ï˜‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Â·È‰Ï ‰˙Â¯˘Ù‡· ‡Ï‡
Í¯„ ,‰Ê‰ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ÔÂÈÒÈ ‡Â‰ ‰˜¯Ù Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ˜¯Ù‰) ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ÏÏÎ Í¯„· Ô˙È Ì‚ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ .(ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘ ÔÈ· ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰
,È˘‰ ·Ï˘‰ ÔÈ·Â ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ Ï˘ ‰˙ÏÁ‰ Ï˘ ,ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ·Ï˘‰
25.Ë¯Ù‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ‰˙Â‡ Ï˘ ‰˙˘ÈÎ¯ Ï˘

˙Â˘¯ÙÎ ÌÂ‚¯˙ .·
ÌÈÁ˙ÂÙÓ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÈÓÂÁ˙Ó „Á‡Ï ‰¯Â˘˜ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰
Â˙Â¯˘Ù‡· ÔÈ‡ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó ˙¯‚ÒÓ·˘ Ô·ÂÓÎ .‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ – ÂÈÓÈ· ¯˙ÂÈ·
,˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÚ·Â‰ ÌÈ‡˘Â‰ ÏÂÏÎÓ· ˜ÓÂÚÏ ÔÂ„Ï
Â„È˜Ù˙ ÔÈÈÚÏ ÌÈÚ‚Â‰ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ÌÈÈ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ÌÈÂÂÈÎ‰ ˙‡ ˙ˆÓ˙Ï ‰Ò ÌÏÂ‡
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÍÂ˙· .˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ Ï˘
‚˘ÂÓ ˙‡ ¯È‰·‰Ï ÂÏ ÂÚÈÈÒÈ˘ ,˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â˘È‚ ˘ÂÏ˘ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï Ô˙È ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰
;˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙Â˘¯ÙÎ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ (2) ;˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Â˘¯ÙÎ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ (1) :ÌÂ‚¯˙‰
.˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ-¯ËÈ‡ ˙Â˘¯ÙÎ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ (3)
˙ È · È Ë ˜ È È · Â ‡ ˙ Â  ˘ ¯ Ù Î Ì Â ‚ ¯ ˙ ‰ .1
Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó˘ ˙ÚÂË ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Â˘¯ÙÎ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰
,¯Â‡Ï ‰‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï Â‡ ,˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ¯ÊÁ˘Ï Ô˘¯Ù‰ ÏÚ .ÂÎÂ˙· ˙‡ˆÓ ˘¯Ù˙Ó‰
‰ÈÁ·Ó .ÂÈ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Â Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ Ï˘ ˙Â·¯Ú˙‰ ‡ÏÏÂ ÌÈÈ„Ù˜ ÌÈÏÏÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙‡ÊÂ
ÌÈÈ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰Ï ÒÎÈ‰ÏÂ ‰ÂÂ‰‰ ˙ÂÏ·‚Ó ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÚ˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ Ô˘¯Ù‰ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ
˙¯‚ÒÓ· .ÂÏ ˜ÙÒÓ È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ú„Ó‰˘ ÌÈÏÎ‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· ÂÏ˘Ó ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰Â
‰‰ÂÊÓÂ '˙È¯Ó˘‰ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰' ‰ÂÎÓ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙
(E. Betti) ÈË· ,(Dilthey) È˙ÏÈ„ ,(Schleiermacher) ¯ÎÓ¯ÈÈÏ˘ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â¯Â˙ ÌÚ
ÈÒ‡Ï˜‰ Â¯ÙÒ ÍÂ˙Ó ËÂËÈˆ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÊ ‰„ÓÚ ÌÈ‚„ 26.(E. D. Hirsch) ˘¯È‰Â
:Validity in Interpretation ˘¯È‰ Ï˘
When, therefore, I say that a verbal meaning is determinate I mean
that it is an entity which is self-identical. Furthermore, I also mean

.6–4 :Ì˘ Â‡¯ 25
26

Richard E. Palmer. 1969. Hermeneutics. Evanston: Northwestern University Press Â‡¯
Shaun Â‡¯ ,ÍÂÈÁÏ Ì‰Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰Â ˙ÂÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÏÂÎÒ‡‰ Ï˘ ÛÏ‡Ó ¯˜ÁÓÏ ,ÔÎ ÂÓÎ
Gallagher. 1992. Hermeneutics and Education. Albany: State University of New York
.(Gallagher :ÔÏ‰Ï) Press
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that it is an entity which always remains the same from one moment
to the next — that it is changeless. Indeed, these criteria were already
implied in the requirement that verbal meaning be reproducible, that
it be always the same in different acts of construing. Verbal meaning,
then, is what it is and not something else, and it is always the same.
That is what I mean by determinacy.27

‡Ï‡ ,˙ÂÈÏÏÎ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙· ˜¯Â Í‡ ˙„˜Ó˙Ó ‰È‡ ˘¯È‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÚÙ˘‰
‰ÏÂÎÒ‡‰ ‰ÂÎÓ‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· Ì‚
˙¯·Ú‰ ˙‡ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÚ‰ ‰¯ËÓÎ ‰‡Â¯ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ .'˙È¯Ó˘‰'
„˜Ù˙ÏÂ Ï‚˙Ò‰Ï ÏÎÂÈ ÍÂÁÓ‰ ¯Â„‰˘ ˙Ó ÏÚ ,'‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ' ¯Â„Ï ¯Â„Ó ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
:ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙¯ËÓ ÏÚ ˘¯È‰ ·˙ÂÎ ÍÎ .ÈÂ‡¯Î
In an anthropological perspective, the basic goal of education in a
human community is acculturation, the transmission to children of the
specific information shared by the adults of the group or polis.28

‡ˆÂÈ ,˙‡ÊÓ ‰¯˙È .˙ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ‰Èˆ˜Â„Â¯Ù¯ ‡Â‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ˘¯È‰„ ‡·ÈÏ‡
˜ÂÈ„· ¯·Ú‰ ˙ÏÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ‰ ‡È‰Â ,˙Á‡ ‰ÂÎ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÓÈÈ˜˘ ÍÎÓ
Ï˘ ¯„‚· ‰È‰˙ ˙‡Ê‰ Í¯„‰ ÔÓ ‰ËÒ˙˘ ‰ÈˆÙÂ‡ ÏÎ .‰ÂÂ‰‰ ¯Â„Ï ÏÁÂ‰˘ ÈÙÎ
‰Ó‡˙‰' ÂÈÈÎ ‰˙Â‡˘ ‰È¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ÌÚ Ï·Ï·˙‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ ÂÊ ‰„ÓÚ 29.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÈËÒ
‰ÓÂ„ ˘¯È‰ Ï˘ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ‚¯˙˘ ¯·„‰ ÔÂÎ .'„È˙ÚÏ ¯·Ú ÔÈ·
Ïˆ‡ „ÁÂÈÓ‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÂÊ ‰Ó‡˙‰Ï ˙Á‡ Í¯„ ÈÙ-ÏÚ ˙ÂÁÙÏ ,‰ÂÂ‰Ï ¯·Ú ÔÈ· ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï
‰ÓÂ˘ÈÈ ¯˘‡ ˙ÈÏÏÎ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‰„ÓÚ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙Ú·Â Â˙ÒÈÙ˙˘ ‡Â‰ ˘¯È‰
.È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Ï·Â‚
˙ È · È Ë ˜ È È · Â Ò ˙ Â  ˘ ¯ Ù Î Ì Â ‚ ¯ ˙ ‰ .2
‡˘ÂÓÏ ˙È¯ÂÈ¯Ù‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÔÈ‡ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ˙Â˘¯ÙÎ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ˙˘È‚ ÈÙ-ÏÚ
˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó ÈÏÎ ÌÂ˘ Ì˘ÈÈÏ Ô˙È ‡Ï ÍÎ ·˜ÚÂ ,‰¯È˜Á‰
Ï˘ Â˙ÂÏÈÚÙ· ˜¯Â Í‡ ˙ÓÈÈ˜Â ,˙ÈÒÁÈÂ ˙ÈË‚ÈËÂ˜ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ .˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰
‡È‰Â ,'˙ÈÏ˜È„¯ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰' ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ‰ÂÎÓ ÂÊ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡ .Ô˘¯Ù‰
Ï˘ ‰Èˆ˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜„‰ ÌÚÂ Â˜ÂÙÂ ¯‚„ÈÈ‰ ,‰˘ËÈ ÌÚ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ‰‰ÂÊÓ
˙ÂÂÎ' Ï˘ ¯ÂÊÁ˘Ó ‰Â˘· ˙‡ÊÂ ,'‰¯ÈˆÈ' ‡Â‰ ˙‡Ê ‰˘È‚· ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ .‰„È¯„
‡Â‰ ‰Â„È‰ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙¯Â·Á·˘ ËÏÂ·‰ .‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ '¯·ÁÓ‰
E. D. Hirsch. 1967. Validity in Interpretation. New Haven: Yale University Press: 46
E. D. Hirsch. 1987. Cultural Literacy: What Every American Needs to Know. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin: xvi

27
28

˙ÂÈÚ·Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ˘¯È‰ .ÍÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ‰·È˘Á· ÚÂ‚ÙÏ ‰ÏÂÏÚ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ‰ÈÙ ÏÚ 29
'ÓÚ ,Gallagher Â‡¯ ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ ÏÚ ÔÂÈ„Ï .˙È˙Â˜È· ‰·È˘ÁÏ Á˙Ù ˙Á˙ÂÙ Â˙˘È‚ Â˙Ú„ÏÂ ,ÂÏ‡
.227–220
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ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰ÎÙ‰Ó‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÒÈÒ·‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯˘È˜ ¯˘‡ ¯‚„ÈÈ‰
:˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ‰
,ÌÈ˘ÈÈ· ‰˜·„ ¯˘‡ ‰ÂÎ˙ ‡Ï ,Ô‡Î-ÌÂÈ˜‰ Ï˘ Ï‡ÈˆËÒÈÊ˜‡ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
'˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘È' Ô‡Î-ÌÈÈ˜Ï .ÌÈÈÈ· ÌÂÁ˙ ÔÈÚÎ ,‰Ùˆ Â‡ ,'Ì‰È¯ÂÁ‡Ó' ˙‡ˆÓ
‰ÈÂ˘Ú ÌÏÂÚ‰-ÍÂ˙·-˙ÂÈ‰ Ï˘ (erschlossenheit) ‰ÙÈ˘Á‰˘ ‰„ÈÓ· ˜¯
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ Ô‡Î-ÌÈÈ˜‰ ˜¯ ÔÎÏ .ÂÊ ‰ÙÈ˘Á· ÂÏ‚˙‰˘ ÌÈ˘ÈÈ· '‡ÏÓ˙‰Ï'
30.˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ¯ÒÁ Â‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ·
,ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ ÔÂÎÓÂ ÏÚÂÙ Ì„‡‰˘ ¯Á‡Ï ˜¯ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘È ÌÈ˘ÈÈÏ ,¯‚„ÈÈ‰„ ‡·ÈÏ‡
˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ÂÂ˘Ï ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÈ‚„Ó ¯‚„ÈÈ‰ ÍÎ· .Â„È ÏÚ ‰ËÈÏ˜Ï ÌÈ˙ÈÏ ÌÈÎÙÂ‰ Ì‰Â
.˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙‡
˙ È · È Ë ˜ È È · Â Ò - ¯ Ë  È ‡ ˙ Â  ˘ ¯ Ù Î Ì Â ‚ ¯ ˙ ‰ .3
˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ÁÈË·‰Ï ˙Ï‚ÂÒÓ‰ ‰„Â˙Ó ÔÈ‡˘ ‰Á‰‰ ˙„ÓÂÚ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ ÒÈÒ··
-¯ËÈ‡‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙˘È‚ ÈÙ-ÏÚ .¯·ÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÂÎ Ï˘ ¯ÂÊÁ˘ ,ÂÈÈ‰ ,˙È˘¯Ù
ÂÈ˙ÂÚ„Ó ,˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Â˙ÂÈÙÂÒÓ ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ Ô˘¯Ù‰˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ
.˙È˘¯Ù‰ Â˙ÂÏÈÚÙ· ÔÂ·˘Á· Ì˙Â‡ ‡È·‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ‰·ÂÁ˘ ‡Ï‡ ,¯˘˜‰‰ ÔÓÂ
,˘¯ÙÓ‰ Ë˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÔÈ·Â ˘¯Ù˙Ó‰ Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ÔÈ· Ï‰˙Ó‰ ‚ÂÏ‡È„Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ¯˘‡Î
Ô„·‡ ÈÏ· ˙È„„‰ ‰ÈˆÓ¯ÂÙÒ¯Ë Ô‡Î ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙ÓÂ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‚È˘‰Ï Ô˙È
¯‚Ï‚ Ïˆ‡ ‰ÂÎÓ ‰Ê‰ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ‚ÂÏ‡È„ .Ë˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ Ï˘Â Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‰Ê
ÂÊ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡ 31.'ÌÈ˜ÙÂ‡ Ï˘ ‚ÂÊÈÓ' ,(Gadamer) ¯Ó„‚ ˙Â·˜Ú· (Gallagher)
.(Ricoeur) ¯˜È¯Â ¯Ó„‚ ÂÓÎ ÌÈ˘È‡ ÌÚ ‰‰ÂÊÓÂ '‰Â˙Ó ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰' ‰?ÂÎÓ
Truth and ,˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡·
:¯ÓÂ‡ ¯Ó„‚ ,Method
The mode of being of tradition is not sensible immediacy. It is a
language, and in interpreting its texts, the hearer who understands it
relates its truth to his own linguistic attitude to the world. This linguistic
communication between present and tradition is, as we have shown,
the event that takes place in all understanding. The hermeneutical
experience must take as a genuine experience everything that becomes
present in it. It does not have prior freedom to select and discard. But
nor can it maintain an absolute freedom by leaving undecided that

˜ÈÓÚÓ ¯·Ò‰ ÌÚ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ .Heidegger, M. 1979. Sein und Zeit. Tübingen: M. Niemeyer 30
ÔÈË¯Ó :˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ÌÂÈ˜ .Á"˘˙ .'‡ .Í·ÒÓ Ïˆ‡ ‡ˆÓ ÌÈ‡È¯‚„ÈÈ‰‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÏÏ˘ Ï˘
.59 :Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .˙ÂÓ‡‰Â ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ,Ì„‡‰ ÏÚ ¯‚„ÈÈ‰
.9 'ÓÚ ,Gallagher 31
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which seems specific to the understanding of that which is understood.
It cannot unmake the event that it is itself.32

,ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˙‡È¯˜ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÙ‰Ó ˙È˘¯Ù ‰ËÈ˘ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ Ì¯˙ ¯Ó„‚
‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ‰˙ÂÎÏ Ô˙È ¯˘‡ ,ÏÏÎ· ˙È‚ÂÏÂÓËÒÈÙ‡ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Â ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ ˙ÈÈ‡¯
‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ı¯Ù ,ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï Í¯„‰ ˙‡ ÂÏÏÒ ¯˘‡ ÌÈ˘È‡‰Ó ÌÈÈ˘ .'˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„'‰
˙Â˜ÂÓÚ ÂÚÈÙ˘‰Â ˙È˙„‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡˜ÂÂ„ Â‡ˆÈ ,¯·Â· ÔÈË¯ÓÂ
.ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ˘‚„ ÌÚ „Á‡ ÏÎ ÈÎ Ì‡ ,ÌÈÓ¯Ê‰Â ˙Â˙„‰ ÏÎÓ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÎÁÓ ÏÚ
ÌÈ¯ËÓ¯Ù ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ (‡¯˜Ó· „ÁÂÈÓ·Â) ˙Â·¯˙ ÈÂÎÓ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ÍÂ˙·˘ Â¯·Ò ÌÈÈ˘‰
33.Ì„‡Ï Ï‡‰ ÔÈ· ‚ÂÏ‡È„ ÌÈÈÓÊÓ‰ ÌÈÈ¯Âˆ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡

˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙ .‚
‰ÈÙÏ˘ ‰ÚË‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ˙ÚÓ˘ È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ·
˙È¯˜ÈÚ‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ .˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰ ˘È ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÈÏÏÎ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙Â¯Â˙Ï
˙¯„ÒÂÓ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ÌÓ‡ Á˙ÈÙ ‡Ï (ÈÏÏÎ‰) ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰˘ ,‡È‰ ‰Ê ÔÂÚÈË Ï˘
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙˜Ù‰· „˜Ó˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï·‡ ,˙˘¯ÂÙÓÂ
˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ÍÂ˙· Ì‚ .ÏÚÂÙ‰ Ï‡ ÁÂÎ‰ ÔÓ ‰˙‡ˆÂ‰·Â ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘
:˙ÂÈˆ˜ÈÏÙÓÈ‡ Â‡ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰ ˘ÂÏ˘· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï Ô˙È ,‰Ê‰ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ˙ÈÓÂ‚¯˙
;(situational) ˙È¯˘˜‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ (2) ;˙È‚ÂÏ ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ (1)
34.˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ (3)
˙ È ‚ Â Ï ˙ Â Ú Ó ˙ ˘ ‰ Î Ì Â ‚ ¯ ˙ ‰ .1
ÁÈÏˆ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú Ì‚¯˙Ó‰ ,ÌÈÈ„Ù˜ ÌÈÈÂÈ‚‰ ÌÈÏÎ ÏÈÚÙ Ì‡˘ ˙ÚÂË ÂÊ ‰˘È‚
ÍÂ˙ Ï‡ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰˘ƒ
Ó‰ Ï˘ (extension) '‰˙ÏÂÁ˙ ˙·Á¯‰' ˙Î‡ÏÓ·
ÔÙÂ‡· ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ÈÏÏÎ‰ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰˘ ‡È‰ Ô‡Î ‰Á‰‰ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î .ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰„˘‰
Hans-Georg Gadamer. 1975. Truth and Method. New York: The Seabury Press: 420 32
ı¯Ù ÏÚ .ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ È˘ ÏÚ ˜¯ ÚÈ·ˆ Â‡Â ,¯˙ÂÈ· ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‡È‰ ‰Ê ‡˘Â ÏÚ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ 33
J. Cohen. 1999. ‘Subterranean :Â‡¯ ,ÍÂÈÁÏ '˙Ó‚¯Â˙Ó' ˙È˘¯Ù‰ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÍÈ‡Â ‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯
Didactics: Theology, Aesthetics and Pedagogy in the Thought of Franz Rosenzweig’,
.'‡ „È·˘ :Â‡¯ ,¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó Ï˘ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ÏÚ .Religious Education, 94: 24–38

'· ,Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ· ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È È¯˜ÁÓ ,'‡¯˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Ô˘¯ÙÎ ¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó' .‚"Ó˘˙
‡È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ˙Â˘¯ÙÏ ˙ÙÒÂ ˙ËÏÂ· ‰Ó‚Â„ .612–570 :'„
Maxine Green. 1975. ‘Curriculum and Consciousness’, Curriculum Theorizing, W. Pinar
ed. Berkeley: McCutchan: 299–320
Howard A. Ozmon and :Â‡¯ .¯·¯˜Â ÔÂÓÊÂ‡ Ï˘ ÌÁÂ˙È ÏÚ ˙ÂÒÒÂ·Ó ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜
Samuel M. Craver. 1976. Philosophical Foundations of Education. Columbus, OH:
Merril Publishing Company: 295–298
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È˘Â˜‰ ¯·Â‚ ÍÎ ·˜ÚÂ ,ÏÏÎ· ÍÂÈÁÏ ‡Ï Ì‚ ÌÈÓÚÙÏÂ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈ·ˆÓÏ ‡Ï ˘¯ÂÙÓ
ÌÚ ˙È‚ÂÏ ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ˙‡ Ì˘ÈÈ (Dunkel) Ï˜Â„ .È‚ÂÏ‰ Ì‚¯˙Ó‰ Ï˘
:Â˙ËÈ˘ ˙‡ ¯È·ÒÓ ‡Â‰ ÍÎÂ (Whitehead) „‰ËÈÈÂ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
The potential gain to educators resulting from the establishment of a
relation between a philosopher’s general theory and his educational
views can be enormous [...] when many of his educational writings
are directed to fairly specific problems, the task of inferring the
fundamental principles which underlie his particular statements may
be extremely precarious. If, on the other hand, his philosophic works
present these principles and thus give the framework of his educational
thought, we can be sure of our author’s basic position. In addition, his
general philosophic principles can at least suggest the general lines
along which he would have worked in regard to some particular topic
which is of interest and importance to us but which he himself never
directly addresses.35

Ô‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰‰ ÂÏÈ‡Î ‰‡¯˘ ÍÎ· ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ Ï˘ ˙È¯˜ÈÚ‰ ‰ÈÚ·‰
ÁÂÎ‰ ÔÓ Ô˙Â‡ ‡ÈˆÂÈ˘ È„Î Ì‚¯˙Ó‰ Ï˘ Â‡Â·Ï ˜¯ ÌÈÙˆÓÂ ,˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
.ÏÚÂÙ‰ Ï‡
˙ È ¯ ˘ ˜ ‰ ˙ Â Ú Ó ˙ ˘ ‰ Î Ì Â ‚ ¯ ˙ ‰ .2
ÍÂÙ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ï ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ ,ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ
ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ˘‡˘ ‰Á‰‰ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚· ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‰„Â˜ .˙È‚ÂÏ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰‰ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ
ÍÁÓ‰ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÂ¯Î ‰ÈÁ·Ó .ÈÎÂÈÁ ÔÎÂ˙Ó ˜È¯ ÁÂÏÎ ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÌÈÂÈ„Ï ÌÈÚÈ‚Ó
˙ÂÈ‚Â‚„Ù ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙· ˙e‡È˜· Ì‚ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ È˘ÚÓ ÔÂÈÒÈ ,‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· ,¯·Âˆ
¯ÊÚ ÈÏÎÎ ,¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ,‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ „˜Ù«˙˙ ÍÎ ÍÂ˙Ó .˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁÂ
˙ÂÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó˘ ˜ÙÒ ÔÈ‡ .ÂÓÈÚ ‡È·Ó ÍÁÓ‰˘ ÔÚËÓ‰ ÏÏÎ Ï˘ B¯e‚ÒƒÓÏ
¯Â˜Ó ÌÈÂÒÓ Ô·ÂÓ·˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ,˙È˙ÈÈÚ· ÂÊ ‰„ÓÚ ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â¯Â˙ Ï˘ Â‡ ‰¯Â˙ Ï˘
È‡ÂÈ„ ˙Â·˜Ú· ‰Á˙ÂÙ ‰Ê‰ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ .ÂÓˆÚ ‰˜ÈË˜¯Ù‰ ˘È‡ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰
‰Ï‡˘‰ ÏÚ Â˙ÂÚ· .(Burnett) Ë¯· Â'‚ ÔÂ‚Î ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ È„È·
‡Â‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏÂ ‰È¯Â‡˙Ï ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜ Ì‡‰
:‰ÂÚ
One can utilize formal philosophy [...] in order to derive logical
implications for educational theory and practice; [...] but only by
conceiving ‘logical implications’ in a [...] ‘situational’ manner.36
Dunkel Harold B. 12965. Whitehead on Education. Ohio: Ohio State University :Â‡¯
Press, p. 12
Joe R. Burnett. 1958. ‘Some Observations on the Logical Implications of Philosophic :Â‡¯

35
36
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‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Í¯„ ‡Ë·Ó‰ ,È‡ÂÈ„ Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó· ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ Ï˘ ‰ÒÈÒ· ˙‡ ˙Â‰ÊÏ Ô˙È
‡Â‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ Ï˘ È˙ƒ
Ó‡‰ ‰Á·Ó ‰ÈÙÏ˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÂÏ˘ ˙ÈËÒÈËÓ‚¯Ù‰
37.˙È˙¯·Á‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
˙ È ‚ Â Ï Â Î È Ò Ù ˙ Â Ú Ó ˙ ˘ ‰ Î Ì Â ‚ ¯ ˙ ‰ .3
ÔÈ· ÈÁ¯Î‰Â ÈÂÈ‚‰ ÒÁÈÎ ¯„‚ÂÓ ÂÈ‡ '˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ,Ì„Â˜· ÂÓÎ ,‰Ê ‰¯˜Ó·
ÈÙÏ .˙ÂÂÓ‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÂÈÒÈÏ ,‰˘ÚÓÏ ÌÂ˜Ó Ô‡Î Ô˙È ‡Ï‡ ,‡„È¯‚ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈˆÈÊÂÙÂ¯Ù
ÔÈÁ·‰Ï Ô˙ÈÂ ,ÈÏÂÈˆ¯ ¯ÂˆÈÎ ÒÙ˙ Ì„‡‰ ,'˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰Î ÌÂ‚¯˙‰' ˙˘È‚
ÂÈ˙ÂÂÓ‡ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈÓ¯‚ ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ,˜ÂÈ„ ¯˙ÈÏ .ÂÈ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ÔÈ·Â ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ·
ÏÈÁ˙Ó ÁÂ˙È‰ Ô‡Î Ì‚ ,'˙È˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘‰'Ï ‰ÓÂ„· .Ô‰Ï˘ ‡ˆÂÈ ÏÚÂÙ Ì‰Â
ÍÂ˙Ó˘ ÍÎÏ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ .ÈË¯Â‡˙ ÔÂÂÈÎÏ ˘·‚˙Ó ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡ÏÂ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÒÈÒ˜¯Ù·
Ò¯· .ÌÏÂÚ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ Â‡ ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘Ó ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ Í¯„ Â‡ ‰·Ó
˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰ ÌÚ „·ÂÚ‰ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ Â˙„Â·Ú ˙‡ ‰ÂÂ˘Ó (Burns)
:ÒÓÏÂ‰ ˜ÂÏ¯˘ Ï˘ Â˙„Â·ÚÏ
By way of illustrating this ‘psychological’ kind of implication, imagine
Sherlock Holmes interrogating a witness to a crime. The fact that
Holmes questions, examines, cross-questions and cross-examines his
witness clearly implies that Holmes believes the witness may be able
to produce some clue which would solve the mystery at hand. The
implication here is not logical, it is not material, it is psychological.
This belief of Homes, this psychological presupposition, not only
explains his behavior to some extent, but is the causal condition of his
behavior; it is a necessary condition, for if he did not believe that his
witness could possibly produce some relevant information about the
crime, Holmes simply wouldn’t bother to interrogate him.38

‰ÊÈÏ‡‰Â ÌÂ‚¯˙‰
‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï ‰·Â‚˙Î ÌÈ˘È˘‰ ˙Â˘· ‰Ó˜˘ ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÈÏ‡‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· 'ÌÂ‚¯˙'‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙‡ ˙ÂÙÈ¯Á· ‰Ù˜˙ ,˙ÈÓÂ‚¯˙‰

Theory for Educational Theory and Practice’, Proceedings of the Fourteenth Annual
Meeting of the Philosophy of Education Society. Lawrence, Kansas: University of Kansas
Press
John Dewey. 1916. Democracy and Educaiton, New York: Macmillan
Hobert W. Burns. 1962. ‘The Logic of Educational Implication’, Educational Theory :Â‡¯
XIII 1 (January): 53–63
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˙Â˘È‚· ‰ÓÈÓ˙ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÏÚ ÔÚ˘ ‰Ê ‚˘ÂÓ˘ ,Ï˘ÓÏ ,ÔÚÂË Ò¯ËÈÙ „¯'ˆÈ¯ .ÍÂÈÁ‰
ÈÙ· ˙Â„ÓÂÚ ÔÈ‡˘ ,Ï‚‰Â Ë‡˜ ,ÂËÒÈ¯‡ ,ÔÂËÏÙ‡ Ï˘ ÂÏ‡ ÔÂ‚Î ,˙ÂÈÊÈÙËÓ
,˘ÓÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ÌÂ˜Ó· ÔÎ ÏÚ .˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙¯Â˜È·‰
È˙Ï·Â È„„ˆ ÚÂˆ˜ÓÏ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ,‰˜ÈÊÈÙËÓ ˙ÂÏÂË
:Ò¯ËÈÙ ·˙ÂÎ ÍÎ .ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ
Few professional philosophers would now think that it is their function
to provide such high-level directives for education or for life; indeed
one of their main preoccupations has been to lay bare such aristocratic
pronouncements under the analytic guillotine. They cast themselves
in the more mundane Lockean role of underlabourers in the garden of
knowledge.39

ÌÈ„„ÂÚÓ‰ ,¯ÏÙ˘ Ï‡¯˘È Ï˘ ÂÈ·˙Î Ì‰ ‰Ê‰ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ˙¯Â˜È·Ï ‰·ÂË ‰Ó‚Â„
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙Ó‡‰ ÌÈÏÎÏ ¯ÂÊÁÏ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ È„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡
:˙Â˘ÈÁ· ¯ÏÙ˘ ·˙ÂÎ ÍÎ .ÔÂÈ‚È‰Â ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÁÂ˙È Ì˘‡¯·Â ,˙ÈËÈÏ‡‰
I do however, wish to stress the ambiguity of the general term
‘philosophy’ and, correlatively, of the narrower term ‘philosophy
of education’. It is certainly no striking news that the latter term
is currently widely employed to mean practically anything from a
well-articulated metaphysics of knowledge to the vaguest expression
of attitudes toward, say, the public school system. What is worthy
of note is that one legitimate meaning is almost consistenly ignored:
philosophy of education is rarely, if ever, constructed as the rigorous
logical analysis of key concepts related to the practice of education.40

ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ· ÌÈÂÓË‰ ÌÈÈÒÈÒ·‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯Â˜ÁÏ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÏÚ
Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ „È˜Ù˙ ,ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ ÈÙ ÏÚ 41.ÈÏÂÎÂ ‰‡¯Â‰ ,‰„ÈÓÏ ,ÍÂÈÁ ÔÂ‚Î ,ÂÓˆÚ
˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ-˙ÂÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙Â„ÓÚ ËÂ˜Ï ÂÈ‡ ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙ÈËÈÏ‡‰ ‰˘È‚‰ .ÍÂÈÁÏ ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯È‰·‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ,˙Â¯Á‡Â ÂÏ‡
ÈÙÎ ÏÂÎ‰ ˙‡ ‰¯È‡˘Ó ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰ÈÙÏ˘ ,ÔÈÈË˘‚ËÈÂ Ï˘ Â˙¯Ó‡ ˙‡ ˙Ï·˜Ó
42.¯˙ÂÈ ¯Â¯· ÔÙÂ‡· Í‡ ,‰È‰˘
Richard S. Peters. 1966. Ethics and Education. London: George Allen & Unwin Ltd: 15
Israel Scheffler. 1973. ‘Toward an Analytic Philosophy of Education’, Reason and
Teaching. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul: 9
Jonas Soltis. 1968. An Introduction to Philosophical Analysis in Education. :‰Ó‚Â„Ï Â‡¯
Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company

39
40
41

:Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .('Ú ˙ÈÏ‚¯Ó ‰Ó‚¯˙) ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙Â¯È˜Á .‰"˘˙ .'Ï ÔÈÈË˘‚ËÈÂ :Â‡¯ 42
.84
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ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰˘ÚÓ ˙Ú„‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÚ‰Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ‰‡¯ ÂÏ ,ÂÊ ‰ÙÈ¯Á ˙¯Â˜È· ˙ÓÂÚÏ
‰„ÓÚ ËÂ˜ÏÓ ÍÁÓÏ ÒÂÓ ÔÈ‡ ,ÍÎ Ì‡ 43.˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÂÒÈÒ·· ÔÈ‡˘
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓ ÌÈÎ¯Ú˘ ,È‡ÂÈ„ ˙Â·˜Ú· ,˘È‚„‰ ·‡ÂÂ˘ .È‰˘ÏÎ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú
ÔÓ ,Ï˘ÓÏ ,‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ï ÌÈÎÈÈ˙˘Ó ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚Ó ÌÈÚÙ˘ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
Í‡ .ÈÏÂÎÂ ‰È‚Â‚„Ù‰ ÔÓ ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ,‰„ÈÓÏ‰ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰
.‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÈÎ¯ÚÂ ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˙Â„ÓÚ ˜ÓÂÚÏ ˙ÂÂ„È Â·˘ ÌÂÁ˙‰˘ ˜ÙÒ ÔÈ‡
Ú˜¯‰ ˙‡ Ô·ÏÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ,˙ÂÏÈÎ˘ÓÂ ˙ÂÂ· ÂÈ‰È ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙Â·‰˘ ˙Ó ÏÚ
‰˘ÚÓ‰ Ï‡ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÓ ÌÂ‚¯˙· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ ÍÎ Ì˘Ï .Ì‰Ï˘ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
44.ÏÈÚÏ ÂÂ„È˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„Ï Ú˜¯˜‰ ˙¯˘Î‰ Ì˘Ï ıÂÁ‰ ,ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÂÈ„‰˘ ÌÈÚÂË Â‡
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ ÌÈÎÈÈ˘‰ ÌÈÏÎ· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ¯ÂÓ‡ ,·‡ÂÂ˘„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰
˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ È˙˘ ÍÎÏ ÛÈÒÂ‰Ï ˘È Í‡ ,ÔÂÈ‚È‰Â ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÁÂ˙È ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,˙ÈËÈÏ‡‰
„ÓÏÏ ÔÈ‡ ;È¯ÂËÒ‰‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂˆÈÁÏ ‰¯Â˘˜ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ :„Â‡Ó ˙ÂÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
˙Â·È˘ÁÏ ‰¯Â˘˜ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ .È˙ÏÈ‰˜-È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ¯˘˜‰ ‡ÏÏ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰ËÈ˘
Ï˘ Â˙Ú„Ï „Â‚È· ˙‡ÊÂ ,ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÂÈ„· ˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ‰„ÓÚ‰ ˙ËÈ˜Ï ˙Ú„Â‰
‡Ï‡ ,‰È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ·ˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯È‡˘Ó ÂÈ‡ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ .ÔÈÈË˘‚ËÈÂ
.ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ÂÈ„ÚÈ ˙‡ ¯È‰·Ó

‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ÈÙÏ˘ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰
ÈÙÏ È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‡˘Â· ÔÂ„Ï ÈÂ‡¯ 45,Ì„Â˜‰ Â¯Ó‡Ó·Â ,ÏÈÚÏ ÂÚË˘ ÈÙÎ
˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÔÈ·Ó ÂÊÈ‡ ,‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘ Í‡ .˙È‡È·‡ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÈÒ‡Ï˜‰ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰
‰·Â‚˙· :„ÂÚÂ ˙‡Ê ?ÌÈ„˜Ó‰ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÂÈ„Ï ¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó ÏÈÚÏ ˙Â¯‡Â˙Ó‰
Ô˙È ,¯Â‰Ë ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ¯˜ÁÓ ‰È‡ ÂÊ ˙ÈÓÂ‚¯˙ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ‰„Â·Ú˘ ‰ÚËÏ
È‡ ;˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰„ÓÚ ÏÎÏ ·Â˘Á ÔÁ·Ó ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ÍÂÈÁ‰ ‰„˘ È‡ÂÈ„ ÈÙÏ˘ ·È˘‰Ï
˙Â˘¯Ù ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î ‡Â‰ ,ÍÂÈÁ«Ï ‰ÈÂ‡¯ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰„ÓÚ ¯Á‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁ‰ ÍÎÏ
ÌÈÈËÈÏ‡‰ ÌÈÏÎ‰ ˙‡ ·ÂÊÚÏ ˘È˘ Ú·Â ‡Ï ‰ÊÓ .‰Â˘‡¯ ‰‚¯„ÓÓ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ
ÔÈÈË˘‚ËÈÂ Ï˘ Â˙¯Ó‡ ˙ÓÂÚÏ˘ ‡Ï‡ ,‰·¯ ˙Â·‰Ï˙‰· Â˘È‚„‰ Ò¯ËÈÙÂ ¯ÏÙ˘˘
.ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙Â˘¯Ï ÂÏ‡‰ ÌÈ·Â˘Á‰ ÌÈÏÎ‰ ˙‡ „ÈÓÚ
˙¯˘Ó ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ ‡È‰Â ,¯Á‡ ÌÂ˜Ó· ¯„ÒÎÏ‡ ÔÚË˘ ‰ÚËÏ ˙¯˘˜˙Ó ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘
ÌÈ‡ÏÓ ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡ ‰‚ÈˆÓ‰ ‰„ÓÚ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,'·ÂË‰' Ï˘ ‚˘ÂÓ Â‡ ÔÂÊÁ „ÈÓ˙
ÂÁÂ˙È· ÔÚË Ò¯ËÈÙ '¯ ÂÓÎ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˜‰·ÂÓ ÈËÈÏ‡ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ Ì‚ .183 :¯„ÒÎÏ‡ :Â‡¯ 43
·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ‡Â‰ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙·‰Ï ÌÈˆÂÁ‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘Ó „Á‡˘ ,'ÍÂÈÁ' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï˘
R. Peters. 1965. ‘Education as Initiation’, Philosophical Analysis and :Â‡¯ .È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰
Education. Archambault R. D. (ed.). London: Routledge & Kegan Paul: 87–111

.53–44 :Ì˘ 44
.ÔÈÈË˘¯Â·Â ¯„ÒÎÏ‡ :Â‡¯ 45
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˙ÂÁÈÓ ,˙ÂÈ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó‰ ,ÌÈ·ÂË‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„Â ˙Â„ÈÓ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·
¯˘Ù‡ .˙ÂÚË ˙Â¯˘?Ù?‡Ó Ì‚Â Ú¯Ï ·ÂË ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ˙ÂÏ‚ÂÒÓ ,ÔÂˆ¯‰ ˘ÙÂÁ ˙‡
ÏÚ˘ '·ÂË‰' ÔÂÊÁ ˙‡ ˙¯ÁÂ·Â ˙ÁÂ· ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ „ˆÈÎ :ÔÓ˜Ï„Î ÂÈ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ˙‡ ÁÒÏ
.Â¯Â‡Ï ˙ÎÁÓ ‡È‰ „ˆÈÎÂ ,ÍÁÏ ˙Ù‡Â˘ ‡È‰ ÂÈÙ
ÌÈ„ÚÈ‰ ˙¯„‚‰Ï ÒÈÒ·Î 'È˙ÏÈ‰˜‰ ·ÂË‰' ÔÂÊÁÏ „ÓÚÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ
˙Â˘Ù‰ Ï˘ ÔÂˆ¯‰ ˘ÙÂÁ (1) :„ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÁ‰ ˘ÂÏ˘ Ï·˜Ï ÌÈ·ÈÈÁ ,ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰
Ï˘ ˙ÈÒÈÒ· ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰Â·˙ (2) ;(ÈÏÂÎÂ ,ÌÈ¯Â‰ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙) ˙ÂÏÚÂÙ‰
˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰¯„‚‰ ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ Ú¯Ï ·ÂË ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ˙ÂÏ‚ÂÒÓ‰) ˙ÂÏÚÂÙ‰ ˙Â˘Ù‰
.Ô˙ÈÈ˘Ú·Â Ô˙ÂÓ‡· ˙ÂÚËÏ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÏÚÂÙ‰ ˙Â˘Ù‰ Ï˘ ˙ÏÂÎÈ (3) ;(È‰˘ÏÎ
ÍÎ .'È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÁÈ˘‰ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰' ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰‰ ˘ÂÏ˘ ˙‡ ‰ÎÓ ¯„ÒÎÏ‡
:Â¯ÙÒ· ·˙ÂÎ ‡Â‰
‘Open’, ‘liberal’ or ‘democratic’ societies subscribe to political checks
and balances and promote free intellectual inquiry. What makes them
open is that they assume that their citizens are intelligent, and so
protect their right to challenge accepted doctrine and practice. What
makes these societies liberal is that they assume that their citizens are
free to act as they choose, and so are responsible for their actions.
What makes them democratic is that they assume that all people, even
the best and the brightest, are fallible, and so seek to protect citizens
against the mistakes of those in power. In short, societies rooted in
the doctrines of checks and balances and free inquiry are made up of
agents who are intelligent, free, and fallible.46

˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰¯Âˆ· ‰ÂÚ ‰È‡ ÏÈÚÏ ˙Â¯‡Â˙Ó‰ ˙Â·Â˘˙‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ‡Ï Û‡˘ ‰‡¯ ÂÏ
ÂÏ ‰‡¯È˙˘ ‰·Â˘˙Ï ÌÂ¯˙Ï ‰Ó ˘È Ô‰Ó ‰ÓÎÏ Í‡ ,ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ÏÚ
˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÔÏÂÎ˘ ‡È‰ ,ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ÏÎ· ˙ÓÈÈ˜‰ ,˙È¯˜ÈÚ‰ ‰ÈÚ·‰ .‰¯È·Ò
ÔÂÈ„‰ ‰·Ó· „˜Ó˙‰Ï ÌÂ˜Ó· ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï‡ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÓ ¯·ÚÓ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï
¯ÏÙ˘Â Ò¯ËÈÙ ÂÓÎ ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÍÎ ·˜Ú .‰Ê „·Î ÈÎÂÈÁ „È˜Ù˙Ï ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
˙Ó„˜ÂÓ ‰Á‰Î Ï·˜ Ì‡ Í‡ .ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ô˙Â‰Ó· ˜ÙÒ ÂÏÈË‰
¯Á‡Ï ‡ÏÈÓÓ ÌÈÈ˜˙‰Ï ˙·ÈÈÁ ,¯Á‡ ‚ÂÒÓ Â‡ ˙È‡È·‡ÂÂ˘ ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„ ÈÎ
˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ Ô·ÏÏ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ÈÂ˘‡¯ ÔÂÈ„ Ï˘ Â„˜ÂÓ È¯‰ ,ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÂÈ„‰
.ÈÂ‡¯ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ
ÔÂÈ„Ï ÌÈÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú‰ ˙‡Â ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï ,Â˙Ú„Ï ,¯˙ÂÈ ÔÂÎ
‰Ê ÔÂÈ„ Í¯ÂˆÏ .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓÏ ¯·ÚÓ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ ¯˘‡Ó ‰Ê ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ
:˙Â‡·‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ÏÚ ¯È‡‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ÈÎ ‰‡¯
?˙ÎÁÓ‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï ˙ÂÈÂ‡¯‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ Ô‰ ‰Ó .1
.42 'ÓÚ ,¯„ÒÎÏ‡ :Â‡¯ 46
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ÁÈ˘‰ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ˘ÂÏ˘' Ï˘ ÔÁ·Ó· ˙Â„ÓÂÚ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ Ì‡‰ .2
?'È¯ÒÂÓ‰
?ÂÏ‡ ˙Â„ÓÚ· ˙Â„‰ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ Ô‰ ‰Ó .3
ÁÂ˙ÈÙ Í¯ÂˆÏ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÚˆÓ ˘·‚Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ·Ï˘Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ .4
?ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙
˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰Ê˙ÈÒ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ ˙‡ ˜È„ˆ‰Ï Ô˙È „ˆÈÎ .5
?˙‡Ê‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
‰ÓÎ ¯È‰·‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ,‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ÈÙÏ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ Ï˘ ‰„Â˜Ù˙ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ
Â‰Ó ,˙È˘ ?Û˙˙˘‰Ï ÌÈÂ‡¯‰ ÌÈ˘‡‰ Ì‰ ÈÓ ,ÏÂÎ ˙È˘‡¯ .‰Ï ÌÈÚ‚Â‰ ÌÈÈÈÚ
?ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÂÈ„Ï ÌÈ‡˙È˘ ÔÎÂ˙‰
¯˘‡Î ,˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ È˙˘ ˙ÂÁÙÏ ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜ Â˙Ú„Ï ,ÌÈÙ˙˙˘Ó‰ ˙Ï‡˘Ï Ú‚Â·
ÔÂÈ„Ï ÌÈÈÓÊÓ ,‰Â˘‡¯‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÈÙÏ .‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ˙¯˙ÂÒ ‰È‡ ‰Â˘‡¯‰
Ì‡ ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï .˙ÎÁÓ‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ Ï˘ ‰È˙ÂÙ˜˘‰ ˙‡ Â‚ÈˆÈ ¯˘‡ ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ÌÈ‚Â‰
ÌÈÈÓÊÓ ,ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ‰·˘ÁÓ ÈÂÂ˜· ˙Ï‚Â„‰ ˙È˙„ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ ‡È‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰
,ÌÈÎ˙ Ì˙Â‡Ï Ú‚Â· ˙ÂÚ„ È˜ÂÏÈÁ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ Ì‡ .ÌÈÂÂ˜‰ Ì˙Â‡ ˙‡ ÂÙ˜˘È ¯˘‡ ÌÈ‚Â‰
˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÈÙÏ .˙˜ÂÏÁÓ·˘ ˙ÂÚ„‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ· ÂÎÓ˙È ¯˘‡ ÌÈ‚Â‰ ÌÈÈÓÊÓ
ÔÂ‚Î ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ· Á˙ÙÓ È˘‡ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ÈÙÏ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„Ï ÂÓÊÂÈ ,‰ÈÈ˘‰
,¯ÂÓ‡Î 47.ÈÏÂÎÂ ÌÈ¯Â‰ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ,¯Â·Èˆ È˘‡ ,‰ÏÈ‰˜ È˘‡ ,ÈÂ‚È‰‰ ˙„ÚÂ ¯"ÂÈ
È˘‡ ÌÚ ˙Â‚‰ È˘‡ ÂÈÈ‰ ,ÔÂÈ„‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·Î¯‰‰ È‚ÂÒ È˘ ˙‡ ·Ï˘Ï Ô˙È Â˙Ú„Ï
.ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Â‡ ¯Â·Èˆ
Â‰Ó ,‡È‰ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ÈÙÏ˘ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„Ï ¯˘˜· ÂÏ‡˘˘ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰
ÔÈ‡ Ô‰ Û‡˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ Ú·¯‡ ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜ ˙‡Ê ‰„Â˜· ,Â˙Ú„Ï .ÔÂÈ„Ï ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÎÂ˙‰
˙È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜· ,‰Â˘‡¯‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÈÙÏ .Ô·Ï˘Ï Ô˙ÈÂ ÂÊ ˙‡ ÂÊ ˙Â¯˙ÂÒ
Ì‡ .˙ÎÁÓ‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ Ï˘ ·ÂË‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙· ˙Â„‚ÂÓ ˙Â„ÓÚ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰ Â„ÓÏÈ
Ì‰È˙Â¯Â˙ ˙‡ „ÂÓÏÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ,ÈË¯˜ÂÓ„ ¯ÙÒ ˙È·· ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï
˙Â„‰ÈÏ ÍÈÈ˘‰ ¯ÙÒ ˙È·· ¯·Â„Ó Ì‡ .ÈÏÂÎÂ ÒÏ‡¯ ,ÈÂ‡È„ ,¯ÙÂÙ ,˜ÂÏ Ï˘
.ÈÏÂÎÂ ÔÓÏÈ‚ ,Û¯Â„ ,ÒÈ„¯Â‚ ,ÔÏÙ˜ ,Ï˘‰ ÂÓÎ ÌÈ‚Â‰ „ÂÓÏÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ,˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰
ÌÈÙ˙˙˘Ó‰ Â‚ÈˆÈ ‰·˘ ÂÊ ‡È‰ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ Ï˘ ÔÎÂ˙‰ ˙‚ˆ‰Ï ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰
Ô˙È˘ Â‡ ˙ÂÒÒÂ·Ó ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÚ„ Ì‡ ˜¯Â Í‡ ÌÂ˘ÈÈÏ ˙˙È ÂÊ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ .Ì‰È˙ÂÚ„ ˙‡
.ÔÂÈ„Ï ÔÂÎ˙‰Ï È„Î ¯ÓÂÁ Â‡/Â ÔÓÊ ÌÈÙ˙˙˘ÓÏ
‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ÈÙÏ˘ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ Ï˘ ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ˙Â·Ï ‡È‰ ˙È˘ÈÏ˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó ÌÈ‡˘ÂÏ ¯˘˜· ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙ÂÈ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙Â˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ·È·Ò

D. Walker. 1988. ‘A Naturalistic Model of Curriculum Development’, in S. M. Gress :Â‡¯
and D. E. Purpel (eds.), Curriculum: An Introduction to the Field. Berkeley: McCutchen,
pp. 235–248

47

ÔÈÈË˘¯Â· È¯‡Â ¯„ÒÎÏ‡ ÔÁ

354

˙ÂÈÏÂÈˆ¯· ‰‡Â¯‰ 48,˙È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ‰·È˘Á‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡‰ ,ÔÂ‚Î ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘
‰ÒÈÙ˙· ˙Ï‚Â„‰ ,˙È˙¯Â˜È·‰ ‰È‚Â‚„Ù‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÂÎÒ‡‰ „‚Î ,ÈÎÂÈÁ Ï‡„È‡
49.˙ÈËÒÈÒ˜¯Ó-Â‡È
˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ ·È·Ò ÂÈ‰È ˙È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂÈ„‰ ,˙ÈÚÈ·¯‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÈÙÏ
˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ „‚Î ÌÊÈÏÂÈˆ¯ ,ÌÊÈÏ‡È¯ „‚Î ÌÊÈÏ‡„È‡ ÔÂ‚Î ,‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÒÏ˜
:ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈÈÒÏ˜ ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë Â„ÓÏÈÈ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„· ,‰Ê ÈÙ ÏÚ .ÈÏÂÎÂ ,˙ÂÈËÒÈÓ
50.ÈÏÂÎÂ Ò˜¯Ó ,Ï‚‰ ,Ë‡˜ ,ÌÂÈ ,ÒÈÂÂ˜‡ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,ÂËÒÈ¯‡ ,ÔÂËÏÙ‡
¯Ù˘‡ÓÏ ÌÂ˜Ó ˘È ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ ÈÙÏ˘ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂÈ„·˘ ÔÈÈˆÏ ÈÂ‡¯
ÂÏËÂÈ˘ ÌÈ„È˜Ù˙‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘‡ 51,ÂÓˆÚ ·‡ÂÂ˘ Ïˆ‡ ¯ÎÊÂ‰ ¯·Î˘ ÔÈÈÚ (facilitator)
Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚ‰ ,ÔÂÈ„Ï ÈÂ‡¯‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙¯ÈÁ·Ï ‰˙Ï·Â‰ ,‰ˆÂ·˜‰ ˙ÈÈ· :ÂÈ‰È ÂÈÏÚ
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ-˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰Ó¯ÂÙËÏÙ ÏÚ ˙ÈÓÊ ‰ÓÎÒ‰Ï ‰Ú‚‰Â ÔÂÈ„Ï ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰
.ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙ÈÈ·‰ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ Í˘Ó‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ ‰ˆÂ·˜‰ ÏÚ ˙Ï·Â˜ÓÂ ‰ÈÂ‡¯
‰˘ÚÓÏ '˙È˙Ó‡'‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï ‰È‡ ‰Ê ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÔÂÈ„ Ï˘ Â˙¯ËÓ
ÏÚ ˙ÂÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰-˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ,ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
‰ÈÈ˘Ú ÁÓˆ˙ ‰ÓÓ˘ ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ‰Èˆ¯·ÈÏ„ ¯˘Ù‡Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ,˙ÎÁÓ‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰
ÁÂ˙È Ï˘ ÌÈÈÒ‡Ï˜‰ ÌÈÏÎ‰ ÏÚ ÔÚ˘ ‰Ê ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÔÂÈ„ .‰ÈÂ‡¯Â ‰Â· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ
È„Î ÌÈˆÂÁ‰ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â ÌÈÈ˙ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰· Í‡ ,ÔÂÈ‚È‰Â ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ
ÔÎ˘ ,È·ÈËÓ¯Â-ÈÎ¯Ú ËÏÁ‰· ‰È‰È ÔÂÈ„‰ „ÚÈ .˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Â ‰„ÓÚ ÏÎ ˘¯ÙÏ
.È‰˘ÏÎ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÈ˘ÚÏ ÌÂÈ˜ ÔÈ‡ ÂÈ„ÚÏ·

Harvey Siegel. 1988. Educating Reason: Rationality, Critical Thinking, and :Â‡¯
Education. New York: Routledge
Michael Apple. 1979. Ideology and Curriculum, New York: Routledge & K. Paul :Â‡¯
George R. Knight. 1982. Issues & Alternatives in Educational Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ· ˙‚ˆÂÓ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚
Philosophy. Berrien Springs, MI: Andrews University Press
The Practical IV :Â‡¯
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˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ‰ÏÏÎÓ· ÌÈÈËÒÈÓÂ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏÏ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ ˘‡¯Î Ô‰ÎÓ ‰ÁÂ‡ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ˙ÈÈÁ‰· Ë¯ÂË˜Â„‰ ˙„Â·Ú ˙‡ ·˙Î ‡Â‰ .‰ÙÈÁ· "ÔÂ„¯Â‚" ÍÂÈÁÏ
Â¯ÙÒ .˙ÂÈ·¯ÚÓ-ÔÂÙˆ‰ ˙ÂÈÓ˘‰ ˙ÂÙ˘‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙ¯‚ÈÙ‡· ÂÈÓÂÒ¯Ù Â˜ÒÚ ¯·Ú·
˙È· ˙ÙÂ˜˙Ó ÌÈÈ‡¯˜Ó-ıÂÁ‰ ÌÈÈË¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÓ˘‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ" :(¯ˆÏ‰ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ÌÚ „ÁÈ)
‰ÂÂ‰· .(Á"Ï˘˙) ‰ÙÈÁ ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙‡ˆÂ‰· ÌÒ¯ÂÙ ,"„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙ÓÈ˙Á „Ú ÔÂ˘‡¯
ÌÈÓÈ· .ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰·Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈÓÂÒ¯Ù
˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙Â‚‰Ó – ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È :Â‡˘Â˘ ÛÒÂ ¯ÙÒ ˙·È˙Î ÌÈÈÒÓ ‡Â‰ ‰Ï‡
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ
„Ï˘Â˜ 'È Ï‡È„ ˘"Ú ˙È„Â‰È ˙„Â ˙Â·¯˙Ï ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ‡Â‰ ÔÊÈÈ‡ „ÏÂ¯‡
ÂÈ¯ÙÒ ÔÈ· .‰˜È¯Ó‡ Ï˘ È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ ¯ÈÓÒ‰ „È‚Â „¯ÂÙËÒ ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·
Rethinking Modern Judaism: Ritual, Commandement, Community :ÌÈÂ¯Á‡‰
ÌÚ) (1998); The Jew Within: Self, Family and Community in America (2000)
.˙ÂÂÈˆ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ˙˜ÒÂÚ ˙ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ‰ Â˙„Â·Ú .(Ô‰Î 'Ó Ô·ÈËÒ ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰
È„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È··Â ,ÔÂËÏÓ ˘"Ú È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÊÎ¯Ó· „ÓÏÓ Ò˜ÊÈÈ‡ ˜ÈÏ‡
˙¯˘Î‰Ï "ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ" ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ Ï‰ÓÂ ,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ‚¯·ËÂ¯ ˘"Ú Ï"ÂÁ
‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ‰·˙Î˘ ,ÂÏ˘ Ë¯ÂË˜Â„‰ ˙„Â·Ú .ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ÔÓË¯‰ ÔÂÎÓ· ÌÈÎÁÓ
ÈÓÂÁ˙ .ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ· ˙ÈÊÎ˘‡‰ ‰¯·Á· ˙ÒÎ‰ ˙È· Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜Ó· ‰˜ÒÚ ,˙È¯·Ú‰
,˙ÂˆÂÙ˙· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· Ï‡¯˘È ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡È˙ :ÌÈÏÏÂÎ ÂÏ˘ ¯˜ÁÓ‰
È˙‡ÂÂ˘‰‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰Â ,ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÓÂÁ˙ ÏÚ ‰È˙ÂÎÏ˘‰Â ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
.˜ÊÂ¯ ˙È·Ï ÈÏÂ˘Ï ÈÂ˘ ˜ÈÏ‡ .˙È˙„-ÔÈ·‰ ‰·‰Ï ÍÂÈÁ· ÂÓÂ˜ÓÂ
ÂÓÎ .‰ÙÈÁ ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÍÂÈÁÏ ‚ÂÁ‰ ˘‡¯Â ¯·Á ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ‡Â‰ ¯„ÒÎÏ‡ ÔÁ
Ï"ÂÁ È„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· ˘‡¯ÎÂ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˘‡¯Î Ô‰ÎÓ ‡Â‰ ÔÎ
ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ¯ÈÏ ÔÂ ÔÂÎÓ· ¯˜ÁÓ ˙ÈÓÚ ˘Ó˘Ó ‡Â‰ ÛÒÂ· .ÂÊ ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÂÈ¯Ó‡Ó .‰ÈÏ‚‡ ,'‚È¯·ÓÈÈ˜ ,'‚ÏÂ˜ Ò„ÂÓ„‡ ËÈÈÒ· Á¯Â‡ ˙ÈÓÚÂ
Â¯ÙÒ .‰Ï‡ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙· ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓ ˙Ú È·˙Î· ÂÓÒ¯ÂÙ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘
ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ Ò¯Ù· ‰ÎÊ Reclaiming Goodness: Education and the Spiritual Quest
.˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡· National Jewish Book Council-‰ ÌÚËÓ 2002–2001 ˙˘Ï
¯˜ÁÓ· ˜ÒÂÚÂ ‰ÙÈÁ· "‰È¯ÂÓ" ˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ·¯Î Ô‰ÎÓ ÔÈÈË˘¯Â· È¯‡
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.ÔÏÈ‡-¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· „ÓÈÏ ¯·Ú· .‰ÙÈÁ ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·˘ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÊÎ¯Ó·
˙ÈÎ˙· ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ."ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù ÏÈÓ‡ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰" Â¯ÙÒ ¯Â‡Ï ‡ˆÈ ·Â¯˜·
Ï˘ Â˙Î¯„‰· ÂÏ˘ ÌÂÈÒ‰ Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù ˙‡ ·˙Î Ï„Ó ÔÂÎÓ Ï˘ "ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È È˙ÈÓÚ"
¯Á‡Ï Ì‚¯Â˙ ¯˘‡ ,"ÍÂÈÁÂ ‰ÂÓ‡ ,‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙¯Â˜È·" ‡˘Â· ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ 'ÙÂ¯Ù
.ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯Ó‡ÓÏ ÔÎÓ
Ô¯Â‚-ÔÈÈË˘„ÏÂ‚ ˘"Ú Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓÏ ‰˜ÏÁÓ· „ÓÏÓ ÔÈÈË˘„ÈÏ· ·˜ÚÈ
˙·˘ÁÓÏ Ë¯·Â‰ ˘"Ú ‰¯„˙˜‰ ÏÚ „˜ÙÂÓ ‡Â‰ Ì˘ ,·‚· ÔÂÈ¯Â‚-Ô· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·
˙ÂÈÙ¯‚ÂÂÓÂ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ˙Â‚‰‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ ‰ÓÎ ÌÒ¯Ù ‡Â‰ .‰ÎÏ‰‰
‰Ó‚Â„Ï ,ÌÈÈ˙„Â ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á ÌÈ‡˘ÂÏ ‰È˙ÂÙÂ˜˙Ï ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙˜˘Â Ì‰· ÌÈ¯Ó‡ÓÂ
Ï˘ Â„ÓÚÓ ,˙Â„ÓÂ˘ÓÂ ˙ÂÈÂ·˘ ÌÈ˘ Ï˘ Ô„ÓÚÓ ,˙ÂÈ¯·‰ „Â·Î ,ÌÈ¯Â‰ „Â·Î
,˙ÈÏ‚‡·Â ˙È¯·Ú· ÂÓÒ¯Ù˙‰ ÂÈ¯Â·ÈÁ .„ÂÚÂ ,‰ÎÏ‰Â ‰ÈË¯˜ÂÓ„ ,¯Â·Èˆ ÁÈÏ˘
.(Â"Ò˘˙) Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓÏ Ï‡¯˘È Ò¯Ù Ô˙Á .Ï"ÂÁ·Â ı¯‡·
.ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· Ì¯Î·Â ¯ËÎ˘ ÔÂÎÓ· ,ıÈ˘ÙÈÏ ˙ÏÏÎÓ· ‰„‚‡Â Í"˙ „ÓÏÓ È‡˜¯· ¯È‡È
‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÔÂËÏÓ ˘"Ú È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÊÎ¯Ó· Ì‚ ÛÒÂ· „ÓÈÏ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘·
˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ·Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰· ˜ÒÂÚ ‡Â‰ .ÔÏÈ‡-¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡·Â ˙È¯·Ú‰
19-‰ ˙Â‡Ó· ,1986) "¯ˆ˜‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰" :ÌÈ¯ÙÒ È˘ ÌÒ¯ÙÂ ,Ï"ÂÁ·Â ı¯‡· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
.(Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ ‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ,1986) "È¯ÂË‡ÈÈÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰"Â ,(20-‰Â
Ï„Ó ÔÂÎÓ Ï‰ÓÂ ,Ï‡¯˘È· Ï„Ó Ô¯˜ Ï˘ ‡È˘ Ô‚Ò ‡Â‰ ÒÈ„¯Â‚ .‰ Ï‡È„
¯ÙÒ‰-˙È· Ï˘ „ÒÈÈÓ‰ Ô˜È„‰ ‰È‰ Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ Â˙ÈÈÏÚ ÈÙÏ .ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ˙Â‚È‰ÓÏ
If a Ì‰ÈÈ· ,ÌÈ¯ÙÒÂ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ÌÒ¯Ù ‡Â‰ .˙Â„‰ÈÏ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ¯Ï‚ÈÊ ˘"Ú È·¯‰
¯‡˙Ó‰ ,Place Can Make You Cry: Dispatches from an Anxious State (2002)
.ÂÏÒÂ‡ ÈÓÎÒ‰ ¯Á‡Ï˘ ‰„‡ÙÈ˙È‡‰ ˙ÙÂ˜˙· ˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ˙‡
ÊÎ¯Ó· Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙‡¯Â‰Â È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ „ÓÏÓ ÒÈÏÈ‚ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
ÔÈ·˘ ‰˜ÈÊ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ .˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÔÂËÏÓ ˘"Ú È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ
˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˘‡¯Î ‰˙Ú Ô‰ÎÓ .˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Â¯‚ÒÓ· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÈÎ¯„
˙Â„‰È È„ÂÓÈÏÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï ÌÈÈÈËˆÓ ˙ÈÎ˙ ,"ÌÈ·È·¯" ˙ÈÎ˙· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
.ı¯‡· ˙È˙ÎÏÓÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ·
"Ì¯Î" ÔÂÎÓ·Â ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰· ˙˜ÒÂÚ ¯ËÎ˘ ÈÏÈÏ‚ ¯·Ú
ÍÂÈÁÂ ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÌÈÒ¯Â˜ ˙„ÓÏÓ ‡È‰ .ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ
˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙·È˙Î·Â È˙ÎÏÓÓ ÔÂÎÈ˙· ˙Â„‰È ˙‡¯Â‰· ‰˜ÒÚ ¯·Ú· .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙·Â
È‚ÂÁ – "Ì"ÂÏÁ" ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙·È˙Î ˙‡ ˙ÊÎ¯Ó ‡È‰ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
ÌÈÎÁÓ" ˙ÈÎ˙· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ‰ÁÓÂ ,ÌÈ¯‚Â·ÓÏ ÔÂËÏÓ ˘"Ú ‰¯˘Ú‰Â ˙Â„‰È „ÂÓÈÏ
˙·˙ÂÎ ‡È‰ .˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó ÌÚËÓ "ÌÈ¯ÈÎ·
.Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ ˙‡¯Â‰· ‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰· ˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ Ë¯ÂË˜Â„ ˙„Â·Ú
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˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÔÂËÏÓ ˘"Ú È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÊÎ¯Ó‰ Ï‰Ó ‡Â‰ ¯˘ËÈ„ ÔÂ¯‰‡
ÌÈ¯ÙÒ È˘ Ï˘ Û˙Â˘-Í¯ÂÚ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ˙Â‚È‰ÓÏ Ï„Ó ÔÂÎÓ· Ï‚Ò ¯·ÁÂ
˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ‰¯˘Î‰Ï ÌÈË˜ÈÂ¯Ù ¯ÙÒÓ Ï‰Ó ‡Â‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÓÈ·Â ,‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ‡˘Â·
.ÌÏÂÚ‰ È·Á¯· ‰Ê ‡˘Â·
¯ËÈ¯ÓÂ‡· Ò¯ÂÏÙÂ ¯Â„Â‡È˙ ˘"Ú È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ‡Â‰ ıÏÂ‰ .Â È¯‡·
‡Â‰ .Ï„Ó Ô¯˜ Ï˘ ÍÂ¯‡ ÁÂÂËÏ ıÚÂÈÂ ,‰˜È¯Ó‡ Ï˘ È‚ÂÏÂ‡È˙‰ È„Â‰È‰ ¯ÈÓÒ·
Back to the Sources: Reading the Classic Jewish Ì‰ÈÈ· ,ÌÈ¯ÙÒ Í¯ÚÂ ·˙Î
Textual Knowledge: Teaching the Bible in Theory ‰Â¯Á‡ÏÂ ;Texts (1992)
ÍÂÈÁÏ National Jewish Book Award-‰ Ò¯Ù· ‰ÎÊ˘ ,and in Practice (2003)
.2004 ˙˘Ï È„Â‰È
˘Ó˘ÓÂ ÔÏÈ‡-¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÍÂÈÁÏ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· ‰ˆ¯Ó ‡Â‰ ¯ˆÏÂ‰ ÈÏ‡
ÈÓÂÁ˙ .ÒÈÈ„¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ È„ÂÓÈÏÏ Ï„Ó ÊÎ¯Ó· ¯˜ÁÓ ˙ÈÓÚ
˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‡˙Â¯·Á· ÌÈËÒ˜Ë „ÂÓÈÏ ,‰˜ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ÌÈÏÏÂÎ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÓÂÒ¯Ù‰Â ¯˜ÁÓ‰
.˙È˙„ ˙ÂÂÈˆÂ ,È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÂ ÌÊÈÈÓÙ ,˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙ÂÓÏ˙˘‰
˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· Ï„Ó ˘"Ú È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù ‡Â‰ ÔÓ˘¯È‰ ÌÁÓ
˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ‰·È˘Á· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ .ÔÓË¯‰ ÌÂÏ˘ ÔÂÎÓ· ¯ÈÎ· ˙ÈÓÚÂ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È·
A Rivalry of ÂÈÓÂÒ¯Ù ÔÈ· .‰˜È˙Ú‰ ˙Ú‰ È‰Ï˘· ˙ÂÈ‡‚ÙÏÂ ˙Â¯ˆÏ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰·
‰¯Â˙"Â ,Genius: Jewish and Christian Interpretation in Late Antiquity (1996)
È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ ÏÚ ¯ÙÒ ˙·È˙Î ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÓÈ· ÌÈÈÒÓ ‡Â‰ .(1999) "ÌÏÂÚ‰ È‡· ÏÎÏ
.‰˜È˙Ú‰ ˙Ú‰ È‰Ï˘· È·¯
ÍÂÈÁÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰Ï Ì¯Î ÔÂÎÓ ˙‡ ‰Ï‰È ‰Â¯Á‡Ï „Ú .ÔÓÒÈÈÂ ‰¯Â·„
‡˘Â· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ‰·˙Î ‰Ï˘ Ë¯ÂË˜Â„‰ ˙„Â·Ú .È„Â‰È-ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰
:ÌÈÏÏÂÎ ÌÈÙÒÂ ÔÈÈÚ ÈÓÂÁ˙ .˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ˘ ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ˙È˙¯·Á‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
.ÂÈ‚ÁÂ È¯·Ú‰ ÁÂÏ‰Â ÌÂÏ˘Ï ÍÂÈÁ ,˙Â˙„ ÔÈ· ÁÈ˘-Â„Â ‰‡¯Â‰ ,˙ÂˆÂÙ˙‰Â Ï‡¯˘È
.‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‡˘Â· ˙Â·¯ ‰·˙ÎÂ ‰˙ˆ¯‰ ‡È‰
˙ˆÂ·˜ Ï‰ÓÂ ÔÏÈ‡-¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÍÂÈÁÏ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· ‰ˆ¯Ó ‡Â‰ Ô‰Î .‰ ˜È¯‡
˙‡ÂÂ˘‰ ,‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ :ÌÈÏÏÂÎ ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ ÈÓÂÁ˙ .ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó‰ ‰Î¯Ú‰Â ¯˜ÁÓ
:ÌÈ¯ÙÒ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÌÒ¯Ù ‡Â‰ .Ú„ÈÓ ÁÂ˙ÈÂ ÌÈ¯‚·˙Ó ¯ÚÂ È· ,˙Â¯ÈÈ˙ ,˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙
ÌÚ „ÁÈ) "˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰" ;L’Etude et l’éducation juive en France (1991)
„ÁÈ) La jeunesse juive: Entre la France et Israël (2005) ;(2000 ,Ô‰Î ˙ÈÚ
.(Ô‚¯ÙÈ‡ ÒÈ¯ÂÓ ÌÚ
¯·ÁÂ ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ ¯ÈÎ· ‰ˆ¯Ó ‡Â‰ Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ
,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ ÂÈÓÂÒ¯Ù .˙Â‚È‰ÓÏ Ï„Ó ÔÂÎÓ Ï‚Ò· ¯ÈÎ·
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ÏÚ ,1997) "‰¯ÂÓ˙Â ‰Â·˙" :ÂÈ¯ÙÒ ÔÈ· .˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ‰È¯Â‡È˙Â ˙È˘¯Ù ‰È¯Â‡È˙
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Preface
Seymour Fox

I am honored to have been invited to write the following opening
remarks in tribute to my esteemed colleague, Prof. Michael Rosenak. This
Festschrift represents a collaborative effort by students and colleagues in
recognition of Michael Rosenak and the standing he has earned as our
generation’s leading philosopher of Jewish education. Rosenak’s work
has enriched and deepened research in the field of Jewish education
both in Israel and in the Diaspora, and has also extended beyond the
boundary of Jewish thinkers and thought, influencing Christian and
Moslem philosophers and others who are interested in Judaism and
Jewish education.
This preface cannot do justice to the extent of the educational, theoretical and practical teachings that comprise Mike’s legacy to his many
students the world over. A brief review of the scholarly articles in this
volume clarifies the issues at the core of Rosenak’s work with which he
has grappled for many years and their influence on the authors. In these
articles, the authors acknowledge his influence and credit Rosenak for
his pioneering work.
Though his work through the years has focused on the theoretical,
as in his Commandments and Concerns, this did not deter Mike from
dealing with practical subjects as well. An illustration in point is his
impressive effort dealing with the weekly Sabbath Torah portions, Tree
of Life, Tree of Knowledge. His monograph, Teaching Jewish Values: A
Conceptual Guide, accompanies the Jewish Values for Jewish Schools
in the Diaspora series, which he prepared with his students at the Melton
Centre for Jewish Education in the Diaspora at the Hebrew University.
The project, available in Hebrew, English, Spanish and Russian, is used
by teachers in Israeli schools as well as in Jewish schools throughout the
world.
One of the most important aspects of Mike’s efforts has been devoted to
bridging the divide between the different Jewish religious denominations.
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Though a committed Orthodox Jew, a great deal of his energies for many
years has been devoted to searching for ways to create meaningful
dialogue among those with differing ideologies so that they may work
together in the field of education. Mike’s influence has broken through the
boundaries of Jewish denominationalism through his students, many of
whom are leading representatives in all sectors - Orthodox, Conservative,
Reform as well as secular. Illustrative of his success is a conversation
I had with Prof. Norman Lamm, then President of Yeshiva University,
who described with great pride the important educational contributions
Michael Rosenak was making to the Orthodox movement. At that same
time, his influence in the Conservative movement was evident as well,
beginning with his first summer at Camp Ramah in 1967 and continuing
with involvement in that movement’s other educational institutions. In
recognition of his cross-denominational activism, Mike was bestowed an
honorary doctorate from the Jewish Theological Seminary in New York,
and was also awarded an honorary doctorate from Hebrew Union College
in Jerusalem. These tributes are but a few examples of the high esteem
in which Rosenak is held by so many. They also express appreciation
for the energy he has invested in developing a theoretical and practical
language of discourse that enables scholars, educators, and community
leaders of the different streams of Judaism to come together and engage
in substantive conversations on issues of common concern to all. This
dialogue is intended to intensify ahavat Israel (the love and respect for
one’s fellow Jew), mutual acceptance, serious thinking and planning for
the benefit of all.
Over ten years ago, Mike joined a group of scholars, among them
Isaac Twersky z”l, Israel Scheffler, Moshe Greenberg, Menachem Brinker,
Michael Meyer, Daniel Marom and myself, who embarked on a project
to describe visions of what it is that distinguishes an educated Jew. The
project resulted in the volume, Visions of Jewish Education (Cambridge
University Press 2003). The book exemplifies and reinforces Michael
Rosenak’s life’s work. In the chapter entitled “Educated Jews: Common
Elements”, Michael presents his philosophy and the theoretical foundation upon which Jewish thinkers, educators and community leaders can
begin and sustain a dialogue.
It has been my personal pleasure to work with Mike in establishing
several institutions for Jewish education in the Diaspora and Israel. I was
privileged to work with him when he became head of the Melton Centre
for Jewish Education in the Diaspora, which has become the largest
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center for Jewish education of its kind in the world. We also worked
to establish the “Jerusalem Fellows” program. Together with Nathan
Rotenstreich, Walter Ackerman, Mordecai Nisan, Janet Aviad, Michael
Rosenak and myself, the Jerusalem Fellows program was a response to
the challenge presented to us by Chaim Zohar, then the general secretary
of the World Zionist Organization, and Aryeh Dulzin of blessed memory,
then head of the Jewish Agency, to establish a program that would train
outstanding leaders for the field of Jewish education. This program has
evolved into “The Mandel Jerusalem Fellows.” Graduates of the program
number among many of the leading educators and community leaders of
the Jewish world.
As teacher and mentor, Michael Rosenak’s influence extends far
beyond the circle of his individual students. Today, many scholars and
members of academia study his ideas and use them in their theoretical
and educational work. All of us look forward to many more fruitful years
of collaboration together.
I would be remiss in not recognizing the great contribution that Geula
Rosenak has made to Michael’s work and success. As Michael’s wife
and life-partner, she has been at his side throughout, and continues as his
support and inspiration.

As we were preparing this volume, we received the sad and
shocking news that Prof. Seymour (Shlomo) Fox had suddenly
passed away. Prof. Fox was the head of the School of Education of
the Hebrew University from 1968–1982, and one of the founders
and central supporters of the work of the Melton Centre. He
closely followed the composition of this celebratory volume, and
graciously consented to add some of his own remarks on the
contribution of Prof. Rosenak to Jewish education in this Preface.
Prof. Fox, educational thinker, entrepeneur and man of action,
will be sorely missed in the Jewish educational community. We
at the Melton Centre commit ourselves to continuing the work of
research and development in Jewish education in keeping with his
legacy.
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We are pleased to present this volume to Prof. Michael Rosenak and
to all of our readers. We have called this collection Languages and
Literatures in Jewish Education and we offer it as a Festschrift, or
celebratory volume, to Prof. Rosenak, the founder of the discipline of
the Philosophy of Jewish Education and member of the faculty of the
Melton Centre from its inception in 1968 until his retirement in the
year 2000. In that year, the Melton Centre for Jewish Education held a
conference in honor of Prof. Rosenak on the occasion of his retirement
from the faculty. The bulk of the proceedings of that conference were
published in the last edition of our series: Studies in Jewish Education
entitled In Search of a Jewish Paideia: Directions in the Philosophy of
Jewish Education. It became clear, though, that however rich and varied
the contributions to that volume were, there were many more scholars
and educators, representing many scholarly disciplines and educational
approaches, who would gladly respond to a further request to honor Prof.
Rosenak with a written gift. In light of this situation, the idea of a Sefer
Yovel, or Festschrift, was born. As can clearly be seen from the table of
contents, the idea was extraordinarily well received.
The contributors to this volume include acknowledged experts in the
various disciplines of Jewish studies, scholars who apply the tools of the
social sciences to the concerns of Jewish education, scholars interested
in the connection between multiple approaches to the various disciplines
of Jewish studies and their implications for Jewish education, leaders of
vision-guided educational institutions, and reflective educational practitioners. They have all been colleagues, students or associates of Prof.
Rosenak at some point in their lives and/or careers. The sub-sections of
the volume all represent areas that have been of concern to Prof. Rosenak
in some form or another in the course of his career.
In the preface, Prof. Seymour Fox opens by tracing the many contributions of Rosenak, or “Mike” as he has always preferred to be called,
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to the ongoing enterprise of Jewish education. The first section of the
volume contains writings that grow directly out of Prof. Rosenak’s work
and thought. Drs. Howard Deitcher, with Alick Isaacs, Avinoam Rosenak
and I present a full academic biography of his writings, together with
a commentary on the overall directions of thought and practice that
characterize his published work.
The next part of the first section contains essays that take their bearings
directly from terms and categories that Mike has either invented, or
employed for the first time within the framework of Jewish educational
discourse. Prof. Arnold Eisen’s essay, “Commandments, Concerns and
Education in the Covenant,” is woven around a dialectic Rosenak has
posited as essential for the theory and practice of Jewish religious
education in the modern world, the dialectic between “explicit religion”
– those tenets and practices that particular traditions impose on their
adherents in order that they become reliable members of identifiable
communities, and “implicit religion” – or those existential states and orientations of faith that well up from within the individual questing spirit. In
fact, Eisen addresses the ostensibly “explicit”‘ pole of “commandment,”
a phenomenon generally considered to originate heteronomously and
involuntarily, and attempts to give an “implicit” account of it as a
pre-given component of immanent human experience, as a sense of
“commandedness” vis-à-vis family, community, ancestors or Jewish
history (an awareness that may lead to a sense of “commandedness”
before God but need not necessarily do so). Dr. Avinoam Rosenak builds
his essay on the problematic encounter between religious education and
academic education around another pair of terms that Rosenak (drawing
on Oakeshott and Peters) has similarly placed in a dialectical relationship:
“language,” namely those staple concepts and practices (like Torah and
Midrash) that are fundamental to a given culture, and “literature,” being
the creative use made of those staples by generations of commentators
and original thinkers. In a first move, Rosenak the younger portrays the
university as a place of “language” or “theory” (in Oakeshott’s sense
of universal, “objective” concepts and methods, as in “the scientific
method”) and the educational setting, particularly the traditional yeshiva,
as a place of “literature” or “practice” (also in Oakeshott’s sense of
particular, “subjective” cultural patterns). In a second move, however,
he constructs the opposition between the university and the yeshiva in
even starker terms. Both settings become loci of both “language” and
“literature,” of both “theory” and “practice,” representing total cultural
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milieus at cross-purposes with each other. Finally, he proposes a mode
of integration between the two milieus, not by way of the concept of
“synthesis,” but by way of the concept of “second innocence,” whereby
the academically educated religious person interpretively “recycles” his
academic insights through his native religious categories.
Dr. Michael Ohana places Rosenak’s thought in the context of contemporary Jewish thought in Israel by comparing features of Rosenak’s
dialectical worldview with the dichotomous worldview of Yeshayahu
Liebowitz. According to Ohana, Liebowitz sees the educated person as
one who lives out a dichotomous struggle between his/her drive for individual authenticity and his/her commitment to heteronomous imperatives
as mediated by the collective. Rosenak, on the other hand, by way of his
concepts of “language” and “literature,” allows for a partial reconciliation
of the two drives through an interpretative process that highlights those
aspects of the tradition that themselves seek to promote autonomy and
authenticity. While Ohana focuses on the dialectic between individual autonomy and communal authority in Rosenak’s view of the educated Jew,
Dr. Deborah Weissman attempts to elaborate an educational perspective
that negotiates the dialectic between universalism and particularism in
the Jewish tradition – a dialectic that Mike has both addressed in his
writings and exemplified in his life. She traces elements of particularism
and universalism in Jewish sources, turns to scholars and thinkers like
Moshe Greenberg and Michael Walzer to deepen our understanding of the
virtues of universalism and particularism respectively, and then suggests
a religious-humanistic educational approach that might encourage young
people to be both rooted in their own particular cultures and open to the
insights to be gained from serious consideration of the values of other
cultures and worldviews.
For most of his professional life, Mike has struggled with the issue
of “educational translation,” namely the attempt to render traditional
Jewish sources in sets of terms that might make them communicable
to contemporary readers with a modern sensibility (a concern he has
termed “relevance”). This, while nonetheless allowing the text to speak
in its own, distinct voice (a concern he has termed “authenticity”).
In keeping with this orientation, he has proposed that canonical texts
such as the Bible, the Talmud and both medieval and modern Jewish
philosophical texts, be read in such fashion that the “values” embedded
in their legal, literary and philosophical genres are brought to the fore.
He has been particularly fond of locating “value-conflicts” in traditional
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Jewish sources, in order to highlight their native vitality and to provide
resources for educational drama.
The next set of sections in this collection, then, is concerned with
the “recovery of meaning” (a term coined by Joseph Schwab) from the
canonical Jewish texts for modern readers. The first section in the set
revisits the theme of Volume 9 of Studies in Jewish Education, namely:
the educational significance of the Bible. The first essay in this section,
by Prof. Joseph Lukinsky, is related to Mike’s own attempts to derive
contemporary meaning from the weekly biblical portion – the Parashat
HaShavuah – in his book Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge. Lukinsky
focuses particularly on the breaks between parashot, the various internal
breaks within the parashot as suggested by both triennial and annual
reading cycles, the aliyah breaks and the chapter breaks of Christian
origin – as sources for the construction of overlapping meaning. The
essay includes a learned review of the sources of the various breaks,
provides illuminating examples of the kinds of meanings that have been
derived from these breaks in both traditional and modern scholarship,
and offers suggestive comments by the author for the construction of
additional meanings. The essay also provides examples of pedagogical
modes and methods that can be accessed in order that listening to the
parasha of the week in the context of the liturgy, and encountering it
in the course of the week, become events of meaning – and not mere
summaries of content. As such, the article is an excellent enactment of
how scholarship, theory and pedagogy can be brought together for the
enhancement of educational practice.
The next entry in this section elaborates and illustrates a theme
introduced by the writer, Dr. Steven Copeland, in an earlier paper of
his, published in Volume 4 of Studies in Jewish Education and entitled
“From Outer Form to Inner Meaning and Back Again: the Metaphoric
Imagination in Jewish Learning.” The first part of Copeland’s wideranging commentary on Genesis 22 is largely devoted to a discussion
of the experiential and educational impoverishment that can result from
a disposition to literalism in the interpretation of texts (or of lifeexperience). In Copeland’s view, great works of the spirit, like the Bible,
do not describe “empirical” events but rather point to that indeterminate
area that lies “in between” the vagaries of biography and history and the
inner meaning those experiences have for us. In trying to give readers a
sense of what he calls “figurative-mindedness” might feel like, Copeland
does not limit himself to conventional academic forms of discourse, that

Introduction

17

supposedly instruct the reader about the phenomenon under discussion.
He writes allusively, or weaves patterns of repetition that are meant to
create a kind of experiential crescendo. The form of his writing, then,
is commensurate with the metaphoric sensibility he wishes to inspire in
his readers. In the second part of the essay, Copeland elaborates his own
complex interpretation of the course of Abraham’s always “disturbed,”
never “restful” life as described by the biblical narrative. After the
command to sacrifice Isaac, Abraham must relinquish “fulfillment” and
once again be resolutely prepared to live a life of faith with no hope of
reward. The range of sources – Jewish-canonical, philosophical, literary
and literary-critical, accessed by Copeland in crafting this essay is most
noteworthy.
The next article takes up the theme of this section, the “recovery
of meaning” from the Bible for contemporary readers, from a different
perspective. Dr. Marla Frankel presents us with a detailed and structured
inquiry into the pedagogic theory of that well-known master-teacher of
Bible – Nechama Leibowitz. She frames her discussion by recourse to yet
another set of terms that Prof. Rosenak has always seen as subsisting in
a dialectical tension: the “normative” approach to education that begins
with known ideals, values or practices (usually valorizing the authority
of the canonical corpus over the spiritual quest of the student) and
the “deliberative” approach (that takes its point of departure from the
problems and questions of the learner and the community). In her paper,
she shows that Nechama Liebowitz indeed maintains these educational
orientations in dialectical tension throughout her writings, both in her
“gilionot” and in her “iyyunim,” whether in discussion of “ritual” or
“ethical” mitzvot. When analyzing biblical passages, and subsequent
commentaries that refer to mitzvot that seem to have only “normative”
divine authority behind them (since they seem to have no immanent
rationale), she emphasizes their human-existential meaning. On the other
hand, when discussing passages dealing with mitzvot that have a clear
moral rationale behind them, one that a contemporary reader could
readily arrive at through use of his/her own reason, she emphasizes that
these are no mere moral “recommendations,” but rather commandments
backed by divine sanction.
The next section concerns itself with educational insights that can
gained from a fresh look at rabbinic sources. It is similar in its focus to
that of Volume 8 of Studies in Jewish Education, a collection that was
devoted to the teaching of classical rabbinic texts. In an unusually learned
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and rich analysis of a specific Talmudic sugya and selected commentaries,
Prof. Gerald Blidstein asks whether or not certain “aggadic” concerns
(such as the perspective that regards even the life of trees as inviolable
because they are “living creatures”) can sometimes be seen to override
more strictly “halachic” concerns (namely the possibility that a tree
growing in someone’s yard might be causing damage to a neighbor’s
yard, and therefore should be cut down). In so doing, Blidstein enacts
Rosenak’s concern with the dialectical tension between the “explicit”
normative-halachic dimension and the “implicit” aggadic dimension in
the Jewish tradition. He also articulates a most illustrative instance of
a value-conflict between the ecological sensibility of “Bal Tashchit”
(the prohibition against wantonly destroying natural life and resources)
and the ideal of justice reflected in the laws designed to protect people
from damages caused by others. Prof. Marc Hirshman then focuses
on rabbinic material that concerns itself directly with the obligation
of the community to ensure the education of the coming generation.
Here, other value-conflicts present themselves, for example: between
neighborhood decorum and the proliferation of Torah learning among
the young (should a teacher be allowed to hold classes at home, even if
the noise is disturbing to others? Is there any difference between a school
and a business establishment regarding this issue?). Is it job security or
competition that can be relied upon to ensure that teachers will have
the inner resources to be focused on their work? Which teachers are to
be preferred – those who are precise, but lack breadth of knowledge,
or those who have breadth of knowledge but whose lack of precision
might lead to mistakes in the transmission of the details of the tradition?
Can errors in transmission be readily corrected, or might they have dire
consequences? What kind of accountability necessarily accompanies the
status of teacher?
Dr. Yair Barkai, in his article on the Rabbis’ interpretation of biblical
passages, introduces new hermeneutic assumptions that lead to a different
educational approach to the subject matter. Barkai does not assume that
the midrashic writers are merely exploiting the words of the biblical
text as a pretext for the promulgation of their own insights. He assumes
that the details of their d’rashot bespeak an overarching idea, an idea
that they find reflected in some larger literary unit of biblical text –
not necessarily only in the short passage they have ostensibly come to
interpret. The task of the reader, then, is not only to compare the words
of the “midrashic story” with the words of the “local” biblical story, but
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also to compare the idea embedded in the midrash with a similar idea
expressed somewhere in the Bible. The educational significance of this
new and original approach is that the midrashic writers are not portrayed
as seeing the Bible as mere “raw material” for their own innovations,
but as engaging the Bible as a genuine source for their existential
conceptions. Similarly, the contemporary reader is not to assume that
he “understands the Sages better than they understand themselves,” but
is called to humbly open himself to a form of midrashic interpretation
that is perhaps more self-conscious and penetrating than he might have
otherwise thought.
Dr. Michael Gillis, in the last essay in this series, not only offers
insights freighted with educational significance, but actually takes on the
complexities pursuant to the teaching of rabbinic texts head on. Drawing
on Schwab’s conception of a defensible “eclectic,” he explores how
different “substantive structures” debated in the academy – historicalphilological, literary, “culture studies,” etc. – contribute perspectives that
can enhance Jewish education, but also obscure other aspects of the
subject matter that might serve as an educational resource. The case
study chosen by Gillis for this valuable exercise in the “eclectic” is the
famous story of Rabbi Akiva and his wife.
The next section of the volume centers on the interrelationship between
history and education. Opening this section, Dr. Zeev Mankowitz takes
up the much-discussed question of what could be considered a worthy
cultural and educational response to the events of the Holocaust. At
the outset, he wishes it to be understood that “history per se,” or the
“Holocaust in itself” do not broadcast unambiguous, univocal messages.
Cultural and educational leaders interpret events in the light of their
own, overarching worldviews, and different responses are both possible
and legitimate. In his essay he explores two categories of response that
have taken shape both in Israel and the Diaspora: categories he terms
“assertiveness” and “limitation.” He gives salient examples of each and
suggests that both be maintained in a condition of dialectical tension,
rather than any one cultivated at the expense of the other. In the essay
that follows, Dr. Daniel Gordis takes a critical look at the history,
and current condition, of the attitude of the American Conservative
movement to Zionism. In an analysis of the statements and actions of
the leadership of the Conservative movement since the establishment
of the State of Israel, Gordis concludes that the myth of continuous,
unambiguous Conservative support for Zionism is unfounded. He also
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maintains that one of the chief reasons for the lukewarm attitude to
Israel and Zionism in the Conservative movement to this day has to do
with its inability to foster “communities with an agenda,” communities
dedicated to “ultimate concerns” driven by intensive Jewish praxis.
“Thick” Jewish praxis, according to Gordis, is innately educative, and
acts to heighten Zionist consciousness and commitment by cultivating a
sense of rootedness in history, a limitation on individual self-fulfillment,
and a basic counter-cultural consciousness. Such praxis also enacts an
Israel-centered orientation by way of repetitive symbolic gestures.
One could say that the first two articles in the “History and Education”
section of our collection concern themselves with cultural-educational
reactions to two of what Fackenheim has called the “epoch-making”
events of contemporary Jewish history: the Holocaust and the establishment of the State of Israel. In the essay that closes the series,
Dr. Alick Isaacs confronts the very issue of the relationship between
the discipline of history and the enterprise of education. Traditionally,
writes Isaacs, historical scholarship conceived itself as dedicated to
“objectivity” and “authenticity,” and wished to avoid “pollution” by any
educational concern with “relevance.” When post-modern theoreticians
began questioning the ostensibly “objective” motivations of historians,
historians lost their self-confidence, retreated from their position of
educational leadership, and enclosed themselves in increasingly esoteric and technical pursuits. The self-conscious quest of contemporary
historians for the role of the ignored “other” in history, however, as
well as more recent dialogical and deconstructive trends in hermeneutics
have legitimated the interpretive choices of certain historians to concern
themselves with “relevant” issues (like the place of women, children and
the poor in history). This trend seems to close the gap somewhat between
the academic study of history and cultural-educational concerns, and
allows us to conceive of the educational purpose of historical study as
“the expansion of experience.”
The next section of our collection, called “Modern Thought and
Jewish Education,” is most particularly related to the lifelong concerns
of Mike Rosenak. Throughout his writings, Mike has drawn on the
works of major Jewish and Western thinkers in an exemplary attempt
to enrich educational reflection and enhance the quality of educational
discourse. He has written extensively on Maimonides as a philosopher of
Jewish education, as well as on the insights that can be gained from the
perspectives of modern thinkers like Buber, Rosenzweig, Soloveitchik,
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Fackenheim, Kaplan, Heschel, Tillich, MacIntyre and many others for
the conceptualization of Jewish educational ends and means. He has
also been profoundly concerned with and involved in theological and
educational dialogue with religious thinkers and denominational leaders
representing different faith-traditions. In the first article in this section,
Prof. Aviezer Ravitzky directly addresses the question of the resources
available within the Jewish legal and philosophical tradition for the
articulation and justification of a tolerant and even pluralistic posture
vis-à-vis other faiths. In a comprehensive, panoramic survey of biblical,
rabbinic, medieval and modern sources, Ravitzky traces the dialectical
tension between universalism and particularism in Judaism by way
of an analysis of three of its central concepts: Creation, Covenant
and Redemption. He then explores possibilities of religious inclusivism,
tolerance, or even pluralism as they are expressed in representative Jewish
sources, distinguishing between the ways those sources view the religious
“other” from ontological, theological and moral perspectives. Ultimately,
Ravitzky believes that while theoretically, many points of commonality
can be found between different religions, their historical competition for
the hearts and minds of believers has led them to focus on those features
of other religions that inevitably lead to irreconcilable disagreement or
conflict (such as the Christian belief in the Incarnation and the Muslim
belief in the Jewish forgery of the Bible). In order to overcome this
tendency, Ravitzky calls upon religious leaders and thinkers not to relate
to other religions as totalities of thought and practice, but to make
distinctions within those traditions between theological, historical and
textual elements that may have pluralistic potential, and others that do
not. In the essay that follows, Prof. Ehud Luz explores the principles that
animated Chaim Nachman Bialik’s project of “translating” traditional
Jewish terms, symbols and practices from their original, particularistic
and religious settings to a modern, “universal,” secular-cultural context.
In so doing, he has recourse to Rosenak’s concept of “partial translation,”
a concept that reminds all who “translate” from religious to secular
discourse (an indispensable educational gesture in today’s world) that a
certain gap always remains between the “translated” message and the
“original,” and that the presumption of “total translation” often results in
reductionism. He focuses particularly on Bialik’s attempt to translate the
notion of “halakha” – retaining the “halakhic” sense of comprehensive
commitment to the realization of norms in the details of everyday life,
while moving from an authoritative legal framework to a freely chosen
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cultural framework. He also compares Bialik’s translation project and
hermeneutic orientation to those of Emmanuel Levinas and Nathan
Rotenstreich, bringing to light some striking similarities between them.
My own (Dr. Jonathan Cohen) contribution to this collection reflects
a number of interests that Mike and I have shared over the course of our
long personal and professional association: modern Jewish thought and its
implications for the education of the moral personality, plural readings of
canonical texts (the midrashic spirit of “davar acher”) and the implications
of theoretical hermeneutics for teaching. The essay provides a concrete
illustration of three hermeneutic orientations at work: the hermeneutics
of suspicion, as exemplified by Sigmund Freud, the hermeneutics of
dialogue, as exemplified by Martin Buber, and the hermeneutics of
humility, as exemplified by Leo Strauss. It follows these three thinkers
as they “close-read” Exodus 2, such that the connection between their
interpretive practices and overall hermeneutic posture become visible.
Among the biblical themes discussed in the essay are: the question of
Moses’ name, the sense in which Moses is to be considered a hero and
the place of God in the Exodus narrative.
Dr. Marc Silverman devotes his essay to the religious dimension in
the thought of the well-known Polish-Jewish educator Janush Korczak.
He begins, as does Prof. Arnold Eisen in his essay in the first section, by
recounting Mike’s distinction between “explicit” religion (imposed and
formulated tenets and norms) and “implicit” religion (spontaneous and
personal intimations and insights). Dr. Silverman then shows, through
a careful reading of selected writings by Korczak, that he most clearly
exemplified and advocated the “implicit” religious posture. His religiosity
is informed by “radical amazement” at the processes of growth and decay
in nature and in human life. He also perceived the world as created by
a transcendent and impenetrable God whose immanent presence can
nonetheless be sensed in the vicissitudes of natural life-processes and
in mutually confirming relationships between human beings. By way
of a series of sensitive readings and interpretations of selected texts
written by Korczak at different stages of his life, Silverman shows how
his “implicit” faith informed his “compassionately critical” educational
creed.
In the essay that closes this section, Dr. Elie Holzer examines the
concept of “Second Naiveté” in the thought of Akiva Ernst Simon
and Paul Ricoeur, noting certain valuable implications (particularly of
Ricoeur’s thought) for the pedagogical practice of engagement with
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canonical religious texts. Both thinkers conceive of the spiritual growth
of the human individual as a journey through three stages: First Naiveté
– the uncritical acceptance of the traditional worldview as “literally” and
unreflectively true, Criticism – or the exposure of the tradition to the
best reflective tools that modern philosophy and science have to offer
(historical criticism, psychoanalytic criticism, and many other critical
matrices), and Second Naiveté – the attempt to hear the speech of the
traditional text again, without relinquishing the critical consciousness,
and to “retrieve” the “world” that the text offers us as a genuine
possibility once more. From this perspective, the hermeneutic practice of
teaching and learning texts is no longer a mere means to some end, like
transparent “knowledge,” but the very process within which the mutual
transformation of both reader and text takes place.
The next section in the volume contains essays pertaining to Jewish
education written from a social science perspective. Mike, although
himself a philosopher and theologian of education, has always made
a point of emphasizing the value of social science research for both
conceptualization and policy-making in Jewish education. In his view,
while it is philosophy that is the discipline that concerns itself with
the ends of education (“philosophy of education”), that discipline must
be open to empirical research as to the manner in which individuals
and groups actually learn, construct their identities and constitute their
self-understanding (“theory of education”), lest it become either hopelessly utopian or sterile and ineffective. The first contribution to this
section is an essay by Prof. Mordechai Rotenberg, written within the
ostensibly “new” tradition of “narrative research” in the social sciences.
In the essay, Rotenberg provides illustrative examples that highlight
the therapeutic value of a process he calls “re-biography,” wherein
individuals or collectives who have undergone tragedy, trauma or failure,
“rewrite” their personal or national biography such that they can live
with the past and go on functioning. This kind of subjectivization of
experience should not be seen merely as an exercise in self-delusion.
What the process involves is the “centralization” of certain genuine
elements of one’s personal or collective history, and the “peripheralization” of others. In fact, so claims Rotenberg, such “centralization” and
“peripheralization” of events is what has been going on in the supposedly
“positivistic” and “objectivistic” modern discipline of history since the
Romantic period. In order to buttress his claims, Rotenberg makes ample
reference to important trends in interpretation theory (hermeneutics)
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as well as to milestones in contemporary social science research. In
the last section of his essay, Rotenberg shows how the aggadic genre
in rabbinic literature performed this therapeutic-educational function
of “re-biography” through “centralization” and “peripheralization” of
Jewish memories, and by so doing made a major contribution to the
uncanny resilience and survival capability of the Jewish people. In his
conclusion, he insists that the process of national myth-making is both
unavoidable and ultimately therapeutic, and therefore should not be
denigrated even in our own times, despite the prevailing fashion.
The second article in the “social science” series is by Prof. Mordecai
Nisan, and is concerned with a subject that has long occupied Mike – the
tension between “commitment” and “openness.” The title of the article
is actually “Commitment and Uncertainty,” although the author makes
explicit comments on the possibility of “open commitment” at the end
of the essay. The article is based on a lecture given by Prof. Nisan at the
conference held on the occasion of Prof. Rosenak’s retirement. It was first
published in Hebrew in Volume 10 of Studies in Jewish Education, and is
here presented in English so that its nuanced, considered and innovative
insights can be made accessible to a wider audience. Although firmly
situated in the discipline of cognitive psychology, and based on partially
structured personal interviews with many people between the ages of 17
and 65 who were asked about past and present personal commitments, the
article reflects Nisan’s early training and continued interest in philosophy.
As regards content, the article bespeaks a genuine concern with the
parameters of human autonomy and dignity in a world of pluralism and
the collapse of “grand narratives.” Methodologically, delicate yet clear
analytic distinctions are drawn between various modes of commitment,
such as commitment to believe and commitment to act, commitment
that remains reflective and commitment that “sheds” it reflectivity, etc.
Perhaps the most interesting distinction proposed by Nisan is between a
sense of duty deriving from belief in the intrinsic truth or value of a given
worldview or course of action, and the concept of “commitment,” which
by definition involves a conscious choice between different options that
are all regarded as reasonable and worthy of choice. In Nisan’s view, it
is precisely the lack of certainty concerning the absolute value of the
options chosen by many “committed” people in our society that has the
potential to breed “openness,” and the acceptance of equally uncertain
choices made by others.
Closing our section offering social science perspectives on issues
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pertinent to Jewish education is an article by Dr. Erik Cohen and
Dr. Shlomit Levy. Cohen and Levy propose a multivariate scheme
for “mapping” the complex variables and processes that affect Jewish
education in our post-traditional world. The panoramic range of the
article is very much in keeping with Mike’s panoramic interest in just
about every imaginable aspect of Jewish education worldwide. In the
article, the authors access earlier schemes, such as Bloom’s taxonomy
of educational objectives and Schwab’s “commonplaces,” but rely most
heavily on Louis Guttmann’s conception of the “mapping sentence” as
providing a kind of “grammar” of “nouns” and “verbs” that can serve as
a framework for research design in Jewish education.
Mike, though perhaps best known as an educational theoretician, was
never content that his writings be judged only by theoretical standards,
such as “penetration” or “coherence.” It has always been of utmost
importance to him that his conceptions and formulations be regarded
as practicable and capable of implementation in concrete educational
settings. Many of his writings represent educational embodiments of his
ideas, whether in the form of teachers’ guides or curricular materials. It
is in this spirit that we introduce the following section of this Festschrift,
called “Schools and Teachers.” The first contribution to this section, by
Prof. Daniel Pekarsky, oscillates between theory and practice. On the
one hand, Pekarsky suggests a series of specific criteria for determining
what could legitimately be considered “vision” in Jewish education. In
this connection, he contributes a valuable distinction between what he
calls “existential vision,” “institutional vision” and “strategic vision.”
Most of the essay, however, is devoted to an extensive study of the
educational practices that typify a particular school chosen as a case
study of a “vision-guided institution,” the Beit Rabban School located
on the Upper West Side of New York City. Pekarsky, in an acute analysis
of selected educational practices gleaned from his own observations in
the school, shows how a “vision-guided” school tenaciously strives to
embody its vision in the details of its administrative and pedagogic policy.
In the next article in the series, Dr. Asher Shkedi addresses the complex
and problematic interaction between teachers and the curriculum. His
article is based on a qualitative study of 26 teachers of Bible at various
levels. Teaching practices are observed in the classroom setting, teachers’
reflections on their teaching practices are analyzed, and written materials
produced by curriculum writers and teachers alike are compared. What
emerges is an astonishing account of the degree to which teachers depart
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not only from specific teaching practices recommended in the curriculum
materials they use, but also from the overall educational strategy and
structure of those materials (the “curriculum framework”), and even more
significantly, from the ideological assumptions and “meta-narratives” of
the curriculum writers. This kind of departure occurs even though
teachers rarely reflect on these gaps, and rarely conceive of themselves
as consciously opposing the worldviews of the writers. Shkedi’s findings
are valuable in that they remind curriculum writers and other educational
policy-makers of the limitations, complexity and fragility of their attempts
to bring about change in school settings.
The next and last piece in the series, by Inbar Galili-Schachter, builds
on Shkedi’s studies of teachers’ narratives and practices within the
framework of Jewish education, and also on my own work on hermeneutic
models drawn from modern Jewish thought, and their importance for
the reflective practice of teaching. She begins by discussing another
of Mike Rosenak’s well-known distinctions between “authenticity” and
“relevance” in the educational translation of canonical Jewish texts,
advising her readers that both terms can be interpreted in disparate ways.
She then reviews my own distinctions between discrete hermeneutic
orientations that can be extrapolated from the works of modern Jewish
and Western thinkers – the hermeneutics of “suspicion,” “evolution,”
“humility,” “dialogue,” and “philosophical midrash.” Her own special
and most valuable contribution to Jewish educational research is reflected in the way she uses the tools of qualitative research in order to
articulate the interpretive stances of teachers as evidenced in their actual
teaching practice and personal reflection. In an extended case-study,
Galili-Schachter observes and interviews a teacher of Jewish thought
in a non-religious Israeli high school who, in her view, exemplifies the
“dialogical” model of text-interpretation and teaching. In so doing, she
provides new insights regarding the dispositions, character traits and
forms of knowledge required for “dialogical” teaching in the true sense
of the term. “Dialogical” teachers possessed of these qualities have the
ability, in Galili-Schachter’s view, to successfully navigate the tension
between “authenticity” and “relevance” in Jewish education.
The final section in our collection deals directly with that complex
and elusive project to which Mike Rosenak has devoted much of his
thought and practice, namely: the “translation” of Jewish traditional
content into the thought-categories and life-experience of those who
are not committed to the authority of the tradition. In the first of two
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essays in this section, Prof. Barry Holtz illustrates, by concrete example,
what a legitimate “translation” of an ancient text, in order that it might
address a contemporary concern, might look like. First, drawing on
his rich literary background, Holtz interprets some selected passages
from Dante’s Inferno as shedding light on a current educational theme
as formulated by Dewey – education through experience. Moving to
the world of Jewish traditional texts, he focuses on the well-known
controversy between Rabbi Tarfon and Rabbi Akiva in Kiddushin 40b
concerning the primacy of either “talmud” (study) or “ma’aseh” (practice)
– and the subsequent conclusion that study is to be preferred because it
leads to practice. Holtz interprets this passage as highlighting the mutual
interdependence of theory and practice in education. Reflecting on what
he has done, Holtz insists that “educational translation” must go beyond
“p’shat” if it is to realize its mandate, and believes that the Jewish
tradition affirms this kind of interpretive freedom. Yet he also insists, in
Mike’s spirit, that educators should be aware of the partiality of their
translations as well as of the manner in which they may have departed
from the plain sense.
The second article in this series, and the one that closes the volume,
presents us with a clear and concise analysis of alternative understandings
of the concept of “translation” itself. While Ehud Luz, in the section
on modern Jewish thought above, showed how one great thinker and
cultural figure, Chaim Nachman Bialik, conceived of his project of
“translating” the Jewish heritage from a religious tradition to a secular
culture, and Barry Holtz – in the previous essay – gave examples
of possible educational translations of selected portions of text from
the Western and Jewish traditions, Prof. Hanan Alexander and Dr. Ari
Bursztein access the contemporary literature in philosophy of education
to elaborate both the analytic and normative dimensions of the concept of
translation. According to Alexander and Bursztein, the term “translation”
is employed in the philosophical-educational literature in one of three
senses: translation as adjustment – between theory and practice, past and
present, ethical theory and its appropriation by the individual, translation
as interpretation – whether “objective,” “subjective” or “intersubjective,”
and translation as implication – whether “logical,” “real” or “psychological.” The categories suggested by Alexander and Bursztein for mapping
the various senses of translation in the literature are most helpful in
clarifying the possible understandings of this term – so often used in
vague and contradictory ways. The authors end their article by making a
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case for the retention of both the analytical and normative perspectives in
the philosophy of education generally, and concerning the employment
of the concept of “translation” in particular.
In conclusion I would like to say that all of us who have participated in
the editorial process that has led to the publication of this extraordinarily
rich collection of essays feel privileged in two respects. First, we feel
privileged at having had the opportunity to aid in the compilation and
editing of a volume to be presented to one of the outstanding Jewish
scholars and educators of our time – Prof. Michael Rosenak. Secondly,
we feel privileged at having had the occasion to read, re-read and study
the writings of the distinguished contributors to this collection. This has
truly been a significant learning experience for all of us; it has both
deepened and widened our knowledge and understanding of the field of
Jewish education in its many dimensions.
I would like to take this occasion to thank all those who helped make
the publication of this book possible. First and foremost – we thank all
the contributors for having so immensely enriched a field of study so dear
to Mike and to the Melton Centre. Second, I wish to offer personal thanks
to my colleagues, Drs. Elie Holzer and Alick Isaacs, who shared the
burdens of editing with me, and without whose theoretical and practical
insights, and close collaboration down to the most concrete details, this
volume would never have seen the light of day. Together, we extend
our most heartfelt gratitude to the Melton Centre’s academic editor, Ms.
Vivienne Burstein, whose untiring editorial efforts and wide-ranging
“negotiations” with all parties to this project proved invaluable. We also
would like to thank all those at the Magnes Press who aided in bringing
out this volume in such a splendid format. Finally, once again, we all
thank Prof. Michael Rosenak, Mike, for simply being the human being,
the scholar and the premier educator that he is, and for having inspired,
in all of us, the kind of commitment and creativity that can be found
embodied in this volume.

Michael Rosenak’s Professional Biography
Howard Deitcher
with Jonathan Cohen, Alick Isaacs & Avinoam Rosenak

In 2001, the awarding board of the Hebrew University’s Rothberg Prize
cited Professor Michael Rosenak’s outstanding lifelong contribution to
the field of Jewish education in the following way:
His groundbreaking thinking and reflections have launched a new
direction in educational thought and laid the groundwork for studying the philosophy of Jewish education. For more than 45 years
he has devoted his energies and talents to fostering innovative
educational programs appropriate to the needs of the time and
place, and has worked unstintingly and with devotion towards
training educators for institutions of education worldwide. [...] He
is one of the most outstanding scholars of Jewish education in Israel
and the world, among whom he is the preeminent philosophical
figure. He has elevated study and dialogue in the educational field
to a conceptual and methodological plane, thereby instituting a new
theoretical field known as “the philosophy of Jewish education.”
Few people can truly be referred to as the initiators of a new theoretical
field. Professor Michael Rosenak is one of these rare human beings.
Professor Rosenak is a true pioneer who has brought philosophical
complexity and sophistication to the field of Jewish Education, and in
so doing is rightfully accredited as the founder of “the Philosophy of
Jewish Education.”
Michael Rosenak was born on December 23, 1932 (Kislev 24, 5693),
in Bremen, Germany. His mother, Minnie Rosenak (née Neumann) was
a well-known public figure in the Jewish community of Bremen and
an outspoken Zionist activist, while his father, Yitzhak Zvi (Ignatz)
Rosenak, was a prominent lawyer. The family fled Germany in 1938,
sailing on one of the last ships to carry Jews to the USA before the war.
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Rosenak grew up in Queens, New York, where until the age of 16 he
was active in the Shomer haDati youth movement. His tertiary education
began in 1950 when he went to Yeshiva University. In 1954 he majored
in Sociology, and in 1955 in Jewish Education. During his time at YU,
he taught Judaism to youngsters in a variety of New Jersey settings.
After his undergraduate studies, Michael moved to Columbia University for graduate study. There he was introduced to the study of History,
receiving his Master’s degree in 1957. During this time he was active as
an educator, counselor, and educational director of the American Young
Judea movement.
At the end of the academic year he came to Israel as leader of a Young
Judea group spending a year here. This is also where he first met his
second cousin (and future wife), Geulah Goldrei. The couple married in
1958, living first in Pardes Hanna and then moving to Haifa.
After coming on aliya, Rosenak taught at the Yavne High School and
at Midreshet Noam where he faced the problems that confronted the
Israeli religious education system at the time. He saw how historical
methods were perceived as a threat by religious educators who did not
wish to engage in the critical reading of sources and who were not
prepared to deal with the discrepancies between scientific and rabbinic
accounts of the Jewish past. In religious schools, history was taught from
a rabbinic point of view in the belief that this would protect religious
youth from facing crises of faith. This resolution did not satisfy Rosenak,
who felt that his students were being robbed of the opportunity to
experience a religious education that offered theological and intellectual
sophistication.
It was against the backdrop of this educational experience that Rosenak
began to develop his philosophical-educational thought. In his scholarly
work he sought to blend intellectually open-ended scientific research
with a deeply engaging and authentic educational ethos. Rosenak drew
on his experiences as a teacher and allowed this to inform the evolution
of his philosophical ideas. His articles and books provide an outstanding
illustration of how the tensions between the educational field and the
academy can be combined without allowing practical concerns to detract
from theoretical sophistication. This combination turns philosophicaleducational teachings into a solid and innovative theoretical bridge
between the worlds of research and science on the one hand and the
world of religious faith on the other. In addition it serves as a bridge
between different streams in both Jewish and non-Jewish thought.
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To this day, Michael Rosenak considers Professor Akiva Ernst Simon’s
concept of “second naiveté” as vital to his own educational and research
work. “Second naiveté” denotes a mature state of mind in which an
independent, thinking person need not flinch at the prospect of being
exposed to human wisdom at its best. Similarly, with second naiveté, deep
commitment to a religious tradition does not preclude free engagement in
cross-cultural communication without fear or excess vulnerability. This
concept, and the educational vision it embodies, inspired and guided a
great deal of Rosenak’s theoretical and practical work in Jewish education
throughout his career.
In 1962, the Rosenak family moved to Jerusalem where Michael
took up a position as group leader at the Institute for Youth Leaders
from Abroad under the auspices of the WZO. He went on to become
the educational director of Kiryat Moriah (at the Youth and Hehalutz
Department’s Educational Center). At Kiryat Moriah he came into contact
with counselors, teachers and educators from a variety of institutions,
affiliations and trends in Israel and abroad. During this period of practical
work, Rosenak found that he was able to refine and implement his ideas
and establish a pattern of combining theory and practice that continues
to characterize his work today. In filling a host of educational, advisory
and managerial positions in Jewish education, Rosenak succeeded in
grounding his theoretical and philosophical writing in the world of
educational practice.1
In the 1970s and ’80s, Michael Rosenak played a leading role in
molding the new educational concepts adopted by the IDF Educational
Corps. As a result of his educational activities, he became acutely aware
of the extent to which the military educational system and the studies of
the Institute for Youth Leaders from Abroad deliberately shunned any
hard-and-fast cultural involvement (the mirror image of the problematic
that he had previously experienced as a teacher in religious schools).
Rosenak was one of the designers of an educational conception that made
possible a value-based discussion of Jewish ideas and sources that would
not clash with the mode of discourse used in a secular society.
1

Rosenak is one of the founders of the Mandel Jerusalem Fellows Program, where he
has been a senior staff member since 1981. He served for many years on the board of
Shorashim, and was a founder and faculty member at the Pardes Institute, Jerusalem.
He also serves on the board of Melitz, the Institute for Jewish-Zionist Education, as
well as on numerous committees for promoting Jewish academic education in Israel
and around the world.
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At this stage of his career, Rosenak began putting his educational ideas
down on paper. He published a number of articles in Niv Hamidrashia,2
and edited the journal’s English section for five years. Throughout
this period, Michael Rosenak searched for a philosophical-educational
conception that would make it possible to put “second naiveté” into
practice. The question with which he had grappled for years was: What
is the image of this appropriate, complex “educational theory”? Or,
to put it another way: What kind of education is conducive to faith
and commitment in a pluralistic society? In his efforts to answer this
question Rosenak articulated two structures of educational discourse.
The first, called the “normative-ideational approach,” allows educational
practice to be dictated by a series of preconceived ideas and principles. In normative-ideational education, practice is guided by theoretical
discourse. Here Rosenak has shown how conceptual currents in Jewish
philosophy may be translated into “educational theory.” The second,
called the “deliberative-inductive approach,” begins with the practical
difficulties that educators face, introducing the discourse of theory as a
resource for resolving these difficulties.
From 1969 to 1976, Rosenak devoted himself to his doctoral research
under the supervision of Prof. Seymour Fox. When he began writing
his dissertation,3 he started to teach at the Hebrew University’s Melton
Centre for Jewish Education in the Diaspora. From 1969 to 1971, he
served as director of the Centre’s “Junior Year Abroad” program. After
completing his doctorate, Rosenak was appointed director of the Melton
Centre for Jewish Education in the Diaspora (1977–1980) during which
time the “Jewish Values” program was produced. The “Jewish Values”
program began as a response to a call from the field for a method of
teaching Jewish studies that would feel relevant to students but would
not compromise the authenticity of the subject matter.
Rosenak, who was one of this project’s chief authors, saw this as an
exciting opportunity for developing innovative thinking and enhancing
the theory of Jewish education. He recognized the importance of simplifying bodies of knowledge in the teaching process without thereby
2

Michael Rosenak, “Not Just in the Afternoon,” Niv Hamidrashia (Pardes Hanna), 1965;
idem, “Adult Education and Jewish Values,” Niv Hamidrashia, 1970; idem, “Thoughts on
Teaching Jewish Thought,” Niv Hamidrashia, 1971.

