Lexical archaisms in Modern Greek etymology

T. GIANNARIS & N. PANTELIDIS

1. Introduction

The aim of the present study is to examine the notion of lexical archaism in Mod-
ern Greek etymology. In Greek linguistic research and literature, lexical archaism
is used with reference to lexical items that date back to older stages of the history
of Greek, but are not in use in Modern Greek (ModGk.) koine." Such a definition
is typically taken for granted in all relevant studies and has not been questioned
since its first formulation (by Andriotis 1974). Usually, the problems which have
been discussed in the literature only concern specific words, or groups of words,
and their status as archaisms.

In our study, a different point of view is adopted. Beginning from a theoretical
point of view, we first explore whether or not the notion of lexical archaism, as un-
derstood above, is compatible with the notion of archaism as typically formulated
and used in general historical linguistic research. What is revealed is that the term
has been widely used in the dialectology of Modern Greek in a sense that differs
considerably from the meaning with which the equivalent term is used in the anal-
ysis of the lexicon of other European languages. Further, we briefly review a series
of particular problematic cases of lexical archaisms which evidence the internal in-
consistencies of the notion and point to the need for its more radical reformulation.
In the end, a new definitional frame is provided, with the focus on the clear align-
ment of the term to linguistically better-grounded notions.

2. Archaism
2.1 The notion of archaism in historical linguistics

The term in historical linguistic research refers to the retention of an item (or a
class of items) in a language or in a linguistic variety, and its disappearance from
other genetically related languages, from other varieties, or from a subsequent stage
of the same language (Trask 2000, 26). In this sense, archaism appears as a synonym
of the term relic. The retention of labiovelar stops in Mycenaean Greek, for exam-
ple, is generally considered a phonological archaism of this variety. The labiovelars
merged with other stop series during the so-called Dark Ages (1200-800 BC) in

' The term Modern Greek koine is used intentionally in the traditional and less strict sense.
Thus, in that context, it does not seem necessary to go into more technical distinctions such as
that between koine and standard.
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most varieties of Ancient Greek (AGKk.).

The notion of linguistic archaism, as described above, raises several issues which
could be summarized under the following points:

(a) Archaisms are established on the basis of retention(s) in language varieties
or genetically related languages of the same period. There is no evidence for the
retention of labiovelar stops in non-Mycenaean varieties during the same chrono-
logical timeframe.

(b) A retention becomes an archaism after the change of a linguistic item has
taken place in at least one linguistic variety or genetically related language, for ex-
ample, the retention of the original syllable /ti/ in West Greek varieties vis-a-vis its
assibilation to /si/ in other Greek varieties.

Thus, the status of a linguistic item as an archaism is established on a synchron-
ic level by comparison of the linguistic variety containing this item with genetical-
ly related languages or varieties, while that status (i.e. as an archaism) is achieved
in diachrony.

2.2 Lexical archaisms in Greek historical linguistics and dialectology

The notion of lexical archaism refers to lexical items or phrasal units from past
stages of a language which are reintroduced through the medium of written dis-
course. Into this category fall items such as @ép’ eimeiv [feri'pin]® “for instance’
(< AGk. [phere:"pe:n] ‘let us say’) and oiovei [i>'ni] ‘quasi’(< AGk. [oio ne:] ‘as if”).

In Greek linguistics, lexical archaism is used almost exclusively with reference
to lexical items which occur only in dialects, but are absent in the Modern Greek
koine, and go back to earlier stages of the history of Greek. This definition was
clearly formulated by Andriotis in his classic Lexikon (1974) and followed in sub-
sequent Greek dialectological research (e.g. ®@appng 2000, Tzitzilis 2008, Krek-
oukias, etc.). We might consider, for example, the following examples from the
Lexikon:

1] a AGk. édéxtwp /a’lekto:r/ ‘rooster’: dial. ModGk. adéyropag [a'lextoras], addyTepag
[a'loxteras], adiyropag [a'lixtoras], etc.
b. AGk. katauiw /kata’myo:/, kapputvw /ka’m:ys:/ ‘to close the eyes’: dial. ModGk.
ko [ka'mio], kaupvd [ka'mpol, etc.

dMéxtwp /a’lekto:r/ and kaTapdw /kata’myo:/ constitute classic cases of archaisms
as defined above. In other cases, however, the characterization of a lexical item as
an archaism is accompanied by a number of problems. Some of these problems are
pointed out below with examples from the Lexikon under [2a-f]:

*> The Mycenaean evidence points to the time before the 14th century BC as the date of the
change.

