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√ ·Â›ÌÓËÛÙÔ˜ ¡Ù›ÓÔ˜ §Â‚¤ÓÙË˜ ˘‹ÚÍÂ Ì›· ‰È·ÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓË ÚÔÛˆÈ-
ÎfiÙËÙ· ÌÂ ·ÓÂÎÙ›ÌËÙË Û˘ÓÂÈÛÊÔÚ¿ ÛÙËÓ Î˘ÚÈ·Î‹ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›·. ø˜
ÚfiÂ‰ÚÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ π‰Ú‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ §Â‚¤ÓÙË, ÛÂ Ì›· ÂÚ›Ô‰Ô Ô˘ ˘‹ÚÍÂ ·Ô-
Ê·ÛÈÛÙÈÎ‹ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ Â˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ÔÚÂ›· ÙË˜ ∂ÏÏ¿‰·˜ Î·È ÙË˜ ∫‡ÚÔ˘,
·Ó¤‰ÂÈÍÂ ÙÔÓ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌfi ÙÔ˘˜ Î·È ‰ÈÂ˘ÎfiÏ˘ÓÂ ÙËÓ ¤ÓÙ·Í‹ ÙÔ˘˜ ÛÙËÓ
∂˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ã∂ÓˆÛË. ¢ÈÂıÓÒ˜ ·Ó·ÁÓˆÚÈÛÌ¤ÓË ÚÔÛˆÈÎfiÙËÙ·, ‰ÈÔÚ›-
ÛÙËÎÂ ÙÔ 1977 ˆ˜ ªfiÓÈÌÔ˜ ∞ÓÙÈÚfiÛˆÔ˜ ÙË˜ ∫‡ÚÔ˘ ÛÙËÓ
UNESCO Î·È ÂÚÁ¿ÛÙËÎÂ ÌÂ ˙‹ÏÔ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ ÚÔÛÙ·Û›· ÙË˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜
ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ÙË˜ ∫‡ÚÔ˘ Î·È ÙËÓ Â·Ó·ÚÔÛ¤ÁÁÈÛË ÙˆÓ ∂ÏÏËÓÔÎ˘-
Ú›ˆÓ ÌÂ ÙÔ˘˜ ∆Ô˘ÚÎÔÎ˘Ú›Ô˘˜. ∆Ô 1995, Ô ¡Ù›ÓÔ˜ §Â‚¤ÓÙË˜ ‰ÈÔÚ›-
ÛÙËÎÂ Ì¤ÏÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ ™˘Ì‚Ô˘Ï›Ô˘ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ ∫‡ÚÔ˘, ÙÔ ÔÔ›Ô
‚Ú‹ÎÂ ¤Ó· ÛÔ˘‰·›Ô, ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÈÎfi Î·È ÛÂÌÓfi Û˘Ì·Ú·ÛÙ¿ÙË. ø˜
Ì¤ÏÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ ™˘Ì‚Ô˘Ï›Ô˘ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘, Ô ¡Ù›ÓÔ˜ §Â‚¤ÓÙË˜ Û˘Ó¤-
‚·ÏÂ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎ¿ ÛÙË ıÂÌÂÏ›ˆÛË ÙË˜ ·Ó·ÁÎ·›·˜ ˘ÏÈÎ‹˜ Î·È ÂÈÛÙËÌÔ-
ÓÈÎ‹˜ ˘Ô‰ÔÌ‹˜ Î·È ÛÙËÓ Â›ÙÂ˘ÍË ÙˆÓ ÛÙfi¯ˆÓ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘,
ÒÛÙÂ Ó· ·ÔÎÙ‹ÛÂÈ ÙÔ ›‰Ú˘Ì· ‰ÈÂıÓ‹ ·ÚÔ˘Û›· ÛÙÔÓ ÂÈÛÙËÌÔÓÈÎfi
¯ÒÚÔ.

™ÙÔÓ ÂÈÎ‹‰ÂÈÔ ÙÔ˘ ¡Ù›ÓÔ˘ §Â‚¤ÓÙË, Ë Judith Herrin ·Ó¤ÊÂÚÂ ¯·Ú·-
ÎÙËÚÈÛÙÈÎ¿: "ªÈÏÔ‡ÛÂ Ï›ÁÔ, ¯·ÌÔÁÂÏÔ‡ÛÂ ÔÏ‡ Î·È ÚÔ¤‚Ë ÛÂ 
·Ó·Ú›ıÌËÙÂ˜ Î·Ï¤˜ Ú¿ÍÂÈ˜". ã∏Ù·Ó ÔÏ˘Ì·ı‹˜, Î·ÏÔÛ˘Ó¿ÙÔ˜ Î·È,
ÚÔ¿ÓÙˆÓ, ÛÂÌÓfi˜. ∏ ÛÂÌÓfiÙËÙ· Â›Ó·È Ì›· Ï¤ÍË Ô˘ Î˘ÚÈ·Ú¯Â› 
ÛÙ· ÎÂ›ÌÂÓ· Ô˘ ·Ó·Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ·È ÛÙËÓ ÚÔÛˆÈÎfiÙËÙ· Î·È ÛÙÔÓ 
¯·Ú·ÎÙ‹Ú· ÙÔ˘.
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∞Ó·ÁÓˆÚ›˙ÔÓÙ·˜ ÙËÓ ·ÓÂÎÙ›ÌËÙË ÚÔÛÊÔÚ¿ ÙÔ˘ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎfiÙ·ÙÔ˘
·˘ÙÔ‡ ·ÓıÚÒÔ˘, Ô˘ ·Â‚›ˆÛÂ ÙÔ 2002, Ë ™‡ÁÎÏËÙÔ˜ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂ-
ÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ ∫‡ÚÔ˘ ·ÔÊ¿ÛÈÛÂ Ó· Î·ıÈÂÚÒÛÂÈ ÂÙ‹ÛÈ· ‰È¿ÏÂÍË ÂÈ˜
ÌÓ‹ÌËÓ ÙÔ˘, Ô˘ ı· Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÔÔÈÂ›Ù·È ÂÚ› Ù· Ì¤Û· ª·˝Ô˘, ÛÙÔ
Ï·›ÛÈÔ ÙˆÓ Â›ÛËÌˆÓ ÂÔÚÙ·ÛÌÒÓ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ˘ ∫‡ÚÔ˘ ÁÈ·
ÙËÓ ∏Ì¤Ú· ÙË˜ ∂˘ÚÒË˜. √È ÔÌÈÏËÙ¤˜, ‰È·ÎÂÎÚÈÌ¤ÓÂ˜ ÚÔÛˆÈÎfiÙË-
ÙÂ˜, ı· ÚÔÛÎ·ÏÔ‡ÓÙ·È ÛÙËÓ ¤‰Ú· ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ ∫‡ÚÔ˘ Î·È
Ù· ÎÂ›ÌÂÓ· ÙˆÓ ‰È·Ï¤ÍÂÒÓ ÙÔ˘˜ ı· ÂÎ‰›‰ÔÓÙ·È ÛÂ ÂÈ‰ÈÎfi ÙÂ‡¯Ô˜.
ã∂ÙÛÈ, ÙÔ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ ı· ‰È·ÙËÚ‹ÛÂÈ ˙ˆÓÙ·Ó‹ Î·È ı· ÙÈÌ¿ ÙË ÌÓ‹ÌË
ÂÓfi˜ Â˘·ÙÚ›‰Ë ÙË˜ ∂˘ÚÒË˜, Ô˘ Û˘Ó¤ÙÂÈÓÂ fiÛÔ Ï›ÁÔÈ ÛÙËÓ ÚfiÔ-
‰Ô ÙÔ˘ ·ÓÒÙ·ÙÔ˘ ÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÈÎÔ‡ È‰Ú‡Ì·ÙÔ˜ ÙË˜ È‰È·›ÙÂÚË˜ ·ÙÚ›‰·˜
ÙÔ˘.
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Ã∞πƒ∂∆π™ª√™ ∆√À ¶ƒÀ∆∞¡∏ 
TOY ¶∞¡∂¶π™∆∏ªπ√À ∫À¶ƒ√À 
∫∞£∏°∏∆∏ ™∆∞Àƒ√À ∞. ∑∂¡π√À

∂˘¯·ÚÈÛÙÒÓÙ·˜ Û·˜ ÂÎ Ì¤ÚÔ˘˜ ÙË˜ ·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌÈ·Î‹˜ ÎÔÈÓfiÙËÙ·˜,
Ô˘ ¤¯ÂÙÂ ¤ÚıÂÈ ·fi„Â Â‰Ò ÁÈ· Ó· ÁÈÔÚÙ¿ÛÔ˘ÌÂ Ì·˙› ÙËÓ ∏Ì¤Ú· ÙË˜
∂˘ÚÒË˜, ÂÓı˘ÌÔ‡ÌÂÓÔÈ ÙÔÓ ¡Ù›ÓÔ §Â‚¤ÓÙË, ÂÈÙÚ¤„ÂÙÂ ÌÔ˘ Ó· Û·˜
Î·ÏˆÛÔÚ›Ûˆ ÌÂ ÙË Ú‹ÛË ÙÔ˘ ∞ÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË:

«ÕÂÈÚÔ˜ Á·Ú Ë ÙË˜ ÂÈı˘Ì›·˜ Ê‡ÛÈ˜».

µÂ‚·›ˆ˜ ÛÙÈ˜ Û‡Á¯ÚÔÓÂ˜ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›Â˜ ÙˆÓ ·ÓÂÙ˘ÁÌ¤ÓˆÓ ¯ˆÚÒÓ, Ë
ÔÈÎÔÓÔÌ›· ·Ú¿ÁÂÈ ÛÂ ¿ÊıÔÓÂ˜ ÔÛfiÙËÙÂ˜ Ù· ÚÔ˚fiÓÙ· Î·È ÙÈ˜ ˘Ë-
ÚÂÛ›Â˜ Ô˘ ÂÈı˘ÌÔ‡Ó ÔÈ ÔÏ›ÙÂ˜. ∞ÏÏ¿ ¤Ú·Ó ÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘, ÔÈ Û‡Á¯ÚÔÓÂ˜
ÔÈÎÔÓÔÌ›Â˜ «Î·Ù·ÛÎÂ˘¿˙Ô˘Ó» ÙÈ˜ ÂÈı˘Ì›Â˜ ÙÔ˘ Î·Ù·Ó·ÏˆÙ‹, Ì¤Ûˆ
ÙË˜ ÙÂ¯ÓÈÎ‹˜ ÙÔ˘ Ì¿ÚÎÂÙÈÓÁÎ, ÙÈ˜ ÔÔ›Â˜ ·ÎÔÏÔ‡ıˆ˜ ÈÎ·ÓÔÔÈÔ‡Ó, ÌÂ
ÙËÓ ·Ú·ÁˆÁ‹ ÂÚÈÛÛfiÙÂÚˆÓ ÚÔ˚fiÓÙˆÓ Î·È ˘ËÚÂÛÈÒÓ, ÌÂÈÒÓÔ-
ÓÙ·˜ ÌÂ ·˘Ùfi ÙÔÓ ÙÚfiÔ ÙËÓ ·ÓÂÚÁ›·, ·˘Í¿ÓÔÓÙ·˜ ÙÔ ‚ÈÔÙÈÎfi Â›Â-
‰Ô, Î·È ‰ËÌÈÔ˘ÚÁÒÓÙ·˜ ·˘ÍËÌ¤ÓÂ˜ Î·Ù·Ó·ÏˆÙÈÎ¤˜ Ù¿ÛÂÈ˜, ÔÈ ÔÔ›Â˜
‰›ÓÔ˘Ó Ó¤· ÒıËÛË ÛÙËÓ ·Ú·ÁˆÁ‹. 

™˘ÌÏËÚÒÓÂÙ·È ¤ÙÛÈ ¤Ó·˜ ·¤Ó·Ô˜ Î‡ÎÏÔ˜ ·Ú·ÁˆÁ‹˜ Î·È Î·Ù·Ó¿-
ÏˆÛË˜, Ô‰ËÁÒÓÙ·˜ ÛÙËÓ ÔÈÎÔÓÔÌÈÎ‹ ·Ó¿Ù˘ÍË. 

Œ¯Ô˘ÌÂ fiÌˆ˜ Ï‹ÚË Â›ÁÓˆÛË ÙˆÓ ·ÚÂÓÂÚÁÂÈÒÓ ·˘ÙÔ‡ ÙÔ˘ ·¤Ó·-
Ô˘ Î‡ÎÏÔ˘ ·Ú·ÁˆÁ‹˜ Î·È Î·Ù·Ó¿ÏˆÛË˜;  

√ John Kenneth Galbraith ·Ú·Ù‹ÚËÛÂ fiÙÈ Ô Û‡Á¯ÚÔÓÔ˜  ¿ÓıÚˆÔ˜
‚ÔÌ‚·Ú‰›˙ÂÙ·È Î¿ıÂ Ì¤Ú·, ·fi ÓˆÚ›˜ ÙÔ Úˆ›, ÌÂ ÙÔ˘˜ ‰·›ÌÔÓÂ˜ ÙË˜
‰È·Ê‹ÌÈÛË˜, Ô˘ ÙÔ˘ ÂÓÛÙ·Ï¿˙Ô˘Ó ÙÔ ¿ıÔ˜ ¿ÏÏÔÙÂ ÁÈ· ÌÂÙ·ÍˆÙ¿
Ô˘Î¿ÌÈÛ·, ¿ÏÏÔÙÂ ÁÈ· ÎÔ˘˙ÈÓÈÎ¿ Â›‰Ë, ¿ÏÏÔÙÂ ÁÈ· ÊÚ¤ÛÎÔ ¯˘Ìfi
Ì‹ÏÔ˘. ∞ÂÚÈfiÚÈÛÙÔ Â›Ó·È ÙÔ Â‰›Ô ‰Ú¿ÛË˜ ÙÔ˘ Û‡ÌÊˆÓ· ÌÂ ÙÔÓ 
∞ÚÈÛÙÔÙ¤ÏË: 
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«ÕÂÈÚÔ˜ Á·Ú Ë ÙË˜ ÂÈı˘Ì›·˜ Ê‡ÛÈ˜».