3

Michael Rosenak, The Functions of Contemporary Jewish Theology in the Composition of a Religious Educational Theory in the Diaspora (in Hebrew); The Hebrew
University, 1976.
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distorting and narrowing the material that is studied. He sensed the
power of general and educational philosophy, allowing these to inform
his educational teachings. But, above all, Rosenak recognized that the
diverse affiliations and denominational loyalties of Jewish students were
intimidating for teachers and that the field of Jewish teaching was in
danger of losing its ideological-cultural sense of purpose. He constructed
theories of education that would make it possible for different educational
systems to contend with this problem. Dogmatic reading of the sources
was rejected in favor of value-based dialogue that engendered a sense
of loyalty to texts while at the same time inviting students to make
independent judgments and personal choices. To this day, the imprint of
this Jewish Values Project is still clearly discernable in many educational
institutions throughout the Jewish world.
The ideas developed in the Jewish Values Project were cogently
expressed in Rosenak’s Teaching Jewish Values: A Conceptual Guide
(Jerusalem: The Melton Centre, 1986). In this work, Rosenak focuses on
one of the critical problems facing the Jewish educator trying to teach
classical Jewish texts in this day and age. He draws a distinction between
two concepts: “relevance” and “authenticity.” Authenticity relates to the
teacher’s attempt to underscore the authority of the text and its religious,
binding aspects, while also noting the variety of historical and cultural
contexts out of which the texts have grown. Relevance is expressed in
teachers’ attempts to bring the text up-to-date – an approach which is
likely to result in the distortion and even vulgarization of the sources.
Rosenak relates to the tension between “relevance” and “authenticity”
from a point of view based on Joseph Schwab’s teachings, involving a
stress on two out of the four “commonplaces” of teaching identified by
Schwab. On the one hand, the teacher who seeks authenticity is likely
sometimes to forget that his or her role is also to engage the student so that
the text will be relevant to him/her. On the other hand, the teacher who
adopts a relevance-motivated approach sometimes distorts the meaning
of the text in order to align it with the students outlook, sometimes even
going so far as to warp the sources in order to meet this goal. Rosenak
sought to formulate a complex blend that would strike a balance between
“authenticity” and “relevance” in recognition of the importance of both
to successful education.
This balance is essential to a great deal of Rosenak’s work. He
developed the term “partial translation” to denote the compromises
sometimes introduced into interpretation by the educator’s responsibility
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to teach relevantly.4 Rosenak asks: how might a particular perspective in
a given source be elucidated without distorting or reducing it? Rosenak
argued that the tradition can and should be “translated” in education, but
he stressed the importance of the price paid and urged educators engaged
in translating sources for their students to pay due attention to what has
been lost in the process and even explore this issue with the class. Thus,
Rosenak introduced analytical tools that teachers are encouraged to use
for distinguishing between intelligent compromise and “unprincipled”
acquiescence or submission.
In 1987 Rosenak published his first major book, Commandments and
Concerns.5 In it he sheds light on the theological-ideological-educational
poles that span the entire gamut of Jewish outlooks, and teaches how a
dialectical educational discourse between these poles can be fostered. He
presents theoretical distinctions for evaluating different educational systems and for identifying “one-dimensional” outlooks of religious indoctrination6 and fundamentalism.7 He offers sharp educational distinctions
between “commitment” and “openness,” and elaborates a conceptual
framework for interfaith pluralism among religious believers attached to
an “explicit” religious truth.8
In his second book, Roads to the Palace,9 Rosenak laid the groundwork
for a Jewish “paideia” – an educational and cultural vision – using the
philosophy of education as a key analytical tool. In Roads to the Palace he
presents a philosophical educational question that has major ramifications
for the teaching of classical Jewish texts: when is the cultural framework
4

5
6
7

8

9

For an overview of these issues, see also Rosenak’s article “The Tasks of Jewish
Religious Educational Philosophy,” Religious Education, Vol. LXXXII, No. 3 (SeptOct. 1978), pp. 513–528, as well as his book, Commandments and Concerns.
Commandments and Concerns: Jewish Religious Education in Secular Society,
Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1987, 309 pp.
See also “Jewish Religious Education and Indoctrination,” in Studies in Jewish
Education, I (1983), pp. 117–138.
See also “Jewish Fundamentalism in Israeli Education,” in Fundamentalism and
Society (edited by Martin E. Marty and R. Scott Appleby), Chicago and London:
University of Chicago Press, 1993, pp. 374–414.
“The Religious Person and Religious Pluralism,” in The Meanings and Limits of
Religious Pluralism in the World Today, International Committee on Inter-Religious
Consultation and the World Council of Churches, 1984.
Roads to the Palace: Jewish Texts and Teaching, Oxford and Providence, R.I.:
Berghahn Books, 1995 (together with the Institute of Education, University of
London), 280 pp.
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preserved despite the creative development it has undergone, and when
is it discarded despite the lip service paid to it in the future? Drawing on
the work of two leading British thinkers, Michael Oakeshott and Richard
Stanley Peters, Rosenak makes a distinction between the concepts of
“language” and “literature.” The concept of language relates to the
canons and processes that are fundamental to that culture. Language
is the aggregate of assumptions, rules of the game and constitutive
processes that are identified with that culture and without which it would
not have a particular nature. However, in order to survive and develop,
every culture must create a literature – based on the language, which
includes interpretation, new understandings, and creative phenomena that
testify to its ability to renew and enrich itself from its own “linguistic”
resources.
In recent years, Rosenak has completed two more pioneering books.
2001 saw the publication of Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge: Conversations with the Torah.10 Here he applied the philosophy of Jewish
education to the interpretation of the biblical text. The book explores the
Torah portions, deriving from them the range of educational assumptions
latent in the biblical text and pointing to the power of educational theories
as a tool for unpacking the religious, ethical, social and educational messages embedded in the biblical narrative. The book brings his philosophy
of Jewish education into a new arena and makes it accessible to a new
audience as Rosenak sets aside his known analytical capabilities in favor
of a new style that offers a new mode of reading the Torah. As in much of
his teaching, he moves comfortably within the tension between cultural
loyalty and academic rigor.
Rosenak’s next book, published in Hebrew in 2003,11 elucidates key
issues in Jewish educational thinking such as, what is the “questioning
of faith” and how is it distinguished from the rejection of Orthodoxy.
What is considered “important knowledge”? The book constitutes the
most mature Hebrew-language expression of the philosophical theories
that underpin Rosenak’s teachings. In his reflections on education for
values, Rosenak distinguishes between a cultural system’s overarching

10
11

Michael Rosenak, Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge: Conversations with the Torah,
Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 2001.
Michael Rosenak, On Second Thought: Tradition and Modernity in Jewish Contemporary Education (in Hebrew), Jerusalem: The Magnes Press and the Center for
Jewish Educational Thought, Lifshitz Academic College, 2003.
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existential values (such as Judaism’s rejection of idol worship) and
central values that members of a community have in common. In this
book, Rosenak’s theory of educational discourse within a multicultural
society is fully developed. Here he focuses on value-based conflicts
as an obstacle to discourse and suggests how these conflicts might be
negotiated. Using a poignant metaphor, Rosenak suggests that value
systems might be arranged in tiers. He suggests that above the “first
floor” of overarching existential values, and the “second floor” where
important shared values come into conflict, there is also a “third floor”
where personal and aesthetic preferences are given a legitimate place.
In the course of his career, Michael Rosenak has received numerous
prizes and awards. In recognition of his pioneering work in the field of the
philosophy of Jewish education, he was appointed to the Mandel Chair in
Jewish Education at the Hebrew University’s Melton Centre for Jewish
Education in 1988. His Commandments and Concerns was awarded the
USA’s 1989 National Jewish Book prize. He was awarded an honorary
doctorate by The Jewish Theological Seminary of America in 1997 for his
lifetime achievements and in 2001 the Hebrew University of Jerusalem
awarded him the Rothberg Prize for his outstanding contribution to
Jewish education. In 2003 he received an honorary doctorate from
Hebrew Union College in Jerusalem, also in honor of his lifetime’s
work.
In conclusion, perhaps, one can learn about a person from what he
has to say about others. In his Preface to Roads to the Palace, Rosenak
writes,
Though thanksgiving to God “Who heals the sick” is reserved for
prayer and is wildly inappropriate in prefaces, I would be remiss if
I did not gratefully mention His talented and dedicated emissaries,
specifically the medical staff at the community hospital at Ellenville,
New York City, and most especially Professors Richard Popp of
the Stanford University Hospital and Jonathan Halperin of the Mt.
Sinai Department of Cardiology. They are embodiments of the
medical person as mensch. [...] Finally my loving appreciation to
my wife, Geulah, who was there with me, in every way, at the right
time.
In these words – written after his full recovery from a massive cardiac
arrest – one encounters a deeply religious and loving family man who does
not hesitate to allow the warmth of his personality to shine through his
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scholarly work. Mike combines the highest standards of philosophical
complexity with the personal warmth of an educator; he is a man
of personal religious commitment who feels at ease interacting with
the secular world. The analytical tools forged in his teachings are of
enduring value for all study in this field. He is a matchless model –
educator and academic, man of faith and researcher. He is renowned
for his warm and sensitive attitude to his students, for his constant
mentoring throughout their studies, his devotion to his colleagues, and
the intellectual open-mindedness that he radiates to all those around
him. In 2000, Professor Rosenak retired from his full professorship, but
continues his work, writing, teaching, mentoring and consulting. He lives
in Jerusalem with his wife Geulah. They have four children and over a
dozen grandchildren.
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Doctoral Dissertation
Tasks of Contemporary Jewish Theology in the Construction of Religious Educational Theory in the Diaspora. The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1976.
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Providence, Oxford and London: Berghahn Books for the Institute of
Education, University of London.
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R. Brockway and J. Halperin (eds.), The Meaning and Limits of Religious
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International Jewish Committee on Interreligious Consultation: pp. 7–22.
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Press of America: pp. 505–526.
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in Jewish Education 1 (New York): 66–80.
18. Michael Rosenak. 2003. “Religious Jewish Education and the Holocaust:
The Theological Dimension,” A. Kasher (ed.), Philosophia, Vol. 30, Nos.
1–4: 189–218.
Hebrew:

ÌÈÂÂÈÎ ,'ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙ ‰Î¯„‰ ÈÂÂ˜ :˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÁÏ ÍÈ‡' .Ë"Ï˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.98Y87 :(Ë"Ï˘˙ ÂÈ˙Ò)
·È ,'‰Ê Ô„ÈÚ· ı¯‡ Í¯„Â ‰¯Â˙Ï ÍÂÈÁ :'‰ ÌÚ ÌÈÓ˙ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï' .‚"Ó˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.245Y226 :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,ÊÈYÊË ,ı¯‡ Í¯„ ÌÚ ‰¯Â˙ ˙˘Ó· ÌÈÂÈÚ :‰ÈÈ˘¯„Ó‰
„"È ·¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰· ˙ÂÂÈˆ‰ :Ï‡¯˘È ˙È„ÓÂ È„Â‰È‰ Ì„‡‰' .„"Ó˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
'Â Ï‡Ù¯ 'È ,ÈÏ‡¯˘È '˘ ,('‡) ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ·¯‰ „Â·ÎÏ Ï·ÂÈ‰ ¯ÙÒ ,'˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ
.169Y154 :˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ :˜¯ÂÈ ÂÈÂ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) Ì‡Ï
:Á" Ô‚‰ „‰ ,'„ÁÈ Ì‚ Y ‰¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙Ù˘Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Â ˙„‰ ˙Ù˘' .‚"˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.142Y140
ÈÎ„¯Ó ,'˙È¯„ÂÓ ˙Â·¯˙Â È„Â‰È Ï‡„È‡ :Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÎÂÈÁ' .Â"˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.150Y142 :ÌÚÂ ˙ÈÈ˘¯„Ó :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,ÌÚÂ ˙ÈÈ˘¯„Ó Ï˘ Ï·ÂÈ‰ ¯ÙÒ ,(Í¯ÂÚ) ·Ï-¯·
,(˙Î¯ÂÚ) ·Ï¯· 'Ó ,'˙ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰Â È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰' .Â"˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
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,˙Â·¯˙‰Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .'Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙ÂÈÂÓÏ˙˘‰· ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ Y ÌÊÈÓÂ‰Â ˙Â„‰È
.52Y40 :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰
‡È‚˘ '‡Â È‡¯ÙÒ 'Ê ,'È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡Ï ˙ÂÎÓÒ ÔÈ·' .Ê"˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
:„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·˜‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .Ï‡¯˘È ˙¯ÂÒÓ· ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡Ï ˙ÂÎÓÒ ÔÈ· ,(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ)
.511Y501
Ï˘ ¯Â·Èˆ Á˙ÙÏ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÚ :ÌÈ˘„Á‰ ÌÈÓ‰ Â‡Â·È ÔÎÈ‰Ó' .Ò"˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
ÍÂÈÁÂ ‰¯·Á ,˙Â·¯˙Ï ˙Ú-·˙Î :ÌÈÙ ,'˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰¯·Á· "˙Â·¯˙ È·"
.82Y72 ,15
'˘ ,Ì¯ÈÚ 'È ,'˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÈ· ;ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ÍÂÈÁ' .‡"Ò˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰¯·Á· ÍÂÈÁÂ ÌÈÎ¯Ú :ÌÈ˙Óˆ .(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) ¯ËÎ˘ '‡Â Ô‰Î 'È ,·Â˜ÈÏÂ˜˘
.691Y665 :ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ,‰ÎÏ‰‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰' .·"Ò˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚÂÈ·‡Â ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.114Y75 :„Y‚ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙Â‚‰ .'Ì‰ÈÈ·˘ ˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ‰˜ÈÒÙ‰Â ÍÂÈÁ‰
,ÈÊ¯‡ '˘ ,'ÌÈÈ˘¯„Ó ÌÈÓ‚„ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ;ÌÈ¯ÊÂ ÌÈ‰Ê ,ÌÈ„Â‰È' .„"Ò˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
„Â·ÎÏ ˙È„Â‰È ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ· ÌÈÂÈÚ :˘¯„ÓÎ ÌÈÈÁ‰ .(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) ‡‰Î '·Â ¯ÏÎÙ 'Ó
.151Y125 :˙ÂÂ¯Á‡ ˙ÂÚÈ„È ˙‡ˆÂ‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,‚¯·ËÂ¯ ÈÎ„¯Ó ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù
Â‰ÈÓ ,'ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙ ‰Î¯„‰ ÈÂÂ˜ :˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÁÏ ÍÈ‡' .‰"Ò˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
ÌÈÂÈÚ ,(Í¯ÂÚ) Ô‰Î 'È ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÌÈÂÂÈÎ :?ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰
.‡Î˜YË˜ :Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .È È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ·
:?ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ Â‰ÈÓ ,'·‡ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ È˙˘ :‰‡¯Â‰Â ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙„' .‰"Ò˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.È È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈÂÈÚ ,(Í¯ÂÚ) Ô‰Î 'È ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÌÈÂÂÈÎ
.Ê˜YÊÙ :Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È

.7

.8

.9

.10
.11

.12

.13

B. Philosophical Educational Thought and Pedagogic Theory
English:
1. Michael Rosenak. 1968. “Jacob and Esau: On the Holocaust in our Education,” Niv HaMidrashia: 74–81.
2. Michael Rosenak. 1970. “Adult Education and Jewish Values,” Niv
HaMidrashia: 18–32.
3. Michael Rosenak. 1971. “Thoughts on Teaching Jewish Thought,” Niv
HaMidrashia: 93–102.
4. Michael Rosenak. 1972. “On the Teaching of Israel in Jewish Schools,”
Jewish Education (Winter): 91–98.
5. Michael Rosenak. 1982. The Normative-Deliberative Dialectic: A Theoretical Foundation for Religious Jewish Education. Jerusalem: Melton Centre
for Jewish Education in the Diaspora, Hebrew University.
6. Michael Rosenak. 1984. “Jewish Religious Education and Indoctrination,”
Studies in Jewish Education, Vol. I: 117–138.
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15.
16.
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Michael Rosenak. 1984. “Jewish Types: Responses and Educational Options,” Jewish Education, Vol. 52, 2: 19–29.
Michael Rosenak. 1985. “On the Perfect Torah and the Stranger Within the
Gates: Education Towards Religious Humanism,” The Melton Journal. The
Jewish Theological Seminary of America, New York.
Michael Rosenak (with Asher Shkedi and Jonathan Cohen). 1985. How
Does a Person Change? Aspects of Teshuvah. Melton Centre for Jewish
Education in the Diaspora of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.
Michael Rosenak and Asher Shkedi. 1985. Between People: Interpersonal
Responsibility in Rabbinic Teaching. Melton Centre for Jewish Education
in the Diaspora of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.
Michael Rosenak. 1987. Building Jewish Culture in the Diaspora: DiasporaIsrael Partnership in Strengthening Jewish Education. Jerusalem: Study
Circle on World Jewry.
Michael Rosenak. 1988. Reflections on the Teaching of Israel in Religious
Schools. Jerusalem: Melton Centre for Jewish Education in the Diaspora of
the Hebrew University.
Michael Rosenak. 1991. “Towards a Curriculum for the Modern Orthodox
School,” J. Sachs (ed.), Orthodoxy Confronts Modernity, Hoboken, N. J.
and London: Ktav in Association with Jews College: 62–80.
Michael Rosenak. 1993. “Insight and Exegesis: An Exercise in Jewish
Educational Thought,” Niv Hamidrashia: 24–25: 20–30.
Michael Rosenak. 1993. ‘Coping and Growing: Reconciliation and Selfdiscovery,” The Melton Journal, 27 (Autumn): 3–4.
Michael Rosenak. 1995. “Not Just in the Afternoon: On Integration Between
the Sacred and the Secular in the Religious High School,” Niv HaMidrashia
(Winter): 32–44.
Michael Rosenak. 1995. “Speaking to our Children about God,” From the
Martin Buber House: International Council of Christians and Jews, No.
23: 35–41.
Michael Rosenak. 1996. “Let’s Talk About Judaism,” Niv HaMidrashia:
28–39.
Michael Rosenak (n.d. c1996). “The Meaning of Israel for Jewish Life: A
Philosophical Overview,” (with A. Eisen), Monograph for the Charles R.
Bronfman Foundation, 30 pp.
Michael Rosenak. 1996. “Jewish Education and Jewish Studies,” Jewish
Studies 36: 7–21.
Michael Rosenak and Arnold Eisen. 1997. Teaching Israel: Basic Issues and
Philosophical Guidelines. Jerusalem: CRB Foundation, the Joint Authority
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
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for Jewish Zionist Education, the Charles Bronfman Centre for the Israel
Experience.
Michael Rosenak. 1997. “The Akedah – and What to Remember,” Tehillah
le-Moshe: Biblical and Judaic Studies in Honor of Moshe Greenberg.
Mordechai Cogan, Barry L. Eichler and Jeffrey H. Tigay (eds.). Winona
Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns: pp. 307–313.
Michael Rosenak. 1998. “Travelling an Unfamiliar Road – A Midrash on
Learning,” H. Marantz (ed.), Judaism and Education: Essays in Honor
of Walter I. Ackerman. Beer-Sheva: Ben-Gurion University of the Negev
Press: pp. 87–95.
Michael Rosenak. 1999. “Between Texts and Contexts: How May Tomorrow’s Jewish Education be Different,” M. Brown and I. Arbella (eds.),
Creating the Jewish Future, New York: pp. 162–179 (Appeared previously
in the Journal of Jewish Education, Vol. 63, No. 3 [1997]).
Michael Rosenak. 2001. “Educational Guidelines for Teaching the Shoah in
the 21st Century,” S. McMahon-Kaye (ed.), The Memory of the Holocaust
in the 21st Century. Jerusalem: Yad Vashem: pp. 129–135.
Michael Rosenak. 2002. “Corporal Punishment in Jewish Education: A
Philosophical-Educational Exploration,” P. Y. Medding (ed.), Jews and
Violence: Images, Ideologies, Realities. Studies in Contemporary Jewry,
Vol. 18. New York: Oxford University Press: pp. 168–185.
Michael Rosenak. 2003. “Educated Jews: Common Elements,” S. Fox, I.
Scheffler and D. Marom (eds.), Visions of Jewish Education. Cambridge
Mass.: Cambridge University Press: pp. 178–218.

Hebrew:

.‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó :˘¯„Ó‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÂÏ‡˘ .‡"Ó˘˙ .Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈÂ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
.˙È˘„ÂÁ ‰¯È˜Ò ,'˙ÂˆÂÙ˙‰Â Ï‡¯˘È ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ· ˙ÂÓÏÈ„' .„"Ó˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.87Y72 :4Y3 ,1984 ÏÈ¯Ù‡Yı¯Ó ,È˘‡¯ ÍÂÈÁ ÔÈˆ˜ ,Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ ‰‚‰ ‡·ˆ
¯ÙÒ‰ È˙·Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ .'˘„ÁÓ ‰Î¯Ú‰ :È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰' .Â"Ó˘˙Y‰"Ó˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.46Y29 :4Y3 ,‚Î Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÂˆÂÙ˙ :˙ÂˆÂÙ˙· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰
¯ÙÒ-˙È· ,(Í¯ÂÚ) ÌÏ 'ˆ ,'ÔÎÂÈÁ ÈÎ¯„Â ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÈÂÓ„' .‰"Ó˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.247Y235 :Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .ÍÂÈÁÂ
,(Í¯ÂÚ) ¯ÏÙÓË˘ '˘ ,'˙ÂˆÂÙ˙‰Â Ï‡¯˘È ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ· ˙ÂÓÏÈ„' .Ë"Ó˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.332Y316 :ÔÂÁË·‰ „¯˘Ó :·È·‡ Ï˙ .˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰¯·Á‰ :‰È„ÓÂ ÌÚ
'‡ ,'ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ÏÚ Ô‰È˙ÂÎÏ˘‰Â ‰¯„ÂÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ,˙„' .Ê"˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.292Y284 :˙ÂÓ¯ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .ÔÓÊ‰ ÔÁ·Ó· ÍÂÈÁ‰ ,(Í¯ÂÚ) È„ÏÙ
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ÍÂÈÁ· ˙Â‚‰ ,'ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈË·‰ :˙È˙„ ‰ˆ˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ„˜ÂÓ' .Ë"˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ .7
.172Y155 :'‡ È„Â‰È‰
C. Research Monographs
English:
1. Michael Rosenak. 1982. “Israel and Jewish Education in the Diaspora” (with
Janet Aviad), Walter Ackerman, Aryeh Carmon and David Zuker (eds.),
Education in Israel, published in German, Klett-Kolka Verlag, Stuttgart:
393–409.
2. Michael Rosenak. 1985. “Trends and Problems in Current Jewish Educational Scholarship,” M. Rosenak (ed.), to Studies in Jewish Education, Vol.
II. Jerusalem: Melton Centre for Jewish Education in the Diaspora, Hebrew
University: 9–18.
3. Michael Rosenak. 1987. “Jewish Education In Israel: The Ideological
Factor,” H. S. Himmelfarb and S. DellaPergola (eds.), Jewish Education
World Wide: Cross Cultural Perspectives. Lanham, Maryland: University
Press of America: pp. 505–526.
4. Michael Rosenak. 1990. “Teaching the Holocaust: Theological Considerations,” A. Kasher (ed.), The Silence of God, Orbis Books, Maryknoll,
N.Y.
5. Michael Rosenak. 1993. “Jewish Fundamentalism in Israeli Education,”
M. E. Marty and R. S. Appleby (eds.), Fundamentalisms and Society:
Reclaiming the Sciences, the Family and Education. Chicago and London:
The University of Chicago Press for the American Academy of Arts and
Sciences: pp. 374–414.
6. Michael Rosenak. 2002. “Rabbi Eliyahu E. Dessler: A Philosopher of
Haredi Education,” B. I. Cohen & A. A. Ofek (eds.), Essays in Education
and Judaism in Honor of Joseph S. Lukinsky. New York: The Jewish
Theological Seminary of America: pp. 179–203.
7. Michael Rosenak. 2004. “The Educated Jew, Three Modern Models,” J.
Cohen (ed.), In Search of a Jewish Paideia: Directions in the Philosophy of
Jewish Education; Studies in Jewish Education, Vol. 10: 109–127.
Hebrew:

,(„ÚÈ·‡ Ë'‚ ÌÚ) '˙ÂˆÂÙ˙· È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ „˜ÂÓÎ Ï‡¯˘È' .‰"Ó˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ .1
.799Y744 :¯ÈÏ-ÔÂ ÔÂÎÓÂ „ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .‰ÂÂ‰˙Ó ‰¯·Á· ÍÂÈÁ
:ÌÂ˜È˘Â ·ÂˆÈÚ ,'ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈÓ‚„ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ :ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰' .Â"˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ .2
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˙ÎÈ¯Ú·) ÔÈÈË˘˜¯Ù Ï¯˜ 'ÙÂ¯ÙÂ ÔÂÓÈÒ .‡ ‡·È˜Ú 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Ì¯ÎÊÏ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ˙ÙÂÒ‡
.277Y265 :Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È .(ÌÏ È·ˆ
ÛÒÂÈ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙˘Ó· "‰¯„ÂÓ‰ ÈÎÎÂ˙·" ˙Â„‰È‰' .·"Ò˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ .3
˙‡ˆÂ‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .‰¯ÚÒ‰ ÔÈÚ· ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â·¯˙ .(ÌÈÎ¯ÂÚ) ÔÏÈ‡ 'Â ‡È‚˘ '‡ ,'·ÂËÈÁ‡
.140Y117 :„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰Â ÌÈ¯Âˆ ÔÈÚ ıÂ·È˜· ‚Âˆ¯‰ ·˜ÚÈ ÊÎ¯Ó

D. Critical and Encyclopedia Articles
English:
1. Michael Rosenak. 1968. “Moments of the Heart: On Siach Lohamim,”
Judaism (Spring): 210–224.
2. Michael Rosenak. 1971. “Religion and Religious Attitudes in Israel,” Encyclopedia of Zionism and Israel, Vol. 2 (R. Patai, editor), New York: pp.
940–944.
3. Michael Rosenak. 1971. “Sabbaths and Holidays in Israel,” Encyclopedia
of Zionism and Israel, Vol. 2 (R. Patai, editor), New York: pp. 987–990.
4. Michael Rosenak. 1978. “The Thought of Baruch Kurzweil,” Immanuel 8
(Spring): 118–124.
5. Michael Rosenak. 1992. “On Ways and Visions: The Theological and
Educational Thought of Irving Greenberg,” The Melton Journal (Spring),
The Jewish Theological Seminary of America.
6. Michael Rosenak. 1992. “The Jewishness of Israel,” Jewishness of the State
of Israel: Encyclopaedia Judaica Year Book 1990–1991: pp. 106–109.

Hebrew:

.126Y122 :61 ˙ÂÓ„˘ ,'˙Â˜Á¯˙‰Â ˙Â‰„Ê‰ ÔÈ·' .Â"Ï˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
'·Â ÒÈËÏÂÒ '‚ Ï˘ ¯ÙÒ‰ ÏÚ ˙¯Â˜È·) 'È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚ' .„"Ï˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.192Y190 :34 ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÏÈ·˘ ,(Moral Education ,ÔÊÁ
.56Y48 :(¯·Ó·Â) ÌÈÁ˙Ù ,'‰·˘ÁÓÂ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ·' .Â"Ï˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.362Y360 :˙ÂÚ„ ,'˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰Â ‰‡Â˘‰' .Â"Ï˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
ÌÈÁ˙Ù ,'‰ÎÏ‰‰Â (˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰) ˙È¯Ó˘‰ ˙Â„‰È‰' .Ë"Ï˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.90Y88 :(ÏÈ¯Ù‡)
:(Ò¯Ó) ÌÈÁ˙Ù ,'Â¯Â„· ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙¯„‚‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï' .‡"Ó˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
.36Y34
.23Y21 :(ÏÈ¯Ù‡) 58Y57 ÌÈÁ˙Ù ,'Â˘ÂÚÂ ‡ËÁ‰' .Â"Ó˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
Ì¯ÈÚ ·˜ÚÈ ,'˙Â„Á‡ ˙Â¯‰·‰Â ˙Â¯Ú‰ :˙ÂÏ·ÂÒÂ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ' .Ê"˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ
˙ÂÏ·ÂÒÏ ,ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰¯„˙˜‰ ,˙ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ‰¯·Á· ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙÂ ˙ÂÏ·ÂÒ ,(Í¯ÂÚ)
.73Y69 :ÔÏÈ‡-¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ,ÍÂÈÁÏ Ò"‰È· ÌÂÏ˘ÏÂ
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˙Â·¯˙‰ ÔÂ˜ÈÒ˜Ï ,(Í¯ÂÚ) ‡¯ÈÙ˘ Ì‰¯·‡ ,'Ï‡¯˘È ˙È„Ó' .‚"˘˙ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ .9
.277Y272 :„·ÂÚ ÌÚ ˙‡ˆÂ‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ .˙ÂÂÓ‡ ,˙ÂÚÂ˙ ,ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ Y ÂÓÊ· ˙È„Â‰È‰
Edited Volumes (Philosophical Educational Thought and Pedagogic
Theory)
English:
1. Michael Rosenak. Judaean Leaves, 1961–1962. New York: The American
Zionist Youth Commission.
2. Michael Rosenak. 1968. Eretz Yisrael: Land of Promise. New York: National
Council of Synagogue Youth, Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations of
America.
3. Michael Rosenak, Niv HaMidrashia, Midrashiat Noam (Editor of English
Section), Tel Aviv, 1964–1969.
4. Michael Rosenak. 1970. Modern Problems in Judaism and Jewish Education
(A Reader with Editor’s Introduction). Jerusalem: Academon.
5. Michael Rosenak. Educational material put out in the years 1973–1975
under the auspices of Kiryat Moriah.
6. Michael Rosenak, Teaching units in the framework of the “Jewish Values”
Project of the Melton Centre for Jewish Education in the Diaspora:
a) Michael Rosenak. Jewish Identity and Jewish Existence: A Teaching
Guide. Jerusalem: Hebrew University, Centre for Jewish Education in
the Diaspora and the Tarbut School, Mexico City, Experimental Edition,
1979 (Second edition, 1984).
b) Michael Rosenak. Between Man and his Fellow: A Teaching Guide (with
Asher Shkedi). The Pedagogic Institute for the Diaspora, Jerusalem 1981
(Experimental Edition).
c) Michael Rosenak. The Midrash and the Modern World: A Teaching
Guide (with Jonathan Cohen). The Pedagogic Institute for the Diaspora,
Jerusalem (Experimental Edition), 1982.
7. Michael Rosenak. 1985. Studies in Jewish Education, Vol. 2.
8. Y. Rich and M. Rosenak (eds.), Abiding Challenges: Research Perspectives
on Jewish Education: Studies in Memory of Mordechai Bar-Lev, 1999.
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Commandments, Concerns and Education
in the Covenant
Arnold Eisen

My aim in this essay is to engage Michael Rosenak’s work at two central
points: his understanding of the problems which face the Jewish educator
who seeks, in a secular society, to initiate students into a fellowship that is
“holy”; and his suggestions for how to accomplish this task: How – in one
key formulation – to teach students “a language of specific contents that
address the object of ultimate concern through the various dimensions of
religious commitment” (p. 104).1 My framing of the Jewish educator’s
mission will be somewhat broader than Rosenak’s, my sense of the
sociological and theological problematics will be somewhat different (in
part because of the differing situations in which we have considered these
matters), and my ideas about Jewish education will be those of a part-time
practitioner in the field rather than those of an acknowledged master. I
hope that this contribution will assist readers of Rosenak nonetheless in
applying his lessons in Jewish classrooms, particularly in the American
Diaspora – a place where commandment is often resisted, concern for
Judaism requires lengthy and careful cultivation, and membership in
the covenant is both greatly suspect and deeply treasured; a place, in
other words, both of educational challenge and educational opportunity.
Rosenak’s teachings about Jewish teaching, I hope to show, remain highly
relevant, his “theory of religious Jewish education” a cogent response to
an unprecedented Jewish condition.

1

All page numbers in this portion of the text refer to citations from Michael Rosenak,
Commandments and Concerns: Jewish Religious Education in Secular Society,
Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1987. The work is cited in later portions
of the text as CC.
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I. The Contemporary Situation
Limitations of space preclude the sort of extensive summary required if
we are to do justice to Rosenak’s ideas about the problems facing the
Jewish educator today, but perhaps we can get a sense of them by focusing
on the two key terms which comprise the title of Rosenak’s first book,
and figure in my title as well. They signify two divergent “orientations”
to Jewish education as currently practiced. “Commandment” is shorthand
for the “normative-ideational” approach, one which knows what the truth
is, as it were, and what good is, and aims to impart such knowledge
and inculcate such behaviors as will enable the student to grasp hold
of and practice that goodness and truth. The educator takes account
of the particular conditions in which teaching occurs only in order to
translate “normative philosophies” effectively into “concrete educational
objectives.” Educated individuals according to this model are “those who
correspond to some pre-established and imposed pattern of wisdom and
virtue” (pp. 17–21). Rosenak contrasts this approach with the “deliberateinductive orientation” – “concerns” for short – which begins with the
learner and asks how he or she can be taught to interact successfully
with, and to understand, other people and the world. The educator must
look long and hard at the conditions in which learning will take place,
for the latter does not exist in any abstract a priori form – a seed ready
for the planting – but rather takes shape in the teaching itself. Educated
individuals according to this model are “those who can understand reality,
relate themselves meaningfully and effectively to it, change themselves
when necessary, and shape the environment when feasible and desirable”
(p. 21).
Educators who follow the first approach, Rosenak writes, might well
be distressed at the apparent disinterest of many students and their
parents in what Jewish tradition has to say to them, let alone at their
lack of interest in fulfilling the obligations which the tradition sets forth.
Educators who follow the second approach might be troubled far more
by the failure as they see it of Jewish tradition in its current forms
to address the actual lives, needs and aspirations of students and their
parents. The problem in their view is not how to get the students to hear
what they need to hear but how to recast the tradition to make it worth
hearing. Whereas the educators of “commandment” in our day often find
themselves “standing guard” over the integrity and authenticity of the
tradition, lest it be blown away with the winds of the zeitgeist, educators
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of “concern” are generally much more hospitable to forms of experiment
and innovation, lest the tradition die a slow death of irrelevance (pp.
21–25). Rosenak’s sociological and philosophical analysis of secularism
causes him to be far from sanguine about the chances of success available
to either educational approach acting alone.
The relevance of the contemporary situation to Jewish education, we
note, is itself at issue in this dispute. Partisans of both approaches will
agree that one cannot educate in a vacuum. One necessarily teaches in
a particular language, and that language already comes inflected with
cultural meanings that must be addressed. Key terms such as “tradition”
may carry connotations of opprobrium or mere ornament that Jewish
educators must raise to awareness and contest. Classroom hours are
limited by the willingness of students and their parents to allot them in the
face of competing demands. Despite shared acknowledgement of these
realities, however, the two approaches differ markedly on the question of
what normative status should be given the contemporary situation. Do the
demands of autonomous individuals, “sovereign selves,” carry normative
or only tactical importance? A long line of modern Jewish thinkers since
Mendelssohn have disagreed on this issue; Rosenak takes no stance on
it, but merely notes what is at stake, when he writes candidly that, “In
such a situation of virtual apostasy, any normative-ideational approach
that posits ideal objectives of Judaism becomes virtually impossible” (p.
42). Nor does he endorse “the secular view of the situation,” which holds
(whether in Israel or the Diaspora, whether from a committed viewpoint
of Jewish national or cultural identity, or from the viewpoint of partial or
complete assimilation into a Gentile culture and society) that education
speaking the language of religious commandment will likely be seen as
indoctrination, as a threat to the self’s autonomy, and – worst of all,
perhaps – as irrelevant to actual life and its concerns. Rosenak’s own
vision emerges only when he turns from problem to solution. Jewish
religious educational theory, he holds, not only must but can respond
effectively to secular criticisms. The remainder of Commandments and
Concerns, and much of a subsequent book, Roads to the Palace, are
devoted to showing what one such response, a theory of “norms despite
modernity” (p. 129), would look like.
Before turning to that theory, and amending it with a few ideas of my
own, I want to supplement Rosenak’s account of the obstacles facing
Jewish educators in contemporary America (and, to lesser degrees, in
the rest of the Diaspora as well) with my own analysis of the problems
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besetting Jewish religious education. I draw here on a historical study
of modern Jewish struggles with matters of ritual and commandment,
Rethinking Modern Judaism, as well as a sociological study of contemporary American Jewish attitudes and behaviors relative to these issues,
The Jew Within, co-authored with Steven M. Cohen.2 Both works, I
believe, indicate not only obstacles but openings to the sort of Jewish
education Rosenak has in mind. Once again, I cannot hope to summarize
an entire book within the limits of this essay, let alone two books, but
will try to suggest several discussions in the books that bear directly on
the matters at hand.
I begin, as does Rosenak, with the fact that Jewish beliefs and
behaviors stand before Jews in the modern West as one among a number
of options competing for their interest and allegiance – the problem
well-described by Peter Berger as “the heretical imperative.”3 Jews, like
all other inhabitants of modernity, need to choose, in areas of life, great
or trivial, where their ancestors had little if any room for departure from
fixed routines. Moreover, Jews must make these choices in a situation
where, as a political and cultural minority, Jewish beliefs and activities
do not enjoy the prima facie “plausibility” (Berger’s term as well) of,
for example, Christmas celebrations, or keeping up with current movies
or best-sellers, or following the latest news at a local or national level.
Plausibility is denied to Jewish observances because the “structures”
which normally provide it are lacking: media coverage, for example;
taken-for-grantedness; association with political and economic power;
the prominence of buildings expressive of or dedicated to the beliefs
and behaviors under consideration; residence in a neighborhood where
observance is common and visible. Berger’s analysis of these issues
is generally convincing, as far as it goes.4 I have therefore turned my
attention to several related factors which bear on Jewish choices, factors
all the more serious because they may never enter directly into one’s
consciousness.
For one thing, the very bargain with Emancipation (or “modernity”)
struck by Jews upon entry into Gentile societies two centuries ago, still
2

3
4

Arnold M. Eisen, Rethinking Modern Judaism: Ritual, Commandment, Community,
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1998; Steven M. Cohen and Arnold M.
Eisen, The Jew Within: Self, Family and Community in America, Indiana: Indiana
University Press, 2000.
Peter Berger, The Heretical Imperative, Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1979.
My reservations are voiced in Rethinking Modern Judaism, pp. 61–66.
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enforced in a variety of ways today, and still apparently accepted by
the vast majority of Jews, presumed that Jews would not exhibit too
many appreciable differences from the neighbors whom they had joined
in civic privileges, in citizenship. This meant, in 19th century Europe,
speaking and dressing and eating as an individual who was gebildet or
civilisé would do.5 Philip Roth’s marvelous short story, “Eli the Fanatic,”
explores the consequences to himself and his neighbors when a Reform
Jewish lawyer in 1950s suburban America decides one day to walk
the streets of his town in Hasidic garb. Many Jews do exactly that in
America today, of course. The bar of acceptable difference has been raised
to tolerate many previously unacceptable ways of speaking, dressing and
eating. But it remains the case, I think, that for most American Jews the
first question (or set of questions) asked when considering enactment of
any distinctively Jewish behavior is not theological (what do I believe
about God, revelation and commandment), but political: How much will
this behavior (e.g., taking matzah to work during Passover, or taking off
from work on Yom Kippur, or celebrating Shabbat at home) demonstrate
apartness from my neighbors? What degree of distinctiveness from the
larger society and culture do I want to demonstrate? And how much such
distinctiveness is the society in which I live prepared to tolerate? The issue
in the first instance, then, is not so much “indoctrination” or “autonomy”
or even “relevance,” but distinctiveness, difference, otherness. Spinoza
raised the issue in the work which set the stage for all subsequent thought
about the modern challenges to Judaism, indeed he inserted the issue
into the work’s very title: The Theologico-Political Treatise (ca. 1670).
The issue is not belief (a private matter, invisible to others and oneself,
theological), but ritual behavior (a public matter, and so of concern to
the majority and the sovereign, political) – that which, Spinoza asserted,
had the power to preserve Jewish distinctiveness indefinitely. The onus
today, we might say, is always on the ritual to make the case for its
own observance. In the “default position,” one will do nothing out of the
ordinary.
A second obstacle to Jewish observance (or, in some cases, an actual
attraction to it, for a measure of distinctiveness, if it gains approval
from the minority and/or the majority, may well be considered a plus)
is the status of that observance as ritual. Ever since Protestant critiques
5

Ibid., pp. 23–37, 107–117. For the classic statement of this position see Jacob Katz,
Out of the Ghetto, New York: Schocken Books, 1978.
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of Catholicism, incorporated by Enlightenment thinkers into the very
assumptions of modern, rational selves, the word “ritual” has carried
several pejorative connotations which bear directly on Jewish choices.6
Ritual, first of all, adorns life rather than obligates the self. That is
why it is “mere” ritual – viewed positively in its place as adornment,
but seen negatively when it seeks precedence over other possibilities
for action, as law. Second, ritual occurs (or should occur) infrequently,
ideally as a vehicle or accompaniment to moments of peak experience
set apart from everyday activity. Much traditional Jewish ritual (dietary
laws, for example) is rather superimposed on everyday experience. Third,
ritual should “make sense” as the symbolic expression or enactment of
a particular message or truth. That is its only plausible purpose, the
end to which it leads, the only justification for engaging in it (aside
from adornment, the obvious “value added” of, for example, a wedding
performed by a rabbi in a synagogue). These popular notions of ritual are
either articulated explicitly or taken for granted in numerous influential
anthropological theories (for example, those offered by Victor Turner
and Clifford Geertz), and they have been contested by other theorists
(most notably Mary Douglas and Jonathan Z. Smith). No less important
for our concerns, they have been discussed in many leading works of
Jewish thought written over the past two centuries. Think, for example,
of Mendelssohn’s attempt in Jerusalem (1783), responding in part to
Spinoza’s Tractatus, to understand the commandments as “ceremonial
script” and yet retain their status as commandments.7 Or ponder Mordecai
Kaplan’s efforts, in Judaism as a Civilization, to throw off the claims of
Orthodoxy and “supernaturalism,” to “reconstruct” the commandments
as “folkways,” yet to retain or recover Judaism’s status as “law” and
“involuntarism.”8
The circle cannot convincingly be squared, I believe; ritual is not
commandment, though commandment may well take the form of ritual.
Yet modern Jewish thinkers of a variety of perspectives have had no alternative but to try and make commandment into ritual, because the entry of
Jews into modernity has made translation of Jewish into general language

6
7
8

See Eisen, Rethinking Modern Judaism, ch. 3.
Moses Mendelssohn, Jerusalem, tr. Allan Arkush. Hanover, N.H.: University Press
of New England, 1983.
Mordecai M. Kaplan, Judaism as a Civilization, Philadelphia: Jewish Publication
Society (1934), 1994. See especially pp. 292–293.
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unavoidable if the tradition is to make its own case persuasively. 9 Two
strategies have frequently been employed by thinkers in the modern effort
to offer ta’amei ha’mitzvot, “reasons for the commandments.” The first,
related to the problem Rosenak titles “Particular Faiths and Universal
Religiosity” (CC, p. 88), involves the attempt to explain distinctive
Jewish behaviors as the enactment or expression of universal truths, or as
paths to universal goods.10 Classical Reform thinkers provide the most
obvious but by no means the only examples of this strategy. Samson
Raphael Hirsch too recurs often in Horeb (1837) to universal goods
or truths taught or inculcated by the unique legislation of halakhah.
Passover is regularly celebrated by Jews of all denominations as the
“holiday of freedom.” Hanukkah, we are told, teaches the importance of
religious liberty. Kaplan devoted an entire work, The Meaning of God
in Modern Jewish Religion (1937), to expositing the holidays in keeping
with such a schema. Sociologist Marshall Sklare hypothesized 40 years
ago that the universality of a ritual’s purported message would (along
with its transpiring in private space and time: the political factor) be a key
predictor of its observance by contemporary American Jews. (The Jew
Within confirms this prediction.)11 The problem, of course, is that one
can arrive at the same universal “lesson” without the inconvenience, or
expense, or undesirable distinctiveness, of a particularly Jewish practice.
What is more, if observance of the ritual depends on acceptance of
a certain explanation for it, one may well reject the former because of
dissatisfaction with the latter. A ritual’s worst enemies may be the friends
who plead its case before skeptical Jews. The latter, unable to affirm or
deny any putative meaning, may simply decide to abstain.
A second strategy, employed widely by Jewish thinkers at least since
the mid-19th century, is to invoke what I call the mitzvah of nostalgia:
appeal to a felt imperative to walk in the ways of the ancestors.12
Jewish liturgy has always been marked by reference to the merits of the
patriarchs and matriarchs. They are invoked in prayers for rain and dew,
for example. Their stories are told and retold at Passover and Hanukkah.
Their martyrdom is recounted at Yom Kippur and the Ninth of Av. But
9
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Cf. Rosenak, CC, pp. 99–104.
See Eisen, Rethinking Modern Judaism, ch. 5.
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Greenblum, Jewish Identity on the Suburban Frontier, New York: Basic Books,
1967.
See Eisen, Rethinking Modern Judaism, ch. 6.
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whereas the ancestors were traditionally used as models of piety whose
deeds we seek to emulate to the degree possible, so that we too might
prove loyal servants of God, the emphasis has shifted in the past century
and a half – never more so than in contemporary America – to following
in the footsteps of the ancestors so as to connect with them – rather
than to connect through their intercession with God. One suspects that a
personal meaning of Passover celebrations has always been the memory
of parents and grandparents no longer present around the table. The Seder
text itself understands its purpose in part as the transmission of tradition
to future generations. Contemporary accounts, however, do not raise the
personal meaning of Passover and other observances to consciousness
but make it primary, while other meanings (such as greater closeness to
God or obedience to God’s word) become secondary. Connection with
ancestors now figures as a major explanation of what the holiday means
and why it should be celebrated – this at the very same time when
one’s own parents, because they are nonobservant, can no longer be
regarded as role models of Jewish observance – and have thus become
ancestors from whose practice one must depart in order to continue the
practice of more distant ancestors. These dynamics are complex, and
may themselves be a source of meaning (even pleasure) in renewed
Jewish practice.13 American Jews, like other Americans, apparently find
the greatest existential meaning to life in the relationships which cannot
be severed by distance or divorce: children and grandchildren, parents
and grandparents. But they are pleased when the meaning inherent in
those relationships is deepened and overlaid with Judaism, a chain of
ancestors stretching back three millennia. They welcome the integration
of their own family story into a larger saga that promises to continue
far into the future. “Tradition,” I argue in Rethinking Modern Judaism,
is now the effective “god-term” for American Jews, a framework or
authority in which they wish to place themselves, albeit on their own
terms, even though some are aware that the “tradition” they “follow”
is often a construction of someone’s recent invention. Data in The Jew
Within confirm that they overwhelmingly regard tradition positively, and
wish to carry it forward.14
Personal meanings are now a virtual prerequisite to ritual observance.
American Jews, Cohen and I conclude, differ from their predecessors not
13
14
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in the fact of choice from a variety of potential observances, but in the
widespread belief that it is their right to choose which practices to observe,
that it would be wrong to surrender that right and observe any ritual
lacking in personal meaning, just because someone in authority such as a
rabbi (or some other Jew, such as one’s in-laws!) says that one should do
X or Y in order to be counted a “good Jew.” Indeed, many “elite” thinkers
examined in Rethinking Modern Judaism, like the “laypeople” studied
and interviewed for The Jew Within, seem to be engaged in a lifelong
search for authority that they never actually discover and do not want to
discover – for finding it would mean obedience to that authority, an end to
the journey.15 Neither obedience nor arrival – both demanding permanent
commitment – is appealing. Jews, like Gentiles, regard themselves as
“sovereign” (at least in the private domain in which religion now figures)
and are reluctant to foreclose options or forego choices by “committing”
once and for all to any practices or beliefs. Nor do they feel obligated
by the “public Judaism” of Federation campaigns, support for Israel,
or even – increasingly – remembrance of the Holocaust.16 The right to
choose may deter decisions on behalf of a minority culture or religion,
of course – or it may render the minority tradition more attractive
precisely because it is chosen rather than imposed, acceptably distinctive
rather than merely commonplace. Commitment, arrived at freely, may be
more attractive and more lasting – witness the widespread attachment to
religion in America, where religious commitment is voluntary and there
is no established church. Mendelssohn’s Jerusalem seeks to portray the
emergent fact of choice as an advantage for Judaism – an opportunity
for Jews to freely take on the “yoke of the commandments,” as the Torah
and the rabbis had intended all along. There is perhaps some naiveté in
this view, but also no small degree of truth – if the choice for Torah can
be made a live choice, clear and present to the chooser, not only credible
– which is hard enough – but actually persuasive.
We should note, finally, that these further dimensions to Berger’s
“heretical imperative” define Jews as modern or post-modern far more
than the fact of heresy taken in a literal sense of rejection of accepted
truth. Indeed, the vast majority of those interviewed for The Jew Within,
and 83% of those who participated in a representative survey of adult
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American Jews, professed some sort of belief in God.17 “Secularization,”
then, is no longer an adequate description of the developments most
defining of the Jewish educational situation. The problem lies elsewhere,
and so must the response.

II. The Educational Response
I have provided this summary of my own view of the situation in which
much Jewish education transpires in contemporary America (“much”
rather than “all” because while Orthodox and ultra-Orthodox classrooms
are not entirely immune to these factors, they are shielded from their
direct impact to a greater or lesser degree, as are Conservative or Reform
classrooms which meet criteria set forth below) because I think it refines
(without contradicting) Rosenak’s presentation, and because I believe it
relevant to the formulation of educational theory. Like Rosenak, I do not
believe that Jewish educators can in good conscience merely surrender
the normative character of their tradition to a culture resistant to religious
norms. But neither should they regard that culture as totally lacking in
normative value – a mere obstacle demanding tactical response. The
problem with some “normative-ideational” approaches, in other words,
is not that they will prove ineffective but that they are wrong. A Jewish
educator must speak the truth to his or her students at all times. The
relevant question, then, is what that truth is and how it should be taught.
At this point in his own discussion, Rosenak introduces a new pair of
terms, analogous but not identical to those discussed thus far: “explicit”
versus “implicit” religion and education.
Explicit religion concerns itself with what we believe and practice
as loyal adherents of a specific faith, as members of a believing
community; it sets down norms that prevail in our fellowship,
norms that are incumbent upon those whom “we” will recognize as
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“religious.” Implicit religion deals with existential encounters, occasioned by looking within and up in an attitude of faith; it connotes
reverence, openness, and search for meaning. (pp. 112–113)
Sympathetic discussion of both options yields the judgement once again
that neither, standing alone, can stand.
Explicit religious education has a normative philosophy of education, but it is not convincing to most Jews in the modern age.
Implicit religious education can be shown to be philosophically
plausible, relevant to the modern person, and linked to scientific
inquiry or reflection upon religion. But it has no normative philosophy of education beyond a commitment to existential virtues
[...] Jewishly speaking, [it] lacks specificity or religious depth; it is
either culturally “universal” or simply national. (p. 168)
Rosenak has of course shown his hand here: the problem with the former
approach is only that it is not convincing, and the educator’s task is
therefore to make it so. The latter approach carries with it prima facie
plausibility, but it lacks a normative philosophy, specificity (of belief
and practice) and “religious depth” – serious lacunae indeed.18 Clearly
one will need to add to it substantially, i.e., to meld the two in such a
way as to retain the advantages of both. Rosenak’s strategy for doing
so borrows from Jewish thinkers such as Heschel, Soloveitchik and
Rosenzweig but amends all of them in search of the combination he
seeks. His further exposition of the synthesis in Roads to the Palace
draws liberally on Alasdair MacIntyre’s notion that any viable concept of
virtue (or, by extension, any religious tradition) will necessarily contain
three elements: (1) a practice – “a coherent and complex form of socially
established cooperative human activity” in which goods are modeled and
realized; (2) a narrative which orders and makes sense of an individual
human life in terms of the larger story of the community; and (3) a moral
tradition which is a source of both identity and obligation (p. 207 and
footnote to MacIntyre refs). “It should be clear from the above,” Rosenak
writes, that “the ultimate aim of practices is to attain to the good that the
community of practitioners declare to be inherent in them, which can be
attained in no other way.”19 It should also be clear that “practices involve
18
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communities comprising all those who engage in a practice,” including
those learning how to do so (RP, p. 209).
One of the ways a person learns what to do in life, according to
MacIntyre as adopted by Rosenak, is by coming to see his or her
personal story as interwoven with “threads of practices and virtues that
have communities and histories.” We discover who we are through the
stories we tell. “I can answer the question ‘What am I do to?’ only if I
can answer the prior question ‘of what story or stories do I find myself
a part?”’ (RP, p. 209).20 We come to see ourselves, in part, as heirs
to choices we have not made and which we might not have wished to
recognize. Indeed, tradition is best understood not as a given set of beliefs
or practices but as a process of negotiation, of “continuous conflict.”
Rosenak concludes this section of his presentation with this definition
from MacIntyre: “A living tradition is an argument precisely about the
goods which constitute that tradition” (RP, p. 210). In order to be part of
this argument, one must master the “language” and “literature” in which
it has been carried on until now. Rosenak devotes the remainder of his
book to a “lexicon” of Judaism’s language and literature, including both
halakhah and aggadah, and comprising not only past arguments but the
imprint left by those arguments. All provide the material, in stories and
in practices, through which (and only through which) the argument, the
tradition, can be carried forward.
This is a very appealing notion of religious tradition, one analogous
to Rosenzweig’s notion of Torah and its teaching (set forth in his famous
open letter to Buber, “The Builders”) as a path on which one walks
through life. What “is this way to the Law,” to Torah, Rosenzweig asks?
If Torah is not to mean simply the 613 commandments as laid out in the
Shulkhan Arukh (a version of explicit religion) or whatever speaks to me
as an individual with “inner power” (a Buberian formulation of implicit
religion), what can it mean? And how does one teach and learn Torah in
new situations? How does one leap from “path” – which in my reading
of Rosenzweig means: all that Judaism has been and meant until now –
to “pathlessness,” that which Judaism must become in the very different
circumstances that hold now and will hold in the future?21 Rosenzweig
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has (a few pages earlier) ruled out the two answers which he attributes
(in part erroneously) to classical Reform Judaism on the one hand and
Hirsch’s modern Orthodox Judaism on the other, just as Rosenak found
the “deliberative-inductive” and “normative-ideational” approaches, on
their own, insufficient. One cannot simply carry on as before, or simply
make Judaism whatever a person or group of persons wishes it to be.
“The Builders” makes two suggestions, both refinements of its guiding
metaphor of Torah as path. First, one must recognize that there is no end
to the way, and no shortcut to it or upon it. One cannot view the path
from the heights, but only walk it, and however far one has walked one
is always only on “the first lap.” Jewish learning is not a matter of a
curriculum to be mastered but a life to be lived. Second, only a “laborious
and aimless detour through knowable Judaism gives us the certainty that
the ultimate leap, from that which we know to that which we need to
know at any price, the leap to the teachings, leads to Jewish teachings.”
The teachings do not become Jewish simply because a Jew or group
of Jews declares them to be such – nor even, Rosenzweig would say,
because Jews study and enact them in a Jewish language, or in a Jewish
state. (Judaism is not like French culture in this regard, he maintains.)
If we seek to specify what is required in order to follow Rosenzweig’s
directive (and Rosenak’s, in many ways indebted to Rosenzweig’s), I
think we must stipulate at least five elements.
First, there must be learning. We must inform ourselves as thoroughly
as we can about how Jews in the past made Torah matter in their lives
(Torah in the MacIntyre-Rosenak sense of contested conversation, and
in my terms the sum total of the ways Jews over the centuries have
taught and lived in relation, direct or ultimate, to the Five Books of
Moses). The library of texts is vast. The record of history is complex.
Jews did not live or read Torah in only one way. Hence the need for
“laborious” presentation of our “language and literature.” Nor can we act
authentically if we decide in advance what we need to find when we turn
to the Jewish past – a particular position on abortion or social policy, for
example, or a particular theory of creation or gender difference – and
then rummage through the tradition until we find it, at which point we

“The Builders”] in Nahum N. Glatzer, ed., Franz Rosenzweig: His Life and Thought,
New York: Schocken Books, 1976, pp. 234–42; and to Arnold Eisen, Taking Hold
of Torah, Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997, pp. 28–34.
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triumphantly proclaim this position “Judaism.” That is why our search
must be “aimless.”
Second, we require community. Recall the MacIntyre-Rosenak elements of practices and narratives, both of which are collective; no
less important, recall Berger’s insistence that “plausibility” requires
“plausibility structures.” No belief or practice can successfully claim
prima facie plausibility if it is not shared by at least some of the people
around me. One normally comes to trust in revelation, Rosenzweig
seems to argue in The Star of Redemption, not from some neutral point
of objective consideration but from inside the narratives and practices
of a community.22 One is unable to hope for the eventual triumph of
Judaism’s vision of the good, or even proximate victories on the road to
that ultimate outcome, unless individual agency is joined to the willing
activity of others committed to the same end and the same means to it.
Finally, in order for the conversation begun (according to the Torah) at
Mount Sinai to proceed honestly and effectively in any present day, and
certainly in ours, Jews must engage in it with people whom we trust
enough to listen when they tell us we are wrong.
Because Jews do not believe or practice Torah in only one way, it
follows that there must be both one overarching Jewish community and
a plurality of Jewish communities within it, distinct from the others yet
recognizing commonality with them. The particular versions of the story
must all fit themselves into a larger story that includes them all. This
is a necessary if formidable task for Jewish educators to undertake, all
the more difficult because the vast majority of Jews will no longer live
inside Jewish communities exclusively. But they must live inside them
to an important degree if Jewish education is to prove persuasive to any
degree.
Third – a further requirement of “plausibility” – there is the basic need
for times and spaces designed for, and hospitable to, Jewish practices
and stories rather than others. No tradition can survive or thrive without
a calendar. If there is only September-October but not Tishre and High
Holy Days, if there is only Easter but not Passover, Christmas but not
Hanukkah, if the New Year means parties and fairly banal resolutions
for self-improvement but not a “thick” accounting of a moral self and
22
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its need for teshuvah – then one cannot walk the path of Torah or learn
to walk it. Israelis too move largely to non-Jewish rhythms. Diaspora
Jews, unless they belong to segregated ultra-Orthodox communities, must
expend great efforts to construct and maintain vibrant Jewish spaces and
potent Jewish times.
Fourth – equivalent to much of what Rosenak includes under “language
and literature” – there is what I term for similar reasons the “language and
grammar” of Jewish commitment. “Grammar” is an appealing metaphor
to me because grammar puts the words into action by connecting them
one with another. It points to the many ways in which Judaism is a
collective rather than an individualist tradition, and is one of praxis –
actions and their meanings – rather than of ideas alone. One should
not under-emphasize the importance of ideas, of course, a potent source
of Jewish survival (and of anti-Semitic) opposition over the centuries,
and still such a source today. Language too, the words themselves,
matter enormously. Not only do the words we speak reflect and shape
the concepts in our minds. (Think of the obvious disparity between
“tzedakah” and “charity.”) Certain things will never occur to us if we
do not have the language to describe them. Words can sometimes call
experience into being. Every Jewish community before those of the
modern Diaspora had a Jewish language in addition to the language of
its surroundings. The lack of such a language has limited the ability of
many American Jews – and their teachers – to think and act authentically
as Jews, and the lack of such thinking and action has reduced our ability
to imagine those syntheses between Judaism and other cultures which in
the past have proven so important both to Judaism and to the cultures
with which Jews have interacted.
Finally, and most controversially, there is God. Rosenak’s objective,
we recall, is a theory of Jewish religious education, but even he does not
seem to place God at the very center of Jewish educational conversation,
just as God has for centuries not been the primary subject of either
halakhah or aggadah. The encounter with Jewish tradition, one should
stress in any educational situation resembling the one described in the
first part of this paper, need not start or end with God, because that
tradition, no matter what the educational situation in which Jews found
themselves, has always encompassed far more than God, and likely
always will. It may in fact be advisable for Jews, children or adults,
to suspend their problems with God for a time as they draw near to
the Torah and to the tradition more generally. One of my objectives
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in writing Rethinking Modern Judaism was to persuade its readers that
some of the obstacles to traditional practice or belief which they believe
are theological or religious in nature are in fact functions of their political
situation as a minority, or their intuitive conceptions of modernity or
ritual, or their self-image as perennial “seekers,” or their disinclination,
not always conscious, to obey authority or surrender options. These
obstacles can block the way to hearing the stories and engaging in the
practices from within which God and the eternal questions surrounding
God can be addressed. It helps to bear in mind, I think, that the aim of
Jewish education is not to produce Jews (i.e., believers in X or observers
of Y), but to produce Jewish human beings; in Rosenzweig’s term, the
point is not thought about God or Judaism, from a distance, but the living
of Jewish life.
The question of God must be faced sooner or later, however, because
we seek continuity with a tradition whose every strand until the late 19th
century took God very seriously, yet we stand within a modern, secular
culture which frames the many questions faith in terms of challenges
posed by science, history and rationality. All Jewish educators, religious
or not, bear the brunt of the widespread identification of “Jewish” with
“Judaism, a religion parallel to Christianity and Islam.” Jewish religious
educators of course must face the matter directly all the time. It may help
to remind students of all ages that Jewish ancestors, being human, were
not all believers, certainly not all the time, and their descendants won’t be
either, whether because of the Holocaust, modernity or feminism; Darwin,
Einstein or Freud; or the troubling givens of the human condition. It
is important, I think, that young people (or not-so-young people) who
see the need to proclaim before any teacher of Torah that they “do not
believe in God” first be asked which God it is, exactly, in which they
do not believe. It is still more urgent that they hear – really hear – that
previous generations had held onto faith (itself meaning many different
things) in many different conceptions of God, and may have at times
doubted all of them. They should understand, in any explicit-and-implicit
educational setting, that the teacher respectfully understands why faith
is perhaps especially difficult today – why when all is said and done it
remains “faith,” trust, a leap beyond certainty.
However, I think we also owe students the conviction, once space
has been opened by these “moves” for hearing it, that if they are to
maintain a living relation to the conversation of Jewish tradition –
whether that relation is “religious” or not – they must at the very least
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not dismiss the “ultimate concern” of every generation before ours as
wish-fulfillment, or adolescent longing, or an anachronism easily and
thankfully overcome by modern science. They must rather wrestle with
the God of Israel, the God – according to one possible etymology of
our name – of the “God-wrestler.” Moreover, if our aim is a theory of
religious Jewish education, we dare not deprive students of the serious
attention, the sophisticated thought, the passionate soul-searching, given
in our tradition to the ultimate questions which have been asked and
answered in some form by every culture before ours (and still resound,
in America at least, in the beliefs and practices of close to 90% of the
population). We need to talk with them about God, and if possible to
humbly model wrestling with God.
The American Jews interviewed and surveyed for The Jew Within, as I
noted earlier, expressed widespread belief in God either as personal being
or impersonal force in the world or both (they are under no pressure to
decide the matter, not being theologians).23 Nearly universally they stated
profound interest in the question of God, albeit without the learning,
Jewish or general, to address it satisfactorily. With rare exceptions,
however, they did not express belief in the God of Israel who features
in every Jewish prayerbook, whether Reform, Conservative, Orthodox
or Reconstructionist. They do not seem to believe in a God who split
the Red Sea and revealed the Torah at Sinai; nor do they seem to
believe in a God who displays special concern for the people Israel
or will send that people a messiah at the start of the end of days.
Their God is rather universalist and personal. In part, of course, the
obstacle to the beliefs they do not hold is modern scientific and historical
consciousness. Science seems to preclude miracles. Archeology and
history fail to corroborate the biblical account. Children and adults
alike are rarely familiar with the many attempts by modern Jewish
(and Christian) thinkers to resolve or get around these issues, which
is unfortunate, though evidence from both “elite” thinkers and Jewish
“laypeople” indicates that the inability to provide convincing answers
does not by any means foreclose participation in the conversation of
Torah once one has become engaged in the stories and practices of a
vibrant Jewish community. Indeed, modern problems with “traditional
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belief and practice” and the effort to overcome those problems has
come to furnish much of the conversation’s very substance, and not only
among learned elites. How are we to understand Jewish messianism?
What should we do with the account of the Exodus? How can we retain
continuity with a patriarchal tradition yet demand full participation in
it for women? Debates on matters such as these not only fracture the
Jewish community and pose serious challenges to the various religious
denominations, but – arguably – enliven Jews’ encounter with their
tradition and demonstrate that tradition’s vitality.
I shall focus in the remainder of this essay on the issue most directly
related to any notion of the Jewish conversation which seeks to describe
the tradition – as Rosenak and I do, joining a long list of modern Jewish
thinkers of all denominational persuasions – as divine as well as human
covenant. How shall Jewish educators bring students to see themselves
as commanded? How can one persuasively and credibly teach that God is
a Commander? How does one educate in, for, and to the responsibilities
of covenant?

III. Mitzvah: Commander, Commandment and Commandedness
Rosenak takes up this issue in Roads to the Palace in the course of a
long and extremely rich discussion of the idea of yir’at shamayim, “the
fear of Heaven,” and how to teach that idea. I have discussed it briefly
in my book, Taking Hold of Torah.
Rather than attempt a summary of Rosenak’s presentation, I shall
proceed directly to my own. The question before us is how – given
the educational situation described in part one of this paper, and the
educational objectives outlined in part two – one gets around the fact that
many Jewish students, of all ages and all backgrounds, have apparently
insuperable difficulties with the notion that God commands them. How
are we to engage Jews in the observance of specific practices regarded
not merely as “rituals” or as “folkways” but as commandments?
My answer draws on Rosenzweig and other Jewish thinkers as well
as upon Charles Taylor’s suggestion, in Sources of the Self, that in the
absence of conclusive, foundational arguments on behalf of a theory or
practice, we try to show that it inheres in beliefs which people already
hold and in practices that they already perform. Taylor tries to uncover
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assumptions about identity taken for granted by modern selves. 24 I shall
try to uncover evidence of accepted obligation – commandedness –
which I believe is widespread among American Jews. Let us describe,
then, two ways of “arriving at Sinai,” one which I call a path proceeding
entirely “from our side,” the other proceeding, in part, from God’s.25
We begin with the sort of ethical responsibilities outlined on the “second” of the two tablets received by Moses in the Torah’s account, those
which involve reciprocal obligations (in the rabbis’ words) between one
human being and another. These five of the ten commandments enforce a
social contract that is very nearly universal precisely because it is basic to
every societal arrangement. God need not be invoked in order to justify
contemporary acceptance of such obligations, however inconceivable it
might be to the Torah to imagine justice in the absence of the “Judge of
all the world.” People can and do undertake these obligations on other
than religious grounds. They recognize commandments, obligations, that
exist independently of this recognition, and believe it the right and duty
of society to punish transgressors even if the latter reject the legitimacy
of the command or its commander (society, government).
Next, we can draw upon widespread agreement that none of us lives
simply as a human being in general, or only as a member of a particular
society such as America, bound to its laws by implicit social contract.
“Our side” to Sinai includes also those dense frameworks for life that
we moderns normally separate out as culture or community and which
in Jewish tradition are wrapped up in God’s design for the people Israel.
All of us start life in a family and a local community of some sort as
well as in a nation-state and a world. The former frameworks inevitably
carry and generate obligations as they endow us and sustain us with
meaning. The Torah insists upon these super-ethical obligations in its
fifth commandment: respect for parents, which bridges the two tablets.
It presumes, in agreement with the communitarian philosopher Michael
Sandel, that the term “community” connotes
allegiances [that] go beyond the obligations I voluntarily incur and
the “natural duties” I owe to human beings as such [...]. To some
I owe more than justice requires or even permits [...] in virtue of

24
25

Charles Taylor, Sources of the Self: The Making of Modern Identity, Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1989, ch. 1.
See Eisen, Taking Hold of Torah, pp. 46–67.

68

Arnold Eisen

those more or less enduring attachments and commitments which
taken together partly define the person I am.26
The choices we make as we go through life build upon those presented to
us before we choose, and our choices come with further obligations in tow.
We have special responsibilities to family, friends and community, and
find meaning in and through those relations as well as through the exercise
of the responsibilities which flow from them. If all works as it should,
grudging performance of mere duty is transformed into enthusiastic acts
of love. Most people recognize the legitimacy of such obligations, and
regularly respond with willing performance of the requisite duties. They
feel commanded to perform these more-than-ethical commandments.
Most would also agree, in adult maturity, that such duties bind them
even when enthusiasm is lacking. Once again, obligations to parents
and children are the most obvious examples. One might even speculate,
in a midrash closely attuned to the peshat of the Torah, that the fifth
commandment commands respect for parents, and not care for children,
precisely because the latter is as a rule (though not always) more
enthusiastically, and less ambivalently, undertaken.
Jews are a community bound by this sort of mutual obligation; indeed
they have been conceived by Jewish tradition as a widely-extended
family, the “children of Israel.” They are members of one people, emerge
from the same history, are subject to the same fate, and derive meaning
from (versions of) the same story and (selections from among) the same
set of practices. They maintain their collective story and their shared
practice by huge common effort. However one understands Jewish
peoplehood, and whether one regards its common history, fate, story
and practices as objectively given or (in the post-modern manner) as an
imaginative construction voluntarily appropriated by those who choose to
do so, Jewish commonalty stands before individual Jews as an accepted
source of obligation. To some degree or other (albeit to a shrinking
degree) most affirm the Talmudic dictum that “all Jews are responsible
to one another.” To a still larger degree, they act as if they do accept
this dictum, accepting responsibility for at least some Jews, whether in
supporting Israel, making contributions to a host of Jewish organizations,
or devoting volunteer hours to any number of Jewish causes.
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The final step in the approach to covenant “from our side” is the
recognition that communities survive and thrive, not merely physically
but spiritually, only if their members make the sacrifices required to
maintain the institutions which are necessary to transmit story and
practice, history and language. This is all the more true of a minority
tradition such as Judaism. If one accepts and is grateful for that tradition,
does one not incur an obligation to make sure that it reaches others in
a form compelling to them? If one is committed to Jewish survival –
even if only as an option which can be freely accepted or rejected by
individual, “sovereign” selves – must one not pledge fealty as well to the
means required to secure the instruments of its enduring distinctiveness?
Many Jews light candles on Friday night or conduct Passover seders or
attend synagogue, in whole or in part out of this sort of felt obligation
to transmit what they have received. They pledge allegiance not to a
commanding God but to a community and its tradition, expressing faith
in the ultimate meaning to be secured by living in the framework defined
at Sinai and passing on that framework to future generations. They
may understand the fourth commandment, Shabbat, in precisely this
sense, and regard the meaning of the remaining three commandments,
the first three, as a subject for lifelong conversation of great meaning
– one which sometimes leads to faith in the God who commands that
conversation in the first of the ten “words.” Others, however, take pride
in Jewish achievement – for example, in the Jewish ethical tradition that
has prompted so much work on behalf of social justice, or the Jewish
intellectual tradition which has stimulated so many scientists and artists
– but as yet see no obligation to help maintain the practices, or transmit
the teachings, which have enabled that tradition to survive and reach
them in its present form. I believe that they can be brought to accept that
obligation, and to take seriously the encounter with God that is a part
of it. They do accept such reciprocity in other areas of their lives. One
receives and accepts the obligation to give back. This sense of obligation
out of gratitude can be taught. It comprises much of the content of
education to covenant.
One is on firm “explicit” ground, I think, and not merely teaching “implicitly,” in maintaining that Jews have never predicated commandment
on any one formulation of belief in the Commander; Heschel’s great work,
Torah Min-Hashyamim,27 gathers hundreds of sources from rabbinic and
27

Abraham Joshua Heschel, Torah Min-Hashamayim Be-Aspeklariya Shel Ha-Dorot
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later sources in order to argue (1) that authentic Jewish commitment
stands or falls on the belief in “Torah from Heaven”; and (2) that Jews
have never agreed on what belief in Torah from Heaven actually means
or entails.28 It is true that all the sources gathered by Heschel assume
some sort of divine communication to the Jewish people via its prophets
and sages. But Jews today can and do participate fully in the covenant,
and understand covenant as commandment, without departing from or
even arriving at belief in a divine origin for Torah – a Commander
in the traditional (or perhaps one should say: the popular) sense. My
own inquiries into these matters confirm Rosenzweig’s intuition that
Jews throughout the ages, if pressed, would have given revelation as the
ultimate reason for their adherence to the Torah, but required no such
rationale for what was quite simply the way Jews lived. Torah conferred
a life so rich and meaningful that one could not have wished for any
other.29
Other Jews, however, do approach covenant initially or in large part
“from God’s side.” This can mean: out of a firm conviction that God
wants this from them as Jewish human beings. Or it can mean: out of
experiences of gratitude or blessing, of challenge or of terror, that confirm
God’s presence in the world and call upon them to live accordingly. Or
it can mean: conviction that the Torah conveys true knowledge of God’s
will, communicated via Moses’ prophecy or the sages’ inspiration. For
many contemporary Jews, God’s presence in the world and in their
lives is simply axiomatic. God is simply there, sometimes more than
they would have wished. For others, however, engagement with God has
remained episodic, and the pursuit of God has at times proved frustrating.
God is in the world, as Jacob says, but they do not know it. And then,
all of a sudden, they do. The recognition comes in boundary moments of
birth and death, or in perceptions of nature as a wondrous whole, or in
intimations of transcendence in history, or in flashes of discernment that
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[Theology of Ancient Judaism], Vols. 1-2, London: Soncino, 1962, 1965; Vol. 3,
Jerusalem: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1970. An English selection
and translation has just appeared: Abraham Joshua Heschel, Heavenly Torah as
Refracted Through the Generations, ed. and trans. Gordon Tucker, New York:
Continuum Press, 2005.
Arnold Eisen, “Re-reading Heschel on the Commandments”, Modern Judaism 9:1
(February 1989), pp. 1–33.
Rosenzweig, “Teaching and Law,” pp. 239–40.
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light up texts they read or actions they perform. Afterwards such moments
refuse to be snuffed out by counter-experiences of meaninglessness or
by rational analysis that explains them away. Rather, as Buber nicely
puts it, they “abide in astonishment.” Or, as Heschel put it, they have
been opened to the wonder of the “ineffable” – and have then managed
to “tell it to their minds.”30 They then want to hear, need to hear, what
God requires of them (I leave aside here the vexing questions of what
that is, and how we know what it is).
The passage to “taking on the yoke of the commandments” from
either “side” may well begin, then, with recognition of the degree to
which one already is commanded; the fact of this commandedness, and
commitment to persist in it while investigating its meaning, may well
lead to acknowledgement of a communal or even a divine commander.
If we inquire, again following Rosenzweig’s lead, into what actual
authorities command Jews all the while they are in search of the ultimate
authority whom they never seem to find (and perhaps do not entirely
wish to find), we can identify at least five such sources of authority
among elite thinkers and “laypeople” alike.31 (1) Socially-constructed
authority; the confirmations provided by political, societal, familial,
linguistic and even architectural “plausibility structures”; the social
realities strong enough to withstand the countervailing pressures toward
assimilation. The mysterious survival of the Jewish people over the
millennia, and the remarkable creation of the State of Israel, likely
function as plausibility structures of this sort. They offer powerful
confirmations that the path of Torah is not ephemeral or trivial, but an
enduring matter of great importance, worthy of adherence, commanding
adherence. Nearly every Jewish classroom, if it connects past to present in
a life fashion, creates or strengthens this sense of Jewish commandedness.
(2) Religious experiences, or “signals of transcendence” (Berger’s term)
not given a strictly religious interpretation, but which carry with them
the felt commandment to order one’s life in a way commensurate with
the profundity of the experience or with the presence of God it has
made visible. At its best, education can itself on occasion be the site of
such experiences. But it can also summon them to consciousness, reveal
30
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them to be shared rather than personal, endow them with language that
shapes memory and future experience. (3) The awareness of meaning
as such, of significance in life that is much larger than oneself. Such
meaning in the modern world possesses its own charisma, because it is
so scarce. One clings to any ground one can, once the void has opened
up in the near distance. More human beings than we know live in close
proximity to this void and have experienced its terrors. The meaning
which protects them from the void carries with it a commandment they
cannot but obey: “Choose life. Choose blessing. Choose the good.”
Both the void and the imperative are carried by students into many
Jewish classrooms. (4) Community possesses authority over and above
its function as plausibility structure. One owes obligations to the group
which provides one with so much meaning, which as a worldwide people
is achieving such remarkable things, and which as an “eternal people”
existing for three millennia constitutes a chain one dare not break.
Jewish educators need to teach students of all ages about the history and
sociology of Jewish communities, and to help students identify with them
by making the classroom itself a small Jewish community in which more
than knowledge is exchanged and more than homework assignments are
shared. (5) The search for immortality, which may well be the source of
the ancestors’ ability to command us to follow in their footsteps. Joining
with them, we seek (and, in one sense at least, explored in greatest depth
by Rosenzweig in part three of The Star of Redemption) we attain it.
Only Yeshayahu Leibowitz among the set of leading modern Jewish
thinkers would have maintained (rather perversely, in my view) that the
meaning conferred on the self by performance of a commandment, or the
hope for the reward accruing to the self as a result of that performance,
somehow invalidates the behavior’s ability to count as obedience to the
covenant. Whatever one’s views on the status of actions done out of
complex combinations of motives rather than purely because “it is my
duty” or “God has commanded me to do this,” it seems a mistaken
educational policy to restrict the notion of commandment urged upon
students to “distinctive Jewish behaviors, numbered among the 613
listed in the medieval Codes, undertaken by Jews in the belief that
they derive from God’s word to Moses at Sinai.” I say this not as a
partisan of “deliberative-inductive” or “implicit” education but merely
in recognition of the fact that Jewish practice, like everything else in life,
is over-determined. Commandments are observed because of multiple
and complex motivations, many of which will be unknown to the actors
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let alone to third parties. Commandments offer meanings, “scripted” or
spontaneous, collective or personal, which cannot be separated from the
official set of “meanings of the commandments” or from the manner in
which they are “heard” and “obeyed” as commandment, and perhaps
heard and obeyed as the “word” of the Commander. Jewish religious
educators, alert to these complexities, should be able to do a better job
of conveying to students of varying ages, learning and sophistication
both of the two paths which lead to Sinai. They could also give a fuller
account than is normally provided of the multiplicity of paths for Jewish
life under the covenant which lead away from Sinai, as it were; the
“patterns for living” (Heschel’s term) which are commonly adopted once
the responsibilities of covenant to fellow Jews and to God have been
accepted as commanding.
* * *
Successful Jewish religious education, Rosenak concludes, results in
students who “have been given a language with which to speak, and now
they may make some literature on their own. They have been educated.
They are on a road to the palace” (RP, p. 276). Teachers inspired and
directed by Rosenak’s teaching can help students to know as well that
the palace needs the particular road which they must maintain, can only
maintain, by actually walking it, that the Torah can only reach others as
a live option available for the hearing if they find and transmit the words
which they, possessed of a unique capabilities in a unique situation, will
be uniquely equipped by Jewish learning to utter. Like Rosenak, I think
it fatal for Jewish educators of any persuasion to minimize the obstacles
posed by individualism, ignorance of the tradition’s complexity and the
absence of strong Jewish communities to education for the covenant,
and that it would be equally dangerous to ignore the contribution which
the present culture can make, in the best of classrooms, to that very
same education. Jewish educators have seen much worse in the course
of Jewish history, and can certainly do much better than we are doing at
present.

One More Thing on the Difference and the
Affinity between Academic and Religious Education:
Contemplations on the Concepts of Language and
Literature, Theory and Practice
(Abstract)

Avinoam Rosenak

Anyone who stands before a group of students entering the halls of
academia (especially in order to study the humanities) and chooses not to
convey information based on his or her own knowledge but to relate to
students’ feelings and misgivings, cannot but be familiar with the distress
– as well as the joy of discovery – experienced by most religious students
from the very encounter between their religious world and the world of
research. This situation generates a number of basic questions, such as:
What does religious education have to do with academic study? What
is the difference between studying culturally-valued texts in the yeshiva
(i.e. “Torah”) and the study of the same texts at the university? Or to
put it differently: Is there a structured way to understand the difference
between academic study of a given field and studies in that field in an
educational framework?
This article seeks to shed light on the distinction between yeshiva
studies and academic studies, drawing on the literature on this subject
and the perspective disseminated through Michael Rosenak’s writings.
In my discussion, I will use the terms “language” and “literature” on the
one hand, and “theory” and “practice” on the other. I intend to highlight
their contribution to the discussion, as well as the mutual affinity between
these two sets of concepts. I shall try to show how these concepts can
serve as tools for distinguishing between university studies and yeshiva
studies. But I will then go on to challenge the entire analysis. My
challenge will be based on the argument that the relationship between the
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university institution and the religious and educational setting is more
comprehensive than as described in the body of literature on this subject
– a relationship that, rather than taking the sting out of the conflict,
intensifies it instead.

The Educational Ideal in the Thinking of Yeshayahu
Leibowitz and Michael Rosenak – Between Existential
Duality and Dialectical Unity
(Abstract)

Michael Ohana

In the philosophy of education, the educational ideal functions as a value,
as a goal and as a vision. As a value it is meant to refer to an appropriate
and fair educational process; as a goal, to define the objective which
educators strive to help their students attain, and to guide them so as to
achieve it; and as a vision, by painting both the picture and the program
that constitutes the ideal of the person professing that philosophy.
One might say that any depiction of an educational ideal is not just an
isolated “pure” description of “the educated person” or “the good person”
according to that view (which also constitutes the basis of educational
thought), but is primarily a reaction to other philosophies that act as the
bases for other educational theories which define “the good person” in
their own way. These may be philosophies which are contemporaneous
with the philosophy in question, or others which preceded it. In either
instance, any debate over the educational ideal cannot evade discussing
the “reaction,” i.e., the question of what the proposed view seeks to
establish in place of the existing educational ideal, a different and even
contradictory ideal. The “reaction” is likely to be tested not only against
an image of another potentially different or conflicting ideal, but at times
also against society that has no values or ideals at all in this respect.
In this article we seek to examine the educational ideals in the thought
of Yeshayahu Leibowitz and Michael Rosenak, to compare them, to
explore where their ideals coincide and the point at which they begin
to diverge. The subtitle – “between existential duality and dialectical
unity” – points to the fundamental difference in the ways in which
these two philosophers perceive the educational ideal. For Leibowitz, the
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educational ideal is an ideal of struggle between two dimensions of human
existence – the individual and the collective. This ideal is nourished by
this struggle, and defines it in existential terms. According to his way
of thinking, the “educated” Jew is subject to existential disharmony and
constant conflict – factors that shape him as an autonomous creature.
In Leibowitz’s work, the only authentic and significant world is one of
oppositions, struggles and dilemmas. This is also the reason for rejecting
the eudaemonistic ideal – that moral orientation for which the goal is the
achievement of human happiness, the harmony of wishes and desires, an
individual’s mental satisfaction, peace and inner tranquility. For the same
reason, Leibowitz rejects a service-oriented view of education whose
goal is to meet the student’s needs. Instead he adopts a view of education
that demands that the person being educated come to grips with issues,
dealing with trials, tribulations and dilemmas which, in his view, are the
only way to mold an educated person.
Rosenak sees no reason why these dimensions need conflict. Rather,
he sees a dialectical unity obtaining between them – coming to terms
with freely accepting the collective-authoritative, theonomous aspect, on
the one hand, and appropriating it as a private autonomous decision, on
the other. Rosenak’s cogitative-educational approach calls for a bridge
between “language” and “literature” – between the authoritative texts
and their contemporary interpretation – which gives the texts their
existential meaning. The struggle between education for an individualism
of “dignity” and education for a communal orientation based on “honor”
is not one of exclusiveness, i.e., where one is preferred at the expense of
the other. Rather, this is a form of education in which tension is dispelled
by disclosing those components in the religious “language” which have
been “forgotten,” and examining their compatibility – generally or in
part – with the views prevalent in modern society, in order to bring
about a situation in which both will co-exist in dialectical unity in the
educational sphere.

What We Are and Who We Are:
Educating for the Universal-Particular Dialectic
in Jewish Life1
Deborah Weissman

I first met Mike and Geula Rosenak in 1965 in Jerusalem. I had heard
of Mike before that when, as a Young Judaean programmer, I read his
wonderful booklets and programming guides. But we met when I came
on the Young Judaea Year Course 1965–66. Not only was Mike my
teacher for modern Jewish history; when offered a choice of chugei bayit
on different topics, I elected to take Mike’s chug on Modern Jewish
Thought. During our weekly meetings in his living room, I heard, for
the first time, about Buber, Rosenzweig, Hermann Cohen and others.
But perhaps even more significantly for my personal development, I was
exposed to a modern Orthodox household in which what impressed me
was the depth and breadth of the library and the music collection. I
realized that one could be fully observant as a Jew as well as seriously
engaged with general culture. This experience led me to choose to spend
some time on a religious kibbutz, during which I made what has been
a lifelong commitment to Halakhic observance. Over the ensuing years,
I have learned from Mike, worked with Mike, even argued with Mike.
But his influence has been ever present in my thinking and behavior.
S.Y. Agnon related the following short but powerful story2: Dr. Meir
1

2

I would like to thank Dr. Hilton Immerman, Peta Jones-Pellach and the rest of the
wonderful staff of the Shalom Institute, UNSW, Sydney, for enabling me to spend
part of my sabbatical year in an environment in which I had time to reflect and write,
as well as opportunities to share some of these thoughts with others.
This is my translation of a story which appeared in S. Y. Agnon, A Shroud of Stories
[ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ÍÈ¯Î˙], Jerusalem: Schocken, 1984. My attention was first drawn to
this story by my dear friend, Dr. Steve Copeland, another student and colleague of
Mike’s.
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Weiss told me that when Hermann Cohen was in Poland, he worshipped
on Yom Kippur eve in a Chassidic house of prayer. When they reached
the verses of Sh’ma Kolenu, there was a fervent awakening within the
congregation. And when they arrived at “For My house shall be called
a house of prayer for all the nations,” the Ba’al Tella wept. Hermann
Cohen thought to himself, “How profoundly this Polish Jew must feel
that great prophetic vision, when all nations will recognize that they are
one, and all will worship in one house of prayer.” After the service,
Cohen approached the Ba’al Tella , blessed him and asked, “Why did
you weep so at that verse, ‘For My house shall be called a house of
prayer for all the nations?”’ And the Ba’al Tella answered, “How shall
I not weep, when the house of our holiness and glory shall be filled with
Goyim?”

A Traditional Dialectic
The Agnon story in its context juxtaposes the liberal consciousness
of Western European Jewry (as exemplified by Cohen) with the more
traditional approach of the Eastern European Chassidim (represented by
the Ba’al Tella ). However, this dilemma or, if you prefer, dialectic,
between the universal and particular dimensions in traditional Judaism
so sharply outlined in the story can be found as well in many passages
from earlier Rabbinic literature. In Pirkei Avot 3:14, for example, in
the name of Rabbi Akiva, we read, “Beloved is man (‘adam’) for he
was created in the image of God.” But in the tractate Yevamot of the
Babylonian Talmud, the following appears in the name of R. Shimon
bar Yochai: “You are called ‘adam,’ and foreigners [the Hebrew reads
‘nochrim’ or ‘goyim’] are not called ‘adam.”’3 (Some translations give
“idolaters” for “nochrim.”)
Is the lofty, apparently humanistic statement of Rabbi Akiva intended
to apply only to his fellow Jews? Some would argue that this is indeed
the case. But it seems highly unlikely, since the continuation of Rabbi
Akiva’s dictum is “Beloved are Israel for they were called the children

3
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of God.” If “adam” and Israel were synonymous, the text would be
redundant. Akiva’s formulation certainly accords a special status to
Israel, but doesn’t necessarily detract from the uniqueness and worth of
the entire human race.
Two different approaches, both grounded in traditional Jewish culture
– the universal and the particular, the concern for all of humankind and
the special concern for our fellow Jews. Both themes are present in the
High Holiday liturgy – on the one hand, “Now, therefore, O Lord our
God, impose thine awe upon all thy works, and thy fear upon all that
thou hast created [...] that they may all form a single band to do thy will
with a perfect heart,” and, on the other hand, “Give then glory, O Lord,
unto thy people [...] joy to thy land, gladness to thy city.” Are these to be
understood as contradictory, complementary or integrated in some more
complex way?
Professor Moshe Greenberg, the great Bible scholar and teacher at
the Hebrew University, in a number of seminal works, has pointed
out the tremendous educational challenge we have today, particularly
in Israel, in dealing with these questions in our study of traditional
Jewish culture. Greenberg is a member of an interfaith dialogue group
in Jerusalem known as the Rainbow.4 Several years ago, the theme
for the group’s discussions was “Embarrassing Texts in our Respective
Religious Traditions.” Greenberg opened the year’s discussions with a
presentation on the embarrassing texts in the Jewish tradition that relate
to non-Jews in a negative light. His views appear in a Hebrew book
published in 1984, Al HaMikra v’Al HaYahadut5 and an English article
published in 1996, “A Problematic Heritage: The Attitude towards the
Gentile in the Jewish Tradition – An Israel Perspective.”6
In it, Greenberg indicates that he has, in Israel, been made aware “that
the main stream of Jewish thought is permeated by notions of the genetic
spiritual superiority of Jews over gentiles.”7 To this, he responds:
I am more than ever convinced that the hold that Judaism will
have on this and future generations will be gravely impaired
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I am also privileged to be a member of this group.
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unless these notions are neutralized by an internal reordering of
traditional values – a reordering by which the cherished value of
the universality and oneness of God is matched by an equally
cherished value of the universality and oneness of humanity.8
8

The problematic tendencies that Greenberg finds within the Jewish
heritage have their origins in the Torah, with its notions of the separation
and election of the people of Israel. Many texts come to mind – from “ye
shall be Mine own treasure from among all peoples”9 to “it is a people
that shall dwell alone and not be reckoned among the nations.”10
These notions seem to be articulated in a more balanced way in the
Prophets, especially Isaiah, in whose prophecy we find, “Blessed be
Egypt, My people, and Assyria, the work of My hands, and Israel, Mine
Inheritance,”11 implying that the election of Israel doesn’t place it in a
totally separate category from the other nations (as in the famous Midrash
on the word “ivri”).12 Isaiah also develops the concept of Israel’s role
in the world as a “light unto the nations,”13 in order that salvation may
come to all. Moreover, in the prophet Micah’s vision of the End of Days,
there exists a universal harmonious order: “[...] many nations shall go
and say, ‘Come ye, and let us go up to the mountain of the Lord [...] and
He will teach us of His ways, and we will walk in His paths’[...] For let
all the peoples walk each one in the name of its god [...].”14 The last
phrase would seem to imply that redemption would bring a balance of
the universal and the particular.
These kinds of universalistic formulations found in the Prophets
are much less evident in Rabbinic literature and later medieval texts,
for example, the work of Yehudah HaLevi. According to Greenberg, the
factor which most dangerously and negatively influenced the chauvinistic
trend in Jewish thought was the Kabbalah. Greenberg brings, for example,
the work of Shmuel de Uzeida, a disciple of R. Isaac Luria in the
16th century, who denied that Gentiles were created in the image of
9
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God!15 These tendencies reached a peak, he maintains, in the writings
of the Maharal of Prague, Ba’al HaTanya, the founder of the Chabad
movement, and even HaRav Kook and some of his disciples. For the
record, one can find as well articulations of a much more universalistic
approach in the writings of HaRav Kook, the elder. Perhaps some of
them, as mystics, rather than systematic philosophers, can be forgiven
certain inconsistencies in their belief systems. The accusation of racism in
medieval writings may indeed be anachronistic. Yet they have followers
in contemporary Israeli religious society and these tendencies have led
them to unfortunate acts of violence, culminating in the 1994 atrocity in
the Cave of the Machpela.
Another example of this problem can be found in the work of an
important 20th century Jewish philosopher, Leon Roth. Roth, in an
article entitled “Moralization and Demoralization in Jewish Ethics,”16
makes reference to the famous Mishnah in Sanhedrin 4:5, “[...] if any
man saves a single soul from Israel Scripture imputes it to him as though
he had saved a whole world.” Roth points out that in earlier manuscripts,
the words “from Israel” are omitted. Indeed, in terms of the context
– namely, the Creation of Adam, they do seem to distort the simple
meaning of the text. Roth refers to the process by which a more universal
text became “particularized” as the “demoralization” of the text. He
writes: “The addition of the word me-Yisrael produces a sudden, and
ludicrous, deflation.”

The Concept of Chosenness
In dealing with the dialectic described above, our first challenge is to
confront the implications of the concept of Jewish chosenness.
Clearly, an exhaustive study of the different approaches to the chosenness of the Jewish people is beyond the scope of a short paper. There
have been many different approaches to this issue,17 ranging from a
15
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belief in the inherent superiority of Jews over other human beings, to a
rejection of the concept as chauvinistic, irrational and inappropriate for
a modern Jew (perhaps most notably in the work of Mordecai Kaplan,
founder of the Reconstructionist movement18). The “Chosen People” has
been called “the Choosing People.” The interpretations have included
Election as a component of the Abrahamic Covenant, as the meaning of
the Mosaic Revelation or as an embarrassment and affront to our moral
sensibilities. Eliezer Berkovits wrote: “God did not choose the Jews, but
the people that God chose became the Jewish people as a result of their
taking upon themselves the task and responsibility for the realization of
Judaism.”19 Jacob Agus, in a critique of such attempts to re-interpret the
problematic concept, wrote:
It is not enough to resort to the usual homiletical devices – the Jews
were chosen for service, not for lordship; they were given greater
responsibilities; they were to consider themselves aristocrats of the
spirit, endowed with the ardor of noblesse oblige; they were in the
actual unfolding of their historic destiny the “Suffering Servant” of
humanity.20
Agus perceived those attempts as apologetic. In their stead, he suggested
the following:
As a component of faith, the feeling of being “covenanted” should
be generalized; every person should find a vocation and dedicate
himself to it. So, too, the pride of belonging to a historic people
should be universalized. All men (sic! -DW) should take pride in
the noble achievements of their respective peoples, scrutinize their
national feelings, and guard against their collective weaknesses,
even as we Jews are bidden to do.21
His suggestion seems to draw from the idea, first found in the works
of Samson Raphael Hirsch, that every nation was chosen for some
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Commentary Magazine, published in 1966 by the American Jewish Committee and
New York: Macmillan, and Arnold Eisen, The Chosen People in America: A Study
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purpose. Nevertheless, it is difficult to deny certain unique features
of Jewish history and culture. Few other peoples share the historical
and geographical breadth of Jewish existence. The complex amalgam of
religion and nationhood, the Diaspora experience, the history of suffering
and persecution, the modern renascence – all of these taken together seem
to point to a special heritage. Still, following Agus, we might offer the
possibility that other nations might be able to learn from the very dialectic
of universalism and particularism with which we are concerned in this
paper. As Agus summarized: “[...] we ought to be a chosen people, as
example, not as exception.”22

In Praise of Particularism
Up until now, the presentation of the particularistic side of the dialectic
has seemed quite negative. It would appear thus far that particularism is
a narrow form of chauvinism. But is that necessarily the case?
Professor David Hartman, founder of the Shalom Hartman Institute in
Jerusalem, is one of the relatively few Orthodox rabbis who has been an
advocate of religious pluralism, both within the Jewish community and
between Jews and non-Jews.23 The Almighty, says Hartman, is infinite,
universal, Creator of heaven and earth. But we mortals are finite and
limited. How do finite human beings worship an infinite God? Through
particular frameworks – particular faiths, cultures, languages, histories
and covenants. Whereas the God of Creation is Universal, the God of
Revelation assumes a particular character.
This concept is most cogently developed in The Land, by the Protestant
theologian Walter Brueggemann.24 The book is subtitled, Place as Gift,
Promise and Challenge in Biblical Faith. Brueggemann deals with the
role of the land of Israel in the Bible, from the perspective of “physical
dirt freighted with social meanings derived from historical experience.”25
He maintains that a central, if not the central theme of biblical faith, is the
human need for a sense of place. In this work, an interesting distinction
22
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is made between “space” and “place.” “Space” is an arena of freedom,
neutrality, emptiness.
“Place,” on the other hand, is a space that has historical meanings,
where words have been spoken, and promises made. And now to the
quotation that relates to our theme – “Whereas pursuit of space may be
a flight from history, a yearning for a place is a decision to enter history,
with an identifiable people in an identifiable pilgrimage.”26 Particularism implies assumption of historical responsibility for an identifiable
community. At the same time, an exclusively universalistic approach
sometimes engenders a shirking of responsibility. For example, in the
1960s, some of the student activists spoke in the name of universal
love; they simply hated their parents, siblings, neighbors and so on.
There is ultimately something not only immature but, in a certain way,
immoral about that position. A morally responsible human being has to
act within a particular context in which he or she assumes responsibility
for particular people, often a particular family or community.
Particularism is what gives us roots, identity, a sense of belonging. As
Nick Bantock wrote in a recent novel, “[...] belonging to one’s ancestry
and the earth beneath one’s feet.”27 Our particular identities have shaped
our language, symbols, festivals, customs, foods, clothing, literature,
music and lifestyles.
While it is true that we can find some fringe opinions to the contrary,
the overwhelming majority of Jewish sources would hold that all human
beings, as the Children of Noah, were created in God’s image. That
should be the basis of our universalism. This issue may be reminiscent
of the Abarbanel’s assertion that only males were created in the divine
image.28 In this regard, he represented a minority of one, and his is a
text that today’s religious Jewish feminists have been able to overcome.
Greenberg stresses that there is a dialogue between different streams
within the Jewish tradition regarding our relationship with non-Jews,
and that we ourselves must enter into that discussion. Rabbi Akiva, in
the text quoted above, may indeed have been engaging in dialogue with
the position espoused by Rabbi Shimon Bar Yochai. Perhaps there is
a connection between Bar Yochai’s statement in Yevamot and the one
26
27
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attributed to him in the Mechilta, “The best of the goyim should be
killed.”29
For those of us who see the Torah as having some transcendent source
– whether divinely revealed or inspired – a humanistic message may
ultimately be the more religiously authentic of the two approaches. The
reason for this is that we don’t need Torah to teach us racism; human
cultures have provided that for millennia. As students of anthropology
can attest, in many languages, the word for “human being” is the same as
the name of the tribe. The chiddush, the innovation, for which we need
Torah, is humanism or universalism.

Tribalism and the Other
There is sometimes a suggestion in liberal circles, either tacit or explicit,
that one of the main problems in the world lies in the very process of
“othering.” It is in the very nature of our boundary-setting, our division
of the world into in-groups and out-groups, that we can find the root of
all evil. If only we would see our various religious and ethnic identities
as “secondary” and our common humanity as “primary,” then we could
reduce the level of hatred and abuse in our troubled world. There is a basic
mistrust of the phenomenon, often pejoratively known as “tribalism.” It
is to that argument that we will now address ourselves.
The argument does seem at first compelling. So many of the conflicts
in the post-Cold War global reality seem to be along either religious or
ethnic lines, or perhaps even both. Furthermore, the seemingly intractable
conflict in the Middle East, between the Israelis and the Palestinians,
has on occasion been described as an updated version of tribal warfare.
If only the two sides would relinquish their tribal identities and/or their
tribal claims to the land, then perhaps peace could be achieved.
One of the great musicians and songwriters of the 20th century, the
late, lamented John Lennon, wrote in his song, “Imagine”:
Imagine there’s no countries
It isn’t hard to do
Nothing to kill or die for
And no religion too
29
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Imagine all the people
Living life in peace [...]30
The kind of utopian vision represented in that verse has much appeal,
particularly to young idealists. It is, however, not only impractical but
even dangerous educationally.
An important book on the subject of group identities is Harold R.
Isaacs’, Idols of the Tribe: Group Identity and Political Change. Isaacs
quotes from Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s undelivered Nobel Prize lecture in
1970: “Nationalities are the wealth of humanity, they are its crystallized
personalities; even the smallest among them has its own special colors,
hides within itself a particular facet of God’s design.”31 Indeed, for many,
the cultural diversity of humankind is one of the main things that make
our world interesting. The contemporary environmental movement has
heightened our awareness of endangered species of flora and fauna. We
are (justifiably) supposed to be concerned with the preservation of every
kind of insect, for example, not to mention the whales and many other
creatures. Some would argue that this sensitivity should extend as well
to human cultures, languages and tribes on the verge of extinction.
But the religions and identities of human groups or tribes are necessary
for reasons that far outweigh interest and variety. Michael Walzer32
suggests that moral discourse which attempts to posit a common denominator devoid of particular cultural nuances and complexities is “thin” –
it becomes, in fact, the lowest common denominator. He contrasts this
with “thickness,” grounded in human particularity. To this, we can add
that human beings grow and develop in particular cultures, nurtured by
families and communities.33 The cultures are the carriers of moral and
ethical values, taught through texts, stories, parables, proverbs, examples,
practices of the particular tribe into which the child was born. Without the
primary ties to family and community, it is unlikely that we could produce
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moral human beings, socialized into the norms of human behavior. As
Walzer suggests,
Societies are necessarily particular because they have members
and memories, members with memories not only of their own but
also of their common life. Humanity, by contrast, has members
but no memory, and so it has no history and no culture, no
customary practices, no familiar life-ways, no festivals, no shared
understanding of social goods. It is human to have such things, but
there is no singular human way of having them.34
The discipline of anthropology is founded largely on the insight embodied
in the last sentence of Walzer’s statement.
As an example of the above, let us relate the story of the French
Huguenot town of Le Chambon-sur-Lignon. During the Second World
War, five thousand Christians there saved approximately the same number
of Jews. Pierre Sauvage, an American Jewish filmmaker hidden in
the town as an infant, went back in the early 1980s to research the
motivation for this impressive rescue operation. In his documentary,
“Weapons of the Spirit,” he reached the conclusion that several factors
were responsible, including the inspired leadership of the local pastor,
Pastor Andre Trocme. The townspeople, a fierce, mountainous lot, had a
long tradition of resisting the central authority in Paris. But, ultimately,
the main reason for their resistance, he maintained, was the collective
historical memory they shared of having themselves been persecuted as
a religious minority in the 17th century. This, to be sure, was an echo of
the biblical injunction, “And you must understand the soul of a stranger,
for you were strangers in the land of Egypt.”35
Wipe out “tribal” identities and you wipe out the cultural anchoring
of such imperatives. Without the stories different peoples have of their
own suffering, what identification will they develop with the suffering
of others? Without a sense of tribal honor, what motivation will they
develop for decent behavior? Indeed, “[...] the members of all the different
societies, because they are human, can acknowledge each other’s different
ways, respond to each other’s cries for help, learn from each other and
march (sometimes) in each other’s parades.”36 Or, as Walzer has put it:
34
35
36

Walzer, op. cit., p. 8.
Exodus 23: 9.
Walzer, op. cit.

90

Deborah Weissman

“The crucial commonality of the human race is particularism [...]”37 A
universalized human being is, in a sense, a dehumanized one. At the same
time, an exclusively particularist approach is also potentially dangerous.
We can perhaps paraphrase the famous dictum of Hillel: “If we are not
for ourselves, then who will be for us? But if we are for ourselves alone,
what are we?”
It is not intended here that we ignore or even minimize the intense
danger posed to world peace by many people who claim to be acting
in the name of their religions and ethnic or national causes. But two
salient points ought to be made: First, we must strive to emphasize
within each of our cultures those elements which promote a more open
and compassionate attitude to other human beings. The major faith
traditions have resources from which they can draw to nurture such
an approach.38 In his book, Longitudes & Attitudes,39 journalist Tom
Friedman, citing Middle East expert Stephen P. Cohen, suggests that the
true clash in today’s world is not “between civilizations” (as argued by
Samuel Huntington) but within each civilization or religion – a clash
between the forces of extremism and those of moderation, tolerance,
or, what might be called “religious humanism.” Particularism ought not
obscure the universal nature of God and God’s creatures. Particularism is
not synonymous with chauvinism. The task of ridding our own particular
traditions of their elements of chauvinism or xenophobia is best done by
the members of the groups themselves, but doing it within the presence
of the Other can be especially challenging and meaningful.40
Secondly, sometimes it is precisely when people feel that their own
identity is under attack that they respond violently. Again, a quotation
from Walzer: “When my parochialism is threatened, then I am wholly,
radically parochial [...] and nothing else [...]. Under conditions of security, I will acquire a more complex identity than the idea of tribalism
suggests.”41
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The contemporary phenomenon of global terrorism is undoubtedly
exacerbated by feelings of insecurity as described above. Our goal, then,
should not be the eradication of group identities but their empowerment
through ensuring the safety and security of the different groups.

Educational Implications
An attempt to achieve an educational balance between the particular and
the universal has been evident at the Jerusalem-based Kerem Institute.
Kerem was founded by a group of educators and intellectuals in 1974.
Kerem, since its inception, has been sponsored by the French Jewish
organization, Alliance Israelite Universelle, which has an impressive
record in the area of human rights, going back to Rene Cassin. A one-time
international president of that organization, he received a Nobel Peace
Prize for being one of the architects of the United Nations Declaration
of the Rights of Man.
Kerem defines itself as a Teacher Training Institute for HumanisticJewish Education. There has been an attempt, on the part of some of its
detractors, to argue that the very phrase “humanistic-Jewish education”
contains an inherent contradiction. Humanism, they say, is anthropocentric, while Judaism is theocentric. On the other hand, if the human being
is conceptualized as bearer of the image of God, then humanism puts the
image of God at its center and the paradox can be resolved.
All of the students at Kerem, no matter what program they are in, are
required to take a minimum number of courses in Jewish studies and
in the general humanities. Teachers-in-training of art, music or theater
study, Bible, Midrash and Jewish thought. Teachers-in-training of Bible
or Jewish thought take music courses in which they learn to analyze the
parts of a mass or art courses in Christian iconography. Some courses
developed on an integrative or multi-disciplinary model combine the
two. As an example, in a course taught on Jewish festivals and prayers,
perspectives were brought from anthropology and comparative religion.
Other examples of such courses are: “The Literature of Minority Groups”’
and “Cinema, Judaism, and Philosophy – A New Midrash.”42
For several years, a course was offered on Isaac and Ishmael and
42
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the development of the two traditions in Judaism and Islam. In short,
Kerem’s intention has been to produce teachers who are both grounded
in the heritage and culture of their own people and open to insights
and cultural creativity on a wider scale. (To be fair, the success of this
model for teacher training has never actually been tested. Evidence is
impressionistic; systematic research has not been undertaken to determine
whether teachers trained in this type of framework are better equipped
than others, once they enter the classroom. A prerequisite for such
research would be the establishment of criteria for judging success,
which in and of themselves are controversial.)
Still, it is my belief that other types of Jewish education, both in
Israel and abroad, would do well to adopt this model – a solid anchoring
in one’s own culture, with openness to the cultures of others. Why is
knowledge of the Other so crucial? We can suggest three reasons:
1) The grandeur of God is revealed not only in nature, but also in the
tremendous diversity of human culture and experience. The greatness
of God would seem lessened if God could be worshipped in only
one way. Referring back to what was cited from David Hartman,
the Creator reveals Himself to human beings through particular
revelations. By knowing more about religions and cultures, we know
more about God.
2) In the case of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam – the “Abrahamic”
faiths – learning about the Other helps us learn more and understand
more about ourselves. A study of the origins of Christianity helps us
understand more about first and second century Judaism (and vice
versa). The three monotheistic faiths with their origins in the Holy
Land have interacted throughout history, have influenced and been
influenced by one another. I would refer the reader to Yossi Klein
HaLevi’s book, At the Entrance to the Garden of Eden.43 In a lecture
to the Inter-religious Coordinating Council in Israel on November
27, 2001, Klein HaLevi indicated that one of the great blessings
of Zionism and Jewish sovereignty is the opportunity for Jews to
engage as equals in inter-religious dialogue. In the discussion which
ensued, I suggested that this may be one of the reasons why in Israel,
the percentage of traditionally observant Jews, including Orthodox
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rabbis, who engage in interfaith work, seems to be higher than
in the United States. For many traditional Jews, the openness and
pluralism mentioned above does not extend beyond the borders of the
Jewish people, perhaps more for reasons of history than theology.44
Theoretically, however, it may even be easier to accept other faiths
than other approaches to one’s own faith, since non-members of the
Jewish people are not bound by the particular Covenant with God
and can develop other ways of worshipping Him. It doesn’t make
sense that an Infinite God can be worshipped in only one way.
3) The most important function of learning about the Other lies in
seeing her or him as a human being, like ourselves, which is the
first step towards a more empathic relationship. When we encounter
each other as people, we begin to communicate on a human level.
A process of humanization, rather than demonization, can occur.
Hopefully, this will, at the very least, stop us from killing each other,
and, at best, will provide the basis for the mutual recognition of our
legitimate needs and rights, such as self-determination and security.
In today’s global reality, interfaith dialogue may actually have become
a matter of life and death.45 I have suggested beginning with the three
monotheistic faiths that base themselves on the Covenant with Abraham,
but at some point Jews must confront the challenges of the Eastern
religions, as well.46
Pedagogically, an important insight is that studying for a particular
identity must be grounded in experiences and not only in cognitive
study. The experiences should revolve around the creation of a sense
of community, which then radiates out to the broader community of
the Jewish people. Those experiences should involve all the sensory
modalities, emotions and physical activities. Clearly, Shabbatot, holidays
and festivals are wonderful opportunities for such experiences, as are
44
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summer camps and trips to Israel or to Jewish communities around the
world.
But the kind of Jewish education that would engender a serious
confrontation with the dialectic we have been discussing should include as
well exposure to the Other, including experiences of interfaith dialogue.
The Mt. Scopus Jewish Day School in Melbourne, Australia, under
modern Orthodox auspices, has pioneered in involving Jewish, Christian
and Muslim youngsters in interfaith dialogue.
Interfaith dialogue, as it has developed in the late 20th and early 21st
centuries, has given Jews an opportunity to share spiritual insights with
other human beings. This may be a way of fulfilling the biblical charge to
be a “kingdom of priests and a holy nation.”47 But as distinguished from
some interpretations of that task, in which the priesthood is one-sided and
Jews are bidden to teach the world Torah, we now have an unparalleled
opportunity to learn as well as to teach. Moreover, much of Jewish history
has been spent living in the shadow of persecution. Jews are sometimes
seen as suffering from a kind of collective syndrome of post-traumatic
stress. Many of us long for the Torah which may someday develop in
an atmosphere of security and mutual respect, nourished by positive
interaction with other cultures and other approaches to spirituality. Once
we Jews will be able to see ourselves in a new light, and not only
as victims, we will not only be able to assume more responsibility for
whatever injustices we have caused; we will also be able to revisit and
rethink some of the problematic notions of our own heritage.
In the type of Jewish education I envision, a special emphasis would
be placed, for example, in Bible studies, on the first eleven chapters of
Genesis, the Books of Isaiah and Micah, the Book of Jonah, and other
passages that have a universalistic orientation. The concept of chosenness
would be raised for discussion in classes on Jewish thought, together
with many different interpretations of that concept. Holocaust courses
would devote significant attention to the role of the Righteous Among the
Nations.48 The history of anti-Semitism would be part of the curriculum,
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but would include, for example, the significant changes that have taken
place within the Catholic Church since Vatican II.
This is not to suggest that the humanistic-Jewish educator, who wishes
to achieve the balance described in this paper, should hide from her or
his students such challenging statements as “It is well-known that Esau
hates Jacob.”49 These statements must be confronted, contextualized,
understood, and, if necessary, rejected. In more traditional educational
systems, there are classes in the various texts, and additional classes
in what is called hashkafa, developing a particular Torah worldview or
ideology. In the more open and liberal schools, all too often the students
are given tools for deciphering texts, but not much help in making sense
of the texts, what relevance they may have for modern Jews, and how
to incorporate them into a personal belief-system. As disciples of Mike
Rosenak, we must, indeed, be wary of indoctrination. Yet we cannot
abdicate our responsibility for education, which is more than the mere
tuition of facts and skills. A Jewish educational institution in which there
is a healthy balance between the particular and the universal will help the
student develop a strong and positive Jewish identity while confronting
the challenges both of anti-Semitism and of Jewish xenophobia.

