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Tamar lomiZe
(saqarTvelo)

ilia WavWavaZis poetika: ZiriTadi tendenciebi

ilia WavWavaZis poetikisa da mxatvruli azrovnebis ZiriTad 
tendenciebSi gasarkvevad aucilebelia imis gansazRvra, kritikuli 
realizmis ra ZiriTadi niSan-Tvisebebi iCens Tavs mis SemoqmedebaSi 
(sakiTxi kritikuli realizmis im ideebisa da idealebis Sesaxeb, rom-
lebic ilias nawarmoebebSi xorcSesxmuli, sakmaod Rrmad da safuZ-
vlianadaa ganxiluli qarTul samecniero literaturaSi. amjerad 
Cven mxolod im ZiriTad principebze SevaCerebT yuradRebas, romlebic 
kritikuli realizmis warmomadgenelTa da, kerZod, ilia WavWavaZis 
specifikuri mxatvruli azrovnebisa da poetikisTvisaa damaxasiaTe-
beli). Tavdapirvelad unda ganisazRvros, saxeldobr, ra kriteriumiT 
gansxvavdeba kritikuli realizmi sxva literaturul mimdinareobaTa-
gan. amasTan dakavSirebiT wamoiWreba literaturul mimdinareobaTa 
klasifikaciis kriteriumis problema, romelic literaturis Teori-
isa da istoriisaTvis kvlavindeburad aqtualuria. 

erT-erTi mniSvnelovani principi, romelic literaturul mim-
dinareobaTa klasifikaciis instrumentad gamodgeba, Camoayaliba ro-
man iakobsonma. kerZod, iakobsonis azriT, `araerTxel aRniSnula, rom 
romantizmisa da simbolizmis skolebSi gabatonebuli iyo metafora, 
magram jer kidev sakmarisad ver gavacnobiereT is faqti, rom swored 
metonimiis batonoba udevs safuZvlad egreT wodebul `realistur” 
mimarTulebas, es ukanaskneli ki Sualeduri stadiaa romantizmis da-
cemasa da simbolizmis Casaxvas Soris da upirispirdeba orive maTgans~ 
(iakobsoni 1990:127). amgvarad, iakobsoni ganasxvavebs literaturul 
mimdinareobebs imisda mixedviT, Tu azrovnebis romeli modusi iCens 
Tavs TiToeul maTganSi – metafora (sinTezi)Tu metonimia (analizi).

iakobsonis am ideam ver hpova farTo gavrceleba filologiaSi, 
Tu ar CavTvliT ramdenime naSroms – aseTia, magaliTad, konstancis 
universitetis profesoris, i.p. smirnovis `megaistoria~ (smirnovi 
2000), romelSic msoflio literaturis ganxilvis safuZvelze uaRre-
sad sayuradRebo daskvnebia gamotanili. literaturaTmcodneebi, Cve-
ulebriv, ifarglebian mxolod Sefasebebisa an kritikuli SeniSvnebis 
gamoTqmiT iakobsoniseuli debulebebis mimarT da, rogorc wesi, ar 
cdiloben maT gamoyenebas an ganviTarebas.

literaturis Teoriis problemebi / 
Problems of Literary Theory
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Cven mier ukve Catarebuli kvlevis Sedegad aRmoCnda, rom, iakob-
sonis Sexedulebis sapirispirod, qarTvel romantikos poetTa mxat-
vruli azrovneba – metonimiuri, analitikuri xasiaTisaa (ix. lomiZe 
2014). daismis kiTxva: azrovnebisa da aRqmis romeli – metaforuli Tu 
metonimiuri – principi iCens Tavs realizmSi da, kerZod, egreT wo-
debuli kritikuli realizmis qarTvel wamomadgenelTa Semoqmedeba-
Si? bunebrivia, rom pirvel rigSi, gasarkvevia, rogoria am mxriv ilia 
WavWavaZis Semoqmedebis specifika.kvlevisas gaviTvaliswinebT i. smir-
novis `megaistoriaSi~ Camoyalibebul debulebebs.

mosalodneli iyo, rom romantizmisgan gansxvavebiT, me-19 sauku-
nis realistur literaturaSi da, kerZod, ilia WavWavaZis Semoqmede-
baSi upirates gamoxatulebas hpovebda ara metonimia, aramed – meta-
fora, e.i. ara analizi, aramed – sinTezi. marTlac, ilia WavWavaZis mxat-
vruli teqstebis, rogorc kritikuli realizmis literaturis tipu-
ri nimuSebis ganxilvis Sedegad aRmoCnda, rom realizmis Tavisebu-
reba (yovel SemTxvevaSi, ilia WavWavaZis SemoqmedebaSi) mdgomareobs 
sagnebisa da movlenebis gaerTianebaSi metaforuli principiT. ro-
gorc cnobilia, metafora analogiis safuZvelze aerTianebs gans-
xvavebul sagnebs an movlenebs, anu, eZebs an miawers maT analogiur 
Tvisebebs.

upirveles yovlisa, metaforuli principis gamoxatulebaa is, 
rom ilias nawarmoebebSi Serwymulia sxvadasxvagvari funqciebi – er-
Ti mxriv, mxatvruli, meore mxriv ki – didaqtikuri, politikuri, 
filosofiuri da a.S. Sesabamisad, arakoreqtulia ilias winaaRmdeg 
mimarTuli sayvedurebi imasTan dakavSirebiT, rom mxatvruli Tval-
sazrisiT, isini naklebad faseulia. saqmec isaa, rom ilia, rogorc 
realisti mwerali, mxolod mxatvruli amocanebis xorcSesxmas ar isa-
xavda miznad. misi nawarmoebebi mravalfunqciuria – Sesabamisad, ar 
SeiZleba, ilias Semoqmedebas mivudgeT imave kriteriumebiT, romle-
biTac ganvixilavT sxva epoqebis mweralTa nawarmoebebs.

Tu realisturi azrovnebis ZiriTad principad vaRiarebT meta-
foras – metaforul (anu sinTezis) princips, isic unda gavixsenoT, rom 
erT-erTi yvelaze popularuli Tanamedrove Teoriis (veJbickaia 1990) 
mixedviT, metaforaSi yovelTvis monawileobs faruli uaryofa. ma-
galiTad, `SuSanikis wamebidan~ moxmobili metafora: `movida mgeli 
igi~ zemodasaxelebuli Teoriis Tanaxmad, amgvarad ganimarteba: `Se-
iZleba iTqvas, rom es varsqeni ki ar iyo, aramed – mgeli~, xolo rode-
sac, magaliTad, poeti mimarTavs satrfos `vardo kokobo~, am metafo-
ris eqsplikacia iqneba: `ASeiZleba iTqvas, rom es iyo ara qali, aramed 
– kokobi vardi~ da a.S. (sityvebi `SeiZleba iTqvas~ metaforis eqspli-
kaciisas imitom gamoiyeneba, rom sinamdvileSi varsqeni da mgeli, ise-

Tamar lomiZe
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ve, rogorc qali da vardi, gansxvavebuli obieqtebia – mxolod adamiani 
miawers maT msgavsebas da axdens am msgavsebis enobriv manifestacias).

realisturi literaturis da, kerZod, ilia WavWavaZis teqste-
bze dakvirveba cxadyofs, rom aq es faruli uaryofa Semfaseblura-
daa gaazrebuli, e.i. metaforis komponentTagan erT-erTi yovelTvis 
uaryofiTadaa daxasiaTebuli. gavixsenoT Tundac `mgzavris werile-
bi~. eqsplicitur metaforaSi, romlis komponentebia myinvari da Ter-
gi, ilia upiratesobas aniWebs Tergs: `me, rogorc qveynis Svils, Tergis 
saxe ufro mamwons da ufro miyvars~, xolo dRisa da Ramis Setolebisas 
upiratesobas aniWebs dRes. orive SemTxvevaSi metaforis Semadgeneli 
elementebi bunebis movlenebia, anu isini, obieqturad, ganurCevelia 
adamianisTvis – ar SeiZleba iTqvas, rom erT-erTi maTgani ufro misa-
Rebia, mosawonia, meore ki – naklebad mimzidveli. amgvarad, isini, zo-
gadad, tolfasia. Semfasebluri Tvalsazrisi, romelic Oupiratesobas 
aniWebs bunebis am movlenaTagan erT-erTs, maT metaforis komponen-
tebad aqcevs da pirveli eqsplicituri metafora amgvarad ganimarte 
ba:L `SeiZleba iTqvas, rom myinvari cudia, miuRebelia, xolo Tergi – 
kargia, mosawonia~. aseve, dRisa da Ramis Sepirispirebisas: ̀ SeiZleba iT-
qvas, rom Rame cudia, ubedurebis momtania, xolo dRe – naTeli da mous-
venari – kargia~. amgvari Sefaseba TviT ilias mier aSkaradaa gamoTqmu-
li teqstSi. axali mxolod isaa, rom aq vixilavT metaforuli wyvilis 
Seqmnis princips – ilias, rogorc realisti mwerlis, azrovnebis prin-
cips. isic aSkaraa, rom aq metaforebi warmoiqmneba seleqciis, SerCe-
vis safuZvelze. igulisxmeba, rom bunebis ori obieqti urTierTSenac-
vlebadia, paradigmatul wyvils warmoqmnis, anu Tavdapirvelad xdeba 
nebismieri ori obieqtis metaforuli urTierTmimsgavseba, maT Soris 
analogiis mimarTebis damyareba, Semdeg ki – seleqcia: `ara myinvari, 
aramed – Tergi~, `ara Rame, aramed – dRe~. ilias SemoqmedebaSi es prin-
cipi Tanmimdevruladaa xorcSesxmuli. 

`poeti~ ilis Semoqmedebis, rogorc garkveuli sistemis, organu-
li elementia, Tundac imis gamo, rom is emyareba metaforul princips 
– masSi poeti Suamavalia RmerTs, RvTaebriv Zalas da, meore mxriv, ada-
mians Soris:

me ca mniSnavs da eri mzrdis,
miwieri zeciersa;
RmerTTan misTvis vlaparakob,
rom warvuZRve wina ersa.

RmerTi, romelic aqaa naxsenebi, imgvari araa, rogorc, vTqvaT, 
romantikosTa poetur teqstebSi – is transcendenturi samyaros 
mkvidri ki araa, aramed – adamianis msgavsi arsebaa. is elaparakeba ada-
mians, gansazRvravs mis mizans da a.S.

ilia WavWavaZis poetika: ZiriTadi tendenciebi
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Tu davakvirdebiT am leqss, SevamCnevT, rom aq poetis daniSnule-
ba imgvari araa, rogoric adamianis Cveulebrivi daniSnulebaa amqvey-
nad – anu, masze aRmatebulia. ratom? imitom, rom ilias leqsSi xaz-
gasmulia poetis, rogorc RmerTsa da adamians Soris Suamavlis roli. 
poeti erTdroulad RvTaebrivicaa da adamianuric. is RmerTis mier 
xeldasxmuli, gansakuTrebuli adamiania, Tumca, romantikuli litera-
turis gmirTagan gansxvavebiT, ar upirispirdeba ers, misi `moZmea~, mi-
si samsaxurisTvis aris mzad. amgvarad, mediacias, romelic metaforaSi 
xorcieldeba obieqtTa mimsgavsebis da Semdeg asimetriuli mimarTebis 
damyarebis safuZvelze (`maSin cidam naperwkali /Tu aRmifeTqs gulSi 
cecxlsa, /maSin vimRer, mxolod maSin...~), poeti axorcielebs – swored 
is akavSirebs erTmaneTTan RmerTsa da ers.

cnobilia, rom gamorCeuli, gansakuTrebuli pirovneba, rome-
lic upirispirdeba sazogadoebas, damaxasiaTebeli ar aris realis-
turi literaturisTvis. sxvanairad arc SeiZleba iyos – sxva SemTx-
vevaSi saxeebis tipuroba, ganzogadebuloba miuRweveli iqneboda. 
gansakuTrebuli araa arc ilias `poetis~ lirikuli gmiri, romlis 
gansakuTrebuloba ganpirobebulia mxolod mxolod misi gansakuT-
rebuli funqciebiT. am leqsSi `gansakuTrebuloba~ ar miewereba TviT 
uzenaes arsebasac – RmerTsac, rogorc metaforuli wyvilis eri – 
RmerTi erT-erT elements.

`gandegilSi~ metaforul wyvils warmoqmnian mwyemsi qali da 
mwiri.

gandegili `mxolod cisaa~, mxolod sulieri cxovrebiT cxov-
robs, mwyemsi qali ki – Cveulebrivi, miwieri cxovrebiT, romelsac 
beri borotebis sauflod miiCnevs. gandegilis gzas avtori erTmniS-
vnelovnad rodi gmobs – berisadmi RvTis wyalobis gamoxatulebaa 
sxivi, romelzec mwiri ayrdnobs Tavis locvans. amgvarad, esaa dadebi-
Ti personaJi, iseve, rogorc mwyemsi qali. magram es nawarmoebi, rogorc 
realisturi qmnileba, udavod aniWebs upiratesobas bunebis warmo-
madgenlis – mwyemsi qalis  Tvalsazriss  gandegilis TvalsazrisTan Se-
darebiT (principiT: ara X, aramed Y). rogorc metaforul wyvils, maT 
gaaCniaT msgavsi niSan-Tvisebebi – orive maTgans miewereba amqveyni-
uri cxovrebis siyvaruli, magram isjeba is, vinc am cxovrebaze uars 
ambobs. niSandoblivia TviT sxivis saxe, iseve, rogorc cisartyeli-
sa (`aCrdilSi~). eris keTildReobis simbolos warmoadgens Svidferi 
cisartyela, xolo erTi pirovnebis sulieri zeobisas – sxivi, sinaTle. 
orive maTgani Sualeduri instanciaa zecasa da miwas, RmerTsa da 
adamianebs Soris.

Sroma gardamavali safexuria (`mediatoria~) bunebasa da kultu-
ras Soris (ix. realistur literaturaSi Sromis motivis rolis Sesaxeb 

Tamar lomiZe
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smirnovi 2000). amitom ilias mTeli Semoqmedebis damaxasiaTebelia 
Sromis apologia: magaliTad, cnobili pasaJi `aCrdilSi~ Sromis axs-
nis Sesaxeb, `oTaraanT qvrivSi~ mTavari personaJebis ZiriTadi Tvi-
seba – Sromismoyvareoba, xolo `kacia-adamianSi~ mTavari personaJe-
bis uaryofiTi daxasiaTeba maTi sizarmacis, uqnarobis, umoqmedobis 
safuZvelze da a.S. Sromis apologia gvxvdeba ilias lirikaSic.

iliasTan avtori gvevlineba aRwerili scenis komentatoris 
rolSi da amitom Suamavalia `obieqtur~ teqstsa da mkiTxvels So-
ris. kulturisa da bunebis, iseve, rogorc subieqtisa da obieqtis 
urTierTmimarTebas ganaSualebs iseTi cnebebi, rogorebicaa Sroma 
da garemo, xolo sakuTarisa da sxvis urTierTmimarTebas – `tipuris~ 
kategoria (vinaidan tipuri aris is, rac `Cemicaa~ da `sxvisic~, rac 
atolebs `mesa~ da `sxvas~. 

ilias SemoqmedebaSi Tema sicocxle-sikvdili aisaxeba Sualedu-
ri mdgomareobebis meSveobiT (mwerali xSirad mimarTavs Zilis, ro-
gorc sicocxlesa da sikvdils Soris gardamavali mdgomareobis mo-
tivs. gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa misTvis adamianisa dasazogadoebis 
avadmyofobis motivebi, aseve –personaJebis gaRviZebisa da daZinebis 
momentebi (luarsabis gamudmebuli goraoba taxtze, misi sizmari, da 
e.w. cruaqtivoba) (realistur literaturaSi am motivebis popula-
robis Sesaxeb ix. smirnovi 2000: 52)

`glaxis naambobis~ personaJebi – daTiko da gabrieli – sxvada-
sxva socialuri wris warmomadgenlebi arian. maTma bavSvobam erTma-
neTis siyvarulSi ganvlo: `daTikos vuyvardi da mec miyvarda~. daTi-
kos uaryofiTi Tvisebebi mxolod misi socialuri mdgomareobiTaa 
ganpirobebuli. aqac moqmedebs metaforuli principi – seleqcia Sem-
fasebluri midgomis safuZvelze – da daTiko uaryofiT personaJad 
gvevlineba, gabrieli ki – dadebiTad. realurad, ra Tqma unda, meba-
toneebs Sorisac iyvnen znemaRali pirovnebebi da glexebs Sorisac 
– znedacemulni, magram ilias, rogorc realisti mwerlis koncefcia 
emyareba swored imas, rom dadebiTi Tvisebebi miewereba fizikuri 
SromiT dakavebul adamianebs, ufro zustad ki – im socialuri wris 
warmomadgenlebs, romlebic warmogvidgebian mediatorebad bunebasa 
da kulturas Soris.

yovelive zemoTqmulis gamomdinare, SesaZlebelia, axleburad 
ganvixiloT `mamaTa~ da `SvilTa~ brZolac. aSkaraa, rom am brZolas 
biZgi misca ilias cnobilma statiam `oriod sityva..., Semdeg ki – `gamo-
canebisa~ da `kidev gamocanebis~ daweram. 

qarTvel mecnierTagan pirveli (da erTaderTi), romelmac aR-
niSna, faqtobrivad, am brZolas araviTari realuri safuZveli ar 
hqondao, iyo grigol kiknaZe. statiaSi `werilebi mecxramete saukunis 

ilia WavWavaZis poetika: ZiriTadi tendenciebi



12

literaturis Sesaxeb~ man yuradReba gaamaxvila ilias mier gamoT-
qmul  Tvalsazrisze.  kerZod,  ilia  acxadebs,  rom   sityvebi  Zveli  da
axali Taoba `calieri da fuye saxelebia da dros Tavis patrons 
Cahbardnen da saidanac mosulan, iq wavidnen. am saxelebis xmareba Cven-
Si sxva ara aris-ra, bavSvobis meti, imitom, rom marto ena-amoudgmels 
bavSvs Sehferis xmareba imisTana sityvebisa, romelTac arc sagani 
aqvT, arc sabuTi, arc mizezi arsebobisa~. 

`am Sexedulebidan Cans, – wers gr. kiknaZe, – rom yvelaze ufro 
gacxarebulma mokamaTem, yvelaze ufro daundobelma kritikosma, 
ilia WavWavaZem, rodesac dro gavida da gadaxeda ganvlil gzas, da-
inaxa,  rom – miuxedavad gansxvavebisa – arsebiTad ar upirispirde-
boda  axalgazrdobis  Sexedulebebi  Zveli  Taobis  Sexedulebebs...  ro-
 desac marTla axali movida, ilia WavWavaZem igrZno siaxlove da 
naTesaoba Cveni sazogadoebrivi azris im fenasTan, romelsac igi 
uwin ase mkacri toniT ekamaTeboda da ekamaTeboda imitom, rom axal 
viTarebas damxvdur sazogado moRvaweebze ukeT iTvaliswinebda~ 
(qrestomaTiuli kritika 2004: 259).

savaraudod, mamebisa da Svilebis banakebi ar warmoiSoboda da 
maT Soris aTwliani cxare polemika da dapirispireba ar gaimarTebo-
da, rom ara ilia WavWavaZis iniciativa. safiqrebelia, rom axalgazrda
iliam, romlis azrovnebasa da msoflaRqmas gansazRvravda metafo-
ruli principi, anu ori obieqtis (am SemTxvevaSi, `TergdaleulTa~ da, 
meore mxriv, `mamaTa~ Taobis) metaforuli dakavSireba, rodesac erT-
erTi uaryofiTad fasdeba, meore ki – dadebiTad (im SemTxvevaSic ki, 
rodesac amgvari Sefasebis realuri safuZveli ar arsebobs), TviTon-
ve warmoqmna mamaTa da SvilTa dapirispireba iq, sadac konfliqtisTvis 
arsebiTi mizezi ar arsebobda.

vfiqrobT, es mokle mimoxilvac ki adasturebs, rom ilia Wav-
WavaZis msoflaRqmisa da mxatvruli azrovnebis ZiriTadi principi 
metaforuli xasiaTisaa, rac, albaT, saSualebas mogvcems, axleburad 
gaviazroT mTeli misi Semoqmedeba.
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Tamar Lomidze
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Poetics of Ilya Chavchavadze: Main Trends

Summary

Key words: critical realism, Ilya Chavchavadze, basic principles of artistic thinking.

In order to determine the main trends of poetics and artistic thinking of Ilya 
Chavchavadze, it is necessary to find out what signs of critical realism are revealed in his 
work (the issue of ideas and ideals embodied in the works of Ilya Chavchavadze is thor-
oughly and thoroughly considered in the Georgian scientific literature. We explore only 
the basic principles characteristic of the specific artistic thinking and poetics of representa-
tives of critical realism and, in particular, Ilya Chavchavadze).

One of the fundamental principles suitable for the classification of literary move-
ments was formulated by Roman Jacobson. In particular, according to Jacobson, “it was 
often stated that metaphor dominated in schools of romanticism and symbolism, but we 
are still not sufficiently aware of the fact that the so-called“ realistic ”direction is dominat-
ed by metaphor, and this direction is the middle stage between the decline of romanticism 
and the birth of symbolism and opposes both of them. « Thus, Jacobson distinguished 
literary trends on the basis of what mode of thinking manifests itself in each of them — 
metaphor (synthesis) or metonymy (analysis).

This idea of ​​Jacobson has not found wide application in literary criticism, not 
counting several studies, for example, the remarkable “Мегаистория“ by I.P. Smirnov. 
The ideas outlined in this book, we used in the analysis of Ilya Chavchavadze’s works.

As a result of the study, it turned out that, contrary to Jacobson›s point of view, 
the metonymic, analytical principle prevails in the artistic thinking of Georgian romantic 
poets. The question arises: what - metaphorical or metonymic pole of thinking is revealed 
in realism and, in particular, in the works of Ilya Chavchavadze?

According to the concept of I.P. Smirnov, a feature of realism is the metaphori-
cal union of objects and phenomena. This property is typical for the works of Ilya 
Chavchavadze.

In particular, the expression of the metaphorical principle is that the works of Ilya 
Chavchavadze are multifunctional. They combine, on the one hand, artistic, and on the 
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other - didactic, political, philosophical and other functions. Accordingly, the accusations 
directed against Ilya Chavchavadze due to the fact that they are allegedly of little value 
from an artistic point of view are incorrect. But the point is that Ilya Chavchavadze, as a 
realist writer, did not set himself the goal of only achieving artistic goals. And since his 
works are multifunctional –respectively, they cannot be considered and evaluated using 
the same criteria that are used in relation to other writers.

Recognizing the principle of metaphor (synthesis) as the basic principle of artistic 
thinking in realism, we can recall that according to one interesting modern theory, the 
theory of A. Wierzbicka, there is always a hidden negation in the metaphor. From observa-
tions of realistic literature and, in particular, over the artistic texts of Ilya Chavchavadze, 
it is clear that this hidden denial is interpreted in them assessed, that is, one of the compo-
nents of the metaphor is always characterized negatively.

In the poem The Hermit, the cowgirl and the hermit create a metaphorical pair. 
The hermit is entirely devoted to his spiritual aspirations, but the cowgirl lives an ordinary 
earthly life, which the hermit regards as the kingdom of evil. The path chosen by the her-
mit is not criticized by the author - a ray of light (on which the hermit can lay his prayer)
is a manifestation of God’s grace to the hermit. Thus, both the hermit and the cowgirl are 
good characters. However, in the poem as a realistic work, preference is given to the point 
of view of the cowgirl, rather than the hermit (according to the principle: not X, but -Y). 
Being a metaphorical couple, they have similar properties - both are attributed to the love 
of mortal life, but that character is punished who refuses it. The image of the ray of light is 
remarkable, as is the image of the rainbow in The Ghost. The symbol of the welfare of the 
people is the seven-colored rainbow, and the symbol of spirituality, the heights of one per-
son is a ray of light. Both the ray and the rainbow are the middle instances between heaven 
and earth, between God and man. In The Beggar’s Tale, both of the main characters are 
representatives of various social classes of masters and serfs. They are united by long-
standing affection for each other. The negative qualities of the hero-master, as well as the 
positive qualities of the hero peasant, are due to their social position. Here the metaphori-
cal principle operates - sedation based on the evaluation approach. Of course, among the 
gentlemen there were highly moral people, as well as among the peasants - immoral, but 
in the concept of Ilya Chavchavadze, as a realist writer, positive properties are attributed 
to people engaged in physical labor, or rather, representatives of the social stratum, which 
is a mediator between nature and culture.

Based on the foregoing, a conflict between the “fathers” and the “children” can be 
considered in a new way.It is well known that this conflict was initiated by an article by 
Ilya Chavchavadze and his “Mysteries”

The first (and only) among Georgian scientists, who noted that this conflict had no 
basis, was Grigol Kiknadze. After analyzing in detail the history of this conflict, he came 
to the conclusion that this conflict had no real basis.

The juxtaposition of «fathers» and «children» and a ten-year sharp controversy 
between the old and the new generations would not have arisen if it were not for the ini-
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tiative of Ilya Chavchavadze. Apparently, young Ilya Chavchavadze, whose thinking and 
consciousness were determined by the metaphorical principle, divided Georgian society 
into two hostile camps (according to the metaphorical principle, which implies the con-
nection of two objects according to the evaluation principle - not x, but y, even when there 
is no real basis to oppose them), and he himself gave rise to a conflict between generations 
where there was no substantial reason for the conflict and the opposition of two genera-
tions of Georgian writers and statesmen.

It seems that even this brief review confirms the metaphorical character of the 
world perception and artistic thinking of Ilya Chavchavadze, on the basis of which his 
work can be interpreted in a new way.

ilia WavWavaZis poetika: ZiriTadi tendenciebi
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naTia sixaruliZe
(saqarTvelo)

SemoqmedebiTi procesis realiebi 

komparativistul ZiebaTa konteqstSi1

galaktionologiis – galaktion tabiZis biografiisa da Semoq-
medebiTi samyaros Semswavleli specialuri literaturaTmcodne-
obiTi dargis – umTavres amocanaTagan erT-erTi galaktionis po-
eziis globalur konteqstSi gaazrebaa, misi nawarmoebebis analizi 
ucxouri interteqstebis gaTvaliswinebiT.

galaktionis Semoqmedebis am aspeqtiT Seswavla mniSvnelovania 
imdenad, ramdenadac, dRes Cveni literaturaTmcodneobis upirveles 
saWiroebas qarTuli literaturuli procesis swori interpretacia, 
saerTo-literaturul sivrceSi misi adgilis gansazRvra warmoadgens 
(ratiani 2018: 9).

galaktionis evropul mwerlobasTan mimarTeba aTwleulebis 
win gaxda kvlevis sagani, Tumca, am mxriv ukve arsebuli tradiciis 
miuxedavad, es sakiTxi Tanamedrove etapze kidev ufro mravalmxriv, 
Rrma da safuZvlian Seswavlas moiTxovs.

SoTa rusTavelis qarTuli literaturis institutis galakti-
onis kvlevis centrma 2014 wlidan daiwyo galaktion tabiZis axali 
akademiuri  gamocemis momzadeba. poetis nawarmoebTa  xelnaweri  wya-
roebis  saguldagulo  gadasinjvam,  minawerebis  gaSifrvam da  Semoqme-
debiT procesze dakvirvebam komparativistuli kvlevebisaTvis sa-
yuradRebo, aqamde ucnobi faqtebi gamoavlina. aRmoCnda araerTi 
iseTi SemTxveva, rodesac avtografebze gakeTebuli, erTi SexedviT 
neitraluri minawerebi nawarmoebis pirvelwyaroze, mis genezisze 
ama Tu im saxis miniSnebebs Seicavda. am miniSnebaTa dazustebisa da 
gaanalizebis Sedegad galaktionis leqsebis imgvar teqstebTan gene-
tikuri kavSiri gamovlinda, romlebTan siaxloves xelnaweri wyaro-
ebis Seswavlis gareSe, ver vivaraudebdiT da verc mivagnebdiT.

Cvens statiaSi ramdenime amgvari SemTxvevaa ganxiluli.
 

1 naSromi Sesrulebulia SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis mier 
dafinansebuli sagranto proeqtis – `teqstologia da gamocemaTmcodneoba~ – 

xelSekruleba # № DP 2016-18-is farglebSi.	
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* * *
1928-1929 wlebSi Jurnal `mnaTobSi~ daibeWda galaktionis leq-

sebis cikli `epoqa~, mogvianebiT ki – 1930 wels calke wignadac gamo-
ica. `epoqa~, ZiriTadad, socialisturi sinamdvilis ganmadidebel, 
propagandistul teqstebs aerTianebs: asaxvis sagania `amSenebloba 
da cocxali cxovreba~, revolucia da misi Sedegebi, is xana, romelic 
`iSva da gaizarda samoqalaqo brZolebis rkalSi~.

am ciklis erT-erTi leqsia samstrofiani usaTauro nawarmoebi 
`is droeba sizmariviT wavida~, romelic, ciklSi Setanili saagitacio 
nawarmoebebisgan lirizmiTa da Taviseburi intonaciiT gamoirCeva:

is droeba sizmariviT wavida,

odes bavSvi iyav moxetiale,

rkinisgzebi – savse sanaxaviTa,

ronodebi civi, oxertiali.

nu igoneb mware Tavgadasavals,

ros mSieri, dasisxluli fexebiT

mTeli qveynis asavals da dasavals

Sen swonidi medgrad, gulgamexebiT.

yvelaferi sizmariviT wavida,

rogorc qari, rogorc yinva da Tovli.

savse aris axal sanaxaviTa

isev brZola, brZola Tanadrouli.

(tabiZe 2017: 139)

galaktion tabiZis akademiuri Tormettomeulis mesame tomis 
mixedviT, Cvenamde leqsis arcerT avtografs ar mouRwevia. igive in-
formacia meordeba galaktionis saarqivo gamocemis Sesabamis tomSic.

poetis arqivze muSaobisas 20-iani wlebis ubis wignakSi (d-16, gv. 
61) aRmoCnda teqsti, romelic CvenTvis saintereso nawarmoebis Tavda-
pirvel monaxazad unda CaiTvalos:

is droeba sizmariviT wavida,

odes bavSi viyav moxetiale,

ukraina savse sanaxaviTa,

gontas xmali, misi velad triali.

sad odesme vlida gaidamaki,

me mSieri, dasisxluli fexebiT,

daveZebdi me erTad erT megobars,

TavganwirviT, cxare gulgamexebiT.

SemoqmedebiTi procesis realiebi komparativistul ZiebaTa konteqstSi
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teqsts saTauris nacvlad miwerili aqvs: t. SevCenko. ̀ gaidamakebidan~.
amgvari minawerebiT, rogorc axal akademiur gamocemaze mu-

Saobam dagvarwmuna, poeti, Cveulebriv, im teqstze migvaniSnebs, ro-
melTanac, raRac aspeqtiT, misi nawarmoebia dakavSirebuli. amis gaT-
valiswinebiT, gaCnda varaudi, rom am minawermac sayuradRebo miniS-
neba Semogvinaxa. 

varaudis gadamowmebisas gairkva, rom poetis dRiurSi Cawerili 
striqonebi Targmania ukrainuli literaturis klasikosis – taras 
SevCenkos cnobili poemis – `haidamakebis~ epilogisa, kerZod, misi 
sawyisi strofebisa.

`haidamakebi~ XX saukunis 20-30-ian wlebSi, rogorc saqarTve-
loSi, ise ruseTSi, Zalian popularuli iyo. qarTulad poema 30-iani 
wlebis bolos iTargmna, amdenad, safiqrebelia, rom galaktioni `ha-
idamakebis~ rusul Targmans gaecno. konkretulad es unda yofiliyo 
1924 wels gamoqveynebuli `ukrainuli poeziis anTologia~ (`Антология 
украинской поэзии в русских переводах”), sadac dabeWdilia poemis ramde-
nime monakveTi, maT Soris – epilogic.1

SevadaroT `haidamakebis~ epilogis dasawyisi da galaktionis 
dRiurSi Cawerili teqsti:

SevCenko:     Минуло то время, давно миновало,

Когда я ребенком голодным блуждал
По той Украйне, где Гонта, бывало,

С ножем освященным, как ветер, гулял.

Минуло то время, как теми путями,

Где шли гайдамаки, босыми ногами
Ходил я, стараясь найти где-нибудь
Людей, чтоб к добру указали мне путь.

(wavida is dro, didi xania wavida,

rodesac bavSvi mSieri davexetebodi 

im ukrainaSi, sadac gonta

nakurTxi daniT, rogorc qari, ise daqroda.

1 ukrainuli poeziis am anTologias galaktioni kargad icnobda. swored am 
wignSi dabeWdili vasil aleSkos leqsis – `cxovrebis wyaroebs mivaSuroT~ pa-
suxs warmoadgens misi 20-ian wlebiT daTariRebuli nawarmoebi `mivaSuroT~ 
(sixaruliZe 2015). galaktonma am SemTxvevaSic `ukrainuli poeziis anTologi-
iT~ rom isargebla, erTi detalic migviTiTebs: dRiuris imave gverdze, sadac 
CvenTvis saintereso leqsis avtografia, miwerili da gadaxazulia ramdenime 
striqoni da iqve miTiTebulia avtoric – vasil ellan. am avtoris nawarmoebebi 
swored zemoTdasaxelebul anTologiaSia dabeWdili.

naTia sixaruliZe
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wavida is dro, rodesac im gzebze

haidamakebi rom midiodnen, SiSvel fexebiT

mivdiodi me da vcdilobdi, sadme mepova adamianebi,

raTa eCvenebinaT sikeTisken mimavali gza...).

(Шевченко 1924: 281)

galaktioni:   is droeba sizmariviT wavida,

odes bavSi viyav moxetiale,

ukraina savse sanaxaviTa,

gontas xmali, misi velad triali.

sad odesme vlida gaidamaki,

me mSieri, dasisxluli fexebiT,

daveZebdi me erTad erT megobars,

TavganwirviT, cxare gulgamexebiT.

zedapiruli Sedarebisasac aSkaraa, rom galaktionis dRiurSi 
Cawerili striqonebi Tavisufali Targmania `haidamakebis~ epilogis 
dasawyisisa.

avtografze dakvirveba cxadyofs, rom poets TargmnisTanave 
dauwyia am fragmentis sworeba da, upirvelesad, SevCenkos teqstTan 
siaxlovis damadasturebeli leqsikuri erTeulebi Seucvlia: `ukra-
ina~ gadaxazulia da miwerilia `quTaisi~, `haidamaki~ Secvlilia Se-
sityvebiT `Cemi ocneba~, xolo sakuTari saxeli `gonta~ – zogadi sity-
viT `mebrZoli~.

ratom dainteresda galaktioni `haidamakebiT~ da ra mizniT da-
tova dRiurSi miniSneba pirvelwyaroze? 

am kiTxvaze pasuxis gasacemad, vfiqrobT, aucilebelia galak-
tionis mier SevCenkodan naTargmni striqonebis zogadi konteqstis 
gaTvaliswineba: `haidamakebi~ XVIII saukunis ukrainis istoriis konkre-
tul movlenebs asaxavs: esaa 1768 wels momxdari glexTa ajanyeba, ro-
melic istoriaSi `gaidamatCinis~ saxeliTaa cnobili. poemaSi naCve-
nebia ukraineli xalxis gmiruli suliskveTeba, maTi Tavganwirva da 
Tavisuflebisaken ltolva. 

`haidamakebSi~, ZiriTadi ambis dasrulebis Semdeg, epilogSi po-
eti ixsenebs bavSvobas, rodesac igi fexSiSveli, mSieri daexeteboda 
ukrainaSi, gontas – haidamakTa meTauris nakvalevze... es swored is 
monakveTia, romelic galaktionma Targmna da dRiurSi Caiwera. vna-
xoT, rogor grZeldeba teqsti ukrainel poetTan: 

Припомнил – и плачу, что горе минуло,

О, еслиб ты снова ко мне завернуло,

Я отдал бы с радостью счастье мое
За прежние слези, за горе-житье!

emoqmedebiTi procesis realiebi komparativistul ZiebaTa konteqstSi
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(gamaxsendeba da vtiri, rom mwuxarebam gaiara,

o, rom SeiZlebodes da igi kvlav dabrundebodes,

me sixaruliT davTmobdi Cems bednierebas

winandeli cremlebisa da ubedurebis sanacvlod).

(Шевченко 1924: 281)

rogorc vxedavT, SevCenkosaTvis, bavSvoba, warsuli, miuxedavad 
cremlebisa da ukiduresi gasaWirisa, ufro Zvirfasi da sanatrelia, 
vidre bednieri awmyo. warsuli, bavSvoba sanatrelia imdenad, ram-
denadac ukraineli gmirebi cocxlebi iyvnen, xalxis uflebebisa da 
qveynis damoukideblobisaTvis ibrZodnen, `mSvidi~ awmyo ki yovelive 
amas moklebulia.

Tu galaktionis leqss `haidamakebis~ am striqonebis fonze 
wavikiTxavT, cxadi gaxdeba, rom nawarmoebis Sinaarss miRma faru-
li azric ikiTxeba: warsuli, marTalia, mZimea, magram galaktions 
kvlav surs Zveli, mebrZoli drois dabruneba, radgan igi damouki-
deblobasTanaa dakavSirebuli.

* * *
galaktionis „avdari“ pirvelad 1940 wels gamoqveynda, Tumca, 

avtoriseuli daTariRebis (1916 weli) gaTvaliswinebiT, akademiuri 
Tormettmeulis pirvel tomSia Setanili. nawarmoebis xelnawerebis 
Seswavlisas da daTariRebis problemis ganxilvisas yuradReba miiqcia 
leqsis erT-erTi avtografis (#1572) dasawyisSi saTauris nacvlad mi-
werilma da gadaxazulma sityvebma – „vilhelm telli. aqti meoTxe“.

galaktionis mier miTiTebul Sileris dramatul nawarmoebze 
– `vilhelm teli~ – dakvirvebisas aSkara gaxda, rom avtografma am 
SemTxvevaSic leqsis pirvelwyaroze miniSneba Semogvinaxa: „vilhelm 
telis“ meoTxe moqmedebis pirvelive scenaSi, romelic tbis napirze 
viTardeba, daxatulia avdris suraTi: tba Relavs, elvaa, quxili da 
setyva.

galaktionis leqsSic avdari ixateba – saSineli talRebi da gri-
gali, TalxiT Semosili ca, gadatydomis dros aWrialebuli maRali 
fiWvebi, tyviisfer natborSi datyvevebuli mTvare... 

leqsisa da „vilhelm telis“ konkretuli monakveTis Sedarebisas 
erTma garemoebam dagvafiqra: SilerTan avdari calke ar aris asaxu-
li, quxilis, setyvisa Tu tbis Relvis Sesaxeb personaJebis saubridan 
vigebT, Tumca, avdari arc am dialogSia ise aRwerili, galaktioni rom 
STaegonebina...

gaCnda varaudi, rom or teqsts Soris kidev ufro didi Sinagani 
kavSiri arsebobda, vidre es pirveli STabeWdilebis mixedviT Canda. 
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arc galaktionis leqsSia asaxuli Cveulebrivi uamindoba. na-
warmoebi SeSfoTebis gamomxatveli frazebiT iwyeba: 

ra saSineli talRebi,

ra saSineli grigali...

    (tabiZe 1966: 355)

avdris suraTi (TalxiT Semosili ca, gadatydomisas aWriale-
buli ori fiWvi, mgloviare mTvariT ganaTebuli oxradSTenili 
Cardaxi...) da poetis mier gamoyenebuli sityvebi (tyve, mglovare, 
Talxebi, partaxi, gaoxrebuli, oxrad STenili, orjer ganmeorebuli 
tyviisferi) raRac ubedurebaze migvaniSnebs:

...casac Caucvams Talxebi

tyviisfrad Canarigali.

napirTan gadatydomis dros

Wrialebs fiWvi maRali,

elvam kvlav unda ielvos,

grgvinvam hkras mexi axali.

tyve tyviisferi natboris,

gaqanebulad mglovare,

xandaxan RrubelTa Soris

gamoanaTebs mTovare.

da ganaTdeba uecrad

gaoxrebuli, partaxi,

uezood da uewrod

oxrad STenili Cardaxi...

    (tabiZe 1966: 355-356)

mebaduris msgavsad, galaktionis lirikul gmirsac surs avda-
ri ufro gamZvinvardes („elvam kvlav unda ielvos, / grgvinvam hkras 
mexi axali“), radgan stiqias isic sasjelad aRiqvams („ca elvas isvris 
wyromisas...“). 

vilhelm teli miuvali mxaridan, sipi, Sveulad daqanebuli 
kldeebis gavliT brundeba sanapiroze, mebaduris qoxTan. Cardaxis 
danaxvisas galaktionis lirikuli gmiri ambobs: „sadac mTebisa da 
xevis/ gziT wamovsulvar yaribi...“

Sileris nawarmoebi tiraniis winaaRmdeg brZolas eZRvneba. 
piesaSi Tavisuflebisa da Zaladobis umniSvnelovanesi problemaa 
dasmuli.

rodis da ra viTarebaSi unda miepyro galaktionis yuradReba 
Sileris  am  nawarmoebsa  da  mis problematikas? rodis  daiwera „avdari“? 
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rogorc iTqva, leqsi 1916 wliT TariRdeba, magram pirvelad 
1940 wels gamoqveynda. Bavtografi – e.w. Savi, nasworebi varianti 1935-
40 wlebiT daTariRebul ubis wignakSia Cawerili. amdenad, ufro 
sarwmunoa, rom leqsic swored am periodSi Seqmniliyo. 

am varaudis sasargeblod metyvelebs galaktionis erTi TariRi-
ani Canaweri amave ubis wignakSi, Sesrulebuli B avtografis momdevno 
furcelze:

`1937. 27 agvisto. tfilisSi movida setyva, romelmac TiTqmis 
aTi wami gastana. setyva iyo msxvili, rom ityvian kaklis odena, da me-
tis metad xSiri, xSiri. me aivanze videqi, rodesac fanjrebis minebze 
moayara setyva. megona mTlad dalewavda~.

 Sileris teqstTan mimarTebis gaTvaliswinebiT „avdari“ aRiq-
meba, rogorc alegoria. galaktioni migvaniSnebs tiraniaze, adami-
anTa sisastikesa da bunebisagan movlenil sasjelze. SeiZleba iTqvas, 
rom „avdari“ – es meoce saukunis 30-iani wlebis galaktioniseuli 
Sefasebaa.

nawarmoebis amgvari gaazrebisas cxadi xdeba, ratom Seitana 
poetma „avdari“ 1940 wels gamocemuli mesame tomis calke ganyofi-
lebaSi – „Zveli motivebidan“, xolo Semdegi publikaciisas 1954 
wlis „rCeulSi“ leqsis „Seqmnis“ TariRic – 1916 weli – miuTiTa.

dabolos, vfiqrobT, mravlismetyvelia is faqti, rom Sileris 
nawarmoebi borotebis damarcxebiT mTavrdeba, galaktionis leqsis 
bolos ki „avdris“ dausruleblobazea miniSneba:

napirTan gadatydomisas

fiWvi meore Wrialebs,

ca elvas isvris wyromisas,

grigali isev grialebs. 

(tabiZe 1966: 355)

amrigad, dakvirvebam gviCvena, rom pirvelwyaros gaTvaliswineba 
aq leqsis meore planis aRqmasa da gaazrebaSi gvexmareba.

* * *
`axmaurdes!~ galaktioni sicocxleSi pirvelad da ukanasknelad 

1950 wels TxzulebaTa meSvide tomSi daibeWda. 
leqsi mowodebiT iwyeba – lirikuli gmiri sakuTar Tavs (Tu Ta-

namoazre poets) mimarTavs: 

axmaurdes, grZnobiT duRdes,

ar daetyos xnovaneba.
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Zveleburi ZaliT hquxdes

CangTa CvenTa xmovaneba!

(tabiZe 1950: 174)

am striqonebs mosdevs mkveTri mxileba adamianTa erTi jgufisa, 
romelic sinaTlesac sibneled aRiqvams, goneba bangiT aqvs dabinduli 
da erTaderTi gatacebiT aris Sepyrobili:

gamofituls, azrdakarguls

dRes zogierTs SerCa erTi

miswrafeba da guldagul 

gatacebis erTi werti.

es amao da mdabali

gataceba iq boboqrobs,

sadac Tvali, xarbi Tvali,

mopriles xedav oqros!

(tabiZe 1950: 174)

vis gulisxmobs sityva `zogierTi~? pasuxi am kiTxvaze mocemu-
lia teqstis momdevno strofSi, sadac lirikuli gmiri sakuTar Semoq-
medebiT mrwamsze iwyebs saubars: 

Sen ki yofna gesmis ase:

Tu gsurs gaitano lelo,

uangarod gvebaase,

megobaro, ZvelisZvelo.

(tabiZe 1950: 174)

es dapirispireba (`zogierTi~ – `Sen ki~, `mdabali gataceba~ – 
`uangaro baasi~), vfiqrobT, aSkarad metyvelebs, rom isini, viszec 
galaktioni migvaniSnebs, angarebiT mobaase xelovanTa jgufia. Tu 
zogad konteqstsac gaviTvaliswinebT, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom kritika 
xeli-suflebis dakveTis Semsrulebel poetebs miemarTeba. `axmaur-
des!~ ase mTavrdeba:

Cangs simarTles aTqmevineb, 

rom simtkice eqnes didi,

verc gzas gadaaxvevineb,

verc oqroTi moisyidi.

(tabiZe 1950: 174)

erTi mxriv, maameblur-mliqvnelur viTarebasTan dapirispireba, 
medrove, aRzevebul xelovanTa Sesaxeb Tundac ase, miniSnebiT wera 
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da iqve sakuTar SemoqmedebiT principebze – simarTlisadmi erTgu-
lebaze, mousyidvelobaze saubari, bunebrivia, totalitarul epoqaSi 
maincdamainc usafrTxo ver iqneboda. safiqrebelia, rom swored amis 
gamo  daaTariRa  1950  wels,  gamarjvebuli  socializmis  xanaSi   gamoq-
veynebuli `axmaurdes!~ poetma 1935 wliT, rodesac e.w. klasobrivi 
brZolis simZafrem piks miaRwia. Tumca gamoricxuli arc isaa, rom 
leqsi,  marTlac,  30-ian wlebSi  daiwera  da  misi  gamoqveyneba  galakti-
onma, raRac mizeziT, TxuTmeti wlis ganmavlobaSi ver moaxerxa.… 

`axmaurdes!~ Cvenamde sami avtografiT aris moRweuli. xelnawe-
rebze dakvirvebam cxadyo, rom nawarmoebis Tavdapirveli Canafiq-
ri, misi e.w. Savi monaxazi erT-erTma avtografma (3663) Semogvinaxa. es 
varianti poetis 1930 wliT daTariRebul ubis wignakSia Cawerili da 
saboloo, nabeWdi teqstisagan mkveTrad gansxvavdeba. aq jer aseTi 
prozauli fragmenti ikiTxeba:

`kmara, muzav, kmara. Cems qnarze ukve aRar aris akordebi, 
Cems xmaSi ukve aRar aris xmovanebani; me ar SemiZlia vimRero yru, 
gatlanqebuli xalxisaTvis, romelic ukve veRara hxedavs simSve-
nieres. da arc araferi, sruliad araferi iseTi ar aris Cems sam-
SobloSi, romelsac SeeZlos aafrTovanos da aamReros Cemi genia: 
gonebadakarguls, gamofituls, zizRis Rirs ers SerCa mxolod erTi 
miswrafeba: mdabali da amaoTa amao miswrafeba – oqrosadmi.~

am Canaweris odnav qvemoT, imave gverdze, daaxloebiT imave Si-
naarsis teqsti ukve leqsis formiTaa warmodgenili:

kmara, muzav, kmara, kmara!

qnars daetyo xnovaneba.

arc akkordTa rekavs zara,

arc xmaSi maqvs xmovaneba.

iq vimRero, xma ver bedavs,

sadac xalxi yrua, tlanqi.

is Svenebas veRar xedavs

da gonebas uxSobs bangi.

o, samSoblov! aRar darCa

arasferi, arasferi – 

qnars Caacvas isev farCa,

aamReros agasferi!

gamofituls, azrdakarguls

furTxis Rirs ers – SerCa erTi

miswrafeba – da guldagul

gatacebis erTi werti.
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es amao, es mdabali

gataceba iq boboqrobs,

sadac Tvali, xarbi Tvali

mopriales xedavs oqros.

fraza – `furTxis Rirs ers~ akaki wereTlis striqons (`furTxis 
Rirsi xar Sen, saqarTvelo~) gvaxsenebs leqsidan `vedreba~; akakis Se-
moqmedebasTan siaxloveze metyvelebs galaktionis amave leqsis sxva 
avtografSi (4231) CarTuli striqonebic `Tornike erisTavidan~ (`kav-
kasiis qedze iyo/ amirani mijaWvuli,/ yvav-yorani exveoda,/ dafleTi-
li hqonda guli~) da, ra Tqma unda, saboloo, nabeWd variantSi Cangis 
mousyidvelobis, poetis simarTlisadmi erTgulebis motivi (Sdr.: 
galaktioni: `Cangs simarTles aTqmevineb, rom simtkice eqnes didi~; 
akaki: `me Canguri misTvis minda, rom simarTles msaxurebdes~)... miuxe-
davad amgvari Tanxvedrebisa, `axmaurdes!~ akaki wereTlis Txzulebe-
bidan miRebuli SemoqmedebiTi impulsiT ar Seqmnila. mas sul sxva, me-
tad moulodneli literaturuli saTave aqvs.

poetis im xelnawerSi (3663), romelzec zemoT visaubreT, leq-
sis prozaul monaxazs dasawyisSi, marcxena kuTxeSi miwerili aqvs 
`kamoensi~.

ras niSnavs didi portugalieli poetis, gviani renesansis erT-
erTi umniSvnelovanesi warmomadgenlis – luis de kamoensis (1524/25-
1580) xseneba, raime Sefaruli kavSiri xom ar aris ori avtoris teqs-
tebs Soris?

g. tabiZis TxzulebaTa akademiuri Tormettomeulis meoTxe 
tomSi, leqsis komentarSi vkiTxulobT: 

`...SesaZloa, variantis ZiriTadi azri wamoRebuli iyos por-
tugalieli poetis kamoensis romelime nawarmoebidan. jerjerobiT 
msgavsi ram Cven kamoensTan ver mivakvlieT~...

winamorbedTa warumatebeli mcdelobis miuxedavad, galakti-
onis leqsis pirvelwyaros Zieba ganvagrZeT, ris Sedegadac gairkva, 
rom poetis dRiurSi Cawerili prozauli fragmenti da, Sesabamisad, 
galeqsili variantic Targmania luis de kamoensis epikuri poemis – 
`luziadebis~ (1572) erTi monakveTisa.

`luziadebi~ (port. `Os Lusiadas~), `odiseasa~ da `eneidas~ tipis 
heroikuli poemaa. igi portugaliis istoriul warsuls ganadidebs da 
vasko da gamas mogzaurobas gadmogvcems. poema, romelic aT simRera-
daa dayofili, Sedgeba Sesavlis, ZiriTadi nawilisa da epilogisagan. 
CvenTvis amjerad sainteresoa epilogi (strofebi: 145-156), romelic 
portugaliis mmarTvelis – mefe sebastianisadmi mimarTvas warmoad-
gens da romlis pirvelive striqonebi – muzisadmi mowodeba – galak-
tionis dRiurSi Sesrulebuli Canaweris teqsts emTxveva:
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Nô mais, Musa, nô mais, que a Lira tenho 
Destemperada e a voz enrouquecida, 
E não do canto, mas de ver que venho 
Cantar a gente surda e endurecida. 
O favor com que mais se acende o engenho 
Não no dá a pátria, não, que está metida 
No gosto da cobiça e na rudeza 
Düa austera, apagada e vil tristeza..

iyuCe, muzav! saamuri Cangis larebi

sayovelTao gulgrilobam dawyvita, mjera.

Cemi xma, erTob Wabukuri amRelvarebiT

aRsavse axla CaiTvleba xixina JRerad.

me guli mtkiva, rad vumRero naRvelnarevi

melodiebiT yru-munjTa eras?

samSoblos Cvensas aTasgvari Wiri awuxebs,

momxveWvelobis ver iSorebs igi marwuxebs... 

(kamoensi 2013: 333)

rodesac galaktionis leqsi iwereboda, `luziadebi~ qarTulad 
ar iyo naTargmni, amitom kamoensis poemas poeti rusul TargmanSi 
unda gascnoboda. gasuli saukunis 30-iani wlebSi `luziadebis~ sru-
li poeturi Targmani ki arsebobda (mTargmneli: mixail travCetovi), 
magram, mizezTa gamo, igi ar dabeWdila, mxolod ramdenime fragmenti 
gamoqveynda literaturuli periodikis furclebze. kamoensis Tx-
zulebis calkeuli monakveTebi ruseTSi bevrad adrec (XVIII saukuni-
dan) araerTxel iTargmna, Tumca maTi moZiebisa da gacnobis Semdeg cxa-
di gaxda, rom arcerTi ar emTxveoda `luziadebis~ CvenTvis saintereso 
monakveTs.

am TiTqmis gamouval situaciaSi gaCnda varaudi, rom galaktion-
ma, SesaZloa, kamoensis Sesaxeb dawerili romelime literaturuli naS-
romi waikiTxa, sadac citirebuli iyo `luziadebis~ epilogi. am tipis 
wyaros Zieba poetis piradi biblioTekis gadasinjviT daviwyeT. liter-
aturis muzeumSi dacul galaktionis wignad fondSi Cemi yuradReba mi-
iqcia germaneli literatoris – iohanes Seris `literaturis sayovel-
Tao istoriam~ (Шерр, И. Всеобщая история литературы, Т. 1-2., Санкт-Петербург, 
1879-1880). sarCevis mixedviT, portugaliur mwerlobas am wignSi calke 
Tavi hqonda daTmobili. marTlac, aq amaRelveblad aris gadmocemuli 
luis de kamoensis biografiuli da SemoqmedebiTi cxovrebis gza. av-
tori mogviTxrobs, Tu rogor gadaurCa poeti gemis daRupvas da ro-
gor gadaarCina `luziadebis~ xelnaweri. aqve vkiTxulobT imasac, rom 
kamoensma Tavisi poema portugaliis mmarTvels miuZRvna da, miuxeda-
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vad im sayovelTao aRtacebisa, rac Txzulebis gamoqveynebas mohyva, 
poetisaTvis daniSnuli daxmareba imdenad mcire gamodga, rom kamoenss 
SimSiliT sikvdilis safrTxe daemuqra. Seri im udides tkivilzec sau-
brobs, mxcovanma poetma rom ganicada gardacvalebamde: qveynis dace-
miTa da Tavisuflebis dakargviT gamowveuli ubedureba kamoensisaT-
vis pirovnul gasaWirze aranakleb mwvave aRmoCnda.

amgvari faqtebis aqcentireba, eWvi araa, galaktionis interessa 
da TanagrZnobas gamoiwvevda. mas, rogorc Cans, yuradRebiT waukiTx-
avs Seris narkvevis is monakveTic, sadac `luziadebis~ Sinaarsia gad-
mocemuli da ganmartebuli. meaTe simReraze msjelobisas iohanes Seri 
swored epilogis sawyis, 145-e strofs imowmebs portugaliur enaze, 
iqve, sqolioSi ki amave strofis rusuli pwkareduli Targmania. es sqo-
lio galaktionis mier fanqriTaa Semoxazuli. SevadaroT rusuli pwk-
aredi da poetis dRiurSi Cawerili striqonebi.

kamoensi:
`Довольно, муза, довольно, на моей лире нет более акордов, в моем голосе 

нет более звуков; я не могу петь для глухого, загрубевшаго народа, который уже не 
видит более прекраснаго. Да и ничего уже, ничего нет теперь в отечестве, что могло 
бы вдохновить мой гений: у безсмсыленнаго, тупого, презреннаго народа осталась 
только одна страсть, – низкая и суетная страсть к золоту~.

galaktioni:
`kmara, muzav, kmara. Cems qnarze ukve aRar aris akordebi, Cems 

xmaSi ukve aRar aris xmovanebani; me ar SemiZlia vimRero yru, gatlan-
qebuli xalxisaTvis, romelic ukve veRara hxedavs simSvenieres. da arc 
araferi, sruliad araferi iseTi ar aris Cems samSobloSi, romelsac 
SeeZlos aafrTovanos da aamReros Cemi genia: gonebadakarguls, 
gamofituls, zizRis Rirs ers SerCa mxolod erTi miswrafeba: mdabali 
da amaoTa amao miswrafeba – oqrosadmi.~

vfiqrob, ukomentarodac aSkaraa, rom galaktionma kamoensis 
striqonebi prozaulad swored am rusuli pwkareduli Targmanidan 
gadmoiRo.

riT daainteresa galaktioni kamoensis `luziadebma~, ratom 
Targmna es striqonebi? am kiTxvaze pasuxis gacema, naTargmni strofis 
zogadi konteqstis gaTvaliswinebiT rTuli ar aRmoCnda.

kamoensi iyo poeti-patrioti, vinc Tavisi cxovreba samSoblos 
keTildReobas Seswira. `luziadebis~ epilogSi, mefisadmi mimarTvi-
sas, igi wuxs, rom misi poeturi geniiT daxatuli gmiruli samyaro ukve 
warsulis nawilia, rom Tanamedroveoba heroizmisaTvis adgils aRar 
tovebs. xalxs sruliad sxva, egoistur-momxveWvelobiTi miswrafebebi 
aqvs – es yovelive drom, bedkrulma, sulierebas moklebulma sauku-
nem moitana Tan. 
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mTavari mizezi, ris gamoc kamoensi muzas dadumebisken mouwo-
debs, oria: samSobloSi aRaraferi darCa iseTi, rac mis genias aRafr-
Tovanebs da, amasTanave, aRaravinaa, visac mSvenierebiT tkboba an misi 
dafaseba SeuZlia.

rogorc Cans, galaktionma kamoensis mier daxatul samSobloSi 
Tavisi Tanamedrove saqarTvelo amoicno, xolo portugalieli poetis 
ganwyobilebaSi sinamdvilisadmi sakuTari damokidebuleba amoikiTxa.

ase gaCnda ucnauri paraleli kamoensis epoqasa da galaktionis 
xanis saqarTvelos Soris.

luis de kamoensis striqonebi, rogorc iTqva, galaktionis 
30-iani wlebis dRiurSia Cawerili. es faqti aramarto saboloo re-
daqciis daTariRebisaTvis aris sayuradRebo, mTavari aq sxva ramaa 
– `luziadebis~ strofis TargmniT poetma Tavisi namdvili damo-
kidebuleba gaamJRavna gasabWoebuli saqarTvelosa da sisxliani epo-
qis mimarT.

sakiTxze msjelobisas gasaTvaliswinebelia, rom galaktions 
wminda mTargmnelobiTi interesebis Tu miznebis gamo teqsti arasodes 
gadmouqarTulebia. misi e.w. Targmanebi erTgvari masalaa axali 
leqsis Sesaqmnelad – saTargmnelad SerCeuli ucxo teqsti ise ax-
losaa  poetis  ganwyobilebasTan,  rom  galaktioni  mas Tavisi  sulieri
mdgomareobis Sesatyvisad miiCnevs. 

kamoensis sityvebma galaktionze imdenad didi STabeWdileba 
moaxdina, rom man mxolod rusuli pwkaredi ki ar Targmna, iqve amave 
teqstis galeqsili variantic Seqmna, mere ki leqsis sworeba-damuSave-
ba daiwyo. teqstSi Tundac `agasferis~ Temis Semotana (`aamReros 
agasferi~) ukve imaze metyvelebs, rom galaktioni iwyebs Targmanis 
sakuTari Semoqmedebis konteqstSi moTavsebas, mis safuZvelze axa-
li nawarmoebis Seqmnas. am xelnawerSi teqstze muSaoba poets ar da-
usrulebia: cxadia, mixvda, rom amgvari Sinaarsis leqsis gamoqveyneba 
SeuZlebeli iqneboda. verc kamoensze, rogorc klasikosze, miniSneba 
daexmareboda: 30-ian wlebSi portugalieli poetis Semoqmedebas sab-
WoeTSi mowyale TvaliT ar uyurebdnen. Zneli dasajerebelia, magram 
kamoensi kapitalisturi eqspansiis apologetad iyo gamocxadebuli, 
misi `luziadebi~ ki – imperializmis ganmadidebel teqstad. 

kamoensis striqonebisagan miRebuli STabeWdilebiT galakti-
onma STagonebis pirvelwyarosagan gansxvavebuli teqsti Seqmna. `ax-
maurdes!~ aRiqmeba, rogorc qarTveli poetis pasuxi kamoensis `luzi-
adebis~ epilogze. galaktioni, miuxedavad umZimesi viTarebisa, mi-
iCnevs, rom Cangi mainc unda JRerdes, `grZnobiT duRdes~ da swored 
ase, mTeli xmiT da gansakuTrebuli xmovanebiT unda iTqvas simarTle.
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sabolood, teqstis SemoqmedebiTi gardaqmnis suraTi ase war-
mogvidgeba: galaktionis leqsis pirveli varianti, sadac kamoensis 
teqsti TiTqmis ucvlelad meordeba, poetis realur sulier mdgo-
mareobas, totalitaruli epoqisadmi mis damokidebulebas gadmos-
cems, nawarmoebis saboloo versia ki afiqsirebs poetis eTikur 
pozicias 50-iani wlebSi, rodesac galaktioni gamudmebiT fiqrobs 
`iseT miviwyebul saganze, rogoric aris literaturuli sindisi~... 

* * *
rogorc vnaxeT, galaktionis sami leqsis avtografebze dak-

virvebam, SemoqmedebiT procesze Tvalis midevnebam cxadyo poetis 
nawarmoebTa interteqsturi mimarTebebi ukrainuli, germanuli da 
portugaliuri literaturis klasikosTa teqstebTan

pirvel leqsSi – `is droeba sizmariviT wavida~ – galaktioni 
warsulisa da Secvlili politikuri viTarebis mimarT sakuTar da-
mokidebulebas taras SevCenkos `haidamakebze~ miniSnebiT gamoxatavs; 
meoregan STagonebis wyaros – Sileris `vilhelm telis~ saTqmelis 
fonze irkveva, rom galaktionis `avdari~ mxolod stiqiis gamZvinva-
rebis amsaxveli teqsti ki araa, aramed – sabWouri ocdaaTiani wlebis 
poetiseuli Sefaseba; rac Seexeba luis de kamoensis `luziadebiT~ 
STagonebul leqss `axmaurdes!~ – igi, interteqstis gaTvaliswi 
nebiT,  socialisturi sinamdvilisadmi  kritikuli  damokidebulebis 
gamomxatvel saetapo nawarmoebad warmoCndeba meoce saukunis 50-iani 
wlebis qarTul poeziaSi.

 aRniSvnis Rirsia albaT isic, rom galaktionis dRiurSi Cawe-
rili kamoensis strofis Targmani `luziadebis~ qarTulad gadmoRe-
bis pirveli cdaa.

Cvenma kvlevam, vfiqrobT, isic aCvena, rom galaktionis Semoq-
medebiT procesze dakvirvebis Sedegad mxolod konkretul nawar-
moebTa genezisi ki ar gairkva, aramed, interteqsturi mimarTebebis 
gaTvaliswinebiT, SesaZlebeli gaxda poetis leqsebis axlebur, swor 
konteqstSi wakiTxvac, anu poetis realuri saTqmelis gageba-gaazreba, 
rac aranakleb mniSvnelovania.

galaktion tabiZis akademiuri TxuTmettomeulis ukve gamoce-
mul tomebSi araerTi sxva faqtia asaxuli, rac msgavsi tipis kvleve-
bisaTvis qmnis safuZvels. muSaoba poetis Semdgom tomebzec grZel-
deba da, siaxleTa gamovlenis kvalobaze, Cndeba imediani molodini, 
komparativistul ZiebaTa arealis gafarToebisa da galationologiur 
kvlevaTa gagrZelebisa.

naTia sixaruliZe
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the work.  Specification and analysis of these hints have revealed the  genetic link of Gal-
aktion’s poetry with the  texts, closeness to which  could not be  supposed  and  disclosed  
without the study of manuscript sources.

Observation on autograph  of Galaktion’s three verses, survey of   creative  process 
have demonstrated  the inter-textual correlation  of poet’s works with the ones  of  Ukrai-
nian, German and Portuguese classical writers.

In the first verse “That time has passed  like a dream” Galaktion expresses his 
attitude towards the past and changed political situation hinting Taras Shevchenko’s 
“Haidamaky”: If Galaktion’s verse is read against  the background of epilogue lines of 
“Haidamaky”, it would be clear that the hidden idea  is  perceived behind the content of 
the work:Galaktion still wants to return old, though hard, time because it is linked  with 
independence.

Against  the background of the inspiration source - Schiller’s “Wilhelm  Tall”, it 
is clear that Galaktion’s  “Stormy weather”  is not just the verse  reflecting the enraging 
of the natural disaster, but it demonstrates  the poet’s assessment of the Soviet 30s: con-
sideration of the original source    helps us to understand and perceive  the other idea  of 
Galaktion’s verse. With reference to Schiller’s work, `Stormy Weather~ can be interpreted 
as an allegory. Galaktion Tabidze points to the tyranny, the cruelty of people and the divine 
retribution. We believe that the endings of both pieces of writing are very significant and 
meaningful; in Schiller’s drama evil gets punished, and Tabidze’s poem ends on the note 
that suggests eternity of the stormy weather. Thus, Understanding the main message of 
William Tell as a primary source helps us to analise and appreciate the deeper layers of the 
Georgian poet’s work.

As for the verse  “Let it make noise”  inspired by Luís de Camões’ “The Lusiads”, 
considering the intertext , in the Georgian poetry of the 1950s it is   a landmark  work 
expressing  critical attitudes towards socialist reality. Creative transformation of Galak-
tion’s this verse can be pictured as thus: original  autographof Galaktion’s verse in which 
Camões’ text is almost invariably repeated, reflects  the poet’s  spiritual state, his attitude 
towards   the totalitarian epoch. The final version of the verse  expresses poet’s ethical 
position in  the 50s, when Galaktion constantly  thinks about  “such forgotten component, 
as the literary conscience”.

Camoens is a patriot poet. A man who gives up his life for prosperity of his home-
land. In the epilogue of the Lusiads when he addresses to the king he is saddened because 
the heroic world depicted by his poetic genius has already become the part of the past, 
that the modernity does not leave space for heroism. People acquired the other, selfish-
grabbing aspirations and all these are brought by the time, by the dark age which lacks 
in morality. There are two main reasons why Camoens asks Muse to become quiet. First, 
there is nothing left in his homeland that could make his genius admire and second, there 
is no one who could truly enjoy and appreciate the beauty. 

As it seems, Galaktion finds similarities between Georgia of that period and 
Camoen’s homeland. As well as, in the mood of the Portuguese poet he reads his own 
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attitude towards the reality. That is how a strange parallel between the epoch of Camoens 
and Galaktion’s period of Georgia is created. Luis de Camoens’ stanzas are written in 
Galaktion’s note-book in the 30s. This fact is not only significant for dating the first and 
final editions, but here the main thing is that by translating this stanza the Georgian poet 
reveals his real attitude towards sovietized Georgia and towards the bloodthirsty epoch.

I believe, that my research shed light  not only  on the genesis of specific works  
as a result of observation on Galaktion’s creativity, but considering the intertextual cor-
relation  it is possible  to perceive  poet’s verses  in a new way and in  right context, i.e.to 
understand and  interpret  the poet’s real concept, which is no less important.

In already published academic fifteen volumes of GalaktionTabidze’s poetry  many 
other facts are also reflected, which create the basis for similar studies. The work is pro-
ceeded for   next volumes of the  poet’s works  and  in accordance with disclosing other  
innovations, there is a hopeful expectation to  expand the frame  of comparative  studies  
and to proceed for Galaktiological investigation. 

SemoqmedebiTi procesis realiebi komparativistul ZiebaTa konteqstSi
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Третье облачение героя 
(литературное послесловие к государству Платона)

Миф и философия, две формы постижения мира, своеобразно переплелись 
в третьей его форме – художественной литературе. Миф, сказание о человеке как 
существе общинном, античная философия развивает в повествование о человеке 
и государстве. В идеальном государстве Платона мудрец, воин, земледелец служат 
государству в одной предназначенной им роли: пурпурный короткий хитон, 
полукруглой формы хламис воина, длинная, с подрубленным краем хламида мудреца, 
зеленый, серый или коричневый хитон земледельца определяют их социальный 
статус. Три столпа государства Платона статичны, литературный герой свободен 
в выборе одеяния и социальной роли. Платон исходит из интересов государства, 
художественная литература, для которой человек конкретен и индивидуален, всегда 
выступала на стороне человека. 

Герои Платона – функционалы, героями литературы движет стремление к 
свободе: «Свобода, Санчо, есть одна из самых драгоценных щедрот, которые небо 
изливает на людей: с нею не могут сравниться никакие сокровища – ни те, что 
таятся в недрах земли, ни те, что сокрыты на дне морском. Ради свободы, так 
же точно, как и ради чести, можно и должно рисковать жизнью, и, напротив 
того, неволя есть величайшее из всех несчастий, какие только могут случиться 
с человеком» (Сервантес 2002: 628). Внутренняя свобода диктует выбор героев 
романа Гурама Дочанашвили «Облачение первое», или «Одарю тебя трижды». Его 
подлинные герои, действующие, то есть деятельные лица, – пастухи Сертаны: «На 
редкость счастливым даром наделен был Мануэло Коста – одарял красотой все, 
что видел, и весь яркий безбрежный мир принадлежал бедняку Мануэло. …даже 
каатинга вызывала у него улыбку; тихое пыланье красок осенью, до блеклости 
нежное пламя, а в разгаре весны бурливая река, схожая с грустной, тоскливой 
песней свободы, и поникал в седле Мануэло Коста – не был он свободным, нет, 
не был, а свобода желанней, дороже души, и на кой были ему, обладавшему 
всем миром, убогая лачуга и четверть приплода скота, не был он свободным, 
нет...» (Дочанашвили 1984: 118). «Свобода желанней, дороже души» – это не 
вольный перевод, а мысль и чувство самого Гурама Дочанашвили: უნაგირზევე 
მოდუნდებოდა – თავისუფალი არ იყო, არა. თავისუფლება ხომ – სულს ერჩია, 
უბირი ქოხი და ნახირის ნამატის მეოთხედი რაღა ჯანდაბად უნდოდა, მთელი 
ქვეყანა იმისი იყო, მაგრამ თავისუფალი ვერ გახლდათ, არა... (Poetry.ge 2018:1). 
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Крестьяне-сертанцы в стремлении к свободе становятся воинами и проходят весь 
путь – от первого зова свободы до гибели вольного города Канудоса.

«Облачение первое» называют и авантюрным романом, и сплавом утопии 
и антиутопии, и по-новому прочитанной притчей о блудном сыне (Dochanash-
vili 2019:1). Его героем является младший сын самого могущественного жителя 
Высокого селения – Доменико. Под влиянием рассказов таинственного беглеца, 
которого приютил отец, Доменико решает сам покинуть деревню. Он требует от 
отца своей доли в наследстве и уходит, не имея намерения возвращаться. 

«Если хочешь, оставь мне драхму.
– Драхму? Зачем...
– Чтобы мог вернуться.
– Зачем?
– За этой драхмой.
– Да их столько, вовек не кончатся! – Доменико положил руку на мешочек.
– Ну, оставишь?
– Нет, чего я сюда вернусь...
– Вообще-то и не должен.
– Почему? – Доменико задели его слова.
– Кто унесет половину наследства, того обратно не примут» (Дочанашвили 

1984: 18). 
Доменико – это главный герой Гурама Дочанашвили и одновременно это 

наиболее пассивный его персонаж, он совершает лишь один решительный поступок, 
когда уходит из дома, получив свою часть отцовского наследства. Автор ведет 
своего героя «через три социальные формации: общество, где правит беспечное 
меньшинство, занятое лишь собственными удовольствиями; мрачное тоталитарное 
государство, напоминающее времена инквизиции, и, наконец, сообщество простых 
тружеников, отстаивающих свою свободу» (Dochanashvili 2019: 1). Цепь событий 
приводит героя сначала в Краса-город, затем в страшный город Каморра и, словно 
из огня да в полымя, бросает в войну за Канудос. 

Основная сюжетная линия романа Дочанашвили – это не только повествование 
о невероятных скитаниях и покаянном возвращении блудного сына, но и повесть 
об отцовской любви, одновременно всепрощающей и строгой: «...И устремился к 
Доменико, бежал отец, бежал, и гулкими, глухими ударами отзывалась из глубины 
размягченная весной, увлажненная росой земля, – казалось, взволнованно стучало 
сердце окрестных мест, сердце Высокого селения, бежал отец к Доменико, 
узнанному, жалеемому, и припал к горестно выгнутой спине, прильнул к выпиравшим 
позвонкам и ребрам, обнимал, ласкал огрубелыми пальцами нежно, ненасытно 
гладил свалявшиеся волосы, лобызал исхудалые, жалко прозрачные плечи. …отец 
выпрямился, с усилием оторвался от Доменико, обернулся сурово, указал рукой на 
башню: – Принесите и наденьте на него Сокровенное Одеяние» (Дочанашвили 
1984: 208).

Третье облачение героя 
(литературное послесловие к государству Платона)
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Роман Г.  Дочанашвили определяют как произведение многоплановое, как 
социально-философский роман. Отмечают и его художественно-эстетические дос-
тоинства: «In this novel, traditional motifs of good, evil, love, morality and the like are 
illuminated in a new light and unfold as dramatic narrative against a background of an 
odd merging of humour and aesthetics. There are many memorable characters in the 
novel. The narrative is easy-going and dynamic, and is accompanied by bold linguistic 
experiments that create a textual fabric that is utterly peerless and uniquely character-
istic of Guram Dochanashvili» (Dochanashvili 1975: 1). В переводе: «В этом романе 
традиционные мотивы добра, зла, любви, морали и т. д. освещены в новом свете и 
раскрываются как драматическое повествование на фоне странного слияния юмора 
и эстетики. В романе много памятных персонажей. Повествование является легким 
и динамичным и сопровождается смелыми лингвистическими экспериментами, 
создающими текстовую ткань, которая несравненно и уникально характерна для 
Гурама Дочанашвили». 

Герой Дочанашвили покидает дом в крестьянском одеянии, меняет его 
на ярко-синий костюм обывателя Краса-города и вновь возвращается к Одеянию 
Первому, Одеяние Первое, или Сокровенное Одеяние, – главный символ романа, его 
имя и Слово. Вернувшись домой, Доменико «ждал приговора отца, и отец сказал:

– Дважды жаловал тебе Одеяние, Доменико. Одарю тебя в третий раз – 
одарю тебя Словом.

Что это значило, что сказал отец... Доменико присел, растерянный.
– Знай, Доменико, Сокровенное Одеяние – это Слово. Да, до неба дошла 

весть о твоем скитании, но и нам, твоим близким, ты должен поведать, оставить 
об этом рассказ (Дочанашвили 1984: 214).

Символично и сожжение Одеяния Первого … огонь ласково объял Сокровенное 
Одеяние, нежно подобрался снизу, трепетно забился сверху, и первый невесомый 
дымок поднялся над Одеянием – это пестрая история Доменико, длинная и 
короткая, устремилась теперь легкой дымкой вверх (Дочанашвили 1984: 210). 

Роман Дочанашвили «написан в стиле магического реализма и очень бли-
зок по духу к латиноамериканскому роману» (Dochanashvili 2019: 1). А его герой 
по-прежнему более человек общинный, чем человек государев. Как и в эпоху 
государств-полисов, литература не спешит расставаться с мифом.

Государство, платоновский персонаж в литературе, выступает антиподом 
персонажа-человека в литературе критического реализма. Их отношения обоз-
начены в самом названии жанра. Закат критического реализма отражает метафора 
Э. Хемингуэя «за гребнем волны». Этой же тональностью заката окрашен и роман 
«По ком звонит колокол» – книга о гражданской войне в Испании, о первом 
трагическом опыте борьбы с фашизмом. В 1940 году, «в перерыве между двумя 
схватками» Хемингуэй пишет роман, уже в эпиграфе к которому звучат слова 
Джона Донна, вновь и вновь напоминающие людям: «Нет человека, который был 
бы как Остров, сам по себе: каждый человек есть часть Материка, часть Суши; 
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…смерть каждого Человека умаляет и меня, ибо я един со всем Человечеством…» 
(Хемингуэй 1968). Это был призыв к единству перед лицом надвигающегося 
фашизма, предостережение тем, кто надеялся укрыться от него на своем Острове. 
Уже в сороковые годы, как только вышло в свет первое издание романа, в ряде 
зарубежных статей и рецензий были сделаны попытки оценить роман с точки зрения 
его идейно-эстетических особенностей. Однако, как отмечает И.  Финкельштейн 
в статье «Советские критики о Хемингуэе» (Финкельштейн 1972: 51), со времени 
выхода в свет романа «По ком звонит колокол» и до появления повести «Старик и 
море» в советском литературоведении не появилось сколько-нибудь значительных 
работ, посвященных творчеству Хемингуэя. 

В 50-е годы с опубликованием повести «Старик и море» возрождается 
интерес к ранним произведениям автора, к произведениям испанского периода. 
В то же время, признавая прогрессивное значение многих работ Хемингуэя, 
исследователи исключали из их числа крупнейшее произведение о времени 
гражданской войны в Испании – роман «По ком звонит колокол». Отдавая должное 
таким произведениям, как «Иметь и не иметь» и «Пятая колонна», «По ком звонит 
колокол» характеризовали как произведение ущербное, связывая это с тем, что 
поражение испанского народа привело Хемингуэя к грустным и пессимистическим 
выводам. Резко отрицательную оценку романа дал И.  Анисимов в своей книге 
«Новая эпоха всемирной литературы»: «Проникнутый настроением безысходного 
пессимизма, роман “По ком звонит колокол” свидетельствует о неспособности 
автора понять исторический смысл испанских событий» (Анисимов 1966: 584). 
И.  Кашкин, один из основных исследователей творчества Хемингуэя, писал: 
«“Колокол” – это книга борьбы, но написана она в год поражения и несет на себе 
печать обреченности, трагедии безнадежного подвига» (Кашкин 1968: 202). Однако 
кажется верным возражение В. Днепрова: «мы знаем о трагической судьбе испанской 
революции, но знание не окрашивает собою романа, в котором история взята со 
стороны делания, борьба дана в момент, когда она по сути еще не решена» (Днепров 
1965: 544). В. Днепров относил роман «По ком звонит колокол» к числу великих и 
прекраснейших созданий искусства (Днепров 1965: 540). 

Стремясь охватить в единстве творчество Хемингуэя, исследователи 
неоднократно отмечали связь образа Роберта Джордана с образами героев его ранних 
произведений «Фиеста» и «Прощай, оружие». Однако перелом в мировоззрении 
Хемингуэя не мог не сказаться на его герое. И лейтенанта Генри и Джейка Барнса 
империалистическая война приводит к индивидуализму. Лейтенант Генри, дезер-
тируя из армии, тем самым бежит «из организованного общества». В поисках забы-
тья бредут сквозь непонятый мир герои «Фиесты». Не приемля бесчеловечности 
буржуазного общества, они уходят в одиночество, бросая бессильный вызов миру. 
В романе «По ком звонит колокол» проблема индивидуализма решается по-иному: 
«Все идейно-художественные элементы этого романа и характеры героев, и их 
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мироощущение, и сама повествовательная ткань пронизаны революционным ду-
хом отраженных в “Колоколе” событий» (Гиленсон 1974 1).

Мы узнаем о Роберте Джордане из его воспоминаний: «он участвует в этой 
войне, потому что она вспыхнула в стране, которую он любил, и потому, что он 
верит в Республику и знает, что, если республика будет разбита, жизнь станет 
нестерпимой для тех, кто верил в нее» (Хемингуэй 1968: 283). В воспоминаниях 
Джордана – раздумья обо всем, что он узнал, чему научился за время своей службы 
республике. Атмосфера гражданской войны, ее революционный пафос захватили 
героя: «Чувство долга, принятого на себя перед всеми угнетенными мира, – стало 
для тебя таким важным, что даже твоя смерть теперь не имеет значения…» 
(Хемингуэй 1968: 360). Завязка романа, его движущая сила, определяющая все 
мысли и поступки героев, – это задание взорвать мост в точно указанный час, 
сообразуясь со временем, назначенным для наступления. Роберт Джордан понима-
ет, чем может обернуться для него этот приказ – взорвать мост с помощью горстки 
партизан, которые держатся в горах только из-за беспечности фашистов. Но от 
того, будет ли взорван мост, во многом зависит успех наступления республиканцев: 
«…есть мост, и этот мост может оказаться стержнем, вокруг которого 
повернется судьба человечества» (Хемингуэй 1968: 155). Джордан помнит об этом 
даже тогда, когда узнает, что о предстоящем наступлении стало известно врагу. Он 
помнит об этом и тогда, когда Пабло, который уходит из отряда и уносит взрыватели, 
своим предательством фактически обрекает операцию на провал. Роберт Джордан 
гонит прочь мысль о бесполезности взрыва, если о наступлении стало известно 
противнику: «Но должен ли человек выполнять невыполнимый приказ, зная, к 
чему это приведет? Да. Выполнять нужно, потому что лишь выполняя приказ, 
можно убедиться, что он невыполним» (Хемингуэй 1968: 282). И не внутренняя 
обреченность (идет война, а на войне бывают приказы, которые выполняются ценою 
жизни), а именно трудности, которые препятствуют выполнению задания, рождают 
тревогу Джордана. Эта тревога появляется при первой встрече с Пабло, вожаком 
партизанского отряда. Джордан чувствует в его голосе печаль, «так печальны 
бывают люди перед тем как дезертировать или изменить» (Хемингуэй 1968: 122). 
Отряд Пабло когда-то храбро дрался с фашистами, но сейчас он не предпринимает 
никаких действий. «Для меня самое важное – это чтобы нас тут не трогали», 
– говорит Пабло Джордану (Хемингуэй 1968: 125). И такое начало, в то время 
когда исход операции зависит он надежности каждого человека и когда Джордану 
так важно быть уверенным в «их решимости», не предвещает ничего хорошего. 
Чувство ответственности за выполнение приказа накладывает отпечаток на 
поведение Джордана в отряде, однако он далек от готового недоверия к партизанам. 
Первые же слова Пилар: «Ну как твои дела и как дела Республики?», ее открытый 
взгляд, крепкое рукопожатие сразу же располагают Джордана к ней, устанавливают 
между ними взаимное доверие: «Так всегда бывает, – сказал Роберт Джордан, 
– если люди понимают друг друга» (Хемингуэй 1968: 143). Однако враждебность 
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вожака становится причиной той настороженности, с которой Роберт Джордан 
присматривается к партизанам, зная, как семья, клан ополчаются при малейшей 
ссоре против чужого. «Здесь только он да эта женщина и верят в республику по-
настоящему», думает Джордан об Ансельмо и Пилар (Хемингуэй 1968: 213). Но 
уже при очередном столкновении с Пабло партизаны идут за Пилар, чувствуя в ней 
веру и преданность Республике. И это для Джордана не просто подтверждение их 
решимости, это новый шаг его учения. 