ŸÓÙˆ˜ fiÌˆ˜ ¤ÙÛÈ Â›Ó·È; 

√ ÂÈÎÚ·ÙÒÓ ·‰˘ÛÒËÙÔ˜ ÔÈÎÔÓÔÌÈÛÌfi˜ ·Ú·ÁÓˆÚ›˙ÂÈ ‰‡Ô ÛËÌ·-
ÓÙÈÎÔ‡˜ ÂÚÈÔÚÈÛÌÔ‡˜:

ñ ¶ÚÒÙÔÓ, ÙÔ˘˜ ÂÚÈÔÚÈÛÌ¤ÓÔ˘˜ Ê˘ÛÈÎÔ‡˜ fiÚÔ˘˜ ÙÔ˘ Ï·Ó‹ÙË,
Î·È 

ñ ¢Â‡ÙÂÚÔ, ÙÔÓ ÂÂÚ·ÛÌ¤ÓÔ ¯ÚfiÓÔ ÙÔ˘ ·ÓıÚÒÔ˘-Î·Ù·Ó·ÏˆÙ‹.

§fiÁˆ ÙÔ˘ ÚÒÙÔ˘ ÂÚÈÔÚÈÛÌÔ‡ Ô ·¤Ó·Ô˜ Î‡ÎÏÔ˜ ·Ú·ÁˆÁ‹˜ Î·È
Î·Ù·Ó¿ÏˆÛË˜ ÚÔÎ·ÏÂ› Ù¤ÙÔÈÂ˜ ÂÚÈ‚·ÏÏÔÓÙÈÎ¤˜ È¤ÛÂÈ˜ Ô˘
ı¤ÙÔ˘Ó ˘fi ·ÌÊÈÛ‚‹ÙËÛË ÙËÓ ÈÎ·ÓfiÙËÙ· Ì·˜ ˆ˜ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›· fiˆ˜
ÈÎ·ÓÔÔÈÔ‡ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ ·Ó¿ÁÎÂ˜ Ì·˜. ∫·È ÂÈÏ¤ÔÓ, ‰È·ÎÈÓ‰˘ÓÂ‡Ô˘ÌÂ ÙËÓ
ÈÎ·ÓfiÙËÙ· ÌÂÏÏÔÓÙÈÎÒÓ ÁÂÓÂÒÓ fiˆ˜ ÈÎ·ÓÔÔÈÔ‡Ó ÙÈ˜ ‰ÈÎ¤˜ ÙÔ˘˜
·Ó¿ÁÎÂ˜, ı¤ÙÔÓÙ·˜ ¤ÙÛÈ ÛÂ Î›Ó‰˘ÓÔ Î·È ÙËÓ ÂÈ‚›ˆÛË ÙÔ˘ ·ÓıÚÒÈ-
ÓÔ˘ Â›‰Ô˘˜. 

∏ ÚÔÛÙ·Û›· ÙÔ˘ Ê˘ÛÈÎÔ‡ ÂÚÈ‚¿ÏÏÔÓÙÔ˜ ÚÔ‚¿ÏÏÂÈ ÂÔÌ¤Óˆ˜ ˆ˜
ÂÈÙ·ÎÙÈÎ‹ ·Ó¿ÁÎË, Î·È ·ÔÙÂÏÂ› Â˘ı‡ÓË fiÏˆÓ Ì·˜.

ø˜ ·ÔÙ¤ÏÂÛÌ· ÙÔ˘ ÂÂÚ·ÛÌ¤ÓÔ˘ ¯ÚfiÓÔ˘, ÔÈ ·˘Í·ÓfiÌÂÓÔÈ Ú˘ıÌÔ›
·Ú·ÁˆÁ‹˜ Î·È Î·Ù·Ó¿ÏˆÛË˜ Ô‰ËÁÔ‡Ó ÛÙËÓ ÂÍ·Ûı¤ÓÈÛË ÙÔ˘ ÎÔÈÓˆ-
ÓÈÎÔ‡ ÈÛÙÔ‡, ÌÂ ·ÚÂÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜ fiˆ˜ Ë ·‡ÍËÛË ÙË˜ ¯Ú‹ÛË˜ ÂÍ·ÚÙË-
ÛÈÔÁfiÓˆÓ Ô˘ÛÈÒÓ ‹ Ë ÓÔÌÈÌÔÔ›ËÛË ÙË˜ ‚›·˜ ‹ Ë ·Ó¿Ù˘ÍË ÙË˜ ‚ÈÔ-
ÌË¯·Ó›·˜ ÙÔ˘ ·ÁÔÚ·›Ô˘ ¤ÚˆÙ·. ∏ ÂÓ‰˘Ó¿ÌˆÛË ÙÔ˘ ·ÓıÚÒÔ˘ Ì¤Û·
·fi ÙË ÌÂÏ¤ÙË ÙˆÓ ·Ú·‰fiÛÂˆÓ, ÙÔ˘ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌÔ‡, ÙË˜ ÈÛÙÔÚ›·˜ ‹
ÙË˜ ıÚËÛÎÂ›·˜ ÚÔÛÊ¤ÚÂÈ ÛÙËÓ ÂÚ›ÙˆÛË ·˘Ù‹ ÙË ‰È¤ÍÔ‰Ô ·fi Ù·
·‰È¤ÍÔ‰· ÙÔ˘ Î·Ù·Ó·ÏˆÙÈÛÌÔ‡.  

°È· Ó· ÛÙÔ¯·ÛıÔ‡ÌÂ ˆ˜ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›· ·Ó·ÊÔÚÈÎ¿ ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ ·ÚÂÓ¤ÚÁÂÈÂ˜
ÙÔ˘ ¿ÎÚ·ÙÔ˘ ÔÈÎÔÓÔÌÈÛÌÔ‡  ¤¯Ô˘ÌÂ ÚÔÛÎ·Ï¤ÛÂÈ ÙÔÓ  ¢ÈÂ˘ı˘ÓÙ‹ ÙÔ˘
∫¤ÓÙÚÔ˘ ¶·ÁÎfiÛÌÈ·˜ ∫ÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ÙË˜ √À¡∂™∫√ ∫·ıËÁËÙ‹
Francesco Bandarin. 
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∆Ô ı¤Ì· ÙË˜ ÔÌÈÏ›·˜ ÙÔ˘ ·Ó·ÊÔÚÈÎ¿ ÌÂ ÙË ‰È·Ù‹ÚËÛË ÙfiÛÔ ÙË˜
·ÁÎfiÛÌÈ·˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ·ÏÏ¿ Î·È ÙË˜ Ê˘ÛÈÎ‹˜ ÎÏËÚÔ-
ÓÔÌÈ¿˜ Â˘Ú›ÛÎÂÙ·È Û·ÊÒ˜ ÂÓÙfi˜ ÙˆÓ ÔÚ›ˆÓ ÙÔ˘ ÚÔ‚ÏËÌ·ÙÈÛÌÔ‡ ÙË˜
·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌÈ·Î‹˜ Ì·˜ ÎÔÈÓfiÙËÙ·˜. √ ·Â›ÌÓËÛÙÔ˜ ¡Ù›ÓÔ˜ §Â‚¤ÓÙË˜,
ÙË ÌÓ‹ÌË ÙÔ˘ ÔÔ›Ô˘ ÙÈÌÔ‡ÌÂ ·fi„Â, ı· ÂÈÎÚÔÙÔ‡ÛÂ Â›Ì·È ‚¤‚·ÈÔ˜
ÙfiÛÔ ÙËÓ ÂÈÏÔÁ‹ ÙÔ˘ ÔÌÈÏËÙ‹ fiÛÔ Î·È ÙËÓ ÚfiÛÊ·ÙË ·fiÊ·ÛË ÙË˜
™˘ÁÎÏ‹ÙÔ˘ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙËÌ›Ô˘ fiˆ˜ Û˘ÛÙ‹ÛÂÈ ÂÈ‰ÈÎ‹ ∂ÈÙÚÔ‹
¶ÂÚÈ‚¿ÏÏÔÓÙÔ˜, Ô‡Ùˆ˜ ÒÛÙÂ ÙÔ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ Ó· ÚÔ‚ÏËÌ·ÙÈÛÙÂ›
·Ó·ÊÔÚÈÎ¿ ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ ÂÚÈ‚·ÏÏÔÓÙÈÎ¤˜ Ì·˜ Â˘ı‡ÓÂ˜ Î·È ÙËÓ ˘Ô¯Ú¤ˆÛ‹
Ì·˜ ÁÈ· ·ÂÈÊfiÚÔ ·Ó¿Ù˘ÍË. 

°È’ ·˘ÙÔ‡˜ ·ÎÚÈ‚Ò˜ ÙÔ˘˜ ÏfiÁÔ˘˜ ÓÔÌ›˙ˆ fiÙÈ ÔÈ Â˘¯·ÚÈÛÙ›Â˜ ÚÔ˜ ÙÔÓ
ÔÌÈÏËÙ‹ Ô˘ ·Ô‰¤¯ıËÎÂ ÙËÓ ÚfiÛÎÏËÛ‹ Ì·˜ Â›Ó·È Ï‹Úˆ˜ ‰ÈÎ·ÈÔ-
ÏÔÁËÌ¤ÓÂ˜. ∏ ·ÚÔ˘Û›· Û·˜ ÛÙÔ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈfi Ì·˜ ·ÔÙÂÏÂ› ÁÈ· Ì·˜
ÙÈÌ‹, Î·È Ë ÔÌÈÏ›· Û·˜ ÚfiÎÏËÛË. 

H ·ÚÔ˘Û›· Â‰Ò ·fi„Â ÙfiÛÔ ÙÔ˘ ª·Î·ÚÈˆÙ¿ÙÔ˘ ∞Ú¯ÈÂÈÛÎfiÔ˘
∫‡ÚÔ˘, fiÛÔ Î·È ÙÔ˘ ∂ÍÔ¯fiÙ·ÙÔ˘ ¶ÚÔ¤‰ÚÔ˘ ÙË˜ ∫˘ÚÈ·Î‹˜ ¢ËÌÔ-
ÎÚ·Ù›·˜, ·ÏÏ¿ Î·È ÙÔ˘ ÔÏ˘ÏËıÔ‡˜ ·ÎÚÔ·ÙËÚ›Ô˘, Ì·˜ ÂÈÙÚ¤ÂÈ Ó·
·Ú·ÙËÚ‹ÛÔ˘ÌÂ fiÙÈ Ë ∂Ù‹ÛÈ· ¢È¿ÏÂÍË ÂÈ˜ ªÓ‹ÌË ¡Ù›ÓÔ˘ §Â‚¤ÓÙË ¤¯ÂÈ
Î·ıÈÂÚˆıÂ› Ï¤ÔÓ ˆ˜ ¤Ó· ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎfi ÓÂ˘Ì·ÙÈÎfi ÁÂÁÔÓfi˜ ÙË˜
Î˘ÚÈ·Î‹˜ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›·˜. ∆ÈÌÒÓÙ·˜ ·ÊÂÓfi˜ ÙÔÓ Î‡ÚÈÔ Â˘·ÙÚ›‰Ë ÁÈ·
ÙÔ ÔÏ˘Û¯È‰¤˜ ¤ÚÁÔ ÙÔ˘, Î·È ÂÈÙÚ¤ÔÓÙ·˜ ·ÊÂÙ¤ÚÔ˘ ÛÙÔ ¶·ÓÂÈ-
ÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ fiˆ˜ ·ÓÙ·ÔÎÚÈıÔ‡ÌÂ ÛÙÔ ÚfiÏÔ Ì·˜ ˆ˜ Ë ÛˆÎÚ¿ÙÂÈ· ·ÏÔÁfi-
Ì˘Á· ÙË˜ fiÏË˜. ¢ËÏ·‰‹, Ó· ÚÔÎ·ÏÔ‡ÌÂ, Ó· ÚÔ‚ÏËÌ·Ù›˙Ô˘ÌÂ, Ó·
ÂÈÛ¿ÁÔ˘ÌÂ ÎÂÓ¿ ‰·ÈÌfiÓÈ· ÛÙËÓ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›· Ì·˜.

Ã∞πƒ∂∆π™ª√™ ∆√À ¶ƒÀ∆∞¡∏
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I¡TRODUCTION TO FRANCESCO BANDARIN 
BY DR. MARIA IACOVOU

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF PREHISTORIC
AND PROTOHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGY

In the year 2000, and as the 20th century was being allocated to the not
so distinguished recent past of our world history, Francesco Bandarin,
Professor of City Planning at the School of Planning of Venice, received
an extended leave of absence which would allow him to undertake the
Directorship of the UNESCO World Heritage Centre. 