Reflections on the Stork
As is customary within the particular context of our cultural tradition, I
would like to approach a conclusion by offering a d’var Torah:
Twice in the Torah – once in Leviticus 11 and once in Deuteronomy
14 – we find a list of non-kosher birds. Among those listed is the
chassida, the stork. It would appear that the name of this bird is derived
from the word chessed, “lovingkindness.” Our great medieval biblical
commentator Rashi, following the Midrash, asks, “Why is the bird called
chassida? Because it performs acts of chessed by sharing its food with
other storks.” It took hundreds of years for the next logical question to
be addressed; namely, then why isn’t it kosher? This question was asked
49

This is taken from Yalkut Shimoni, on Parshat B’haalotcha, and is quoted in the
name of Rabbi Shimon Bar Yochai. Although basing a spiritual biography of the
various individual rabbis on statements quoted in their name may be tricky – after
all, different sources sometimes attribute the same statements to different rabbis.
Still, a certain pattern seems to emerge from the quotations in Bar Yochai’s name,
consistent with our historical picture of his zealotry.

96

Deborah Weissman

in the 19th century by the Gerer Rebbe known as Chiddushei HaRim.
The answer he gave: “Because it performs acts of chessed by sharing its
food with other storks. Only with other storks.”
In this short parable we have the strength and the weakness of
communities; we have the dilemma of particularism and universalism.
Strong particularistic communities do chessed towards members of their
own group, but how do they relate to outsiders, who may be members
of other communities? This is the educational challenge we have today:
to develop proud young Jews, grounded in their own culture, who will
not be like the storks, but like human beings who can shown compassion
and concern for members of other communities as well.

The Experience of Parashat Ha-Shavua1
Joseph Lukinsky

‰L¯ÙÏ ‰L¯Ù ÔÈ· ÔÂ·˙‰Ï ‰LÓÏ ÁÂÈ¯ Ô˙ÈÏ ?˙ÂLÓLÓ ˙Â˜ÒÙ‰ ÂÈ‰ ‰ÓÂ
!ËÂÈ„‰‰ ÔÓ „ÓÏ‰ ËÂÈ„‰ ¯ÓÂÁÂ Ï˜ .ÔÈÚÏ ÔÈÚ ÔÈ·Â
And what purpose then did the section divisions serve? To give
respite to Moshe so that he could pause to reflect between one
parashah and another, and between one subject and another. How
much the more so, when one ordinary human learns from another!
[Rashi to Lev. 1:1]
What is liturgy? Liturgy is about making great ideas happen, ideas
that are too absurd to believe, but too wonderful to doubt!
Lawrence Hoffman2

Introduction: In Anticipation
Parashat ·LÈÂ (The Torah portion of the week, Vayeshev, Genesis
37:1–40:23) ends on a tantalizing note. The Sar Ha-Mashkim (the
butler) has been released from prison by Pharaoh. His co-prisoner, the
Sar Ha-Ofim (the baker) has been hanged. Both events were predicted
by Joseph as interpretations of the puzzling dreams which they had
related to him. Joseph asked the butler to remember him to Pharaoh,
1
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to tell Pharaoh about his unjust imprisonment. The Parashah ends with
suspense: Â‰ÁÎLÈÂ ÛÒÂÈ ˙‡ ÌÈ˜LÓ‰ ¯…˘ ¯ÎÊ ‡ÏÂ. “Nevertheless, the chief
butler did not remember Joseph, but forgot him.”
Though the “real time” in the story was longer, two years, we have
a week to live in the space between Vayeshev and Miketz, the next
Parashah. Let us imagine the thoughts of the Sar Ha-Mashkim during
the interval between his release from prison and the events that unfold
in Miketz. An added twist is that the holiday of Hanukkah occurs for us
during this interval.
For the beginning of Parashat Miketz – Shabbat Hanukkah, an interior
monologue for the Sar Ha-Mashkim, based on the last verse of the
previous Parashah, Vayeshev, “V-lo zakhar sar ha-mashkim et Yosef
va-yish-ka-hey-hu:”
Look, I wanted to tell Pharaoh about the kid.
When I got back from the prison, I was busy. Man, I mean busy!
This Pharaoh, see, is very demanding. It’s “pick the grapes!
Squeeze the grapes! Make the wine! Bring the wine!” All day long,
morning till night. Even when he’s not drinking, you have to be
ready, just in case. And when he’s drunk... there’s no talking to
him. Sometimes, it’s more like being a prisoner here than back at
the dungeon.
I was going to tell him about the kid. I promised him.
Well, I sort of promised. But you don’t understand. You don’t
just go to Pharaoh and start talking. It’s very delicate. My wife
says: Ask him for your back pay. Ask him for a raise! What a
laugh. I’m lucky I got off with my life. Look what happened to the
Sar Ha-Ofim. One misstep and I could be sent back there again.
You don’t know this Pharaoh character.
Look, I really wanted to tell him about the kid; I was, I mean,
I am, going to do it too. I just never got the chance. You’ll never
understand what working here is like!
It’s not like I owe him anything. Look, what did he do? So,
he interpreted a couple of dreams. Asked us what was bothering
us. Whatever Pharaoh did, he was going to do, regardless. It had
nothing to do with those interpretations. Just a coincidence.
OK, I do believe him. I know: the kid was imprisoned unfairly.
But what? Am I responsible for injustice in the world? Millions
of people are treated unjustly. Just go down to the Nile and walk
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through the hovels; you can hardly make your way past all the
beggars. Is that my fault?
It’s two years already. Sometimes I dream about him. He says:
“you promised.” Look, I don’t owe him anything!
I’ve got to get over it soon. This week it’s already five nights
dreaming about him. (Allusion here to the Hanukkah lights that keep
“burning.”) If only I could have a few nights without dreaming; I
think I could get him out of my mind.
It’s making me sick. I never want to think of him again. If only
I could forget him altogether.
I really was going, am going, to tell Pharaoh. Believe me.3

The Parashat Ha-Shavua as a Construct of Jewish Time and
Consciousness.
The Parashat Ha-Shavua, the weekly Torah portion, constructs Jewish
time and consciousness. The mitzvah of ÌÂ‚¯˙ „Á‡Â ‡¯˜Ó ÌÈL (the
obligation to study the parashah during the week, “the text twice and
the Targum once”)4 prepares us for the public Torah reading, the ˙‡È¯˜
‰¯Â˙‰. The two modes empower us to live in the Torah portion, with its
narratives, mitzvot, concepts, and emotions, and to receive it on Shabbat,
as it were, from Mt. Sinai.5 Each of the modes and the synergy between
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raising the near ends of the scroll as one says the words ‰¯Â˙‰ Ô˙Â [the words
themselves, in the present tense!], and the tradition of standing for the reading of
˙Â¯·„‰ ˙¯…˘Ú, even the one in Deuteronomy which is already a reenactment. See
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them has its import; together, they elicit awareness of the holy and
numinous while being grounded in the rational.
The sources for understanding the role of Parashat Ha-Shavua6 are
many. The division of the Torah into Parashot Ha-Shavua is more than a
systematic way to get through the whole Humash in a year. The Parashat
Ha-Shavua accompanies our annual journey and transcends the learning
of content. Enabling this to happen is a liturgical challenge, a celebration
of the weekly Parashah7 as an enactment of the encounter between God
and Israel linking heaven and earth in the Matan Torah narrative of Mt.
Sinai.8 As it has evolved, it has served, at its best, as an intense spiritual
environment. Preachers preached from the Parashah, writers dated letters
with reference to it and, in those letters, related it to their individual and
communal lives. Jews remembered their “Bar Mitzvah Parashah” for a
lifetime. It is an educational challenge to find ways to create this kind of
Parashah environment today.
In pluralistic societies, Jews are subject to many influences, and the
ability to choose from competing values and frames-of-reference is vital.
Involvement in the weekly Parashah may contribute to an alternative
posture, providing Jewish spectacles through which to view our lives.
The Torah reading and its liturgy mirror not only the revelation described
in Exodus (20:1–14) and Deuteronomy (5:6–18), but also its refraction
through collective memory, embracing Israel’s forty-year excursion in the
desert, the mishkan (Tabernacle) as a portable Mt. Sinai and the abiding
image of the Temple in Jerusalem as the place of eternal revelation and
God’s presence.9

6

7

8
9

also Max Kadushin, Worship and Ethics: A Study in Rabbinic Judaism, Evanston,
Northwestern Univerisity Press, 1964.
B. Berakhot 8a,b. is a key source. Further, see various articles on the Torah reading
in Encyclopedia Judaica and the development of the laws and customs of studying
and reading the Parashah in the traditional sources. Start with M. Megillah Chapters
3 and 4 and associated commentaries.
When I capitalize Parashah, I am referring to the Parashat Ha-Shavua. Uncapitalized
as parashah it refers to a section, a setumah or petuhah, as it appears in the traditional
Masoretic text.
See also the treatment of Matan Torah as a “rabbinic dogma” by Max Kadushin in
his Worship and Ethics, op. cit., p. 86.
Reflected in the liturgy of ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ˆÂ‰. Cf. Kadushin, op. cit. See also Levinson,
Jon D., Sinai and Zion: An Entry into the Jewish Bible, San Francisco: Harper &
Row, 1985. PB edition 1987.
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The process continues. The Jewish people take the Torah to the lands
of their dispersion and the centuries of Galut. The forty years wandering
in the biblical desert becomes a prototype for the life of exile. We
interpret the Torah through filters born of centuries of encountering the
paradigmatic desert experience on the path to fulfillment in the Promised
Land.10
Each synagogue replays the process ('‰ ¯·„Â ‰¯Â˙ ‡ˆ˙ ÔÂÈˆÓ ÈÎ
ÌÈÏ˘Â¯ÈÓ). Each person who has an aliyah “goes up” to Mt. Sinai to
make a personal attachment to the Torah [‰¯Â˙‰ Ô˙Â] while renewing
the congregation’s communal commitment to the covenant.
It is a formidable educational task to elicit this experience for contemporary Jews. Here I sketch the approach I have developed over more
than thirty-five years. On principle, in courses and workshops, I always
deal with the Parashah of the current week. In this overview, written
over a period of time, I will give some illustrative examples from more
than one Parashah. I view each Parashah, each time it is confronted, as
a new challenge rather than a repeat of “last year.”11
I have approached the liturgical experience of the Parashat Ha-Shavua
as a process through which the congregation enters the reading, utilizing
the systems for division (here, the “breaks”) of the traditional text as
opportunities for an existential response.12 First, I shall portray the
10
11
12

Among many examples, see ¯·„ ˜ÓÚ‰ of R. Naftali Tsvi Yehuda Berlin, the ·"Èˆ,
especially his commentary on ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ.
I am indebted to Rabbi Miles Cohen of the Jewish Theological Seminary faculty for
his learned and stimulating ideas on the rituals of the Torah reading service.
See the implicit ÁÂÎÈÂ in the Rashi to Lev.1:1. For recent articles on the ‰ÈÏÚ
breaks see the following important articles: I am grateful to Yisrael Dubitsky of
the Jewish Theological Seminary of America Library for pointing out the following
three Hebrew references:

‰¯Â˙ ,"‡"¯‚‰ ˙Ú„ ÈÙÏ ÌÈ‡Â¯˜ ‰Ú·LÏ ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙ÂL¯Ù ˙˜ÂÏÁÏ ‰Úˆ‰" ,Ô‚Â·Ïˆ˜ .‡
(Ï‡Ù¯ ˜ÁˆÈ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú·) ,‰Ù ÏÚ·L ‰¯Â˙Ï ‰ÚL˙Â ÌÈLÏL‰ Èˆ¯‡ ÒÂÈÎ· ˙Â‡ˆ¯‰ :‰Ù ÏÚ·L
.Á"L˙ ,˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ
.·Ú˜Y·Ò˜ Á"Ò Í¯Î ,ÈÈÒ ,"‰¯Â˙‰ ˙Â¯„Ò·Â ˙ÂÈL¯Ù· ˙Â˜ÒÙ‰" ,¯ÓÈÊ .È
,‚:ËÈ˜ Í¯Î ,ÈÈÒ ,"ÌÈ‡Â¯˜ ‰Ú·L ÔÈÓ ÈÙÏ ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙ÂL¯Ù ˙˜ÂÏÁ" ,Ô‚Â·Ïˆ˜ ‰ÏÈ‡
.‰Ó¯Y‰Î¯ ,Ê"L˙ ,¯„‡YË·L
On the Christian chapter divisions, see: See G.F. Moore: “The Vulgate Chapters
and Numbered Verses in the Hebrew Bible,” Journal of Biblical Literature, 12
(1893) pp. 73–78; reprinted in Sid Z. Leiman, ed., The Canon and Masorah of
the Hebrew Bible: An Introductory Reader, pp. 815–820. Also see, David Marcus,
“Differences between Chapter Divisions and the Parashiyyot: The Case of Va’era
(Exodus 6:2)” in Essays in Education and Judaism in Honor of Joseph S. Lukinsky,
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several systems of textual division in terms of their exegetical and
homiletical potential. I am aware of the other interpretive processes and
the traditional and modern resources for thinking about the Parashat
Ha-Shavua. These, however, are not my focus here.13
I have explored with students and colleagues ways to make the
Parashat Ha-Shavua “happen.” I view this as formative research, generating ways of looking at the Parashat Ha-Shavua and nurturing a
personal spontaneity that draws from scholarly commentaries as it adds
an additional perspective. I will stress the theoretical underpinnings and
resources of the approach, along with selected illustrative applications.
In sum:
1. My proposed contribution is educational and liturgical. A major
resource is the multi-faceted nature of the structure of the Masoretic
text and especially the aliyot tradition.
2. The focus is on “making the Parashah happen.”
3. The method is based upon involvement and experience. It views the
reading as liturgical and open-ended. In the mifgash, the encounter,
something might happen for each participant and group, a new
emergence that they will own in a personal way.14

13

14

Burton I. Cohen & Adina A. Ofek, eds., New York: Jewish Theological Seminary
of America, 2002; and his essay, “Alternate Chapter Divisions in the Pentateuch in
the Light of the Masoretic Sections,” Hebrew Studies, 44 (2003), pp. 119–28. For
a comprehensive treatment of all matters regarding the biblical text, see Emanuel
Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, Second Revised Edition, Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2001.
Why another approach to the Parashat Ha-Shavua? Certainly, many writers and
teachers, classic and recent, have written or spoken forcefully and movingly on
the Parashat Ha-Shavua. These teachings are splendid resources for everyone, but
different from what I am attempting here. They are content-centered resources,
necessary for what I have called “the ÌÂ‚¯˙ „Á‡Â ‡¯˜Ó ÌÈL mode,” and vital to
the approach as a whole; I gratefully draw upon them. My suggestion, however,
is liturgical and educational. It stresses the experience and meaning elicited by
evocative formal structures in the text in the weekly encounter with the Parashah.
I try to build the meaning into the ongoing reading of the text, with the impact
coming in the course of the reading itself, through discussion, dramatization, and other
reflective methods of presentation stressing the “here and now.” The interpretation
may change each time, depending upon the people in the group and how they connect
to the text. Obviously, the more authentic, interesting, and inspired resources for
doing this, the better. There is no dearth of these.
Another way of explaining the approach is through articulating “metathemes” for the
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The Role of Traditional Divisions and Sub-divisions
The Torah, and its Parashot Ha-Shavua sub-divisions have, over time,
been constructed as a text of overlapping systems, each of which has
served, intended or not, as a potential realm of meaning. When we read
or experience the text, it is through the prism of one or more of these, or
all of them at once!
I assume that each construction had an original intent, if even a
simple purpose such as breaking up a sea of words to make the text
“reader friendly” or to start a new topic, major or minor.15 There is
often a feeling of conceptual and theological purpose embedded in these
frameworks. Since the only way into the text is through the frameworks
which embody it, there is nothing that prevents us from searching for
such interpretations, and creating them. It often seems obvious that there
is some intention, that the divisions are not arbitrary.16
The text as we experience it is a conflate, including division systems
besides the Masoretic petuhot and setumot, and the aliyot which indicate
the beginnings of the individual portions of the public Torah Reading.
These divide the text for different reasons. We look at the text and see
it overlaid with boundaries which, though having arisen for reasons that

15
16

“experience” of the Parashat Ha-Shavua. They should apply to most of the Parashot
Ha-Shavua:
A. The Parashat Ha-Shavua presents classic issues for Jews as a group to confront
and focus upon each week.
B. It provides paradigms for the Jewish construction of reality.
C. The Parashah speaks in terms of laws and events, concepts, characters with
whom to identify (positively or negatively), and these address us existentially, not in
terms of something that happened in the past only.
D. We are addressed in this way through the prism of our tradition’s struggle with
these themes, characters, etc. The Parashah’s account is a microcosm of this, a
condensation of a broader view.
E. We are addressed individually and communally.
F. The address obligates us to something, something concrete, to do, to think, to feel,
to take into account, even to reject on principle. Commitment means, at least, not to
ignore, not to be apathetic.
Tov, op. cit., p. 51.
The tradition, of course, considers the Masoretic textual structures we have, which
developed historically, as also “from Sinai,” i.e., that they are part of the original
intended meaning of the Torah revelation. See the Rashi to Lev. 1:1 quoted at the
beginning of this article.
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may be obscure to us, are experienced as drawing from one another
in their simultaneity. Though these purposes may be hard to discover,
we now have them all at once, overlapping structures that stimulate our
quest. It is not my purpose to present a broad historical study of these
structural systems. I shall present a hypothetical construction of how
they function in the text as we now experience it.
Though the Parashat Ha-Shavua and its aliyot are my main focus,
these cannot be understood without attention to the other break-systems
and their intertwined relationships. I will now indicate some of the
exegetical and hermeneutical implications of these.
Examining the Breaks
I will relate to the Parashat Ha-Shavua, first as an integrated unit, and
then to the Masoretic petuhot and setumot breaks, to the Triennial Cycle
sedarim breaks, and to the [Christian] chapter breaks, with emphasis on
the aliyah breaks. The latter, in their performative function, are central to
the Torah reading in the synagogue and its meaning.17 [From this point
on I suggest that the reader continue with a Humash in hand.]
The Divisions Between One Parashat Ha-Shavua and
Another
The very concept of “Parashat Ha-Shavua” is a creation of later tradition,
not originally a bounded entity. By this I mean: the Parashot Ha-Shavua,
except for Parashat Ha-azinu, aren’t mentioned in earlier sources in the
Talmud by name. The early unstructured Torah reading in Eretz Yisrael
is described in B. Megillah. Seven readers were called to the Torah
17

The Trop (musical accents) overlay of the text [see Miles Cohen, “Masoretic Accents
as a Biblical Commentary,” JANESCU, 4 (1972) 2–11 and other relevant works by
Cohen and others listed in Tov, op. cit., pp. 67–71] and the connection between the
Parashah and the Haftarah are also constructive formats. They are very important
to my concept of the Parashat Ha-Shavua and its liturgical presentation but beyond
the scope of this paper. In the context of the liturgy, I understand the Haftarah as
a commentary on the Parashah, not just a restatement of its ideas or themes, what
Prof. Yohanan Muffs has called a “functional midrash.” It has a surface connection
to the Parashah and, more often, a deep connection, sometimes not easy to find.
See on this the writings of Prof. Tsvi Yehuda, especially his article in Hadoar,
September 28, 1990, ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡È¯˜Ï ‰ÓÏL‰ :‰¯ËÙ‰‰. See also Michael Fishbane
The JPS Bible Commentary: The Haftarot, Philadelphia: The Jewish Publications
Society, 2002/5762.
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on Shabbat and they stopped wherever they wished as long as each
of the readers read at least three verses, i.e., twenty-one consecutive
verses on the Sabbath, along with obeying certain other rules. There was
an informality about continuing from where they left off the previous
week, finishing in 3 to 3.5 years [in Eretz Yisrael, annually in Bavel]
The current Parashat Ha-Shavua boundaries as we have them evolved
later, eventuating in the annual reading in Bavel which became almost
normative.18
How might the weekly liturgical divisions [the Parashot Ha-Shavua]
and the Masoretic breakdown of the text into parashot [petuhot and
setumot], function as stimuli for exegetical exploration and the generation
of insight and meaning? These breaks seem to have significance, in the
Torah and [as petuhot and setumot] in the rest of the Í"˙. What were
they originally for? Why are they there? What role do they play?
Breaks between the end of one Parashat Ha-Shavua and the beginning of another have classically been interpreted homiletically, thereby
constituting at least one system already seen as exegetically relevant in
traditional sources and classical preaching.19
Two systems for the division of the Parashot Ha-Shavua emerged,
the Triennial and Annual divisions of the Palestinian and Babylonian
traditions respectively.20 The Triennial Cycle breaks of the Pentateuch
are indicated in BHS21 (by the Ò) and, in the popular Koren edition
(in the outer margins) by Hebrew letters signifying the number of the
TC sidra in each book of the Humash. They seem to have exegetical
implications and homiletical cues too.

18

19

20

21

See Zimmer and Katznellenbogen, op. cit. (note 12). Megillah 29B is the earliest
reference to a fixed cycle of consecutive readings. The mahloket of R. Meir and R.
Yehudah on the relation of the Shabbat afternoon, and the Monday and Thursday
readings to the Shabbat morning reading is at Megillah 31B. See Fishbane, Tov,
Marcus, Katznellenbogen and Zimer, op. cit. (note 12).
An example: Parashat Shelah Lekha ends (Nu. 15:37–41) with Parashat Tsitsit,
the laws of wearing the tsitsit (fringes) on one’s garment. The Midrash sees the
juxtaposition of the end of Shelah with Parashat Korah as a clue to one of Korah’s
claims against Moses. See M. Tanhuma on Parashat Korah, section 2.
Norman K. Gottwald, The Hebrew Bible: A Socio-Literary Introduction, First
Paperback edition, Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987; Tov, op. cit. (note 12). Michael
Fishbane The JPS Bible Commentary: The Haftarot, The Jewish Publication Society,
Philadelphia, 2002.
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1997.
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An Example of Exegetical Opportunities Relating to
Traditional [annual cycle] Parashat Ha-Shavua Units
Parashat Balak [(Numbers) 22:2–25:9]. The whole Parashat Ha-Shavua
of Balak until the nine verses at the end 1:52[–]9 is a single unit with no
Masoretic breaks in it at all, ending at 24:25 with a petuhah break. [The
unit tells the story of Balak ben Zippor, king of Moab and the gentile
prophet, Bilaam ben Beor.] The nine final verses start a new story [the
sin of Baal Peor] which stops in its middle at verse nine, continuing the
following week in Parashat Pinhas [at 25:10].
The Triennial Cycle Sidrah (#21 of BaMidbar) starts with Ch. 25:1
which attaches the sin of Baal Peor to the beginning of Pinhas where
it logically belongs. It also has the extra advantage of not having Balak
end on a negative note. One halakhic custom of the Torah reading is
that, if at all possible, sections should begin and end “b’ki tov” or, at
least, not on a bad note (davar ra). It is not clear whether this rule was
followed in the Triennial Cycle system. Balak, as we now have it, ends
on a negative note, one of the few Parashot Ha-Shavua that violates the
generally accepted practice.
It is likely that those, following the annual cycle, who established
this division between Balak and Parashat Pinhas did not want to start
Pinhas on a negative, which the Bnot Midian story (starting at 25:1)
would have been. This must have been considered a worse solution,
and the Baal Peor story starts, therefore, before the end of Balak. An
additional advantage is that it reinforces the view,22 through juxtaposition
of the texts, that Bilaam was the source of the b’not Midian strategy for
drawing Israel into sin. The Parashat Ha-Shavua thus ends in the middle
of the story. Pinhas’s recompense, whatever it is to be, comes next week.
By stopping there we are left in suspense. We know that the Rabbis were
uncomfortable with Pinhas [BT Sanhedrin 82A]. They didn’t want his
apparent vigilantism (killing an accused without a trial) to be a model for
emulation. What is going to happen? With this division we have a whole
week to live in that space and ponder the question about what God’s
response will be. Will He approve or condemn Pinhas for his zealotry,
and what will be the implications?

22

See Numbers 31:16 and B. Sanhedrin 106A.
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Petuhot and Setumot Breaks
There is a tradition that the Masoretic setumah and petuhah breaks are
from Sinai [see Rashi on Leviticus 1:1 based upon the Sifra and excerpted
as the epigraph to this article]. Whatever the date of their creation, they
undoubtedly had a purpose. What was it? The rabbinic sources [such as
the Sifra and Rashi in the source noted, for example], as edifying as their
interpretation is, seem to be trying to explain something that they do not
fully understand either!
An Example of an Exegetically Relevant Setumah Break
Tigay has given many illuminating examples.23 Of the many examples
filling the biblical text, I will suggest one short one of my own here
deriving from the Parashat Ha-Shavua of the week in which I write these
lines. Beha’alotekha (Numbers 8:1–12:16) deals (in 12:1–16) with the
complaints of Miriam and Aaron against Moses, ostensibly for taking a
“Cushite woman” [as a wife] but, more likely for his seeming to claim
greater prophetic status and powers than theirs (12:2). “They said: [12:2]
Has not the Lord spoken with us too?!” In 12:3 we are told “Now the
man Moses was very humble, more than all the men that were upon the
face of the earth.” This is followed by at setumah break followed by
God’s response.
While the “paragraph system often coincides with the beginning of Divine speech,”24 it is possible that there is a potential for “something else,”
a subjective exegetical stimulus to which the reader may spontaneously
respond. There are many possibilities for the pause, and my purpose here
is to indicate this as a typical example. Inquiry into traditional literature
here (Midrash, Rashi, Ramban, Haamek Davar) cannot help but lead to
the conviction that there are levels of interpretation that are waiting to
be plumbed.25
23

24
25

Professor Jeffery Tigay generously shared with me the notes of his lecture on “The
Parashah Divisions as an Exegetical Guide.” Since, as of the writing of this article,
he has not yet published his lecture, I have not used any of his examples and have
limited my treatment to published materials and my own reflections upon the various
topics under consideration.
Tov, op. cit., p. 51.
The commentaries are struck by the connection between Aaron’s and Miriam’s
complaint about the Cushite woman and their raising the issue of their own stature as
prophets as compared to Moses. The interpolation about Moses’ modesty is puzzling.
What has this got to do with either complaint? The pause is thus a pregnant one. The
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[Christian] Chapter Breaks
The biblical Chapters are not always congruent with the other break
systems. They were created by a British Bishop, Stephen Langton, using
the Vulgate text, in the 13th century.26 Moore sees them accepted by the
Jews as a resource for the creation of a Hebrew Biblical Concordance,
by Rabbi Isaac Nathan in about 1440.27 A popular view is that the
Jews accepted them in order to have a common referent in their forced
disputations with the Church.28
Why were the Masorah breaks, which delineate topical units and
were already in place, not utilized as a matter of course for defining
the chapters? The reason seems to be that Langton used the Latin
Vulgate as his text, and the Vulgate was not aware of or had ignored
the traditional Masoretic blueprint.29 He also, apparently, had, in some
cases, conceptual and theological reasons for breaking the text where
he did. I suggest a “rule of thumb” for instances of this kind: whenever
the Christian breakdown of chapters is different from the traditional
Parashat Ha-Shavua, or the Masoretic petuhot and setumot, there could
be a philosophical or theological issue worth examining.

26
27
28

29

Midrash and the commentaries have their own suggestions. Miriam has been told
that Moses avoids sexual relations with his wife. The pause at the setumah would
raise questions that could be dealt with in the ÌÂ‚¯˙ „Á‡Â ‡¯˜Ó ÌÈL mode, or at
the beginning of the aliyah. Ramban, for example, connects the issues by indicating
that Moses’ reluctance to defend himself against the charges by Aaron and Miriam,
that he was avoiding sexual relations because of pride in his holiness as a prophet,
was because of his modesty, so God Himself has to defend him. It is interesting
that the commentaries develop an entirely new narrative to explain the connections.
Participants in the study of the Parashah or even in the public Kriah itself could
well discuss this issue here.
See Marcus op. cit., and other source: Tov, op. cit., p. 52, Moore op. cit. (all in note
12).
Moore, op. cit., p. 73
This is a common interpretation (Tov says this), but it seems only partially correct.
See G.F. Moore, op. cit., pp. 73–78; [in Leiman, pp. 815–820]. See also Marcus, op.
cit. for more recent scholarship on this issue. (note 12, above)
Tov, op. cit., p. 52.
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A Speculative Example of a Chapter Division Which,
Whether Intended or Not, We Experience as Having a
T h e o l o g i c a l R a t i o n a l e 30
Why should the story of the Shabbat of Creation appear at the beginning
of Chapter 2? The Shabbat is obviously connected to the Creation story
of Chapter 1.
A possible interpretation of the Shabbat issue:
For Christians the Sabbath falls on Sunday. Yet, Sunday is the first day
of the week. Chapter 2, dealing mainly with the second Creation story of
the Garden of Eden, is started before the Sabbath of Creation narrative.
This de-emphasizes the connection of the Sabbath with the six days of
Creation in Genesis, Chapter one, which culminates so clearly in the
Shabbat. Sunday, in Christianity, is the “Lord’s day” (reflected in Spanish
“Domingo,” which still preserves the residual Sabado for Saturday). So
even though the overall text explicitly presents the Sabbath as the
“seventh day,” and, by implication at least, the “crown” of Creation, the
structure of Langton’s text projects it as having a new and “superior”
meaning. The chapter division thus enables a different perspective, with
the Sabbath experienced as standing more on its own and preceding the
powerful “second” Creation story, the story of Gan Eden.31

Triennial Cycle Breaks
The Koren edition of the Í"˙ is the only popular edition of the Hebrew
Bible which lists breaks of the “Triennial Cycle” sedarim used in Eretz
Yisrael.32 BHS,33 the critical edition of the Tanakh, marks these sedarim
of the ancient Palestinian Triennial (three-year) Cycle of Torah readings. I
30
31
32

33

For an fine, longer example see Marcus, op. cit. (note 12).
Rav A. Soloff develops this idea in “Citing Chapter and Verse” in Jewish Bible
Quarterly 20:4 1992, pp. 234–40, 267.
Indicated in the Koren edition by the numbers in the outer margins. The accuracy of
this edition in regard to TC is not necessarily verified. Analogous are the sedarim
used in the rest of the Koren Í"˙, and which are also indicated in the outside margin
of the Koren edition. The Holy Scriptures, Jerusalem: Koren Publishers, 1969.
Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, Fifth Edition, 1997, Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, A. Alt, O. Eisfeldt, P. Kahle, S. R. Kittel, eds. The critical edition of the
Hebrew Bible, contains the Massorah Parva and references to the Massorah Magna,
as well as a critical apparatus.
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like to compare the TC divisions with the other break-systems mentioned
earlier [the petuhot and setumot of the Massoretic text, the aliyah breaks,
the Christian chapters and the Parashot Ha-Shavua of the one-year cycle]
and to speculate about their rationale. Some suggestive exigetical and
homiletical questions arise.
An Example: Parashat Naso
Shevi-i (Numbers 4:1–20) of the previous Parashat Ha-Shavua, BaMidbar (Numbers 1:1–4:20) is about the charge to the Levitical clan of
Kehat to carry the objects of the Holy of Holies, but only after the
Kohanim pack and wrap them. The B’nai Kehat are not to touch or look
at the uncovered objects which are Kodesh Ha-Kodashim. To do so is
dangerous in the extreme (4:15).
Triennial Cycle (TC) Seder #4 („) of Sefer BaMidbar starts at maftir
of Parashat BaMidbar, i.e., at 4:17. and continues until Revi-i of the
following week’s Parashat Naso, at 5:11. In other words, according
to the ancient Triennial Cycle, maftir of the previous week (of the
one-year system) is the beginning of the next seder (extending through
the beginning of our Naso). Maftir deals with “not cutting off” the B’nai
Kehat from the rest of the Levites [by causing them to die (Rashi) through
their seeing the holy objects before they are wrapped by the Kohanim.]
In Parashat BaMidbar, the three Levitical clans, Gershon, Kehat and
Merari, are listed in birth order. The assignment (mishmeret) of each is
given briefly in Parashat BaMidbar in that order (3:17ff).
However, at the end of BaMidbar, further elaboration of the mission
of the Kehatites, in charge of the Kodesh Ha-Kodashim, is presented
first, before that of the other two clans (Ch. 4). The Kohanim are to wrap
the holy objects before the Bnai Kehat take over.
Kehat, the second son of Levi, is the progenitor of the Levitical clan
to which Moses and Aaron belong, so is this an example of nepotism?
It might be a problem. Hertz, in his popular commentary, even accepts
that the Kehatite mission is first because they are the clan of Moses
and Aaron!! After this elaboration in the one-year system, the traditional
sedra ends.
What might be the rationale here, conscious or not, of the traditional
break of the one-year cycle, which separates the B’nai Kehat from the
other Levitical families of Gershon and Merari, whose work in the
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Tabernacle is described further in Naso? What would be the corresponding rationale of the Triennial Cycle which connects them?34
I suggest that the Triennial Cycle tries to preserve the equality of
the three Levitical clans, despite the difference in function, by avoiding
their separation in the text, while our annual cycle ignores or accepts the
apparent disparity for some reason. What is it? The “do not cut off” of
4:17 functions as a double entendre.

The Text As a Conflate
These constructed systems, the setumah and petuhah breaks of the
Masorah [Masoretic text], the traditional Parashat Ha-Shavua [Annual
Cycle] breaks, the Triennial Cycle sedra breaks, and the Christian
chapter breaks function in a simultaneous conflated text; they are relevant
separately and together and need to be sorted out. The aliyot configuration
is the most performative, since the aliyot determine the nature of the
Torah reading liturgy. It is often in tension with the others. What is the
reason for the difference? Even when the aliyah break is congruent with
the others, the question of “why” may be asked.
The structures enable us emulate Moshe Rabbenu in his need to “pause
and reflect” in the spaces between the Masorah sections. It is surprising,
then, that in spite of the Masoretes’ [and others’] devotion to guarding
the traditions and formats of the text, modern scholarly interpretive
commentaries have overlooked or ignored almost all of the traditional
divisions of the text as sources of meaning, at their peril I contend.
Scholars pay little attention to these systematic sources of insight and
meaning. Both traditional and scholarly editions and commentaries relate
carelessly and with indifference to the structures that I have described.35
34

35

My purpose here is to indicate the nature of the questions. Involvement in searching
for answers is the essence of the ‰¯Â˙ Ô˙Ó mode. Jacob Milgrom, in his critical
commentary on Numbers (Jewish Publication Society, 1990), says: “The work of the
Kehatites involved greater responsibility because they transported the most sacred
sancta and their work was more hazardous since they risked their lives. Behind the
shift in clan preeminence among the Levites is an historic change” (Milgrom in an
Excursus). This is good critical scholarship which, however, seems to beg a response
from the point of view of the Triennial Cycle break. Whatever the reason for giving
the Kehatites the most prestigious work, the Triennial Cycle break seems to strive
notably to maintain their spiritual equality with the other two Levitical clans.
Note for example the new JPS commentary, the Etz Haim edition of the Conservative
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There are editions in which even the text is printed incorrectly or in a
confusing way. Modern critical scholarship, stressing content units in
the presentation of the p’shat, largely disregards the potential relevance
of the traditional structures.36 [This may, paradoxically, provide us
with yet another educational resource: i.e., contrasting the traditional
configurations with the critical translations and commentaries which
ignore them.]
From an educational perspective, there are different textual “p’shat”
interpretations possible, depending upon the structure through which the
text is viewed. “The medium is the message.” The structures can perhaps
be changed as a result of advances in scholarship, but, in the spirit of the
Masorah, let’s keep the earlier ones too!
In any case, my minimalist claim is that, looking at the text through
the traditional structures, we are encountering dimensions of how Jews
(and others), at different times, have interpreted the text. There are many
“takes” on the text; should we not be aware of them and what they teach
us? Though we probably may never know for certain what the grounds for
many breaks were, we can, however, draw inferences and hypothesize,
adding layers of possibility. The main point is that we experience the
breaks as meaningful and that, in many instances, it seems likely that
there was some intentionality involved.
The Aliyah Breaks
The most stimulating and usable format for performative and experiential

36

movement, based upon it, and the Orthodox Stone edition of the Humash, where,
though the standard breaks are indicated in various ways, there is often a mixture and
confusion, with, for example, the chapter divisions being printed in a manner that
suggests a break in the text where there may not be one, or the English translation
and even the Hebrew text itself being paragraphed according to the supposed
topical contents thereby confusing our understanding of the Masorah divisions. The
assumption apparently, reflected in the commentary too, is that the “non-scholarly”
reader will not find any use for the Masoretic divisions or the Triennial Cycle
breaks, etc. This may be true as far as it goes, but a great opportunity for deeper
understanding is lost!
The oral presentation of Tigay (see note 23) and the articles by Marcus (note 12)
are two examples of a recent growth of interest in this topic. I hope that this article
stimulates further interest in related issues.
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purposes is that of the aliyah breaks. It is the most persuasive manifestation of the ‰¯Â˙ Ô˙Ó mode to which the other systems are supportive and
contributory.
With respect to education, I have explored ways to “make the Parashah
happen.” The aliyah breaks do not necessarily coincide with those of
the other formats. Whenever this is so, the very discrepancy can be
considered a “red-flag” or “heads-up” to be investigated. The curious
conflate structure is a window into how meaning has been constructed,
a clue to the ways the text has been understood.
It seems odd, for example, that those who set up the aliyah breaks
didn’t just choose wherever possible from those already established by
the Massorah, this in fact being what the Gaon of Vilna suggested in his
abhorrence of the traditional aliyah divisions.37
At first, I suspected that the breaks arose purely out of those standard
practices and criteria for the Torah reading that derive from the Halakhah.38 I considered the possibility that no specific editor had created
them, that perhaps there was indeed no conscious purpose involved.
Yet, even in cases where the halakhic rules might seem to be the
determining factor, the choices are often intriguing. Taking the rules
into account, there are repeated legitimate alternatives, which leads us to
suspect that the final choice had an intuitive if not a conscious rationale.
We would still be faced by the question, “why?”
37

38

See Katznellenbogen, op. cit. (note 12) on the approach of the Gaon of Vilna who
hated the aliyah breaks that had become the common practice already in his time.
He saw them as a corruption of the reading of the Torah and proposed that every
aliyah end whenever possible at a Masorah break, as long as it was not a davar ra.
Where this was not possible (as in the case when there were not enough parashot
petuhot or setumot in the Parashat Ha-Shavua), his suggestion was to finish at a
logical topical stopping point. Katznellenbogen works out what the Gaon’s system
would look like, for all the Parashot Ha-Shavua in the Torah! In my opinion, and
despite the value of the exercise, she misses the point, as, with all due respect, did
the Gaon! Whoever created the traditional aliyah breaks was interpreting the text
within designated halakhic structures. It was a creative effort, with clues to how the
text might be read in fresh ways. The fact that the Gaon was offended by this does
not affect the creative potential of what became standard despite the Gaon’s efforts.
Three central rules, for example, are that:
1. the aliyah break should be no closer to a petuhah or setumah break (unless on the
break exactly!) than three p’sukim.
2. there should be at least three verses in an aliyah.
3. one should always, or, if at all possible, end and begin, preferably, b’ki tov, on a
positive note, at least not on a davar ra, or negative.
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There has not been much scholarly material about the aliyah breaks.
It was hard to find out who created them, and, try as I might for a
long time, in interviews and in correspondence, none of those whom I
asked knew the answer. Rabbi Yaakov Kaminetzky, the great Orthodox
scholar, did not have an answer or a traditional source for dealing with
this question.39 I did not, until recently, find any articles that dealt with
the topic.
It turns out that it was the hazanim [name for the Torah readers in the
synagogue, not “cantors” in the modern sense] in the synagogues, who
recorded their own personal and local customs. During the last 300–400
years these coalesced into the formats we now consider “traditional.”
With this, a more or less uniform practice evolved, allowing for some
minor differences between Sephardim and Ashkenazim.40
Thus, the Torah reading, experienced as a liturgy, embodies choices
that derive from attending to different structures created over centuries.
The aliyah structure was built on a text that was already a conflate of
other break systems. The aliyah breaks are, in many respects, responses to
them. The combination of the different systems constitutes an interpretive
challenge.

Two Representative Examples of Hermeneutically Fertile Aliyot
Breaks
The Bridge between the End of Miketz and the Beginning
o f V a y i g a s h (Genesis 44:18)
All week long we live in tension. The brothers have not recognized
the severe Egyptian official as their brother Joseph. The latter wants to
take Benjamin as a prisoner for stealing his silver goblet. Judah had
become a guarantor for the boy and promised his father, Jacob, to bring
him back safely (Gen. 43:9). What will Judah do? Will he abandon his
brother, repeating his earlier behavior when he urged selling Joseph to
the Ishmaelites? [In the meantime, moreover, Judah has lost two of his
own sons (Genesis 38)].
The [Christian] chapter 44, beginning towards the end of Miketz [which
39
40

Rabbi Yaakov Kaminetzky in his ‰¯Â˙‰ ÏÚ ‡¯˜Ó· ÌÈÂÈÚ writes: Ú·˜ ÈÓ È˙Ú„È ‡ÏÂ
ÌÈ‡¯Â˜‰ ˜ÂÏÁ ˙‡. Thanks for this source to Rabbi Ira Brandriss.
See Zimmer and Katznellenbogen articles in Hebrew (note 12).
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ends at 44:17], overlaps the beginning of Vayigash (44:18), (which is
also the start of the Triennial Cycle sidrah continuing through 46:27).
Yehuda’s appeal to the Egyptian official starts the new sedra Vayigash.
The first aliyah of Vayigash thus begins with Judah’s response and
ends at 44:30 in the middle of it[!], just a short stretch before Chapter
45:1 at which Joseph’s response begins.41 The second aliyah overlaps
with Joseph’s response. The Christian chapter 44, however, encompasses
the whole episode, starting before the end of Miketz, with emphasis upon
the buildup to Joseph’s response to Judah in 45:1. How will Joseph
react? [In contrast, the seventh aliyah of Miketz starts a bit earlier at
43:30, adding a subtle nuance to Joseph’s “test.”] The Jewish Parashat
Ha-Shavua of Vayigash starting as it does in the middle of the story,
emphasizes Judah’s response to Joseph’s imprisoning of Benjamin.
Both systems are interesting. Which of two legitimate possibilities42
has more tension?
From ·LÈÂ Genesis 37:1–11, the First Aliyah
The aliyah ends (37:11) with ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ¯ÓL Â‚È·‡Â. I translate it as “His
father mulled the matter over.” [NJPS – “His father kept the matter in
mind.”] Why the break for the second aliyah at this point?
What was it that Jacob was thinking about? He didn’t know how to
handle this pampered Joseph who had so antagonized his brothers. What
could he do to bring about peace among brothers? Here is one of many
possibilities:
In the next verse, at the beginning of the second aliyah, ÂÈÁ‡ ÂÎÏÈÂ,
I translate the vav consecutive as “So when” [NJPS- “One time”]. “So
when his brothers went to pasture their father’s flocks in Shekhem [...].”
This was Yaakov’s plan! He would send him to them, and they would
settle it among themselves. Joseph’s brothers would “straighten him out.”
Jacob didn’t dream that they would attempt to kill him. The aliyah break
is crucial, a “functional midrash.”
41

42

Cf. Katznellenbogen on this. This is one of the types of aliyot breaks, in the middle
of a sentence (!) which the Gaon of Vilna hated! From our perspective, it is a great
dramatic insight of the anonymous Baal Koreh who first thought to do it this way!!
Thanks to Rabbi Allen Darnov for his suggestion about the contrast between
repentance (the Jewish Parashat Ha–Shavua break at 44:18) in which Judah, faced
with a situation similar to the one where he failed to save his brother, rises now to
the challenge, and forgiveness (the Christian chapter break at 45:1) in which Joseph
decides to forgive his brothers despite what they had done to him.
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In sum: Any structured format, of any text, is intrinsically a derash, an
interpretation; we experience a text in the way it is structured, whether by
older tradition or by modern scholarship. The idea that we can get back
to the primary ancient text is largely untenable, a dream. We experience
the text always in one format or another.

Three Educational Tasks
Here I will discuss three tasks that facilitate movement from the ÌÈL
ÌÂ‚¯˙ „Á‡Â ‡¯˜Ó preparatory mode to the present-oriented ‰¯Â˙ Ô˙Ó
mode.
1. Finding a throughline
2. Relating to the “synchronic” and “diachronic” dimensions
3. Synthesis: Developing approaches to making the Torah Reading
happen.
Finding a Throughline
Almost every Parashah has one or more “throughlines.” A throughline
is an idea-thread that runs through a Parashah, inducing a sense of
progression from the beginning of a Parashah to its end. A Parashah
may have more than one throughline.
The creation of a throughline may be likened to a theatrical director’s
search for an overarching motif in a play; it is similar to what lawyers call
the “theory of the case,” or scientists an “hypothesis,” a focal connective
among diverse parts that expedites further linkages. A throughline is
pragmatically useful even when the given conception appears to be
forced.
Implicit as it is, a throughline does not jump off the page. It may be
hard to find even with a stretch and be only applicable in part to the
Parashah, but its usefulness as a heuristic projection is great. Depending
upon the circumstances, it may change from year to year.43
43

My favorite throughline example was suggested in my Parashat Ha-Shavua class
at the Jewish Theological Seminary of America by Rabbi Eitan Julius, as the
overarching throughline for all the Mishkan parashot in the Book of Exodus. It was
his slightly revised version of the theme of the romantic baseball movie, Field of
Dreams: “If you build it, He will come.”
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Sometimes an unexpected throughline emerges from the text as a
result of a compelling present interest. At a Shabbaton weekend of the
Education Department of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America,
the theme was “community,” and the Parashah was Vayera (Genesis
18;1–22:24). All the texts and aliyah breaks, usually expropriated by
other themes, were interpreted in that light.44

44

The meaning is thereby constructed as a concomitant of the group’s involvement
in the process. See Holstein & Gubrium, The Active Interview, Thousand Oaks,
California: Sage Publications, 1995, Chapter 6. Community became the lens through
which the whole parashah was viewed, though there are many other possibilities in
this Parashah with its large portion of material so central to the High Holy Days. Cf.
Rosenak, op. cit. (note 1) for his use of education as a throughline running through
the whole Torah. In the case of Parashat Vayera the throughline of community would
play out something like the following, with the numbered paragraphs referring to
the aliyot:
1) 18:1–14. The men come to Avraham as he sits in Alonei Mamrei Ï‰‡‰-Á˙Ù
ÌÂÈ‰ ÌÂÁÎ. Ends with God’s promise to give a son to Sarah and his response to her
laughter: ¯·„ È‰Ó ‡ÏÙÈ‰? Ends in middle of a long parashah. Two coordinate themes:
Avraham is hospitable. He reaches out to strangers. God’s promise of continuity.
Vertical community into the next generation.
2) 18:15–33. Sarah’s response, denial that she laughed. The men go to S’dom. God’s
deliberation about telling Avraham. Abraham’s famous dialogue with God about
the destruction. Avraham tries to save S’dom. He is his brother’s keeper. He is
responsible. Idea of minyan. You need a minimum number to have a true righteous
community.
3) 19:1–20. The two ÌÈÎ‡ÏÓ come to S’dom. The ËÂÏ story. To the part where he
asks to be allowed to go to ¯ÚˆÓ. The community of S’dom characterized. See Pirke
Avot. ÌÂ„Ò ˙„Ó ÂÊ ÍÏL ÍÏLÂ ÈÏL ÈÏL ¯ÓÂ‡‰.
4) 19:21–21:4. End of that episode. Rest of Lot story. Lot’s daughters. Again concern
for continuity: the vertical community. Abimelech story, The Israelite status among
the gentiles. Extending through the birth of Isaac in 21:1ff
5) 21:5–21. Continuation. Hagar and Yishmael. The choice of the heir. Vertical
community.
6) 21:22–34. Begins with peace treaty with Avimelekh. Relations with wider community, with Gentiles.
7) 22:1–24. Akedat Yitzhak. Birth of Rivka. See Rashi. The most difficult of the trials
and challenges. What is to become of God’s promise to Avraham that his seed would
become a great nation? The future of Israel rides on this incident.
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Examples of Throughlines
A throughline is usually an imaginative construction that connects elements of content. Both scholarly and popular biblical commentaries
often give titles to sections with this in mind. In the spirit of my focus
here, I suggest guidelines for finding a throughline in two characteristic
formats:
A. When all [or most] of the aliyot in a Parashah end on a similar note,
almost always overlooked.
Examples:
Parashat ¯‰· (Levitcus 25:1–26:2) is an excellent example. The throughline is, arguably, the love of Eretz Yisrael expressed in laws and subthemes about the Sabbatical and Jubilee years [Shemitah and Yovel]. The
entire Parashah is set up so that each aliyah ending can be interpreted in
this light. It seems intentional since some of the aliyot could have ended
in a different place.45
Another is È„Â˜Ù (Exodus 38:21–40:38) which concerns the final stage
of the building of the mishkan. During the repeated descriptions and
stages of the construction, from plan to implementation, there are many
chances for corruption of the original intent [a failing of many great
enterprises!] as the process moves from level to level; yet, in our case, in
the end it was all absolutely correct, “as God commanded Moses!” Most
of the petuhot and setumot in the Parashah end this way, so it is clearly
a general idea of the Parashah, but the drama of having each aliyah end
on this note effects a crescendo as the Book of Exodus comes to an end.
This throughline is a powerful one, and it dominates the specific contents
regarding what was commanded and built, how things were set up and
brought to Moses, what he did with them, and the like.

45

Each aliyah ends with reference to our “holdings” in the Land, either directly or
analogously. It is our ahuzah. Even in the most dire circumstances when we have to
sell our ahuzah, we should not give up hope: our fortunes may change and we can
redeem it ourselves, our goel may redeem it for us, and, if all else fails, the Yovel
will definitely come, when each Israelite is to return to his ahuzah.
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B. Another structural stimulus for a throughline: when narratives are
followed by several laws or when the two genres are mixed, they can be
related by a throughline. That the halakhot implicitly embody a theme
that is more explicit in the narrative, as an expression or manifestation
of it, serves as a formative assumption.
Examples:
Bo (‡Â· ˙L¯Ù) (Exodus 10:1–13:16)
A key issue in this Parashah is the connection between the halakhot
at the end of the Parashah to both the plagues narrative and the final
exodus from Egypt.
The fourth aliyah [ÈÚÈ·¯ Exodus 11:4–12:20] starts at a setumah as
narrative concerning the coming final plague, the slaying of the Egyptian
first-born, flows through the Chapter (12) break, also a setumah, the
ÌÎÏ ‰Ê‰ L„Á‰ section (12:2), and concludes with the laws of the Korban
Pesah, the matzah and the prohibition of leavening, ending at a petuhah
break.
The fifth aliyah (12:21–28) is a short one ending with a setumah break
after v.29. which is also Triennial Cycle break # 9. Moshe gives the
commandments about the Korban Pesah to the elders [zekenim] adding
that they are to observe it after they come to the Land and to answer
their sons’ questions as to what it all means.
See especially the sixth aliyah (12:29–51) which starts with narrative
– the actual exodus from Egypt – after all the preparations that precede
it. They travel. They bake the matzah.
In verse 41: [...] ‰Ê‰ ÌÂÈ‰ ÌˆÚ· È‰ÈÂ “It came to pass [...] even that
selfsame day [...]” [more narrative] Then, after a petuhah after v. 42,
we have a legal section, v. 43–51, dealing with the law of who can eat
the Korban Pesah, that could well have been the beginning of the next
aliyah. Then again, in v. 51 we have [...] ‰Ê‰ ÌÂÈ‰ ÌˆÚ· È‰ÈÂ. See also
12:17, connected to ˙ÂˆÓ.
I interpret this as an attempt to preserve that very moment [of the
exodus from Egypt] in the observances of the matzot and the Korban
Pesah, i.e., the “‰Ê‰ ÌÂÈ‰ ÌˆÚ.”
I think that this is alluded to in v. 46, Â· Â¯·L˙ ‡Ï ÌˆÚÂ. The ÌˆÚ (of
the Korban Pesah) is the center, the core, the essence. Keep that ÌˆÚ
whole (the experience of that day!); don’t lose it! [This adds a nuance to
the Mishnah’s and Pesah Haggadah’s ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï Ì„‡ ·ÈÈÁ ¯Â„Â ¯Â„ ÏÎ·

[...ÂÓˆÚ
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The connection between the narrative and the legal sections is palpable,
as an attempt not only to preserve the idea but to preserve the moment.
The same theme may be applied to the other halakhot in the parashah,
relating to the redemption of the first-born and the mitzvah of tellin ,
providing what seems a new insight into the latter. My main point
here concerns the generation of the throughline based on an assumption
about the narrative and legal intersections, and how these flow from the
structure of the aliyot.
Shelah Lekha ÍÏ ÁÏL (Numbers 13:1–15:41)
After the Israelites are told that they will not be entering the Land
because of the ÌÈÏ‚¯Ó‰ ‡ËÁ [sin of the spies], the laws at the end of the
parashah are all related in one way or another to the idea of “ki tavo-u
el Ha-aretz,” “when you come into the Land,” all of which constitute
the reassurance that, despite the setback, they (i.e., their children) will
eventually get there and observe these laws in their own land. It mitigates
the devastation of the punishment with the affirmation that at least their
descendants will reach the promised land. It is a throughline.
T h e S y n c h r o n i c a n d t h e D i a c h r o n i c 46
A liturgical experience develops incrementally and progressively; there
may be a cumulative build-up towards a climax, then a cooling down;
the process may take place in different time-units, in one module, for
example, or over the course of many. A single unit of liturgy may be
within itself diachronic with movement from beginning to end, and then
become a synchronic building-block in a larger diachronic movement.
This is the issue I have characterized as the “synchronic/diachronic
tension.”
A class, a single tellah service, a program, or a curriculum can be
seen in two dimensions. There are long-term [diachronic] overarching
objectives and effects; each synchronic unit usually exemplifies, or at

46

Cf. Stuart Kelman, “Prayer and Process,” Religious Education 75:4, July-August
1980. Kelman stresses the synchronic “that is, the complex of events in the life of
a group seen over a limited time period” (The Shabbat morning service) in tellah ,
but in the long run, a single Shabbat tellah becomes part of a larger process
over time (diachronic). Without this “curricular” perspective, the tella becomes the
“same-old” every week. See also Levenson’s introduction to his Sinai and Zion (op.
cit.).
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least does not contradict, the overall view. What is diachronic from one
perspective may, however, become synchronic with respect to a broader
vision. Thus, there may be development within a weekly parashah
(diachronic) which is then seen as synchronic with respect to a larger
diachronic process stretching over several parashot or even the Torah as
a whole.
Something happens. One works at each parashah in its own right, but
also on the overall view, how certain themes play out over the long haul.
The dimensions of the latter may unfold, varying with each effort. What
this means is that there is a curriculum for each meeting, for each class,
for each week, as well as an overall plan. What makes this a difficult
process is that each of these should also build within itself. Research and
reflection are necessary to foster practical insight on this issue.47

The Liturgical Presentation of the Parashat Ha-Shavua in
School, Synagogue or Other Institutions: The ‰¯Â˙ Ô˙Ó mode
So far, I have dealt largely with the ÌÂ‚¯˙ „Á‡Â ‡¯˜Ó ÌÈL mode, in
viewing the potential issues that arise from studying the conflated text.
The other face of working with the Parashat Ha-Shavua, as described
earlier, is liturgical and performative. To say that the Parashah is of this
week or to refer to it as “this week’s Parashah” is thus a double entendre;
it is not only the Parashah that we read this week but also the one that
is happening this week, a radical suggestion,48 thus, the ‰¯Â˙ Ô˙Ó mode.
McLuhan’s aphorism “the medium is the message,” has become commonplace, the view that the way something is presented (or experienced)
embodies an essential meaning, visceral and enduring. I understand
McLuhan’s maxim as a search beyond explicit content for what is
embedded in the format of presentation. It may be elusive and even
dissonant from the conscious and articulated content.
In order to help the Kriat Hatorah “happen,” we should not give it
away by telling everything about it advance; rather, we should raise the

47

48

In this regard, I have experimented with a format that is analogous to the synagogue
reading, a non-synagogue, yet “commitmental” presentation of the parashah as a
dimension of a study group. I hope to write on this in another article.
The Lubavitcher rebbe, Menahem Schneerson, once said something to the effect that
“We should keep up with current events by studying the Parashat Ha-Shavua!”
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tension, make it more complex rather than less! Alfred North Whitehead
is said to have praised Bertrand Russell, saying, “he didn’t eliminate the
mystery; he increased it.” We need to do this in the spaces the Torah
provides.
Performative methods
Using the framework of liturgical theory,49 I have tried to create performative techniques. The meaning of the whole is not given away at the
beginning; it is constructed as the reading of text unfolds. John Dewey
said: “Of what use, educationally speaking, is it, to see the end in the
beginning?”50 It is best reached through experience and effort, enacted,
not merely told or talked about. There has to be room for discovery
within the synchronic/diachronic tension.
Definitions
?

?

?

49
50

51

“Enactment” means that participants experience the text, narrative,
law, or poetry, by enacting the ideational and/or mythic substratum
of the content, going beyond cognitive knowing.
“Happening” signifies that individuals establish personal connections
during the encounter by engaging the text or the issue, entering it, and
responding to it intensively in the “here and now.” The community
as a whole iterates and reinforces its deepest commitments.
The “Here and Now.” Something happens in the group or in the
world, leading often to a focus on a dimension requiring spontaneous
reaction.51
See Lawrence Hoffman, Beyond the Text: A Holistic Approach to Liturgy, Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1987. PB edition, 1989, p. 150.
John Dewey, “The Child and the Curriculum,” John Dewey on Education: Selected
Writings, edited with an Introduction by Reginald D. Archambault, New York: The
Modern Library Edition, 1964.
See Neil Gillman, “Teaching the Akedah,” in Essays in Education and Judaism in
Honor of Joseph S. Lukinsky (see note 12). Gillman describes a personal experience
of participating in a biblical drama. For additional sources on biblical drama (or
Bibliodrama) see: Samuel Laeuchli, “The Expulsion from the Garden and the
Hermeneutics of Play,” in Bjorn Krondorfer, ed. Body and Bible: Interpreting and
Experiencing Biblical Narratives, Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1992, p.
27; and Peter Pitzele, Scripture Windows: Toward a Practice of Bibliodrama, Los
Angeles: Torah Aura Productions, 1998. A goal of Bibliodrama is to enable the
entering and enactment of the classic myth. Mythic traditions, bearers of universal
archetypes, represent fundamental ongoing concerns. Participants experience the
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“Performative” meaning reflects the Jewish people’s framing and
presentation of the Torah reading liturgically. This is different from
the study of the so-called “p’shat” (plain meaning) of the text, as, for
example in an academic Bible class, although, as indicated earlier,
the p’shat is necessary in the overall approach.

With respect to education, I have searched for ways to “make the
Parashah happen,” by creating pedagogic and liturgical techniques
for stepping into the breaks as described earlier. I try to go beyond
summarizing or discussing the text before or during the reading, valuable
approaches used by many in recent years. I am not advocating a substitute
for preaching or discussion of the Parashah. I have, however, sought
pedagogic and liturgical methods that help participants view the text as
a living presence.52
The tension between the product, the text, and the process that created
it, launches an opportunity. The existence of the text and the textual
tradition is what makes possible the search for the process.
The text is a seed, a source of life. Creativity and spontaneity arise
from something; it is hard to generate them out of thin air. There is

52

myth, and it rubs off on their lives, even without their being conscious of it. In
traditional cultures these processes emerge of themselves. They don’t have to be
articulated explicitly or nurtured by a technique. The Bible characteristically embeds
the archetypical myths in narrative, poetry, and law, concrete formats that speak
directly to the heart. Other approaches have been similarly motivated, such as the
Intensive Journal journal writing method pioneered by Ira Progoff, in his At a
Journal Workshop, Los Angeles: Tarcher, 1992; and Jo Milgrom, in her Handmade
Midrash: Workshops in Visual Theology – A Guide for Teachers, Rabbis and Lay
Leaders, Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1992, a midrashic enactment of
the biblical narrative through art.
There are indications of the Matan Torah mode in the public reading of the ˙¯…˘Ú
˙Â¯·„‰, the Ten Commandments. The reenactment of Matan Torah is reflected in
the practice of standing for this reading in the synagogue. We stand to give witness
to the experience. What does it mean to be a “witness?” We attest to the fact that,
in some sense, it happened; we also testify that what happened has experiential
relevance to us, cf. Kadushin. We rise in the synagogue for the readings in both
Exodus and Deuteronomy. In Deuteronomy, the text says that Moses is recalling
what happened in Exodus. The traditional standing manifestly is both a remembrance
and reenactment, a testimony to the revelation of Exodus, an affirmation of a past
event and its current significance. It adds something. It is an attempt to experience a
past event as happening now and thus serves as paradigmatic of what is taking place
throughout the Torah as it is read in a liturgical setting.
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no access to the process of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony without the
symphony itself!

Some Ideas for Intervening During the Public Reading of the
Torah
What follows is a “taxonomy” of suggested interventions that can be
used during the Torah reading. Most of the examples presented here are
stimulated by the material above concerning the varied textual breaks. In
this context they are brief and suggestive. Their use requires imagination
and spontaneity, and they are open-ended. I present them here as a guide
to the kinds of comments that can be used to encourage “stepping in” to
the text.
1. Looking back on what has just happened or previously been said.
Example: [Vayeshev after the rst aliyah.]
What might Jacob be thinking after hearing Joseph’s two
dreams and seeing his brothers’ reaction to them?
2. Anticipating the possibilities in what is coming, as if one doesn’t
know.
Example: What will Jacob do next? How will he solve his problem?
What are his options?
3. Expanding on the gap, in the present tense, on what isn’t there.
Example: [Between Parashot Balak and Pinhas] What will be God’s
response to Pinhas’s action? The rabbi’s reaction is in many ways
negative. They try to limit its practical implications. Will God
consider it an act of vigilantism? or will He nd some justication
for Pinhas?
4. Taking an “actor” perspective instead of omniscient narrator perspective.
Example: Moses: Here I am, acting as Kohen Gadol pro tem, for
the last time. [Leviticus 8:23 at the beginning of the sixth aliyah;
suggested additionally by the rare shalshelet accent on the word
ËÁLÈÂ].
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5. Writing an oral letter to a character. A letter addressed to a character.
Or, as an alternative, an oral dialogue with a character with the same
person playing both parts using role reversal or with two people, also
using role reversal.53
Example: [Beginning of Miketz] Dear Pharaoh: I have some
suggestions with regard to your recent dreams...
Sincerely, S. Freud
6. A monologue or soliloquy which may include questions and wonderings. No answers need be forthcoming.
Example: Sar Ha-Mashkim: “I really was going to tell Pharaoh
about the kid.” [At the break between Vayeshev and Miketz] (see
Introduction above, p. 98).
7. A question or series of questions that the text will be responding to in
the next section. Later, comment on that or those response(s).
Example: Questions about Yehudah’s action-to-be, his critical
choices, between the parashot of Miketz and Vayigash. Could
be presented as a monologue (see discussion of the text above).
8. An overall review of from where we have come; or of unanswered
questions and issues.
Example: Sometimes “presence” might be experienced through
a process similar to what actors call “endowment.” Who, for
example, would be telling the Joseph story? We may hear it as
Jews in Egypt listening to an ancient storyteller who tells the story
of how we got there? The hope. The promise. Recall the American
black slaves hearing the Bible being read. We place ourselves back
in the situation; it is happening now, to us. What does it mean to
us when we hear this story?
9. A “counterpoint” statement from “life.” Something that happened
“this past week,” for example, avoiding explicit connections; or, speaking
about the text and alluding to the life event, as if it is happening in the
text.
Example: [In Israel June 1996, my colleague, Yael Eiran, told me
53

Role reversal: a classic technique of Jacob L. Moreno, the creator of Psychodrama,
in which the actors reverse roles to experience one another’s point of view.
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the following story which appeared in “Maariv” that would be, in
the style of Sam Laeuchli, a modern analogy for a Bibliodrama
on the Joseph Story]: A Jewish woman in Israel abandons her
infant son and runs off with an Arab. Forty years later, Israeli
intelligence somehow uncovers that she is living in Jordan and,
informs the son who is now an ofcer in the Israeli army. Inquiries
are made whether she would like to come back to visit her son.
She wants to do so and is assured that there will be no problems.
She crosses at Allenby and is brought into a room in which there is
an Israeli ofcer. He treats her harshly asking her questions about
why she left Israel, married the Arab, abandoned her child, etc.
She is terried, because she had been assured that there wouldn’t
be any problems. Finally, there is a revealing of who the son is. [A
true story. In the officer’s unconscious, or, at least, in the reader’s,
is the Joseph Story.]54
10. Noting strange aliyah breaks: where the aliyah or parashah stops in
the middle of an inyan or where a pasuk that belongs at the end of one
aliyah is attached to the next, or one that belongs at the beginning is
attached to the previous one. See material presented earlier regarding the
various types of breaks.
Example: As in Balak/Pinhas or Miketz/Vayigash above. Especially
interesting is the last verse in Behar. Chapter 26, v.1-2!!55
The orientation is to the present. Something is happening now! The
medium becomes the message.

Epilogue
At the end of the Torah reading, the Sefer Torah is lifted and the
Congregation sings: '‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ Ï‡¯…˘È È· ÈÙÏ ‰LÓ Ì…˘ ¯L‡ ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ÊÂ

54
55

The story is from ¯Â‡¯·-Ò˜ÂÙ ‰ÓÏÚ entitled È˙ÈÓ‡‰ ¯ÂÙÒ‰ :d„·, published by
‚"ÒL˙ Ï‡¯LÈ ,ÔÂÁË·‰ „¯…˘Ó Thanks to Yael Eiran for the reference.
The Christian chapter break assigns the two verses to the following section, for Jews,
the beginning of Parashat È˙˜Á·. The Jewish version seems to indicate that v.2 refers
not only to the Sabbath, but also to the Shemita and Yovel. This possibility would
link the observance of the Sabbath with the ideas and values of the other “Sabbaths.”
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‰LÓ „È·. This is the Torah which Moses placed before the Children of
Israel, the word of the Lord in the hands of Moshe.
There is a metaphorical intuition in the term V’zot Ha-Torah, “this
Torah.” It alludes to the culmination of a process.
If we have really entered the experience of the Parashat Ha-Shavua,
in our preparation and in the public reading, we can truly say v’zot
Ha-Torah. This Torah, the very one we have read from, is the one that
was placed by Moshe lifne b’nai Yisrael, al pi Ha-Shem b’yad Moshe.

Abraham’s Readiness to Imagine Persevering –
Once Again – Without Isaac:
Notes toward a Non-Literal Reading of Genesis 22
Steven Copeland

“Keep your students from higayon” (Berachot 28b) – that is, from
interpreting a verse according to its external form.
Rabbi Nathan ben Yechiel1
Unless you are at home in the metaphor, unless you have had
your proper poetical education in the metaphor, you are not safe
anywhere. Because you are not at ease with figurative values: you
don’t know the metaphor in its strength and its weakness. You
don’t know how far you may expect to ride it and when it may
break down with you. You are not safe [in everyday life]; you are
not safe in science; you are not safe in history.
Robert Frost2
[How to live] faithfully in an uncertain reality [is modeled by
Abraham in his last trial].
Michael Rosenak3

1

ÔÂ¯ÎÊ ¯ÙÒ Z „Â„Ï Ì˙ÎÓ :ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó ı·Â˜· Z "'ÔÂÈ‚‰‰ ÔÓ ÌÎÈ· ÂÚÓ'" ,¯‡ÈÂ¯· ÈÎ„¯Ó
,ÔÏÈ‡-¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ :Ô‚-˙Ó¯ ,Ô¯Ë˘ ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡Â ˙ÏÈ‚ ˜ÁˆÈ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· Z Ï"Ê Ò˜Â‡ „Â„ ·¯‰
.243 'ÓÚ ,1977 / Á"Ï˘˙

2

Robert Frost, “Education by Poetry,” in Edward Connery Lathem and Lawrence
Thompson, eds., Robert Frost: Poetry and Prose, New York: Holt, Rinehard &
Winston, 1972, p. 334.
Michael Rosenak, Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge: Conversations with the Torah,
Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 2001, p. 66.

3
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Fateful stakes in our reading decisions
That fateful consequences are at stake in the way we read our sacred texts
was given especially concentrated expression in Gersonides’ choice of
title for his philosophic magnum opus – The Wars of the Lord.4 Following
the heart of Maimonides’ project, the navigating between literal versus
figurative understandings of religious language as received in sacred
narrative and the precise delineation of what meanings that imagery
should properly be experienced as conveying is what Gersonides saw
as his battle on behalf of Torah. This medieval Jewish philosophic
realization – then transposed into a committed educational project – that
it is not so much the contents of tradition which matter as much as their
experienced – that is their interpreted – meanings or understandings can
be seen to find a striking parallel in John Dewey’s argument that, perhaps
for more even than any other profession, it is the “responsibility” of
the educator “to see in what direction an experience is heading. [For]
the central problem of an education based on experience is to select
the kind of present experiences that live fruitfully and creatively in
subsequent experiences.”5 When viewed in the context of a religious
tradition this critical concern with the repercussions of an educational
experience translates as critical concern for that tradition’s “language,”
namely its sacred texts and dramatic symbolic acts conventionally called
“rituals,” its narrative images and defining assumptions expressed in
brief formulaic terms and phrases and behaviors. In what directions will
they, might they lead? In what directions are those experiences liable
to lead when not properly understood? A clarification of the specific
moods and meanings educators seek as the terrain of consciousness
that ought to accompany the various instances of the Jewish tradition;
4

5

For a review of various printed editions, manuscripts and translations, see the
introduction to Seymour Feldman’s translation, Levi Ben Gershon (Gersonides), The
Wars of the Lord – Book One – Immortality of the Soul, Vol. 1. Philadelphia: The
Jewish Publication Society of America, 1984. Numbers 21:14 refers to a book with
this title. Probably more suggestive, First Samuel 18:17 & 25:28 refers to David
fighting the wars of the Lord. But the Rabbis took up the image of warring on
behalf of/over the Torah in reference to their interpretive struggle over the meaning
possibilities of the sacred text, in relation to their boldly insistent dialogue with it.
See, for instance, Sanhedrin 24a.
John Dewey, Experience and Education, London: Collier-Macmillan, 1938, pp.
27–28, 38 & 40.
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what religious and ethical, psychological and aesthetic, economic and
political tendencies should be inwardly experienced and outwardly given
expression in our individual lives as well as in our societal interactions
– in history – is at once a hermeneutic and an educational imperative of
the highest order.

When life appears to literally repeat “literature” – in this case,
a dream
A woman has a dream. She has reached the post office with her daughter’s
application for summer camp along with a package of clothes – all
according to the list the camp has provided; she has reached the post
office just minutes before it closes – the last day the application and
the clothes package must be postmarked. Yet the postal workers say no;
they’re sorry, but they’ve already begun to close everything down. She
pleads with them; but they say it’s not possible now. Everything needed
has been put away. The mother is in a panic; what will she tell her child?
How can she disappoint her? The dream ends; the woman is awake. That
evening she receives a phone call from her daughter – now herself a
grown woman who lives in a different part of the country. The daughter
asks if her mother has received the package she sent her for Mother’s
Day. No, I haven’t received it; you’ve sent me a package?! – Isn’t this
uncanny, the woman thinks. Here I have just dreamed of a package for
my daughter and now she calls me about a package she has sent me!
Now, of course, the mother might have forgotten that her daughter
actually had, some time ago, told her about the package she had sent or
would be sending. If so, her dream has taken up this bit of information.
But even if that were the case, it doesn’t change the meaning of the
package. The dream uses this fact from everyday life – from the history
of this woman – for its own purposes; which are the concerns of
“fiction,” not of the external reality of life, but rather the inner world
of how we experience this external reality, what sign, what significance
it can signify for us. Because of the coincidental juxtaposition of the
dream that involves a package but is not at all about packages and
the phone call from her daughter that involves and indeed is about a
package (though there too it is also about love and/or at least honor,
consideration), an accurate interpretation – namely a figurative decoding
– of the dream is blocked. Rather, she understands it by the slanted
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light of the Mother’s Day package; she thinks it’s somehow about this
literal package. I suggest to her that it actually is about her apprehension
– indeed her self-judgement, which might be objectively accurate or
inaccurate or a mixture of both; but the dream reflects her concern that
she has not been the best of mothers to her child – or that her daughter
might feel this way somehow, sometimes. And this despite all her best
efforts; there were in fact factors – how real, how factual such factors in
our lives can be – which were beyond her control that resulted in her not
being able to fulfill her mothering role as fully – as perfectly – as she
had wanted.6
How to read a sign – literally, figuratively, both or one or mostly the
other, only one or the other – truly can involve significant repercussions
for the way we live our lives as individuals and for the way we conduct
ourselves in society, in history as groups.

A figurative text for the most part understood literally still has
much to be read
The Binding of Isaac – the ending begins before the first words of the
story; “The Binding of Isaac” or “The Sacrifice of Isaac” so-called – a
shorthand for the drama already suggesting, as would any shorthand, a
direction toward its meaning. Out of the getting up early and the saddling
of the donkey and the taking up of the requisite equipment and the
subsequent journey that this present essay (essay in Old French as in
Hebrew ‰ÒÓ also means a trying, a trial and a testing) feels compelled
to follow, a different coded byword for Genesis 22 will offer a glimpse
of itself come down Moriah with Abraham. Indeed, its presentational
depiction gives us precisely this binding, this sacrifice as one of the
most compelling and disturbing images of our sacred literature. In
post-biblical consciousness and commentary it has been understood more
or less literally. This is evidenced also in numerous curricular attempts
to engage it – in which students are asked to imagine themselves
as Isaac or Abraham and what they would say when the knife is
unsheathed. This literal take has to such an extent established itself as this
narrative’s meaning that it cannot be characterized as involving genuine
interpretation at all; interpretation being a bridging conversational act
6

See A. Finkel, “The Pesher of Dreams and Scriptures,” in Revue de Qumran, 1963:4.
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which always entails some ironic distance transcending the merely naive,
some difference between what the words say and what they can or might
fairly mean.
Though we can see how this general lack of interpretive distance in
large part occurred; because Jewish history turned out to involve repeated
persecutions – and into our own days in Israel, recurring losses in war –
ongoing “sacrifices” in juxtaposition to which the dramatic depiction of
Abraham’s readiness to relinquish his beloved son has understandably
been taken in a literal way.7 When we add to this how lost the genuinely
symbolic language of dream, drama and ritual has long been to even
apparently religious people of the Greco-Roman-European-American
7

It is a commonly held assumption that Shalom Spiegel’s magisterial survey, The Last
Trial, is a reading of Genesis 22; while, in fact, it is a study of how that biblical
text was understood – almost exclusively – in a literal way, in large part, on account
of the all too literal martyrdom of Jews already in the Greco-Roman period and in
medieval Christian Europe. See Shalom Spiegel, The Last Trial: On the Legends and
Lore of the Command to Abraham to Offer Isaac as a Sacrice , New York: Behrman
House, 1979, Jewish Lights reprint, 1993. The same phenomenon has occurred in
modern Hebrew literature: “Twentieth-century Jewish history has confronted the
Hebrew literary imagination with an astonishing reiteration of the biblical drama
(...).” – an apparent reiteration, if that drama is indeed understood literally! See
Ruth Kartun-Blum, “‘Where does this wood in my hand come from?’ The Binding
of Isaac in Modern Hebrew Poetry,” Prooftexts, September 1988.
And what of Erich Auerbach’s masterful comparison of Genesis 22 with a passage
from The Odyssey? The essay – the first chapter in his Mimesis: The Representation of Reality in Western Literature, translated by Willard Trask. Princeton, New
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1953, Chapter 1, “Odysseus’ Scar,” contrasts the
dramatically different styles of writing in these two classic works and argues that
these styles demand different kinds of reading, each implying different perspectives
on meaning and modes of experiencing. But does it really involve a reading of
Abraham’s last trial – in any explicitly developed manner? Only in a limited way;
though what it does specify is significant. Genesis 22 as compared with Odysseus’
return home, in Book 19 of The Odyssey, involves more uncertainty and possibility
– both in their narrative dramas and, by implication, in their view of life in general.
Professor Auerbach also argues that Odysseus never really undergoes dramatic
change as a person. He begins his trials as, among other characterizations, “the
resourceful,” and he ends them with the same set of appellations. Not so with
Abraham, says Professor Auerbach; he is transformed by his experiences. But really
the only specific articulation of what Abraham’s experience entails is the idea of that
experience being “fraught with background.” Beyond this, what his trial involves
is not really addressed. Nonetheless, Auerbach is highlighting what are, essentially,
contradictory feelings or realities which Abraham bears – apparently to the point of
their irreconcilability – within his psyche.
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materialist life orientation, it is no wonder that we are at a loss how to
recognize the command that we too take our son, our Isaac to the mount
that will be shown to us – except in ways literal or too closely literal that
some of us see as wreaking nothing less than criminal harm in ways both
outer and inner. Yet what is demanded by this text – when understood
figuratively – certainly borders on the criminal in the sense that it is not
about conventional health or social adjustment. The Abrahamic Get you
forth is not about success or peace of mind.

The translational conversation that is reading
I say what our religious texts and other contents of our Jewish tradition
can – or might – mean because I see a conversation involved in the act
of encountering, thus coming to some understanding of any element of a
religious tradition, as of any phenomenon whatsoever. This is especially
demanded of the educator; perhaps less so, yet necessarily likewise of
every reader. I am thinking here of the dialectic between something
usually called the objective, on the one hand, and the subjective, on the
other, though this overly delineated duality seems a less accurate portrayal
of what really occurs than Buber’s focus on the inseparable relation that
dwells in the “between.” Also associated with this process, I have in mind
the inescapable and creative opening out onto authentic understanding
– as distinct from mere repetition – involved in the transitional act of
translation from the particularity of a religious tradition’s “original”
sources to their understanding in a latter-day “universal” context of
meaning (actually likewise yet a different particularity) that necessarily
involves the intervening language of another tradition. This presently
developing tradition or meaning-orientation involves a consciousness
both cultural and personal which becomes implicated in the interpreting
encounter with any given part of a tradition that is received from the past.
We seek a reading that, on the one hand, plausibly derives or draws from
this part of the received tradition as it gives witness on its own terms,
while on the other, comes out of and thus speaks to something compelling
in our own present experience which might partake of the same kind of
reality as that which is recorded in the sacred testimony before us.8 It is
8

8

8

See Martin Buber’s “The Man of Today and the Jewish Bible,” in Nahum Glatzer,
ed., On the Bible: Eighteen Studies by Martin Buber, New York: Schocken, 1968,
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an act of transposition that Levinas refers to as the dialogical movement
that transforms a “said” into a “saying” – an instance of the spoken into
speech. 9
I, the reader, sacrifice myself – setting out without myself to receive
the text in the ways it is structured, crafted, thundering and whispering in
its words and between its words. At the same time, like Yehuda Halevi
in his prayer-meditation, “When I went out towards you, I found You
coming towards me”10 – I bring myself to the text; only then can the
text respond significantly. My trials are implicated in my reading of
Abraham’s. Whoever denies this in his reading – whoever says he has
totally left himself at the bottom of the mount – is not being honest, not
with Sarah and not with himself, let alone Isaac or the ram or the One
Who Commands us to undergo the test if we can live the Promise again
without Isaac.
What meaning, then – it’s somewhere between these – on the one
hand, are we to, are we intended to, while on the other, can we, might
we, understand in the words that the Divine tested Abraham to sacrifice,
to give up his most beloved son?11 Is it indeed to be understood as
a more or less literal event like might be related in a television or
9

9

9

10
11

as well as Michael Fishbane, “Freedom and Belonging: A Personal Encounter with
Judaic Study,” in James Sleeper and Alan Mintz, eds., The New Jews, New York:
Random House, 1971. And see Annette Aronowicz’s introduction to her translation
of Emmanuel Levinas’ Nine Talmudic Readings, Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1990.
See, for example, Emmanuel Levinas, Entre Nous: Thinking-of-the-Other, New
York: Columbia University Press, 1998, pp. 63, 71 & 164.
In his “Lord, Where Shall I Find You?” – Í‡ˆÓ‡ ‡‡ ,‰È – in T. Carmi, ed., The
Penguin Book of Hebrew Verse, New York: Penguin Books, 1981, p. 338.
Buber, “The Man of Today and the Jewish Bible,” p. 8 – “What meaning are we
intended to find in the words that God came down in fire, to the sound of thunder
and horn, to the mountain that smoked like a furnace, and spoke to His people?” –
and p. 10 – “What meaning are we intended to find in the statement that God created
the world in six days?” – and p. 12 – “How are we to understand the concept that
‘in the end of days’ everything in the world will be resolved, that the world will
be so perfectly redeemed that, as it is written, there will be ‘a new heaven and a
new earth’ (Isaiah 66.22)?” This essay was first delivered as part of lecture series
in 1926, three years after the appearance of I and Thou – a work whose central
argument undermines the idea that there can be one meaning or understanding that
any phenomenon – including what Divine Revelation – “intends [for us] to find.”
Thus, it is likely that Buber’s words in “The Man of Today...” do not ask what is
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newspaper report? Does it concern itself with teaching that the religious
life demands a commitment and readiness to act that transcends – and
can even violate – ethical norms, including what would otherwise be
considered as murder? If we don’t read Genesis 22 in this way, we have
to offer an alternative interpretation of what the trial involved or, in other
words, what faith involves – the faith Abraham proves is his.

What really matters? What is most real? What is the Bible’s
chief concern?
The fundamentalists among us respond politely, gently yet insistently,
upon hearing a figurative – even allegorical – reading of, for instance,
“our text” – Genesis 22 (for being Jewish, which means rabbinic,
they have been exposed to something else besides repetition and nearrepetition). This is fine and good – as heirs, apparent anyway, of the
rabbinic tradition they can’t deny entirely, after all, the place of even
far-ranging interpretation, but, they are adamant: the literal meaning is
not affected; the literal meaning remains as true. Now this, of course,
is in many instances what happens in language, in literature. And the
Torah is indeed literature, as Sa’adya Gaon points out. It is indisputably
“given in one of the human languages” and, as such, the more we know
concerning how human language and literature work, the better we will
be able to understand (or reach some understanding among the many
possible understandings of) the Torah. Sa’adya goes on to highlight only
one particular phenomenon of language – symbolism. This involves an
expression, an image, a depiction whose meaning is not in its saying, but
rather its saying suggests or evokes associations that carry us elsewhere.12

the single and only meaning of this or that biblical text, but rather seek out a field, a
region of plausible, indeed compelling meaning.
12

,Á‡Ù˜ „Â„ Ô· ÛÒÂÈ Z ‡Â·Ó ÛÈÒÂ‰Â Ì‚¯˙Â Ë˜Ï Z ‰¯Â˙‰ ÏÚ ÔÂ‡‚ ‰È„ÚÒ Â·¯ È˘Â¯ÈÙ
.1963 ,˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
Sa’adya’s “The Torah is given in one of the human languages” is, of course, a take-off
from Rabbi Yishmael’s dictum; though Rabbi Yishmael had a rather – though not
completely – different intent relative to Rabbi Akiva’s drawing meaning from every
word and even individual letters of Scripture. See ÌÈÓ˘‰ ÔÓ ‰¯Â˙ ,Ï˘‰ Ú˘Â‰È Ì‰¯·‡

ÍÏÈ‡Â 3 'ÓÚ ,1962 ,ÔÈˆÂ˘ ÒÂÙ„ ˙‡ˆÂ‰ :ÔÂ„ÂÏ ,˙Â¯Â„‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Ï˜ÙÒ‡·
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The different truth of the figurative
Compelling events occurring in the unfolding life of the world out of
its deepest sources are narrated, are conveyed to us, along with the root
experiences of the nation and the paradigmatic struggles of its founders
and first societies. Yet the events are extraordinarily dramatic – such that
we understand this is more than history, more than ordinary, more than
literal. Indeed, maybe not literal at all. At times certainly not, but rather
something else. Something of a different kind of truth than the literal
conveys. Experiences that take root in our imaginations and in our lives
– through their telling. And the ways we understand them. Once upon
a time, once upon every time and all time. The universal event. Every
person. Something key and ultimate concerning the human situation is
being argued, is being represented in dramatic terms – in heightened,
even extreme, intense dreamlike images. A drama, a play, a parable, an
allegory. We understand – if not in so many words – if not consciously;
we realize that there is a contract in this act of storytelling. A contractual
understanding that there is here a code – a transaction involving a play of
what we might call an “in other words” that occurs in that realm where
saying is not equivalent to meaning, but, rather – as the Greek roots of
metaphor denote – where re-presentation functions as a carrier beyond
itself “from one place to another.” This little term, ‡Ï‡, “but rather,” is
one of the most recurring word-ideas in rabbinic discourse. Metaphoric
meaning is not what it appears to be at first glance, but rather figures for
that over there. Figurative saying offers itself only to be interrupted by
its own inherent angel that, as in Caravaggio’s paintings13 of Genesis 22,
13

Unlike the later “Isaac & Abraham II” painted in 1603, the 1598 “Isaac & Abraham
I” shows the “angel” – the Divine messenger – not pointing to the ram, but, rather,
indicating the substitution by his left hand resting upon it. The eyes of the “angel” –
who is the same age as Isaac, “maybe fifteen” – are not aligned, a case of astigmatism
“since M [– Michelangelo Merisi, known as Caravaggio –] hadn’t made an incision
to align the eyes” – along with “the daring counterplay of shadow” – can be read as
further intensifying the already clear character of the scene as in no way involving
any kind of harmonious one-dimensional equilibrium. Of course, the terrible clash
is resolved with the alternative offering of the ram. But do Abraham and Isaac
really leave their trial without significant “counterplay of shadow” in their lives
henceforth? Or do they – and we the story listeners – take with us the lesson that
our lives are frequently if not always treading alongside the contradicting abyss;
the multiple incommensurate meanings continue to be the background with which
our consciousness is fraught. Reading Genesis 22 in this way is consonant with
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substitutionally points elsewhere; non-literal meaning always involves
an alternative difference between the “signifier” and the “signified.”

A saying that means something other than its outer form of
depiction or representation
This ‡Ï‡, “but rather,” is subversive, unsettling even as it is the greatest
guarantor of hope. The meaning, then, is not this one, but that one
over there caught by its two – always more than one, always plural
– by its two horns, caught in that thorny Í·Ò, the “thicket,” that twostoried “complex,” paradox, contradiction, not-to-be-resolved dialectic,
realm of the between. “Two-storied” – like a two-level building – is a
characterization of a type of religious experience suggested by William
James that is very much akin to the “second naiveté” of Paul Ricoeur –
of Akiva Ernst Simon and of Michael Rosenak.14 This is a consciousness
no longer all of one piece, no longer whole. One of the great loyalists
of that fracture of the soul as of the historical moral record – Emily
Dickinson – testified to how deeply this “splinter” can enter “within the
brain” so much so that its “swerve” cannot be “put back.”15 To such an
honesty, a return to that first naiveté is not possible. However, there is
a kind of integrity that holds distant clashing worlds together by some
perspective that yet soberly knows that it is not at all seamless; but rather

the argument that there is a kind of art, literature, religion most profound in their
refusal to represent themselves as able to redeem life’s counterplay of shadows.
For a compelling investigation of this argument, see Leo Bersani’s The Culture of
Redemption. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1990, whose epilogue is actually
a reading of the tensions between Abraham and Sarah over Ishmael and Isaac. On
Caravaggio’s paintings of Genesis 22 see Peter Robb, M – The Man Who Became
Caravaggio, New York: Henry Holt & Company, 1998, p. 114.
14

ÌÈ„Â‰È „ÂÚ Ì‡‰ :ÂÈ¯Ó‡Ó ı·Â˜· "‰È˘‰ ˙ÂÓÈÓ˙‰ ÏÚ :Ì˙È‡ Ê‡" ,ÔÂÓÈÒ ËÒ¯‡ ‡·È˜Ú
˘¯„Ó‰ ˙È· ÌÚ ÛÂ˙È˘· Z ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,ÌÈÏÚÂÙ ˙È¯ÙÒ :·È·‡ Ï˙ ?ÂÁ‡
È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰¯„ÂÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ :ÔÂÈÚ ÍÈ¯ˆ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Z ‚"Ó˘˙ .‰˜È¯Ó‡· ÌÈ·¯Ï
.119Z116 'ÓÚ ,‚"Ò˘˙ ,Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÂÓÊ·

15

Poem 563 in Franklin’s numbering. See, for instance, R. W. Franklin, ed., The Poems
of Emily Dickinson: A Reading Edition, Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press, 1999.
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more like Amichai’s fine lace.16 This divided yet integrating perspective
has been termed the “second naiveté.”
I see Mike drawing us on to fill in one of his blanks at the end
of a thought. We can never succeed because his punch-line is always
surprising, always coaxing us toward some conventionally unconsidered
and significantly repercussive alternative – what Harold Bloom calls
“a difference that makes a difference.”17 And this, his bold completion
of the sentence – with that impish smile of his in a moment of Peter
Bergerian signaling of the transcendent.18

Even those who see themselves as the most religious are still
significantly Greco-Roman-European-American when they read
Genesis 22
The insistence – from seemingly religious grounds – on retaining always
and at all costs a literal meaning of a biblical passage actually reflects
a Greco-Roman scientific-utilitarian bias, an orientation which in its
16

17

18

In his ¯˘‡Ï ·¯‡Ó· Z ˙Â·Á¯‰ ˙Â‚¯„Ó·, Yehuda Amichai, Poems of Jerusalem and
Love Poems – A Bilingual Edition, New York: Sheep Meadow Press, 1992. The
image – “My soul is rent and torn like yours/ But it is beautiful because of that/ Like
fine lace.” – finds one of its inspirations from the Song of Songs 1:5 – “I am black,
but beautiful.” Julia Kristeva interprets this verse to mean something like: because
I am divided and endlessly searching, I am sensitive and richly sovereign. See her
essay on The Song of Songs – “A Holy Madness: She and He” in her Tales of Love,
translated by Leon Roudiez, New York: Columbia University Press, 1987.
Harold Bloom, The Breaking of the Vessels, Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1982, p. 34. The larger passage within which this phrase appears: “Even the
strongest poems [– great works of art/literature – ], particularly the strongest poem,
costs us too much, but without that cost the poem is only so many words, and not
human action. [... In strong criticism/interpretation] only a difference that makes a
difference matters. Poems matter only if we [the interpreters] matter, and so there is
no true criticism that is not experiential criticism, and poems must rely upon such
criticism.... There are no texts [in and of themselves], so that it makes little difference
to affirm that there is nothing outside the text. Rather, there are configurations, richly
perverse interlockings of a multiplicity of strong texts and few scattered handfuls
of strong readers. Poetry happens within those configurations, within those ratios
of revision that adjust the intricate balances of psychic warfare between and within
texts and readers.”
Peter Berger, A Rumor of Angels: Modern Society and the Rediscovery of the
Supernatural, New York: Doubleday, 1969.
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prejudicing the superior truth value of the immediate physical, external
and literally historical reality fails to appreciate the genuinely religious
character of metaphor in that its concern is the way we experience all that
happens by and to and beyond our agency. Though Maimonides’ entire
project focuses precisely on this critical question of literal versus figurative understanding and there are, therefore, many striking formulations
of his perspective, perhaps his most refined is in his Commentary on
the Mishnah – in Perek Chelek of Sanhedrin. In that passage he argues
that the metaphoric meaning – what he calls there the “inner” sense –
of depictions whose literal meaning contradict what we know from our
studies of “physics and metaphysics” is their one and only meaning and
not their “external/outer” sense.19

Literal- versus figurative-mindedness – a way of experiencing
– a form of consciousness
Abraham Joshua Heschel has compellingly argued that this struggle
over whether such images function solely in their figurative sense is
the key issue throughout Jewish intellectual history already among the
Tanna’im, most notably between Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yishmael – and
their accompanying schools of thought.20 Neither does this question begin
with the rabbis; what is at issue is the way in which the hearers of biblical
narratives in biblical times understood those stories. Certainly they did
not consciously distinguish between the literal sense and its symbolic
import, but they might indeed have experienced the latter as what the
literal depiction in its import – in its signicance – was really “all about.”
This is what Susanne Langer called “figurative-mindedness” – as distinct
from a figurative understanding by which we are intellectually aware
19

20

ÈÙ-ÏÚ ˙È·¯ÚÓ Ì‚¯È˙ Z ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ÌÈ˘ ¯„Ò Z ÔÂÓÈÓ Ô· ‰˘Ó ÂÈ·¯ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÌÚ ‰˘ƒÓ
·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,Á‡Ù˜ „Â„ ¯"‰Î· ÛÒÂÈ Z ˙Â¯Ú‰Â ‡Â·Ó ÛÈ„Â‰Â È¯Â˜Ó‰ „È‰ ·˙Î
.ÊÏ˜ZÂÏ˜ 'ÓÚ ,Á"Î˘˙ ,˜Â˜
For an English translation, see Arnold Wolf’s – in Isadore Twersky, (ed)., A
Maimonides Reader, New York: Behrman House, 1972, pp. 407–410.
˙Â¯Â„‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Ï˜ÙÒ‡· ÌÈÓ˘‰ ÔÓ ‰¯Â˙ ,Ï˘‰ Ú˘Â‰È Ì‰¯·‡ first two volumes:
London and New York: Soncino Press, 1962; third volume: Jerusalem: The Jewish
Theological Seminary of America, 1990. Most of the work has just appeared in an
English translation by Gordon Tucker, Abraham Joshua Heschel, Heavenly Torah:
As Refracted Through the Generations, New York & London: Continuum, 2005.
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that this represents that, rather than actually experiencing the figurative
import of “things.”21 Moreover, literal-mindedness can be seen to be
related to some lack of irony, that involves a sense of distance resulting
from questions and contradictions of which one becomes aware, as well
as to an inability to withstand – meaning to live with – the vagaries of the

21

Susanne Langer, Philosophy in a New Key: A Study in the Symbolism of Reason,
Rite and Art, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1942. The first part of
the present paper involves a revisiting of my “From Outer Form to Inner Meaning
and Back Again: The Metaphoric Imagination in Jewish Learning,” in Janet Aviad,
ed., Studies in Jewish Education, Vol. 4, Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1989. I
understand that this is an essay recently selected by Jonathan Cohen for close
reading in a seminar he taught for the Mandel Jerusalem Fellows. A lighthouse
argument for that paper is that of H. and H. A. Frankfort, “Myth and Reality,” in The
Intellectual Adventure of Ancient Man (also issued by Penguin under the title Before
Philosophy, without William Irwin’s essay on the Hebrews), Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1946, critical in regard to my claim here, that the major motive
or source (unaware) for insisting always and at any cost on every biblical text’s
retention of literal meaning is the defense of what is actually the secular scientific
view/experience of reality and value.
Another motive (regarding which there is, presumably, some awareness) is the
concern that identifying the peshat of some biblical texts as a symbolic reading of
them – in other words, whereby their external sayings are conveyers “only” of their
symbolic possibilities – might lead to the undermining of the concrete behavioral
– i.e., external – performance of the commandments and their comprehensive legal
accompaniments, a direction taken up by those Jews who became the pioneers of
emerging Christianity. See Louis Ginzberg, “Allegorical Interpretations of Scripture,”
in his On Jewish Law and Lore, Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1955.
While observance of the law does entail a literal dimension, insofar as it involves
external behavior according to detailed, often exacting, requirements, the role of the
non-literal in the way midrash halachah works should not be overlooked. For the
ways the Rabbis “read”(!) biblical law and via this “reading” arrive at their acts of
legislation involve a dramatic difference between the more than apparent sense of
Scripture and its meaning(s) as revealed in Rabbinic interpretation.
It must be highlighted, however, that while Christianity adopted this allegorical-ofsorts attitude, which completely jettisoned the forms that carried the potential of
symbolic meaning, toward the expansive and elaborated mansion of Jewish legal
practice, the forces that won the day as to Christianity’s developing character,
ironically, were very literal-minded when it came to its sacred narrative images and
“beliefs.” For a fascinating look at the secret, non-canonical Gospel of Thomas with
its figurative-minded experience of the nascent religion’s “good news” – which I
read as a case-study on figurative versus literal exegesis, stunning in relation to my
present argument; see Elaine Pagels, Beyond Belief: The Secret Gospel of Thomas,
New York: Random House, 2003.

142

Steven Copeland

unpredictable.22 Rosenzweig and Buber saw faith as involving just this
unpredictability, the instability of genuinely being in relationship and,
thus, openness to risk. Kafka identifies the facing of irreducible diversity
with Abraham, who
falls victim to the following illusion: he cannot stand the uniformity
of this world. Now the world is known, however, to be uncommonly
various, which can be verified at any time by taking a handful
of world and looking at it closely. Thus this complaint at the
uniformity of the world is really a complaint at not having been
mixed profoundly enough with the diversity of the world.23
Here is another strong example of a literary passage which to be understood requires a sense of the figurative. What sounds like a criticism of
Abraham is actually a tongue-in-cheek affirmation of his ever-searching
character. His “falling victim” to the diverse, even contradictory character
of reality is really Abraham’s heroism, that he allows himself this
vulnerability, which is nothing less than the bravest honesty. No, he
will not give in to the security of the mystic obliteration of difference;
a perseverance that is rich, even as it is persistently inconvenient and
unsettling. Since it refuses to give us the wholeness, the harmony, the
one and the same that would be so comforting, however false. Abraham,
Abraham – be sure to regularly unsettle yourself for yourself and for
That Which Is Always Beyond And Other than yourself as reached at
this or that juncture, at this or that turning, at this or that river before
which as a Hebrew, È¯·Ú, you must always be ready to pick up camp and
crossover – traverse.

As in reading Kafka, so too in reading Robert Frost and William
Blake
Probing, searching out our text of Abraham’s proving, testing himself – a
bizarre and terrible drama presenting many difficulties in understanding
22

23

On these possible intersections – metaphor, literal-mindedness, irony, the ability to
be open to what is unpredictable, and the interpretation of religious language – and
more (!) see Mark Haddon’s novel “about”(!) a fifteen-year-old autistic protagonist
who sets out to solve The Curious Incident of the Dog in the Night-Time, New York:
Random House, 2002.
Franz Kafka, Paradoxes and Parables. New York: Schocken, 1946.
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what kind of reality is being depicted, Sophocles’ Oedipus the King
comes to mind. What is this play about? What is any narrative about?
Is Robert Frost’s “The Road Not Taken” about roads in New Hampshire
– or is it really about, say, life choices? Are William Blake’s poems
“The Tyger” and “The Lamb” about the dread of tigers and the mildness
of lambs – or are they really about “the fearful symmetry” which we
come to recognize in this life of ours; namely, that both delightful
mildness and deadly terrors come from the same Source and, thus, must
both elicit blessing as well as what William James called a two-storied
consciousness? And what does it mean – that “YHVH as you know the
Divine is a devouring fire” (Deuteronomy 4:24) – being that “He/It is
not a fire”?!24

And the Splitting of the Sea?
Then there’s the Splitting of the Sea. Is it about how the sea physically
split like in a Cecil B. DeMille movie? After all, some earthquake or
volcano or especially strong winds that, you know, can occur in that area
could have accomplished that! Or is it about the Sea that confronted, that
blocked – that still at times confronts and blocks our way; how there we
are with Pharaoh’s Army at our backs and the Sea in front? For thus we
do sometimes know ourselves as being trapped, think ourselves, anyway,
dead-ended for sure. There is no way backward, no way forward. Ah,
what to do? We moved on from what was behind – it was awful. But
at least it was familiar, at least it wasn’t where we find ourselves in
this transitional place in between. But we can’t go back; also can’t go
forward. Our hope is lost. Obviously we can’t go forward into the Sea.
But sometimes that barrier before us, impassable, takes us by surprise –
if, as the midrash has it – we have the courage to go forward despite the
apparent impossibility of that.25 And when we indeed proceed against
all odds, sometimes a path opens up – or a ram appears caught in the
thicket – where it seemed to us that none could, no way, no how. A
narrative depicts these characters, these events; it is not about those
persons, those happenings. By way of depicting them, the narrative is
about some question or argument concerning the meaning of our human
24
25

Hilchot Yesodey HaTorah – Chapter 2, Halachah 4.
Midrash Exodus Rabbah 21.
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existence. What the narrative depicts is not what it is really about. What
the narrative says is not what it means; more accurately, what it can
mean.

Oedipus understood figuratively – Is there nothing clear and
defined we can depend on?!
Is Sophocles’ play about Oedipus killing his father and marrying his
mother or even about wanting to see his father dead and his mother in bed
with him? Or is it, rather – or so much the more so – through hyperbole,
through seizingly dramatic images – indeed, bizarre events that, yes,
“capture the imagination” – about how our human situation is such that
we can be guilty and innocent at the same time? It is amazing how our
true origins, the most telling facts concerning us can be unknown to our
very own selves as we go on in life unaware of who we really are – even
long unaware that there is a riddle about ourselves; then when coming
to recognize that indeed there is a riddle – how it is so difficult for us
to figure it out. What is clearer than the defining roles and relations of
family? If they can be unclear – even if only in the imagined inventions
of a story, a “fiction” that can explore the heaviest truths of being human
– if the clarities of kinship can be confused, then perhaps all the clarities
that comfort our fragilities, as Emily Dickinson put it, are really not so
clear. How to make our way in such a world where the sighted can’t
really see and the blind are the prophets – because the deepest truths are
not the external ones – not even our kinship identities; but something
else are those realities that have to do with the quality of our inward
experience; what we carry inside us – what honesty and courage about
ourselves out of which we then, yes, come to all that we meet and face
outside us – and how we do so, all manner of chaos and contradiction,
love and responsibility?26

26

J. Hillis Miller, “Narrative,” and see Thomas McLaughlin, “Figurative Language” in
Frank Lentricchia and Thomas McLaughlin, eds., Critical Terms for Literary Study
[Second Edition], Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990/1995.
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Professor Rosenak on Genesis 22 – “Precarious faithfulness...
in [life’s] uncertain reality”
Professor Rosenak addresses Genesis 22 directly over the course of
twelve pages in his Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge.27 On the one
hand, he, apparently, accepts the imagery of the drama as literally true.
Together with his own son, he asks how a “moral and merciful” God
could ask of Abraham – indeed, command him to carry out – such an
ethical absurdity. He draws a parallel between this trial of Abraham
and the terrible fate of the Ten Sages Martyred by the Romans; yet
he distinguishes, considers anyway a possible difference between them,
pointing out that the martyrs tortured by the Romans had no choice,
while Abraham might have refused God’s command. Professor Rosenak
also asks why Abraham didn’t argue with God – as he did concerning the
destruction of Sodom and Gemorrah – against the loss of innocent life.
And returning to the martyred sages, he struggles with his son’s asking
how God could have allowed the Holocaust to happen. Nowhere in this
engagement does the question of literal versus figurative understanding
come up, not explicitly.
The direction of Professor Rosenak’s response, however – the contours
of religious experience that he delineates – does usher us away, if not
as vigorously or completely as in my reading, from the literal sense of
Abraham’s last trial. They still gently yet confidently accompany us for
the most part into the realm of figurative understanding, such that the
drama of Abraham is a challenging figure for our own experience. And
this experience, this human situation of ours, that Professor Rosenak
so beautifully articulates here has nothing to do with Divine commands
of violating what is clearly demanded by the ethical. Rather, what is
confronted with his characteristic “honesty of asking the hard questions”
is “the pain of precarious faithfulness, of tender-mindedness in a world
in which the Divine itself appears as the arena of the absurd.”28 It seems
to me that the argument here is actually not that there is anything absurd
about the Divine itself; what is being addressed is the absurdity of trying
to orient our lives in relation to the Divine in a world that does not
guarantee “protect[ion...] from tragedy and despair and death.”29 How
27
28
29

Michael Rosenak, Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge, op. cit., pp. 66–77.
Ibid., p. 71.
Ibid., p. 72.
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we might yet know ourselves to be “alive, every one to this day” in the
face of “the tribulations of the righteous” who must live “in the midst of
chaos”30 – in the “uncertain reality”31 that is the human situation, and
that being our condition, one that is indeed ordained by the Divine as the
life in which we are to live and strive to learn what we can.

Nietzsche’s key literary-philosophic expressions have been all
too often misread
Nietzsche’s writing (which, significantly for my approach to classical
Jewish texts, blurs conventional distinctions between philosophy and
literature) has also been all too often understood literally; in large part
because of juxtapositions between, on the one hand, his key psychological
and philosophic ideas – the shorthand expressions by which he referred
to them, such as the “overman,” the “will to power” and the “eternal
return” – and, on the other, the all too real phenomena of Nazism as well
as the pervasiveness of scientific explorations of cosmology.

Exceeding – even countering – whatever is “naturally” or merely
given
Ah, yes, the superman – the master race, with all that goes with that
according to these National Socialists, so Orwellian double-speaking
they called themselves. But if we actually read Nietzsche, his examples
of the overman are Mozart and Beethoven, for they reached the heights of
going beyond our given nature as merely biological instinctual creatures.
That is what the human must do to become human, to become himself;
each person must strive to become what he or she is, but not innately in
any determined sense. To transcend the determined and the totalitarian
totalizingly conformist mold is to be an übermensch. But the juxtaposition
of an instance – a racist program of superiority – that could not be more
literal and that involves a perspective that could not be more antithetical

30
31

Ibid., pp. 72 & 75.
Ibid., p. 66.
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to Nietzsche’s metaphoric image of the over-person blocks the figurative
reading that is indeed called for. Father Abraham, how heroically have
you smashed the idols of your familiar security, sacrificing societal and
even familial givens for the unknown journey toward the disrupting
command of the monotheistic Beyond!32

And yet there’s a quality of the givenness of our situation
that it is heroic to accept and live out precisely as is!
The looking backward upon the events that our few choices have effected
– more by the repercussive power of their own logic than by the
initial choice that began the chain of occurrences, quite apart from any
intentions and anticipations on our part, engages the challenge of the
eternal recurrence or return. This image-idea in Nietzsche’s philosophical
lyricism – the eternal return – has also been widely understood in a literal
way, as though it involves some kind of cosmological claim.
In fact, it is very difficult to find any clear references to cosmology
in Nietzsche’s published discussions of the recurrence. At one
point he praises “the ideal of the most high-spirited, alive, and
world-affirming human being who has not only come to terms and
learned to get along with whatever was and is, but who wants to

32

On monotheism as a qualitative – rather than a quantitative – incommensurate
difference, see Hermann Cohen, Religion of Reason Out of the Sources of Judaism,
translated by Simon Kaplan, Atlanta: Scholars Press, copyright 1995, The American
Academy of Religion; first published in Germany, 1919, Chapter 1, “God’s Uniqueness”; Thomas Mann, “Homage [to Franz Kafka]” as part of an introduction to
Franz Kafka, The Castle, New York: Schocken Books, 1930 & numerous reprintings
and renewals through 1982. Also see George Steiner, In Bluebeard’s Castle: Some
Notes Towards the Redenition of Culture , New Haven: Yale University Press,
1971, pp. 35–46, where Mr. Steiner writes: “What we must recapture to mind,
as nakedly as we can, is the singularity, the brain-hammering strangeness, of the
monotheistic idea. [...] The exaction [of the monotheistic challenge...] hammers at
human consciousness, demanding that it transcend itself, that it reach out into a
light of understanding so pure that it is it blinding.” Monotheism constitutes the
ultimate drive par excellence against the surface understanding of literalism in all its
forms. This inhuman command insists that meaning is not what any surface shows,
but rather what exteriorities symptomatically indicate dwells invisibly within and
elsewhere.
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have what was and is repeated into all eternity, shouting insatiably
da capo” (Beyond Good and Evil, p. 56). But all that is involved
here is the desire that “what was and is” be [as it were] eternally
repeated.[...] “My formula for greatness for a human being is
amor fati: that one wants nothing to be different, not forward, not
backward, not in all eternity. Not merely bear what is necessary,
still less conceal it – all idealism is mendaciousness in the face of
what is necessary – but love it” (Ecce Homo, II, p. 10).33
This reading of Nietzsche’s eternal return coincides with the key developmental challenge Erikson sees in old age: the struggle between
“integrity versus despair” – a struggle out of which “wisdom” can be
wrested. Looking back at “the one and only life cycle permitted” to us,
can we accept with integrity the irreversibility of the life we have lived –
with all the losses and failings, disappointments and defeats necessarily
adherent to the achievements of any human life? – Abraham, Abraham!
Now that you have Isaac and through him the resolution of the defining
contradiction of your life, can you see yourself once more without him,
thus returning to the precariousness – indeed, the absurdity – of the life
that has been yours? Could you love that life that has been yours even
more than the source of your finally leaving it behind?34

33

34

Here, as throughout, I am especially drawing from the reading of Alexander Nehamas
in his Nietzsche: Life as Literature, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1985; this citation is on pp. 145–146. See Professor Nehamas’ own note on the texts
and translations from which he draws.
Erik Erikson, “Reflections on Dr. Borg’s Life Cycle” in a Spring 1976 issue of
Daedalus on Adulthood. Noteworthy for our present paper is Professor Erikson’s
recognition that “we certainly do not postulate the achievement of a total victory of
Integrity over Despair.[...] ‘Versus’ is an interesting little word, because it can mean
a reciprocal antagonism carried further in ‘vice versa.’ Developmentally, it suggests
a dialectic dynamics, in that the final strength postulated could not emerge without
either of the contending qualities.[...] There would be neither conviction nor efficacy
in an overall hopefulness without a (conscious and unconscious) struggle with a
persistent temptation to succumb to hopelessness. Dr. Borg’s [– of Ingmar Bergman’s
motion picture Wild Strawberries –] initial condition illustrates how unconvincing a
sense of integrity can be if it does not remain answerable to some existential despair
[...],” p. 23.

