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‡Â·Ó

Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ

.'È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈÂÈÚ' ‰¯„Ò· È¯È˘Ú‰ Í¯Î‰ ˙‡ ÂÈ‡¯Â˜Ï ˘È‚‰Ï ÌÈÁÓ˘ Â‡
ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó Ï˘Â ÏÏÎ· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙‡ ˙‡Ë·Ó ‰¯„Ò‰
È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ ˙ÂÚ‚Â‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ· ÈÓ„˜‡ ÔÂÈÚÏÂ ¯˜ÁÓÏ Ë¯Ù· È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ
Í¯Ú˘ ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÒÂÈÎ‰ ÌÂÎÈÒ ‡È‰ ‰Ê Í¯Î· ˙ÒÂÎÓ‰ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ˙ÙÂÒ‡ .ÂÓÊ·
˘ÂÏ˘Â ÌÈ˘ÂÏ˘ ¯Á‡Ï ˙Â‡ÏÓ‚Ï Â˙˘È¯Ù Ï‚¯Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â„Â·ÎÏ
ÂÙ˙˙˘‰Â ,2000 ÈÂÈ ˘„ÂÁ· ÌÈÈ˜˙‰ ÒÂÈÎ‰ .ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó· ¯˜ÁÓÂ ‰‡¯Â‰ ˙Â˘
ÈÙÎ ,'˜ÈÈÓ' Ï˘ ÌÈ·¯‰ ÂÈ¯È˜ÂÓÂ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÔÎÂ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÓÂ ı¯‡‰ ÔÓ ÌÈ˙ÈÓÚ Â·
˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó ÒÂÈÎ· ÂÚÓ˘Â‰˘ ˙Â·Â‚˙‰Â ˙Â‡ˆ¯‰‰ .ÏÂÎ ÈÙ· ËÚÓÎ ‰ÂÎÓ ‡Â‰˘
˙È˙Â‚‰ ‰ÓÂ¯˙ Ì‰Ï Ì¯˙ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Â „ÁÂÈÓ· Ì‰· ÔÈÈÚ˙Ó ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ÌÈ‡˘Â
Ï˘ '¯·Â„Ó'‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï ÂˆÓ‡˙‰ Í¯Î‰ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· .˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙È¯˜ÁÓÂ
Ì‚ ‡È‰˘ ,ÒÂÈÎ‰ ˙¯˙ÂÎ .ÌÈ·È‚Ó‰ È¯·„ Ï˘ È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰ ÏÚÂ ÌÈˆ¯Ó‰ È¯·„
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÌÈÂÂÈÎ ?ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ Â‰ÈÓ' ‡È‰ ,Ô‡Î ‡·ÂÓ‰ Í¯Î‰ Ï˘ Â˙¯˙ÂÎ
ÔÈ· ÔÈ¯˘ÈÓ· ÔÈ· ,ÌÈÚ‚Â ‰ÙÂÒ‡· ÌÈÒÂÎÓ‰ ÌÈ·˙Î‰ ÏÎ ÔÎ˘ ,'È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘
Ë·Ó ˙Â„Â˜ÏÂ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰Ï ‰˜ÈÊ· ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ˙ÁÓˆ‰ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÒ· ,ÔÈÙÈ˜Ú·

.˙ÂÂÂ‚ÓÂ ˙Â·¯
ÈÒÁÈÏ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ .'˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' ‰È‰ ÒÂÈÎ‰ ˙‡ Á˙Ù˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ‡˘Â‰
˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙ÏÂ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰Ï ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙È¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ˙ÂÓ‡‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈÏÓÂ‚‰
Ì‚ ÁÙËÏ ˘˜·Ó ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ‰ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê È˙ÂÈ˘È‡Â ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ÔÂÂÈÎ .˙Â¯Á‡
‰ÈÈ‡¯‰ ˙ÈÂÂÊÓ ‰Ê ·Î¯ÂÓ ‡˘ÂÏ ˘‚È ÔÒÈ ÈÎ„¯Ó 'ÙÂ¯Ù .ÂÈ˙ÂÎÈÏ‰· Ì‚Â ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ·
ÔÎ˙È˙ Ì‡‰' ‡È‰ ÂÓˆÚÏ ·ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ï‡˘‰ .˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ‰ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰ Ï˘
ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ,˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ·Á¯Ó ÈÙ· Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˙¯‚ÂÒ ‰È‡˘ ÂÊÎ ,‰ÁÂ˙Ù ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
ÒÈÒ··'˘ ÔÚÂË ÔÒÈ ?'‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯˙ÂÒ Û‡Â Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÌÈ¯Ê‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡Â
,Í¯ÚÏ ,‰ÂÓ‡Ï ¯˘‡ Ë¯Ù‰ ˘Á˘ ˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁ Ï˘ ÔÈÚ¯‚ ‡ˆÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
‰ÊÎ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÒÙ˙‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘Â 'Ì‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ Á¯Â‡Ï Â‡ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï
Â˙·Â‚˙· .'ÂÏ˘Ó ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï· Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ‰¯Î‰Ï Á˙Ù ˙Á˙ÂÙ'
˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ˙Â·Â˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙¯·Á‰ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ıÈ·Â˜Ó ·‡Ê ¯"„ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó
ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á ÌÈ„ÚÈÏ ˙Â¯ÈÒÓ ÏÂÏÎÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ‰ÂÂÁÓ ÏÚ Â˙Ú„Ï .ÚÈˆÓ ÔÒÈ˘
ÌÈ¯Ú ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ˘ ÛÈÒÂÓ ‡Â‰ .˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ˙ÂÈË˙Ò‡ ˙ÂÙ„Ú‰Ï ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ ÌÈÈÂ‡¯
‰˙Â„ÈÓÚ· ÚÂ‚ÙÏ ‰ÏÂÎÈ ,ÔÒÈ ‰˙Â‡ ˘¯ÙÓ˘ ÈÙÎ ,‰ÁÂ˙Ù‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘ ÍÎÏ



Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ·

ÔÈ·Ï ÔÒÈ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ÔÈ· ıÈ·Â˜Ó ˘È‚ÙÓ ÂÈ˙Â¯Ú‰· .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÙÈˆ¯·Â
Ï‡ÎÈÓ ,ÔÈÏ¯· Â‰ÈÚ˘È ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á ÌÈ‚Â‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â˘ÓÓ ˙Â„ÓÏ‰ ˙Â·Â˙

.¯‚¯· ¯ËÈÙÂ (Walzer) ¯ˆÏÂ
¯˘‡Â ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â¯˜ÁÓÂ Â˙Â‚‰ Ï˘ ¯ÎÈ‰‰ ÈÓÈÒÓ ‡Â‰ Ì‚˘ ,È˘‰ ‡˘Â‰
˙„Â·Ú· ¯·Î .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ‡Â‰ ,ÒÂÈÎ· È˘‰ ·˘ÂÓ‰ „ÁÂÈ ÂÏ
,‰Â˘‡¯‰ :˙ÂÚÙÂ˙ ˘ÂÏ˘ ÔÈ· ,ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù ÏÈÓ‡ ˙Â·˜Ú· ,˜ÊÂ¯ ÔÈÁ·‰ ÂÏ˘ ¯ÂË˜Â„‰
·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÈÏ· ˙Ó‡‰ ˙˘˜· ÂÈÈ‰„ ,‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ;ÌÓˆÚ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÈÈÁ
˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ ‰Ï ˘È˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ,˙È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ;ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó ˙ÏÈ‰˜Ï Â‡ ‰ÂÓ‡Ï ˘‡¯Ó
ÔÓ „Á‡ .‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ï ıÂÁÓ Â¯‰·˙‰˘ ˙Â˙Ó‡‰ ÈÙÏÎ Ì‚Â ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÈÙÏÎ Ì‚
˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ‡Â‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙„Â·Ú· ÌÈÈ„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ÌÈÂÂ˜‰
Ì‰ÈÈÓÏ ÌÈÓ¯Ê ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰ Ïˆ‡ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ÌÈ‡· Ì‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙

.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ·
˙Â‚‰‰ ‰·Ò Ì‰ÈÏÚ˘ ÌÈ¯Èˆ‰ ˙‡ ÌÎÒÏ Â˙‡ˆ¯‰· ‰ÒÓ Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ¯"„
Â‡) ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ‰ ¯Èˆ‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ˘˜·Ó ‡Â‰ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ-˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰
˙Â·˜Ú· ÚÒÂÙ ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙È¯Âˆ ‰ÈÁ·Ó˘ ÔÚÂË Ô‰Î .ÈÎÂ˙‰ ¯Èˆ‰ ÔÈ·Ï (È¯Âˆ‰
˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Ò¯ÙÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡˘ ÌÈÈ˙ËÈ˘‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ï ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· Ì"·Ó¯‰
,ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ˙˘‚„ÂÓ „ÂÁÈÈ· .ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ‰Ó˘Ï ‰ÈÂ‡¯
ÈÂˆÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˙¯‡˙Ó‰ ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ,˙ÂÈÏ‡„È‡ ˙ÂÈÏÎ˙ ‰ÂÂ˙Ó‰

.ÍÁ˙Ó ‡Â‰ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰ ˙‡Â
ÔÈË¯Ó Ì‰ ÏÂÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÏÚ ÂÚÈÙ˘‰˘ ÌÈ‚Â‰‰˘ Ô‰ÎÏ ‰‡¯ ˙ÈÎÂ˙ ‰ÈÁ·Ó
Ô‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï·È˜ Ì‰Ó˘ ¯Â·Ò Ô‰Î .˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ·„ ÛÒÂÈÂ ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù ÏÈÓ‡ ,¯·Â·
,˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙‡ Ô‰ ˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰Èˆ‡ÂËÈÒ‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚Ï ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ‰ÈˆËÈÈ¯Â‡‰ ˙‡
˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂ˙‰ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ô‰Î ˙Ú„Ï .'È˜ÏÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙' ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÈÙ· ‰ÂÎÓ‰
‰ÈˆÊÈ¯·Â· ÔÈÚÓ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ Í¯ÂÚ Û‡ ‡Â‰˘ ‰˜ÊÁ ÍÎ ÏÎ ‡È‰ ¯·Â· Ï˘ ‰ÈÈ‡¯‰ ˙ÈÂÂÊÏ
‡ˆÂÓ Û‡ ‡Â‰ .ÂÈÏÚ ˜ÏÂÁÂ Ô‰Î È¯·„Ï ·È‚Ó ÈÂ¯‰ ·‡Ê 'ÙÂ¯Ù .Ì"·Ó¯‰ È¯·„Ï
‰¯Î‰‰ ˙¯Â˙ ÔÈ·Ï ¯·Â· Ï˘ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ÔÈ· ‰ÙÂˆÓ‰Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰·¯˜
Â˙˘Ó ˙‡ Ì˜ÓÏ ˘˜·Ó ,ÛÈ˜Ó ‰·Â‚˙ ¯Ó‡Ó· ,ÒÎÂ‡ ¯ËÈÙ 'ÙÂ¯Ù .Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘
¯˘˜‰· Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ˜¯ ‡Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘
Â˙Ú„Ï .ÌÈ¯˘Ú‰Â ‰¯˘Ú Ú˘˙‰ ˙Â‡Ó· ˙È„Â‰È‰Â ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ˙ÂÓ‚Ó Ï˘
˘È ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ô˙Â‡ Ì‚¯˙Ó˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙È˘¯„Ó‰ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ÔÎÂ ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È Ï˘ Ï‡„È‡‰
˙‡ „ÂÁÈÈ· ,È¯„ÂÓ‰ È¯ÒÂÓ‰-ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÁÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈË·È‰ Ô˜˙Ï Ô‰·
‰Â·˙Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙ÂÂÁÓ ÔÈ· ÌÊÈÏ‡Â„ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÏ‚¯‰

.˙È˙Ó‚Â„ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÁÏÂ ÌÊÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡Ï ,˙Â˙ÏÎ˘Ï Â˙ÈÈË ˙‡Â
ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂˆ ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰Á‰ ÌÈÂÓ˘‰ ˙Â˘ ˙È˘‡¯·Â ÌÈÚ·˘‰ ˙Â˘ ÛÂÒ·
ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÈ‡˘ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙·· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ÛÈ˜Ó È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù·
Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù· ·¯ÂÚÓ ‰È‰˘ ÌÈÎÁÓ‰Â ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ „Á‡ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ È¯ÂÈ¯Ù-‡
ÒÂÈÎ· ˙È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ‰‡ˆ¯‰· .È„˜˘ ¯˘‡ ¯"„ ‡Â‰ ÂÎ¯Â‡ ÏÎÏ ËÚÓÎ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˙‰ ÔÈÈ·‰ È·‡) '‰Ù˘' :˜ÊÂ¯ Ú·Ë˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ÛÈ˜˘‰Ï È„˜˘ ˘˜È·



‡Â·Ó‚

˙„Â˜Ó ('‰Ù˘'· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ·‚‡ ˙È˘Ú‰ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰) '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â (˙Â·¯˙‰
‰·‰ ÚÈˆÓ È„˜˘ .Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù· Â˜ÙÂ‰˘ ÌÈ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‡¯‰
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚Â‚„Ù‰Â ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ¯Â‡Ï '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˘„Á
ÌÂ‚¯˙ ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÈÈ˜ Â˙ÚËÏ .ÏÚÂÙ· Ì‰Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÈÎ¯„ ¯Â‡ÏÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÎÁÓÂ ÌÈ‚Â‰ È„È· ˙È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ˙Â„‰È‰

.‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙¯ÈˆÈ‰
Â˙‡È¯˜ ˙‡ È˜ÒÈ˜ÂÏ ÛÒÂÈ 'ÙÂ¯Ù ÌÈˆÚÓ È„˜˘ Ï˘ Â˙‡ˆ¯‰Ï ‰·Â‚˙ È¯·„·
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ '˙È„ÂÒ‰ ‰Ù˘'·Â '˙ÈÓÈÙ‰ ‰Ù˘'· ˙Â·˘Á˙‰Ï Â„ÈÓÏ˙-Â˙ÈÓÚ Ï˘
Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· ÈÎ ¯Â·Ò È˜ÒÈ˜ÂÏ .ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ï ÌÈÙ˘Á Ì‰˘ ˙Ú·
‰È‚Â‚„Ù‰ Ï˘ È‚ÂÏÂ‡È„‰ ÈÙÂ‡Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰
Ï‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÈÎ˙Ó ÏÚ˘ ‡Ï‡ „·Ï· ÂÊ ‡ÏÂ ,˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ï ˙È·ÂÓ‰

.˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·ÈÎ¯ ÌÚ Ì˙Â‡ ˘È‚Ù‰Ï Ì‡Â·· È‚ÂÏ‡È„ Á¯Â‡· ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ÚÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ .È„˜˘ Ï˘ Â˙‡ˆ¯‰Ï ‡Â‰ Ì‚ ·È‚‰ ÒÈÏÈ‚ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ¯"„
ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˜ÈÈÓ Ï˘ Ì‰È·˙Î· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ Ì‰˘ ÈÙÎ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·
˜ÊÂ¯ È·˙Î· Û˜˙˘Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ÔÈ·Ï Ò¯ËÈÙ „¯'ˆÈ¯Â
'ÁÈ˘' ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂ˘Ó ‡Â‰ .È„˜˘Â

.'ÌÈ˜ÙÂ‡ ‚ÂÊÈÓ' ¯Ó„‚ ‚¯Â‡‚-Ò‰ Ú·Ë˘ ‚˘ÂÓÏ ÔÎÂ 'ÔÂ˜'Â
È˙ÏÈ‰˜‰ Ì¯Ê‰ ‡Â‰ ˙È¯Â·Èˆ‰ Â˙Â·¯ÂÚÓ·Â ÂÈ·˙Î· ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙‡ ˜ÈÒÚÓ‰ ‡˘Â „ÂÚ
Ï˘ ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ Ì˙·‰· ÔÈÈÚ˙Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ .'˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰ÈÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰' ÂÈÂÈÎ· ÚÂ„È‰
˙Â¯ÂÓ˙‰ ÏÚ ÔÓÈ‰Ó ÁÂÂÈ„ Ï·˜Ï È„Î .˙È˙¯·Á‰ Ì˙ÂÏ‰˙‰·Â ‰Ê‰ Ì¯Ê‰ È¯·Á
˙ÂÓ‚Ó‰ ÏÚ ˙Âˆ¯‰Ï ÔÓÏÈÈ‰ Ï‡ÂÓÒ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Û¯‚Â˙‡‰ ÔÓÊÂ‰ ‰Ê ¯Ê‚Ó· ˙Â˘Á¯˙Ó‰
Ï˘ ÌÓÂ˜Ó· ÔÓÏÈÈ‰ ˜ÒÂÚ Â˙‡ˆ¯‰· .˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡· ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰ÈÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡·
ÔÎÂ ,Ï‡¯˘ÈÏÂ ‰¯„ÂÓÏ Â˙˜ÈÊ· ,‰Ê ¯Ê‚Ó· ÈÓˆÚ‰ „ÂÓÈÏ‰Â ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
.˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡· ‰ÈÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰ ˙‡ ˙Â·ÈÎ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰¯„‚‰·

Á¯Â· ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ .‰¯ »̆È‰Â ¯˘ÂÈ‰ Ô‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÂËÏÂ·‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÎ˙Ó ÌÈÈ˙˘
ÈÓÂÁ˙Â ˙Ú„ ÈÓÂÁ˙ ÔÈ·Ï ˙Â„‰È‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÏÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙‡Â ˙ÂÈÂÈÚ ˙ÂÈÚ·Ó
‰ÓÎÏ Â˙‡ˆ¯‰· ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó – ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÁÂ¯· – ÏÓÈ˘ ‰ÓÏ˘ 'ÙÂ¯Ù .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ
¯ÙÒ È˙·· Í"˙‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ¯ˆÂÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ˘ ˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˙ÂÈÚ·
˙ÂÈÚ·‰ ÔÓ .„Á‡Î ÌÈÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡ ÌÈ‡˘Â ÌÈÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡ ÌÈÎÁÓ Ïˆ‡ ÌÈÈÂÎÈ˙
ÔÓ ;'¯Á· ÌÚ' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡Â ÌÈ¯ÎÏ ÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ‡ˆÓ ¯Ó‡Ó· ˙ÂÂ„‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ‰
ÌÈÓ˘‰ ÔÓ ‰¯Â˙· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÙ˜˙ ˙‡ ‡ˆÓ ˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ˙ÂÈÚ·‰

.È¯„ÂÓ‰ È‡¯˜Ó‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÁÎÂÏ
˙ÈÁÓÂÓÂ ˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ ‰Ê ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙˙ÈÓÚ ,¯ÙÂÚ ‰ÈÏ„ 'ÙÂ¯Ù˘ ÌÈÁÓ˘ Â‡
˜ÊÂ¯ .‰Ê Í¯ÎÏ ¯Ó‡Ó ÌÂ¯˙Ï ‡È‰ Ì‚ ‰˙Â‡È ,‰‡Â˘‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ÏÂ ‰‡Â˘‰ ¯˜ÁÏ
˙¯˜ÂÒ ¯ÙÂÚ .‰‡Â˘‰ ˙Â·˜Ú· Â¯¯ÂÚ˙‰˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ˙ÂÈÚ·Ï ÂÈ·˙Î· ˘¯„ ÂÓˆÚ
È˙Ï·‰Â ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ÔÂÎ˙Â ‰Áˆ‰ ,˙Â„Ú ÈÏÚÙÓ Ï˘ ‰¯Â˘ ‰¯Ó‡Ó·
,‰‡Â˘‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÈ˙¯·Á‰-˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ÔÈ· Á˙Ó‰ ÏÚ ˙„ÓÂÚÂ ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ
ÔÈ·Ï ,ÈÏÂÎÂ ÌÈÈË¯˜ÂÓ„ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÓˆÚ‰ ,'¯Á‡'‰ ˙·‰ ,‰È˙ÙÓ‡ ÁÂÙÈË ÔÂ‚Î



Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ „

‰ÙÈ‡˘‰Â ÌÈÙÈËÂ‡¯ËÒÓ ˙ÂÚÓÈ‰ ,˙Ó‡‰ ¯˜Á Ï˘ÓÏ ,˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ‰
ÏÚ ˙Ú˘‰ ˙È¯ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„ ‰˘È‚˘ ˙ÚÂË ¯ÙÂÚ ‰È¯·„ ÛÂÒ· .˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡Ï
˙‡¯Â‰· ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó ÔÂ˙ÈÓ· ÚÈÈÒÏ ‰ÏÂÎÈ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˜‰

.‰ÈˆÊÈÏ‡ÂË˜‡· ˙ÂÓÈÊ‚Ó‰ ‰‡Â˘‰
‰˘ÂÏ˘ ˘„ÂÁÓ ÔÂÈÚÏ ÂÈ‡¯Â˜Ï ˘È‚‰Ï ÌÈ‡‚ Â‡ ‰Ê Í¯Î Ï˘ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ˜ÏÁ·
È„Î ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï Â¯ÒÓ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .˜ÊÂ¯ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ ÂÈ·˙Î ÏÂÏÎÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó
˙ÈÏ‚‡· Ì¯Â˜Ó· ÂÚÈÙÂ‰˘ ,ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .ÌÈ‡¯Â˜ Ï˘ ·Á¯ Ï‚ÚÓÏ Ì˙Â‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ
‘Education For Jewish Identification’; ‘Explicit and Implicit Religious Life)
ÌÈÓ‚„ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ :ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰' ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .˙È¯·Ú· Ô‡Î ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ (and Teaching’
˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÁÏ ÍÈ‡' ˙‡ .˙ÈÏ‚‡· Ô‡Î ÚÈÙÂÓ ,˙È¯·Ú· Â¯Â˜Ó· ÚÈÙÂ‰˘ ,'ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ
ÔÂ‡ËÈ·Ï ‰˘ ¯Â·ÚÎ ˙È¯·ÚÏ Ì‚¯Â˙ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ .1978 ˙˘· ˜ÊÂ¯ ·˙Î '˙È„Â‰È
.ÌÈÏ˜ ÌÈÈÂÈ˘· ‰Ê ÌÂ‚¯˙ ÏÚ ÌÈÎÓÒ Â‡Â ,˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ˙Â¯„˙Ò‰‰ Ï˘ 'ÌÈÂÂÈÎ'
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈ˜ÓÂÓ ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈÂÂ˜ ˙ÂÂ˙‰Ï ‰Â˘‡¯Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ˘˜È· ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó·
˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ˙ÈÙÂÈ¯Ù-‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ ÌÈ„ÒÂÈÓ ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈÈÓÂÈÂ ÌÈÓÈÏ˘Ó ¯ÙÒ È˙·Ï
˙Â„·ÂÚ ˙Î¯ÚÓÓ Ô‰ ˙Ú·ÂÎ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â‰Ê‰‰ ÔÈ· Ê‡ ¯·Î ÔÈÁ·‰ ‡Â‰ .˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰
.Ë¯Ù‰ È„È· ‰Â˙‰ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ÔÈ· ˙Â¯ÈÁ· ˙Î¯ÚÓÓ Ô‰ ÈÂÈ˘ ˙Â· ÔÈ‡˘
'˙Â„·ÂÚ' È‚ÂÒ ÔÈ· ˜ÊÂ¯ ÔÈÁ·‰ ˙ÏÎ˘ÂÓ ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï ÌÈÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜ ÏÚ ‰Ú·ˆ‰‰ „ˆ·

.˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒÂ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙-˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ,˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ :˙ÂÈ„Â‰È
˜¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂ‚¯˙ ‡Â‰Â ,ÌÈÂÓ˘‰ ˙Â˘· ·˙Î '‰‡¯Â‰Â ˙ÂÈ˙„ ,˙„' ¯Ó‡Ó‰
¯Ó‡Ó Â‰Ê .Commandments and Concerns (1987) ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ· È˘È˘‰
¯‡˙Ï È„Î 'ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ' ¯ÏÂ‡Ù ÒÓÈÈ'‚ Ú·Ë˘ ÁÂÓÏ ˜˜Ê ˜ÊÂ¯ Â·Â ,ÈÊÎ¯Ó
.ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ È¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈ˘‡ ÌÈÈÁ Ì˙¯‚ÒÓ·˘ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ˙‡
‰·ÈˆÓ‰) '˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰' ÔÈ· ˙ÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ‰Á·‰‰ ˙‡ ‰˘ÂÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰Ê ¯Â·ÈÁ·
˙„‰' ÔÈ·Ï (‰ÏÈ‰˜· ¯·ÁÎ ¯ÎÂÓ˘ ÈÓ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏËÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ Â‡ ˙ÂÈÂÈÚ ˙ÂÓ¯Â
Á¯Â‡· .(˙È˘È‡ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Â ÈÓˆÚ ˘ÂÓÈÓ ,˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘ÂÙÈÁÏ ˙ÂÂÎÓ‰) '˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰
,Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ ÌÈÁÂ˜Ï‰ ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ ‡È·Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ÛÏ‡ÓÂ È˙¯ÈˆÈ
È˘ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚„‰Ï È„Î ÂÓÊ ˙· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ÓÂ ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â‚‰‰Ó
ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÌÈÈ˘˜‰ ÏÚÂ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÏÚÓ‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ Û‡ ‡Â‰ .˙„‰ ÈÒÂÙÈË

.Ì‰ÈÈ· ˙ÈË˜Ï‡È„ ÔÈÏÓÂ‚ ˙˜ÈÊÏ ‡¯Â˜Â ÒÂÙÈË ÏÎ ˙ÏÁ‰· ÌÈÎÂ¯Î‰
ÌÈÚ˘˙‰ ˙Â˘· ·˙Î 'ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈÓ‚„ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ :ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰' ¯Ó‡Ó‰
ËÒ¯‡ ‡·È˜Ú Ï˘ Ì¯ÎÊÏ ÌÏ È·ˆ Í¯Ú˘ 'ÌÂ˜È˘Â ·ÂˆÈÚ' ı·Â˜· ‰Â˘‡¯Ï ÚÈÙÂ‰Â
‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ‰˘Ú˘ ‰Á·‰Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ˜˜Ê ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· .(1996) ÔÈÈË˘˜¯Ù Ï¯˜Â ÔÂÓÈÒ
‰ÒÎ‰Î ÍÂÈÁ :ÍÂÈÁ È‚ÂÒ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰ ÍÈÏÈË .ÍÈÏÈË ÏÂ‡Ù ÚÂ„È‰ È¯ˆÂ‰
ÍÂÈÁÂ ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÈËÒÈÓÂ‰ ÍÂÈÁ ,(induction) ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ÏÂÈˆ¯ÏÂ ˙Â˜ÈË˜¯ÙÏ
Ì‰È˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ· ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰ Í¯ÂÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· .ÈÏÂÈˆ˜ÂÙ-ÈÎË
ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ È„Â‰È‰ ¯·„· ÔÏÙ˜ ÈÎ„¯ÓÂ ÔÂÓÈÒ ËÒ¯‡ ‡·È˜Ú ,˘¯È‰ Ï‡Ù¯ ÔÂ˘Ó˘ Ï˘
˙ÂÈÈÙ‡˙Ó ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ-˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÙ˜˘‰ .ÂÎÂÈÁ Í¯„Â

.ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó ˘ÂÏ˘ Ï˘ ÈÒÁÈ‰ Ï˜˘Ó‰ ¯Â‡È˙· Ì‰È˙ÂËÈ˘·



‡Â·Ó‰

Â˘˜È· ÂÈÙÏ˘ Í¯Î· .„Á‡Î È˘È‡-ÈÏ‡È‚ÏÂ˜Â È¯˜ÁÓ ÈÙÂ‡ ‡˘ ÒÂÈÎ‰ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î
˜ÏÂÁÓ Í¯Î‰ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ· .Â· ‰¯¯˘˘ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰¯ÈÂÂ‡‰ ÏÚ ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÎÎ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï
È„Î .ÒÂÈÎ‰ ˙Ú· ÏÚÂÙ· ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÂÚ¯È‡˘ ÈÙÎ ‡Ï ,ÈÏ‚‡ ¯Â„ÓÏÂ È¯·Ú ¯Â„ÓÏ
,ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘ ¯Á‡Ï ÌÈÙ¯ˆÓ Â‡ ˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï
ÌÂ˜Ó· .˙ÈÏ‚‡‰ ‰Ù˘· Ô‰ÈÏ‡ ˙Â·Â‚˙Ï ˙ÂÈÙ‰ ,˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰Ù˘· ¯Â˜Ó· Â‡˘È˘
Ì‚ ÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ·Á¯ÂÓ ‡Â·Ó ‡È·‰Ï ÂËÏÁ‰ ‰Ê ‚ÂÒÓ ÌÈˆ·˜· ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ÌÈ¯Èˆ˜˙‰

.ÒÂÈÎ· ˙Â·Â‚˙‰Â ˙Â‡ˆ¯‰‰ Ûˆ¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÈÂ· ‡Â·Ó‰ .˙È¯·Ú· Ì‚Â ˙ÈÏ‚‡·
ÂÂ„˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰Â ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ¯È˘Ú˙ ÂÊ ‰ÙÂÒ‡˘ ÌÈÂÂ˜Ó Â‡
ÌÂÁ˙ ÏÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ 'ÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙ÚÙ˘‰ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ ˜ÈÓÚ˙ ÍÎ·Â ÒÂÈÎ·

.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ¯˜ÁÓ‰

ÔÂËÏÓ ˘"Ú È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁÏ ÊÎ¯Ó‰
ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ·ÈÂ‡‰

„"Ò˘˙ ,ÏÂÏ‡

˙Â„Â˙

ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙ÎÈ¯Ú· ˙˜„˜Â„Ó‰Â ‰ÏÂÚÓ‰ ‰˙„Â·Ú ÏÚ ÔÈÈË˘¯· ˙Ú '·‚Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓ Â‡
˙‡ˆÂ‰ÏÂ ,ÔÂËÏÓ ÊÎ¯Ó Ï˘ ˙ÈÏ‰Ó‰ ˙Î¯ÂÚ‰ ,ÔÈÈË˘¯Â· Ô‡ÈÂÈÂ '·‚Ï ,˙È¯·Ú·

.Ò‚‡Ó
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˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ÔÂÈÚ

ÔÒÈ ÈÎ„¯Ó

‡Â·Ó

Í¯„· ÔÓÊ Í¯Â‡Ï ‚Â‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ Ï·È˜ Ì‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ· ‡Â‰˘ Ì„‡ ÏÚ ¯Ó‡
È‰ÂÊ .˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÍÎ ÏÚÂÙ ÔÎ‡ ‡Â‰ Ì‡Â ‰ÈÂ‡¯ ÂÈÈÚ· ˙ÒÙ˙‰
·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ .ÈÓÂÈ-ÌÂÈ‰ Â˘ÂÓÈ˘· '˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' ÁÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙Ï·Â˜Ó‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰
ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙‡ ‰ÓÈ˘‚Ó‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÌˆÚ ÏÚ Ô‰ ‰Î¯Ú‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯Î ÒÙ˙
ÏÚ·' Â‡ '·ÈÂÁÓ' ÌÈ¯‡˙‰ ,ÔÎ‡ .(ÂÈÎ¯ÚÏÂ Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï Â˙ÂÓ‡) Â˙ÂÈÓ‡ ÏÚ Ô‰
ÌÏÂ‡ .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÂË‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÏÂ‚ÒÎ ‰ˆÏÓ‰ È·˙ÎÓ· ‰·¯‰ ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ '˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
˙ÒÙ˙ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ .˙ÈÏÈÏ˘ È‡ÂÂÏ ˙Ú· Ì‚ ‰ÂÂÏÓ '·ÈÂÁÓ' ¯‡Â˙‰ ˙Ú ‰˙Â‡·
·ÈÈÁ˙‰˘ Í¯„ÏÂ Í¯ÚÏ Â˙Â‡ ˙Ï·ÂÎ ‡È‰ È¯‰˘ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙‡ ˙ÓˆÓˆÓÎ
.Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÏÚÂ Â˙¯Î‰ ÏÚ ˙ËÏ˙˘ÓÂ ÂÏ˘ ˘ÙÂÁ· ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ˙Ú‚ÂÙ ‡È‰ ÍÎ·Â ,Ì‰Ï
Ï˘ ÔÈÚ¯‚ ÈÏÚ·Î ÌÈÚÓ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÈÈÚ· ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ¯˙ÂÒ‰ ˙ÂÎ¯Ú‰‰Â ÌÈ¯Â‡È˙‰
˙‡ ˙¯‚ÂÒ ‰È‡˘ ÂÊÎ ,‰ÁÂ˙Ù ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÎ˙È˙ Ì‡ ÏÂ‡˘Ï Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ‡È·ÓÂ ˙Ó‡
Û‡Â Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÌÈ¯Ê‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ,˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ·Á¯Ó ÈÙ· Ì„‡‰
.‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‚˘ÂÓ· ÔÂÈ„‰ ÒÈÒ·· ˙„ÓÂÚ‰ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ .‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯˙ÂÒ
‰ÓÎ Á˙‡ ,˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÚÙÂ˙ ˙‡ ¯‡˙‡ ÔÏ‰Ï
.Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â„Â˜Ù˙Ï ÌÈÈÂÈÁ ÌÈÎ¯ˆÂ ÌÈ‡˙ ˙‡ÏÓÓ ‡È‰˘ ÚÈˆ‡Â ,‰ÈÈÈÙ‡ÓÓ
‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ˙„‚Â‰ ‰ÚË – ¯Ó‡Ó· ˙ÚË‰ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ‰ÚËÏ ÏÈ·ÂÈ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÁÂ˙È
¯ÒÂÁ Ï˘ ÔÈÚ¯‚ ‡ˆÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÒÈÒ·· ÂÊ ‰ÚË ÈÙÏ .˙Ï·Â˜Ó‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡
·ÈÈÁ˙‰˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ Á¯Â‡Ï Â‡ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ,Í¯ÚÏ ,‰ÂÓ‡Ï ¯˘‡· Ë¯Ù‰ ˘Á˘ ˙Â‡„Â
Ï˘ ‰¯Î‰Ï Á˙Ù ˙Á˙ÂÙ‰ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÒÈÒ· ‰ÚÈˆÓ ÂÊ ‰ÚË .Ì‰Ï
ÔÂÈ„Â ¯Â¯È· ˙„„ÂÚÓÂ ‰ÈÓÊÓ Û‡Â ÂÏ˘Ó ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï· Ë¯Ù‰
¯ˆ˜ ¯Â‡È˙ Í¯„ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ‰ÓÎ ÌÈ‚„‡ ‡Â·Ó‰ ÛÈÚÒ· .ÔÓÚ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡‡ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ·-Â ‡ ÌÈÙÈÚÒ· .È¯ÈÙÓ‡ ¯˜ÁÓ È‡ˆÓÓ Ï˘

0*.Â˙Â˘¯Ù·Â ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ÛÂÒÈ‡· ‰˙¯ÊÚ ÏÚ ¯ÙÈÈ˘Ï‚ÈÈÒ ‰È¯ÏÂÂÏ ‰„ÂÓ È‡
.9 'ÓÚ· ‰ÚÈÙÂÓ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡ÓÏ ıÈ·Â˜Ó ·‡Ê Ï˘ Â˙·Â‚˙
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ÔÓÊ Í¯Â‡Ï „ÈÓ˙‰Ï ÂÓˆÚÏ ÁÈË·Ó Ì„‡‰˘ ‰ÁË·‰‰Ó ˙Ú·Â‰ ‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Î
‚ˆÂ˙ Â·Â ,‚ ÛÈÚÒ· ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ Â·Ï .Í¯Ú ˙ÏÚ·Î ÂÈÈÚ· ˙ÒÙ˙‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰·
‰¯ÈÁ· È‚ÂÒ È˘ .˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰¯ÈÁ·· ‰ÎÂ¯Î ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ :˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ È˙ÚË
ÈÏÚ·Î Í¯ÚÂ ‰ÂÓ‡ ıÓ‡Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ È¯˜ ,'ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰' ,ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ :ÌÈÈ¯˘Ù‡
‰ÂÓ‡Ï Ì‡˙‰· ÏÚÂÙ· ‚Â‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ È¯˜ ,'ÏÂÚÙÏ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰' ,È˘‰ ;È¯Â·Ú· Û˜Â˙
Ï˘ ˙Â‰Ê‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ‡Â‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙¯ÈÁ·· ·Â˘Á Ì¯Â‚ .ÈÈÏÚ ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó‰ Í¯ÚÏÂ
.„È˙ÚÏ ÂÈ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÒÈÒ· ÏÚÂ Â¯·Ú ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÂÏ˘ ‰¯„‚‰‰ – ¯ÁÂ·‰
ÂÏ˘ (˙È‡„Â ‡Ï‰) ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó·˘ ÚÈˆ‡ „ ÛÈÚÒ·
·ÈÈÁÈ ÚÂ„Ó ÌÏÂ‡ .‰ÈÂ·Á ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ ¯·Â„Ó ‰ÊÎ ·ˆÓ· .˙ÓÚÓÚ˙Ó ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï
ÛÈÚÒ· ?‰Ï ¯˘‡· ˙Â‡„Â ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ Ì„‡ ÏÂ·ÎÈ Â‡
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯˘Â˜‰ ¯·Ò‰· ‰È‰È ÈÈÈÚ ¯˜ÈÚ .ÍÎÏ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰ ‰ÓÎ ÚÈˆ‡ ‰
‰Ó˘‚‰·Â ‰ÂÂÎ‰· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÂÓÎ ,‰· ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰ 'ÌÈ‰Â·‚'‰ ÌÈÎ¯ˆÏÂ Ì„‡‰ ˙Â‰ÊÏ
ÛÈÚÒ· ,È˙Â‡ ‡È·˙ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ È˙ÒÈÙ˙ .˙ÂÈÏÎ˙·Â ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· Í¯Âˆ‰Â ˙ÈÓˆÚ
˙‡ ˙„„ÂÚÓ‰ ,˙È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ¯Â‡È˙Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘‡¯ ÌÈÂÂ˜ ËÂË¯ÒÏ ,ÔÂ¯Á‡‰Â Â

.ÂÏ˘Ó ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÂ ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ,˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ Á˙ÙÈ‰Ï Ì„‡‰
ÌÈ¯·‚ ÌÚÂ ÌÈ˘ ÌÚ ‰ˆÁÓÏ ÌÈ·ÂÓ ÌÈÈ˘È‡ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯ ÏÚ ÒÒ·˙Ó ¯Ó‡Ó‰
Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È˘È‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙Â„Â‡ ÏÚ ÔÈÈ‡¯˙‰Ï ‰˘˜·Ï ÂÚ˘ ,65-Ï 17 ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÏÈ‚·
‰·È˘Á‰ ÏÚ ¯ÙÒÏ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï Â˘˜·˙ ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ .¯·Ú· Â‡ ‰ÂÂ‰·

.‰˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÍÏ‰Ó ÏÚÂ ‰ÈÚÈÓ ÏÚ ,‰¯Â˜Ó ÏÚ ,‰˙Â‡ ÌÈÂÂÏÓ‰ ˙Â˘‚¯‰Â
‡ÏÓ ¯Â‡È˙ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ¯ÓÈÈ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Í˘Ó‰· ‚ˆÂÈ˘ ÁÂ˙È‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˙ÂÓÏ
‰ÙÈ˜Ó ‰È‡ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯‰Ó ‰Ï·˜˙‰˘ ‰ÂÓ˙‰ .‰¯·Á· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÚÙÂ˙ Ï˘ ‚ˆÈÈÓÂ
˙‡Â ÌÈÈÂËÈ·‰ ˙‡ ,ÌÈÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ‰È‡ ‡È‰Â ,‰ÈË·È‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙‡
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÁÏÙ Ì‡ Ì‚ ÌÏÂ‡ .‰¯·Á· Ì˙ÂÁÈÎ˘Ï Ì‡˙‰· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙‰
Ô‰ ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î Ô‰ ÔÈÈÚ Â· ˘È ÔÈÈ„Ú ,‚ˆÈÈÓ ÂÈ‡Â È˜ÏÁ ‡Â‰ ‰‚ÈˆÓ ‰ÂÓ˙‰˘

.‰˙ÂÏÏÎ· ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙Â„Â‡ ÏÚ ˙Â¯Ú˘‰Ï ÒÈÒ·Î
.ÂÓÈÈ˜ È‡Â ¯˜ÁÓÏ ÈÈ˙ÈÓÚ˘ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯‰Ó ÌÈ¯ˆ˜ ÌÈËÂËÈˆ ‡È·‡ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ÍÏ‰Ó·
Ï˘ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙‰Â ÌÈ·Ó‰ ˙Ó‚„‰Ï Â˘Ó˘È ÂÏ‡ ÌÈËÂËÈˆ

.ÌÈÓÏ˘‰ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯‰ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒ·˙Ó ÂÏ‡ ÌÈÚËÂ˜Ó ÌÈËÂËÈˆ

ÈÙÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ‰ÓÎ ÌÈ‚„È˘ (Nisan, 1993) ¯˜ÁÓ ˙‚ˆ‰· Á˙Ù‡
È˙˘Ï ÌÈ˜„· ˙ˆÂ·˜ È‡¯˜‡· ‰˜ÏÂÁ ‰Ê ¯˜ÁÓ· .‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ÒÙÂ˙ È‡˘
ÔÈÈÚ˙Ó È„ .17 Ô· ¯Ú ‡Â‰ È„' :‰Ê‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ‚ˆÂ‰ ˙Á‡ ‰ˆÂ·˜Ï .˙ÂˆÂ·˜
‡Ï· ÂÓˆÚ ˙Â‡¯Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ È„ .ÂÈÈÁ· ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÔÈÈÚ ‰Ê .‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡· „Â‡Ó
ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‡˘Â ÏÚ ‰‡ˆ¯‰ ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó „Á‡ ÌÂÈ .‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡· ÂÏ˘ ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰Â ÔÈÈÚ‰
È„˘ ÏÒ¯Â„Î ˜Á˘Ó ÌÈÈ˜˙Ó Â·˘ ÔÓÊ· ˜ÂÈ„· ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó ‰‡ˆ¯‰‰ .‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡·
ÏÚ·'Î ¯‡Â˙ È„ .ÔË˜ ÈÂÈ˘· ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ‚ˆÂ‰ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜Ï .'˙Â‡¯Ï „Â‡Ó ‰ˆÂ¯
.ÂÈÈÁ· ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÔÈÈÚ ‡È‰ ‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡‰˘ ÈÓÎ ‡ÏÂ '‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡· ÌÈÂÒÓ ÔÈÈÚ
:ÍÎ ‰ÁÒÂ Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡ .˙ÂÏ‡˘ ‰ÓÎ ˜„·‰ Ï‡˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÚÓ˘˘ ¯Á‡Ï



˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓË

˜Á˘ÓÏ ˙ÎÏÏ Â‡ ‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡· ‰‡ˆ¯‰Ï ˙ÎÏÏ – ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ È„ Í˙Ú„Ï ‰Ó'
‚ˆÂ‰˘ ‰ÓÂ„ ¯ÂÙÈÒ .Â˙·Â˘˙ ˙‡ ˜ÓÏ ˜„·‰ ˘˜·˙ ‰Ú˘ ¯Á‡Ï .'?ÏÒ¯Â„Î‰
˙ÂˆÚÂÓ‰ ˙È¯· È„Â‰È· ‰ÎÈÓ˙ ˙‚Ù‰Ï ˙ÎÏÏ Ì‡ Ë·Ï˙Ó‰ ¯Ú· ˜ÒÚ ÌÈ˜„·Ï
ÈÓÎ ‚ˆÂ‰ ¯Ú‰ ˙Á‡ ‰ˆÂ·˜· .Â· ˙ÂÙˆÏ ‰ˆÂ¯ ‡Â‰˘ ÏÒ¯Â„Î ˜Á˘ÓÏ ˙ÎÏÏ Â‡
‰ˆÂ·˜· ÂÏÈ‡Â ,ÂÈÈÁ· ‰·¯ ˙Â·È˘Á ÏÚ· ‡˘Â ‡Â‰ ˙ÂˆÚÂÓ‰ ˙È¯· È„Â‰È ·ˆÓ˘
ÂÏ‡˘ ‰Ê‰ ¯Â‡È˙Ï ¯˘˜· Ì‚ .‰Ê ‡˘Â· ÔÈÈÚ ÂÏ ˘È˘ ÈÓÎ ‚ˆÂ‰ ‡Â‰ ‰ÈÈ˘‰
˜ÓÏÂ – ÏÒ¯Â„Î‰ ˜Á˘ÓÏ Â‡ ‰‚Ù‰Ï – ˙ÎÏÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ¯Ú‰ Ì˙Ú„Ï Ô‡Ï ÌÈ˜„·‰

.Ì˙·Â˘˙ ˙‡
ÔÂÏ‡˘· 43–29 ÌÈÏÈ‚· ÌÈ¯‚Â·ÓÏÂ 16-Â 11 ÌÈÏÈ‚· ÌÈ˜„·Ï Â‚ˆÂ‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰
¯ÓÂÏ ˙ÈËÒÈËËÒ ˙˜‰·ÂÓ ‰ÈÈË ÏÚ ÂÚÈ·ˆ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙ .‰ˆÁÓÏ ÁÂ˙Ù
˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙Â·È˘Á ÈÏÚ· Ì‰ ˙ÂˆÚÂÓ‰ ˙È¯· È„Â‰È ÔÈÈÚ Â‡ ‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡‰˘ ¯Ú‰˘
Â‡ ‰‡ˆ¯‰Ï ˙ÎÏÏ) ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ‡˘Â· ‰¯Â˘˜‰ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ˙‡ ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÂÈÈÁ·
'ÔÈÈÚ ÂÏ ˘È'˘ ¯Ú‰ ˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ˘Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ÏÒ¯Â„Î‰ ˜Á˘Ó ÈÙ ÏÚ (‰‚Ù‰Ï
‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡È‰ ,16-‰ È· ÌÈ¯‚·˙Ó‰ Ïˆ‡ ‰˜ÊÁ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÂÊ‰ ‰ÈÈË‰ .ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ‡˘Â·
ÌÈ¯‚Â·Ó‰ ·¯˜· .ÌÈ¯‚Â·Ó‰ Ïˆ‡ ‰˘ÏÁ ¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚÂ 11-‰ È· ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ Ïˆ‡ ‰˘ÏÁ
ÌÈ·Â˘Á ˙ÂˆÚÂÓ‰ ˙È¯· È„Â‰È Ï˘ Ì·ˆÓ Â‡ ‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡‰˘ ¯Ú‰˘ Â¯·Ò˘ ÂÈ‰
ÂÈÈÚ· ·˘Á‰ ‡˘ÂÏ ÏÈÏÎ „·Ú˙˘‰Ï ‡ÏÂ ÏÒ¯Â„Î‰ ˜Á˘ÓÏ ˙ÎÏÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ „Â‡Ó ÂÏ

.ÌÈ¯‚·˙Ó‰ Ïˆ‡ ÂÏ·˜˙‰˘ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙· ˘Ó˙˘‡ ÂÈÈÚ Í¯ÂˆÏ .„Â‡Ó
ÔÈÈÚ ‡È‰ ‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡‰˘ ¯Ú‰˘ ·Â˘Á ÚÂ„Ó .˙Â‰ÈÓ˙Ó ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙‰ ,‰¯Â‡ÎÏ
ÏÚ ‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡· ‰‡ˆ¯‰‰ ˙‡ (ÛÈ„ÚÈ˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ¯ÓÂÏÎ) ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÂÈÈÁ· ÈÊÎ¯Ó
Ì‚ ÌˆÚ·Â) ‰Ê ‡˘Â· ÔÈÈÚ ÏÚ· ˜¯ ‡Â‰˘ ¯Ú‰Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ÏÒ¯Â„Î‰ ˜Á˘Ó ÈÙ
‡È‰ ‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡· ‰‡ˆ¯‰Ï ‰Ê‡‰ Ì‡ ?(ÂÈÈÚ· ·Â˘Á ÂÈ‡ ÏÏÎ ‡˘Â‰˘ ÈÓÓ
Â‡ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ÂÈÈ‰ ,ÏÒ¯Â„Î ˜Á˘Ó· ‰ÈÈÙˆÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ·¯ Í¯Ú ˙ÏÚ· ˙Â‚‰˙‰
‡˘Â‰˘ ¯Ú‰˘ ÍÎÏ ‡È·Ó‰ Ì¯Â‚‰ Â‰Ó .ÌÈ¯Ú‰ È˘Ó ‰ÂÂ˘ ‰„ÈÓ· ˙‡Ê ˘Â¯„Ï
˜Á˘Ó ÈÙ ÏÚ ÂÊ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï ¯˙ÂÈ 'ÍÈ¯ˆ'Î ÒÙ˙ÈÈ ÂÈÈÁ· ÈÊÎ¯Ó Â‡ ·Â˘Á
ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‡Â‰ ‡˘Â‰˘ ¯Ú‰ ÈÎ Ú·Â ÌÈ˜„·‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˜ÂÓÈ ÁÂ˙ÈÓ ?ÏÒ¯Â„Î
ÏÚ ÂÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ÈÎÂ ‰Ê ‡˘ÂÏ ¯ÒÓ˙‰Ï ˙È˘È‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÏ ˘È˘ ÈÓÎ ÒÙ˙ ,ÂÈÈÁ·
,ÌÈÂÒÓ‰ ‡˘ÂÏ ¯ÒÓ˙‰Ï ¯Á·˘ ÈÓÎ ÒÙ˙ ‰Ê ¯Ú .Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ Ì‡˙‰· ‚Â‰Ï ÔÎ
˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ÛÈ„Ú‰ÏÂ ‰Ï ÔÓ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰·ÂÁ ÂÈÏÚ ‰ÏÈËÓ ,‰˙Â˘ ‡Ï „ÂÚ ÏÎ ,Â˙¯ÈÁ·Â
‰Ï‡ ‚ÂÒÓ ÌÈÈÂËÈ· ,ÔÎ‡ .˙ÂÓ„ÊÓ ˙ÂÈˆ¯Â ˙Â˜Â˘˙ ˜ÂÙÈÒ ÈÙ ÏÚ ‰· ‰¯Â˘˜‰
Â˙ ÌÈ˜„·˘ ˙Â˜Ó‰· ÂÚÈÙÂ‰ ('˜ÂÙÈÒ ˙ÈÈÁ„' ,'˙ÂÓ‡' ,'‰·ÂÁ') È˙¯ÎÊ‰˘
;'‰‡ˆ¯‰Ï ˙ÎÏÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ‡Â‰ ,ÂÏ ‰·Â˘Á ‰‡ˆ¯‰‰˘ ·˘ÂÁ ‡Â‰ Ì‡' :Ì‰È˙Â·Â˘˙Ï
‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ˜Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ‡Â‰ Ê‡ ,‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡Ï ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ˘È„˜‰Ï ¯Á· ‡Â‰ Ì‡'

.'ÂÓˆÚÓ ˜ÁÂˆ ‡Â‰ .‰¯„˘ ËÂÁ ¯ÒÁ ‡Â‰ Ê‡ ,‰‡ˆ¯‰Ï ÍÏÈ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ Ì‡' ;'ÂÏ˘
˙ÏÚ·Î ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰· Ì„‡ Ï˘ Â˙¯ÈÁ·˘ ˜ÈÒ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙Ó
ÂÓˆÚÏ ÂÏ˘ ‰ÁË·‰Î ˙ÒÙ˙ ,ÍÎ ÏÚ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ‰¯‰ˆ‰ ‡Ï· Ì‚ ,ÂÈÈÁ· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
È¯‰˘ ,‰¯ÊÂÓ ˙È‡¯ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ,‰¯Â‡ÎÏ .‰Ï ÔÓ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰·ÂÁ ÂÈÙÏ ‰„ÈÓÚÓ‰
ÈÊÎ¯ÓÎ Â‡ ·Â˘ÁÎ ‰Ê ‡˘Â „ÈÓÚ‰Ï ¯Á·˘ Ì˘ÎÂ ,'¯È˙Ó‰ ‰Ù‰ ‡Â‰ ¯Ò‡˘ ‰Ù‰'



ÔÒÈ ÈÎ„¯Ó È

‰‰ÈÓ˙‰ .ÂÙÈ„Ú‰ÏÂ ¯Á‡ ‡˘ÂÏ Â˙¯ÈÁ· ˙‡ ¯È·Ú‰Ï ˙Ú ÏÎ· ‡Â‰ È‡˘¯ ÍÎ ,ÂÈÈÁ·
.[‰‡ˆ¯‰Ï ˙ÎÏÏ] ÍÈ¯ˆ ‡Ï ‡Â‰' :ÌÈ˜„·‰ „Á‡ Ï˘ Â˙·Â˘˙Ó ËÂËÈˆ· ˙Ù˜˙˘Ó

.'‰ÎÈÎ¯ ‡Â‰ ,‰‡ˆ¯‰Ï ÍÏÂ‰ ‡Ï ‡Â‰ Ì‡ Ï·‡ .Â· ¯ÂÊÁÏ ÂÏ ¯˙ÂÓ

‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ

È˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ .È˘Â‚È¯-È˙¯Î‰ ÈÂËÈ·Â È˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÈÂËÈ· ˘È ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ
.(Lydon, 1996) ÌÈÈ˘˜ ÁÎÂÏ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ Í¯„· ‰„Ó˙‰· ‡Â‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ
˙Â‚‰˙‰· „ÈÓ˙Ó ‡Â‰ Ì‡ ˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ‰ ÂÎ¯„Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ· ‡Â‰˘ Ì„‡ ÏÚ ¯Ó‡
ÌÈˆÓ‡Ó· ‰ÎÂ¯Î ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ‰˘Î Ì‚ ,˙Â‚Ù‰· ˙ÂÙ˙˙˘‰ Ï˘ÓÏ ,‰˙Â‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙‰
‡Â‰ Ì‡ ,˙È˙ÂÓ‡‰ ÂÎ¯„Ï ·ÈÂÁÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÔÓ‡ ÏÚ ¯Ó‡ ;˙ÂÓÈÚ-È‡·Â ÌÈ·¯
ÌÈÈÏÂ˘Ï ˙Â˜Á„È‰ ‡Â‰ Â˙ÂÓ‡Ï ¯ÈÁÓ‰ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ ‰ÈÙÏ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ÍÈ˘ÓÓÂ ‰· ˜·„
˙Â‚‰˙‰· ‡Â‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÈÂËÈ·‰ .Â˙„Â·Ú „Ú· ‰ÎÂÓ ‰¯ÂÓ˙ Â‡ ÌÈÓ‡‰ ˙ÏÈ‰˜·
Â‰˘Ó ‡Â‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‡˘ÂÓ ÍÎÏ Ì‡˙‰·Â ,ÔÂ˙ ÔÓÊ· „ÈÁÈ ‰˘ÚÓ· ‡ÏÂ ˙Î˘Ó˙Ó
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ·) ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ‚ÂÒ Â‡ (¯·ÁÏ Â‡ ‚ÂÊ Ô·Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ·) Ì„‡ ÂÓÎ ,ÔÓÊ· Í˘Ó˙Ó
.˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÔÂÂÈÎ‰Â ÔÎÂ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˙Â‰ Ì‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‡˘ÂÓÂ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ .(ÏÂÁÓÏ
¯Â‡È˙Ï ÈÁ¯Î‰ ÂÈ‡ Û‡Â ˜ÈÙÒÓ ÂÈ‡ ˙Â‚‰˙‰· ˙Â·È˜Ú‰ ÔÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜ ÌÏÂ‡
ÔÙÂ‡· ËÂ˜Ï ÈÂ˘Ú Ì„‡ .˙È˘È‡‰ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ‡Â‰ ¯Á‡ ÔÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
‰ÈÈÙÈˆ ,ÔÈÈÚ ÂÓÎ ,Ì‰ÈÈÓÏ ÌÈÓÚË Â‡ ˙Â·ÈÒ Ï˘· ÌÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ‚ÂÒ ·È˜Ú
ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .˙ÈÏÂÈˆ¯ ‡Ï ˙Â˘˜ÈÚ Ï˘· Û‡ Â‡ ¯Â·Èˆ‰ ÌÚ ‰ÎÈÏ‰ ,Ï‚¯‰ ,ÏÂÓ‚˙Ï
Ì„‡ „‚Ó .‰˘ÂÁÂ ‰„ÈÓ˙Ó ‡È‰ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,'˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ˙‡ ‰Î ‡Ï ÂÏ‡
‰˙Â‡ ËÂ˜Ï ‡Ï˘ ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡Â ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ Í¯„· ‚‰˙‰Ï ‰˜ÂÓÚ ‰·ÂÁ ˘ÂÁÏ ÈÂ˘Ú
‰Ó‚Â„ .Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ¯Â·Ú ÌÏ˘Ï ÂÈÏÚ˘ ‰Â·‚‰ '¯ÈÁÓ'‰ ·˜Ú ‰„Ó˙‰·Â ˙Â·È˜Ú·
‰·ÂÁÂ ÂÓÚÏ ˜ÊÁ ¯˘˜ ˘Á˘ ,„¯ÙÒ· ˙ÂÙÈ„¯‰ ˙ÙÂ˜˙· ÒÂ‡‰ È„Â‰È‰ ‡È‰ ÍÎÏ
‰Ï‡‰ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„‰ .ÍÎÓ ÚÓ ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÎÒ ·˜Ú Í‡ ,Â˙Â‚‰˙‰· ÈÂËÈ· ÍÎÏ ˙˙Ï
.‰Ï ·ÈÂÁÓ Ë¯Ù‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÂÈÙ‡Ï ˙ÂÏÈ·ÂÓ
‰·¯ ‰„ÈÓ· ‰·Á¯Â ‰˜ÊÁ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÓ‰ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙
˙·ÈÈÁÓ ÂÊ ‰ÚË .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙¯„‚‰Ï ˙È˙Â‰Ó ˙È‡¯ ‡È‰ Í‡ ,‰˙ÂÁÙ ‰„ÈÓ· Â‡

.'‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÏÈÓ ‰ÓÎ ¯ÓÂÏ
‰ÂÓ‡Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‡Â‰ .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙ‰Ó ÁÓÂˆ '‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙' ‚˘ÂÓ‰
ÏÂÚÙÏ (ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ‡˙·) Ë¯Ù«Ï ÂÏ ÈÂ‡¯ Ì‰ÈÙÏÂ ,ÚÈÓ ÁÂÎ·Â ˘‚¯· ‰ÂÂÏÓ‰
˙ÂÂÎÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯˜Ó ¯È·Ò‰Ï ÌÈˆÂ¯ ¯˘‡Î ˘¯„ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ .˙ÓÈÂÒÓ Í¯„·
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ˙Â¯Â˙· ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ,‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ˙ÂÁÙÏ ,˙Ó‡Â˙ ‰È‡˘
Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÎÓ‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .˙ÏÚÂ˙‰ ÔÂ¯˜ÚÏ È˙ÂÂÎ .‰Ú‰‰
Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· Â‡ ˜ÂÙÈÒÂ ‚ÂÚ (ËÂÙ˘Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÏÎÎ) ÂÏ ‰·ÒÓ ‰È‡ Ì„‡‰
Â‡ ‰¯Î‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÏÚÂÙ Ì„‡‰˘ ‰Ï‚ ,ÂÏ˘ Ò¯ËÈ‡‰ ˙‡ ˙„‚ÂÎ ˙È‡¯ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰

.‚Â‰Ï – ÂÈÏÚ ‰·ÂÁ ÍÎ˘ – ÂÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ÍÎ˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙



˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‡È

˜ÂÙÈÒ· ‰ÎÂ¯Î ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ È„È ÏÚ ˙Î¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ Ì‚˘ ÔÂÚËÏ ¯˘Ù‡
ÌÈ„ÁÂÈÓ‰ ˙ÂÓÈÚ-È‡ È‚ÂÒÓ ˙ÂÚÓÈ‰· Â‡ ('ÈÓˆÚ ÌÚ ÌÏ˘ È‡') ‰Ï˘ „ÁÂÈÓ‰
ÈÁÂÓ· ¯·Ò‰‰ ‰·˘ ,˙ÂÈÏ‚ÚÓÏ ÔÂÚÈË‰ ˙‡ ˙¯¯Â‚ ÂÊ ‰ÚË Í‡ .(Ì˘‡ ,‰˘Â·) ‰Ï
ÌÂÈ ÔÂ˘Ï· ,ÔÎ‡Â .È˘¯Ù Í¯Ú ÏÂË ‰˘Ú ‡Â‰ ÍÎÈÙÏÂ ,‰ÓˆÚ ‰¯„‚‰· ÔÂ˙ ˙ÏÚÂ˙
˙È˘Ú‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÏÚÂ˙ ˙‚˘‰Ï ˙ÂÂÎÓ‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÈÁ·Ó Â‡ ÌÂÈ
ÏÚ ,ÂËÂÙÈ˘ ÏÚ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ˘È ÂÊ ‰Á·‰Ï .'‰·ÂÁ' Â‡ 'ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓ' ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÍÂ˙Ó
‰ÓÓ ˜ÈÙ‰Ï ‰ÂÂÎ‰ Ï˘· ˙ÏÂÊÏ ‰¯ÊÚ‰ ˙‡ Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÎ .Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÏÚÂ ÂÈ˙ÂÎ¯Ú‰
‰Î¯Ú‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ‡¯‰ ÌÊÈ‡Â¯ËÏ‡Î Â‡ ÌÈ„ÒÁ ˙ÂÏÈÓ‚Î ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ÂÈ‡ ˙È˘È‡ ˙ÏÚÂ˙
˙˘ÂÁ˙· ‰ÎÂ¯Î ‡È‰ ‰·ÈË ÈÙÏ˘ ,·ÂË‰Â ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÈÙÏ ‚Â‰Ï ‰ÂÂÎ‰ .ÏÂÓ‚˙ÏÂ
Ì‡˙‰· ‚Â‰Ï ‰ÂÂÎ‰ Ì‚ ÍÎÂ .·ÂË‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÁ¯Î‰ ‰ÂÎ˙ ‡È‰ ,‰·ÂÁ

.˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ˙ÈÁ¯Î‰ ‰ÂÎ˙ ‡È‰ Ì‚ .ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ ÏË Ì„‡˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï
Í‡ .˙È˙ÂÎÓÒÂ ‰¯ÂÓÁ ‰˘È¯„Ï ¯˘˜˙Ó '‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯ Ë·Ó·
Ì˜ÓÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ¯‡˘‰ ÔÈ·Â ,ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ‚ÂÒÓ Ô‰ ‰·ÂÁ ˙Â˘ÂÁ˙ .Á¯Î‰· ‡Â‰ ÍÎ ‡Ï
Nisan,) ‰˘ÏÁ ‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Ï ˙ËÏÁÂÓ ‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÔÈ·˘ Ûˆ¯‰ ÏÚ Ô˙Â‡
¯ÒÂÓ ˙ÂÓ¯ÂÏ Ú‚Â· ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ˙‡ˆÓ Ûˆ¯‰ Ï˘ „Á‡‰ ‰ˆ˜· .(1993
‰ˆ˜· .¯Á‡ ÏÂ˜È˘ ÏÎ ‰ÁÂ„‰ ÂÊÎ ,˙ËÏÁÂÓ ‰˘È¯„ ˙Â‚ÈˆÓ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÓ¯Â .˙Â¯ÂÓÁ
˙ÂÏÚ˙‰ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÈˆÈ ÂÓÎ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ Ú‚Â· ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ˙‡ˆÓ Ûˆ¯‰ Ï˘ È˘‰
‰ÂÂÏ˙ÓÂ ,˙ÂÈÏÏÎ ·ÂË ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ Ì„‡‰ ÈÙÏ ÌÈ‚ÈˆÓ ÂÏ‡ ÔÈÚÓ ÌÈÎ¯Ú .˙ÈÁÂ¯
‰ˆÏÓ‰ ˙ÈÁ·· ‡È‰ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÚÈ·˙ Í‡ .ÈÂ‡¯‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÎ ÏÚ Ì‰Ï
ÔÈ· .È˘È‡‰ Ò¯ËÈ‡‰ Ï˘ ÏÂ˜È˘‰ ÏÏÂÎ ,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘ ÈÙÓ ‰˙ÂÁ„Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘
ÔÂ˘Ï· ,'¯ÂÚÈ˘ Ì‰Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÈ¯·„'Ï Ú‚Â· ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙Â˘ÂÁ˙ ˙Â‡ˆÓ ˙ÂÂˆ˜‰ È˘
ÌÈ„ÒÁ ˙ÂÏÈÓ‚ ÔÂ‚Î ,Ë‡˜ Ï˘ ÂÂ˘Ï· ,'˙ÂÓÏ˘ ‡Ï ˙Â·ÂÁ'Ï Ú‚Â· Â‡ ,‰˘Ó‰
·ˆÓ ÏÎ· ‰ÈÙÏ ‚‰˙‰Ï Ì„‡‰Ó ˙˘¯Â„ ‰È‡ ‰ÓÏ˘ ‡Ï‰ ‰·ÂÁ‰ .ÌÈÏÂÁ ¯Â˜È·Â
Û˜Â˙‰ ·˜Ú ,„·· „· .¯ÂÚÈ˘Â ÏÂ·‚ ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ È¯‰˘ ,‰ÓÈÈ˜Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ˙Ú ÏÎ·Â
‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ .˙Ú‰ ÏÎ ‰ÓÓ ˜ÓÁ˙‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ Ì„‡‰ ,‰Ï˘ ÈÓÈÙ‰ È¯ÒÂÓ‰
ÁÂÂ¯Ó· ,‰Ï˘ ‰˘È¯„‰ Û˜Â˙ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ,‡È‰ Ì‚ ˙ÎÂ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÓ‰
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ· Ì„‡Ó .‰˘ÏÁ‰ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Ï ˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÔÈ·˘
Û‡ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÔÓ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï (‰· ÈÁ ‡Â‰˘ ‰¯·Á‰ Ì‚ Í‡ ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰) ÌÈÙˆÓ
ÌÈÎ¯Ú .˙ËÏÁÂÓ ‰È‡ ÂÊ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ Í‡ .ÂÈ˙ÂÈËÂ ÂÈ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ó ÏÚ ¯Â˙ÈÂ Ï˘ ¯ÈÁÓ·
¯ÂÓ˘È Ì„‡ Â˙Â‡˘ „·Ï·Â ,‰˙ÂÁ„Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ È˘È‡ Ò¯ËÈ‡ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘ Â‡ ÌÈ¯Á‡

.(Nisan, 1996) Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ˙ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ¯È·Ò 'ÔÊ‡Ó' ÏÚ
¯Â˘˜‰ È˘‚¯‰ Í¯ÚÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‡Â˙ ‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ Ï˘ ‚ÂÒÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ¯Â‡È˙
Û‡ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ,˙Á-È‡ ˘Á Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙‡ ¯ÙÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ .ÌÂÈ ÌÂÈ‰ ÔÂ˘Ï· ‰Ê ‚˘ÂÓÏ
˙Â‚Ï Û‡Â ÂÏ „ÂÏ ÌÈÏÂÏÚ Â˙Â‡ ÌÈËÙÂ˘‰ ÌÈ¯Á‡‰Â ,ÂÓˆÚ· ‰˘Â· Â‡ Ì˘‡ ÔÈÚÓ
ËÂÁ ¯ÒÁ' Â‡ 'ÈÙÂ‡ ˘ÏÁ' ÈÂÈÎ‰ ‡Â‰ ‰ÊÎ Ì„‡Ï ÁÈÎ˘ ÈÂÈÎ .ÍÎ Ï˘· Â˙Â‡
Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ˙ÂÓ‡ ‰Ï‚Ó‰ Ì„‡ .'ÂÓˆÚ· „‚Â·' Û‡Â 'ÔÈÓ‡ ‡Ï' Ì‚ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ,'‰¯„˘
˙Ú· ‰· .ÂÓˆÚ ÈÈÚ· ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ Á·˘Ó ‡Â‰ ÍÎ·Â 'ÂÓˆÚ ÌÚ ÌÏ˘' ‡Â‰˘ ˘Á
ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ Ì‡ Ì‚ Â˙ÂÓ‡ ˙‡Â Â¯˘ÂÈ ˙‡ Á·˘Ï ÌÈËÂ Â˙Â‡ ÌÈËÙÂ˘‰ ÌÈ˘‡‰
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ÌÈÈÈÈÙÂ‡ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯Â‡È˙Â ˙Â˘‚¯ .Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ‚Ó Û‡ Â‡ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÎÂ˙ ÌÚ ÌÈÓÈÎÒÓ
ÌÂÁ˙Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ Ì‰Â ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ï

.È˙‡‰
˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ·Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÈÈÚ· ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ· ·Â˘Á Ï„·‰ ÌÈÈ˜ ÌÏÂ‡
ÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÒÙ˙ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙Â·ÂÁ ÔÎÂ ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙Â·ÂÁ .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ‚ÂÒÓ ‰·ÂÁ
ÔÈÓ‡Ó ‰ÊÎ Ì„‡ .˙Â˘È¯„‰ Ï˘ ÔÎÂ˙· ıÂÚ‰ ,ÈÓÈÙ Û˜Â˙ ˙ÂÏÚ·Î ÏÈ‚¯‰ Ì„‡‰
Turiel,) ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·¯˙· ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÌÈ˘‡Ï ˙ÂÁÙÏ Â‡ Ì„‡ ÏÎÏ ˙ÂÂÎ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â·ÂÁ‰˘
– ÌÂÏ˘‰ Í¯Ú Û˜Â˙Â ˙ÏÂÊÏ ¯ÂÊÚÏ ‰˘È¯„‰ Û˜Â˙ ,¯˜˘Ï ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ Û˜Â˙ .(1983
ÈÂ·˙ ,È‰ÂÏ‡ ¯Â˜Ó ÏÚ ÌÈÒÒ·˙ÓÎ ,'ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡'Î ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÌÈÒÙ˙ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ
‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ¯˘‡ ÍÎ ‡Ï .ÂÓˆÚ Ì„‡· ÈÂÏ˙ ÂÈ‡˘ ,È˙¯·Á Â‡
‰„Â˜ .ÂÊ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÈÏÚ Ï·˜Ï ¯Á· Ë¯Ù‰˘ ÍÎÓ ˙Ú·Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÓ‰
‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÏ ˘È˘ ¯Ú‰ .ÏÈÚÏ È˙‚ˆ‰˘ ¯˜ÁÓ· ¯Â¯È·· ‰ÏÂÚ ÂÊ
˜Á˘Ó ÈÙ ÏÚ ‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡· Â˙ÚÈ„È ˙‡ ˙Ó„˜Ó‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï 'ÍÈ¯ˆ'Î ÒÙ˙
˙Ù˜˘‰Ï Ì„‡ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .ÂÊÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ ¯Ú‰ ÍÎ ‡Ï Í‡ ,ÏÒ¯Â„Î
ÌÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰Ï Ì‡˙‰· ÏÂÚÙÏ ÂÏ˘ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ,˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ ÌÏÂÚ
‰Ê ÔÂ‚ÒÏ ÂÏ˘ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ,ÂÎ¯„Ï ÔÓ‡‰ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Â‡ ,ÂÊ
‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ,ÌÈ¯·Á ˙ˆÂ·˜Ï Ì„‡ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Â‡ ,¯Á‡ ‡ÏÂ
ÏÎ· – ÍÎÏ ÔÓÊ Â‡ ˜˘Á ÂÏ ÔÈ‡ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ ‰ˆÂ·˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘‚ÙÓ· Û˙˙˘‰Ï ÂÏ˘
ÍÎÓ ‡Ï‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÎÂ˙Ó ˙Ú·Â ‰È‡ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÂÏ‡
˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ‰¯Âˆ· ÔÈ· ,Ô‰Ï '·ÈÈÁ˙‰' ‡Ï˘ Ì„‡ .ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ¯Á·˘
ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰Â ,ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰ ËÂ˜È˘ ÂÓÓ ÌÈÙˆÓ ÔÈ‡ ,˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ‰È‡˘ ‰¯Âˆ· ÔÈ·

.Ô˙Â‡ ËÂ˜Ï 'ÍÈ¯ˆ'

ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÁË·‰Î ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ

ËÂ˜Ï (ÌÈ˘‡ ˙ˆÂ·˜Ï Â‡) ¯Á‡ Ì„‡Ï „Á‡ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÁË·‰
Ì„‡ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÏÚ Â‡ ‰ÁË·‰ ÏÚ ¯·„Ï ¯˘Ù‡ Ì‡‰ .˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰
·ÈÈÁ˙Ó ÈÓ ,Ï˘ÓÏ) ‰„ÈÓÚÓ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘˘ ˙ÂÈÚ·‰ Í·ÒÏ ÒÎÈ‰Ï ÈÏ· ?ÂÓˆÚÏ
ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰˘ ÔÈÈˆ‡ (?ÂÓˆÚÏ ‰ÁË·‰ ÌÈÈ˜Ï ‰·ÂÁ Ì„‡ ˘ÂÁÈ ÚÂ„Ó ?ÈÓ ÈÙÏ
.'ÌÓˆÚÏ ÂÁÈË·‰' Â‡ 'ÌÓˆÚÏ Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰' Ì‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ·ˆÓ ÏÚ ¯ÙÒÏ Â˘˜˙‰ ‡Ï
˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï È˙¯·Á‰ ÁÈ˘· ‰ÁË·‰‰ ÔÈ· ‰Ï·˜‰‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈÈÂËÈ·
Ïˆ‡ ÏÏÂÁ˙Ó‰ ÈÓÈÙ ÁÈ˘Ó ˙ÁÓÂˆ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÂÊ ‰Ï·˜‰ ÈÙÏ .Ë¯Ù‰ ÁÈ˘·
.'ÏÚÂÙ‰ ÈÓˆÚÏ ·˘ÂÁ‰ ÈÓˆÚ‰ ÔÈ·' – „¯‚ÒÂ¯˜ ÔÈËÒÈ¯˜ Ï˘ ‰Â˘Ï·) Ì„‡ ÏÎ
‰ÁË·‰‰Â ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ÂÊ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ .(Korsgaard, 1996, p. 104 ‰‡¯)
‰ÁË·‰ ÂÓÎÂ .È˘È‡-ÔÈ·‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ· ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ‰ÓÂ„‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó·
˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰Ï·˜˙ Ì‡ ,ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ‰ÁË·‰‰ Ì‚ ¯Á‡ Ì„‡Ï ˙ÈÙÂÓ‰
‰ÁË·‰‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .‰ÁË·‰ Ï˘ ‰Ú·Ë ‰Ê .‰ÓÈÈ˜Ï ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ‰„ÈÓÚÓ ,˘ÙÂÁÂ
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ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ;‰˙Ï·˜ ˙Â·ÈÒÂ „ÚÂÓ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰Â ,˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡ Ï˘
Ï˘ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙‰Â ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÂÓÎ .‰˙ÂÁÎÂ· ÁÂË· Ë¯Ù‰ Í‡ ,˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ‰È‡ ‡È‰
(ÈÂˆÈÁ ıÂÏÈ‡ ‡Ï·) ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ‰ÁË·‰ ˙¯Ù‰ Ì‚ ¯Á‡ Ì„‡Ï ‰ÁË·‰ ˙¯Ù‰
.ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÔÎ˙ÏÂ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰· ËÂÏ˘Ï Â˙ÏÂÎÈ ˙‡Â Â˙ÂÈÓ‡ ˙‡ ˜ÙÒ· ‰„ÈÓÚÓ
‡Ï .'ÔÎÂÒ'Î Â„ÓÚÓ È¯˜ ,Ì„‡‰ ˙ÂÈ˘Â‡ Ï˘ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‰ÂÎ˙· ˙Ú‚ÂÙ ˙‡ÊÎ ‰¯Ù‰
ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ê Â‰˘ÚÓ· ‰Ï‚Ó ÂÓˆÚÏ ‰ÁË·‰ ¯ÙÓ‰ Ì„‡˘ ‡Â‰ ·Â˘Á ˙ÂÁÙ
Ì‡ ‡Ï‡) Â· ÏÂÊÏÊ ÏÚ ‰„ÈÚÓ ˙ÏÂÊÏ ‰ÁË·‰ ˙¯Ù‰˘ Ì˘Î .ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ „·ÎÓ
‚ÂÒ ÏÚ ‰„ÈÚÓ ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ‰ÁË·‰ ˙¯Ù‰ Ì‚ ÍÎ ,(˙Â·ÂË ˙Â·ÈÒ ‰Ï ˘È
ÍÏÈ ‡Ï [Â˙Â‰ÊÓ ˜ÏÁ ‡È‰ ‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡‰˘ ¯Ú‰] Ì‡') ÂÓˆÚ Â· ÂÏ˘ ÏÂÊÏÊ Ï˘
‰È‰ ,ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ „·ÈÎ ÂÏÈ‡ .('˜ÂÁˆ ÂÓˆÚÓ ‰˘ÂÚ ‡Â‰ [‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡·] ‰‡ˆ¯‰Ï
‡Â‰ ÂÈÏ‡˘ ˙ÏÂÊÏ ‰ÎÂÓ‰ Â˙Î¯Ú‰ ˙‡ ‰Ï‚Ó ÂÏ˘ ÔÂˆ¯‰ ˙˘ÏÂÁ ;ÈÂ˙ÈÙ· „ÓÂÚ
‡È‰ ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ‰ÁË·‰ ˙¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó .ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,·ÈÈÁ˙‰
˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰Î¯Ú‰‰ ÏÚ Ô‚‰Ï Ì„‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈËÏ ,˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ÈÏÂ‡Â ,‰·Â˘Á‰ ‰·ÈÒ‰
ÈÏ ÂÈ‰' :‰ÈˆÊÈÏÂÈˆ¯‰ „ÚÂ ‰˜Á„‰‰ ÔÓÏ ÌÈÂ˘ ‰‚‰ ÈÂ‚Ó ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÏ˘
‰Ê ‰Ó .·ÂÏÚ È˙˘Á [È˙·ÊÚ˘Î] ˙‡Ê ÏÎ·Â ıÂ·È˜‰ ˙‡ ·ÂÊÚÏ ˙ÂÚÎ˘Ó ˙Â·ÈÒ
[ıÂ·È˜‰ ˙‡ ·ÊÚ˘ ¯·Á] 'Ó .˙ÂÚÎ˘Ó ˜ÈÙÒÓ ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï ˙Â·ÈÒ‰˘ ÈÏÂ‡ ?¯ÓÂ‡

.'ÂÓˆÚÓ Á¯· ‡Â‰˘ ˘È‚¯‰
˙ÂÂÎ˙‰ È˙˘ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙ÂÎÓ ÂÓˆÚÏ ÁÈË·Ó Ì„‡‰˘ ‰ÁË·‰ ÏÎ ‡Ï
Û˜Â˙‰Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÎÂ˙ Ï˘ Í¯Ú‰ Ô‰ (‰ÁË·‰Ï ‡Ï Í‡) ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ˙ÂÈ˙Â‰Ó‰
Ì„‡'Â '˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' .ÂÊÏ ÂÊ ˙Â¯Â˘˜ ˙ÂÂÎ˙‰ È˙˘ .˙Â·ÈÒÏÂ ÔÓÊÏ ¯·ÚÓ ‰Ï˘
¯·ÚÓ ,ÂÈÈÁÏ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈÏÚ·Î Ì˙Â‡ ÒÙÂ˙ Ì„‡‰˘ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙Ï ÌÈ¯˘˜˙Ó '·ÈÂÁÓ
‰ÓÂÏ‚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· .‰ÊÎ Í¯ÂˆÏ ¯Â˘˜Î ÒÙ˙‰ Ò¯ËÈ‡ Â‡ ˙Â˜Â˘˙Â ÌÈÎ¯ˆ ˜ÂÙÈÒÏ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ‰Â·‚ Í¯Ú ÒÂÁÈÈÂ ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ÏÚ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÒ˜ÏÙ¯
Ë¯Ù‰˘ Í¯Âˆ ‰È‰ ‡Ï ,‚ÂÚÂ ‰˜Â˘˙ ˜ÂÙÈÒÏ ¯Â˘˜‰ Í¯Ú ‰Ê ‰È‰ ÂÏÈ‡ .ÂÊ
˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ˙‡ Ë˜Â ‰È‰ ‡Â‰ .‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙È
ÏÁ ÂÈ‡ ,ÂÊ ˙Á·ÂÓ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ .˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ‡Ï· Ì‚ ˙‡Ê‰
Â‡ ˙Â˜Â˘˙ ,ÌÈÎ¯ˆ ˜ÂÙÈÒÏ Ú‚Â‰ ÏÎ· ÂÓˆÚÏ ÁÈË·Ó Ì„‡˘ ‰ÁË·‰ ÏÚ ‡ÂÙ‡
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÎ˙È˙ ‡Ï .Ì˜ÂÙÈÒ·˘ ‚ÂÚÏ Ë¯Ù Í¯Ú Ì‰Ï ÒÁÈÈÓ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÈË
˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰Ó ‰˘Ú Ì„‡‰ Ì‡ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÂÏÈÎ¯Ï Â‡ „ÏÂ˜Â˘ ˙ÏÈÎ‡Ï Â‡ ‰ÙÂ¯˙ ˙ÏÈËÏ
‡È‰ ÈÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰' ‰¯ÈÓ‡· ‰È¯·„ ˙‡ ‰Á˙Ù˘ ˙ÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ .ÂÈÈÁ· ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÂÏ‡
‰ÈÂÏ˙‰ ,˙ÈËÒÈ¯ÂÓÂ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ· ‰˘Ó˙˘‰ ,'ÔÂ·Ò ˙Â¯ÙÂ‡Ï
Í¯Ú ˙ÂÏÚ·Î ˙ÂÒÙ˙‰ ˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰Ï ¯˘‡· ‡Â‰ ‚˘ÂÓ· 'ÔÂÎ'‰ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰˘ ÍÎ·

.‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰‰Â·‚‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó·
ÂÈÈÚ· ÒÙ˙‰ ‰ÊÎ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙Ó Ë¯Ù‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ „ÂÒÈ·˘ Í¯Ú‰
ÒÙ˙‰ ‰ÊÎ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,È˙ˆÂ·˜ Û˜Â˙ Â‡ ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ Û˜Â˙ ÏÚ·Î
Ì„‡ .(ÈÂËÈ· ‰Ï ˙˙Ï ¯Á· ‡Â‰˘ Í¯„· ˙ÂÁÙÏ) „·Ï· ÂÏ ¯˘‡· Û˜˙Î ÂÈÈÚ·
ÂÈÈÚ· ÒÙ˙‰ Í¯Ú – ÈÏÎÏÎ ÔÂÈÂÂ˘ ˙Ó„˜Ó Â˙Ú„Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ ·ÈÂÁÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ
Í¯Ú – ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÌÂ„È˜Ï ·ÈÂÁÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ ;ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ Û˜Â˙ ÏÚ·Î
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ÌÈ¯Ù¯Ù ÛÂÒÈ‡Ï ·ÈÂÁÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ ;„·Ï· Â˙ÏÈ‰˜Ï Û˜˙Î ÂÈÈÚ· ÒÙ˙‰
Á¯Î‰· ‡Ï Í‡ ÂÓˆÚ ¯Â·Ú ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ Í¯Ú ÏÚ·Î ÂÈÈÚ· ÒÙ˙‰ È˘È‡ Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù –
˙Â‚‰˙‰ ‰˙Â‡Ï ‰˜ÈÚÓ‰ ‡È‰ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ¯Â·Ú
‡Â‰˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ ˙Ú˘ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÂÏ˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ Í‡ ,Â¯Â·Ú· ·ÈÈÁÓ Û˜Â˙
‰È‡ ˙È˘È‡‰ Â˙Î¯Ú‰ .Í¯Ú ‰·ÂÁ· ˙ÓÂËÎ ˙‡Ê‰ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ˙‡ ÒÙÂ˙
˙Â‚‰˙‰Î ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙Î¯Ú‰Ï È‡˙‰ ÈÎ ÁÈ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ .‰¯·Á‰ ˙Î¯Ú‰Ó ˙˜˙ÂÓ
.‰· ¯ÁÂ·‰ Ë¯ÙÏ Í¯Ú ˙ÏÚ·Î ÂÊ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ Ï·˜Ï ‰ÎÂÓ ‰¯·Á‰˘ ‡Â‰ ‰ÈÂ‡¯
¯˘‡· ‡Â‰ ÍÎ ‡Ï Í‡ .ÌÈ¯Ù¯Ù ÛÂÒÈ‡Ï ¯˘‡· ,‰‡¯‰ ÏÎÎ ,Â˙¯·Á· ·ˆÓ‰ ‰Ê

.¯‰ ˘‡¯ Ï‡ Ô·‡ Ï˘ ÈÙÈÊÈÒ ÏÂ‚Ï‚Ï
ÏÚ ¯·„ ‰Ê‰ ¯˘˜‰· .ÔÓÊ‰ „ÓÓÏ ‰¯Â˘˜ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰˙ÂÎ˙
ËÙ˘Ó· .ÔÓÊ Í¯Â‡Ï ˙Î˘Ó‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ¯˘‡Î ˜¯ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
‰È‡ '˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' ‰ÏÈÓ‰ '·¯Ú‰ Í¯ÂÚ ÔÂÚÓ˘˘ ‰·ÈÒÓÏ ‡Â·Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˘È Ô·Â‡¯Ï'
Ì‰ÈÈ· ‰˜ÂÓÚ‰ ˙Â¯·Á‰ ·˜Ú' ÂÓÎ ËÙ˘Ó ÏÚ ˙ÎÓÒ ‡È‰ ÔÎ Ì‡ ‡Ï‡ ,‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó
ÂÊ ‰ÂÎ˙ .'Ì‰ÈÏ‡ Â˙Â‡ ÔÈÓÊÓ ÔÂÚÓ˘˘ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡Ï ‡Â·Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˘Á Ô·Â‡¯
Í¯Ú· ‰¯Â˘˜ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘ ÍÎÓ ˙¯Ê‚ – ÔÓÊ· ˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰ – ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ Ï˘

.˙Â·ÈÒÏÂ ÔÓÊÏ ¯·ÚÓ ,ÈÏÏÎ ÂÙ˜Â˙˘
‰˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰Â Í¯Ú· ‰¯Â˘˜ ‰˙ÂÈ‰ – ÏÈÚÏ Â¯ÎÊÂ‰˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ È˙˘
˙Â˘‚¯ ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú ,˙ÂÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ˙Â‰Ê‰ ‚˘ÂÓ· ÔÂÈ„Ï ˙ÂÏÈ·ÂÓ – ÔÓÊ·
Ô¯Ó˘Ï ÂÏ ·Â˘Á ÔÎ ÏÚ ¯˘‡Â ,Â˙Â‡ ˙Â¯È„‚ÓÎ Ì„‡‰ ÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÒÙ˙‰ ˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰Â
,‰ÂÓ‡Ï ‰˜ÈÚÓ‰ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .(Blasi & Glodis, 1995)
ÂÊÎ ,(˙ÈÏÂ˘ Â‡ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ‰) ˙Â‰Ê ˙ÂÎ˙ Ï˘ „ÓÚÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ÏÂ Í¯ÚÏ
¯ÒÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙· ‰ÂÂÏ˙Â ÂÓˆÚÏ ˙Â˘ÁÎ˙‰Î Ì„‡‰ ÈÈÚ· ˘¯Ù˙˙ ‰ÓÓ ‰ÈÈËÒ˘

.¯˙ÂÈ ¯ÁÂ‡Ó ÈÂÈ„· ¯ÂÊÁ‡ ˙Â‰Ê‰ ‚˘ÂÓÏ .˙ÂÁÂ
Ô·ÂÓÎ ‰ÚÓ˘Ó ÔÈ‡ ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÂÁÂ ‰ÁË·‰Î ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ˙ÈÁ·Ó .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÈË¯Ù‰ ·Á¯Ó· ‰¯Â‚Ò ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘
¯Â˜Ó‰Â ,ÂÓˆÚ ÈÙÏÎ ‡È‰ ˘Á Ì„‡‰˘ ‰·ÂÁ‰ .„ÈÁÈ‰ ˙Â˘¯·˘ ÔÈÈÚ ÔÎ‡ ‡È‰
ÔÎÂ˙‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ÌÏÂ‡ .ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÁË·‰· ÌÈÂ˙ ‰·ÂÁÏ ÒÈÒ·‰Â
˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ· ˜¯ ‡Ï ÌÈÈ˜ ‰Ê Ë·È‰ .Ï˜˘Ó ÏÚ· È˙¯·Á Ë·È‰ ˘È ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ
Â‡ ˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ ÂÓÎ ,Â˙¯·ÁÏÂ Â¯·ÁÏ Ì„‡ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÒÁÈÏ ˙Â¯Â˘˜‰ ˙ÂÈ˙¯·Á
˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰ Ì‚ .Ë¯Ù‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ· Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÏÂÊÏ ‰¯ÊÚ
˙ÂÁÓÂˆ ,‰ÈˆËÈ„Ó· ˜ÂÒÈÚ Â‡ ˙È˙ÂÓ‡ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ÂÓÎ ,˜‰·ÂÓ· ˙ÂÈËÒÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡
,ÔÎ‡ .‰·ÈˆÓ ‰¯·Á‰˘ ÌÈË¯„ËÒÏ ˙Â·È‚ÓÂ ‰¯·ÁÏ ˙ÂÂÂÎÓ ,È˙¯·Á ¯˘˜‰·
Â˙ÁË·‰Ï ÔÓ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Ì„‡‰Ó ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ‰Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ÁÈÓˆÓ‰ ÈÓÈÙ‰ ÁÈ˘‰
‰ÚÙÂ˙Ï ¯·Ò‰‰ ÔÂÓË ÍÎ· .Ô‰· ÈÁ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â·¯˙·Â ‰¯·Á· ÌÈˆÂÚ ÂÓˆÚÏ
˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ‰¯·Á·Ó ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰¯·Á· ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÂˆÂÙ ˙Â‰Ê ˙ÒÈÙ˙Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ˘

.(Baumeister, 1986)
Ï˘ ‰·ÂÁ‰ÓÂ ‰ÁË·‰‰Ó ˙Ú·Â‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Î ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ „Â„ÈÁÏ
ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â¯ÈÒÓ' Â˙ÂÎÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ‚ÂÒ ˙‡ „‚Ó „ÈÓÚ‡ ÂÓˆÚ ÈÙÏÎ Ì„‡‰



˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂË

‰„ÈÓ˙ÓÂ ‰·È˜Ú ˙Â‚‰˙‰· ˙ÈÈÙÂ‡Ó ˙Â¯ÈÒÓ‰ Ì‚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÂÓÎ .'˙Â¯˘˜˙‰
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ,˙Â¯ÈÒÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â‚‰˙‰ Í‡ .ÏÂÓ‚˙Ï ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˘˜ ÁÎÂÏ
˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Â‡ ‰ÁË·‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÁÓÂˆ ‰È‡ ,ÁÂÓ· ˘Ó˙˘Ó È‡˘ ˙Á·ÂÓ‰
Â‡ ¯˘˜‰Ó ‡Ï‡ ,(ÔÏ‰Ï ‰‡¯‡˘ ÈÙÎ ,‰¯ÈÁ· ÍÂ˙Ó ‡Ï Û‡Â) ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘
ÔÈ‡ '˙Â¯˘˜˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â¯ÈÒÓ'‰ ˙‡ .˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ‡˘ÂÓ ÈÙÏÎ ˙È·ÂÈÁ‰ ‰„ÓÚ‰Ó
‡Ï· ,‰˘˜Â ‰¯Âˆ· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡Â·˙ ‡È‰˘ ÈÂÎÈÒ‰ ·¯Â ,‰ÏÂ˜˘ ‰Î¯Ú‰ ‰ÎÈ¯„Ó
˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰Ï ‰Ï·˜‰ ÚÈˆÓ '˙Â¯˘˜˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â¯ÈÒÓ' ÈÂËÈ·‰ .˙Â·ÈÒÏ ‰Ó‡˙‰
˙˘ÂÁ˙ „ÏÈÏ ˙Â˜ÈÚÓ‰ ,(Bowlby, 1969) ÂÓ‡Ï „ÏÈ‰ ˙Â¯˘˜˙‰Ï ˙ÂÒÁÂÈÓ‰
ÌÈÙˆÓ Â‡ ÔÂ„‰ ‰¯˜Ó· Ì‚ Ì‡Ï ˙Â¯˘˜˙‰· ‰¯Â˜˘ ‰ÓÏ ‰ÓÂ„· ÌÏÂ‡ .ÔÂÁËÈ·
˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ÏÚ ‰·È˘Á ˙¯„Ú‰ ˙È˙Â„ÏÈ‰ ˙Â¯˘˜˙‰‰Ó ¯¯Á˙˘È ¯‚Â·‰ Ì„‡‰˘
‰È‡˘ ,˙È˙Â„ÏÈ‰ ˙Â¯˘˜˙‰‰˘ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ˜˙‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰‰ ÍÏ‰Ó .‰Ï˘ ‰Î¯Ú‰ Â‡
‡È‰˘ ,˙¯‚Â· ˙Â¯˘˜˙‰Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ‰ÙÓ ,Ì‰ÈÈÓÏ ˙Â·ÈÒÂ ÌÈ‡˙ ÔÈ· ‰ÈÁ·Ó
.(Allen & Land, 1999) ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ·ÈÎ¯Ó ÏÂÏÎÏ ‰ÈÂ˘ÚÂ ˙È˙¯Â˜È·Â ˙ÁÎÂÙÓ
,ÂÓˆÚ ÌÂ‡ÏÏ „Ú ,˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜ ÈÙÏÎÂ ‰ÁÙ˘Ó‰Â Ì‡‰ ÈÙÏÎ ˙¯‚Â·‰ ‰„ÓÚ‰

.˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ·ÈÎ¯ ˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂÎÂ ˙Â¯˘˜˙‰‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ ˙‡ ˙ˆ¯ÂÙ
Ì‡˙‰· ‚‰È ‡Â‰˘ ÁÈË·‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡‰ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ
ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÏÂ‡ .‡·‰ ÛÈÚÒ· ¯¯·˙È˘ ÈÙÎ ,‰¯ÈÁ· ÍÂ˙Ó ÂÈÏÚ Ï·È˜˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï
˜¯ ‡Ï ‰ÎÂ¯Î ‰È‰˙ ‰ÓÓ ‰ÈÈËÒ˘ ÍÎ ,'ÌÈ¯ÈÁÓ' ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï „ÈÓˆÓ Ì„‡‰
¯ÈÁÓ· Û‡Â (˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ È·ÓÂÙ Ô˙Ó ˙Â·˜Ú·) È˙¯·Á ÈÂÈ‚· Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ÈÓˆÚ ÈÂÈ‚·
Ï˘ È˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ „ˆ· Â„˜Ó˙‰˘ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ È„È· ˘‚„Â‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ê ÔÙ .È˘ÁÂÓ
ÌÈÏ·Î· ˙ÂÂÏÓ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ ,ÔÎ‡ .(Becker, 1960 Ï˘ÓÏ) ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
ÁÎÂÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· Â˙„ÈÓÚ ˙‡ ÁÈË·‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ Ì‰· ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÒÂ‡ Â‡˘

.(Elster, 1984) ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈˆÁÏÂ ÌÈÈÂ˙ÈÙ
ÌÂ˘Ó Ì‡ ‰Ï‡Î ÌÈÚˆÓ‡· ‰ËÚÂÓ ˙ÂÂÎÓ ‰ÏÚÙ‰ Â‡ˆÓ ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯·
ÌÂ˘Ó Ì‡ ,ÂÂˆ¯Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ¯Á· ‡Â‰ È¯‰˘ ,ÍÎ· Í¯Âˆ ‰‡Â¯ ÂÈ‡ Ë¯Ù‰˘
‰ÁÈÓˆÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „·ÚÈ„· ÌÏÂ‡ .ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÏÂ·ÎÏ ÂÏ ÈÂ‡¯˘ ¯Â·Ò ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘
‰˘ÂÁ˙‰ Ì‰ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÏ·Î·˘ ÌÈËÏÂ·‰ .Ì‰· ‰¯Â˘˜Â ÌÈÎÂ˙Ó ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈÏ·Î
‰‰ .˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰ËÈÏ˘ „Â·È‡ Ï˘Â Í˙ˆÂ·˜ÏÂ ÍÓˆÚÏ ˙ÂÓ‡ ¯ÒÂÁ Ï˘ ‰˘˜‰
˙Â‚Ù‰‰ ÏÎ ÌÚ ‡Ï' :Ï‡Ó˘ ˙ˆÂ·˜Ï Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ ¯ÙÈÒ˘ ÔÈÈ‡Â¯Ó Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„
ÈÓ .·¯ÒÏ ÈÓˆÚÏ È˙È˘¯‰ ‡Ï Ï·‡ [...] È˘ÙÈË ÈÏ ‰‡¯ ‰Ê ÌÈÓÚÙÏ .È˙ÓÎÒ‰
[ÈÙÓ ˙ÂÓÈÚ‰-È‡] ÈÏ· Ì‚ .È˙Èˆ¯ ‡Ï ˜Â¯ÚÏ Ï·‡ .˜È¯Ú ·˘Á ËÚÓÎ ‡· ‡Ï˘
¯˙ÂÈ Ì‰· Â˙Â‡ ˙¯ÒÂ‡ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘ ÌÈÏ·ÎÏ Ú„ÂÓ ‰Ê ÔÈÈ‡Â¯Ó .'ÌÈ¯·Á‰
ÌÈ˙ÂÂÚÓ ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈÏ·Î‰˘ ÍÎÏ Ú„ÂÓ Û‡ ‡Â‰ .ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ï·˜Ï ÔÂÂÎ˙‰˘ ‰ÓÓ
ÌÈÏ‚Ó ÂÈ¯·„ .ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘· ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÌÚ ÔÈÎÒÓ ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙‡
·ÂˆÈÚ· Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˙˘Ó˘Ó ‡È‰ „Á‡ „ˆÓ :˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ˙ÂÈÈÈÙÂ‡ ÌÈÙ È˙˘
˙‡ Ú·˜ÏÂ Â˙·È˘Á ˙‡ ¯ˆ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ ‡È‰ È˘ „ˆÓÂ ,‰Ï ÈÂËÈ· Ô˙Ó·Â Â˙Â‰Ê

.Â˙Â‚‰˙‰



ÔÒÈ ÈÎ„¯Ó ÊË

˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ‰¯ÈÁ· ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ

˙È˘ÙÂÁ ‰¯ÈÁ· ÍÂ˙Ó ‡Ï‡ ÂÓˆÚ ÈÙÏ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ Ì„‡ ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ú·ËÓ
‡ÏÓÏ Ì„‡Ï ˘È˘ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ .(ÌÈˆÂÏÈ‡‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ÔÂ·˘Á· ‡È·‰˘ ¯Á‡Ï)
ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ˙‡ Ï·È˜ ‡Â‰˘ Â˙ÚÈ„È· ‰ˆÂÚ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ï·È˜˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰
˙ÚÙ˘‰· Â‡ ‰ÈÈÙÎ ,‰ÚËÂÓ Ú„È ˙Â·˜Ú· Ï˘ÓÏ ‡ÏÂ) ˙ÏÎ˘ÂÓÂ ˙È˘ÙÂÁ ‰¯ÈÁ·
˘ÙÂÁ .ÂÏ˘ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Ï ÒÈÒ· ÔÈ‡ ÂÊÎ ‰¯ÈÁ· ‡Ï· .(‰ÊÚ ‰˜Â˘˙ Â‡ ‰ÊÂÙÈ‰
,ıÂÁ·Ó Ì„‡‰ ÏÚ ‰ÈÂÙÎ ‰È‡ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰˘ ÍÎ· ‰ˆÓ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰
·Á¯˙Ó ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˘ÙÂÁ .'˙ÈÏÈÏ˘‰ ˙Â¯ÈÁ‰' ‰ÎÓ (Berlin, 1969) ÔÈÏ¯·˘ ‰Ó
˙Â¯ËÓ ÂÓˆÚÏ ·Èˆ‰Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰Â ˘ÙÂÁ‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙È·ÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â¯ÈÁÏ Ì‚
ÈÂËÈ· Ô˙ÂÂ ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÓ Ë¯Ù‰ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï Â˙¯ÈÁ·· .ÔÓÂ„È˜Ï ÏÂÚÙÏÂ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Â
‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ .(Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÁÙÏ) ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏ ·È‚Ó ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ ÂÏ˘ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡Ï
˜¯ ‡ÏÂ) ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‰ ‡Â‰˘ ˘Á Ì„‡‰˘ ÍÎ· Ì‚ ˙È˙ÂÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÓ‰
‰ÙÂÏÁ‰ ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï Ì‰· ¯Á· ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰Â Í¯Ú‰˘ ;˙¯Á‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï (È˘ÙÂÁ
.˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰·ÈÒÓ ÔÈ· ‰Î¯ÚÂ ‰˙ÏÚÂ˙ Ï˘· ÔÈ· ÂÈÙÏ ‰„ÓÚ˘ ‰„ÈÁÈ‰ ‰¯È·Ò‰
Ì‚ .‰Ï ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÔÈ‡ 'ÔÂ·˘Á· ‰‡·'Î ˙ÒÙ˙ ˙Á‡ ‰ÙÂÏÁ ˜¯ ¯˘‡Î
‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ‰¯ÈÁ· ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡ ,ÂÈÏÚ ˙ÈÙÎ ÂÊ‰ ‰ÙÂÏÁ‰˘ ˘Á ÂÈ‡ Ë¯Ù‰ Ì‡

.‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ ‡ÏÈÓÓÂ ,‰ÈÏÚ ·˘ÂÁ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÏÏ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ,‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Ï ÒÈÒ·‰ ‡È‰˘ ,‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙
ÂÏ˘ ‰˘È ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÈÈÚ· Ì‚ .‰ÓÚ 'Ô˜„Ê‰Ï' ‰ÈÂ˘Ú Ì‚ ‡È‰ Í‡ ,‰ÈÈÁ Í¯Â‡Ï
¯ÈÁÓ'·) ÏÂÎÈÂ È‡˘¯ ‡Â‰ ˙Ú ÏÎ·˘ ,˙¯Á‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰˘ ˘ÂÁÏ ÈÂ˘Ú Ì„‡‰
˘Á Ì„‡‰ ,ÔÓÊ‰ ÛÂÏÁ ÌÚ ,˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ Í‡ .Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ˙‡ ˘ÂËÏ ('¯È·Ò
˙Â·ÈÒ ÏÏ‚· ,‰ÓÏÚ Û‡ Â‡ ,‰ÓˆÓËˆ‰ ¯Á‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÂÏ˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰˘
Â¯˘˜˘ ÌÈ¯ÈÁÓ‰ Ï˘·Â ‰·È·ÒÓ ÂÂË˘ ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙Â˙˘¯· ˙ÂˆÂÚ‰
‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙Ú„Â˙ ÏÚ ˙Ú˘ Â‡ ˙ÓÚÓÚ˙Ó ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .‰ÈÏ‡
¯˘‡· Ì‚ Í‡ ,Ï˘ÓÏ ‚ÂÊ Ô·Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· ÌÈÓÚÙÏ ¯·„‰ ÍÎ .˙ÈÂ˘‡¯‰
Ï·‡ ,‰ˆ¯‡ ‰ÏÂÚ È˙ÈÈ‰ ÌÂÈ‰ Ì‡ ¯ÓÂÏ ÏÂÎÈ ‡Ï È‡' :˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ
È‡ .˙È˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÂÈ‰ ‰ÊÏ ÔÈ‡ Ì‡ Ì‚ ‰ÈÚ· ‰¯‡˘ ‰ÈÈÏÚÏ ÈÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
˙ÂÏÚÏ ÈÏ˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÔÈ· ¯·ÁÓ‰ ¯˘È Â˜ Â˘È .‰Ù ÌÈÈÁÂ ‰Ù Â„ÏÂ ÈÈ„ÏÈ ÏÎÂ ‰Ù
Ú˜¯· ˙‡ˆÓ ,‰˘ ÌÈ˘ÂÏ˘Ó ‰ÏÚÓÏ ÈÙÏ ,ÂÊ‰ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ .ÈÏ˘ ˙ÂÂÈˆ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ı¯‡Ï
,˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰È‡ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙Ú„Â˙ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÏÂ‡ .'ı¯‡· ÈÏ˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÏÎ Ï˘
˙ÈÁÎÂ‰ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÏÂ„Ï„ Â‡ „Â·È‡ ÌÚ ‰Ë‡Ï ˙ÎÚÂ„ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Â
.¯·„ Â˙Â‡ ‡Ï ‰Ê Ï·‡ ,‰¯‡˘ ıÂ·È˜‰ Ï˘ Í¯„· ÈÏ˘ ‰ÂÓ‡‰' :‰· ‰¯Â˘˜‰
ıÂ·È˜‰ ÂÈ˘ÎÚÂ ,ıÂ·È˜Ï È˙ÎÏ‰ È‡ .Â· ÌÈ˜Á˘Ó ÌÈÈÁ‰˘ ÈÏÎ ‰˙‡˘ ˘È‚¯Ó ‰˙‡
‰¯Î‰‰ ˙Ó¯· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‰Ê ËÙ˘Ó .'È˙Â‡ ÍÈÏÂÓ
Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÈˆ¯ÏÂ ÂÈ˙Â˘‚¯Ï ,‰ÓÏ˘‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡Ï ‰¯Â˘˜‰ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÔÈ·Ï
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÒÈÒ·· ‰„ÓÚ˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ .˙ÓÈÂÒÓ Í¯„· ‚‰˙‰Ï Â˙ÂÂÎÏÂ
Ì‰ ÌÏÂ‡ ,‰¯Î‰‰ ˙Ó¯· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯Ó˘Ï ÈÏÂ‡ ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ‰Ï ‰ÂÂÏ‰ Û˜Â˙‰Â
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Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ‡ ,‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ .ÔÓÊ Í¯Â‡Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈÁÈË·Ó ÌÈ‡
˙˘ÂÁ˙ ¯ÂÓÈ˘Ï ·Â˘Á Ì¯Â‚ ‡È‰ ,˙¯Á‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï – ‰˙Ú Ì‚ – ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰˘ Ì„‡‰

.˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
ÏÏÂÎ‰ ‰ÏÂÚÙ ·Á¯Ó ÂÈÈÚ „‚Ï ‰‡Â¯ ·ÈÈÁ˙Ó‰ Ì„‡‰˘ Ú·Â ÏÈÚÏ ÔÂÈ„‰Ó
¯ÁÂ· ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ·Á¯Ó ÍÂ˙Ó .‰· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Á‡ ‰¯È·Ò ‰ÙÂÏÁÓ ¯˙ÂÈ
‚ÂÊ Ô· ˙¯ÈÁ·· È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ÂÊ ‰ÈÁ·Ó .˙Á‡ Í¯„Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï
‰¯·Á·) ‚ÂÊ Ô· ˙¯ÈÁ· .ÁÏˆÂÓ ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ‡Â‰ (Lydon, 1996 Ï˘ÓÏ) ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ Ì‚„Î
˙ÂÈ˙Ó‡Ï ‰¯ÓÂÈ‰ ÈÏ· ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ‰ÓÎ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰¯È·Ò ‰ÙÂÏÁ· ‰¯ÈÁ· ‡È‰ (˙È·¯ÚÓ‰
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙Ï·˜ ‰Ê Ì‚„ ÈÙÏ .‰ÂÎ‰ ˙Á‡‰ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ‡È‰˘ ÍÎÏ ,‰¯ÈÁ·‰ Ï˘
È¯‰˘ ,˙¯Á·‰ ‰ÙÂÏÁ‰ Ï˘ ·ÂË· Â‡ ˙Ó‡· ËÏÁÂÓ ÔÂÁËÈ·Ó ˙Ú·Â ‰È‡
˙ÓÈÈ˜˘ ,'˙¯Á‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÏÂÎÈ' ‡Â‰˘ ˘Á Ë¯Ù‰˘ ‡Â‰ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï È‡˙‰
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰ÂÎ˙Ï .Â¯Â·Ú· ˙È¯˘Ù‡ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ˘ ÂÊÎ ,‰¯È·Ò ‰ÙÂÏÁ
:˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ È˙Â‰Ó Ò˜Â„¯Ù ‚ÈˆÓ ‰Ê ¯ÒÁ .'˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ' ‡¯˜‡
ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˙Ú· ‰· Í‡ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ Í¯„· ‚‰˙È Ë¯Ù‰˘ ÁÈË·‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
Ì‚ ˙ÓÈÈ˜ ÔÎ˘ ,‰ÓˆÚ ÁÂÎÓ ˙ÁË·ÂÓ ‰È‡ ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰˘ ‰ÓÓ

.˙¯Á‡ ‰¯È·Ò ˙Â¯˘Ù‡
˙„ÓÂÚ‰ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÈË ‰Ó ˜Â„·Ï ˘È ‰Ê‰ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ˙‡ ¯¯·Ï È„Î
˙Á‡Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ÏÂ Ô‰ÈÈ· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ˘¯„ Ë¯Ù‰˘ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ‰ Ô‰ ‰ÓÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÒÈÒ··
'ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰' :˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ ‰¯ÈÁ· Ï˘ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ È˘ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‡ .Ô‰Ó
‰ÂÓ‡ ˙ÓÂÚÏ Í¯ÚÂ ‰ÂÓ‡ ıÓ‡Ï ¯ÁÂ· Ì„‡‰ ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·· .'ÏÂÚÙÏ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰'Â
ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯· .(Ì‰· ¯Á·˘ Í¯Ú‰Â ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙ÏÈÏ˘ ˙ÓÂÚÏ Â‡) ÌÈ¯Á‡ Í¯ÚÂ
:‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ¯·„· ‰Ï‚˙Ó ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ˙„· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ – ˙˜‰·ÂÓ ‰Ó‚Â„ ÍÎÏ ‰ÈÂˆÓ
È˙ËÏÁ‰Â ."ÔÈÓ‡Ó ‡Ï Â‡ ÔÈÓ‡Ó ‰˙‡ ,ËÈÏÁ˙" ÈÓˆÚÏ È˙¯Ó‡ 17 ÏÈ‚· ¯ÎÂÊ È‡'
.ÌÈ˘„ÂÁ ÈÏÂ‡ Á˜Ï ‰Ê .ÚÓ˘ ‰Ê˘ ÂÓÎ ,„Á‡ ÌÂÈ Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚ ‰È‰ ‡Ï ‰Ê .È˙„ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
.˙Â˘˜ È˙Ë·Ï˙‰ .˙„· ¯˙ÂÈ ÚÎÂ˘Ó È˙ÈÈ‰ ÌÂ‡˙Ù˘ ‡Ï ‰Ê .ÁÂË· ‡Ï È‡ ?‰ÓÏ
‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰ÈÙÏ „ÓÚ ¯·Â„‰˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ .'˙„Ï È˙¯ÊÁ ,˙ÂÈÂÏÈÁÏ È˙·¯˜˙‰˘ ÏÎÎ Ï·‡
,Â˙ËÏÁ‰ ˙‡ Ï·È˜ ‡Â‰ .˙ÈÏÎ˙· ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡Ï ˙ÂÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÂÓ‡ È˙˘ ÔÈ·
‡Ï‡ ,‰· ¯Á· ‡Â‰˘ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙e˙Ó‡· ÚÂÎ˘ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡Ï ,ÌÈ„ÈÚÓ ÂÈ¯·„˘ ÈÙÎ
ÍÎÏ Ú„ÂÓ ¯·Â„‰ .ÌÈÙÚÒ‰ È˙˘ ÏÚ ÁÂÒÙÏ ˜ÈÒÙ‰Ï ÍÎ·Â ¯ÂÁ·Ï ‰ËÏÁ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó
,ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÈÙ ÂÈ‰ ÍÎ ‡Ï ÂÏÈ‡ .Â¯Â·Ú· ‰¯È·Ò ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˘Ë˘ ‰ÙÂÏÁ‰˘
ÔÂˆ¯' ÈÂËÈ·‰ ÂÓÎ ,'ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·' ÈÂËÈ·‰ .˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰·Â ‰¯ÈÁ·· Í¯Âˆ ‰È‰ ‡Ï
˙˙È ‰È‡ ‰ÂÓ‡ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ È¯‰˘ ,ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÒ ÚÓ˘ (James, 1979) 'ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï
,‰· ÈÊÎ¯Ó ·ÈÎ¯ ‡È‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰˘ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ÌÏÂ‡ .˙ÈÂˆ¯ ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï
ÔÂÂÎÓ ıÂÓÈ‡ ÏÚ Â¯·È„ ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó ‰ÓÎ ,ÔÎ‡ .‚È¯Á ÚÓ˘ ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê ÈÂËÈ·· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰
˙Â‡„Â Ì‰Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ‰¯Î‰ Â·ÂÁ· ÔÓÂË‰ ıÂÓÈ‡ ,ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ Â‡ Í¯Ú ,‰ÂÓ‡ Ï˘
Â· ˜ÂÒÚ‡ ‡Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚ ,‰ÓÏ˘ ‰ÂÓ‡Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï ‰ÂÂ˜˙ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈ˙ÚÏ) ÌÙ˜Â˙Ï ¯˘‡

.(Ô‡Î
ÌÏÂÚ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰Ï ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ‰¯Â˘˜ ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯·
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‰ÂÓ‡ ,Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ ‰ÈÈÏÚÂ ˙ÂÂÈˆ ,˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ˙ÂÓ‡Â ˙È˙„ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÂÓÎ ,˙ÂÏÏÂÎ
ÏÎ· .‰¯·Á‰ ÔÚÓÏ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÂ ‰·È·ÒÏÂ Ú·ËÏ ¯˘˜ ,ıÂ·È˜· ÌÈÈÁÂ ÌÊÈÏ‡ÈˆÂÒ·
.‰ÚÈ„È ˙Ù˜˘Ó ‰È‡ ‡È‰ .‰ÂÓ‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ÌÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡· ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÂÏ‡
Â‡ ,˙ÂÏÏÂÎ ˙ÂÂÓ‡ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ‰¯ÈÁ· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰ÈÏÚ ÌÈÁÂÂ„Ó ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰
˙ÂÁÙÏ Â‡ ıÂÓÈ‡Ï ˙˙ÈÎ ÌÈ¯ÁÂ·‰ ÈÈÚ· ‰ÒÙ˙ Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡ ÏÎ˘ ,˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡
‰È‰ Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ÂÏ‡ ÏÎ· .ÛÒ‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÁ„È‰Ï ˙˙È ‰È‡˘ ˙‡ÊÎÎ
¯ÒÂÁ ÒÁÂÈ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ·˘ Í¯Ú‰ Û˜Â˙Ï Â‡ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ Û˜Â˙Ï ¯Â˘˜
È‡' :ÔÏ‰Ï˘ ÌÈ¯·„· ÍÎ .‰¯ÈÁ·Ï „ÓÂÚ‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰ ÏÚ ˜ÈÙÒÓ Ú„È ¯„ÚÈ‰Ï ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰
Ì‰Â ,ÈÏ ˘È˘ ÌÈÂ˙‰ ÈÙÏ ËÙÂ˘ È‡ .ÊÂÁ‡ ‰‡Ó· ÁÂË· È‡˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ÏÂÎÈ ‡Ï
ÌÂÏ˘"Ï] ÈÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ,¯Á‡ ÔÂ¯˙Ù ÈÈÙ· Â‚Èˆ‰ ‡Ï „ÂÚ ÏÎ Ï·‡ .ÌÈ‡ÏÓ ‡Ï
‡˘ÂÏ ¯˘‡· ˙ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÏ¯ ‰„ÓÚ ‚ÈˆÓ Ë¯Ù‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .'‰ÈÚ· ˙¯‡˘ ["ÂÈ˘ÎÚ
ÈÏ˘ ‰ËÏÁ‰‰ .„ÓÂÚ ‰˙‡ ‰ÙÈ‡ ‡Ï‡ ÔÂÎ ‰Ó ‡Ï ‡È‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰' :˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
.ÍÏ˘ ‡Ï ÈÏ˘ ·Ï‰ ;·Ï‰ ÏÎ ÌÚ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ [ÁÂ˙ÈÙ ¯ÈÚ· ¯ÙÒ ˙È·· ˙Â¯Â‰Ï ¯Â·ÚÏ]
˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ˙‡ ÒÙÂ˙ Ë¯Ù‰ ÌÈÓÚÙÏ .'ÂÏ˘ ˙Ó‡‰Â „Á‡ ÏÎ ,ÂÏ˘ ·Ï‰Â „Á‡ ÏÎ
.ÚÎ˘Ï ¯˘Ù‡-È‡ .ÚÂÎ˘Ó ‰Ú· ‡Ï È˙„ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÏ˘ ‰ËÏÁ‰‰' :‡˘Â· ‰ÚÂ·ËÎ
¯˘‡ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ .'ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡· ÁÂË· È˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï ÈÈÒ ¯‰ „ÓÚÓ· È˙ÈÈ‰ Ì‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡
ÈÙÏÎ ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ Ï˘ Ì˙„ÓÚ· Ì‚ Û˜˙˘Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ·˘ Í¯ÚÏ Â‡ ‰ÂÓ‡Ï
ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ ·Â¯ .Ì˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙‡ ˙Â¯˙ÂÒ‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰·Â ‰Ú„· ÌÈ˜ÈÊÁÓ‰ ÌÈ˘‡

.˙¯Á‡‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰Â ˙ÈÏÂÈˆ¯‰ ˙ÂÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï· ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ
‰ÂÓ‡Ï ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· ˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁ· ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ˘Á ÂÈ‡ Ì„‡‰ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ Í‡
‚Â‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ‰„ÈÓ ÂÊÈ‡·Â Ì‡ Ë·Ï˙‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‡Â‰ ,ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ·˘ Í¯ÚÏÂ
¯ÂÓ‡Î .ÏÂÚÙÏ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ – È˘‰ ‚ÂÒ‰Ó ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙·Ï˙˘Ó ÂÊ ‰„Â˜· .Ì‰ÈÙÏ
Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú Ì‰ÈÈÚ· ÌÈÈÂ‡¯‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ‡ Ì„‡ È· ÏÈÚÏ
,ÌÈÈÂ‡¯ Ì‰ È¯‰˘ ,ÏÈÏÎ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰Ó ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ .ÏÂÚÙÏ Á¯Î‰·
ÒÙÂ˙ Ë¯Ù‰ .Ì„‡Ï ‰¯ÈÁ· ÁÂÂË ÌÈ¯È‡˘Ó Ì‰ ,'¯ÂÚÈ˘ Ì‰Ï ÔÈ‡'˘ ¯Á‡Ó Í‡
ıÓ‡Ï ‰ÓÎÂ „ˆÈÎ ,Ì‰Ó ‰ÊÈ‡ ,Ì‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÈÂ‡¯ ˙Â¯ËÓÎ Ì˙Â‡
ÏÚÂÙ· ‰ˆÂÓÈ‡ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÈÂ‡¯Î ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙Î¯Ú‰ ÔÈ·˘ ‰Ê‰ ÏÏÁ‰ ˙‡ .Â˙Â‚‰˙‰·
È¯Ù ‡È‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .ÚÈÓ Ì¯Â‚Î Ô‰ ‰ËÏÁ‰Â ‰¯ÈÁ·Î Ô‰ – ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ÏÓÓ
Í¯„ Ï˘ ÌˆÂÓÈ‡· ‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ,È˘È‡ ·ÈÈÁÓ Û˜Â˙ ÌÈÂÒÓ Í¯ÚÏ ˜ÈÚ‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰
˙Ï·˜· ÈÁ¯Î‰ „Úˆ ‡È‰ – ÏÂÚÙÏ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ – ÂÊ ‰¯ÈÁ· .ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡Â ˙Â‚‰˙‰
‰˙Â‡ ‰˘ÂÚÂ ˙È˘È‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Í¯Ú· ‰ÂÓ‡Ï ‰˜Ó ÏÂÚÙÏ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
ÔÈ·Ï Í¯Ú ˙Ï·˜ ÔÈ·˘ ¯ÚÙ‰ ˙‡ Û˘ÂÁ ‡·‰ ËÂËÈˆ‰ .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â‰ÊÓ ˜ÏÁ
È˙¯ÊÁ˘Î' :¯ÚÙ‰ ÏÚ ¯Â˘È‚· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „È˜Ù˙ ˙‡Â Â˘ÂÓÈÓÏ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙
˙È˙¯·Á ÏÈÚÙ È˙ÈÈ‰ .ÔÎ ÈÙÏ „ÂÚ ‰Ê ÏÚ È˙·˘Á .˙È˙¯·Á ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ È˙Ó˙¯ ‰ˆ¯‡
‰Ê˘ ˙˘‚¯‰Â] [...] ÌÈ¯Á‡Ï ‰Ê ˙‡ È˙¯‡˘‰ ·Â¯‰ ÂÓÎ Ï·‡ .¯ÚÂ‰ ˙ÚÂ˙· ¯·Î
ÔÓÊ‰ ÚÈ‚‰˘ È˙˘‚¯‰ È˙¯ÊÁ˘Î .·„˙Ó ‡Ï˘ ÈÓ „‚ ˙ÂÚË ÈÏ ÔÈ‡ .ÔÎ [?¯„Ò·
˜„· Ïˆ‡ .'ÈÏ˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÈˆÓ˙ ÂÊ ÌÂÈ‰˘ ˙ÂˆÈÏÓ ÈÏ· „È‚‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ È‡ .ÏÂÚÙÏ
¯˙ÂÈ ˜ÂÓÚ ÚÂÎ˘Ï ÚÈ‚‰ ‡Â‰˘ ÍÎÓ ‰Ú· ‡Ï ˙È˙¯·Á ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ ˙ÂÓ˙¯È‰‰ ‰Ê



˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓËÈ

Ë·Ï˙‰ ‡Â‰ Í‡ .‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ ÍÎ· ÚÎÂ˘Ó ‰È‰ ‡Â‰ .‰¯·ÁÏ ‰ÓÂ¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰Î¯Ú·
¯ÒÂÁ ‡ÂÙ‡ ÔÂÓË ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰· .ÏÚÂÙ· ÂÊ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ıÓ‡Ï Â˙·ÂÁÏ Ú‚Â·
.‰Ê‰ ÌÈÂÒÓ‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ· ÏÂÚÙÏ Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ Â˙·ÂÁ ÔÈÈÚ· ˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁ ,È˙‡ ˙Â‡„Â
Í¯Ú˘ Ò¯Â‚ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ Ï˘ ‰Î¯Ú· ÚÎÂ˘Ó ‡Â‰
¯ÂÁ·Ï ˙ÈÏÂÈˆ¯ Â‡ ˙È˙‡ ‰ÚÈÓ ÔÈ‡ ˙ÈÂ¯˜Ú˘ ¯Â·Ò ‡Â‰ .Û¯Â‚ ÔÙÂ‡· ·ÈÈÁÓ ‰Ê

.˙¯Á‡
Ï˘ ÌÈÈÒÂÙÈË ÌÈ‚ÂÒ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÔÈÈˆ‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÌÈ‚„‰Ï È„Î
.˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÁÓˆ Ì‰· ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰˘ ,ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯· ÂÏÚ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
.ÏÂÚÙÏ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÔÈ· ·ÂÏÈ˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘·
˙ÒÙ˙‰ (˙Î˘ÂÓÓ) ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï Ì‡ ËÈÏÁ‰Ï Ë¯Ù‰ ÏÚ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ‚ÂÒ·
˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰·ÂÁ Â‡ È˘Ù Â‡ È˘ÚÓ Á¯Î‰ ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ Í‡ Í¯Ú ˙ÏÚ·Î ÂÈÈÚ·
Û¯Ëˆ‰Ï Ì‡ ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ „Á‡ Ï˘ Â˙ÂË·Ï˙‰ ‡È‰ ÍÎÏ ‰Ó‚Â„ .‰˙Â‡ ËÂ˜Ï
‰ÙÂÏÁ‰ Ì‚ Í‡ ,ÂÊ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ Û¯Ëˆ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ Ï·È˜ ÌÓ‡ ‡Â‰ .˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ
Ë¯Ù‰ È˘‰ ‚ÂÒ· .˙ÈÎ¯Ú-˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ‰ÏÈ·˜ ÂÈÈÚ· ‰ÒÙ˙ ˙ÂÙ¯Ëˆ‰-È‡ Ï˘
ÒÙÂ˙ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈÏÂÏÒÓ ‰ÓÎ ÍÂ˙Ó „Á‡ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÏÂÏÒÓ ÂÓˆÚÏ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ
Â˙ÂË·Ï˙‰ ‡È‰ ÍÎÏ ‰Ó‚Â„ .ÂÓˆÚÏ ·Èˆ‰˘ ‰·Â˘Á ‰¯ËÓÏ ÌÈÓÈ‡˙ÓÎÂ ÌÈ¯È·ÒÎ
ÔÈ·Ï È‰˘ÏÎ ˙È˙¯·Á ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ ÂÂ˘ÏÎ 'ÌÈ˘ ˙·¯' ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈÈ‡Â¯Ó Ï˘