* The phonetic transcription of Modern Greek words follows the broad properties of the
phonemes and is not exhaustive from a phonetic point of view.
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[2] a. AGk. alpvng /“aipPne:s/ ‘suddenly’: Cypriot Gk. dgvov ['afnu] in other ModGk.
dialects and ModGk. koine &dgvov ['ksafnu] (< AGk. ééaipvng /e ksaiphne:s/ <
preposition & /eks/ from’ + aipvrg /“aipPne:s/).

Here, the problem relates to the fact that the prefix is absent from the form that is
preserved with the same ending [-u] in the Modern Greek koine. In other words,
it is not clear if the absence of the prefix is a sufficient condition for Cypriot ['afnu]
to be classified as an archaism in contrast to the standard form.

[2] b. Medieval Greek (MGk.) aipvididlopau /efnidi'azome/ ‘to be surprised by a sud-
den attack’ (« AGk. aigvidiog /ai"'phnidios/ ‘sudder’): dial. ModGk. ’gviSid(opau
[fni'djazome] (on the Aegean islands of Kimolos, Naxos, Rhodes, Syros),
“pvidvtopat ['fnandzome] (on the Aegean island of Karpathos), ’gvidt{dvriopa
[fni'ddzazome] (on the Aegean island of Astypalaea) ‘to be suddenly gripped by
pain’.

In this case, the application in each dialect of synchronic rules in a word of learned
origin is probable. Thus, characterizing the above forms as instances of lexical ar-
chaism is rather implausible. The same phenomenon can also be observed in the
speech of speakers of Northern Greek varieties who apply the rules of raising of the
unstressed mid vowels /e/ and /o/ to /i/ and /u/ respectively, and of loss of the uns-
tressed high vowels /i/ and /u/, in learned words or recent loans from other lan-
guages.

[2] ¢ Koine Gk. ddievpa /(h)a’lieuma/ > /a'lievma/ ‘catch (of fish)’: dial. ModGk. dAepa
['akema] (island of Corfu) and dAepa ['alema] (Artaki in the Propontis).

The example above is more complicated: (1) the basis of derivation (AGk. /hali’eu:/
‘to fish’) does not seem to have been preserved in spoken dialectal usage; (2) the
original vowel /i/ is absent in the derived form; (3) the regions in which ['alema]
has been documented are geographically distant from each other, without any si-
gnificant historical connection between them; (4) derivation by means of the suffix
-ma has been very productive in many stages of the history of Greek, which means
that these should perhaps be interpreted as independent formations (d¢Aeua ['alemal,
dMepa ['akema] vis-a-vis Koine Gk. &Aievpa /(h)a’lieuma / > /a'lievmal/, as well as
ModGk. dAeua ['alema] in both the aforementioned regions). Therefore, the evi-
dence is contradictory; the arguments under (2) and (3) above favour an interpre-
tation closer to what is generally considered a typical lexical archaism, whereas the
arguments under (1) and (4) alert us to the possibility of a different, synchronic
explanation of the etymology of this word.

[2] d. Koine Gk. duoropw /diisto"ro:/ > /diisto'ro/ ‘to narrate’ (< AGk. preposition
dué /di“a/ with elision of /a/ + /histo"r2:/): dixaTovpd [Fjastu'ro] (recorded in the
Aegean island of Imvros) ‘to imagine, to dream of”.

The presence of /a/ in SiaoTovpd [djastu'ro] perhaps points to an unattested *dia-
10Top, a formation that is probably independent from Koine Gk. duotopa /diisto"r:/
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> /8iisto'ro/, given the semantic difference between the two words.

[2] e. AGEk. Ionic and poetic vddexa /dy s:deka/ (Attic Swdexe /”do:deka/, ModGk.
koine ['dodeka]) ‘twelve’: dial. ModGk. "vddexa ['jodeka] (Aegean island of Kar-
pathos).