Born, raised and educated in Venice - before moving on to receive a
Masters in City and Regional Planning from the University of California
at Berkeley - the 50-year-old, at the time, Bandarin had behind him not
only a major technical involvement in the International Campaign for
the Safeguarding of Venice, but two full decades of solid experience in
urban and environmental project design and management, which
extended practically around the globe. 

It is worth emphasizing that he conducted research and training
programmes not only in Italy and in ivy-league Universities of the
United States, such as Johns Hopkins and Harvard, but also in
Universities of the developing world: in Algeria, Angola and
Mozambique.

This should explain his long-standing association with the World Bank,
where he served as consultant in the field of urban management since
1985, while more recently he collaborated with the Bank on cultural
heritage conservation. 

There can be no doubt that we have before us a man steeped to the
marrow of his bones in the crucial issue of how this world will manage
to preserve the bare essential of a universal value referred to as "our
natural and cultural heritage"; a value, which - to remember an earlier
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contribution to this lecture series by the Metropolitan of Pergamon,
Ioannis Zizioulas - has direct repercussions to our humanity, our
intangible soul.

We live on an island, which is both a blessing and a curse - as our
limited land and environmental resources are concerned. We have of
recent - and as a result of the process that led to our successful
induction to the family of the European nations - developed an acute
sensibility to a variety of approaching dangers caused by environmental
disorders and at times even by European Union directives! It has all of
a sudden become common shop-talk to exchange views on the poor
quality of our lives - almost always in relation to the low standards of
our urban environment and the scandalous absence of public transport.
Furthermore, we witness a sudden increase of organised community
reactions against state-endorsed projects that verge from declaring a
National Park at Akamas to operating a factory that will handle the
masses of waste we, so thoughtlessly, produce. The fact is, that our
dormant and docile (to the end of the 20th century) island population
is becoming a society acting under fear and anger that feels
progressively trapped. Can this fear and anger be channelled into
positive action?

This evening, we have come together to honour the memory of a truly
great and always modest and low-key personality who never expressed
fear or anger. 

Instead, he devoted his short life to making an appreciative difference
to the cultural heritage of his motherland. He was a classicist and a
businessman and he invested successfully in long-term and sustainable
values. 

Before I surrender the podium to our fourth Leventis lecturer, I would
like us to speculate in our minds on the following: "Did Dinos Leventis
really believe in a dividing line between cultural and natural
resources? Could he have a historic building conserved but abandon
the natural setting of which it was a part?"

∆∂∆∞ƒ∆∏ ∂∆∏™π∞ ¢π∞§∂•∏ ∂π™ ª¡∏ª∏¡ ¡∆π¡√À §∂µ∂¡∆∏
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Let me use an extreme example: Can you, for instance, think of the all
too famous church of Asinou no longer in the forest with the endemic
flora and fauna of our island but squeezed between, let us say, modern
constructions in the name of a booming tourist industry. Would such a
development give added value to the monument? And, more
importantly, is this the kind of tourist industry that has any chance to
remain a true economic asset in the long run? 

The answers are not as straightforward as we would like them to be,
and this is why we should hear attentively to Professor Bandarin’
lecture. His theme will consider the new challenges, those posed to the
conservation of cultural and natural heritage by economic and social
change at the global scale. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

"What will be the meaning of heritage conservation in the XXIst
century?"

Professor Bandarin:

INTRODUCTION BY DR MARIA IACOVOU
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THE CONSERVATION PREDICAMENT 
IN THE AGE OF GLOBALIZATION:  

HERITAGE VALUES TODAY AND TOMORROW

BY PROFESSOR FRANCESCO BANDARIN

I would like first of all to thank the University of Cyprus and the Leventis
Foundation for this invitation to deliver the 4th Dinos Leventis Memorial
Lecture. It is a great honour for me to be associated to your activities.

In this lecture I will discuss some issues that are of great importance for
the future of conservation: what is the meaning of "value" of heritage for
contemporary society? What are the paradigms of conservation in the
age of information technology and global exchanges?

These questions are clearly linked to other, more complex,
interpretations of the dynamics of modern society, and cannot be seen
separately from the discussion of the evolution of values in
contemporary philosophical debate (UNESCO 2004).

This discussion has a long tradition and its own history and thus allows
us – I believe – to look for the elements we need to foresee the future
of conservation in society.

In many ways this exercise is even more necessary today, as a form of
"revalidation" of the system of values underscoring cultural and natural
conservation in view of the cultural changes brought about by the
economic and social processes.

Let me start by observing that heritage and conservation are
fundamentally modern concepts.
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Until about two centuries ago, neither of them existed in the sense we
use them today.

Of course, there were concepts such as "antiquity" or "nature", intended
as sources of inspiration, information and reflection, but conservation
was essentially viewed as documentation and philological study, not as
the protection of a physical element.

Hence, the cultural values involved were essentially restricted to a
small intellectual elite, and rulers who could make use of culture as a
tool for the affirmation of their power.

It was only with the French Revolution that the modern concept of
heritage developed and conservation became the subject of public
policies and public interest.

The story of this transformation is extremely important
inunderstanding how the values of heritage have evolved and how they
are now challenged by social transformations.

The past two centuries have been characterized by great developments
in the field of heritage conservation, by many indisputable successes –
easy to assess when we consider the role heritage plays in our
collective identity, in education, tourism, etc. - as well as by many
failures, especially linked to the many destructive wars that have
marked the history of the world.

But overall, we can say that conservation has become an area of public
interest at the global scale and that today no Government in the world
can afford not include heritage conservation within its responsibilities.
Furthermore, large public and private resources have been invested in
this area, to an extent unknown in the past, and whether we consider
them sufficient or not, we cannot deny that this sector benefits from a
great and growing public attention.

∆∂∆∞ƒ∆∏ ∂∆∏™π∞ ¢π∞§∂•∏ ∂π™ ª¡∏ª∏¡ ¡∆π¡√À §∂µ∂¡∆∏
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Is this enough to preserve and enhance the values of heritage? In many
cases, the protection of monuments or natural areas has neither
prevented their commercialization nor has it prevented the emergence
of new processes that are gradually altering and destroying their values.

In reality, there is a gap between the tools for heritage protection that
have been made available and the challenges posed by the global
society.

This gap is a risk, and a challenge, for those who believe that heritage is
a non replaceable value of modern societies.

In discussing this issue, I will make use primarily of the experience
gained by the World Heritage Convention, the foremost international
tool of heritage conservation, in a way a point of arrival of the modern
concepts of heritage and conservation.

Heritage: a chapter in the history of ideas

The emergence of the modern concept of heritage has been the object
of important research and critical analysis in recent decades (Babelon
and Chastel 1980).

This effort has helped us to position it within the evolution of ideas and
the development of public policy.

There is agreement among scholars that the emergence of the concept
of heritage as an object of public policy is linked to the age of the
Enlightenment and to the structural social changes brought about by the
French Revolution in (across?) Europe at the end of the eighteenth
Century (this is a style issue - I always think it easier on the eye to stick
to the words when writing about different centuries…..).

However, these fundamental developments would not have been
possible without two major advancements in the history of culture: the

LECTURE OF PROFESSOR FRANCESCO BANDARIN
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humanistic rediscovery of antiquity in the XVth–XVIth Centuries (see
my note on dates above) and the growth of the "antiquarian" interest for
documentation and diffusion of the ancient heritage that took place in
the XVIIth and XVIIIth Centuries.

While it is obviously impossible to draw a line between one period and
the other, and between the intentions and the practices that guided the
efforts of generations of intellectuals in the search for the "values" of the
ancient world and in their documentation and reinterpretation, it is
certainly possible to identify the different thrusts.

The rediscovery of the ancient past by the humanists was a
fundamental tool of the reorganization of cultural life at the end of the
Middle Ages, when in many European societies a new figure - the
intellectual - emerged on the political and cultural scene. The work of
the early Italian humanists was essential to establish the interest in the
past and to enhance a new attitude of the political power, symbolized
by the edicts issued by the Popes (such as Pius II and Martin V) to limit
the destruction of the remains of ancient Rome.

While a great ambivalence remained predominant for a long time since
(for at least 2 centuries the Colosseum was considered a quarry for the
new works of the papacy), this new attitude reflects the recognition of
the value of the ancient monuments. This value is linked to the
rediscovery and revalorization of the culture of antiquity, but also to the
passion for beauty and for harmony that the great artists of the
Renaissance were pursuing, following the theories of the greatest
theoretician of the return to the classic, Leon Battista Alberti.

It must be noticed that this trend, while not universal, was not unique
to Italy.

In England at the same time, perhaps for reasons linked to the
valorization of the national heritage, there were clear statements of the
political powers in support of conservation of the ancient monuments.
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At the same time, the King François I of France, paid his respects to the
roman ruins of Nîmes and ordered the demolition of the houses built
over them (to no avail, apparently).

The study of ancient monuments gradually became the basis for any
artistic creation of the Renaissance and beyond, as shown by the works
of Serlio and Palladio in the Italian context, and, for example, Philibert
de l’Orme, Juan de Herrera or Inigo Jones in other European contexts.

However, for many centuries, the growing importance of antiquity in
cultural life was not sufficient to ensure conservation of the remains of
the ancient world except to a limited extent.

The centre of the attention of the scholars and humanists was indeed
the documentation of the antiquities, the systematic census of all the
remains and their representation with images.

This remarkable effort, initiated in the XVIth century, lasted for over two
centuries, and embraced all the types of ancient relics, starting with
classical Greece and Rome, extending to Egypt and other civilizations,
and also covering the field of national antiquities, including the Romanic
and gothic.

This form of "iconographic" conservation represents in itself the growing
consciousness of the richness of the past and its importance for modern
culture.

Interestingly enough, this effort is parallel to, and often coincides with,
the development of scientific understanding of nature: in the works of
Cassiano Dal Pozzo, for instance, one would find the examples of
natural heritage next to the documentation of antiquities.

The XVIIIth century saw the blossoming of the work of the antiquarians,
who built their virtual Museums by retracing and depicting with great
precision (another novelty if compared with the previous practice) the
remains of the past. 

LECTURE OF PROFESSOR FRANCESCO BANDARIN
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The examples are numerous, but perhaps the most famous are those of
Bernard de Montfaucon who in 1722 published "L'antiquité expliquée
et representée en figures", the most complete inventory of all types of
antiquities (monuments, coins, jewelry, houseware, images etc.).

And the interest was not limited to classical antiquity, as in 1729 the
same Montfaucon started publishing in 1729 his study of French
monuments.

L’antiquité expliquée 
et représentée en figures 1722

Bernard de Montfaucon
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While Julien-David Leroy published in 1770 "Les ruines des plus beaux
monuments de la Grèce", the English antiquarians also published their
documentation of antiquities. Famous examples are the work of James
Athenian Stuart and its illustrator Nicholas Revett on "The Antiquities of
Athens" of 1762 or that of Robert Adam on "The ruins of the Palace of
Diocletian" of 1764.

Two important movements, both of great relevance for the founding of
a conservation culture, accompany this gigantic effort of
documentation: the development of scientific archaeology, with the
discovery of Pompei and Ercolanum, on one side; the creation of the
first modern Museum, the British Museum by Sir William Hamilton and
Sir Hans Sloane in 1766.

All this illustrates the type of "values" associated to antiquity (not yet
heritage) in the age opened by humanism: essentially the values of
beauty and of inspiration for (through?) artistic creation.

Julien-David Leroy 1724-1803: Les Ruines des plus 
beaux monuments de la Grèce 1770
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All this would change dramatically with the collapse of the Ancien
Régime and the Revolution. With the creation of a new social order, the
meaning of heritage and its value for society was to be radically
redefined (Poulot, 2006).

The French Revolution is indeed known for the destruction of
important cultural heritage. The destruction of the royal tombs of the
Cathedral of Saint Denis was perhaps the most symbolic among many
others that affected historical monuments of the church or of the
Aristocracy. 

However, the Revolution was able to recognize almost immediately the
importance of heritage for the founding of a new order, and to define
its role in society. The famous "Letters to Miranda" of Quatremère de
Quincy (1796) are a testimony of this awareness and a clear statement
on the need to establish a proper practice of conservation.

This awareness was based on the principle that the legacy of the past
was the "property" of the people, and as such constituted "Patrimony"
of public interest. It was on this basis that the most enlightened spirits
of the time were able to push forward legislation aimed at prohibiting

James Athenian Stuart 1713-1788: The Antiquities of Athens
Measured and Delineated by James Stuart, F.R.S. and F.S.A.,

and Nicholas Revett, Painters and Architects 1762
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the destructions and favoring conservation, as well as starting a proper
system of inventory and documentation.

The Revolution, as well as the new social order brought about by
Napoleon, needed new values, and found them in a new vision of the
past, both as accumulated wealth and a source of inspiration for the
new production.

It is interesting to notice how the new paradigm of heritage was inspired
by "economic" values, clearly reflected in the terminology adopted, and
how this aspect has been able to cross many other historical moments
and persists unchanged even today. I will return to this later.

