
ÌÈÈÈÚ‰ ÔÎÂ˙

È¯·Ú ˜ÏÁ

¯·„ Á˙Ù    Ê

Ô· È‚Á–È‡Ó˘˙¯È˘Ï Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙ÁÈ˙Ù ∫‚”Ò¯ È·˙Î· ÈËÒÂ‚Â¯Ù ˘¯„Ó

 „ÈÂ„©·Î ·”Ó˘®˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ‰Ó‚Â„Î     ±

¯˘ÈÈÏÙ ‡¯ÊÚ ÏÚ’¯Â„ÈÒ’Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ ‚‰ÓÎ ÌÂ„˜   ≤±

Ó Ï‡¯˘È’‡˙ –ÚÓ˘ÔÂÈËÊÈ· È„Â‰È ÔÈ· ÌÈÈ˙Â·¯˙‰ ÌÈ¯˘˜‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙Ï

ÊÎ˘‡Â  ∂±

Á ÌÁÓ’¯ˆÏÓ˘ ‰ÏÂ‡‚‰Â ¨ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ˙‡ÈˆÈ ¨ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡È¯· ˙Â‡ÏÙ

ÌÂ„˜ ËÂÈÙ· ¨‡Â·Ï „È˙ÚÏ˘  ∑±

ÔÓÒÂ¯‚ Ì‰¯·‡„¯ÙÒ· ‰ÈÈ„Â‰È‰ ‰˘È‡‰ Ï˘ ‰„ÓÚÓ· ˙Â¯ÂÓ˙

‡”È‰ ‰‡Ó·  ∏∑

˙È· ÈÎ‡ÏÓ–‰È¯‡˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· Ì‰È˙ÂÓ˘ ˙¯‚Ò‰· ÌÈ¯ÙÂÒ ˙ÏÂ·Á˙

˜˙ÚÂÓ‰ ËÒ˜Ë‰±±≥

ÔÓÒÂÊ ·˜ÚÈÒÓÏ „”·‡¯‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ’ ˙ÈÙ¯‚ÂÈÏ·È· ‰„ÈÁ øÌÈÏ˜˘ —

˙È¯ÂËÒÈ‰ ‰ÈÚ·±≥±

ÔÈÈË˘„ÈÏ· ·˜ÚÈ˙ÂÎÏ‰· ÔÂÈÚ ∫Ì”·Ó¯‰ ˙˘Ó· Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡· ‰·È˘È‰

·È≠Ë ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ¨‰ ˜¯Ù ÌÈÎÏÓ±∑±

Ú ÈÎ„¯Ó’ÔÓ„È¯Ù Ï‡ Ì”·Ó¯‰ ˙‡Ó ·˙ÎÓ ∫ÌÈÈÂÓÈÓ ÌÈ·˙Î È˘

¯’Ï‚¯Ï Ì”·Ó¯‰ Ï‡ ‰Î¯· ˙¯‚È‡Â ÌÎÁ‰ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ 

ÂÈ‡Â˘È±π±

ÔÓ¯‚Ï È·ˆ ˜ÁˆÈ‡œÂÈÏ‡ ÌÈÒÁÂÈÓ‰ Â‡ Ì”·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ Â„ÂÒÈÓ ÌÈ˘Â¯ÈÙÂ ˙Â¯Ó≤≤≥

ÔÈÏ·‰ ÔÓÏÊ ‰ÓÏ˘Ï˘ ¯Â¯È·‰ ÈÎ¯„· ˜¯Ù ∫ÒÂÁÈÈ ÈÙ ÏÚ Â‡ ·Â¯ ÈÙ ÏÚ ‰Ú¯Î‰

Ï”ÊÁ È¯ÙÒ·Â ‰¯Â˙· ÁÒÂ‰≤¥±

¯Â¯‚ È·ˆÌÈÂ‡‚Â ¨ÌÈÂ˘‡¯ Ï˘ ‰‡¯Â‰ ÈÎ¯„≤∂∑

‚’Ô‰Î ÈÓ¯ ¯ÙÒ’ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ Ï˘ Ì‰ÈÙÏ ÌÂÒÁÓ’ÈÈË¯‡Ó ÒÂ„ÂÓÈÈ¯ Ï˘ ≤∑π

ÏÒÈÈ¯˜ ÌÈÈÁ˙ÈÙÂÒÂÏÈÙ‰ ˙Â˘¯Ù‰–∫ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ· ‰¯Â˙Ï ˙È¯Â‚Ï‡

¯Ï ÌÈÒ ‰˘ÚÓ ¯ÙÒ’ÈÈÒ¯ÓÓ ÌÈÒ ≤π∑



ÔÈÈÏ˜ ‰¯˘–È·ÏÒ¯·‰ ˙ÂÓÁÏÓ ¯ÙÒ· ˙ÂÈ¯ÂÙ‡‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂÎÓ‰ ˙ÂÚ„‰’

‚”·Ï¯Ï≥±∑

¯˜ÒÏ Ï‡È„˙¯ÁÂ‡Ó‰ ˙È‡¯˜‰ ˙Â‚‰· ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È≥¥±

¯˜‰ ÛÒÂÈÂ„Ï ‰ÓÊ‰–ÏÂÙÂ‡È¯„‡Ï Ò¯Ò ÔÈ· ∫ÈÏ‡ÂË˜ÏËÈ‡ ·¯˜≥¥π

˘ÈÓÏÁ ‰˘Ó˙Ùˆ· ˙Â‚‰‰‰ ÈÎÂ·Ó·≥∑±

ÌÈÂ·Ï‡ ·˜ÚÈ¯Ï ‰·¯ ˘¯„Ó ÈÏÏÎ’‰¯˜Ú ‰ÓÏ˘ ¯”· Ì‰¯·‡ ≥∏∑

¯ÈÈÙ Ï‡ÂÓ˘˙Â„ÏÂ˙· È˘ ˜¯Ù ∫ÔÈÏ¯·Ó ‰‡ÈˆÈ‰

 ‰ÏÎ˘‰‰ ˙ÚÂ˙©±∏≤¥≠±∑π∑®¥∞≥

ÈÊÚÂÏ ˜ÏÁ

ıÈ·Â¯Â‰ ÈÓ¯ÎÈ˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈ ¯ÂÒÙÂ¯Ù Ï˘ ÂÈÓÂÒ¯Ù ˙ÓÈ˘¯±    

ÈÂ¯‰ ·‡ÊÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ ˙Â„ÂÒÏ Á˙ÙÓÎ ‰¯Â˙ ‰˘Ó ¯ÙÒ  ±±

¯Ï˜ ÌÁÓ˙ÂÓ‡ ÏÚ ∫‰¯Â˙ ‰˘Ó ¯ÙÒ Ï˘ È˙Â¯ÙÒ‰ ÈÙÂ‡‰

Ì”·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ˙ÎÏ‰‰ ÂÈ¯Â·ÈÁ· ‰·È˙Î‰  ≤π

¯Ó¯˜ Ï‡ÂÈ˙ÈÈ„Ó‰ Â˙Â‚‰· ÈÏÒ¯·ÈÂ‡‰Â ÈÚ·Ë‰–˙È˙„

Ì”·Ó¯‰ Ï˘  ¥∑

ÒÂÓÈËÙÒ ·„ ÁÂÓ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ’Ú„Ó’Ì”·Ó¯‰ Ï˘ ÂÂ˘Ï·   ∏≥

ÔÂÒ„Â„ ÌÈÈÁÌ”·Ó¯Ï ÌÈÒÁÂÈÓ‰ ÌÈ¯Â·ÈÁ Ï˘ ˙ÂÈË˙Â‡‰±±±

¯‚¯· „Â„øÌ”·Ó¯‰ È¯ÙÒ ÏÚ ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÔÂ¯˙ÙÏ Ô”·Ó¯‰ ÚÈˆ‰ ‰Ó±≥µ

Ï‚ÂÙ¯˜ ÌÈ¯Ù‡ÈÏÚ· ˙ËÈ˘ ∫ÁÈ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÓÈÏ ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ ÈÓÎÁ ˙Â˘È‚