Sufficient evidence for establishing a direct descendance of the Karpathian form
from ancient dvwdexa /dy s:deka/ is lacking. On the contrary, there is a strong pos-
sibility of rather recent, etymologically more transparent origins (AGk. §do /“dyo/,
ModGk. ['dio]/[djo] ‘two + AGk. Séka /”deka/, ModGk. ['deka] ‘ten’).

[2] f AGk. k&vBapog/ kantharos/ ‘bug; a type of jug’: dial. ModGk. xdvrapog [ 'kadaros]
Lefkada, Pontic kdvr{apog ['kandzaros] / xdrapog ['kataros] / t{dyxapog
['dzangaros] / t{dvrlapog ['dzandzaros] / xdyxapog ['kangaros], oxdBapog
['skaBaros] (various regions), okdt-tap-po ['skat:ar:o] (Bova, Calabria, S. Italy).
The word may denote various species of insects in different regions.

This word also occurs in Modern Greek koine as a neuter noun and belongs to a
different class (oxkaOdp: [ska'Oari]). Consequently, the word cannot be characterized
as a lexical archaism stricto sensu. The dialectal forms of the word could only be
regarded as instances of morphological archaism, since they retain the original
class.

[2] g *kov-6-0pik (kvvdg /ky nas/ sc. Opi€ /tbriks/ ‘hair’, Koine Gk. for ‘dog’s hair’, cf.
xvv- /kyn-/ ‘dog’): kovvéraya [ku'notsixa] Tsakonian.

The question here is if it is legitimate to regard the compound as a whole as an ar-
chaism (or just its components). This pattern of compounding has been very pro-
ductive throughout the history of Greek.

It must be noted that a considerable number of Andriotis’ archaisms could have
been formed independently at several different stages in the history of Greek, on
the basis of patterns that remained productive for a long period of time, in some
cases even up to the present day. This issue is not unknown in the older literature on
Greek etymology (see Sasse 1977). Examples include verbal adjectives in -fos formed
by means of the negative prefix a(n)-, such as d6pegtog ['aBreftos] (cf. Opépw/Tpépw
['Orefo/'trefo] ‘feed, nourish, nurture’ < AGk. 1pépw /“treprs:/). ModGk. dfpegTog
['aBreftos] might not directly continue an AGk. &fpentog /“athreptos/, but might
be a completely independent formation on the basis of a still highly productive
pattern. The same problem has already been discussed from a theoretical point of
view by Durkin (2009, 68-73), who embeds it in the wider issue of the beginning
of a word’s history and the continuity of use of a word.

2.3 Problems and definitional inconsistencies

The previous cases were selected in order to highlight specific practical difficulties
which arise when someone tries to figure out if particular lexical items of Modern
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Greek should be classified as archaisms or not. Such an attempt, namely offering
the most appropriate, or adequate, solution to each of these problems, leads inevi-
tably to a series of theoretical issues which underlie the cases discussed above, and
can be subsumed under the following points:

(1) Lexical archaisms introduce a categorization of the Modern Greek lexicon
that is not based on purely linguistic criteria such as semantic field, class, deriva-
tional pattern, etc., but pertains to extra-linguistic factors such as ideological con-
siderations concerning historical continuity.

(2) The criteria of the choice of periods constitute a further problematic issue.
In addition to the problems connected to the extant written attestations of the var-
ious lexical items, a critical point is that of time depth. For instance, the rationale
behind regarding lexical items attested as late as the 15th century AD (i.e. the end
of the Medieval period) as archaisms is not entirely clear.

(3) Is it methodologically adequate to reconstruct a hypothetical common an-
cestor of alleged lexical archaisms which are attested in numerous dialectal variet-
ies if they represent patterns that have been very productive and thus could be in-
dependent formations from different ages?

(4) A far more crucial point is that the notion of ‘lexical archaism’ is based on
a clear-cut distinction between a koine and the dialects, which is in fact impossible,
especially at the level of the lexicon. Perhaps the identification of archaisms makes
more sense among dialects than between the dialects and the koine.