.˙È˘È‡ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ ˘Á ‡Â‰ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙‰ È˘Ï .È‡ÂÙ¯ ¯˜ÁÓÏ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰
ÂÓˆÚ ‡ˆÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂË·Ï˙‰ ‡Â‰ ,„ÁÂÈÓ ÔÈÈÚ Â· ˘È˘ ,È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ‚ÂÒ‰
¯ÂÁ·Ï ÂÈÏÚ .˙È˙¯·Á‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ (Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ) ÂÈÏ‡ 'Ï·Â‰' ‡Â‰˘ ·ˆÓ·
ÔÂÁ·Ï Â‡ ,˜ÙÒÂ ÒÂÒÈ‰ ·‚‡Â ÌÊÈÂË¯ÂÙÂ‡ Â‡ Ï‚¯‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ,ÂÊ Í¯„· ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï Ì‡
.‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ÏÂ ‰˙Â‡ ıÓ‡Ï – ËÈÏÁ‰ ÍÎ Ì‡ – Ê‡Â ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ È‡˙ ÁÎÂÏ ‰˙Â‡
‰ÙÂÎ ˙È˙¯·Á‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ,Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÎ .‰Ê ‚ÂÒÓ Ô‰ ÌÂÈ ÌÂÈ‰ ÈÈÁ· ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ
Ì˘Ï Ì‡ ˙Â¯ÈÁ·· ‰Ú·ˆ‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ Ì‡ ˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ ‰„ÓÚ ˘·‚Ï Ì„‡‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ
Ì‡ Ì‚ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ – ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï Í¯Âˆ‰ Ï˘· Ì‡ È˙¯·Á‰ ÁÈ˘· ˙ÂÙ˙˙˘‰
ÌÈÂÒÓ Ì„‡· ‰ÚÂË ˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ ‰„ÓÚ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .‰· ¯Á·˘ ‰„ÓÚ· ÚÎÂ˘Ó ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰
¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· ÔÂÁËÈ· ¯ÒÂÁÂ ÒÂÒÈ‰ ˘Á ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,ÂÈÈÁ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÒ‰Â ÌÈ‡˙‰ Û˜Â˙Ó
.‰ÓÓ ÌÈÂÒÓ ˜ÂÁÈ¯ ÏÚ ¯ÓÂ˘ Û‡Â ‰Ï ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ó ÚÓÈ‰Ï ‰ËÂ ‡Â‰ ÍÎÈÙÏ .‰·
˙·ÈÈÁÓÂ ˙Ú„ÂÓ ‰¯ÈÁ·Ó ÚÓÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ·ˆÓÏ ÚÏ˜ ‡Â‰˘ ‰¯Â˜ Í‡
˙Â˜ÙÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ¯ÁÂ· ‡Â‰Â ,˙¯Á‡ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï Ë˜Â ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ÔÈ·
ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯· Â‡ˆÓ ‰Ê ·ˆÓÏ ˙ÂËÏÂ· ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ .˘Á ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈÒÂÒÈ‰‰Â
˙‡˘ Â¯ÙÈÒ ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó ‰ÓÎ .Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ ‰„ÓÚ‰ ÔÈÈÚ· ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈË„ÂËÒ ÌÚ
Ï˘ ·ˆÓ· ˙·ÈÈÁÓÂ ˙Ú„ÂÓ ‰ËÏÁ‰Î ÂÏ·È˜ Ì‰ ˙È˙„ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰‰
ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰˘ ‰¯Î‰Ï ÂÚÈ‚‰ Ì‰ ¯˘‡Î Ú¯È‡ ¯·„‰ .˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ˙ÂË·Ï˙‰
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÔÈ·' :ıÓ‡Ï ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ ‰ÊÈ‡ ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï Ì‰ÈÏÚ˘Â ÔÂ„· Ì‰ÈÒÂÒÈ‰· ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï
„ÂÚ È‡ Ï·‡ .ÍÙ‰‰ .‰Ê· ÚÎÂ˘Ó È‡˘ ‡Ï .È˙„ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï È˙ËÏÁ‰ È˙„ ‡ÏÂ È˙„
Lyotard,) ÌÈÏÂ„‚‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ ˙ÒÈ¯˜ Ï˘ Ô„ÈÚ· .'È˙„ ‡Ï‰ „ˆ· ÚÎÂ˘Ó ˙ÂÁÙ
˙È˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .ı¯Ù ÔÂÊÁ ‡È‰ ‰Ê ‚ÂÒÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ˘È (1984



ÔÒÈ ÈÎ„¯Ó Î

ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ Ï˘ Û˜Â˙·Â Í¯Ú· ÂÏ˘ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˜ÂÊÈÁÏ ÈÏÎ Ì„‡‰ È„È· ˙˘Ó˘Ó ÂÊÎ
˘È Ú„ÂÓ· ˙È˜ÙÒ ˙È˙„ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÈÏÚ· Ì‰˘ ÌÈ˘‡‰ ·¯˜· ,Ï˘ÓÏ .ÌÈÂÒÓ
‡È·È ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÌÂÈ˜'˘ ‰ÈÂÏ‚ ‰ÂÂ˜˙· ÌÈÓÚÙÏ ,Ì˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÌˆÚÂÓ ÈÂËÈ· ÌÈ˙Â‰

.'‰Ó˘Ï ‡· ‰Ó˘Ï ‡Ï˘ ÍÂ˙Ó˘ ÂÓÎ ,‰ÂÓ‡· ÔÂÁËÈ·Ï
Í¯„Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï Ì‡ ‰¯ÈÁ· ÈÙÏ Ì„‡‰ „ÓÚ È˙¯ÎÊ‰˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ È‚ÂÒ ˙˘ÂÏ˘·
ÍÎÏ ÔÁ·Ó‰ .‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÁÓˆ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .Â‡Ï Ì‡ ‰· ¯Á· ÛÂÒ·Ï˘
¯ÂÁ·Ï ,È‡˘¯ ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ ,ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‰˘ ˘Á Ë¯Ù‰˘ ‡Â‰ ˙È˙Ó‡ ‰¯ÈÁ· Ô‡Î ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘
ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‰ ‡Ï˘ – È˘Ù Â‡ È˙¯·Á ,È¯ÓÂÁ – ¯ÈÁÓ ÌÏ˘Ï ıÏ‡ÈÈ˘ ‡Ï· ˙¯Á‡
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ ¯·„Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÈ‡ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ È‚ÂÒ ÁÂ˙ÈÓ .Â· „ÂÓÚÏ
Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙·ÂÁ .˜„ˆ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ó Â‡ ˙Ó‡ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ó ˙¯Ê‚Î ˙ÒÙ˙‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï
Ê‡˘ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ÈÓÈÙ‰ Û˜Â˙· ,˙È·ÈËÈ‡ÂËÈ‡‰ ÂÏÂ ,Â˙¯Î‰Ó ˙Ú·Â ˜„ˆÏÂ ˙Ó‡Ï
È˜ÂÁÂ ÏÙÎ‰ ÁÂÏ ÈÙÏ ˙Â·È˜Ú· ‚‰Â Ì„‡‰ .ÍÎÏ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰· Í¯Âˆ ÔÈ‡
.Ì‰ÈÙÏ ‚‰Â ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ÁÂÎÓ ÈÎÂ Ì‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‡Â‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ÌÚË ÔÈ‡ Í‡ ,‰˜ÈÊÈÙ‰
ÏÚ ¯·„Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÈ‡ ÈÎ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ‰‡¯ Ì‚ ÍÎ .Ì˙ÂÙ˜˙ ÁÂÎÓ ÂÈÏÚ ÌÈÈÂÙÎ Ì‰
,ÌÙ˜Â˙ ÏÚ ¯Ú¯ÚÓ ÂÈ‡˘ Ì„‡ Ïˆ‡ ‰È„Ó‰ È˜ÂÁÏ Â‡ ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ¯ÂÏ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰
ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .‰ÓÈÓ˙‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÏÚ· Ïˆ‡ ˙„Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ ¯·„Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÈ‡ ÈÎÂ
˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘ È˙¯·Á‰ Â‡ ÈÓÈÙ‰ Û˜Â˙· Â˙¯Î‰ ÁÂÎÓ ˙„ÏÂ ˙ÂÓ¯ÂÏ ·ÈÂÁÓ Ì„‡‰
˘È ÂÏ‡ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙· Ì‚ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ .˙È˘È‡‰ Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÁÂÎÓ ‡ÏÂ ,˙ÂÓ¯Â‰ Ï˘ Â‡
˙È˘È‡‰ Â˙·ÂÁÏ ¯˘‡ ˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁ ˘Á Ì„‡‰˘ ÌÈ·ˆÓÏ È˙ÂÂÎ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÌÂ˜Ó
ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· „ÈÓ˙ ¯·„‰ ÍÎ .ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÓ¯Â‰Â ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ÈÙÏ ‚Â‰Ï
‰¯ÂÎ· ˙˙Ï (‰¯·Á· Ï·Â˜Ó‰ ÈÙÏ) È‡˘¯ Ë¯Ù‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ Ú‚Â· .ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÓ
Í¯„· Í‡ ,ÔÂÈÂÂ˘‰ Í¯Ú·Â ÌÂÏ˘‰ Í¯Ú· ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ Ì„‡‰ È· ·Â¯ .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ
ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ· .ÂÏ‡‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘‚‰Ï È·ÂÈÁ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÏÚÂÙ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ ÏÏÎ
ÏÂÎÈ Ì„‡ Í‡ .ÌÓˆÚ „ˆÓ ‡ÏÂ ‰¯·Á‰ „ˆÓ ‡Ï ÂÊ Ì˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÏÚ ÈÂÈ‚Ï ÌÈÎÂÊ
‡È‰ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ Ï·˜Ó ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó .ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ¯ÂÁ·Ï

.ÌÓÂ„È˜Ï ÏÂÚÙÏ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙Ï·˜
˜ÂÓÈ ‰‡Â¯ ÂÈ‡ Ì„‡‰˘ ÌÈ·ˆÓ· ‰ÏÂÚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ,ÏÈÚÏ ÚˆÂÓÎ ,ÔÎ‡ Ì‡
˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Á‡ ‰ÙÂÏÁ ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï – È¯ÒÂÓ Â‡ ÈÂ·˙ ,È˘ÚÓ – ÚÈ¯ÎÓ
ËÂ˜Ï Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ˙‡ ,ÂÏ˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò „ˆÈÎ ,ÂÈÙÏ ˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰
?¯Á‡ ‡ÏÂ ‰Ê È˘È‡ Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù ıÓ‡Ï Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ˙‡ ,˙¯Á‡ ‡ÏÂ ÂÊ ˙Â‚‰˙‰
˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙˘˙Ï „Ú ˙Ú‚Ó ¯ÁÂ· Ì„‡‰˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ ÏÚ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙Ï·˜ .‰· ·ÈÁ¯‰Ï ÌÂ˜Ó‰ Ô‡Î ‡ÏÂ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‰Ê‰Â ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰
‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÈË‰Â ÌÈ¯Â˘ÈÎ‰Ó ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˙‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙‰Ó ˙ÚÙ˘ÂÓ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ
˙Â‚‰˙‰‰Â ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ÌÈÚ·Â˜ ÂÏ‡ ÏÎ .ÂÈÈÁ Ï˘ ÌÈ‡˙‰ ÏÂÏÎÓÓÂ Á˙ÈÙ
‰Ó .Ì„‡‰ ˘Á ÍÎ ˙ÂÁÙÏ Â‡ ,‰¯ÈÁ· ·Á¯Ó ¯˙Â ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÚÙ˘‰Ï ¯·ÚÓ Í‡ .ÂÏ˘
˙Â¯Â˘˜‰ ˙Â¯Ú‰ ‰ÓÎ· ˜Ù˙Ò‡ ÔÏ‰Ï ?‰Ê ·Á¯Ó ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ ˙‡ Ú·Â˜

.˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒÂ·ÓÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï
ÂÓÎ ,ÌÈÈÏÂÈˆ¯ ÌÈÁÂÓ· Ì‰Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÎÂ˙ ˙‡ ˜ÓÏ ÌÈËÂ ÌÈ˘‡ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ
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ÍÎ· ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ Ì‰ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ ˙‡Ê ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Ì‰ .Í¯Ú Ï˘ Û˜Â˙ Â‡ ‰ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ˙Â¯È·Ò
‰ÈˆÊÈÏÂÈˆ¯ ˙ÈÁ·· Á¯Î‰· ÂÈ‡ ‰ÊÎ ¯·Ò‰ .ÌÈ˜ÈÙÒÓ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈ˜ÂÓÈ‰˘
Ï˘ ‰Ù„Ú‰Î ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏÂ È˜ÏÁ ¯·Ò‰Î ÂÏ·˜Ï ¯˘Ù‡ .˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ Ï˘
Ì‚„ ˙‡ ˜È˙ÚÓ ‰Ê ˘Â¯ÈÙ .‰ÈÏ‡ ¯˘˜· ˙Â‡„Â ÔÈ‡ Ì‡ Ì‚ ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰¯È·Ò‰ ‰ÙÂÏÁ‰
˙ÏÚÂ˙‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ó (Simon, 1957) ÔÂÓÈÈÒ Ë¯·¯‰ Ï˘ (satisficing) '˙Â˜ÈÙÒÓ'‰
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙¯ÈÁ·· ˜Ù˙ÒÓ Ì„‡‰ Ú„ÈÓ ÈˆÂÏÈ‡ ·˜Ú ÏÂÎÈ·Î .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ï
ÈÙÎ) ·ÈÂÁÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Í¯Âˆ ˘È Ì„‡Ï˘ ÁÈÓ ‰Ê ˘Â¯ÈÙ .˙È‡„Â ‡Ï Ì‡ Ì‚ ,‰¯È·Ò
¯„ÚÈ‰ Ï˘ ·ˆÓ· Ì‚ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‡Â‰ ÍÎ ÌÂ˘Ó ÈÎÂ (È˘ÈÓÁ‰ ÛÈÚÒ· ¯·ÒÂÈ˘
Í¯Ú‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÚ·Â˜‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙‰ Ô‰ ‰Ó Ï‡˘ ÔÈÈ„Ú ,ÂÊ ‰˘È‚ Ï·˜ Ì‡ Ì‚ Í‡ .˙Â‡„Â
.(˙ÏÚÂ˙‰ ˙Ó¯ ˙‡ÏÓÓ ÔÂÓÈÈÒ Ï˘ Ì‚„·˘ „È˜Ù˙) ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯È·Ò‰ ˙‡Â
„„Ó ‰ÚÈˆÓ ‰È‡ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÌÈ˙Â ÌÈ˘‡˘ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÁÂ· ‰‡È¯˜
·Á¯Ó ‰Ï‚Ó ‡È‰ Í‡ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÂÏ ÈÂ‡¯ Ì‡ Ï˜Â˘ Ì„‡ ÂÈÙÏ˘
ÈÏÂÈˆ¯ ÁÂÒÈÏ Â‡ ˜ÂÓÈÏ ÌÈ˙È‰ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘ ÈÙÏ (?˜¯) ‡Ï ¯ÁÂ· Ì„‡‰ Â·˘
.'·Ï ˙ÂÈË'Â '˙Â˘‚¯‰' ,'˙Â˘ÂÁ˙' ÈÙÏ ‡Ï‡ (˙ÏÚÂ˙ Â‡ ·ÂË ,˙Ó‡ Ï˘ ÌÈÁÂÓ·)
È˙ÈÈ‰˘Î' :ıÂ·È˜· ¯ÚÂ ˙¯·Á· ÍÁ˙‰˘ ıÂ·È˜ ·ÊÂÚ ÌÚ ÔÂÈ‡È¯Ó ÚË˜ ‰‰
ÈÏ˘ ‰ÂÓ‡‰˘ Ô·ÂÓÎ È˙Ú„È [...] ¯˙ÂÈ ‰·ÂË ÌÈÈÁ Í¯„ ÂÊ˘ ÈÓˆÚÏ È˙¯Ó‡ ıÂ·È˜·
ÔÂÎ ‰Ê˘ ÌÈ·˘ÂÁ ÌÏÂÎ ‡Ï˘ È˙Ú„ÈÂ ,È˙Ï·È˜˘ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ıÂ·È˜·
ÔÈÈ‡Â¯Ó .'È˙·˘Á˘ ‰Ó ÈÙÏ ‡ÏÂ È˙˘‚¯‰˘ ‰Ó ÈÙÏ È˙¯Á·˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ [...]
‡Ï‰ ‰·È˘Á‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,Â˙¯ÈÁ· ÏÚ ‰·È˘Á‰ ˙ÚÙ˘‰· ¯ÙÂÎ ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê
ÍÏ ˙˙Ï ÏÂÎÈ È‡' :ÌÈÓÂ„ ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÓÂ‡ ¯Á‡ ÔÈÈ‡Â¯Ó .'‰˘‚¯‰'Î ÂÊ‰ ˙ÈËÏÁ‰
È‡˘ ‡Â‰ ÚÈ¯ÎÓ‰ ˜ÂÓÈ‰ Ï·‡ ,[˙Â·‡ ˙È·· ·„˙‰Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ] ÌÈ˜ÂÓÈ ‰ÓÎ
ÌÈ¯·Á‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÚÎ˘Ó ‡Ï ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÓÈ‰ ÏÎ ,‰„·ÂÚ .‰Ê· ˜ÂÙÈÒ ‡ˆÂÓ
˙È· Ï˘ ˙Â·„˙‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙Â·‡‰ ˙È·· ‰„·Ú˘] ÂÏ˘ ‰ˆÂ·˜‰Ó .ÈÏ˘
‰ÈÈË‰ ÈÙÏ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ „Á‡ ÏÎ ÂÏ‡‰ ÌÈÈÈÚ· .È˙¯‡˘ È‡ ˜¯ [ÔÂÎÈ˙‰ ¯ÙÒ‰
Í‡ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÌÈÈÏÂÈˆ¯ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÂÈ˜Ï ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ .'ÂÏ˘
ÔÎ ÏÚ ÌÈ˜˜Ê Ì‰ .ÌÈÙ˜˙ Û‡ Â‡ ÌÈ˜ÈÙÒÓ ÂÏ‡Î ÌÈ˜ÂÓÈ˘ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò ÌÈ‡ Ì‰
Ï˘ ‰Ï˜˘Ó ˙‡ Ì‰ÈÈÚ· ËÈÏ·Ó‰ ¯·Ò‰ ,'ÔÂˆ¯'Â '‰ÈÈË' Ï˘ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ¯·Ò‰Ï
ÔÂˆ¯Ó ˙Ú·Â‰ ‰¯ÈÁ·Î ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÔÂÈÙ‡ .˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰· ˙È˘È‡‰ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰
ÚÈ·ˆÓ ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,('?ÔÂˆ¯‰ ˙‡ Ú·Â˜ ‰Ó') ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÔÂÂÈÎÏ ¯·Ò‰ ˜ÙÒÓ ÂÈ‡ È˘È‡
Ì‰Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó ÌÈ˘‡ .È˙ÏÚÂ˙ Â‡ È¯ÒÂÓ ,È‚ÂÏ ¯·Ò‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈÁ„ ÏÚ
,Ì‰ÈÈÓÏ ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ ÈÏ·ÎÓ ¯¯ÁÂ˘Ó‰ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ÈË˙Â‡ ÔÂˆ¯ ÈÂËÈ·Ï ‰‡È·Ó

.ÏÈÚÏ Â¯ÎÊÂ‰˘ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ‰Ó
ÂÈÈ‰„ ,Â˙Â‰ÊÏ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ˙Â¯Â˘˜ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ Ô‰Ï ÒÁÈÈÓ Ì„‡‰˘ ˙ÂÈË‰
˙Â¯È„‚ÓÎ Ô˙Â‡ ÒÙÂ˙ ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘˜˙‰‰Â ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ,ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ,˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ˙˘¯
‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÈÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰' :˙È˙„ ‰¯ÂÓ ÂÏ ‰¯Ó‡ ÍÎ .(Blasi & Glodis, 1995) Â˙Â‡
ÈÏÂ˜È˘˘ ÈÚ·Ë .'˙ÂÂˆÓ ÌÈÈ˜Ï ÈÏ˘ Í¯„‰ ÂÊ .˙È˙„ ‰˘È‡Î ÈÏ˘ ˙Â‰Ê‰Ó ˜ÏÁ ‡È‰
˙‡ ˙ÂÎÓ‰ ˙˘¯‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂËÏ Í˘Ó‰Î ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙¯ÈÁ·· ·Â˘Á Ì¯Â‚ ÌÈÂÂ‰Ó ˙Â‰Ê
Ë¯Ù‰ ÈÈÚ· ÒÙ˙˘ ‰Ó Ï˘ ,˙Â‰Ê‰ Ï˘ ‰ÚÙ˘‰‰ „ˆ·˘ ‰‡¯ Í‡ .Ë¯Ù‰ ˙Â‰Ê
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Ô˙Â‡ ÒÙÂ˙ ÂÈ‡ Ë¯Ù‰˘ ˙ÂÈˆ¯ Â‡ ˙ÂÈË Ï˘ ‰ÚÙ˘‰‰ Ì‚ ˙‡ˆÓ ,Â˙Â‡ ÔÂÎÓÎ
[...] ˙Â·Â˘Á ‡Ï' – „Á‡ ÔÈÈ‡Â¯Ó Ï˘ ÂÈÂËÈ·Î 'ÔË· ˙Â„ÓÚ' – Â˙Â‡ ˙Â¯È„‚ÓÎ
ÈÎ¯Ú Û˜Â˙ Ô‰Ï ÒÁÈÈÓ ÂÈ‡ Ë¯Ù‰˘ ˙ÂÙ„Ú‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ï ‰ÂÂÎ‰ .'˙ÂÚÈÙ˘Ó Ï·‡
ÒÙÂ˙ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙¯ÈÁ· ÏÚ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÈËÂ ˙Â„ÓÚ Ï˘ Ô˙ÚÙ˘‰ ˙‡ .ÂÓˆÚÏ ıÂÁÓ
,ÂÓˆÚÓ ˜ÏÁ ˙ÂÈË·Â ˙Â„ÓÚ· ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ .‰ÓÁ‚Î ‡ÏÂ ˙˜„ˆÂÓ ‰ÚÙ˘‰Î Ì„‡‰
.Ô‰· ˙Â·˘Á˙‰‰ ˙‡ ‰˜È„ˆÓ ˙‡ÊÎ ‰ÈÈ‡¯Â ,Â˙Â‰ÊÓ ˜ÏÁ Á¯Î‰· ‡Ï ÈÎ Û‡
˜„ˆÂÓ ÌÂ˜Ó ˘È Ô‰Ï Ì‚˘ ˘Á ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,Â˙Â‰Ê· ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Ï Â˙·ÂÁÎ ‰È‡ Ô‰Ï Â˙·ÂÁ
‰ËÏÁ‰‰ .˜ÈÁˆÓ ‰Ê' :‰Ê‰ ËÙ˘Ó· ÈÂËÈ·Ï ‡· ‰Ê ÔÂÚÈË .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙¯ÈÁ··
‰Ê Ï·‡ .ÈÈˆ¯ ‡Ï .ÔÂ˙ÈÚ· ¯Ó‡Ó È˙‡¯˜˘ È¯Á‡ ‰Ï·˜˙‰ ÈÂÁÓˆ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÏ˘
˙ÈÈË Ï˘ ‰˙ÚÙ˘‰ .'ÍÈÏ‡ ¯·„Ó˘ ‰Ó ÈÙÏ ËÈÏÁ‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÌÈÓÚÙÏ .ÈÈÏ‡ ¯·È„
ÔÚ˘ ÂÈ‡˘) È˘È‡ Í¯ÚÏ ‰¯Â˘˜‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰· ˙˘¯ÂÙÓÂ ˙ËÏÂ· ·Ï‰
È˙¯Á· ÚÂ„Ó' :(Nisan, 1996 ‰‡¯ .È˙¯·Á Â‡ ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ Û˜Â˙ ˙ÏÚ· ‰˘È¯„ ÏÚ
.'˙¯Á‡ ‰·ÈÒ ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ÏÂÎÈ ‡Ï È‡ .‰ÊÏ È˙Î˘Ó ?[ÌÈ¯È˘ÓÁ ÛÂÒÈ‡] ‰Ê·
Á¯Î‰Î ˙ÒÙ˙ ‰È‡Â ˙È¯˜Ó ‰È‡ ·Ï‰ ˙ÈÈË ˙ÚÙ˘‰ ÈÎ ¯ÂÎÊÏ ·Â˘Á ˙‡Ê ÌÚ
ÏÂ˜È˘Î Ì„‡‰ ÈÈÚ· ˙Ï·˜˙Ó ·Ï ˙ÈÈË ÏÎ ‡Ï .ÂÓÓ ËÏÓÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ Ì„‡‰˘
·Ï ˙ÂÈË ˜¯ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÈÎÊÓ Ì‰ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯‡˙Ó ÌÈ˘‡˘Î .ÈÂ‡¯
¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰¯ÈÁ·Ï Â‡È·‰ ‡ÏÂ ÂÁ„˘ ·Ï ˙ÂÈË Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï Â‡È·‰Â 'ÂÁˆÈ'˘

.Ô‰ÈÏÚ ¯·‚˙‰ Ë¯Ù‰˘ ·Ï ˙ÂÈË

˙¯˙ÒÂÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ ‰ÈÂÏ‚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ

˙Ó¯ :˙ÂÓ¯ È˙˘ ˙ÏÏÂÎÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰‚ÈˆÓ ÏÈÚÏ ‰Ò¯Ù˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙
ÌÈ·Ï˘ È˘Î ˙ÂÓ¯‰ È˙˘ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‡ ÔÂÈ„‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ .˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ˙Ó¯Â ˙ÂË·Ï˙‰‰
¯ÂÁ·Ï Í¯„ ÂÊÈ‡· Ë·Ï˙Ó Ì„‡‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ·Ï˘· .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰· ÌÈ·˜ÂÚ
˜ÂÓÈ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘Î ,(‰· ÍÏÂ‰ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‡ˆÂÓ ‡Â‰˘ Í¯„· ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï Ì‡ Â‡)
'‰ˆÈÙ˜'‰ ˙ÏÏÂÁ˙Ó È˘‰ ·Ï˘· .˙¯Á‡‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Á‡ Í¯„ ˙Ù„Ú‰Ï ÈÙÂÒÂ ÚÈ¯ÎÓ
ÌÚÓÚ˙ ˙ÂÁÙÏ Â‡ ÏË·˙ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰˘ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ‰È‰ ¯˘Ù‡ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ˙ÂË·Ï˙‰‰Ó
„ÈÓ˙ ‡Ï˘ ¯¯·˙Ó Í‡ ,ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ·Ï˘‰ ˙‡ ‰ÈÈÙ‡˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ˙‡
·Ï˘· ÌÈÈÙÂÏÁ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÈÂÂÈÎ È˘ ˜ÈÒ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯‰ È‡ˆÓÓ ÈÙÏ .‡Â‰ ÍÎ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘ ÈÏ· ÂÏ˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁÏ Ú„ÂÓ ¯‡˘ Ì„‡‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ· .È˘‰
,‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ÍÚÂ„Â ÌÚÓÚ˙Ó ˙ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ È˘‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ· .Ú‚ÙÈ˙ ÂÏ˘
˙Á˙Ù˙Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ¯˘‡Î .˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ Û˜Â˙· ËÏÁÂÓ ÔÂÁËÈ· ÒÙÂ˙ ‰ÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡Â
‰ÏÈÁ˙ÓÂ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÂÏ˘ ‰ËÏÁ‰‰Ó ˙˜˙˙Ó Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ,‰Ê ÔÂÂÈÎ·
‰‰ .‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ Ï˘ ÈÓÈÙ Û˜Â˙Ó ˙Ú·ÂÎ ÂÈÈÚ· ÒÙ˙È‰Ï
‰Ê ÈÏ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙„· ÁÂË· È‡ ÂÈ˘ÎÚ˘ ÍÏ „È‚‰Ï' :Â· ÌÈ‚ˆÂÈÓ ÌÈÂÂÈÎ‰ È˘˘ ËÂËÈˆ
È‡ ,Ï"ÂÁÏ ÚÒÂ È‡˘Î ,ÈÏ˘ ‰·È·Ò‰Ó ˜Á¯˙Ó È‡˘Î ÌÚÙ ÏÎ .ÔÂÎ ‰È‰È ‡Ï
˙¯ÈÓ˘· Ú‚ÂÙ ‡Ï ‰Ê Ï·‡ .‰Ê ÏÎÂ ?ÍÏ ‰ÓÏÂ ?ÁÂË· ‰˙‡ :ÈÓˆÚ ˙‡ Ï‡Â˘Â ¯ÊÂÁ



˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‚Î

È‡˘ ˘È‚¯Ó ‡Ï È‡Â .‰Ê ÏÎÂ ˙Â¯˘ÎÂ ˙·˘ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï „ÈÙ˜Ó È‡ .˙ÂÂˆÓ‰
ÂË·Ï˙‰ .‰Ï‡˘· ‰¯ÊÁ ‡È‰ Â˙Á˙‰˘ ÈÙÏ .È˙˘‡ Ïˆ‡ ‰Â˘ ‰Ê .‰¯È˙Ò· ÈÁ
‰ˆÂ¯ ‡Ï ‡È‰ ÌÂÈ‰Â ,˙ÂÈˆ¯· ‰Ê ˙‡ ‰Á˜Ï ‡È‰ ÌÈÙ· ¯‡˘È‰Ï ÂËÏÁ‰˘Î .„ÁÈ

.'ÌÈÚÎÂ˘Ó‰Ó ÌÂÈ‰ ‡È‰ .‰È‰ ‡Ï ÂÏÈ‡Î .‰Ï ÂÈ‰˘ ˙Â˜ÙÒ‰ ÏÚ ÚÂÓ˘Ï
˙ÒÈÙ˙ ?˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÌÂÈ˜Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˘È ÂÊ '˙ÚÎÂ˘Ó' ‰˘È‡Ï˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ Ì‡‰
Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ‰Ó‰ ÂÏ‡ ,'ÌÈÚÎÂ˘Ó'‰ ˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ‰È‡ ÏÈÚÏ È˙‚ˆ‰˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
ÔÈ‡Â ˙Ó‡‰ ÂÊ˘ ËÏÁÂÓ ÔÂÁËÈ· ÍÂ˙Ó (˙„‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ÈÙÏ Ï˘ÓÏ) ·È˜Ú Á¯Â‡·
‰ÂÓ‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙‡Ê ‰˘ÂÚ‰ Ú·Ë‰ ˙¯ÈÓ˘Ï 'Ú‚Â˘Ó'‰ ˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ‰È‡ ‡È‰ .‰˙Ï·
˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰·ÂÁ ÂÈÏÚ ˙ÏËÂÓ˘Â ‰ÓˆÚÏ˘Î ‰Ú¯ ‡È‰ Ú·Ë· ‰ÚÈ‚Ù ÏÎ˘ ‰ÓÏ˘
ÌÈÓÏ˘ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÓÏ‚ÓÎ Ì˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÈËÂ‰ ˘È˘ – Ì‰ÈÓÂ„Â ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .˙‡Ê ÚÂÓÏ
ÌÂ˜Ó ‰¯È‡˘Ó ‰È‡˘ ,‰‡ÏÓ ‰ÂÓ‡Ó ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ˙Ú·Â ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ – ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘
ÍÎ „ÈÓ˙ ‡Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ„ ÌÏÂ‡ .È˙Úˆ‰˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙ ‰È‡Â ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï
ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÈÂÏ‚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰Ï ‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯‰ Ï˘ ˙˜„˜Â„Ó ‰‡È¯˜ .‡Â‰
‰¯ÈÁ·Ï Ë¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰ ˙„ÈÓ Ï˘ Ûˆ¯‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ·Ë˜‰ Ô‰˘ ,˙¯˙ÒÂÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ

.Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ „ÂÒÈ·˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁÏÂ
‰¯ÈÁ· ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÁÓˆ Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰˘ ÍÎÏ Ú„ÂÓ ‰ÈÂÏ‚‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÏÚ· Ì„‡‰
Ï˘ ÈÓÂÈ-ÌÂÈ‰ „Â˜Ù˙Ï ˙ÈÈÈÙÂ‡ ‰È‡ ÂÊÎ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ .˙ÂÏÈ·˜ ˙ÂÙÏÂÁ ‰ÓÎ ÔÈ·
˙Â˜Á˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÏÚ ·È˘Ó ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î Ï˜· ‰Ï‚˙Ó ‡È‰ Í‡ ,·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ì„‡‰
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‰‡¯Î ¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÁÈÎ˘ ÈÓÂÈ-ÌÂÈ‰ „Â˜Ù˙· .ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ È˘¯Â˘ ¯Á‡
˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰Ó ÂÓÏÚÂ 'ÂÁÎ˘'˘ ,‰¯ÈÁ·Â ˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÁÓˆ ÂÊ .˙¯˙ÒÂÓ‰
‡Â‰ ,ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ¯‡˙Ï ˘˜·˙Ó ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ „Á‡ ¯˘‡Î .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÈÚÙ‰
‰·ÂÁ Â‡ ˙Ó‡ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ó ˙Ú·ÂÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ¯Â‡È˙· Â¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ÏÈÁ˙‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú
˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï ˘˜·˙Ó ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ,ÔÂÈ‡È¯‰ Í˘Ó‰· Í‡ .˜ÙÒ· ‰ÂÂÏÓ ‰È‡˘
ÂÈ‰˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ·Â ‰¯ÈÁ·· ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‡Â‰ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‰˙Â‡ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰
„ÈÚÓ ÂÈ‡ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ÌÈ˘‡ Ï˘ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ËÏÁÂÓ‰ ÌÂÁËÈ· .‰ÒÈÒ··
˙‡ 'ÂÁÎ˘'˘ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó Ì‚ .‰ÈÏ‡ ÒÁÈ· ‰¯ÈÁ·Â ˜ÙÒ ˙Ú„Â˙Ó ÌÈÙÁ Ì‰˘ Á¯Î‰·
Ì„È· ÔÈ‡ ÈÎ ‰¯Î‰‰Ó ËÏÓÈ‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ‡ Ì˙ÂÓ‡ ÔÈÈÚ· Ì‰Ï ÂÈ‰˘ ÌÈÒÂÒÈ‰‰
ÍÎ ,Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ˜ÈÊÁ‰Ï ÍÈ˘ÓÓ Ì„‡‰˘ ÏÎÎ .ÌÎ¯„ ¯·„· ÏÂÎ ÈÚÎ˘Ó ÌÈ˜ÂÓÈ
Ì‚ Í‡ .‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ Ô„·‡ È„Î „Ú ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ,¯˙ÂÈ ‰˘˜ ˙ÈÈ‰ ‰ÓÓ ‰‚ÈÒ‰
Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ÓÏ ÂÓÎ ,ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈ‡˙ Ï˘· ‰ÈÂÙÎ ˙È‡¯ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ¯˘‡Î
ÁÂ¯· .ÈÂÙÎ‰ ıÂÏÈ‡· ‰¯Î‰‰ ÌˆÚ· ‰ÂÓË ‰Â·‚ ¯„ÒÓ ‰¯ÈÁ· ˙Ú„Â˙ ,ÂÓÚÏ Ì„‡
:ı¯‡· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙· ‰„ÓÏ˘ ˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡Ó ˙ÈË„ÂËÒ ‰¯Ó‡ ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰
‡Ï È‡ ÈÏ˘ ‰ÁÙ˘Ó· È˙Ï·È˜˘ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÚ .‰ÈÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÈ‰Ï È˙¯Á· ‡ÏÂ È˙¯Á·'
.È˙ÁÏˆ‰ ‡ÏÂ ÈÏ˘ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰Ó ¯¯Á˙˘‰Ï È˙Èˆ¯ ÌÈÓÚÙ ‰ÓÎ .˙¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ
ÌÚ ¯˘˜] ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ‰Ê‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ „Ú [...] [È„Â‰È‰] ÔÂÎÈ˙‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· ÂÏÈÙ‡
ÂÏÈÙ‡ È‡ Ê‡ÓÂ ,ÔÂˆ¯Ó ‰Ê ˙‡ Ï·˜Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ È‡˘ È˙·‰ Ê‡ .[È„Â‰È ‡Ï Ë„ÂËÒ
ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ˘Î Ì‚ .'ÔÂÎÈ˙‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· È˙ÈÈ‰˘Ó [ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ‡˘Â·] ‰ÏÈÚÙ ¯˙ÂÈ
‰Ú„Â˙ ÌÏˆ‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ,ÌÎ¯„· ˜ÙÒ Ì‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ˘ ,'ÌÈÚÎÂ˘Ó'‰ ˙‡



ÔÒÈ ÈÎ„¯Ó „Î

,‰ÓˆÚ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Ù˜˘‰· ‰¯ÈÁ· ‡Ï Ì‡ – ('˙¯Á‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï È˙ÏÂÎÈ') ‰¯ÈÁ· Ï˘
Ì‡˙‰· ‚Â‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ· ‡Ï Ì‡Â ;‰˙Â‡ ÌÈÓ‡Â˙‰ ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡ ıÓ‡Ï ‰¯ÈÁ· ÈÈÊ‡
ÏÚ· ÏÈ‚¯‰ Ì„‡‰Ó ‰Ùˆ˘ ‰ÓÏ ¯·ÚÓ ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ· ÈÈÊ‡ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ‰ÂÓ‡Ï

.Ì‰Ï˘Î ‰Ù˜˘‰

?‰ÓÏÂ ÚÂ„Ó :˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ

‡È‰ ˙ÚÓ È˙Ï· ‰Ï‡˘ .‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‡Â‰˘ Í¯„Ï Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˙Ï·ÂÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
Á¯Î‰ ÔÈ‡ Ì‡ „ÂÁÈÈ· ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ Í¯„Ï ÂÓˆÚ ÈÙÏ Ì„‡‰ ·ÈÈÁ˙È ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ ÚÂ„Ó
,˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ÏÂÚ ˙‡ Ì„‡‰ ÂÈÏÚ ÏÂËÈÈ ÚÂ„Ó ?ÂÊ Í¯„ ËÂ˜Ï È˘ÚÓ Â‡ ÈÂ·˙ ,È¯ÒÂÓ
˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÂÓÎ ?˙Â·ÈÒÏÂ ÌÈ‡˙Ï Ì‡˙‰· ÂÂˆ¯Î ‚Â‰Ï ˘ÙÂÁ ÂÈ„È· ¯È‡˘È ‡ÏÂ
ÁÈ‰Ï ¯È·Ò .ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ„·¯ ˙ÏÚ·Â ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ˙È‡¯ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ Ì‚ ‰Ú‰‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ˙Â·¯
ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï Ï˜ .Ì‰Ï ˙ÈÚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÒÈÒ··˘
.Ì‰· ‡ˆÂÈÎÂ ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰Ó˘‚‰ ,‰ËÈÏ˘ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ,˙ÂÎÈÈ˘ Ï˘ÓÏ ,‰Ï‡Î ÌÈÎ¯ˆ ÏÚ
ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ‰ ˜ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ¯È‡˘Ó ÂÈ‡ Ì„‡‰ ÚÂ„Ó ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙¯˙Â ÔÈÈ„Ú ÌÏÂ‡
‰·È˜Ú ˙Â‚‰˙‰˘ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ ÏÚ ‰¯È·Ò ‰·Â˘˙ .˙Ú ÏÎ· ˙È˘ÙÂÁ‰ Â˙¯ÈÁ·Ï
ÒÈÒ· ‰Ï‚˙È Ì‰Ï ¯·ÚÓ .È˙¯ÎÊ‰˘ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‡ ˜ÂÙÈÒÏ È‡˙ ‡È‰ ÔÓÊ Í¯Â‡Ï

.˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÚÙÂ˙Ï ¯˙ÂÈ ˜ÂÓÚ
Ì˜ÂÙÈÒ ÏÚ ‡Â·Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Ì„‡ ÈÈÁ· ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ó‰ ,ÌÈÎ¯ˆ‰
,‰ËÈÏ˘ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÂÓÎ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ ˜ÂÙÈÒÏ ÚÈ‚‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ .‰¯ÂÒÓÂ ‰·È˜Ú ˙Â‚‰˙‰· ˜¯
˜Â·„ÏÂ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ Í¯„Â ‰¯ËÓ ÂÓˆÚÏ ¯ÂÁ·Ï Ì„‡‰ ÏÚ ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰Ó˘‚‰Â ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡
,Ì„‡‰ ˙Â˘¯Ï ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ‰ ÌÈ·‡˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÏ·‚ÂÓ ÈÎ ¯ÈÎÊ‡ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ .ÔÓÊ Í¯Â‡Ï Ô‰·
˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ‰ÓÎÓ ˙Á‡· ˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÂÓÓ ˙˘¯Â„ ,ÔÓÊ‰ ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯·
ÈÙ ÏÚ Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡ ÛÈ„Ú‰Ï ˙ÈÏÂÈˆ¯ ‰·ÈÒ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÂÎ˘ÂÓ
‰·˘ ˙Á‡ Í¯„ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ÈÂËÈ· ÈÎ¯„ ÔÈ· Ë·Ï˙Ó‰ ÔÓ‡‰ .‰˙ÂÚ¯
˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰Ó ˙Á‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ‰¯·ÁÏ ÌÂ¯˙Ï ˘˜·Ó‰ Ì„‡‰ ;ÔÈÈËˆÈÂ ‰ÁÓ˙È
˙Â‚‰˙‰ Í¯„Ï ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ .Âˆ¯Ó ˙‡Â ÂÓÊ ˙‡ ˘È„˜‰Ï ‰Ï ˜¯Â ,˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó‰
·Á¯˙‰Ï ,˙ÂÓÂÈÓÂ ÔÂÈÒÈ ˘ÂÎ¯Ï ,ı¯ÁÂ „˜ÂÓÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ÏÂÚÙÏ Ì„‡Ï ˙ÚÈÈÒÓ
ÂÓÓ ÍÂÒÁ˙ Ì‚ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ .Â˙ÏÂÎÈ Ï˘ È·¯Ó ÈÂˆÈÓÏ ÚÈ‚‰ÏÂ ÌÂÁ˙· ˜ÈÓÚ‰ÏÂ
˜¯ ÔÈ‡ ˙È˘‚¯‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰Â ‰„Ó˙‰‰ ,ÂÊÓ ‰¯˙È .˙ÏÁÂ˙ ˙Â¯ÒÁ ˙ÂÈÂË·Ï˙‰
,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ· ÌÈ·Â˘Á‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙Ó˘‚‰ÏÂ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ‰ ˜ÂÙÈÒÏ ÌÈÈÁ¯Î‰ ÌÈÚˆÓ‡
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰Â ‰„Ó˙‰‰ .‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ÌÈÎ¯ˆ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÓ ˜ÏÁ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡
,˙Â¯·ÁÂ ‰·‰‡ ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈÎ¯Ú Ï˘Â ÌÈÎ¯ˆ Ï˘ ‰Ó˘‚‰·Â ˜ÂÙÈÒ· È˙Â‰Ó ·ÈÎ¯ Ô‰
˙È˙Â‰Ó ‰ÂÎ˙ ‡È‰ ÔÓÊ Í¯Â‡Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ .ÌÈÈÁ· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙˘ÂÁ˙Â ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰Ó˘‚‰

.Ì˜ÂÙÈÒÏ ˙˘¯„‰ Í¯„‰ Ï˘Â ÂÏ‡ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ Ï˘
Í¯„· ‚‰È˘ ÁÈË·‰Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÂˆ¯Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ÒÁÈÈÓ ¯Á‡ ‚ÂÒÓ ¯·Ò‰
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰ ‰ÓÎ .Â¯Â·Ú· ‰ÂÎ Í¯„ ‰· ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ˙Ú·˘



˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰Î

˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯È„‚Ó ‰ÂÎ˙ ‰Ê ¯·Ò‰· ˙Â‡Â¯ (Becker, 1960)
˙Â¯·‚˙‰ ·‚‡Â ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈÈ˘˜ ÁÎÂ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ËÂ˜Ï Ì„‡Ï ˙ÚÈÈÒÓ
˙Â·È˜Ú‰ ˙‡Â ‰„Ó˙‰‰ ˙‡ ‰·ÈˆÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .‰· „ÈÓ˙‰ÏÂ ÔÂˆ¯‰ ˙˘ÏÂÁ ÏÚ
,‰ÚÈ·˙ ÂÈÙÏ ‰„ÈÓÚÓ ‡È‰Â ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÁ·Â Â˙Â‚‰˙‰· ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙ÂÂÎ˙Î
˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ .ÂÏ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‡Â‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ‰Ó ˙ÂËÒÏ ‡Ï˘ ,˙È˙Ú‰ ‰ÓˆÚ ‰Ï ˘È˘
ÌÈÎ¯ÙÓ‰ ‰ÈÂÓÈ‡· „ÈÓ˙‰Ï ‰Ï ˙ÚÈÈÒÓ ÏÂÁÓ· ÏÏÎ˙˘‰Ï ‰ÓˆÚ ÈÙÏ ˙È„˜¯‰
¯Á·È ‰ÈÓÂÂ¯ËÒ‡Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰˘ ¯Ú‰˘ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ‰ ;Ì‰ÈÈÓÏ ÌÈÚÈ¯ÙÓ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ ˙Â¯ÓÏ
˙Ù˜˘Ó Â· ˙ÂÙˆÏ ˜˘ÂÁ ‡Â‰˘ ÏÒ¯Â„Î ˜Á˘ÓÏ ‡ÏÂ ‰Ê ÌÂÁ˙· ‰‡ˆ¯‰Ï ˙ÎÏÏ
.‰ÈÂ‡¯‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ÏÚ ÂÏ˘ ‰·È˘Á· ‰„Ó˙‰‰Â ˙Â·È˜Ú‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙‡
Â˙Â‡·Â ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ˘È„˜‰Ï Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˙·¯„Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ) ÈÓˆÚ ÊÂ·Â ·‡Î ‡Â‰ ¯ÈÁÓ‰ .‰ÓÓ ‰ÈÈËÒÏ ¯ÈÁÓ ‰·ÈˆÓ Ì‚ ÔÓÊ

.(Schelling, 1960) Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰· „ÓÂÚ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ÏÚ (È˙¯·Á ÊÂ· Ì‚
¯È˘ÎÓÎÂ È‡˙Î ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚ÈˆÓ‰ ,‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ¯·Ò‰‰ ÏÚ ÛÒÂ ÌÏÂ‡
,˙ÂÈÏÎ˙ ‰„ÈÓÚÓÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙„ÓÂÚ ,(ÂÈ‰È˘ ÏÎÎ ÌÈ·Â˘Á) ÌÈÎ¯ˆ ˜ÂÙÈÒÏ
.(Erikson, 1968) ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ÔÎÂ˙ ÂÈÈÁÏ ‰˜ÈÚÓÎÂ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÓÎ
ÔÂÎÓ˘ ˙‡ ,ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ Ì„‡‰ ˙¯„‚‰ ‡È‰ ˙Â‰Ê‰ Ô‡Î Â˙Â‡ ˙˘Ó˘Ó‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙·
ÏÏÂÎ ˙Â‰Ê‰ ‚˘ÂÓ .ÂÈÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏ ÔÎÂÓ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙‡ ,ÂÓˆÚ· ÂÏ ·Â˘Á˘ ˙‡ ,Â˙Â‡
Horenczyk) ÈÂËÈ· ‰Ï Ô˙ÈÈÂ Â˙Â‰Ê ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘È˘ Ì„‡‰Ó ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ :È·ÈËÓ¯Â ·ÈÎ¯
ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ Ì„‡‰ ˙¯„‚‰ .ÂÓˆÚÏ ÔÓ‡ ‰È‰È˘ – ˙ÈÓÓÚ ÔÂ˘Ï·Â ,(& Nisan, 1996
,ÌÚÏÂ ‰ÁÙ˘ÓÏ ,¯„‚ÓÏ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˘‰ ÂÓÎ ,ÂÈÏÚ ÌÈÈÂÙÎ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ˘ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯ ˙ÏÏÂÎ
˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰ ÂÈ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰ ÔÂ‚Î ,Ì‰· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ Â˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÈÙÏ˘ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯ „ˆ·
˙‡ ¯È„‚Ó ‡Â‰˘Î – ‰Ï‡Ï ¯˘‡· Ì‚Â ‰Ï‡Ï ¯˘‡· Ì‚ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Â
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ¯ÁÂ· ‡Â‰ – (Â· ÌÈÂ˙Î ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ ÂÏ ÌÈ·Â˘ÁÎ Ì˙Â‡ Ï·˜Ó) Ì‰ÈÙÏ ÂÓˆÚ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÓ ‡Â‰ ÍÎ·Â ,Â˙Â‚‰˙‰· ÈÂËÈ· Ì‰Ï ˙˙Ï ,Ì‰Ï ·ÈÂÁÓ
‰ÈÂÙÎ ‰ÂÎ˙· ¯·Â„Ó˘Î Ì‚ ,˙ÂÁÙÂ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ÂÊ‰ ˙·ˆÚÓ‰
˙Â‚‰˙‰ÏÂ) ÂÓÚÏ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˘Á „Á‡ Ì„‡ .ÂÏ˘ ÌÂ‡Ï‰ ÂÓÎ Ì„‡‰ ÏÚ
¯Á‡ Ì„‡ ¯Â·Ú· ÂÏÈ‡Â ,Â˙Â‰Ê· ÈÊÎ¯Ó ·ÈÎ¯ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ÈÎ ,(ÍÎÓ ˙¯Ê‚‰
‰¯Â˘˜ ˙Â‰Ê‰ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙· .‰„Â„¯ ‰Ï Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ Â˙Â‰Ê· ÏÙË ·ÈÎ¯ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï‰
‰¯Â˘˜‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙Ó Ì„‡‰˘Î .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Í¯ÚÓ ÌÚ ˙Â˜Â„‰
˙‡ ¯È„‚Ó Ì„‡˘ÎÂ .ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ¯È„‚Ó ‡Â‰ È¯‰ ¯Á‡ Ì„‡· Â‡ ‰ˆÂ·˜· ,ÔÂÈÚ¯·
¯ÓÂÏ ˘È .ÂÓˆÚÏ Ô˙˘ ‰¯„‚‰‰Ó ˙¯Ê‚‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÚÓ˘Ó ,ÂÓˆÚ

.Ô˙ÓˆÚ· ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ ˙Â¯„‚‰‰Â ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰˘
Ì‰Ï ˙‡¯Â·Â ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÂÈÈÁÏ ‰˜ÈÚÓ ‡È‰ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ‰¯È„‚Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ‰·
‰¯ÈÁ· ÍÂ˙Ó ÂÓˆÚÏ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰· .Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ˙ÓÓÂ¯Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÍÎ· .˙ÂÈÏÎ˙
˙Â¯ËÓ ÈÙÏ ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÔÂÂÎÓ‰ ,ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ ¯ÂˆÈÎ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÔÂÎÓ Ì„‡‰ ˙È˘ÙÂÁ
.ÂÈÈÁ· ‰ËÈÏ˘ Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙ ‰ÓÚ ‰‡È·Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ .ÂÓˆÚÏ ¯È„‚‰˘ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚Â
ÂÈÙÏ ˙„ÓÂÚ ,ÂÏ˘ ¯„‚Ó‰ Ï˘ÓÏ ,‰· ‰ËÈÏ˘ Ì„‡Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ‰ÂÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· Ì‚
ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚Â .ÂÊ ‰ÂÎ˙· ‰¯Â˘˜‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï Ì‡ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰
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,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ· ÈÂËÈ· ‰Ï ˙˙Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ ,˙Â‚‰˙‰· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÈÂËÈ· ˙˙Ï
ÔÂˆ¯·Â ‰·ÂË ‰ÂÂÎ· ˙ÂÁÙÏ Â‡ ÌÈ¯Á‡ Ï˘ Ì‰È˘ÚÓÏ ˙Â„‚˙‰· Â‡ ‰ÓÎÒ‰·
È˙¯Á· Ï·‡ ,˙È˙„ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï È˙¯Á· ‡Ï ÌÓ‡' :˙ÂÈË„ÂËÒ‰ ˙Á‡ ‰¯Ó‡ ÍÎÂ .·ÂË
ÈÏ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙„· .˙ÂÈ¯Á‡Â ˘ÙÂÁ Ï˘ ‰˘‚¯‰ ÈÏ Ô˙Â ‰ÊÂ ,ÈÏ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ï
‰¯ÈÎÓ ÂÊ ˙ÈÈ‡Â¯Ó .'ÈÓˆÚÏ ˙È‡¯Á‡ È‡˘ ‰˘È‚¯ÓÂ ÈÓˆÚÏ ÈÂËÈ· ˙‡ˆÂÓ È‡
ÔÂˆ¯‰Â ‰¯ÈÁ·‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó ‡ÂˆÓÏ ‰Ï ·Â˘Á Í‡ ,‰ÈÏÚ '‰ÈÂÙÎ' ‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰˘ ÍÎ·
‰¯ÈÁ·· ,‰È¯·„ ÈÙÏ ,Ì˙Â‡ ‰‡ˆÓ ‡È‰Â ,˙„‰ ÌÂÁ˙· Ì‚ ¯„‚˙‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ‰Ï˘

.‰ÈÏÚ ÈÂÙÎ ‰˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ˘ ·ˆÓ ˘ÙÂÁ ÍÂ˙Ó Ï·˜Ï ˙ÈÒ˜Â„¯Ù‰
‰¯È˙Ò ˙ÏÚ·Î ˙È‡¯ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ˙ÈÏÎ˙ Ì„‡Ï ˜ÙÒÏ ˙ÂÂÎÓÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙
.‰Ï˘ È˙Ú‰‰ ÁÂÎ‰ ˙Á˙Â ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙˜ÙÒÓÎ ‰„ÓÚÓ ˙Á˙ ˙¯˙ÂÁ ‡È‰ .˙ÈÓÈÙ
˜ÂÙÈÒ· Í¯Âˆ‰ ÂÓÎ ,˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰¯„‚‰·Â ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· Í¯Âˆ‰ ˜ÂÙÈÒ ÈÎ ÂÚËÈ˘ ˘È
˙Ú·Â ÍÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰˘ ‰¯Î‰‰ .˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÙÒ· ‰˙ÂÓ ,‰·‰‡·
˙·ÈÈÁ˙‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰˘ ÈÂÎÈÒ· ,ÂÚËÈ˘ ˘È ÍÎ ,˙Ú‚ÂÙ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ‰¯ËÓ ˘ÂÙÈÁÓ
˙ÁÓÂˆ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÏÎ Í¯„·˘ ‰‡¯ ÔÎ‡ .Í¯Â·Ú· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ¯Â˜Ó ‰ÂÂ‰˙ ‰Ï
ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó ‰ÓÎ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ .˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ Í¯Ú· ‰¯Î‰‰ ÏÚ ÔÚ˘‰ ÔÂˆ¯‰Ó ˙ÈËÂÙÒ
‰¯ËÓ ÌÓˆÚ ÈÙÏ „ÈÓÚ‰Ï ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ‰ÂÂÎ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ıÂÓÈ‡ ÏÚ Â¯·È„
¯˘Ù‡ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˜ÓÓ .ÂÊÎ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÔÎ‡ ‡È‰Â .Ì‰ÈÈÁ· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ¯Â˜ÓÏ ‰È‰˙˘
Ú‚ÂÙ ÂÈ‡ ,˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ˙Â‰Ê ˘·‚Ï ‰¯ËÓ· ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ÔÂÂÎÓ ıÂÓÈ‡˘ ˜ÈÒ‰Ï
,˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ¯Á‡ ÔÂÂÎÓ‰ ˘ÂÙÈÁ‰˘ ÍÎ· ÈÏÂ‡ ÔÂÓË ¯·Ò‰‰ .ÂÊ ‰¯ËÓ ˙‚˘‰· Á¯Î‰·
‚È˘‰Ï ˘˜·Ó Ì„‡‰˘ ˙ÈÏÎ˙‰Ó ˜ÏÁ ‡Â‰ ,˙Â‰Ê ¯Á‡ ÔÂÂÎÓ ˘ÂÙÈÁÏ ‰ÓÂ„·
ÔÓÊ Â˙Â‡·Â Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡È·Ó ˘ÂÙÈÁ‰ ÌˆÚ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ·
˜ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÂÈÙÏÂ ,‡ˆÓÓ‰ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‡ Ì‚ ÍÎ .ÂÈÈÁÏ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˜ÈÚÓÂ Â˙Â‡ ¯È„‚Ó
.‰ÈÏ‡ ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· ÂÏ˘ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙· Ú‚ÂÙ ÂÈ‡ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÓ ˜ÈÙÓ Ì„‡‰˘
˜ÏÁ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ ,(Deci & Ryan, 1985) ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÈÂˆÈÁ ÂÈ‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÓ ˜ÂÙÈÒ
ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈÏÂÓ‚˙Ó ‡ÏÂ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Ó ÔÂÊÈ ‡Â‰ „ÂÚ ÏÎ ‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰Ó
ÈÂÏ˙ [„ÂÓÏ˙ Ï˘ ÈÓÂÈ „ÂÓÈÏÓ] ˜ÂÙÈÒ‰' :ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ „Á‡ È¯·„ÎÂ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ
È‡˘ ‰˘È‚¯Ó È‡' :ÔÎÂ .'ÌÈ·¯Ó „Á‡ ,ËÒ˜Ë „ÂÚ ‰Ê ,‰ÂÂˆÓ‰ ‡ÏÂÏ .‰ÂÂˆÓ·
‰Â·‚ ¯Î˘ ‡Â‰ ‰ÊÓ ÈÏ˘ ˜ÂÙÈÒ‰ [...] [‰˜ÂˆÓ· ÌÈ„ÏÈ ˙‡¯Â‰·] ‰·ÂÁ ˙‡ÏÓÓ
‰ÁÈÎ˘ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó ÂÏ‡ ˙Â¯ÈÓ‡ .'‰¯ÂÓÎ ˙Ï·˜Ó È˙ÈÈ‰˘ ˙Â¯ÈÏ‰Ó ¯˙ÂÈ
.˙Â‚‰˙‰Â Í¯Âˆ Ï˘ ˜ÂÙÈÒ ,Í¯Ú ÔÈ· ·Â¯ÈÚÂ ÔÈÏÓÂ‚ ˙ÂÚÙ˘‰ – ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ˙ÂÂÈ‡¯·
˙˜ÙÒÓ ‡È‰ ÈÎ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï Ê‡Â ‰Î¯Ú· ‰¯Î‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú Ì„‡‰
ÏÎÎÂ .‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ ÂÏ Ú„ÂÓ ‰È‰ ‡Ï˘ Í¯Ú ‰· ˙ÂÏ‚Ï Â‡ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈÎ¯ˆ
˜ÂÙÈÒ‰Â ‡ÒÈ‚ „ÁÓ Í¯Ú‰ – ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈË·È‰‰ È˘ ËÂÙ˘Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘
,ÂÏ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ‰È‰˘ ‰ÓÏ „Â‚È·) ‰Ê· ‰Ê Á¯Î‰· ÌÈÚ‚ÂÙ ÌÈ‡ – ‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó

.(Ì˘ ‰‡¯ .˙ÈÓÈÙ‰ ‰Ú‰· ÈÂˆÈÁ ÏÂÓ‚˙ ˙ÚÈ‚Ù ÏÚ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ‰Ó ,ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÂÓ‡Î
‰˙Ú ¯˘Ù‡Ó Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Â ˙Â‰Ê‰ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ¯Â˘È˜
ÚÂ„Ó :‰Ê ÛÈÚÒ Á˙Ù· È˙ÈÏÚ‰˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ È˙˘ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰˘Â„‚ ‰·Â˘˙ ˙˙Ï
ÂÂˆ¯Î ¯ÂÁ·Ï ˘ÙÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÂÈ„È· ¯È‡˘È ‡ÏÂ ÌÈÂÒÓ ‰ÏÂÚÙ ÔÂÂÈÎÏ Ì„‡‰ ·ÈÈÁ˙È
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‰Ù‰ È¯‰Â ,ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ Ì‡˙‰· ‚‰˙‰Ï ‰·ÂÁ ˘Á ‡Â‰ ÚÂ„ÓÂ ,Ú‚¯Â Ú‚¯ ÏÎ·
ÏÈÚÏ ÔÂÈ„‰˘ ‰·Â˘˙‰ ?ıÙÁÈ˘ ˙Ú ÏÎ· ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ˙‡ ¯È˙‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ·ÈÈÁ˙‰˘
˙ÂÂÎ˙ ˙Â„ÓÂÚ ‰Ï ˙ÂÓ‡Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙Ï·˜ Ï˘ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ „ÂÒÈ·˘ ‡È‰ ÚÈˆÓ
:Â˙ÂÈ˘Â‡ ˙‡ ˙Â¯È„‚Ó‰ ‰Ï‡Î ,ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·¯˙· ˙ÂÁÙÏ ,Ì„‡Ï ˙ÂÈ˙Â‰ÓÂ ˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó
ÂÈÈÁ ÔÂÂÈÎ ,(ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ) ÏÂÎÓ ÂÏ ·Â¯˜‰ ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï Ì„‡‰ ˙ÙÈ‡˘
ÌÚ „ÈÓ˙ÓÂ ˜ÂÓÚ ¯˘˜ ÌÂÈ˜ ,ÂÈÈÁ· ˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰ ˙ÁË·‰ ,Â˙Â‰Ê ·ÂˆÈÚ ,˙Â¯ËÓ ¯·ÚÏ
ÍÂ˙Ó Ì˙Â‡ Ï‰ÓÂ ÂÈÈÁ· ËÏÂ˘ ‡Â‰˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙‰ „Â„ÈÚÂ ÂÓˆÚÏ ÈÂËÈ· Ô˙Ó ,ÌÈ˘‡
ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÈÁÏ Ì„‡‰ ˙ÈÈË Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯Î ÏÎ˙Ò‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ ÏÚ .‰¯ÈÁ·Â ˘ÙÂÁ
¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ÔÂ‚Ó ‰ÚÈˆÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .ÂÓˆÚ ˙Ó˘‚‰ Í¯„ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈÏÚ·
.È˙¯ÎÊ‰˘ ˙ÂÙÈ‡˘ÏÂ ÌÈÎ¯ˆÏ ÈÂËÈ· ˙˙Ï ÌÈËÏÁÂÓ ÌÈÎ¯ÚÂ ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ Ì„‡Ï
ÔÂÁËÈ·‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰Ó˘‚‰Ï È˙Ú‰Â È·ÈËÈ‚Â˜ „ÒÓ Ì„‡Ï ˙˜ÙÒÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÏÚ ÍÓÒ ÂÙ˜Â˙˘ ,˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï˘ „˜ÂÓ ˙˘·‚Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .ÍÎÏ ˘¯„‰
¯ÒÂÁ Ï˘ ÌÏÂÚ· Í¯„Â ÔÂÁËÈ· ‰ÚÈˆÓ ‡È‰ ÍÎ·Â ,ÂÓˆÚ ÈÙÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÂ˜˘
Ë¯Ù‰˘ ÌÈÎ¯Ú· ‰¯Â˘˜‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙Î¯„‰Ï ÔÙˆÓ ˙˘Ó˘Ó Ì‚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .˙Â‡„Â
˘ÏÁ ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ 'È‡'‰˘Â È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÔÂÙˆÓ· ÌÈ‚ÂÚÓ ÌÈ‡ ¯˘‡Â ÌÓÈ˘‚‰Ï ˘˜·Ó

.Ô‚ÂÚ Ì‰Ï ˘Ó˘Ï È„ÎÓ

˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ ˙Â·˘ÁÓ ‰ÓÎ

˘‚ÙÓÏ ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈÓÊ‰Â ˙ÂÎÂÓ‰ ÏÚ – Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù‰ ÏÚ ˙ÓÈÈ‡Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
Ï·ÂÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÈÏÚ Ï·˜Ó‰ Ì„‡ .ÂÏ˘Ó ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÌÚ ÁÈ˘Â
ÌÚ È˙Ó‡ ˘‚ÙÓ ÈÙ· ÂÓˆÚ ¯‚ÂÒ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ÍÎ·Â ÌÈÈÁ Í¯„Ï Â‡ Í¯ÚÏ ÂÓˆÚ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ˜Ú ÔÂ¯ÒÈÁ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ˙Â¯È‚Ò .Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÚ ·˘ÈÈ˙Ó ÂÈ‡˘ ‰Ó
ÔÂ¯ÒÈÁ ‡È‰Â ,ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡Â ·˘ÂÁ Ì„‡Î Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰· ˙Ú‚ÂÙ ‡È‰ ÔÎ˘ ,Ë¯Ù‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó
È„ .ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á ÔÂ˜È˙ÏÂ ˘Â„ÈÁÏ ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ· ˙Ú‚ÂÙ ‡È‰ ÔÎ˘ ,˙È˙¯·Á ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˜Ú
˙¯¯Â‚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÓÂ‡‰ Í‡ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÈÙÓ ‰ÚÈ˙¯‰ ˙‡ ˜È„ˆ‰Ï ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÂ¯ÒÁ·
ÂÊ .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ ˙‡ ˙Ï·ÂÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘ ÏÚ ˜ÂÏÁÏ ÔÈ‡ ?˙Â¯È‚Ò Á¯Î‰·
ÌÓÂ‡‰ ?ÏÈÚÏ ‰ÚË‰Ó ÚÓ˙˘ÓÎ ,ÂÁÂ¯ ˙‡ ˙Ï·ÂÎ Ì‚ ‡È‰ ÌÓÂ‡‰ Í‡ .‰˙Â‰Ó
„·ÎÏ ,·È˘˜‰Ï Â˙ÂÂÎ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏ Â˙Â‡ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡Ï Ì„‡ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
Â˙Â‡ ‰ÁÓ Â˙Â˘¯Ï „ÓÂÚ‰ È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ Ú„È‰ ?ÂÏ˘Ó ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÚ„ ÏÂ˜˘Ï Û‡Â
Ï˘ ÈÂÈÚ‰ ÁÂ˙È‰ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ .˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù· ÚÂ‚ÙÏ ‰ÏÂÏÚ ÔÎ‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ˘ ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï

.˙¯Á‡ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ÏÈ·ÂÓ ,ÏÈÚÏ ‚ˆÂ‰ ‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰

˙ÓˆÓˆÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‰Ú·Ë ÌˆÚÓ ?˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù· Á¯Î‰· ˙Ú‚ÂÙ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ì‡‰
ÂÏ˘ ‰ÏÂÚÙ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ‰„ÈÓÚÓ ‡È‰ .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ·Á¯Ó ˙‡
ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó È‡ '˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù' ÁÂÓ· ?ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù· ˙Ú‚ÂÙ ‡È‰ Ì‡‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .Â˙Â‚‰˙‰ÏÂ
Ô˙Â‡ ËÂÏ˜Ï ,Ô˙Â‡ „·ÎÏ ,ÂÏ˘Ó ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÚ„Ï ·È˘˜‰Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÂÓÏ



ÔÒÈ ÈÎ„¯Ó ÁÎ

Ï˘ ‰˙ÚÙ˘‰ ˙ÈÁ·· ÌˆÓËˆ‡ ÔÏ‰Ï˘ ÔÂÈ„· .˙ÂÂÈÚÂ ‰ÈË‰ ‡Ï· ÔÈ·‰ÏÂ
‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙„ÓÂÚ ÍÎ ÏÚ ÛÒÂ .ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÎÊÂ‰˘ Ô·ÂÓ· ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù‰ ÏÚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
‰Ï‡˘· .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÈˆÈ‰Â ˙Â˘„Á‰ ÏÚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÚÙ˘‰ ¯·„·

.Ô‡Î ˜ÂÒÚ‡ ‡Ï ÂÊ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ˘ ¯Ú˘Ï Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ‡È·Ó ,¯˘È‰ ÏÎ˘‰ Ì‚ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏÂ ,È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰
Janis & Mann,) ˙ÂÈ˘‚¯ ˙Â·ÈÒÓ Ô‰ ˙ÂÈ·ÈËÈ‚Â˜ ˙Â·ÈÒÓ Ô‰ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù· ˙Ú‚ÂÙ
˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Â ˙Â¯Ú˘‰ ¯˘‡Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÈÈË ‡È‰ ˙ËÏÂ· ˙È·ÈËÈ‚Â˜ ‰·ÈÒ .(1977
,È·ÈËÈ‚Â˜ Ï‚¯‰ ÔÈÚÎ ,ÌÈ˘Ó ÈÏ· ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙ÏÚÂÙ ÂÊ ‰ÈÈË .(Evans, 1989) ÂÏ˘
‰ÈÚ· ¯Â˙ÙÏ ˘˜·˙Ó ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î – ÂÈÙÏ˘ ‰ÏËÓÏ ·Â˘˜ Ì„‡‰ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ ‡Ï‡
‰ÈÈËÏ .˙ÂÂÎ ÒÙÂ˙ ‡Â‰˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰Â ¯Ú˘Ó ‡Â‰˘ ‰¯Ú˘‰‰ Ì‡ ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï Â‡
˙Â¯Ú˘‰· ÍÓÂ˙‰ Ú„ÈÓ ˘ÙÁÓ Ì„‡‰ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ .ÌÈÙ ‰ÓÎ ˘È ˙Â¯Ú˘‰ ¯˘‡Ï
‡Â‰Â ,‰ÊÎ Ú„ÈÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ¯ÎÂÊ ‡Â‰ ,‰ÊÎ Ú„ÈÓÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ·Â˘˜ ‡Â‰ ,ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙·Â
‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ÚÓ ‡Â‰ ÂÊ Í¯„· .ÂÈ˙Â¯Ú˘‰ ˙‡ Ì‡Â˙‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ· Â˙Â‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ‰ËÂ
ÂÊ ‰ÈÈË .Â· ÂÂÁËÈ· ˙‡ ˜ÊÁÓÂ Â¯Ó˘Ó ‡Â‰Â ,Â˙Â˘¯· ‡ˆÓ‰ Ú„È‰ ÔÂ‰ ÔÂÎÈÒÓ
˙È˘È‡ ‰ÚÈ‚ Ë¯ÙÏ ÔÈ‡˘ ÂÏ‡Î ,˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÂÓÎ ,˙ÂÈÏ¯ËÈ ˙ÂÓÈ˘Ó· ‰Ï‚˙Ó
˙Â¯Â˘˜‰ ˙ÂÂÓ‡Ï Â‡ ˙Â¯Ú˘‰Ï ¯˘‡· ‰ÂÎ ‡È‰ ‰ÓÎÂ ‰ÓÎ ˙Á‡ ÏÚ .Ô‰ÈÏ‡
ÌÈ˘‡ .˙ÂÈ˘‚¯‰ ˙Â·ÈÒÏ ÚÈ‚Ó È‡ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚÓ .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙Â„ÓÚÏ Â‡ ÌÈÒ¯ËÈ‡Ï
Petty & Wegner,) Ì‰Ï˘ ˙Â„ÓÚ‰ ˙‡Â ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ˙‡ ¯Ú¯ÚÓ‰ Ú„ÈÓÓ ÌÈÚÓ
˙‡ ËÂÓ˘ÏÂ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÙ„Ú‰Â ˙Â¯ËÓ ˜ÙÒ· „ÈÓÚ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ‰ÊÎ ¯ÂÚ¯Ú .(1993
˙ÓˆÓˆÓ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙Â„ÓÚÂ ÂÈ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ¯ÂÚ¯Ú ÈÙÓ ‰„¯Á‰ .Ì˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ÒÈÒ·‰

.Â˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù· ˙Ú‚ÂÙÂ ÂÏ˘ ‰·È˘Á‰Â ·˘˜‰ ÁÂÂË ˙‡
.˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ¯·Â„Ó˘Î ˙‡˘ ¯˙È· ÂÚÈÙÂÈ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÈË‰ Â‡ ˙ÂÈË˘ ‰‡¯ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ
‡È‰ .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰Â Â˙Ú„Â˙ ÏÏÎ· „„Â·Ó È‡ ‰È‡ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÎ
.˙Â¯Ú˘‰ ˙˜ÊÁ· Ô‰Ó ˙Â·¯˘ ,'·ÂË'‰ ÔÈÈÚ· Ï˘ÓÏ ,˙ÂÂÓ‡ ˙˘¯· ‰¯Â˘˜
˙˘¯Ï ÌÈ˜ÂÊÈÁ ¯Á‡ ¯Â˙È Ì„‡‰˘ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ¯˘Ù‡ È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÒÁÈÈÓ Ë¯Ù‰˘ Í¯Ú‰ .‰· ÚÂ‚ÙÏ ÏÂÏÚ˘ ‰Ó ÏÎÓ ÚÓÈÈÂ ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰
˙ÂÁ‰ Ì‡ ÌÏ˘È ‡Â‰˘ ¯ÈÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÓÈˆÚÓ ˙Â‰ÊÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰Â ÂÏ˘
ÍÎ ,Â˙Â‰Ê· ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘ ÏÎÎÂ .‰¯Ú¯Ú˙˙ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰
‡Ï Â‡È·È ‰ÂÈ‚‰· ˜ÙÒ‰ ˙ÏË‰Â ‰· ˙Â¯Â˘˜‰ ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ˙Î¯Ù‰˘ ‰ÎÒ‰ ‰Ï„‚
ÔÈÈ‡Â¯Ó È¯·„Î .˙Â‰Ê· ¯˙ÂÈ ·Á¯ ¯·˘Ï ‡Ï‡ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÒÈ¯˜Ï ˜¯
Ì˘¯ ‡Ï ÚÂ„Ó ¯È·Ò‰Ï ˘˜·˙‰ ¯˘‡Â Í"˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏÏ ·ÈÂÁÓÎ ÂÓˆÚ ‚Èˆ‰˘ È˙„
‡È‰ .È˙Â‡ ‡È·˙ ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙¯Â˜È· Ô‡Ï Ú„ÂÈ ‡Ï È‡' :‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡· ‡¯˜Ó È„ÂÓÈÏÏ
¯ÂÚ¯Ú˘ ‡Â‰ ÂÏ˘ ˘˘Á‰ .'Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡· ÈÏ˘ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙‡ ¯Ú¯ÚÏ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ‰ÏÂÎÈ
·ÈÎ¯· ‰ÚÈ‚ÙÏ ‡È·‰Ï ÏÂÏÚ (ÂÓÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÔÎÂÓ ‡Â‰˘ ¯ÂÚ¯Ú) Í"˙Ï Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
˙‡ Ì‚ ÔÎÒÓ ˙Â‰Ê· ¯·˘˘ ÁÎ˘ Ï·Â .Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡Ï Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ – Â˙Â‰Ê· ÈÊÎ¯Ó
˙„¯Â‰' :˙‡Ê ˘ÈÁÓÓ ‡·‰ ËÂËÈˆ· ÈÂÓÈ„‰ .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙ˆÂ·˜‰ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˘‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙
,‰ÁÙ˘Ó‰Ó ÍÓˆÚ ˜˙Ó ‰˙‡ .˙¯Á‡ ı¯‡Ï ‰¯È‚‰ ÂÓÎ ÈÏÈ·˘· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰ÙÈÎ‰
ÒÁÈÈÓ Ì„‡‰˘ Í¯Ú‰˘ ÔÎ ÏÚ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ˘È .'ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÈÁ ÏÈÁ˙Ó ‰˙‡ ,ÌÈ¯·Á‰Ó
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ÂÈ‡˘ ‰Ó ÏÎÓ ÚÓÈ‰Ï ÂÏ˘ ‰ÈÈË‰ ˙‡ Â˜ÊÁÈ ˙Â‰ÊÏ ‰Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ
.Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÚ „Á‡ ‰˜· ‰ÏÂÚ

Ï˘ ˙È˙Â‰Ó ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ¯„¯„Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ‰È‡ È˙Ë˜˘ ˙È¯ÂÈˆ‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰
˙˘ÈËÏ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ ¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ÔÎ ÏÚ ·Â˘Á .‰· ˙ÂÏÂÏÎ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘Â ˙Â‰Ê‰
‰ÒÈÙ˙ ˙˘ÈË ˙Â·˜Ú· ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ ÈÂÈ˘ :˙Â‰Ê· ‰ÒÈ¯˜· ‰ÎÂ¯Î‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
˙‡ Ì„‡‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙· ¯·˘Ó Â‡ (ı¯‡‰Ó ‰„È¯È ,ıÂ·È˜ ˙·ÈÊÚ ,ÔÂÏÈÁ) ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ÌÂÁ˙ Â‡ ˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙˘ÈË) Â· ˜ÒÂÚ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂÁ˙Ï Â˙Ó‡˙‰
,ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ‚ÂÒÓ ‰‚‰ ÈÂ‚Ó ˙ÏÚÙ‰Ï ‡È·Ó ˙Â‰Ê· ¯·˘ ÚÂÓÏ ÔÂˆ¯‰ .(˙ÂÁÓ˙‰Â
‰ÚÈˆÓ˘ ‰‚‰‰ ÈÂ‚Ó· ÌÈÏÏÎ ,‰˘ÁÎ‰Â ‰˜Á„‰ ÂÓÎ ,Ì‰·˘ ÌÈÈÂˆÈ˜‰˘
¯·˘ ÈÙÓ ˘˘Á‰ ˙‡ ˙Á‡Î ‰Ï‚ÓÂ ¯È˙ÒÓ‰ È‡È„ÈÂ¯Ù ÔÂ‚Ó .‰ÊÈÏ‡ÂÎÈÒÙ‰
ıÓ‡Ï ÏÂÏÚ ˜ÙÒ· ÈÂ¯˘‰ Ì„‡‰ .'˙„‚ÂÓ ‰·Â‚˙ ˙¯Âˆ˙' ÈÂ¯˜‰ ÔÂ‚Ó‰ ‡Â‰ ‰ÊÎ
Í¯ËˆÈ˘ ÈÂÎÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈË˜ÓÂ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ ÁÈ‚˘Ó‰ ,„ÁÂÈÓ· È‡˜ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÒÂÙ„

.˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‰˙Â‡ ˙‡ ÌÈÎÒÓ‰ ÌÈ·ˆÓ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï
ÌÈ¯Ú ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ·Â˘ÁÂ ,˙È˙¯·Á‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ È¯˜ÁÓÓ ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ‰ÂÓ˙‰ È‰ÂÊ
,˙ÈËÒÈ‡˙‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ ˙È˙„ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ – ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ‚ÂÒ ÏÎ· ‰Ù˜˙ ‡È‰ .‰Ï
˙Â¯È‰Ê ÌÏÂ‡ .(Rokeach, 1960) Ï‡Ó˘‰ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ ÔÈÓÈ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
ÏÚ ‰·È˘Á ˙ÂÈË‰· È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰Ó ˘È˜‰Ï Â‡Â·· Â˙‡Ó ˙˘¯„ ‰·¯
ÂÏÏÂÁ˙‰˘ ˙Â‡¯Â‰ ˙ÂÈÂ˘Á¯˙‰‰ ·˜Ú .Ì„‡‰ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù ÏÚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÚÙ˘‰
‰·È˘Á· ÌÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ·Â ˙ÂÈË‰· ÔÈÈÚ ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰ ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ÂÏÈ‚ ˙Ó„Â˜‰ ‰‡Ó·
˙ÚÙÂ˙ ˙‡ Á˙Ï ÔÎ ÏÚ ·Â˘Á .Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏÂÈˆ¯‰ ˙ÂÏ‰˙‰·Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ˙Â‚‰˙‰·Â
ÌÈ˜ÙÂ‡ ÂÈÙÏ Á˙ÂÙ ‰Ê ÁÂ˙È .ÏÈÚÏ ‚ˆÂ‰˘ ÁÂ˙È‰ ÔÈÚÓ ,‰ÓˆÚÏ˘Î ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
˙ÂÏ·‚ÓÂ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓÂ ˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÈ·˘ ¯˘˜Ï Ú‚Â‰ ÏÎ· ÌÈ˘„Á
¯˘˜‰˘ ÔÚÂË È‡ ,¯˘È‰ ÏÎ˘‰ Í¯„· ,ÍÎÈÙÏ .ÏÈÚÏ Â‚ˆÂ‰˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÈÙÓ‡‰ ÌÈ‡ˆÓÓ‰
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ· Ì„‡˘ ÌÈ¯˜Ó ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ ÂÏÂÎ .ÈÁ¯Î‰ ÂÈ‡ ˙Â¯È‚ÒÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÈ·
.‰ÊÎ Ú„È ÏÚÂÙ· ˘ÙÁÓ Û‡Â Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙‡ „‚Â‰ Ú„È ËÂÏ˜Ï ÁÂ˙Ù ÌÈÂÒÓ ‡˘ÂÏ
.ÌÈÈÏÓ¯Â ÌÈ·˘Á Ì‰ ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ,ÌÈÈÂ‡¯Î ÌÈÒÙ˙ ÂÏ‡Î ÌÈ¯˜Ó ˙ÈÏ¯·ÈÏ ˙Â·¯˙·

.È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ Ì‰Ó ÌÏÚ˙‰ ÍÎ ÌÂ˘Ó Ì‚ ÈÏÂ‡
‰·ÂÁ· ˙ÓÂË ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ˘ ÚÈˆÓ ÏÈÚÏ ‚ˆÂ‰˘ ÈÙÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÚÙÂ˙ ÁÂ˙È
‰Ï È˙‡¯˜˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ¯˘‡ ÏÈÏÚ· ‰ÂÎ ˙È‡¯ ÂÊ ‰ÚË .˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù Ï˘ ÌÈÚ¯Ê
˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÈÏÚ ¯ÓÂ˘Â Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙‡ ¯ÁÂ· Ì„‡‰ ‰·Â ,'‰ÈÂÏ‚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ'
ÍÎÏ Ë¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ˘ ÚÈˆÓ È‡ ¯˘È‰ ÏÎ˘‰ Í¯„· .‰„ÂÒÈ·˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁÏ
.˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ï ÌÈÈÂ¯Î Â·Ï ˙‡Â ÂÈÊÂ‡ ˙‡ ‰¯È‡˘Ó '˙¯Á‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ‰È‰ ¯˘Ù‡'˘
Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÚ „Á‡ ‰˜· ˙ÂÏÂÚ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜˘ Ì„‡‰ Ú„ÂÈ˘ ‰ÚÈ„È‰
.ÔÓÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰ÏÂ Ô‰ÈÏ‡ ·È‚‰Ï ÂÓÓ ˙Ú·Â˙ ˙ÂÏÈ·˜Î Ô˙Â‡ ÒÙÂ˙ ‡Â‰ ˙‡Ê ˙Â¯ÓÏÂ
‰„¯Á‰Ó ¯˜ÈÚ· ˙Ú·Â‰ ,˙È˘Â‚È¯‰ ˙Â¯È‚Ò‰ „‚ Ì‚ ˙ÏÚÂÙ ‰ÈÂÏ‚‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
‰Ï·˜˙ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ˘ ÍÎÏ Ú„ÂÓ Ì„‡‰ ¯˘‡Î .˙ÂÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ¯ÂÚ¯Ú ÈÙÓ
‰ÓÎÓ ‰˙Â‡ ÛÈ„Ú‰ ‡Â‰˘ ,‰· ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· ˙ËÏÁÂÓ ˙Â‡„Â ÂÏ ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ÈÏ·
,‰ÈÂÏ‚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÏÚ· Ì„‡˘ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰‡¯ .ÌˆÓËˆÓ Â˙„¯ÁÏ ÒÈÒ·‰ ,˙ÂÙÂÏÁ
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˜¯ ‡Ï ÂÓÚ ‡˘Â ,ÍÎ· ÍÂ¯Î‰ È˘Â˜‰ ÏÚ ,Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ „ÂÒÈ·˘ Ë˜ÈÏÙÂ˜Ï Ú„ÂÓ‰
.‰Ï˘ ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ ÌÈ˘¯„‰ ÌÈ‡˙

‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ˙ÈÒ˜Â„¯Ù‰ ‰ÚË‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÚËÏ ¯˘Ù‡ È‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÁÂ˙È‰ ÔÓ ,ÂÊÓ ‰¯˙È
˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ ‰ÏÈ·Ò ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‡ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· .˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ È‡˙ ‡È‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ˘
˙Â„ÓÚÂ ˙ÂÚ„ „·ÎÏÂ ·È˘˜‰Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÂÓ‰ ‡È‰ ‰ÏÈ·Ò ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù .‰ÏÈÚÙ
˙¯ÒÁ ˙Â„„Â˙‰Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ‡Ï ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ÂÊÎ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù Ï˘ ‰˙‡ˆÂ˙ .ÂÏ˘Ó ˙ÂÂ˘
‚ÂÒÓ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù .Ô‰ÈÏ‡ Á˙ÙÂ Û˘Á Ì„‡‰˘ ˙ÂÙ„Ú‰Â ˙ÂÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ÌÈ· ÔÂÂÈÎ
˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ‰ÏÈÚÙ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù .‰¯Á¯ÁÒ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ˙ÂÂÎÓ ‡Ï ˙Â¯˜Ò ÔÈÚÎ ‡È‰ ‰Ê
˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ¯ÈÎ‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ‰¯ËÓ· ÌÈÂÂÎÓÂ ÌÈÓÂÊÈ ¯Â¯È··Â ˘ÂÙÈÁ· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó
,ÈÁ¯Î‰ ‡Ï Ì‡ ,·Â˘Á ÚˆÓ ‡È‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ .Ô‰È˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰ÏÂ ˙Â˘„Á
˙˜È„·ÏÂ ‰„ÂÒÈ·˘ ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ï ÈÂ¯È‚ ˘Ó˘Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ‡È‰ .‰ÏÈÚÙ‰ ˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ
·˜Ú ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂÏÓ‰ ‰·ÂÁ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ·˜Ú .˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯ÙÂ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ
„ÂÓˆ‰ È˘‚¯‰ ÔÚËÓ‰ ·˜Ú ,˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˙˘‰‰ ·˜Ú ,˙Â‰ÊÏ ‰Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰
'˙ÂÚ˘Ú˙˘‰' ÌÈ¯¯Â‚ Á¯Î‰·˘ ,˙¯Â˜È·Â ¯Â¯È· ‰ÈÓÊÓ ‰ÏÈÚÙ‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ,‰Ï
ÔÈ‡˘ ÂÊÎ ,‰„Â„¯ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ¯„ÚÈ‰· .˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ÌÚ
‰·ÈˆÓ Ì‚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .ÔÂ˜È˙ Â‡ ÛÈÏÁ˙ ÂÏ ‡ÂˆÓÏÂ ÂÈ˙Á˙ ¯Â˙ÁÏ Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‰Ï
Â‡ ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ˙ÂÁÂÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ· .Â‰Â˙Ï ‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù‰ Ì‰È„ÚÏ·˘ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚
˙Â„ÈÓÚÓ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰‰Â ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ .ÔÂÈ„‰ Í¯„ ÏÚÂ Ì„‡‰Â ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ú·Ë ÏÚ ˙ÂÁ‰
¯·ÚÓ ,‰ÏÈÚÙ ˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ È‡˙Î ‡ÂÙ‡ ˙È‡¯ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .ÁÈ˘Ï ˙ÈÂÈÁ ˙¯‚ÒÓ

.˙ÈËÂ‡Î Â‡ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ‡Ï ˙Â¯˜ÒÏ
˙Â„Â‡ ÏÚ ÂÊ ˙ÈÓÈËÙÂ‡ ‰ÂÓ˙˘ ÔÈÈˆÏ ÈÏ ·Â˘Á ˙‡Ê ÏÎ È˙¯Ó‡˘ ¯Á‡Ï
˙ÂÁË·‰ ‰‚ÈˆÓ ‡È‰ .„·Ï· ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ ˙˜ÊÁ· ‡È‰ ˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÈ·˘ ¯˘˜‰
‰È‰ ‡Â‰˘ ÍÎÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰˘ ‰ÂÂ˜˙ Â· ˙ÚËÂ ‡È‰ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ˙ÂÂÓË‰
.·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù‰ ˙‡ ÌÈˆÚ‰Ï Û‡Â ÏÈˆ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ˙¯Á‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÏÂÎÈ
¯ÂÒ‡ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ÌÈÂÓË‰ ÌÈÂÎÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÂÈÈÚÓ ¯È˙Ò˙ ÂÊ ‰ÂÓ˙˘ ¯ÂÒ‡ ÌÏÂ‡
‰ÏÈ·ÂÓ ÔÎ‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ì‰·˘ (ÌÈÁÈÎ˘‰) ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ˙‡ Â˙‡Ó ÌÈÏÚ˙ ‡È‰˘
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· ¯˜ÈÚ· ¯·Â„Ó .È¯ÈÙÓ‡‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰Ó ÚÓ˙˘Ó˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙Â¯È‚ÒÏ
,¯ÂÓ‡Î .˜Á„Â‰ Â‡ ÁÎ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ· ‰È‰˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ‰·˘ ,˙¯˙ÒÂÓ‰
‰„¯Á‰ ÈÙÓ Ë¯Ù‰ ÏÚ Ô‚‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ‡È‰ .˙È˙‚‰ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· ‡È‰ ÂÊ '‰ÁÎ˘'
‰È‰È Ë¯Ù‰˘ ÈÂÎÈÒ‰ ÂÏ‡Î ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .‰Ï ÌÈÂÂÏ˙Ó‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ¯ÂÚ¯ÚÓ
¯ÒÂÁÏÂ ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ¯„ÚÈ‰·Â .ÔË˜ ˙¯Á‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ‰È‰ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÍÎÏ Ú„ÂÓ
¯˘‡Ï ‰ÈÈË‰ È¯˜ – '˙¯‚ÂÒ'‰ ‰ÈÈË‰˘ ÈÂÎÈÒ‰ ·¯ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ·˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰
‰ÈÈË‰ ÏÚÂ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ‰ ÏÚ ¯·‚˙ – ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ÔÂÎÈÒÓ ÚÓÈ‰ÏÂ ˙Â¯Ú˘‰

.˙ÈÓˆÚ ˙¯Â˜È·ÏÂ ˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ

Ì‡‰ ?‰ÁÂ˙Ù ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÎ˙È˙ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ Ì‡‰ Í‡ .˙È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
˙ÂÓÈÈ˜˘ ÍÎÏÂ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ÒÈÒ··˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰
ÏÚ ˙Ï‡˘ ‰È‡ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ?Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙‡ ˙¯˜ÚÓ ‰È‡ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â¯È·Ò ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡



˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‡Ï

Ï˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÌˆÚ ÏÚ ‡Ï‡ ˙Â‡„Â ¯ÒÂÁ ÏÚ ˙Ú˘‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ú‰‰ ˙ÓˆÂÚ
˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÈÎ ‰‡¯Ó È˘Â‡‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ .‰Ê ‚ÂÒÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜
ÔÂÁËÈ· ¯„ÚÈ‰ ·˜Ú ˙Ò¯Â˜ ,˙È˙ÏÚÂ˙‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ÏÏÂÎ ,ÂÓˆÚÏ Ì„‡ Ï˘
˙‡ ÁÂÊ Ì„‡‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ‡˘ÂÏ ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· ˙Â¯È˙ÒÂ ˙Â˜ÙÒ Ï˘·Â
ÂÏ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó ÌÈ‡ ·Â˘ ¯·Î ‰Ê ‰˙Â‡ ÌÈÂÂÏÓ‰ ˜ÙÒ‰Â ÒÂÒÈ‰‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
Ô‰ ¯·„‰ ÍÎ .˘ÙÁÓ ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰Â ˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ˙‡ ‰· ‡ÂˆÓÏ
‰ÎÈ¯„‰ ¯˘‡Â ‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ˘ËÂ Ì„‡ Ì‰·˘ ,ÌÈÈ˙Ó¯„‰ ÌÈ¯˜Ó·
ÏÎ .ÂÏ˘ '˙ÂË˜' ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ ÁÂÊ Ì„‡ Ì‰·˘ ,ÌÈÈ˙¯‚˘‰ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· Ô‰ ,ÂÈÈÁ ˙‡
È˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï ÌÚÙ Û‡ Ï·‡ ,˙Â·‰Ï˙‰· ıÂ·È˜Ï È˙ÎÏ‰' :‰Ê‰ ËÂËÈˆ· ÌÈÓ‚„ÂÓ ÂÏ‡
ÔË·‰ ·‡Î ÌÚ È˙··Â˙Ò‰ ÌÈ˘ .ÈÏÈ·˘· „ÁÂÈÓ· [...] Í¯„‰ ˙Ó‡· È‰ÂÊ˘ ÁÂË·
‡Ï [...] ÍÙ‰‰ ÈÏÂ‡ .¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÚ¯ ÂÈ‰ ‡ÏÂ ıÂ·È˜‰ ˙‡ Â·ÊÚ ÈÏ˘ ÌÈ¯·Á .‰Ê‰
Ï˘ Í¯„· ÚÎÂ˘Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ÈÏÂ‡ È˙ÈÈ‰ ‰·ÈÊÚ ÏÚ È˙Ú„Â‰˘Î .‰Ê ÏÚ ·Â˘ÁÏ È˙˜ÒÙ‰
‰¯˜Ó .'˜ÈÙÒÓ ÚÎÂ˘Ó È˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï˘ ‰‡¯Î Ï·‡ .ÔÎ ÈÙÏ È˙ÈÈ‰˘ ‰ÓÓ ıÂ·È˜‰
,‰ÁÂ˙Ù‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ÍÂ¯Î‰ ÈÓÈÙ‰ È˘Â˜Ï ‰Ó‚Â„ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÎ˘Ó˙Ó ˙Â˜ÙÒ Ï˘ ‰Ê

.‰˙Â·ÈˆÈ ˙‡ ˜ÙÒ· „ÈÓÚÓ‰ ‡Â‰Â
ÂÊÎ ,‰ÁÂ˙Ù ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ÌÈËÚÓ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯˜Ó ÌÈ˘‚ÂÙ ‰Ê È˘Â˜ ˙Â¯ÓÏ Í‡
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡Â .˙ÈÓˆÚ ˙¯Â˜È··Â ‰ÒÈÒ··˘ ˜ÙÒÏ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ· ‰ÂÂÏÓ‰
˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰¯·Á· .˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ÔÂÁËÈ· Ë¯ÙÏ ˜ÈÚ‰ÏÂ ‰·ÈˆÈ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÎÈ˘ÓÓ
¯Á·˘ ÂÏ‡Ó ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁÏ ˘È‚Â ÛÂ˘Á Ë¯Ù‰ ¯˘‡Î ,˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ‰ ˙Â·¯˙·Â
‡˜ÂÂ„ ÌÏÂ‡ .Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ¯˘‡ ˜ÙÒ È¯Â‰¯‰Ó ÚÓÈ‰Ï Ì„‡Ï ‰˘˜ ,Ô‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï
,ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡ ÏÚÂ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÏÚ ,˙ÂÂÓ‡ ÏÚ ‰ÓÎÒ‰ ˙¯¯Â˘ ÔÈ‡ ‰·˘ ,ÂÊ ‰¯·Á·
‡È‰ ‰ÁÂ˙Ù‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ,¯˙ÂÈ ÏÂ„‚ ˙È˘È‡ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· Í¯Âˆ‰
Ï˘ È˘Ù‰ Í¯ÚÓ‰Â ˙Â·¯˙‰ ,‰¯·Á‰ .Ì„‡‰ ÈÙÏ ˙„ÓÂÚ‰ ‰„ÈÁÈ‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰
˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ÚÙ˘ ÏÂÓ ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡Ï ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÂÈÏÚ ÌÈÙÂÎ (Ì‰Ó ÚÙ˘ÂÓ‰) Ì„‡‰
ÌÚ Ë¯Ù‰ „„ÂÓ˙Ó „ˆÈÎ ‡È‰ ˙˜˙¯Ó ‰Ï‡˘ .ÂÈÙÏ ˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÏÈ·˜
˙ÂË·Ï˙‰‰Â ˜ÙÒ‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈ„Ú ÔÂÊÈ‡ ˙˘¯Â„‰ ,‰ÁÂ˙Ù‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ È˘Â˜‰
.‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó ‰ÓÓ ÌÈ˘¯„‰ ˙ÂÂÂÎÓ‰Â ÔÂÁËÈ·‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‡ÒÈ‚ „ÁÓ ‰· ÌÈ¯Â˘˜‰
‚Èˆ‡ Â· ÏÂÙÈË‰Â È˘Â˜‰ ˙Ó‚„‰Ï Í‡ ,ÈÁÎÂ‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚Ó ˙‚¯ÂÁ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘
.Ì‰Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ˜ÙÒ‰ ÌÚ ÌÈ„„ÂÓ˙Ó ÌÈ˘‡ ‰˙¯ÊÚ·˘ ˙Á‡ ‰È‚Ë¯ËÒ‡ ‰¯ˆ˜·
ÂÓÎ ,ÌÈ‰Â·‚ ÌÈÎ¯ˆ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÌÈÈÂˆÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ· ,ÏÈÚÏ È˙¯ÎÊ‰˘ ÈÙÎ
˙ÂÚ¯Î‰Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï ‰ÙÂÎ˙‰ ‰˘È¯„‰ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏÂ ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰ÂÂÎ‰Ï Í¯Âˆ‰
ÌÂ˙ÁÏ Ì‡ ,È˙„ Â‡ ÈÂÏÈÁ ¯ÙÒ ˙È·Ï ÍÈ„ÏÈ ˙‡ ÁÂÏ˘Ï Ì‡ Ï˘ÓÏ ,˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ
ÌÈÂÒÓ ÚÂˆ˜Ó· ¯ÂÁ·Ï Ì‡ ,ÂÓÚ ‰‰ÂÊÓ‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜Ï ÍÈÈ˙˘‰ÏÂ ÈËÈÏÂÙ ÊÂ¯Î ÏÚ
ÂÈ‡ Ì„‡‰ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .ÌÈÂÒÓ ÔÂ‚¯‡· ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ ·„˙‰Ï Ì‡ ,ÈÎ¯Ú ÏÂ˜È˘Ó
„ÚÂÓ‰Â ÌÈÈÈÚ‰ ·ˆÓÓ ˙‚¯ÂÁ‰ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó˘ ,‰Ú¯Î‰Ó ˜ÓÁ˙‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ
ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ,˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Â ‰¯ÈÁ· Ï˘ „Á‡ ÏÂÏÒÓ ‰‰ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙Ï·˜ È¯˜ ,ÌÈÈÁÎÂ‰
˙Ó‡Â˙‰ Í¯„ ‰· ‰‡Â¯ ‡Â‰˘ Í¯„· ¯ÁÂ· Ì„‡‰ :ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó ‰ÓÎ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯ÂÙÈÒÓ
˙È˘Ú ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ .ÂÏ˘ ·Ï‰ ˙ÂÈË ˙‡ ÔÎÂ ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙‡Â ÂÈ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ˙‡ ‰¯È·Ò ‰„ÈÓ·
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‰È‡ ÂÊ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ .˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ Ï˘ Ô˙ÂÏÈ·˜ÏÂ Ô‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯˜ÓÏ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ÍÂ˙Ó
¯È·ÒÓ ¯ÁÂ·‰ Ì„‡‰ .Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ‰˜ÂÓÚ ‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ Á˙ÙÏÓ Â„Ú· ˙ÚÂÓ
˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ Ï·˜Ï Á¯Î‰‰Ó ˙Ú·ÂÎ ,ÚÓ˙˘Ó· Â‡ ˘¯ÂÙÓ· ,ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ˙‡
‰ÓÎÁ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ,ÂÊ ÔÈÚÓ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ .ÂÏ˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰Â ‰·‰‰ ,‰ÚÈ„È‰ ˙ÂÏ·‚Ó ˙¯‚ÒÓ·
Ì‰È˙Â·Â˘˙· ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙‡Ë·˙Ó ,(Sternberg, 1990) ÌÈÈÁ ÔÂÈÒÈ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒ·˙Ó‰
,ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â·Â˘˙· Ì‚ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ‡Ï‡ ÌÈ¯‚Â·Ó ÌÈÈÈ‡Â¯Ó Ï˘
˘¯ÙÓ È‡ ÍÎ .‰˜ÓÂÚÏ ÌÈ„¯ÂÈ ÌÈ‡ Ì‚ ÈÏÂ‡Â ˙Â¯È‰·· ‰ÁÒÏ ÌÈÁÈÏˆÓ ÌÈ‡˘
Ì„‡ ÚÎ˘Ï ‰Ò˙ ‡Ï ‡È‰˘ ˙¯ÓÂ‡‰ ,18 ˙· ˙È˙„ ‰¯ÂÁ· Ï˘ ‰È¯·„ ˙‡
È‰ÂÊ ÂÏÈ·˘·Â ,Ï·È˜ ‡Â‰˘ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Â‰Ê' ÈÎ ˙„‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ˙‡ ÂÈÏÚ Ï·˜Ï ÈÂÏÈÁ
ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ È‡ Ì‚Â ‡Â‰ Ì‚ .‰ÂÎ‰ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ‡È‰ ˙„‰ ÈÏÈ·˘·˘ ÂÓÎ ‰ÂÎ‰ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰
‰‚ÈˆÓ ÂÊ ˙ÈÈ‡Â¯Ó˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ .'ÂÏ˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï È‡¯Á‡ Â˙‡Ó „Á‡ ÏÎÂ ,¯ÂÁ·Ï
˙Ú„ÂÓ ‡È‰ .˙È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‰Ï‚Ó ˙ÈÈ‡Â¯Ó‰ .˙ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÏ¯ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ‰È‡
‡È‰˘ ÂÊ „ˆ· ˙ÂÏÈ·˜ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ Ï˘ ÔÓÂÈ˜ÏÂ ‰Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ·˘ ˙ÂÈ¯˜ÓÏ
‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ˙¯¯Á˘Ó ‰È‡ ‡È‰Â ,·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï Í¯Âˆ· ‰¯ÈÎÓ ‡È‰ Í‡ .‰· ‰¯Á·
¯È˜ÂÓÂ ¯ÈÎÓ Ì„‡‰ ÂÊ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· .‰ÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡· ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡‰Ó
ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· Ú‚ÙÈ ¯·„‰˘ ÈÏ· ÂÏ˘Ó ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÈÁ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú
ÒÁÈ‰ ˙ÈÁ· .Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó· Â‡ Ì‰· ¯Á· ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÁ¯Â‡ÏÂ
ÔÂÈ„‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ó ˙‚¯ÂÁ‰ ‰·Á¯ ‰È‚ÂÒ ‡È‰ Ë˜ÈÏÙÂ˜Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÈ· È·ÈËÈ‚Â˜‰

.(Tetlock, 1983 Ï˘ÓÏ ‰‡¯) ÈÁÎÂ‰

ÌÂÎÈÒ

˘‚¯ ,‰¯Î‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ÍÂÈÁ· ÏÁÂÈÓ‰ ·ÂÏÈ˘Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ‚˘ÂÓ
˙È˘‚¯ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ,Í¯Ú Ï˘ ˙ÏÎ˘ÂÓ ‰Ï·˜ ˙ÏÏÂÎ Ì„‡ Ï˘ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ .˙Â‚‰˙‰Â
˜˙ÂÓ ÈË¯Â‡˙ ‚˘ÂÓ ‰È‡ '˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' .ÂÏ Ì‡˙‰· ˙Â‚‰˙‰Â ÂˆÓ‡Ï ‰Ú¯Î‰ ,ÂÈÙÏÎ
Ï˘ „Â˜Ù˙‰ ˙ÂÓ¯ ÏÎ· ÈÂËÈ· ‰Ï ˘È˘ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ‡È‰ ‡Ï‡ ,˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰Ó
Ì‰˘ÎÂ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÂÈ ÌÂÈ‰ ÔÂ˘Ï· '˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' ‚˘ÂÓ· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ˘‡ .Ì„‡‰
˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰ ÏÚÂ ˙Â˘‚¯ ÏÚ ,˙ÂÂˆ¯ ÏÚ ,˙Â·˘ÁÓ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÙÒÓ Ì‰ ‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯‡˙Ó

.¯Ó‡Ó· ÂÏÚ˘ ÂÏ‡ ÔÈÚÓ
‚ÂÒ ËÂ˜Ï ‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ‡È‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ,È˙Úˆ‰˘ ÁÂ˙È‰ ÈÙÏ
ÈÙÏ Ì„‡‰ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ó ˙Ú·Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .Í¯Ú ÏÚ·Î ÒÙ˙‰ ÌÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰
Â·ˆÓ ˙‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙ ÂÏ ˙È‡¯ ‡È‰ Í‡ ,‰· ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· ˙Â‡„Â ÂÏ ÔÈ‡˘ Í¯„Ï ÂÓˆÚ
˙ÈÏÎ˙ ÂÓˆÚÏ ·ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ ÂÓˆÚ ÈÙÏ ·ÈÈÁ˙Ó Ì„‡˘ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰· .ÂÈ˙ÂÂˆ¯ ˙‡Â
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .ÂÏ˘ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ˘ÓÓÓÂ Â˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ·ˆÚÓ ,˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ÔÂÂÈÎÂ
Â˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ˙˜ÙÒÓ ‡È‰ .‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰· Â˙„Ó˙‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÈË·Ó
ÔÓ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÓˆÚÓ ÂÏ˘ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ‰ ÏÚÂ ‰·ÂÁ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ ÏÚ ÒÒÂ·Ó‰ ,ÚÈÓ ÁÂÎ
ÂÓÎ ,ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈÎ¯ˆÏ ˜ÂÙÈÒ ‡ÂˆÓÏ ÈÂ˘Ú ‡Â‰ ÂÊ ˙Â‚‰˙‰· .Â˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï
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‰ÈÂÏ˙ ‰È‰˙ ‡Ï ·Â˘ Â˙Â‚‰˙‰˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ¯È·Ò ÍÎÈÙÏÂ ,˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰Ó˘‚‰· Í¯Âˆ‰
Allport,-Ó Á˜Ï ÁÂÓ‰) '˙È„Â˜Ù˙ ˙Â‡ÓˆÚ' ‰ÓˆÚÏ ˘ÂÎ¯˙ ‡Ï‡ ,Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ·
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ Ú„ÂÓ ‰È‰È ‡Ï ‡Â‰ Í‡ ,ÂÊ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ËÂ˜Ï ÍÈ˘ÓÈ Ì„‡‰ .(1961, p. 226

.‰ÒÈÒ·· ‰„ÓÚ˘
˙Ú‚ÂÙ ‰È‡˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÎ˙È˙ ÈÎ ÚÈˆÓ È‡ ÏÈÚÏ ‰˘Ú˘ ÁÂ˙È‰ ˙Â·˜Ú·
.Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÚ „Á‡ ‰˜· ˙ÂÏÂÚ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÚ„Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù·
Ì„‡‰ ˘Á˘ ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰ ¯ÒÂÁÓ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ ˙ÁÓÂˆ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó È¯˘Ù‡ ¯·„‰
¯ÒÂÁ .'˙¯Á‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ‰È‰ ¯˘Ù‡'˘ ‰¯Î‰‰ÓÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ù˜Â˙Ï ¯˘‡·
„Â·ÈÎÏ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ‡È·‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ ÏÈÚÏ ‰¯Î‰‰Â ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Û˜Â˙Ï ¯˘‡· ˙Â‡„ÂÂ‰
˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ ÚÈÈÒÏ ÔÎ ÏÚ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ .ÔÓÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ÏÂ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡
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Á¯Â‡· ÁÒÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ,Â„ÂÒÈ· ˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰‰ ÏÚ ÌÎÒÂ‰˘Ó ,È˙„‰ ÔÂÈÊÈÁ‰ ÏÚ
.'ÌÓˆÚ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÈÈÁ' ‰ÎÓ ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù˘ ‰ÓÓ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ˙Ï„· ÍÎ· .„ÈÎÏÂ È˙ËÈ˘
¯Â·Èˆ‰ Ï˘ Â‡ „ÈÁÈ‰ ÔÈÓ‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÚˆÓ‡ È˙Ï·‰ ‰˘ÂÁ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ ‰Ï‡
¯Á‡ ˙˘ÙÁÓ ÂÊ .‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÓ Ì‚ ˙Ï„· ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ .Ï‡‰ ÌÚ ‰˜ÈÊ· ÈÂˆÓ‰
È‰˘ÏÎ ˙ÂÒ˙‰Ï Â‡ ÔÂÈÊÈÁÏ ˙Ó„Â˜ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ÈÂÏ˙ ÂÈ‡˘ ˘ÂÙÈÁ ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰ ˙Ó‡‰

.˙¯Á‡ Â‡ ˙È˙„ –
Ô‰ ,‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ˙ÂÚÈ·˙˘ ‰Ï‚Ó 'ÏÎÈ‰Ï ˙Â·È˙' ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â¯ÙÒ· ÔÂÈÚ
,‰Â·˙‰ È„È ÏÚ ÔÂÎ˙Ó ÂÈ‡˘ È˙„ ÔÂÈÊÈÁÏ ˙ÂÓ‡Ï Ô‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘Ï
˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â„È„Ï .Â· ÔÂ„‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂËÈ„¯Â‡Â˜‰ ˙‡ „ÁÈ ˙ÂÂ‰ÓÂ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÒ¯ÙÓ
ÏÚ ¯˜ÈÚ· ·Ò‰ ÍÂ¯‡ ÔÂÈ„ ˘„˜ÂÓ ÂÏÂ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ‚ˆÈÈÓ ˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘Ï ‰ÚÈ·˙‰ ˙‡
˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÒ˙‰Ï ˙ÂÓ‡Ï ‰ÚÈ·˙‰ 7.ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ˙ÎÒÓ·˘ '˜ÏÁ' ˜¯ÙÏ Â˙Ó„˜‰
,È„Â˜Ù ˙ÎÒÓ ,‡ÓÂÁ˙ ˘¯„ÓÓ ‡·ÂÓ‰ ÚË˜· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡· ˙ÈÚˆÓ‡ È˙Ï·‰
‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ÂÂÈ„· ÍÂ¯‡ ˘Â¯ÈÙÏ Ì‰ Ì‚ ÌÈÎÂÊ‰ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÈ˘¯„Ó ÌÈÚË˜Ó ÔÎÂ
'˙È˘¯„Ó ˙Â˘˜ÈÚ' ‰Ï‚Ó ,ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù ˙Â·˜Ú· ,˜ÊÂ¯˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ 8.'ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È'
‰‡¯‡˘ ÈÙÎ 9.È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È Ï˘ Ï‡„È‡‰ ÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏ Â˙ÂÂÎ ¯ÒÂÁ·

.Â˙Â‡ ÁÂÊÏ ÌÂ˜Ó· Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏÂ Ì‚¯˙Ï ÛÈ„ÚÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÔÏ‰Ï
,˙È˙ËÈ˘‰ ˙È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó‰ ‰ËÈ„¯Â‡Â˜‰ ˙‡ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‚ˆÈÈÓ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯Â·Ú·

,ÏÎÈ‰Ï ˙Â·È˙· Ï˘ÓÏ ˙¯ÎÈ ‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó·Â ÁÂ¯‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ¯˜ÁÓ· ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ‰ÚÂ˙Ï

.25–22 'ÓÚ
5˙È˙„ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ¯Â·ÈÁ· ÂÓÊ-˙· ˙È„Â‰È ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ Ï˘ ÌÈ„Â˜Ù˙' ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ

Emil ;23–21 'ÓÚ ,Â"Ï˘˙ ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,¯ÂË˜Â„ ˙„Â·Ú ,'˙ÂˆÂÙ˙·
Fackenheim, ‘Outline of a Modern Jewish Theology’, idem (ed.), Quest for Past and

Future: Essays in Jewish Theology, Bloomington and London: Indiana University Press,

1968, pp. 96–111

6‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙Ï ‰˜ÈÊ· Â˙Â‡ Ì˘ÈÈÓÂ ˙Â¯È·Ò‰ ‚˘ÂÓ· ˜ÒÂÚ (20 'ÓÚ ,5 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯

ÚÂÓÎ ˙Â¯È·Ò‰ ÔÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜ ˙‡ ÔÈ·Ó ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù˘ Í¯„Ï .(153–146 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù Ï˘
.104–102 ,99–98 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘ ‰‡¯ '˙ÂÈ˙Â¯È¯˘'Â 'ÌÊÈË¯˜ÂÒ·Â‡'

7.87–33 'ÓÚ ,(2 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯
8.144–91 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘
9Emil Fackenheim, God’s Presence in History, New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1972, pp.

21–25
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˙‡ ‚ˆÈÈÓ Ì"·Ó¯‰ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ˙ÈÈ·Ï ˙ÈÂÈÁ ‡È‰˘
˙ÏÏÂÎ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ-˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÌÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰ Ï‡¯˘È ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ ˙ÂÏ„Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰
‰·Â‚˙Î „ÂÁÈÈ· ˜ÊÂ¯Ï ‰·Â˘Á ÂÊ ‰„Â˜ .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰È¯Â‡˙ Ì‚ ‰„ˆ·˘ ˙È˙ËÈ˘Â
Ï‡„È‡ ;paideia) ‰‡È„ÈÈÙ ˙ÂÏ„Ï ¯˘Ù‡-È‡˘ ÔÚÂË‰ ¯‚ÈÈ ¯¯ÂÂ Ï˘ Â˙„ÓÚÏ
˙ÈÂÂÈ‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰È˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ ˜¯ ‡Ï‡ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÓ (ÛÈ˜Ó È˙Â·¯˙ ÈÎÂÈÁ

10.˙ÈÒÏ˜‰
˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ,ÌÈÚÂ„È ÌÈ„„Ó ÏÚ ‰ÂÚ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó˘ ¯Â·Ò ˜ÊÂ¯
ıÓ‡Ó ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· .ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÈÈ·Ï ,ÂÓÊ ˙· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÏÎ ÏÚ ÈÎ ¯·ÂÒ ‰˜¯Ù .‰˜¯Ù Ì‡ÈÏÈÂ Ï˘ ÌÈ„„Ó‰ ˙‡
Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ (dispositions) ˙ÂÈË‰ Â‡ ˙ÂÂÎ˙‰ Ô‰ ‰Ó ‰Ï‡˘‰ ÏÚ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ ˙ÂÚÏ

11.ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘ ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ¯‚Â·‰ ‡Â‰˘ ,ÍÂÁÓ‰
˙‡ ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ,Ì„‡‰ È·Ï Ô˙È˘ ÏÎÎ ,Û‡Â˘Â ‰ˆÂ¯ ÍÂÁÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÈÙÏ
˙Â˜Á¯˙‰ È„È ÏÚ È˘Ù ÔÂÊÈ‡ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï Ì‚ ˘˜·Ó ‰ÊÎ Ì„‡ .ÏÎ˘‰ Í¯„· Ï‡‰
˙ÂÂ·˙‰· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡È˘ ˙Ú„‰ ·Â˘ÈÈ ˙‡ Á˙ÙÏ È„Î ÌÈÈÂˆÈ˜ ÌÈ˘ÚÓÓ
ÏÚ ‰˜¯Ù ÈÙ ÏÚ 12.˙Ú„‰ ÁÒÈ‰ ‡Ï·Â ‰Ú¯Ù‰ ‡Ï· ÌÈ¯·„‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÁˆ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ‰Ó·
˙Ù˜˘‰· ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÓ‰ È˘Â‡‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‡ Ô‚ÚÏ Ì‚ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰
˙ÒÙ˙ ˙Â‰ÂÏ‡‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ïˆ‡ .‰ÚÈ„È‰ ÏÚÂ ·ÂË‰ ÏÚ ,˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÏÚ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ÌÏÂÚ
Û˜˘Ó‰ ‰‡È¯·‰ ¯„Ò· ˙ÂÂ·˙‰‰ Í¯„ ˙¯·ÂÚ ‰ÈÏ‡ ˙Â·¯˜˙‰‰Â ,ÔÂÈÏÚ ÏÎ˘Î
ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÏÚ ÈÎ Ò¯Â‚ Û‡ Ì"·Ó¯‰ 13.Ï‡‰ ˙ÓÎÁ ˙‡
Ì‚ .˙ÂÈÂˆ¯‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙‰ ˙ÏÚ· ˙ÂÓ„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ÏÚ ‰˙Ú„ ˙‡ ˙˙Ï
Ì„‡‰ ÈÙÏ ·ˆÂÓ ÍÂÈÁ‰ È·Ï˘ ÏÎ· ‡Ï Â„È„Ï .‰„ÓÚ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ë˜Â ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ·
Á˙ÂÙÓ ÂÈ‡˘ Ì„‡‰ ÈÙÏ .˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ‰ÙÈ‡˘Ï „˜ÂÓÎÂ ˙ÂÓÏ˘Î Ï‡‰ ˙ÙÂÓ
ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ ÌÈ‡ Ì„‡‰ È· ·Â¯ È¯‰˘ ,˘ÂÚÂ ¯Î˘ ÏÓÂ‚‰ È˘È‡ Ï‡ ˙ÂÓ„ ˙‚ˆÂÓ

14.˙ÈÂˆÈÁ ‰Ú‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ˜¯ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÈÓÈÙ ‰Ú‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Ï‡‰ ˙‡ „Â·ÚÏ
,ÌÈÚˆÓ‡Ï ˙ÂÈÏÎ˙ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ÏÚ „ÈÙ˜Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ„ÓÏ Â‡ ÍÎÓ
˙‡ ˙¯‡˙Ó ‰Â¯Á‡‰ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ÔÈ·Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÔÈ· ÂÈÈ‰„
.‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÓ ·Â‡˘‰ Ï‡„È‡‰ ¯Â‡Ï ÌÎÂÈÁÏ ÌÈÎ¯„ ‰ÚÈˆÓÂ Ì‰˘ ÈÙÎ ÌÈ˘‡‰
ÔÈ‡ Ì„‡‰ È· Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˘Â‡‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÏ·‚Ó· ˙Â·˘Á˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÈÎ ¯Â·Ò Ì"·Ó¯‰
ÈÙÎ ,Ì„‡ È· „ÓÏÏ ÍÈ‡ ˙Ï‡Â˘ Û‡ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ˘ ˙‡ ˜¯ ˙„ÓÏÓ ‰¯Â˙‰

.'ÈÂ‡¯'‰ ÔÈ·Â '˘È'‰ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰Ï ·ËÈ‰ ˙Ú„ÂÓ ‰¯Â˙‰ .˙Â‡ÈˆÓ· Ì‰˘
ÌÚ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÓ ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ÔÂ·˙ ‰Ó‚Â„ Ì˘Ï

10.2 ‰¯Ú‰ 35 'ÓÚ ,(2 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯
11William Frankena, ‘A Model for Analyzing a Philosophy of Education’, Jane Martin (ed.),

Readings in the Philosophy of Education, Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1970, pp. 15–22

12.(ˆ˜–ÁÒ˜ 'ÓÚ ,‡"Î˘˙ ,˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ ˙¯Â„‰Ó) ‰–„ ÌÈ˜¯Ù ,ÌÈ˜¯Ù ‰ÂÓ˘ ,Ì"·Ó¯ ‰‡¯
13.(ÊÓ˘–ÂÓ˘ 'ÓÚ ,„"˘˙ ,Á‡Ù˜ ˙¯Â„‰Ó) ·Ï ˜¯Ù ˙È˘‡¯ ,‚ ,ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ,Ì"·Ó¯ ‰‡¯
14.(ÊÈ˜–Ë˜ 'ÓÚ ,˜"¯‰ÂÓ ˙¯Â„‰Ó) ˜ÏÁ ˜¯ÙÏ ‰Ó„˜‰ ,Ì"·Ó¯ ‰‡¯
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ÈÙÏ 15.Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â„‚‡ ˘Â¯ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÏ„· ˙Â˘È‚ Ô‰Ï ˘È˘ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Ï˘ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜ ˘ÂÏ˘
‰ˆÂ·˜‰ ,Â˙Â‡ ˘¯ÙÓ ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ÈÙÎ ,'˜ÏÁ' ˜¯ÙÏ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙Ó„˜‰· ¯Ó‡‰
.ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙Ï ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ˙‡ ˙˘Ë˘ËÓ ‰Â˘‡¯‰
˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â„‚‡ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÈÙÏ ÈÎ Ò¯Â‚ ˜ÊÂ¯
ÏÚ ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÌÈÁ˙ÂÙÓ ÌÈ‡˘ Ì„‡‰ È· ¯‡˘ÏÂ ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆÏ ˙ÂÙÏ
ÂÎÊÈ˘ ÏÂÓ‚Ï Ú‚Â· ÌÈÈ˘ÁÂÓ ÌÈÈÂÓÈ„· ‰Ê ¯Â·Èˆ Ï‡ ˙Â¯·„Ó ˙Â„‚‡‰ .ÌÎ¯„ ÈÙ
‰È¯Â‡˙ .˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÌÂÈ˜Ï ‰¯ÂÓ˙· ‡·‰ ÌÏÂÚ· Â‡ ÁÈ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÓÈ· ,Ô„Ú Ô‚· Â·
ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ‰ È‡„ÂÂ·Â ,Ì„‡‰ È· ·Â¯˘ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰ ‰·Â˙‰ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó ÂÊ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ
È· Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÚË .È˘ÁÂÓ ˘ÂÚÓ „ÁÙ‰ Ï˘ÓÏ ,˙ÈÂˆÈÁ ‰Ú‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈÏÚÂÙ ,Ì‰·˘
,Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘Â ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ È‰ÂÊ˘ ÌÈ¯·ÂÒ Ì‰˘ ‡È‰ ÂÊ '‰˙ÈÎ'
Ì˙Ù˜˘‰ ÈÙÏ .ÂÈÈÁ· ˙ÂÂˆÓ ¯ÓÂ˘‰ Ì„‡Ï ÈÂÙˆ ÔÎ‡ ‰ÊÎ ÏÂÓ‚ Ï"ÊÁ ÈÙÏ˘ ÂÈÈ‰„

.ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ È„Â‰È‰ ‡Â‰ È˘ÁÂÓ ÏÂÓ‚Ï ‰ÙˆÓ‰
ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ Ï˘Â ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘Ï ˙Ú„ÂÓ ‰È‡ ‡È‰ Ì‚ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜‰
Ì„„ÂÚÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ ÌÈÁ˙ÂÙÓ ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ˘‡Ï ÌÈÓÈ‡˙Ó‰ ÌÈÈÂÈˆ·ÈËÂÓ ÌÈÚˆÓ‡·
¯ÂˆÈÏÂ ‰¯·Á‰ ˙‡ ÔÊ‡Ï ,˘Ù‰ ˙‡ ·ˆÈÈÏ È„Î Â· ˘È˘ ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ ÌÈÈ˜Ï
,Ï"ÊÁ Ï˘ ˙È‚Â‚„Ù‰ ‰ËÈ˘‰ .‰Â¯Á‡‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙‰ ‡È‰˘ ,˙ÈÏÎ˘ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰Ï ÌÈ‡˙
‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÎ ÌÏˆ‡ ˙ÒÙ˙ ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÔÙÂ‡ ¯·„· ‰È¯Â‡˙ ÏÚ ˙˙˙˘ÂÓ‰
˙‡ÊÎ˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÌÚ .ÈÂ‡¯‰ Ì„‡‰ ˙Ï‡˘Ï ¯˘‡· ˙ÈÚËÂÓ ‰„ÓÚ ˙Ë˜Â‰ ˙·ÊÂÎ

.ÔÏÏÎ· Ï"ÊÁ ˙Â„‚‡· ÏÂÊÏÊÏ ÌÈÚÈ‚Ó Ì‰ ÔÎ ÏÚÂ ,ÌÈ‰„ÊÓ Ì‰ ÔÈ‡
˙ÂÂÂÎÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ ÈÎ¯„Ï ˜˜ÊÈ‰Ï Í¯Âˆ‰ ˙‡ ‰È·Ó‰ ‡È‰ „·Ï· ˙È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜‰
Ï˘ ‰˙ÁÈÓˆ ˙‡ ˙Ú‰ ‡Â·· Â¯˘Ù‡È˘ ÌÈ‡˙‰ ˙‡ ¯ÂˆÈÏ È„Î ˙ÈÂˆÈÁ ‰Ú‰Ï
ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏÂ ÌÈÈÂÓÈ„Ï „Ú·Ó ÌÈ˘ÙÁÓ ˙‡Ê‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜‰ È¯·Á .˙ÈÓÈÙ ‰Ú‰
.‰·˘ÁÓ‰ Í¯„ Ï‡‰ ˙‚˘‰Ï ˙È˙˘˙ ˙ÈÁ·· Ô‰˘ ,˙ÂË˘ÙÂÓ ˙Â˙Ó‡ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó·
.Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÁÒÂ ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â„ÂÚÈÈ ‡Â‰ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂË˘ÙÂÓ ˙Â˙Ó‡· ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰
‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ Ë·È‰Ï ˙ÙÂÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯Â·Ú· ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰
˙ÂÁ·‰ ÏÚ ˙È„Ù˜‰ ‰¯ÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡Â ˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ‚ˆÈÈÓ ‡Â‰ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘
Ì‚ Ì"·Ó¯‰ .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰È¯Â‡˙Ï ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÔÈ·˘ ÂÊ Ï˘ÓÏ ,˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó
ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ÏÚ ˙È˙ËÈ˘‰ ‰‚‰‰ ˙‡Â ˙¯„ÂÒÓ‰ ‰¯‰‰‰ ˙‡ ‚ˆÈÈÓ
ÔÎÂ˙Ï ¯˘‡· ˙Â·Â˘Á ˙ÂÈÂ‚ÈÈ˙Ò‰ ˘È ˜ÊÂ¯Ï ÌÏÂ‡Â .˙ÂÈÙÂÏÁ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÓ

.È˙ÏÎ˘‰ ÂÈÙÂ‡Ï ¯˘‡· „ÂÁÈÈ·Â ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰-È˙„‰ ÔÂÈÊÈÁ‰
,ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ 16.ÌÈÈÙÂÏÁ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÏ‡„È‡ È˘ ÚÈˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÏÚ ÂÂÈ„ ÛÂÒ·
Ï‡Ï ,„·Ï· ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ Ë·È‰‰ Ï˘ ‡ÏÂ ,˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Â˘È‰ ÏÎ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ‰˜ÈÊ
‰ÏÓÁ‰ ˙Â„ÈÓ ÏÚ ÒÒÂ·Ó‰ È˘Â‡ Ï‡„È‡ ,È˘‰ .(ÈÂÏ‰ ‰„Â‰È '¯ ˙Â·˜Ú·) ÈÁ
˙Â·˜Ú·) „·Ï· ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ ‰ËÈÏ‡Ï ‡ÏÂ Ì„‡‰ È· ÏÎÏ ˙Â˘È‚‰ „ÒÁ‰Â
,‰ÓˆÚ ÈÙ· ‰¯ËÓÎ Ô‡Î ÌÈÒÙ˙ „ÒÁ‰Â ‰ÏÓÁ‰ .(ÂË‡ˆÂÏ „Â„ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó

15.49–46 'ÓÚ ,(2 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰‡¯ ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ· ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÔÂÈ„Ï
16.86–85 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘ ‰‡¯



Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ Ó

Ï˘ Â˘Ù ÔÂÊÈ‡Ï ÌÈÚˆÓ‡Î ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ ,ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙Â‰Ó ˙ÂÂÎ˙Î ÂÈÈ‰„
.‰¯·Á‰ ·ÂˆÈÈÏ Â‡ Ë¯Ù‰

Ï‡„È‡· Â‡ ÂÈ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰ ˙‡ ËÙÂ˘‰ Ï‡‰ ÔÈ·Â Ë¯Ù‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ‰˜ÈÊ· ÔÂ„Ï È„Î
˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ‰ÂÙ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÔÈ‡ ˙ÂÈÓ‡ÏÂ „ÒÁ ˙ÂÏÈÓ‚Ï ,˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰¯ »̆ÈÏ ‡¯Â˜‰ È˘Â‡‰
ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ‰ ,ÌÈÂÎÓ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Â„È„Ï .È˘¯„Ó‰ ·ÈË¯Ï ‡Ï‡ ˙È˙ËÈ˘‰ ˙È˙Â‚‰‰
ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ,„·Ï· ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ Ï˘ È‚ÂÏÂ„Â˙Ó‰ „ˆ‰ ˙‡ ‡ÏÂ ÈÎÂ˙‰ „ˆ‰ ˙‡
‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ˙‡ ˙Ò¯ÙÓ‰ ˙ÈÒÈÒ· ˙È˙„ ˙ÂÒ˙‰ ÂÈÈÚ· ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ÌÈÓÏ‚Ó‰
¯ÂÙÈÒ' ÈÂ¯˜‰ ˜¯Ù· Â¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ Ì‰ .˘¯„Ó‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÁÂ˜Ï ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ –
ÌÈ˘¯„ÓÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ· ˜ÂÒÚ‡˘ Ì„Â˜ ÌÏÂ‡Â 17.'Ì„‡‰ ˘Ù ÏÚ ÌÂ‚Ú

18.˙È˘¯Ù‰ ÂÎ¯„ ÏÚ ¯ÙÒÓ ÌÈÏÈÓ ÛÈÒÂ‡ Â˙Â‚‰Ï ÒÈÒ· ÌÈ˘Ó˘Ó‰
Ò¯Â‚ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ .˙ÈËÒÈÏËÓ„ÂÙ ‰˘È‚ ‰È‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ ˘È
ıÓ‡Ó ‡Â‰ ÂÈ˙Â·˜Ú·˘ ,‰¯Ó‰ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ¯·ÂÚ ÂÈ‡˘ ÈÓ ÈÙ· ¯Â‚Ò ËÒ˜Ë‰˘
‰Ï‡ Ï˘ ÌÎ¯„· ÚÒÂÙ ÂÈ‡ Û‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ .Â· ˙ÂÂÓË‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ÂÓˆÚÏ
Ï˘ ˙Â‡Ë·˙‰‰ ˙Â¯Âˆ ÔÈ· „È¯Ù‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÈÎ ,ÔÂÒÙÏÂÂ È·ˆ Ï˘ÓÏ ÂÓÎ ,ÂÚË˘
Ï˘ ÂÓÂ‚¯˙ ÔÈ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙Ú„Ï .ÈÁˆ‰ ÂÎÂ˙ ÔÈ·Ï ,ÔÓÊ‰ ÌÚ ˙Â˙˘Ó‰ ,ÈÂ˜ ËÒ˜Ë
.˙ÂËÈÏ˜ ˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ ÈÂËÈ· ˙Â¯ÂˆÏ ÂÏ˘ ÈÂËÈ·‰ ÈÎ¯„ ÈÂÈ˘· ˜¯ ‡Ë·˙Ó ÈÂ˜ ËÒ˜Ë
˙‡ ÌˆÓˆ˘ ,ÔÏÙ˜ ÈÎ„¯Ó Ï˘ ÂÈ˙Â·˜Ú ˙‡ ‡ÂˆÓÏ ÔÈ‡ Ì‚ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ·
ÌÚ „Á‡ ‰˜· ÌÈÏÂÚ‰ ‰Ï‡· ˜¯ ¯Á·Â ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÌÈËÒ˜ËÓ ÌÈ˜ÙÂÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ‰
Â‡Â··˘ ‰ÓÂ„ .È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÊÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÌÚÂ ÌÊÈÓÂ‰‰ ÌÚ ,ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂË‰
¯˜ÈÚ· ÚÙ˘ÂÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È Ï˘ Ï‡„È‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÚÓ‰ ÌÈÈ˘¯„Ó ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ˘¯ÙÏ
„ÂÓÚÏÓ Ú˙¯ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÔÈ‡ ¯·Â· ˙Â·˜Ú· .˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ·Â„ ÛÒÂÈÓÂ ¯·Â· ÔÈË¯ÓÓ
ÈÎ¯Ú‰Â ÈÁÂ¯‰ ÂÓÏÂÚÓ ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ 'Ì˜ÂÁÈ¯'Â 'Ì˙ÂÂ˘' ˙„ÈÓ ÏÚ
Ï˘ Â˜ÂÁÈ¯ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰ ¯Á‡Ï ,¯·Â· ÂÓÎ ·Â˘ ,ÌÏÂ‡Â .ÂÓÊ Ô· Ì„‡‰ Ï˘
˙È·ÂÈÁ ‰˜ÈÊ ¯ÂˆÈÏ È„Î Â· ‰È‰È˘ ˘Â¯ÈÙ Ï˘ ‚ÂÒ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ˘˜·Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ËÒ˜Ë‰
·Â¯˜ ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙¯Á‡ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‰„Â˜· ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ .ÂÓÊ Ô· ‡¯Â˜‰ ÔÈ·Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ·
˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ÔÈ‡ ¯·Â· ÈÙ ÏÚ˘ „ÂÚ· .¯·Â·ÏÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒÏ
ÌÈÈÂ˜‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· Ì˘È ˜'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ÈÙ ÏÚ È¯‰ ,˙Ó‚¯˙Ó ˙Â˘¯Ù ÈÙÓ ÌÈÈÒÁ
‰ÈÈË‰ .ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ˙˙È ‰È‡˘ ˙È˙„ ˙ÂÒ˙‰ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó‰ ÌÈË·È‰ Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÂÓ‡ Ï˘
ÂÈ˙ÂÈÚ·Ï ÔÂ¯˙Ù ‡ÂˆÓÏ È„Î ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡Â Â˙·È·Ò ˙‡ ·ˆÚÏ È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘
˙È˙„‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÚ·Â‰ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ ÚÈÓË‰Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙‡ ÂÓÓ ˙ÚÂÓ
ÂÏ ÌÈ‡¯Â˜‰ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ‰ ÌÚ ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡Ï ÂÏ ‰˘˜ „ÂÁÈÈ· .‰˜È˙Ú‰
¯˙ÂÈ‰ ÏÎÏ Ì‚¯˙Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ‰È‰È ‰Ï‡‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÂ .ÔÂÈÏÚ ÔÂˆ¯Ï ÚÎÈ‰Ï

17.108–91 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘
18,Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ‰‡¯ .ÈÏ˘ ¯Á‡ ¯Ó‡Ó· ¯˙ÂÈ ·Á¯ ÔÂÈ„Ï ˙ÂÎÂÊ ‡·‰ ÚË˜· ÚÈˆÓ È‡˘ ˙ÂÁ·‰‰

,(Í¯ÂÚ) ÌÏ È·ˆ ,'?"ÌÂ‚¯˙"Ï ˙˙È ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ì‡‰ :ÍÂÈÁ Ì˘Ï Ï‡¯˘È ˙·˘ÁÓ'

.182–164 'ÓÚ ,Â"˘˙ ,Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÌÂ˜È˘Â ·ÂˆÈÚ



È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‡Ó

'È˜ÏÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙' ÁÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ,˜'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ˙ÚÙ˘‰· ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ú·Ë ,„·Ï· È˜ÏÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙
19.(partial translation)

Ô˙Â ‡Â‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .Ú„ÂÓ·Â ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó· È˜ÏÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙· ˜ÒÂÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ
ÂÏ˘ ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ÔÈ·˘ ‰·¯˜‰ ˙„ÈÓ ÏÚ Â‡ ˜Á¯Ó‰ ˙„ÈÓ ÏÚ ˘¯ÂÙÓ ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ ÔÈ„ ‡¯Â˜Ï
Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ '˘Ù‰ ÔÂ˜È˙' ÁÂÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï ÚÈˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï .¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ·Â
˙Â˜Â ËÂ˘Ù‰ È„Â‰È‰ È„È ÏÚ È˙ÂÎÓÒ Á¯Â‡· ˙ÂÏ·˜˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÚ„Â ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ÂÈÈ‰„)
(˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰ÈÈË‰ ÏÚ· È„Â‰È‰ È„È ÏÚ È‡ÓˆÚ ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁ ˙Â·˜Ú·
˙·Â˙ Â‡ ‰˜¯·‰ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ˘) ÈÊÓ¯ Ô‡È‡ Ï˘ 20(discernment) '‰Á·‰' ÁÂÓÏ
21.(¯Á‡ Ì„‡Ï Â˙˜ÈÊÏ ¯˘‡ Â‡ ‰· ÔÂ˙ ‡Â‰˘ ·ˆÓÏ ¯˘‡ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˜ÓÂÚ
Ô‰· ˘È˘ ˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,'ÛÂ‚‰ ÔÂ˜È˙' ÁÂÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ï ÚÈˆÓ Ì‚ ˜ÊÂ¯
Ï˘ (commitment) '˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' ÁÂÓÏ ,˙¯„ÂÒÓ ‰¯·ÁÂ ‰‡È¯· ˘Ù ¯ÂˆÈÏ È„Î
˙ÂÏËÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ¯·„· Ì„‡Ï ˘È˘ ˙ÈÚˆÓ‡ È˙Ï·‰ ‰·‰‰ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ˘) ÈÊÓ¯
¯˘Ù‡Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ÌÈÚˆÂÓ ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈÓÂ‚¯˙‰ .(‰· ‰Ò˙‰˘ ‰Á·‰‰ ˙Â·˜Ú· ÂÈÏÚ
ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ê ‚ÂÒÓ ÁÈ˘-Â„˘ ¯Â·Ò ˜ÊÂ¯ .È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ÔÈ·Â Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÔÈ· ÁÈ˘-Â„
˘¯ÂÙÓ· „ÓÂÚ ‡Â‰ .ÂÓÊ· ÈÎÂÈÁ‰-ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÂÈ„‰ ·Á¯Ó· Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙‡ ·Ï˘Ï
ÈÊÓ¯ ÔÈ·Â ,ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ Ô· È„Â‰È‰ ‰‚Â‰‰ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈ·Â˘Á‰ ÌÈÏ„·‰‰ ÏÚ
˙ÈÁ·· ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÈÙÏ ‰Á·‰‰ ˙‡ „ÈÓ˙ Ì˜ÓÓ ÈÊÓ¯˘ „ÂÚ· .È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰‚Â‰‰
¯Á‡Ï ˜¯ ˙‡Ê Û‡Â ‰Á·‰Ï ÌÈÚÈ‚Ó ÌÈËÚÓ ˜¯˘ ¯·ÂÒ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,'‰˘ÚÂ ÚÓ˘'

.˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ‰ÙÂˆ¯‰ ˙ÈÚ·Â˙Â ‰ÎÂ¯‡ ‰Î‰
ÔÈ·Â ¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈÏ„·‰Ó ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÏÚ˙Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ÌÏÂ‡Â
Ï˘ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ ‰Ù˜˘‰Ï ˙ÈÎÂ˙‰ Â˙Ù„Ú‰ ˙‡ ¯È‚ÒÓ ÍÎ·Â ÌÂ‚¯˙‰
Ï˘ ˙È˙ÏÎ˘‰ ‰Ù˜˘‰‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ,ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ Â˙Ù˜˘‰Ï ‰·Â¯˜ ˙È‡¯‰ ,¯·Â·
Ïˆ‡ ÌÈËËÂˆÓ‰ ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„· ‰¯ˆ˜· ÔÈÈÚ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· ÁÎÂÂÈ‰Ï È„Î .Ì"·Ó¯‰

.‰˘ÁÓ‰ÏÂ ‰¯‰‰Ï ‰ÎÂÊ '‰Á·‰' ÁÂÓ‰ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„· .˜ÊÂ¯

ÂÈ„ÈÏ ˙·˘Ï ‡·˘ '¯∆Ïe‡…a'‰ Ú·ÂÎ· ˘È‡Î ‰Â˘‡¯Ï Â˙Â‡ Â¯Î‰ ÈÏÂ‡
ÌÈÏÈÁ˙Ó ÂÁ‡Â ,ÌÈÈ¯‰ˆ ˙ÁÂ¯‡· ÂÏÂÓ ÚÈÙÂÓ ‡Â‰ ÍÎ ¯Á‡ .˙·Î¯·
ÔÈÓÊÓ „ÈÓ˙˘ ˘È‡Î Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ Â‡ ÂÈ˘ÎÚ .ÚÂ·˜ ÔÙÂ‡· Â˙Â‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï
.‰Ú˘ Ú·¯· 'ÒÓÈÈË'‰ Ï˘ ı·˘˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ˘Ó˘ ˘È‡‰ ,ÏÂÙÎ „ÂÓ‡È„
ÌÂÈ Í‡ [...] ÌÈ„ÏÈ ‰˘ÂÏ˘Â ‰˘È‡ ÂÏ ˘È˘ ÂÏ Ú„Â ÌÈÙ˜Â ÌÈÓÈ‰˘ ÏÎÎÂ
.'Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ ÈÓ˘ ,ÔÎ·Â' :¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ,Â„È ˙‡ ËÈ˘ÂÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÍÂ˙ ,„Á‡
.Ì„‡ Ô·Ï ÍÙÂ‰ Ë¯Ù ˜¯ ‰˙Ú „Ú ‰È‰˘ ÈÓ .‰ÙÈ˘Á ˙˘Á¯˙Ó Ú‚¯ Â˙Â‡·

19Michael Rosenak, ‰‡¯ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Â¯ÙÒ· ¯·Î ÚÈÙÂÓ 'È˜ÏÁ ÌÂ‚¯˙' ÁÂÓ‰

Commandments and Concerns, Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1987, pp.