˙ÂÙÒÂ˙‰±¥∑

Ï„È‡ ‰˘Ó’˙ÂÈÂÓ„Ê‰‰ ÔÂÏÁ’±≤π∞≠±≤∑∞ ¨‰Ï·˜‰ Ï˘ ±∑±

ÔÈÈË˘¯ÙÒ ˜¯ÓÂÈ˙Â˘¯„· ÔÂÈÚ ∫Ì„¯Ë˘Ó‡· ¯˘‡ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ˙ÂÏ‚

¯ Ï˘’‡¯ÈË¯ÂÓ ÈÂÏ‰ ÏÂ‡˘ ≤∞π

ÔÓÈÈÏ ÔÓÏÊ ¯Â‡È˘‡”¯‚‰ ˙„ÓÚ ∫˙ÂÈÓ· „Â˘Á ¯Â„‰ ÏÂ„‚˘Î

ıÈ˘·ÈÈ‡≠ÔÈ„ÓÚ ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ·≤µ±

ıÈ·Â˜¯· ÌÈÈÁÈ¯Â‡Ó ¯ÙÒ ∫‰˘„Á‰ ˙Ú‰ ˙È˘‡¯· ‰¯ÂÓ˙Â ˙¯ÂÒÓ

¯Ï ¯Â‡’ıÈÓÓ ˘Ó¯ÈÂÂ Ô¯‰‡ ≤∂µ



Ù˙Á „·¯

Â¯˜ÈÚÓ „ÚÂ ‡Â‰ Æ·‡Î Ï˘ ˙·¯Âˆ ‰˘ÂÁ˙· ‡¯Â˜Ï ˘‚ÂÓ ¯˜ÁÓ È¯Ó‡Ó Ï˘ ‰Ê ı·Â˜

‚„È¯·ÓÈÈ˜·˘ „¯ÂÂ¯‰ ˙ËÈÒ¯·ÈÂ‡ ˘È‡ ¨È˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈÏ „Â·Î ˜ÂÏÁÏ’˙Â‡ÏÓ· ¨·”‰¯‡ ¨

˙„ÈÓÎ Â· Â˙ÈÈ˘Ú ˙‡ ÂÓ„˜‰ Æ‡”Ò˘˙· ¨ÈÂ‡¯‰ „ÚÂÓÏ ÚÈÙÂ‰Ï ÔÎÂ˙Â ¨‰˘ ÌÈÚ·˘ ÂÏ

˙ÂÈ‰Ï „ÚÂ È˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈ Ï˘ ÌÈÚ·˘‰ Â˙„ÏÂ‰ ÌÂÈ ∫ÔÓÊ· ‰˙ÂÏÎÏ ˜ÈÙÒ˘ È„Î ¯˘Ù‡‰

È¯Á‡ ËÚÂÓ ÔÓÊ Æ‰Á‚˘‰‰ ‰˙ˆ¯ ÍÎ ‡Ï ÆÂ„ÚÂÓ· Â˙Â‡ ‚Â‚ÁÏ ÂˆÙÁ ‰È‰ ÊÚÂ ¨ÂÏÂÎÏ ‚Á

˙Á˙ ÍÙ‰ Ï·ÂÈ‰ ¯ÙÒ ÆÏ·‡Ï Â˙ÁÓ˘ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÏÚÂÙ‰ Ï‡ Â˙·˘ÁÓ ˙‡ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï Â˘‚È˘

ÂÎÂ˙Ó Á˜Ï˘ ı¯ÚÂ ·Â‰‡ ÚVÏÂ ˙ÈÓÚÏ ¨‰¯ÂÓÏ ¨¯˜ÂÁÏ Ì˘Â „È ¨ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ ¯ÙÒÏ ÂÈ„È

˙˘· ¨‡”Ò˘˙ ‡È‰ ¨È˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈ Ï˘ Â˙„ÏÂ‰Ï ÌÈÚ·˘‰ ˙˘· ÚÈÙÂÓ Í¯Î‰ Æ˙Ú Ì¯Ë·

ÆÂ˙¯ÈËÙÏ Ú·¯‡

Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ ÏÚÂ ÂÈÈÁ· ¯ˆÈÂ ÁÎ Ì‰·˘ ÌÈ·¯‰ ÌÈÓÂÁ˙‰ ÏÎ· È˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈ Ï˘ ÂÏÚÂÙ ÏÚ 

ÔÈ‡ ∫ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈÁË˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ ÒÂ¯Ù Â‡È˘· ÚË˜˘ ÈÚ„Ó‰ ÂÏÚÙÓ Æ¯ÙÂÒÈÂ ¯·Â„È „ÂÚ ˙„ÁÂÈÓ‰

ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ ÆÂÏÓÚÓ ‰¯È˘Ú‰ ‡Ï˘ ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ· Ï‡¯˘È Ï˘ ÈÁÂ¯‰ ÌÓÏÂÚ ¯˜Á· ‰È‚ÂÒ ËÚÓÎ

ÌÏÂ˜ ¨„˜ÂÓÓ‰ Ì‡˘Â· ÌÈ¯·„Ó Ì‰˘Î Ì‚ ª˙Â„‰È‰ ¯˜Á Ï˘ ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó‰ ÌÈ˙Óˆ· ÌÈÚ‚Â

ÔÈ¯Â˙ÒÓ‰ ÆÂ˙Â·¯˙ ˙Â¯Â˜ Ï˘ ¨˙ÂÈÏÈ„¯˜‰ ¨˙ÂÏÂ„‚‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ Ï‡ ¨‰ÊÏ ¯·ÚÓ Ï‡ ‡˘È

Â˙·È˙Î ¨ÂÈÈÈÚÓ ¨Â˙·˘ÁÓ ∫È˜Ò¯·Ë Ï˘ ÂÁÂ¯ ˙‡ ¯ÈÚÒ‰ Ï‡¯˘È Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ „ÂÁÈÈ Ï˘

ÆÂ¯˘Ù ¯˜ÁÏ ÂÈ‰ ÌÈÂ˙ ¨˙ÈÁÂ¯‰ Â˙ÈÈÂÂ‰ ÏÎ ¨˙È‡ÒÓ‰Â ˙È¯˜ÁÓ‰

ÏÂÎ ¨··ÈÁÂ Ú·Ë˘ ÛÂ¯Èˆ· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï Ì‡ ¨‰˙ÈÈ‰ Ï‡¯˘È ˙Â·¯˙· È˜Ò¯·Ë Ï˘ Â˙ÈÈ‡¯ –

·ÈÎ¯Ó ÌÂ˘ ª˙È„Â‰È‰ ˙ÈÁÂ¯‰ ‰¯ÈˆÈ‰ Ï˘ ‰·Á¯Ó ‡ÂÏÓ ˙‡ ‰ÙÈ˜‰ ‡È‰ Æ˙ÏÏÂÎ

„ÓÈÏ ‡Â‰ Æ·Ï ˙ÓÂ˘˙Ï ÈÂ‡¯ È˙Ï· ‡ÏÂ ÁÈÊ ‡ÏÂ È¯ÂÈÓ ‡Ï ÂÈÈÚ· ‰‡¯ ‡Ï ‰È·ÈÎ¯ÓÓ

˙‡ ˜„· ¯ÓÂÁ ÏÎ· ÛÂ˘ÁÏ ‰ÙÈ‡˘· ¨‚ÈÂÒÓ È˙Ï· Û˜È‰· Ï‡¯˘È Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚ· ÔÂ·˙‰Ï

ÍÎ ¨‰ÓÂ„˜ ‰¯ÈˆÈ ÏÎ· ÆÏ‡¯˘È ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ‰˙ÈÈÂÂ‰ ˙»ÈÏÂÎ ÏÚ „ÂÓÈÏ ÂÓÓ ˘È˘ ÔÈÚ¯‚‰