(5) Koines also undergo changes at all levels, including lexis, eventually turning
lexical items into ‘archaisms’. For example, the word Bvyatrépa [Biya'tera] ‘daugh-
ter’ (< AGk. Ovyaryp /thy gate:r/) was not an archaism about, say, a century ago,
when it was part of the lexicon of the Modern Greek koine of the time, but could
be characterized as a ‘lexical archaism’ today, since it has become obsolete in cur-
rent use apart from in the dialects and a few marginal uses. Cases like this reveal
that the status of an item as a ‘lexical archaism’ is not a stable property. Again, the
reason for this is the nature of the distinction between a koine and the dialects,
which differs from that which usually obtains between genetically related languag-
es or varieties.

The last two points lead to a wider, theoretical problem regarding whether or not
the definition of ‘lexical archaisny, as formulated in the context of research on Mo-
dern Greek and its dialects, can also refer to archaism as it is understood in histo-
rical-comparative linguistics. In other words, the question is if the dialectal ‘lexical
archaisms’ in Modern Greek can be categorized as retentions of a special kind from
a historical linguistic perspective.

The notion of retention by definition involves the comparative treatment of ge-
netically related language forms or stages of the same variety with regard to a lin-
guistic ancestor, and an item which survives in one or more genetically related lan-
guages or at least one variety of a language (see Figure 1):
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Stage X (ancestor)
ltem y

/
/

Xa Xby Xc Xd Xe

Figure 1

In a different sense, the ‘lexical archaisms’ of the Modern Greek dialects are not
only considered retentions, which are common in the diachronic evolution of lan-
guages, but also items that establish a special, ‘stronger’ than usual connection be-
tween older forms/stages of Greek and the linguistic varieties of Modern Greek.

Furthermore, in the Greek case, the basis of comparison is a koine that should
ideally be clearly defined against the dialects, and itself undergoes all kinds of
changes. Such a koine is not placed at the same level as the dialects; hence the com-
parison between the two is methodologically questionable (Figure 2):

a. Ancient Greek

b. Koine Greek item y
c. Medieval Greek

/

Y
ModCk. a ModGk. b ModGk. c ModGk. d ModGk. e

N ModGk. Koine

Figure 2
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Comparison should only be conducted between (geographic) varieties that are
characterized by the same kind of relationship with the common linguistic ances-
tor. Thus, in order to be meaningful, ‘lexical archaisms’ should be sought only
among Modern Greek dialects as compared to one another, and not to the Modern
Greek koine.*

From the discussion so far, two major discrepancies have become apparent. Both
of them force us to reject the term lexical archaism in its traditional use. The first
relates to the incompatibility of ‘lexical archaism’ with the basic premises of the no-
tion of retention. Perhaps the only way to eliminate this incompatibility is to con-
ceive of the koine and the dialects of Modern Greek as varieties that co-exist in
space and time. Such an assumption is in accordance with the notion of retention,
but, when accepted, it actually leads to the second discrepancy. The definition of
‘lexical archaism’ traditionally given to the term in Modern Greek dialectology
clearly separates the koine from the dialects, implying some special status for the
dialectal lexicon (which tends to preserve archaic lexical items that the koine does
not). So, we are again led to accept that the koine and the dialects are not varieties
of the same sort — as indicated above - and thus we end up with the theoretical un-
dermining of ‘lexical archaism’ that we started with.

3. Conclusion

‘Lexical archaism), as analyzed above, seems to be a problematic category in etymo-
logical research. The focus of attention on vocabulary items that are preserved in
specific dialects but are absent from the Modern Greek koine seems to make no
significant contribution to the understanding of the diachronic processes which
underlie lexical change. In this sense, the traditional approach to ‘lexical archaisms’
could be dispensed with.

The only way to ‘rescue’ ‘lexical archaism’ as a tool of linguistic analysis would
be to embed it in a purely historical linguistic and dialectological context, which
would not only focus on ‘lexical archaisms’ as such, but on the linguistic phenom-
ena that they preserve, and on what they may reveal about past dialect areas, dia-
lect substrates, or processes of linguistic change. It is worth noting that Andriotis
himself had already explicitly referred to this important aspect of the subject, with-
out further pursuing it (Andriotis 1974, 10). Thus, the notion of ‘archaism’ in Mod-
ern Greek etymology should be reformulated in accordance with the way this term
is used in general historical linguistics.