.109–108 ,100–98 'ÓÚ ,(2 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) Ï"‰ Ì‚Â ;194–198

20.‰Á·‰ ˙ÈÁ·· ‡È‰˘ ‰‚˘‰Â ,‰‚˘‰ ˙ÈÁ·· ‡È‰˘ ‰Á·‰
21,ÏÎÈ‰Ï ˙Â·È˙ ‰‡¯ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ‰˜ÈÊ· ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˜ÂÒÈÚÏ

.56–55 'ÓÚ



Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ·Ó

‰„·ÂÚ „ÂÚ ÈÂÏÈ‚· ¯·Î ¯·Â„Ó ÔÈ‡ .¯·˘ ‡Â‰ .¯È˘Ù‰Ï ÍÈ˘ÓÓ ÂÈ‡ Á¯˜‰
˘‚ÙÓ Ú¯È‡ ‰˙Ú .ÔÓÊ‰ ˙ˆÂ¯Ó· ÂÈÏÈ‚˘ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ÏÚ ‰ÙÈÒÂ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘
˙ÂÏÂ˜ ÔÈ· ÌÂ‡È˙· Â‡ „È· „È ˙ˆÈÁÏ· ˜¯ ÌÎ˙ÒÓ ÂÈ‡˘ ,˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ·
ÌÂ‡È˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ ‚ÂÒ· ÌÈ˘‡¯ Ï˘ ‰ÚÂ˙ ˜¯ ‡Ï ;‰Ù‰ Í¯„ ÌÈÚÓ˘ÂÓ‰

22.È„„‰

ÍÙÂ‰Â ÂÈÏ‡ Ú„ÂÂ˙Ó Â‡ ÂÈÙÏ Û˘Á ,˙ÂÂÎ˙ Ï˘ ı·˜Ó ,Â‰˘ÏÎ Ë¯Ù ‰È‰˘ Ì„‡
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‰Ê Ì„‡ ÈÙÏÎ ˙¯ˆÂ˘ ÌÈÚËÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÊÓ¯ ˙Â·˜Ú· .˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Ú˙ÙÏ
ÌÂÈ Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ Â˙Â‡ ˘˜È· ÂÏÈ‡ .ÔÎÏ Ì„Â˜ ˙ÓÈÈ˜ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï ÈÏÂ‡˘ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ
˙ÂÁ·‰˘ ‡È‰ ‰˜ÒÓ‰ .ÂÏ ‰Ú ‰È‰ ˙·Î¯· ÂÁÈ˘ Ô·˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ,‰Ë˜ ‰‡ÂÂÏ‰ „Á‡

.˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ Ô‰È˙Â·˜Ú· ˙Â‡È·Ó
Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ‡Â·Ó‰ ˜¯Ù· ÔÂÈ„‰ ‰·ÓÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰ÂÂ˘Ó ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ ‰Ê‰ ‰·Ó‰ ˙‡
‡È‰ Ì˘ ‰Â„‰ ˘Â‡ ¯Â„ Ï˘ '˙ÂÚË'‰ .‰¯Â˙ ‰˘Ó·˘ ÌÈ·ÎÂÎ ˙„Â·Ú ˙ÂÎÏ‰Ï
ÏÂÎ‰ ¯Â˜Ó ‡Â‰ Ï‡‰˘ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ÏÚ ‰„Ù˜‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ˙‡Ë·Ó ‡È‰Â ,˙ÂÁ·‰‰ ÌÂÁ˙·
.˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ Ì‚ ‰ÓÚ ˙‡˘Â ˙ÂÚË‰ .„Â·ÚÏ ÈÂ‡¯ Â˙Â‡ ˜¯Â
ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡·ˆÏ ÌÈÎÒ ÍÂÒÏÂ ˙Â·¯˜ ·È¯˜‰Ï ,˙ÂÏÎÈ‰ ˙Â·Ï ÌÈÏÈÁ˙Ó Ì„‡ È·
Ô˜˙Ï ÁÈÏˆÓ ÂÈ·‡ Ì‰¯·‡ ¯˘‡Î .‡¯Â·‰ ÔÂˆ¯ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡ÏÓÓ Ì‰ ÍÎ·˘ Ì·˘Á·
(‰Á·‰) Ú·Ë‰ ‚È‰ÓÎ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡· ÏÂÎÏ Ì„Â˜ ¯ÈÎÓ ‡Â‰ ,˘Â‡ ¯Â„ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚË‰ ˙‡

.(˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ) Â„·Ï ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙‡ „Â·ÚÏ Ì„‡ È·Ï ‡¯Â˜ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï ˜¯Â
˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ· ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈÏ„·‰Ó ÌÏÚ˙Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ÔÂÈ„‰ Ï˘ ‰Ê‰ ·Ï˘·˘ ‰‡¯ Ì¯·
˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï .ÈÊÓ¯ Ïˆ‡ ‰Ï‚˙Ó ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ·Â Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ïˆ‡ ‰ÚÈ„È‰
.¯·Â· Ï˘ '‰˙‡YÈ‡' ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰˜ÈÊÏ „Â‡Ó ÌÈÓÂ„ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ ‰ÚÈ„È‰
ÔÎÂ ‰Ê „‚È‰ .'˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ· ˘‚ÙÓ Ú¯È‡ ‰˙Ú' :ÈÊÓ¯ ¯ÓÂ‡ ÏÈÚÏ ËËÂˆÓ‰ ÚË˜·
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘È ‰ÚÈ„ÈÏ Â·Â ,ÌÈÈ˘È‡-ÔÈ·‰ ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ó Ì‰ ‡È·Ó ÈÊÓ¯˘ ‰Ó‚Â„‰
‡È‰ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ÚÂ¯È‡· ˙ÙÒÂÂ˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ .˙ÂÈÓÈËÈ‡ ¯˙È Â‡ ‰·¯˜ ¯˙È Ï˘
:ÂÓˆÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙‡Ê ¯È·ÒÓ˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÈÏÂ‚ÒÂ È„ÂÁÈÈ ‡Â‰ ÂÓˆÚ ÚÂ¯È‡‰Â ,¯˙ÂÈ· ˙È˘È‡
,„ÁÂÈÓ· È˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÎ ÒÙ˙ ‡Â‰˘ Â‡ ,È·ÈÒËÈ‡ È˘È‡ „ÓÓ ˘È ‰˙˘‰˘ ·ˆÓÏ Ì‡'
.ÔÂÈÊÈÁÏ ,‰Á·‰Ï ,˙È˙„ ‰·Â˙Ï ·Â¯˜‰ ÚÂ¯È‡· Â‰˘Ó ˘È ;˜ÓÂÚ ÂÏ ÛÒÂ˘ ÔÓÈÒ
‰˜ÈÊÏ Ì‡˙‰· ,·Â˘Â 23.'˙ÂÓÏ˘Ï ÌÈÙ¯ËˆÓ ÌÈ˜ÏÁ‰ ;ËÏË˘‚ ¯ˆÂ˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡
¯È·ÒÓ ÍÎÂ .ÔÂÎ˙Ï Â‡ ÔÂÓÈÊÏ ÌÈ˙È ÌÈ‡ ‰Ï‡Î 'ÌÈ˘‚ÙÓ' ,¯·Â· Ï˘ '‰˙‡YÈ‡'
,ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÒ˙‰‰ È˙ÓÂˆ ÏÎ· ÂÏ ˙ÂÈ˙ÓÓ ˙ÂÁ·‰' :‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· Ì‚ ÈÊÓ¯ ˙‡ ˜ÊÂ¯

24.'Ô‰Ï ‰ÎÊ È˙Ó ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ Â‡ ÔÈ‡Â
‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ ‰ÚÈ„ÈÎ ÂÏ ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰ ,ÚÂ„ÈÎ ,˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ
ÔÙÂ‡· È˘È‡-ÔÈ·‰ ÌÂÁ˙‰ ÔÈ·Â ‰Ê ‰ÚÈ„È ÌÂÁ˙ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ‰ ˙‡ ÔÎÂ ¯˙ÂÈ· ·Â˘Á‰

22Ian Ramsey, Religious Language: An Empirical Placing of Theological Phrases, New

.56 'ÓÚ ,(2 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯ Ïˆ‡ ËËÂˆÓ ,York: Macmillan, 1963, pp. 27–29

23.Ì˘
24.57 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘



È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‚Ó

˜˙ÂÓ· ÌÈ„ÈÁÈ ÌÈ‚È˘Ó ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰·Â˘Á‰ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ˙‡ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ¯Â·Ú· .È¯Ó‚Ï ¯Á‡
˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ‰‚˘‰· ¯·Â„Ó‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ Â„È„Ï .ÌÈÈ˘È‡-ÔÈ·‰ ÔÈÏÓÂ‚‰ ÈÒÁÈÓ
Â‡ ˙È˘È‡-ÔÈ·‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÌÂÁ˙ .Ï‡‰Â ÒÂÓÒÂ˜‰ ˙Â„Â‡ ÏÚ ˙ÈÂÈÚ ˙Ó‡ Ï˘
ÂÏÎÂÈ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ‡˙‰ ˙‡ ¯ÂˆÈÏ Â„È˜Ù˙Â ,„·Ï· ÈÚˆÓ‡Î ÂÏˆ‡ ÒÙ˙ ˙È˙¯·Á‰
Â˙ÂÚ„ÂÓÂ ,·ËÈ‰ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚÏ Ú„ÂÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ 25.˙ÈË¯Â‡˙ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰· ˜ÂÒÚÏ ‰ÏÂ‚Ò È„ÈÁÈ
ÂÏÈ·˜‰· ,˜ÊÂ¯ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰·˘ ‰‡¯ ÌÏÂ‡Â 26.Â¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÚË˜· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡·
Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï ÏÏÂÁÓ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ÔÈ·Â ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ÔÈ·
ÁÈ˘· Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙‡ ·Ï˘Ï È„Î ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ ‚È˘‰Ï È„Î .'‰ÈˆÊÈ¯·Â·' ÔÈÚÓ
˙‡ Â‡ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡ ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ· ·È¯˜Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ,ÈÂÂ˘ÎÚ‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰

27.Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏËÂËÒÈ¯‡‰ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ ˙ÂÓ‡‰
˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÙÂ˜˙Ó ÌÈËÒ˜Ë ÔÈ·˘ ˜Á¯ÓÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ‰·¯‰ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰ ÁÎÂÏ
Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈ¯·Â·‰˘ ‰‡¯ ‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó ÌÂ‚¯˙‰ ˙ÂÈ˜ÏÁ ÔÂ¯˜ÚÏÂ ‡ÒÈ‚ „ÁÓ
Â˙˘Ó· .¯·Â· Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó ÔÎÂ˙Ï ˙È˘È‡ ‰Ù„Ú‰ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ÂÈÈÚ· Ì"·Ó¯‰
¯˘‡· Í‡ .˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ‰ËÈ„¯Â‡Â˜‰ ˙‡ ˜‰·ÂÓ· ‚ˆÈÈÓ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘
ÌÏÂÎ ÌÈ˜˜Ê‰ ,˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒÂ ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù ,¯·Â· Ì‰ ÂÈ˙Â·¯Â ÂÈ¯ÂÓ Â˙Ù˜˘‰ ÔÎÂ˙Ï

.˙ÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ

˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ ¯ˆÂÈ ˜ÊÂ¯ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡Ï Ú„ÂÂ˙‰Ï :‰¯ËÓ „ÂÚ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡ÓÏ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î
‰ÂÂÎ‰ ,¯Á‡ ÔÂ˘Ï .ÂÓÊ ˙· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÈ·Â ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â‚‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÓ
.ÌÈÈ˘¯„Ó‰ ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ 'ÌÂ‚¯˙'Ï Ú„ÂÂ˙‰Ï Ô‡Î
·Â˜ÚÏ ÏÎÂ‡ ‡Ï ÔÎÂ ,Ì‡ÂÏÓ· ÌÈ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙‡ ËËˆÏ ÏÎÂ‡ ‡Ï ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ·

25˘È ÌÓ‡ .(„È˙–‚È˙ 'ÓÚ ,ÁÙ‡˜ ˙¯Â„‰Ó) „ ,‚ ,ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ,Ì"·Ó¯ ‰‡¯ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ·
– Ï‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙Â„ÈÓ Ô‰ ‰Ê ÔÂÈÏÚ ·Ï˘· ÔÈÈÚÓ‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙‚˘ÂÓ‰ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ÔÎÂ˙˘ ÌÈ˘È‚„Ó‰

Ï‡‰ ˙‚‰‰ Ï˘ ˙‡Ê ‰ÚÈ„È ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡Â .‰ÏÂÚÙ‰ È¯‡Â˙ ˙ÈÁ·· ;‰˜„ˆÂ ËÙ˘Ó ,„ÒÁ

‰·Â˙Î ‡Ï‡ ˙ÏÂÊ‰ ÌÚ ‰˘È‚Ù· ˙‚˘ÂÓ‰ ‰·Â˙Î Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ïˆ‡ ˙‚ˆÂÓ ‰È‡ ‰‡È¯·‰ ˙‡
‰‡¯ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· È¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÁÂÎÈÂÂÏ .‰¯Î‰‰ Ï˘ ÔÂÈÏÚ‰ ‡˘ÂÓ· ˙ÈÂÈÚ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰· ˙‚˘ÂÓ‰

Ì‰¯·‡ ÂÓ‚¯˙ ,ÊÂÏ „Â‰‡ ‡Â·Ó ÌÈ„˜‰Â Í¯Ú ,ÌÈ·˙Î ¯Á·Ó :‰Â˙‡Â ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ Â‡ÈÏ

˜ÁˆÈ ;204–203 'ÓÚ ,‡"Ò˘˙ ,˜· Â‡ÈÏ ÔÂÎÓÂ ˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,¯‚ÈÊ „Â„Â ÒÂ‰
;164–163 'ÓÚ ,‚"Î˘˙ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ,ÔÓËÂ‚ ÒÂÈÏÂÈ

Shlomo Pines, ‘The Limitations of Human ;170–165 'ÓÚ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) Ì"·Ó¯ ,ÔÓË¯‰

Knowledge According to Al-Farabi, ibn Bajja and Maimonides’, Isadore Twersky (ed.),

Studies in Medieval Jewish History and Literature, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University

Press, 1979, pp. 82–109

26‡ÏÂ ,ÔÂÈÚ‰ ÈÈÁÏ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ 'ÌÊÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡'Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚ„ÂÓÏ

.86–85 'ÓÚ ,ÏÎÈ‰Ï ˙Â·È˙ „ÂÁÈÈ· ‰‡¯ ,'ÍÏÓ‰ ÏÎÈ‰'Ï Á˙ÙÓÎ ,‰˜ÈÊ‰ ÈÈÁÏ
27Michael Rosenak, Teaching Jewish ‰‡¯ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ïˆ‡ '˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯'Â '˙ÂÈË˙Â‡' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ

Values: A Conceptual Guide, Jerusalem: Melton Center, The Hebrew University, 1986,

pp. 35–45



Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ „Ó

Ì‰Ó ˜ÈÙ‰Ï È„Î ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ‡¯Â˜ ˜ÊÂ¯ Â·˘ ·Â˘˜‰Â ˜„˜Â„Ó‰ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ¯Á‡
ÔÂÈˆ· ˜Ù˙Ò‡ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰‡È„ÈÈÙ‰ ÂÏ ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó „ÂÒÈ· ˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙Â·Â˙‰ ˙‡

.ÌÈÈÏÏÎ ÌÈÂÂ˜· ÌÎÂ˙ ÌÂÎÈÒ·Â ÌÈÈ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
˙ÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ‰¯Ó‡‰ ËÂËÈˆ· Á˙ÂÙ ˜ÊÂ¯ 'Ì„‡‰ ˘Ù ÏÚ ÌÂ‚Ú ¯ÂÙÈÒ' ˜¯Ù‰ ˙‡
.'ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯ÈÓ ıÂÁ ÌÈÓ˘ È„È· ÏÎ‰ :‡ÈÁ È·¯ ¯Ó‡' :(·"Ú ‚Ï) ˙ÂÎ¯· ˙ÎÒÓÓ
˙ÎÒÓ ,‡ÓÂÁ˙ ˘¯„Ó· ‡·ÂÓ‰ ¯„Â˜‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ‰·Ó ˙‡ ¯˜ÂÒ ‡Â‰ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï
˙‡Â ÌÏÂÚÏ ‰˙ÒÈÎ ˙‡ ,‰Ó˘‰ Ï˘ ‰˙‡È¯· ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ó ‰Ê ˘¯„Ó .È„Â˜Ù
ÍÂ¯· ˘Â„˜‰ ÂÓ‡ ÈÚÓ· „ÏÂÂ‰ ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ì„Â˜' :¯Â‡È˙‰ ÏÈÁ˙Ó ÍÎÂ .ÂÓÓ ‰˙‡ÈˆÈ
Â‡ ÈÚ Ì‡ ,¯Â·‚ Â‡ ˘ÏÁ Ì‡ ,‰·˜ Ì‡ ¯ÎÊ Ì‡ :ÂÙÂÒ· ‡‰È ‰Ó ÂÈÏÚ ¯ÊÂ‚ ‡Â‰
ÔÎÂ ,Ò‚ Ì‡ ÈÂÊ· Ì‡ ,˜„ Ì‡ ‰·Ú Ì‡ ,‰‡ Ì‡ ¯ÚÂÎÓ Ì‡ ,Í¯‡ Â‡ ¯ˆ˜ Ì‡ ,¯È˘Ú
Â„È· Â˙Â ‡Â‰‰ ¯·„‰ ‡Ï‡ ,‡Ï – Ú˘¯ Ì‡ ˜È„ˆ Ì‡ Ï·‡ .ÂÈ˙Â¯Â˜ ÏÎ ÏÚ ¯ÊÂ‚
‰ˆÂ¯ ‰È‡ ,ÔÂÈÏÚ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÓ ‰·ÂˆÁ‰ ,'‰¯Â‰Ë'‰ ‰Ó˘‰ 28.'„·Ï· Ì„‡ Ï˘
ÌÏÂÚ‰˘ ‰Ï ¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ ÍÂ¯· ˘Â„˜‰ Í‡ ,Ú¯Ê‰ Ï˘ '‰ÁÂ¯Ò‰ ‰ÙÈË'· ÒÎÈ‰Ï
˙Ó ÏÚ ˜¯ ‰¯ˆÂ ‡È‰ ÌˆÚ· ÈÎÂ Ì„Â˜‰ ‰ÓÏÂÚÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ·ÂË ÂÈÏ‡ ˙ÒÎ ‡È‰˘
ÏÚ·' Ú¯ÊÏ ‰ÒÈÎ‰Ï ‡Â‰ ÍÂ¯· ˘Â„˜‰ ÏÚ ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡Â .ÌÏÂÚ Â˙Â‡Ï ÒÎÈ˙˘
˙‡ˆÏ ˙‡¯˜ ‡È‰˘Î Ì‚Â ‰Ê‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ÒÎÈ‰Ï ˙‡¯˜ ‡È‰˘Î Ì‚ ,‰Ó˘‰ .'‰Á¯ÂÎ
ÏÚÂ ,˙Ó ‰˙‡ ÍÁ¯Î ÏÚÂ ˙„ÏÂ ÍÁ¯Î ÏÚÂ ,¯ˆÂ ‰˙‡ ÍÁ¯Î ÏÚ' :‰Ï ¯Ó‡ ,ÂÓÓ

.'‡Â‰ ÍÂ¯· ˘Â„˜‰ ÌÈÎÏÓ‰ ÈÎÏÓ ÍÏÓ ÈÙÏ ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ ÔÈ„ ˙˙Ï „È˙Ú ‰˙‡ ÍÁ¯Î
;Â· ÌÈÈÂÏ˙ Ì‰ ÔÈ‡ – ÂÈÈÁ È‡˙ ÍÎÂ Ì„‡‰ ÈÈÁ ÌˆÚ ÈÎ Ú·Â ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÂÓ‡‰Ó
Â˙ÂÈ‰· „ÈÓ˙ ˙ÂÈÁÏ ˘¯„ Ì„‡‰ ÍÎ ÏÚ ÛÒÂ .ÌÈÓ˘ È„È· ‡Ï‡ ÂÈ„È· Ì‰ ÔÈ‡
ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È Ì„‡‰ ,ÌÓ‡Â .ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ÏÚ ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ ÔÈ„ Â‡¯Â·Ï ˙˙Ï ÂÈÏÚ˘ ÍÎÏ Ú„ÂÓ
ÏÚ ÌÈÏÚÓ ‰Ê ˜¯Ù· ‡È·Ó ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ÌÈÈ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ .˙‡Ê ‰Ú„Â˙· ÌÂÈ ÌÂÈ ÈÁ
˙Â·Â˘Á ˙Â„ÈÓ ÏÚ Û‡ ‰ÏÂÚ ‰˙Â·È˘Á˘ ÌÈÓÈÚËÓÂ ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È Ï˘ ÂÊ ‰„ÈÓ Ò
29.„ÂÓÈÏ· ‰„Ó˙‰Â ÌÈ˜ÒÚ ÏÂ‰È· ¯˘ÂÈ ,ÌÏÂÚ Ï˘ Â·Â˘ÈÈÏ ‰‚‡„ ÔÂ‚Î ,˙Â¯Á‡
˙Â„ÈÓ‰ Ì‚ ‰„ÂÓÚ˙ ‡Ï ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È Ï˘ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ ‡Ï· ‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÈÙÏ ,ÌˆÚ·
Ï˘· ‡˜ÂÂ„ ˙˜ÊÁ˙Ó ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È Ï˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙ .Ô˙È‡ ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ ˙Â¯Á‡‰
.˙ÂÈ˘Â‡ ˙ÂÏ·‚ÓÓ ¯¯ÁÂ˘Ó ÔÂ·˘ÁÂ ÔÈ„ Ô˙ÈÏ ÂÈÏÚ ÂÈÙÏ˘ ËÙÂ˘‰˘ ‰ÂÓ‡‰
˘Â„˜‰ ÌÈÎÏÓ‰ ÈÎÏÓ ÍÏÓ' :˙ÂÎÈ¯‡· ËËˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ÔÂ˘Ï ‰ÊÂ
,ÌÏÂÚ ÒÚÎ ÂÒÚÎ ,ÈÏÚ ÒÚÂÎ Ì‡˘ ,ÌÈÓÏÂÚ ÈÓÏÂÚÏÂ ÌÏÂÚÏ ÌÈÈ˜Â ÈÁ ‡Â‰ ÍÂ¯·
ÏÂÎÈ ÈÈ‡Â ÌÏÂÚ ˙˙ÈÓ È˙˙ÈÓ ,È˙ÈÓÓ Ì‡Â ,ÌÏÂÚ ¯ÂÒÈ‡ Â¯ÂÒÈ‡ ,È¯ÒÂ‡ Ì‡Â
˙‡¯È˘ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„Ó ˜ÈÒ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ ÌÏÂ‡Â 30.'ÔÂÓÓ· Â„Á˘Ï ‡ÏÂ ÌÈ¯·„· ÂÒÈÈÙÏ
ÌÈÓ˘ ‡¯È˘ Ì˘Â¯ÈÙ ÔÈ‡ ÔÎÂ ,'‰ ˙·‰‡ ,ÌÈÓ˘ ˙·‰‡ ÔÂ·˘Á ÏÚ ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó ÌÈÓ˘
ÌÈÓ˘ ˙·‰‡· ˙·ÏÂ˘Ó ‰È‡˘ ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È ,‰·¯„‡ .'‰ ˙·‰‡Ï Ì‚ Ï‚ÂÒÓ ÂÈ‡

28.(ÊÏ˜ 'ÓÚ ,·"Î˘˙ ,ÔÈÈË˘Ù‡-ÔÈÂÏ ˙¯„Â‰Ó) È„Â˜Ù ˙˘¯Ù ,‡ÓÂÁ˙ ˘¯„Ó
29,‰˘Ó· ˙Â„‚‡Â ÌÈÓ‚˙Ù ,ÌÈÏ˘Ó ÏÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÒÒ·˙Ó Ô‡Î .96–95 'ÓÚ ,(2 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯

.‡"Ú ‡Ï ˙·˘ ,ÈÏ···Â ‡È ,‚ ˙Â·‡
30.·"Ú ÁÎ ˙ÂÎ¯· ,ÈÏ··· ÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ‰„‚‡‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ÏÚ Ô‡Î ÒÒ·˙Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ .111 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘
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˙‡ ˘È‚‰Ï Ì‚ ˘˜·Ó ˙ËÏÁÂÓ ‡Â‰ ÍÂ¯· ˘Â„˜Ï Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ˘ Ì„‡‰ .˙˜˙˘Ó
Û‡ ‡Ï‡ „·Ï· ˙Â¯È‰Ê ÍÂ˙Ó ÈÁ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ .Â‡¯Â·Ï ‰˙ÓÎ ÌÈÏÈÚÙ‰ ÂÈÈÁ ˙·Â˙

.Â¯ˆÂÈÏ Â˙¯ÈˆÈÓ ˙˙Ï ÔÂˆ¯ ÍÂ˙Ó
Ì˙ˆ˜Ó ˙‡ Í‡˘ ,ÌÈÈ˘¯„Ó‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ 'Ì‚¯˙Ó' ˜ÊÂ¯ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙Î
,˙ÈÏ‡„È‡ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ„ ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· Ì‰Ó ˜ÈÙ‰Ï È„Î ,ÏÈÚÏ È˙¯ÎÊ‰
˜ÊÂ¯ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï .‰˜¯Ù Ï˘ ÂÂ˘Ï· ,˙ÂÈÂˆ¯‰ '˙ÂÈˆÈÊÂÙÒÈ„'‰ ˙ÏÚ· ‡È‰˘
˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ È‰ÂÊ ÌÓ‡˘ ‰ÚË‰ ˙‡ ‰˜È„ˆÓ‰ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ÌÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰ ÁÒÏ ‰ÂÙ
'ÏÂÈˆ¯' ‰ÎÓ ‰˜¯Ù˘ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· Ë·È‰ Â˙Â‡ ‡È‰˘ ,˙ÈÏ‡„È‡‰
ÌÂ‚¯˙· ÏÈÁ˙Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ,ÔÎ Ì‡ 31.'˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú' ‰ÎÓ Ò˜ÂÙ ‰ÓÏ˘ ¯˘‡Â '‰˜„ˆ‰' Â‡
ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯‰ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙Ó ‡Â‰ ¯·Â· ˙Â·˜Ú·Â ,'ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È' Ï‡„È‡‰ Ï˘ È˜ÏÁ
Ì„‡Î ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È ˙‡ ¯È„‚Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ 32.ÂÓÊ Ô· Ì„‡‰ ÔÓ Ï‡„È‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˜ÈÁ¯Ó‰
ÔÁÂ· Ï‡‰˘ ˘È‚¯Ó‰Â „ÈÓ˙ Â˙Â‡ ‰ÂÂÏÓ‰ ˙È‰ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÁÎÂ Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙· ÈÁ‰ (1)
ÔÂˆ¯ ÈÂÏÈÓ· ˙Â˜„˜„ÏÂ ˙Â˙ÈÈˆÏ ‰ÈÈË ÂÏ ˘È˘ (2) ;¯˙Ò· Ì‚ ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙‡
ÌÈ‰Â·‚ ÌÈÈ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÌÈ·Ï˘· Â‡ ˘ÂÚ ÈÙÓ ‰‡¯ÈÓ ˙Ú·Â ÂÊ ‰ÈÈË .ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰
Â˘ÂÓÈÓ˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙· ÈÁ‰ (3) ;ÌÈÎÏÓ‰ ÈÎÏÓ ÍÏÓ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓÓÂ¯ ÌˆÚ ˙‡¯ÈÓ – ¯˙ÂÈ
¯ÂÒ‡‰Â ¯˙ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ Û‡ ‡Ï‡ „·Ï· È¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÚ ‡Ï ˙˙˘ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÈÓˆÚ‰
˙ÈÁ·· ˜¯ ‡Ï ,˙ÂÏ˙ Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙Â ‰ÂÂÚ Â· ˘È˘ (4) ;‰¯Â˙‰ È„È ÏÚ ÂÏ ·˙ÎÂÓ‰
.'„ÈÓ˙ Â„‚Ï '‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂ˘Ó' Â˙ÂÈ‰Ó ‡ˆÂÈ ÏÚÂÙÎ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,˙È˘Â‡ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰„ÈÓ
¯ÂˆÈÏ Ì‰· ˘È˘ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ˘È ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡·˘ ¯Â·Ò ˜ÊÂ¯ „·· „·
,‰¯ »̆È ÔÂ‚Î ,'ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ'Â ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ,ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜ ÌÈÏ‡„È‡ ÔÈ·Â Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ
Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡· ÌÈÂÓË‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ Ì‰ ‰Ï‡Â .‰Ï‡· ‡ˆÂÈÎÂ ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ,‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡
,˙È˘‡¯ :ÂÓÊ Ô· È„Â‰È‰ Ï‡ Â˙ÂÓ„ ˙‡ ·¯˜Ï Ì‰· ˘È ¯˘‡ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È Ï˘
Ì„‡Ï ÏÏÎ ÛÂÙÎ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ ÍÎÈÙÏ .„·Ï· ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯ÈÏ
Û˜Â˙ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ‰ÚÈ·˙Ï ‰˜Ó ‰Ê ·ˆÓ .È‰˘ÏÎ ˙È˘Â‡ ˙ÂÎÓÒÏ Â‡ Â‰˘ÏÎ
‰È˙Â·˜Ú· ‰‡È·Ó ÂÊ ˙ÂÈÓ‡ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÔÈÓ‡ Ì„‡ ÁÈÓˆÓÂ ËÏÁÂÓ
„ÁÙ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È· ,˙È˘ .Ì„Â ¯˘· ‡Ï‡ Ì‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÎÓÒ ÈÏÚ· ÌÚ ˙Â˘‚˙‰
‰ËÈÏ˘Ï ‡È·Ó‰ ÔÂÁËÈ· Â· ÍÒÂ ¯Á‡ „ÁÙ ¯„ÚÈ‰ .„·Ï· ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ÈÙÓ ‡Ï‡
˙ÈÓÈÙ ‰¯ »̆ÈÂ È‡ÏÈÚ ÔÂÙˆÓ ÏÚ· ‡Â‰ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È ,˙È˘ÈÏ˘ .È‡¯Á‡Ï Â˙Â‡ ‰˘ÂÚÂ
.·Ï ·ÂËÂ ÔÓÁ¯ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È ,˙ÈÚÈ·¯ .ÌÈ˘˜ ÌÈ‡˙· Ì‚ ÈÂËÈ· ÏÏÎÏ ÌÈ‡·‰
„ÓÂÏ ‡Â‰ ‰Ï‡Ó 33.ÌÈÈ‡¯˜Ó ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ·Ï˘Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÈÈ˘¯„Ó‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÁÂ˙È·

31:˙Á‡ ‰ÂÂÎ ,ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÂÂÈÎ ,'È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏ ÔÂÓÂ‚ÂÏÂ¯Ù' ,Ò˜ÂÙ ‰ÓÏ˘ ‰‡¯

:ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÍÂÈÁÏ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· È¯ÂÓ ˙‡Ó ÔÂÓÈÒ ‡·È˜Ú 'ÙÂ¯ÙÏ È˘ ,ÍÂÈÁ· ¯˜ÁÓÂ ÔÂÈÚ È¯·„
.148–145 'ÓÚ ,Ë"Î˘˙ ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ Ï˘ ÍÂÈÁÏ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·

32˜ÊÂ¯ ‰‡¯ ÂÓÊ Ô· È„Â‰ÈÏ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È ˙ÂÓ„ ˙‡ ˙Â·¯˜Ó‰Â ˙Â˜ÈÁ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÂÎ˙· ÔÂÈ„Ï

.129–108 'ÓÚ ,(2 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ)
33;‡È ,Î '¯· Ì‰ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· ˜ÊÂ¯ È„È· ÌÈËËÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈÈ‡¯˜Ó‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ .128 ,120 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘

.ÊÈ ,‰Î '·„ ;ÊÈ ,‡ 'Ó˘
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.˙ÂÈ¯ÊÎ‡‰ Ï˘ ‰ÎÂÙÈ‰ Ì‰˘ ,·Ï ·ÂËÏÂ ˙ÂÓÁ¯Ï ‰‡È·Ó ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡¯È ˙„ÈÓ˘
Ì‰· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ .ÌÈ¯ˆÓ‰ Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÎ .˙ÂÈ¯ÊÎ‡Ï ‰ËÂ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ¯„Ú‰
– ˙Â„ÏÈÓ‰ Ì˙ÓÂÚÏ .Â˙˘‡ ¯·„ ÏÚ Â‰Â‚¯‰È ‡Ó˘ Ì‰¯·‡ ˘˘Á ,ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È
Â„ÏÂ˘ ÌÈ¯ÎÊ‰ ˙Â˜ÂÈ˙‰ ˙‡ Â‚¯‰ ‡Ï – ‰Ú¯Ù ˙‡ ‡ÏÂ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˙‡ Â‡¯È˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ
È··˘ ÌÈÏ˘Á· ·ÈÊ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ‡¯È ‰È‰ ‡Ï˘ È˜ÏÓÚ‰ ,„ÂÚÂ .ÌÈ¯ˆÓ· Ï‡¯˘È È·Ï

.Ï‡¯˘È
.„ÒÁ·Â ÔÁ· Â˙ÏÂÊ· ‚‰Â ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È ÈÎ Ò¯Â‚ ˜ÊÂ¯ È˘ÈÓÁ‰ „ÂÒÈÏ ¯˘‡·
Ï"ÊÁÓ ¯Â˜Ó ÈÙÏ) ÌÏÂÚÏÂ ˙ÏÂÊÏ Â˙ÂÒÂÁÈÈ˙‰ ÔÙÂ‡ ˙‡ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó ‰Ï‡ ˙Â„ÈÓ
·ÏÎ‰ È¯‰˘ ,ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È ˙„ÈÓ Â· ÔÈ‡ Â˙È·· ·ÏÎ ˜ÈÊÁÓ‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ïˆ‡ ËËÂˆÓ‰
‰ÈÈË ¯„Ú ÂÈ‡ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È È˘È˘‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ÈÙÏ 34(.Á˙Ù‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ÁÈ¯·Ó
˙„ÈÓ ˙‡ Ì˘ÈÈÓ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È Ì„‡‰ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ ˙¯ÊÚ· .˙ÂÈ˙¯ÈˆÈÏÂ ˙Â˘„ÁÏ
ÏÚ ÍÓ˙ÒÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ·) .Ì‰· ‰„ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙· ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡¯È
ÈÙÏ 35(.[ÁÈ ,Â '·„] '·ÂË‰Â ¯˘È‰ ˙È˘ÚÂ' ÈÂËÈ·Ï Ô"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ÌÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ
˙„ÈÓ ˙Â„‰È· ÌÓ‡ .„·Ï· '‰Ï ˙ËÏÁÂÓ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯ÈÏ ÈÚÈ·˘‰ „ÂÒÈ‰
˙Â„‚˙‰ ˙˘¯„ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÏÂ‡ .‰È˙Â„ÒÂÓÂ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙ÎÂÂ˙Ó ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡¯È
˙‡ ÌÈÈ˜Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ˙È¯Â˙‰ ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ÈÏÚ· Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â‡¯Â‰ÏÂ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÈÎ¯„Ï
Ï˘ ‰¯Âˆ ˘·Ï˙ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡¯È˘ ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ‡˙· ,ÍÎ Ì‡ .Ï‡‰ ¯·„

.ÌÊÈÓ¯ÂÙÂ˜Â
ÔÈ‡ .˙È˘È‡ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡Â ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ˙ÂÈÓ‡ ˙ÏÚ· ˙ÂÓ„ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È ,ÌÂÎÈÒÏ
˙ÂÎÓÒ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÔÂÎ ,‰¯ »̆È ÏÚ· ‡Â‰ ,˙Â¯È‰È ¯„Ú ‡Â‰ ,ËÒÈÓ¯ÂÙÂ˜ ‡Â‰
ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡¯È ˙„ÈÓ ˙‡ Ì˘ÈÈÏ È„Î ÌÈ˘Â„ÈÁÏ ÔÎÂÓÂ ÍÎ· Í¯Âˆ ˘È ¯˘‡Î ˙È˘Â‡

.ÌÈ˙˘Ó ÌÈ‡˙·
˙‡¯È Í¯Ú‰ ÔÓ Ú·Â‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ Ï‡„È‡ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ó ˜¯ ÂÈ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯ÂÓ‡Î
ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓ˙Î ÂÏ ‰‡¯˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ËË¯ÒÓ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ .ÌÈÓ˘
,˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ Ï‡„È‡Ï Ú‚Â· ÏÈÚÏ È˙È‡¯‰˘ ÈÙÎ .˘¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈÈ˘¯„Ó‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰
ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÓ ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓ˙Ï ¯˘‡· Ì‚ ÍÎ
¯‡Â˙Ó‰ ÈËÒÈÈÓ¯Ë„‰ ·ˆÓ‰˘ ‰‡¯ .È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÒÂ˙‡‰ ÔÓ 'ÌÈ˜ÂÁ¯'‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰
‰ÈÎ ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ Â‡ÈÏ˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÒ ,Ì„‡‰ ÏÚ ¯‚ÂÒ‰ ,È„Â˜Ù ‡ÓÂÁ˙ ˘¯„Ó·
‰Ê ÏÏÎ·Â – ˙È˘Â‡‰Â ˙ÈÚ·Ë‰ ‰·È·Ò‰ ·ÂˆÈÚ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,'È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ë˜ÈÂ¯Ù‰'
ÈÂ¯˘ Ì„‡‰˘ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰‡¯ 36.Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â„ÓÚÓ ¯ÂÙÈ˘ ÔÚÓÏ – ˙ÈÓÈÙ‰ ˙È˘Â‡‰
Ô‡Î Ì‚ ÌÏÂ‡Â .ÈÓˆÚ ÈÂÈ˘Â ‰ÁÈÓˆ ÂÏ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó ÌÈ‡˘ ,„Â‡Ó ÌÈÏÈ·‚Ó ÌÈ‡˙·
,È˘¯„Ó‰ ÔÂÈÊÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈË·È‰‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï ,¯·Â· ˙Â·˜Ú· ·Â˘ ,˘˜·Ó ˜ÊÂ¯

.˙ÂÈˆ¯· Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ì‚˘

34.Ì˘ È"˘¯ ˘Â¯ÈÙ Ì‚ ‰‡¯ .‡"Ú ‚Ò ˙·˘ ,ÈÏ·· ‡Â‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ¯Â˜Ó‰ .121 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘
35.119 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘
36Leo Strauss, Philosophy and Law, trans. Fred Baumann, Philadelphia: Jewish ‰‡¯

Publication Society, 1987, pp. 12–13
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·¯˜Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù Ï˘ ˙ÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡‰ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï ˜˜Ê ˜ÊÂ¯ Ô‡Î
˙‡ .˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÂÓ‚ÓÏ ÌÈÈ˘¯„Ó‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· ‰ÓÂÏ‚‰ ‰Ù˜˘‰‰ ˙‡
ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù Ï˘ ÔË˜‰ Â¯ÙÒ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÏÂ„ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê 'ÌÂ‚¯˙'Ï Ô‰Ï ˜Â˜Ê ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰
¯ÂË˜Â„‰ ˙„Â·Ú· Ì‚ ˙·Á¯ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ‰ÎÂÊ ‰Ê ¯ÙÒ 37.'˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰Â ‰˜ÈÊÈÙËÓ'
ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù Ï˘ ˙ÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡‰ Â˙˘È‚ ÈÙ ÏÚ .'ÏÎÈ‰Ï ˙Â·È˙' Â¯ÙÒ· Ì‚Â ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘
‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÈ·ˆÓ ‰˘ÂÏ˘· ÈÂ¯˘ ‡Â‰˘ ,˙ÈÓˆÚ‰ Â˙ÂÒ˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Ì‚ ,¯ÈÎÓ Ì„‡‰
ÏÚ· ÛÂ‚ ÂÏ ˘È :'ÈÚ·Ë ·ˆÓ' ÍÂ˙· ÔÂ˙ ‡Â‰ ,˙È˘‡¯ .ÌÏË·Ï Â‡ Ì˙Â˘Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ
‰Ï·˙È ,Ô˜„ÊÈ ‰Ê ÛÂ‚ .Ì‰Ï ¯Î˙‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡-È‡ ¯˘‡ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂÈ· ÌÈÎ¯ˆ
˙ÏÏÂ˘Â ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ ÂÏ ‰˜Ó Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÈ·‰ Â˙˘¯Â˙ .˙ÂÓÈ ÛÂÒ·Â
Ì‡ .'È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ·ˆÓ' ‰ÎÓ ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù˘ ‰Ó ÍÂ˙· Ì‚ ÔÂ˙ Ì„‡‰ .˙Â¯Á‡ ÂÓÓ
˙ÚÙ˘ÂÓ‰ ,ÔÓÊ‰ ÁÂ¯Ó È¯Ó‚Ï ¯¯Á˙˘‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡ ,Ï˘ÓÏ È¯„ÂÓ Ì„‡ ‡Â‰
.˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ‰ ‰ÈË¯˜ÂÓ„‰Â ˘ÂÚÈ˙‰ ,‰È‚ÂÏÂÎË‰Â Ú„Ó‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ó ÚÈ¯ÎÓ Á¯Â‡·
,‰˙ÂÓ˙ Ô· ,ÈÓÊ ¯ÂˆÈ ‡Â‰˘ ÔÈ·Ó ‡Â‰ ÂÎÂ˙Ó˘ ,'È˘Â‡ ·ˆÓ'· Ì‚ ÔÂ˙ ‡Â‰
ÈÒ˜Â„¯Ù ÔÙÂ‡· .ÂÈÙÏ ˙Â·ˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ÔÈ· ÂÁ¯ÂÎ ÏÚ· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÂÈÏÚ˘Â
Ï˘ ÂÏ¯Â‚ ‰Ê˘ Ú„ÂÈ ‡Â‰ .ÌÊÈÈÓ¯Ë„ ÍÂ˙· ˘ÙÂÁ ˘È Ì„‡Ï ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡
˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˜¯Ù ¯ÂË˜ÈÂ ˙Â·˜Ú· .„·Ï· ÂÏ˘ ÂÏ¯Â‚ ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê˘Â ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡· Ì„‡ ÏÎ
Â˙ÂÏÚ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÈËÒÈÈÓ¯Ë„‰ ·ˆÓ‰ ,‰‡Â˘‰ ˙ÙÂ˜˙· ÂÏÈÙ‡˘ ÌÈÚËÓ
ÈÙÏÎ Ì‰ Ì˙„ÓÚ ˙‡ ÚÂ·˜Ï Ì˙ÏÂÎÈ ˙‡ Â„·È‡ ‡Ï˘ Ì„‡ È· ÂÈ‰ ,˙Ú„‰ ÏÚ
'Ì‚¯Â˙Ó'‰ ,È„Â˜Ù ‡ÓÂÁ˙· ˘¯„Ó‰ ÁÂ¯ ÈÙÏ˘ Ô‡ÎÓ 38.ÂÎÂ˙Ï ÂÚÏ˜ Ì‰˘ ·ˆÓ‰
Ï·˜Ó ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ ‰Â˜ Ì„‡‰ ,ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜Ï
‰„ÈÓ‰ ÈÙÏ Ú·˜ ÂÈ‡ ÈÁÂ¯‰ Â„ÓÚÓ .Ì‰· ÈÂ¯˘ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÈÏÈ·‚Ó‰ ÌÈ‡˙·
,˙ÈÏÎ˘‰ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰‰ Í¯„ ˙Â‰ÂÏ‡Ï ·¯˜˙‰Ï ‰ÎÊÂ ‰Ê‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÈÏ·‰Ó ˜Á¯˙‰˘
˙ÂÈË¯Ù‰Â ˙ÂÙËÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰‰ ÈÙÏ Ú·˜ ÈÁÂ¯‰ Â„ÓÚÓ .Ì"·Ó¯‰ ¯·Ò˘ ÈÙÎ
ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘˘ ‰Ó .Ô‰È˙ÂÏ·‚ÓÂ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙Â·ÈÒ Ï˘ ÔÎÂ˙ ÍÂ˙· ÈÂ¯˘ Â˙ÂÈ‰· Ï·È˜˘
Ì"·Ó¯‰ ¯Â·Ú· ÂÈ‡ (the human things) '˘Â‡ ÈÈÈÚ' ÔÂËÏÙ‡ ˙Â·˜Ú· ‰ÎÓ
¯Â·Ú· ÂÏÈ‡Â ,˙Â‰ÂÏ‡· ˙ÂÂ·˙‰‰ ¯·Ú Ï‡ ˙ÈÏÎ˘‰ ‰¯È˙ÁÏ ÈÚˆÓ‡Â È‡˙ ‡Ï‡
¯˜ÈÚ‰ Ì‰ '˘Â‡ ÈÈÈÚ' – ˘¯„Ó‰ Ì‚ ‰‡¯ÎÂ ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù ,¯·Â· ˙Â·˜Ú· – ˜ÊÂ¯

39.˙ÈÏÎ˙‰Â
Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡Ï ˙È¯Âˆ ‰Ó‚È„¯Ù ˜ÊÂ¯Ï ˘Ó˘Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÏÈÚÏ ¯Ó‡˘ ÈÙÎ
˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘‰ ,˙Â¯È‰·‰ ˙˘‚„‰ :Ï‰˙‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰

37Emil Fackenheim, Metaphysics and Historicity, Milwaukee: Marquette University Press,

1961

38:·È·‡ Ï˙ ,ÌÊÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒÎ‡‰ Ï‡ ˙ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÁÓÓ :˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘ÙÁÓ Ì„‡‰ ,Ï˜‡¯Ù ¯ÂË˜ÈÂ

.139 'ÓÚ ,(2 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯ Ïˆ‡ ¯ÎÊÂÓ .86–85 'ÓÚ ,‡"Ó˘˙ ,¯È·„
39ÒÂ‡¯Ë˘ Ïˆ‡ ˙È˘ÚÓ‰ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰¯Î‰‰ Ï‡„È‡Ï ˙ÂÂ·˙‰‰ Ï‡„È‡ ÔÈ· Ë˜ÈÏÙÂ˜‰ ÔÈÈÚÏ

,ÔÂËÏÙ‡ È·˙Î ,‰È„Ó‰ ,ÔÂËÏÙ‡ ‰‡¯ '˘Â‡ ÈÈÈÚ' ‚˘ÂÓÏ .321–309 'ÓÚ ,(Ì˘) Ï"‰ ‰‡¯

.519–512 'ÓÚ ,1979 ,Ô˜Â˘ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,Ò·ÈÏ ÛÒÂÈ Ì‚¯˙ ,ÈÚÈ·˘ ¯ÙÒ ,·



Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ÁÓ

Ï˘ Â„È„Ï .˙ÈÎÂ˙ ‰Ó‚È„¯Ù Â¯Â·Ú· ˘Ó˘Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÔÈ‡ Í‡ .ÌÈÂÚÈË ˙˜Ó‰Â
ÍÂÓÒÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÂÈÏÚ ¯˘‡ ,ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È ‡Ï‡ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÂÈ‡ ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ Ì„‡‰ ˜ÊÂ¯

.˙ÂÏÈ·‚ÓÂ ˙ÂÎÂ·Ò ˙Â·ÈÒ· ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰ Ï·˜È˘
˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ .ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ÌÈ˙È ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈË·È‰‰ ÏÎ˘ ¯Â·Ò ÂÈ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯
ÚÓËÈÈ˘ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ·ÈÎ¯ ÏÎ ,‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ Ï˘ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ,¯·Â· Ï˘ Â„È„Ï
‡Ï˘ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Ó ˙Â„ÂÒÈ· ˙ÂÊÁ‡È‰‰ .Ì‚¯Â˙Ó Á¯Î‰· ‰È‰È ÂÓÊ Ô· È„Â‰È Ïˆ‡
ÈÙÏ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ .˙ÈË˙Â‡ ‡ÏÎ ¯·Â· ÈÈÚ· ˙ÒÙ˙ ‚ÂÏ‡È„ ˙Â·˜Ú· ÌÂ‚¯˙ Â¯·Ú
‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙˙ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰˘ ˘Â¯„Ï ÈË˙Â‡ ‡Ï ‰È‰È ,ÂÈ‡¯˘ ÈÙÎ ,˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ
ÂÏÎÂÈ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈË·È‰˘ È„Î ,‰‚ÈÒÏÂ ‰ÚÈÎÏ ÌÈ‡¯Â˜‰ ‰ÈË·È‰ ˙‡ ‰Ê ÏÏÎ·Â ,È¯Ó‚Ï
ÌÂ‚¯˙ ÏÎ˘ Â‡ ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï ÌÈ˙È ÌÈ‡˘ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ Ì˘È .ÂÓÊ Ô· Ì„‡‰ Ï‡ '¯·„Ï'
ÈÙÎ ,È˘Â‡‰ ·ˆÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈË·È‰‰ ÏÎ ‡Ï˘ Ú„ÂÈ ˜ÊÂ¯ .„·Ï· È˜ÏÁ ‰È‰È Ì‰Ï˘
.È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚÏ Â‡ Â˙Ù˘Ï ÌÂ‚¯˙ È· Ì‰ ,Ì˙Â‡ ˙Ò¯Â‚ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰˘
Í¯„ ÏÚ ,ÍÎ .ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù Ï˘Â ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ Ï˘ Ì‰ÈÓÂ˘È¯ Â· ÌÈ¯ÎÈ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· Û‡
È˘Â‡‰ ·ˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰·ÈˆÓ ¯˘‡ ,'‰˙‡'‰ ÈÙÏ ˙Â‡ˆÓÈ‰ Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙‰ ,Ï˘Ó‰
˙˙È ‰È‡ ,('È˘Â‡‰ Â·ˆÓ· Â˙Â‡ ·ÈˆÓ ¯˘‡ ‡Â‰' :ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÏÈÓ·)

.ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï
˙ÂËÈ„¯Â‡Â˜‰ ˙ÂÎÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ‰ÓÏ ÌÈÈÏÏÎ ÌÈÂÂ˜· È˙ÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ÏÈÚÏ ÈÈ¯·„·
˙ÂËÈ„¯Â‡Â˜‰ ˙‡˘ È˙È‡¯‰ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰-˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ Â˙˘Ó Ï˘
ÈÎÂ ÂÏ˘ ¯ÂË˜Â„‰ ˙„Â·Ú· ¯·Î ¯˙‡Ï ¯˘Ù‡ – ˙ÂÈÎÂ˙‰ Ô‰ ˙ÂÈ¯Âˆ‰ Ô‰ –
‰¯È˙Á· ÔÈÈÙ‡˙˙ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰˘ ˘¯Â„ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù ˙Â·˜Ú·
ÈÚ„ÂÈÏ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÌÈ·ÂÓ ÌÈÂÚÈË ÏÚ ˙ÂÒÒÂ·Ó‰ ˙Â˜„ˆ‰·Â È˙ËÈ˘ ÁÂ˙È· ,˙Â¯È·ÒÏ
‰ÂÚ Â˙ËÈ˘˘ ‰‚Â‰‰ ‡Â‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰˘ ‰‡¯Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ 'ÏÎÈ‰Ï ˙Â·È˙' Â¯ÙÒ· .Ô"Á

.‰Ï‡‰ ˙Â˘È¯„‰ ÏÚ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡‰ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜· ˜ÊÂ¯ ˘Ó˙˘‰ ÂÏ˘ ¯ÂË˜Â„‰ ˙„Â·Ú·
ÌÂ‚¯˙ ÌÈ‚„‰Ï È„Î – 'È˘Â‡ ·ˆÓ'Â 'È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ·ˆÓ' ,'ÈÚ·Ë ·ˆÓ' – ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù
Â¯ÙÒ· .˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ù˘Ï Ì‚ ˙˜˜Ê‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙Ï ‰ÂÓ‡ ÈÈÁ Ï˘
‡Â‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈÓ˘‰ ‡¯È Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ ÔÈ· ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜ ˙ÂÎÂÂ˙Ó 'ÏÎÈ‰Ï ˙Â·È˙'
È„Â‰ÈÏ Ì‚ ¯‚˙‡ ·Èˆ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ˘ ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È Ï˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÔÈ·Â ,˘¯„Ó‰ ÔÓ ‰ÏÂÚ

.ÂÓÊ Ô·
‰·Ó·˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ,ÂÈ·˙Î· ˙ÂÈËÓ‚Â„Â ˙Â˘˜ÈÚÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ˜ÂÁ¯ Ì‡ Ì‚
‡Â‰ .ÔÂÈˆÏ ‰ÈÂ‡¯ '˙È˘¯„Ó ˙Â˘˜ÈÚ' ,ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù Ï˘ ÂÈÁÂÓ· ,‰Ï‚Ó ‡Â‰ Â˙˘Ó
¯Â·Ú· Ì‚ ¯˘Ù ÂÏ ˙˙Ï ‰ÒÓ ‡Â‰Â ,'ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È' Í¯Ú-‚˘ÂÓÏ ¯Î˙‰Ï ·¯ÒÓ

.È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰
,˙Â‡ÏÓÈ‚Ï Â˙˘È¯Ù Ï‚¯Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ 'ÙÂ¯ÙÏ ˘„˜ÂÓ‰ ,‰Ê È¯Ó‡Ó ÌÂÈÒ·
ÔÁ‰ ˙Â„ÈÓ· ¯·Ú·Î ˙·¯ÂÚÓ‰ ,‰Ê ‚ÂÒÓ '˙Â˘˜ÈÚ' Ï˘ ˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ ÂÏ ÏÁ‡Ó È‡

.Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ Ï˘ ¯ÎÈ‰‰ ÔÓÈÒ Ô‰˘ „ÒÁ‰Â



ÈÊÓ¯ ÌÚ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚ÙÓ ˜ÊÂ¯
Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈÏ ‰·Â‚˙

ÈÂ¯‰ ·‡Ê

ÌÈ˘È‡‰ „Á‡ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ 'ÙÂ¯Ù „Â·ÎÏ ‰Ê ÒÂÈÎ· Û˙˙˘‰Ï ÈÏ ‡Â‰ ‚ÂÚ
.È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‡¯˜È‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ‡¯‰ ,ÌÏÂÚ·Â ı¯‡· ,„Â‡Ó ÌÈËÚÓ‰

˙Â·¯ ˙Â·Â˘Á ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÌÈÏÚÓÂ ‰·˘ÁÓ ÌÈ¯¯ÂÚÓ Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈ ¯"„ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„
:˙Á‡ ‰È‚ÂÒÏ ˜¯ ‰¯ˆ˜· ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÈÂˆ¯· .Ô‰· ˜ÓÚ˙‰ÏÂ Ô‰· ÔÂ„Ï Ô˙È˘

.ÈÊÓ¯ Ô‡È‡ ÔÈ·Â Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÔÈ· ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰˘ÂÚ˘ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰‰

˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ ‰¯Î‰ ÏÚ ÈÊÓ¯

ÔÈ·Ï (discernment) ‰¯Î‰ ÔÈ· ‰˘ÂÚ ÈÊÓ¯˘ ‰Á·‰‰ ÈÎ ˜„ˆ· ¯Â·Ò ˜ÊÂ¯
ÔÈ·Â '‰ ˙ÚÈ„È ÔÈ·˘ ¯˘˜‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÂÏ ¯ÂÊÚÏ ‰ÈÂ˘Ú (commitment) ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
˙‡ ˘‚ÂÙ ÈÊÓ¯' ÂÂÈ„· ·¯ ÔÈÈÚ È˙‡ˆÓ .Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙˘Ó·˘ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰
ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÈÓÈÈÈ·‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÔÈ· Í¯ÂÚ ‡Â‰˘ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰‰ 1.'Ì"·Ó¯‰
ÔÚÂË ‡Â‰ .‰ÓÓ ‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ Ô‰Î ÌÏÂ‡ .˙ÙÏ‡ÓÂ ˙ÚÎ˘Ó ÈÏ ˙È‡¯ ÂÓÊ Ô· È¯ˆÂ‰
‰ÚÈ„È ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰˘ ¯Â·Ò ‡Â‰ .˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ Â‡ ˙ÂÈÓÂÈ˜ Ô‰ ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ÈÎ
.„·Ï· ÈÏËÓÂ¯ËÒÈ‡ ‡Â‰ ‡Ï‡ È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ ÂÈ‡Â ÈÓÂÈ˜ ÂÈ‡ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ïˆ‡ ‰˘ÚÓÏ
¯È·Ò‡Â Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÈÊÓ¯ ÔÈ· ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰˘ÂÚ˘ ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰Ï ¯˘‡ È˙Ú„ ˙‡ ÚÈ·‡ ÔÏ‰Ï

.Ô‰Î Ï˘ ˙¯Â˜È·‰ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ó ÈÈ‡ ÚÂ„Ó
˙ÏÏÂÁ˙Ó‰ Í¯„ ˙ˆÈ¯Ù ,˙ÈÓÂ‡˙Ù ‰ÈÂÂÁ ‡È‰ ‰¯Î‰‰ ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ ¯Â‡È˙‰ ÈÙÏ
¯·Ú· ÌÈ¯Â¯· ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï˘ ÌÈ¯·„ ÌÂ‡˙Ù .‰˜¯·‰ Â‡ ˜Ê·‰ ÔÈÚÎ ‡È‰ .˙Á‡ ÌÚÙ·
˙‡ ,˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰ÂÓ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Â¯ Â‡ ÌÂ‡˙Ù ;‰·Â˙ ˘È ÌÂ‡˙Ù ;ÌÈ¯ÂÂÁ˙Ó
˙¯ˆÂÈ ˙‡ÊÎ ‰¯Î‰ ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙· .ÏÂÏÎÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ Â‡ ÌÂ‡˙Ù ;ËÏË˘‚‰

.˙È„ÈÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
ÍÎÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰·ÂË ‰Ó‚Â„ ÔÈ‡ .'‰¯Î‰' ‡Â‰ discernment-Ï ÔÂÎ‰ È¯·Ú‰ ÁÂÓ‰

1Michael Rosenak, Roads to the Palace: Jewish Texts and Teaching, Providence and

Ian T. Ramsey, Religious Language, ‰ÂÂ˘‰Â ;Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1995, pp. 50–65

New York: Macmillan, 1963



ÈÂ¯‰ ·‡Ê 

ÌÈÏÈ˙Ù‰Â ˙Ó˙…Á‰ ÈÓÏ ‡ ¯Î‰ [‰„Â‰ÈÏ ¯Ó˙] ¯Ó‡˙Â' :ÂÎY‰Î ,ÁÏ '¯·· ¯Ó‡‰Ó
˙Ó˙ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ‰„Â‰È 2.'!ÈÓÓ ‰˜„ˆ :¯Ó‡ÈÂ ,‰„Â‰È ¯ÎÈÂ !‰Ï‡‰ ‰ËÓ‰Â
,ÔÈ·Ó ‡Â‰ Ú˙ÙÏ .‰‰Â˙Â ‰ËÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ,‰‰Â˙Â ÌÈÏÈ˙Ù‰ ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ ,‰‰Â˙Â
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ‰‡È·Ó ‰¯Î‰‰ :¯Ó‡˘ ‡Â‰ .'!ÈÓÓ ‰˜„ˆ' :„ÈÓ ·È‚Ó ‡Â‰ ÍÎÈÙÏÂ

.˙È„ÈÓ
Ô‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ô‰ ÌÈ„ ÂÊ ‰Ó‚Â„· .‰¯Î‰Ï ÈÊÓ¯ Ô˙Â˘ ˙Á‡ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï ‰˙Ú ‰Ù‡

.Ô‰Î

·˘ÈÈ˙‰˘ ‰ÏÂ‚Ú‰ „·Ï‰ ˙Ú·‚Ó· Ì„‡Î ‰Â˘‡¯Ï ÂÈÏ‡ ÂÚ„ÂÂ˙‰ ÈÏÂ‡
ÚÂ„È ‡Â‰ [...] ÌÈÈ¯‰ˆ‰ ˙ÁÂ¯‡· ÂÏÂÓ ÔÎ È¯Á‡ ÚÈÙÂÓ ‡Â‰ .˙·Î¯· ÂÈ„ÈÏ
Ï˘ ı·˘˙‰ ˙‡ ¯ÓÂ‚‰ [...] '„ÂÓÈÈ„ Ï·„' ˙¯È· ˙ÂÚÈ·˜· ÔÈÓÊÓ‰ Ì„‡Î ÂÏ
Ì„‡Î ÂÏ Ú„Â ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÚÂ·˘‰ ÛÂÏÁ· [...] ˙Â˜„ ‰¯˘Ú ˘ÓÁ· 'ÒÓÈÈË'‰
˙‡ ÂËÈ˘Â‰· ,¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ „Á‡ ÌÂÈ ÌÏÂ‡ [...] ÌÈ„ÏÈ ‰˘ÂÏ˘Â ‰˘È‡ ÂÏ ˘È˘
,'˙ÂÈ˘È‡'Ï ÍÙ‰ ˘È‡ ,'ÈÂÏÈ‚' ˘È ‰Ê Ú‚¯· .'Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ È‡ ,‡ Ë·‰' :Â„È
‰ÙÈÒÂ‰Ï ˘È˘ ‰„·ÂÚ „ÂÚ ˜¯ ÂÈÏÈ‚ ‡Ï .¯·˘ ‡Â‰ .„ÂÚ ÒÓ ÂÈ‡ Á¯˜‰

3.È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘‚ÙÓ Ú¯È‡ ‰˙Ú ‰Ê .ÌÂÈ ¯Á‡ ÌÂÈ ÂÙÒ‡˘ ˙Â¯Á‡Ï

ÂÏ Ô˙È˘ ˘„Á‰ Ú„ÈÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙Ú·Â '‰¯Î‰'‰ ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ ÈÊÓ¯ ,Ô·ÂÓÎ
.Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ ‡Â‰ ˙Ú·‚Ó‰ ÏÚ· ˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÓ˘˘ ÂÈ˘ÎÚ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ Â‡ Â˙ÂÎÊ· ¯˘‡Â
˙Á·Â˘Ó ‰¯È· „ÈÓ˙ ÔÈÓÊÓ ‡Â‰˘ ·Ï ÂÓ˘Â ÌÈËËÁ ÍÎ ÏÎ ÂÈÈ‰ Ì‡ ÈÎ ¯Â¯· È¯‰
‰¯˘Ú ˘ÓÁ· ¯‚˙‡Ó‰ ı·˘˙‰ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÙ ‡Â‰˘ ,(‰¯È· Ï˘ ‚ÂÒ ÏÎ ‡ÏÂ) ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ
,(‰Ú·¯‡Ï Â‡ ÌÈÈ˘Ï ‡ÏÂ) ÌÈ„ÏÈ ‰˘ÂÏ˘Ï ·‡Â ÈÂ˘ ‡Â‰˘Â (ÌÈ¯˘Ú· ‡ÏÂ) ˙Â˜„
ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ‰ˆÂ¯ ÈÊÓ¯ .ÂÓ˘ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ÂÁÏˆ‰ Ì‚˘ È‡„ÂÂÏ ·Â¯˜ ÈÈÊ‡
¯ÓÂ‡ ˙Ú·‚Ó· ˘È‡‰ ¯˘‡Î .ÌÈ˘‚ÙÓ ÏÚ ‡Ï‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚ ÏÚ ÌÈÒÒÂ·Ó ÌÈ‡ Ì„‡ È·
.˘‚ÙÓ ˙¯ˆÂÈ Ì˘‰ ˙¯ÈÓ‡ .˘‚ÙÓ ÂÓÚ ¯ˆÂÈ ‡Â‰ ,'Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ È‡ ,‡ Ë·‰'
˙‡ ıÁÂÏ ,ÂÈÏ‡ ˘‚È ‰È‰ ,ÂÓ˘ ˙‡ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ ¯·Î ÂÁ‡˘ ÂÁÈ‰· ,Ë¯Â˘ ¯Ó ÂÏÈ‡
.¯·˘ Á¯˜‰ ‰È‰ Ê‡ Ì‚ ;È„ ‰È‰ ÍÎ· Ì‚ ,'ÌÂÏ˘' ˙ÂË˘Ù· ¯ÓÂ‡Â ÍÈÈÁÓ ,Â„È
‰È‰ È„ .'ÌÂÏ˘' ˙¯ÈÓ‡ ‡Ï·Â „È‰ ˙ˆÈÁÏ ‡Ï· Ì‚ ‰¯Â˜ ‰È‰ ¯·„‰ ,„ÂÚÂ ˙‡Ê
‰¯Î‰‰Â !‰¯Î‰‰ ‡Ï‡ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ Ú„ÈÓ‰ ‡Ï !˘‚ÙÓ‰ ¯˜ÈÚ‰ .„·Ï· ÍÂÈÁ·
,ÌÈÎÒ È‡„ÂÂ· ,ÛÒÎ ˙ˆ˜ ÂÏ ‰ÂÂÏ˘ ¯ÁÓ ˘˜·È Ë¯Â˘ ¯Ó Ì‡ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙¯ˆÂÈ
¯Á‡Ï .ÌÈÎÂ· ˜ÙÒ ‡Ï· ÂÈÈ‰ ,ÏÂÓ˙‡ ˘˜È· ÂÏÈ‡ 4!Â˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ Â‡ È¯‰ ÈÎ

.ÌÈ·ÈÂÁÓ Â‡ ‰¯Î‰‰
ÌÈÈÓÚÙ .˘‚ÙÓ ˙¯ÈˆÈ· ÈÏÂ‚Ò Ì¯Â‚Î Ì˘Ï ‰·¯ ˙Â·È˘Á ÒÁÈÈÓ ÈÊÓ¯ ,ÔÎ‡
‡Â‰ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ 5.ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ÌÈÒÂÈÎ· Ì˘ È‚˙· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙‡ Á·˘Ó ‡Â‰ Â¯ÙÒ·

2.„ÂÚÂ Á–Ê ,·Ó ;‚Ï–·Ï ,ÊÏ '¯· ‰ÂÂ˘‰
3.29–28 'ÓÚ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ÈÊÓ¯ ;57–56 'ÓÚ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯
4.Ì˘ ,(Ì˘) ˜ÊÂ¯
5.125 ,29 'ÓÚ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ÈÊÓ¯
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6.Ì˘‰ ÏÚ ‰Ê¯Î‰‰ ‡Ï‡ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙¯ˆÂÈ‰ ‡È‰ Ì˘‰ ˙ÚÈ„È ‡Ï ÈÎ ˘È‚„Ó
‡Ï‡ ,ÂÓ˘ ˙‡ „ÂÓÏÏ ÂÁÏˆ‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ¯ˆÂ ‡Ï Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰

.Â˙Â‡ ÂÏ ‰ÏÈ‚ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó
‰¯Î‰‰ .ÈÊÓ¯ ˙Ú„Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ‰¯Î‰‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰ ·ÈË ‡Â‰ ‰Ó ¯Â¯· ‡Ï
‡Ï· ‰¯Î‰˘ ·˙ÂÎ ‡Â‰ È¯‰˘ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ˜ÈÙÒÓ È‡˙ Â„È„Ï ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡
‡È‰ 7.'˙ÂÚÈ·ˆÂ ˙ÂÎ ¯ÒÂÁ [...] ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙ÂÂ‚Ó‰ ˙Â„ÈÓ·˘ ‰ÚÂ¯‚‰' ‡È‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' ÈÎ ·˙ÂÎ ‡Â‰ È¯‰˘ ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ÈÁ¯Î‰ È‡˙ Â„È„Ï ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡ Ì‚
‡Ï· ‰¯Î‰ ‰Î˙È˙˘ ¯Â·Ò ÈÊÓ¯ ,ÍÎ Ì‡ 8.'˙ÂÏÈÏ‡Â ˙Â‡˜ ‡È‰ ‰¯Î‰ ‡Ï· ˙È˙„
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ·ÂÈÁ· ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‡Â‰ ÌÈÓÚÙÏ˘ ‰ÓÂ„ÓÎ .‰¯Î‰ ‡Ï· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
ËÒÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ó‚Â„‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÊÓ ‡Â‰ Ï˘ÓÏ .‰¯Î‰Ï ˙Ó„Â˜‰
‰˘ÓÈ˘ 'ÂÈ„È„ÈÏÂ Â˙ÏÈ‰˜Ï ,Â˙ÏÏÎÓÏ ˙ˆ¯Ó‰ Â˙ÂÓ‡'˘ ,Ë¯‚Ë˜Ó ÔÂ'‚ ÈËÈ¯·‰
‰˜˜Ê [...] ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰' ,¯È·ÒÓ ÈÊÓ¯ ,Ë¯‚Ë˜Ó ÏÈ·˘· .ÂÏ˘ ‰˜ÈÊÈÙËÓÏ ‰‡¯˘‰
ÌÏÂ‡ 9.'‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙Ï ‰˜˜Ê ‡È‰' ÌÈ¯Á‡ Ïˆ‡˘ Ì˘Î '‰¯È‰‰Ï È„Î [...] ‰˜ÈÊÈÙËÓÏ
ÂÈ‡ (˙ÈÊÈÙËÓ Â‡) ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ‰ÈˆËÓÂ‚¯‡ Ï˘ ‰„È˜Ù˙ ÈÎ ¯ÈÚÓ ‡Â‰ ¯Á‡ ÌÂ˜Ó·
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙Ú·Â ‰ÓÓ˘ ‰¯Î‰‰' ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï ‡Ï‡ ‰˘„Á ‰¯Î‰Ï Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ‡È·‰Ï
˜¯ ‡Ï‡ ,‰˘„Á ‰¯Î‰ ‰¯ˆÈ ‡Ï Ë¯‚Ë˜Ó Ï˘ ‰˜ÈÊÈÙËÓ‰ ‰Ê ÈÙÏ 10.'‰·Â‚˙Î
,Â˙ÏÏÎÓÏ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙Ú·Â ‰ÓÓ˘ ‰¯Î‰‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘· ‰¯‡È˙
‰¯Î‰‰ ÔÈ·˘ ÒÁÈ‰ ÏÚ ÈÊÓ¯ È¯·„· ˙Â¯È‰·‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ˙Â¯ÓÏ .ÂÈ„È„ÈÏÂ Â˙ÏÈ‰˜Ï
˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ‡È·‰Ï ‰¯Î‰‰ ÏÚ Â˙Ú„Ï ÈÎ ˜ÈÒ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÈÏ ‰Ó„ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ
.‰¯Î‰ ÏÚ „ÈÓ˙ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙˜„ˆÂÓ‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÈÎÂ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ È„ÈÏ

˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ ‰¯Î‰ ÏÚ Ì"·Ó¯‰

˙‡ ‰ÙÓ ‡Â‰ 11.Ì"·Ó¯‰ È·˙Î· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ‰¯Î‰ ÔÈ· ‰ÓÂ„ ÒÁÈ ‡ˆÂÓ ˜ÊÂ¯
Ô˙È‡ ÏÓ‚˘ ÔÂÈÎ' :‰¯Â˙ ‰˘Ó· ÂÈ·‡ Ì‰¯·‡ ÏÚ Ì"·Ó¯‰ È¯·„Ï Â·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙
Â·ÏÂ [...] „ÓÏÓ ÂÏ ‰È‰ ‡ÏÂ [...] ‰Ó˙ ‰È‰Â [...] Â˙Ú„· ËËÂ˘Ï ÏÈÁ˙‰ ,‰Ê
¯ÈÎ‰ ‰˘ ÌÈÚ·¯‡ Ô·Â [...] ˜„ˆ‰ Â˜ ÔÈ·‰Â ˙Ó‡‰ Í¯„ ‚È˘‰˘ „Ú [...] ËËÂ˘Ó
,ÔË˜‰ Ì¯·‡ 12.'(‚Ï ,‡Î '¯·) ÌÏÂÚ Ï‡ '‰ Ì˘· Ì˘ ‡¯˜ÈÂ [...] Â‡¯Â· ˙‡ Ì‰¯·‡

6.127–124 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘
7.190 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘
8.Ì˘
9.35–34 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘

10.41 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘
11Michael Rosenak, Tree of Life, Tree of Â¯ÙÒÏ ‰ÂÂ˘‰ .58 'ÓÚ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰‡¯

Knowledge, Boulder and Oxford: Westview Press, 2001, pp. 30–31

12.(ËÎ ,‚ ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ‰ÂÂ˘‰) ‚ ,‡ ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ,Ú„Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ ,‰¯Â˙ ‰˘Ó ,Ì"·Ó¯



ÈÂ¯‰ ·‡Ê ·

,Â˙Ú„· ËËÂ˘Ï ÏÈÁ˙‰ ,(„ÂÚÂ Á ,Ï ‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯·) ˘¯„Ó‰ ÈÙÏ ÌÈ˘ ˘ÂÏ˘ Ô·
Í¯„ ‚È˘‰') ˙Ó‡‰ ˙¯Î‰Ï ÚÈ‚‰ ÔÓÊ‰ ˙ˆÂ¯Ó·Â ÌÂ˜È‰ ˙‡ ¯Â˜ÁÏÂ „ÂÓÏÏ ,‰ÂÓ˙Ï
ÔÈ·‰Â') ˙È¯ÒÂÓÂ ˙È˙„ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ È„ÈÏ Â˙Â‡ ‰‡È·‰ ÂÊ ‰¯Î‰ .('˙Ó‡‰
¯Á‡Ï ,ÌÂ‡˙Ù .'Â‡¯Â· ˙‡ ¯ÈÎ‰' Ì‰¯·‡ ÌÈÚ·¯‡ ÏÈ‚· ˜¯ ÌÏÂ‡ .('˜„ˆ‰ Â˜
‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰¯Î‰ .Â‡¯Â· ˙‡ ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ‰ÎÊ ‡Â‰ ,ÌÂ˜È‰ ¯˜Á Ï˘ ÌÈ˘ Ú·˘Â ÌÈ˘ÂÏ˘
ÏÎ˘‰' ÔÈ·Ï Ì„‡‰ ˘Ù ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓ· ¯·Â„Ó ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ Ï˘ ÁÂÈÓ· .˘‚ÙÓ
˙˜È¯·'Î ¯‡Â˙Ó ‰Ê ˘‚ÙÓ ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ‰ÁÈ˙Ù· .ÈÓÏÂÚ‰ ÏÎ˘‰ È¯˜ ,'ÏÚÂÙ‰
ÏÎ' ˙ÚÈ„È ˜¯ ‡Ï ;ËÏË˘‚‰ ,ÏÂÏÎÓ‰ ˙¯Î‰ ‡È‰ ÏÚÂÙ‰ ÏÎ˘‰ ˙¯Î‰ 13.'˜¯·
.(„ ,‡ ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ) '˙ˆ˜· Ì˙ˆ˜ Ì¯˘˜‰' ˙ÚÈ„È Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ 'ÌÏÂÎ ˙Â‡ˆÓ‰
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ Â˙Â‡ ‰‡È·‰ ÏÂÏÎÓ‰ ˙ÈÈ‡¯Â ,ÏÂÏÎÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‰¯·‡ ‰‡¯ ÌÂ‡˙Ù Ú˙ÙÏ
‡¯˜ÈÂ' :‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ Ì‰¯·‡ ˘È„˜‰ ,Â‡¯Â· ˙‡ ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ‰ÎÊ˘ ¯Á‡Ï .‰˘„Á
,'ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÒÂÙÈË ·‡‰' ÈÎ „ÓÂÏ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ô‡ÎÓ .'ÌÏÂÚ Ï‡ '‰ Ì˘· Ì˘
¯ÈÎÓ‰ ,˜È„ˆ‰ ˘È‡‰' ‡Â‰ ,‰ÂÎ‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ Ì„‡ È· ÍÈ¯„‰Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
the] ‰ÂÎ‰ ‰¯Î‰· [...] ÈÂÏ˙ ÏÂÎ‰' ÔÎÏÂ ,'[who discerns correctly] ÔÂÎ Ï‡
‡Ï‡ ‡„¯‚ '‰¯Î‰' ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ÂÈ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÎ ·Ï Ï‡ Ì˘ÂÈ 14.'[right discernment

.'‰ÂÎ ‰¯Î‰' ÏÚ
‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÚÈ„È ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ïˆ‡ ÈÎ ÔÚÂË Ô‰Î ˜ÊÂ¯ È¯·„ ÏÚ Â˙¯Â˜È··
,Ì"·Ó¯‰ ÈÎ ¯È·ÒÓ Ô‰Î .„·Ï· ÈÏËÓÂ¯ËÒÈ‡ ‡Ï‡ È˙ÈÈÂÂÁ Â‡ ÈÓÂÈ˜ ÂÈ‡
ÌÈ‡˙‰ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ÈÚˆÓ‡Î ˜¯Â Í‡ È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ˙‡ ÒÙÂ˙ ,ÂËÒÈ¯‡ ˙Â·˜Ú·
‡Ï ,ÔÚÂË ‡Â‰ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ .ÏÎ˘‰ ÈÈÁ ˙‡ Á˙ÙÏ È„Î „ÈÁÈÏ ÌÈ˘Â¯„‰ ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰
Ì˘‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ô‰Î ˙Ú„Ï .ÈÏËÂËÒÈ¯‡ Ô˙ÏÎ˘ ‡Ï‡ È¯„ÂÓ ËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡ ‰È‰

.Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ '‰ÈˆÊÈ¯·Â·'·
ÈÏÂ‡ ÌÈÙ˜˙ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙˘Ó· ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÚÈ„È‰ ÔÈ·˘ ÒÁÈ‰ ÏÚ Ô‰Î Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„
ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ Ï·‡ ,˙È˙Ó‡ ‰¯Î‰ Ì‡¯Â· ˙‡ ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ÂÎÊ ‡Ï˘ ,ÔÂÓ‰‰ È·Ï ¯˘‡·
Ì‰¯·‡ ÂÓÎ ,‰Ï‡ ÌÈÏÈÎ˘Ó Ï˘ Ì„È„Ï .ÂÊ ‰¯Î‰· ÂÎÊ˘ ÌÈÏÈÎ˘ÓÏ ¯˘‡· ÌÈÂÎ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ¯ˆÂÈ (''‰ ˙¯Î‰') ÏÚÂÙ‰ ÏÎ˘‰ ÌÚ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ 15,Â·¯ ‰˘Ó Â‡ ÂÈ·‡
˙¯Î‰ ˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ÌÂ˜È‰ ˙‡ ÏÈÎ˘Ó‰ Ï˘ Â˙¯Î‰ .(˙ÂÂˆÓ) ˙È¯ÒÂÓ-˙È˙„ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ
Ô˜˙Ï È„Î ÌÂ˜È· ÏÂÚÙÏ ÏÈÎ˘Ó Â˙Â‡ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÂÎÈ ˙‡ Ì‚Â Â· Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÂ˜Ó
¯ÈÎ‰ ‰˘ ÌÈÚ·¯‡ Ô·Â') ÂÏÂÎ ÌÂ˜È‰ ˙¯Î‰ ÔÈ· ¯˘˜‰ .˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ˙‡
˙˘Ó· ('ÌÏÂÚ Ï‡ '‰ Ì˘· Ì˘ ‡¯˜ÈÂ') È˙„‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ('Â‡¯Â· ˙‡ Ì‰¯·‡
(„ ,‚) ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÒÏ ¯Á· Ì"·Ó¯‰ .¯˙ÂÈ· „·Î ‡˘Â ‡Â‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰
ÏÎ˘‰ ÏÏ‰˙Ó‰ ÏÏ‰˙È ˙‡Ê· Ì‡ ÈÎ' :‡È·‰ È¯·„Ï Â˘¯„È‰· ‰Ê ‡˘Â· ‡˜ÂÂ„
,Ë '¯È) 'È˙ˆÙÁ ‰Ï‡· ÈÎ ,ı¯‡· ‰˜„ˆÂ ËÙ˘Ó „ÒÁ ‰˘ÂÚ '‰ È‡ ÈÎ ,È˙Â‡ ÚÂ„ÈÂ

13.ÔÂ·˙ Ô·‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ '¯ ÌÂ‚¯˙· Ô‰ ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓÓ ˙ÂËËÈˆ‰
14.41 'ÓÚ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯
15.„ ,‡ ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ‰‡¯
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„ÒÁ' Ï˘ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ‰ ÌÈÚ·Â ('È˙Â‡ ÚÂ„ÈÂ ÏÎ˘‰') '‰ ˙¯Î‰Ó :˘¯Â„ Ì"·Ó¯‰ .(‚Î
!˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ˙Ú·Â ‰¯Î‰‰ ÔÓ 16.'ı¯‡· ‰˜„ˆÂ ËÙ˘Ó

ËÙ˘Ó „ÒÁ' Ï˘ ÌÈ˘ÚÓÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ‰‡È·Ó '‰· ‰¯Î‰˘ ,Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙„ÓÚ
˙Ú·Â ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ· ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ˙È˘¯Ù‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˙Â·¯ ‰Â„ ,'‰˜„ˆÂ
ÔÂ˘Ï .‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰‡È·Ó ‰ÏÎ˘‰‰ „ˆÈÎ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ÂÚˆÂ‰ ˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó ÌÈÎ¯„ .‰˘„Á‰
È¯Â˜Ó ÔÙÂ‡· ˙˘¯Ù˙Ó Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ Â˙„ÓÚ ,ÔÎ‡ .ought-Ï ‡È·Ó is-‰ „ˆÈÎ ,¯Á‡
.ÈÊÓ¯ ˙˘Ó· ˙ÂÚÈÙÂÓ Ô‰˘ ÈÙÎ '˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ'Â '‰¯Î‰' Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˜˙¯ÓÂ
ÔÈ·Ï ‰¯Î‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ÔÈÈÚ· ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„ ÏÎ ÌÚ ÌÏ˘ ÂÈ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ì¯·

.ÌÈÈÂ¯˜Ú ÌÈÈÈÚ È˘· ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚Ó ‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ ‡Â‰Â ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ

˙ÈÚËÂÓ ‰¯Î‰Â ‰ÂÎ ‰¯Î‰

˙¯„‚‰Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚Ó ‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰·˘ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰„Â˜‰
‡Ï· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' ‰˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙ÂÏÈÏ‡˘ ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ Â˙Ú„ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ó ÂÈ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˙ÂÏÈÏ‡‰
'˙ÈÚËÂÓ ‰¯Î‰'Ó ˙Ú·Â‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÏÈÏ‡˘ Â˙ÓÂÚÏ ÔÚÂË ‡Â‰ .'‰¯Î‰
,‡ Ì"ÂÎÚ ˙ÂÎÏ‰· Ì"·Ó¯‰ È¯·„ ÏÚ Ô‡Î ÔÚ˘ ˜ÊÂ¯ .(faulty discernment)
Ì„‡ È· ÂÚË ˘Â‡ ÈÓÈ·' :‰¯Ê ‰„Â·ÚÂ ˙ÂÏÈÏ‡ Ï˘ Ô˙ÂÂ‰˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯‡˙Ó‰ ‡
Ì˙Â [...] ÌÈÏ‚Ï‚Â ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ·ÎÂÎ ‡¯· ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰Â ÏÈ‡Â‰ :Â¯Ó‡ [...] ‰ÏÂ„‚ ˙ÂÚË
Â‰ÊÂ ,„Â·Î Ì‰Ï ˜ÂÏÁÏÂ Ì¯‡ÙÏÂ ÌÁ·˘Ï Ì‰ ÌÈÈÂ‡¯ [...] „Â·Î Ì‰Ï ˜ÏÁÂ ÌÂ¯Ó·
ÌÈÂÚÈË Ì‰Ï ÂÈ‰ Û‡Â ,‰¯Î‰ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˘Â‡ ÈÓÈ· Ì„‡‰ È·Ï ÌÓ‡ .'Ï‡‰ ÔÂˆ¯
Ì"·Ó¯‰ È¯·„Ó .˙ÈÚËÂÓ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙‡Ê‰ ‰¯Î‰‰ Ï·‡ ,‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯È‰Ó‰ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙
17.'‡ËÁÏ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ÏÈ·ÂÓ [...] ˙ÂÚËÂÓ ˙Â¯Î‰ ÂÏ ˘È˘ ˘È‡‰' :˜ÈÒÓ ˜ÊÂ¯
ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÈË˘Ù‰ ˙ÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ‡ÂÙ‡ Ï·˜Ó ÂÈ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯
‡Â‰ .¯˙ÂÈ ˙È˙¯Â˜È·Â ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÁÎÂÙÓ ÂÏ˘ Â˙˘È‚ .˙ÈË˙Â‡ ‰¯Î‰ ‡È‰ ‰¯Î‰ ÏÎ˘
‰„Â·Ú È„·ÂÚ Ï˘ '˙ÈÚËÂÓ‰ ‰¯Î‰‰' ÔÈ·Ï Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ '‰ÂÎ‰ ‰¯Î‰‰' ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·Ó
‰¯Î‰‰ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ Ì‡ Â˙Ú„Ï ‰È‡ ˙Ú¯ÎÓ‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰Ï‡˘‰ .‰¯Ê
‰¯Î‰· Ï˘Î˘ ˘È‡‰ ÂÈ¯·„ ÔÂÈ‚‰ ÈÙÏ .˙ÒÒÂ·Ó ‡È‰ ‰¯Î‰ ÔÈÓ ‰ÊÈ‡ ÏÚ ‡Ï‡
ÍÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ¯‚˙‡‰ ÍÎÈÙÏ .ÏÏÎ ‰¯Î‰· ‰ÎÊ ‡Ï˘ ˘È‡‰ ÔÓ ‰·¯‰· ÔÎÂÒÓ ˙ÈÚËÂÓ
ÍÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ¯‚˙‡‰ .‰¯Î‰Â ‰¯Î‰ ÏÎÏ ÌÈÁÂ˙Ù ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ „„ÂÚÏ ÂÈ‡

.˙ÈÚËÂÓ‰ ‰¯Î‰‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÂÎ‰ ‰¯Î‰‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ‡Â‰
,¯Ó‡Â ÂÈÏ‡ ˘‚È ˘È‡‰ ,¯ÂÎÊÎ .‰ÏÂ‚Ú‰ ˙Ú·‚Ó· ˘È‡‰ ¯·„· ‰Ó‚Â„Ï ¯ÂÊÁ‡
ÂÈÂÂÏ‰ ˙¯ÁÓÏÂ '‰¯Î‰' ‰˘Á¯˙‰ ÂÈ¯·„ ˙Â·˜Ú· .'Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ È‡ ,‡ Ë·‰'
„ˆÈÎ ?ÈÓÂÓ¯Ú ‰ÊÁ˙Ó ‡ÏÂ 'Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ' ˙Ó‡· ‡Â‰˘ ÂÚ„È „ˆÈÎ Í‡ .ÛÒÎ ÂÏ

16,„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,Ï·ÂÈ Â‰ÈÓ¯È Ì‚¯˙ ,„ ˜ÏÁ ,‰˜È˙‡ ,‰ÊÂÈÙ˘ ÍÂ¯· ‰ÂÂ˘‰
.1 ÔÂÈÚ 37 ËÙ˘Ó ,316–314 'ÓÚ ,‚"Ò˘˙

17.41 'ÓÚ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯



ÈÂ¯‰ ·‡Ê „

ÛÒÎ‰ ˙‡ ÂÏ ‰ÂÂÏ˘ ¯Á‡Ï ÈÏÂ‡ ?˙ÈÚËÂÓ ‰È‡Â ‰ÂÎ ÂÏ˘ ‰¯Î‰‰˘ ÂÚ„È
:„Á‡ ¯·„· ÚÎÂ˘Ó È‡ 18?ÂÈÏÚ ÌÈ¯Ú‰ ‡Â‰˘ ˙Ú„Ï ÁÎÂÂÈÂ „ÈÓ˙Ï ÌÏÚÈÈ ‡Â‰
˜ÊÂ¯ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯Ú‰Ï ‰˘˜˙Ó ‰È‰ ‡Â‰ ,‰ÊÁ˙Ó ‰ÏÂ‚Ú‰ ˙Ú·‚Ó· ˘È‡‰ ‰È‰ ÂÏÈ‡

.ÈÊÓ¯ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯Ú‰Ï ‰˘˜˙Ó ‰È‰˘Ó ¯˙ÂÈ
'‰¯Î‰ ‡Ï· ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ' – ˙ÂÏÈÏ‡Ï ÈÊÓ¯ Ô˙Â˘ ‰¯„‚‰‰ :¯Ó‡È‰Ï ˙Ó‡‰ ˙˙È
ÚÎ˘Ó ,˙ÂÏÈÏ‡Ï ¯Á‡ ¯Â‡È˙ Ì‚ Â¯ÙÒ· ˘È .‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ‰ˆÓÓ ‰È‡ –
˜È˙Ú‰ È¯·Ú‰ ¯ÂÒÈ‡‰ ˙‡ ¯È·ÒÓ ÈÊÓ¯ ˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ Ì˘· ÔÈÈÚ‰ ·¯ ÂÂÈ„· .¯˙ÂÈ
˙‡ Â˙¯Î‰ .ÔÈ¯Â˙ÒÓ· „ÈÓ˙ ÈÂ¯˘ ,·˙ÂÎ ‡Â‰ ,È˙„‰ „ÓÚÓ‰ .Ì˘‰ ˙Ú·‰ ÏÚ
˙ÂÓ„Ê‰· ÈÎ ‡ÂÙ‡ ¯ÓÂÏ ÂÏÂÎÈ ÂÏÈ‡' :‰‰Â˙ ÈÊÓ¯ .˙Ï·‚ÂÓÂ ‰¯ÒÁ ÌÏÂÚÏ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡
ÌÊÈÏÓ¯ÂÙÏ ¯·„‰ ÏÈ·ÂÈ ‡Ï ÌÂÏÎ ,‡ÏÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÓ˘ ˙‡ ¯ÒÓ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ
˙Ú„Ï ÏÂÎÈ „·Ï· ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡' :·È˘Ó ‡Â‰Â 19,'?¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÏÈÏ‡‰ ‚ÂÒ‰ ÔÓ È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙
È‚ÂÏ‰ ÌÂ˙Ò˘‰ ‡È‰ È‰ÂÏ‡‰ Ì˘‰ Ï˘ ˙ÚÓ È˙Ï·‰ ˙Â˜Ó˜ÓÁ‰ [...] ÂÓ˘ ˙‡
‰Ú„Ï ÌÈ˜¯ÙÏ ‰ËÂ ÈÊÓ¯ Ì‚ ÈÎ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„Ó ÚÓ˙˘Ó 20.'˙ÏÏÂÎ ˙ÂÏÈÏ‡ „‚
˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÂÈ„Ó Ô‰ ˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ Ì˘· ÂÂÈ„Ó Ô‰ .˙ÈÚËÂÓ ‰¯Î‰ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÏÈÏ‡‰ ÈÎ
.˙ÂÈËÒÂ‚‡ÏÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÂÈËÒÂ‚Ï ‰·Â¯˜ ˙ÂÏÈÏ‡‰ ÈÎ ¯Â¯È·· ‰ÏÂÚ Ì"·Ó¯‰ È¯·„·

?'‰˘ÚÂ ÚÓ˘' Â‡ 'ÚÓ˘Â ‰˘Ú'

‰¯Î‰‰˘ ‰Á‰Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚Ó ‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰·˘ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰„Â˜‰
ÌÈÓÚÙ˘ ÂÂÈÒÈÓ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ ÂÁ‡ ÌÈÎÁÓÎ˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ˙Ó„Â˜
ÂÏ ¯ÓÂ‡‰ ÍÁÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÂÈÒÈ ‰Ê ÔÈ‡ ÌÂÏÎ' :¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ .‰¯Î‰Ï ˙Ó„Â˜ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
¯˘‡ ‡È‰˘ ÌÈÂÂ˜Ó Â‡ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó Â‡˘ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ· ÌÈÏÈÁ˙Ó Â‡ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· ÈÎ
,˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ 22.'ÚÓ˘Â ‰˘Ú' Ï˘ ÏÂ„‚‰ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ ‰Ê 21.'?‰¯Î‰Ï ÏÈ·Â˙

18ÈËÈ¯·‰ ÔÓ‡‰ ·¯ .Ë¯ËÈ‡· ËÓÁ˘‰ È¯˙‡· ¯Ú ÔÂÈ„· È˙Ï˜˙ ÌÂÒ¯ÙÏ ÂÊ ‰‡ˆ¯‰ ÈÎ¯»Ú·

ÌÂÏÚ Ô˜Á˘ ÏÚ (9.9.2001) 'Û¯‚ÏË ÈÏÈÈ„ ÔÂ„ÂÏ'· ˙Â·‰Ï˙‰· ·˙Î (!ÍÎ) Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ

Ô˜Á˘‰ ÔÓ Ï·È˜˘ ÌÈÊÓ¯Ó .Ë¯ËÈ‡· ËÓÁ˘‰ È˜Á˘Ó· ˙Â·¯ ÌÈÓÚÙ ÂÒÈ·‰˘ ÔÂ‡‚ Ì˘
È·Â· ¯·Ú˘Ï ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÛÂÏ‡Â ¯‚˙ÒÓ‰ È¯ËˆÒ˜‡‰ ÔÓ‡‰ ·¯ ‡Â‰ ‰Ï‰˘ Ë¯Â˘ ˜ÈÒ‰ È¯Â˙ÒÓ‰

Â¯·Ò ÌÈ¯Á‡ .˙ÏÏÎÂ˘Ó ·˘ÁÓ ˙ÎÂ˙ ‰È‰ Â·È¯È˘Â ‰ÚËÂ‰ Ë¯Â˘˘ ÂÚË ÌÈ˜ÙÒ .¯˘ÈÙ

ÔÓ‡ ·¯ Ï˘ (discernment) ‰ÈˆÈ‡ÂËÈ‡‰ ÏÚ ÍÂÓÒÏ ˘È˘ Â˜ÒÙÂ Â˘ÂÁÈ· ˜„Âˆ Ë¯Â˘˘
‡Â‰ ÌÚÙ‰ .ÌÈÙÒÂ ÌÈ˜Á˘ ÒÈ·‰Â Ë¯ËÈ‡· ·Â˘ È¯Â˙ÒÓ‰ Ô˜Á˘‰ ÚÈÙÂ‰ ÌÈÓÈÏ .Â˙ÂÓÎ˘

Í‡ .Ë¯Â˘ Ï˘ Â˙˜ÒÓ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ï ‰˙Ú ÂË ÌÈÁÓÂÓ ¯˙ÂÈÂ ¯˙ÂÈ .'¯˘ÈÙ È·Â·' Ì˘· ‰‰„Ê‰
.ÏÏÂÁ˘ ‰ÓÂ‰Ó‰ ÏÚ Ïˆ˙‰ ˘ÈÂ·Ó‰ Ë¯Â˘Â ,¯·„‰ ˙‡ ¯˘ÈÙ ˘ÈÁÎ‰ 2002 ¯‡ÂÈ ÛÂÒ·

19.128 'ÓÚ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ÈÊÓ¯
20.129 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘
21.59 'ÓÚ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯
22.‡"Ú ÁÙ ˙·˘ ,ÈÏ·· ;Ê ,„Î 'Ó˘



Ô‰Î Ô˙ÂÈÏ ‰·Â‚˙ :ÈÊÓ¯ ÌÚ Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚ÙÓ ˜ÊÂ¯‰

˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÈÈÒ ¯‰ Ê‡Ó' :ÔÓÂÈ˜Ó ˙Ú·Â‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰¯Î‰Ï ˙Ó„Â˜ ,˜ÊÂ¯ ¯È·ÒÓ
23.'‰¯Î‰Ï ˙Ó„Â˜

Ì˘· ‡¯˜ ÍÎ ¯Á‡ ˜¯Â Â‡¯Â· ˙‡ Ì„Â˜ ¯ÈÎ‰ Ì‰¯·‡ ‡ÂÏ‰ .˙Â˘˜‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡
ËÙ˘Ó „ÒÁ' ˙ÈÈ˘ÚÏ Ì„Â˜ 'È˙Â‡ ÚÂ„ÈÂ ÏÎ˘‰'˘ „ÓÈÏ ‡È·‰ Â‰ÈÓ¯È ‡ÂÏ‰ ;'‰
.ÛÒÎ ÂÏ ÂÈÂÂÏ‰ ÍÎ ¯Á‡ ˜¯Â ,Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ ˙‡ Â¯Î‰ Ì„Â˜ ‡ÂÏ‰ ;'ı¯‡· ‰˜„ˆÂ
ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ?'‰˘ÚÂ ÚÓ˘' Â‡ 'ÚÓ˘Â ‰˘Ú' – ˙‡Ê ¯È·Ò „ˆÈÎ
‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ È„ÈÏ ‰‡È·Ó‰ ‰¯Î‰ È„ÈÏ ‰‡È·Ó‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ Ï˘ Í˘Ó˙Ó ÍÈÏ‰˙Î
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ‰Ê ÈÙÏ .‰‡Ï‰ ÔÎÂ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ‰¯Î‰ È„ÈÏ ‰‡È·Ó‰ ¯˙ÂÈ
˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ ÏÂÎÈ ÈÊÓ¯ .‰ˆÈ·Ï ˙ÏÂ‚¯˙‰ ÔÈ·˘ ÒÁÈÏ ‰ÓÂ„ ‰¯Î‰Ï
Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ ‰ÓˆÚ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰¯Î‰ ÈÎ ‰ÚÈ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï·‡ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰¯Î‰Ó ˙Ú·Â
ÈÏÂ‡) ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ?Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ Ï˘ ‰Ó‚Â„‰ ÏÚ ¯ÓÂÏ ÏÎÂ ‰Ó .˙Ó„Â˜ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
‰ÏÂ‚Ú‰ ˙Ú·‚Ó· ˘È‡‰˘ ÍÎÏ ·Ï ÌÈÓ˘ ÂÈÈ‰ ‡Ï ÈÎ (ÒÈÂÏ Ï‡ÂÓÚ ˙‡¯˘‰·
‡Â‰ ÂÎÏ‰Ó·˘ ÔÓÊ‰ Í˘Ó ˙‡ ÌÈ„„ÂÓ ÂÈÈ‰ ‡Ï ,'„ÂÓÈÈ„ Ï·„' ˙Â˙˘Ï ‚‰Â
ÈÓÂ Â˙ÈÈÚ¯ ÈÓ ¯¯·Ï ÌÈˆÓ‡˙Ó ÂÈÈ‰ ‡Ï ,'ÒÓÈÈË'‰ Ï˘ ı·˘˙‰ ˙‡ ¯Â˙ÙÏ ‰ÒÈ
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÏ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡ÏÓÏÈ‡ ,ÏÏÎ ÂÓÓ ÂÏ ˙ÙÎ‡ ‰È‰ ‡Ï ÏÏÎ·Â ,ÂÈ„ÏÈ Ì‰
ÁÁÂ˘Ï ,Â˙‡ ˘‚ÙÈ‰Ï ÂÈˆ¯ ÈÎ ¯·˙ÒÓ .Â˙Â‡ ‰¯˘Ù‡Â ˘‚ÙÓÏ ‰Ó„˜˘ È‰˘ÏÎ
‰ÓˆÚ ‡È‰ ,˘‚ÙÓÏ ‰Ó„˜˘ ,ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙ÙÎ‡‰ .Â¯ÈÎ‰Ï Û‡Â ,ÂÓÚ ¯·Á˙‰ÏÂ ÂÓÚ
˙˘‚Ï ËÈÏÁ‰ ÔÎÏÂ ÂÏ˘ ˙‡Ê‰ ˙ÂÈ˙ÙÎ‡· ˘Á È‡„ÂÂ· Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ .˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÔÈÚÓ

.'Ë¯Â˘ Ï'‚ÈÈ È‡ ,‡ Ë·‰' ÂÏ ¯ÓÂÏÂ ÂÈÏ‡
ÔÈÈÚ· ˜ÊÂ¯Ï ÈÊÓ¯ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÚ„‰ È˜ÂÏÈÁ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÈÏ ‰‡¯ Ì¯·
ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ .ÈÎÂÈÁ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ ‡Â‰ 'ÚÓ˘Â ‰˘Ú' .˙¯Á‡ Í¯„· 'ÚÓ˘Â ‰˘Ú'
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ;˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ ˙Ó„Â˜ ‰¯Î‰‰ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÓËÒÈÙ‡ ‰ÈÁ·Ó .È‚ÂÏÂÓËÒÈÙ‡
.ÍÂÈÁ ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ;‰È‚ÂÏÓËÒÈÙ‡ ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ÈÊÓ¯ .‰¯Î‰Ï ˙Ó„Â˜ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰
(Ú·Ë‰ ÈÚ„Ó· ¯˜ÈÚ· ˙Â˜ÒÂÚ‰) ‰¯Â˙‰ È„ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ‰¯Â˙ ‰˘Ó·
.È‚ÂÏÂÓËÒÈÙ‡‰ ¯„Ò‰ ‰Ê ÈÎ ,(¯ÒÂÓ· ¯˜ÈÚ· ˙Â˜ÒÂÚ‰) ˙ÂÚ„ ˙ÂÎÏ‰Ï ˙ÂÓ„Â˜
Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ ÂÁ‡˘ Ì„Â˜ ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ ÂÁ‡ Ï·‡
‡·¯Â ÈÈ·‡„ ˙ÂÈÂÂ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Â‡ ‰Ê· ‡ˆÂÈÎ .ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ¯„Ò‰ Â‰Ê ÈÎ ,Ú·Ë‰ ÈÚ„Ó
˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ¯„Ò‰ ÈÙÏ È¯‰ ÈÎ ,‰·Î¯Ó‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Â‡˘ Ì„Â˜
Â‡ ÂËÒÈ¯‡ ÈÙÏ 25.˙ÈÎ‡ÓÂ˜È‰ ‰˜È˙‡· ÂËÒÈ¯‡ ‰¯ÂÓ ÍÎÂ 24.‰¯Î‰Ï ˙Ó„Â˜
Â‡ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï ˙Â·¯ ÌÈ˘ ˜¯Â ,ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ
‰˘Ú') ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Í¯„‰ .‰È„Ó‰ ˙¯Â˙ ˙‡Â ˙Â„ÈÓ‰ ˙¯Â˙ ˙‡ Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ

.('‰˘ÚÂ ÚÓ˘') ˙È‚ÂÏÂÓËÒÈÙ‡‰ Í¯„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÎÂÙÈ‰ ‡È‰ ('ÚÓ˘Â

23.60 'ÓÚ ,(1 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯
24Ì„‡ Ï˘ Â˙Ú„ ÌÈ·˘ÈÈÓ Ì‰˘ ÌÓÈ„˜‰Ï Ì‰ ÌÈÈÂ‡¯' :‚È ,„ ‰¯Â˙‰ È„ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ,Ì"·Ó¯

.'‰ÏÈÁ˙
25.‡1095 ,‚ ,‡ ,˙ÈÎ‡ÓÂ˜È ‰˜È˙‡ ,ÂËÒÈ¯‡



ÈÂ¯‰ ·‡Ê Â

ÌÂÎÈÒ

¯˙ÂÈ ˜ÈÂ„Ó ÈÏÂ‡ Â‡ .Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ ·ÂË ÔÈ·‰Ï ÂÏ ¯ÊÂÚ ÔÎ‡ ÈÊÓ¯ ÈÎ ¯¯·˙Ó
,ÂÊÓ ‰¯˙È .Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ ·ÂË ÔÈ·‰Ï ÂÏ ¯ÊÂÚ ,ÈÊÓ¯ ˙¯ÊÚ· ,˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ
Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÂÏ ¯ÊÂÚ ˜¯ ÂÈ‡ ('Ì"·Ó¯‰ ˙‡ ˘‚ÂÙ ÈÊÓ¯') ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÂÈ„
ÒÓÏÙ˙‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÈÎÂ‡Â Ô‰Î .‰ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏÂ ÈÊÓ¯ Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó ¯Â¯È·Ï Ì¯Â˙ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡
¯Î˘ ‡ˆÈ ÈÊÓ¯ ÈÎ ‚ÈÏÙ„ Ô‡Ó ˙ÈÏ Ï·‡ ,ÈÊÓ¯ ÌÚ Â˘‚ÙÓÓ ¯Î˘ ‡ˆÈ Ì"·Ó¯‰ Ì‡

.˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÚ Â˘‚ÙÓÓ



0

‰˙ÈÎ· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú
˙ÂÙ˘ Ï˘ ˘‚ÙÓ

È„˜˘ ¯˘‡

ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ Ï˘ ÌÂÈ‚‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰ ÚÈˆÓ (Shulman, 1992) ÔÓÏÂ˘ ÈÏ
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ,‰ÈÈ‰˙· ‰¯Â˜Ó ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰˘ ‰Ú˘· ÂÈ¯·„Ï .ÍÂÈÁ‰ È˘‡ Ï˘ ÌÂÈ‚‰
˙˘ÂÁ˙Ï ÍÂÈÁ‰ È˘‡ Ï˘ ‰·Â‚˙‰ Ô‰ ˙ÂÁÈÏ˘‰ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Â ‰‚‡„‰ .ÏÂÎÒ˙· Â¯Â˜Ó

.ÍÂÈÁ‰ È˘‡ ˙‡ ÚÈÓ‰ ˜Ï„‰ Ô‰ Ô‰Â ,ÏÂÎÒ˙‰ È·ˆÓÏÂ ˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ·‰
Ï˘ ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ ˙Â·¯‰ ÂÈ˙Â„Â·Ú ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ·
‰Â·‚ Ô˘ Ï„‚Ó· ÔÂÎ˘Ï ÂÓˆÚÏ ¯È˙Ó ÂÈ‡˘ ˙Â‚‰ ˘È‡Ï ˙Â„Ú Ô‰ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
ÍÂ˙Ó Í¯„‰ ÍÂÈÁ ˘È‡Î ·È‚Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ .„·Ï· ‰ÈÈ‰˙ È„È ÏÚ ÚÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰ÏÂ ˜ÁÂ¯ÓÂ
‡ÒÈ‚ „ÁÓ ˙ÈÂÈÚ ‰„Â·Ú ÔÈ· Í˘Ó˙Ó‰ ·ÂÏÈ˘‰ .˙ÂÁÈÏ˘ ˙˘ÂÁ˙Â ‰‚‡„ ,ÏÂÎÒ˙
‰˜Ó˘ ‡Â‰ ‡ÒÈ‚ Í„È‡Ó È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï

.Â„ÂÁÈÈÓ ˙ˆ˜Ó ˜ÊÂ¯Ï
˙‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏÂ ÌÂÊÈÈÏ ˘„˜ÂÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙„Â·Ú· ·Â˘Á ˜¯Ù
˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ÚÈÓ‰ .'˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰' – ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
‡È‰ ,ÌÈÎÁÓ‰ ,ÂÈÙÏ ˙„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙Ú¯ÎÓ‰ ‰ÈÚ·‰' :˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ·· ‰˘ÂÁ˙‰ ‡È‰
·Â¯ Ïˆ‡Â ‰„ÈÓ ‰˜ ÏÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ ËÚÓÎ ÔÂÏ˘ÈÎ ‡È‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡¯Â‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰
ÌÈ‡ (ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó ˜ÏÁ ˙ÂÁÙÏÂ ,ÌÈ¯Â‰‰ ·Â¯Â) ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ·Â¯ [...] ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ·ˆÚÏ "‰˙ÂÎÊ" ˙‡Â ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó
ÏÂÎ ˜·ÂÁ ¯Â˜Ó ˙Â„‰È· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ .ÂÈÏ‡Ó Ô·ÂÓ ¯·„Î ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á‰Â ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰

.(Rosenak, 1986, p. 15) 'ÌÈ·ÂÈÁÂ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó Ï˘
ÍÂÈÁ‰ È·ÈÎ¯ ˙Ú·¯‡ ÔÈ·˘' ‰ÚÓ˘Ó ,˜ÊÂ¯„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰ÁÏˆ‰
.˙ÈÂÓ¯‰Â ‰‡È¯· ÌÈÒÁÈ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ˙ÓÈÈ˜ [‰·È·Ò‰Â ÌÈÎ˙‰ ,„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ,‰¯ÂÓ‰]
„ÓÂÏ‰ ;ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ Ú„È ÈÙÂ‚Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ „ÓÏÏ ÏÂÎÈÂ ‚ˆÈÈÓ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ‰ÊÎ ‰¯˜Ó·
‡Â‰ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ·˘ ÔÈ·ÓÂ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ „ÂÓÏÏ Í¯Âˆ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÚ·Ë· Ï·˜Ó
˙‡ ‡Ë·ÓÂ ÏÈÎÓ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ˘ ÏÂÎ‰ ÏÚ Ï·Â˜Ó .ÌÎ¯Ú ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ „ÓÏÈ Ì‚
.(Ì˘) '‰Ï‡ ÏÎ· ˙ÈÈÂÚÓÂ ˙ÎÓÂ˙ ‰·È·Ò‰˘Â „ÂÓÏÏÂ „ÓÏÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ˙‡

0*;‡Ù 'ÓÚ· ÚÈÙÂÓ ‡Â‰Â ÒÈÏÈ‚ Ï‡ÎÈÓ È„È· ·˙Î „Á‡‰ .‰·Â‚˙ È¯Ó‡Ó È˘ Â·˙Î ‰Ê ¯Ó‡ÓÏ
.33 'ÓÚ· ÚÈÙÂÓ ‡Â‰Â È˜ÒÈ˜ÂÏ ÛÒÂÈ È„È· ·˙Î È˘‰



È„˜˘ ¯˘‡ Á

‰Ù˘ ˙‡¯Â‰Î ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡¯Â‰

˙‡¯Â‰Ï ‰ÈÂ‡¯ ‰˘È‚ ˘˜·Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ· ?È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰ÁÏˆ‰Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ „ˆÈÎ
‰Ù˘Î ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÚÈˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Â ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
‡Ë·Ï Ô˙È ‰˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·˘ ,(42 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) '‰Ï˘Ó ÌÈÈ„ÂÁÈ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÂ ˜Â„˜„ ˙ÏÚ·'

.ÈË˙Â‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡
,Ì˘) ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡Â˘ ,'?˙Â„‰È ˙Â„‰È‰ ÔÈ‡ ‰È„ÚÏ·˘ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Ù˘ ‡È‰ ‰Ó'
‰Ù˘ ‡È‰ – ˜ÂÈ„ ¯˙ÈÏ Â‡ – ‰Ï ˘È ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰' :·È˘Ó ‡Â‰Â 1.(64 'ÓÚ
˙ÓÊÓ‰ ,˙„ÁÂÈÓ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘È ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â„ÓÚÏÂ ÌÈ˘ÚÓÏ ,ÌÈÏÈÓÏ ‰˙¯‚ÒÓ·˘
'˙ÂÈ„ÂÁÈ ˙¯Â˘˜˙ ÈÎ¯„ ˙ÂÎÓ ‡È‰˘ ÍÎ· ÌÈÂÒÓ È„Â‰È "„ÁÈ ˙ÂÈ‰" ˙¯˘Ù‡ÓÂ

.(Rosenak, 1992, p. 32)
‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ÈÂ‡¯ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ ÏÚ ÈÎ ÔÚÂË ˜ÊÂ¯ ‰Ï‡ ÂÈ¯·„ „ÂÒÈ ÏÚ
ÈÏ· .È˙Ó‡ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ ÂÈ‡ ÂÊ‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÓ ÂÈ‡ ¯˘‡ ÍÂÈÁ' :˙È„Â‰È‰
ÌÈÈ„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ˙‡Â ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎ‰Ï „ÂÓÏÏ ¯˘Ù‡-È‡ "‰Ù˘"‰ ˙ÚÈ„È

.(Rosenak, 1986, p. 42) '˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘
ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÈÓÈ· È„Â‰È‰ ¯ÚÂ‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙ÈÈÚ· ÌÏÂ‡
,˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Ù˘ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ‰ÒÓ˘ ÈÓ ÏÎ ÈÙ· ÌÂÒÁÓÎ ˙„ÓÂÚ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰Â
ÏÎ ÔÈ‡ Ì‰È¯Â‰Ï .˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Ù˘ ˙‡ „ÂÓÏÏ ÔÂˆ¯ ÌÂ˘ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï˘ [ÔÂÂÈÎ]'
˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰¯·Á·Â ,‰˙Â‡ "ÌÈ¯·Â„" ÌÈ‡ Ì‰Â ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÙÏÎ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ˙˘ÂÁ˙
– ˙È„Â‰È‰ "‰Ù˘"‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ¯˘Ù‡ „ˆÈÎ [...] .‰È„ÚÏ· ÔÈÂˆÓ ¯„˙Ò‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡
‡ÂˆÓÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÈ¯˘˜ ÂÏÈ‡ ?‰· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó ÌÈ‡˘ ÈÓ ˙‡ – ‰È‰˙ ¯˘‡ ‰È‰˙