ÌÈ‚ÂÂÈÒ‰Â ˙ÂÚ·Â˜Ó‰ ˙Â¯„‚‰‰ ÆÂÙ˘ÁÈ˘ ¯˜ÂÁÏ ÔÈ˙ÓÓ ‡Â‰Â ¨‰ÊÎ ÔÈÚ¯‚ ˘È ¨¯·Ò

˙Â¯˜Ò· ¨‰ÁÂÂ¯Ï ¯˜ÁÓ‰ È¯Ú˘ ˙‡ ÁÂ˙ÙÏ ‡¯˜ ‡Â‰ ∫ÂÈÈÚ· Â·˘Á ‡Ï ÌÈÈ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰

 ‰ˆÓÓ ÔÂÈÚÏ ¨‰˘„Á— ˘„ÂÁÓ ÌÈ˙ÚÂ ÔÂ˘‡¯ ÌÈ˙Ú —¨˙Â¯Â„‰ ÈÓÎÁ ÏÎ Ï˘ Ì‰È¯Â·ÈÁ ÏÎ· 

ÏÚ ¨ÌÂ˜Ó‰Â ÔÓÊ‰ ˙Â·ÈÒ ÈÙÏ ˙ÂÂ‚˙Ó ¨‰·Â˘˙ ‰ÏÚ‰ ÌÏÂÎ ÈÙÓ Æ„Á‡Î ÌÈÁ„ÈÂ ÌÈÈÊÎ¯Ó

˙È˘„ÁÂ ‰ÙÈ˜Ó ‰ÈÈ‡¯· ¨·ÈÎ¯‰ ÂÏÏ‰ ˙Â·Â˘˙‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ Æ˙Â„‰È‰ ˙Â‰Ó Ï˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙Ï‡˘

Æ‰˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰· Â˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ˙ÈÂ‚·¯‰ ÒÙÈÒÙ‰ ˙ÂÓ˙ ˙‡ ¨„Â‡Ó

˙„Â˜Ï ¯˘‡· ˙Ú·Â˜ÓÂ ‰¯Â¯· ˙ÈÎ¯¯ÈÈ‰ ˙Î¯ÚÓ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ˙Â„‰È‰ ¨È˜Ò¯·Ë ÈÈÚ· 

‰‡ÏÓ ‰ÓÚË‰· ‰Â˘‡¯Ï „ÓÚ ‡Â‰ ¨˙‡Ê ÌÚ Æ‰ÎÏ‰‰ ∫‰Ï˘ ‰˙˘Ó È˙Ï·‰Â ˙Á‡‰ ÊÎ¯Ó‰

‰ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚‰ Ï˘ Ì˙Â·È˘Á ÏÚ’ÌÈÈÏÂ˘’‰Èˆ˜‡¯ËÈ‡‰ ÏÚÂ ¨˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÏÂÚ ˙ÂÓ˙· 

¯˙Â˘ ¨‰ÊÎ¯Ó ÔÈ· ¨ÌÈÙÏÁ˙Ó‰ ‰ÈÈÂÏÈ‚Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ· ¨˙ÈÂÈÁ‰Â ˙Ú„ÂÓ‰ ¨˙È„ÈÓ˙‰ ¨‰ÏÈÚÙ‰

 ÆÂ·È·ÒÓ˘ ÌÈ¯ÂÊ‡‰ ÔÈ·Â ¨‰„ÂÁÈÈÂ ‰˙ÂÈÁ ¯˜ÈÚ ·ˆÓ ÏÎ·’˙Â„‰È‰ Ï˘ ‰ÓÏÂÚ ˙ÂÓ˙’‡Ï 

‰ ˙ÂÓ˙ ‡Ï Ì‚Â ÊÎ¯Ó‰ ˙ÂÓ˙ ‡Ï ÂÈÈÚ· ‰˙ÈÈ‰’ÌÈÈÏÂ˘’ÚÙ˘ÂÓ‰ ¨ÏÈÚÙ‰ ‚ÂÊÈÓ‰ ‡Ï‡ ¨



‰˙Â‰Ó· ¨Â˙˘Ó· ¨ÍÎ ‰ÒÙ˙ ˙È˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ Ï‡¯˘È ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ‰˙ÈÈÂÂ‰ Æ‰ÊÂ ‰Ê Ï˘ ¨˙È„„‰

Ì¯˜ÈÚ· ¨ÌÏÂÎ ÌÈÂÂ˜ ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰Â ÌÈ·¯‰ ÂÈ¯Â·ÈÁ Æ˙·Î¯ÂÓ‰Â ˙È‚¯Â‡‰ ¨‰‡ÏÓ‰

·‡ ÔÈÈ· ÌÈÂ· Ì‰ Æ˙‡Ê‰ ‰„Â˜‰ Ï‡ ¨˙ÂÊÓÂ¯Ó‰ Â‡ ˙Â˘¯ÂÙÓ‰ ¨˙ÂÈÙÂÒ‰ Ì‰È˙Â˜ÒÓ·Â

ÏÂÎ ¨‰˘„Á ‰ÈÈ‡¯Ï–ÆÏ‡¯˘È ˙Â·¯˙ Ï˘ ¨˙ÏÏÂÎ

Â˙Â‡È˜· Û˜È‰ Æ˙ÂÓÒ¯ÂÙÓ‰ ÔÓ Ê‡Ó ‰È‰ È˜Ò¯·Ë Ï˘ ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ ˙‡ ÔÈÈÙ‡˘ ÔÂÈÚ‰ ˜ÓÂÚ 

‰„Á ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ÌÈËÒ˜Ë· Â˙·‰ ÆÌÏ˘ÂÓ ‰È‰ ¨ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡ Ï˘Ó ÔÈ·Â ÂÏ˘Ó ÔÈ· ¨˙Â¯Â˜Ó·

ÂÈ‰ ¨ÍÙ‰Ï ÔÈ·Â ·ÂÈÁÏ ÔÈ· ¨Ì‰ÈÏ‡ Â˙ÂÒÁÈÈ˙‰·Â ˙Â¯Â˜Ó‰ Ï˘ ÌÂ‚¯‡· Â˙Ú„ ·ÁÂ¯Â ¯Ú˙Î

¨Â˙Â¯È‰Ê ªÌÈÚÎ˘ÓÂ Ì˙ÂÈ¯Â˜Ó· ÌÈÚÈ˙ÙÓ ¨ÌÈÊÚÂ ÂÈ‰ ÂÏ˘ ‰Ê˙ÈÒ‰ ÈÎÏ‰Ó Æ¯·„ Ì˘Ï

ÔÂÈ˜È ¨Â˙Ú„ ÔÂÈ˜È Æ˙ÂÏÚÙ˙‰Â „Â·Î Â¯¯ÂÚ ¨Í¯Âˆ‰ ˙Ú˘· ÂÚ·Ó ˙ÂÙÈ˜˙ Ì‚ Ï·‡

¨‰¯Ú˘‰ Ï‡ ˙‡Ê ÏÎ· ˙ÚÏÂ˜‰ Í‡ „Â‡Ó ˙ÂÂ‚Ó‰ ¨‰¯È˘Ú‰ ÂÂ˘Ï ¨‡˘È‰ ÂÂ‚Ò ¨ÂÒÂÓÏÂ˜

¯ÂÚÈ˘Î˘ ¯˜ÁÓ‰ È¯ÈÎ· ËÚÓ Ì˙Â‡ ÔÈ· ˘‡¯· ÂÓÂ˜Ó ˙‡ ÂÚ·˜ ¨ÊÚÏ· ÔÈ·Â ˙È¯·Ú· ÔÈ·

Â¯˜ÁÓ ÈÁ·˘ ˙ˆ˜ÓÓ ˙ˆ˜Ó ‰Ï‡ ÏÎ ÆÌÂ˘Ï Ï˘ ÈÂ‰ ˙„ÈÓ Ì‚ Ì‰È¯·„ ÈÎÂ˙ Ï˘ ˜ÓÂÚ‰

ÆÈ˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈ Ï˘

˜ÁˆÈ Ï˘ ÌÈÈ¯ÒÂÓ‰ ÌÈÎ¯Ú‰ ÌÏÂÒÏ ‰ÊÓ ˙ÂÁÙ ‡ÏÂ ¨˙Ó‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÓÏ˘Ï ‡ËÁÈ Ï·‡ 