The value of heritage in the post-revolutionary society was primarily
linked to the new national ideology, as heritage was a primary source of
legitimization for the new Nation-States of Europe and the Americas and
of identity for its people. 

Similarly, and for similar purposes, heritage has a value as a source of
knowledge, as a witness of history and as an educational tool.

The values of heritage coming from the pre-revolutionary period, i.e.
beauty and artistic importance are also considered, albeit in a lesser
position as compared to the other.

It is impossible to dissociate this transition of the values of heritage
from the significant social changes brought about by the industrial
revolution, as they have an important meaning even for the
contemporary approach to conservation. 

The appearance of modern serial production enhances the "unique"
value of heritage as an irreplaceable good, linked to a specific moment
of creation, while industrial production tends to be universal and serial. 

It is not by chance that the "commercial" use of heritage as a source of
inspiration for industrial products originated in the same context that
had generated the industrial revolution.

LECTURE OF PROFESSOR FRANCESCO BANDARIN
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The period that followed the Revolution opened up a new vision of
heritage, based on the concept of the historical monument. Nobody
has explored the development of this concept better than Françoise
Choay, in her milestone book "The Allegory of Heritage" (Choay, 1992). 

The distinction is made between the concept of Monument, as an
expression of the need to preserve the memory of a society or of a
social group, and Historical Monument, that is selected as an
expression of artistic value and a testimony of knowledge. As Riegl had
already indicated (Riegl 1903), the first is a creation that is intended as
such, the second is defined after its creation.

The "institutionalization" of heritage that followed the Revolution and
the creation of a specialized body of conservators was the response of
society to the emergence of this concept and a clear manifestation of
its value in the public domain.

The XIXth century witnessed the development of an important
intellectual debate around heritage and created the methods and
institutions needed to preserve the legacy of the past. In a way, we can
say that most of the modern concepts and attitudes towards heritage
were largely founded about 100-150 years ago by a group of
theoreticians and administrators who saw in the preservation of the
monuments of the past one of the pillars of social and cultural order
(Jokiletho, 1998).

In his book "The Seven Lamps of Architecture" John Ruskin identified in
the value of "memory" one of the key functions of architecture, as
expression of the "pietas" towards our past (Ruskin 1956).
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John Ruskin 1819-1900: The Stones of Venice

John Ruskin 1819-1900: The Stones of Venice
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While his romantic views brought him to the extreme of denying the
possibility of restoring the monuments, and to praise ruins as
testimonies of the passage of time, he was nevertheless instrumental in
enhancing the value of heritage in the development of social ethics, and
also in defining it -perhaps for the first time- as heritage of universal
value.

This is the vision that William Morris shared and turned operational
through (?) industrial design and production (Morris, 1878).

Ruskin and Morris brought significant innovations in the vision of
heritage, by extending the concept of monument to the vernacular
architecture and -for the first time - to urban ensembles.

But their main contribution, from the point of view of the modern
concept of heritage, was their activity for the protection of heritage not

William Morris 1834-1896: 
Illustration from The Wood Beyond the World 1894
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only in European countries but beyond, in Egypt and Turkey. They are
without doubt the fathers of the universalism embodied in the World
Heritage Convention.

This important phase did not develop without contradictions and even
clashes between different visions of heritage. The most remarkable was
the clash between the romantic vision of Ruskin and the militant
interventionism professed and practiced by Viollet-Le-Duc in France
(Viollet-Le-Duc, E. 1863-1872). 

For him, in a direct and harsh confrontation with the champions of
Romanticism, restoration of a building was the reconstitution of a
"complete" and "ideal" state of the monument, one perhaps that never
existed. 

Eugène Emmanuel Viollet-Le-Duc
1814-1879
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The practice of Viollet-Le-Duc brought major interventions and
alterations to French monuments, such as Notre Dame in Paris or the
city of Carcassonne. While other positions emerged, such as for
instance the vision of Camillo Boito in Italy, who favored respect for the
authenticity of monuments, but also of (as well as ?)an active
restoration practice, the polarization just described remained alive for
a long time, and may not even yet have completely vanished
(Boito,1893).

The ideal Cathedral

Viollet-Le-Duc: The Narbonne Gate of Carcassonne
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The richness of the debate and the positions on the values of heritage
expressed during the XIXth century cannot easily be summarized, and
constitutes in and of itself a field of study. 

However, in looking at the way values were interpreted, it is impossible
not to mention the work of the Austrian Art Historian Alois Riegl (1858-
1905) and in particular his seminal work "The modern cult of
Monuments" (Riegl, 1903).

Riegl was the first to develop a theory of value of heritage and to try to
interpret the different - and sometimes contradictory - facets of heritage
in modern society. Riegl identified two categories of value of heritage.
The first was the value of "memory" (erinnerungswerte) and referred -
similarly to the approach of Ruskin - to the "antiquity" of heritage as a
factor of importance of the historic monument. The value of antiquity
does not require a special culture to be appreciated, and, on the

Alois Riegl 1858-1905
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contrary, it is of immediate and easy perception by the masses. Riegl 
anticipated what has become the most important value of monuments
in the XXth century.

The second category of value has to do with "contemporary" and the
"use value" of monuments, a character that allows the distinction with
archaeology and ruins. The use value has an "art value" and a value of
the "new" (neuheitswert). The first refers to the artistic qualities of the
ancient monument that we are still able to perceive, while the second
refers to the "untouched" appearance of the work of art, that confers to
the monument a higher value in the eyes of the masses.

It is interesting to observe how this analysis, of great modernity,
underlies contradictions between the different values of heritage that
require be negotiated and mediated in the practice of conservation and
restoration.

Riegl's theory is of great importance for the creation of the modern
approach to heritage. However, his interest remained linked to the
XIXth century concept of heritage essentially represented by the
historic monument.

An important extension of the concept concerns, as we have already
seen, the urban areas. It may seem strange to the modern sensitivity to
observe that during the first 3-4 centuries of interest towards the
heritage of antiquity, no consideration was given to the urban areas.
Perhaps a justification can be found in the complexity of this type of
heritage, in its rapid transformation and in the lack of proper
documentation.

The reality is that we have to wait for the work of Ruskin and Morris to
find a sensitivity for the historic city, and the theorization by the great
Austrian architect Camillo Sitte whose fundamental work "City Planning
according to artistic principles" (Sitte 1889) established the basis for the
modern study of the morphology of cities and their evolution.
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This in turn opened the way to the work of Gustavo Giovannoni
(Giovannoni, 1996) who was able to elaborate the basis of the modern
theories of urban conservation, incorporating social and aesthetic
values.

The richness of the contribution of XIXth century and early XXth century
theories is visible today in the documents that express the main
principles of conservation, starting with the 1931 Athens Conference
and culminating in the 1964 Venice Charter, still today the reference
document for the practice of conservation and restoration, whose
practical and theoretical complexity was explored by the most articulate
thinker of the late XXth century, Cesare Brandi (Brandi, 1963).

Camillo Sitte 1843-1903
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This Charter is the culmination of a century of reflection and debate on
the nature of heritage and on the principles of restoration, and in this
sense it defined and concluded an historical era. Its insufficiencies
would become more evident in the second half of the XXth century and
beyond, and would spark an important reflection, still underway at the
present time.

Revisiting Heritage values today

Heritage today is an important dimension of the social and cultural life
in all societies in the world.

While the concept of heritage has a clear western origin, the
globalization of values prompted in the second half of the XXth century
has turned it into a concept of universal recognition, as proven by the
global interest raised by the numerous UNESCO safeguarding
campaigns, spearheaded by the saving of the Abu-Simbel temple in the
1950’s.

Cesare Brandi 1906-1988
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The World Heritage Convention symbolizes this global nature of
heritage, and has led the way to the expansion of the concept of
heritage as well as to the innovation in its value paradigms (UNESCO
World Heritage Centre 2007).

The modern concept of heritage today indeed encompasses a much
broader typology of cultural and natural sites than those identified in the
course of the XIXth century. Besides urban historic areas, several
elements of vernacular architecture connected to rural or industrial
production have been recognized as heritage types, the most important
perhaps being what is termed Industrial Archaeology. Furthermore, new
categories of itineraries and cultural routes have acquired importance.

The expansion of the chronological span of archaeological research has
enlarged the field of interest of conservators and restorers.

Another important category of cultural heritage that forms part of the
modern approach are the gardens and landscapes referred to as
"cultural landscapes".

The Safeguarding of the Abu Simbel Temple in Egypt in the 1950’s
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While gardens had been always associated to the discussion on art and
architecture, the importance of landscapes as a point of interaction
between man and nature was recognized at a later stage.

But perhaps the most significant evolution of the modern concept of
heritage derives from the integration of natural and cultural heritage.

As we have seen, these two aspects were not so separate in the interest
of the early antiquarians of the XVI-XVIII centuries, as very often their
scientific interest and taxonomic effort was directed at both realms.

However, a clearer separation occurred with the institutionalization of
heritage in the XIXth century. Natural heritage conservation became a
movement in the later part of the XIXth century, mostly in America,
when the same vein of romanticism that we had found in Ruskin
became one of the founding forces of the new Nation. 

It was there that the modern concepts of Natural Heritage conservation
were created, around the pioneering work of Ralph Waldo Emerson
and John Muir, and the anticipating vision of Theodore Roosvelt. 

This "merging" of heritage values is embodied in the World Heritage
Convention, the only international legal instrument that encompasses
both cultural and natural heritage.

While differences of criteria and concepts of integrity and authenticity
still exist and will probably continue, this new approach has allowed a
revision of the value system inherited from the past. 

The elements that have been subject to a conceptual revision are not of
secondary importance, as they touch the very substance of heritage
and the way in which societies conceive it. 

Most of these revisions have been sparked by the internationalization
of the value of heritage conservation, and in a way represent a reaction
to an excessive identification of heritage with a western approach.

On the first aspect, an important reappraisal of the concept of
Authenticity was needed to adjust western principles to a variety of
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situations where the values of monuments was not inextricably linked
to the conservation of the material basis, but had rather to do with the
traditional knowledge associated to it, or the symbolic/spiritual world of
which the monuments were an expression.

The Nara Conference of 1994 tried to address this issue with a
conclusive declaration that affirms the importance of the "local"
definition of authenticity and its linkage to the specific culture that
expresses the forms of heritage (Nara Conference, 1994). 

This new relativism has been extremely important in expanding the
concept of heritage and in reinterpreting the modality of its production
and identification. However, the potential of this approach have not yet
been fully explored. 

In particular, while the Nara approach has been successful in dealing
with some specific cultural approaches, especially present in Asian
societies, it has not been used to integrate the western concepts of
heritage, even in situations where the symbolic/spiritual elements are
paramount.

The need to adapt the concepts inherited from the European tradition to
the emerging global vision of heritage has prompted the development
of new categories.

We have already discussed the emergence of the heritage category of
Cultural Landscapes, initially derived from the works of geographers,
and later integrated by other disciplines such as anthropology and
sociology. 

The interest of this concept is linked to its latitude, as it encompasses a
great diversity of heritage typologies, comprised in the definition of
"interaction between man and nature".
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Cultural Landscapes have therefore offered the possibility to identify
heritage of the architectural tradition such as Gardens and Parks, as
well as territorial areas of less "formal" genesis, such as agricultural or
mining landscapes.

But the most innovative use of the concept has, in my view, been the
identification of heritage values of traditional and indigenous societies,
where the spiritual elements have paramount importance over the
material ones.

The concept has undoubtedly helped to mitigate the exclusivity of the
western approach to heritage. However, I believe that even in this case
the concept has not yet been used to its full potential. In practice, the
use of the category is self-restrained to rural areas, as if the interaction
of man and nature only concerned non-urban environments. 

Furthermore, the identification of non material values is limited to
traditional societies, as if modern society did not have spiritual (not
necessary religious) dimensions.

This contradiction is evident and most surprising in the case of urban
historic areas, that tend to be defined mostly for their "monumental"
values and not for the "identity" values that undoubtedly they embody
for their inhabitants and for the communities that use them (not
necessarily local).

A historic city can easily be defined as a cultural landscapes, as it fully
matches the definition and the cultural content of the category. But the
traditional approach limits -for the time being- this important extension
of the concept.

The present debate highlighted by these examples has opened an ever
broader issue, which is likely to become a central one in the future:
what is the meaning of "universality" of heritage?
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The entire history of the concept of heritage in western society, and its
later introduction at the global level, is based on the principles that its
value has a universal dimension. And, indeed, this is what the World
Heritage Convention is all about.

On the other side, modern anthropology and social sciences indicate
that there are no scientific or absolute criteria for the justification of
universally recognized values in the identification and conservation of
cultural and natural heritage (Choay, 2006). As a result, if heritage is the
transmission of a series of values to the future generations, each society
has the right to select the set of elements worth conserving. 

A similar discussion has been opened in modern philosophy on the
possibility to render universal the "naturalistic" character of western
civilization (Descola, 2005).

The separation of man and nature is the basic feature of the western
approach, but is not found in other cultures, especially in the Asian and
African contexts.

As this separation is at the basis of the concept of heritage developed in
the western context, a redefinition of categories and the value system of
heritage will be necessary in the future.