.(64 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) '?ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙Â¯ÎÂÓ‰ "˙ÂÙ˘"‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‰È·
‚˘ÂÓÎ – '˙Â¯ÙÒ' – ÂÂÈ„Ï ‚˘ÂÓ „ÂÚ Û¯ˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÈÚ·‰ ÏÚ ‰·Â˘˙·
.‰Ù˘‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‡Ë·Ï Ô˙È˘ ‰Ó ‡È‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ÂÈ¯·„Ï .'‰Ù˘' ‚˘ÂÓÏ ÌÈÏ˘Ó
È·Á¯Ó ˙‡ ,[‰Ù˘‰ Ï˘] ÌÈÈ¯˘Ù‡‰Â ÌÈÈ˘ÓÓ‰ ‰È˘ÂÓÈ˘ ˙‡ ˙ÁÂ· ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰

.(Rosenak, 1995, p. 223) '˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÙ˘Ï ‰È˙Â˜ÈÊ ˙‡Â ‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰
˘Ó˙˘Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ‰ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ·‰ ÔÂÈ„·
ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˜ÈÈÓ Ï˘ Ì˙Â‚‰Ó ıÓÈ‡ Ì˙Â‡˘ ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ „Óˆ·
˙Â˘Ó˘Ó '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' .(Peters, 1981) Ò¯ËÈÙ „¯'ˆÈ¯ Ï˘Â (Oakeshott, 1962)
˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰Â ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙·‰Ï ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰

.‰Ê ÏÏÎ·

1.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ¯˘‡ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ Ò¯ÂÙ ˜ÊÂ¯ (Rosenak, 1986) Ì„˜ÂÓ‰ Â¯Â·ÈÁ·
˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ï ÈÂËÈ· ,˙Â„‰È‰ È¯˜ÈÚ Ï˘ ¯Á‡ ÁÂÒÈ ‡È‰ Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡ ÏÎ – '˙ÂÙ˘' Ú·¯‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰

ÛÈ„ÚÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ (Rosenak, 1992; 1995) ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÁÂ‡Ó ÌÈ¯Â·ÈÁ· ÈÎ ‰‡¯ .ÂÈÓÈ· ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰

'˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ'· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡· ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó Ô‡Î .˙Á‡ ˙È„Â‰È ‰Ù˘ ÏÚ ¯·„Ï
.Ô‰· ˙Ú·ÂÓ ‰Ù˘‰˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰



‰˙ÈÎ· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚË

ÈÎ¯„Â ˙Â‡„È‡ ,ÌÈÈÂÓÈ„ ,˙ÂÂÓ‡ ,˙Â˘È‚ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ‡È‰ .‰·È˘Á Í¯„ ‰ÚÓ˘Ó ‰Ù˘
ÈÒÂÙ„ ,¯˜ÁÓ ˙ÂËÈ˘ ,‰˜È¯ÂË¯ ,˙Â·‰ ,˙ÂÈÚ· ,˙ÂÁ‰ ‰ÎÂ˙· ˙¯ˆÂ‡ ‰Ù˘ .‰ÏÂÚÙ
‰Ù˘‰' :ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ ÏÎ ÔÈ· Ï˜˘Ó‰ ÈÂÂÈ˘ ˙‡Â ¯„ÒÂ ˙ÂÓ¯Â ,ÌÈÏÓÒ ,‰¯·Á
ÂÈÏ‡Ó Ô·ÂÓ ‰È‰È ‰Ó ÌÈ¯È„‚Ó‰ ÌÈ·‡˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ,˙Ù˙Â˘Ó‰ ˙Â‰Ê‰ ˙‡ ÂÏ ‰˜ÈÚÓ
¯˘˜‰· .(Rosenak, 1995, p. 19) 'ÂÏ˘ ˙¯Â˘˜˙‰Â ÈÂËÈ·‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙‡ ,Â¯Â·Ú·
ÏÈÁ‰Ï ÌÈˆÂ¯ ÌÈÎÁÓ‰˘ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ‰Ù˘‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘
ÏÚ ‰ƒ‚Ó ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' :˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‰Ù˘‰ ÌÚ ˘‚Ù „ÈÓÏ˙‰ .Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙Ï
.(224 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) '‰˙Â‡ ‰·ÈÁ¯ÓÂ ‰Ï˘ Û˜È‰‰ ÏÚÂ Ï‡ÈˆËÂÙ‰ ÏÚ ‰„ÈÚÓ ,‰Ù˘‰
ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ‰] ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·' :˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˜¯ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡Â·Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ù˘‰
ÍÂ˙· ˙È· ÔÂÎÏÂ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ·ˆÚÏ È„Î ‰Ù˘‰ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂÎ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ‚ÙÓ [‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡
˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÚËÏ .(20 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) '‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯·„Ó‰ ‰Ï‡ ÏÈ·˘· ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰
ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ‰ ˜¯' :‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ‰ È„È· ˜¯ ¯ˆÂÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ
ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ Ì‰ ˜¯ ;‰¯˘Ú‰Ï ,ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó ÌÈÈÁÏ ,È˙Â·¯˙ ÈÂËÈ· Ì˘Ï ‰· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï
Â˘Â¯ÈÙ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ ˜ÊÂ¯„ ‡·ÈÏ‡ .(19 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) '‰˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙Â¯ÙÒ ¯ÂˆÈÏ
ÔÈ·‰Ï ˘È ÈÎ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò Â‡' :˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙¯·Ú‰
˙˘„Â˜Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Ù˘ ˙¯·Ú‰Î È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ „È˜Ù˙ ˙‡

.(224 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) '˙ÂÈ‚ÂˆÈÈ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙Â¯ÈˆÈ ˙‡¯Â‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· ÔÎÂ
Ì‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡È˘ È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙È· ‰Ù˘· ‡ÂˆÓÏ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ ˙ÂÂÎ‰Î ÒÙ˙ ÍÂÈÁ‰
‡· '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ÈÎ ‰Ó„ .‰Ù˘‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· ˙Â¯ÙÒ ¯ÂˆÈÏ
ıÂ¯ÙÈ ‡Ï ÈÎ ÁÈË·‰ÏÂ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰· ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ¯Â„‚Ï
‰Ù˘‰ Í‡ ,˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯Â ˙Á˙Ù˙Ó ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙¯ÈˆÈ· ¯·Â„Ó ÌÓ‡ .‰ˆÂÁ‰ ˙È·‰Ó
˙‡ ‰¯È„‚Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙Â‚‰ .˙È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ ·Á¯ÓÏ ÌÈ¯„‚ÂÓ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙Ú·Â˜
ÂÎÂ˙· Â˘ÓÓÈ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰˘ ·Á¯Ó‰ ˙‡ ÍÎ ÍÂ˙·Â ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÏÈÁ‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯˘ ‰Ù˘‰
‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ÂÊ ‰Ù˘ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ .˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰· Â‡ˆÓÈÂ ˙‡Ê‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡

.ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ Ï˘ ÌÎÂÈÁ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÏÁ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
,˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰
.˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰ ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ„Â‰È ÌÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡Â ÌÏÂ‰‰ ÌÈÈÂËÈ· ˙‡ Â‡ˆÓÈ ‰˙¯‚ÒÓ·˘
ÏÚ „·· „· ¯ÂÓ˘ÏÂ Ì¯Â·Ú· ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰˘ ˘ÂÁÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡ ‰Ï‡
ÈÏ· ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ¯‡˘È‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ¯ÂÊÚ˙ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' :˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ì˙Â‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰
ÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂ„È‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯ÂˆÈÏ ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ‰ ˙‡ „„ÂÚ˙ Ì‚ ‡È‰ ;˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡ „·‡Ï

.(30 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) '‰˘Â„˜ ‰Ù˘ ‰˙Â‡ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·

˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Â ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÁÈË·˙˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ¯Á‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁ·

¯ÚÂÏ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ
‡È‰ ‰Ó ¯¯·Ï ˘˜·Ó (Rosenak, 1986) ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÈ‡˘
·‚‡ È˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ‰¯ÂÙ ÁÈ˘Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÌÚ ‰˙¯ÊÚ· ÚÈ‚‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ‰È‰È˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
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„ˆÈÎ' :˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙· ‰Ï‡˘‰ ‰ÁÒÂ ÍÎ .˙ÈË˙Â‡ ˙È„Â‰È ‰Ù˘· ˘ÂÓÈ˘
˙Ú· (˙Â¯ÙÒ) ÈËÂÂÏ¯Â (‰Ù˘) ÈË˙Â‡ ‰È‰È˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡
˜ÊÂ¯ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ÔÂÈ„Â ‰·È˘Á ˙¯‚ÒÓÎ .(34 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) '?˙Á‡ ‰ÂÚ·Â
‡È‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ì‡ ,Â˙ËÈ˘Ï .˙È·ÈË˜Â„È‡-˙È·ÈË¯·ÈÏ„‰ ‰·È˘Á‰ ˙‡ ıÓ‡Ó
ÌÂ˜Ó·Â .È¯ÂÈ¯Ù-‡ ˙ÂÓÈ‡˙ÓÂ ˙ÂÂÎ ˙Â¯ËÓ ‰Î˙È˙ ‡Ï È¯‰ ,È˙ÈÈÚ· ·ˆÓÏ ‰ÚÓ
Ê‡ ˜¯Â ‰Ï Ì¯Â‚‰ ‰Ó ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ,‰ÈÚ·‰ ˙‡ ÁÒÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ,ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Á ¯ÒÂÁ ˘‚¯ÂÓ˘

.È¯˘Ù‡ ÔÂ¯˙Ù ÔÂÁ·Ï
ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ 'ÌÂ‚¯˙' ˙‡ ‰ÂÂ‰Ó‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ ‡È‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰
ÔÂÈ„ ÍÏ‰Ó· .˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÈÚ·Ï ‰·Â˘˙ ‰· ˘È˘ ,‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰˘È‚Ï
Fox, 1985;) ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ È·ÈÎ¯ ˙Ú·¯‡ ÏÎ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ÌÈ‡· ‰ÊÎ˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ
ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎÏ ÈÂËÈ· ˙˙Â‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰·Â˘˙ ˙‡ˆÓÂ ,(Schwab, 1973
˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÏÚ ‰„Â·Ú‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï ‰˘Ú˘ ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙Â·˜Ú· .Ì‰ÈÈ· ÌÈ˘‚ÙÓÏÂ ÂÏÏ‰
ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ˙Â˘È‚‰ ÈÎ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ÚÈ‚Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ
˘‚ÙÓÏ ˙ÂÓÏÂ‰ ˙Â·Â˘˙ ˙˙Ï ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙·· ÌÂÈÎ ˙ÂÁÂÂ¯‰
.˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÈ‡˘ È„Â‰È‰ ¯ÚÂ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ·˘
˙Â„‰È‰ Ô˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ (˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰) '˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ'‰ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ·
ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ‡Ï Û‡ .‰ÈÚ·Ï ˙ÓÏÂ‰ ‰·Â˘˙ ˙Â˜ÙÒÓ ÔÈ‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÙÏ ˙‚ˆÂÓ
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ¯ÓÂ˘‰ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ‰ÁÈÏˆÓ ˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ‰
˙Â¯ÓÂ˘ ˙Â˘È‚‰ ÔÓ ˙ˆ˜Ó .ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ ÈÈÚ· Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙‡ ÁÈË·ÓÂ Ì‰Ï˘
ÍÎÈÙÏ .˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰Ó ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙Ó Ô‰ Í‡ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ
ÌÚ ‰ÓÁÏÓ Ï˘ ·ˆÓ·' ÌÈ‡ˆÓ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â˘È‚ ÌÈˆÓ‡Ó‰ ÌÈÎÁÓ‰˘ Ò¯Â‚ ˜ÊÂ¯
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ˙Â¯˙ÂÂÓ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â˘È‚ .(Rosenak, 1986, p. 31) 'Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙
˜¯ ‡Ï ˙Â„‰È‰'˘ ÍÎÓ ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙Ó Ô‰˘ ¯·„‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó .˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯· ˙Â„˜Ó˙ÓÂ

.(40 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) 'È„ÂÁÈÈ ¯ÒÓ Ì‚ ‰Ï ˘È ‡Ï‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ˙Ï‡Â˘
ÔÈ·Ï (‰Ê ÏÏÎ· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓÂ) ÂÈÓÈ Ô· ‡¯Â˜‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï È„Î
¯Ó„‚ ‚¯Â‡‚-Ò‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙‡ ıÓ‡Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
,ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÈ‡ È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÔÈ·Ï Ô·ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰Ï ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ' :(Gadamer, 1975)
,ÂÏ˘ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰Èˆ‡ÂËÈÒ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ‡Ï‡ ¯·Ú‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ

.(Rosenak, 1995, p. 22) '¯·Ú‰ Ï˘ ˙Ó„˜ÂÓ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÂÏ ‰˜ÈÚÓ‰
È˙˘ ÔÈ· ÔÂÊÈ‡ ˙‡ÈˆÓ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‡Â‰ ËÒ˜ËÏ ‡¯Â˜‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ,ÔÎ Ì‡
.˙Ù˙Â˘Ó ˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ „Ú – ‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ ÂÊÂ ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ – ˙Â‡¯ ˙Â„Â˜
ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ˙„„ÁÓ ˙Â˘¯Ù ÏÎ ÈÎÂ ˙È¯Â˜Ó ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÔÈ‡ ÈÎ ‡È‰ ‰Á‰‰
'ÌÈ˜ÙÂ‡ ˘‚ÙÓ' Ô‡Î ÏÏÂÁ˙Ó ,¯Ó„‚ Ï˘ ÂÂ˘ÏÎ .Â˙Â‡ ‰˘Ó Û‡Â ˙˘¯ÙÓ ‡È‰˘
˙È·¯Ó ·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙· ËÒ˜ËÏ ·È˘˜Ó ‡¯Â˜‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· .‡¯Â˜Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ ÔÈ·
¯ˆÂ˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙Â‡¯‰ ˙„Â˜ ÌÚ ÂÏ˘ ˙Â‡¯‰ ˙„Â˜ ˙‡ ˘È‚ÙÓÂ
.ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ÏÚ ¯ÓÂ˘ – ‡¯Â˜‰Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ – „Á‡ ÏÎ ‰Ê ÁÈ˘-Â„· .ÁÈ˘-Â„
˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡ ÁÈË·‰Ï ˙Ó ÏÚ .‰Ê È˘¯Ù ˘‚ÙÓ ˙„ÏÂ˙ ‡È‰ ˙¯ˆÂ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
¯ÂˆÈÏ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘· ÈÂˆÓ‰ ‡¯Â˜ ÏÚ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙‡Â
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Û¯Ëˆ˙ ÂÊ ˙Â¯ÙÒ .È„Â‰È‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ˙˘„Á˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ˙‡ Û˜˘˙˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ
,˙Â¯ÙÒ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ·ÈÈÁ ¯Â„ ÏÎ' .Â˙Â‡ ¯È˘Ú˙Â Â˙Â‡ ·ÈÁ¯˙ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÂ¯‡Ï

.(25 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) '˙·ÂÓ È˙Ï· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÂÙ‰˙ Â‡ ‰Ù˘‰ ÁÎ˘È˙ ‡Ó˘
‰Ù˘· ¯·„˙) ˙ÈË˙Â‡ Ì‚ ‰È‰˙˘ ,(˙Â¯ÙÒ) ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ¯Á‡ ˘ÂÙÈÁ·
Ô· Ì„‡‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Á˙ÙÏ ¯˘Ù‡˙) ˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯ Ì‚Â (˙È„Â‰È
˙ÈÎ˙‰ ‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· .‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó‰ ‡È‰ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„-˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ÈÎ ‡ˆÂÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ,(ÂÈÓÈ
ÛÈÒÂ‰ÏÂ Â¯Â„ ˙ÂÈÚ·Ï ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰·Â˘˙ ˙˙Ï ˙˘˜·Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ‡È‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ
‰˘È‚ ÁÂ¯· .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÏÈÁ‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó Â‡˘ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ÈËÂÂÏ¯ „ÓÓ
ÂÎ¯Ú ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ „ÂÓÈÏ ˙Â„ÈÁÈ 1992–1980 ÌÈ˘· Â·˙Î ÂÊ
.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÈÙÂÏÁ ‰˘È‚ ‰·ˆÂÚÂ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙ÂÈÂÓÏ˙˘‰Â ˙Â‡„Ò

ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÚ ˘‚ÙÓ· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú '˙Â¯ÙÒ'

˙‡ ‰˙Ú ‰Ï ‰ÈÁ ‡È‰Â ,ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÏÂ‚Ï‚ ÌÈ˘‰ Í˘Ó· ‰¯·Ú ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰
ÌÈ·¯ ¯ÙÒ È˙· .‰È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ ÈÂÂÈÏ‰Ó ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ËÚÓÎ ˙˜˙ÂÓ ,ÌÈÈ‡ÓˆÚ‰ ‰ÈÈÁ
˙‡ Â˘Î¯ (ÍÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈ Û‡ ÈÏÂ‡Â ˙Â·¯ ˙Â¯˘ÚÏ ÚÈ‚Ó ˙ÂˆÂÙ˙·Â ı¯‡· Ì¯ÙÒÓ)
ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ ÌÈ¯Á‡· ,˙ÏÏÂÎ ˙Î¯ÚÓÎ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ ¯ÙÒ È˙· ‰ÓÎ· .‰È¯ÙÒ
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó ÌÈ„Á‡ .·ÈÈÁÓ‰ ˙Â„ÈÁÈ‰ ÏÂÏÎÓÏ ¯˘˜ ‡Ï· ‰Ï˘ ˙Â„„Â· ˙Â„ÈÁÈ
˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰Ó ˙ˆ˜Ó ÌÈÚÈÓËÓ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ,‰˙ÂÏÏÎ· ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ˙ÂÓ‡ ÏÚ ÌÈ¯È‰ˆÓ
˘È ,˙Â·Â‚˙‰ .‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï Ì‰Ï˘Ó ÌÈÙÈÒÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó ÌÈ·¯ .‰· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰
‰·¯‰ Û‡ ÈÏÂ‡ ,‰·ÂËÏ ‰ÚÈ˙ÙÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙‰ ÌÈÂÒÓ Ô·ÂÓ· .ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ˙Â„‰Â‡ ,¯ÓÂÏ
˙Â¯ÙÒÎ ÈÎ¯Ú-È‡„È‡‰ „ÓÓ· „Â˜ÈÓ‰ .‰È·˙ÂÎÂ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÈÓÊÂÈ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆÏ ¯·ÚÓ
Ï·˜˙‰ ,‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ËÏ˜ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÙÏ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡ ‰˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‚Èˆ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘
ÌÓˆÚÏ ‰·ÂÁ ÌÈ‡Â¯˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏÂ ¯ÙÒ È˙·Ï Ë¯Ù .‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÏÚÂÙ· ˘ÓÓ˙‰Â
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ ÔË˜ ËÂÚÈÓÓ ıÂÁÂ ,˙È˙ÎÏ‰-˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ ÁÂ¯· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó „ÓÏÏ
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ·Â¯ ,˙ÈÂÏÈÁ-˙ÈÚ„Ó Í¯„· ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏ ÈÂ‡¯ ÈÎ ÌÈ¯·ÂÒ˘

.È¯˘Ù‡Â ÈÂ‡¯ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÔÂÂÈÎ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú-˙È‡„È‡‰ ‰˘È‚· ÌÈ‡Â¯
˙È¯˘Ù‡ ‰·Â˘˙ ?ÈÎ¯Ú-È‡„È‡‰ „ÓÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó˘ ‰·ÈÒ‰ ‰Ó
Shkedi &) Í"˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ·¯˜· ı¯‡· ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ· ‰ÈÂˆÓ ÂÊ ‰Ï‡˘ ÏÚ
ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ· .(Nisan, in press; Shkedi, 1997; Shkedi & Horenczyk, 1995
‡ˆÓ .Í"˙‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÈÙÏÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰Â ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ÂÁ·
˙Â¯ÙÒ‰Â ‰Ù˘‰ – ˙¯Á‡ ÔÂ˘Ï· Â‡ Ì˙Â„‰È ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ÈÎ
Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ‡˜Â„ Â‡Ï) Ì˙Â„‰È ˙‡ ÌÈÈ˘È‡‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ· ‰· ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘
˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙· ËÈÏ˘‰ Ì¯Â‚‰ ‡Â‰ ‰Ê ÔÙÂ‡ – (ÌÈ¯ÂÓÎ Ì˜ÂÒÈÚ
ÏÎ ÏÚ ‰È¯˜Ó Ì˙Â„‰È ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙ .ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰
ÁÂ¯· „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÎÂ˙ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÌÈËÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .Í"˙‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈÙ˙Â˘‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰
‰·Â˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,˙È˘È‡‰ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó‰
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„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÎÂ˙ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï Ì˙ÈÈË .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ „ÓÏÏ ˘¯ÂÙÓ· ˙˘˜·Ó
ÌÈ¯˜Ó·˘ „Ú ‰˜ÊÁ ‰Î ‡È‰ ˙È˘È‡‰ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ Ì˙Ù˜˘‰ ˙‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙‰ ÁÂ¯·
‰Ù˜˘‰‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙È˘È‡‰-˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ Ì˙Ù˜˘‰ ÔÈ·˘ ¯ÚÙ· ÌÈÈÁ·Ó ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ ÌÈ·¯
‰È·˙ÂÎ ˙ÂÂÂÎÓ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈÓ Ì‰Â ,˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰

.(Shkedi, 1998)
.˙Á‡ ‰˘˜Ó ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ‡ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ¯Â¯·
ÂÏ‡ .ÂÈÓÈ· ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰‰ ÔÂÂ‚ÓÏ ÈÂËÈ· ˙ÂÂ‰Ó ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÒÈÙ˙
ÈÏÚ· ,˙ÈÂÏÈÁ ‰Ù˜˘‰ ÈÏÚ·Â ˙È˙„-˙ÈÂÓ‡ ‰Ù˜˘‰ ÈÏÚ· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÌÈ·ˆÈ ÂÏ‡ „ˆ·
˙Â¯ÓÏÂ ,˙‡Ê ÌÚ .È¯„ÂÓ‰Â ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï ÌÈËÂ‰ ‰Ï‡Â ˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ ‰ÈÈË
ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜ÓÏ ÌÈÒÁÈÈÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ,˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ÔÂÂ‚Ó
ÈÎ ‡ÂÙ‡ ÁÈ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ .˙ÈÎ¯Ú-˙È‡„È‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯·Â ÏÂÎÏ Ì„Â˜
Ï˘ ÈÎ¯Ú-È‡„È‡‰ ÔÙÏ ˙Â·È˘Á ÒÁÈÈÏ ‰ËÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó Ï˘ ˙È„Â‰È‰ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙
ÈÎ¯Ú-È‡„È‡‰ „ÓÓ‰ ÚÂ„Ó ‰¯È·ÒÓ‰ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙˘ ‰‡¯ .ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÂÊ ‰ÈÁ·Ó .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯ÓÏ ÌÈ‡˙Ó ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘
ÌÈÏÈÓ· .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ˙Â·‰Ï ÌÈ˜È˘Ó ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈË·È‰
ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï ‰˜È˘Ó ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ ,˙Â¯Á‡

.Ì˙Â„‰È ˙‡ ‰·
?˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˙‚ˆÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ‰‰Ê ÔÎ‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Ì‡‰ Í‡
˙ÒÙ˙‰ ÂÊÂ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˙‚ˆÂÓ‰ ÂÊ ,˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ÈÂˆÈÁ ÔÂÈÓ„· ˜¯ ¯·Â„Ó ÈÏÂ‡
˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˜„˜Â„Ó ÔÂÈÚ ?ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÈÚ·
˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ÈÎ¯Ú-ÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ÌÈÈÙÂ‡ ˙‚ˆ‰· ˙˜Ù˙ÒÓ ‰È‡ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÈÎ „ÓÏÓ
È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ÔÙ‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ‰˘È‚„Ó ˙ÈÎ˙‰ .(˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ì˘Ó ÚÓ˙˘Ó˘ ÈÙÎ) ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰

.ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘

Â„ÓÏÈ Ì‰ Ì‡ ,˙Â„‰È· ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â·È˘Á· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Â¯ÈÎÈ Ì‡
‰˙ÂÓÏ˘· ‰Ï·˜Ï ˜¯ ¯˘Ù‡˘,˙Á‡ ˙È˙ÂÓ‡ ‰˘˜Ó ‡Ï ˙Â„‰È· ˙Â‡¯Ï
Û˙˙˘‰ÏÂ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ „ÂÓÏÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÂÎ ÂÈ‰È Ì‰ ,‰˙ÂÓÏ˘· ‰˙ÂÁ„Ï Â‡

.(Rosenak, 1986, p. 56) ‰· ÌÈÏ‰˙Ó‰ ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡È„·
Ì‰È˙Â·Â˘˙ È¯ÂÁ‡Ó˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÌÈ˘˜·˙Ó ÌÚÙ ‡Ï
ÁÂÎÈÂ Ï˘ ÂÎÏ‰Ó ˙‡ '¯ÊÁ˘Ï' Â‡ ¯·Ú‰ ÔÓ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏÓÂ ÌÈ˘¯Ù Ï˘
ÈÙÏ] ‡È·‰Ï ÍÁÓ‰ ÏÚ [...] ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â˜ÒÓÏ Â‡ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ÍÈÏÂ‰ ¯˘‡
Ô‚Èˆ‰ÏÂ ˙Â·Â˘Á ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒÏ ˙ÂÚ‚Â‰ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙Â˘È‚ ‰ÓÎÂ ‰ÓÎ [ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰

.(58 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) ÏÈÎ˘Ó‰Â È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÁÂ˙Ù‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡Î

˙¯‚ÒÓ ÍÂ˙· ÈÂˆÓ‰ ‚ÂÏ‡È„· ‡Ï‡ ,‚ÂÏ‡È„ Ì˘Ï ‚ÂÏ‡È„· ¯·Â„Ó ÔÈ‡˘ ¯Â·Ò ˜ÊÂ¯
.‰¯Â¯· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰¯ËÓÏ ¯˙ÂÁ‰Â ˙·ÈÈÁÓ

˙ÂÓÏÈ„‰ .ÌÈÁÂÎÈÂÂ ÌÈÂÈ„ ˜¯Â Í‡ ÂÈ‡ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ Í‡
.˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ˙‡ Ì˘ÈÈÏ Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÒÒÂ·Ó ÔÓˆÚ ˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú‰
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‰„·ÂÚ‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÓÏÚ˙Ó ÂÈÈ‰ ,‰ÈÚ· ÏÎ Ï˘ ÌÈ„„ˆ‰ È˘ ˙‚ˆ‰· Â˜Ù˙Ò‰ ÂÏ
ÌÈÎ¯Ú Ï˘ Ì˙Â‰ÓÏ Ú‚Â‰ ÏÎ· ‰¯Â¯· ‰„ÓÚ ˙Ë˜Â ˙Â„‰È‰˘ ‰·Â˘Á‰
‰Á·‰‰ [...] ÔÈ·Ï ,˙Â·ÂË ÔÏÂÎ˘ ,¯˙ÂÈ Â‡ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰ÏÂ

.(76 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘) Ú¯Ï ·ÂË ÔÈ·

˙È„Â‰È ‰Ù˘ ÔÈ· „ÈÓ˙Ó Á˙Ó· ˙ÈÈÙÂ‡Ó ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÈÎ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰‡¯
„ÈÓ˙Ó ‚ÂÏ‡È„·Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú· ,˙ÂÂÈÚ¯· ˙„˜Ó˙Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ÔÈ·Ï ˙¯‚ÒÓÓÂ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ
˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ .ÌÓˆÚ ÔÈ·Ï ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ·Â ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ÔÈ·
ÈÏÂ‡ ¯˘Ù‡ .˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ· ÔÈÏÓÂ‚ ÈÒÁÈ ‰ÚÈˆÓ ‡Ï‡ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰‚ÈˆÓ ˜¯ ‡Ï
˙‡Â ‰È˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ‰˘È‚„ÓÂ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó ÂÊ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ
˙Â¯ÙÒÎ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡Ï ÔÎ Ì‡ ¯˘Ù‡ .‰ÓÓ ˙¯Ê‚‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰

.˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„-˙ÈÎ¯Ú
Ì‚ Ì‡‰ Í‡ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯Â·Èˆ ·¯˜· ·ËÈ‰ ËÏ˜ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ÔÙ‰ ÈÎ ÂÈ‡¯
‰ÈÈÙÂ‡ ˙‡ ˙„·‡Ó ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÂÈ„ÚÏ·˘ ,È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ÔÙ‰ – ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ¯Á‡‰ ÔÙ‰ ˙‡
ÌÈ„Â‰È˘ ÍÎÏ Ú„ÂÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ .‡Â‰ ÍÎ ‡Ï ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ?ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÂËÏ˜ – ‰„ÂÁÈÈ ˙‡Â
˙ÏÁ‰Î È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ Ï˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ·˜Ó Ì‰ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,ÂÈÓÈ·
‰Ù˘‰ ˙ÓÈÈ˙ÒÓ Â·˘ ÌÂ˜Ó·Â ‰È˙ÂÏÂ·‚· ,‰Ù˘‰ ˙¯„‚‰· Ì‰ÈÈ· ÌÈ˜ÂÏÁ ,‰Ù˘
‰¯Â˜Ó˘ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â¯ÙÒ ÔÎ˙È˙ ÈÎ ÌÈ¯·ÂÒ ÌÈ·¯ ,ÔÎ ÏÚ ¯˙È .˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÓÂ
ÌÈ„Â‰È .˙Â¯Ê '˙ÂÙ˘' Ï˘ ˙ÂÚÙ˘‰ ‰ÎÂ˙· ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰ ˙‡ÊÎ ˙ÂÁÙÏ Â‡ ˙Â¯Ê '˙ÂÙ˘'·
‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ÔÈÈÚ· ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ÏÚ ˜ÂÏÁÏ ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ·¯
ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ·¯ .‰Ù˘‰ ˙¯„‚‰ ÔÈÈÚ· Ì‰ÈÈ· ÌÈ˜ÂÏÁ ÂÓÊ È· ÌÈ„Â‰È' .˙Â¯ÙÒÏ
ÏÏÎ ÌÈÁÂË· ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ·¯ ;‰È‰˙ ‡È‰˘ ÌÈˆÂ¯ ÂÈ‰ ÌÓˆÚ Ì‰ „ˆÈÎ ÌÈÁÂË·
˙ÂÈÈÚÓ [˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·] ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÈÈ˘ÚÂ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ,‰Ù˘‰˘

.(Rosenak, 1995, p. 245) 'Ì˙Â‡ ˙Â˜ÈÒÚÓÂ
Ï˘ ÈÎ¯Ú-ÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ÔÙÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰· ‰˜ÈÓÚÓ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰
Ì˜ÏÁ .˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÙ˘ ÔÂÂ‚Ó· ÌÈ¯·Â„ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ˙„ÓÏÓ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ÔÙ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘È‚„Ó ÌÈ¯Á‡Â ,Ì˙Ù˘ Ï˘ ˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Ï ÌÈÚÂË
ÔÈ·Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡ ‰Â˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÈ·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .‡˜ÂÂ„
˙Â¯ÙÒ· ‰‡Â¯Â ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ‰Ù˘ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ˙‡ ÏÏÎ Ï·˜Ó ÂÈ‡ Ì˜ÏÁ .˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
˙·ÈËÁ· Í"˙Ï ‰¯ÂÓ ,ÏÎÈÓ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ .‰Ù˘‰ Ï˘ ‰˙˘Ó È˙Ï·Â È‚¯Â‡ ˜ÏÁ

:ÌÈÈÈ·‰

‰ˆÂ¯ ‰Ê .˘¯Â„ ËÒ˜Ë‰˘ ‰Ó ÈÙÏ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÏÂ ‡Â·Ï ·ÈÈÁ ‰¯ÂÓ‰
¯ÙÒÎ Â‡ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ¯ÙÒÎ Í"˙‰ ˙‡ „ÓÏÈ ‰¯ÂÓ˘ Ï·˜Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‡Ï È‡ ,¯ÓÂÏ
,˙È˙„ ‰Ù˜˘‰ ˘È Í"˙Ï˘ ˙Ú„Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ Í"˙ „ÓÏÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ [...] ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙‡ ‡È·‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ [...] Ï"ÓÈ‚ ,˙"È· ,Û"Ï‡ ‰˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙È˙„ ‰Ù˜˘‰Â
˙È˘È‡‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰ ˙‡ ·¯ÚÏ ÈÏ·Ó ÔÎÂ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÌÚ

.„È˜Ù˙· ÂÏ˘
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ÈÙÎ ,˙¯‚ÒÓÓÂ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ˙È„Â‰È ‰Ù˘ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ˜· ˜ÙÒ ÌÈÏÈËÓ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ
:ÔÂÎÈ˙ ¯ÙÒ ˙È·· Í"˙Ï ‰¯ÂÓ ,‰ÈÙ Ï˘ ‰È¯·„Ó Û˜˙˘Ó˘

¯·„ ÌÂ˘ ÈÏ˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙· .'È„Â‰È'Â 'ÈÁ¯Î‰' :ÈÏ ˙ÂÚÈ¯ÙÓ ÌÈÏÈÓ È˙˘
ÈÂ· ¯Â‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÏÎ˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó [Í"˙‰] ‡Â‰ [...] .ÈÁ¯Î‰ ‡Ï
ÌÈÓÊ‰ ÏÎ ˙¯ÈˆÈÎ ‡Ï‡ È„Â‰È‰ Ë·È‰‰Ó ‡Ï Â˙Â‡ ˙Ú„Ï ·Â˘Á .ÂÈÏÚ
˙ÂÈÂ·¯˙ Ï˘ ‡Ï‡ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ Ï˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÒÈÒ·‰Ó ˜ÏÁ ‰Ê Í"˙‰ [...]

.‰‡Ï‰Â ÂÓÓ ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰˘

ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙ÈÈÒÂÏÎÂ‡ ÈÏÚ· ¯ÙÒ È˙·· ˙Â„ÓÏÓ ÏÈÚÏ ˙ÂËËÂˆÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÂÓ‰ È˙˘
È˘ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈËÂËÈˆ‰ È˘ .ÌÈÈÏÏÎ-ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏÓÓ ¯ÙÒ È˙· – ‰ÓÂ„
‰Â˘‡¯‰ .ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰‰ ˙˘˜ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂˆ˜‰
‰È‡Â ˙·ÈÈÁÓÂ ˙¯„‚ÂÓ ˙È„Â‰È ‰Ù˘ ,˜¯Â Í‡ ÈÏÂ‡Â ,ÏÂÎ Ì„Â˜ ËÒ˜Ë· ‰‡Â¯
‰ÈÈ˘‰ .‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ Ô‰· ‡Ë·Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ ‰ÓÎ Ï˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙‡ ˙Ï·˜Ó
˙È„Â‰È ‰Ù˘Ï ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÈÏ· ,˙Â¯ÙÒ ,˜¯Â Í‡ ÈÏÂ‡Â ,ÏÂÎ Ì„Â˜ ËÒ˜Ë· ‰‡Â¯
‡È‰ ,˙‡ÊÎ ‰Ù˘ ˙ÓÈÈ˜ Ì‡˘ ÌÈÒ¯Â‚ ÂÊ ‰Ù˜˘‰· ÌÈÏ‚Â„‰ .˙·ÈÈÁÓÂ ˙¯„‚ÂÓ
.˙ÈÚ„Ó-˙ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙Â‚‰‰ È¯Ù ,˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ‰Ù˘ ‡È‰ ‡Ï‡ ˙ÈË˙Â‡ ˙È„Â‰È ‰È‡
˙‚ˆ‰ ˙‡ È‡„ÂÂÏ ·Â¯˜ ˙Â·È˘ÁÓ ,‰Î¯„· ˙Á‡ ÏÎ ,ÏÈÚÏ ˙ÂËËÂˆÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÂÓ‰ È˙˘
ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï ¯·Á˙‰Ï ˙ÂÈÂ˘Ú Ô‰È˙˘ ÍÎ ÍÂ˙ÓÂ ,ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ÈÎ¯Ú-ÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ÔÙ‰
‰¯Âˆ· ‰Â˘ ,˙Â„ÓÏÓ Ô‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ È¯˜ ,˙Â¯ˆÂÈ Ô‰˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰˘ ‡Ï‡ .˙Â„‰È‰
ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ÔÙ‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„˙ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ ‰ÈÏ‡ ÂÂÂÈÎ˘ ÂÊÓ ˙ËÏÂ·
;‰ÚÈˆÓ ˙ÈÎ˙‰˘ È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ È‡„ÂÂÏ ·Â¯˜ ÏÂÏ˘˙Â ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ ·ÈÈÁÓ‰
ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ÏÂÏ˘˙ ‡È‰ Í‡ ,˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ÔÙ‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ‰ÈÈ˘‰

.ËÒ˜Ë·˘ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ Ï˘ ·ÈÈÁÓ‰Â È„Â‰È‰ ÌÈÈÙÂ‡ ˙‡
„ÂÒÈ‰ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ÚÂ„ÓÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ·¯˜· ËÏ˜ ÈÎ¯Ú‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˜¯ ÚÂ„Ó ‰Ï‡˘‰
¯ÒÂÁ Â‡) ‰ÓÈÏ‰‰ ˙„ÈÓ ÈÙ ÏÚ ‡ÂÙ‡ ˙¯·ÒÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ËÏ˜ ‡Ï È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰
˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„-˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰Â '‰Ù˘'‰ ÔÈ·˘ (‰ÓÈÏ‰‰
ËÏ˜ ÈÎ¯Ú-È‡„È‡‰ „ÂÒÈ‰˘ Ì˘Î .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ 'Â˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â 'Â˙Ù˘' ÔÈ·Ï
‡Ï È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ÍÎ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ ÌÚ ‰ÓÈÏ‰· ‡ˆÓ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó
.ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÌÚ ‰ÓÈÏ‰· ‰‡¯Î ‡ˆÓ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ËÏ˜
‰ÓÈÏ‰· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈˆÓ‡ÓÂ ÌÈËÏÂ˜ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ‰‡¯ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ·
ÈÎ ‡ˆÓ ‰Ê ÔÙÂ‡· .ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ÏÎÓ ÌÈÓÏÚ˙ÓÂ Ì‰È˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÌÚÂ ÌÓÏÂÚ ÌÚ
ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ‡ÂÏÓ ˙‡ ,ÌÈËÏÂ˜ ÂÏÈÙ‡ Â‡ ,ÌÈˆÓ‡Ó ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó

.˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„-˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙· ÌÈÓÂÏ‚‰ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙‰Â

ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰

˙ÂÙ˘‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓÎ ÏÈÚÏ ¯‡Â˙ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰



‰˙ÈÎ· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú‰Ò

Ô˙Ó· ÔÈÈÙ‡˙Ó‰ ˘‚ÙÓ Â‰Ê .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘Â ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ‰Â
˘ÂÓÈ˘ ·‚‡ ˙˘Á¯˙Ó Ô˙ÈÈ·‰˘ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó ,ÌÈÎ˙ Ì˙Â‡Ï ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó
˙ÂÂÎÓ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÙ˘‰ .˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÙ˘·
˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙ÏÚÙ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ È˙Ú·ˆ‰ .'˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÂÙ˘'
˙Ù˜˙˘Ó‰ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ :ÂÊÓ ÂÊ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙ ˙ÂÙ˘ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓÏ ‡È·‰
.˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏÈÚÙÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰Â ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙·
‰Ù˘‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ‡¯Â˜ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÓ „Á‡ ÏÎ
Â‡ ,‰‰Ê ‰È‡˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ‰˘„Á ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ¯ˆÂÈÂ ÂÏ˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰
˙ÂÙ˘‰ Ì‡‰ .˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·ˆÚÓ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙ÂÂÂÎÏ ,‰ÓÂ„ ‰È‡ Û‡ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ
ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓ· ˙ÂÙ˙˙˘Ó‰ ˙Â„ÈÁÈ‰ ˙ÂÙ˘‰ Ô‰ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰
˙È·¯Ó Ï˘Â) ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ÌÏÂÚ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ?ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙Â„‰È‰
¯˘Ù‡ .ÌÈÏ„· ÌÈÈÁ È¯˘˜‰· ˙ÂÙ˘ ‰ÓÎ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ Ì‰Ï ÔÓÊÓ (Ì„‡‰ È·
˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÌÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˘‚ÙÓ· ‰Ù˙Â˘‰ ˙ÂÁÙÏ ˙Á‡ ˙ÙÒÂ ‰Ù˘ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰Ï
ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰‡È¯˜‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· .˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ
,˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ (Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘‰) ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÏÚ ÛÒÂ
‰Ê ‰¯˜Ó·) ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÈÎ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰‡¯ .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ‡È‰
(ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ˙‡Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ Ì‰˘ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰
‰Ù˘‰ – ˙ÂÁÙ‰ ÏÎÏ ˙ÂÙ˘ È˙˘Ó ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ ‰Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ È·‡˘ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ‡È‰
‰Ù˘· ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰ÊÓ ‰Ê ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰Â ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰

.Ì˙Â‡ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘· Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰
˙ÓÂ˘˙ ˙‡ ‰ÙÓ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ
˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ÂÊÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÊ ,˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÙ˘‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓÏ ˜¯ ‡Ï ·Ï‰
È¯˜ ,˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÙ˘‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓÏ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ
„Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓ‰
˙‡ ÂˆÓÈ‡ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ·Â¯˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ÂÊ ˙Â‡¯ ˙„Â˜Ó .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÓ
„ÂÒÈ‰˘ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÚˆÂÓ‰ È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ „ÂÒÈ‰
˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÌÚ ,‡˜ÂÂ„ Â‡Ï Â‡ ,˜¯ ‡Ï ‰ÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ· ‡ˆÓ ˙ÈÎ˙· È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰
‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÎ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÌÚ ,˜¯Â Í‡ Â‡ ,Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ Ì‰Ï˘
ÔÂ‚Î ˙ÂÏ‡˘· ¯·Â„Ó .Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ Ì‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ÌÚ ˙˘‚˙Ó ‚ÂÏ‡È„Î
„ˆÈÎ ?„ÂÓÏÏ Ì˙Â‡ ÚÈÓ ‰ÓÂ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙˘ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ „ˆÈÎ :‰Ï‡
‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ì‡‰ ?ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ·˘˜‰ ˙‡ ÁÈË·‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
‰ËÈÏ˜‰ ˙‡Â ÌÈ„ÓÏ‰ ÌÈÎ˙· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙Â„˜Ó˙‰ ˙‡ ¯˘Ù‡Ó ÔÎ‡ È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰
˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÌÚ ˙Â˘‚˙‰ Ô‡Î ˘È˘ ¯˘Ù‡ ?„ÓÏ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÏÈÚÈ‰
·Â¯˜) Ú„È È¯È·ÚÓ ÌÓˆÚ· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ì‡‰ :ÔÂ‚Î ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ .Ì„È˜Ù˙
Ì„Â˜ Ì„È˜Ù˙ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÎ‡ Ì‡ ?‰„ÈÓÏ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÈÓÊÓ Â‡ (ÔÎ˘ È‡„ÂÂÏ
?‰ÏÈÚÈ ‰¯Âˆ· ˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„‰ ‰˘È‚‰ Ì‡‰ ,Ú„È È¯È·ÚÓÎ ÏÂÎÏ
ÈÎ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ‰ÓÏ ‰¯È˙Ò· „ÓÂÚ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ Í¯„· ¯ÂÚÈ˘‰ ÏÂ‰È ÈÎ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ
ÌÈÙˆÓ – ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ,ÌÈÏ‰Ó‰ ,ÌÈ¯Â‰‰ – ÌÈ¯Á‡‰



È„˜˘ ¯˘‡ ÂÒ

Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡Ï ‰¯È˙Ò· ˙„ÓÂÚ ‚ÂÏ‡È„Î ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÈÈ‡¯˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .‰˙ÈÎ· ÂÚˆ·È˘ Ì‰Ó
.È„Â‰È‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰Â „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÎÂ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÙÂ‡ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰

‰ÏÂÁ˙‰ Û˜È‰ ˙‡ ·ÈÁ¯‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡Ó ‰‡¯Â‰‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰
„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÎÂ˙ ˙·‰Ï Ú‚Â‰ ¯˘˜‰Ó ÚÈˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯˘ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï˘
˙˜ÒÂÚ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· .‰È·ÈÎ¯ ÏÎ ÏÚ ,‰ÏÏÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÚÙÂ˙· ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÔÂÈ„Ï „·Ï·
ÌÈÓÂ„‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘· ÁÂÂ¯ ‰‡¯Â‰‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ ¯˜Á·
'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˘Ó˙˘Ó ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ‰Ú˘· .Ì‰· ˘Ó˙˘Ó ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ
‰ÓÂ¯˙ Ì¯Â˙ ‡Â‰ ÍÎ·Â) ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰˙Â‰Ó ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ï È„Î
˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ,(‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ˙Ú„‰ ÈÎÂ˙ Ï˘ ÌÓÂ˜ÓÂ ÌÈÈÙÂ‡ ˙·‰Ï ‰·Â˘Á
,˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÁÂÂ¯‰ ,‰‡¯Â‰‰ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· '¯ÂÙÈÒ'Â '·ÈË¯' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ·
Bruner, 1996; Connelly &) ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰Â È˘È‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ó
'¯ÙÈÒ') '·ÈË¯' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ .(Clandinin, 1988, 1990; Gudmondsdottir, 1991
¯˘Ù‡ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ .ÌÈÙÙÂÁ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÎ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓ '¯ÂÙÈÒ'Â (˙È¯·Ú·
˙‡ÈˆÓÂ Ú„È‰ ,‰·È˘Á‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙‡ Û˜˘Ó ·ÈË¯‰˘ ‰Ú˘· .Ì‰ÈÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï
˙ÏÁ‰ .˙È·ÈË¯‰ ‰Ù˘‰ Ï˘ ¯ˆÂ˙‰ ‡Â‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ,‰Ù˘‰ ¯ÂˆÈ˜· Â‡ ,˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰
˙‡Ë·Ó‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÈ‡¯ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÏÚ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ

.ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ÍÏ‰Â Ú„È‰ ÏÂÏÎÓ ˙‡
ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÒÁÈÈÏ ‰˘˜˙Ó Ì‰Ï˘ ÁÈ˘Ï ÔÈÊ‡Ó‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ· ‰ÙÂˆ‰ ,ıÂÁ·Ó ÔÂ·˙Ó‰
ÌÈ‡ ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Û‡ .(Jackson, 1990; Lortie, 1975) ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ‰Ù˘
ÌÏÂÚ ÈÎ ‰„·ÂÚ‰Ó ÌÈÚÙ˘ÂÓ Ì‰ .˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ‰Ù˘· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ÌÓˆÚÏ ÒÁÈÈÏ ÌÈËÂ
ÌÈ¯Â‚˘‰ ÌÈÁÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯Ó Û‡Â ,'Ì‰È˙Â„ÂÒ' ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÁ¯Â‡ ,‰‡¯Â‰‰

.ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÌÈ‡˘ Ï˘ Ì‰ÈÙ· ÌÈ¯Â‚˘ ÌÚÙ ‡ÏÂ ÏÂÎ ÈÙ· ÌÈÙÂ˘Á Ì‰ÈÙ·
˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ‰Ù˘‰ .ÌÈÏÓÒÂ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ,ÌÈÏÈÓ ÛÒÂ‡Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ‡È‰ ‰Ù˘ ÌÏÂ‡
Â‡ .(Geertz, 1973) ÌÈÏÓÒÏÂ ÌÈËÙ˘ÓÏ ,ÌÈÏÈÓÏ ÌÈ˙Â Ì„‡‰ È·˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰
ÌÈÏÓÒÂ ÌÈËÙ˘Ó ,ÌÈÏÈÓ Ì˙Â‡· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó‰ ,‰ÊÓ ‰Ê ÌÈÂ˘ Ì„‡ È· ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ
È„ ‡Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Ù˘ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎ‰Ï È„Î .ÂÊÓ ÂÊ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÙ˘· 'ÌÈ¯·„Ó' ˙‡Ê ÌÚÂ
ÈÓÈÙ‰ ÌÓÏÂÚÏ ¯Â„ÁÏ ÈÁ¯Î‰ .ıÂÁ·Ó Ì‰· ˙ÂÙˆÏ Â‡ Ì‰Ï˘ ÁÈ˘Ï ÔÈÊ‡‰Ï
ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Ì‰˘ ‰ÓÏÂ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ Ì‰˘ ‰ÓÏ ÌÈ˙Â Ì‰˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ·Â¯˜Ó ÔÂÁ·ÏÂ
ÈÏÂ‡ ‰È‰ (Schwab, 1969) ·‡ÂÂ˘ ÛÒÂ'‚ .Ì‰È˘ÚÓÏ Ì‰È˙Â¯ÈÓ‡ ÔÈ·˘ ¯˘˜ÏÂ
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ÔÈ·˘ ¯˘˜‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ‰Ù˘· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï Í¯Âˆ‰ ÏÚ ÚÈ·ˆ‰˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰
ÚÈ·ˆ‰ ÍÎ ÍÂ˙Ó .ÌÈ¯‡Â˙Ó ÌÈ¯·„‰ Â·˘ ÔÙÂ‡Ï ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Ì‰˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ·Â Ì‰È˘ÚÓÏ
‰˘ÚÓ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘ÓÎ ('˙ÈË¯Â‡˙'‰ ‰Ù˘‰Ó ÏÈ„·‰Ï) '˙ÈË˜¯Ù'‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÏÚ ·‡ÂÂ˘
˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ‰È‡Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ‰È‡ ˙ÈË˜¯Ù ‰È‡˘ ‰Ù˘ .‰‡¯Â‰‰
˙ÚÙÂ˙ Ï˘ ‰ÂÎ ‰·‰Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ· ÌÈ·¯ÂÚÓ‰ ÔÈ· È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ÁÈ˘

.(Reid, 1983) ‰‡¯Â‰‰
Bruner, 1985,) ¯Â¯· ÌÂ¯'Ê .‰·È˘ÁÏÂ Ú„ÈÏ ÈÂËÈ·‰ ‡È‰ ‡È‰ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰Ù˘‰
Ú„È‰' ÂÈÙ· ÈÂ¯˜ „Á‡‰ .˙È˘Â‡ ‰·È˘ÁÂ Ú„È ÈÙÂ‡ È˘ ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·Ó (1996
Ú„È' 'ÈÚ„Ó Ú„È' ,'ÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ Ú„È' Ì‚ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÈÙ· ‰ÂÎÓ Í‡) 'ÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù‰
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È„ÈÏ ‡· ÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù‰ Ú„È‰ .'È·ÈË¯‰ Ú„È‰' ‰ÂÎÓ È˘‰Â ,(„ÂÚÂ 'ÈËÒÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡
Í¯„· ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡ ‚ÈˆÓ ,˙ÂÈ˙ÈˆÓ˙Â ˙Â¯ˆ˜ ˙Â¯ÈÓ‡· ˙ÈÈÙÂ‡Ó‰ ‰Ù˘· ÈÂËÈ·
˙È‚ÂÏ ˙Â·È˜Ú· ÔÈÈÙÂ‡ÓÂ ÌÈ˙˘Ó ÌÈ·ˆÓÏÂ ¯˘˜‰Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ˙ÏÂË ‰ÏÏÎ‰ Ï˘
‰·ËÈÓ· ˙Ú·ÂÓ ÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù‰ Ú„È‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ‰Ù˘‰ .˙ÂÈË¯Â‡˙ ˙Â¯ÈÓ‡·Â
˙ÈÈÙÂ‡Ó‰ ‰Ù˘· Û˜˙˘Ó 'È·ÈË¯‰ Ú„È‰' ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ .ÚÏÂ˜Â ¯ˆ˜ ÁÂÒÈ·

.¯˘˜‰· ÌÈÈÂÈ˘·Â ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰· ,ÌÈË¯Ù· ¯È˘Ú ,‰ÏÈÏÚ ÏÚ· È¯ÂÙÈÒ ¯Â‡È˙·
¯ˆÂÈ‰ ÌÈÈÁ ÏÚ· Â„ÂÒÈ· ‡Â‰ Ì„‡‰˘ ‰Ù˜˘‰· ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰¯Â˜Ó
.(Connelly & Clandinin, 1988; 1990) È¯ÂÙÈÒ ÌÏÂÚ· ÈÁ‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ ¯ÙÒÓ‰Â
,ÌÈ¯ÎÊ Ì‰ .ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‰ÏÈÏ·Â ÌÂÈ· ÌÈÓÏÂÁ Ì„‡‰ È· ÂÊ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙÏ
,ÌÈ¯˜·Ó ,ÌÈ˘Ó ,ÌÈÎ˙Ó ,˜ÙÒ ÌÈÏÈËÓ ,ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó ,ÌÈ˘‡ÈÈ˙Ó ,ÌÈÂÂ˜Ó ,ÌÈ‡·Ó
¯˘Ù‡ .(Widdershoven, 1993) È·ÈË¯ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈ·‰Â‡Â ÌÈ‡Â˘ ,ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ ,ÌÈÂ·
ÈÎÂ (Bruner, 1985; 1990) È·ÈË¯ ÔÙÂ‡· Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÁ Ì„‡‰ È· ÈÎ ÔÂÚËÏ
˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· .Â˙ÂÓÂ‡ Â‡ Â˙ÂÓ‡ ‡ÏÂ Ì„‡‰ Ú·Ë ‡È‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰
Ì„‡Ï ÈÈÈÙÂ‡‰ ,È·ÈË¯ ‰·È˘Á ÍÈÏ‰ Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ˙ÏÂÎÈ ÈÎ ÔÂÚËÏ ¯˘Ù‡

.(Beattie, 1995; Lieblich, Tuval-Mashiach & Zilber, 1998)
,ÌÓÏÂÚÏ ÌÈ˙Â Ì„‡‰ È·˘ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ ‡Ë·Ó È·ÈË¯‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ÍÏ‰
Ì‰ ÔÎ¯„˘ ˙Â‡¯‰ ˙Â„Â˜ ˙‡Â ˙ÂÈÂ˘Á¯˙‰Ï ÌÈ˜ÈÚÓ Ì‰˘ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ˙‡
ÔÙÂ‡· Â‰˘Ó ÌÈÂÂÁ ÌÈ‡ Ì„‡‰ È· .(Gudmundsdosttir, 1995) ÌÏÂÚ· ÌÈÂ·˙Ó
‡Ï‡ ˙ÈÚ„Ó Â‡ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙Ó‡ ‰È‡ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ '˙Ó‡'‰ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡
‰·˘ Í¯„‰ Ì‰ ÌÈ·ÈË¯‰ .(Bruner, 1990) '˙È·ÈË¯ ˙Ó‡' ‡¯˜È‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ˘ ‰Ó
ÌÚ Ì‰È˘‚ÙÓÏÂ ÌÓˆÚÏ Ì˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰· Ì‰È˙ÂÈÂÒ˙‰Ï ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈ˙Â Ì„‡‰ È·
Ì„‡‰ È· ˙È·ÈË¯‰ Í¯„· .ÌÈÈÂÈÚ¯Â ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ ‡Ï ,ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ – ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚
˙‡ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ Ì‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ Í¯„· ;„È˙ÚÏ ˙Â¯ËÓ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈÂ Ì¯·Ú· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ
˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ‰Ê ÔÙÂ‡· .Ì˙Â„‰È ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
Ï˘ ˜˙Ú‰ ÌÈ‡ ÌÏÂÚÏ ,ÌÂÏÈˆ ˙ÂÂÓ˙ ÂÓÎ ‡Ï˘ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ .ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙‡

.ÌÏÂÚÏ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰ Ì‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ .ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â‡¯Ó
˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ‰Ù˘ Ï˘ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ‰¯„ÚÈ‰Ï ‰ÁÎÂ‰‰ ÂÈ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ ¯·Ú· Ì‡
‰˘ÚÓ ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ ÈÎ ‰¯Î‰‰ ˙¯·Â‚ ‰Â¯Á‡Ï È¯‰ ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ
Bruner,) ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ÈÂËÈ·‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˙Â˘ Ì‰ ÈÎÂ ‰‡¯Â‰‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ Ì˙Ù˘ .(1996; Carter, 1993; Gudmundsdottir, 1991
ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· .('˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ – ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ÂÂ˘Ï·Â) Ì‰È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‰‡·
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ .Ì‰Ï˘ ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ú„È‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Ë·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÂÏÏ‰
˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ .Ì‰Ï ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ˙È·ÈË¯ ‰Ù˘ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó
¯‡È˙˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÒÁÈÏ ÌÈÓÂ„ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰

.(ÏÈÚÏ ‰‡¯) ˜ÊÂ¯ Ì˙Â‡

ÂÊ .‰˜ÈË˙Ò‡Â ¯ÒÂÓ ,˘‚¯ Ï˘ ‰Ù˘ ,˙ÂÒ˙‰Ï ‰·Â¯˜‰ ‰Ù˘ ‡È‰ ‰Ù˘‰
,ÌÈ·ˆ˜Ó ,ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ,ÌÈÏÏÎ ,˙È˘È‡ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ,ÌÈÈÂÓÈ„ Ï˘ ‰Ù˘



È„˜˘ ¯˘‡ ÁÒ

,ÔÎ Ì‡ ,‡È‰ ‰Ù˘‰ .‰ÈÈ˘Ú Ï˘ ‰Ù˘ ÂÊ [...] ˙È·ÈË¯ ˙Â„Á‡Â ˙Â¯ÂÙËÓ
Ï˘ ‰Ù˘ ÂÊ .ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ¯ÙÒÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ Â· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó Â‡˘ ¯·„‰
Connelly) ÂÏ˘ „È˙Ú·Â ‰ÂÂ‰· ,¯·Ú· :ÔÓÊ· ˙Ú˜Â˘Ó‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÒ˙‰

.(& Clandinin, 1988, pp. 59–60

˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ˙È·ÈË¯ ‰Ù˘ ˙‡Ë·Ó (ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰) ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÈÎ ‰¯Î‰‰
˘È ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÈÎ ÌÂÁ˙‰ È¯˜ÂÁ ·¯˜· ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘· ˙ÁÂÂ¯‰ ‰Á‰‰Ó ˙¯Ê‚
Ú„È ‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ú„È‰ .ÌÈÈ„ÂÁÈÈ ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ‰·È˘Á ÈÎ¯„Â Ú„È
Ú„È ,ÌÈÎ˙‰ Ú„È :‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÌÈÂÂ‚Ó ÌÈË·È‰ ‚ÊÓÓ‰ ,ÈÎÂÈÁ
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ,˙Â¯ËÓ‰ Ú„È ,È„ÂÓÈÏ‰ È¯ÓÂÁ Ú„È ,‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÈÎ¯„ Ú„È ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
,‰˙˘Ó ,ÈÓÈ„ ,ÔÎÂ˙ ÈÂÏ˙ ,‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎÏ È„ÂÁÈÈ ,È˘È‡ Ú„È Â‰Ê .„ÂÚÂ ÌÓˆÚ ˙‡
Ì˙Ù˘· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡· ‰Ê Ú„È .ÔÓÊ‰Â ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ¯Èˆ ÏÚ ˙Â¯ÂÓ˙ ¯·ÂÚ ,¯˘˜‰ ÈÂÏ˙
˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· .(Gudmundsdottir, 1995) ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó-˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰
¯·„ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ÔÈ‡ .Ì‰Ï˘ (ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È¯˜) ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÂ· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ì˙Ù˘
ÌÓˆÚ ‰Ù˘‰ È˘Ó˙˘ÓÏ ÌÈ¯Â¯· ‰È·ÈÎ¯ ÏÎ˘ ,˙Á˙ÂÙÓ ‰Ù˘· Á¯Î‰· ¯·Â„Ó˘
‡È‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ;ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‡È‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ .ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁÏ Â‡
˙‡Ë·˙Ó ‡È‰ ,·˙Î· ‰˙Â¯Á ‡È‰˘Ó ¯˙ÂÈ˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ È‰ÂÊ .Ì‰Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ
ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÁ Ì‰ .ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ È¯ÙÒÓÎ ‡ÂÙ‡ ÌÈÒÙ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ .‰˘ÚÓ·
ÌÈÒÙ˙ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÔÂÎ˙Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ .ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ˙˜ÒÂÙ ‰È‡˘ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ·‚‡
ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‡Â‰ ÍÂÈÁ' .(Elbaz, 1991) ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ˘„ÁÓ ‰È·‰Â ‰ÈÈ· Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙Î
È¯ÙÒÓ Ì‰ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ .ÌÈÈ˙¯·ÁÂ ÌÈÈ˘È‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ˘„ÁÓ ‰È·‰Â ‰È·‰
Connelly) 'ÌÈ¯Á‡ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯ÂÙÈÒ·Â ÌÓˆÚ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˙ÂÈÂÓ„Î ÌÈ˘Ó˘ÓÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ

.(& Clandinin, 1990, p. 2
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˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÏÚÂ Ì˙·È˘Á ÏÚ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ú„È ÏÚ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ˘· ˙ÂÁÂÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÁ‰‰
È˙ÈÈ·‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‰‡¯Â‰· ˙Â‡¯Ï ˙ÂËÂ Ì‰Ï˘ ‰·È˘Á‰Â Ú„È‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰
‰·È˘Á‰ ÍÂ˙·Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÏÂÚÙ ÍÂ˙· .(Richardson, 1997) (ÈËÒÈ·ÈË˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜)
.Ì‰Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ È·ÈÎ¯ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈ·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÏÚ
ÌÈÈ·Ó ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰˘ Í¯„‰ ÏÏÂÎ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ Ì‰˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ·Ó Ì‰
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡Â „ÂÓÈÏ‰ È¯ÓÂÁ ˙‡ ,˙È„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ‰·È·Ò‰ ˙‡ ‰˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·
˙ÈÈˆ‡ÂËÈÒÓÂ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ‰¯ÂÓÓ ‰˙˘ÓÂ ˙È˘È‡ ‡È‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÈÈ·‰ .Ì‰Ï ˙ÚˆÂÓ‰

.˙¯Á‡Ï ˙Á‡ ‰‡¯Â‰
˘‚ÙÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈ·Ï˘· ¯·Î ‡Ë·˙Ó ‰‡¯Â‰‰ Ï˘ È˙ÈÈ·‰‰ ‰ÈÈÙÂ‡
È‡ˆÓÓ· ÔÏ‰Ï ÌÈ‚„‡ ˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙‡ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·
˙Á‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ Í¯ÚÓ ÌÚÂ ËÒ˜Ë ÈÚË˜ ÌÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙Â¯˘Ú ˘È‚Ù‰˘ ¯˜ÁÓ
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Â˘˜·˙‰ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· .(Shkedi, 1998) ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙Â„ÈÁÈÓ
‰È·˙ÂÎ ˙ÂÂÂÎ ˙‡Â ‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈ·Ó Ì‰ „ˆÈÎ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
‰˙Â‡ ˙‡ ˜ÂÈ„· ÌÈ‡¯Â˜‰ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÎ ¯¯·˙‰ .˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÏÚ Ì˙Ú„ ˙‡ ÚÈ·‰ÏÂ
˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÌÈ·Ó ,(ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· „ÂÓÈÏ ˙„ÈÁÈ) ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
ÌÈ¯Á‡ ;ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÌÈÚˆÂÓ‰ ÌÈÎ˙‰˘ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó ˜ÏÁ .Ì‰Ï
‰˘È‚„Ó ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ˜ÏÁ .¯˜ÈÚÂ ÏÏÎ ÍÎ· ÌÈÁÂË· ÌÈ‡
˙‡ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ‰ÓÈÚËÓ ˙ÈÎ˙‰˘ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò ÌÈ¯Á‡ ;Ì˙Â‰Ó· ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÌÈÎ¯Ú

.ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ-ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈ¯ÒÓ‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ Ì˙Ú„ ˙‡ ,¯˜ÁÓ· ¯ÂÂÁ˙‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈ‚ˆÈÈÓ ˙Â¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Á‡ Ï˘ ‰È¯·„
:˙¯ÓÂ‡ ‡È‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó· ÌÈÂÒÓ ˜¯ÙÏ ‰ÒÁÈÈ˙‰· .ÌÈ·¯
Ì‰ Ô‡Î [...] ‰Ê ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Â¯ ˘ÓÓ .ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ‰ Ï˘ È˙„‰ Ú˜¯‰ ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡·'
˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰Ú„ ˙ÂÙÎÏ ‡· ‡Ï ‰Ê˘ ·Â˘Á „Â‡Ó ‰ÊÂ ,˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ‰˘È‚ ÌÈ‚ÈˆÓ

.(ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ˙·ÈËÁ· ‰¯ÂÓ ,‰Ï‡È¯‡) '‰¯ÈÁ· ˘ÙÂÁ ÌÈ˙Â ‡Ï‡
˙È˙„ ‰Ù˜˘‰ ˙ÏÚ·Î ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÈÚ· ˙ÒÙ˙ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú ˙Â¯ÙÒ˘ ‰Ú˘·
ÈÎ ÌÈÚÂË ,‰¯ÂÓÏ ÍÈ¯„Ó· ˜¯Ù‰ Â˙Â‡ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡¯Â˜‰ ,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ,‰ÁÂ˙Ù
ÈÏ ˘È' :ÍÎ ÏÚ ˙¯ÓÂ‡ ˙Â¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Á‡ .˙ÂÈ¯ÂÈÒÈÓ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙ÂÂÂÎ ˘È ÌÈ·˙ÂÎÏ
‰¯ÂÓ ,‰˙ÂÈÁ) 'ÈÏ ÚÈ¯ÙÓ ˙ˆ˜ ‰Ê .‰·Â˘˙· ‰¯ÊÁ ÏÚ ˘‚„ Ô‡Î ˘È˘ ‰˘‚¯‰
‰˜ÈË˜„È„Â ‰ÙË‰ ÔÂÓ‰ Ô‡Î ˘È' :Â˙Ú„ ˙‡ ÚÈ·Ó ¯Á‡ ‰¯ÂÓÂ .(ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ˙·ÈËÁ·
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ .È˙·‰ È‡ ÍÎ [...] '‰· ÔÈÓ‡‰ÏÂ ·ÂË ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÊÓ „ÓÏ˙Â ,‰Ê ÍÎ [...]
˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙Â¯ËÓ ÈÈÓ ÏÎ ,È‡¯Á‡ Ì„‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ,'‰· ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ÂÂÂÎ˙‰ ‡Ï Ì‰˘
È‡ [...] È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ ·‚‡ Í¯„ ‰ÓÂ„ „Â‡Ó˘ ‰Ó [...] ÁÂÓ ˙ÙÈË˘ Ï˘ Í¯„·
˜¯Ù Â˙Â‡Ï ‰·Â‚˙·Â .(ÔÂÎÈ˙· ‰¯ÂÓ ,ÈÂ¯) 'ÔÂÈ„Ï ÂÁ˙Ù˙ Ï·‡ ,˙Â¯ËÓ‰ „Ú·
:˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Â ˙ÈÂÏÈÁ ˙ÚÓ˘‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ¯·Â„Ó ÈÎ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò ÌÈ¯Á‡ ˜ÂÈ„·
˙ÈÎ˙ ÚÈˆÓÂ ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰·¯‰ .˙¯Á‡ ‡˘Â‰ ˙‡ ÛÈ˜˙Ó Ô‡Î ÚˆÂÓ˘ ‰Ó'
,È˜È¯) '˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙Â„ÓÚ Ô‡Î ˙ÂÏÂÚ .È˙„ ÔÂÂ‚· ‡˜ÂÂ„ Â‡Ï ‡˘Â‰ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï

.(È„ÂÒÈ‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· ‰¯ÂÓ
˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡È¯˜ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ¯·Î ÈÎ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰‡¯
.Ì‰È˙ÂÂÂÎÓ ˜Á¯‰ Û‡ ÌÚÙ ‡ÏÂ ,˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ Â¯ˆÈ˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰Ó ‰Â˘‰ ÔÙÂ‡·
¯ÚÙ‰ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ È‡„ÂÂÏ ·Â¯˜ ÏÈ„‚Ó ‰˙ÈÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ó ¯·ÚÓ‰

.ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÈ·
˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙· ˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ÔÈ·˘ È¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ˘‚ÙÓ·
˙‡ ˙Â·‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ Ì¯Â‚ ‰Ê ¯ÒÁ .‰ÓÈÏ‰ ‰¯ÒÁ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ÔÈ·Ï
Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙Ï ·Â¯˜‰ ÔÙÂ‡· Ì‰Ï ˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙
ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ˘ ¯·„ Ï˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ .‰˙Â‡ ˙Ó‡Â˙‰ Í¯„· Â‡
˙Â„ÂÒÈ ˙Ù¯ˆÓ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙Úˆ‰Ó ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Â ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ‰ÓÎ ˙ˆÓ‡Ó
˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ· .Ì‰Ó ˙ÓÏÚ˙Ó Â‡ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ‰ÁÂ„Â ÌÈ„Á‡
‰Â˘‰ ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ

.˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ ÂÚÈˆ‰˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰Ó
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ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ

ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙Ï ,ÌÈÈ¯ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„ ÌÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈÒÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯ÂÙÈÒ
ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ .(Carter, 1993) ÌÓˆÚÏÂ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ú„ÈÏ ,˙ÂÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÏËÓÏ ,ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á
„ÂÓÈÏ ÈÎÂ˙ ÌÚ ,ÌÈ·¯ ‰‡¯Â‰ È·ˆÓ ÌÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈÁ˙Ù˙Ó ÂÏ‡
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ·Â¯ .(Gudmundsdottir, 1995) ‰ÊÓ ‰Ê ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÌÚÂ ÌÈÂÂ‚Ó
ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡ Ì‰ .Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ‡ÏÂ ÌÓˆÚ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ‡
ÔÂ‚¯‡ ÌÚ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È˘È‡‰ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ,˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ˙Â¯ÙÒ È¯ˆÂÈ Ì˙ÂÈ‰Ï
Ì‰Ï˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ‚Ó Ì‰ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÌÚÂ ‰‡¯Â‰‰
Gudmundsdottir,) ¯Á‡ Â‰˘ÈÓÏ Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ Ì‰ ¯˘‡Î

.(1990
Ì„ÂÁÈÈ .È·ÈË¯ ‰·˘ÁÓ ÍÏ‰· ÌÈÈÈÙÂ‡Ó‰ ÌÈ„ÈÁÈ‰ ÌÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
‰˘ÚÓ· ˙Ù˜˙˘Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ¯·Â„Ó .ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ Ì‰˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· Ú·ÂÓ ËÏÂ·‰ ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰
˙Ú„‰ ÈÏÂ˜È˘ ˙‡Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯‡˙Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÔÙÂ‡·Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰
,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ˜‰·ÂÓ· ÌÈ‡Ë·˙Ó Ô‡Î .Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÁÓ‰
‰·ËÈÓ· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÚÂˆ˜Ó Ï˘ Ì˙Â¯ÙÒÓ ˙Ï„· Ì˙Â¯ÙÒ˘
˙ÂÈÚ· ˙Â¯È‰Ó· ¯Â˙ÙÏÂ ˙Â¯È‰Ó ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰ Ï·˜Ï Í¯Âˆ‰) ‰¯È‰Ó ‰ÏÈÏÚ· ˙ÈÈÙÂ‡Ó
˙ÂÓÏÈ„·Â (Ú‚¯Ï Ú‚¯Ó ‰˙˘Ó ‰ÏÈÏÚ‰) ˙˜ÒÂÙ È˙Ï· ‰˜ÈÓÈ„· ,(˙ÂÓ„ÊÓ
.(Í¯Ú ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â‡¯Â ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ÔÈ‡˘ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰· ‰ÎÂ¯Î ‰Ú¯Î‰‰)
È„È ÏÚ ÌÚÙ ‡Ï ˙ÂÁÂÓ ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰‰) ˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰· ‰ÎÂ¯Î ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ
Ï˘ Í¯„· ˘ÂÓÈÓÏ ˙¯˙ÂÁÂ (˙ÂÁÙ ·ÂËÏ ·ÂË ÔÈ· Â‡ Ú¯Ï ·ÂË ÔÈ·˘ ‰Á·‰‰
Úˆ·ÏÂ ˙ÂËÏÁ‰ ËÈÏÁ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ·ÈÈÁÓ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ) ˙ÂÂÎÓ ‰ÏÂÚÙ

.(Ô˙Â‡
ÌÈÈÁ Ì‰ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰‰Ó ÌÈÚÙ˘ÂÓÂ ÌÈÂÂ‚Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ
Ì˙ÂÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙‡ ‰· ÌÈ‡Ë·ÓÂ ‰· ÌÈÈÁ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙ÈÚ·Ë‰ ‰·È·Ò‰ .ÌÈÏÚÂÙÂ
˜ÏÁ .˙ÂÙÒÂ ˙Â·È·Ò· ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÁ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .‰˙ÈÎ‰ ‡È‰
ÌÂÈ ÏÎ· .‰˙ÈÎÏ ıÂÁÓ˘ ‰·È·Ò· ÌÈ˘‡ ÌÚ Ú‚Ó· ÌÈ‡· Ì‰ ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÌÓÊÓ
ıÂÁÓ˘ ‰·È·Ò‰ .ÔÎÂ˙· ÌÈÏÚÂÙ Ì‰˘ ˙Â·È·Ò‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÏÂ·‚‰ ˙‡ ÌÈˆÂÁ Ì‰
˙ÂÚ„ Ì‰Ï ˘È˘Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ˘‡ ÌÈ‡ˆÓ ‰·˘ ‰·È·Ò ‡È‰ ‰˙ÈÎÏ
ÌÈ˘‚Ù ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ‰˙ÈÎÏ ıÂÁÓ .ÌÈ„ÏÈÏ ·ÂË˘ ‰ÓÏÂ ‰ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ·
ÍÂÈÁ ÈÁÓÂÓ ,ÔÎÂ˙ ÈÁÓÂÓ ,ÌÈ¯Â‰ ,ÌÈÁ˜ÙÓ ,ÌÈÏ‰Ó ÌÚ ,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÌÚ
ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ˘‡ ÌÚ Ì‰È˘‚ÙÓ· ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎÂ
˙˘Á¯˙Ó‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ· ˙ÂÒ˙‰‰ ·‚‡ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ Ì‰˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰Ó ‰Â˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ
(Clandinin & Connelly, 1996) ÈÏÂ˜ Ï˜ÈÈÓÂ ÔÈÈ„Ï˜ ÔÈ'‚ .‰˙ÈÎ‰ ÈÏ˙ÂÎ ÔÈ·
˙Â·È·Ò ˘ÂÏ˘· ÌÈ·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ (ÌÂ˘Ï· 'ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ') ˙Â¯ÙÒ È‚ÂÒ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÚÈˆÓ
'‰˘Â„˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ,'˙È„ÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' :ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÁ Ì‰ ÔÓÂÁ˙·˘

.'ÈÂÒÈÎ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â
˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ‰˘Â„˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ˙ÈÈÚÓ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡Ó· ÔÂ„Ï ¯˘˜‰·



‰˙ÈÎ· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú‡Ú

ÈÚ·Â˜ ÌÚ ,ÌÈÈÓ„˜‡ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ ÌÚ Ì˘‚ÙÓ· ÌÈ·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ .˙È„ÂÒ‰
ÌÈ˜È˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜ÓÏ ÌÈÁÓÂÓ ÌÚ ,˙ÂÈÂÓÏ˙˘‰·Â ‰¯˘Î‰· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ È¯ÂÓ ÌÚ ,˙ÂÈÈ„Ó
.'‰˘Â„˜ ˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙ÂÎÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Â ÌÈ¯Ó‡ÓÂ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ ÌÚÂ ‰‡¯Â‰Ï
‚Â¯‡ ,ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÌÓÏÂÚÓ ˜ÏÁ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÙÂ‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È· ‰·ÂÓ ‰Ê ˙Â¯ÙÒ ‚ÂÒ
ÌÏÂÚ‰ ,ÈÓ„˜‡‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ :¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·Ï ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚Ó ‰ÁÂ˜Ï‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÈÓ¯Ë·
˙ÂÎÈ‡Ï ‰„ÈÓ ‰˜ ÌÈ·ÈˆÓ‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ ,ÍÂÈÁÏ ıÂÁÓ˘ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ ,ÈËÈÏÂÙ‰
‰Ù˘· È·ÈÒËÈ‡ ˘ÂÓÈ˘· ÔÈÈÙÂ‡Ó ‰Ê ˙Â¯ÙÒ ‚ÂÒ .‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÌÏÂÚ·
ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈÏÈ·‚Ó‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ·Â ‰˙ÈÎÏ ıÂÁÓ˘ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ· ˙Ï·Â˜Ó‰
˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ˙ÈÈ·‰ .·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÂÏÎÓÏ ‡ÏÂ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈË·È‰Ï
ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ,ÌÈÏÈÎ˘Ó ÌÈ˘‡Î Ì˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ·ˆÚÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó '‰˘Â„˜‰

.ÌÈÎ„ÂÚÓÂ
‚È˘Â ÁÈ˘ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜Ó‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú ˙‡¯Â‰ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó·
ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ ÌÚ
‰Ù˘· È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ·‚‡ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ· ˙¯ˆÂ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰ÏÂ
‰¯ÈÁ·‰ .Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ˘ÓÓ Ï˘ ÈÂËÈ· ˙˙ÏÓ ÂÚÓÈÈ ÂÏ‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ .ÂÊ
˙‡Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï È„Î ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ (˙Ú„ÂÓ ‡Ï‰ Â‡ ˙Ú„ÂÓ‰)
˘ÂÓÈ˘Ó ˙ÂÚÓÈ‰‰Â „·Ï· ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÂÈÏ‡ Â‡È·‰˘ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘‰
.‰‡¯Â‰‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ Â˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ ˙‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ Ì‰Ï ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Ó ÔÈ‡ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘·
‚Èˆ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ˙‡ ˙¯‡˙Ó‰ ‰Ù˘·Î ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ÌÓ‡
˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ ˙„‰‡ ˙‡ Ì‰Ï ˙Â˜‰ÏÂ ÏÈÎ˘ÓÂ ÈË‚ÈÏËÈ‡ ¯Â‡· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡

.‰˙ÈÎ· ˙Ó‡· ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Ì‰˘ ˙‡ Û˜˘È ‡Â‰ Ì‡ ˜ÙÒ Í‡ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
,˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ 'ÌÈ˘Â„˜'‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÌÚ „·· „·
˙‡Ê‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ .‰˘Â„˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰Ó ‰ÈÈÙÂ‡· ‰Â˘ ,˙¯Á‡ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Ì‚ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ Ì‰
Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ-˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒÂ·ÓÂ ‰˙ÈÎ‰ ÈÏ˙ÂÎ ÔÈ· ˙¯ˆÂ
Ì‰ ˙Â˙ÈÎ‰ ,ÁÂ˙ÙÂ ıÂ¯Ù ÌÏÂÚ ‡Â‰˘ ,‰˙ÈÎÏ ıÂÁÓ˘ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ÌÈÈ˘ÙÂÁ ÌÈ˘È‚¯Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ô‰·Â ,˙ÈÒÁÈ ÌÈ„„Â·Ó ,ÌÈ‚ÂÓ ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó
ÌÈÎÓ (Ì˘) ÈÏÂ˜Â ÔÈÈ„Ï˜ .ÌÈÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ì‰È¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ˙Â·‰ÏÂ 'Ì˙Ù˘'·
ÌÂ˘Ï·Â) '˙È„ÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰' ‰˙ÈÎ‰ ÌÏÂÚ ÍÂ˙· ÌÈ·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡
˙ÂÂÈÚ¯· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ‰˘Â„˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÎ ‡Ï˘ ,ÂÊ ˙Â¯ÙÒ .('ÌÈÈ„ÂÒ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ' –
¯˜ÈÚ· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ-˙È·ÈË¯‰ ‰Ù˘· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ‰˘ÂÚ‰Â ÌÈÏÈÓ·Â
ÔÈ‡Ï ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ˙È„ÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÈÁ·Ó .‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰˘ÚÓ È¯˜ ,ÌÈ˘ÚÓ·
ÔÙÂ‡‰ ˙‡ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ‡È‰ .ÌÈ·¯ 'ÌÈÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ ‰È˙Â¯Â˜ÓÂ ,‰˘Â„˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰Ó ¯ÂÚÈ˘
˙‡ ÌÈÈ·Ó Ì‰ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰ ˙‡ ,Ì‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡Â ÌÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â·˘
ÌÈ¯Â‰‰ ,‰¯·Á‰ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆ ˙‡ ,Ì„È˜Ù˙ ˙‡ ,˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ì˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ,ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÈÓÂÁ˙
ÍÈÏ‰˙ .„ÂÚÂ ‰Ï ‰ˆÂÁÓÂ ‰˙ÈÎ· ÌÂÈÒÈ ˙‡Â Ì‰È˙ÂÈÂÂÁ ˙‡ ,Ì‰Ó ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰Â
ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÂÚÈ‰ Û˜˘ÓÂ ¯˘˜‰ ÈÂÏ˙ ,ÈÓÈ„ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‡Â‰ ˙È„ÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÈÈ·‰

.ÌÈ˙˘Ó ÌÈ·ˆÓÏÂ ÌÈÚÂ·˜
‡È‰ ‰ÓÓ ˙¯ˆÂ ‡È‰˘ ˙È·ÈË¯‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÈÎ ,'˙È„ÂÒ' ‡È‰ ˙È„ÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
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ÈÎ ,'˙È„ÂÒ' ‡È‰ .‰·Â˙Î ÌÈÏÈÓ ˙Ù˘ Á¯Î‰· ‡ÏÂ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ ˙Ù˘ ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯·
Clandinin & Connelly,) ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,ÂÓˆÚ Ú„ÂÈÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ È˙Ï· ‰È·ÈÎ¯Ó ÌÈ·¯
ÈÎ Ì‡) ˙Â¯Â·„ ÌÈÏÈÓÏ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ˙È„ÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ .(1996; Polanyi, 1967
ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ Ì‰Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ Â¯ÙÒÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯˘‡Î (‰˙ÂÓÏ˘· ‡Ï ÌÏÂÚÏ
‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁÏ „ÂÒ ÈÙ˙Â˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ‡¯ Ì‰ÈÈÚ· ÌÈÒÙ˙‰ ÌÈ˘‡Ï Â‡ ÌÈ¯Á‡
˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ È˙˘ ,˙È„ÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ì‚Â ‰˘Â„˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ Ì‚ .(Schon, 1987)
ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙ˜˘Ó ,ÂÊÏ ÂÊ ‰¯È˙Ò· ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ

.‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂ‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ,‡È‰ ˜¯Â ‡È‰ ,˙È„ÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
ÌÈÏ˜˙ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÌÚ Ú‚Ó· ÌÈ‡·‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ È¯ÂÓ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÈÁ˙ÙÓ
(‡˜ÂÂ„ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Ù˘ ‰È‡˘ ‰Ù˘Ï ÈÂËÈ·) ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰˘Â„˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ·Â¯Ï
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÂÊ .(Clandinin & Connelly, 1996) Ì‰Ï˘ ÈÂÒÈÎ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· Â‡
Â‰ˆ˜ ‰ˆ˜ ˙‡ ˙‡Ë·Ó‰ ‡È‰Â ,‰˙ÈÎ‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ıÂÁÓ ‡ˆÓ˘ ÈÓ ÌÚ ˜ÂÏÁÏ ÌÈÎÂÓ
ÏÈÚÏ ÌÈ¯ÎÊÂÓ‰ ÌÈ˘‡‰ ÏÎ Ì‡ ˜ÙÒ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ Ï˘ ÔÂÁ¯˜‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÏ‚‰
.Ì‰Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ Ú„È‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ÂÊ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È„ÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÌÚ ÌÈ˘‚Ù
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ·¯˜· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÚÓË‰‰ ˙„ÈÓ ˙‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï Â‡Â··
‰È·˙ÂÎÂ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ È‚Â‰ ÌÚ ˜ÂÏÁÏ ÌÈÎÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï Ú„ ÈÎ ÈÂ‡¯
ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÏÚÂÙ· ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Ì‰˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ·Ï ('ÈÂÒÈÎ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ' Â‡ '‰˘Â„˜‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰')

.('˙È„ÂÒ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰') ‰‡¯Â‰‰

˙Á‡ ˙Â¯ÙÒ – ˙ÂÙ˘ È˙˘

˙‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯ ˙ÂÙ˘ È˙˘Ó ‰˘ÚÓÏ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ
˙Â¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ‰È˙Â„ÂÒÈ .'˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰'Â '˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰' :ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
È˙˘ Ï˘ ÛÂ¯Èˆ‰ .„ÁÈ Ì‚ ˙ÂÙ˘‰ È˙˘Ó ˙ÂÁÂ˜Ï‰ ÔÈÈ· È·‡ ÌÈÏÈÎÓ ‰‡¯Â‰‰
˙ÈÈˆ‡ÂËÈÒÓÂ ÔÓÊÏ ÔÓÊÓ ,‰¯ÂÓÏ ‰¯ÂÓÓ ‰˙˘ÓÂ ‰Â˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ˙ÂÙ˘‰
˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÌÚ ‰ÓÈÏ‰· ˙Â‡ˆÓ ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ .˙¯Á‡Ï ˙Á‡ ‰‡¯Â‰
˙Â¯ÙÒ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ,¯Á‡ ÔÂ˘Ï .‰ÊÓ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙‡ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÌÚÂ ‰ÊÓ ˙Â„‰È‰
Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÌÚ Ô‰ ‰ÓÈÏ‰· ˙‡ˆÓ‰ ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ˙Â¯Â˜Ó Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰
‰˙˘Ó ˙ÂÙ˘‰Ó ˙Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ ÈÏÂ‚Ò‰ Ï˜˘Ó‰ .Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÌÚ Ô‰
˙Ù˜˘Ó ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ .˙¯Á‡Ï ˙Á‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙Â¯ÙÒÓ
Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ – ÏÂÙÎ ˘‚ÙÓ
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓ‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ

.ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘
‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓ· ,ÏÈÚÏ ¯Ó‡˘ ÈÙÎ
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ (˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â„‰È ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰) ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰
˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ Ï˘ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ˜¯ ÌÈˆÓ‡ÓÂ ÌÈËÏÂ˜
ÌÈ‡˘ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘ÓÂ Ì‰È˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÌÚÂ ÌÓÏÂÚ ÌÚ ‰ÓÈÏ‰· ÌÈ‡ˆÓ‰
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ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓ· ÈÎ ‰‡¯ .ÏÈÏÎ Ì‰Ó ÌÈÓÏÚ˙Ó Â‡ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ Ì˙Ù˘Ï ÌÈÓÈ‡˙Ó
‰ÂÓ˙‰ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰

.¯˙ÂÈ Û‡ ˙·Î¯ÂÓ
Ì¯Â˜Ó˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˙ÁÒÂÓ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰˙ÒÈÙ˙
ÈÎÂ˙ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ ‰Ó‚Ó‰ .˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰˙ÒÈÙ˙·
.˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙ÈÈ·· ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘Ï Ô˙È˘ ·¯‰ Ï˜˘Ó‰ ÏÚ ‰„ÈÚÓ „ÂÓÈÏ‰
˜ÏÁÎ) ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰Â ‰¯·Á‰ ÈÎ¯ÂˆÏ ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰˙‚‡„ ˙‡ ‰˘È‚„Ó ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ,ÔÎ‡
Ì‚ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ .Ì‰ÈÙÏ ÌÈ‚ˆÂÓ‰ ÌÈÎ˙· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚÏ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,(‰¯·Á‰Ó
È·˙ÂÎ ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚÂ ˜ÊÂ¯˘ Û‡ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÚÏ ˙ÂÈÂ˘Ú˘ ˙Â·Â˘˙ ÚÈˆ‰Ï ‰ÒÓ
,‰¯Â¯· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÌÈ‚ÈˆÓ Û‡Â ‰¯Â¯· ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰Ú‰ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈÚÂÓ ˙ÈÎ˙‰
˙‡ ,˜È„ˆ‰Ï È„Î ¯˜ÈÚ·Â ,¯È·Ò‰Ï È„Î ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘· ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó Ì‰ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ·
ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· 2.Ì‰Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ‰
¯È·Ò‰Ï ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó‰ ,‰‡ÏÓ ‰ÈÂÓ¯‰· ‰Ê „ˆ· ‰Ê ÌÈÈÂˆÓ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰Â

.˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘
‰È‡ ÂÊ‰ ‰ÈÂÓ¯‰‰ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÂÈÈ‰„ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ·
‰È·Â·¯Ú· Ì‰Ï ÌÈˆˆÂ¯˙Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· .¯˜ÈÚÂ ÏÏÎ ˙ÓÈÈ˜
ÔÈ‡Â ,˙ÂÓÏÈ„Â ˙Â¯È˙Ò ,ÌÈÁ˙Ó ˘È Ô‡Î .ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÂ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ
˙Á‡ ¯Â˙ÙÏÂ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ ˙Â·Î¯ÂÓ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ‰ÎÏ‰Î ˙ÁÒÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂÎ·

.‰· ˙Â¯¯ÂÚ˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÈÚ·‰ ˙‡ „ÈÓ˙ÏÂ
‰Ù˘· ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÓÂÊÓ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ
˙ÓÂ˘˙ ˙‡ ÁÈÒÓ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ˙‚ˆ‰ Í¯ÂˆÏ (˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„-˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰) ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰
˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰ ˙‡Â ÌÈËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙¯ÈÁ· ˙‡ ‰Á‰˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÏÂ˜È˘‰Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ·Ï‰
ÌÈÓÏÚ˙ÓÂ È˙Â·¯˙-ÈÎÂ˙ ¯ÒÓ ·Â˙Î· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ‰Ï‡Î ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .˙ÂÚˆÂÓ‰
ÔÈÈÚ˙Ó ,ÁÂ˙Ù „ÈÓÏ˙ Ì‰ÈÈÚ „‚Ï ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰˘ ‰Ú˘· .ÂÏ˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÔÙ‰Ó
˙‡ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ÌÈÓˆÓˆÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ,Ì‡˙‰· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈÁ˙ÙÓÂ ÔÈÈ„˙ÓÂ

.„ÂÓÈÏ‰ Ï˘ È˙Â·¯˙-ÈÎÂ˙‰ Ë·È‰· ˜¯ ÌÈÊÎ¯˙ÓÂ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙Ï Ì˙·Â‚˙

˘È [...] ˙ÂÂˆÓ „ÓÏÏ ,‰ÂÓ‡ „ÓÏÏ ‰Ê ,ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ „ÓÏÏ ‰Ê Í"˙ „ÓÏÏ
ÂÏ ˘È „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÌˆÚ [...] ÔÎÂ˙‰ ·Â˘Á Á¯Î‰· ‡Ï ,ÂÓˆÚ ËÒ˜ËÏ ‰˘Â„˜
‰¯ÂÓ ,‰¯Â‡) „ÓÂÏ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ÔÈ·È ‡Ï˘ Â‰˘ÈÓ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ .Í¯Ú

.(ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ˙·ÈËÁ·
Í"˙‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰˜ÊÁ‰ ˙‡ ¯¯Á˘Ï ˙ÂÁÈÏ˘ ÍÎ· ‰‡Â¯ ËÏÁ‰· È‡
,È‡¯˜Ó‰ È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ˙Â‡¯Ï Ì‡˘ ¯ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ Ì‰Ï ¯È·Ú‰Ï ‰ÒÓ È‡ [...]

.(ÔÂÎÈ˙· ‰¯ÂÓ ,‰È·‡) ÂÁ‡ ‰Ê ¯˙ÂÈ ÂÈÏ‡ ·Â¯˜˘ ÈÓ Ê‡

2Í‡ ,‰‡¯Â‰‰ ‰„˘Ó ÌÈÁÂ˜Ï‰ ÌÈÁÂÓÂ ˙ÂÈË˜„È„ ˙ÂÈÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ÌÈ·ÏÂ˘Ó ‰¯ÂÓÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯„Ó·
.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰Ù˘Ï ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ˜È˙Ú‰Ï È„Î Ì‰· ÔÈ‡



È„˜˘ ¯˘‡ „Ú

Ô‰˘ È˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯ÒÓ· ˙Â„˜Ó˙Ó ,˙ÈÂÏÈÁ ‰ÈÈ˘‰Â ‰ÈÈ˙„ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ,‰È·‡Â ‰¯Â‡
‰‡¯ .Ô˙ËÏÁ‰ Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÈÁÓ‰Ó ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙ÓÂ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ¯È·Ú‰Ï ˙Â˘˜·Ó
ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ „„ÂÚÓ ÂÈ‡ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘· ˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ÈÎ
ÔÈ‡ Ô‰È˙˘Â ,‰Ï˘Ó ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ‰Ù˘· ˙¯·Â„ Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡ ÏÎ .˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï
ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÙÏ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯Ï ÏÏÎ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó
˙‡ ‰ÁÓ‰ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÏÂ˜È˘‰Ó ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙Ó Ô‰È˙˘ .'˙ÈËÂÂÏ¯'Â '˙ÈË˙Â‡' Í¯„·
Ô‡Â·· Ô‰Ï˘ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘‰ ÌÏÂÒ ˘‡¯· „ÓÂÚ È˙Â·¯˙-ÈÎÂ˙‰ ·ÈËÂÓ‰ .‰Ê‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ‰
‰Ù˘· ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÁÂÒÈÂ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÙÏ ÌÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï „ˆÈÎ ÔÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÏÂ‡˘Ï

.ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘‰Ó ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï Ô‰ÈÏÚ Ï˜Ó ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰
‰·Â˙Î‰ ,˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ .ÏÈÚÏ ‰ËËÂˆ˘ ÂÊÏ ‰ÎÂÙ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙·Â‚˙ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó·
Ï˜˘Ó‰ Â˙Â‡ ˙‡ ˙Ï·˜Ó ‰È‡ ,ÈÎÂÈÁ ¯ÒÓ ˙Ù˜˘Ó Í‡ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘·
È˙Â·¯˙-ÈÎÂ˙‰ ¯˘˜‰‰Ó ˙ÓÏÚ˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ‰ÎÂÊÂ ÂÈÏ‡ ÂÂÂÎ˙‰ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰˘
Ï˘ ‰Ó‡˙‰‰ ˙„ÈÓ ˙‡ ˜Â„·Ï ÌÈ‡· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ¯˘‡Î ÍÎÈÙÏ .„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÈÎÂ˙ Ï˘
¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÁÂ· Ì‰ ÌÚÙ ‡Ï ,‰˙ÈÎ· ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ˙ÈÎ˙· ˙ÂÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ‰
Ì‡ Ì‚ È˙Â·¯˙‰-ÈÎÂ˙‰ ÔÙÏ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÔË˜ Ï˜˘Ó ÌÈ˙ÂÂ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ‰„ÈÓ ˙ÂÓ‡·
˙Â„·‡Ó ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÂÂÎ ‰Ê ÔÙÂ‡· .ÏÂÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ˙‡ ‰Á‰ ¯˘‡ ‡Â‰
ÍÎ .˙Â¯È·Ò ‡Ï ˙ÂÚÓ˘ Ô‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜Ó .˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ Ô˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡

:˙ÈÎ˙Ï ˙Â¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Á‡ ‰·È‚Ó

[...] .‰ÏÂÚÙ ˘ÙÂÁ ˘È ÚÂˆÈ· ÈÚˆÓ‡ ˙ÈÁ·Ó ,·È˙Î˙ ˘È ˙È‡„È‡ ‰ÈÁ·Ó
,˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰Ó ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Ï‡ ˙È˘ÙÂÁ ‰¯ÈÁ· ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó ‡Ï Ì‰˘ ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó ˘È
Ì‰˘ ‰„ÈÓÏ Í¯„Ï ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓ ,¯Â¯· „Â‡Ó ÔÂÂÈÎ ˘È .ÌÈÚÈˆÓ Ì‰˘ ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó ˘ÈÂ
ÌÈ˜ÓÓ Ì‰ .ÌÈÂÂÎÓÂ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÈ¯‚ÂÒ ËÏÁ‰· Ì‰ [...] ‰· ÌÈÈÈÂÚÓ
‰‡„È‡‰ ˙ÈÁ·Ó Í‡ ,˙ÂÈÂÏÈÚÙ ÔÂÂÈ‚ ˘È [...] ÌÁÂ˙ ˜ÂÓÈ· Í‡ ,Ì˙Ú„ ˙‡
¯ÂÁ·Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÈÎ Ì‡ ,‰Á˙ ‰˙Â‡Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ÌÏÂÎ .¯Â¯· ÌÂÁ˙‰

.(ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ˙·ÈËÁ· ‰¯ÂÓ ,„¯Â) ˙ÂÂ˘ ÌÈÎ¯„·

ÏÚ) ÈËÂÂÏ¯Â ÈË˙Â‡ ÈÎÂÈÁ ÔÂÂÈÎ Â· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰˘ ‰Ó ÈÎ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„
,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï Ì‡˙ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ¯ÂÓ‡‰ ÔÂÂÈÎ ,(˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÈÙ
Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ) ˙È˘ÙÂÁ ‰¯ÈÁ· Ô˙Ó-È‡Â ·È˙Î˙ Â· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘· ‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡È¯˜ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ .(˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰
ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ÔÈ· ‰·‰ ¯ÒÂÁ Ï˘ ·ˆÓÏ ‰‡È·Ó ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘Ï Ì¯˜ÈÚ· ÌÈÎÈÈ˘‰
·‚‡) ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· ‰‡È¯˜ ÈÎ ‰‡¯ ÔÏ‰Ï˘ ËÂËÈˆ· .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï
‡˜ÂÂ„ Ì˘¯˙‰Ï ÏÚÈ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰‡È·‰ (˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘Ï ËÚÂÓ Ï˜˘Ó Ô˙Ó
ÌÈ¯ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÍÎ ·‚‡ ‰ËÏ˜ ‡Ï ÏÚÈ .˙ÈÎ˙· ˙ÂÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÔÂÂ‚ÓÓ
ÏÚÈ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ ÌÈÚÈˆÓ˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ .˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙-ÌÈÈÎÂ˙‰
˙‡ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ¯È‡˘ÓÂ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ Á˙ÂÙ ‡Â‰' :˙Â·¯ ÈÓ ˙Á‡ ‰Ú„ „ÂÚÎ ˙ÒÙÂ˙
˘ÓÓÏ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÌÂ˘ ÈÏ· ÍÈ¯„Ó‰ ˙Úˆ‰ ˙‡ ‡Â¯˜Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ È‡ [...] Í¯„‰ Í˘Ó‰
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‰¯ÂÓ ,ÏÚÈ) '˙·‰Â‡ „Â‡Ó È‡ ‰ÊÂ ,‰Ú„ „ÂÚ ÚÂÓ˘Ï ËÂ˘Ù ,¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰˘ ‰Ó ˙‡
.(È„ÂÒÈ‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È··

˘ÂÓÈ˘ ·‚‡ ‰˙Â‡ Â·˙Î ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ ÈÎ ‡ÂÙ‡ ‰‡¯
Ì˙ÓÂÚÏ .(˙ÂÂÂÎÓÂ ˙Â¯È˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÈË˜„È„ ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ ÛÂ¯Èˆ·) „·Ï· ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘·
‰¯ÂÓÓ ÌÈ˙˘Ó‰ ÌÈÂÈÓ· ,„ÁÈ Ì‚ '˙ÂÙ˘' È˙˘· 'Ì˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˙‡ 'ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ' ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰
‰˘ÚÓÏ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ‡ÏÙ ÔÈ‡ ÔÎÏ .˙¯Á‡Ï ˙Á‡ ‰‡¯Â‰ ˙ÈÈˆ‡ÂËÈÒÓÂ ‰¯ÂÓÏ
ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ‡ ‰Ê È˙ÈÈ·‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÈÎ ‡Â‰ ÔÈÈÚÓ‰ .‰˘„Á ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙
Ì‰˘ ÍÎÏ Â‡ – '‰˘„Á ˙Â¯ÙÒ' – ‰˘„Á ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ Ì‰˘ ÍÎÏ „ÈÓ˙
ÌÈÓ‡ Ì‰˘ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ‡È‰ Ì˙˘ÂÁ˙ .˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙· ÌÈÈÂ¯˜Ú ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÌÈÁÂ„
ÌÈÚÈˆÓ˘ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ È¯˜ ,‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙-ÌÈÈÎÂ˙‰ ÌÈ¯ÒÓÏ È„ÓÏ
Goodlad,) „Ï„Â‚ ÔÂ'‚ ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ· ‰˘‚„Â‰ ÂÊ ‰ÚË .˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ Ì‰Ï
ÔÈ· ¯ÚÙ ÌÈÈ˜ ÈÎ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ .(1978) Ò˜ÂÙ ‰ÓÏ˘Â ¯„‡ ‰‡ÏÂ (1977
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÈÏ· ‰Ê ÏÎ – ÌÈÓÈÙÓÂ ÌÈÈ·Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ‰·Â˙Î‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰

.ÏÏÎ ÍÎÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ

˙Â˜ÒÓÂ ÌÂÎÈÒ

('˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰') ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„-˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÈÎ ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙Á‰ Ì‡‰
·ÈÂÁÓ ˘Á ÂÈ‡˘ ¯ÚÂÏ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‚ˆ‰Ï ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú
È˙·‰ ÈÙÏ .‡˜ÂÂ„ Â‡Ï – ‡È‰ ‰·Â˘˙‰ ?‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰˜È„ˆ‰ ‡Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ
‰Ó .ÏÏÎ ÔÁ·È‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡ ‡È‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ÈÏÂ‡ ,ÏÚÂÙ· ‰Á· ‡Ï ÂÊ ‰Á‰
,ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ -ÂÈÙ˙Â˘Â ˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Ì˙Â‚‰ È¯Ù ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰È‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÙÏ ‚ˆÂ‰˘
,ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â¯ˆÈ˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‡È‰ ‚ˆÂ‰˘ ‰Ó .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ
:˙ÂÁÙÏ '˙ÂÙ˘' È˙˘Ó ˙·Î¯ÂÓ‰ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'· ¯·Â„Ó .ÂÏ˘ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰Â ‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎ
‰Ù˘‰Â ('˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰') ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ‰Ù˘‰
˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ‡Ï Û‡ .('˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰') ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰
˙‚ˆÂÓ‰ ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„ -˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰Ó ¯Â‰Ë ÔÙÂ‡· ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â¯ˆÈ˘
Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡ ‡Ï Û‡Â ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙·
˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·ˆÚÓ ‰˙Â‡ ÂÒÙ˙˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„-˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙
ÈÙÏ ‰‚ˆÂ‰ ‡ÏÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÚ ‰˘‚ÙÓ· ÈÏÏÎ ‰¯Âˆ ÈÂÈ˘ ‰¯·Ú ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ
·¯ ÈÂËÈ· ˙˙Â‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Â¯ˆÈ ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ .‰¯Â˜Ó· ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ÈÙÎ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰
‰ÓÎ .˙ÂÁÙ ËÏÂ· ÈÂËÈ· ÍÎÏ Â˙ ÌÈ¯Á‡ .ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏ‡È„-ÌÈÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯Ï ¯˙ÂÈ
Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙-ÌÈÈÎÂ˙‰ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú‰Ó „Â‡Ó ‰˜ÂÁ¯‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ Â‡ËÈ· Û‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ

.˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰
ÌÈ‚ˆÂÓ ‰·˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰˙˘Ú ‡Ï ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„-˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÈÎ ‰„·ÂÚ‰
‰È‡ ,˙ÂÈ·ÈÒËÈ‡· ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÁ˘ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙·· Ì‚ ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰
¯˘‡· (Rosenak, 1986; 1995) ˜ÊÂ¯ ÁÈ‰˘ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ˙ÂÈÂ‚˘ ˙ÂÁ‰ ÏÚ ‰„ÈÚÓ
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˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ·ÈÂÁÓ ÂÈ‡˘ ¯ÚÂ ÈÙÏ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ‡¯‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘Ï
'˙Â¯ÙÒ' Â¯ˆÈÂ ‰ÈÂ‡¯ '‰Ù˘' ÈÂ‰ÈÊ ÌÚ Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚÂ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˙È„Â‰È‰
Ï˘ ‰ÁÂÎ· ˘È˘ ‰Á‰‰ ÈÎ ¯«ÓÂ‡ ÈÈÁÂÒÈ· ¯‰ÊÈ‰Ï È„Î .ÂÊ '‰Ù˘' ÏÚ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó‰
¯ÚÂÏ ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯Ï ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ˙È‚ÂÏ‡È„-˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
ÍÈÏ‰˙· ¯·Â„Ó ÔÈ‡ .‰Î¯ÙÂ‰ ‡Ï ,Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙¯ÈÓ˘ ·‚‡ ,ÂÈÓÈ Ô·
˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ Ô˙Â‡ ÌÈËÂÂÓ ¯˘‡Â ıÂÁ‰ ÔÓ ˙Â‡·˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒÂ ‰Ù˘ ˙ÈÈ˜‰ Ï˘
.È˙ÈÈ·‰ ÈÙÂ‡ ‡˘Â ¯˘‡Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â˙Â‡ ÌÈËÂÂÓ˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÂÈÙÏ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ Â·˙Î ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚÂ ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯˘‡Î ÔÂ·˘Á· Â‡·Â‰ ‡Ï ‰Ï‡ ÌÈÈÈÚ˘ ‰‡¯
ÂÂÈ‚‰˘ ÔÂ·˘Á· ‡·Â‰ ‡Ï Ì‚˘ ‰‡¯ .(Richardson, 1997) ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ
‡ÏÂ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ „ÈÓÚÓ ‡È‰ ¯˘‡· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰ÏÚÙ‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ Ï˘
˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÌÚ ÌÈ˘‚Ù ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ .ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰ Ï˘ ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ „ÚÈÎ ,ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ˙‡
ÌÈ˘‚Ù ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ .˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÌÚ ‡ÏÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ˘
˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·˙ÂÎ˘ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ù˘‰ Ï˘ ‰¯Â‰Ë ‰„ÏÂ˙ Á¯Î‰· ‰È‡˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ÌÚ

.‰ÈÏ‡ ÂÂÂÈÎ
˙È„Â‰È ‰Ù˘ ˙ÈÈ˜‰ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ‰È‡ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ,ÍÎ Ì‡
ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ Ì‰ Â·˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ¯Â·ÚÏ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ˙¯˘Ù‡Ó ‰È‡ Û‡ ‡È‰Â ,„·Ï· ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï
,‰· ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈ˘Ó˙˘Ó‰˘ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÏÂÎ Ì„Â˜ ÂÈÙÏ .˙˘Î¯ ‰Ù˘ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â¯ÙÒ
È˙˘Ó ·Î¯ÂÓ ÌÈÂÂÁ Ì‰˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ .'˙Â¯ÙÒ' ‰˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È¯˜
˙ÂÙ˘‰ È˙˘ ÌÈÓÚÙÏ .'˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰'Â '˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰' :˙ÂÁÙÏ '˙ÂÙ˘'
‡Â‰˘ ,‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· .‰˙ÂÚ¯ ÏÚ ˙ËÏ˙˘Ó Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ÂÊ· ÂÊ ˙Â˘‚˙Ó
˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡È„-˙ÈÎ¯Ú‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÏÚ ,ÂÚ·Ë· (ÈËÒÈ·ÈË˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜) È˙ÈÈ·‰
˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÌÚÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ÌÚ ¯·Á˙‰Ï ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ
ÌÈ¯ˆÂÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Â·˘ ,ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ˙‡ ¯ˆÂÈ‰ ÔÙÂ‡· Ì‰Ï˘
ÂÁÂ‰˘ ‰Ú˘· ÔÂ·˘Á· ‡·Â‰ ‡Ï ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ Ì‚˘ ‰‡¯ .Ì‰Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ ˙‡

.‰Â„‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙·È˙Î ˙‡¯˜Ï ‰„Â·Ú‰ ˙ÂÁ‰
È˙ÈÈ·‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰ÏÚÙ‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙
ÌÂ˘ÈÈ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ .('˙Â¯ÙÒ') ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙¯ÈˆÈ· ÔÈÈÙÂ‡Ó‰
Schwab,) ‰˘ÚÓÏ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ÌÂ‚¯˙ Ï˘ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÍÈÏ‰˙ ÂÈ‡ Û‡Â (Tyler, 1949)
˙ÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓÏ ¯˘‡· ˙Â˜ÒÓ ‰ÓÎ ˜ÈÒ‰Ï ˘È ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÁ‰Ó .(1973
ÌÂÁ˙· ˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÔÈ·˘ ˘‚ÙÓÏ ¯˘‡·Â ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ
ÈÎ ÔÂ·˘Á· ‡È·‰Ï ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡¯Â‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙¯˘Î‰ ÏÚ .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙¯˘Î‰ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯ÂÙÈÒÂ Ì˙Ù˘ ,ÌÓÏÂÚ ÂÊÎ¯Ó·˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ¯·Â„Ó
‰ÁÓ‰ ‰Ù˘ÏÂ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÙÈ˘ÁÏ Ô‰ ÈÂËÈ· ˙˙Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ ˙‡ÊÎ˘
ÏÚ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ· .Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰Â ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ¯Â¯È·Ï Ô‰ ‰˙Â‡
˙ÂÏ‚Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÚÈÈÒÏ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ˙‡¯Â‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙¯˘Î‰
Ú˜¯ ÏÚ .ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙·Â È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÁ˙· Ì‰È˙ÂÂÓ‡ ˙‡Â Ì‰È˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ÌÓˆÚÏ
ÁÂ˙Ù ˘‚ÙÓ ·‚‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÈÙÏ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ÔÂÎ ‰Ê

.È˙¯ÈˆÈÂ



‰˙ÈÎ· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÊÚ

ÍÈÏ‰˙Î ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ È„È· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙ÏÚÙ‰ Ï˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ˘È ,ÔÎ Ì‡
Ball) ˙ÈÎ˙‰ È·ÓÎ ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ÈÊÎ¯Ó ÌÂ˜Ó ˙˙Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ ÏÚ .È˙ÈÈ·‰
ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰Ó ˙˘¯„‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÏÚ ˘ÓÓ˙‰Ï ÏÎÂÈ ¯·„‰˘ È„Î .(& Cohen, 1996
˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ,˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰Ù˘‰Ó ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙·Î¯ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ·
ÈÎ¯„ ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰ ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ ÏÂÏÎÏ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈÈÂ‡¯‰ ˙Ú„‰ ÈÎÂ˙ ˙‡
¯˜ÈÚ·Â ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ˙·È˙Î· ‡Ë·˙‰Ï ˙‡ÊÎ ‰˘È‚ ÏÚ .˙ÂÈÂ‡¯ ‰‡¯Â‰
¯Â·ÈÁ· .(Shkedi, 1993; 1996) ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ÌÈÂÂÏ‰ ‰¯ÂÓÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯„Ó‰ ˙·È˙Î·
˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ‰¯ÂÓÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯„Ó ˙·È˙Î· ÔÂÓË‰ ·¯‰ È˘Â˜‰ ÏÚ È˙„ÓÚ ¯·Î ÈÏ˘ Ì„Â˜
˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙ÈÙÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Â‡„Ò ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÈÎ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .(Shkedi, 1998) ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ

.(Shkedi, 1996) ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
ÌÈÈ˜ Ì‡ Û‡Â ,‰¯ÂÓÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯„ÓÂ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙ ·Â˙ÎÏ ·ÈËÈ Ì‡ Ì‚ ÌÏÂ‡
‰ÁÓ‰ ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡Â ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙‡ ˙Â˜‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆÏ ,Ô˙ÎÏ‰Î ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ˙Â‡„Ò
¯˘ÈÈ‰ ˙ÂÈÂˆ¯‰ ‰Ù˘‰Â ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ‰¯Â·Ú˙ Ì‰Ó˘Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÎÏ Ô˙ÂÓÏ˘· ‰˙Â‡
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÈÎ ÁÈ‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ‰¯¯· ÔÈ‡ .ÍÂÓÒÏ ‰Ó ÏÚ ÔÈ‡ ÂÊ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆÏ – ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï
˙ÈÎ˙) ÍÎÓ ¯ˆÂÂÈ˙˘ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ .‰Â˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ˙‡ ˙Â·‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈÂ˘
ÔÈ·Â ˙ÂÈÂ¯ÙÒ ÔÈ· ˘‚ÙÓ Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ ‰È‰˙ (‰ÏÂÚÙ·˘ ÂÊÂ ˙ÎÂ˙Ó‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
ÌÚ ‰¯ÂÓÂ ‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎ Ï˘ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰·Â ˙È„„‰ ‰È¯Ù‰Â ‰È·‰· ¯ˆÂÂÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÙ˘
‰‚‰˘ ÂÊ ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰˘ ¯˘Ù‡ ‰Ê Ú˜¯ ÏÚ .ÂÏ˘ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰
¯˘Ù‡ .‰¯Â‚ÒÂ ‰¯Â„Ò ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙Ó ÔÂÙˆÓÂ ÔÙˆÓ ˙ÈÁ·· ¯˙ÂÈ ‡È‰ ,˜ÊÂ¯

.‰¯Â¯· ‡Ï Û‡Â ÈÂÙˆ‰Ó ‰Ë˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ‰È‰˙ ‰˙ÚÙ˘‰˘
ÌÊÈÂ ‰‚‰˘ ‰Ê ÂÓÎ ÏÚÙÓ ÈÎ ÈÂ‡¯Â ,ÏÎÒ˙Ï ÂÏ‡ ˙Â˜ÒÓ· ÔÈ‡ ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡
È·˙ÂÎ Ï˘Â ÍÂÈÁÂ ˙Â‚‰ È˘‡ Ï˘ Ì˙ÓÂ¯˙ .·Á¯˙‰ÏÂ ÌÈÈ˜˙‰Ï ÛÈÒÂÈ ˜ÊÂ¯
ÚÂÓÏÂ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÈÈ˘Ú‰ ˙‡Â ‰·È˘Á‰ ˙‡ ¯È˘Ú‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙
.Í¯„ ˙ÂˆÈÙ˜ ÔÈ‡Â Í¯„ È¯ÂˆÈ˜ ÔÈ‡ ‰„ÈÓÏ‰Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· .ÌÈ¯Ó˘‰ ÏÚ ‰‡ÈÙ˜
ÈÎ¯ÚÏ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÌÚ Ì˙˘È‚Ù· ÌÈ¯·ÂÚ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰Â ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰
‰ÈÂ˘Ú ,ÌÈ¯ÂÙÒ ÌÈ„Úˆ ¯Á‡Ï ÌÈÈ˙ÒÓ ÂÈ‡˘ ,·Î¯ÂÓÂ ÍÂ¯‡ ÍÈÏ‰˙Î ˙Â„‰È‰
ÂÚÈÙ˘ÈÂ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ÂÚÈ‚È ˙ÈÎ˙‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯˘ ÈÂÎÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ¯È·‚‰Ï
È„È· ˙·˙Î‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙Ó ÂÏ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ÔÂÎ˘ ·¯Ó‰ ‰Ê .‰ÎÂ¯· ‰ÚÙ˘‰ Ì‰ÈÏÚ

.¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·Ï ıÂÁÓ ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚

˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙ÓÈ˘¯

.¯ÙÒ‰-È˙·· ‰ÚÂˆÈ·Â ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰· ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÁÂ˙È .(1978) '˘ ,Ò˜ÂÙÂ 'Ï ,¯„‡
.˙È¯·Ú‰ ‰ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ,ÍÂÈÁÏ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È

Ball, D. L., & Cohen, D. K. (1996). Reform by the book: What is – or might be –

the role of curriculum materials in teacher learning and instructional reform?

Educational Researcher, 25(9), 6–8.



È„˜˘ ¯˘‡ ÁÚ

Beattie, M. (1995). New perspectives for teacher education: Narrative ways of

knowing, teaching and teacher learning. Educational Research, 37(1), 53–70.

Bruner, J. (1985). Narrative and paradigmatic modes of thought. In E. Eisner (Ed.),

Learning and teaching: The ways of knowing (pp. 97–115). Chicago: NSSE.

Bruner, J. (1996). The culture of education. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University

Press.

Bruner, J. (1990). Acts of meaning. Cambridge, MA.: Harvard University Press.

Carter, K. (1993). The place of story in the study of teaching and teacher education.

Educational Researcher, 22(1), 5–12.

Clandinin, D. J., & Connelly, F. M. (1996). Teachers’ professional knowledge

landscapes: Teacher stories – stories of teachers – school stories – stories of

schools. Educational Researcher, 25(3) 24–30.

Connelly, F. M., & Clandinin, D. J. (1988). Teachers as curriculum planners:

Narratives of experience. New York: Teachers College Press.

Connelly, F. M., & Clandinin, D. J. (1990). Stories of experience and narrative

inquiry. Educational researcher, 19(5), 2–14.

Elbaz, F. (1991). Research on teacher’s knowlege: The evolution of a discourse.

Journal of Curriculum studies, 23, 1–9.

Fox, S. (1985). The vitality of theory in Schwab’s conception of the practical.

Curriculum Inquiry, 15(1), 63–89.

Gadamer H. G. (1975). Truth and method. New York: Seabury.

Geertz, C. (1973). The interpretation of cultures. New York: Basic Books.

Goodlad, J. I. (1977). What goes on in our school? Educational researcher, 6(3),

3–6.

Gudmundsdottir, S. (1990). Curriculum stories: Four case studies of Social Studies

teaching. In C. Day, M. Pope, & P. Denicolo (Eds.), Insight into teachers’

thinking and practice (pp. 107–118). London: The Palmer Press.

Gudmundsdottir, S. (1991). Story-maker, story-teller: Structures in curriculum.

Journal of Curriculum studies, 23, 207–218.

Gudmundsdottir, S. (1995). The narrative nature of pedagogical content knowledge.

In H. NcEwan & K. Egan (Eds.), Narrative in teaching, learning and research

(pp. 24–38). New York: Teachers College Press.

Jackson, P. W. (1990). Life in classrooms. New York: Teachers College Press.

Lieblich, A., Tuval-Mashiach, R., & Zilber, T. (1998). Narrative research. London:

Sage Publication.

Lortie, D. C. (1975) Schoolteacher. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Oakeshott, M. (1962). The study of ‘politics’ in a university. Rationalism in politics

and other essays. London: Methuen.



‰˙ÈÎ· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯ÚËÚ

Peters, R. S. (1981). Reason and habit: The paradox of moral education. Idem,

Moral development and moral education (pp. 45–60). London: George Allen

& Unwin.

Polanyi, M. (1967). The tacit dimension. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Reid, W. A. (1983). How can written curriculum guides guide teaching? A response.

Journal of Curriculum Studies, 15(1), 43–45.

Richardson, V. (1997). Constructivist teaching and teacher education: Theory and

practice. In V. Richardson (Ed.), Constructivist teacher education: Building

new understandings (pp. 3–14). London: The Falmer Press.

Rosenak, M. (1986). Teaching Jewish Values: A conceptual guide. Jerusalem: The

Melton Centre for Jewish Education in the Diaspora of the Hebrew University

of Jerusalem.

Rosenak, M. (1992). Commitment and non commitment in Jewish value education.

Studies in Jewish Education; 6, 25–45.

Rosenak, M. (1995). Roads to the palace: Jewish texts and teaching. Providence &

Oxford: Berghahn Books.

Schon, D. A. (1987). Educating the reflective practitioner. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass

Publishers.

Schwab, J. J. (1969). The Practical: A Language for Curriculum Development.

School Review, 78(1), 1–23.

Schwab, J. J. (1973). The Practical 3: Translation into curriculum. School Review,

81, 501–522.

Shkedi, A. (1993). Teachers’ workshop encounters with Jewish moral texts. Journal

of Moral Education, 22(1), 19–30.

Shkedi, A. (1996). School-based workshops for teacher participation in curriculum

development. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 28, 699–711.

Shkedi, A. (1997). The tension between ‘ought’ and ‘is’: Teachers’ conceptions

of the encounter between students and culturally valued texts. Educational

Research, 39(1), 65–76.

Shkedi, A. (1998). Can the curriculum guide both emancipate and educate teachers?

Journal of Curriculum Inquiry, 28, 209–229.

Shkedi, A., & Nisan, M. (in press). Teachers’ cultural ideology: Patterns of curriculum

and teaching culturally valued texts. Teachers College Record.

Shkedi, A., & Horenczyk, G. (1995). The role of teacher ideology in the teaching of

culturally valued texts. Teaching and Teacher Education, 11(2), 107–117.

Shulman, L. S. (1992). Toward a pedagogy of cases. In J. H. Shulman (Ed).

Case methods in teacher education (pp. 1–30). New York: Teachers College

Press.



È„˜˘ ¯˘‡ Ù

Tyler, R. W. (1949). Basic principles of curriculum and instruction. Chicago: The

University of Chicago Press.

Widdershoven, G. A. M. (1993). The story of life: Hermeneutic perspectives on the

relationship between narrative and life history. In R. Josselson & A. Lieblich

(Eds.), The narrative study of lives (pp. 1–20). London: Sage Publication.