¨ÌÈ·¯‰ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ‰ÏÂ„‚‰ Â˙Â¯ÈÒÓ ˙‡ ÂÈÁ·˘ ÔÈÈÓ· Ò ÏÚ ‰ÏÚÈ ‡Ï˘ ÈÓ ¨ÂÓˆÚ È˜Ò¯·Ë

˙‡Â Ì˙‡ ÂÈÎÏ‰Ó ˙ÓÎÁ ˙‡ ¨ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁÎ Ì˙ÂÓ„ ÏÂÏÎ˘ ÏÚ ˙È‡Ï È˙Ï·‰ Â˙„È˜˘ ˙‡

ÈÚ„Ó· Ì‰È„ÂÓÈÏ ˜ÂÁ ˙‡ ÂÓÈÏ˘‰˘ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ ¯ÙÒÓ ÆÌÈÓÈ‰ ÏÎ Ì‰Ï Â˙ÂÓ‡Â Â˙·‰‡

Ï‡ ÆÂÓÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ „ÈÓÚ‰˘ Â¯Â„· ‰¯ÂÓ ˘È Ì‡ ˜ÙÒ ∫ÌÈ‰„Ó Â˙Î¯„‰· ˙Â„‰È‰

Ì‰Ó ÌÈ·¯Â ¨˙È¯·‰ ˙Âˆ¯‡ ˙Âˆ˜ ÏÎÓ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰ È·ÂË Â‡·Â Âˆ·˜ „ÓÈÏ ÂÓÓ˘ ÔÎÂ„‰

ÂÏˆ‡ „ÓÏ˘ ÈÓ Æ¯Â„·˘ ÌÈÏÂÚÓ‰ ÔÓ ¯˜ÁÓ È˘‡ ¨˙ÎÓÂ˙‰Â ˙È„Ù˜‰ Â˙Á‚˘‰· ¨Ì˘ Â˘Ú

˘È‡ ÂÁÓ˘Â ‰Ê ¯Á‡ ‰Ê Â·˜Ú ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â ·¯‰ ÆÌÈÓÈ‰ ÏÎ ‰·‰‡Â ÌÈÂÓ‡ ÂÏ ¯Ó˘ ˙Ó‡·

¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈÈÂˆÓ‰ ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙ È˘ÚÓ· È˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈ Ï˘ Â˙ÁÓ˘ ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‰ÏÂ„‚ ÆÂ‰Ú¯ È˘ÚÓ·

˙ˆ¯Ú‰Â ÂÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Ï ·¯‰ ˙·‰‡ Ï˘ ¨˙ÈÏ”ÊÁ‰ ¨‰˜È˙Ú‰ ˙¯ÂÒÓ‰ ÔÓ Â‰˘Ó ÆÂÓˆÚ È˘ÚÓ·Ó

ÈÓ ÌÚ „¯ÂÂ¯‰· ÊÎ¯Ó‰ È¯‚Â· È·ÂË Ï˘ Ì‰ÈÒÁÈ ˙ÂÎ¯ÚÓ ˙‡ ‰ÂÂÈÏ Ì·¯ ˙‡ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙‰

Æ‰ÁÓÈÈ Ï· Ì˙ÂÁ ¨‰ÂÂÚ·Â ‰Úˆ· ¨Ì‰ÈÏÚ Ú·Ë˘

ÆÈÂÏ‚· È˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÓ„ ‰¯ÎÈ ¨ÂÓ ‡Ï˘ ˙Â¯Á‡ ˙Â·¯·Â ¨ÂÓ˘ ˙ÂÏÚÓ‰ ÏÎ· 

‡ÏÂ ÏÂ˜˘‰ ¯·„· ‡ÏÂ „Â„Ó‰ ¯·„· ‡Ï ‰˙ÈÈ‰ ‡Ï ¨Â˙ÏÂ„‚ ¯˜ÈÚ ¨˙È˙Ó‡‰ Â˙ÏÂ„‚ Ï·‡

ÂÈÏ‡ ‰„¯È È˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈ Ï˘ Â˙Ó˘ Æ˙¯Â˜‰ Â˙ÂÈ˘È‡ Ï˘ ÔÈ¯Â˙ÒÓ· ‡Ï‡ ¨‰Ó‰ ¯·„·

¨˙ÎÏ ÚÈˆÓ ˘È‡ ÆÂ˙ÂÈ˘È‡· ÂÈ‰ ˙ÂÓÏÂ‚Ó ‰Ê ÌÏÂÚ Ï˘ ˙Â„ÈÓ‰ ¯˘Ú ÏÎÂ ¨˙ÂÏÈˆ‡‰ ÌÏÂÚÓ

ÔÓ ÂÓˆÚ ¯È„Ó ¨ÂÏ ‰ÓÂ„‰ ÔÓÂ „Â·Î‰ ÔÓ ˜ÓÂÁ ¨ÌÈÂÈ‚‰ ÔÓ „ÏÂÒ ¨‰ÂÂ‡¯‰ ÔÓ „Â‡Ó ˜ÂÁ¯

≠ ËÚÓÎ Ô˘ÈÈ· ¨‰¯Â˘Ó· ÂÈ˙ÂÏÈÓ ·ˆÂ˜Â ‰˘ÈÁÏ· ¯·„Ó ¨Á˙ÙÓ‰ ˙Â„ÓÚ· ÏÁÂ· ¨‰¯¯˘‰

Æ‰ÓÒ˜· ‰·˘ ‰Ï‚ÚÓ· ËÏ˜˘ ÈÓ ÏÎ˘ ¨Ì˘Â¯ ˙·¯ ¨‰¯È·Î ˙ÂÁÎÂ· ÔÁÈ È˜Ò¯·Ë ˜ÁˆÈ

Ì˙Ò‰ ÔÓ ÂÈ‰ Â· ‡ˆÂÈÎ ÆÂÈÓÈÓ ÈË˙Â‡Â ÈÚ·Ë ¨„ÏÂÓ ˙ÂÎÏÓ ¯„‰ ‰‡¯ ‡Ï Â¯ÈÎ‰ ‡Ï˘ ÈÓ

ÌÚ Â˙Â‰„Ê‰ ˙„ÈÓ˘ ¨ÌÁÂ¯ ˙ÂÓÂˆÚ˙· ÌÏ‰˜ È‚È‰Ó ¨‡ÏË ˙È·Ï ÌÈ¯”ÂÓ„‡‰ ¨ÂÈ˙Â·‡

¨˙ÁÎÂÙÓ‰ ¨‰ÏÂ„‚‰ Â˙·‰‡ ˙‡ Ì‚ ÈÏÂ‡ ˘¯È Ì‰Ó ÆÌÈ˘‰ ÌÚ ‰ÎÏ‰Â ‰Ï„‚ Ì¯ÎÊÂ Ì˙ÂÓ„

˙˜ÒÂÙ È˙Ï·‰Â ‰˜ÂÓÚ‰ Â˙„¯Á ˙‡ ¨‰ÓÂ‡‰ ˙»ÏÏÎÏ ¨˙¯˘Ù˙Ó È˙Ï·‰ Ï·‡ ˙¯ÒÂÈÓ‰

‰‡·˘ ‰ÓÊÈ ÏÎÏ ¨˙ÚˆÂÓÂ ‰ÏÂ˜˘ ˘Ù ˙Â¯ÈÒÓ· ¨Ì˙¯È‰Ï ˙Ú ÏÎ· Â˙ÂÂÎ ˙‡Â ¨‰Ï¯Â‚Ï

‰‚‡„‰ ÔÓ ‰ÈÂÙ Â˙·˘ÁÓ ÔÈ‡˘ Ú„È ·Â¯˜Ó Â¯ÈÎ‰˘ ÈÓ Æ‰˙ÈÈÂÂ‰· ˙ÂÂÚÓ ‰ÊÈ‡ ÔÂ˜˙Ï

Æ˙Á‡ ‰Ú˘ ÂÏÈÙ‡ Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎÏ

Á$$$$$¯·„ Á˙Ù$$



Â˙Î¯Ú‰Ï „ÚÂ ˙Â‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ¨‰Ê‰ ˘È‡‰ Ï˘ Â¯ÎÊÏ ˙È¯˜ÁÓ „È ·Èˆ‰Ï ÔÂÂÎÓ ‰Ê ¯ÙÒ 