Роберту Джордану приходится рисковать не только собственной жизнью, но и 
жизнями других людей. Он думает о судьбе крестьян, помогавших республиканцам: 
«Днем тебя прячут, а на следующую ночь тебя там уже нет. Когда тебе снова 
случится попасть в те места, ты узнаешь, что хозяев расстреляли» (Хемингуэй 
1968: 251). И хотя Джордан понимает, что ничего не выиграешь, решив не 
вмешиваться в жизнь партизан («Если Республика потерпит поражение, тем, кто 
стоял за нее, не будет житья в Испании» (Хемингуэй 1968: 282), ему кажется 
важным принцип, что каждый человек живет сам по себе и нельзя вмешиваться ни 
в чью жизнь: «Пабло скотина, но все остальные – замечательные люди, и разве не 
предательство – втянуть их в это» (Хемингуэй 1968: 283). Но именно в отряде он 
начинает понимать, что война, стоящая стольких жертв, это война самого народа, 
это их дело. И принцип «каждый сам по себе» не годится для этих людей, так же, 
как и Джордан, принявших на себя чувство долга. Главное для понимания лучших 
из них заключено в словах Пилар: «Я много жду от Республики. Я твердо верю 
в Республику. Вера во мне есть. Я верю в нее горячо, как набожные люди верят 
в чудеса» (Хемингуэй 1968: 213). Узнавая в партизанах «товарищей по оружию», 
единомышленников, Джордан испытывает к ним чувство братской близости, которое 
он испытал впервые, сражаясь в рядах интербригадовцев, и которое обретает вновь 
в партизанском отряде. 

С первой же встречи зарождается симпатия Джордана к Ансельмо. Роберт 
Джордан видит в этом старом испанском крестьянине человека, на которого можно 
положиться в бою. Посланный в разведку Ансельмо остается на посту, несмотря 
на начавшуюся метель. И Джордан испытывает искреннюю, глубоко личную 
радость, узнавая в Ансельмо ту верность долгу, сознательную дисциплину, которую 
так высоко ценит сам. «Он обнял Ансельмо за плечи, притянул его к себе и крепко 
встряхнул. – Выстоять на посту в такую снежную бурю – это о многом говорит» 
(Хемингуэй 1968: 323). Джордан признается Ансельмо: «Когда я не в духе, стоит мне 
только посмотреть на тебя, и сразу легче делается…» (Хемингуэй 1968:323). Так 
зарождается дружба, которая не только рассеивает тревогу Джордана, она согревает 
старика Ансельмо: «Он перестал чувствовать свое одиночество с той минуты, 
когда Ingle’s хлопнул его по плечу» (Хемингуэй 1968: 324). Радость Джордана была 
для Ансельмо подтверждением того, что он неплохо потрудился для Республики. 

Взаимная симпатия Джордана и Ансельмо во многом основана на удиви-
тельной душевной близости испанского крестьянина и интеллигента-американца. 
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И не случайно именно в этих двух образах заключено авторское решение одной 
из основных проблем романа – проблемы насилия. Старик Ансельмо, истинный 
католик, верит, что человека убивать грех, даже фашиста: «…убийства ожесточают 
человека, и если даже без этого нельзя обойтись, то все равно убивать – большой 
грех, и когда-нибудь нам придется приложить много сил, чтобы искупить этот 
грех» (Хемингуэй 1968: 320). Ансельмо важно найти выход из душевного разлада, и 
он надеется, что после войны «придумают какое-то гражданское покаяние, чтобы 
все могли очиститься от стольких убийств» (Хемингуэй 1968: 322). «Мне бы очень 
хотелось поговорить об этом с Ingle’s, – думает Ансельмо о Роберте Джордане, 
в котором видит представителя Республики, – но он молод еще и, наверно, не 
поймет меня. Он сказал, что ему это не трудно, а ведь он, кажется, отзывчивый, 
мягкий» (Хемингуэй 1968: 320). Участвуя в войне, Ансельмо не может молиться 
богу: «…он считал, что молиться теперь будет нечестно и лицемерно, и он не 
хотел испрашивать себе каких-нибудь особых благ или милостей в отличие от 
остальных людей…» (Хемингуэй 1968: 321). Не умея примирить в себе католика 
и Республиканца, Ансельмо видит утешение и оправдание в своей верности 
Республике. В последнем бою он думает: «Нужно убивать, вот мы и убиваем. Но 
когда выстрелишь в человека, у тебя такое чувство, точно ты родного брата 
ударил. Тебе это было очень тяжело, и ты бежал по мосту и плакал, как женщина. 
Но зато ты получил то, о чем просил вчера вечером… Ты участвуешь в бою, и все 
для тебя понятно. Теперь даже если придется умереть – это ничего…» (Хемингуэй 
1968: 577).

Роберт Джордан мучается над разрешением вопроса, искупается ли добром 
то зло, которое несет в себе любая, даже такая война, как эта. В минуты раздумий 
этот вопрос вновь и вновь встает перед ним: «Разве громкие слова делают убийства 
оправданным? Ведь ты знаешь, что убивать не хорошо? Да. И ты все еще 
абсолютно убежден, что стоишь за правое дело? Да. А ты считаешь, что ты 
вправе убивать? Нет. Но я должен» (Хемингуэй 1968: 430). Рассказ Марии о том, 
как расстреливали ее родителей, вызывает в Джордане два слитых воедино чувства 
– любви к народу, восхищения мужеством простых людей и ненависти к фашистам: 
«ненависть душила его, и он был доволен, что утром придется убивать» (Хемингуэй 
1968: 485). Джордана восхищает та гордая простота, с которой принимает смерть 
мать Марии. Она не была республиканкой, но ее последние слова «Да здравствует 
мой муж, мэр этой деревни» так же прекрасны, как и слова «Да здравствует 
республика». «Я с радостью женюсь на тебе, зайчонок. Я очень горжусь твоей 
семьей», – шепчет Джордан спящей Марии (Хемингуэй 1968: 482). Потрясенный 
рассказом Пилар о том, как совершалась революция в маленьких городах, Джордан 
считает необходимым написать и о том, «что делали мы на первых порах». Рассказ 
Пилар об избиении фалангистов, который литературоведы считают отдельным 
произведением, тем не менее органически связан с сюжетом романа и противостоит 
еще одой вставной новелле – о гибели отряда Эль-Сордо. Жестокость не свойственна 
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всему народу. Пилар осуждает Пабло, решившего связать республиканцев круговой 
порукой, заставившего их всех участвовать в избиении фашистов. Дав в начале 
романа рассказ об избиении фалангистов, Хемингуэй использует своеобразное 
доказательство от противного и не сразу, а на протяжении многих глав подготавливает 
вывод, к которому приходит его герой: «Я знаю, что и мы делали страшные вещи. 
Но это было потому, что мы были темные, необразованные люди и не умели иначе. 
Они делают сознательно и нарочно» (Хемингуэй 1968: 485).

В свое последнее утро Роберт Джордан думает: «Я прожил целую жизнь в этих 
горах, с тех пор, как пришел сюда. Ансельмо – мой самый старый друг. Сквернослов 
Аугустин – это мой брат, а брата у меня никогда не было. Мария – моя настоящая 
любовь. А у меня никогда не было настоящей любви. Никогда не было жены. Она 
и сестра мне, а у меня никогда не было сестры, и дочь, а дочери у меня никогда 
не будет. Как не хочется оставлять все такое хорошее» (Хемингуэй 1968: 512). 
Минируя мост, «он работал быстро и искусно, как опытный хирург», осознавая с 
особой ясностью свою причастность к общей борьбе, от которой зависит не только 
исход наступления, но и завтрашний день Испании: «Сегодня – только один из 
многих-многих дней, которые еще впереди. Но может быть все эти будущие дни 
зависят от того, что ты сделаешь сегодня. Вся эта война такая» (Хемингуэй 
1968: 565). Смерть старика Ансельмо, которого он любил, потрясает Джордана, 
приводит в отчаяние. «Из-за дальнего поворота все еще слышалась стрельба, но 
теперь ему было все равно… внутри у него как будто все онемело» (Хемингуэй 
1968: 581). Склонившись над мертвым Ансельмо, Джордан словно впервые видит 
его: «Он казался маленьким и совсем седым, и Роберт Джордан подумал, как же 
он справлялся с такими громоздкими ношами, если это его настоящий рост» 
(Хемингуэй 1968: 581). «Гнев, ярость, пустота внутри – все то, что пришло 
вместе с реакцией после взрыва, когда он поднял голову и увидел Ансельмо мертвым 
у дороги, еще не отпустило его» (Хемингуэй 1968: 582). И когда Пилар, видя 
отчаянье Джордана, говорит ему: «Твой мост взорван, Ingle’s, не забывай этого», – 
Джордан отвечает ей словами позднего прозрения: «Если бы у меня был взрыватель, 
старик не погиб бы. Я бы взорвал мост отсюда» (Хемингуэй 1968: 582). Смерть 
Ансельмо – горькая плата за то, что Джордан в свое время не расстрелял Пабло. 

Действие романа напоено то угасающей, то вновь возрастающей тревогой, 
причину и объяснение которой многие исследователи ищут в самом характере героя. 
Так, Кашкин говорит о Джордане: «Он пришел сюда не отнимать жизнь, а отдавать 
свою» (Кашкин 1966: 19). Мендельсон связывает мотив фатальной предрешенности 
гибели героя с обреченностью всего дела: «Ощущение, что прогрессивный лагерь в 
Испании в целом обречен, постепенно становится одним из эмоциональных ключей 
к роману» (Мендельсон 1964: 119). Но в романе нет сцены гибели героя. Есть 
последние минуты перед боем. Подмятый лошадью, Джордан не может уйти вместе 
с партизанами и остается один. Он прогоняет мысль о самоубийстве, потому что 
может еще прикрыть уходящий отряд, вступив в бой с фашистами. «Ты ничего уже 
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не сможешь сделать до себя, но может быть ты сможешь что-нибудь сделать 
для других», – думает он (Хемингуэй 1968: 605). Джордан просит лишь о том, чтобы 
отряд фашистов пришел раньше, чем он потеряет сознание. «Счастье Роберта 
Джордана не изменило ему, потому что в эту самую минуту кавалерийский 
отряд выехал из леса и пересек дорогу. Он теперь вполне владел собой и долгим 
внимательным взглядом обвел все вокруг. Он чувствовал, как его сердце бается об 
устланную сосновыми иглами землю» (Хемингуэй 1968: 609–610).

Легко проследить параллели между сюжетными линиями двух романов – 
это и некоторая отстраненность от других персонажей главного героя, которого 
обстоятельства или осознанный выбор приводят в новый для него мир: таковы 
американец Роберт Джордан у Э. Хемингуэя и Доменико – у Г. Дочанашвили. Это 
и близость героя автору в его предназначении. Так, Г.  Дочанашвили признается: 
«Увлек, захватил меня ритм, отвязаться не в силах, вам легко, вам никто не мешает 
закрыть эту книгу, отложить, но если я сам, если сам я закрою себя – пропаду! – 
обречен я писать. И кто мне доверил судьбы стольких людей, сложные судьбы...» 
(Дочанашвили 1984: 120). Ту же судьбу отец предрекает Доменико: «Слово даст 
тебе создать города и страны, но ты, повелитель тобой сотворенных, будешь все 
же рабом всех и каждого. Ты даруешь им жизнь, тобой будут живы. Понял меня?

– Понял.
– И чем больше людей охватит и укроет Сокровенное Одеяние, тем богаче 

ты будешь и тем несчастней... Изведаешь муку и радость…» (Дочанашвили 
1984:214).

Сближает авторов, их романы и их главных героев и вера в то, что «любовь 
движет землей» (Дочанашвили 1984:213). Чувство, что любовь выше мести, 
побеждает в Старом Сантосе, одном из героев Дочанашвили: «Вскинул глаза на луну, 
задумчиво прищурился, и даже ее блеклый свет – да, да, – озарил ему неведомую 
истину. Он опять уставился на валявшееся у ног ничтожество, «ничто», и не то 
что ярости – презренья не нашел в себе больше, понял, осознал нечто новое, очень 
значительное, постиг нечто главное и все же обдумал все хорошо, рассудительно, 
по-крестьянски, и, вконец убедившись в правильности того, что понял, внезапно, 
ухватил Масимо за ворот, поставил на подгибавшиеся ноги и с силой встряхнул, 
приводя в чувство, молвил: «Убить тебя, отомстить – значит, уравнять с моими, 
поставить вровень с ними...» (Дочанашвили 1984: 198). Этими же чувствами 
проникнута книга британского писателя Кадзуо Исигуро «Не отпускай меня». Но 
с этим романом обладателя Нобелевской премии по литературе связаны и иные 
мысли и выводы.

Три романа можно рассматривать как опорные тексты, позволяющие про-
следить эволюцию литературного героя или же эволюцию отношения литературы 
к человеку, а книгу Кадзуо Исигуро – как символ современности, знаменующий 
крах мечты о государстве, идеальном для человека, и отказ художественной 
литературы от борьбы за человека. Символичны последние строки книги – в них 
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и любовь, и воспоминания, и фантазии героини, и подавляющее их чувство долга: 
«Я думала про мусор … и, прикрыв глаза, представила себе, что сюда выброшено 
все потерянное мной начиная с детства и теперь я стою как раз там, где нужно, 
и если терпеливо подождать, то на горизонте над полем появится крохотная 
фигурка, начнет постепенно расти, пока не окажется, что это Томми… Дальше 
фантазия не пошла, потому что я ей не позволила, и хотя по моим щекам катились 
слезы, я не рыдала и, в общем, держала себя в руках. Просто постояла еще немного, 
потом повернулась к машине и села за руль, чтобы ехать туда, где мне положено 
быть» (Исигуро 2006: 69).

В романе Кадзуо Исигуро «Не отпускай меня» государство, строго по Платону, 
определяет назначение героя, формирует его облик, облачает его в человеческие 
одеяния. «Утопический реализм» повести по-своему правдив, но его герой уже 
не человек. И дело даже не в том, что персонажи Исигуро – клоны, дело в том, 
что ни один из них не борец. Художественным воплощением поражения человека 
в его противостоянии государству становится литературный эскапизм. В отказе от 
персонажа-человека литературный эскапизм достигает своей вершины.
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The Third Garment of Hero 
(literary afterword to Plato’s ideal state) 

Summary

Key words:  three garments of hero, man and State in literature, the evolution of 
literary hero.

Myth and philosophy, the two forms of cognition, are intertwined in fiction. An-
cient philosophy develops Myth into a narrative about man and State. According to Plato, 
the sage, warrior and farmer serve the State in the roles assigned to them:  semi-circular 
chlamys of warrior, long chiton of philosopher, green, gray or brown chiton of farmer de-
termine their social status. The three pillars of Plato’s Republic are static; literary heroes 
are freer in their choice of attire and social roles. Freedom dictates the choice of the heroes 
of Guram Dochanashvili’s novel “The First Garment”. The peasants of Canudos in the de-
sire for freedom became warriors and went their way – from the first call of freedom to the 
fall of the free city. “The First Garment” is called an adventure romance, a fusion of utopia 
and dystopia, and a new reading of the parable of the Prodigal son. Domenico is the main 
character of Guram Dochanashvili and at the same time he is his most passive character, 
he makes only one decisive step when he leaves home, having received his part of father’s 
inheritance. However, the main storyline of the Dochanashvili novel is not only the story 
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of incredible wanderings and penitential return of the Prodigal son, but also the story of 
fatherly love, at once all-forgiving and strict.  The hero of Guram Dochanashvili leaves 
the house in a peasant garb, he, in a blue suit, participates in life of Beauty-city and returns 
home to put on the First Garment. The First Garment is a main symbol of the novel; it is its 
name and The Word. The burning of The First Garment is symbolic – this is «Domenico’s 
colorful history, long and short, now rushing upward with a light haze». The novel is writ-
ten in the style of magical realism, its heroes are rather persons of communities than of the 
State. Just as in the era of Plato, literature does not hurry to part with the myth. 

The state, the Plato’s character in the literature, appears as an antagonist towards a 
human being in the literature of critical realism. Their relationship is indicated by the very 
name of the genre. E. Hemingway’s novel «For Whom the Bell tolls» is a book about the 
Spanish Civil War, about the first tragic experience of the struggle against fascism. The 
metaphor “behind the crest of the wave” reflects not only the defeat of the Republicans 
in the Civil War but the decay of critical realism. The novel is filled with the feeling of 
impending tragedy, which many researchers explain by the very nature of the protago-
nist. American intellectual Robert Jordan is tormented over the question whether the evil, 
which war carries in it, be ever redeemed. Old Anselmo, the Spanish peasant, as a true 
Catholic, believes that it’s a sin to kill a person, even a fascist.  And it is not by chance that 
the author’s solution to one of the main problems of the novel, the problem of violence, 
lies in these two images. It is easy to trace parallels between the storylines of the novels of 
Hemingay and Dochanashvili. It is some apartness of the main character from other char-
acters. It is also the closeness of the hero to the author in his mission. Robert Jordan is a 
writer, and Domenico must tell people his story too. The belief that “love moves the earth” 
brings together the authors, their novels and their main characters. The feeling, that love is 
above the revenge, wins in Old Santos, one of the heroes of G. Dochanashvili. The book of 
British writer Kazuo Ishiguro “Never let me go” is imbued with the same feelings. These 
three novels can be viewed as texts that allow tracing the evolution of a literary hero or the 
evolution of the attitude of literature to human being. As for Kazuo Ishiguro’s book – it 
is a symbol of modernity, marking the collapse of the dream of an ideal state, or the state, 
which ideally suits people, and the refusal of the literature from the struggle for human be-
ing. The state, strictly according to Plato, determines the heroes appointment, shapes their 
appearance, and dresses them in human attires in the story “Never let me go” by Kazuo 
Ishiguro. The author’s “Utopian realism” is truthful in its own way, but his heroes are no 
longer human, and it’s not because they are clones, the fact is that none of them is a fighter. 
The last lines of the book are rather symbolic; there are love, and memories, and fantasies 
of the heroine in them and above all there is an overwhelming call of duty. Literary escap-
ism becomes an artistic embodiment of defeat of man in his opposition to State. Literary 
escapism reaches its peak in the rejection of human being as a character.
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elena guseva
(ukraina)

gmiris mesame Sesamoseli
(platonis `saxelmwifos~ literaturuli bolosityvaoba)

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: gmiris sami saxe, adamiani da saxelmwifo, 
literaturis evolucia.

miTi da filosofia – samyaros Secnobis es  ori forma – Tavisebu-
rad gadaijaWva  mesameSi – mxatvrul literaturaSi. miTi aris Tqmule-
ba adamianze, rogorc  Temur arsebaze, antikuri filosofia aviTarebs 
Txrobas adamiansa da saxelmwifoze. platonis idealur saxelmwifoSi 
brZeni, meomari, miwaTmoqmedi saxelmwifos emsaxurebian maTTvis gan-
kuTvnil rolSi: alisferi mokle xifTani meomris  naxevarwris formis 
qlamisi, brZenis grZeli, SemoWril boloiani qlamida, miwaTmoqmedis  
mwvane, nacrisferi an yavisferi xifTani maT socialur statuss gan-
sazRvraven. platonis saxelmwifos sami   sveti statikuria,  litera-
turuli gmiri ki ufro Tavisufalia tansacmlisa da socialuri 
rolis arCevanSi. guram doCanaSvilis romanis, „samoseli pirvelis“ 
gmirebs arCevans Sinagani Tavisufleba karnaxobs. glexebi Tavisuf-
lebisken swrafvaSi meomrebi xdebian da gaivlian mTel gzas – Tavisuf-
lebis pirveli Zaxilidan dawyebuli – Tavisufali qalaqis, kanudosis  
daRupvamde. „samosel  pirvels“  avantiuristul  romansac uwodeben, 
utopiisa da antiutopiis Serwymadac miiCneven da axleburad wakiTxul 
uZRebi Svilis igavadac. dominiko guram doCanaSvilis romanis mTavari 
gmiri da, imavdroulad, yvelaze pasiuri personJia. is erTaderT 
gadamwyvet nabijs dgams, rodesac  mamis memkvidreobidan sakuTar 
wils iRebs da saxlidan midis. doCanaSvilis romanis ZiriTadi si-
uJeturi xazi ar aris mxolod mxolod araCveulebrivi xetialis da 
uZRebi Svilis momnanied dabrunebis ambavi, arc mamobrivi siyvaru-
lis, erTdroulad mkacrisa da yovlisSemndobis, gadmocemaa. domeni-
ko saxlidan glexurad gamowyobili midis, Semdeg mas lamaz-qalaqis 
obivatelis lurj kostiumze cvlis, bolos ki kvlav pirvel samosels 
ubrundeba.  „es domenikos Wreli istoriaa, grZeli da mokle,  axla msu-
buqi kvamliviT zecisken gaeSura“ samoseli pirveli – romanis mTavari 
simbolo, misi saxeli da didebaa. doCanaSvilis romani magiuri re-
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alizmis stilSia dawerili da misi gmiric ufro Temis adamiania, vidre 
saxelmwifosi. iseve rogorc qalaqi-saxelmwifoebis (polisebis) era-
Si, literatura ar Cqarobs miTTan gamomSvidobebas.

saxelmwifo literaturaSi paltoniseuli personaJia da is upi-
rispirdeba personaJ-adamians kritikuli realizmis nawarmoebebSi. 
maTi urTierToba Tavad Janris saxelwodebaSia aRniSnuli. ernest he-
mingueis romani „vis uxmobs zari“ aris wigni faSizmis winaaRmdeg brZo-
lis pirvel gamocdilebaze. metafora „talRis qimze“ asaxavs ara marto 
respublikelebis damarcxebas espaneTis samoqalaqo omSi, aramed kri-
tikuli realizmis dasasrulsac. advilia Tvali gaayolo paralelebs 
or romans Soris  –  es aris  erTi mxriv, mTavari gmiris erTgvari ganze 
gadgoma danarCeni personaJebisgan, aseTebi arian hemingueis amerike-
li robert jordani da doCanaSvilis domeniko, meore mxriv ki gmirebis 
siaxlove avtorTan TavianTi daniSnulebiT. avtorebs  gmirebTan aax-
lovebT imis rwmenac, rom „dedamiwas siyvaruli amoZravebs“. amerike-
li inteleqtuali robert jordani itanjeba SekiTxviT, odesme iqneba 
Tu ara gamosyiduli boroteba, romelic oms moaqvs. moxuci espaneli 
glexi, anselmo,  rogorc WeSmariti kaTolike miiCnevs, rom adamianis 
mokvla, Tundac is faSisti iyos, codvaa. grZnoba, rom siyvaruli Su-
risZiebaze maRla dgas, imarjvebs doCanaSvilis gmirSi,  moxuc santos-
Si. amave grZnobiTaa ganmsWvaluli britaneli avtoris, kazuo iSigu-
ros romani „arasodes gamiSva“.

es sami romani SegviZlia ganvixiloT, rogorc sayrdeni teqste-
bi, romlebic saSualebas gvaZlevs Tvali gavadevnoT literaturuli 
gmirebis, an literaturis adamianTan damokidebulebis evolucias, 
iSiguros wigni ki – rogorc Tanamedroveobis simbolo,  saxelmwifoze 
ocnebis kraxiT dasrulebis aRmniSvneli,  idealuri  adamianisaTvis da 
literaturis mier adamianisaTvis brZolaze uaris Tqma. kazuo iSigu-
ros romanSi „arasodes gamiSva“ saxelmwifo mkacrad platonis mixed-
viT gansazRvravs gmiris daniSnulebas, ayalibebs mis saxes, (garegno-
bas), xvevs mas adamianur samosSi.  romanis „utopiuri realizmi“ Tavi-
seburad namdvilia, magram misi gmiri ukve aRar aris adamiani; saqme isaa, 
rom isiguros personaJebi klonebi arian, arcerTi maTgani mebrZoli ar 
aris. adamianis damarcxebis mxatvrul gardaqmnad iqceva literaturuli 
eskapizmi, romelic Tavis mwvervals aRwevs adamian-personaJze uaris 
TqmiT. 
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Andrew Goodspeed
(Macedonia)

‘I am not alone’:
Pinter, State Torture, and One for the Road

On multiple occasions across several decades, Nobel Prize winning playwright 
Harold Pinter identified his play One for the Road as having been initially motivated by 
anger. The general impetus for its composition was an encounter at a party: Pinter met 
several beautiful Turkish women, but was horrified and enraged by their indifference to 
the torture being practiced in their country against enemies conveniently denounced as 
communist. In 1985, a year after premiering the play, in an interview with Nichols Hern, 
Pinter recalled this moment: ‘Whereupon instead of strangling them, I came back imme-
diately, sat down and, it’s true, out of rage started to write One for the Road. It was a very 
immediate thing, yes.’ (Pinter 1985: 14) He recalled that moment again almost twenty 
years later, in conversation with Mark Taylor-Batty, in 2004: ‘I have written one play out 
of anger, as I think you might know – One for the Road. That was really written out of 
anger.’ (Taylor-Batty 2005: 82)

One for the Road is one of Pinter’s most explicitly political plays, and one that has 
attracted much critical attention because of both the lucidity of its political protest, and 
the general artistic merit of the work. That it is intended as an explicitly political drama 
is widely accepted. This paper, however, seeks to examine the play from the perhaps 
slightly unusual viewpoint of state power and state sovereignty,particularly as embodied 
by the state’s representative, Nicholas. It pursues this approach because the play seems 
to examine – in the microcosmic, interpersonal level – the much larger question of states 
arrogating to themselves the rights to detain individuals, beat them, dictate the terms and 
conditions of what they may say or may not say and, ultimately, to kill them. Although 
One for the Road is commonly read as a conflict between torturer and tortured, this paper 
proposes to read the play as examining the role of individuals with their state, and its 
representatives.The torture, rape and murder in the play are not random violence; they are 
specifically targeted state violence.

One for the Road premiered in March of 1984, in Hammersmith. The play is con-
structed with elegant simplicity: it shows us, in four short vignettes, the various examina-
tions – or interrogations – conducted by a man named Nicholas. The stage setting is his 
office. He interrogates first a person who may or may not be a dissident, named Victor. Af-
ter Victor’s interrogation, we see the interrogation by Nicholas of Victor’s seven year-old 
son Nicky. Following that interrogation, we see the interrogation by Nicholas of Victor’s 
wife (and Nicky’s mother) Gila. The final scene is of an interrogation by Nicholas again of 
Victor, in which we learn that the child, Nicky, has been killed.
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Two of the characters (Victor and Gila) have clearly been beaten; the stage direc-
tions for each are notably similar: ‘His clothes are torn. He is bruised’; ‘Her clothes are 
torn. She is bruised.’ (Pinter 2005: 223, 237) Yet Pinter never shows us the actual torture. It 
is implied, or suggested, or threatened, but the audience does not see actual state violence. 
It is an intriguing dramatic decision, but one that is supportable by association with the 
real political world: just as we do not see the worst actions of people acting on behalf of 
the state in real life, so too do we not see those worst actions on the stage. In One for the 
Road there is implied torture, rape is mentioned almost casually as something that both 
has happened and is still to come,and it ends in the offstage murder of a child. Had Pinter 
merely wanted to shock us with degradations, in the manner of the Grand Guignol, he had 
ample opportunity to do it. Yet, this paper argues, part of what One for the Road seeks to 
explore are the psychological effects on agents of the state of having this power to negate 
the dignity or humanity of others. 

Nicholas is somewhat tenebrous as a character, which is perhaps unexpected, as he 
is the central figure of the play. All the play’s interactions revolve around him. He intrudes 
into the family depicted (Victor, Gila, and Nicky), becoming their only point of contact 
with the other family members – Nicholas asks each person being interrogated about the 
other two. The audience establishes that Nicholas works for the state, but his precise title 
or level of authority is unclear. He has the power to dispatch soldiers to investigate and 
arrest citizens, and seems to be a figure of genuine command within his system. He claims 
to be on a friendly basis with the leader of the country. (It is chilling to note that he is also 
the one actor who never leaves the stage; the implication Pinter may be suggesting is that 
these hidden policemen are always active, and are always at work.) Yet we learn noth-
ing of Nicholas’ personal life, private concerns, family or lack thereof, or indeed much 
of anything save the impression that he is given to drinking too much whiskey. We may 
also establish that he is aggressively crude. Nicholas makes vulgar jokes to Victor about 
Gila’s sexual habits, then later rebukes her as a ‘turd’ and ‘fuckpig.’ (Pinter 2005: 240) 
It is perhaps worth noting that ‘fuckpig’ is not a common term in English, and seems to 
indicate not merely the verbal cruelty and crudity of Nicholas, but also the almost inco-
herent bellicosity and grossness of Nicholas in that moment. Because we as an audience 
see this undisguised anger and vulgarity, we begin to perceive how terrible it would be 
to be under the complete control of an individual such as this. Were we to understand 
Nicholas as a private individual, this might seem a dramatically unsound decision. Yet this 
paper proposes that Nicholas is not to be seen as a self-actualized individual, but instead 
as someone volitionally subordinated to the state, to such a degree that he fails to perceive 
any distinction between his private life and public functions.

The play depends entirely upon Nicholas; he is the motive force behind the abuse 
and torture of the three people who are brought before him. The play’s basic structure is 
predicated upon an exploration of a relationship between a figure of state power and a 
victim. Pinter specified ‘I had an image in my mind of a man with a victim, an interrogator 
with a victim. And I was simply investigating what might take place. Given a certain state 
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of affairs, what would the attitude of the interrogator to his victims be?’ (Pinter 1985:14). 
It is worth noting that both in conception and in the final version of the play, Nicholas is an 
‘interrogator,’ but not a torturer; that work is apparently done by others.Even he does not 
have to do the dirty work of physical torture. That can be left to the system he serves. It is 
also notable that what Pinter was interested to explore was not torture itself, but ‘the at-
titude of the interrogator to his victims.’ As Pinter’s biographer Michael Billington notes, 
‘What might have been a simple play about police-state brutality becomes a psychologi-
cally complex work about the tortured nature of the torturer’ (Billington 2007: 296).

Nicholas does not just possesspower,he seems to perceive no difference between 
himself and his society. His authority derives exclusively from his embodiment of the 
state. Pinter specified this: ‘He has all power within those walls. He knows this is the case, 
he believes that it is right, for him, to possess this power, because, as far as he’s concerned, 
he’s acting for his country legitimately and properly. When he refers to the country’s val-
ues, those are his values. And because of those values, he will kill, allow rape, everything 
he can think of. And torture. In order to protect the realm, anything is justified’ (Pinter 
1985: 16-17). Thus, as Pinter notes, Nicholas’ ability to justify his conduct stems from an 
identification with the state. In his own corrupted sense of honor, he may even believe that 
he acts selflessly. His values are those of his country, and they may expand endlessly to 
killing, rape, and torture, in order to defend the nation.For this reason, this paper disagrees 
with MerveAydogdu’s assertion that ‘Nicholas regards himself as a figure of authority, an 
autonomous individual free to do whatever he wants though his condition is mere illusion 
because he can be free so long as he conforms to ideology or he can feel free only if he 
obeys the command of ideology’ (Aydogdu 2014:5). This suggests a much more active 
personal life than the play reveals; there is no indication that he feels that he ‘conforms’ 
or ‘obeys’ and, indeed, it seems more likely that he relishes having no distinction between 
himself, his actions, and the state he represents. Obedience and disobedience are questions 
for civilians. To suggest that ‘he can feel free only if he obeys the command of ideology’ 
is not inherently wrong, but it misunderstands the logic behind Nicholas. Freedom does 
derive so much from obedience as it does in completely eliminating any difference be-
tween one’s own desires and reality and those necessary to the state. Nicholas has power 
precisely because he cannot conceive of himself being different from his state. He is vo-
luntarily engulfed by the state he serves.

As an individual, he does not evinceany personal qualities of note. He shows 
no uncommon intelligence or craft, and he gives little evidence of personal beliefs or 
religious conviction – except to proclaim that ‘God speaks through me’ (Pinter 2005: 
227). This suggests both a touch of megalomania and a lack of serious theological under-
standing. But in more practical terms, his actions in relation to Victor and Gilaserve both 
to diminish the humanity of these perceived enemies, as well as to demonstrate his own 
unrestrained freedom of action when serving the state. This is perhaps most pointedly seen 
in Nicholas’ particular habit of placing his fingers directly before the eyes of those under 
his power and saying, 
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What do you think this is? It’s my finger. And this is my little finger. This is my big 
finger and this is my little finger. I wave my big finger in front of your eyes. Like this. And 
now I do the same with my little finger. I can also use both…at the same time. Like this. I 
can do absolutely anything I like (Pinter 2005: 223).

Here we see Pinter’s mastery; he shows the sheer power and authority of Nicholas 
not by touching his victim, but by not touching him—yet, as Nicholas affirms (and as 
we have no reason to doubt), ‘I can do absolutely anything I like.’ This is not because 
Nicholas is particularly strong or capable. His almost complete violent autonomy derives 
from his position within a system of state power. He is somehow a figure who is part of a 
state mechanism of repression, including soldiers who arrest citizens in their own country; 
systems of incarceration or detention into which people can apparently disappear without 
anyone defending them; rape rooms; and eventually the killing of a child, evidently either 
to coerce his parents, or through sheer gratuitous violence. 

At this juncture it is important to note thatOne for the Road depicts a system in 
which the military or police forces are part of the state apparatus and are abusing their 
own citizens. They are emphatically not external occupiers. Nicholas clarifies this point 
exactly, in a conversational exchange with young Nicky:

Nicholas: […] You like soldiers. Good. But you spat at my soldiers and you kicked 
them. You attacked them.

Nicky: Were they your soldiers?
Nicholas: They were your country’s soldiers. 
Nicky: I didn’t like those soldiers.
Nicholas: They don’t like you either, my darling (Pinter 2005: 236-237).
These are the forces of the state. The point Pinter insists upon is that these people 

are being repressed by their own security apparatuses. It is their state doing this to them, 
not some outside force or otherwise unaccountable power. This is what states, left to them-
selves and unobserved by a critical populace (within or outside their borders), may choose 
to do. Human rights are troublesome to observe, and allocating all power to the state and 
to its agents makes life vastly more convenient for the judges, soldiers, and politicians 
who have the opportunity to use that power. Nicholas is such a man, and this paper has 
already examined his essential immersion of self intothe state. He exists to serve, and to 
embody, state power, without notably having a personality that may be distinguished from 
the cause he personifies.

There is one confrontation in the play that appears to engage Nicholas on a human 
level, and it deserves attention precisely because of his exaggeratedly emotional response.
His discussion with Gila is unlike his discussions with Victor or Nicky, in that Nicholas 
seems actually to be conducting a logical interrogation of Gila. Nicky’s interrogation is 
threatening because it involves a child, but is not notably focused on specific details. Simi-
larly, in both of Nicholas’ interrogations of Victor, he asks no questions that relate usefully 
to any investigation he might pursue. But with Gila, he follows a clear line of question-
ing, one apparently designed to elicit an answer about how she and Victor met (and about 
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which she gives two apparently contradictory answers). He again plays his game with 
fingers near eyes, and asks her relentlessly how often she has been raped by his soldiers; 
she does not know, so common has the experience become. Yet when she makes reference 
to her father, Nicholas explodes in a powerful tirade of abuse far more emotional than his 
whiskey-sodden banter with Victor. It is a centerpiece section of the play, and is worth 
quoting in full (stage directions for pauses are omitted):

Your father was a wonderful man. His country is proud of him. He’s dead. He was 
a man of honour. He’s dead. Are you prepared to insult the memory of your father? Are 
you prepared to defame, to debase, the memory of your father? Your father fought for his 
country. I knew him. I revered him. Everyone did. He believed in God. He didn’t think, 
like you shitbags. He lived. He lived. He was iron and gold. He would die, he would die, 
he would die, for his country, for his God. And he did die, he died, he died, for his God. 
You turd. To spawn such a daughter. What a fate. Oh, poor, perturbed spirit, to be haunted 
forever by such scum and spittle. How do you dare speak of your father to me? I loved 
him, as if he were my own father (Pinter 2005: 240-241).

This passage gives us more personal information about Gila and Nicholas than we 
otherwise receive in the play. Clearly Gila’s father was in some way a person of conse-
quence in the state, and seems to have been a patriot in the manner that Nicholas could re-
spect. What is notable, however, is the sheer outrage that Nicholas demonstrates at Gila’s 
‘insult’ to her father. This provokes a greater personal outburst from Nicholas than any 
other objection. Whilst it remains unclear how exactly Nicholas knew Gila’s father, it is 
evident that he is usurping her position as the father’s rightful heir (‘I loved him, as if he 
were my own father’). In a sense, it seems that what enrages and outrages Nicholas is the 
unfilial rejection he perceives in Gila’s dissention in society and her father’s willingness 
to live and die for his country. This reinforces the impression the audience has of Nicholas 
believing that one must completely immerse oneself in patriotism and service in order to 
assist the state and the goals of the country. He has done himself what she apparently re-
fuses to do, and to him this is disobedience to both one’s own father as well as to the state. 

It should be noted, of course, that whatever crime is attributed to Victor and/or Gila 
is never specified. Nicky apparently spat at soldiers, which may be unwise, but is hardly 
criminal. Victor is noted as having ‘lots of books’ (Pinter 2005: 228). perhaps at a stretch 
suggesting some manner of dissident pamphleteering. Gila’s changing story about how 
she met Victor is intriguing although not notably culpable. Yet it is apparent that their al-
leged crime is of no real concern to anybody. The logic of the system is that those who fall 
foul of the soldiers must therefore have done something to deserve punishment. They need 
to be punished because they have fallen into the punitive system. As Pinter commented, 
about the real world, but in terms that apply equally to Gila and Victor, ‘there is no such 
thing as an offence, apart from the fact that everything is – their very life is an offence, as 
far as the authorities go. Their very existence in some way or another poses critical ques-
tions or is understood to do so.’ (Pinter 1985: 16) Although this bizarre calculus of guilt 
is dreadfully recognizable as a real phenomenon, it is worthwhile to note also that it is the 
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precise conclusion to which Nicholas’ logic tends. In other words, one must associate de-
cency, right, and power with the state, and therefore that which is against the state must be 
wrong. Nicholas never seriously indicates that he considers it possible that this family is 
innocent; perhaps more importantly, none of the three victims proclaims, or even attempts 
to proclaim, his or her innocence. It is simply an irrelevancy, once one has entered into the 
punitive system. 

Mark Taylor-Batty has proposed what might be termed as a feminist reading of the 
play, focusing particularly on the role of Gila in the drama, particularly as uniting the other 
two victims. This is a plausible reading, and this paper agrees with the general outlines 
of Taylor-Batty’s hypotheses, yet it must disagree with one of his main contentions. In 
Taylor-Batty’s words, ‘…One for the Road highlights the absurdities of political oppres-
sion. Nothing makes sense. [Gila] can never win. No matter what they ask of her, she is 
always in the wrong’ (Taylor-Batty 2014: 238). This is not incorrect, but is misapplied: the 
whole point of the political oppression is that it places the victim in the wrong. It is not 
absurd, it is rather intentional. The system does not entertain the possibility of innocence, 
and therefore it becomes impossible to prove. The victim is ‘always in the wrong’ because 
having fallen foul of the system is proof that one is already in the wrong. By extension, 
we may suppose that Nicholas does not question his power for the simple reason that, by 
the logic of oppression, anyone who appears before him deserves to be examined closely 
– with all that implies – by the duly appointed representative of state power. In Pinter’s 
conception, the terror of Nicholas’ world is not the absurdity of political oppression, but 
rather the logic by which it converts the accused into the guilty.

Yet for all of his assertions and boasting, Nicholas reveals what truly excites him 
about his country. In what he himself terms a ‘confession,’ Nicholas relates the story of 
hearing the leader of the country make a statement. As Nicholas states, ‘I have never been 
more moved, in the whole of my life, as when – only the other day, last Friday, I believe 
– the man who runs this country announced to the country: We are all patriots, we are 
as one, we all share a common heritage. Except you, apparently. I feel a link, you see, a 
bond. I share a commonwealth of interest. I am not alone. I am not alone!’ (Pinter 2005: 
232). Nicholas represents, in himself, the collectivity of the state. His actions are not his 
own; they belong to, and are justified by, the state. He represents far more people than he 
himself may know. But, as the leader of the country has assured him, and all of the other 
citizens, ‘I share a commonwealth of interest.’ To act against that state is to act against the 
other constituent members of the commonwealth of interest. Thus one finds one’s purpose 
as an individual in the collectivity of the state: ‘I am not alone. I am not alone!’ 

In a strange sense, One for the Road continues the earliest preoccupations of Pint-
er’s stage – a few people in a room, menacing one another. As Pinter note in conversation 
as early as 7 August 1960, ‘Two people in a room – I am dealing a great deal of the time 
with this image of two people in a room. The curtain goes up on the stage, and I see it as 
a very potent question: What is going to happen to these two people in the room?’ (quoted 
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in Esslin 1969: 256). This is a fine description of the ‘vignettes’ of One for the Road, 
fully twenty years before he wrote the play. Yet where Pinter’s earlier plays dealt primar-
ily with personal conflicts, One for the Road explores the full power of the state to crush 
individuals, and examines what manner of person gives himself wholly to the service of 
that power. What is most striking about One for the Road is not the political pessimism and 
suspicion of state power that they suggest, but its evident faith in the act of observation 
and watching. By placing the audience in the position of spectators to this abuse of power 
and denigration of human dignity, we find ourselves in a position similar to that often 
claimed by citizens today; these people act in our names, secretly, but at the behest of our 
government, or those governments of our allies. The play is painful to watch, and suggests 
initially the impotence of the viewer to prevent what is being witnessed on stage. But in 
a sense, that is the power of the work. What Pinter enacts on the stage we cannot prevent; 
but, chastened and alerted, we may exert the power of witness in our own societies, and 
in those of our allies who need our acquiescence to violate the rights of their people or 
citizens. Thus, in an unusual sense, the act of watching the plays becomes an incitement 
to engage in critical observation and witnessing of the actions of the governments of the 
world, so as to prevent the types of abuse of power we behold on the stage. If the actors 
and actresses are proxy representatives of real people being abused, exploited, or tortured, 
the audience nevertheless cannot escape the obligation to keep watching these scenes and, 
by extension, to keep watching the governments whose actions Pinter indicts. 
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endriu gudspidi
(makedonia)

 
„me marto ar var“: pinteri:  

„mwamebeli saxelmwifo“ da  „gzaze dadgomisa vTqvaT“ 

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: harold pinteri, politikuri drama, saxel-
mwifo da sazogadoeba.

harold pinteris nawarmoebebi,    erTsa da imave dros, gamoirCeva, 
rogorc dialogis, aseve, dumilis ostatobiTa da  mkveTri politikuri 
kritikiT. misi ori,  yvelaze aSkarad   da winaswarganzraxulad politi-
kuri dramaa „ mTebis ena“ Mountain Language (1988) da One for the Road  „gzaze 
dadgomisa vTqvaT“ (1984). stilisturad da dramaturgiulad erTmane-
Tisgan sakmaod gansxvavebuli es ori piesa fokusirebulia  saxelmwi-
fo Zalauflebis borotad gamoyenebaze  fizikuri pirebis mimarT.  ker-
Zod, maTSi laparakia imaze, rom saxelmwifo iTvisebs umTavres ufle-
bas, sakuTari suverenitetis wyalobiT,  umizezod daakavos adamianebi, 
ziani miayeno maT, aiZulos gaCumeba, ufro metic,  iZalados maTze   da 
sicocxlesac ki gamoasalmos isini.   winamdebare statiaSi SemoTavaze-
bulia am piesebis ormagi wakiTxva, maTSi saxelmwifo Zalauflebis aR-
weris (da  kritikis) saerTo maxasiaTeblebis aRmoCenis mizniT.   statiis 
mixedviT, pinteris kritikis mTavari azria isaa, rom calkeuli adami-
anebis daTrgunva xelisuflebis bunebaa;  amitom Tavisufal sazoga-
doebebSi drama (da mTlianad xelovneba) valdebulia mudmivad uwevdes 
winaaRmdegobas saxelmwifo Zalauflebis gamoyenebas: raRac, rac pin-
teris samyaroSi, Cveulebriv, zRvargadasuli  da mounaniebelia, ro-
gorc wesi, letalurad sruldeba.
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Елена Пономарева
(Россия) 

Инакомыслие в малой прозе 1920-х годов как форма 
разрушения политических иллюзий

Советская литература 1920-х годов, как и другие виды искусства, призва-
на была стать проводником официальной политической доктрины молодого 
государства. Становление новой страны проходило в непростых условиях 
гражданского противостояния, противоборства идей и политических позиций. 
Глобальная политическая иллюзия построения Единого государства, основан-
ного на идеях коллективизма, рационализма и технократизации, обезличивания, 
утраты возможности самостоятельности принятия решений, которая с позиций 
сегодняшнего дня может быть осмыслена как политическая утопия, породила 
целый ряд явлений, противостоящих этой тенденции. Объективно оценивая 
характер литературного процесса этого периода, нельзя говорить о том, что это 
противостояние носило массовый характер. Однако целый пласт литературы, 
представленный очень непохожими в жанрово-стилевом решении, но сходными 
в концептуальном плане произведениями, породил «культурную реальность», 
альтернативную и литературному мейнстриму, и официальной идеологии. 

Амплитуда «оппозиционности» колебалась от откровенного неприятия, 
отрицания провозглашаемой модели нового общества (роман-антиутопия Е. 
Замятина «Мы») до сомнения в возможности насильно сделать людей счастливыми, 
поиска «универсальной этики» (одна из центральных категорий, по М. Ротбарду), 
позволяющей сохранить суверенитет личности, объясняющей ее драматическую, а 
иногда и трагическую неопределённость. Писатели в России (Н. Асеев «Завтра», 
И. Бабель «Конармия», М. Булгаков (ранняя проза), Е. Габрилович «Ламентация», 
И. Эренбург «В розовом домике» и др.), и за ее пределами (И. Бунин «Несрочная 
весна», И. Шмелев «Сидя на берегу», «Это было: рассказ странного человека», А. 
Аверченко «Дюжина ножей в спину революции», «12 портретов в формате будуар») 
выражали свое сомнение в справедливости происходящего, ставили вопросы 
о внутренней свободе человека, праве на самоопределение как единственной 
форме сопротивления политическим реалиям, вызвавшим страшные формы 
исторического противостояния, столкновения «своего» и «чужого». Эстетика мо-
дернизма, использование синтетических художественных моделей позволили ху-
дожникам очень точно и объемно передать характер исторического конфликта, 
спроецированного на человеческое сознание и подсознание. 

Устрашающая масштабами «преобразования» действительность не всегда 
позволяла смеяться над собой. Человек чувствовал себя дезориентированным, 
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уязвимым, подвластным силам извне и насильно вписанным в какой-то не-
постижимый исторический круг, вырваться из которого, не изменив чего-либо в 
себе и не сломавшись внутренне, фактически невозможно. Ломка идеалов, прежних 
представлений о жизни, отсутствие возможности уберечь своих близких и открыть 
безболезненные механизмы взаимоотношения с новой реальностью приводило, 
как правило, к трагическому крушению личности. Демонстрируя бессмыслицу 
реальности, писатели, ориентируясь на принципы синтеза классического и не-
классического типов культуры, старались выделить самые вопиющие изломы 
действительности, обнажая бесчеловечность творимого современниками в 
конкретных исторических обстоятельствах кошмара. Единицей изображения 
и одновременно масштабом изображаемого в эти годы, по традиции русской 
литературы, всегда оставался Человек. А сами события, их целесообразность и 
важность, их значимость и ценность определялись, исходя из того, насколько они 
сохраняли мир отдельной Личности, способствовали ее внутренней суверенности. 

Именно в разрезе этой оптики становится очевидным открытое неприятие 
Исааком Бабелем метаморфоз истории, которые приводят к страшным метамор-
фозам в сознании и судьбах ее участников. Расчеловечивание, обесценивание 
жизни, готовность оправдать любые зверства особой революционной логикой, 
противоречащей логике жизни, нечеловеческая коллективная мораль, позволяющая 
даже под откровенное убийство подвести безапелляционную идеологию, – черты 
активных апологетов нового порядка, без раздумий вершащих свою кровавую 
правду. Писатель «устраняется» из текста, опираясь на сказовую манеру, позво-
ляющую читателю погрузиться внутрь ситуации, не только увидеть, но и услы-
шать оценку происходящего, позволяя проанализировать и то, что происходит, и 
тех, кто творит страшный суд – «солдат революции», выразителем морали которых 
становится выстреливший в спину безоружной женщине, выброшенной из поезда, 
боец конармии Никита Балмашев: «И я действительно признаю, что выбросил эту 
гражданку на ходу под откос, но она, как очень грубая, посидела, махнула юбками и 
пошла своей подлой дорожкой. И, увидев эту невредимую женщину, и несказанную 
Расею вокруг нее, и крестьянские поля без колоса, и поруганных девиц, и товари-
щей, которые много ездют на фронт, но мало возвращаются, я захотел спрыгнуть 
с вагона и себе кончить или ее кончить. Но казаки имели ко мне сожаление и 
сказали:

– Ударь ее из винта.
И сняв со стенки верного винта, я смыл этот позор с лица трудовой земли и 

республики.
И мы, бойцы второго взвода, клянемся перед вами, дорогой товарищ редактор, 

и перед вами, дорогие товарищи из редакции, беспощадно поступать со всеми 
изменниками, которые тащат нас в яму и хотят повернуть речку обратно и выстелить 
Расею трупами и мертвой травой...

Инакомыслие в малой прозе 1920-х годов как форма 
разрушения политических иллюзий
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За всех бойцов второго взвода – Никита Балмашев, солдат революции» 
(Бабель 1990: 75).

Трагически разная правда, разные жизненные ценности у героев рассказа 
Ольги Форш «Климов кулак». Изображая страшное противостояние, не оставля-
ющее шансов тем, кто привык жить в границах веками проверенного жизнен-
ного уклада на то, чтобы сохранить свой мир, своих близких, свои моральные 
представления, О. Форш рассматривает поражение беззащитного старого мира, 
персонифицированного в образе старой дворянки Вассы Петровны, переживающей 
и за свою внучку, оказавшуюся в тюремных стенах, и за весь город, а практически 
– весь мир, погрязший в крови революционных событий: «Но все: одними входят – 
выходят иными. На весь остаток жизни, навсегда, до смерти выходят иными. И не 
лучше, чем были. Кровь родит кровь…

Густо, душным клубком, с той силой, как пар гонит машины, гнало людей 
по улицам. И не могли удержать волю, чего-то не сделать… Без порядка, сквозные 
стали души, им не сдержать себя…

Часта сейчас кровь на улице… <…>
Ну а тот, во френче, в кожаной куртке, разве фотографией хотел убить 

бабушку? Своя у него линия: по его линии на этот раз фотографировать надо. А про 
то, каков человек, что он знает-думает, кому дело? И нет встреч у людей.

Своя у Вассы Петровны была линия, а против нее, своя у мужика была правда, 
как же им было встретиться?» (Форш 1923: 234)

Мотив кровавого, звериного, разрушающего и посягающего не только на 
суверенитет личности, но и на саму жизнь принимает характер устойчивого в 
произведении И. С. Шмелева «Это было. Рассказ странного человека»: «Это уже 
не марево… Это подлинный пенный вал кровавого прибоя, и мы – на нем. Вон он, 
щепки! <…> Через марево во мне блеснуло. Нюхом животного важное я постиг, 
близкое смерти. Острием долгим-долгим, вытянувшимся оттуда, где плясали в 
крови, пронзило сердце… <…> В крови зачатое будет звериным крепко, не будет 
лопаться и дрожать, не будет мучить себя “во имя”» (Шмелев 1923: 103).

Русский модернизм, не уступая в эпатажности западной версии, в то же время 
имел принципиальные отличия не в формальной, а в концептуальной составля-
ющей. Если итальянские футуристы во главе со своим идеологом Филиппо Томазо 
Маринетти, признававшие войну как «гигиену мира», ратовали за механического 
сверхчеловека, способного своей физической мощью если не завоевать новый 
механистический мир, то легко вписаться в него, то русский футуризм, испы-
тывавший интерес к урбанистическим железобетонным экспериментам, скорее с 
осторожностью, граничащей со скепсисом представлял возможные трансформа-
ции. Именно такая версия событий представлена в варианте саморазрушающейся 
утопии, явленной в рассказе Николая Асеева с символическим названием «Завтра». 
Упоение перспективами и одновременное сомнение в их целесообразности 
диктовалось как раз пониманием уязвимости человека, привычного для него 
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мира. Суверенность человека как уникального явления, неподвластного массовым 
экспериментам, – единственная непреложная истина для молодого писателя, вокруг 
которой выстраивается смысловой вектор в созданной им новеллистической 
модели мира.

Система смысловых оппозиций в рассказе Михаила Слонимского «Дикий» 
(вечность / современность, законы мироздания / социальные нормы, религия / 
язычество, мир / человек, человек / война, человек / общество, человек / служащий, 
человек / человек, жизнь / смерть, Бог / человек), разворачивающаяся на фоне 
библейского контекста, становится смысловым пространством, на пересечении по-
люсов которого изображается драматический эпизод истории семьи, глава которой 
тщетно пытается удержать зыбкое счастье в совершенно неподходящий для этого 
момент истории. И это ощущение уязвимости, незащищенности определяет не 
только жизнь Аврама и Ревекки, но и героев, находящихся «по другую сторону» 
противостояния. Бессмысленная гражданская война выматывает героев физически 
и выхолащивает душевные силы, опустошает мир, теряющий человека за человеком 
и дезориентирует любого. И единственными смыслами, по мнению молодого 
представителя «Серапионовых братьев», которые оказываются непоколебимыми и 
спасительными, становятся те, что давно зафиксированы в Библии (формальным 
маркером ориентации на библейский контекст является в произведении ритмичес-
кая имитация библейского стиля). Открытый финал в произведении, где изображен 
плач испуганного ребенка, свидетельствует о неразрешенности поставленных 
вопросов в границах одной философской новеллы, но важным смысловым акцентом 
становится само отстаивание права на суверенность, независящую от идеологем и 
исторических горизонтов, а скорее единственно позволяющего человеку жить и 
выжить: «И вот однажды, к ночи, выпив чаю с патокой, черной, как тьма Египетская, 
Авраам засветил керосиновую лампу и вычеркнул из книги всех должников и 
заказчиков. Закрыл книгу и долго молча сидел перед керосиновой лампой. А 
керосиновая лампа мигнула и темная тьма вошла в комнату.

Авраам думал: 
– Нет мне утешения во тьме, нависшей надо мной…<…>
…Ребенок кричал, отворачиваясь от моря. Ребенок кричал, потому что море 

было слишком большое. Ребенок кричал, потому что знал, что…» (Слонимский 
1922: 59).

Желание защитить привычный мир, отца – отставного царского генерала, 
не имеющего представления о том, что в действительности творится за окном, – 
определяет поступки героини рассказа Ильи Эренбурга с говорящим названием «В 
розовом домике». Генеральская дочь Евлалия, щадя отцовские чувства, пытаясь 
сохранить незыблемым мир доживающего в неведении и уверенности в силе 
монархии, старика, читает ему старые газеты, из последних сил изолирует его от 
вторжения в дом посторонних, мучается от отцовских претензий по поводу невкусной 
однообразной еды (раздобыть которую – уже невероятная удача), но не разубеждает 
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в том, что мир изменился до катастрофической неузнаваемости. Уберечь отца – 
становится единственным смыслом жизни Евлалии, которая готова взять всю боль 
на себя. И все-таки трагический исход неизбежен. И его нельзя считать трагической 
случайностью, это скорее закономерность: новое время настолько активно вторга-
ется в пространство человека, предельно усекая его, в человеческие судьбы, что дом, 
даже самый прочный, не может стать убежищем, а обман становится не спасительным, 
а губительным. Обманываемый во имя спасения дочерью, не понимающий того, что 
действительно творится за окнами, генерал выдает противнику внука, пытающегося 
найти защиту в доме деда, и, так ничего и не поняв, продолжает жить в счастливом 
неведении. Трагизм истории, созданной И. Эренбургом в ее парадоксальности: если 
в начале рассказа у читателя есть хотя бы зыбкая надежда на то, что розовый домик 
спасением для героев, возможностью сохранить суверенное право на суверенное 
счастье, то в финале, усиливаемый мотивами трагического движения по кругу, дом 
приобретает характер не крепости, а скорее тюрьмы: «Расстреляли Петю. Больше 
ни на что не надеется Евлалия, спасения не ждет, и ночь о муках своих не пытает. 
Даже молиться и плакать перестала. Ходит на рынок, читает газету, пишет письма 
Обер-Гоф-Шнейдеру. Тихо, очень тихо в розовом домике» (Эренбург 1922: 19).

Суверенное право человека на счастье, право на иную позицию, которые 
сложно вписываются в сложившуюся ситуацию бессмысленного исторического 
противостояния (братоубийственная гражданская война) отстаивается и в «Донских 
рассказах» Михаила Шолохова. Автор, следуя объективной повествовательной 
манере, нигде не высказывает свою позицию открыто. Однако, на уровне сюжетов, 
благодаря концептуальной композиции каждой из трех редакций сборника, Шолохов 
от рассказа к рассказу, и, конечно, в раме пытается высечь спасительные смыслы. 
Ими традиционно оказываются традиционные ценности: Дом, Земля, Семья, забота 
о ближних, которая определена человеку самой его природой. Именно поэтому 
трагической истории в открывающем сборник рассказе «Родинка» об атамане, 
убившем своего сына, ради которого он столько лет пробивался на родину, и не 
пережившем этой трагедии, противопоставлена явленная в финальном рассказе 
«Чужая кровь» история стариков, спасших ровесника своего погибшего сына, 
заменивших ему родителей, несмотря на то, что спасенный воевал на стороне 
противника. История может навязывать человеку собственные смыслы, но, по 
Шолохову, внутренний выбор, личная позиция всегда оказываются суверенными и 
позволяют противопоставлять абсурду истинные ценности.

Писатели русской эмиграции, физически находясь за пределами России, не 
могли и не желали отделить себя от нее внутренне. Пространство души определяло 
неизбывную ценность того, что неразделимо никакими границами. Однако 
именно эта разница духовных начал, составляющая пропасть между стремительно 
разрушаемым, безнадежно ускользающим прошлым и новым, чужим и чуждым 
настоящим, делает невозможным для героев произведений И. Шмелева, М. 
Осоргина и И. Бунина возвращением в прежний мир. Дело не только в утраченных 
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ритуалах и ценностях: изменился сам человек, изменился тип отношений между 
людьми, изменились сами люди. Видимо, в эмиграции эта ситуация ощущалась 
более остро. Но объективность этих наблюдений подчеркивается еще и тем 
обстоятельством, что мотив неудавшегося возвращения, буквально с параллельным 
воспроизведением психологически значимых деталей дублируется в малой прозе 
писателей, находящихся как за пределами России (И. А. Бунин «Несрочная весна»), 
так и в гуще исторических событий (М. Булгаков «Несрочная весна»). Не принимая 
вторжения в частный мир человека, активного любопытства к деталям чужой жиз-
ни, сочетающегося с ненавистью к прежним хозяевам, пренебрежением закона-
ми обычной человеческой морали, писатели рассказывают истории неудачного 
возвращения своих героев в мир своего прошлого, в который невозможно, да и 
вряд ли стоит возвращаться. Ситуация взаимного неприятия старого и нового 
миров, взаимной ненависти и неуважения, трагического непонимания формально 
завершается по-разному: герой Бунина понимает, что это его последняя встреча 
с прежним миром, что ни у этого мира, ни у него самого нет будущего. Герой 
Булгакова своими руками уничтожает свое имение – Ханскую ставку, – на которой 
уже изначально присутствуют знаки обреченности (обилие белого цвета, белые 
римские статуи и другие контекстуально значимые в творчестве М. Булгакова 
детали). Даже не страх перед будущим, а горькое понимание отсутствия такового 
– концептуально совпадающие выводы писателей. «Да, я чудом уцелел, не погиб, 
как тысячи прочих, убиенных, замученных, пропавших без вести, застрелившихся, 
повесившихся, я опять живу и даже вот путешествую. Но что может быть у меня 
общего с этой новой жизнью, опустошившей для меня всю Вселенную! Я живу, 
– и порою, как вот сейчас, даже в какой-то восторженной радости, – но с кем и 
где?» (Бунин 1924: 43). Удивительно совпадает мировоззренческая позиция двух 
авторов, являющихся хранителями и защитниками традиционных человеческих 
ценностей, все более связываемых по мере наступления на личность новых реалий – 
с прошлым. В литературоведении много написано об отсутствии в произведениях И. 
А. Бунина категории будущего времени. Но при том, что даже в полных драматизма 
рассказах М. Булгакова о гражданской войне («Необыкновенные приключения 
доктора», «Записки на манжетах», «Я убил», «Налет» хотя бы мерцает категория 
надежды на избавление, на возможность отдельной личности вырваться из 
порочного круга страшной истории, пусть и не без потерь, но при этом сохранить 
саму жизнь), в рассказах «Ханский огонь», «Китайская история» и «Красная 
корона» будущее невозможно. Оно отсутствует: оно сгорело в огне, уничтожено 
вместе с героями физически. Эта опустошенность, связанная с невозможностью 
принять идеологем и норм нового времени, сомнение в самом времени, значимость 
которого закавычена, открыто выражается Михаилом Афанасьевичем Булгаковым 
в «Грядущих перспективах»: «…Теперь, когда наша несчастная родина находится 
на самом дне ямы позора и бедствия, в которую ее загнала «великая социальная 
революция», у многих и нас все чаще и чаще начинает являться одна и та же мысль. 
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Эта мысль настойчивая. Она – темная, мрачная, встает в сознании и властно требу-
ет ответа. Она проста: а что же будет с нами дальше. Появление ее естественно. 
Мы проанализировали свое недавнее прошлое. О, мы очень хорошо изучили почти 
каждый момент за последние два года. Многие же не только изучили, но и прокля-
ли. Настоящее перед нашими глазами. Оно таково, что глаза эти хочется закрыть. 
Не видеть! Остается будущее. Загадочное, неизвестное будущее…» 

Сомнения в настоящем и в будущем, к которому оно закономерно приведет, 
многим писателям, ярко заявившим о себе в 1920-е годы, стоили самого будущего 
(А.Веселый, И. Бабель, Б. Пильняк, П. Романов). И тем не менее острое желание 
высказаться определяло главную суть художника, идущего вразрез с официальным 
мнением, но по-своему отстаивающего своим несогласием право на счастливое, 
достойное будущее для обычного человека, ради которого официально и затевалась 
эта новая история. Одним из таких откровенно инакомыслящих являлся Ефим 
Зозуля. В своем произведении, которое представляет собой метонимическую 
модель антиутопии «Рассказ об Аке и человечестве» писатель воссоздает гротескно 
абсурдированную, но именно в силу своей абсурдности предельно напоминающую 
психологическим рисунком картину постреволюционной истории. Не принимая 
доктрины построения нового общества только для достойных, Зозуля рассказывает 
историю о том, как в обычном городе, опасаясь перенаселенности, власти решили 
сохранить жизнь только достойным гражданам. А остальных на основе доносов (в 
том числе и самодоносов), тщательного наблюдения – подвергнуть уничтожению. 
Власти создали комитет, куда включили уважаемых людей, в том числе Ака – 
главного вершителя судеб. Серые шкафы в серой комнате (знак обезличенности, 
обреченности, присутствия инфернального в повседневности) очень быстро 
заполнились документами на неугодных граждан. Регулярно исполнявшиеся 
приговоры постепенно привели к тому, что стала ощущаться нехватка горожан. И 
тогда власти с той же легкостью приняли противоположное решение – заполнять 
розовые шкафы документами на достойных людей. Правда, этот процесс оказался 
менее удачным. И не потому лишь только, что из города исчез главный арбитр – 
Ак, сознание которого не выдержало такой амплитуды, а потому что новым людям 
писать доносы и «резать людей» оказалось значительно проще, чем видеть друг в 
друге хорошее: «Иногда он забирался в Розовый Шкаф и подолгу сидел в нем, как 
раньше сиживал в Сером Шкафу. А однажды Ак выскочил из Розового Шкафа с 
криком:

– Резать надо! Резать! Резать! Резать!
Но, увидев белые, быстро бегущие по бумаге руки своих служащих, которые 

теперь столь же ревностно описывали живых обывателей, как раньше мертвых, 
махнул рукой, выбежал из канцелярии – и исчез. 

Исчез навсегда.
Было много легенд об исчезновении Ака, всякие передавались слухи, но Ак 

так и не нашелся».
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Произведение Е. Зозули значимо и страшно своим психологическим обоб-
щением. Одним из первых в эту страшную эпоху, которая еще только начинала 
заявлять о своей кровавой поступи, художник предупреждал: «И люди, которых 
так много в том городе, которых сначала резал Ак, а потом пожалел, а потом опять 
хотел резать, люди, среди которых есть и настоящие, и прекрасные, и много хлама 
людского – до сих пор продолжают жить так, точно никакого Ака никогда не было 
и никто никогда не поднимал великого вопроса о праве на жизнь» (Зозуля 1927: 15).

Способом отстоять внутренний суверенитет и выразить неприятие проис-
ходящего является гротескно-сатирическая модель, которая представлена в двух 
циклах малой прозы А. Аверченко с символическими названиями «Дюжина но-
жей в спину революции» и «Двенадцать портретов в формате будуар». Автор соз-
дает хлесткие произведения, используя выразительный заголовочно-финальный 
комплекс, открыто выражающий авторскую оценку. И если в случае с первым 
циклом название выполняет функцию откровенного вызова, то в «Двенадцати 
портретах…» автор работает еще более филигранно. Так, произведение, посвященное 
жене и соратнику вождя мировой революции – Надежде Константиновне Крупской 
– носит непревычно-будуарное название «Мадам Ленина», гротескность которого 
подчеркивается непривычно оксюморонным по отношению к этой мифической 
фигуре подзаголовком «Лошадь в сенате». Галерею женских образов дополняет 
«Мадам Троцкая». Портрет Ф.Дзержинского выразительно называется «Кобра в 
траве». Таким названиям соответствуют и сами портреты разоблачаемых героев, 
представляющих, по мнению автора, не гордость, а скорее – опасность для новой 
страны, для самого будущего. Не случайно действие в произведениях разворачивается 
вокруг судеб обездоленных детей, обманываемых мифологизированными апо-
логетами и идеологами новой власти. Такое инакомыслие вряд ли было возможно 
в пределах самой России, но значимость этой позиции не снимается данным 
обстоятельством. Напротив, принципиальное желание автора высказаться, не 
прятаться за ширму спокойной далекой Европы вызывают особенное уважение 
к художнику, который видел жизнь иначе, не в соответствии с общепринятыми 
догмами и официальной моралью постреволюционной эпохи.

Подводя итог наблюдением за способами и спецификой проявления ина-
комыслия в постреволюционную эпоху, отметим, что несмотря на разницу обс-
тоятельств, в которых создавали свои произведения художники, а также не принимая 
во внимание разницу присущей им художественной манеры, можно отчетливо 
наблюдать концептуальную общность, стремление придать частным историям 
характер обобщений, соединить бытийный и социально-исторический контексты, 
конкретно-историческую и этико-философскую проблематику, совместить два 
масштаба – глобальный мир, вечность и частный мир отдельного человека в 
пределах отведенной ему жизни. Объединяющим началом выступает и непризнание 
хаоса в качестве онтологической энтропийной модели и как следствие – попытки 
противопоставить историческому хаосу традиционные гармонизирующие констан-
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ты (в очень широком диапазоне, границы которого определяются индивидуаль-
ным авторским сознанием). Право на суверенность личности как единственную 
возможность противостоять обстоятельствам исторического кошмара, в первую 
очередь, связывающимся художниками с гражданской войной, неприятие любых 
политических реалий, разрушающих привычный мир человека и традиционные 
ценности, стали условием порождения в художественном сознании 1920-х годов 
инакомыслия как способа отстаивания традиционных гуманистических ценностей 
– единственно бесспорных и безусловных в границах любой Истории.
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Inaccurity in the Small Prose of the 1920s as a 
Form of Destruction of Political Illusions

Summary

Key words: inaccurity, small prose, artistic model, confrontation of ideas, cultural 
reality.

Soviet literature of the 1920s, like other forms of art, was intended to become a 
conductor of the official political doctrine of the young state. The formation of a new 
country took place in the difficult conditions of civil confrontation of ideas and political 
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positions. The global political illusion of building a single state based on the ideas of 
collectivism, rationalism and technocracy, depersonalization, loss of independence of 
decision-making, which from the perspective of today can be conceived as a political 
utopia, has generated a whole series of phenomena opposing this trend. Analyzing the 
character of the literary process of this period, it cannot be asserted that this confrontation 
was massive. However, a whole layer of literature, which is very unlike the genre-style 
decision, but similar in conceptual terms, produced “cultural reality”, alternative to both 
the literary mainstream and official ideology.

The amplitude of “oppositionism” varies from frank rejection, denial of the 
proclaimed model of the new society (the novel anti-utopia of Evgeny Zamyatin “We”) 
to the doubts about the ability to forcibly make people happy, to search for “universal 
ethics” (one of the central categories, according to M. Rothbard), allowing to preserve the 
sovereignty of the individual, explaining its dramatic, and sometimes tragic uncertainty. 
Writers in Russia (Nikolay Aseev “Tomorrow”, Mikhail Bulgakov (early prose), Evgeny 
Gabrilovich “Lamentation”, Ilya Erenburg “In the Pink House”, etc.), and beyond (Ivan 
Bunin “Nerichnaya spring “, Ivan Shmelev “Sitting on the shore”, “It was: the story of a 
strange man”, etc.), Arkady Averchenko “A Dozen Knives in the Back of the Revolution”, 
“12 Boudoir Portraits”), expressing their doubt in the justice of what was happening, 
raised questions about the internal freedom of man, the right to self-determination as 
the only form of resistance to political realities that caused terrible forms of historical 
confrontation, clashes between “one’s own” and “another’s”. Aesthetics of modernism, 
the use of synthetic art models allowed artists to accurately and voluminously convey the 
nature of the historical conflict projected on the human consciousness and subconscious.

Despite the difference in the circumstances in which the works were created, and 
without taking into account the difference in the artistic style of the writers of the 1920s, 
one can clearly observe the conceptual community, the desire to give private stories the 
character of generalizations, to connect the existential and socio-historical contexts, 
specifically historical and ethical and philosophical issues, to combine two scales – the 
global world, eternity and the private world of the individual within the limits of his life.

A unifying start is also the non-recognition of chaos as an ontological entropy 
model. Therefore, in the short prose of the 1920s, there are attempts to counter traditional 
chaos with historical chaos (in a very wide range, the boundaries of which are determined 
by the individual author’s consciousness). The right to the sovereignty of the individual 
as the only opportunity to resist the circumstances of the historical nightmare, primarily 
related to the civil war, the rejection of any political realities that destroy the familiar 
world of man and traditional values, became a condition for the generation of dissent in 
the artistic consciousness of the 1920s as a way of upholding traditional humanistic values 
– the only indisputable and unconditional within the boundaries of any History. 
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elena ponomareva

(ruseTis federacia)

gansxvavebuli azri 1920-ini wlebis mcire prozaSi 
da politikuri iluziebis msxvreva

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi:  sxvagvari azrovneba, mcire proza, mxatvruli 
modeli, ideebis dapirispireba, kulturuli realoba. 

1920-iani wlebis sabWoTa literatura, iseve rogorc xelovnebis 
sxva dargebi, mowodebuli iyo, yofiliyo axalgazrda saxelmwifos ofi-
cialuri ideologiis gamtarebeli. axalgazrda saxelmwifos Camoyali-
beba samoqalaqo dapirispirebis, ideebisa da politikuri poziciebis 
urTierT brZolis rTul pirobebSi mimdinareobda. koleqtivizmis, 
racionalizmisa da teqnokratizmis ideebze dafuZnebuli, individu-
alizmsa da damoukidebeli gadawyvetilebebis miRebis SesaZleblobas 
moklebuli erTiani saxelmwifos Seqmnis globalurma politikurma 
iluziam, romelic dRevandeli gadasaxedidan politikur utopia-
dac ki SeiZleba miviCnioT, am tendenciis sawinaaRmdego mTeli rigi 
movlenebi warmoSva. am periodis literaturuli procesis obieqturi 
Sefasebisas, SeuZlebelia imis Tqma, rom  winaaRmdegobas masobrivi 
xasiaTi hqonda. Tumca, Janrobriv-stilurad sruliad gansxvavebuli, 
magram konceptualurad msgavsi nawarmoebebiT warmodgenili lite-
raturis mTelma plastma gaaCina literaturuli meinstrimisa da ofi-
cialuri ideologiis alternatiuli „kulturuli realoba.“

„opozicionerobis“ amplituda axali sazogadoebis aRiarebu-
li modelis aSkara miuReblobisa da uryofisgan (e. zamiatinis ro-
mani – antiutopia „Cven“) adamianebis ZaldatanebiT gabednierebis Se-
saZleblobaSi daeWvebamde irxeoda; „universaluri eTikis“ (m. rot-
bardus mixedviT, erT-erTi centraluri kategoria) ZiebiT, romelic 
pirovnebis suverenitetis SenarCunebis, misi dramatuli da zogjer 
tragikuli gaurkvevlobis axsnis saSualebas iZleoda. mwerlebi ru-
seTSi (n. aseevis „xval“, m. bulgakovis adreuli proza, e. gabriloviCis  
„lamentacia“, i. erenburgis „vardisfer saxlSi“ da sxv.) da mis sazR-
vrebs gareT  (i. bunini  „dagvianebuli gazafxuli“, i. Smelevis „napirze 
Camomjdari“, „es iyo: ucnauri kacis naambobi“ da sxv., a. averCenkos 
„erTi duJini dana revoluciis zurgSi“, „12 portreti buduaris 
formatSi“),  gamoxatavdnen ra daeWvebas maT irgvliv mimdinare mov-
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lenebis samarTlianobaSi, svamdnen adamianis Sinagani Tavisuflebis, 
TviTgamorkvevis, rogorc politikuri realobisadmi dapirispirebis 
saSualebis, „Tavissa“ da „sxvisas“ Soris winaaRmdegobis sakiTxebs. 
modernizmis esTetikam,  sinTetikuri mxatvruli modelebis gamoyene-
bam, mwerlebs SesaZlebloba miscaT  Zalian zustad da didi moculo-
biT gadmoecaT adamianis cnobiersa da qvecnobierze  proecirebuli  
istoriuli konfliqtis xasiaTi.

 im garemoebaTa gansxvavebulobis miuxedavad, romlebSic es na-
warmoebebi Seiqmna, aseve, 1920-iani wlebis mweralTa mxatvruli mane-
ris gansxvavebulobis gauTvaliswineblad,  SegviZlia mkafiod davin-
axoT  konceptualuri erToba, rac gamoixateba kerZo istoriebisaTvis 
ganzogadebuli xasiaTis miniWebis,   yofiTi da socialur-istoriuli 
konteqstebis, konkretul-istoriuli da eTikur-filosofiuri prob-
lematikis  gaerTianebis, ori masStabis – globaluri samyaros, mara-
disobisa da kerZo arealis, adamianisaTvis gamoyofili amqveyniuri 
drois SeTavsebisken swrafvaSi.

gamaerTianebel sawyisad aseve gamodis  qaosis ar aRiareba on-
tologiur, entropiul modelad. amitom, 1920-iani wlebis mcire pro-
zaSi Cndeba  istoriuli qaosisTvis tradiciuli harmonizaciis kon-
stantebis dapirispirebis mcdelobebi ( Zalian vrcel diapazonSi, rom-
lis farglebic avtoris individualuri cnobierebiT ganisazRvreba). 
suverenuli pirovnebis ufleba, rogorc erTaderTi SesaZlebloba, 
win aRudges istoriuli koSmaris movlenebs,  romlebic,  pirvel rig-
Si, samoqalaqo oms ukavSirdeboda,  adamianis Cveuli samyarosa da 
tradiciuli Rirebulebebis damangreveli nebismieri politikuri 
realobis miuRebloba iqca meoce saukunis ociani wlebis  mxatvrul  
cnobierebaSi sxvagvarad azrovnebis, rogorc tradiciuli, nebismieri 
istoriuli epoqis farglebSi ueWveli da upirobo  humanisturi Rire-
bulebebis, dacvis  mTavar pirobad.
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konstantine bregaZe
(saqarTvelo)

ideologiuri diskursis funqcionireba 

totalitaruli reJimis oficialur teqstebSi

(stalinis 60 wlisTavisadmi miZRvnili krebulis masalebis mixedviT)11

Sesavali 

gamokvlevaSi stalinis saiubileo krebulis `60 weli didi 
stalinis dabadebidan~ (krebuli ... 1940) masalebze dayrdnobiT ga-
analizebulia, Tu rogor funqcionirebs totalitaruli reJimis 
dros Sedgenil oficialur teqstebSi ideologiuri diskursi. 

gamokvlevis Teoriul bazisad aRebulia miSel fukos diskursis 
Teoria, romelic man, upirveles yovlisa, gadmosca naSromSi `diskur-
sis wyoba~ (“L’ordre du discours) (Foucault 1972; Foucault 1974). 

1. m. fukos diskursis Teoria 
1.1 diskursis cnebis definicia fukosTan

diskursis cnebaSi m. fuko gulisxmobs:
`diskursi aris elementebis wyeba, romlebic erTiani da sayo-

velTao Zalauflebis meqanizmis farglebSi operireben. amitom, dis-
kursSi unda ganvWvritoT movlenaTa jaWvi, mag., politikur movlenaTa 
jaWvi, sadac es elementebi moqmedeben rogorc Zalauflebis ganxor-
cielebis berketebi. [...] vinaidan diskursi Zalauflebis, damorCile-
bis, kvalificirebisa da diskvalificirebis iaraRia, is aris swored 
is berketi, romlis gamoc gaCaRebulia umTavrsi brZola~ (Foucault 2002: 
165; Foucault 2003: 595).2

cxadia, ismis kiTxva: ra „masaliTaa~ Sedgenili es diskursuli 
elementebi, romelTa saSualebiTac politikur sivrceSi xorciel-
deba Zalauflebis ganvrcoba, `damorCileba“, „kvalificireba“ da 
„diskvalificireba“? Tuki gaviTvaliswinebT fukosave miTiTebas, rom 

1 naSromi Sesrulebulia SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis mier 
dafinansebuli sagranto proeqtis – `stalinis saxis ideologema da miTolo-
gema qarTul sabWoTa da emigrantul literaturaSi~ – xelSekruleba # DI-2016-
47-is farglebSi.
2 aq da yvelgan m. fukos naSromebis germanuli gamocemebidan Targmani Cemia.
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diskursi upirvelesad politikuri sivrcis farglebSi operirebs 
da es sivrce instituciaTa da subieqtTa sakomunikacio sivrcea, 
maSin cxadia, rom am diskursul elementTa masala a priori enaa, rom 
maTi gamoxatvis arxi sityvieria. diskursi, upirvelesad, aris Tqma, 
gamoTqma, verbaluri gamoxatuleba (Foucault 1974: 11, 12). diskursTa, 
gnebavT, diskursul elementTa erToblioba qmnis an epistemes, an 
ideologiur konstruqts an propagandistul teqsts, isini warmo-
udgenelia enobrivi dafuZnebisa da enobrivi gamoxatvis gareSe. am-
gvarad, codna, ideologia da propaganda, rogorc Zalauflebrivi 
sistemebi („gouvernementalité“), imTaviTve enobrivi diskursebiT, ufro 
swored, diskursuli eniT operireben:

`diskursi – da amas Cven kvlav da kvlav istoria gvaswavlis – 
mxolod is ar aris, rasac ZalauflebisaTvis brZola da Zalaufleb-
rivi sistemebi enaSi gadaaqvs (xazi Cemia – k. b.): is principulad 
isaa, risTvisac da risi saSualebiTac ibrZvian; is aris Zalaufleba, 
romlis dauflebisTvisac iltvian~ (Foucault 1974: 8).

Sesabamisad, epistemes, ideologiisa da codnis SemuSavebisas 
didi mniSvneloba eniWeba swori da zusti diskursuli enis, anu Zala-
uflebrivi enis SerCevas. Tavad politikur sivrceSi ki mimdinareobs 
muSaoba swori da zusti diskursuli enobrivi strategiisa da taqti-
kis damuSavebaze, raTa Amasebze Zalauflebis zemoqmedeba maqsimalurad 
efeqturi iyos.

amgvarad, fukos Tanaxmad, diskursi aris Zalauflebis ganxor-
cielebis enobrivi praqsisi, an enaSi gaformebuli Zalauflebrivi 
qmedeba, romlis safuZvelzec sxva (Tundac sxva, ucxo diskursi) kon-
troldeba, marginalizdeba, gamocalkevdeba da Semdgom uqmdeba an, 
ukeTes SemTxvevaSi, disciplinirdeba, anu aRizrdeba: 

Cemi debulebaa, rom nebismier sazogadoebaSi diskursis warmo-
eba kontroldeba. is Semdgom gaicxrileba da gadarCeul diskurss 
konkretuli procedurebis mixedviT konkretuli mimarTuleba mi-
ecema, raTa (sxva) diskursidan momdinare safrTxeebi da Zalmosile-
ba daiblokos, (ucxo) diskursis gamovlinebis moulodneloba da 
ganvrcoba CaixSos, misi saxifaTo materialuroba ukugdebul iqnas 
(Foucault 1974: 7).