'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÏÚ
È„˜˘ ¯˘‡Ï ‰·Â‚˙

ÒÈÏÈ‚ Ï‡ÎÈÓ

Â¯Ó‡Ó· ·‡ÂÂ˘ ÛÒÂ'‚ ·˙Î˘ ËÙ˘Ó· ¯ÎÊÈ‰Ï È˙Â‡ ‰‡È·‰ È„˜˘ ¯˘‡ Ï˘ Â˙‡ˆ¯‰
˙ÂÈÎ˙ ÌÂÁ˙' :Ì˘ ¯Ó‡ ÍÎÂ .ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙·Â ÍÂÈÁ· È˘ÚÓ‰ ÏÚ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰
Ï˘ ˙˙ÂÂÚÓ‰ ‰˙ÚÙ˘‰Ó ‰‡ˆÂ˙ ‡È‰ ‰ÏÁÓ‰ ·‡ÂÂ˘ ÈÈÚ· 1.'ÒÒÂ‚ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
ÌÓÏÂÚ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ˙‡ ‰ÈÚ·‰ ˙ÓÈ¯‚· ÌÈ˘‡Ó Â˙ÓÂÚÏ È„˜˘ .‰È¯Â‡˙‰
'È„ÂÒ'‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡· ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ê ÌÏÂÚ È„˜˘ ÈÙÏ .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ È˙Ó‡‰
Â˙‡ ·ÈËÈÓ .ÂÏ ÌÈÙ˙Â˘ ÌÈ‡ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Â ˙ÂÈÈ„Ó È˘‡ ÏÏÎ Í¯„·˘ ,Ì‰Ï˘
Ï˜ÈÈÓ ,ÔÓÏÂ˘ ÈÏ ÂÎ¯Ú˘ ÌÈ¯˜ÁÓ‰ ˙‡ Â·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙Ï ‡È·Ó ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î È„˜˘
– ‰¯ÂÓ‰ – ÁÊÂÓ‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È·˙Î· .ÔÈÈ„Ï˜ ÔÈ'‚Â ÈÏÈÂ˜
˘È‚„‰Ï Í¯Âˆ ˘È˘ ‰˜ÒÓÏ ÚÈ‚‰ ÂÓˆÚ ·‡ÂÂ˘ .ÂÏ ‰ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‰ËÏ·‰‰ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ó
‰·Â˘˙‰' :ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÔÂÎ˙· ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÂÈÁ‰Â ˙ÈÏÂ‚Ò‰ Â˙ÓÂ¯˙ ˙‡
ÏÂ˜·Â ·Â˘ .‰¯ÂÓ‰ ‡È‰ ‰ˆÂ·˜· ¯·Á ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÈÓ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ÏÚ ‰Â˘‡¯‰
‰ÚË· ˙ˆ¯Á‰ Â˙ÚÈ·˜ ˙‡ ˜ÓÓ ·‡ÂÂ˘ ¯‡˘‰ ÔÈ· .'!‰-¯-Â-Ó-‰ :¯˙ÂÈ Ì¯
ÌÈ˙˘Ó‰ ÌÈ·ˆÓÏ ˙ÂÓ‡˙‰Â ÌÈ¯Â˙Ï‡ ÛÂÒ ÔÈ‡ ˙˘¯Â„‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ ‡È‰ ‰‡¯Â‰‰˘

:¯È„˙

ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï ˘È ÌÂÈ· ÌÈÓÚÙ ˙Â‡Ó .˙ÂÓ‡ ˙ÈÁ·· ‡È‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ Ì˙„Â·Ú
˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰ ˙ÏÏÂÁ˙Ó ÌÂÈ ÏÎ· .·ˆ˜ ‰ÊÈ‡· ,ÈÓ ÌÚ ,˙Â˘ÚÏ ÍÈ‡ ,˙Â˘ÚÏ ‰Ó
Â‡ ÈÂÂÈˆ ÁÒÏ ¯˘Ù‡-È‡ .ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙ˆÂ·˜ ÏÎ ÌÚ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÌÚ ˙¯Á‡
˙ÙÒÂ˙· ÌÈÈ˙ÂÓ‡ ˙Â‚‰˙‰Â ËÂÙÈ˘ Ï˘ ‰ÊÎ ‚ÂÒ ˙ÒÂÂÏ ÂÁÈÏˆÈ˘ ‰‡¯Â‰
·ˆÓ ÌÚ ˙Â„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ÌÈÎ¯„Ï Ú‚Â· ˙ÂÈ„ÈÓÂ ˙Â¯È„˙ ˙ÂÚ¯Î‰Ï ‰ÚÈ·˙‰

2.ÔÓÊ‰ ÏÎ ‰˙˘Ó‰

ÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÈÎ˙Ï ‰ÁÓÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ÁÏÎ‰ „·‡ ÈÎ Ú·Â ÏÈÚÏ ÌÈ¯·„‰Ó
.¯Â‡‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÂÈÏÚ˘ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰˘˜˙Ó‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÁÏÒ·Â ˙ÂÏ·Ò·

1Joseph J. Schwab, ‘The Practical: A Language for Curriculum’, School Review 78

(November 1969), pp. 1–22

2Idem, ‘The Practical 4: Something for Curriculum Professors to Do’, Curriculum Inquiry

13 (1983), pp. 239–265
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˙ÂÁÙÏ Ì‰Ï ·È˘˜‰Ï ;„ÈÓ˙Ó ‚ÂÏ‡È„ Ì˙‡ ÌÈÈ˜Ï ·ÈÈÁ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÍÈ¯„‰Ï ‰ˆÂ¯‰
ÏÏÎ· È¯˘Ù‡ Ì‡ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· .Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ¯·„Ó ‡Â‰˘ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ‰˙Â‡·
˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï Ô·ÂÓÎ ¯˘Ù‡ .‰ÓÏ˘ ˙Î¯ÚÓÏ ˙„ÚÂÈÓ‰ ˙ÁÏˆÂÓ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ·Â˙ÎÏ

.ÂÈ¯·„ ÛÂÒ· ¯ÈÎÊÓ È„˜˘˘ ÌÈÚÂˆ‰ ÌÈ‚˘È‰·
·‡Â˘ È„˜˘˘ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰Ó ˙Â‚ÈÈ˙Ò‰ ÚÈ·‰Ï ÈÂˆ¯·
ÏÚ Ì‚ ÌÈÏÁ ,ÈÏ˘ ‰·‰‰ ¯ÒÂÁ Â‡ ,˙Â‚ÈÈ˙Ò‰‰ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Ï˘ Â˙„Â·ÚÓ
'‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ „Óˆ˘ ¯Â·Ò È‡ .‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ‰˘ÂÚ ÂÓˆÚ ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰
ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Â¯È‰·‰ ¯ÒÂÁ ˙‡ Á˙ÙÓ È„˜˘˘ ÈÏ ‰Ó„ .˙Â¯È‰· ¯ÒÂÁÏ Ì¯Â‚ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â

.ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ È˘ ˙‡ ıÓ‡Ó ‡Â‰ Â·˘
˙Â˜ÓÚ˙‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï '‰Ù˘' ÔÈ·˘ ‰Á·‰Ï ÚÈ‚‰ ‡Â‰ ÔÈÈˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯˘ ÈÙÎ
3.ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˜ÈÈÓ ˙Â·˜Ú· ‰Á·‰Ï ÚÈ‚‰ ÂÓˆÚ·˘ ,Ò¯ËÈÙ „¯'ˆÈ¯ Ï˘ ÂÈ·˙Î·
'‰Ù˘' ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ ,˜ÊÂ¯ ˙‡ ·ÈÈÁÓ ÂÈ‡ Ô·ÂÓÎ˘ ,¯Â˜ÓÏ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ ¯˘‡Î
‰„ÈÓ‰ ‰˜ ‡Â‰ ‰Ó ÌÈÚ·Â˜‰ ÌÈÏÏÎ‰ ,ÚÂˆ˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰„Â˙Ó‰ ‡È‰˘ ,ÚÂˆ˜Ó Ï˘
ÌÈÏÏÎ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ˘‚˙‰‰ ‡È‰˘ ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ ÔÈ·Ï ,‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ ‰ÁÎÂ‰Ï
ÈÏÏÎ ‡È‰ '‰˜ÈÊÈÙ‰ ˙Ù˘' ‰Ï‡‰ ˙Â¯„‚‰‰ ÈÙÏ .˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ‰¯ÈˆÈ· Â‡ ‰„Â·Ú·
ÈÂÒÈ ‡È‰ '‰˜ÈÊÈÙ‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ' .‰˜ÈÊÈÙ‰ ÌÂÁ˙ ÏÚ ÌÈÏÁ Ì‰˘ ÈÙÎ ˙ÈÚ„Ó‰ ‰„Â˙Ó‰
˙Ù˘' ÂÊÂ) ÌÈÏÏÎÂ ÌÈ˜ÂÁ ˘È Ï˘ÓÏ ‰˜ÈÊÂÓÏ .ÈÚ„Ó ˙Ú ·˙Î· ¯Ó‡Ó Â‡ ÌÈÂÒÓ

4.˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ ‰ÎÂ˙ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯È„‚Ó ÌÈ‡˘ ,('‰˜ÈÊÂÓ‰
ÔÈ‡ ‰Ù˘Ï ÂÊ ‰Á·‰ ÈÙÏ .ÍÈÏ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÔÎÂ˙ ÔÈ· ‰ÏÈ·˜Ó ‰Á·‰ ÚÈˆÓ Ò¯ËÈÙ
ÏÂÎÈ ÈÈ‡ .‰Ù˘‰ ÈÏÏÎ· ˜·„ ¯·Â„‰˘ È‡˙· ¯·„ ÏÎ ‰· ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ .ÔÎÂ˙
ÌÈÏÏÎ Ì˙Â‡ Ï·‡ ,¯È·Á˙‰Â ˜Â„˜„‰ ÈÏÏÎ· ·˘Á˙‰Ï ÈÏ· „ÈÎÏ ËÙ˘Ó ¯ÓÂÏ
˙‡Ê‰ ‰Á·‰‰ .˙ÓÈÂÒÓ‰ '‰Ù˘'· ¯ÓÂ‡ È‡˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ ÌÈÏÈ·‚Ó Â‡ ÌÈÚ·Â˜ ÌÈ‡
‰Ï·˜‰ ¯ˆÂÈ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î Ï˘ÓÏ ,'‰Ù˘'‰ ÍÂ˙Ï ÔÎÂ˙ ÒÈÎÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯˘‡Î ˙˘Ë˘ËÈÓ
ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,ËÒ˜Ë ÍÈ‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰˘˜ 5.Â˘Â¯ÈÙÏ ÈÂ˜ ËÒ˜Ë ÔÈ·Â '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï '‰Ù˘' ÔÈ·
6.'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ó ¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ,˙Â¯˙ÂÒÂ ˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯ÙÏ Ô˙È‰Â ¯˙ÂÈ· ÈÂ˜‰
.Ò¯ËÈÙ Ï˘Â ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰· „·ÚÓ ‡Â‰˘ Í¯„Ï ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ Ú„ÂÓ ˜ÊÂ¯
ËÂ˘˜Â‡ ÏÈ·˘·˘ ÌÈÁÂÓÂ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ '‰Ù˘'‰ ÏÚ ÂÂÈ„· ı·È˘ ‡Â‰˘ ‰„ÂÓ ‡Â‰
ÈÒÂÙ„ ,˙ÂÂÓ‡ ,˙ÂÁÂÂ¯ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ,ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó ˙Â˘‚¯ ÔÂ‚Î ,˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯Â‡È˙Ï ÌÈÎÈÈ˘

3Michael Rosenak, Roads to the Palace: Jewish Texts and Teaching, Providence and

Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1995, pp. 19–20

4Michael Oakeshott, Rationalism in Politics and Other Essays, London: Methuen, 1962,

p. 308; Richard Stanley Peters, ‘Reason and Habit: The Paradox of Moral Education’,

Moral Development and Moral Education, London: George Allen and Unwin, 1981, pp.

45–60

5.xiv 'ÓÚ ,(3 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯
6Michael Rosenak, Tree of Life, Tree of Knowledge, Boulder and Oxford: Westview, 2001,

.'‰Ù˘'‰Ó ˜ÏÁ ‡È‰˘ ,'‰˘Â„˜ ˙Â¯ÙÒ' ˘È˘ ˙ÈÒ˜Â„¯Ù‰ ‰ÚË‰ ˙‡ Ô‡Î ‚ÈˆÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ .p. 5
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‰ÏÈ·˜Ó '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï '‰Ù˘' ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰˘ Ï·˜Ï Û‡ ‰˘˜ 7.˙Â‚‰˙‰Â ‰·˘ÁÓ
Ú·Â˜ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˜ÊÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÚÈ·˜Ó ÚÓ˙˘ÓÎ ,˙¯ÂÒÓ· È˘ÓÏ È˙Â‰Ó‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰Ï
˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÈÓÚË Â‡ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰Â ,'‰Ù˘'‰ Ô‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ‰Â ‰ÎÏ‰‰ È˙„ È„Â‰È ¯Â·Ú·˘
'‰Ù˘' ÔÈ· ÈÎ¯¯ÈÈ‰ ÒÁÈ ÔÈ‡ Ò¯ËÈÙ Ï˘Â ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˘ Ì˙˘È‚ ÈÙÏ .'˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ Ì‰

.‰Ê· ‰Ê ÌÈÈÂÏ˙ Í‡ ‰ÊÓ ‰Ê ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ È˘ ‰Ï‡ .'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï
ÍÈÏ‰ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ˙‡ ˘Ë˘ËÓÂ Ò¯ËÈÙÂ ËÂ˘˜Â‡ Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰Ó ‚¯ÂÁ ˜ÊÂ¯
˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙‡˘ ÔÚÂË ‡Â‰ .'˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙Ù˘' ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ÂÈ‡ ËÂ˘˜Â‡ .ÔÎÂ˙ ÔÈ·Ï
Ï˘ ÂÈ¯·„· ÌÈÂÒÓ „Á‡ ËÙ˘Ó .‰Á˙ÈÙ ‰ÓˆÚ ˙Â·¯˙‰˘ '˙ÂÙ˘'‰ ˙Â¯È„‚Ó
Ô˙Â ‡Â‰˘ ‰¯„‚‰‰ ÍÂ˙· ÔÎÂ˙Ï ÍÈÏ‰Ó ¯·ÚÓ‰ ‰˘Ú Â·˘ ËÙ˘Ó‰ ‡Â‰ ˜ÊÂ¯
"˜Á˘Ó‰ ÈÏÏÎ" ,˙ÂÁ‰‰ ÍÒ ‡È‰ ‰Ù˘‰' :˜ÊÂ¯ ·˙ÂÎ ÍÎÂ .'‰Ù˘' ‚˘ÂÓÏ
ÌÂÁ˙ ÌÚ Â‡) ‰Â˙ ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÚ ÈÒÈÒ· ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈ‰ÂÊÓ‰ ÌÈÈ„ÂÒÈ‰ ÌÈÎÈÏ‰˙‰Â
ÌÈ˘Ï ˘È 8.'˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ˙ÏÚ· Â‡ ÈÙÂ‡ ˙ÏÚ· ˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï Ì‰È„ÚÏ·˘ ,(¯„‚ÂÓ
‚˘ÂÓ‰˘ ‰Ó„ .ÔÎÂ˙Ï Ì‚Â ÌÈÏÏÎÏ Ì‚ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ,ÂÊ ‰¯„‚‰·˘ ˙·ÂÎ¯˙Ï ·Ï
‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ Ì‚Â ÌÈÏÏÎ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ¯·„· ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ÏÏÂÎ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· '‰Ù˘'

9.‰˙Â‰Ê ˙‡ ˙„·‡Ó ˙Â·¯˙‰ ‰È„ÚÏ·˘ ,˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÈÏ‰ ¯·„·
˙ÂÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰ Â˙ÚËÏ .˙ÂÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„‰ Ï˘ ÔÎ¯ÚÏ ˙È¯Ó˘ ‰˘È‚ ÔÈ‚ÙÓ ËÂ˘˜Â‡
Ô„ÓÚÓ ˙‡ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï ˘È˘ Ò¯Â‚ ‡Â‰ ÔÎÏÂ ,˙ÂÏÈÚÂÓÎ ‰‡ˆÓ ˙Â·¯˙‰˘ '˙ÂÙ˘'‰ Ô‰
ÔÈ‚ÙÓ Ì‚ ËÂ˘˜Â‡ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙ÂÙ˜˙ ˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ Ï˘ ÌÂÏ· ¯ˆÂ‡Î
Ú„ÂÈ‰ Ì„‡ .ÔÎÂ˙‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÚ·Â˜ ÔÈ‡ '˙ÂÙ˘'‰˘ Â¯Ó‡· ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù Ï˘ ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰„ÈÓ
ÛÈÒÂÓ ‡Â‰ ,ÂÊÓ ‰¯˙È .ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ÏÂÎÈ ¯·Ú‰Ó ˘¯È˘ '‰Ù˘'· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï
'˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ Í¯„ ‰˙˘ÓÂ ˙Á˙Ù˙Ó ‡È‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,˙ÂÈÓÈ„ ˙¯ÎÈ '‰Ù˘'· Ì‚˘
Â˙ÚËÏ .'˙Â¯ÙÒ' ‰˙Â‡· ÌÈÏÁ‰ ÌÈÈÂÈ˘‰Ó ¯Á‡ ·ˆ˜· ÈÎ Ì‡ ,‰· ‰¯ˆÂ˘

.ÂÓˆÚÏ˘Î Í¯Ú ‰È‡ '‰Ù˘'‰
,'‰Ù˘'‰ Ï˘ È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ „ÓÚÓ‰ ˙‡ „Â‡Ó ˘È‚„Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ ËÂ˘˜Â‡ ˙ÓÂÚÏ
'‰Ù˘' Ï˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ˜È˙ÚÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ¯˘‡Î 10.‰‚‰Â ÔÂÓ‡ ,˙ÂÓ‡ ˙˘¯Â„‰
˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÌÚÂ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â‰Ó ÌÚ '‰Ù˘'‰ ˙‡ ‰‰ÊÓÂ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ï '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â
‰·˘ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ‡È‰ Ì„‡ Ï˘ Â˙Â„‰È Ï˘ ÔÓÈÒ‰˘ ˜ÈÒÓ ‡Â‰ ,˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰˘Â„˜‰
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÚÓ˘Ó È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˜ÊÂ¯ ÈÙÏ .˙Â‰Ó ‰˙Â‡Ó ÌÈÚ·Â ÂÈ˘ÚÓÂ ÂÈ˙Â·˘ÁÓ
ÏÚ ¯ÓÂ‡ ˜ÊÂ¯ .˘„ÁÓ Ì˙Â‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ˘ÙÂÁ‰ ÔÂ˙ Ì‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â„ÂÒÈÏ ÔÓ‡

7.1 ‰¯Ú‰ 19 'ÓÚ ,(3 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯
8˙ÏÏÎÓÂ Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÂÓÊ· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ‰¯„ÂÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ :ÔÂÈÚ ÍÈ¯ˆ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ

.21 'ÓÚ ,‚"Ò˘˙ ,ıÈ˘ÙÈÏ
9.˙Â·¯˙‰ '˙Â‰Ó' ‰Ù˘‰ ˙‡ ¯È„‚Ó ˜ÊÂ¯ Ô‡Î ËËÂˆÓ‰ ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ ˙ÈÏ‚‡‰ ‰Ò¯‚·

‰Ù˘' Ï˘ ˙Â¯„‚‰· ÔÎÂ˙Ï ÍÈÏ‰ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÏÂ·‚‰ ˘ÂË˘Ë ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ „ÂÚ ‰ËÈÏ·Ó ÂÊ ‰¯„‚‰

Michael Rosenak, ‘Jewish Religious Education and Indoctrination’, Studies ‰‡¯) '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â
in Jewish Education 1 (1983), p. 129

10.21 'ÓÚ ,(3 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ˜ÊÂ¯



ÒÈÏÈ‚ Ï‡ÎÈÓ „Ù

'‰Ù˘'Ï Ò¯ËÈÙÂ ËÂ˘˜Â‡ ÈÈÚ· 11.'¯ÈÁÓ ÏÎ· ‰ÈÏÚ Ô‚‰Ï' ˘È˘ '˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Ù˘'
‡È‰ ÈÂÈ˘ÏÂ ÔÂ˜È˙Ï ˜˜ÊÈ˙ '‰Ù˘'‰ ¯˘‡Î ÈÎ ÌÈÒ¯Â‚ Ì‰ .˙ËÏÁÂÓ ˙ÂÙ˜˙ ÔÈ‡

.ÌÈ¯˜·Ï ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈ˘Á¯˙Ó ÌÈ‡ ‰Ï‡Î ÌÈÈÂÈ˘ Ì‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ‰˙˘˙
‰˙·ÈÏ Ì‰˘ ,ÌÈÎ¯ÚÏÂ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ,ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈ‡˙Ó '˙ÂÈÂ˜' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÈÏÂ‡
‡Ï·˘ ÔÂÚËÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ,˙ÂÂÓ‡Â ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ,ÌÈ¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ÔÂ˜ ˘È .˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘
ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙‡ ·È˘Ó ÔÂ˜ ¯·„· ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ Ï·‡ .‰„ÈÎÏ ‰È‡ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰
ÈÙÎ .Â˙‡Ó ÍÂÒÁÏ ‰ÒÈ '˙Â¯ÙÒ'Â '‰Ù˘' ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰˘ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙ÂÓÁÏÓÏ
‚˘ÂÓ· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÔÂÈ„‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ¯Â„‚Ï ‰ÒÓ ˜ÊÂ¯ ,ÔÈÈˆÓ È„˜˘˘

.'‰Ù˘'
ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ Ì‰È˘ – ÔÎÂ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÍÈÏ‰‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÂÒÓ ˘ÂË˘Ë ¯ÎÈ È„˜˘ Ïˆ‡ Ì‚
Í¯„' ‡È‰ ‰Ù˘˘ Ò¯Â‚ È„˜˘ .'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï '‰Ù˘' ÔÈ· ˙È¯Â˜Ó‰ ‰Á·‰‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÂÒÈ·
‰ÎÂ˙· ˙¯ˆÂ‡' ‡È‰˘ ,'˙Â‡„È‡ ,ÌÈÈÂÓÈ„ ,˙ÂÂÓ‡ ,˙Â˘È‚ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ‡È‰ .‰·È˘Á
ÏÈÚÏ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ '‰Ù˘' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙ÏÁ‰ .‰‡Ï‰ ÔÎÂ '˙Â·‰ ,˙ÂÈÚ· ,˙ÂÁ‰
ÍÂÓ˙ Ì‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,'˙Â¯ÙÒ'‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ï ˜‰·ÂÓ· ÌÈÎÈÈ˘ Ì˜ÏÁ˘ ÈÙÓ ,˙È˙ÈÈÚ· ‡È‰
‰ÈÙÏÂ ,Û¯ÂÂ ÔÈÓ'‚· Â„ÈÓÏ˙Â ¯ÈÙÒ „¯ÂÂ„‡ ÌÈ‚ÈˆÓ˘ ‰Ê˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÂˆÈ˜‰ ‰Ò¯‚·

12.˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ‰·È˘Á ˙Â¯Âˆ ‰· ˘Ó˙˘ÓÏ ‰·È˙ÎÓ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ '‰Ù˘' ÏÎ
Â˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,ÂÂÈ„Ï ¯˙ÂÈ ‰¯ÂÙ (discourse Ï˘ Ô·ÂÓ·) 'ÁÈ˘' ÁÂÓ‰
Ì‚ ¯˘Ù‡˘Â Ì‰Ï ˙Â„ÁÂÈÓ ¯Â·È„Â ‰·È˘Á ÈÎ¯„ ˘È ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ˘ ÔÂÚËÏ ¯˘Ù‡
¯„‚ÂÓ ÂÈ‡ 'ÁÈ˘'‰ '‰Ù˘'‰ ÂÓÎ ‡Ï˘ .‰Ê Ô·ÂÓ· '‰Ù˘' ‚˘ÂÓ· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï
˙Â·˙Ó ÁÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰ .ÔÎÂ˙Â ˙ÂÁ‰ ÏÂË ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰Â ,ÌÈ˜ÂÁ ˙Î¯ÚÓÎ
‰ÒÈÙ˙· ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÈÂÒÓ È˙¯·Á ¯˘˜∆‰ ÍÂ˙· ÌÈÚÂË ÂÏ˘ ‰Ú·‰‰ ÈÙÂ‡˘ ÌÈÙÂ‡·

.'˙Â¯ÙÒ'Ï '‰Ù˘' ÔÈ· ,˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂË˜Â¯ËÒ ÔÈÚÓ ,‰„Á ‰Á·‰Ï ÌÂ˜Ó ÔÈ‡ ˙‡Ê‰

‡Â‰˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· È„˜˘ ‰˘ÂÚ˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘Ï ¯˘‡ ˙Â¯Ú‰ ‰ÓÎ ÛÈÒÂ‰Ï ÌÂ˜Ó‰ Ô‡Î
È„˜˘Â ,Ô˘¯ÙÎ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙ÈÈ‡¯· ‰·¯ ˙Â·È˘Á ˘È .˙Â˘¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ‰È¯Â‡˙‰Ó ·‡Â˘
˘È ÌÏÂ‡ .‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ ¯˜ÂÁ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ˙‡Ê‰ ‰˘È‚‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂÙ ˙‡ ÔÈ‚ÙÓ
,Ï˘ÓÏ .ÔÂÈ„Ï ˙ÈËÈÂÓ¯‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙ Ï˘ ‰˙ÓÂ¯˙ ‰Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ˜„˜Â„Ó ¯Â¯È· ¯¯·Ï Í¯Âˆ
Ì‡ È¯‰ ?ÈËÒÈ·ÂË˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈ‡¯Â˜ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ˘ ‰ÚÈ·˜‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰Ó
ÌÈ¯ÂÓÂ ,(‰Èˆ˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜) ‰·Ó ‡È‰ ‰‡È¯˜ ÏÎ ÈÈÊ‡ ,˙È˙ÈÈ·‰ ‰ÏÂÚÙ ‡È‰ ‰‡È¯˜‰
¯Ó„‚ ‚¯Â‡‚-Ò‰Ï ˘¯È‰ ˜È¯‡ ÔÈ· ÏÂ„‚‰ ÁÂÎÈÂÂ‰ .‰Ê ÏÏÎ· „ÁÂÈÓ ‰¯˜Ó ÌÈ‡
˘¯È‰ ¯Â·Ú· .‰‡È¯˜‰ Ï‡ ÂÓÚ ‡È·Ó ‡¯Â˜‰˘ ˙ÂÓÂ„˜‰ ˙ÂÚ„‰ ˙Î¯Ú‰ ÏÚ ·Ò
13.‰ÂÎ‰ ‰‡È¯˜Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï È„Î ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ„˜‰ ˙ÂÚ„‰ ˜ÂÏÈÒ ‡È‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰ ˙„Â·Ú

11.Ì˘
12Edward Sapir, Language: An Introduction to the Study of Speech, New York: Harcourt,

Brace, and World, 1921; Benjamin Lee Whorf and John Carrol, Language, Thought and

Reality, Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1956

13Eric Donald Hirsch, Validity in Interpretation, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1967
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˙·‰Ï Í¯„· ÈÂÈÁÂ È·ÂÈÁ „È˜Ù˙ ‰ÓÂ„˜‰ ‰Ú„Ï ˘È ¯Ó„‚ ÈÈÚ· ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ
‡¯Â˜‰˘ 'ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜' ÏÚ ¯Ó„‚ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ¯·„Ï ˙ÂÚË 14.ËÒ˜Ë‰
‰·‰‰ Ú‚¯· .˜ÂÁ¯ ,¯Á‡ '˜ÙÂ‡'Ï ÍÈÈ˘Î ËÒ˜Ë ‰ÂÂÁ Ì„‡ .‚ÂÏ‡È„· ‰ÓÚ ÈÂˆÓ
‰·‰‰ ˙ÈÈÂÂÁ· .‡¯Â˜‰ Ï˘ 'Â˜ÙÂ‡'Ï ËÒ˜Ë‰ Ï˘ 'Â˜ÙÂ‡' ÔÈ· ‚ÂÊÈÓ ÏÏÂÁ˙Ó
˙Â¯‡˘È‰· ‰È‡ ËÒ˜Ë‰ ˙·‰Ï Í¯„‰ 15.„Á‡ ˜ÙÂ‡ ˜¯ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ÌÈÈ˜˙Ó
Ï˘ ‰·‰‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· È·ÂÈÁ „È˜Ù˙ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÚ„Ï ˘È Ì‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,˙ÂÓÂ„˜‰ ˙ÂÚ„·
„·ÎÏ ˘È .ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÁÈ˘‰ ˙‡ „·ÎÏ È„ ‡Ï ,¯Ó„‚ Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ ÈÙÏ ,ÔÎÏ .ËÒ˜Ë‰

.Â˙Â‡ Á˙ÙÏÂ ‰Ê‰ ÁÈ˘‰Ó ¯¯Á˙˘‰Ï ÌÁÂÎ ˙‡ Ì‚

14Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method, New York: Crossroad, 1992, p. 269

15.307–306 'ÓÚ ,Ì˘
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‰‡¯Â‰Â ˙ÂÈ˙„ ,˙„
·‡ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ È˙˘

˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ

ÌÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ¯ÏÂ‡Ù ÒÓÈÈ'‚ ¯·ÁÓ‰ Ô„ '‰ÂÓ‡· ÌÈ·Ï˘' ·Â˘Á‰ ¯ÙÒ·
¯·Â„Ó 1.„Á‡Â „Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ È˘È‡‰ 'ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡'‰ „ÂÒÈ· ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ‰ (master stories)
ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ .ÂÈÈÁ· Â˙Â‡ ˙ÂÁÓ ¯˘‡ ˙ÂÈÒÈÒ· ‰ÂÓ‡ ˙Â¯Î‰ ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ·
Ì‰Â ,Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ·È‚‰ÏÂ ÂÈÈÁÏ ÌÈÚ‚Â‰ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÏ ÂÏ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó ÌÈÁÓ‰
Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ÌÈÙ˘ÂÁ ¯˘‡ ÌÈÏÚÂÙ‰ ˙ÂÁÂÎ‰ ÈÒÂÙ„ ˙‡ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó
‡Â‰ Ì„‡ È· Ï˘ ÈÏÏÎ‰ „ÂÚÈÈ‰'˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú „Á‡ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ‰ÁÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ .ÂÈÈÁ
¯Á‡ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ‰ÁÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,'È˘Â‡‰ ÔÈÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈˆÊÈÓÂ‰‰ ˙‡ Ì„˜Ï
‰‡Ó „ÂÚ· ‰Ê ‡Â‰Î ‰˘È ‡Ï ‰˙Ú ‰˘Ú‡˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ' :˙ÈÏÎ˙· „‚ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú
ÏÚ· .ÌÏÂÚÏ ÂÊÓ ÂÊ ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈÒÈÒ· ˙Â˘È‚ ÌÈ·ˆÚÓ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ È˘ .'ÌÈ˘
˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ ÂÏ ˘˜·ÈÂ ‰¯·Á‰ È¯„‚· ÈÓˆÚ ˘ÂÓÈÓÏ „ÈÓ˙ Û‡˘È ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰

.ÈÓÂÈ˜ ˜ÂÁÈ¯ Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓÂ ˙È‡ÂËÒ ‰Ù˜˘‰ ˙„Â˜ ıÓ‡È È˘‰ „ÂÚ· ,˙Â·¯ÂÚÓÂ
ÌÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Ì‡ ˙È˙„ ‰ÈÂÂÁÎ ¯Â¯È·· ¯ÎÂ˙ ÌÈ˘‡ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÂÈ˜‰ Ì˙ÈÈÂÂÁ
‰Ï‡ ÌÈ˘‡ .‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÌÈÓˆÚÂÓÂ ÌÈ·ˆÂÚÓ Ì‰Ï˘
˙ÙÂÓ Ì¯Â·Ú· ÌÈ˘Ú ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰Â ,Ì‰· ÌÈÈÓ‡ÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ÌÈÚÓÂ˘
È¯ÂÙÈÒ ÍÂ˙· ÚÓËÈ‰Ï ÌÈÈÂ‡¯‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ È¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈ‡Â¯ Ì‰ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,‰ÏÂÚÙÏ
Ì‰ Ì„‡ È·' ‡Â‰ ÂÏ˘ ‰ÁÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰˘ Ì„‡ .ÈÂ˜ÈÁÏ ÌÈÈÂ‡¯ Û‡Â Ì‰Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰
È˙„ È„Â‰È ¯ÂÙÈÒ ˜ÁˆÈ ˙„˜Ú· ‰‡¯È 'ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÔÂˆ¯ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡ÏÓÓ Ì‰˘Î ÌÈ·ÂË
¯ÊÂÚ˘ ÈÓÏ ˜¯ ¯ÊÂÚ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡' ‡Â‰ ÂÏ˘ ‰ÁÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰˘ Ì„‡ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,‰ÓˆÚ ·¯

.„ÁÂÈÓ· ‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈ‡ÂÓ˘Á‰ ˙¯Â·‚ÏÂ ‰ÎÂÁ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ ÒÁÈ¿È ,'ÂÓˆÚÏ
ÌÈÙ˜˘Ó ,‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ˜ÊÁÓ‰ Â‡ ˙È˙„ ˙Ó‡ Ï˘ ‰ÈÂÂÁ ÌÈ¯¯ÂÚÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ ÔÎ ÏÚ
‰˘È˘ ÔÁ· ‰·‰ .ÌÈÎÂ·ÒÂ ÌÈ·Î¯ÂÓ Ì‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .ÌÈÏ„· ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ

.‰Ï‡Î ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ

0*Michael Rosenak, Commandments and Concerns, ¯ÙÒ· 6 ˜¯ÙÎ ‰Â˘‡¯Ï ÌÒ¯ÂÙ

Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1987, pp. 108–126

1James Fowler, Stages of Faith, San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1981, p. 277



˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ÁÙ

ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ ‰˘È˘

'? Â Ó È È ˜‡ Â È „ È Ï ‡ Â· È È˙Ó ' .‡
ÏÎ· :¯ÓÂ‡ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ .(‰ ,Â '·„) 'Í˘Ù ÏÎ·Â Í··Ï ÏÎ· ÍÈ‰Ï‡ '‰ ˙‡ ˙·‰‡Â'

.'Í˘Ù ˙‡ ÏËÂ ÂÏÈÙ‡ Í˘Ù

ÌÈ˜¯ÂÒ ÂÈ‰Â ‰È‰ ÚÓ˘ ˙‡È¯˜ ÔÓÊ ,‰‚È¯‰Ï ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ˙‡ Â‡ÈˆÂ‰˘ ‰Ú˘·
˙‡È¯˜] ÌÈÓ˘ ˙ÂÎÏÓ ÏÂÚ ÂÈÏÚ Ï·˜Ó ‰È‰Â ÏÊ¯· Ï˘ ˙Â˜¯ÒÓ· Â¯˘· ˙‡
¯ÚËˆÓ È˙ÈÈ‰ ÈÓÈ ÏÎ :Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ ?Ô‡Î „Ú ,ÂÈ·¯ :ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÂÏ Â¯Ó‡ .[ÚÓ˘
È„ÈÏ ‡Â·È È˙Ó È˙¯Ó‡ .Í˘Ù ˙‡ ÏËÂ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,'Í˘Ù ÏÎ·' ‰Ê ˜ÂÒÙ ÏÚ
„Ú ,„Á‡ [‰·È˙]· ÍÈ¯‡Ó ‰È‰ ?ÂÓÈÈ˜‡ ‡Ï È„ÈÏ ‡·˘ ÂÈ˘ÎÚÂ .ÂÓÈÈ˜‡Â
‰‡ˆÈ˘ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ ÍÈ¯˘‡ :‰¯Ó‡Â ÏÂ˜ ˙· ‰˙ˆÈ .„Á‡· Â˙Ó˘ ‰˙ˆÈ˘

2.„Á‡· Í˙Ó˘

È‡¯˜Ó‰ ÈÂÂÈˆ‰ ÈÎ ˜ÒÙ˘ ‡Â‰ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ .ÌÂÈ‡ ¯ÂÙÈÒ Â‰Ê ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÈÁ·Ó
‰ÂÚ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÓÈÏ .'Í˘Ù ˙‡ ÏËÂ ÂÏÈÙ‡' ÂÚÓ˘Ó 'Í˘Ù ÏÎ·' ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ˙‡ ·Â‰‡Ï
.ÚÓ˘ ˙‡È¯˜ ˙Ú˘ ‰ÚÈ‚‰ ,ÂÈÈÂÈÚ ˙‡ Ï·ÂÒ ‡Â‰ „ÂÚ·Â ,ÌÈ‡ÓÂ¯‰ È„È· ˙ÂÂÓÏ
‰Ú˘· ÚÓ˘ ˙‡È¯˜ ‡Â¯˜Ï Ì„‡ ÍÈ¯ˆ˘ ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ ‰ÁÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
ÏËÂ ÂÏÈÙ‡' Â˙˜ÈÒÙ· ‰‡¯Î ÔÂÂÎ˙‰ ‰ÊÏ .‰ÈÈ‰˙ ¯˘‡ ˙Â·ÈÒ‰ ‰ÈÈ‰˙ ,‰„ÂÚÈ‰
ÌÈÏ˘‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜˙Ó ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ .ÍÎÏ ˙È˘È‡ ‰Ó‚Â„ Ô˙Â ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰ ,ÔÎ‡Â .'Í˘Ù ˙‡
˙ÂÎÏÓ ‰˙Â‡ ¯˘‡Î 3'ÌÈÓ˘ ˙ÂÎÏÓ ÏÂÚ ÂÈÏÚ Ï·˜Ï' Ì„‡ ÏÂÎÈ Ì‡‰ .‰Ê Í¯Ú ÌÚ
?ÌÈÈÂÈÚ Ï·ÂÒ Â„ÂÚ· ‰· ÔÈÓ‡‰Ï ‡Â‰ ÏÂÎÈ Ì‡‰ ?ÍÎ ÏÎ ‰ËÂ· Á¯Â‡· ˙Ú‚Ù
ÌÈ˘ÂÚ˘ ‰ÓÂ ,ÂÈÈÁ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ Í¯ÚÏ ,˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ Â˙Â˘¯Ù È„È ÏÚ ,¯ÊÂÁ ‡·È˜Ú
˙Ï·˜ È„È ÏÚ ÌÈ¯„‚ÂÓ ÌÈÈ˙Ó‡‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ .˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÂÈ‡ ÌÈ‡ÓÂ¯‰
‰˙Â‡Ó ˜ÏÁ ¯‡·Ï ‰ÎÂÊ ÂÓˆÚ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯Â ,‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÌÈÓ˘ ˙ÂÎÏÓ ÏÂÚ
˙‡ .ÚÓ˘ ˙‡È¯˜ ˙Ú˘ ‡Ï‡ ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ ˙Ú˘ ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê Ú‚¯ .‰ÎÏ‰
È¯Â‰¯‰ ,ÌÈ‡ËÁ ÏÚ ˙Â„ÂÂ˙‰ ˙Â·¯Ï – ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ¯·„Ó ÚÓ˘ ˙‡È¯˜ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÙÈ„Ú

.'Í˘Ù ÏÎ·' ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ È˙˘Ó ‡·È˜Ú È·¯ „ÓÏ – ˙ÂÂÓÏ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÎ‰ Â‡ ·Ï
Ï˘ ‰ÁÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÊÈÁÂ ·ˆÈÚ ‰Ê ¯ÂÙÈÒ „ˆÈÎ ‰‡¯‰ ıÈ·Â˜¯· ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ ·¯‰
Ì˙˘È‚ÓÂ ‰‡Â˘‰ ˙ÙÂ˜˙Ó ˙"Â˘‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒÓ ‰ÏÂÚ ÍÎ 4.‰‡Â˘‰ ˙ÙÂ˜˙· ÌÈ„Â‰È
'ÏÊ‡ÊÚÏ ˙ÎÏÏ' ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈˆ‡‰ ÈÎ Â¯È‰ˆ‰ ‰Ï‡ .‰‡¯Â ‰ÙÂ˜˙ ‰˙Â‡· ÌÈ„Â‰È Ï˘

.Ú·Ë ÔÂÒ‡ 'ÏÂÎ‰ ÍÒ·' Ì‰ ÌÈÂÒÓ Ô·ÂÓ·˘Â

2.·"Ú ‡Ò ˙ÂÎ¯· ,ÈÏ··
3˙ÂÎÏÓ ÏÂÚ Ï·˜' ˙È·¯‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ‰ÂÎÓ ÚÓ˘ Ï˘ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡È¯˜

.·"Ú ‡Ò ˙ÂÎ¯· ,ÈÏ··Ï È"˘¯ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ‰‡¯ .'ÌÈÓ˘
4.Ê"Ó˘˙ ,Ì˘Â „È ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,‰‡Â˘‰ ¯Á‡Ï ‰ÂÓ‡ ,ıÈ·Â˜¯· ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡



‰‡¯Â‰Â ˙ÂÈ˙„ ,˙„ËÙ

' È „˘ ˙ÂÎÏÓ· ÌÏ ÂÚ Ô˜˙Ï ' . ·
¯‡˙Ó ‡Â‰ .Â¯˘˜‰· ÍÂ¯Ú ÔÈ‡Ï ÔÂ˙Ó Í‡ ,‰ÓÂ„ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ¯ÙÒÓ Ï˘‰ Ú˘Â‰È Ì‰¯·‡
˙Â¯È¯Ó Ï˘ ÌÈÚ‚¯' ‰ÂÂÁ ‡Â‰˘Î ,ÔÈÏ¯·· Ë„ÂËÒÎ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈ˘„ÂÁ‰ ˙‡

.'‰˜ÂÓÚ

‰È˙Â·ÂÁ¯· È„·Ï È˙ËËÂ˘ ÌÈ·¯Ú· .ÈÈ˙Â‚‡„·Â ÈÈ˙ÂÈÚ·· ÚÂ˜˘ ,„„Â· È˙˘Á
‰˙ÂÈƒÁÓ ,‰Ï˘ ‰¯ÂË˜ËÈÎ¯‡·˘ ˙Â˜ˆÂÓ‰ ÔÓ È˙ÏÚÙ˙‰ .ÔÈÏ¯· Ï˘ ÌÈ¯„‰‰
˙Â‡¯Ë‡˙ ,ÌÈË¯ˆÂ˜ ¯ÈÚ· ÂÈ‰ .˙ÈÓÈ„ ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ‰ÓÈ˘¯Ó‰ ‰˙ÓˆÚÓÂ
,˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ˙Â‡ˆÓ‰·Â ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙· Â˜ÒÚ˘ ,Ì˘ ÈÚÂ„È ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ ÈÙÓ ˙Â‡ˆ¯‰Â
ÏÚ ‰‡ˆ¯‰Ï Â‡ Ë„¯‰ÈÈ¯ Ò˜Ó Ï˘ ˘„Á‰ ‰ÊÁÓÏ ˙ÎÏÏ Ì‡ È˙Ë·Ï˙‰Â

.˙ÂÒÁÈ‰ ˙¯Â˙
.„¯È ·¯Ú‰ .‰Ú˜˘ ˘Ó˘‰˘ È˙Á·‰ Ú˙ÙÏ

?˙È·¯Ú· ÚÓ˘ ˙‡ ÔÈ¯Â˜ È˙ÓÈ‡Ó
– ÈÈÈÚ ‡È‰ ‰ÚÈ˜˘‰˘ È˙ÁÎ˘ – ÈÈÒ ˙‡ È˙ÁÎ˘ – ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ˙‡ È˙ÁÎ˘

.'È„˘ ˙ÂÎÏÓ· ÌÏÂÚ Ô˜˙Ï' ÈÈÏÚ ‰ÓÂ…˘˘
:˙È·¯Ú ˙ÏÈÙ˙ Ï˘ ‰È˙ÂÏÈÓ ˙‡ ˙Â‚‰Ï È˙ÏÁ˙‰ ÍÎÂ

.'ÌÈ·¯Ú ·È¯ÚÓ Â¯·„· ¯˘‡ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÍÏÓ ÂÈ‰Ï‡ '‰ ‰˙‡ ÍÂ¯·'

‰ÓÎ' :ÂÈÈÁ Ï˘ ‰ÁÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ Â˙Â‡ ¯˘È˜ ,‰ÂÂÁ˘ ‰ÈÂÂÁ· ˙ÂÂ·˙‰ ·‚‡ ,Ï˘‰
5.'È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ÔÂˆ¯‰ Ï˘ ¯„ÒÏ ÍÈÈ˙˘‰Ï ‡ÏÙ

' Â  Ï ÈÁ ‰ Ô Âˆ¯· Â ‰·‰‡· Â˘„˜ ˙·˘Â ' . ‚
:ÔÓÊ‰ .„Â‡Ó „Ú ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙Â·ÈÒ· ÈÎ Ì‡ ,‰ÁÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ Â˙Â‡ Û˜˘Ó ‡·‰ ·ÈË¯‰

:¯ÙÒÓ È˙„ ıÂ·È˜ ¯·Á .ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙˘˘ ˙ÓÁÏÓ ,˙·˘ ·¯Ú ,1967 ÈÂÈ

ÔÓÊ ÚÈ‚Ó ËÚÓ „ÂÚ .È˘È˘ ÌÂÈ ÌÂÈ‰˘ ,ÈÏ ¯ÈÎÊÓ ÔÓÏÊ .¯·„Ó· ÌÈÚÒÂ
.˙Â¯‰ ˙˜Ï„‰

'ÌÂÏ˘ ˙·˘' ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ .ÏÈÓ¯˙Ï ÌÈÒÈÎÓÂ ÌÈÒÈÎ‰Ó ‰ˆ˜ÂÓ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡ÈˆÂÓ
.ÚÂÒÏ ÌÈÎÈ˘ÓÓÂ

˘Ó˘‰ ¯Â‡Ï ,'‰¯ ÂÎÏ' ÌÈÏÈÁ˙ÓÂ ,ÔÈÈÓ ÌÈÙÒÂ‡ .ÌÈ„¯ÂÈ .˙¯ˆÚ ‰¯ÈÈ˘‰
˘·ÂÁÂ È‡·ˆ‰ Ú·ÂÎ‰ ˙‡ „È¯ÂÓ ,‚‰‰ „¯ÂÈ ‰ÎÂÓÒ ˙ÈÂÎÓÓ .˙Ú˜Â˘‰
˙¯Ó‚ ‰ÏÈÙ˙‰ .Ï„‚Â ÍÏÂ‰ ÔÈÈÓ‰ ,„Á‡ „ÂÚ ,Û¯ËˆÓ „Á‡ „ÂÚ .‰ÙÈÎ
¯·„Ó·Â ˘È·Î‰ ÚˆÓ‡· „ÓÂÚ ÔÓÏÊ '!˘Â„È˜ ‰˘ÚÈ ÔÓÏÊ' :ÊÈ¯ÎÓ „˜ÙÓ‰Â
‰˘ÚÓÏ ÔÂ¯ÎÊ ,ÂÏÈÁ‰ ÔÂˆ¯·Â ‰·‰‡· Â˘„˜ ˙·˘Â' :ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙Â„‰„‰Ó

6.'˙È˘‡¯·

5Abraham Joshua Heschel, Man’s Quest for God, New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons,

1954, p. 96

6.363 'ÓÚ ,(Ê"Î˘˙ ·‡–ÊÂÓ˙) È˙„‰ ıÂ·È˜‰ ÔÂ‡Ë· :ÌÈ„ÂÓÚ ,'...Í˘„˜ ˙·˘Â' ,ÛÒÂÈ Ô· „Â„



˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ˆ

'‡ÏÓ ÌÏ ÂÚ Ì È È˜ ÂÏ È‡Î ˙Á‡ ˘Ù Ï ÈˆÓ‰ ÏÎ ' . „
Â¯‰ÓÈ Ï·Ï ÌÈ„Ú· ‰˙Â¯˙‰· ,‰˘Ó‰ .ÔÏ‰Ï„Î ËÒ˜Ë· Û˜˙˘Ó ¯Á‡ ‰ÁÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ

:˙Ú·Â˜ ,˙ÂÂÓ Ô˘ÂÚ˘ ˙Â¯·Ú· ÌÈÓ˘‡˘ ÈÓ „‚ „ÈÚ‰Ï

ÂÈÏÚ ‰ÏÚÓ ,˙Á‡ ˘Ù „·‡Ó‰ ÏÎ˘ Í„ÓÏÏ ,È„ÈÁÈ Ì„‡ ‡¯· ÍÎÈÙÏ
·Â˙Î‰ ÂÈÏÚ ‰ÏÚÓ ,˙Á‡ ˘Ù ÌÈ˜Ó‰ ÏÎÂ .‡ÏÓ ÌÏÂÚ „·È‡ ÂÏÈ‡Î ·Â˙Î‰
‡·‡ Â¯·ÁÏ Ì„‡ ¯Ó‡È ‡Ï˘ ,˙ÂÈ¯·‰ ÌÂÏ˘ ÈÙÓÂ .‡ÏÓ ÌÏÂÚ ÌÈÈ˜ ÂÏ‡Î
‰ÓÎ Ú·ÂË Ì„‡˘ ,‡Â‰ ÍÂ¯· ˘Â„˜‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÏÂ„‚ „È‚‰ÏÂ [...] ÍÈ·‡Ó ÏÂ„‚
˘Â„˜‰ ÌÈÎÏÓ‰ ÈÎÏÓ ÍÏÓÂ ,‰ÊÏ ‰Ê ÔÈÓÂ„ ÔÏÂÎÂ „Á‡ Ì˙ÂÁ· ˙ÂÚ·ËÓ
‰ÓÂ„ Ô‰Ó „Á‡ ÔÈ‡Â ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ÂÓ˙ÂÁ· Ì„‡ ÏÎ Ú·Ë ‡Â‰ ÍÂ¯·

7.Â¯·ÁÏ

ÚÂ¯È‡ ÏÎ·Â Ì„‡ ÏÎ· ÈÂˆÓ È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ Ì«̇ÂÁ˘ ‡Â‰ ‰ÁÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰
ÈÚÂ¯È‡ Ï˘Â Ì„‡ È· Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÈ„ÂÁÈÈ· – ÏÂÎ· ˙¯ÎÈ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ „È .‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰·

.ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÁÎÂ ˙˘‚¯ÂÓ ÏÎ· .ÔÓÊ‰

' ÍÏ  '‰ ˙ È· ÈÏ Ì È ¯Ó Â‡· È˙ÁÓ˘' .‰
.ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙˘˘ ˙ÓÁÏÓ ˙Â·˜Ú· ÈÏ‡¯˘È ÏÈÈÁ È„È· ·˙Î˘ ,‡·‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÔÈÈÚ

:¯ÓÂ‡Â ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ˘Â·ÈÎ ˙Ú˘· Â˙Â˘‚¯˙‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ó ÏÈÈÁ‰

È˙Ï‡˘˘Î .˙Â˘Â„˜Â ˙ÂÏÂ„‚ ˙ÂÚ˘ Ï˘ ‰˘‚¯‰‰ ‰ÈÂÏ˙ ‰˙È‰ ‰¯ÈÂÂ‡·
¯‰ ˘Â·ÈÎ ÈÙÏ ,¯ÏÙ˜Â¯ ÔÂ‡ÈÊÂÓ· ,ÌÈ˜ÓÚ‰ ¯Ú˘ ıÂ·È˜ Ô· ,ÏÈÈÁ-¯·Á
ÈÏ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡· È˙ÁÓ˘' :Í"˙‰Ó ˜ÂÒÙ· ÈÏ ‰Ú '?¯ÓÂ‡ ‰˙‡ ‰Ó' :˙È·‰
¯ÈÚÎ ‰ÈÂ·‰ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ÍÈ¯Ú˘· ÂÈÏ‚¯ ÂÈ‰ ˙Â„ÓÂÚ .ÍÏ '‰ ˙È·
‰Ê ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ÈÏÂ‡ .‰Ê ˜ÂÒÙ ËËÈˆ˘Î ÍÈÈÁ ¯ÂÁ·‰ .'ÂÈ„ÁÈ ‰Ï ‰¯·ÂÁ˘
¯ÁÂ‡Ó] È˙Ú„ÈÂ ÂÈÈÚ ˙‡ È˙È‡¯ Í‡ .ÍÎ ¯·„È '¯ÈÚˆ‰-¯ÓÂ˘‰' ¯·Á˘ '‰‡'
;ÌÈ„˜ÙÓ·Â ÌÈÏÈÈÁ· È˙Â·˙‰ .˘È‚¯Ó ‡Â‰ ÍÎ˘ [È·¯ÚÓ‰ Ï˙ÂÎ· ,¯˙ÂÈ
ÌÈ˘Á Ì‰ Ì‚˘ È˙Ú„ÈÂ ,ÌÈÏÓ ‡ÏÏ Ì‰È˙ÂÏÈÙ˙ ˙‡Â Ì‰È˙ÂÚÓ„ ˙‡ È˙È‡¯
Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,‰˘Â„˜Â ‰ÏÂ„‚ ÌÈ˘Á ÈÎÂ‡Â ÌÈÈ˙„‰ È¯·Á ˜¯ ‡Ï˘ È˙·‰ .ÈÂÓÎ

8.˙Â˜ÓÚÂ ‰ÓˆÂÚ ˙ÂÁÙ ‡Ï·Â ˙‡Ê ÌÈ˘Á Ì‰

'‰˙‡ ‰ÊÏ ‰ Ê ¯Ó‡  ‰·‰ ' . Â
.Ô˜Ê ÈÓ¯‚ ˙ÂÚ„ ‰‚Â‰ ÌÚ ¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó Ï˘ ÂÁÂÎÈÂÂÓ ‰ÏÂÚ ‰ÓÂ„ ‰ÁÓ ¯ÂÙÈÒ

7ÔÚÂË‰ ,Í·¯Â‡ ÍÏÓÈÏ‡ ÌÈ¯Ù‡ ÂÈÏÚ ıÈÏÓÓ˘ ÁÂÒÈ‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ Ô‡Î ‡·ÂÓ ËÒ˜Ë‰ .‰ ,„ ÔÈ¯„‰Ò

.È¯Â˜Ó‰ ÁÒÂ‰ ‰Ê˘ ,226 'ÓÚ ,Ë"Î˘˙ ,Ò‚‡Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,'˙ÂÚ„Â ˙ÂÂÓ‡ :Ï"ÊÁ' Â¯ÙÒ·
8ÌÈ¯·Á ˙ˆÂ·˜ :·È·‡ Ï˙ ,˙ÂÂ·˙‰Â ‰·˘˜‰ È˜¯Ù :ÌÈÓÁÂÏ ÁÈ˘ ,(Í¯ÂÚ) ‡¯ÈÙ˘ Ì‰¯·‡

.241 'ÓÚ ,Á"Î˘˙ ,˙ÈˆÂ·È˜‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰Ó ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ



‰‡¯Â‰Â ˙ÂÈ˙„ ,˙„‡ˆ

.'ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡' ‰ÏÈÓ· ¯·Â· ‰˘ÂÚ˘ ,Â˙Ú„Ï È„Ó Ï˜‰ ,˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ „‚ ‰ÁÓ ÔÂ¯Á‡‰ ‰Ê
:˘È‡‰ ‡¯˜ ¯·Â· È¯·„Ï

¯Ó ÏÂÎÈ „ˆÈÎ ?'ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡' ¯ÓÂÏÂ ¯ÂÊÁÏÂ ¯ÓÂÏ ,ÍÎ È„ÈÏ ¯Ó ÚÈ‚Ó „ˆÈÎ
?‰ÂËÏ˜È˘ ‰ˆÂ¯ ¯Ó˘ ,˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰˙Â‡· ‰ÏÓ‰ ˙‡ ÂËÏ˜È ÂÈ‡¯Â˜˘ ,˙ÂÙˆÏ
ÂÊ ˙Â‡˘ÈÏ ,˙È˘Â‡ ‰‚˘‰Â ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÏÎÓ ‡˘È ‰Ê È¯‰ ,ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó ¯Ó˘ ‰Ó
.Û¯ËÏ Ì„‡ È·Ï ‰ÎÈÏ˘Ó Â‰È¯‰ ,‰‡Ë·Ó ¯Ó˘ ÌÚ Ï·‡ ;ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó ¯Ó ˜ÂÈ„·
‰ÏÓÎ ‰Âˆ˜È˘ ‰Î ,‰ÂÓÈ˙Î‰ ‰Î ,‰· ÂÏÏÚ˙‰ ‰Î˘ Ì„‡-˙Ù˘· ‰ÏÓ ‰Ó

!ÂÊ

˙¯Á‡ ‰ÏÓ Û‡ .Ì„‡‰ ˙ÂÏÓ ÏÎ·˘ ‰ÒÂÓÚ‰' ‡È‰ ÂÊ ‰ÏÈÓ ÈÎ ¯·Â· ‰„Â‰ ‰·Â‚˙·
.'‰ÂÓÎ ‰˙Á˘Â‰ ‡Ï ,‰ˆÓ˘Â‰ ‡Ï

‡˘Ó ˙‡ ÂÏÏ‚ Ì„‡-È· Ï˘ ˙Â¯Â„ .‰ÈÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏ È‡˘¯ ÈÈ‡ ÍÎ ÌÂ˘Ó ‡˜ÂÂ„
,˜·‡· ˙ÏËÂÓ ‡È‰ ÍÎÂ ;ı¯‡Ï »‰eL»Ù¿Îe ˙‡Ê‰ ‰ÏÓ‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÚ‰ Ì‰ÈÈÁ
Ì¯‰ ˙‡ ‰· ÔÈÈˆÏ ,‰Ï ‰ÂÂ˘˙ ¯˘‡ ‰ÏÓ ‡ˆÓ‡ ÔÎÈ‰ [Í‡] ‰ÈÏÚ ÌÏÂÎ ‡˘Ó
ÂÈ¯„Á-È¯„ÁÓ ¯˙ÂÈ· ıˆÂ‰ ,¯˙ÂÈ· ¯Â‰Ë‰ ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ È‡ ÏËÂ !¯˙ÂÈ·
˙ÈÂÈÚ¯ ‰ÂÓ˙ ‡Ï‡ ÂÎÂ˙· „ÂÎÏÏ ÏÂÎÈ ÈÈ‡Â ,ÌÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÈÊ‚ ˙È· Ï˘
˙Â¯Â„˘ ‰Ê Ï˘ ,ÂÈÏ‡ ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó È‡˘ ‰Ê Ï˘ ˙ÂÁÎÂ‰ ˙‡ ‡Ï ,˙·ÈÈÁÓ ‰È‡˘
ÂÈÏÚ ...ÌÈÓÈ‡‰-È·¯ Ì˙ÂÓ·Â Ì‰ÈÈÁ· Â‰ÂÏÈÙ˘‰Â Â‰Â¯È„‡‰ Ì„‡-È· Ï˘
Ì‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,[ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ Ì˘· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰] ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ‰ÈÏÚ ÌÈ¯ÊÂ‚‰ ,ÂÏÏ‰ ˙‡ „·ÎÏ
;'ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡'Ó ÁÂÎ-ÈÂÙÈÏ ÔÂÚËÏ ÍÎ-ÏÎ ÌÈËÂ‰ ,Ú˘¯ÏÂ ÏÂÂÚÏ ÌÈÓÓÂ˜˙Ó
˙Ó˙ÎÂÓ ,‰˙Â‡ ÏÂËÈÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ Ï·‡ [...] ‰ÈÏÚ ¯˙ÂÂÏÓ ÂÏ ‰ÏÈÏÁ Ï·‡
‰„¯Á Ï˘ ‰Ú˘Ï ÏÚÓ ÒÎ ‰‡˘ÏÂ ı¯‡‰ ÔÓ ‰ÓÈ¯‰ÏÂ ,‡È‰˘ ÂÓÎ ˙Ú¯Â˜ÓÂ

.‰·¯

[...] ÏÂ„‚ ¯Â‡ ‰˙Ú ‰È‰ ¯„Á·' :Â¯ÂÙÈÒ ˙‡ ¯·Â· ¯ÙÒÓ ‰Ê‰ ÁÈ˘-Â„‰ ˙Â·˜Ú·
‰ÊÏ ‰Ê ¯Ó‡ ‰·‰" :Â¯·„ ¯·È„Â ÈÓÎ˘ ÏÚ Â„È Ì˘ ,ÈÏ‡ ·¯˜ ,Ì˜ Ô˜Ê‰ ˘È‡‰
‰ÈÂ¯˘ ‰ÈÎ˘ ,˙Ó‡∆a „ÁÈ ÌÈÈÂ¯˘ ÌÈÈ˘˘ ÌÂ˜Ó· ÈÎ .‰ÓÏ˘Â‰ ‰ÁÈ˘‰ ."‰˙‡

9.'Ì‰ÈÈ·

˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ˙„

ÌÈÈ·Ó Ì„‡ È·˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈÈ˙Â‰Ó ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯ È˘ ÏÚ ÌÈÚÈ·ˆÓ ÏÈÚÏ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙˘˘
.˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁÏ Ú‚Â· ÈËÓ‚È„¯Ù „ÂÒÈ ¯È·Ú‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÓÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ÏÎ .˙„‰ ˙‡
ÌÈÂ¯Á‡‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘Â ,˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙¯ÂÒÓÓ ˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ ÌÈ˜ÂÈ ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘

9,˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÙÂ¯˙‡· ˙ÂÈÁ· :Ì„‡ ÈÙ ,Ï"‰ ,'È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ¯Â‡‰ ÈÂ˜ÈÏ' ,¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó

.226–225 'ÓÚ ,Â"Î˘˙ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÈÚÏ˜ ÍÂÁ Ì‚¯˙
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‰¯Â˘˜‰ ˜ÓÂÚ Ï˘ ‰ÒÈÙ˙· ,·‚˘‰ ÌÚ „ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ È˘È‡‰ ˘‚ÙÓ· ÌÈ‚ÂÚÓ
.‰ÈÏÚ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓÂ ‰ÂÓ‡·

‡˘Â „ÈÓ˙ Â˘ÓÈ˘ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˙Â˘ÁÓÂÓ˘ ˙ÂÏ„·‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙Â¯Î‰‰ È˙˘
ÏÂÙ .˙„ ÈÒÂÓÏÂÙÏ Ì‚ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ ,˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÓÂÙÂ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÙÈËÏ
ÒÂÙÈËÓ ‰ÂÓ‡Ï ‰‡ÂÂ˘‰· 'È‚ÂÏÂÓÒÂ˜' ÒÂÙÈËÓ ‰ÂÓ‡ ÏÚ ¯·„Ó Ï˘ÓÏ ÍÈÏÈË
ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ¯·Â· ÍÈÏÈË Ï˘ ÂÊÏ ‰·Â¯˜‰ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰Ù˜˘‰ ˙„Â˜Ó .'È‚ÂÏÂËÂ‡'
˙„ ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ÒÓÈÈ'‚ Ì‡ÈÏÈÂ .‰Â¯Á‡‰ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÙÈ„ÚÏ ÔÚÂËÂ '˙eÈ˙„' ˙ÓÂÚÏ '˙„'
'˙È·ÈË˜Â„„ ˙„' ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ÏÚ ·˙Î ¯‚¯· ¯ËÈÙ .'˙È˘È‡' ˙„ ˙ÓÂÚÏ '˙È„ÒÂÓ'

10.'‰ÂÓ‡'Ï '˙¯·ËˆÓ ˙¯ÂÒÓ' ÔÈ· ÏÈ„·Ó ˙ÈÓÒ „¯ÙÏÈÂÂ ,'˙È·ÈË˜Â„È‡ ˙„'Ï
ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘· ˙˘ÁÓÂÓ‰Â ˙ÓÚËÂÓ‰ ÂÊ ,‰Â˘‡¯‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰¯Î‰‰ ˙‡
,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰¯Î‰‰ ˙‡ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,(explicit religion) ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ‰Î‡ ,ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰
implicit) ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˙ÂÈ˙„ ‰Î‡ ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ˙ˆÂ·˜ ˙‡ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó˘
ÌÈ„ÈÒÁÎ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ‚‰Ó·Â ˙ÂÂÓ‡· ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈÚ .(religion
˙Ú·Â˜ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ .‰ÂÓ‡ ˙ÏÈ‰˜· ÌÈ¯·ÁÎ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ÌÈÓ‡
ÌÈ¯È„‚Ó 'ÂÁ‡'˘ ÈÓ ˙‡ ˙Â·ÈÈÁÓÂ ÂÏ˘ ‰ÂÂÁ‡‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙Â‚‰Â˘ ˙ÂÓ¯Â
Ì¯Â˜Ó˘ ,ÌÈÈÓÂÈ˜ ÌÈ˘‚ÙÓÏ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ .'ÌÈÈ˙„'
˙‡¯ÈÏ ˙ÊÓ¯Ó ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ .˙ÈÂÓ‡ ‰˘È‚ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰ÏÚÓÂ ‰ÓÈÙ ˙ÂÂ·˙‰·
‰È‡ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙„Â˜ .˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˘ÂÙÈÁÏÂ ˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ ,„Â·Î
,˙¯ÂÒÓ· ÌÂ˜Ó· ‰·Â˙· ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ„ÁÙ·Â ÂÈ˙ÂÂ˜˙· ‡Ï‡ Ï‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÚÈ·˙·
Ú‚Ó‰ ‡· ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„· .˙Â·Â˘˙ Ï˘ Ô˙Â¯Ó· ÌÂ˜Ó· ˙ÂÏ‡˘ Ï˘ Ô˜ÓÂÚ·
Ï‡‰ ÌÚ ˘‚ÙÓ‰ ˘Á¯˙Ó ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„· ÂÏÈ‡Â ,ÂÂˆ¯ ÈÂÏÈÓ ·˜Ú Ï‡‰ ÌÚ
˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÚ˘· ,Â·¯˜· ‰ÈÂˆÓ‰ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ÌÈ˘Ú Â‡˘Î

.Â¯·ÁÏ Ì„‡ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÒÁÈ· ˙ÒÙ˙‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ,˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÈÂ˘Á¯˙‰·Â
Ì‰È˘ 11;˙„· ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó‰ ¯Â·Ú· ˙Ó‡ ÌÈ„ÈÚÓÂ ˙Â‡„Â ÌÈ¯„˘Ó ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰ È˘

10Paul Tillich, ‘The Two Types of Philosophy of Religion’, idem, Theology of Culture,

,Ï"‰ ,'˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈ˙„' ,¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó ;Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1959, pp. 10–29

‰ÈÈÂÂÁ‰ ,ÒÓÈÈ'‚ Ì‡ÈÏÈÂ ;70 'ÓÚ ,Í"˘˙ ,˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ‰È¯ÙÒ‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,‡ ,„ÂÚÈÂ ‰„ÂÚ˙

Peter L. Berger, ;Ë"˘˙ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ıÈ·ÈÏÙÂ˜ ·˜ÚÈ Ì‚¯˙ ,‰È‚ÂÒÏ ˙È˙„‰
The Heretical Imperative: Contemporary Possibilities of Religions Affirmation, New

York: Anchor Press-Doubleday, 1980, pp. 66–94, 125–156; Wilfred Cantwell Smith, The

Meaning and End of Religion, New York: Harper and Row, 1962, pp. 154–192

11ıÂÁÂ ÈÂˆ¯ ÈÎ ÔÚÂËÂ ÌÈ„ÓÓÎ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙‡Â ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ· È‡

Religious Education in ÍÂ˙Ó ÌÈÁÂ˜Ï ÌÈÁÂÓ‰ .ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· Ô‰ÈÈ· ˙Â¯·„È‰Ï ‡È·‰Ï

Secondary Schools: Schools Council Working Paper 36, London: Evans and Methuen,

ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘¯ÂÙÓÂ ÌÈÚÓ˙˘Ó ÌÈÈÏÂÈÒÙÂ˜-Â‡ ÌÈ‚ÂÒ ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰ ˙È˘Ú Ì˘ .1971

.ÏÈÚÏ ‰„Â·Ú‰ ¯ÈÈ· ‰ÂÂ˙Â‰˘ ‰ÊÏ „Â‡Ó ‰ÓÂ„ 'ÚÓ˙˘Ó' ÁÂÓ· ‰˘ÂÚ È‡˘ ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ .È˙„‰

¯ÈÈ· 42–30 'ÓÚ ‰‡¯ .'˘¯ÂÙÓ' ‰ÎÓ È‡˘ ‰ÓÏ ·Â¯˜ 'ÈÏÂÈÒÙÂ˜-Â‡' Ì˘ ‰ÂÎÓ˘ ‰Ó
.ÏÈÚÏ ‰„Â·Ú‰
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˙ÂÓÈÈ˜˙Ó Ô‰Â ,ÌÈ·ÈˆÈ ÌÈ‡ ˙ÂÈË‰ È˙˘ ÔÈ· ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ Í‡ .ÔÈÓ‡Ó‰ ˙‡ 'ÌÈÙËÂÚ'
ÔÂÂÈ‚‰Â ˙Â·ÈˆÈ‰ ¯ÒÂÁ .ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ˘‡ Ïˆ‡ ,ÌÈ˙˘Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÚÈ˘· ,˙Á‡ ‰ÙÈÙÎ·
ÌÈÂ˘ Ì„‡ È·Ï ÌÈÙ˙Â˘Ó ‰ÏÈ‰˜Â ˙„ ÈÈÁ Ï˘ ÌÓÂÈ˜ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯˘Ù‡Ó˘ Ì‰ Ì‰ÈÈ·
Í‡ ,˙È˙„ ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ï˘ ˙¯ÎÈ ‰„ÈÓ ÌÈ„ÈÏÂÓ Ì‰ .Ì‰È¯Â˘ÈÎ·Â ÌÈÈÙÂ‡· ‰ÊÓ ‰Ê
‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰ È˘Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ ÔÎ˘ ,ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁÂ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ÌÈÙÂÏÈÒ Ì‚ ÌÈÈÓÊÓ
‰ÂÓË‰ ‰ÎÒ‰ ÈÈ¯·„ Í˘Ó‰· ‰‡¯‡˘ ÈÙÎ .Â‡Î„Ï Â‡ ¯Á‡‰ ˙‡ ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú
È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰Â ˙„‰ Â˘Ú Â·˘ ,È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ô„ÈÚ· „ÂÁÈÈ· ‰¯ÂÓÁ ‰Ê ÔÈÚÓ ÛÂÏÈÒ·
.˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ‰ ¯‚˙‡ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï – ÌÈÈËÓ‚Â„ ÌÚÙ ‡Ï – ÌÈÈ˙ËÈ˘ ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ ‰ÓÎ

˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„Ï ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÒÁÈ· „ÈÓ˙Ó ˙Â·ÈˆÈ ¯ÒÂÁ
ÌÈ¯ÒÓ ÍÁÓÏÂ ÔÈÓ‡ÓÏ ¯ÒÂÓ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ„ÓÓ‰ ÔÓ „Á‡ ÏÎ˘ ÍÎÓ ‰·¯ ‰„ÈÓ· Ú·Â
‡·È˜Ú È·¯ Ï˘ (˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ È˙„‰) Â¯ÂÙÈÒ .‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ÌÈ„‚ÂÓÂ ÌÈÈ„ÂÁÈÈ ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈÂÂ˜Â
˙Î˘Á ÏÚ˘ ¯ÓÂ‡ ‡Â‰ .‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Ï‡‰ Ï‡ ·¯˜˙‰Ï ˘È ÈÎ ‰ÓÂ„ÓÎ ¯ÓÂ‡
.˙ÂÈˆ· ˙‡Ë·˙Ó‰ ˙È˘Â‡ ‰·‰‡ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˜¯ Ï˜‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰
Ï˙ÂÎ· ‰ÎÂ·Â ÏÏÙ˙Ó‰ ÈÏ‡¯˘È‰ ÏÈÈÁ‰ Ï˘ (ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ È˙„‰) Â¯ÂÙÈÒ· ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ
ÏÂÎÈ·Î˘ ÈÓ ÂÏÈÙ‡˘ ÌÈÈ·Ó 'ÌÈÈ˙„'‰Â ,„ÁÂÈÓ‰ Ú‚¯· ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ '‰‡¯' È·¯ÚÓ‰
„ÁÈ ÌÈÈÂ¯˘' Ì‰ Û‡ È„Â‰È ‡Ï‰ Â˙ÈÓÚÂ ¯·Â· .Â˙ÂÁÎÂ· ÌÈÈÂ¯˘ 'ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈ‡'
˙Ú· ‰· .˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙È˙„ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ ‰˙Â‡· ÌÈ¯·Á ÌÈ‡˘ Û‡ ,'ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ Ì˘·
‡Â‰ ,¯·„Ó‰ ·Ï· ˘Â„È˜ Í¯ÂÚÂ È‡·ˆ‰ ÙÈ'‚· ÂÈÒÈÎÓ ‰ˆ˜ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ‡ÈˆÂÓ˘ ,ÔÓÏÊ
,Ï˘‰ Ì‚ Â‰ÂÓÎ .È„Â‰È ÂÈ‡˘ ÈÓ Ï˘ Â„È„Ï ,ÂÏÈÙ‡ Ô·ÂÓ ‡Ï ,¯ÊÂÓ ÈÁÂ¯ ÛÂÚ

.·È¯ÚÓ ˙ÏÈÙ˙ ÏÏÙ˙‰Ï ˘¯ÂÙÂ '˙È˙Â·¯˙'‰ Â˙·È·ÒÓ ÂÓˆÚ ˜ÈÁ¯Ó‰

˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˙ÂÈ˙„Ï ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ÔÈ·

˙ÂÎ˘ÂÓ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰Â ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ÈÎ ‰ÓÂ„ ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈÁÂÓ·
‰Ó¿Ï ?˙¯ÒÓ ‡È‰ „ˆÈÎÂ ˙Ó‡‰ ‡È‰ ‰Ó :˙Â„¯Ù ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÒ ˘ÓÁ· ÌÈ„‚ÂÓ ÌÈÂÂÈÎÏ
‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ,˙È˙„‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ÔÈ· ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÒÁÈ‰ ‡Â‰ ‰Ó ?'˙Â·ÂÁ'·Â '˙ÂÓ¯Â'· Â˙ÂÂÎ
˙Â¯ÂÒÓ Ï‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï Ì„‡ ÍÈ¯ˆ „ˆÈÎ ?ÌÈ¯Á‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ Ú„È ÈÓÂÁ˙ ÔÈ·Ï ,˙ÈÂÂÁ

?˙ÎÂÁÓ‰ ˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ÈÈÈÙ‡Ó Ì‰ ‰Ó ?ÂÏ˘Ó ˙ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙„
˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙Â¯È·ÚÓ˘ – ÌÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ – 'ÌÈ¯ÒÓ'‰ ˙‡ ‰¯ˆ˜· ÔÁ· ‰·‰

:ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙‰ ˙˘ÓÁ· ,‰Ó‡˙‰· ,˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰Â ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰
ÌÈ·È˜Ú‰ ‰ÈÈÂËÈ··Â ‰¯Â‰Ë‰ ‰˙¯Âˆ· ˙ÒÙÂ˙ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÈË‰ .‡
ÔÎ˘ ,˙È¯·‰ ˙ÏÈ‰˜ ÍÂ˙Ó ˜¯ Â˙Ú„Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ¯·„Î 'ÏÂÎÓ ‰ÏÚ‰' ˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ
.È‰ÂÏ‡‰ „ÒÁ‰ Â‡ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ‰È·‰Ï Ô˙È˘ ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ ˙Ó‡ ÂÊ
˙‡ ‰˘ÙÈÁ˘ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ ,È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ¯ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ï ‰¯Á·˘ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ ÍÂ˙Ï „ÏÂ Ì„‡
˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â Í¯„ ‰·È˙Î‰ ¯˘‡ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÈÂÂÁ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Â˙Â‡ ‰‡ˆÓ Ì‚Â ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡
‰·‚˘‰ ‰·‰Ï ·È˙‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏÏÂÒ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÓ¯Â‰ .'ÂÈÙÏ ‰„ÈÓÚ' Ï˘
‡Ï Í‡ ÈÁË˘ Á¯Â‡· ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÊÏ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÍÎÈÙÏ .¯˙ÂÈ·



˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ „ˆ

'˙„' ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ·ËÈ‰ Ô·‰ ÔÈ·È Ì‡ Ì‚ ,È„Â‰È ÂÈ‡˘ ÈÓ .‰˙Â‰Ó ˙‡ Ì‰Ï ¯‡·Ï
‰¯Â˙‰ ˙Ó‡ .‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Ó‡‰ ‰˙Â‰Ó ˙‡ Â˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ÒÂÙ˙Ï ÏÎÂÈ ‡Ï ,Ï˘ÓÏ
ÈÙÏÎ Ô‚ÙÂÓ ÁÂ¯ ¯ˆÂ˜ ‡ËÈ· Ô˜Ê‰ È‡Ó˘ .ÌÈÂeˆÓ‰ ÏÚ ˜¯ ˙·ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ
,'˙Ú„Ó ÌÈ¯Ú·' ÌÈ‡˙· Ì˙Â¯ÈÈ‚˙‰ ˙‡ Â˙‰ Ì‰ .¯ÈÈ‚˙‰Ï Â˘˜È·˘ ÌÈÈÂ‚ ‰˘ÂÏ˘
ÂÏ‡˘ Ì‰ ,˙ÂÓÈ‡˙Ó‰ ˙Â·Â˘˙‰ ˙‡ ÂÚ„È ‡Ï Ì‰˘ ¯Á‡Ó .Á¯Î‰· ÂÁ„ ÍÎÈÙÏÂ
Ì‚ ,È‡Ó˘ ˙Ú„Ï ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÏÚ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙‡ ÂÚ„È ‡Ï Ì‰ .˙ÂÂÎ ‡Ï‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙‡

12.Ì˙Â‡ ‰Á„˘Î ÂÂÙˆÓ Â˙Â‡ Û˜ ‡Ï ÔÎ ÏÚ .‰‡ˆÓÏ ÌÈÏ‚ÂÒÓ ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï
,˙È˘È‡ ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· ‡È‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙˘È‚ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÌÏÂ‡
Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ‰˘ÂÚ˘ ‰ÓÏ ˙ÒÁÂÈÓ ‰ÏÚÓ· ‰Â˘‡¯ ˙Â·È˘Á .˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ‡È‰ ÍÎÈÙÏÂ
˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ .˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÂÓ‡ ˙ÏÈ‰˜· ˙Â¯·Á ÂÏ ‰˜Ó˘ ‰ÓÓ ÏÈ„·‰Ï È˘Â‡Ï
ÈÏÂÈˆÈÊÂÙÂ¯Ù Ô·ÂÓ ÏÎ· '˙ËÏÁÂÓ ˙Ó‡' ÁÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙Ú˙¯ ÌÓ‡˘ – ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰
˜¯ ÈÓˆÚ ÈÂÏÈ‚Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ‰ ,Â˙Â‰Ó· ˙È˙„ ˙Â˘È Ì„‡· ‰‡Â¯ – 13ÈËÓ‚Â„ Â‡
ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ˙„‰ ÈÈÁ Ï˘ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÚÈ‰ .˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÂÂ‰‰ „ÓÓÏ ‰ÒÈÎ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·
ÔÂÂÈÎ ,È˜ÏÁ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÂÁÙÏ ¯ÂÒÓÏ ¯˘Ù‡ Í¯„‰ ˙‡ Í‡ ,„Â‡Ó ÈË¯Ù ÔÈÈÚ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
‰‡¯˘‰ ·Â‡˘ÏÂ ÂÏ˘ Â˘ÂÙÈÁÏ ÈË˙Â‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘
Ô·ÂÓÎ ÚÓ˙˘Ó Ô‡ÎÓ .˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ· ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó ÌÈ˘‡ Ï˘ Ì˙Ó‚Â„Ó
,‰·ÂÁ ‰˘ÚÓÏÂ ,¯˘Ù‡ ÍÎÈÙÏÂ ,'˙Â˙ƒÓ‡' ,˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙Â·Â˙ ˙Â˘ÈÁÓÓ ˙Â˙„˘
ËÂÙÈ˘‰ ¯˘ÂÎ ÈÙÏ ‰Ê ÏÏÎ·Â ,˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ÔÈ„‰ ˙È· ÈÙÏ Ô˜È„ˆ‰Ï
,˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÏÂ‡˘Ï „ÏÈ‰ „Â„ÈÚ· ,‰ÈÂÂ‰‰ ÈÎ·· ˙Â˜ÓÚ˙‰· ‰Ï‚˙Ó ˙Ó‡‰ .„ÏÈ‰ Ï˘
‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÏÂÓ Ô˜Ê‰ ÏÏ‰ „ÓÚ˘Î ,ÔÎ‡Â .‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ '˙ÂÂÎ'‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ
ÂÊ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ˙‡ Ï·È˜Â Ì¯Â·Ú· Ì‰È˙ÂÏ‡˘ Ï˘ Ô˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ Ï˜˘ ,ÌÈ¯ÈÈ‚˙Ó
ÈÙÎ ‰¯Â˙ „ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙Â·Â˘˙‰ ˙‡ ˘ÙÁÏ ÌÎÈÏÂ‰˘ ÈÙÏ „ÂÚ ‰ÈÂ‡¯Î

14.Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙
˙ÂÓ¯Â È„È· ˙·˙ÎÂÓ‰ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰Â '˙ÂÈÏÏÎ'‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙Â¯ËÓÎ ‡Ï˘ .·
ÔÓ ‰˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙‡ ˙·‡Â˘ '‰·ÂÁ'Â '‰Ó¯Â' ÌÈÈÂËÈ·‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ,‰Ï‡Î˘
˙Â¯ËÓ' Ì‰ ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ È˜ÂÁ ÏÚ .˙„‰ Ï˘ ˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ Ë·È‰‰
Ï˘ ‰È˙ÂÂ¯˜ÚÂ ‰È˜ÂÁ .˙ÂÈÂˆÈÁ ˙Â¯ËÓ Ï˘ Ô˙‚˘‰Ï ÌÈÚˆÓ‡ ‡ÏÂ ,'ÌÓˆÚ ÈÙ·
˙Î¯ÚÓ ÏÎ Ï˘ ‰Ï‡Ï ‰˘ÚÓÏ Â‡ ËÓÁ˘‰ È˜ÂÁÏ ¯·Ú· ÂÂ˘Â‰ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰
˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ‰ÈÈË‰ ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï ,˙Â„‰È· .'˜Á˘Ó'‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯È„‚Ó ÌÈ˜ÂÁ‰ :˙ÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ

12ÔÂÈ„Ï .‡"Ú ‡Ï ˙·˘ ,ÈÏ·· ‰‡¯ ¯ÈÈ‚˙‰Ï È„Î ÏÏ‰Â È‡Ó˘ Ï‡ ÌÈ‡·˘ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒÏ
Edward M. Gershfield, ‘Hillel, Shammai and the Three Proselytes’, ‰‡¯ ‡˘Â· ÈÎÂÈÁ

Conservative Judaism 20, no. 3 (Spring 1967), pp. 29–39

13Michael Rosenak, Com- ‰‡¯ ,˜È‰ ‰¯È„‚Ó˘ ÈÙÎ ,'˙ÈÏÂÈˆÈÊÂÙÂ¯Ù'‰ ˙Ó‡‰ ÔÈÈÚÏ

mandments and Concerns, Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1987, p. 100 n. 35

14,È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ¯ÈÈ‚˙Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó· „ÂÁÈÈ· ˙¯ÎÈ ‰Ê‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ‰¯Â˙‰ „ÂÓÈÏ Ï˘ Â˙Â·È˘Á

ÔÂÈ‚È‰· ˘ÂÓÈ˘ ·‚‡ ÂÓˆÚÏ Â„ÓÚÓ ˙‡ ¯È·ÒÓ˘ ÈÓÎ ¯‡Â˙Ó˘ ,‰˘ÂÏ˘‰ ÔÓ 'ËÂ˘Ù'‰
.(‡"Ú ‡Ï ˙·˘ ,ÈÏ··) È„ÂÓÏ˙‰
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‰ÈÈÂËÈ·· Â‡) ˙È˙ÎÏ‰-˙ÈÒ˜Ë ,‰ÙÈ˜Ó ˙ÚÓ˘Ó· ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ‡ÏÓÏ ˙„„ÂÚÓ
.(ÌÈ¯Â¯·Â ÌÈ˘¯ÂÙÓ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ‰ÂÓ‡ È¯˜ÈÚ· – ‰ÈÈË‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ 'ÌÈÈÏ¯·ÈÏ'‰
ıÚÂÂÈ‰Ï ˘¯„ Ô‰˘ÏÎ ˙Â·ÈÒÏ ÈÂ‡¯‰ È˙„‰ ‰ÚÓÏ Ú‚Â· ˜ÙÒ Â· ¯¯ÂÚ˙Ó˘ Ì„‡
– ˙„‰ .(ÌÈÈÂ˜‰ ÌÈ¯ÙÒ‰ ÔÓ „Á‡·) ÂÓˆÚ· ‰·Â˘˙‰ ˙‡ ‡ÂˆÓÏ Â‡ ‰ÁÓÂÓ·
˙Â¯˘Ù‡· ‰ÎÂ¯Î – '˘¯ÂÙÓ'‰ ÍÁÓ‰ Â‡ ‰‚Â‰‰ ‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯È„‚Ó˘ ÈÙÎ ˙ÂÁÙÏ
˙Ó˙ÂÁ˘ ÌÈ·Â˙Î· È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ÔÙÂ‡· Ô‡ˆÂÓÏ Ô˙È˘ ,˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÓ¯ÂÏ ˘¯„È‰Ï
˜Ù˙Ò‰Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ,˙·˘‰ ÏÚ Â·˙Î· ,ÔÓ˜¯ Ï‡ÂÓÚ ·¯‰ ¯ÓÂ‡ ÍÎÈÙÏ .Ì‰ÈÏÚ Ï‡‰

:ÂÓÓ ˙ÂÙÚ˙ÒÓ‰ ˙ÂÎÏ‰‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ‡ÏÓÏ ˘È ‡Ï‡ ,‰„ÂÒÈ·˘ ‰ÁÓ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ·

‰ÓÏ Ú‚Â· ˜¯ ‡Ï Ï‡‰ Ï˘ ÈÂÏ‚‰ ÂÂˆ¯ ‡È‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ ,‰ÎÏ‰‰ „ÈÒÁ ÈÈÚ·
˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ÏÚ „ÂÓÚÏ È„Î ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÈÈ˜È ‡Â‰˘ ‰ÓÏ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,‰˘ÚÈ Ì„‡‰˘
ÌÈÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ Ï˘ ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÁÂ˙È ¯˘‡Ó ¯˙ÂÈ· Í¯Âˆ ˘È ,ÂÏÏ‰
„ÂÓÏÏ ˘È .‰ÁÂÓ ÌÂÈ ‡È‰ ˙·˘‰˘ ‰¯ÈÓ‡· È„ ÔÈ‡ .‰¯Â˙· ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰
¯˙ÂÈ ·ÂË ÔÈ·‰Ï È„Î ˙‡ÊÂ ‰ÁÂÓÏ ÒÁÈ· ˙ÂË¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙Â‡¯Â‰‰ ˙‡ ÛÒÂ·
˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ‰¯ËÓ‰ Ï‡ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó Ì‡ ÔÎ˘ .˙Â‡¯Â‰‰ ¯Â‡· ˙·˘‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ ˙‡
‰¯Â˙· ‡ÂˆÓÏ „Á‡ ÏÎ ÏÂÎÈ ,˙ÂË¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙Â‡¯Â‰‰ ˙‡ ˙Ú„Ï ÈÏ· ,„·Ï·

15.Â‡ ÂÂˆ¯ ˙‡ ‡ÏÂ – '‰ ÔÂˆ¯ ˙‡ ˘˜·Ï ÂÈÏÚ .ÂÁÂ¯ ÏÚ ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ÏÎÎ

‡Â‰ Í‡ ,˙Â˘¯Ù‰ ‰˘ÚÓ ·‚‡ ˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÈˆÈ‰ ˙ÈÈ‚ÂÒ· ˜ÒÂÚ ÔÓ˜¯ ÌÓ‡
Ì˙ÂÈ¯Á‡· ‰˘Â„˜Â „Â·Î ÌÈÂ˜ Ì„‡‰ È·˘Â È‰ÂÏ‡ ‡Â‰ ˜ÂÁ‰˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ

.˙„‰ ÒÈÒ·· ˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓ¯Â‰ ÌÂÈ˜Ï
ÌÈÒÂÙ„ ˙ÂÙÎÏ ,˙Ï‚ÂÒÓ ‰È‡ Ì‚Â ,˙˘˜·Ó ‰È‡ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ
ÔÈ· ˙¯˘Â˜ ‡È‰ Ì‚˘ Û‡ ,ÔÂÈÒÈ Ï˘ Â‡ ˙Â‚‰˙‰ Ï˘ ,‰Ó‚B„ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â
ÌÏÂÚÏ Ï‡‰ ÔÂˆ¯ .˙È˙„ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡Â ˙Â˘È‚¯ ÔÈ·Ï ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓÏ „ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÙÈ‡˘
‰ÏÈ‰˜ ÌÂ˘Â ,‰˙¯‚ÒÓ· Â‡ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙È˙„ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙ÈÙÂÒ ˘·‚˙Ó ÂÈ‡

.ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ Ì˘· È˙ÂÎÓÒ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯·„Ï ˙È‡˘¯ ‰È‡ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ÌÈ‡ ˙¯ÂÒÓ Â‡ ËÒ˜Ë ÌÂ˘˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ ˙„ÓÂÚ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰
ÚÈ‚‰ÏÂ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡· ˙‡˘Ï ,ÂÓÓ ˘¯„ ‰Ó ÚÈ¯Î‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ Ì„‡ ÏÎ .‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏÓ
ÂÏ ıÓ‡Ï Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ „„ÂÚÏ Ô·ÂÓÎ ¯˘Ù‡ .˙Ó‡· ÂÏ ·Â˘Á˘ ‰Ó „ÂÒÈ ÏÚ ‰Ú¯Î‰Ï
˘È È˙„ Ì„‡ ÏÎÏ˘ Â„ÈÓÏ˙ ÈÙÏ ÔÈÈˆÏ ÏËÂÓ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚÂ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙¯‚ÒÓÎ
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÔÈ‡ ,˙¯Á‡ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ıÓ‡Ï ËÈÏÁÓ „ÈÓÏ˙ Ì‡ Í‡ .È‰˘ÏÎ ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ˙¯‚ÒÓ
˙‡ ,˙È¯ÒÂÓ‰ ‰ÓˆÚ‰ ˙‡ „ÈÓÏ˙· ÁÙËÏ È˙„‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ .Ï˘Î ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ¯·„‰
‰‡Ë·˙˘ ˙ÂËÏÁ‰ ËÈÏÁ‰Ï ÏÎÂÈ˘ È„Î – ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ¯ÂˆÈ˜·Â – ˙Â¯‚·‰ ˙‡Â ÁÂÎ‰
¯·ÚÓ˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ˙È˙„ ‰ÈÁ·Ó .‰¯·Á· Â‡ ˙ÏÂÊ· Ú‚ÙÈ ‡Ï˘ ÔÙÂ‡· Â˙ÂÈÓÈÙ ˙‡

.ÌÈÈÁ ˙¯ÒÁ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ˙Î¯ÚÓÏ ÏÈ·ÂÓÂ '‡ÂÂ˘Ï '‰ Ì˘ ˙‡È˘' ‡Â‰ ÍÎÏ
Â˙ÂÈ‰· È˙„ ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰˜„ˆ‰ ÏÎ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙Ò¯Â‚‰ ‰Ó˘‡‰‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÂ„ ¯·Â· ÂÊ Í¯„·

15.35–34 'ÓÚ ,Ë"Ó˘˙ ,ÔÙ‚ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,„ÈÁÈ Ï˘ ˙Â„‰È‰ ,ÔÓ˜¯ Ï‡ÂÓÚ ÌÁÓ
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„È· [Ì]ÓˆÚ [ÌÈ]„È˜ÙÓ' ¯˘‡ ,ÌÈ¯ÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ „‚ÂÓ
.'ÛÂÒ Ì‰Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÈÈÁ‰

˙Ó‡· ‰˙È‰ ÂÏÈ‡ ,‰È‰ ‰ÙÈ ‰ÁÂÎ È˙„ ÍÂÈÁ ¯ÚÂ‰ ÔÓ ˜ÈÁ¯‰Ï ÂÊ ‰ÚÈ·˙
Ï˘ ÔÏÏÎÂ ‰ÂÓ‡ È¯˜ÈÚ Ï˘ ÌÏÏÎ ,„„ÂÓÂ ÍÈ¯„Ó ¯·„ ‰Ú·Ë ÈÙÏ ˙„‰
˙ÂÂˆÓÂ ‰ÂÓ‡ È¯˜ÈÚ .‰Ê ‡ÏÂ ‰Ê ‡Ï ‰È‡ ‰Ú·Ë ÈÙÏ Ï·‡ .‰˘ÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓ
ÂÏÚÂÙ ˙‡ ‚È˘‰Ï Ï„˙˘Ó˘ ,Ì„‡‰ ÁÂ¯ Ï˘ Â˙Á¯Ë È¯Ù ‡Ï‡ ÌÈ‡Â ÌÈÙÏÁ˙Ó
,ÌÈ˘ÁÂÓÂ ÌÈÏÎ˘ÂÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÈˆ Ï˘ ¯„Ò· ,ÂÓˆÚ· Â· Ú¯È‡˘ ,ËÏÁÂÓ‰ Ï˘
ÁÂ¯· ËÏÁÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÂÏÚÂÙ ‡È‰ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ .˙Â˘ÚÏÂ Ú„ÈÏ ÌÈ˙È‰
‡Â‰‰ ÍÎÂ ;‰ÊÂÁ‰ ÂÈÚ Û˜Â˙· ÁÂÎ‰ ¯È·Î ÈÙ· „ÓÂÚ Ì„‡‰ ÁÂ¯ .Ì„‡‰

16.ËÏÁÂÓ ‰˙‡ ÔÈÓÎ ,Â„‚Î˘ ÏÂ„‚‰ ¯·„Î ÂÏ ÔÓ„ÊÓ

ÌÂÈ˜· ˙„„Ó ‰˙ÁÏˆ‰˘ ‰‡¯Â‰Ï ÍÎÈÙÏ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ÈÎÁÓ
„ÈÓÚ‰Ï ,˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ÌÈ„ÏÈ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ È‡˘¯ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ .‰ÈˆÈ¯Ë˜Â„È‡ Ï˘ ‚ÂÒÎ ˙ÂÂˆÓ
ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ÂÊ‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· È˙„ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÂÈÁÏ Ì„‡ ÏÂÎÈ ‰·˘ Í¯„Ï ‰Ó‚Â„
‰˙Â‡ ˙‡ ˙ÂÁ„Ï Â‡ Ï·˜Ï Ì‡ ‰ËÏÁ‰‰ Í‡ .˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÁÏ „ˆÈÎ „ÓÏÏ

.„ÈÓÏ˙‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙·ÈÈÁ ˙¯ÂÒÓ
˙Ó‡ ‰˘Â„˜‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï ˘È˘ ¯Â¯· ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó .‚
Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ˘ÈÂ – ÔÂÈ‚È‰ ÏÎ ÔÈ‡ ÂÊ Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó .‰Ï ˙ÈÏÂ‚Ò ‡È‰˘
,ÌÈ¯Á‡ Ú„È ÈÓÂÁ˙ Ï˘ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ˙„ È‚‰ÓÂ ˙ÂÂÓ‡ ˜È„ˆ‰Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ· – ˙ÂÂÈÚ
ËÚÓÏ ,˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„Ï ÈÂˆÈÁ‰ ˜Â„Èˆ‰ .ÌÈÈÚ„Ó Â‡ ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓ ,ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÂÈ‰È
Ï‡ ˙ÂÙÏ È‡˘¯ Ì„‡ .‰ÂÈÏÚ‰ ˙Ó‡· ‰„È‚·Î ÒÙ˙È‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ ,ÈÓÊ ÈË˜„È„ ÈÚˆÓ‡Î
.'Ò¯Â˜ÈÙ‡Ï ·È˘˙˘ ‰Ó Ú„' ˙ÈÁ·· ,˙ÂÈË‚ÂÏÂÙ‡ ˙Â¯ËÓÏ Â‰˘ÏÎ ÈÂˆÈÁ ÔÂÈ¯ËÈ¯˜
‡Ï‡ ,˙ÂÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ‰„ÈÓ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÏÚ „ÁÂÈÓ· „ÈÙ˜‰Ï Í¯Âˆ ÔÈ‡ ‰ÊÎ ‰¯˜Ó·
˘ÓÓ ˙ÂÎÓ˙Ò‰ Í‡ .¯¯ÂÚÓ ¯ÙÂÎ‰˘ ‰ÈÚ·‰ ÌÚ ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ ·ËÈÓÎ „„ÂÓ˙‰Ï ËÂ˘Ù
˙Ó‡· ‰‡„Â‰ ‡Ï‡ ‰È‡ ˙„Ï ‰ÈˆÓÈËÈ‚Ï ˙˜Ú‰ Ì˘Ï È˙„ ‡Ï Ú„È ÌÂÁ˙ ÏÚ
¯˙ÂÈ Èƒ‡„Â ÏÂÎÈ·Î Ô‡Î ÍÙÂ‰ ˜È„ˆÓ‰ ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ‰ .ÌÂÁ˙ Â˙Â‡ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÂÈÏÚ‰
,Â˙ÂÓ‡ ˙‡ Â¯È·Ò‰· ,˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ ˘È‡ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÈ·‚È ÍÎÈÙÏ .ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ¯·„Ó
ÌÈ„ÈÚÓ ‰ÈÏÚ˘ ˙Ó‡‰ .Ì‰Ó ˙Â˜ÒÓ ˙˜Ò‰Ï ,Ì¯Â‡È˙Ï ,‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÔÂÈˆÏ
Â·ÂÈ˘ ÌÈÁÂÓÏ ˙È˜ÏÁ ‰Ó‚¯˙Ï ˜¯ ¯˘Ù‡ .˙ÈÂÂÁ ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ,‰Â˙ ‡È‰ ‰Ï‡

.˙ÂÏ˜· ÛÏ˙Ò‰Ï ÏÂÏÚ Â¯È·Ò‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˘ ‰ÓÂ ,'ÌÈ¯Ê' È„È·
˘È‡' ÈÙÏ ˙„ÓÂÚ‰ ‰ÓÏÈ„‰ ¯Â‡È˙ ·‚‡ ÔÈÈˆÓ ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ·Â„ ÛÒÂÈ ·¯‰
˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜Ï ÌÂ‚¯˙Ï Ô˙È ÂÈ‡Â ÂÈÓ· „ÁÂÈÓ ‡Â‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ‰˘ÚÓ' ÈÎ '„„Â·‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰
ÈÂ˘‰Â „ÂÁÈÈ‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ ,‰ÂÓ‡ ˘ÙÁÓ ÂÈ‡' È¯„ÂÓ‰ '¯„‰‰ ˘È‡' Ì¯· .'˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙
'ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰Ï' ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ ˘È‡ Ï˘ ÂÎ¯„ 17.'˙È˙„ ˙Â·¯˙ ‡Ï‡ ,‰·˘
'Ì‰ Û‡'˘ ,ÌÈÂ˙ ÈÙÂ‚Ï Â‡ ÌÈ¯Á‡ Ú„È ÈÓÂÁ˙Ï ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙÂÎ˙ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ÏÂ

16.118–117 'ÓÚ ,(10 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) Ï"‰ ,'˙„Â ¯ÚÂ ÏÚ ‡˘Ó :˙Â¯ÈÁ' ,¯·Â· ÔÈË¯Ó
17.Á"Î˘˙ ,˜Â˜ ·¯‰ „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˘È‡ ,˜È'ˆÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ÈÂÏ‰ ·Â„ ÛÒÂÈ
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È˜ÂÁÏ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˙‡ Â‡ Ú·ËÏ ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂ˘Ó ‡Â‰ Ï˘ÓÏ .Ì‰ÈÏ‡Ó ÌÈ¯Â¯·
Ú„È ÈÓÂÁ˙ ÌÚ ˙Ó‡· „„ÂÓ˙Ó ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ ˘È‡ ¯˘‡Î ÔÙÂ‡ Â˙Â‡· 18.Ú„Ó‰
ÍÎ ÏÎ ‰Â˘ ÂÏ ˙È‡¯ ˙È˙„‰ ˙Ó‡‰ .˙¯„ÂÓÓ ‰„ÓÚ ËÂ˜Ï ‰ËÂ ‡Â‰ ,ÌÈ¯Á‡
˙ÂËÈ˘‰ ÔÓ È‰˘ÏÎ ˙ÏÚÂ˙ ˜ÈÙ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡˘ „Ú ˙Ó‡ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ‚ÂÒÓ
˙Â˜ÒÂÚ '˙Â¯Á‡' ˙Â˙Ó‡ Ô˙Â‡ .˙Â¯Á‡‰ ˙Â˙Ó‡‰ ˙¯È˜ÁÏ ÌÈ˘Ó˘Ó‰ ÌÈÏÎ‰Â
Â¯ˆÂ˘ ÍÎ· ˙ÈˆÓ˙Ó Ì‰Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÈËÂÂÏ¯‰ ¯˘‡ ,Ì˙ÂÎÈ‡· ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÂ˙·
Ï¯ËÏ ‡È‰ ‰ÈÈË‰ .Ì˙Â‡ ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ‰Â·˙‰ ˙‡ Ì„‡‰ È·Ï ˜ÈÚ‰ Ì‚˘ ,Ï‡‰ È„È·
Ú„È‰ Í‡ ,ÂÎÈ¯Ú‰ÏÂ ÂÓÓ ˙Â‰ÈÏ ,Â· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ Ì„‡ :ÈÏÏÎ‰ Ú„È‰ ÌÏÂÚ ˙‡

.È˙„‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ˙‡ ÔÂÂÎÏ Â‡ ˙ÂÁ‰Ï ÂÁÂÎ· ÔÈ‡ ÈÏÏÎ‰
'ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙' ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ÔÈ· ˙ÈÈÚÓ ‰Á·‰ ‰˘ÂÚ Ï˘ÓÏ ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ÔÂ¯‰‡ ·¯‰
ÌÈÂ·˘ ,ÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï ÈÎÂÈÁ Í¯Ú Ì‰Ï ˘È˘ ‰Ï‡ Ì‰ ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ .'ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓ'Â
Ì‰ „ÂÚ ÏÎ Ì˜È„ˆ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡Â ,Ú„ÈÓ ÌÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˜¯ ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,ÈÙÂ‡
ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓ Ì‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ ÏÎ ÂÊ ‰ÈÁ·Ó 19.ÌÈÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈÒÓ ÌÈ‡
˙Â¯ÙÒÂ ‰˜ÈÊÈÙ ,‰‚È‰ È¯ÂÚÈ˘ .‰¯Â‡ÎÏ ÈËÂÂÏ¯ È˙Ï· ¯ÓÂÁ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ Ì‰˘Î

.˙ÂÈÂÓÂÈÓÂ ˙Â„·ÂÚ ÌÈ„ÓÏÓ Ì‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,'ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙' Ì‰ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ
ÍÓ˙Ò‰Ï ÌÈÒÒ‰Ó ÌÈ‡ ÌÈÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó‰ ÌÈ˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ÌÈÈÓ‡ÓÏ „Â‚È·
˙‡Â Ì‰È˙Â„ÓÚ ˙‡ ˜È„ˆ‰Ï È„Î ˙ÂÈÏÏÎ ˙ÂÈÓÂÈ˜ Â‡ ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‚Ë˜ ÏÚ
ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÌÈË·È‰Ó ˙Ú·Â Ì˙ÂÓ‡ Ì˙Ù˜˘‰Ï ÔÎ˘ ,˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ
È·ÈË˜ÏÙ¯ ÔÙÂ‡· ÔÂÁ·Ï ,ÍÈ¯ˆ Ì‚ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ·Â ,¯˘Ù‡˘ ,˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ Ï˘
,‰Ï ÌÈÈÂˆÈÁ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ˙È˙„ ÌÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆÂ ÈÂˆ¯ Ì„È„Ï .È˙ËÈ˘Â
Ì„‡ .(È˙„‰ Ï‡ÈˆËÂÙ‰ ˙ÏÚ·) ˙È˘Â‡‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁÏ ıÂÁÓ „ÓÂÚ‰ ¯·„ ÔÈ‡˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ
Ô˙Â‡¯Ï ¯˘Ù‡ Ì‡ ˜¯ ˙Â˜„ˆÂÓÂ ˙ÂÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï Ô‰˘ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙Â·Â˘˙ ÏÚ ¯ÓÂÏ ÏÂÎÈ
.Â˙·È·Ò ÌÚ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÒÁÈ ÏÂÏÎÓ È¯˜ ,ÔÂÈÒÈ· Ô¯Â˜Ó˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÏÚ ˙Â·Â˘˙Î
È„ÂÓÈÏ ˙‡ ˙Á˙ÂÙ ‡È‰ ¯˘‡Î ÔÂÈ‚È‰· ˙‚‰Â ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙ËÈ˘ ÔÎ ÏÚ

:ÔÓÂÈ ÈÏ¯È˘ Ï˘ „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ¯ÙÒ· ÚÈÙÂÓ‰ ‰Ê ÂÓÎ ÚË˜· ÌÈ„ÏÈÏ Í"˙Ï ‡Â·Ó‰

?ÏÂÙÈÏ ÈÏ· ‰¯˜˙‰ ÏÚ ·Â·Ê‰ ÍÏÂ‰ „ˆÈÎ
?ÌÈÚ ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ‰ÓÓ
?ıÚÏ Ú¯Ê Ï„‚ È˙Ó

?‰Ï‡Î ÌÈ¯·„ ÏÚ ÌÚÙ Ì˙·˘Á Ì˙‡ Ì‡‰
20?‰Ï‡Î ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÌÚÙ Ì˙Ï‡˘ Ì˙‡ Ì‡‰

18'ÓÚ ,Í"˘˙ ,Áˆ :˜¯· È· ,˙Â„‰È‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ·˙ÎÓ Ë"È :ÔÂÙˆ ˙Â¯‚‡ ,˘¯È‰ Ï‡Ù¯ ÔÂ˘Ó˘ ‰‡¯

.·ˆ–‡ˆ
19Aaron Soloveitchik, ‘Standards for Achievement in the Day School’, Joseph Kaminetsky

(ed.), Hebrew Day School Education: An Overview, New York: Torah Umesorah, 1970,

pp. 27–28

20Shirley Newman, A Child’s Introduction to Torah, New York: Behrman House, for The

Melton Research Center of the Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1972, p. 9
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¯ÂÙÈÒ˘ ‰Ï‡˘ ÁÒÏÂ ·Â˘ÁÏ Â˙Â‡ ¯¯ÂÚÓ ,„ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â¯˜Ò ˙‡ ‰¯‚Ó ‰ÊÎ ÚË˜
ÌÂÁ˙ ÏÎ· ‰¯È˜ÁÏ ˙ÂÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ,ÔÓˆÚ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ Ô˙Â‡ .‰ÈÏÚ ‰·Â˘˙‰ ‡Â‰ ‰‡È¯·‰
‡Â‰ Ì„‡‰ ‰˘ÂÚ˘ ˘ÂÙÈÁ‰ .˙È˙„‰ ‰¯È˜Á‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ ˙Â¯¯ÂÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ Ô‰ ,Ú„È
‰ÙÈ˜Ó‰ ‰·‰Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï ÂÂˆ¯Ó ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ˙ÚeÓ ÂÊ Ì‡ ,‰ÓÎÁ ÏÎ Ï˘ ‰˙ÏÈÁ˙
˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜Â„È‡ ˙ÂËÈ˘ ÌÚ ÁÂ ˘È‚¯Ó ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˘È‡ .¯˙ÂÈ· ‰˜ÂÓÚ‰Â
Ï˘ ‰˙ÏÂÎÈ· ÔÈ‡ ÔÎ˘ ,'?ÏÈ·Â˙ ‡È‰ Ô‡Ï' ‰Ï‡˘‰Ó „¯ËÂÓ ÂÈ‡Â ˙È˙„ ‰¯È˜Á Ï˘
Ï˘ ‰˘ÂÁ˙ ‰· ˘È˘ ‰·‰Ï Û‡ ÈÏÂ‡ ,¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÏÏÂÎ ‰·‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ÏÈ·Â‰Ï ‰Ï‡˘‰
ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙ Ï˘ ÔÂÈÚ¯‰ ÌˆÚ .'ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙' ÔÈ‡ ‰˘ÚÓÏ .‰ÈÎ˘‰ ˙ÂÁÎÂ

.˙È˙„ ˙ÂÈÏÂÎ Ï˘ ‰¯„ÚÈ‰ ÏÚ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˘È‡ ¯Â·Ú· ÚÈ·ˆÓ
ÂÊ ˙„ .Í¯Ú Â‡ ‰Î¯· ‰ÓˆÚÏ˘Î ˙„· ÔÈ‡ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ ˘È‡ ¯Â·Ú· .„
˜¯ ˙ÂÏÈ·˜ Ô‰ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â˙„ .‰˙ÂÏÏÎ· ‰ÂÎ‰ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ‡ÏÂ ,‰ÂÎ‰ ‡È‰
'‰ÂÎ'‰ ˙„‰ ‰¯È„‚Ó Ô˙Â‡˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ¯Â‰ ˙‡ ÔÎÂ˙· ˙Â·Ï˘Ó Ô‰˘ ‰„ÈÓ·
˙Â¯˙ÂÈÓ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â˙„ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜Ó˘ Û‡ ,ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ Û˜Â˙ ˙ÂÏÚ·Î
ÏÚ Ï·˜Ï ÌÈ‡˘¯ ÌÈÈÂ‚ ÈÎ Ï˘ÓÏ ÔÚËÈ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„· ÔÈÓ‡Ó‰ È„Â‰È .Ô¯˜ÈÚ·
Â„ÒÂ˘ ˙Â˙„ Í‡ .ÌÈÓÏÒÂÓ Â‡ ÌÈ¯ˆÂ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÏ· ÁÂ È· ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ú·˘ ˙‡ ÌÓˆÚ
,'˙ÈË˙Â‡'‰ ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ È¯Ù È¯ÒÂÓ‰ „Â˜‰ ÌÚ „Á‡ ‰˜· ˙ÂÏÂÚ ÔÈ‡ ˙ÂÈÂÏ‚˙‰ ÏÚ
˙ÂÓÏ‚Ó˘ ÈÓÎ ÔÂÈÏÈÎÏ ÏÏÙ˙‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ Ì„‡ ÏÎÂ ,˙ÂÙÏÂÒÓÂ ˙Â˜ÈÊÓ Ô‰ ÔÎ˘
˙Â„‰È‰ ÔÈ· '˙ÂÓÈÚ'‰ ÏÚ Â¯·„· ,Ï˘ÓÏ ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ „"È ·¯‰ .ÌÈÏÈÏ‡ ˙„Â·Ú
Â·˘ ,È‚ÂÏÂËÎÒ‡‰ Ú‚¯Ï ˙ÂÎÁÓ ˙Â˙„‰ È˙˘ ÈÎ ÊÈ¯ÎÓ ,(È¯ˆÂ‰) È„Â‰È ‡Ï‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ
‰È˙ÂÈÙÈˆ· ˙¯˘Ù˙Ó È˙Ï· ‡È‰ ‰ÂÓ‡ ˙ÏÈ‰˜ ÏÎ' :Ô‰Ó ˙Á‡ Ï˘ ‰˙˜„ˆ ÁÎÂ˙
ÂÊ ‰ÏÈ‰˜˘ ‰ÂÓ‡ ‰˙Â‡· ˜·„È˘ [...] Ì„‡‰ ÔÓ ˙˘¯Â„Â [...] ÌÈÓÈ‰-˙È¯Á‡Ï

21.'˙Â¯Â„‰ Í¯Â‡Ï ‰Ï ‰ÙÈËÓ
˙„‰˘ ‰Á‰‰ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â˙„ ÈÙÏÎ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙˘È‚ Ì¯·
˘ÂÙÈÁÏ ‰·Â‚˙Î ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰È˙Â¯Âˆ· ‰ÚÈÙÂÓÂ ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ Í¯Âˆ ˙‡ÏÓÓ
˙‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ‰ÈÈË‰ „ÂÚ· ÔÎ ÏÚ .‰˘È‚ ˙ÈÁÂ¯ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ¯Á‡ ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡
ÊÂ·‰ ˙Â˘ÂÁ˙ È¯‰ ,ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÌÊÈÓÂ‰‰ ÌÚ È„ÓÏ ÁÂ ‰˘È‚¯Ó Í‡ ,'˙ÂÈÂ‚˘' ˙Â˙„Ó
Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Â·¯˙‰ ˙eÏ«„ÏÂ ˙ÂÈÁË˘Ï ˙Â¯Ó˘ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˘È‡ Ï˘
˙Â¯ÂÒÓ ‡Â¯˜Ï ˘˜Ú˙Ó ‡Â‰˘ ¯Á‡Ó È‰˘ÏÎ ˙„ ÍÈ¯Ú‰Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ ÂÈ‡˘ ,ÈÂÏÈÁ‰
˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰Ë·Ó ˙„Â˜Ó 22.È„Ó ÈÏÂÏÈÓ Á¯Â‡· ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â·Â˙Î

21,˙Â·¯˙‰Â ÍÂÈÁ‰ „¯˘Ó :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,ÔÓÏ·ÂÒ ÛÒÂÈ Ì‚¯˙ ,˙ÂÓÈÚ ,˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ÈÂÏ‰ ·Â„ ÛÒÂÈ
.14 'ÓÚ ,Á"Ï˘˙ ,˙È¯Â˙ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ‰˜ÏÁÓ‰

22˘È‡'Ó ÂÓÏÂÚ ˙ÒÈÙ˙· ‰Â˘ '‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘È‡'˘ ÏÚ ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ „ÓÂÚ '‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘È‡' Â¯ÙÒ·

,˙ÈÓÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ˙Â¯„˙Ò‰‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,¯˙ÒÂ ÈÂÏ‚ :‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘È‡ ,Ï"‰ ‰‡¯ .'ÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙„‰
Ï˘ ÒÂÙÈË‰ ÔÓ Ì„‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ Ì‡ ˜ÙÒ ÈÎ ÛÈÒÂÓ ˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ .25 'ÓÚ ,1979 Ë"Ï˘˙

˘È‡'·Â '˙ÂÓÈÚ'· ˙È„Ù˜ ‰‡È¯˜ ,„ÂÚÂ ˙‡Ê .˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓÏ ıÂÁÓ ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ˘È‡
È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ Ì„‡‰ ÌÚ ÔÂˆ¯· ‰ÏÂÚÙ Û˙˘Ó È˙„‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÈÎ ‰ÏÚÓ '„„Â·‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰

Ô˙ÂÈ‰· ¯˘‡ ,‰¯Â‡ÎÏ Ì„‡ È„È ‰˘ÚÓ ˙Â˙„Ó ‚ÈÈ˙ÒÓ Í‡ ,ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂÎË‰Â ÌÈÈÚ„Ó‰ ÂÈÏÚÙÓ·



‰‡¯Â‰Â ˙ÂÈ˙„ ,˙„Ëˆ

ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ „ÓÓ‰ ˙‡ ‰˘È‚„Ó ‡È‰ ¯˘‡Î „ÂÁÈÈ· ,˙Ó‡ Ï˘ ÔÈÚ¯‚ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ˙„ ÏÎ
È˙„ Ì„‡ ÏÎ È¯‰ ,˙Ó‡‰ ÏÚ ÏÂÙÂÂÓ· ‰˜ÈÊÁÓ ‰È‡ ˙„ ÌÂ˘˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÂ .‰ÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘
˙Ó‡Ï ‰ÚË‰ 'ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ È˙„‰' ˙Ú„Ï .ÌÈ¯Á‡Ó ˙Â·¯ „ÂÓÏÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ˙È˙„ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Â
˙Ù˘ÂÁÂ ,ÌÈ˜ÙÂ‡‰ ¯ˆÂ È˙¯˜‰ È¯˜ ,˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ÂÚ·Ë ˙‡ ‰¯È‚ÒÓ ˙ÏÏÂÎÂ ˙È„ÚÏ·
.˙ÈÁÂ¯ ‰ÁÈÓˆÏ Ï‚ÂÒÓ ÂÈ‡ ‡Â‰ ÔÎ˘ ,·ÊÎ‰ È„È· ÈÂ·˘ ÂÓˆÚ ‡Â‰˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ˙‡

¯ÓÂ˘Â ˜Â„‡ Ì„‡ ÁÙËÏ ˘˜·Ó ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ô· ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ÍÁÓ‰ .‰
˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ÁÙËÏ ‰ÂÂ˜Ó ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ô· ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ÍÁÓ‰ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,˙ÂÂˆÓ
‰Ê Ï‡„È‡ ˘¯ÂÙÓ˘ ÈÙÎ ,Ï‡‰ ˙‡ ‰Ó‡ ˙¯˘È ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ï˘ Â„ÈÓÏ˙ .˙ÈÁÂ¯
ÔÎÏÂ ,‰ÏÈ‰˜ ‰˙Â‡· ÔÓÈ‰Ó ¯·Á Ì‚ ‰È‰ÈÂ ,˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ˙È˙„ ‰ÏÈ‰˜ Ï˘ ‰¯„‚·
˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ Ï˘ ·Â˘Á ˜ÏÁ .˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ˙„‰ ˙Ù˘· Â˙‡ ¯·„Ï ‰È‰È ¯˘Ù‡
˜¯˘ ‰Ù˘· ˙È˘Ú ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó‰ ÔÈ· ˙¯Â˘˜˙‰Â ,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó ÌÚ ˘‚ÙÓ· ÍÂ¯Î

.‰ÈÙÏ ÌÈÈÁÂ ÌÈÈ·Ó Ì‰
ÈÓ ÏÎ ,'˙Â¯ ˙˜Ï„‰ ÔÓÊ ÚÈ‚Ó ËÚÓ „ÂÚ'˘ ˜˘Ï ÂÈ¯·ÁÏ ¯ÈÎÊÓ ÔÓÏÊ˘Î
˙‡ Ô˜Â¯Ï :˙Â˘ÚÏ ÂÈÏÚ ‰ÓÂ ¯·„‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰Ó Ú„ÂÈ Â˙ÏÈ‰˜Ï ÍÈÈ˙˘Ó˘
Â˙Â‡· ÌÈÚÒÂ Ì‰ Ì‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,‰ÏÈ‰˜· ÌÈ¯·Á ÌÈ‡˘ ÈÓ .ÌÈÒÈÎ‰ ÔÓ '‰ˆ˜ÂÓ'‰
˙Â˘ÚÏ ÍÈ¯ˆ ‰Ó Â‡ '˙Â¯ ˙˜Ï„‰ ÔÓÊ' ‡Â‰ ‰Ó ˜ÂÈ„· ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ ÌÈ‡ ,˜Ë Â‡ ÙÈ'‚
.˙‡ÊÎ˘ ˙¯Â˘˜˙ ˙Ù˘ ÈÏ· ˙„‰ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡-È‡ 'ÌÈÙ·Ó' .‰ÓÊ ÚÈ‚Ó˘Î

.˙ÂÂ˘ÓÂ ˙ÂÈ˙Â¯È¯˘ ‰Ï‡ ˙¯Â˘˜˙ ÈÎ¯„ ˙Â‡¯ 'ıÂÁ·Ó'˘ Û‡
˙È˙„‰ Â˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ ÈÎ ÔÚËÈ ‡Â‰ ,˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˘È‡ ‡Â‰ „ˆ‰ ÔÓ ÛÈ˜˘Ó‰ Ì‡
ÈÙÎ ,ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÌÚ ¯˘ÈÂ ÂÓˆÚÏ ÔÓ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈÈÒ˜Ë ÌÈ˘ÚÓ Úˆ·Ï ‰È‡ Ì„‡ Ï˘
‰˘È¯„‰ ,ÔÚËÈ ÍÎ ,˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙˘È‚ ÈÙÏ .ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ‚˘ÂÓ ˙‡ ÔÈ·Ó ‡Â‰˘
Ï˘ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï „ÈÓÏ˙ ‰‡¯ÈÈ ıÂÁ‰ ÔÓ Ë·Ó· .ÌÊÈÓ¯ÂÙÂ˜Ï ‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Ï ‡È‰ ˙È˙„‰
,·‚˘· ˙Â˜ÓÚ˙‰Ï ÔÚËÈ˘ ‰Ú˘· ‡˜ÂÂ„Â ,ÂÓˆÚ· ÊÎÂ¯ÓÂ ÚÂ¯Ù ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰
˙Â‡¯Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˘È‡ ÂÏÈ‡Â .„ÁÂÈÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÏ˘ Â‚‡· ˜ÂÒÚ ‰‡¯ÈÈ

.ÔÎÂ˙Ó ˙Â˜È¯ ˙ÂÓÎÒÂÓ ÈÎ¯· ÏÚ ÍÂÁ˘ ËÒÈÏÓ¯ÂÙ ,'˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰' ,ÔÓÏÊ·

˙„Ï ˙ÈÚ„Ó ˙Â·¯˙ ÔÈ·

ÈÙÎ ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ ˙Â¯Âˆ· ,È‚ÂÏÂÙÈË Á¯Â‡· ,Ô‡Î ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ Â‡ ÈÎ ¯ÂÎÊÏ ˘È
‡Ï ˙‡ÏÓÓ ‡È‰˘ '˙ÂÈˆ˜ÂÙ'· Â‡ ˙„‰ '˙Â‰Ó'· ÂÈÈÚ .ÌÈÙ·Ó Ô˙Â‡ ÌÈ˘Á˘
Ô‰˘ ÈÙÎ ‡Ï‡ ,‰¯·Á‰ Â‡ ÁÂ¯‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ Ë·Ó‰ ˙„Â˜Ó ˙ÂÒÙ˙ ‰Ï‡˘ ÈÙÎ
˙È˙˘˙‰ – ˙ÂÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙˘ ‡È‰ È˙Á‰ ÔÎ˘ 23.ÌÈÙ·Ó ˙ÂÒÙ˙

.Ì„‡‰ È· ˙‡ ÏÂ‡‚Ï Ô˙ÏÂÎÈ ¯·„· ‡ÂÂ˘ ˙ÂÚË ˙ÂÚÂË ˙È˘Â‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ „Á‡ Ë·È‰

.˙eÁÈ˙ÙÎ Â‡ ‰ÈÈËÎ ˙„‰ ÏÚ ¯·„Ó ,(16 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) '˙Â¯ÈÁ' Â¯Ó‡Ó· ,¯·Â· È˘‰ ¯·Ú‰ ÔÓ
23¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÂÎÂ ÌÈÈÚ„Ó‰ ÌÈ‡ˆÓÓÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰ÁÂ˙Ù ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰˘ ˘È‚„‰Ï ˘È ÈÎ Ì‡

.‰ÓˆÚ ˙‡ ‰È·Ó ˙„‰˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙È˙„‰ ‰Ú„Â˙· Ì·Ï˘Ï



˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ˜

ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó ÌÈ˘‡˘ ‰Ó ÏÚ ˙ÂÒÒ·˙Ó – ˙È˙„‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‡ÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙·
˙È˙„ ‰„ÓÚ Ï˘ ‰˙‚‰Ï ¯ÓÂÏ Ì˙ÏÂÎÈ·˘ ‰Ó ÏÚ ‡ÏÂ ˙È˙„ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÌÈÂÂÁÂ
ÂÈ„ÚÏ· .‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙˘¯˘‰Ï Ú˜¯˜‰ ˙‡ ¯È˘ÎÓ ˜¯ ˙„‰ ÈÈÁ ÏÚ ¯e‚ÈÒ‰ .È‰˘ÏÎ
‰‚¯„Ó ˙ÂÏÂÚÙ .˙Ú„‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÏ·˜˙Ó È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Â‡ ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï
˙ÂÂÓ‡Ï ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˜Â„Èˆ ˙‡ˆÓ‰ Â‡ ,'Â· ‰ÈÓ‡Ó ˙„‰˘ ‰Ó' ÁÂÒÈ ÂÓÎ ,‰ÈÈ˘
˙ÈÁ·· ÔÈ‡ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁÂ ˙Â˘ÂÁ˙ .˘È‡ ¯Â·Ú ˙È·ÈËÓ¯ÂÏ ˙„‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÎÙÂ‰ ÔÈ‡ ‰Ï‡Î
Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÓÏ‚Ó ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó‰˘ ,ÌÈÚˆÓÂ ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈÈÂÈˆÈÊÂÙÂ¯Ù ÌÈÂÚÈË

.¯·Ò‰ Â‡ ÁÂ˙È ÏÎ ÈÙÏ ÌÎÂ˙· ÌÈÈÁÂ
Ì‰˘ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ‰ ,‰Ï ·ÈÈÁ˙‰Ï ÌÈÎÂÓ ÌÈ˘‡˘ ˙Ó‡‰ ÔÈ· ˜˙Ï ÔÈ‡ ˙‡Ê ÌÚ
˙Â·ÈÒ‰ Í¯ÚÓ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ ¯Â‡Ï Â· ÌÈÈÁ Ì‰˘ ÔÙÂ‡‰Â Ô‰· ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó
ÌÈ¯È·ÒÓ ÌÈ˘‡‰ Ô˙¯‚ÒÓ·˘ ,˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ Ì‚ .È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â È˙Â·¯˙‰
˙Â¯ÂÓ‡ Ô‰ ÂÎÂ˙·˘ ÈÁÂ¯‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ÔÓ ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ ÔÈ‡ Ô‰ Û‡ ,ÌÓˆÚ ˙‡
– ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙· Â˜ÏÁ· ÈÂÏ˙ È¯„ÂÓ‰ È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓÂ .¯·˙Ò‰Ï
Ì„‡ ·ÈÈÁ – ÈË˙Â‡ Á¯Â‡· ÌÈÂÂÁ‰ ,'ÌÈÏÈ·˜' ˙„ ÈÈÁ ‰¯È·ÒÓ‰Â ˙Ù˜˘Ó‰
ÂÎÂ˙·˘ ¯˘˜‰‰ ÔÓ Â˙ÙÂ˜˙· ˙È˙„‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰Â ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ ˙ÂÚÙ˘ÂÓ „ˆÈÎ ÏÂ‡˘Ï
Ï˘ ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ¯˘˜‰‰ ‡Â‰ ,ÔÈÈˆÏ ¯˙ÂÓÏ ,‰Ê ¯˘˜‰ .ÔÓˆÚ ˙‡ ˙Â‡ˆÂÓ Ô‰
Ì‚ ¯Â¯· .˙ÈÚ„Ó ÌÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰ÏÂ ‰Â·˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡Ï ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ
ÍÂ˙· ¯‰ˆÂÓ ÌÊÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰ ‡Â‰ È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ È˙¯·Á‰ ¯˘˜‰‰˘
˙ÂÚÙÂ˙‰ ¯‡˘ ÔÈ· ˙„‰ ˙‡ ˙Ó˜ÓÓ ÂÈÓÈ· ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ .‰ÁÂ˙Ù ‰¯·Á
ÂÂ˘ÏÎ – ˙ÈÏ¯ËÈ‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙„‰ '˙Ë¯Ù‰' ÔÎÏÂ .˙ÂÈÓÈ„‰ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰

24.ÂÈÏ‡Ó Ô·ÂÓ ÔÈÈÚÎ ˙Ï·˜˙Ó – ı"Î ·˜ÚÈ Ï˘
˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙ÈÚ„Ó‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÔÈ·˘ ‰˜ÈÊÏ ÌÈÎÈÈ˘‰ ÌÈÈÈÚ ‰ÓÎ ÔÈÈˆÏ ÌÂ˜Ó‰ Ô‡Î
˙„‰ ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ˙·ˆÚÓ Ì‚ ‡È‰ .˙„· ÔÂÈÚ‰ Í¯„ ÏÚ ‰ÚÈÙ˘Ó ÂÊ ‰˜ÈÊ .˙„‰ ÔÈ·Ï
˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙-˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰Ó¯‰ ,˙È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ‰Ó¯‰ :˙ÂÓ¯ ˘ÂÏ˘· ¯˜ÈÚ· ,ÌÓˆÚ

.˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ó¯‰Â
Â‡ÏÈÓ ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜‰˘ ÔÂ·˘Á· ‡È·‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ‰Ó¯·
˙ÂÎÏ‰ ˙‡ ·¯ „ÓÈÏ ¯˘‡Î .ÌÏ˘ ÌÏÂÚ Ô‰È¯·ÁÏ ÂÈ‰Â ÌÈ·Â¯Ó ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á ÌÈ„È˜Ù˙
.ÌÈÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÌÈ˘‡‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ÏÈÎÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ Ï‡ ÂÈ¯·„ ˙‡ ÔÂÂÈÎ ‡Â‰ ,'ÌÏÂÚÏ' ÁÒÙ‰
·Â¯ Ï˘ Ì„È„Ï ,‰Ê ÌÏÂÚ ¯„Ó˙‰ Â‡ ˜˙˙‰ ˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ‰ ‰ÁÂ˙Ù‰ ‰¯·Á· Ì¯·
˙ÂˆÂ·˜·Â ,ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ¯˜Ó· .ÌÈÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ˙ÂÏÂ„‚ ˙Â·ÈËÁÓ ,ÂÈ¯·Á
ÌÈËÂÚÈÓ' Ï˘ ÌÈÈ‡˜Â ÌÈÈ˙˙ÈÎ ÌÈ¯ˆ·Ó ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜‰ Â˘Ú ,˙ÂË˜ ‰ÈÈÒÂÏÎÂ‡
˙ÂÁ˙ÙÓ‰Â Ô‰Ï˘ ˙e¯Á‡Ï ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜ ,ÌÈÓÈÂ‡ÓÂ ÌÈ˜„ËˆÓ 'ÌÈÈ·ÈËÈ‚Â˜

25.Ô‰Ï˘ Ú„È‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Â Ô‰È˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ ¯ÂÓÈ˘Ï ˙ÂËÈ˘

24.297–284 'ÓÚ ,Â"Ó˘˙ ,˜ÈÏ‡È· „ÒÂÓ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,¯·˘ÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ,ı"Î ·˜ÚÈ
25Peter L. Berger, A. Rumour of Angels, Middlesex: Pelican Books, 1971, pp. 13–42 ‰ÂÂ˘‰
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-˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙˘ ‰„·ÂÚ‰ ˙¯ÎÈ ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙-˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰Ó¯·
˙ÂÎÊ· ÌÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÌÈÂÚÈË ÏÚ ˙ÂÒÒÂ·Ó‰ ,('˙ÂÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ') ˙ÂÈËÒÈÏÂÈˆ¯
‰ÈÓ‡ ‰È‡ ‰ÏÚÓÏÓ ˙ÈÙÎ‰ ˙„ .„ÂÒÈ‰ „Ú Â¯Ú¯Ú˙‰ ,˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÏ‚ƒ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ
˙·Î¯ÂÓ‰ ‰˙Ò¯‚· ÔÈ· ,ÏÏÎ Í¯„· Ï·˜Ï ‰ËÂ‰ ,È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÈÚ· „ÂÚ
‰˜ÈÊÈÙËÓ‰ ‰ÈÙÏÂ ,˙È‡ÈË‡˜-ËÒÂÙ‰ ‰Ù˜˘‰‰ ˙‡ ,˙È¯ÏÂÙÂÙ‰ ‰˙Ò¯‚· ÔÈ·
Ì‚ ÈÚ·Ë ÔÙÂ‡· ‰ËÂ È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰ ÍÎÈÙÏ .Â‰˘ÏÎ È˙Ó‡ Ú„È ‰ÏÈÁÓ ‰È‡
ÈÁ¯Ê‡ ·Â¯ .˙Ó‡· ‡ÏÂ ·ÂË· ‰ÈÈÚ ‰‡Â·‰˘ ,‰ÊÂÈÙ˘ Ï˘ ˙ˆ¯Á‰ Â˙„ÓÚ Ï‡
˙ÂÈÏÂÈˆ˜ÂÙ‰ ˙Â˘È‚‰ ˙‡ – ÈÁË˘ ÔÙÂ‡· Â‡ ˜ÓÂÚÏ – ÂÓÈÙ‰ Â‡ Â„ÓÏ ÂÓÏÂÚ
,˙ÂÂ˜˙Ï ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙‡Â ˙„‰ ÈÈÁ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙÈÙÎÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÓ„˜‡ ˙Â˘È‚ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,˙„Ï

26.ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÌÈÎ¯ˆÏÂ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ï
¯˙ÂÈ ÈÂÈ‚‰ :˙ÈÚ„Ó‰ ‰ÈÈË‰ ÈÏÚ· Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÁ‰ ˙ÂÏ·Â˜Ó ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰Ó¯·
‰¯È˜Á‰˘ ‰Á‰‰ ˙‡ ıÓ‡ Ì‡ ÌÏÂ‡ 27.Ô„ÂÒ· ‡Â·ÏÓ ˙Â˙„ ˙Â„Â‡ ÏÚ „ÂÓÏÏ
˘È ,˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÂ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ¯Á‡ „ÈÁÈ‰ Ï˘ Â˘ÂÙÈÁ· ÏÙËÏ ˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙¯„Ú ˙ÈÚ„Ó‰
˙ÂÎÓ˙Ò‰ ·‚‡ ÌÈÈÁ· ÈÁ¯Î‰ „ÓÓ ‰È‰˙ ˙„‰ Â·˘ ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÌÂÁ˙ ÔÂÎÏ ÌÂ˜Ó
Ï·˜˙‰Ï ˙„‰ ‰ÏÂÎÈ ÂÊ Í¯„· .˙ÂÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ‰Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ÏÚ
,„ÂÚÂ ˙‡Ê .˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Î ,ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ˘‡ ¯Â·Ú· ,Â‡ ˙È˙Â·¯˙ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡Î
ÔÎ˘ ,˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ¯È˘Ú‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ˙Â¯·ËˆÓ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ Ï˘ Ô„ÂÓÈÏ
‰ÓÎÁ – ÏÏÎ Í¯„· È‚ÂÏÂ˙ÈÓ Á¯Â‡· Ì‚ Ì‡ – ˙ÂÓÏ‚Ó ˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜
˙Â¯Ó˘ÓÂ ˙Â„Ú˙Ó ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â·Â˙‰˘ ¯Á‡ÓÂ .˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÔÈÚÓ ‰·Â˙Â ˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ
ÔÓ ÌÏÚ˙‰Ï È˙Â·¯˙ ÊÂ·Ê· ‰È‰È ,Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÓÈÙ‰ ÂÈÈÁ· ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈË·È‰

.˙Â·Ï˙˘Ó Ô‰ ÔÎÂ˙·˘ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰
,˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˙ÂÈ˙„ ÂÈÈ‰ ,'‰ÈÂÂÁ Ï˘ ˙ÂÎÈ‡Î ˙„' ÔÈ· ÔÂ„Ó „¯ÂÂ ÔÈÁ·Ó ÔÎ ÏÚ
ÔÂ'‚Ï ‰ÓÂ„· .˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ÂÈÈ‰ ,'˙„ÁÂÈÓ ‰È¯Ë˜Â„ Ï˘ ‰·ÓÎ ˙„' ÔÈ·Â
˙È˙„‰ ÁÂ¯‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ‚ÏÂ ‰˙ÂÒkƒÓ ˙È·ÂÓ‰ ˙„‰ ˙‡ ËÈ˘Ù‰Ï' ÔÂ„Ó ˘˜·Ó È‡ÂÈ„
ÂÏ Ï‡˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ‡Â‰ ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡Â .'ÌÂÈ ÌÂÈ‰ ÈÈÁ Ï‡ ˙Ó‡· ˙ÏÁÏÁÓ˘
ÏÚ ‰·È˘ÁÏ ÂË˘ ,ÂÈ˙Â·‡˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ' :˙Â˘È‰ '˙ÂÈÚ·Ë ÏÚ'‰ ˙Â˙„‰ ˙‡ ÁÂÎ˘Ï
‡Ë·Ï ÂÏÎÈ ‡Ï˘Â ÏÙ¯ÂÚÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ˜¯ ÂÒÙ˙˘ ˙Â·Â˙ ÁÒÏ ˙Ó ÏÚ Â˜·‡ ,˙ÈÚ·Ë
‰·¯ ‰„Â·Ú „ÂÚ ‰¯˙Â Ì‡ Û‡ – Ì‰Ï˘ ‰Î‰‰ ˙„Â·ÚÓ ˙ÂÓÏÚ˙‰ .ÌÈÏÓÒ· ‡Ï‡

28.'ÌÈ·‡˘Ó Ï˘ ÊÂ·Ê· ‰È‰˙ – ‰˙Â˘ÚÏ
:È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÙÏÎ ˙ËÏ˘ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰˘È‚ ‰Ó‡ ˙Ù˜˘Ó ÔÂ„Ó Ï˘ Â˙Ê¯Î‰
ÌÈ‚Â‰‰ ·Â¯ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙ÈÓÂÈ˜ ‰ÈÈËÎ ˜¯ ˙„‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÁÏ ÏÂÎÈ È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ì„‡‰

26Thomas F. O’Dea, The Sociology of Religion, New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, 1966, ‰ÂÂ˘‰
pp. 13–18

27Horace M. Kallen, The Education of Free Men, New York: Farrar, Straus Ï˘ÓÏ ‰ÂÂ˘‰

and Co., 1949, pp. 208–229, esp. 228–229

28Ward Maddon, Religious Values in Education, New York: Harper and Brothers, 1951, pp.