¨Â· ÌÈˆ·Â˜Ó‰ ÌÈ¯Ó‡Ó‰ ÆÂÈÈÁ ÈÓÈ· ÂÏ Â˘Á¯˘ „Â·ÎÏÂ ‰·‰‡ÏÂ ¨Â˙ÂÓ„ÏÂ ÂÏÚÂÙÏ

ÈÈÁ Ï˘ ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈË·È‰· ÌÈ„ ¨ÌÓÊÏÂ Ì‰È˙ÂÓÂ˜ÓÏ ¨Ì‰È‡˘Â „ˆÓ Ì‰˘ ÏÎÎ ÌÈÂÂ‚Ó

˙ÂÓÂÏÚ ˙ÂÈÙ ÏÚ ¯Â‡ ˙ÂÏÚ‰Ï ¨ÂÎ¯„ ÈÙ ÏÚ „Á‡ ÏÎ ¨ÌÈÒÓÂ ¨˘Ù ÈÁÂ ÂÈ˙Â·‡ Ï˘ ÁÂ¯‰

˜ÁˆÈ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈÈÚ˙‰ È„˜ÂÓ Ï‡ Ì‰È‡˘Â ˙ÚÙ˘ ˙˜ÈÊ ÆÌ˙¯ÈˆÈÂ Ì‰ÈÈÁ ˙Â¯Â˜· ÔÈÈ„Ú

˙ÂÏ‡˘ ¨ÌÏÂÎ· ÈÏÂ‡Â ¨Ì·Â¯· ∫ÂÏÚÂÙ ˙‡ Ú„ÂÈ˘ ÈÓ ÔÈÚÓ ÌÏÚÈ˙ ‡Ï ÂÈ¯˜ÁÓ· È˜Ò¯·Ë

‰‡ÓÓ ¯Ú˘ „ÂÚ Á˙Ù ¨ÌÏÂÎ· ÈÏÂ‡Â ¨Ì·Â¯·Â ¨Â˙ÁÂÓ ˙‡ Â„È¯Ë‰˘ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ·Â˘Â ·Â˘

˙Â‡¯‰ ˙Â„Â˜Â Ì˙ÂÈÂ‚·¯ ÆÌÈ·È‰¯ÓÂ ÌÈ˘„Á ÌÈÙÂ Ï‡ Â˙Â·¯˙ ÔÈ¯ËÏÙ È¯Ú˘

‡¯Â˜ ‰È‰Â ÂÈÎÊ ÂÏÈ‡ ÆÂ˙„Â·Ú Ï˘ ˙˘ÏÂÙÓ‰ ˙ÂÈÂ‚·¯Ï Ô‰ ‰‡Â·· ÌÂÈ„ Ï˘ ˙ÂÙÏÁ˙Ó‰

È‡ÂÂÏ ¨ÂÈÎÊ ‡Ï˘ ÂÈ˘ÎÚ ÆÁÂ¯ ˙¯Â˜ ÂÏ ÌÈÓ¯Â‚ ÂÈ‰ Ì‰ ¨ÌÈ˘Á Â‡ ÍÎ ¨ÂÈÈÁ· ÌÈ¯·„‰ ˙‡

ÆÌ˘ ‡Â‰ ¯˘‡· ¨Ì˙ÂÎÊ· ˙ÂÎÈÈÁÓÂ ˙Â··Â„Ó ÂÈ˙Â˙Ù˘ Â‰È˘ Ï”ÊÁ ˙ÁË·‰ Ì‰· ÌÈÈ˜˙˙˘

Â˙ÓÊ‰Ï ÔÂˆ¯· ÂÚ˘ Ï·˙ ˙Âˆ˜ ÏÎÓ ÂÈ˙ÈÓÚÏ ·Ï ·¯˜Ó ‰Ê· ˙Â„Â‰Ï ÌÈ˘˜·Ó Â‡

ÏÚ Ì‰Ï ÌÈ„ÂÓ Â‡ ÆÌÁÂ¯ ˙·Â˙ ·ËÈÓÓ ÌÈ¯·„ ÌÂÒ¯ÙÏ ‰ÈÏ‡ ÂÁÏ˘Â ÂÊ ‰ÙÂÒ‡· Û˙˙˘‰Ï

¯ÙÒ‰˘ È„Ó ˙Â·¯‰ ÌÈ˘‰ Í˘Ó· ÂÓÚ ÌÙ‡ ÂÎÈ¯‡‰˘ ÏÚÂ Ì‰Ï˘ ·È„‰ ‰ÏÂÚÙ‰ ÛÂ˙È˘

Â˙ÚÙÂ‰ ˙‡ Â¯˘Ù‡˘ ÌÈ„·Î‰ ˙Â„ÒÂÓÏ ÌÈ„ÂÓ Â‡ Æ¯Â„ÈÒÂ ‰ÎÈ¯Ú È·Ï˘· Ô‰· ÔÂ˙ ‰È‰

Ï„Ó Ô¯˜ ‰Â˘‡¯·Â ˘‡¯· ‰Ó‰ ‡ÂÏ‰ ¨Â˙˜Ù‰ ˙‡ ÌÁÂ¯ ˙Â·È„· ÂÏ˜‰Â ˙¯„Â‰Ó‰

 ÒÂÈˆÂÏ Ô¯˜ ‰ÈÈ˘·Â ¨ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È·’¯ÙÒ‰ ÏÚ ‰„Â·Ú‰ ‰„ÓÚ Ô˙ÂÎÊ·˘ ¨˜¯ÂÈ ÂÈ· ¯‡Â‡ËÈÏ 

Æ‰ÈÂ‡¯‰ ˙Â„·ÂÎÓ‰ ·ËÂ˜· ¨‰˙È¯Á‡ „ÚÂ ‰˙È˘‡¯Ó ¨‰Ê‰

‚¯·„ÏÂ‚ Ì¯ ¯Ó Â‚ÒÏÂ ıÈ·Â· Ô„ ¯Ó ‰‡ˆÂ‰‰ Ï‰ÓÏ ¨Ò‚‡Ó ˙‡ˆÂ‰Ï ‰Ê· ÌÈ„ÂÓ Â‡ 

Í¯Â‡·Â ÌÚË ·ÂË·Â ÏÎ˘ ÌÂ˘· ‰Ê‰ ¯ÙÒ‰ ·ÂˆÈÚ ÏÚ ÂÁ¯Ë˘ ÏÚ ‰‡ˆÂ‰‰ È„·ÂÚ ¯‡˘Ï ÔÎÂ

Â˙ÒÙ„‰˘ „Â‡Ó ˙Â·¯‰ ˙ÂÈÚ·Ï ÌÈ˙Â‡ ˙ÂÂ¯˙Ù Â‡ˆÓ˘ „Ú ÂË˜˘ ‡ÏÂ ÂÁ ‡ÏÂ ¨ÁÂ¯

·‚Ï Ì‚ ‰¯ÂÓ‡ Â˙„Â˙ ÆÔ‰· ‰ÎÂ¯Î ‰˙ÈÈ‰’Ê ’¯· Ë‡–˙ÂÏÈÚÈ· ÒÂÙ„Ï ‰È˜˙‰˘ ¨ÂÏ˘

˙Â¯ÈÒÓ· ÂÁ¯Ë˘ ¨ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ıÚ„ ÒÂÙ„ ÈÏÚ·ÏÂ ¨¯ÙÒ‰ Ï˘ ÈÊÚÂÏ‰ ˜ÏÁ‰ ˙‡ ˙ÂÏ·Ò·Â