Sesabamisad, viRebT viTarebas, rodesac politikur sivrce-
Si mocemulia diskursTa usasrulo dapirispirebani – nicSes ana-
logiiT Tu vityviT, am sivrceSi mudmivadaa diskursi diskursis wi-
naaRmdeg mimarTuli. vinaidan politikuri sivrce es aris Zalado-
bisa da Zalauflebisken paTologiuri swrafvis marad erTi da 
igive gamovlinebis sivrce, Zalauflebis efeqturad ganviTarebis 
instrumentad da meqanizmad aq mudmivad gamoyenebulia enobrivi 

ideologiuri diskursis funqcionireba totalitaruli reJimis oficialur teqstebSi
(stalinis 60 wlisTavisadmi miZRvnili krebulis masalebis mixedviT)
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diskursebi, romelTa safuZvelzec `mecnierulad~, racionalurad, 
mizanmimarTulad, mkveTrad da mkacri sintagmaturi wyobiT gadmo-
cemulia/gamoxatulia/`gamoTqmulia~ fundamenturi logocentris-
tuli naratividan, erTiani ideologiuri konstruqtidan Tu tra-
diciuli epistemedan momdinare politikuri Tu religiuri damoZR-
vra, aRzrda, fukos analogiiT Tu vityviT – `pastoralizeba~.

rom SevajamoT diskursis fukoseuli ganmartebani, SegviZlia 
davaskvnaT: fukos mixedviT, diskursi aris Zalauflebrivi Sinaarsis 
Semcveli enobrivi elementebis Tanmimdevruli wyeba, romlis safuZ-
velzec aRzevebuli Zalauflebrivi sistemebi Tu gabatonebuli po-
litikuri reJimebi (maT Soris, totalitaruli reJimebi), erTi mxriv, 
akontroleben masebs da politikurad aRzrdian maT, meore mxriv, 
aneitraleben da auqmeben sxva, ucxo, arasasurvel diskursebs.1 

1.2. diskursis funqcionirebis meqanizmebi

m. fuko imTaviTve usvams xazs, rom diskursis warmoebisa da misi 
kontrolis wyaro konkretuli instituciebi da sistemebia (Foucault 
1974: 6), rac niSnavs imas, rom diskursi imTaviTve vlindeba, rogorc 
Zalauflebis matarebeli meqanizmi, romlis safuZvelzec ukugde-
buli da ganeitralebulia is diskursebi, romlebic gabatonebuli 
instituciisa da sistemis miRma moqmedeben. dominanti diskursis sa-
fuZvelze ki xorcieldeba procedurebi, romelTa saSualebiTac ga-
icxrileba, neitraldeba da uqmdeba antidiskursebi – opoziciuri, an 
alternatiuli diskursebi. es procedurebia:

a) akrZalva, 
b) gamijvna/izolireba/marginalizeba, 
c) sruli WeSmaritebis flobis mudmivi xazgasma (`neba WeSma-

ritebisadmi~) (Foucault 1974: 7-15).
akrZalva xorcieldeba tabuirebiT, ritualiT an subieqtisTvis 

saubris, azris gamoxatvis uflebis CamorTmeviT, marginalizeba da 
izolireba ki – arasasurvelis mdabali xarisxis fenomenad gamocxa-
debiT, mag., rom is iracionaluria, SeSlilia, maxinjia, Sepyrobilia da 
misT. amitom, institucionalur doneze iqve dgeba aseTi `saxifaTo~ 
fenomenis sazogadoebisagan izolirebisa da misi `gadamalvis~ sakiTxi. 
akrZalvisa da izolirebis procedurebi ki aqsiologiurad legiti-
mirebulia imiT, rom instituciebi sajarod acxadeben – rac akrZal-
vis, marginalizebisa da izolirebis obieqtia, masSi imTaviTve ar myo-
fobs WeSmariteba, rom igi aranairi Rirebulebis Semcveli araa (Fou-
cault 1974: 7-15). es ki niSnavs imas, rom WeSmaritebis floba (`neba WeS-
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maritebisadmi~) institucionalizebulia, rom WeSmaritebas a priori esa 
Tu is politikuri, religiuri an saganmanaTleblo-samecniero insti-
tucia flobs, an akumulirebulia politikuri beladis pirvelsawyi-
siseul xatSi:

`WeSmaritebisadmi neba, iseve rogorc gacxrilvis sxva meqanizme-
bi da sistemebi, institucionalur baziss efuZneba: WeSmaritebisadmi 
neba mudmivad gaZlierebuli da ganaxlebulia mTeli rigi saqmianobiT, 
rogoric aris pedagogika, wignis beWdvisa da gamocemis saqme, an gaZ-
lierebuli da ganaxlebulia sabiblioTeko, swavlulTa sazogadoe-
bebisa da samecniero laboratoriebis sivrceebSi. WeSmaritebisadmi 
neba kidev ufro Zlierdeba maSin, rodesac SerCeulia sazogadoebi-
saTvis codnis miwodebis Sesatyvisi meTodi da forma: kerZod, codnis 
miwodebis forma aq gulisxmobs, rom es codna Semowmebulia, Sefasebu-
lia da Semdgom daxarisxebuli, gafiltruli saxiT miewodeba sazoga-
doebas~ (Foucault 1974: 13).

politikuri TvalsazrisiT ki es niSnavs imas, rom ganaTleba, mec-
niereba, literatura da a. S. imTaviTve politizebulia, ideologize-
bulia da diskursuli (anu, Zalauflebrivi) bunebisaa: CamoTvlili 
sferoebidan wamosuli codna emsaxureba erTaderT mizans, aziaros 
sazogadoeba absolutur (politikur) WeSmaritebas, politikurad aR-
zardos da mwyemsos igi (sinamdvileSi ki sazogadoebas vualirebuli, 
gafiltruli da, amgvarad, yalbi „codna“ miewodeba).

am viTarebaSi ki principuli mniSvneloba eniWeba enis discip-
linirebas, morjulebas, gawrTvnas yvela doneze – leqsikur, sintag-
matur da pragmatul doneebze, rac gulisxmobs swor enobriv er-
TeulTa SerCevas, maT swor filtracias da swor gamoTqmas, raTa 
enam „diskursuli policiis“ (Foucault 1974: 25) zedamxedvelobis qveS 
miiRos diskursuli buneba: „winadadebaSi gamoyenebul unda iqnas 
is cnebiTi da teqnikuri instrumentariumi, romlebic zustad gan-
sazRvrul tips miekuTvneba“ (Foucault 1974: 23). es niSnavs imas, rom 
enam unda Tqvas, gamoTqvas mxolod is („zustad gansazRvruli tipi“), 
rasac mas karnaxobs episteme, ideologia an institucia („diskur-
suli policia“). Sesabamisad, leqsikuri erTeulebi iReben ikonur 
da aqsiologiur Sinaarss, xolo sintaqsi iRebs pastoralur, e. i. 
aRmzrdelobiT datvirTvas. ase ki xorcieldeba enis dogmatizeba, 
rodesac enobrivi erTeulebi (aRmniSvnelebi da aRsaniSnebi) lagde-
ba diqotomiur WrilSi – RirebulebiTisa da araRirebulebiTis 
gamomxatvel poziciaSi: RirebulebiTia is aRmniSvnelebi da aRsa-
niSnebi, romlebic diskursuladaa determinebuli ideologiis mier 
da, Sesabamisad, aRniSnaven WeSmarit mniSvnelobebs (mag., „beladi“, 
„bolSeviki“, „komunisturi partia“, „revolucia“, „proletariati“ 
da a. S.), xolo araRirebulebiTia is aRmniSvnelebi da aRsaniSnebi, 
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romlebic gadmoscemen gabatonebuli ideologiis miRma arsebul 
„mwvaleblur“ Sinaarsebs (mag., „demokratia“, „burJuazia“, „menSeviki“, 
„social-demokratia“, „kapitalizmi“ da a. S.). aqve ikveTeba pragmatu-
li momentic: ideologiurad determinebuli enobrivi diqotomiebi 
saxeldebis momenetSi iZenen „magiur“ datvirTvas, kerZod, WeSmariti 
da araWeSmariti Sinaarsis Semcveli aRmniSvnelebi da aRsaniSnebi sa-
xeldebisas zustad miuTiTeben, sadaa WeSmariti Tu yalbi Rirebu-
lebebi da ase axorcieleben recipientis ideologizebuli sayovel-
Tao moraliT, anu „jogis moraliT“ („Herdenmoral“) (nicSe), saimedo 
aRzrdas da „monusxvas“:

`[...] yoveli aRmzrdelobiTi sistema eyrdnoba da iyenebs poli-
tikur meTodebs, romelTa safuZvelze codna diskursTa moTxovni-
lebebs miesadageba, romlTa safuZvelzec Zalaufleba SenarCunebuli 
an Secvlilia. [...] da, saboloo jamSi, ra aris aRmzrdelobiTi da 
saganmanaTleblo sistema, Tu ar sityvis ritualizeba, molaparake su-
bieqtebis konkretuli funqciebiT aRWurva da konkretuli davalebiT 
gamweseba, maTTvis fiqsirebuli social-politikuri rolebis mini-
Weba, difuziuri doqtrinaluri jgufebis Seqmna, diskursis daxaris-
xeba-gadanawileba da maTi aprobireba Zalauflebis ganvrcobisa da 
codnis gadacemis efeqturobis TvalsazrisiT?!~ (Foucault 1974: 30, 31).

2. ideologiuri diskursis agebis meqanizmebi stalinis 
 saiubileo krebulSi

axla ganvixiloT, Tu ra meqanizmebis safuZvelze funqcionirebs 
diskursi statiebisa Tu moxsenebebis krebulSi, romelic stalinis 60 
wlis iubiles mieZRvna. 

krebulis pirvelive gverdebi, ufro sworad, Tavfurclebi zed-
miwevniT avlenen im diskursul Tvisebebs, rac momdinareobs e. w. `dis-
kursuli sazogadoebebisagan~ (Foucault 1974: 27),2 Sesabamisad, maTSi 
akumulirebuli doqtrinebidan da maT farglebSi moqmedi institu-
ciebidan: kerZod, imTaviTve ikveTeba, rom krebuli konkretuli insti-
tuciis dakveTaa da is momzadda lingvisturi seleqciis, filtraciisa 
da doqtrinaciis principebis mixedviT „diskursuli sazogadoebebis“ 
or seqtorSi – erTi mxriv, momzadda marqs-engels-leninis institut-
sa da saxelmwifo gamomcemlobis politliteraturis seqtorSi, meore 
mxriv, komunistur (bolSevikur) partiaSi.E erTganac da meoreganac 
gaTvaliswinebulia doqtrina, doqtrinaluroba, rac gacxadebulia 
krebulis pirvelsave Tavfurcelze mocemul lozungSi `proletare-
bo  yvela  qveynisa  SeerTdiT!~.  es  lozungi doqtrinaluri bunebisaa, 
vinaidan  igi  Semoikrebs  farTo  masebs erTaderTi Rirebulebis – pro-
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letariatis – qveS da swored am Rirebulebis garSemo xdeba diskur-
sirebuli masebis ideuri darazmva da maTi TviTidentobis gansazRvra. 
Sesabamisad, diskursul-dogmaturi sityva proletariati krebulis 
yvela avtorisaTvis dogmaturi aRmniSvnelia da WeSmaritebis centri. 
msgavsi WeSmaritebis centria sxva dogmaturi aRmniSvneli – stali-
ni, romelic krebulis mesame Tavfurcelze gvxvdeba ssrk-s umaR-
lesi sabWos prezidiumis brZanebulebis teqstSi. krebulis avtorebi 
da gamomcemlebi, amgvarad, imTaviTve Tanxmdebian imaze, rom maTi 
diskursuli teqstebi imuSavebs am ori amosavali doqtrinaluri gamo-
naTqvamis – proletariati da stalini – ganvrcobisa da gavrcelebis 
mimarTulebiT:

`doqtrina tendirebs im mimarTulebiT, rom mudmivad ganiv-
rcos da gavrceldes. erTaderTi diskursuli birTvis (anu, doqt-
rinis – k. b.) garSemo Tavmoyris safuZvelze individebi, sul erTia, ra 
raodenobisac ar unda iyvnen isini, sakuTar Tavs erTian mTlianobad 
ganixilaven. am erTianobis erTaderTi winapiroba, rogorc Cans, aris 
am individebis mier erTi da imave WeSmaritebaTa aRiareba da, aseve, 
konkretul diskursze SeTanxmeba, romelsac Semdgom es individebi 
wesebis mkacri dacviT mihyvebian. [...] erTiani doqtrinisadmi mikuT-
vnebuloba vrceldeba ara mxolod molaparake subieqtze, aramed 
– mis gamonaTqvamebze. swored misi gamonaTqvamis mixedviT adgenen 
doqtrinaluri jgufebi, es molaparake subieqti daeqvemdebaros Tu 
ara izolirebisa da gacxrilvis procedurebs maSin, Tuki igi erT an 
mraval miuRebel gamonaTqvams gaaJRerebs. [...] amgvarad, doqtrina, 
rogorc meqanizmi, mudam kiTxvis niSnis qveS daayenebs xolme mola-
parake subieqtis gamonaTqvamebs da saWiroebisamebr gadaamowmebs, 
ramdenad Seesabamebian es gamonaTqvamebi erTian doqtrinalur niSneb-
sa da manifestaciebs, ramdenad Seesatyvisebian isini saerTo klasob-
riv (xazi Cemia – k. b.), sazogadoebriv, rassiul, erovnul, an interes-
Ta jgufebis statussa da amocanebs, raTa Semdgom es molaparake su-
bieqtebi Sesatyvisad dairazmon saerTo brZolisaTvis, amboxisaTvis, 
winaaRmdegobisaTvis, an xotba-didebisaTvis. amgvarad, doqtrina in-
dividebs konkretul gamonaTqvamebze miabams da ukrZalavs maT sxva 
gamonaTqvamTa warmoebasa  da  artikulirebas. doqtrina  amavdroulad 
iyenebs gamonaTqvamTa konkretul tipebs, raTa individebi erTma-
neTTan  daaxloos  da sxva arasasurveli individebisagan gamijnos. 
Sesabamisad, doqtrina axorcielebs ormag kontrols: igi, erTi 
mxriv, akontrolebs molaparake subieqtebs da iqvemdebarebs maT 
konkretuli diskursebis farglebSi, meore mxriv, akontrolebs da 
iqvemdebarebs diskursebs molaparake subieqtebis jgufebad se-
leqciis mixedviT. [...] ritualuri metyveleba/Tqma, diskursuli sa-
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zogadoebani da doqtrinaluri jgufebi erTmaneTTan mWidrod ari-
an dakavSirebulni da qmnian erT did struqturas, isini mkacrad da 
mkveTrad gansazRvraven, erTi mxriv, molaparake subieqtTa sxvadasxva 
diskursebze gadanawilebas, meore mxriv, gansazRvraven diskursebis 
morgebas konkretuli kategoriis subieqtebze~ (Foucault 1974: 29, 30, 31). 

swored fukos mier xazgasmuli es doqtrinaluri `elementebi~ 
da meqanizmebi udevs safuZvlad stalinisadmi miZRvnil saiubileo 
krebuls da ganapirobeben, rom krebulSi Semavali teqstebi (statiebi 
da moxsnebebi) imTaviTve diskursuli bunebis iqneba, rom am teqstebis 
mizania masebis „pastoralizeba“ marqsizmis, stalinizmis, bolSeviku-
ri partiis WeSmariti doqtrinebis mixedviT.Ees ki niSnavs imas, rom 
krebulis yvela avtori iyenebs enobrivi seleqciisa da filtraciis 
erTsa da imave wesebs da amitom, avtorebi xSirad erTi da igive leq-
sikuri maragiT operireben, maT teqstebSi mudmivad erTi da igive se-
leqcirebuli leqsikuri erTeulebi gamoiyeneba da mudmivad erTi 
da igive gamonaTqvami artikulirdeba.3 

2.1 stalinis figuris sakralizacia 

krebulSi doqtrinaluri ganvrcoba da gavrceleba, pirvel rig-
Si, ukavSirdeba stalinis politikuri figuris, bolSevikur-komunis-
turi partiis, proletariatis, marqs-engels-leninis sakralizacias, 
rac avtorebis mier ganxorcielebulia konkretuli diskursuli ele-
mentebis safuZvelze, rac, Tavis mxriv, eyrdnoba religiuri sakra-
lizaciisa da esqatologiis tradicias. amasTan, am tradiciis gaTva-
liswinebiT krebulSi aseve ganviTarebulia diqotomiuri dayofa 
„marTlmorwmuneebad“ (mag., bolSevikebi, proletariati) da „mwvale-
blebad“ (mag., menSevikebi, burJuazia), aseve ganviTarebulia politi-
kuri „codvebis“ monaniebisa“ da politikuri „codvebisagan“ ganwmen-
dis moraluri dogmebi da „religiuri“ praqtika. amitom, krebulis 
yvela teqstSi gamoyenebulia erTi da igive diskursuli meqanizmebi 
da elementebi, romelTa safuZvelzec sakralizebulia stalinis po-
litikuri figura, bolSevikur-komunisturi partia, proletariati, 
marqs-engels-leninis `sameba~ da ganxorcielebulia politikuri mo-
ralizeba. kerZod:

a) hipostazireba, anu stalinis figuris axali mesiisa da axali 
uflis rangSi aRzeveba, rac aRniSnulia sityviT „mama“, „beladi“; Se-
sabamisad, stalinisdami uSualo mimarTvis forma, raTa gaRrmavdes 
sulieri mama-Sviluri erToba beladsa da masebs Soris, yovelTvis 
„SenobiTia“, meore gramatikul pirSia – „Sen...“ (Sdr.: „bolSevikuri 
partiis centraluri komiteti Seni samoci wlisTavis DdRes mxur-
valed mogesalmeba Sen, partiisa da sabWoTa xalxis did belads“; 
krebuli ... 1940: 7);
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b) maradiulobis diskursi – stalini dro-sivrculi kategori-
ebis miRmaa, misi arsi maradiulia;

c) moseanuri diskursi – stalini, viTarca moZRvari da maswav-
lebeli, romelic, rogorc Teoretikosi, axal WeSmarit mcnebebsa da 
dogmebs qmnis msoflio proletariatisaTvis;

d) mzurnveli mamis diskursi – mama, romelic Zveli aRTqmis Rmer-
TiviT zrunavs Tavis „rCeul erze“ (proletariatze, mSromelebze, 
glexebze, „sabWoTa xalxze“), istoriuli Jamianobis dros mudam mis 
gverdiT dgas, TanaugrZnobs mas da mudam gadaarCens: „stalini saTu-
Tad zrunavs amxanagebisaTvis, megobrebisaTvis, xalxisaTvis. igi le-
niniviT ansaxierebs adamianisadmi uRrmes siyvaruls da Tavdadebul 
brZolas misi sruli ganTavisuflebisaTvis, misi bednierebisaTvis“ 
(krebuli ... 1940: 71); 

e) proletariati – rogorc axali „religiuri Temi“, axali 
„marTlmorwmuneebi“;

f) partia – viTarca axali „eklesia“, romelic axali esqatologi-
uri Jamisken – komunizmisken usaxavs gzas proletariats;

g) „Teoretikosebi“: marqsi, engelsi da lenini – viTarca axa-
li „winaswarmetyvelebi“, „mociqulebi“ da „maxareblebi“, romelTac 
ar uweriaT „aRTqmuli qveynis“ – komunizmis damyarebis – xilva da 
komunistur „samoTxeSi“ Sesvla („udides Teoretikosebs – marqssa da 
engelss – ar dascaldaT TavianTi ideebis ganxorcieleba cxovrebaSi, 
ar dascaldaT maTi ganxorcielebis nayofis naxva“; krebuli ... 1940, 65); 

h) proletarTa revoluciuri brZola da bolSevikTa iatakqve-
Sa moRvaweoba, rogorc axali „religiuri“ Rvawli da „katakombebSi“ 
axali misioneroba;

i) burJuaziul-reaqcioneruli Zalebi: menSevikebi, trockis-
tebi, social-demokartebi da sxv. – viTarca axali „mwvaleblebi“ da 
„seqtantebi“;

j)  maTgan gamijvna, viTarca codvebisagan ganwmenda; 
k) industrializacia, koleqtivizacia – viTarca axali „religi-

uri dogmatebi“; 
l) komunizmis damyareba socializmis gziT, viTarca axali 

„esqatologia“.
gazeT „pravdis“ mowinaveSi, romelic krebulis pirveli sta-

tiaa, stalini mesiad, axal mama-RmerTadaa gamocxadebuli. es sakra-
luri hipostazireba ki kodirebulia diskursul aRmniSvnelebSi – 
mama, beladi. rac mTavaria, Ees hipostazireba dogmatizebuli, legiti-
mirebuli da institucionalizebulia imiT, rom statia umTavres da 
upirveles sakavSiro mravalmilionian partiul („eklesiur“) gaze-
TSia gamoqveynebuli, kerZod, komunistur-bolSevikuri partiis ofi-
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cialur beWdviT organoSi, „pravdaSi“, sadac axali „eklesia“, anu 
sabWoTa kavSiris komunistur-bolSevikuri partia beWdavs da mTeli 
sabWoTa imperiis masStabiT avrcelebs Tavis dogmatur „epistoleebs“:

`Cveni Tvaluwvdeneli saxelmwifos 183-milioniani xalxi aRf-
rTovanebiTa da xmamaRla adidebs Tanamedroveobis udides adamians, 
genialur beladsa da moazrovnes, axali cxovrebis Semoqmedsa da xu-
roTmoZRvars, yvela qveynis mSromelTa da CagrulTa mamas. [...] mTeli 
msoflios muSaTa da glexTa Tvali mipyrobilia stalinisaken, igi 
aris maTi imedi, igi aris maTi momavali! stalini Cveni bednierebaa! [...]

xalxTa am erTianobis beladi da droSa, ssr kavSiris xalxTa 
beladi, rogorc es mTeli msoflios mSromelebma ician, aris leninis 
saqmis didi ganmgrZobi – Cveni stalini, romlis garSemo mWidrod da-
razmulia Cveni partia, sabWoTa xalxebi, yovelive, rac saukeTesoa 
msoflio ganmaTavisuflebel moZraobaSi. bolSevizmis beladSi, 
ssr kavSiris xalxTa beladSi, yvela qveynis muSebi, bunebrivia, rom 
msoflio komunizmis beladsac xedaven (gamuqeba yvelgan Cemia – k. b.) 
(krebuli... 1940: 11, 12, 29-30).4

moxmobil pasaJebSi stalinis sakralizacia ganviTarebulia sa-
fexurebrivad: Tavdapirvelad „udidesi adamiani“ Semdgom gadaiq-
ceva „genialur beladad“ da bolos „mSromelTa da CagrulTa mamad“. 
stalinis mamoba aq raime standartuli metafora an ritorikuli xer-
xi ki araa, aramed mizanmimarTulad SerCeuli diskursuli „dogmatia“, 
romliTac erTxel da samudamod xazgasmulia, rom stalini axali „ma-
ma-RmerTia“. Sesabamisad, igi erTdrouladaa pirvelsawyisi, demiurgi 
(„axali cxovrebis Semoqmedi“), eTikuri aRmzrdeli da „religiuri 
fsiqologi“ – mSromelTa da CagrulTa nugeSismcemeli da sasoeba. 
amave pasaJSi, Aamavdroulad, xazi esmeba niuanss, rom stalini mainc da 
mainc „mSromelTa da CagrulTa“ mamaa, rac gulisxmobs, rom kacobri-
obis saerTo Semadgenlidan swored „Cagruli mSromelebi“ arian „WeS-
mariti marTlmorwmuneebi“, vinaidan swored isini aRiareben da Tay-
vans scemen stalins, rogorc mamasa da WeSmaritebasA („aRfrTovanebiTa 
da xmamaRla adidebs“). amitomac, xsna, nugeSi da bedniereba mxolod 
stalinis wiaRSia.5

am doqtrinalur birTvs, romelic kodirebulia aRmniSvneleb-
Si mama, beladi, Semdgom eqvemdebareba krebulis enis seleqcia da 
filtracia. Sedegad, avtorebi iyeneben disciplinirebul diskur-
sul enas, romlis farglebSi sxvadasxva variaciiT mudmivad gamo-
yenebulia erTi da igive leqsikuri erTeulebi, frazeologia da 
sintagmaturi wyoba, romlis safuZvelzec xazi esmeba stalinis 
gansakuTrebulobas, mis `zekacobas~, rCeulobas, (igi yvela masSta-
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buri saqmis saTaveSia – sabWoTa armiis Seqmnis, kolmeurneobebis Ca-
moyalibebis, industrializaciis, koleqtivizaciis saqmeSi),6 an xazi 
esmeba komunistur-bolSevikuri partiis gadamwyvet istoriul-esqa-
tologiur rols komunizmis mSeneblobaSi, an xazi esmeba proleta-
riatis, rogorc `rCeuli eris~, gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas da a. S. 

zemoTqmulis sailustraciod moviyvanT amonaridebs v. m. mo-
lotovisa da a. miqoianis werilebidan „stalini, rogorc leninis saq-
mis ganmgrZobi“ da „stalini – es aris lenini dRes“: `yovelive amis ga-
keTeba Cvenma partiam sruli warmatebiT SeZlo bolSevikuri partiis 
organizatorisa da ideuri beladis, amx. stalinis xelmZRvanelobiT~ 
(krebuli ... 1940: 18), „yovelive amaSi mTavari da gadamwyveti damsaxu-
reba miuZRvis amx. stalins, leninis saqmis ganmgrZobs, sak. k. p. (b) da 
sabWoTa kavSiris belads“ (krebuli ... 1940: iqve), „SemdegSi aSkara gaxda, 
Tu marqsizm-leninizmis ra udidesi Teoretikosia amx. stalini“ (kre-
buli ... 1940: 19), `amx. stalinma, ise rogorc sxvam aravin, Rrmad gaigo 
leninis gulSi Camwvdomi ideebi~ (krebuli ... 1940: iqve), „da marTlac, 
mTel udides da mravalmxriv praqtikul muSaobaSi amx. stalini gamo-
dis, rogorc Tanmimdevari marqsisti, rogorc Seurigebeli lenine-
li“ (krebuli ... 1940: 22), „misi, garegnulad ara yovelTvis SesamCnevi, 
xolo sinamdvileSi uaRersad aqtiuri monawileoba yvela saxelmwifo 
saqmeSi mJRavndeba yvelaferSi yovel nabijze“ (aq molotovi pavle mo-
ciqulis analogiiT stalins, faqtiurad, RvTis im Tvisebebs miawers, 
rasac pavles mixedviT samyaroSi RmerTis yovel arssa da materiaSi 
ganfeniloba hqvia: „raÁTa iyos RmerTi yovlad yovelsa Sina“ [1 korinT. 
15, 28] – k. b.) (krebuli... 1940: 25-26), „amx. stalinis xelmZRvanelobiT 
partiam ZiriTadad ukve aaSena socialisturi sazogadoeba, ris ganxor-
cielebac kidev ver moaswro leninma“ (aq lenini erTgvar „mociqulad“ 
Tu „winasawrmetyveladaa“ gamoyvanili, xolo stalini ukve pirveli da 
ukanaskneli mesiaa, igia axali „alfa da omega“, romelmac unda moiyva-
nos da daayenos esqatologiuri Jami – k. b.) (krebuli... 1940: 27), „ikv-
levs komunizmis moZRvreba gzas win, gzas sruli gamarjvebisaken“ (kre-
buli... 1940: 30), „dRes mTeli Cveni qveyana da msoflios mTeli mSromeli 
kacobrioba zeims umarTavs Tavis belads, mamasa da megobars – amxanag 
stalins“ (krebuli... 1940: 62), „man genialurad gamoiyena mecnieruli 
memkvidreoba (marqs-leninis moZRvrebani – k. b.), ganaviTara igi axal pi-
robebSi, man gaamdidra igi“ (krebuli... 1940: 63) (gamuqeba yvelgan Cemia 
– k. b.) da mravali sxva.7
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2.2 istoriis teleologiuroba da komunisturi esqatologia

rogorc WeSmariti mesia, stalini istoriaSi unda Sevides, misi 
sityva, misi „logosi“ aq unda gacxaddes. aq is sakuTari Teoriuli naS-
romebiTa (moZRvrebiTa) da sakraluri teqstiT, e. w. „stalinuri kon-
stituciiT“ (Sdr.: „amxanagma stalinma Sehqmna moZRvreba socialis-
turi sazogadoebis aSenebis Sesaxeb, romelic aRbeWdilia sabWoTa 
kavSiris konstituciaSi“; krebuli ... 1940: 64) Tavad qmnis istorias da 
istoriis msvlelobas aniWebs nebas, Zalasa Tu qmedebas, raTa tele-
ologiis principze dayrdnobiT istoriulma procesma Seuferxeblad, 
ganuxrelad da Tanmimdevrulad iswrafos saboloo miznisaken – ko-
munizmis damyarebisaken. l. m. kaganoviCis werili „istoriis lokomo-
tivis didi memanqane“ (krebuli... 1940: 48-61) swored stalinis mesian-
isturi rolis gadmocemasa da istoriis komunisturi esqatologiiT 
determinebulobis mtkicebas eZRvneba.M meTodad da diskursad, cxadia, 
materialisturi dialeqtikaa aRebuli.

am dialeqtikuri materializmis amosvali debulebaa, rom, erTi 
mxriv, aris `WeSmariteba~ (`fasovani~) komunizmis saxiT da, meore 
mxriv, aris misi Semferxebeli araWeSmariti, boroti Zala kapitaliz-
mis saxiT, romelic aferxebs msoflio istoriis ganviTarebas. Sesaba-
misad, Zala, romelic aferxebs istorias, aucileblobiT unda moispos 
da ganadgurdes im klasis mier, romelSic `WeSmaritebaa~ da romelsac 
win mihyavs istoriis svla maRali miznisaken – komunizmisaken, da es 
klasia proletariati. am process, cxadia, saTaveSi udgas stalini, 
rogorc beladi, vinc istoriis msvlelobas maRal azrs aniWebs, visac 
istoriaSi sazrisi Seaqvs da visac istoriis ganviTareba uwyvetad 
mihyavs saboloo da erTaderTi miznisaken – kacobriobis saboloo bed-
nieri esqatologiuri Jamisaken, komunizmisaken, vinaidan mxolod igi, 
rogorc rCeuli, rogorc axali mesia da beladi, mxolod igi flobs 
misTvis Sesaferis `zebunebriv~, `saswaulebriv~, `naTelxilviT~ una-
rebs, romelTa wyalobiTac stalins SeuZlia winaswar ganWvritos is-
toriis momavali da naTel iRos igi, anu rasac is ganWvrets, zustad im 
saxiTve aRsruldeba da daemkvidreba: 

`amxanag stalinis erT-erT damaxasiaTebel Tvisebas Seadgens 
misi niWi – garegnulis, TvalisaTvis arc Tu ise SesamCnevis iqiT da-
inaxos movlenebis arsi, maTi fesvi da am safuZvelze gaixedos aTeul 
wlebiT win. [...] stalini, rogorc beladi, wamoyenebulia axali klasis 
(e. i. proletariatis – k. b.) mier, klasis, romelsac win mihyavs istoria 
(xazi Cemia – k. b.), romelic mowodebulia mospos kapitalizmi da aaSe-
nos komunizmi. [...] stalinma gaatara istoriis lokomotivi cicabo da 
Znel aRmarT-daRmarTebze, mixveul-moxveuli gzebiT, igi stovebda 
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lokomotivis RumelSi mxolod im fasovans (xazi Cemia – k. b.), rac ma-
moZravebel energias iZleva, xolo xenjs igi droulad acilebda, ar 
abrkolebda ra amave dros msvlelobas. [...] dRes xalxi siamayiT eub-
neba Tavis did memanqanes: Sen ara marto SeinarCune relsebze istori-
is lokomotivi, Sen daaCqare misi msvleloba win miuxedavad mtrebis 
mxriT yvela dabrkolebisa da gamcemlobisa, Sen miiyvane revolu-
ciis diadi matarebeli socializmis sadguramde, raTa gamarjvebiT 
migviyvano komunizmis sadguramde~ (krebuli ... 1940: 48, 51, 58, 61).

2.3 kalininis statia, rogorc „axali agiografia“8

krebulSi moTavsebuli m. i. kalininis statia „amxanag stalinis 
dabadebidan samoci wlisTavisaTvis“ (krebuli... 1940: 73-165) SegviZ-
lia ganvixiloT erTgvar „agiografiul“ teqstad, axal bolSevikur-
stalinur „agiografiad“, sadac tradiciuli qristianuli agiogra-
fiis diskursis, poetikis, imagologiisa da metaforikis mixedviT 
sakralizebulia axali „siwmindeebi“ – stalini, partia, gadmocemuli 
da gamyarebulia axali „dogmebi“, mag., industrializacia, koleqtiv-
izacia, gadmocemulia stalinis, rogorc „mesiis“ (Tu axali „wmin-
danis“), cxovreba sasuliero seminariaSi marqsizmTan ziarebiTa da 
iatakqveSa-„katakomburi“ saqmianobiT dawyebuli da beladad/mesiad 
gadaqceviT damTavrebuli, aRwerilia misi axali msoflio „Rvawli“, 
komunistur-socialisturi sakacobrio Rvawli, komunisturi ide-
isadmi misi erTguleba, martviloba, msaxureba, aseve gadmocemulia 
burJuaziis, menSevizmisa Tu social-demokratiis „urwmunoebasTan“, 
„mwvaleblobasa“ da „seqtantobasTan“ stalinis Seurigebeli brZolis 
istoria (sainteresoa, rom am „elementebis“ dasaxasiaTeblad kalinini 
pirdpir iyenebs religiur epiTetikas – „mciredmorwmuneni“; krebuli: 
1940: 137) da, rac mTavaria, gadmocemulia axali „esqatologia“ – komu-
nizmis, viTarca aTaswlovani axali „ierusalimis“ samaradiso da sayov-
elTao damyareba stalinis, am axali „mesiis“, mier. am gzaze ki stalini 
eweva „mociqulebriv“ saqmes – ibrZvis da qadagebs WeSmaritebisaTvis, 
saTaveSi udgas partias, rogorc axal „eklesiur“ komunions da pro-
letariats, rogorc axal „marTlmorwmuneebs“:

`arsebiTad amxanag stalinis …generalur mdivnad xelaxla arCeva 
niSnavda partiis xelmZRvanelobis mis xelSi gadasvlas. amxanag sta-
lins, rogorc partiis belads, daekisra udidesi pasuxismgebloba 
partiis erTianobis ganmtkicebisaTvis leninizmis bazaze, sabWoTa xe-
lisuflebis ganviTarebisa da ganmtkicebisaTvis, sabWoTa qveyanaSi 
socializmis aSenebisaTvis. [...] amxanagma stalinma amave dros udidesi 
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Teoriuli muSaoba gaaCaRa. amas ekuTvnis upirveles yovlisa cnobi-
li leqciebi `leninizmis safuZvlebis Sesaxeb~. unda iTqvas, rom es 
iyo ara Cveulebrivi leqciebi, es iyo leninizmis mxurvale dacva, 
masebis winaSe misi gabeduli dapirispireba yvela mtruli Teori-
isadmi. amxanagma stalinma didad win waswia marqsistul-leninuri re-
voluciuri Teoria; axali SinaarsiT gaamdidra marqsizm-leninizmis 
yvela ZiriTadi sakiTxi axali pirobebisadmi SefardebiT, axal safe-
xurze aiyvana leninis moZRvreba imperializmze; daamuSava sakiTxi 
proletariatis saxelmwifos Sesaxeb, glexTa sakiTxi, nacionaluri 
sakiTxi, partiisa da proletariatis diqtaturis sistemaSi misi ro-
lis Sesaxeb, strategiisa da taqtikis sakiTxebi da dasasrul, sakiTxi 
erT qveyanaSi socializmis gamarjvebisa da socializmis mSeneblobis 
gzebis Sesaxeb~ (krebuli... 1940: 132, 134-135).

amgvarad, kalinini yuradRebas amaxvilebs stalinis `sawrmunoeb-
riv~ Rvawlze, rac a) gamoixata stalinis sajaro gamosvlebSi, rogorc 
axal mociqulebriv `qadagebebSi~,  b) gamoixata Teoriuli Sromebis 
SeqmnaSi (ramac Semdgom jamSi 11 tomi Seadgina), rogorc axal mociqu-
lebriv `epistoleebSi~, da bolos, c) gamoixata stalinur konstituci-
aSi, rogorc axal `ioaneseul gamocxadebaSi~, sadac mocemulia axali 
`esqatologiuri Jamis~ – komunizmis gardauvali dadgomis vizionebi: 
`kapitalizmi Cvens qveyanaSi damarcxebulia, gawmendilia gza komuniz-
mis mSeneblobisaTvis da mSromel masebTan erTad, xelmZRvanelobs ra 
maT, amxanagi stalini aSenebs komunizms (xazi Cemia – k. b.). [...] stali-
nuri konstituciis miRebiT dasrulda uklaso socialisturi sazoga-
doebis mSeneblobis mTeli istoriuli zoli (anu, dasrulda 1936 wlis 
dekemberSi konstituciis miRebiT – k. b.). daiwyo brZolis periodi ko-
munizmis aSenebisaTvis~ (krebuli... 1940: 153, 158). aqve ki nagulisxmebia, 
rom mxolod am `epistoleebsa~ da `qadagebebSi~ cxaddeba erTaderTi 
WeSmariteba – WeSmariteba komunizmis araTu sabWoTa kavSirSi, aramed 
mTels msoflioSi gardauvali damyarebisa. amiT ki kalinins Tavisi 
diskursi maqsimalurad mihyavs im mimarTulebiT, rom mis teqstSi, ro-
gorc gamonaTqvamSi, gamovlindes neba WeSmaritebisadmi.

Semdgom, qristianul saTnoebaTa analogiiTa da mibaZviT, kalini-
ni aqcents akeTebs `rwmenaze~, rogorc komunisturi `sarwmunoebrivi~ 
Rvawlis aRsrulebis umTavres, fundamentur Sinagan mdgomareobaze, 
rogorc komunisturi ideologiis aRiarebis sabaziso Sinagan mdgo-
mareobaze. am debulebis argumentaciisas ki igi eyrdnoba umaRles av-
toritets da mohyavs Tavad stalinis sityvebi: 

`Semdgom. Cveni mSeneblobis naTeli perspeqtivebis uqonlad, so-
cializmis aSenebis rwmenis …(xazi Cemia – k. b.) uqonlad muSaTa masebs ar 
SeuZliaT Segnebuli monawileoba miiRon am mSeneblobaSi, maT ar Se-
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uZliaT Segnebulad uxelmZRvanelon glexobas. socializmis aSenebis 
rwmenis (xazi Cemia – k. b.) uqonlad SeuZlebelia nebisyofis gamoCena 
socializmis mSenebelobisadmi. Cveni mSeneblobis socialisturi per-
speqtivebis uqonloba amitom iwvevs proletariatis nebisyofis Sesus-
tebas am mSeneblobisadmi gardauvalad da ueWvelad~ [stalini, `opo-
ziciis Sesaxeb~] (krebuli ... 1940: 137). 

amgvarad, aq aqcentirebulia masebis mier gamovlenili upirobo 
rwmenis aucilebloba, rasac ukve gaaCnia axali obieqti, erTdro-
ulad sekularizebuli da sakralizebuli obieqti: rwmena sabWoTa 
kavSirSi socializmis damyarebisa da Semdgom rwmena axali „maradi-
uli sasufevlis“, amjerad, „miwieri sasufevlis“ – komunizmis mTels 
msoflioSi aSenebisa da damyarebisadmi. am rwmenis generatori ki 
aris stalini, romelic ara marto am „sasufevliseuli rwmenis“ ge-
neratoria, rogorc moZRvari da politikuri beladi, aramed amavdro-
ulad Tavadaa rwmenis obieqti, rac aseve xels uwyobs misi figuris 
sakralizacias.

kalininis statiaSi ganviTarebul sakralizaciis diskursSi ko-
munisturi partiis yrilobebi, krebebi konferenciebi warmoCndeba 
erTgvar axal „saeklesio krebebad“, sadac yalibdeba da miiReba komu-
nisturi „sarwmunoebis“ axali „dogmebi“, mag., industrializaciis an 
koleqtivizaciis „dogma“ da a.S.. amasTan, rogorc es saeklesio krebebis 
tardiciaSi iyo, romlebzec sarwmunoebrivi da dogmatikis sakiTxebis 
ganxilvisa da axali WeSmariti dogmebis damtkicebis garda gamoav-
lendnen da gankveTdnen mwvaleblebs, aqac, partiul krebebze axali 
socialistur-komunisturi „dogmebis“ SemuSavebisa da damtkicebis 
garda gamoavlendnen „sqizmatikosebs“ („zinovievelebs“, „trockis-
tebs“ an „buxarinelebs“), gankveTdnen maT „eklesiidan“, anu partiidan 
da anaTemas gadascemdnen:

G`XIV partkonferenciam 1925 w. aprilSi daamtkica leninur-sta-
linuri es mizandasaxuloba, rogorc partiis kanoni (xazi Cemia – k. 
b.). gamodioda ra erT qveyanaSi socializmis aSenebis SesaZleblobis 
principidan, amxanagma stalinma dRis wesrigSi savsebiT Tanmimdevru-
lad wamoayena qveynis industrializaciis (xazi Cemia – k.b.) sakiTxi, 
rogorc partiis generaluri xazis safuZveli. es sakiTxi man dasva 
partiis XIV yrilobaze 1925 w. dekembers. [...] amxanagma stalinma amxila 
zinovievelTa es gamcemluri gegma (igulisxmeba am ukanasknelTa mier 
industrializaciis uaryofa – k. b.), rogorc ssr kavSiris damonebis 
gegma, da gamoaaSkarava trockistul-menSevikuri arsi „axali opozi-
ciisa“, romelic cdilobda gaeTiSa partia da dartymis qveS daeyenebi-
na proletariatis diqtatura. partiis yrilobam winaaRmdegoba gauwia 
yvela opoziciis cdebs – daengriaT kavSiri muSaTa klassa da mSromel 
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glexobas Soris. [...] xalxma Seigno industrializaciis (xazi Cemia – k. 
b.) mniSvneloba, rogorc erTaderTi gzisa komunizmisaken da kacobri-
obis istoriaSi gaugonari entuziazmi gamoiCina socialistur mSeneb-
lobaSi~ (krebuli ... 1940: 137, 139, 143).

magram yvelaferTan erTad kalininis statiaSi mniSvnelovania is 
momenti, rodesac stalinis sakralizaciis procesSi Cndeba erTi ga-
damwyveti detali: kerZod, statiaSi nel-nela isaxeba axali diskursi, 
rom stalini mis winamorbed komunist mociqulebze aRmatebulia da 
aRmatebulia TviT leninze, romelic aqamde revoluciis erTaderTi 
beladi iyo: „amxanag stalins Cinebulad aqvs Seswavlili lenini, man 
srulyofilad icis ara Tu yvela misi nawarmoebi, aramed TiToeuli 
maTganis warmoSobis mizezebic. Semdgom eWvs gareSea, rom amxanag sta-
lins cota gavlena rodi hqonda leninze“ (xazi Cemia – k. b.) (krebuli ... 
1940: 163). es diskursi ki xsnis perspeqtivas, rom stalinis sakraliza-
ciis procesi stalinis wodebriv CamonaTvals „beladis“ zedwodebiT 
ar daamTavrebs, aramed am CamonaTvals aiyvans ufro maRal hiposta-
tiur saxeldebaSi, kerZod, aiyvans RvTaebis arsis aRmniSvnel diskur-
sul niSanSi da es niSania „mama“, ramac ukve gaiJRera krebulis pirvel 
statiaSi – gazeT „pravdis“ mowinave statiaSi da gaiJRerebs sxva stati-
ebSi (ix. qvemoT); xolo dawyvilebas „leninur-stalinuri“ Tu „lenin-
stalini“ CamoSordeba („gaecxrileba“), pirveli Semadgeneli nawili da 
darCeba mxolod erTi diksursuli birTvi – „stalini“. es ki sul male 
moxdeba, stalinis saiubileo krebulis gamosvlidan xuTi wlis Semdeg, 
rodesac meore msoflios imis dasrulebisTanave stalini msoflios 
moevlineba ara mxolod proletariatis beladad an sabWoTa xalxis ma-
mad, aramed mTeli msoflios xalxTa, eTnosTa, tomTa mamad.9

   2.4 „neba WeSmaritebisadmi“

krebulis ZiriTadi, generaluri da gamWoli diskursia neba WeS-
maritebisadmi, rac gulisxmobs, rom WeSmariteba, vTqvaT, marqsizm-
Sia, an leninSia, an sulac stalinSia, stalinTanaa da mxolod misgan 
gamovals. Sesabamisad, es generaluri diskursi aviTarebs diqoto-
mias aqsiologiuri, esqatologiuri da mesianisturi TavalsazrisiT, 
rom xsna mxolod stalinSia da WeSmariteba komunizmis damyarebaSia 
msoflio revoluciis gziT, an socializmis, rogorc axali „sarwmu-
noebis“, gavrcelebis gziT. diqotomiuroba ki kacobriobasa da poli-
tikur process, erTi mxriv, axarisxebs namdvil „mowrmuneebad“ (fukos 
mixedviT – „kvalificireba“), romlebic mihyvebian stalinisa (mamisa) 
da partiis („eklesiis“) erTaderT „WeSmarit“ komunistur-bolSevikur 
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moZRvrebas da ase „cxondebian“ (daemkvidrebian komunizmSi), meore 
mxriv, axarisxebs „mwvaleblebad“ da „urwmunoebad“ (fukos mixedviT – 
„gacxrilva“, „diskvalificireba“), romelTac sqizma SeaqvT partiis, 
rogorc axali „eklesiis“, bolSevikebisa da proletariatis rigebSi – 
„TavianT fraqciebs hqmnidnen, partias sTiSavdnen“ (krebuli ... 1940: 
68), romlebic acdenilni arian „WeSmaritebis“ gzas da esqatologi-
uri Jamis dadgomis dros „warwymdebian“, anu ver Sevlen komuniz-
mSi, an sulac manamde ganadgurdebian – „yvela am patara jgufebisa da 
fraqciebis bolomde ganadgureba“ (krebuli... 1940: 18). 

krebulis yvela avtors swored es diqotomiurobis principi aqvs 
momarjvebuli, mag., imave v. m. molotovs xsenebul werilSi:

`amx. stalins araerTxel uTqvams, rom aris marqsizmic da „marq-
sizmic“. aris namdvili marqsizmi – marqsizmi SemoqmedebiTi, bolSevi-
kur-revoluciuri, rogoric aris Cvens droSi leninizmi. da aris sxva 
tipis marqsizmi, – „marqsizmi“ brWyalebSi, marqsizmi dogmatikuri, 
menSevikur anti-revoluciuri, romelic mxolod garegnuli formiT 
miekuTvneba marqsizms, arsebiTad ki ucxoa marqs-leninis revoluci-
ur-komunisturi moZRvrebisaTvis. [...] rogorc Tavis droze burJuazia 
da misi ideuri damqaSebi – muSaTa klasSi myofi yovelgvari oportunis-
tuli da antirevoluciuri jgufebi iswrafodnen gadaekeTebinaT da 
Cvens droSic cdiloben TavianT yaidaze gadaakeTon marqsizmi, viTomda 
mecnieruli xerxebiT gamoacalon marqsizms revoluciur-komunistu-
ri birTvi da amiT uSiSari gaxadon igi kapitalizmisTvis, – iseve Cvens 
droSic trockistebi, buxarinelebi da yovelgvari falsifikatorebi 
cdilobdnen da cdiloben gamoacalon Tanamedrove marqsizms misi 
yovlismZle revoluciur-SemoqmedebiTi ideebis – leninizmis ideebis 
– dedaarsi~ (krebuli ... 1940: 22).

aSkaraa, rom molotovis diskursi agebulia diqotomiis prin-
cipze, romlis farglebSic calsaxad WeSmariti da araWeSmariti Ri-
rebulebebis mixedviT xdeba saganTa da movlenaTa daxarisxeba: is, 
rac araWeSmaritia, ara Tu ukugdebis, aramed sruli ganadgurebisa 
da mospobis obieqtia. diqotomiuri diskursis safuZvelze ase axor-
cielebs bolSevizmi da stalinizmi TviTabsolutizacias (da igives 
izamda trockizmi, Tuki stalinis flangs daamarcxebda) da Tavis Tavs 
acxadebs absoluturi „sikeTisa“ da „WeSmaritebis“ mpyrobel dog-
matur  moZRvrebad,  „doqtrinalur jgufad“, „diskursul  sazogado-
ebad“ da  instituciad,  gnebavT,  hegelianuri  obieqturi  absoluturi
gonis gamarTlebad da saboloo miRwevad. adamianebad, sicocxlis 
Rirsad da kacobriobis WeSmarit da erTaderT Semadgenel nawilad ki 
miiCnevs mxolod proletariats. 
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am viTarebaSi ki adgili aRar rCeba arc ganmanaTlebluri huma-
nizmisa da tolerantobisaTvis da arc qristianuli TanagrZnobisa da 
kacTmoyvareobisaTvis, isini imTaviTve gacxrilulia. es garemoeba 
sruliad aSkarad da Riad ikveTeba kalininis zemoTxsenebul statiaSi:

`rodesac amxanag stalinis Sromebs kiTxulob, isini gipyroben, 
gaRelveben azris siRrmiT, gitaceben Tavis logikiT, gipyroben Tavisi 
TanmimdevrulobiT, Tavisi ucvleli principulobiT, Tavisi suZul-
viliT, iseTi siZulviliT, rogoriTac marqs-engels-lenins sZuldaT 
proletariatis yvela mtrebi, xalxis yvela mtrebi~ (xazi Cemia – k. b.) 
(krebuli ... 1940: 142).

2.5. stalini, viTarca „mwyemsi keTili“, anu kacobriobaze
  mzrunveli mamis xati 
  
saiubileo krebulSi garda imisa rom stalinis figura mamis ar-

qetipul xatTanaa gaigivebuli, romlis gaTvaliswinebiTac stalinis 
arsSi gamokveTilia pirvelsawyisiseuli, demiurguli da moZRvrise-
uli aspeqtebi, ris safuZvelzec masebis TvalSi stalini unda warmo-
Ceniliyo zebunebriv, rCeul, RvTisdar, yovlisSemZle arsebad, amas-
Tanave krebulis mizania stalinis figuraSi gamokveTos humanuri, 
kacTmoyvare, wmindad adamianuri Tvisebebi, ramac xazi unda gausvas 
stalinis arsSive mocemul TanamgrZnobeli, meoxi, Semwe, adamiansa 
da kacobriobaze marad mzrunveli mamis bunebas. amgvarad, krebulis 
diskursi „muSaobs“ im mimarTulebiT, rom AerTdroulad gamoikveTos 
stalinis mamobis ori aspeqti – wmindad RvTaebrivi da wmindad adami-
anuri. swored es ukanaskneli diskursia ganviTarebuli krebulis Sem-
deg statiebSi: vinme n. Svernikis statiaSi „stalini da zrunva adami-
anze“ (krebuli ... 1940: 212-221), vinme m. Skiriatovis statiaSi „stalini 
da xalxi“ (krebuli ... 1940: 222-231) da vinme a. proskrebiSevisa da d. vin-
skis statiaSi „kacobriobis maswavlebeli da megobari“ (krebuli ... 
1940: 232-250). 

xsenebuli avtorebis werilebSi mizanmimarTulad Cndeba mamis 
koncepti, diskursi imTaviTve aRebulia stalinis mamobaze: maT weri-
lebSi stalini mxolod „amxanagi“, „udidesi strategi“, „maswavlebe-
li“, „beladi“ ki araa, aramed, upirveles yovlisa, mzrunevli mamaa, rom 
is yvelas „mSobliuri mamaa“ (krebuli... 1940: 223): 

`gulebi aRsavsea brZeni beladisa da maswavleblis, mamisa (xazi 
Cemia – k. b.) da megobris – didi stalinisadmi ganusazRvreli madlobis 
grZnobiT. [...] swored am mamobriv, stalinur siyvarulze (xazi Cemia – 
k. b.) sabWoTa xalxisadmi minda vTqva ramdenime sityva. sabWoTa xalxis 
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farTo masebSi SemuSavda aseTi mimarTva: „Cveni mSobliuri mama, amxa-
nagi stalini“ (xazi Cemia – k. b.). da es – ubralo sityvebi rodia, aramed 
gansakuTrebuli sityvebia, da iSvnen isini TviT xalxSi, ubralo ada-
mianTa Soris~ (krebuli ... 1940: 221, 223) 

mzrunveloba da gulisxmiereba ki kidev erT „RvTaebriv“ Tvise-
basTan, gulTamxilavobasTanaa dakavSirebuli, rac imave iudeur Tu 
qristianul religiur tradiciaSi imTaviTve ufals miewereba: am tra-
diciis Tanaxmad mxolod ufalma uwyis TiToeuli morwmunis sulsa 
da gulSi ra fiqrebi da vnebebi trialebs. am religiuri diskursis 
analogiiT, stalinma detalurad icis 183 milioniani sabWoTa imperi-
is TiToeuli moqalaqis gasaWiri, sadardebeli, sazrunavi, warmateba, 
warumateblobani, maRali swrafvebi, sixaruli da a.S. amasTan, icis vin 
ras saqmianobs, vin mihyveba Tanmimdevrulad partiis mier gansazRvrul 
sayovelTao „jogis morals“, partiul disciplinas, vinaa „keTilmor-
wmune“ sabWoTa moqalaqe da a. S. Sesabamisad, aq ikveTeba stalinis yov-
lisSemZle RvTaebriv-mamobrivi buneba, rom igi mzadaa am 183 mili-
oniani  masis  TiToeuli  warmomadgenlis  problema umokles  vadaSi ga-
daWras. amgvarad, rogorc RmerTia ganfenili samyaros materialur 
da aramaterialur ganzomilebebSi, asevea stalinic – isic ganfenilia 
sabWoTa imperiis xilul Tu uxilav dimensiebSi, TiToeuli sabWoTa 
moqalaqis arssa da arsebaSi: „aravis ise ar ZaluZs adamianebis dafa-
seba, aravis ise ar exerxeba Caswvdes adamianis sulis dafarul siRrmes, 
rogorc stalins“ (krebuli ... 1940: 212), „man, rogorc aravin, Rrmad, 
mSobliurad icis muSebis, glexebisa da inteligenciis saWiroeba-mo-
Txovnilebani“ (krebuli ... 1940: 223).

mzrunveloba aseve gamoixateba masebis aRzrdaSi, damoZRvraSi, 
masebis komunistur WeSmartebebTan ziarebaSi, rac aseve stalinis, 
rogorc aRmzrdeli mamis, prerogativaa. garda amisa, sabWoTa xalxze 
gaweuli mzrunveloba gamoixateba masebis eTikur wrTobaSi, kerZod, 
Sromis kultis, Sromis eTikis ganmtkicebaSi: 

`qveynis socialistur industrializaciaSi gamoixateboda udi-
desi stalinuri mzrunveloba socialisturi revoluciis bedze, 
mzrunveloba mravalmilioniani sabWoTa xalxis bedze. [...] Cveni qvey-
nis mSromelebi ara marto samudamod daxsnilni arian umuSevrobi-
sagan, aramed lenin-stalinis diadi partiis xelmZRvanelobiT maT 
moipoves ufleba Sromaze. es ufleba ara mxolod sakanonmdeblo 
wesiT ganmtkicebulia stalinur konstituciaSi, aramed igi realu-
radac uzrunvelyofilia Cveni samSoblos TviTeuli muSakisaTvis 
socialisturi saxalxo meurneobis mier~ (krebuli ... 1940: 214, 216).

Sesabamisad, Sromis eTikis amaRleba gulisxmobs qveynis indus-
trializaciisa da eleqtrofikaciis procesebSi adamianebis CarTvas 
masobrivi gamwevi Zalis saxiT. aq ki viRebT viTarebas, rodesac Sromam 

ideologiuri diskursis funqcionireba totalitaruli reJimis oficialur teqstebSi
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ki ar „Seqmna adamiani“ an Sroma ki ar „aTavisuflebs“, aramed Sromam 
daamona adamiani, daumona ra igi mTeli sabWoTa imperiis masStabiT ag-
orebul ideologizebul teqnokratul gigantomanias da ase daukarga 
mas adamianuri saxe da Rirseba. sinamdvileSi „Sromis ufleba“ sabWoTa 
imperiaSi gardasaxuli iyo SromiT uuflebobaSi, iZulebiT SromaSi, 
vinaidan es masStaburi industrializacia umeteswilad xorcelde-
boda ara sabWoTa „Tavisufali“ moqalaqis nebayoflobiTi arCevanis 
safuZvelze, aramed sabWoTa gulagebSi gamomwyvdeuli asiaTasobiT 
adamianis monuri Sromis xarjze.10

mzrunveli politikuri mamisa da marad xelSi Semyure da marad 
daxmarebis momlodine moqalaqebis dispozicia ki, erTi mxriv, gulis-
xmobs, rom aseTi tipis sazogadoebaSi politikuri ATavisufleba im-
TaviTve gamoricxulia, meore mxriv, xalxze „mzrunveli“ politikuri 
beladi imTaviTve gadaiqceva absoluturi Tayvaniscemis obieqtad da 
gadainacvlebs RvTaebis rangSi. religiuri Tayvaniscema ki imTaviTve 
gulisxmobs xotba-didebas, „Sesawirs“, „RvTaebisadmi“ vinmes/raimes 
Sewirvas an upirobo TviTmsxverplSewirvas: mag., kremlSi miRebisas 
cnobil mfrinavs, Ckalovs ganucxadebia „Tavis mzadyofna Tavi das-
dos amxanagi stalinisaTvis“ (krebuli ... 1940: 227). stalinisadmi es 
Tavdadeba da TviTmsxverplSewirva, misadmi absoluturi sasoeba Sem-
dgom paradigmatul formebs miiRebs da sabWoTa moqalaqis umTavres 
„religiur“-samoqalaqo saTnoebad damkvidrdeba: 

`amxanag stalins mraval saCuqars ugzavnian. saCuqrebs hgzavnian 
bavSvebi da mozrdilni, muSebi, kolmeurneebi da inteligentebi, di-
asaxlisebi da invalidebi. [...] mTeli es uTvalavi werilebi, molocve-
bi da saCuqrebi mowmoben amxanag stalinis mWidro kavSirs xalxTan. 
yvelaze axlobeli, yvelaze mSobliuri; ubralo, Tavdabali da gulis-
xmieri megobari, megobari, romelsac mimarTaven rCvisaTvis, uziareben 
Tavis  sixaruls, sTxoven daxmarebas  gasaWirSi; adamiani,  romlis Sesa-
xeb  Txzaven  simRerebs,  Tqmulebebsa  da  legendebs;  xalxis  erTguli
Svili. – aseTadA scocxlobs amxanagi stalini mSromelTa SegnebaSi~ 
(krebuli ... 1940: 249).

m. Skiriatovis mier Tavis statiaSi moyvanili rovenis mazris 
glexi qalis amx. efemCuk-diaCukis stalinisadmi gamoTqmuli samad-
lobeli sityva kiA aSkarad Seicavs saxotbo locvisa Tu troparis dis-
kurss: „didi xalxis did belads, romelmac mogvaniWa Cven sicocxle, 
bedniereba, romelic gvepyroba Cven, rogorc mama, rogorc mzrunveli 
mSobeli, saxeli da dideba!... maradiuli dideba da mravalJamier Cvens 
Zvirfas megobars, dideba da xangrZlivi sicoxle amxanag stalins!“ 
(krebuli ... 1940: 230-231). glexi qalis es sityvebi, faqtiurad, mamao 
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Cvenos leqsikas („saxeli da dideba“, „maradiuli dideba“), sintagmati-
kasa (relatiuri winadadebis gamoyeneba kavSiriT „romelic“) da amaR-
lebul paToss imeorebs. 

amgvarad, mamis konceptis „damuSavebiTa“ da stalinisadmi sabWo-
Ta moqalaqeebis mier gamovlenili „religiuri“ qcevis asaxviT (xotba, 
Tayvaniscema, sasoeba, msxverplSewirva, `locva~) aRniSnuli statiebi 
mizanmimarTulad aviTareben stalinis „RvTaebrivi“ warmoSobis dis-
kurss, rom mis mimarT sabWoTaOmoqalaqeebs unda gaaCndeT RvTismo-
SiSebis gancda da Tavganwirvis unari, riTac isini daamtkiceben da 
dasturyofen sabWoTa saxelmwifos, komunisturi partiisa da komu-
nizmisadmi erTgulebas. 

daskvna

totalitaruli reJimis farglebSi Sedgenil oficialur ide-
ologiur teqstebSi diskursi calsaxad muSaobs politikuri beladis 
aprioruli sakralizaciis mimarTulebiT: kerZod, politikuri be-
ladi  istoriuli  sivrcis  farglebSi  aucileblobiT  gadainacvlebs
mamis arqtipul xatSi da igi iZens mama-RmerTis yvela niSan-Tvise-
bas: igia yofierebis pirvelsawyisi, demiurgi – Semoqmedi RmerTi, 
igia moZRvari, masSi da masTanaa WeSmariteba, igia saswaulmoqmdi da 
yovlisSemZle, igia mzrunveli da meoxi. Sesabamisad, politikuri 
beladi gadaiqceva „locvis“, Tayvaniscemisa da msxverplSewirvis 
obieqtad. am mizandasaxulobis gamo, totalitaruli reJimi da misi 
asave sakralizebuli instituciebi (partia) da saxelmwifo aparati 
principulad tradiciul religiur paradigmasa da diskurss eyr-
dnoba (da es orientireba apriorulia) da masSi Seaqvs axali religi-
uri Sinaarsi – politikuri beladis sekularizebuli Tu sekularu-
li sakralizacia, rac totalitaruli saxelmwifos ideologiis fun-
damenturi diskursia. 

SeniSvnebi:

1. cxadia, es yovelive ar niSnavs imas, rom diskursi mxolod politi-

kur sivrceSi funqcionirebs. fukos mixedviT, Riad Tu farulad igi yvelgan 

muSaobs, yvelgan totalurad myofobs, rogorc viwro banalur yofaSi, ise 

farTo sociumis yvela SreSi, rogorc politikur instituciebSi, ise sruliad 

apolitikur da `uwyinar~ samecniero Tu saganmanaTleblo dawesebulebebSi. 

ubralod, Cveni gamokvlevis interesia, avsaxoT da gadmovceT diskursebis 

funqcionirebis specifika sakuTriv politikur sivrceSi, kerZod, rogor fun-

ideologiuri diskursis funqcionireba totalitaruli reJimis oficialur teqstebSi
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qcionirebs diskursi totalitaruli reJimis dros Seqmnili ideologiuri da 

propagandistuli teqstebis farglebSi.

2. `>>diskursul sazogadoebebs<< amocanad aqvT dasaxuli, an Sein-

axon da daakonservon diskursebi, an awarmoon isini, rom mere es diskursebi 

gansazRvruli wesebis mixedviT Caketil sivrceSi (mag., imave totalitarul 

sivrceSi – k.b.) mimoaqcion da am diskursebis mflobeli an maT naziarebi subi-

eqtebi mere erTmaneTTan daaxloon~ (Foucault 1974: 27). amgvarad, fuko saubrobs 

garkveul korporatiul sazogadoebaze (mag., politikuri partia), an samecnie-

ro instituciaze (mag., marqsizm-leninizmis instituti), romelic Sedgeba fiq-

sirebuli da SezRuduli raodenobis subieqtebisagan da romlis farglebSic 

Zalauflebrivi sistemebisaTvis Tu gabatonebuli politikuri reJimebisaT-

vis ganuwyvetliv iwarmoeba seleqcirebulad gamoTqmuli ideologiuri dog-

mebi da doqtrinebi, romelTa safuZvelzec es sistemebi da reJimebi Semdgom 

akontroleben masebis cnobierebas da am formiT politikurad Zaladoben da 

Zalmomreoben maTze. amgvarad, viRebT viTarebas, rodesac „diskursuli sazo-

gadoebani“ muSaoben imisaTvis, rom Seqmnan diskursirebuli sazogadoeba.

3. aRsaniSnavia, rom sabWoTa kavSiris komunisturi partiis msgavsad 

1949 wels daarsebul e.w. gdr-Si (DDDR), anu komunistur aRmosavleT germani-

aSi mmarTveli partia (`germaniis erTiani socialisturi partia~, SED) aseve 

axorcielebda diskursul enobriv politikas: partiis farglebSi seleqciis, 

kvalifikaciisa da diskvalifikaciis safuZvelze iwarmoeboda ideologiurad 

determinebuli leqsikuri erTeulebi da sintagmebi – `demokratiuli Zalebi~, 

`jansaRi Zalebi~, `partia yovelTvis marTalia~, `Zmuri TanamSromloba~, `erT-

gul amxanagTa Rrma kavSiri~, ̀ ganze gamdgari elementebi~ da sxv. (Eik 2018: 32-36). 
Sesabamisad, am diskursul aRmniSvnelebs hqondaT funqcia germaneli mSrome-

li masebis cnobierebaSi gamoewviaT ukiduresad diqotomiuri azrovneba, ris 

safuZvelzec isini mkveTrad gamijnavdnen `keTil~ da `borot~, `WeSmarit~ da 

`araWeSmarit~ politikur monacemebs da aRizrdebodnen mmarTveli partiis ko-

munisturi `jogis moraliT~. 

4. sainteresoa, rom sanam daaxl. 30-iani wlebis Suaxanebidan doqtri-

nalur da institucionalur doneze gaiSleboda stalinis figuris sakraliza-

cia, jer kidev 20-iani wlebis bolos stalini Tavad „muSaobs“ am sakiTxze, igi 

mudmivad Caayenebs Tavis Tavs iseT poziciaSi, romelic xazs usvams mis moci-

qulebriv rols: kerZod, Tavis am periodis werilebsa da naSromebSi stalins 

qristiani mociqulebis analogiiT SerCeuli aqvs dammoZRvreli diskursi, sa-

dac iqve ikveTeba, rom swored am damoZRvridan momdinareobs erTaderTi WeSma-

riteba. am TvalsazrisiT sainteresoa proletarebisadmi, Tu rigiTi partiuli 

amxanagebisadmi, vinme meSkovisa da kovalCukisadmi stalinis sapasuxi werili, 

romelic erovnul sakiTxs eZRvneba. werilis dasawyisSive stalini aviTarebs 

iseT diskursul gamonaTqvamebs, romlebic xazs usvamen, rom is axali moci-

qulia, rom is axali moZRvaria, rom mxolod misgan moedineba WeSmariteba da ra-
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sac is erovnuli sakiTxis Temaze sapasuxo werilSi RaRadebs, swored isaa WeS-

mariteba. aqve nagulisxmebia, rom partiuli kolegebi Tu ubralo proletarebi 

rTuli da sakamaTo sakiTxebis asaxsnelad swored mas mimarTaven da ara sxva 

partiul bosebs. aqedan ki erTi nabijia stalinis beladad da mesiad aRzeveb-

amde: „Tqveni werilebi miviRe. isini msgavsia im werilebis Tematikisa, romle-

bic bolo Tveebis manZilze miviRe Cveni amxanagebisagan. magram me gadavwyvite 

swored Tqven gipasuxoT, radgan Tqven ufro xistad svamT sakiTxs, rac bevrad 

uwyobs xels sakiTxSi garkvevas. marTalia Tqvens werilebSi sakiTxis gadaWris 

araswor gzas gvTavazobT, magram es sxva saqmea, amaze mogvianebiT. axla ki saqme-

ze gadavideT“ (Ста́лин 1949: 333).
5. amave mesianistur diskurss aviTarebs m. i. kalinini werilSi „amxanag 

stalinis dabadebidan samoci wlisTavisaTvis“: „kapitalisturi qveynebis mebr-

Zoli proletariati da mTeli msoflios Cagrulni udidesi siamayiT Sescqe-

rian amxanag stalins da mas ukavSireben Tavis saukeTeso imedebsa da sasoebas“ 

(krebuli ... 1940: 73). kalininis pasaJSi aSkara xdeba, rom stalini, rogorc mxsne-

li da xalxTa sasoeba, mxolod sabWoTa kavSiris mosaxleobisaTvis ki ar iRwvis, 

aramed misi misia universaluria, globaluria, sayovelTaoa („kaTolikea“), man 

mTeli „Cagruli“ kacobrioba unda ixsnas kapitalizmis „pirvelcodvisagan“, 

oRond kacobriobis is nawili, vinc moeqca „WeSmarit“ komunistur „rjulze“ 

da „mebrZoli proletaria“. aq imTaviTve xmianobs krebulis Tavfurcelze ga-

motanili „doqtrinaluri birTviT“ – lozungi: „proletarebo yvela qveynisa 

SeerTdiT!“ – werilis avtoris diskursuli determineba, romlis gaTvaliswi-

nebiTac msoflio kacobriobis rCeuli nawili proletariatia. es diskursi, 

romelic masebs Tavs axvevs stalinis mesianistur arssa da proletariatis 

rCeulobas, krebulis uklebliv yvela avtorTanaa mxedvelobaSi miRebuli da 

yvela maTganis teqstSia ganviTarebuli.  

6. Sdr.: „qarTul mwerlobaSi gorma SeiZina raRac beTlemiseburi, mis-

tikuri niSnebi; didi beladis, stalinis, bavSvoba da yrmoba aTasgvari legen-

dis saxiT warmoaCines. saguldagulod damuSavda mgznebare revolucioneris, 

xalxisTvis Tavdadebulis, maTs bedze Cafiqrebuli da maTi TavisuflebisaT-

vis mebrZolis mxatvruli saxe, Sesabamisad, – dadebiTi gmiris zogadi modeli“ 

(metreveli 2015: 14).

7. da aqve unda SevniSnoT, rom garda `diskursuli sazogadoebebisa~ (par-

tia, samecniero-kvleviTi institutebi) stalinis figuris sakralizacia-fiu-

rerizaciisaTvis aseve iRwvodnen sabWoTa xelovanebic: ̀ Tuki lenini sikvdilis 

Semdeg gamoacxades sakralurad, stalinis, rogorc WeSmariti axali adamianis, 

socializmis TiToeuli mSeneblis modelis, axali cxovrebis axali Semqmnelis 

saxem xelovnebaSi saSualeba misca mas, rom sakuTari anarekli daenaxa mis mier 

Seqmnil xelovnebis nimuSebSi, vinaidan axali sabWoTa adamiani xelovani sta-

linis mier DSTaberili sulis gareDSe verafers Seqmnida, is TviTon stalinis qm-

ni-lebad iTvleboda. am TvalsazrisiT stalinis portretebi – socrealisturi 

ideologiuri diskursis funqcionireba totalitaruli reJimis oficialur teqstebSi
(stalinis 60 wlisTavisadmi miZRvnili krebulis masalebis mixedviT)



90

xelovnebis umaRlesi miRweva – TviT demiurgis anareklebia da aqedan gamomdi-

nare, dialeqtikuri procesis damagvirgvinebeli safexuria~ (groisi 2017: 85).

8. komunistur-totalitarul sabWoTa imperiaSi Sedgenil propagandis-

tul teqstebs, rogorc Tavisebur „agiografiebs“, aanalizebs s. metreveli 

Tavis gamokvlevaSi `komunisturi agiografia~ (metreveli 2015). naSromSi ko-

munisturi ideologia, dogmaturi marqsizmi ganxilulia komunisturi agio-

grafiis msoflmxedvelobriv birTvad: „rac Seexeba Sesityveba komunistur 

agiografias, aq sityva „komunisturs“ aqvs azrobrivi datvirTva, romelic 

vlindeba sxvadasxva aspeqtiT. jer erTi, Cven vsaubrobT ara wmindanTa cxov-

rebis qristianuli tradiciebis gagrZelebaze, aramed agiografiis Tavisebur 

oreulze an gnebavT fsevdoagiografiaze, romelic, rogorc ideologiuri 

literatura, Camoyalibda saqarTvelos gasabWoebisTanave. komunistur agio-

grafias, rogorc metaJanrs, mkacrad dogmatizebuli partiuli ideologiis 

fonze dasWirda qristianuli agiografiis arqetipis gamoyeneba-aRorZineba, 

Tumca, upirvelesad, rogorc aTeisturma saxelmwifom, RmerTTan mebrZolma 

doqtrinam saswrafod Secvala misi qristianul-msoflmxedvelobrivi birTvi. 

e. w. dogmaturma marqsizmma Seqmna komunisturi agiografia, rogorc axali re-

ligiis (komunisturi religiis) ideologia da aqcia igi axali adamianis (sabWo-

Ta adamianis) formirebis (Tu zombirebis) iaraRad. [...] Cveni mizania sistemaSi 

gaviazroT, davinaxoT da SevafasoT e. w. partiuli literatura, rogorc axali 

drois uRmerTo religia da am ideologiis agiografiuli kanoniT warmodgenis 

mcdeloba“ (metreveli 2015: 6-7, 14).

9. sainteresoa, rom im momentSi, roca k. gamsaxurdia Tavis roman `mTva-

ris motacebas~ werda (daaxl. 1932-1933), stalini oficialurad jer kidev ar 

iyo aRzevebuli da hipostazirebuli `xalxTa beladisa~ da, miT umetes, `ka-

cobriobis mamis~  rangSi, anu misi figura jer kidev ar iyo sakralizebuli da 

oficialurad is jer kidev leninis CrdilSi iyo, rogorc leninis xazis upirve-

lesi gamgrZelebeli. qorwilis epizodSi (ix. kari pirveli, Tavi `jixvis yanwe-

bi~) mweralma kargad mianiSna stalinis xatisa da figuris gardauvali sakral-

izaciis demonur da boroteul arsze. da rogorc hana arendti SeniSnavda, am 

sakralizaciasa da hipostazirebaSi didi da gadamwyveti wvlili saxelmwifo 

propagandistul manqanas ki ar miuZRvis, aramed deklasirebul masas,  romlis 

qtonur aracnobiersa Tu qvecnobierSAi mudmivadaa ̀ beladsa~ da raRac sakralurze 

moTxovnileba (Arendt 1991: 502-507). sefaSi meqorwile sazogadoeba swored aseT 

deklasirebul masad Camoyalibebis procesSia: `ase laparakobda fexze mdgari 
Tamada (naTavadari da gakulakebuli gvanj afaqiZe – k.b.), xelSi gavsili jixvis 
yanwi eWQira. simRerebi Seswyda. mciredi Cqamic ar ismoda darbazSi. yvela gao-
cebuli usmenda, aravin icoda: visi sadRegrZelo unda yofiliyo aseTi bneli 
da grZeli winasityviT wamowyebuli.  me ara mgoniao, daaskvna Tamadam, am sefa-
Si Tundac erTi kacic erioso iseTi Slegi, es sadRegrZelo rom ar dalioso. 
stalinis saxelis xsenebisas sruli siCume Camovarda sefaSi (xazi Cemia – k. b.). 
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[...] TaraSs jer kidev mxari Sewyobili ar hqonda kaxurisaTvis, amadac ase uceb 
moswyvita mas weli im pirvelma jixvma. xedavda: Zalian uxerxuli iqneboda misT-
vis stalinis sadRegrZelos ardaleva. guli ereoda, Tavbru esxmoda (es `gu-

lisreva~ ufro aqsiologiuria, vidre fiziologiuri – k.b.). [...] Tamadam wamuyo 
da jixvis yanwi marcxnidan marjvniv Camoatares. ase rom, ukanasknelni Calm-
azi, arzayani da TaraS emxvari darCnen. yvela uxmod da ridiT svamda am sadRe-
grZelos. arzayans gauxarda, Calmazma rom usityvod dalia. Tavadac amoswura 
da yanwi TaraS emxvars gadauloca. TaraS emxvar zewamoiWra, mcireodeni mosva, 
savsebiT gawiTlda, meti aRar SemiZliao, moibodiSa da jixvis yanwi moridebu-
lad daubruna `angelosispirian~ zesnas~ (gamsaxurdia 1990: 246, 247-248).

10. xalxze, masebze zrunvis diskursuli arsi kargad gadmosca goeTem 

„faustSi“ (ix. tragediis meore nawilis mexuTe moqmedeba) safrangeTSi axla-

daRmocenebuli adreuli socializmis moZRvrebebisa (e. w. sen-simonizmi) da 

faustis „aRmSeneblobiTi“ saqmianobis ironizebiT. swored am moZRvrebis kon-

teqstSi aTqmevinebs goeTe fausts Tavis cnobil frazas – „da dae vidge Tavi-
sufal xalxTan Tavisufal miwaze“ (Goethe 2001: 203). aq ironiis sagani isaa, rom 

faustis sikvdiliswina sityvebSi saubaria ara individebiT dasaxlebul Tavi-

sufali moqalaqeebis sazogadoebaze, romlis farglebSic imTaviTve gaTva-

liswinebuli da garantirebulia maTi sami fundamenturi ufleba – sicocxlis, 
sakuTrebisa da Tavisulebis, aramed saubaria monebad qceul xalxze, visac 

tirani, kolonizatori da teqnokrati fausti Tavis samflobeloSi masobriv 

gamwev Zalad iyenebs sakuTari teqnokratuli vnebebis dasakmayofileblad, 

romlis saboloo mizania bunebis bolomde damorCileba da kontroli. Sesaba-

misad, aq xalxis „Tavisufleba“ politikur Tavisuflebas ki ar gulisxmobs, 

aramed bunebaze damokidebulebisagan gaTavisuflebas, rasac tragediis meo-

re nawilis mexuTe moqmedebaSi masStaburad axorcielebs faustis mier damo-

nebuli aTasobiT adamiani Waobiani sanapiroebis amoSrobis, giganturi arxebis 

gayvanisa da zRvis sanapiro zolze giganturi jebirebis aSenebis saxiT, romel-

Tac zRvas miwa unda gamostacon: `o, rarig maRelvebs niCbebis zriali. es aris 

masa (“Menge”), romelic meymo. miwa gamyarda, zRvis talRebs daudo zRvari, zR-

vas Semoevlo Zlieri garsi“ (Goethe 2001: 202). am viTarebaSi xalxs Sroma ki ar 

aTavisuflebs, aramed es Sroma maT monebad aqcevs. faustis xalxze „zrunva“ da 

„mzrunveloba“ ki maT damorCilebasa da damonebas gulisxmobs, vinaidan faus-

tisa da xalxis dispoziciaSi calsaxad ikveTeba batonis, mbrZaneblisa (Herr) da 

ymis (Knecht), batonobisa (Herrschaft) da monobis (Knechtschaft) dialeqtika: „nab-

rZanebia swrafad, uswrafesad qmna!“ [...] `rac Cavifiqre, swrafadve unda aRvas-

rulo. mxolod batonis sityvas aqvs Zala. ha, droze, adeqiT ymebo, qudze kaci! 

daavleT xeli xelsawyoebs, niCbebsa da bars, rac gamovkafeT da gaviyvaneT, Se-

vinarCunoT xams. da rom aRsruldes diadi saqme kma ars erTis goneba da aTasis 

xeli~ (Goethe 2001: 198, 201). („faustis“ finalur scenebTan dakavSirebiT dawvri-

lebiT ix. Cemi statia: „modernuli mgrZnobeloba goeTes „faustSi“: modernis 

epoqis diagnozi da prognozi tragediis meore nawilSi“; bregaZe 2018: 76-93).
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The Function of Ideological Discourse in the Official Texts 
of the Totalitarian Regime

(Based on the material in the collection dedicated to Stalin’s 60 anniversary)

Summary

Key Words: Totalitarianism, the ideological Discourse, Stalin.

The present paper, based on the material published in the collection dedicated to 
Stalin’s jubilee “60 years from the birth of great Stalin” (Collection…1940), analyses 
the ideological discourse and its function in the official texts of the Totalitarian regime. 
As a theoretical basis of the paper serves the Discourse Theory by Michel Foucault, rep-
resented in his work The Order of Discourse (“L’ordre du discours) (Foucault 1972; 
Foucault 1974).

According to Foucault Discourse is a consistent set of linguistic elements contain-
ing power, on the basis of which power systems or dominant political regimes (including 
totalitarian regimes), on the one hand control the masses and politically raise them and on 
the other hand neutralize and abolish other, undesirable discourses.

M. Foucault from the very beginning underlines, that the creator and afterwards 
controlling mechanism of the discourse lies in concrete institutions and systems (Fou-
cault 1974: 6), meaning that discourse can be perceived as a powerful mechanism, which 
prohibit and neutralize those discourses which try to find their way beyond the existing 
institutions and systems. On the basis of the dominant discourses several procedures are 
permitted in order to abolish, neutralize, and prohibit anti-discourses – opposing or alter-
native discourses. These procedures are:

a) prohibition;
b) separation/isolation/marginalization
c) permanent emphasis of possessing the absolute truth (the will to truth) (Fou-

cault 1974: 7-15).
Thus, we get the condition when the infinite opposition of discourses in a politi-

cal realm – according to Nietzschean analogy – where a discourse is always against an-
other discourse. As the political space is always a reflection of violence and pathological 
striving towards power, linguistic discourses are effectively used as an instrument and 
mechanism, based on which “scientifically”, rationally, directly, strictly and strongly are 
expressed though syntagmatic order derived from the fundamental logo centric narrative, 
united ideological construction and political and religious preaching, raising, “pastoraliza-
tion” (according to Foucault’s analogy) deriving from traditional episteme. 