14–15
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Ô‰˘ ‰Ï‡Î ÂÈÈ‰„ ,‰˜„ˆ‰ ÁÂ¯· ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ˘ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÎÁÓ‰Â
˜¯ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ Ï˘ ÌÈ„È¯˘ ÍÂ˙Ó ıÂÏÈÁÏ ˙Â˙È ,˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Â ˙ÂÈ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
˙È˙„‰ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ È„È· ˙ÈÏ˜È„¯ ‰ÈÈˆ˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜¯Ï ‰ÈÎÊ˙ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ Ô˙Â‡˘ È‡˙·
˙˘ÁÓÂÓ ‰ÈÙÏÎ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ‰˘È‚·Â ˙„‰ '˙Ë¯Ù‰'· ÂÊ‰ ‰ˆ˜‰‰ ˙„ÈÓ .ÂÓÊ ˙·
ÔÂÂÈÎ ,˙Â¯ÈÁ‰ ¯Â˜Ó ‡Â‰ Â„·Ï Ï‡‰˘ ¯˜· ËÒ¯‡ Ï˘ ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ Â˙ÚÈ·˜· ·ËÈ‰
˙Ï·˜ Ï˘ „Â·Ú˘ ÔÈ· – „Â·Ú˘ ÈÒÁÈ „ÈÓ˙ Ì‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ÌÚ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ÂÈÒÁÈ˘
˙‡ „ÈÁÈÏ ˜ÈÚÓ‰ ‡Â‰ Ï‡‰˘ ‡È‰ „ÂÒÈ‰ ˙Á‰ 29.‰ÈÈÁ„ Ï˘ „Â·Ú˘ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÓ¯Â

.ÂÏ˘ ‰¯ »̆È‰
˙Â¯Âˆ ¯Ó˘Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ '˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó'‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ ¯Â·Ú· ,˙¯Á‡ ÔÂ˘Ï·Â
˙ÈÏÓÒ ‰ÈÁ·Ó '˙Ú„‰ ÏÚ Ï·˜˙Ó'˘ ‰ÓÏ Ô˙Ó‡˙‰ ˙ÂÎÊ· ˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ '˙ÂÈÒ˜Ë'
ÂÊ ‰ÚË ÈÙÏ .‰ÂÂÁ‡‰ ÁÂÙÈË Ì˘Ï Â‡ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓ ÌÈÈ˜Ï È„Î
,È˙Â·¯˙‰ ÁÈ˘‰ Ï˘ ·Á¯‰ ÌÏÂÚ·Â ,Ï‡‰ È„È· ˙ÈÙÎ ‰È‡ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰
‰ÙÎ' ÈÂËÈ·Ï ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÂÊÈ‡ ¯Â¯· ‡Ï ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,'˙ÈÏ¯ËÈ‰ ‰¯·Á'·
ÌÈ‚‰Â˘ ‰ÊÓ ·¯ „Â·Î· ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ÔÎ ÏÚ .'Ï‡‰ È„È·
Ï˘ ıÂ¯Ú ¯·Ú· ‰˘ÓÈ˘˘ ÈÓÎ ‰ÈÏ‡ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰ÏÂ ÌÈËÒÈ·ÈËÈÊÂÙ‰ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ‰·
ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ˘‡ ‰¯Â‡Ï ÌÈÈÁ ÌÂÈÎ Ì‚ ¯˘‡Â ÌÈ·¯Ï ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰ÈÂÂÁ
˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ¯ˆÂ˙Î ‰¯˜ÁÏ Ì‚ ¯˘Ù‡ ,˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ˙‡ „·ÎÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ÈÙÎ
ÏÙËÏ ÏÎÂÈ È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ È„Î˘ Ô‡ÎÓ .ÌÈÈ˘Â‡ Â˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Â Â¯Â˜Ó˘ ,˙È˘Â‡
.‰Èˆ¯‚ËÈ‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ ÍÁÏ ÂÈÏÚ ,Ì„‡‰ È· Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙Ó‡‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰ È‡˘ÂÓ·
ÈÓ ¯Â·Ú· ÌÏÂ‡ .˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙‰ ¯Â‡Ï ‰˜„ˆ‰Ï Ô˙È ‰ÊÎ È˙„ ÍÂÈÁ ˜¯
˙‡¯Â˜‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó' ‰ÂÂÁ˘ ÈÓ ¯Â·Ú· ,ÌÂÈ ÌÂÈ‰ ˙¯‚˘· ˙ÂÈ„ÂÁÈÈ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ· ‰Ò˙‰˘
.‡Â‰ ¯˘‡· ÍÂÈÁÏ Û„¯ Ì˘ ‡Ï‡ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰Ê‰ ÌÈÂÒÓ‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÔÈ‡ ,'˙Â·ÈÂÁÓÏ
,ËÏÁÂÓ‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰ ÏÚ· Ë˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ‰ ÌÚ ÛÂÒ·Ï „Á‡˙Ó ËÏÁÂÓ‰ Ë˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ÔÎ˘
ÁÒÓ˘ ÈÙÎ ,'ÌÈÓ˘·' ÔÈ‡ – ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ – ˙ÂËÏÁÂÓ‰ ˙Â·ÈÂÁÓ‰Â ‰·‰‰Â

30.È˘Â‡‰ ·Ï‰ ÈÎÎÂ˙· ‡Ï‡ ,¯·Â· ˙‡Ê
‡È·‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ‰ÈˆÙÈˆÓ‡‰ È¯Á‡˘ Ô„ÈÚ· È„Â‰È‰ È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰¯˜Ó·
(˙È„Â‰È ‡Ï‰) ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜· ‚ÊÓ˙‰Ï ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ÌÂˆ¯ ˙‡ Ì‚ ÔÂ·˘Á·
ÔÈ·‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· .˙È˙„ ‰ÈÁ·Ó '˙ÈÏ¯ËÈ' ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ‰˙ÈÈ‰˘ ÂÊ –
„Â·ÈÎ ÏÚ ÂÎÓ˙Ò‰· Ì‚˘ ,„Â‡Ó 'ÈË¯Â‡˙'Â 'ÌÈÏ˘Ó' È˙„ ÍÂÈÁÏ ÒÈÒ·‰ ˙‡ Ï˜·
– ˙‡˘Ï ‰ÎÂÓ˘ ˙ÈÏÏÎ ˙Â·¯˙ ÍÂ˙· ÏÚÂÙ ÌÈÈ˙„Â ÌÈÈ˙‡ ÌÈÏ„·‰ Ï˘ ¯‰ˆÂÓ

31.¯Á‡‰ Ï˘ ˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ¯Â‰ ˙‡ – ˙„·ÎÓ ˘ÓÓ ‰È‡ Í‡

29Ernest Becker, Beyond Alienation, New York: G. Braziller, 1967, pp. 196–225

30Martin Buber, ‘Teaching and Deed’, Israel and the World, New York: Schocken Books,

1963, p. 142

31.Will Herberg, Protestant, Catholic, Jew, New York: Doubleday, 1955 Ï˘ÓÏ ‰‡¯
‰˘·‚˙ Ô˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·˘ '‰ÈË¯˜ÂÓ„‰ ˙Â˙„ ˘ÂÏ˘'Î ˙ÂÂÓ‡‰ ˘ÂÏ˘ ˙‡ ÔÁÂ· ‚¯·¯‰

‰˙˙˘‰ ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙È·˙‰˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ÈÎ ¯ÈÚÓ ÈË¯Ó ÔÈË¯Ó Í‡ .˙È˜È¯Ó‡‰ ˙È˙„‰ ˙Â‰Ê‰
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Ì‰Ï˘ ‰ÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„· ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ·˘ ,ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ÂÏÈÙ‡˘ ÔÈÈˆÏ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓ
ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ Ì‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÈÈÈˆÓ ,Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ˙„‰ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ ˙‡ „ˆ· ÁÈ‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÙ˜Ó
Ú˘ÚÂ˘Ó „Â·Î ÔÈÚÓ· ˜¯ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ÂÊ ,˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ï‡ ˙ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ‰¯È‰
Ì˙ÒÈÎ· ,ÌÈ˘‡‰ ·Â¯˘ ÌÈÓÈÚËÓ ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ .˙È‡Î¯‡‰ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ Ï‡
¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡Â ÌÈÈÁÂ¯ ˙‡Ê ˙Â·˜Ú· ÌÈ˘Ú ÌÈ‡ ,ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ
ÂÈÓÈ Ï˘ ‰¯·Á· 'ÌÈ·˘' „·· „· .ÌÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÈ˘Ú ËÂ˘Ù Ì‰ .˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ì‰È˙ÂÈË·
.ÔÈËÂÏÁÏ ÌÈ˘¯ÂÙÓ ÌÈÁÂÓ· ˙„‰ Ï‡ – ˙ÂÁÙ Â‡ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÓÎÁÂ˙Ó – ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ˘‡
– ˙ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡-Â‡‰ ‰ÚÙÂ˙‰ – '˙È·ÈË˜Â„„‰ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰' ÂÊ ‰ÚÙÂ˙ ‰ÈÎ ¯‚¯·
˘„ÁÓ ˙˘ÎÂ¯ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰' ,ÔÈÏ¯·· Ï˘‰ Ï˘ ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÊÓ‰ ÔÙÂ‡· ,‰˙¯‚ÒÓ·˘
Ê‡ ‰ÏÂÎÈÂ „ÈÁÈ‰ ¯Â·Ú· ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙È˙Ó‡ ˙È˘Ú ‡È‰ .‰˙ÂÎÓÒ ˙‡

32.'˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÎ ·Â˘ ÒÙ˙È‰Ï

˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙„Ï ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó ˙„Ó ¯·ÚÓ

‰¯Â˘˜ ‡È‰ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ·Ï˘· .ÔÈ‡Ó ˘È ˙„ÏÂ ‰È‡ ÂÊ‰ '‰·Â˘˙· ‰¯ÊÁ'‰ ˙ÈÂÂÁ
Ì‚ ˙Á˙ÂÓ ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎÂ ˙ÈÂÂÁ ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ Ï˘ Ï·‚ÂÓ‰ ‰Ù˜È‰·
ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ – 33ÌÈÈ‰˜Ù ÏÈÓ‡Â ÏÈÈÂÂˆ¯Â˜ ÍÂ¯· ÂÓÎ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ ÌÈÏÚÓ ÍÎ .ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï
ËÚÓÎ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ – È˙„‰ ÌÊÈÏ¯·ÈÏ· ÌÈ˘¯Â˘ ÏÚ· È˘‰Â ‰ÈÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡-Â‡Ï ·Â¯˜
Á˙È˘ „ÈÁÈ‰ :˙ÂÈÏÏÎ ˙Â˜„ˆ‰· ‰˙ÂÏ˙Ï ¯˘‡Â ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„Ï ¯˘‡ ˙Â‰Ê
‰¯˙Â˘ ‰ÈÂÂÁ‰˘ È„Î ,˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÂ ˙È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ ,˙È‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙„‰ ˙‡
ÌÊÈˆÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ Ì‡‰ ?ÔÈÓ‡Ó ‡Â‰ ÌˆÚ· ‰Ó· ,‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡ ¯Ó˘Ï ÏÎÂ˙
Ì‰ Ì‡‰ ?Â˙ÂÓ‡Ï ÒÈÒ· ÂÏ ÌÈ˘Ó˘Ó ‰Ê‰ ÁÂ˙È‰ ÔÓ ÌÈÚ·Â‰ ÌÊÈ·ÈËÏ¯‰Â
˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ ÔÈ‡ Ì‡‰ ?˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ Ï˘ ˙È˙Ó‡‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰
?„ÁÂÈÓ· ‰‰Â·‚ ˙ÈÁÂ¯Â ˙È¯ÒÂÓ ˙Â˘È‚¯ ÈÏÚ· ‰ÏÂ‚Ò È„ÈÁÈ Ï˘ È˘È‡ ‚˘È‰ ‡Ï‡
È„È·Â Ú„Ó‰ È„È· È˙Ó‡‰ Ú„È‰ ÌÂÁ˙ ˙‡ ¯È˙ÂÓ „ÈÁÈ‰ Ì‡ ,˙Â¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ·
‡„¯‚ È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·ÂÒ ÔÈÈÚÏ ˙„‰ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰Â ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ‰¯È˜Á‰ ÈˆÂ¯Ú

Ì‡ Û‡ ,'‰·ÂË‰Â ‰˘È‰ ˙„'· ˘‡¯ Ï˜‰Ï ÂÓÈ„˜‰ ˙ÂÈÏ¯·ÈÏ‰Â ˙ÂÈÓ„˜‡‰ ˙ÂËÈÏ‡‰˘Â

Martin E. Marty, ‘Religion in America Since Mid-Century’, ‰‡¯ .˙ÈË¯˜ÈÒÂÈ„È‡ ‰˙ÈÈ‰

Daedalus 3, no. 1 (Winter 1982), pp. 149–163

32.85 'ÓÚ ,(10 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ¯‚¯·
33,˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú ÏÚ ˜·‡Ó· ,Ï"‰ ,'˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ ˜Ê‰Â ˙ÏÚÂ˙‰ ÏÚ' ,ÏÈÈÂÂˆ¯Â˜ ÍÂ¯·

˙˘È‚ Ï˘ ÈÂˆÈ˜‰ ÈÒÂÓÏÂÙ‰ ‰Ú·Ë .193–184 'ÓÚ ,Ï"˘˙ ,Ô˜Â˘ :·È·‡ Ï˙Â ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È

‰¯ÊÁ‰ ÈÈÈÙ‡ÓÓ „Á‡ ‰ÓˆÚÏ˘Î ˙È‡¯ ,‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú-Â„· Ì‚ ‰ÚÂ·ˆ‰ ,ÏÈÈÂÂˆ¯Â˜

Emil Fackenheim, ‘Apologia for a Ì‚ ‰‡¯Â .ÌÈ˘¯ÂÙÓ ÌÈÈ˙„ ÔÈÈÚ ÈÓÂÁ˙ Ï‡ ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰
Confirmation Text’, Quest for Past and Future, Bloomington: Indiana University Press,

1968, pp. 148–152



˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ „˜

?ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ¯ÒÓÈ‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙ÂÚÈ·˜ ÂÏÈ‡Â ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈÎ˙ ÂÏÈ‡ –
˙„‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÎ˙Ò‰ ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ˙„‰ ÈÈÁ ÏÚ ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰·È˘Á˘ ÁÈ Ì‡ ,„ÂÚÂ ˙‡Ê
ÈÁÂ¯ ÔÂÊÈ‡ ÏÚ ‰¯ÈÓ˘Ï ˙ÂˆÂÁ Û‡Â ˙ÂÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï Ô‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„Ó Ï˘ ÌÈÏÎ·
Ì‡‰ ?Â¯˜ÁÏÂ Â· ˙Â‚‰Ï ÈÏÂ‚Ò Â‰˘Ó ˙ÂÎÈ¯ˆ Ô‰ ÔÈ‡ Ì‡‰ – È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ·
Á¯Â‡· ‰ÂÓ‡‰ ÏÚ ıÈÏÓ‰Ï Ú„Ó‰ ÏÂÎÈ Ì‡‰ ?‰ÂÓ‡ ¯ÂˆÈÏ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ‰ÏÂÎÈ
ÍÁ˙‰Ï Â‰˘ÈÓ ÏÎÂÈ „ˆÈÎ ,˙ÈÏÈÏ˘ ‡È‰ ‰Ï‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï ‰·Â˘˙‰ Ì‡Â ?ÚÎ˘Ó
˙„‰ ˙‡ ¯È·Ò‰Ï ˙ÂÏ‚ÂÒÓ˘ ˙ÂÈ˙¯·Á ˙ÂÈÏÙÈˆÒÈ„Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ˙„Ï
‰È‰˙ ‡Ï Ì‡ ,¯Â¯· ?‰˙¯Â˘· ˙‡ Â¯„˘È˘ Ô‰Ó ˙ÂÙˆÏ ÔÈ‡ Í‡ ‰ÈÏÚ Á˜ÙÏ Û‡Â
Í‡ !ÌÈ‡È· Ì„‡‰ È· ÏÎ ÂÈ‰È ÈÈÊ‡ ,˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰ È„ÚÏ· ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙„
È˙¯·Á ÏÚÙÓÎ È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ „È˜Ù˙ ÏÎ ¯È˙ÂÓ ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎÓÂ ,È¯˘Ù‡ ÂÈ‡ ‰Ê

34.˙¯·«Á¿ÓÂ
ÌÈÓÂÈÓ‰Â ˙È¯„ÂÓ ‰Ú„Â˙ ÌÈ¯Â„Á‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰ ÈÙ· ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ,‰Ï‡Î ˙ÂÏ‡˘
‰·Â‚˙‰ Ï˘ ¯ÂÓ‚‰ ‰„Â‚È ‡È‰˘ ,˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓÏ ‰·Â‚˙ ÏÚ ˙Â„ÈÚÓ ,‰È˙ÂËÈ˘ ÌÂ˘ÈÈ·
ÈÓ È„È ÏÚ '˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡'‰ ˙È˙„‰ ˙Ó‡‰ Ï˘ ˘„ÁÓ ÈÂÏÈ‚ :‰¯Â‰Ë‰ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰
ÌÚ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÂ‰ÈÊÏ ÂÏÈ·Â‰˘ ,ÂÓÊ ˙Â· ˙Â·ÈÒ Ô˙Â‡ .˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ÂÂÁ ¯·Î˘
ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰ ¯·„ Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜Ï ‰¯ÊÁ Ì‚ „‚ ˙·Â‚˙Î Â„ÈÏÂ‰ ,ÌÈÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ‰ÈË·È‰
˙ÂÓ‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Â·¯˙ ÏÎÂ ‰Â·˙ ÏÎ ˙ÁÂ·‰ ,¯˙ÂÈ· ‰ÏÚ‰ ˙Ó‡Î ÒÙ˙ ‰Ï‚‰
ÈÓ ‰˙Â‡ ÌÂÁ˙Ï È‡˘¯˘ – ‰¯Â¯·‰ ‰Á·‰‰ ,„ÂÚÂ ˙‡Ê .˙ÂÏ‚˙‰‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÈÓ‰
˙ÈËÈÏ‡‰ ‰¯È˜ÁÏ ‰ÁÈÓ ˙„‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÂÏ˘ ˙Ó‡‰ ÔÈ· – ˘„ÁÓ ˙„‰ ˙‡ ‰Ï‚Ó˘
‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ¯Â·Ò ÂÏÏ‰ ‰·Â˘˙‰ ÈÏÚ· ÈÎ ‰‡¯ .ÚÈ¯ÙÓ ÔÈ‡· ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï ˙„‰ Ï˘
˙Ê¯ÎÂÓ‰ ,‰¯Â˙‰ .ÌÊÈ‡˙‡Â ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰ÈÈÎ¯‡ ÔÈ·Ï ‰¯Â˙ ÔÈ· ‡È‰ Ì‰ÈÙÏ ˙„ÓÂÚ‰
‰ËÈÏ‡‰ ÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÁÙÏ – Ì‚Â ˙ÈÁˆ ˙Ó‡ ˙Ú· ‰· ‡È‰ ,'ÌÈÈÁ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ È¯·„'Î
‰˙Ò¯‚ ,‰ÈÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡-Â‡‰ .˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ È„È ÏÚ ˙·ÂÓ – ‰ÈÓ‡Ó‰
˙ÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡Â ˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ‡È‰ ,˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰¯Â‰Ë‰

.˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰Ï ˙È˙Ó‡ ˙Â„Ú ˙‡Ê ÌÚÂ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ -‡ ;˙Á‡Î

ÌÈÎÁÓÏ ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ÔÈ·

Â·˙Î ,¯·Ú·Â ÂÈÓÈ· ,˙È˙„‰ ˙Â‚‰‰Â ‰‡¯Â‰‰ ÌÂÁ˙Ó Á˙ÙÓ È˘‡˘ ˘ÈÁÎ‰Ï ÔÈ‡
˙ÂÈ˙„‰ ÔÈ· ˙Â„‰È· ‰ÚÂ·Ë‰ ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„Ï ‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ ·‚‡ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÂÈÁÂ
˜ÁˆÈ Ì‰¯·‡ ÂÓÎ ˙„ È˘‡ ÂÁÒÈ ÌÈ¯˘Ú‰ ‰‡Ó· .˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„Ï ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰
ÌÈ¯Á‡Â Ì‰ – ‚ÈÈÂÂˆÊÂ¯ ı¯ÙÂ Ï˘‰ Ú˘Â‰È Ì‰¯·‡ ,˜È'ˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ ·Â„ ÛÒÂÈ ,˜Â˜
ÏÚ ÂÚÈ·ˆ‰Â ‰ÎÏ‰Ï ˙ÈÓÈÙ‰ ‰¯‡‰‰ ÔÈ· ÒÁÈ‰ ˙Ï‡˘· ˙ÂË·Á˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ –

.˙Â˘„Á‰Â ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù‰ ˙‡ ÏÎÏÎÏ ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ „Â·Î‰ ˙‡¯ÈÂ ˙ÂÓ‡‰ Ô‰·˘ ÌÈÎ¯„‰

34˙ÈÁÂ¯‰ ‰ÎÂ·Ó‰ ÁÎÂÏ ,ÏÈÈÂÂˆ¯Â˜ ÍÂ¯· ‰‡¯ ÂÊ ‰È‚ÂÒ· ¯·Â· ÏÚ ÏÈÈÂÂˆ¯Â˜ Ï˘ Â˙¯Â˜È·Ï

.Â"Ï˘˙ ,ÔÏÈ‡-¯· ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ :Ô‚ ˙Ó¯ ,Â¯Â„ Ï˘



‰‡¯Â‰Â ˙ÂÈ˙„ ,˙„‰˜

Â˜ÒÚ ‡Ï ,˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· ÏÙËÏ ˙Á‡ ‡Ï ÌÓˆÚ ÏÚ ÂÏË˘ Û‡ ,‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚Â‰ Í‡
Ì‚ Ì‰ .˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈ¯Â‡˙Ï Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ÌÂ‚¯˙· ¯·„ Ï˘ Â¯˜ÈÚ·
‰ÁÂÙÈËÏ ÌÈ·È˜ÚÂ ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈÂÂ˜ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘· Â·˙Î ‡Ï
˜¯ ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ·Â¯· Â„˜Ó˙‰ Ì‰˘ ‡È‰ ÍÎÏ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ‰·ÈÒ‰ .˙È˙„‰ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ Ï˘
ÍÈ¯„Ó ÏÂÙÈËÂ (descriptive) È¯Â‡È˙ ÏÂÙÈË ÌÈ˘¯Â„‰ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯‰ ˙Ú·¯‡Ó „Á‡·
ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈ‚Â‰Î .È˙„ ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· (prescriptive)
˙ÂÓ¯Â·Â ‰˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· – ˙Â„‰È· Â˜ÒÚ Ì‰ .ÔÎÂ˙· ˙È¯˜ÈÚ‰ Ì˙ÂÈÈÚ˙‰ ‰˙ÈÈ‰
,ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙Î ,Ì‰ ‰Ó ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÂÈÈˆ ‡Ï Ì‰ .‰Ï˘ ¯ÒÓ·Â ‰ÓÏÂÚ ˙Ù˜˘‰· ,‰Ï˘
Ì¯È·Ú‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈÂ Ì‰· ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰˘ ÌÈÁÂÓ· Â˘ÚÈ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ˘ ÌÈˆÂ¯ ÂÈ‰
˙Â¯„‚ÂÓ ˙Â„ÓÚ ÂË˜ ‡Ï Ì‰ .ÌÎÈ¯Ú‰ÏÂ ÌÈ·‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙˘ Â‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï
ÏÚ Ì‰È¯·„ ÍÎÈÙÏ .˙Â¯„‚ÂÓ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙Â·È·ÒÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÈÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÈÚ··

35.ÌÈÈÙÈËÓ Â‡ ÌÈÏÙ¯ÂÚÓ ÌÚÙ ‡Ï ÌÈ‡¯ ÍÂÈÁ
ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ÌÈ¯Ó‡ÓÂ ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙ ‡¯˜˘ Û‡ ,È¯„ÂÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÁÓ‰ ÔÎ ÏÚ
˙È˙ËÈ˘ ‰·È˙Î ˘ÙÁÏ ÍÈ˘ÓÓ ,Ú„ÈÂ ÔÂÊÁ È˘‡ È„È· Â·˙Î˘ ÌÈ¯È˘ÚÓÂ ÌÈ˜ÈÓÚÓ
,¯˙ÂÈ ˙È˙ËÈ˘ ˙È˘Ú ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰·È˙Î‰˘ ÏÎÎ ÌÏÂ‡ .È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ‡˘Â· ¯˙ÂÈ
‡È‰ Ì‰Ï˘ ‡ˆÂÓ‰ ˙„Â˜˘ ÌÈ˜ÈË¯Â‡˙ .¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÈÒÂÓÏÂÙ Ì‚ ˙È˘Ú ‡È‰ ÍÎ
¯˙ÂÈ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ,ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ Â‡ ,ÍÈ¯ˆ ÂÈ‡ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ ÌÈÚÂË ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„‰
˙¯ÈÓ˘Â ‰ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ˙È˙„‰ ‰ÂÂÁ‡‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙Â·Ï˙˘‰Ï ¯ÈÚˆ‰ Ì„‡‰ ˙¯˘Î‰Ó
Ï˘ Â„È˜Ù˙ ÈÎ ÌÈ¯·ÂÒ ˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰ ˙È˙„‰ ‰„ÓÚ· ÌÈ˜ÈÊÁÓ‰ Ì˙ÓÂÚÏ .˙ÂÂˆÓ

.ÈÁÂ¯‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈÓˆÚ ÁÂÙÈË· ÌÎ˙ÒÓ È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
– ˙ÂÈ„„ˆ-„Á ÏÏÎ Í¯„· Ô‰ È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰Ï‡Î ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙
ÔÈ·˘ ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„Ï ÌÈ˘È„‡ ÌÈ·˙ÂÎ‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ‡Ï – ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘Ó Â‡ ˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ
‰˘È‚‰ .˙„‚ÂÓ‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ Ï˘ ‰Î¯ÚÏ ÌÈ˘ÁÎ˙Ó Ì‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ‡ÏÂ ÌÈÈ˙˘‰
Ì˙¯Î‰Ó ,Ì‰Ï˘ ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ „˜ÂÓ‰ ÔÓ ˙Ú·Â ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ˙È„„ˆ-„Á‰
ÏÚ È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ÂÚ·ËÂ ÌÈ„ÏÈ‰ Ï˘ ÌÚ·Ë ,˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰Ú·Ë ÁÎÂÏ˘
‡È‰ Ì„È·˘ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰ÁÒÂ‰ ˜¯ ÈÎ ,‰Ê ˙‡ Â‡ ‰Ê ˙‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·
‰„ÈÁÈ‰ ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÓÂ (˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ¯ÓÂÏÎ) ˙È„Â‰È ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙ÈÓÈËÈ‚Ï‰ ‰ÁÒÂ‰
‰ÓÂÈÒ˜‡‰ ÈÎ¯· ÏÚ Ï„‚˘ ,ÍÁÓ‰ .‰È˙ÂÂ¯˜ÚÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÁÎÂÏ ˙˘˜·˙Ó‰
Ï˘ Ì˙˘È‚ ˙‡ ‰ÁÓ ‰ÓÂ„ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÎ ‡ˆÂÓ ,'ÏÂÎ‰ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ ÍÂÈÁ‰'˘
¯ÂÁ·Ï ÍÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈˆÏ‡Ó ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚Â‰ ÈÎ ‰ÓÂ„ .ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ‰-ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ÌÈ‚Â‰‰

.'ÚÓ˙˘Ó·' Â‡ '˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ' „ÓÏÏ – ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ÔÈ·
˙‡ ¯È„‚Ó ,„Â‡Ó ˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÚ„ ‰‚Â‰Â Ò˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡-Â‡ ,Ï˘ÓÏ ¯‡ÈÂ¯· ˜ÁˆÈ
Ï˘ ‰ÓÂÈ‡‰ Â˙Â„È„·' ˙‡ ÚÈ˜ÂÓ ‡Â‰ .˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÏÂÚ ˙Á˙ ÈÁ˘ ÈÓÎ È˙„‰ È„Â‰È‰
ÚÎÂ˘Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó' ‡Ï ˜ÂÁÏ ˙ÈÈˆÓ „ÈÁÈ‰˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚÂ 'ÌÊÈÏ‡Â„ÈÂÂÈ„È‡‰

35Michael Rosenak, ‘The Tasks of Jewish Religious Educational ‰‡¯ ‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· È˙Î¯Ú˘ ÔÂÈ„Ï
,(13 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) Ï"‰ Ì‚Â ;Philosophy’, Religious Education 73 (1978), pp. 513–528

.206–191 'ÓÚ
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Ï·ÂÎÂ ÂÏ˘Ó ‰Â·‚ ‚¯Â„Ó ‰ÓÂ‡‰ ÔÂˆ¯˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ‡Ï‡ ,ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˜ÂÁ‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈ‰ÂÏ‡·
'˘‚ÙÓ'· ˙„‰ Ï˘ ‰ÈÈÚ˘ ÍÎ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ¯·Â· ÂÓÎ 'ÚÓ˙˘Ó' ‰‚Â‰ Í‡ 36.'Â˙Â‡
¯·„ ÍÏ ÔÈ‡' ÔÎ˘ ,‰ÈÈÙÎ· ‡ÏÂ '‰ˆÈ˜È'· ÌÈÎÂ¯Î ¯ÈÚˆ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ ˙„‰ ÈÈÁ˘Â

37.'ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡-¯·„Ï ÈÏÎ ˙Â˘ÚÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡˘ ÌÏÂÚ·
ÌÈÁÂÒÈ· Ì‚ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ÌÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈÂÂ˜‰ ˙‡ ‡ÂˆÓÏ ÈÂ˘Ú ‰¯ÂÓ‰
ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˘È‡Ï ¯ÙÒÓ ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È .˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈË¯ÂÙÓ
ÈÎ ÊÈ¯ÎÓ Ò˜ÂÙ ÔÈÂÂ¯Ó 38.˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ÍÂÈÁÎ ÒÙ˙È‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ È„Â‰È‰ È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘
Ï˘ ˙ÓÊ‚ÂÓ‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙‰ „‚Î ÈÂÏ‚· ·ˆÈÈ˙‰Ï ·ÈÂÁÓ ÈÓÂÈ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·'
˜ÙÒÏ ·ÈÈÁ È„Â‰È‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· ÈÎ ÔÚÂË ‡Â‰ .'ÂÈ¯ÈÚˆ ˙‡ ˙ÎÒÓ˘ ,˙ÂÎÓÒÓ ˘ÙÂÁ
˙ÒÎ‰ ,‰˜„ˆ ÂÓÎ ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ï˘ ÔÓÂÈ˜·Â Ô˙„ÈÓÏ·' :'˙È¯ÒÂÓ ˙Â˘È‚¯'Â 'È¯ÒÂÓ Ú„È'
ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ‰Ï‚Ó ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â·¯Â ÌÈÏÂÁ ¯Â˜È· ,ÌÈÁ¯Â‡

39.'˙Â·Â˘Á ˙ÂÈ˘ÚÓ ˙ÂÂˆÓ ‡ÏÓÓÂ
ÏÚ ÌÈÏ‡Â˘ ÌÈ„ÏÈ ¯˘‡Î˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ ¯˘Â˜ „ÏÂ¯‰ ¯È·ÒÓ È˘‰ ¯·Ú‰ ÔÓ
.ÈÓˆÚ ˘ÂÓÈÓÏ ÌÈÙ‡Â˘Â Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ‰ ˙·‰· ‰¯ÊÚ ÌÈ˘˜·Ó Ì‰ ,ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡
40.‰Ê ÔÈÈÚ· ÌÈ„ÏÈÏ ÚÂÈÒ· ÔÂÓË È˙„‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ Ï˘ ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ¯‚˙‡‰ ¯˘Â˜ ˙Ú„Ï
ÏÈÎ˘Ó‰ È„Â‰È‰˘ Ô‰Î ˜'‚ ˘˜Ú˙Ó ,¯˙ÂÈ È˙ÏÈ‰˜ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ÈÎ Ì‡ ,‰ÓÂ„ ÔÙÂ‡·
ÌÈÈÁ· ÌÂÈÎ ˙Â‚‰Â‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÂ˘‰ ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯Ù‰ ˙‡ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÎÏ‰ ÔÁ·È'
ÌÈÈÁ ˙Â¯Âˆ ‰ÓˆÚÏ ¯Á·˙ ˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡ ˙Â„‰È˘ ÚÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ ÍÎÈÙÏ .'ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰
Ô‰Î Ï˘ Â˙˘È‚ ,¯ÂÓ‡Î 41.ÌÈÓ„Â˜‰ ˙Â¯Â„· ÌÈ„Â‰È Â˘Ú˘ ‰ÓÏ ¯˘˜ ÈÏ· ‰Ï˘Ó
ÔÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡ ,˘ÂÙÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ‰ËÈÏ·Ó ‡È‰ Ì‚ Í‡ ,¯˘Â˜ Ï˘ ÂÊÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙È˙ÏÈ‰˜

.˙ÂÈË˙Â‡Ï ˙ÂÎÓÒ‰ ÔÓ ˘‚„‰ ˙˜˙Ú‰ ˙‡Â ˙ÂÈÚ·Â ˙ÂÏ‡˘ Ï˘ ÈÊÎ¯Ó‰
ÔÒÈÒ·· .˙ÂÈ¯„ÂÓ ˙Â˘È‚ Ô‰ ,˙ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰Â ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ,˙Á‡Î ˙Â˘È‚‰ È˙˘
˙¯·Ú‰Ï ˙Â¯˙ÂÁ Ô‰ .˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰Ï ˙Â„‚ÂÓ ˙ÂÈÂ˘¯Ù ˙Â„ÓÂÚ
‰Ï·˜ ÍÂ˙Ó ,‰ÁÂ¯ ÈÙÏ Â‡ ‰Â˘ÏÎÂ ‰·˙ÎÎ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰·ÏÂ ‰˙ÈˆÓ˙
ÈÏÂ‡Â ‰·È˜Ú ‰˘È‚ „Á‡ „ˆÓ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ÍÁÓÏ ¯˘Ù‡È˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ,˜·‡Ó ÍÂ˙Ó Â‡
˙‡ÊÎ ‰˘È‚ ‚Èˆ‰Ï ÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡È˘ ÔÙÂ‡· È˘ „ˆÓÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓÏ ‰ÓˆÚ ÌÚ ‰ÓÏ˘ Ì‚

36Isaac Breuer, ‘Religion and Nation’, Jacob S. Levinger (ed.), Concepts of Judaism,

Jerusalem: Israel Universities Press, 1974, p. 33

37.119 'ÓÚ ,(16 ‰¯Ú‰ ÏÈÚÏ) ¯·Â·
38Ï˙Â ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ,Ï‡¯˘È ˙È„ÓÂ È„Â‰È ÌÚ ˙Â„‰È ,Ï"‰ ,'˙ÂÂˆÓÏ ÍÂÈÁ' ,ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ Â‰ÈÚ˘È

.67–57 'ÓÚ ,Â"Ï˘˙ ,Ô˜Â˘ :·È·‡
39Marvin Fox, ‘The Case of the Day School’, Judah Pilch and Meir Ben-Horin (eds.),

Judaism and the Jewish School, New York: Bloch Publishing, for the American association

for Jewish Education, 1966, pp. 212–213

40Harold S. Kushner, When Children Ask About God, New York: Schocken Books, 1976,

p. 16

41Jack Cohen, Jewish Education in Democratic Society, New York: The Reconstuctionist

Press, 1964
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ÔÂÂÈÎ ¯·ÚÏ ‰ÚÈ·ˆÓ ˙Â˘È‚‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡ ÏÎ Í‡ .‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙÏÂ È¯„ÂÓ‰ Ú„ÓÏ Ì‚
ÏÎ .‰Ó‚B„· ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ ˙‡ ÂÙÈÏÁ‰· È„„ˆ-„Á ÔÂÂÈÎ ÍÂÙ‰Ï ˙ÂÏ˜· ÏÂÏÚ˘
,Â‡ È˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ‡ÏÂ Ê¯ÙÂÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙Â˘ÚÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÏÚ ˙Â˘È‚‰ ÔÓ ˙Á‡
.ÔÎÂ˙ ÏÎÓ ˙È˙„‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÔÂ˜È¯ ÍÂ˙ ˙ÈÙÂÒ-ÔÈ‡ ˙ÂÈÈ„˙‰Ï ˘ÂÏ‚Ï ,ÏÈ„·‰Ï
Â‡ ˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ Ï˘ Â˙ËÈ˘· Û‡ Â‡ Â˙Ú„Â˙· ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó‰ ‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰ ÔÎ˘
ÌÈÁÓ ÌÈÂÂ˜ ÏÏÎÏ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ˙‡ ˘·‚Ó ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î ˘Ë˘ËÈ‰Ï ‰ËÂ ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰
ÏÂÏÚ ‰‡¯Â‰ ˙ÂËÈ˘ÏÂ „ÂÓÈÏ È¯ÓÂÁÏ ÌÈÁÓ‰ ÌÈÂÂ˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÓÂ‚¯˙ ÂÏÈ‡Â .ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ
„„ÂÚ˙˘ ‰ÙÈ˜Ó ˙ÂÈ˙„Ï ‰ÙÈ‡˘ ÏÎ Ï˘ ˙ËÏÁÂÓ‰ ‰˙ÏÈÏ˘Ï Â‡ ‰„·‡Ï ‡È·‰Ï

.'‰·‰‡' Ô‰ '‰‡¯È' Ô‰
È˙„ È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ‰ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ˘„ÁÓ ˙ÂÏ‚Ï ‰˘ÚÓÏÂ ¯‡˙Ï ,¯È„‚‰Ï È„Î
ÌÈÈÎÂÈÁ ÌÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ‰Ó (‡) :˙ÂÏ‡˘ ˘ÂÏ˘ ÏÚ Â˙Ú„ ˙‡ ˙˙Ï ÂÈÏÚ
ÌÈÚÈˆÓ Ì‰ ˙Â‡ÁÒÂ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚÂ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÏÚ ÌÈÚÓ˙˘ÓÂ ÌÈ˘¯ÂÙÓ
ÌÈËÒ˜ËÏ ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘Ó Â‡ ˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÈË ˙ÂÓ‚¯˙ÈÓ „ˆÈÎ (·) ?'·ÂË' È˙„ ÍÂÈÁÏ
‰ËÈ˘‰ Ï˘ È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ¯Â˘ÈÓ‰ Ï‡ ÂÚÈ‚‰ Ô‰˘ ÈÙÏ Â‡ Â˜Á¯˙‰˘ ¯Á‡Ï ‰‡¯Â‰Â
˙¯ÂÒÓ· ÚÓ˙˘Ó‰Â ˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ‰˘ÚÓÏ ÏÙËÓ „ˆÈÎ ?‰˜ÈË˜Ï‡È„‰Â
˙Â¯ÓÏ ,˙ÂÚÓ˙˘ÓÂ ˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ „ˆÈÎ (‚) ?„ÏÈ·Â

?‰¯ÂÙ ˙ÂÓÈÚ È„ÈÏ ÚÈ‚‰Ï ,Ô‰Ï˘ „Â‡Ó ÌÈÂ˘‰ ÌÈÈ¯ÏÂ˜È¯Â˜‰ ÌÈÂÂÈÎ‰
„ÂÁÈÈ·Â ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙Ï ˙ÂÚ‚Â‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó
ÏÚ ÛÒÂ ˜˜Ê È˙„‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÎ ¯Â¯È·· ‰ÏÂÚ ,˙È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ‰Ï‡˘· ˜ÂÒÈÚ‰ ÍÂ˙Ó
˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ È˜ÏÁ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Ó‚¯˙Ó‰ ˙ÈÎÂÈÁ ‰È¯Â‡˙Ï Ì‚ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰
,˙‡ÊÎ ‰È¯Â‡˙ Ï˘ ‰„ÂÒÈ ÏÚ ˜¯ .˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÎÈÒÙÂ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙Ï ˙ÂÚÓ˙˘ÓÂ
ÌÈ„ÈÂˆÓ ‡ˆÓÈ‰Ï ÏÎÂ ,˙ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ‰È¯Â‡˙· ‰¯·Á‰ ÈÚ„ÓÓ ÌÈ·ÈÎ¯ ˙·Ï˘Ó‰

.È˙„‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÈÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Ï˘ ÌÈ˜ÈÂ„Ó ¯Â‡È˙·Â ‰¯„‚‰· ÈÂ‡¯Î





0

˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÁÏ ÍÈ‡
ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙ ‰Î¯„‰ ÈÂÂ˜
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ÌÈ¯ÂÓ Ï˘ Ì˙Â„ÚÓÂ ÍÂÈÁ· ÌÈ˜ÒÂÚ‰ ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯Ó‡ÓÓÂ Ì‰È¯˜ÁÓÓ
ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈÓ˘¯‰ ˙ÂÈÎ˙‰ ÈÎ ˜ÈÒ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â
˙ÂÙÈ˜Ó ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ˙ÈÈ˜‰ – Ô„ÚÈ ˙‡ ‚È˘‰Ï ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ˙ÂÁÈÏˆÓ ÔÈ‡ ˙ÂˆÂÙ˙·
˙Ù˜˘‰Ó Ú·Â ¯·„‰ ÈÎ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .˙È˙„ ‰ÒÈÙ˙· ÌÈ‚ÂÚÓ‰ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÈÁ ÈÒÂÙ„Â
ÛÈ˜Ó È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ· ÍÂÓ˙ÏÓ ‰„Ú· ˙ÚÂÓ ¯˘‡ ,‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰
‰ÏÈÎ˘‰ ‡Ï ˙È˙„‰ ˙Â‚È‰Ó‰˘ ‡È‰ ˙¯Á‡ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡ .˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙Â˘È¯„ „ÈÓÚÓ‰
˙ÂÈ·ÈË¯ÙÂ‡‰ ˙ÂÁ‰‰ ÌÚ ‰ÁÏˆ‰· ‰¯Á˙˙ ¯˘‡ ,˙·ÈÈÁÓ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È Ï˘ Ì‚„ ‚Èˆ‰Ï
‰„·ÂÚ ,‰È‰˙ ¯˘‡ ‰·ÈÒ‰ ‰È‰˙ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯ÚÓ‰ ‰ÈˆÊÈÏÈÂÂÈˆ‰ Ï˘
˙ÂÈÚÂ·˘ ˙ÂÚ˘ ˘˘Ó ¯˙ÂÈ ‡Ï – ÔÂˆ¯ ¯ÒÂÁ· ˙‡Ê Û‡Â – ÌÈÏ·˜Ó ÌÈÎÁÓ‰˘ ‡È‰
‡ÏÙ˙‰Ï ÔÈ‡ .È„Â‰È Ú„È „ÓÏÏ È„Î (˙ÂÈÂÎÈ˙-ÌÂ¯Ë ÌÈ˘ ˘ÓÁÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ‡Ï Í˘Ó·)
ÈÈÁÏÂ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÈÁÏ ÈÏÂ˘ ‡Â‰ „ÓÏÏ ÏÂÎÈ È¯·Ú‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ ÈÎ ‡ÂÙ‡
ÈÏÏÎ‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ È˙Â·¯˙ ÁÙÒ ‡Ï‡ ÂÈ‡ Â· Ô˙È‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÈÎÂ Ì‰È¯Â‰

.(˙Ó‡· ·ˆÚÓ‰)
Ì¯Â·Ú ¯˘‡ ,˙ÈÁÂ¯ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ÌÈ˘·Â‚Ó Í‡ ÌÈË˜ ÌÈ¯Â·Èˆ Ô·ÂÓÎ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜
ÌÈ¯·Á‰ Ï˘ Ì˙ÒÈÙ˙ ÈÙ ÏÚ .ÏÂÎ ˙˜·ÂÁÂ ˙·ÈÈÁÓ ÌÈÈÁ Í¯„ ˙Â„‰È‰ ‰¯‡˘
˙Â˘ ÏÎ Í˘Ó· ,ÌÂÈ ÏÎ· ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÚ˘ ˜ÂÒÚÏ Ú·˙ „ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜·
˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó˘ ˙ÂÁÈÓ Û‡ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜ Ô˙Â‡ .È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ,ÍÎÏ ¯·ÚÓ Û‡Â ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰

.Ô‰È„ÏÈ Ï˘ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ· ˙ÂÎÓÂ˙Â ˙Â„‰ÈÏ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰

˙È·ÂÈÁ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰ÊÏ ÍÂÈÁ ¯˙ÂÈ‰ ÏÎÏ ‡Â‰ ˙Â„‰ÈÏ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ·Â¯‰ ¯Â·Ú· ÌÏÂ‡
.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ ÌÚÂ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ ÌÚ ,˙ÂÂÈÚ¯‰ ÌÚ ˙ÏÎ˘ÂÓÂ ˙ÈÈˆ¯ ˙Â‰„Ê‰ÏÂ
Ï˘ ˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó‰ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ‰ÎÂÊ ¯ÈÚˆ‰ Ì„‡‰ ,ÁÈÏˆÓ ‰ÊÎ ÍÂÈÁ ¯˘‡Î

0*Michael Rosenak, ‘Education for Jewish ˙¯˙ÂÎ‰ ˙Á˙ ˙ÈÏ‚‡· ‰Â˘‡¯Ï ÌÒ¯ÂÙ ¯Ó‡Ó‰

Identification: Theoretical Guidelines’, Forum on the Jewish People 28–29 (Winter 1978),

,ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙ ‰Î¯„‰ ÈÂÂ˜ :˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÁÏ ÍÈ‡ ,˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ – ˙È¯·Ú·Â ;pp. 118–129

Â˘Ú˘ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÈÂÈ˘ ·‚‡ ‰Ê ÌÂ‚¯˙ ÏÚ ÌÈÎÓÒ Â‡ .98–87 'ÓÚ ,(Ë"Ï˘˙) 1 ÌÈÂÂÈÎ

.¯·ÁÓ‰ ˙Â˘¯·
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¯·ÚÓ Â˙Â‡ ¯È·Ú‰Ï ÁÈÏˆÓ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· „·Ï· ˙Â¯È„ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰‰
‰·È˜Ú ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ÌÈÓÏ‚Ó‰ ,ÌÈ¯„‚ÂÓ ÌÈÈÁ ÈÒÂÙ„Ï ˙ÂÓ‡ Ï˘ ÈÏ‡ÈˆËÒÈÒ˜‡‰ ÛÒÏ

.˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰ Ï˘
ÌÈ¯·Â„‰ ˙‡ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ·¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÈÙÈˆ‰ ÈÏÚ· ˙‡ ÁÓ˘È ‡Ï ‰Ê ÌÈÈÈÚ ·ˆÓ ÈÎ Û‡
˙ÂÓÎ ‡ÏÂ ‡Â‰˘ ˙ÂÓÎ Â· ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ˘È ,˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÈÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘ ÔÓ˘·
Ï˘ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· ÏÚ ¯·„Ï ‡Ï˘) ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· .‰È‰˘ ˙ÂÓÎ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ˘
‰„È„Ï ¯˘‡ ,ÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ‚ÂÒ‰Ó ˙ÈÒÏ˜‰ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈÁ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ (ÔÂ˘‡¯ ÌÂÈ
‰Î¯·˙ ¯˘‡Â ‰ÏÂˆ‡Ï ¯ÎÈ‰ ÔÓÈÒ ˙Â„ÓÏ‰Â '‰ ˙„Â·Ú Ï˘ ‰ÂÈÏÚ ‰¯Âˆ Ú„È‰ ÂÈ‰
.˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜· ‰ÈÏ‡Ó ˙·ÂÓ ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È ‰ÈÊ‰˘ ,‰ÙÈ˜Ó ˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÎÓÒ·
˙Â‚‰˙‰Î ˙ÒÙ˙ ‰˜ÂÓÚ ˙Â˜È„‡Â ,‰ÈÚ· ‰È˙Â¯Âˆ ÏÚ '‰ ˙„Â·Ú ‰ÂÂ‰Ó ·Â¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ
Â‡È·‰Ï ˙ÂÏÂÏÚ‰ ˙ÂÈÏ˘‡· ˙Â‚˘ÏÓ ÚÓÈÈ ÂÊ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ¯ÈÎÓ‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ÏÎ .‰‚È¯Á
˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÔÈ· ;Ú„ÈÓ ˙Â„ÈÁÈ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÏ˘ È„Â‰È Ú„È ÔÈ· ‰Á·‰‰ ˘ÂË˘Ë È„ÈÏ
ÔÈ·Ï ÔÂÈ„Ï ÌÈÏÎ ÔÈ· ;Ô‰Ï ÌÈÙÈËÓ ˜¯˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ÔÈ·Ï ˙Ó‡· ˙Â„ÓÏ Ô‰˘

.‰ÙÈ˜Ó ˙Â„‰È ˙ÈÈ˜‰
ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ :˙ÂÙÂÏÁ È˙˘ ÈÙÏ „ÓÂÚ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÔÎ˙Ó Â‡ ,‰¯ÂÓ‰
¯Á‡ ‰ÙÈ„¯Ï Âˆ¯ÓÓÂ ÂÈ˙ÂÂ¯˘ÈÎÓ ˘È„˜‰Ï ·¯ÒÏÂ ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰Ó ˘‡ÈÈ˙‰Ï
ÈÊ‡ .(ÌÈÏ˘Ó ¯ÙÒ ˙È· ˙¯‚ÒÓ· 'È˙Ó‡' È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ ¯ÓÂÏÎ) ‰‚˘‰Ï Ô˙È È˙Ï·‰
Ì‚ Í‡ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÈÚ·Â˙ ‰È‰˙ ÂÊÂ ,˙¯Á‡· Â· ˙ÎÓÂ˙ ‰È‡˘ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ˙‡ ÛÈÏÁÈ ‡Â‰
˙ÈÎ˙ ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ì˘Ï ˘¯ÂÙÓ·Â ˙ÂÎ· „Â·ÚÏ ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ .¯˙ÂÈ ˙˜ÙÒÓ
‰¯È˘ÎÓ‰ ,˙È·ÂÈÁ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰ ÁÂÙÈË – ‰‚˘‰Ï Ô˙È‰ Ï‡ Û‡˘˙˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ
ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÓ‚„‰ ˙ÏÏÎ‰Ï ¯ÓÈÈ˙‰Ï ÈÏ· ˙Â„‰È Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÙÈ˜Ó ÌÈÓ‚„Ï Ú˜¯˜‰ ˙‡

.‰ÎÂ˙·
ÈÙÎ) ‰ÏÈÓ‰ Ï˘ ¯Â‚˘‰ Ô·ÂÓ· ˙È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‡ ‰È‡ ÂÊ ˙ÈÎ˙
Ï˘ ÁÂ˙ÈÙ‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚· ÌˆÓËˆ‰Ï ‰ÈÏÚ ÔÈ‡ Û‡Â ,(ÊÓ¯Ó '˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰' ‚˘ÂÓ‰˘
‡ÎÙÈ‡ .'Â˙Â„‰È' ÏÚ Ú„È ÒÈÒ· ˙Â¯„ÚÂ ˙Â·Â· ˙ÂÁÈ˘Ï ÌÈÏÈ·ÂÓ‰ ,ÔÂÈ„‰ ÈÏÎ
„ÂÓÈÏ ˙Â¯ËÓ „ÈÓÚ˙ ‰„ÈÙ˜· ˙ÎÂ˙ÓÂ ·ËÈ‰ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ .‡¯·˙ÒÓ
Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˙·Â ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˙ÂÈˆ¯· ÔÂ„˙ Û‡Â ÌÏÂ‰ ¯ÓÂÁ Ô‰ÈÏ‡ Û¯ˆ˙ ,˙ÂÈ˙Â‰Ó
ÏÚ ˘¯ÂÙÓ· ÚÈ·ˆ˙ ‡È‰ ÔÓÊ· Â· .ÌÈÙ ˙·¯ ˙ÈÓˆÚ ˙Â‰ÊÏ ÌÈÈÂÈÁÎ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
˙ÂÓ¯ÂÏ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÙÙÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ¯È„Á‰Ï ‰˙ÏÂÎÈ-È‡ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰È˙ÂÏ·‚Ó
„„ÂÓ˙‰Ï Ï‚ÂÒÓ ‰È‰È ‡Â‰ ,ÍÁÓ‰ ˙‡Ê ÔÈ·È ¯˘‡Î 1.'ËÈÈ˜˘È„ÈÈ' Ï˘ ˙Â¯„‚ÂÓ

1ÌÈËÒÈÂÈˆ˜Â¯ËÒÂ˜¯ ÌÈÎÁÓ .‡ÓÏÚ ÈÏÂÎÏ ‰Ê ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ÔÂ¯ÒÈÁÎ ‰‡¯ÈÈ ‡Ï ‰Ê ¯·„ ,Ô·ÂÓÎ

Jack J. Cohen, ‰Ó‚Â„Ï ‰‡¯ .‰ÏÚÓ ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù· ˙Â‡¯Ï Ï˘ÓÏ ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈ„Á‡
Jewish Education in a Democratic Society, New York: Reconstructionist Press, 1964

ÌÂ¯„·) ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÈÈÓÂÈ ¯ÙÒ È˙· Ì‚ .220–202 'ÓÚ ,È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ˜ÏÁ· È˘ÈÓÁ‰ ˜¯Ù‰ „ÂÁÈÈ·

Ô‡Î ÌÈÚˆÂÓ‰ ‰Î¯„‰‰ ÈÂÂ˜· ˙Â‡¯Ï ÌÈÈÂ˘Ú ÌÈÈÏ‡¯˘È ÌÈÈÏÏÎ ¯ÙÒ È˙· Â‡ (Ï˘ÓÏ ‰˜È¯Ó‡
.È„Â‰È ÍÂÈÁ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈËÒÈÏÓÈÒ˜Ó ˙ÂÒÈÙ˙ ÏÚ ÌÈÒÒÂ·ÓÎ



˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÁÏ ÍÈ‡‡È˜

ÂÈ˙ÂÙÈ‡˘ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡˙‰Ï ıÏ‡ÈÈ˘ ÈÏ·Â ÂÈ˙ÂÈÂÓ‡· ÚÂ‚ÙÏ ÈÏ· ÌÈÈ˜‰ ·ˆÓ‰ ÌÚ
.¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·Â ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏ

˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰ ÁÙËÏ ÌÈÂÂÎÓ ÌÈ·ÂË‰ ÌÈÓÈÏ˘Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙· ÈÎ ‡È‰ È˙Á‰
Ì‰ ¯˘‡ ,ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙ ‰Î¯„‰ ÈÂÂ˜ ˙¯ÊÚ ‡Ï· ‰˘Ú ¯·„‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÈ„ÓÓ ˙·¯Â ‰˜ÊÁ
ÌÈÒÒ‰Ó ÌÈ¯ÂÓ .ÌÈÈÂ¯˜ÚÂ ÌÈ·È˜Ú „ÂÓÈÏ ÈÏÂÏÒÓ ˙Â¯ˆÂÂÈ‰Ï ‡È·‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ „·Ï·
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘‚‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· ÈÎ ˙Â„Â‰Ï
Ì‰ ÈÎ ÏÚ ‰Ó˘‡ ÌÈ˘Á Ì‰Â ,ÌÈÓ˘ ‡¯ÈÂ ÔÚ„È È„Â‰È ÁÂÙÈË È¯˜ ,È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
Ï˘ ‰Âˆ¯· ˙ÂÎ· ¯ÈÎÈ ÈÓ˘¯‰ ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ ÚÈˆÓ È‡ .ÍÎÓ ˙ÂÁÙÏ ÌÈÙ‡Â˘
˙Âˆ¯Ï ÚÎ˙˘˙ ‡È‰ ÌÈÓÈ‰ ˙Â·¯·˘ È„Î ,Â· ÍÂÓ˙Ï ‰ÎÂÓ ‡È‰˘ ‰Ó·Â ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰
;'Í˘ÓÈ˙ ˙Â„‰È‰'˘ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ‰ˆÂ¯ ÔÎ‡ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÔÎ˘ .‰ÊÓ ‰ÏÚÓÏ· ÍÂÓ˙ÏÂ
¯˘Ù‡ ÈÎ ÔÈÓ‡Ó È‡ .˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÁÙËÏ ‰ˆÂ¯ ÔÎ‡ ‡È‰
˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÌÚ ˘ÓÓ Ï˘ ÌÈ˙ÂÓÈÚ ÏÂÏÎ˙˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÂÎÈÈ˘‰ ˙ÒÈÙ˙ ˙‡ ˜ÈÓÚ‰Ï
˙ÈÂÏÈÁ ‡È‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÈÎ ‰„Â Ì‡ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÌÚÂ ˙È˙„‰
‰‡ÏÓ‰ Ì·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙Ï Ì‚ ÈÂ‡¯‰ ‡˘Â ‡È‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ ˙Â‡¯‰Ï ÁÈÏˆ ,‰·Â¯·
Ì‡È·‰Ï ‰È‰È ¯˘Ù‡ ÂÊ Í¯„· .'Í˘ÓÈ˙ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰'˘ ÌÈˆÂ¯‰ ,ÌÈÂÏÈÁ ÌÈ„Â‰È Ï˘

.ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÈÁ Ï˘ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ÏÂ˜˘Ï
˙È·Ï ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ Ï˘ ‰·ÓÏ ÒÈÒ· ¯ÂˆÈÏ ‰Ò‡ ÔÏ‰Ï
ÌÈÈÓÂÈ ¯ÙÒ È˙·Ï ˙È˘ÂÓÈ˘ Û‡ ‰È‰˙ È˙ÂÓ‡ ·ËÈÓÏ ¯˘‡ ,ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ‰
˙¯˘Ï ÈÂ˘Ú Ô‡Î ÚˆÂÓ‰ ÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÒÈÒ·‰ ÈÎ È¯Â·Ò .ÌÈÈ˙„ ‡Ï ÌÓˆÚ ÌÈ¯È„‚Ó‰
Â˙ÂÁÈ˙Ù ˙Â¯ÓÏ ·ËÈ‰ ˙Â¯„‚ÂÓ „ÂÓÈÏ ˙Â¯ËÓ Ï˘ Ô„ÂÒÈÈ ˙ÓÈ˘Ó· ÍÁÓ‰ ˙‡
ÌÈ˘ÙÁÓ‰ ˙‡ ÏÈ·ÂÈ˘ ,‰ÓˆÚ ·¯ ıÈ¯Ó˙ ˙ÂÂ‰Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ÂÊ ˙ÈÎ˙ ,ÔÎ‡ .˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰
.¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈ‚ÂÚÓ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÈÁÏÂ ıÓÂ‡Ó È„Â‰È „ÂÓÈÏÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙Â˜ÈÓÚÓ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÈÁ˙‰

È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÈ˜‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯¯·Â ˙Â„·ÂÚ

˙Â„·ÂÚ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÈÙÏ ‚Èˆ‰Ï „Á‡ „ˆÓ ˙ÂËÂ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ˙ÂÈÎÂÈÁ ˙ÂÈÎ˙
ÌÈÂÚÈË ÔÂÚËÏ ˙ÂËÂ Ô‰ È˘ „ˆÓÂ ,(˙ÂÈÓ˘ÈË‡‰ Ï˘ÓÏ) ˙ÂÈËÒÈÈÓ¯Ë„Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÊÎ‡
Ï˘ ÔÈÈÚ ˜¯Â Í‡ ‰Ê ‰È‰ ÂÏÈ‡Î) ˙Â„‰È· ¯ÈÚˆ‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙¯ÈÁ· „Ú· ÌÈÚÎ˘Ó
‚ÂÒ Ì‚Â ‰„·ÂÚ Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ ‚ÂÒ Ì‚ ‡È‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â‰Ê‰˘ ÍÎ· ¯ÈÎ‰Ï ˘È .(‰¯ÈÁ·

.˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰ËÏÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ
‰ÓÎÏ ˙¯Á‡ Â‡ ÂÊ Í¯„· ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‡È‰˘ ÈÙÓ ,‰„·ÂÚ ‡È‰ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰Ê
˙ÂˆÂ·˜ÏÂ ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÌÈ˘‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡ÓÏ ,ÈÂ‰ÈÊÏ ˙Â˙È‰ ˙ÂÂÓ‡
ÏÚ ‰¯È·Ò È˙„·ÂÚ Ú„È ˙ÂÓÎ ¯·ˆ˘ Ì„‡ ,Ï˘ÓÏ .˙ÂÏ„·ÂÓÂ ˙Â¯ÎÂÓ ˙ÂÂ˙
.˙È„Â‰È ˙ÂÏÈÚÙ Úˆ·Ó˘ ÈÓÎ ÔÈÏÈÙ˙ ÁÈÓ‰ Ì„‡ ‰‰ÊÈ '˙Â„‰È' ¯„‚ÂÓ‰ ‡˘Â‰
„Â„ ÈÎ Ô‰ ÔÈ¯¯ÂÚ Ô‰ÈÏÚ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙Â„·ÂÚ .È„Â‰ÈÎ Â˙Â‡ ‰‰ÊÈ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ·Â¯·
‰ÚÂ˙ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÂÈˆ‰Â È„Â‰È ÛÂÒÂÏÈÙ ‰È‰ ÔÂÓÈÓ Ô· ‰˘Ó Â·¯ ,È„Â‰È ÍÏÓ ‰È‰
,ÌÏÂÚ‰ È„Â‰È ÏÎ ˙‡ „ÈÓ˘‰Ï ‰ˆ¯ ¯ÏËÈ‰˘ ˘ÈÁÎ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ ˘È‡ .˙È„Â‰È



˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ·È˜

ÌÈ¯Â‚Ó ¯ÂÊ‡ ‡Â‰ ÔÈÏ˜Â¯·· ¯˘‡ ‚¯Â·ÒÓ‡ÈÏÈÂ ÈÎ ÂÓÈÎÒÈ ˙ÂÚÈÒ‰ ÈÎÈ¯„Ó ·Â¯Â
.È„Â‰È

‰ËÏÁ‰ Ì‚ ‡È‰ ;ÌÈÈ˙„·ÂÚ ÌÈÂ˙ Ï˘ ¯‚‡Ó ˜¯ ‰È‡ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡
˙È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ˙ÂÈ˙„·ÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ,˙È˘‡¯ .˙Â·ÈÒ È˙˘Ó ÔÂÎ ‰Ê ¯·„ .˙ÈÎ¯Ú
˙ÂÈ‰Ï Ì„‡‰ Ï„Á È˙Ó) È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· ÌÎ¯Âˆ È„ ÌÈ¯È‰· ÌÈ‡ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘
˙Â„ÈÓÚÓ‰ ,Ô‰ÈÏÚ ÌÈÓÈÎÒÓ ÌÏÂÎ ¯˘‡ ,'˙Â„·ÂÚ' ‡ˆÓ· ÔÈ‡ ,˙È˘ .(?È„Â‰È
ÍÎÈÙÏ .˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙Â˜ÈÚÓ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ˙ÂÚÈ·˙
˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ ‰ÓÎ ˙Â„ÓÂÚ ,'È˙„·ÂÚ ÔÙÂ‡·' ÌÈ„Â‰È ‰¯˜Ó· Ì‰˘ ,ÌÈ˘‡ ÈÙÏ
˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙„·ÂÚ ˙‡ Ï·˜Ï Ì‡‰ ?È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈ‰Ï „ˆÈÎ :‰Ï‡‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘Ï Ú‚Â·

2?ÈÈÁ· ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ˙Â‡ÏÓÓ „È˜Ù˙ ‰ÊÈ‡ ?˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÎ
Í¯„Ï Ì‚ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ‡È‰ ‡Ï‡ ,„·Ï· È˙„·ÂÚ ÔÂ˙ ‰È‡ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ
ÏÚ ÂÂÈ„Ï ÌÈÈËÂÂÏ¯ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙¯‰·‰ ÌÈÈÚ˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÌÈ˘Ú ,‰· Â˙¯ÈÁ·
ÒÈ‡ÂÏ ÌÈÂÓ '‰‡¯Â‰Â ÌÈÎ¯Ú' Ì¯ÙÒ· .˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚÂ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÈ˜‰
˙ÂËÏÁ‰ ÏÚ Â¯·„· ‡ÏÓÏ ˘È˘ ‰„ÈÓ ˙ÂÓ‡ Ú·˘ ÔÂÓÈÒ È„ÈÒÂ ÔÈ¯Ó‰ ÏÈ¯Ó ,˙‡¯

:˙ÂÈÎ¯Ú

;È˘ÙÂÁÂ È˘È‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ¯ÂÁ·Ï Ì„‡ ÏÎ ÏÚ .1
;˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÂÙÂÏÁ ‰ÓÎ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙Â˘ÚÈ‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÏÚ .2

;˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰·˘ÁÓ ¯Á‡Ï ¯ÂÁ·Ï Ì„‡ ÏÎ ÏÚ .3
;(‰‡‚ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ) ¯ÁÂ·‰ ÈÈÚ· Í¯Ú ˙ÏÚ· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÏÚ .4

;È·ÓÂÙ ¯Â˘È‡ Ï·˜Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÏÚ .5
;˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ˙Ù˘Ï ˙Ó‚¯Â˙Ó ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÏÚ .6

3.ÂÈÈÁ ÍÏ‰Ó· ‰· ¯Á·˘ ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ ÏÚ ¯ÂÊÁÏ ¯ÁÂ·‰ ÏÚ .7

˙‡ ·ÈÁ¯‰ÏÂ ˙È˙Â‡ÈˆÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÁ˙· ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÏÚ Ì‡ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ·Â
ÒÈÒ· ÏÚ ˙Â˘ÚÈ‰Ï ˙·ÈÈÁ ‡È‰ ,ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÚ ˘ÓÓ Ï˘ ¯˘˜ ˙¯ÈˆÈÏ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰
ÂÏÈÙ‡ ,˙È‡¯Á‡Â ˙È˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰¯ÈÁ· ÌÈÈ˜˙˙ ‡Ï ÂÏ‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚ ÈÏ· .˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙Â„·ÂÚ
ÌÂ˘ ÈÎ ÁÈÎÂ‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡ .˙˜ÂÏÁÓÏ ÒÈÒ·Ï ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ˙Â¯¯·‰ ¯Á·Ó ÍÂÙ‰È
ÏÈÚÏ Â‡·Â‰˘ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡Ó ˙Á‡ ‡Ï Û‡ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙Â˘ÚÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡ ‰¯ÈÁ·

:˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡ ÌÈÂ˙Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙˙˘ ÈÏ·
ÂÊÈ‡· Â‡ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ ÔÎ Ì‡ ‡Ï‡ ,È˘ÙÂÁ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÂËÏÁ‰ ËÈÏÁ‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ .1
‰˘È‚‰ ˙‡ ¯ÂÁ·Ï Ï˘ÓÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ .˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÂËÏÁ‰‰ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙ ÂÏÈ‡·Â ‰„ÈÓ
‡Ï˘ ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ ÔÈ‡ Í‡ ,˙ÂÈÓ˘ÈË‡Ï ÂÈÈÚ· ˙ÂÈÂˆ¯‰ ‰·Â‚˙‰ ˙‡ Â‡

2‰ËÈÏ˘ ¯ÁÂ·‰ Ì„‡Ï ÔÈ‡˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ,·ˆÓ ÏÎ· ˙È˘ÓÓ ‰¯¯· ‰È‡ È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‡Ï Â‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ‰Ï‡ .Â˙¯ÈÁ· ÏÚ ÌÈ„Â‰È ‡Ï‰ Ï˘Â ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙Â·Â‚˙ ÏÚ ˙È˘ÓÓ

.˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰Ê ÂÈÏÚ ˙ÂÙÎÏ Ì‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡˙˘ ‰„ÓÚ· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
3Louis Raths, Merrill Harrmin, and Sydney Simon, Values and Teaching, Columbus: C. E.

Merrill, 1966, pp. 28–30
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¯ÂÁ·Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ ÌÓ‡ .ÌÈ„Â‰È ‡ÏÏÂ ÌÈ„Â‰ÈÏ ‰ÂÂ˘ ‰¯Âˆ· ÂÒÁÈÈ˙È ÌÈ„Â‰È
‰È‡ ,¯Ó‰ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÂÂÈÒÈÓ Â„ÓÏ˘ ÈÙÎ ,ÂÊ ‰¯ÈÁ· ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÌÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‡Ï˘

.È„Â‰È ‡Ï‰ ˙‡ Ì‚ Á¯Î‰· ˙·ÈÈÁÓ
,˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡ .ÂÈÙÏ ˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡‰ Ô‰ ‰Ó ÔÈ·‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ .2
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ È¯„ÂÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ· È„Â‰È Ì„‡ ÍÎÈÙÏ .˙ÂÏ·‚ÂÓ È˙Ï· ÔÈ‡ Ô‰ Í‡
ÔÈ‡ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÌÏÂ‡ ,ÏÏÂ·˙Ó Â‡ ÈÂÈˆ ,ÈÂÏÈÁ ,ÈÓ¯ÂÙ¯ ,È·ÈËÂÂ¯ÒÂ˜ ,ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡
È„Â‰È ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ÂÈ‡ Ì‚ ‡Â‰ .ÏÏÂ·˙Ó ‰È‰È˘ ÈÏ· ˜Â„‡ ÈÏÂ˙˜ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰
.˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙·‰ Ï˘ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â¯Âˆ ÌÚ „„ÂÓ˙È˘ ÈÏ· ÈÓ¯ÂÙ¯

.˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙„‰ ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙÏ „‚˙È˘ ÈÏ· ÈÂÏÈÁ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ ÔÈ‡Â
Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·˘ ˙˘¯Â„ ˙˜ÙÒÓ ‰·È˘Á ¯Á‡Ï ‰¯ÈÁ· .3
'ÌÈ˙ÎÂ˙Ó' ÌÈ‡˘ ÌÈ˘‡·Â ÌÈÓ¯Â‚· ·Â¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ ˙ÂÎÂ¯Î ÂÏ‡ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙ .Â˙¯ÈÁ·
‡È·‰Ï Í¯Ëˆ˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ÌÈËÈÏÁÓ Â‡ ¯˘‡Î ,Ï˘Ó Í¯„ .ÂÏ˘ ˙ÂËÏÁ‰‰ È„È ÏÚ
Â‡ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÏÚ ÂÏ˘ ‰ËÏÁ‰‰ ˙ÚÙ˘‰ ˙‡Â ÂÈ¯Â‰ ˙·Â‚˙ ˙‡ ÔÂ·˘Á·
‰Ú·˜˙ ‡Ï ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙˘ ËÈÏÁ‰Ï Ô·ÂÓÎ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ„Â‰È ÏÚ
ÈÏ· ‰Â·˙· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ ÔÈ‡ Í‡ .‰ÈÏÚ ‰ÚÙ˘˙ ‡Ï ÂÏÈÙ‡Â Â˙¯ÈÁ· ˙‡

.˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡‰ ˙Â‡ˆÂ˙‰ Ô‰ ‰Ó ˙Ú„Ï
˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈË·È‰ Ì˙Â‡ ˙‡ ¯˙‡Ï Â˙‡Ó ˙˘¯Â„ Â˙¯ÈÁ· ˙Î¯Ú‰ .4
,¯ÓÂÏ ‰ˆÂ¯ .‰˘Â· ‡Ï· Ì‰ÈÙÏ ÏÂÚÙÏÂ ÌÓÚ ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Â‡ ¯˘‡ ˙È„Â‰È‰
˙‡Â ˙ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡‰ Â˙ÂÈ‚‰ ˙‡ ·È¯˜˘ ÈÏ· ˙Â˘ÚÈ‰Ï ‰ÎÈ¯ˆ Â˙¯ÈÁ· ˙Î¯Ú‰
˙¯ÂÒÓ ÈË·È‰ Ï˘ Ì¯Â˙È‡ Í‡ .˙¯Á‡ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰¯ÈÁ· ÏÚ Â‡ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡ ÏÚ ÂÈ˙ÂÚ„
‡È‰ ¯˘‡Î ,ÂÊ ‰ÚÈ„È ,ÔÎ‡ .È„Â‰È‰ ·ˆÓ‰ Ï˘Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ‰ÚÈ„È ˘¯Â„ ‰Ï‡
‰ÚÈ„È ‰˙Â‡ ÏÚ ÂÈ˙Â˘‚¯ ˙‡Â ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰ÚÈ„È ÏÚ Â˙Ú„ ˙‡ ˙Â˘Ï ‰ÈÂ˘Ú ,˙˘Î¯

.ÌÈ˘„Á ‰ÏÂÚÙ ÈÒÂÙ„ ÂÏ ÚÈˆ‰ÏÂ
˙ÂÏÈÚÙÏ ˙Â·ÈÈÁ˙‰ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È Ï˘ ˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰¯ÂˆÏ È·ÓÂÙ ¯Â˘È‡ Ô˙Ó .5
„ˆÈÎÂ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜‰ Ô‰ ÈÓ ˙Ú„Ï ÂÈÏÚ ÍÎÈÙÏ .˙ÂÂ˙ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜· ˙È˙¯·Á

.ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜· ÌÈÈÂËÈ· ˙‡Â Ì¯Â˘È‡ ˙‡ ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÌÈÏ·˜Ó
˙ÂÈÂ‚‰˙‰ ÌÚ ‰˜Â„‰ ˙Â¯ÎÈ‰ ˙˘¯Â„ ˙Â‚‰˙‰· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÎ¯Ú ˙ÏÏÎ‰ .6
,'‰ÂÂˆÓ' ,'‰ÎÏ‰' ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ Ú„ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Ì„‡‰ ÏÚ ÍÎÏ‰ .˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È

.'ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ'Â 'ÌÈ„ÒÁ ˙ÂÏÈÓ‚'
ÍÙÂ‰‰ Ì„‡‰ ‚ÂÒ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï È„Î ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯Á· ÌÈÒÂÙ„ ÏÚ ¯ÂÊÁÏ È„Î .7
Ï˘ Ú„È Ì‚ ˘¯„ ,˙È„Â‰È‰ Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡· Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈÙÓÂ ÌÈÏ‚¯‰Ï ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈÒÂÙ„
,Â˙Â˘¯Ï ÌÈ„ÈÓÚÓ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â ˙Â„‰È‰˘ ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈÈÏ‡„È‡ ÌÈÒÂÙÈË
,ÂÓÊ· ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ·ˆÓ ÏÚ Ú„È Ì‚ ˘¯„ .˜È„ˆ‰Â ıÂÏÁ‰ ,ÌÎÁ-„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ÔÂ‚Î

.ÌÈÈÏ‡„È‡‰ ÌÈÒÂÙÈË‰ ·Ï· ÂÓÚÈÙ˘ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú‰ ˙‡ Ì˘ÈÈÏ ¯˘Ù‡ Ì‰· ¯˘‡
:ÌÈÓÂÁ˙ ‰˘ÂÏ˘Ï ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ˜ÏÁÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÈÎ ¯¯·˙Ó ÏÈÚÏ ÔÂÈ„‰Ó
ÌÈÈÓÊÓ‰ ÌÈÈÒÈÒ·‰ ÌÈÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ÌÈÂ˙‰ ¯ÓÂÏÎ ,˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ – ÔÂ˘‡¯‰
˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ – È˘‰ ;‰ÓÂ„ÎÂ ‰¯Â˙ ,ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÔÂ‚Î ,È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ Â‡ È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ˘Â¯ÈÙ
– È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ;Ï‡¯˘È ˙È„ÓÂ ˙È¯·Ú‰ ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ,ÍÏÓ‰ „Â„ Ï˘ÓÏ ,˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
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˙ÂÈ‰'ÏÂ '˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰'Ï ,˙ÂÈÓ˘ÈË‡Ï ,‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰
'˙eÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ' ,'˙Â„‰È‰ ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯' (‰Ó‡˙‰·) ‰Ï‡‰ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜‰ ˙‡ ‰Î‡ .'‰Â˘

.'ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ·ˆÓ'Â
ÌÂÈ‰ ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ,˙ÈÎ¯Ú ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï ˙Â‡¯Â˜ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ÏÎ ÈÎ ¯È‰·‰Ï ˘È
ÌÂÈÎ ÌÈÈÁ‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ,¯Á‡ ÔÂ˘Ï .Ô˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÏÚ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ·¯˜· ˙ÈÏÏÎ ‰ÓÎÒ‰
Û‡Â ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÈËÓ ÂÏ‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚ˘ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÈÁ˙‰‰ ÏÚ Ì‰ÈÈ· ÌÈÓÈÎÒÓ ÌÈ‡
È„Â‰È‰ Ì„‡‰ ÈÈÁÏ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙Â˜ÈÚÓ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚ Â·˘ (ÏÏÎ· Ì‡) ÔÙÂ‡‰ ÏÚ ‡Ï

.ÂÓÊ Ô·

˙Â„‰È· ˙ÂÈÂÈÚ¯ ˙Â„·ÂÚ

ÈÚËÓ È„È ÏÚ Â˜ÙÂÒ˘ ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘Ó·Â ÂÏËÂ‰˘ ˙Â·ÂÁ· ˙˜ÒÂÚ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Í¯„ ÂÈÏ‡ ÚÈ‚Ó ‰ÂÓ‡Â Ú„È Ï˘ ‰Ê ¯‚‡Ó .‰ÂÓ‡Â Ú„È Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˙
ÏÚÂ ÌÓÂÈ˜ ÏÚ Â¯Ó˘ ¯˘‡ ,˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ˘„Â˜Ó‰Â ÌÈÂ˘‡¯‰ ÌÈÈ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰
¯˘‡Ï Ô˙È ¯Â„Â ¯Â„ ÏÎ· ÌÏÂ‡ .˜Â„ÈˆÂ ˙Â˘¯Ù Ï˘ „ÈÓ˙Ó ÏÚÙÓ· Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÌÚ ˙ÂÓÈÚ· ˜¯Â Í‡ Â˙Â˘ÏÂ Â˜ÊÁÏ ,Â˘¯ÙÏ ,‰ÂÓ‡‰Â Ú„È‰ ÛÂ‚ ˙‡
.ÌÈ¯Á‡ ‰ÂÓ‡Â Ú„È ÈÙÂ‚Ó Â˙Â‡ ÌÈÏÈ„·ÓÂ Â˙Â‡ ÌÈÈÈÙ‡Ó‰ ,ÌÈÈÒÈÒ· ÌÈÁÂÓÂ
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÔÂÈˆ ‡Ï· ˙ÂÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙ÂÈÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï Â‡ ‰¯„‚‰Ï ˙˙È ‰È‡ ˙Â¯ˆ‰˘ ÈÙÎ
,(ÌÈÈ¯ˆÂ‰ ˘„Â˜‰ È¯ÙÒ· ‰‡È¯˜· ÌÈÙ˘Á ¯˘‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ) '‰·ÈÏˆ'Â '‰ÏÂ‡‚' ÔÂ‚Î
‰˙Â¯ÙÒ· ÌÈÚÈÙÂÓÂ ‰˙Â‡ ÌÈ¯È„‚Ó‰ ÌÈÈÒÈÒ· ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ ˙Â„‰È· Ì‚ ÍÎ

.‰ÈÏ‡ ‰ÂÂÏ˙Ó‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù·Â ˙˘„Â˜Ó‰
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ‰˘ÈÓÁ ˙ÂÁÙÏ ‰Ï‚Ó ˙˘„Â˜Ó‰Â ˙ÈÒÏ˜‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ˙˜È„·
ÛÒÂ .'ÁÈ˘Ó'Â 'Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡' ,'Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ' ,'Ï‡¯˘È È‰ÂÏ‡' ,'Ï‡¯˘È ˙¯Â˙' :‰Ï‡Î
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ï‡ ÌÈÙ¯ËˆÓ‰ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ· ˙˘Ó˙˘Ó ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ì‰ÈÏÚ
,˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓ ÂÓÎ ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ .'‰˘Â„˜'Â '˙È¯·' „ÂÁÈÈ· ,ÏÈÚÏ
ÌÓˆÚÏ˘Î ‰Ï‡ ÌÏÂ‡ ,'ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡'Â 'ÌÏÂÚ' ,'Ì„‡' ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ Ì‚ Ô·ÂÓÎ ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó

.˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â¯ÂÒÓÓ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙È˙„‰Â ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏÈ„·Ó ÌÈ‡
È˙ËÈ˘ ÔÂÈÒÈÓ ˙Ú·Â (˙È„Â‰È ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ Â‡) ˙È„Â‰È ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ÈÎ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡
Ì‰ÈÈ· ÌÈÈ‚¯Â‡‰ ÔÈÏÓÂ‚‰ ÈÒÁÈ ˙ÈÁ·Ó – ÏÈÚÏ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘
¯˘Ù‡ ,˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÂÏ ‰˙ ¯˘‡ ,‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ .È‰˘ÏÎ ‰·È˜Ú Í¯„· –
˙‡ ˜ÈÚÓ ¯˘‡ ‡Â‰ Ï‡¯˘È È‰ÂÏ‡ ,¯ÓÂÏÎ) ‰ÊÏ ‰Ê Ì‰Ï˘ ˙Â˜ÈÊ‰ Í¯„ ˜¯ ¯È„‚‰Ï
¯˘‡ ,ÁÈ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÓÈÏ ‰ÈÈÙÈˆ· Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡· ÌÈ˘Â„˜ ÌÈÈÁ ÂÈÁÈ ÔÚÓÏ ÂÓÚÏ ‰¯Â˙‰
˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰Â ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ Â˜ÒÚ ,(Â˙È¯· ˙‡ Ì„‡‰ È· ÏÎ ÂÏ·˜È Ì‰·
Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ÌÈÈÂÈÁ‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ Ì‰ ‰Ó ,‰Â˘‡¯‰ .˙ÂÏ‡˘ È˙˘· „ÈÓ˙
‰¯˙È ?ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ÒÁÈ· ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÔÈ·‰Ï ˘È „ˆÈÎ ,‰ÈÈ˘‰ ?˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ¯˘‡Î È˙ËÈ˘ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙ÓÂ ˙ÂÚˆÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰Â ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙‰ ,ÂÊÓ
˙‡ ˙Ó„Â˜‰ Ì˙·‰· ˜ÙÒ ÏÈË‰Ï ÌÈ„Â‰ÈÏ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ ÈÂˆÈÁ ¯‚˙‡ Â‡ ˙ÈÓÈÙ ˙È„Â‰È
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Ï˘ Ì˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ÔÂÁ·Ï ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ ÌÈ˘Ú ‰Ï‡Î ˙ÂÙÂ˜˙· .ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰
.ÔÎÏ Ì„Â˜ ÏÂÎ‰ ÏÚ Ï·Â˜Ó ‰È‰˘ ,Ì‰ÈÈ· È‚¯Â‡‰ ÒÁÈ‰ ˙‡Â ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰

Ô·¯ÂÁ :‰Â˘‡¯‰ ‰Ó‚Â„‰ .ÂÊ ‰„Â˜ ¯È‡‰Ï È„Î ˙Â„Á‡ ˙Â‡Ó‚Â„ ‡È·‰Ï ÈÂˆ¯·
ı¯‡ Ï˘ ‰ÓÂ˜Ó ÏÚ Á¯Î‰· ÂÚÈÙ˘‰ ‰Ï‡ .Âˆ¯‡Ó Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÂÏ‚Â ˘„˜Ó‰ ˙È·
ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊÏ ÍÙ‰ ˙È˘ÓÓ ˙ÈËÈÏÂÙ-˙È˙¯·Á ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÂ ˙È· ‰È‰˘ ‰Ó .˙Â„‰È· Ï‡¯˘È
ÂÏÁ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ „ÂÒÈ‰ È‚˘ÂÓ ÔÈ· È‚¯Â‡‰ ÒÁÈ‰ ˙Â·˜Ú· .‰ÂÂ˜˙ Ï˘ „˜ÂÓÏÂ
Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ ÔÈÈÚ· ‰˘„Á‰ ‰ÒÈÙ˙Ï ¯Â˘˜‰ ÏÎ· (ÒÁÈ· Â‡) ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó· ˙ÂÊÂÊ˙
‡Ï‡ ÂÏ ÔÈ‡' ÔÎ˘ ,¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÈÊÎ¯Ó ‰ÎÙ‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ .ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÔÈÈÚ· Û‡Â
˙˜·ÂÁ‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰¯·Á‰ ˙ÂÓÏÚÈ‰ ÏÏ‚· ÌˆÓËˆ ‰Ù˜È‰ ÈÎ Ì‡ ,'˙‡Ê‰ ‰¯Â˙‰
˙ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ ‰ÙÈ‡˘‰ ,¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÈÁÂ¯ ˙Â‰Ó ‰˘Ú ,ı¯‡‰ ÏÏÂ˘Ó ,È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰ .ÏÂÎ
˙ÂÚ‚Â‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘ ÈÙÏ ‰„ÓÚ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰·˘ÁÓ‰Â ,¯Â¯· È·ÈË¯ÂËÒ¯ „ÓÓ ‰Ï·È˜
?ÂÓÚ Ï˘ ÂÊ‰ ‰ÎÂ¯‡‰ ‰ÏÙ˘‰‰ Í˘Ó· Ï‡¯˘È È‰ÂÏ‡ ˜˙˘ ÚÂ„Ó :È‰ÂÏ‡‰ ˜„ˆÏ
Ì‚ ‰ÂÓÎÂ ,˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÓ¯ÂÙ¯‰ ‰ÚÂ˙‰ :‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰Ó‚Â„‰
ÌÈ¯‚˙‡ ‰ÈÙ· „ÈÓÚ‰ÏÂ ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ˘¯ÙÏ Â˘¯„ ,‰ÈÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡-Â‡‰
.‰ÈˆÙÈˆÓ‡‰Â ‰ÏÎ˘‰‰ – ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙ÂÎÙ‰Ó‰ ÁÎÂÏ ÌÈ˘„Á
Ï˘ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Â ˙„ ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· ˙Â„‰È· ‰Ó¯ÂÙ¯‰ ‰˙‡¯ ˘„Á‰ ·ˆÓ‰ Ï˘·
,ÌÈÓ¯ÂÙ¯‰ ÈÈÚ· ‰ÓˆÓËˆ‰ Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ï˘ ‰˙Â·È˘Á .„Á‡ Ï‡· ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó
‡È‰ ÔÈÏ¯·' Ï˘ÓÏ) ˙ÈÏÓÒ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˜¯ ‰Ï ‰¯˙Â˘ „Ú ,‰˙ÁÙ Û‡ ÌÈ˙ÚÏÂ
¯˘‡Â Â„ÓÏÏ Ï‡¯˘È ÏÚ˘ È¯ÒÂÓ ÔÂÈÚ¯Ï Ì¯Â·Ú· ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ .('ÂÏ˘ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
.˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ ÔÂÊÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘‚‰Ï ‰¯ËÓ· ˙Â˘Â‡‰ ÏÎ ‰Ú Â˙‡¯˜Ï
‰˙˘Â„˜·Â ˙ÂÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ‰È˙ÂÂˆÓ· ,‰¯Â˙· ‰˙‡¯ ˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ ‰ÈÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡-Â‡‰
Ì‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÌÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡-Â‡‰ ¯Â·Ú· .˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÒÈÒ·‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡
˜ÏÁ ÂÈ‰˘ Û‡ ,Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡Â ˙ÂÈÁÈ˘Ó‰ ,‰¯Â˙Ï ÌÈÓ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï Ì‰Ó ˘¯„˘

.ÌÈ˜ÁÂ¯ÓÂ ÌÈÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ Â˘Ú ,‰¯Â˙‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓÓ
‰Ó‚Â„ Ì‚ .˙È˙„ ‡Ï‰ ˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ˙Â‚‰‰ Ï˘ ‰Ó‚Â„‰ ‡È‰ ˙È˘ÈÏ˘‰ ‰Ó‚Â„‰
˙‡ ‰ÎÙ‰ ¯˘‡ ,˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â ˙ÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰‰Ó ‰˜ÒÓÎ .ÌÈÈÈÚ ˙¯È‡Ó ÂÊ
Ì‚ Â¯È‰ˆ‰ ,˙„· ÌÈÂ˜È˙Ï Â¯˙Á˘ ‰Ï‡ ¯Â·Ú· ˙È˙ÈÈÚ·Ï ˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„‰È‰
˘È˘ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰˘Â Â˙˘‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰˘ ÌÈÂÈˆ‰
˙ÏËÂÓ‰ ‰ÓÈ˘Ó ('ÁÈ˘Ó‰') ‰ÏÂ‡‚· Â‡¯ Ì‰ .ı¯‡‰Â ÌÚ‰ Ì‰ ˘„ÁÓ Ì˘È‚„‰Ï
ÌÚ‰ „Á‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘‰ ÂÈ˙Â‡ÁÒÂÓ ‰ÓÎ· .˙ÂÏ‚‰ ı˜ ÂÈÈ‰„ ,ÂÓˆÚ ÌÚ‰ ÏÚ
˙‡ ÏÓÒÓÎ ÂÈ·˙Î· ÒÙ˙ ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÂÏÈ‡Â ,˙ÈÁÂ¯ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ‰‰ÊÎ ‰¯Â˙‰ ‰ÒÙ˙

.¯˙ÂÈ· ·‚˘‰ È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰ ÂÈÂËÈ·· ÌÚ‰ ÁÂ¯
¯˘‡Â ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ˘„ÁÓ ˘¯ÙÏ ÌÓˆÚ ÏÚ ÂÏË ¯˘‡ ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ ÌÏÂ‡
ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ ˙ÂÈˆ¯· ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÂÁ¯ÎÂ‰ ˙ÈÎ˘Ó‰ ˙Â‰Ê Â‡Ë·È˘ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÈÁ ÂÊÁ
‰„ÓÚ ‡Ï ÌÈÂÈˆ‰ ·¯˜· ¯˘‡ ÌÈËÒÈ‡˙‡‰ ÈÙÏ ÂÏÈÙ‡ .˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ„ÂÒÈ‰
'˙ÈÈÚ·' ÈÙÏ Ì‚ Â„ÓÚ Ì‰ ˙‡Ê ˙Â·˜Ú· .˙ÂÈˆ¯· Í"˙Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ‡Ï‡ ‰¯¯· ÌÂ˘
Ì˙„ÓÚ· Â‡¯ ˙È„ÂÓÏ˙‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ „‚ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈËÏÂ·‰ ÌÈ„¯ÂÓ‰ ÂÏÈÙ‡ .ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡‰
ÏÚ Â˘¯„Â ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ 'ÌÈÈËÒÈÏ‚Ï‰' ÌÈ˙ÂÂÈÚ‰ „‚Â '¯˙È‰ ˙ÂÈÁÂ¯' „‚ ‰‡ÁÓ



˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ÊË˜

˙Â¯ÂÒÓ‰ „‚ ˙Â¯Ó ˙ÂÓÁÏÓ ÂÏ‰È Ì‰˘ ˘È .˙ÈÂ˘‡¯‰ '‰˙Â‰Ó'Ï ‰¯ÊÁ ·Â¯ ÈÙ
È„È ÏÚ ¯„‚ÂÓÎ ÈÁÂ¯‰ ÌÓÏÂÚ ˙‡ Â‡¯ Ì‰ „·· „·· Í‡ ,¯·Ú‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â‰

4.‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÌÚ ÌÈ˙ÂÓÈÚ‰
˙¯ÂÒÓ· Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ÌÏÂÚ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ Â‡ˆÓ ¯˘‡ ‰Ï‡
Ì‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ .˙È„Â‰È‰ Ì˙Â‰Ê Ï˘ ÌÈÂÒÓ „ÓÓ Â„·È‡ ,˙È„Â‰È ‡Ï ˙ÈÂÈÚ¯
.È„Â‰È‰ ÌÏÂÚÏ ıÂÁÓ˘ ˙ÈÏ¯ËÈ‰ ‰¯·Á· ,˙Á‡ ˙·· Â‡ ‰‚¯„‰· ,·Ï˙˘‰Ï Â˘˜È·

˙eÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰

˙Â„ÂÒÈ Ô‰ ÌÈÈ˙„ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ Ô‰ Â·¯˜· ˜·ÂÁ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÈ˜‰ ÈÎ ‡Â‰ ˙ÂÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ÔÓ
‡˘Â‰Â ,˙ÈÁˆ ‰ÈÚ· ÌÈÂÂ‰Ó ˙Â„ÂÒÈ‰ È‚ÂÒ È˘ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÒÁÈ‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÌÈÈÓÂ‡Ï
ÌÈ·ˆÚÓ‰ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡Ó‰ Ì‡ ‰Ï‡˘· ‰Ú¯Î‰ ÔÈ‡ .˜ÒÂÙ ÂÈ‡˘ ÒÂÓÏÂÙÏ ÒÈÒ· ˘Ó˘Ó
Â‡ ˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ ˙Â˜¯·‰ Â„ÈÏÂ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÂ‰ ÌÈÈ¯·Ú‰ ÌÈË·˘‰ Ï˘ ÌÂÈÒÈ· ¯˙ÂÈ·
ÌÎ¯„ Í˘Ó· ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ì‡ ‰Ï‡˘Ï ¯˘‡· ‰ÓÎÒ‰ ÔÈ‡ Û‡ .ÌÚ Â¯ˆÈ˘ ˙ÂÈÂÏ‚˙‰
‰È‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÈ˜‰˘ ‡È‰ ‰„·ÂÚ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙ÂÁÓ ˙ÂÙ˜˘‰ ÌÓˆÚÏ Â˘·È‚ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
˙È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜ ‰Ï·˜ ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ ,È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊÂ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ Ï˘ ÛÂ¯Èˆ „ÈÓ˙
˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó „ˆÈÎ ‰Ï‡˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘ ‰Ê ¯˘˜‰· .ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙Â ÌÈÈ˙„ ˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú Ï˘
ÔÈÈÚ .˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â·Î˘Ï ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰-‰ËÓ‰Â ˙ÂÈÊÈÙËÓ‰ ˙Â·Î˘‰
‡È‰˘ ÈÙÎ ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈÎÓ ˙Â„‰È‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â‚‰· ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ· ÈÂ˘ ‰Ê
ÌÚ Ì‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰˘ ÍÎÏ ˙ÂÈˆ¯· ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ ÏÎ ‰„ÂÈ ÍÎ· .˙ÂÂ˘‡¯‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈÎÓ
ÌÚ· ˙Â¯·Á ÏÚ ˙„ÓÏÓ‰ ‡È‰ ÂÊ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ˙Ï·˜˘ ÍÎÏÂ ˙È„ÂÁÈÈ ˙È˙„ ˙¯ÂÒÓ ÏÚ·
,˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˙ÂÎÏ˘‰ ˘È ˙ÂÈÊÈÙËÓ‰ ˙Â·Î˘Ï˘ ‰Ú˘· .„ÈÁÈ‰Â „Á‡‰ È„Â‰È‰
˙ÂÂ¯˜Ú ˙ÂÚ·Â˜‰ ,˙ÂÂ˘‡¯‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ .˙ÂÈ¯ÏÂ˜ÈË¯Ù Ô‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â·Î˘‰ È¯‰
˙È˙¯·Á‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓÏ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ˙ÂÂ¯Á‡‰ ,ÈÒÈÒ·‰ ÔÂÈÒÈ‰Ó ÌÈÚ·Â‰ ˙ÂÂˆÓÂ

.ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡ÓÏÂ
ÏÚ ˙ÙÂÓ È¯ÂÙÈÒ È„Â‰È‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â˘¯Ï „ÈÓÚÓ È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ‰ ¯‚‡Ó
,ÌÈÎÏÓ) ÌÈÈ·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜ ÒÂÙÈË ˙Â·‡Â ÌÈ¯Â·È‚ Ï˘ ‰È¯Ï‚ ÂÈÙÏ ‚ÈˆÓ ‡Â‰ .Â¯·Ú
‰„·ÂÚ') ˙È¯·‰ ı¯‡Ï ˜¯ ‡Ï ‰˜ÈÊ ÏÈÎÓ ‡Â‰ .(ÌÈÓÁÂÏ Â‡ ÌÈ˘Â„˜ ,ÌÈ‡È·
È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ‰ÓÏÂÚ· .˙ÂÈÂÂÁ Ì‰· ÂÂÁ˘ ÌÈÙÂ Ï˘ ·Á¯ÓÏ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ('˙ÈÂÈÚ¯
ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÎ ‰ÂÂˆÓ‰Â ‰¯Â˙‰ ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜ ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ È˙Â·¯˙‰Â
ÌÏÂÚ· .‚‰Â‰Â ‚‰Ó‰ ,˙È˙ÎÏ‰‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰‰ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,ÌÈÙ ‰·¯‰Ï ÌÈ˘¯Ù˙Ó‰
ÌÈ„Â‰È‰˘ ˙ÂÙ˘ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ,˘„Â˜‰ ˙Ù˘ ˙‡ ˜¯ ‡Ï ˙ÂÏÏÂÎ‰ ˙ÂÙ˘ Ì‚ ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜ ‰Ê

4.¯¯· ÌÈÈÁ ÛÒÂÈ ÔÂ‚Î ,˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ „‚ ¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈÊÚÂ‰ ÌÈ„¯ÂÓÏ ¯˘‡· ÂÏÈÙ‡ ÔÂÎ ‰Ê ¯·„

,(˙Â¯Â˜Ó) '¯¯· .Á.È Ï˘ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ Â˙·˘ÁÓ' ,„‚Ó È˙Ó Ï˘ Â¯Â·ÈÁ· ·ËÈ‰ ˙¯‡ÂÓ ÂÊ ‰„Â˜

,Ê"˘˙ ,ÍÂÈÁÏÂ ˙Â·¯˙Ï ÊÎ¯Ó‰ ,Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡· ÌÈ„·ÂÚ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÈÏÏÎ‰ ˙Â¯„˙Ò‰‰ :ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È
.112–67 'ÓÚ



˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÁÏ ÍÈ‡ÊÈ˜

È˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯‚‡Ó‰ ÍÎ ÏÚ ÛÒÂ .˙ÈÓ¯‡Â ÂÈ„Ï ,˘È„ÈÈ ÔÂ‚Î ,Ô‰· ‡Ë·˙‰Ï Â‚‰
Ì‰ÈÏ‡˘ ÌÈ„Â‰È ‡Ï È„È ÏÚ ÂÏ ÌÈÒÁÂÈÓ‰ ,ÌÈ·ˆÓÏÂ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡ÓÏ È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ¯˘Â˜
‡Â‰ ÈÎ ,ÌÏÂÚÏ Í"˙‰ ˙‡ '˜ÈÚ‰' ‡Â‰ ÈÎ ¯Ó‡ È„Â‰ÈÏ .ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ˘¯„ ‡Â‰
.˙È¯„ÂÓ‰ ˙È·¯ÚÓ‰ ‰ÈˆÊÈÏÈÂÂÈˆÏ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÂ‡‚ 'Ì¯˙' ‡Â‰ ÈÎÂ Â˘È ˙‡ '‰Á„'
˙È„Ó Ï˘ ‰È‚˘È‰· ÌÈ‡‚ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‡‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜‰ ‰¯Î‰· Û˙Â˘ Ì‚ ‡Â‰

.ÌÈ·ÎÓ‰ ÔÂÁˆÈ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚‚ÂÁ‰ Ï˘Â ‰‡Â˘‰ ˙Â·¯˜ ˙‡ ÌÈÎ·Ó‰ Ï˘ ,Ï‡¯˘È
˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ÂÓÎ ÔÙÂ‡ Â˙Â‡· ˙ÂÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ÔÈ‡ ˙eÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰
‰„·ÂÚ ÏÎ ‡ÏÂ ,˙„Ó˙Ó ‰¯‰·‰Ï ˙˜˜Ê ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰„·ÂÚ ÏÎ ‡Ï .˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰
ÔÓ ˙Â„Á‡ ˙ÂÓÏÚ ˙ÂÂ˙ ˙Â·ÈÒ· ,ÔÎ‡ .˙ÂÈÁˆ ˙Â˘È¯„ ‰„ÈÓÚÓ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰
Ô„È˜Ù˙ ˙‡ ˙Â„·‡Ó ˙Â¯Á‡ ;(È„ÈÓ˙ Â‡ ÈÓÊ ÔÙÂ‡·) ÔÈÚ‰Ó ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰
˙„Ó˙Ó ‰¯ÈÁ· ˙Â˘¯Â„ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙ÈÈ˘Ú ÍÈÏ‰˙·
˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ .˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰ÒÁÂÈ Ô‰Ï Ì‚ ¯˘‡Â ÔÎÏ Ì„Â˜ ÂÙÒ‡˘ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ ÛÂ¯Èˆ ÔÎÂ
‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÈÎ ÂÚËÈ˘ ˘È .Ô˙¯ÈÁ·Ï ‰„ÈÓ‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ Ì‚ Ô‰ÂÓÎÂ ,˙Â˙˘Ó ˙Â¯Á·‰
Â˘ÙÁÈ ÌÈ¯Á‡ .„·Ï· ˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰Ó ˙ÂÚ·Â‰ ‰„ÈÓ ˙ÂÓ‡ È„È ÏÚ ˙Ú·˜
ÌÈ·Â˘Á ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï È„Î ‰ÂÂ‰· ·ˆÓ‰ ÔÈ·Ï ÌÈÓ„Â˜ ÌÈ·ˆÓ ÔÈ· ‰˜ÈÊ
ÏÚ ‰È‰È ˙Á‡ ‡Ï .‰ÂÂ‰‰ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡Ó ˙‡ ·ˆÚÏ ‰ÂÂÎ ÍÂ˙Ó ¯·Ú· ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡Ó ÂÂÈÏ˘
,‰ÊÎ ÒÁÈ ˙˘¯Â„ Ì˙·È·Ò˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ¯·Ú· ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡ÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÌÈ„Â‰È‰

.Ú¯Ï Â‡ ·ÂËÏ
¯˘Ù‡-È‡ ,ÌÈ¯Á‡‰Ó È‰˘ÏÎ ‰„ÈÓ· ÌÈÏ„·ÂÓ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ¯˘‡Î ,˙ÂÏÈ‚¯ ˙Â·ÈÒ·
Â· ¯˘‡ ,ÈË¯Â‡˙ ·ˆÓ· .˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ ÏÏÎ ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ‡Ï˘
‰Ú„Â˙ÏÂ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰Ó ˜ÏÁÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÂÈ‡ – È„Â‰È ‡Ï Â‡ È„Â‰È – ˘È‡
ÏÎ ÒÁÈÈÓ ÂÈ‡ ˘È‡ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ ‰ÂÎ ÂÊ ‰ÚË .˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ÔÎ˙È˙ ‡Ï ,Ô‰Ó ˙Ú·Â‰
¯˘Â˜ È„Â‰È‰˘ ÏÎÎ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ – ˙ÈÏÈÏ˘ Â‡ ˙È·ÂÈÁ – ˙Â·È˘Á
˙Â·¯˙‰ ¯ÈˆÈÎ ,Â˙ÂÈÓˆÚ ÍÂ˙Ï ˙ÂÒÎÎ Ô˙Â‡ ÒÙÂ˙Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ ÂÓˆÚ
˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ Ï‡ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ¯„ÚÈ‰ .˙È„Â‰È‰ Â˙Â‰Ê Ì‚ ˙ÓˆÚ˙Ó ÍÎ ,‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰Â
˙ÈÏÈÏ˘ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ .˙È„Â‰È ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙Â·¯˙ ¯ÒÁÏ È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ÍÙÂ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
È„Â‰È‰ ˙‡Â ÈÓ˘ÈË‡Ï È„Â‰È ‡Ï‰ ˙‡ ˙ÎÙÂ‰ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ÏÎÏ

.¯ÓÂÓÏ

ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰

‡ÏÏÂ ÌÈ„Â‰ÈÏ È„Â‰È‰ Ì„‡‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰ ÔÙÂ‡ Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ ‡È‰ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰
È„Â‰È Ì„‡ ÏÂÎÈ˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ .È„Â‰È‰ Ì„‡Ï ‰Ï‡ Ï˘ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰‰ ÔÙÂ‡ Ï˘Â ÌÈ„Â‰È
˙‡ ÂÓˆÚ ˙‡ Ï‡˘È ‡Â‰˘ ¯Á‡Ï ÂÏ ‰¯¯·˙˙ ÂÈÙÏ ˙Â„ÓÂÚ‰ ˙Â¯¯·‰Â ˙Â˘ÚÏ
ÏÂÎÈ „ˆÈÎ (2) ?È‡ ÈÓ ?‰ÓÂ„ È‡ ÈÓÏ ?ÍÈÈ˙˘Ó È‡ ÈÓÏ (1) :ÔÏ‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰
ÈÓ (3) ?‰ÊÏ ‰Ê 'ÌÈ˙˙Â‡Ó' Â‡ „ˆÈÎ ?Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ÍÈÈ˙˘Ó È‡˘ ‰Ï‡ ˙‡ ˙Â‰ÊÏ È‡
ÌÈ˘Á ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ Ì‡‰ ?'¯Ê' ,‰Â˘ È˙ÂÈ‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓÏ ¯¯ÂÚ˙Ó È‡ „ˆÈÎ ?‰Â˘



˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ ÁÈ˜

ÍÈÈ˙˘Ó È‡˘ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰Ó (4) ?ÈÓˆÚ ÈÙÏÎ ˘Á È‡˘ ˘‚¯ Â˙Â‡ ÈÈÙÏÎ
ÏÂÎÈ ÈÈ‡ È˙Ó ?„ÈÁÈÎ È˙Â‰Ê ÏÚ Ô‚‰Ï ÈÈÏÚ „ˆÈÎÂ È˙Ó ?ÈÓÓ ˙ÂÙˆÏ ‰ÈÏ‡
ÍÈÈ˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï È‡ ÏÂÎÈ „ˆÈÎ (5) ?‰ÏÈ‰˜‰Ó ˜ÏÁ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÏ· ˙Ó‡· ÈÓˆÚ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï
?‰ÂÂÁ‡ ˘‚¯ ˘Á È‡ Ô‰ÈÏ‡˘ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜ ÌÚ ÈÈ¯˘˜ ˙‡ „·‡Ï ÈÏ· ÂÊ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï
˜ÏÁ ÈÓˆÚ ˘Á ,È„Â‰ÈÎ ,È‡ Ì‡‰ (6) ?˙ÈËÒÈÏ¯ÂÏÙ ˙Â‰Ê ÈÏ ‰È‰˙˘ ¯˘Ù‡ Ì‡‰
ÚÂ„Ó ?ÈÓÓ „Â‡Ó ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ì‡ Ì‚ ,ÌÈ„Â‰È Ï˘ ˙ÈÏÏÎ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ó
Â‡ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ Ì‡‰ (7) ?Ô‰˘ÏÎ ˙ÂÚÈ·˙ ÈÈÙÏ „ÈÓÚÓ ¯·„‰ Ì‡‰ ?ÍÎ ˘ÂÁÏ ÈÈÏÚ
?˙‡Ê ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÂÈÏÚ Ì‡‰ ?ÌÈ‡Â˘ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÏ· ÌÈ„Â‰È ‡ÏÓ ‰Â˘ ‰ˆÂ·˜ ¯‡˘È‰Ï
˙Â˜ÒÂÚ Ô‰ .'ÂÁ‡'Â 'Ì‰' Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˙ Ô„ÂÒÈ· Ô‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰
ÌÈ˘‡˘ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ;˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰-È‡‰ Â‡ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ‰ :‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ‡˘Â·
ÌÈ‰ÂÊÓ ÌÈ˘‡˘ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ;˙Â¯Á‡‰ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜‰ È¯·Á ˙‡Â Ì˙ˆÂ·˜ È¯·Á ˙‡ ÌÈ‰ÊÓ
ÌÓˆÚ Ï‡ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ˘‡˘ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ;Ì‰ÈÏ‡ ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ Ï˘ ÒÁÈ‰Â ÌÈ¯Á‡ È„È·

.ÌÓÊ È· ÌÈ¯Á‡Ï ÌÒÁÈ ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡·
˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ÔÈ·Â ÂÏ‡ ˙Â„·ÂÚ ı·Â˜ ÔÈ· ˙ÂÏ˜·Â ¯Â¯È·· ÔÈÁ·‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡-È‡
˙È·ÈË˜ÏÂ˜ ˙ÂÁ¯Ê‡ ÈÎ Ô·ÂÓÎ ÔÂÚËÏ ¯˘Ù‡ .˙ÂÈ‡„È‡‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰
ÏÎ' È¯‰˘ ,‰ÂÂˆÓ Ì‚ ‡È‰ ‡Ï‡ ,˙È˙ˆÂ·˜-ÌÈÙ ‰˜ÈÓÈ„ Ï˘ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ ˜¯Â Í‡ ‰È‡
˙‡ ‰„ÈÓÚÓ ˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙˘ ÔÂÚËÏ ¯˘Ù‡ Ì‚ ÍÎ .'‰ÊÏ ‰Ê ÌÈ·¯Ú Ï‡¯˘È
ÌÈÒÁÈ ‰¯È˙Ó ‰È‡ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ÓÏ ,ÌÈÂÒÓ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰
ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÔÈÙÂÏÁÏ .Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÏ ÍÈÈ˘ ÂÈ‡˘ ÈÓ ÌÚ ÌÈ·Â¯˜ ÌÈÈ˙¯·Á
‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ÌÈ‚„Ó ‰Ê ÔÈÚÓ ÔÂÚÈË .Â˙ÂÁÈÏ˘ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘‚˘ ˙Ó ÏÚ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ÔÈ· Â¯ÊÈÙ

.¯Á‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ‰„ÈÓÚÓ‰ ˙ÈÏ¯·ÈÏ
ÈÓÂÂËÂ‡ ˙ÂÁÙÏ Â‡ È‡ÓˆÚ ÌÂÈ˜ ˘È ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ ÔÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡
˙ÂÙÈÎ ÌÈÙÈ„ÚÓ ˙ÈÂÈˆ‰ ˙ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰ ‰·È·Ò· ÌÈ˘‡‰ ·Â¯ ,‰Ó‚Â„Ï .‰ˆÁÓÏ
·ÂÚÏ Ì˙Ú„ ÏÚ ÌÈÏÚÓ ‡Ï ÌÈˆÂ·È˜‰ È¯·Á ·Â¯Â ,˙Â¯ÂÁ˘ ˙ÂÙÈÎ ÏÚ ˙Â‚Â¯Ò
˘È ˙Â‚‰˙‰‰ È‚ÂÒ ÏÎÏ˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ .¯˙ÂÈ· ˙ÂÈ‚È‚Á ˙ÂÈÂÓ„Ê‰· ÂÏÈÙ‡ ˙Â·ÈÚ
Ì‰ ,˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ ÂÏÈÙ‡Â ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ˙Â„ÓÚÓ Ì‚ ÌÈ¯Ê‚ Ì‰˘ Û‡Â ,È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ Ú˜¯
˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜ È¯·Á˘ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ Ô‰ ÂÏ‡ .'ÌÈ˙Â˙È‡'Î ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰·ÂË‰ Í¯„· Â¯‡Â˙È
ÈÓ ÌÈ¯È‰·Ó Ì‰ ÍÎ .ÌÈ¯Ê ÈÙÏ ÌÓˆÚ ˙‡ ÌÈ‚ÈˆÓ Â‡ Â‰Ú¯ ˙‡ ˘È‡ ÌÈ‰ÊÓ ˙ÂÂ˙

.Ô˙Â‡ ˘Ë ÈÓÂ ÂÏ‡‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜Ï Û¯Ëˆ‰Ï ËÈÏÁ‰
È„Â‰È .˙ÂÏ·‚ÂÓÂ ˙Â¯Â¯· ‰¯ÈÁ· ˙Â¯‚ÒÓ ˙¯ˆÂÈ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰‰ ˙„·ÂÚ
ÏÂÏÚ ,Âˆ¯‡· ˙ÈËÒÈÏ‡ÈˆÂÒ‰ ‰ÚÂ˙· ÌÈ„Â‰È ‡Ï ÌÚ ·¯ÂÚÓ‰ ,„Â‡Ó ÈÂÏÈÁ
˘È‚¯È ‡Â‰˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ .ÌÈÂÈ¯· ˙ˆÂ·˜ È„È· ÏÙ˘ÂÓ „ÈÒÁ È„Â‰È Â·˘ ·ˆÓÏ ÚÏ˜È‰Ï
ÔÂÂÈÎÓ ,ÍÂ˘Á ÒÂÙÈËÏ „ÈÒÁ‰ ˙‡ ·˘ÂÁ ‡Â‰ ÈÎ Û‡ ,ÏÂÚÙÏ ·ÈÈÁ ÍÎÈÙÏÂ Ú‚Ù
(ÌÈ„Â‰È ‡Ï‰) ÌÈ¯Á‡‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ Â‡ ˙È˙ˆÂ·˜‰ ˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰· ÂÓÚ Û˙Â˘ ‡Â‰˘
˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .ÏÂÚÙÏ ‡Ï˘ ËÈÏÁ‰Ï ÏÂÎÈ ‡Â‰ ˙Ú· ‰· .ÂÓˆÚ ÂÈÏÚ ÍÎ ÌÈ·˘ÂÁ
˙¯ˆÚ ¯˘‡Î Ì‚ ‰¯˜ ÍÎ .È„Â‰È‰ Â·ˆÓ ÏÚ ‰·Â‚˙Ï ÂÏ˘ ‰ËÏÁ‰ ÏÎ ˙Â˘ÂÚ
,ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ„Â‰È .˙ÂÚÊ‚Ï ˙ÂÂÈˆ‰ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂ˘Ó‰ ‰ËÏÁ‰ ‰Ï·È˜ ˙Â„ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡‰
‰ËÏÁ‰ ˙Â·˜Ú· ÈÎ ÂËÈÏÁ‰ ,˙ÂÂÈˆ‰ ÔÓ ˙È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ‰ÈÁ·Ó Â‚ÈÈ˙Ò‰˘ ‰Ï‡ Ì‚



˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÁÏ ÍÈ‡ËÈ˜

ÌÈÎÈÈ˙˘Ó Ì‰ ‰ÈÏ‡˘ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ÏÚ ‰Ù˜˙Ó ‰ËÏÁ‰· Â‡¯ Ì‰ .'ÌÈÂÈˆ ÂÏÂÎ' ÂÊ
ÌÓˆÚ Â‡ˆÓ ˙¯Á‡ Í¯„· ·È‚‰Ï Â¯Á·˘ ÂÏÏ‰ Ì‚ .˙ÂÚÈ·˙ Ì‰ÈÙÏ ‰„ÈÓÚÓ ¯˘‡Â
ÂÁ· Ì‰Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰ ˙‡Â ,È·ÈË˜ÈÈ·Â‡‰ ÌÈÈÈÚ‰ ·ˆÓ Ï˘· ¯ÂÁ·Ï ÌÈˆÏ‡

.Â¯Á· Ì‰˘ ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ÍÓÒ ÏÚ „Á‡Î ÌÈ„Â‰È ‡ÏÂ ÌÈ„Â‰È ÂÎÈ¯Ú‰Â

˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÂÈÁ

˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ,˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ ÌÈÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó‰ ÌÈÎ¯„‰
˙Â„·ÂÚ ˙¯„Ò ÏÎ· ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÌÈ‡ˆÂÓ Ì‰ ‰·˘ Í¯„‰ ,˙eÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ‰Â
Ì‰ÈÈÁ·Â ˙È‡ÓˆÚ‰ Ô˙·‰· ˙Â·ÏÂ˘Ó ‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯„Ò Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÂÂ‚Ó‰ ÌÈÎ¯„‰Â
ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ Ì˙¯ÈÁ· ‡È‰ ‰Ó ÂÏ ˙Â¯ÙÒÓ ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈÎ¯„‰ ÏÎ – ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘
¯¯ÂÚÏ ˙„ÚÂÈÓ‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÏÚ ÍÎÈÙÏ .ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÎ¯Ú ÌÈ˘ÎÂ¯ Ì‰ „ˆÈÎÂ
ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ô˙Â‡ ÌÈÈ·ÓÂ ÂÈ·‰˘ ÈÙÎ ˙Â„·ÂÚ Ï˘ ‰Ï‡ ˙Â¯„Ò ¯‡˙Ï ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰
ÌÈ¯˘˜‰‰ ˙‡ ¯È‰·Ó‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ ¯ÓÂÁ Á˙ÙÏ Ì‚ ˙‡ÊÎ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÏÚ .Ì‰ÈÈÓÏ
ÂÓÎ ‡Ï˘ 5.˙˜ÂÏÁÓ È„˜ÂÓÏ ˙Â˘ÚÂ Ô˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ·˜Ó ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ Ì‰·˘
ÌÈ¯ÈÚˆ‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙‡ ÒÈÎ‰Ï È„Î Â· ˘È˘ ,ÛÈ˜Ó‰ È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰
˙‡Ê‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÔÈ‡ ,ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈ‚ÂÒÓ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ˙ÏÏÂÎ‰ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï
„ÈÓÚ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡ .˙Â„‰È‰ È‚˘ÂÓÏ „Á‡ È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÏÚ ÒÒ·˙‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ
ÚÂ·˜Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‡È‰ ÔÈ‡Â ,˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÍÂ˙Ó ‰¯ÈÁ·Ï ˙ÂÈ˙ÂÎÓÒ ‰„ÈÓ ˙ÂÓ‡
‰ÏÈ‰˜Ï ˙ÂÎÈÈ˙˘‰‰ ÔÓ ˙Â¯Ê‚‰ ˙Â·ÂÁ‰ ˙‡Â ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ÈÙÂÒ ÔÙÂ‡·

.ÂÊ
ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ ‡Â‰ :„Á‡ Ô·ÂÓ· È·ÈËÓ¯Â ÔÈÈ„Ú ‡Â‰ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÂÈÁ ÌÏÂ‡
˙‡ˆÏ ÍÁÓ‰ ÏÚ ‰ÊÎ˘ ÍÂÈÁ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ÍÎÈÙÏ .ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â¯„Ò‰ ÏÎÏ ‰˜ÈÊ ÌÂÈ˜
˙ÒÒÂ·Ó‰ ,˙ÈÚÓ˘Ó-„Á ˙È„Â‰È ˙ÈÓˆÚ ‰ÒÈÙ˙ ˙Â·Ï ÔÂÈÒÈ ÏÎ „‚ ˙ÂÙÈ˜˙·
,È¯ÚˆÏ .„·Ï· ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â¯„Ò‰Ó ÌÈÈ˙˘Ï Â‡ ˙Á‡Ï ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó‰ È„ÂÓÈÏ ¯ÓÂÁ ÏÚ
ÈÎ ‰Ó‚Â„‰ Ì˘Ï Ô‡Î ¯ÈÎÊ‡ .ÌÈÈ¯„ÂÓ ÌÈ„Â‰È Ïˆ‡ ‡˜ÂÂ„ ÌÈÁÂÂ¯ ‰Ï‡Î ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ
ÂÏÚÙ (‰˜È¯Ó‡ ÔÂÙˆ·Â ‰ÙÂ¯È‡ ·¯ÚÓ·) ˙ÈÏ¯·ÈÏ‰ ‰¯·Á· ‰ÈˆÙÈˆÓ‡‰ ¯Á‡Ï
,ÌÈ¯Â‰Ë ÌÈÈ‡„È‡ ÌÈÁÂÓÏ ‰˜ÈÊÏ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â‰„Ê‰‰ ˙‡ ÌˆÓˆÏ ÂË˘ ˙ÂÓ‚Ó
‡Â‰ ¯˘‡Î È˙ËÈ˘Â È·ÈËÓ¯Â ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÁÓ‰ ÏÚ .ÌÈÈ˙˙ÈÎ-ÌÈÈ˙„ ÌÈÁÂÓÏ ‰˘ÚÓÏÂ
˙‡ ˙ÓˆÓˆÓ ,ÔÓˆÚ ÈÙ· ˙Â„ÓÂÚ Ô‰ ¯˘‡Î ,˙ÂÈ‚˘ÂÓ‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ ‰˜ÈÊ‰˘ „ÓÏÓ