Abraham’s Readiness to Imagine Persevering

149

Ethics isn’t everything – How about the drama of the religious
– the character, the quality of how we experience what happens
to and with our interior life?!
And then there’s Nietzsche’s argument for a perspective “beyond good
and evil.” Here, too, a literal understanding of this campaign generally
prevails; although he himself writes that “It goes without saying that I
do not deny [...] that many actions called immoral ought to be avoided
and resisted, or that many called moral ought to be done and encouraged
– but I think the one should be encouraged and the other avoided
for other reasons than hitherto.”35 It is true that Nietzsche does argue
for a transcending of the categories of good and evil as the most
defining criteria for the in-depth life. Instead he sees the development
of an honestly authentic individuality as the supreme quest and this,
by definition, cannot be dictated by any one set of norms. All values
must be “transvalued” in the sense that they must be arrived at – more
accurately, recognized and accepted – by each individual according to
his or her unique struggle at becoming what he or she most honestly is;
though this creative transposing is not a self-sufficient kind of process,
the inter-relation of everything and everyone – of “all eternity” – being a
critical assumption for Nietzsche. More significant, however, than ethical
values – though they are more or less included (an instance of something
like the principle of “necessary but not sufficient”) – for the development
of the in-depth personality are aesthetic ones; though here the “aesthetic”
involves what is beautiful in the personality of the ever-maturing and
unique individual.
“The feeling generated by sin is not a moral sensation; the moral
sense in man is not such a powerful force. The feeling of sin which
drags a person to repentance is an aesthetic sensation, or, more correctly, a negative aesthetic reaction. The sinner feels disgust at the
defilement of sin.”36 While Nietzsche’s project calls for the substitution
of negative judgement of what is with positive decision vis-à-vis what
genuinely exists and cannot be otherwise, Rabbi Soloveitchik’s focus
on the “aesthetic” is not only in relation to our behavioral failings.
Most characteristic of his religious commitment is a concern with the
complex of inward movements of experience – the nuanced contents of
35
36

See Nehamas, op. cit., p. 203.
Pinchas Peli, Soloveitchik on Repentance, New York: Paulist Press, 1984, p. 197.
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consciousness, such as the motives and moods – that ought to accompany
the external performance of halakhic practices which are inextricably
related to our encounter with the events which necessarily define the
human situation universally. This transcending of good and evil – namely,
of the ethical – is the keynote in Kierkegaard’s work; which has nothing
to do with a rejection of the ethical per se, but rather with the preference
for the special realm of the religious.
According to the approach I’m exploring here, the religious life
includes reference to the ethical and implications for that realm of
relation, but it does not quintessentially concern itself with the ethical;
the ethical, after all, is what concerns itself with the ethical! If the
principal focus of the religious were to be the ethical, then it would be
redundant; it would not be contributing anything different. The religious
involves a going beyond good and evil – a transcending of the ethical – in
the sense that it is not most interested in this necessary field of concern,
at least not in and of itself, for itself, by itself. Rather, the religious
addresses the quality of the inner secret workings of the spirit as it is
tested by life’s events and as it tests itself in the face of all that passes by
and over it. This is what Kierkegaard refers to as the “subjective.” This
in-depth self might – according to some approaches must – then engage
others exterior to its being. But when it – as a he or she – does so, key to
that encounter will be its effect(s) or what Emmanuel Levinas calls the
trace of which the relating individual will be most religiously aware.
This is critical for Maimonides – that the ethical, in and of itself
anyway, is not really the domain of the religious. It is a necessity for
human beings in organizing their relations to nature and to their fellow
humans in society so as to meet their varied needs and aspirations. The
Torah certainly includes commandments as well as narratives that address
the ethical. But that is not to say that the ethical constitutes any part of
religiosity, spirituality itself; rather it is a prerequisite, a necessary means
for the pursuit of the religious life – which, continues Maimonides, is
the intellectual knowledge of the acts of the Divine. As far, that is, as
our mortal, embodied capabilities for understanding the metaphysical
can take us. Then, via such knowledge there might be the possibility
of reaching some however partial relation with or eavesdropping onto
something of the Completely Actualized Potential Mind of the Divine.37
37

See The Guide, Part 1, Chapters 2 & 48. And see Warren Zev Harvey, “Ethics
and Meta-Ethics, Aesthetics and Meta-Aesthetics in Maimonides,” as well as
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Life tests us – and the accompaniment of a special teacher –
who might walk with us for part of the journey, part of the trial
even – can be a beautiful gift
This is Maimonides’ view – a compelling reading of it, anyway. For us,
we might indeed broaden what we see as the religious – to include, indeed
to center on, the character of our inner experience, our consciousness;
the geography, the terrain of the inward workshop of the soul in relation
to all that it will have to encounter, in relation to all that will test how
nuanced and complex in noble ways it can become in the face of the
challenges and contradictions – often “cruel” ones – with which life
presents us. And then, however great the distance, the silence or the near
silence – between individuals as they journey together – and both of
them went together – there is the ethical as religious ground.38 This

38

Shlomo Pines, “The Philosophical Purport of Maimonides’ Halachic Works and
the Purport of The Guide of the Perplexed,” in Shlomo Pines and Yirmiyahu Yovel,
eds., Maimonides and Philosophy, Dordrecht/Boston/Lancaster: Martinus Nijhoff
Publishers, 1986. And see Shlomo Pines’ introduction to his translation of The
Guide, op. cit.: “When all is said and done [Maimonides...] held [the theoretical –
intellectual-contemplative as religious] way of life to be the supreme achievement
possible to man.[... The view] that Maimonides at the end adopted the quasi-Kantian
idea that the ordinary moral virtues and moral actions are of greater importance and
value than [or even of equal value to] intellectual virtues and the theoretical way
of life [...] is completely false” (pp. cxxi–cxxii). In his instrumental view of ethics
– that the ethical is not what the religious life is about, but rather functions as a
necessary means to our being able to turn our attention to what the genuinely religious
involves, which is our relation with the Divine as played out in the inner contents
of our mind-spirits – in this regard, Maimonides is in agreement with Kierkegaard
and Nietzsche. Though, obviously, what the inner contents of our consciousness
comprise – whether something mainly intellectual or emotional, say, and in what
ways – such inner contents in relation to the Divine – or to the acts of the Divine,
if indeed only some relation to Its acts are possible – are also different among these
three greats.
I have been very taken in recent years by the perspective of Emmanuel Levinas
that can be characterized as a kind of religious ethicism that involves responsibility
for the strangely foreign, disturbingly other who is in need – as the most (indeed
the only genuinely) revelatory ground of religious encounter. See my book(s)
review-essay “That Law which Calls us Away from Mystifying Rapture to Religious
Responsibility,” in The Journal of Law and Religion, 2002:17, 1 & 2; 111–119.
Levinas’ religious ethicism notwithstanding, Genesis 22 might indeed give us the
topography of a largely if not thoroughly different kind of religious obsession; if acts
of that intensity of discipline restraint and channeling of spirit be obsessions rather
than, say, matters of nobility or devotion or – serious religiosity.
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brings us before our friends, but also before those who are our strangers,
certainly face to face with our parents and with our teachers. As Professor
Rosenak focuses his engagement: how the parent and the teacher might
hold the hands of the child, of the student – as they, as we together try
to face the trials with which life tests us, offering an accompaniment of
“trust [and] tender-mindedness” even upon these too often very tough
grounds of ours here such as they are.

Seeking our own way between the literal and the figurative;
between the tradition received and the tradition lived this day
as our own in the face of what and who faces us, what and who
we face
When is a literal understanding, when also with that a figurative understanding, and when solely a figurative sense is likely signaled by the
form and feel of a religious text, image, expression? How are we to
evaluate these distinctions – in our individual lives and in our collective
acts in history? “Why did He take him away from me?!” the woman
screams over the grave markers, across the cemetery hills and trees and
skies. How – over time, gently yet confidently – to help her know that
the Divine is not a “He” who singles us out in any human-like way such
as this suffering and death of her beloved husband.39 And helping to
39

On Maimonides’ understanding/experience of Divine “providence” – an “unfortunate”(!) translation that’s become the conventional one for ‰Á‚˘‰, see Alfred Ivry,
“Providence, Divine Omniscience, and Possibility: The Case of Maimonides,” in
Joseph Buijs, editor, Maimonides: A Collection of Critical Essays, Notre Dame,
Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988. And see ,‰ÂÓ‡ ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È
·"Ó˘˙ ,ÔÂÓ„˜‡ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,"‰·‰‡-‰‚˘‰-‰Á‚˘‰-ÔÈ„" Z ÌÈÎ¯ÚÂ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰. For an
English translation, see Yeshayahu Leibowitz, “Divine Governance: A Maimonidean
View,” Judaism, Human Values, and the Jewish State, Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1992. Also of significance: David Hartman, “The Celebration of Finitude,”
Chapter 11, in David Hartman’s A Living Covenant: The Innovative Spirit in
Traditional Judaism, New York: The Free Press, 1985. This essay by Rabbi Hartman
– transposed into the concerns of this our present paper – celebrates a less metaphoric
experience of the world, of the world we find ourselves in. This is in the spirit of
Maimonides who repeats throughout The Guide that coming to know “reality as it
actually is” and not as we want it to be – suited to our convenience and our habits of
feeling – is key in the work of religious maturity. There can be something beautiful,
touching, indeed religious in such an experience that minimizes our overlaying it with
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bring her back to a kind of religious naiveté that knows the reality of
the Divine and our relation with It, even as – “after the hard questions
have been asked” unflinchingly – we know what It is not; this, a “second
naiveté” – or, as I’ve said, what William James calls “a two stories deep”
or “heterogeneous” religiosity.40

40

metaphor, as much as this is possible for us. Mark Haddon’s literal-minded autistic
narrator in his novel The Curious Incident of the Dog in the Night-Time gives us a
moving picture of both the impoverishment and the sensitivity that seeing things just
as they are can involve, the latter being related to ÂÓÚ ÌÂÈ ÏÎ·˘ Í˙Â‡ÏÙ ÏÚÂ ÍÈÒ ÏÚ
ÌÈÈ¯‰ˆÂ ¯˜Â·Â ·¯Ú Z See, for instance, in The Curious Incident..., op. cit., pp. 32–34
about the dead being with God in heaven & pp. 88–90 on fairies. See Maimonides
– The Guide, Part Two, Chapter 6, on “angels” being the natural and psychic forces
in the world as it is. My own view-experience of the Divinity’s incommensurately
inhuman difference is probably somewhat less personal than Professor Rosenak’s
understanding-relation. Though the distance between us on this question does not
seem to me to be all that great. He and I will have to continue our conversations and
considerations – and see.
William James, The Varieties of Religious Experience. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1985, first edition published in 1902, pp. 154–156, part of Lecture VIII
on “The Divided Self, and the Process of Its Unification.” James’ key examples for
this mode of religiosity are John Bunyan and Leo Tolstoy. Though there is a “hue
of resolution” reached in this variety of religious experience, it is indeed “just” that
– a “hue” – “the full flood of ecstatic liberation” is not reached. “Neither Bunyan
nor Tolstoy could become what we have called healthy-minded. [... Rather] their
redemption is into a universe two stories deep. But each of them realized a good
which broke the effective edge of his sadness; yet the sadness was preserved as
a minor ingredient in the heart of the faith by which it was overcome.” James
speaks of this experience as involving “a certain discordancy or heterogeneity” and
observes that its “consequences may be inconvenient in the extreme” (pp. 140–141).
Considering these passages in James alongside Erikson’s view that “There would be
neither conviction nor efficacy in an overall hopefulness without a (conscious and
unconscious) struggle with a persistent temptation to succumb to hopelessness. Dr.
Borg’s [of Ingmar Bergman’s motion picture Wild Strawberries] initial condition
illustrates how unconvincing a sense of integrity can be if it does not remain
answerable to some existential despair.” See my footnote 14 here above. And now
place these alongside Hegel’s developmental stage of the “alienated consciousness”
– which he identifies with Abraham! See a discussion of the irresolution that
the Hegelian dialectic can be understood to involve – in my “The Educational
Conversation and Its Dialectic Spirit,” in Religious Education, Winter 1991. Still
further: it is striking to see Rabbi Soloveitchik’s Lonely Man of Faith considered
alongside James, Erikson and this reading of Hegel: “Since the dialectical role
has been assigned to man by God, it is God who wants the man of faith to
oscillate between the faith community and the community of majesty, between being
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Of course, there are elements and turns, assumptions and directions in
my approach that might indeed be different from those of my teacher.
It seems to me, however, that such differing directions do not depart
from this teaching of his: that each of us must struggle out of his or her
certainly not solitary yet significantly personal conversation which is the
transition from “language” to “literature.” “Language” here refers to the
contents of the tradition as given, as passed down to us, as received; while
“literature” involves the interpretations and significations that effect its
application in our lives so that it comes to make sense to us.41 Each
of us comes to his or her own transposition of the tradition, all the
while appreciating that our reading is just that – a reading, not “what
Judaism really is.” Yet, when we manage to muster a dialogic act of
bridging with the tradition and some of its finest transposers – past and
present – our particular reading – which itself will be engaged in ways
that change it – becomes part of what the living tradition might be, can
be.42 Certainly we are implicated in our readings. Anyone who knows
me, as this teacher of mine certainly does, recognizes in the argument
of this paper concerning the literal versus the figurative, and then the
application of this to my reading of Genesis 22, the trials I have found
myself facing and the commands – indeed, often contradictory to one
another – I’ve heard variously thundered and whispered, laughed and
wept and gently, calmly chanted out to me. As I’ve said: I don’t say
that this reading of mine is the reading, the meaning of this text, these
texts that confront us for deciphering – Genesis 22 and the experiences
we encounter in life. The text always exceeds any particular meaning.
But I don’t see how these texts can speak for and by themselves without
responsible translation, interpretation: a conversation which our teacher

41

42

confronted by God in the cosmos and the intimate, immediate apprehension of God
through the covenant, and who therefore willed that complete human redemption be
unattainable,” p. 86 in The Lonely Man of Faith, New York: Doubleday, 1992 – first
appeared in Tradition, Summer 1965.
See Michael Rosenak, Roads to the Palace: Jewish Texts and Teaching, Providence
and Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1995, pp. 19–22; and in Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge,
op. cit., pp. 4–5.
Michael Rosenak, Commandments and Concerns, op. cit., p. 172. And see Ï‡È¯Â‡

,ÔÂÓÈÒ 'ÙÂ¯Ù È"Ú ÔÎ-Ì‚ Í¯Ú‰ ı·Â˜· "ÌÈ˘„Á˙Ó‰ ˙ÂË˘Ù‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó" ,ÔÂÓÈÒ
¯È·„ ˙‡ˆÂ‰ È"Ú Ô‚-˙Ó¯ Z ÂÓÊ-˙· ‰·˘ÁÓÏÂ ˙Â„‰ÈÏ ÔÂÎÓ‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,ÂÁ‡Â ‡¯˜Ó‰,
1979. And see Professor Rosenak’s reference to this essay in his ˙¯ÂÒÓ :ÔÂÈÚ ÍÈ¯ˆ
.106Z103 'ÓÚ ,‚"Ò˘˙ ,ıÈ˘ÙÈÏ ˙ÏÏÎÓÂ Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÂÓÊ· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰¯„ÂÓÂ
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has modeled for all of us who have been privileged to be his students
– and then sent us out on the “roads to the palace” which he faithfully
knows must in some ways be our own.43 Still, I see the better part of
my reading and sense of Genesis 22, in its method as in its ethos – as
with everything I try to know and be/come – to be nothing more than
a slight elaboration or small further development of what I’ve learned
from Mike’s teaching.

The source, the cause of Abraham’s restless wandering – now
with the birth of Isaac – is over; precisely because of that, his
rest must be challenged – tried – this one more, last(ing) time
“Now/then it happened after all these telling-events...” – Who was
Abraham before this last trial?
Disquiet, questioning, hearkening and seeking, wrestling for God, a
bitterly sceptical laboring over the true and the just, the whence and
the whither, his own nature, the true meaning of the Highest [...].
Unrest and dignity: that is the sign of the spirit [...]. Why did he
live like an Ishmaelite of Bedouin (sic), in tents outside the town,
in the open country [...]. Thus it must be, because one served a God
whose nature was not repose and abiding comfort, but a God of
designs for the future, in whose will inscrutable, great, far-reaching
things were in process of becoming, who [...] was Himself only
in process of becoming, and thus was a God of unrest, a God of
cares, who must be sought for, for whom one must at all times keep
oneself free, mobile and in readiness.
In a word, it was the spirit [...] who forbade Jacob [as it first
forbade his grandfather Abraham] to live a settled life in towns
43

See the formulation of Michael Fishbane – another of my teachers: “In [the] process
of listening and response lies the intensely personal and essential nature of midrash,
which demands that no synthesis be static, and welcomes the subtle anxiety of each
dynamic encounter. [...] Every teacher who makes his historical study contemporary
with himself is a meeting point of text and life. He authenticates the materials for
himself and others by their meeting in his own being. [...] Every teacher [...] by
his private response to the materials [...] becomes the realization and mode of a
possibility [that there can be points of contact between the texts of tradition and the
present life of each person who encounters those texts in responsible dialogue]” in
The New Jews, op. cit.
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[...]. As for me, [...] I will not conceal my native and comprehensive
understanding of the old man’s restless unease and dislike of any
fixed habitation. For do I not know the feeling? [...] The storyteller’s star – is it not the moon, lord of the road, the wanderer, who
moves in his stations, one after another, freeing himself from each?
For the story-teller makes many a station, roving and relating, but
pauses only tentwise, awaiting further directions, and soon feels his
heart beating high [...] as a sign that he must take the road, towards
fresh adventures which are to be painstakingly lived through, down
to their remotest details, according to the restless spirit’s will.44
The imagery of the Patriarchs as unsettled bedouin wanderers functions as
the literary device of externalization; the physical depiction is a figure for
the inner open-oriented ethos of a certain kind of existential agitation.45
Professor Rosenak cites Maimonides’ representation of Abraham – at
the beginning of Hilchot Avodah Zarah.46 But Moses Hyamson’s 1962
translation of this passage from the Mishneh Torah is relied upon; an
idiomatic translation rather than one attuned to the careful poetry of the
original. Especially in the context of our present essay, Maimonides’
choice of words – representing Abraham as Â˙Ú„· ËËÂ˘Ó – and the
glossing over of their power by Professor Hyamson’s loose rendering as
Abraham’s “reflecting” should be noted. Maimonides’ Hebrew wording
sees Abraham as “wandering/roving-about/trying-to-navigate-this-wayand-that in his mind,” a phrase repeated several times in this halachah.
I’m privileged to have heard Rabbi Soloveitchik – in one of his motzi’ey
shabbat talks at the Maimonides School here in Boston – teach this
passage. Of course, “the Rav” saw in this figure the kind of creative
restlessness of the authentic spiritual seeker; indeed, he related the image
44

45

46

Thomas Mann, Joseph and His Brothers, London, Sphere Books, 1968, translated
by H. T. Lowe-Porter, pp. 53–55, Section 10 of The Prelude to Volume 1, The Tales
of Jacob.
I have in mind here a positive type of continuing process of “fermentation” – reflected
in the Hebrew term ‰ÒÈÒ˙; though frequently, as we’ve already seen William James
point out, involving “extremely inconvenient” repercussions.
When I say “existential” here I am not referring to the specific modern school of
thought, but rather that inner consciousness of ours – how we inwardly experience
what we encounter in our day-to-day human situation. Again I have a contemporary
Hebrew word-idea in mind – the realm of the ÈÓÂÈ˜ – our existence ˙ÂÓ„‡ ÈÏ≈
Ú as we
come to know it in the workshops and more hidden back rooms of our souls.
Michael Rosenak, Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge, op. cit., pp. 30–32.
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to the child who cannot sit still – a symptom of a lack realized out of
a religious sensitivity – which can, in part, be rectified. But, on account
of the incommensurate modes of orienting ourselves in the world that
naturally reside within us, this restlessness cannot find its complete
resolution.
Indeed, because “the dialectical role has been assigned to man by God,
it is God who therefore [...] willed that complete human redemption be
unattainable.”47 The sensitive human being can never really be at home
– can never completely resolve the tension between the Promise and the
Present Given Reality That Contradicts it; the former is to be the father
of a great nation and the latter is that he doesn’t yet have even one son
to begin that adventure. When he has Isaac, though, will he be willing
to return once again to that contradiction – and still live out, live within
the relationship, the commitment, even if it be absurd, even if it be what
Emmanuel Levinas characterizes as a “one-way movement” without
any assurance? This involves a type of tremendous transcendence of
self-interest, what Levinas sees as a kind of radical patience that is, as
Jill Robbins explains, “given over to the future, absolutely toward the
future [...]. Levinas also will call it ‘liturgy,’ in the sense of ‘a profitless
investment.’ Not to be confused with the time of personal immortality, to
be [so] patient, ‘to be for a time that would be without me,’ [...demands]
‘passage to the time of the other”’ and thus necessitates a continuous
interruption of self-complacency, a perpetual expulsion from rest.48
What had become very clear to him [...] was that he would be able
to take along: nothing. Precisely nothing [...] He would have to
leave [...] all behind, here, in this world, which had come to fit him
like his own skin. Soon enough, in due time, perhaps in no time
at all, he would have to step out beyond the boundaries of his life,
move where there is no place to move, grope in the blinding light,
toward a goal he could be sure of never reaching.49
47
48

49

Soloveitchik, The Lonely Man of Faith, op, cit., p. 86.
Jill Robbins, Altered Reading: Levinas and Literature, Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 1999, pp. 21–23. And see Emmanuel Levinas directly, in his “The
Trace of the Other,” as translated by A. Lingis, in Mark Taylor, ed., Deconstruction
in Context: Literature and Philosophy, Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press,
1986, pp. 345–359.
Stephen Mitchell, Parables and Portraits, New York: Harper & Row, 1990, “Abraham,” p. 60.
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Not unlike Hermann Hesse’s Siddhartha become the Ferryman,50
Abraham was – is – the perpetual Hebrew; “the one who passes over”
50

Hermann Hesse, Siddhartha, translated by Hilda Rosner. New York: New Directions,
1951, pp. 112–114. The major difference between Abraham’s way and Siddhartha’s,
of course, involves this very ethos of a kind of restless journeying that knows no
complete resolution. The intersection I am pointing out here is the literary one –
that the characterization of Siddhartha as the Ferryman is like Abraham’s being
called a Hebrew; the appellation is not only about a one time physical crossing, but
rather says something about the existential personality of these spiritual greats – the
paideia each reflects. See Maurice Blanchot on “Being Jewish,” in Michael Holland,
editor, The Blanchot Reader, Oxford: Blackwell, 1995: “Being Jewish [signifies]
by showing that, at whatever time, one must be ready to set out, because to go
out (to step outside) is the exigency from which one cannot escape if one wants to
maintain the possibility of a just relation. The exigency of uprooting, the affirmation
of nomadic truth. In this Judaism stands in contrast to paganism (all paganism).
To be pagan is to be fixed, to plant oneself in the earth, as it were, to establish
oneself through a pact with the permanence that authorizes sojourn and is certified
by certainty in the land. [...] The Hebrew passes from one world [...] to something
that is ‘not yet a world’ and is nonetheless this world here below; a ferryman, the
Hebrew Abraham invites us not only to pass from one shore to the other, but also to
carry ourselves to wherever there is a passage to be made [...]” (pp. 230–231). This
philosophy of being – more accurately, of becoming – in the world can indeed be
understood as standing in opposition to any Zionist ethos, but this is not necessarily
so. There can be a nomadic, questioning, searching consciousness that is nonetheless
grounded in the always to be self-unsettling settled life of the people living on its
land; committed to trying to live out the life of the spirit concretely, which necessarily
means, in every way, politically. Yet, again, in a way that is at least significantly
nomadic, let us say, Abrahamic. “Every landed-citizen in Israel shall dwell in the
nomadic-ethos-of-the-sukkah!” (Leviticus 23:42).
Levinas argues that the “spirit of the absolute” must be “heedful of the diversity
of circumstances and the necessities of place and time to which politics belongs
[...which alone ensures that] it not be regarded abstractly [and thus...] points to
an order in which a spirit is in relation with the Other which brings to the spirit
more than it is capable of alone. An order in which limits are surpassed, but an
order which, by this very fact, exposes itself to risks” (pp. 178–179). See Emmanuel
Levinas, “The State of Caesar and the State of David,” in Beyond the Verse: Talmudic
Readers and Lectures, translated by Gary Mole. Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1994. Levinas continues with a compelling figure from Berachot 3b for the
grounded, land-situated nation that yet questioningly wanders in its ongoing refusals
of any type of complacency – that of “King David [who] wages war and rules during
the day, and at night, when men are resting, he devotes himself to the [arresting]
Law: a double life in order to remake the unity of life. The political action of each
passing day begins in an eternal midnight and derives from a nocturnal contact with
the Absolute” (p. 181).
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rivers as referring not only to his first crossing of the Tigris and Euphrates,
but rather as a characterization of Abraham’s personality. Whenever his
spiritual situation becomes overly familiar to him, he knows he is
stagnating; he re-cognizes that he has to find another “river to cross” –
he has to make a transition to yet somewhere else.

Identifying the life of contradiction and impossible outcome
with religious relationship
The major source – or, more accurately, metaphoric emblem – of Abraham’s unsettled wandering spirit is his lacking even one heir who will
make possible the promise that he will become the founder of a great
nation, a nation, we should remind ourselves, devoted most of all to the
doing of ËÙ˘ÓÂ ˜„ˆ (Genesis 18:19).51 This is the awful – absurd –
contradiction in Abraham’s life: on the one hand, there is the promise
– the ideal, the telos/tachlit – that he will indeed be the founder of
a great covenantal community; while, on the other hand, there is his
present given situation – that he doesn’t even have one heir! What is
he to do in the face of such incommensurates? He could walk away
from the special relationship into which he has entered with the God
of this patently impossible-to-realize promise. Instead he chooses to
live the contradiction nobly and calmly – like Esther’s courageously
sober-minded È˙„·‡ È˙„·‡ ¯˘‡ÎÂ (Esther 4:16) and like aerialist Phillipe
Petit’s high-wire walking’s simultaneous “separating of mountains and
bringing them together,” which he sees as a metaphor of the living of
life with measured dignity in the face of chaos; right here and always
“treading on edges of being where the drop is abyss...beckoning [us to...]
go down, get up, find what is there, [...] throw [a] bridge across the fetid
air.”52 All this changes, however, with the birth of Isaac.
51

52

I have in mind Professor Rosenak’s active role in the work of the forum Oz V’Shalom
which, among other sources, led to the founding of Netivot Shalom. How an ethos
which affirmingly recognizes the contradictory claims on our spirits and the endless
commitment to negotiating honestly between and among them translates into the
nuanced heterogeneity of an ethical-political approach that can develop somewhere
left of center, so-called, is a critical question – for another paper, though, obviously,
left-wing approaches can be as one-dimensionally simple-minded as most right-wing
perspectives.
Phillipe Petit, “On the High Wire,” in Paul Auster, editor & translator, Translations.
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What to do? – ÂÈ˙ÂÓ„‡ ÏÚÓ Â˜Á¯˙Â Âˆ¯‡Ó ÂÈÏ‚ ÂÈ‡ËÁ ÈÙÓ. But
when I was still living in Israel and would visit “the States,” American
Jews always asked me the same question in precisely the same words – as
though they had all met somehow and rehearsed it together: Do you enjoy
living in Israel? – My response from the first was always: I wouldn’t
call living in Israel enjoyable. Cape Cod or Florida is “enjoyable”; but
it can be boring there. In Israel it’s never boring. But it is significant. I
feel that I am right in the Jewish center of things and that in my own
modest way I am contributing to the direction in which the Jewish people
and Judaism are strugglingly – if battlingly and often disappointingly –
heading, backwarding, maybe heading again... At least it is for real.
With the birth of Isaac53 the defining contradiction of Abraham’s life
arrives at its resolution; at least with his birth there’s the possibility that it
might yet be resolved. Perhaps the ultimate outcome will never be known
for sure; but at least, then, Abraham knows there is a chance. His restless
wandering, therefore the two-stories-deep character of his windswept
spirit, recedes, can become the major archived theme of an earlier but
now closed chapter of his life. He can retire with peace-of-mind to Cape
Cod or Florida! It is precisely then that he knows he must face one more
commanding test.

The commandment as confronting realization, attaining of a
truth, a re-cognition
How does Abraham come to know himself to be thus commanded to
undergo this last trial? It is not via a Cecil B. DeMille external voice –
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New York: Marsilio Publishers, 1997. And see Charles Olson, The Collected Poems
of Charles Olson: Excluding the Maximus Poems, edited by George Butterick.
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1997, p. 342.
On laughter’s relation to our experience of contradiction and chaos, see Peter Berger,
A Rumor of Angels, op. cit., as well as my Humor and Coincidence in Megillat
Esther & Purim, a curriculum model for teaching the Jewish holidays, sponsored
by the Joint Program for Jewish Education, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem,
Melton Centre, and the World Zionist Organization, Department for Education and
Culture in the Diaspora. This was part of the “Jewish Values” curriculum project
that Professor Rosenak was so instrumental in inspiring. And see Sidra DeKoven
Ezrahi, “After Such Knowledge, What Laughter,” in The Yale Journal of Criticism,
14:1, 2001.
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loud or whispering, while Abraham is awake or passively asleep. Rather,
prophecy involves the attaining of a truth – a realization that we are
commanded, obligated, drawn into a compelling relationship with the
Commanding Other which necessarily requires something of us, makes
demands upon us. For that’s what otherness involves. Indeed, the testing
– the trial we must undergo – is a challenge that, likewise, we come to
know we must face if we are to go on living the authentic, honest and
responsible life whose path we have necessarily long ago set out upon –
even as it has set itself under our feet and before us. The “God awful”
truth seizes us, stops us in our unreflective way; we recognize that we
must meet this trial and learn from it – or lose our genuine maturing
ability to “stare at length at the face of God.”54 Or even catch a glimpse
of God’s back and the knot, the binding of His tefillin there at the nape of
His neck.55 Professor Cassuto’s observation in regard to all acts the Bible
attributes to the Divine can be understood to include Its commanding
and testing.
As for the hardening of Pharaoh’s heart, we must bear in mind
[...] if we wish to understand the purport of the passages properly
[...that] in early Hebrew diction, it is customary to attribute every
phenomenon to the direct action of God. Of a barren woman it is
said that “the Lord had shut up her womb” (First Samuel 1:5); of
an accident in which one person kills another unintentionally, it
is said that “God brought it opportunely into his hand” (Exodus
21:13), and the like. Every happening has a number of causes, and
54
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“What we hope for at the School of Dreams is the strength both to deal and to
receive the axe’s blow, to look straight at the face of God, which is none other than
my own face, but seen naked, the face of my soul. The face of ‘God’ is the unveiling,
the staggering vision of the construction we are, the tiny and great lies, the small
nontruths we must have incessantly woven to be able to prepare our brothers’ dinner
and cook for our children. An unveiling that only happens by surprise, by accident,
and with a brutality that shatters: under the blow of the truth, the eggshel we are
breaks. Right in the middle of life’s path: the apocalypse; we lose a life.” – Hélène
Cixous, Three Steps on the Ladder of Writing, New York: Columbia University
Press, 1993, p. 63
For a Maimonidean approach to prophecy – as the intellectual-religious grasping,
to the degree that is possible for mortal humanity, of a truth of “physics and/or
metaphysics” – see Giuseppi Sermoneta, “Prophecy in the Writings of R. Yehuda
Romano” in Isadore Twersky, ed., Studies in Medieval Jewish History and Literature,
Volume 2. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1984.
Berachot 7a
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these causes, in turn, have other causes, and so on ad innitum ;
according to the Israelite conception, the cause of all causes was
the will of God, the Creator and Ruler of the world. Now the
philosopher examines the long and complex chain of causation,
whereas the ordinary person jumps instantly from the last effect to
the first cause, and attributes the former directly to God. This, now,
is how the Torah, which employs human idioms, expresses itself.
Consequently, the expression “but I will harden his heart” is, in
the final analysis, the same as if it were worded: but his heart will
be hard. In the continuation of the narrative, sentences like “And
the Lord hardened the heart of Pharaoh” (Exodus 9:12) alternate
with others like “And Pharaoh’s heart was hardened” (Exodus
7:13); they can be interchanged because their essential meaning is
identical.56

The trial, the testing as a heroically imaginative act of selfhonesty, of self-clarification
“The need for testing –” writes Avivah Zornberg in the fabulous manner
of all her writing on the Bible, “whose idea is it really? The skepticism
that drives Abraham to confirm new depths of himself – is this divine
or demonic?”57 Yosef Ibn Kaspi’s Maimonidean reading focuses on
Abraham’s own recognition that his relation to the Divine demands that
he now require of himself an act of ultimate clarification involving both
affirmation and renunciation – to be achieved on the stage of his own
mind-spirit; a test that the storyteller depicts via the metaphoric vehicle
of dramatic externalization.
Reference to the Divinity’s “testing” or “knowing” is true in the
sense of its being the original but distant cause of which Abraham
was the immediate and actual cause and thus “And the Divinity
tested Abraham” can be read as allegorically hinting at this, namely
at Abraham himself or more precisely at his imaginative capacity.
[...] Indeed, all qualities and all eventualities can sometimes be
56
57

Umberto Cassuto, Commentary on the Book of Exodus, translated by Israel Abrahams.
Jerusalem: Hebrew University Press, 1974.
Avivah Gottlieb Zornberg, The Beginning of Desire: Reflections on Genesis, New
York: Doubleday, 1995, p. 115.
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expressed as existing and occurring [in material reality]. In other
words, when in fact occurring in thought alone, a possibility [– considered eventuality or idea –] can be expressed as though it occurred
in deed; for what exists in the mind alone is sometimes expressed
as though it were [happening] external to the mind, just as what
exists in external [– uttered –] speech may be perceived as actually
occurring [in physical reality] outside the self/the mind/the soul [–
when really it denotes an act of thinking/imagining internally, in
the mind, alone].58
But what is the test that Abraham realizes is now demanded of him?59 E.
A. Speiser is certainly a seeker after Scripture’s peshat – its straightforward meaning as meant by the biblical writers, as understood by biblical
hearers of its narratives and laws. And yet see how philosophical – how
existential – even he becomes before this trying text! Really though,
58
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Basil Herring, Joseph Ibn Kaspi’s Gevia’ Kesef: A Study in Medieval Jewish
Philosophic Bible Commentary, New York: Ktav Publishing House, 1982, in Hebrew:
pp. 18–19 / ÓËÏ 'ÓÚ This is my translation; for Rabbi/Dr. Herring’s translation see
pp. 255–257. The passage is in Chapter 18 of Gevia’ Kesef.
That Maimonides read Genesis 22 in a thoroughly figurative way; that he understood
its depiction of Abraham’s trek with Isaac as a test imagined in his mind can be argued
without difficulty; indeed, his understanding can be more plausibly understood in
this way. For an articulation of this reading of Maimonides’ reading, see James
Arthur Diamond, “Maimonides and the Hermeneutics of Concealment: Deciphering
Scripture and Midrash” in The Guide of the Perplexed, Albany: State University
of New York Press, 2002. “I would agree with those scholars who argue that
Maimonides did not appreciate the ‘aqedah as an actual historical event but rather
perceived it as a prophetic parable. [...] It is Abraham’s ‘consideration of the truth
of his command’ that propels him to act. That truth is signified by the content of the
command, which simply cannot be the literal slaughter of his son. [...] Abraham’s
successful passage of this trial manifests itself in the world of the mind and cognition
and not in the world of tangible phenomena” (p. 147); see A. Nuriel, “Maimonides
on Parables Not Explicitly Defined as Such” (in Hebrew), in Da’at 25, 1990; and O.
Leaman, “Maimonides, Imagination, and the Objectivity of Prophecy” in Religion,
18, 1988.
For an argument that there can be a kind of thinking, realizing, recognizing that is not
merely from our own isolated self – a Cartesian “I think therefore I am” – see Martin
Heidegger, “What Calls for Thinking?” translated by Fred Wieck and J. Glenn Gray.
The translators include in the essay this rendering: “‘What is it that calls on us to
think?’ What makes a call upon us that we should think and, by thinking, be who
we are?” in his Basic Writings, David Farrell Krell, ed., New York: HarperCollins,
1977/1993.
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we should say: see how, as Maimonides, Speiser understands that the
figurative force60 of this drama is its peshat.
Isaac was to Abraham more than a child of his old age, so fervently
hoped for yet so long denied. Isaac was also [...] the only link
with the far-off goal to which Abraham’s life was dedicated. To
sacrifice Isaac, as God demanded, was to forego at the same time
the long-range objective itself.[...] What is the meaning of this
shattering ordeal? In this infinitely sensitive account the author has
left so much unsaid that there is now the danger of one’s reading
into it too much – or too little. Certainly, the object of the story
had to be something other than a protest against human sacrifice in
general, or child sacrifice in particular – an explanation that is often
advanced.[...] Was it, then, the aim of the story to extol obedience
to God as a general principle? Abraham had already proved himself
on that count by heeding the call to leave Mesopotamia and make a
fresh start in an unknown land. The meaning of the present narrative,
therefore, would have to be something more specific.[...] The sole
heir to the spiritual heritage concerned cannot but focus attention
on the future. The process that Abraham set in motion was not to
be accomplished in a single generation. It sprang from a vision that
would have to be tested and validated over an incalculable span of
time, a vision that could be pursued only with single-mindedness of
purpose and absolute faith – an ideal that could not be perpetuated
unless one was ready to die for it, or had the strength to see it
snuffed out. The object of the ordeal, then, was to discover how
firm was the patriarch’s faith in the ultimate divine purpose. It was
one thing to start out resolutely for the Promised Land, but it was

60

I say “figurative force” of the drama or narrative in part because I have in mind
Roland Barthes’ idea-phenomenon of the “third meaning” by which he refers to the
fact that what he calls the “second meaning” – the figurative or symbolic meaning –
does not exhaust the literal depiction, the literal imagery in all its details. There is a
power to that “first meaning” which cannot be translated, transposed into words. We
are moved by its compelling quality – that it speaks to something profoundly true
concerning our human experience. And yet, strangely, paradoxically, we understand
it is not its literal meaning that is the profound truth that makes its images so telling.
Roland Barthes, “The Third Meaning” in Susan Sontag, ed., Barthes: Selected
Writings, Great Britain: Jonathan Cape Ltd., 1982.
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a very different thing to maintain confidence in the promise when
all appeared lost.61
If the test is about Abraham’s violating his ethical sense because the
demands of the Supreme Being supercede all else – even the most
supreme of ethical norms, why, argues Professor Speiser, doesn’t
Abraham challenge the Divine in regard to this terrible command, just
as he did when confronted with the fate of the innocents of Sodom
and Gomorrah? As we’ve seen, Professor Rosenak asks this question
as well. We didn’t mention that he suggests such a questioning might
be too modern a way of feeling. But, then, why wouldn’t challenging,
interrogating the fate of Sodom and Gomorrah’s innocents not also be
anachronistically modern?
There is a possibility of which Professor Speiser appears not even to
be aware, which is strange since his pursuit indeed aims to understand
the biblical text in its ancient Israelite context. The difference between
Abraham’s challenging the ethics of Sodom and Gomorrah’s destruction,
61

E. A. Speiser, introduction, translation, and notes. The Anchor Bible volume on
Genesis. New York: Doubleday, 1985, pp. 164–166.
Leo Strauss indeed engages Abraham’s last trial on pp. 161–162 in his essay
“Jerusalem and Athens,” in his Studies in Platonic Political Philosophy, Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press, 1983. It seems to me that Professor Strauss
alternates between very literal and very figurative understandings. Most decisive for
me is his highlighting Isaac’s birth as working “against all reasonable expectations”
and thus the command to sacrifice him as further driving home this theme; and his
emphasis on how the “command contradicted [...] the divine promise,” though he
understands literally the demand to shed Isaac’s innocent blood. Abraham does not
argue with God “for the preservation of Isaac” – as he did over the destruction
of innocents at Sodom and Gomorrah – “because [Abraham] loved God, and not
himself or his most cherished hope, with all his heart, with all his soul and with
all his might. The same concern with God’s righteousness, that had induced him to
plead with God for the preservation of Sodom if ten just men should be found in
that city, induced him not to plead for the preservation of Isaac, for God rightfully
demands that He alone be loved unqualifiedly [...].” This might be understood
figuratively – existentially – in the way that Derrida does: namely, that every call
to our responsibility necessarily demands that we betray some other claim upon our
responsibility. See Jacques Derrida, The Gift of Death, translated by David Wills.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995, pp. 53 & following. As for Strauss, he
also focuses on how “God’s actions cannot be predicted, unless He Himself predicted
them, i.e., promised them. But as is shown precisely by the account of Abraham’s
binding of Isaac, the way in which He fulfills His promises cannot be known in
advance.”

166

Steven Copeland

on the one hand, and the sacrifice of Isaac, on the other, might indeed
be that the latter was actually not considered at all unethical – rather
to the contrary; this, in Abraham’s milieu as in his own mind-spirit
– as in God’s!62 In this particular instance, God does not require that
Abraham actually go through with the sacrifice; but this is not because
He wants to teach that it is wrong – that from now on it is not desired by
Him, but rather forbidden. This makes sense because if indeed Elohim
wants to teach this new ethic – if this is what the test is, in large part
anyway, “about” – then we would expect from our acquaintance with the
biblical style that the drama end with a commandment or a kerygmatic
formulation, at least, to that effect. But no, not a word. On the contrary,
Abraham is told that God now knows that he has not withheld his son
– that he was indeed ready to kill him on the altar. There is no doubt
that the Epic of Gilgamesh – whose title is, of course, its first line: “He
who Saw the Abyss” – functions as some of the primeval threads in
the textile of the Noah drama. Likewise, an acceptance that should the
Divine require from us the sacrifice of our sons, then we are ready to
give them up is certainly one of the primeval chords emitting some kind
of background sonority in our text.
Notwithstanding this possibility, however, I don’t see the ancient Israelites’ listening in rapt suspense to the storyteller’s drama of Abraham’s
last trial as deriving really from that literal sense. Rather, the dramatic
force of its meaning resides precisely in the listener’s experience of
something akin to that concerning which I have given ex-pression here
in these pages. Though his/her understanding – an experience, really
62

This is indeed Jon Levenson’s argument in his The Death and Resurrection of the
Beloved Son: The Transformation of Child Sacrice in Judaism and Christianity ,
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1993. As for Kierkegaard’s reading of our text,
Professor Levenson in short order dismisses it as being of barely limited value; this,
on account of Kierkegaard’s being a “Lutheran ...[ – thus] replicat[ing] the most
basic paradigm movement in the theology of his own tradition, the Pauline paradigm
[...] that affirms faith in contradistinction to deeds as the supreme and defining
element in spiritual authenticity. Abraham is not rewarded so much for his act of
slaughtering his beloved son – an act halted only after he has gone so far as to pick
up the knife – as for his faith in the promise that Isaac shall live. The main point
about Abraham’s preparations for the slaughter is not that he acts in obedience to
God’s commandments, but rather that he demonstrates his trust in God’s prevenient
and gracious word of promise [...].” (pp. 125–126 & see p. 103). Needless to say,
my own reading – both of Genesis 22 and of Kierkegaard’s reading of that chapter’s
terrible demand – differs from Professor Levenson’s. See my footnote 21 above.
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– would hesitate, perhaps hover, over the border where the conscious
slopes down into the unconscious and, therefore, would be largely unable
to articulate what the story’s plot actually expresses symbolically.63
Both in the first and the last of the revelations, God – the as
yet unknown God in the first, and the familiar one in the last –
sends Abraham out with the same command: “Go for yourself [...]”
(22:2). This phrase occurs only on these two occasions in the entire
Bible. In the one instance the demand, at the beginning of his trials,
is that he separate himself from the past, from the world of the
Fathers; in the second instance, at the end of his trials, that he
63

Again I refer to the narrative’s dramatic “force” – I mentioned above because I have
in mind the ongoing power of the literal meaning that no symbolic articulation can
exhaust. In addition, in referring to the narrative’s “force,” I’m thinking of the largely
unconscious understanding of the drama’s figurative, even allegorical moods and
meanings. But I also say “over the border” between the conscious and unconscious
– at the border-crossing of these realms, say that the biblical listeners would be
“largely” unable to articulate how the story conveyed its symbolic meaning(s) in
their innermost experience because I have in mind the evidence that both children and
our ancient ancestors occasionally were able to reflect in conscious expression what
nonetheless resided for the most part in their unconscious understanding, that for
instance, this bird is not the soul, but rather is a representation of the soul; a distinction
between a symbol and what it represents – between a signifier and its signified, that
for sure, is rare in the younger of our children and the more ancient of our forebears.
See Bruno Bettelheim, The Uses of Enchantment: The Meaning and Importance of
Fairy Tales. New York: Alfred Knopf, 1975; Ellen Winner, Invented Worlds: The
Psychology of the Arts – Part Four. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1982; H.
and H. A. Frankfort, “Myth and Reality” in The Intellectual Adventure of Ancient
Man. op. cit.; and E. E. Evans-Pritchard, Nuer Religion, especially Chapter 5, “The
Problem of Symbols.” Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1956.
I recall a beautifully illustrated edition of Cinderella – for children – that I gave
the very young daughter of a friend many years ago. She was so taken by it
that she wanted me to read it over and over again. I assumed it was mainly
because of the pictures. But one day she said: “Read that part again, about ima – I
mean about the wicked stepmother.” – Here was a rare moment when unconscious
figurative-mindedness of the child – like what Evans-Pritchard reports concerning
the Nuer – evidences its “understanding” of symbols! As children we feel both these
attitudes/experiences toward our parents – fairy godparents and wicked stepparents;
at times this, at times that – as well as a mixture all at once. That part of the story –
or different parts – over the period when that little girl wanted it repeated was not –
at least not mainly – because of the illustrations, nor was it because of my brilliant
story reading talent; but rather because there were parts of it that figured for feelings
she was knowing precisely in those days.
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separate himself, despite the promise given him by that same God,
from the future, from the world of the sons. Both times God does
not tell the man where He is sending him. Later, while he is on the
road, God will show him the land that is his goal, will tell him the
name of the mountain that is his goal. Out of the life of memory,
God sends man into uncertainty, out of the life of expectation, into
uncertainty; except that the man knows, in the first instance, that he
is going into fulfillment of the promise, and, in the second instance,
that he is going into what is, as far as he can see, the cancellation
of the promise and this, moreover, by his own act, the inhuman act
he must accomplish at the Lord’s bidding.64

Genesis’ argument regarding the religious life is to be driven
home one more time through this last trial that Abraham submits
himself to in his religious imagination
Now that Abraham can indeed retire to Cape Cod or to Florida, now
that the defining cruel contradiction of his life – that the promise of his
being the founder of a great nation is impossible without even one heir
– is resolved, it is just now that the drama must drive home to Abraham
– and to us listening in on the story – in this one last crescendo-ing way
that the in-depth life of religious engagement is not the life of
calm resolution, peace-of-mind, one dimensional harmony, but the
withstanding of contradiction, the embrace of double plural nuanced
movements of the soul caught in the thicket, in the complexes of the
sensitive spirit. Abraham realizes the commanding test he must now
meet. He must imagine his life once again without Isaac – without its
surety; he must hurl the assured script now in his hand, finally in his
clenched controlling hand, fling it to the wind, into the abyss. He must
64

Martin Buber, “Abraham the Seer” in Nahum Glatzer, editor, On the Bible: Eighteen
Studies by Martin Buber, op. cit., p. 41. In this essay Buber says: “Scripture does not
state its doctrine as doctrine but by telling a story.” In “The Man of Today and the
Jewish Bible” he argues a method for “bridging the chasm between [these]” – “If I
did/do not feel creation as well as redemption happening to myself, I could never
understand what creation and redemption are. [...] It is only when this is true that
a man of today can find the approach to biblical reality [...]. Sometimes we have a
personal experience related to those recorded as revelations and capable of opening
the way for them” (pp. 1–13).
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be ready to do so and see – will I be able to live the contradiction
again? Continue his relationship with the Divine and how that expresses
itself in his relationship with all – especially to what is other, especially
threateningly other, only because it is beautiful, only because it is
true.65 Even though, perhaps because – it is hopeless; because – how
un-American – there’s no “success” in it. No “gain,” but plenty of
“inconvenience.”

The uniform, the simple and harmonious must be split at least
in two – made diverse, complex and dialectic!
Rabbi Chiyya bar Yossi in the name of Rabbi Meyasha and he
taught/repeated it in the name of Rabbi Benaiah: As reward for – as
consequence of – in relation to the two splittings/dividings that our
Father – our Teacher – Abraham split in regard to woods of offering,
the sea was privileged to be split before the Children of Israel as
it is said: “And he split woods for an offering” (Genesis 22:3).
Therefore it is said further on “And the waters were split/divided”
(Exodus 14:21)!66
Rabbi Ya’akov Moshe Ashkenazi, in his commentary Yidey Moshe,
interprets: “This means that from one piece-of-wood two were made
such that on account of this the Splitting of the Sea was merited, namely
65
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See Hilchot Teshuvah, Chapter 10, and The Guide of the Perplexed, Part 3, Chapter
24. Abraham “after his having lost hope”... “gives up all his hopes” – this is how
Maimonides sees the test of Genesis 22: whether Abraham will – like Job – be able
to rise to the highest achievement – of disinterested love, a love that does not seek
to be loved, that has no interest – “[no] hope of a reward or fear of punishment” but
only to love – as the Book of Job puts it – “for nothing, for no reason.”
Jacques Derrida also sees Abraham’s love as of a radically transcending kind. He
understands Abraham’s readiness to sacrifice Isaac as some manner of detachment
from the binding of familial connection – some recognition that he must overcome,
in some sense, that love – with all its biological and societal force of the natural;
thereby “forgoing the hearth, the home, every residence, every at-home sedentariness
[...]. Through his infinite opposition, he reaches that thought of the infinite the Greek
lacks.” There is no question that Derrida understands Genesis 22 as most powerfully
conveying this not in any literal signification, but rather as a compelling figure – if
not allegory. See his Glas, John Leavey, Jr. and Richard Rand, translators, Lincoln
and London: University of Nebraska Press, 1986, pp. 40a–45a.
Midrash Genesis Rabbah, Section 55, end of Passage 8.
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that the [one] Sea divided into two.” – What a proliferation of rabbis
– “Rabbi Chiyya bar Yossi in the name of Rabbi Meyasha – and he
taught/repeated it in the name of Rabbi Benaiah”! To such an extent
is the plural celebrated! The monolithic – one column, one tower –
is broken-up, divided, split, diversified – if not alienated – at least
two-stories deep. What a wonderful magic trick! How one can be made
into two; the one-dimensional, the one-sided, into two, both sides of the
river, “both these and those are the words of the living God” (Eruvin
13b)! The “Egyptian” Army is at our backs and “the Sea” is in front –
no escape; caught in the complication, the impossibility. Dead end.

Enter Kierkegaard as guide – but he also is too often misunderstood – by an essentially literal reading
Alright, then, but we are resolved in the irresolution of our situation that
we won’t “lose it.” Instead we’ll get up early in the morning, saddle the
donkey, cut the wood, take the fire, everything calmly – one step at a
time. As though we are not caught in the Í·Ò thicket, in the complex(ity).
“All” we can do is live the uncertainty, the contradiction; that can even
become cruel, inhuman – as it were. “As it were,” I say, because such
is our human situation. Precisely this is the test; in this we are tested.
– A difficult text – Genesis 22. Then Kierkegaard offers some help; oh
good, a guide at last. But we discover that further difficulty is added
to the one we already face: we need a guide to this guide! Thanks a
lot, Johannes de Silentio – holding your cards so close! Your keys for
decoding this figurative text are themselves figurative, themselves let
us in only if we learn how they require us to decipher their signs with
almost as absurd subtlety as Genesis 22 represents its drama. A drama
not so much transpiring in the ascent to Mount Moriah – as much as it is
in the not at all simple terrain in the thicket of Abraham’s richly, nobly
fraught mind-spirit.
One became great by expecting the possible, another by expecting
the eternal; but he who expected the impossible became the greatest
of all. [...] What does it mean to be God’s chosen? Is it to be denied
in youth one’s youthful desire in order to have it fulfilled with
great difficulty in one’s old age? [...] It is great to give up one’s
desire, but it is greater to hold fast to it after having given it
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up; it is great to lay hold of the eternal, but it is greater to hold
fast to the temporal after having given it up. [...] Now everything
would be lost! [...] The promise [...] rendered meaningless [...]! Yet
Abraham had faith, and had faith for this life. [...] He believed the
preposterous. [...] You needed 100 years to get the son of your old
age against all expectancy ...[ and then] you had to draw the knife
before you kept Isaac. [...]
In the external world, everything belongs to the possessor. It is
subject to the law of indifference, and the spirit of the ring obeys
the one who has the ring [...] and he who has the wealth of the
world has it regardless of how he got it.
It is different in the world of the spirit. Here [...] only the one who
was in anxiety finds rest [...], only the one who descends into the
lower world rescue the beloved [...], only the one who draws the
knife gets Isaac. [...]
It will be judged according to the result. [...] Those who talk this
way are a numerous type whom I shall designate under the common name of [...] professors with their detached objectivity, their
pontifical evaluations of the past, and their lifetime appointments.
With security in life [...] they have a permanent position and a
secure future. [...] They have hundreds, yes, even thousands of
years between them and the earthquakes of existence. [...]
Faith is the paradox that interiority is higher than exteriority, or ...
[that] the uneven number is higher than the even. [...] He receives
Isaac – then once again he has to be tested ...[ because otherwise]
he [...] would have found rest therein.67

Our teacher’s dialectical religious philosophy for a life committed to the everyday work of education in all its lived-out forms
of unscripted relationship
Thus is the alternative experience of faith I’ve suggested here – a
67

I’ve selected passages from the whole of Soren Kierkegaard’s Fear and Trembling:
Dialectical Lyric, edited & translated, with introduction & notes by Howard Hong
& Edna Hong. New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1983, to suggest that its
musical-like reiterations are themselves one indication of the figurative character of
Kierkegaard’s argument.
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commitment to live the paradoxical dimensions and demands of life –
at times cruelly paradoxical. Such an engaging of contradiction, nuance
and complexity is, in the experience of this one among his students, what
most characterizes Michael Rosenak’s teaching. “The soul does have
one place,” observed Franz Rosenzweig, one of Professor Rosenak’s
most influential teachers, “only it is not a place to which the finger
can point, but rather an in-between.”68 Here is one of our teacher’s
most challenging expressions of a dialectical religiosity articulated in
educational parameters:
[...] explicit and implicit religiosity are themselves partial and
must be brought into confrontation in order for a comprehensive
theology of education to be constructed [...] and even an integrated
theology of education is only partially capable of answering by
itself the questions that arise in educational theory, and [...] both
sociology and psychology can only partially deal with this lacuna
[...]
Theories that are only implicit-psychological, or only explicitsociological, or, for that matter, only based on a theological
conception of subject matter or a sociological conception of the
environment or a psychological conception of the learner attempt
to reduce the complexity of experience to manageable proportions.
They seem to make the claim, whether scientifically or theologically, that one can know the whole truth – at least in principle –
and package it educationally. [...]
In religious education, no social conception and no personality
theory is the blueprint for education, because religious educators insist that sociology and psychology be used in a way that
is responsible to theological principle. But religious educational
theory cannot restrict itself to a given theology either; religious
experience testifies that a theology that explains everything and
contains everything impedes the service of God and the search for
meaning. [...]

68

Franz Rosenzweig, as cited in Barbara Ellen Galli, Franz Rosenzweig and Jehuda
Halevi: Translating, Translations, and Translators, Montreal and Kingston: McGillQueens University Press, 1995, p. 224.
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[The ironic perspective, fourth stage of human development according to Kieran Egan69] should emerge from the eventual understanding of learners (cultivated by the gentle prodding of teachers) that
no general scheme can adequately reflect the richness or complexity
of reality. [...]
Egan’s perspective is not specifically religious. But if theology of
education is as dialectical as we have suggested, and if the theories
that are useful to religious education are as variegated (and as
problematic!) as we have indicated, then religious education too
requires a conception of accumulating knowledge that does not
outgrow the Torah of yesteryear but, in commenting, elaborating,
and innovating, re-affirms its truth by retaining its accessibility,
which is never nal . In such an ironic religious theory, one is
initiated into a belief in God, which becomes, in the course of a
life of study, a search for the knowledge of God. And one never
wholly “has” it.70
Every perspective and ideal is partial and, therefore, needs to be complemented by another – even opposing – orientation.71 To assume otherwise
is idolatry; only the Divine (we can hear Maimonides’ voice in this
perspective) is complete and always singular in that It is endlessly
different from what we can know in our mortality.

Doubly and dialectically beautiful among human beings
Our faith is not based only or even mostly on the sacredly imagined
past. We know there was and is Sinai when we engage in Torah learning.
We know there has been and is Creation when we arrive at a new
69
70

71

Kieran Egan, The Educated Mind: How Cognitive Tools Shape Our Understanding,
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1997.
Michael Rosenak, Commandments and Concerns: Jewish Religious Education in
Secular Society. Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 1987, pp. 247–249.
See Soren Kierkegaard, The Concept of Irony, with Continual Reference to Socrates,
edited and translated by Howard Hong and Edna Hong. New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1989.
If you’re still reading, perhaps you’ll want to see my “The Educational Conversation
and Its Dialectic Spirit”’ in Religious Education, Winter 1991. When I say “my”
essay, however, this is not really accurate; since not only this present writing draws
most of its spirit from Professor Rosenak’s teaching – as I have understood it.
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interpretation and through the process of teshuvah or nevu’ah recreate,
recognize ourselves in ever more true perspectives. We know of these
realities as we know there is Abraham when we are met by the “tenderminded” hand and the strong ironic smile of our teacher both showing
us the way, the converse-ation – modeling the way and “just plain”
sharing it, journeying his own journey, with us. He wants us to know
him as “Mike” – accompanying us on our way toward the altar and
the thicket, up the mountain where we might look into the faces of
God – or some reflection thereof. Might search with our own faces that
you, dear Mike, have so religiously challenged and – in our efforts of
response, such as they are – affirmed by your continuing to engage us
in carefully demanding and loving conversation. Truly, the Psalmist had
your spirit in mind when he identified the heroically beautiful with the
dialectically inclusive and continuously wrestling with life’s irresolvable
contradictions – as it is written (Psalm 45:3): Ì„‡ È·Ó ˙ÈÙÈÙÈ “You are
doubly/dialectically beautiful from among human beings everyone!”

Nechama Leibowitz: The Relevance of her
Instructional Theory Today
(Abstract)

Marla L. Frankel

In this article we address ourselves to the articulation of the instructional
theory underlying Nechama Leibowitz’s approach to the study and teaching of Bible in order to determine its relevance today for practitioners
and theoreticians alike. Clearly, it must be recognized that Leibowitz’s
work is a product of her times. Firstly, she was strongly influenced by
the cultural environment in which she was educated, that is the Modern
Orthodox stream of German Jewry as shaped by Samson Raphael Hirsh
(1808–1888). Secondly, the cultural environment in which Leibowitz
taught and wrote (after having arrived in Israel 1930) was one in which
the Bible was eagerly studied by all elements in the young state and
Jewish literacy was shared by most. Although teachers and educators
are faced with a very different cultural reality today regarding the Bible
and the study of Jewish texts in general, we believe that it is important
to try and determine the relevance and the possible contribution of an
instructional theory which enjoyed unparalleled success in its time.
However, since Leibowitz does not relate to the realm of the theoretical
(her writings focus on “explication de texte” accompanied by occasional
didactic suggestions), an analysis of her writings is necessary. We will
examine her writings that have to do with biblical commandments,
since it is in light of both social and ceremonial “mizvot” that the
issues of teaching religious texts in the modern (and post-modern) era
become especially significant. While issues of relevance, methodology
and content are common to the teaching of all biblical texts today, it is
in the teaching of “mizvot” that these issues are particularly highlighted.
To this end, we look at social commandments in the books of Exodus,
Leviticus and Deuteronomy and ceremonial commandments dealing with
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the Passover sacrifice (Exodus 12), “tefillin” (Exodus 19; Deut.6), and
those dealing with the eating of forbidden animals (Lev. 11).
Our examination of Leibowitz’s writings takes place through the
prism of Rosenak’s philosophical model which embodies a dialectic
between two main educational orientations: a “normative-ideational”
orientation and a “deliberative-inductive” orientation. In the broader
context of education, the first orientation posits that principles and ideas
are the central force of the educational endeavor and that subject matter
dictates the activity of teaching; while the second orientation posits that
problem-solving lies at the heart of the educational endeavor and the
student (and his needs) determines the activity of teaching. In religious
education, according to Rosenak, the “normative-ideational” orientation
is expressed in the authority of “explicit religion” – the normative
tradition of community, and the “deliberative-inductive” orientation is
expressed in the search for “implicit religiosity” – the individual’s quest
for relevant meaning.
In the course of this article, it becomes clear that the methodology in
which Leibowitz engages in her study and teaching of both social and
ceremonial laws is very much in keeping with the tension between both
orientations as set forth by Rosenak. This is particularly significant given
the reality of Leibowitz’s own commitment to normative Judaism and to
“limud Torah”.
The conclusions of this article point to both educational streams in
Israel today, posing questions for further discussion and research.
In our study we hope to provide those involved in the field of
Jewish education in general, and in the study and instruction of Bible
in particular, with the necessary tools to examine the appropriateness
of Leibowitz’s approach within their own educational and instructional
setting. Leibowitz’s approach as a paradigm for the study and teaching of
Bible is presented to practitioners and theoreticians, in order to contribute
to further discussion and future research.

Of Spiritualism and Halakha – The Case of B. B. 26A
(Abstract)

Gerald J. Blidstein

This paper deals with a specific case of a topic that is currently generating
scholarly interest, namely, the possible conflict between spiritualistic
norms and the rules of halakha. The specific matter at hand concerns
the biblical injunction against the destruction of fruit trees (Deut. 20:
19-20). The Talmudic materials may pit a spiritualistic understanding of
this injunction against the normal procedures to be followed when one’s
tree causes damage to a neighbor. Is the owner of the tree to abide by the
totalizing thrust of spiritualism or to fulfill his legal/ethical responsibility
to his neighbor?

Education and Accountability
Marc Hirshman

[...] a shop in the courtyard – one can restrain [the owner]
and say: ‘I can’t sleep because of the comers and goers’ but
one can’t restrain [the owner] and say I can’t sleep because
of the noise of the hammer, the noise of the grindstone or
the noise of the children. (Mishna Bava Batra 2:3)

As opposed to other extended sugyot on education in the Babylonian
Talmud that are inserted en passant,1 the Mishna at Bava Batra 2:3 triggers
the educational agenda for talmudic discussion. The Mishna declares that
one is not permitted to protest the noise of children in a neighboring house.
This is stated in contrast to other “zoning” laws that allow neighbors to object
to the opening, for example, of a store in one’s residence. It is suggested by
the Talmud that the Mishna is dealing with someone who instructs children
in his home. It is fitting that the extended educational sugya that follows
essentially treats rules of governance enacted or perpetuated by Rava in
his mid-4th century Babylonian community. There is a theory of education
underlying these rules, and it is also given some treatment in the sugya. The
sugya begins by setting forth what it construes to be the history of the
founding of elementary education and concludes with a long anecdote
about the special privileges accorded or denied to advanced scholars who
come to do business in town. Leaving aside for a moment the problem
of the accuracy of the reconstructed “history” of education, the sugya as
a whole is a rare glimpse into what presents itself as the actual workings
of “municipal” legislation on education in Jewish Babylonia.
1

For example, bAvoda Zara 18b–19b and bEruvin 53a–55a, which I discuss in my
forthcoming book on Ideals of Education in the Talmud and Midrash. On the first
half of the sugya see M. Arnd’s explication and comments in M. Arnd, Jewish
Education in an Open Society (Heb.), Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1995,
pp. 23–48.
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The sugya begins with a debate between Abaye and Rava (c. 350 CE) as
to how to interpret our Mishna, in the course of which the Talmud (or Rava
himself) cites a tradition in the name of Rav (c. 230 CE) crediting the high
priest Yehoshua b. Gamla (c. 65 CE) with instituting elementary education
in “every province and in every city.” This is followed by instructions Rav
gave to Rav Shmuel bar Shilat, who was entrusted with teaching children.
Three baraitot follow that seem to contradict the Mishna’s ruling (according
to the Talmud’s understanding) that one is always permitted to teach children
in one’s home, and these seeming contradictions are resolved, though not
with unimpeachable answers. Rava follows with five dicta that set down
clear guidelines for implementing elementary education in his region:
1. Children are not to be transported from city to city but may be
transported from synagogue to synagogue unless a river without a
bridge intervenes.
2. For every 25 students a teacher of Mikra (makre dardeke) is to be
allotted. If there are 40 he receives an assistant (resh duchna).
3. One does not replace the teacher of Mikra by another who is more
knowledgeable lest the teacher become negligent (Rav Dimi of
Nehardea disagrees).
4. A teacher of Mikra who is learned (garis) but imprecise (la daik)
is preferable to one who is not as learned but is precise (again Rav
Dimi of Nehardea disagrees, opting for precision over breadth).
5. The teacher of Mikra, as a number of other professionals, is considered forewarned (and bears immediate responsibility for mistakes).
After spending the next number of lines on the degree of economic
competition permitted in a town, the sugya returns to the special status
of elementary teachers among whom competition is encouraged: “The
jealousy of scribes increases wisdom.” A special dispensation is granted
to traveling salespeople (rochlin), who are allowed to come and peddle,
but not set up shop permanently. This latter restriction is waived in the
case of scholars. Rava reappears in the sugya now as one who granted
this special status to two rabbis, Yoshia and Ovadia, to insure that their
learning (gersaihu) would not be disturbed. The sugya culminates with
three more cases of itinerant salespeople, the last of whom is the very
same Rav Dimi of Nehardea mentioned above (numbers 3 and 4), who
has a nasty encounter with Rava’s student, Rav Ada bar Ahava.
We will isolate three of the core units, the building blocks of this
sugya, and analyze them independently. We will begin by revisiting the
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most famous section, Rav’s praise of R. Yehoshua b. Gamla, that has
been the object of numerous and exhaustive studies.2
For Rav Yehuda said in the name of Rav, That man is remembered
for good3 and Yehoshua b. Gamla is his name; For if it weren’t for
him the Torah would have been forgotten from Israel.
At first, one who had a father, his father taught him4;
One who did not have a father, did not learn Torah.
What is the homily? “You should teach them” – Teach them you
[yourself]
They instituted to settle teachers of children in Jerusalem.
What is the homily? “For from Zion will Torah go forth.”
But still, one who had a father, his father would take him up and
teach him; one who did not have father did not go up and learn.
They instituted that they would settle them in every province and
enroll them at the age of 16 or 17. And when the master would get
angry at him, he [the student] would give him a kick and leave.
Until Yehoshua b. Gamla came and instituted that they would settle
them in each and every state and in each and every city, and enroll
them around 6 or 7 years old.
This is a most curious retrospective on the development of elementary
education and though it has been cited in every historical account, it has
yet to receive an exhaustive literary analysis to which we now turn.
The opening formula “that man [...] is remembered for good” appears
four times in the Babylonian Talmud, with three of them attributed
to Rav Yehuda in the name of Rav. In all three, the great founder
2

3

4

See D. Goodblatt’s illuminating study and summary of previous literature, “The
Talmudic Sources on the Origins of Organized Jewish Education” (Heb.) in Studies
in the History of the Jewish People and the Land of Israel 5, Haifa: University of
Haifa Press, 1980, pp. 83–103.
S. Lieberman, Greek in Jewish Palestine, New York: Jewish Theological Seminary
of America, 1965, p. 70, n. 23, states that the epithet “remembered for good” was
generally applied to people who were still alive, but cites our text at bBava Batra
21a as an exception. It is clear that in all three of Rav’s statements it is used to praise
the dead.
Plutarch reports that Cato himself taught his son (ch. 20). See J. Carcopino, Daily
Life in Ancient Rome, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1940, p. 103.
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of the Babylonian Yeshiva in Sura, Rav, praises a person who saved
Torah, or some part of it, from oblivion. In the one case, the book of
Ezekiel was reinterpreted and therefore not sequestered, and in another
a Sage endangers himself in order to give ordination, thus insuring
the continuity of the judging of cases involving fines. In our text, the
high priest Yehoshua b. Gamla is praised for having saved the Torah,
presumably by the enactment attributed to him later in the text. Yehoshua
is credited with setting the age for elementary education (6 or 7) and
for placing primary school teachers in every town. It is more than
noteworthy that the Babylonian Talmud contains another two traditions,
other than those cited above, about sages who prevented the Torah from
being forgotten. In the one (bSukkah 20a) the claim is advanced that
every time the Torah was forgotten (in Israel!) a Babylonian (Ezra the
Scribe, Hillel the Elder and R. Hiyya5) would come and restore it. In
the other instance (b Bava Mezia 85b// bKetubot 103b) the very same R.
Hiyya boasts that he single-handedly assures the perpetuity of Torah. He
describes his system that starts with agriculture, weaving traps, trapping
deer, slaughtering them, giving their flesh to orphans,6 using their hides
for parchment, and ends with his traveling to towns where there were no
Bible teachers and
I teach the five books [of Moses] to five children, and six orders
[of Mishna] to six children, and I say to them, “until I come back
teach one another Bible and teach one another Mishna [...].”7
It is fascinating then that the Babylonian Talmud preserves two traditions
that credit effective elementary education with perpetuating Torah and
preventing its being forgotten. Though both of these sources report on
activities performed or instituted in the land of Israel, it seems reasonable
to propose that the Babylonians’ own sensitivity to primary education –
they also are firm believers in primary education as the sine qua non of
Torah study – is shining through here.8 It is not surprising that our sugya
5

6
7
8

This Babylonian perspective, though ostensibly espoused by a Palestinian amora,
contrasts neatly with the indigenous Israel tradition in the Sifre (ch. 48 p. 112)
that credits Shafan the scribe and R. Akiva with preventing the Torah from being
forgotten.
This act of charity is missing in the Hamburg and Munich mss. and in one of the
witnesses of bKetubot.
I have translated the text of the Hamburg ms. of Bava Mezia.
On the Palestinian view, see inter alia, Peskta d’Rav Kahana, piska ulekachtem.
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in Bava Batra continues with detailed instructions about the governance
of primary education in “contemporary” Babylonia.
Who was Yehoshua b. Gamla? Some modern scholars refuse to identify
him with the high priest of the same name, mentioned by Josephus, who
lived in the years preceding the destruction of the Second Temple. But
the medieval biographical work, Yihuse Tannaim veAmoraim, written
a little under a millennium ago, mounted a vigorous and persuasive
defense for this identification.9 Goodblatt10 was troubled by N. Morris’
contention that Yehoshua’s good friend, the historian Josephus, makes no
mention of this historic enactment. Others11 have tried to explain away
this embarrassing silence. But it could very well be that Yehoshua the
high priest gives us the key to unraveling this enigmatic reconstruction
of the founding of elementary education.
The next section of the sugya apparently, though not unquestionably,
continues Rav’s opening statement and offers his reconstruction of the
proliferation of elementary education. At the very beginning each and
every father bore the responsibility for teaching his child. Seeing that
home schooling worked only where there was a father (or a father who
could teach), instructors were placed in Jerusalem. Now this point is
also problematic. How could one central location solve the problem
for the entire land of Israel? Again, the source goes on, this solution
relied too heavily on the father actively bringing the son to Jerusalem
so that eventually a network of instructors was set up in every province.
This seems reasonable – but what logic was there to begin education
at 16 or 17 years old? All of a sudden we seem to have shifted from
elementary education to higher education! Finally, Yehoshua comes
along and institutes an even more localized distribution of instructors
and lowers the entrance age to 6 or 7, ostensibly on grounds of discipline.
Two related suggestions might help to explain the odd sequence of
events in Rav’s reconstruction. It seems reasonable that Jerusalem was
the first to institute a developed system of education.12 It had both the
9

10

11

9

9

10
11
12
10

11

Erchei Tannaim ve Amoraim of R. Yehuda b”r Kalonimos b”r Meir of Speyer, M. Y.
Blau, editor. Brooklyn: Rabbi Blau, 1995, pp. 183–187.
Note 2, p. 87.
For example, S. Safrai, cited in Goodblatt (n. 2).
W. Z. Bacher, first suggested this in his seminal article, “Das altjudische Schulwesen,” Jahrbuch fur Judische Geshcichte und Literatur, 6 (1903) p. 57, placing
the emphasis on Jerusalem as the “hauptstadt,” and followed by a move to the
periphery (“bezirke”). He does not raise the priestly issue since he goes on to
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resources and the most natural clientele, the priests who were traditionally
the most educated. This local municipal solution13 proved attractive to
the general populace and eventually the solution was exported to the
major provinces. If indeed the main clientele were the priests, it might
be that the original intent was to prepare them for service in the Temple
a couple of years before they were of age – 20 years old. For practical
reasons this was eventually turned into an extensive system of education
designed to accompany the child from his early years until service in
the Temple. It stands to reason that the high priest had a hand in this
enactment. It was the children of priests, both in terms of their wealth and
education, who peopled the classes, though they were probably joined
early on by a smattering of other Jews who both pursued and could afford
education. Sensing the imminent danger to Jerusalem and the priestly
stronghold, Yehoshua b. Gamla might very well have, in a prescient
manner, put into place an educational system that could survive an attack
on the Temple.14
Rav’s reconstruction is immediately followed by his own instructions
to the local elementary teacher, Rav Shmuel bar Shilat. The first addresses the minimum age for acceptance. Here it seems that the dynamic

13

14

substitute Joshua b. Perahia for Joshua b. Gamla. He contends that it is “historically
improbable” (“geschichtlichen Unwahrscheinlichkeit”) that Joshua b. Gamla would
institute such a plan on the eve of the great war. He lists other reasons for doubting
this tradition, but his healthy skepticism is not sufficient to turn an historically
improbable text into a more dubious emendation. Even the improbable sometimes
occurs in history, often extreme times call forth innovative solutions. B. Gerhardsson
does not even deem this account improbable (Memory and Manuscript, Uppsala: Acta
Seminarii Neotestamentici Upsalienisis XXII, p. 59). Nathan Morris, in his reasoned
and thought-provoking work, The Jewish School, London: Eyre and Spottiswoode,
1937, also decries the “curious lack of historical perspective” (p. 19) of those who
accept this tradition as history. He does though make a very important and decisive
distinction between “compulsory education” and making education available to a
broader strata of society.
When I presented this solution in class, Amiel Schleicher sharpened the priestly
side of the solution. It is noteworthy that here the term beit sefer “school” does
not appear as opposed to the laconic report in pKetubot 8, 8 32c which asserts that
Shimon b. Shetach enacted that “children go to beit sefer.” It seems to be the case
that in Roman education of this period formal “schools” were not prevalent. Rather
a teacher generally gathered around him a circle of students, often teaching in a
rudimentary lean-to off the forum.
See the debate above n. 11 about the improbability of Joshua’s enactment.
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portrayed in the reconstruction, the lowering of the minimum age to 6 or
7 from 16 or 17, might have necessitated Rav’s instructing Rav Shmuel
that he was not to accept anyone younger than age 6:
Rav said to Rav Shmuel bar Shilat,
“Until age six do not accept. From then on, accept and stuff ’em
like an ox.”
And Rav said to Rav Shmuel bar Shilat,
“When you strike the child don’t strike him other than with a
shoe-strap.15 Let the one who discusses16 discuss. The one who
does not discuss let him be company of a sort for his friend.”
The two passages together, Rav’s “history” and Rav’s own instructions,
form a single unit that focuses on age and discipline. Rav places himself
firmly in that tradition, prohibiting “headstart” and accepting students
only from age six17 while advocating a liberal attitude to the apparent
non-learner and advising a limited measure of physical punishment. We
learn from Quintilian, among others, that the proper age to begin a child’s
studies was debated in Roman circles. The first century rhetorician writes
the following:
Some hold that boys should not be taught to read till they are
seven years old, that being the earliest age at which they can derive
profit from instruction and endure the strain of learning [...]. Those
however who hold that a child’s mind should not lie fallow for
a moment are wiser... Still those who disagree with me seem in
taking this line to spare the teacher rather than the pupil [...] why

15

16
17

The dictionaries translate “thong.” Krauss, Talmudische Archaologie, “strap.” The
Aramaic arketa demesana is Onkelos’ translation for the biblical Hebrew, serokh
naal, Gen. 14,23, also considered by modern scholars to be somewhat thicker than
the “thread” in the verse. We need to know more about Persian footwear but it
appears that Rav is putting a cap on corporal punishment, as Rashi interprets it.
This is the ms. reading. The printed edition reads “one who reads.”
The baraita at mAvot 5, 21 speaks of beginning Bible instruction at five years of
age. Though it might also relate to a formal educational setting it seems to be more
of a guideline for curriculum, and need not be seen as in contradiction with Rav.
The parallel in bKetubot 50a has Abaye, three generations after Rav, stating that his
nursemaid taught him that – “six years old for Bible”! The Tosafists were troubled
by the 6 or 7 in the “history,” which seems to be best understood around 6 or 7. The
Tosafot suggests that 6 is for a healthy child and 7 for a weaker one.
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should we despise the profit before the age of seven, small though
it be?18
Rav then sides with Quintilian’s opponents, allowing the child to defer
formal study until age 6.
The metaphor Rav employs – “stuff ’em like an ox” – might reveal a
sense of unease or defensiveness about deferring learning until that age
– as if one were making up for lost ground by “stuffing” the material
into the “older” pupil. It also carries a strong sense of rote learning that
was certainly the staple of early learning. It is no less clear that Rav had
a keen sense of socialization and tacit learning, allowing the quiet child
to enjoy or provide company for the more active learners.
The next core unit19 is Rava’s directives on educational administration,
quoted above, presumably issued for his town, Mehoza. Mehoza was a
bustling, heavily populated commercial center with a port of its own.20
In terms of their literary composition, Rava’s directives seem to be a
direct continuation of his opening statement where he explained the
Mishna’s privileging the noise of children in terms of school children in
post-Yehoshua b. Gamla’s environment. Here Rava continues with the
other consequences of that enactment, in effect fleshing out the details
of what it means to set up truly “local” teachers. Children are not to be
transported from city to city but might be moved from a (neighborhood)
synagogue even if there is a river in between if there is a reliable bridge
(not a “plank” bridge). Significantly, Rava touches upon other aspects
of local education that neither Rav nor Yehoshua b. Gamla discussed.
The first is the maximum number of pupils in a class. This certainly
reflects the needs of a burgeoning community like Mehoza. Maximum
class size was 25, with an assistant (reish duchna) being provided after

18
19

20

Institutio Oratoria, Bk, I, 1 15–19, editor and translation, H. Butler, Cambridge,
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1921, pp. 27–29.
Three baraitot intervene here and are drawn upon to question the Mishna’s ruling
that instructors of children may teach with immunity and impunity in their homes.
It is clear that these baraitot differ with the Mishna, but they are resolved by the
anonymous Talmud by twice answering that the baraitot treat teachers of gentile
children and therefore they do not enjoy immunity. This theoretical answer would
be interesting if it reflected an historical reality, but this is more than dubious.
See B. Z. Eshel, Jewish Settlements in Babylonia during Talmudic Times, Jerusalem:
The Magnes Press, 1979, pp. 141–143 (Hebrew).
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that number21 until there were two full classes, where another teacher
need be appointed. Most intriguing is Rava’s position on the quality and
nature of the instructor to which we now turn.
Rava stakes out a position that valorizes breadth over precision in the
elementary school teacher, and grants the elementary school teacher a
full measure of job security even if a more learned teacher is available.
Each of these positions is contested by Rav Dimi of Nehardea22:
And Rava said, “That teacher of Scripture to children and there is
another who has learned (garis) more, we do not remove him.
What is the reason? Lest he be remiss [or slack23].”
Rav Dimi of Nehardea said, “How much more so will he learn [or
the one who learns].”
What is the reason? “the jealousy of scribes increases wisdom.”
And Rava said, “Those two teachers24 of Scripture to children. One
who has learned (garis) but is not precise (daik), and one who is
precise but had not learned, we appoint the one who had learned
but is not precise, and the mistake will work itself out [lit. will
leave on its own].”
Rav Dimi of Nehardea said, “We appoint the one who is precise but
21
22

23

24

The text is not unequivocal, reading : “if there are forty we appoint a reish duchna
and support him from the municipality.”
The post-talmudic composition, Sheiltot deRav Aha 142, has a significantly different
version of this passage and though it appears to be a reworking of the original it is
instructive. I will bring the salient passages here in translation:
That teacher of Scripture to children that was found one better than he, we
do not remove him, if so the other will also say if they will find better than
me they’ll remove me and he does not put his mind to it, Rav Dimi said, how
much more so will he put his mind to it, the jealousy of scribes etc.[...]
And Rava said those teachers of Scripture to children, one gamir and the
other garis
[...]
The Sheilta has substituted gamir (“who has learned” – usually in the sense of
received traditions) for precise learning. It is possible that the Sheiltot understood
garis as I later suggest in terms of fluency rather than overall knowledge.
Slack is Sokoloff’s translation, A Dictionary of Babylonian Jewish Aramaic, Ramat
Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, p. 1096, and it is the literal rendering of the verb in
various contexts. See also M. Morehshet, A Lexicon of the New Verbs in Tanniaitic
Literature, Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1980, pp. 350–351. The etymology
of remiss is close to that sense also.
Ms Hamburg reads beitrei, written as one word without a yod after the beit.
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has not learned, for a mistaken once entered remains [lit. enters],
as it is written [...]”
Garis tefei here seems to indicate more extensive learning, as Rashi
would have it, or putting in more time (Meiri), but it might also be
greater fluency. Garas can be used as a general term for learning, but
often has the more technical sense of to learn aloud or recite.25 Rava
seems to be concerned either that the new teacher will be over-confident
since he was chosen to replace his predecessor or conversely that he will
feel insecure and not apply himself.26 Rav Dimi seems to feel that he
will be even more careful since his own precedent serves as a warning.
Rav Dimi buttresses his opinion with an aphorism: “The jealousy
of scribes increases wisdom.”27 Interestingly, the oldest form of this
aphorism is found in the Ben Sira (early 2nd century CE) where we read:
“The wisdom of the sofer increases wisdom.”
Rav Dimi may have adapted Ben Sira’s comment for our immediate
context treating a rivalry between teachers.28 But it might very well be
that the aphorism in its original form is the more appropriate here: The
wisdom of the sofer increases wisdom. Thus, the teacher who has learned
more would be the preferred teacher.
In the second disagreement with Rava, Rav Dimi (or the anonymous
editor of the sugya) brings support for his preference for precision from
a legend about Yoav and David. The story shows how a mistake as trivial
as wrong vocalization can have tragic consequences. This is the story as
brought in our passage:
“For six months Yoav and all of Israel sat there until destroying all
the males in Edom” [1K 11, 16].
When he came before David, he asked him, “what was the reason
you did thus, that you killed the males and left the females?”
He said to him, “For it is written ‘Wipe out the male (zachar) of
Amalek’”
25

26
27
28

For the former see bBerachot 8a, bShabbat 33b and many others. For the latter see
bTaanit 24b, bNedarim 41a, bBava Mezia 86a and our treatment above of Beruria at
Eruvin 53b. See also Gerhardsson, Memroy and Manuscript (n. 12) p. 118 n. 4 and
p. 127, where he translates “recite.”
See the Sheilta quoted above note 20.
See E. E. Urbach, The Halakhah, Tel Aviv: Massada, 1986, ch. 7, n. 9–10
So M. Z. Segal, Sefer Ben Sira Hashalem in his Hebrew commentary, Jerusalem:
Mossad Bialik, 3rd printing 1972, p. 255.
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[Exodus 17, 14].
He said to him, “but we read the memory (zecher) of Amalek?”
He said to him, “I, male (zachar), we were read to.”
He went and asked his master.
He said to him, “How did you read to us?”
He said to him, “wipe out zchr29 of Amalek”
He took a saber and wanted to kill him.
He said to him, “For what?”
He said to him, “For it is written ‘Cursed be the one who does
God’s work [with] deception and cursed be the one who keeps his
sword from bloodshed.”’ [Jeremiah 48, 10]
He said to him, “Leave that person with the curse.”
He said to him, “‘Cursed be the one who keeps his sword from
bloodshed!”’
This brutal tale shimmers with irony. Yoav has been remiss, according to
David, and should have bloodied his sword also with the females. Yoav
claims in defense that his elementary teacher misread the verse to him and
this is the source of the error. The story has three scenes, each with two
characters and a verse at the center – Yoav and David (zecher/zachar),
Yoav and his teacher (zchr), Yoav and his teacher (Cursed, etc.). The
final verse is double edged. Because his teacher had erred (or had been
deceptive) in God’s work, Yoav had come under the curse of having
kept his sword from the blood of the Edomite women. His teacher begs
that Yoav leave him in his cursed state, but Yoav who had before kept
his sword from blood, will no longer abide twice making the same
mistake. We are not at all sure of the nature of the teacher’s “deception.”
The Meiri states categorically that both a teacher who errs in his girsa
and one who is negligent come under the malediction.30 R. Shimon b.
Zemach Duran faults the teacher, following the Tosafists, not with erring
himself but for not attending to the students’ recitation.31 He should
29

30
31

The manuscript leaves the word unpointed, after pointing the first two occurrences.
This allows at least two interpretations. The one, the teacher repeated the errant
reading and Yoav (or David) were incensed. No less attractive is the possibility that
this time the teacher read correctly, denying his original error. This might better
explain the verse of doing God’s work with deception, obviating the problem raised
by the Tosafists that a mistake is not a deception.
Beit Habehira, A. Sofer, editor, Jerusalem: Makor, 1956, reprinted by Kedem, 1972,
p. 128.
Magen Avot to Pirke Avot 4, 16.
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have corrected the student. This is an attractive interpretation since the
deceit would be in a teacher’s failure to fulfill his role properly. Even if
he teaches the right lesson but he does not insure its proper reception he
has been remiss. It might be, as I noted above,32 that when Yoav came
back he received a different reading than when he was young and this
would really be deception. Be that as it may, the story is evoked here
ostensibly to support Rav Dimi’s position that mistakes are irreversible.
In fact, the text serves better as an introduction to Rava’s next statement
that teaching is an occupation that carries with it an assumption that the
teacher is cognizant and forewarned that he is responsible for his own
errors. But as our sugya is constructed, it would seem to give greater
weight to Rav Dimi’s opinion. We will return to this problem when we
meet Rav Dimi of Nehardea as the protagonist of the closing story in our
sugya.
The sugya continues with an extended discussion of Rav Huna’s
ruling disallowing economic competition within the same street. Rav
Yosef submits that even Rav Huna allowed competition in elementary
education because “the jealousy of Scribes increases wisdom.” This is
another indication that the reasoning attributed to Rav Dimi’s position
above is the accepted position in the generation prior to his own.
The final portion of our sugya treats the exception granted to traveling
salespeople who are allowed to sell their wares. Within this category
we are told that Rava made special allowances for Sages who were also
business people, so that, the Talmud explains, “they won’t be disturbed
from their study (gersaihu).” The sugya closes with a long story involving
the same Rav Dimi of Nehardea and Rava who debated above. The story
runs as follows:
Rav Dimi of Nehardea brought dried figs in a boat. The Exilarch
said to Rava, “Go out and see if he is a scholar (zurba deRabbanan)
and we will get a market for him.”
Rava said to him to Rav Ada bar Ahava, “Go out and test his mettle
[lit. have a look at his container].”
He went out and he asked him, “an elephant that swallowed an
Egyptian basket and emitted it through its anus, what is it [pure or
impure]?” He did not have it in hand.33

32
33

Note 27.
I.e., he did not know the answer.
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He said to him, “the master, is Rava?”
He struck him on his sandal. He said to him, “Between me and
Rava there is much. Perforce I am your master/Rabbi and Rava is
the master/ Rabbi of your master/Rabbi.”
He did not get a market for him and his dried figs were lost.
He [Rav Dimi] came before Rav Yosef.
He said to him, “Let the master see what he did to me.” He [Rav
Yosef] said to him, “He who did not tarry [in redressing] the
oppression of the king of Edom, will not tarry [in redressing] your
oppression – as it is written, ‘On the three sins of Moab but on the
fourth I will not forego, for burning the bones of the king of Edom
to lime”’ [Amos 2, 1].
The soul of Rav Ada bar Abba rested [i.e., died]. Said Rav Yosef,
“I punished him, since I cursed him.”
Rav Dimi said, “I punished him, since my dried figs were lost.”
Abbaye said, “I punished him, since he [Rav Ada Bar Ahava] would
say to them, the rabbis, ‘While you chew on bones by Abbaye, eat
fat meat at Rava’s house.”’
And Rava said, “I punished him, since he would say to the butcher,
‘I’ll take meat before Rava’s servant.’”
Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak “I punished him.”
And it makes sense that it was Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak who
punished him, because of a past event – that Rav Nachman bar
Yitzchak was the head of the kallah [bi-annual month of study].
Every day before he would enter the kallah he would run over the
legal tradition (shmatita) with Rav Ada bar Abba and afterward
enter the kallah.
That day Rav Pappa and Rav Huna the son of Rav Yehoshua took
him, Rav Ada bar Abba, because they had not been at the siyuma
[concluding session].
They said to him, “tell us the legal tradition (shmatita) of tithing
the animal, how Rava said it.”
He said to them, “thus Rava said it.”
In the meantime it became light in the day [late] and he did not
come.
The rabbis said to Rav Nachman, “Arise for the day is light [late].”
He said to them, “I’ll sit and watch for the death-bed of Rav Ada
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bar Abba.” In the meantime the word went out that his soul had
rested.
This is a complex and tragic story that closes out our sugya. It is brilliantly
linked with the preceding Rav Dimi and Rava section:
1. revisiting and inverting the Edom motif (this time punishing those
who degraded the King of Edom rather than demanding more killing);
and
2. rehearsing again the liability of the teacher (this time it is Rav Ada
who pays with his life).
We have moved from laws of elementary education and competition at
that level with which we began to the very delicate issues of economic
and educational competition in the advanced academy. Rav Dimi’s
encouragement of jealousy among elementary teachers resonates in
Abaye’s displeasure with Rav Ada’s promoting Rava’s academy over
Abaye’s. The metaphor Rav Ada uses, fat meat in Rava’s house, becomes
plastic and real when Rava himself complains that Rav Ada demanded
to be served first at the butcher before Rava’s attendant. Certainly, Rav
Ada’s behavior with Rav Dimi displayed no small measure of arrogance,
tapping his sandal and claiming to be his teacher. The legal riddle
Rav Ada threw at Rav Dimi appears in a parallel at bMenahot 69a
as a question raised by Rami bar Hama, a close colleague of Rava’s.
A complicated issue, debated through the Middle Ages, the question
seemed to be designed to ensure Rav Ada’s status over the newcomer.
The newcomer lost his market and the host lost his life. Rav Ada’s self
esteem is reflected both in his relationship with Rava, his teacher, and
with the Rav Ada. His privileged position, as Rava’s leading student to
whom others turn to make up missed material, and Rav Nachman’s study
partner before the public lectures of the kallah, certainly contributed to
Rav Ada’s self confidence.
Each of the various rabbis claims responsibility, though not necessarily
remorse, for punishing Rav Ada, but the editor of the sugya opts for Rav
Nachman’s version. In a way it is the most benign toward Rav Ada. His
downfall came not through arrogance or excess self esteem but because
he was distracted from his usual course of study by two colleagues who
“took” (naktuhu) him or grabbed him. His repetition of a missed final
session for his colleagues makes him miss his preparatory session with
Rav Nachman. It is tantalizing that the same verb (nakat) is used above
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in the contest of “taking” a market or making a market for Rav Dimi,
which Rav Ada quashed.
Rav Nachman, disappointed, exasperated, or simply stymied, cannot
or does not want to believe that anything but death would keep Rav
Ada away. We’ve met a similar motif in at least one other story, about
Yehuda the son of Rabbi Hiyya (bKetubot 62b). As opposed to there,
Rav Nachman’s response here is not characterized as an unfortunate
or imprudent mistake. It is Rav Nachman who takes responsibility for
punishing Rav Ada who failed to come to their joint study. With all
his character flaws, the editor valorizes the opinion that punishment was
meted out for missed study, even if the cause of the missed study was
study, with someone else.
The sugya opens with the luminous figure of Yehoshua b. Gamla who,
through his enactment, disseminated Torah throughout Israel at the most
elementary level. The sugya closes with the presumptuous figure of Rav
Ada who fails to participate in preparing Rav Nachman for his public
lecture. The sugya is the story, in some ways the history, of the Sages’
insistence on public teaching and the heavy responsibility resting on the
shoulders of those who undertake it, at any level. To be sure, these same
Sages award a privileged status to the scholar, even economic advantage.
But that status is hard won and carries with it the burden of being forever
forewarned that a teacher is always liable for mistakes and sometimes
the consequences are devastating.

Reconsidering the Rabbinic Interpretations
of the Torah
(Abstract)

Yair Barkai

It is time to reconsider our approach to deciphering the meanings of
rabbinic exegetical drashot. In this article, I present a different approach
dealing, this time, with drashot that interpret a “biblical story” by telling
a (different) “midrashic story.”
1. My basic assumption is that the Rabbis used particular and concrete
details to denote generalizations and abstractions, and that they
interpreted the Bible assuming that the biblical narrator had done
the same. Therefore there is no point in questioning whether or in
what way do the details of the rabbinic story tally with those of the
biblical one. In order to find the meaning that the darshan gave to
the biblical story, we must uncover the “structure of meaning” that
is common to both stories. Each story has quite a few meanings, and
it is the reader’s task to expose them and choose the right one.
2. Every exegetical drasha includes quotations from the Bible, but very
often the verses that it interprets are not quoted. Therefore it is not
enough to examine the connection between the words of the drasha
and the words of the quotation. It is the task of the reader to search
throughout the Bible for the relevant “story” or portion. There are
quite a few possibilities and the reader has to choose the right one.
3. The drasha should be seen as a text that was put before talmidei hahamim in a Beit Midrash, to be discussed and deciphered. We should
interpret the drasha not only to uncover “exegetical difficulties,” but
primarily in order to confront the wider question with which it deals.

The Beginnings of Rabbi Akiva:
From Scholarship to Curriculum
(Abstract)

Michael Gillis

The literary study of rabbinic literature and rabbinic stories in particular
can become a rich resource for thinking about the teaching of these texts.
Developments in the academic study of this literature have transformed
our understanding so that they can no longer be read simply as folktales,
edifying fables or as quasi-historical biographies of the rabbis. To become
a resource for teaching, this new subject matter knowledge needs to
be translated into what Lee Shulman has called “pedagogic content
knowledge,” that is knowledge as teachers know it, bound up with
their understanding of their students’ interests, needs and difficulties, the
demands of effective teaching and the overall purposes of the educational
enterprise.
This process of translation is investigated through the study of a
group of stories in different versions about the early career of Rabbi
Akiva, perhaps the ultimate embodiment of the ideals of the Talmudic
worldview. The stories are taken from the Babylonian Talmud and Avot
D’Rabbi Natan which was compiled in the Land of Israel. The choice of
example is warranted by the fact that stories of Rabbi Akiva feature in
teaching in many Jewish educational settings and that these stories have
attracted much scholarly attention.
The scholarly approaches display considerable variety as they analyze,
explain and interpret the stories in diverse disciplinary frames: history,
literature, feminist theory, philology, comparative literature, cultural studies and folklore. Each frame shifts the focus of the inquiry in significant
ways, providing what Schwab has called a “polyfocal” perspective. There
is also diversity of interpretations within each disciplinary frame so the
resources for teaching are further broadened.
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Each approach is reviewed in turn and discussed in terms of its
potential for teaching and curriculum. Ultimately there is a need for an
eclectic drawing on the scholarly material. This eclecticism is likely to
be effective and to avoid the dangers of a superficial grasping at whatever
comes to hand when there is a deeper understanding of the sources of
the different approaches and the points at which they can complement
one another in teaching, and the points in which their combination might
lead to contradiction and incoherence.
Turning to scholarly materials as a resource can free teaching from a
tendency to subordinate this literature to a moralizing values education
so that it can become an intellectually demanding process inviting
interpretation, critique and argument. At the same time, as the teacher
comes to see the scholarship as a resource which, in its diversity, can
inform and serve broader pedagogical reflection, the curriculum can
be freed of pressures to subordinate it to any one narrow academic
conception of the subject matter.

0

Towards a Post-Holocaust Jewish Educational Ethos:
The Dialectic of Assertiveness and Limitation?
Zeev Mankowitz

Introduction
The assessment of some of the implications of the Holocaust for Jewish
life and education is a daunting task. Before embarking on a substantive
discussion of the issues at hand it might be useful to briefly consider
the question of learning from the past, the ways in which people and
cultures seek guidance from the experience of generations past. This
looser formulation of “learning from the past” is to be preferred to the
more popular expression of “lessons of the past” which suggests that
clear guidelines can be transposed from an earlier historical situation
to a rather different contemporary context. History, even spelled with a
capital “H,” has no authority of its own. There is no voice that speaks out
of the past dispensing binding lessons for the present. The power history
possesses derives from its mediated and diverse appropriation by groups
who interpret it in the light of their current needs and guiding values.
Because of this, different groups can arrive at very different conclusions in response to the same event. Abba Kovner, a leader of resistance in
the Vilna Ghetto, provides us with an instructive example of this dialectic.
His primary responses to the dread events of the Holocaust revolved
around both the organization of a latter-day Exodus from the Europe
that had failed the Jewish people so badly together with far-reaching,
“biblical” acts of vengeance against Nazi criminals in particular and
the German people in general. In Kovner’s view, however, the lessons
learned by the nations of Europe were very different. Addressing the
soldiers of the Palestinian Jewish Brigade in mid-July 1945 in Northern
Italy, Kovner shared his troubled vision of the dangers ahead:
*
0

My thanks to Dr. Jonathan Cohen for his incisive and helpful comments.
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And we feel with all our senses the breath of the approaching
slaughtering knife that waits in ambush in every corner of Europe,
on all her roads and all her expanses. The new slaughtering knife
came into being in the fields of Majdanek, Ponar, Treblinka, places
where millions from tens of countries, observed how it was done.
How easily. How simply. How calmly. The new knife is rising in
free Europe, where the pangs of guilt of millions of accessories to
murder are being transformed into the as yet unformed, amorphous
realization that it is permissible – and that it is worthwhile.1
Thus the same events could give rise, on the one hand, to a deep sense
of disassociation and radical rejection and, on the other, to identification
and the desire for active emulation. Perhaps we can put it this way:
history, per se, does not teach us anything; we, however, can and do
learn from the past and this mediated learning is profoundly shaped by
needs and norms of the groups we belong to. Against this background
we can better understand how the Holocaust engendered a searing crisis
of conscience for some Europeans while teaching others that the murder
of Jews could be carried out with impunity. Jews, similarly, derive
diametrically opposing lessons from the destruction of the European
Jews. Some, in the light of Nazi excesses, have come to reject all forms
of nationalism; others, in view of Jewish vulnerability have come to
embrace Zionism. After Auschwitz some Jews have lost their faith in the
covenantal promises of God, while others no longer believe in the hope
of human perfectibility and have embraced a traditionalist way of life.
Arguing the same case in the context of Jewish education, Professor
Michael Rosenak observes that knowledgeable and responsible teachers may organize their teaching of the Shoah around “various beliefs,
sentiments and values”:
Now, in fact, the Holocaust by itself does not “teach” these things
which are partially contradictory and largely moot. What “the
Holocaust teaches” does not flow inexorably from “the facts” but
from an open or hidden agenda which fosters a vision of the
educated person, based on given philosophical principles. This
1

Abba Kovner, “The Mission of the Survivors.” Yisrael Gutman & Livia Rotkirchen
(eds.), The Catastrophe of European Jewry: Antecedents, History, Reflections,
Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, 1976. p. 674.
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agenda is transmitted [...] via diverse ways of selecting from
subject matter, organizing it, making or withholding emphases,
accompanying it by tones of voice and conscious or unconscious
body language. Education is done by teachers and by those who
decide on Shoah Memorial Day television presentations, by the
rabbis, historians and film-makers who are acknowledged as experts
and who present extra-curricular activities on the subject with the
consent and blessing of the community and the school.2
The purpose of this essay is to articulate the logic of these opposing
responses to the Holocaust in the hope that the purveyors of “various
beliefs, sentiments and values” will better understand the educational
implications of their chosen path. In so doing our focus will be on
the active core of the Jewish people, on those people, movements and
institutions that are playing a determining role in shaping the Jewish
future. While it is still too early to clearly discern the long-term impact
of the Holocaust on Jewish life, I should like to organize my reading of
history in the making around two clusters of conviction and action that
flow out of widely shared responses to the Shoah. The first I would term
the assertive response, and against it I would place the second somewhat
less prominent response of limitation.

The Assertive Response
The quest for Jewish dignity
In turning first to the norms of assertiveness I wish to discuss three main
themes: the bid for Jewish dignity, the embrace of political realism and
the norm of Jewish affirmativeness.
According to the assertive reading, the heart of the Jewish tragedy
during the Holocaust lies in the total helplessness of the victims. In the
eyes of the Nazi the Jews were not simply agents of evil but its biological
embodiment and actuating source. Feared as satanic destroyers of culture
2

Michael Rosenak, “Religious Jewish Education and the Holocaust: The Theological
Dimension.” Philosophia: Philosophical Quarterly of Israel, 30 (2003): 189–218.
For a challenging discussion of the lessons of the Holocaust by an historian, see
Peter Novick, The Holocaust in American Life, Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company,
1999, esp. pp. 239–263, and Simone A. Schweber, Making Sense of the Holocaust:
Lessons from Classroom Practice, New York: Teachers College Press, 2004.

202

Zeev Mankowitz

and ideologically defined as the mortal enemies of the Aryan race,
all Jews were hunted down in a campaign of bureaucratized murder
that knew no bounds. In the face of unremitting murder, the victims
were reduced to responses that were largely symbolic. Certain Orthodox
groups, as we shall see, consciously chose the path of symbolic response
but even those who attempted to actively intervene in the course of events
found themselves reduced to futility. Leaders of the Jewish Councils,
responsible or cynical, were unable to deflect, moderate or hamper the
war against the Jews. The same can be said about resistance fighters
who rose up alone against impossible odds. They knew they were neither
going to liberate their people nor even to save lives. Yet, acting not
out of despair but out of a desire to set an example for the future,
they, nevertheless, could only choose how they were going to die. These
heroic actions, which will long inspire our sense of human possibility,
were unable to significantly change anything and they, thus, found their
responses consigned to the realm of symbol and gesture.3 The defining
description of what we mean by this is found in Mahatma Gandhi’s
response to the hypothetical question of his reaction to the imminent
danger of an atomic attack. Said Gandhi: I would fix my eyes on the
approaching aircraft and in my heart ask the pilot: What have we done
to you that you do this to us?4 Jewish resistance, despite its activist
motivation, was not essentially different in its immediate outcome.5
In no way should these remarks be construed as judgmental. I believe
we were correct in teaching our students that the question of “why did
they go like sheep to the slaughter?” was both misguided and unfortunate.
I believe, furthermore, that the counter example of the millions of Soviet
prisoners of war – young, trained, unencumbered soldiers – who died
without rising up in revolt is historically instructive and not an apology
3

4
5

For a penetrating overview of these issues, see Yisrael Gutman, “Reflections on
Jewish Resistance under the Nazi German Occupation.” Peter Y. Medding (ed.),
Jews and Violence: Images, Ideologies, Realities, Studies in Contemporary Jewry,
An Annual, XVIII, The Avraham Harman Institute of Contemporary Jewry, The
Hebrew University of Jerusalem: Oxford University Press, 2002. And in addition,
Inga Clendinnen, Reading the Holocaust, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999.
As recounted in the context of the Holocaust by the late historian Ben Halpern.
Note that the harrowing fate of the Jews in the Lublin district irrespective of how
they responded to the Nazi onslaught tells the grim story – see David Zilberklang,
The Holocaust in the Lublin District, A doctoral dissertation submitted to the Senate
of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2003.
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for Jewish failings. At times, however, we went too far in this regard and
ended up suppressing an unarticulated but important insight regarding
human dignity.
Our students somehow intuited that dignity is bound up with the
measure of control we have over those forces that touch on our most
vital concerns. Dignity, in other words, is bound up with power and
stands opposed to helplessness. A starving Ethiopian mother whose milk
has dried up and who is unable to help her infant survive bears no
responsibility for the drought, but she is, nonetheless, caught up in a
situation of imposed indignity. Similarly, parents who were powerless
to succor and save their children in the face of torture, starvation and
death were reduced through no fault of their own to utter indignity. This
indignity, it needs to be underlined, did not flow from individual failure
or national flaw. It should rather be viewed as a question of objective
indignity ineluctably imposed by the Nazi commitment to murder, the
absence of any significant intervention from the outside as the Holocaust
unfolded and the vulnerability of a dispersed minority.
I would argue that the quest for dignity, for power and control has
been central to the Jewish response to the Shoah: it informs one of the
primary purposes of Jewish independence, underpins the advocacy of the
“Jewish return into history”6 and accounts for the consensual support of
Israel in Jewish communities worldwide. This affirmation of dignity is
generally viewed as carrying secular overtones. It can, however, equally
be seen as a universal value rooted in the biblical story of creation. As
Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik argues in his classic essay “The Lonely
Man of Faith,” the first story of creation in the Book of Genesis makes
human sovereignty and power the mark of being created in the image of
God. “Man attains dignity,” writes Soloveitchik, “through his majestic
posture vis-à-vis his environment [...]. Man of old, who could not fight
disease and succumbed in multitudes to yellow fever or to other plagues,
with degrading helplessness, could not lay claim to dignity. Only the man
who builds hospitals, discovers therapeutic techniques and saves lives is
blessed with dignity.”7

6

7

Yehuda Bauer, The Jewish Emergence from Powerlessness, Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 1979; Emil L. Fackenheim, The Jewish Return into History:
Reflections in the Age of Auschwitz and a New Jerusalem, New York: Schocken
Books, 1978.
Joseph B. Soloveitchik, “The Lonely Man of Faith.” Tradition, 7:2 (Summer 1965).