The paper researches which mechanisms are being used for the functioning of dis-
course in the articles and reports given in the collection (1940) dedicated to Stalin’s 60th 
anniversary.

ideologiuri diskursis funqcionireba totalitaruli reJimis oficialur teqstebSi
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The very first pages of the collection, or rather, the headers clearly show the quali-
ties and characteristics which can be traced in the so-called “discourse societies” (Foucault 
1974: 27), in particular, from the doctrines accumulated and the importance and influence 
of institutions. From the very beginning it is obvious that the collection is done under the 
order of a concrete institution and under the principles of linguistic selection, filtration, us-
ing the accumulated doctrines within the two sectors of „discourse societies”: On the one 
hand, Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute and Political Publishing Agency and on the other hand, 
in the Communist (Bolshevik) Party. In both cases much attention is paid to the doctrine, 
which is revealed in the slogan on the first very page of the collection, “Proletarians of all 
countries unite!” This slogan is of a doctrinal nature, because it attracts the masses under 
the sole value of the proletariat, and unites them under this value and discourse masses 
are being ideologically brainwashed and their identity established. Consequently, the dis-
course-dogmatic word proletariat for all the authors of the collection becomes dogmatic 
representation and the Center of Truth. Such center of truth becomes the word – Stalin, 
which is found in the text of the presidium of the Supreme Committee of the USSR. Thus, 
both the authors and publishers of the collection agree that their discourse texts will work 
in the direction of the two doctrinal statements – proletariat and Stalin in the direction of 
extension and dissemination.

The doctrinal expansion and dissemination in the collection are primarily linked to 
Stalin’s political figure, Bolshevik-Communist Party, Proletariat, sacralization of Marx-
Engels-Lenin, for which the authors use concrete discourse elements that on its own are 
relied on the tradition of religious harmony and eschatology. Taking into consideration this 
tradition, the collection also develops the dichotomic division of “believers” (for example, 
Bolsheviks, Proletariat) and “heretics” (for example, Mensheviks and Bourgeoisie), and 
also developed are the moral dogmas and “religious” practices through which “repentance 
of political sins” are possible. Therefore, all the texts in the collection have the same dis-
course mechanisms and elements based by which Stalin’s political figure, the Bolshevik-
Communist Party, proletariat, sacralization of Marx-Engels-Lenin, and the political mor-
als are highlighted. Namely:

a) Hypostasis, or regarding Stalin as a new Messiah and the new Lord, which is 
expressed by the words Father, Leader; Thus, the form of addressing Stalin in order to 
deepen the spiritual father-son relationship between the leader and the masses is always 
“you” (second person singular). For example, “The Central Committee of the Bolshevik 
Party on your 60th anniversary, greets you with pleasure, the great leader of the party and 
the soviet people” (Collection ... 1940: 7);

b) Discourse of Eternity – Stalin as beyond the spatial and time categories, with 
him being eternal;

c) Mosean Discourse – Stalin as a spiritual leader and teacher, who as a theoreti-
cian, creates new true commandments and dogmas for the world proletariat; 

d) Discourse of a caring father – The father, who like the god of the Old Testament, 
cares for his “chosen nation” (the proletariat, the workers, the peasants, “Soviet peoples”), 
always stands besides them during the turbulent historic times, and is always supportive 
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and saves them: “Stalin cares delicately for his comrades and friends for the people. He 
like Lenin is moved by the deep love for man and is always struggling for their complete 
liberation, happiness “(Collection ... 1940: 71);

e) Proletariat – as a new “religious community”, new “believers”;
The Party – as a new “church”, which in this eschatological moment of history 

shows the proletariat the true way towards communism;
g) “Theorists”: Marx, Engels and Lenin as new “prophets”, “apostles” and “evan-

gelists” who were not able to write about the “Promised Land” – establishment of Com-
munism – vision and entrance of the Communist “Paradise” (“The Greatest Theorists 
– Marx and Engels – did not see the realization of their ideas in their life” Collection... 
1940, 65);

h) Revolutionary struggle for proletariat and the underground work of Bolsheviks 
as new “religious” merit and new mission arising from the “catacombs”;

 i) Bourgeois-reactionary forces, Mensheviks, Trotskyites, Social-Democrats, etc. 
– as new “heretics” and `sectarians” 

j)  separation from them, as an act of purification from sins;
k) industrialization, collectivization – as new “religious dogmas”;
l) Enabling Communism through socialism, as a new “eschatology”.
The first article in the newspaper Pravda, which is the first article in the collection, 

regards Stalin as a Messiah, the new Father-God image. This sacral hypostasis is coded in 
discourse denominations – father, leader. Most importantly, this hypothesis is dogmatized, 
legitimate and institutionalized by the fact that the article is published in the main and first 
of the many multi-million newspaper of the party (“church”), in the official printing press 
of the Communist-Bolshevik Party, Pravda, where the “new Church” the Communist-
Bolshevik Party spreads across the whole Soviet Union its dogmatic “epistolary”: “Our 
vast country of 183 million people loudly trumpets the admiration of the greatest hu-
man genius of modernity, the leader and thinker, creator and architect of a new life, the 
father all the workers and those oppressed. [...] All the world’s workers and peasants 
are looking up to Stalin, he is their hope, he is their future! Stalin is our happiness!”.

Thus, in the official ideological texts of the totalitarian regime, the discourse clear-
ly works in the direction of the a prior sacralization of the political leader: namely, the 
political leader will from the spatial time of history moves towards the archetype image 
of the father and moreover acquire all the features of the Father-God: he is the basis of 
existence, God the creator, He is the Teacher, with him and in him is the Truth, he is Al-
mighty, the is the listener, and the healer. Consequently, the political leader becomes the 
object of “prayer”, worship and sacrifice. Because of this purpose, the totalitarian regime 
and its subordinated institutions (party) and the state apparatus are principally based on 
traditional religious paradigm and discourse (and this orientation is a prior) and introduces 
new religious content – secularized or secularized, which is a fundamental discourse of the 
ideology of the totalitarian state.
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manana SamiliSvili, ada nemsaZe
(saqarTvelo) 

karikatura, rogorc azrovnebis modeli 

sabWoTa totalitarizmis pirobebSi1

adamianTa Soris araverbaluri komunikaciis erT-erT umniS-
vnelovanes formad odiTgan iTvleba karikatura. esaa naxati, romelic 
gamosaxavs vinmes an rames gazviadebuli, damaxinjebuli, sasacilo 
formiT. rogorc a. dmitrievi aRniSnavs Tavis fundamentur gamokvle-
vaSi „iumoris sociologia“, karikaturis gamoyeneba politikur ur-
TierTobebSi Zveli welTaRricxvis me-13 saukunidan SeiniSneba. swored 
am dros gaCnda is satiruli naxatebi, romlebic ramzes III-s gamoxatav-
da, magaliTad, magidasTan antilopis pirispir mjdomi faraoni gamar-
jvebuli, mozeime da Tavdajerebuli ieriT. karikatura aqtualuri iyo 
Zvel saberZneTsa da romSi, sadac dacinvis obieqtebi xSirad xdebod-
nen xelisufalni (Дмитриев 1996: 107).

Tanamedrove karikaturis winamorbedi pirvelad gamoCnda me-16 
saukunis dasasrulis italiaSi, boloniis xelovnebis skolaSi, rome-
lic mxatvarma Zmebma karaCebma daaarses. anibal karaCem gamosca albo-
mi, romelSic pirvelad gamoiyena sityva „karikatura“ (Болонская Школа). 
momdevno saukuneebSi evropis mravali qveynis presaSi ukve aqtiurad 
ibeWdeba karikatura da mas ZiriTadad socialur-politikur movlena-
Ta gasakritikeblad iyeneben. me-18 saukunis bolos inglisSi gamomcem-
loba “Two and country” am vizualuri formiT ZiriTadad politikur 
movlenebs akritikebda. franguli gamocemebi “Charivari” (1831) da “Le jour-
nal pour rire” (1848) gamosaxvis amgvar saSualebas mimarTavdnen sxvadasxva 
Temis gasaSuqeblad. amJamad safrangeTSi arsebobs ori yovelkvireuli 
profiluri gamocema “Charlie Hebdo“ da “Le canard enchaîné“, romlebic 
mTlianad karikaturas eTmoba. informaciis vizualizebis am saxes aq-
tiurad iyenebda sabWoTa presac. rogorc aka morCilaZe wers, „yvela 
epoqis sabWoTa satiruli Jurnalebi savse iyo wonaSi momtyuebelTa 
karikaturebiT“ (morCilaZe 2014: 20).

karikatura did rols asrulebs sazogadoebis informirebasa da 
aqtualuri socialur-politikuri problemebis kritikul gaazrebaSi. 
satiruli naxatebis ideur-politikuri mizandasaxuloba emociurad 

1 statia momzadda SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis mier da-
finansebuli proeqtis (№217512) `bolSevizmi da qarTuli literatura meore 
msoflio omis dawyebidan skkp me-20 yrilobamde (1941-1956 ww)~ farglebSi.   

http://www.art-drawing.ru/cultural-heritage/1998-bologna-school


97

warmoaCens konkretuli epoqis saxes.  TviTgamoxatvis es forma avto-
risaTvis efeqturi iaraRia Tanadroulobis naklovanebaTa gamosa-
aSkaraveblad. man TiTqmis dokumenturi wyaros mniSvneloba SeiZina 
totalitaruli mmarTvelobis pirobebSi, roca vizualuri gzavniliT 
SesaZlebeli iyo simbolurad, SarJuli eniT, zogjer enigmuradac, 
Tqma imisa, rac sityviT ikrZaleboda da isjeboda. 

zemoaRniSnuls naTlad mowmobs antisabWoTa saqmianobis mux-
liT gasamarTlebul pirTa araerTi saqme, romlebic sagranto pro-
eqtis – „bolSevizmi da qarTuli literatura meore msoflio omidan 
skkp me-20 yrilobamde (1941-1956)“ – farglebSi SeviswavleT. saqar-
Tvelos Sss arqivSi moZiebuli masala cxadyofs, rom, miuxedavad re-
Jimis sisastikisa da totaluri wnexisa, sxvagvarad moazrovneebi mainc 
axerxebdnen simarTlis Tqmas. sakuTari usafrTxoebisa da sicocxlis 
fasad ambobdnen imas, rac ideologiuri diqtatis qveS myofi sazoga-
doebisTvis dafaruli iyo.

politikuri karikaturis mniSvnelobasa da nonkonformistis 
xelSi misi, rogorc mamxilebeli iaraRis rolze metyvelebs mxatvar 
ilia vladimeris Ze tatiSvilis Zalisxmeva, vizualuri narativiT em-
xilebina sabWoTa wyobilebis mTeli sisastike da daundobloba. mis 
mier Seqmnil karikaturaTa alegoriuli simarTlis wakiTxva istori-
uli faqtebis enaze SesaZleblobas gvaZlevs, mkafiod warmovidginoT 
epoqis suraTi, gamovavlinoT sabWouri kolonizatoruli politikis 
ZalmomreobiTi xasiaTi.  

ilia tatiSvilis saqme TariRdeba 1946 wlis 11 oqtombridan 9 de-
kembris periodiT. igi eWvmitanilad miiCnies 58-1 „b“ muxliT, rac gu-
lisxmobs samSoblos Ralats, Cadenils samxedro mosamsaxuris mier. 
mxatvar-karikaturistis moRalateobrivi saqmianoba ukavSirdeboda 
im faqts, rom bolSevikebisgan saqarTvelos gasaTavisufleblad na-
cisturi germaniis mxares ibrZoda. dakiTxvis oqmebidan irkveva, rom 
qarTvel legioners aqtiuri antisabWoTa saqmianoba 1941 wels dauwyia, 
im droidan, roca tyved Cavardnila. Semdeg ki dasaqmebula berlin-
Si, germanel nacistTa xelSewyobiT daarsebul qarTulenovan gazeT 
„saqarTvelos“ redaqciaSi karikaturistad (Sss saarqivo sammarTve-
lo, fondi №6, saqme №4682, t. #3, tatiSvili i. v.). igi xatavda da gaze-
Tis furclebze aqveynebda karikaturebs sabWoTa beladsa da mis Tana-
mebrZolebze. qarTvel legionerTa gazeTi „saqarTvelo“ gamodioda 
1942-1944 wlebSi. Tavidan gamocema qarTvelma emigrantebma daaarses 
g. fronelis iniciativiT, xolo Semdgom legionerebs gadaeca. am peri-
odidan gazeTs redaqtorobda cnobili samxedro moRvawis, vermaxtis 
qarTuli legionis meTauris, Salva maRlakeliZis vaJi gaioz (gai) maR-

karikatura, rogorc azrovnebis modeli sabWoTa totalitarizmis pirobebSi



98

lakeliZe, 1943 wlidan – leo xuroZe, bolo nomrebs ki xels awerda 
gr. Caduneli.

aqve unda SevniSnoT, rom im dros samSoblos gaTavisuflebisTvis 
mebrZoli qarTuli inteligenciis nawili gamosavals germaniasTan, 
rogorc ruseTis winaaRmdeg Zlier mokavSiresTan kolaboraciaSi 
eZebda. sistemis mimarT mravalwlian Seurigebel, uSeRavaTo omSi 
Sesul nonkonformistebs hqondaT iluzia, rom sabWoTa kavSirisa da 
nacisturi germaniis dapirispirebiT isargeblebdnen da aRadgend-
nen saqarTvelos damoukideblobas. es azri naTlad ikiTxeba meore 
msoflio omis mimdinareobisas da Semdgom periodSi antisabWoTa 
saqmianobis braldebiT dakavebulTa Cvenebebidan. 

ilia tatiSvilisa da sxva avtorTa mier Sesrulebuli karika-
turebi, romlebic gazeT „saqarTvelos“ furclebze daistamba, ide-
ologiuri datvirTvisaa da arsebuli realobis sarkastulad Cvenebas 
isaxavs miznad, Sesabamisad, agitacia-propagandis efeqtur iaraRad 
gvevlineba. konkretuli situaciebisa Tu pirovnebis komikuri an sati-
ruli aRwera exmareba gazeTs Seqmnili rTuli viTarebis mZafrad war-
moCenasa da politikuri oponentis mxilebaSi. 

gansaxilvelad warmodgenili nimuSi, saTauriT „stalinis siz-
mari“, daibeWda 1944 wlis 27 Tebervals, gazeTis me-9 (86) nomerSi. igi 
naTlad gviCvenebs karikaturistis politikur-ideologiur mizan-
dasaxulobas, asaxavs gazeTis mTavar ideasa da mis antisabWour sare-
daqcio politikas. karikatura miekuTvneba e. w. „portretis“ kate-
gorias, romelic pirovnebis fizikuri niSnebis deformaciis an misi 
romelime maxasiaTeblis hipertrofirebis gziT metaforulad gadmog-
vcems saTqmels. am xerxs iyeneben umTavresad politikosebis an sazo-
gadoebisTvis cnobili pirebis groteskuli saxeebis Seqmnisas. Cven 
mier moxmobil nimuSSi gaSarJebulia „diadi sabWoeli beladi“ ioseb 
stalini.

karikaturis mkvlevrebis – q. kades, r. Sarlisa da J.-l. galusis 
– mier SemoTavazebuli samkomponentiani tipologiis mixedviT, mo-
cemuli nimuSi Seqmnilia ori kategoriis SerwymiT. kerZod, es aris 
„karikatura, Seqmnili romelime aspeqtis gamokveTiT“, rasac karika-
turistebi aqtualuri Temebis gaSuqebisas iyeneben. aq personaJis 
saxe an silueti isea daxatuli, rogoric is sinamdvileSia, magram 
aqcentirebulia misi romelime maxasiaTebeli. amasTan erTad, gamo-
yenebulia kategoria – „karikatura, Seqmnili romelime aspeqtis ga-
martivebiT“. am tipis karikaturas ZiriTadad iyeneben iseTi statiis 
sailustraciod, romelic mkiTxvelisTvis nacnobi personaJis Sesa-
xeb mogviTxrobs. desinatori ar interesdeba detalebiT, persona-
Jis maxasiaTeblebi maqsimalurad gamartivebulia, aqcentirebulia 
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mxolod ganmasxvavebeli elementi, magaliTad, ulvaSi, qudi da a.S. 
(maWaraSvili 2018: 25).

Tuki gansaxilveli karikaturis daniSnulebaze visaubrebT, mas, 
pirvel yovlisa, informirebis funqcia aqvs. amasTanave, ikveTeba de-
mistificirebis, gamowvevisa da reklamirebis funqciebic. es yovelive 
emsaxureba karikaturistis amocanas, personaJis fizikuri monaceme-
bis modifikaciiT moaxdinos realobis demistificireba, sajaro gan-
xilvis sagnad aqcios Tema da gauwios mas reklamireba mkiTxvelis 
winaSe.

„stalinis sizmari“ satiruli kreolizebuli mediateqstia, ro-
melSic ikonur da verbalur komponentebs Soris insemantikuri da-
mokidebulebaa – gamosaxuleba teqstis aucilebel elementad gvev-
lineba. karikaturaSi sabWoeli tiranis namdvili saxea warmoCenili. 
konkretuli qveynis eTnotipuri maxasiaTeblis hipertrofirebiTa 
da misi stalinis personaJisTvis xelovnurad mikuTvnebiT mka-
fiodaa gacxadebuli stalinuri dampyrobluri politika da be-
ladis Sorsmimavali gegmebi, romelic msoflioze batonobas gu-
lisxmobs. garda realobis simboluri asaxvisa, es nimuSi erTgvari 
gafrTxilebacaa, miniSnebaa im safrTxeze, romelic evropis nebismi-
er sazogadoebas SeiZleba daemuqros, Tu  naTlad ar gaacnobierebs 
karsmomdgari gansacdelis realurobas. 

unda iTqvas, rom nebismieri teqstis aRqma, maT Soris semioti-
kurad gamdidrebuli teqstisa, didadaa damokidebuli recipientis 
fonur codnaze. Tuki mkiTxveli ar icnobs lokalur kodebs, ver Sed-
geba srulyofili komunikacia. am konkretul SemTxvevaSic verbalur 
da ikonur teqstTa urTierTqmedebiT ganxorcielebuli efeqturi ko-
munikacia swored mkiTxveli sazogadoebis kulturuli repertuaris 
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gaTvaliswinebiT miiRweva. misTvis nacnobia is ideebi, faseulobani, 
romelTa gaziarebasac avtori da mTlianad redaqcia isaxaven miznad.  

Cvens sakvlev masalaSi verbaluri kodi warmodgenilia mokle 
informaciuli SetyobinebiT, erTgvari winaTqmiT, romelSic gacxa-
debulia ambis arsi, mas axlavs mTavari saTauri – „stalinis sizma-
ri“, xolo or wyebad ganlagebuli karikaturebis qveviT miwerilia 
danomrili qvesaTaurebi. TiToeuli maTgani im karikaturis rele-
vanturia, romelSic konkretuli qveynis maxasiaTebelia aqcentire-
buli da verbaluri kodic am niSniT modificirdeba – im JReradobas 
iZens, romelic ama Tu im enisTvisaa niSneuli. magaliTad: „poloneTis 
prezidenti sta linski“, „rumineTis prezidenti stalinu“, „bulgare-
Tis prezidenti stalinov“, „saberZneTis prezidenti stalinosi“, 
„safrangeTis prezidenti batoni staline“ da a.S. 

ikonur kods warmoadgens stalinis portreti, romlis gareg-
nuli elenementebi icvleba eTnikurobis cvlilebis kvalad. magali-
Tad, elinebis prezidentobaze meocnebe „xalxTa mama“ berZnul toga-
Sia gamowyobili, frangTa mesveuris rangSi pensne da fraki amSve-
nebs, sxvagan Cibuxs sigara cvlis, emateba halstuxi, cilindri da sxva 
aqsesuarebi, romlebic erovnuli identificirebisas ganmsazRvrel 
atributebad gvevlineba. ucvleli rCeba TviT pirovnebis maidenti-
ficirebeli nakvTebi, kavkasielis tipisTvis maxasiaTebeli kexiani 
cxviri, gruza Tma da xSiri ulvaSi. Tumc es ukanasknelic formas 
icvlis calkeuli eTnosis iersaxis yaidaze. 

qromatuli kodi gaanalizebul karikaturaSi gamoyenebuli araa, 
naxatebi mxolod Sav-TeTr tonalobaSia Sesrulebuli. rac Seexe-
ba grafikul kods, am saxiT warmodgenilia numeracia  – 15 evropuli 
qveynis CamosaTvlelad moxmobili cifrebi. maTgan pirvel rigSi rva 
qveyanaa dasaxelebuli, meoreSi ki – Svidi. dabolos, Sinaarsis Seqmna-
Si monawileobs puqtuaciac, rogorc sinkretuli kodis nawili. kari-
katuristis CanafiqriT, sxvadasxva evropuli qveynis mesveurobaze 
mofiqrali stalini kidev bevrs iocnebebda, sizmridan rom ar gamor-
kveuliyo – „samwuxarod, mas aq gamoeRviZa...“ qveynebis dasaxelebi-
sas da verbaluri teqstis dasasruls dasmuli samwertili msoflio 
batonobaze meocnebe „xalxTa beladis“ zraxvebs amxels da konotaci-
urad aZlierebs vizualur narativs.  

amgvarad, gansaxilvelad SerCeuli karikatura rTuli politi-
kuri viTarebis fonze warmoqmnil safrTxeebze mianiSnebs da stali-
nuri totalitaruli mmarTvelobis specifikas gamokveTs.

stalinuri politikis kritikas isaxavs agreTve miznad gazeT 
„saqarTveloSi“ dastambuli morigi karikatura, romelic 1943 wlis 
14 martiT TariRdeba. am naxatze stalinTan erTad mokavSireTa li-
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derebis deformirebulad 
gamosaxuli prototipebi-
caa aRbeWdili. msgavsi mid-
goma bunebrivicaa, radgan 
nacisturi germaniis ide-
ologiuri kursis gamtare-
beli gazeTi am samzeridan, 
calmxrivad aRiqvamda mov-
lenebs. Tumca, erovnuli 
mizandasaxuloba yovelTvis 
laitmotivad gasdevda sare-
daqcio gamosvlebs, rac hit-
leruli germaniis daxmare-
biT samSoblos bolSevizmis-

gan  gaTavisuflebis amocanas gulisxmobda. 
aRsaniSnavia, rom warmodgenili karikatura gazeTis pirvelive 

gverdze, meTauri werilis gverdiTaa ganTavsebuli da redaqciis 
Tvalsazrisis gamomxatvelad gvevlineba. masSi groteskuladaa gad-
mocemuli Tanadrouli politikuri movlenebi, rac meore msoflio 
omis monawile mTavari saerTaSoriso aqtori qveynebis liderTa 
komikuri, deformirebuli saxeebiTaa naCvenebi. miuxedavad imisa, rom 
naxati globaluri konfliqtis sami mTavari politikuri moTamaSis 
portrets asaxavs, igi mainc „situaciuri karikaturis“ ricxvs unda 
mivakuTvnoT. masSi mTavari aqcenti keTdeba swored aqtualuri mov-
lenis SarJul warmoCenaze, rasac omis monawile mTavar subieqtTa 
qcevis groteskuloba uwyobs xels.  

mocemuli karikatura Seqmnilia zoomorfuli xerxis gamoye-
nebiT. karikaturis es tipi personaJis qcevis axsnas cdilobs misTvis 
romelime cxovelis TvisebaTa miniWebiT. Cvens SemTxvevaSi avtorma 
uzarmazari daTvis saxiT warmoaCina stalini. personaJis gansjis-Tvis 
Seqmnili es saxe naTlad gamoxatavs karikaturistisa da mTlianad re-
daqciis damokidebulebas bolSevikTa meTaurisa da misi politikis 
mimarT. naxatSi ukiduresad deformirebuli personaJis gverdiT  
gamosaxulia  aseve CerCilisa da ruzveltis momcro figurebi. 

TiToeulisTvis damaxasiaTebeli Tvisebis gazviadebiT warmoCe-
nili es „portretebi“ metaforulad gadmogvcems avtoris saTqmels. 
daTvi xarbad clis sayvareli TafliT savse Tass (amaze mianiSnebs 
CamoRvrili blanti wveTebi, mZimed rom ecema Zirs), romelzedac sab-
WoTa kavSiris gerbia gamosaxuli. stalinis personaJs welze TeTri 
salte aqvs Semortymuli da mas xuTqimiani varskvlavi amSvenebs. miuxe-
davad Sav-TeTri tonalobisa, mkiTxvels ar gauWirdeboda masSi kargad 
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nacnobi sabWouri simbolikis siwiTle amoecno. am scenis Semyure, iqve 
morCilad mdgari ori dasavleli lideri mxatvarma sakuTari inter-
pretaciiT gamosaxa. hipertrofirebulad gadmosca maTi Tvisebebi. 
CerCili mTeli mondomebiT cdilobs, qvas wveni gamoadinos, indife-
rentuli ruzvelti ki arRanze ukravs arxeinad da mzera caSi aqvs 
apyrobili.  

satirul vizualur enas simZafres matebs Sairis yaidaze leqsad 
gariTmuli minaweri, romelsac avtori CerCils aTqmevinebs: „...da Cer-
Cilmac SemosZaxa: amfer, Cemo daTunao, rogor gSvenis eg davluri, ma-
layebi da xtunvao!“ am SemTxvevaSi verbaluri teqsti ikonurs avsebs. 
maTi urTierTmimarTeba insemantikuria, xolo fonuri codna kidev 
ufro aZlierebs mkiTxvelTan komunikaciur efeqts. lokaluri kode-
bis codna, rasac avtori pirvel yovlisa iTvaliswinebs, uzrunvel-
yofs recipientisgan vizualizebuli informaciis srulyofilad aR-
qmas. karikaturis avtorma amgvar codnaze dayrdnobiT naTlad uCvena 
mkiTxvel sazogadoebas mimdinare politikuri procesebis arsi. man sa-
aSkaraoze gamoitana politikosTa fliduri buneba, im dros arsebuli 
viTarebidan gamomdinare, xazi gausva nacisturi germaniis winaaRmdeg 
mokavSireTa mcdelobis ususurobas, maT araerTsulovnebas, sabWoTa 
tiranis mimarT angariSvaldebulebas, garda liderebisa, misdami sxva 
mcire moTamaSeTa srul morCilebasa da Zrwolas (es naxatze kargad 
Cans SiSisgan mocaxcaxe  ZaRlisa da arRanze Camomjdari TuTiyuSis 
saxiT).  

mocemuli naxatiT avtorma kompleqsurad gamoxata misi Tanamed-
roveobis aqtualuri problematika, rac saredaqcio TvalsazrisTan 
korelaciaSi aqtualuri sakiTxebisadmi erTian konceptualur midgo-
mas ayalibebda. cxadia, karikaturas eniWeboda ideologiuri datvir-
Tva da informirebasTan erTad agitaciuri funqciac emateboda.  

mravalricxovan karikaturaTagan am erTze gansakuTrebuli yu-
radRReba sxva mizezis gamoc SevaCereT. „damaxinjebuli saxiT“ da-
xatul stalinis karikaturaze saubrobda dakiTxvis oqmSi mowme vaso 
mixeilis Ze ramazaSvili (saarqivo sammarTvelo, fondi №6, saqme №4682, 
t. #3, tatiSvili i. v., 18 ivlisis dakiTxvis oqmi), roca ilia tatiSvilis 
gazeTSi saqmianobas aRwerda. igi tatiSvils miakuTvnebda aRweril 
naxats, Tumca karikaturis marjvena qveda kuTxeSi gakeTebuli xel-
mowera naTlad mianiSnebs mxatvar i. evgeniZis avtorobaze. i. tatiS-
vilis aRiarebiTi Cvenebidan irkveva, rom,  garda evgeniZisa, masTan 
erTad gazeTSi mxatvrad muSaobda aseve gr. WeiSvilic. karikaturebi 
ZiriTadad xelmowerilia dasaxelebul avtorTa mier zogjer sru-
lad, xan ki – inicialebiT. aRsaniSnavia, rom gazeTs hqonda specialuri 
rubrikebi: „karikaturis kuTxe“, „humori“. garda karikaturebisa, am 
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rubrikebis qveS ibeWdeboda 
anegdotebi, feletonebi, 
iumoristuli Canaxatebi.

situaciuri karikatu-
ris saxeobas miekuTvneba 
ilia tatiSvilis avtorobiT 
(xelmowerilia inicialebiT 
„i. t.“) Seqmnili naxati „di-
epis avantiuris ukanaskneli 
aqti“. masSi legioneris mi-
er groteskuladaa aRwerili 
safrangeTis CrdiloeTiT 
mdebare qalaq diepSi  ganvi-
Tarebuli tragikuli mov-

lenebi. vizualuri informaciis verbalizeba da mxatvris Canafiqris 
amocnoba rTuli iqneba konteqsturi codnis gareSe. 

diepSi Seqmnili politikuri viTareba ki amgvari iyo: meore 
msoflio omis istoriaSi diepisTvis brZola cnobilia, rogorc ope-
racia „rateris“ (ing. Operation Rutter), ise „iubiles“ (Operation Jubilee) sa-
xelebiT. 1942 wels didi britaneTisa da kanadis SeiaraRebuli Zalebis 
sazRvao desantma ieriSi miitana germanelebis mier okupirebul la-
manSis sanapiroze mdebare saporto qalaq diepze. am operaciis mizani 
iyo qalaqis gaTavisufleba dampyrobTagan da mowinaaRmdegis reaqciis 
Sefaseba. operaciaSi umetesad kanadelebi monawileobdnen. eqvsi 
aTasi qveiTi jariskaciT mokavSireebma Seteva daiwyes 1942 wlis 19 
agvistos, dilis 5 saaTze, saRamos cxrisTvis ki iZulebuli gaxdnen, 
ukan daexiaT. operacia dasrulda swrafi da gamanadgurebeli mar-
cxiT. daiRupa medesanteebis TiTqmis 60 procenti. diepis operaci-
is warumateblobam gavlena iqonia mokavSireTa samomavlo gegmebze, 
hitlerul germanias ki gamarjvebiT tkbobis SesaZlebloba misca.   

aseTi iyo politikuri foni, romlis gaTvaliswinebiTac gazeT-
ma „saqarTvelom“ diepSi gamarjvebidan sul ramdenime dReSi, 1942 wlis 
30 agvistos nomerSi, zemoxsenebuli karikatura gamoaqveyna. naxati 
asaxavs Teatraluri warmodgenis bolo aqts. Teatralur sivrceSi, 
sasceno fardebs miRma warmoCenili suraTi SemaZrwunebelia. moCans 
qalaqis quCebSi datrialebuli tragediis Sedegebi – daxocilebi, 
daWrilebi da tyved ayvanili adamianebi. fardis gamwevi Toki Cer-
Cils uWiravs, marjvena loJaSi ki stalinTan erTad mokavSireTa 
liderebi sxedan. marTalia, speqtakls diriJoric hyavs, magram avto-
ri migvaniSnebs, rom mTavari „diriJorebi“ loJaSi sxedan, maT ukan ki 
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ikveTeba CerCilis figura, romelsac realurad uWiravs procesebis 
sadaveebi.

amgvarad, ikonuri kodis – iumoristuli naxatis – analizi 
cxadyofs, rom avtoris yuradReba mimdinare aqtualur Temazea kon-
cetrirebuli. miuxedavad subieqturi poziciisa,  karikaturisti axer-
xebs, SarJuli eniT gadmogvces istoriuli faqtebi da Tanadroulo-
bis realiaTa konteqstSi gamokveTos saTqmeli. es nimuSi naTlad gviC-
venebs, rom karikatura, rogorc Jurnalisturi xerxi, axali ambebis 
ukeT gaanalizebaSi gvexmareba.

karikaturis mkvlevarTa Soris sakmaod mniSvnelovania mxatvar-
Ta klasifikacia vizualuri masalis formisa da gadmocemis saSuale-
bebis (ikonuri, verbaluri) mixedviT. ganarCeven „mxatvar-esTetebsa“ 
da „mxatvar-filosofosebs“. „mxatvari-esTetebi“ uars amboben teqs-
tze da namuSevarSi mTlian informacias naxati gadmoscems, radgan 
maTTvis pirvel planze esTetikuri problemebia da meoreze – infor-
maciuloba. rac Seexeba „mxatvar-filosofosebs“, isini cdiloben, Ta-
vianTi saTqmeli gamoxaton „wminda“ simbolur formaSi ganzogadebis 
meSveobiT. Sesabamisad, maTTan pirvel planze informirebulobaa, meo-
reze ki – esTetikuri samuSao (Дмитриев 1996: 109). am klasifikaciis gaT-
valiswinebiT, zemoxsenebul karikaturaTa avtorebi „mxatvar-filo-
sofosebs“ miekuTvnebian, radgan yvela ganxilul magaliTSi ikonuris 
gverdiT Tanabari mniSvneloba ekuTvnis verbalur nawilsac, romelic 
aZlierebs da ukiduresad amwvavebs karikaturis „simbolur“ plans.     

yovelive zemoTqmulidan gamomdinare, SegviZlia davaskvnaT, 
rom Cven mier ganxilul karikaturebs eniWeba ZiriTadad informi-
rebis, personaJis demistificirebis, gamowvevisa da propagandistuli 
funqciebi. avtoris mier SarJuli eniT gacxadebuli pozicia srulad 
emTxveva saredaqcio Tvalsazriss da gamoxatavs gazeTis koncefcias, 
rac nacisturi germaniis daxmarebiT samSoblos bolSevikuri tirani-
isgan gaTavisuflebis mizans emsaxureboda.

gazeT „saqarTveloSi“ dastambuli nimuSebis analizma cxadyo 
karikaturis, rogorc propagandistuli iaraRis mniSvneloba sabWoTa 
sistemis winaaRmdeg brZolaSi. saredaqcio politikasTan misadage-
buli vizualuri masala, miuxedavad germanuli nacizmis apologiisa, 
samSoblos damoukideblobisTvis brZolis ideiT iyo aRbeWdili. qar-
Tvel karikaturistTa mamxilebeli xelweriT gacxadebul am propa-
gandistul gzavnilebSi naTlad ikveTeboda stalinuri reJimis mTeli 
sisastike da mis winaaRmdeg brZolis suliskveTeba. 
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Caricature, as a Hhinking Model under Soviet Totalitarianism

Summary

Key words: Caricature, Nazi Newspaper Sakartvelo, Bolshevism, Anti-Stalin 
Propaganda.

Caricature plays a significant role in informing the public and in critical under-
standing of acute social and political problems. The given form of self-expression is an 
effective tool for an author to reveal modern shortcomings. Works by painter Ilia Tatishvili 
clearly confirm the aforementioned. 

We studied I. Tatishvili’s case in framework of the grant project – Bolshevism 
in and Georgian literature from the World War II till 20th Congress of the Soviet Union 
Communist Party (1941-1956). He was suspected in violating the 58-1 B Article, which 
considers treason conducted by a military servant. His traitorous activity is related to the 
fact that he fought on Nazi Germany side for freeing Georgia from Bolsheviks. The Geor-
gian legionnaire worked as caricaturist in Georgian Newspaper Sakartvelo which was 
published in Berlin at that time. 

We have analyzed several examples of portrait and situational caricatures pub-
lished in the newspaper. Caricatures mock “The Great Soviet Chief” Joseph Stalin and 
his expansionist policy. Among the analyzed caricatures was Stalin’s Dream, which was 
published on February 27, 1944, in the 9th issue of the Newspaper. It is in the category of 
the so called “portrait”, which expresses the idea metaphorically, by deformation of physi-
cal parts of a person, or by hypertrophying one of the features. 

Stalin’s Dream is the satire, creolized media-text, which is an insemantic relation-
ship between the iconic and verbal components – images are necessary element of a text. 
The caricature shows the true face of the Soviet tyrant; his expansionist nature is fully 
exposed. By means of hypertrophying ethno-typical features of a specific country and by 
artificially relating it to Stalin’s character, clearly is exposed Stalin’s expansionist policy 
and the long-term plans of the Chief, which meant ruling over the world. Along with the 
symbolic reflection of the reality, the given caricature is a type of warning, hint towards 
the danger which any society of Europe may face, if they do not clearly understand the 
reality of the threats. 

Stalin’s policy is also criticized in another caricature published in Sakartvelo 
Newspaper (March 14, 1943). Along with Stalin, the drawing shows deformed prototypes 
of the leaders of his allies. The author showed Stalin as an enormous bear. The given im-
age creates for judging the character, clearly expresses and attitude of the caricaturist and 
of the editorial office in general towards the leader of the Bolsheviks and his policy. Such 
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an approach is natural, as the newspaper conducting the ideological course of the Nazi 
Germany, perceived events one-sidedly; although, the national determination was always 
the leitmotif of the editorial publications, which was aimed at freeing the homeland from 
Bolshevism by help from Hitler’s Germany. 

Ilia Tatishvili’s drawing Last Act of Diep’s Adventure is of the type of situational 
caricature. In the caricature the legionnaire grotesquely describes the tragic events taken 
place in the city of Diep, located in the north of France. The battle for Diep is recorded 
in the history of the World War II as the Operation Rutter, or Operation Jubilee. In 1942, 
the naval forces of the Great Britain and Canada attacked the port city of Diep occupied 
by Germans. Goal of the operation was to free the city from the occupants and to detect 
the reaction of the opponents. The operation ended with fast and destructive defeat of the 
allies. 

Even by considering such political situation, Sakartvelo Newspaper published the 
aforementioned caricature several days after the Diep victory; in the August 30, 1942 is-
sue. The drawing shows the last act of a theatrical play. Author’s attention is concentrated 
on the ongoing acute topic. Despite the subjective position, the caricaturist manages to 
humorously present historical facts and to express the thoughts in the context of contem-
porary realities. The given example clearly shows that caricature, as a journalistic tool, 
helps us in better analyzing the news. 

The caricatures have the load of informing and character demystification and pro-
pagandist functions. 

Despite the apologia of German Nazism, the presented visual materials were 
marked with the idea of fighting for the independence of homeland. The given propagan-
dist messages, revealed through accusatory handwriting of Georgian caricaturists, clearly 
reflect the brutality of Stalin’s regime and the spirit of fighting against it. 
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siuzan zontagi
(aSS)

georg lukaCis literaturuli kritika

ungreli filosofosi da literaturis kritikosi georg lukaCi 
mniSvnelovani figuraa komunistur samyaroSi mcxovreb marqsistTa 
Soris, romlis naSromebi moazrovne aramarqsistebis seriozul yu-
radRebas imsaxurebs. ar vfiqrob (iseve, rogorc sxvebi), rom lukaCi 
is pirovnebaa, romelic dRes marqsizmis yvelaze saintereso da dama-
jerebel formas gvTavazobs; kidev ufro naklebad mgonia, rom igi 
`marqsis Semdeg yvelaze didi marqsistia~ (rogorc zogierTebi ambo-
ben). magram igi sxva Taviseburebebis TvalsazrisiT aris sayuradRebo. 
ara mxolod imitom, rom aRmosavleT evropasa da ruseTSi axali in-
teleqtualuri mimarTulebebis mebairaxtrea, aramed lukaCis naaz-
revs didi xania aramarqsistuli wreebic angariSs uweven. Mmag., misma ad-
reulma nawerebma didi gavlena iqonia karl manhaimis ideebze (kerZod, 
xelovnebis, kulturisa da codnis sociologiaze) da amdenad – mTel 
Tanamedrove sociologiaze; lukaCi, garkveuli TvalsazrisiT, aseve 
sartris da Semdeg franguli egzistencializmis winamorbedic iyo.

georg fon lukaCi 1885 wels ungreTSi, SeZlebuli ebraeli 
bankiris ojaxSi daibada, romelTa gvaric keTilSobilTa Soris moix-
senieba. misi inteleqtualuri kariera imTaviTve gansakuTrebulad 
daiwyo. igi jer kidev axalgazrdobis wlebSi werda, sajaro leqciebs 
kiTxulobda, Teatris daarsebaSi monawileobda da liberaluri orien-
taciis Jurnals gamoscemda. germaniaSi, berlinsa da haidelbergis uni-
versitetebSi swavlisas misma naTelma azrovnebam ganacvifra pedago-
gebi – maqs veberi da georg zimeli. lukaCis mTavari yuradReba litera-
turisken iyo mimarTuli, Tumca mas yvelaferi ainteresebda. 1907 wels 
daicva sadoqtoro disertacia Temaze – `tragediis metafizika~. pir-
veli mniSvnelovani naSromi – `Tanamedrove dramis ganviTareba~ – 1908 
wels dawera. 1910 wels gamoaqveyna literaturuli da filosofiuri 
eseebis krebuli `suli da forma~, xolo 1916 wels – `romanis Teoria~. I 
msoflio omis dros man gadauxvia Tavis adreul filosofiur mrwamss 
– neokantianizms da jer hegelis filosofiis, xolo mogvianebiT – mar-
qsis momdevari gaxda. 1918 wels komunisturi partiis rigebSi Sevida 
(Tan Tavisi gvaris win `fon~ gaauqma).

am droidan lukaCis moRvaweoba sul ufro Caketil sistemad 
qceuli Sexedulebis erTguli, Tavisufali moazrovnis mZime xvedris 
ganmacvifrebeli dadasturebaa; igi iseT sazogadoebaSi cxovrobda, 
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sadac gamZafrebuli interesiT usmendnen da kiTxulobdnen inteleq-
tualur naazrevs. Tavidan marqsistuli Teoriis lukaCiseuli inter-
pretacia Tavisufali, spekulatiuri iyo.

komunistur partiaSi Sesvlidan mcire xnis Semdeg lukaCma pirve-
lad miiRo revoluciaSi monawileoba (sul orjer monawileobda). 1919 
wels ungreTSi dabrunebisas bela kunis komunistur-diqtatoruli 
saxelmwifos ganaTlebis ministri gaxda. kunis reJimis damxobis Sem-
deg venaSi gaiqca, sadac 10 weli cxovrobda. am xanebSi dawera Tavisi 
erT-erTi yvelaze mniSvnelovani wigni, dRes TiTqmis legendad qce-
uli – `istoria da klasobrivi cnobiereba~ (1929), sadac marqsistul 
Teoriaze filosofiuri msjelobaa warmodgenili. mis naSromTa Soris 
swored am nawarmoebs aniWeben yvelaze maRal Sefasebas aramarqsisti 
moazrovneebi. am wignis gamo gauTaveblad esxmodnen Tavs komunistu-
ri moZraobis warmomadgenlebi.

 swored am wigniT gamowveulma winaaRmdegobebma ganapiroba lu-
kaCis marcxi kunTan ungreTis komunisturi partiis liderobisTvis 
brZolaSi, romelic venaSi devnilobis xanaSi mimdinareobda. masze 
komunisturi samyaros yvela figuram miitana ieriSi – leniniT da 
buxariniT dawyebuli, zinovieviT damTavrebuli; Semdeg ungreTis 
komunisturi partiis centraluri komitetidan garicxes da Jurnal 
Kommunismus-is redaqtorobidanac gaaTavisufles. magram lukaCi 
mtkiced idga da sakuTar wignebs SemarTebiT icavda. 

berlinSi erTwliani cxovrebis Semdeg 1930 wels moskovSi ga-
davida marqs-engelsis saxelobis institutSi samecniero gamokvle-
vaze samuSaod (maSin aravin uwyoda, rom am institutis saxelganT-
qmul direqtors – n. riazanovs 1930-iani wlebis politikur wmendaSi 
gaqroba ewera). am periodSi lukaCis piradi cxovrebis Sesaxeb arafe-
ria cnobili. Ffaqti ki aseTia: 1931 wels berlinSi dabrunebis Semdeg, 
1933 wels, hitleris saxelmwifos saTaveSi mosvlisas isev moskovSi 
Cadis; imave wels damamcireblad uars ambobs `istoriasa da klasob-
riv cnobierebaSi~ da adreul naSromebSi gamoTqmuli mosazrebebis, 
rogorc `burJuaziuli idealizmis~ gamovlinebaTa gamo.

lukaCi 12 wlis manZilze cxovrobda moskovSi, rogorc devnili; 
monaniebisa da komunistur orTodoqsiasTan sakuTari Sexedulebebis 
morigebis miuxedavad, Serisxulad iTvleboda. Tumca, riazanovisgan 
gansxvavebiT, sastik represiebs gadaurCa. am periodSi gamoqveynda misi 
erT-erTi SesaniSnavi wigni `hegelis axalgazrdobis wlebi~ (naSromi 
1938 wels daiwera, magram aTwleuliT gvian gamoqveynda) da Tanamed-
rove filosofiis mkacri da dausabuTebeli kritikiT gamsWvaluli 
broSura `gonebis ngreva~ (1945). am wignebs Soris arsebuli sxvaoba 
cxadyofs lukaCis gviandeli xanis naSromTa winaaRmdegobriv xasiaTs.
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1945 wels, roca omi dasrulda da ungreTSi komunisturma xe-
lisuflebam moipova Zalaufleba, lukaCi didi xniT dabrunda sam-
SobloSi, sadac budapeStis universitetSi leqciebs kiTxulobda. 
1940-iani wlebSi gamoqveynebul wignebs Sorisaa `goeTe da misi dro~ 
(1947) da `Tomas mani~ (1949). axla ukve 1956 wels, 71 wlis lukaCi meored 
gadaeSva revoluciis morevSi. imre nadis mTavrobaSi ministris Ta-
namdeboba miiRo. revoluciis CaxSobis Semdeg lukaCi rumineTSi ga-
daasaxles da Sinapatimroba miusajes. oTxi Tvis Semdeg budapeStSi 
dabrunebis neba darTes, sadac pedagogikuri moRvaweoba ganagrZo da 
wignebic gamoaqveyna rogorc ungreTSi, ise dasavleT evropaSi.Se-
saZloa, mxolod asakma da uzarmazarma saerTaSoriso avtoritetma 
ixsna lukaCi imre nadis bedisgan. asea Tu ise, revoluciis liderTa 
Soris erTaderTi lukaCi iyo, romelic ar gaasamarTles da arc saja-
ro monanieba mosTxoves.

 revoluciis damTavrebisTanave gamoqveynda misi `Cveni drois 
realizmi” (1956), xolo gasul wels gamovida `esTetika”, romelsac 
didxans eloda mkiTxveli da romelic ori uzarmazari tomisgan 
Sedgeba. mas kvlav Tavs daesxnen kulturis biurokrati mesveurni da 
Zveli Taobis komunisti kritikosebi, Tumca ufro metad aRmosavleT 
germaniaSi, vidre samSobloSi, sadac kadris metismetad liberaluri 
mmarTveloba iyo. mis adreul naSromebs (romelSic gatarebul mo-
sazrebebsac igi kvlav TavgamodebiT uaryofs) didi interesiT swav-
loben inglisSi, saerTod, dasavleT evropaSi Tu laTinur amerika-
Si. marqsis adreuli nawerebiT xelaxal dainteresebasTan erTad, mis 
wignebs gamudmebiT Targmnian frangul da espanur enebze. aRmosav-
leT evropis axali Taobis inteleqtualTa umravlesoba ki miiCnevs, 
rom lukaCis gviandel naSromebSi stalinuri ideebisa da praqtikebis 
frTxili, Tumca imavdroulad ulmobeli kritika moCans.                          

cxadia, lukaCs pirovnuli da politikuri gamZleobis araCve-
ulebrivi unari aqvs; vgulisxmob imas, rom mis moRvaweobas yvela 
sxvadasxvagvarad aRiqvamda. isic moaxerxa, rom yofiliyo margina-
luric da centristic da Tan iseT sazogadoebaSi, sadac moazrovnis 
gansxvavebuli azri Seuwynareblad iTvleboda. Tumca vidre amas 
miaRwevda, cxovrebis didi nawili sxvadasxva saxis devnaSi gaatara. 
garegani devnis Sesaxeb ukve visaubre. magram erTgvari Sinagani 
devnac xom arsebobs, rac naSromis Temis arCevaSi vlindeba. mweralTa 
Soris lukaCi gansakuTrebul pativs miagebs goeTes, balzaks, skots, 
tolstois. Tavisi asakisa da komunisturi kulturis gabatonebam-de 
Camoyalibebuli mgrZnobelobis wyalobiT, inteleqtualuri Tval-
sazrisiT, lukaCma awmyosgan gaqcevaSi pova TavSesafari. is gamonak-
lisi Tanamedrove mwerlebi, romelTac misi yuradReba daimsaxures, 
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ZiriTadad isini arian, vinc XIX saukunis romanis tradicias agrZe-
leben – mani, golsuorTi, gorki da roJe martin diu gari.

Tumca XIX saukunis literaturasa da filosofiisadmi amgvari 
erTguleba mxolod esTetikuri arCevani ar aris (iseve, rogorc Seu-
Zlebelia xelovnebis Sesaxeb wmindad marqsistuli, qristianuli Tu 
platonuri msoflmxedvelobis arCeva). lukaCi awmyos moralisturi 
TvalsazrisiT afasebs. aRsaniSnavia, rom es standarti warsulidan 
momdinareobs. swored warsulis xedvis mTlianobaa is, rasac lukaCi 
`realizmSi~ gulisxmobs.

 awmyodan emigraciis kidev erTi mxare vlindeba lukaCis 
im enobriv arCevanSic, romelzec werda. mxolod misi pirveli ori 
wignia ungrul enaze dawerili, danarCeni – 30-mde wigni da 50-mde es-
sei – germanul enazea; xolo dRevandel ungreTSi germanul enaze 
wera mizanmimarTuli protestis STabeWdilebas tovebs. XIX saukunis 
literaturaze koncentrirebasa da werisas maincdamainc germanuli 
enis arCevaSi vlindeba lukaCis, rogorc komunisturi, evropuli 
da humanisturi faseulobebisadmi erTguleba, nacionalisturi da 
dogmaturi Rirebulebebis sapirispirod. ungreTis komunistur pro-
vinciaSi mcxovrebi moazrovne mainc namdvil evropel inteleqtua-lad 
darCa. Tumca esecaa – dasavleT evropaSi misma aRiarebam didi xniT 
daigviana.

vfiqrob, samwuxaroa, rom is ori naSromi, romliTac amerikeli 
mkiTxveli lukaCis naazrevs unda gaecnos, misi literaturuli moR-
vaweobis `gviandeli~ da ara `adreuli~ periods ganekuTvneba. wignSi 
`evropuli realizmis Seswavla~ Sesulia 8 esei, sadac ZiriTadad sa-
ubaria balzakis, stendalis, tolstois, zolasa da gorkis Semoqme-
debaze. igi 1930-iani wlebis ruseTSi, politikuri wmendis xanaSia 
dawerili da masSi uxeSi politikuri xasiaTis ramdenime pasaJSi 
sastiki epoqis nakvalevi igrZnoba. es naSromi lukaCma 1948 wels ga-
moaqveyna. `Cveni drois realizmi” 1950-ian wlebSi dawerili ufro 
mcire zomis, stiluri TvalsazrisiT naklebad akademiuri da ufro 
naCqarevi daskvnebiT gajerebuli nawarmoebia; aq warmodgenil 3 
esseiSi lukaCi literaturis dRevandeli alternativis sakiTxs ga-
nixilavs da uaryofs `modernizmsac~ da `socialistur realizmsac~, 
e. w. `kritikuli realizmis~, anu imis sasargeblod, rac, arsebiTad, 
XIX saukunis romanis tradiciaTa gagrZelebad moiazreba. am wignebze 
arCevanis SeCereba, rogorc aRvniSne, SesaZloa, naklebad mizanSewo-
nili iyos, vinaidan aq lukaCi advilad misawvdomia, iolad ikiTxeba 
(misi filosofiuri naSromebisgan gansxvavebiT) da mxolod da mxolod 
literaturis kritikosis kuTxiT warmogvidgeba. Cndeba kiTxva: ra 
aris lukaCis, rogorc literaturis kritikosisTvis, damaxasiaTebeli 
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Rirseba da Tviseba? ser herbert ridi qeba-didebas ar iSurebs misTvis; 
Tomas manma mas `dRevandelobis yvelaze mniSvnelovani literaturis 
kritikosi~ uwoda; georg Staineri mas `Cveni drois erTaderT mowi-
nave germanel literaturis kritikosad~ miiCnevs da gvarwmunebs, rom 
`kritikosTa Soris mxolod sent-bevma da edmund uilsonma moaxerxes 
lukaCis msgavsad Caswvdomodnen~ literaturas; alfred kazeni xom 
aSkarad acxadebs, rom XIX saukunis romanis tradiciis mkvlevarTagan 
lukaCi yvelaze sando, seriozuli da mniSvnelovani avtoria. magram, 
SegviZlia, vTqvaT, rom zemoaRniSnuli ori wigni am kuTxiT warmoaCens 
lukaCs? vfiqrob, rom ara. amitomac, veWvob, rom lukaCiT daintere-
seba, rac georg Stainerisa da alfred kazenis mier am Targmanebis-
Tvis wamZRvarebul eseebSi qaTinaurebis kaskadis saxiT vlindeba, uf-
ro kulturuli keTili nebiT da ara konkretulad literaturuli 
kriteriumebiT unda iyos ganpirobebuli.

advilia, daveTanxmoT lukaCis mexotbeebs. mec lukaCis gamar-
Tlebis momxre ufro var, civi omis pirobebSi viwro interesebis ga-
tarebisadmi protestis gamo, rac ukanaskneli aTwleulebis Tu ufro 
didi xnis manZilze, marqsizmis seriozulad ganxilvas warmoudge-
nels xdida. Mmagram lukaCis `gviandel~ naSromebs sakadriss mivagebT, 
Tu maT ganvixilavT im Zalisxmevis xarjze, rom lukaCis moraluri 
pozicia esTetikuri TvalsazrisiT gavarCioT, rogorc stili da ara 
idea. mzad var, mis sityvebs vendo. magram, ra pasuxi unda gavceT imas, 
rom lukaCi uaryofs dostoevskis, prusts, kafkas, bekets da TiTqmis 
mTel Tanamedrove literaturas? aq Seuferebeli iqneba vamtkicoT, 
rom, rogorc Staineri wers Tavis winasityvaobaSi, `lukaCi ukidure-
si moralistia, riTac viqtorias xanis kritikosebs mogvagonebs... am 
udides marqsistSi Zvelmoduri puritanis sunTqva igrZnoba~.

amgvari zerele, Tavdajerebuli ganmarteba, rac yovelTvis 
xels uwyobs radikalur poziciasTan Seguebas, kritikul gansjaze 
uaris Tqmis tolfasia. Tu yvelafers uaris mxolod inteleqtua-
luri safrTxobelas kliSeebis TvalsazrisiT SevafasebT, SeiZleba 
isic aRmovaCinoT, rom lukaCi (marqsis Tu froidis msgavsad) Tavisi 
moralisturi midgomiT konvenciuri da ramdenadme sazogadoebriv 
normebTan srul TanxmobaSic kia. aq mTavari isaa, rom lukaCi li-
teraturas moralisturi poziciis erT-erT gamoxatulebad miiCnevs. 
aris Tu ara misi mtkicebuleba damajerebeli, Zlieri? iTvaliswi-
nebs Tu ara mgrZnobiare, alRos mqone, WeSmaritad literaturul 
gansjas? me, piradad, mimaCnia, rom lukaCis 1930-iani, 40-iani da 50-iani 
wlebis nawerebs Crdils ayenebs ara marqsistuli orientacia, aramed 
– tlanqi argumentebi.
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rasakvirvelia, nebismier kritikoss aqvs mcdari azris gamoTqmis 
ufleba, magram zogierTi cTomileba alRos sruli uqonlobis maCve-
nebelia. avtori, romelic lukaCis msgavsad, nicSes ugulebelyofs, 
rogorc mxolod da mxolod nacizmis winamorbeds, an konrads ak-
ritikebs `cxovrebiseuli sinamdvilis mTeli sisruliT asaxvisgan~ 
Tavis aridebis motiviT (konradi `ufro novelistia, vidre – roma-
nisti), araarsebiTi xasiaTis Secdomas ki ar uSvebs, aramed miuRebeli 
standartebiT azrovnebs. verc kazenis azrs daveTanxmebi, romelic 
winasityvaobaSi aRniSnavs, rom lukaCis nawerebSi yovelTvis igrZnoba 
sari azri miuxedavad imisa, mcdaria Tu WeSmariti misi msjeloba. rac 
ar unda warmtaci iyos XIX saukunis romanis realisturi tradicia, 
lukaCis aRtaceba zedmetad dausabuTebel STabeWdilebas tovebs. 
yovelive ki lukaCis im mosazrebas efuZneba, rom `kritikosis amocana 
ideologiasa (Weltanschauung-is gagebiT) da mxatvrul qmnilebas Soris 
kavSiris gamovlenaa~. lukaCi xelovnebis mimeturi Teoriis erTgu-
lia, rac, elementarulad, Zalze zedapiruli midgomaa. miaCnia, rom 
wigni sinamdvilis `asaxvaa~ da `ferweruli tilos xatvas~ hgavs, xolo 
xelovani `Suamavalia~. didi realisturi romanis tradicias amgvari 
terminebiT dacva ar sWirdeba.

lukaCis orive zemoxsenebuli `gviandeli periodis~ wigns in-
teleqtualuri sinatife aklia. am ors Soris `Cveni drois realizmi” 
gacilebiT ukeTesia; gansakurebiT pirvel eseiSi – `modernizmis ide-
ologia~ – igrZnoba mZlavri muxti da mravali TvalsazrisiT, brwyin-
vale naSromia. lukaCis debulebis Tanaxmad, modernistuli litera-
tura (igi aq kafkas, joiss, moravias, bens, bekets da aTeulobiT 
sxva avtors gulisxmobs) aSkarad alegoriuli xasiaTisaa; Semdeg igi 
alegoriasa da istoriuli cnobierebis uaryofas Soris kavSirze 
saubrobs. Mmomdevno esei – `franc kafka Tu Tomas mani?~ zerele da 
naklebad saianteresoa da masSic imave debulebas imeorebs. uka-
nasknel eseiSi – `kritikuli realizmi da socialisturi realizmi~ – 
marqsistuli poziciidan uaryofs xelovnebis ZiriTads doqtrinebs, 
rac stalinuri xanis ideologiis nawili iyo.

Tumca am wignsac araerTi nakli aqvs. pirvel eseiSi gamoTqmuli 
mosazreba alegoriis Sesaxeb valter beniaminis gviandeli ideebidan 
momdinareobs; citatebi alegoriis Sesaxeb beniaminis essedan, romel-
Tac aq vxvdebiT, TiTqos werisa da msjelobis bevrad daxvewili mane-
ris dasturia. aris, albaT, erTgvari bedis ironia imaSi, rom beniami-
ni, romelic 1940 wels gardaicvala, lukaCis `adreul~ nawerebis gav-
lenas ganicdida. Tumca, ironia iqiT iyos da faqtia, rom beniamini 
didi kritikosia (swored beniamini imsaxurebs `Cveni epoqis erTaderTi 
mniSvnelovani germaneli kritikosis~ tituls), `gviandeli periodis~ 
lukaCi ki – ara. beniaminis Semoqmedeba imis magaliTia, risTvisac 
lukaCs, rogorc literaturis kritikoss, SeeZlo mieRwia.
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safrangeTSi sartris msgavsma mwerlebma da neomarqsist kri-
tikosTa germanuli skolis warmomadgenlebma (romelTagan, beniaminis 
garda, yvelaze gamoCenili arian Teodor adorno da herbert marku-
ze), SeZles, sxvaTa Soris, marqsistuli, rogorc filosofiuri da 
kulturuli analizis poziciidan ganexilaT Tanamedrove literatu-
ris esa Tu is aspeqti mainc. Tumca am avtorebs lukaCs ver SevadarebT. 
CemTvis gasagebia is mizezebi da gamocdilebani, rac safuZvlad udevs 
lukaCis reaqciul esTetikur mgrZnobelobas; mesmis, moralis kiTx-
visken misi gamudmebuli swrafvac da ideologiuri tvirTic, romel-
sac warbSeuxrelad zidavs; da yvelaferi nawilobriv imitom, rom es 
filisteruli tvirTi Sevumsubuqo. magram iseve, rogorc verasdros 
miviReb lukaCis msoflmxedvelobis inteleqtualur wanamZRvrebs Tu 
mis Sedegebsa da Tanamedrove literaturis udidesi nimuSebis mZafr 
kritikas, aseve ver uarvyof, rom yovelive es lukaCis gviandeli peri-
odis mTel kritikul Semoqmedebas Crdils ayenebs.

lukaCisTvis kargi samsaxuris gaweva iqneba, Tu amerikeli mkiTx-
velisTvis iTargmneba adreuli xanis wignebi – `suli da forma~ (sa-
dac Sesulia misi disertacia tragediis Sesaxeb), `romanis Teoria~ 
da, rasakvirvelia, `istoria da klasobrivi cnobiereba~. amas garda, 
xelovnebisadmi marqsistuli midgomis sicocxlisunarianobisTvis da 
masze saTanado warmodgenis Sesaqmnelad, kargi iqneboda, im germanel 
da frang kritikosTa naSromebis Targmna, romlebic zemoT davasax-
ele (upirvelesad ki, beniaminis). mxolod maSin SevZlebT marqsizmis, 
rogorc xelovnebisa da kulturisadmi angariSgasawevi midgomis Sefa-
sebas, roca am jgufis yvela ZiriTadi warmomadgenlis Targmani xelT 
gveqneba.

(1964)

postskriptumi:

lukaCis wignze – `romanis Teoria” – 1920 wels gamoqveynebul 
recenziaSi karl manhaimma mas `esTetikuri fenomenis, kerZod, roma-
nis istoriis filosofiis maRali poziciidan ganxilvis mcdeloba” 
uwoda. manhaimis Tanaxmad, `lukaCis wignSi kvleva swori mimarTule-
biT midis”. swor da mcdar msjelobebze rom araferi vTqvaT, amgva-
ri mimarTuleba aSkarad SezRudulia. ufro zustad, xelovnebisadmi 
marqsistuli midgomis dadebiTi Tu uaryofiTi mxare momdinareobs 
`maRali poziciisadmi~ am Teoriis erTgulebaSi. Tqven ver Sexvde-
biT xelovnebis per se ama Tu im moraluri Tu istoriuli mimarTu-
lebis samsaxurSi ZaliT Cayenebis survils zemoxsenebuli avtorebis 
(adreuli lukaCi, beniamini, adorno da sxva) nawerebSi. magram didi 
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Zalisxmevis miuxedavad, arcerTi maTgani araa Tavisufali ama Tu im 
warmodgenisgan, rac sabolood ideologiis ukvdavyofas emsaxu-
reba da mTeli misi mimzidvelobis miuxedavad (Tu mas eTikur val-
debulebaTa mTlianobad ganvixilavT), Tanamedrove sazogadoebis 
struqturisa da niSan-Tvisebebis, masSi momxdari gansakuTrebuli 
xasiaTis cvlilebebis Sefasebisas, dogmaturobisa da uaryofiTi da-
mokidebulebis farglebs ver gascda. Aaq `humanizms~ vgulisxmob. is-
toriuli progresis ideisadmi erTgulebis miuxedavad, neo-marqsis-
tma kritikosebma arasocialisturi qveynebis Tanamedrove kulturis 
bevri saintereso da SemoqmedebiTi Taviseburebis mimarT saocari 
gulgriloba gamoavlines. avangardistuli xelovnebis mimarT Tavi-
anTi dauintereseblobiT, Tanamedrove xelovnebisa da gansxvavebuli 
cxovrebis niris (rogorc `gaucxoebulis~, `dehumanizebulis~, `meqa-
nizebulis~) mimarT pretenziebis wayenebiT da, zogadad, TavianTi 
suliskveTebiT, odnav gansxvavdebian XIX saukuneSi moRvawe didi 
konservatori kritikosebisgan, rogorebic arian arnoldi, reskini 
da burqhardti. ucnauri da damafiqrebelia, rom iseTebma sruliad 
apolitikurma kritikosma, rogoricaa marSal maqlueni, Tanamedrove 
sinamdvilis struqturaSi gacilebiT Rrmad wvdomis unari gamoavlina.

erTi SexedviT, neo-marqsist kritikosTa ama Tu im mosazrebis 
mravalferovnebaSi TiTqos naklebad Cans mgrZnobelobis erTsulov-
neba, vidre warmovaCine. Mmagram Tu maTi nawerebis esTetikur principebs 
SevadarebT, gansxvaveba umniSvnelo aRmoCndeba. marTalia, adorno Ta-
vis `axali musikis filosofiaSi~ Sonbergs dadebiTs Sefasebas aZlevs, 
magram es xdeba mxolod `progresis~ saxeliT (Sonbergisadmi keTilgan-
wyobis paralelurad, adorno Tavs esxmis stravinskis, romlis mTel 
Semoqmedebas igi usamarTlod mxolod erT-erT – neo-klasikur peri-
odTan aigivebs. warsulze ieriSis mitanisa da musikaluri pastiSebisT-
vis (igive braldeba SeiZleba pikasos mimarTac wagveyenebina), stravin-
skis jer `reaqcioneris~, xolo Semdeg `faSistis~ saxeliT naTlavs). 
Tumca lukaCi kafkas im Taviseburebebis gamo akritikebs, romelTac 
mutatis mutandis musikis istoriaSi, adornos terminologiiT, `progresu-
li~ unda gvewodebina. kafka reaqciulia misi nawerebis faqturis ale-
goriulobis, anu de-istoriulobis gamo, maSin roca manis Semoqmedeba 
progresulia realizmis, anu istoriis SegrZnebiT gamo. magram msje-
loba rom sxva kuTxiT wargvemarTa, advilad warmomidgenia, rom manis 
parodiiTa da ironiiT gajerebuli, moZvelebuli formis nawarmoebebi 
– reaqciuli aRmoCndeboda. erT SemTxvevaSi, `reaqciuloba~ warsuli-
sadmi araavTentur mimarTebasTanaa gaigivebuli; xolo meore SemTx-
vevaSi, masSi abstraqtuloba igulisxmeba. orive standartis (da indi-
vidualuri gemovnebis gamonaklisebis) gaTvaliswinebiT, es kritiko-
sebi erTTavad mtrulad arian ganwyobilni Tanamedrove xelovnebis 
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mimarT, an srulebiT ver grZnoben mas. umetes SemTxvevaSi, isini ar ikv-
leven mas ise safuZvlianad, rogorc saWiroa. erTaderTi Tanamedrove 
romanisti, romelzec frangi neo-marqsisti kritikosi lusien goldma-
ni werda, aris andre malro. uCveulo beniaminic ki, romelic erTnairi 
brwyinvale werda goeTeze, leskovsa da bodlerze, arafers ambobs me-20 
saukunis mwerlebze. marTalia, Cveni saukunis xelovnebis erTaderT 
uaxles da umniSvnelovanes formas – kinematografs beniaminma Tavisi 
eseebis didi nawili dauTmo, magram saTanadod ver Seafasa da ver gaigo 
misi mniSvneloba (igi miiCnevda, rom filmebi tradiciasa da istoriul 
cnobierebas anadgurebda da, aqedan gamomdinare – kidev erTxel! – 
faSizmis gamovlineba iyo).

hegelisa da marqsis mimdevar kulturis kritikosebs ar surdaT 
xelovnebis, rogorc avtonomiuri (da ara ubralod istoriuli Tval-
sazrisiT gansaxilveli) formis aRiareba. da vinaidan is niSandobli-
oba, rac xelovnebis Tanamedrove mimarTulebebs suls STaberavs, arse-
biTad, xelovnebis formiseuli SesaZleblobebis (emociuri Zalis CaT-
vliT) xelaxla aRmoCenas da mis win wamowevas efuZneba, es kritikosebi 
Tanamedrove xelovnebis nimuSebisadmi naklebi simpaTiiT arian gan-
wyobilni. am SemTxvevaSi gamonaklisia `Sinaarsi~. istoriuli kritikis 
warmomadgenlebi formasac ki Sinaarsis nairsaxeobad Tvlian, rac cxa-
dad Cans `romanis TeoriaSi~, sadac sxvadasxva literaturuli Janris – 
eposis, lirikis, romanis – analizisas lukaCi miuTiTebs, rom ama Tu im 
nawarmoebis formaSi socialuri cvlilebebi aisaxeba. msgavsi mcdari 
Sexeduleba naklebad TvalSisacemia, magram uxvadaa araerTi amerikeli 
literaturis kritikosis naSromSi; maTi hegelianuri orientacia nawi-
lobriv marqsidan, Tumca arsebiTad sociologiidan momdinareobs.

rasakvirvelia, istoriul midgomas bevri dadebiTi mxare aqvs. 
magram, Tuki forma SeiZleba Sinaarsis nairsaxeobad miviCnioT, maSin 
(albaT, es ufro mniSvnelovania) Sinaarsic SegviZlia formis gamoxat-
ulebad CavTvaloT. roca istoriuli kritikis warmomadgenlebi da 
maTi mimdevrebi SeZleben xelovnebis nimuSis, upirveles yovlisa, xe-
lovnebis nimuSadve (da ara sociologiur, kulturul, moralur Tu 
politikur dokumentad) aRqmas, mxolod maSin miuaxlovdebian me-20 
saukunis udidesi xelovnebis araerT nimuSs da maSin gamoimuSaveben xe-
lovnebaSi `modernizmis~ sakiTxebsa da miznebSi wvdomis unars.

(1965)

Targmna gaga lomiZem

Susan Sontag. “The Literary Criticism of  Georg Lukacs”.
From the book – Susan Sontag. Against Interpretation. 

New York-London-Toronto, 1990, pp. 82-92.
Translated by Gaga Lomidze.

siuzan zontagi



117

nino doliZe
(saqarTvelo)

tradiciuli poeziis niSnebi da maTi funqcia

mahmud darviSis leqsSi `Seyvarebuli palestinidan~

arabul poezias didi xnis istoria aqvs. marTalia, islamamdeli 
arabuli leqsis uZvelesi nimuSebi (V-VII ss.) Cvenamde met-naklebad sa-
xecvlili formiTaa moRweuli, magram am ZeglTa ganviTarebuli, mdi-
dari meta-ena Tu formulebrivi xasiaTi miuTiTebs xangrZliv tradi-
ciaze, rac savaraudod, win uZRoda maT Seqmnas (furcelaZe 2017: 13). 
poezia islamamdeli kulturis umniSvnelovanesi komponenti iyo – er-
Ti mxriv, momTabare beduinebis yofidan amozrdili da meore mxriv, am 
yofis masazrdoebeli.1 warmarTul arabul sazogadoebaSi karg vaJ-
kacs, mebrZols leqsis TxzvaSi gawafulobac moeTxoveboda.2 islamis 
gamoCenis (VII s.) Semdeg leqsi yoveldRiuri yofis organuli nawili 
aRar iyo. TandaTan zepiri poezia weriTiT Seicvala, xolo poetma, ro-
melic adreislamur epoqaSi saxotbo, panegirikul leqss xelisufa-
lisTvis qmnida, aqtiuri socialuri funqcia dakarga. `dacemis xanaSi~ 
(XIII-XVII ss.) cariel formad gadagvarebuli kasidis3 SeTxzvis teqnikis 
flobac ki ukve sakmarisi iyo `poetobisTvis~. poezias sociumze zegav-
lenis moxdena kvlav ar SeeZlo. es funqcia arabul leqss mxolod XX 
s-Si daubrunda, rodesac sakuTar kulturul Rirebulebebze myarad 
mdgomi Semoqmedebi koloniur Zalas daupirispirdnen. swored am ga-
naxlebul tradicias miekuTvneba palestineli poeti mahmud darviSi 
(1942-2008), romelsac Rrmad swamda, rom poezia kvlav arabTa fsiqikur-
sulieri cxovrebis mniSvnelovani nawili iyo. TviTgamoxatvis axali 
formebis maZiebeli darviSi gamudmebiT cdilobda, leqsi ise ganevi-

1 r. genonis dakvirvebiT, Tu binadari xalxi aviTarebs saxviT anu formaTa xe-
lovnebas (arqiteqtura, qandakeba, ferwera...), romelic sivrceSi gaiSleba da 
droSi cvalebadia, momTabareni upiratesad xmier xelovnebas (poezia, musika...) 
qmnian, romelic droSi TiTqmis ucvlelad miedineba. (ix.: genoni, 1998). islamam-
deli epoqis momTabare arabebs marTlac maRal doneze ganviTarebuli zepiri 
poezia hqondaT. 
2 islamamdel arabul sazogadoebaSi arsebobda rainduli cxovrebis wesi, erT-
gvari qcevis kodeqsi _e.w. muruvva (arab. vaJkacoba, keTilSobileba, didsulo-
vneba), romelic gambedaobasa da erTgulebaze, xelgaSlilobasa da Rirsebaze 
iyo damyarebuli. aseve fasobda enamoswrebuloba da poetur paeqrobaSi mona-
wileobis unari. 
3 kasida – islamamdel epoqaSi warmoqmnili, erTi riTmiTa da sazomiT daweri-
li, didi moculobis, mravalTemiani saleqso forma. 
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Tarebina, rom wonasworoba daecva XX s-is arabul samyaroSi gabatonebul 
or ukiduresobas Soris. Tu erTi istoriul cvlilebas saerTod ar 
iTvaliswinebda, meore mxolod poeziis modernizebas isaxavda miznad, 
warsuls ki mTlianad swydeboda. samwuxarod, darviSs ufro xSirad 
warmoaCenen xolme rogorc inTifadas1 simbolos, palestinelebis xmas, 
nacionalur poets Tu palestinis poets, ramac erTgvarad daCrdila is 
rogorc Semoqmedi, romelic sul muSaobda sakuTar Tavze, ixveweboda 
da icvleboda leqsis srulyofisaken mimaval gzaze. 2000 wels gamosu-
li frangulenovani krebulis `Cven dedamiwa gveviwroveba~ SesavalSi 
darviSi aRniSnavs:

`yoveli Cemi axali krebuli uwyvetobis erTgvari rRvevisken, 
wina krebulis daSliskenaa mimarTuli, ramdenadac TiToeuli axali 
wamowyebisas, ucvlelad ganvicdi saWiroebas, ganvaviTaro da centrs 
davuaxlovo niuansebi, romelic manamde meoradad da marginalurad 
mimaCnda... Cemi poeturi SeTavazebebi saTaves yovelTvis arabuli 
poeziis xangrZliv istoriaSi, mis ritmebsa da esTetikur kanonebSi 
iRebs. iSviaTia poetebi, romlebic poeturad erTbaSad ibadebian. me 
TandaTanobiT da Sualeduri kumSvebiT davibade da dRemde vswavlob 
leqsisken mimaval rTul gzaze siaruls; leqsisken, romelic jer ar 
damiweria.~ (darviSi, 2016: 19)

winamdebare statiaSi yuradRebas gavamaxvilebT mahmud darvi-
Sis erT cnobil, saetapo mniSvnelobis leqsze – `Seyvarebuli pales-
tinidan~ da SevecdebiT avxsnaT, Tu amjerad ratom mimarTa axali, Ta-
namedrove formebisa Tu gamomsaxvelobiTi saSualebebis maZiebelma 
darviSma klasikur kasidasa da Razals2; da ra funqcia aqvs tradiciul 
poeziis niSanTa gamoyenebas am konkretul verlibrSi XX s-is samociani 
wlebis palestinur konteqstSi.

mahmud darviSi 1942 wlis 13 marts dasavleT galileaSi, aqasTan 
axlos mdebare palestinur sofel birvaSi, salim da huraia darviSebis 
ojaxSi daibada. oTxi Zma da sami da hyavda. 1948 wlis cnobili movle-
nebis3 Sedegad ojaxi sakuTar qveyanaSi ltolvilad iqca. mahmudis mama 
miwismflobeli iyo, Tumca okupaciis Semdeg iZulebuli gaxda, dRiur 
muSad daewyo muSaoba. darviSebis mSobliuri sofeli israelma male-
ve daangria, iq mcxovrebTa ukan dabruneba rom aeridebina Tavidan. 
libanSi gaqceulebi jer jizinSi, Semdeg damurSi cxovrobdnen. erTi 
wlis Semdeg sofel dir al-asadSi dabrundnen da erTxans moqalaqeobas 
malavdnen, radgan es miwa israels ekuTvnoda. momavali poeti swored 
aq Sevida skolaSi. samwuxaro movlenebis miuxedavad, man kargi ganaT-

1 inTifada (arab. ajanyeba) – palestinuri winaaRmdegobis moZraoba.
2 Razali (arab.) – islamis epoqaSi gaCenili satrfialo leqsi.
3 igulisxmeba israelis mier dasavleT sanapiros okupacia. 
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lebis miReba moaxerxa. skolis damTavrebis Semdeg darviSma jer lite-
raturul Jurnal `al-jadidis~, xolo Semdeg haifaSi gamomavali `iT-
Tihadis~ redaqciaSi daiwyo muSaoba. 1973 wels axalgazrda Semoqmedma 
beiruTs miaSura, sadac palestinelma mweralma Rasan qanafanim1 is 
sazogadoebas warudgina rogorc `winaaRmdegobis poeti~. imxanad mar-
Tlac aqtiur sazogadoebriv cxovrebas eweoda – libanSi palestinis 
gaTavisuflebis organizacias daqvemdebarebul saswavlo Tu sagamom-
cemlo organizaciebSi muSaobda. oslos SeTanxmebis2 Semdeg darviSma 
protestis niSnad datova palestinis gaTavisuflebis organizaciis 
aRmasrulebeli sabWo da 1981 wlidan mis mierve daarsebul kultu-
ris Jurnal `qarmals~ Caudga saTaveSi. 1982 wels beiruTSi gaCaRebuli 
samoqalaqo omis gamo is libanidan parizs gaemgzavra. cxovrebis didi 
nawili emigraciaSi gaatara, radgan aTwlulebis ganmavlobaSi ar hqon-
da palestinaSi dabrunebis ufleba. misi orive qorwineba gayriT das-
rulda. Svilebi ar hyolia. 2008 wlis 8 agvistos darviSi mesame gulis 
operaciis dros aSS-is erT klinikaSi gardaicvala. misi cxedari hius-
tonidan iordaniis gavliT ramalaSi gadaasvenes da iqve dakrZales.

darviSis SemoqmedebiTi cxovrebis dasawyisi daemTxva periods, 
rodesac elegiuri ganwyobis arabuli leqsebi TandaTan sabrZolo 
suliskveTebiT gamsWvalulma poeziam Secvala. 1967 wlis movlene-
bis3 Semdeg ki iseTi viTareba Seiqmna, rom palestinuri poezia ara 
marto SeiZleboda, aramed unda qceuliyo kidec iaraRad. Tumca le-
qsi `Seyvarebuli palestinidan~ ufro adre – 1966 wels gamoqveynda. 
es iyo periodi, rodesac politikur realobaSi `palestinas~ arafers 
uwodebdnen. israelis saxelmwifos Seqmnis Semdeg sityva `palestina~ 
politikurad tabudadebuli iyo. gadaWarbebuli ar iqneba, Tu vity-
viT, rom am leqsma xelaxla Seqmna `palestina~, romlis dabadebas te-
qstSi gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba mieniWa. am dros poeti haifaSi 
cxovrobda da antiisraelur moZraobaSi aqtiurad iyo CarTuli. mas 
Semdeg, rac palestinelebi TavianTi miwidan aiyarnen da ltolvilebad 
gaifantnen, zogadad, mTeli palestinuli literaturisTvis aqtualu-
ri gaxda dakarguli adgilis, identobis krizisis Temebi. Tumca dar-

1 Rasan qanafani (1936-1972) – palestineli mwerali, literatori, palestinis 
gaTavisuflebis organizaciis aqtivisti, romelic israelis specsamsaxurebma 
beiruTSi mokles. misi ori mcire romani `dabruneba haifaSi~ da `kacebi mzeSi~, 
aseve novela `sevdiani forToxlebis miwa~ qarTulad Targmnilia d. gardavaZis 
mier. 
2 igulisxmeba oslos samSvidobo molaparakeba israel-palestinas Soris 1993 
wels, romlis Sedegad miRebuli dokumenti saxelwodebiT `palestinis dro-
ebiT TviTmmarTvelobaze SeTanxmebaTa principebis deklaracia~ Zalze bundo-
vani iyo da sul male kritikis sagani gaxda.
3 1967 wels e.w `eqvsdRiani omis~ Sedegad israelma aRmosavleT ierusalimi, 
sinas naxevarkunZulis nawili da golanis maRlobi daikava.
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viSi iyo pirveli, vinc poeziaSi xsovnis Tema ganaviTara. mas Rrmad swam-
da, rom Tu gafantuli ebraelebis identoba saukuneTa ganmavlobaSi 
xsovnam (ebr. ziqaron) gadaarCina, mTel msoflioSi gadasaxlebuli da 
gabneuli milionobiT paletinelis identoba poezias unda SeenarCune-
bina swored im palestinis asaxviTa da teqstSi SenarCunebiT, romelic 
realur drosa da sivrceSi uwindeburi saxiT aRar arsebobda. am ad-
gils sxvebi dapatronebodnen. `vinc Tavis istorias wers, am istoriis 
miwa masze memkvidreobiT gadadis.~1 – imeorebda xolme darviSi, roca 
xsovnis mniSvnelobaze saubrobda, Semoqmedebis sawyis etapze ki man 
Seqmna `Seyvarebuli palestinidan~, rasac dRes afaseben rogorc `pa-
lestinis dabadebas poeziaSi~ (Neuwirth 2010: 173). gasaTvaliswinebelia, 
rom 1948 wlis Semdeg palestinelebs ar hqondaT sxva, ukeTesi SesaZ-
lebloba, naqbas2 gamocdileba jerovnad rom aesaxaT da gadmoecaT. sa-
nam am Tematikaze xelSesaxebi proza Seiqmneboda, poezia travmirebuli 
sazogadoebis tkivilis gamosaxatad erTaderT saSualebad rCeboda. 
maSasadame, `Seyvarebuli palestinidan~ iqmneba israelis saxelmwifos 
Seqmnis Semdeg, manam, sanam ebraelebi aRmosavleT erusalimsac daika-
veben. teritoriadakarguli arabebisTvis palestinis dabadeba teq-
tSi mniSvnelovani  unda  iyos  imdenad, ramdenadac es niSnavs misi arse-
bobis gagrZelebas xsovnaSi, palestinis ardaviwyeba ki miwis SenarCu-
nebis mcdelobis tolfasia.

ra saxiT cocxldeba palestina darviSis am leqsSi? iqmneba gan-
devnili, Seviwrovebuli, daCagruli palestinis dramatuli mxatvruli 
saxe, romelsac poeti ase mimarTavs:

WebSi, beRlebSi daginaxe 

gulgatexili, damcirebuli.