‚ÏÂ˜ Â¯ÂË ˙Ï‰‰Ï ÌÈ·Á Â‡ ˙„ÁÂÈÓ ‰„Â˙ ÆÂ˙˜Ù‰ ÏÚ ˙ÈÚÂˆ˜Ó ˙ÂÓÂÈÓ·Â’ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· 

ÏÚ ÌÏÂÎ Â„ÓÚÈ ÆÏ‰ÓÂ ˙Â¯ÈÎÊÓ ÈÈÈÚ· ¨ÌÈÙ ¯·Ò·Â ‰·ÂË ÔÈÚ· ¨ÂÈ„È· ‰ÚÈÈÒ˘ ÏÚ

Æ‰Î¯·‰

‡”Ò˘˙ ¯„‡ ¨ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È¯˘ÈÈÏÙ ‡¯ÊÚ  

¯·„ Á˙Ù#####Ë



Ò¯ È·˙Î· ÈËÒÂ‚Â¯Ù ˘¯„Ó¢�����‚±

Ò¯ È·˙Î· ÈËÒÂ‚Â¯Ù ˘¯„Ó¢‚

 „ÈÂ„ ˙¯È˘Ï Â˘Â¯ÈÙ ˙ÁÈ˙Ù©Ó˘¢·Î ·®˙‚ˆÈÈÓ ‰Ó‚Â„Î 

Ó‡˙

Ô· È‚Á–È‡Ó˘

Ò¯¢¨˙È¯È˘Ú‰ ‰‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰Â˘‡¯‰ ˙ÈˆÁÓ· ¨ÂÓÊ· ¯˙ÂÈ· ËÏÂ·‰ È„Â‰È‰ ÌÎÁ‰ ‰È‰ ‚

‰Ê Â„ÓÚÓÏ ÌÒ¯ÂÙÓ ÈÂËÈ· ÆÌ˙ÂÏÏÎ· ÌÈÈÈ·‰ ÈÓÈ· ̄ ˙ÂÈ·  ÌÈËÏÂ·‰ ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ÁÂ¯‰ È˘È‡ÓÂ

Ò¯ Ï˘¢˙È˙„‰ ˙Â‚‰· ¨ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ¯˜Á· ¨‰ÎÏ‰· ¨‡¯˜Ó‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ· Â˜ÒÚ˘ ÂÓÊ ÈÓÎÁÏ ÒÁÈ· ‚

 Ú·ËÓ‰ ‡Â‰ ÌÈÚ„Ó‰Â ˙ÂÓÎÁ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ¯Á‡ ˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó·ÂßÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎ· ÌÈ¯·„Ó‰ ˘‡¯ßÂ·˘ ¨

ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ‰È‰ ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ Ì‡ ˙Ú„Ï ‰˘˜ Æ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ Ì‰¯·‡ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï ‰˘ ÌÈÈ˙‡Ó Â¯‡È˙

Ò¯ ̇ ‡ ̄ È˙Î‰˘¢ÆÂÓˆÚÏ ̄ ·„‰ ̇ ‡ ÒÁÈÈÂ ̈ ÂÈÓ„Â˜Ó ÈÓ È·˙Î· ̇ ‡Ê ‡ˆÓ˘ Â‡ ̈ ‰Ê ̄ ˙Î· ‚
±

ÔÈ· 

 ÈÏ··‰ „ÂÓÏ˙· ‰Ê Ú·ËÓ Ï˘ Â¯Â˜Ó˘ ¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ÍÎ ÔÈ·Â ÍÎ©· ‚Ï ˙·˘®˘Ó˘Ó ‡Â‰ Ì˘ Æ

ÌÈ¯˜ÂÁÏ ̄ ¯·˙‰ ‡Ï Æ‰¯ÈÙÒÏ ‰ÈÈ˘‰ ‰‡Ó‰ ÚˆÓ‡· ÈÁ˘ ‰˘Â‡Ó ÌÎÁ‰ ̈ ‰„Â‰È È·¯Ï ̄ ‡Â˙Î

¨ÌÈÈÓÂ¯‰ ˙ÂÂËÏ˘‰ ‰„Â‰È È·¯ ÏÚ ÂÏÈË‰˘ ˙ÈÓ˘¯ ‰¯˘Ó ÏÚ ‰¯ÂÓ ‰Ê ¯‡Â˙ Ì‡ ÂÓÊ È·

Æ‡È˘Ï ÒÁÈ·Â ÂÓÊ ÈÓÎÁÏ ÒÁÈ· È¯Â˙‰Â È˘È‡‰ Â„ÓÚÓ ˙‡ ÚÈ·Ó ¯‡Â˙‰˘ Â‡
≤

‰‡¯ 

Ò¯Ï ÒÁÈ· ‰Ê‰ ¯‡Â˙‰ Ï˘ ÈÏÂÏÈÓ‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ‰˘¢¨„ÓÚÓ ÏÎ· ˙Ú¯ÎÓ‰ ‰Ú„‰ ÏÚ· ‰È‰˘ ‡Â‰ ‚

ÔÂ˘Ï· È˜· ‰È‰˘ ̈ ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ̈ ÌÏÂ‡ ÆÌÈÓÎÁ‰ Ï˘ ̇ ÂÒÎ˙‰ ÏÎ· Â‡ ̈ ˙ÂÓ„Ê‰ ÏÎ· Â‡

 ˙È·¯Ú‰ ‰ÏÈÓ‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎ ¨ÌÈÏÈÓ ˜Á˘ÓÏ Ô‡Î ÔÂÂÎ˙‰ ¨˙È·¯Ú‰�
Ó

u?????
Ú

{l?????ÏÚ ˙Â¯Â‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ 

™ÌÈ˘ ‰ÓÎ ÈÙÏ Í¯Ú˘ ¯ÈÓÒ· ‰Ê ¯Â·ÈÁ· ‰‡È¯˜· „ÈÂ„ ˙¯È˘ ˘Â¯ÈÙ· ÔÂÈÚ‰ Ï˘ Â˙È˘‡¯

‚ÏÂ˜ ÈËÈÒ¯·ÈÂÈ ̈ ˙Â„‰ÈÂ ̇ È¯·Ú È„ÂÓÈÏÏ ‰˜ÏÁÓ·ß‰‡È¯˜·Â ̈ ÌÈ„ÈÓÏ˙Â ÌÈ˙ÈÓÚ ̇ ¯·Á· ̈ ÔÂ„ÂÏ ̈

¨‰Ê· Ì‰Ï ‰„ÂÓ È‡Â ¨‰·¯‰ È˙„ÓÏ ÌÏÂÎÓ ÆÌÈÏ˘Â¯È· ÌÈ˙ÈÓÚÂ ÌÈ¯ÂÓ ÌÚ ÈË¯Ù ‚ÂÁ· ˙ÙÒÂ

ÙÂ¯ÙÏ „ÁÂÈÓ·ÂßÆ¯Ó‡Ó‰ Ï˘ ‰ËÂÈË ‡Â¯˜Ï ‰ÏÈ‡Â‰˘ ‰ÊÓÂ¯ËÒ ‰¯˘ 

±Ï‡ÂÓ˘ „È‚‰ Ï˘ „Â„ ¨Ï‡˙ Ô· Ï‡„ÚÒ „Á‡Ï ÒÁÈ· ‰Ê ¯‡Â˙ ¯ÎÊ ÔÂ¯ÎÈÊ Â‡ ÔÈÒÁÂÈ ˙ÓÈ˘¯·

 ‰ÈÁ Ô·©È‰ ‰‡Ó‰ Ï˘ È˘‰ Ú·¯·¢·® ÆJ. Mann, The Jews in Egypt and Palestine under
the Fatimid Caliphs2, II, New York 1970, p. 282 ∫‰‡¯ ÆH. Malter, Saadia Gaon:

His Life and Works, New York 1926, p. 52, n. 85 ̄ ËÏ‡Ó ª©Ó ÏÚ ÍÓ˙ÒÓ‰ß¯„ÈÈ˘ÈÈË˘ ®
Ò¯˘ ̄ ÓÂÏÎ ̈ ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ È¯·„ Ï˘ ̇ È‚ÂÏÂÂ¯Î‰ ̇ ÂÚÓ˘Ó‰ ÏÚ „ÓÂÚ¢ÁÂÙÈËÏ Ì¯‚˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ‰È‰ ‚

 ˙·‰Ï ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ ÂÚÈ‚‰ ¨ÔÏ‰Ï ÚˆÂÓ‰ ¯·Ò‰Ï ¯˘˜ ÈÏ· ÆÏ‡¯˘È· ‰ÓÎÁ‰ ÈÙÚ ÏÎßÌÂ˜Óß
ÆÈÚ„Ó ÚÂˆ˜Ó Â‡ ‡˘Â ˙‡¯Â‰·

≤‚ ∫‰ÂÂ˘‰ßı¯‡· ÌÈ„Â‰È‰ ̇ Â„ÏÂ˙ ̈ ÔÂÏ‡ –Ï˙ ̈ · ̈ „ÂÓÏ˙‰Â ‰˘Ó‰ ̇ ÙÂ˜˙· Ï‡¯˘È–Ë˘˙ ·È·‡¢¨Ê

ÓÚß‡ ª∑µ ¨∑∞ ¢ ¨Í·¯Â‡ ‡ßÏÈÏ‚Ï ‰„Â‰ÈÓßÏ˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ¨ÔÓ„È¯Ù ·˜ÚÈÏ ÔÂ¯ÎÊ ¯ÙÒ ¨¢ÓÚ ¨„ß∑∞ 

¸‰Ω¢Ó˘˙ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ¨ÌÈÓÎÁ Ï˘ ÌÓÏÂÚÓ ¨Ï¢ÓÚ ¨Áß≥¥± ˛Æ



≤Ô· È‚Á�����–���È‡Ó˘

ÆÂ· ‡ˆÂÈÎÂ ÚÂˆ˜Ó ¨‡˘Â ÏÚ Ì‚Â ¨ÂÚÓ˘ÓÎ ÌÂ˜Ó
≥

Ú·ËÓ‰ ˙‡ Ú·Ë˘ ÈÓ Â‡ ¨‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ ˙ÂÂÎ 
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The Mishneh Torah as a Key
to the Secrets of the Guide

WARREN ZEV HARVEY

I

Perplexed by its perplexities, students of Maimonides’ Guide of the
Perplexed often find themselves wondering how to go about unraveling
its mysteries and solving its puzzles. What keys are available for
unlocking its secrets?

Maimonides, as we all know, says that he will sometimes contradict
himself in the Guide for the purpose of hiding his true views from the
vulgar reader. Such contradictions are what he calls contradictions due
to the Seventh Cause.1 Now, suppose we come across contradictory
propositions in the Guide. How are we to know which proposition rep-
resents Maimonides’ true view?

One simple answer is that the more subversive of the two views is
Maimonides’ true view, for why would he hide the more conservative
view? This answer has much to recommend it. Unfortunately, it is not
always easy to distinguish prima facie the subversive view from the con-
servative one.

A better answer to the question of how to tell which of two contra-
dictory propositions in the Guide represents Maimonides’ true view is
that the true view is argued logically, while the vulgar one is stated
rhetorically. To be sure, it is sometimes tricky to distinguish between

* This essay is based on a guest lecture given in Professor Twersky’s graduate seminar
at Harvard University, Fall 1987.

1 The Guide of the Perplexed, I, trans. S. Pines, Chicago 1963, introduction,
pp. 18, 20.
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logic and rhetoric. But that is just Maimonides’ point. Readers who
cannot distinguish between them are, in his view, better off not under-
standing the secrets of the Guide.

There are yet other answers. In a series of important essays, Abraham
Nuriel showed that careful examination of Maimonides’ use of key
words can clarify his true position.2 Similarly, Maimonides’ true posi-
tion may sometimes be discovered by piecing together apparently
unconnected chapters in which are quoted the same biblical verses, rab-
binic dicta, or philosophic texts.

In my following remarks, I wish to suggest that the Mishneh Torah is
a reliable key for unlocking the secrets of the Guide. Moreover, I believe
that Maimonides intended readers of the Guide to use the Mishneh To-
rah as such a key.

This view may sound bizarre to some, especially to those who hold
the mistaken opinion that the Mishneh Torah was written for the vulgar
masses while the Guide was written for the elite. The Guide, of course,
was indeed written for the elite, but the Mishneh Torah was written for
everyone, the elite as well as the masses. But taking the Mishneh Torah
seriously as a key to Maimonides’ true doctrines should not surprise
anyone today. Studies by Isadore (YiΩ˙ak⁄) Twersky and others have
made clear beyond a doubt the profound religious and intellectual seri-
ousness of the nonhalakhic aspects of the Mishneh Torah.3

Scholars have more than once been impressed by the bold intellectual
frankness of the Mishneh Torah, as contrasted with the elusive equivo-
cations of the Guide. Over a hundred years ago, Karl Pearson, a theorist
of the Freethought movement in Britain, lauded the Mishneh Torah in
the History section of his Ethic of Freethought. In the Mishneh Torah,
Pearson maintained, Maimonides set down his daring philosophical
views, while in the Guide he occupied himself primarily with theology.4

2 E.g., A. Nuriel, ‘Óiddush ha-‘Olam o k≥admuto ‘al pi ha-Rambam’, TarbiΩ, 33 (1964),
pp. 372–387; ‘Ha-RaΩon ha-Elohi be-Moreh Nevukhim’, TarbiΩ, 39 (1970), pp. 39–61;
‘Remarks on Maimonides’ Epistemology’, S. Pines and Y. Yovel (eds.), Maimonides and
Philosophy, Dordrecht 1986, pp. 36–51; reprinted in A. Nuriel, Galuy ve-Samuy
ba-Filosofia ha-Yehudit, Jerusalem 2000, pp. 25–63, 119–130.

3 E.g., I. Twersky, Introduction to the Code of Maimonides, New Haven 1980.
4 K. Pearson ‘Maimonides and Spinoza’, Mind (1883), pp. 338–353; reprinted in The

Ethic of Freethought, London 1888, 1901, pp. 125–142. ‘[The aim of the Guide is] to
explain...the many obscure passages of Scripture and apparently irrational rites instituted
by Moses... . [I]t is only concerned in the second place with philosophical ethics’ (p. 339;
p. 126). ‘I should not be surprised to hear that the More was held more “orthodox” than
the Yad. The latter...contains the germs of a truly grand philosophical system’ (p. 352;
p. 141).
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Authority and Innovation at the Threshold of
Modernity: The Me’orei Or of Rabbi Aaron Worms

JAY R. BERKOVITZ

I

The powerful forces that so thoroughly transformed the profile of
western Jewry as it entered the modern world have, overwhelmingly,
monopolized the attention of historians. However, while the impact of
the French Revolution and of modernization in the areas of political
status, social and economic history, religious reform and communal
organi-zation have been carefully studied, we know comparatively little
of the rich cultural traditions, religious and liturgical rites, and patterns
of Torah study that still suffused communal life in Alsace-Lorraine at
the dawn of modernity. The voluminous rabbinic scholarship of the
region, most of which is still in manuscript, has been entirely ignored,
while the relatively few works that were published have escaped critical
examination. In an effort to redress this imbalance, we shall examine
Me’orei Or (Metz 1789–1831), a work of traditional rabbinic scholarship
that offers a glimpse of the inner world of French Jewry in an era of
social, political, and intellectual upheaval.