This critique of western universalism is far from altering the practice of
the national and international heritage systems, but it is an important
indicator of the nature of the future discussion on heritage values.

As the protection of cultural diversity becomes the key dimension of
cultural policies, heritage values are bound to be re-discussed and re-
assessed in the future.
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The future challenges for heritage conservation

I noted earlier that an economic concept lay at the very origin of the
modern concept of heritage: heritage as legacy, as ownership (this is
also reflected in the terminology that accompanies heritage in the
different languages: values, property, patrimony, etc).

This aspect of heritage was overshadowed in the rest of the XIXth
century and in the first half of the XXth century by the predominance of
other values, such as those linked to identity and antiquity.

However, in the past half century, the economic dimension of Heritage
has become again a dominant feature, one that brings at the same time
new opportunities and new challenges.

The reason for this is clearly linked to the emergence of tourism as one
of the fastest growing world industries and in the increased demand for
educational, leisure and research uses at cultural and natural sites.

Public Administrations at national and local level tend to see heritage
essentially as an asset for growth, and have often favored development
over conservation.

The effects of these transformations are plain to see: in many heritage
sites tourist flows are affecting conservation, the very quality of the
experience and the culture of the communities living in the
surroundings.

Economic development is (clearly?) an essentially positive process,
especially when it helps the stabilization of Communities. However, if
it is allowed to progress without a sustainable logic, it can constitute a
threat.

The case of Galapagos symbolizes the dangers linked to the growth of
uncontrolled tourism on sensitive environments, with the related
processes of migration, urbanization and excessive uses of resources.
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In many "iconic" sites, such as Ankgor in Cambodia, Chichen Itzà in
Mexico, Mont St. Michel in France and Venice and Florence in Italy,
mass tourism has become unmanageable and potentially destructive.

But tourism is only one of the challenges that the new century has
brought to heritage. The end of the "short century" has brought with it
great political instability and new threats to heritage, symbolized by the
destruction of the Bamyan Buddhas in 2001. As a symbol of cultural and
religious identity, heritage is often the target of attacks and destructions,
as unfortunately we have witnessed in the conflicts that have taken
place in Europe, the Middle East, Africa and Central Asia in recent times. 

The destructions have not only affected cultural heritage: the case of the
parks of the Congo and the killing of rare and endangered species are
the evidence that natural heritage has become the target of armed
conflicts.

Tourism in Florence
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The world is currently witnessing - and will do so in the coming
decades - one of the largest economic development processes of
history. The implications of these processes -migrations, urban growth,
infrastructure development and growth in energy production and
consumption - all contain elements of threat for heritage conservation.
These threats, matched by the impacts of climate change induced by
man-related carbon emissions constitute the challenges of the XXIst
century.

Killing of elephants in the Congo
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Are we equipped to meet them? Looking at the present situation, there
seems to be room for pessimism.

There is little doubt that, in spite of the considerable advancements of
the technical and institutional infrastructure, heritage is today in a state
of siege. The present century has inherited some of its fundamental
cultural values from the effort of the generations of conservators, policy
makers, scholars and humanists that have identified and preserved the
legacy of human history and of nature.

Effects of high tide in Venice

Urbanisation in Kathmandu
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The possibility of projecting into the future the values of aesthetic
enjoyment, learning, cultural identity and dialogue, environmental
quality and -also- economic development lies in the hands of the
present generation.

It is among the most critical missions of our civilization.
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™À¡∆√ª√ µπ√°ƒ∞ºπ∫√
∆√À ∫∞£∏°∏∆∏ FRANCESCO BANDARIN

√ Francesco Bandarin, ∫·ıËÁËÙ‹˜ ∞ÛÙÈÎÔ‡ ™¯Â‰È·ÛÌÔ‡ ÙÔ˘ πÓÛÙÈÙÔ‡-
ÙÔ˘ ∞Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ‹˜ µÂÓÂÙ›·˜, Â›Ó·È ·fi ÙÔÓ ™ÂÙ¤Ì‚ÚÈÔ ÙÔ˘ 2000
¢ÈÂ˘ı˘ÓÙ‹˜ ÙÔ˘ ∫¤ÓÙÚÔ˘ ¶·ÁÎfiÛÌÈ·˜ ∫ÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ÙË˜ √À¡∂™∫√. 

°ÂÓÓ‹ıËÎÂ ÛÙË µÂÓÂÙ›· ÙÔ 1950 Î·È ·ÔÊÔ›ÙËÛÂ ·fi ÙÔ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙË-
ÌÈ·Îfi πÓÛÙÈÙÔ‡ÙÔ ∞Ú¯ÈÙÂÎÙÔÓÈÎ‹˜ ÙË˜ µÂÓÂÙ›·˜. ¶Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÔÔ›ËÛÂ
ÌÂÙ·Ù˘¯È·Î¤˜ ÛÔ˘‰¤˜ ÛÂ ı¤Ì·Ù· ∞ÛÙÈÎÔ‡ Î·È ¶ÂÚÈÊÂÚÂÈ·ÎÔ‡ ™¯Â-
‰È·ÛÌÔ‡ ÛÙÔ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ ∫·ÏÈÊfiÚÓÈ·˜, ª¤ÚÎÏÂ¸ (∏¶∞). Œ¯ÂÈ
ÂÎÔÓ‹ÛÂÈ ÂÚÂ˘ÓËÙÈÎ¿ Î·È ÂÈÌÔÚÊˆÙÈÎ¿ ÚÔÁÚ¿ÌÌ·Ù· ÛÂ ÔÏ˘¿-
ÚÈıÌ· ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈ· ÛÙËÓ πÙ·Ï›· Î·È ÛÙÔ ÂÍˆÙÂÚÈÎfi, ÂÈ‰ÈÎfiÙÂÚ· ÛÙ·
·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈ· John Hopkins Î·È Ã¿Ú‚·ÚÓÙ ÛÙÈ˜ ∏ÓˆÌ¤ÓÂ˜ ¶ÔÏÈÙÂ›Â˜
∞ÌÂÚÈÎ‹˜. Œ¯ÂÈ ‰ÒÛÂÈ ‰È·Ï¤ÍÂÈ˜ ÛÂ ÔÏÏ¿ ·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈ· ÛÙÔÓ ·Ó·-
Ù˘ÛÛfiÌÂÓÔ ÎfiÛÌÔ fiˆ˜ ÛÙÔ ∞ÏÁ¤ÚÈ (∞ÏÁÂÚ›·), ÙÔ §Ô˘¿ÓÙ· (∞ÁÎfiÏ·)
Î·È ÙÔ ª·Ô‡ÙÔ (ªÔ˙·Ì‚›ÎË). 

∂›Ó·È ™‡Ì‚Ô˘ÏÔ˜ Â› ıÂÌ¿ÙˆÓ ·ÛÙÈÎ‹˜ ‰È·¯Â›ÚÈÛË˜ ÙË˜ ¢ÈÂıÓÔ‡˜ ∆Ú¿-
Â˙·˜ ÌÂ ÙËÓ ÔÔ›· Û˘ÓÂÚÁ¿˙ÂÙ·È  ·fi ÙÔ 1997 ÛÂ ı¤Ì·Ù· Ô˘ ·ÊÔ-
ÚÔ‡Ó ÛÙÔÓ ÙÔÌ¤· ÙË˜ ‰È·Ù‹ÚËÛË˜ ÙË˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜. 

∂ÚÁ¿ÛÙËÎÂ ÁÈ· ÔÏÏ¿ ¤ÙË ÁÈ· ÙË ‰ÈÂıÓ‹ ÂÎÛÙÚ·ÙÂ›· ÁÈ· ÙËÓ ÚÔÛÙ·-
Û›· ÙË˜ µÂÓÂÙ›·˜, ‰È·ÙËÚÒÓÙ·˜ ÌÈ· ÛÂÈÚ¿ ÙÂ¯ÓÈÎÒÓ ·ÚÌÔ‰ÈÔÙ‹ÙˆÓ.
∂›ÛË˜, ‰ÈÂÙ¤ÏÂÛÂ (1995-2000) ∆Â¯ÓÈÎfi˜ ¢ÈÂ˘ı˘ÓÙ‹˜ ÙË˜ ·ÓÙÈÚÔÛˆ-
Â›·˜ Ô˘ ·Ó¤Ï·‚Â ÙÔ˘˜ ÂÔÚÙ·ÛÌÔ‡˜ ÙË˜ ¯ÈÏÈÂÙËÚ›‰·˜ ÛÙËÓ fiÏË
ÙË˜ ƒÒÌË˜.
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™˘Ó¤ÓÙÂ˘ÍË ÙÔ˘ ∫·ıËÁËÙ‹ Francesco Bandarin 
ÛÙË ‰ËÌÔÛÈÔÁÚ¿ÊÔ ¡Ù›Ó· ¶·Ì·ÏÏ‹,

ÂÊËÌÂÚ›‰· «√ ºÈÏÂÏÂ‡ıÂÚÔ˜»

∏ÌÂÚÔÌËÓ›· ¢ËÌÔÛ›Â˘ÛË˜: ∫˘ÚÈ·Î‹, 13 ª·˝Ô˘ 2007

O ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌfi˜ Î˘Ú›·Ú¯Ô ÛÙÔÈ¯Â›Ô ÙË˜ ˙ˆ‹˜
∏ Ê˘ÛÈÎ‹ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿ ··ÈÙÂ› Û˘ÏÏÔÁÈÎ‹ ‰Ú¿ÛË

√ Ê˘ÛÈÎfi˜ Î·È ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎfi˜ ÏÔ‡ÙÔ˜ Î¿ıÂ ¯ÒÚ·˜ Û˘ÓÈÛÙ¿ ÙËÓ
¿Ì˘Ó· Î·È ÙË ıˆÚ¿ÎÈÛ‹ ÙË˜, ÙÔ ‰Â›ÎÙË ˘ÁÈÔ‡˜ ·Ó¿Ù˘ÍË˜ ÙË˜, ÙÔ ‰Â›-
ÎÙË ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌÔ‡ ÙË˜. ∏ Û˘ÓÙ‹ÚËÛË, ‰È·Ù‹ÚËÛË Î·È Ë ÚÔÛÙ·Û›· ÙÔ˘,
··ÈÙÂ› ÙÔ ÛÂ‚·ÛÌfi Î·È ÙÔ ÂÓ‰È·Ê¤ÚÔÓ ÛÂ ÙÔÈÎfi, Ì· Î·È ÛÂ ·ÁÎfi-
ÛÌÈÔ Â›Â‰Ô, ÙÔÈÎ‹ Ì· Î·È Û˘ÏÏÔÁÈÎ‹ ‰Ú¿ÛË. ∫·È ÛÙËÓ ÂÔ¯‹ ÙË˜
·ÁÎÔÛÌÈÔÔ›ËÛË˜ Ù· ı¤Ì·Ù· ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌÔ‡ Î·È Ê˘ÛÈÎ‹˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜
Û˘ÁÎÚÔÙÔ‡Ó ÌÂÁ¿ÏË ÚfiÎÏËÛË Î·È ··ÈÙÔ‡Ó ·ÎfiÌ· ÌÂÁ·Ï‡ÙÂÚË
ÚÔÛÔ¯‹ ÎÈ Â˘ı‡ÓË ·' fiÏÔ˘˜ Ì·˜, Î˘‚ÂÚÓ‹ÛÂÈ˜ Î·È Ï·fi, π‰Ú‡Ì·Ù·
Î·È ºÔÚÂ›˜. ŒÓ·˜ ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈÔ˜ ÊÔÚ¤·˜ Â›Ó·È ÎÈ Ë √˘Ó¤ÛÎÔ, Ô˘ ÛÙ·
¯ÚfiÓÈ· ÏÂÈÙÔ˘ÚÁ›·˜ ÙË˜ ¤¯ÂÈ Ó· ÂÈ‰Â›ÍÂÈ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎfi ¤ÚÁÔ ÛÙÔÓ ÙÔÌ¤·
ÙË˜ ÚÔÛÙ·Û›·˜ Î·È Û˘ÓÙ‹ÚËÛË˜ ÙË˜ ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈ·˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜. √
‰ÈÂ˘ı˘ÓÙ‹˜ ÙÔ˘ ¶·ÁÎfiÛÌÈÔ˘ ∫¤ÓÙÚÔ˘ ¶ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜ ∫ÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ÙË˜
√À¡∂™∫√, Francesco Bandarin, ‹ÚıÂ ÛÙËÓ ∫‡ÚÔ Î·È Ì›ÏËÛÂ ÁÈ· ÙÔ
ÙÂÚ¿ÛÙÈÔ ·˘Ùfi ı¤Ì· ÙË˜ «™˘ÓÙ‹ÚËÛË˜ ÙË˜ ¶ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜ Î·È º˘ÛÈÎ‹˜
∫ÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ - ‰‡ÛÎÔÏÔ ‰›ÏËÌÌ· ÛÙËÓ ÂÔ¯‹ ÙË˜ ·ÁÎÔÛÌÈÔÔ›Ë-
ÛË˜» ÛÙÔ Ï·›ÛÈÔ ÙË˜ Ù¤Ù·ÚÙË˜ ÂÙ‹ÛÈ·˜ ‰È¿ÏÂÍË˜ Ô˘ ‰ÈÔÚÁ¿ÓˆÛÂ
ÙÔ ¶·ÓÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÈÔ ∫‡ÚÔ˘ ÂÈ˜ ÌÓ‹ÌËÓ ÙÔ˘ ¡Ù›ÓÔ˘ §Â‚¤ÓÙË ÌÂ ·ÊÔÚ-
Ì‹ ÙËÓ ∏Ì¤Ú· ÙË˜ ∂˘ÚÒË˜. M·˜ ‰fiıËÎÂ ¤ÙÛÈ Ë Â˘Î·ÈÚ›· Ó· ÌÈÏ‹-
ÛÔ˘ÌÂ ÌÂ ÙÔÓ Î. Francesco Bandarin.
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∏ Û˘ÓÙ‹ÚËÛË ÙË˜ ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈ·˜ Î·È Ê˘ÛÈÎ‹˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜
ÛÙËÓ ÂÔ¯‹ ÙË˜ ·ÁÎÔÛÌÈÔÔ›ËÛË˜. ¶ÔÈÂ˜ ÔÈ ÚÔÎÏ‹ÛÂÈ˜ Î·È
ÔÈÂ˜ ÔÈ ‰˘ÛÎÔÏ›Â˜; 