Ramis klubebSi daginaxe, 

mimtani iyav da momsaxure. 

cremlebisa da Wrilobebis sxivebSic gnaxe…

Sen xom erT-erTi filtvi xar CemSi,

xma – bageTgan gamomavali,

wyalic xar, miwac.

mRvimesTan gnaxe, 

saxlTan –

sarecxis Tokze ekide

Seni oblebis samosTan erTad.

kerasTan gnaxe da quCebSi, 

1 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=erzl60Dk2bM&feature
2 naqba (arab. katastrofa) – es termini gamoiyeneba 1948 wels israelis mier 
palestinis dasavleT sanapiros okupaciis aRsaniSnad. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=erzl60Dk2bM&feature=share&fb_ref=share
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RobeebTanac

mzis Casvlisas!

oblis mReraSi, gasaWirSi

me daginaxe

zRvis mariliTa da qviSiT savse. 

miwasaviT lamazi 

da bavSvebiviT...

da arabuli JasminiviT...1

(113: 2015 

darviSi meore pirSi mimarTavs palestinas, rogorc sulier 
arsebas, Tavis satrfos. `Seyvarebuli palestinidan~ sasiyvarulo 
lirikis nimuSia – Razalia. tradiciuli Razalidan mas aRebuli 
aqvs miuwvdomeli satrfosTvis Tavdadebisa da Tavganwirvis idea. 
adreislamur epoqaSi sasiyvarulo leqsis ori tipi gamoikveTa – 
hijazuri (omarituli) da uzriuli (beduinuri) Razali. Tu pirve-
li hijazis cnobil qalaqebSi, meqasa da medinaSi, socialurad da 
ekonomikurad dawinaurebul sazogadoebaSi ganviTarda da amqvey-
niur, xorciel siyvaruls asxamda xotbas – vnebian sasiyvarulo 
urTierTobebs pirdapir da realisturad aRwerda ise, rom adresa-
tis dasaxelebasac ar erideboda, meore tipis – beduinur RazalSi, 
romelic materialurad SezRuduli SesaZleblobebis mqone jer kidev
momTabare uzras tomSi gaCnda, siyvaruli Sefaruli iyo da ara ga-
cxadebuli, xolo misi gamoxatvis formebi – metad TavSekavebuli. Tu 
omariti poetebi xSirad icvlidnen Seyvarebulebs, uzriul poeziaSi 
poeti-metrfe, faqtobrivad, mzad iyo, Sors myofi im erTaderTi 
satrfosTvis mietana Tavi msxverplad, romelTan SeerTebis perspeq-
tiva mas arc ki hqonda. uzriti poetebi amgvari Tavdadebuli siyvaru-
liT ixocebodnen.2 varaudoben, rom swored arabuli uzriuli Raza-
li daedo safuZvlad espanur trubadurul poezias, sadac trfobis 
obieqti gaTxovili qalia. uzriti mijnuri – Slegi, xeli, `majnuni~ 
sakuTar Tavsa da sicocxles uZRvnis qals, romelic arasodes gaxdeba 
misi. uzriul aRusrulebel siyvaruls, romlisTvisac `SoriT gvemaa~ 
damaxasiaTebeli, platonur siyvarulsac adareben. uzriuli Razali 
Tavis TavSi siyvarulisTvis Tavdadebisa da msxverplad Sewirvis 
motivs gulisxmobs. swored am tradiciul koncefcias iyenebs darvi-
Si, mxolod im gansxvavebiT, rom misi Razali eZRvneba ara qals, aramed 
qveyanas. Seyvarebulis rolSi gvevlineba okupirebuli, dakarguli 

1 leqsis `Seyvarebuli palestinidan~ arabulidan Sesrulebuli Targmani 
gamoqveynebulia: `literaturuli gazeTi~, #10 (218), 18-31 maisi, 2018, gv, 14-15. 
2 ufro vrclad uzriuli Razalis Sesaxeb ix.: d. gardavaZe, 2004.
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teritoria – miwa, romlis danaxvac avtors tkivils ayenebs, Tumca mas 
arafris Secvla SeuZlia. SeyvarebulTan Sexvedra, miT ufro, SeerTeba 
utopiad qceula metrfesTvis, magram miuxedavad amisa, is mzad aris, 
palestinisTvis sicocxle daTmos da siyvarulisTvis wamebuli raindi 
gaxdes. 

darviSi Soridan mimarTavs monatrebul palestinas:

Seni Tvalebi ekaliviT mesoba gulSi,

tkivilisagan mtanjavs, Tumca vemorCilebi.

qarisgan vicav da vifarav,

mas Tavad visob 

Ramesa da tkivilebs miRma. 

Wriloba, misgan moyenebuli

varskvlavebs anTebs. 

aseTi awmyo momavals CemTvis

sulze Zvirfass xdis...

Sinaarsis, konstruqciis TvalsazrisiT `Seyvarebuli palesti-
nidan~ klasikuri kasidis gavlenas ganicdis. jer kidev islamamdel 
epoqaSi warmoqmnili kasida 20-100 beiTiani1 leqsi iyo. misi Temebi 
SeiZleboda yofiliyo: gardasuli siyvarulis gaxseneba, rasac win 
uZRoda udabnoSi satrfos mier datovebuli karvis naSTebTan (atlal) 
SeCereba, am naSTebis aRwera, cremlis Rvra satrfos nabinavarTan, gam-
gzavreba, mogzaurobis, bunebis, nadirobis aRwera, sakuTari Tavis an 
tomis qeba, mtris gakilva, lxenis motivi da sxv. (furcelaZe 2017: 
16). IX s-Si ibn kuTaiba sinkretuli kasidis Semadgenel sam mTavar 
komponents gamoyofda: 1. nasibi – nostalgiuri xasiaTis leqsi, sadac 
poeti mistiris siyvaruls, romelic ukve warsuls Cabarda; 2. rahili 
– samogzauro nawili, sadac avtori cdilobs Soreul adgilebSi mogza-
urobiT ganiqarvos Semowolili sevda; da 3. madihi – sakuTari tomis-
Tvis an mmarTvelisTvis xotbis Sesxma; aqve SeiZleboda yofiliyo 
CarTuli  faxri  –  sakuTari  Tavis  qeba;  an  hija – mtrisken mimarTuli 

satira (1986.                      .  darviSis  leqsSi samive es nawili gamoiyofa im 
gansxvavebiT, rom xotba mmarTvelis nacvlad satrfos – palestinas 
miemarTeba. Tu islamamdeli kasidis nasibSi satrfos tomis karvis 
naSTebTan aRmoCenili poeti ixsenebs gardasul siyvaruls, romelic 
aRarasdros ganmeordeba, islamis epoqis uzriul nasibSi gadmocemuli 
grZnoba ar ekuTvnis warsuls, radgan poets isev uyvars satrfo da 
masTan Sexvedris imedic aqvs. asevea darviSis SemTxvevaSic:

1 beiTi (arab.) – saleqso striqoni.



123

tradiciuli poeziisniSnebi da maTi funqcia
mahmuddarviSis leqsSi `Seyvarebuli palestinidan~

cotac da, roca Cveni Tvalebi 

kvlav Sexvdebian,

damaviwydeba, rom erTxel

mxolod orni viyaviT mixurul karTan! 

maSasadame, leqsSi `Seyvarebuli palestinidan~ gamoyenebulia 
ara islamamdeli nasibi, sadac mTavari motivi im siyvarulis gaxsene-
baa, romelic aRar ganmeordeba, aramed islamis epoqis uzriuli Ra-
zalis nasibi, raki poets awmyoSic uyvars Tavisi satrfo da momaval-
Sic uerTgulebs mas. darviSi iyenebs erTi mxriv, uzritTa sasiyvarulo 
koncefcias, romelic siyvarulisTvis Tavis gawirvas gulisxmobs da, 
meore mxriv, klasikuri kasidis struqturas. mas imedi aqvs, rom kvlav 
Sexvdeba palestinas, Tumca mistiris masTan gatarebul dros, rome-
lic warsulSi darCa. Seyvarebulebi iZulebiT daSordnen erTmaneTs:

Seni saamo laparaki simRera iyo,

romlis mRerasac mec vcdilobdi, 

Tumca gansacdels moecva maSin

gazafxulis Semwynarebloba….

Seni sityvebi, keTilxmovani,

mercxlebiviT gafrinda Cemgan, 

karebic ukan moitova

da Cveni zRurblic Semodgomisa.…

waxvedi, irgvliv yvelaferi danaRvlianda,

Cven sarkeebi Camogvemsxvra…,

xmis narCenebi SevagroveT 

da amis Semdeg yvelaze ukeT

samSoblos datireba movaxerxeT. 

natirals erTad movaTavsebT gitaris gulSi,

rogorc es naqbas Seefereba, 

da mas dasaxiCrebul mTvareebs da qvebs vumRerebT. 

Tumc damaviwyda, ucnobxmiano,

rom Senma wasvlam Jangi mosdo am Cems gitaras.

Senma wasvlam Tu Cemma dumilma?!

rahilis nawilSic aris mcire gansxvaveba klasikur kasidasTan 
SedarebiT, radgan darviSi aRwers ara mogzaurobis, aramed gadasax-
lebis, ltolvilobis scenebs.satrfosTan ganSoreba tanjvad qceula 
misTvis:

guSin gxedavdi navmisadgomTan;

napirs tovebdi sruliad marto – 

uxelCanTebod, uojaxod, unaTesavod,…

me oboliviT gamogekide, 
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gekiTxebodi winaparT sibrZnes:

mwvane forToxlis gaSlil koromebs rad miaTreven

cixeSi, portSi, ucxoobaSi?!

an am mgzavrobis, 

marilisa da monatrebis idumal sunSi

ratom rCebian isini mwvaned?

dRiurSi viwer:

forToxali miyvars. porti mZuls. 

vagrZeleb weras:

mec davdeqi navmisadgomTan, 

msoflios hqonda zamTris Tvalebi.    

mxolod forToxlis kaniRa SegvrCa,

Cems ukan didi udabno iyo, 

ekalbardebi...

me mTebSi mwyemsi qali SevniSne

cxvrebis gareSe,

gamogdebuli mitovebul nabinavarze1

es Sen iyavi Cemi baRi,

me ki yaribma

davakakune sakuTari gulis karebze,

Tumca Cems gulze aRmarTuliyo

kari, fanjara, cementi, qvebi!..

Semdeg darviSi dapirebebiT avsebs Tavis Seyvarebuls. mas sul 
emaxsovreba palestina rogorc muza, romelic momavalSic miscems 
weris, kalmiT brZolis Zalas. romc daipyron da daisakuTron pales-
tina, saxelebic rom Seucvalon mis soflebsa da dasaxlebebs, es miwa 
mainc palestinurad darCeba, radgan avTenturobis Secvla-gadakeTe-
ba sakmaod rTulia. amitom palestina – swored aseTi, rogoric is aris 
axla da rogoric is iyo daSorebis momentSi, darCeba poetis STagone-
bis wyarod – wera xom darviSis mTavari iaraRia:

vficav,

wamwamebisgan Sevkerav mandils,

da mxolod Seni TvalebisTvis movqargav maTze

saxels, romelic gaaxarebs

galobisagan damdnari guliT morwyul

xSirsa da jiSian vazebs...

1 aq originalSi aris sityva atlal (arab. `nabinavari~), rac SemTxveviTi ar unda 
iyos, radgan swored es sityva gvxvdeba islamamdel nasibSi, sadac mijnuri 
satrfos tomis nabinavarTan Cerdeba da monatrebiT ixsenebs warsuls. darviSi 
ki nabinavarTan gamogdebul Tavis satrfos – palestinas xedavs.
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winadadebas davwer kidev 

kocnaze, mraval mowameze metad sanukvars 

da ufro Zvirfass. diax:

`is iyo palestineli… da aris isev!“

karTan, fanjris qveS,

qariSxalSi, SuaRamisas

im Cvens RameSi gaxevebul mTvares gavxede! 

vuTxari Rames: 

itriale Robesa da sibneles Soris.

paemani maqvs me sityvebTan da sinaTlesTan.

Cemi qalwuli baRi iqnebi

manamde, sanam

momarjvebuli xanjlebia Cveni himnebi...

xorblis marcvaliviT savse iqnebi,

sanam es Cveni simRerebi niadags gaanoyierebs.

Sena xar rogorc palma xsovnaSi,

romelsac ver Wris verc metyeve, verc qariSxali, 

tyis da udabnos mxecebic ki ver erevian 

da mis dalalebs veras akleben...

rogorc zemoT aRvniSneT, darviSis leqsis mesame nawili Seicavs 
madihs, oRond poeti aqebs ara sakuTar toms (rogorc es islamamdel 
kasidaSia), an mmarTvels (rogorc es adreislamur kasidaSia), aramed – 
Seyvarebuls, namdvil palestinas rogorc misi gadarCenis erTaderT 
saSvels: 

me devnili var, gandevnili

galavnebsa da karebs gaRma. 

Seni TvalebiT momiCrdile, 

quTuToebi gadamafare. 

wamiyvane, sadac axla xar

da aRmidgine

saxisa da tanisferi,

gulisa da Tvalis sinaTle,

purisa da riTmis marili,

miwisa da samSoblos gemo.

Sens Tvalebs, mzeras Semafare.

wamiyvane rogorc sevdis qoxs Sefarebuli naxati, tilo, 

da rogorc leqsi

Cemi Cumi dardis wignidan.

Tan wamiyvane, viT saTamaSo,

saxlis aguri,
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rom Cvens Svilebsackargad axsovdeT 

gza Sinisaken.

palestinelo TvalebiT, daRiT,

saxeliT, RelviT da ocnebebiT, 

palestinelo TavsaburaviT, 

taniT, fexebiT,

palestinelo sityvebiTa da mdumarebiT,

mReriT, bgerebiT,

palestinelo dabadebiT, gardacvalebiT,

Zvel dRiurebSi Semoginaxe,

viT naperwkali 

leqsebisTvis cecxls rom daanTebs;

rogorc sagzali mgzavrobisaTvis.

klasikuri kasidis msgavsad, darviSis leqsis bolo nawilSi 
madihTan (am SemTxvevaSi satrfos qebasTan) erTad gvxvdeba rogorc 
faxri – sakuTari Tavis qeba, aseve hijac – mtris gakilva: 

am dablobebze gavyvirodi Seni saxeliT: 

me vicnob romaelTa cxenebs!

Tumc brZolis veli is aRar aris.

ufrTxildiT quxils,

Cemma simReram

magar granitze rom amotvifra. 

me var gmirebis samSvenisi,

raindT raindi, 

da kerpebs vamsxvrev. 

Cemi leqsebi arwivebia

levantis sazRvrebsA Tavs rom dahfrenen.

Seni saxeliT mters gavZaxeb:

matlebo, WameT Cemi xorci, 

Tu dameZina,

WianWvelebis kvercxebidan

arwivebi ver gamoZvrebian,

xolo iqednes kvercxis naWuWi

mxolod gvels faravs.

me vicnob romaelTa cxenebs,

Tumc ufro adre is vicodi,

rom namdvili raindT raindi 

da gmirebis samSvenisi var!

am leqsiT darviSma teqstSi palestnis mxatvruli saxe, pales-
tinis xateba Seqmna. mkvlevrebi `palestinis dabadebas~ darviSis po-
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eziaSi simbolurad bibliur `dabadebas~ ukavSireben (Neuwirth 2010: 
173), rac savsebiT SesaZlebelia, Tu gaviTvaliswinebT, ra didi adgi-
li ukavia mis SemoqmedebaSi ebraelTa mTavar narativs – Zvel aRTqmas.1 
Tumca am leqsSi Seyvarebuli poetis, TavganwirvisaTvis mzadmyofi 
Slegi mijnuris saxe namdvilad arabuli tradiciidan aris aRebuli. 
darviSi Tavs uZRvnis palestinas rogorc satrfos da misi azriT, es 
miZRvna realur, sisxlian Tavganwirvaze aRmatebulia.

XX s-is samocian wlebSi, im dros, rodesac dasavleTis saxe-
lovnebo wreebSi postmodernistuli xedva da stili iwyebs gabato-
nebas, palestinur kulturaSi mTavari, gamokveTili Tema qveynis 
mougvarebeli politikuri problema – israelis mier palestinis 
okupaciaa.A amitom aq ar Cndeba tipuri postmodernistuli teqstebi 
maTTvis damaxasiaTebeli indiferentulobiT, tradiciuli formebis 
ironiul konteqstSi gamoyenebiT da a.S. zogadad, arabi poetebi XX 
s-is ormocdaaTiani wlebidan, meore msoflio omis Sedegad dasav-
luri kolonializmisgan gaTavisuflebis Semdeg, qmnidnen poezias, 
romlisTvisac nostalgiuroba iyo damaxasiaTebeli, radgan isini 
postkoloniuri politikuri kraxis fonze, rodesac arabul qveynebSi 
despoturi erovnuli reJimebi gabatonda, koloniamdeli samoTxise-
buri mdgomareobis aRdgenas cdilobdnen. israelis saxelmwifos Seq-
mnis  Semdeg ki ara marto palestinis, aramed mTeli axlo aRmosavle-
Tis  poeziaSi  aqtualuri gaxda  politikuri  leqsi,  romelic brZolis
velad qceul saxelovnebo sivrceSi erTgvar iaraRad warmogvidgeba. 
aqac Tavs iCens erTi mTavari gansxvaveba amave periodis dasavlur 
teqstebTan. Tu evropuli, ukve postmodernistuli, nawarmoebebi 
aRar Seicaven konkretul `gzavnilebs~ realobasTan Tu sociumTan 
mimarTebaSi, arabul (palestinur) literaturaSi piriqiT xdeba. raki 
arabebi realur brZolas realuri iaraRiT ageben, amitom sabrZolo 
iaraRad xelovneba, sityva iqceva. aseT viTarebaSi ki tradiciuli 
Janrebis gamoyeneba xdeba ara ironiulad, rogorc es am periodis 
dasavluri mwerlobisTvis, postmodernizmisTvis aris damaxasiaTe-
beli,  aramed  antikoloniuri  (am SemTxvevaSi a ntiisraeluri)  SinaarsiT. 

leqsis `Seyvarebul palestinidan~ forma Tanamedrovea. es aris 
ara tradiciuli strofuli leqsi, aramed verlibri, romelmac arabul 
samyaroSi XX s-is ociani wlebidan TandaTan gabatonebuli adgili da-
ikava. Razalebi (sasiyvarulo lirikis nimuSebi) me-20 s-Sic iwereba. arc 
amaSia raime gansakuTrebuli. mTavari leqsSi `Seyvarebuli palesti-
nidan~ arc isaa, rom poeti wers Tanamedrove Razals, sadac trfobis 

1 iudauri, qristianuli da islamuri aluziebis Sesaxeb darviSis SemoqmedebaSi 
ix.: Mansson, Anette.Passage to a new Wor(l)d, Exile and Reastoration in Mahmoud Darwish’s 
Writings(1960-1995).Uppsala Universitet, Stockholm, 2003, 223-237.
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obieqti aris qveyana, miwa (radgan aseTi SemTxvevebi sxvaganac gvxvde-
ba), aramed is, rom sruliad Segnebulad mimarTavs erTi mxriv, isla-
mamdel xanaSi Seqmnili da klasikur xanaSi Camoyalibebuli kasidis 
struqturas da, meore mxriv, adreislamuri xanis uzriuli Razalis 
koncefcias. es ki erTaderT mizans emsaxureba – xazi gaesvas saukuno-
van  arabul  tradicias  palestinelTa miwaze gabatonebuli ebraelebis 
mCagvreli politikuri da ekonomikuri politikis fonze. sagulisxmoa, 
rom darviSi erT romelime konkretul saleqso formas ki ar iRebs, 
aramed originaluri arabuli leqsis tradiciul niSnebs sinkretulad 
iyenebs.struqtura ucvleli TanmimdevrobiT (nasibi, rahili, madihi, 
faxri, hija) aRebulia kasididan, siyvarulisTvis (SeyvarebulisTvis) 
sakuTari Tavis msxverplad Sewirvis motivi ki – uzriuli Razalidan. 

amrigad, kiTxvas, Tu ra mizezi, ra mizani da ra funqcia aqvs 
tradiciuli arabuli poeziis niSnebis gamoyenebas mahmud darviSis 
saetapo mniSvnelobis leqsSi, SeiZleba aseTi pasuxi gaeces:

1. Semoqmedebis dasawyisSive mas uWiravs Sualeduri, zomieri po-
cizia XX s-is arabul samyaroSi gabatonebul or mTavar tendencias 
Soris. erTi mxriv, axal gamomsaxvelobiT formebs eZebs da erT-erT 
mniSvnelovan Tanamedrove poetad gvevlineba, meore mxriv, eyrdnoba 
tradiciul kulturas. am konteqstSi ki sruliad bunebrivia, rom mdi-
dar arabul poetur memkvideobas mimarTavs.

2. mniSvnelovani wvlili Seaqvs arabuli poeziisTvis saukuneebis 
ganmavlobaSi dakarguli socialuri funqciis dabrunebis sakiTxSi. 
darviSis `Seyvarebuli palestinidan~ aris erT-erTi pirveli mniS-
vnelovani mcdeloba arabuli poeziis politikur sabrZolo iaraRad 
gadaqcevisa, rasac mohyva misi araerTi leqsi arabTa sabrZolo su-
liskveTebis asamaRleblad. 

3. sakuTari miwidan gandevnil darviSs far-xmali ar dauyria. 
brZolis formad poeziis wera airCia, raTa dakarguli palestina leqsiT, 
teqstiT, xsovniT SeenarCunebina. tradiciul niSnebis antiisraelur 
(antikoloniur) konteqstSi Segnebulad da ara ironiulad gamoyene-
biT darviSi im saerTo tendenciis nawili xdeba, romelic jer kidev 
XIX s-is bolodan iRebs saTaves, roca e.w. mesame samyaros xelovanebi 
calkeul tradiciul Janrs, formasa Tu motivs mimarTavdnen, debdnen 
ra masSi antiimperialistur Sinaarss.1 palestinis okupaciis Semdeg 
arabebs Soris gaCnda saprotesto muxti, radgan israelis saxelmwifos 
daarseba rogorc palestineli, ise libaneli, sirieli Tu erayeli 
inteleqtualebis mier aRqmul iqna, rogorc axlo aRmosavleTSi ko-
loniuri politikis xelaxla, axali formiT gabatonebis mcdeloba, 
ris gamoc maT ar dascaldaT adgilobrivi, avTenturi `arabuli mo-
dernulobis~ Seqmna.

1 aseTi SemTvTxvevebi arabul prozaSic aris. ix.: doliZe, 2006: 199-204.
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The Elements of Traditional Poetry and Their Function in 
the Poem by Mahmoud Darwish “The Lover from Palestine”

Summary

Key words: Traditional form, Anti-colonial poetry.

The prominent Palestinian poet Mahmoud Darwish (1952-2008) most of his life 
spent in exile. He worked permanently to improve his poetic techniques. His creations, as 
an important contribution to the modern Arabic poetry, were changing all the time. In spite 
of this Darwish mostly is represented as a symbol of Palestinian Resistance, as a fighter 
for freedom or the “Voice of Palestinians” – national poet, who managed to spread local 
problem all over the world. 

 “The Lover from Palestine” was published in 1966 – after establishing of the 
State of Israel and before the occupation of the East Jerusalem (before the Six-Day War 
of 1967). It was forbidden even to mention Palestine as a country at that time. For Arabs 
who had lost their land, the birth of Palestine in the text, and accordingly, in the memory, 
was very important. If the first poems of the exiled poet contain the direct expressions 
against Israel (see “Identity Card”), here we cannot see any political call or slogans, even 
though poetry is still remaining a main weapon in the poet’s struggle. The main thing is to 
remember Palestine, to keep it on mind.And memory isalmost equal ofretaining the land. 

The form of the discussed poem is modern ¬– free verse, but Darwish deliberately 
uses traditional Arabic conception ofUzriLove and the construction of the classicalqasid-
ain it. He tries to underline the existence of the tradition on the occupied land using pure 
Arabic motives in his poem.  

According to the Uzri love, the lover must dedicate all his life to one woman,even 
if they will not be together in the future, and he must be ready to die for her (or for their 
love). The difference is that in case of “The Lover from Palestine” the object of love is not 
a woman (as in traditional Arabic Love poem –ghazal) but a land – Palestine. (Personaliza-
tion of the land or city one can observe in texts of the other modern Arab writers too). The 
construction of this modern free verse is taken exactly from the classical qasida. Even the 
sequence of its basic parts – Nasib, Rahil, Madih, Fakhr and Hija– is not changed.  

In Nasib(love song) Darwish remembers the beautiful time when he and his be-
loved were together.  The poet hopes that he and his land will meet each other again (such 
hope one can see in classicalNasiband not in pre-Islamic one). Also, he cries, in traditional 
way, because of the absence of his homeland. Darwish addresses his lover: 

Your words were a song
I sought to sing
But agony encircled the lips of spring.
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Like swallows, your words took wind.
Led my love, they deserted the gate of our house,
And its autumnal threshold...

The Hija (satire about enemies) is naturally addressed towards the occupier. 
Though there are little changes in part of Madih and Rahil. In the “The Lover from 

Palestine” Madih (usually praise of ruler) is directed to the lover and Rahil (traditionally 
journey of the poet) is represented by the sad scenes of exile. 

I saw you yesterday at the harbor
a voyager without provisions...
I saw you on briar-covered mountains
a shepherdess without sheep...
I saw you in wells of water and in granaries
broken...
I saw you in nightclubs 
waiting on tables...

Of course, Darwish doesn’t use by accident the construction of the classical Arabic 
poem, on the one hand, and pure Arabic conception of Uzrilove, on the other. In the Pal-
estinian context of the 60’s it means that: 

1.	 Mahmoud Darwish tried not to lose his balance between two extreme tendencies 
in the 20th century Arabic poetry. If one (the Salafiya) didn’t take historical changes into 
consideration at all, the other was concentrated only on the modernization of poetry for-
getting its historical past. In “The Lover from Palestine” (as in other poems by Darwish) 
one can observe the beautiful coexistence of modern and traditional elements.  

2.	 Darwish believed that poetry still was important component of the Arab mental 
life. He tried to return to the Arabic poetry it’s social function. “The Lover from Pales-
tine” is not his first attempt to make poetry a weapon for political struggle. But it is the 
first poem where we see the birth of Palestine in text. It means that it must continue its 
existence in the memory of Palestinians. Later memory will become more and more sig-
nificant in Darwish’s poetry.  

As Darwish decided to preserve his Palestine in memory, he began to use tradi-
tional qasida in anti-Israeli context. By this step he becomes a part of the greater tendency 
which has been spread all over the third world since the 19th century when the writers 
deliberately used traditional forms to express their anti-imperial or/and anti-colonial ideas.
If in the western literature of the 60’s postmodern tendencies were appeared, in the Near 
East by that time“engaged literature” was still very important. Here, unlike the typical 
post-modern texts, traditional forms were not used in an ironical context. “The Lover from 
Palestine” isn’t an exception. It contains elements of the traditional poetry, on the on hand, 
and clear political massages against the occupier, on the other.
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batoniSvili vaxuSti enisa da wignis gamo 

erTiani saqarTvelos niSanTa Soris

batoniSvili vaxuSti (1696-1756) Tavisi naSromis – „aRwera same-
fosa saqarTvelosa“ (1745) – im monakveTSi, sadac igi amTavrebs erTiani 
saqarTvelos ambavTa gadmocemas da sanam Seudgeba saqarTvelos daS-
lis momdevno droindeli istoriis Txrobas, – „Semdgomad ganyofisa 
samefosa sam samefod da xuT samTavrod“ (383)1, – cdilobs gansazRvros, 
darCa da arsebobs Tu ara samefos daSla-dayofis Semdeg rame sayrde-
ni an rame maxasiaTeblebi, rac ganapirobebda politikurad danawev-
rebuli qveynis sxvadasxva gancalkevebul miwaze mcxovrebTa ganuyof-
lobis gancdas, an kidev: ra adasturebda mis dros am zogadqarTul 
mTlianobas, Tundac im droisTvis is namdvilad aRarc arsebuliyo. 

vaxuSti gamoyofs erTianobis sam amgvar SenarCunebul niSans, 
– „samni xilulni eseni“ (291), – Tumca Semdgom, CamonaTvalis gareT, 
sagangebo rigiTobis aRuniSnavad, igi maT meoTxe da mexuTe niSansac 
daumatebs. am maxasiaTeblebs igi ukavSirebs ara imdenad erovnebas 
(rogorc TiTqosda mosalodneli unda yofiliyo), an romelime sxva 
gamaerTianebel maCvenebels, ramdenadac gardasul „erTmefobas“2: 
„garna erTmefobasa warmoaCinebs awca samni xilulni eseni, vinaჲTgan 
iyo yoveli iveria qarTlis mefisa queSe pyrobasa“ (291). am SemTxvevi-
sas mniSvnelovania drois ganmsazRvreli „awca“, riTac naTqvamia, rom 
igulisxmeba imJamindeli, istorikosis droindeli mdgomareoba, 
magram gadmocemuli da Semonaxuli warsulidan. es niSnebi ki, va-
xuStis azriT, imdenad TavisTavad metyvelnia, rom mis nebismier 
Tanamedrovesac ki cxadad uCvenebs qveynis odindel erTianobas da, 
amave dros, arwmunebs, rom mTeli, ganuyofeli qveyana erT dros erTi 
mefis mier imarTeboda.

Tu erTianobis pirveli niSani „rjuliT qarTvelia“3, erTiano-
bis meore niSnis Sesaxeb naTqvamia amgvarad: „meored, ars amaT yovel-
Ta wigni da ena, erTi igive farnaoz pirvelisa mefisagan qmnuli, da 
hkiTxo ra winTqmulTa maT kacTa: „ra ena da wigni uwyi?“, mogigebs 
myis: „qarTuli“, rameTu ara ityჳs arca rjulsa, enasa da wignsa imer-
Tasa, anu mesxTa, da her-kaxTasa, aramed qarTulsa“ (291-292). 

uwinaresad, cxadia, Tu vin igulisxmeba „winTqmulTa maT kacTa“ 
saxeldebiT: ra Tqma unda, isini, romlebic avtorma oriod striqonis 
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win CamoTvala, roca daasaxela, vinc sakuTar Tavs „rjuliT“ qarTve-
lad miiCnevs, anu „qarTveli“, „her-kaxi“, „imeri“ da „mesxi“ da (291), – 
mcxovrebni qarTlis, kaxeTis, imereTis samefoTa da samcxe-saaTabagosi. 

niSneulia, rom istoriuli saqarTvelos samefos qveSevrdom-
Tagan gamoricxulia kavkasiis mTielebi, radganac maTi ena araa qar-
Tuli, xolo damwerloba maT, saerTod, ar gaaCniaT, – isini „uwignoni“ 
(639) arian. am TvalsazrisiT, yuradsaRebia, rom istorikosi am ara-
qarTvel tomebs sxvagan enobrivad ase axasiaTebs: 

didoelebi: „ena aqusT Tჳsi sakuTari“ (552); 
osebi: „kualad arian viTarca nadirni, uwignoni, ucodinarni. ena 

aquT Zueli, dualuri, da aw ubnoben osursa sakuTrad, vinaჲTgan Cer-
qesTa ena sxua ars. vieTTa moTaveTa da qarTlsa da raWasa mslvelTa 
uwyian qarTulni, xolo Cerqezsa Sina mslvelTa uwyian Cerqezuli da 
TaTruli jaRaTasi4“(639); 

qistebi da sxva kavkasielebi: „aqusT ena Tჳsi sakuTari“ (653). 
amdenad, kavkasiel tomebs ar gaaCniaT damwerloba, magram aqvT 

sakuTari ena, xolo maTTvis, – magaliTad, osTaTvis, – aramSobliuri 
qarTuli enis codna Tu ucodinroba ganpirobebulia praqtikuli kav-
Siris saWiroebiT: qarTuli mxolod iman icis, visac qarTvelebTan – 
qarTlSi Tu raWaSi mcxovreblebTan – aqvs erTierToba. 

sayuradReboa, rom vaxuSti cal-calke, Tav-Tavis adgilas gani-
xilavs kidev im tomebs, romelTac TavianTi ena aqvT, magram qarTula-
dac metyveleben: 

Wanebi: „ician kualad qarTuli ena vieTTame“ (690);
megrelebi anu odiSarni: „eniT arian didni da warCinebulni qar-

Tulis eniTa, aramed aqusT Tჳsica ena, garna wamჴdari qarTulive, vi-
Tarca: RmerTi – RoronTi, Cemi – Cqimi, da aqusT wigni qarTulive da ara 
sxua“ (783); 

afxazebi: „ena sakuTari Tჳsi aqusT, aramed uwyian warCinebulTa 
qarTuli“ (786). 

svanebi: „ena Tჳsi aqusT sakuTari, garna uwyian qarTulica“ (788).
kidev, gansxvavebuli mdgomareobaa samxreT saqarTveloSi: Tu 

sxva tomebSi warCinebulTa enaa qarTuli, xolo mdabioni sakuTar, 
gansakuTrebul enaze metyveleben, aq – samcxe-saaTabagoSi – viTareba 
sapirispiroa, kerZod, qarTuli Sinaurul enad qceula, xolo saze-
puro ena Turqulia: „ena sakuTrad aqusT igive qarTuli, garna war-
Cinebulnica nadimTa da krebulsa Sina ubnoben aw TaTrulsa da TჳsTa 
saxlebsa anu urTierTis megobrobaTa Sina ityჳian qarTulsave“ (660-
661), xolo javaxeTSi mdgomareoba ase warmoCndeba: „ena aqusT qarTu-
li, da uwyian moTaveTa TaTrulica damWirnoebisaTჳs osmalTa“ (672)5. 
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RirsSesaniSnavia, rom erTianobis meore niSnis pirvel CamonaT-
valSi jer dasaxelebulia „wigni“, anu damwerloba, anbani, xolo Sem-
dgom – ena; merme es Tanmimdevroba Sebrunebulia („ra ena da wigni uwyi?“ 
– 291); xolo iqve, mesamegan, sadac am wyvils amjerad win uswrebs mesa-
me maxasiaTebeli, – odnav zemore istorikosis mier dasaxelebul-gan-
sjili „rjuli“, – Tanmimdevroba isev imgvarivea: „rjuli“, „ena“, wigni“ 
(291-292). savaraudoa, rom vaxuSti ar acalkevebs enasa da damwer-
lobas, ar aSorebs maT erTmaneTs, radgan orives erTad, dauSoreblad 
miiCnevs meore niSnad, magram, amave dros, arc fiqrobs, – raki gulgri-
lia maTi Tanawyobis mimarT, – rom erTi meores an ganapirobebs, an ra-
menair Sedegad mosdevs. 

amasTanave, enisa da damwerlobis es ganuyofloba teqstis avto-
risaTvis istoriulad imiTac Cans dadasturebuli, rom, leonti mrov-
elis kvalobaze, batoniSvili vaxuSti mefe farnaoz (farnavaz) pir-
vels ara marto damwerlobis Seqmnas miawers, aramed – faqtobrivad 
– enis Camoyalibebasac („mefisagan qmnuli“ – 291), raSic, rogorc Cans, 
igulisxmeba is, rom misi mmarTvelobisas qveynis saxelmwifoebriv-
oficialur enad gamocxadda qarTuli. Tavad vaxuSti ufro mkafiod 
am saqmes ase warmoCens, roca farnavazis cxovrebas aRwers (raSic igi 
mTlianad   leonti  mroveliseuli  „mefeTa  cxovrebis“  erT  monakveTs 
eyrdnoba6): „Seqmna wigni qarTuli da ganavrcela ena qarTuli, da 
ubrZana, raTa arRa-ra zraxvidnen enaTa sxuaTa Tჳnier qarTulisa“ 
(57). Tumca unda iTqvas, vaxuStiseuli aRwera ufro konkretuli da 
kategoriulia, vidre leontiseuli: Tu „mefeTa cxovrebaSi“ mxolod 
aRwerilia movlena, rom samefoSi qarTulis garda, sxva enaze aRar 
laparakobdnen, „aRwera samefosa saqarTvelosa“ gamokveTs ara Sedegs, 
aramed mefis swrafvas, aikrZalos metyveleba, qarTulis garda, 
yvela sxva enaze. vaxuStic, isev leontis msgavsad7, miiCnevda, rom 
qarTlis mosaxleobis pirvandeli ena iyo somxuri („garna am Jamamde8 
iyo saqarTvelos ena somxuri da esodenTa naTesavTagan iwyes enisa 
qarTulisa Tqmad“ – 54), Tumca gviandel xanaSi zogierTi gadamweri 
ukve TviTneburad cvlida leontiseul teqsts da pirvelad somxur 
enas qarTlis niadagze pirveladi qarTuli eniT anacvlebda9. sxvaTa 
Soris, Tu leonti farnavazs jer enis gavrcelebas da mxolod Sem-
dgom anbanis SemoRebas miawers, vaxuSti movlenebs piriqiT alagebs: 
mefe jer anbans qmnis da Semdgom moqmedebs qarTuli enis sayovelTaod 
gasavrceleblad. 

metad mniSvnelovania, rom rogorc erovnuli erTianobis pirve-
li niSnis gansazRvrisas vaxuStisTvis yvelaze sando da upiratesi 
wyaroa rigiTi qarTveli, amjeradac asea: qarTvelebs Soris erTiano-
bis gancda mtkicdeba swored rigiTi da nebismieri qarTvelisaTvis das-
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muli sami SekiTxviT: „ra rjulsa xar?“, „ra enaze metyveleb?“, „romel 
damwerlobas flob?“. amitom TviTgancda saerToerovnulia, saxal-
xoa, sazogadoa, sayovelTaoa. 

ueWvelia, rom enaca da damwerlobac vaxuStis imgvar gansa-
kuTrebul niSnad Tu niSnebad miaCnia, rac ara marto gamomijnavs qar-
Tvelebs sxvaTagan, aramed maTi erTianobis gancdasac ganapirobebs, 
raki aravis mouva azrad Tqvas, rom is metyvelebs da wers an imerulad, 
an mesxurad, an kidev kaxurad („ara ityჳs [...] enasa da wignsa imerTasa, 
anu mesxTa da her-kaxTasa, aramed qarTulsa“ – 291-292).

	 ra Tqma unda, ruseTis SuagulSi, moskovSi, Tavisi didi wignis 
werisas vaxuSti ara marto cxadad xedavda sakuTari da mis TanamoZmeTa 
enisa Tu damwerlobis gansxvavebas garSemo myof araqarTvelTa enisa 
Tu damwerlobisagan, aramed swored am gansxvavebulobas miiCnevda 
erovnuli TviTSegnebis erT-erT ganmsazRvrel, erT-erT uwinares 
niSnad: es niSani iyo qarTuli enisa da qarTuli damwerlobis floba, 
– „rjuliT“ qarTvelobasTan erTad. miT umetes, rom, Tuki „rjuli“ 
ramdenadme mainc anaTesavebda qristianobis aRmsarebel qarTvelebs 
Tundac somxebTan, Tundac evropelebTan, Tundac rusebTan (gansa-
kuTrebiT rusebTan, – maTTan „erTrjulobis“ gamo), ena da damwerlo-
ba – sruli unaTesaobis pirobebSi – uWoWmanod gamoacalkevebda maT 
yvela axlobeli Tu Soreuli xalxisagan da TvalSisacem gansakuTre-
bulobas aniWebda. 

mainc, „aRwera samefosa saqarTvelosa“ Seicavs avtoris Zalian 
mkafiod Camoyalibebul gancxadebas, sadac ena da damwerloba ukve 
aSkaradaa gamijnuli erTmaneTisagan: „xolo raodenni queyanani anu 
adgilni davswereniT – mTaTa, barTa anu kavkasTa Sinani – saqarTvelo-
sani, garna Tu aquT zogTa ena sxua, Tჳsni sakuTarni, aramed wigni arca 
erTsa romelsave aqus, Tჳnier qarTulis wignisa, sakuTrad“ (793).

vaxuStim kargad icis, rom saqarTvelos samefos odindel ni-
adagze mcxovrebTa Soris zogierTs sakuTari ena aqvs, romelic 
qarTulisagan gansxvavdeba, magram erTiani saqarTvelos yofil Tu 
misJamindel arcerT mkvidr toms saerTod ar gaaCnia sakuTari anbani, 
– cxadia, garda qarTvelebisa, romelTac sakuTari, qarTuli anbani 
aqvT. magram es msjeloba imasac gvauwyebs, – ramdenadme moulodnelad, 
– rom araqarTulad molaparake adamianebi, Tundac sakuTari enis 
mflobelni, sakuTar anbanad qarTul anbans miiCneven an misiT sar-
gebloben (teqstSi sityvasityviT naTqvamia Semdegi: zogierTs gans-
xvavebuli, Tavisi sakuTari ena aqvs, magram arcerTs ara aqvs, qarTu-
lis anbanis garda, sakuTari anbani). Znelia, Camoyalibebulad iTqvas, 
ra codna an gamocdileba uZevs safuZvlad amgvar Tvalsazriss an, 
kidev ufro konkretulad, ramdenad wera-kiTxvis mcodneni iyvnen 
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araqarTulad molaparake adamianebi saqarTveloSi da rogor da rag-
vari daniSnulebiT iyenebdnen isini qarTul anbans, – yovel SemTxve-
vaSi, vaxuStis TvalsazrisiT. 

vaxuStiseul zemore moyvanil enobriv daxasiaTebebSi tomob-
rivad gamoiyofa, jer erTi, isini, romlebic mxolod TavianT enaze 
laparakoben (didoelebi, qistebi da sxva kavkasielebi); meore, rom-
lebic Tavis enaze laparakoben, magram saqmiani urTierTobisaTvis 
qarTul enas daisaWiroeben da amitom, am daWirvebis kvalobaze, qar-
Tuladac laparakoben (osebi); mesame, vinc Tavisi ena icis, magram 
qarTuladac laparakobs (svanebi); meoTxe, visma meTaurebmac, an war-
Cinebulebma  ician  qarTuli, magram, sazogadod, TavianTi eniT  sargeb-
loben (igive osebi, megrelebi, afxazebi); mexuTe, visi meTaurebic, 
an warCinebulni sajarod „TaTrulad“, anu Turqulad laparakoben, 
magram SinaurobaSi qarTulad metyveleben (samcxelebi, anu mesxebi); 
meeqvse, vinc, sazogadod, qarTulad laparakoben, magram visi meTa-
urebic saqmiani urTierTobisTvis iyeneben „TaTrulsac“, anu Tur-
quls (javaxebi); meSvide, vis Sorisac mxolod zogierTma icis qarTuli 
(Wanebi). 

dabolos, isev da isev, qarTveli igia, romelic SekiTxvisTanave 
misi sakuTari enis Sesaxeb, pasuxs iZleva, rom misi ena qarTulia, anu 
aseTia qarTlelis, herel-kaxelis, imerlisa da mesx-javaxis pasuxi. 

mainc sizustisTvis isic unda iTqvas, rom Tu osTa da afxazTa 
warCinebulebma „uwyian“ (639, 786), anu ician qarTuli, miuxedavad imisa, 
rom Tav-Tavis enaze laparakoben, maTgan gansxvavebiT, megreli war-
Cinebulebi, rogorc Cans, qarTul enaze laparakoben („eniT arian did-
ni da warCinebulni qarTulis eniTa“ – 783), Tumca ician, aseve, Tavisi 
enac – megrulic. 

rac Seexeba Tavad megrul enas, romelsac vaxuSti cxadad swo-
redac enas uwodebs (megrel-odiSarTa Sesaxeb naTqvamia, rom „aqusT 
Tჳsica ena“ – 783), miuxedavad imisa, rom is calke enadaa miCneuli, 
istorikoss megruli mainc damaxinjebul, „wamxdar“ qarTulad war-
moudgenia10, rasac sagangebod megruli leqsikidan moxmobili ram-
denime magaliTiTac amtkicebs („RmerTi – RoronTi, Cemi – Cqimi“ 
– 783). Tumca iqve sagangebod aRniSnavs, rom megrelni, – raki ar 
floben sakuTar anbans, – qarTuli, da „ara sxua“ (783), anbaniT sar-
gebloben. „aRwera samefosa saqarTvelosas“ avtorma kargad icis, 
rom saqarTvelos odindel samefoSi saxloben adamianebi, romlebic, 
marTalia, qarTuli damwerlobiT sargebloben, magram maTi ena, 
Tundac is mWidrod enaTesavebodes qarTuls, mainc araa is qarTuli, 
rasac batoniSvili qarTlsa Tu kaxeTSi, gindac imereTSi ismenda. igi 
darwmunebulia, rom megrelTa metyveleba SesamCnevad gansxvavdeba 
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qarTvelTa metyvelebisgan, Tumca Znelia iTqvas, ramdenadaa igi 
darwmunebuli, rom megrelic, zogadad, qarTvelad unda CaiTvalos, 
an kidev ra eguleba megrelTa qarTvelebad aRiarebis safuZvlad. 
savaraudoa, rom, megruli enis „wamxdar“ qarTulad aRiarebiT, va-
xuSti mainc tovebs megrelebs qarTul enobriv sivrceSi, Tumca isini 
namdvilad ar Canan im CamonaTvalSi, vinc Tavis mSobliur enad umal 
qarTuls daasaxelebs („mogigebs myis: „qarTuli“ – 291), da arc manamde, 
imaT Soris, vinc Tavs „rjuliT“ umal qarTvelad acxadebs („wams 
mogigebs: „qarTveli“ – 291). roca vaxuSti sargeblobs formulirebiT 
„wamჴdari qarTulive“ (783), amgvari gamoTqma misTvis aucilebelicaa 
da xelsayrelic, radgan qarTveli, zogadad, unda metyvelebdes 
qarTulad, xolo is ena, romelzec megreli metyvelebs, vaxuStisTvis 
kvlavac qarTulia, oRond damaxinjebuli, „wamxdari“ qarTuli. meg-
rel-odiSaric qarTvelia imitom da imdenad, ratomac da ramdenadac 
igi Tavisad miiCnevs qarTul „rjuls“, qarTul enas, qarTul anbans, – 
da „erTmefobis“ mexsierebaca da gancdac masSi, savaraudod, isev un-
da iyos SenarCunebuli, rogorc qarTlels, kaxels, imerels Tu mesxs 
SeunarCunebia. 

svanuri, romelic, aseve, calke enadaa gamoyofili (svanebs „ena 
Tჳsi aqusT sakuTari, garna uwyian qarTulica“ – 788), qarTulisagan 
sruliad damoukidebladaa miCneuli da, megrulisagan gansxvavebiT, 
vaxuSti saerTod ver SeniSnavs da, Sesabamisad, arc arnairad ar 
aRniSnavs mis ramenair kavSirs qarTulTan. 

unda iTqvas, rom, roca vaxuSti Seexeba qarTul enas (da, agreTve, 
qarTul damwerlobas), rogorc „erTmefobisa“ da, Sesabamisad, erov-
nuli erTianobis erT-erT SenarCunebul niSans, igi saerTod uyu-
radRebod tovebs qarTuli enis legimiturobis sakiTxs mezobel sam-
yaroSi gabatonebul sxva enebTan mimarTebiT (rac ase mwvaved idga 
qarTul kulturaSi TiTqmis mTeli Sua saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi11, 
Tumca sakiTxis simwvave ar Camcxrala arc momdevno xanaSi) da arc 
arafers ambobs qarTuli enis liturgiul gamoyenebasa da am gamoye-
nebis mniSvnelobaze erovnul-saxelmwifoebrivi erTianobisaTvis. 
rogorc Cans, batoniSvils ar afiqrebs, Tu rogor aRiqmeba qarTuli 
ena sxva enaTa Soris an ramdenad kanonieri an kanonzomieria misi 
gamoyeneba kulturul Tu liturgiul enad (am sakiTxebs vaxuStis 
xanaSi, – istoriulad xanmokle monakveTSi, – sruliad dakarguli 
hqonda Tavisi simwvave, radgan qarTul kulturul-saganaTlebo da 
saeklesio sivrceSi ukve Cavlil-damTavrebuli iyo berZnuli enis 
mCate Zalmomreoba da jer ar dawyebuliyo rusuli enis ufro tlanqi 
Zalmomreoba). istorikosi arc imas cdilobs, gulisyuri miapyros 
qarTulis Sedarebas an dakavSirebas sxva mezobel Tu aramezobel 
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enebTan (Tuki ar CavTvliT im gamonakliss, roca igi msjelobs meg-
ruli enis kavSiris Sesaxeb qarTul enasTan). amjerad misTvis ena oden 
Rirebuli niSania, dasturia, rom erT saerTo enaze metyveleba da 
am erTi saerTo enis saxeldeba sakuTar enad qarTvelTa sxvadasxva 
tomebis mier uciloblad RaRadebs saqarTvelos saxelmwifos odin-
del erTmefobaze, anu erovnul erTianobaze, – ra Tqma unda, iseve, 
rogorc „rjulis“ erTianobisa da mexsierebiT misi myarad SenarCu-
nebis SemTxvevaSi.

amgvaria mdgomareoba, roca erTiani saxelmwifo ukve daSli-
lia da misi mxolod xsovnaRa SemorCenila sxvadasxva niSnis saxiT, 
romelTac istorikosi TanmimdevrobiT CamoTvlis. magram sxvagvari 
iyo mdgomareoba, roca qarTuli erovnul-saxelwifoebrivi erTiano-
bis oden pirveli nakvTebi yalibdeboda da roca qveynis „Semokreba“ 
jer isev misaRwevi mizani iyo. swored am dros, „aRwera samefosa 
saqarTvelosas“ daweramde rva saukuniT adre, 951 wels, „wmida grigol 
xancTelis cxovrebaSi“ giorgi merCule wers: „qarTlad friadi qu-
eyanaჲ aRiracxebis, romelsaca Sina qarTuliTa eniTa Jami Seiwirvis da 
locvaჲ yoveli aResrulebis, xolo kჳrieleჲsoni berZulad iTqmis“ 
(Zeglebi 1963: 290). 

bunebrivia, vaxuStis araferi ecodineboda arc am teqstisa 
da arc masSi warmoCenili wmidanis Sesaxeb (romelic, – am sazogado 
ucodinrobidan gamomdinare, – gviandel xelnawerebsa Tu gamoce-
mebSi, saerTod, „xanZoelad“ moixsenieboda, aso „T“-sa da aso „o“-s 
SemTxveviTi aRrevis gamo, an, kidev, „xanZoeTelad“), radgan giorgi 
merCulis nawarmoebi – „wmida grigol xancTelis cxovreba“ pirve-
lad mxolod meoce saukunis dasawyisSi, 1911 wels gamoqveynda (Мер-
чул 1911, miTiTebuli fraza: Мерчул 1911: 49)12. rogorc cxadad Cans, 
am gamonaTqvamiT erovnuli erTianobis erTaderT safuZvlad enaa 
gamocxadebuli, magram, kerZod, is ena, romelzec qarTul miwebze 
RmrTismsaxureba aResruleba13. merCulis ganWvretiT, erTiani qvey-
nis pirveli gamoxatuleba im garemoSi isaxeba, sadac RmerTs erTsa 
da imave enaze adideben. swored am ganacxadSi gamovlindeba gamij-
vna berZnul-bizantiuri samyarosagan, Tundac enobrivad, Tumca ara 
liturgiulad (rasac adasturebs sagangebod darTuli erTi aRniSvna, 
– „xolo kჳrieleჲsoni berZulad iTqmis“ (Zeglebi 1963: 290), – rome-
lic bizantiuri tradiciis qristianobasTan SenarCunebul litur-
giul kavSirze metyvelebs). savaraudoa, rom merCule, albaT, sityvas 
arasodes daZravda qarTvelTa „rjulis“ an „rjuliT“ qarTvelobis 
Sesaxeb, radgan is „rjuli“, romlis aRmsarebladac miiCnevda igi 
Tavs, im tradiciaSi poulobda sawyisebs, sadac „Κύριε, ἐλέησον“ mSob-
liuri enis – aramxolod liturgiuli – sityvebi iyo. sasuliero 
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mwerlis TvalsazrisiT, qveynis gamaerTianebuli duRabi iyo ara 
qarTvelebis „rjuli“ (amgvar gansazRvrebas igi verc ki warmoidgen-
da, radgan qarTvelTa sarwmunoebas uWoWmanod miakuTvnebda erTi, 
wmida, kaTolike da samociqulo eklesiis sarwmunoebas14), aramed qar-
Tuli ena, xolo, misi eklesiacentristul-klerikaluri xedvidan 
gamomdinare, qveynis erTianobis safuZveli eklesiaSi sufevda da 
eklesiaSi gamovlindeboda, – igulisxmeba taZrebSi qarTulad aR-
vlenili wirva da locva. amdenad, bunebrivia, rom hagiografi msje-
lobs qarTuli enis mxolod liturgikuli gamoyenebis da ara mis 
saxelmwifoebrivi an yoveldRiuri daniSnulebis Sesaxeb, Tumca Se-degi 
mainc saxelmwifoebrivia: mkafioa, rom gamonaTqvami Seexeba ara imde-
nad saeklesio mTlianobas, ramdenadac qveynis erovnul-teritoriul 
mTlianobas. 

erTiani ena, rac merCulisaTvis momavali erTianobis mTrTo-
lavi miniSnebaa, vaxuStisaTvis warsuli erTianobis mkrTali dastu-
ria. Tu pirveli Wvrets gaerTianebis swrafviT ganmsWvalul qveya-
nas, romelic mis dros jer arc arsebobs da arc sagangebo saxel-
deba ganekuTvneba, meore warmoidgens yofil saqarTvelos samefos, 
romelic mis dros ukve ramdenime nawilad danawevrebula. Tu meaTe 
saukuneSi mwerlis mier warmosaxuli es gaerTianebuli qveyana jer isev 
qarTlad moixsenieba, raki misTvis sxva saxeli ar daurqmeviaT, Tum-
ca is teritoriulad bevrad aRemateba qarTls, meTvramete saukuneSi 
ukve aRar arsebobs is saqarTvelos samefo, romelic oden istori-
kosis wignis saTaurSi cxaddeba, Tumca qarTvelebad – „rjuliTa“ da 
eniT qarTvelebad – isinic igulisxmebian, vinc imJamindeli qarTlis 
sazRvrebs miRma saxloben. 

rac Seexeba Tavad saxels „saqarTvelo“, romelic, rogorc niSne-
ulia, vaxuStis wignis saTaurSivea gacxadebuli, rogorc politikur-
teritoruli cneba, safiqrebelia, an ar arsebobda, an ar iyo gavr-
celebuli maSin, roca „wmida grigol xancTelis cxovreba“ iwerebo-
da15, Tumca misi Sinaarsi, rasac is Semdgom xanaSi gamoxatavda, ukve 
giorgi merCulis drosac gamomkrTal xelSesaxeb niSnebs moicavda, 
– maT Soris erTian liturgiul enas, – xolo maSin, roca vaxuSti 
werda Tavis naSroms, am saxelis Sinaarsis dasadgenad met-naklebad 
ukve saWiro gamxdariyo SemorCenili xelSesaxebi niSnebis sagangebod 
moZieba, CamoTvla Tu dalageba. 

magram, aseve, aucileblad aRsaniSnavia, rom, Tu vaxuSti msje-
lobs eris erTianobis gancdis Sesaxeb (Tundac saxelis amgvarad da-
urqmevlad), romliTac, misi azriT, ganmsWvalulia yoveli an nebismi-
eri qarTveli da romelic efuZneba odindeli saxelmwifoebrivi 
erTianobis, anu erTmefobis xsovnas (rac saxeldebiTaa moxseniebuli), 
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giorgi merCulis gamonaTqvami aramc da aramc ar iTvaliswinebs erov-
nuli mTlianobis pirovnul gancdas, anu igi yuradRebas sulac 
ar miapyrobs sxvadasxva pirovnebaTa mier am mTlianobis arc cnobi-
er aRqmas da arc gaTavisebas: hagiografi mwerali mxolod miwaTa, anu 
teritoriis erTianobas Seexeba da igi ar iCens cnobiswadils, Cawvdes 
da gamoxatos, Tu ramdenad sakuTrivad ganicdian am teritoriaze 
mcxovrebi adamianebi saxelmwifoebriv erTianobas. misTvis im dros 
mniSvnelovania isaa, Tu romel teritorias SesaZloa ewodos qarTli, 
xolo aseTad ki mas is miwebi miaCnia, sadac qarTuli ena liturgiul 
enad gamoiyeneba, anu sadac ismis qarTuli da esmiT qarTulad. am 
SemTxvevaSi merCuliseuli mniSvnelobiT sityva „qarTli“, ra Tqma un-
da, teritoriulad ar SemozRudavs mxolod misdroindel politikur 
qarTls, radgan qarTul enaze RmrTismsaxureba sxva qarTul miweb-
zec aRevlineba (Tundac afxazeTis samefoSi, sadac wmida grigol 
xancTels am qveynis xelmwife monastris dafuZnebas SesTavazebs16), 
Tumca imJamad am miwebs arc erTiani saxeli aqvT miniWebuli da arc 
erTianoba akavSirebT. saqarTvelo (da „saqarTvelo“) jer winaa, xolo 
mis winaresaxed am dros mxolod qarTli (da „qarTli“) Cans. „wmida gri-
gol xancTelis cxovrebis“ daweris xanaSi, rogorc Cans, politikuri 
da nominatiuri ireklavs erTmaneTs (sxvaTa Soris, moulodnelad, 
„qarTli“ mTliani saqarTvelos aRsaniSnavad gamoiyeneba saqarTvelos 
saxelmwifos umaRlesi aRzevebis xanaSi, Tamaris dros, – kerZod, 
mefis sikvdilis aRwerisas, Tanac monarqisa da epoqis mimarT iseT 
TvalsaCinod panegirikul teqstSi, rogoricaa „cxorebaჲ mefeTme-
fisa Tamarisi“: „Tamar daiZina Zili igi marTalTa [...] da aRivso mze 
qarTlisa“`17).

giorgi merCulis momdevno dros, roca ukve TandaTanobiT ya-
libdeba erTiani qarTuli saxelmwifo, romelsac saqarTvelo daer-
qmeva, leonti mroveli qmnis (anu: an wers, an Camoayalibebs, an Sead-
gens) samefos ideologiurad gamomxatvel wigns, „qarTvel mefeTa 
cxovrebas“, romelSic odindeli, miTosuri qarTuli saxelmwifos 
fuZemdebels, mefe farnavazs, miewereba rogorc pirveli qarTuli 
saxelmwifos daarseba, ise, amave dros, qarTuli enis gavrceleba-
damkvidreba da qarTuli anbanis Seqmna: „ese farnavaz iyo pirveli mefe 
qarTlsa Sina qarTlosisa naTesavTagani. aman ganavrco enaჲ qarTuli 
da arRara izraxeboda sxuaჲ enaჲ qarTlsa Sina Tჳnier qarTulisa, da 
aman Seqmna mwignobrobaჲ qarTuli“ (qarTlis cxovreba 2008: 46).

zemorec iTqva, rom leonitiseul am Tvalsazriss mTlianad izi-
arebs vaxuStic. 

Tu giorgi merCulisaTvis saxelmwifoebriv-erovnul erTiano-
bas (Tundac momaval erTianobas) ganapirobebs erTiani liturgiuli 
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ena, leonti mrovels miaCnia, rom amgvari aucilebeli duRabia saxel-
mwifo ena, – is erTi ena, romelzec qveynis xelisufali da qveyanaSi 
mcxovrebi adamianebi metyveleben, erTmaneTs elaparakebian, saqmeebs 
warmarTaven; saxelmwifo, sxva ZiriTad safuZvlebTan erTad, enis sa-
fuZvelze  da  enis  irgvliv yalibdeba. merCules miaCnia, rom pirovne-
basac, pirovnul urTierTobebsac, pirovnul kavSirebsac ganapiro-
bebs da unda ganapirobebdes eklesia, amitomac qveynis erTianobis 
Camoyalibebac mxolod eklesiis ZaluZs da am erTianobis gadamwyve-
ti niSania erTi saRmrTismsaxuro ena. mrovelis TvalsazrisiT, sa-
xelmwifo aRiarebs da acxadebs erT enas, romelic qveynis erTianobas 
edeba safuZvlad, xolo Semdgom ki, erTian saxelmwifos warmoadgens 
da ganasaxierebs. 

leontis sjera, rom calkeuli pirovnebis erovnul kuTvnile-
basac uwinaresad ena ganapirobebs18. am mxriv, sagulisxmo da mrav-
lismetyvelia, „qarTvel mefeTa cxovrebaSi“ ragvar gansakuTrebul 
yuradRebas miapyrobs istorikosi pirveli qarTveli qristiani mefis 
da pirveli araqarTlosiani mefis, sparsi mirianis, „gaqarTvelebis“ 
Tanmimdevrobas. igi sagangebod aRwers nabijebs, gadadgmuls miri-
anis mier am mimarTulebiT da aRwers imasac, Tu am nabijebs rogori 
gamoZaxili mohyva qarTvelTa mxridan: „da aRizarda mirian msaxure-
basa mas Sina SჳdTa maT kerpTasa da cecxlisasa. xolo Seiyuarna qar-
Tvelni, da daiviwya enaჲ sparsuli da iswava qarTuli. da hmata Sem-
kobaჲ  kerpTa  da  bomonTaჲ. da keTilad ipyrna qurumni kerpTani da 
yovelTa  mefeTa   qarTlisaTa  umetes  aRasrulebda   msaxurebasa  mas
kerpTasa da Seamko saflavi farnavazisi. xolo ese yoveli qmna saTn-
oebisaTჳs qarTvelTaჲsa, da keTilad ipyrna qarTvelni niWiTa da 
yovliTave didebiTa. Seiyuares igi qarTvelTa umetes yovelTa me-
feTasa“ (qarTlis cxovreba 2008: 79)19.

movlenaTa Tanamimdevroba, rogorc Cans, amgvaria: marTalia, 
sparsi miriani dabadebiT miekuTvneba sparsTa „rjuls“ da misi sa-
metyvelo ena sparsulia, magram ucxotomeli, ucxo „rjulisa“ da 
ucxoenovani mefe Seiyvarebs Tavis qveSevrdomebs, xolo am siyva-
rulis niSnad, pirvel yovlisa, daviwyebs mSobliur enas da qar-
Tulad ametyveldeba; Semdgom igi iRebs qarTvelTa sarwmunoebas, 
gaamSvenierebs adgilobriv kerpebs da keTilad Semoikrebs adgilob-
riv qurumebs, riTac Tavisi sarwmunoebrivi mxurvalebiT qarTlis 
yvela mefes gadaaWarbebs; bolos, igi eTayvaneba da ganabrwyinva-
lebs qarTvelTa upirates salocavs – farnavazis saflavs, xolo 
qarTvelebisaTvis ar daiSurebs arc qonebriv da arc Tanamdebobriv-
wodebriv gandidebas. yovelive amas miriani im ganzraxviT akeTebs, 
raTa moawonos Tavi qarTvelebs da qarTvelebic mas gansakuTrebu-
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li siyvaruliT upasuxeben: mefe mirians yvela qarTvel mefeze ume-
tesad Seiyvareben. am monaTxrobs uciloblad amgvari uwyeba aqvs: 
qarTuli enisa da qarTuli „rjulis“ SeZeniT, araqarTveli mefe im-
gvar „qarTvelobas“ SeiZens, romliTac upiratesobasac ki moipovebs 
mis winamorbed qarTlosian qarTvel mefeTa mimarT20. 

mosalodneli iyo, rom vaxuSti, romelic erTmefobis Tval-
sazrisiT aseT gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas aniWebda rogorc 
„rjuls“, ise enas, uyuradRebod ar datovebda „qarTvel mefeTa 
cxovrebis“ am monakveTs, sadac ase cxadadaa aRwerili mirianis „ga-
qarTveleba“: jer mis mier qarTuli enis gaTaviseba21 da Semdgom 
qarTuli religiuri tradiciebis, qarTuli saxelmwifo „rjulis“ 
miReba22, rac, sabolood, pirveli qarTlosiani mefis, farnavazis, 
saflavis gamorCeuli religiuri aRzevebiT gamoixata (vaxuStis 
Tvalsawieridanac winaparTa saflavs gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba 
eniWeba, da igi sxvagan msjelobs kidec misi niSnobriobis Sesaxeb 
erovnuli erTianobis mopovebisa da SenarCunebis TvalsazrisiT). 
magram moxda ise, rom leontiseuli istoriuli Txrobidan Tavis is-
toriul TxrobaSi vaxuSti mxolod am erT mSral frazas tovebs: „mi-
rian Seiyuares qarTvelTa da mirian – umetes qarTvelni“ (71). Tumca 
vaxuSti arc ki Seyovnebula da saWirodac ar miuCnevia, eCvenebina an 
aexsna Tundac mizezi, Tundac safuZveli am Seyvarebisa. 

miT umetes ucnaurad Cans vaxuStis mxriv es uyuradReboba 
mirianis mier enisa da rwmenis Secvlis mimarT, – ufro metic, am 
faqtis TvalSisacemi ugulebelyofa, nebiseuli waSla istoriuli 
qronikidan, – maSin, roca leontiseuli teqstis zemore moyvanili mo-
nakveTi TiTqmis sityvasityviT, TiTqmis ucvlelad emTxveva „axali 
qarTlis cxovrebis“ teqsts23, romelic vaxtang meeqvsis davalebiTa 
da meurveobiT SemuSavda, – faqtobrivad, vaxuStis garemocvaSi, 
– Tumca romlis mimarTac, unda iTqvas, vaxuStis damokidebuleba 
ukiduresad uaryofiTi iyo („axali qarTlis cxovrebis“ vrceli da 
sastiki kritika: 292-304).

dasasrul, aucileblad mosaxseniebelia Zveli saqarTvelos 
gviandeli xanis erTi politikuri dokumenti: „traxtati, iverielTa 
mefeTa da mTavarTagan damtkicebuli, sazogadosaTvis SeerTebisa 
qarTlisa, kaxeTisa, imerTa, odiSisa da guriisa“, romelic 1790 wels, 
tfilisSi SemuSavda daSlili saqarTvelos mefeTa da mTavarTa 
SeTanxmebis Sedegad. rogorc Cans, traqtatis Seqmnis STamagonebeli 
yofila qarTl-kaxeTis samefo karis mdivani solomon lioniZe (1754-
1811), da, sruliad SesaZloa, xelSekrulebis teqstic uSualod misi-
ve dawerili iyos24. traqtati amgvarad iwyeba: „vinaidgan yovelTave 
iverielTa, msaxlobelTa samefosa Sina qarTlisa, kaxeTisa, imerTa, 
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odiSisa da guriisaTa aqvsT erTmorwmuneba, arian Zeni erTisa ka-
Tolike ekklesiisagan Sobilni da erTisa enisa mqonebelni, aqvsT ma-
vasxeblobiTica siyvaruli viTarca sisxliT naTesavTa da moyvrobiT 
SekrulTa urTierTTa Soris, amisaTvis Cven, zemoxsenebulTa qve-
yanaTa iveriisaTa mefeni da mTavarni, [...] aRuvsTqvamT mtkicesa amas 
erTobasa [...]“25.

cxadia, rom amjerad, xelSekrulebis am monakveTiT, igulisxmeba 
ara „erTmefoba“ da arc erTiani saxelmwifoebrivi teritoria, ara-
med msjeloba Seexeba „yovelTa iverielTa“26 TviTSegnebas, anu yove-
li qarTvelisaTvis Cveul erTiani erovnulobis gancdas, romlis 
fuZemdebel niSnebad miCneulia: sarwmunoebrivi da eklesiuri Ta-
nakuTvnileba, saerTo ena da, kidev, rogorc sisxlismieri naTesaoba, 
ise danaTesavebis safuZvelze aRmocenebuli moyvruli kavSirebi; 
am adamianebs ki erTmaneTTan akavSirebs „mavasxeblobiTi“27, masesxe-
beli siyvaruli, ese igi, imgvari urTierToba, romelic arsobrivad 
erTmaneTis mimarT damavalebeli da damavaldebulebelia. ra Tqma 
unda, ivaraudeba, rom swored es niSnebi ganapirobebs da balavradac 
unda daedos saxelmwifoebriv an mokavSireobriv (anu saxelmwifoTa 
Soris) „mtkicesa amas erTobasa“. 

RirsSesaniSnavia, rom qarTvelTa saerTo sarwmunoebas saxeli 
ara aqvs darqmeuli (mas ar hqvia arc qarTuli an qarTvelTa „sjuli“ 
da  arc  „marTlmadidebloba“):  mas,  zogadad,  „erTmorwmuneba“ ewo-
deba,  ese  igi,  mxolod  aRiniSneba  is  sarwmunoeba,  –  dausaxeleblad –
romelic qarTvelebs aerTianebs. gansxvavebiT sarwmunoebisagan, kon-
kretuladaa dasaxelebuli eklesia, romlis Svilebad („Sobilni“) 
gamocxadebulia yvela qarTveli: kaTolike eklesia, rac sayovelTao 
qristianul eklesias niSnavs. sxvaTa Soris, rogorc dokumentidan 
mkafiod Cans, am xanaSic ki, Zveli saqarTvelos daisisas, jer kidev 
SenarCunebulia eklesiis tradiciuli saxelwodeba „kaTolike“ (im 
tradiciuli, mravalsaukunovani gamijvnis kvalobaze, sadac erT-
maneTisagan gansxvavdeba: eklesia – „kaTolike“, sarwmunoeba – „marTl-
madidebeli“; marTali sarwmunoebis es Cveulebrivi, damkvidrebuli 
saxeldeba TandaTanobiT, bolo ori saukunis ganmavlobaSi, jer ru-
seTis imperiul-sinoduri eklesiis saxelwodebaSi gaCnda, xolo Sem-
dgom, zogadad, -aRmosavlurqristianul eklesiaTa TviTsaxelwo-
debad damkvidrda, riTac is Caenacvla „kaTolikes“ da eklesia 
gamocxadebul iqna „marTlmadideblad“, ragvari saxelwodebac – 
„marTlmadidebeli eklesia“ – Zvel saqarTveloSi erTxelac arsad 
gvxvdeba28).

traqtatis mixedviT, qarTvelebs, sarwmunoebisa da eklesiuri 
mikuTvnebis erTianobis msgavsad, enac aerTianebT, saerTo ena aqvT, 
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ese igi, rogorc Cans, odiSarTa enac an qarTul enadaa miCneuli (isev 
gasaxsenebelia, rom vaxuStic megruls qarTul enad, oRond „wam-
xdar“  qarTulad  miiCnevs – 783),  an, kidev,  mas saSinao  gamoyenebis  da-
niSnuleba ekisreba da megrelTaTvisac saxelmwifoebriv (politi-
kur-kulturul) enad mainc qarTuli rCeba.

amgvarad, qarTul samefo-samTavroTa odindeli (da SesaZlo 
momavali) mTlianoba an, ufro zustad, qarTvel adamianTa sworedac 
erovnuli erTianoba, am dokumentis SemdgenelTa – an sulac solomon 
lioniZis – TvalsazrisiT, vlindeba sarwmunoebis (aseve, eklesiuri 
kuTvnilebis), enisa da sisxlis (aseve, naTesaobis) erTianobiT. 

aRsaniSnavia, rom, ramdenadac traqtatSi laparakia „yovelTa 
iverielTa“ Sesaxeb, romelTac „aqvsT“ garkveuli niSnebi an romlebic 
„arian“ garkveuli niSnebis mqonebelni, imdenad yvela es CamoTvlili 
gansazRvra ueWvelad gulisxmobs uwinaresad pirovnul mikuTvnebas 
jgufis mimarT. Sesabamisad, ara gundi ikuTvnebs da SeirTebs ama Tu 
im pirovnebas sakuTari wesebisa Tu moTxovnebis mixedviT, aramed 
pirovnebebi miekuTvnebian gunds da maT mier yalibdeba gundi: amde-
nad,  pirveladad  warmoCndeba ara krebuli, aramed erTeuli pirov-
neba.  calkeulTa  erToblioba  qmnis  da warmoSobs saerTos, xolo sa-
zogado ar faravs da arc Crdilavs kerZos.

 vaxuStisaTvisac, ra Tqma unda, gadamwyvetad mniSvnelovania 
pirovnuli gancda yoveli qarTveli pirovnebisa (imitomac msje-
lobs igi sagangebod „visme“ qarTvelze, imerze, mesxze Tu kaxze – 291), 
romelTa mTlianobiTac, – cocxalTa da mkvdarTa SemadgenlobiT, 
– marTalia, yalibdeba erTianobis zogadi Segneba, rac erovnul 
CarCoebSi sayovelTaoa, xolo yvela qarTvelisaTvis saerToa, mag-
ram vaxStiseuli xedva mainc aranairad ar gascdeba pirovnulis far-
glebs, maSin, roca traqtatiseuli (an leoniZiseuli) naTesaoba Tu 
danaTesaveba ukve pirovnebaTa Soris konkretuli, xelSesaxebi kav-
Siria, ganpirobebuli an sisxlismieri, an gvarovnul-saTemo siaxlo-
viT, Tumca am SemTxvevaSic saxelmwifoebriv Tu erovnul mTlianobas 
saZirkveli moepoveba kerZo adamianTa jgufebis, gundebis saxiT. 

traqtatisagan gansxvavebiT, vaxuSti namdvilad arafers ambobs 
qarTvelTa Soris arc sisxlismier da arc naTesaobiT an danaTesa-
vebiT kavSirebze (faqtobrivad, pirovnul, pirovnebaTa Soris kav-
Sirebze), rac misgan mosalodneli ar unda yofiliyo, ramdenadac, 
rac unda narTaulad Wviodes vaxuStis gamonaTqvamebSi mcdeloba 
erovnuli erTianobis niSnebis mosaZieblad, am SemTxvevaSi istori-
kosi gacxadebulad mainc erTmefobis niSnebis Sesaxeb msjelobs.

raki vaxuStis miaCnia, rom am yofili erTmefobis meore „xilu-
li“ anu meore „niSi“ qarTuli enaa, sabolood unda ganisazRvros, rom, 
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misi TvalsazrisiT, es – misTvis niSnobriobis mqone – qarTuli ena arc 
qveynis gamaerTianebel-SemakavSirebeli saeklesio-liturgiuli enaa, 
da, rogorc aRmoCnda, arc daSlil qveyanaSi mcxovrebTa saerTo ena: 
igi msjelobs im enis Sesaxeb, romelic qveynis odindeli mTlianobis 
Jams qveynis erTiani saxelmwifo ena iyo.

amdenad, vaxuStiseuli pirveli da meore niSani, ra Tqma unda, 
metyvelebs erovnul erTianobaze, oRond im erTi, mis dros ukve aRa-
rarsebuli saxelmwifosi, romlis saxelmwifo sarwmunoeba da saxel-
mwifo ena gansazRvrulia rogorc qarTuli, xolo am organzomilebi-
ani erTianobis xsovna cocxlad da qmediTad SeunaxavT odindeli sa-
xelmwifos qveSevrdomTa memkvidreebs. 

yoveli qarTvelis mier gacxadebulad aRiarebuli saxelmwifo 
sarwmunoebisa da saxelmwifo enis erTianobis garda (im garemoSic 
ki, roca erTiani qarTuli saxelmwifo karga xnis winaT gamqrala), 
vaxuSti moZebnis erTianobis mesame niSansac, – samefo warwerebs, – 
romelsac ukve nivTierad gamoxatuli, Tvalxiluli saxe aqvs.

SeniSvnebi:

1. citatebi batoniSvil vaxuStis naSromidan – „aRwera samefosa saqar-

Tvelosa“ – aq da Semdgom yvelgan moyvanilia am gamocemis mixedviT: qarTlis 

cxovreba, tomi IV: batoniSvili vaxuSti, aRwera samefosa saqarTvelosa, teqsti 

dadgenili yvela ZiriTadi xelnaweris mixedviT s. yauxCiSvilis mier, Tb.: sab-

WoTa saqarTvelo, 1973. teqstis gverdebi miTiTebulia citirebisTanave; gamo-

cemiseuli punqtuacia zogan gasworebulia azris an konteqstis Sesabamisad.

2. „erTianoba Cvens dauviwyars istorikoss warmodgenili aqvs erTmefo-

bis saxiT“ – (javaxiSvili 1977: 334).

3. ix. dawvrilebiT: (RaRaniZe 2018: 9-27).

4. leqsema ̀ jaRaTa“ vaxuStis teqstis gamomcemels Setanili aqvs Tandar-

Tul leqsikonSi, magram imgvari pirobiTi aRniSvniT, romelic misi ganmarte-

bis SeuZleblobas miuTiTebs (1098). 

5. vaxuStis damokidebuleba enis, rogorc erovnuli vinaobis, niSnis 

mimarT – sxva wyaroebTan erTad uZvelesi droidan mecxramete saukunis bo-

lomde – amokriba da ganixila vinfrid boederma (boederi 1998: 60-81); misi 

Tvalsazrisi amgvaria: „vaxuSti, cneba „qarTvelis“ amorfuli sazRvrebis 

miuxedavad, qarTvelebs uwodebs imas, vinc qarTul erovnul erTobas da qar-

Tul eklesias ganekuTvneba maSin, rodesac an sarwmunoebis kriteriumi ar aris 

srulad daculi (samxreT saqarTvelos zeda fena), anda enisa (sxvaenovan umci-

resobaTa an megrelTa SemTxvevaSi)“ (boederi 1998: 77).

6. leonti mroveli, „cxovreba qarTvelTa mefeTa“: „aman ganavrco enaჲ 

qarTuli da arRara izraxeboda sxuaჲ enaჲ qarTlsa Sina Tჳnier qarTulisa, da 

aman Seqmna mwignobrobaჲ qarTuli“ (qarTlis cxovreba 2008: 46); farnavazis, ro-
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gorc erovnuli saxelmwifos fuZemdeblis, leontiseuli koncefciis Sesaxeb, 

sadac gadamwyveti mniSvneloba mieniWeba enobriv-sadamwerlobo politikas, 

ix. (aleqsiZe 2010: 324-327). 

7. „aqamomdis qarTlosianTa ena enaჲ somxuri iyo, romelsa zraxvides“ 

(qarTlis cxovreba 2008: 35).

8. igulisxmeba nabuqodonosor meoris (605-562 qristemde) xana. 

9. am sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT xelnawerTa gadasworebis Sesaxeb ix. 

(grigolia 1954: 290-291). 

10. Sdr. sulxan-saba orbeliani: „JRurtuli – megrelTagan mrudi lapa-

raki“ (varianti: „ese ars megrelTa da misTanaTa avenoanTa laparaki“) (orbeli-

ani 1991: 636); sagulisxmoa, rom odnav adre, italieli misioneric, arqanjelo 

lambertic (igi odiSis samTavroSi imyofeboda 1630 wlidan 1649 wlamde) me-

grulsa da qarTuls Soris imgvarsave gansxvavebas amCnevs da aRniSnavs, ro-

goric SesamCnevia mis mSobliur italiursa da laTinurs Soris: „megrelebi 

imdenad umecarni arian, rom maT Soris TiTqmis aravis ar esmis is qarTuli 

wignebi, romlebic dawerilia maTis namdvilis Zveleburis da wminda eniT, am 

enisagan maTi mdabiuri ena ise ganirCeva, rogorc Cveni mdabiuri laTinuridan 

ganirCeva“ (lamberti 1991: 150); aseve, Sdr. frangi Jan Sardenis Canaweri (igi 

samegreloSi Cavida 1672 wels): „kolxebis ena wamosdgeba iberiulidan, anu qar-

Tulidan“ (Sardeni 2018: 133).

11. qarTuli enis legitimaciis Sesaxeb Sua saukuneebis saqarTveloSi ix. 

(boederi 2005: 53-55), (bolqvaZe 2005: 74-89), (dobojginiZe 2010: 100-111). 

12. Sdr. „SegviZlia Tamamad vTqvaT, rom grigol xanZTelis uzarmazari 

saqmianobisa da Rvawlis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi araviTari cnoba ar arsebobda, 

sanam niko CubinaSvilma 1845 w. ierusalemis qarTvelTa monasterSi ar miakvlia 

misi cxovrebis Semcvel xelnawers, romelic niko marma gamosca 1911 w.“ (gabi-

ZaSvili 2010: 440); Sdr. (nacvliSvili 2018: 54-58). 

13. „erovnuli liturgia gaxda safuZveli eklesiis avtokefaliisa, rac 

qveyanas aZlevda saSualebas [...], mieRwia avtonomiurobis maRali xarisxisaT-

vis da Tavi daecva politikuri da eTnikuri asimilaciisagan“ (bolqvaZe 2010: 15). 

14. Sdr. „wmidisagan dedisa Cuenisa mxoloჲsa kaTolike samociquloჲsa 

eklesiisa“ (Zeglebi 1963: 312).

15. „naratiul wyaroebSi „saqarTvelo“ pirvelad da mxolod erTxel 

gvxvdeba juanSerTan (IX s.). dokumentTagan pirvelad „saqarTvelo“ moxse-

niebulia [...] 1083 wels grigol bakurianis Zis petriwonis monastris tipikon-

Si, xolo 1103-1105 wlebSi ruis-urbnisis krebaze oficialurad gacxadda ro-

gorc Cveni qveynis dRevandeli saxeli “ (aleqsiZe 2016: 390).

16. teqstidan (Zeglebi 1963: 268) cxadad Wvivis, rom am dros afxazeTi 

politikurad sxva, calke qveyanaa („queyanasa amas“, „amis queyanisaჲ“ – iqve).

17. asea gadmocemuli teqstSi (qarTlis cxovreba 2008: 517); simon jana-

Sias azriT, aq „qarTli“ farTo gagebiT, mTliani politikuri erTeulis – saqar-



147

batoniSvili vaxuSti enisa da wignis gamo erTiani saqarTvelos 
niSanTa Soris

Tvelos saxelmwifos – mniSvnelobiTaa gamoyenebuli (janaSia 1988: 180), Tumca 

bolo xans gamoiTqva amgvari Tvalsazrisic: „swored aq Cans gamokveTilad, rom 

qarTli, rogorc modgmis aRmniSvneli termini, upirispirdeba politikurad 

gagebul saqarTvelo-erTobas“ (CxartiSvili 2009: 49).

18. „leontis Teoriaze uTuod didi gavlena hqonda am garemoebas: naTe-

savis damaxasiaTebeli aris ara imdenad sjuli, ramdenadac ena“ (berZeniSvili 

1979: 19-20).

19. mirianis mefobis ideuri da ideologiuri gaazrebis Sesaxeb ix. (Cxar-

tiSvili 2009: 84-111); (patariZe 2009: 37-54); (CxartiSvili 2018: 28-90). 