204

Zeev Mankowitz

This fundamental insight that was muted by millennia of minority
living requires careful attention and elaboration in the wake of the
Holocaust and the creation of the State of Israel.
The pursuit of Jewish priorities
The second aspect of assertiveness that requires clarification focuses
on the relations between the Jewish people and “the nations of the
world.” Angry condemnation of the nations of Europe, the Church and
the Allies for their abandonment of the Jews in their hour of dire need
is a prominent theme in the Jewish public memory of the Holocaust.
The lesson generally drawn from these observations is that the so-called
conscience of the world is the mythical crutch of a vulnerable people
who, when the chips are down, ultimately stand alone and must therefore
look to their own interests. In terms of realpolitik – which is of universal
application – the latter conclusion may indeed have validity, but when it
comes to the Allied response, it is often based on a misconception that
needs qualification.
Whereas Allied policy towards the rescue of Jews was often heartless
and worse, it should be pointed out that these policies were not decisively
generated by anti-Semitism. They flowed, instead, from a reading of
national interest and the ordering of national priorities in the face of a
world war. The inability of the Jewish people to choose sides in the war
against Hitler together with their palpable weakness meant that, in the
harsh terms of international relations, there was no reason to court the
Jewish people by way of generous rescue policies. Thus, the indifference
of the Allies to the plight of the Jews follows the classic contours of
realpolitik. What is distinctive about the period of the Holocaust, then,
is the situation of the Jews. In the face of mass death the Jewish people
lacked a country of their own, a state possessing both a Jewish priority
and the political power to translate it into a policy of rescue. In these
terms the tragedy was not that everyone was against the Jews but that
the Jewish people could not be for itself.
This, I hope, would offer a more balanced rationale for the push towards
political realism and the unmitigated pursuit of collective self-interest that
has increasingly marked Jewish politics after the Shoah. One significant
indicator of this trend is the changing tone, content and editorial policy
of Commentary magazine over the last three decades and the much
remarked prominence of Jewish neo-conservatives in the U.S. national
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defense establishment particularly under the presidency of George W.
Bush.
Jewish identity and the critique of modernity
The third aspect of assertiveness we propose to deal with touches on
more diffuse questions of identity and turns, in large measure, on the
rethinking and reworking of the Jewish relationship to modernity. Many
thinkers have been at pains to emphasize that talk of the Holocaust as a
throwback to tribal savagery or barbarism misses the essential point: the
enormities of Auschwitz were part and parcel of the 20th century and,
in truth, the product of some of the most central forces in contemporary
Western civilization. As Ian Kershaw puts it in his masterful biography
of Hitler:
What happened under Hitler took place – in fact, could only have
taken place – in the society of a modern, cultured, technologically
advanced, and highly bureaucratic country. Within only a few years
of Hitler becoming head of government, this sophisticated country
in the heart of Europe was working towards what turned out to
be an apocalyptic genocidal war that left Germany and Europe not
just riven by an Iron Curtain and physically in ruins, but morally
shattered. 8
8

It is at this point that the particular Jewish involvement with the Holocaust
intersects with some of the major currents of modernity that are of
universal significance. The issue is a complex one for some of the prime
movers of human betterment have turned out to have a destructive potential previously unimaginable. Science, 9 technology and bureaucracy 10
are deeply implicated in the Holocaust as is democratic politics with
its potential for mass mobilization, centralized totalitarian domination
and total war. 11 Secularism, the aspiration for human sovereignty in the
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here and now contributed to the Nazi bid for self-deification while, as
we all sadly know, the highest distillations of Western culture could be
enjoyed in the shadow of Auschwitz untouched by a glimmer of humane
concern and elementary human decency. We all shudder at the image of
those who, in the evening, sipped fine cognac, listened to a Beethoven
sonata and rose to their work in Auschwitz in the morning. Finally, we
should mention the painful soul searching that has long exercised various
Christian circles with regard to the role and responsibility of the Church
in the unfolding of the Holocaust.
By way of comparison, it is important to note that this reevaluation
of Judaism and modernity is part of a larger crisis and consequently has
a resonance and edge far removed from Jewish responses to organized
anti-Semitism at the end of the 19th century when Western power and
self-confidence were unrivalled. As George Steiner sees it, the enormities
of the 20th century radically undermined the three axioms of Western
superiority: the self-evident assumption that Western civilization was
the acme of human achievement, the belief that it was progressing to
ever higher forms of human association and the unshakable faith in
the humanizing potential of the higher distillations of Western culture.
All three axioms have suffered irreparable damage and, as a result,
Western civilization has become what Steiner terms a “post-culture,” a
prefiguration of the twilight notion of post-modernity which is sometimes
used to describe the structural contradictions, the weariness, loss of
confidence in the future, yearning for wholeness and search for new
sources of truth that have come to light in the Western world.12 Modernity
appears to have lost part of its compelling hold within and its historical
centrality without facing, as it does now, other civilizations, cultures and
faiths that are vital, resurgent and economically viable.
One of the major sources and expressions of this crisis has been the terrible bloodletting and suffering unleashed by 20th–century Europe. From
this point of view it could be said that the Jewish road to post-modernity
runs via Auschwitz. This, it must be stressed, does not necessarily entail
a wholesale rejection of modernity as bankrupt and unworthy of our
concern. There are groups and individuals who have chosen this option
12
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but, for the most part, we face the infinitely more complex task of
recasting the Jewish relationship to modernity in order to iron out the
inner distortions that often characterized Jewish modernization while
seeking with others to nurture an open and democratic social order that
would both protect life and generate decency.
Within the Jewish fold a realignment of the major Jewish responses
to the challenges of modernity appear to be emerging. Assimilation and
radical universalism, the two key responses of surrender to modernity
are still historic realities but have largely lost their power as compelling
ideologies. Within the responses of accommodation to modernity like
Reform and Conservative Judaism or Zionism, the change is more
subtle: among those who chose to be both modern and Jewish, the newer
identity components no longer enjoy automatic superiority, while the
more traditional Jewish dimension appears to be awakening renewed
interest and commitment.
This new Jewish assertiveness can also be viewed in terms of the
grand strategy of modern Jewish life, to achieve both freedom and
equality, to have the same opportunities afforded all without forgoing
or compromising one’s right to be different. The formulation of the
goal has always been easier than its attainment because Jews have read
their environment as telling them that similar opportunities mean being
similar, or, at least, not too dissimilar. In short, for the sake of equality
one had to partially sacrifice freedom and vice versa. The assertiveness
that has gradually emerged in the post-Holocaust world appears to be one
of the causes that has pushed the Jewish people beyond the debilitating
payoff between singularity and similarity. The struggle for equality has
gained new impetus, while, at the same time, an increasing number of
Jews are reluctant to surrender their right to live out the religious and
historic traditions of their choosing. The unabashed claims of peoplehood
and a particularistic spirituality that enjoy unrivalled prominence in the
Jewish world, today began to come to the fore decades ago in the context
of both the struggle for Soviet Jewry and the strengthening of relations
between Israel and Jewish communities worldwide.
Significantly enough, it is the defiant response of certain segments
of Orthodoxy to modernity, the response of those who wished to be
only Jewish while distancing themselves from modern values that has
occasioned most surprise in the post-Holocaust world. At the end of the
war there were but a few thousand yeshiva students in the world, while
today their number has reached figures unsurpassed in all of Jewish
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history. In some strange way the tables of history appear to have been
turned: traditional Orthodoxy that was relegated by many to the sidelines
of history appears to be confident and flourishing while, on the other hand,
many secular varieties of Judaism look uncertain and floundering. Thus
the old, rather superior assumptions about religious decline have been
supplanted by a new Orthodox confidence that is helping to shape the
defining issues in contemporary Jewish life. There can be little doubt – as
is evident in numerous narratives of chozrim bitshuvah – that reservations
about modernity engendered by the Holocaust have neutralized some of
the solvent forces at work in Jewish life since Emancipation and, at
the same time, have endowed traditionalism with renewed vigor and
plausibility. One challenging way of checking these observations is to
ask whether someone like Franz Rosenzweig, who was on the verge of
conversion to Christianity in 1913, would have been similarly tempted
in the aftermath of the Holocaust.13
We have asserted an intimate connection between the changing contours of Jewish life in the second half of the 20th century and the Shoah.
Is there any further way in which this assertion can be demonstrated?
We believe that there is one more factor worthy of notice, namely, the
ubiquity of this pattern of response throughout the Jewish world. It can
be found in Australia and the Argentine, in France and Britain, in North
America, Israel and the former Soviet Union. In each case the shifts in
Jewish identity carry a local flavor and bear the impress of the community
in question, but the phenomenon crosses borders and, therefore, must
have its source in events that transcend particular settings and are of a
general Jewish significance. There are two such “epoch-making events”
that touch all Jews everywhere: the Holocaust and the creation of the
State of Israel.14 This analysis applies equally to what we have termed
the norms of limitation that are, at times, in dialectical tension with the
thrust of assertiveness and, at others, diametrically opposed to it.
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The Imperative of Limitation
One of the most significant responses of limitation, widely shared by
thinkers secular and religious alike, is the repudiation of human selfabsolutization or self-deification combined with vigorous opposition to
any totalitarian pretence.15 We have been taught to suspect political or
religious claims to exclusive truth, visionary talk about a pre-ordained
scheme of things and the tendency to make people into abstractions while
reducing the complex richness of life to the single plane of the political.
It is the “true believers” of the world who are primarily responsible for
the vast agony visited on so many innocent heads over the last century.16
This is the historical context that has left its profound imprint on Isaiah
Berlin’s understanding of the incompatibility, incommensurability and
unavoidable clash of values on all levels of human existence, personal,
cultural and civilizational. “You believe in always telling the truth,
no matter what; I do not, because I believe that it can sometimes be
too painful and too destructive...Justice, rigorous justice is for some
people an absolute value, but it is not compatible with what may be
no less ultimate values for them – mercy, compassion – as arises in
concrete cases.”17 In the same way equality and liberty, artistic genius
and everyday responsibilities, privacy and the right to know do not easily
harmonize with each other but “[...] it does not follow that [...] some
must be true and others false.”18 On a more practical level, furthermore,
Berlin argues that as problems are solved, their very solution creates new
situations that generate their own difficulties and it therefore follows
that:
The possibility of a final solution – even if we forget the terrible
sense these words acquired in Hitler’s day – turns out to be an
illusion; and a very dangerous one. For if one really believes that
such a solution is possible, then surely no cost would be too high
to obtain it.[...] To make such an omelette, there is surely no limit
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to the number of eggs that should be broken – that was the faith of
Lenin, of Trotsky, of Mao, for all I know of Pol Pot [...].
Some armed prophets seek to save mankind, and some only their
own race because of its superior attributes, but whichever the
motive, the millions slaughtered in wars or revolutions – gas
chambers, gulag, genocide, all of the monstrosities for which our
century will be remembered – are the price men must pay for the
felicity of future generations.19
In response to the excesses of the pursuit of the ideal, Isaiah Berlin
proposes a pluralism that seeks to limit conflict by creating a social
reality where people can freely choose between incompatible values and
clashing commitments, where there is a principled recognition of the
inevitability of human diversity and the celebration of this richness as a
blessing.
In the same vein religious thinkers have argued that these evils have
their source in the absolutization of that which is human and thus, by
definition, finite and flawed. This is the modern equivalent of idolatry,
idolatry because it is the worship of the contingent, modern because
in a world in which nature has been effectively demythologized by the
advance of science, it is men and women and their social extensions –
race, class, state or nation – that have been absolutized.20 The dangers of
modern idolatry, it has been argued, flow from human imperfection. Any
attempt to forcibly create a world of absolute perfection is doomed to
failure and much worse for, as it turns out, the only seemingly absolute
deed of which humans are ultimately capable is murder. Death has a
finality that cannot be undone and thus torture and murder become
the mark of self-deified man, his bid to be God-like. The torturer, as
Jean Améry reports his experience with the Gestapo in Belgium, “...has
control of the other’s scream of pain and death; he is master over flesh
and spirit, life and death.” These were “bureaucrats of torture. And yet
they were also much more. I saw it in their serious, tense faces, which
were [...] concentrated in murderous self-realization. With heart and soul
they went about their business and the name of it was power, dominion
over spirit and flesh, orgy of unchecked self-expansion [...]. I felt a kind
of wretched admiration for the agonizing sovereignty they exercised over
19
20
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me. For is it not the one who can reduce a person so entirely to a body
and a whimpering prey of death a god, or, at least, a demigod?”21
The evident dangers of placing the enormous powers of a centralized
state in the hands of political leaders has, in addition, reinvigorated a
philosophy of political limitation. Here the Holocaust is but one factor
in a welter of forces but is, nonetheless, especially salient when it comes
to a number of Jewish thinkers in North America who play a prominent
role in this school of thought. Various approaches, neo-conservative
and liberal-communitarian, advocate the curtailment of state powers and
support, instead, the reinforcement of mediating groups – local, regional,
ethnic and religious – that will stand between the vulnerable citizen and
the central institutions of political power. The practicality or worth of such
policies is not our concern in this context. What is of greater significance
for us is the way in which the interest in mediating groups has become
enmeshed with the burgeoning engagement with multiculturalism and
the way in which a policy of limitation has dialectically moved towards
a broad movement of ethnic assertiveness.22
The most crucial norm of limitation that the Shoah has brought into
sharp relief is the commitment to the sanctity of life. In its negative
formulation this can be seen in the widespread revulsion from any value,
action or form reminiscent of the Nazi regime as for example in the
nigh universal, albeit often uncritical, use of the condemnatory epithet
“racist.” The Nazi regime has become the effective symbol of cruelty
and evil and thus the damning, at times misappropriated, touchstone of
political wrongdoing. The notion of sanctity, of kedusha, if we now turn
to the positive side of the coin, is inextricably bound up with the idea
of limits and boundaries. That which is holy is marked off, demarcated
by dread boundaries that dare not be crossed. To violate the sacrosanct,
to ignore the sanctity of life is to disrupt the very foundations of a
humane life; once the boundary is crossed, all limits collapse for this
is the keystone of the belief in human dignity, in the ultimate worth
of each and every person. The Nazi attempt to topple human beings
from their special station, their identification of this foundational value
as Jewish, their affirmation of the law of the jungle as the ruling norm
21
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in human conduct was a crucial first step towards making murder the
primary means to human redemption, a critical stepping-stone that led to
the doors of the gas chambers.
In this context the oft-quoted call of Rabbi Yitzchak Nissenbaum in
the Warsaw Ghetto to make physical survival an ultimate goal takes on
added significance:
This is a time for kiddush hahayim [the sanctification of life], not
kiddush hashem [the sanctification of God’s name by willingness
to die for it]. Whereas in the past, he pointed out, their enemies had
demanded the Jews’ souls, now the tyrant had come to take their
bodies. Consequently the Jews were enjoined by R. Nissenbaum to
protect their physical, corporeal lives.23

Conclusion: Living in Dialectical Tension
Each of these rather contrary ways of reading the implications of the
Holocaust have left their indelible mark on the fabric of contemporary
Jewish life. Many view different mixes of these responses as both
necessary and beneficial, but, it should be pointed out, they also contain
within themselves not a few dangers. Taken alone, both the responses
of assertiveness and limitation can each lead to serious distortion. The
concern with dignity can lead to an intoxication with power; the pursuit
of Jewish priorities combined with an assertion of Jewish singularity can
degenerate into arrogant chauvinism or errant messianism. The turning
inwards that sometimes accompanies the return to more traditional
Judaism can easily grow into insensitive sectarianism that casts off the
responsibilities of both peoplehood and broader human concerns. The
fear of the “true believer,” on the other hand, can lead to wishy-washy
neutrality or the moral helplessness of moral relativism. The commitment
to the sanctity of life that is paraded as pious sentiment, without any
attempt to pay the price of translating it into reality, turns into milky
idealism that evokes only disbelief and scorn.
The most promising path would appear to be the most difficult: the
attempt to keep the norms of assertiveness and those of limitation in
dialectical tension with one another. In many ways this represents one
23
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of the greatest educational challenges that continues to accompany the
teaching of the Holocaust: How do we pursue dignity while remaining
aware of the temptations of power? How do we temper the pursuit of
Jewish priorities with a sense of broader human solidarity? One suggested
way of finding this elusive middle way is through what Adam Seligman
and Menachem Fisch term epistemological or epistemic modesty.24 What
they mean is best illustrated by Peter Berger when he argues that our
contemporary challenge: “[..]. is how to live with uncertainty. The basic
fault lines today are not between people with different beliefs but between
people who hold these beliefs with an element of uncertainty and people
who hold these beliefs with a pretense of certitude. There is a middle
ground between fanaticism and relativism. I can convey my values to
my children without pretending a fanatical certitude about them. And
you can build a community with people who are neither fanatics nor
relativists [...].
Epistemological modesty means that you believe certain things, but
you’re modest about these claims.”25
Are the attempts to address these daunting issues a realistic endeavor
or are we engaged in what is little more than a series of well-intentioned
rhetorical flourishes since, willy-nilly, the activism of assertiveness will
in all likelihood trump the restraint of limitation? The record of Jewish
responses to the Shoah to date suggests that we need to move forward
with care but can do so with a degree of confidence. We say this
because our overall assessment of the Jewish response to the destruction
of the living center and heart of the Jewish world suggests that while
the Holocaust has deeply influenced Jewish self-understanding, it has
never been allowed to become ultimately definitive of human reality. Put
differently: there seems to be a Jewish a priori at work, a fundamental
affirmation of life that has kept the destructive and nihilistic implications
of the Holocaust at bay, that has, for the most part, transformed the sense
of loss, outrage, hurt pride and disillusionment into a life-serving force.
Historically speaking it was She’erith Hapleitah, the organized remnant of Holocaust survivors in Europe who, in the immediate aftermath of
the Second World War, set this pattern of response. Bereft of everything,
24
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facing a hostile world in which, outside of their own people, they were
a nuisance to all and championed by few, these survivors had every
reason to surrender to cynicism, nihilism and wanton destruction. Such
responses, however, were rare. The people of She’erith Hapleitah were
primarily concerned with the reconstruction of their personal lives and
the redemption of their people. Once the survivors turned their backs
on paralyzing despair they set the stage for the future responses of
those who were not directly implicated, for those who came after. When
the Surviving Remnant refused to surrender its humanity they set an
example and created a norm that those who were not “there” cannot
easily disregard.26
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A “Basic Religious Datum”:
Conservative Judaism, Zionism and the
Worldview of Michael Rosenak
Daniel Gordis

As I first became familiar with Professor Michael Rosenak’s work in my
years as a rabbinical student at the Jewish Theological Seminary, it was
his vast corpus on philosophy of Jewish education to which I was first
exposed. With time, though, his contributions to Zionist thought, and
the place of modern Israel in contemporary Jewish identity,1 influenced
me no less. Thus, when I considered how I might make some modest
contribution to this collection of papers in honor of our teacher, it
seemed to me that the nexus between these three major themes – the
Conservative Movement, Zionism and Jewish education – might be the
most appropriate place to begin.
In the pages that follow, I will reflect on the deep ambivalence
1
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regarding Zionism in the Conservative Movement and will illustrate
that, almost without exception, the leaders of the Jewish Theological
Seminary have been, at best, conflicted about the Zionist enterprise.
But when it comes to potential educational interventions that might
make possible a change in this stance, I argue, real impact will come
not necessarily from the Seminary’s leadership, but much more likely,
from the implicit and powerful messages that traditional Jewish praxis
conveys. The Conservative Movement’s abiding difficulty in creating a
laity devoted to Jewish practice has, I argue, implications not only for
the halakhic nature of the Movement, but for its Zionist commitments,
as well.

Conservative Judaism and Zionism: The Genesis of a Mythology
As rabbinical students at the Seminary in the 1980s, we were exposed
almost uninterruptedly to the mantra that the Zionist roots of Conservative
Judaism ran deep. Conservative Judaism, we were told often and with
great pride by the Seminary’s leadership, was the only movement that had
never had an anti-Zionist era. Naomi Cohen notes that “it has long been
commonplace in scholarly accounts to note the special bond between
Conservative Judaism and Zionism,”2 and cites Samuel Halperin’s claim
that “the American Zionist movement derived its most unanimously
enthusiastic and dedicated supporters from the ranks of Conservative
Judaism.”3 Much more recently, Ismar Schorsch, Chancellor-Emeritus
of the Seminary, listed a commitment to modern Israel as chief among
the seven prime commitments of contemporary Conservative Judaism
(the “sacred cluster”), writing:
The centrality of modern Israel heads our list of core values. For
Conservative Jews, as for their ancestors, Israel is not only the
birthplace of the Jewish people, but also its final destiny. Sacred
texts, historical experience and liturgical memory have conspired
2
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to make it for them, in the words of Ezekiel, “the most desirable
of all lands” (20:6). Its welfare is never out of mind. Conservative
Jews are the backbone of Federation leadership in North America
and the major source of its annual campaign. They visit Israel, send
their children over a summer or for a year and support financially
every one of its worthy institutions. Israeli accomplishments on the
battlefield and in the laboratory, in literature and politics, fill them
with pride. Their life is a dialectic between homeland and exile.
No matter how prosperous or assimilated, they betray an existential
angst about anti-Semitism that denies them a complete sense of
at-homeness anywhere in the Diaspora.4
Halperin is indeed correct, to the extent that he wishes to imply that
Conservative Judaism never evinced a blatantly anti-Zionist position,
for the other Movements did have specifically anti-Zionist elements or
periods. And though Chancellor Schorsch’s claims that Conservative
Judaism is a “dialectic between homeland and exile” may be somewhat
overstated (an issue to which we will return), his placement of Zionism as
one of the Movement’s seven chief commitments reflects the worldview
that Halperin describes.
To this extent, what we were taught as students at JTS was technically
correct. And interestingly, Professor Rosenak’s work on Zionism attests
to the objections to Zionism within other, non-Conservative, movements.
Orthodoxy, now perhaps the most ardently Zionist movement,5 has
long had elements with profound misgivings. As Professor Rosenak
notes, for the Neturei Karta and Satmar Hassidic sects, “Zionism is the
most pernicious movement in Jewish history, for it has flouted the oath
4
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imposed upon Israel not to [...] attempt to conquer Eretz Yisrael, and
not to rebel against gentile domination. In rebelling against the nations,
Zionists have, in fact, rebelled against God and are thereby delaying the
true redemption.”6 Even more mainstream Orthodox movements have
struggled with some of the complexities raised by Zionism, such as the
work it requires in the public sector on Shabbat, or the uneasy alliance
with radical secularists that it forces upon a much more traditional
community.7
Similarly, surprising though it may seem to some, given the passionate
Zionism of Dr. David Ellenson, today the President of the Reform Movement’s Hebrew Union College, significant segments of the early Reform
Movement, due largely to the movement’s principled universalism, also
initially opposed the idea of a Jewish State. Professor Rosenak himself
notes this dimension of Reform history, and asserts that classical Reform
adopted a “theology of negation.” “Indeed,” he writes as he describes the
Reform position, in the worldview of much of classical Reform ideology,
“the dispersion of Israel was providential, making possible a realization
of the biblical prophecy that Israel be ‘a light unto the nations.’ Zionism
is thus a regressive conception, and the State of Israel seeks to narrow
Jewish identity by creating a secular version of what was but an early
stage in Israelite religion.”8
Only in the Conservative Movement was a certain moderation on this
issue always present. The Movement was never so universalistic as to
deny the legitimacy of Jewish particularism and the specific needs of the
Jewish people in the wake of the demise of European Jewry and, at the
same time, was never so divorced from secular Jews or so committed to a
theological stance, which demanded that the building of the Jewish State
be relegated to a messianic era, that it could not support the efforts of
the Zionist movement from the outset. Conservative Judaism’s Zionism,
we were told, was as natural as the rising of the sun.
But the picture was always infinitely more complicated. Indeed,
Schorsch’s predecessor, Gerson Cohen, noted in 1979 that “despite
the consistently positive attitude toward Jewish nationalism within the
6
7

8

“State of Israel,” p. 912.
The degree to which this issue is still an ongoing fault line in Israeli society, with
roots that may be traced back to the beginnings of the modern Zionist movement,
is evident from, among other works, Safi Rachlevsky’s Messiah’s Donkey [Hebrew:
ÁÈ˘Ó Ï˘ Â¯ÂÓÁ], Yediot Ahronot Publishers, 1998.
“State of Israel,” p. 912.
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Conservative Movement,” a positive attitude we will discuss at greater
length below, “we were the last of the major American Jewish groups to
establish an institutional presence in Israel.” 9
A glance at the Conservative Movement’s recent prayerbook, Siddur
Sim Shalom, makes it exceedingly clear that not only is the Movement not
characterized by a “dialectic between homeland and exile,” as Schorsch
claims it is, but rather, it goes to great lengths to create exactly the
opposite experience; it seeks to help its congregants avoid any of the
cognitive dissonance that such a dialectic would require. The prayerbook
does include the Prayer for the State of Israel and, indeed, uses the
formula developed by the Israeli Chief Rabbinate. But interestingly, in
both the Hebrew and in the English, Sim Shalom includes only the first
four sentences of this modern liturgy, leaving out the second half of
the liturgy as authorized by the Chief Rabbinate.10 That section, which
the prayerbook nowhere indicates even exists, is the section that calls,
in passionate language, for the ingathering of exiles to Zion and to
Jerusalem.11 Nothing could be stronger indication that the dialectic of
which Chancellor Schorsch speaks is actually thoroughly absent from
the world of Conservative Judaism.
For that reason, it should probably not surprise us that in Professor
Rosenak’s survey of theological approaches to the State of Israel, both Reform and Orthodoxy receive specific mention, but Conservative Judaism
nowhere appears. Most readers would probably argue that Conservative
Judaism would fit most neatly into what Rosenak calls “theologies of
symbiosis,” the adherents of which “consider the Diaspora a legitimate
and enduring feature of Jewish civilization, [but] see the State of Israel as
an exhilarating development and a vital component of a complete Jewish
9

9

9

10

11

Eli Lederhendler, “The Ongoing Dialogue: The Seminary and the Challenge of
Israel” [hereinafter “Ongoing Dialogue”], in Tradition Renewed: A History of the
Jewish Theological Seminary of America, New York: JTSA, 1997, Volume II, p.
244.
Siddur Sim Shalom: A Prayerbook for Shabbat, Festivals and Weekdays, New
York: The Rabbinical Assembly and The United Synagogue of America, 1985, pp.
416–417.
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existence, for it brings to Jewish life and culture its comprehensive social,
political and particularistic aspects.”12
If Conservative Judaism coheres so neatly with theologies of symbiosis, however, how are we to explain Professor Rosenak’s decision
(whether conscious or not) not to mention it in his discussion of this
theological approach? The answer, I believe, may be intuited from what
he writes at the conclusion of his essay. There, he writes, “many Jews
never think about the State of Israel in theological terms of any kind. [...]
[T]his inability or refusal to deal with Israel as a basic religious datum
of contemporary Jewish life more than anything else reveals the crisis of
present day Judaism.”13
That description is an apt description of the Conservative movement’s
attitude to Zionism and the State of Israel. Though Professor Rosenak
may not have intended this point, one ironic fact is unavoidable: the
very Movement which has prided itself on being the only movement
never to have a non-Zionist or anti-Zionist element is also the only one
of the three major American movements not to receive specific mention
in Rosenak’s overview of approaches to Zionism. Could it be that the
picture of Zionism and Conservative Judaism is more complex than
the Movement’s contemporary proclamations might suggest? Might the
Movement have escaped mention in Rosenak’s essay because it is so
deeply conflicted about Zionism that it never articulated a position on the
subject with any passion? Is it possible that in this Movement, despite
all its claims to the contrary, the reality of the State of Israel has never
become a “basic religious datum?”

Conservative Judaism and Zionism:
Persistent Intimations of Ambivalence
Many observers familiar with today’s Conservative Jews will readily
attest that Rosenak’s observation that “many Jews never think about the
State of Israel in theological terms of any kind” is infinitely more apt a
reflection of Conservative Judaism today than is Chancellor Schorsch’s
poetic but illusory claim that Conservative Jews today live their lives
12
13

“State of Israel,” p. 913. The discussion of Emet Ve-Emunah below will reflect
language very similar to Rosenak’s phraseology here.
“State of Israel,” p. 916.
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as “a dialectic between homeland and exile.” Tellingly, not only has
Conservative Judaism not articulated a clear theological stance regarding
the religious significance of the Jewish State (not that that is an easy
task), in the Movement’s literature, statements about the importance of
Zionism are followed almost immediately and invariably by critiques of
the State or evidence of its insufficiency for Jewish survival.
In Emet Ve-Emunah, for example, the Statement of Principles of
Conservative Judaism, the authors write that they “rejoice in the existence
of Medinat Yisrael,” “consider it to be a miracle,” and “celebrate the
rebirth of Zion.”14 But, on the very next page, the authors write, “The
Conservative Movement has not always agreed with Israel’s positions on
domestic and foreign affairs, [and has] often suffered from discriminatory
policies.”15 That there are only two pages about Zionism in the 57-page
long pamphlet, and that the bitterness inherent in the Movement’s attitude
to Zionism appears almost immediately speaks volumes.
Or consider Chancellor Schorsch’s comments about the centrality of
Zionism in his “Sacred Cluster.” Just paragraphs after he waxes eloquent
about the “dialectic” at the heart of Conservative Judaism because of the
power of Zionist passion in the Movement, he writes:
This is not to say that Conservative Judaism divests the Diaspora
of all spiritual value or demands of all Jews to settle in Israel.
Ironically, the state of Judaism is far healthier outside the Jewish
state, where Judaism is indispensable for a resilient Jewish identity.
Most Israelis have sadly been severed from any meaningful contact
with Judaism by the absence of religious alternatives and by the
erosion of sacred Jewish content in the secular school system where
75% of Israel’s Jewish children are educated. And yet, the miracle
and mystery of Israel’s restoration after two millennia out of the

14

15

Emet Ve-Emunah – Statement of Principles of Conservative Judaism, New York:
Jewish Theological Seminary, Rabbinical Assembly, United Synagogue of America,
1988 [hereinafter Emet Ve-Emunah], p. 37. Although Emet Ve-Emunah was written
by Committee, given the fact that my grandfather, Rabbi Robert Gordis, was the
editor of the project, I should note here none of the critique of the tone of Emet
Ve-Emunah’s content on Zionism is in any way a critique of his devotion to Israel.
He loved Israel with every fiber of his being, and it is important to me to make clear
that nothing written here is meant to suggest otherwise.
Emet Ve-Emunah, p. 38.
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ashes of the Holocaust continues to overwhelm Conservative Jews
with radical amazement and deep joy.16
Schorsch, like the authors of Emet Ve-Emunah, finds himself unable to
make the point of profound Conservative Zionist commitment without
immediately tempering it with a critique of the very Zionist enterprise.
Anyone familiar with the state of contemporary American Jewry
can certainly raise significant questions regarding Schorsch’s assertion
that “the state of Judaism is far healthier outside the Jewish state.” At
the same time, many of Schorsch’s implicit critiques are very much
in place. But the fact that the Chancellor of the Jewish Theological
Seminary could not author this section of “The Sacred Cluster” without
tempering his Zionism with an assertion that Judaism is healthier in the
Diaspora than in the Jewish State belies a deeper, inner conflict. This
is not to say, of course, that meaningful Zionism requires a denigration
of the Diaspora, or shelilat ha-golah, as it is known in Hebrew. Yet,
there is undeniably a tension between passionate Zionism and continued
wholehearted celebration of Jewish life in the Diaspora, and Schorsch’s
language gives it expression.
But in this regard, Schorsch, like Emet Ve-Emunah, reflects a Conservative Movement tradition that long pre-dates both. The real picture
about Conservative Judaism and Zionism was always more complicated
than either would like to suggest.17 Perhaps the classic illustration of
this longstanding tension surrounded the question of whether Hatikvah
could be played at the Seminary’s Commencement Exercises in 1948. An
account of the events were written close to that time by Rabbi Gershon
Winer, who later moved to Israel and who passed away in 2003, suggests
that matters were more complicated. A brief segment of his long and
fascinating account relates that:
The Zionist anthem [had never been] included in public ceremonies
at the Seminary. With the date of graduation approaching, the nature
of the upcoming exercises emerged on our agenda. These were the
months preceding the establishment of the State of Israel and
terrorist attacks by Arabs against Jews made daily headlines. We
16
17

Schorsch, “The Sacred Cluster.”
For two excellent treatments of this issue, see Naomi Cohen, “Diaspora Plus
Palestine,” cited above, pp. 115–176, and Eli Lederhendler, “The Ongoing Dialogue,”
pp. 177–270.
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felt strongly that our commencement ceremony in the very midst of
those history making dramatic events should feature prominently
our identification with our people and the Land of Israel by the
singing of Hatikvah. [...]
[But] Finkelstein was ideologically close to Judah Magnes, the
chancellor of the Hebrew University and a pacifist. We gathered
from what he told us that there were plans afoot to form a
government in Palestine with Finkelstein’s participation, as an
alternative to Zionist leadership. Apparently, he was in touch, if not
in collusion, with the Martin Buber led Berit Shalom group which
opposed the establishment of a Jewish State [...].
As to Hatikvah, the cause célèbre, it was both part and not part of
the graduation exercises. The orchestra indeed played the anthem
of the new State of Israel, but only as a musical rendition, without
singling it out for special attention, with the audience remaining
seated.
The following year [...] a member of the graduating class wanted
to make sure that the fiasco with Hatikvah not be repeated. Since
the Seminary had a close relationship with the nearby Union Theological Seminary, and particularly its famed Protestant theologian
Reinhold Niebuhr [...] representatives of the student body, exploited
these contacts to convince Riverside Church to make “a beautiful
gesture,” by having the chimes of the church peal out the Hatikvah
tune at a specified moment during the ordination ceremony [...].18
Rabbi Winer’s fascinating account hints at a profound tension surrounding Zionism at the Seminary in those days. One wonders, however,
given that he was a student at the time, without any special access to
Chancellor Finkelstein or his thinking, to what extent he was fully aware
18

Rabbi Winer, z”l, sent this account in an email to Ravnet, an on-line discussion group
of Conservative rabbis, on Tuesday, October 8, 2002. He introduced his remarks as
follows: “In response to Rabbi Richard Rubenstein’s request on Ravnet for more
information on Dr. Finkelstein attitude to Zionism in 1948, I have excerpted the
following from a book I am now completing. The specific episode was recorded not
long after it occurred.” [As Rabbi Winer disseminated this in email form, it was
understandably in somewhat informal style. I have corrected a few spellings and
changed punctuations slightly. The rest remains unchanged from his original posting.
I am grateful to a number of colleagues for their assistance in locating this posting,
particularly Rabbi Leon Rosenblum, who was able to provide me with the entire
text.]
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of Chancellor Finkelstein’s motivations. Finkelstein’s son, Rabbi Ezra
Finkelstein, offers his own suggestions. “Finkelstein’s adamant refusal
to allow the Hatikvah to be sung at the Seminary graduation in 1948,”
he writes, “was not merely a reflection of his ambivalence regarding
Zionism but also his dedication to preserving the Seminary tradition
that viewed the graduation and the ordination of Rabbis as a religious
ceremony.”19
But it was more complicated than that, and Ezra Finkelstein acknowledges that fact. Thus, Ezra Finkelstein continues:
But [Chancellor Finkelstein] was also increasingly disenchanted
with the leadership of the Zionist cause both in America and
in Europe. Unlike Henrietta Szold and others, whom he deeply
admired, the new Zionist leadership were not only not religiously
observant, but they were clearly antithetical to religious tradition.
He could not put his trust in such people to be the molders of a
Jewish state that conformed to his spiritual vision. In addition the
increasingly militant nature of Zionism ran counter to his personal
pacifism.
With the end of the Second World War and the emergence of
a serious global commitment to the creation of a Jewish State,
Finkelstein’s hesitancies were perceived as “anti-Zionism.” In reality he had serious misgivings about the creation of the state. He
understood the tension that would necessarily exist between the
religious and non-religious elements within the society. He also
understood the dangers that existed vis-à-vis the larger Arab and
Muslim world within which the state would exist. And his study
of the Rabbinic world of the Second Commonwealth led him to
be pessimistic about the ability of the Jewish community to be
self governing and self sustaining in the world of realpolitik. In
retrospect, it is clear that he, along with many others, underestimated
the resourcefulness and determination of the Zionist leadership and
the people of Israel. He was not alone.
In time, rumors of Chancellor Finkelstein’s antipathy to Zionism, or at
least his lack of passionate endorsement of the cause, took on a life
of their own. He is rumored to have strongly sought to dissuade those
19

A letter by Rabbi Ezra Finkelstein, provided to me by Rabbi Leon Rosenblum. Copy
on file with the author.
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rabbinical students who sought to enter the newly created IDF from doing
so,20 while another commonly discussed “incident” surrounds a moment
“involving an Israeli flag which some of the students had unfurled at the
Seminary and which [Chancellor Finkelstein] ordered removed claiming
that it was the flag of a foreign country.”21 What exactly happened
in each of these instances is undoubtedly subject to debate.22 What
this “oral Torah” seems to indicate, however, is that while there was a
tremendous sense of historical moment surrounding the creation of the
State of Israel on campus in 1948, and understandable excitement, that
excitement seems, however, not to have been shared by the Seminary’s
leadership, Finkelstein in particular, to put things mildly.
The Chancellor, however, as his son notes, “was not alone.” He was
not alone that year, surrounded as he apparently was by a Board of
Directors antipathetic to Zionism.23 Nor was he “alone” in the context
of what happened to Conservative Judaism in the course of time.24

20

21

22

23

24

Rabbi Chinitz also conveyed this story to me, in the name of Rabbi Simcha Kling,
who was also a member of the 1948 class. One wonders, however, whether this
might be an apocryphal rendition of the comment that Finkelstein made to Winer
about “don’t fight me, go fight in Israel.” In one of his many notes to me on the
matter, Chinitz remarked, in reference to Louis Finkelstein’s famed biography of
Rabbi Akiba, “How sad that the biographer of Akiba was so neutral about Jewish
liberty.”
My thanks to Rabbi Gordon Papert for relating this incident, which he heard about
from Rabbi Gershon Winer, z”l. Naomi Cohen ascribes this event to the 1948
Commencement. Winer, apparently, remembered it otherwise.
For a slightly different account of this event, in the context of Finkelstein’s profound
misgivings about Zionism and the emerging State of Israel, cf. Cohen, “Diaspora
Plus Palestine,” p. 164. The incident is also addressed, in very similar terms, in her
The Americanization of Zionism, 1897–1948, Hanover: Brandeis University Press
[published by the University Press of New England], 2003.
One account shared with me, that I have not corroborated sufficiently, claims that
“the story placed Dr. Finkelstein between the Seminary Board, who were members
of Temple Emanuel – and anti-Zionists – and the graduating students, who were
strongly Zionist. They wanted to sing Hatikvah as part of the ordination program,
and he would not permit it, so as not to enrage Judge Simon Rifkin, the Board
President.” For an account of the Seminary’s politics regarding issues of Zion and
the formation of the Jewish State, cf. Cohen, “Diaspora Plus Palestine.”
Note, in fact, that the one student cited by Gershon Winer as having supported
Finkelstein in his demand that the students back down from their request that
Hatikvah be sung was Gerson Cohen, the next Chancellor of the Seminary. That small
fact, when considered alongside the fact that Cyrus Adler, Finkelstein’s predecessor,
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Conservative Judaism and Zionism:
Faint Beginnings Take Root
Chancellor Finkelstein, whatever one may think of his decision(s) in
1948, was not sui generis in Conservative Jewish life when it came
to Zionism. Indeed, the more we look, the more it becomes clear that,
mythology notwithstanding, Zionism (at least in any meaningful sense
of that word that connotes more than support for the State of Israel in
the public realm), is, today, hardly on the agenda of the Conservative
Movement.
Decades after Finkelstein refused to allow the Hatikvah at the Commencement ceremony, the language of Emet Ve-Emunah demonstrated a
profound ambivalence about Israel. We return to the passage cited above,
in greater length:
We rejoice in the existence of Medinat Yisrael [...] in Eretz Yisrael
[...] with its capital of Jerusalem, the Holy City, the City of Peace.
We view this phenomenon not just in political or military terms;
rather, we consider it to be a miracle, reflecting Divine Providence
in human affairs.25
How the authors of the document can speak of “Divine Providence in
human affairs” about events culminating in 1948, just three years after
the chimneys of murder camps across Europe ceased spewing Jews into
the sky, is neither asked nor explained.
But the Committee’s claims about Israel become even more perplexing
in the paragraphs that follow:
From time immemorial, Eretz Yisrael has played a central and vital
role in the life and culture of world Jewry. [...] Throughout the ages,
we have revered, honored, cherished, prayed for, dreamed of, and
sought to settle in Jerusalem and the land of Israel. [...] Wherever
we were permitted, we viewed ourselves as natives or citizens of
the country of our residence and were loyal to our host nation. Our
religion has been land-centered but never land-bound. [...] Indeed,
there have been Jewish communities in the Diaspora from the days

25

was a “non-Zionist,” speaks volumes about the continuity of the tradition to which
this section of the present paper points.
Emet Ve-Emunah, pp. 43–44.
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of the Prophets. The relative importance of the Land of Israel and
the Diaspora fluctuated through the centuries.26
On the level of historical accuracy, the claims are unimpeachable. But
Emet Ve-Emunah has often been accused of being tepid, as devoid of
all passion. The word “miracle” is used, but in a vague theological
sense with no itemization of what is miraculous about what has been
created. There is, in this section, no mention of how the State of Israel
has transformed the self-image of the Jew both in Israel and in the
Diaspora, how it has revitalized Jewish culture in a way that could never
happen where Jews are not the majority culture, how a sovereign Jewish
State, even in the face of all the problems that power brings with it,
has changed the condition of the Jew world over, or how Israeli society
has restored and enriched the Hebrew language in a way that would
have been unimaginable just decades ago. Nor is there any mention of
the Shoah in the entire section on Israel.27 To this reader, at least, the
language feels perfunctory, almost an attempt la-tzeit yedei chovah. It is
not the sort of language that inspires passion for the Zionist enterprise;
nor, of course, is it the sort of language that might get people to wrestle
earnestly with the topic of aliyah.
To be fair, Emet Ve-Emunah does go on to mention aliyah. But again,
aliyah is buried in a long litany of expressions of the Movement’s Zionist
commitments. The Conservative Movement, we are told, has established
a growing number of congregations, a rabbinical school, a kibbutz, a
moshav, a youth movement, schools and adult education program.
26
27

Emet Ve-Emunah, pp. 37–38.
For many Jews, the Shoah and Israel are inexorably connected, if not theologically,
then at least in terms of memory or reminders of the historical necessity for Israel’s
existence. The Conservative Movement had often seemed intent on severing that link.
Thus, the omission of the Shoah from the discussion of Israel in Emet Ve-Emunah,
and interestingly, the omission of Israel from the Seminary’s main memorial to the
Shoah. Cf. Lederhendler, “Ongoing Dialogue,” p. 243: “One cannot help but be
struck by the distinction between this Holocaust memorial and any memorial that
has ever been erected or designed in Israel. No Holocaust memorial in Israel is
complete without a reference either to the heroism of the Jewish resistance during
the war, or to the State of Israel as an embodiment of the spirit of the victims and
an affirmation of the people’s collective will do live – usually both. The Seminary’s
memorial studiously avoids any reference at all to the commonplace Israeli themes
of memory. In its patriotic gratitude to the Allies, in the universalism of its last panel,
it is an American Jewish memorial.”
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Increasing numbers of Conservative rabbis and laypersons have
gone on aliyah, and we encourage and cherish aliyah to Israel as a
value, goal, and mitzvah. Each year, thousands of our teenagers visit
and study in Israel, [...] and thousands of adults visit on pilgrimage
and synagogue tours. [...] Yom Ha-Atzama’ut is observed joyfully
in our congregations.28
The relative placement of these various elements suggests that these
visits are sufficient, that aliyah ranks as about as important as celebrating
Yom Ha-Atzma’ut in synagogue (and we know how peripheral those
celebrations are in many of the American community’s institutions,
synagogues included). Nothing at all in Emet Ve-Emunah suggests that
the existence of the State of Israel mandates a radical re-thinking of
what “home” might mean in our age, Schorsch’s notion of dialectic
notwithstanding. Not that one would expect that Emet Ve-Emunah call
for massive aliyah. But again, the Conservative Movement’s Statement
of Principles seems to deny any sense that Zionism might raise profound
existential questions in the souls of contemporary Jews. What it means
to be a Zionist, what the phenomenon called the State of Israel actually
requires of contemporary Conservative Jews, Emet Ve-Emunah never
tells them. Indeed, the document seems the perfect example of Professor
Rosenak’s above-mentioned claim that too much of Diaspora life has
evinced an “inability or refusal to deal with Israel as a basic religious
datum of contemporary Jewish life.”
When the Movement’s ideological statement finally does get to mentioning Hebrew and the all encompassing nature of Jewish life in Israel,
it does so in the context of decrying the demise of religion in Israel,
a pattern we saw repeated with Schorsch’s “Sacred Cluster.” “We do
not believe that Jewish identity can be replaced by Israeli identity or
the ability to speak Hebrew.”29 Fair enough. But can Jewish identity be
maintained without the ability to speak Hebrew? Does Israel afford an
example of thriving, vibrant Jewish culture that American Judaism can
in no way emulate? No mention of any such issues appears in the pages
of Emet Ve-Emunah.
In more recent years, indications of this ambivalence have continued.
Leaders of the Conservative Movement in Israel have complained bitterly
about insufficient funding for the Movement’s congregational arm in
28
29

Emet Ve-Emunah, pp. 38–39.
Emet Ve-Emunah, p. 39.
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Israel, while the almost complete demise of the Movement’s Kibbutz
Hanaton (certainly in radical contradistinction to the impressive success
of Young Judea’s Kibbutz Keturah, or even the Reform Movement’s
Kibbutz Yahel) is also indication of an effort that was never sufficiently
central in the eyes of the Movement to merit the resources that genuine
success would have required.
However, it is perhaps in the pages of the Rabbinical Assembly’s
official publication, Conservative Judaism, that the absence of any real
engagement with Zionist issues is most obvious. Consider the following
observations about the contents of the journal in the past years. Although
the journal published a special issue on the occasion of the 25th Yahrtzeit
of Rabbi Abraham Joshua Heschel, z’l,30 a special issue on health care,31
and even an issue on theology,32 there has been no special issue on Israel.
Astonishingly, the special issue on theology did not include a single
article on the theological significance of Israel. Further examination
reveals that there was no issue dedicated to the 50th anniversary of the
creation of the State of Israel. Nor was there an issue dedicated to the
signing of the Oslo accords (or even a series of articles on the subject), an
event which at that time was considered one that could have dramatically
altered the course of Israeli history. Noteworthy among the articles that
have been published about Israel in the pages of Conservative Judaism is
the article by Dr. Aryeh Cohen, of the University of Judaism, “Permeable
Boundaries: Zionism, the Diaspora and the Conservative Movement,”
which is essentially an argument for the diminution of the centrality of
Israel in Conservative Jewish ideology.33
This ambivalence is reflected in the Movement’s rabbinical schools as
well. In the curriculum of the rabbinical school of the Jewish Theological
Seminary, the only coursework on Israel or Zionism takes place during
Year III, the year in Israel. (A year in Israel was not required until a
policy change instituted by Chancellor Gerson Cohen, in 1974,34 as part
of Cohen’s ongoing attempt to strengthen the Movement’s relationship
to Israel.35) That, itself, is telling. But particularly since the worsening
30
31
32
33
34
35

Volume L, No. 2–3 (Winter/Spring 1998).
Volume LI, No. 2 (Summer 1999).
Volume LI, No 2 (Winter 1999).
Volume LIV, No. 1 (Fall 2001).
Cf. Lederhendler, “Ongoing Dialogue,” p. 220 and notes ad loc.
In this, Gerson Cohen’s attitude to Israel was much more positive than either that
of his predecessors, Adler and Finkelstein, or his successor, Schorsch. Cf. Paula
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of Israel’s contemporary security situation (and perhaps in light of the
tragic loss of two Seminary students in a bus bombing several years
ago),36 as the Seminary has de facto allowed more and more students
to opt out of the Israel year, even that element of the program has been
undermined,37 and no suitable replacement for the material that would
have been covered in Israel has been devised for those students who
remain in North America.
That attitude is, not surprisingly, then later reflected in the discourse of
these students once they become rabbis. Observers of RavNet, the e-mail
ListServ of Conservative Rabbis, will note that though issues of Israel
appear often in the dialogue between rabbis, these conversations usually
focus on debates regarding Israel’s policies in the current war, Israel’s
treatment of the Palestinians, Israeli Arabs and, very occasionally, the
status of Conservative Judaism in Israel. As a relatively careful reader of
Ravnet (for the purpose of studies such as this), I cannot recall a single
thread about the role of aliyah in Conservative ideology, or a discussion

36
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E. Hyman, “The Unfinished Symphony: The Gerson Cohen Years,” in Tradition
Renewed: A History of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America, New York:
JTSA, 1997, Volume I, esp. pp. 250 ff., and Lederhendler, “Ongoing Dialogue,” esp.
pp. 220 ff.
Matthew Eisenfeld, a rabbinical student at JTS’s Jerusalem campus, was killed, along
with his fiancée, Sara Duker, in a bus bombing on February 25, 1996.
In the 2003–2004 academic year, the Schechter Institute faculty informed me that
there were eight Year III JTS students studying at Schechter, which comprised about
33% of the class. Two other students were enrolled in different Israel programs.
Most of the students who do not come to Israel (the majority) receive a deferral but
not an exemption. However, in 2003–2004, there was only one Year IV student from
JTS studying at Schechter, which says something about the likelihood of students
who receive a “deferral” actually arriving to study in Israel for a year, at least in the
present pattern.
It is worth comparing this with data from HUC. In the 2002–2003 academic year
at HUC, 41 students were in Israel, and 25 were in the States. Dr. David Ellenson,
President of the College, informed me that “all 25 of those students will go to
Israel during their fourth year (2005–2006) or they will not be ordained as rabbis
or invested as cantors. This is a policy that has been affirmed unanimously by the
Board of Governors.” During the 2003–2004 academic year, he informed me, “all
70 entering students are in Israel.” In response to my inquiries in the Fall of 2003,
Rabbi William Lebeau, Dean of the Seminary’s Rabbinical School, informed me that
new steps were being taken to have incoming students sign a commitment that they
will study for a year in Israel, so that Rabbi Lebeau anticipated much larger groups
being at Schechter in the years to come.
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of what it means to be a Zionist when one has taken the existential
decision to continue to live in the United States. The topic simply isn’t a
central one for most Conservative rabbis today.
Interestingly, a recent study of Conservative rabbis and their conceptions of an “ideal rabbinate” showed that the rabbis rated the role of
Zionism in their conception of leadership below that of pastor, Jewish
educator, model of religiosity, spiritual guide, halakhic authority, community builder, visionary and social conscience.38 That “Zionist” ranked
lower than “social conscience” reflects, it seems, the universalism that has
long hindered a more passionate expression of Zionist commitments in
the Movement. When lay leaders were polled, however, about their views
of a rabbi’s ideal leadership, “Zionism” rated even lower. To the above
list of categories that ranked higher than “Zionist,” lay leaders added the
following categories: talmid hakham, worship leader, representative in
the wider Jewish community and scholar.
Thus, it should not surprise us that with the outbreak of hostilities in
Israel in October 2000, the precipitous drop in the numbers of participants
in youth programs and the like in the Conservative Movement much more
closely approximated the dramatic drop in Reform numbers than it did the
change in Orthodox circles.39 Although there are apparently no specific
statistics available, estimates I have been given by staff members of the
Jewish Agency claim that the combined percentages of Orthodox and
Haredi olim comprise almost 98% of American aliyah. The number of
Conservative olim is clearly very small, and of those Conservative Jews
who do come, many are rabbis or Jewish professionals. The number of
38
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Steven M. Cohen, Jeffrey S. Kress, and Aryeh Davidson, “Rating Rabbinic Roles: A
Survey of Conservative Congregational Rabbis and Lay Leaders,” in Conservative
Judaism Magazine, 56: 1 (Fall 2003), pp. 71–89. Cf. esp. pp. 77–79 for a discussion
of the ranking mentioned here.
In the Conservative Movement, the two major summer programs to Israel are Ramah
Seminar and USY Pilgrimage. In 2000, those two programs sent 230 and 650
participants, respectively. In 2002, they sent 72 and 76 participants, respectively.
From a total of 880 participants in 2000, the total dropped to 148 in 2002, a
decrease of 83%. In the Reform Movement, the NFTY Summer Program sent 1,400
participants in 2000, and 10 in 2002, for a drop of 99%. NCSY, by contrast, the
Orthodox community’s main nationwide program, sent 439 teenagers in 2000 and
208 in 2002, a decrease of 52.6%. While 52.6% is undoubtedly a dramatic drop, it
is still much less than the 83% and 99% drops in Conservative and Reform circles,
respectively. My thanks to Dr. Ezra Kapelowitz of the Jewish Agency Education
Department for making the raw data available to me.
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Conservative laypeople who make aliyah is miniscule. And this from
the Movement that represents 33% of the synagogue-affiliated American
Jewish community.40
The picture is, therefore, more complex than the one my fellow
students and I heard at the Seminary almost a quarter of a century ago.
Conservative Judaism has never had an official anti-Zionist period; that
is true. But to deduce from that fact that the Movement is a seriously
Zionist one would be, I suggest, a mistake. Zionism, even the question
of what Zionism can mean for those committed to living their lives in
America, is simply not on the agenda of the Movement. The historical
picture has been well documented by a number of historians, several
of whom we have cited. But even if the early political and institutional
issues have now been laid bare, the question that must now be asked is
whether there is anything about the Conservative Movement’s religious
worldview that makes the sustaining of Zionist commitment difficult.
Here, the work of Professor Rosenak proves immeasurably instructive,
and suggests, I believe, that a full appreciation of the Movement’s tepid
Zionist commitments cannot be fully understood without an examination
of what has happened to its halakhic underpinnings, as well.

Conservative Judaism and Zionism:
Creating Communities of “Ultimate Concerns”
As Professor Rosenak envisions the Jewish communities of the future,
communities characterized by both passion and tolerance, he asks whether
“most Jews today live in communities that can confirm Jewish culture
and education, and that can bring people to conform to standards and
obligations.”41 Not surprisingly, he concludes that they do not. What
communities need, he asserts, is an “agenda.” He then spells out what
such an agenda entails:
Traditionally, when people spoke of “the community,” they meant
40
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This is the figure provided by the 2000 NJPS. The 1990 NJPS figure for Conservative
Judaism was 38%, indicating a drop in the percentage of American Jews describing
themselves as Conservative. Reform has risen proportionally in the same time period.
“Educated Jews: Common Elements” [hereinafter “Educated Jews”] in Seymour
Fox, Israel Scheffler and Daniel Marom, Visions of Jewish Education, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003, p. 190.
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a normative cultural and religious agenda. The agenda meant
common practices and purposes. [...] Although for a small section
of the Jewish people community remains the blatant social and
existential reality, today that blatancy is exactly what alienates
others. The concepts of identity, authority, and “agenda” [...] are
unacceptable to all who see themselves as living consciously in the
modern world.42
But how does one create a community with an “agenda”? I would suggest,
even though Professor Rosenak does not stress this element in his paper
on “Educated Jews,” that a critical dimension both in his thought and
in the reality of today’s communities is that of praxis. Rosenak alludes
to the centrality of praxis in his reference (above) to communities that
“bring people to conform to standards and obligations,” when he refers
to a “normative cultural and religious agenda” (also above), and in his
distinction between language and literature,43 with regard to which he
suggests that “two or three centuries ago [...] almost all Jews considered
the halakhic principle to be fundamental to Jewish language (that is,
there could be no Judaism without it), and looked upon the minutiae of
Jewish sacred literature, in practice indistinguishable from the language
itself.”44
Yet while Professor Rosenak does not explicitly tie his work on
Zionism with what he has written about normativity and praxis, I would
like to combine though two elements of his thought. Without praxis, I
now suggest, it is virtually impossible to imagine the creation of Jewish
communities with an agenda. And without an agenda, it is difficult
to create communities driven by ideology, and without ideology, in
today’s settings, it is difficult to imagine Jewish communities particularly
committed to Zionism.45 Thus, counterintuitive though it may seem,
42
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“Educated Jews,” p. 190.
Cf., e.g., Michael Rosenak, Roads to the Palace: Jewish Texts and Teaching,
Providence and Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1995, pp. xiv–xv, 19–22, 245–257, inter
alia. For one of his discussions of praxis and identity formation, cf. “Jewish
Law and Human Nature: Educational Models,” in Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge:
Conversations with the Torah, Boulder, Col.: Westview Press, 2001, pp. 137–153. See
also “Norms Despite Modernity: Explicit Educational Theology,” in Commandments
and Concerns: Jewish Religious Education in Secular Society, Philadelphia: Jewish
Publication Society, 1987, pp. 129–150.
“Educated Jews,” p. 180.
The resurgence of anti-Semitism in Europe, and even more minor events such as
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my claim here is that without praxis at their core, American Jewish
communities simply cannot engender a commitment to Zionism. For
the Conservative Movement, then, the introduction of Zionism as a
critical element of its religious culture, or the making of Israel into a
“basic religious datum,” will require more than a dramatic shift in the
leadership we have described above, but in addition, will require an
engagement with the world of traditional Jewish praxis that has long
eluded Conservative Jewish communities.
Why is that? The absence of a communal praxis that also permeates
the lives of its adherents, I believe, prevents the creation of communities
with what Rosenak calls “ultimate concerns,” communities built around
that which is “important, engaging, ‘deep’ [and] specifically in the
idiom [...] of Judaism.”46 To the extent that most liberal American
Jewish communities do have “ultimate concerns,” those concerns tend
to be those corroborated by the larger American culture in which they
are situated. But these concerns generally do not achieve significant
communal status when they cut against the grain of general American
sentiment; commitment to the State of Israel in a way that transcends
passive advocacy is a case in point.
Again, though, we must ask “why.” Why is praxis so critical in the
creation of communities with these sorts of “ultimate concerns”? In the
pages that follow, I would like to offer four preliminary suggestions.
I will suggest that praxis, for Jewish communities, has created, among
many other influences: (1) a profound and ongoing historical awareness,
(2) a sense that profound Jewish living is, in part, about a limit on the
self, (3) a countercultural thrust to Jewish life and a separateness from the
prevailing cultural modes in society, and finally, (4) an attachment to Zion,
the result of which has been a set of “ultimate concerns” that explains the
presence of profound Zionism in the Orthodox (read “praxis-imbued”)
community, and its absence in other Jewish communities.

46

the appearance of Mel Gibson’s film, The Passion of Christ, do have the capacity
to arouse a base sense of vulnerability, leading to a sense of shared mission that
Soloveitchik would have called berit goral, or a “covenant of destiny.” But this is
not enough, I believe; the educational agenda has to be to produce communities that
share an agenda even in less threatening times, and for that, I am arguing, “praxis”
has to be a central element of the community’s educational stratagem and of its
“language and literature.”
“Educated Jews,” p. 186.
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Let us take these claims in order. How might Jewish traditional
praxis47 contribute to a sense of historical awareness? Quite simply,
much of Jewish ritual preserves and transmits a sense of immediacy
surrounding events that in point of fact took place long ago, many of
which were, obviously, pivotal in the life of the Jewish community in
Zion. By virtue of their observance of these rituals, contemporary Jews
thus continue to “live” those ancient events, and along with them, a
sense of connection with and commitment to the larger “concerns” those
events addressed.
A young child who attends synagogue with her parents on a regular
basis usually experiences the synagogue as a place of joy, of song, of
comfort. It is, by and large, a locus of celebration, a place where Jewish
life thrives. If this child is raised in a traditional community, however,
the day will eventually come when she comes to synagogue, not on a
Shabbat, and sees her parents sitting not in their chairs, but on the floor.
Instead of joy, the synagogue is permeated by a sense of sadness. If she
asks, she’ll also learn that her parents are not eating or drinking on that
day. They are not wearing leather. Something, she will deduce, is clearly
“wrong.” And if she asks the “why” that so much of Jewish rituals tries
to evoke from children, she will be told what Tisha B’Av symbolizes,
what happened to the Temple in Jerusalem in both 586 BCE and in 70
CE. Soon, she will deduce that her parents, indeed everyone that she can
see in her community, feel a connection to a place perhaps far away from
her current home, a place that even this many years later can bring an
entire community to a state of mourning.
From everything that we know about the formation of religious and
communal identity, and from all the anecdotal evidence about the effectiveness of informal education, we know that this sort of encounter is
infinitely more powerful than anything that she might be taught in a more
frontal manner as she grows older. Yet without ritual, even ritual that
seems to defy or deny the “reality” of a rebuilt Jerusalem, this evocative
moment would never have occurred.
With time, of course, children who are raised in these environments
47

I am purposely steering clear of the term halakhah, though that is obviously in large
measure what is intended here. The reason for this choice in nomenclature is to
make clear that what is at stake is not the theological question that usually surrounds
inter-movement discussions of halakhah, but a different sort of impact (as opposed
to theological significance) that praxis (even if it usually is halakhic practice) has on
the community.
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experience infinitely more. Minor fast days, such as the Tenth of Tevet or
the Seventeenth of Tammuz contribute to the amalgam, as do the “Three
Weeks” of subdued mourning between the Seventeenth of Tammuz and
the Ninth of Av.
And the list goes on. Even practices such as using salt with motzi, or
the custom of removing knives from the table when reciting the Grace
After Meals (both practices evoking the Temple cult, obviously located
in Jerusalem), all evoke a recollection of a very different time and place,
a place which happens to be Zion.
Though these examples barely scratch the surface of the list that
could be gathered, the point should be clear. The chief motivating factor
for many Jews’ observance of traditional Jewish practice may well be
theological, or even sociological, but the resultant historical sensibilities
are undeniable. So, too, are the implications for identity formation. For
Jews shaped by the world of Jewish praxis, it seems natural, indeed
unavoidable, that we live not only in the present, but in the distant past as
well. And much of that distant past focuses on events that took place in
Zion. Much of that distant past comes to shape how we feel and what we
express, even if we are thousands of miles away from Zion. The world
of Jewish praxis communicates a sense that we live not only in the here
and now, but in the “there and then,” no less. Given where that “there
and then” was centered, I suggest, a likelihood of commitment to Eretz
Yisrael and Medinat Yisrael flows naturally.
Another way of articulating this point relies on Charles Taylor’s
notion of “inescapable horizons.” In his critique of contemporary moral
relativism, Taylor argues that “when we come to understand what it is
to define ourselves, to determine in what our originality consists, we see
that we have to take as background some sense of what is significant.
Defining myself means finding what is significant in my difference from
others.”48 And history, Taylor argues, is critical in this self-definition, in
this process of defining the “horizons” against which the significance of
my “self” emerges:
The agent seeking significance in life, trying to define him- or herself meaningfully, has to exist in a horizon of important questions.
That is what is self-defeating in modes of contemporary culture
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Charles Taylor, The Ethics of Authenticity, Cambridge and London: Harvard University Press, 1991, pp. 35–36.
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that concentrate on self-fulfillment in opposition to the demands
of society, or nature, which shut out history and the bonds of
solidarity. [...] Only if I exist in a world in which history, or the
demands of nature, or the needs of my fellow human beings, or the
duties of citizenship, or the call of God, or something else of this
order matters crucially, can I define an identity for myself that is
not trivial.49
The Conservative Movement’s focus on intellectual acuity and theological honesty have been among its most laudable and valuable contributions
to contemporary discourse. But that very intellectual acuity has also made
arguments for the ongoing significance of traditional Jewish praxis much
more difficult to sustain, and not surprisingly, the elements of praxis
discussed above are thus present in the lives of only a small minority of
those who identify themselves as Conservative Jews.
For some, that absence of praxis may be a troubling theological
issue. That is not our concern here. In this setting, my claim is that the
diminution of the centrality of praxis also erodes the historical sensibility
at the core of Jewish life, and that erosion, in turn, dramatically weakens
what has been one of the lynchpins tying that traditional Jew to Zion.
The second major byproduct of a life in which Jewish praxis plays a
central role has nothing to do with history. It has to do, rather, with a limit
on the autonomy of the self. In an American culture in which commitment
to and service of the self has become paramount, the implicit claim of
Jewish praxis that it is not the self, but, rather, a larger “ultimate concern”
(to borrow a phrase from Paul Tillich)50 that governs the decision-making
of the Jew, is a potentially profound influence on that person’s priorities.
Most discussions of halakhah in Conservative circles focus on issues
of theology, or authority and autonomy in light of reconsidered claims
about revelation. Those issues are critical. But discussions limited to
classic theology when considering the ideal role for praxis in the life
of the Movement ignore the critical fact that a life centered on Jewish
praxis communicates in an ongoing way that satisfaction of the “self”
cannot be the central pillar of a life meaningfully lived.
How so? What the Jewish tradition does, quite simply, is to take those
matters that in general Western culture are considered exclusively matters
of personal taste and preference, and turns them into arenas in which
49
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personal autonomy is distinctly limited. Food, time, money, sexuality
and the use of language are among the most common examples. Many
other dimensions of human existence, from the most intimate to the most
banal, are given contour by the Jewish tradition.
This dimension of Jewish life is further illuminated by the notion of
“language” which lies at the core of much of Professor Rosenak’s work.
By and large, those communities that are the most committed to Jewish
praxis are also the most engaged in Jewish textual learning.51 And textual
learning, too, focuses the learner on limitations on our autonomy, the
very autonomy which contemporary culture celebrates and encourages.
For in the “Jewish bookshelf,” the classic, pre-modern canon of Jewish
literary life, it is difficult to locate a single text which does not assume
praxis as a central pillar of Jewish community and living. Even those
texts that are not explicitly about praxis assume it. The radical difference
between the newfound engagement with Kabbalah today and Kabbalists
of old is that the traditional Kabbalists could not have imagined a Jewish
religious life without the rigors of praxis at its core. For the post-modern
newcomers to Kabbalah, Kabbalah is a replacement for traditional praxis.
That, quite clearly, was not the “original intent” of those texts.
The implications of this limitation on the self for Zionist engagement
are obvious. For the vast majority of Jews who choose to move to
Israel, that decision involves some (relative) hardship. The hardship is
financial, in part, but extends to the fact that such olim remain immigrants
for the rest of their lives, conduct their affairs in a language which is not
naturally theirs, leave their families, accept a level of personal risk that
may be higher than elsewhere, and more. A move such as this only makes
intellectual sense if one’s worldview is not predicated on the notion that
the betterment of one’s self ought to lie at the core of one’s priorities.
Though it is difficult to imagine what would constitute a “proof” of
such a thesis, it is my assertion that part of the reason for the Orthodox
community’s success in sending many students, even from middle class
51
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families, to Israel, and often doing so in times when other communities
shield their children (and themselves) from the perceived dangers of life
in Israel, stems from the message of Jewish praxis that it is not their
own desires that have the ultimate call on them. Their religious and
national heritage, this praxis has trained them to understand, has the
capacity to make demands on them. After all, throughout their life, their
commitment to praxis communicates to them that their money, their time,
their food, their sexual selves, their choice of clothing and much more
are not entirely “theirs.” Something much larger, some other “ultimate
concern,” is at play in Jewish life, they have been taught. The reality of
life in Israel and the perceptions of Israel abroad make serious Zionist
engagement much more difficult for those who have not internalized this
notion.
The third byproduct of a life centered around Jewish praxis is the
notion that Jewish life is, by definition, somewhat countercultural. This
notion has, of course, been long recognized. The British poet and
critic, Matthew Arnold (1822–1888), once remarked that the purpose
of Greek philosophy was to make the Greek comfortable in Athens,
while the Hebrew prophet sought to make the Jew uncomfortable even
in Jerusalem. Much earlier, the midrash made a similar point about
Judaism and standing “outside the mainstream.” Referring to the first
time that Abraham was called a “Hebrew,”52 it makes a play on the
meaning of the word ivri, related at least by sound to the Hebrew word
ever, leading the midrash to suggest that “Abraham was on one side of
the river, and the rest of the world was on the other.”53 To the extent
that contemporary Jews see themselves as outside the mainstream, or
moreover, to the extent that contemporary Jews see their raison d’être
as being outside the mainstream, as representing a moral and cultural
call that intentionally differs from the larger culture in which they are
situated, a tie – at least emotional, and perhaps ultimately physical –
to a land far away is a much more plausible and natural dimension of
religious life.
Ismar Schorsch would have us believe that for contemporary Conservative Judaism, that sense of dislocation, that “dialectic between
homeland and exile” continues. Would that it were so, for that sort of
dialectic is precisely what would be required to make of Israel and
52
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Zionism what Rosenak calls a “basic religious datum of contemporary
Jewish life.” But, sadly, precisely the opposite trend is afoot in American
Jewry. The majority of American Jews do not visit Israel. Among
synagogue-affiliated Conservative Jews, only half do.54 But that fact
is but a statistical indicator of a larger cultural trend, one which I
believe is reflected in positions such as the following passage by Jeffrey
Rubin-Dorsky:
To sum up my argument: America satisfies the major requirements
for a Jewish homeland as articulated by early and visionary Zionists
such as Herzl. In America, Jews live within, and help to create,
a tolerant and peaceful society, marked by pluralism, choice, and
diversity. In America, Jews have private personal lives (of which
they are not ashamed) and, when desired, political ones as well, with
connection and commitment to country and community (sometimes
troubled, to be sure). In America, liberal Jews tend to believe that
Judaism has survived into our own time because it has adjusted
to change and circumstance, not because it has remained frozen
in the past. In America, Jews not only regard, but emphasize,
difference among our own kind; that is, in America Jews live
openly as Jews in whatever way they wish and acknowledge
each other as Jews without bias or hostility. In America, Jews
have choices among forms of Judaism, and accept Orthodoxy as
legitimate religious expression, but so, also, Reform, Conservative,
and Reconstructionist Judaism (and other variants as well). In
America, Jews have the luxury of seeking definition – and the
luxury of ambivalence, if we desire it – because we do not live
under the distorting pressures of historical exigency: we are at
“war” with no one, not even our sometimes contradictory selves.
Moreover, in America Jewishness has, and continues to be, a
strong and vital component of the mix of races and ethnicities that
compose this extraordinarily multicultural nation.
54
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Therefore, the authentic condition of contemporary or postmodern
American Jews is freedom – not an unlimited, unrestrictive freedom, to be sure, but the freedom to create themselves as Jews –
precisely the kind of freedom that a myopic Zionist like Golda
Meir thought impossible to attain anywhere but in Israel.55
Golda Meir may or may not have been myopic. But for a Jew for whom
traditional Jewish praxis is key, the sort of comfort that Rubin-Dorsky
discusses is much more difficult to achieve outside the Land of Israel.
A full discussion of how this countercultural element works in Jewish
life is clearly beyond the scope of this paper. But several elements can
be cited. For traditional Jews, the thrice-daily obligation for worship is
a critical and defining element of their waking hours. But during these
ritualized moments, regardless of where the individual finds himself or
herself, an ever-present “need” to locate East (the direction of Jerusalem
for most westerners) is an omnipresent reminder of a gravitational
force that no mere words can convey. Rubin-Dorsky’s sense of at
“at-home-ness” in America is undermined by the simple physicality of
tradition praxis.
Similarly, the tradition’s stipulation that a person living in Israel must
affix a mezuzah the day that he moves into his home, but that in
the Diaspora, such a person has fully 30 days before the mezuzah is
required,56 speaks volumes about where the tradition sees permanence
as possible, and which places it sees as necessarily ephemeral. Again, a
subtle but potent claim about what is home, and what is not.
Those stipulations, coupled with limitations on dress (or many other
practices related to personal modesty) that make current fads sometimes
beyond the pale of acceptable practice in traditional communities, reinforce the notion that Jewish commitment requires, at times, an ability to
withstand larger societal pressures and currents.
But Conservative Judaism has evinced, if anything, an inability to
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withstand pervasive cultural trends. There are those who would argue
that the current engagement with the issue of homosexuality, in the face
of clear halakhic prohibitions, is an example of this. But that argument
is weakened by the powerful moral issues at stake. A better example, in
which critical moral issues are not at stake, is that well known and now
classic “driving responsum.”
Even in the face of extraordinary halakhic problems, the Movement
essentially permitted driving on Shabbat due to the new reality of Jews
and suburbia. But the responsum, which we cannot discuss here in detail,
did more than tell people they could drive because of the unavoidable
reality of suburbia; it actually told them that driving was halakhically
permissible. Yet to a sophisticated audience, even if not halakhically
schooled in the classic sense, a claim that driving on Shabbat was
“permissible” while the Movement continued to argue that the use of
fire at home remained forbidden due to the general prohibition on fire
during Shabbat, communicated, I believe, that the overarching principle
in question was the need of the Movement to accommodate itself to the
reality of American suburban life. The emerging ethic concerned more
than driving – it articulated a sense that what contemporary life could
not bear, the Movement would first accommodate and then legitimate.
That is a dramatic contrast to the consistent (some might say relentless)
insistence within Orthodox circles on remaining outside the mainstream.
In ways numerous and varied, traditional Jewish praxis does embody
a countercultural ethic, an ethic, I believe, which makes attachment to
Zion all the more natural by making Rubin-Dorsky’s worldview appear
too facile.
Fourth, and finally, the world of traditional Jewish praxis fosters an
attachment to Zion simply by virtue of its virtually incessant mentioning
of Zion, in word and in deed. Though the amidah, the central pillar of
the Jewish liturgy, covers a wide array of subjects, Zion is never far from
the consciousness of the worshipper. The amidah contains a petition that
God “sound a great shofar for our freedom” and that this freedom result
in our being “gathered together from the four corners of the earth.” To
where? The intent is so obvious that the prayer need not say. Shortly
thereafter, the amidah continues with “And may You return speedily to
Jerusalem and dwell there as You have promised.” The conclusion, just
a few words later, praises God, the “builder of Jerusalem.” And again,
just paragraphs later, “May our eyes see Your return to Zion in mercy.
Praised be You, Lord, who restores His presence to Zion.”
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Nor do just the explicit mentions of Zion or Jerusalem make this
point. The supplication that God restore our judges as they once were
implicitly reminds the reader of where those judges were when they
judged ancient Israel. Similarly, the prayer for agricultural bounty varies
with the seasons not where the Jew reciting the prayer resides, but the
seasons in Israel. The wording recited during the summer is the wording
recited everywhere, during the summer in Israel. Even those worshipping
in South America or Australia in what for them is the dead of winter,
recite the formula for the summer, for their winter months are summer
in Zion, and the effect of the prayer (one dare not say “purpose,” as
it is highly unlikely that the rabbis gave much consideration to Jews
living south of the equator) is to remind Jews living in radically different
seasons that even when it is winter for them, it is summer for Jews
everywhere, including them.
Birkat Ha-Mazon, the Grace After Meals, which seemingly ought to
have no particular geographic grounding, and which presumably could
be recited in New Jersey over bread made from grain grown in Idaho,
similarly has Zion as its focus. It contains both a blessing giving thanks
“for the Land, and for food,” the Land being one obvious specific place,
and an even more explicit statement of gratitude to God, “who [re]builds,
with mercy, Jerusalem.”
We have already mentioned the evocative power of requiring the
worshipper to locate her/himself relative to Jerusalem for each and every
service, whether alone or in a group, and the way in which that seemingly
simple requirement creates an ongoing reminder that the Jew’s existential
home is, potentially, very far away from where she/he currently lives.
While the list of both prayers and rituals that make this point could easily
be expanded, these suffice to make the point. To paraphrase Matthew
Arnold, the traditional liturgy and its accompanying rituals seem to have
been designed, intentionally or otherwise, to remind the Jew virtually
everywhere in the world that she/he may live outside of Zion, but she is
not at home there.
And yet, whom does this message manage to permeate? This sort of
influence is difficult to measure, but it stands to reason that it would
have a much more profound effect on those for whom the words and
the rituals of the liturgy are a matter of daily fare. And because of this,
as well, it should not surprise us that for the traditional elements of the
community, for whom this liturgy is regularly recited, a connection to
Zion becomes more than a theoretical commitment. It is transformed
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into a “basic religious datum” that receives expression in a variety of
observable manners.

Conservative Judaism and Zionism:
Some Concluding Thoughts
It would be facile to suggest that the attachment to Israel that is so evident
in the American Orthodox community is a result exclusively of these
four praxis-related influences. The picture is undoubtedly much more
complex and nuanced, and has to do with the general political tendencies
of American Orthodoxy, the sorts of dispositions that draw people to
Orthodoxy in the first place, the educational mentors and messages to
whom and to which Orthodox students are exposed throughout their
formative years, and much more.
Nor can we ignore the fact that it was not traditional Jews, but rather
secular Jews, who, by and large, created the Zionist movement and
built the yishuv and the State. The reasons for Orthodoxy’s resistance
to Zionism are well known, and are far beyond the scope of our
discussion. Today, however, the State exists. Today, the ideological
backbone (for better and for worse) of Zionism is largely among the
religiously traditional. And in the United States, it is in Orthodoxy
that one sees powerful and ongoing commitments to Zionism, while in
Conservative Judaism, the Movement that prides itself on never having
had a non-Zionist phase, that support is much more tepid, at best.
Traditional Jewish praxis cannot be ignored as a powerful source of
Zionist awareness and yearning, and even if the roots of Conservative
Judaism’s ambivalence about Israel and Zionism had their roots in other
domains such as the Movement’s leadership, the Movement’s abiding
inability to make Israel the object of passion than it is in more traditional
movements is due at least in large measure to the absence of the regular
engagement with praxis that one finds in more traditional communities.
The era of effortless transmission of Zionism’s early mythologies is
over. The myths on which many of us were raised, myths about Jews
who made the desert bloom, who relentlessly sought nothing but peace,
who welcomed all Jews regardless of color with open arms have all died,
or have been radically transformed. All of this makes passionate Zionist
education even more difficult than it was just a few decades ago. And,
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of course, in a community as comfortable as American Jews are, it was
never easy to begin with.
Thus, if the Conservative Movement is serious about engendering a
serious Zionist agenda, this paper has argued, it will have to acknowledge
the linkage between the commitment to praxis that it has long articulated
but never succeeded in inculcating in its laity. The many challenges that
the Movement faces are interrelated.
Ismar Schorsch is wrong when he says that dialectic, or cognitive
dissonance, powerfully colors the religious and spiritual life of today’s
Conservative Jew. It does not. But he is certainly correct that it should.
What the Conservative Movement has yet to acknowledge is that it may
well be impossible to preserve that dissonance without praxis at the core
of Conservative religious life in a way that is infinitely more omnipresent
than it is today.
This is not to suggest that Conservative Judaism needs to become
Orthodoxy. That would serve no purpose whatsoever. Some of the
central characteristics of Conservative Jewish thought, such as historical
consciousness in the study of text, an unapologetic theological openness,
a renewed understanding of this halakhic process and many others
have enriched contemporary Jewish life and could well continue to
do so. But this intellectual openness comes with costs, costs that also
have implications for the Zionist convictions and commitments of the
Movement.
The critical challenge facing the Conservative Movement on this front
is not to become Orthodox, but rather to retain the elements that make
it a unique contribution to contemporary American Jewish life and,
at the same time, to foster the re-engagement with praxis that it has
always said it sought (and wished to “Conserve”) so that the Zionist
commitments which this praxis communicates might truly become, for
today’s adherents of the Movement what Professor Rosenak so adroitly
calls an “agenda” and a “basic religious datum.”

The Role of the Historian in Jewish Education
Alick Isaacs

In this paper I shall consider the role of the Historian in Jewish education.
The substance of my discussion is not descriptive as much as it is
theoretical. What I mean by that is that the focus of my interest is not
the educational work of Jewish historians such as Ben-Zion Dinur, Jacob
Katz and the many others who have dedicated a great deal of their
time and expertise to building and writing curricula for the teaching of
history. Instead my concern is with the implications of the epistemological
question – Why is history educational? – for the disciplines of history
and Jewish education alike.
In considering this question we need to analyze what history actually
is. In so doing we must consider whether the “truth” claims of history as
a scientific discipline – committed to the objective representation of the
past and seemingly impervious to the demands that the present makes on
our readings of the past – are sufficiently malleable and flexible to make
room for a theory of history that incorporates a philosophy of education.
The prevalent responses to this suggestion on the part of historians and
educators alike have been emphatically negative. Generally speaking, we
do not think of the truth claims on which history purports to base itself
as flexible and we tend to think of educational values as extraneous to
the formative processes applied in the discovery of historical knowledge.
History may be used for the purposes of education, but in and of itself,
interpreting the past is not usually thought of as an educational endeavor.
Yosef Chaim Yerushalmi has made this argument most famously in his
extremely influential book, Zakhor.1 In Zakhor, Yerushalmi distinguished
between history and memory, arguing that the two have been irrevocably
driven asunder by the modern condition. In his view, history, unlike
memory, is predicated upon a sense of rupture with the past. Indeed,
1

Y. H. Yerushalmi, Zakhor, Jewish History and Jewish Memory, Seattle: University
of Washington Press, 1982.
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modern historiography has been a skeptic’s discipline and has made
extensive use of a “hermeneutic of suspicion.” What this means is that
historians have sought to recover the truth about the past from primary
sources, while they are ever wary never to trust them completely. An
essentially philological method of critical historical inquiry has been
evolved to provide criteria for the selection and verification of source
material. According to this model, historians construct their narratives
piece by piece like mosaics, relying wherever possible upon these
methodically chosen fragments of testimony alone. Yerushalmi argues
that, perhaps regrettably, the scientific method reflects an ambivalence
that has ruptured our capacity for experiencing the past while evoking
a sense of identity and continuity, which Halbwachs called collective
memory.2
In his chapter entitled “Modern Dilemmas,” Yerushalmi articulated
his discomfort with his own ambivalence about the past. He admits, “I
live within the ironic awareness that the very mode in which I delve
into the Jewish past represents a decisive break with that past.” Later he
expands this into a broader claim that, “The modern effort to reconstruct
the Jewish past begins at a time that witnesses a sharp break in the
continuity of Jewish living and hence also an ever-growing decay of
Jewish group memory.”3 In this passage Yerushalmi has identified what
we might well call an educational problem. However, as a matter of
principle, Yerushalmi insists that the historian offer no solution to it. To
his mind the historian’s vocation, at least from an educational point of
view, is a tragic one. The historian’s scientific integrity precludes his
addressing the very questions that his work provokes. In Yerushalmi’s
view, “Modern history must stand in sharp opposition to its subject matter
if it is to be taken seriously.” The historian is no “physician of memory”4
– to Yerushalmi he “seems at best a pathologist, hardly a physician.”
Another outspoken proponent of this position was Jacob Katz. In
his last book, published posthumously, Katz argued that the failure
of historians to maintain their position of leadership in society was
2
3
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first caused by the rise of public suspicion as to the purity of their
claims to objectivity.5 Under attack, the historians backed down and
virtually disappeared from the public arena. They often neglected the
literary clarity of their writing, turning away from historical narrative
and towards the technicalities of deciphering manuscripts. Thus, certain
historians deliberately embraced dry and technical rhetoric, accessible
to professional colleagues alone. In particular, Katz identified at the
forefront of the offensive field, the French historian-philosopher, Michel
Foucault.6 Foucault and Jacques Derrida provided the tools and context
for historical theorists like Hayden White to re-describe works of history
in literary terms. According to White, a historical account of the past – like
any other story – is inevitably organized by the historian into a narrative
structure. Once the significance of the author/historian’s contribution to
the structure of the narrative is recognized, the claim that the past can
be faithfully represented is lost. For Katz, this approach belittled the
historical discipline and discredited its many great achievements.
To summarize the kind of position that Katz and Yerushalmi took,
we might say that the educational quality of history rests upon its
empirical claims to tell the truth about the past, “as it really happened”
(to paraphrase Von Ranke). And so, while history may be used for the
purposes of education by virtue of its being “true,” educational concerns
cannot be allowed to contaminate the deductive process of historical
research itself. I would like to maintain that – despite the objections of
Katz, Yerushalmi and others – the notion of objective historical truth has
been convincingly discredited by its critics. Moreover, and perhaps more
importantly for our discussion, I would like to argue that the notion of
positivist historiography is itself educationally undesirable, as it demands
the sacrifice of “relevance” at the altar of “authenticity.”
Among historians, authenticity has been associated in theory with
scientific objectivity. However, the authenticity of objectivity has been
controversial for many years. Persistent commitment to objectivity has
essentially reflected the desire to attach to historical scholarship, wherever
possible, the standards of authentication required in the natural sciences.
This approach is what we mean by positivism. From the outset the
5
6
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difficulties of objectivity were recognized and a collaborative model was
introduced to compensate for them. Each individual historical account
was thought of as a single lamp shining on a piece of the past, while only
the sum of these accounts was supposed to produce an objective picture
of the whole.
To my mind, the real problem of objectivity emerges when one begins
to consider the criteria that were used by the positivist historians in the
selection of sources for interpretation. These criteria were unwittingly
embedded in the widespread and highly subjective faith which modern
humanity has in the universal validity of contemporary knowledge. For
example, Wilhelm Dilthey thought of “autobiography” as “the root of
all historical comprehension.”7 In his view, the perceptions of reality
produced by contemporary science, equipped the modern historian with
the faculties of judgment that empowered him or her to distinguish
between what could and could not be true about the past. Thus, literary
sources were sliced up. The “credible” portions were those selected for
verification and cross-referencing, while the descriptions of two headed
monsters, gnomes, elves, angels, temptresses and devils, all organic to
the literature of the past, were sifted out and called folklore or fiction. The
impression of the past cast by this mould was all too familiar. Modern
skepticism left little room for surprise and thus the heroes and the
villains of history were the elite, the ruling classes and the exceptional,
with whom the enlightened scholars and their readers were most readily
able to identify.
Thus, we can say, it was not the critiques leveled by Foucault that
set historiography into retreat. Ultimately, it was the recognition that
subjective modern values were being used as a yardstick to define the
limits of historical probability that inhibited generation after generation
of historians. In this way, the continued quest for objectivity led to an
equation of authenticity with impersonality and hence with irrelevance.
The solution to this problem has come from within the field of history
itself where historians have inevitably come up against the limitations of
equating knowledge with evidence. For political reasons historians have
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become sensitive to the fragmentary picture of the past, which the sum
of all documentation offers. We now insist that historical scholarship
somehow address those sections of society underrepresented in the
written records of their time. Contemporary society has come to demand
a more comprehensive representation of the role which women, children,
poor people and so on have played in humanity’s evolution. History thus
becomes a self-conscious investigation into what we subjectively want
to know about our own past, as much as it is a reflection of what the
sources are able to tell. Instead of accumulating reliable evidence at the
pole of familiarity, historical insight was now to be found in the quest
for the unfamiliar.
It is in the search for “otherness” that historians now make purposeful
use of literary, sociological, anthropological and psychoanalytical theories to open up our understanding of the unfamiliar phenomena recorded
in primary sources. To illustrate the validity of this approach, one may
point to the strange behavior that Johan Huizinga discovered in the ritual
of the 14th century in which he saw “the child-like workings of the
medieval mind.”8 In lieu of Huizinga’s metaphor, we may compare the
historians who judged the reliability of their sources to parents who
stubbornly insist that their children’s imaginary friends do not exist. It’s
not that these parents are wrong – they simply do not understand. They
stand to miss out on so much of what can be learned about the world of
the nursery from the child’s point of view because they impose upon it
their own standards of truth about reality.
New areas of interest have thus forced historians to enter into dialogue
with their sources and to reconsider what it means to evaluate their
validity. While sources according to the positivist notion were evidence
of facts they can now be thought of as windows into the experience of
others. As the historians of the French Annales School claimed, historical
scholarship ultimately depends on our ability to travel beyond our own
experience of what is true and reconstruct the mentality of those whose
perceptions of reality were quite different from our own.
In other words, the critiques of objectivity have led to the redirection
of the “hermeneutic of suspicion” back on us. Instead of reading our
sources critically while interpreting them without inhibition, we must
8
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now question our own capacity to decipher the meanings of the words that
they contain. Thus, we may say that behind the question of objectivity, the
undermining of modern assumptions about the transparency of language
challenges the authenticity of history.
Theoretically, as long as words are perceived as signs that simply point
outwards and away from themselves, quality of expression only affects
the clarity and the precision with which the tools of language are used
to point the way to external reality. The reality itself is never affected
by the success or failure of language to capture it. However, in certain
disciplines such as literary theory, this notion hardly stands up. Theorists
in those disciplines can hardly help acknowledging the creative power
of what is called “creative writing.”
De Saussure argues, in his Course in General Linguistics, “that in
language there are only differences without positive terms.”9 In other
words, de Saussure challenges the idea that language is simply a series
of names for things that exist outside of it. When we use one word,
it draws its meaning, according to de Saussure, from the difference
between the chosen word and another. This is the theory of the exclusive
self-reference of language upon which social anthropologists capitalize
when they “learn” from the variety of names for snow used by the
Eskimos or from the many Hebrew words for harvesting.
Thus considered, the constructive effect of language is omnipresent. It
touches every utterance and text. It shapes every interaction with reality
experienced or conveyed. Language construction is as independent from
reality as the morning’s description is from the dream of the night before.
Like the dream itself, non-linguistic experience disappears before it is
ever seen. Language plays an integral role in experience, informing our
ability to notice and discern what we see, hear and feel. Compare, for
example, a walk in the country with a companion who knows the names
of the flowers to that same walk with a friend who does not.
The more extreme deconstructors of language deny the existence of
objective reality. A more moderate view, such as that of Hans Georg
Gadamer, acknowledges the creative effect of language on comprehension, while at the same time reifying the descriptive and communicative
quality of words. Here a combination of suspicion and trust comes into
play. On the one hand, we put our faith in the capacity of external reality
9
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to penetrate the boundaries of language, but remain self-conscious and
critical about our ability to universally grasp it. Instead of holding on to
the truth we content ourselves with momentary glimpses of it, which we
cherish and remember until the next glimpse comes round.
For Gadamer, the very experience of shifting between suspicion and
trust provides the fabric of what we can call truth. In his words,
“The experienced person proves to be [...] someone who is radically
undogmatic; who, because of the many experiences he has had and the
knowledge he has drawn from them, is particularly well equipped to have
new experiences and to learn from them. The dialectic of experience
has its proper fulfillment not in definite knowledge but in openness to
experience that is made possible by experience itself.”10
If we apply this notion to history we may suggest that the challenge
of understanding the past essentially forces us to both question our own
experience and expand it to incorporate that of others. Ultimately, it is this
expansion of experience that I regard as the essentially educational value
of history. Ideally, the historian himself or herself should go through
educational experiences of this kind in order to succeed in his or her
craft.
This process may be described as a cycle with three stages. The
cycle begins with a questioning familiarity with historical subject matter
and source – a stage in which initial interest is sparked. At this stage
historiography is quite deliberately an exercise in relevance and a quest
for the “archeology” of contemporary life. In my particular case, as an
observant Jew and “shul-goer,” my own investigation into the history
of the medieval synagogue began as an extension of my own quest
for meaning in communal prayer. From here the cycle progresses to a
stage of alienation, in which questions are formed and the obstacles to
comprehension are put firmly into place. For me this entailed discoveries
such as the notion that medieval conceptions of the divine presence in
sacred space were so tangible or so “magical” as to be incomprehensible
to me: allowing for a sense of God’s presence in the icon of the Sefer
Torah which is startlingly similar to the notion that the Eucharist embodies
the flesh of Christ. Finally, alienation optimally affords a third stage of
appropriation when a new glimpse of understanding is reached. In this
instance I began to appreciate the variety of meanings that have been
10
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attached to the synagogue in the past and incorporate them, sometimes at
arm’s length, into my own religious experience. Ideally this third stage
of appropriation should be thought of as a temporary stage from which
the cycle may begin again by reasserting questions and demanding a
return to alienation, and so on.
Through this cycle, the historian hopes to glean a new dimension of
insight into humanity from the extinct phenomena that survive only as
fragments of knowledge from days gone by. It is with these remnants
of otherness, which Marc Bloch called “tracks,”11 that we endeavor
to reconstruct the past. Penetrating the depths of “otherness” requires
methods and sensitivities that allow for the experience of historical study
to expand our own minds and free us from dogma. In Gadamer’s terms,
“the true locus of understanding is this in-between.”12
Thus considered, historical scholarship ever replenishes the contemporary models that we use to reflect the distant images of the past by
placing them over and over again into different contexts. It is here, in the
notion of the historian as someone who puts sources and practices into
different contexts, that his primary contribution to education is made.
A contextualist approach to Judaism exposes the varieties of human
experience that have been attached to Jewish cultural and religious
practices over a vast stretch of time and allows for this wealth to enrich
the contemporary experience of these. One might study the “melody
line” of a text while listening to a “harmony” drawn from an experience
of this same text as it was read in the past and under vastly different
circumstances.
The contextualist method questions the assumption that the usages of
words in texts are apparent to a reader. It suggests that meanings must
be imaginatively reconstructed. In order for these imaginings to proceed,
the scholar chooses a historical context or live situation in which he
conducts the reconstruction. This choice is made self-consciously. It is
like a film director’s choice of background music that sets the tone and
lends meaning to a cinematic sequence. The choice is essential to the
interpretation that is proffered.
Contextualist scholarship recognizes that many interpretive decisions
are choices made between legitimate alternatives and that these decisions
11
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are not made by default. This recognition suggests that interpretations
need to be justified, explained or at least discussed on more than scientific
grounds alone.
Practitioners of deconstruction draw attention to the extraneous considerations and values that enter into scholarship. By “extraneous” I
refer, for instance, to contemporary concerns over recent events that
often make their way into our understandings and interpretations of the
more distant past. Deconstruction exposes these. Pointing them out is
the point of the exercise. My point is that there is a constructive role that
we might assign to the method of deconstruction when we utilize it as a
means of ushering in a sense of accountability for interpretive decisions.
I propose that the language we use for speaking of this “accountability”
should respond to the wider discipline of educational philosophy. Thus
considered, historians are bound to read their sources with a double sense
of responsibility – to the text, but also to the reader. This two-pronged
– scientific and educational – system of scholarly accountability is
perhaps what lies behind Abraham Joshua Heschel’s distinction between
Wissenschaft and Torah. In Heschel’s thinking, Torah represents the living
study that is the literature of the Jewish people while Wissenschaft denotes
something sterile, detached and lacking in existential meaning. In Man’s
Quest For God he comments, “[...] if [study] proves an aid for Kavvana
(intention in prayer) it’s ‘Torah’, otherwise it’s Wissenschaft.”13 Here –
in assisting growth, freeing from dogma and enriching the experience of
the learner – lies the essential role of the Historian in Jewish Education.
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“Each One in the Name of His God”?
The Jewish Religion vis-à-vis World Religions
(Abstract)

Aviezer Ravitzky

a) Jewish religious thought is based on three fundamental concepts:
Creation, Covenant and Redemption. Creation lays down a common
human platform and brings about a universal moral obligation. In contrast,
the Covenant brings with it a particularistic Jewish message. But it is
precisely this message that enabled coexistence with other religions: it
made religious “otherness” a natural phenomenon that was to be expected,
that was inherent in historical reality. The universalistic aspiration was
therefore postponed to the future messianic era.
b) Evaluation of the other religion is performed on the basis of a variety
of criteria: ontological, epistemological and ethical. This made it possible
to overcome the dichotomy between purity and impurity and produce
distinctions and rankings relative to the foreign culture. For example, in
addition to the question of truth, the question of goodness is also asked:
not only what is the image of the Divine, but also what is the image of
man espoused by the other religion.
c) The question of attitudes to other religions is not merely conceptual,
but existential. From the theological viewpoint, Christianity and Islam
were the religions closest to Judaism, but in their historical contexts
they appeared as contemporary rivals and an existential threat. The more
remote religions, in contrast, were perceived as the ultimate Other, rather
than as the significant Other and existential rivals.
d) The question of religious pluralism: From the theoretical point of view,
pluralism is self-evident – only God is One, entire and infinite, while all
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revelation and all religious traditions are partial and finite. However, in
empirical terms, the different religions do not complement one another,
but rather compete for the same conceptual and historical space. Hence
the other religion should not be related to as a single whole. rather, a
distinction must be made between its various aspects: experience, faith,
ethics, doctrine, status of man.

Bialik and the Secularization of the Hebrew Language
(Abstract)

Ehud Luz

The status of the halakha in modern Jewish culture concerned Bialik
intensively during the later years of his life. He was convinced that the
halakhic literature should play an important role in shaping the new
secular culture in Eretz Israel. Therefore he searched for a new kind of
hermeneutics that would make this literature accessible and relevant for
non-observant Jews and ultimately bring about the revival of the halakha.
The paper examines the assumptions that led Bialik to his conception
and indicates the philosophical problematic in his approach.

Suspicion, Dialogue and Reverence:
Leo Strauss Confronts Freud and Buber
on Exodus 21
Jonathan Cohen

Introduction
Prof. Michael Rosenak, my teacher, mentor and colleague for well-nigh
thirty-five years, is a man who combines two qualities rarely found to
the same degree in the same person. On the one hand, “Mike,” as he
has always insisted we call him, is a humble and “reverent” person.
He never addresses others “from on high,” claiming to understand them
better than they understand themselves. First and foremost he listens,
and his responses are never meant to overwhelm or belittle. When
studying and interpreting Jewish traditional texts, his characteristic mode
of questioning assumes that the passage under discussion is “difficult,”
not that it is “primitive” or “unsophisticated.” As a Jewish educator
based in the academy, he has dared to propose a phenomenology of
the traditional Jewish virtue of “Yir’at Shamayim,” or “fear of heaven,”
one that might engage the serious attention of modern Jews of whatever
stripe or denomination.2 On the other hand, he has the kind of intellectual
daring that permits openness to ideas and opinions that would threaten
1
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many a believer. He has often been known to “enter” the thought-world
of another person, or of a source deriving from another culture or
worldview, and to articulate the insights to be found therein as if he
actually inhabited that “other’s” perspective. A most prolific and creative
teacher and writer, Mike has never touted himself as the sovereign
source of his own creativity. He conceives of himself as operating within
a tradition, or more accurately, within traditions. As Gershom Scholem
has put it, his creativity is rooted in receptivity.3 For the above reasons
and many more, I think it most appropriate that I dedicate this essay,
focusing as it does in the “hermeneutics of reverence,” to Mike.
I am confident that Mike will find this theme engaging, since he has
always been interested in the theory of interpretation, or hermeneutics.
Over twenty years ago, we worked together on a well-known curriculum
project for the teaching of Jewish values in Diaspora schools. Within
the framework of that project, we co-wrote a little volume called The
Midrash and the Modern World.4 This was before hermeneutic theory
had taken the English-speaking academy by storm and before Midrash
had been singled out and praised in that very ambience as a veritable
emblem of interpretation and interpretability. Mike and I were looking
for a way to convey the midrashic sense of “davar acher,” or “there
is yet another interpretation,” to contemporary students. We hit upon a
now-famous article by Simon Ravidovicz, written in 1957, long before
Gadamer, Ricoeur and others had been “discovered” in America or Israel,
an article called “On Interpretation.”5 In our introduction to The Midrash
and the Modern World, we quoted Ravidovicz as follows:
Interpretation is inseparable from any act of thinking or judging;
it pervades all our emotional and intellectual apparatus in all its
manifestations [...]. As recipients of spiritual matters of all kinds,
for instance, as auditors of music, we receive most of them in
an interpreted form. Who has ever heard a symphony or any
musical composition “as such,” as it was originated in the mind
of the composer? Whenever we hear a musical work, we “get”
3
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it interpreted by this or that conductor, performed by this or that
orchestra [...]. The political animal (man) is always an interpreting
animal, in his “political” sphere as well as in his personal world of
experience at large.
Later, when the continental traditions represented by Emilio Betti
(through the writings of E. D. Hirsch), Hans-Georg Gadamer, and
others were vying for domination in American and Israeli humanities
departments,6 Mike (always abreast of intellectual developments) strove
to incorporate their insights into a more profound discourse about Jewish
education. In his major work, Roads to the Palace, he brought the insights
of Hirsch and Gadamer to bear on his own categories: “language” and
“literature.”7 Hirsch, with his distinction between “meaning” (what the
author originally meant) and “significance” (the sense that emerges from
an interaction between the text and the concerns of any subsequent
reader) would seem to be searching for a “fixed point,” wherein a
text is continuous with itself, and not constantly changing through
subsequent interpretation. This concern is close to (but not identical
with) Mike’s own concern with “language,” or the root-terms (like
Torah, or Israel) and fundamental processes (like Midrash) that are the
“staple” of a culture, such that they remain fixed coordinates even as
they are constantly reinterpreted. Gadamer, with his contention that there
is never an “original” interpretation, seems closer to (though, again, not
identical with) Mike’s concern with “literature,” namely the continuous,
creative interpretation that seems to destabilize even the most sacred
canon.
In two recent essays, I have tried to distinguish between five hermeneutic modes as reflected in the writings of five twentieth-century Jewish
thinkers, while reflecting on their implications for the teaching of canonical texts.8 Drawing on Paul Ricoeur, I discussed Freud’s reading of
the Bible as an instance of the “hermeneutics of suspicion.” Hermann
6
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See Emilio Betti, Teoria Generale della Interpretatione, Milano: Guiffrè 1955; E.D
Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1967; and
Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method, New York: Continuum, 1994.
See Roads to the Palace, pp. 22–25.
The first essay was called: “Hermeneutic Options for the Teaching of Canonical
Texts” and it appeared in Courtyard: A Journal of Thought and Research in Jewish
Education, 1999, Vol. 1, pp. 35–65, New York: Jewish Theological Seminary.
The second is called “Carrying the Past Into the Future: Texts and Teaching in
Contemporary Jewish Education” appearing in Hagut: Jewish Educational Thought,
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Cohen and Erich Fromm were discussed as exemplars of a “hermeneutics
of progress,” and Buber as an interpreter in the dialogical mode. Leo
Strauss was introduced as representing a hermeneutics of “reverence” or
“humility,” and Emmanuel Levinas was presented as interpreting in the
mode of “modern philosophic midrash.” The following essay employs
some of the categories developed in the earlier studies. Its uniqueness
lies in its attempt to activate the categories of “suspicion,” “dialogue”
and “reverence” in a comparative close reading of one biblical text: the
narrative of Moses’ birth and early life in Exodus 2. As such, it has
a kind of a workshop quality to it, as the interpretive practices honed
by Freud, Buber and Strauss are viewed at close range. In a number of
educational contexts, Mike has expressed his partiality to a pedagogic
format wherein three scholars, educators or thinkers are requested to
interpret the same text or passage. This has the effect of highlighting
the interpretive fecundity of the text, and of stimulating the curiosity of
participants as they wonder: how will each interpreter treat the text in
a new and unexpected way? So, in the hope that Mike will enjoy this
written presentation composed in the same spirit, the spirit of “davar
acher,” we proceed.

Reading Exodus 2 with Freud, Buber and Strauss
Strauss’s Evaluation of Freud’s Moses and Monotheism
In 1958, Leo Strauss, the renowned political philosopher, also recently acknowledged as an important twentieth-century Jewish thinker, delivered
an address at the Hillel House of the University of Chicago called “Freud
on Moses and Monotheism.” We have Kenneth Hart Green to thank for
publishing a transcript of this lecture in his recent collection of Strauss’s
writings entitled Jewish Philosophy and the Crisis of Modernity.9 Notable
examples of Strauss’s hermeneutic approach, one that he himself has
termed as governed by an attitude of “humility” or “reverence,” can also
be found in his meticulous readings of selected portions of the Genesis

9

2006, vol. 7, pp. 47–63. Jerusalem: The Center for Jewish Educational Thought,
Lifshitz College.
Albany: SUNY Press, 1997. The lecture, “Freud on Moses and Monotheism,” appears
on pp. 285–309. All mention of Strauss’s critique of Freud is based on the text of
this lecture, unless otherwise noted.

Suspicion, Dialogue and Reverence

265

narrative, readings that appear in essays entitled “Jerusalem and Athens”
and “On the Interpretation of Genesis.”10 Still, we had to await the
publication of this lecture in order to observe Strauss not only rigorously
analyzing a biblical text, in this case Exodus 2, but also closely reading
the text of someone he has singled out as a hermeneutic opponent –
Sigmund Freud. The text of this recorded lecture, then, represents an
instance of the hermeneutics of reverence explicitly cast in opposition to
Freud’s hermeneutics of suspicion. Strauss’s interpretation of the biblical
account of Moses’ birth and early life, however, can also be instructively
compared with Buber’s reading of that same text from the perspective
of a hermeneutics of dialogue in his well-known book, Moses: The
Revelation and the Covenant.11
In a manner much like Buber, Strauss begins by being generally
dismissive of Freud’s claims.12 Yet, also like Buber, he finds that Moses
and Monotheism cannot be disregarded and must be confronted. He
begins his close reading of that work with a comment on the first
two words of Freud’s text, on the basis of which he believes Freud’s
subversive, “suspicious” orientation can already be detected. Freud’s
first sentence reads: “To deny a people the man whom it praises as the
greatest of its sons is not a deed to be taken lightheartedly – especially
by one belonging to that people.”13 By opening his book with these
words, says Strauss, Freud unknowingly parallels the opening move
of the philosopher in Yehuda Halevi’s Kuzari, the only character in
10
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See ibid., pp. 359–405. “Jerusalem and Athens” was originally given as a lecture
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that medieval dialogue who begins his presentation by a denial of the
cherished beliefs of monotheistic religion. By so doing, however, the
philosopher unambivalently divests himself of any affiliation with the
adherents of the historical religions. At that time, claims Strauss, a
denier was, by definition, not a Jew. One could not be a denier and
genuinely belong to the Jewish people at the same time. A Jew was,
by definition, a witness, whether directly or by way of mediation, to
the event of the revelation at Sinai, considered to have been faithfully
reported by tradition.14 A Jew trusted his traditional texts, and if he was a
philosophically inclined doubter (of whom there were few) he either kept
his views to himself or “wrote between the lines” so they might not do
harm to those who could not withstand a challenge to their faith. Freud,
however, did not write as carefully as the ancients and the medievals and
was willing, in good enlightenment fashion, to broadcast his irreverent
views for all to hear. He hoped that his readers, having come under the
influence of enlightenment “openness,” would sympathize with the price
he must pay for his irreverence, rather than condemn him as a heretic. He
presents himself as one who is willing to make a personal sacrifice in the
name of truth. Rather than comfortably espousing the accepted views of
the group to which he belongs, he is willing to endure the cognitive and
affective dissonance that must attend one whose views are at variance
with those of his people.
Yet, says Strauss, Freud’s “denial” is not only a personal matter. It
has “national” implications, of which he was surely aware. Nonetheless,
writes Freud, “No consideration [...] will move me to set aside truth
in favor of supposed national interests.” This rhetorical plea for the
sympathy of the reader assumes that the real “national interest” is always
that the truth be spread abroad. People who are worried about the social
consequences of the subversion of verities considered foundational by the
“polis” are concerned only with the supposed national interest. Anyone
motivated by the true national interest will strive to proclaim the truth to
everyone, even if it should shake the beliefs that underlie many people’s
moral ideals and serve as justifications for their moral behavior. Truth
and the true national interest are identical – as the enlightenment tradition
has taught us.
Strauss has grave misgivings about this assumption. In his view, the
14
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pursuit of truth should never be undertaken by way of the subversion of
foundational texts. From a socio-political point of view, these texts have
been a moral resource for generations, and as such should be supported
rather than subverted. “Loyal and loving reshaping or reinterpretation
of the inherited” is preferable to “denial” when the plain sense of
canonical texts seems to run contrary to contemporary perspectives
and values.15 From a philosophical point of view, these texts, while
consciously opposing many of the views set forth by philosophers,
nonetheless share the classical philosophical view of the human person
as a spiritual being. The human soul is considered by the Bible to be
irreducible to material forces, whether economic, historical or political
– and this view is to be prized. So, too, is the doctrine of free will, the
ground of moral accountability. Further, the biblical worldview, wherein
contingency is not always reduced to explicability, and mysteries are not
always commuted to “problems,” provides a genuine challenge to both
pre-modern and modern philosophy at the highest intellectual level.
According to Strauss, Freud’s presentation of “truth” as the ultimate human interest, and his identification of “knowing the truth with proclaiming
the truth” lead him into a self-contradiction. In Strauss’s language: “[...]
if this is so, knowledge of the truth, quest for truth, and communication of
the truth, would be the key to the understanding of man, to the analysis of
man, to the analysis of the soul, to psycho-analysis.”16 Freud’s normative
commitment to the spiritual ideal of truth contradicts his reduction of
human behavior, and even human thought, to libidinal energies, however
refined or “sublimated.” The psychoanalytic assumption whereby “the
high” (man’s moral and rational potential) is explained in terms of “the
low” (man’s instinctual drives) runs counter to Freud’s self-presentation
in the opening sentences of Moses and Monotheism wherein he touts
himself as rejecting “the low” (say, the desire for social approval) in
favor of “the high” (loyalty to the truth).17
The Problem of Moses’ Name
After commenting on the opening of Freud’s text, Strauss proceeds to
15
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For Strauss’s idea of “loyal and loving reshaping or reinterpretation” in context,
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join an issue that occupied both Freud and Buber in their respective
interpretations of the biblical account of Moses’ birth and early life: the
question of Moses’ name. Unlike Freud and Buber, Strauss does not
dwell at length on the linguistic features of the name Moses.18 He makes
short shrift of Freud’s attempt to attribute Egyptian origin to Moses
on the basis of his supposedly Egyptian name. True, the “generally
held” opinion is that “the name of Moses is Egyptian.” Strauss has
no problem with this. He does not consent, however, “to consider the
possibility,” together with Freud, “that the bearer of an Egyptian name
was himself an Egyptian.” In reaction to Freud’s suggestion, he writes:
“I do not comment on this passage, because I know a bit, as you all do,
about Jewish names.”19 Though cryptic and dismissive, this sentence is
pregnant with assumptions. The most obvious of these is, of course, that
throughout the ages Jews have taken on family names from the languages
and cultures of their host nations. Beneath this assumption, however, lies
yet another, namely that one need not enter into a detailed consideration
of biblical philology and etymology in order to comment adequately on
this question. The position of Moses within Egyptian society is not to be
ascertained on the basis of the historical or cultural context. It is rather to
be seen as typical, or rather archetypical, of the position of the Diaspora
Jew throughout history. Diaspora Jews were significantly influenced by
the nations in whose midst they dwelled, but they did not, by virtue of
that influence, cease to be Jews. As elsewhere in his writings, Strauss is
more concerned with the perennial than with the contextual.
As a matter of fact, Strauss’s short mention of the issue of Moses’
name is merely an element in a more comprehensive critique of Freud’s
interpretive posture. According to Strauss, Freud seems to be selective
in his application of the hermeneutics of suspicion, and therefore fundamentally inconsistent as regards his basic hermeneutic approach. On
the one hand, when it comes to the question of the historicity of Moses
Freud makes the following pronouncement: “It has been maintained with
good reason that the later history of Israel could not be understood if
this were not admitted.”20 This sentence is to be understood in light of
Freud’s attempt, later on in Moses and Monotheism, to explain the Jewish
capacity for sublimation, as well as Christian anti-Semitism, in terms of
18
19
20

See Freud, Moses and Monotheism, pp. 4–7, and Buber, Moses, pp. 35–36.
Strauss, “Freud on M & M,” p. 289.
Freud, Moses and Monotheism, p. 4.