∫·Ù' ·Ú¯‹Ó ÔÈ ÚÔÎÏ‹ÛÂÈ˜ Â›Ó·È ÂÛˆÙÂÚÈÎ¤˜ Î·È ÂÍˆÙÂÚÈÎ¤˜. √È ÂÛˆ-
ÙÂÚÈÎ¤˜ ¤¯Ô˘Ó Ó· Î¿ÓÔ˘Ó ÌÂ ÙË ÏÂÈÙÔ˘ÚÁ›· ÙÔ˘ Û˘ÛÙ‹Ì·Ùfi˜ Ì·˜, ·ÓÙÈ-
ÎÂÈÌÂÓÈÎ¿ ·Ó·Ê¤ÚÔÌ·È ÛÙ· ÎÚ¿ÙË Ù· ÔÔ›· ÔÊÂ›ÏÔ˘Ó Ó· ·ÚÔ˘ÛÈ¿-
˙Ô˘Ó Î·È Ó· ÚÔ‚¿ÏÏÔ˘Ó Ï‹ÚË Î·Ù¿ÏÔÁÔ ÙË˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜ Î·È Ê˘ÛÈ-
Î‹˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ÙÔ˘˜, Û˘ÓÂÈ‰ËÙÔÔÈÒÓÙ·˜ ÙË ‰ÈÂıÓ‹ ·Í›· ÙË˜ Î·È
Î·Ù·‚¿ÏÏÔÓÙ·˜ Î¿ıÂ ÚÔÛ¿ıÂÈ· ÁÈ· Ó· ÙÔ ÂÈÙ‡¯Ô˘Ó. ∫È ·Ó ·ÎfiÌ·
·ÚÔ˘ÛÈ¿˙ÂÙ·È ¤Ó·˜ Û˘ÌÏËÚˆÌ¤ÓÔ˜ Î·Ù¿ÏÔÁÔ˜ ı· Ú¤ÂÈ Ó·
˘¿Ú¯ÂÈ ·fiÏ˘ÙË ÈÛÔÚÚÔ›·. °È· ·Ú¿‰ÂÈÁÌ·, ·˘Ù‹ ÙË ÛÙÈÁÌ‹ ¤¯Ô˘-
ÌÂ ÏÔ‡ÛÈ· ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿ ·fi ÂÚÈÔ¯¤˜ ÙË˜ ∂˘ÚÒË˜, ÙËÓ ÔÔ›· ÔÊÂ›-
ÏÔ˘ÌÂ Ó· Î·Ù·Ï¿‚Ô˘ÌÂ Î·È Ó· ‰ÈÔÚıÒÛÔ˘ÌÂ. ∂›ÛË˜, ı· Ú¤ÂÈ Ó·
˘¿Ú¯ÂÈ ÂÍÈÛÔÚÚfiËÛË ·Ó¿ÌÂÛ· ÛÙÈ˜ ‰È¿ÊÔÚÂ˜ Î·ÙËÁÔÚ›Â˜. ªÂÚÈÎ¤˜
·' ·˘Ù¤˜, fiˆ˜ ÔÈ ÂÏÏËÓÔÚˆÌ·˚Î¤˜ ·Ú¯·ÈfiÙËÙÂ˜ ·ÚÔ˘ÛÈ¿˙ÔÓÙ·È
ÈÎ·ÓÔÔÈËÙÈÎ¿, ·ÎfiÌ· ÎÈ Ë Â˘Úˆ·˚Î‹ ÁÔÙıÈÎ‹, ·ÏÏ¿ ÁÈ· ÙÈ˜ Î·ÙËÁÔ-
Ú›Â˜ ÙË˜ ÚÔ˚ÛÙÔÚ›·˜ ÁÓˆÚ›˙Ô˘ÌÂ ÔÏ‡ Ï›Á·. ¢ÂÓ ı¤Ïˆ Ó· ‰ÈÎ·ÈÔÏÔ-
Á‹Ûˆ ÁÈ·Ù› Û˘Ì‚·›ÓÂÈ ·˘Ùfi. Œ¯Ô˘ÌÂ ÔÏÏ¿ ·Ú·‰Â›ÁÌ·Ù· ÎÈ ·˘Ù‹
Â›Ó·È Ë ÂÛˆÙÂÚÈÎ‹ ÏÂ˘Ú¿, ÙËÓ ÔÔ›· ¯ÚÂÈ¿˙ÂÙ·È Ó· ÚÔÛ¤ÍÔ˘ÌÂ ÎÈ
·Ó·Ê¤ÚÔÌ·È Î·È ÛÙË ‰ÈÎ‹ Ì·˜ ÈÎ·ÓfiÙËÙ· Ó· Î·Ù·ÁÚ¿„Ô˘ÌÂ Î·È Ó·
ÂÌÏÔ˘Ù›ÛÔ˘ÌÂ ÙÔ Û‡ÛÙËÌ¿ Ì·˜, ÙÔ ÔÔ›Ô Â›Ó·È ÙÂÚ¿ÛÙÈÔ ÎÈ ··ÈÙÂ›
ÔÏÏ‹ ‰Ô˘ÏÂÈ¿. ∞˘Ù¤˜ Â›Ó·È ÌÂÚÈÎ¤˜ ·fi ÙÈ˜ ÂÛˆÙÂÚÈÎ¤˜ ÚÔÎÏ‹ÛÂÈ˜.
À¿Ú¯Ô˘Ó Î·È ÔÏÏ¤˜ ÂÍˆÙÂÚÈÎ¤˜. ∞fi ·˘Ù¤˜ ÌÂÚÈÎ¤˜ Â›Ó·È ·ÏÈ¤˜ Î·È
¿ÏÏÂ˜ Â›Ó·È Î·ÈÓÔ‡ÚÁÈÂ˜. √È ÈÔ ·ÏÈ¤˜ ·Ó‹ÎÔ˘Ó ÛÙÔ Ê·ÈÓfiÌÂÓÔ ÙË˜
·Ó¿Ù˘ÍË˜, ‚ÈÔÌË¯·ÓÈÎ‹˜ Î·È ÔÈÎÔ‰ÔÌÈÎ‹˜, Û˘Ó·ÓÙÔ‡ÌÂ ÔÏÏ¿ ÚÔ-
‚Ï‹Ì·Ù· ÛÙÔ ı¤Ì· ÙË˜ Û˘ÓÙ‹ÚËÛË˜ ·fi ÙÈ˜ ÂÙ·ÈÚÂ›Â˜ ÙË˜ ÔÈÎÔ‰ÔÌÈ-
Î‹˜ Î˘Ú›ˆ˜ ‚ÈÔÌË¯·Ó›·˜ Û' fiÏÔ ÙÔÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ, ¤Ó· ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈÔ Ê·ÈÓfiÌÂ-
ÓÔ, ÙÔ˘ ÔÔ›Ô˘ ÁÈÓfiÌ·ÛÙÂ Ì¿ÚÙ˘ÚÂ˜ Û˘ÓÂ¯Ò˜. √È Î·ÈÓÔ‡ÚÁÈÂ˜ ·ÊÔ-
ÚÔ‡Ó ÁÂÓÈÎfiÙÂÚ· ÛÙÈ˜ ÎÏÈÌ·ÙÔÏÔÁÈÎ¤˜ ·ÏÏ·Á¤˜, ÛÂ Ê˘ÛÈÎfi Î·È ÛÂ ÔÏÈ-
ÙÈÛÙÈÎfi Ì¤ÁÂıÔ˜. £· ·Ó·Ê¤Úˆ ÙËÓ ÂÚ›ÙˆÛË ÙË˜ µÂÓÂÙ›·˜, ÙË˜
fiÏË˜ ÌÔ˘, Ë ÔÔ›· ·ÂÈÏÂ›Ù·È Î·ıËÌÂÚÈÓ¿. ∆Ô Úfi‚ÏËÌ· 
Î·ı›ÛÙ·Ù·È ÔÏ‡ ÛÔ‚·Úfi ·fi ÔÏÏ¤˜ ·fi„ÂÈ˜ Î·È ı· Ú¤ÂÈ 
Ó· ÙÔ ·ÓÙÈÌÂÙˆ›ÛÔ˘ÌÂ ·ÏÏ¿˙ÔÓÙ·˜ ÙÈ˜ ˘¿Ú¯Ô˘ÛÂ˜ Û˘Ó‹ıÂÈ˜ Û˘Ó-

¶∞ƒ∞ƒ∆∏ª∞

[ 47 ]