20. Sdr. „qarTuli identoba am dros sakmaod gamokveTili iyo. mirians 

am erTobis winamZRoloba surda. am gamokveTili identobis mqone erTobis sa-

xelmwifos marTva ki SeuZlebeli iyo dominantur eTnikur koleqtivSi sruli 

integrirebis gareSe. ai, amitom gaixada qarTuli mSobliurad mirianma, amitom 

iyo qarTvelTa kerpebis erTguli msaxuri, amitom amkobda farnavazis saflavs, 

riTac Tavs qarTlis taxtze mis winamorbedTa saqmis gamgrZeleblad saxavda“ 

(CxartiSvili 2018: 37).

21. „yovelTvis, roca qveynis an qveyanasTan xelisuflis identifikaciis 

gansazRvris Jami dgeba, enis fenomeni sarwmunoebasTan erTad am identifikaci-

is niSani xdeba. yovel SemTxvevaSi, aseTia Zveli mematianis ideologia“ (kiknaZe 

2005: 47); Sdr.: (patariZe 2005: 219). 

22. [miriani] „mTlianad gaqarTvelda rogorc geneturad, ise faqtiurad, 

vinaidan ase sWirdeboda qveynis warmatebiT marTvas“ (aleqsiZe 2016: 387).

23. „aRizarda mirian msaxurebasa SuidTa maT kerpTasa da cecxlisasa, 

xolo Seiyuarna qarTvelni, da daiviwya enaჲ sparsuli da iswavla enaჲ qarTuli. 

da hmata Semkobaჲ kerpTa da bomonTaჲ, keTilad ipyrna qurumni kerpTani, da 

yovelTa mefeTa qarTlisaTa umetes aRasrulebda msaxurebasa mas kerpTasa, da 

Seamko saflavi farnavazisi. ese yoveli qarTvelTa saTnoebisaTuis qmna, keTi-

lad ipyrna qarTvelni niWiTa da yoveliTave didebiTa. da Seiyuares igi qar-

TvelTa umetes yovelTa mefeTasa“ (axali qarTlis cxovreba 2017: 70). 

24. lioniZe Tavadve acxadebs, Tumca odnav bundovnad, rom igi ara marto 

monawileobda traqtatis SedgenaSi, aramed meTaveobda kidec mis Camoyalibe-

basa da miRebas: „me gavakeTe erTobis traqtati“, „xelmoweril iqmna Cemis moq-

medebiT“ (cqitiSvili 1980: 62).

25. damowmebulia: (Zeglebi 1965: 501); Sdr. (ioseliani 1936: 18), (ioseliani 

1978: 18) (1936 wlis gamocemaSi: „erTmorwmuneba“; 1978 wlis gamocemaSi: „erT-

morwmunoeba“).

26. „gaerTianebisaTvis mebrZolni maSin amjobinebdnen „qarTvelTa“ nac-

vlad SemoeRoT „iverielni“, romelic Tavisi SinaarsiT igive rCeboda, magram 

masSi sakuTriv „qarTlis“ upiratesoba xazgasmuli ar yofila“ (dumbaZe 1973: 

721); Sdr. (xoStaria 1978: 203).

27. sulxan-saba orbeliani: „mavasxebeli – valis mimcemi“ (orbeliani 1991: 

428). 
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28. es gamijvna-gansxvaveba SesaniSnavadaa asaxuli ruis-urbnisis krebis 

„ZeglisweraSi“: „ara gecruvneT Sen, siwmidiT mSobelo Cueno kaTolike ekle-

siao; arca gangceT Sen, siqadulo Cueno marTlmadideblobao“ – „Zeglisweraჲ 

wmidisa da RmrTivSekrebulisa krebisaჲ [...]“, wg-Si: (gabiZaSvili 1978: 184); Sdr.: 

(RaRaniZe 2014: 58). 
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Merab Ghaghanidze
(Georgia) 

Prince Vakhushti on Language 
and Literacy among the Signs of the Unidted Georgia

Summary

Key Words: Language, Literacy, Signs, Unity, History, Identity.

Prince Vakhusthi (1696-1756), at the point of his work “Desctription of the Kin-
dom of Georgia (1745), where he ends the story of united Georgia and is about to start 
telling the history of Georgia after its disintegration (i. e. into Kindom of Kartli, Kingdom 
of Kakheti, Kingdom of Imereti, and also Samtskhe-Saatabago), tries to identify if there is 
or has survived any pillar or sign following the disintegration of the united kingdom what 
would give the feeling of unity to the residents of different isolated lands of the politically 
split country, or what proved the general Georgian unity in his days, even if it did not re-
ally exist by then. 

Vakhushti identifies three of such persisting signs; however, later, he added other 
fourth and fifth traits to the list. He associates these signs not as much with the nationality 
(as it seemed to expect) or some other unifying feature, as the past “united monarchy” of 
Georgia – the circumstances of the historian’s times are meant, but passed and survived 
from the past. As for these signs, in Vakhushti’s opinion, they are so much self-denoting 
that clearly show all his contemporaries the past unity of the country. 

If the first sign of unity for Vakhushti is the religious belief – “the faith of Geor-
gians”, the second sign is language and literacy. Surely, Vakhushti considers the language 
and script such special signs, which not only distinguish the Georgians from all other 
nations, but give them the feeling of unity. Vakhushti does not isolate or separate the lan-
guage and the script, as he considers both of them, jointly and inseparably, as the second 
sign, but at the same time, he does not reckon that they either stipulate, or result from one 
another. 

Vakhushti’s approach to the language and script differs from that of his forerunners 
and precursors (ancient Georgian historians, ecclesiastical literature) and modern sources 
(historical-legal documents). 
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Vakhushti thinks that the second sign of the united monarchy, the Georgian lan-
guage, is neither an ecclesiastical-liturgical language uniting and consolidating the coun-
try, nor a common language for the residents of disintegrated Georgia: he talks about the 
language, which was a single state language during the country’s past unity. 

Vakhushti considers both, the language and the script, as special sign or signs, 
which not only distinguish the Georgians from the others, but also give them the feeling 
of unity. 

Importantly, like Vakhushti considers an ordinary Georgian man as the most reli-
able and primary source to determine national unity, it is the case in the given instance, 
too: the feeling of unity among the Georgians is consolidated by three questions given 
to an ordinary and to any Georgian: “Where are you from?”, “Which language do you 
speak?”, and “What is your script?” Their answers demonstrate that their self-feeling is 
national, public, common. 

It must be said that as Vakhushti considers the Georgian language (and Georgian 
script as well), as one of the survived signs of sole monarchy and national unity conse-
quently, he takes no notice of legitimacy of the Georgian language in relation to the lan-
guages dominant in the neighboring states (this was a very severe issue of the Georgian 
culture almost all over the medieval centuries and was still urgent even in the following 
period) and says nothing about the liturgical use of the Georgian language or importance 
of such a use for the state national unity. It seems that Vakhushti is not concerned with 
the way the Georgian language is perceived among other languages or whether its use 
is lawful or appropriate as a cultural or liturgical language (during a short historical era 
in Vakhusti’e times, these questions had totally lost their urgency, as by that time, the 
Georgian cultural-educational and ecclesiastic environment had been badly influenced by 
a relatively mild violence of the Greek language, but a vulgar violence of the Russian 
language was still to expect). The historian is not even concerned with comparing or link-
ing the Georgian language with other neighboring or non-neighboring languages (if not 
considering an exception when he talks about the association of the Megrelian language 
with the Georgian language). In this instance, a language is a very valuable sign for him 
proving that speaking one common language and naming such a language as their own 
language by various Georgian tribes is an undisputed proclamation of the past sole mon-
archy, or national unity of the Georgian state, surely like in case of the unity of “faith” and 
its firm memorization.

Indeed, Vakhushti says nothing about consanguinity, kin relations or affinity (virtu-
ally, personal, interpersonal relations) between the Georgians what must not have been 
expected of him naturally, as no matter how allusively Vakhushti’s phrases show his trial 
to identify the signs of national unity, in this case, the historian clearly talks about the signs 
of sole monarchy. 

Thus, the first and second signs given by Vakhushti surely prove the national unity, 
though of the only state that no more existed in his days, whose state belief and state lan-
guage are defined as Georgian, with the memory of this two-dimensional unity maintained 
so vividly and effectively by the ancestors of the past state nationals. 
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A Perspective of Postcolonial Zoocriticism in 19th-century 
Georgian Literature

In the first chapter of “Letters of a Traveler” (1861) written by Ilia Chavchavadze 
(1837–1907), one of the most famous and canonical writers of 19th-century Georgian 
literature, there are three characters: “I” or a narrator of the prose work, which can be 
regarded as Ch’avch’avadze himself; a French traveler, who is a new acquaintance of the 
narrator; and a Russian coachman, who is represented with an ugly behavior and appear-
ance. When the narrator leaves Vladikavkaz, he and the Russian coachman are on the 
same Russian coach, but the horses attached to the coach do not move. At this moment, 
the coachman cries, “чо-о-рт, трогай что-ли” (Ch’avch’avadze 1937: 248). Here this 
scene becomes more understandable by considering its context with Russian literature; 
on one hand, the representation of coachman in Russian literature is traditionally a Tsar-
ist Russia’s metaphor, for example, in Gogol’s “Dead Soul” (Randolph 2007: 50–61). 
On the other hand, coachman in the Caucasian text of Russian literature, for instance, 
Lermontov’s “A Hero of Our Time,” is sometimes represented as an indigenous person 
who deceives Russian travelers. In “Letters of a Traveler,” however, the coachman is rep-
resented as a Russian who reviles and is depicted with an uncivilized appearance. Thus, 
Ch’avch’avadze ironically inverted the representation of the Russian coachman as a Tsar-
ist Russian metaphor as well as the representation of the indigenous coachman as an ori-
ental degeneration.

Moreover, the French traveler looks at this scene through a window and laughs: “it 
[whole Russia] goes with that [coach]!.. Ha, ha, ha!” (Ch’avch’avadze 1937: 248). This 
scene could be easily construed as a message that France and Europe, in general, are more 
developed and enlightened than Russia (and Georgia as well) and denies Tsarist Rus-
sia’s ideology of imperialism, i.e., enlightening Caucasus. Denying the ideology is also 
depicted more thoroughly and ironically in the third chapter of the work, where a Russian 
officer arrogantly but inadequately explains enlightenment to the narrator. As mentioned 
by the narrator himself, he is returning from Petersburg where he spent four years studying 
at a university; therefore, he should be more educated than the officer and more clearly 
understands enlightenment. With these representations of Europe, Russia, and Georgia, 
Ch’avch’avadze implied that the way to save Georgia from Tsarist Russia’s imperialism 
is to bring into Georgia European education, enlightenment, science, technology, civili-
zation, or in one word, modernity, because Russia does not have sufficient modernity to 
colonize Georgia (Sotome 2017).
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However, Ch’avch’avadze’s strategy of introducing European modernity may be 
problematic: it is not free from a certain risk. As Said pointed out in Culture and Imperial-
ism citing Fanon repeatedly  (Said 1993), a resistance movement against imperialism turns 
into a repetition of imperialism in the form of eurocentrism, ethnocentrism, or chauvinism 
(of course, this does not mean Ch’avch’avadze himself is a chauvinist).

Then, how can we avoid such problems associated with the postcolonial studies of 
Ch’avch’avadze’s works and Georgian literature (and national literature generally)? Ap-
plying critical theories, namely postcolonial zoocriticism1 and postcolonial ecocriticism, 
may give us another viewpoint for this question. In this 21st century, for example, animal 
turn and ecological turn have been discussed and have become one of the main currents 
in humanities. When it comes to literary studies, these turns concern representations of 
animals and the environment in a literary text. In these recent decades, however, some 
scholars have tried to associate these studies with postcolonial theories. This paper es-
pecially addresses a series of discussions of postcolonial zoocriticism to propose another 
perspective.

One of the main topics of the intersection of postcolonialism and zoocriticism is 
speciesism, which criticizes the abuse of other species by humans. Postcolonial zoocritics 
overlap speciesism with racism and point out that these ideas support ideologies of impe-
rialism. While speciesism uses the animals’ lack of language and rationality to divide into 
a human/animal dichotomy, racism considers the non-white people as such and divides, in 
Said’s term, into an Orientalist dichotomy (Said 1978). In these dichotomies, non-white 
indigenous people and animals and their rights can be ignored, their living places are re-
garded as empty and free to utilize, killing them is not regarded as a violation of the law, 
and the imperialist ideology to enlighten and Christianize the indigenous and train the 
animals is justified. (Armstrong 2002; Huggan and Tiffin 2015: 5–11) Thus, thinking of 
the representation of animals in the postcolonial text means thinking of the representation 
of the indigenous people, the ideology of imperialism, and colonialism and modernity.

This speciesist tendency can be observed just in the first chapter of “Letters of 
a Traveler.” The Russian coachman is depicted with an “inhumane and bestial gait” 
(Ch’avch’avadze 1937: 247). As we discussed, Ch’avch’avadze transfigured the Oriental-
ist representation of indigenous Caucasian coachmen in Russian literature into this rep-
resentation of the Russian coachman in “Letters of a Traveler,” which is opposed to the 
figure of the French traveler and “I.” A Georgian scholar K’ank’ava associated this scene 
with English historian H. Buckle’s History of Civilization in England (K’ank’ava 2004), 
connecting the dichotomic scheme between the French traveler and the Russian coachman 
to social Darwinism (although, as we argued, there is actually “I” in this scene, and the 
dichotomy is changed into trichotomy).

If the conventional idea of animals, which supports imperialism, considers what di-
vides humans and animals to be language and “responsibility,” in Derrida’s term, postco-

1 The term “zoocriticisms” is also called as “animal studies.” In this paper, the first one is used ac-
cording to Huggan and Tiffin’s usage in their book.



176

Hayate Sotome

lonial zoocriticism has developed discussions about the animals that speak and think. For 
instance, Clavaron analyzed the dog narrator of Cameroon writer Nganang’s novel Temp 
de chien and overlapped its speech with the subaltern’s speech: “Portraying an animal 
is an original and unconventional way of representing the subaltern described at length 
by G. Spivak, and gives a clear voice to beings who do not have one. Barring his role as 
protagonist of the novel, the dog could be regarded as a figure of Otherness essentialized 
in its state of inferiority” (Clavaron 2012: 557). Spivak claimed that subalterns cannot 
speak; if they seem to speak, it is actually European intellectuals who speak for them, and 
they themselves never speak. Like Clavaron, some postcolonial zoocritics insist that the 
animals in the postcolonial text can be regarded as subalterns. According to this apparent 
scheme, one of the main themes of postcolonial zoocriticism is to analyze postcolonial and 
animal texts regarding the representation of the animals as subalterns, and Clavaron clear-
ly claimed that making the animals speak in literary works means giving the subalterns a 
voice. “[T]he novel can be construed as a metaphor of the postcolonial situation, which 
allows one to readdress this very situation through the philosophical and political fable” 
(Clavaron 2012: 557). As he argued, animals in postcolonial texts, or the postcolonial texts 
themselves, can be interpreted as the metaphor and the fable of the postcolonial situation.

On the other hand, there are scholars who focus on comparing the animals with 
the subalterns to metaphorize and allegorize them. Armstrong claimed that more attention 
should be paid to the environment and the agency of animals (and environment), and the 
consideration that animals “cannot speak” denies such agency: “[A]nimal studies have 
demonstrated that agency in human-animal interactions proves complex and irrepressible 
and cannot be reduced to the hollow phantasm […]” (Armstrong 2002: 416). Metapho-
rizing animals, as Armstrong insisted, stabilizes the representation of animals into “the 
hollow phantasm.” Derrida also cautioned against reading animal texts as just fables: “We 
know the history of fabulization and how it remains an anthropomorphic taming, a moral-
izing subjection, a domestication. Always a discourse of man, on man, indeed on the ani-
mality of man, but for and in man” (Derrida 2008: 37). From this perspective, the strategy 
to read animal texts as metaphor and fable is that, just as the European intellectuals speak 
for the subalterns, the humans speak for the animals. In his article about animal turn, Weil 
discussed the Great Ape Project referring Spivak’s Can the subaltern speak?: “Her [Spi-
vak’s] essay may serve as a warning to some who, for example, would try to teach apes to 
sign in order to have them tell humans what they want” (Weil 2010: 3). Here, Weil pointed 
out a certain risk that the metaphorization and allegorization that make the animals speak 
the human language deprives the animals of the position as the subaltern (if there is) and 
finally changes into the “discourse of/on human.”

According to Weil, posthumanists, when thinking of the theme of the relationship 
between animals and language, show a possibility that animals as agents recognize the 
world and humans in different ways from the humans’ language, or a possibility to annul 
the boundary between them, as Agamben and Deleuze and Guattari discussed. The Post-
humanists tried to deconstruct the binary concept of human and animals.
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However, pointing out that such postmodern philosophical thinking is “indeed, lit-
tle to say about the actual animals we live with,” Weil claimed that animal studies face the 
ethical turn that demands care for (trauma of) living animals (Weil 2010: 12–19). While 
the ethical empathy for animals can lead to excessively anthropomorphizing animals, it 
has the potential to propose perspectives from which animals see. “On the one hand, as a 
process of identification, the urge to anthropomorphize the experience of another, like the 
urge to empathize with that experience, risks becoming a form of narcissistic projection 
that erases boundaries of difference. On the other hand, as a feat of attention to another 
and of imagination regarding his or her perspective, it is what brings many of us to act on 
behalf of the perceived needs and desires of an other/animal” (Weil 15-16). This statement 
should be applied to postcolonial zoocriticism as well; anthropomorphizing, fabulizing, 
allegorizing, and metaphorizing animals tend to be trapped in anthropocentrism (or, in 
the context of postcolonialism, eurocentrism) and to erase the differences between human 
and animals (or between European intellectuals and subalterns) and between animals spe-
cies, but it also opens the possibility to acknowledge empathy for animals (subalterns). 
Weil advocated the use of the term “critical anthropomorphism,” derived from the critical 
empathy of trauma studies: “[W]e might then want to call an ethical relating to animals 
(whether in theory or in art) ‘critical anthropomorphism’ in the sense that we open our-
selves to touch and be touched by others as fellow subjects and may imagine their pain, 
pleasure, and need in anthropomorphic terms but must stop short of believing that we can 
know their experience” (Weil 2010: 16).

Thus, the themes of speaking animals, giving animals language, and anthropo-
morphizing animals are important for postcolonial zoocriticism. However, because the 
objects of literary studies are texts, anthropomorphizing, metaphorizing, to some extent, 
are inevitable. Of course, our attention must be paid to the so-called material turn to think 
of the materiality against poststructuralists regarding all animals and nature as a textual 
and cultural construction (Heise 2006: 506–508; Marland 2013: 855–857), as well as to 
a claim to care for actual animals, as mentioned above. What is important here, as Weil 
insisted when mentioning “critical anthropomorphism,” is to discuss carefully how writers 
use anthropomorphism and (de)construct the concepts of humans and animals in the text.

From this point of view, the zoocritical interpretation of Vazha-Pshavela’s (1861–
1905) works is very interesting. In his poem, “The Snake Eater” (1901), the protagonist 
Mindia eats snake meat and gets an ability to hear nature’s voice. One interpretation is 
that Mindia eats snake as a biblical symbol of temptation and the idea that overcoming the 
temptation is possible. Thus, the world he sees and hears after eating snake meat can be 
regarded as an ecotopia that has existed before the original sin. In the third chapter of the 
poem, wheat proposes using itself for food to humans, or concretely to Mindia. Through 
Mindia’s ability, wheat’s decision to sacrifice its own death within its “responsibility” is 
acknowledged, and therefore, nature in the poem is represented as the subject. This repre-
sentation is different from metaphorizing it as the “discourse of/on human,” because this 
responsibility is given to the wheat according to a variety of attitudes between the kinds 
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of wheat – some wheat refuses to sacrifice, the other accepts. Thus, giving subjectivity to 
nature is opposed to the European discourse of philosophy as well as modernity, which 
support imperialism and colonialism (Sotome 2018).

On the other hand, the wheat’s self-sacrifice can be regarded as an allegory of the 
human’s self-sacrifice and can be associated with Christian doctrine. If this scene is inter-
preted from this point, understanding this episode that advocates human self-sacrifice is 
more emphasized than the wheat’s self-sacrifice and its meaning. In this sense, as posthu-
manists point out, there is a certain risk that anthropomorphism of nature no longer speaks 
on nature.

However, this allegory can be understood in another way; even if wheat’s self-
sacrifice is overt anthropomorphism, the self-sacrifice is represented as dedicating itself to 
a human (more concretely, for Mindia) in the poem, and an asymmetrical relation between 
the wheat and the human, or Mindia, becomes apparent. Based on this asymmetrical rela-
tion, wheat’s self-sacrifice can be an allegory of Abraham’s sacrifice of Isaac in the Book 
of Genesis, and in this case, what is questioned is not nature’s agency but the human’s or 
Mindia’s agency; a question – what can humans give nature for nature’s gift of death – is 
posed with “critical anthropomorphism,” which, in “The Snake Eater’s” case, considers 
nature as the subject equal to humans, and the allegory demands not only to understand 
wheat’s self-sacrifice as the human’s self-sacrifice but also to understand parallelly the 
asymmetrical relationships between God and Abraham in Genesis and nature and human 
in the poem. In “The Snake Eater,” Mindia is represented as “God” to the wheat but is ac-
tually a limited being as a man. Therefore, he cannot give back to nature as God gives back 
Isaac to Abraham, and, as a result, he commits suicide. When generalizing this question to 
the context of postcolonial zoocriticism, inability and vulnerability of human agency and 
reason get revealed by the question about (ir)responsibility, which is posed when consider-
ing nature has an agency equal to humans. More concretely, humans and human reasons 
are responsible for responding to nature’s gift of death, but no adequate and clear answer 
for how the responsibility should be fulfilled is proposed (at least in the poem). Accord-
ingly, one might argue that Mindia accomplishes the counter-gift by means of suicide; 
however, the act of suicide itself is as much madness as wheat’s self-sacrifice (Sotome 
2019). When “critical anthropomorphism” is, as Weil said, on the condition of “stop[ping] 
short of believing that we can know their experience” (Weil 2010: 16), what distinguishes 
wheat’s sacrifice as “critical anthropomorphism” from normal understanding of anthropo-
morphism is the (im)possibilities of the gift of death. The question of the (im)possibilities 
of the gift and the counter-gift deconstruct the human’s reason at the point of its inabilities.

Now three points, which are related to each other, can be proposed as the conclu-
sion of this paper:

1. Another perspective of postcolonial zoocriticism
In studies of postcolonial zoocriticism, as observed above, one of the foci for liter-

ary text is representations of animals in the text (strategically) overlapping representation 
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of subalterns. In this case, as with subalterns, animals are treated as subordinate to humans 
due to speciesism.

In “The Snake Eater,” however, nature is represented not as repressed by specie-
sism but as the one to which subjectivity and agency equal to humans are given. As the 
subject, nature speaks, thinks, and sacrifices itself. In this sense, nature is no longer the 
metaphor for the subaltern. Therefore, a direction that should be taken when discussing 
“The Snake Eater” according to postcolonial zoocriticism is different from the above-
mentioned direction; instead, regarding its depiction of a world where humans and ani-
mals live harmoniously, it will be close to pastoral and ecotopia motifs. On the one hand, 
there is a critique that interprets animals as the repressed group, overlapping speciesism 
with racism and sexism; on the other hand, there is a criticism that points out the critical 
anthropomorphism to elevate the animals’ agency to the humans’ and to represent them as 
subjects. Vazha-Pshavela’s use of critical anthropomorphism in “The Snake Eater,” and 
in his other works in general, includes nature within the humans’ category, erasing the 
boundary between human and nature; this is a pan-humanistic view that widely applies the 
sphere of humanism to nature and animals. This pan-humanism is different from posthu-
manism, which deconstructs the boundary between humans and animals; however, it has 
the same aim: to criticize the conception of human(ism) as well as speciesism, racism, and 
sexism, which are based on this conception (Huggan and Tiffin 2015: 229). It is no doubt 
that pan-humanist writers and their works hold an important position in postcolonial zoo-
criticism, but at this time, as easy anthropomorphism is criticized for the allegorization of/
on humans, what is questioned is to read how tactically and critically anthropomorphism 
is used in postcolonial and animal texts.

2. International turn on ecocriticism and zoocriticism, and its application to Geor-
gian literature

Ecocriticism is a theory developed mainly in the field of English literature. How-
ever, its limit is recently elucidated—the environment is in every work of literature, exists 
in the real world, and is beyond borders. Heise, in her article in 2006, pointed out: “[M]
onolingualism is currently one of ecocriticism’s most serious intellectual limitations. The 
environmentalist ambition is to think globally, but doing so in terms of a single language is 
inconceivable—even and especially when that language is hegemonic one” (Heise 2006: 
513). Of course, it should be mentioned that academic associations that address ecocriti-
cism are established in non-English countries, among them, Japan, China, Korea, Taiwan, 
Turkey, German, Italy, and France, and its studies are continuing.

In literary studies on Eastern European literature, the application of ecocriticism 
and zoocriticism is not well developed; however, Gould, a comparativist on Islam and 
Caucasus literature, published an article in which she compared Tolstoy’s works and 
Chechen poet Mamakaev’s poem from the perspective of postcolonial ecocriticism, echo-
ing Heise’s above-cited statement (Gould 2013). When discussing postcolonial studies on 
Russian literature, the theme of the Caucasus holds the main position; however, Russian–
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Caucasian postcolonial studies to which ecocriticism or zoocriticism are applied have not 
been developed in such fields, except for Gould’s study, and studies on Georgian literature 
are not exceptional.

Although these literary theories are part of a comparatively recent movement, the 
themes on humans and the environment, nature, and animals have been widely discussed, 
of course, as well as in studies of Georgian literature. It is doubtless important to pay suf-
ficient attention to the tradition of the studies on Georgian literature and to refer to them 
appropriately.

As Heise claimed, international turn obviously plays a very important role in 
postcolonialism, postcolonial ecocriticism, and postcolonial zoocriticism, which criticize 
eurocentrism and modernity, two concepts connected with imperialism (Heise 2013). In 
this point, this paper explains an example of what perspectives the international turn can 
show in the field of ecocriticism and animal studies: Vazha-Pshavela created many works, 
among them “The Snake Eater,” using motifs from Georgian folk tales and mythology 
and, as mentioned, the theme that nature speaks and therefore, nature is considered as 
the subject and/or agency in the poem indicates certain differences from European philo-
sophical traditions. International turn gives us other perspectives besides the European 
one to discuss relationships between humans and the environment. It makes postcolonial 
zoocriticism and postcolonial ecocriticism more productive to consider cultural, religious, 
environmental, and animal contexts in each country or region’s literary works and to as-
sociate them with the arrival of modernity brought by imperialistic expansion.

3. Rethinking the history of Georgian literature
The main part of (postcolonial) criticism on Georgian literature and Russian im-

perialism is discussions about how the canonical poets and writers represent Georgia and 
the Russian empire. Although these studies are, of course, important in terms of analyzing 
how the poets, writers, and intellectuals have fought against imperialism, our attention 
should be paid to certain risks to satisfy Georgian national identity with opposing a series 
of representations in Georgian literature against Russian imperialism in a binary scheme 
and, in a result, to trivialize Georgian literature as a national or ethnic literature. Scholars, 
taking these problems into consideration, should put their own studies in a broader context 
and try to discuss them in more comparative ways.

In postcolonial studies, one of the main streams is to emphasize hybridity and to 
deconstruct the dichotomy of “colonizer/colonized.” However, this paper concerning Ilia 
Ch’avch’avadze and Vazha-Pshavela does not discuss their works by referring to the hy-
bridity theory. Rather, it rethinks the positions of these two poets in the history of Georgian 
literature by referring to the theories of postcolonial zoocriticism. Ch’avch’avadze resist-
ed Russian imperialism by utilizing modernity, which may bring certain problems—eu-
rocentrism, ethnocentrism, and speciesism. These problems, associated with postcolonial 
criticism on Georgian literature, can be discussed critically, relatively, and comparatively 
to read the animal motifs in Vazha-Pshavela’s works. This paper especially concentrates 
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only upon “The Snake Eater,” but the same thing can be said about Vazha-Pshavela’s other 
works, for example, the poem “Host and Guest” (1893), in the sense that the boundary be-
tween enemy and ally is erased. In other words, through analysis of these canonical poets’ 
works, it may become possible to deconstruct “the history of Georgian literature” itself as 
a national/ethnic literature to which the canonical works like “The Snake Eater” belong.
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(iaponia)

postkoloniuri zookriticizmis perspeqtiva
me-19 saukunis qarTul literaturaSi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: postkolonializmi, zookriticizmi, post-
koloniuri zookriticizmi, ilia WavWavaZe, vaJa-fSavela

me-20 saukunis bolos, literaturaTmcodneobaSi gamoCnda axa-
li literaturuli Teoriebi – ekokriticizmi da zookriticizmi. 
ekokriticizmis Seswavlis sagani literaturul teqstSi garemos 
asaxva da aRqmaa, zookriticizmis ki – cxovel(eb)isa. ukanaskneli aT-
wleulebis ganmavlobaSi, gamoikveTa am ori axali Teoriis SedarebiT 
Zvel TeoriasTan, postkolonializmTan SeTavsebis tendencia. „post-
koloniuri zookriticizmis” erT-erTi mTavari Temaa rasizmisa da 
specisizmis erTmaneTis identuri TvalTaxedva; specisizmis mixedviT, 
cxoveli adamians eqvemdebareba, adamiani ki cxovels tanjavs, Cagravs 
da klavs, iseve rogorc kolonizatori kolonizebul xalxs. daismis 
kiTxva: SeiZleba, Tu ara, cxoveli literaturul teqstSi warmodge-
nili iyos rogorc „subalterni“.

am SemTxvevaSi, sakiTxavia, SeiZleba Tu ara avtorebma warmoadgi-
non cxoveli, rogorc „subalterni~, romelic ver saubrobs. erTi mxriv 
– SeiZleba, magram, meore mxriv — ara, radgan cxovelis amgvari asax-
va gadaWarbebul anTropomorfizmad CaiTvleba. amis mizezi isaa, rom 
anTropomorfizmi niSandoblivia iseTi igavisTvis, romlis mTavari 
asaxvis sagania ara cxoveli, aramed adamiani. amitomac yuradReba unda 
gamaxvildes avtoris mier „kritikuli anTropomorfizmis~, anu anTro-
pomorfizmis kritikulad da strategiulad gamoyenebis magaliTebze, 
romelSic adamianisa da cxovelis Sesaxeb arsebuli koncefciebis (de)
konstruireba xdeba.

statiaSi gaanalizebulia aRniSnuli Tvalsazrisis qarTul li-
teraturaSi adaptaciis magaliTebi, ilia WavWavaZia da vaJa-fSavelas 
nawarmoebebis mixedviT. ilias „mgzavris werilebis~ pirvel TavSi sami 
personaJia: pirveli piri – „me~, anu naratori: rusi meetle, romelic 
cudi garegnobiTa da qceviT gamoirCeva da frangi mgzavri. rodesac 
„me~ (naratori) vladikavkass tovebs, rusi meetle cxenebs lanZRavs 
imis gamo, rom igi etls adgilidan ver Zravs, frangi ki am scenas 
uyurebs da icinis. am sqematur diqotomiaSi, vfiqobT, Cans ilias mi-
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zandasaxuloba, rom imdroindeli saqarTvelosTvis misabaZi qveyanaa 
ara ruseTi, aramed safrangeTi, an zogadad dasavleT evropa, radgan 
ruseTis imperiaSi ar aris saTanadod ganviTarebuli ganaTleba, mec-
niereba, teqnologia da, zogadad, aklia modernuloba saimisod, rom 
Tavisi imperialisturi ideologiis Sesabamisad gaanaTlos saqarTve-
lo da zogadad, kavkasia.

evropisa da ruseTisadmi aseTi midgoma iwvevs garkveul prob-
lemebs, kerZod, rogorebicaa – evropocentrizmi, eTnocentrizmi, So-
vinizmi. rogorc postkolonializmis Teoretikosi e. saidi wers, wignSi 
– „kultura da imperializmi~, imperializmis winaaRmdeg brZola, sabo-
lood, mis ganmeorebas iwvevs (rasakvirvelia, es ar gulisxmobs imas, 
rom ilia Sovinisti iyo). amgvari damokidebuleba „mgzavris werileb-
Sic~ Cans; rusi meetle daxatulia „uadamiano da pirutyvuli mixvra-
moxvris~ mqoned.

zemoTwarmodgenili msjelobis gaTvaliswinebiT, Zalze sain-
tereso iqneba vaJa-fSavelas is nawarmoebebi, romlebSic buneba lapara-
kobs. „gvelis mWamelis~ mesame TavSi puris TavTavebi TavianT Tavs ada-
mians swiraven da, rogorc teqstidan Cans, es TviTSewirva nebayoflo-
biTi aqtia. amitomac SeiZleba iTqvas, rom poemaSi bunebas subieqtu-
roba aqvs miniWebuli, riTac vaJas Semoqmedeba radikalurad emijneba 
specisistur xedvebs. meore mxriv, SeiZleba TavTavebis epizodi gavi-
azroT alegoriulad da isaakis msxverplad Sewirvis Zvel aRTqmiseul 
epizods davukavSiroT. bibliaSi RmerTi abraams isaaks ubrunebs, poe-
maSic mindiam bunebas samagiero unda daubrunos, – magram ra? es SekiTx-
va „kritikuli anTropomorfizmis~ magaliTia, romelic mkiTxvels yu-
radRebas amaxvilebinebs adamianisa da bunebis urTierTmimarTebasa da 
adamianis „pasuxismgeblobaze~.

daskvna SeiZleba CamovayaliboT ramdenime punqtad:
a) postkoloniuri zookriticizmis sxva perspeqtiva;
postkoloniuri zookriticizmis erT-erTi mTavari Temaa ra-

sizmisa da specisizmis SeTavseba. aRniSnuli Tvalsazrisis Tanaxmad, 
cxoveli eqvemdebareba adamians. magram vaJas nawarmoebebSi, kerZod, 
„gvelis mWamelSi~, bunebasa da adamians Tanabari subieqturoba aqvT. 
aseTi damokidebuleba, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom panhumanisturia da gans-
xvavdeba posthumanizmisgan.

b) ekokriticizmisa da zookriticizmis koncefciebis „gasaerTa-
Sorisoeba~ da maTi adaptacia qarTul literaturaSi;

ekokriticizmi inglisurenovan literaturul sivrceSi ganvi-
Tarda, Tumca literaturis kritikosebi Seecadnen igi SeetanaT da 
moergoT sxvadasxva qveynis Tu enis literaturisTvis. postkolo-
nializmi, postkoloniuri ekokriticizmi da postkoloniuri zookri-
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ticizmi akritikebs evropul modernulobas, romelic imperializmis 
wamyvani ideologiaa. winamdebare statia ki gviCvenebs, rom evropuli 
filosofiuri tradiciisgan gansxvavebuli Tvalsazrisebi ikveTeba 
mcirericxovani erebisa Tu enebis literaturebSi, ufro metic, „gve-
lis mWamelis~ wyaroa xalxuri gadmocema „xogais mindi~.

rasakvirvelia, am Teoriebis gaformebamde, bevri naSromia 
gamocemuli, romlebic adamianisa da bunebis urTierTmimarTebis 
sakiTxs exeba. mniSvnelovania, aRniSnuli Teoriebis qarTul lite-
raturaTmcodneobaSi damkvidreba (an piriqiT, ekokriticizmisa da 
zookriticizmis WrilSi qarTuli literaturis ganxilva), bunebri-
via, sakiTxis kvlevis evropuli, araevropuli da qarTuli tradiciis 
gaTvaliswinebiT.

g) qarTuli literaturis istoriis xelaxali gaazreba;
mkvlevrebi xSirad amaxvileben yuradRebas literaturul teq-

stSi saqarTvelosa da ruseTis imperiis asaxvis Taviseburebebze. 
rasakvirvelia, aseTi kvlevebi Zalian mniSvnelovania, magram mainc 
arsebobs nacionaluri identobis gadaWarbebuli aRqmis saSiSroeba 
binarul da diqotomiur – kolonizatori/kolonizebulis – sqema-
Si. amgvar aRqmas, sabolood, mivyavarT qarTuli literaturis viwro, 
mxolod erovnuli an eTnikuri literaturis CarCoSi moTavsebamde.

am problemis Tavidan asacileblad, statiaSi vimowmebT vaJa-
fSavelas, – qarTuli literaturis kanonikur poets. zemoxsenebuli 
mosazrebis gaTvaliswinebiT, SesaZlebelia, vaJas nawarmoebebis safuZ-
velze, „qarTuli literaturis istoriis~ dekonstruqcia. 
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Идея национального самоопределения 
и типология художественных форм ее воплощения 

(Янис Райнис, Илья Чавчавадзе, Важа-Пшавела)

Введение 
К 2015 году в предверии международного конгресса «Dzīvā dzīve. Aspazija 

– Rainis – 150» /«Живая жизнь. Аспазия – Райнис – 150»/ мной была изучена тема 
«Райнис в поле грузинской культуры»1. Исследование проводилось впервые и, как 
всегда бывает в подобных случаях, многое из собранной информации не могло 
быть освещено в рамках заявленной темы. В частности, типологический анализ 
творческого наследия Яна Райниса дает интересный материал для размышлений о 
сопряжении художественных форм выражения схожих идей у латышского поэта и 
классиков грузинской литературы, о чем хотелось бы поговорить подробнее. 

I. Идея национального самоопределения и национально-освободительное 
   движение

Право на самоопределение подразумевает право каждого народа самостоя-
тельно решать вопрос о форме своего государственного существования, устанав-
ливать свой политический статус и формы экономического и культурного развития. 
На сегодняшний день это один из основных принципов международного права, 
закрепленный как в Уставе ООН, так и во многих других международно-правовых 
документах. Однако так было не всегда. История современной политической карты 
мира – это история образования и распада крупных государственных объединений 
имперского типа. Экспансионная политика сильных государств и стремление к 
расширению своих границ неизбежно втягивали в зону политического, культурно-
го и экономического влияния соседние малочисленные народы, которые, рано или 
поздно, начинали борьбу за право национального самоопределения. 

Крушению империй, как правило, предшествуют серьезные изменения 
в жизни общества – рост национального сознания и подъем национально-осво-
бодительного движения, которые находят непосредственное отображение во всех 
сферах национальных культур и, прежде всего, в литературе. Развитие подобных 
процессов фиксируется на территории Российской империи, начиная с середины 

1 Текст прочитанного на Конгрессе доклада опубликован на латышском языке («Rainis gruzīnu 
kultūrtelpā») в коллективной монографии “Aspazija – Rainis. Dzīvā dzīve” (Aspazija – Rainis … 
2017: 351-369).
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XIX века. В Латвии это движение «атмоды» /«народного пробуждения»/ 50-80-ых 
годов, в Грузии – национально-освободительное движение грузинских шестиде-
сятников – «теркдалеулни» /«испивших вод Терека»/. 

В грузинской культурной ментальности имя Яна Райниса (Яниса Плиекшанса) 
ассоциируется с образом общественного деятеля и поэта-трибуна, боровшегося за 
сохранение национальной и культурной идентичности родного народа. Именно 
такими сохранила народная память и образы «теркдалеулни» – писателей и поэтов, 
пламенных борцов за счастливое будущее грузинского народа, и их признанного 
лидера Ильи Чавчавадзе. 

II. Призыв к пробуждению национального сознания: 
     Ян Райнис и Илья Чавчавадзе

Как мы уже говорили, подъему национально-освободительного движения 
сопутствует процесс роста национального сознания. Поэтому наше внимание 
привлекли стихотворения «ბედნიერი ერი» /»Счастливый народ»/ И.Чавчавадзе 
и «Mūsu Kultūra» /«Наша культура»/ Я.Райниса, непосредственно апеллирующие 
к общественному сознанию родных народов. Сравним тексты этих стихотворений: 

Илья Чавчавадзе. Счастливый народ, 1871 
(перевод Валеры Сарджвеладзе)

Разве есть еще народ,
Что счастливо так живет? 
Под оброком,
И упряжен,
Он прекрасен и наряжен;
Не обидчив,
Без упреков,
Согнут, но доволен роком; 
Всепоклонный, 
К лести склонный,
Мирный, смирный,
Малодушный,
Как мул вынослив
И послушный. 

Разве есть еще народ,
Что счастливо так живет?
Все продажны,
Все безмолвны,
Мнимой добротою полны;
С шорами,
Слепы как крот,
Удилами полон рот;
Каждый глух
И каждый врун,
Краснобай и говорун;
Стар и млад –
Все лицемеры
И зловредные без меры.

Разве есть еще народ,
Что счастливо так 
живет?!
Запыленный,
Преклоненный,
Вечно праздный, 
Безобразный;
Заблудивший,
Своенравный,
Ненадежный и коварный;
Врагов не зрит,
Друзей корит,
Дома туз, вне дома – трус;
Неимущий, непригодный,
Беззаботный и голодный.

Есть ли где еще народ,
Что счастливо так живет?!
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Я.Райнис. Наша культура, 1927 
(подстрочный перевод Оскарса Рихликиса /Oskars Rihlickis)

Богатые наряды и приманка
И богатые дома и виллы
Духи, шелка и золото.
Является ли это культурой?
/культура ли это уже?/

Принуждение и шпионы, и страх
И порядок, построенный на власти 
Пулемёт, штык и копье –
Является ли это культурой? 
/культура ли это уже?/

Вера, послушание, молитва
И доверие власти правящей.
„Делай со мною что хочешь!” –
Является ли это культурой?
/культура ли это уже?/

Нет, там нет уважения к человеку,
Так век культуру нельзя называть: 
/Во век так культуру нельзя называть:/
Воля и собственный труд, и дух –
Это будет нашей культурой

В обоих стихотворениях структурирование внутреннего художественного 
пространства основано на силлогизме: четко прочитываются теза, антитеза и 
вывод /синтез/. Ложь примет «благополучного бытия» вскрывается поэтапно. Даже 
ключевые слова-маркеры выдают сопряжение векторной направленности авторской 
мысли. Изначально внимание привлекается к внешним приметам достатка: Богатые 
наряды / богатые дома и виллы / Духи, шелка и золото – Я.Р.; Он (народ – И.М.) 
прекрасен и наряжен – И.Ч. Затем обнаруживается скрытая ширмой «благополучия» 
истина: Принуждение и шпионы, и страх / И порядок, построенный на власти / 
Пулемёт, штык и копье; Вера, послушание, молитва / И доверие к власти правящей 
– у Я.Р.; а у И.Ч. народ – Малодушный, / Как мул вынослив / И послушный.; Согнут, 
но доволен роком. После чего следует апелляция к критической оценке власти и 
общества в целом: Делай со мной, мол, что хочешь – Я.Р.; Все продажны, / Все 
безмолвны; Стар и млад – Все лицемеры / И зловредные без меры – И.Ч. Таким 
образом, сама структура стихотворений указывает на то, что их авторы не только 
талантливые поэты, но и искусные ораторы, привыкшие обращаться к широкой 
аудитории и умело использующие ораторские приемы. 

И. Чавчавадзе  (1837-1907) написал «Счастливый народ» в 1871 году. В 
тот  период своей первоочередной задачей поэт считал «пробуждение» грузинского 
народа1. Стихотворение Райниса написано гораздо позже – в 1927 году. Это совер-
шенно иной этап в истории латвийского государства. Однако оба текста продикто-
ваны тревогой за будущее: поэтами движет стремление поднять в соотечествен-
никах чувство собственного достоинства и гордости за свою самобытность. Горький 
сарказм с равной силой экспрессии апеллирует непосредственно к самолюбию 
реципиентов, а рефреном повторяющиеся в каждом куплете риторические вопро-
сы (Есть ли где еще народ, / Что счастливо так живет?! и Является ли это 
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культурой?) призваны усилить эмоциональное воздействие на читателя. Одноз-
начно прочитывается общность поставленной задачи – задев самолюбие, ра-
зорвать цепь повседнева, заставить читателя взглянуть в глаза реальности и заду-
маться над ней. 

У Райниса четко сформулирован вывод: Воля и собственный труд, и дух / 
Это будет нашей культурой. На построение счастливого общества с помощью 
«освобожденного», социально раскрепощенного труда надеялся и И.Чавчавадзе, 
что выражено в его программной поэме «აჩრდილი» /«Видение»/ (1859-1872), 
над последней редакцией которой поэт работал как раз в период создания сти-
хотворения «Счастливый народ»: Вернув земле утраченный покой, / Свободный 
труд изгонит тунеядство. / И уж не будут праздной болтовней / Слова: свобода, 
равенство и братство (Заболоцкий 1984, 2: 385). Показательным представляется 
следующий факт: первым переводом поэзии Райниса на грузинский язык считается 

публикация его стихотворения «დაუღალავი ბრძოლა» /«Неустанная борьба»/ в 
сборнике «რევოლუციის პოეტები» /Поэты революции/ в 1921 г. Примечательно, 
что этот текст помещен на одном развороте с отрывком из поэмы И.Чавчавадзе 
«აჩრდილი» /«Видение»/, озаглавленном как «XIX საუკუნე» /«XIX век»/ (Табидзе 
1921: 46-47). Оба текста могут быть интерпретированы как ода Свободному Труду – 
социальной основе справедливого общества.

Следует особо оговорить, что по своей интонации, сатирическому окрасу и 
критической направленности «Счастливый народ» и «Наша культура» выделяют-
ся на общем фоне творческого наследия поэтов, что дает основание полагать, 
что сопряжение поэтических форм обращения к нации определено общностью 
поставленной творческой задачи.

III. Художественные символы освободительной идеи: 
       Ян Райнис и Важа-Пшавела 

Освободительная идея нашла свое художественное воплощение в история 
многих национальных литератур. В период, непосредственно предшествующий 
кардинальным переменам в жизни общества в литературном процессе фиксируется 
создание выполняющих функцию художественных символов стремления к Свободе 
персонифицированных образов – художественного воплощения Борцов за Свободу. 
Интересным представляется сопоставление основных тенденций механизма 
создания подобных образов.

В этом смысле на долю стихотворение Райниса «Сломанные сосны» из книги 
«Далекие отзвуки в синем вечере» (1903) выпала особая судьба: актуальность и 
популярность его символизма сохранилась вплоть до конца прошлого века. 
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Янис Райнис. LAUZTᾹS PRIEDES /Сломанные сосны/ 
(Перевод Ал. Ревича)

Приморские сосны сломал ураган,
К песчаным припали они берегам, –
Тянулись к просторам, стремились к воде,
Не стали скрываться и гнуться в беде:

5 «Мы сломаны, грозная сила, тобой,
Но рано ликуешь, не кончен бой,
Еще мы вздыхаем о далях в тоске,
Гневные ветви шумят на песке…»

И, мачтами став, над раскатом волны
10 Взмыли поверженных сосен стволы,
Грудь – против бури, парус крылат,
Бой против бури, мачты гудят: 

«Грозная сила, швыряй нас на дно, –
В счастливую даль доплывем все равно!
15 Ломай, сокрушай нас – идем напролом,
К солнцу, к восходу плывем. Доплывем!»

Высокие прибрежные Сосны – один из любимых поэтических образов 
Я.Райниса предреволюционного периода. Однако Сосны у Райниса – это не просто 
образ или метафора. «’Аллегория – только персонификация одного понятия, 
символ – несколько понятий, взятых вместе, дефиниция классификации, основа, на 
которую все редуцируется’, писал Райнис в своих заметках о творчестве в 1907 году» 
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(Саулцерите 1976). И Сосна в его поэзии обретает функцию символа: устремленный 
ввысь стройный ствол ассоциируется с гордостью, бесстрашием, свободолюбием 
и независимостью. Образ Сосны встечаем и в других стихотворений поэта этого 
десятилетия. Его трансформация в общем контексте поэтического наследия Я. Ра-
йниса представляется знаковой: вскоре после «Сломанных сосен», в 1903 году, 
поэт создает «Одинокую сосну», а в 1907 – «Сухую сосну». Сравним тексты этих 
стихотворений (перевод В. Елизаровой):

Одинокая сосна, 1903

Воздух недвижен, дремотный,
Лег на травиночки;
Озера лик незаботный:
Нет ни морщиночки.
Сосны темны, и таится
Ельник в молчании.
Лес будто в страхе томится
И в ожидании.
Только одна одиноко
Крона качается,
А по соседним далёко
Дрожь пробирается

Сухая сосна, 1907

Мысль уйдет, вернется
И опять уйдет:
Так сосну сухую
Дятел бьет и бьет.
Мысль в себе замкнется
И себя гнетет:
Так сосну сухую
Червь грызет, грызет.
Мысль легко свернется
Или отболит:
Так сухая хвоя
Вниз летит, летит. 

«Значения символических образов и метафор расшифровывается без 
труда, если соотнести их с той эпохой, в которую они были созданы» (Краулинь 
1955: XIV). Синхрония трансформаций образа Сосны в поэзии Я.Райниса с 
конкретной культурно-исторической ситуацией жизни Латвии того периода не 
оставляет сомнений в его символической значимости. Общий контекст создает 
полномаштабную картину изменений общественного настроя: несмотря на то, что 
на рубеже веков враждебным силам удается повалить целую рощу гордых стволов 
(«Сломанные сосны»), в предреволюционные годы в безмолвно затаившемся в 
тревожном ожидании лесу «Одинокая сосна» все так же бесстрашно покачивает 
кроной. Но после событий 1905 года активность сменяется размышлениями 
(«Сухая сосна»). Таким образом, наиболее активными, неутомимо стремящимися 
к свободе и к борьбе за ее обретение оказываются именно Сломанные сосны. 
Следует особо оговорить, что, как мы уже отметили выше, этот образ сохранял 
свою метафорическую значимость почти целый век – популярность его символизма 
оставалась актуальной вплоть до момента распада Советского Союза и обретения 
Латвией государственной независимости. В 60-ых годах (1955) прошлого века 
Народный писатель Латвии Андр. Упит охарактеризовал это стихотворение как 
поэзию, «которая не стареет». По его словам, «она звучит сегодня так же свежо 
и звонко, как тогда, накануне событий Пятого года» (цит. по: Краулинь 1955: XIV). 
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И именно «Сломанные сосны» неоднократно переводились на грузинский язык, что 
свидетельствует об особом интересе к этому стихотворению. Более того, как удалось 
установить, с перевода этого стихотворения на русский язык и его публикации 
под заглавием «Сосны» началось в 1902 году знакомство грузинских читателей с 
латышской литературой2. 

Сломаны сосны, что гордо шумели,
Близко от моря, где рифы да мели, –
Сосны, что ствол никогда не сгибали
И перед смертью упорно шептали:

«Ты нас сгубила, враждебная сила,
Но не подумай, что ты победила.
Мысль о борьбе в нас, как прежде, царит,
Каждая ветка в нас мщеньем горит».

Младшия старшим идут на подмогу,
К солнцу себе пробивают дорогу.
Гордо их юные груди колышатся.
Вызов на битву в их шелесте слышится:

«Ты нам волнами и бурей грозила,
Мы не боимся их грозная сила.
Младший за старшим на битву идет.
Солнце заблещет, свобода придет!»

Я.Л

№ 6238 газеты «Новое обозрение»3 от 29 ноября 1902 г. 

Мне удалось найти и идентифицировать еще два перевода этого стихо-
творения на грузинский язык (возможно, их больше). Они датированы второй 
половиной XX века. Это вольные переводы, переводческим приоритетом которых 
является сохранение эмоционального накала и идейной направленности оригинала 
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(противостояние враждебной силе, непрерывность смены поколений борцов, вера в 
конечную победу) (см. Modebadze 2017: 351-369). Привлекает внимание хронология 
публикаций этих переводов:

1902 – Сосны – русскоязычный (пер. Р.Я). 
1961 – Нет, не засну… (пер. Гурама Гогиашвили).
1967 – Сломанные сосны (пер. неизвестен, газ. «Ленинис дроша», 11 ноябр.).
Как видим, в активизации переводческого интереса к этому стихотворению 

четко прослеживается некая закономерность: первая волна – предреволюционные 
годы начала прошлого века, вторая – 70-ые годы, что полностью соответствует 
хронологии подъема национально-освободительных тенденций и отражает 
настроение грузинского общества прошлого века. 

Перевод – это творческий акт (см.: Гарбовский 2007; Гачечиладзе 1980): 
переводчик создает новый текст, и специфика понимания/интерпретации ори-
гинала имеет огромную значимость (см.: Модебадзе 2012: 153-170). В усло-
виях тоталитарных режимов перевод нередко становится способом выражения 
собственных мыслей и чувств. Поэтому отбор переводимых произведений, выбор 
приоритетов и переводческих стратегий позволяет судить не только о личностном 
отношении переводчика к оригиналу, но и о настроениях общества определенной 
эпохи. В частности, искушенный в «советской экзегетике» грузинский читатель, 
легко распознавал в этих текстах аллюзию на надежду обретения национальной 
независимости. Парадигма подобной интерпретации поэзии Я.Райниса была задана 
еще при первой публикации его стихотворений на грузинском языке, т.е. в 1921 году4. 
Поэтому совершенно закономерным представляется тот факт, что во всех переводах 
«Сломанных сосен» доминирует единая тенденция: на первый план выдвигается 
идея непрерывности борьбы и вера в достижение конечной цели, что подтверждает 
справедливость замечания Андр. Упита об актуальности этого символа во второй 
половине XX века. 

Другое не всегда чужое. При всей своей самобытности и оригинальности 
другое воспринимается как близкое в тех случаях, когда прослеживается сопряжение 
глубинных уровней развития культур. Но почему из множества воспевающих 
любовь к свободе произведений инонациональных литератур на грузинский язык 
неоднократно переводятся именно «Сломанные сосны»? Чем этот образ оказался 
так близок сердцу грузин? Ответ пришел сам собой – невольно, откуда-то из 
глубины души, всплыли знакомые еще со школьной скамьи строки стихотворения 
Важа-Пшавела (1861-1915) «Орел». 
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Важа-Пшавела. არწივი /Орел/, 1887

არწივი ვნახე დაჭრილი,
ყვავ-ყორნებს ეომებოდა,
ეწადა ბეჩავს ადგომა,
მაგრამ ვეღარა დგებოდა,
ცალს მხარს მიწაზე მიითრევს,
გულისპირს სისხლი სცხებოდა.
ვაჰ, დედას თქვენსა, ყოვებო,
ცუდ დროს ჩაგიგდავთ ხელადა,
თორო ვნახავდი თქვენს ბუმბულს
გაშლილს, გაფანტულს ველადა!

Я видел: окруженный вороньем,
Упал орел, не в силах отбиваться.
Еще хотел, бедняга, приподняться,
Да уж не мог, и лишь одним крылом
Уперся в землю, и потоком крови
Весь обагрился, к смерти наготове.
Проклятье вам, стервятники могил!
В несчастный день меня вы сбили, гады!
А то бы я сегодня без пощады
Все ваши перья по ветру пустил! 

 (Заболоцкий 1984, 3: 24)

Общим эпиграфом к этим стихотворениям вполне могли бы служить строки 
Райниса: Солнце животворный свет / Посылает всей природе: / Поколенья с давних 
лет / В мир приходят и уходят, / Но стремление к свободе /В них горит, как солнца 
свет» (Я.Райнис. «Животворный свет», 13 июля 1907, перевод Вл. Невского).

Отмечая, что «Сломанные сосны» Райнис написал «именно в то время, 
когда переводил «Песню о Соколе» Горького, т.е. в 1900-1901 годах», Карл Кра-
улинь указывает, что эти произведения «прямо перекликаются» (Краулинь 1955: 
XIV). «Орел» написан за десять лет до «Песни о Соколе», но между ними также 
прослеживается типологическое родство. Все три текста вполне могут быть 
интерпретированы как гимн мужеству, стойкости и неугасимому стремлению к 
свободе, однако с позиции поэтики, а также своей идейной направленности, ла-
тышский и грузинский тексты представляются более близкими – прослеживается 
как схождение сюжетных линий, так и символической значимости использованных 
аллегорий и метафор.

Прежде всего следует отметить, что все три поэта апеллируют к этно-
культурному символизму. Исследования маркеров проявления национальной 
идентичности позволило казахскому философу Рустему Кадыржанову прийти к 
следующему выводу: «национальная идентичность и этнокультурный символизм 
оказываются тесно связанными и взаимозависимыми между собой категориями. 
Этнокультурный символизм определяется национальной идентичностью и 
национальной культурой, содержащей в себе ценности и символы древнего 
происхождения» (Кадыржанов 2014: 5). Таким образом, национальная идентичность 
и национальная культура определяют этнокультурный символизм, который, в 
свою очередь, подчеркивает специфику национальной ментальности – основы 
национально-культурной идентичности. Поэтому сам принцип отбора и поэтической 
трансформации древнейших антропо– и зооморфных символов вызывает особый 
интерес. Рассмотрим основные маркеры системообразования художественного 
пространства интересующих нас стихотворений.
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Мировое дерево /вселенское дерево/ Arbor mundi – универсальный мифо-
логический архетип космогоний многих народов мира. Это мифологема модели 
мироздания Imago Mundi (Образ мира) и, одновременно, Космическое Дерево 
Axis Mundi (Ось Мира), центр пространство-временного континуума (подробнее 
см.: Вашакмадзе … 2002: 156-172; Модебадзе 2004: 45-49). В индоевропейской 
мифологической традиции этой функцией чаще всего наделяется Дуб. У каждого 
народа были свои священные деревья. В латвийской мифологии Дуб (по-латышски 
ozols) – символ мужского начала, Липа (liepa) – символ женственности. Латыши 
гордятся тем, что на территории их страны растет самый большой из вековых 
дубов Балтии Kaives senču ozols (Древний Кайвский дуб), одна из старейших 
лип этого региона – Элку, липа Идолов, и крупнейшая сосна Латвии – Аллю. Это 
национальные символы Латвии. Сам принцип называния конкретных деревьев 
по именам указывает на реликт религиозного антропоморфизма (культа дерева). 
Создавая свой символ свободолюбия латышского народа, Я. Райнис, обращается к 
самому нейтральному из этих трех этнокультурных символов – символизму Сосны, 
и наполняет его новой значимостью.

Орел – один из древнейших солярных символов мира. Культ орла был 
широко распространен и в мифологии кавказских народов, где в качестве 
этнокультурного символа Орел олицетворяет силу, гордость, непобедимость 
и неограниченную свободу. Ворон – амбивалентный мифологический символ 
зловещей птицы – посредника между мирами и наделенного даром предвидения 
вестника тьмы. В различных мифологиях он часто противостоит Орлу в качестве 
оппозиции Солнце↔подземный мир / Свет↔Тьма. Поэтому символизм избранной 
Важа-Пшавела оппозиции (Орел↔Вóроны) четко указывал на истинный смысл 
метафоры (Грузия↔враги), и, благодаря этому стихотворению, раненый Орел 
стал восприниматься как аллегория грузинского народа – ослабшего в борьбе с 
многочисленными врагами, но сохранившего волю к борьбе.

Солярная символика Орла – «солнечной птицы», «хозяина небес», пред-
вестника победы и торжества добра над злом – характерна и для древней мифоло-
гии восточных славян, однако за прошедшие века, Орел постепенно стал обяза-
тельным геральдическим атрибутом – символом власти, государства /Российской 
империи/. Сокол также относится к солярным символам. В древнеславянском 
фольклоре он олицетворял воина-единоборца, наделенного смелостью, отвагой, 
самоотверженностью и воинской доблестью (Символика…). Эти же смыслы 
сохранились и в более поздней фольклорной традиции. Сделанный М.Горьким 
выбор в пользу Сокола неопровержимо свидетельствует, что его приоритетом был 
призыв к общественной активности, подчеркнуто лишенной имперской окраски, и 
в этом смысле «Песня о Соколе» оказывается гораздо ближе к уже рассмотренным 
нами стихотворениям «Счастливый народ» и «Наша культура», чем к «Сломанным 
соснам» или «Орлу» Важа-Пшавела. Созданный М.Горьким образ апеллирует не 
столько к связанному с национальной ментальностью этносимволизму, сколько 
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непосредственно к фольклорной традиции («О, счастье битвы!..»). Тем не менее, 
по своей аллегорической значимости поэтические метафоры Сосны, Орел и Сокол 
вполне можно рассматривать в одном ряду художественных трансформаций 
знаковых этнокультурных символов. 

В сюжетной коллизии стихотворений Я.Райниса и Важа-Пшавела прос-
леживается схождение: 

а). Сосны не стали скрываться и гнуться в беде, и грозная сила ура-
гана повергла их на землю. Ослабший в нескончаемой битве, окруженный мно-
гочисленными врагами, раненый Орел пал с небесных высот на землю (движение 
по вертикали сверху вниз); 

б). Стремясь достичь Солнца и Восхода, несомые волнами Сосны упорно 
сопротивляются грозным силам. Не в силах взлететь, смертельно раненый Орел 
продолжает бой с целой стаей вóронов (метафора врагов Грузии) и жалеет лишь о 
том, что не в силах немедленно их уничтожить. Невольно вспоминаются знаменитые 
строки Руставели: «Лучше смерть, но смерть со славой, чем бесславных дней позор».

Поэтические образы апеллируют непосредственно к эмоциям: они рождают 
одинаковый отклик в сердцах читателей. Это – вера в победу и чувство гордости: 
гордости за Сосны, которые обязательно доплывут до восхода солнца, гордости за 
Орла, который успеет перед смертью уничтожить немало воронья. Его гибель не 
будет напрасной: у Грузии останется меньше врагов, а, значит, она, также как и 
Латвия, обязательно добьется восхода солнца новой жизни, гордости за Сокола, чей 
пример не оставил равнодушным даже Ужа. 

Реальное время сакрализуется и обращается в вечность. Напомним, что, 
как отмечает Е.М.Мелетинский, «преломляя принятые формы жизни, миф создает 
некую новую фантастическую ‘высшую реальность’, которая парадоксальным 
образом воспринимается носителями соответствующей мифологической традиции 
как первоисточник и идеальный прообраз (т. е. ‘архетип’, но не в юнгианском, а 
в самом широком смысле слова) этих жизненных форм» (Мелетинский 1976: 45). 
По словам В. Саулцерите, «прошлое и настоящее, миф и реальность в творчестве 
Райниса соединены в неразрывное целое, дабы полнее и ярче воспроизвести 
общественный и нравственный идеал будущего и, как основу его, утвердить 
неисчерпаемые богатства духовных сил человека» (Саулцерите 1976). Эти же 
слова, по-видимому, можно было бы отнести ко всем образам-символам этого ряда. 
«Символ – это потенциально неисчерпаемая смысловая глубина... всегда открытый 
образ, его смысл никогда не сводим к одному определенному значению, он всегда 
веер возможностей, смысловых перспектив» (Рубцов 1991: 43), и процесс генерации 
смыслов в культуре подразумевает порождение новых смыслов и их необратимость 
(см.: Лотман 2000: 640; Пелипенко 2007: 69–95 и др.).

Подводя итог, считаем возможным костантировать, что символизм худо-
жественных персонификаций в стихотворениях Важа-Пшавела и Я.Райниса, с 
центробежной стремительностью тяготея к всеобъемности, достигает высокого 



196

Иринэ Модебадзе

уровня обобщения (грузинский народ, латышский народ) и преобразуется в 
нравственную категорию. В процессе поэтического мифотворчества, переосмысляя 
трансформацию мифологема → этнокультурный символ → национальный сим-
вол, грузинский и латышский поэты создают не просто поэтические символы, 
но этнокультурные архетипы с новым смысловым наполнением – константы на-
циональной духовности, оказывающие влияние на формирование национальной 
поведенческой модели (см.: Потебня 1976; Маляренко 2012 и др.). Что же касается 
Сокола – лишенный национально-освободительного подтекста, этот образ, ме-
тафора смельчака-единоборца, в целом остается в парадигме традиционного этно-
культурного символизма: «В песне смелых и сильных духом всегда ты будешь 
живым примером, призывом гордым к свободе, к свету! Безумству храбрых поем мы 
песню!» (М.Горький). Высокую степень метафорического обобщения в творчестве 
М.Горького обрел другой образ – Буревестник («Песнь о Буревестнике», 1901). 
Также как и Сокол, этот «черный демон бури» – символ грядущей революции, 
лишен национально-освободительного подтекста, и при его создании М.Горький 
апеллирует не к этносимволизму, но к связаным с названием птицы народным по-
верьям (именно поэтому при переводе «Песни» на английский язык за неимением 
аналога использовалось «альбатрос»). Приоритет народности (а не национально-
культурной идентичности) определяет и художественную форму произведений 
М.Горького – жанр стилизованной «песни». 

Таким образом, можно утверждать, что при создании художественной пер-
сонификации национально-освободительной идеи прослеживается ряд схожих 
тенденций:

а) используются известные этнокультурные символы (Сосна, Орел);
б) художественная персонификация осмысляется в оппозиции, построен-

ной как противостояние героя некоей обобщенно-безликой враждебной силе 
(Орел↔«вóроны»; Сосны↔«враждебная сила/злой ветер»);

в) текст структурируется по цикличной мифологической схеме: гибель героя 
знаменует начало нового цикла борьбы;

г) благодаря мифологизации и высокой степени метафоризации, поэтические 
образы-символы обретают значимость этнокультурных архетипов.

Выводы:
Суммируя наши наблюдения, считаем возможным отметить следующие об-

щие проявления специфики художественных форм воплощения идеи националь-
ного самоопределения:

1) приоритетной поэтической формой обращения к совести нации является 
структура, допускающая использование ораторских приемов;

2) поэты апеллируют непосредственно к народной духовной культуре, что 
облегчает декодировку поэтических метафор;
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3) высокая степень метафоризации национально-освободительной идеи 
придает известным этносимволам значимость этнокультурных апхетипов.

Конечно, проведенный нами анализ не дает оснований для более широких 
обобщений, однако, как мне кажется, собранные наблюдения дают основания 
полагать, что подобное направление исследований может оказаться достаточно 
перспективным.

Примечания:

1. Основу национальной и культурной идентичности И.Чавчавадзе сформулировал 
как триединство: Язык – Отчизна – Вероисповедание. Следует особо оговорить, что посколь-
ку, начиная с IV в., грузинская культура развивалась на основе христианской ментальности, 
то в национальном культурном сознании понятие Христианство/Православие синонимично 
понятию национальная культура. Более того, в силу своего геополитического положения 
(на окраине христианского мира в окружении мусульманских стран) Грузии на протяжении 
многих веков приходилось вести кровопролитные войны с сильными мусульманскими 
государствами за сохранение своей Веры, Языка и Территории. Именно поэтому в грузинском 
культурном сознании понятие грузинский народ включает в себя концепты Грузия, грузин-
ский язык и национальная культура. И так, в самом широком смысле, следует понимать народ 
в стихотворении И.Чавчавадзе.

2. В статье «Между нами нет расстояний» (1985) И. Богомолов упоминает, что «в 1902 
году в газете ‘Новое обозрение’ было опубликовано стихотворение ‘Сосны’, подписанное 
инициалами ‘Я.Л’, которое, как явствовало из подзаголовка, было переведено с латышского 
языка» (Богомолов 1985: 236) С учетом билигвальной культурной ситуации эпохи этот пере-
вод считается первым фактом знакомства грузинских читателей с латышской литературой. 
Заглавие упомянутой публикации наводило на мысль, что это мог быть перевод «Сломанных 
соснен». Проверка подтвердила – опубликованный в № 6238 газ. «Новое обозрение» от 
29 ноября 1902 г. (архив Библиотеки Парламента Грузии) перевод действительно оказался 
переводом «Сломанных сосен». К сожалению, установить, кто именно скрывается за 
псевдонимом «Я.Л», не удалось (см. Modebadze 2017: 351-369).

3. Ежедневная политическая, общественная и литературная газета «Новое 
обозрение» издавалась в Тбилиси на русском языке в 1884 – 1906 гг. «С самого своего 
основания ‘Новое обозрение’ <…> являлось прогрессивным органом, сгруппировав вок-
руг себя умеренно-прогрессивные элементы <…> В 1903 г. газета была приостановлена 
правительством за ‘вредное’ направление. Возобновилось изданием с 15 января 1904 г. <…> 
но просуществовала немного более года и была закрыта администрацией» (Зерцалов 1941).

4. История переводов поэзии Райниса на грузинский язык начинается со сборника 
«რევოლუციის პოეტები» /«Поэты революции»/, изданного вскоре после советизации Гру-
зии. Составителями сборника были известные грузинские поэты Тициан Табидзе (1895-
1937) и Георг. Леонидзе (1899-1966). Сборник предваряет вступительная статья Т.Табидзе 
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«რევოლუცია და პოეტები» /«Революция и поэты»/, в которой один из основателей грузин-
ской символистской группы «Цисперканцелеби» /«Голубые роги»/ (1915) обосновывает свое 
понимание связи поэтов с революцией. В частности, Тициан считал, что поскольку поэтов 
вдохновляет желание сделать мир лучше, они «всегда идут впереди революции». И главное: 
«Грузинские поэты думают так: национальная свобода зависит от социального освобождения, 
и защита революции, это защита национальной идеи народа, поскольку с освобождением тру-
да освободится и народ» (Табидзе 1921: I-IV). Таким образом, четко формулируется – борьба 
за светлое будущее неразрывно связана с национально-освободительными тенденциями 
(см. Модебадзе 2016: 132-141). 
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Summary

Key words: Janis Rainis, Ilya Chavchavadze, Vazha-Pshavela, Maksim Gorky, 
National Self-identification, ethno-cultural archetypes.

Right to self-determination is one of the major principles of international law, but 
it was not always so. History of the present day political map of the world is the history 
of education and dissolution of solid state associations of the empire type. Collapse of 
empires as a rule is preceded by serious changes in the life of the society – elevation of 
national self-determination and activation of national liberation movements, which are 
directly mirrored in all spheres of national cultures, and first of all in literature.

Development of such processes was fixed on the territory of Russian Empire, start-
ing from the middle of the 19th century. In Latvia it was the first stage of the movement 
Atmoda /”Revival”/ of 1850-1880, in Georgia – the “sixties generation” – “Tergdaleulebi” 
(“Those who have drunken the water of the Terek river”).

Rise of national-liberation movement is accompanied by the process of growth of 
national self-determination. This is why our attention was drawn by the verses “ბედნიერი 
ერი” / “Happy People”/ by I.Chavchavadze and “Musu Kultura” /”Our Culture”/ J. Rain-
is, directly appealing to self-determination of their own nations.

Structuring of the inner artistic space of these verses is based on syllogism: thesis, 
antithesis and synthesis. Structure of verses shows that their authors are not only talented 
poets; they are also perfect orators, accustomed to address the wide audience skillfully us-
ing oratorical methods. Generality of the pursued task is apparent – touching self-respect, 
pride to break up the chain of routine to make a reader to look into eyes of reality and to 
ponder on it. 

Idea of liberation found its artistic embodiment in the history of many national 
literatures. In the period directly preceding cardinal changes in social life, literature pro-
cess fixed creation of personified artistic symbols striving to Liberation – artistic embodi-
ment of activists fighting for freedom. Identifying major tendencies of the mechanism of 
creating similar images seems interesting. The article includes a comparative analysis of 
the poems “Lauztās Priedes” /”Broken Pine”/ and “არწივი” /”Eagle”/ Vazha-Pshavela, 
demonstrated the connection of the idea of national self-determination and ethno-cultural 
symbolism. 

In the poetry of J.Rainis a function of such symbol is granted to a Pine. Transfor-
mation of this image in the poetic heritage of J.Rainis seems indicative, symbolic: general 
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context forms poly-scale picture of alterations of social mood, spirit – irrespective of the 
fact that at the verge of centuries, hostile, antagonistic forces manage to cut, bring down 
the whole grove of majestic stock (“Broken Pines”), in pre-revolutionary years silently 
holding their breath while “Sole Pine” in alarming expectation is still waving boldly its 
crown. But after events of 1905, activity is substituted by reflections (“Dry Pine”). Thus, 
the more active are namely “Broken Pines” permanently striving to the freedom and the 
struggle for its attaining. This image kept its metaphorical significance for almost the 
whole century – popularity of its symbolism remained pressing till the moment of disinte-
gration of the Soviet Union and obtaining state independence by Latvia.

Eagle – one of the ancient solar symbols of the world. Symbolism, chosen by 
Vazha-Pshavela for opposition (Eagle ↔ Raven) clearly referred to the real meaning of 
a metaphor (Georgia ↔ Enemies). Thanks to this verse, a wounded Eagle has been con-
ceived as allegory of Georgian nation - enfeebled in the fight with overwhelming enemies, 
but still keeping the will to fight.

Poetic images appeal directly to emotions: they give birth to similar response in the 
hearts of readers. This is a faith in the victory and feeling of pride: pride for Pines, which 
will surely reach by water before sun-rise, pride for the Eagle, who will manage many 
crows before it dies. Its death will not be vain. Georgia will have still more enemies and it, 
similar to Latvia, will surely attain sun-rise of a new life. Symbolism of artistic personifi-
cations in the verses of Vazha-Pshavela and J.Rainis, drawn by centrifugal gravitation to 
comprehensiveness, attains high level of generalization (Georgian people, Latish people) 
and is transformed into moral category. In the process of poetic myth-creation, reconsider-
ing transformation of mythologem → ethno-cultural symbol → national symbol, Georgian 
and Latish poets create not purely poetic symbols, but ethno-cultural archetypes with new 
semantic charging – constants of national spirituality, exerting influence of the formation 
of national behavioral model.

‘Other’ is not always alien. Irrespective of its uniqueness and originality, ‘other’ 
is perceived as close in the cases, when we trace conjunction of deep levels of culture 
development. In this perspective the paper analyzes the history of translations of the verse 
of Janis Rainis “Broken Pines” into Georgian and their functionalities in the conditions of 
the soviet totalitarian regime.

As a result of the analysis, we believe it is possible to approve that: 
1) the foreground poetic form of appeal to the conscience of the nation is a structure 

that allows the use of public speaking techniques; 
2) in the process of creating an artistic image poets appeal directly to the people’s 

spiritual culture, which facilitates the decoding of poetic metaphors; 
3) a high degree of metaphorization gives the artistic symbols the importance of 

ethno-cultural archetypes.
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irine modebaZe
(saqarTvelo)

erovnuli suverenobis idea da misi asaxvis mxatvruli 
formebis tipologia 

(ianis reinisi, ilia WavWavaZe, vaJa-fSavela)

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: ianis reinisi, ilia WavWavaZe, vaJa-fSavela, 
maqsim gorki, erovnuli TviTidentoba, eTnokulturuli arqetipebi.

werili eZRvneba mwerlobaSi erovnuli ideis asaxvis mxatvruli 
formebis tipologiur analizs. Tanamedrove saerTaSoriso samarTali 
icavs saxelmwioebrivi suverenobis princips. Tumca, adre sxvagvarad 
iyo. msoflios Tanamedrove politikuri rukis istoria imperiebis ga-
Zlierebisa da maTi daSlis istoria gaxlavT. rogorc wesi, imperiebis 
ngrevas da maT mier mierTebuli saxelmwifoebis suverenobisa da 
erovnuli damoukideblobis mopovebas win uswrebs nacionaluri TviT-
gamorkvevisa da erovnul-ganmaTavisuflebeli moZraobebis gaaqti-
urebis procesebi, rac erovnuli kulturis yvela sferoSi da, upirve-
lesad, erovnul mwerlobaSi aisaxeba. ruseTis imperiis teritoriaze 
msgavsi procesebis ganviTareba SeiniSneba XIX saukunis meore naxevri-
dan: latviaSi es gaxlavT Atmoda /„gaRviZebis“/ moZraobis pirveli etapi 
(1850-1880), xolo saqarTveloSi — samocianelebis (TergdaleulTa) 
erovnuli moZraoba.

werilSi gaanalizebulia erovnuli cnobierebis asamaRleblad 
dawerili leqsebi — ilia WavWavaZis „bednieri eri“ da ian rainisis 
„Mūsu Kultūra“ /„Cveni kultura“/, gamovlenilia maTi mxatvruli formis 
Tavisebureba da tipologiuri msgavseba.

sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis radikaluri cvlilebebis winare peri-
odSi iqmneba TavisuflebisTvis mebrZoleebis simboluri saxeebi. maTi 
Seqmnis ZiriTadi tendenciebis Sedareba erovnuli ideisa da eTnokul-
turuli simbolikis kavSirze miuTiTebs. aseTia, magaliTad, vaJa-
fSavelas „arwivi“ da ianis rainisis „Lauztās Priedes“ /„motexili fiWvi“/. 
metaforizaciis maRali done mxatvrul simboloebs eTnokulturuli 
arqetipebis mniSvnelobas aniWebs. 

tipologiurma analizma cxadyo, rom:
1) erisadmi mimarTvis prioritetuli poeturi forma aris struq-

tura, romelic sajaro gamosvlebisTvis damaxasiaTebel oratorul 
xerxebs iyenebs;

2) mxatvruli saxe-simboloebis Seqmnisas poetebi mimarTaven 
erovnul sulier kulturas, rac poeturi metaforebis gaSifvras 
uwyobs xels.
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Urban Space in the Period of Transition and New Cultural Paradigm 

A city as a constantly evolving and renewing fabric becomes especially sensi-
tive in transitional periods. A clear example of this is the capital of Georgia, Tbilisi, in 
the 1980-es and 1990-es, when a string of significant events occurred: the step up in the 
national-liberation movement, the breakup of the Soviet Union, the gaining of political 
independence, military tensions in two regions of the country, a civil conflict in the capital 
city and the economic crisis. Radical changes took place in people’s daily life and physical 
environment. 

Each historical economic and political formation created its own “city.” Bearing 
this factor in mind, let’s look at Tbilisi: on the one hand, the Soviet system assumed the 
responsibility for the urban development of the city and dealt with all social issues of the 
city, regulated the correspondence of its structures with one another. In short, the capital 
city was a manifestation of functioning system, an arena of its sociocultural functioning 
and therefore, with the end of the Soviet epoch the city lost this solid system and was given 
a real chance of autonomous development.

A dysfunctional state of the first years of independence put a daily life of Tbilisi 
under a new, special regime of economic and social relations. As a result of total economic 
collapse the city as a system broke up and became a field of accidental actions. The city 
turned into a physical arena of struggle for self-survival. This new objective further in-
creased the role of street. The street was no longer a space for political actions alone, but 
also a space mirroring economic and social factors: With the paralyzed transportation and 
fuel crisis, streets were filled with pedestrians, which led to perceiving the scale, architec-
ture and landscape of the city in a different, new way. This changed the meaning of notions 
“far” and “near” accordingly. Difficulties in movement actually turned a number of ter-
ritories within the city unreachable. The shortage of staples led to the increase in the num-
ber of people in streets. The street became a place where food could only be “obtained” 
through long queues. Power shortages added to a general grave social situation, turning 
the city into a dark, lightless scene and charging the urban image with heavy, subconscious 
tension. The life was associated with the time and space exclusively assigned to the city, 
being out of step with the world dynamics, which could not be escaped. 

After the demise of the socialist economic system, the necessity arouse to over-
come stagnation and establish an economic model of a new type. The city came to face a 
new challenge: the capital city proved to be the only topos that assumed the function of 
meeting new requirements – search of new opportunities, increase in importance of certain 
geographic zones, shift of centers, construction of new functional buildings, et cetera. 
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New economic relations became a dominant and vital impulse of the city life. 
However, the existing social environment found it painful and often, even inconvenient to 
accept forms of market economy that were well established and tested outside the Soviet 
space. Strong technological and commercial flows, being an integral part of urban devel-
opment, manifested themselves in the city culture, primarily, architecture. Architecture is 
a clearly functional art. It is the best indicator of signs of “internal movement” of society 
and at the same time, it nudges society, towards transformation. According to R. Barthes, 
“…as soon as there is a society, every usage is converted into a sign of itself” (Barthes 
1964: 41).

 Such mutual influences are difficult to separate, thereby further complicating dif-
ferential analysis. For example, if a social environment is dominated by trade relations an 
adequate architectural phenomenon are the zones such as market places and shops created 
within the space of the city, the rental of historic-cultural buildings to catering and other 
trade facilities; also, the outdoor trade and various advertising billboards. Architecture 
which is a most “socially honest” art unambiguously reflects the sidelining of historic-cul-
tural values of society and the emergence of new priorities instead. Architectural commu-
nication of Tbilisi largely acquires a consumer connotation; cultural impact of buildings 
is sidelined as something weaker and less aggressive. Even in trying to establish cultural 
communication, it uses a different language for interaction – be it a billboard announcing 
a concert or a poster of theatrical performance containing, at least, logos of sponsoring 
companies, which apart from its main message conveys the information about certain fi-
nancial relations and liabilities. As Lefebvre notes, the privileging of the image has led to 
an impoverished understanding of space, turning social space into a fetishized abstraction. 
The image “kills” and cannot account for the richness of lived experience. “Products and 
the circuits they establish in space are fetishized and so become more ‘real’ than reality 
itself– that is, than productive activity itself, which they thus take over” ( Lefebvre 1991: 
140). Thus, a traditional cultural layer, once representing a significant part of metaphysical 
image of the city, has weakened gradually and notably.

As the state gained strength and the political situation stabilized, an issue of legisla-
tive changes necessary to regulate cultural monuments was put on the agenda; moreover, 
the rehabilitation of old districts, namely, wooden architecture of Old Tbilisi and Agh-
mashenebeli Avenue, was identified as a priority; corresponding projects were drawn up 
(and later, implemented), emphasizing the importance of old districts in a modern urban 
context. Heightened focus on historic districts as tourist attractions notably altered real 
estate prices in these districts. The demands of the industry pushed for prompt response 
from this part of the city often led to spontaneous and harmful decisions again.

Tbilisi gained in its attractiveness as an arena of intellectual-trade possibilities, 
which led to intensification of the flow of population to the capital and increase in the 
concentration of individuals per unit of space. This increase was expressed not only in a 
quantitative indicator, but also the diversity and frequency of communication. The estab-
lishment of new, consumer-oriented capitalist market principles implies a drive towards 
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such “accumulation” of masses for the aim of maximizing monetary gains. Consequently, 
psychological impacts characteristic of megalopolis, a clear manifestation of capitalist or-
der, became noticeable. It would be incorrect to compare our capital city with European or 
American megalopolises where any aspect of urban life – commercial relations, employ-
ment market, technical and intellectual activity – reached incomparable level of intensity 
and consequently, had a much stronger impact on a mental state of an individual, but with 
its new vector of development Tbilisi also displayed some qualities of megalopolis, which, 
taken together, gradually changed the perception of the city and pushed an individual to-
wards a greater isolation and aloofness. 