5ÒÈÎ‰Ï ˘È˘ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÈÂÂÁ‰Â ÌÈ˘ÚÓ‰ .˙Â·˘ÁÓ Ï˘ Ô„ˆ· ÌÈ˘ÚÓ Ô·ÂÓÎ ÏÏÂÎ ‰Ê ¯·„
ÔÈ·Ï (ÈË¯Â‡˙ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂÏÈÙ‡) ˙¯˘‡Ó ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ· ‰ÓÎÒ‰· ÂÚ·˜ÈÈ ÂÊÎ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÍÂ˙Ï

ÌÈ·¯‰ ÌÏÂ‡ .˙Â„‰È‰ ˙˘È¯„Ï ‰ÚÓ Â· ÌÈ‡Â¯ ÌÈ·¯‰˘ ‰Ó ÔÈ·Ï Â· ÔÈÓ‡Ó ‰¯ÂÓ‰˘ ‰Ó

˙ÂÒÒÂ·Ó‰ ,Ì‰ÈÏÚ ˙ÂÏ·Â˜Ó‰ ˙ÂÓ¯Â‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·· È˜ÒÙ ÔÙÂ‡· ÂËÈÏ˘È ‡Ï
‰È‡ ,ÌÈÈÓÂÈ‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙· Ï˘ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÂÓÎ ‡Ï˘ ,˙ÚˆÂÓ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙‰ .˙È˙ÂÎÓÒ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ ÏÚ

.˙Á‡ ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙ Ï˘ ‰˙ÂÎÓÒ ÏÚ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó



˜ÊÂ¯ Ï‡ÎÈÓ Î˜

.˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ Â‡ ˙ÂÈ˙Â‚‰ ˙ÂÏÂÎÒ‡· ‰˘ÂÏ˙Â ˙ÏÙ¯ÂÚÓ ˙Â˜·„Ï ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â‰„Ê‰‰
˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï-˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ˙ÂÒÙ˙ ˙È„Â‰È-˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ‰¯·Á· Ì‚

.ÔÓˆÚ ÈÙ· ˙Â„ÓÂÚÎ
‰˙ÂÎ˘ ÈÙÎ) ˙È„Â‰È ‰Ú„Â˙ ÁÙËÏ ˘˜·Ó‰ ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ˙‡ ·ÈÈÁÓ ‰Ê ·ˆÓ
˙‡ ÍÁÏ (ÌÈÈÂÏÈÁ‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙·· ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ¯·Ú·
Ï˘ ÌÒÈÒ·· ˙ÂÁÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂÈÚ¯‰ ˙ÂÈ˙˘˙‰ ÌÚ È˘ÓÓ ˙ÂÓÈÚ ˙‡¯˜Ï ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙
.'ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ÌÏˆ·'Â '‰ÂÂˆÓ' ,'È„Â‰È‰ ÌÚ‰' ,'Ú˜¯˜‰ ˙ÏÂ‡‚' ÔÂ‚Î ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ
,‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÓ ˙˜˙ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ‰È‡ ˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰Ú„Â˙‰ ÔÎ˘
‰Ï‡ ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓ ÒÈÒ·· ˙ÁÂÓ‰ ‰ÂÓ‡‰Ó ÈÂ¯˜Ú ÔÙÂ‡· ÌÈ¯ÎÂÓ‰ ÌÈÈ„Â‰È ÌÈÈÁÂ
-˙ÂÈÏ¯·ÈÏ ÔÈ‡˘ ˙Â¯·Á· ,ÛÂÒ·Ï .˙ÈËÒÈÈ·Â˘ ÍÎÏ‰Â ˙ÈÊÈÙËÓ ‰¯ÓÂÈÎ ÂÙ˘ÁÈÈ
˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙Â‰„Ê‰‰ ˙Â·Â¯˜ ÌÈ˙ÚÏ ˙È‡¯ ˙ÂÈÓÂ‡Ï-˙ÂÈ„Â‰È ÔÈ‡ Û‡Â ˙ÂÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡
˙ÈÚ·Ë ˙Â„Á‡ ÂÊÈ‡ ÏÚ ÒÒÂ·Ó ‡Â‰ „Á‡ „ˆÓ ¯˘‡ ,ËÂ˘Ù È‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ ÔÂ˙Î
¯ÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈÚË‰Ï ‰¯ÂÓ‰ ÏÚ ÂÏ‡ ˙Â¯·Á· .˙ÂÈÓ˘ÈË‡‰ ÏÚ È˘ „ˆÓÂ ˙È‚¯Â‡
˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÈÓÂÁ˙Ï ˙Â¯Â˘˜ ÔÈ‡ ¯˘‡ ,˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂÈˆÂÒ ˙Â„·ÂÚ ÂÈÙÏÂ ,ÂÏ˘ È·ÈËÓ¯Â‰
˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÂÁÓ ÌÈ˘ÙÁÓ‰ ‰Ï‡Ï ˙ÂÁÙÏ ,¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÙÂÒ· ‰ÈÏ‚˙˙ ,¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈ·Á¯
ÌÈÈ‚¯ËÎ – Ì‰Ó ËÏÓÈ‰Ï ÔÈ‡ Ì‡ – Â‡ Ï·‰ È¯·„Î ,ÌÈ·Á¯ ÌÈ˜ÙÂ‡Â ˙Â˜ÂÓÚ

6.ÌÈÈ„¯ÂÒ·‡ÎÂ
˙ÈÎ˙ ÔÎ˙Ó ˙‡ ÌÈÎÈ¯„Ó‰ ÌÈÈË¯Â‡˙‰ ÌÈÏÂ˜È˘‰ ÂÈ‰È ÏÈÚÏ ¯ÂÓ‡‰ ÏÎ ÁÎÂÏ

:ÔÏ‰Ï„Î ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ È„Â‰È‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È·Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰
˙ÂÈ¯˘Ù‡‰ ÂÈ˙Â¯ËÓ ˙‡ ¯˙ÂÈ· ‰·ÂË‰ Í¯„· ‚È˘È ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ .1
˙Ú„ÂÓ ‰˜ÈÊ· ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ‡Â·˙ ¯˘‡ ,˙È·ÂÈÁ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰ „Â„ÈÚ È„È ÏÚ

.È„Â‰È‰ ÌÂÈ˜‰ È„ÓÓ ˙˘ÂÏ˘Ï ˙„Ó˙ÓÂ
˙ÂÒÏ ˙ÂÏÂÎÈ ¯˘‡ ,È·ÈÒËÈ‡‰Â ÛÈ˜Ó‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓÏ „Â‚È· .2
,˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ ¯˘‡· ˙ÂÈÂÚÓ˘ÓÂ ˙ÂÈÂ·ÈÈÁ˙‰ ˙‡¯˜Ï '‰ÂÎ' ‰ÂÂÎ‰ „„ÂÚÏ
˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡˙Ó ˙Ú·Â '‰ÂÎ'‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ¯˘‡Î) ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ·ˆÓÏÂ ˙eÈ„Â‰ÈÏ
˙‚ˆ‰·Â ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ Èˆ·˜Ó ¯Â„ÈÒ· ÊÎ¯˙‰Ï ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚ ,(ÍÂÈÁÏ ‰Ó‚¯˙È˘
˜¯Â Í‡ ˙Â˘ÚÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰¯ÈÁ· ÈÎ ÂÈ·È ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ‰ .‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙ÂÈÂ¯˘Ù‡

6˙È˙„ ‰ÈÁ·Ó ˙ÈÏ¯ËÈ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÎÂ˙ ‡Ï ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÈÎ ÔÂÚËÏ ¯˘Ù‡

ÌÈÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ˙Â„ÂÒÈ ÏÚ ÒÒ·˙‰Ï ,È˙¯Î‰ ‡Ï Â‡ È˙¯Î‰ ÔÙÂ‡· ,‰ÈÏÚ ‰È‰È ÈÎÂ ˙È˙Â·¯˙ Â‡
‰ÈÚ·Ï ÍÂÙ‰È ‰Ê ·ˆÓ˘ Á¯Î‰ ÔÈ‡ ,‰Ó ˙„ÈÓ· ÌÈÂÎ ÌÈ‡¯ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„ Ì‡ Ì‚ .Ì‰˘ÏÎ

ÏÎ· ˙ÂÂÙˆ‰ ˙ÂÈ‚ÏÂ‡„È‡‰ ˙ÂÈËÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ‰ ,ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ È·˙ÂÎ .‰ÈÏÚ ¯·‚˙‰Ï ÔÈ‡˘
Ì‚ Ì‰ .·Á¯ È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡ ÒÂÊÒÂ˜Ï ÚÈ‚‰Ï Í¯„ ˘ÙÁÏ ÂÊ Ì˙ÂÚ„ÂÓ È„È ÏÚ Â¯˘Ù‡È ,Ò¯Â˜

‡Ï˘ È„Î ,Ì˙„Â·Ú· Ì˙Â‡ ÂÂÂÎÈÂ ˙ÂÈ˘È‡‰ Ì‰È˙Â„ÓÚÏ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÈ¯ÂÓÏ Â¯˘Ù‡È

Ï˘ Ì˙Ú„ ÏÚ Ï·˜˙È ‡Ï ‰Ê ·ˆÓ ÈÎ ÔÂÚËÏ ¯˘Ù‡ .ÒÂÊÒÂ˜· ‰Ú·˜˘ ˙¯‚ÒÓ‰Ó Â‚¯ÁÈ
ÚÈ‚‰Ï ÂÏÎÈ ‡Ï˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ,˘˜·˙Ó˘ ÈÙÎ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· ÂÏÚÙ ÌÈÂ¯Á‡‰ .ÌÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡ ÌÈ„Â‰È

.ÌÈÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡ ÌÈÈÓÂÈ ¯ÙÒ È˙· ˙ÁÈ˙Ù· Ì‰È·‡˘ÓÂ Ìˆ¯Ó ˙‡ ÂÚÈ˜˘‰Â ,‰ÊÎ ÒÂÊÒÂ˜Ï



˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÍÁÏ ÍÈ‡‡Î˜

‰˘È¯„ .ÈÎÂÈÁ‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÌÈÈ˙„·ÂÚ‰ ÌÈ¯Â˘ÈÓ‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘ ÏÎÏ ÂÙ˘ÁÈÈ Ì‰ ¯˘‡Î
.¯Â‡È˙‰ ˙ÓÈ˘ÓÓ ˙ÂÁÙ ‡Ï ÌÈ‡˘Â‰Â ¯ÓÂÁ‰ ˙¯ÈÁ· ˙‡ ·È˙Î˙ ÂÊ

Ú‚Â‰ ÏÎ· '‰ÂÎ'‰ ‰È‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡‰ ÏÚ ‰ÓÎÒ‰ ÔÈ‡ ÂÓÊ Ô· È„Â‰È‰ ÌÏÂÚ· .3
ÌÈÎ¯„Ï Ú‚Â‰ ÏÎ· Â‡ '¯˙ÂÈ· ˙Â·Â˘Á‰' ˙ÂÈ˙Â·¯˙‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚÏ
ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡Ï ÈË¯Ù‰ ÔÈ· ‰¯ÂÙ Á˙Ó ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘ÏÂ ˙˙Â‡Ï ,ÍÈÈ˙˘‰Ï '¯˙ÂÈ· ˙Â·ÂË‰'
˙ÂÈÂÓ„ ,ÌÈ‚Â‰ „ˆÈÎ „ÓÏÏ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ˙ÈÎ˙‰ ÏÚ .˙ÂÁÈ˙ÙÏ ˙ÂÓ‡ ÔÈ· Â‡
,ÂÊ ‰ÓÈ˘Ó ÌÏÂ‡ .‰ÊÏ ‰Ê ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯Â˘ÈÓ ÌÈ¯·ÁÓ ÂÓÊ ˙Â· ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜Â ˙ÂÈ¯ÂËÒÈ‰
,ÌÈ¯Â˘ÈÓ‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÂÒÓ ¯Â·ÈÁ ˙˘¯Â„ ‡È‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ˜¯ ÂÏÂ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‡È‰˘ ¯Á‡Ó
‡È‰ .Â‰˘ÏÎ È„Â‰È Ì¯ÊÏ ˙ÂÓ‡Ï ÍÂÈÁÏ ÍÂÙ‰È ÌÈÏ˘Ó‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ ˙˘¯Â„ ‰È‡
ÔÓÊ ·Èˆ˜‰Ï ÂÓÈÎÒÈ ,ÌÏÏÎ· ÌÈÓ¯ÂÙ¯‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰Â ,‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ È˜ÏÁ ÏÎ˘ ˙Ú·Â˙
ÌÈ·ÂË‰ ÌÈÈ¯·Ú‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙· ‰Ï ÌÈÎÂÊ˘ ‰„ÈÓ‰ ‰˙Â‡· È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁÏ ı¯ÓÂ
‰ÊÎ ÔÙÂ‡· .ÌÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘Â ÌÈ·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ ¯˙ÂÈ·
˙ÂÈ‚ÂÏÂ‡„È‡·Â ˙ÂÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ· ÌÈÈÂÎÈ˙‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙· Ï˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ÊÎ¯˙˙
¯ÙÒ ˙È· .‰ÊÏ ‰Ê ÌÈ¯Â˘ÈÓ‰ ˙˘ÂÏ˘ ˙‡ ˙ÂÈ˙ËÈ˘· ˙Â¯·ÁÓ ¯˘‡ ,˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘
,‰·˘ÁÓ· ˙ÂÓÈÈ˜‰ ˙Â¯¯·‰ ˙‡ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ÈÙÏ ‰Ï‚Ó‰Â ˙Â„‰È‰ È„ÓÓ ˙‡ Û˘ÂÁ‰
ÌÈ¯ÂÓ· ¯ÊÚ‰ ,È˙ÏÈ‰˜ ¯ÙÒ ˙È· ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÈÂ˘Ú ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ‰¯·Á·Â ‰È¯ÂËÒÈ‰·
¯ÙÒ ˙È·Ï ·˘ÁÈÈ È¯·Ú‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ˙È· .‰ÏÂÎ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ·‡˘Ó·Â ¯˙ÂÈ· ÌÈ·ÂË‰
Ï‡ ˙ÈÈˆ¯ ˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ ˙‡ ‡È·˙ ÂÏ˘ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ¯˘‡Î ÁÈÏˆÓ

.‰È¯Â˘ÈÓ ˙˘ÂÏ˘ ÏÎ ÏÚ ‰ÈÏÚ ‰·Â‚˙‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙¯ÈÁ·ÏÂ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰
˙‡¯˜Ï ÍÂÈÁ ‰È‰È È„Â‰È‰ ÍÂÈÁ‰˘ ÍÎÏ ˙Â·È˘Á ÌÈÒÁÈÈÓ‰ ÌÈ¯ÂÓÂ ÌÈ¯Â‰
˙ÂÈÎ˘Ó‰ Ï˘ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â Í¯„ ˙‡¯˜ÏÂ ˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙¯‚ÒÓ· ˙ÓÈÂÒÓ ‰¯ÈÁ·
ÔË˜ ˜ÏÁÂ ˙ÈÒ˜Â„Â˙¯Â‡‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰Ó ÏÂ„‚ ˜ÏÁ˘ ˙‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÂÎÈ˘ÓÈ ˙È„Â‰È
ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ ÌÂÈ Ì‰· Â„ÓÏÈ˘ ¯ÙÒ È˙· ÂÓÈ˜È Ì‰ .ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ˙È·ÈË·¯ÒÂ˜‰ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰Ó
˙Ó‡· ÌÈÙ‡Â˘‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜Â ÌÈ¯Â‰ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ „ÂÚ ÏÎ .ÌÈÙÈ˜Ó ÌÈÈÂÎÈ˙ ¯ÙÒ È˙·Â ÍÂ¯‡
˙ÂÏÈ‰˜Â ÌÈ¯Â‰ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ „ÂÚ ÏÎÂ ,Ì˙È· ÍÂ˙·Î ˙¯ÂÒÓ· Â˘ÂÁÈ Ì‰È„ÏÈ˘ ÍÎÏ
‰È‰È ,‰Â˙ ˙È·ÈËÓ¯Â ‰·‰Ï Ì‡˙‰· ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ˙‡ ÏÈÚÙ ÔÙÂ‡· ÍÈ˘Ó‰Ï Âˆ¯È˘

.‰Ï‡ ÔÂ‚Î ¯ÙÒ È˙·· Í¯Âˆ
˙·¯Â ·ËÈ‰ ˙ÒÒÂ·Ó ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰ ÌÈ„„ÂÚÓ ¯˘‡ ,ÌÈÓÈÏ˘Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙·
˙ÂÎÁÓ‰ ,‰ÏÈ‰˜· ˙ÂÈ˙„ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜ Ï˘ Ô‰ÈˆÓ‡Ó ˙ÂÈ˘Â‡ ˙Á˙ Â¯˙ÁÈ ‡Ï ,ÌÈÙ
ÌÈÈÓÂÈ‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙· .‡¯·˙ÒÓ ‡ÎÙÈ‡ .'ËÈÈ˜˘È„ÈÈ' Ï˘ ÌÈÈ·ÈËÓ¯Â ÌÈ‚˘ÂÓÏ
ÌÈÓÈÏ˘Ó‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ È˙· È¯‚Â·Ï ‰ÎÈ˘Ó ¯Â˜Ó ÂÈ‰È ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂˆÂ·˜ Ï˘ ÌÈÈÂÎÈ˙‰Â
,ÏÏÂÎ‰ Ô¯˘˜‰· ˙ÂÈ„Â‰È‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘· Â„˘ ¯Á‡Ï ÈÎ ÂÏ‚È Ì‰Ó ÌÈ·¯Â ,ÌÈÈ˙ÏÈ‰˜‰
ÈÂËÈ· È„ÈÏ ˙Â‡· ÂÏÏ‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÓÈÂÒÓ ˙Â·Â˘˙ „ˆÈÎ ˙Ú„Ï Ì˙Â¯˜Ò ‰ÏÂÚ
˜¯Â Í‡ ‡È‰ ˙È„Â‰È ˙Â‰„Ê‰Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙ÈÎ˙ ¯·„ Ï˘ ÂÓÂÎÈÒ· .ÌÈÈÁ·Â „ÂÓÈÏ·
ÌÏÂ‡ .ÚÈˆ‰Ï ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÌÈÓÈÏ˘Ó‰ ÌÈ„ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡Ê ˙‡ ˜¯ ÈÎ ¯¯·˙Ó .„ÂÓÈÏÏ ‰ÓÊ‰

.˜ÙÒ˙ ‰ÏÈ‰˜‰ ˙‡Ê ˙‡ ˜¯˘ Á¯Î‰ ÏÎ ÔÈ‡
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Introduction

Jonathan Cohen

We are pleased to present our readers with the 10th volume in the series:
Studies in Jewish Education. This series reflects the commitment of the
Hebrew University in general, and of the Melton Centre in particular,
to reflection and research on issues pertaining to Jewish education. The
essays and articles appearing in this volume represent the summary of
a conference held in honor of Prof. Michael Rosenak on the occasion
of his retirement after 33 years of research and teaching at the Melton
Centre. The conference, which was held in June of 2000, was attended
by many colleagues and students of “Mike” (as he has been fondly
called by many). The lectures and responses presented at the conference
centered on themes that have been of especial interest to Prof. Rosenak,
and regarding which he has made a significant contribution. In compiling
the volume, we have attempted to retain the spoken quality of the
presentations made at the conference, as well as the dialogical quality of
the responses. The title of the conference, and of the volume, is “In Search
of a Jewish Paideia: Directions in the Philosophy of Jewish Education.”
The title reflects the fact that the articles and responses collected here all
touch, whether directly or indirectly, on the question of the cultivation
of the educated Jewish “citizen,” as viewed from plural perspectives.

The first topic with which the conference opened was called “Com-
mitment and Openness.” This was understood to mean the interaction
between loyalty to a particular tradition and readiness to expose oneself
to other world-views and cultures. This intellectual orientation and
disposition of personality has always characterized both the writings and
demeanor of Prof. Rosenak, to whom this volume is dedicated. Prof.
Mordecai Nisan, who delivered the opening lecture at the conference,
approached this complex subject from the perspective of the discipline
of psychology. The question he put forward for examination was: “is an
‘open’ type of commitment possible, namely the kind (of commitment)



Jonathan Cohen2

that does not close a person off to the range of beliefs, values and ways
of life that are alien to his commitment, and (perhaps) even contradict
it?” Surprisingly, Nisan claimed that “at the basis of the gesture of
commitment on the part on an individual lies a nucleus of uncertainty
concerning the belief, the value, the practice or the way of life to which
he has committed himself.”

Dr. Zeev Mankowitz, in his response, concerns himself with the
social implications of the psychological insights offered by Nisan. In his
opinion, gestures that are to be understood as “commitments” should
involve devotion to worthy social ends, and not include mere individual,
aesthetic preferences. In addition, we should be aware of the fact that
“open commitment” of the type described by Nisan has been known to
be less continuous and less able to withstand pressure than the more
traditional types, based as they were on absolute moral or religious
norms. In his further comments, Mankowitz brings Nisan’s perspective
into fruitful contact with insights gleaned from the writings of social
thinkers like Isaiah Berlin, Michael Walzer and Peter Berger.

The second theme taken up at the conference was also one with
which Rosenak has been personally and professionally identified: the
theology of Jewish education. Already in his doctoral thesis, Prof.
Rosenak distinguished, following Emil Fackenheim, between (1) the
life of faith itself (2) philosophy, or the search for truth without an a
priori commitment to any particular faith or faith community, and (3)
theology – an activity that involves both commitment to a faith and
the legitimation of truths that have come to light outside the purview
of faith. One of Rosenak’s consistent academic pursuits has been the
attempt to characterize the relationship between theological principles (as
expressed in the works of leading Jewish thinkers of different orientations
and denominations) and the philosophy and theory of education.

Dr. Jonathan Cohen, in an effort to summarize the coordinates of
Rosenak’s theological–educational project attempted, in his lecture, to
distinguish between a “formal” and a “substantive” axis in Rosenak’s
writings. On the “formal” side, namely that aspect that is concerned
with the systematic components and sets of distinctions that must be
addressed in any normative philosophy of education worthy of the name,
Cohen claims that Rosenak follows Maimonides – especially regarding
the distinction between philosophy of education (that posits ideal ends
for education) and the theory of education (that describes real human
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beings as they are – both individually and collectively – as well as their
educational potential).

On the “substantive” side, Cohen maintains that the thinkers who
have been the chief influences on Rosenak are Buber, Fackenheim and
Soloveitchik. Rosenak adopted their existentialist perspective on the
limits of the human condition as well as their tendency to “partial
translation” of the Jewish tradition to modern categories. According
to Cohen, Rosenak’s adherence to Buber’s perspective is so marked
that he even manages to effect a “Buberization” of certain aspects of
Maimonides’ thought.

Prof. Zev Harvey, in his response, disagrees with Cohen’s claim
concerning Rosenak’s alleged “Buberization” of Maimonides. He finds
an even greater affinity than might have been expected between Buber’s
theology of “encounter” and Maimonides’ epistemology. Prof. Peter
Ochs of the University of Virginia, in a comprehensive response essay,
attempts to view Rosenak’s thought not only from the perspective of the
philosophy of Jewish education; he also wishes to see it in the context
of overall trends in European, American and Jewish philosophy in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. In his view, the ideal of “the fear of
heaven” as understood by Rosenak, as well as the activity of Midrash
as Rosenak performs it, can actually serve as a corrective to certain
features of contemporary moral and philosophical discourse – especially
its dichotomization between the gesture of faith and the commitment to
reason and its tendency to intellectualism, individualism and dogmatic
secularism.

At the end of the 1970s and the beginning of the 1980s, Prof.
Rosenak presided over a team of writers within the framework of
a comprehensive curriculum project concerned with the teaching of
“Jewish Values” in schools not committed a priori to the norms of the
Jewish tradition. One of the writers and coordinators who was involved
with the Jewish Values project in all its phases is Dr. Asher Shkedi. In the
third central lecture of the conference, Shkedi proposed to examine two
philosophical–educational terms that Rosenak borrowed from Michael
Oakeshott and R. S. Peters – “language” (the “given” staples of a culture)
and “literature” (the cultural creativity that is begotten by the activation
of the “language”) – from the point of view of the teachers who were
charged with teaching the materials produced within the framework
of the project. In so doing, Shkedi proposed a new understanding of
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the terms “language” and “literature” in light of teachers’ cultural and
pedagogical conceptions and in the light of their actual teaching practices.
He also claimed that there is often a wide gap between the way in which
educational thinkers and planners from the academy “translate” the
Jewish tradition into curriculum “literature” and the “literature” created
by teachers through their practice.

Responding to Shkedi’s lecture, Prof. Joseph Lukinsky of the Jewish
Theological Seminary reinforced Shkedi’s call for sensitivity to teachers’
“internal” and “secret” “languages” (the ones they don’t share with
academicians and inspectors) when exposing them to new curricular
conceptions. In the case of the Jewish Values project, not only should
teachers be made aware of the “dialogical” orientation built into the
curriculum; they should also be related to in a dialogical manner when
confronted with such a new and different educational conception. Dr.
Michael Gillis, in his response to Shkedi’s lecture, proposed to distinguish
between the concepts of “language” and “literature” as they appear in the
works of Oakeshott and Peters, and the way these terms are understood
by Rosenak and Shkedi. He further compares these terms to other current
concepts, such as “discourse,” “canon,” and Gadamer’s famous “merging
of horizons.”

Another concern that has occupied Rosenak in both his writings and his
public activity has been the condition of the Jewish group known as the
“modern Orthodox” – its self-understanding and communal posture. In
order to receive a reliable report on current trends in modern Orthodoxy,
Prof. Samuel Heilman of City University of New York was invited to
speak at the conference. In his lecture, Heilman discussed the place
of formal education, individual study, and attitudes to modernity and
the State of Israel as touchstones in determining the state of modern
Orthodoxy in contemporary America.

One of Rosenak’s most well-known traits is his honesty and integrity.
He has never been known to hide from the intellectual or moral problems
that ensue from the encounter between Judaism and other forms of
knowledge and practice. Prof. Solomon Schimmel of Hebrew College,
Boston, gives an account, in Rosenak’s spirit, of the types of moral and
intellectual problems that can arise in the teaching of Bible in Jewish high
schools, both Orthodox and non-Orthodox. Among the moral problems
addressed are the relationship to non-Jews and the conception of the
“chosen people;” and among the intellectual problems is the validity
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of the belief in “Torah from heaven” in the light of modern biblical
scholarship.

We are most gratified that Prof. Dalia Ofer of the Hebrew University’s
Institute for Contemporary Jewry, an expert in Holocaust studies and
Holocaust education, and a longtime admirer of Rosenak, also agreed to
contribute an article to this collection. Rosenak himself has had occasion
to address theological issues arising from the Holocaust in his writings. In
her article, Prof. Ofer surveys many educational and curriculum projects
in both formal and informal education, and takes note of the tension
between moral and social goals in the teaching of the Holocaust (such as
the cultivation of empathy, understanding the “other,” the enhancement
of democratic values, etc.), and intellectual goals and values (such as
regard for truth, avoidance of stereotypes and a concern for objectivity).
At the end of her article, Ofer claims that a “disciplinary” approach
based on the canons of historical research need not be indifferent to
educational concerns and might go some way toward moderating some
of the excesses of contemporary Holocaust education.

In the concluding section of this volume, we are proud to present
our readers with an occasion to revisit (or visit for the first time)
three articles taken from Prof. Rosenak’s own most extensive portfolio.
The articles have all been translated in order to allow them a wider
readership than hitherto possible. An article and a book-chapter that
appeared originally in English, “Explicit and Implicit Religious Life
and Teaching” and “Education for Jewish Identification,” appear here in
Hebrew translation, and the article “HaYehudi HaMechunach: Shelosha
Degamim Moderni’im” appears here in English translation.

“Education for Jewish Identification” was written in 1978. It was first
translated into Hebrew for the journal of the World Zionist Organization
known as Kivvunim in 1979. We make use here of that translation,
with some moderate changes. It was there that Rosenak first proposed
theoretical guidelines designed to inform a curriculum for supplementary
and day school education in non-Orthodox frameworks. He distinguished
here between that component of Jewish identity that has to do with “facts”
that an individual Jew cannot change, and that component that has to
do with “choices” between Jewish alternatives open to the individual.
Alongside an account of what it might mean to make intelligent and
informed Jewish “choices,” Rosenak differentiates between different
types of Jewish “facts:” conceptual, historical-cultural and sociological.
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The essay originally entitled “Explicit and Implicit Religious Life and
Teaching” and translated here as “Dat, Datiut VeChinuch” was written in
1987 and forms the sixth chapter of Rosenak’s first book Commandments
and Concerns. This piece is central to Rosenak’s thinking; it is here
that he accesses Fowler’s conception of “master stories” in order to
describe the narratives that form the framework wherein religious people
construct their personal life stories. It is here also that Rosenak makes the
distinction, well-known among his students, between “explicit religion”
(that imposes either theoretical or practical norms on those who would
see themselves as members of the religious community) and “implicit
religion” (that is directed more towards the search for meaning, self-
realization and personal authenticity). In a most creative and instructive
way, Rosenak brings ‘master stories’ from rabbinic literature and from
modern Jewish thought and literature in order to exemplify what he
means by “explicit” and “implicit” religion. He also points out both the
advantages and difficulties attendant upon the attempt to impart each
orientation, and calls for a persistent dialectic between them.

Finally, the article “The Educated Jew: Three Modern Models” was
written in 1996 and appeared in a collection entitled Itsuv VeShikum,
edited by Zvi Lamm in memory of Ernst Simon and Carl Frankenstein.
In this essay, Rosenak has recourse to the distinction proposed by the
well-known theologian Paul Tillich between three types of education:
(1) induction into the rationale and practices of a culture (2) universal-
humanistic education, and (3) technical-functional education. With the
help of these categories, Rosenak compares the educational philosophies
of three modern Jewish thinkers: Samson Raphael Hirsch, Akiva Ernst
Simon and Mordechai Kaplan – with regard to the question of the
educated Jew. The views of the three thinkers are characterized with
reference to the relative weight of each of Tillich’s three types of
education in their systems.

As mentioned above, we have attempted as much as possible, in
recording the results of a conference that was both academic and personal-
collegial in character, to retain the dialogical quality of the proceedings.
Thus, concerning the responses in English that were made to the first
three lectures delivered in Hebrew, we have referred the reader to the
appropriate pages in the English section. In addition, in this extended
introduction (which appears both in Hebrew and English), both lectures
and responses are summarized in the order in which they were given.
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We hope that this collection will enrich both academic and educational
discourse on the subject that unifies all the offerings here enclosed: “In
Search of a Jewish Paideia,” and in so doing extend Prof. Rosenak’s
influence in the field of Jewish education even further than it has reached
until now.

The Hebrew University of Jerusalem
September, 2004

Acknowledgements

We thank Ms. Anat Bernstein for her careful and considered editing of
the Hebrew texts; Ms. Vivienne Burstein, Managing Editor of Studies in
Jewish Education; and The Hebrew University Magnes Press.





A Response to Mordecai Nisan’s Commitment
and Uncertainty (Mechuyavut VeIvada’ut)

Zeev Mankowitz

Professor Mordecai Nisan has presented us with a searching and finely
crafted clarification of the dimensions, latent and manifest, of commit-
ment, a term many of us use rather loosely. His starting point is his home
discipline of psychology but the paper owes a lot to his philosophical
acumen, social sensitivity and overarching concern with educational
theory and practice.

Nisan describes the committed person as one who has freely taken
upon him/herself a lasting pattern of conduct which is viewed as worthy
and accordingly acted upon. This kind of undertaking – and this may
be seen as a drawback – also entails limiting one’s freedom of choice
and action and remaining beholden to a predetermined course of action.
On the other hand, there are also significant rewards: those who, despite
these obstacles and possible costs, remain faithful to what they have
taken upon themselves to do are generally held in high regard. And,
even more significantly, long-term commitments are critical components
in the all important endeavor of living a life of meaning, purpose and
integrity.

Commitments, argues Nisan, flow from a variable sense of obligation
that starts at the one pole with stern, moral imperatives and ends at
the opposite pole marked by more malleable obligations to creativity
and spirituality. Between these two poles lie the obligations which the
Mishnah terms “things without measure” such as giving charity or visiting
the sick which obligate but without stipulating how, when or to what
degree. The sense of obligation that underpins commitment belongs in
this middle-range somewhere between the imperative and the desirable
and is marked by a certain give and take between fidelity and flexibility
as circumstances change. As Nisan puts it:
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Moral responsibilities and obligations to many values are perceived
by most as possessing an inner validity grounded in the contents
of their claims, the belief that they apply to all people, or at least
those who share in the same culture [...]. The prohibition against
lying, the demand to help one’s fellow or the value of peace are
(generally) viewed as “objective” and flowing from a divine source,
reason or society without originating in one’s own self. This is not
the case with commitment. The sense of obligation that is the
constitutive foundation of commitment flows from the fact that the
individual has chosen to take this commitment upon him/herself.1

I should like to examine these claims a little more closely, and to explore
how Nisan’s focus on the individual ties up with a number of broader
social concerns. Our starting point is with the relationship between
commitment and moral imperatives. In his famous essay “Two Concepts
of Liberty,” Isaiah Berlin writes that “One belief, more than any other, is
responsible for the slaughter of individuals on the altars of great historical
ideals [...]. This is the belief that somewhere [...] there is a final solution.
This ancient faith rests on the conviction that all the positive values in
which men have believed must, in the end, be compatible and perhaps
even entail one another.”2 Basing himself on empirical observation,
Berlin goes on to argue that liberty and equality, “justice and generosity,
public and private loyalties, the demands of genius and the claims of
society can conflict violently with each other”3 and hence concludes that:
“The world that we encounter in ordinary experience is one in which we
are faced with choices between ends equally ultimate, and claims equally
absolute, the realization of some of which must inevitably involve the
sacrifice of the others. Indeed, it is because of this that men place such
immense value upon the freedom to choose [...].”4

In other words, even though great historical ideals and moral impera-
tives are self-validating, when we come to determine our conduct we must
opt for what we are going to uphold, what we are willing to sacrifice and
what trade-offs we are willing to settle for in the process. It would seem,
then, that Berlin’s and Nisan’s understanding of commitment are similar,

1 Nisan in this volume, p. '·È.
2 Berlin, 2002, p. 212.
3 Ibid., p. 213.
4 Ibid., pp. 213–214.
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entailing the choice of enduring personal obligation to worthy causes. By
way of illustration, most would agree that the fight for social justice at
a time when the prevailing ethos is predominantly capitalistic certainly
requires a generous measure of commitment as does the commitment to
civil liberties in the face of global terror.

Still, whereas it would be justified to extend commitment to the realm
of foundational values I would be more parsimonious when it comes to
the other, less compelling end of the continuum proposed by Nisan. I
am hard put to agree that the devotion to collecting butterflies, stamps
or even books should be termed commitment. While it entails personal
choice, persistent dedication and is largely innocuous, it fails to serve
larger social ends which should be integral to the notion of commitment.
Thus, by way of comparison, one could be committed to protecting
a rare species of butterflies from excessive crop dusting as one could
be committed to promoting the reading of books or the use of stamps
as an educational resource. The significance of the social dimension is
recognized by Nisan when he refers to the commitment of the artist
whose work will be seen, heard and judged by the public. Transcending
oneself in the service of larger ends appears to be a necessary ingredient
of commitment.

In view of the fact that commitment starts with personal choice that
inevitably branches off in different directions, Nisan emphasizes that this
introduces a potential element of uncertainty at the moment when the
individual decides to commit herself to a course of action and becomes
aware that others are similarly making their own choices. This recognition
of multiplicity paves the way for embracing what Nisan terms “open
commitment,” that is, the willingness to tolerate other choices without
the defensive, angry anxiety of being proven wrong or misguided. In
this regard there is an interesting parallel between Nisan’s psychological
analysis and the philosophical approach to pluralism that Isaiah Berlin
has made famous:

Pluralism entails that, since it is possible that no final answers can
be given to moral and political questions, or indeed any questions
about value, and more than that, that some answers that people
give, and are entitled to give, are not compatible with each other,
room must be made for a life in which some values may turn
out to be incompatible, so that if destructive conflict is to be
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avoided compromises have to be effected, and a minimum degree
of toleration, however reluctant, becomes indispensable.5

At the same time, however, the unavoidable awareness of a plural
world has left its deep imprint on religious and moral commitments.
Traditional faiths drew much of their remarkable strength from their
unquestioned, taken-for-granted status in a seemingly unchanging world.
This is precisely what modernity with its unprecedented expansion of
the scope of personal choice has undermined. In consequence, latter-day
orthodoxy is primarily based on a personal commitment to a traditional
way of life and “The orthodox must then present to himself as fate what he
knows empirically to be a choice.”6 Given these difficulties we can better
understand the attractiveness of the shtetl-like enclaves constructed by
Haredi communities. Peter Berger’s differentiation between the “artificial
shtetl” and their traditional forerunners tells us a lot about contemporary
religious commitments:

The difference [...] is, quite simply, this: All the individual has
to do to get out of his alleged Jewish destiny is to walk out and
take the subway. Outside, waiting is the emporium of life-styles,
and religious preferences that constitutes American pluralism. It is
hard to believe that this empirical fact can be altogether pushed out
of consciousness by an individual reared in America, even if his
conversion to a neotraditional existence has been intensely fervent.
That existence, consequently, has a fragility that is totally alien to
a genuinely traditional community.7

With important differences this analysis also applies to traditional Haredi
communities in Israel. For example, despite the absence of substantiated
figures regarding young Haredi adults who decide to move beyond the
boundaries of their closely-knit families and communities, we know
enough to determine that this is far from a marginal phenomenon.
Reliable statistics accompanied by sensitive case studies would tell us a
lot about the complexities of sectarian commitment in an open society.
In a similar fashion, the profound crises of the kibbutz movement offer

5 Jahanbegloo, 1992, p. 44.
6 Berger, 1979, p. 30.
7 Ibid.
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an important case study in the problems attending the transmission of
commitment from the older to the younger generations.

In both these examples, the secular and the religious, there are im-
portant instances of successful cultural transmission where a significant
number of the young or newcomers pick up the promise and the burden
of continuity. But, equally, there are many cases where the young,
despite the heavy price to be paid – especially in Haredi communities –
break away and choose their own path. This, of course, raises important
questions for those families and educators who, without strong social
support, educate toward open commitment, toward embracing a valued
course of action that does not fuel itself by delegitimizing others who
have chosen differently.

It raises equally critical questions for schools in Israel and the Diaspora
that seek to provide their students with a compelling Jewish education in
an environment of tolerance and mutual understanding. Is this enough to
provide the students with the spiritual wherewithal needed to negotiate
the complexities of a wide-open world? Is this kind of open commitment
something that can work or must it surrender to the counsels of realism
that see it as a vain attempt to square the circle? The ways in which
different schools throughout the Jewish world set about dealing with this
cardinal educational challenge and with what success is a question of
grave importance that is worthy of serious and sustained study.

Throughout our discussion of Nisan, commitment has come under
critical scrutiny while, given our benign neglect, it might be assumed that
the virtues of openness should be embraced without closer examination.
I would like to briefly enquire whether this is, indeed, always the case.
Peter Berger, by way of illustration, argues that the liberation from the
grip of tradition and custom generates a powerful, initial excitement that
for many fades over time. This is the case because “[...] most people
want some certainties, some beliefs and values that can be more or less
taken for granted”88 especially when it comes to religion and morality
which for many underpin the larger meaning in which they seek to
embed their lives. This situation can give rise to a “desperate longing for
certainties” that on occasion leads to surprising switches from generous
broad-mindedness to rigid intolerance. It also leads one to rethink the
“liberal belief that cultural pluralism must necessarily lead to a greater

88 Berger, 1992, p. 69.
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tolerance of diversity.”99 Thus, Berger warns against the moment when
“the burden of relativity becomes too heavy” and tolerant liberals who
find cannibalism intriguing may discover that “(t)heir children are prone
to become converts to whatever religious, political or aesthetic fanaticism
happens to cross their path.”1010

Michael Walzer, on the other hand, takes a very different view of the
relationship between commitment, pluralism and excessive mobility. One
telling mark of highly valued commitments is that they span generations,
and that they are imposed by the older generation on their children.
Hence, as Walzer puts it, “The projects of free men and women are
inherited as much as they are invented.”11 Freedom means one is able
to identify with and work for what one has inherited or to reject it and
seek fulfillment elsewhere. Indeed, having the option of joining another
project created by sustained commitment is what pluralism is all about
– “(it) is not the product of individual choice except in a very special
sense: it is the product of diverse cultures, groups, traditions, parties
and movements, sustained across generations by men and women who
willingly take on the ‘work’ urged by their parents or predecessors.”12

Thus, even those who go off in search of greener pastures are, in
the end, “[...] radically dependent upon the people who stay behind,
who inhabit the groups and keep them alive.”13 Or, to put it slightly
differently, mobility, the possibility of exploring other options “requires a
genuine pluralism, a diversity of groups with members who are engaged,
entangled, committed, hard at work.”14

Excessive mobility – social, geographic, familial and political – and the
attendant late modern tendency to “experiment with commitment,” warns
Walzer, can undermine the intergenerational work that sustains the inner
life of groups and associations and thereby keeps alive the possibility of
genuine pluralism. If openness knows no bounds the options for lasting
commitments will be radically reduced.

9 9 Ibid.
1010 Ibid.
11 Walzer, 1998, p. 48.
12 Ibid.
13 Ibid.
14 Ibid.
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Freedom will undercut itself unless there is a collective effort to
cope with its effects: to create and re-create stable social settings
– families and communities – that produce strong individuals and
provide them with seriously and interestingly different possibili-
ties.15

In saying this Walzer has outlined goals for the kind of education
that is consonant with Mordecai Nisan’s analysis of open commitment.
Through the creation of rich and compelling school communities, Jewish
education can help shape strong individuals, people of character who are
guided by serious commitments that do not exclude respect for those
who have chosen otherwise, people who, together with others employed
in their own projects, sustain the possibility of genuine pluralism.
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A Road to the Postmodern Palace
Michael Rosenak’s Theological Response

to the Postmodern Condition

Peter Ochs

Michael Rosenak’s Roads to the Palace1 is not only an inspiring lesson in
how to construct a complete theology of Jewish education. I have found
that, if its Jewish- and education-specific argument is deconstructed and
put back together again in more general terms, Roads to the Palace
reveals something more: a transcendental argument for the necessary
role of yirat shamayim in repairing the broken paideia of the postmodern
West – and of postmodern Judaism as it resides in the West. In these
brief comments I will suggest, first, how we can view this case of
transcendental argumentation as a prototype of modern western reasoning
in general. I will then re-describe postmodern reasoning as, in part,
an unfinished critique and, in part, an unresolved continuation of the
transcendental project. My central effort will be to re-describe Rosenak’s
theology of education as illustrating one powerful means of completing
this unfinished work of postmodern reasoning. This is a lot to do in a
few pages, but, as you will see, Jonathan Cohen has already done half of
the work for us.

But first, here is my overall and simplified account of the transcendental
project. For the medieval Scholastic philosophers, “transcendentals” are
the broadest conceptions or categories of being – such as “unity,” “truth,”
or “being” itself – transcending the limits of our finite perceptions. They
believed that our human capacity to understand the creation we inhabit
depended on our capacity to know these transcendentals. But how do we
come to know them? For the philosophers who helped shape modern

1 Michael Rosenak, Roads to the Palace: Jewish Texts and Teaching, Providence and
Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1995.
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western civilization – from the late Scholastics to Descartes to Leibniz
– the transcendentals are attributes of the world itself and we come to
recognize them through a process of philosophic reflection on the world
we perceive.

By “postmodern thinkers,” I mean, minimally, those who say that this
early modern vision, however hopeful sounding, was actually disastrous
in its consequences. They say that four elements contributed to its
disastrous consequences. First, it bred an intellectualism that severed
reasoning from action: making philosophic or other forms of reasoning
the only direct route to “being,” “truth” and all the other transcendentals.
This meant that “right action,” or behaving in accordance with ultimate
truth, is only a secondary consequence of “right reasoning.” For the
postmodern Jewish philosopher Emmanuel Levinas, this intellectualism
wholly reverses what the rabbinic sages took to be the order of moral
reasoning. As represented in the rabbinic reading of Exodus, naaseh
v’nishmah means that “doing precedes understanding”: that reasoning
is conditioned by the social context of our moral behavior and cannot,
therefore, set the conditions for this behavior. The postmodern thinkers
argue, secondly, that the modern vision breeds individualism, since the
reasoning it recommends is performed best by a few individual geniuses
and is understood universally only by individuals whose reasoning can
lead them to understand the conclusions reached by these geniuses.
Understanding and reasoning are, in this vision, not intrinsically social
acts, so that social relations and social behavior are, ultimately, instru-
ments rather than ends of individual reasoning. For Hermann Cohen,
the teacher of Levinas’ teacher Franz Rosenzweig, this is to subvert the
order of moral life. For Judaism’s prophetic tradition, moral life begins in
prophetic witness to the suffering of others and then engages philosophic
and scientific reasoning as a necessary instrument of compassionate
action, or the action that cares for the other’s suffering.

The postmodern thinkers argue, thirdly, that the modern vision breeds
an unhappy dialectic of dogmatism and skepticism. It breeds dogmatism,
because, for the genius who has a rational vision of “truth” or “being”
or “goodness,” there is no authority greater than this vision: the genius
cannot “see” an alternative. But it also breeds skepticism, because it
implies that humanity’s ability to comprehend the ultimate truths of its
existence rests on the narrow shoulders of a few western philosophers.
If one, two, or three of these philosophers fail in their efforts, then we
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have no reason to expect that all our complex and ancient traditions of
wisdom will suffice to save us. It is an all or nothing affair. Postmodern
critics argue, fourthly, that it is therefore not surprising that modern
western cultural history has been marked by great pendulum swings
of certainty and uncertainty, fanatical belief and nihilistic despair. Its
primary tendency has been to secularism, since it replaced belief in
complex traditions of wisdom (including religious wisdom) with belief
in philosophic (or some other rarified form of) reasoning about the
transcendentals. But the failings of philosophic reasoning also bred
movements of reactionary religiosity: not traditional religious wisdom,
but new forms of anti-rational orthodoxy that were as unique to modernity
as were their secular opposites.

The modern vision achieved both its most influential expression and
initial critique in the philosophy of Immanuel Kant. We need to take note
of Kant’s work, because Hermann Cohen was one of his greatest disciples
and because Cohen and his “postmodern” students also initiated contem-
porary Judaism’s critique and re- formulation of the Kantian project. The
profoundly influential argument of Kant’s philosophic critique was that
philosophers cannot, in fact, claim objectivity or universality for their
conceptions of the transcendentals. But, he added, this argument need
not lead us to skepticism. Although we humans cannot claim to have
secure knowledge of the transcendentals as attributes of the world as it
might be in itself, we can know them as the spectacles, we might say,
through which alone humans know the world. According to Kant, we
cannot directly perceive the transcendentals, since they are the means
through which we perceive – but there is a method to reason our way
to them – what Kant called the “transcendental method of reason (or
argumentation).” The method is to observe the judgments we make
about the world and then ask what we must have presupposed about the
world in order to make such judgments. When seeing one ball strike
another, for example, we might judge “the movement of the first ball
caused the second one to move,” even though we did not literally see the
causality itself (we simply saw the two movements, side by side). We
might conclude, therefore, that “causality” is one of the transcendental
categories through which we perceive actions in the world. In this way,
Kant redescribed all the classical transcendentals as necessary features of
the way humans know the world (rather than of the world itself). He used
the term “Understanding” (Verstand) to refer to our faculty of knowing
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(perceiving) the world and labeled the transcendentals “categories of our
Understanding.” Since we cannot perceive these transcendentals through
the Understanding, he concluded that there must be another faculty –
“Reason” (Vernunft) – through which we imagine and reflect on these
transcendentals. Through our activities of reasoning, we also discover
that Reason is guided by certain “regulative ideals” – the ideas of God,
(moral) freedom, and immortality. While these are essential features of
Reason, we cannot claim dogmatic knowledge of them, since we neither
perceive them by way of the Understanding nor rediscover them as
conditions of our knowing the world.

Cohen and his disciples appreciated Kant’s critical philosophy because
it offered a way out of modern dogmatism and skepticism: humans have
real knowledge of their own world of experience; they also know that
human knowledge is limited and that there is more to reality than
we know. For the founders of postmodern Judaism, Kant offered a
way to participate in modern European culture, with its sciences and
political ideals, while also leaving room for belief in what transcends
human knowledge – what, in fact, transcends the transcendentals! In
time, however, Cohen’s followers concluded that Kant’s answer did
not go far enough. While resolving the dialectic of dogmatism and
skepticism, it went only half way in resolving the problems of secularism,
intellectualism, and individualism. They were relatively satisfied with
Kant’s treatment of the Understanding, but not at all with his treatment of
“God, Moral Freedom, and Immortality” as ideals of Reason. To guard
against dogmatism, Kant argued that, unlike the transcendentals, the
ideals do not condition any specific actions in the world. This means, on
the one hand, that the ideals are observed only through rational reflection,
and, on the other hand, that individual humans are left to make their
own decisions about the concrete meanings of a life lived according to
the ideals. The claims of religious traditions are therefore true to the
ideals only to the extent that they can be warranted through philosophic
criticism. Even if (as will be suggested below) there may be ways of
identifying this standard with the standards of an indigenous rabbinic
“philosophy,” Cohen’s followers have concluded that Kant’s program will
have three unwanted practical consequences. For one, it will reinforce
modernity’s secularizing tendency, because Kantians will tend to identify
the ideals with their individual versions of the Enlightenment universals;
they will therefore tend, for example, to regard most of the details of
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rabbinic ethics as reducible to these universals. For two, it will reinforce
modernity’s intellectualizing tendency, because Kantians will tend to
value rational clarity more than they value the concrete wisdoms that
Jewish (and other) sages bring as moral counsel. Finally, it will reinforce
modern individualism, because rational clarity will appear to be an
attribute of individual reflection rather than of communal intercourse or
of study fellowships.

Readers of Roads to the Palace may be familiar with many thinkers
who have contributed to this postmodern critique of Kantianism: not
only the French deconstructors and the post-structuralists, but also
American pragmatists (not only Dewey and Rorty, but also rabbinic
students of Mordecai Kaplan and Max Kadushin), semioticians, process
thinkers, post-critical philosophers (like Polanyi), post-liberal Christian
theologians, and members of the Society of Textual Reasoning (the group
of postmodern Jewish philosophers and text scholars to which I belong).2

These thinkers portray the crisis of modernity in different ways, but all
of them share a dual relation to Kant’s effort. They approve of his effort
to resolve modern dualisms, but they complain that he failed to offer a
practical account of how we mediate between the practices of everyday
understanding and of ultimate belief. They argue that he ends up in
this muddle because he never criticizes the modern assumption that the
agent of both Reason and of Understanding is the individual reasoner, or
ego-cogito. They argue that every act of individual reasoning – including
Kant’s – ultimately imposes on the world an irresolvable distinction
between what is outside the self (or objective) and what is inside it
(subjective).

The various postmodernists and pragmatists and process thinkers
differ, however, on how they propose overcoming Kantian individualism,
intellectualism, and secularism. Fearing religious dogmatism, the French
postmodernists, for example, tend to propose a more thoroughgoing
secularism as the answer, not the problem. Also concerned about religious
oppression, process thinkers tend to favor social thinking, but only if it
is not tradition- or community-specific. The “textual reasoners” – Jewish
disciples of Rosenzweig and Levinas as well as of such rabbinic thinkers
as Max Kadushin – tend to divide (albeit in a friendly, or dialogic

2 The web-journal of The Society for Textual Reasoning. Co-edited by Steven Kepnes
and Shaul Magid, may be accessed at http://etext.lib.virginia.edu/journals/tr/.
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way) between those who favor something like this process strategy and
those who believe that rabbinic Judaism offers resources for a communal
discourse that need be neither dogmatic nor oppressive. The latter group
seeks to affirm Kant’s general approach to the Understanding, while also
relocating what Kant called the ideals within more regional discourses –
which, in their case, means within Judaism’s traditions of scriptural and
talmudic interpretation. By now, the textual reasoners believe they have
offered some helpful philosophic arguments for making this move. But
the next step is by far the most difficult: re-reading rabbinic discourse, in
detail, as the place where a Kantian could legitimately see the ideals of
God, Moral Freedom, and Immortality realized as guidelines for action
in the everyday world.

Particularly as re-introduced in Jonathan Cohen’s reading, Michael
Rosenak’s Roads to the Palace offers the clearest vision I have seen
of how to undertake this decisive step in reformulating Jewish thought
after the modern era. Although he does not use the terminology I
have reviewed here, I believe we may read Rosenak’s work as, in effect,
adopting the transcendental method as the appropriate means of repairing
the unhappy dialectics of the modern West. But his way of practicing it
suggests that this method need not belong originally to the modern West.
It may emerge, instead, from out of the specifically biblical tradition of
repairing human suffering that underlies all three Abrahamic traditions
of religious ethics and that is exemplified, for contemporary Jewish
thinkers, in the tradition of rabbinic religious-and-moral practice. In the
space of a brief response essay, I cannot show in detail how Rosenak’s
work repairs Kant’s transcendental method by re-attaching it to its
scriptural antecedents. But Cohen’s study of Rosenak provides just the
illustration we need for a brief introduction to Rosenak’s achievement.
The illustration centers on Rosenak’s use of the rabbinic value–concept
of yirat shamayim. And, in my reading, Rosenak’s treatment of this
value–concept should guide contemporary Judaism’s re-formulation of
the transcendental method.

Let me first offer a brief summary of what I take to be Rosenak’s
crucial argument, as it is interpreted by Cohen. It is that the problem of
modernity corresponds to the problem of an unhappy dialectic between
radical secularism and radical orthodoxy. This dialectic renders modern
Jewish secularism and modern Jewish religiosity equally problematic,
as it generates interminable dualisms within either pole of Jewish life.
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Rosenak resolves the dialectic not by doing away with difference or
argument within Judaism, but by transforming the unhappy dualisms
generated by both secularism and radical orthodoxy into what we might
call “constructive differences,” that is, the differences that animate
healthy dialogue rather than the differences that end dialogue. The
unhappy dialectic of modernity has antecedents in the unhappy dialectic
of rationalism and fideism that has continued throughout medieval and
modern Judaism. The Rambam’s intellectualism illustrates the rationalist
pull. For the intellectualist, for example, fear of divine punishment is
useful only as an instrument for religious training among the unen-
lightened; while, for enlightened Jewish leaders and thinkers, fear of
divine punishment must be replaced by love of God. This love draws the
individual to God the way that, for Aristotle, the beauty of ideas draws
the Active Intellect into its activity. For the Rambam, as for Aristotle,
knowledge of God means cognitive unity with the divine intellect. For
Rosenak, the fideistic alternative is to replace intellectual union with life
as lived according to the dictates of the canonical meaning of the Torah.
In this vision, the canonical meaning is, however, as detached from the
contingent or material realities of the everyday world as is Aristotle’s
Active Intellect.

Rosenak’s achievement is to reinterpret the classic practice of
midrashic interpretation as an alternative to Jewish rationalism or fideism.
As Cohen shows, moreover, Rosenak’s reinterpretation brings reason and
belief into constructive dialogue, as embodied in what he takes to be the
dialogic relations between some of the great voices in twentieth century
Jewish thought. Following both Buber and Fackenheim, Rosenak argues
that Midrash interprets Torah in light of the existential context of the
community of interpreters. In this way, Torah no longer stands outside of
time (as in the intellectualist or fideist alternatives) but enters into direct
relationship to the concrete life of the people Israel in some particular
socio-historical setting. Following Soloveitchik, however, Rosenak ar-
gues that Torah is never fully assimilated into the context of its reader’s
lives; the midrashist is also an agent of Scripture’s transforming force,
drawing the contemporary reader to some extent out of his or her context
into a relation with a divine will that demands as much as it gives. In
Soloveitchik’s terms, Midrash therefore offers only a “partial translation”
of Torah into the existential context of the community of readers.

Berakhot 33b presents the prime illustration of Rosenak’s theory of
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Midrash. Rabbi Hanina said “Everything is in the hands of heaven
except for the fear of heaven (yirat shamayim) [...]”. Three dimensions
of Rosenak’s reading of this Midrash contribute to Cohen’s portrait of
Rosenak’s overall achievement. First is the general form of Midrash
as a mode of Jewish reasoning. Like the Active Intellect in Rambam’s
theology, Midrash is a form of sophisticated reasoning rather than of
merely immediate action or belief. Like the bodily behavior of those who
simply “fear and obey God’s will,” however, Midrash both enacts and
gives rise to specific forms of religious behavior that can be experienced
by all Jews and not just by some intellectual elite. Midrash therefore
represents a third form of religious activity that is always both rational
and performative. It also always interrelates the eternal and the temporal
while remaining fully reducible to neither. Midrash represents the voice
of the eternal God (and thus the eternal Torah) as it speaks to the wholly
contingent context of the interpreter’s life.

The second dimension of Rosenak’s reading concerns the content of
this particular Midrash. For Rosenak, the Midrash suggests that yirat
shamayim is the greatest of all the Jewish virtues. In Cohen’s summary,
Rosenak suggests that the yire shamayim is one who, for example, lives
with a palpable sense of God’s immediate presence; who fears and
is responsible, ultimately, to God alone; who, while meek, pious, and
good natured, is also unafraid to challenge communal authority when
it fails to honor the divine presence. The third dimension derives from
the second a general lesson about the behavioral force of Midrash in
general. In Rosenak’s reading, Midrash interprets Scripture for the sake
of guiding and transforming human behavior within some particular
context of Jewish life. As Rosenak suggests in the introduction to Roads
to the Palace (p. xv), his general approach to Midrash parallels that of
Max Kadushin.3 Kadushin argues that each rabbinic Midrash delivers
a number of what he called “rabbinic value-concepts”: virtues of the
ideal human being (in this case, the ideal Jewish human being), as
these virtues are displayed in Scripture and as they should be enacted
in some particular context of Jewish communal life. Yirat shamayim
is therefore the fundamental value-concept in Rosenak’s theology of

3 The rabbinic pragmatist (d. 1980) who taught for many years at the Jewish Theolog-
ical Seminary of America. His most well known book is now republished as Max
Kadushin, The Rabbinic Mind, Binghamton: Global Publications, 2001.
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Jewish education. In the concluding pages of this essay, I will suggest
that “value-concepts” represent what Kant would call transcendental
“ideals of Reason,” except that, in Rosenak’s reading, these ideals would
also be inseparably linked to specific sets of what Kant would call
“transcendental categories.” My argument is that, while Rosenak does
not cite Kant explicitly, the effect of his study of yirat shamayim is
to show how the “Jewish ideals of reason” must always be linked to
specific “categories of Jewish understanding,” and to show that rabbinic
midrashim instruct the people Israel on how they are to link these two.
My argument may be reduced, at least by way of introduction, to the
following seven steps:

Step One: The first step is to imagine that, for Rosenak as for the
postmoderns, Kant’s transcendental method was partly helpful, partly
not. It was helpful as an attempt to overcome modernity’s unhappy
dialectic between rationalism and fideism or, therefore, between radical
secularism and radical orthodoxy. I believe Rosenak would agree with
Kant’s effort to find a place for both reason and faith without assimilating
one to the other. For Kant, the sphere of Understanding is also a sphere
of empirical intuition, since its categories organize our intuitions of sense
and perception; and the sphere of Reason is also a sphere of rational
imagination, since its ideals organize the way we imagine religious and
moral possibilities. Religious dogmatists reduce empirical intuition to
the sphere of imagination, insisting that we see the world only through
“Jewish eyes” (or Jewish imagination). They argue as if we could, or at
least should, refer to the various things of this world in strictly Scriptural
or rabbinic terms: so that we would always see the sun, for example,
as what was created on the third day, or that stood still over Joshua, or
that which, when it sets, marks the new day. Secular dogmatists reduce
imagination to the sphere of empirical intuition, insisting that the ideals
of reason or the doctrines of religion are simply other ways of stating
what we already know on the basis of empirical observation alone. They
argue as if “nature” is what it is: the sun is simply the sun that we
experience and that natural scientists come to know more precisely; the
Genesis account offers metaphors for Jewish attitudes toward the sun,
and the Halakhah offers a portrait of how some Jews have tended to
act in relation to the sun. By separating the spheres of Understanding
and Reason, Kant offered a successful defense against either of these
reductions. At the same time, however, Kant failed to offer an adequate
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account of how the two spheres are linked in practice.4 This is where
Rosenak’s work makes its major contribution.

Step Two: Let us now make a “partial translation” of Rosenak’s study
of yirat shamayim into Kant’s modern terminology. For Rosenak, yirat
shamayim is the prototype of that third something that brings the domain
of Reason always into intimate relation with the realm of Understanding,
and the absence of which breaks this relation and divides Reason and
Understanding into an unhappy dialectic. In rabbinic terminology, the
“Reason” half of this relation is Torah as God’s spoken word to the people
Israel, and the “Understanding” half is the way that word is received in
a given community of Israel, within its existential – or socio-historical –
context. The third that binds Torah to the community of interpreters is
what we may label the “midrashic judgment.” Kadushin’s more technical
work offers a model for analyzing any particular midrashic judgment
into two parts that correspond to what we usually call the “subject”
and “predicate” of a judgment – where the predicate introduces some
value (or other kind of meaning) that the judgment attaches to some
subject (some thing or person in the world). Kadushin argues that
each Midrash illustrates what some set of rabbinic virtues, or what
he calls “value concepts,” should look like when they are enacted in
some specific context of life. In other words, each Midrash delivers a
midrashic judgment that predicates some set of rabbinic value concepts
(such as gemilut hasadim or ahavat yisrael) of some subjects in the world
(such as “members of a chevra kadisha,” or “those who work in Jewish
education!”).5

Rosenak’s study of Berakhot 33b complement’s Kadushin’s model

4 Students of Kant would direct us to his Third Critique, the Critique of Judgment, as
the place in which he provides this link, in his study of our aesthetic and teleological
judgments. Indeed, Kant’s appreciative critics all redirect their concerns to this Third
Critique, which they find promising, but still in need of the sorts of reforms that
they offer (whether by way of Hegelianism, phenomenology, postmodernism and so
on). In a more exhaustive essay, I would, in fact, suggest that Rosenak’s study of
yirat shamayim introduces a model of “religious judgments,” that link aesthetic and
teleological judgments to specific domains of everyday behavior and to the concepts
of Understanding that accompany these domains.

5 See “The Category of Significance – Haggadah,” in Max Kadushin, The Rabbinic
Mind, pp. 107–121. For more detailed analyses of Kadushin’s theory in terms
of propositional logic, see P. Ochs, “Max Kadushin as Rabbinic Pragmatist,” in
idem (ed.), Understanding the Rabbinic Mind, Atlanta: Scholars Press for South
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beautifully. First, Rosenak isolates a particular Midrash as a judgment,
that is, as an act of interpreting something as applied to something else.
The two “somethings” are Torah (here, the Scriptural verse, “What does
the Lord your God ask of you but to fear...” Deut 10:12) and the way that
a community of Jews understands its world at a given time in history. It
does not matter which something is placed first or second: Torah guides
life in that community, and the existential life of that community defines
the context for knowing Torah in that day and age. In other words,
Torah and the community’s actual life share in a dialogic relation: Jewish
Reason (Torah) and Jewish Understanding (the life of a given community)
are mutually dependent. This does not mean that the two are equivalent.
There is, for example, a temporal asymmetry between the two: Torah
speaks eternally, while each community speaks only for itself. The form
of the midrashic judgment displays that asymmetry. The value-concept
yirat shamayim is an eternal attribute of God’s presence in our earthly
life, while the members of each community of Jews represent the specific
subjects who, in each day and age, should acquire that attribute as an
attribute of their own behavior – that is, as a virtue of action and of
personality in this world. By itself, however, the divine attribute does not
– cannot! – disclose how it will appear on earth. The yire shamayim may
have generalizable characteristics (being “meek, pious, and good natured
[...]”), but we cannot tell what these characteristics will mean until we
consider how they would be “partially translated” into the behaviors of
given individuals in a given community. This is the point of Rosenak’s
balancing the existentialism of Buber–Fackenheim with the caution of
Soloveitchik: Torah cannot speak until it is assimilated into some actual
life on earth, but it is never fully assimilated into that life.6

Florida Studies in the History of Judaism, 1990, pp. 165–196; and idem “Rabbinic
Semiotics,” The American Journal of Semiotics 10 (1993), pp. 35–66.

6 As we will suggest below, Rosenak allows for an asymmetrical form of dialogue
between the Torah and its interpreter. While Buber has popularized the notion of
symmetrical dialogue, Jewish tradition has in fact devoted as much or more attention
to asymmetrical forms of dialogue: prototypical is the dialogue between God and
Israel, but there are also asymmetrical dialogues (or conversations) between teacher
and student, or elder and non-elder. The many disciples of Emmanuel Levinas have
now popularized his argument that one’s ethical relation to the other should be
asymmetrical: where one puts the other’s needs ahead of one’s self-concern.



Peter Ochs28

In Kantian terms, this means that rabbinic value-concepts represent
ideals of Jewish Reason and that these ideals have no clear definition
until they are observed in the midrashic judgments made by members
of a given community of Jews, who are guided by the historically
specific categories of a community of Jewish Understanding. Midrashic
judgments are actual events in the life of Israel’s relation to God and
Torah: that is to say, they cannot be rendered once-and-for-all – either
through formal judgments of Reason or through concrete judgments of
Understanding. Rosenak thereby prohibits the two forms of dogmatism
in modern Judaism. He prohibits the religious dogmatism that claims to
offer eternal judgments on behalf of either divine intellect or the texts
of Torah and the rules of Halakhah. And he prohibits the secular or
empirical dogmatism that concludes, thereby, that we lack eternal values
and must therefore construct new values for every new context of life.
Each of these dogmatisms confuses the status and logic of judgments
with the status and logic of the separable subjects and predicates of
judgments. The meaning of Torah for the midrashist is that the predicates
of our value judgments are eternal, but that the judgments themselves
emerge only in specific, existential contexts. The secularist is therefore
right (with Buber and Fackenheim) to prohibit eternal judgments of
value, but wrong (with Kaplan) to imagine we lack eternal predicates.
The religious dogmatist is right to identify these predicates with Torah in
its halakhic as well as theological voice, but wrong (with T. Wolf or, in
this sense, with Rambam) to imagine that the predicates can be defined
independently of empirically contingent subjects.

Step Three: How then should we characterize the mediating “third”
– tertium quid – that binds Jewish Reason and Jewish Understanding?
It is midrashic judgment or, otherwise stated, Torah as interpreted in
midrashic judgments and in the behavioral judgments that accompany
them. By writing a Critique of Judgment, Kant showed the necessity
of adopting some doctrine of judgment as a mediating third between
Understanding and Reason, but his doctrine falls short of what the rabbis
achieve in the practice of Midrash. The midrashist shows how the ideals
of Jewish Reason (that is, of Torah) acquire meaning as predicates of
normative judgments in the lived Jewish community.

Roads to the Palace exhibits, for example, the kinds of behavioral
judgment that Jewish educators would make today if they were guided
by the ideal (or value concept) of yirat shamayim. When he delineates
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the characteristics of a yire shamayim – such as fearing and owing
responsibility to God alone – Rosenak is, in effect, surveying the
personality traits of those whose judgments are guided by that ideal.
More specific and concrete traits may be observed when this ideal is
enacted within the context of contemporary educational practice: such
as respecting a time-independent sphere of value while also attending to
each new context of learning as a context for disclosing new meanings
of each value. The general lesson is that normative traits are visible only
in actual contexts of behavior, which means within what Kant would
consider some world of experience: such as a community of rabbinic
practice, a modern community of Jewish educators, and so on. It is for
this reason that normative traits are inseparable from what Kant called
categories of understanding, and it is in this way that Rosenak’s theory
of midrashic judgments reforms Kant transcendental method. The ideals
of Jewish Reason are definable only in terms of the personality traits to
which they give rise, and these traits are inseparable from the existential
contexts that would support them.

Step Four is, in terms of the Kantian project, to indicate the limits of
midrashic judgment, as Rosenak formulates it. The domain of midrashic
judgment is bounded, on one side, by Reason, redescribed in rabbinic
discourse as the uninterpreted Divine Word, or Torah. Rosenak’s reform
implies, for one, that there are no “pure” judgments of Reason, which
means no rabbinic authority can claim to offer a pure judgment of
Torah; all claims are marked by existential contexts. But the domain
of judgment is also bounded, on the other side, by Understanding,
redescribed as the world of experience and practice with respect to
which Torah is interpreted. Rosenak’s reform implies, on this side, that
there are no “purely local” judgments, which means that every midrashic
judgment also displays something generalizable, or relevant to more than
one context of judgment. While we cannot identify the generality of
some judgment a priori, we may always assume that the value judgment
we have made in a particular context may also teach us something useful
for understanding our value judgments in a different context. Always in-
between Reason and Understanding, our value- or midrashic-judgments
are always somewhat general and somewhat particular.

Step Five is to show how Rosenak’s midrashic model could conceiv-
ably repair the modern tendencies to dualism and individualism that still
persist in the Kantian project. In a chapter of Roads to the Palace that
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we have not yet considered, “Why Angels Need no Torah,” Rosenak
teaches that it is dangerous for us both to reason according to the extreme
dichotomies of modernity and to try to remove these dichotomies from
our reasoning altogether. The first danger is to treat each of our ultimate
values as logical contraries of some other ultimate value: as if we were
forced to choose, for example, between commitment to Torah or to
natural wisdom; to eternal truth or local experience. To think this way, he
suggests, is to treat each value as if it were the “inclinational opposite” of
some evil tendency that, in fact, influences us. A second danger is to avoid
commitment to the objectivity of any value, as if all values expressed
only the needs of particular times or the demands of a particular interest
group. This relativistic position represents simply the logical contrary
of “inclinational opposition” and, thus, simply a more subtle form of
modern dualism. Rosenak teaches that the only reliable alternative to
either danger is to affirm what he calls “valuative opposition,” in which
each value is affirmed as a competing and thus complementary good.
“Peace may throw Truth to the ground,” but each is a good, as are Torah
and natural wisdom.

By way of midrashic judgment, as we noted earlier, each of these
values enters into dialogue with the other, but asymmetrically: no Torah
without wisdom and no wisdom without Torah, but Torah comes first in
this relationship. Our various pairs of values have arrows in them: they
define a movement from particularity to universality, from communal
practice to an individual’s theory about the rationality of that practice,
from God’s word to the context of our lives.

Step Six is to explain why this dialogue of values must be asymmetrical.
The reason is symbolized by Rosenak’s attention to yirat shamayim as
the primary value-concept. For the yire shamayim, fear is transformed
into love, but fear comes first for the same reason that obedience to
God precedes knowledge of how to live a godly life in this mundane
world. Both the dialogue of values and the judgment of values must
be initiated by the only one who we may say is the ultimate agent of
values: the God who creates worlds of experience and reveals Torah.
To preserve at least this much of the Enlightenment project, Kant shied
away from this conclusion and granted human reasoning its own ultimate
agency. But this meant, ultimately, to identify humanity as the context
of its own reasoning – humanity knowing itself – and self-reference was
precisely the wrong model for the mediating third that brings values
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into dialogic relation with everyday existence. To avoid Kant’s notion
of humanity’s self-referential agency, we must therefore choose between
two alternatives: either no agency at all (and the danger of postmodern
relativism or nihilism), or divine agency. Rosenak’s model of midrashic
judgment reintroduces discussion of God’s word as the more rational
alternative to either dogmatic or relativising approaches to value theory.

Step Seven is to offer an overall warrant for this theory of midrashic
method: why would we want to reform Kant’s transcendental method
in this way and what kind of thinker should be concerned to offer the
reform? To answer this question, we must return to our initial claim: as
read by Cohen, Rosenak’s midrashic method is itself a transcendental
method. This means that Rosenak can discover a warrant for his inquiry
only in the process of enacting it, since this warrant is nothing other than
the set of rational conditions that make his inquiry possible. There is
no purely rational or purely empirical way to identify these conditions,
since, according to Rosenak’s inquiry itself, there is no warrant for
offering dogmatic claims of pure Reason or pure Understanding, but
only for offering fallible judgments that suggest how to disclose the
ideals of Reason within the empirical context of Understanding. To find
a warrant for his inquiry, Rosenak therefore has to risk this kind judgment,
generating the series of claims to which Cohen has already drawn our
attention: that midrashic judgment mediates Reason and Understanding,
that rabbinic value concepts are the predicates of these judgments, and
that yirat shamayim is the greatest value concept. This is to suggest, I
believe, that the subject of Rosenak’s study is also its warrant: that he
works, in the end, in service to the virtue of yirat shamayim, which he
applies here as a means of reasoning about, and repairing, the unhappy
divide he observes between contemporary Jewish Reason (Torah) and
Jewish Understanding, which, in this case, refers to Jewish educational
theory. His work is not about Kant, per se; but the divide between Torah
and Jewish educational theory is a symptom of the way Jewish academics
have absorbed into their work both the resources and major crises of
western modernity. While accepting the modern West as the context for
Jewish educational theory, Rosenak has shown that, unless it is practiced
out of yirat shamayim, this theory will fall prey to the dogmatism,
dualism, secularism, and individualism that accompany modern western
culture.





A Response to Asher Shkedi’s ‰˙ÈÎ· ˙Â„‰È‰ ÈÎ¯Ú

Joseph Lukinsky

Asher Shkedi’s important paper presents the implications of his re-
search on teacher narratives stressing the role of the teacher, so often
overlooked in curriculum development. He shows the teacher’s role
to be even more dominant than we had thought; one might respond
to Shkedi’s presentation with a sense of helplessness about curriculum
implementation altogether. If indeed the teacher factor is so weighty,
and if every teacher is virtually teaching a different curriculum, deriving
from the personal perspective through which the teacher consumes and
presents the designated curriculum, then the idea of a shared product
seems out of reach. Shkedi himself mitigates this kind of despair, and
here I will engage the same problem in the context of his critique of the
Teaching Jewish Values1 curriculum in which Rosenak played such an
vital role and which is the crux of Shkedi’s research.

Mike Rosenak and I share a love of the Parashat Hashavuah and are
interested in how it frames Jewish consciousness in a given week. We
both believe that there is always something instructive in the parashah
for the task at hand.

This week’s parashah is Í˙ÂÏÚ‰· not ‡˘ as in the Galut, which
celebrated the second day of Shavuot on Shabbat this year and fell
behind you for a while. (Israelis and American Jews are not always on
the same parashah, but we always come together eventually.)

Rashi questions the opening of the parashah (Num 8:2). Why Í˙ÂÏÚ‰·?
[The text could, for example, have used a more apropos word such as
Í˜ÈÏ„‰·.]

1 Michael Rosenak, Teaching Jewish Values: A Conceptual Guide, Jerusalem: The
Melton Centre for Jewish Education in the Diaspora, 1986.
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ÔÂ˘Ï ,Í˙ÂÏÚ‰· ·Â˙Î ,‰ÏÂÚ ·‰Ï‰˘ Ì˘ ÏÚ (È"˘¯) [...] Í˙ÂÏÚ‰·
.‰ÈÏ‡Ó ‰ÏÂÚ ˙·‰Ï˘ ‡‰˙˘ „Ú ˜ÈÏ„‰Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ˘ ,‰ÈÈÏÚ

Rashi’s comment is a segue to Asher Shkedi’s paper. Lighting candles
in a Menorah, as good teaching, starts with a small, fragile flame; if
successful, a process is started that leads to a steady, sustaining blaze. I
am alluding here to Rosenak’s idea of partial translation implicit2 in the
Teaching Jewish Values curriculum for which he was the philosopher and
curriculum theorist, and which has been implemented by Asher Shkedi
and by teachers worldwide. Reflecting on its problematic will, I think,
help us understand Shkedi’s paper, so I will expand upon it briefly here.

As background: Mike Rosenak brought an important idea into Jewish
Education in the Teaching Jewish Values curriculum, this being the
distinction between the safah and safrut, (˙Â¯ÙÒ/‰Ù˘) the “language”
and the “literature” of a field. The terms are used in a stipulative sense,
sometimes a source of confusion for both Rosenak and Shkedi to the
extent that they depart from the conventional meaning of the words.
While Shkedi’s statement about the curriculum relates to the concept of
“partial translation,” it rests, in the long run, on a more basic distinction
deriving originally from the thought of Michael Oakeshott and R. S.
Peters.3

Peters (following Oakeshott) articulates the distinction as:

[that] between the “language” of poetic imagination and a poem
or novel; or between the “language” or manners of thinking of
a scientist and a textbook of geology or what may be called the
current state of our geological knowledge [...]. In such languages
are implicit various canons, or what I call rules of procedure,

2 Implicit because, as far as I can see, the term itself is not used in Teaching Jewish
Values, but appears in Rosenak’s later work. See Teaching Jewish Values, p. 74.

3 Richard S. Peters, “Reason and Habit: The Paradox of Moral Education,” reprinted in
Israel Scheffler (ed.), Philosophy and Education: Modern Readings, 2nd ed., Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 1966, pp. 245–62. Originally in William R. Niblett (ed.), Moral
Education in a Changing Society, London, Faber and Faber, 1963. See Michael
Oakeshott, “The Tower of Babel,” in Rationalism in Politics, 46, London: Methuen,
1962. The distinction is pervasive in many of Michael Rosenak’s writings. See
especially his Commandments and Concerns: Jewish Religious Education in Secular
Society, Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1987; and Roads to the Palace:
Jewish Texts and Teaching, Providence and London: Berghahn, 1995.
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which permit the criticism, evaluation, and development of the
“literature.” The business of moral education consists largely in
initiating people into the “language” so that they can use it in an
autonomous manner. This is done largely by introducing them to
the “literature.”4

The language of a field, or of a subject or a topic in it, and the like,
expresses “how” the field and its best representatives think, inquire, and
work and portrays the most authentic perspectives of the endeavor as a
whole.

The literature consists of the varied historical representations of
the language, the texts, stories, and formats, such as liturgies, cases,
reported experiences, and other contents in which the language has been
embedded. Someone who has learned the language of a field, moreover,
will be able to use it to create new authentic literature in it.5

The goal, therefore, is to teach the language, but this can only be
accomplished through the medium of the literature, the source of the
famous Peters’ paradox: the access, to the language is only through the
literature, but if the negotiation of this path, tortuous as it may be, is not
guided by the language, the student may be prevented by this very fact
from reaching the ultimate goal, the learning of the language.6

There are some important issues here. What does it mean to “know”
the “language” of a field at various developmental stages? How does
the language guide the inquiry, especially in the early stages? Thus, for
Peters, the paradox of moral education, which can be applied to education

4 Peters, relating to Oakeshott (in Scheffler, op. cit.), p. 252.
5 Shkedi, and sometimes Rosenak, seem to use the concept of “literature” somewhat

differently from Peters. Shkedi, for example, extends it to manifestations of teaching
which reflect different, even incorrect, understandings of the ‘language.’ This issue
is beyond our scope here.

6 To what is Peters responding? Why is Rosenak drawn to Peters’ formulation of
what is basically an Aristotelian position in ethics? My guess is that it resonates
for him with views of ÚÓ˘Â ‰˘Ú the relation between action, thought and emotion
in traditional Jewish sources. In education, it is also a tool for mediating between
behaviorist and super-ego models that stress inculcation of specific behaviors and
values on the one hand, and fear of indoctrination on the other. It also addresses
the tension between classical cognitive approaches and those which reflect radical
child-centered learning, such as Rouseseauian and “Summerhillian” (A. S. Neill)
modes of learning.
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in general.77 Briefly, children are introduced to moral behavior before
they understand its rationale fully.88 This is necessary, but, if they are
not introduced to the behavior with sensitivity to the underlying safah or
rationale, they may be prevented from reaching it at all.

The paradox then is that the means that is absolutely necessary for
getting to the language (i.e., the literature) is potentially the instrument
that will prevent us from getting there! To parody a well-known Talmudic
saying: ¯Ò‡˘ ‰Ù‰ ‡Â‰ ¯È˙‰˘ ‰Ù‰.

There may be many languages in a field, and differences between its
theoreticians, practitioners and advocates as to what that language is,
with the natural sciences, for example, having generally more agreement,
and the social sciences and humanities more diversity.

In the field of Jewish studies there are many languages as Rosenak
has pointed out in many places.99 Also, from a critical perspective, the
languages of different literatures (for example, Bible and Rabbinics) may
partly overlap, but at the same time, be different or even contradict one
another.

This is what was at stake in the curricular movement called “Structure
of the Disciplines.”10 In the Teaching Jewish Values curriculum, Rosenak
deals with different possible languages for teaching Jewish values.11

He seems to be saying that the religious halachic view is the most
authentic, but he surprises by rejecting it for the Teaching Jewish Values
curriculum on grounds that, despite its authenticity, it will not speak
to uncommitted students, nor be relevant to them; he opts, instead, to

7 7 A special issue for a text-centered enterprise like Jewish education relates to the
overlap between the language and the literature, to the extent that the canonical texts
are more than vehicles for conveying the language of Judaism. They are in some
respects central to the very concept of the language! But that issue is peripheral to
our interest here, though central to Rosenak’s thought on the topic.

8 8 Cf. Peters, op. cit. This is an Aristotelian argument from his Nichomachean Ethics.
9 9 See Teaching Jewish Values (above, n. 1), esp. pp. 63–80 and other places in

Rosenak’s other writings. See above, n. 2.
10 See Jerome Bruner, The Process of Education, Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University

Press, 1960; Joseph J. Schwab, “Education and the Structure of the Disciplines,”
and other essays in Ian Westbury and Neil J. Wilkof (eds.), Science, Curriculum,
and Liberal Education, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1978; and Joseph
Lukinsky, “Structure in Educational Theory,” Educational Philosophy and Theory 2
(1970), pp. 15–31; 3 (1971), pp. 29–36.

11 See above, n. 9.
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proffer a “partial translation,” a dimension of what Shkedi refers to as
the “Values-Dialogical approach.”

What this means in Rosenak’s thought is that, once motivated to begin
the inquiry or deliberation, the students can be led into its depths through
the dialogical process. After an attractive and acceptable beginning,
the dialogic process takes over, leading ultimately to understanding the
authentic Jewish safah in greater depth. He starts with a relatively small
but solid flame, and finds a way to make it grow.

The dialogic aspect is crucial to the ideological argument embedded in
partial translation. Partial translation tries to view ideas characteristic of
the historic Jewish religious tradition in universal terms, not for their own
sake but as the beginning of a process. Through the ensuing dialogue,
participants get drawn into the depths of the topic. In this sense, to
quote the well-known insight of Marshall McLuhan: “the medium is the
message.”

I will expand a bit more on aspects of partial translation which are
implicit in Shkedi’s critique and relevant to his discussion of the safah-
safrut tension in Rosenak’s work.

There is a relationship between Rosenak’s idea of partial translation
for “uncommitted youth (·ÈÂÁÓ È˙Ï· ¯ÚÂ),”12 and Peters’ treatment of
the concept of “worthwhile activities.” In Peters’ essay, “Worthwhile
Activities,”13 education initiates students into worthwhile activities. This
is what education is all about. The goal is always to teach what is
important to us, what we care the most about, “science, mathematics,
history, art, cooking, and carpentry, not bingo, bridge and billiards.”14

Not that these latter are frowned upon; it’s just that, since curriculum
necessarily involves choices, we normally would choose the former as
being more “worthwhile.” The time available would dictate that some
activities be chosen over others as being more worthwhile for the overall
purposes of education.

Whatever the latter, the goal is to be “inside,” and to help the student
get inside, activities that are intrinsically worthwhile. From the inside
perspective, a person loves these activities, or at least recognizes their

12 See Teaching Jewish Values and Roads to the Palace.
13 In Richard S. Peters, Ethics and Education, Atlanta: Scott, Foresman, 1967.
14 Ibid., p. 71.
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worthwhileness and that which makes them so. When one is inside, one
doesn’t have to explain and justify these activities to oneself.

On the other hand, from an educational viewpoint, there is often a
need for external explanations, especially when advocating the activity
to those who stand outside them. For a clarifying analogy, take golf (not
to imply that golf is necessarily a “worthwhile activity” to be promoted
for the curriculum, though that is not ruled out; other examples might
work equally well here). “It’s healthy for you,” “it feels good to go
walking on the grass,” “to get the sunshine on a nice day,” “it’s good for
the heart,” “it’s a fascinating game,” “you’ll like the competition.” All
of these justifications might be used. To interest someone in an activity,
you might use external reasons of this sort, giving those which apply
to universal human concerns such as health, pleasure, excitement or
interest; but, once the person is inside, you don’t need those reasons, or
their like, anymore.

In Rosenak’s case, the goal of partial translation is to formulate the
underlying “language” (safah) of Judaism, a particular Jewish field, or
a separate concept or value in such a way that it will be attractive,
from the perspective of its universal quality, to noar bilti m’huyav
who stand outside it, without totally corrupting it. This remains a
tension. Once attracted by the universal point of view, they begin to
see the complications, the intriguing sides of myriad questions raised in
particularistic Jewish texts that explore the topic. They see those aspects
of the issue which reflect a more nuanced “Jewish” point of view.

The process, in sum: to find the “universal,” to attract the students
and get them “inside”; then, to expose them to the particularities and
complexities of the Jewish versions and texts that unfold this universal.
There is more to it, but this will serve to make the point for our purposes,
and to help us understand Shkedi’s critique.

An example: Halakhah. For Rosenak,

The language of Halacha (sic) while central in Jewish tradition
and classically assumed to be the path of initiation into Jewish life,
depends on faith assumptions and communal loyalties that are not
part of the lives of most modern Jews. Thus, trying to teach Judaism
through the language of Halacha is likely to engender the conflict
between authenticity and relevance.[...] True, it may be argued that,
theologically, teaching Halacha is the most legitimate approach. J.
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V. [the initials of a character (Jewish Values) in Rosenak’s fictional
dialogue, reflecting Rosenak’s own view (J.L.)] has, however, given
a conclusive answer to those who would adopt this approach but
refuse to limit their teaching to those already identifying themselves
as observant. Teaching what is theologically proper in a context in
which it is incomprehensible is not teaching.15

Therefore, Rosenak moves to “partial translation” of the idea of halakhah.
What might it be? Simplifying here, one formulation might be that it is
the “translation of principles and ideals to action to life.”16 This makes
sense to anyone, religious or not. Halakhah is not just a theoretical
concept, hanging in the air. We try to make our ideals real, to bring them
into existence in our lives. This is the attractive, universal aspect of study
that Mike is emphasizing. The laws of Shabbat try to embody and enact
the concepts and ideas of Shabbat in practice, to offer one illustration.
Then, what are some of these ideas? Once the students accept the basic
universal principle, their curiosity about it may lead them further to the
details. Then comes the “dialogical” aspect.

Once attracted to the basic idea a complication arises: should we violate
Shabbat laws to save a human life? Are there other conditions when the
law ought to be transgressed? ˘Ù ÁÂ˜ÈÙ, the saving and preservation of
human life, is basic to Jewish thought, an expression of the idea that
human life is of ultimate significance and preciousness. ‰ÁÂ„ ˘Ù ÁÂ˜ÈÙ
˙·˘. Saving a life overrides Shabbat laws. A clash of values is therefore
resolved in favor of preserving human life. On the other hand, there are
times when one gives up or risks life; under which conditions? More
texts are brought in; students are immersed in them. They begin to see
all kinds of issues. It gets very complicated, but fascinating too.17

15 Teaching Jewish Values, op. cit., p. 76
16 Rosenak’s formulation: “The language of the value-ideas approach suggests that

ceremonies reflect and concretize a world-view, that rituals are metaphors of action,
that beliefs are principled statements of world-view which serve as bases for
discussion and controversy.” Teaching Jewish Values, ibid., p. 78. A related example:
“For example, the classic belief in the revelation of the Torah establishes the authority
of the Torah and posits that our moral understanding and norms originate outside of
social convention.” Ibid.

17 See also Rosenak’s chapter on Yirat Shamaim in Roads to the Palace, section 3, pp.
91–146. First, the universal human situation; then the complications of the Jewish
version that Rosenak brings to the dialogue. J. V. (in Teaching Jewish Values) is
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I would like to discuss a recent personal example of applying Mike’s
method of “partial translation.” Recently, I had the opportunity to direct
a bibliodrama18 in a psychodrama-training program in which I have been
participating. The text which I chose to work on was the book of Jonah.19

The book of Jonah itself has a universal message, but the people in the
group had little background. They did not know much more than that it
is a story about a man swallowed by a whale.

Immediately, as we started by telling the story, my colleagues had a
problem which stood in the way. They were hung up on the question of
“would God destroy a whole group of innocent sailors just to constrain
Jonah to go on this mission?” How cruel that would be! If Jonah didn’t
go on the mission would God really let the boat sink into the sea? They
started obsessing on this question. We were in danger of having the
whole evening sink into the sea if I couldn’t get past this point.

I realized it had to be “translated” à la Rosenak: A man is called to a
task. All of us can appreciate situations where someone has a task that has
to be done, that only can be performed by that person, something “I have
to do.” Jonah too, in his depths, knows he should go, that he is obligated
to go on this mission, but he tries to escape from that compelling sense
of obligation, even as he knows that only he can fulfill it. The storm, the
ship, the fish can all be seen as attempts to make this point, but he runs
away.

Mike Rosenak. (M is Mike in Roads.) Yirat Ha-Shamayim is translated into universal
terms. At first glance, “Oy.” What could Mike possibly do with Yirat Shamayim? It’s
such a Jewish topic, and so religious to boot! Then, after you get past the “partial
translation,” you begin to see what he is doing with it. Following Fackenheim,
Rosenak notes that the situation in which we find ourselves is basic. Everyone can
identify with it: we didn’t ask to be born; our parents, our genes, the place or the
time, none of these are chosen by us. That’s the universal starting point, but within
that frame, we have an obligation to make choices, ultimately independent of social
pressure, what other people think, physical limitations, and personal unfair advantage
to the extent possible. That’s the “partial” translation. One can see the complications
that might arise in the course of developing it dialogically!

18 Bibliodrama is a Psychodrama spin-off used as an exegetical tool as well as in
psychotherapy. See Peter A. Pitzele, Scripture Windows: Toward a Practice of
Bibliodrama, Portland, Or.: Alef Design Group, 1998.

19 Jonah is the text of one of the Teaching Jewish Values units. Rosenak describes it in
Teaching Jewish Values. Here I develop the point in a different and personal context.
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This is a universal experience, reflecting the value of the uniqueness
of each person and the contextual norms that situations often impose
upon each of us. Anyone can identify with this. It is the “existential
paradigm.” This made sense to the group of bibliodramatic players that
I was directing, and we were enabled to get on with our task. Once they
accepted this basic premise, the “partial translation,” if you will, the
group was able to proceed to other questions pivotal to the book of Jonah
and which represented a more intricate Jewish development of the text.

The Midrash tries to get into Jonah’s thinking. Why is he running
away? What are his arguments? He raises the issue of the sincerity of
the Ninevites, i.e., do they really mean it? God desires their return. He’s
willing to take a chance, even if He Himself “knows” they are not sincere.
What is the text trying to teach us? The stress here is on a new idea,
Teshuva without punishment. Jonah is on the cusp of the idea of Teshuva
without the necessity of punishment. But Jonah is angry. He doesn’t want
the Ninevites to do Teshuva. He resists the new idea.

Why is the Book of Jonah read on Yom Kippur at Minha? All of
us are to identify with Jonah. We’re also sitting on that hill at Minha
time, waiting to see if we really are going to do Teshuva. The book ends
without a resolution, open-ended and appropriate for Yom Kippur, where
the ultimate meaning of the day depends upon how each of us follows
through.20

I turn now to Shkedi’s analysis of Rosenak’s concept in practice.
Used widely and intensively, the approach has, according to Shkedi,

taken off on its own, far from the involvement of the original curriculum
writers and, mostly, from ongoing supervision by those who understood
its original premises. This becomes a problem for the Jewish Values
curriculum as it would for any curriculum. Though the results and
responses to the curriculum are generally positive, Shkedi reports21 that
while the ˙Â„‰È ÈÎ¯Ú, the Jewish values, advocated by the Teaching
Jewish Values curriculum, seem to be communicated (the teachers in

20 On Yom Kippur the Rabbis add a brief selection from Micah, an attempt to bring
some resolution to the issue. In any case, it is an example of “partial translation,” in
the spirit of Peters’ concept of “worthwhile activities.”

21 He knows this from his own research on teacher narrative, inferring it from the way
teachers talk about what they do with the curriculum and how they understand it.
See bibliographical citations to Shkedi’s research in his paper.
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85% majority agree with the values presented), the dialogic aspect
which the curriculum promotes, is not; they don’t include dialogue,
or at least the kind of dialogue advocated by Rosenak, in their view
of Jewish teaching! By “dialogue” here, Shkedi apparently refers to the
developmental process described earlier, after the students are introduced
to the topics of the curriculum through “partial translation.” What is the
reason for this disparity?

Also, and here is Shkedi’s innovation, teachers have an additional
language that needs to be taken into account, the ÌÈ¯ÂÓ‰ ˙Ù˘, the
“language of pedagogy.” It may often, even usually, be overlooked.

This language of pedagogy has two aspects according to Shkedi, the
‰˘Â„˜ ‰Ù˘, the more theoretical and academic understanding which
teachers consciously and intentionally cultivate, and the ˙È„ÂÒ ‰Ù˘, the
understanding that actually undergirds their teaching, which may or may
not be conscious and articulated. It is what teachers do when they close
the doors and begin to teach their students. These two safot, in Shkedi’s
view, are not taken into account and need to be, especially the latter.

We’ve known for a long time that the role of teachers is critical in
curriculum development. One example is Sarason’s classic treatment of
the New Math.22 Experts convey the new content to the teachers. They
get frightened or intimidated by this and eventually turn the “New” Math
into the Old Math. They never achieved the new safah of mathematics
that the New Math was intended to represent. Professor Ralph Tyler once
told us at a conference at the Jewish Theological Seminary that the New
Math, for the most part, turned out to be the “Old Math with new books.”
So, for a long time now we have been aware of the need to include the
teachers in curriculum deliberation.

After reading Asher Shkedi’s paper, I realized that Schwab himself,
great as he was and correct as he was, seems to have missed something in
his pioneering work on curriculum, which Asher Shkedi in his research
illuminates. In his earlier works,23 when Prof. Schwab talked about
including teachers in the curriculum process, it was largely to insure they
understand what the experts were saying; their inclusion was not at the

22 Seymour B. Sarason, The Culture of the School and the Problem of Change, Boston:
Allyn and Bacon, 1971, chap. 4.

23 See Schwab’s three essays on “the Practical” in Schwab, op. cit., III. “On Curriculum
Building,” esp. “The Practical: Translation into Curriculum” pp. 365–383.
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first stage of curriculum writing, only later at the stage of implementation.
He did, of course, insist upon bringing the teachers inside the original
curricular deliberation, but after the fact.

Schwab demanded constant vigilance to see how teachers were under-
standing and implementing what the curriculum developers and writers
had decided. What this vigilance revealed would then be fed back into the
ongoing revision of the curriculum plan. Schwab modifies this further
in his “Practical 4,”24 where he includes not one but three different
types of teachers in the original curriculum planning group, and keeps
an eye on the future with regard to how teachers are dealing with the
material. To Schwab’s credit, he implies that this is a never-ending
process. Unfortunately, these ideas have not been fulfilled substantially
in the curriculum field. Schwab anticipated the problems that Shkedi
raises.

Asher Shkedi mentions Goodlad. Goodlad delineated five levels of
curricula: The Ideal, the Formal, the Perceived, the Operational, and the
Experienced.25 Consideration of Goodlad’s five curricula gets us into the
core of Shkedi’s paper – the ‰˘Â„˜ ‰Ù˘ and the ˙È„ÂÒ ‰Ù˘. The teachers’
own perceptions and operational implementations are the curriculum as
they actually understand it. Then, almost as a “last straw,” as it were, we
have Goodlad’s view of the “experienced” curriculum; the curriculum
trickles down from one stage to the next, arriving finally at how the
students really understand it.

Even Schwab and Sarason are trapped, then, from Shkedi’s point of
view, in the teachers’ ‰˘Â„˜ ‰Ù˘. Shkedi adds a fresh nuance, deriving
from his own and others’ research into teacher narratives.26

This reminds me of Jorge Luis Borges’ story, “Pierre Menard Author

24 “The Practical 4: Something for Curriculum Professors to Do,” Curriculum Inquiry
13, no. 3 (1983). See p. 245. “The first answer to the question of who should be a
member of the [curriculum planning] group is the teacher. Again, and louder: THE
TEACHER.” (sic). See also the essay by Seymour Fox, “The Vitality of Theory
in Schwab’s Conception of the Practical,” Curriculum Inquiry 15, no. 1 (1985) or
Curriculum Theory Network (10).

25 John I. Goodlad, Curriculum Inquiry: The Study of Curriculum Practice, New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1979.

26 See Shkedi’s useful and extensive bibliography.
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of the Quixote.”27 A certain author, Menard, wants to write the novel,
Don Quixote. He doesn’t want to write a “modern” version or a parody.
He wants to write the book itself, three hundred years after Cervantes!
But Cervantes has of course, already written it. Menard doesn’t want to
write it as an imitation of Cervantes, but out of his own life, as Menard.

But, says Borges, Menard’s version (actually, just two short excerpts to
which Menard has devoted his lifetime) is “better” than Cervantes’, and
here’s the proof: Borges quotes a short excerpt from Cervantes’ version
and then the parallel quotation from Menard. They are, of course the
same! Borges asks us to notice how Menard’s version is obviously far
superior. When Cervantes said such and such he meant thus and so, but
when Menard said it, centuries later, he was reflecting issues and ideas
of later thought that Cervantes could not have known, so he, Menard,
means x, y, and z. Even more amazingly, says Borges, that even when he
reads those parts of the Don Quixote of Cervantes which Menard never
was able to write, he hears Menard’s voice in them!

If Borges, tongue in cheek, is saying that each reader is writing his
own book, then perhaps Shkedi is saying that each teacher is teaching
his own curriculum!

We have increased opportunity now, in light of this new kind of
research to which Shkedi calls our attention, to care, to pay attention to
what teachers are thinking and doing, and, most of all, to integrate this
knowledge into a more effective approach to curriculum development
and implementation.

Instead of assuming that this new understanding makes the task of
curriculum thinking even more hopeless than we thought it was, let us
look at it as an opportunity, through the understanding that this new
teachers’ narrative research affords us. To care about ha-safah ha-sodit
shel ha-morim is to pay attention both to how teachers think and what
they really do when they close the doors of their classrooms. This could
increase the possibility of our being able to help every teacher create
curriculum by taking them, their words, their personalities, their beliefs
and experiences more seriously.

If it is not done, and this is Shkedi’s point, the Teaching Jewish
Values program (or any program) will be difficult to implement as per its

27 Jorge Luis Borges, Labyrinths: Selected Stories and Other Writings, New York: New
Directions, 1962.
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original intentions, and this, he claims, is now the case. Shkedi, moreover,
appears to contend that this is a built-in problem. Curriculum has to take
the teacher more into account. Schwab and Sarason and many others
were saying this, insisting that teachers be inititated into the thinking of
curriculum writers, but Shkedi seems to be saying something more.

In the final analysis, teaching is hard, curriculum implementation is
hard. We have known this for a long time. After reading Shkedi one
might think that it is impossible. It’s at least a constant reinventing of
the wheel. Education is one of the few fields where this is a plus rather
than a disadvantage. Shkedi has taught us that formal progams can never
determine the actual curriculum but that programs such as Teaching
Jewish Values, at most, serve as a kind of compass (ÔÙˆÓ) or conscience
(ÔÂÙˆÓ).

As mentioned earlier, the program has not been accompanied by live
supervision for years. It depends upon the curricular books. How do you
stress dialogue when you are conveying the curriculum through books
alone? It might be possible to read the rich dialogue on ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È, for
example, in Roads to the Palace (or a similar one in Teaching Jewish
Values). But, there is something different about reading someone else’s
dialogue, or reading theoretical discourse about dialogue, and actually
being engaged in a dialogue oneself.

Thus, the reason that they haven’t adopted the curriculum’s approach
to dialogue, if we follow Shkedi, would seem to relate to the way teachers
are introduced to the materials, and followed up as to how they use them,
when their own personal language of pedagogy is not taken into account.
The approach requires dialogic interaction. But this cannot be forced
from above. Rosenak has stressed (in Roads to the Palace): “Even before
teaching there will have to be learning.”

Shkedi’s analysis of what has happened to one curriculum points
the way to renewing the curricular process with a different view of
the teacher’s role. We may necessarily relinquish what we thought was
control, but we may arrive at something better and more true to the
intuitive process underlying the Values approach.

The work has to be done; it is a challenge, not an obstacle, even
if it can’t achieve the goals previously assumed for it. Accepting this
ongoing educational task involves the honoring of teachers as persons
and as professionals. Much more will be achieved when we take seriously
the teacher’s true role in curriculum building.
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This does not negate Asher Shkedi’s strictures on the curriculum
process because of the built-in limitations deriving from the teachers’
“pedagogical language.” I will conclude with some reflections on these.

Let’s look again at Mike Rosenak’s thought and his practice as a
teacher.28 He takes great efforts in his group. He cares about each
student, honors each, even those who disagree and don’t accept the
central ideas, though they are expected to consider them seriously, and
they learn to honor the others. It is a case of true pluralism.29 His teaching
is a model for anyone who cares about curriculum and teaching.

That’s the very point where the usual approach to teacher education
goes wrong. We have to learn again and again that it is not enough
to prepare the curriculum, or curriculum materials, or even to give
workshops and training, no matter how successful they are. We need to
take into account what Asher Shkedi has said about the two safot.

Schwab and Sarason were misled perhaps by the Safa Kedosha, which
could roughly be translated as “the professional lingo.” Teachers learn
how to impress academics, the principal, parents, how to talk the language
of what the curriculum should be, not maliciously of course, but you
get great respect by knowing the academic discourse of a field. When
you get into classroom and stand in front of your students, what you do
reflects who you are, what you really care about, and what you really
believe.

John Dewey had a similar perplexity, that is, the same problem that
Mike has as a philosopher of the Jewish Values Curriculum, and the
same that Asher has pointed out, the question of implementation. How
do you implement the ideas of the master? Schwab points out the
answer: Dewey had faith.30 Like Peters, like Rosenak, if you can just
get people on the inside of this activity, even if they make mistakes, the
mistakes will be self-correcting, and gradually, these mistakes will be

28 Especially at chaps. 2 and 3 of Teaching Jewish Values, op. cit.; chap. 7, “Five
Educators Explore Yirat Shamayim,” in Roads to the Palace; and chap. 7, “Norms
Despite Modernity: Explicit Educational Theology,” of Rosenak’s Commandments
and Concerns (above, n. 2) These are highly focused, edited versions of actual
teaching by Rosenak, it would seem. Even so they convey the spirit of Rosenak’s
teaching for anyone who has ever seen him teach.

29 Example: the ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È group in Roads to the Palace.
30 See Joseph Schwab’s essay “John Dewey: The Creature as Creative,” Journal of

General Education 7 (1953), pp. 109–121.
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corrected. Educators need faith. Dewey had a wide range of acceptance of
“progessive” trends, even if they weren’t exactly on the same theoretical
wavelength as his own. He felt that the process, once engaged in seriously,
was self-balancing and self-correcting.31

If you can just get people on the inside of an activity! Everyone,
certainly every teacher, needs a teacher like Mike Rosenak, but that’s
impossible. So all the teachers that he has taught, who read his books
and articles, who have been exposed to his way of thinking, are, however
circuitously, engaged in a process. It’s just that the process has to continue
long after the initial curricular thinking and the teachers’ guides have
been written. It involves continuing supervision, personal contact, an
ongoing, never-ending community of serious learners in which everyone
continues to support and challenge one another as long as teaching and
learning are going on at any level.

ÍÈ¯ˆ˘ ,‰ÈÈÏÚ ÔÂ˘Ï ,Í˙ÂÏÚ‰· ·Â˙Î ,‰ÏÂÚ ·‰Ï‰˘ Ì˘ ÏÚ [...] Í˙ÂÏÚ‰·
.‰ÈÏ‡Ó ‰ÏÂÚ ˙·‰Ï˘ ‡‰˙˘ „Ú ˜ÈÏ„‰Ï

That’s what education is all about.
Mike Rosenak has inspired us all. He has lit the candle so that,

for every teacher who knows his work and continues to think about it
seriously, the flame will rise by itself.

31 Cf. John Dewey and Evelyn Dewey, Schools of Tomorrow, New York: Dutton, 1915.
In some of the many examples of “progressive” education described there, it can be
questioned as to whether or not they were more than superficially “Deweyan.”





Modern Orthodox Judaism Today
Currents and Trends in America

Samuel C. Heilman

At first glance, the contemporary condition of what in America has come
to be called “Modern Orthodox Judaism” displays much to encourage its
adherents. Once characterized as a “residual category” by some observers
and a “case study in institutional decay” by others who considered it
likely to disappear in the harsh realities of contemporary secular society,
this movement of Jews is in the year 2000 not in the trash bin of
history.1 Although the number of Jews who call themselves “Orthodox”
found in today’s American Jewish population compared with those who
did so in the 1950s is smaller – some surveys find the percentages to
have dropped by half, from about 15% fifty years ago to about 7.5%
on the eve of the new millenium – and large proportions of Jews who
are now non-Orthodox (on average about 44% of today’s Conservative
Jews and about 15% of today’s Reform) claim to have been raised as
Orthodox but are obviously not that today, among the young adults, those
18 to 29 years old, who were raised Orthodox, almost two-thirds are
remaining Orthodox.2 Moreover, those who remain so identified appear
to be more committed to that identity and ready to do more in fulfillment
of what they perceive as its demands and lifestyle choices than previous
generations.

There are other optimistic signs. Among those who call themselves
“Orthodox,” the birthrate is among the highest of all American Jewish
groups. Their rates of intermarriage remain the lowest: in America about

1 Egon Mayer, “Jewish Orthodoxy in America: Towards the Sociology of a Resi-
dual Category,” Jewish Journal of Sociology 15 (1973), pp. 151–165; Marshall
Sklare, Conservative Judaism: An American Religious Movement [1955], New York:
Schocken, 1972, p. 43.

2 See NJPS 1990.
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nine in ten of them are married to Jews, and of that relative few who have
intermarried, a quarter has spouses who converted to Judaism. In their
family life, they can point to a lower divorce rate than other Jews and
than much of the rest of America. They are most likely to visit Israel or
to have strong ties to it, scoring higher in their attachments than any other
denomination in Jewish America. In the closing decade of the twentieth
century, the majority of the approximately 14% of American Jews who
said they were seriously considering living in Israel were Orthodox – all
this at a time when other American Jews are loosening their attachments
to the “Jewish homeland.” More than any other group, American modern
Orthodox Jews give to Jewish causes: fully 87%. (To be sure, more than
any other Jews, they give predominantly to Orthodox Jewish causes.)
They have the highest proportion of predominantly Jewish friends (albeit
most of them are Orthodox like themselves). One study even found
them to score highest of all denominations in feelings of ethnic pride
and levels of communal involvement. Although they commonly live in
areas of highest Jewish density, when they have moved to the periphery
of the Jewish community, they manage to do something that few other
Jews achieve: they change the communities into which they have moved
rather becoming changed by them. Thus, because they cannot or will
not acquiesce in a diminished level of Jewish life, no matter where they
live, the entry of Orthodox Jews into small Jewish communities has
frequently promoted greater religious and ethnic participation in these
places. Simply put: American Orthodox Jews have been able to make
areas of Jewish scarcity flourish.

In the United States in particular, Orthodox Jews increasingly have
taken positions of leadership in many of the major Jewish organizations
and serve as executives or in primary staff positions in such varied orga-
nizations as the Conference of Presidents of Major Jewish Organizations,
the American Jewish Committee, the Memorial Foundation for Jewish
Culture, the Association for Jewish Studies as well as a number of large
federations – to name just a few.

Throughout the last decades of the twentieth century, Orthodox Jews,
although still the Jewish group with the lowest per capita average income
and the highest Jewish bill, have become wealthier and far better educated
than during most of the past, although more careful scrutiny and analysis
reveals that those commonly referred to as haredim account for much
of the lower income and higher Jewish costs (and as well most of the
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greater fertility). Particularly during the last third of the twentieth century,
many of the so-called Modern Orthodox, who at least in principle, seek to
illumine and deepen their Jewish commitments through the prism of their
general education and contemporary cultural attachments, have entered
the ranks of the professions, achieved political power and some wealth
– apparently doing all this without sacrificing their Orthodoxy. The
existence of modern Orthodox physicians, lawyers, politicians, CEOs
and distinguished university professors is no longer astonishing. On the
contrary, it has been increasingly common in the last thirty years. By
the last decade of the twentieth century, 32% of Orthodox Jews were
professionals and about 11% managers. According to most recent polls,
about 52% of American Orthodox Jews had at least one to three years
of college education. For those who came to America after 1950, the
figures were even higher, a whopping 81%. Moreover, if one excluded
the haredim who probably constitute somewhere between 25% and 40%
of the Orthodox (the proportion has grown during the last third of the
century), these percentages would likely be significantly higher.

Along with enhanced secular learning, their synagogue, day school
and yeshiva building and enrollment has expanded dramatically, in
absolute numbers beyond all previous counts. By one count, the number
of students in day schools and yeshivas at the beginning of the 1980s
was at about 130,000 and the total of such schools exceeded 300. The
Avi Chai Foundation survey carried out by Marvin Schick found that
in 1998-99 the number was 185,000 in 670 schools (of which about
570 were affiliated with Orthodoxy), an increase in enrollment of about
40% in twenty years and of about 120% in institutional growth.3 While
many of those students are not Orthodox, the majority (80% by Schick’s
count) is in schools under Orthodox auspices.4 Although at the end of the
twentieth century, these schools were located in 38 states and the District
of Columbia, in fact almost two-thirds of the enrollment continues to be
in the New York/New Jersey area.5

3 Marvin Schick, A Census of Jewish Day Schools in the United States, New York:
Avi Chai Foundation, 2000.

4 Actually more than half of those Orthodox schools are what Schick calls im-
migrant/outreach, Chabad, and the proportion rises even higher if one adds the
so-called yeshiva-world and Hasidic institutions – none of whom would be part of
the segment of the Orthodox world upon which this paper focuses.

5 This of course suggests that for those who attend day schools or yeshivas elsewhere,
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In some neighborhoods (for example Monsey and New Square in
suburban New York), yeshivas, and particularly those who cater to
adult married males, are not only educating but also sustaining whole
communities (made up of large families), often at enormous expense. Not
only have Orthodox females now universally joined the ranks of Jews
who are given a solid Jewish education from the primary grades through
high school age, but there has, especially in the last twenty years, been
an explosion of advanced Torah learning institutions and study circles
that serve Orthodox women, many of whom now consider such study as
an obligatory element of their lives.

Not altogether unrelated to these developments, the Orthodox today
publish (and own) more sacred Jewish books (many in translation as well
as the original) than ever before in their history. The private library of
the average Orthodox Jew today probably rivals if it does not exceed the
books that were available in some of the renowned yeshivas of Europe.
And increasingly, even those Jews who do not pursue Torah learning
as a vocation, are reviewing these books, whether in the context of a
national movement of Jewish study – the daf yomi being perhaps the best
known – or in the plethora of study circles in synagogues, boardrooms,
private homes and other places where Orthodox Jews gather. The idea of
every Jew – male and female alike – having a chevruta is an increasingly
popular feature in the web of relationships that tie Orthodox Jews to one
another.

These days Orthodox Jewish institutions, both non-profit and those in
it for the business, have made kosher food widely available. The kosher
food industry is booming. There are today over 41,000 kosher-certified
products in the U.S. retail food market.6 This year’s International Kosher
Food trade show is scheduled for the huge Meadowlands Arena in New
Jersey, and last year’s filled the equally large Javits Center across the
Hudson River in Manhattan. In part this is because kosher food is now a
very big business, growing from $35 billion in sales in 1997 to about $43
billion last year alone. Although the so-called “core market,” dedicated

the schools they attend tend to be quite small (40% enrolling no more than
100 students according to Schick), giving its students something less than the
triumphalism that those enrolled in the New York/NewJersey area may experience
in school.

6 http://www.preparedfoods.com/archives/236.htm
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consumers of a kosher diet, is much smaller (being made up primarily of
Jews, Muslims and Seventh Day Adventists), it too has grown in these
last years from $3.4 billion to $4.5 billion.7 Strict standards of dietary
law observance are taken increasingly for granted.

Orthodox Jews have achieved unprecedented political power in Amer-
ica, lobbying successfully to have their interests and needs supported.
They exert political influence both within the Jewish community and in
government, both at the local and national levels. The Orthodox know
their way around a variety of political institutions and corridors of power.
There are even elected and appointed officials who figure prominently
in state and city politics, most notably in New York, and Senator Joseph
Lieberman of Connecticut, who is openly identified as an Orthodox Jew,
not only wields national influence but has been named as a possible
candidate for Vice-President of the United States. It is not surprising to
see politicians courting the American Jewish vote, having their pictures
taken with some hasidic rebbe or donning a yarmulke, and lobbying
in Congress by the National Council of Young Israel, the Union of
Orthodox Jewish Congregations of America, or the Agudath Israel is
today routine. While the Orthodox in America are not as broadly engaged
in the political life of the nation as they are in Israel, their engagement
in the politics and government of the United States is quite remarkable
when one considers that America is not a Jewish state or one where there
is a Jewish majority but rather one in which the Jews constitute a little
under 3% of the population and the Orthodox a tiny fraction of that same
3%.

All this has led to an infusion of confidence among American Ortho-
doxy, in contrast to the timidity that often characterized it in the past.
Yet, as I have already intimated, not all Orthodox Jews are alike. In 1989,
in our book Cosmopolitans and Parochials: Modern Orthodox Jews in
America,8 Steven M. Cohen and I tried to flesh out the differences among
the various types. We found then, and I believe that if we surveyed the
population again today would find again, that Orthodox Jews in America
were essentially clustered in three general subgroups. One of those

7 Source “Prepared Foods/Packaged Foods,”
http://www.preparedfoods.com/archives/1998/9810/9810lastbite.htm

8 Samuel C. Heilman and Steven M. Cohen, Cosmopolitans and Parochials: Modern
Orthodox Jews in America, Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1989.
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we called the “nominally Orthodox,” people who called themselves
Orthodox and who in their practices, religious beliefs, cultural outlook
and social affiliations were undoubtedly within the Orthodox orbit but
were on its outer fringes. Another we called the “traditionally Orthodox,”
people who were far more stringent in their practices, traditional in their
religious beliefs, monochromatic in their cultural outlook and insular in
their social affiliations. They were not haredim, a term we did not use,
but they were certainly sympathetic to the haredi way. Finally, those who
tried to keep one foot in the world of Orthodox commitments and the
other in the outside domain of mainstream culture, society, practices and
beliefs, who bridged the gap between the traditionally and the nominally
Orthodox, we called “Centrists.” At the time of our survey, the Centrists
were by far the largest of the subgroups.

The term “centrist” was both analytically descriptive – they were in the
middle of all our scales, doing “more” than those to the religious left of
them and less than those to the religious right – and it was also symbolic.
Indeed, the term was at that time, the late 1980s and 1990s, supplanting
the adjective “modern” that had for a long time been contemporary
Orthodoxy’s first name. In the atmosphere of post-modernism and the
American era of political conservatism, “modern” was a little like
“liberal,” a label with which people who emphasized traditional values
and lifestyles became increasingly uncomfortable. The terminological
change and the identity politics behind it, of course, was only a hint
of what was happening to modern Orthodoxy in America. In effect, the
center was in the process of being pulled apart. What happened?

As Orthodoxy became more at home in America and lost much of
its anxiety about its capacity to survive, particularly during America’s
late twentieth century shift from a monocultural melting-pot ideology to
its multicultural salad bowl ideal, it did so by raising the requirements
and expectations of those who would identify themselves as Orthodox.
No longer could people who did not attend the synagogue regularly and
often, who did not provide their children with a day school or yeshiva
education but were satisfied with a combination of synagogue school and
public education, who were not committed to a relatively strict definition
of kashrut, and who did not affiliate themselves with a whole web
of Orthodox associations and obligations, comfortably call themselves
“Orthodox Jews.” This variety of Orthodox Jews who were such in name
only has largely disappeared. Those who continued to choose to call
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themselves Orthodox have instead raised the ante and taken on more
obligations and associations; those, however, who did not change their
way of life have simply ceased to identify themselves as “Orthodox.”
The result may be a smaller but harder core of Orthodoxy.

At the same time, those who did maintain their Orthodox affiliations
began to do more in order to warrant that identity. They were more visibly
Orthodox – the appearance of kippot worn in the public square was only
the beginning. Young married women increasingly covered their hair; the
hat and the wedding ring went on simultaneously, while they commonly
enfolded themselves in long skirts. Among the young men, tzitzit were
prominently exposed and in time beards of piety framed their faces,
along with black hats. But the shift was not only in appearances. It was
even more in patterns of behavior that stressed increasingly stringent
observance, long-term commitments to study of Jewish texts, often at
the expense of pursuing an advanced secular education, something that
was once a cherished goal of modern Orthodox. “I am an attorney,”
one American Orthodox Jew said to me recently, “but my sons don’t
want more than a high school diploma; they just want to “lern” in the
yeshiva.” Or, in a variation on this theme, a recent Orthodox Jewish
summa cum laude graduate of Queens College, having deferred his
college education for three years after high school while he studied in
a yeshiva in Israel, decided to defer his plans to apply to dental school
in order to spend another year “lernen.” He explained his choice to be
a dentist as determined by what he believed would be this profession’s
capacity to allow him to support a middle class lifestyle and yet still leave
ample time to “lern.” And we all recall the recent court case brought
by five Orthodox Jewish undergraduates at Yale who demanded to be
exempt from residence in the co-ed dormitories because they argued that
by living there they would be exposed to lifestyles and practices that
undermined their Jewish commitments and values.

With the disappearance of the left in Orthodoxy and the expansion
of the right, the center becomes more difficult to hold. Those who were
in the middle were redefined. Thus, for example, in Schick’s census, he
appears to define as “Centrist Orthodox” those who evince a positive
attitude toward Israel (although one suspects more to the “Land of Israel”
that the “State of Israel”), but do not endorse co-educational study and
in general appear to be far more religious conservative than the modern
Orthodox who are now presented as not only endorsing co-ed classes but
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also including the marginally Orthodox. The attitude among the Centrists
in effect seems to be that those who believe that they can be partners
both to the social contract of secular western society and the covenant
of Torah, that they can be integrated into the larger culture while still
maintaining their religious needs and values, who endorse the “notion of
the smooth blend, of happily enjoying the ‘best of both worlds”’ suffer
“an insidious delusion remiss in truth and serious meaning” because
“Torah man needs – besides Torah knowledge – a Torah tradition within
which to live and grow,” as one of them recently put it.9 Where did these
trends begin?

Surely an important turning point came with the commitment to an
enhanced Jewish education in day schools and yeshivas. While Orthodox
Jewish parents increasingly relegated the entire Jewish education of
their children to these institutions (largely abandoning the idea that they
needed to take a personal hands-on role in this education but could
depend on the teachers and schools), the actual task of providing that
education fell to a group of people who did not necessarily share the
outlook and values of modern Orthodoxy. In part this came from the
fact that many of the modern Orthodox themselves did not became
day school educators but left that task to those with more traditionalist
loyalties. In essence, these were Jews who came from the right on
the religious spectrum. This tendency was further enhanced when the
feminist revolution caught up with modern Orthodox women. These
women, once mainstays of the teaching corps in Jewish schools, who
shared the values and outlook of modern Orthodoxy, were increasingly
pursuing careers in other professions, not unlike their husbands or older
brothers.

In effect, that meant that the Jewish educators to which modern
Orthodox youngsters were exposed were either those who chose teaching
because of powerful commitments to Jewish education (people who not
only lived off Judaism as a vocation but who lived for it) or else
people who, because they had come from the traditional Orthodox world
and its insularity only knew Jewish education. In either case, these were
educators who both by their example and their pedagogy would inevitably

9 Yud Pnini, “The Unsmooth Blend – and Worse,” The Jewish Observer (Dec. 1999),
pp. 16, 18.
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stress more powerful commitments to a comprehensive Orthodoxy. And
they were not only the teachers – they were the only teachers.

Even as the number of day schools and yeshivas expanded during
recent years, the pool of teachers declined – most school principals in
these institutions today will admit that their greatest challenge is not
finding students to teach (Schick’s data show schools on average filling
almost 90% of their seats) but finding the instructors to do the Judaica
teaching. As a result, the idea of a principal rejecting a potential teacher
who is a competent pedagogue simply because he or she is not committed
to the values or outlook of modern Orthodoxy, is unlikely. If a haredi
will teach in a modern Orthodox institution (not always probable since
there are many places in the haredi schools that also need to be filled),
few principals will turn them away. These teachers have clearly had an
effect.

Moreover, where the atmosphere in the school – with its emphasis on
college preparation and secular studies and the varied family backgrounds
of the students – may offset the impact of the religiously conservative
teachers, the increasingly popular practice of sending graduates for a
year or more of study in Israel after graduation from high school plays
a key role. In Israel, while the pool of teachers may be greater, it too
has been declining as economic opportunities have expanded. Here too
those who have chosen to remain within the enclave of the yeshiva world
tend to be both more demanding and religiously committed than the
parents of those who are students in these schools. They are also more
religiously conservative. When American Orthodox Jews come to these
institutions – which far more so than their yeshivas and day schools
in America are what Erving Goffman called “total institutions,” places
that create “barriers to social intercourse with the outside” and seek not
only to insulate but protect those inside from danger that exists outside
– they are more likely to be changed by the experience.10 While in these
places, adolescents are going through the common quest for identity
typical of their age while also separating from their parents. They also
often experience a double-barreled liberation at once: release from the
restrictions of living at home (some for the first time in their lives)
and from the demands of grades and the competitive pressures of high
school. They are on a threshold, or what Victor Turner called a liminal

10 Erving Goffman, Asylums, New York: Anchor, 1961, p. 4.
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state, that is all potential. In this liminality, the yeshiva experience and
Israeli Orthodoxy of the most uncompromising sort become a kind of
beacon that leads them toward a new identity, new commitments and
choices. The teachers in these places, furthermore, celebrate the virtues
of continuing life within them – after all, that is what they themselves
have done. They urge students to remain longer than just a year. They
endorse a life that remains within the orbit of Torah and the yeshiva.
Some even go as far as suggesting that to leave and choose another life
is to sell-out or at the very least not be true to the fundamental demands
of Judaism. At first glance, these are attitudes that seem to contradict the
modern Orthodox ideal of living in the creative tension between secular
and Jewish culture and society. Yet, at least implicitly, they are ostensibly
valorized by the American modern Orthodox world, which has sent their
children here – for why else would they have been sent?

Embracing these alternate versions of Orthodoxy, the young Jews at
once find a new identity, separate from their parents, reinforce their
sense of liberation from the competition of secular America and assure
themselves of protection behind the walls of virtue of the yeshiva. And
even when as in most cases they are drawn back to America, they carry
with them more powerful commitments to the way of life that they
have left behind in the yeshiva. That life, over time and in the hindsight
of nostalgia, becomes perceived often as more authentic, pure, honest,
satisfying than life back in America in the rough-and-tumble of the real
world.

As a way of connecting with that past and feeling as if they are true
to it, the alumni of such programs often becoming more religiously
associated with yeshiva/haredi values and lifestyles. So they return to
America, often looking and sounding as if they have come from an
Eastern European yeshiva. It may be that among today’s Orthodox, the
old idea of historian Marcus Hansen that what the Jewish immigrant’s
son wishes to forget, the grandson wishes to remember may have a
particular resonance.

The decline of the middle that this trend in Orthodoxy reveals is
not unique to the Orthodox in America. Evidence of a polar model
of American Jewry, with many moving in the direction of a loose
commitment to Jewish heritage that is largely a kind of symbolic ethnicity
and a smaller segment (somewhere around 20%) demanding Jewish
commitments filled with more content has been part of the picture that
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emerged from the National Jewish Population Survey of 1990.11 In that
sense, the trends in Orthodoxy mirror what has happened to American
Jews.

Not all the so-called modern Orthodox in America have embraced a
kind of quasi-haredism. Another development, in part in reaction to these
tendencies and in part a reflection of developments in American religious
life, has emerged. Impressed by the enthusiasm and apparent vitality of
the right wing, some modern Orthodox have tried to inject their own
religious life with a new spirit that has been missing as Orthodoxy in
America suffered from the routinization that comes when survival seems
no longer in question. For some this has meant sharing in some of the
Torah commitments of haredi Judaism. The emergence of the popularity
of the daf yomi may be understood in this context. In effect, the daf yomi
concept says that with just a few minutes a day (perhaps on the ride to
work, on a lunch break, etc.), one can share in the experience of ‘lernen’–
as-a-vocation – and at the end of the seven and a half year cycle join
with thousands and sit in the nimbus of the sages celebrating a siyum.
In fact, a large majority of those who actually made up the audience at
these mass gatherings were not primarily haredim but rather day school
students and their teachers. As if recognizing this and also understanding
that the daf yomi crowd should not be confused with the haredi one, the
head of a major American yeshiva used the occasion of the Ninth Siyum
celebration at New York’s Madison Square Garden arena to berate those
who believed that a few minutes a day could replace a lifelong vocation
of Torah.12 Still, the notion of a little regular Torah study is now firmly
entrenched in contemporary Orthodoxy of all types.