Suspicion, Dialogue and Reverence

269

the primal father-murder as re-enacted through the Israelites’ murder of
Moses. The guilt brought about by these murders had to be expiated either
by excellence in actions that satisfy the superego (the Jewish penchant
for intellectuality and moral stringency) or by a narrative of vicarious
expiation (the Christian myth of original sin and atonement through the
death of Jesus).21 Indeed, the historicity of Moses is an essential building
block in Freud’s theory of the uniqueness and suffering of the Jewish
people. This is why, on this issue, Freud is content to say: “Science
today has become much more cautious and deals much more leniently
with tradition than it did in the early days of historical investigation.”22
Tradition can sometimes be trusted.
If, however, this “leniency with tradition” were applied to the issue of
Moses’ name as well, then Freud would not necessarily need to reject
the traditional view that Moses was a Hebrew, despite his Egyptian
name. When, then, is tradition to be trusted and when is it to be
suspected? Perhaps Freud’s hermeneutic is an unsystematic amalgam
of trust and suspicion? In response to this question, Strauss quotes a
crucial passage in Freud’s text: “The consideration thus reached will
only impress that minority of readers familiar with analytical reasoning
and able to appreciate its conclusions. To them I hope it will appear of
significance.”23 At the root, the biblical myth is to be interpreted by way
of psychoanalytic assumptions. This is a hermeneutic of suspicion insofar
as the scientifically informed reader is assumed to be able to understand
the biblical text better than it understands itself. Yet, says Strauss, such
an approach may on occasion attribute a measure of trustworthiness
to the text, when it suits its purposes. It is this kind of inconsistency
that leads Strauss to say, at the beginning of his lecture: “We can learn
something by examining the absurd, be it only this: that we are once again
overwhelmed by the transcendent beauty of the law of contradiction.”24
Moses: What Kind of “Hero”?
At this point, Strauss confronts Freud’s construal of the Moses story
as a typical hero myth. He recounts Freud’s contention that the Moses
story is to be read in conjunction with “similar stories told of Cyrus,
21
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Romulus, Hiero of Syracuse, Oedipus and so on.” He then quotes
Freud’s psychoanalytic characterization of the hero as one “who stands
up manfully against his father and in the end victoriously overcomes
him.” The myth goes back to the hero’s earliest life and has him “born
against his father’s will and saved in spite of his father’s evil intentions.”
Freud himself, however, acknowledges that the Moses story diverges
from the hero-story pattern in a crucial respect. While most of the stories
have the hero born to a noble family and brought up by a simple family,
the Moses story has the child born to “humble parents [...] hidden out
of fear of a tyrannical and alien ruler, discovered by the ruler’s daughter
and brought up by the royal family.” At this juncture, Freud is concerned
to explain this reversal such that the Moses story can nevertheless be
included in the universal pattern. In this connection, Freud advises his
readers that many of the ancient Near Eastern myths probably had a
historical nucleus. Cyrus and Jesus actually lived. If, as Freud would
have us believe, we were to assume that Moses, too, was a genuine
historical figure, then the question of historicity must enter into our
examination of the stories told about him. Perhaps, suggests Freud,
the most important scheme necessary for understanding some of these
myths is not the dichotomy “noble/simple,” but rather the dichotomy
“fictional/historical.” Now, says Freud, in all the Near Eastern hero
stories the first, “biological” family (presented as “noble”) is actually
the ctional family, the one the storytellers want (for whatever reason)
to present as the real one. The second family, the “adopting” family
(presented as “humble”) is actually the real, historical family. The heroes
were probably born to simple families and the storytellers wanted to
glorify them by according them noble birth. If, however, this same
scheme is applied to the Moses story (on the assumption, of course, that
all hero stories have the same “deep-structure”) then Moses’ rst family
(the Israelite slave-family) was his ctional family while his second
family (Pharaoh’s daughter, etc.) was his real family. This would make
Moses an Egyptian – a claim upon which Freud bases many of the claims
he is to make later on in his book.25
Even before he applies the above distinction between the “historical”
and the “fictional” family, Freud tests out a thesis suggested by Eduard
Meyer, a thesis he ultimately rejects. According to Meyer, there was an
25
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original version of the Moses story, which was later tampered with. In
this version, it was told that Moses was indeed the son of Pharaoh’s
daughter and therefore of noble origin. Pharaoh had a dream that his
daughter’s son would be a danger to him and had him exposed to the
Nile. The child was saved by the Israelites and brought up as one of
them.
While the acceptance of Meyer’s view would have served nicely
to re-assimilate the Moses story to the ancient pattern, Freud was
nevertheless dissatisfied with it. According to Strauss, the reason that
Freud gives for rejecting this tentative thesis exposes his hermeneutic
posture for all to see. Freud writes: “The legend (Meyer’s version that
has Moses born to Pharaoh’s daughter) is either of Egyptian or of Jewish
origin. The first supposition may be excluded. The Egyptians had no
motive to glorify Moses. To them he was not a hero.” As regards the
option of Jewish origin, Freud says: “What use is a legend that makes
their hero into an alien (thereby lowering his status)?”26
For Freud, then, the purpose of a hero story is the raising of status, or
“glorication. ” It is at this point that the fundamental difference between
a hermeneutics of suspicion and a hermeneutics of reverence or humility
can be observed. According to Strauss, Freud refuses to acknowledge
that the Bible might have its own, discrete criteria as to what comprises
“glory.” He assumes that the motives of the Bible are of the same “low,”
self-serving character as those present in other Near Eastern myths. The
only contexts he appeals to in order to “explain” the motivation of the
biblical writers are extra-biblical: ancient tales and the modern theory
of psychoanalysis. But, says Strauss, the Bible, as a magisterial book
representing a noble human option, should be regarded as its own context.
In order to understand what the Bible had to say about human glory, the
biblical text itself, whether proximate to or distant from the Moses story,
should be consulted. Contemporary readers should be respectful enough
to allow that the biblical corpus, despite the vicissitudes of its editing,
might have its own overarching vision of nobility, one that contrasts
starkly with the norms prevalent in Ancient Near Eastern literature and
with the assumptions of psychoanalysis.
As for the more proximate context in the Torah: It is written there
that “the man Moses was very humble.” This is considered laudatory.
Such a one as Moses, then, would probably not object if it were told of
26
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him that he was of humble birth. Elsewhere, it is told that Moses ran
into trouble administrating justice for the burgeoning Israelite people.
He had not learned the gentle art of the delegation of powers. He was
instructed in this art by an alien, Jethro the Midianite. Moses, then, was
not a “native” leader; he had to learn leadership from non-Israelites,
both Egyptian and Midianite, a circumstance that would certainly not
be regarded as ennobling according to Ancient Near Eastern norms.
Concerning the more distant context, Strauss alludes to passages from
Jeremiah and Proverbs that speak directly of the biblical ideal of human
glory.27 First, Jeremiah 9:22–23.
Thus saith the Lord:
Let not the wise man glory in his wisdom,
Neither let the mighty man glory in his might,
Let not the rich man glory in his riches;
But let him that glorieth glory in this,
That he understandeth, and knoweth Me,
That I am the Lord who exercises mercy,
Justice and righteousness in the earth;
For in these things I delight, saith the Lord.
These passages are likely to have been considered by Strauss in conjunction with the following passages from Proverbs, passages that suggest
what it might mean to “know the Lord”:
The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge. (Proverbs 1:7)
The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom. (Proverbs 9:10
The reward of humility is the fear of the Lord. (Proverbs 22:4)
“Reverence” Engages “Suspicion” and “Dialogue”
In concluding his critique of Freud on this point, Strauss writes: “Freud
has no understanding of this peculiar quality ascribed to Moses, which
is called in English humility, and at the same time he is concerned with
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humiliating man.”28 Freud’s hermeneutics is fatally flawed in that it
places the reader in a “proud” position vis-à-vis the text. He “announces
from on high” that “religious phenomena must of course be regarded
as part of mass psychology.”29 He assumes that the enlightened reader
understands the motives behind the text’s “surface” representations,
motives that are hidden from the biblical writers themselves. The text
cannot really explain itself; it can only be explained by way of a causal
scheme understood only by the enlightened.
By contrast, a hermeneutic of reverence would attribute dignity to a
reader to the degree that he/she consents to subordinate him/herself to
the teachings of the text, at least for the duration of his/her encounter
with it. It is modern man’s penchant for self-glorification, the modern
project of the subjugation of exterior nature and the attempt of modern
psychology to refashion the human interior that should be “suspected.”30
It is to be assumed that the great texts of the past, the Bible included,
“understand us better than we understand ourselves.”
It should be noted that Strauss’s hermeneutics of humility is not only
very different from Freud’s hermeneutics of suspicion. It is also very
different from Buber’s hermeneutics of dialogue. In the hermeneutics of
dialogue, the contemporary reader, while holding him/herself open to the
possibility that a unique, surprising message may be communicated by
the ancient text, is not called upon to relinquish the explanatory matrices
by way of which he/she has come to understand the world. For example,
Buber attributes a transcendent dimension to certain miraculous events
described in the Bible.31 Yet he insists that they should not be regarded as
“supernatural,” or seen as taking place outside the parameters of nature
and history. In rehabilitating the trustworthiness of the canonical text,
he does not demand that the modern reader divest himself/herself of
the modern, scientific schemata he/she uses in order to understand other
texts or other phenomena. Neither the ancient text nor the contemporary
reader should be subordinate to the other. While they may be mutually
transformed by their encounter, neither is called upon to jump out of
their skin or relinquish their categories.
28
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This difference is most apparent when we compare Buber’s claims
on behalf of the historicity of the Exodus story with Strauss’s plea that
the reader follow the example of Moses’ humility when interpreting the
Bible. After discussing a number of possibilities for dating the Exodus,
and expressing his own preferences, Buber writes: “In any case there can
be no doubt as to the historicity of the servitude of Israel. It has justly
been pointed out, that no people would care to invent so ignominious
a chapter of its own history.”32 This sentence may be understood as
incorporating the following premises and inferences:
1) Peoples would prefer to see their origins as glorious rather than
ignominious. No people would want to let on that in the beginning
they were slaves. In this matter, the Israelite people are no exception.
2) For this reason peoples often cover up their ignominious origins with
tales of a golden age or the like.
3) If peoples tell of a glorious origin, this should be suspected.
4) If, on the other hand, they tell of ignominious origins – against their
own interests and aspirations – this should be trusted.
5) The Israelites told of an ignominious beginning.
6) Therefore their account is to be trusted.
In unpacking this statement, we find that Buber does not demand that
his reader revolutionize his/her notions of what constitutes glory. All
peoples desire glory, or at least dignity, in this-worldly, political terms.
It should not be assumed that the biblical writers were any different than
other chroniclers in this respect. The reason the biblical writers’ account
of Israel’s servitude is to be considered authentic is that in spite of their
wish to tell of a glorious beginning they told a degrading story. This
seems to bespeak an uncommon truthfulness.
Strauss, although he does not mention this feature of the Exodus
narrative specifically in this context, would most likely have said the
following, in light of his other writings: Since the Bible teaches humility,
both by way of the character of Moses and other of its sayings, it
should not surprise us that it tells of the origins of both Moses and the
Israelite people as humble. Now humility, namely the relinquishing of the
aspiration to mastery and the taking up of a posture of discipleship and
receptivity, goes against the grain of the modern sensibility. Nonetheless,
the option of humility should be seriously considered by the modern
32
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reader, even if it involves a veritable revolution in his/her notion of the
worthy human being. It could be that what the Bible has to say about
glory is the truth. If this is so, then the contemporary reader should not
approach the biblical text from a position of denial and doubt (even if this
“suspicion” is subsequently superseded, as it often is in the hermeneutics
of dialogue).33 He should rather, from the outset, allow the possibility (if
not the certainty) that its unadulterated and un-demythologized message
is superior to the assumptions upon which the typical modern outlook is
predicated.
How could Strauss, schooled in the critical spirit of German scholarship, a professed philosopher in the classical sense and not a believing
or practicing Jew, be so bold, or appear so primitive, as to enjoin his
readers to set aside doubt in the study of canonical texts? Why did he
believe that “reverence” or “humility” was the more reasonable approach
to canonical texts than critique? Strauss has addressed this issue in a
number of his writings, some of which we have had occasion to comment
upon.34 In the framework of this analysis, we will limit ourselves to the
remarks he makes in the lecture we have been considering, although our
comments on those remarks will be informed by the views expressed by
Strauss elsewhere.
Towards the beginning of the lecture, Strauss takes up a Socratic
posture towards the issue of loyalty to one’s origins. His incisive critique
of Freud’s theoretical and hermeneutic perspective notwithstanding,
Strauss praises Freud for having been, in his own way, proud of his
Jewish origin. Freud, says Strauss, was not one of those Jews who would
have preferred to be born to a different people. He felt that some of
his best qualities (namely his capacity for renunciation and sublimation,
as well as his critical perspective as “outsider”) could be attributed to
his Jewish origin. This, for Strauss, is laudable not only for internal
“Jewish” reasons, but also for philosophical-political reasons. On this
33
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point Strauss writes: “I think that this preference can be defended on
rational and not merely Jewish grounds. There is a proverb of old: ‘Adorn
the Sparta which was given you at birth.’ One must not run away from
one’s place, from one’s fate, but accept it and even love it and praise
it.”35 A “philosophic” disposition, as exemplified by the orientation of
the Stoics, involves an acceptance and even a love of the determined
necessity of things. The attempt to contravene causally determined fate,
including one’s own fate, is an unwise exercise in futility. Further, in
good Socratic fashion, Strauss maintains that ascent to the truth always
begins from within the framework of loyalty to the community and
tradition that one has inherited. From an ethical-political point of view,
it is ungrateful and ignoble to denigrate what one has been given by the
“polis.” From a theoretical-philosophical point of view, it is important
that adherence to a particular, comprehensive world-picture with, yes,
“foundational” and “metaphysical” assumptions, affords a starting point
for rational inquiry. Loyalty to a particular framework, a framework that
claims to give a true account of the whole, is a prerequisite for any
subsequent, independent search for truth that may take place afterwards.
At some point, some individuals may not be able to remain content with
their inherited framework. Yet their search for an independent truth can
only be energized by a genuine concern with the truth as such. The eros
that one has invested in love for “one’s own” might later be commuted
to love of the truth independent of whether it is “one’s own” or not. But
such love of truth for its own sake is never primary. If it grows at all, it
is a redirected reflection of a love for one’s own truth.
Certain modern thinkers like to present themselves as possessed of
a global “critical spirit,” preferring no one particular Weltanschauung
tradition to any other. They purport to have no native culture to which
they are fundamentally loyal. This supposedly allows them to evaluate all
culturally-based worldviews without bias. Yet, only certain versions of
the Western tradition valorize the supposed examination of all traditions
from an unbiased perspective. Most of the scrutinized traditions, on the
other hand, think they are right. This immediately puts them in a position
of inferiority vis-à-vis Western culture as far as their investigators are
concerned, whether they admit it or not.36 Cultural preference, then, will
always be present, and should not be hidden. Such dishonest disavowal
35
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is not only impossible, according to Strauss; it also betrays an inordinate
pride and a lack of gratitude for what one has been given by one’s
community and tradition. While some people may someday “ascend”
from their own tradition, driven by a love of truth for its own sake, all
would do well to “sit at the feet” of their tradition for a good while first
so they might experience what it is like to love a particular truth.
Even when engaged in the search for truth (nobody actually ever
attains it), one should not hurry to criticize one’s tradition publicly. Even
if one cannot share the root-experiences or presuppositions on which the
tradition is grounded, one has learned that it grows out of a profound
insight into human nature and the human situation. “Clinging” to one’s
tradition, or at least proclaiming the wisdom of one’s tradition in the
face of its contemporary debunkers, is, as we have seen, both worthy
and reasonable. It should not be seen as “obsessive” or “pathological”
(perhaps it is the need of the debunkers to discredit tradition that should
be “suspected” and regarded as “obsessive” or “pathological”).
According to Strauss, “reverence” is an attitude eminently recognizable
in both children and adults; it is both primary and noble. Concerning
reverence as such, Strauss writes: “Reverence is familiar to us first, and
from childhood on, as reverence for our parents, for our origins. We
imply that our origins are greater than ourselves, and this implies a sense
of our defects [...]. It would seem that all serious men are aware of their
defects [...]. And that always implies some reverence for people or beings
possibly greater than us. Every serious man is aware of the defects of
his understanding, and of the fact that these defects are partly due to
insufficient effort, to guilt. Most men know men who are superior to
them, men to whom they look up – reasonably.”37 At this point, Strauss
has still not discussed the kind of reverence characteristic of those who
adhere to religious traditions. He has undertaken to legitimize reverence
as a non-pathological human possibility, but the kind of reverence he
has spoken of up to this point is not all-embracing. True, says Strauss,
intelligent people do look up to people whom they consider superior to
themselves, but, he wonders, “surely they do not believe everything these
other men say. They are critical.” But what of the kind of reverence,
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exhibited by highly intelligent and otherwise critical people, that involves
“looking up without the possibility of criticism?”38 Strauss tries here to
show that even the “phenomenon of uncritical reverence” is not arbitrary,
but is rather the result of “thinking things through.”39
In some religious traditions, there seems to be a founder-legislator who
is looked up to unconditionally. He has given a perfect law. This law is
not changeable as is profane law. The attitude to this kind of law seems to
bespeak a kind of “irrational conservatism.” If the law is changed at all, it
is changed only by way of legal fictions and far-reaching interpretation.
To impress his hearers with the plausibility of such an attitude, Strauss
turns their attention to the kind of conservatism that surrounds any
suggestion of change in the American Constitution. Certainly, Strauss
writes, a modern American would not look upon a law passed on the
initiative of a certain congressman a year earlier as immutable. On the
other hand, Americans do “cling” to their Constitution and change it only
by amendment (rare) or “loyal reinterpretation” (much more common).
Whatever the case, ancient law has been regarded as possessed of the
kind of sanctity that seems to be proper only to a law of divine origin.
Why did some of the most intelligent people of ancient and medieval
times cling to an unchangeable law that was considered to be of divine
origin? Behind this phenomenon Strauss seems to discern what might be
called a kind of existential common sense. The reasoning exhibited by
this common sense goes something like this:
1) “Law, order, is preceded by a chaos... a total lack of security in any
sense.”
2) “The order gave meaning; outside the order there is meaninglessness
and chaos.”
3) “Therefore, cling to the law.”40
The divine founder has instituted law and order in the cosmos and has
prescribed limits to human conduct. When that law is abrogated, chaos
reigns, both in the cosmos and in society. Now it could be said that this
is a posture grounded in fear, fear of chaos, and is therefore unfit for a
38
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noble, dignified, autonomous human being. Human beings should strive
to liberate themselves from obsessive fears. Yet we know that there are
also reasonable fears. Strauss invites his readers to consider whether
the fears of our ancestors were really unreasonable. “We do not call a
man obsessed,” he writes, “if being shipwrecked he clings with all his
might to a plank.”41 Ancient humans, who experienced the existential
insecurity known to all, were bewildered in the face of a world not
of their own making that is fraught with contingencies. Not only that,
they were sensitive enough to perceive that even the seemingly obvious
regularities of what came to be called “nature” could not be taken for
granted, and had an enigmatic character to them. Even if we were to do
the disservice of assuming that “primitive” people had more irrational
fears than we do, some of their anxieties appear quite sensible in Strauss’s
formulations: “Will the sun always rise? Will the unheard of flood of last
year not be followed by one infinitely worse the coming year?” In light
of these experiences of fundamental contingency, what I have called the
existential common sense attributed by Strauss to the ancients reasoned
as follows:
1) There is much of great moment that we do not control. We appear
to be dependent on beings or forces more powerful and greater than
we.
2) If these beings are indeed greater than we, they must be greater in
every respect. They must possess all our capacities, yet to a greater
extent.
3) That means that they can think and will, and also know our thoughts
and actions.42
A sense of radical contingency begets a sense of radical dependence
and, with it, fear and reverence. Under these conditions, should a truly
great man make his appearance and set forth a law in the name of God,
proclaiming that adherence to that law can be redemptive, overcoming
existential fear, would not any “reasonable” man follow him? If he were a
truly exemplary person, possessed of both moral and intellectual virtues,
and he were to say that keeping the law will, in the long run, bring bliss,
whatever the undeniable trials of the present, would it be an “obsession”
to respond positively to his call? Now it should be clear that Strauss
41
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never professed to believe in the tenets recounted above. He was not a
man of religion, and was not engaged in proselytization in any form. Yet
he believed that the presumptive dismissal of the religious, reverential
posture so common to modern intellectuals does not befit one who wishes
to retain a truly open mind. Certainly the existential situation that begot
the reverential attitude is known to all of us, whether we have drawn the
same conclusions from it that our forefathers did or not. Humility and
reverence for great human beings, or for God, are not really “explained,”
then, by the psychoanalytic categories of “obsession” and “pathology.”
Before we return to Strauss’s reading of Exodus 2, as compared to that
of Freud and Buber, another feature of Strauss’s attitude to “glorification”
and “humility” must be noted. In rehabilitating “reverence,” Strauss does
not content himself with articulating the reasonability of adherence to a
law presumed to be of divine origin as mediated by a great man in the
face of existential contingency. He also wishes to bring his reader to the
threshold of religious experience, although he never claims to have been
the beneficiary of such experience himself. This he does, in this lecture
as elsewhere, by comparing the religious response to the phenomenon
of mystery with the response of classical philosophy and the modern
scientific project.
Whatever the profound differences between them, both classical philosophy and modern science arose, according to Strauss, as enterprises
dedicated to disabusing human beings of their existential fears, thereby
removing the basis for what were considered to be religious superstitions. This was to be done by assuming that the Whole is intelligible
and governed by an immanent causality.43 It would seem that Freud’s
research was undertaken on the basis of such an assumption, although
it might be difficult to imagine how he conceived the notion that a
creature motivated by irrational, unconscious drives should be capable
of cognizing this intelligible causality in an undistorted manner. Freud’s
hermeneutic, according to Strauss, did indeed constitute an amalgam.
Freud not only uncritically introduced occasional flashes of “trust” into
his hermeneutics of suspicion. He also introduced assumptions originating within the framework of what we have earlier called a “hermeneutics
of progress.”44 On the one hand, he believed that ultimately, human
beings are driven by libidinal forces. This he regarded as a perennial
43
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feature of the human condition. There has not been, and there will
not be, any significant progress in this regard. The human race will
not rise from the “low” to the “high.” All seemingly “high” (moral and
rational) manifestations of human culture are ultimately and permanently
reducible to their “low” (instinctual) origin. Yet, as a scientist, he labored
under the assumption that science gets closer and closer to solving the
“mysteries” of human emotion and behavior as time goes on.
The scientific project tends to view “mysteries,” whether encountered
in nature, in human behavior or in history, as “unsolved problems.” In
Strauss’s words, the scientific enterprise conducts itself on the basis of
the assumption that “all problems are in principle solvable.”45 Mystery,
then, is viewed as a negative phenomenon, an absence of knowledge
it is hoped will be overcome with the progress of science. Yet science,
by its own admission, uncovers new mysteries as it “explains” old
ones. It operates, then, “in the perspective of infinite progress,” for
there will always be a “perpetuity of unsolved problems.” Could it
not be, however, asks Strauss, that this very phenomenon bespeaks the
possibility that mystery is a permanent, positive feature of being? Science
proceeds on the assumption that “there is no place for mystery in the
Whole.” As long as that perspective holds sway, those under the spell
of it cannot admit a mysterious God into the cosmos. The phenomenon
of permanent, impenetrable mystery, however, opens up the possibility
that an unfathomable God exists. He has not been proven to exist. Yet
neither has it been proven that He does not exist. One who wishes to
retain a truly open mind should not dogmatically close him/herself to the
possibility that, as Strauss says, “the ground of religion is the Presence or
Call” of the mysterious God who has offered direction to human beings
as to the manner in which they should live in this precarious world. Some
of those who have sensed this mysterious Presence acknowledge that a
certain people has mysteriously survived against all odds to bear witness
to this God and His Way.
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Moses’ “Descent” to the People
We are now in a position to return to Strauss’s interpretation of Exodus
2, as compared with those of Freud and Buber. Strauss is not only
interested in upholding the unique biblical perspective on “glory” and
“glorification” in the face of Freud’s reductions. He is also concerned
with the question of who is to be glorified – man or God. For human
beings, as we have seen, the only real glory is humility. For this reason
Strauss need not explain why the Bible has Moses “descend” to meet his
brothers, the slaves. He need only quote Freud’s own puzzled account of
this divergence from the classical hero story and let it go at that.46 This
aspect of Moses’ early biography coheres completely with the biblical
conception of the ideal human being. It is a reflection of Moses’ humble
character: He does not consider it a loss of status to sympathize with
lowly slaves and take on their burden.
In contrast, Freud’s explicit mention of this strange feature of the
Moses narrative, one that has the hero “descending” instead of “rising,”
floats incoherently in his text. As some of my insightful students have
pointed out, he seems to have been aware of this incongruity with the
hero-story pattern, but could not do anything with it. He could not
integrate it with his notion of “glory.”
For Buber, on the other hand, this episode has a most explicit purpose in
the conscious artistry of the biblical narrative. He sees it as part of Moses’
growth toward leadership, as an encounter meant to evoke an empathetic
understanding of the burdens of the led. For Buber, the “descent to the
people” also forms an element in the positive characterization of Moses
as a just leader. First, he redresses an act of injustice committed by an
Egyptian to a Hebrew slave. Then, he learns that the Hebrews, although
they are the oppressed, are not averse to committing injustices to their
own brethren. He again takes the part of the injured party. Finally, at
the well in Midian, he upholds the cause of one Midianite (Jethro’s
daughter) in the face of other, stronger Midianites (the shepherds). In
Buber’s language, “a basic principle of Mosaic legislation, the protection
46
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of the weak from the power of the strong, was applied by the legislator
himself, both at home and in foreign parts.”47 Although Moses did
“descend,” his descent should actually be seen as the first step in an
ascent to just leadership. It should be further noted that what we have
here is not a mere rise to “glory” in the sense of social and political status,
as Freud understood it. In Buber’s interpretation, the biblical narrative
provides Moses with a series of opportunities to take a leader’s initiative
in the cause of justice. Still, it is Moses who is being “glorified” here,
albeit in a unique way.
To Whom the Glory?
Strauss’s response to the question of who is to be glorified is unmistakable: “The Bible does not wish to glorify Moses, but God.”48 This
unabashed statement is an instructive instance of Strauss’s hermeneutics
of reverence at work, as distinct from Freud’s hermeneutic of suspicion and Buber’s hermeneutic of dialogue. Strauss does not flinch at
presenting what he considers to be the Bible’s theocentric perspective
without mitigation. He would never write a book called Moses. His chief
interest does not lie in the phenomenology of religious experience as
undergone by humans. Even Buber’s perspective, wherein certain events
and experiences are seen to actually point to a transcendent “Thou,”49
is considered by Strauss a “softening” of the biblical worldview. The
biblical God is not experienced by way of the matrices of nature and
history as we know them, as Buber would maintain. The Bible has
the omnipotent God performing miracles pure and simple. According
to Strauss, the possibility (not the certainty) of miracles should not
be ruled out in advance by anyone who wishes to retain a truly open
mind. Those who deny miracles a priori are already operating with the
assumption of an immanent causality, and, as such, have sided with
philosophy, or science, in opposition to the Bible.50 In this matter, Buber,
much respected by Strauss, is no exception. Only if the “tragic conflict”
between the Bible and philosophy is not blurred in the interests of a
“happy synthesis” can the biblical perspective once again appear on the
horizon as a living, magisterial human option.
47
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In Strauss’s reverential reading of the Bible, humans are not called
to a partnership with God. They are called upon to serve God. The
paramount “encounter” between God and man is, for Strauss, the event
of the binding of Isaac, wherein Abraham is bidden to divest himself
of all human criteria of rationality and morality in the interest of an
all-encompassing and unqualified devotion to God. For Strauss, it is
this paradigmatic story that should be seen as the background for the
narrative of Moses’ precarious exposure. On this point, it is well worth
quoting Strauss’s interpretation in full51:
The story of Moses’ exposure and salvation shows the extreme
improbability of the survival of the baby Moses, the extreme
improbability of the emergence of the Jewish people, because that
was bound up with the salvation of Moses. This is in perfect accord
with the story in Genesis, the story of the binding of Isaac, where
all probabilities are against a son being born to Abraham, and after
he was born and Abraham had been promised a great future for his
race through his only son, he was commanded to slaughter this son.
And Abraham, in spite of the seeming absurdity of that command,
is willing to obey it. The extreme improbability of the survival of
a people without arms and without a land, a people which has no
visible means of support – only God: if that is not one expression
of the broad message of the Bible which every child can see, I do
not know what is.
The Image of the Basket on the Nile
As we near the conclusion of our study, it might be useful to dwell briefly
on the manner in which Freud, Buber and Strauss construe the image
of Moses in the basket on the Nile, each from his own hermeneutic
perspective. Freud believes the image to be typical, not unique. In
countless dreams, and many hero-tales, the basket always symbolizes the
womb. The water always symbolizes the water at birth. The dangerous
exposure to the waves reflects the child’s sense of having been cast out
by the jealous father, who saw him as a threat. The gathering in and
raising of the child by a second, simple set of parents represents the
realistic reorientation of the child to his parents after what Freud called
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“rivalry and real disappointments.”52 They are reduced to “natural” size
and no longer seem so frighteningly “large.” The text cannot surprise
the reader, or cause him/her to rethink his/her categories. It cannot teach
him/her something he/she does not already know. The causal dynamics
of psychoanalysis can always be relied on to render a true account of
the real motivations underlying the details of the biblical narrative. The
causes and effects that appear on the “surface” of that narrative, however,
cannot be so relied upon. As we have seen, these are some of the salient
features of the “hermeneutics of suspicion.”
For Buber, the image, while drawing on motifs common to Ancient
Near Eastern hero myths, is a unique symbolic representation of Moses’
future role as national liberator. Moses will have to become immersed
in Egyptian court culture before he can “draw forth” the Israelite people
both from Egypt and the Red Sea. The basket is the same kind used
by the Egyptians to float images of their gods on the Nile during their
festivals. The image of the child Moses in the basket, then, prefigures
the future destiny of the leader who must be “hidden in the seat of the
foreign gods.”53 The biblical writers are not the passive recipients of
signals from the unconscious. They share a unique, integrated vision and
consciously go about articulating it.
Buber’s interpretive practice is informed by the earthly context of both
the reader and the Bible. It is enacted by way of a dialogical interaction
between:
1) the context of Ancient Near Eastern culture (a culture that provides
the symbols and metaphors that the biblical writers configure in their
own, unique way) and
2) the context of the modern reader, who comes to the text with his/her
particular questions and motivations.
Interpreting the Bible, then, involves a questioning and listening that
transpires between contexts, from “situation” to “situation.” The reader
interrogates the text in light of the issues that exercise him/her. The text,
in turn, “interrogates” the reader – unsettling his/her fixed conceptions
and challenging him/her to broaden the range of possibilities that might
find application in his/her life. Dialogical speech does not take place in a
realm of timeless, perennial truth. It involves a unique encounter between
52
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the interrogative starting point of the contemporary reader (Did Moses
really live? Why did he live on in the narrative tradition of the Jewish
people?) and the options suggested by the text to the contemporary reader
(the Bible offers us a model of leadership relevant to the situation of
modern Jewry: the worthy leader has an inner connection to the led, yet
his perspective is broader since he has had the experience of growing up
in another culture).
Strauss, as we have seen, does not view the image of Moses’ exposure
against the background of Ancient Near Eastern ritual symbols, or from
the standpoint of contemporary concerns. He views it chiefly in the
context of the biblical corpus and worldview, however estranged the
contemporary reader may be from that worldview. What strikes him
about the image is the likelihood of Moses’ death and the improbability
of his rescue. His rescue and survival cannot be explained in natural
terms. If things were left to take their course he would have perished.
So would Isaac have perished on the altar had it not been for the
intervention of God. So, too, would the Jewish people have perished if
history had taken its “natural” course. The story seems to emanate from
a sense of the miraculous survival of the Jewish people. This miraculous
survival can be seen as the emblem of the precariousness of all existence.
Being is not self-explanatory, and its continued existence is not innately
guaranteed. The world has been mysteriously created and its workings
are ever-renewed by the God who dwells in a thick cloud. An abiding
sense of mystery, dependence and precariousness informs the narratives
conceived by the biblical writers. This orientation is one of the great
perennial “attitudes” that the Western tradition offers us. It cannot and
should not be derived from any one historical or cultural context, or
from an interaction between such contexts. Its claim to be the truth about
the Whole and the right understanding of the human condition as such
should be taken with absolute seriousness and weighed together with
other magisterial visions that make similar claims.

Concluding Remarks
The conflicting hermeneutic approaches of Freud, Buber and Strauss to
the Exodus narrative might best be summarized by a closing look at the
position accorded to God and Moses by each thinker. In keeping with his
hermeneutic of suspicion, Freud “glorifies” Moses as a prime actor in a
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counter-narrative. For Freud, Moses is a great man: he is strong-willed,
uncompromising, and possessed of a clear vision.54 His imposition of
Ikhnaton’s monotheism on the Israelite people, by force of his power and
authority, leads to his subsequent murder. This murder is then formative
for Jewish consciousness and history. Moses is great because he has
been powerfully effective. The God in whose name he spoke, however,
whatever the Bible might say, is a self-serving illusion.
For Buber, Moses is also the “hero” of his book. Yet one of the
features of his leadership is that he knows himself to be led.55 As befits a
hermeneutics of dialogue, Moses is cast as the partner of God. According
to Buber, God and Moses “cooperate” in the redemption of the Israelite
people. Moses is the “shepherd of God’s flock.” His just ways are an
incarnation and reflection of God’s own justice, and he is the messenger
called upon to demonstrate the unmanipulability of God and the futility
of magic.
For Strauss, Moses is God’s humble servant. His origins are precarious
because he is the emblem of the precariousness of the existence of the
Jewish people, who are the living symbols of the dependence of all life
and being on God. Modern man, who has been striving for a number
of centuries to make himself, not Nature or God, “the theoretical and
practical lord of his life,”56 would do well, so Strauss would chasten
him, to open himself to the humbling perspective of the Bible.
According to Strauss, the virtue of humility as understood in the Bible
has no parallel among the virtues of the other great tradition that has
formed our Western consciousness: the Greek philosophical tradition.
While the Greeks praised magnanimity, a disposition of character that
comes with a sure sense of one’s worth and of one’s capability of growing
in virtue, they thought humility to be unworthy of a mature, free man.57
Strauss, interestingly enough, though a “Greek” in so many aspects of
his thought and practice, nonetheless enjoined his students to cultivate a
hermeneutics of humility and made it the cornerstone of his interpretive
practice.
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Michael Rosenak, to whom this essay has been dedicated, is a scholarteacher who combines the virtues of magnanimity and humility in a most
unique way. Strauss did not believe that the classical Jewish and Greek
orientations could be construed such that they could come together in
what he derisively called a “happy synthesis.” Whatever the justification
for this belief on the level of theory (and on that level it has much
justification indeed), there might very well be living human beings
walking the earth who are a living synthesis of Jewish and Greek virtues.
If there be such, Michael Rosenak is surely one of them.

Janush Korczak’s Implicit Religiosity:
Its Place in his Educational
Approach and its Relevance to Education Today
Marc Silverman
[...] Religious education, if it is to deal with what people may truly
believe, must be education for openness and integration [...] for
the person who has experienced uniqueness in the midst of the
every-day, and significance-calling-to-commitment, it is perhaps
synonymous with education itself. For the ultimate object is finally
unified with the subject who has ultimate concerns, and the ultimate
– that is, religious – understanding and obligation are, as Buber
puts it, “not in heaven,” but in the human heart.
(Rosenak, 1987: 122)

Introduction
In the first part of this paper, I describe the implicit religious sensibilities
clearly discernible in the Weltanschauung of the outstanding humanist
educator of Polish and Jewish origin, Janush Korczak (1878–1942), and
explore their nature and substance. In the second part, I demonstrate the
ways these sensibilities are linked to Korczak’s educational approach
and practices. In the light of this inter-linkage, I raise and discuss
the possibility of considering implicit religion as a foundational or
constitutive component of education, when among education’s core
concerns and objectives is the facilitation of learners’ ethical-spiritual
development and engaged commitment to the world.
The themes developed here relate dialogically, dialectically and critically to Rosenak’s exploration and exposition of explicit and implicit
religion, the interface between them in general and the context of his
efforts to construct a normative philosophy of Jewish religious education
in particular. I hope that Mike, Ba’al HaYovel, will find certain aspects
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of his perspectives on Jewish religious education illuminated by the
dialogue I seek to engender between them and Korczak’s religiosity,
including the role that Korczak’s religiosity plays in his conception of
education.

I. Implicit Religion in Korczak’s Weltanschauung
A. Salient Features of Implicit Religion
Implicit religion deals with existential encounters occasioned by
looking within and up in an attitude of faith; it connotes reverence,
openness, and search for meaning. Implicit religion begins not with
God’s demand but with human hopes and fears, with perception
rather than tradition, with the depth of questions rather than the
authority of answers. [...] in implicit religion, it is when we become
conscious of a unique significance that is in us, in moments, and
in events and that is perceived in relations between persons. (Ibid:
113)
In his discussion of what he views as the two major prototypes of
religion or religious orientation – the explicit one and the implicit one
– Rosenak suggests that the salient differences between them can be
understood in terms of their adherents’ distinct and opposing orientation
towards the five major issues listed below. A brief review of Rosenak’s
characterization of the main features of implicit religion in contrast to
those of explicit religion in the context of these five parameters will
provide some guidelines for the description and analysis of Korczak’s
implicit religious sensibilities.
1. The nature of truth and its transmission
In implicit religion, truth is first and foremost individual and thereby
principally universal. Discrete – particular historical – religions may and
often do contain compelling religious insights within their respective
traditions; however, the power of these religious insights or truths is
justified, indeed must be justified “before the bar of universal experience”
(ibid: 114). Religious truths are not taught but “caught” through one’s own
experience, including one’s experience of others’ religious experiences
and of other religious personalities. Implicitly religious persons generally
refrain from holding their religious beliefs dogmatically and from lending
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them the status of absolute truth. However, their sense of religion and
religious experience as phenomena that constitute human personality and
life is close to axiomatic and consequently approximates the standing of
a dogma.
2. The meaning(s) of norms and obligations
The religious sensitivity and responsibility of implicitly religious persons
are inextricably linked to their religious-ethical striving(s) and doings.
Beyond this religious-ethical linkage, implicitly religious persons are
loath to accept any other traditions, texts, rituals, and demands as a priori
normative and/or authoritative. The demands their religious faith makes
of them “flow from what is truly significant to them” (ibid: 115).
3. The interrelationship between the religious and other realms of
knowledge/truth
In the eyes of implicitly religious persons, the very supposition of a need
to separate or to create compartments between realms of knowledge and
truth, between the religious ones and others, such as scientific, empirical
or humanistic ones, is problematic and ultimately unacceptable. Such
compartmentalization testifies to an absence of religious wholeness. This
wholeness stems from and is based on the strong sense that no human
experience is alien to the religious person.
4. The relationship between one’s own and others’ religious traditions
From an implicit religious perspective, much is gained and little is
jeopardized or lost from serious exposure to, entering into dialogue
with, generating synthesis and creating types of integration between, the
religious insights and experiences of distinct as well as often opposing
historical-particular religions. All religions contain truth; none of them
has a monopoly over such truth; and implicitly religious persons learn
much – grow spiritually – from encountering the inter-face between the
religious truths embedded and articulated in these discrete religions.
5. The parameters of the educated religious personality
The cultivation of a spiritual personality is the aim of implicit religious
education. In such an education, authenticity, being truthful and honest
with oneself before God (in the way this Being or Presence is conceived
in the specific faith of the implicitly religious person) is the distinctive
mark of the educated religious personality (ibid: 113–119).
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Bearing these five features of implicit religion in mind, let us now
proceed to an exposition of Korczak’s implicit religiosity as it is expressed
in representative selections from his written works and in selected
chapters of his life.
B. God’s Existence, Impenetrable Transcendence and
Immanent Presence in Korczak’s Religious Experience
and Understanding
January 20
This morning I really prayed the way a human being should pray. [...] I
was completely aware of what I was saying, not so much in the words,
but in my thought and spirit. Only this type of praying can strengthen a
person; only this type of prayer can be the prayer of a reflective being.
The other type of praying can be likened to the ramblings of a beggar
on the church steps. (As I now experience innite harmony in God, I’m
no longer surprised that this Being has no beginning and no end. The
cosmos and the stars, not the priest, lend testimony to me of the existence
of the “Creator of worlds”). I’ve created for myself a new type of faith.
Its direction is not yet entirely clear to me; but I do know that it is based
on the purity of the human spirit. It claims that God exists. What is God’s
nature? Human reason does not have an answer to this question. Act
decently and do good deeds, pray not to petition God but in order never
to forget Him because we can see God in everything. (Korczak, 1914;
1999:146–7)1
April 10
[...] I’m afraid of the dark, afraid of hallucinations, I’m more afraid
of the emotional than of the visual ones: If a cold, bony, twisted hand
suddenly reached out to catch me, I would not be able to stand it. Books
seem to make me nervous, but they protect me from something even
worse. I have come to deny and reject ritual practices. But I still believe
in God and prayer. I preserve them because it’s not possible to live
without them. It is not possible that human beings are a mere accident.
(Ibid: 156–157)

1

Unless otherwise stated, all quotes from Korczak’s works are my translations from
the Hebrew editions.
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I want to refute a mean-spirited book by a false prophet. It has done a
great deal of harm.
Also sprach Zarathustra.
[...] It says in black and white letters:
“Nietzsche died at odds with life – insane!”
I want to prove in my book that he died painfully at odds with the
truth.
[...] For in the nal moment of accounting, I’m not in a solitary cell
of the saddest hospital of all, but am with butterflies and grasshoppers,
and reflies and a concert of crickets and of a soloist lark, high up in the
blue sky.
Good Lord!
Thank you Good Lord [...] for having ordered all so wisely, that
the flowers are fragrant, the reflies glow upon the earth, the stars
sparkle in the sky. How joyous is old age. How delightful is the silence;
how delectable is the repose. “Human beings who are so immeasurably
blessed with Thy gifts, whom Thou hast created and sustains [...].” (Note:
In this last line Korczak alludes to a passage in a church hymn of F.
Karpinski.) (1942; Korczak, 1972: 77–78)
An examination of Korczak’s writings and life experiences from his
youthful through his mature and older adult years discloses the consistent
presence of an interrelated number of basic religious existential senses
and sensibilities in his experience and understanding of the world. A
considerable number of these sensibilities are expressed in the passages
quoted from two of his works heading this section.
The first two passages are from his semi-autobiographical work,
Confessions of a Butterfly, published in 1914. Korczak scholars contend
that much of the materials in this work are based on actual entries from
Korczak’s own personal diaries during his adolescent years. In light of
this, they suggest that the reflections and confessions of the fictitious
young university student in this work, who calls himself a butterfly,
reflect those of Korczak himself as a teenager. The third passage was
written close to thirty years later, sometime between May and August,
1942, and is taken from his Ghetto Diary published posthumously after
his death in the Treblinka extermination camp. The words in this passage
are those of a mature 64-year-old man.
The presence of similar themes in the writings of the youthful and older
Korczak – in the beginnings and the end of his conscious self-reflective
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life, as well as in many of his works in between these two life stages –
bears out the claim registered above regarding their consistency in his
written works as well as in his actual work ins-leben.
Let us first take a careful look at the main sensibilities expressed in
these three passages, and then, with the help of passages from works he
penned in other periods of his life, develop and explore them further.
What are these sensibilities?
1. God, a Supreme Being exists: “God exists [...]” (first passage above).
2. The strong sense of this Being’s existence is derived from human
encounters with nature – the nature of the world and of human
beings: “it’s not possible to live without them [faith in God and
prayer]. It is not possible that human beings are a mere accident”
(second passage above); “The cosmos and the stars, not the priest,
lend testimony to me of the existence of the ‘Creator of worlds”’
(first passage above); “Thank you Good Lord [...] for having ordered
all so wisely, that the flowers are fragrant, the reflies glow upon
the earth, the stars sparkle in the sky” (third passage above).
3. This Supreme Being is infinite, has no beginning and no end and
is experienced and conceived of in terms of representing an infinite
harmony: “As I now experience innite harmony in God, I’m no
longer surprised that this Being has no beginning and no end” (first
passage above).
4. Human reason can neither unravel nor comprehend the nature or
essence of this Infinite Being: “What is God’s nature? Human reason
does not have an answer to this question” (first passage above).
5. This Supreme Being’s presence can be experienced by human beings
in everything: “pray not to petition God but in order never to forget
Him because we can see God in everything” (ibid.).
6. The presence of God is experienced mainly in ethical behavior – in
human deeds of decency and goodness – and in prayer: “Act decently
and do good deeds, pray not to petition God but in order never to
forget Him” (ibid.).
7. The praying experience befitting humans as rational-reflective beings
should be a purely spiritual personal one; it should not resemble a
business-like transaction where the attempt is made to trade off the
spiritual wares of faith for the sake of receiving material goods:
“This morning I really prayed the way a human being should pray.
[...] I was completely aware of what I was saying, not so much in
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the words, but in my thought and spirit. Only this type of praying
can strengthen a person; only this type of prayer can be the prayer
of a reflective being. The other type of praying can be likened to the
ramblings of a beggar on the church steps. I’ve created for myself a
new type of faith. Its direction is not yet entirely clear to me; but I
do know that it is based on the purity of the human spirit” (ibid.).
C. God’s Existence and Eternal Recurrence
This is how it was already. So it was when God separated between
darkness and light, hung the stars each in its own place, and tied each
of them together with the threads of gravity. This is how it was when
worlds were born out of the chaos.
The worlds had not yet begun to be born; there was only a thought
to create them or, perhaps there even wasn’t yet such a thought. Hues
and sounds roamed around hither and thither, traces of creative powers
were barely discernible, and emotions took shape slowly, like a thin mist,
whirling about and spreading out flaccidly. And each of these particles
passed by the other indifferently, whether similar or strange to the other
– each one lived self-contained, by and for itself alone [...]
And yet [...]
A strong voice was heard and it commanded these dispersed atoms to
unite and be constructed together by relinquishing their self-sufciency.
And now lightening strikes and a drop of moisture appears, a ne crystal
and strange amazing phenomena appear – life [...]
Beginning with a thin strip of mould, plant life comes into being; and
oak trees disseminate their seeds so their children may grow when their
parent’s bodies disintegrate or are crushed by a lightening bolt.
Life comes into being.
Man is created and a strong desire awakens in his heart to discover
the secret of life, a strange (wondrous) creature – this man [...]
Bobo has existed for a very long time, from ages upon ages ago [...]
Bobo already existed in the chaos out of which God created the stars,
draped them on the face of the heavens and xed them there in permanent
invisible threads of interdependence. Bobo was already there when God
set the stars on their courses. (Korczak, 1999: 68–70)
Korczak’s conception of God and of this Supreme Being’s relationship
to the world is articulated most clearly and powerfully in his essay on the
first year of the human infant “Bobo” (Polish for baby). This essay, also
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published in 1914, combines rich insightful empirical comments on an
infant’s mental and motor development in her/his first year of life with a
wealth of poetic metaphors and philosophical reflections on the process
and meaning of life. Bobo, the human infant, is at once a real concrete
individual human infant and a metaphor of human life and human life
forces in general.
In the opening passages of this essay – a selection of which are quoted
above – Korczak places Bobo within the context of the creation of the
world. In its primordial stage as Korczak envisages it, the world had been
in a state of chaos; atom-like particles existed separately and unrelated
to each other in this chaos. The actual creation of life and Bobo within
it takes place when God calls out to these atoms and commands them
to relinquish their separate existence, estranged from each other, and
to join themselves together in cooperative interdependent relationships:
“Bobo has existed for a very long time, from ages upon ages ago [...]
Bobo already existed in the chaos out of which God created the stars,
draped them on the face of the heavens and xed them there in permanent
invisible threads of interdependence. Bobo was already there when God
set the stars on their courses.”
The world, with all its attendant natural phenomena and processes
(including Bobos/human beings and their life processes), as the Creation
of God, the Supreme Being, serves as one of the two decisive sources
of inspiration of Korczak’s belief in the existence of God. (The other is
human needs and aspirations, which will be explored later in this essay.)
Korczak’s experience and understanding of Creation, and not of any
particular-historical revelation, is the centerpiece of Korczak’s implicit
religiosity. Indeed, as we’ll learn below, his religiosity included strong
reservations and at times even opposition to several significant features
of historical-particular religions. It is Creation that is truly significant to
him, and his religious faith and the demands it makes on him flow from
his experience and understanding of Creation. In short, Korczak truly
recognizes and embraces Divine revelation only in and through Creation.
Korzcak experienced and understood the nature of God’s Creation –
the world – including human life in it, in terms of two recurring, endless,
inextricably interdependent processes of life, growth and flourishing on
the one hand, and decay, dissolution and death on the other. Korczak
finds and identifies God’s relationship to the world and humankind in
it in these processes, and his individual personal relationship to God
emerges out of his responses to these processes. Many of his writings
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– publicist, pedagogical and literary – from his first and to his last, are
replete with references to these processes.
The expression of radical amazement (Heschel, 1955) at these processes is the thread that ties together Korczak’s three main different
responses to and interpretations of these processes. This radical amazement:
a) Inspires his belief in the powerful, prominent and persuasive human
capacity for growth, development and improvement and lends him
seemingly endless and tireless strength to actively facilitate, fortify
and advance this capacity among the people he encounters in general,
and the children he educates in particular;
b) Assists him in very significant ways to establish the in-built – the
built-into-nature – limitations that inhibit, distort and eliminate these
“wondrous” (in his eyes) human growth-improvement capacities,
and provides him with deep resources of consolation in response to
these limitations;
c) Leads him to adopt an attitude of equanimity – fearless, stoic-like,
tranquil acceptance, respect, appreciation and even admiration –
towards the inevitable, life-depleting, dissolving and ending forces
also embedded in and realized by nature.
1) Korczak’s expression of radical amazement at the powers of
growth, development, creativity and life-construction in inanimate,
animate and human nature are legion in his writings (Korczak, 2003;
1999; 1998; 1996a; 1996; 1972). Many of these passages are couched in
highly emotive and poetic language and read like odes to Creation. They
are often coupled with a personal prayer of gratitude and appreciation to
God for these gifts of Creation. We’ve already seen one example of this
type of amazement and gratitude from his last written work quoted above
– the passage from his Ghetto diary in which he contrasts his worldview
with that of Nietzsche (p. 6).
Let us take a look at another passage, this time from one of his earlier
works, The School of Life (1907; Korczak, 2003). In this pedagogic
treatise, Korczak presents his educational utopia in the form of an
imagined school campus and community. This school’s headmaster,
suffering from a disease that has been diagnosed as definitely terminal,
decides to refrain from taking life-prolonging but not disease-curing
drugs and to let his life come to its natural end. In this passage he
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shares his farewell words with the school’s student and adult population.
Components of Korczak’s credo are clearly discernible in this passage.
In it we can hear Korczak’s love of nature and his careful sensitive
reading of, as well as, into it; his gratitude to God for creating these
growth forces in natural and human life; hints of his belief in the cyclical
nature of life and death through his personalization of the destiny of the
Visula’s river’s tributaries flowing into the ocean and from there turning
into other life-generating forces; and his view of nature as an educative
paradigm of human growth. Here are some excerpts from these passages:
My God, if my soul stands in trial before You [...] My soul will
tell you it sought light and respect for human beings! [...] If
matter and energy are never exhausted, fascinating processes will
ever-continue beyond the boundaries of my consciousness, and I
lend my thanks to that which is the most amazing, beautiful and
glorious, I thank you, nature, for the most wondrous gift you’ve
bestowed upon me – human life, the life of human beings [...]
The Visula river can be seen from a window in my room. And she
too ever-flows. The sky, sunsets and sunrises, gray and dark clouds
are suspended and posed above her. Her tributaries flow near poor
villages and large cities. They pump her waters but she remains
rich and worriless. Visula, do your waters tremble anxiously when
they have to flow out of you into the innite waterways of the ocean!
– In order to combine together in a different form with other tiny
drops of water yet again to become a source of creative power? [...]
And You, tranquil and ever kindness-lending Nature, be blessed for
the most precious of Your gifts – Consciousness – Life [...]
My children, here is Life, the only true singular wellspring –
draw and collect from it – to flourish.
Here is life – drink, be quenched by it, grow and become strong
– and when you flourish you will inseminate a flower like yourself
that will safe-guard the wondrous secret of the ripening fruit whose
powers you will offer in the future to the world.
A garden of youthful souls, a flourishing garden of children’s
souls – a plentitude of color shades and images – and to each and
every one of them is the power to grow, flourish and bear fruit.
(1907; Korczak, 2003: 207–210).
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2) The endless wheel of humanity as inspiration and consolation –
In one of his earliest works, his second social-realistic novel, A Child
of the Parlor (1904/1906; Korczak, 1998), its semi-autobiographical
hero Yank/Jan, a university student from a wealthy upper-middle class
Polish family, searching for life’s meaning by living in a poor proletarian
neighborhood and giving free lessons to the children of its inhabitants,
disguised as Santa Claus on Christmas eve, wanders into and out of
apartments in different tenements, blessing its residents and giving them
small gifts. As he wanders from tenement to tenement, he experiences
the adults and children he sees and encounters as being part of and
taking part in an endless, infinite cyclical wave, swarm or kaleidoscope
of humanity:
Old people, young people and children are sitting together but they
are already different, already new [...] One is missing, a second
one sets out for the world, and others will take her place. Life will
move on again like a wave – it will reshape itself into new forms
– there’s one whom the earth has taken – there’s another who at
this very moment has begun to grow in his mother’s womb – and
the wheel of life never ceases – it ever-turns and turns. (1904/06;
Korczak, 1998: 358)
Because of the poverty and suffering as well as the determination to live,
love and work he sees in their faces and in their behavior, Yank feels
and expresses sorrow and compassion for them and finds solace in this
infinite wheel of humanity of which they are a part.
3) Korczak’s attitude of equanimity towards dissolution and death –
A good number of passages from his writings and of chapters from his
life, as well as recent research uncovering his involvement in Warsaw’s
semi-secret circle of people belonging to the theosophical movement
suggest that Korczak’s implicit religiosity includes components inspired
by eastern religions, especially by Buddhism (Puszkin, 2002; Eden, 2002;
Perlis, 1986; Kurzweil, 1968). In two of the passages above, one from
The Child of the Parlor and the other from The School of Life, we have
already noted his sense of the dynamic interrelatedness between life and
death. The following passage from Bobo articulates this sense in a clearer
and more nuanced way:
I imagine an old oak tree smiling through his green branches at
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the funny shape of a small oak tree with its very tiny leaves, and
this small oak tree feels secure and pleased in the shade of his
father’s branches, and speaks to his father in soft rustlings. There
are already many dying cells in the vast body of this old aging
oak tree; he still has great strength, but the fluids now flow slowly
through his arteries, as if he’s already tired; and the small oak tree
drinks his mother earth’s blood in great pleasure, is nourished and
grows, and grows and grows. It seems to me every bird smiles at
her chicks because the bright countenance of future generations
in a blue mist, replete with heart murmurings, encompasses all
that advances the tomorrow of the next day in small, unformed yet
denite movements.
Even the old and serious life-giving sun nds a smile for the
forest’s mayflower, and the mayflower responds to this smile in the
pure scent she dispenses as her petals stir in the wind.
It is not because he understands its meaning that Bobo responds to
a smile with a smile of his own. He does not understand the language
of the heartfelt smile. But it is because for over hundreds of thousand
years, each day greets the dawn of the next day with an affectionate
blessing, and the latter responds graciously to the former. And this
smile flows through thousands of generations and unites the paling
bones in the graveyards of idol worshippers and Bobo into a family
brotherhood; and Bobo will flow through innite space, because the
smile is the link that ties the chain of generations together.
Just as the rst breath is not but a necessary reflex that precedes
the conscious life of Bobo – life could not come into being without
this breath – so too is this rst smile; it precedes human thought –
without it human thought could not come into existence.
Your mother smiles at you, Bobo, and though she knows that
every day of your growth entails a reversal in hers, that every
breath you take and every heart-beat of yours are a step forward
for you and a step backward for her, she bears no grudge towards
you in this regard (Korczak, 1999: 80–81).
In this passage Korczak places the recurring interrelated dual process
of living and dying, growing and decaying in human life in the context
of all natural phenomena in the world. He attributes human personality,
emotions and responses to inanimate natural phenomena like the sun,
trees and flowers and to animate unreflective ones, like birds. These
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mature ever-aging inanimate and animate unreflective natural phenomena
“smile” gladly and fondly at their “progeny,” as they lend their strength
and seeds towards advancing their progeny’s further growth: the mature
tree to the sapling; the sun to flowers; the mother bird to her baby
chick. Their knowledge that every step forward of their “young ones”
entails a step of depletion towards their own eventual self-dissolution
– physical death – does not in any way dissuade them from lending
the growth-assistance they lend to their progeny. This too is the case
with human beings (more accurately, in this passage with female human
beings): “Your mother smiles at you, Bobo, and though she knows that
every day of your growth entails a reversal in hers, that every breath
you take and every heart-beat of yours are a step forward for you and a
step backward for her, she bears no grudge towards you in this regard”
(Ibid: 81).
In this passage as well as in others we’ve already seen (and in additional
ones we have not quoted), Korczak’s tendency to humanize nature and
to “naturalize” human beings, and to integrate between the physical and
material and between the mental and spiritual realms, is very apparent.
This raises the possibility of suggesting that in his eyes human death is
death only in a physical sense; in a spiritual sense it is at once a different
non-physical form of life and a necessary stage in the eventual, necessary
generation of new physical life.
The following entry in his Warsaw Ghetto diary lends further support
to this claim. Though not stating this directly and explicitly in the
reflections he shares in this entry, he does make a strong case for serious
consideration of the validity of believing in the immortality of the soul.
Here are the relevant excerpts from this entry:
The soul is full of longings in the narrow cage of the body. Man
ponders over death as the end but death is merely the continuation
of life, another life. You may not believe in the soul’s immortality;
nonetheless you must acknowledge that your body will live on as
green grass, as a cloud. After all, you are water and earth.
“The world is the metamorphosis of evil, everlasting.” – Tetmajer
says. Even this skeptic, pessimist and nihilist spoke in terms of
eternity.
The amoeba is immortal, man is a colony of sixty trillion of them
[...] (1942; Korczak, 1972: 77–78).
Korczak included a child’s right to die among the three major rights he
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claimed for her/him (1996:36). He worked as a doctor in the children’s
ward of a hospital (1904–1912) and is quoted as often noting that children
usually die in a significantly more peaceful and dignified manner than
do adults. Like the headmaster of the school of life, Korczak does not
fear death; takes issue with those who do (sadness/sorrow yes; fear, no!);
senses that those who fear death fear life, and those who fear life, fear
death; and that death is preferable to a life that can no longer be lived
fully and meaningfully (Korczak, 2003: 206–207). Several times in the
course of his life, Korczak, out of radical despair at what he felt was
the emptiness or meaninglessness of his life and/or work, seriously considered committing suicide. Nonetheless according to his self-testimony,
new dreams, hopes and plans towards humanizing/improving the world
renewed his strength and resolve to live, and compelled him to relinquish
his idea of suicide (Korczak, 1972: 103, 149; Eden, 2002; Regev, 1996;
Perlis, 1986).
When news began to spread in the Warsaw Ghetto regarding Nazi
plans to transport and relocate the Jews, accompanied by rumors that this
“relocation” meant death, Korczak reached three crucial decisions:
? Come what may, irrespective of the various opportunities he was
afforded by Polish friends and others to escape out of the ghetto,
he would not desert the 200 children in his and Stefa Wilincheska’s
charge and he would accompany them to and through whatever fate
awaited them;
? He would not put them at the risk of fending for themselves on
their own by allowing them to leave the orphanage to try to find
hiding places among the nooks and cracks of the ghetto and/or
among families and other adults, themselves in a tremendous state
of anxiety and panic. Rather the children, he and other members of
the educational staff would stay united together, and he and the staff
would lend their untiring assistance and support to all of the children.
? Weeks before the actual transports out of the ghetto began Korczak
initiated a theater project for the children of the orphanage. Under his
guidance and with the assistance of his most experienced counselors,
the children learned the script and performance of a play, The Post
Ofce , written by the well-known and popular Indian philosopher and
writer, Rabindranath Tagore. This play tells the story of a young boy
with a terminal disease. Surrounded by and supported by a number
of sensitive and caring young and mature friends and acquaintances
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the young boy is led by them to meet his death courageously and
peacefully. When asked by the guests that were invited to attend the
performance of the play and who were deeply moved by it, why
he had chosen it, Korczak responded in the following vein: “If the
children of the orphanage are indeed ultimately going to be compelled
to meet their death, I wanted their involvement in this play to assist
them in meeting it in a way similar to that of the young boy in it.”
(Mortkowicz, 1941: 150)
There are some significant differences in the eyewitness reports we have
describing the manner in which Korczak, his staff and children marched
to the Umshlagplatz and entered the open doors of the train cars awaiting
them there. Nonetheless, all of them contain unrestrained admiration
at the relatively fearless, calm, proud, dignified and heart-rending way
Korczak, his staff and children marched together on this infamous day of
August 5, 1942 (Regev, 1996: 207–209). Korczak’s ability to conceive
and implement this type of an encounter with death by children and adults
clearly stems to a considerable extent from the way he experienced,
understood and interpreted the world as being ever-constituted by these
two infinite interrelated recurrent processes of ever-living and ever-dying.
D. God’s Presence and Human Responses to It: Acts of
Prayer and Deeds of Goodness
I know man’s mind is too tiny to comprehend God; it’s like a drop
in the ocean. (1921/22; Korczak, 1996a: 23–24)
Holding our brightly lit torches and our logs of natural laws, we
are marching through the pathways of history. The direction –
forward; the slogan – What for? With will-power – to understand;
with power of thought – mystery – God, the Secret of secrets. (Ibid:
28)
God, when I love this tiny infant more than anything else, perhaps
I love You in him, because You are found in the most tiny of all –
the greatest secret of all – God. (Ibid: 9)
But after all, You are not only present in a human being’s tears
but also in the lilac flowers’ scent. You are not only in the heavens
but also in a kiss. Sadness and longings arise after every festivity.
Embedded in these longings like in the mist are mom’s face,
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whispers from the homeland, a human other’s plight, and the fate
of Your secret, God. (Ibid: 26)
The four passages heading this section are from four of the eighteen
prayers Korczak composed and published in the form of a prayerbook he
entitled A Human Being with Her/His God: Prayers of People Who Do
Not Pray (1921/22; Korczak, 1996a). This collection of very personal
prayers, shot through with highly-charged emotional human turnings to
God in audacious anthropomorphic images of this Supreme Being, is one
of the two major sources on which our exposition of Korczak’s sense
of God’s presence in Creation and of his responses to this presence is
based.
Korzcak scholars agree that the death of Korczak’s mother in 1919
from her exposure to the highly infectious disease of typhus that he had
contracted, and his strong sense of guilt about his responsibility for her
death as well as his no less powerful great sense of loss, are the immediate
and direct motivations for his writing of these prayers. At the same time,
it’s very important to point out that praying – as an act through which
human beings delve into and/or uncover their deepest problems, conflicts
and troubles, their dreams and aspirations, express and work them through
before and with God – appears in many of Korczak’s previous works,
such as The Children of the Street (1901; Korczak, 1998), A Week of Bad
Luck (1906; Korczak, 1999) and Educational Moments (1919; Korczak,
1996). We ourselves have already become aware of such praying acts
as they have appeared in several of the passages from his other writings
that we’ve presented and discussed above.
The very title of this collection provides us with some insights regarding Korczak’s sense of God’s presence and of his response to it.
First, we should take note of its first part: A Human Being with Her/His
God. It is not humanity with its God or human beings with God, but
an individual, singular human being with her/his God. Implicit here,
and more explicit in the form, style and substance of each of the 18
“prayers” (i.e., both the person praying and the prayer he/she offers)
in this collection, is the supposition that God’s presence in the world
is experienced and conceived within the particular, concrete, individual,
singular, personal, private – subjective – context of each and every human
being’s life/his-tory/her-story/situation/situatedness.
What is the meaning of the equivocating and apparently paradoxical
nature of the second or sub-title: Prayers of People Who Do Not Pray?

Janush Korczak’s Implicit Religiosity

305

How can non-praying people pray prayers? They obviously – logically,
rationally – cannot! However, if the phrase “people who do not pray”
is followed by an unstated implicit qualifying clause regarding specific
pre-set frameworks – liturgy, times and places – at, through and in
which human praying takes place, then it is quite possible for these
non-praying people to pray prayers. Consequently, as interpreted here
the subtitle of this work should read: “Prayers of people who do not
pray in conventional traditional religious places and/or according to
traditional religious dictates.” Korczak’s prayerbook is devoted to people
who do pray but they pray outside of and not within the confines
of organized institutional traditional religious frameworks and their
respective canonical liturgies.
Furthermore, analysis of the prayers of these non-praying people and
of the ways in which they pray them suggests that prayer/praying is
significantly more than a possibility for them. It is an existential need,
even a necessity for them! If we add to this analysis the prevalence in
so many of Korczak’s writings of people (among them a good number
of semi-autobiographical figures/heroes) who offer personal prayers and
solid biographical information on Korczak as a person who himself
actually prayed and/or meditated, I believe we can responsibly make
the following claim: In Korczak’s eyes, belief in God and a powerful
drive, need or desire to sense God as a Presence to Whom one turns in
personal prayer in a myriad of different existential contexts/situations,
are universal human phenomena.
Returning now to the first two passages from two of the prayers
heading this section, we see them expressing one of Korczak’s main
religious sensibilities already mentioned above: The human mind is like
a drop in an ocean, much too tiny to comprehend the essence of God’s
infinite Being; this Being or Presence is the secret of secrets.
In a way that is paradoxical and dialectical, the human heart’s certainty
of God’s presence in the world and the human mind’s certainty of the
impenetrability of this Being’s nature paves the way towards experiencing
and conceiving God’s Presence in rich and bold anthropomorphic terms,
such as the ones we find in the third and fourth passages heading this
section. For the mother who has just given birth to her first child, God,
the greatest secret of all secrets, is found in her newborn baby. For the
free spirited young woman, God is found not only in a human being’s
tears but also in the sweet smell of lilac flowers; not only in the heavens
but also in a kiss. The destiny of God’s secret, like the face of one’s
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mother and the distress of a human other, is hidden in human sadness
and longings (see also Korczak, 1996a: 19–21, 24–5, 33; 1999: 73, 77).
More detailed consideration of these 18 prayers and a comparison
between them leads to several major conclusions regarding Korczak’s
conception of God’s presence and his response to it:
? In a way strongly resembling the images of God and manners of
talking to and with this Supreme Being heard in Black gospel music
and spirituals, God is present in Korczak’s prayers as the closest, most
intimate, wise and caring best Friend – God is their Friend of all friends.
All 18 of these prayers turn to God in first person singular possessive
pronouns, such as my Lord, my God. With only one exception, the
adjectives they employ in addressing God are very friendly, soft and
gentle: God is “precious,” “precious beyond everything,” “good,”
“beloved,” “forgiving,” “kind-hearted,” “smiling,” “compassionate,”
etc. In many prayers, the prayer expresses deep concern regarding
God’s difficulties, suffering, old age and sadness, and prays for this
Being’s well being. In these cases, it is not God who is asked to lend
compassion to human beings but human beings lend their compassion
to God! The nature of their turning and relating to God is always direct,
friendly and intimate, and rarely formal or hierarchal (Korczak, 1996a:
9–34).
? Standing in God’s Presence, genuine prayer as an existential spiritual
– cognitive and affective – act is the arena in which human beings
become conscious of, articulate, focus on and confront their deepest
questions, problems, conflicts and longings. Consequently, to a considerable extent, prayer serves as a vehicle towards the fortification of
their resolve and will to improve themselves and the world, to aspire
to more goodness and to realize it in the real world.
? We propose that the liberty Korczak takes in employing rich, radical
and rash anthropomorphic imagery – at times playful and ironic,
usually engaging and often shocking – in his and his prayers’ God-talk
stems from the uncompromising anthropocentric nature of his implicit
religiosity or religious humanism (see below for additional evidence in
support of this claim). Since rational-critical reflective human beings
cannot possibly gain access into the essence of the infinite Supreme
Being they call God, the best they can do is to imagine this Being
in terms of the human at its best – of humanity in its finest actual
achievements and highest (possible) aspirations.
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Stating this in terms of an educative model/paradigm, we can say that
any human image or representation of God that assists human persons to
confront more sensitively and successfully the difficulties and dilemmas
life poses to them, and that motivates them towards life-constructing
and ameliorating acts, is not only legitimate but also desirable and
praiseworthy.
By way of summarizing these points, we can say Korczak’s God is
human beings’ Great, Old, Wise and Closest Friend of Friends who
ever-lends them support and encouragement to grow, flourish and create,
and to accompany and do good to the world and to all others in it,
especially humans, and human children most especially (see below).
This conception of the interrelationship between God and human beings
offers us a key towards understanding the major existential – intellectual
and emotional – source of Korczak’s disinterest in and opposition to the
structures and strictures of explicit religions in general, and to those of
Catholicism in particular (Korczak’s familiarity with that religion was
significantly more extensive than with Judaism).
To Korczak’s sense and sensibilities, these structures and strictures
tend all-too-often to diminish, devaluate and distort at once the spiritualrational-ethical nature of human beings and the impenetrable ineffable
nature of God. Putting this more pointedly, these structures and strictures
dehumanize. As intimated above, many of these 18 prayers are filled with
non-praying praying people’s emotionally charged existential struggles
with the many contradictions and conflicts in and of life, generated by
the complex nature of the human personality and of human society.
I suggest that a detailed analysis of these prayers (that is beyond the
present scope of this paper) would show that Korczak located the powers
of dehumanization in the following dimensions of explicit religions’,
especially Catholicism’s, orientation, organization and practices:
God as a Grand Inquisitor, Punisher and Reward-Giver – Who:
? Induces fear in human beings, punishes them for their bad deeds,
frailties, failings and fallings, bestows on them material benefits in
exchange for their loyalty and good deeds.
? Is severe, lacks irony, never laughs, rather limits, censures, censors
and suppresses human beings, their freedom of thought, expression,
experimentation, their freedom to try to live their lives to its fullness.
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God as only truly accessible to human beings through chosen intermediaries arranged hierarchically, and through performing prescribed specific
ritual acts. These usually:
? Uproot religion from the “Ministry” of the Interior – of internal affairs
of the heart and spirit – and transplant it into the Ministries of State
and Finance. Religion becomes a base of political and economic
power, catering to and serving the needs and interests of the religious
institution’s hierarchies at the expense of the people faithful to it.
? Engender a process through which the rituals, the symbols incrementally and cumulatively ever-gain more importance than the ethicalspiritual meanings symbolized in them. Humans become robot-like,
relatively mindless ritual-dispensing “machines” instead of spontaneous, searching, struggling, reflective spiritual beings.
To expand, refine and conclude our exposition of Korczak’s sense of
God’s presence in Creation and of his responses to it, we now turn to an
analysis of the text of the seventh scene in the play that Korczak wrote,
The Senate of the Insane (1931; Korczak, 1996a: 59–100). This text is
the second main source on which our exploration of this topic is based
and the one to which we were referring in our opening words at the
beginning of this section.
In this scene, one of the more sane patients in this fictional insane
asylum of Korczak’s “construction,” the nameless elderly man (all the
patients and personnel in this asylum are nameless; they are identified by
an adjectival noun depicting their outstanding quality) shares a legend
with a young boy named Yazik (nicknamed Yank) about “How God took
to His Feet and Ran away from the sanctuary the townspeople built for
Him.” Yank is the son of the carpenter, an ex-patient of the asylum,
whose way of displaying his gratitude to the head of the asylum for
curing him is to come to the asylum once a week to do needed furniture
repairs. Yank usually accompanies his father on these weekly visits to
lend him assistance.
We now bring here the basic outline and unfolding of the elderly man’s
legend; highlighting excerpts from the text itself; and our analysis and
interpretation of them.
Struck by powerful feelings of emptiness and loneliness, the people
of a certain unnamed present-day city-metropolis (Warsaw?) reach the
conclusion that they need and must find God. They invest tremendous
energies and sums of money in search parties, detectives and other
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professionals in this quest. They all fail. But they are nonetheless certain
that God must exist – they’ve heard responsible rumors authenticating
this. And indeed, a young girl, Martzysha, unintentionally discovers God
hidden in her own favorite hiding place, a lark’s nest. The passage below
begins with the peoples’ consternation at knowing God exists but not
being able to find Him:
But He does exist – it’s a fact. That’s right, (He’s) old and His head
and face are all-covered by white hair. One night a soldier saw Him;
hearsay has it that He appeared in church attending a celebration
there; also, that some people saw Him: at an overnight hostel
for the homeless; feeding crumbs to sparrows; pooh, speaking
with a prostitute; hearsay has it that the hangman saw God right
at the very moment he was hanging someone – since he was
drunk or something else the hangman probably only imagined this.
Neither the policeman, nor the detective, nor the intellectual, nor
the mind-reader (the city leaders also turned to him to nd God)
found God; Martzysha found Him in her own hiding place, a lark’s
nest. She disclosed her secret unintentionally and now she’s crying.
“You’re stupid, it will be good for God here; people say the palace
is made out of marble and the throne out of pure gold; there are
carpets, candlesticks, incense and music.” “But maybe He wants
to stay here and doesn’t want to come,” she says and cries. Oh go
ahead and try to make sense to such a stupid person! [...]
Employing different types of excuses God tried to slip away from
them – after a slew of relentless questions, He nally admitted. He
wasn’t really hiding – He simply thought there’s no need for Him,
and He was not in the habit of reading newspapers. Certainly,
willfully with pleasure He’ll come if people miss Him and the
governing bodies insist on this. (1931; Korczak, 1996a: 76–77)
Note the following places in this passage: God is described here as very
old, white-headed and bearded with age. Who sees God, where has God
been seen, who ultimately finds God, and where? A soldier saw God
in the night; a hangman preparing a hanging also thought he saw God.
Rumors have it that God was seen: attending a festive occasion at a
church; paying a visit to an overnight hostel for the homeless; feeding
bread crumbs to sparrows; and conversing with a prostitute. A young
girl and not a complex network of professional law enforcers using
state-of-the-art search technologies finds God; she finds God in her own
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hiding place, a lark’s nest. Her sensitivity, expressed in her worried tears
fearing she may have unintentionally “blown God’s cover” in contrast to
the cocky confidence of the adults totally certain God would like nothing
more than to be housed in the ostentatious palace they’ve erected for
Him, is noteworthy. Also noteworthy is God’s initial reluctance to come
out of His hiding, motivated by His uncertainty regarding the seriousness
or sincerity of the adults’ interest in finding and being with Him.
Now, having somewhat reluctantly and hesitatingly agreed to coming
out of hiding, to reappear and to make His Presence known to the city’s
population, God is seated in the center elevated place of an open carriage
driven by four white horses. The carriage drives God into the city through
the three victory gates built in advance to honor Him. The entire city’s
population is gathered on the streets to greet Him as the vehicle drives
through them en route to the grand palace in which God will reside and
the golden throne on which God will sit. There is much fanfare and a
very festive mood is in the air. We bring here the passage describing
some of the encounters between the city’s population and God en route
to the palace and God’s public appearance before the city population:
Here God is riding through the streets; old-aged Faith stands
pressed into a corner. The masses shove her so hard that she barely
manages to stand on her feet, her eyes tearing as she looks out,
but she will not be able to see anything because the crowd hides
God from her view. Her lips trembling, she whispers “I’ve been
privileged.” Blind Justice stands beside Her. And Hope, with three
silly children, also stands nearby. Hope raises the smallest among
them above the crowd and tells him: “Look!” And the silly boy
sucks his candy stick feverishly and periodically checks to see how
much candy is still left on it.
A theater director says – “What an aristocratic gure He cuts.”
A physician says: “He’s already very old.” A woman of faith
exclaims “He’s so wonderful but also so so sad.”
In truth He indeed smiled only once, when His carriage passed
by well-organized lines of boy scout youth movement members,
and He asked the carriage driver to stop on the corner by the wall
where Faith, Justice and Hope were standing; He rose up as if He
was planning to stand on His two feet, but then, making a sign of
despair with one of His hands, He reclined back heavily into the
cushions of His seat.
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Before all this, many consultations had taken place regarding
the choice of the person most suitable to give the keynote address
at God’s reception ceremony. Should it be the most learned, the
person holding the most impressive appearance or the highest
status or the strongest voice audible from the greatest distance?
A Doctor of Philosophy was chosen. He surrounded himself with
books. Following the conventions of the rhetorical arts, he planned
to open by expressing astonishment and amazement, to speak with
ever-increasing pathos, afterwards he would deliver a thunderous
passage blasting the pernicious customs that have spread-out and
taken hold among the people. He planned to end his speech in a
submissive whisper. Three times he rehearsed his speech in front of
the mirror.
The Holy Ancient One sits – listens or does not listen.[...]
“God...to You... with You... or, You... tell us if we understand.”
“What a fool,” God’s voice is heard saying. It is a tranquil and
playful voice.
A great silence prevailed. God’s look encompassed everyone.
For a moment it seemed as if He had disappeared. He lled the
temple with His Being. He took to His feet. He lifted up His hand. A
blinding brightness. A thunderous voice. The rooftop trembled, the
beams bent. The walls leaned to fall. Everything froze out of fear;
the architect later explained that the calculations he made were
based on the usual proportions of prayer houses. How could he
have known? But, miraculously, everything returned to its normal
state.
“My children – love each one his/her neighbor!” – and He did
not add one word more.” (Ibid: 78)
We suggest that the following places in this passage warrant our attention:
? Here too God is perceived (by a doctor) as looking and being quite old.
In addition a theater director perceives Him as bearing a distinguished
aristocratic look, and a faithful female believer experiences Him as
both wondrous and sad. Indeed throughout all the events related to
His public appearance, God smiles only once. This smile is clearly
directed towards a group of young people belonging to the Scouts
movement.
? Korczak personifies faith, hope and justice. Like God, Faith is also
quite old. Faith is also portrayed as extremely moved by and thankful
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for this opportunity to see God, but at the same time as quite pathetically naı̈ve (her physical weakness and the unruly and pushy crowd
will prevent her from actually seeing God). Justice is depicted as being
blind, and Hope as having three foolish/stupid children; she lifts her
youngest child up into her arms to afford him a glimpse of God over
the heads of the crowd; however the child is totally absorbed in the
candy he’s sucking and hopelessly unresponsive to his mom’s efforts
and coaxing.
God apparently seriously considers getting up from His seat in the
carriage to greet the crowd in a closer and more active way; this
takes place when the carriage is approaching the street corner where
Faith, Hope and Justice are standing. However, for whatever reason,
moving His Hands in a despairing manner, He backs down from this
possibility and reseats Himself on the cushions of His seat in the
carriage.
Throughout His public appearance God breaks His silence twice – the
first time, He says 3 words, the second, 7.
The first time God’s voice is heard saying “What a fool” in a tranquil
and playful manner. These words are directed at the pretentious and
pompous rhetoric of the Dr. of Philosophy, who had been chosen
after exhausting consultations among the city’s ceremonial-planning
committee to give the welcome keynote address before God at the
festive public reception ceremony.
The second time God states these 7 words, then desists from speaking,
from saying anything further: “My children! Love each one his/her
neighbor!” Korczak’s use of an exclamation point intimates their
standing in his (and God’s) eyes as a command. However there is no
explicit mention here of the tone in which they are stated. Nonetheless
they emerge in the text immediately after a paragraph containing a
very dramatic depiction of God’s physical presence and awe-inspiring
powers. Allusions to biblical descriptions of God’s revelation are
clearly discernible in components of the portrait Korczak paints in
this paragraph.

We now turn to the last part and ending of this legend. For this part, rather
than providing a summation of it in our own words and then highlighted
excerpts from it as we’ve done previously, we bring immediately below
– excluding only several lines of it – the full text as it continues from the
previous passage above:
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Everything ended, the masses of people left the place. The lights
were turned off. A small truck collected the flowers. God got off His
throne, surveyed the place several times, and sighed. He tapped on
the marble and immediately knew how much the contractor had
made. He marched forward but the royal fur coat burdened Him.
He threw it off Him and hurried off to a side gate. The gate opened
up on its own.
God left – escaped, ran away – is no longer. Not in a luxury car
but simply on foot. This is outrageous. So much money, so many
expenses, and so much work – and how He belittled everything –
there’s no doubt: these are the strange behaviors of old age [...]
He ran away, escaped for the sake of His soul. And He returned
to the village again. He changed Himself into a forest berry and
fell asleep. Afterwards he ate something with one of the village
inhabitants. A bullet shot from an enemy’s rifle had hit this person a
centimeter away from his heart, and he had received the decoration
of heroism. They offered God some yogurt and then He left them.
He rode in a carriage owned by a Jew and conversed with the
driver. He covered large distances in the form of eld mouse. He
held a conversation with the municipal pharmacist. People saw him
among a crowd of miners gathered together after a re had broken
out in the mine. He cried at the city’s slaughterhouse. He hid in
a hyacinth plant. Many times they almost got their hands on Him,
almost – almost, and always at the very last moment, He shook his
nger, murmured something under His nose – and disappeared. Go
ahead and try to chase after the wind.
As long as the sun warmed the world, He wandered around in
the villages, and in the winter He came into the capital city, but
not into the temple hall. He does not like to sit in closed places.
God looked, and here there were children playing near the fence.
God stopped by them and then a detective almost managed to get
his hand on the Venerable One. But, at the very last moment, God
noticed him. He wanted to run away but saw He did not have
enough time for this; He jumped upwards and dispersed Himself
in the form of rain beads.
The detective leaned down to the ground and tried to collect them.
No way!! Even regular beads slip easily through one’s ngers, and
these beads were God-beads and they slip through ever so more

314

Marc Silverman

easily! And the beads scattered among the children, one bead for
each boy and each girl. And the children broke-out into laughter.
[...] But only one bead for each child, so that it not become a
burden. (Ibid: 78–79)
The main points in these passages that we would like to note are these:
? The very significant role played by children throughout and especially
at the end of this legend. Beginning from the legend’s end and
proceeding towards and through to its beginning, we note the ultimate
final location of God’s Presence is in the heart of each and every child.
We also note that this Presence takes the form of singular individual
beads – one bead per child lest God’s presence becomes overbearing
or burdensome. And we further note that the children greet these
God-Beads and host them within themselves joyously and gladly and,
at least to them, it seems quite apparent that God wants to be (and
feels much more comfortable) with them than with adults.
? We noted above that the only smile God lends throughout His public
appearance is directed at a large group of young people; in a related
context, in a passage we have not quoted here, God waves a playful
as-if-accusing finger at a young couple engaged in a passionate kiss.
Furthermore we remember it is a young girl who – unintentionally –
finds God. And we now note that this legend is told by an old man
(we’ll discuss this below) to a young boy.
? In His flight out of the palace, God looks and sighs at its ostentatious
furnishings, discards the confining and cumbersome fur-lined royal
garments the hosts had placed on him, taps on the marble and expresses
concern regarding the price the contractor must have exacted for it.
God chooses to escape on foot not in the luxury car placed at His
disposal.
? What places are included in God’s escape route? With whom does
God spend some time? Into what shapes does God transform Himself?
Places and people: The general direction of God’s flight is towards the
countryside. God spends time with an honored war veteran and his
family who live in a small village; converses with a town pharmacist;
takes a ride in a wagon and talks with its Jewish owner and driver;
sheds tears at a local slaughterhouse; is seen among a group of miners
in the midst of a tragic disaster that has befallen them; and stands by
a fence observing children playing. We also learn that God likes sun,
warmth and open places, and dislikes closed/enclosed ones.
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? Transformations – Ultimately God is a spiritual (and spirited) Being
and Presence who, at Will, disappears and reappears in different shapes
and forms. Specifically, God takes a nap in the form of a forest berry;
as a eld mouse quickly covers a vast amount of territory; hides for a
while in a hyacinth plant; and just at the moment that a member of the
missing-persons bureau is about to take hold of Him, God vanishes
into thin air and turns into a rainfall of beads that fall into the hearts
of children.
What do we learn about Korczak’s experience and understanding of
God’s Being and Presence and his responses to them from tying together
the many threads and themes in this legend, placed by him in the
mouth of this aged, very experienced veteran member in the insane
asylum, and shared by the latter with Yank/Yazik, the young son of
the carpenter? Let us begin our interpretation with the prevalence of
images characterizing God as very old, lonely, tired-out, tried-out, sad,
disappointed and disenchanted. As we’ve seen, personified Faith too is
very ancient as well as naı̈ve. As mentioned, such images of God also
abound in many of the 18 prayers in Korczak’s collection of personal
prayers. We should also bear in mind that the legend-teller himself is a
very old man and take note of the following remark he shares with Yank
before sharing “his” legend with him:
[...] Only lonely and sad people need faith – and there are many
such people worldwide. What is there to do – the true God slowly,
slowly evaporated out of man’s thoughts, deeds and time. God
saw that He was not needed, that He was a Persona non grata
among human beings, distanced Himself and disappeared. Yank,
I’m referring to the real and true God. (Ibid: 75)
What’s the meaning of these themes? The command that God addresses
in the form of a clear and unequivocal demand to all the people in this
unnamed metropolis, that is, to all members of the human race, is a very
ancient and revered one. Using Korczak’s imagery from another place,
we can say that this command, like a bobo and like God Himself, has
been around ever since this Supreme Being created the world. Both the
Commander and this command are of very great vintage; and in great
age lies great wisdom, the wisdom of many generations. However (and
herein lies the source of God’s profound “feelings” of tiredness – indeed
exhaustion, loneliness, sadness and disappointment), it’s all too apparent
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that they – people, human beings, and humanity in general – just don’t
get it! Or, only the very sad and lonely do. Borrowing from Buber, they
do not allow God’s real and true Presence in – into themselves – and
instead, like most of the adults in this legend, they all-too-often pursue
and follow after false images of this Presence and of Its single, singular,
eternal, infinite and truthful command to them: My children: Lend Love
to Your Human Other!
In Korczak’s heart and mind, what does such love entail? How should
humans realize it? We can learn his response to these questions from
interpreting the places, people and events over and within which God’s
spiritual Being is present in this legend, and from additional sources from
his other writings as well as from his life. Borrowing from a rabbinic
hermeneutic model (Sifre’ Devarim – 49), we can formulate his response
in the following manner:
Just as God lends respect and deep affection to inanimate and animate
non-rational beings in the natural word – forests, forest berries, hyacinth
plants, lilacs, the sun, moon, stars, the Visula river, lightening bugs,
sparrows, larks, etc. – so too should humans lend such respect and love
to them.
And just as God cares deeply about, lends compassion to, accompanies,
converses with and offers assistance to:
? Common and simple folk – devoted laborers, brave and patriotic
soldiers, devout church-goers, the soldier at night, the war veteran
hero in the small village, the people at the church festivity;
? People who suffer considerably from the risk and/or psychological
stress of their work – the miners (from disasters like the fire that
breaks out), the hangman (from the human lives he takes), the butcher
(from the animals he slaughters);
? Poor, weak, oppressed and outcast members of society – the homeless,
the prostitute, the Jewish wagon driver;
? Children – most of all, and before all the previous beings;
so too should humans lend such care, accompaniment and assistance to
them.
Compressing this hermeneutic model of Imitatio Dei into a summary
sentence, we can state that: The true way to imitate God’s Presence in
Creation and to realize this Being’s single and singular command is to
ever-strive to develop interpersonal and social sensitivity to the “trials
and tribulations” of human others (mainly and mostly!), and an active
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orientation to lending assistance to them in general, and to the weak,
oppressed and unfortunate among them in particular (and for Korczak,
children are the outstanding members in this latter category). Indeed
as we shall see in the next and concluding section below, certainly for
Korczak himself, but possibly also in the way of his core-message to
humanity in general, the truest of true religion is the religion of children
(Korczak, 1978), the religion of lending children as much assistance
and support as possible towards their positive intellectual-spiritual and
ethical growth.

II. Implicit Religiosity in Korczak’s educational approach and
its relevance to education today
A. Implicit religiosity in Korczak’s educational approach
To cultivate the goodness that does exist; despite peoples’ weaknesses and inborn negative instincts, such goodness indeed does
exist. Is not Trust and the Belief in people precisely the goodness
that we can cultivate and foster as an antidote to the badness we
sometimes cannot eliminate, and whose growth we are barely able
to curtail through very hard and concentrated effort. (1924/25;
Korczak, 1978: 255–256).
When I consider the facts in an unbiased fashion without any
illusions, I believe educators primarily need to know: To lend full
forbearance to every child in every case. The meaning of “to
understand every thing” is to lend it forgiveness [...] Educators
[...] are called upon to adopt in their hearts and for their own sake
a compassionate stand in their judgment of children’s misdeeds,
failings and culpability [...] children act wrongly – sin – out
of ignorance [...] because they succumbed to temptation, to an
other’s manipulation [...], because they could not nd a way to act
differently [...]. Those who are angered and agitated by children
for being what they are, for being as they were born or as their
experiences have taught them to be, are not educators. (Ibid:
253–254).
We propose that the two quotes from Korczak’s short and seminal essay,
“Principles and Action – Theory and Practice” (1924–25), that heads this
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section, articulate in a nutshell his understanding of the overarching aim
of education and his basic educational approach towards its realization. In
a way reminiscent of Martin Buber’s understanding of education (Buber,
1963), Korczak’s educational practice and writings lend testimony to
his strong conviction that true education worthy of this name is moral
education: Educating children’s character in the wholeness and fullness
of their personalities in their actual presence, in the present; encouraging
and strengthening their will towards goodness is the quintessential aim
of education. This endeavor entails two interrelated subsidiary tasks, a
cognitive and an affective one:
1. The cognitive – developing children’s belief in the real possibility
of their own self– and the world’s improvement and betterment;
2. The affective – strengthening their will, intention and commitment
to realize these improvements in the actual reality of their personal
and social lives.
This overarching aim and these tasks are intimated in these words
Korczak often shared with the young people when their residence in the
orphanages he ran came to a close, and they were about to enter into a
life of their own, beyond its walls:
Unfortunately I can give you nothing but these few poor words: I
cannot give you God, for you must nd Him [...] in your own soul;
[...] I cannot give you love of man, for there is no love without
forgiveness, and forgiving is something everyone must learn to do
on his own; I can give you but one thing only – a longing for a
better life; a life of truth and justice; even though it may not exist
now, it may come tomorrow; perhaps this longing will lead you to
God, homeland and Love. Goodbye and do not forget. (Quoted in
Joseph, 1999: 144)
In the light of this aim and these tasks, the basic question educators are
called upon to address is: Through what processes can the will towards
goodness be strengthened and advanced and the will to badness refined,
reduced and rechanneled to more constructive life-building directions?
It is clear that Korczak himself was keenly aware that it’s much easier to
pose this question than it is to locate adequately compelling responses to
it. In his experience and estimation, the main difficulty in finding such
responses stemmed from what he perceived to be the inbuilt limitations
and frailties of humankind.
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The educational approach he developed to confront effectively this
very problematic gap between the life-improving possibilities embedded
in and emerging out of this constructive work on the human will, and the
serious limitations negative genetic and social forces exercise over it, can
be called “compassionate criticism.” In this approach, the intellectualcritical component at once begets and guides the compassionate one. Its
fundamental meaning is well conveyed in these lines taken from a poetic
prayer, know in many circles as the Tranquility Prayer, penned by the
Protestant existentialist theologian, Reinhold Neibhur:
Dear Lord
Please grant me the fortitude to accept those things not in my
power to change; the courage to change those things in my power;
and the intelligence to be able to discern between these two. (Ring,
1985:154)
Education is here conceived as an existential calling to undertake wholehearted responsibility towards the present given personalities of the
children and to the possible facilitation of their ethical development
and advancement. Response-ability, the ability to respond in critical
compassion – ethical care and concern – to the real worlds, aspirations,
dilemmas and struggles of their charges in the here and now of their
existential presence, is the hallmark of good educators. As quoted above,
Korczak asks: Who are the true educators, and he answers: Those who
while clearly recognizing their charges’ faults and failings, continue to
lend them trust, confirmation and support, who accompany and help
them to advance and improve themselves.
To implement this compassionate critical accompaniment and support,
good educators need to develop attitudes and skills similar to those of
good medical doctors. Important among these are: deep concern and
commitment towards their patients’ health and well-being coupled with
a certain degree of clinical-analytical distance from them which affords
the possibility of an accurate diagnosis of their ailments; self-control and
an attitude of equanimity – tolerance, patience and forbearance towards
the negative, ugly and repulsive phenomena produced by the disease in
order to understand and find a cure for them rather than to judge them;
and to offer treatments that when possible will cure the disease totally;
when not, at least will slow it down or prevent it spreading further and
will reduce or relieve the patients’ pain and suffering from it.
The following quote from How to Love a Child, considered by many
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to be his pedagogical masterpiece, can serve as a adequate summation
of these crucial aspects of his educational approach:
Faver, the ingenious French entomologist takes pride in himself
for having conducted compelling research on insects without ever
killing any of them. He followed their flight [...] observed them
carefully as they flew up into the sun’s rays, fought and fell in battle
[...] he did not complain; he gazed wisely at the powerful laws of
nature, at their almost imperceptible fluctuations. He was a teacher
of common people. He conducted unbiased research. Educators –
in your work with children, be a Faver! (1912–14; Korczak, 1996:
205)
The interrelationship between these major aspects of Korczak’s educational approach and his implicit religiosity is discernible in the following
ways:
? His strong faith in the very possibility of improving humanity and the
world, of making and/or re-making young humans into better, more
creative, cooperative, respect-lending and ethical beings, is based on
and emerges out of his religious experience and sensibility of the
growth forces embedded in God’s creation: the natural world and
human beings within it.
? Furthermore, this faith is at the core of his capacity to struggle against
and overcome the despair, loneliness, sadness he so often experienced
due to the many genetic and social evils his keen and sensitive heart
and mind could not prevent him from seeing ever so clearly.
? Indeed, there is considerable similarity, approximating an identity,
between Korczak’s self-perception and his paradigm or model of
educators and education at their best, on the one hand, and his images
of God’s “feelings” and sense of Self and of God’s relationship to the
natural world and to humanity in it, on the other.
? Korczak’s deep religious stoicism and equanimity is at the very core
of both his pedagogy of educative forgiveness and forbearing (his
pedagogy of critical compassion), and of his outstanding and quite
exceptional capacity to translate the wise guidelines proposed in the
Tranquility Prayer quoted above into actual ins-leben educational
methods, practices and frameworks. Limitations in the scope of this
paper prevent us from presenting the latter here. However, it is
responsible to claim that anyone familiar with these usually is struck
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by the strong powers of personal-social-intellectual-ethical educative
development they afford and encourage in children and young people.
? As intimated above, Korczak’s ultimate religion is the religion of the
child. At a relatively late period of life, at the age of 34, Korczak, who
from a very young age developed a powerful sense of being called to
make this world a better place (Korczak, 1972: 80, 133, 151), reached
the conclusion that pedagogy is not the science of children but that
of humanity (Korczak, 1996: 117), and that the only way to improve
humanity was through the education of children, of young people and
not of adults.
B. The relevance of Korczak’s implicit religiosity to
education today
Our discussion of this question is based on the proposition argued
convincingly by a good number of schools of modern and contemporary educational thought that, by its very nature as an interpersonal,
social ever-being-constructed-by-humans activity, education is always
motivated by value-laden intentions and directed towards value-laden
objectives (Bakhtin, 1981; Bruner, 1996; Freire, 1968; Sampson, 1993;
Shor & Freire, 1990; Taylor, 1989; Vygotsky, 1978 ). In short, in real
human life there is no possibility of value-free education/teaching.
The primary motivating force underlying the intentions of education
as it is consciously, explicitly and specifically conceived here is a
powerful sense that the world today, like the world from time eternal,
is ever-in-the-need of further humanization. And the core objective of
education as conceived here is to facilitate the growth of individuals and
communities who are free, critical-rational, care deeply about the world
and actively engage in trying to improve it.
In the context of striving towards the realization of this intention
and this objective, we contend there are compelling reasons to include
exposure to and wrestling with Janush Korczak’s implicit religious
experiences and sensibilities and the educational thought and practices
embedded in and inspired by them. Indeed, in the way of a more inclusive
claim, we believe that implicit religiosity on its own and as it can be
culled from the experiences, insights and practices of all world religions,
should play a significant role in any educational framework devoted to
developing the whole intellectual-ethical-spiritual personality of young
people worldwide.
In the particular context of the education of contemporary Jews, these
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claims can be made even more forcefully. From its first appearance as
a particular human collectivity, a people in history, throughout the ages,
and among significant sectors of this people to this very day, wrestling
with the perennial existential issues of life’s meaning and a meaningful
life through rich and diverse forms and shapes of God-wrestling, is the
hallmark, or at least one of outstanding hallmarks, of Jewish culture and
civilization(s).
In this Jewish educational context, is this suggestion a vehicle to
inspire Jews to reclaim the tenets and practices of their historicaltraditional explicit religion of Judaism? Is it an instrument towards
refining, deepening or strengthening the spirituality, the inwardness of
Jews already committed to and observant of Jewish explicit religion?
The answer we propose here is mainly in the negative. Janush Korczak’s
strongly eclectic implicit religiosity – which ties together components
from Eastern, monotheistic and European enlightenment religions – like
the implicit religiosity of world religions and of outstanding religious
movements and personalities, are all possible sources for the development
of the type(s) of human individuals and communities referred to above.
Indeed, the educational intention and objective here proposed does not
entail an interest in young people necessarily adopting any of these forms
of implicit religiosity or explicit religion as authoritative for or binding
over them. The acceptance of a particular orientation, a set of norms or
of rituals, is not mandated here. Implicit religion and implicit religious
education as they are being conceived here are addressed to a specific
audience, albeit a vast, heavily populated worldwide one composed of
many individuals, communities, ethnic groups and peoples, including of
course Jews and Jewish ones. This audience shares many of Korczak’s
basic sensibilities about the world and humanity, and his reservations and
opposition to the structures and strictures of particular-historical explicit
religions (see p. 307–308 above).
Putting these as succinctly as possible, and in a way that at once
can conclude this article and also leave it as ever-to-be-completed:
Implicit religious education is for individuals and communities who
prize their freedom to explore and experience the myriad colors, shapes
and voices that appear in the world rather than a total commitment
to any given theological system and set of practices; it is for people
who cannot and consequently do not believe in – lend trust to – any
one particular-historical religion as containing absolute and authoritative
truth.
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The Concept of Second Naiveté in the
Thought of Ernst Simon and Paul Ricoeur
Elie Holzer

Introduction
The term Temimut (Naiveté1) appears as early as in biblical language
as an adjective describing a quality of three biblical characters.2 It also
appears in Deuteronomy, chapter 18, v. 13 in the following general
prescription: "ÍÈ‰Ï‡ '‰ ÌÚ ‰È‰˙ ÌÈÓ˙" – “You shall be wholehearted
with the Lord your God.”3 Texts by medieval Jewish commentators
reflect two orientations in the interpretation of Temimut. Rashi interprets
Tamim as the trait of an individual who adopts a stance of acceptance
towards whatever befalls him, with no attempt to inquire into his or her
destiny. According to Rashi, in its textual context, the above verse from
Deuteronomy implies that people should rely exclusively on God rather
than sorcery to provide for their needs. Another interpretation suggests
Temimut as a total orientation to God: Even when one wishes to know
the future, one should turn to prophets elected by God rather than to
sorcerers. Temimut relates, therefore, to a single and sole orientation to
God, to the exclusion of other gods and false prophets.4
Neither the Bible nor these commentators, however, elucidate what
Temimut actually entails or its potential significance as a mode of religious
life. Although it implies some quality of religious attitude, the concept
of Temimut has failed to attract serious attention of Jewish thinkers over
the centuries, with the exception of Rabbi Judah Loew, known as the
*
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Supported by the Schnitzer Foundation for Research on the Israeli Economy and
Society.
I translate Temimut as Naiveté instead of innocence or integrity.
See Noah (Genesis, 6, 8); Jacob (Genesis 25, 27); Job (1, 1).
Translation from the Stone edition.
See Rashbam and Sforno.
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Maharal of Prague (1525–1609), who developed the concept of Temimut
as a rich mode of active spiritual engagement in life.5
Only in 20th–century Jewish thought does the concept of Temimut
take an interesting turn, in the writings of Ernst Simon and later on by
Emmanuel Levinas.6 In his discussion of the attitude of the religious
person after having encountered and assimilated some forms of secular
and critical worldviews of life, Simon offers the concept of Temimut
Shniya (Second Naiveté), as a model for both religious thinking and
religious education. “Second Naiveté” appears to express a general state
of mind, characterized by cognitive elements as well as an attitude
towards existential questions. It is used more specifically in the context
of religious beliefs and attitudes, to describe a critically mediated attitude
towards the reality claims of religious faith.
More recently, the concept of Second Naiveté has attracted renewed
interest among scholars because of its role in the writings of Paul
Ricoeur.7 Despite several similarities in the use of this concept by Simon
and Ricoeur, we believe that a comparison of the two highlights several
differences, which are potentially significant for the thinking of religious
educators. Therefore, the purpose of this article is to discuss and compare
Simon and Ricoeur’s understanding of Second Naiveté.
Before exploring the heart of the matter, I would like to add a more
personal note. The choice of this topic is intimately connected to the
book in which it appears, namely the Festschrift in the honor of Michael
Rosenak. It was Mike who introduced me for the first time to Simon’s
concept of Second Naiveté, years ago, when, after the collapse of my
own First Naiveté, I sought alternatives beyond the existential desert
which remained in its wake. Moreover, Mike exemplifies the concept of
Second Naiveté, both in his scholarly work, as well as in his personal
life and in his interactions with people. I can therefore think of no more
appropriate title for a contribution to this book.

5
6
7

Maharal of Prague, “Netiv Hatemimut” in Netivot Israel Vol. 2, Jerusalem 1971, pp.
205–208.
E. Levinas, La Tentation de la Tentation, Quatre Lectures Talmudiques. Paris: Les
Editions the Minuit, 1968, pp. 67–109.
Mark I. Wallace, The Second Naiveté, Barth, Ricoeur, and the New Yale Theology,
Macon, Georgia: Mercer University Press, 1990.
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Second Naiveté in Ernst Simon’s Thought8
8

Simon discusses the concept of Second Naiveté in his article “Az Eitam,”
on which our analysis here focuses.9 At the outset of the article, Simon
distinguishes between Tom (innocence) and Temimut (naiveté). Tom
refers to a situation whereby an individual holds a clear and coherent
worldview, based on firm (and unexamined) beliefs in a world of good,
justice and truth. Such an organized worldview is free of both engagement
in existential questions and experience of existential crises.10 In terms
of religious beliefs, Tom may include faith in a God who rules men’s
life according to norms of good and justice, or belief in revelation as it
is presented in the Holy Scriptures. Thus, in this form of innocence, the
language of the Scriptures is perceived as referential to either empirical
or spiritual reality.
Although Simon places the characteristics of the Temimut (naiveté),
which he labels later as Temimut Shniya, Second Naiveté, in contradistinction to Tom, or “First Naiveté,” he provides no formal definition of
the former. Instead, he illuminates several aspects of Second Naiveté,
primarily through a discussion of the writings of earlier philosophers and
theologians.
In general, Simon distinguishes among three different states of being11:
According to Simon, First Naiveté, criticism and Second Naiveté are
not only possible states or attitudes but three distinctive stages of
9

10

8

9

8

9

10
10

11

Ernst Simon was born in Germany in the year 1899. He grew up in an assimilated
environment and became one of Martin Buber’s closest students as a young man.
In the aftermath of World War I, he became a Zionist. In the early 1920s, he was
active in the Free Jewish House of Learning, established by Buber and Rosenzweig.
He emigrated to Palestine in 1928 but returned to Germany in 1934 to participate in
the Centre for Jewish Adult Education, founded by Buber. In 1935, he returned to
Palestine and joined the faculty of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. Simon was
an educator, a researcher and a philosopher. He died in 1988 in Jerusalem.
Simon, “Az Eitam,” in Haim od Yehudim Anahnu?, Tel Aviv: Sifriyat Hapoalim,
1982, pp. 135–169 (Hebrew). Simon takes credit for suggesting the concept of
second naiveté. It was Hugo Bergman, who pointed out to him that the Catholic
philosopher Peter Wust (1884–1940) had already used this term in this writings. See
“Az Eitam,” p. 135.
According to Simon, when this innocence is attributed to a large group, it is labeled
as “primitive” innocence.
Simon also talks about three educational stages towards authentic communication,
see pp. 167–168.
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human-religious development. The first state is a state of innocence
(Tom), or First Naiveté, as described above. The second state is one of
enlightenment, reflection and critique.12 This state is obtained when one
is exposed to modern critical scientific and philosophical thinking. Man
is then to apply reason in the critical examination of his beliefs. Thus,
the individual establishes his own knowledge of reality by challenging
unexamined beliefs and the authority attributed to traditions in general,
and to traditional religious beliefs in particular.13 This critical activity
leads to the collapse of the First Naiveté. Scientific inquiry and critical
thinking have undermined the status of pre-given truths and norms, either
those originating in nature (e.g., Greek philosophers) or revelation (e.g.,
the Bible as source of normative knowledge). In contrast to pre-modern
philosophical and religious worldviews, in which man was conceived as
an integral part of a macrocosm, modern man perceives himself as an
autonomous being who shapes and controls his universe.14
However, such critical reflection brings about a crisis, which, in modern
philosophical writings, is expressed as man’s discovery of the limitations
of his own knowledge. Kant’s philosophy is paradigmatic of man’s
inherent inability to know reality “as it is.” Hegel discusses the raising of
historical consciousness, which in its subsequent developments led man
to acknowledge historical relativism and plurality of forms of life and
religious expressions.15 Thus man is sovereign, yet alone, having lost all
former anchors of faith. To resolve this crisis, Simon develops what Ehud
Luz has described as a form of religious humanism.16 Luz characterizes
Simon’s religious thought as an attempt to reconcile religion, which is
expected to redeem man from total relativism, and humanism, which
prevents the sacrifice of man’s autonomy and dignity by religion. It
is important to emphasize that, according to Simon, it is reason and
12
13

14
15

16

One cannot infer from Simon’s writings if reflection and critique function more as a
cause or rather as a result of the collapsing of First Naiveté.
For an analysis and a critic of Enlightenment’s attack on the authority of traditions, see
H. G. Gadamer, Truth and Method, Second Revised Edition, New York: Continuum,
1996, pp. 271–290.
See for example Leo Strauss, Natural Right and History. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1953.
Ehud Luz, “Hatemimut Hasheniya, Al Hahumanism Hayehudi shel Akiva Ernst
Simon,” Mehkarei Yerushalyim beMahshevet Israel, Vol. 2 (4), Jerusalem, 1983, pp.
613–644.
Ibid.
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the discovery of the limits of human knowledge which leads man to
the threshold of Second Naiveté. This is the reason why a major part
of Simon’s article retraces how various philosophers and theologians
have discussed the concept of docta ignorantia as recognition of the
limitations of one’s knowledge.17
The result is Second Naiveté, a concept which Simon adopts from
Wust, a 19th–century Catholic thinker. According to Wust, the main
characteristics of Second Naiveté are man’s capacity for adopting a
stance of both wonder and fear of the world.18 For man, wonder is the
origin of philosophy and detached analysis, while fear is the impetus
for religion and practical engagement.19 The state of Second Naiveté is
also characterized by man’s optimistic future-oriented approach to life.
On one hand, having assimilated a reflective and critical state of mind,
she or he is realistic about the realities of life, yet refuses to “identify
what there is and what could potentially be.”20 “Belief is anticipation,
drawing the future into the present.”21 At the same time, Second Naiveté
is a state of being, a readiness to revisit one’s childhood experiences, for
example to use the name of God again and to pray. In Second Naiveté,
the sources of song and of faith are reopened, making it possible for man
to reconnect to prayer, in some way.22
Thus, Second Naiveté entails two simultaneous “moves”: on the one
hand, the person goes back to his initial First Naiveté; he uses religious
language again, he is again capable of praying. On the other hand, he
crafts his overall orientation beyond (but not on behalf of) science and
rationality. In Second Naiveté, the person actively seeks a meaning of life
that lies behind the here and now of his/her personal existence. Although
he fully acknowledges the significance of the reflective criticism of life,
reality and of what appears to be a meaningless existence, the newfound
positive orientation allows him/her to resist the total claim of critical
thinking, to go beyond the conclusions of his rational self and explore
new realms of meaning.
17
18
19
20
21
22

“Az Eitam,” pp. 142–152. Simon discusses Socrates, Plato, Philo, Augustinus,
Nicolas of Cusa.
Ibid., p. 139.
Ibid., pp. 139–140.
Ibid., p. 167.
“Shabbat anticipates redemption, prayer anticipates its being answered. The Ten
Commandments anticipate a society where justice will reign,” ibid., p. 168.
Ibid., p. 169.
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Overall, Simon seems to consider all three stages as essential elements
in a chronological, biographical process.23 In the introduction to his
article, while discussing the person who has attained Second Naiveté, he
says:
one will recognize the signs of the long transitional period between Tom [first naiveté] and Temimut [second naiveté], a period
of shocking doubts about faith and the achievements of critical
philosophy and science.24
In the context of education, Simon’s view of Second Naiveté offers a
productive language for educators’ thinking about religious education.
Thus, educators of adolescents might consider adolescents’ religious
crises constructively, in terms of a collapse of their First Naiveté, rather
than in terms of a problem. Educators might also reflect and explore
possible pedagogical and curricular elements designed to facilitate the
collapse of forms of First Naiveté or the development of a Second Naiveté
for adolescents. Overall, the concept itself has the potential to engage
educators’ thinking about religious education in more subtle terms of
overall attitudes and orientations to be nurtured, rather than as knowledge
or practices. However, Simon’s use of the concept appears to be limited in
at least two ways. First, as we said, Simon’s discussion of Second Naiveté
is presented in general and occasionally, even suggestive language.
This undermines its possible uses and expressions in the practices of
education because it does not explicitly relate to any particular aspect
of education. One, however, may claim that the very nature of Second
Naiveté precludes its treatment in discursive language.
A more important limitation concerns Simon’s attempts to resolve
the crisis and to reach Second Naiveté through the use of means which
are still grounded in the rational philosophical tradition/paradigm whose
total claim on man he tries to overcome. Simon’s sense of the “remedy”
appears to be intimately linked to his diagnosis of the problem. The
employment of critical reason provides modern man with a sense of
autonomy by which he or she establishes knowledge and values.
According to Simon, it is by the use of reason that reason’s limitations
are recognized, opening up the possibility for a Second Naiveté to
23
24

Although he stresses that most people might remain at the second stage, see ibid., p.
135. For a slightly different description of these three stages, see ibid., pp. 167–168.
Ibid., p. 135. My translation and my emphasis.
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appear. Thus the use of reason brings about the collapse of First Naiveté
because religious language is understood to compete with scientific
and historical knowledge. Religious language and views disintegrate in
the presence of the fruits of critical thinking, modern scholarship and
modern consciousness. It is, however, in a subsequent use of reason,
when it discovers its own limits, that a potential for a Second Naiveté
is created. However, what if man cannot rely on either reason and its
very foundations or on religious language and faith experience because
his/her motivations seem to involve more than what s/he is conscious of?