ı‹ÎÂ˜. ∂È‚¿ÏÏÂÙ·È, ÏÔÈfiÓ, Ó· Î¿ÓÔ˘ÌÂ ¤Ó· ÂÛˆÙÂÚÈÎfi Î·Ù¿ÏÔÁÔ ÌÂ
ÙÈ˜ ÚÔÎÏ‹ÛÂÈ˜ Ô˘ ·ÚÔ˘ÛÈ¿˙ÔÓÙ·È Î·È ÁÈ· ÙÔ Ò˜ Ú¤ÂÈ Ó· ‰Ú¿-
ÛÔ˘ÌÂ ÌÂÏÏÔÓÙÈÎ¿. ∂›ÛË˜, ı· Ú¤ÂÈ Ó· ‰Ô‡ÌÂ, Ò˜ ı' ·ÓÙÈÌÂÙˆ›-
ÛÔ˘ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ ‰È¿ÊÔÚÂ˜ ‰È·Ì¿¯Â˜ Ô˘ ˘¿Ú¯Ô˘Ó ÛÙÔ ÎfiÛÌÔ, ÁÈ·Ù› ÌÔ-
ÚÂ› Ó· ‚ÚÈÛÎfiÌ·ÛÙÂ ÛÂ ÂÚ›Ô‰Ô ÂÈÚ‹ÓË˜, ·ÏÏ¿ ÌÂÙ¿ ÙÔ µ' ¶·ÁÎfiÛÌÈÔ
¶fiÏÂÌÔ ÂÎ·ÙÔÓÙ¿‰Â˜ Û˘ÁÎÚÔ‡ÛÂÈ˜ Û˘Ì‚·›ÓÔ˘Ó ÛÙÔÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ, ¤¯ÔÓÙ·˜
ÙÚÔÌ·ÎÙÈÎ‹ Â›‰Ú·ÛË ÛÙË Ê˘ÛÈÎ‹ Î·È ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿. º˘ÛÈ-
Î¤˜ Î·Ù·ÛÙÚÔÊ¤˜, ‰˘ÛÙ˘¯‹Ì·Ù·, Ù˘¯·›Â˜ Î·Ù·ÛÙÚÔÊ¤˜, ÌÂÙ·ÎÈÓ‹-
ÛÂÈ˜ ÏËı˘ÛÌÒÓ, Â›ÙÂ ÏfiÁˆ ÌÂÙ·Ó¿ÛÙÂ˘ÛË˜ Â›ÙÂ ÏfiÁˆÓ ¿ÏÏˆÓ ·Ú·-
ÁfiÓÙˆÓ, fiˆ˜ ÙÔ ·Ú¿‰ÂÈÁÌ· ÙÔ˘ ËÊ·ÈÛÙÂ›Ô˘ ÙË˜ µÈÚÔ‡ÁÎ·, (ÔÏ‡
ÎÔÓÙ¿ ÛÙË ƒÔ˘¿ÓÙ·), fiÔ˘ Â›¯·ÌÂ ÌÈ· ÔÏÔÎÏËÚˆÙÈÎ‹ Û¯Â‰fiÓ Î·Ù·-
ÛÙÚÔÊ‹ Î·È ¤Ó· ÂÎ·ÙÔÌÌ‡ÚÈÔ ¿ÙÔÌ· ¤ÙÚÂ¯·Ó Ó· ·ÔÌ·ÎÚ˘ÓıÔ‡Ó ÛÂ
ÌÈ· Ó‡¯Ù·. ™¯ËÌ·Ù›ÛÙËÎÂ ‰Â ¤Ó·˜ ÚÔÛÊ˘ÁÈÎfi˜ Î·Ù·˘ÏÈÛÌfi˜ ÌÂ
¿Óˆ ·fi 200 ¯ÈÏÈ¿‰Â˜ ¿ÙÔÌ· Î·È ¤ÚÂÂ Ó· ÙÔ˘˜ ‰ÒÛÔ˘ÌÂ Ê·ÁË-
Ùfi Î·È Ù· ‚·ÛÈÎ¿ Â›‰Ë. ◊Ù·Ó ÌÈ· ·fi ÙÈ˜ ÌÂÁ·Ï‡ÙÂÚÂ˜ ·ÓıÚˆÈÛÙÈ-
Î¤˜ Ì·˜ ÂÈ¯ÂÈÚ‹ÛÂÈ˜. ∞˘Ù¤˜ Â›Ó·È ¿ÌÂÛÂ˜ Î·È ¤ÌÌÂÛÂ˜ Î·Ù·ÛÙÚÔÊ¤˜.
ÕÏÏË ·ÂÈÏ‹ Â›Ó·È ÔÈ ‰È¿ÊÔÚÂ˜ ÌÔÚÊ¤˜ ÂÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·˜, ÙÈ˜ ÔÔ›Â˜ Ú¤ÂÈ
Ó· ·ÓÙÈÌÂÙˆ›ÛÔ˘ÌÂ, ·ÊÔ‡ Ë ÂÍ¿ÏˆÛ‹ ÙÔ˘˜ Â›Ó·È ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈ·.
ªÂÁ¿ÏÂ˜ ¯ÒÚÂ˜, fiˆ˜ Ë πÓ‰›· Î·È Ë ∫›Ó·, ÂÈÛ¤Ú¯ÔÓÙ·È ÛÙÈ˜ ·Ó·-
Ù˘ÛÛfiÌÂÓÂ˜ ¯ÒÚÂ˜ ÛÙÔ ı¤Ì· ÙË˜ Î·Ù·Ó¿ÏˆÛË˜ ÂÓ¤ÚÁÂÈ·˜, ¤ÛÙˆ ÎÈ
·Ó Â›Ó·È Û˘ÓÙËÚËÙÈÎ¤˜, Î·È Ó· ÌËÓ Î·Ù·Ó·ÏÒÓÔ˘Ó fiÛË ÔÈ ∂˘Úˆ·›ÔÈ
Î·È ÔÏ‡ ÂÚÈÛÛfiÙÂÚÔ ÔÈ ∞ÌÂÚÈÎ·ÓÔ›. ∫·Ù¿ Î¿ÔÈÔ ÙÚfiÔ, Ûã·˘ÙÔ‡
ÙÔ˘ Â›‰Ô˘˜ Ù· Ê·ÈÓfiÌÂÓ· ‰ÂÓ ÌÔÚÔ‡ÌÂ Ó· Î¿ÓÔ˘ÌÂ Î·È ÔÏÏ¿
Ú¿ÁÌ·Ù·, ¿ÓÙÔÙÂ fiÌˆ˜ Ú¤ÂÈ Ó· ‚Ú›ÛÎÔ˘ÌÂ ÙÚfiÔ˘˜ ‚ÂÏÙ›ˆÛË˜
ÙË˜ ÔÈfiÙËÙ·˜ ÙË˜ ˙ˆ‹˜ Î·È ÙË˜ ÚÔÛÙ·Û›·˜ ÙË˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜, Û˘Ï-
ÏÔÁÈÎ¿, ÎÈ ·˘Ùfi Â›Ó·È ¤Ó· ·fi Ù· Î·Ï¿ ÙË˜ ·ÁÎÔÛÌÈÔÔ›ËÛË˜. ∆ËÓ
›‰È· ÛÙÈÁÌ‹ ¤¯Ô˘ÌÂ Î·È ÙË ÌÂÁ¿ÏË ÌÂÙ·Î›ÓËÛË ÏfiÁˆ Î·È ÙÔ˘ ÙÔ˘ÚÈ-
ÛÌÔ‡. ∏ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹ Î·È ¿ÏÏË ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿ Â›Ó·È ÔÏ‡ ÂÏÎ˘ÛÙÈÎ‹, Î·È
ÁÈÓfiÌ·ÛÙÂ Î·Ù·Ó·ÏˆÙ¤˜ ÙË˜ Î·ıËÌÂÚÈÓ¿. °È' ·˘Ùfi ÔÊÂ›ÏÔ˘ÌÂ Ó·
Â›Ì·ÛÙÂ ÈÔ ÂÓÂÚÁÔ›, Â˘·ÈÛıËÙÔÔÈËÌ¤ÓÔÈ Î·È ˘Â‡ı˘ÓÔÈ ÔÏ›ÙÂ˜, ˆ˜
ÚÔ˜ Ù· ı¤Ì·Ù· ÙË˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ Î·È ÙˆÓ ·Ú¯·ÈÔÙ‹-
ÙˆÓ Ì·˜, Ù· ÂÚÈıÒÚÈ· ÛÙÂÓÂ‡Ô˘Ó. √ ÙÔ˘ÚÈÛÌfi˜ Â›Ó·È ËÁ‹ ÏÔ‡-
ÙÔ˘, ·ÏÏ¿ Ë Â˘Ù˘¯›· ·˘Ù‹ ¤¯ÂÈ «Û˘Ó¤ÂÈÂ˜». °È' ·˘Ùfi ··ÈÙÂ›Ù·È ‰ÈÂ-
ıÓ‹˜, Û˘ÏÏÔÁÈÎ‹ ‰Ú¿ÛË. 
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ø˜ ¢ÈÂ˘ı˘ÓÙ‹˜ ÙÔ˘ ¢ÈÂıÓÔ‡˜ ∫¤ÓÙÚÔ˘ ¶ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜
∫ÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜, ÓÈÒıÂÙÂ fiÙÈ ı· ÌÔÚÔ‡Û·ÙÂ Ó· Â¤Ì‚ÂÙÂ Î·È
Ó· ‚ÔËı‹ÛÂÙÂ ÙÈ˜ ÂÌfiÏÂÌÂ˜ ¯ÒÚÂ˜; 

¡·È, ·ÏÏ¿ fi¯È ÏfiÁˆ ÙË˜ ı¤ÛË˜ ÌÔ˘ ˆ˜ ¢ÈÂ˘ı˘ÓÙ‹. ∞˘Ùfi ‰ÂÓ ¤¯ÂÈ
Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÈÎ¿ Î·Ì›· ÛËÌ·Û›·, ÙÔ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎfi Â›Ó·È Ë ÛˆÙËÚ›· Î·È Ë ‰È·-
Ù‹ÚËÛË ÙË˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ Ì·˜. §fiÁˆ ÙˆÓ Û˘Ì‚¿ÛÂˆÓ Ô˘ ¤¯Ô˘ÌÂ
Û˘Ó¿„ÂÈ ¤¯Ô˘ÌÂ Î·Ù·Ê¤ÚÂÈ Ó· ¤¯Ô˘ÌÂ ·˘Ùfi ÙÔÓ ÂÍ¤¯ÔÓÙ· Î·È ÂÌÊ·-
Ó‹ ÚfiÏÔ ÛÙÔÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ. ªÂ ÙÈ˜ ¯ÒÚÂ˜ Ó· ÂÎÚÔÛˆÔ‡ÓÙ·È ·fi ÙÔ˘˜
ÔÏÈÙÈÎÔ‡˜ Î·È ÔÈ ÔÏÈÙÈÎÔ› Ó· ÂÎÚÔÛˆÔ‡Ó ÙÔ Ï·fi. ∫È ÔÈ Î˘‚ÂÚÓ‹-
ÛÂÈ˜ Ú¿ÁÌ·ÙÈ ÂÓ‰È·Ê¤ÚÔÓÙ·È Î·È Ô ÎfiÛÌÔ˜ ·ÓËÛ˘¯Â›. ∫È ÂÌÂ›˜ ÂÂÌ-
‚·›ÓÔ˘ÌÂ ÔÏ‡ Û˘¯Ó¿, ·ÊÔ‡ ¤ÚıÔ˘ÌÂ ÛÂ Û˘ÓÂÓÓfiËÛË ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ Î˘‚ÂÚÓ‹-
ÛÂÈ˜ ÎÈ ¤¯Ô˘ÌÂ Î¿ÓÂÈ ÔÏÏ¿. ÕÏÏÔÙÂ ‚¤‚·È· Û˘ÌÊˆÓÔ‡ÌÂ ÎÈ ¿ÏÏÔÙÂ
‰È·ÊˆÓÔ‡ÌÂ, Û˘˙ËÙ¿ÌÂ ˆÛÙfiÛÔ, ÁÈ· Ó· ‚ÚÔ‡ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ Î·Ï‡ÙÂÚÂ˜ Ï‡ÛÂÈ˜.
∫·È Â›Ì·ÛÙÂ ÛÂ ı¤ÛË Ó· Û˘ÏÏ¤ÍÔ˘ÌÂ Ù· Î·Ï¿ Î·È Ù· Î·Î¿. ŸÏ· ÂÍ·Ú-
ÙÔ‡ÓÙ·È ˆÛÙfiÛÔ ·fi ÙÈ˜ ·Í›Â˜ Ô˘ Ú¤ÂÈ Ó· ÛÂ‚·ÛÙÔ‡ÌÂ Î·È Ù·
Û‡ÓÔÏ· Ô˘ Ú¤ÂÈ Ó· ÈÎ·ÓÔÔÈ‹ÛÔ˘ÌÂ. 

¶fiÛÔ ·ÔÙÂÏÂÛÌ·ÙÈÎfi˜, ÁÂÓÈÎfiÙÂÚ·, Â›Ó·È Ô ÚfiÏÔ˜ ÙË˜
√˘Ó¤ÛÎÔ ÛÙËÓ ÂÔ¯‹ ÙË˜ ·ÁÎÔÛÌÈÔÔ›ËÛË˜; 

∂Í·ÚÙ¿Ù·È, Ë √˘Ó¤ÛÎÔ ÛËÌ·›ÓÂÈ ÔÏÏ¿ Ú¿ÁÌ·Ù·. ∂›Ó·È ¤Ó· ÂÎ·È-
‰Â˘ÙÈÎfi˜, ÂÈÛÙËÌÔÓÈÎfi˜ Î·È ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎfi˜ √ÚÁ·ÓÈÛÌfi˜, ÌÂ ÔÈÎ›ÏÔ˘˜
ÙÚfiÔ˘˜. ŸÏ· fiÌˆ˜ ¤¯Ô˘Ó ‚Â‚·›ˆ˜ Û¯¤ÛË ÌÂ Ù· ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈ· Ê·ÈÓfi-
ÌÂÓ·. ∞fi ÏÂ˘Ú¿˜ ÂÎ·›‰Â˘ÛË˜ ‰›ÓÔ˘ÌÂ ¤ÌÊ·ÛË ÛÙ· ‚·ÛÈÎ¿ ı¤Ì·-
Ù·, ÂÓÒ ·fi ÏÂ˘Ú¿˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ Ô ÚfiÏÔ˜ ÙË˜ √˘Ó¤-
ÛÎÔ, ÛÂ ·ÁÎfiÛÌÈ· ı¤Ì·Ù· ı· ÌÔÚÔ‡ÛÂ Ó· Â›Ó·È ·ÔÙÂÏÂÛÌ·ÙÈÎfi˜,
ÁÈ· ¤Ó· ·Ïfi ÏfiÁÔ, ÁÈ·Ù› ÁÈ· ÙËÓ ·È‰Â›· Î·È ÙÈ˜ ÂÈÛÙ‹ÌÂ˜ ˘¿Ú¯Ô˘Ó
ÎÈ ¿ÏÏÔÈ √ÚÁ·ÓÈÛÌÔ› ·˘ÙÔ‡ ÙÔ˘ ÌÂÁ¤ıÔ˘˜, ÂÓÒ ‰ÂÓ ˘¿Ú¯Ô˘Ó ·Ó¿ÏÔ-
ÁÔÈ ÁÈ· Ù· ı¤Ì·Ù· ÙË˜ ÚÔÛÙ·Û›·˜ ÙË˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜, ÁÈ'
·˘Ùfi Ë √˘Ó¤ÛÎÔ ¤¯ÂÈ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ ÚfiÏÔ Ó· ‰È·‰Ú·Ì·Ù›ÛÂÈ. º˘ÛÈÎ¿, ÔÈ
Èı·ÓfiÙËÙÂ˜ ÂÓÂÚÁÔÔ›ËÛ‹˜ ÙË˜ ÛÙ· ı¤Ì·Ù· ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌÔ‡ ÂÍ·ÚÙÒ-
ÓÙ·È Î·È ·fi ÙÈ˜ ‰ÈÂıÓÂ›˜ Û˘Ì‚¿ÛÂÈ˜. ∂›Ó·È ı¤Ì·Ù· Ô˘ ··ÈÙÔ‡Ó
ÓÔÌÈÎ¤˜ ÂÊ·ÚÌÔÁ¤˜ ·Ó¿ÌÂÛ· ÛÙ· ÎÚ¿ÙË Î·È ÛÙÈ˜ Û˘Óı‹ÎÂ˜ Ô˘ ÂÈ-
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ÎÚ·ÙÔ‡Ó ÛÂ ‰È·ÊÔÚÂÙÈÎ¤˜ ÂÚÈÔ¯¤˜. ∞·ÈÙÔ‡ÓÙ·È Û˘Ì‚È‚·ÛÌÔ›, Û'
¤Ó·Ó ÙfiÛÔ ‰˘Ó·ÌÈÎfi ÙÔÌ¤·, Ô˘ ··ÈÙÂ› ÔÏÏ¿ ¯Ú‹Ì·Ù· Î·È ÛÂ
ÙÔÈÎfi Â›Â‰Ô. ∞fi fiÏÂ˜ ÙÈ˜ ¯ÒÚÂ˜ fiÌˆ˜ Î·È ·' fiÏÂ˜ ÙÈ˜ Î˘‚ÂÚ-
Ó‹ÛÂÈ˜ ‰›ÓÂÙ·È ÛËÌ·Û›· Î·È ÂÈ‰ÂÈÎÓ‡ÂÙ·È ÂÓ‰È·Ê¤ÚÔÓ ÁÈ' ·˘Ù¿ Ù·
ı¤Ì·Ù·. 