* This observation may also lead us to rethink other instances of retention. For example, even
the characterization of the retention of labiovelars in Mycenaean as an archaism on the basis of
a comparison with the Greek dialects of the alphabetic era is not completely unproblematic from
a methodological aspect.
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[TepiAnyn

Ot Ae&ihoykoi apxaiopoi otn veoeAAnvik eTupoloyia

Ot Aegihoyikoi apxaiopoi Twv veoeAAnvikdv Stakéktwv €xovv anoteléoet and ma-
Aatotepa éva mpoo@rég edio €pevvag. AvTikeilevo NG Tapovoag HeAETng eival
va enavefetdoet 1o Bépua, Sivovtag éupaon otn BewpnTiki TAEVPG Kat KAvoOVTaG
avapopda 0TV eVPUTEPT] YAWOGONOYIK TEKUNPIWwOT TTOV UTTOpEl Vo £XEL OTjHepa 1
peAétn twv Aeghoykav apxaiopwv. Ztnv avéivon evromifovrat Ta kvpta tpoPAr-
pata kat enonpaivovtatl ot KatevBvvoelg Tpog Evav o cagr Kot EPUNVELTIKA
eMapKr] TPoadloptopd TG évvolag Tov Ae§Aoyikov apyaiopov.

Q¢ évvola eivat yvwoTi| g 660vG acyoAodvTal pe Ty totopia kat TV eEEAEN
™G eAANVIkNAG, kabwg amotelel dw kat evdpuon mepinov atdva otabepd avtikei-
pevo épevvag TG veoeAAnvikng dtakektoloyiag and Tig amapxég TG, kat pdAiota
pe 1taitepeg MPOEKTATELG OXL LOVO YAWOOIKNG-YAwOoONOYIKAG UOEWS aANd Kat
evpuTePNG (T.). LoTOPIKNG). ATt TN oxeTkn PLpAtoypagia mpémet guotkd va ava-
pépoupe Kupiwg To pvnuewddeg Lexikon der Archaismen in neugriechischen Dialek-
ten Tov N. Avdpidtn (Andriotis 1974).

>t pedétn avth Oa avapepBovpe oTny évvola TOL apXaioHov 0TV LOTOPLKN
yAwocoloyia kat eldikdtepa atov Topéa Tov Aefthoyiov, kat katdmy Ba emiyelpn-
B¢l oOyKpLon He TN xprion Tov dpov oty eAAViKT LoTopikh YAwoooAloyia kat mta-
padootakr] Stalektoloyia. A6 Tn Stepevvnon tov Bépatog Oa mpokvyet pia Sia-
QOPOTIOUUEVT] OTITIK YL TO {ATNHA TG TApOovGiag 0TI VEOEANNVIKEG YAWOOIKEG
TotkiAieG Twv Ae§loyikwV ekeivwv oTolyeiwv mov mapadootakd mpoadiopifovrat
wg Ae§thoyikoi apyaiopol.

Q¢ Ae§AoyikoG apxaiopdg oTig veoeAANVikéG eTuoNOYIKEG Kat StalekTONOYL-
Kkég omovdEq voeitat éva Ae§hoyikd ototxeio To omoio emPuovel and malaldtepeg
@aoelg TG Lotopiog TnG ENANVIKNG o€ pia 1} TeptocdTepeg VEOEANVIKEG OLAAEKTOVG,
aAld amovoidlet and v kowvl veoeAAnvikn. Y16 avt| Tnv évvola, AéEelg dnwg
0Oedg, Oadaooa, ovpavdg, PAémw KTA. dev euninTovy 0NV KATyopia TWV apXAioHWY.

TNV LOTOPIKOGVYKPLTIKY YAwoooloyia xprotpomotodvTat ot dpot archaism kat
retention yta va dnAwBovv otoyeia kvpiwg TG PWVOAOYIKNG KAl Ypappatikig do-
g Ta omoia StatnpodvTal o€ OpLOUEVES HOVO EMUEPOVG YEVETIKA GUYYEVEIG YAWO-
oG and maratdtepa 0TddI (AKON Kat amd TNV TPWTOYAWDCOQ) 1) O€ HeTayeVEDTE-
po o1adio g idtag YAwooag, T.X. 1 Statipnon Twv XeAoVTEPWIKWOV KAELTTWV
OLHPWVWY OTN MUKNVATKT EAANVIKT. Ava@opikd pe Tnv évvota Tng Statipnong
(retention), umopovpe va kdvovpe Ti§ e€7g mapatnprioei:

(a) Ot apyaiopoi mpoadiopiovtatl wg tétotot otn Pdon g emPiwong oe mot-
KiAieg TG (Stag YAwooog 1} o€ yeveTikd ovyyevels YAwooeg oty idta Xpovikr Te-
plodo. Tia mapaderypa, dev vidpxovy ototyela yia T Statripron Twv xelAobnepw-
KWV KAELOTWV 0g AANeG TTotkiAleG TNG EAANVIKAG TNG (Stag eptdSov pe Ta puknva-
K& Kelpeva Kat 0 XapakTnpLopog g SLatipnong Twv XeLNoDTEPWIKOY WG apXai-
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opov yivetat pe Paon Tig motkiAieg TG EAANVIKNG TNG alaPnTikig meptddov.

(B) H datiipnon evog xapaktnplotikov kabiotatat apyaiopnods epocov 1) Heta-
BoAr] avTOV TOV XAPAKTNPLOTIKOD TTapaTNPeiTal TOLAAXLOTOV o€ pia motkthia pag
YAwooag 1 og pio YAdooa pag opddag yeveTikd ouyyevadv ylwoowv. Tia mapd-
Serypa, n Statfipnon tng cVANaPG /ti/ 0TI SuTikéG StadékTovg TG apxaiog eAAN-
vikig kabiotatal apxaiopog and tn Tyl mov o€ éva TURpa TG EAANVIKIG TNG
2n¢ xthtetiog m.X. n oVANapN /ti/ Tpémetau o€ /si/.

‘Etol mpoxdntel 6Tt 1) vTdoTAOT £VEG YAwOo1KkoD oTOLXElOV WG apxaiopoD opi-
{eTaL TévToTE CLYKPLTIKA O OVYXPOVIKO eTtimedo peTad yeveTIkd oLYYEVWY YAWO-
oWV 1§ TOKIALDY, TIPOKOTITEL OHWG oTOV dfova Tov Xpdvou.

Ooov agopd tnv évvota Tov Aeidoyikot apyaiopov oty yAwoooloyia ekTOG
EAN&Soc, 0 6pog avagépetat anokAelotikd oe Ae§thoyikd otoiyeia 1§ ppaceoloyt-
KEG povadeg and maperBovoeg PATELS TG LOTOPIOG [Lag YADOOTAG TTOV avaPLaovouy
péow tng mapéuPaong AdyLwv 1 GAAwv tapayovtwy. Ztny katnyopia avtr Oa evé-
Ty 0TV eENNVIKY oTolxeln OTIwG @ép’ etmelv, otovel, oyémote kTA. A§ilet va on-
pHewwBel OTL pe avtd To TEpLeXOEVO opileTatl N £vvola Tov apXaioHOD Kat GTa Ku-
ptotepa Aekd g véag eAnviki|g (Ae€ikd Tn6 koivig veoeAAnviktig Tov Ivotitov-
Tov NeoehAnvikdv EZnovdwv: Aedikd ¢ véag eAAnvikig yAwooag tov I. Mrapmi-
Vit Xpnotikd Aeéixé ¢ veoeAnvikhis yrdooag tng Akadnpiag ABnvav).

A6 v e€étaon evdetikwv mapadetypdtwv and to Lexikon der Archaismen
Tov Avdprwtn avadeixOnkav mowila {nriparta mov oxetifovtal pe T yéveon kat
N Staxpovikn opeia avTwv Twv Aefikdv ototxeiwv. Eva amd avtd oxetifetar pe
TIG TIEPUTTAOELG OTIG OT0{eG 1) artddoon o a AEEN Tov xapakTnplopol ‘apxaiopds
épxetat oe avtiBeon pe Tn Staxpovikd VYNAN TAPAYWYIKOTITA OPLOUEVWY GXNUA-
Twv ovvBeong kot tapaywyne. IIpdPAnua cuviotd emiong n emhoyr Twv neptodwvy
NG otopiog TG eAANVIKNG Pdoet Twv omoiwv amodidetal n didtnTa Tov Ae§thoyt-
KoV apyaiopov. Téhog, n évvola tov Ae§hoytkov apyaiopov otnpiletat otnv and-
At Stdxpion kovig — Stakéktwy, ) omoia e1dtkd oTo eninedo Tov Ae§hoyiov dev
etvat eQLkth).