The idea of inserting limited but regular bursts of Torah into the flow
of their lives is not limited by the modern Orthodox to the daf yomi. In
an increasingly popular practice borrowed from Israel but like so much
else elaborated in the United States, the distribution of a plethora of
Internet downloaded commentaries on Torah, the parshat ha’shavua, or
other Jewish topics from sites on the worldwide web is now as common

11 See S. C. Heilman, Portrait of American Jews: The Last Half of the Twentieth
Century, Seattle: University of Washington Press, 1995, pp. 47–100.

12 See idem, “The Ninth Siyum HaShas at Madison Square Garden: Contra-
Acculturation in American Life,” Norman Cohen and Robert Seltzer (eds.), Ameri-
canization of the Jews, New York: New York University Press, 1995, pp. 311–338.
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– or more common – than the synagogue bulletin. People exchange their
own ‘finds,’ which are emailed or printed and passed around. Likewise
the free distribution of cassettes of Torah lectures and Jewish instruction
is becoming ubiquitous. Sometimes in Hebrew, but more commonly in
English, this material constitutes a kind of new lamination of Torah,
a kind of contemporary Orthodox samizdat production that potentially
turns everyone and anyone into an authority of sorts. In effect, the
emergence of this web of Torah output has democratized Jewish learning
and teaching in ways that yeshivas never could.

In the process, it has stretched the limits of what constitutes Torah.
Everything, from commentaries on esoteric texts to Torah-inspired in-
terpretations of current events and politics as well as guides for how to
sustain an observant Jewish style of life in the contemporary world, has
found a way to be included in the increasingly broad boundaries of the
Jewish religious domain. In part this was facilitated by the expansion of
Jewish education within Orthodoxy that allowed people of all sorts to
feel comfortable with independent study and empowered to comprehend
texts on their own. It was also enhanced by the growth of Judaica
publishing (especially in English) and the decline in the expense of such
books that allowed people to investigate sources on their own, without
the intermediary of the rabbinic authority. And of course, the Internet,
the inexpensive cassette tape, and their capacity to shred the restrictions
of localism enabling everyone to find an audience somewhere – even if
only a virtual one – has and will continue to play a significant role here.

To be sure, the modern Orthodox are not alone in this democratization
of Torah, but in many ways they are particularly suited to taking advantage
of it. This is because they combine both the modern aspects of an empha-
sis on autonomy, individual achievement, a valuation of independence
and personal competence – key elements behind the impulse toward
democratization – along with an interest in expanding and deepening
their attachments to Judaism and finding a way to integrate it fully into
their lives. If the haredim are to be distinguished by their ceding more
and more to the authority of rabbinic authorities and the concept of da’as
Torah, the modern Orthodox may be identified as seeking to enlarge their
own da’as Torah.

Another noteworthy development in modern Orthodoxy is the recent
emergence of what have come to be called “Carlebach minyanim.” These
are primarily Sabbath services whose principal organizing feature is that
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they are almost entirely sung, often using tunes made famous by the
late Shlomo Carlebach. But they are more than songfests. They entail
extravagant displays of enthusiasm, devotion, exuberance and fervor
meant to galvanize all those who share in the service. Outwardly these
are expressive features that echo the nature of Carlebach’s performances
which were aimed to arouse some of the enthusiasms that were popular
at other “folk music” concerts of the 1960s and 1970s America in which
he established his reputation. Carlebach himself was a product of the
synergy between Jewish and American trends. Although descending from
a line of distinguished German Jewish rabbis and scholars, he attached
himself to Hasidic prayer styles from which he took the idea of expressive
enthusiasms in prayer, of devotional ecstasy.13 From American new folk
idioms emerging at the time, Carlebach took the guitar, rhythms, practice
of sing-a-longs, concertizing, and idea of making recordings. All these
he mixed syncretistically to develop his particular style. Although at his
death in 1995, Carlebach’s popularity was in decline, the contemporary
Carlebach minyanim have elevated him and his approach to a kind
of mythic status. “Reb Shlomo” as devotees refer to him these days,
is the modern Orthodox counterpart to the Hasidic rebbes and other
immortals that the haredi world has enshrined. However, unlike them,
he is resurrected in the songs and attitudes of those who invoke his
style and melodies. Bringing his tunes from the performance stage to the
bimah of the synagogue is viewed by many who do so as transformative.
That is, they see the exercise as a means of infusing themselves with his
devotion or at the very least enhancing their own. As such, it allows for
the routinized or humdrum to become far more engaging – a particular
concern for the modern Orthodox who have been accused and have often
accepted as true that their Judaic actions lack the intensity of those who
are more haredi.
´ Yet this Carlebach movement does not simply draw from Jewish sources.
In the American churches – predominantly Protestant evangelical, and
especially the African–American and Hispanic evangelical churches, but
sometimes Catholic as well – popular music, clapping, singing, ecstatic
outbursts have become increasingly widespread and popular. Such services

13 He actually began singing with the then Lubavitcher Hasid, Zalman Schachter, who
later became better known for his stretching of the limits of Jewish expression in a
variety of other ways beyond the musical.
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are far more spiritually galvanizing for contemporary Americans than the
classic Protestant service or Catholic mass. Indeed, the churches that embrace
this style of prayer frequently are filled to overflowing while the local
cathedral stands almost empty. The worshippers at these evangelical services
tend to be religiously conservative and often describe themselves as “born-
again.” Their spirited worship, often filled with pop music rhythms and
melodies, has been one of the most American of experiences.

Jews watched all this from afar – and perhaps no Jews did so from a
greater distance than the Orthodox. Yet while they saw and heard this,
understanding how much it galvanized their Christian counterparts, the
Jews could not find a way to adapt this style into their own prayers.
Some of course did. The American Reform movement was perhaps first
to bring in the guitar and the keyboard and the clapping. The early
Chavurah movement in the 1970s, emerging out of non-Orthodox and
unorthodox roots (and actually led by among others Zalman Schachter,
Shlomo Carlebach’s early singing partner), also appropriated some of
this style. More recently, the notion of singing the entire Friday evening
service has made the Conservative movement–affiliated Bnai Jeschurun
synagogue in Manhattan a destination for the many unaffiliated Jewish
seekers who yearn for a spiritual high and a Jewish experience.

In the haredi world, and particularly among Hasidim but also more
and more in the yeshivas, the idea of niggunim at prayer time was
well-established. Many of those modern Orthodox who attended yeshivas
or moved into and out of Hasidic courtyards (or those who bought the
ubiquitous recordings of these tunes) carried with them the melodies and
sought to recreate the style of such services wherever they gathered. The
modern Orthodox obviously shared in this, but the idea of a completely
sung service from beginning to end, with clapping and dancing, was
something that required the synergy of the Carlebach model, Hasidic
enthusiasms and the American evangelical experience. And it suited
modern Orthodoxy quite well because it was generally reserved for
Sabbaths – the day in the week that for these Orthodox became the kind
of spiritual high point for a population that still lived in the back-and-forth
rhythms of a compartmentalized existence that rushed them into other
shifting streams of involvements during the work week.14

14 See Samuel Heilman, Synagogue Life: A Study in Symbolic Interaction. 2nd ed. with
new foreword and afterword, New Brunswick: Transaction Books, 1998.
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The Carlebach minyanim offered a way for the modern Orthodox Jews
to inject themselves with the devotion and intensity that their haredi
counterparts accused them of lacking. At the same time, it could claim
to take its inspiration from Carlebach, a man who was emphatically not
haredi – indeed one who managed to usurp the haredi image and much
of its fervor and marry it with the modern counter-cultural elements
that many of the modern Orthodox world had embraced in their youth.
While the practice of such services required a small outlay of time and
resources, its symbolic and spiritual payoff seemed enormous. Israeli
datiim leumiim too embraced this practice, as if it could replace their
political disappointments and help them perceive themselves as engaged
in spiritual renewal.

Finally, among the currents and trends that mark today’s modern
Orthodoxy is the effort to rehabilitate the adjective “modern” in place of
“centrist” as the distinctive element in the non-haredi population. This has
been led in some measure by an organization called “Edah,” the American
variation on the group behind the Meimad party in Israel. Defining itself
as made up of people who are “fully committed to Torah, Halakhah,
and the quest for Kedushah,” Edah asserts in its mission statement that
it “values open intellectual inquiry and expression in both secular and
religious arenas; engagement with the social, political and technological
realities of the modern world; the religious significance of the State of
Israel; and the unity of Clal Yisrael.” As such it strikes a stance that places
it distinctively apart from haredi Orthodoxy. Moreover, by embracing
the values of modernity – “the courage to be modern and orthodox,”
is the group’s slogan – it also sets itself apart from the implications of
centrism that appears unwilling to go out on any ideological or practical
limb.

Yet Edah has often found itself attacked both from the Orthodox
right and those who would define the center. Its gatherings have been
condemned by prominent Orthodox leaders, or in some cases studiously
ignored. Moreover, its own attitude toward the others on the Orthodox
spectrum is deeply ambivalent as a look at some of the topics listed on the
program of its most recent New York City gathering, attended by about
300 people, reveals. For example one session was entitled: “Yeshivische
and Haredi Teachers – Learning from their successes, working with them
in our systems.”

At the same time, the group also recognizes the weaknesses that
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modern Orthodoxy has created in its lifestyle. Thus, for example, on the
same program, the keynote address from the head of the group, Rabbi Saul
Berman, speaks to the fact that many if not most of the modern Orthodox
have given the tasks of transmitting their particular version of Judaism
almost exclusively to teachers while they themselves remain otherwise
engaged. Berman’s talk which stressed the “complementary roles and
responsibilities of parents and teachers” was entitled, “Transmitting A
Strong Modern Orthodoxy – The Mutual Responsibilities of Parents
and Educators: Transmission of Faith, Piety and Passion in the Modern
Context.”

Other issues raised also focused on many of the matters already
discussed in this paper. For example, a talk entitled “The Post-High
School Year at an Israeli Yeshiva” offered ideas on how to prepare
“our children to retain a modern Orthodox hashkafah in the context of
this powerful learning experience,” while another explored how it was
possible to teach “halakhically valid yet modern attitudes in elementary
schools, high schools, boys schools, girls schools, and in the home.”

In effect, Edah and the Orthodox Jews who see in it a forum for kindred
spirits, represent an effort to explore the meaning of finding a point of
intersection between two worlds that at least some of the Orthodox
view as inimical to each other. For the modern Orthodox the question
remains, as one session in the same conference articulated it: “Are we
protective ‘gate keepers’ in an alien world, or agents of transformation
of individuals and society?” That is, does the effort to bring together
contemporary society and values with timeless commitments to Judaism
constitute the last stand of cultural defense against the overwhelming
influence of contemporary culture against the besieged orthodox enclave
culture, or does it enhance and enlarge both? These of course have been
the questions that have confronted the modern Orthodox from the outset
of their settlement in America. For a time these questions were put aside
as modern Orthodoxy morphed into Centrist Orthodoxy and as its young
were drawn more and more to the enclaves and ethos of the haredim.
Whether the answers that will come in this new age of a harder Orthodox
core and more triumphalist traditionalism will be any different, remains
to be seen.
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Moral and Intellectual Challenges in Teaching Bible

Solomon Schimmel

In this paper I examine some of the moral and intellectual challenges
facing teachers of Bible in Jewish high schools, and several approaches
to responding to them. I will begin with the challenges facing Orthodox
educators and then consider those facing religious but non-Orthodox
educators, and secular educators. The challenges and the response options
for the three classes of educators are not identical even though they
overlap.

Orthodox Educators

In Commandments and Concerns (1987),1 Michael Rosenak examines
a text book, Torah as Our Guide (Orenstein and Hertz, 1960) which
reflects an Orthodox ideology based upon the doctrine of Torah LeMoshe
MiSinai, i.e., the belief or doctrine that the Pentateuch was revealed
by God to Moses at Mt. Sinai. The text is an exemplar of what he
calls an explicit, normative approach to Jewish religious education,
which is “clearly fraught with great difficulties, not merely in social and
educational senses but, also in religious ones” (p. 147).

0* An early version of this paper was presented at a conference in honor of Professor
Michael Rosenak, in June 2000, sponsored by the Melton Centre for Jewish Education
of the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. I would like to thank the following individuals
whose discussions with me about this paper have helped me shape my arguments:
Barry Mesch, Richard Israel, Michael Hammer, Phyllis Hammer, Gene Fax, Daniel
Lehmann, Erica Brown, Jeremy Brown and Philip Fishman. An initial draft of the
paper was also critiqued by Noam Schimmel who made helpful suggestions. While
acknowledging their input, I bear full responsibility for the final output.

1 See Schimmel (1988) for a review-essay of Commandments and Concerns.
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This ideology is characterized by the view that since the Torah is
divinely revealed, it is essentially different from works composed by
humans.2 The Torah is not subject to critical evaluation on literary,
moral, linguistic, historical or scientific grounds. The values which it
teaches and the demands it makes reflect God’s will and authority and
should not be challenged.3

Rosenak points out that among the difficulties faced by the explicit,
normative approach are conflict between the cultivation of each student’s
individuality and the normative authority of the religious community,
tension between autonomy of the mind and submission of the will, and
problems with integrating general culture and its methodologies of study
with a dogmatic and an ahistorical understanding of Judaism.

What are some of the problematic biblical texts and the intellectual
challenges facing teachers of such texts to high school students who
have been or will in due time be exposed to academic disciplines which
view the Torah LeMoshe MiSinai belief and derivatives of it to be highly
implausible? Using rhetorical license to accentuate the point, imagine
that the following letter was sent by the principal and faculty of an
Orthodox high school to its graduating class:

Dear students,
As you are about to graduate from high school, heading towards
university, service in the Israel Defense Forces, or Sherut Leumi4

I thought it useful to prepare this list to accompany you on your
journey into the world beyond the confines of your school and
local community. It provides you with a concise summary of some
beliefs and values that I and your teachers hope will guide you in

2 My paper, for purposes of brevity, focuses primarily on the teaching of the Pentateuch.
However, similar problems abound in the teaching of other books of the Hebrew
Bible, and here too I believe that the educational challenges are exacerbated for those
who believe that the rest of the Hebrew Bible expresses the divine will, whether
accessed via prophecy, via the “holy spirit” (ruah hakodesh), or some other mode of
divine revelation.

3 In their study of the role of teacher ideology in Bible instruction, Horenczyk and
Shkedi (1995) found that about one third of the Bible teachers they interviewed had
a ‘normative’ orientation to the Bible, such as the one reflected in Torah as Our
Guide.

4 National Service, often opted for by modern Orthodox Israeli women in lieu of
service in the Israel Defense Forces.
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the intellectual, moral and spiritual journeys and challenges that lie
before you.
1. The Humash was revealed by God to Moshe on Mount Sinai

around the 13th century BCE. The notion that the Pentateuch
is a composite work, most, if not all, of which, was written
centuries after Moses lived, is false. It is false even though
it is the view of the overwhelming majority of scholars who
have spent their professional lives studying the Bible, including
some who may doven in your Orthodox shul.

2. A woman who commits adultery should, in principle, be pub-
licly stoned to death.

3. A man who has anal sex with another man should, in principle,
be put to death.

4. It was appropriate that the Israelites in the wilderness and in
the Land of Israel annihilate certain of their enemies, including
women and infants. In doing so they were fulfilling a divine
command.

5. It is in principle morally acceptable, though not feasible today,
to own the body, labor and sexual resources of non-Israelite
male and female slaves.

6. Men should have the right to divorce their wives but wives
should not have the equal right to divorce their husbands.

7. You should devoutly pray for the opportunity to worship God
by way of animal sacrifices.

8. It is appropriate, in principle if no longer in practice, to put to
death a Jew who deliberately violates the Sabbath or worships
at a pagan shrine.

How wide off the mark of what is taught in some Orthodox high schools,
either explicitly or implicitly, would such a hypothetical letter be?

How are these texts dealt with, and what are the moral effects on
students who study Torah in educational settings where the Pentateuch
is taken to be divine revelation and therefore the above teachings are
considered to reflect God’s will?

The typical Orthodox way of reading the Bible is not literalist since
for the most part it reads the Bible through rabbinic and medieval
lenses, which often deviate from a strict literal understanding of many
of its narratives and laws. Although the literal sense of the text often
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does prevail or co-exist as legitimate alongside rabbinic and medieval
interpretations, it is the latter that have ultimate authority, as least insofar
as halakhic practice is concerned. The availability of rabbinic Midrash,
halakhic and aggadic, can often soften or even negate literal readings
that are morally problematic5 and these are often used effectively in
Orthodox schools.

However, when a teacher “launders” a morally problematic text
through midrashic interpretation, claiming that this is what the text meant
when originally formulated, he/she is not being true to contemporary
canons of intellectual and scholarly integrity. Moreover, rabbinic and
medieval interpretations of the Pentateuch can often exacerbate the
moral problematics of a text. For example, the denigration of gentiles
and of women is sometimes more extreme in rabbinic and medieval
biblical commentaries than is the original sense of the biblical text being
commented upon.6

I acknowledge that what to me are morally problematic texts may
not be considered morally problematic by some teachers and students.
As one modern Orthodox day school student put it, “God’s will is
often a mystery. If God felt that the seven Canaanite nations should be
annihilated who am I to question His command? Surely the Canaanites
and their infant children deserved the punishment or fate they received.”
A generalized version of this approach is that morality is defined by the
Torah rather than the Torah being answerable to moral criteria based upon
sources external to the Torah. There are many rabbinic and medieval
texts that can be cited to support such a view, although there are others
that would take issue with it, whether explicitly or implicitly.

In some classrooms morally problematic texts are either ignored, or
read but not discussed, or not even noticed to be problematic.

Some teachers rationalize or justify morally problematic texts. For
example, it is in women’s best interest that they be subordinate to men.
Slaves were fortunate that they had Israelite masters, compared to what

5 See, e.g., Halbertal (1997); Rosenak (1995).
6 Although this paper focuses on the teachings of the Pentateuch, a similar paper could

be written on the moral and intellectual challenges of teaching certain post-biblical
Jewish texts that have become part of the unofficial sacred canon of traditional
Judaism. See, e.g., Bar-Chayim (1989), who summarizes, analyzes and justifies
rabbinic laws and teachings which many today would consider to be unfair to and
derogatory of non-Jews.
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their lot would have been under non-Israelite ones. Amalek is only a
symbol of evil and does not refer to an historical nation or event.

In addition to morally problematic texts there are others which are
intellectually problematic because they conflict with scientific know-
ledge, such as the creation and flood stories. Here there is a long
traditional history of non-literal, metaphoric or symbolic interpretation of
the creation and flood narratives. It is interesting, though, that even today
one finds in the pages of the modern Orthodox journal, Tradition (Spero,
1999; Communications, 2000), attempts to “reconcile” the narratives of
Genesis 1–11 with the latest versions of scientific theories as to how the
universe and humans came into being and evolved, and critics of that
attempt, who insist on literal readings of these chapters.

Another approach to dealing with contradictions between authoritative
texts and scientific knowledge is to maintain that the laws of nature were
different in biblical times than they are today – a claim that would not
be very convincing to a scientist.7

Contradictions and inconsistencies between or within biblical books,
are resolved in Orthodox schools by midrashic or other interpretations,
implausible as they may be, which insist that all contradictions and
inconsistencies are only “apparent” but not real, and that one must accept
the Torah LeMoshe MiSinai doctrine, and its correlative belief in the
essential unity and internal harmony of the entire Pentateuch.

Although these explanations and interpretations might have been
relatively plausible in the pre-modern period, they are no longer so, in
light of the findings of modern science and of our knowledge of ancient
Near Eastern history and culture, and of academic biblical scholarship.

If students accept the values in my hypothetical letter to them as
guidelines for how they should feel and act towards women, non-
observant Jews and many non-Jews, the negative moral consequences
are self-evident, at least to most people who possess a modern democratic
sensibility.8

7 See Sternberg (1998) on how rabbinical authorities have responded to new medical
and scientific knowledge that contradicts talmudic assumptions, e.g., that a foetus of
seven months is viable whereas one of eight months is not.

8 Of course, as I noted earlier, some Orthodox educators would say that morality is
defined by the Torah rather than the Torah being subject to evaluation by moral
standards not based upon Torah itself. See Fox (1990).
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In truth, though, Orthodox schools, especially modern Orthodox ones,
do not, for the most part, teach their students to conduct their actual lives
in accordance with most of the values listed in the hypothetical letter.
Rabbis and teachers do not call for the reinstitution of slavery, or of the
death penalty for the crimes or sins of adultery, homosexual behavior or
violation of the Sabbath. In fact, most Orthodox rabbis today, haredi and
modern, would prohibit, on halakhic grounds, actual implementation or
even advocacy of many of the letter’s values.

If so, what then are the educational problems or challenges posed by
these texts? Does the Orthodox approach have any negative consequences
beyond the teacher’s attempts to inculcate or defend, in principle, albeit
not in practice, the morally problematic and the implausible? Is there any-
thing wrong when Orthodox educators and students either perfunctorily
read but essentially ignore problematic texts, or reinterpret or rationalize
them, but do not view them as guidelines for life today?

I think that there are negative, deleterious educational and social
consequences. This is not to deny the many positive ethical, spiritual and
cognitive outcomes of Orthodox education.99 My focus here, however,
is on the intellectual, moral and spiritual problems which Orthodox
theology can create for educators and students.

One negative consequence is what a colleague has called, the “moral
numbing effect.”10 If teachers gloss over or rationalize these problematic
texts, the eventual effect might be to discourage serious moral deliberation
and concern in general.

Another consequence can be the unconscious development of preju-
dices and insensitivities towards others, such as gentiles, homosexuals
and women. It is not that a graduate of an Orthodox day school will
advocate the death penalty for gay men but that he or she may not be
sufficiently sensitive to their humanity and the emotional anguish they
experience at being discriminated against or oppressed.

Another effect of uncritically imbibing biblical and rabbinic texts
which express a condescending or hostile attitude toward gentiles is to
breed an insularity which reinforces a Jacob versus Esau – ‘we’ versus
‘they’ – mentality. The Jew, or at least the Torah-believing and observant

9 9 As I have, for e.g., argued in Schimmel (1983).
10 My friend Rabbi Richard Israel, of blessed memory, used this term and concept in

discussing this paper with me.
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Jew is good, whereas the non-Jew is bad, hostile and not to be trusted.
In its extreme form it can lead to the belief that gentiles are inherently
spiritually inferior to Jews.11

Another negative effect can be the insidious development of intellectual
hypocrisy. The teacher on the one hand proclaims commitment to truth,
which is embodied in the Torah, professing that “hotamo shel hakadosh
barukh hu – emet” (Truth is the signature of the Holy One Blessed Be
He).12 Yet the teacher avoids the pursuit of truth because the truth can
threaten cherished beliefs and values.

In addition, a dogmatic approach to how the Torah and its interpreta-
tions in the Oral Law came into being, deprives most Orthodox youth
of an understanding of the origins, nature and development of biblical
religion and of rabbinic Judaism.13

Finally, inculcation of the belief that the teacher and student are privy to
the absolute and inerrant truths of Torah can produce a self-righteousness
and condescension towards those who don’t accept that belief and those
“truths.”

Apropos this, the sociologist Chaim Waxman (1996), writes: There
are some broader sociological developments within contemporary
American Orthodoxy and, therefore, the contemporary American
Jewish day school, which could explain, in part, the atmosphere
from which a Yigal Amir [the assassin of Yitzhak Rabin] might
arise, even though he [Amir] personally did not. [...] Triumphalism
[...] manifests itself in lack of emphasis on kavod lazulat, respect
for the other, and general lack of emphasis on mitzvot bain adam
lehavero, interpersonal behavior, even as there is increasing em-
phasis on punctiliousness in ritual observance within the realm of
bain adam lamakom, between man and God. It should not be too
surprising, within such an environment, that there should be such

11 See Susser and Liebman (1999).
12 See the instructive remarks on the value of pursuit of truth in Judaism by Ephraim

E. Urbach (1979).
13 As befits an academic approach, the understanding of the Bible and of biblical

religion, and of the Oral Law and of rabbinic Judaism, are frequently refined and
revised. This is to be appreciated rather than denigrated.
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brutal vilification of those who are defined as acting against the
wishes of God.14

One reason why Orthodox educators shy away from a critical examination
of problematic texts, in addition to their ideological restraints on doing
so, is that they see their educational mission to be the perpetuation
of the tradition and the cultivation in their students of a passionate
identification with it and commitment to its lifestyle. The assumption is
that critical examination of tradition might weaken commitment to it.
This assumption may well be warranted. The question is whether the
intellectual and moral costs of uncritical indoctrination are too great.
Furthermore, may it not be possible to nurture passionate commitment
even while being objective and critical?

Rosenak (1983), argues that in principle, if not in practice, religious
education is antithetical to indoctrination. He states that though “religious
education often descends into indoctrination [...indoctrination] is [...] in
principle incompatible with it. [...] the separation of religious truth
from everything else known and believed to be true distorts religion.”
Why then, he asks, are many religious educators “prone to succumb to
indoctrination?” It is, he answers, a defensive measure they use to gain
a false security in a secularized world to which they do not know how to
creatively apply religious principles.15

14 Waxman (1996, p. 29), adds: “Finally, the assassination of Yitzhak Rabin appears
to have highlighted an issue which day schools may be forced to address more
directly and more openly than has been evident until now. Specifically, the extent
to which, despite all of the rhetoric, they actually educate for living in a modern
society and profess the value of either ‘synthesis’ or ‘torah im derekh eretz’ is
increasingly open to question [...]. There does seem to be some question as to
whether Orthodoxy is compatible with the responsibilities of citizenship in a modern
democracy. Moreover, whatever else the notion “modern” means, it connotes a
commitment to democracy, and there are increasing numbers of both outsiders and
insiders who are wondering whether an Orthodoxy of the kind which has become
predominant is, indeed, compatible with democracy. In the press and other public
forums, one increasingly hears from within Orthodoxy itself a rejection of democracy
as being antithetical to ‘Torah-true’ Judaism. If that is the case, day schools have
cause for much soul-searching and self-contemplation.” ibid.

15 Rosenak, (1983, pp. 136–137). In addition to this process, there are, I believe,
additional psychological and social factors at work, such as deep commitment to the
positive values of Orthodoxy, unease at rejecting beliefs for which Jews historically
sacrificed so much, concern that the rejection of Orthodox doctrine will result in an
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If indoctrination means, among other things, the refusal to accept the
best available human knowledge, and the refusal to critically examine
one’s beliefs in the light of reason, then contemporary Orthodox theology
and Bible education is indoctrination.16 Perhaps it cannot be anything
other than indoctrination if it wishes to remain true to its Orthodox tenets.
As understood by almost all modern Orthodox thinkers today, to deny
the doctrine of Torah LeMoshe MiSinai as an actual historical event, is
ipso facto to no longer be Orthodox.17

Orthodox Judaism, including its modern version, and its educational
institutions in the Diaspora and in Israel, by virtue of their dogmatic
commitment to a historically literal interpretation of the doctrine of
Torah LeMoshe MiSinai18 are caught in a web of unreasonable beliefs
and morally problematic affirmations. In order to extricate themselves
they need to revise their doctrines of biblical authorship and of rabbinic
authority linked to that doctrine. If they do not do so, most of their
youth will probably be indoctrinated “successfully,” so to speak, but at
the expense of intellectual integrity. Some of their youth will continue

erosion of ethical and moral commitments, and anxiety about the effects of rejecting
Orthodox doctrine on family and community relationships. See Schimmel (1996).

16 Uncritical use of the Bible to indoctrinate towards an ideology, is not restricted to
the Orthodox. Some non-Orthodox, and Zionist approaches to the Bible are also
forms of indoctrination in that they refuse to question assumptions and values which
have become bases of cherished ideological or political views. Schoneveld (1976)
discusses criticism from moral perspectives of the way in which Bible is taught in
Israeli “secular” as well as religious schools (pp. 136–139), although the Zionist
ideology he critiques has waned considerably in the twenty-five years since his
book was published. The fear of minimalist approaches to biblical historiography
or to archaeological findings that would undermine Zionist claims about the extent
of Israelite sovereignty over Eretz Yisrael in biblical times sometimes reflects a
Zionist “fundamentalism.” Conversely, some of the “minimalists” are driven by their
“post-Zionist” ideology. People on both sides of the controversy do not always study
and try to understand the Bible and the archaeology of Eretz Yisrael objectively but
ideologically.

17 Of course many individuals who are members of Orthodox synagogues and commu-
nities are actually hereto-dox. They maintain views that would be considered heretical
by traditional standards, while remaining Orthodox in their (public) practice.

18 An historically literal understanding of the doctrine does not preclude Orthodox
thinkers and theologians from interpreting the process of the assumed divine
revelation in non-literalist ways.
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to practice mitzvot but devoid of passion and spiritual energy and often
tinged with no small measure of cynicism. Some of their youth will
leave the world of Orthodoxy to identify with alternative interpretations
of Judaism, whether religious or secular. A few of their youth might
become totally disillusioned with Judaism as a religion and way of life.

Religious Non-Orthodox, and Secular Educators

If one views the Bible as a humanly written composite document
reflecting social, cultural and historical contexts, changes and deve-
lopments over a period of a thousand years, one has more options and
greater flexibility with which to address its morally and intellectually
problematic texts. There are still significant educational challenges to
face, and a variety of approaches to dealing with them. Jonathan Cohen
(1999/2000), for example, explores the pedagogic implications of four
different hermeneutic approaches to the Bible for the “educational prob-
lem that often plagues teachers of canonical Jewish texts: What must I
do if I perceive a genuine dissonance between my own experience and
values on the one hand, and the picture of reality and types of norms that
seem to emanate from the text on the other? In short, how can I teach
things that I do not believe in, or cannot identify with?” (pp. 39–40).

With the growth of Jewish communal day schools at the high school
level (and the proliferation of Jewish Studies in colleges and universities)
there is a pressing need for developing educational approaches, and
specific curricula, that will address the challenges posed by morally and
intellectually problematic texts. These must be honest and must also be
integrated into the larger Jewish Studies curriculum in ways that will
be consonant with the overarching goals of developing positive attitudes
toward, and identification with classical Jewish texts, such as the Bible
and rabbinic literature. At a more general level, the school wants to
nurture positive attitudes toward and identification with Judaism and
Jewish civilization. Inappropriate teaching of problematic texts can work
counter to these goals. Recently several papers and panels have been
devoted to teaching problematic texts.19

19 See for example comments by Magid (1999), Cohen (1999), and Zank (1999), and
Jewish Education News (1997). An important panel on the subject of “Teaching
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Some schools and teachers simply avoid dealing with problematic texts
by not including them in the curriculum. There are at least two problems
with this approach. At a practical level, students will eventually encounter
the biblical texts that are deliberately excluded from the curriculum. This
discovery might lead them to think that their school and teacher is
hiding something from them, which might engender a loss of trust in
the teacher. More fundamentally, avoidance results in a distorted view of
biblical values and concepts. It is better, for example, to read, analyze,
grapple with, and reject the values in a text that denigrates women than
to pretend that they don’t exist. This is not to say that one should not
emphasize some biblical texts over others. Any curriculum is selective,
and overall it is pedagogically sound to focus on the numerous Torah texts
that express moral, ethical or religious values consonant with the values
the school wants to impart.20 However, some morally problematic texts
do need to be incorporated into the curriculum so that other approaches
to studying them can be applied.

With respect to biblical attitudes toward women, Daniel Lehmann has
pointed out that in his experience as a teacher and headmaster in day
high schools:

[...] the clash between the contemporary understanding of women
and their role in society and that presented by Biblical and Rabbinic
material is often dramatic and traumatic for those who are trying to
internalize these sources of tradition. [...] It is precisely at this stage
in their intellectual and religious development that questions of
self-identity (especially among young women) become significant.
How the tradition categorizes me and understands me is a major
issue that adolescents confront as they engage in the study of
classical Jewish literature. In respect to the young men, the question

Morally Problematic Texts” was held at the conference of the Network for Research
in Jewish Education, in June 1997, at Hebrew College of Boston.

20 I was surprised to learn of a Solomon Schechter elementary school in which a
substantial segment of time is spent studying the Book of Joshua, as if there weren’t
more important and religiously valuable biblical texts to study with ten and eleven
year olds.
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of how these texts inform their perception of women is also a serious
issue.21

In teaching a unit on biblical laws of marriage and divorce, for example,
it is useful to both explore the historical context in which these laws
developed, and how Halakhah has evolved over time (albeit not at a
sufficiently rapid pace) to enhance the rights of women in marriage. These
include, among others, the development of the ketuba; the Ashkenazi
ban on polygamy; the prohibition on divorcing one’s wife against her
will; and rabbinic attempts, albeit inadequate, to alleviate the plight of
the aguna. The biblical text is seen as a starting point in the development
of Judaism, rather than as the ultimate arbiter of how Jews should
organize and lead their lives. As students realize that numerous rabbis
and teachers over two millennia have felt it necessary and desirable to
revise or reinterpret problematic texts, they can experience their unease
with the texts as one legitimate and positive way of responding to them.

Moreover, much of Jewish tradition is multi-vocal in nature. Because
the Torah and the Tanakh transmit the views of many people, over
many generations, in diverse political, social and cultural settings, there
are often conflicting values in the Bible. For example, in studying the
account in Numbers 27: 1–11 of how the law that daughters can inherit
their father’s estate when there is no male heir was promulgated, an issue
first raised by the daughters of Zelophehad, the teacher can show (or
have the students discover) the tension between an early tradition that
excluded women from all inheritance rights, and a later (or alternative)
one which granted them limited ones. Although the biblical law did not
grant daughters equality with men, it took a step in that direction, and
the narrative treats the voices of the women who were arguing on behalf
of their rights with great respect.

This approach does not “apologize” for problematic biblical texts, but
tries to understand them and see them as stimuli for a dynamic Judaism
in which new interpretations, elaborations, revisions, and even rejections
(in a manner respectful of the sanctity which the Bible acquired for Jews)
of what once was, but no longer is, morally (or intellectually) acceptable,
are part of the chain of tradition.

21 Summary of paper (unpublished) for panel on “Teaching Morally Problematic Jewish
Texts” held at Hebrew College, 1997, as part of the Network for Research in Jewish
Education Conference.
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A key element in this approach is developing humility in the student
and respect or even reverence for the Bible. Students must learn first of
all, that just as they are willing to critically examine values expressed in
biblical texts, they have to be willing to expose their own values to critical
examination. Sometimes what would at first appear to be an unethical or
immoral biblical view, can, after an in-depth examination, be appreciated
as a defensible alternative perspective on an issue. For example, is it
more ethical to imprison a criminal (with the attendant deleterious effects
on his family) than to inflict corporal punishment on him (biblical lashes)
to shame and deter him, and then let him resume his life as a free person?
I think that one can make a reasonable argument in defense of some
non-western (and biblical) modes of punishing criminals, as being more
just and reasonable than some of our practices in the West. The point
is that students, by being exposed to an alternative value system should
not hastily condemn it as immoral or unethical. They should rather try
to understand its assumptions and the milieu in which it was operative,
and also see it, at least initially, as a challenge to their own values which
they have to defend in response to biblical values.

This kind of humility must also be expressed in not retrojecting
one’s present milieu on to the past. We have the benefit of centuries
of experience and reflection which build upon our ancestors’ views
and values. Moreover, the difference between the social, political and
economic settings of the United States and Israel in the twenty-first
century and those of the biblical periods are so vast that it is arrogant
and simplistic to assume that what is “right” from our perspective today
would have necessarily been “right” in other ages and civilizations,
assuming that our institutions, values and concepts could have even been
imagined by our ancestors.

Barry Mesch, in reflecting on the challenge of teaching problematic
texts, and the importance of seeing them in their historical context writes:

Values have a historical context and we can only understand the
text in terms of the historical setting in which the events took
place (or the text was written). Values change over time and we
can see that the problematic texts were not problematic when they
were written but became so when the values of society changed.
Understanding the historical context moves the reader from a
position of judge and jury (where one’s stance is purely critical) to
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the position of historical inquiry where the purpose is to understand
the phenomenon before judging it.22

Mesch emphasizes that the “problem” of “problematic texts” is nothing
new to Jewish thought and experience. Indeed much of the history of
biblical interpretation reflects the fact that in each generation certain
texts and concepts were considered to be problematic. For Maimonides,
biblical anthropomorphism clashed with his understanding of truth. The
Zohar and other kabbalistic commentaries on the Torah grappled with
what for them were on the surface superficial and trivial biblical stories.
They overcame this problem by reading profound mysteries about God
and the world into the Torah, seeing the texts of Torah as symbols or
metaphors for deeper truths that corresponded to their own view of reality
and their own religious values.

The one position we cannot take is that of resolving the tension by
claiming that the text has nothing to say about our values or our
values have nothing to say about our text. We must maintain this
sacred tension and continue to allow each realm to speak to the
other [...]. As educators it is our job to keep that tension alive for
ourselves as well as for our students. It is the task of the educator
to bring the student into the historic dialogue and dialectic and to
encourage the student to raise the most difficult questions – often
they will be the ones that matter the most – and to show the student
that the questioning and the provisional answers that we are able
to come up with are all part of the continuing dynamic of Judaism
and Jewish thought. [...] Educating adolescents to the dialectical
character of theological inquiry as well as to the multiplicity of
approaches to resolving fundamental religious questions requires
both a thorough familiarity with the text, a willingness to engage the
issues from the students’ perspective and a lack of defensiveness
on the part of the educator. The hypothesis is that the model of open
inquiry and willingness to engage the most fundamental questions

22 Citations from Mesch are from Barry Mesch’s summary of the paper (unpublished)
he presented on the panel on “Teaching Morally Problematic Jewish Texts” held
at Hebrew College, 1997 as part of the Network for Research in Jewish Education
Conference.
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of religious belief and practice will provide the students with a
powerful resource to help them in their own religious quest.23

In an interesting approach to morally problematic biblical and rabbinic
texts about non-Jews (the “other”), Dov Lerea argues that “what is
at stake in the teaching about non-Jews is a vision of how we see
ourselves in a larger human picture.”24 He defends the value of a
category of the “other” as distinct from the Israelite or Jewish nation
with which one identifies in particular, as long as the “other” is not
perceived as an individual or group who may be treated unethically.
Texts which differentiate between Israelite/Jew and “others” are not ipso
facto immoral. Texts which see the “other” as a group with whom one
should not, for example, intermarry, lest the identity markers of being
Jewish become blurred, are not immoral. However, texts which describe
the “other” as deserving of annihilation or even lesser injuries, that go
counter to our sense of justice, need to be interpreted in non-literalist
ways, as indeed they have been by some rabbis ever since talmudic
times. For example, Amalek and Israel’s struggles with that nation, and
the commandment to annihilate Amalek, is interpreted as symbolic of
the good and evil impulses in each of us, or of good and evil people in
the world, and our obligation to struggle so that the good will overcome
the evil, at the personal or at the social level. One can teach the Amalek
texts by acknowledging that when understood literally they are deeply
morally offensive to us, but then proceed to histories of interpretation
that use the text to inculcate moral and ethical values with which we
identify. In defense of the moral propriety of the concept of the “other,”
especially as a delimiter of boundaries of cultural and ethnic-religious
identity, Lerea says:

I want to challenge the notion that loyalty towards a member of
your own family necessarily indicates a lower moral stage of devel-
opment than a universalistic, more abstract principle which guides
action. If the distinction between Jews and non-Jews permeates

23 Ibid.
24 Citations from Lerea are from Dov Lerea’s summary of the paper (unpublished)

he presented on the panel on “Teaching Morally Problematic Jewish Texts” held
at Hebrew College, 1997 as part of the Network for Research in Jewish Education
Conference.
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one’s sense of loyalties, that need not lead to intolerant attitudes.
On the contrary, one might discover that a strong sense of self,
in contradistinction to “other” nations or groups, might enhance
a sense of the diversities in human culture, and challenge us to
push beyond differences to recognize commonalities which are as
deeply felt.25

Israel as a Chosen People, a Holy Nation, a Kingdom of Priests

I would like to give an example of one approach I use in teaching biblical
and rabbinic texts to teenagers and adults, which is applicable to all texts,
whether or not they are perceived as morally or intellectually problematic
by me or by the students.26 In general I would like my students to
understand Judaism and Jewish civilization from two perspectives, an
internal one and an external one. The internal perspective looks at biblical
and rabbinic literature from the perspectives of its authors, using their
own concepts and categories of thought and experience, explained as
best and empathetically as possible. The external perspective examines
biblical and rabbinic literature using concepts and methods of modern
scholarship in the humanities and social sciences. This latter perspective
makes no supernaturalist assumptions.

Many Jews are troubled by the biblical and rabbinic notion that the
Jews are a “chosen people.” What issues, values and questions might
be addressed when studying biblical and rabbinic texts which describe
the people of Israel being “a treasured nation” (or “chosen people”), a
“kingdom of priests” and a “holy nation” (am segula, mamlekhet kohanim
vegoy kadosh), from internal and external perspectives?

From the internal perspective we would inquire: How did the authors
of the Bible and the rabbinic sages understand the notion that the people
of Israel are a special people in a unique relationship with God? From
their perspective, we would ask: Why did God choose Israel? In what
ways is Israel’s “specialness” manifested? What responsibilities does
being special and chosen confer upon the people of Israel? Does it
impose upon them obligations towards other nations of the world?

25 Ibid.
26 See also Schimmel (1989; 1997).
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Texts from the Tanakh and from rabbinic literature which provide
answers and insights into these questions would be studied. After the
student has a good grasp of these texts and their meaning(s), I would turn
to the external perspective, and ask: What factors might have contributed
to the creation and development of the idea that the people of Israel
are a divinely treasured, chosen people? How did this belief function in
Jewish history? In addition to whatever theological functions served by
the belief did it also serve psychological, political or sociological ones?

I would explore with my students several theories or hypotheses
and the available factual information, as we try to understand how
the concept/belief originated, developed and functioned. For example, I
might suggest three hypotheses (which are not mutually exclusive).
1. A small and relatively weak tribe or group of tribes, which eventually

coalesces into a nation, feels inadequate and insignificant in the
presence of other larger and stronger nations, be they Egypt, Assyria,
Babylon, Persia, Greece, or Rome. As a response to this sense of
inferiority it develops the idea and belief that it is special, unique
and treasured by God, more so than these other nations. One major
function of this idea and belief is to act as a collective defense
mechanism against a collective sense of inferiority and anxiety
about its ability to survive. The belief contributes to the survival of
the nation by inspiring hope and confidence in its future.

2. Israel, with its religious, moral and ethical values, comes into contact
with other peoples whose values and behaviors it views as corrupt
and abominable. This encounter and comparison with other nations
creates in Israel a sense of national and moral superiority. Israel
responds to its perceived superiority and uniqueness by establishing
prohibitions on intermarriage whereby it prevents assimilation and
moral deterioration.

3. The concept and belief of being a treasured nation was borrowed
by Israel from another culture. It was then adapted by Israel to
Israel’s specific conditions. There are, most probably, other possible
explanations for the origin and development of the belief in the
special covenantal relationship between Israel and its God in biblical
times that could be included in a curricular unit on “am segula.”

I would also explore with my students the way in which this central
biblical and rabbinic concept has been problematic for Jews, especially
so in the past two hundred years, and have them examine different
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responses to the problems it has posed. For example, they might read the
responses to the question about the “chosen people” in the Commentary
Symposium on The Condition of Jewish Belief (1966) and read the
chapter that addresses this theme in Eisen’s Rethinking Modern Judaism
(1999).

We would discuss whether and how each student feels that belief in
the chosenness of the Jews is or is not relevant to his or her personal
philosophy, and why.

Such an approach can be used with high school age and adult students,
in ways that respect their intelligence, and that directly and honestly deal
with the challenge that this concept and value poses for them, and the
relevance it might have for them as they formulate their Jewish (and
human) identities and worldview.

Positive Lessons to be Learned from Orthodoxy: A Modest
Proposal

Michael Rosenak (e.g., 1978; 1983; 1987; 1995), in his theoretical and
practical educational endeavors has demonstrated the fruitfulness and
importance of multi-disciplinary and collaborative approaches to Jewish
education. In this spirit I would like to offer a modest proposal for a
joint endeavor on the part of theologians, educators and social scientists
interested in and capable of affecting Jewish social policy. I will preface
my concluding remarks with a personal anecdote that was an illuminating
experience for me when I was a young man fresh out of the world of the
yeshiva, apprehensively treading in the waters of Judaic Studies at the
Hebrew University.

It was 1964 and I enrolled in a seminar with Professor Jacob Katz
on the responses of Hungarian Orthodoxy to Reform. On the first day
of class Professor Katz asked us to define “Orthodoxy.” I raised my
hand and said with certainty, that someone who accepts Maimonides’
thirteen principles of faith is Orthodox. To my great surprise, Professor
Katz did not accept my answer as the “correct” one, at least insofar
as the point he was trying to make. An Orthodox person, said Katz,
at least in early 19th century Hungary, was someone who considered
himself bound, in principle, by the Shulhan Arukh (even if he lapsed
in his observance). Commitment to Halakhah and not precisely defined
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doctrinal belief was what determined a Jew’s religious identity. If we
are to extend Katz’s behavioral perspective, one may argue that what
religiously oriented Jews need today is a new theology and a new
philosophy of Halakhah that will engender commitment to a set of
halakhic principles and norms that serve the current and anticipated
spiritual and survival needs of the Jewish people. It will build upon
critical biblical and Judaic Studies scholarship rather than seeing them
as threats. This new philosophy would undoubtedly recommend major
and radical revisions in what “Halakhah” should be in the twenty-first
century.27 The challenge for theologians, social scientists and educators
is to formulate a philosophy/theology and a halakhic system derived from
it – and communal and educational institutions to transmit them – that
will be intellectually honest and compelling and spiritually meaningful.
It will be a theology that will nurture Jewishly knowledgeable and caring
communities that are capable of multi-generational continuity, while
recognizing the need for and value of adaptation and change.

None of the non-Orthodox movements have succeeded so far in doing
this. Perhaps Orthodoxy, with its deep rooting in traditional Jewish
sources, its commitment to Jewish behaviors, ritual and ethical, and
its relative success in creating cohesive communities, has a chance to
succeed where others have so far failed, if it has the courage to lead
and to take risks. However, all Jews concerned about contributing to
the continuity and flourishing of a worthy and worthwhile Judaism and
Jewish peoplehood, need to work toward the goals described above.

27 One might argue, for example, that a liberalized Halakhah might permit the removal
of life support systems (or maybe even active euthanasia) for a person in a comatose
or a vegetative state, who is expected to remain in such a state for the rest of his/her
life, who is totally dependent on care provided by others, and whose family lack
the financial and emotional resources to support and care for him or her. When
the original halakhot defining and regulating murder, and the obligation to save a
life, were formulated, few individuals whose illness or injury brought them into a
totally dependent vegetative or comatose state survived for more than a few days
or weeks, and death would ensue without depleting the family’s emotional and
economic resources. In such circumstances the strictness of the Halakhah in its
demand that all efforts be made to extend life are plausible. However today, when
modern medicine and technology can extend life for years even though a person
has lost consciousness, or is in a vegetative state, perhaps the Halakhah should be
liberalized since the original halakhot did not anticipate and were not meant for
situations common today, which were so rare in biblical and rabbinic times.
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What are the prospects for success? Susser and Liebman (1999), among
others, offer a pessimistic appraisal for Jewish survival, in the United
States, if not in Israel. However, they suggest that those concerned with
Jewish continuity who want to make the endeavor, have much to learn
from Orthodoxy, even as they reject many aspects of it. What should be
learned? To paraphrase and somewhat elaborate on their analysis, I would
say that some of the features which need to be essential components of a
twenty-first century Judaism, and which characterize what I call modern
Orthodoxy at its best, are that:

? It wrestle with the God-idea and transcendence.
? It be dedicated to intellectually demanding study of the classical

texts of Judaism, in Hebrew, and to vigorous debate about their
meanings and implications.

? It create cohesive, caring and ethically sensitive communities.
? It accept that there are significant value differences between Judaism

and the general culture, and uses each to critique or enhance the
other.

? It be passionate in its commitment to Judaism and willing to
demand personal sacrifices on its behalf.

? It accept an historic responsibility to Jewish history and tradition.
? It create shared behavioral norms and rituals.

One need not be Orthodox in order to appreciate and appropriate these
values. As Jewish schools across the ideological spectrum develop
curricula and pedagogic approaches for teaching Bible, rabbinics and
other Jewish literature, they should regularly consider how and whether
their educational endeavors contribute to the goals of meaningful Jewish
survival. In doing so, they would do well to have Michael Rosenak’s
collected works accompany them on their journey.
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Holocaust Education between History and Memory
Survey, Analysis, and Critique

Dalia Ofer

At the beginning of the twenty-first century, the Holocaust still captures
the human imagination and generates much self-questioning and torment.
It is represented in a rich cultural matrix encompassing both academic
research – such as history, philosophy, sociology; and personal expression
– in the form of testimonies and literature, as well as visual and performing
arts. This multiplicity of voices demonstrates the continued quest for a
meaning to this tormented memory. In the field of education this search
has been expressed in the curricula of elementary and high schools and in
institutions of higher education in Europe, the USA, and Israel. Holocaust
education has become an independent field of study. In the following
essay, I explore the inherent difficulties and tensions that have emerged
from the introduction of Holocaust Studies into different educational
frameworks, as well as the considerations of the interested agencies that
have initiated and encouraged this policy.

A number of innate problems and tensions are to be found in Holocaust
education. The major problem emerges from the nature of the Holocaust
itself. Becoming aware of the almost complete triumph of evil might
bring students to lose all trust in human nature or to become cynical. As
Michael Rosenak has noted in a lecture he presented at Yad Vashem:

People who are brought up to believe that the world is a friendly,
basically benevolent place, tend themselves to be friendly, open,
accepting, curious, willing to learn new things. On the other hand,
those who are taught that the world is unfriendly are closed,
suspicious, defensive, hostile to innovation and re-thinking.1

1 Michael Rosenak, “Educational Guidelines for Teaching the Shoah in the 21st
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Therefore, Rosenak has argued, one could rightfully question whether
it is educationally sound to teach the Holocaust and face the possibility
that students might come to view human beings as evil, not to be
trusted, and, concurrently, to make them aware of the fact that politicians
manipulate human emotions in order to enhance their own power and
authority. Conversely, students might become fascinated with the victory
of violence and come to admire the perpetrators, or dislike the victims.

Another difficulty emerges from the fact that as we move further away
in time from the events, their meaning casts an even greater shadow over
our lives. Genocide and ethnic hatred have not vanished from our world.
We are compelled, then, time and again, to try to understand how and
why this horror and mass murder took place – in the words of Abba
Kovner: “so quietly, so completely, and with such cooperation.”2

Yet, the Holocaust happened, and the world after the Holocaust cannot
be as it was before. Thus the claim of Adorno that “the very first demand
on education is that there not be another Auschwitz” reinforces the
assumption that those who do not remember the past will have no future.
Moreover, the greatest fear is that by ignoring the past, the world might
re-enact another catastrophe of this magnitude.3

While these problems underscore the issue that Rosenak has addressed,
this issue has hardly been noticed by educators. On the contrary, many
believe that if the role of educators is “to help young people become
effective adults through an understanding of human nature, this includes
an honest, if often painful, examination of motives and behavior as
reflected in political and social events. [...] The Holocaust is a compelling
case study of human potential for extremes of both good and evil.”4

Century” (paper presented at the Yad Vashem Second International Conference for
Holocaust and Education, 14 Oct. 1999).

2 Abba Kovner, “The Mission of Survivors,” Yisrael Gutman and Livia Rotkirchen
(eds.), The Catastrophe of European Jewry: Antecedents – History – Reflections,
Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, 1976, pp. 671–683.

3 See for example the forward of Annette Shavan, Janur, Tag des Gedenkens an die
Opfer des naionalsozilismus, Baden-Württemberg: Ministerin für Kultur und Sport,
1996.

4 Ann L. Nick, Teachers’ Guide to the Holocaust, Evanston: Evanston Town-
ship High School, n.d.; Margot Stern Storm and William S. Parsons, Holocaust
and Human Behavior: Facing History and Ourselves, Watertown: Intentional
Education, Inc., 1982, p. 13; Karen L. Simonetti, Do You Know? Will You
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Survivors (and their descendants), scholars, educators, and politicians
are the agents of Holocaust of remembrance and of Holocaust education.
Often they propose differing interpretations of the meaning of the Holo-
caust and represent conflicting understandings of how to teach it. All
these are reflected in the practice of education and place a great burden
on it. In addition, Holocaust education suffers from many expectations
beyond what education and learning may be expected to fulfill. And thus,
despite innovative syllabi and dedicated educators, a sense of unease is
characteristic of those engaged in teaching the Holocaust.

My first task will be to discuss how these different interpretations and
motivations for teaching play themselves out in the field of education
and to examine their consequences. Then, I will suggest my own point
of view concerning the underlying principles that should inform the
teaching of the Holocaust.

The Proliferation and Institutionalization of Holocaust
Education

In the past two decades, Holocaust education has become widespread
in the United States, Germany, England, and Israel, as well as in other
countries. A large number of study centers have been established to
provide assistance to teachers, and complementary teaching programs
have been designed for the classroom. The proliferation of Holocaust
teaching can be observed in the increasing number of high school and
university students that study the subject, the wide selection of syllabi,
and the ubiquity of curricular planning. A significant and impressive
factor in this field is the cooperation and dialogue amongst educators
across many countries over the meaning of the Holocaust and its objec-
tives in education. Over the course of the last decade, educators have
received additional support from academics dedicated to researching the
educational opportunities and risks involved in teaching the Holocaust,
with the goal of promoting a more professional level of teaching.5

Remember? Books and Websites about the Holocaust for Young Adults, 1998,
www.euronet.nl/users/jubo/holocaust.html

5 In the meeting of the Stockholm International Forum on the Holocaust, 26–28
January 2000, a group of educators and leaders of educational programs from many
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Yad Vashem was established in Israel in 1953 as the national au-
thority charged with commemorating the Holocaust and promoting
research and teaching on the subject. Yad Vashem initiated a one-day
educational program for high-school students in the 1960s. In the last
two decades, its education department has created a variety of teaching
units for different age groups, and brought together teachers from many
countries in its summer programs. The course “Teaching the Holocaust
and Antisemitism” has been given in English, Spanish, and Russian.
Three international conferences on the Holocaust and Education were
convened in 1996, 1999 and 2001 with over 300 participants in each,
and Yad Vashem has recently dedicated a school for the teaching of the
Holocaust.

With similar educational objectives, an institution known as Facing
History and Ourselves was founded in the early 1980s in Brookline,
Massachusetts, as a modest local initiative. It developed into an important
study center that provides curricula, teachers’ seminars, assistance to
classes, and other activities.6 Likewise, Beit Shalom was established in
1981 in England, and the Fritz Bauer Institute: Study and Documentation
Center on the History and Impact of the Holocaust, was established in
1995 in Frankfurt, Germany.

University-level teaching on the Holocaust has also expanded, with
catalogues offering courses related directly or indirectly to the subject,
including Jewish, German, and European history, courses on com-
parative genocide, human rights, totalitarian regimes, the behavior of
the individual under extreme stress, and the reactions to trauma. The
multi-disciplinary approach is also apparent in the teaching of individual
courses.

Lessons and Legacies, which aimed at preparing university-level

countries participated who have dedicated their professional life to the teaching of
the Holocaust. The workshops presented exemplary papers and produced a high
level of discussion.

6 Facing History and Ourselves National Foundation, Inc. (http://www.facing.org).
The website includes links to their resource library, training courses, summer
institute, adult education, and curriculum development. Margot Stern Strom, William
S. Parsons, “Facing History and Ourselves: Holocaust and Human Behavior,”
Watertown, Mass.: Intentional Education, Inc., 1982, pp. 1–20. In Germany, see
for example, Forschungs-und Atbeitsstelle (FAS) ‘Erzieung nach Über Auschwitz’
http://members.aol.com/FASENA/main.htm.



Holocaust Education between History and Memory 91

teachers on issues related to the Holocaust and encouraging them to
initiate courses at their own universities, was established in 1987 by
Zeev Weiss, a survivor who attracted a number of important scholars to
his project. The first meeting of university teachers, mostly historians
of modern European history, met at Northwestern University to study
Jewish history and the Holocaust. Weiss understood that the nature of the
subject raised ambivalent feelings among many teachers, who hesitated
to confront it due to the emotional burden. Often they did not appreciate
the intellectual challenge of teaching the subject in a university program.
Lessons and Legacies introduced regular summer courses in modern
Jewish history for faculty who taught European or German history but
had never studied Jewish history. It offered seminars on the Jews in
various countries, such as Poland, Romania, Hungary, and France, and
the study of Jewish literature in several languages. It also organized a
tour of Poland to visit the sites of the vibrant Jewish life in prewar Europe
and of the communities that were destroyed. In the bi-annual conferences
sponsored by Lessons and Legacies since 1991, the faculty presented
new research, raised issues of methodology of teaching the Holocaust,
and offered suggestions for integrating new findings into the university
curriculum.7 Such issues were also discussed in a workshop in Jerusalem
in 1988 organized by the International Center for Jewish Civilization
established in 1981. The subsequent publication of The Holocaust in
University Teaching provided useful guidelines for university teachers.8

All of these initiatives, in Israel and abroad, rest on the assumption
that knowledge of the history of the Third Reich and the destruction of
the Jews of Europe can contribute to the promotion of human values
and human rights, and hence to the improvement of society and the
individual. This relatively recent spate of educational activity reflects
an interplay between cultural, social, and political forces in various
societies. It also testifies to the impact of dedicated individuals who act
as agents for preserving the memory of the Holocaust. Such dedicated
individuals encouraged the establishment of museums such as the United

7 See for example the publication of the first conference, Peter Hayes, Lesson and
Legacies: The Meaning of the Holocaust in a Changing World, Evanston: North
Western University Press, 1991.

8 Gideon Shimoni, The Holocaust in University Teaching, Oxford: Pergamon Press,
1991; Zeev Garber, Allen Berger, and Richard Libowitz, Methodology in the Aca-
demic Teaching of the Holocaust, Lanham: University Press of America, 1988.
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States Holocaust Memorial Museum (USHMM) in Washington and the
Museum of Jewish Heritage in New York. Clearly, a consensus exists
about the centrality of the Holocaust as an “epoch making event,” despite
disagreements among scholars on the interpretation of major issues.9

The efforts of high school and university teachers from many countries
transcend the concerns of their own particular societies. They have led
to the creation of a worldwide community of scholars and educators
who have sought to provide a normative perspective for presenting the
subject to students while maintaining awareness of the specific needs of
each educational setting.

Different Modalities in Teaching the Holocaust

Initially it seemed almost obvious that teaching the Holocaust was
necessary simply because it had happened; this was the view of many of
the survivors involved in promoting its teaching. This approach placed
the teaching of the Holocaust mainly in the field of history. However,
the “lessons” of the Holocaust go beyond its historical context, and
addressing these broader issues demanded a more sophisticated approach,
for example one that would promote moral education – tolerance, respect
for the “other,” and democracy. Yet incorporating study of the Holocaust
into disciplines outside of history, for example, sociology and psychology,
or literature, was no simple matter. It called for teachers in these
disciplines to master intricate knowledge about the Holocaust so as
to present a variety of interpretations of the events and suggest a number
of options to resolve major questions, such as: How did the Final

9 The expression “epoch making event” was used by Emil Fackenhiem in Jewish
Return into History: Reflection in the Age of Auschwitz and a New Jerusalem, New
York: Schocken Books, 1978, pp. xi–xii. For a description of the establishment of
Yad Vashem in Israel and the roles of various individuals, see Dalia Ofer, “Israel
Reacts to the Holocaust,” in David Wyman (ed.) The World Reacts to the Holocaust,
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996, pp. 839–923. On discussions about
a Holocaust memorial for New York City, see Rochelle G. Saidel, Never Too Late to
Remember: The Politics behind New York City’s Holocaust Museum, New York and
London: Holmes & Meier, 1996; on the establishment of the United States Holocaust
Memorial Museum (USHMM), see Michael Berenbaum, The World Must Know: The
History of the Holocaust as Told by the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum,
Boston: Little, Brown, 1993.
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Solution emerge? Who among the Nazi leadership desired it and what
forces promoted it and kept it in motion? What could explain the ability
of human beings to forsake basic human and religious values and become
either perpetrators or indifferent bystanders, or move between these two
options? What made the Jews such easy prey for Nazi perpetrators, and
what motivated and encouraged some individuals and organizations to
rescue Jews from the Nazis? To what extent were individuals – ordinary
citizens or victims – able to confront the Nazi regime?

In addition to formal educational processes, other, informal, educa-
tional programs emerged around days of commemoration and in events
sponsored by commemorative institutions such as museums, memori-
als, and study centers. The suggested activities in these extracurricular
programs were not connected to any specific discipline and usually
centered on efforts to help students relate personally to the events of
the Holocaust, perceive these events as relevant to their lives, oppose
the principles of Nazism, and establish respect for the victims of the
Holocaust; all certainly eminent goals. However, these programs often
represent sectarian interests, and do not promote critical thinking or an
intellectual effort to understand how and why such events occurred, or
what motivated the behavior of the different groups in society at the time.
The questions remain as to whether memorial programs can achieve the
normative goals mentioned above, or whether the students’ immediate
emotional experience will have a lasting impact after they leave the
museum or ceremony.

Before moving to an analysis of the ways in which educators have
responded to these challenges, I will digress briefly and place the above in
the context of a conceptual distinction between “history” and “memory.”

“History” and the Commemoration of the Holocaust

How can we define the tension that exists between “history” and “mem-
ory” in relation to Holocaust education? “Memory” relates to both
the individual and the collective. The personal experience of survivors
was documented during the war and immediately afterwards, when
the memory was fresh. Historical committees in Poland and Germany
produced oral history documentation for the purpose of writing the history
of the destruction. Without the stories of the survivors, the reconstruction
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of this history would be hopelessly partial and would reflect only the
voices of the perpetrators. Thus the memory of survivors became public
through their testimonies, publication of their memoirs, and the creation
of literary works, such as Ka-tzetnik’s Salamandra, House of Dolls, and
others.10 This literature, though not documentary, nevertheless followed
the events and experiences of the war years and its aftermath, along with
the reflections of the authors.

Trials of Nazi criminals in Germany and the Eichmann trial in
Jerusalem (1960–1961) in particular, as well as the Auschwitz trial
initiated by Fritz Bauer in 1963–1965, placed the testimonies of sur-
vivors at the center of Holocaust memory and history. The process that
evolved was the transformation of the personal, episodic ‘memory’ of
the survivors into a symbolic, codified, and generalized memory for the
collective who had not experienced the Holocaust. It spoke in various
ways to those directly and indirectly touched by the Holocaust as a
result of the loss of family and friends, as well as to others who were
morally and emotionally moved, including non-Jews who assisted Jews.
The writing of history could not ignore personal memory (not only that
of the victims) and yet, despite its fragmentary nature, it needed to be
integrated into a master narrative of the Holocaust.

However, in the process of recording these testimonies, narratives
competed with each other, and it became clear that the narrative of the
Holocaust could be told from different perspectives. These include, for
example, German history, Jewish history, the histories of the countries
involved in World War II, Allies or the Axis, and those of neutral
countries, as well as the history of the churches’ stance in that era, and so
on. Moreover, within each of these frameworks, a variety of subgroups
suggested their own narratives. Although the course of events surrounding
the Nazi persecution is well known, historians disagree on issues such as
the decision-making process that led to the Final Solution, or the role of
ideology in the motivation of the killers. Similarly, historians argue about
the role of armed resistance in the Jewish responses to oppression, and
about the interpretation of the different strategies of survival selected by

10 Ka-tzetnik [Yehiel Dinur], Salamandra (Salamander), Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1946; idem,
House of Dolls, Tel Aviv: Dvir, 1953. On memoir literature in Israel, see Dalia
Ofer, “Memoir Literature and the Holocaust in Israel,” Romania Studia (2000), pp.
94–112.
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the Jewish leadership in the ghettos. As we listen closely to the personal
voices of memory and attend carefully to the documentation, without
seeking an oversimplified or hegemonic version of the events, dissonance
in the diversity of views becomes apparent.

History, Memory, and Commemoration

The nature of historical writing conflicts with the typical representation
of the Holocaust in commemorations, in which it becomes symbolized
and codified in heroic terminology for the purpose of collective memory.
The discourse of commemoration has produced a dichotomy of good and
evil, of the ultimate victim and the ultimate perpetrator, and encouraged
the stereotyping of heroism, of the character of the German nation, of
the bigotry of the bystanders, and of the complete betrayal of liberal
norms. Even curricula that have aimed at presenting a more sophisticated
view, have produced a quite a stereotypical narrative when enacted in
the context of commemorations.

An interesting example is the program entitled The Holocaust – A
Teenager’s Experience: Remembrance, Education, Media. It is a video
based on the personal story of David Bergman, a survivor who was a
teenager during the war years. In the foreword the following is stated:

This documentary is unique in that it is the true story of a teenager.
These are the experiences of someone of approximately the same
age as the students for whom this program is intended. It is an
opportunity for them to imagine how it might feel to be subjected to
the horrors of the Holocaust. Rather than an impersonal relating of
facts, this program draws the viewer into the situations experienced
by one of the very few teenagers to survive. In his own words he
gives us the facts, keeping them simple without exaggeration or
embellishment.11

As a result of watching this one video, students are expected to under-
stand:

11 Phil Corner and Marilyn Smedberg, The Holocaust – A Teenager’s Experience;
Remembrance Education Media, Maryland: Remembrance and Education, 1991,
p. 1.
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1. What the Holocaust was and how the Nazis murdered 6 million Jews
and 5 million Christians.

2. The importance of determination and the will to survive.
3. Why it is necessary for everyone to have the knowledge of the

catastrophic events of the Holocaust and to insure that such a thing
will never happen again.

4. Why freedom must never be taken for granted.
One could ask how it might be possible to conduct a serious discussion or
write an intelligent paper on those issues based on a single documentary
film and some information given by teachers. The conclusion must
therefore be that this program calls for an emotional response and may
reinforce stereotyped images.12

History, Memory, and Scholarship

Historical research itself has often been conducted with an apologetic
bent. Efforts to create “objective distance” without losing sensitivity and
respect for the human dimension of the Holocaust, and without falling
into kitsch, have proved to be most difficult.13

Survivors wanted the world to remember the horrors of the Holocaust,
while at the same time they themselves wished to gradually put the
memories aside and proceed with “normal life” – work, study, taking up
residence in new countries, establishing their families. They also wished
to validate belief in values such as justice, love, beauty, and compassion.
Together with those who had experienced Nazi persecution before the
beginning of the war, they were the forerunners of both the foundation
of historical research and of the institution of commemoration. Thus,
their wish to commemorate and remember reflected love and respect for
the victims of the Holocaust, and the hope that their experiences

12 Ibid, pp. 2–4
13 There is a vast amount of research that deals with these issues, and I will not

mention it here. I was inspired in writing this paragraph by Berel Lang, The Future
of the Holocaust: Between History and Memory, “Introduction,” Ithaca and London:
Cornell University Press, 1999, pp. 1–12. On collective memory, see Jay Winter and
Emmanuel Sivan, War and Remembrance, “Introduction,” Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999, pp. 1–27.
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would become an everlasting warning that such things should never
happen again. These aspirations, which can be viewed as noble and
life-enhancing, are nonetheless not “objective.”

Scholarship and Curriculum

Later on, in the light of other genocides and incidents of ethnic warfare
in the three decades after World War II, educators, historians, and
intellectuals began to think of teaching the Holocaust as an educational
tool that could serve as a long-term preventive measure for future
catastrophes. Scholars and educators opened a discussion to define more
clearly how teaching should proceed and suggest options for resolving the
tension between “history,” which demands the kind of critical thinking
typical of research, and “memory” which calls for a more heroic approach
in teaching the Holocaust. Based on their experiences in their own
social and cultural settings, they have attempted to formulate appropriate
methodologies and pedagogies.

Indeed, there are many fine curricula that exemplify what could be
called a “holistic” approach: namely, curricula aimed at integrating
critical rational thinking and emotional experience, at presenting an
intellectual challenge, and at bringing about understanding through em-
pathy with the personal experience of victims and survivors. Among
the available Holocaust syllabi, there are some exceptionally creative
and innovative programs for both formal and informal educational
frameworks.

Some Holocaust curricula are based on a multidisciplinary approach,
draw material from many different sources, and suggest projects that are
novel and creative.

Among many examples we can find creative writing projects such as
those that call upon students to keep a journal of their own reflections
during their study; or to write an imaginary diary of a child their own
age who lived under Nazi persecution. Students are called upon to
read poetry written during the Holocaust, or to rewrite classical poetry
in the context of the destruction. They might be asked to listen to
a testimony either from an invited survivor or on videotape, to read
political documentation, or victims’ diaries, and to try to understand the
mind of a perpetrator. They are exposed to philosophical, religious, and



Dalia Ofer98

psychological analyses.14 Some of these are amongst the best curricular
efforts in the areas of history and literature.

“Extrinsic” Goals in Holocaust Instruction

Holocaust education nonetheless remains over-burdened with goals that
emerge from the interests of the different agencies of memory and
commemoration. This causes confusion and conflict, and does not
encourage rigorous intellectual and disciplined study. Moreover, the
competition between different agencies leads to a kind of mystification
of the Holocaust that obstructs the educational process. I would call
such competing aspirations “extrinsic goals,” so as to signify that they
do not emanate from the subject matter, from the needs of the students,
or from the needs of the society in which the schools operate; but,
rather, from the needs of those agencies – such as Holocaust survivor
groups and commemoration institutions – that have been at the core of
the incentive and encouragement to teach the Holocaust. I will illustrate
the kind of pressure that these extrinsic goals can generate. While I do
not believe that these goals are likely to disappear, I do believe that
they must be negotiated between educators, scholars and the agencies of
commemoration.

In an announcement of the educational program in Sweden “The Living
History Project” initiated by Swedish Prime Minister Göran Persson in
1997, the following is stated:

14 I will give a few examples: Hans Simaon Pelanda, Unterrichsentwuerfer zum
nationalsozialismnus im DaF, Hamburg: Goethe Institute, n.d. See in particular,
the conversation between a son and his father, “Wie war das mit den Juden?”
written by Wolfgang Ebert; n.a., Nazi Germany, London: Imperial War Mu-
seum, Study Session: Notes for Teachers, n.d. For an explanation and rationale
for this program, see Anita Ballin, “Teaching the Holocaust at the Imperial
War Museum,” British Journal of Holocaust Education 3 (1994), pp. 184–188;
The Best Within: An Interdisciplinary Unit, www.fred.net/nhhs/html/beast.htm;
“The Society of the Holocaust: A German-American eMail program in cooper-
ation with the Transatlantic Classroom, TAK Das Transatlantische Klassenzimmer,
http://members.aol.com/FASENA/english/projects.htm, Praxis Geschicte: Der Holo-
caust, November 1995, Heft 6; this is a very interesting issue that suggests a number
of creative educational activities.
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The Holocaust is a constant warning of what can happen if we
fail to maintain a continuous discussion about the importance of
democracy and humanity. The purpose of the information activities
included in the project plan is to encourage discussion of issues
relating to humanity, democracy and equality, using the Holocaust
as a point of departure.15

At the Stockholm International Forum on the Holocaust that took place
in January 2000, Prof. Hubert Locke declared:

To teach about the Holocaust is to examine the enormous gulf
between a society’s ideals and its harsh realities. It is a way of
looking deeply not only at Germany in the era of National Socialism
but also into our respective national histories and of forcing us to
look at our societal flaws and failures, as well as our achievements,
as this Forum has so courageously initiated. Societies are not
prone to engage in this kind of collective introspection. Societies
treasure and perpetuate the legends about themselves; they wish to
be acknowledged as a “superpower” or “the cradle of civilization”
or the “font of culture” – Eastern or Western. The history they
impart to their young is saturated with myths and myth-making –
national leaders from the past take on heroic qualities and god-like
proportions. Past wars become victorious conquests fought in the
name of national Honor.16

To what extent can such normative and political goals be defined as
extrinsic? After all, National Socialism is the model of a system and
ideology that defies humanistic values, and reigns on the basis of the
hegemony and domination of one selected race over all other human
races. However, we do not justify the teaching of the Bolshevik revo-
lution because we want to defy socialism and communism and support
democracy. Rather, teachers of history assume that one cannot understand
the twentieth century without acquiring information and analysis of this
revolution and studying it from multiple perspectives. We hope that in
the end students would be able to gain competence in evaluating the

15 “The Living History Project: Information about the Holocaust,” http://
levandehistoria.org.

16 Hubert G. Locke, http://www.holocaustforum.gov.se/abstract.
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achievements and failures of the revolution. We want them to be able to
distinguish between socialist and communist ideologies, to understand
the politics of the revolution, and the nature of the communist regime
as it evolved in different stages. We would like them to understand the
role of different personalities among the communist leadership. True,
the teaching of history in general is also motivated by ideological and
normative goals. However, open-mindedness, the presumption that some
students will differ in their conclusions and that they might be able
to demonstrate, for example, positive factors in communism would be
considered legitimate and acceptable. Can this ever be the case when
teaching about the Third Reich and the Holocaust?

Furthermore, an examination of the Living History Project in Sweden
illustrates the extent to which the teaching of the Holocaust is not based
on an academic discipline. It includes studying factual material about
the Nazi era, but the central activities of the program are connected
to memory and commemoration of the Holocaust. Teachers attend a
one-day seminar to acquaint them with the factual history they will be
presenting. Among their activities and those planned for their students
are the viewing of feature or documentary films, visits to museums, or
even a visit to Poland, including Auschwitz. The program does not equip
students with the knowledge to think independently about past events and
evaluate their experiences in museums, or in Poland. It is emotionally
loaded and, therefore, narrows the student’s intellectual capacity.

In contrast to the above, the planners of the Swedish program
produced a fine book, Tell Ye Your Children (http://www.
levandehistoria.org/infowebb/) that provides teachers, parents, and stu-
dents with the general historical narrative of the Holocaust in a clear
and simple way. The language is lucid and the text moves intentionally
from information to evaluation, making the students aware of the shift. It
respects the ability of students to think for themselves and to formulate
their own opinions on the events, as well as taking into account the
evaluation given by the authors.

The format of Tell Ye Your Children, including the use of photographs
and illustrations, demonstrates the authors’ desire to furnish graphic
memories for students and thus supplement the intellectual analysis of
the events of the Holocaust. These and many other educational activities
also aim at connecting with the emotional capacity of students. The
combination of the dramatic impact of the horrors together with the will
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to convey a message of “never again” in a universal context is becoming
central to the study of the Holocaust. The authors of this program believe
that a balance between knowledge through history and the use of other
means of engaging students in reflection on the meaning of the Holocaust
will enable them to account for the past in relation to the present.

Access to knowledge is offered with the aim of achieving remem-
brance. The underlying theory is that the nature of the Holocaust – as
an affront to humanity and humanism – demands more than gaining a
rational and intellectual grasp of it. To quote a German educator, “since
National Socialism extinguished the individuality of its victims, history
has to be written is such a way as to reinstate it.”17

This statement relates to the writing of the history of the Holocaust
in general, which demonstrates more than in any other subject the limits
of “objective” representation. In this respect the particularity of the
Holocaust (and perhaps the history of genocide) challenges historians
and teachers of the subject to create a new way of writing and studying
history.18

Between Europe, Israel, and the USA – Plural Goals

Looking at a number of syllabi found in formal education, one comes
upon two major trends. One is more representative of Europe and Israel:
it focuses on the study of the Holocaust in a broad historical disciplinary
context, while its subsidiary normative goals relate to contemporary
society’s aim to fight prejudice, political extremism, and to defend
democracy. The other approach, more characteristic of the United States,
places ‘moral education’ at the very center and views the history of
the Holocaust and National Socialism as a means of fighting prejudice,
racism, and fear of the “other,” and promotes democracy. There is no focus
on the broad historical context and no central disciplinary methodology,
such as, for example, the history of literature. This difference could

17 Werner Hable, “Zum problem de Geschichtsdarstellung in unterrich und in Schul-
buch,” Geschictsdidktik 8 (1983), pp. 97–105, quoted in Eva Kolinsky, “Remem-
bering Auschwitz: A Survey of Recent Textbooks for the Teaching of History in
German Schools,” Yad Vashem Studies 22 (1992), p. 288.

18 See for example, Saul Friedlander, Probing the Limits of Representation, Cambridge,
Mass.: 1992.
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be a consequence of an overall difference in approach to elementary
and highschool education in America, Europe and Israel – with Amer-
ican education emphasizing “relevance,” while European and Israeli
education is more concerned with continuing disciplinary traditions.
Another possible reason for the difference could be that Americans, who
experienced the war from afar and learned about it much later, became
less concerned with the history of the Holocaust and more concerned
with its role as a catalyst for the inculcation of contemporary American
values. A statement on the content of a Holocaust course at Dickinson
State University is very telling in this regard:

Without doubt, the history offered here cuts against the grain of
the American ethos. One learns of evil unredeemed, of death, of
destruction. The Holocaust offers no happy ending, no transcendent
meaning, no easy moralism. And even if we pause occasionally to
learn of courage and valor, of heroism and decency, the overriding
theme of the Holocaust is evil perpetuated by individuals, organi-
zations, and governments. While one imparts no single meaning of
the events of the Holocaust, we see in their perpetration a violation
of every essential American value. Yet, perhaps in the deepest
sense, the study of the Holocaust is American for it calls upon the
ideas of inalienable rights of all people, equal rights under law,
restraint of the power of government, and respect for that which
our Creator has given and which the human community should not
take away.19

Facing History and Ourselves offers a unit entitled A Guide to Ghetto
Life 101, which demonstrates the emphasis on normative education. The
authors present their rationale as the following:

Ghetto life 101 offers a rare opportunity to break down stereotypes,
address gossip and rumors, and reduce fears that tend to divide the
nation unto “us” and “them.” It is a rare opportunity to listen and
learn from two young men from the inner city.20

The aim of the educators is to encourage the students to become
active contributors in solving society’s ills. They believe that the

19 David A. Meier, http://www2.dsu.nodak.edu/users/dmeier/Holocaust/holocau.html
20 Margot Stern Strom, A Guide to Ghetto Life 101: Facing History and Ourselves,

Brookline, Mass., Facing History and Ourselves National Foundation, 1998.
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engagement “of students of diverse backgrounds in the examination
of racism, prejudice and antisemitism” would assist in promoting
“the development of a more humane and informed citizenry. By
studying the historical development and lessons of the Holocaust
and other examples of collective violence, students make the essen-
tial connection between history and the moral choices they confront
in their own lives.”21

In another unit of Facing History and Ourselves, Choosing to Participate,
the author writes:

The events that led to World War II and the Holocaust reveal the
fragility of democracy. How do we keep “tolerance from crashing”
in our own country and our own time? How do we promote social
justice? How do we learn to walk even briefly in someone else’s
shoes? One way is by confronting our own past. Only in doing so
do we come to understand that “the shadowy figures that look out
at us from the tarnished mirror of history are – in the last analysis
– ourselves.”22

As mentioned above, in these programs the Holocaust is accessed as a
resource for education in American moral and political values.

In comparison, a syllabus entitled The Treatment of the Holocaust in
the Schools was prepared by a permanent forum established in 1991 in
Germany to deliberate upon and promote the teaching of the Holocaust. It
was sponsored by the German Office of Culture, and its recommendations,
though not mandatory, were adopted by a number of German states.23

The goal of the syllabus is described as the “transmitting of information
of the Holocaust in the schools.” The syllabus centers on the history
of the Jews in Europe and Germany, with the aim of promoting an
understanding of Jewish culture and religion. The Holocaust is placed
within this continuum. In this way, the authors place the Holocaust

21 This is part of the text that is written on the back of the unit A Guide to Ghetto Life
101, op. cit.

22 Margot Stern Strom, Choosing to Participate: Holocaust and Human Behavior,
Brookline, Mass.: Facing History and Ourselves National Foundation, 1994, p. v.

23 Zur Auseinandersetzung mit dem Holocaust in der Schule: Ein Beitra zur Information
von Ländersirte, Sekretariat der Ständigen Konferenz der Kultusminister der Länder
in der Bundesrepublik Deutschland, 1997.
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in its historical context on the assumption that this will make it more
comprehensible for German students. It is presented neither as an accident
of history nor as a natural result of the nature of German nationalism. The
catastrophe was able to take place because of strained relations between
Jews and non-Jews, racial antisemitism, and the expansionist policy of
National Socialism. The syllabus avoids any apologetics characteristic
of some programs in Germany.

Those responsible for planning the syllabus have proposed normative
goals to justify the inclusion of the subject in the school curriculum.
They hope that:

The school subject can contribute valuable insights from its own
particular perspective. Moreover, communicating a sense of values
and teaching international understanding and tolerance cannot be
left to depend exclusively on these few – albeit important – subjects.
If the final aim of educational efforts is not to pay mere lip-service,
but to achieve insights from which [we derive] a stable sense of
values, then all subjects and all teachers are called upon to play a
role.24

It is hard to tell which of these two methods – one that starts from a
discipline and intellectual study and the other that takes its departure
from moral education – is more “efficient” in achieving the normative
and cognitive goals. I assume that justifications could be found for each
approach, in the philosophy and sociology of each society, and also in
the diverse nature of the learning process. In contemporary education,
it would seem that a pluralistic approach to the learning process and
to the development of cognitive and moral capabilities is acceptable.
Still, I will conclude this survey and analysis with a call for disciplinary
responsibility.

In praise of a disciplinary approach

In a lecture entitled “From the Archive to the Classroom” delivered at
the Stockholm International Forum on the Holocaust, historian Michael

24 Ibid., pp. 13–14.
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Marrus suggests a motto for the teacher – he probably had a university
teacher in mind – “to get it right.” He explained:

Whatever else it is, and for whatever purposes we research and
teach the Holocaust, some part of that work is about scholarship –
by which I mean the systematic study of the subject in an academic
setting, with the same rules of scholarship as we would devote to
the Renaissance, the French Revolution, or the First World War.25

With this, Marrus expressed a rejection of the burden of extrinsic
demands – social and political – often associated with the teaching of
the Holocaust. It must be taught because it happened, and the world and
“human consciousness cannot be the same as it was before.”26 This does
not mean that there should be a single narrative of the Holocaust, or that
there could be complete agreement about the interpretation of the events
during the Holocaust.

Educators must confront the diverse interests of students, the society,
and the discipline, and they are exposed to the pressures emanating
from each. History in general is a difficult subject. In the case of the
Holocaust, the pressures of society and politics make it even more
problematic. Giving this study a special niche in the school curriculum is
not necessarily an advantage, since it permits the teaching of the subject
without mastery of disciplinary knowledge, and thus leaves the student
with a lack of in-depth scholarship and understanding. Holocaust study
must be founded on a discipline, preferably on history or perhaps the
social sciences. From this starting point, the teacher should be able to
arouse in the student a desire to read the personal documentation, and
compare its mood to what emerges from reading the Nazi decrees and
reports on the mass killing. Students should be able to listen to the
voices of the perplexed and helpless Jewish leaders in different countries
under occupation and understand their point of view. They should be
able to think about the non-Jewish population under the stress of Nazi
occupation with empathy, understand their perspective, and take into
account the ways in which their situation differed from that of the Jews.

25 Michael Marrus, http://www.holocaustforum.gov.se/abstract, (Holocaust Forum ab-
stract) updated, February 14, 2000.

26 Irving Howe, “Introduction,” Primo Levi, If Not Now, When? New York: Summit
Books, 1982, p. 10.
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Studying in this way can challenge both the emotions and the intellect,
and perhaps neutralize emotional distress that is aroused when dealing
with this difficult subject.

I feel that Holocaust education can serve as a warning against oppres-
sion and racism, and sensitize students to the human dignity of all people
only if we make a true effort to penetrate the atmosphere and mindset of
those who lived during that difficult period.

For example, only after struggling intellectually and emotionally with
accounts of the problems of a father unable to work as a result of Nazi
decrees and therefore unable to provide for his family, can a student
begin to grasp the toll on a human being unable to fulfill his primary
responsibilities, whose identity has been undermined, and who feels
helpless in providing for his family. Only by following accounts of
children and mothers standing in line for food, then arriving home with
too little to make a meal, can he begin to grasp the sense of despair. If
he follows the efforts of the mother to cook, her every move watched
by hungry eyes, then, her attempts to distribute the food evenly to each
member of the family, he might be able to grasp something of her
plight.

To be able to engage the students, the curriculum must provide more
than one testimony, and more than a token amount of information. It
demands a considerable base of information, serious reading of texts
and documents and a sound methodology that can develop the students’
historical imagination and ability to reconstruct a past reality.

The same will be true when one moves from the experience of the
individual during the Holocaust to that of the leadership. All Jewish
leaders – the Judenräte, youth movements, and self-help organizations
– were confronted with difficult, almost impossible choices. When the
students are able to reconstruct the pros and cons of decisions that
were made by the Jewish leadership, while being fully aware of the
outcome, they gain insight into the reality of the Jews’ daily life. For
example, if information about the decision to tax bread in Warsaw is
known, a student can think through the consequences of that tax. But it
is also important to understand the makeup, say, of the Warsaw Ghetto
Judenrat, the relationship between different groups within this body,
and the basic economic situation of the large ghetto. Then, reading in
Czerniakow’s diary his criticism of fellow members of the Judenrat
shows the constraints under which he operated and the extent to which
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he was aware of the suffering that Judenrat decisions were causing the
poor and destitute.

In this way a student can establish empathy and a deep critical-
intellectual as well as emotional engagement with the subject. This is
how the intellect begets a responsible, authentic emotional reaction. The
dilemmas of Jewish leadership may move them to realize how unfair it
would be to reach harsh judgmental conclusions about the actions of the
Judenräte. It may lead students to become more restrained and balanced
before criticizing those who carried social responsibilities, and establish
some humility. Realizing the dire situation of a family from within
enables an appreciation of human mistakes and their consequences, such
as the feeling of guilt expressed by a young girl who stole a piece of
bread from her sister when she was unable to stand the hunger any longer.
It may bring the student to read with compassion the anger and bitterness
expressed in the diaries of those who lived during the Holocaust.27

Ido Abram in his presentation in the workshop, “Pedagogy: Theories,
Tolls and Results,” suggested that the teaching of the Holocaust should be
undertaken with “warmth, empathy and autonomy.”28 This applies when
studying in detail the daily life of the oppressed Jews in ghettos and other
environments. One may then end up with a feeling of humility towards the
victims. Analyzing the survival strategies of different Judenräte leaders
would demonstrate their vulnerability. Then the use of terminology such
as “authority,” “power,” or “policy” that may look familiar may take
on distinct meanings when read in the context of the victims or the
perpetrators. Such a deep and detailed reading may lead to self-reflection
and an appreciation of the capability of the human spirit for both good
and evil.

No less important is an attempt to gain knowledge of the perpetrators
and their methods. Knowledge about the mechanisms of death, the Nazi
bureaucracy, the concentration and death camp system, and the train
system as a major supplier of the victims to the death camps, would
provide better insight into the involvement of the Germans and their
collaborators in the murder of the Jews. Reading and understanding Nazi

27 There are many diaries that could be given as an example for such a reading. I
will mention Alan Adelson (ed.), The Diary of David Sierakowiak, New York and
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996.

28 www.holocaustforum.go.se/conference/official–documents/abstracts/abram.htm.
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euphemisms in addressing the uprooting, deportation, and killing of the
Jews tells a great deal about the need to cover up the crimes even among
the most dedicated killers. If the above guidelines were realized, the
student might get a sense of the strenuous effort that is demanded in
learning and understanding the period, and that an open and humble
mind is necessary.

Two new textbooks for high school students – that of Yisrael Gutman,
Holocaust and Memory, and that of Nili Keren, The Holocaust: A
Journey to Memory,29 – were published in Israel last year in an attempt
to encourage such a reading from different didactic perspectives. While
these texts were designed for the Israeli setting, their approach could be
applied to other communities as well.

Michael Marrus, to whom I referred earlier, ends his presentation with
the following:

To all of those concerned to see knowledge about the Holocaust
extended, I think I can provide some reassurance. The Holocaust
has become history, has entered into the academic historical canon,
with all of its strengths and weaknesses. This means debate and
disagreement, but also research, new questions, and new ways of
looking at old problems. It means historians of many backgrounds
are applying themselves to the task, many of whom share concerns
I articulate here that they “get it right.” This is the way, in our
culture, that historical understanding is preserved and advanced.
It seems plain now that after the shock of the postwar era the
Holocaust has become history. And that is the best guarantee we
have that it will be remembered.

Can educators feel comfortable with this point of view? Can a detached
approach vis-à-vis the Holocaust be morally defended in the educational
framework?

29 Israel Gutman, Holocaust and Memory, Jerusalem: Shazar Center and Yad Vashem,
1999 (Heb.); Nili Keren, The Holocaust: A Journey to Memory, Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv
Books, 1999 (Heb.).
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The Educated Jew
Three Modern Models

Michael Rosenak

Is there any point, in this day and age, in talking about the “educated
Jew,” in outlining models for his or her education and specifying the
ideals that guide him or her? Can there be any agreement at all concerning
overarching Jewish aims, whose special properties and positive nature
are universally recognized?

There can be no doubt that many contemporary Jewish educators feel
uncomfortable with the very assumption that there is an accepted “type,”
as it were, that may be asserted with certainty to represent the “educated
Jew.” They regard any formulation of such a definition as a cunning
attempt to dictate preconceived norms, while in fact – to their view – no
such norms or conventions exist. They posit that Jewish existence in our
times is characterized specifically by disagreement about Judaism and
its essence, about the substance that is binding upon a Jewish individual.
Many object to the very demand that a person known as a “Jew” must
be attentive to any substance or norms; therefore the mere mention of
our subject arouses the suspicion that what is involved is no more than
preaching or polemics. It is better, they claim, to steer clear of this kind
of normative discussion, leaving it to be treated (if at all) only within a
community that agrees upon and is convinced about its “Judaism.”

At the same time, a philosophical educational discussion of normative
issues is not exempt from dealing with overall aims of “success” and
standards for its evaluation. Educational theory is not just descriptive,

0* First published in Hebrew as “Ha-Yehudi haMechunach: Shelosha Degamim Mod-
erni’im,” in Itsuv veShikum (Moulding and Rehabilitation) edited by Zvi Lamm
in memory of Ernst Simon and Carl Frankenstein (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press,
1996), pp. 265–277.
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but also prescriptive: it aspires to suggest reasonable yardsticks for what
is desired. It addresses perceptions of “molding” the younger generation
according to some model of the “whole person” and guiding him or her
to the “good life” in accordance with a given outlook. A philosophical-
educational approach, combined with some educational-practical theory,
always asserts a given understanding of the environment; it entrusts
teachers and counselors with certain tasks in accordance with its outlook
and approach, and selects educational experiences and materials with
which the learners will be presented – in order that they may be
“educated.”

Nevertheless, the misgivings of the Jewish educators of our day are
justified: in truth, there is no agreement concerning the substance and
the existential stance or the desirable traits of an educated Jew. The
educated Jew of the Habad movement is not like the educated Jew
on a secular kibbutz; there is not much that a teenager who has just
completed his or her studies at a Reform temple in the United States
has in common with a boy or girl of the same age in a Gush Emunim
settlement. When addressing a broad audience of Jewish educators, there
is therefore not much point in assuming that they are of the same
mind – beyond the common desire that Jewish existence continue into
the next generation, and the general agreement that educators have the
responsibility of transmitting – perhaps even creating – a significant basis
for the students’ identification as Jews.

All of the above suggests that a fair discussion of the “educated Jew”
can be conducted in one of three ways. There is no real overlap between
the first way and the other two, while the second and third may overlap
to a certain degree. The three possibilities are as follows:

a. The discussion is conducted among educators who share a broad
agreement concerning Judaism and its requirements;

b. The discussion is “descriptive” and “objective,” based upon historical
or theoretical research. Such a discussion may interest its participants,
but does not obligate them.

c. The discussion is descriptive, but describes the educators’ desire
to reconstruct, for their students, an existential (meaningful and
binding) connection with Judaism, in spite of the crisis, and with a
genuine and unclouded awareness of the fact that the crisis exists.

The well-known American theologian Paul Tillich, in an article entitled
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“A Theology of Education,”1 distinguishes three types of education and
educational tendencies: education as “induction” into a “family” system;
technical education; and humanistic education. Each type has its own
aims and characteristics.

Education as “induction” deals with the socialization of young people.
This education allows them to be “at home” in a given tradition, with
the symbols of their society, with the internal language and with the
norms of the community to which they belong. Inductional education
has succeeded when the person being educated has been “inducted” into
communal life, understands its ways and acts in accordance with its
values: he has become a “regular member” of the tribe, the city, the
nation or the church.

In this type of education, educators are not particularly concerned
with the issue of developing the individual’s potential, for their principal
aim is the integration of the individual within the actual life of a given
group, whatever that way of life might be. At the same time, inductional
education does not stop at the acquisition of social habits or skills.
It is not complete until the individual receives explanations about the
activities, emotions and assumptions according to which he is supposed
to live, for the group is not exempt from explaining its life and symbols
to those who are partners in its existence. Inductional education explains
to the novice the importance of the group’s way of life in order that he
will remain loyal to it in his consciousness, and internalize its values.
The Passover “Seder” night, with its symbols and explanations, is an
outstanding example of such explanations and of that attempt to create
identification and internalization in the heart of the youngster.

The second type – technical education – is education for ability and
skill, whether special skills that are not required by everyone, such as
art and artisanship, or such skills at which all must be adept, such as
reading, writing, and the correct and effective use of work tools.

Technical education bestows a measure of power on the learner. It
provides funds of habit and ways of thinking that enable the learner
to locate problems and solve them. Moreover, technical education must
transmit discipline and a correct and appropriate attitude toward the
object of study, in order that the person being educated may discover

1 See P. Tillich, “A Theology of Education,” R. C. Kimball (ed.), Theology of Culture,
London: Oxford University Press, 1959, pp. 146–157.
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its nature and use. An “educated person,” on the technical level, is a
member of a work community who appreciates expertise and who is loyal
to that work community. At the same time, the person being educated
strives to be worthy of observing critically both the expert who “knows”
the material and the community that determines which problems are
considered important. This person has learned how to set priorities and
policies of action.

The third type of education, humanistic education, includes many
elements of technical education. Here again there is emphasis on dis-
cipline, attention to the object of study, partnership and a readiness to
learn from experts – here, learned sages. But the fundamental ideal in
humanistic education lies beyond this, for it deals with the maximal
development of all the potential that lies within the human being and
within human society. Humanistic education aims to bring the infinite and
the transcendental realms into contact with the finite and tangible world.
The individual, studying and developing, is perceived as a mirror of the
cosmos, as a unique and significant phenomenon, free to create himself.
Humanistic education maintains that the ideal person has achieved his
or her potential, and knows and experiences the “beyond” from within
the self and from within the cultural treasures of civilization; it is this
individual who knows and understands these treasures most truly and
profoundly.

These educational tendencies are generally interwoven to some or
other extent. For example, modern liberal education includes elements
of both humanistic and technical education; revolutionary movements in
the twentieth century attempted to combine – sometimes in strange ways
– medieval-style inductional education with well-developed technical
education.

Tillich points out that these combinations, in many instances, are
problematic – especially in combinations in which one trend attempts to
subjugate another to its own needs. Thus, for example, when technical
education controls humanistic education, it empties it of content; human-
istic education then ceases to be creative and turns into the acquisition
of “cultural assets.” “Culture” is given over to the entertainment of the
upper class, so that they may thereby demonstrate their superiority by
their having “mastered” it.

The classical Jewish tradition of education was, first and foremost,
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education as induction: a young person was educated in order to attain
“Torah, the wedding canopy, and good deeds,” to be a partner in
communal life. His education prepared him to access the symbols,
to be a “guarantor” for the nation of Israel, and to act in a God-fearing
manner. He had to fulfill the commandments, and, to a degree, understand
them.

Humanism was connected to this “inductive education” by means of
the “reasons for the commandments,” which address the individual and
explain why life in accordance with the commandments of the Torah is
beneficial not only for the nation of Israel, but also for the observant
person as an individual. The focus of humanistic education therefore
lay in the transmission of the midrashic tradition, and thereafter in the
philosophic-ethical one, which emphasized the significance of the “duties
of the heart” and development of the inner being. Jewish humanistic
education could be found in every attempt to formulate the cultural
ideals of the social system as a gateway to spirituality, experienced by
special individuals who connected the commandments to the meaning of
their lives, as realized by means of philosophical or mystical illumination.
Such illumination was considered to be the “purpose” concealed in the
fulfillment of the Torah and the “true” understanding of its ways. At the
same time it is important to remember that the educational tradition was
conscious of the possibility that many people – perhaps even most –
were not capable of such understanding; for them, the explanations and
commentaries on the commanded actions would remain in the category
of “inductional education” – i.e., a sort of “philosophical complement”
to the practical system. As Maimonides said, the masses would be told
what they needed to understand in order to achieve the “perfection of
the body” of which they were capable, with the hope that one day they
would be able to climb higher: to serve God not only out of fear, but also
out of love, and thus to achieve perfection of the soul.2

As to technical education and education toward problem solving: an
integral part of “inductional education” was the perception that a father
must teach his son a trade – in order that he would be able to support
himself, and that he must teach him to swim. This latter requirement

2 See, for example, Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Laws of Repentance, 5:10. Concern-
ing the perfection of the soul vs. perfection of the body, see Maimonides, Guide for
the Perplexed, III, p. 27.
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may perhaps be considered in terms of the category of self-defense – in
other words, a responsible response to the dangers posed to people by
their natural environment.3

Moreover, the Talmudic debates – such as the dispute as to whether
a person should engage in labor or devote all his time to Torah study,4

most certainly reflect a tangible reality that favored technical education.
And as to the religious significance of technical education: if everyone
is obligated to study Torah, by day and by night, then the student must
acquire skills, such as reading; if Torah is generally studied with a
traditional chant, then his singing ability must likewise be developed.
Life in accordance with Halakhah demands diverse knowledge, which
gives rise to weighty problems that can be addressed only on the basis
of a familiarity with “the ways of the world.”

With the rise of the modern, scientific Enlightenment in the western
world in general and the Jewish world in particular, the educational
tradition of “induction” weakened. Some Enlightenment thinkers even
identified such education with indoctrination. In this way a trend devel-
oped of perceiving humanistic education – and especially cultural assets
– as a type of technological power bestowed upon the wealthy. Technical
education was, at times, so poor in substance and prepared its students
for such narrow tasks, that it could be regarded purely as training.

The educational revolution among Jews was more complex than among
their neighbors, and signaled an existential crisis. In the absence of
inductional education into the religio-communal culture, the beginnings
of a loss of identity became noticeable. The humanistic ideal, too, lost
its particularity: many Jews perceived humanism as an asset belonging
to the “universal” world. Actually it found practical expression in the
particular cultural molds of the surrounding nations, who seemed to
be more respectable and “cultural.”5 Technical education, capable of

3 “A father’s obligations towards his son include circumcising him and redeeming him
(if his is a firstborn), to teach him Torah, to marry him off, and to teach him a trade.
Some say that he is also obligated to teach him to swim” (Kiddushin 29a). I am
indebted to my student, Rabbi Gavriel Boutboul, for this explanation of the father’s
obligation to teach his son to swim.

4 Compare, for example, Kiddushin 29a; Kiddushin 82a; as well as the famous dispute
between R. Shimon bar Yohai and Rabbi Yishmael in this regard (Berakhot 35).

5 In contrast, an ideal of Torah study was created in the yeshiva world for the minority;
but even this ideal became, to a large degree, an asset of the elite – see, for example,
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addressing problems of existence and progress in changing situations,
was not regarded by most Jews as being connected to their national
life, and therefore this type of education was not related, in their view,
to Jewish education. Moreover, the more Jews became interested in
technical education and the areas of scientific study that sprouted from
it, the more distant they became from the practical life of the nation
of Israel. In other words, the secular philosophical Enlightenment on
the one hand, and Emancipation on the other, brought about a change
of perception among Jews: humanistic and technical education were
perceived not (only) as human endeavors per se, but as anchored in the
manners and customs of the cultured lands surrounding them. In the first
instance the immediate requirement was to sever oneself from Judaism
in order to be a “person”; in the second instance, it seemed that one
should become a “proud” German or Frenchman if one wished to be
fully human.

Ahad Ha-Am noted this problem in several of his essays.6 Indeed,
Zionism as a cultural ideology saw as its primary challenge the rehabili-
tation of Jewish education, in all its forms, and in its entirety. This meant
that it fixed its aim on finding modes of family, community and nation
that would return to the Jew his sense of home; to realize the Jewish
cultural framework at large, where Jewish individuals could seek and find
themselves in their uniqueness; to provide a defined place for them to
control their lives and surroundings, a place in which Jews could discover
their most urgent problems – in the very heart of Jewish national life.
Through the new Jewish education, Zionism claimed, children would
develop their ability to address these problems.

How was education to be rehabilitated in such a way as to represent all
three tendencies without distortion, and such that its outcome would be
the “educated Jew”? How could any historical continuum be maintained
that would yet reflect the needs of our era? How could the modern Jew be
helped to fulfill himself without alienation from – in fact, even remaining
loyal to – his Jewishness?

Ben-Sasson, “Olamam haRuhani uMishnatam haHinukhit shel Meyasdei haYeshiva
haLitait,” in Hinukkh h-Adam veYe’udo, Israeli Ministry of Education and Culture,
Jerusalem, 5733, pp. 155–216 (Heb.).

6 See, for example: Ahad Ha-Am, “Avdut Betokh Herut,” Al Parashat Derakhim I,
Tel Aviv and Jerusalem, Devir and Hotza’ah Ivrit, 1948, pp. 103–118 (Heb.).
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This was a challenge full of dilemmas. There is almost no Jewish
thinker in the modern era who did not address this educational
problem, whether explicitly or implicitly, and the list is long: Ahad
Ha-Am, Rabbi Reines, Berl Katzenelson, Rabbi Kook, Martin
Buber, Franz Rosenzweig, Abraham Joshua Heschel, Rabbi Joseph
Dov Soloveitchik, and many others. Their educational philosophies
should be studied in order that we may disclose their perceptions
concerning both their location of the problem and the solutions that
they proposed.

We should also take an interest in the means that they suggested
in order to move from the problem, as they defined it, to its ef-
fective treatment and solution. Here we shall review briefly only a
few, but representative, aspects of the views of three thinkers for
whom education was near the top of their list of priorities: Rabbi
Samson Raphael Hirsch, founder of Neo-Orthodoxy in Germany in
the nineteenth century; Prof. Mordecai Menachem Kaplan, founder of
Reconstructionism in the United States in the twentieth century, and
Prof. Akiva Ernst Simon, a Zionist thinker and educator in Israel, who
was both an active educator and prominent educational thinker of the
previous generation.

Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch is known as the outstanding reviver
of Halakhic Judaism in Germany when most of bourgeois Jewry in
Western Europe was abandoning it in favor of the Enlightenment.
Hirsch brought to this endeavor – or, more precisely, to this struggle –
polished (German) language, enthusiasm for European liberalism, and
a deep conviction concerning the universal message of Judaism and
its revelational status. His personality combined openness and vitality
with religious strictness – even zealousness. He was open to the secular
(German) world of culture, and, at the same time, was extremely
hostile toward “non-loyal” Jews. He bore the banner of the well-known
principle, “Torah with Derekh Eretz,” and interpreted this expression of
the Sages as giving the Jewish tradition’s stamp of approval to modern,
cultural life.

In his view, this life combines Halakhic tradition, anchored in
disciplined communal life, with involvement in secular cultural life.
The Torah-Halakhic dimension demands a strict education oriented to
induction, while the “Derekh Eretz” component invites exposure to
the prevailing (i.e., mainly German) secular humanistic spirit. Hirsch
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believed that this spirit should be regarded as a genuine spiritual asset
with its ultimate source in the Torah itself.7

Let us illustrate Hirsh’s approach to the ‘educated Jew’ through two
sources, in close proximity to one another, in his commentary on Sefer
Bereshit.8 On the verse, “And Abel was a shepherd, while Cain was a
tiller of the soil” (Bereshit 4:2), Hirsch comments as follows: Presented
here before us are two prototypes. Since the actions of the fathers are a
sign for their descendant nations, these brothers should be regarded as
examples and symbols of agricultural nations and shepherding nations
respectively. According to his view, agriculture is part of the world of
acquisition, the aspiration to collect wealth; the farmer labors by the
sweat of his brow, and his work ultimately becomes his everything.
For its sake he settles, expands, sets boundaries, deals with border and
property disputes, establishes courts of justice and cities that serve the
permanent residents of the area (the farmer is a permanent resident!).
This reality, Hirsch claims, creates culture, and it is thanks to this that
most inventions and belief systems come about; the farmer consolidates a
society around him and establishes a state. Therefore, when God decreed
that humans should till the soil, the doorway to human development was
opened.

But this cultural blessing carries an existential-spiritual curse with it.
In such an agricultural world, the land pulls man towards it: he becomes
subjected and subordinated to it, even psychologically; his aspiration to
acquire leads him from (natural) freedom to (cultural) slavery. A person
subjugates himself to his fellow, and the master himself becomes a slave
to superior powers, whose influence on his field becomes a matter of life
or death. Agriculture therefore creates human injustice and paganism: it
disturbs the desirable pattern of relations, both interpersonal and between
human beings and God.

Things are different in the world of the shepherd. His occupation does
not require all of his energies. His work is caregiving: it arouses human
emotions and a sense of empathy for the suffering of other creatures.

7 Concerning the path of Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch, see M. Breuer, Portrait of a
Community: Jewish Orthodoxy in the German Reich, 1871–1918, Jerusalem, Zalman
Shazar Center, 5741 (Heb.), chap. 2, pp. 62–90.

8 Hirsch, Rabbi Samson Raphael (Commentator), Sefer Bereishit, Jerusalem: Mossad
Yitzhak Breuer, 5737, pp. 59–60, 119.
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The shepherd is therefore more spiritual and has more time and energy
to devote to developing values. It is no coincidence that our forefathers
were shepherds, nor that they and their occupation were despised by the
agricultural, technological, pagan, enslaving and enslaved Egyptians.

Culture bestows power. It is natural to man: “Man is meant to work
the soil; not to tend sheep. Likewise, this is Israel’s mission – in
accordance with the Torah and by virtue of the Torah.”9 But the Torah
prescribes the antidote for the dangers attendant on agriculture and an
agricultural culture, enacting laws to counter the deification of property.
The Torah solves the spiritual problems of agriculture by placing limits
on self-aggrandizement, but outside of the sphere of Torah there lurks a
danger to faith in God and even to the freedom and equality of all people.

Culture, then, is integral to man and activates his potential, and is not
only a natural characteristic but is a gift from God, a plan and blessing
for Creation. The Torah is not only a barrier to the corruption of culture;
in a certain sense the Torah itself commands cultural development. In his
commentary on a different verse in Bereshit (“May God enlarge Japhet,
and he will dwell in the tents of Shem, and Canaan will be his servant”
– 9:27), Hirsch depicts Noah’s sons, too, as prototypes: Ham and his son
Canaan are not capable – owing to their temperament – of living a truly
cultural life. They are motivated by their base desires; they do not value
the beauty and order made possible by moral and aesthetic human life.
Only Shem, who guards God’s Torah in his tent, demonstrates in his life
the purpose of beauty; it is he who vindicates the cultural achievements
that are the fruit of Japhet’s thought and lifestyle. Furthermore, human
history is a march of progress – from unbridled sensuality, via the culture
of Japhet (Greece), to inner freedom, acquired through the acceptance
of the yoke of the Kingdom of Heaven, which is the epitome of human
development.

Hence culture is not a matter that is foreign to “Shem” (Israel),
although it appears to come from the outside. The Torah itself announces
its historical flourishing and promises that it will be purified through the
Torah. What emerges from this is that the humanistic world is exposed in
all its grandeur and significance in the texts of the Halakhically observant
community – which, as we have seen, also purifies culture of its negative
tendencies.

9 Ibid., p. 60.
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The educational ramifications are clear: the foundations of Jewish
education and its principal contents are what “induct” the young person
into the community that “understands” the historical processes; at the
same time, free reign is given from within this “inductive education”
– to humanism, and hence to secular studies in all their spirituality.
The spirituality that is within culture is not external to “true” education,
for culture is inherent to man – to every person – and an “educated
Jew” ought to know which parts of all of this are beneficial and which
are harmful. And as to technical education – it is only a component
of that same culture, which presents no contradiction to Judaism. At
the same time, there is no genuine cultural significance to the wonders
of technology; they are not essentially “beautiful” or “spiritual.” It is
no coincidence that the technical aspects of education are perceived as
“induction” into the world of making a living, on the one hand, and – in
our generation – as the image of a “Shabbat clock,” on the other.

Unlike Hirsch, Akiva Ernst Simon was explicitly an educational philoso-
pher, who defined his religiosity as liberal, but with a definite connection
to Halakhah. Like Hirsch, Simon depicted the “educated Jew” as ad-
dressing the problematic relations between religious faith and cultural
reality.10

Simon’s reflections arose from a spiritual and ideological reality that
was fundamentally different from that of Hirsch: he was a Zionist who
lived (as he put it) in a position of critical loyalty to the State of
Israel during its formative years. Simon’s criticism was directed against
an ideological-political climate which had been created, in his view,
by the principles espoused by Ben-Gurion and his fellow supporters
of “state-ism”: their message involved the national secularization of
religious Jewish tradition.

This perception drove Simon to distinguish between two types of
religion, which he called “Catholic” and “Protestant.”11 This choice

10 For more on Simon’s views, see: K. Frankenstein and B. Sarel (eds.), The Spiritual
World of Akiva Ernst Simon, Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 5760 (Heb.), esp. Y.
Amir, “The Judaism of A. E. Simon,” pp. 12–46.

11 Simon developed this view in the article “Are We Still Jews?” in his book: idem,
Are We Still Jews? Tel Aviv: Sifriat Ha-Poalim 1983, pp. 9–46 (Heb.).
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of terminology may not have been altogether successful, but Simon’s
distinctions between the two types of religion are quite clear.

According to Simon, “Catholic” religion is all-embracing: it includes
everything. It sanctifies all spheres of life and everything is subordinate
to its authority: language, art, love, work, and even all spheres of
wisdom. Therefore, in “Catholic” religion, “Torah” and “culture” should
not be discussed as separate entities. Of “Catholic” Torah we may say
that it is perfect and that nothing lies outside of its scope. However,
owing to historical and conceptual innovations begotten by modernity –
innovations which influenced all of these spheres – they were all released
from the authority of religion and became “culture”: an entity that stands
alongside religion and even threatens to swallow it up, to turn it into no
more than one of its own realms.

“Protestant” religion is built on the assumption that it is located
alongside culture and in competition with it. It sees itself as responsible
for an understanding of the significance of life in all its depth – a task
which, to its view, lies beyond the capacity of culture. It generates
and maintains theological doctrines concerning the relationship between
man and God, which represent the basis for its self-understanding. It
recognizes itself as both a “stranger and a resident” in the marketplace of
culture. This does not disturb religion, however, for its certainties of faith
are built upon subjective assertions as to that ideal world, that “kingdom
of heaven,” to which it aspires. On the one hand it relinquishes several,
vast spheres, but on the other hand it deepens its involvement in the
remaining spheres, which are vital to it.

In attempting to apply these concepts to Judaism, Simon admits that
historical Judaism is essentially “Catholic,” and existentially bound up
with a certain nation: it is far removed from those universal religions that
sever themselves, on principle, from defined cultures. Historical Judaism
did not insist on dogmatic consensus, nor did it display great interest in
theology. Therefore, when Jews became “Protestants,” they became less
religious, more assimilated. “Protestant Judaism” looks like a flight from
Judaism in the direction of a different religion, to which “Protestantism”
is a more appropriate name.

But in our modern reality, contends Simon, there is no choice but to
cultivate “Protestant” Judaism. Ultimately, insistence on “Catholicism”
will necessarily lead to one of two undesirable results: (a) a Jewish
“Catholicism” which is made completely secular, thereby distorting
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historical Judaism unrecognizably and turning it into a cultural phe-
nomenon “like all cultures”: this is the Catholicism that twists the verse,
“Who can mention all the mighty acts of God” and sings (in military
parades, and not only on Hannukah) “Who can mention all the mighty
acts of Israel”; (b) a twisted attempt to restore Judaism to its former glory
by means of a tattered vision of a “Torah State.” But in the absence of
religious faith amongst the majority of the population, the most that this
vision can bring about is a “kingdom of priests,” but not a “holy nation.”
In place of Jewish sanctity we will have only Jewish clericalism, with
baseless messianic pretensions.

The modern “educated Jew” must therefore be “Protestant.” His or
her life must be a testimony to the social and personal message of
Judaism, criticizing the secular reality. Such a “Protestant” Jew accepts
upon himself a Jewish lifestyle that gives expression to this message. At
the same time, he is also a partner in the secular reality, for he cannot
ignore the reality of most spheres of life. He does not seclude himself
from creativity, work and love, but his loyalty to culture – even such that
claims to be Jewish (in a Jewish state) – is critical. Unconditional loyalty
is reserved exclusively for the unconditional object of his religious faith
– i.e., the Holy One, blessed be He. This ‘Protestant educated Jew‘ has
not relinquished the Catholic nature of Judaism, but even therein he/she
believes in its “Protestant nature” in the contemporary world. In other
words, this Judaism will be realized again only at the End of Days, in
Messianic times.

Simon’s model is greatly reminiscent of the views of David Reis-
man and his well-known work, The Lonely Crowd,12 in which he
addresses three fundamental approaches to values and norms in human
consciousness: “tradition-directed,” “inner-directed,” “other-directed.” In
a “tradition-directed” world there prevail broad cultural assumptions as
to the good life, under the patronage of religion and its representatives:
the sages and the community. An “inner-directed” person sees himself
as autonomous and responsible for value judgments, but actually he has
internalized the principles and mannerisms of outstanding personalities,

12 See: D. Reisman, with N. Glazer and R. Denney, The Lonely Crowd: A Study of
the Changing American Character, Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday Anchor, 1953,
chap. 1.
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and he strives to follow their example. Someone who is “other-directed”
is a conformist, known in Israeli jargon as a “hevre-man.”

Simon regards an “educated Jew” as the “inner-directed” type: a person
with “character,” who can be relied upon. In contrast, someone who is
“tradition-directed” looks suspicious to Simon for pretending that such a
position is possible, while it is not. Simon rejects the “other-directed” type
for blurring values and for not engaging in any genuine self-accounting.

This, then, is “inductive education” – education to the religiosity of
Judaism, leading to religious humanism. In Simon’s view, the models
that are defined as explicitly religious help a person testify to his faith
in a humanistic way. These models embody a critical approach toward
culture, but nevertheless invite one to live within it. Religious, prophetic
humanism is interested in bringing humans and the world to a realization
of their potential: the educated Jew molds personal uniqueness through an
understanding of the tradition within the “Protestant” situation; a different
and new understanding. This “educated Jew” treats culture seriously, as
engaged in a perpetual dialogue with religion. She/He hopes that culture
will indeed encourage “non-clerical” religion to engage in constructive
debate: religion, even in its own eyes, will be able to contribute, through
its criticism, toward the perfection of the world. The “educated Jew” is
a profound believer, responsible, rich in cultural assets, a humanist who
fulfills the commandments to the extent of her existential abilities. In the
words of Simon, she is “in the situation of Abraham, our forefather, but
after the giving of the Torah:”

What this means is that this Torah of “Catholicism,” this living
Torah that seeks to sanctify all spheres of life – art, love, work,
society, culture and the State – is known to us, but nevertheless
it is lost. It is no longer in the category of a “gift” that we have
merited to receive; it is now in the category of a mission that we
must fulfill. Just as Abraham chose God, so must we choose Him
and His Torah, in whole or in part – each in accordance with his
personal ability.13

From Simon’s distinctions we must conclude that he would certainly have
demanded of technical education that it be subordinate to humanistic
education – especially in Israel, where there is a real danger of technical

13 Simon, above, n. 11, pp. 41–42.
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education being subordinated to the national-secular dimension. Here,
especially, technical – “Jewish” – education could empty humanism of
all content, and in the Jewish context, that would represent invoking
God’s Name in vain.

Rabbi Mordecai Menachem Kaplan discusses all three of Tillich’s com-
ponents at length. The first, “education as induction,” even appears at
the top of his list of educational tasks. This list opens with the aim
of “developing amongst the younger generation the will and ability to
participate in Jewish life.” Immediately thereafter appears the task of
getting the youngster to “feel at home” in the Hebrew language, since “it
is no more reasonable to leave Hebrew out of the education of a Jew than
it is to leave out English in the education of a person as an American.”14

More generally and broadly: a Jewish child must learn the customs and
cultural norms of the Jewish people, norms that Kaplan calls “folkways.”
These are, on the one hand, the traditional commandments, which may
be interpreted in light of modern moral and cultural ideals. On the other
hand, they are also new norms which have been created in light of the
creative impulse and valuative needs of the modern Jewish person.

There is no doubt that the humanistic dimension is also important
to Kaplan, since Jewish culture and custom develop and take place on
the basis of value judgments as to what is important and worthy; yet it
appears that the deciding educational factor – although in its broadest
sense – is the technical one. Kaplan introduces his work, “Judaism as a
Civilization,” with a chapter describing the “present crisis in Judaism.”
Here he claims (as we find again and again in most parts of the book and in
most of his writings) that traditional Judaism is not functioning properly;
in other words, it is not solving the problem of the Jews in an effective or
even reasonable way.15 Modern people are not capable of remaining loyal
to ineffective solutions, despite the normativity that has accompanied
these commandment-solutions. Therefore, when educators transmit the
folkways to the younger generation, they must at the same time explore

14 See M. Kaplan, Judaism as a Civilization: Towards a Reconstruction of American-
Jewish Life, New York: Schocken, 1934/1967, p. 483. For Kaplan’s path in philosophy
and education, see E. Kohn and I. Isenstein (eds.), Mordecai M. Kaplan: An
Evaluation, New York: Jewish Reconstructionist Foundation, 1952.

15 See Kaplan, above, n. 14, chapter on “The Present Crisis in Judaism,” pp. 3–15.
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anew the ways they function: they must, as needed, reformulate, change,
draw out, create. At the same time, there is still some importance attached
to ‘education as induction,’ despite the emphasis that Kaplan places on
functioning, since no national problems can be solved without loyalty
to the community and to its collective life. Communal life, of course,
is impossible without a connection to its special forms of cultural-social
expression, which point to, as much as possible, historical continuity.

Kaplan’s “educated Jews” finds their authentic identity in the Jewish
community: its problems, its cultural norms and its aspirations are also
theirs. They have been ‘inducted’ into the ways of its culture and they
are at home in them, but they also look at them from without, on two
different levels: The educated Jew has a good “sociological” education,
and knows how these cultural norms functioned in the past, creating a
good life for the Jewish nation of that time; but he also knows which
norms do not function properly today; those that need to be rejected or
reconstructed. Hence he does not only “participate,” but also “observes”
from the outside, goading his culture toward the task of “reconstruction.”

Everywhere except in Israel, the “educated Jew” perceives
her/himself as a partner in the values and social life that define “general”
society. She/He even identifies with this “other civilization,” believing
that it can solve certain problems in her/his Jewish world, on the one
hand, while she/he expects Jewish civilization to contribute from its
spiritual and cultural wealth to the surrounding “general” culture, on
the other hand. It should be noted that the “educated Jew” refuses –
as least theoretically – to adopt the distinction between the religion
and the culture of the neo-Orthodox Jew of Hirsch’s type, or of the
“Protestant Jew” of Simon’s. At the same time, her/his consciousness
does distinguish between Judaism and “general culture”: the first is the
culture of Israel, the other is the culture of America. It is the latter that is
dominant in the Diaspora. She/He learns about the culture of America
in “public school” while her/his Jewish education, ultimately, can do
no more than to complement it. In light of this situation, it may be that
Jewish civilization will not, ultimately, be able to solve its problems
in the Diaspora. It is reasonable to assume that the “educated Jew” of
Kaplan’s description, upon realizing that the ‘other’ culture is trampling
the Jewish folkways, will consider making aliya, or at least undertaking
active Zionism within the community. And if she/he decides to remain
in the Diaspora, she/he may become more conservative in her/his
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observance of the commandments, and more determined to follow a
traditional lifestyle.

Each of these three philosophers is noticeably conflicted at heart, whether
consciously or not. All address the question: how can secular culture and
its values assume their rightful place in the life of the modern “educated
Jew” without his or her becoming assimilated into this culture?

The neo-Orthodox Hirsch adopts secular culture and awards it sub-
stantial justification. However, he demands that the “educated Jew”
be rooted in the (Jewish) community and molded by strict “education
as induction.” He accepts culture, but criticizes it in the name of the
community’s values; he faces it from a certain distance – albeit with
admiration and excitement. Ultimately, the prose of Jewish education is
‘induction,’ while humanism is merely poetry: it is beautiful, but it does
not stand at the center of normative life. Humanism is the flower, but the
fruit is to be found in the “Shulhan Arukh.”

Simon relinquishes – even if not in principle – an all-encompassing
Judaism. The “educated Jew” is a person with inner direction, a spiritual
personality, a religious humanist who fulfills commandments to the extent
to which he/she is able; but many spheres are no longer part of that
person’s religious personality. Together with their Jewishness, Simon’s
educated Jews are also people of culture, good citizens, personable
Israelis. For the “educated Jew” there are links between general culture
and good citizenship informed by a Zionist-Jewish vision, but they exist
in the individual arena. They will return to the public arena in their full
strength only at the End of Days.

Kaplan, as noted, awards great importance to technical education, even
subordinating “education as induction” to it. But Kaplan’s “educated
Jew” is troubled by the question of whether the technical education of
the other civilization, promising success, will not completely undermine
the foundations of Jewish civilization, even (perhaps especially!) if the
latter is reconstructed for maximum effectiveness within that general
society. Is it possible to look at “education as induction” from within,
and still to educate toward seeing from without as well? In other words,
is it possible to “feel at home” in the language of Judaism when it has
been translated into a different language?

Each of the three thinkers identified central problems in modern Jewish
education, each raising points and elements worthy of our attention.
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Hirsch notes the possibility that without “education as induction”
into communal life with modes and norms, Jewish civilization has little
chance of surviving. A person who believes in the humanistic values
inherent in Judaism, but that are also evident in the wider world, will do
well (perhaps paradoxically) to develop stubborn loyalty to the modes of
Halakhic tradition.

Many Zionists of recent generations subscribed to Kaplan’s approach
concerning the Diaspora. They believed that in Eretz Yisrael (the Land
of Israel) it would be possible to combine humanistic and technical
education that was liberated from “induction” into a symbolic-traditional
world which, to their view, was outdated. But Simon noted the dangers
associated with a pseudo-Jewish, “secular-Catholic” culture specifically
in the Land of Israel. In our times it has become even clearer to us
how “Catholic Judaism,” pretending to “swallow all of modern culture,”
perverts our tradition and is unrealistic in approaching the new problems
which characterize Jewish Statehood. The danger appears most acute
when traditional “education as induction” allies itself with “technical
education” against humanism – all supposedly in the name of Torah.

Kaplan claims, quite convincingly, that intellectual and spiritual hon-
esty forbid us to ignore modern thinking – scientific, social, and historical
– in the world of Jewish education, or to ignore the revolutionary
achievements of our era. He warns that ignoring the ways of modernity
will lead to the loss of the best of the Jewish nation’s sons and daughters
– perhaps even the majority of them.

There can be no doubt that these thinkers had many disciples and fol-
lowers. We also know that the followers of competing schools of thought
found serious shortcomings in the approaches of their opponents. Indeed,
there is no single accepted approach for molding the “educated Jew”
of modern times. Moreover, the supporters of one or other perception
also express internal criticism of teachers and teaching methods of the
schools of thought to which they theoretically subscribe.

At the same time there appear to be “educated Jews” who have been
educated with different world-views and different lifestyles, and they
may be seen to have some common characteristics despite the differences
between them. It seems that these are people who are conscious of the
value of “education as induction,” of humanistic, and of technological
education. They know that the balance between these components is a
delicate one, and that they disagree about the priority to be assigned to
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one or the other of these modes. These Jews have the desire and the
wisdom to address the issues arising from secular culture into which they
have been placed, while remaining loyal to themselves as Jews. They
are conscious of the need to acquire technical skills – i.e., not to remain
backwards in a world that is constantly changing. They address these
issues within their Jewish identity and loyalty, with no fear that looking
outwards and taking an interest in the broader spiritual and cultural world
will necessarily endanger them. Inside a house that is warm and secure,
there is no need to fear opening the windows. Each of our thinkers has
built a different house, but they all share a landscape.
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