Published in Metz over the course of four decades, the seven-volume
Me’orei Or consists of highly original and learned interpretations of
talmudic and halakhic texts. Its author, Rabbi Aaron Worms (1754–

* The present study is a very modest token of my deep appreciation and gratitude to
Professor Twersky Ï”Ê for the generosity, kindness, and encouragement he extended to me
over the course of many years, and for which I shall forever remain in his debt. I am also
pleased to acknowledge Professors Michael A. Meyer, Robert Rothstein, Michael Swartz,
and Eric Zimmer for their helpful comments on an earlier draft of this article.
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1836), was arguably the foremost rabbinic scholar in Alsace-Lorraine in
the era of emancipation, although he failed to gain a reputation compa-
rable to that of his more senior colleague, R. David Sintzheim. Insofar
as his life spanned the transition from the old order to the new, he was
able not only to observe but also to help shape important events and
developments that were crucial to the transformation of his
coreligionists in France and beyond. In Metz he served first as an in-
structor in the yeshivah, later dayyan and posek≥, and finally as
consistorial grand rabbi, a position he was denied for most of his life
because of his reported inability to speak French, although he was long
recognized as the community’s supreme halakhic authority.1 His efforts
on behalf of the founding of the first Jewish public school in Metz, as
well as his encouragement of vocational training, reveal his commitment
to socio-economic modernization; at the Assembly of Jewish Notables
and the Paris Sanhedrin (1806–1807), Worms assumed a leading role in
the area of Jewish law. The halakhic discourse which he delivered there
on the subject of Jewish-gentile relations, though never included in the
official Sanhedrin transactions, served as the cornerstone for the del-
egates’ declarations of loyalty to France and its citizens.2 Combining
public service with intensive scholarship, Worms was firmly anchored
in the conceptual framework of classical talmudic learning while fully

1 The seven volumes of Me’orei Or were published under the following titles: Me’orei
Or, I–III, Metz 1790–1793; Be’er Sheva‘, Metz 1819; ‘Od la-Mo‘ed, Metz 1822; Bin
Nun, Metz 1827; K |an Tahor, Metz 1831. On Worms’s biography and scholarly career,
see: N. Brüll, ‘Ner la-Ma’or’, OΩar ha-Sifrut, 1 (1887), pp. 20–31; M. Catane, ‘R.
Aharon Worms ve-Talmido Eliak≥im Carmoly’, Areshet, 2 (1960), pp. 190–198; J. R.
Berkovitz, ‘Rabbinic Scholarship in Revolutionary France: The Me’orei Or of Rabbi
Aaron Worms’, Proceedings of the Tenth World Congress of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem
1990, II, Division B, pp. 251–258; idem, ‘Law and Custom in the Writings of Rabbi
Aaron Worms’, Proceedings of the Eleventh World Congress of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem
1994, I, Division C, pp. 65–72. Some fragmentary details of Worms’s life and genealogy
are noted in Bin Nun 186a–b and K |an Tahor 146b. He was born in the village of
Geislautern near Sarrelouis. His father, R. Abraham Aberle Worms, was the author of
Pundak≥a d’Avraham, an unpublished volume of responsa. He was the great-grandson of
R. Eliah Belin, av beit din of the community of Worms, and of the renowned R. Gershon
Ashkenazi. On his maternal side he was the great-grandson of R. Eliezer Liebermann
Renz, and the grandson of R. Samuel Phalsbourg. Worms studied in Alsace and later in
the Metz yeshivah during the years when the renowned R. Aryeh Loeb Günzberg headed
the institution; however, his relationship to Günzberg is unclear. According to some
accounts, he was a disciple of the renowned talmudist, and was named to his first
rabbinic position (Créhange, 1784) with Günzberg’s help. However, in the entire Me’orei
Or there are no more than a handful of references to either Günzberg or his works.

2 Worms’ Sanhedrin address was reproduced twenty-five years later in the final volume
of Me’orei Or; see K|an Tahor 10b–11b; also see Bin Nun 106a, 111a.
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same critical methodology to Lurianic rites as he did in the realm of
Halakhah.

V. Conclusion

In the two areas forming the central focus of Me’orei Or – minhag and
Halakhah – Aaron Worms displayed the rudiments of a critical
approach to tradition. Whether this was a reflection of the major
political and intellectual changes around him is impossible to determine
with certainty. Nevertheless, despite the absence of any direct reference
to the French Revolution, Me’orei Or ought to be understood as a
product of its time. The cumulative impact of rationalism, skepticism,
and modern methods of textual criticism may be observed in the
emergence of a reassessment of the religious and cultural legacies that
the new world had inherited from the past. Worms’s clear preference for
the authority of talmudic and midrashic sources over medieval rabbinic
writings mirrored the preeminence of classical antiquity in
Enlightenment thought, and it provided the central criterion by which
accretions to the halakhic tradition could be judged. In objecting to the
invention of rites and the introduction of Lurianic customs, Worms
could argue that they not only violated the standards of reason, but that
‘matters such as th[ese] have no foundation in the Talmud and
midrashim’. Equally significant in the crystallization of his thinking vis-
à-vis the Jewish tradition was the importance of a centralized halakhic
authority. In this respect, his views were consistent with one of the
dominant forces of the revolutionary period. Concerned that a host of
changes that had begun to transform the face of early modern Jewry
threatened to undermine the faithful transmission of the halakhic
tradition through ritual fragmentation and decentralization, Worms
endeavored to reconstitute the authority of the Shul˙an ‘Arukh as an
agent of unity for communities across the continent. Although minhagim
were viewed as an expression of legitimate cultural variegation that was
resistant to the demand for halakhic uniformity, they too were
threatened by the historical ruptures, shifts, and transformations that

103 See, for example, Be’er Sheva‘ 21a–21b where Worms ascribed Luria’s opposition
to saying Ve’ata yigdal na koa˙, wherever it is forbidden to interrupt prayer, to the fact
that it does not appear in the Tik≥k≥unei ha-Zohar. Luria’s view appears in Sefer
ha-Kavvanot 10b.
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eroded the authority of Halakhah during the two centuries preceding
the Revolution. Serving as a crucial repository of memories and values
that were specific to a community or region, minhagim were a matter of
communal pride and identity. They also represented continuity with past
generations, which was of particular importance at a time of rampant
social, cultural, and political transformation. For these reasons,
minhagim demanded vigorous efforts to ensure precision. It is
noteworthy that Worms’s theory of minhag reflected the centrality of
the textual tradition. Text, not practice, was what authenticated minhag.

While virtually every aspect of this criticism had its roots in the vast
halakhic literature of the medieval and early modern periods, the fact
that they were all assembled together in Me’orei Or in the revolutionary
era is proof that Worms constructed – whether consciously or uncon-
sciously – an enlightened traditionalism grounded in the intellectual
underpinnings of his day. A close reading of Me’orei Or suggests, then,
that the image of Worms conceived by the Haskalah, while certainly
incomplete, was not entirely inaccurate. Although Worms’s world –
both in terms of learning and practice – was clearly circumscribed within
the ‘four cubits of Halakhah’, it appears that several key elements of his
outlook constituted a reversion to a rational, enlightened traditionalism
that may have been rare among his contemporaries. Qualities such as
his independence of mind, his refusal to follow tradition uncritically,
and his insistence that customs with no textual basis nor rational foun-
dation be discarded, all corresponded closely to the religious ideology of
the French Haskalah and contain faint echoes of the new critical spirit of
the Enlightenment. What the maskilim apparently failed to understand
was that Me’orei Or was representative of the longstanding dialectic of
tradition and innovation, and that its critical views were counterbalanced
by a cautious conservatism and an unflinching commitment to the fun-
damentals of the Jewish faith. Limited by its own exegetical style, the
work remained wedded to the texts it sought to elucidate, and cannot be
regarded as having produced a new conceptual approach to the
problematics of tradition. Nevertheless, in Me’orei Or we have an indi-
cation that the concerns voiced by contemporary maskilim and reformers
were not only judged to be compelling by halakhic authorities, but that
the manner in which the latter had begun to understand the halakhic and
kabbalistic traditions reveals an appreciation for the process of historical
development. These were only the very first steps anticipating the begin-
ning of critical rabbinic scholarship in the modern era.