Second Naiveté in Paul Ricoeur’s Thought
Unlike Simon, Ricoeur uses the concepts of First and Second Naiveté
sporadically and wrote no specific essay on the topic of naiveté. Nonetheless, we believe that these concepts do capture a major aspect of his
philosophical work. To highlight the meaning of these terms in Ricoeur’s
thought, we shall discuss the role they play as a frame of reference
in Ricoeur’s agenda. We begin by discussing Ricoeur’s core idea that
the engagement with symbols and texts, in general, and narratives and
religious texts in particular, is a philosophical activity par excellence. The
concept of Second Naiveté assumes its full meaning when interpretations
of (religious) texts and symbols are confronted and challenged.
From philosophy to hermeneutics
In one of his earlier volumes, The Symbolism of Evil, Ricoeur points out
that the interpretive work on symbols gives rise to thought.25 This insight
leads him to investigate the broader connection between the interpretation
of symbols, on one hand, and philosophical reflection, on the other. How
can the interpretation of symbols, which are man’s signs in the world
including myth, language, rituals, metaphors and narratives, contribute to
one’s reflection on existence? Ricoeur is willing to speculate as follows:
In the to-and-fro of interpretation with “the gift of meaning from symbol,
the philosopher profits in understanding.”26 In order to better understand
the human capacity for meaning and understanding, Ricoeur turns to
“the fullness of language,” which encompasses symbolic and mythic
25
26

Paul Ricoeur, The Symbolism of Evil. Boston: Beacon Press, 1967, p. 346.
Ibid., p. 348.
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forms of language, as well as metaphorical and narrative language. The
interpretation of symbols, which incorporate the fullness of language,
therefore requires the investigation of linguistic expressions. Although
the process of interpretation may never end, by engaging in hermeneutic
activity regarding symbols, we “shall have a better understanding of man
and of the bond between the being of man and the being of all beings.”27
In contrast to the excessively generic Cartesian concept of consciousness, Ricoeur’s hermeneutical turn is based on the assumption that
consciousness is neither the locus nor the origin of meaning. This is well
illustrated by the field of psychoanalysis, as well as the phenomenology
of religion. In both cases, immediate consciousness is not necessarily
genuine consciousness: The cogito undergoes a de-centering and does
not constitute the locus of reflection or human self-understanding. For
Ricoeur, man’s original effort to be is not transparent to himself and
must be recovered. Reflection should, therefore, not be confused with
immediate intuition (as with Descartes). Reflection is an “appropriation
of our effort to exist and of desire to be through the works which
bear witness to that effort and desire.”28 Reflection which leads to
self-understanding is thus possible only through the engagement with
the expressions of life created by humans.29 In other words, Ricoeur is
not preoccupied with a definitive starting point of philosophy, similar
to the Cartesian autonomous doubting self. For Ricoeur, language is
an adequate starting point for meditation on symbols and the meaning
that is inherent in language. It is therefore through what Ricoeur calls
“the long route” of hermeneutical activity concerning symbols (myth,
language, rituals, metaphors and narratives) that man can reach meaning
and self-understanding30:
In contrast to the tradition of the cogito and to the pretension of the
27
28
29

30

Ibid., p. 355.
Paul Ricoeur, Freud and Philosophy: An Essay on Interpretation, New Haven and
London: Yale University Press, 1970, p. 46.
“It is necessary to renounce the chimera of a philosophy without presuppositions
and begin from a full language,” The Symbolism of Evil, p. 19. “The symbol gives;
but what it gives is occasion of thought, something to think about,” ibid., p. 348. In
the philosophical hermeneutics of Ricoeur, knowledge is a gift before it becomes a
task; it must be received before it can be doubted.
The choice for the long route is one of Ricoeur’s important critiques of Heidegger, see
The Conflict of Interpretations, Don Ihde (ed.), Evanston: Northwestern University
Press, 1974, p. 10.
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subject to know itself by immediate intuition, it must be said that we
understand ourselves only by the long detour of the signs of humanity deposited in cultural works.31 This is man’s single alternative for recovering
himself. Hence, philosophical reflection becomes hermeneutics:
The ultimate root of our problem lies in this primitive connection
between the act of existing and the signs we deploy in our works;
reflection must become interpretation because I cannot grasp the
act of existing except in signs scattered in the world. This is
why a reflective philosophy must include the results, methods and
presuppositions of all the sciences that try to decipher and to
interpret the signs of man.32 That appropriation of my desire to
exist is impossible by the short path of consciousness; only the
long path of interpretation of signs is open. Such is my working
hypothesis in philosophy. I call it concrete reflection that is the
cogito mediated by the entire universe of sign.33
“Concrete reflection” is a fundamental philosophical position that Ricoeur
adopts, breaking away from the proud autonomous modern Cartesian
self. It has particular significance in the educational context, because it
demands that the learner adopt an attitude of openness and vulnerability
vis-à-vis the text and additional cultural signs. The reader is required to
“de-possess” and “de-center” himself or herself:
It is with Freud and Philosophy that I broke away from the illusions
of consciousness as the blind spot of reflection. The case of the
symbolism of evil is not an exception, one tributary of the gloomy
experience of evil. All reflection is mediated, there is not immediate
self-consciousness. The first truth “I think, I am” remains as abstract
and empty as it is invincible; it has to be “mediated” by the ideas,
actions, works, institutions and monuments and that objectify it. It
is in these objects, in the widest sense of the word, that the Ego must
lose and nd itself . We can say, in a somewhat paradoxical sense,
that a philosophy of reflection is not a philosophy of consciousness
if by consciousness we mean immediate self-consciousness.34
31
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Paul Ricoeur, “The hermeneutical function of distanciation,” Hermeneutics and the
Human Sciences, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1981, p. 143.
Freud and Philosophy, op. cit., p. 46.
The Conflict of Interpretations, op. cit., pp. 264–265.
“Toward a Hermeneutic of the Idea of Revelation,” in Lewis S. Mudge, Paul
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Instead of a direct access to the self, one must engage in the interpretation of human beings’ signs in the world, which are repositories of
insights about life. This is also the objective of the study of texts:
What would we know of love and hate, of moral feelings and, in
general, of all that we call the self, if these had not been brought
to language and articulated by literature? Thus what seems most
contrary to subjectivity, and what structural analysis discloses as
the texture of the text, is the very medium within which we can
understand ourselves.35
Thus, interpretation is the way by which modern man is to reaffirm life
through an honest act of reflective engagement with symbols. An assessment of reality is attained through symbolic, communal interpretation,
rather than detached rational thought. However, the very interaction with
texts, especially religious texts and symbols, becomes problematic for
this same modern person. No simple and direct access to the meaning of
these religious symbols and texts exists. When he approaches religious
symbols and texts from a stance of “concrete reflection,” modern man
cannot revert to a primitive naiveté:
Does that mean that we could go back to a primitive naiveté?
Not at all. In every way, something has been lost, irremediably
lost: immediacy of belief. But if we can no longer live the great
symbolisms of the sacred in accordance with the original belief in
them, we can, we modern men, aim at a second naiveté in and
through criticism. In short, it is by interpreting that we can hear
again.36
What Ricoeur refers to as the loss of immediacy of belief is modern
man’s awareness of scientific and historical criticism, namely those
sources normally viewed as sources of man’s knowledge and systematic
reflection which render the engagement with these texts meaningless
when they are approached in a mode of “primitive naiveté.”
In a further development of his philosophical work, Ricoeur
acknowledges that serious hermeneutical engagement with texts must

35
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Ricoeur’s Essays on Biblical Interpretation, Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980, p.
106 [my emphasis].
Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, op. cit., p. 143.
Symbolism of Evil, op. cit., p. 351.
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335

also confront what he has called the hermeneutics of suspicion. Ricoeur
points to three major schools of hermeneutics initiated by Freud,
Marx and Nietzsche, who share a reductionist hermeneutics of falseconsciousness.37 Ricoeur’s concern to find a way to retrieve religious
symbols and texts via hermeneutical engagement must, at the same time,
elucidate how to overcome the reductive explanatory character of the
hermeneutics of suspicion. Ricoeur retraces this part of the journey in
his own philosophical work:
Hermeneutics appeared henceforth as a battle field traversed by two
opposing trends, the first tending toward a reductive explanation,
the second tending toward a recollection or a retrieval of the
original meaning of the symbol. My problem was to link these
two approaches and to understand their relation as dynamic and as
moving from first naiveté through critique toward what I called at
the time a second naiveté.38
Thus stated briefly, “First Naiveté” signifies a person’s simplistic connection with and acceptance of the symbolic/mythic foundations of the
surrounding culture. “Critical distance” signifies the reader’s use of
various interpretive approaches which create a distance from mythic
symbol systems. “Second Naiveté,” a term used by Ricoeur to capture
the core idea of his philosophical project, signifies a person’s interpretive
stance, informed by the use of critical models, but open to the depth of
symbolic meaning.39
Several interesting comparisons with Simon are appropriate at this point.
Both Simon and Ricoeur have a similar conception of a three-phase
process: First Naiveté, Critical Thinking and Second Naiveté. Both
attempt to negotiate the challenges posed by modern consciousness
to the religious person. There are, however, two major differences
between them: for Simon, modern manifestations of reason (historical
consciousness, scientific knowledge) are means to knowledge attainment
and are responsible for the inevitable collapse of First Naiveté. Only
37
38
39

Freud and Philosophy, op. cit., pp. 32–36.
“From existentialism to the philosophy of language,” reprinted in Paul Ricoeur, The
Rule of Metaphor, Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1979, p. 318.
See also: “For the second immediacy that we seek and the second naiveté that we
await are no longer accessible to us anywhere else than in a hermeneutics,” The
Symbolism of Evil, op. cit., p. 352.
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subsequently, when reason discovers its own limits, does the potential
for Second Naiveté emerge. Ricoeur’s point, however, is more radical:
From the masters of suspicion, we learned that reason itself cannot be
relied on, neither from the perspective of the text (when reason appears
in its linguistic expressions in texts), nor from the perspective of the
reader (when he or she engages in reading of a text). The real locus of
understanding resides in possible hidden meanings and motivations, both
in the text and of the reader. Therefore, to attain Second Naiveté, a state in
which religious texts “speak” again to the reader, one must negotiate this
uncertainty. According to Ricoeur, the modern reader wishing to engage
in the philosophical process of self-understanding has no alternative
route to Second Naiveté. To some degree, Second Naiveté is not only
a challenge for modern man’s engagement with religious texts, but also
for modern man’s philosophical project in general.
Secondly, as distinct from Simon, we find that the special nature
of Ricoeur’s treatment of Second Naiveté is circumscribed in the very
practices of the work of hermeneutics, particularly the hermeneutics of
religious texts.40 Moreover, unlike Simon, Ricoeur’s concept of Second
Naiveté is not vague: It is informed by both a theory of text and meaning,
as well as by the clarification of principles of hermeneutical engagement
with texts. A brief discussion of these elements provides conceptual
insights to Second Naiveté in Ricoeur’s philosophy.
Hermeneutics as appropriation of the world of the text
Ricoeur has devoted much of his work to an analysis of what occurs
when learners engage with text in a manner which contributes to their
self-understanding. For Ricoeur, to understand oneself is to understand
oneself “before the text” and to be understood by the text. This is
because texts propose worlds that the reader may inhabit. Ricoeur’s
basic philosophical project is to facilitate an encounter between the
reader and text, beyond reductionism and historical relativism. Let us
briefly examine the meaning of Ricoeur’s statement that interpretation is
the appropriation of the world of the text. According to Ricoeur, a text is
a work of discourse, which means that it is a structured totality and cannot
be decomposed into its constituent sentences. Through the medium of
40

This is not to say that hermeneutics is peripheral or secondary. As we said in the
previous paragraph, for Ricoeur the very hermeneutical activity of text study is the
philosophical activity par excellence by which man engages in self-understanding.
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texts, language assumes different forms known as genre (poetics, plays,
etc.). Hermeneutics, then, consists of “the art of discerning the discourse
in the work; but this discourse is only given in and through the structures
of the work.”41
The locus of meaning resides in the text itself and its discourse, rather
than in the author’s mind, due to the fact that texts hold the characteristic
of distanciation. One sense of distanciation is that written discourse
permits the “matter” of the text to free itself from the finite intention of
the author, as well as from the social conditions of the text’s production.
The text is then addressed to an unknown reader and to any reader and is,
therefore, “condemned” to become “de-contextualized” from its original
social and historical conditions of production. The reader encounters the
“world of the text” which is what written discourse carries within itself:
Not the intention of the author, which is supposed to be hidden
behind the text; not the historical situation common to the author
and his original readers; not the expectations or feelings of these
original readers; not even their understanding of themselves as
historical and cultural phenomena. What has to be appropriated is
the meaning of the text itself, conceived in a dynamic way as the
direction of thought opened by the text.42
Drawing on Heidegger, Ricoeur considers the world of the text as forcing
the reader into a new type of distanciation from his or her everyday real
life. It opens for the reader “new possibilities of being in the world”
within everyday reality.43 In interpretation, man’s imagination is at
work. Imagination is a rule-governed activity that schematizes semantic
fields by “reviving former experiences, awakening dormant memories,
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Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, op. cit., p. 138.
Paul Ricoeur, Interpretation Theory, Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning, Fort
Worth: Texas Christian Press, 1976, p. 92. For Ricoeur’s view about the three
dimensions of the interpretive process, see hereunder, note 52.
“Philosophy and Religious Language,” in Figuring the Sacred, M. Wallace (ed.),
Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995, p. 43; See also “Hermeneutics can be defined no
longer as an inquiry into the psychological intentions which are hidden beneath the
text, but rather as the explication of the being-in-the-world displayed by the text.
What is to be interpreted in the text is a proposed world which I could inhabit and
in which I could project my ownmost possibilities,” Hermeneutics and the Human
Sciences, op. ct., p. 112.
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irrigating adjacent sensorial fields.”44 Ricoeur distinguishes between
two domains of semantic imagination, poetic language in the form
of metaphoric expressions and narrative language.45 In studying the
creative capacity of language (in metaphorical and narrative discourse),
one discovers the ability of language to reveal various aspects of reality:
“Language in the making celebrates reality in the making.”46 In Ricoeur’s
own words, the polysemic nature of words accounts for the ability of
language to hold a “surplus of meaning.”47 Poetry in general, and
metaphors in particular, suspend the functional characteristic use of
ordinary language: Instead of providing information about reality, they
propose a “world.” A poem evokes feelings and challenges us to change
our way of looking at things; it can also engage us with new horizons
to explore. Poems feed us existentially by articulating values, goals and
feelings by which we can orient our lives. Metaphor is therefore not
merely a substitution of a word by another word on the basis of a
perceived resemblance48: Live metaphors tell us something more that
we did not know before. They suggest new insights into reality and offer
new ways of orienting oneself in the world. By going beyond the world
and re-describing reality,49 they enable us to look differently at reality:
[...] We cease to identify reality with empirical reality or, what
amounts to the same thing, that we cease to identify experience
with empirical experience.50 Metaphors give new ways to talk
about things and therefore they change our sense of reality.51
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Paul Ricoeur, From Text to Action, Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press,
p. 173.
See The Rule of Metaphor, op. cit., for the former, and the three volumes of Time
and Narrative op. cit., for the latter.
A Ricoeur Reader: Reflection and Imagination, Mario J. Valdes (ed.), Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1991, p. 462. For Ricoeur’s discussion of the relationship
between language and reality, see The Rule of Metaphor, op. cit., pp. 216–256.
As is indicated by the subtitle title of his book, Interpretation Theory, Discourse and
the Surplus of Meaning, op. cit.
See The Rule of Metaphor, Study 3, “Metaphor and the Semantics of Discourse,”
op. cit., pp. 65–100.
Ibid., p. 240.
From Text to Action, op. cit., p. 11.
On the relationship between philosophy and the interpretation of metaphors, see
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257–314.

The Concept of Second Naiveté
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This, briefly said, is the new dimension of text understanding which
Ricoeur proposes, a dimension by which, as he says, we should be able
to “hear” texts again, even after they have been made distant through
the application of critical methods of interpretation. The ability to hear
the text again, the state of Second Naiveté, is not, however, exclusively
related to a theory of text and leads Ricoeur to engage in the articulation
of the process of interpretation. Again, the concept of Second Naiveté
frames his discussion.
A three-fold spiral process of interpretation
What principles does the reader use in the practical engagement with
texts, in order to reach a Second Naiveté, an ability to have these
texts speak to him again? Formally, Ricoeur’s hermeneutic follows
a three-stage method. The first phase is the na¨ve, non-critical and
non-reflective encounter between the reader with the text. In the second
stage, the reader applies various methods of critique (e.g., historical,
philological, sociological, psychoanalytical), both requiring and resulting
in his distanciation from the text. The third stage entails an attempt,
despite and beyond the critical distanciation, to encounter the text again
as something that speaks to the reader here and now. A closer look,
however, underlines the need to refine the description of these stages as
a fusion of three moments in the hermeneutical process, rather than as
three distinct stages.
These moments have been formulated in different terms. Ricoeur
summarized these moments as “na¨ve understanding,” “objective explanation” and “appropriation.”52 David Klemm, one of Ricoeur’s interpreters, refers to Ricoeur’s dimension of interpretation as “first naiveté,”
52

In the context of his later work on time and narrative these stages are discussed as
a threefold mimesis. According to Ricoeur, all understanding follows an arc which
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“critique” and “second naiveté.”53 Lewis Mudge uses the terms of “testimony in the making,” “critical moment” and “post-critical moment.”
David Tracy uses the terms of “understanding,”54 “explanation” and
“understanding.”55
The first stage of textual interpretation entails recognition of the text as
a work of discourse whose meaning is different than the author’s original
intention in its historical context. The reader draws on its forms of literary
production and interprets the text in light of its semantic structures.56
At this stage, Ricoeur endorses Gadamer’s view that understanding is
always historical, in that a reader’s understanding is presuppositional
and assumes a perspective. However, at this stage, the reader seeks to
discover the text’s message about an object of meaning, while refraining
from any projection of his own beliefs and presuppositions onto the
text.57 Thus, at this stage, the reader attempts to capture something of
the literary and theological worlds represented by the text.
In the second stage, the stage of explanation, various critical explanatory approaches, such as historical criticism, structural analysis or
redaction analysis, are applied to test the first understanding for adequacy
and coherence, which are important to gain an improved understanding of
the relation between the parts and the whole of the text. Let us emphasize
53
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“It is necessary for us to struggle also with the presuppositions of modern man
himself, with the presuppositions of his modernity,” P. Ricoeur, “The Language of
Faith,” in The Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur: An Anthology of His Work, Charles E.
Reagan and David Stewart (eds.), Boston: Beacon Press, 1978, p. 227.
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that Ricoeur seeks to combine two dimensions of interpretation, namely
explanation and understanding,58 each of which is inadequate on its
own. Explanation alone becomes reductive, while understanding alone
remains vulnerable to illusions of self-deception. Explanation is critical
or socio-critical, but understanding can also operate at a post-critical
level. Explanation entails the willingness to abolish the idols which are
projections of the human will. Understanding requires willingness to
listen with openness to symbols and indirect (and religious) language.
Thus, the reader engages first in skepticism, suspicion and critique, but
is subsequently called into a mode of retrieval, seeking a new possibility
to listen to religious language. In other words, for Ricoeur, suspicion
is not the last word: Text and context, suspicion and belief, faith and
understanding are to be maintained in circular tension.59
In the third stage of understanding, Second Naiveté occurs at the
intersection of the reader’s world and the world of the biblical text. Having
negotiated the two earlier stages, the reader critically reappropriates the
meaning of a symbol or of a religious text of the past for the present.60
The reader’s hermeneutical activity in engagement with these worlds
culminates in the reader’s self-interpretation:
By “appropriation,” I understand this: that the interpretation of a
text culminates in the self-interpretation of a subject who thenceforth understands himself better, understands himself differently,
or simply begins to understand himself. This culmination of the
understanding of a text in self-understanding is characteristic of
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For the discussion of explanation and understanding, see Schleiermacher and Dilthey
in The Hermeneutics Reader, K. Mueller-Vollmer (ed.), New York: Continuum, 1997,
pp. 72–97, 148–164. For Gadamer’s view on the question see Truth and Method,
Part II, op. cit., pp. 171–380. See also Ricoeur’s article “What is a text? Explanation
and Understanding,” Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, op. cit., pp. 145–164.
Therefore, Ricoeur sees the work of the masters of suspicion not as a stage to be
overcome but as an actual and critical stage of the interpretive process. In positive
terms, the masters of suspicion clear “the horizon for a more authentic word, for a
new reign of Truth, not only by means of a destructive critique, but by the invention
of an art of interpreting [..]. by an exegesis of meaning,” Freud and Philosophy,
op. cit., p. 33; See also: “‘Symbols give rise to thought’; but they are also the birth
of idols. That is why the critique of idols remains the condition of the conquest of
symbols.” Freud and Philosophy, ibid., p. 543. In his “Preface to Bultmann,” Ricoeur
offers a hermeneutics of faith as a rejoinder to the hermeneutics of suspicion.
The Symbolism of Evil, op. cit., p. 351.
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the kind of reflective philosophy which, on various occasions, I
have called “concrete reflection.” Here hermeneutics and reflective
philosophy are correlative and reciprocal [...]. Thus it must be said
[...] that reflection is nothing without the mediation of signs and
works, and that explanation is nothing if it is not incorporated as an
intermediary stage in the process of self-understanding. In short,
in hermeneutical reflection – or in reflective hermeneutics – the
constitution of the self is contemporaneous with the constitution of
meaning.61
According to Ricoeur, consciousness is not a given but an objective.
Hermeneutical engagement with symbols and texts, therefore, becomes
the philosophical activity par excellence which allows the reader to
engage in self-understanding. Let us emphasize: according to Ricoeur,
appropriation is not so much an epistemological act (assimilation of
knowledge) as it is an ontological act, a transformational experience
of the learner with the text. Moreover, with Heidegger, Ricoeur sees
in hermeneutics a mode of being rather than a mode of knowledge.
Understanding as interpretation is the primordial condition of man and
hermeneutics becomes therefore tied to the understanding of being.62
If indeed true appropriation is a form of Second Naiveté, Second
Naiveté in Ricoeur’s thought ultimately becomes a form of being.

Educational Epilogue
Simon’s concepts of reason and Second Naiveté operate in what appears
to be a typical modern paradigm, in which faith must be redeemed
from its silence in the face of critical and reflective thinking. Ricoeur,
on the other hand, also corresponds with the post-modern paradigm,
with an awareness that the true nature of the human condition is other
than (universal) reason and a recognition of man’s limitations. Man
must confront his lack of direct access to himself, to insights about life
and to his inevitable pre-understanding. Thus, as we saw, hermeneutical
engagement becomes the crucial human activity for self-understanding.
61
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Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, op. cit., p. 158.
The Conflict of Interpretations, op. cit., p. 11. Ricoeur’s concepts of language, truth
and understanding are to be understood in light of the ideas of Heidegger and
Gadamer on language.
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The role of Second Naiveté in the overall context of Ricoeur’s thought
contains some engaging implications for religious educators today, both
because it addresses the question of human self-understanding in a
post-modern world and because it is based on a philosophical argument
calling for the need for serious engagement in the study of religious
texts.
Moreover, because it is grounded in the practices of the hermeneutics
of texts, Ricoeur’s treatment of First Naiveté, criticism and Second
Naiveté is especially appealing for educators. Ricoeur’s thought is
not limited to philosophical ideas that might be examined for their
implications in practice. Given the fact that Ricoeur’s core philosophy
is the hermeneutical engagement with symbols and texts, the concept
of Second Naiveté can be described as concrete hermeneutical moves,
examples of questions one should ask and eventual pedagogical devices
one may employ.63
In addition, Ricoeur’s hermeneutical thinking obliterates the classical
means-ends paradigm that often prevails in education, especially in
teachers’ concepts of the study of texts as a mere means to acquire
only knowledge.64 Especially for the study of texts in the context of
religious education, Ricoeur’s insights challenge us to be sensitive to
the practices and the processes of interpretation as a central locus for
religious education.65 From this perspective, it is interesting to note that
Ricoeur’s view of Second Naiveté adds a new and important dimension
to the ongoing discussion of the hermeneutical circle in the practice of
interpretation, which is precisely what we find challenging for educators.
Whereas Schleiermacher spoke of the hermeneutical circle as consisting
of the relation between the parts and the whole of a text, and Gadamer
(following Heidegger) spoke of the hermeneutical circle as the reader’s
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For a concrete and compelling interpretation of a biblical story, following Ricoeur’s
hermeneutical approach, see Theo L. Hettema, Reading for Good, Narrative Theology
and Ethics in the Joseph story from the perspective of Ricoeur’s hermeneutics,
Kampen, Netherlands: Kok Pharos, 1996.
See J. Dunne, Back to the Rough Grounds, Indiana: Notre Dame Press, 1993; see also
Elie Holzer, “Conceptions of the Study of Jewish Texts in Teachers’ Professional
Development,” Religious Education, Vol. 97, no. 4, Fall 2002, pp. 377–403.
See also Jonathan Cohen, “Subterranean Didactics: Theology, Aesthetics and Pedagogy in the Thought of Franz Rosenzweig,” Religious Education, Vol. 94, Winter
1999, pp. 24–38.
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prejudices and the text, Ricoeur speaks of the circularity of understanding
and faith:
What we have just called a knot – the knot where the symbol
gives and criticism interprets – appears in hermeneutics as a circle.
The circle can be stated bluntly: “We must understand in order to
believe, but we must believe in order to understand.” The circle
is not a vicious circle, still less a mortal one; it is a living and
stimulating circle.66
[...] the second faith of one who has engaged in hermeneutics,
faith that has undergone criticism, post-critical faith.[...] It is a
rational faith, for it interprets; but it is a faith because it seeks,
through interpretation, a second naiveté [...] “Believe in order to
understand, understand in order to believe” – such is its maxim;
and its maxim is the “hermeneutical circle” itself of believing and
understanding.67
If we are to apply Ricoeur’s insights to the context of education, focus is
slightly diverted from how religious texts can be understood. The ultimate
question becomes how the understanding of religious texts constitutes
an activity that enacts as well as facilitates the emergence of Second
Naiveté.
As I have personally discovered from Mike’s living example, Second
Naiveté is less a concept to talk about as it is a concept to be enacted in
the practices of life.
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The Symbolism of Evil, op. cit., p. 351.
Freud and Philosophy, op. cit., p. 28, my emphasis. See also “The hermeneutic
circle can be stated roughly as follows. To understand, it is necessary to believe; to
believe, it is necessary to understand....behind believing there is the primacy of the
object of faith over faith; behind understanding there is the primacy of exegesis and
its method over the naive reading of the text.” Ricoeur, Conflict of Interpretations,
op. cit., p. 389. And: “The believer in the hermeneut when he is faithful to the
community, and [...] the hermeneut in the believer when he does his scientific work
of exegesis. This is today the dual condition of modern man in whom struggles both
a believer and an atheist; in the believer himself they confront one another: an adult
critic and a na¨ve child who listen to the Word,” in The Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur,
ed. by Charles E. Reagan and David Stewart, Boston: Beacon Press, 1978, p. 222.
See also: “Hermeneutics seems to me to be animated by this double motivation:
willingness to suspect, willingness to listen; vow of rigor, vow of obedience. In our
time we have not finished doing away with idols and we have barely begun to listen
to symbols,” Freud and Philosophy, op. cit., p. 27.

The Subjective Aggadic Genre as an
Educational End
Mordechai Rotenberg
(Abstract)

This article discusses the therapeutic value of the process of “rebiographing,” wherein individuals or collectives who have undergone
tragedy, trauma or failure “rewrite” their personal or national biography
such that they can live with the past and go on functioning. This kind of
subjectivization of experience is not merely an exercise in self-delusion.
What the process involves is the “centralization” of certain genuine elements of one’s personal or collective history, and the “peripheralization”
of others. Since the Romantic period, such “centralization” and “peripheralization” of events is what has been going on in the “positivistic”
modern discipline of history in spite of its claims to objectivity. The
article refers to important trends in interpretation theory (hermeneutics)
and to milestones in contemporary social science research. It addresses
how the aggadic genre in rabbinic literature performed this therapeuticeducational function of “re-biographing” through “centralization” and
“peripheralization” of Jewish memories, and by so doing made a major
contribution to the uncanny resilience and survival capability of the
Jewish people. The process of national myth-making is both unavoidable
and ultimately therapeutic, and therefore should not be denigrated even
in our own times, despite the prevailing fashion.
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Commitment and Uncertainty –
A Psychological Study
Mordecai Nisan

Preface
A person is said to have a commitment if he1 has taken upon himself
to act in a way he deems appropriate over a period of time and directs
himself to act in this way. This is the conventional meaning of the term
“commitment” in its day-to-day use. The committed person is viewed as
one who is worthy of appreciation both for his commitment to behavior
that embodies his values and for his faithfulness – his loyalty to his
commitment and to his values. The adjective “committed” often appears
in letters of recommendation as a positive virtue. However, at the same
time, the adjective “committed” also has a negative connotation. Commitment is seen as limiting a person’s choice. It binds him to a value and a
pattern of behavior to which he has committed himself and thus allegedly
curtails his freedom and controls his consciousness and behavior. These
contradicting descriptions and assessments of commitment sound as if
they are rooted in truth. They bring us to the question of whether “open”
commitment is possible; is there commitment that does not “close” a
person off from the scope of beliefs, values and lifestyles which are
foreign to his commitment and might even contradict it. This question is
at the root of our concern with commitment in this paper.
In this paper I will describe the phenomenon of commitment from a
psychological point of view, analyze a number of its characteristics, and
suggest that it meets the conditions and needs that are essential for a
person in order to function. Analyzing commitment will bring us to the
*
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I am grateful to Valeria Seigelshifer for her contribution to this research in gathering
data, analyzing interviews and thoughtful consideration of the issues.
Although we consistently use the masculine form in reference to “a person,” our
intent is that this should refer to men and women alike.
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main argument of this paper – an argument that allegedly contradicts
the conventional understanding – that at the root of commitment lies
a nucleus of the individual’s uncertainty regarding the belief, value,
behavior or lifestyle to which he has committed himself. This argument
serves as a basis for “reflective” commitment, a commitment that is
open to the individual’s acknowledgement of the legitimacy of different
commitments and even calls for clarification of them and debate with
them. In this preface I will demonstrate some of the qualities of the notion
of commitment through a short description of the results of an empiric
study. In parts A and B of this paper, I will characterize commitment as
a sense of duty that stems from a person’s promise to himself to behave
for a period of time in a fashion that he views as worthy. The heart of
this paper is part C in which the main argument will be presented – that
commitment entails making a choice out of uncertainty. This choice can
be one of two kinds: “choosing to believe” – to embrace beliefs and
values as valid for myself; and “choosing to act” – behaving according to
the beliefs and values that I accept. An important element in the choice
for commitment is the manner in which the individual who is making the
choice perceives his own identity – his definition of himself based on his
past and on his future plans. In part D, I will suggest that in many cases
the individual’s awareness of his (uncertain) choice to be committed is
blurry and I will discuss “hidden” commitment. The question arises,
however, as to why a person would obligate or bind himself in the
first place to behavior about which he is not certain. Part E suggests a
number of explanations, while our focus is on a rationalization which
links commitment to a person’s identity and to “high” needs related to it,
such as the need for direction and self-fulfillment, and the need for goals
and meaning. Our understanding of commitment will finally lead us, in
part F, to draw initial lines in order to describe “reflective commitment,”
one that encourages a person’s openness towards other understandings,
beliefs and values that are different from his.
This paper is based upon partially structured personal interviews with
men and women aged between 17 and 65 who agreed to be interviewed
about a past or current personal commitment. The interviewees were
asked to describe the commitment, to talk about the thoughts and feelings
that accompanied or accompany it, and to relate to the commitment’s
origin, motives and development. Needless to say, the picture presented
in this paper does not pretend to offer a complete and representative
description of the phenomenon of commitment in society. Our picture
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does not include all the aspects of this phenomenon and does not represent
commitment’s manners, manifestations and procedures in accordance
with their prevalence in society. However, even if the segment of
commitment that it presents is partial and not representative, it is still of
interest. It is interesting in its own right and also serves as a basis for
a hypothesis about the phenomenon in general. Throughout this paper,
I will present short quotes from the interviews which will be used to
demonstrate models and processes of commitment. The interpretations
of these short quotes are based upon the full interviews.
I will start by presenting a study (Nisan, 1993) that I will use to
demonstrate a number of characteristics of the notion of commitment
as we commonly understand it. In this study, a group of people was
randomly divided into two groups. One group was presented with the
following story: “Dani is a 17-year-old boy. Dani is very interested in
astronomy. This is a central interest in his life. Dani cannot imagine
himself without his interest in and engagement with astronomy. One day
there is a lecture about a central aspect of astronomy. The lecture takes
place at the same time as a basketball game that Dani would very much
like to go and see.” This story was presented to the second group with
a minor alteration. Dani was described as “having a certain interest in
astronomy” and not as a person for whom astronomy is a central interest.
After hearing this story, each member of the groups was asked, inter
alia, “What do you think Dani should do: go to the astronomy lecture
or to the basketball game?” After answering, each participant was asked
to explain the rationale of his answer. A similar story that was presented
to the groups had to do with a boy who is undecided about going to a
demonstration in support of Soviet Jewry or going to a basketball game
that he wants to watch. To one group, the boy was presented as someone
for whom the subject of Soviet Jewry has great importance in his life,
and to the other group the boy was presented as someone with some
interest in this subject. Again, the members of the group were asked what
the boy should do – go to the basketball game or to the demonstration –
and to explain their answers.
These questions were presented to children aged 11 and 16 and to
adults between the ages of 29–43 in a partially open questionnaire. The
statistical analysis of the results showed clearly that, to a far greater
extent than the groups that were told that the boys “have some interest”
in astronomy and Soviet Jewry, the groups that were told that these
subjects were of central importance to the boys’ lives tended to believe
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that the activities related to these subjects (going to the lecture or to
the demonstration) should take preference over going to the basketball
game. This tendency was strong among the 16-year-olds, weak among
the 11-year-olds, and even weaker among the adults. Indeed, some adults
thought that the boy for whom astronomy (or Soviet Jewry) was very
important should go to the basketball game and not become enslaved to
the subject he finds very important. For our current purpose, I will use
the results that were received from the 16-year-olds.
These results are seemingly peculiar. Why would we think that the
boy for whom astronomy is a central part of life is supposed to prefer (in
other words: “should prefer”) the astronomy lecture over the basketball
game more than the boy who just has some interest in this subject (and
in fact more than a person for whom the subject is not important at all)?
If attending a lecture on astronomy is an activity that has more intrinsic
value than a basketball game, we should have expected this choice to
have been favored for both boys. For what reason do we come to view the
boy for whom a subject is important or central in his life as someone who
“should” prefer the activity associated with it over a basketball game?
Analysis of the explanations given for the answers suggests that the boy
for whom the subject is a central part of his life is viewed as someone
who has personally committed to devote himself to this subject and
should therefore behave in accordance with his commitment. Such a boy
is seen as someone who has chosen to devote himself to this subject. This
choice, as long as it hasn’t changed, obligates him to be loyal to it and to
prefer activities that have to do with it over the gratification of random
desires and cravings. Indeed, terms such as those that I have mentioned
(duty, loyalty, postponing gratification) appeared in the explanations that
people wrote for their answers. “If he thinks that the lecture is important
for him, then he should go to the lecture. If he has chosen to devote
himself to astronomy, then he needs to carry out his choice. If he does
not go to the lecture, then he has no backbone. He is making a fool of
himself.” The results of the study suggest that a person’s choice of certain
behavior as meaningful in his life, even without an explicit declaration,
is viewed as a promise he makes to himself and obligates him to be loyal
to it. Prima facie, this view seems peculiar, for indeed in the same way
in which he has chosen this subject to be important or central in his life,
so is he also entitled to choose a different subject and to prefer to watch
the basketball game. This peculiarity is reflected in the following quote
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from one of the answers: “He doesn’t have to [go to the lecture]. He is
allowed to go back on his word, but if he doesn’t go he’s a wimp.”

A. Commitment and a Sense of Duty
Commitment has a behavioral manifestation and a cognitive-emotional
manifestation. The behavioral manifestation of a commitment involves
persisting in a certain pattern of behavior against all odds (Lydon, 1996).
It is said that a person is committed to his political path if he persists
in behavior that matches it, for example: participating in demonstrations
even when this activity is strenuous and inconvenient. An artist is said
to be committed to his artistic style if he sticks to it and continues to
create by it even when the price of this loyalty involves being pushed to
the fringes by the artistic community or not receiving a high reward for
his work. The expression of commitment is in continuing behavior over
a period of time and not in a single act at any given time. Accordingly,
the object of commitment is something that continues over a period
of time, such as a person (commitment to a spouse or a friend) or an
activity (commitment to dance). These give content and direction to the
commitment.
However, the criterion of consistency of behavior is not sufficient or
even necessary in order to describe commitment. A different criterion
is the sense of personal duty. A person may behave consistently in a
certain way for different reasons, such as interest, expectation of reward,
habit, going with the mass, or even because of irrational consistency. In
these cases, we will not call the behavior “commitment” even if it is
persistent and determined. On the other hand, a person might feel deeply
that he has a duty to behave in a certain way and nevertheless not do
so consistently and persistently because of the high “price” he would
have to pay for such behavior. An example of this is the Marrano Jew
(at the time of the persecutions in Spain) who felt strongly connected to
his people and had a sense of duty to express this in his behavior but
avoided doing so because of a fear for his life. These cases lead us to
characterize commitment by a “sense of duty” towards behavior to which
the individual is committed. The strength and broadness of this sense
of duty that establishes commitment can vary, but it seems essential to
defining the commitment. This claim calls for a brief clarification of the
term “sense of duty.”
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The notion “sense of duty” stems from man’s phenomenology. It
refers to a belief that is accompanied by an emotion and a driving force
that an individual should (given certain circumstances) act in a certain
way. This term is required to explain instances of directed behavior
that do not fit in, at least seemingly, with the principle of utility, the
central principle of psychological theories of motivation. In many cases
in which a person’s deliberate behavior does not bring him (as far as
we can tell) pleasure and satisfaction, or in cases in which a person’s
behavior seems contradictory to his interests, we will find that a person
is acting because of a sense or feeling that this is how he should act, that
it is his duty to act in this way. One could argue that behavior which
is guided by a sense of duty also has its special form of satisfaction
(“I am true to myself”) and/or is performed in order to avoid special
kinds of discomfort (embarrassment, guilt). However, this argument will
propel us into a loop in which the explanation in utilitarian terms is given
in the definition itself, and will be lacking interpretive value. Indeed,
in day-to-day language we differentiate between behavior that is aimed
towards self benefit and things that are done because of a sense of duty.
This differentiation has implications for our judgement, evaluation and
behavior. For example, helping someone with the intention of personally
benefiting from it is not viewed by us as charity or altruism that deserves
appreciation and reward. An intention to act according to what is just
and proper, that by its nature is bound together with a sense of duty, is
a necessary characteristic of a good deed. Correspondingly, an intention
to act according to a duty that a person has taken upon himself is a
necessary characteristic of commitment.
At a first glance, the term “sense of duty” seems to relate to a strict
and authoritative requirement. This is not necessarily the case. There
are different kinds of senses of duty that can be placed at different
points on a scale between a sense of absolute duty to a “weak” sense
of duty (Nisan, 1993). At one extreme is the sense of duty regarding
strict moral norms. These norms present an absolute demand, one that
overcomes any other consideration. At the other extreme, there is a sense
of duty towards values such as creativity or spiritual elation. Values
such as these present a person with general precepts of goodness and
are therefore accompanied by a sense that they are worthy. However,
the call to implement them is seen as a recommendation that can be
outweighed by other considerations, including a consideration of one’s
personal interests. Between these two extremes we will find the sense
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of duty towards “things that cannot be measured,” in the words of the
Mishnah, or toward incomplete duties, in the words of Kant, such as
charity and visiting the sick. The incomplete duty does not demand that
a person act accordingly in any situation or time in which it can be
fulfilled, because it has no limits. On the other hand, due to its internal
moral authority, a person cannot avoid it altogether. The sense of duty
which establishes commitment also resides, from the point of view of
the authority of its demands, in the space between an absolute sense
of duty and a weak sense of duty. A person who has a commitment
is expected (by himself as by his society) to be loyal to it even at the
price of sacrificing his own desires and inclinations. This expectation,
however, is not absolute – it can be outweighed not only by other values
but also by other considerations of personal benefit, as long as he keeps
a reasonable “balance” of loyalty to his commitment (Nisan, 1996).
Describing commitment as a kind of sense of duty matches the
emotional disposition that is linked to this term in day-to-day language.
A person who violates his commitment feels discomfort and at times a
sort of guilt or embarrassment. Others might shake their heads or even
condemn him for it. He is seen as “weak” or “spineless” and at times
also “unreliable” and even “disloyal to himself.” On the other hand, a
person who is loyal to his commitment feels that he is “true to himself”
and, in saying this, commends himself. Correspondingly, the people who
judge him tend to praise his integrity and loyalty even if they disagree
with (or even condemn) the content of his commitment. These beliefs
and descriptions are typical of the field of morals and values, and point
at the connection between the notion of commitment and the realm of
ethics.
However, there is an important difference between the perception
of obligation in relation to commitment and the perception of other,
different kinds of obligation. Moral responsibilities and obligations to
many values are perceived by most as having intrinsic authority, authority
that is embedded in the content of these claims. The common person
believes that they are applicable to all people or at least to people within
his own culture (Turiel, 1983). The validity of the value of telling the
truth, of the demand to help one’s fellow man, and of the value of peace
are perceived (usually) as “objective,” as following from a divine source,
reason or society, and not originating in the person himself. This is not the
case with commitment. The sense of duty that establishes commitment
originates in the individual’s choice to accept this commitment. This
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point is clearly shown in the study mentioned above. The boy who has
a commitment to astronomy is perceived as one who “should” prefer
behavior that advances his knowledge of astronomy to a basketball game.
The boy who does not have this commitment does not have to act this
way. A person’s commitment to a political point of view is reflected
in his sense of duty to act according to this point of view; an artist’s
commitment to his path is reflected in his sense of duty towards a certain
style; a person’s commitment to a group of friends is reflected in his
sense of duty to participate in group meetings even when he doesn’t have
time or doesn’t want to participate – in all these examples, a person’s
sense of duty does not stem from the content of the commitment but
from his choice to commit to these modes of behavior. A person who
has not committed himself to them, whether explicitly or not, is neither
expected nor “supposed” to behave in such ways.

B. Commitment as a Person’s Promise to Himself
A promise is one person making a commitment to another person (or a
group of people) to behave in a certain way. Can we discuss a promise
or a commitment that a person makes to himself? Without entering the
thicket of problems that this question raises (for example, who commits
or promises to whom? Why would a person feel an obligation to carry out
a promise he has made to himself?), we will say that our interviewees had
no difficulty in describing situations in which they “made a commitment
to themselves” or “promised themselves.” These expressions show a
parallelism between a promise in social discourse and commitment in
the discourse of an individual. This suggests that commitment stems from
a person’s internal discourse (if you like, between the thinking self and the
acting self, in the words of Korsgaard, 1996), which includes commitment
and promise as these terms are understood on the interpersonal level (see
Vygotsky, 1978, regarding such an analogy). Like a promise to someone
else, a person’s promise to himself, if it was made in a state of awareness
and of his own free will, comes with a duty to fulfill it. This is the nature
of a promise. At times a person’s promise to himself is explicit and he can
point to the time and circumstances in which he made it. Sometimes it is
not explicit but the individual has no doubt regarding its “presence.” Just
like the meaning and implications of breaking a promise to someone else,
when a person breaks a promise to himself (without being compelled
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to do so by an external factor), that person raises doubts about his
reliability and his ability to control his behavior and to plan his life. In
this way, he damages an important quality of his humanity – his status
as an agent. No less importantly, a person who breaks a promise that he
made to himself discovers thereby that he does not respect “himself.”
In the same way that breaking a promise made to someone else (unless
there are justifiable reasons) indicates disregard for that someone else,
breaking a promise to oneself indicates a person’s disregard for himself.
(“If [the boy for whom astronomy is part of his identity] doesn’t go to
the lecture [on astronomy], he is making a fool of himself”). Had he any
self-respect, he would have resisted the temptation. The weakness of his
willpower exposes his low appreciation of the person to whom he has
made the commitment, in other words, of himself. Indeed, this meaning
of a person breaking a promise to himself is an important cause, and
maybe a central one, of his tendency to “defend” his self-esteem using
different defense mechanisms, from denial to rationalization. (“Although
I had convincing reasons for leaving the kibbutz, [when I left] I felt
worthless. What does this mean? Maybe the reasons weren’t convincing
enough? M [a member who left the kibbutz] felt he was running away
from himself.”)
Not every promise a person makes to himself establishes commitment.
Two characteristics that are essential to a commitment (but not to a
promise) are the value of the commitment’s content and its validity
beyond time and circumstances. These two characteristics are intimately
tied to one another. We can discuss commitment (or a committed person)
only when we are dealing with a subject that a person grasps as meaningful to his life, beyond the satisfaction of a desire or an interest which
is perceived as pertinent to that person. Commitment includes a person’s
reflection on the behavior to which he has committed himself and his
attribution of a “high” value to it. Had this been a value that is related
to the fulfillment of a desire or to pleasure, there would have been no
need for the individual to commit to this behavior; he would behave in
this way even without the commitment. The term commitment, in this
distinct sense, does not therefore apply to a person’s promise to himself
regarding the fulfillment of needs, desires or inclinations to which he
does not attribute value beyond satisfaction at their fulfillment: there
cannot be a commitment to taking medicine, to eating chocolate or to
gossip unless these forms of behavior have been made into values in that
person’s life. The interviewee who began her response by saying: “My
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commitment is to soap operas” used the term commitment in a humorous
way that relies upon the perception that the “correct” use of the term is
to describe forms of behavior which are considered meaningful and are
of “high” value.
The value that is at the foundation of the behavior to which the
individual commits himself can be one that he perceives to have universal
validity, to be valid for a certain group or even to be valid only for himself
(at least in the way he chooses to express it). A person can be committed
to an activity that he thinks promotes economic equality, a value which
he perceives as having universal validity. A person can be committed to
promoting the Hebrew language, a value he perceives as being valid only
to his community. A person can be committed to collecting butterflies, a
personal project of his which he perceives as valuable and meaningful for
himself but not necessarily for others. His commitment to the behavior
is what makes it obligatory for him, but his choice to commit is, from
the start, based upon his perception of the behavior as containing value.
This personal perception of his is not isolated from the perception of
society. It can be assumed that one condition for a form of behavior to
be perceived as worthy is that society is “willing” to accept this behavior
as one that has value for the individual who chose it. This appears to
be our society’s stance regarding collecting butterflies, but not regarding
the Sisyphean task of pushing of a rock to the peak of a mountain.
Another characteristic of commitment is related to the dimension of
time. We will be speaking of commitment only when we are dealing with
an obligation to behavior that continues over a period of time. In the
sentence: “Reuven has a commitment to come to the party that Shimon
is having tonight,” the word “commitment” is not appropriate unless it
is part of a statement such as: “Due to their strong friendship, Reuven
feels a commitment to come to events to which Shimon invites him.”
This characteristic of the notion of commitment – the continuity over
time – is derived from the commitment being linked to a value which
has general validity beyond particular circumstances and time.
These two characteristics that we mentioned, being linked to a value
and continuity over time, bring us to the concept of identity in the sense
of the beliefs, values, feelings and forms of behavior that are perceived
by a person to be those that define him and are therefore important for
him to preserve (Blasi & Glodis, 1995). In many cases, commitment is
what gives a belief, value or form of behavior the status of an identity
trait (which can be central or marginal), such that deviation from this
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trait will be interpreted by that person as a renunciation of himself and
will be accompanied by a sense of discomfort. We will return to the
concept of identity later on in this paper.
Understanding commitment as a person’s promise and obligation to
himself does not mean, of course, that commitment is confined to a
person’s private sphere. In terms of the sense of duty, commitment is
part of the “realm of the individual”: the obligation that a person feels
is towards himself. However, in terms of its content, commitment has a
weighty social aspect. This aspect exists not only in social commitments
that pertain to a person’s relationships to others, such as political activity
or helping one’s fellow man, but also in commitments that are seemingly
in the sphere of the individual. Forms of behavior, such as artistic
creativity or meditation, emerge in a social context, and are directed
towards society and respond to the standards which society has set.
Indeed, the internal discourse that produces commitment, as well as the
expectation of a person to be loyal to his promise to himself, stems from
the society and culture in which he is living. Herein lies the explanation
as to why commitment and the perception of identity are more common
in a modern society than in a traditional one (Baumeister, 1986).
In order to clarify this understanding of commitment as behavior that
stems from a person’s promise and duty to himself, we will compare
it to a form of behavior we will call devotion out of attachment. Like
commitment, devotion is also characterized by consistent and persistent
behavior even when faced with difficulties and with no expectation of
reward. However, devotion, in our distinct use of the term, does not
stem from a promise or commitment that a person makes to himself (and
by choice, as we will see), but from a “relationship” or positive stance
towards the object of the behavior. “Devotion out of attachment” is not
guided by a reasoned evaluation, and it will most likely be expressed
in an inflexible way with no correlation to the circumstances. The term
“devotion out of attachment” suggests an analogy to behavior which is
ascribed to a child’s attachment to his mother (Bowlby, 1969), forms
of behavior that give the child a sense of security. Like what happens
with the attachment to mother, we expect a mature person to let go of
the childish attachment that does not include reflection and evaluation
of behavior. The normal course of development is that the childish
attachment, which does not distinguish between different circumstances
and situations, makes way for mature attachment which is sober, critical
and can also include an element of commitment (Allen & Land, 1999).
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The mature position towards mother and family and towards affiliation
groups, right up to the nation itself, extends beyond the boundaries of
attachment and includes an element of commitment.
Allegedly, a person’s commitment to himself is supposed to ensure
that he will act according to the commitment that he has willingly
accepted (as we will see in the next part). However, at times a person
attaches “a price” to his commitment such that deviation from it will
involve not only self-condemnation but also social condemnation (as a
result of publicizing the commitment) and even a tangible price. This
facet of commitment was emphasized by researchers who focused on
its behavioral aspect (for example, Becker, 1960). Indeed, many of our
commitments are accompanied by chains with which we bind ourselves
in order to ensure that we live up to our commitment when facing
temptations and external pressures (Elster, 1984). In our interviews, we
found hardly any intentional use of such means. This is either due to
the fact that the individual does not see any need for them, or because
he does not think it is right to bind himself. However, in retrospect, the
commitment “grows” its own chains and is bound by those constraints
that are not planned. Prominent among these are a severe sense of
disloyalty to oneself and to one’s group, and of loss of self-control. Here
are the words of an interviewee who described his commitment to a
leftwing group: “I didn’t agree with all the demonstrations. At times it
seemed silly to me [...]. But I wouldn’t allow myself to refuse. Whoever
didn’t come was almost considered a deserter. But I didn’t want to desert.
Even without [the awkwardness vis-à-vis] the others.” This interviewee
is aware of the chains with which his commitment binds him, beyond
what he had intended to take upon himself, and even that they distort
his behavior, but he is accustomed to acting in this way as part of his
commitment. His words reveal two characteristic sides of commitment
– on the one side, a person uses it to shape and express his identity, and
on the other, it might narrow his thought and determine his behavior.

C. Commitment, a Sense of Choice, and Uncertainty
Naturally a person can only make a commitment to himself on the
basis of free choice (after taking all the constraints into account). The
sense of duty that a person has to live up to a commitment he made to
himself originates in his knowing that he made it on the basis of free and
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considered choice (and not, for example, on the basis of false knowledge,
coercion or under the influence of hypnosis or extreme passion). Without
such a choice, there would be no foundation for his sense of duty. The
freedom of choice to commit does not only mean that it has not been
forced upon him externally, what Berlin (1969) calls negative liberty, but
also extends to positive liberty: a person’s freedom and ability to make
goals and plans for himself and to pursue them. In his choice to commit,
the individual shapes his life and expresses his autonomy, and does not
only respond to reality (at least in his view). The sense of duty that
establishes commitment is conditional on the person feeling that he can
(not only is at liberty to) choose differently, that the value and behavior
which he has chosen were not the only reasonable options he had, either
because of their utility and worth or because of a moral imperative. When
only one option is perceived as “possible,” committing oneself to it has
no meaning. Even if he does not feel that this option is forced upon him,
the individual does not have a sense of choice in relation to it and in
any case he cannot commit to it (see the connection between a sense of
choice and cognitive dissonance, Cooper & Fazio, 1984).
A sense of choice, which is the foundation of a sense of duty, might
accompany the commitment throughout its life but might also “age” with
it. Even regarding an “old” commitment, a person might feel that he
can choose differently, that at any time he is entitled to and can (at a
“reasonable” price) abandon his commitment. However, in many cases,
after time has passed, a person feels that his ability to choose differently
has been reduced or has disappeared for reasons that are often rooted in
the intricate webs of meaning that have been woven around it and the
“prices” that have been attached to it. In such cases, the sense of duty is
dimmed or relies upon the recognition of the primary choice. This is the
case at times, in relation, for example, to commitment to a spouse, but
this can also be the case vis-à-vis an ideological commitment. “I can’t
say if I would have made aliyah today, but my commitment to aliyah has
stayed the same even if that doesn’t have any practical meaning today.
I am here and all my children were born here and live here. There is a
straight line connecting my choice to make aliyah and my Zionism. That
choice, made over thirty years ago, forms the backdrop of my entire life
in Israel.” There are times, however, when recognition of the primary
choice is not sufficient and the sense of commitment slowly dwindles
with the current loss or reduction of the sense of choice that went into
making it. “My belief in the kibbutz lifestyle has remained, but it is not

360

Mordecai Nisan

the same thing. You feel you are a pawn with which life is playing. I led
myself to the kibbutz and now the kibbutz is leading me.” This statement
points to the need to distinguish between a commitment at the level of
recognition and a sense of commitment that is related to the complete
personality, an individual’s feelings, his desires and his willingness to act.
The memory of the choice which was the foundation of the commitment
(and its concomitant validity), might preserve commitment on the level
of recognition, but does not promise a sense of commitment over time.
The perception of choice, a person’s belief that he can (even now) choose
differently, is an important factor in preserving the sense of commitment.
From the above discussion we learn that the person who is committed
feels that there is latitude that includes more than one reasonable option
that he can choose, and that from among the different options he chooses
to commit to one path. In this sense, the use, in psychology research, of
the choice of a spouse as a model of commitment (for example, Lydon,
1996) is apt. Choosing a spouse (in western society) is a choice of a
reasonable option out of a few options with no pretense of the choice’s
“truthfulness,” of this choice being the only correct one. According to this
model, accepting commitment does not stem from complete confidence
in the truth or virtue of the chosen option, because a condition for the
perception of choice is that the individual feels that he “could have chosen
differently.” He feels that there is another reasonable option, one that
from the start could have been open to him. I will call this characteristic
of commitment its “uncertainty.” Commitment’s uncertainty presents a
paradox which is essential to it: the commitment is supposed to ensure
that the individual will behave in a certain way, while at the same time
it can be deduced from the commitment that this behavior is not assured
by itself, that there is another “reasonable” option.
In order to clarify this uncertainty we must examine the nature of
the choice that is at the foundation of the commitment, the types
of alternatives from among which the individual had to choose. This
examination leads us to distinguish between two different kinds of
“choices for the purpose of commitment”: “the choice to believe” and
“the choice to act.” In a choice to believe, the person chooses to embrace
one belief and value as opposed to a different belief and value (or as
opposed to renouncing the belief and value which he has chosen). A
clear example of this that emerged in our interviews is religious belief,
as seen in the following quote: “I remember that at the age of 17, I said
to myself: ‘Decide, do you believe or do you not believe?’ I decided
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to be religious. It wasn’t a one-day thing like it sounds. It might have
taken months. Why? I am not sure. It’s not that I was suddenly more
convinced by religion. I had severe doubts, but as much as I had gotten
close to secularism, I returned to religion.” The interviewee’s choice was
between two beliefs that lead to two different ways of life, and it was
made, as he explains, not on the basis of conviction in the truthfulness
of the belief he has chosen but rather on the basis of a decision to make
a choice and to stop wavering. The interviewee is aware of the fact that
the option he abandoned was a “reasonable” option. Had this not been
the case, there would have been no need for a choice and commitment.
The phrase a “choice to believe,” like a “will to believe” (James, 1979),
seems self-contradictory, as belief is allegedly not a voluntary choice.
However, in the context of commitment, of which behavior is a central
component, the use of this phrase does not sound anomalous. Indeed,
some of the interviewees spoke about an intentional adoption of a belief,
value or lifestyle, which included a recognition of their uncertainty of
the validity of the particular belief, value or lifestyle (at times in the hope
of acquiring wholehearted belief, an issue I will not be dealing with in
this paper).
In our interviews, the “choice to believe” is usually linked to comprehensive outlooks on life, such as religious belief and loyalty to tradition,
Zionism and immigrating to Israel, a belief in socialism and living on a
kibbutz, attachment to nature and the environment, and social activism.
In all these examples, the choice of a certain lifestyle reflects belief and
not knowledge. The choice of which the interviewees give an account
was between two comprehensive beliefs or ideologies, each one of which
was seen as one that could be embraced or at least as one that could not
be rejected out of hand. In all these cases, the individual’s uncertainty
related to the validity of the belief or value which was at the foundation
of the commitment. At times, the uncertainty was ascribed to a lack of
sufficient knowledge on a subject, as in the following quote: “I can’t
say that I am one hundred percent sure. I judge according to the data I
have and it is incomplete. However, as long as I haven’t been presented
with a different solution, my commitment [to ‘Peace Now’] remains.”
Sometimes an individual presents a relative attitude regarding the subject
of the commitment, as in the next quote: “The question is not ‘what is
right?’ but ‘where you stand?’ My decision [to relocate in order to teach
in a school in a development town] was wholehearted: my heart, not
yours. Every person has his own heart, every person has his own truth.”
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Sometimes the individual grasps the uncertainty as inherent to the subject
(“My decision to be religious did not arise as a result of being convinced.
You can’t convince. Even if I’d been at the Revelation at Mount Sinai, I
wouldn’t be sure of God”). The uncertainty regarding the belief or value
that is at the base of the commitment is also reflected in the interviewees’
stance towards people who hold an opinion and behave in a way that
contradict their commitment. Most of the interviewees acknowledged
the “legitimacy” (rational and moral) of the other belief.
Even in cases where it appears that the person does not have any
uncertainty regarding the belief and value at the base of his commitment,
he might deliberate as to whether and to what extent he should behave
accordingly. This is where the second type of choice comes into play – the
choice to act. As mentioned above, values that people accept as worthy
are not necessarily perceived by them as obligating action. They cannot
totally ignore them because they are worthy; however, since they “cannot
be measured” they leave the person a range of choice. The individual
sees them as worthy goals in terms of which he can choose, if he wishes,
which one, how and to what extent he will express it in his behavior.
This space between deeming behavior as worthy and embracing it in
reality is where commitment comes in, as a choice and decision, and
as a motivational factor. Commitment is the result of a choice to give
a certain value obligatory authority that is personal, an authority that is
expressed by embracing certain behavior and a way of life. This choice,
the choice to act, is an essential step in a commitment that gives the
belief or value personal meaning and makes it part of a person’s identity.
The next quote demonstrates the gap between accepting a value and the
sense of duty to fulfill it, and shows commitment’s role in bridging this
gap: “When I came back to the country, I started being socially active. I
had thought about it beforehand. I had been socially active in the youth
movement, but like most people I left it to others [...]. [And did you
feel this was all right?] Yes. I have no complaints against people who
don’t volunteer. When I came back, I felt that the time has come to
take action. Today I can honestly say that it is the essence of my life.”
This interviewee’s involvement in social activity was not a result of his
becoming more deeply convinced of the value of contributing to society;
he was convinced of this from the start. However, he did have doubts
about his obligation to embrace this behavior in reality. Embedded in his
commitment is an ethical uncertainty; uncertainty about an individual’s
obligation to act in this certain direction. He is convinced of the value of

Commitment and Uncertainty

363

the behavior to which he has committed himself, but does not think that
this value is universally obligating. He thinks that theoretically there is
no ethical or rational impediment to “choosing differently.”
In order to demonstrate this perception of commitment, I will point to
three typical types of commitment that came up in our interviews where
the commitment stemmed from uncertainty. In these three types there can
be a combination of the choice to believe and the choice to act. In the first
type, the individual has to decide whether to commit to a (long-term)
activity that he sees as valuable but not one that must be performed
because of a practical or spiritual necessity or moral duty. An example of
this is one interviewee’s deliberations as to whether to become politically
active. He had indeed taken it upon himself to become politically active,
but he also sees the option of not being active as morally and ethically
acceptable. In the second type, the individual must choose one course of
action out of a number of courses that he perceives as reasonable and
befitting an important goal that he has taken upon himself. An example
of this was an interviewee’s choice between a long-term commitment (in
his words) to social activism and commitment to medical research, two
areas towards which he felt personal responsibility.
The third type, that is particularly interesting, is the deliberations of a
person who finds himself in a situation to which he has been “led” (in
his view) by social reality, in which he must choose whether to continue
in this way, out of habit or opportunism, and out of hesitation and doubt,
or to test it in the light of reality and (if he so decides) then to embrace it
and commit to it. Many commitments in day-to-day life are of this type.
For example, sometimes social reality “forces” you to form a political
opinion, in order to vote in an election, to take part in a social discussion
or out of a need to evaluate the reality around you, even if you are
not convinced about the position you have chosen. At times a political
opinion is rooted within you due to the conditions and circumstances of
your life. However, you feel hesitant and insecure in relation to it; you
tend not to commit to it and to keep a certain distance from it. But you
find yourself in a situation where you cannot avoid a conscientious and
obligating choice between your actions and different possible actions, and
you make it despite your hesitations and doubts. We found prominent
examples of this situation in interviews with religious students about
their religious position. A number of interviewees told us that they chose
their affiliation with a religious community as a conscious and obligating
decision with great hesitation and uncertainty. This happened when they
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realized that they could not continue with their indecision on this subject
and that they must make up their minds whether to embrace a religious
or a secular one way of life. “Between being religious and not religious, I
decided to be religious. Not that I am convinced of it. Quite the contrary.
However, I am even less convinced by the non-religious side.” In an age
of the collapse of the great narratives (Lyotard, 1984), a commitment of
this type, one would presume, is a common phenomenon. In some cases,
this kind of “behavioral” commitment is used by the individual as a tool
to strengthen his belief in the value and the validity of a lifestyle. Indeed,
among those who have a consciously skeptical religious commitment,
there are those who give their commitment intensified expression, at
times in the overt hope that “keeping the commandments will engender
a sense of confidence in the belief.”
In the three types of commitments that we mentioned, the individual
had a choice to either commit to the path that he eventually chose, or not.
The commitment was a result of the perception of choice. The indication
that the choice was “real” choice is the fact that the individual feels
that he could (and not only that he was allowed to) choose differently
without having to pay a price – material, social or spiritual – that he
could not afford. Analyzing these types suggests that one cannot speak
of commitment to behavior that is perceived as deriving from a notion of
truth or justice. A person’s commitment to truth and justice is rooted in his
acknowledgement (even intuitively) of their intrinsic validity, in which
case there is no need for his commitment. A person consistently uses the
multiplication table and the laws of physics, but there is no point in saying
that he has committed himself to them and therefore acts according to
them. He is compelled to use them because of their independent validity.
Similarly, it seems that we cannot discuss commitment to moral norms
or the laws of the country when a person does not contest their validity,
or discuss commitment to religion when a person is a wholehearted
believer. In these cases the person is committed to norms and to religion
because he acknowledges their internal or social validity and not because
of a personal commitment. Nevertheless, even in these arenas there is
room for commitment when a person feels uncertain about his personal
obligation to act according to these beliefs or norms. This is always the
case with non-obligatory values, ones to which an individual can (within
the bounds of what is socially acceptable) decide to give a lower priority
than to other values. Most people acknowledge the values of peace or
equality, but usually do not take active steps towards actualizing them
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and are not condemned for not doing so, not by society and not by
themselves. However, a person can choose to commit to them, and the
meaning of the commitment is the acceptance of an obligation to act to
promote them.
If, indeed, as suggested above, commitment appears in situations in
which a person does not have a decisive reason (pragmatic, rational or
moral) to prefer one option over others, how can we explain the direction
of his choice – his commitment to a particular behavior and not a different
one, his adoption of one personal project and not another? This question
regarding the direction of the commitment a person chooses goes to the
very heart of the development of a person’s personality and identity, and
this is not the place to expand on this issue. A person’s acceptance of a
particular commitment is influenced by his innate characteristics, by the
skills and preferences that he has developed, and by all the circumstances
of his life. All these define the parameters of his choice and behavior.
However, beyond these influences there is room for choice, or at least
that is the way a person feels. What determines the direction of his
choice within these limits? I will make do with a few comments about
the understanding of commitment as based on uncertainty.
Sometimes people tend to give reasons for the content of their commitment in rational terms, such as the rationality of a belief or the
validity of a value. They do so even when they acknowledge that their
reasons are not sufficient. This sort of explanation is not necessarily
rationalization. One can accept it as a partial explanation and interpret
the choice as preference for the most logical option, even if this is
uncertain. This interpretation applies Simon’s “satisficing” model (1957)
from the field of utility to the field of commitment: Seemingly because
of informational constraints, a person makes do with choosing a feasible
commitment even if it is uncertain. This interpretation assumes that
a person has a need to be committed (as we will see in part E) and
therefore he might make a commitment even when there is insufficient
certainty. Even if we accept this approach, we will still ask what traits
determine the value and the reasonableness of the options (a role that in
Simon’s model is played by the level of utility). A careful examination
of the explanations people give for their commitment does not reveal
the yardstick by which a person measures whether it is right for him
to commit to a certain behavior. However, it does reveal an arena in
which a person does not (only?) choose according to considerations that
can be reasoned or phrased “rationally” (in terms of truth, goodness or
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benefit), but on the basis of “hunches,” “feelings” and “inclinations.”
The following quote is part of an interview with a person who was
educated on a kibbutz and subsequently left the kibbutz: “When I was
on the kibbutz I told myself that this is a better way of life [...]. I knew
of course that my belief in the kibbutz was a result of the education that
I had received, and I knew that not everyone thinks that it is true [...].
You can say that I chose according to what I felt and not according to
what I thought.” This interviewee does not deny the influence of thought
on his choice, but he characterizes this indecisive thought as a “feeling.”
Similarly: “I can give you a few reasons [for the speaker’s commitment
to volunteering at an old age home] but the overwhelming reason is that I
find satisfaction in it. The fact is that all the social reasons don’t convince
my friends. From our group [that worked in the old age home as part of
the high school’s volunteer program] I was the only one who stayed. In
issues like this, every person must choose according to his inclination.”
These interviewees are aware of the existence of “rational” explanations
for their commitment, but they do not think that these are sufficient or
even valid. They therefore need explanations in terms like “inclination”
and “will,” explanations that emphasize (in their opinion) the importance
of personal choice in commitment. Characterizing the choice to commit
as stemming from personal will does not provide an explanation for the
direction of the choice (what determines the will?), but it does indicate
the rejection of a logical, moral or utilitarian explanation. People believe
that their commitment expresses their authentic will that is unconstrained
by the bonds of “external” factors of the kinds we have mentioned.
The “inclinations” to which a person ascribes his commitment are
connected at times to his identity: the web of beliefs, values, obligations
and relations that he perceives as defining of himself (Blasi & Glodis,
1995). The following quote comes from a religious woman who is
a teacher: “My commitment to teaching is part of my commitment
as a religious woman. It is my way of keeping the commandments.”
Indeed, it is natural that identity considerations are an important factor
in the choice of commitments, as an ongoing weaving of the web that
establishes personal identity. However, we will find that alongside the
influence of identity there is also the influence of inclinations and wills
that are not perceived by a person as those that define him. “Gut feelings,”
as one interviewee put it, “are not important... but they are influential.”
What is meant by “gut feelings” is perceptions and preferences to which
the individual does not attribute meaningful validity beyond himself.
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The influence of these stances and inclinations on the person’s choice
of commitment are viewed as justifiable and not as a whim. He sees
them as part of his “self,” if not necessarily part of his identity, and this
justifies taking them into consideration. His duty towards them is not
comparable to his duty towards elements of his identity; however, he feels
that they too play a justifiable role in the choice of commitment. This
argument is expressed in the following quote: “It’s funny. My decision
to be vegetarian came after reading an article in the newspaper. Nothing
serious, but I was moved. Sometimes you have to decide on the basis of
what moves you.” The influence of “personal inclinations” is prominent
and explicit in explanations of commitments that are connected to a
personal value (that is not based on a demand that has universal or
social validity; Nisan, 1996). A person tends to explain his personal
commitment not in “rational” terms of utility and benefit, but in terms
of inclination and personal will: “Why did I choose this [collecting
limericks]? I was attracted to it. I can’t say that there was another
reason.” It is, however, important to remember that the influence of an
inclination is not accidental and is not perceived as something that a
person cannot escape. Not every personal inclination is accepted by the
person as a worthy consideration. When describing their choice, people
mention not only personal inclinations that “won” and helped create the
choice, but also personal inclinations that were rejected, were overcome,
and did not determine a choice.

D. Explicit Commitment and Hidden Commitment
The understanding of commitment that was elaborated above presents
it as including two levels: the level of deliberation and the level of
obligation. For our purposes here, I will describe these levels as two
consecutive stages in the development of a commitment. In the first
stage, the person considers what path to choose (or whether to continue
on the path on which he finds himself) and does not have a decisive and
ultimate reason to prefer any particular path. In the second stage, the
“jump” from deliberation to commitment occurs. One might expect that
the commitment would cancel or at least dim the sense of uncertainty
that characterized the first stage; however, this is not always the case.
Interviews with people suggest two alternative directions of development
in the second stage. In the first direction, a person remains conscious
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of his uncertainty without the commitment becoming compromised.
In the second direction, the primary uncertainty seemingly dims and
dies out, and its place is taken by complete confidence in the validity
of the commitment. When commitment develops in this direction, the
person’s sense of duty is no longer linked to his decision to commit, and is
perceived as stemming from the internal validity of the behavior to which
he has committed himself. The following quote contains representations
of both directions: “To tell you that now I am certain of my religiousness
would not be correct. Every time I move away from my environment,
when I travel abroad, I ask myself again: Are you sure? Why should you?
and all that, but that does not hurt my keeping of the commandments. I
am strict about observing the Sabbath and eating kosher and everything.
I don’t feel that I am living with a contradiction. It’s different for my
wife. Before we got married she had become secular. We deliberated
together. When we decided to ‘stay inside’ she took it seriously and
today she doesn’t want to hear about the doubts she’d had. As if it never
happened. Today she is one of the convinced ones.”
Can we say that this “convinced” woman has a commitment to
keeping the commandments? The understanding of commitment that
we presented above does not include those who are “convinced,” those
who live their lives in an unswerving manner (for example, keeping the
religious commandments) with complete confidence that this is the truth
and there is no other. It does not include the nature conservation “nut”
who acts out of a complete belief that any damage to nature is inherently
bad and that he has a moral duty to prevent it. In these and similar cases,
which some tend to view as perfect embodiments of commitment, the
behavior allegedly stems from unmitigated belief that leaves no room
for choice and does not match the understanding of commitment we
have suggested. However, this does not always appear to be the case.
The interviews lead us to differentiate between explicit commitment and
hidden commitment, the two extremes on the scale of the individual’s
awareness of the choice and uncertainty which are at the foundation of
his commitment.
With an explicit commitment, the person is aware that his commitment
stemmed from a choice between a few acceptable options. This awareness
is not a characteristic of the committed person’s day-to-day functioning,
but it is easily revealed in responses to questions about the roots of
the commitment. In day-to-day functioning, one more commonly finds
hidden commitment that, indeed, did stem from uncertainty and choice,
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but these were “forgotten” and are absent from the person’s active
awareness. When asked to describe his commitment, an interviewee
might start his story by describing the commitment as stemming from a
conception of truth or duty that is not accompanied by doubts. However,
later on in the interview, when asked to describe the development of the
commitment, he might acknowledge the choice and the uncertainty that
were at its foundation. People’s seemingly absolute confidence in their
commitment does not necessarily indicate that they have no awareness
of doubt and choice in relation to it. Even believers who “forgot” the
hesitations they had about the belief cannot but acknowledge that they do
not have all-convincing arguments regarding their chosen path. Indeed,
the longer a person holds on to his commitment the more difficult
withdrawing from it becomes, in some cases to the point at which
the sense of choice in relation to it is lost. However, even when the
choice seems imposed by historical circumstances, such as a person’s
commitment to his people, the acknowledgement of the imposition
contains an awareness of choice of a high order. A student from the
United States who was studying at a program in Israel told us: “I chose
and didn’t choose to be Jewish. With the education I got from my
family, I can’t be different. A few times I wanted to free myself of my
Judaism and wasn’t able to. Even in [a Jewish] high school [...] until
that story at University [a relationship with a non-Jewish student]. Then
I understood that I need to accept it willingly, and ever since I have been
even more active [on Jewish issues] than I had been in high school.”
Even in cases of people who are “convinced” and allegedly have no
doubts about their chosen path, when one persists in questioning them
in interviews, one might discover an awareness of choice (“I could have
chosen differently”), if not a choice of the worldview itself, than a choice
to embrace the lifestyle that matches it, and if not a choice to behave
according to a belief, then a choice to commit to it beyond what would
be expected from an ordinary person with such an outlook.

E. Commitment – Why and To What End?
Commitment ties a person to a certain path to which he has committed
himself. An inevitable question is why would a person commit himself to
a particular path in the first place, particularly if there is no moral, logical
or pragmatic “imperative” to do so? Why would a person take upon
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himself the burden of commitment and not leave himself the freedom to
act according to circumstances and conditions? Like many questions in
the field of motivation, this question too seems to be complex and contain
many layers. It is reasonable to assume that behind the choice to commit
lie needs that the commitment fulfills. It is easy to find such needs, like
a sense of belonging, a sense of control, self-fulfillment and so on. The
question still remains, though, as to why a person does not leave the
fulfillment of these needs to his free will at any time. Our search for
an answer to this question will lead us to explain the commitment (to a
consistent pattern of behavior over time) as a necessary condition for the
adequate satisfaction of the needs we have mentioned. And beyond them,
we will uncover a broader base for the phenomenon of commitment.
The significant needs, wishes and values in a person’s life can only
be satisfied through continuous and devoted behavior. In order to satisfy
needs such as a sense of control, autonomy and self-fulfillment, a person
must choose a goal and pattern of behavior and stick to them over a long
period of time. We will first mention that a person’s limited resources,
primarily the time he has at his disposal, require him to make do with
one out of a few attractive behavioral options, even if he does not have a
rational reason to prefer one over the others. The artist who is considering
different forms of expression needs, at times, to choose one in which
he will specialize and excel; the person who wishes to contribute to
society needs to choose one out of many different activities and devote
his time and energy to it. The commitment to a pattern of behavior helps
a person to act in a focused and resolute manner, to gain experience and
expertise, to broaden and deepen his understanding of the subject, and
to reach a maximal level of his ability. Commitment spares him futile
considerations and deliberations. Beyond this, persistence and emotional
commitment are not only necessary instruments for satisfying needs and
realizing the important values in a person’s life, but are also part of
the meaning of these needs and values. Persistence and commitment
are an intrinsic part of needs and values such as love and friendship,
self-fulfillment and a sense of meaning in life. Commitment over time
is an essential characteristic of these needs and of the required way of
satisfying them.
A different type of explanation attributes commitment to a person’s
wish “to make sure” that he will act in a way which he considers
(at the time of the commitment) to be right for him. Some readings
of commitment (Becker, 1960) view this explanation as a defining
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characteristic of commitment. Commitment helps a person to behave in a
certain way and persist in that behavior in the face of external difficulties,
overcoming the weakness of his will power. It posits persistence and
consistency as central characteristics in a person’s behavior and life, and
presents him with a demand, that has motivational power, not to stray
from the direction to which he has committed. The dancer’s commitment
to herself to refine her dancing helps her persist with her grueling training
despite all sorts of disturbing elements. The expectation that the boy who
is committed to astronomy will choose to go to a lecture on the subject
and not to a basketball game that he “desires” to see reflects the centrality
of consistency and persistence in our understanding of worthy behavior.
Commitment urges a person to devote himself to the behavior to which
he has committed and at the same time to affix a price on deviation from
it. The price is pain and self-contempt (and in many cases also social
contempt) because he has not lived up to his commitment (Schelling,
1960).
Beyond these explanations, however, which present commitment as
a condition and instrument of satisfying needs (important as they may
be), lies commitment as producing purposes, as establishing a person’s
identity and giving meaning to his life (Erikson, 1968). According to
our use here, identity is a person’s definition of himself: what constitutes
him, what in himself is important to him, and what he is not willing to
relinquish. The concept of identity includes a normative component –
an expectation of a person to preserve his identity and express it (see
Horenczyk & Nisan, 1996), and, in popular language, to be loyal to
himself. A person’s definition of himself includes components that are
seemingly forced upon him, such as being part of a gender, family and
people, alongside components that he feels he can choose, such as his
ideological point of view and his life ambition. However, when he defines
himself according to both of these types of components (accepts them as
important to him and not just as existing within him), he chooses to be
committed to them, to express them in his behavior, and in this way he
shapes his life. This shaping commitment can be deeper or more shallow,
even when dealing with a trait that is “forced” upon a person, such as
his nationality. One person feels a deep commitment to his people (and
to behavior stemming from it) and nationality is a central component of
his identity; for another person, nationality is a minor component of his
identity and his commitment to it is low. According to this understanding,
identity is intimately related to a person’s array of commitments. When
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a person commits to behavior that is linked to an idea, a group or
another person he is “defining” himself. Correspondingly, when a person
“defines” himself it means that he is committing to behavior that derives
from this definition. However, the strength of these commitments and
definitions can vary.
As a factor that defines a person, commitment gives life meaning
and creates purposes. In this way commitment uplifts the person. By
committing to himself out of free choice, the person establishes himself
as an autonomous creature that directs his life according to goals and
limits that he has defined for himself. The experience of commitment
brings with it a sense of control over one’s own life. Even in the case
of a characteristic over which a person does not have control (like his
gender), he has the choice of committing to behavior that is linked to
this characteristic. In the event that he cannot express this commitment
in behavior, he can express it by being aware of this commitment, by
agreeing or disagreeing with other people’s actions, or at least by good
will. A student told us the following: “Indeed, I didn’t choose to be
religious, but I chose to accept my religiousness, and that gives me
a sense of freedom and responsibility. In my religiousness, I find an
expression of myself and feel that I am responsible for myself.” This
interviewee acknowledges that her religiousness was “forced” upon her,
but it is important for her to find a place where her choice and will could
also be distinguished in the area of religion. She has found this place, as
she says, in the paradoxical choice of freely accepting a situation that,
by her understanding, was forced upon her.
The understanding of commitment as directed towards giving a person
purpose and meaning seems to contain an internal contradiction: it
undermines its status as a bestower of meaning and undermines its motivational force. Some will claim that satisfying the “need” for meaning
and self-definition, like satisfying the need for love, is dependent on
the spontaneity of the behavior. Being aware that your commitment
stems from a search for purpose and meaning diminishes – some would
say – the likelihood that the behavior to which you have committed
will indeed serve as a source of meaning for you. It seems, then,
that commitment usually emerges spontaneously from a desire that is
based on the recognition of the value of the behavior. Nevertheless, a
few interviewees spoke about embracing commitment with the explicit
intention of attaining a goal that would be a source of meaning in their
lives; and it indeed became one. These cases suggest that an intentional
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embracing of commitment in order to shape identity and meaning does
not necessarily impair reaching this goal. The explanation for this may
be that the intentional search for meaning, like the intentional search for
identity, is part of the purpose that a person hopes to achieve through
commitment. The search, in its essence, expresses the person’s autonomy
and at the same time defines him and gives meaning to his life. This
is also how we will explain the finding that the satisfaction a person
attains from his commitment does not impair his sense of duty towards
it. Satisfaction from a commitment is not external to it (Deci & Ryan,
1985), but is part of its meaning, as long as it is nourished by the sense
of duty and not by external rewards. As one of the interviewees said:
“The satisfaction [from the daily study of Talmud] is dependent on the
religious commandment. Without the commandment it is just another
text, one out of many.” Another relevant quote is: “I feel that I am
fulfilling a duty [when teaching children at risk]. My satisfaction from
this is a greater reward than the money I would have made as a teacher.”
These quotes reflect a phenomenon that we often saw in our interviews
– a reciprocal influence and mixture of value, the satisfaction of a need,
and behavior. A person might commit to behavior out of a recognition
of its value and then discover that it fulfills needs that are important
to him, or discover that it contains another value of which he was not
aware at the beginning. And, as far as we can tell, these two aspects of
commitment, the value on one hand and the satisfaction on the other, do
not necessarily undermine one another (as opposed to what we might
have expected, as mentioned, from the studies about external reward
impairing internal motivation; Deci & Ryan, 1985).
The connection between commitment, identity and a person’s sense
of self direction enables us to give a more complete answer to the two
questions we raised at the beginning of this section: Why would a person
commit himself to a certain pattern of behavior and not leave himself the
freedom to choose according to his will at any given moment? Why would
a person feel it is his duty to act according to his commitment? Can the
same mouth that made the commitment not disavow that commitment at
any time? Our analysis suggests that at the foundation of the phenomenon
of undertaking a commitment, and being loyal to it, lie traits that are
central and essential to a person, at least in our culture. These traits
define his humanity – a person’s aspirations to understand the thing
that is closest to him, i.e., himself, and to direct his life towards goals,
to mold himself, to ensure continuity in his life, to form deep and
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permanent relationships with people, to express himself, and to feel that
he is in control of his life and is directing it freely and by choice.
All of these can be viewed as components of a person’s inclination
to live a meaningful life through self-fulfillment. Commitment offers
a psychological mechanism that enables a person who does not have
absolute beliefs and values to express the needs and aspirations that we
mentioned. It gives him, as we have seen, a cognitive and motivational
foundation for self-fulfillment by imparting the confidence necessary
for it. The commitment establishes a core of meaning whose validity
is based on a reasoned pledge that a person made to himself, and in
this way it offers confidence and a direction in a world of uncertainty.
Commitment also functions as a conscience, guiding behavior that is
connected to values that the individual indeed wishes to realize but that
are not necessarily rooted in his ethical conscience (and for which his
ideal self is too weak to serve as an anchor).

F. A Few Thoughts about Commitment and Openness
Commitment threatens a person’s openness – his readiness and availability to meet and interact with values and ways of life that are different
from his. A person who takes upon himself a commitment ties himself
to a value or a way of life, and in this way he seemingly closes
himself off from a real encounter with anything that is not compatible
with this commitment. This closure could constitute a huge drawback
from the individual’s point of view because it impedes his development
as an autonomous thinking person. It could also constitute a huge
drawback from a social point of view, because it impedes attempts at
social innovation and reform. These drawbacks are sufficient to justify
a person’s fear of commitment. But does commitment necessarily cause
closure? It is clear that commitment binds a person’s behavior; this is
the essence of commitment. Does it, however, also bind his mind, as
can be deduced from the argument above? Does a person’s commitment
to a way of life necessarily include relinquishing his willingness to
listen, respect and even consider opinions that are different from his
own? Psychological wisdom leads us to believe that commitment may
indeed obstruct openness; but the theoretical analysis of commitment, as
presented above, leads us to a different conclusion.
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Does commitment necessarily obstruct openness? Commitment naturally reduces the scope of a person’s behavior; it sets boundaries on
a person’s plans of action and behavior. However, does it impair his
openness? By the term “openness” we mean a person’s readiness to
listen to opinions different from his own, respect them, perceive and
understand them with no distortion. The discussion below will be limited
to the influence of commitment on openness in the sense we have
mentioned. Beyond that lies the question of the influence of commitment
on a person’s inventiveness and creativity, which we will not be dealing
with here.
Psychological research as well as common sense lead us to assume that
commitment will obstruct openness, for cognitive as well as emotional
reasons (Janis & Mann, 1977). An obvious cognitive reason is a person’s
tendency to affirm his assumptions and viewpoints (see Evans, 1989).
This inclination does not only operate unconsciously, as a cognitive habit,
but also comes into play when a person is attentive to the assignment
before him – when he is asked to solve a problem or to assess whether
his assumption or understanding is correct. This tendency to affirm
assumptions has a number of facets: From the start, a person looks
for information that supports his assumptions and understandings; he is
more attentive to this kind of information, he remembers more of this
kind of information and tends to interpret it in a direction that matches
his assumptions. In this way, he ostensibly avoids endangering “the
capital of knowledge” which he has, and he preserves and strengthens his
confidence in it. This tendency appears in neutral tasks, such as questions
in logic, ones to which the individual has no personal connection. The
proclivity appears to an even greater extent in relation to assumptions or
beliefs that have bearing on his interests or positions. This point leads
us to emotional reasons. People avoid information that destabilizes their
beliefs and positions (Petty & Wegner, 1993). Such a destabilization
may arouse doubts regarding their goals and preferences and destroy
the foundations of their behavior. Fear of the destabilization of one’s
beliefs and positions reduces the range of one’s attention and thought
and curtails one’s openness.
Prima facie it seems that these tendencies will appear more intensely
with commitment. Every specific commitment is not a secluded island
within a person’s entire conscience and behavior. Each is linked to a
network of beliefs (for example regarding “the good”), many of which are
assumptions. On the basis of psychological research, we can expect that a
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person will seek out things that will reinforce his network of values, and
will avoid anything that may harm it. The value that a person attributes
to his commitment and the connection between commitment and identity
increase the price that he will have to pay if the basic premises of his
commitment are undermined. The more central a commitment is to a
person’s identity, the greater the danger that disproving beliefs that are
related to it and that raise doubts regarding its logic will bring about not
only the collapse of this specific commitment but also a broader identity
crisis. In the words of a religious interviewee who presented himself as
someone committed to Bible study and who was asked to explain why
he did not take Bible study at University: “I don’t know where biblical
criticism will bring me. It might even destabilize my belief in the land
of Israel.” His fear is that destabilizing his “commitment” to the Bible (a
destabilization he is willing to deal with) may harm a central component
of his identity – his commitment to the land of Israel. We must not forget
that an identity crisis also endangers a person’s sense of belonging to a
group. The analogy in the following quote demonstrates this: “Taking
off the kippah was like immigrating to a different country for me. You
cut yourself off from family, friends, and you start a new life.” We,
therefore, expect that the value a person attributes to his commitment
and its connection to his identity will strengthen his tendency to avoid
anything that is not compatible with that commitment.
The descriptive language that I have used should not lead us to
an essentialist understanding of identity and the commitments that are
included in it. It is, therefore, important to mention examples of the
abandonment of commitment that are tied to a “collapse” of identity:
change of lifestyle due to the abandoning of an ideological point of view
(becoming secular, leaving a kibbutz, emigration), a crisis in a person’s
understanding of his suitability to the field in which he is working (leaving
a professional commitment or a field of study and specialization). The
will to prevent an identity crisis activates different types of defense
mechanisms, of which the extreme ones, such as suppression and denial,
are included within the defense mechanisms that psychoanalysis suggests.
A Freudian mechanism that at the same time conceals and exposes the
fear of such a crisis is “reaction formation”: A person who is in doubt
may adopt an especially zealous behavioral pattern that vindicates his
commitment and reduces the risk of encountering situations that endanger
it.
This is the picture that arises from studies in social psychology, and it
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is important to keep it in mind. It is valid for any type of commitment,
religious commitment and atheistic commitment, right-wing commitment
and left-wing commitment (Rokeach, 1960). However, we must be very
careful when we come to infer the influence of a person’s commitment
on his openness from the psychological study of thought diversions.
Due to the terrible events that occurred in the previous century, social
psychologists found greater interest in diversions and perversions of
thought and behavior than in the individual’s rational processing. There is,
therefore, merit in the analysis of the phenomenon of commitment itself,
as we have done above. This analysis opens new horizons regarding the
connection between commitment and openness, and points to boundaries
and limitations on the empirical findings that have been presented. Indeed,
common sense suggests that the connection between commitment and
closure is not inevitable. We all know cases in which a person who has a
commitment to a certain subject is open to knowledge that contradicts his
commitment and even actively searches for such knowledge. In a liberal
culture, such cases are considered worthy and therefore “normal,” which
may also be the reason why psychological study has ignored them.
Moreover, our analysis of the phenomenon of commitment suggests
that commitment contains seeds of openness. This claim seems evidently
true regarding what we called “explicit commitment,” in which a person
chooses his commitment and remains true to it while still being aware
of the uncertainty at its foundation. Common sense suggests that an
individual’s awareness of “having been able to choose differently” leaves
his heart and ear with a readiness to listen to other viewpoints. Knowing
that there are options that are not compatible with my commitment that I
still perceive as acceptable requires me to react to these options and deal
with them. Explicit commitment will also work against emotional closure,
which results from a fear of destabilizing existing understandings. When
a person is aware that his commitment was undertaken without absolute
certainty regarding it, that he preferred it over other possible options,
there is less of a basis for this fear. It seems, therefore, that a person with
an explicit commitment, who is aware of the conflict at the foundation
of his commitment (the difficulty involved in it), carries within himself
not only the conditions necessary for openness, but also some of its
important components.
Furthermore, conceptual analysis leads us to the seemingly paradoxical
claim that commitment is a condition for openness. I will make a
differentiation between passive openness and active openness. Passive
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openness is a person’s willingness to listen to and respect opinions and
positions that are different from his own. The outcome of this kind
of openness may be no more than a directionless floating in a sea of
beliefs and preferences to which a person is subjected and open. This
kind of openness is a sort of undirected curiosity, which is, at times,
dizzying. Active openness, in comparison, is expressed in a person’s
initiative and intentional search and inquiry in order to discover and learn
about new possibilities and deal with their meaning and repercussions.
Commitment is an important platform, if not an essential one, for this
kind of openness. It might serve as a stimulus for testing the beliefs on
which it is based and for weighing different options and interpretations.
Due to the sense of duty which accompanies commitment, due to its
connection with identity, due to its repercussions on behavior, due to
the emotional baggage that is attached to it, commitment invites inquiry
and review that necessarily involve “entertaining” other options. Without
commitment, openness may be superficial, something that has no object
to undermine, find a substitute for, or repair. In addition, commitment
also sets boundaries without which openness leads to chaos. At the
foundation of a commitment are beliefs or assumptions regarding the
nature of the world and man, and regarding the terms of discourse which
set an essential framework for debate. Commitment, therefore, seems to
be a condition for active openness, beyond chaotic and noncommittal
curiosity.
All this being said, it is important to state that this optimistic picture
regarding the connection between commitment and openness is only a
possibility. It presents promises that are embedded in commitment. It
gives us hope that awareness of having been able to choose differently
may preserve and even increase the openness of the committed person.
However, we must not let this picture mask the dangers that are inherent
in commitment. We must not let it hide the (common) cases in which
commitment does lead to closure, as suggested by empirical studies.
These are mainly the cases of what we have called “hidden commitment,”
in which the uncertainty that was at the foundation of the commitment
was forgotten or suppressed. As we have said, this “forgetfulness” is
at many times defensive – its purpose is to protect the individual from
the fear of the destabilization of his commitment and the values that
accompany it. In these cases, the chance that a person will be aware
of having been able to choose differently is small. Without awareness
of the choice and uncertainty at the foundation of the commitment,
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the probability is high that the tendency towards “closure” – affirming
assumptions and avoiding endangering existing beliefs – will overcome
the expectation and inclination for openness and self criticism.
Reflective commitment. Can there be an “open” commitment from the
start? Does not a person’s awareness of the uncertainty at the base of his
commitment and of the existence of other reasonable options neutralize
his commitment? The question is not about the motivational force of
commitment that is based on uncertainty, but about the possibility of a
commitment such as this existing at all. Human experience shows us
that often a person’s commitment to himself, including in the area of
utilitarian behavior, collapses because of lack of confidence, because
of doubts and contradictions regarding the subject of the commitment.
At times a person abandons his commitment because the hesitation and
doubt that have been accompanying it no longer allow him to find the
sense of self-direction and meaning he is seeking. This is what happens
in dramatic cases, when a person abandons an ideology to which he
was committed and which guided his life. This is also what happens in
conventional cases when a person abandons his “small” commitments.
All of these are demonstrated in the following quote: “I went to the
kibbutz with enthusiasm but I was never sure that it was really the way
[...] especially for me. For years I walked around with this stomach ache.
My friends left the kibbutz and didn’t become evil. Maybe the opposite
is true. [...] I couldn’t stop thinking about it. When I announced that I
was leaving, I was maybe even more convinced about the ways of the
kibbutz than I had been before. But I guess I wasn’t convinced enough.”
This case of ongoing doubt is an example of the difficulty inherent in
“explicit” commitment, a difficulty that threatens its stability.
Yet despite this difficulty, we encounter many cases of “open” commitment, ones that are accompanied by an awareness of the doubt at
their foundation and of self-criticism, that continue to be stable and give
the individual a sense of confidence and meaning. Indeed, in modern
society and in a pluralistic culture, when an individual is exposed and has
access to options “different” from the ones to which he chose to commit,
it is hard for him to avoid thoughts of doubt about his commitment.
However, precisely in such a society in which there is no agreement
on beliefs, values and lifestyles, the need for personal commitment
is greater, and in many cases explicit commitment is the only option
available to the individual. Society, culture and his mental disposition
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(which is influenced by them) force the person to make a commitment
to a lifestyle in the face of an abundance of other acceptable possibilities
open to him. A fascinating question is how the individual deals with the
difficulty of “open” commitment that requires a delicate balance between
doubts about it, on the one hand, and the confidence and direction needed
for it, on the other. This question exceeds the boundaries of the current
discussion, but in order to demonstrate the difficulty and its treatment, I
will briefly present one strategy people use to deal with doubt in their
commitment.
As we have mentioned above, at the root of commitment are not only
high needs, such as the need for self-direction and meaning, but also
the frequent demand to make practical decisions, for example whether
to send a child to a secular or religious school, or whether to sign a
political proclamation and to be part of a group identified with it, or
whether to choose a certain profession because of a value consideration,
or to volunteer for activity in a particular organization. In these cases, a
person cannot avoid making a choice that means that he is committing
beyond the current situation; in other words, he accepts commitment.
Here is one course of choice and commitment that is deduced from
the stories of a few interviewees: A person chooses a path that he
believes reasonably matches his beliefs and values as well as his personal
inclinations. He does this out of an awareness of their contingency and
the acceptability of other options. This awareness does not prevent him
from developing a deep sense of duty towards this commitment. The
person explains his commitment, explicitly or not, as stemming from a
need to accept responsibility in the framework of the limitations of our
knowledge, understanding and choice. Such a perception, that reflects
wisdom based on life experience (Sternberg, 1990), is expressed not only
in the answers of older interviewees, but also at times in the answers
of young interviewees who are not successful in phrasing it clearly and
perhaps do not even fully comprehend it. This is how we interpret the
words of a religious 18-year-old girl who tells us she will not try to
convince a secular person to accept religious commandments because
“that is the education that he got and for him it is the right choice, just
like for me religion is the right choice. We both need to choose and
each one of us is responsible for his own choice.” The understanding
that this interviewee is presenting is not relativist. The interviewee is
expressing reflective commitment: She is aware of the contingency that
lies at the foundation of her commitment and the existence of acceptable
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options alongside the one she chose. However, she recognizes the need
to commit and does not free herself from the responsibility of choosing
her lifestyle. In this reflective commitment, a person acknowledges and
appreciates values and lifestyles that are different from his without it
harming his commitment to values and lifestyles or the meanings of this
commitment. Testing the cognitive relationship between the commitment
and the conflict is, however, not a matter for this paper (see, for example,
Tetlock, 1983).

Summation
The term commitment refers to the aspired combination, in value education, of thinking, feeling and behavior. A person’s commitment includes
a reasoned acceptance of a value, an emotional attitude towards it, a
decision to embrace it, and behaving according to it. “Commitment” is
not a theoretical notion that has no connection to reality; it is a psychological phenomenon that finds expression in all of a person’s levels
of functioning. Many people use the term commitment in day-to-day
language, and when they describe it, they talk about thoughts, desires,
feelings, and behavior of the sort mentioned in this paper.
According to the analysis we have proposed, the meaning of commitment is a sense of duty to act a certain way that is perceived as valuable,
which results from a person’s obligation to himself regarding a path
about which he is not certain but which seems to be one that matches his
situation and aspirations. By this commitment, a person sets a goal and
direction for his behavior, shapes his identity, and realizes his autonomy.
Commitment secures a person’s persistence in the behavior to which he
has obligated himself. It gives the behavior motivational force that is
based on a sense of duty, on a person’s expectation of himself to be loyal
to his obligation. In this behavior, he may find the satisfaction of needs
that are important to him, for example the need for self-fulfillment, such
that the behavior will not continue to rely on his commitment but will
acquire “functional autonomy” (borrowed from Allport, 1961). In this
way, it does not necessarily lose its base of commitment, but this base
can be forgotten.
The analysis suggests that there can be commitment that does not
impair a person’s openness to opinions and behavior with which it is
not compatible. This is due to the fact that commitment originates in a
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person’s uncertainty regarding its validity and from his recognition that “a
different choice could have been made,” and these will theoretically bring
him to respect other options and to be able to deal with them. Commitment
may, therefore, facilitate “active” openness that is not merely a readiness
to be exposed to different opinions and lifestyles, but also includes an
examination of these opinions. On the other hand, psychological study
suggests that commitment obstructs openness, because a person tends to
affirm assumptions and conceptions he holds and to avoid information and
experiences that might destabilize beliefs that are important to him. The
value of the commitment for the individual may make him tend to defend
it even at the price of relinquishing self-criticism and openness to other
views. We will then be speaking of defensive commitment. In contrast
stands open, reflective commitment, in which the individual is aware of
the originally contingent basis of his commitment but acknowledges his
responsibility to live his life from a committed standpoint.
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Towards a Conceptual Framework of
Jewish Education: A Mapping Definition
Erik H. Cohen and Shlomit Levy
In memory of Yael and Eyal Sorek,
killed at their home by a terrorist

Introduction: An overview of changes in Jewish education
Until the mid-20th century, Jewish education meant, almost exclusively,
religious education. Informally it took place in the home, synagogue and
community, and formally (predominantly for boys) in the heder and the
yeshiva, the emphasis being on traditional religious texts.
Jewish education changed dramatically during the last 50 years or
so, following the social and political processes, as well as scientific
and technical developments, that took place during the 20th century.
Among these, we could mention the emergence of public educational
systems in most Western countries, the process of disintegration of the
extended family and community structure, secularization, the destruction
of European Jewry including its network of religious schools and the
foundation of the State of Israel with its problems as a new state striving
simultaneously to absorb immigrants and to establish its place in the
world and among the Jewish people.
All these led to the development of very different types of Jewish
educational systems compared to those that prevailed in the past in most
Western communities and in Israel. While it is beyond the scope of
this article to examine the history of Jewish education and the social
impact on it, an extensive body of literature is available to readers who
seek more detailed information. S. M. Cohen and G. Horencyzk (1999)
and Himmelfarb and DellaPergola (1989) each have edited volumes
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examining Jewish education around the world. Steinberg (1979; 1984;
1986; 1989a; 1989b) analyzes impacts on Jewish education in various
communities. Elazar (1989) looks at the organizational aspect of Jewish
education, and the E. H. Cohen (1997b) study on the shlihut (emissary)
program looks in depth at the implications of sending Israeli teachers to
Diaspora communities. See also E. H. Cohen (1991) covering the whole
Jewish educational system in France. For a philosophical approach, see
Rich and Rosenak (1999) and more generally the book of Rosenak
(1995).Over the last few decades, Jewish communities around the world
have developed comprehensive educational systems such as day schools,
community centers, winter and summer camps, youth organizations, and
adult education programs to name only the most prominent. The kind of
Jewish education which takes place in each of these settings differs in
several important ways from what was practiced in the past, differences
such as: coeducation for boys and girls, an emphasis on fostering “Jewish
identity” and the importance of Israel, particularly through creating the
possibility for many students to visit the Holy Land with school or youth
group sponsored trips in the framework of Israel Experience programs.
For more details on these innovations in Jewish education see, for
instance, E. H. Cohen on informal Jewish education (1992; 1997a) and
Bar Shalom (1998) and E.H. Cohen (2000) on organized meetings with
Israeli youth. Visits to Israel and their impact on Jewish identity have
received much attention, for example: Chazan (1997) and Chazan and
Koransky (1997), S. Cohen (1986; 1992; 1994), Cohen and Wall (1993)
and E. H. Cohen (1999a; 1999b; 2003a), Cohen and Cohen (2000),
Hochstein (1986), Mittelberg (1994; 1999) and Saxe et al. (2000; 2002;
2004) on the new Birthright Israel free tour program.
The relatively young field of research on Jewish education has endeavored to document, understand and analyze the changes that have
taken and are continuing to take place. In order to establish a base of
cumulative knowledge on the subject, a systematic approach is needed.
To this end, Levy (1991) examines the traits of a ‘good school’ and Lewy
(1985) the student’s relationship with the school.
The aim of this paper is to try to meet this need by providing a general
framework that assesses simultaneously and systematically the various
aspects of Jewish education. This will be done by formulating a mapping
sentence that encompasses the variety of aspects implied in the broad
concept and praxis of Jewish education.
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The Concept of a Mapping Sentence
The concept of education, like most social-behavioral concepts, is multivariate. Jewish education is a variety of this comprehensive concept.
Furthermore, as mentioned above, the branch of Jewish education is in
itself multivariate and complex. Lewy (1985) in summarizing his review
on the educational issue of students’ relationships to their schools, claims
that 80 years of research did not advance understanding of this subject. He
ascribes this phenomenon to the absence of a theoretical framework that
would allow for interpreting the data and thus lead to “systematization of
cumulative information,” which is true also for the concept of education
in its holistic sense. This need for joint formalization of theory and
research led Guttman to introduce the mapping sentence device.
The mapping sentence is a definitional framework for the universe
of content of a given issue that provides a basis for stating and testing
hypotheses and thus facilitates systematic theory construction (Guttman,
1954; 1965; 1982; 1994a; Levy, 1976; 1985; 1994; 2005; Shye, 1978.
See also Borg & Shye, 1995). A mapping sentence coordinates formal
concepts called facets and informal verbal connectives. A facet is one
way of classifying the research content. Since any research content is
usually classified in more than one way, the mapping sentence includes
several content facets. Each facet appears in the mapping sentence as
a set of elements in bracketed columnar form. The elements match the
name (rule) of the facet. Verbal connectives are added to the facets to
make the mapping sentence readable in ordinary language like the one
presented below for defining the universe of content of Jewish education.
It should be noted that, “the problem of proposing fruitful facets for
the design of the content for a system of variables has generally been
found to be a far more difficult one than for that of proposing background
variables or experimental conditions for populations” (Guttman, 1992,
p. 595).

The Mapping Sentence for Jewish Education
Based on the effectiveness of the mapping definition in proposing a
content design in previous studies, we have adopted the facet approach
to the conceptualization of Jewish education. Examples of such studies,
to mention but a few, are: Bloombaum (1999), Elizur and Sagie (1999),
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Guttman (1965; 1992), Guttman and Levy (1991), Halevi (1976) and
Waks (1995). The facet approach suggests viewing each of the previous
attempts at a definition of Jewish education as emphasizing a specific
aspect of the multifaceted concept of Jewish education.
Below we suggest a tentative mapping sentence for assessing Jewish
education. It includes 13 facets, 12 of which are explicit content facets,
each referring to a certain aspect of Jewish education.
The opening facet labeled (X) specifies the population that assesses
Jewish education (such as educator, parent, etc.) and hence it is not a
content facet. Facets B and C specify the institutional framework and
its openness to the surrounding environment. The recipients and the
educating agents of Jewish education are detailed in facets A and D.
Facets E-J relate to the didactics and subject matters. The goals of
Jewish education (such as improving Jewish commitment or constructing
Jewish identity) are detailed in facets K and L.
The name (rule) of each facet (in bold face) appears right before
or after its list of elements, depending on the verbal structure of the
sentence.
The suggested mapping sentence includes the spectrum of aspects
that are mentioned in the scientific literature. For instance, the four
“commonplaces” of Joseph Schwab (1973): 1. teacher/teaching, 2. student/learning, 3. subject matter, and 4. context/environment are clearly
incorporated within the framework of this mapping sentence, as shown
below.
1. Teacher/teaching: “teacher” is the educating agent specified in
facet D, while “teaching” is expressed both in the connective
“delivered by” and the didactic approach specified in facet E.
2. Student/learning: “student” is the recipient of education specified
in facet A.
3. Subject matter: five facets (F, G, H, I, J) relate in detail to the
subject matter.
4. Context/environment: facets B and C concern this commonplace.
The mapping sentence includes further aspects and approaches, such as
the objectives of education (facets K and L). As discussed later, these
facets relate to Bloom’s taxonomy of educational objectives. Thus the
mapping definition enables systematic extension of the scope of Jewish
education, suggesting possible directions for further investigation.
While the simplest educational act can be viewed as an interaction
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only between a teacher and a learner, Jewish education today involves a
complex interaction among numerous different parties, such as teachers,
managers, educators, instructors, parents, students, etc. Each of these
parties has expectations, goals, inputs etc., and therefore a comprehensive
analysis of the Jewish educational system should take into account the
assessments of the parties that are relevant to educational issues under
study. As mentioned above, these parties are detailed in the Facet labeled
(X) at the beginning of the mapping sentence and constitute the population
facet, to distinguish from the further 13 content facets.
The population facet (X) and the content facets (A-L) that are located
to the left of the arrow in the mapping sentence are called the domain of
the mapping sentence (Guttman, 1994a).
The content facets (A-L) and their rationale
Facet A specifies the recipients of Jewish education, who may be youths
or adults from different settings.
The country in which the recipient is given a Jewish education is
labeled as facet (Y), after the recipient facet A, to include an implicit
list of countries. The political culture of the country in which a given
Jewish educational system is located has a significant impact on the
structure, priorities, ideology, level of participation, support from the
government, character of the populations (students, staff and parents) and
other factors. International Jewish communities studies have found that
Diaspora Jewish populations, and by extension the educational systems
they set up, reflect the cultures in which they live (Cohen & Horencyzk,
1999; Cohen, E. H., 2001; 2003b; Chazan, 2000; Himmelfarb, 1989).
In recent decades, formal and informal education has emerged as
two major sub-categories within the field of education in general (Jeffs
& Smith, 1990; 1996; Kahane, 1997; Colley, Hidkinson & Malcolm,
2002) and Jewish education in particular (Ackerman, 1986; Cohen, E.
H., 1997a; Chazan, 2002). Each of these plays a distinct role, and has
its own logic and organization. Facet B allows for a differentiation
between the formal and informal aspects of the educational system, or
an evaluation of the general system, including both formal and informal.
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The extent to which a given Jewish educational setting is integrated into
or segregated from the surrounding society and public educational system
is a major distinguishing feature. All parties associated with Jewish
education, from organizers to students, struggle with Jewish continuity
as a distinctive group vs. adaptation to the surrounding society (Schoem,
1989). This touches on a range of issues from food (kosher or not?),
scheduling (holiday breaks in sync with public schools or not?) to location
and curriculum (Resnick, 1996). Facet C thus differentiates between
Jewish educational systems that are integrated into the surrounding
social environment (for example, an after-school program for students in
public schools) and between those that are insulated from the surrounding
social environment (such as a yeshiva in an Orthodox neighborhood).
Within the spectrum of Jewish educational systems, the term “teacher”
is too limited to describe the various people transmitting information,
values and ideas to learners. To promote the goal of Jewish continuity,
Jewish educational systems train young people and community members
who will then pass on information along horizontal, informal channels
to peers, family and neighbors (Cohen, E. H. 1999a; 1999b; Cohen,
Ifergan & Cohen, 2002; Cohen & Horenczyk, 2003; Cohen, E. H., 2004;
Hyman, 1976). This approaches the idea of teaching as “community
property” and an active sharing and discussion of ideas among educated
community members in which everyone is simultaneously teacher and
student, as described by Shulman (1993). Facet D specifies the varieties
of educating agents.
One basic definition of learning emphasizes the cognitive aspect of
education, describing learning as a process of gaining knowledge or expertise (Knowles, Holton & Swanson, 1998, p. 17). Another emphasizes
the instrumental aspect,1 describing learning as a change in behavior
1

The three didactic approaches discussed above coincide with the three modalities
of human behavior: cognitive (“with the head”), affective (“with the heart”) and
instrumental (“with the hand,” namely “doing” of any kind and in any way).
This trio may take different forms in different behaviors, and sometimes are even
treated in different names. This is especially true with regard to the “instrumental”
modality. Some refer to it as a “motoric activity,” while others may relate to “active
participation,” “experience,” etc. All these are but special cases of the generalized
concept of “instrumental” used here to be distinguished from the cognitive and the
affective modalities. This does not mean that the instrumental modality involves the
use of any instrument or tool. Bloom (see below) used the term “psychomotor” for his
taxonomy to distinguish it from the cognitive and the affective modalities. Relating
to two modalities at the same time, this concept may cause confusion. Hence, it
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as a result of experience (Haggard, 1963, p. 20). Still others, especially
in informal education, are often concerned with the affective aspects
of education as imparting values (Coombs et al., 1973; Jeffs & Smith,
1996). All three didactic approaches to learning play important roles in
Jewish education (Fox, Scheffler & Marom, 2003). Text-based traditional
learning is primarily cognitive in nature. The hassidic movement within
Judaism emphasizes an emotional attachment to God. Also much of
the informal Jewish education today strives to impart an emotional
connection to the Jewish people or Israel (Cohen & Cohen, 2000). In
Judaism, divine laws regulate daily behaviors, and orthopraxis (right
behavior) is equally or more important than orthodoxy (right belief).
Behaviors such as lighting Shabbat candles, wearing a kippah and eating
kosher food are often used as instrumental religious indicators of Jewish
identity (Levy, 2001; Levy et al., 2004; Wilder, 1996; Wertheimer, 1997).
Facet E lists these three didactic approaches to education.
Facets F-G address the varieties of aspects concerning the subject matter of Jewish education. However, Jewish educational systems sometimes
teach or relate to subjects which are not specifically Jewish. For example,
Jewish day schools teach mathematics, English, etc. In order to attract
students and their parents, Jewish day schools must be competitive with
the public school system in general. It is important to be able to view
Jewish education in institutions where Jewish and non-Jewish subjects
are both studied. Facet G addresses this distinction.
In Facet H are detailed the areas of the educational subject matter such
as religion, history, culture, society, etc.
An educational program may have a specific purpose, such as an
intensive Hebrew course or special tutoring for bar/bat mitzvah. Or
it may address more general aspects of the various subjects. Facet F
specifies whether the teaching of subject matter relates to a specific or a
general aspect.
Facet I specifies the time period to which the subject matter relates.
In analyses of formal and informal Jewish education, it was found that
formal settings often are more oriented towards the tradition and the
past eras of Judaism (religious texts and liturgy, biblical Hebrew, ancient

does not serve our definitional purposes. A definitional system must be clear and
reliable as to its components in order to allow for the systematic construction of
unambiguous items that will consequently lead to theory construction and scientific
lawfulness. Such a definitional system is achieved by the mapping sentence device.
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history) while informal settings are more oriented towards issues of the
modern era (the State of Israel, Israel-Diaspora relations, Jewish Diaspora
communities, modern Hebrew, Jewish identity; Cohen, 1997a).
Facet J further specifies whether Jewish educational systems are
markedly Zionist and Israel-oriented, or whether they focus primarily on
the local Jewish community. The Jewish educational goals are specified
in facets K and L. Where the Jewish educational activity does not pertain
to any of these goals, then facets K and L will be assigned the element:
unspecified.
The combination of elements of both facets KL reflects in part
the three domains of educational objectives suggested by Bloom’s
taxonomy (Bloom & Krathwohl, 1956; Krathwohl, Bloom & Masia,
1964): “cognitive, affective and psychomotor.” For example “transmit knowledge” (k1l1) or “improve knowledge” (k3l1) are cognitive
objectives. “Stimulate experience” (k4l7) or “improve practice” (k3l2)
are “psychomotor” or better termed instrumental objectives (see note
1), while “stimulate identification” (k4l6) or “construct commitment”
(k2l4) address an affective objective. It is worth noting that the didactic
approach facet (E) and the educational objectives (facets K and L) share
the same three basic modalities: affective, cognitive and instrumental,
which characterize human behavior. However, Bloom’s taxonomy itself
still awaits a systematic definitional framework as stated by Guttman
(1980, p. 94): “It would be interesting for example to try to relate Bloom’s
rich taxonomy of educational objectives into more complete facet terms
and in a form that will help generate empirical hypotheses.”
Recently, Bloom’s hierarchy aspect of educational objectives was
addressed in facet terms for cognitive objectives (Cohen, Clifton &
Roberts, 2001; Maslovaty & Zuckerman, 2003). As for the Jewish
educational goals defined here, no form of hierarchy has yet been
specified.
The common range of Jewish education
The 12 content facets A-L classify the variables. They specify both
similarities and differences in the universe of content of Jewish education. However, something must hold all these aspects together. This
commonality is sought in terms of a common range, which deals mainly
with the similarity among items (Guttman, 1992; 1994a; 1994b; Guttman
& Levy, 1991).
The concept of the common range of Jewish education suggested
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here is the extent of “effectiveness in achieving the educational goals
specified in facets K and L.” This unifying concept is placed to the right
of the arrow in the mapping sentence as facet R. It relates to the answer
categories of the items defined by the content facets (A-L). This means
that the answer categories for each item are worded in the sense of the
specific issue of that item. Though the wordings may differ from item
to item depending on content, they must be interpreted in each case as
ranking from “high to low” on the common concept of “effectiveness in
achieving an educational goal.”
Background traits of the respondents are also part of the study, though
not part of the universe of content. This fact is indicated in the text
that follows the range facet of the mapping sentence implying further
classifications of the respondents (facet X), the recipients (facet A) and
educational agents (facet D) into categories of background traits, such as
gender, age, ethnic origin, etc. It is important to note, for example, that the
impact of gender of both the recipient (facet A) and the educating agent
(facet D) on the educational experience has been explored by several
researchers, each emphasizing one or more of these populations (for
instance, Basow & Silberg, 1987; Belenky et al., 1986; Bennett, 1982;
Feldman, 1992, ;993; Grossman & Grossman, 1994; Halpern, 1986;
Klein, 2004). The existence or absence of differences along gender lines
is controversial, and conclusions must be drawn carefully, but it seems
that potential differences between this most fundamental and universal
pair of sub-populations must be considered, as well as other background
traits.
Sampling of items
The 12 content facets can generate no less than 13,934,592 various
sentences (as combinations of their various elements, each of which can
serve as an issue for investigation).2 And this is even not the total number
as the range facet R has also to be considered and it also does not include
the country – in international studies the number of combinations could
be even larger.
As indicated by Guttman (1992, p. 597), “As in all experimental
design, the total picture is that of a factorial design (in the language of
2

This number is the result of the following multiplication:
(6x3x2x6x3x2x2x7x4x4x6x8), where each number corresponds to number of elements of the 12 content facets.
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R.A. Fisher): all possible combinations of everything with everything.
Carrying out such a total design is generally impossible in practice and
– following Fisher [1935] – ways are sought in each case in practice to
make only a small sample of observations that will nevertheless suffice
to yield essential information desired about the facets. Even the facets
of a given design are generally but a sample from a much larger set of
possible facets, and some selection rule is needed for them.”
Cohen and Amar (2003) suggested a method for constructing a representative sample of combinations. This can provide a preliminary basis
for a comprehensive survey on Jewish education. However, no strictly
systematic design of items can usually be expected, because, unlike
population sampling, there is no generally theoretical basis for assuming
probability distribution in the case of content design by facets (Guttman
1977, p. 95, item 21). Endeavor usually lies in a) representing the facets
– all or part – depending on the foci and the aims of the study in
constructing the items, and b) replicating the study either by the same
items, or by constructing new variables according to the same facet
design of contents (Guttman 1977, p. 95, item 21).