¶ÈÛÙÂ‡ÂÙÂ fiÙÈ Ë √˘Ó¤ÛÎÔ ı· ÌÔÚÔ‡ÛÂ Ó· ‹Ù·Ó
ÂÚÈÛÛfiÙÂÚÔ ÂÓÂÚÁ‹ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ ÚÔÛÙ·Û›· ÙË˜ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÙÈÎ‹˜
ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ÛÙËÓ ÙÔ˘ÚÎÔÎÚ·ÙËÌ¤ÓË ÂÚÈÔ¯‹ ÙË˜ ∫‡ÚÔ˘; 

¢ÂÓ ÌÔÚÒ Ó· ‰ÒÛˆ ÌÈ· Ï‹ÚË ·¿ÓÙËÛË, ÁÈ·Ù› ‰ÂÓ ¤¯ˆ ÚÔÛˆÈ-
Î‹ ¿Ô„Ë ÁÈ· ÙËÓ Î·Ù¿ÛÙ·ÛË. ¢È¿‚·Û· Û¯ÂÙÈÎ¿, ·ÏÏ¿ ÚÔÙÔ‡
‰ÒÛˆ ÔÔÈ·‰‹ÔÙÂ ·¿ÓÙËÛË ı· Ú¤ÂÈ Ó· ÁÓˆÚ›˙ˆ ÙÔ Î·ıÂÙ›, ı·
·˘ÙÔÛ¯Â‰È¿Ûˆ Î·È ‰ÂÓ Ì' ·Ú¤ÛÂÈ Ó· ·˘ÙÔÛ¯Â‰È¿˙ˆ. ∆Ô ÌfiÓÔ Ô˘
ÌÔÚÒ Ó· ˆ Â›Ó·È fiÙÈ Ë √˘Ó¤ÛÎÔ ·›˙ÂÈ ¿ÓÙ· ¤Ó· ÚfiÏÔ Î·È ÛÂ
¿ÏÏÂ˜ ¯ÒÚÂ˜ ÛÙÔÓ ÎfiÛÌÔ fiÔ˘ ˘¿Ú¯Ô˘Ó Ù¤ÙÔÈÂ˜ Î·Ù·ÛÙ¿ÛÂÈ˜,
·ÌÊÈÛ‚ËÙ‹ÛÂÈ˜, Û˘ÁÎÚÔ‡ÛÂÈ˜, ‰È·Ì¿¯Â˜, ‰È·ÊÔÚ¤˜ ·Ó¿ÌÂÛ· ÛÂ ÎÔÈ-
ÓfiÙËÙÂ˜ Ô˘ ¤¯Ô˘Ó Â›‰Ú·ÛË ÛÙËÓ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿. ∆¤ÙÔÈ· ı¤Ì·Ù· Â›Ó·È
Î·ı·Ú¿ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ¿, ÎÈ ÂÌÂ›˜ ‰ÂÓ ÌÔÚÔ‡ÌÂ Ó· ·Ó·ÌÂÈ¯ıÔ‡ÌÂ. ¢ÈÂıÓ‹˜
ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹ Ì·˜ Â›Ó·È Ó· ¤¯Ô˘ÌÂ ÌÈ· Ô˘‰¤ÙÂÚË ÛÙ¿ÛË Î·È ‰ÂÓ ·Ó·ÌÂÈ-
ÁÓ˘fiÌ·ÛÙÂ ÛÙËÓ ÔÏÈÙÈÎ‹, ·˘Ùfi Â›Ó·È ¤Ó· ¿ÏÏÔ ÎÂÊ¿Ï·ÈÔ. ™˘ÓÂÈ‰Ë-
ÙÔÔÈÔ‡ÌÂ ‚¤‚·È· ÙÔ Ì¤ÁÂıÔ˜ ÙË˜ Â˘ı‡ÓË˜ Ì·˜ Î·È Î¿ÓÔ˘ÌÂ fi,ÙÈ Â›Ó·È
‰˘Ó·Ùfi, ·ÊÔ‡ ¤ÚıÔ˘ÌÂ ÛÂ Û˘ÌÊˆÓ›· ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ Î˘‚ÂÚÓ‹ÛÂÈ˜, fiˆ˜ Û˘Ó¤-
‚Ë Î·È ÛÂ ¿ÏÏÂ˜ ·Ó¿ÏÔÁÂ˜ ÂÚÈÙÒÛÂÈ˜. ∂¿Ó ˘¿ÚÍÂÈ ÌÈ· Ï‡ÛË ı·
·›ÍÔ˘ÌÂ Ô˘ÛÈ·ÛÙÈÎfi ÚfiÏÔ, ÚÔÛ·ıÒÓÙ·˜ Ó· ‰Ú¿ÛÔ˘ÌÂ fiÛÔ Á›ÓÂ-
Ù·È ÈÔ ·ÔÊ·ÛÈÛÙÈÎ¿ ÎÈ ·ÔÙÂÏÂÛÌ·ÙÈÎ¿. ∂Ó‰È·ÊÂÚfiÌ·ÛÙÂ ÁÈ· ÙËÓ
ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿ Î·È ÁÈ· ÙËÓ ÚÔÛÙ·Û›· ÙË˜. 

¶ÔÈ· Â›Ó·È Ë ¤ÓÓÔÈ· ÙË˜ Û˘ÓÙ‹ÚËÛË˜ ÙË˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ÛÙÔÓ
21Ô ·ÈÒÓ·; 

¶Ú¤ÂÈ Ó· ÂÈÛÙÚ¤„Ô˘ÌÂ ÛÙÈ˜ Ú·ÁÌ·ÙÈÎ¤˜ ·Í›Â˜, Ó· ÙÈ˜ Â·Ó·-
ÚÔÛ‰ÈÔÚ›ÛÔ˘ÌÂ, ÁÈ·Ù› ·ÏÏ¿˙Ô˘Ó Û˘ÓÂ¯Ò˜ ÎÈ Ë ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿ ·›˙ÂÈ
¤Ó· ÔÏ‡ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎfi ÚfiÏÔ ÛÙÔ ÔÈÔÈ Â›Ì·ÛÙÂ. ¶·›˙ÂÈ Â›ÛË˜ Î·È
ÌÂÁ¿ÏÔ ÚfiÏÔ ÛÙËÓ ÔÈÎÔÓÔÌ›·. 
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∂›Ó·È ÌÂÁ¿ÏË ‚ÈÔÌË¯·Ó›· Ë ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿, ÁÂÁÔÓfi˜ ÔÏ‡ ÚÈ„ÔÎ›Ó‰˘ÓÔ
ÛÙÔÓ 21Ô ·ÈÒÓ·, ÌÂ ÙÈ˜ ÌÂÁ¿ÏÂ˜ ·ÁÔÚ¤˜ Ó· Î˘ÚÈ·Ú¯Ô‡Ó, ÌÂ ÙÔ ‚Ï¤ÌÌ·
ÛÙÚ·ÌÌ¤ÓÔ Û˘ÓÂ¯Ò˜ ÛÙÔ ‰ÔÏ¿ÚÈÔ Î·È ÙÒÚ· Î·È ÛÙÔ Â˘ÚÒ. ∞˘Ù‹ Ë
ÏÂ˘Ú¿ ÙË˜ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ ‰ÂÓ ÌÔÚÂ› Ó· ÌÂÙ·Û¯ËÌ·Ù›˙ÂÙ·È Î·È Ó·
ÌÂÙ·Ê¤ÚÂÙ·È ÛÙËÓ ÂÍ˘ËÚ¤ÙËÛË. ¢ÂÓ ˆÏÔ‡ÓÙ·È Î·È ‰ÂÓ ·ÁÔÚ¿˙Ô-
ÓÙ·È fiÏ·. '√,ÙÈ Â›Ó·È ÔÏ‡ÙÈÌÔ ‰ÂÓ Â›Ó·È ÎÈ ÂÍ·ÁÔÚ¿ÛÈÌÔ. ™ã·˘Ù‹ ÙËÓ
·ÓÙ›ÏË„Ë Ï¤ÌÂ, fi¯È. ∂‰Ò ÚfiÎÂÈÙ·È ÁÈ· ·ÓıÚˆÈÛÙÈÎ¤˜ Î·È Ê˘ÛÈÎ¤˜
·Í›Â˜ ÎÈ fi¯È ÁÈ· ·ÓıÚÒÈÓ· Û˘ÌÊ¤ÚÔÓÙ·. 

¶fiÛÔ ·ÈÛÈfi‰ÔÍÔ˜ Â›ÛÙÂ ÁÈ· ÙÔ Ì¤ÏÏÔÓ ÙÔ˘ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌÔ‡; 

ª· ÁÈ' ·˘Ùfi ‚Ú›ÛÎÔÌ·È ÎÈ Â‰Ò. ¶ÈÛÙÂ‡ˆ fiÙÈ Ô ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌfi˜ Â›Ó·È Û˘ÓÈ-
ÛÙÒÛ· ‰‡Ó·ÌË ÙË˜ ˙ˆ‹˜. ÃˆÚ›˜ ÙËÓ ÎÏËÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿ ‰ÂÓ ˘¿Ú¯ÂÈ ÔÏÈÙÈ-
ÛÌfi˜. ∫È ÂÎÂ› Ú¤ÂÈ Ó· ÛÙÚ¤ÊÔ˘Ó ÙÔ ‚Ï¤ÌÌ· ÔÈ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›Â˜ ÁÈ· Ó·
·Ó·Ù‡ÛÛÔÓÙ·È Î·È Ó· Â˘ËÌÂÚÔ‡Ó. ¢ÂÓ ÌÔÚÔ‡ÌÂ Ó· ‰Ô‡ÌÂ ÙÔ Ì¤Ï-
ÏÔÓ ¯ˆÚ›˜ ÙËÓ ¤ÓÓÔÈ· ÙÔ˘ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌÔ‡. ∂›Ó·È ¤Ó‰ÂÈÍË ˘ÁÈÔ‡˜ ÎÔÈÓˆÓ›·˜
Ô ÙÚfiÔ˜ Û˘ÓÂÈÛÊÔÚ¿˜ Î·È ‰È·¯Â›ÚÈÛË˜ ÙÔ˘ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌÔ‡ Î·È ÙË˜ ÎÏË-
ÚÔÓÔÌÈ¿˜ Ì·˜. 

¶ÔÈ· Ë Û˘ÓÂÈÛÊÔÚ¿ ÙÔ˘ ¡Ù›ÓÔ˘ §Â‚¤ÓÙË; 

À‹ÚÍÂ Ô È‰Ú˘Ù‹˜ ÂÓfi˜ ·fi Ù· Ï¤ÔÓ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎ¿ È‰Ú‡Ì·Ù·. ¶ÈÛÙÂ‡ˆ
fiÙÈ ‹Ù·Ó ÔÏ‡ Ô˘ÛÈ·ÛÙÈÎ‹ Ë ›‰Ú˘ÛË ÂÓfi˜ Ù¤ÙÔÈÔ˘ πÓÛÙÈÙÔ‡ÙÔ˘, ÌÂ
ÛÎÔfi ÙËÓ ÚÔÒıËÛË Î·È ‰È·¯Â›ÚÈÛË ÙË˜ ÎÔ˘ÏÙÔ‡Ú·˜ Î·È ÙË˜ ‰È·Ù‹-
ÚËÛË˜ ÙÔ˘ ÔÏÈÙÈÛÌÔ‡ ˙ˆÓÙ·ÓÔ‡. ∫·È ÙÔ ÛËÌ·ÓÙÈÎfi Â›Ó·È fiÙÈ ‰ÂÓ
ÂÚÈÔÚÈ˙fiÙ·Ó ÛÂ ÙÔÈÎ¿ ı¤Ì·Ù· Î·È ÙÔ ÂÓ‰È·Ê¤ÚÔÓ ÙÔ˘ ‰ÂÓ ‹Ù·Ó
ÌfiÓÔ ÙÔÈÎfi ·ÏÏ¿ ‰ÈÂıÓ¤˜.

¶∞ƒ∞ƒ∆∏ª∞
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∫·ıËÁËÙ‹˜ ™Ù·‡ÚÔ˜ ∞. ∑¤ÓÈÔ˜

∏ ∞Ó·ÏËÚÒÙÚÈ· ∫·ıËÁ‹ÙÚÈ·
ª·Ú›· π·ÎÒ‚Ô˘

√ ∫·ıËÁËÙ‹˜ Francesco Bandarin
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