The abundance of new constructions significantly altered the appearance of many 
districts of Tbilisi. In addition to stylistically diverse high-rise buildings new micro-dis-
tricts were created, causing a new redistribution of social connotation. Incompatibility 
of styles and striking contrasts introduced a certain fragmentation in the perception of 
space. Since the space was utilized without any preliminary plan, but only according to the 
market principle of demand and supply, individuals became detached from their familiar 
space. Due to such a fast and chaotic change in the image, they failed to adapt to a new 
form which, in turn, led to their estrangement, detachment from the architectural space of 
their own city.

Increase in the rhythm of the city and its painful impact on a spiritual life is precise-
ly described in Georg Simmel’s classical essay “Metropolis and mental life”. The rhythm 
of city reflects the intensity of repetition of certain events within the city. Emotional ir-
ritants alternating at a certain frequency cause an adequate reaction from a subject. As a 
result of frequent nervous irritations a subject “exhausted”, wears out his supply of emo-
tions. An indifferent, cool attitude towards any fact is a sort of responding defensive reac-
tion from an individual, the only weapon against aggressive objective reality. The subject 
tries to create its own culture to counter-influence the objective reality of the city (Simmel 
1969:47-60).

As the city had an oppressive impact, an individual started to seek spiritual forms 
of self-defense as well as a “material shelter” that nudged a subject towards the spaces 
enabling to free oneself from a feeling of tension and overwhelming anxiety. The only 
requirement an alternative space was required to meet was to be different from a large city 
as only by perceiving the difference the brain could fire a signal of “relaxation.” A space 
that largely met this requirement were old districts of the city. A proof of it is a heightened 
attention that has been observed of late towards the European and “old-Tbilisi-style” part 
of Tbilisi. Cultural and historic value of these parts of the city has always been adequately 
appreciated. Wooden architecture of the Old Tbilisi has always been treated with great 
care and in the Soviet period, it was unanimously recognized as the image of the city life 
and culture, a sort of trademark of Tbilisi. However, current increase in the importance 
of these districts is associated not only with their cultural and esthetic values but also a 
number of factors that should be sought within the new vectors of the city development.
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The first thing worth paying attention to is the stylistic unity characteristic for the 
old districts. Clearly, this does not mean a stylistic similarity between the wooden archi-
tecture and the European buildings, but rather this means the existence of un-fragmented, 
intact landscape of these zones in which metastases of growing city are not yet clearly ob-
servable: one cannot see here mixed fabric and illogical fluctuation of architectural space; 
in contrast to a large city, in the zones of Sololaki, the former Plekhanovi and Old Tbilisi 
one can rarely see new high-rise buildings; a less eclectic architecture allowing to perceive 
the space as a whole. The feeling of stability which arises when walking in these districts, 
creates a sense of “visual relaxation.” Exaltation of functional style seen in every layer of 
the city life is felt at a lesser degree in old Tbilisi. In these districts of the city one can ob-
serve painstakingly adorned buildings, decorated fragmentation of facades, modernist mo-
tifs, vases, ornamented facades. The use of these details has been long abandoned because 
of modern esthetic values, also, due to their expensiveness and “non-functionality.” Thus, 
this décor once again reminds us that we are in a different space, the space where even 
“non-functional” may be valuable. The same holds true for temporal and spatial commu-
nication of old streets. A limited space with narrow streets tells a subject about the ease of 
overcoming time and space, removes his preoccupation with the need of transport and the 
loss of time the transportation takes. Instead of strain of strictly stablished route of the city, 
which is associated with the power of governing institutions, old streets offer individuals 
listless, “unplanned” walking. Michel de Certeau in his essay “The practice of everyday 
life” underlines importance of walking practices and affirms that “these spatial practices 
in fact secretly structure the determining conditions of social life” ( Certeau 1984: 96).

In parallel to the reconsideration of urban space the role of cafes has significantly 
increased. Cafes first appeared in the old districts (in the Soviet space the role of café in 
social life was incomparably unimportant as compared to a similar Western model). The 
semantics of café (café-bars, café-restaurants, clubs, et cetera) participates in the daily life 
of the city and at the same time, opposes the city routine. A café may be regarded as an 
alternative space which assumes, at least partially, a task of creating a festive mood and 
therewith offers a distinguished, contrasting environment within the boundaries of every-
day life to exhausted citizens. Visiting a café is associated with free will, desire, pleasure 
and not with a social responsibility. Consequently, a degree of probability, spontaneity 
characteristic of pleasure and relaxation is high and thus a café creates something approxi-
mating to a sense of festive space. According to Octavio Paz, for a modern western citizen, 
a public festival, as a traditional opposition to the routine, enabling people to return to pri-
mordial cosmic energy, is unattainable. In the Western world it is replaced by the culture 
of private celebrations, weekends, cafes, et cetera (Paz 1998:18).

Transparent architectural schemes of old districts of the city, with open staircases 
and balconies with wooden balusters, are open for direct communication. Residential 
spaces are closely connected to one another, a shared courtyard is a continuation of a 
neighbor’s apartment, a common space. This open communication space of socially di-
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verse neighborhood, which includes shared yard and balconies, ensures interpenetration 
and openness. Lack of amenities and comfort creates an additional condition for close 
human relationship. In the districts that maintained a yard architecture, elements of tradi-
tional lifestyle have been preserved to a greater extent whereas in the modern districts the 
tradition of relationship continued to exist in the form of separate manifestations. While 
comparing modern city life and traditional city culture of Tbilisi Tamar Berekashvili 
writes: “within these constant networks of connections there is no place left for the most 
important thing that strengthens relations – the meeting of personalities and cultures” 
(Berekashvili 2010: 274).

A possibility of social involvement of individuals is precisely that special value 
that this type of neighborhood acquires in a modern urbanized city. One cannot see the 
accumulation of masses here, which is characteristic of modern development and leads to 
disappearance of individual. Any accidental person here is not an anonymous cell of face-
less mass, but an individual having his/her own worth. Even the space in which people 
have to interact is marked with certain individual signs. It has the past and is associated 
with this or that experience. When discussing contrasts between domus and megalopolis, 
Jean François Lyotard speaks about a distinguished principle of people’s involvement in 
society: in case of domus, with its culturological model approximating to the model of a 
small town, the relationship between people is inclusive, in other words, it does not ex-
clude, marginalize “alien,” a random passerby, but invites him/her to participate in its own 
common space. “Exclusion is not essential to the domestic monad. The poor man, solitary 
traveler has a place at the table. Let him give his opinion, show his talent, give his story”. 
(Lyotard 1991:193) The old intact urban fabric still maintains a cultural myth. One can 
perceive the past which is preserved in deformed architectural forms. Tbilisi-type yards 
and houses seem to be recounting about an intimate dimension of people’s life, making 
it accessible for us and thus turning us into a participant of their space. Instead of dull, 
sterile facades with hardly discernable individuality, we experience a private narrative 
here.) A possibility to approach a private space and experience the past nurtures fantasy 
and activates memory, through which the linearity of time and space is overcome. While 
talking about metaphysical impact of house Gaston Bachellard also points out this aspect 
of perceiving house: “the house, like fire and water, will permit me, later in this work, to 
recall flashes of daydreams that illuminate the synthesis of immemorial and recollected. 
In this remote region, memory and imagination remain associated, each one working for 
their mutual deepening” (Bachellard 1994: 5). This process loads the space with personal 
emotional experience, enriching the image of the city with such depth which is constantly 
hidden under a superficial, rough functionality of everyday life.
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Conclusion

The analysis of peculiarities and scale of transformation of the city enables us to 
conclude that the capital of Georgia as an independent, autonomous organism is still in 
the process of auto-identification and strives to identify and establish its own image and 
potential.

In describing the post-Soviet urban dynamics of the city, several stages of transfor-
mation are outlines: a) Urban paralysis which was a process accompanying the breakup 
of the Soviet Union and dysfunction of the state; b) Step up in private initiatives in the 
setting of weakened state governance, which caused the city, as a system, to get engaged 
in accidental, spontaneous, fluctuating processes; c) Alongside the identification of state 
priorities the regulation of the city function has begun and led to the increase in the impor-
tance of cultural-esthetic and pragmatic potential of the city; In parallel to these processes, 
an alternative space of the Old City has been outlined and its value is proportional to its 
difference from the rest of the city. Along with the increase in autonomy, this part of the 
city is been formed as a unique temporal-spatial unit that meets those cultural, esthetic, 
psychological, existential requirements of a citizen, which a modern city environment is 
not able to ensure.
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qeTevan jiSiaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

urbanuli sivrece gardamaval xanaSi
da axali kulturuli paradigma

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: urbanuli, Zveli qalaqi, postsabWoTa, trans-
formacia, socio-kulturuli.

80-90-iani wlebi gardamavali periodia saqarTvelos istoriaSi. 
sabWoTa kavSiris dangrevis Semdeg urbanuli garemo swrafad da Tval-
Sisacemad icvleba. naSromSi daxasiaTebulia saqarTvelos dedaqalaq 
Tbilisis postsabWoTa urbanuli sociokulturuli dinamika, iden-
tificirebuli da aRwerilia is politikuri, ekonomikuri, socialuri 
da kulturuli faqtorebi, romlebmac gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovani 
roli iTamaSes urbanuli transformaciis procesSi. 

naSromSi istoriuli ubnebis ganviTarebis ZiriTadi tenden-
ciebi mocemulia rogorc axali kulturuli paradigmis konteqstSi, 
ise tradiciul urbanul modelebTan mimarTebaSi; gaanalizebulia is 
ganmsazRvreli faqtorebi, ramac ganapiroba am ubnebis Camoyalibeba 
gansakuTrebul drosivrciT komponenentad. Zveli ubnebi warmodge-
nilia rogorc mzardi qalaqis wiaRSi Seqmnili alternatiuli opozi-
ciuri sivrce, sadac moqalaqe ikmayofilebs relaqsaciis, Tavisufa-
li komunikaciis, kulturuli identobisa da individualobis, dResas-
waulis gancdis moTxovnilebebs. 
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goCa kuWuxiZe
(saqarTvelo)

aragvisa da `aragvianis~ semiotika

(lingvistur-semiologiuri Ziebani)

gavixsenoT nikoloz baraTaSvilis `bedi qarTlisas~ meore karis 
dasawyisi: 

morbis aragvi, aragviani,

Tan mosZaxian mTani tyianni,

da Seupovrad mouTamaSebs

garemo Tvissa atexils Walebs .

 (qarTuli poezia: 1975: 298)

baraTaSviliseuli sityva ̀ aragvianis~ mniSvneloba gagebulia ro-
gorc `swrafi~, `ardagvianebuli~, raSic saeWvo araferi Cans, – aragvi 
zemo nawilSi marTlac swrafia da poeti swored am siswrafes gulis-
xmobs. Cveni yuradReba miiqcia im faqtma, rom hidronimTa da toponim-
Ta leqsikonSi mdinaris saxeli aragvi aris ase ganmartebuli da, aqedan 
gamomdinare, gavrcelebulia Sexeduleba, romlis Tanaxmad, aragvi 
qarTuli sityvaa da misi mniSvnelobebia: `swrafi~, `ardagvianebuli~ 
(`Гидроним переводится с грузинского, как «быстрая», «незапаздывающая»~; – ix. 
toponimikuri leqsikoni 2006). sainteresoa, saidan iRebs saTaves al. 
tviordis cnobili leqsikonis es ganmarteba, saerTod, rogor ganmar-
taven mkvlevarebi sxva SemTxvevebSi am hidronims da ra unda iyos misi 
mniSvneloba.     

radgan etimologiasTan dakavSirebul sakiTxebze gvixdeba sau-
bari, Cveni werilis Semdgomi nawili wmidad enaTmecnieruli gaxdeba, 
Sesabamisad, Seicvleba weris stilic, rac lingvistikisaTvis damaxasi-
aTebel akademizms miuaxlovdeba, Semdeg ki literaturuli sferosa-
ken gadmovinacvlebT, vecdebiT, literaturuli semiologiis aspeqti-
dan ganvixiloT am saxelTan dakavSirebuli sakiTxebi, sxvadasxva poet-
Tan mimarTebaSi visaubroT xsenebuli strofis Sesaxeb, literaturu-
li komparativistikis kuTxidan ganvixiloT igi. 

gavecnoT hidronimis saxelis zogierT sxva ganmartebas, romelic 
erTad aris warmodgenili guram bedoSvilis leqsikonSi (bedoSvili 
2002): 

vaxuSti batoniSvili: `da ewoda saxeli ese am mdinares TÂsiTave, 
vinaTgan dis Cqarad, mohgvis da imRvrevis Savad: xedav, `a r a g v i  s 
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ese wyali am ÃevTa~ (q. c. 1973: 350-351). am sityvebis Sesaxeb guram bedoS-
vili wers: `rogorc, vxedavT, vaxuSti batoniSvili mdinaris saxelwo-
debis amosavals obieqtis TvisebaSi – swraf denasa da xeobebis dagva-
CamorecxvaSi – xedavda~, Semdeg: <<mogvianebiT nikoloz baraTaSvil-
mac aragvis siswrafes, `ara gvian~ srbolas miapyro pirvel rigSi yu-
radReba. sxvaTa Soris n. baraTaSvilis es poeturi sityvaTSeTanxmeba 
– aragvi//aragviani – Semdgomi xanis zogma mkvlevarma erT-erT SesaZlo 
versiad miiCnia>> (bedoSvili 2002: 39).

k. hani hidronimSi xedavs zendur sityvas arvat-, rac `swraf 
msrbols~ niSnavs, misi sxva axsniT, aragvis mniSvnelobaa `mTis mdina-
re~, radgan alanTa enaze mas xox-don ewodeba (xox niSnavs `mTas~, don 
– `wyals~, `mdinares~ (hani 1909: 11). rogorc g. bedoSvili aRniSnavs, 
`v.nikonovma zenduri sityvis (arvat) moxmobas xelovnuri da naZala-
devi uwoda (dasaxelebulia nikonovi 1966: 29; – bedoSvili 2002: 39-40).   

j. lomaSvilis Tanaxmad, es sityva arameuli ar (`mTa~) da laTinu-
ri akva//agva-s (`wyali~) SeerTebiT aris miRebuli (lomaSvili 1975: 185; 
– bedoSvili 2002: 40). 

iv. javaxiSvili yuradRebas im faqtze amaxvilebda, rom aragvis 
fuZiseuli –rag//-rg– siaxloves avlens Tergis Zireul –rg– elemen-
tTan da aragvs wylis aRmniSvnel zogad terminad miiCnevda (ix. javaxiS-
vili 1950: 70); am Sexedulebas bevri mimdevari hyavs (bedoSvili 2002: 40).   

guram bedoSvili wers: <<ukanasaknel xans erTgvar modad iqca 
hidronim aragvis indo-evropuli warmoSobis `wylis dinebis~, `sis-
velis~, `nestis~ da a. S. aRmniSvnel ar, or, er, r ZirebTan naTesauri 
mimarTebis sakiTxebis kvleva>> (bedoSvili 2002: 40; dasaxelebulia 
l.asaTianis naSromi, – asaTiani 1980: 96-98), Semdeg mkvlevari ganag-
rZobs: `Cven rom am Tvalsazriss gavyveT, maSin saerTo warmomavlobi-
sa aRmogvaCndeba ara marto aragvi da sxva evropul, ungrul-finur, 
baltiur, espanur... enebSi dadasturebuli ro//ra, ar-elementiani 
hidronimebi (raini, rona, arno, aragoni, arlansa...), aramed indoeTis, 
iranis, aziisa da afrikis, agreTve, sxva kontinentebis araerTi mdina-
ris saxelwodeba (rudeSuri, farah-rudi, sefi-rudi, Tergerudi, Ca-
irudi...)~ (bedoSvili 2002: 40-41; miTiTebulia – iToniSvili 1989: 13-17). 
guram bedoSvilis aRniSvniT, `hidronimTa amgvari meTodiT kvlevam, 
saeWvoa, odesme dadebiTi Sedegebi mogvces. qarTulma enaTmecnierebam 
konkretuli enobrivi faqtebis msoflio paleontologiuri meTode-
biT kvleva-Ziebaze karga xania uari Tqva da sruliad samarTlianadac~; 
Semdeg: `gana ufro bunebrivi ar iqneboda, saxelwodeba aragvis axsna 
iseve qarTul-qarTveluri masalis gamoyenebiT gvecada?~ aq mkvlevari 
aseT dakvirvebas gvTavazobs: <<egeb mTlad uarsayofi ar yofiliyo 
am TvalsazrisiT ZvelisZveli qarTuli ragv– sityvis moZieba? a-ragv– 
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(sa-ragv-?) `mdinare, romelSic Tevzs ragviT anu fiCxulebiT iWe-
ren?~ Semdeg: `am mxriv erTob sainteresod gveCveneba cnobili poetis 
t a r i e l  W a n t u r i a s  intuitiuri migneba aragvis oragve da 
argveT– saxelebTan dakavSirebis Taobaze~ (dasaxelebulia Wanturia 
1989: 534; – bedoSvili 2002: 41). 

bolos guram bedoSvili dasZens: `rogorc vxedavT, sakiTxi Ri-
adve rCeba. es imitom, rom dRemde sabolood garkveulad ver CaiTvleba 
hidronim aragvis enobrivi kuTvnilebis sakiTxi. swored amitom ar 
xerxdeba misi enaTmecnieruli analizi – ra warmoadgens Zirs da ra 
afiqss: ara-gv-, a-rag-v-, ar-agv-, a-ra-gv-~; sqolioSi aRniSnulia, rom 
n. mari `aragv– saxelSi gv elements mravlobiTi ricxvis aRniSvnis 
funqcias akisrebda~ (miTiTebulia – mari 1935: 137; – bedoSvili 2002: 
41). am sakiTxze saubars guram bedoSvili Semdegi sityvebiT asrulebs: 
`aucilebelia dadgindes aragvis struqturuli saxe, raTa mecnieru-
li Sefaseba mieces saxelwodebis TiToeul Semadgenel nawils~ (bedoS-
vili 2002: 41).

aq warmodgenil masalas Cven ramdenadme ganvavrcobT:
mose janaSvili werda: `aragvi imave fesvidgam unda warmomdga-

riyos, romlidganac saxelebi araqsi (arezi=raxsi), algeTi, rexula, 
liaxvi, rioni, alazani da agreTve sityvebi ru (=ruvi=ro=roi), arxi, 
ronini da sx.~ (vaxuSti 1904: 89); rogorc Cans, saerToindoevropul 
*ar-/*or– fesvs gulisxmobda mkvlevari. 

zemoxsenebuli vl. nikonovi aragvis etimologias baskur ara-
goasTan da espanur aragonTan  akavSirebda, varaudobda, rom saxeli 
modis saerToindoevropuli Ziridan ga da misi mniSvnelobaa: `mdina-
re~, moZraoba~ (`река, движение~; nikonovi 1966: 29).		   

vaxtang iToniSvili imowmebs Tamaz gamyreliZisa da viaCeslav 
ivanovis naSroms (gamyreliZe, ivanovi 1980: 672) da wers, rom <<rogorc 
sityva `argosSi~, ise termin `aragvSi~ met-naklebi yoymaniT amocno-
bas eqvemdebareba saerToindoevropuli uZvelesi Ziri er-or-ar-r 
`adgomis~, amoZravebis~ zogadi mniSvnelobiT>>, iqve dasZens, rom am 
Zirs <<sxvaTa Soris, miewereba saerTod cneba `mdinaris~, `nakadis~ 
SemuSavebaSi aqtiuri monawileobis miReba>> (iToniSvili 1989: 14; da-
mowmebulia asaTiani 1980: 97). v. iToniSvili msjelobisas ufro iqiT 
ixreba, rom TviTonac xsenebuli Zirebi miiCnios aragvis mawarmoeb-
lad (iToniSvili 1989: 14 da sxv.). mkvlevars warmodgenili aqvs araerTi 
varaudi, romelic, aragvis garda, sxva hidronimebis etimologiasac 
exeba (iToniSvili 1989: 3-71). misi azriT, hidronimSi aragvi <<amoicno-
ba zogadad `swrafi mdinaris~, `boboqari wylis~ an ubralod `mdinaris~ 
aRmniSvneli terminis odindeli terminologia>> (iToniSvili 1989: 47). 
v. iToniSvilis naTqvams davumatebT, rom, rogorc T. gamyreliZisa da 
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v. ivanovis naSromSia aRniSnuli, *or– Ziri awarmoebs leqsemebs, rom-
lebic zRvasTan da, saerTod, wyalTan da mis moZraobasTan, RelvasTan 
aris dakavSirebuli, am konteqstSia ganxiluli indoevropuli Zirebi 
*er-/*or-/*ar-/*r– (`amoZraveba~, ̀ adgoma~/ ̀ вздыматься, подниматься, приходить 
в движение~; – gamyreliZe, ivanovi 1980: 672).

mkvlevari omar maani ar gamoricxavs marTebulobas l. asaTianis 
varaudisa, romlis Tanaxmad, hidronimSi – aragvi Tavkiduri a-s arse-
boba, SesaZloa, afxazur-abazguri enebiT iyos ganpirobebuli (miTiTe-
bulia – asaTiani 1980: 100), amasTan, rogorc TviTonve wers, samar-
Tlianoba moiTxovs, aRiniSnos, rom hidronimSi Tavkiduri a, SesaZ-
loa, ara afxazur-abazguri, aramed naxur-daRestnuri warmoSobisac 
iyos (`Спреведливости ради, однако, мы должны признать, что название Арагви 
может иметь и нахтско-дагестанский источник, так как оно упомянуто очень рано 
среди гидронимов этих племен в виде <<Арагон>>~ (maani 2016: 354), Semdeg ki 
dasZens, rom es ar gamoricxavs hidronim aragvis afxazuri warmomav-
lobis versias (`Но это не снимает версию абхазского происхождения названия 
Арагви~; maani 2016: 353-354). am naSromSi omar maani qarTvelur leqsi-
kasa da yofiT elementebSi afxazuri kvalis danaxvas cdilobs.

anait ferixaniani saxel aragvs Zvel midiur enobriv samyaros-
Tan akavSirebs, – midiur  *Aragvī– da proto-iranul *ragvī– ZirebTan 
mimarTebaSi ganixilavs mas da aRniSnavs, rom *ragvī– Ziris mniSvnelo-
baa `swrafi~ da es Zirebi dakavSirebulia sanskritul *ragvī–  (`swrafi~) 
ZirTan da Zvel somxur  leqsemasTan – arag  (`swrafi~; ferixaniani 1993: 
13). aRsaniSnavia, rom msoflioSi popularul mravalenovan vebsait 
wiktionary-is versiebSi gvxdeba masala, romelSic aragvis mniSvneloba 
mxolod a. ferixanianis naSromis mixedviT aris ganmartebuli: – <<From 
Old Median *Aragv(ī), from Proto-Iranian *Ragv(ī)– (“swift”), feminine of *ragu–  
(“swift”), compare Sanskrit ragvī, feminine raghú (“fleet, rapid”). Related to Old Arme-
nian arag>>; Викисловарь-Si: – „Происходит от мидийск. *Aragv(ī), из праиранск. 
*Ragv(ī)-  («быстрая»), женск. к  *ragu– («быстрый»); родственно санскр.  ragvī, 
женск. к raghú «быстрый; стремительный». Связанно с др.-армянск. arag“ (ix. Wik-
tonary-sa da misi rusulenovani variantis – Викисловарь-is masalebi).  

rogorc vxedavT, aragvis saxelis yvelaze ufro Zveli ganmarte-
ba vaxuSti batoniSvils ekuTvnis da, sanam mdinaris saxelis Cvene-
ul axsnaze gadavidodeT, jer vaxuStiseul teqstze gavamaxvilebT 
yuradRebas: 

upirvelesad saWiroa, dazustdes mniSvneloba vaxuStis am sity-
vebisa: `da ewoda saxeli ese am mdinares TÂsiTave, vinaTgan dis Cqarad, 
mohgvis da imRvrevis Savad: xedav, `ara gvis es wyali am ÃevTa! da ars 
mdinare urgebi, Tevzi, TÂnier oragulisa, araraÁ, da igica Jamad~. hi-
dronimis es axsna xalxur etimologias hgavs, magram mainc sainteresoa. 
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Tanamedrove qarTulze teqstis es adgili amgvaradaa gadmoce-
muli: `am mdinares ewoda es saxeli TavisTavad, radgan moedineba Cqara, 
mogvis da imRvreva Savad~, Semdeg vkiTxulobT: `xedav, ara gvis es wya-
li am xevTa?~ (vaxuSti 2012: 262); anu, aq mxardaWerilia azri, romelic 
winadadebis bolos kiTxvis niSnis dasmas miiCnevs saWirod. vaxuStis 
teqsti karl fon hanTanac asea gagebuli: `Р. Арагви у древ. Aragon и Aragus 
по Вахушту от Груз. ara gvis = не сметает ли (это река ущелья?)~. Semdeg karl 
hani wers: ̀ по другим от ара гвиани = не опаздывающая, быстрая~ (hani 1909: 11). 

vaxuStis es winadadebebi Zalze eqspresiuli da poeturia (eqs-
presiis garda, aliteraciisaken swrafvac igrZnoba maTSi: – `ara gvis~ 
aragvi, `urgebi~, `TÂnier oragulisa, araraÁ~).

avtoris saTqmeli da emocia sxva sityvebiT ase SeiZleba gamoiT-
qvas: – ̀ Zalian Cqaria aragvi, modis, moimRvreva Savad, moaqvs yvelaferi, 
gvis (`mogvis~) Tavis kalapotSi yovelives, magram Tqven xedavT, rom xe-
vebs arafers vnebs, ar recxavs, `ara gvis~ maT da amitom ewoda am mdi-
nares aragvi~. vfiqrobT, teqstis am adgilas, winadadebis bolos, kiTx-
vis niSnis dasma ar aris saWiro, – Cveni azriT, vaxuStis imis Tqma ki ar 
surs: naxeT, – gana marTla ar angrevs, ar recxavs, ar gvis es mdinare 
yvelaferso? aramed, piriqiT, amis sapirispiro azrs aviTarebs, – gve-
ubneba, rom, siCqaris miuxedavad, xeobas arafers erCis aragvi, `ar 
gvis~, ar recxavs `ÃevTa~ da swored amis gamo Seerqva mas aragvi.

rogorc vxedavT, vaxuSti aq marTlac siCqareze wers da cxadi 
xdeba, rom qarTul mwerlobaSi igi unda iyos pirveli, visac siCqareze, 
siswrafeze gaumaxvilebia yuradReba, amasTan, Cven imasac vxedavT, rom 
uSualod es sityva `Cqari~ (an – `swrafi~), vaxuStis Tanaxmad, ar fi-
gurirebs saxelSi – aragvi.  

axla rac Seexeba hidronimis etimologiis Sesaxeb Cvens varauds: 
upirvelesad aRvniSnavT Semdegs: Cven mxars viWerT im mkvlevarT, 

romelTac miaCniaT, rom qarTveluri masalis indoevropul enebTan 
mimarTebiT kvleva aucilebelia; Tu fonologiuri da semantikuri 
monacemebi iZleva safuZvels, rom indoevropul ZirebTan dakavSire-
biT vikvlioT etimologiis sakiTxebi, cxadia, unda gagrZeldes aseTi 
kvleva. miuxedavad imisa, qarTvelurSi Semosulad miviCnevT ama Tu im 
Zirs, Tu yovelives im Teoriis WrilSi ganvixilavT, romlis Tanaxmad, 
qarTvelurs indoevropuli ojaxis nawilad ganixilaven, es monacemebi 
Seswavlas saWiroebs. cxadia, am konkretuli sakiTxis kvlevisas ver vi-
tyviT, rom yvela hidronimi, romelTa ZirebSic ar, or, er, r bgerebi 
figurirebs, proto-indoevropulTan, Tu am ojaxis romelsame erT-
erT enasTan unda davakavSiroT, magram, Tu amJRavnebs sityvis Ziri 
proto-indoevropulTan siaxloves, Tu fonologiuri da semantiku-
ri monacemebi aSkarad iZleva indoevropulTan masalis dakavSirebis 

goCa kuWuxiZe
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safuZvels, maSin gaugebaria, ratom unda ganvacxadoT uari am mimarTe-
biT kvlevaze. amgvari qmedeba yovlad dauSvebladac migvaCnia. cxadia, 
aseve dauSvebelia indoevropuli Tu romelime sxva ojaxisa da qarT-
veluris siaxlovis xelovnuri Zieba (mag., Tu ueWvelia, rom hidronimi 
urugvai an paragvai amerikel aborigenTa ena guaranidan modis, ra Tqma 
unda, maTi da qarTuli mdinaris saxelebis msgavseba SemTxveviTobas, an 
raime sul sxva movlenas, unda mivaweroT). bunebrivia, amgvari Zieba did 
sifrTxiles moiTxovs, – ar unda moxdes ise, rom aseTma msgavsebam Sec-
domebisaken gvibiZgos da marTla modad qcevis saSiSroeba daemuqros 
am mimarTebiT kvlevas, magram Tu fonologiuri da semantikuri mo-
nacemebi qmnis indoevropul ZirebTan mimarTebiT kvlevis safuZvels, 
cxadia, unda gagrZeldes aseTi Zieba (T. gamyreliZis, v. ivanovisa da sxva-
Ta gamokvlevebi cxadyofs, rom am meTodiT kvlevaze mecnierebas ar 
uTqvams uari). Cven qvemoT vecdebiT, sakvlevi masalis mimarT winaswar 
ar CamoviyaliboT esa Tu is damokidebuleba, winaswar ar gadavixaroT 
an `msoflio  paleontologiuri  meTodebis~, an  `qarTul-qarTveluri 
masalis~ mxares, ar davapirispiroT erTmaneTTan am ori aspeqtidan 
kvleva (miT umetes, rom xSir SemTxvevaSi winaswar Znelia gansazRvra, 
romelia sakuTriv qarTul-qarTveluri genezisis sityva da romeli – 
ara) da ase veZioT leqsemis mniSvneloba. SesaZloa, qarTvelurSi pro-
to-indoevropulidan Semosuli gamodges esa Tu is sityva, Tu moxda 
ise, rom proto-indoevropuli Ziri qarTvelurSi Zalze produqtiuli 
aRmoCnda, Tu saeWvo ar  mogveCveneba, rom sityva ar aris sxva enidan 
Semosuli, es erT-erTi damatebiTi sabuTi gaxdeba im Teoriis gansam-
tkiceblad, romlis Tanaxmadac, qarTveluri indoevropuli enebis 
ojaxis erT-erT ganStoebas unda miekuTvnos.  

hidronim aragvis etimologiasTan dakavSirebiT Cveni yuradRe-
ba miiqcia proto-indoevropul enaSi (pie) cnobilma Zirma *reg-; gavec-
nobT monacemebs mis Sesaxeb:

pie *reg– Ziris mniSvnelobebia: `sveli~, `notio~, gamoTqmulia 
mosazreba, rom igi wyaroa laTinuri leqsemisa: *rigare– (`dasveleba~, 
`danamva~; – etimologiuri leqsikoni: https://www.etymonline.com/word/
rain#etymonline_v_43879); xsenebul ZirTan akavSireben aseve laTinur 
leqsemas iriigate, romelic mimarTulebis aRmniSvneli pie *en (`Si~) pre-
fiqsis darTviTaa miRebuli da romlis mniSvnelobebic aris: `morwy-
va~, `dasveleba~ (etimologiuri leqsikoni: https://www.etymonline.com/
word/irrigate?ref=etymonline_crossreference); xsenebuli Ziridan momdinared 
miCneulia leqsema: regn (`wvima~; Zv. ingl.), proto-germanikuli Ziri 
*regna-, romelic, rogorc miaCniaT, Tavis mxriv, wyaroa sityvebisa: regan 
(Zv. saqs.), rein (Zv. friz.), reghen (saS. nider.), regen (nider.), regen (ger.), 
regn (Zv. norv.), rign (goT.), romelTa saerTo mniSvnelobaa `wvima~ (eti-

https://www.etymonline.com/word/rain#etymonline_v_43879
https://www.etymonline.com/word/rain#etymonline_v_43879
https://www.etymonline.com/word/irrigate?ref=etymonline_crossreference
https://www.etymonline.com/word/irrigate?ref=etymonline_crossreference
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mologiuri leqsikoni). cnobilia fonologiurad identuri *reg– Ziri, 
romelic iseT leqsemebs ukavSirdeba, romelTa mniSvnelobebic aris: 
`swori gziT svla~, `mmarTveloba~, magram Cven amjerad im pie Zirze va-
maxvilebT yuradRebas, romlis semantikac `sisvelesTan~, `morwyvas-
Tan~ kavSirdeba. 

leqsema aragvi, rogorc semantikuri, ise fonologiuri monace-
mebiT, yvelaze ufro cxadad swored am pie *reg– ZirTan amJRavnebs siax-
loves da Cven vfiqrobT, rom ara mxolod ar, or, er, r bgerebis, aramed 
*reg– Ziris savaraudo kvali moCans am leqsemaSi.  

*reg– Ziri *en prefiqsTan erTad awarmoebs sityvebs, romlebic 
`dasvelebas~ niSnavs, laTinuri iriigate dRes mTel msoflioSia gav-
rcelebuli (cxadia, vgulisxmobT termins – irigacia), Cven arc im azrs 
gamovricxavT, rom saxel aragvis formirebaSi xsenebul *en prefiqs-
sac hqondes roli Sesrulebuli, Tumc, mxolod *reg– Zirze vamaxvilebT 
yuradRebas, radgan ufro im varaudisken vixrebiT, rom prefiqsis 
gareSe figurirebs is hidronimSi; da Tu asea, maSin axsnas saWiroebs, Tu 
saidan gaCnda am saxelSi Tavkiduri a da fonema v (a-rag-v-i), rogoria am 
leqsemis struqturuli saxe, ris garkvevasac qvemoT SevecdebiT.

qarTul enaSi dasturdeba mimReobis mawarmoebeli m-av prefiqs-
sufiqsi, maTi  saSualebiT iwarmoeba iseTi leqsemebi, rogorebicaa: 
m-loc-av-i (is, vinc vinmes an rames locavs; cxadia, sxva aris mlocveli, 
anu is, vinc saerTod loculobs da maTi gaigiveba ar aris gamarT-
lebuli), m-kiTx-av-i (is, vinc sxvas ukiTxavs locvas, locvis teqsts, 
riTac, saerTod, teqstis mkiTxvelisagan gansxvavdeba, sityva mkiTxavs 
Tanamedrove qarTulSi Secvlili aqvs semantika), m-tvirT-av-i (is, vinc 
vinmes raimeTi tvirTavs, tvirTs adebs, rac ganasxvavebs mtvirTvelis-
gan, anu – imisgan, vinc Tavad iRebs, tvirTulobs tvirTs), aseTi le-
qsemebia: m-nerg-av-i, m-Cxib-av-i da sxvadasxva (Tu arsebobda leqsema 
mCxibveli, misi mniSvneloba mCxibavisagan, albaT, aseve gansxvavebuli 
iqneboda); Cveni azriT, sityva aragvis TavSi xmovan a-sa da Semdeg Tanx-
movan v-s gaCena swored xsenebuli prefiqsiTa da sufiqsiT unda iyos 
ganpirobebuli, saxeli aragvi *reg– Zirze maTi darTvis Sedegad Cans 
miRebuli da am saxelis Tavdapirveli forma, vfiqrobT, ma-rag-v-i 
iqneboda.  

*reg– Ziriseuli xmovani e metyvelebaSi zogjer a xmovniT rom 
Secvliliyo, am movlenaSi  arabunebrivad misaCnevi araferia, kanonzo-
mier fonologiuri process savsebiT Seesabameba imgvari movlenac, 
rom av sufiqss zogierT SemTxvevaSi daekarga a xmovani; gamomdinare 
aqedan, vfiqrobT, Tavisuflad SegviZlia davuSvaT varaudi, rom marag-
vi (maregvi) iyo is erT-erTi Tavdapirveli forma, romlidanac Semdeg 
aragvi warmomdinarda da romlis mniSvneloba gaxldaT: `mrwyveli~, 
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`gamnayofierebeli~. sityva maragvSi Tavkiduri m rom ver SenarCune-
buliyo, arabunebrivi arc amaSia raime, – anlautSi Tavkiduri m-s da-
kargva qarTveluri enebisa da dialeqtebisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli cno-
bili movlenaa da enaTmecnierebaSi igi araerTgzis aris aRwerili (ix. 
Ciqobava 1938: 88; gudava 1979; bendeliani 2000: 79-80 da Semd. gv-bi da 
sxv.); pie *reg– ZirTan mimarTebiT msjelobisas ibadeba varaudi, rom 
qarTulSi, an qarTvelurSi, arsebobda zmna ragva (regva), romlidanac 
warmoiqmna mimReoba maragvi, rac mdinaris saxelad iqca da sabolood 
miviReT forma – aragvi (maragvi > aragvi), safiqrebelia, rom maragvi, 
anu wyliT gamnayofierebeli, wyliT mommaragebeli, mrwyveli mdinare 
iyo aragvi, ase yofila qarTvelTa winaprebis mier aRqmuli da am niSniT 
darqmevia mas saxeli; Cven vuSvebT varauds, rom saxeli aragvi momdi-
nareobs sityvidan – maragvi da misi mniSvneloba aris: `mrwyveli~, `gam-
nayofierebeli~, `wyliT mommaragebeli~, Cveni azriT, am leqsemaSi v 
Tanxovnis arsebobas av sufiqsi ganapirobebs da es ki verc zenduri, an 
naxur-daRestnuri, verc afxazur-abazuri da verc baskuri eniT ver aix-
sneba; Cven arameuli da laTinuri sityvebis SeerTebiT saxelis miRebis 
Sesaxebi varaudic jerjerobiT aradamajereblad gveCveneba, – saWi-
roa, SeZlebisdagvarad dazustdes da damajereblad aRiweros is bu-
nebrivi suraTi, romlidanac gamoCndeba, rom marTla aris SesaZlebeli 
sityvaTa amgvari SeerTeba, saWiroa, cocxlad davinaxoT, Tu ra piro-
bebs SeeZlo Seewyo aseTi SeerTebisaTvis xeli, rogor unda gaerTian-
ebuliyo ori enis leqsema; rac Seexeba Zvel midiur samyarosTan aragvis 
dakavSirebis mcdelobas, esec Zalze Soreul hipoTezad migvaCnia, – ar 
aris sabolood dadgenili, erTi ena hqondaT midielebs, Tu ramden-
same dialeqtze laparakobdnen, gasarkvevia, ramdenad sworad aris am 
rekonstruirebul enaSi Tavis mxriv rekonstruirebuli proto-ira-
nuli *ragvī– Ziridan a xmovani aRdgenili, migvaCnia, rom am SemTxvevaSic 
bundovani hipoTezaa warmodgenili da vfiqrobT, rom es sakiTxi Zveli 
iranulis specialistTa mxridan sagangebo Seswavlas saWiroebs, am eti-
mologiaze maT unda gamoitanon TavianTi daskvnebi, Cven, Cveni mxridan, 
gamovTqvamT mosazrebas, rom m-av prefiqs-sufiqsis kvali ikiTxeba hi-
dronimSi – aragvi da am azrs vTavazobT specialistebs gansaxilvelad. 

amrigad, Cven winaSe warmodgeba `dasvelebis~ mniSvnelobis mqone 
pie *reg– Ziridan momdinare savaraudo sityva regva (ragva), romlis 
Tavdapirveli mniSvneloba aseve `dasveleba~, `morwyva~ unda iyos. 

Tu xsenebuli sityva `morwyvas~ niSnavs, Sesabamisad, sityva 
Caragva (Caregva) unda ganimartos rogorc `wylis Casxma~, `sadme wylis 
CaSveba~.   

Cveni azriT, sruliad misaRebia varaudi, rom sityvaSi regva (rag-
va) dakarguliyo fuZiseuli xmovani e (a), araferia imaSi arabunebrivi, 
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rom amgvari fonetikuri procesi momxdariyo, rom Tavisi ganviTa-
rebis romelsame etapze sityva regvas (ragvas) forma rgva warmoeqmna 
(arabunebrivi is ufro iqneboda, ase rom ar momxdariyo), aqedan gamom-
dinare, Cven vuSvebT axal varauds, romlis Tanaxmad, erTi mxriv, regva 
(ragva) da, meore mxriv, rgva istoriis romeliRac etapze sinonimebi 
yofila da erTmaneTis paralelurad ixmareboda isini. ramdenadac 
rgva-s amJamad sxva mniSvneloba aqvs, ramdenadac dRes is `miwaSi xe-
xilis Cadebis~ mniSvnelobiT ixmareba da regva (ragva) ki, savaraudod, 
`morwyvas~ niSnavda, safiqrebeli xdeba, rom, sanam sxvadasxva mniSv-
nelobis mqone sityvebad Camoyalibdeboda, – im dros, roca sinonimebi 
iyo regva da rgva, sxva semantika hqonda maT; roca vfiqrobT, Tu ra unda 
yofiliyo morwyvisa da dargvis winare saerTo sityvis mniSvneloba da, 
roca gaviazrebT, rom morwyva niadagSi wylis CaSvebas, anu, Tu SeiZle-
ba ase iTqvas, miwaSi wylis Casxmas gulisxmobs, ibadeba mosazreba, rom 
sityva regvas (ragvas), anu igive rgvas, Tavisi istoriis erT-erT etapze 
Cadebis, CaSvebis, sadme raimes Cadgma-moTavsebis mniSvneloba miuRia, 
rom Caregva (Caragva) da Cargva, rogorc wyalSi, ise miwaSi, raimes Cade-
bas, CaSvebas niSnavda drois romeliRac monakveTSi, rom qvemoT raimes 
moTavseba yofila erT dros misi mniSvneloba.

is faqti, rom sityva rgva-s dRevandelisagan gansxvavebuli seman-
tikac hqonda, rom miwaSi xexilisa Tu sxva mcenaris Cadebas, moTavsebas 
ar niSnavda mxolod, kargad Cans prof. levan WilaSvilis mier mopove-
buli arqeologiuri masalidan, – sayovelTaod aris cnobili nekre-
sis warwera: `mb ese W/u/ri me davrge~ (WilaSvili 2004: 29) da CvenTvis 
cxadi xdeba da dokumenturad dasturdeba, rom dargva romeliRac 
periodebSi miwaSi mcenaris Cadebas ar niSnavda mxolod, vxedavT, rom 
dargva WurTan dakavSirebiTac SeiZleboda Tqmuliyo (sayuradReboa, 
rom Tanamedrove metyvelebaSi aseTi gamoTqma arsebobs: `Wuri /qvevri 
Cavagde~), aSkaraa, rom sityva dargva, Cargva mxolod mcenaresTan ar 
yofila dakavSirebuli da rom farTo mniSvnelobiT ixmareboda igi, 
moyvanili magaliTidan ufro sarwmuno xdeba mosazreba, rom qvemoT 
nebismieri sagnis moTavsebas gamoxatvda es sityva.

Tu dargva, Cargva, an misi sinonimuri Caregva, daregva, Tavisi is-
toriis erT-erT etapze sadme raimes CaSvebas, Calagebas niSnavda, cxa-
dia, im dros, Sesabamisad, cnobili iqneboda sityva amoragva da, SesaZ-
loa, amorgvac, rasac, cxadia, qvemodan raimes amoRebis, amolagebis 
mniSvneloba eqneboda (aqve vityviT, rom ar aris SeuZlebeli, qarTve-
lurSi cnobili *lag– Ziri, romelTanac dakavSirebulia qarTuli da-
lag-eb-a, megruli log-u-a / `gamofena, gaSla~ xsenebul konteqstSi 
iyos gansaxilveli; –  am Ziris Sesaxeb ix. fenrixi, sarjvelaZe 2000: 301).
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yovelive zemoTqmulTan dakavSirebiT gvinda SevexoT erT Sexe-
dulebas, romelic vaJa-fSavelas ekuTvnis da romelic Seexeba saqar-
TveloSi gavrcelebuli Tevzis saxels – oraguli. vaJa-fSavela wers: 
`oragulis saxeli aragvidan warmosdga: oraguli – araguli~, `aragvi 
aris oragulis samSoblo qveyana~ (vaJa-fSavela 1964: 343), e. i. vaJas 
mixedviT, oraguli imitom darqmevia Tevzs, rom aragvSi iWerdnen mas. 
vaJa-fSavelas sityvebidan gamomdinare, arsebobs mosazreba, romlis 
Tanaxmad, aragvis adreuli saxelwodeba iyo `oragvi~ (abaSiZe 1978: 86). 
ra SeiZleba iTqvas yovelive amis Sesaxeb?

hainc fenrixisa da zurab sarjvelaZis etimologiur leqsikon-
Si aRniSnulia, rom <<*regu– Ziridan momdinareobs qarTuli sa-
regu-av-i (`maxe~), megruli ragv-i (`maxe~), lazuri rag-i (`Citis saWeri 
maxe~)>> (fenrixi, sarjvelaZe 2000: 381); leqsema sareguav sulxan-sabas 
leq-sikonSi gvxvdeba da misi mniSvneloba iqac maxes ukavSirdeba (`s a -
r e g u a v i  ars maxe didis mÃeciT Taguamde sxua dasxua rigad Tavs 
dasacemeli~; – saba 1954: 363). zemoT iTqva, rom leqsema amoragva rome-
liRac periodSi, Cveni azriT, amoRebas, amolagebas niSnavda, yvela es 
monacemi ki isev axali varaudis gamoTqmis saSualebas iZleva, – vfiqrobT, 
SegviZlia davuSvaT mosazreba, romlis Tanaxmad, sityva oraguli miRe-
bulia mimReobidan – moraguli, Cveni azriT, wylidan amoyvanil, amoRe-
bul, `amoragul~, iqidan mopovebul, anu iq `moragul~, masSi daWeril 
Tevzs ixsnebiebdnen sityviT `moraguli~ (an – `amoraguli~), rac Sem-
deg Tevzis erT-erTi jiSis sakuTar saxelad iqca da sityvebi: ragva da 
moraguli ki daWeris mniSvnelobas daukavSirda, ramac SemdgomSi war-
moqmna saWeris, maxis mniSvnelobis mqone arsebiTi saxeli – ragvi, ro-
melic ukve ara mxolod Tevzis, aramed, saerTod, damWer sagans, maxes, 
aRniSnavda; vaxuSti batoniSvilis Tanaxmad, rogorc vnaxeT, aragvSi 
mxolod oraguli binadrobs, Tu marTalia es cnoba, Tu aragvidan mxo-
lod am erTi saxeobis Tevzis mopoveba, anu `moragva~ (`amoragva~) xde-
boda, maSin is mosazrebac SegviZlia davuSvaT, rom, SesaZloa, swored 
es mdinare gaxda Tevzis am saxeobisaTvis saxelis mimcemi, – SegviZlia 
vivaraudoT, rom aragvSi daWerili, iq `moraguli~ erTaderTi saxeobis 
Tevzi aseTi saxeliT iyo cnobili, rom ukve sakuTar saxelad ixseni-
eboda sityva moraguli (oraguli), rac Semdeg, saerTod, am jiSis Tev-
zis saxelad iqca. Zneli dasajerebelia, rom yovelTvis mxolod es Tev-
zi binadrobda masSi, magram is ki SegviZlia vifiqroT, rom odesRac am 
saxeobis TevziT yofila ganTqmuli aragvi, moraguls uwodebdnen mas-
Si mopovebul, iqidan amoyvanil Tevzs, sakuTar saxelad iyo xsenebuli 
sityva qceuli da Semdeg am saxeobis Tevzze swored misgan gavrcelda 
es saxeli. 
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maSasadame, Cven misaRebad migvaCnia Sexeduleba, romlis Tanax-
mad, aragvi da oraguli erTmaneTs ukavSirdeba da gvebadeba mosazreba, 
rom ragva (moragva) daWerasac niSnavda da rom aqedan warmoiSva sityva 
ragi (saregavi); marTalia, vaJas ar dauweria, rom oraguli moraguli-
dan modis, ar uTqvams, rom moragva mdinaridan Tevzis amoyvanas, da-
Weras niSnavda, magram mis mier aragvisa da oragulis erT konteqstSi 
moxseniebis faqti mainc sainteresoa. rac Seexeba savaraudo saxel 
oragvs, ramdenadac Cven oragulica da aragvic *reg– ZirTan dakavSire-
bul sityvebad migvaCnia, saeWvod gveCveneba azri, rom aragvs adre 
oragvi erqva.   

amrigad, Cveni azriT, pie *reg– Zirs ukavSirdeba leqsemebi: reg-
va (ragva), rgva (dargva), moragva (amoragva), ragi; zog SemTxvevaSi Tu 
rekonstruirebuli sityvebi warmodgeba Cven winaSe, sxvaSi gansxvave-
buli semantikisa da genezisisa Cndeba ukve cnobili leqsemebi. Cven 
mier savaraudod aRdgenili leqsema regva (ragva)-s Ziri, rogorc 
Cans, unda davukavSiroT qarTvelurSi cnobil, zemoxsenebul Zirs – 
regû– (romlidanac, rogorc iTqva, qarTuli sa-regu-av-i, megruli 
ragv-i, lazu-ri rag-i aris miRebuli), sityva rgva ukavSirdeba  *rg– 
Zirs, romelic awarmoebs qarTul sityvebs: – rg-v-a, ne-rg-i, megrul 
rg-u-af-a (`rgva~)-s, lazur o-rg-af-u (`dargva~)-s da sxv. (fenrixi, 
sarjvelaZe 2000: 380), vfiqrobT, SegviZlia, rom es qarTveluri Zirebi 
zemoxsenebul pie *reg– ZirTan mimarTebiT ganvixiloT da gamovTqvaT 
varaudi, rom erTmaneTs ukavSirdeba es sami da rom *reg– aris am Zire-
bis saerTo winare Ziri.

axla toponim argveTsac SevexoT. 
argveTi, rogorc cnobilia, margveTis saxeliTac ixsenieba (va-

xuSti `mrgvelobasTan~ akavSirebda am toponims: `xolo raWis sazR-
vriT ars, mTas iqiT, argveTi anu margveTi, romeli iwoda qveynis na-
yofierebisagan da mrgvelobis muSakobisaTÂs~); Semonaxulia forma 
margvic (`gagzavna margÂs erisTavad~; – qc. 1955: 24). vfiqrobT, ar aris 
SeuZlebeli, rom toponimSi Tavkiduri m-s arsebobac winamdebare we-
rilSi gamoTqmuli im mosazrebis marTebulobaze metyvelebdes, rom-
lis Tanaxmad, aragvis saxeli Tavdapirvelad iyo maragvi, – Tu hidro-
nimi da tiponimi dakavSirebulia erTmaneTTan, maSin SegviZlia davuS-
vaT mosazreba, rom toponim margveTSi swored im ma prefiqsis kvalia 
SemorCenili, romelic erT dros hidronimSi figurirebda da romelic 
dakarga am hidronimma; qarTulSi cnobilia sadaurobis aRmniSvneli 
m-el prefiqs-sufiqsi (m-egvipt-el-i, m-awyver-el-i, m-argv-el-i...), cxa-
dia, ar aris saeWvo, rom sityvebSi – `megvipteli~, `mawyvereli~ Tavki-
duri m sadaurobis aRmniSvneli prefiqsia da `egvipt~ da `awyur~ fu-
Zeebze misi da el sufiqsis darTviT aris es sityvebi  miRebuli, magram 
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darwmunebiT ver vambobT, rom toponim margvSic (margveTi) sadauro-
baze mimaniSnebeli m Tanxmovani gvaqvs SemorCenili, – ar aris gamo-
ricxuli, rom hidronim maragvSi odesRac arsebuli ma prefiqsis nakva-
levi gamodges toponim margvis (margveTis) Tavkiduri m da margveli am 
toponimze (e. i. margvze) el sufiqsis darTviT (margvi – margv-el-i), an 
margveTelis SemoklebiT miRebuli forma aRmoCndes (toponim margv-ze 
sadaurobis aRmniSvneli el sufiqsis darTvis Sedegad rom iyos warmo-
qmnili leqsema margveli, es, iqneb, didad sakamaTo arc unda iyos); Cven 
am SemTxvevaSi dasavleTi saqarTvelos konkretuli saerisTavo mar-
gveTisa da aRmosavleT saqarTveloSi mdebare konkretuli mdinaris 
saxelebis pirdapiri kavSiris Sesaxeb ar vsaubrobT, – SesaZloa, saxeli 
maragvi sxva mdinaresac hqonoda da rom iqidan miiRo dasavleTi saqar-
Tvelos am regionma toponimi; rogorc vnaxeT, iv. javaxiSvils aragvi 
wylis aRmniSvnel zogad terminad miaCnda, amdenad, Cveni azriT, Segvi-
Zlia davuSvaT varaudi, rom im romelime mdinarem misca saxeli mar-
gveTs, romelsac ase ixseniebdnen; saerTod, aragvs araerTi ganStoeba 
aqvs da ramdenime mdinares uwodebdnen am saxels, SesaZloa, dRevan-
deli aragvis auzSi mdebaris garda, sul sxva mdinarec moexseniebi-
naT ase da misi saxeli asaxuliyo jer saerisTavosa da Semdeg soflis 
saxelwodebebSi. 

es sakiTxebi vrcel msjelobas saWiroebs, Cven statiis moculo-
bis gamo sityvaSi SezRudulni varT da yovelives Zalze SekumSulad 
vwerT, amjerad sityvas Zalian aRar gavagrZelebT, magram aRvniSnavT, 
rom xsenebul sakiTxebTan dakavSirebiT SegviZlia vikvlioT iseTi 
leqsemebi, romlebic wyalTan, an, aqedan gamomdinare, soflis meur-
neobis sferosTan kavSirdeba, – iseTebi, rogorebicaa: `rRuna~ (`wyliT 
mocva~; saba 1954: 284), warRvna (wa-rRuna), margvla (sityva, romelic, 
SesaZloa, morwyvis winare periodis saqmesTan kavSirdebodes), argvani 
(megruli sityva, rac `qvevrs~ niSnavs da rac, SesaZloa, wylis Sesana-
xav sagansac aRniSnavda); leqsemebi: maragi, morekva (gamorekva), lageba 
(amolageba, rac, savaraudod, `amoragebidan~ momdinareobs), Sergeba da 
sxvadasxva; xsenebul sakiTxebze msjelobas SevamoklebT da gamokveTi-
lad davZenT, rom qarTveluri masalis proto-indoevropulSi cnobil 
*reg– ZirTan mimarTebiT kvleva, vfiqrobT, gamarTlebulia; naTqvams 
davamatebT imasac, rom ar aris gamoricxuli, xsenebul ZirTan sxva 
araerTi mdinaris saxelebic aRmoCndes dakavSirebuli (mag. arRuni, 
aragoni) da, aqedan gamomdinare, Sesabamis leqsikonebSi, SesaZloa, hid-
ronimTa mawarmoebladac unda ganixilebodes proto-indoevropuli  
*reg– Ziri. 

amrigad, Cveni azriT, hidronimi aragvi, SesaZloa, momdinareob-
des sityvidan maragvi da misi mniSvneloba ki iyos `momrwyveli~, `wyliT 
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gamnayofierebeli~; miuxedavad imisa, rom, vaxuStis TqmiT, aragvi `ars 
mdinare urgebi~, rogorc zemoTac iTqva, Cans, mainc sargod yofila igi 
miCneuli, rom sarwyavadac iyenebdnen mas da saxelic amisda mixedviT 
Serqmevia.        

axla, roca ukve warmovadgineT aragvis etimologiis Sesaxeb Cveni 
mosazreba da gavecaniT am sakiTxze arsebul samecniero literaturas, 
davubrundebiT zemoT dasmul kiTxvas, Tu saidan iRebs saTaves ale-
qsandr tviordiseuli leqsikonis ganmarteba, romlis Tanaxmad, aragvi 
qarTulidan iTargmneba rogorc «быстрая», «незапаздывающая»~: ze-
moT iTqva, rom vaxuSti batoniSvilia pirveli, vinc aragvis siswrafeze 
gaamaxvila yuradReba, vaxuStis mier siswrafesTan mdinaris dakav-
Sirebam, sityvebma – `ewoda saxeli ese am mdinares TÂsiTave, vinaTgan 
dis Cqarad~, SesaZloa, gaaCina azri, rom `swrafs~ niSnavs aragvi, ramac 
Semdeg iqneb leqsikologiur ganmartebazec moaxdina zegavlena (ru-
sul literaturaSi adridan aris cnobili vaxuStiseuli ganmarteba; 
ix. `obzor~ 1836; – iToniSvili 1989: 10), magram, ramdenadac vaxuStis 
Tavad hidronimi, Tavad es saxeli, ase ar auxsnia, saeWvoa,  amgvari gan-
martebis mTavari mizezi vaxuSti gamxdariyo; rogorc zemoT vnaxeT, 
karl fon hani vaxuStiseuli ganmartebis gadmocemis Semdeg wers, rom 
arsebobs sxva axsnac aragvisa, rom misi mniSvnelobaa `ара гвиани~, rac 
rusulad iTargmneba rogorc `не опаздывающая, быстрая~, gamomdina-
re aqedan CvenTvis ukve sruliad cxadi xdeba, rom ZiriTadad swored 
nikoloz baraTaSviliseuli sityva `aragviani~ gamxdara hidronimis 
amgvari ganmartebis safuZveli, aSkaraa, rom umTavresad swored bara-
TaSvilis sityvebs daudia safuZveli aragvis, rogorc `swrafis~, axs-
nisaTvis, rasac Semdeg samecniero literaturaSic SeuRwevia (ar aris 
SeuZlebelia, rom saqarTvelos gareT aseTi ganmartebis gavrcelebis 
mizezi, an erT-erTi mizezi, swored karl fon hanis aq warmodgenili 
winadadeba iyos); cxadad Cans is faqti, rom al. tviordis leqsikoni-
seuli axsna, romlis Tanaxmad, aragvi qarTulidan iTargmneba rogorc 
`быстрая, незапаздывающая~da romelic pirdapir imeorebs gamoTqmas 
`aragviani~, swored baraTaSvilis poemis cnobilma strofma ganapiro-
ba (am leqsikoniseuli ganmartebis safuZveli anait ferixanianis naS-
romi ar aris, – a. ferixanians ar uweria, rom aragvi qarTuli enidan 
iTargmneba rogorc `swrafi~); rogorc Cans, nikoloz baraTaSvilis 
sityvebi `aragvi aragviani~ imdenad Rrmad iyo xalxis cnobierebaSi 
gamjdari, rom xalxuri etimologiac gauCenia mas da samecniero az-
rzec mouxdenia zegavlena, rac Semdeg leqsikologiur ganmartebasac 
daedo safuZvlad (xalxuri etimologia imitom vaxseneT, rom mTiel 
mTxrobelebSi am bolo dromde yofila SemorCenili aseTi ganmarteba: 
`aragvi warmosdgeba imisgan, rom ara gvianobso, Cqara modiso, aqedan 
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daerqvao~ /ix. iToniSvili 1989: 9; vfiqrobT, am xalxuri etimologiis 
aRmocenebis mizezi swored nikoloz baraTaSvili unda iyos; cxadia, 
SegviZlia vivaraudoT, rom gamoTqma `aragvi aragviani~ baraTaSvilis 
mier araa Seqmnili da rom xalxuri sityvaTSeTanxmeba gamoiyena didma 
poetma, arc isaa SeuZlebeli, xalxuri etimologia da baraTaSvilise-
uli `aragvi aragviani~ erTmaneTisagan damoukideblad aRmocenebu-
liyo, magram is mainc udavo rCeba, rom baraTaSvilis gamoTqma ufro 
cnobili iqneboda da saqarTvelos gareT swored mis sityvebze dayr-
dnobiT gavrceldeboda es axsna; baraTaSvilis mier xalxuri sityvaT-
SeTanxmebis gamoyenebis varaudTan dakavSirebiT, Cven mainc vfiqrobT, 
rom, radgan folklorSi ar Cans amgvari gamoTqma farTod gavrcele-
buli da baraTaSvilisaTvis ki cnobili xalxuri frazeologiebiT we-
ra ar iyo damaxasiaTebeli, saeWvoa, xalxur gamoTqmas dasesxeboda igi); 
aSkaraa, rom al. tviordiseuli ganmarteba `bedi qarTlisadan~ iRebs 
saTaves da, radgan baraTaSvilis strofiT daviwyeT werili, mis dasas-
rul nawilze gadasvlisas isev am strofs davubrundebiT da nel-nela 
wmidad literaturul sferosaken warvmarTavT saubars.

marTalia, <<aragvis siswrafes, `ara gvian~ srbolas miapyro pir-
vel rigSi yuradReba>>, rogorc amas guram bedoSvili wers, magram, 
vfiqrobT, arc baraTaSvili gvaZlevs saimiso safuZvels, rom siswra-
fes davukavSiroT hidronimis etimologia.

nikoloz baraTaSvilis Tanaxmad, aragvi marTlac swrafia, `ara 
mogviane~, `ara gviani~, anu `aragviania~ igi, poeti marTlac amaxvilebs 
aragvis siswrafeze yuradRebas, magram Cven, cxadia, upirvelesi yurad-
Reba imas unda mivapyroT, rom am sityvaTSeTanxmebis dawerisas saxe-
lis ganmarteba sruliadac ar hqonia poets miznad da mdinaris saxel-
Tan dakavSirebuli saidumlos amosaxsnelad baraTaSvilis, rogorc 
erTgvari `etimologis~, damowmeba da sityvis asaxsnelad mis `aragvi-
anze~ dayrdnoba, vfiqrobT,  gamarTlebuli ar iqneba; marTalia, swrafs 
marTlac niSnavs baraTaSviliseuli `aragviani~, magram  sityvaTSeTan-
xmebis mizniT aris igi mofiqrebuli, gariTmulad naTqvami epiTetia, 
am striqonis werisas poetis mizani aliteraciuli sityvaTqmnadobaa, 
sityvis mniSvnelobis axsna saerTod ar warmoadgens mis mizans, saam-
isod arc cnobierad da arc qvecnobierad ar aris igi ganwyobili da ar 
arsebobs araviTari safuZveli, rom gariTmvis mizniT erT sityvas-
Tan Sewyobili meore sityva am ukanasknelis etimologiuri axsnisaTvis 
gamoviyenoT. es daaxloebiT imas hgavs, romelime poets rom riTmulad 
aseTi sityvebi eTqva: `aragvi ar hgavs sxva mdinareebs~ da Cven ki hid-
ronimis saxeli `armgvanebasTan~ dagvekavSirebina da migveCnia, rom, 
poetis azriT, hidronimi aragvi `armgvanebidan~ modis; nikoloz bara-
TaSvili aliteraciul sityvaTSeTanxmebas qmnis mxolod, `mogviane~, 
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`gviani~ ar ariso aragvi – amas gveubneba, aliteraciuli, bgeraSewyo-
bili sityvebiT axasiaTebs aragvs, mis saxelTan SeriTmuli  sityviT ix-
seniebs mdinares da gaumarTlebelia, mxolod amas, gariTmulad naTq-
vam sityvebs, etimologiuri Zieba davafuZnoT; ki gvagebinebs, rom neli 
da mogviane ar aris aragvi, magram es imas ar niSnavs, TiTqosY mdinaris 
saxelSi iyos asaxuli es `armogvianeoba~, aragvi hqvia mdinares da ara 
– aragviani, zedsarTavia es sityva da ara – sakuTari saxeli, an – am 
saxelze miniSneba, Tu xalxur etimologias ar miviRebT mxedvelobaSi 
(`ara gvianobso, Cqara modiso, aqedan daerqvao~), SeiZleba iTqvas, rom 
realurad arsebuli semantikuri kavSiri ar Cans am or sityvas Soris, 
rogorc vxedavT, arc poets hgonia, rom arsebobs es kavSiri da, amde-
nad, ver vityviT, TiTqos sityva aragvians SeuZlia, rom axsnas hidroni-
mis mniSvneloba; amgvari axsnis safuZvels arc baraTaSvili qmnis, arc 
vxuSti da, ramdenadac vfiqrobT, rom arc sxva axsnaa bolomde damaje-
rebeli, amitom aragvis, rogorc `swrafis~, ganmartebis marTebuloba 
saerTodac saeWvod migvaCnia, zemo dinebebSi marTlac swrafia es mdi-
nare, magram Cven gadaWriT ver vityviT, rom mis saxelSi sadme isaxeba 
es siswrafe.  

baraTaSvilisaTvis albaT ucnobi iyo saxel aragvis mniSvneloba, 
magram swrafi, aramogviane (`aragviani~) uwoda mdinares, mis saxelTan 
SeriTmuli sityva `aragviani~ Zalian didi siyvaruliT axsena da axla 
gvinda, am epiTetSi Cadebul emociaze gadavitanoT yuradReba da li-
teraturuli semiologiis sferosaken gadmovinacvloT.

sityva `aragviani~ Zalian Tbili grZnobiT aris warmoTqmuli, 
misi pirdapiri mniSvnelobaa `aramogviane~, `swrafi~, magram iseTi gan-
wyobaa Seqmnili xsenebul strofSi, SesaZloa, erTbaSad verc mixvdes 
mkiTxveli, Tu ras niSnavs igi da moeCvenos, rom, roca am sityviT efere-
ba poeti mdinares, kidev raRac sxva, – romeliRac saalerso mniSvnelo-
bac eZleva xsenebul sityvas; SesaZloa, maSinve mixvdes, rom swrafs, ar-
mogvianes niSnavs igi, magram mainc daebados imisi SegrZneba, rom raRac 
sxva azric aris am `ian~ sufiqsian sityvaSi Cadebuli, rom kidev raRac 
Zalian kargis, Zalian sayvareli Tvisebis mqonea, raRac Zalian `kar-
giania~ aragvi, Tumc, ar icis, Tu ra aris es Tviseba, `swrafis~ garda, 
kidev ras unda niSnavdes `aragviani~; alersis gamoxatvisas zogjer, 
SeiZleba, sruliad uazro sityva warmoTqvas adamianma, iseTi bgerebi 
wamoiZaxos, romelTa saSualebiTac mkafio mniSvnelobis sityvebi ar 
yalibdeba, magram zogjer swored es `uazrod~ gadmoRvrili bgerebi 
qmnian alersis ganwyobilebas; pirvelyofili (am sityvis kargi gage-
biT), civilizaciisagan jer Seucvleli adamianis mier gamoxatul 
emocias SeiZleba SevadaroT amgvari movlena, baraTaSvili erTgvari 
idumalebiT avsebs sityvas da mkiTxvels imas agrZnobinebs, rom Zalian 
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didi siyvaruliT, eniT gamouTqmeli grZnobiT aris savse Tavisi sam-
Soblos laRi mdinarisadmi (futuristebis SemoqmedebisTvisaa dama-
xasiaTebeli gaurkveveli mniSvnelobis sityvebiT emociebis gamoxatva 
da daaxloebiT msgavsi ram xdeba am SemTxvevaSic; an gavixsenoT galak-
tionis: `dovin doven dovli~, – TiTqos araviTari mniSvneloba ara aqvs 
am sityvebs, magram iseT emocias qmnian isini, Tavad bgerebi badeben iseT 
gancdas, rom TiTqos vxedavT sizmriseul vels, romelzedac landi-
viT mihqris dalalgadayrili, sizmriseuli raSi), baraTaSvilTan cxa-
dad ibadeba ganwyobileba, rom kidev raRac Seucnobels, magram Zalian 
kargs niSnavs `aragviani~, upirvelesad ki laRisa da Cqaris, Seupova-
risa da daudgromelis, sixalisisa da sicocxliT savseobis asociacias 
badebs es sityva. 

im mxatvrulma saxem, romelic baraTaSvilis strofSi aqvs SeZeni-
li aragvs, erTgvarad gaaadvila sxva poetTa Semoqmedeba, – Seupovro-
bisa da silaRis erTgvar simbolod iqca es mdinare da imaT, visac sur-
daT, rom aseTi SinaarsiT warmoedginaT aragvi, SeeZloT, aRar eweraT 
mis sicocxliT savseobasa da xalisianobaze, radgan mxolod xsenebac 
ki am saxelisa ukve badebda amgvar asociaciebs. roca am kuTxidan, 
vTqvaT, lado asaTianis `krwanisis yayaCoebs~ ganvixilavT, roca gavix-
senebT poetis SeZaxils: – `hei, Tqven, aragvelebo, gaumaZRarno omiTa~, 
davinaxavT, Tu rogor `muSaobs~, rogor `moqmedebs~ erTi poetis mier 
gansazRvruli semantikiT datvirTuli sityva sxva iseTi poetis leq-
sSi, romelic sruliad gansxvavebuli stiliT wers da yvelasagan 
gamorCeuli,  mxolod  TavisTvis  damaxasiaTebeli xmis patronia.  lado
asaTianis leqsSi sityvas – `aragvelebo~ mkafiod gasagebi mniSvnelo-
ba aqvs, – igulisxmeba mdinare aragvis piras mcxovrebi samasi meomari, 
romelmac gmiruli brZola icoda, gaugebari araferia am sityvaSi, 
magram aSkaraa, rom, sadaurobis garda, leqsSi sxva mniSvnelobac eZ-
leva xsenebul sityvas, raSic baraTaSvilsac unda miuZRodes Tavisi 
wvlili; cxadia, am konkretul aragvel meomarTa gaxseneba gmirobisa 
da ficxelobis asociacias baraTaSvilis gareSec badebs, magram Cven 
mainc vfiqrobT, rom lado asaTiani `bedi qarTlisas~ avtorisganac 
aris davalebuli maSin, roca krwanisis velze naomarTa aragvelobas 
axsenebs; Cqari mdinarea aragvi, Tumc, arc iseTi boboqaria, rom mis 
gaxsenebaze nebismier adamians mgznebarebisa da Seupovrobis gan-
wyobileba daeuflos (qvemo dinebebSi wyalmcirobis dros sakma-
od mdorec aris igi), magram, radgan Seupovrobisa da silaRis sim-
bolod ukve aris es mdinare qceuli, lado asaTianis leqsSi swored 
Seupovrobisa da ficxelobis mniSvnelobiT JRerdeba misi saxeli, – 
roca aragvel gmirebs Taviseburi mgznebarebiT SeuZaxebs, erT-erTi 
upirvelesi, rac cnobierad Tu aracnobierad axsendeba mkiTxvels, 
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baraTaSviliseuli aragvia  (mkiTxveli, SesaZloa, arc icnobdes ama Tu 
im poets da, saerTod, arc ainteresebdes poezia, magram mainc poetTa 
mier damkvidrebuli mniSvnelobebiT aRiqvams sityvebs da sagnebs), 
baraTaSvilTan xalisianobisa da daudgromlobis erTgvar simbolod 
warmodga aragvi da asaTianTan ki  TiTqos brZolis yiJina moismao, 
sificxe da laRad brZolis cecxlis ali agizgizdao TiTqos mis leqsSi, 
gegoneba, saflavebidan unda wamodgnen gmirebi male da ficxel omSi 
gadaeSvano (es poetebi, cxadia, sruliad gansxvavebuli stiliT weren 
da, ra Tqma unda, aq erTi poetis mier meoris Tavis zegavlenaSi moqceva, 
mxatvrul-stilisturi damsgavseba srulebiT ar igulixsmeba, Cven 
aq mxolod imis Sesaxeb vsaubrobT, rom aragvisaTvis mier boZebuli 
mxatvruli saxe isaxeba asaTianis am leqsSi, rasac literaturul 
zegavlenasTan araferi aqvs saerTo, Tumc, imas ki vfiqrobT, rom lado 
asaTiani mimarTvis formiT, SesaZloa, exmianeba Tavis did Tanamokalmes, 
rac maSin xdeba, roca baraTaSvilis msgavsad SorisdebuliT SeuZaxebs 
aragvis piras gazrdil gmirebs – `hoi, adgilno, aragvis pirno~; `hei, 
Tqven aragvelebo~); `aragveleboo~ mimarTavs ase, radgan icis, rom 
silaRis, daudgromlobis, Seupovrobis erTgvar simbolod ukve 
aris aragvi qceuli, aseTi emociiT aRiqvams mas mkiTxveli da lado 
asaTians aRar sWirdeba, rom yuradReba gansakuTrebulad gaamaxvi-
los mdinaris daudgromlobaze, raTa amgvari simboluri mniSvnelo-
ba SesZinos mas; `hei, Tqven, arRuneleboo~, – ase rom miemarTa poets 
romelime mebrZolTaTvis, amgvar emocias ver Seqmnida (miuxedavad 
imisa, rom dinebis zemo nawilebSi arRunic aragviviT swrafia) da es 
– imitom, rom imxanad, lado asaTianis dros, aragvs hqonda SeZenili 
SeupovrobasTan asocirebuli da saqveynod cnobili `statusi~ da, 
ramdenadac viciT, arRuns, yovel SemTxvevaSi, ase cnobili – ara (Tumc, 
lado asaTianis xelSi arRunic SeiZenda amgvar `statuss~, radgan uk-
ve sxva sityvebs ixmarda da Taviseburi ostatobiT warmogvidgenda 
arRunis daudgromelsa da sicocxliT savse  bunebas); poets ramdenime 
cocxali sityviT, Tu SeiZleba ase iTqvas, kargad moqneuli fraziT, 
SeuZlia, gansakuTrebuli datvirTva mianiWos ama Tu im sityvas, aseTi 
datvirTva miiRo, magaliTad, sityva ̀ algeTma~ mas Semdeg, rac xalxurma 
moleqsem es striqoni warmoTqva: – `kidevac daizrdebian algeTs 
lekvebi mglisani~... aragvis SemTxvevaSi, aragvs ukve SeZenili hqonda 
is saxe, romelmac lado asaTians saSualeba misca, rom am leqsis meoxe-
biT brZolisaken momwodebeli SeZaxili gaegonebina qarTvelTaTvis; 
erT-erTi upirvelesTagani, vinc aragvis am mniSvnelobiT damkvidrebas 
Seuwyo xeli, nikoloz baraTaSvilia. 

rogorc vxedavT, Cven aq vaxseneT sityva `erT-erTi~ da axla xaz-
gasmiT aRvniSavT, rom baraTaSvili erTaderTi ar aris, vinc aragvis 
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aseTi mxatvruli saxis Seqmnas daudo safuZveli, – amaSi sxvebsac aqvT 
wvlili Setanili; Cven ar gamovricxavT vaxuSti batoniSvilis SesaZlo 
wvlils (gavixsenoT misi eqspresiuli da aliteraciuli winadadebebi 
aragvze), am kuTxiT Sesaswavlia gr. orbelianis, a. wereTlis, al. yazbe-
gis da sxvaTa nawarmoebebi, romlebSic aragvi an damoukideblad iqneba 
Tavisi mxatvruli saxiT aRmocenebuli, an sxvaTa Tu sxvebze zegavlenis 
kvali gamoCndeba zogierT SemTxvevaSi, baraTaSvilis garda, sxva po-
etebzec iqneba am kuTxiT sasaubro, magram Cven qvemoT gansakuTrebul 
yuradRebas gavamaxvilebT vaJa-fSavelas leqsze – `aragvs~, romelic 
baraTaSvilis mier Seqmnili `mza~ mxatvruli saxisgan ar Cans davale-
buli, romelic TviTon unda iyos sicocxlisa da mgznebarebis ganma-
saxierebel, mxatvrul saxed dabadebuli, vaJa Zalian didi siyvaruliT 
mimarTavs aragvs, vxedavT, rom masTanac gamacocxlebel, sicocxlis 
momgvrel xalisze, `zvirTTa laR Cqeranzea~ yuradReba gadatanili, 
sicocxlisa da mgznebarebis gansaxierebad baraTaSvilisa da sxvaTa 
gareSec aRiqmeba vaJasTan aragvi da,  amdenad, vaJac unda moviazroT 
im erT-erT Semoqmedad, romelmac aRmoacena is mxatvruli saxe, rac, 
Cans, sakmaod nayofierad aitaca Semdgomi drois qarTulma mwerlobam.

radgan statiis am nawilSi ukve literaturuli komparativisti-
kis sferoSi SemovabijeT, sanam vaJas leqss SevexebodeT, aRvniSnavT 
imasac, rom mogviano periodis SemoqmedTa Soris, lado asaTianis gar-
da, sxvaTa Sesaxebac SeiZleba saubari, aragvi albaT sxva araerT Sem-
TxvevaSic aseT sicocxliT savse,  mRelvare, xmaurian mdinared iqneba 
warmoCenili, risi erT-erTi mTavari ganmapirobebeli, SesaZloa, aseve 
baraTaSvili aRmoCndes, magram Cven Zalian arc amjerad gavagrZelebT 
sityvas, mokled ki mxolod ramdensame leqsze gavamaxvilebT yurad-
Rebas da vityviT, rom baraTaSvilis `aragvianTan~  dakavSirebiT sain-
tereso iqneba, vTqvaT, iseTi leqsis ganxilva, rogoric aris `ananur-
Tan~ (tician tabiZe), romelSic poeti am sityvebiT mimarTavs Tamunia 
wereTels: `Savi aragvi TeTr aragvs erTvis, / Cveni gaTiSva ki yvelas 
surda~; – aqac temperamentis erTgvar simbolod warmodgeba aragvis 
orive ganStoeba: `Savi aragvi~ Tu boboqari da LamRvreuli sulis sim-
boluri gamoxatulebaa, `TeTri aragvi~ nazsa da qalur, erTi mxriv, 
daucxromeli temperamentis, meore mxriv ki, sinazisa da sinatifis 
erTad damtev, maT gamaerTianebel bunebas gulisxmobs da sicocxliT 
savseobas ganasaxierebs am leqsSi aragvi, Tavis yvela dinebaSi romc ar 
Cqefdes da xmaurobdes mTeli ZaliT, romc ar quxdes es mdinare yvel-
gan, radgan ukve miniWebuli aqvs aseTi `statusi~, am sityvis xmareba 
araerT poets uadvilebs saTqmelis gamoTqmas da Tavisuflad SeiZle-
ba am saxiT mdinaris warmodgena (SesaZloa, xsenebul konteqstSi iyos 
gansaxilveli galaktionis – `Tan mimyoli Crdilebi, auxsneli qaragmi, /  
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sadac mwvane velia da mquxare aragvi~, – ̀ mwvane velisa~ da ̀ mquxare arag-
vis~ erTad xseneba uneburad gvaxsenebs baraTaSviliseul gamoTqmebs: 
`aragvi aragviani~ da `hoi, napirno, aragvis pirno~); aq gavisxenebT, rom 
murman lebaniZesTan gvxvdeba baraTaSviliseuli gamoTqma: `sad ucxo 
Walaki ari, / da sad viwroSi bRavis / aragvi – aragviani, / iq unda krefde 
yvavils!~, `Sen am qalaqSi ra ginda, /patara Tamunia!~ da axla, roca vaJa-
fSavelas zemoxsenebul leqsze gadagvaqvs ZiriTadi aqcenti, gavime-
orebT, rom Zalian didi siyvaruliT mimarTavs poeti aragvs (`dawuxe-
bulma, aragvo, / ro gnaxe, gavixareo, / sruliad gamovicvale, / welSiac 
avixareo, / ra lamazia, wyeulo, / SenT zvirTTa laRni Cqerani, / gaaf-
Trebulsa talRasa / kldes rom wauvlen Tqerani!~) da Cven naTlad vxe-
davT, rom vaJasTanac sicocxlisa da daudgromlobis gansaxierebadaa 
aragvi warmodgenili; Zalian sainteresoa, rom am leqsze dakvirvebisas 
Cvens winaSe iseTi suraTi iSleba, romlidanac ilia WavWavaZis zogi-
erT nawarmoebTan vaJa-fSavelas mimarTeba moCans kargad (ilias Terg-
Tan da myinvarTan mimarTebiTaa saintereso vaJas es leqsi da esec aris 
ZiriTadi mizezi, gamorCeul yuradRebas rom vamaxvilebT masze); roca 
vkiTxulobT poetis am sityvebs: `Sen Tvals garideb maSina, / mTebiske 
mwadis cqerani, / undomlad mamindebian, / bedkruls bedkrulni mRera-
ni~, Cveni fiqri uneburad iliaseuli mgznebare Tergisa (`baironi~) da 
mSvidi da maRali myinvarisaken (`goeTe~) miemarTeba da erTbaSad ibade-
ba STabeWdileba, rom uecrad goeTeseburi simSvide monatrebia vaJas, 
rom baironiseburi gznebisagan ganridebis survili moZalebia wuTiT, 
radgan icis, rom xSirad fizikurad damRupvelia es `wyeuli~ gzneba, 
TiTqos undao, rom `mTas iyos~, `mwvervalze idges~, iqidan gadmoxedos 
wuTisofels, `RmerTs elaparakos~ da ase daisvenos sulierad; vaJaseu-
li aragvi marTlac ganasaxierebs gznebas da Relvas, brZolas da mous-
venrobas da zogjer marTlac damRupvelia es gzneba, magram, roca yu-
radRebiT mivadevnebT Tvals mis leqsebs, roca `mTaSi avyvebiT poets~, 
vnaxavT, rom, ki ar isvenebs, aramed iqac qveynierebaze fiqrobs da wuxs 
igi, rom am qveyanaze sadardebeli arc iq Sordeba, roca davinaxavT,  rom 
qveynierebis siyvaruliT aris savse vaJaseuli mTa, cxadi gaxdeba, rom 
am qveynisagan ganrideba da misi daviwyeba ki ara, misTvis iseTi zrunva 
da garja swadia poets, rac sulier simaRlesa da RmerTTan siaxloves 
saWiroebs; icis poetma, rom am simaRlisa da siaxlovis gareSe verafers 
argebs qveyanas, radgan, misi rwmeniT, amqveyniur brZolas da gznebas 
swored zeciuri simaRle unda asazrdoebdes da, miuxedavad imisa, rom, 
SesaZloa, gaawamos da daRupos kidec am `wyeulma~ gznebam, mainc uyvars 
igi (vfiqrobT, leqsSi swored am ganwyobilebis gamo eZleva saalerso 
mniSvneloba sityvas – `wyeuli~), mainc ar Sordeba am, iliaseburad Tu 
vityviT, `tanjviT, wvalebiT, brZoliTa da vai-vaglaxiT~ savse cxovre-
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bas, mTaSi yofnis dros RvTaebrivi da maRali sulierebiT da siyvaru-
liT savse gadahyurebs igi Tvalwin gadaSlil qveynierebas da RmerT-
Tanac albaT mis xsnaze laparakobs; aseTi siyvarulis gamoa, rom leqsSi 
`aragvs~ am mdinareze Seyvarebul vaJebs emsgavsebian da aragvisaken mo-
iweven kldeebi, amis gamoa, rom leqsSi `mTas viyav~ vxedavT, Tu rogor 
eSveba qveynisaken RmerTTan axlos namyofi vaJa, sinais mTidan momaval 
moses rom mimgvanebula, eSveba, radgan ar SeuZlia, rom marto datovos 
wuTisofelSi CarCenili adamianebi, araamqveyniur simaRleTagan rom 
gadmomzeroda cota xnis winaT, ubrundeba  am qveyanas da icis albaT, 
rom RvTaebrivi simaRle miscems wuTisoflad mcxovrebTaTvis brZo-
lis Zalas, ar gaurbis am brZolas wuTisoflisken momavali vaJa, modis 
aqeTken da am dros mkiTxvelis gansakuTrebuli yuradReba im faqtma 
unda miiqcios, rom  wuTisoflis morevSi, amaoebaSi garkveulwilad 
garevis SiSi aqvs moZalebuli poets, swored amaze wers igi gacxadeb-
ulad, – icis, rom, radgan TviTonac adamiania, mTidan daSvebis Semdeg 
wuTisoflur warmavalobas mTlianad mainc ver daaRwevs Tavs, rom ma-
sac mouwevs amao faseulobebTan miaxloeba da es ki sulier tkivils 
ayenebs; magram CvenTvis udavoa, rom sulier simaRles SeinarCunebs 
aseTi adamiani da wuTisofeli ver gaanadgurebs mas, radgan imgvari 
cecxliT imuxteba igi sulieri amaRlebisa da RmerTTan axlos yofnis 
wuTebSi, rom, ubralod, SeuZlebelia am maRalsulierebis ganadgure-
ba; vaJasTan daxatuli simaRle, miseuli mTa, Zireulad gansxvavdeba 
miuwvdomeli da xalxisagan Sors myofi `myinvarisagan~, ilias rom aqvs 
aRwerili, vaJa TiTqos Tavisdauneburad ganmartavs, Tu ras niSnavs 
is simaRle, romelzedac iseTi adamianebi dganan, rogorebic TviTon, 
ilia da maTi msgavsni arian, – Cven vxedavT vaJaseuli mTebis erT-erT 
umTavres niSans, vxedavT, rom qveynisTvis imgvari fiqria es niSani, 
rogormac, SesaZloa, `tanjvis fialadac~ aqcios aseTi saxis maRalsu-
lieri adamiani, da vxedavT imasac, rom daudgromlobisa da mousvenro-
bis, moZraobis gansaxierebad warmodgeba vaJasTan aragvi, rac iliase-
ul `Tergsac~ exmianeba da baraTaSviliseul `aragviansac~ da, radgan 
Cveni werilis ukve Semajamebeli nawilisaken wargvemarTa saubris gezi, 
davubrundebiT zemoTqmuls da gavimeorebT, rom baraTaSvili marto 
ar aris da qarTul poeziaSi aragvis mxatvruli saxis damkvidrebas, 
iqneb, sxvebTan erTad, vaJa-fSavelac uwyobs xels da bolos ki aqcents 
isev mTlianad baraTaSvilisken mivmarTavT da erTxelac aRvniSnavT, 
rom ZiriTadad swored nikoloz baraTaSvili unda iyos is umTavresi 
adamiani, romelmac ara marto poeziis ganviTarebas Seuwyo xeli, ar-
amed samecniero azris CamoyalibebaSic Seasrula Tavisi roli, – es ST-
ambeWdavi sityvaTSeTanxmeba – `aragvi aragviani~ ise Rrmadaa gamjdari 
mravalTa mexsierebaSi, ise mtkicedaa masSi CabeWdili, rom samecniero 
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azris Camoyalibebazec ki mouxdenia mas zegavlena (xsenebuli cnobili 
leqsikonis garda, aragvi sxva cnobarebSic aris ganmartebuli rogorc 
`swrafi~, rac umeteswilad baraTaSvilis mizeziT Cans ganpirobebu-
li), magram, rogorc vnaxeT, swored samecniero monacemebi cxadyofs, 
rom am hidronimis etimologias siswrafesTan araferi unda hqondes 
saerTo, – poets, rogorc iTqva, sityvis axsnis survili ara hqonia da 
mdinaris saxelis genezisi, vfiqrobT, sul sxva safuZvlebs emyareba, 
baraTaSviliseuli `aragvi aragviani~ – es aris sityvis ostatis mier 
mofiqrebuli moxerxebuli sityvaTSeTanxmeba, kargi aliteracia, cxa-
dad Cans, rom Zalian didi siyvarulis damtevia es ori sityva da swored 
poeturi ostatoba unda iyos mizezi imisa, rom ara marto poetTa naR-
vawSi aisaxa, aramed zogierT SemTxvevaSi mecnierebasac daetyo am sity-
vebis kvali.

werilis bolos daskvnis saxiT gamovkveTT zemoT gamoTqmul 
ramdensame mosazrebas:

1. hidronimi `aragvi~, Cveni azriT, miRebulia proto-indoevro-
pul enaSi cnobili *reg– Ziridan; leqsemaSi gamoiyofa ma-av prefiqs-
sufiqsi, hidronimis mniSvnelobaa: `gamnayofierebeli~, `momrwyveli~; 

2. hidronim `aragvis~ is leqsikoniseuli ganmarteba, romlis Ta-
naxmad, aragvi qarTulad niSnavs `swrafs~,  efuZneba nikoloz baraTaS-
vilis sityvas – `aragviani~, rac mxolod epiTetia, wina sityvasTan 
gariTmvis mizniT mofiqrebuli erTgvari neologizmia da hidronimis 
mniSvnelobis asaxsnelad igi ar gamodgeba; 

3. nikoloz baraTaSvilma Seqmna aragvis mxatvruli saxe, rome-
lic, rogorc Cans, araerTi qarTveli poetis SemoqmedebaSi aisaxa.
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Gocha Kuchukhidze
(Georgia)

Semiotics for the “Aragvi” and “Aragviani”
(Linguistic and Semiologic Studies)

Summary

 Key words: poetics of Baratashvili, etymology of Aragvi.