Me Bdon ta mapandvw, TPOKVTTEL OTL 1] £VVOLA TOV apXAioHOD ELGAYEL fiat Ka-
yoptomoinon tov veoeAAnvikov Aefthoyiov mov Sev Paciletat oe evSoyAwooikd
KpLipLa, 6mwe onpactohoykd medio, kKATikr Téén, oxua mapaywyng KT\., aAld
oxetiletat kupiwg pe avTdiyels katd kbplo Adyo eEwylwooikrs avagopds. Eno-
HEVWG, To ep@Tnpa ov Tibetan eivar av ot Stakektikoi AeEthoyikol apyaiopoi Tng
véag eAAnvikig uropovv va BewpnBovv emProoelg kamolov 1taitepov Xapaktipa
and yhwoooiotopikiig mAevpdg: Qg emfiwon (retention) Bewpeitatl éva otoyeio To
omo{o Statnpeitat oe pia 1 TEPLOTOTEPES YEVETIKA OLYYEVEIG YAWOOEG 1} TotKtAieg
tag YA\wooog. Avtifétwe, ot Ae§thoykoi apxaiopoi Twv veoeAAnvik@v Staléktwv
dev mpoodiopifovtal uovo wg emPuwoelg ovvibelg otn Saxpovikn mopeia Twv
YAwoowv, alAd wg aTtotyela Tov SnpovpyodV ia laitepov TVTOL GVUVOEDT) HETA-
&0 TN O TEPWV LOPPDY TNG EAANVIKIG KA TWV YAWOOIKOVY TIOKIALDV TNG Véag eA-
Anvikng.

H kown dev Bpioketat oto idto eminedo pe 116 Staléktovg, dpa 1 ovykpLom pe-
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takb toug eivan peBodoroyikd apgiofntiown. H ovykpion mpémet va yivetar pe-
Tkl opoelddV YAWOoOIK@V TOKIALDY, £V TPOKELUEV® YEWYPAPIKDY, TTOV XAPAKTT|-
piCovtat and tnv idla oxéon e Tov Kowvd YAwookd mpdyovo.

‘Etol, av emipeivovpie 0T GUYKPLOT) KOG Kat SLAOAEKTWY WG OUOELdWV TTOLKL-
AV, ToTe avaxdmtel TPOPANHa 6TV Tapadootakd oplopd Tov Ae§hoyikod apya-
iopod. A v G, av Sextodpe 6Tt kowvi] kat Stdlektol Sev elvat opoetdeig mot-
KiAieg, TOTE MAoyeL 0 (510G 0 Tapadootakds optopds Tov Ae§loyikov apxaiopov.
Katd ovvénela, and tnv mponyndeioa avdAvon mpokVnTovy mpaktikd kat Oewpn-
Tk {ntpata ta onoia B€tovy TV évvola Tov Ae§thoyikod apxaiopov ev ap@Bo-
Aw.

An6 v e&étaon Tov Bépatog Twv apxaiopdv otn veoeAAnviki| eTupoloyia,
TIPOKVTITEL TO GUUTEPATHA OTL T €pevva TwV Ae§IAoyIKDV apXaiopWY, Tépa amd K-
noteg eEwyAwootkég avagopés, eivan Svokolo va aglomomn el wg epyaleio ywo-
ooAoYIKIG avalvong, av Oev evtaxOel o€ fa épevva e apyws YAwoooiotopiki-Ot-
alekToAOYIKT 0TOXEVOT, ) ool Sev Ba eaTidlel oTovg Ae€ihoykolg apyaiopois
w¢ TéToLovG AANG oTa @arvopeva mov Slac®lovy Kat 0To Tt UITopPovY va amoKaAy-
Youv yia Talatdtepes SIaAeKTIKEG {Dveg — Stadek Tk vITOoTpOpaTA 1] Kat TG St-
adikaoieg ™G YAwoowkng petafolr.
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