Conclusion
The approach of the mapping sentence is close to that of Schwab’s
commonplaces (1973) in the sense that it is meta-theoretical and
multivariate oriented. Mono-approaches address only one of the commonplaces (teacher/teaching, student/learning, subject matter, and context/environment) and sometimes even only a single angle of one of
the commonplaces. As discussed above, the suggested mapping sentence
encompasses Schwab’s theory but expands into more detailed and explicit
aspects of Jewish education. Each commonplace includes numerous
sub-categories.
Moreover, the simultaneous definition of the varieties of Jewish education by the mapping sentence may facilitate the deliberation process
of the various aspects of Jewish education.
Though the mapping sentence introduces formality by its formal facets,
it is a flexible device since it lends itself easily, but systematically, to
corroboration, correction, deletion, extension (adding elements to a facet)
and intension (adding content facets).
The suggested mapping sentence can guide future research aimed
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at further mapping of education in general and of Jewish education
in particular. The richer and more elaborate our understanding of this
complex issue, the better will be the theory and the praxis of educational
work. Our study and the development of this mapping sentence can
thus be seen as a first step along a long route, which may assist in the
conceptualizing, designing, planning, implementing, and evaluating of
educational interventions.
The mapping sentence of Jewish education may therefore be of twofold
use. For researchers in this field, it may provide a wide conceptual and
abstract framework. Evidently, researchers may expand and develop
this comprehensive and preliminary mapping sentence by adding facets
or elements. They may also rationally decide to deal systematically
with but a part of the sentence, deciding to delete certain facets or
elements. Similarly, various practitioners in the field of Jewish education
(curriculum experts, teachers, ...) may find in this sentence a device
that may improve their decision making process and their educational
intervention by taking into account various populations and contents.
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Exemplifying Vision-Guided Practice:
The Case of Beit Rabban1
Daniel Pekarsky

Introduction
In this article, I will offer a portrait of a vision-guided educating institution.2 I do so in the spirit of the age-old belief that “one picture
is worth a thousand words.” A single powerful example may serve to
communicate core ideas and distinctions much more effectively than
many words written about vision-guided practice. If successful, the
example will illustrate what a vision is, what vision-guided practice is,
and why organizing educating institutions around compelling visions is a
worthy challenge for educators. For these reasons, even if the institution I
will be describing were purely the product of imagination, encountering
it would be fruitful. Because, however, the portrait the reader will
encounter is based on a real-life institution, it offers an additional benefit,

1

2

The research described in this paper would have been impossible without the
generous support and encouragement of the Mandel Foundation. I also want to
thank the editors of this volume, Drs. Jonathan Cohen, Alick Isaacs and Elie Holzer,
whose incisive questions and suggestions along the way have contributed to the
development of this article. This article is an outgrowth of a larger project that
focuses on the vision and practice of Beit Rabban. For a different kind of discussion
of Beit Rabban and vision-guided education, one that includes but is broader than
the incidents and themes discussed herein, see Daniel Pekarsky, Vision at Work: The
theory and practice of Beit Rabban, New York: Jewish Theological Seminary of
America, 2006.
In my previous discussions of this subject, I have relied on the term “vision-driven
practice” rather than “vision-guided practice.” I was, however, recently persuaded
by some wise comments made by Professor Israel Scheffler (who guided – and did
not drive – my graduate work years ago) to abandon the term driven in favor of one
that does not carry the connotation of unthinking compulsion. After considerable
thought, I have decided that the word guided best captures what I have in mind.
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the explanation of which will serve to situate this project in a significant
tradition of contemporary educational inquiry.
Many individuals who may find the idea of vision-guided practice
intellectually compelling will nonetheless dismiss the possibility of
vision-guided institutions as a philosopher’s pipe-dream, incapable of
realization under real-world conditions. In adopting this stance, they
place themselves in a long tradition of educational pessimism – a
tradition which may, unfortunately, contribute to a kind of self-fulfilling
prophecy. For the conviction that the institutions of our dreams are no
more than dreams may discourage or contaminate potentially fruitful
efforts to build such institutions. If such pessimism is unwarranted, it is
therefore important to dislodge it.
One can distinguish two very different strategies for accomplishing this
purpose. One of them is to assault the theoretical considerations and/or
empirical data that lead the pessimists to believe that the institutions we
would like to build are incapable of being established. As an example,
when James Coleman’s study of equal opportunity and the schools
gave rise to a widespread pessimistic assessment of the possibility
of creating schools that could significantly enhance the life chances of
economically disadvantaged minorities,3 critics immediately attacked the
methodological and/or theoretical tools that informed his research effort.
The second strategy used to challenge the pessimist’s bleak assessment
of the possibility of the kinds of schools we would like to see is radically
different. It is to show that such schools already exist! This strategy
is also exemplified in the responses to Coleman’s research. As against
the conclusion suggested by Coleman’s study that we would be unlikely
to find schools in which economically disadvantaged children of color
regularly make leaps in educational achievement, critics went in search
of – and appear to have found – living institutions in which such children
show dramatic improvement.4
The intuition at the heart of this second approach to vindicating the
possibility of establishing exemplary institutions is captured, as Charles
Silberman suggested, in Robert Merton’s observation: “Whatever is,

3
4

See James S. Coleman et al., Equality and Educational Opportunity, Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1966.
For a popular account of such schools written in the era this movement came into
being, see Charles Silberman, Crisis in the Classroom, New York: Random House,
1969, pp. 95–112.
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is possible.” In a similar vein, Seymour Fox, who in turn credits Lee
Shulman with the concept, characterized the ability to point to institutions
which skeptics believe impossible as a kind of “existence proof” that
such institutions can, indeed, come into being.5
The present project is very much within this “existence proof” tradition.
As against those who believe vision-guided practice an impossibility
under real-world conditions, I point to Beit Rabban, a Jewish day school
on the Upper West Side of New York City, as a living example of
such an institution, with the hope that it will give pessimists pause and
perhaps inspire others to try to build vision-guided educating institutions.6
It is important to add that this account of Beit Rabban is based on
interviews with the school’s founder/director, on a review of various
written materials (many of them public and some published) describing
the school, and on observations of the school in the late 1990s. I make
no comments in the paper about what has happened to the school since
that time.
It is also important to note that although attention is paid to some of
the school’s weaknesses and challenges, they are not at the heart of my
inquiry, which primarily focuses on what makes Beit Rabban a visionguided institution. This is worthy of mention for more than one reason,
not the least of them being to make sure that the reader understands that,
at the time of this study, this school (like any other real-world institution)
was far from perfect and faced significant challenges, including the
important one of assuring its own long-term existence as a vision-guided
institution. I return to these matters below.
Having urged that this paper is designed to offer a living example of a
5
6

See Seymour Fox, Israel Scheffler and Daniel Marom (eds.), Visions of Jewish
Education, Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 2003, p. 262.
The movement to identify and better understand schools that succeed with economically disadvantaged children of color that many would have written off as
inevitable educational failures is often described as the effective schools movement.
While my project has some kinship to this movement in the sense that I am
pointing to a kind of school that some skeptics might otherwise believe incapable
of being created and sustained, the similarity ends here. The reason is that my
understanding of Beit Rabban as a “successful” institution is not informed by the
interest in achievement scores that was central to the understanding of success in the
effective-schools movement. Though it is entirely likely that Beit Rabban students
have high achievement scores, I characterize Beit Rabban as successful not for
this reason, but because it exhibits the possibility of not only designing but also
establishing and sustaining a vision-guided school under real-world conditions.

408

Daniel Pekarsky

vision-guided educating institution, it needs to be added that the power of
the example depends on our having at least a rudimentary understanding
of what is being exemplified. Although gravity was operating before
Newton came along, the events in which it was embodied did not function
as examples until, thanks to Newton, we became aware of the relevant
concepts and principles. Similarly, in the case of vision-guided practice:
it’s important to prepare the way for the example of a vision-guided
institution through a brief, more general discussion that identifies the
key ideas that will be illustrated. In the first section following this
introduction, I therefore discuss the concepts of vision and vision-guided
practice, and I make the case for encouraging vision-guided educating
institutions. In the second section I illustrate some of the key ideas
by painting a portrait of Beit Rabban. It is worth noting that Beit
Rabban is of interest not just because it is a vision-guided institution,
but because it exemplifies something which many people might find
very counter-intuitive – namely, possibility of a vision-guided religious
educating institution that is pluralistic, intellectually open and serious,
and non-dogmatic.
Though the section describing Beit Rabban is designed to emphasize
the power of vision as a tool in educational planning, the section ends
by discussing, and using the case of Beit Rabban to illustrate, the
insufficiency of vision – more precisely, of vision alone – as a guide to
practice. In the third and concluding section, I discuss inferences that
may – and may not – be legitimately drawn from the claim that an
educating institution is guided by a vision, and I then use a skeptic’s
query as a vehicle of briefly reconsidering, and in the end reconfirming,
the desirability of striving for vision-guided practice.
As a final prefatory comment, I want to acknowledge my intellectual
debt to three individuals. One of them is Professor Michael Rosenak,
whose ideas on education, in general, and Jewish education in particular,
as they have been expressed in his publications, in his lectures, and in
the wonderful conversations I have been privileged to have with him
over the years, have influenced me in ways too numerous to mention.
If the school I describe exhibits at an institutional level the possibility
of a union among religious seriousness, critical thinking and openness,
certainly Mike Rosenak powerfully exemplifies their compatibility at the
individual level.
The second individual I want to acknowledge is Professor Seymour
Fox, under whose guidance I first came to think in a systematic and
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continuing way about the place of vision in education, both general and
Jewish. In this case, too, my debts are too many to specify in detail,
but they are profound.7 Professor Fox has strongly influenced not just
the development of my ideas concerning education but also the kinds of
questions I bring to educational inquiries.
The third person I want to acknowledge is Devora Steinmetz, the
founding director and the spirit behind Beit Rabban. Over a two-year
period, not only did she allow me unfettered access to the school and its
teachers, Dr. Steinmetz also spent many hours helping me understand the
school’s informing vision, the ways in which it played out in the life of
the school, and the dilemmas she and the school struggled with. Without
her active help, this study would have been significantly impoverished
and probably impossible.

Vision-Guided Practice
Vision-guided institutions are institutions that are organized around
thoughtfully and passionately held conceptions of what they are trying
to achieve, conceptions that give meaning and direction to the activities
of the participants and to the enterprise as a whole. A useful place to
begin in trying to make sense of this statement is to offer interpretations
both of vision and vision-guided practice. I begin with the former.
The Concept of Vision
Three senses of vision. The term “vision” has been used in so many
ways and so loosely that it is in danger of losing not just all substantive
meaning but also its power to evoke more than a chagrined rolling of the
eyes in the hearer. If, therefore, the word is to be rescued, it is necessary
to begin with a clear articulation of what it refers to. Of the many ways
in which “vision” can be understood, I want to focus on three that are
especially pertinent.
7

I have had the opportunity to encounter and reflect on Seymour Fox’s ideas in a
variety of contexts, including his writings and a course on Jewish education that he
delivered to the Jerusalem Fellows in 1987–88. Other ideas emerged in conversations
between him, myself and his associate, Daniel Marom. See especially Seymour Fox
with William Novak, Vision at the Heart, Council for Initiatives in Jewish Education
and the Mandel Institute, 1997, and Fox et al., Visions of Jewish Education (see note
4).
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1. Existential vision. An existential vision is a conception of the kind of
person and/or community that one is hoping to cultivate through the
educational process. It picks out what one would count as the worthy
outcome(s) of the educational process along intellectual, social,
moral and other dimensions. An existential vision is an answer to the
question, “What is this enterprise all about? In other words, what’s its
raison d’être?” It must be emphasized that of the indefinite number
of imaginable existential visions, the only ones that are relevant for
education are those that not only seem worthy but that also have, as
best we can judge, the potential to be meaningfully implemented, i.e.,
translated into achievable educational arrangements that are likely
to facilitate actualization of the aspirations to which the existential
vision points.
2. Institutional vision. An institutional vision is a conception of what,
at its best, an institution will be like. “An institution that is suffused with caring,” “an institution that is [in a determinate sense]
inclusive down to its very details,” “an institution organized around
a constructivist approach to learning” – these are characterizations
of institutional (as distinct from existential) visions. An institutional
vision may be more or less systematically filled in. While it might
do no more than specify the institution’s hallmark characteristic, an
institutional vision will sometimes be much more thickly articulated;
it may, for example, identify norms, practices, kinds of education to
be encouraged, and/or the kinds of settings that make up the physical
and social environment.
3. Strategic vision. A strategic vision is a plan of action grounded in
the recognition that there is a gap between current reality and the
kind of institution to which we aspire: it is essentially a design for
closing or at least reducing this gap – and, if this is achieved, for
ensuring that the gap will not re-emerge.
People who discuss the role of vision in education often fail to discriminate between these (and other) understandings of vision. My own
account of vision-guided practice draws on all three of these understandings, which it orders in a particular way. Let’s begin by considering the
relationship between existential and institutional vision. First, in the spirit
of the adage that “form follows function,” there is an important sense in
which it is fruitful to think of existential vision as prior to institutional
vision. That is, the first question the educator needs to address is, “What
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kind of person/community am I hoping to encourage into being through
the educational process?” The answer to this question (one’s existential
vision) will then substantially direct one’s attempt to identify appropriate
educational arrangements (identified in one’s institutional vision), these
being arrangements that seem to promise meaningful progress towards the
educational outcomes identified in the existential vision. It is, however,
important to qualify this point in a number of respects. First, although,
as just noted, I am suggesting that from a conceptual point of view
we should view existential vision as prior to institutional vision, some
educational thinkers will prefer to begin their effort to develop a guiding
educational perspective at the level of institutional vision and will only
later proceed to the identification of an existential vision. That is, one can
readily imagine someone who begins his/her educational deliberations
with a powerful image of an ideal educational environment and only later
seeks to tease out the conception of an educated person that is implicit in
this image. From the perspective developed here, there is nothing wrong
with proceeding in this fashion so long as, in the end, the enterprise as a
whole is justified by means of an account that gives logical – or perhaps
it is moral – priority to the existential vision.
Second, although, as suggested above, an appropriately designed
educating institution is strongly influenced by a guiding existential
vision, it is important to emphasize that the existential vision does not
dictate the institutional vision. One reason for this is that, inevitably, the
move from existential to institutional vision requires a host of additional
understandings that are not themselves part of the existential vision. These
include, for example, beliefs about human motivation and development,
beliefs about learning, and beliefs about the cultural circumstances and
background of likely clients.8
An additional reason for resisting the notion that existential vision
dictates institutional vision is that this suggestion embodies an
over-simplified view of the relationship and interplay between existential
vision and the ideas and practical arrangements that are called upon to
actualize it. It is, of course, true that, in suggesting worthy educational
outcomes, the existential vision points us towards educational strategies
and practices, but it is also true that the strategies and practices to which
we commit ourselves serve to interpret and thus give shape to the vision.

8

This point is developed below.
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Moreover, to the extent that we come to think that the practices that seem
to be required by the vision appear to be seriously problematic, we may
be led to rethink the wisdom of the vision.
This in turn suggests yet another reason for resisting the idea that
the institutional vision is dictated by the existential vision. Most of us,
I believe, would be very uncomfortable with the notion that “He who
wills the end wills the means!” i.e., that effectiveness in helping us
actualize our existential vision is the sole criterion we should employ in
determining optimal institutional arrangements. As deontological moral
theorists have often pointed out, while promoting outcomes we regard
as inherently good, e.g., the general happiness, is praiseworthy and/or
obligatory, not everything that will contribute to these outcomes is
morally defensible. As John Rawls has put it, our efforts to promote what
is good need to honor certain side-constraints which rule out unethical
means of achieving our purposes, however worthy these purposes may
be. Returning to the case of educational institutions, we can readily
imagine practices which we would want to rule out on moral grounds
even if we had convincing empirical evidence that these practices would
help achieve our larger educational purposes.
We come now to the third understanding of vision, which I have
identified as strategic. In The Republic, Plato’s existential vision (his
conception of a well-ordered society and how individuals live within
such a society), combined with his beliefs concerning human nature,
human growth, and the effects of different social arrangements on human
development, gives rise to an institutional vision defined by the requisite
educational arrangements. From thence to reality, a wave of a magic wand
proves sufficient. But in the real world, it is at best with great difficulty
that those who hold a conception of an educating institution that is very
different from the society’s standard fare can produce an institution that
bears a meaningful resemblance to their aspirations. To make progress
in this direction requires what I am calling a strategic vision, i.e., a
thoughtful plan of action grounded in a hard-headed assessment of
obstacles, resources, opportunities, risks, uncertainties, and costs.
Though the foregoing discussion suggests that what I am about to say
does not capture the rich interplay between the three kinds of vision I have
identified, it may nonetheless be useful at this point to summarize some of
the principal lines of relationship between them. Briefly, in the conception
I am painting, a strategic vision is an attempt to make progress towards
practice organized around an inspiring institutional vision, which is in
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turn guided by, and substantially justified with reference to, an existential
vision judged to be worthy.
The Concept of Existential Vision
Since existential vision is at the heart of the matter, more needs to be
said about vision in this sense, and here I will emphasize three points.
First, an existential vision is not – is much more than – a slogan. More
specifically, an existential vision needs to be sufficiently specific to offer
educators real guidance. When, in his famous “I have a dream” speech,
Martin Luther King urged people of different races to sit down together
at the table of brotherhood, many Americans were profoundly inspired
and as a result mobilized to act on behalf of Civil Rights legislation.
But from an educational standpoint, the idea of “sitting down together at
the table of brotherhood” falls far short of what I am calling existential
vision because, though it may well rule out certain attitudes and forms
of conduct, this phrase is too vague to offer much guidance to educators.
Do brothers love, respect, support, or just tolerate each other? Are they
color-blind, ignoring the differences between them, or do they learn to
appreciate these differences? Do they intermarry? Depending on how
one interprets the concept of brotherhood, one ends up with a very
different set of educational aspirations. For “Brotherhood” to function
as a guiding existential vision, or as an element in such a vision, it
must be brought down from the realm of slogans and given the kind of
determinate intellectual and moral content that will allow educators to
identify understandings, habits of mind and heart, as well as dispositions,
that should be nurtured in those we hope will come to regard each other
as brothers and sisters.
Second, existential visions vary with respect to their comprehensiveness. One shouldn’t assume that an existential vision necessarily
embodies an all-encompassing blueprint for what a community or an
individual should be like. Although some existential visions may be
relatively comprehensive (in that they specify the recommended way of
life in great detail), an existential vision may be relatively narrow in
scope, emphasizing a single hallmark characteristic, leaving the rest of life
under-determined. The way of life represented by the Amish exemplifies
a fairly comprehensive existential vision. As an example of a narrow
guiding conception, one can imagine an institution organized around
the idea that youngsters should become “autonomous human beings”
(assuming, of course, that this notion is, in the spirit of the last point,
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interpreted more specifically), leaving everything else undetermined.9
Third, at its best, an existential vision in the sense that I have in
mind is not any guiding conception but one that has stood the test of
careful reflection. It is a guiding idea that has been subjected to critical
examination, with attention to the different ways it might be interpreted,
to the rationale that informs it, to the costs and implications of achieving
it, and to competing ideas around which an educating community might
mobilize.10
Vision-Guided Institutions
A vision-guided institution is one that is genuinely serious about the
vision around which it claims to be organized. To say that it is serious is
to suggest two things: first, that there is a deep sense of commitment to
this vision; and second, that the keystake holders go significantly beyond
lip-service and token implementation in their efforts to incorporate the
vision into the life of the institution. Seriousness is exhibited in deliberate,
thoughtful efforts to design and maintain institutional arrangements that
have a reasonable chance of facilitating meaningful progress toward the
actualization of the vision. A corollary of this is that there are a limited
number of aspirations about which an institution can afford to be serious:
that is, since seriousness about the achievement of any given aspiration
will typically require a significant investment of institutional energies
and resources, institutions must be very careful in deciding what they
are prepared to be serious about.
Against this background, we may, as a first approximation, characterize
a vision-guided educating institution as one that down to its details is
guided by the informing existential vision: not only curriculum, pedagogy

9

10

One ought not to think that an educational agenda associated with a single characteristic like autonomy will give rise to a thin educational agenda. For although
autonomy is in one sense a single characteristic, the capacity for autonomy will
require a constellation of attitudes, dispositions, and skills, some or all of which may
require systematic cultivation.
Since one can readily point to vision-guided institutions in which the vision has not
been subjected to this kind of scrutiny, this point is clearly prescriptive. It is intended
to encourage those who are interested in organizing practice around compelling
guiding visions to subject their ideas to careful examination. For an approach to
the cultivation of educational leadership that takes this notion very seriously, see
Mordecai Nisan, “Educational Identity” as a Primary Factor in the Development of
Educational Leadership, Jerusalem: The Mandel Institute, 1997.
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and evaluation, but also architecture, interior design, hiring, and those
various, sometimes hard-to-articulate elements that enter into the culture
of an institution are all significantly informed by the guiding vision.
In the ideal case, any and every aspect of the institution’s design
can be explained in relation to this guiding idea (in conjunction with
other assumptions concerning such matters as the institution’s clientele,
human nature, child development and surrounding social and cultural
circumstances).
That said, it needs to be added immediately that few, if any, real-world
institutions are fully vision-guided in the sense just specified. For a
variety of reasons, there is always likely to be a gap between what the
institution is actually like and what it would look like were it fully in
sync with the vision. For this reason, it may be wiser, and certainly less
deflating to institutions striving to be vision-guided, to characterize a
vision-guided institution as one that regularly seeks to identify and to
close gaps between current practice and what it would look like if it were
adequately organized around the vision in question.
It is also important to add, in part as a way of steering the reader away
from a likely, and troubling, misconception, that there is nothing in the
nature of a vision-guided institution that precludes the possibility that
the vision itself will undergo change in the course of the institution’s
life. Indeed, one can readily imagine – and, in fact, we can point to
– institutions whose visions change in the course of time, as well as
institutions and other social bodies whose ethos asserts the desirability
of openness to change at the level of vision.11
There should be nothing surprising or confusing in this idea that
change at the level of vision may be part of the life of a vision-guided
institution. Although, as educators, we may strive to cultivate human
beings who embody what we take to be worthy traits, there is no reason
11

As a famous case-in-point, the United States Constitution, which embodies a conception of what the United States of America is fundamentally about, includes
groundrules for its own transformation, as necessitated by changes in social circumstances, understandings and values. That is, an integral part of the nation’s vision
is the idea that there is room to reinterpret its guiding ideals and to amend the
framework within which communal life proceeds. That said, it is important to add
that to say of a social system that the ideal or vision that informs it can change doesn’t
mean that it is infinitely transformable. Some of its guiding ideas are likely to have
a foundational character, representing a core which, in part through reinterpretation,
is protected at all costs.
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for us to believe that our current ideas about these matters will survive
unchanged into the future. On the contrary, our knowledge of human
history, not to mention our own personal histories, gives us good reason
to think the opposite: Over time, in small and/or big ways, our ideas
about the most important things (in which category the ideas that enter
into a guiding existential vision fall) are likely to undergo change. This
may be the result of what we discover when we fail to realize these
ideas; it may be a result of what we discover when we succeed in
realizing them; or it may be the result of changes in our sensibilities
and understandings. For present purposes, this doesn’t matter. What does
matter is that change at the level of vision is itself an ordinary part of life
at the level of individual, institution and community. Far from being a
threat to institutional life, change at the level of vision is something that
a wise institution may want to make room for and encourage as a way of
ensuring its own vitality over time.12 An important part of such openness
to change at the level of vision will be a willingness to be instructed by
practice, i.e., to allow the process and consequences of implementation
to refine and revise one’s initial guiding conception.
A critic might respond that the admission that our guiding vision is
likely to change, sometimes profoundly, in the course of time entails a
rejection of the idea of vision-guided practice. “Why in the world,” says
this critic, “should we subscribe to a vision and use it as a guide to
educational practice when we know in advance that, over time, we may
come to radically reinterpret, if not reject, some of its major tenets?”
There is more than one answer to this question. One of them is to
note that this kind of reasoning undermines human efforts to achieve
thriving, morally worthy lives. For on this view, the recognition that our
conceptions of thriving or of what is morally required of us may well
undergo change over time empties our existing conceptions of any value,
and we might as well set these conceptions aside as we determine how
to act; and this would leave us with no basis for determining such things
other than momentary impulse. A line of reasoning that leads to such a
conclusion would, on the face of it, seem seriously problematic.
12

Here again the case of the U.S. Constitution is instructive, it being arguable that it
is precisely the fact that it is possible to both reinterpret the Constitution (through
the courts) and to amend it (through the legislative process) in light of changing
circumstances, values and understandings that has enabled the United States to
continue thriving under rapidly changing conditions that have spanned more than
two centuries.
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A second response is to note that although we know that some elements
in our outlook may – indeed, are likely to – undergo change over time,
we don’t know which ones they will be. Thus, we are best off embracing
the ideas that seem wisest to us at the time, while being open to the
possibility that over time we may want to revise some of them.
Common to these responses is a rejection of the notion that acknowledging that our guiding ideas may, over time, undergo change should
undermine our willingness to act on them in the present. Nonetheless,
this awareness may appropriately inform the way we approach our lives
and make our choices at personal and institutional levels. As suggested
earlier, this awareness might reasonably give rise to an outlook that is
open to, and perhaps encourages scanning for, reasons to rethink one’s
guiding ideal, an outlook that discourages ways of acting and thinking
that might undermine the possibility of seriously revisiting one’s guiding
beliefs in light of what is learned through the effort to actualize the
ideal and other emerging circumstances. This awareness might also
give rise to an approach to achieving one’s guiding ideal that does not
completely sacrifice the present on the altar of the future.13 But while
such accommodations may be wise responses to our recognition that the
views which seem compelling to us today may not seem so in the future,
they fall short of a decision to abandon reliance on guiding ideals because
of the possibility that down the road they will be found wanting. We
turn now to some key considerations that favor organizing educational
practice around guiding existential ideals.
The Case for Vision-Guided Practice
A number of considerations support the ideal of vision-guided practice.
First, a conception of the kind of person/community one is hoping to
bring into being through the educational process affords the educator
a powerful, perhaps the most powerful, tool for non-arbitrary educational planning concerning matters as diverse as curriculum, pedagogy,
hiring, architecture, social organization and admissions. Second, such a
conception offers a meaningful basis for evaluating the success of the
institution. Third, to the extent that the institution’s educators understand
and identify with its guiding conception and see the connection between
13

The dangers of sacrificing the present to the future are discussed in a number of John
Dewey’s writings. See, for example, Experience and Education, New York: Collier
Books, 1963, p. 49.
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this conception and what they are seeking to achieve in their encounters
with learners, their work is invested with meaning. What they are trying
to accomplish loses its potentially parochial, narrow cast and comes to
be viewed as a contribution to a shared, morally worthy purpose, i.e.,
the cultivation of a kind of human being and community that inspires
enthusiastic identification.
This is to be contrasted with the more ordinary situation that has
the following features: First, educational decision-making is heavily
influenced by factors like tradition, fads, internal and external pressure
groups, and the idiosyncrasies of particular educators. Second, like
piece-workers in a factory, educators in many schools pursue limited
goals in relative ignorance of how their efforts and those of others
tie together in the service of larger purposes with which everyone is
identified. Under these circumstances, the activities of educators typically
do not reflect any larger agenda that they share; indeed, the outcomes
they strive for may well be at cross-purposes.14 Moreover, it will not be
personally fulfilling to the educators in the way that it might be if they
14

As an example, I cite the (by now predictable) results of an assignment I have
regularly given students preparing to be secondary school educators at my university.
I ask the students to interview three teachers in their practicum sites concerning their
most fundamental educational aspirations and the beliefs that stand behind these
aspirations. What emerges is that within any given school, teachers operate with
an incoherent mix of sometimes competing aspirations. For example, while some
are exclusively focused on skills and understandings relating to their subject-matter,
others are concerned with self-esteem and cooperation. While some want their
students to acquire skills and attitudes that will equip them to succeed in college and
in the work-place, others are interested in cultivating their social conscience. The
language and the level and moral direction to be found in their descriptions of what
they are about testify to a cacophony of disconnected voices. Though the hypothesis
that teachers who characterize their deepest aspirations in different ways are dealing
with different populations of students might be appealing, the facts would not bear
this out. One might, of course, argue that the encounter with this cacophony of voices
is itself a powerful communication, and that perhaps the underlying vision of the
school is discoverable in this circumstance. But nothing in the mission-statements
of these schools, or the words of their lead-administrators, suggests that this kind
of cacophony, or what it communicates to the students, is intended. Yet another
possibility is that, amid their very different aspirations, the educators themselves (or
if not they, then a talented ethnographer who witnesses their practices) might succeed
in identifying certain values that all of them consistently embrace. This hypothesis
has been explored and advanced by any number of thinkers, including, for example,
Philip Cusick, in The Egalitarian Ideal and the American High School, New York:
Longman, 1983.
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recognize themselves as a community engaged with one another in the
accomplishment of a shared and worthy moral purpose.
Important objections to vision-guided practice as I have characterized
it need to be considered. There is, for example, the charge – or at least
the fear – that vision-guided education is manipulative or indoctrinatory.
Addressing this and other objections is important because the concerns
that give rise to these objections may well inhibit support for efforts to
make educating institutions more vision-guided; and my suspicion is that
addressing them will end up strengthening the case for vision-practice.
But I defer this endeavor to another occasion, limiting myself on this
one to the equally important task of offering what I hope will prove an
illuminating example of vision-guided practice.

Beit Rabban as a Vision-Guided Educating Institution
Beit Rabban’s Guiding Vision
Beit Rabban’s conception of what, educationally speaking, it wants to
achieve – what I earlier called its existential vision – has both individual
and social dimensions. At the individual level, Beit Rabban is organized
around a vision of an educated Jewish human being which gives a central
place to engagement with Jewish texts: the ideal graduate of Beit Rabban
is a person whose understandings and way of life as a Jew are grounded
in this engagement with the text, who experiences this engagement as
part of his or her identity as a Jewish human being, and who views it as
a contribution to the growth of Torah.
This ideal graduate of this school brings to his or her engagement
with the text a problem-solving orientation that, though perhaps not
identical with, significantly overlaps the approach he or she brings to
other encounters with the world. This person approaches all situations,
textual and other, in a spirit of open, reflective inquiry, alert for difficulties
and eager to use his/her critical faculties and imagination, as well as
available bodies of expertise and wisdom, to address these difficulties in
a meaningful way. In relation to our activities and practices, this means
thinking of them as instruments of our purposes, to be thoughtfully
assessed (and, when appropriate, revised) based on whether they are
proving adequate to these purposes.15
15

As suggested in what follows, the important exception to this point are activities like
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Because human beings differ from each other in their sensibilities,
aptitudes and experience, their encounters with the text, as with other
situations, are likely to lead them to different understandings and conclusions, and a corollary of this is that their understandings of what
Judaism says and requires of them are likely to differ. In this sense,
diversity of belief and practice (what many would call “pluralism”),
particularly when it emerges out of careful encounters with the text,
is more authentically Jewish than is any particular historical variant of
Judaism.
Complementing Beit Rabban’s emphasis on cultivating individuals
whose personal understanding of Judaism arises through an intellectually
serious, open and rigorous engagement with Jewish texts are also other
key emphases. Especially noteworthy are 1) the school’s aspiration
to cultivate individuals who will recognize an obligation to use their
abilities to help relieve human suffering, and 2) its interest in helping
them become human beings who take pleasure in exercising and striving
to develop the abilities with which they have been blessed.
As suggested earlier, this conception of an educated Jewish person
is also associated with a conception of community. It is an ethical
community in the sense that its members recognize an obligation to treat
one another with respect and to relieve the suffering in their midst. It is a
pluralistic community in the sense that its members recognize that their
encounters with Jewish texts and ideas, as mediated by their different
sensibilities, experiences, understandings and aptitudes, will give rise to
different understandings of Judaism.16 And it will also be a learning
community of a certain kind. It will be a learning community in which
engaging with texts is a central – indeed, an anchoring – activity, but
in which other forms of inquiry also abound. And it will be a learning
community not just in the sense that all of its members are engaged
in learning, but also in the sense that they recognize one another as

16

Torah learning, treating one another with respect, and community service, the value
of which Beit Rabban takes as a given and which are at the core of the school’s
outlook and identity. The most important purposes that other activities in the school
are designed to advance are derivable from the school’s interest in supporting these
core-activities at a high level of quality.
Though I find the word “pluralistic” a useful way to characterize this aspect of the
Beit Rabban vision, Devora Steinmetz does not generally use this term, tending to
refer to the school as “nondenominational.”
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potential resources in their own learning. At its best, it’s a community
whose members value the creation of spaces in which they both feel
empowered to offer their own ideas and are eager to listen carefully to
what others have to say. In its own way, this is a vision of an olam
m’tukan, a perfected world.
It is important to stress that Steinmetz does not view the elements that
enter into this vision of Jewish existence as an idiosyncratic laundry list.
On the contrary, the kinds of traits that she believes to be important –
for example, the kind of patient, reflective, imaginative, rigorous inquiry
into the text’s meaning that gives rise to different understandings of
Judaism, and the felt-obligation to relieve human suffering – are, in her
educated opinion, central to mainstream Judaism as it has been lived
across thousands of years.
The Beit Rabban Vision Embodied
Following the lines of our earlier discussion, two claims are embedded
in my claim that Beit Rabban is guided by the vision just described:
1) In significant respects, the vision is actually embodied in the practice
of the school and serves as a guide to decision-making across its
various domains.
2) The school is on the lookout for gaps between vision and practice
and makes serious efforts to close them.
I will try to illustrate how these criteria apply to Beit Rabban through
some examples that capture the character of this school. It is important
to note that these examples fall into two categories: those observed by
the author and reconstructions based on reports, oral and/or written,
that come from the school’s director, Devora Steinmetz, and one of the
teachers. All but the last example reflect activities and events that actually
transpired in a form that closely resembles the description; as will be
discussed below, the last example reflects a design, the actualization of
which fell significantly short of the mark.
First example: “Let’s sit in a circle.”
A group of some fifteen children, about five years old, are gathered
around their teachers, and one of the teachers says, “Let’s sit in a
circle so that we can all see each other.”
It may seem like a trivial, insignificant event, and in one sense it surely is.
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And yet, this little incident captures a key – if not the key – idea animating
this school. The teacher could have simply said in an encouraging and
friendly way, “Let’s sit in a circle,” and the youngsters might have happily
complied. But by adding the phrase “so that we can all see each other,”
the teacher conveys that there is and should be a good reason for what she
asks the children to do. More specifically, implicit in this communication
is the message that school practices – small ones like this one, as well as
ostensibly more significant ones – are goal oriented; they are informed by
purposes, and because they are guided by purposes, we have a basis for
evaluating them. School practices are thus not to be accepted as “the way
things are.” We have the right to inquire into the purposes that inform
them and to assess their reasonableness relative to these purposes. As
Steinmetz put it very simply in one of my conversations with her, “The
basic idea of the school is that things should make sense.”
“The broader goal of all this,” Steinmetz emphasized in a recent
communication, “is to create a reflective ethos that, it is hoped, develops
in the children the disposition and ability to shape their own behavior
in relation to goals. That is, we try to inculcate a problem-solving
orientation.” This orientation is nurtured and exhibited not just, as in
this instance, in determining and shaping the situations in which people
learn best, but also (as we shall see) in other arenas, e.g., addressing a
social problem in the larger community or resolving a conflict among
children.17 It is noteworthy that although, in the situation just described,
it is the teacher who is modeling this goal-oriented, problem-solving
approach (in relation to something as simple as seating arrangements),
there are, as we shall also see, numerous instances in which it is the
children who are charged with adopting this approach in relation to
varied challenges that come their way.
Second example: “Avoda m’tzuyenet” (“Excellent work”)
One day the director of the school, Steinmetz, comes across a bulletin board at the top of which in big letters is the phrase “AVODA
M’TZUYENET” (“EXCELLENT WORK”), and beneath which
17

In discussing this issue, Steinmetz expressed her debt to Dr. Lisa Wright and Ms.
Connie Coulianos of the Hollingsworth Preschool (a program of the Hollingsworth
Center for the Study of Education of the Gifted at Teachers College, Columbia
University), whose work, Steinmetz believes, demonstrates the power of a problemsolving model in the education of even very young children.
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were a number of examples of the children’s work in this teacher’s
class. Steinmetz was disturbed by this, asked the teacher to remove
the display, and invited her to a conversation in which she explained
her reasons.
One ought not to infer from this episode that Beit Rabban doesn’t value
excellent work or excellence, in general. On the contrary, one of the
reasons Steinmetz discourages such displays is that she believes that,
in practice, they often operate to undermine the meaning of excellence.
More specifically, she thinks that because contemporary teachers are
sensitive to self-esteem issues and concerned about wounding children
whose work is not truly excellent, oftentimes the so-called excellent
work that is exhibited includes examples of everyone’s work, with the
effect that the currency of the word “excellent” is destroyed. And the
youngsters realize soon enough that the inclusion of their work doesn’t
necessarily mean anything except that their teachers desire to include
everyone’s work. And since the teachers will not come right out and
say this, they end up pretending that everyone’s work really is excellent,
leading the youngsters to realize that dishonesty has crept into their
relationship with their teachers, that – at least in this arena – it’s all a
kind of game.
The foregoing might lead one to believe that Steinmetz would therefore
be comfortable with an arrangement in which the teacher honestly
assesses which of her students has completed what she takes to be
genuinely excellent work and then singles them out for attention and
praise. Not so! For this situation is problematic in other ways. Prominent
among them is the sub-text, identifiable in the situation just described, that
human beings are worthy of praise to the extent that their work approaches
impersonal standards of excellence. Among the reasons Steinmetz is
troubled by this sub-text is that she shares with contemporary moral
philosophers like John Rawls a particular moral intuition: Whether
a child is capable of satisfying the teacher’s standards substantially
depends on the morally irrelevant circumstance that he or she has
been fortunate enough to acquire certain abilities through heredity or
a favorable familial environment. To her, it does not seem right that
one child should be rewarded for achievements that are due to gifts for
which he or she can take no credit, while other children who are not
so blessed should go unrewarded and unacknowledged; and it’s wrong
that one child who can do an assignment beautifully (by the teacher’s
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standards) in five minutes should be praised, while another child, who is
perhaps less able, works for hours on the same assignment and receives
a lukewarm response because he or she has produced something that, by
the teacher’s standards, is less accomplished.
Given the centrality of this moral insight to the school’s selfconception, it works hard not to convey, through thoughtlessly designed
practices, a moral message that is antithetical to this idea. Although, as
we will have occasion to discuss more fully below, Beit Rabban is by no
means hostile to the idea that there should be performance standards, a
system that distributes praise based on where the learner stands relative
to standards of excellence does nothing to encourage youngsters to do
the most important thing, which is to do the best they can relative to
their abilities and to continue developing their abilities. In Beit Rabban’s
view, to the extent that praise or other rewards should be distributed
to youngsters for their accomplishments, the basis for this distribution
should not be achievement per se but whether the youngsters have done
the best they can relative to their abilities and have, through this effort,
grown beyond their previous levels of achievement. Not only would this
avoid invidious comparisons among students, it would communicate to
all the children, whether particularly able or not, that there is always a
possibility for growth, as well as for stagnation. Thus, in a well-designed
school, the particularly able student doesn’t feel smug or able to rest on
his or her laurels; nor do less able students feel that they are constantly
coming up short. Both types should be encountering and seriously
responding to challenges that take them beyond their current levels of
understanding and achievement; and their sense of themselves as learners
should be grounded in this, rather than in where they stand relative to
one another or to some absolute standard of excellence announced by
the teacher. This incident thus illustrates Beit Rabban’s conviction that
human beings should be striving to grow to the utmost of their abilities.
They should evaluate themselves based not on how well they measure
up to any set of fixed standards, but on whether they have made the most
of the abilities that they have.18

18

I am grateful to Professor Michael Inbar for pointing out to me the strong resonance
between Steinmetz’s views on these matters and the exciting recent work of psychologist Carol S. Dweck. Dweck’s ideas lend strong empirical support for Steinmetz’s
reluctance to praise children for the abilities that they have. See her Self-Theories:
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Another point illustrated by this incident relates to the school’s response to the teacher who created the “EXCELLENT WORK” bulletin
board. Because it cares deeply about achieving its guiding aspirations, a
seriously vision-guided school like Beit Rabban is likely to monitor its
faculty’s activities to ensure conformity with the guiding vision. When, as
in the case we are considering, it is discovered – not just on one isolated
occasion but on many – that a teacher’s work is not consonant with this
vision and that the teacher is unable to align his/her teaching with the
school’s guiding vision, the teacher is unlikely to stay at the school very
long. Put differently, this episode reminds us of two things: first, that
in a vision-guided school the operation of vision is revealed not just in
what is included in the school, but in what is excluded or prohibited;
and second, that the guiding vision plays a critical role in decisions
concerning hiring and firing, in evaluation, and in the determination of
professional development experiences.
Before leaving this example, it is important to note another consideration that was at work in Steinmetz’s response to this teacher. She
was troubled by the fact that, more often than not, when the so-called
excellent work of students is displayed, they have only the foggiest,
if any, idea of the standards in relation to which their work is being
assessed. And this brings us to the next example.
Third example: The Caldecott Awards
A few years back, the children in the kindergarten-first grade were
reading a series of books that had received Caldecott Awards, and
at some point a child asked: How is it decided which books get this
award? Since nobody knew the answer, it was agreed that a letter
should be written to the Caldecott people, requesting their selection
criteria. Although they responded, their answer was vague and gave
very little real information. At this point the teacher suggested an
idea that caught fire with the children: “Why don’t we invent our
own book award, to be given to books that we ourselves judge to
be outstanding?” The children loved the idea and found themselves

Their Role in Motivation, Personality, and Development, Philadelphia: Psychology
Press, 2000.
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embarked on a successful effort to develop their own standards for
book excellence.
Once again, we encounter the idea that things (in this case the standards
used to judge excellence) are grounded in reasons. This is a particularly
important example, because so much of school life (and life beyond
school) is organized around the evaluation of our work – except that, in
the normal course of events, the basis for the evaluations to which we
are subjected remains mysterious. Either we are not clued in to the fact
that there are standards that stand behind the evaluations; or we are not
told what the standards are; or, if we are told what the standards are,
we are left clueless as to why these standards are being used to assess
our performances. In contrast, Beit Rabban demystifies this situation: It
emphasizes that awards are grounded in standards, and that the standards
are not simply “out there,” but are the creations of human beings who
select them based on considerations that, on reflection, seem reasonable
to them. Thus, instead of spending their early years just internalizing
others’ standards or inhabiting a world in which, in the spirit of “I’m OK;
you’re OK,” adults try to shield them from all standards, the children at
Beit Rabban have a chance to develop some understanding of how and
why standards come into being and to begin developing their own.
Equally important, this episode illustrates a theme already highlighted
– namely, that we have the right to inquire about why things are the way
they are and not to assume that because they are a certain way, this is
the way they should be. In encouraging the youngsters to write to the
Caldecott people, the school emphasized that things are open to question;
and the inability or unwillingness of the Caldecott people to articulate
clear and reasonable selection criteria opened up the opportunity for the
youngsters to work towards standards grounded in considerations that
did make sense to them.
Since we have earlier emphasized Beit Rabban’s rejection of the way
standards function in conventional educational institutions, this episode
also provides an excellent opportunity to guard against a misimpression.
True, Beit Rabban is hostile to standards that are vague or mysterious,
i.e., that are not grounded in higher order considerations that seem
clear and sensible. And it’s also true that the Beit Rabban approach
to education puts the emphasis not on whether the achievement of
the youngsters satisfies certain fixed standards of excellence, but on
encouraging learners, no matter what level they’re at, to make a serious

Exemplifying Vision-Guided Practice

427

effort to work up to their potential. But that said, the school is by no means
hostile to standards: Standards of excellence, including performance
standards, that are reasonable and that make sense to the learners, can
be invaluable tools in the educational process, guiding their efforts to
develop and sometimes motivating them by giving them something to
reach towards. As this school sees it, the problem in education is not
reliance on standards per se, but reliance on standards that are not
articulated, explained and/or used in meaningful ways.
Fourth example: Homeless Joe19
Throughout the year the children have become familiar with a
number of social service projects and agencies through regular
community service activities. More recently, earlier this week,
Nurit and her co-teacher had posted a sign on the wall, which
asks: “Where will we give our Tzdakah?” Throughout the week a
list slowly developed that reflected the children’s encounters with
various programs. And now, the final decision was at hand!
At the appointed time the kids cluster around Nurit, who is
standing near the list of possible charities. Here are the candidates
on the list (in the children’s own words): Dorot [an organization
that tries to meet the needs of the Jewish elderly]; Project ORE
[care for Jewish homeless people]; “learn how to help sick people
in hospitals” [medical research]; the Jewish Home and Hospital;
and “poor people/people on the street.”
Nurit introduces the activity. “This year we have been meeting
our responsibility to help people in need in two ways. Every week
we have tried to help needy people directly, and we have also
collected Tzdakah money, which can help needy people in other
ways. But, you know, collecting money is only half the challenge;
19

The description that follows, and especially the particulars of the conversation, is
based heavily on an article by the teacher who led this project. See Ilana Blumberg,
“Learning Chesed: Community Service in a Kindergarten Classroom,” in Kerem:
Creative Explorations in Judaism, Spring 1995, pp. 53–56. Though the description
purports to capture the spirit and general direction of the activity, I have taken the
liberty to expand somewhat the conversation that it embodies in order to call attention
to certain features of Beit Rabban, especially the ways in which, in this school, a
powerful idea typically develops through interchange among the participants. I am
marking the fact that my account departs somewhat from the actual event as described
by Blumberg by giving the teacher a different name in the text.
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it’s also important that we think carefully and wisely about how to
best use this money so that it will do some real good.”
We will, she goes on to say, take a vote, but before voting it’s
important that we have a chance to think together about the various
possibilities. And she then invites each person who has contributed
a possibility to the list to explain or, since the kids are already
familiar with many of the options, to review whatever he or she can
about the proposed destination of the funds and how they would
be used to fulfill the purposes of Tzdakah. The kids are incredibly
eloquent in pleading the case for their favorite candidates; and,
when it seemed appropriate, Nurit or her co-teacher asks a question
that elicits more information that seems pertinent.
And then H-Hour arrives and the children vote: Dorot gets 5
votes; medical research – 2 votes; poor people/people on the street,
a whopping 7 votes, the clear winner!! Already strong democrats,
losers and winners alike are getting excited about giving their
accumulated $40 to Joe, the man who regularly stands on the
corner. Apparently, Joe always has a kind word for the kids, and
many look forward to their encounters with him on the way in
and out of school. One of the children now proposes bringing him
the can of Tzdakah money on the spot, and this idea is greeted
with enthusiasm from the others. The only ones who look a little
unhappy are Nurit and her co-teacher, who seem surprised by this
turn-of-events.
Thinking fast, Nurit finally says, “Seems like an interesting idea.
But before we act on it, let’s think about whether it will really help
Joe.”
“What do you mean?” asks one of the girls.
“Well, do you remember when, some time ago, we had a guest
from the shelter – I think she was the director – who spoke with us
about homelessness? One of the things she mentioned is that some
homeless people have serious alcohol or drug problems.”
“I remember,” one boy says with a smile. “Because after she said
that people who are alcoholics sometimes can’t help themselves, I
said that that’s the way I feel when I see chocolate.”
Nurit smiles. “That’s right. And when people have very bad
habits like that – I don’t mean with chocolate, but with alcohol
or drugs, it may be very hard for them not to use money that
comes their way to support these habits rather than to get things
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they really need.” That’s one of the reasons why, Nurit goes on
to explain, it’s sometimes wiser to give Tzdakah money to social
service organizations rather than to individuals directly.
“But we’ve never seen Joe looking drunk or anything!” another
child complains.
“That may be true,” Nurit counters, “but you can’t always be
sure. And if he does have a drug or alcohol problem, not only will
our money not do him any good, it may actually hurt him. So my
suggestion is this: if you’re interested in helping homeless people,
why not give the money to Project ORE?”
“But we don’t just want to help homeless people, we want to
help Joe,” exclaims the boy who had proposed this option in the
first place. “He’s poor, and he’s always friendly to us. And if we
give our money to Project ORE, it’s probably not going to help
him.”
Everyone, teacher and children alike, sit in silence for a moment
as though contemplating the situation. The children have taken in
the teacher’s point but don’t seem ready to abandon the idea of
giving their Tzdakah to Joe. It is Nurit, the teacher, who finally
breaks the silence. “I’ve got an idea. Maybe we shouldn’t give Joe
money. Maybe we should give him something else – you know, the
things that money is supposed to buy for Joe. That way we don’t
have to worry about his using the money for bad things or wasting
it.”
The comment seems to re-energize the room. Remembering a
recent food drive, someone suggests bringing cans of food for Joe,
but someone else wonders whether Joe even has the utensils to
handle cans of different kinds or to heat up food. Someone else
suggests getting Joe a new coat, but others are concerned that they
don’t know Joe’s size or the kind of coat he might like. Finally,
someone says that “maybe we could make Joe a good sandwich to
eat.”
“That seems like a good idea,” says another, “but we have enough
money to buy a lot of sandwiches.”
“That’s no problem,” says a third child. “After all, though
we know Joe better, there are lots of homeless people in the
neighborhood, and they’re probably hungry, too. Let’s make enough
sandwiches for all of them.”
The idea seemed to gather support around the room, and soon
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it is agreed on. Nurit seems relieved – and also pleased; and she
announces that on Monday she will bring to school the supplies
needed for them to make the sandwiches. At this point the class
moves on to another activity.
True to her promise, Nurit shows up in class on Monday with all
the supplies needed to make peanut-butter-and-jelly sandwiches.
She also immediately complicates the situation by announcing that
the whole activity will be completed in Hebrew. Surprised but
not shocked, the children respond enthusiastically to the challenge.
Divided into pairs, the children devote themselves to their work,
and one little boy is overheard saying to his partner (in English),
“I’m not going to take one bite, because a lot of people need this
stuff!” The other nods in agreement.
When they are done making the sandwiches and packing them
into bags, Nurit and her co-teacher lead a short conversation about
what it might be like to talk with people whom they don’t know,
people who might not always be very clean and who might talk
very differently than they do. But the kids don’t seem at all alarmed.
They head out of the building and one of the boys, David,
spots Joe. He grabs one of the bags and approaches him. Joe
greets him in a friendly way: “How ya’ doin’, David?” and David
answers, “Great,” followed by “We’ve brought some sandwiches!”
Joe accepts the bag and smiles. “Thanks, David. I never say no
to food!” That’s it, but it’s enough. The children move along, a
look of pride on their faces, a feeling that they have made a real
difference in someone’s life.
They continue down the street and Nurit spots a man looking
through the window of a restaurant, trying to catch the eye of
one of the waiters; but, not surprisingly, they all look the other
way. With encouragement from Nurit, Yonatan, a little bit nervous,
approaches the man. Here’s the interaction.
“Sir?”
“Hi there.”
“Sir, we have some sandwiches we made. Do you want them?”
The man bends down and sticks out his hand, saying, “Gimme
five, my man!” and Yonatan immediately “gives him five” with
enthusiasm.
“My buddy,” says the man. “That’s sure nice of you. You be
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safe, you and all your friends. Be safe.” And then, after Yonatan
hands him the sandwich bag, “I sure am hungry. Thanks a lot.”
The children and Nurit continue on their way. At the end of
their journey, they are left with a number of sandwiches, and the
children ask to take the sandwiches home with them so that they
can distribute them to needy people in their own neighborhoods.20
A number of cardinal features of the Beit Rabban vision are embodied in
this series of events. Note first, and perhaps most obviously, the concern
with alleviating suffering that is central to this weekly school activity;
and it is important to add here that this concern is not understood as
a hobby but as an obligation, as something we are called upon to do
whether we like it or not. The question embedded in this activity is not
whether it is important to be engaged in alleviating human suffering, but
how this is best accomplished.
Second, note that the activity is organized so as to offer the youngsters
an opportunity to engage in genuine deliberation concerning the best
way to address a presenting problem. It is not an unguided, free-forall deliberation (the kind that might have led to simply bringing Joe
the money they had raised). Rather, the deliberation is informed by
expert opinion concerning the situation of homeless individuals (the
homelessness expert that had addressed the youngsters earlier in the
year), as well as by careful thinking. The aim is not “to do something
that makes us feel good,” but to actually make a positive difference in the
lives of others. This requires hard thinking, with attention to alternatives

20

One thoughtful reader of the “Homeless Joe” episode, Vivienne Burstein, was
concerned that this activity may have conveyed to at least some of the children the
troubling message that, “when in doubt, apply the stereotype,” and in this case, even
when appearances are to the contrary, we should approach homeless people with
the assumption that they may be alcoholics or drug addicts. Though the spirit and
direction of the children’s deliberations make me doubt the likelihood of such an
outcome, I am making reference to this observation here in order to encourage the
reader to consider this possibility and to form his or her own judgment. Whatever
one concludes, Burstein’s observation is a sobering reminder that situations can be
read and experienced in numerous, hard to anticipate, ways, and the fact that the
educator hopes that they will be experienced in one way is no guarantee that they
won’t actually be digested in ways that he or she never anticipated. This suggests
the need for continuing thoughtful vigilance not just at the stage of designing an
educational experience, but also at that of monitoring the way learners are affected
by it.
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and to consequences – thinking that takes into account the educated
opinions of those who have studied the problem at hand.
And this brings us to a third feature of this activity. The deliberation
that leads to the decision to make sandwiches for Joe and other homeless
people is something that goes on not in a single individual but in a
community of individuals whose comments respond to and build on one
another in powerful ways. The solution arrived at is the product not of an
individual and not of “group-think” but of a community of independent
thinkers engaged by a common problem and educated to listen carefully
to and to build on one another’s comments, with attention to the relevant
evidence. In this case, as in many others, the teacher plays a pivotal
role in helping to steer the progress of the youngsters’ deliberations; but
this is not always the case. As we shall soon see, this kind of inquiry,
in which ideas develop through the give-and-take of the participants, is
also at work in the youngsters’ examination of classical Jewish texts.
Fifth example: Three Instances of Studying Torah

The first instance. Grouped in pairs, the third, fourth and fifth grade
children are engaged in Torah study, and the sounds of Torah-trope
can be heard all over the room. I [the author] join one such pair,
and find that one of the two boys is chanting a passage, while the
other is following along, periodically translating the passage into
English. They smile at me when I sit down but continue with their
activity. After a while I ask them what the assignment is, and they
tell me that there is no specific assignment. They’re to move along
in the study of the text, they say. When I ask them how they’ve
arrived at the process I’m witnessing (one of them chanting, the
other translating), they tell me that they decided themselves to
proceed in this way. Both boys read very well, and one of them
is a superb reader; they move along steadily until the whole class
is called together by the teacher to consider the passage together.
The passage (Genesis, Ch. 1:27) declares that “in the beginning
God creates the human being in His image, in the image of God
He created him; male and female He created them.” Immediately a
question from one of the children: “Why are we told three different
times that God creates the human being?” followed by a succession
of hypotheses from the others, as well as new questions: What does
it mean to say that the human being was created “in His image”?
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Does God have a physical image – and if not, what can “B’tzelem”
(“in the image of”) refer to? Does it mean that we are “like God,”
and if so, in what sense? Are we, one child wonders, like God by
virtue of having eaten from the Tree of the Knowledge of Good
and Evil?
At work in this episode is the school’s commitment to open-ended
inquiry, a commitment that is as much discernable in the study of the
biblical text as it is in the examination of science.21 Notice also that this
episode exhibits the active role that the youngsters play in shaping the
learning experience, not just when they gather as a single large group
but also when they work in smaller units. When paired up with a study
partner [in chevruta], they are encouraged to develop a plan of learning
that will facilitate working towards general goals identified by the teacher
in a way that allows them to explore the text in ways that makes sense to
them – with the consequence, says Steinmetz, that their interest is piqued
by all sorts of questions that might not have occurred to the adults in the
school. Here the notion that the youngsters are autonomous individuals,
with the responsibility for their own learning, is front and center.

The second instance. We begin with the relevant background. After
three years of intensive Hebrew study (so intensive and effective
that early on the youngsters speak, understand, and read Hebrew
with ease!!), youngsters in third grade and above participate in a
twice-daily Beit Midrash, one of them in Chumash and the other
in rabbinic literature. We are now in the Chumash Beit Midrash,
in which children at different stages of Chumash study are making
their way through the biblical narrative. Different sub-groups are
at different places in the story. On this day, a few of the children
are busily investigating the episode in Genesis where Yaakov tore
his garments because he thought Yosef had been torn apart by an
animal. Along the way, one girl gets the idea that maybe tearing
garments in the Tanakh was done not as a general act of mourning
but only when the bereaved were left with uncertainties concerning
21

To claim this is not to suggest that “open-ended inquiry” is necessarily one and the
same thing in science as it is Torah study, especially when that study takes place in
a religious community. For an illuminating interpretation of what may be the key
differences, see Michael Rosenak’s Commandments and Concerns; Jewish Religious
Education in Secular Society, Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1987, pp.
174 ff.
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what had happened to the person they had lost. Yaakov, after all,
didn’t really know what had happened to his son Yosef. The girl’s
hypothesis excites the kids in the class – both those in her group
and others who had been studying other biblical passages. Eager
to see whether there was evidence to support this hypothesis, she
and the others soon find their way to the concordances in the room
and look up other places in the Tanakh where people tear their
garments.
We witness here another example of the school’s commitment to the
cultivation of inquiring human beings. Note that here inquiry refers not
just to intellectual curiosity and imagination but also to the disposition
to put one’s ideas to an appropriate test. In the case being considered,
the appropriate test consists in investigating other biblical passages. In
other situations, the test would be very different – for example, the test
of experience.
This episode is also illustrative of Beit Rabban’s effort to encourage
inquiry in a way that is authentic to the discipline in question. As much
as possible, in subjects as diverse as Math, Science or Bible, the learning
tasks that youngsters take on are not “school tasks,” but grow out of
genuine encounters with the material at hand. Thus, in this instance, the
children turn to the concordance not because the teacher has invented
an assignment that will get them to use it, but because, in the course
of their own inquiries, they have come upon a question that it can help
them address.
As already intimated, this episode also points to another way in
which the inquiries children undertake in Beit Rabban are authentic: The
youngsters seem genuinely excited about what they are doing, carried
along by the momentum of their own interest. What is striking in this
particular example is not just that the question that triggers the inquiry
comes from one of the children, but that once it has been voiced, even
children who a few minutes earlier had been engaged with other parts
of the biblical story have spontaneously chosen to participate in the new
investigation now under way.

The third instance. Steinmetz is working with a group of first and
second graders around God’s announcement near the beginning
of Genesis that there would be a flood in seven days time. A
discussion ensues about whether this indicates that the flood would
begin on Shabbat, but, after a while, a consensus seems to emerge
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that it does not. Steinmetz comments that, even if not, mention of
seven days recalls the Creation story, and one of the children says:
“It’s like God worked on Creation for six days and it was complete
on the seventh; now, God planned the destruction of Creation for
six days and did it on the seventh.” Building on these comments,
another child comments: “And at the same time Noah is using these
six days to start the world all over again.”
After these first interchanges, Steinmetz leads a discussion about
the flood as the destruction of Creation and the beginning of a new
Creation, and she says that the group should look for evidence of
this as they read more of the story. She points out that the opening
of ma’ayanot tehom and arubot hashamayim [waters from below
and above] reverses the separation of waters in Chapter 1. And she
adds that they had already seen another passage which talks about
water coming from above and below. Mentally scanning this earlier
work in order to discover this passage, the children are silent, and
then one of them remembers the fifth and sixth verses in Chapter 2
– about the earth not yet being watered by rain from above but by
an ed [a mist] which comes from the earth. “Yes,” Steinmetz says,
“but did you notice that there the water brings life to the earth, but
here it destroys the earth?”
At this point the children begin clamoring to share their ideas
and take turns doing so. They are so excited that Steinmetz finds
it virtually impossible to get them to go down to their Movement
class, which they are already late for, and which they love. And
finally, one of the children says, “I had an idea, and then I listened
to other kids’ ideas, and I put them together, and now I have a
better idea,” which he proceeds to share. And as though this was
not enough, another child then comments: “This [the separation of
waters at the time of the Creation and the re-merging of the waters
in the flood story] reminds me of queri’at yam suf [the parting
of the Red Sea].” Here, too, the child seems to be saying, the
life-giving separation of waters is followed by the destruction that
results when the waters come back together. (This happens to be
just before Pesach.) “I was thinking the same thing,” says another
child. At the end of the week, Steinmetz sends this idea home as
the basis for a family discussion about Pesach.
In a conversation concerning this episode, Steinmetz suggests that it

436

Daniel Pekarsky

captures an essential dimension of Beit Rabban. The school attempts
(successfully in this instance) to live out the idea that responsible thinking
is thinking that engages the ideas of other people. In this as in many other
situations, the children discover that rich webs of meaning, and genuinely
fresh and exciting ideas, will emerge through the process of reflective
give-and-take. But Steinmetz emphasizes the centrality of the text to this
give-and-take. The enterprise out of which the give-and-take among the
children emerges and around which it continues to be organized is that of
learning the text. In the course of this encounter with the text, problems
or questions arise – in this case, what might be the significance of the
Torah’s comment that God announced the flood seven days before its
onset? The ensuing effort to understand and address this problem is also
guided and constrained by the text itself. For the resolutions that the
learners come up with must themselves pass textual muster. “At these
times,” says Steinmetz, “it’s very exciting to me the way the children
ground their ideas in the text – which, of course, is only possible because
they learn it very carefully, pasuk by pasuk [sentence by sentence].”
And commenting about her own role in this process, she adds: “The
teacher’s job is not just to encourage them to look for evidence in the
text for their ideas; it’s also to model this very process and to infuse
their discussions with ideas that wouldn’t have spontaneously occurred
to them but that have the potential to enrich their thinking. On their own,
the kids might not have come up with the images of water and the ideas
about the role of water in the chapters of Genesis that come before the
Noah story; but once this material is out there, they’re able to move with
it.”
Here we encounter what are by now familiar themes in a new context.
Engaging a situation – in this case the text – in a spirit of inquiry
is at the heart of the episode, as the youngsters and their teacher
jointly identify and then try to make sense of problems presented by
the biblical text. But what is perhaps more striking in this particular
episode – and it’s something we already had the opportunity to witness
in the youngsters’ deliberations concerning homeless Joe – is the way in
which the intellectual movement described in this incident was social in
character: Without sacrificing intellectual rigor, members of this group
of learners (a group that includes but is not dominated by the teacher)
build on one another’s comments in a way that yields ideas that none of
them is likely to have come up with independently. As that one student
put it: “I had an idea, and then I listened to other kids’ ideas, and I
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put them together, and now I have a better idea.” In other words, here
the classroom exemplifies a community organized around imaginative
problem-solving on the part of a group of engaged inquirers, informed
by rigorous standards, enriched by inputs (in this case suggested by the
teacher, but in others by experts of different kinds), and culminating in
the emergence of a rich web of meaning.
Sixth example: Is it permissible to turn on lights on Shabbat?22
Mention has already been made of the twice-daily Beit Midrash,
one in Chumash and the other in rabbinic literature, in which
youngsters third grade and up participate. As background to this
example, it’s relevant to add that there’s a strong emphasis on the
interrelationship between the two literatures and on the pertinence
of what’s studied to their own lives.
In this particular year, the children are studying Seder Moed (a
section of the Mishna that deals with Shabbat and the holidays).
In the course of looking intensively at everything that is said
about Shabbat in the Chumash, they try to understand the relationship, pointed to in the Torah, between Creation, Shabbat, and the
Mishkan, and they also try their hand at identifying the kinds of
prohibited labors that might emerge from attention to the Chumash
alone. Then they go on to consider the 39 labors proscribed on
Shabbat in the Talmud: They examine different explanations for
why there are 39 prohibited labors; they work to understand the
major categories of prohibited labor; and they try to understand the
underlying principles at work in what is prohibited. Beyond this,
they wrestle with the implications of the Ramban’s (Nachmanides’)
commentary on Leviticus 23:24 in which he suggests, though not
in these words, that it is possible to keep “the letter of the law”
but violate its “spirit.” The children are asked: “What place do
you think a conception of the ‘spirit’ of the law ought to have in
shaping our attitudes and our actions?”
It is important to add to this that at the same time that the
22

This is the episode, referred to in a general way earlier, that was imperfectly executed.
The description that follows is in part a summary of what did happen, and in part,
especially in its later phases, an account of how it was supposed to proceed. In
analyzing the episode below, the significance of this gap between aspiration and
actuality is discussed.
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children are studying what is and is not permissible on Shabbat,
they have been learning, in the context of an interdisciplinary study
of American history, about the effects of the Industrial Revolution
on our lives and on the nature of the work we do. All of this
leads to a detailed study of the incandescent bulb, an inquiry which
includes reading primary and secondary sources about its invention,
exploring basic electrical concepts, building circuits, and creating
simple electrical gadgets.
These two streams of activity – the inquiry into Shabbat and the
study of the Industrial Revolution and incandescent bulbs – flow
into one another in the project that is the object of this final example.
Briefly, the children are asked to imagine how the invention of the
incandescent light bulb might have been greeted by Jews who had
heretofore relied on candles and kerosene lamps for light. Here’s
the exercise:
Imagine hearing that Edison has invented an electric bulb and
imagine seeing a light bulb for the rst time. You nd yourself
over Shabbat in a home which has electric lights, and you wonder
whether you may turn one on. What considerations are pertinent?
And what do you decide?
In addition to inviting the youngsters to reflect on what threatens to
undermine the spirit of Shabbat, these questions ask them to draw on
and extend their earlier inquiries concerning what it means to refrain
from work on Shabbat. As noted above, the children had already learned
that in the Talmud the rabbis addressed the question of what counts as
work by specifying 39 forms of labor that are to be included within the
biblical prohibition of work on Shabbat. Needless to say, since there was
no electricity at the time the rabbis were deliberating over these matters,
the Talmud does not explicitly discuss whether turning on electric lights
is forbidden. So one is left with the challenge of determining whether
turning on a light falls under one of the categories of labor which the
rabbis do explicitly forbid or whether it violates the spirit of the day. But
this in turn requires developing a deeper understanding of the nature of
the forbidden labors and of what goes on in the lighting of a bulb. And
this is precisely what the kids are challenged to do! Since, for example,
one of the labors forbidden on Shabbat is “kindling a fire,” the children
need to determine whether the defining characteristics of kindling a fire
are to be found in the activity of turning on a light bulb. Their inquiry
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requires them to identify characteristics like heat, light, and combustion
as defining characteristics of kindling a fire, as well as to investigate
whether these elements are sufficiently present in lighting a light bulb
to warrant putting this activity under the category of kindling a fire.
This turns out to be as much a lesson about science as about Torah – a
powerful example of what it might mean to integrate the Jewish and the
general curriculum.
Finally, against the background of these foregoing inquiries, each child
is expected to come up with his or her own perspective on the problem.
As Steinmetz wrote in a Newsletter describing the activity:
They will argue their hypotheses based on halakhic thinking,
scientific evidence, reflection on the nature of work, and a deep
appreciation of the prohibition of labor on Shabbat. They will
challenge each other’s ideas and they will be challenged by the
ideas of scholars, past and present, introduced by their teachers.
Each child will emerge with his or her best understanding of this
question.23
As this suggests, this light bulb project highlights the interplay between
autonomy and tradition in the life of Beit Rabban. The children were
to be engaged in a variety of investigations, culminating in the effort
to come up with their own judgement concerning whether it’s okay to
turn on lights on Shabbat. The aspiration animating the design of this
project was that by the time they completed the overall project, their
views would be grounded in reasons that testified to rich familiarity with
electricity and with biblical and rabbinic sources concerning Shabbat, as
well as in a lot of careful thinking about how these sources apply to our
own circumstances. Put differently, the activity exemplifies an approach
to problem-solving that encourages autonomy within the framework of
the tradition, with the tradition providing concerns, questions, ideas and
insights that feed the participants’ thinking.
It is beyond our purposes to assess the adequacy of the understanding
of autonomy that is embedded in this activity.24 For our purposes, the
23
24

Beit Rabban Newsletter, Winter 1998 – Choref, 5758, p. 4.
It may nonetheless be of interest to comment parenthetically on the understanding
of the relationship between autonomy and tradition that seems to me embedded in
the school’s ideology and practice. In particular, there is much to be said for the
idea that autonomy is only meaningful when it operates within the framework of a
particular tradition. When we think of moral autonomy, we think of people making
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relevant point is that the school is identified with a clear conception of
autonomy and that it is embodied in activities of the kind just described
(as in the others we have been considering).
I want to emphasize that it would be a mistake to infer from what has
just been said that the school’s message to youngsters is that learning is
instrumental to making decisions concerning how to live. Although they
may discover that learning is helpful in this way, the more fundamental
sub-text in an episode like the one just described is that engaging in
learning is central to one’s life as a Jewish human being. Put differently,
since engaging in this process of interpretation is itself one of the defining
characteristics of Jewish culture, the children’s engagement in this process
through the light bulb project and other activities is a vehicle of their
becoming rooted in this culture and beginning to contribute to the growth
of Torah. It is, the school assumes, through such activities – activities that
replicate the process through which Torah shbe’al peh (literally, the oral
Torah) develops – that the youngsters come to understand what it means
for Torah to grow through the process of continuing interpretation.
A related and a key point is this: This episode exemplifies the school’s
conviction that one’s life as a Jew is not separate from one’s life as an
inquiring, informed, and serious human being. One brings to questions
of Jewish life the same inquiring spirit that one brings to one’s inquiries
in Math and Social Studies, and one addresses Jewish questions not just
based on “what feels right” or what is “politically correct,” but through a
reflective process that takes seriously into account pertinent ideas drawn
from Judaism and the general culture.
Another feature of Beit Rabban that is illustrated by the light bulb
project concerns the kinds of problems which catalyze engaged problemsolving activities. Among some of those who champion the idea that
learning at its best is problem-solving, there is a tendency to insist
that the appropriate kinds of problems are “real and living” in the

moral decisions within the constraints of the moral point of view, and when we think
of the autonomy of a scientist we think of a person who is not outside of the tradition
of science but on the inside – someone who is steeped in its canons and standards
of evidence. My 8-year-old son developed into an autonomous chess player not by
stepping outside the framework of the game, but by mastering its rules and applying
them in a thoughtful way. If we take this example as a guide, we might say that what
autonomy is, is actually defined by the particular “games” or traditions in which we
participate.
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sense that they grow out of the concerns and interests of learners not
just as students but as human beings engaged in the world. And this
is certainly true of some of the problems that engage the energies of
youngsters at Beit Rabban – with the homelessness project serving as a
case-in-point. But, as the light bulb project illustrates (as do some of the
episodes we have considered relating to Torah study), the outlook and
practice of Beit Rabban also emphasize other circumstances in which a
problem will prove engaging enough to stimulate excited inquiry. In this
situation, what makes the problem engaging (if the school’s analysis is
correct) is not that it concerns something that the children are troubled
by in “real life” outside the school, but the simple fact that it embodies
an intellectually difficult challenge with a non-obvious solution.25 Beit
Rabban embodies the idea that the alternative to a traditional approach in
which problems are problems simply because the teacher declares them
to be so (irrespective of whether they engage the learner) is not only an
approach that emphasizes identifying the problems that interest learners
in their day-to-day lives, but also one that recognizes that intellectually
demanding challenges can themselves be very engaging and motivating,
irrespective of their immediate bearing on our lives outside the school.
I come, finally, to a critically important point that was alluded to
above. Though the light bulb project, as described, captures what the
school intended, this goal was imperfectly actualized in the actual life of
the school. Its achievement was constrained, Steinmetz believes, by the
limitations of the teachers who were unable to carry it off as conceived.
Though it may well be that more effective teachers could have been
more successful in this endeavor, the emphasis, in Steinmetz’s analysis,
was more on the difficulty of identifying many teachers anywhere with
the wherewithal to pull off this project. That is, it may be very hard to
find teachers who possess the kind of fluency in Hebrew, in Science, and
in the Jewish textual tradition that this kind of project requires, along
with the ability to integrate these domains meaningfully in a concrete
educational situation.26
25

26

The Beit Rabban perspective on what makes problems interesting is very close
in spirit to the views articulated long ago by Robert White in his discussion
of competence and effectance motivation. See, for example, Robert W. White,
“Motivation reconsidered: The concept of competence,” Psychological Review 1959,
66, 297–333.
If it is really true that it would be difficult to identify many teachers who are capable
of carrying out the curricular ideal that this project embodies, one would need to
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The fact – and the school’s admission – that this project was imperfectly
executed is important for a number of reasons. First, it highlights that
Beit Rabban is anything but a perfect school, if perfection means that it
achieves all of its aspirations. It doesn’t! For a variety of reasons, reasons
that may variously include bad planning, poor execution, the inability
to identify or attract teachers capable of adequately carrying out an
educationally very ambitious project, and insufficient resources, practice
often falls short of ideas inspired by the vision. Because my intention
has been to highlight the ways in which the school is vision-guided, I
have not focused on the school’s failures; but it is important to recognize
that, like other schools, this one sometimes fails. The point is important,
among other reasons, because it underscores that being vision-guided
is not an all-or-nothing affair and that, life being what it is, failures of
various kinds are inevitable.
A related point – mentioned more generally early on, but worth
reiterating in relation to Beit Rabban – is that what marks a school
like Beit Rabban as vision-guided is not that it is always successful in
actualizing its vision. By this standard, we would be hard-pressed to
identify any vision-guided institution. Better criteria for identifying such
an institution are, first, that there is a sustained, serious attempt to design
practice in light of a larger, thoughtfully developed conception of what
the enterprise is about; and, second, that there is a willingness – one
exhibited by Steinmetz in the present example – to evaluate honestly
whether things turn out as one would have hoped, with an eye towards
improving future practice. Beit Rabban’s effort to identify and address
gaps between vision and actuality are an important index of how serious
it is about making this vision come to life in the school. While the
effort to flag such gaps also falls short on occasion, it is undertaken with
sufficient seriousness to distinguish Beit Rabban from the vast majority
of educating institutions.

consider the possibility that this educational ideal is too ambitious. Note, though,
that even if we prove unable to identify educators who are ready to carry out such
a project today, this would be an insufficient reason to dismiss the ideal. A more
fruitful response might be to analyze carefully what teachers need to carry out a
project of this kind and to then develop an appropriate set of learning-experiences
for them. More generally, it could be that changes in the way we recruit and educate
educators, as well as changes in the rewards that go to educators, would help remedy
this problematic situation.
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Comparing the outlooks of Beit Rabban and John Dewey
Comparing the vision animating Beit Rabban with that of John Dewey,
whose ideas were embodied in the school he founded at the end of the
nineteenth century, may be a useful way of highlighting some of the
hallmark characteristics of Beit Rabban’s guiding vision, as we have
encountered them in the preceding pages. To those familiar with John
Dewey’s writings on education, and with the Dewey school, such a
comparison may well seem like a very natural one to draw. For they
will – rightly, I believe – sense a strong kinship between the way
inquiry figures into the life of Beit Rabban and the way it figures in
Dewey’s approach to education. For in a way that is very reminiscent
of the Dewey School, in the light bulb project, in the social service
initiative dealing with homelessness, as in many other episodes in the
daily life of Beit Rabban, the children are immersed in serious inquiries
designed to address problems that genuinely engage them – inquiries
that necessitate critical thinking and the investigation of ideas drawn
from diverse realms of human thought. Moreover, as in the Dewey
school, one finds an ethos that encourages educators and students alike
to adopt an experimentalist stance towards what they do, a stance which
includes the enthusiastic willingness to re-think activities and strategies
which imperfectly achieve their animating purposes. But although it is
appropriate to draw the comparison with Dewey, it is important not to
exaggerate the symmetry between Dewey’s educational outlook and that
of Beit Rabban. While this is not the occasion to explore this matter
systematically, such an exploration might revolve around at least two
kinds of issues.
First, whereas Beit Rabban gives a central place to classical Jewish
texts like the Torah and the Talmud, conveying in various ways that such
texts are worthy of reverence, Dewey would be uncomfortable with the
idea of encouraging this kind of an attitude towards any text. Though
he was certainly profoundly appreciative of some of the texts that we
would identify as classics of western civilization, e.g., Plato’s Republic,
he would probably resist treating these or any other books as necessarily
central to our outlook in the way that certain foundational texts function
in Jewish culture, as interpreted by Beit Rabban.
Second, while Dewey would certainly be sympathetic to the idea
of “learning for its own sake,” there is also a strong emphasis on
instrumentalism, i.e., on the ways in which ideas and the activity of
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learning that gives rise to them are tools of adaptation to our environment.
Though “learning for its own sake” may be something that will eventually
be arrived at, Dewey is concerned, particularly in the early stages of
education, to emphasize the instrumental value of learning and thinking.
Not that Beit Rabban is unsympathetic to this emphasis in many arenas: In
the case of the project aimed at addressing the needs of the homeless, the
thinking that the kids do is very much instrumental to their larger purpose
of relieving human suffering; and the message is very clearly conveyed
to them, as it was to youngsters in the Dewey school, that the quality of
their thinking is likely to have a real impact on their success in achieving
their purposes. But, at the same time as Beit Rabban emphasizes this kind
of instrumentalism in some arenas, in others, especially those associated
with text study, this emphasis is absent. As already suggested, at Beit
Rabban the learning of Jewish texts is built into the day-to-day life in a
way that gives it a more “for its own sake,” foundational character. The
message is: Engaging in this activity of learning is constitutive of who
we are.
Although the foregoing qualifications help to guard against any facile
identification of Beit Rabban’s outlook with that of John Dewey, they
should not distract us from the more important point: the vision that
defines Beit Rabban is substantially in the progressive tradition, as
Dewey (though not all his followers) understood it. Indeed, the vision that
informs Beit Rabban can fruitfully be viewed as a powerful integration
of this tradition with a significant stream in Jewish civilization.

The Insufficiency of Vision
Having emphasized the powerful role that Beit Rabban’s guiding vision
in determining the character of the school, I now want to reiterate in
relation to Beit Rabban a point made in a more general way much earlier
on: The thesis that Beit Rabban is guided by an existential vision should
not be confused with the stronger – and mistaken – view that this vision
is sufficient to give rise to the school’s actual practice. For one thing, the
move from a conception of a school that is ideally tailored to one’s vision
to the creation of an actual educational institution is inevitably influenced
by a variety of real world constraints. Notable among them are the amount
of money available for the enterprise, the availability of teachers whose
outlook, conduct and pedagogy are coherent with the school’s vision, and
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the availability, in appropriate numbers, of a clientele that is appropriate
for this kind of a school. In the case of Beit Rabban, scarcity of financial
resources is a serious constraint, with complex sources. It results not just
from the absence of wealthy patrons prepared to invest heavily in the
school, but also from the school’s difficulty attracting a larger clientele;
and the latter difficulty may itself arise in part out of the circumstance
that, because it is cash-poor, its physical space is primitive to the point
of discouraging some families from enrolling their children.
But, and this is an equally important point, even if Devora Steinmetz
and other Beit Rabban supporters owned a magic wand that enabled them
to acquire endless financial resources and the ability to attract whatever
educators and youngsters their hearts desired, Beit Rabban’s existential
vision would still prove insufficient as a guide to practice. For in the case
of Beit Rabban (and any other vision-guided educating institution), a
host of other kinds of beliefs mediate the move from an existential vision
specifying the kind of person and community one hopes to cultivate to
the design of an optimal educating institution.
One such set of mediating beliefs pertains to the ethics of various
educational practices. Among possible routes to achieving our educational purposes, we are likely to reject some and feel drawn to others
based on ethical considerations. Most of us, for example, are likely to
reject educational strategies which, even if they promise to be effective,
entail treating learners in cruel or disrespectful ways. More generally,
our educational practices will be constrained and shaped by our ethical
sensibilities and beliefs.27
Another set of mediating beliefs pertains to empirical questions concerning learning, development and motivation. Individuals who share
the same vision of the ideal graduate may end up creating very different
educational institutions because they have very different ideas about
27

Note that these ethical beliefs may themselves be intimately connected to our guiding
existential vision – so that it would be a violation of the vision to which we are
committed to employ certain potentially effective means. For example, an existential
vision informed by Buber’s “I-Thou” dialogical philosophy may rule out educational
methods that require dehumanizing youngsters along the way. It may also be the
case, however, that the ethical beliefs constraining our conduct have a source and a
warrant that is different from our guiding vision. I have discussed the issue of ethical
side-constraints that limit the selection of educational practices in “Education and
Manipulation,” Proceedings of the Philosophy of Education Society – 1997, Normal,
Illinois: Philosophy of Education Society, 1978, pp. 354–362.
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these matters. For example, followers of Freud, Skinner and Piaget are
likely to interpret educational realities and challenges in very different
terms and to come up with very different strategies.
Beit Rabban offers a wealth of illustrations of the ways in which
mediating empirical beliefs influence the shape of educational practice.
One such example, alluded to above, concerns the place of praise in
education. The school’s reluctance to lavish a lot of praise on youngsters
– something which is troubling to some of the parents – is a direct
outgrowth of certain beliefs concerning the alleged tendency of praise,
too liberally distributed, to diminish the meaning of excellence, to
nurture unhealthy motivations for learning, and to introduce a measure
of dishonesty into the life of the school. Similarly, the decision to use
the school’s scant resources to ensure that there is always one teacher for
every eight children, at the price of sacrificing esthetics and sophisticated
educational technology, grows out of beliefs concerning what are – and
what are not – essential conditions of human growth. Change these
beliefs, and the whole character of the school would rapidly change!28 It
is, moreover, important to add that the success of the school in making
progress in the directions specified by its vision depends substantially
on the adequacy of the empirical beliefs that mediate the move from
educational ideal to practice.

Conclusion
This last observation provides an occasion to emphasize certain inferences that should not be drawn from the suggestion that a school is
vision-guided. As just indicated, it would be a mistake to infer that,
because it is vision-guided, it is a good school, even in the eyes of
the person who advances the view that it is vision-guided. The vision
may be a problematic vision; and even if we judge the vision to be
adequate or even inspiring, the practices introduced to realize it may
be morally suspect and/or grounded in untenable empirical assumptions.
28

To illustrate this point, one might look at Plato’s Republic in which, in contrast to
Beit Rabban, careful attention is paid to the esthetics of the educational environment.
Lying behind this attention is Plato’s belief that the ideas of balance and rhythm that
are inevitably embedded in the design of the social and physical environment that
surrounds the child powerfully affect the inner balance – the moral balance – of the
developing child.
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And, as also suggested above, even if the vision is compelling and the
guiding empirical assumptions defensible, a school may fail to achieve
excellence for a host of other reasons, for example, because of its failure
to find an adequate and stable supply of teachers who are sympathetic to
the vision.
Another inference that should not be drawn from the declaration that
a school like Beit Rabban is vision-guided is that “down to its details”
the school will be informed by the vision. As earlier suggested, judged
by this very stringent standard, it is unlikely that any school could be
characterized as vision-guided; for all schools are likely to have pockets
that are not under the guidance of the visions that purport to guide
them. For imperfect human beings like ourselves, a more reasonable
standard for identifying an educating institution as “vision-guided” is
that it is informed by a continuing effort to bring its practice more
into line with its guiding vision, as reflected in the way it approaches
deliberations concerning such matters as policy, curriculum, hiring and
firing, admissions, budget allocations, and crises.
Yet another inference that should be avoided is that if the school’s
vision is inspiring, and its practices sound, both ethically and empirically,
and largely in sync with the vision, it will necessarily thrive. For a
variety of reasons, such a school may nonetheless fail to endure. This,
unfortunately, has been the fate of more than one exciting vision-guided
school that has emerged over the last one hundred years or so. In the
case of Beit Rabban, its efforts to endure as a vision-guided institution
continue into the present, with different levels of success at different
moments in its history, and different trajectories that depend on such
variables as the outlook and style of new leaders (i.e., those that succeeded
Devora Steinmetz), the pool of available of teachers, and changes in the
population of parents and children.
I conclude with the following point. As suggested in various ways
above, vision-guided schools will not necessarily prove economically
or otherwise viable schools or even good schools; and even at their
best moments, the real world institutions we describe as vision-guided
typically fall far short of what optimal vision-guided practice would
look like. Moreover, numerous circumstances threaten to erode whatever
vision-guided character such schools have at their best moments. So one
might well wonder: Why bother? Why work so hard – and hard work
it will be – to encourage vision-guided educational practice? Is it not a
Sisyphean endeavor?
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The answer, I believe, is twofold. First, although vision is not sufficient
to give rise to worthy educational practice, and although we may be able
to point to exciting examples of education that have not depended
on clarity of vision, on the whole, the presence of vision profoundly
enhances the likelihood of quality educational practice. It is a critical
ingredient, even if it is not sufficient or, in all cases, necessary.
The second point is suggested by an observation made by John Dewey
in a different, but related, context. Acknowledging that, at best, we have
very limited control over the course of our lives, Dewey responded as
follows to those who for this reason challenged the wisdom of devoting
much energy to the exercise of foresight: Control over the future is as
precious as it is slight!29 Even a little bit of control can make a huge
difference. Similarly, in the case of vision: In the end, even if a school
is, for a variety of reasons, very imperfectly guided by a worthy vision,
and even if the extent of this guidance waxes and wanes over time, this
“little bit” of guidance may make the difference between an excellent
and a mediocre educational institution.30

29
30

See John Dewey, Human Nature and Conduct, New York: Modern Library, 1930, p.
245.
As Seymour Fox says in Vision at the Heart: “[I]t is true that in the normal course
of events you will invariably fall short of your carefully thought-out vision. That is
the way of the world: If you start with cognac, you’ll be lucky to end up with grape
juice. But that’s not a bad result when you consider the alternative – if you start with
grape juice, you’ll probably end up with Kool-Aid!” (p. 3).

From Curriculum to Teaching in the Classroom:
The Case of Teaching Bible
(Abstract)

Asher Shkedi

This article examines the implementation of the external written curriculum in the classroom. The study is based on observations and
interviews with 26 Israeli Bible teachers using a formal curriculum and
teachers’ guide in their work. The study distinguishes between three
types of curriculum narratives: the frame narrative, the task narrative
and the meta-narrative. Whereas both the curriculum writers and the
teachers are conscious of the existence of the frame and task narratives,
neither group perceives the existence of the meta-curriculum narrative.
Most teachers perceive the writers’ frame curriculum narrative and the
curriculum activities as nonobligatory and, indeed, some 80% of the
classroom curriculum tasks analyzed in this study were created by the
teachers and not suggested by the curriculum writers. Teachers are
unaware of the curriculum writers’ meta-narrative and construct their
own meta-narratives which were found to differ radically from those of
the writers. As the present study shows, the conception of the teacher
as submissive to the written curriculum, which she or he interprets and
adapts while preserving its principles, is inconsistent with teachers’ own
curriculum thinking, which apparently involves narrative thought and
sees both curriculum and teaching as revealed stories which are used as
a source of stimulation and inspiration.

The Student, the Text and They Who are Between –
On Dialogic Teaching of Jewish Thought
(Abstract)

Inbar Galili-Schachter

The article presents a case illustration of a dialogic reading of a Jewish
text that took place in a highschool class in Jewish Thought.
This case study will be used to argue that the hermeneutics of dialogue
are likely to propose a way of coping with the difficulties of teaching
Judaism. Our discussion is based on Rosenak’s (1986) and Cohen’s
(1999; 2005) theoretical analyses. Rosenak argues that the underlying
reason for the failure of teaching Jewish texts is the gap between the
subject matter and the student, which he characterizes as being a result
of the tension between authenticity and relevance in teaching Jewish
texts. Cohen proposes hermeneutical options that can be used in order to
deal with this tension, drawing on the approaches of twentieth-century
scholars.
Hermeneutical stances are also a component of teachers’ knowledge.
Teachers’ narratives and the knowledge expressed by them are a potential
resource with which to deal with educational problems on both the
theoretical and the practical levels.
We use a case study to illustrate how both the authenticity of the text
and its relevance are reflected in dialogic teaching.
In light of this case study, we will argue that a dialogic approach in
teaching Jewish texts requires the teacher to act as an intermediary, who
may be defined as an authentic teacher conducting dialogue with both
the text and the students.

Education, Translation and the Text
Barry W. Holtz
At the beginning of his recent book ÔÂÈÚ ÍÈ¯ˆ,1 Mike Rosenak raises a
set of questions that are at the heart of his career’s work: In what way
is it possible to establish a religious and cultural connection between the
contemporary world and the generations that have come before us? In
what way can we imagine a link between the Jewish heritage of the past
and the particular consciousness of modernity? And what is the role of
education in making those connections?2
All of us who have been his students and colleagues have learned a
great deal from the very way that he has framed questions and the ways
that he has constructed rubrics of understanding that have guided the
work of both scholars and educational practitioners around the world.
His questions have become our questions; his way of thinking has guided
us all.
To get inside these issues, I am going to begin with a text from the
past. It’s not one that would come immediately to mind in thinking about
Mike Rosenak, but the relevance, I hope, will become clear. I am going to
explore this “foreign” text and let it lead me to thinking about a familiar
Talmudic passage. That Jewish source, it is my argument here, can be
understood as an exploration of a core idea in education. What I wish to
do here is both to consider that idea (the question of theory and practice)
and to see the way that a classical text can open up, in a pedagogic way,
a question that is far from where that text itself is located.
Let us begin with the following story, written a long time ago: In the
middle of his life a man loses his way. He sinks into a valley of despair;
he becomes lost in a forest of confusion. He loses hope. He knows
where he would like to go, but the way is difficult, filled with terrifying
1

ÂÓÊ· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰¯„ÂÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ;ÔÂÈÚ ÍÈ¯ˆ, Jerusalem: The Magnes Press &

2

Lifshitz Academic College, 2003.
Ibid., p. 1.
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impediments. How can he find what he seeks? How can he reach the goal
that lies, tantalizingly, before him? Suddenly, out of nowhere, someone
comes to his aid – a guide, a teacher who can lead him. With his teacher’s
help, he begins his long journey.
Thus begins Dante’s Inferno, a work that deals with nothing less than
heaven and hell, the nature of sin, the ultimate consequences of human
deeds and the meaning of life and death. Yet parallel to these great themes
we see another story taking place as well. The Inferno is arguably the
greatest representation in western literature of the relationship between
teacher and student, the most poignant portrait of what it means to learn
and be taught.
What conception of teaching and learning do we see in The Inferno?
To begin with we understand that for the first person poet-narrator of
The Inferno, education is centered in a relationship with one particular
teacher, the great Latin poet Virgil, who has returned from his own resting
place in the outer ring of Hell to guide our narrator through a terrifying
excursion through the underworld. The purpose of the journey is not
even clear – it begins with Dante3 unable to reach his ultimate goal, to
“ascend the delightful mountain, source/And principle that causes every
joy” (I, 59–60) because his way has been blocked by a terrible (and no
doubt allegorical) she-wolf. Virgil proposes to take him on a journey, yet
how the journey through Hell will help him is not entirely obvious. At
their first meeting Virgil tells him “A different path from this one would
be best/For you to find your way from this feral place” (I, 70–71) but, as
time passes, it becomes clear that the journey itself plays a crucial role in
Dante’s ability to make that ascent. The journey, in other words, is part
of the redemptive process. Or to put it in other terms: the experience of
learning that will take place along the way is the reason for the journey.
3

I am using the marvelous translation by Robert Pinsky, The Inferno of Dante, New
York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1994. For the sake of convenience and following
convention, I will from this point forward refer to the narrator of the poem as
“Dante” rather than “the speaker” or “the narrator.” The poem is written in the first
person and the speaker is a poet located in a particular time (around 1300) and place
(Florence). Of course, we might actually talk about two Dantes – Dante Aligheri
(1265–1321), the author of the poem, and “Dante” the fictional narrator whom the
reader encounters in the narrative. Though, as John Freccero has noted, “Unlike
Plato’s allegories, however, Dante’s journey is autobiographical. Several passages
are explicitly so and serve to reinforce the sense in which the descent into Hell may
be thought of as a descent into Dante’s past.” [Foreword to the Pinsky translation, p.
xiv.]
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The Inferno is at once a story about the nature of education and a tale
of a person being educated. “This is no causeless trek” (VII, 9) after all.
Dante is not in Hell “for punishment of guilt [...] But for experience”
(XXVIII, 44–45).
Experience. Dante’s journey is about experience, but it is not about
unmediated experience; it is about experience as refracted through the
eyes of a teacher. Virgil’s role is crucial for Dante’s education, but
how precisely that act of educating occurs is worth looking at more
closely. Like most teachers, Virgil educates by speaking; indeed his very
essence seems linked to vocal expression. At their first meeting the
poet describes Virgil with a striking line, as “one who seemed nearly
to fade/As though from long silence” (I, 47–48). Without speech he has
virtually disappeared. And, in fact, throughout the rest of The Inferno
we see Virgil do a great deal of talking – lecturing we might say – in
his encounters with Dante. Curiously, unlike most teachers, however,
Virgil rarely asks questions. He employs a different pedagogical method,
one that seems in some ways strikingly modern: Rather than asking
his “student” questions, Virgil instead confronts him with experiences.
These experiences in turn lead Dante, the student, to ask his teacher to
interpret what he has just seen. “Who are these [...]?” Dante (not Virgil)
asks and “What is this [...]?” over and over again. At the beginning of
Canto VIII, for example, they come upon two signal flames answering
one another:
[...] I turned to face
My sea of knowledge and said, O Master, say:
What does this beacon mean? And the other fire –
What answer does it signal? And who are they
Who set it there? [...] (VIII, 6–10)
And the teacher – that “sea of knowledge” – will answer him. The
pattern recurs numerous times throughout the poem. Watching Virgil
guide Dante, I am reminded of Dewey’s description of the teacher’s use
of the physical environment:
A primary responsibility of educators is that they not only be aware
of the general principle of the shaping of actual experience by
environing conditions, but that they also recognize in the concrete
what surroundings are conducive to having experiences that lead to
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growth. Above all, they should know how to utilize the surroundings
[...] so as to extract from them all that they have to contribute to
building up experiences that are worth while.4
Virgil seems to believe that it is only by looking at confusion face to face
that Dante will be able to know enough or care enough to ask serious
questions. Part of what Dante learns is to become an asker of questions.
He emulates his teacher (XI, 100) and the characteristic way of learning
that Virgil propounds – reflection on experience.
In addition, The Inferno emphasizes the power of personal relationship
as a core dimension of the teacher-learner experience. In the same Canto
quoted above, in a moment of terror Dante calls out:
[...] “O my dear guide,” I said
“Who has restored my confidence seven times over,
And drawn me out of peril – stay at my side. [...]”
(VIII, 92–94)
And Virgil answers him, “wait for me here/And feed your spirit hope
and comfort: remember,/ I won’t abandon you in this nether sphere”
(VIII, 100–101). This is a theme that runs throughout the poem, building
in significance as time passes. Indeed, the personal connection between
Dante and Virgil seems to be the core definition of the learning experience
itself. Virgil comes to know the very core of Dante’s being. “You,” Dante
tells him, “know the things I leave unsaid” (XIX, 35). In fact, Virgil
compares it to the ultimate image of inner interpersonal understanding:
the relationship between parent and child. In Canto VIII, Virgil is a
“gentle father” (line 103), later he becomes a mother protecting and
rescuing her child:
My leader took me up at once, and did
As would a mother awakened by a noise
Who sees the flames around her, and takes her child
Concerned for him more than herself. [...] (XXIII, 34–37)
This is what it means to be a teacher – to be the father or mother of the
student, the originator of life itself. The Inferno, I have tried to indicate
here, is a book about the acts of teaching and learning. It is, at least
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in part, about the relationship between the teacher and the student in a
idealized setting. Here the student comes to leave behind the greatest pit
of despair a human being can imagine and move on to maturity in the
footsteps of his mentor. Following the pathway opened by the beloved
teacher – “Following in the tracks of his dear feet” (XXIII, 148) – we
find our liberation.
So goes The Inferno. But what, one might ask, have I been doing these
last few pages? I have begun an exploration of the idea of teaching and
learning using an old text as my guide. Is this what The Inferno is about?
Is the poem a lengthy exploration of the nature of pedagogy? At its core,
I think it is fair to say that this is not the main focus of The Inferno,
but what I have done here – using the poem as an exploration of an
educational issue – is not illegitimate. It allows the contemporary reader
an access point and it helps answer the question: Can the texts of the
past speak to the concerns of today? In many ways it is the beginning of
an analysis and inquiry, not the end, and in that sense I think it is useful
to view the use of such texts as pedagogic rather than authoritative.
At this point let us turn to a Jewish text to see how it might also offer a
way into a complex educational problem. But before doing so, we ought
to consider the ways that the texts of the Jewish tradition differ markedly
from texts such as Dante. The Inferno is a literary work. It is embedded
deeply in a religious tradition, true, and its focal point is the world of
Heaven and Hell. But the text itself has no claims to be a normative
text inside the religious tradition. The majority of Jewish texts – at least
through most of Jewish history – were not viewed as literary excursions.
The texts embodied the tradition and its demands. These demands had
claims upon individuals in terms of practice, thought, values and ideas.
Therefore interpretations of texts from the Jewish tradition raise an
additional level of concern and require a careful level of self-reflection,
as we shall see below.
As an example let us consider the following well-known question
debated in the Talmud: What is more important, the Talmud asks, study
or deeds? Rabbi Tarfon replies “Deeds”; Rabbi Akiva asserts “Study.”
The sages agree with Akiva, but they add an explanation: “Study –
because it leads to deeds.” (‰˘ÚÓ È„ÈÏ ‡È·Ó „ÂÓÏ˙), (Kiddushin 40b).
This answer, of course, is a paradox. Study is better... but only because
it leads to action! But doesn’t that mean that what’s really greater is
action? We are left, caught in that pendulum of ideas. Study or deeds
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– ‰˘ÚÓ Â‡ „ÂÓÏ˙, learning or doing. Or, as we in education might say,
“theory or practice.” Can we not argue that that is what the Talmudic text
is grappling with? Study is the arena of the mind, the realm of theory.
Practice is the playing field of deeds.
Beginning with this text leads me, then, to consider the relationship
between theory and practice, an issue that has long perplexed those
involved in so-called “practical” disciplines such as education.5 In these
domains, theory and practice are often seen as conflictive or oppositional.
Theory, it is believed, lives in the world of abstract concepts; practice
is about getting things done in the “real world.” As Wilfred Carr puts
it, people believe that “solutions to theoretical problems are found in
knowing something; practical problems can only be solved by doing
something.”6 But Carr points out that there is a problem in applying this
view to the area of education:
When applied to the field of education, however, this view of
practice is always unsatisfactory. For example, certain educational
problems (What should I teach? What should I include in the
“core” curriculum?) are clearly “practical” in the sense that they
are problems about what to do. At the same time, however, they are
“general” rather than “particular,” “abstract” rather than “concrete,”
and relatively “context-free.”7
That is, “the practical situation may call for immediate action based on
a timeless question that has been debated ‘in theory’ since the time of
Plato.”8 Thus deciding the specific content of the Bible curriculum for
students of different abilities may raise enduring questions about the
nature and value of human beings, the role of intelligence in evaluating
individuals, and the justice of evaluation entirely.
As Carr points out, “by making the twin assumptions that all practice
is non-theoretical and all theory is non-practical, this approach [of seeing
theory and practice as oppositional] always underestimates the extent to
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which those who engage in educational practices have to reflect upon,
and hence theorize about, what, in general, they are trying to do.”9
Because of its centrality to the issues of pedagogy, philosophers of
education have devoted a great deal of effort in exploring the relationship
between theory and practice. Dewey, for example, worried that teacher
training institutions tended to put far too much emphasis on the practices
of teaching while ignoring both deep engagement with the content of
learning and the principles that need to undergird pedagogy. “There
is a technique of teaching,” he wrote, “just as there is a technique of
piano-playing. The technique, if it is to be educationally effective, is
dependent upon principles. But it is possible for a student to acquire
outward form of method without capacity to put it to genuinely educative
use.”10 It is this failure to integrate theory and practice that leads, in
Dewey’s view, to some teachers starting off strong in their teaching
careers but eventually failing to grow. “Such persons,” he says “seem
to know how to teach, but they are not students of teaching [...].”11 For
teachers “the root of the matter is not in them, unless they continue to be
students of subject-matter and students of mind-activity.”12 By “mindactivity” Dewey meant what we would call the psychology of learning
and perhaps even the psychology of learning particular subject matters,
anticipating in these words Lee Shulman’s concept of “pedagogical
content knowledge.”13
But these are not simple matters. Everyone surely agrees that the ideal
teacher knows both theory and practice. But how much theory does a
practitioner need to have? And in what way? Donald Schon tried to deal
with some of these questions in his famous Reflective Practitioner by
delineating and differentiating among “theory,” “implicit theory,” “theory
of practice,” “theory in use,” etc. But these questions remain open and
perplexing. In work that Gail Zaiman Dorph, Susan S. Stodolosky
and Renee Wohl have done studying the impact on participants of
the Mandel Teacher Educator Institute (MTEI), a program for training
9

9
10
9

11
12
13

Ibid.
John Dewey, “The Relation of Theory to Practice,” in John Dewey on Education,
edited by Reginald D. Archambault, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press,
1964, p. 318.
Ibid., p. 320–321.
Ibid., p. 321.
Lee S. Shulman, “Those Who Understand: Knowledge Growth in Teaching,” Educational Researcher 15:2 (1986).

458

Barry W. Holtz

teacher educators, the distinction between “knowing the theory” and
“doing the practice” has been found to be quite significant.14 In a case
study of two graduates of the MTEI program, the researchers try to
explore the subtleties involved in moving from learning new approaches
to professional development and implementing those approaches after
the program has ended. As they introduce their study, the researchers
point out:
Most MTEI graduates come to see professional development as a
long-term process involving the development of goals and practices
that lead to understanding and a reflective stance toward teaching
enacted in a collegial context. MTEI graduates also learn to privilege subject matter knowledge and knowledge of ways of teaching
specific content (pedagogical content knowledge). But new ways
of thinking do not necessarily lead to altered practice [emphasis
added] in a facile manner and we know little about the experiences
of those attempting to implement visions such as those espoused
by MTEI.15
In the article, the reader can witness the ways that the two graduates try
to negotiate the “study” of their two years in the MTEI program aimed
at changing the “practice” of professional development that has been
familiar to them over time. How can they come to introduce more Jewish
text study into the professional development activities that they lead?
How do they introduce modes of learning with their teachers that are
less “telling” and more inquiry-oriented? These are not simple matters,
as this example of research shows and yet it is also clear that ‡È·Ó „ÂÓÏ˙
‰˘ÚÓ È„ÈÏ – study does lead to practice, at least under certain conditions.
And in saying that, I return to our Talmudic passage. I said above that
the text seems to be presenting a kind of paradox – in answering the
question of “which is more important, study or practice?” Rabbi Akiva
wins the day by asserting that study is more important. But the reason
stated is that study leads to practice. The argument seems to turn around
on itself. But if I may be granted a bit of interpretive license here, going
beyond where the Talmud itself might want to go, I think we might
14
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speculate that the passage is not offering us a circular paradox after all.
Surely, the rabbis were aware of the oddity of the Sages’ solution to
the problem – that study is better because it leads to practice. And yet
they all proclaim their view to be correct. In the end, what they seem
to be saying is what Dewey, Carr and others have said: that theory and
practice are wrapped up in one another, that they form the polarities of
a deliberation that ultimately needs both. To be an educator means to
accept that we live with that tension; indeed we welcome it.
Let us pause and consider what has been happening here. My method
has been to begin with a Talmudic text, reconceptualize it as an example
of an issue in educational theory and move into the writing of Carr and
Dewey and then around back to the Talmud. It is not unreasonable to
suggest that it is a pedagogic strategy that many of us have learned at
the feet of Mike Rosenak. A brief perusal of his Roads to the Palace16
will suffice to make the case.
Not too long ago, I gave a talk that used this very Rosenakian
strategy and introduced the ideas that I have been addressing above.
At the conclusion, a gentleman in the audience raised his hand. “But,”
he insisted, “the Talmud is not talking about questions of theory and
practice in education at all. It’s simply talking about the conflict between
learning Torah and doing mitzvot.” This was an interesting point. Of
course, he was right. But at the same time he was wrong. Because what
he was not prepared to do was release his hold on the plain meaning of
the text to give it any interpretative play. He was, we might say, wedded
to peshat and would not allow my derash to intrude. His insistence on
the plain meaning had its own nobility, but it left us with very little room
to maneuver.
Moshe Halbertal’s exploration of the distinction between “sealed” and
“open” canonical texts is relevant to this discussion.17 Halbertal points
out the paradox inherent in a “sealed” canon such as what we have in
the Jewish tradition: One might think that a sealed canon (a fixed and
unchangeable collection of sacred texts) would lead to a more restrictive
interpretive mode. Texts would be fixed and their meanings fixed. But,
16
17
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in fact, the opposite is true. In limiting the contents of the canon, the
tradition needs to find room for the canon to remain eternally alive and
relevant.
“In short,” Halbertal writes, “canonization of the text may at times
serve to take the authority away from its original meaning, allowing the
commentator to choose the meaning that will be deemed authoritative.
In reality, he wields authority over the text.”18 Thus the enterprise of
interpretation, of turning Talmud and Maaseh into “theory and practice”
is inevitable, if canonized texts like the Talmud are to remain vibrant.
Pedagogy and interpretation are bound up with one another, of course.
We need to interpret the text, understand it in some fashion, before
we figure out how we want to teach it. Our teaching is, after all, the
expression of our interpretation.
Inevitably, therefore, we run headlong into what might be called the
dilemma of pedagogic (that is, interpretive) license. How far can we go
in teaching (that is, interpreting) the text before us? The whole movement
of the Jewish tradition, Halbertal shows, is to validate a range of such
readings. Perhaps this is because one of the most difficult enterprises in
hermeneutical work is to figure how to delegitimize some interpretations
(and not others), while retaining a commitment to the act of interpretation
itself! Thus the potential to teach the text aiming at many different and
perhaps surprising outcomes is built into the structure of a tradition with
a sealed canon and a hermeneutic inclination.
The language and weight of the Jewish tradition provide one way of
talking about this dilemma, as we have seen. Another way of viewing it is
through the lens of education. We see it most clearly in Mike Rosenak’s
work on the problem of “educational translation”:
When we observe what pedagogues do with subject matter that they
are transmitting to pupils we see that translation is a staple of most
educational activities and situations. For example, when teachers
take pupils for an overnight hike to teach them scouting, they tell
the youngsters that “we are going to have a great time.” This is a
didactically based translation of an exercise in social training and
the inculcation of skills. When physicists assist in translating the
substance of their subject matter into teaching models, or Biblical
scholars help educators move scholarship into teaching Torah, they
18
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are likewise translating from scholarship to the classroom. Thus,
any translation is an attempt, usually by an expert, to render a
concept located in a mode of discourse that is incomprehensible
to particular hearers, because they don’t know it or don’t take it
seriously, into an idiom that does make sense to them and evokes
interest in them, so that they are enabled to learn something from
the (original) concept.19
It has been argued that the issue of “translation” is particularly problematic when trying to relate religious concepts to a secular context. Thus
Alasdair MacIntyre notes that,
when secular predicates such as “powerful” and “wise” are transferred to a religious application, they undergo a change. Certainly
they are used analogically; but just this is the point. A new element
is introduced with the analogical adaptation of the concept. The
transition from “powerful” to “omnipotent” is not merely quantitative. For the notion of “supreme in this or that class” cannot easily
be transferred to a being who does not belong to a class (as God
does not). And thus a new concept has been manufactured.20
Although Rosenak warns against the distortions that can happen in the
act of educational translation, he has nonetheless argued for the viability
of what he calls “partial translation”:
The practitioner of partial translation insists that such a reflective
yet deeply embedded cultural-religious world-view as the Jewish
one can be expressed in varied literary or philosophical modes
without sacrificing its character and authenticity.21
Exploring Dante for ideas about teaching is a kind of partial translation.
We do so with an awareness that everything that I see in Dante might not
have been seen or intended by Dante himself, that I am self-consciously
interpreting for my own (contemporary) purposes, but that nonetheless
the text before us has power and wisdom to offer a student today. Using
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Talmudic texts to explore issues in Jewish education is another example
of such translations.22
I have been writing here about Dante and the Talmud, but we should
also consider how such an educational stance works with teaching the
Bible. It seems to me that what is true of Dante and the Talmud is even
more true of the Bible, a work of greater antiquity whose origins are
embedded in mystery. The Bible carries with it, as well, the mystique of
its own interpretive history, something that virtually no other work can
claim. Because through most of its history the Bible has been viewed
as sacred, because it has accrued centuries of exegesis from a variety of
traditions, its hold on us is deep and difficult to characterize. It is simply
there.
Franz Rosenzweig expressed this well when he wrote about the way
that the Bible can speak to an ordinary contemporary person, a person
who “is no believer, but no unbeliever either,” one who “has neither
belief nor unbelief, but both belief and unbelief happen to him”23:
A person leading such a life can bring to the Bible only a readiness
both for belief and for unbelief, not a circumscribable belief that he
finds the Bible confirming. Even his readiness is uncircumscribed
and unlimited. Everything can become credible for him, even the
incredible. What is believable is for him not interspersed within
what is unbelievable – i.e., what merits unbelief – like veins of
metal in stone, nor linked with its opposite like the kernel of the ear
of corn with its dry husk. Rather, as a spotlight brings one sector
of the landscape out of darkness, then another, then is dimmed, so
for this person the days of his life illuminate Scripture, and let him
see sometimes, amidst Scripture’s human traits, also what is more
than human – today here, tomorrow there, but with today’s event
implying no guarantee of tomorrow’s. Yet everywhere these human
traits can, in the light of a lived day become transparent, so that
22
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suddenly they are written into the center of his own heart, and the
divinity in what has been humanly written is, for the duration of
this heartbeat, as clear and certain as a voice calling in this moment
into his heart and being heard. Not everything in Scripture belongs
to him, not today and not ever. But he knows that he belongs to
all of it. This readiness and this readiness alone is, as applied to
Scripture, his belief.24
Rosenzweig speaks of readiness and Rosenak teaches us about the need
for the work of educational translation. (Perhaps it is not so surprising
that Rosenzweig spent so long working on a “translation” of the Bible!)
These two enterprises end up in the same place after all. The openness
to the text that Rosenzweig demands is precisely the great message in
Mike Rosenak’s life in Jewish education: the tradition lives – for those
who make it come alive. La’asok b’divrei talmud torah – labor in it, in
the work of translation, and you will be blessed.
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The Concept of Translation in the
Philosophy of Education
(Abstract)

Hanan Alexander and Ari Bursztein

This article provides a philosophical analysis of the concept of “translation” in normative educational thought. It draws on the writings of
a number of Jewish educational thinkers heavily influenced by Joseph
Schwab, who refer to the idea of “translation into the curriculum,”
such as Seymour Fox, Michael Rosenak and Jonathan Cohen. Generally
speaking, such thinkers draw on Joseph Schwab’s theory of curriculum
construction, as well as usually appearing under the rubric of “translating
philosophy into education.” Its argument is that this school’s contribution
can be implemented not only in the context of Jewish education but also
in any other educational framework.
Conceptions of “translation” in educaitonal philosophy can be roughly
divided ito three groups: 1) translation as adaptation; 2) translation as
interpretation; and 3) translation as implication. Each of these categories
can, in turn, be divided into sub-groups: 1) Translation as adaptation:
a) translation as adaptation between theory and practice; b) translation
as adaptation between past and present; and c) translation as adaptation
between ethical teachings and their inculcation and acquisition by the
individual. 2) Translation as interpretation: a) translation as objective
interpretation; b) translation as subjective interpretation; and c) translation as inter-subjective interpretation. 3) Translation as implication: a)
translation as logical implication; b) translation as realistic implication;
and c) translation as psychological implication.
After in-depth consideration of several possible meanings of the
concept “translation” in education, we contend that the philosophy of
education cannot help but take a normative educational stance, but only
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after the conceptual meaning of the matter has been subjected to detailed
analysis.
Lastly, we offer a practical proposal for discussing such a normative
stance which we have called “the deliberation prior to the deliberation.”
Because this process is likely to involve a fair number of practical and
ethical problems, we have discussed some of the mandatory conditions
that must be met in order for proper “pre-deliberation” to take place.
It is our opinion that the goal of “pre-deliberation” is not to translate
“real” philosophy into education, but to tackle the moral philosophical
positions accepted among the community responsible for education so
that curricular deliberations, from which will stem forms of education
which are both intelligent and judicious, can take place.
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