According to one of the well-known toponymic dictionaries (in: A.Tverdiy, Top-
onymic Dictionary of the Northern Caucasus, I; Krasnodar, 2006; / in Russian), the name 
of the river Aragvi is determined as “”fast”, “undelayed” (“быстрая, незапаздывающая”). 
The paper suggests that in this case the etymology of the word is based on one stanza 
of NikolozBaratashvili’s poem “The Fate of Kartli” in which this river is mentioned as 
“aragviani”(“undelayed”).      

It is suggested here that the word “aragviani” used by Baratashvili has nothing to 
do with the genesis of hydronym.In the poem this word is an ordinary epithet that allit-
eratively linked to the river name. The poet had no desire to explain the name of the river 
and relying on his word the research into the genesis of hydronym is unjustified. It seems 
that this interpretation of the aforementioned dictionary stems from the information of 
the researcher, who incorrectly explained the meaning of hydronym with the reference to 
Baratashvili.    

It is stated that NikolozBaratashvili created an artistic image of the Aragvi River 
(in his poem the Aragvi is shown as symbolic personification of fast moving, vigorous), 
which was later reflected in the works of many Georgian poets. In the context of Baratash-
vili’s poem there are also considered the poems of LadoAsatiani, TitsianTabidze, Galak-
tionTabidze.

The paper also deals with other issues, for example, special attention is paid to 
the question as to how the Aragvi is reflected in VazhaPshavela’spoem “To the Aragvi” 
(`aragvs~). The poet addresses the river with great love, says that he is seduced by its 
turbulence, foamy waves, and then when beholding the Aragvi, he feels an urge to take 

https://web.archive.org/web/20101006070555/http://kubangori.narod.ru/Slovartopo.html
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his eyes off it and direct his gaze towards the mountains and at this time he calls the 
Aragvi as “damned”(`wyeuli~). In this paper we also consider the “Letters of a  Trav-
eler” by Ilia Chavchavadze in which the turbulent river (in this case the Tergi /Terekriv-
er) and the mountain (Mqinvari/Mount Kazbek) are opposed to each other and based 
on this, we consider VazhaPshavela’s poem in the context of Chavchavadze’s novel. Ilia 
Chavchavadze writes that the Tergi reminds him Byron, and the Mqinvari – Goethe.In 
Chavchavadze’simigation the Tergi is a symbol of motion, the fight of Georgian people for 
freedom and the Mqinvari is an embodiment of the peace and quietness that is attained as 
a result of avoiding such fight and standing apart from the people. Ilia Chavchavadze does 
not like such quietness and says that he prefers the “Tergi”, i.e., the fight for people. Close 
scrutinyof Vazha-Pshavela’s poem gives the impression that the quietness of the mountain 
and the turbulence of the river are also contrasted with each other. At first glance, it looks 
like Vazha runs away from the turbulence, fight and strives for peace and quietness, but 
in the second part of the poem it becomes clear that this is not the case, on the contrary, 
he agrees with Chavchavadze - the poet draws such a mountain, the ridges of which re-
semble young men who are in love with the Aragvi and move closer to the river. In another 
poem called “I Have Been to the Mountain”VazhaPshavela appears as a highly spiritu-
ally person - this time, as he himself puts it, he talks with God, and we see that the poet 
concerns about his people and country and is ready to sacrifice his life for the sake of the  
motherland. The poem “To the Aragvi” expresses the feeling which confirms that it is not 
easy for a poet to sacrifice life, and, apparently, that is why he mentionsAragvi with the 
word “damned”, but this word is pronounced not with hate but with love, and during the 
analysis of the poem it becomes clear that like IlyaChavchavadze, VazhaPshavela is ready 
for self-sacrifice for the sake of the motherland.

When considering the above-mentioned issues, we also deal with the famous 
Georgian geographer and historian VakhushtiBagrationi. It is stated that he is not only a 
great scholar, but also an author gifted with great literary talent. It is clearly seen when 
Vakhushti describes the Aragvi, his sentences are very expressive; he often uses allitera-
tion and chooses such words for the Aragvithat rhyme with the name of the river. It can be 
said that the Aragvi is a kind of poetic inspiration for VakhushtiBagrationi.

The paper also studies the issues related to the text of Vakhushti’s work “Geogra-
phy of Georgia”, corrections are made in the text translated into modern Georgian.

In addition to literary and textual, linguistic issues have been also considered in 
the paper. 

The paper deals with the issues related to the etymology of the Aragvihydronym, 
the views of various scholars are discussed and an assumption is put forward that the name 
of the river is derived from the root *reg- (“moist”, “wet”) known in proto-Indo-European 
language  and this word must be formed by adding Georgian ma-av(“ma-av”) prefix and 
suffix. From this viewpoint, the original name of the AragviRiver was “ma-rag-v-i” 
(“Ma-rag-v-i”), which means “irrigator”, “fertilizer”.

The paper suggests that otherhydronymes(Aragon, Argun / Caucasus...)could be 
also related to the mentioned root *reg-...
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Культурная значимость провинции, еще осознанная весьма приблизительно, 
начинает все-таки достаточно выпукло кристаллизоваться в гуманитарной облас-
ти как социокультурный феномен (Імператив…2004). Следует учитывать, что 
любая из империй имеет свою неповторимую, всегда впечатляющую «культур-
ную композицию», зависящую от исторического времени, географии и контекста, 
со своим, немыслимым без провинции как таковой, несомненно сложным и 
особым «культурным ландшафтом» (парадигма М. Хайдеггера, популяризованная 
географом Ю.  Ведениным1). Разнородность имперских конфигураций доказана 
наличием многочисленных исторических примеров – от шумерской цивилизации до 
5-тысячелетнего Китая с его исторически неизменной традицией, некогда собранного 
из разрозненных провинций в империю династиями Цинь и Хань, с выдающимися 
культурными и научными взлетами. Или империя Александра Македонского, 
которая на базе полисной системы начиналась с поглощения ослабленной 
нестроениями империи Персов. Или так называемая Священная Римская империя, 
Византия, Османская, Британская, Австро-Венгерская или Российская империи, 
а также многочисленные и разнородные (относительно принципов управления 
захваченными ойкуменами) так называемые кочевые империи, например, Мон-
гольская, Тюркская или империя Гуннов во главе с Аттилой, споры о которых всег-
да будут зоной наиболее пламенной полемики между историками.

Такие великие европейские колониальные государства нового времени, 
как Испания, Англия, Франция, покорив ойкумены других континентов, стали 
тем новым типом империй, в композицию которых включаются территориально 
отдаленные колонии, подчиненные метрополиям. В новейшие времена – любая 
из европейско-азиатских империй, недавний СССР, или всемогущие США – все 
эти формы имперского устроения также характеризуются своей неоспоримой 
идентичностью и специфическими отношениями между центром и имперскими 
окраинами. Отдельные исследования сегодня пытаются воспроизвести феномен 
провинции в различных проекциях – например, воспроизвести «социокультурный 
портрет провинции» в контексте конкретных, знаковых направлений (см.: Сайко 
2004). Провинцию невозможно обозначить как принципиальную однородность. 
Н.  Инюшкин справедливо акцентирует наличие многочисленных научных мифов 
вокруг этой парадигмы, выделяет понятие «универсум провинции», предлагая 
диалектический подход – как поиск «объективных и субъективных факторов» в ее 

1 См.: (Веденин 1990; Культурный ландшафт…2004).
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описании, включая «менталитет, свойственный ее обитателям» (Инюшкин 2004: 
41).

В целом, определение провинции не вполне отчетливое, несмотря на то, 
что эта лексема является вполне обыденной. В своем полемическом анализе 
идей Кембриджской школы «истории понятий» (с 70-х гг. ХХ в. деятельность 
Дж. Покока и его последователей Дж. Данна и К. Скиннера) М. Бивар справедливо 
отмечал, что все взвешенные рассуждения по поводу отдельных понятий в 
настоящий перспективе исторического дискурса предстают, скорее, определен-
ной «эвристической максимой», возникающей преимущественно из «контекста 
релевантных традиций и дилемм» (Бивар 2010: 151-152). В данном случае, наша 
проблема возникает как специфическая относительно понятийного статуса про-
винции как непременного компонента имперской парадигмы, и ее не следует 
совмещать с понятием колониальных земель, имеющих на первом этапе колониза-
ции свой особый статус (этот вопрос справедливо заслуживает отдельного внима-
ния и имеет собственные коннотации). 

Провинция интерпретируется в парадигме так называемого имперского 
социума, который предполагает центр как руководящий критерий всех творческих 
программ, где провинция предстает в статусе обязательной составляющей в 
формуле целостной имперской композиции. Феномен империи, отсюда, включает 
в себя провинцию как выразительную константу. Таким образом, империю 
следует интерпретировать как неизменно функционирующую, «рабочую модель» 
определенной конфигурации на базе двух устойчивых компонентов – центра и 
периферии. 

Парадигма имперской модели провиденциально повторяет контур моно-
теистической модели мироздания с различными связями между центром и самыми 
отдаленными окраинами. Таким образом, провинция (лат. provincia – область) 
находится в синкретическом единстве с центром, что и определяет ее безусловную 
значимость и онтологический статус. Ошибочным будет считать провинцию 
маргинальной формой имперского социума, поскольку без надежных провинций 
империя теряет свою жизнеспособность. Отсюда, интеллектуальный суверенитет 
провинции также не стоит интерпретировать как некий парадокс. 

Для понимания суммарной парадигмы «провинциализм / провинциальность / 
провинция» точкой отсчета является позиция самого наблюдателя, которая и 
определит все возможные ракурсы (центростремительные / центробежные). Для 
провинциала в слове «провинция» уже содержится некая эмоция, некая ущем-
ляемость, что как будто требует сопротивления, иными словами – существует 
латентная почва для преодоления противоречий альтернативы. Таким образом, 
именно здесь кроется аргумент, позволяющий увидеть черту между тем, что 
является центром, и провинциальностью. 

Любая модель имперской идеи предстает в утопическом формате, т.к. со-
держит в себе «важнейший признак утопии – глобальный масштаб изображаемого и 
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социальный анализ» (Ковтун 1999: 76). В аспекте понятия «культурный ландшафт» 
невозможно категорически обозначить центр как четкое энергетическое ядро, 
поскольку в одном случае это будет речная дельта в пустыне (Египет), море (Римская 
империя), гора (Мцхета), равнина и т. д., а, кроме того, центр в исторически опас-
ные периоды может даже быть географически «плавающим». Исходя из семанти-
ки, «центр» является теоретической меткой отсчета, нулевой точкой – с достаточно 
изменчивым контекстуальным радиусом. В метафизическом смысле таковую, в 
первую очередь, определяет четко обозначенная идея (религиозная, этническая, 
социальная, политическая и т. д.), т. е. ее возникновение и распространение свя-
зано с определенным географическим антропогенным «урочищем» (по формуле 
В.  Топорова – см.: Топоров 1991). Именно урочище ведет наиболее активную 
борьбу за единство на почве такой идеи, пусть, как отмечается, и с весьма 
переменной активностью (Севастьянова 2000: 26-27). В этом плане провинция не 
может заменить собою центр, поскольку она не порождает никакой первоначальной 
согласованности, никогда не становится импульсом борьбы – иначе она перестает 
быть собственно провинцией, а становится чем-то себе противоположным, «новым 
началом» – если позволительна такая тавтология.

Любая империя до определенного времени предстает гармоническим рав-
новесием между центром и несколькими (или и больше) провинциями, то есть 
имеет свой исторический период спокойствия, что позволяет даже в исключитель-
но сложных условиях с успехом привлекать к преодолению кризисов человеческий 
ресурс из самых отдаленных провинций (это доказывают новейшие исследования 
по военно-исторической антропологии, которые проблемно сужают вектор вза-
имодействия человека и общества к исследованию экстремальных условий во 
время вооруженных конфликтов – Цеглеев 2008: 367-368). Однако, именно мен-
талитет провинции может оказаться зерном абсолютно иной целостности, и эта не 
безопасная для империи предопределеность рано или поздно обнаруживает свое 
противостояние центру.

В частности, значение возможностей провинции в культурологическом пла-
не заключается именно в ее периферийности, сформированной исключительным 
местом, его укладом и людьми, качественно иным, фактически замкнутым ком-
муникативным пространством. Как правило, именно провинция поставляет цен-
тру новые формы, которые центр затем приватизирует как свои собственные. 
Любая из провинций, которые вместе и составляют конкретный «образ» империи, 
первоначально характерным образом усваивает новую модель, насаждаемую на ее 
предварительный уклад имперским центром, благодаря чему формируется уже 
иная специфика, фактически в очередной раз порождая феноменальный провин-
циальный менталитет – как мы это видим, в частности, на примере входившей в 
состав различных империй или государств Буковины, культура которой оставила 
свой след в австрийской, еврейской, румынской, русской и украинской литерату-
рах. Все рецепторы имперского сознания более чутко работают именно тут, на 
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пограничье с «другим миром», с которым соседствует провинция и, соответствен-
но, «чувствует» его отчетливей. 

Парадокс в том, что такое положение провинции, ее изначальная вторич-
ность по отношению к центру оказывается наиболее существенным и ценным 
в ее онтологическом предназначении. Исторический опыт свидетельствует, что 
стабильность провинциального уклада до определенного времени поддерживает 
иллюзию имперской устойчивости. Именно в такие периоды в провинциальном 
мире по инициативе столиц зарождаются соответствующие и разнообразные 
просветительские очаги, некоторые из них сохраняют жизнеспособность на про-
тяжении столетий, успешно приспосабливаясь к новым условиям или даже их 
игнорируя, превращая маленькие города в значимые научные центры. Кроме из-
вестной, но во времена латинского Рима уже бытовавшей на маргинесах Афинской 
школы, существовали, к примеру, такие, как Антиохийская, среди учеников которой 
были знаменитые богословы Василий Великий, Григорий Нисский и Иоанн Зла-
тоуст. Т. Перфилова квалифицирует специфику таких восточных культурных цен-
тров как «византийский национализм». «Заметим, – пишет исследовательница, – что 
в Антиохии уже в первой половине ІV столетия, задолго до распада территориаль-
ной целостности Рима (что произойдет в 395 г.), не изучались ни римские писате-
ли и поэты, ни латынь» (Перфилова 2004:9). Однако, в средние века, уже в начале 
следующего тысячелетия, старейшие европейские университеты не одно столетие 
пользовались в основном латынью как языком преподавания далеко за пределами 
Рима. Кроме первого из пяти, основанных в ХІ-ХІV ст. итальянских университетов, 
– Болонского (1088), связанного с именами Данте, Петрарки, Пико Делла Миран-
долы, Николая Коперника и других, назовем также английские Оксфорд (1117) и 
Кембридж (1209), французскую Сорбонну (1215), испанскую Саламанку (1218), 
польский Ягеллонский (1364) и немецкий Гейдельбергский (1386) университеты, 
которые придерживались именно латинской традиции. Провинциальный «акцент» 
в истории университетов типичен, хотя практически не исследован. Безусловно, 
независимо от географического местоположения, университетский уклад сле-
дует относить к городской субкультуре. Факты свидетельствуют о том, что при 
благоприятных условиях определенного культурного периода именно провинция 
оказывалась и оказывается наилучшим источником студенческого контингента, 
благотворной средой для развития научной деятельности. 

На пике империи постепенно становится привычной компрометация про-
винциального уклада, наблюдается стойкое неуважение и непонимание ее статуса, 
игнорирование ее способности быть автономным и качественным культурным 
«центром» в системе целостной имперской композиции, происходит стагнация 
провинциального мира как специфического продукта имперской идеологии. Именно 
это приводит потенциальные силы населения в движение по направлению к центру, 
и этот центростремительный синдром является весьма угрожающим симптомом. 
Все лучшее, вызревавшее в специфической однородности провинции, стремится в 
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центр, на ходу меняя формы коммуникации, приоритеты, амбиции, даже речь, что 
ослабляет и размывает рубежи, но на какое-то время укрепляет именно центр как 
определенное «соборное» интеллектуальное ядро. Если кризисы или экстремаль-
ные исторические события требовали от провинций в первую очередь людского 
ресурса, то времена стагнации активизировали ее интеллектуальный потенциал, 
вследствие чего осуществленные в историческом времени разнообразные модели 
провинций позже, со временем оказывались способными генерировать нарративы 
утопий – именно исчезающая провинция может превращаться в утопическую мечту 
об идеальном прошлом. Однако, ошибочно полагать, что распад некоей держав-
ной целостности не оставляет каких-либо позитивных следов. Как утверждается, 
«вопреки тому, что провинции в конечном итоге и уничтожили Рим, дух его, 
глубокий и могущественный, изменил их собственный облик» (Любимов 1980:312).

В исторической судьбе государств провинция, безусловно, имеет свою 
роль – позитивную или же не вполне доброкачественную, в зависимости от того, 
насколь-ко она остается заинтересованной служить консервантом имперской 
идеи, т.е. от ее полностью корыстных устремлений к собственной цели. При этом 
вычленять стойкую типовую модель идентичности провинциальных топосов, 
разумеется, не имеет смысла, но исследователи при этом акцентируют один 
весьма существенный принцип взаимодействия между имперским управляющим 
центром и периферией – принцип структурной зависимости, подчинения, когда 
«собственный центр выводится за свои границы» (тезис М. Эпштейна), вследствие 
чего «формируется такой комплекс представлений о провинции, который лишает ее 
права на суверенность и подчиняет центру. В этом случае национальная культура 
соответствует образу копирующей провинции, в большей или меньшей степени она 
преувеличивает черты подражания и демонстрирует исходные (в секуляризован-
ной культуре) из этого характеристики отсталости и невежества. Именно подобный 
образ, – по заключению Б.  Ишкина, – обязан удерживать провинцию в подчине-
нии» (Ишкин 2009: 313). В его интересном исследовании имплицитно прописан 
«стандартизованный комплекс представлений о провинции» как достаточно чет-
кая рецептивная матрица: «а) представление про характер провинциала, вклю-
чающий такие черты, как наивность, простота, узость и ограниченность, не-
компетентность в самом широком смысле, такое же представление реализуется в 
зоонимичных метафорах; однообразие, отсутствие оригинальности, монолитность 
общества; церемонность, отсутствие естественных реакций, «претенциозность», 
подражательность, копирование; «фамильярность», отрицание дистанции в отно-
шениях между людьми. Этими чертами провинциал наделяется независимо от 
того, находится ли он в местечке, или в столице; б) представления о занятиях 
провинциалов: сплетни, взяточничество, пьянство, творчество (поэзия, летописание 
и т.  п.)» (Ишкин 2009: 317-318). Это, безусловно, некие шаблоны восприятия, 
которые могут быть справедливыми для отдельного случая, но решиться перенести 
этот вывод, скажем, на японскую провинцию было бы очень смелым делом. 
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Провинция моделирует имперский образец на уровне собственных отношений. 
Все имперские болезни четко высвечиваются именно в этой плоскости: организа-
ция власти, моральный кодекс (свой для каждого случая), коррумпированность, 
классовые взаимоотношения, образование, использование природных ресурсов 
и пр.

Механизм формирования империи осуществляется по тривиальной схеме 
континуума: это та или иная форма завоевания, на смену которой и в результате 
распада которой наступает новая, следующая форма завоевания. В историко-
культурных исследованиях всегда акцентируется этот факт: «Биться, устанавливать 
римский порядок (что означало также и грабить) и строить – такой была миссия 
римлян. Что касается строительства, эта миссия была осуществлена в грандиозных 
масштабах, соответствующих величию империи. Новыми городами с прекрасными 
храмами, театрами, аренами и акведуками украсилась покоренная Галлия, Брита-
ния, Центральная Европа. Весь варварский мир, где прогремела железная поступь 
легионеров, ощутил влияние римской культуры. И эта же самая культура сменила 
древний Восток, дала ему новое ощущение своей силы, что обернулось против 
Рима» (Любимов 1980: 312-313). 

Как известно, история средневековой Европы началась, когда варварский 
король Гейзер с вандалами разгромил величественный Рим, кроме Рима Афины 
и Коринф были разорены Аларихом. Но еще прежде этих событий начало самой 
римской культуры было «отмечено» страшнейшим погромом, который учинили 
солдаты римского консула Муммия в Коринфе, одном из известнейших греческих 
культурных центов. 

Европейская история христианского времени была характерна многочис-
ленными попытками создать нерушимую имперскую форму. Однако, периодичес-
ки все заканчивалось тем, что статусные провинции распадались на отдельные 
независимые государства, а империя отступала. Например, во второй половине 
ХІХ  ст. на фоне кризиса Османской империи создался ряд совершенно новых 
государственных образований – таких, в частности, как Румыния (сначала на 
подвластных Османской империи землях в 1859  г. она скомпоновалась из Мол-
давского и Валахского княжеств в независимый союз, на основе которого в 
1877  г. была провозглашена Румынией; в начале Первой мировой войны страна 
укрупнилась за счет самобытного княжества Трансильвания, которое в разные 
времена входило в состав многих европейских государств, была разменной картой 
во многих исторических конфликтах). 

Совсем иная «провинциальная» основа у соседней с Румынией Буковины. 
Тут уникальный регион, который фактически никогда не изменял своего про-
винциального статуса, всегда включаясь в состав какой-либо из существующих 
на данный момент империй, и в этом смысле всегда отличался от тех мест, 
которые порой претендовали на центральную роль. Уникальность Буковины как 
провинциального урочища-ойкумены состоит в том, что она всегда была именно 
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окраинной провинцией, следствием чего был ее специфический многонациональ-
ный менталитет с таким исторически оправданным ферментом, как скептицизм по 
отношению к любой власти, закрытость перед чужими.

Думается, любая провинция всегда сумеет на собственном примере доказать 
свой интеллектуальный суверенитет, т.к. империи распадаются, а провинциальная 
жизнь идет своим чередом. Именно провинция – это торжество личностного вопреки 
законодательной «униформе». Как признавался один из гениальных провинциалов: 
«Вереница работ до конца погружена в ландшафт, в его осуществляемое пребывание. 
<…> Глубокая принадлежность собственной работы к Шварцвальду и к людям 
Шварцвальда происходит от вековечной алеманско-швабской самобытности, и это 
не заменить ничем» (Хайдеггер 2008: 368-369).

Полнота реализации имперской идеи содержится в образе исторически 
детерминантного обитателя провинции, как жизнедеятельное и продуктивное 
рабство на службе всегда порочного государя, это гнет и, вместе с тем, вполне 
реальный факт интеллектуальной свободы. 
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O.V. Chervinska 
(Ukraine)

The Intellectual Sovereignty of the Province

Summary

Key words: The province, kulture, sovereignty.

The province’s ontology begins to crystallize quite well in the humanitarian field as 
a sociocultural phenomenon (see collective monograph: Imperative Provincia, Chernivtsi, 
2014). The province is interpreted in the paradigm of the so-called imperial society, which 
assumes the center as the guiding criterion for all creative programs. We should remember 
that any of the empire has its own unique, always impressive «cultural composition», 
depending on historical time, geography and context, with its complex and special «cul-
tural landscape» (Heidegger’s paradigm) unthinkable without the province as such. The 
heterogeneity of imperial configurations has been proved by the presence of numerous 
historical examples – from Sumerian civilization to the present-day forms. In this case, 
our topic interprets a specific dilemma about the status of the province as an obligatory 
component in the formula of imperial composition. Hence, the phenomenon of the em-
pire includes province as an expressive constant. Thus, the empire should be interpreted 
as an invariably functioning, «working model» of a certain configuration based on two 
stable components – center and periphery. The paradigm of the imperial model repeats 
the contour of the monotheistic model of the universe with various connections between 
the center and the most remote outskirts. Nevertheless, the intellectual sovereignty of the 
province should not be interpreted as a paradox. The significance of the province’s poten-
tialities on the culturological level lies precisely in its periphery, formed by an exceptional 
place, its way and people, a qualitatively different, actually closed communicative space. 
As a rule, it is the province that supplies the center with new forms, which the center then 
identifies as its own. 

European history of Christianity was marked with numerous attempts to create a 
solid imperial form. However, the status provinces usually fell apart into separate inde-
pendent states, whereas empires retreated. For instance, the crisis in Ottoman Empire in 
the second half of the XIX century has led to the formation certain completely new state 
formations like Romania. At first, in 1859, it was composed of Moldova and Walachia 
Principalities and was presented as an independent union, which in 1877 was declared 
as Romania. At the beginning of World War I, the country expanded its territories due to 
Transylvanian Principality that, at different times, was a part of various European states, 
as well as was put at stake in numerous historical conflicts. Bukovina (a close neighbor 
of Romania) has a quite different “provincial basis”. It is a unique area, which has never 
changed its provincial status. It has permanently been a part of some empire and, con-
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sequently, differed greatly from the places that sometimes claimed to play a significant 
historical role. Bukovina’s exceptionality, as a provincial Oecumene, lies in the fact that it 
has always been regarded as a “suburban” province. Consequently, it possessed a peculiar 
multinational mentality with such a historically justified enzyme as skepticism in regard 
with any political power. It is possible to assume that any province will always be able 
to prove its intellectual sovereignty on its own example, since empires tend to fall apart, 
while life continues. And it is province that is constantly considered as a victory of the 
personal despite a legislative “uniform”. As M. Heidegger, an outstanding provincial, ad-
mitted: “his works had always been inspired by an everlasting Alemanian-Swabian origi-
nality”. It seems rather strange that the imperial idea is frequently implemented through 
the image of a provincial resident, thus demonstrating vital and efficient slavery at the 
service of a vicious sovereign. This is oppression and, at the same time, a real creative 
factor of intellectual freedom. 

olga Cervinska
(ukarina)

provinciis inteleqtualuri suvereniteti

reziume

sakvano sityvebi:  provincia, kultura, suvereniteti.

provinciis anTologia, romelic jerjerobiT  mxolod miaxlo-
ebiT aris gaazrebuli, sakmaod TvalSisacemad daileqa humanitarul 
sferoSi, rogorc sociokulturologiuri fenomeni (ix. koleqtiuri 
monografia: imperativi provincia, Cernovci, 2014). provinciis interp-
retireba xdeba e.w. imperiuli sociumis narativSi, romelic gvTavazobs 
centrs, rogorc yvela SemoqmedebiTi programis xelmZRvanel krite-
riums.  gasaTvaliswinebelia, rom nebismier imperias gaaCnia  Tavisi 
ganumeorebeli, yovelTvis STambeWdavi „kulturuli kompozicia“, ro-
melic damokidebulia istoriul epoqaze, geografiul mdebareobasa da 
konteqstze, Tavisi udavod rTuli da gansakuTrebuli „kulturuli 
landSaftiT“ (m. haidegeris paradigma), romlis gaazreba provinciis, 
rogorc aseTis, gareSe, warmoudgenelia. imperiuli konfiguraciebis 
mravalgvaroba mravalricxovani istoriuli maga-liTebis arsebobi-
Taa dadasturebuli – Sumeruli civilizaciidan moyolebuli, Tana-
medrove formebis CaTvliT. mocemul SemTxvevaSi, Cveni Tema iZleva   
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provinciis, rogorc imperiuli kompoziciis formulis aucilebeli 
Semadgeneli nawilis, specifikuri dilemis interpretirebas. imperiis 
fenomeni sakuTar TavSi moicavs provincias, rogorc gamomsaxvelo-
biT konstatas. aqedan gamomdinare, imperiis interpretireba unda mox-
des rogorc ucvlelad funqcionirebadi, garkveuli konfiguraciis  
„samuSao modeli“,  ori myari komponentis – centrisa da periferiis 
bazaze.  imperiuli modelis paradigma providenciulad imeorebs sam-
yaros monoTeistur models, sxvadasxvagvari kavSirebiT centrsa da 
ukiduresad daSorebul  provinciebs Soris. miuxedavad amisa, ar Rirs 
provinciis inteleqtualuri suverenitetis interpretireba, ro-
gorc erTgvari paradoqsisa. provinciis SesaZleblobaTa mniSvneloba 
kulturologiur WrilSi swored mis periferiulobaSia; is Camoyali-
bebulia rogorc gansakuTrebuli adgili, sruliad gansxvavebuli 
cxovrebis wesiTa da adamianebiT,  faqtobrivad daxuruli komunikaci-
uri sivrciT.  rogorc wesi,  provincia awvdis centrs yvela axal for-
mas, romelTa identificirebasac centri, mogvianebiT, axdens, rogorc 
sakuTarisas.	 qristianuli epoqis evropuli istoria  urRvevi imperi-
uli formis Seqmnis mravalricxovani mcdelobebiT xasiaTdeba.  Tumca, 
rogorc wesi, statusis mqone provinciebi calkeul saxelmwifoebad 
iSlebodnen, imperiebi ki ukan ixevdnen. magaliTad, me-19 saukunis meore 
naxevarSi, osmaleTis imperiis krizisis fonze, gaCnda  mTeli rigi axali 
saxelmwifoebrivi warmonaqmnebi – kerZod, iseTebi, rogorebicaa, maga-
liTad, rumineTi (Tavdapirvelad osmaleTs daqvemdebarebul miwebze, 
1859 wels,  Seiqmna moldovisa da valaSis samTavroebis  damoukide-
beli kavSiri, romlis safuZvelzec, 1877 wels,  gamocxadda rumineTi, 
pirveli msoflio omis dasawyisSi qveyana gaizarda transilvaniis da-
moukidebeli  samTavros xarjze, romelic sxvadasxva dros araerTi 
evropuli saxelmwifos SemadgenlobaSi Sedioda da  bevri istoriuli 
konfliqtis sajildao  teritorias warmoadgenda.) sruliad gansxvave-
buli  „provinciuli“ safuZveli aqvs  rumineTis mezobel bukovinas.  esaa 
unikaluri regioni, romelsac faqtobrivad arasodes Seucvlia Tavisi 
provinciuli statusi, yovelTvis, arsebuli epoqis  romelime imperi-
is SemadgenlobaSi iyo da am gagebiT,  gansxvavdeboda im adgilebisgan, 
romlebic, drodadro, centrad yofnis pretenzias acxadebdnen. bu-
kovinis, rogorc  sayovelTao mijnis unikaluroba imaSi mdgomareobs, 
rom  is yovelTvis   ganapira provincias warmoadgenda,  risi Sedegic 
iyo misi specifikuri mravalerovani mentaliteti, iseTi istoriulad 
gamarTlebuli fermentiT, rogoricaa skepticizmi nebismieri xelisu-
flebis mimarT da Caketiloba  ucxoTa winaSe. vfiqrobT, nebismier pro-
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vincias, sakuTari magaliTiT,  yovelTvis SeuZlia daamtkicos  Tavisi 
inteleqtualuri suvereniteti, radgan imperiebi ecema, provinciuli 
cxovreba ki Tavisi gziT grZeldeba.  swored provincia, miuxedavad 
sakanonmdeblo „uniformisa“, warmoadgens pirovnulis zeims. rogorc 
meoce saukunis erT-erTma genialurma provincielma, m. haidegerma 
aRiara,  misi Sromebi mudmivad  iyo STagonebuli „saukunovani alema-
nur-Svabiuri TviTmyofadobiT“. paradoqsulia, rom imperiuli ideis 
realizeba xdeba provinciis mkvidris saxiT, romelic warmoadgens uc-
vlelad mankieri saxelmwifos samsaxurSi myofi, sicocxlisunariani 
da produqtiuli  monobis demonstrirebas. es iwvevs wnexs da, amasTa-
nave,  sruliad realuri da SemoqmedebiTi faqtoria inteleqtualuri 
TavisuflebisaTvis.
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mindia cecxlaZe
(saqarTvelo)

fridrix nicSes filosofiis qristianuli falsifikacia 

erT galaktionologiur kvlevaSi

Tanamedrove azrovnebaSi, interdisciplinarizmis da interli-
teraturulobis aqtualobis fonze, gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa po-
eziis da filosofiis urTierTmimarTebis kvleva. fridrix nicSes 
gavlenis masStabebis gaTvaliswinebiT, qarTveli poetebis nicSes fi-
losofiasTan mimarTebis kvleva TavisTavad mniSvnelovania, miT ufro, 
roca amis eqsplicituri safuZvelic arsebobs iseT mniSvnelovan po-
etTan, rogoric galaktionia. 1918 wels galaktioni moskovSi ecnoba 
da Targmnis nicSes Txzulebebs, garda amisa, Tavis statiebsa da dRi-
urebSi mas xSirad axsnebs. arsebobs aseve implicituri niSnebic da zo-
gierT maTganze qarTul literaturaTmcodneobaSi arsebobs garkve-
uli kvlevebi, Tumca qarTul akademiur sivrceSi nicSes recefcia da 
interpretacia garkveul problemebTanaa dakavSirebuli. saxelmwifo 
universitetebSi dResac aswavlian Zveli sabWoTa saxelmZvaneloe-
biT, romelTa mixedviT nicSe warmoadgens `dasavluri, burJuaziuli 
filosofiis dacemis xanas~. filologebis mier vrceldeba interpre-
tacia, rom nicSe ar iyo aTeisti da sxv. ucxos `moTviniereba~ da ap-
ropriacia-adaptacia ucxos aSkara miuReblobaze gacilebiT uaresi 
tendenciaa. iseTi profesorebic ki, romelTac ician germanuli ena da 
ikvleven germanul kulturas, warmoudgeneli tendenciurobiT ama-
xinjeben nicSes sityvebs Targmnis dros. Tumca, am werilSi ganxiluli 
SemTxveva uSualod Targmanis damaxinjebiT gamorCeuli ar aris, miuxe-
davad imisa, rom aqac aris tendenciuri Targmanis problema. bunebriv-
ia, me germanuli enis specialisti ar var, magram arsebobs filosofo-
sis hermenevtikuli konteqsti da sxva, ufro sando inglisurenovani 
Targmanebi.

venera kavTiaSvilis wigns, sadac galaktionis da nicSes urTi-
erTmimarTebaa ganxiluli, ewodeba `germanuli literaturul-esTe-
tikuri recefciebi galaktion tabiZis SemoqmedebaSi~, aSkaraa wignis 
avtoris mcdeloba nicSe warmoadginos farul, WeSmarit qristianad, 
iesos Tanamoazred. warmodgenilia sruliad dausabuTebeli, calsa-
xa gancxadebebi, rCeba STabeWdileba, rom avtori saerTod ver ac-
nobierebs sakuTar winaswargansjebs da Sesabamisad, ver axdens mis 
kontrols, ver maRldeba masze, raTa minimaluri obieqturobisTvis 
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aucilebeli da sakmarisi perspeqtiva gamoCndes, SesaZlebeli gaxdes 
horizontebis metnaklebi daaxloeba hermenevtikis gadamerianuli 
principebis Sesabamisad. 

arsebobs mosazreba, rom radgan nicSes filosofia poeturi 
stiliT xasiaTdeba, xolo poezia gulisxmobs orazrovnebas da bun-
dovanebas ukiduresi haidegerianuli azriT1, amitom nicSes teqstebs 
ar aqvT mkafio saTqmeli da gza xsnilia arbitraruli gagebisaTvis. 
upirvelesad, ai, ras wers nicSe bundovanebaze: `vinc icis, rom Rrmaa, 
cdilobs iyos cxadi; visac surs brbos moeCvenos Rrmad, cdilobs iyos 
bundovani. radgan brbo Rrmad miiCnevs yvelafers, risi fskeris xil-
vac ar ZaluZs: is xom aseTi mSiSaraa da ase uxalisod Sedis wyalSi~ 
(Nietzsche 2008: 136). ase rom, nicSesTvis bundovaneba araa mizani, ro-
gorc es poetisTvis SeiZleba iyos, piriqiT, igi cdilobs iyos cxadi, 
igi filosofosia poeturi stiliT, rogorc Tavadac aRiarebs, magram 
igi mainc ar aris poeti, bolosdabolos.

garda amisa, problemas qmnis isic, rom Tanamedrove azrovnebaSi 
dekonstruqciuli paradigma SecdomiTaa asocirebuli hermenevti-
kul-interpretaciul inkluzivizmsa da arbitrarulobasTan, am para-
digmis erT-erTi mniSvnelovani warmomadgenlis – pol de manis azriT, 
kritikoss Tavisi miznebis Sesabamisad rodi SeuZlia interpretacia, 
swori kiTxvis aqtis Sedegad viRebT wakiTxvis anu interpretaciis 
SeuZleblobas (Laverse 1995: 182). dekonstruqciuli hermenevtikis erT-
erTi fuZemdeblis – Jak deridas mixedviT, rodesac teqstis gaSifrvi-
sas vawydebiT sityvas an metaforas, romelic Seicavs winaaRmdegobas, 
orazrovnebas da miuTiTebs erTiani mniSvnelobis ararsebobaze, Cven 
unda CaveWidoT swored am sityvas Tu metaforas, „Cven Tvali unda mi-
vadevnoT mis Tavgadasavals teqstSi da davinaxoT rogor imsxvreva 
teqsti, rogorc SeniRbvis struqtura, romelic avlens Tavis TviT-
transgresias, Tavis gadauwyvetadobas~ (Laverse 1995: 184). deridas mi-
xedviT, `Cven mier teqstis kiTxva mudam iqneba gajerebuli gardauva-
li aporiebiT, romelic Zirs uTxris stabilurobas da gvaZlevs gauval 
poziciebs, romelic ar gadaiWreba, rac unda mkacri iyos Cveni analizi 
Tu egzegeza~ (Porter ... 2011: 205). 

msgavsi radikalizmi erTgvarad `politikurad motivirebulia~, 
riCard rortis azriT,  dekonstruqciuli kritikis jonaTan qaleri-

1 haidegerisTvis poeturi ena aris `orazrovani orazrovneba~, ara im azriT, 
rom oridan erT-erTia WeSmariti mniSvneloba, aramed msgavsi orazrovneba „or 
dapirispirebul mniSvnelobas aniWebs arastabilurobas, igi saerTod ar awar-
moebs orazrovnebas arsebuli mniSvnelobebisgan, aramed aTavsebs orazrovne-
bas sivrceSi, romelic am mniSvnelobaTa „SuaSia“ da arc erTs warmoadgens da 
arc meores. adamiani, sagnebi da ena, yvelaferi moyvanilia moZraobaSi da gan-
Zarculia daswrebulobaze ramegvari pretenziisgan“ (Dahlstrom 2011: 226).
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seuli gaazrebidan aSkara xdeba Tu raoden radikaluria aseTi kri-
tikis gancxadebebi da ramdenad radikalurebi unda iyvnen isini, raTa 
upasuxon maT winaaRmdeg mimarTul standartul kritikas“, rac gulis-
xmobs braldebas, rom TiTqos dekonstruqcia uSvebs interpretaciis 
arbitrarulobas. rortis azriT, msgavs radikalur qmedebas ritori-
kul-politikuri Seferilobac aqvs da marTlac dekonstruqcionis-
tebi TavianT praqtikas politikuri praqtikis gagrZelebad miiCnevd-
nen (Laverse 1995: 192). saubaria dekonstruqciis kritikul potencialze 
kapitalistur-patriarqaluri da ganmanaTlebluri diskursis wina-
aRmdeg; fukos perspeqtividan, „marqsizmi modidan gadasuli humaniz-
mis saxeobaa“, xolo Jan fransua liotaris mixedviT, nicSes, haidegeris 
da fukos Semdeg Cven aRar SegviZlia iseTi „meta-narativebis“ rwmena, 
rogoricaa marqsizmi (Laverse 1995: 195).

dekonstruqcia Tavis safuZvlebSi ukavSirdeba fridrix nicSes 
mier platonuri metafizikis dekonstruqcias „kerpebis daisSi“ (Laverse 
1995: 169). rogorc davinaxeT, dekonstruqcia moiazrebs maqsimalur si-
frTxiles teqstebTan da gamoricxavs arbitrarul gagebas, msgavsad 
amisa, nicSe miuTiTebs TviTdisciplinis mniSvnelobaze interpreta-
ciisas da filologisgan moiTxovs, rom man gaigos, „ganzraxviT Cawv-
des imas, risi Tqmac teqsts aqvs ganzraxuli, magram meore mniSvnelobis 
SegrZnebis, sinamdvileSi varaudis gareSe. nicSe saubrobs „sakuTari 
xmis safrTxeze“: „zogjer saubris mimdinareobisas Cveni sakuTari xmis 
bgera gvabnevs da SecdomiT mivyavarT mtkicebamde, romelic aranairad 
ar Seesabameba Cvens azrebs“ (Botz-Bornstein 2013: 258). nicSe saubrobs neli 
kiTxvis aucileblobaze (Nietzsche 2006a: 5), metic, misi azriT: `savarau-
dod, imisaTvis, raTa kiTxvis xelovnebaSi ivarjiSoT, upirveles yov-
lisa, saWiroa erTi ram, rac dResdReobiT yvelaze miviwyebulia – da 
swored amitom ar damdgara jer Cemi wignebis „wakiTxvadobis“ dro – , 
es erTi ram, ris gamoc unda iyo TiTqmis Zroxa da sul mcire ar unda iyo 
„Tanamedrove adamiani“, aris: coxna...~ (Nietzsche 2007: 9)1.

am yovelives gaTvaliswinebiT, vgmob ra `mkiTxvelis uflebebiT~ 
(r. barti) borotad sargeblobas, vecdebi nabij-nabij mivyve zemox-
senebul kvlevas da warmovaCino nicSes filosofiis interpretacias-
Tan dakavSirebuli problemebi. winaswarve unda aRiniSnos, rom konte-
qstis srulad da naTlad warmosaCenad, vecdebi moviyvano SedarebiT 

1 aq warmodgenilia damowmebani nicSes Txzulebebis inglisuri Targmanebi-
dan, Tumca citatebis umravlesoba gadamowmebulia germanul originalSi 
saitze http://www.nietzschesource.org/#eKGWB/M, romlis damowmebac konkretuli 
gverdebis miTiTebis SeuZleblobis gamo am formatSi naklebad mosaxerxebe-
lia, Tanac me ar var germanuli enis specialisti, garda amisa, inglisuri enis 
mcodne mkiTxvelTa ricxvi, savaraudod, metia da amgvari damowmebiT maTTvis 
ufro advili xdeba gadamowmeba.

http://www.nietzschesource.org/#eKGWB/M
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vrceli citatebi, radgan mimaCnia, rom perifrazirebis, gaSinaarsebis 
da SekumSvis dros zogad terminebsa da koncefciebSi gadatanili azri 
bundovani da orazrovani xdeba, rac isev da isev mcdar interpretaci-
as uxsnis gzas an aCens falsifikaciis eWvs, garda amisa, nicSes gamor-
Ceuli stili namdvilad imsaxurebs da saWiroebs meti masStabiT warmo-
Cenas. nicSes filosofia, misi mravalferovani stilis, erTi SexedviT 
winaaRmdegobrivi gancxadebebis da ideebis qronologiuri cvaleba-
dobis gamo ara erTxel gamxdara spekulaciis, araswori interpreta-
ciis da manipulaciis sagani, savaraudod, amas Tavad wignis avtoric 
mianiSnebs, roca wers, rom galaktionis axalgazrdobis dros nicSes 
miemarTeboda iseTi iarliyebi, rogoricaa `demokrati da saxalxo re-
volucioneri~, ̀ dekadenti~, ̀ simbolisti~ (kavTiaSvili 2006: 205). v. kav-
TiaSvili ar aRniSnavs, Tu ramdenad Seusabamoa es iarliyebi, Tumca arc 
is igrZnoba, rom iziarebs maT Sesabamisobas, winaaRmdeg SemTxvevaSi, 
iZulebuli viqnebodi am iarliyebis winaaRmdegac warmomedgina vrce-
li argumentacia. 

samagierod, rasac Semdgom vkiTxulobT, aSkarad moiTxovs sapi-
rispiro argumentaciis warmodgenas. avtori aRniSnavs, rom nicSe erT-
ma nawilma `RvTis mgmobelad, imoralistad, ideebis damamxoblad gamo-
acxada~ da iqve eTanxmeba meore nawilis sapirispiro azrs (kavTiaSvili 
2006: 233-234). avtori iziarebs karl iasperis azrs, rom nicSem: `Zvel 
RirebulebaTa gadafasebis lozungad aqcia gamoTqma `RmerTi mokvda 
(Got ist tot), Tumca amiT mas ar uTqvams, RmerTi ar arsebob an ara mwamso, 
aramed, rogorc iaspersi miiCnevs, amiT man gamoTqva axali Taobis gan-
wyoba~ (kavTiaSvili 2006: 235).

winaswarve unda aRiniSnos, rom nicSe namdvilad iyo `RvTismgmo-
beli, imoralisti da ideebis damamxobeli~ da amis uaryofa niSnavs 
nicSes ramdenime nawarmoebis srul uaryofas, nicSes mimarTeba 
RmerTTan, moralTan da Rirebulebebis gadafasebasTan sakmarisad 
cxadia da Cemi azriT, TviT yvelaze radikalur-dekonstruqciul 
daeWvebasac gadalaxavs. `kerpebis daisSi~ nicSe eTanxmeba herakli-
tes, rom arsebobs mxolod „garegani“ samyaro, „WeSmariti samyaro“ 
tyuilia.  SegrZnebebis  miRebam  gaxada  SesaZlebeli  mecnierebis  arse-
boba, yvelaferi sxva: metafizika, Teologia, fsiqologia, epistemo-
logia, nakleb kavSirSia sinamdvilesTan. filosofosebi universalur 
ideebs miiCneven sawyisad, maSin roca swored rom piriqiTaa, esaa 
pativiscemis gamoxatvis maTi gza: isini fiqroben, rom umaRlesi ar 
SeiZleba amoizardos udablesisgan, is saerTod sawyisis gareSea. Tu 
raRac warmoiSva sxva raRacisgan, es mis Rirebulebas eWvqveS ayenebs. 
yvela uzenaesi Rirebuleba pirveli rangisaa, yvela umaRlesi cneba: 
yofna, WeSmariti, srulyofili ar SeiZleboda yofiliyo qmnadobis 
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Sedegi da aseve arcerTi amaTgani ar unda yofiliyo gansxvavebuli an 
dapirispirebuli sxvebTan... (Nietzsche 2005a: 168-169). ase miviReT Rmer-
Tis cneba, yvelaze carieli, uSinaarso idea da igi dayenebul iqna 
pirvel adgilas, rogorc mizezi TavisTavad (Nietzsche 2005a: 169). 

aseve cxadad da naTlad RmerTis winaaRmdegaa mimarTuli gan-
cxadeba `moralis genealogiaSi~: `es momavlis adamiani, romelic ar-
amxolod am dromde gabatonebuli idealisgan gamogvisyidis, aramed 
imisganac, romlis aRmocenebac gardauvali iyo am ukanasknelisgan da 
romelic aris didi gulisreva, arafrobis neba, nihilizmi; es SuadRis 
da diadi gadawyvetilebis zarTa rekva, romelic isev aTavisuflebs 
nebas da aRadgens mis mizanswrafvas miwisaken da mis imeds adamianisad-
mi; es antiqriste da antinihilisti; es RmerTis da arafrobis mZleveli 
– erT dResac, igi unda movides...~ (Nietzsche 2007: 67). 

rac Seexeba imoralizms da ideebis damxobas, imave `kerpebis dais-
Si~ nicSe sakuTar Tavs imoralists uwodebs (Nietzsche 2005a: 173), xolo 
Semajamebel nawarmoebSi – `eke homo~, vkiTxulobT: `me var pirveli 
imoralisti~ (Nietzsche 2005a: 114). iqve mogvianebiT saubrobs “ideebis 
damxobazec~: “visac surs iyos Semoqmedi keTilisa da borotisa, jer 
unda iyos gamanadgurebeli da daamsxvrios Rirebulebebi” (Nietzsche 
2005a: 144), iqve grZeldeba: `me var pirveli imoralisti: rac me maqcevs 
gamanadgureblad par excellence~ (Nietzsche 2005a: 145). am yovelives nicSe 
ambobs 1888 wels, roca misi filosofiis formireba dasrulebulia. 
rogorc Cans, nicSe mxolod damangreveli ar aris, es mxolod pirveli 
etapia, igi saubrobs axali Rirebulebebis dafuZnebazec, magram es 
arc qristianobas da arc Tavad iesos ar ukavSirdeba, esaa radikalu-
ri aristokratizmi, antikur da sxva qristianobamdel paradigmebze 
dafuZnebuli. 

amis sawinaaRmdegod, v. kavTiaSvili eTanxmeba karl iasperss, rom 
nicSe iesos erTaderT namdvil qristianad, zekacis tipad moiazrebs 
da akritikebs mxolod dogmatikis mier gayalbebul qristianobas (kav-
TiaSvili 2006: 234-235). iaspersis azriT, nicSem qriste zaratustraze 
maRla daayena (kavTiaSvili 2006: 237), wignis avtori ambobs, rom zara-
tustras `RmerTis idea mosvenebas ar aZlevs“ da argumentad mohyavs 
pasaJi, sadac zaratustra miatovebs Tavis gamoqvabulSi Sekrebilebs 
Cumad, magram mainc ubrundeba da viris kerpi daxvdeba dabrunebuls, 
„amiT rwmundeba igi, rom visime an risime gaRmerTeba adamianis sulieri 
moTxovnilebaa da amave dros misi siZabunis niSani“ (kavTiaSvili 2006: 
237). wignis avtori galaktionis leqss `mas gaxelili darCa Tvalebi~ 
ukavSirebs nicSes gavlenas (kavTiaSvili 2006: 239), `is miicvala raRac 
umweo da saocari gardacvalebiT~, `da es Tvalebi saRamoTa xmas us-
mendnen tanjviT da mokrZalebiT~ – am striqonebs avtori miiCnevs nic-
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Ses `antiqristes~ im pasaJis interpretaciad, romelSic nicSe ambobs, 
rom qristes winaaRmdegoba ar gauwevia borotebisadmi da sxvebsac es 
uqadaga (kavTiaSvili 2006: 240). sinamdvileSi, nicSe swored amis gamo 
upirispirdeba qristes imave pasaJebSi, rogorc qvemoT vnaxavT.

nicSe marTlac gmobs qristianobas, romelic pavles mier iesos 
moZRvrebis gayalbebad miaCnia, magram igi ar iziarebs arc uSualod 
qristes namdvil, gauyalbebel moZRvrebas, iesos praqtikas, romelze-
dac nicSe ambobs: `msgavsi cxovreba jer kidev SesaZlebelia dRes, 
garkveuli tipis adamianebisTvis igi aucilebelic kia: namdvili, ori-
ginaluri qristianoba mudam iqneba SesaZlebeli~ (Nietzsche 2005a: 35). 
magram es universaluri SesaZlebloba rodia, iesos praqtikis dadebi-
Ti mxare isaa, rom resentimentisgan, Surisgebisgan, boRmisgan gaTavi-
suflebas gulisxmobs (Nietzsche 2005a: 37), rac, iseve, rogorc budizmis 
SemTxvevaSi, dekadansis, gamofitvis, gadaRlis dros Zalebis aRdgenis, 
gankurnebis saSualebaa (Nietzsche 2005a: 81), Sesabamisad, es ar niSnavs, 
rom igi yvelasTvisaa aucilebeli, `mkurnali janmrTelebs kiara, avad-
myofebs sWirdebaT~!

nicSe iqve azustebs, rom `omi sxva saqmea~ da TviTon, rogorc 
Zlieri bunebis mqone, meomar tips ganekuTvneba, Tumca misi brZolis 
mizezi ar aris Surisgebis survili, esaa ara reaqtiuli brZola, ara-
med aqtiuri Tavdasxma rangiT da ZaliT Tanaswor mterze, misTvis rom 
qristianebs rame daeSavebinaT, igi maT winaaRmdeg ar gailaSqrebda, 
radgan aq pirovnuli momenti CaerTveboda (Nietzsche 2005a: 83). `kerpebis 
daisSi~ nicSe saubrobs mtrobis spiritualizaciaze; nicSes azriT, es 
`qristianobaze triumf~ warmoadgens, radgan aq nicSe mtrebis swored 
gansxvavebul `siyvarulze~ saubrobs. nicSes azriT, mteri modunebis 
saSualebas ar gvaZlevs da gaZlierebas gvaiZulebs, amaSia misi Rirebu-
leba, misTvis warmoudgenelia qristianuli `sulis simSvide~, swored 
amitom nicSe, rogorc imoralisti da antiqristiani, sasargeblod mi-
iCnevs eklesiis arsebobas da am ukanasknelisgan gansxvavebiT, ar surs 
mtrebis ganadgureba (Nietzsche 2005a: 173). amave motiviT, nicSe sasargeb-
lod miiCnevs mis mier mravalgzis dagmobili socializmis aRzeveba-
sac, radgan igi feminizirebul evropaSi mSvidobas bolos mouRebs 
(Nietzsche 1968: 77-78). erTi sityviT, nicSes uyvars mteri imis gamo, rom 
igi mas aZlevs brZolis mizezs da saSualebas da ara im azriT, rom apa-
tios da danebdes. nicSe antiuniversalistia, igi gmobs sakuTari idea-
lis sxvaze Tavsmoxvevas (Nietzsche 2002: 40), mxars uWers individualur 
morals (Nietzsche 2018: 1) da ewinaaRmdegeba TviT WeSmaritebis tirania-
sac, radgan brZolis SesaZleblobis da mizezis ararseboba dasustebas 
iwvevs (Nietzsche 2006a: 206). 
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aseve, SesaZlebelia, warmovadginoT pasaJebi, sadac nicSe erT-
gvarad dadebiTadaa ganwyobili iesos mimarT, Tumca, saboloo jamSi, 
mainc akritikebs mas da ar eTanxmeba, yovel SemTxvevaSi, zekacad nam-
dvilad ar miiCnevs! erT-erT bolo da Semajamebel nawarmoebSi `ase 
ityoda zaratustra~, iesos Sesaxeb zaratustra ambobs, rom udabnoSi 
darCenis SemTxvevaSi, `albaT is cxovrebas iswavlida da miwis siyva-
ruls iswavlida – da sicils aseve! merwmuneT, Cemo Zmebo! is mokvda Za-
lian adre; is TviTon ityoda uars Tavis swavlebaze Cems asakamde 
rom moeRwia! keTilSobili iyo sakmarisad imisaTvis, rom uari eT-
qva!~ (Nietzsche 2006b: 55). 

1883 wels peter gastisadmi miweril werilSi nicSe qristes da 
zaratustras apirispirebs da acxadebs antiqristes mosvlis Sesaxeb 
(Levy 1921: 164). rogorc jorj muri wers wignSi ̀ nicSe, biologia da meta-
fora~, nicSesTvis ieso aris `aramxolod nevrotiki, epileptiki da fan-
taziori~, aramed `degenerirebuli idioti am sityvis zusti klinikuri 
mniSvnelobiT~ (Moore 2004: 147), amis dasturad jorj muri saubrobs 
`antiqristes~ im pasaJze, sadac nicSe ernest renanis mier qristes, ro-
gorc gmiris da geniosis warmoCenas upirispirdeba. marTlac, `anti-
qristes~ am pasaJSi vkiTxulobT: `Tu ram aris arasaxarebiseuli, esaa 
gmiris cneba. aq zneobad qceula brZolis, saomari qmedebis raimegvari 
grZnobis polarulad sapirispiro instinqti~ (Nietzsche 2005a: 26). iqve 
nicSe iesos daxasiaTebisas marTlac radikaluria: `fiziologiis 
mkacri ena gamoiyenebda sxva sityvas aq: sityva `idiots~. Cven vicnobT 
mdgomareobas, rodesac Sexebis SegrZneba paTologiurad zemgrZnobi-
area da xdeba yovelgvari kontaqtis, nebismier myar saganTan Sexebis 
asxleta. mivyveT am tipis fiziologiur mdgomareobas Tavis saboloo 
Sedegamde – rac aris yovelgvari sinamdvilis siZulvilis instinqti~ 
(Nietzsche 2005a: 27). 

aucilebelia vnaxoT aseve citata nicSes 1888 wlis Canaweridan: 
`ieso geniosis sruliad sapirispiroa: is aris idioti. sagrZnobia mis 
mier realobis aRqmis uunaroba: igi wreze trialebs xuTi, eqvsi cnebis 
garSemo, romelic man gaigona adre da TandaTan gaigo, anu ufro swo-
rad, ver gaigo – es Seadgens mis gamocdilebas, mis samyaros, mis WeS-
maritebas, – sxva danarCeni ucxoa misTvis (Nietzsche 2018a: 1), iqve grZel-
deba: `is, rom namdvilad mamakacuri instinqtebi – aramxolod seqsua-
luri, aramed brZolis, siamayis, heroizmis – arasodes ganviTarebula 
masSi, is, rom igi aris CamorCenili da darCa bavSvuri momwifebis asakSi: 
es tipuria zogierTi epileptoiduri nevrozisaTvis~. am CanawerSi nicSe 
aseve ambobs, rom iesos mowafeebi Zalian Wkvianebi iyvnen, pavle sulac 
ar iyo idioti. jorj muri nicSes iesosTan mimarTebis ganxilvisas ax-
senebs iseT cnebebs, rogorebicaa: `inteleqtualuri infantilizmi~, 



253

fridrix nicSes filosofiis qristianuli falsifikacia 
erT galaktionologiur kvlevaSi

`degeneratuli kretinizmi~, SeniSvnaSi aseve wers, rom nicSe mogviano 
CanawerebSi RmerTis rwmenas pirovnul aSlilobad acxadebs (Moore 
2004: 147). 

v. kavTiaSvili galaktionis leqsis `mas gaxelili darCa Tvale-
bi...~ interpretaciisas askvnis: `poeti iTvaliswinebs ra im gzas, ro-
melic qristem ganvlo da imasac, rom saSiSroebis Tavidan asacileblad 
mas araferi uRonebia (amaze, rogorc vnaxeT, nicSec amaxvilebs yur-
adRebas), tanjvisgan xsnis erTaderT umokles gzad sikvdils miiCnevs~ 
(kavTiaSvili 2006: 242). saerTod gaugebaria msgavsi interpretacia nic-
Ses filosofiis konteqstSi, miT ufro, rom mkvlevari galaktionis 
leqsebs ukavSirebs nicSes sicocxlis filosofias, romelic aTeizmis, 
pozitivizmis da qristianuli morCilebis winaaRmdegaa mimarTuli, 
`arsebobis umaRles nebad gamocxadebulia dionisuri eqstazi da si-
cocxliT Troba~ (kavTiaSvili 2006: 233). kavTiaSvili aRniSnavs, rom 
nicSe sxeulis dionisur apologias `upirispirebs qristianobas da 
miiCnevs, rogorc maradiuli eklis gvirgviniT golgoTisaken svlas~, 
kavTiaSvilis azriT, `nicSe RmerTis Ziebas Tvlis sulis maradiul 
Tvisebad, galaktionisTvisac igi maradiuli Wvretis sagania~ (kavTiaS-
vili 2006: 217). iqve, avtori aRniSnavs, rom `dionisuri eqstazis, si-
cocxliT Trobis, Tavisufali nebis mrwamsi nicSem SemoqmedebiTi sam-
yarosTvis mimzidveli gaxada~ (kavTiaSvili 2006: 221). 

rogorc Cans, upirvelesad, unda ganimartos dionisuris nicSe-
seuli gageba. nicSes mixedviT, dionisuri mdgomareobis mizania Cveni 
gaTavisufleba cxovrebis tvirTisgan eqstazuri gamocdilebis meS-
veobiT, rac `gamoixateba simTvralesa da seqsualur gaSmagebaSi da 
vlindeba ufro urbanul formebSi rogorc musikis da cekvis xelovne-
ba da religiuri misticizmis garkveuli saxeobebi~ (Came 2013: 214). ma-
gram dionisuri eqstazi moicavs leTargiul elementsac, eqstazisgan 
gamosvlis Semdeg dionisianeli, isev eCexeba ra realobas, midrekilia 
asketizmisa da nebis uaryofisaken (Came 2013: 214). „orgiastul gamoc-
dilebas adamianebi mihyavs mxolod erTi mimarTulebiT, induri bu-
dizmis gzisken“ (Came 2014: 93), SesaZloa mogveCvenos, rom nicSe qada-
gebs msgavs eskapizms da Tanac mas miiCnevs „dionisurad“. magram nicSe 
wminda dionisur tradicias rodi icavs, aramed igi aviTarebs mis ber-
Znul gaSualebas, anu tragedias, rogorc budisturi msoflmxedvelo-
bis Sinaarsis pozitiur warmodgenas; tragikuli kultura dionisuris 
da apolonuris Serwymaa (Came 2014: 94).

Sesabamisad, nicSes afirmacia ufro mets gulisxmobs, vidre 
ubralod dionisuri eqstazi an `Trobaa~. nicSes Semoaqvs termini 
„gadalaxva“: `rac aqcevs gadalaxvas aseT Znel, SiSismomgvrel da nam-
dvilad gmirul movlenad, aris moTxovna, rom aqtiurad movitovoT 
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ukan yvelaferi, rac usafrTxoa da nacnobi (tkivilebisa da sixarulebis 
CaTvliT), da rac varT Cven da rasac vafasebT, amdenad, seriozulad 
movaxdinoT ra Cveni identobis destabilizacia. albaT, kidev ufro Si-
Sismomgvrelia is, rom gadalaxva damatebiT moiTxovs sapirispiro da 
winaaRmdegorbivi valdebulebebis da Rirebulebebis erTad SenarCu-
nebas – arc maT sinTezs, arc maT uaryofas, arc maTgan ufro araxel-
sayrelis daTrgunvas an ganadgurebas, TviT arc maT gaqrobas droebiT 
intoqsikaciaSi – aramed maTi konfliqtis da winaaRmdegobis erTad 
SenarCunebas erT gacnobierebul da mkafio dasturyofaSi~ (Came 2013: 
275). 

am yovelives gaTvaliswinebiT, `dionisuri eqstazis da sicocx-
liT Trobis filosofia~ Zaliani zogadi, calxmrivi saxeldebaa da 
SeiZleba daukavSirdes hedonizms, romelic nicSesTvis miuRebelia. 
zemoT moxmobil pasaJSi `antiqristedan~, sadac nicSe saubrobs realo-
bis siZulvilis instinqtze, vkiTxulobT, rom qristianuli doqtrina 
aRmocenda hedonizmis niadagze, Sexebis, tkivilis SiSi da realobis 
siZulvili aiZulebs dekadents ar gauwios winaaRmdegoba borotebas: 
`tkivilis, TviT yvelaze minimaluri raodenobis tkivilis SiSi – es 
SeiZleboda dasrulebuliyo mxolod rogorc siyvarulis religia~ 
(Nietzsche 2005a: 27), nicSe mimarTavs hedonistebs, utilitaristebs, pesi-
mistebs da evdemonistebs: `Tqven gsurT, Tu es SesaZlebelia – da ar ar-
sebobs amaze ufro giJuri „Tu es SesaZlebelia“ – tanjvis gauqmeba; da 
Cven? – naTlad Cans, rom Cven gvsurs igi iyos ufro Zlieri da saSineli, 
vidre odesme yofila! keTildReoba, rogorc Tqven gesmiT igi – namd-
vilad ar aris mizani, igi CvenTvis aRsasrulia! mdgomareoba, romelic 
adamians zogjer sasacilos da sazizRars xdis – da mis ganadgurebas 
sasurvels xdis! es disciplina tanjvisa, diadi tanjvisa – gana ar iciT, 
rom mxolod es disciplinaa, romelic gansazRvravda kacobriobis aR-
masvlas am dromde? sulis daZabuloba katastrofis dros, romelic 
mas gadascems Tavis Zalas, Tavis TrTolvas didi nangrevebis pirispir, 
Tavis gamomgoneblobas da gabedulebas, ubedurebis atanis, gaZlebis, 
gagebis da gamoyenebisaTvis da rac Tu TqvenSi odesme raime siRrme, 
idumaleba, saburveli, suliskveTeba, ostatoba an sidiade yofila: – 
gana igi tanjvis, diadi tanjvis disciplinis pirobebSi ar mogeniWaT?” 
(Nietzsche 2002: 116-117).

amgvarad, gaugebaria ra kavSirSia nicSesTan tanjvisgan xsnis 
erTaderT gzad sikvdilis gamocxadeba, roca nicSes filosofiis 
mizani arc tanjvisgan xsnaa da arc sikvdilisken dekadenturi swraf-
va. nicSe bunebrivia dasturyofs sikvdils, magram esaa sxvagvari das-
turyofa, nicSesTan sikvdilis dasturyofa aseve sicocxlis das-
turyofis da gangrZobis konteqstSi xdeba: ganadgurebis dionisuri 
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Seswavlili maqvs, bavSvobidan moyolebuli misi mimdevari var, mraval 
aspeqtSi, da mwams, Cems gulSi a r a s o d e s  vyofilvar mis mimarT mu-
dam erTnairad mtrulad ganwyobili. bolosdabolos me var S T a m o -
m a v a l i  qristiani pastorebis mTeli gvarisa – momiteve es nakli!“ 

rogorc Cans, Secdomis mizezia fraza „gegen dasselbe gemein ge-
wesen“, mivyveT sityvebs: gegen (mimarT) dasselbe (igive an igivenairad, 
imgvaradve) gemein („saerTod, Cveulebriv“ an „mtrulad“) gewesen (yof-
na). gemein sityvas aqvs ramdenime mniSvneloba da maTgan erTi aris „sa-
erTod, Cveulebriv, Zalian xSirad, zogadad“ , xolo meore – „mtrulad, 
cudad, sastikad“ , rogorc Cans qalbatonma veneram sityva „saerTod“, 
gaigo rogorc „sruliad“, maSin, roca igi aris igive, rac „Cveulebriv, 
Zalian xSirad, zogadad“ da TviT es mniSvnelobac ar Seesabameba kon-
teqsts, amitom unda aviRoT meore mniSvneloba – „mtrulad“. aseve 
v. kavTiaSvilma saerTod ugulvebelyo sityva dasselbe (igivenairad, 
erTnairad), rac Zalian mniSvnelovania da es Cans nicSes mier 2 dRis 
Semdeg (23 ivlisi, 1881) daweril werilSi, romelic man miswera Tavis 
megobars – franc overbeks: „Was das Christenthum betrifft, so wirst Du mir 
wohl das Eine glauben: ich bin in meinem Herzen nie gegen dasselbe gemein gewesen 
und habe mir von Kindesbeinen an manche innerliche Mühe um seine Ideale gegeben, 
zuletzt freilich immer mit dem Ergebniß der puren Unmöglichkeit.“ – „rac Seexeba 
qristianobas, erT rameSi albaT merwmunebi: Cems gulSi arasodes 
vyofilvar mis mimarT mudam erTnairad mtrulad ganwyobili da bav-
Svobis droidan mqonda mravali Sinagani Zalisxmeva mimeRwia misi ide-
alisTvis, saboloo Sedegi, ra Tqma unda, yovelTvis iyo amis sruli 
SeuZleblobis aRiareba“ (Nietzsche 2018b: 1). rogorc Cans, `idealuri~ 
da `ideali~ nicSesTvis TavisTavad misaRebs ar niSnavs, misTvis mniS-
vnelovania realuri, ganxorcielebadi.

amgvarad, nicSe arc „mudam erTnairad“ da arc yvela aspeqtSi 
ar yofila qristianobis winaaRmdegi, magram es ar niSnavs, rom igi 
a r a s o d e s  da a r a n a i r a d  ar yofila misi winaaRmdegi da y v e 
l a aspeqtSi misi mimdevaria. wina werilSi nicSe ambobs: „bavSvobidan 
moyolebuli misi mimdevari var, mraval aspeqtSi“, marTlac, zemoT vi-
saubreT nicSes erTgvar dadebiT damokidebulebaze iesos da misi ga-
uyalbebeli moZRvrebis mimarT, magram „mraval aspeqtSi“ rodia igive, 
rac „yvela aspeqtSi“, aq mniSvnelovania ara raodenoba, aramed xarisxi 
da Tvisobrioba. nicSe ambobs: `me ar uarvyof, rogorc es isedac cxa-
dia – imis gaTvaliswinebiT, rom suleli ara var, – rom mraval qmedebas, 
romelic amoralurad iwodeba, unda moveridoT da SevewinaaRmdegoT; 
msgavsad amisa, mravali ram, rac moralurad iwodeba, unda gakeTdes da 
waxalisdes, – magram Cemi azriT, erTic da meorec unda moxdes aqamde 
arsebulisgan gansxvavebuli motiviT. Cven unda viswavloT sxvagvarad 
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fiqri, – imisaTvis, rom sabolood, albaT Zalian gvian, mivaRwioT uf-
ro mets: sxvagvarad grZnobas~ (Nietzsche 2006a: 60).

zemoT ukve visaubreT Surisgebis Sesaxeb, nicSe, iesos msgav-
sad, gmobs Surisgebas, magram konteqsti sul sxvaa, 1881 wels nicSe 
`riJraJSi~ wers, rom SurisZieba da sasjeli arasworia, misi azriT, 
kriminals unda movepyroT rogorc avadmyofs, invalids, mivceT mas 
reabilitaciis Sansi, SevucvaloT saxeli da sacxovrebeli adgili da 
Tu mainc ver SeZlo gamosworeba, aseT ganukurnebel kriminals mivceT 
suicidis SesaZlebloba, rogorc ukiduresi saSualeba, mas Semdeg, rac 
yvelafers viRonebT. nicSe iqve ambobs, rom jer es yvelaferi naad-
revia, radgan ar gvyavs eqimebi, vinc aseT avadmyofebs gankurnaven 
(Nietzsche 2006a: 121-122). SeiZleba vifiqroT, rom msgavsi azrovneba 
raRac aspeqtSi qristianuli an ukeT qristeseuli humanizmis gamov-
linebaa, magram faqtia, rom konteqsti aSkarad gansxvavebulia, ieso 
ubralod patiobs kriminals, ufalsac mouwodebs apatios mas, rad-
gan `man ar icis ras akeTebs~ da kvdeba jvarze, esaa iesos rwmena, 
moqmedebiT damtkicebuli. meore loyis miSvera niSnavs, rom mizani 
ar aris kriminaluri qmedebis, Zaladobis, mtrobis aRkveTa da arc 
kriminalis gamosworeba, maSin roca nicSe sazogadoebis sijansaRidan 
amodis, aforizms `riJraJSi~, sadac nicSe kriminalis gamosworebaze 
msjelobs hqvia `sijansaRis waxalisebisaTvis~, suicidis SeTavazebac 
imisken miniSnebaa, rom arajansaRi organo mokveTil unda iqnes, Tu is 
ver ikurneba. aq SeiZleba gagvaxsendes iesos mowodeba macdunebeli 
organos amokveTis Sesaxeb, magram konteqsti aSkarad gansxvavebulia, 
ieso ar zrunavs Zaladobis aRkveTaze, ieso uSvebs Zaladobas da ewi-
reba am Zaladobas, nicSes Tanaxmad, iesos moZRvreba mis qmedebebSia 
gamoxatuli, swored amitom nicSeseuli qristes moZRvreba aSkarad ar 
moiazrebs kriminalis, moZaladis, zogadad mtris gamosworebis ideas. 
rac Seexeba gayalbebul qristianobas, igi RmerTs miandobs kriminalis 
dasjas tradiciuli ebrauli suliskveTebiT, romelic pavlem aRadgina. 
Surisgebisa da sasjelis araviTari gauqmeba aq ar xdeba, ufro piriqiT, 
xolo suicidis SeTavazebaze saubari xom saerTod warmoudgenelia. 

axla warmovadginoT nicSes is mxare, romelic yvelaze nakleb-
qristianulia da sadac Cans, rom warmoudgenelia am yvelafris rito-
rikiT, alegoriiT, niRbiT axsna, yovel SemTxvevaSi, asec rom iyos, 
mainc aucilebelia am mxaris Cveneba. nicSe gmobs aramxolod sibra-
luls, rogorc es cnobilia `antiqristedan~, aramed yovelgvar Tanag-
rZnobas, moyvasis siyvaruls, sxvaze zrunvas, 1881 wels, `riJraJSi~ igi 
ramdenjerme, mZafri ritorikiT esxmis Tavs am ideebs: „Tu Tqven aseTi 
mosawyenebi da maxinjebi xarT sakuTar TvalSi, maSin yvela SemTxvevaSi 
ifiqreT sxvebze ufro metad, vidre sakuTar Tavze! Tqven asec unda 
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moiqceT!“ (Nietzsche 2006a: 82). nicSe am yovelives gansxvavebuli kuTxidan 
xedavs da es Zalzed sainteresoa, nicSesTvis miuRebelia komerciuli 
sazogadoebis morali, romelic urTierTdaxmarebis da sazogadoeb-
rivi usafrTxoebis miRwevas gulisxmobs: `gana Cven am saSineli ganzrax-
viT – wavSaloT cxovrebis konturebi da sazRvrebi, kacobriobis qvi-
Sad qcevis saukeTeso gzas ar vadgavarT? qviSa! ufro da ufro patara, 
nazi, mrgvali, usasrulo qviSa! esaa Tqveni ideali, Tqven TanamgrZno-
beli gancdebis maxaroblebo? – am dros ki upasuxod rCeba TviTon kiTx-
va, adamiani ufro metad argebs sxvas uSualod mudmivi TanadgomiTa da 
daxmarebiT, rac jer kidev mxolod Zalian zedapiruli SeiZleba iyos, 
sadac is araa tiraniuli daufleba da gardaqmna – Tu sakuTari Tavis-
gan raRac imgvaris SeqmniT, rasac sxva aRtacebiT Sexedavs, es SeiZleba 
iyos mSvenieri, myudro, SemosazRvruli baRi, maRali kedlebiT qariS-
xlisa da Saragzis mtvrisagan dasacavad, magram aseve stumarTmoyvare 
karibWiT~ (Nietzsche 2006a: 105-106).

nicSe, upirvelesad, upirispirdeba qristianobas, radgan am uka-
nasknelma distanciis paTosis winaaRmdeg gailaSqra (Nietzsche 2005a: 40), 
magram arc Tavad iesos `praqtikasTan~ Tavsebadia misi aristokrati-
uli ideebi, nicSes azriT, iesosTvis yvela yvelas Tanasworia, yvela 
uflis Svilia, ar arsebobs distancia (Nietzsche 2005a: 26), nicSesTvis ki 
`araTanabari uflebebi saerTod yovelgvari uflebebis winapirobaa~ 
(Nietzsche 2005a: 59), nicSe mxars uWers monobas (Nietzsche 2008: 241), distan-
ciis paToss, romlis gareSec umaRlesi kultura ar iqmneba: `am paTo-
sis gareSe, is meore, ufro idumali paTosi, is moTxovnileba distan-
ciis axal-axali gavcrobebisa TviTon sulis SigniT, ganviTareba mdgo-
mareobebisa, romelic aris ufro da ufro maRali, iSviaTi, Soreuli, 
mkvrivad nagebi da Rrma, da mokled, `adamianis~ saxeobis gaZliereba, 
mudmivi `adamianis TviT-gadalaxva~ saerTod ar iqneboda SesaZlebe-
li~ (Nietzsche 2002: 151). metic, iqve nicSe agrZelebs, rom Cagvraze, Za-
ladobaze uaris Tqma, `garkveuli uxeSi azriT~, SesaZlebelia mxolod 
rangiT da ZaliT TanasworTa Soris (Nietzsche 2002: 152), sxva SemTxveva-
Si ki eqspluatacia da Cagvra sicocxlis, rogorc Zalauflebis nebis 
aucilebeli gamoxatuleba da pirobaa (Nietzsche 2002: 153), Zalauflebis 
neba ki nicSes erT-erTi ZiriTadi koncefciaa, `antiqristes~ SesavalSi 
wers, rom swored isaa kargi, rac adamianTa Zalas, Zalauflebis nebas 
aZlierebs, bedniereba aris winaaRmdegobis gadalaxva, Zalis zrda, omi 
da ara mSvidoba (Nietzsche 2002: 4). 

venera kavTiaSvili qristianobis aRdgenis SesaZleblobas nic-
Ses maradiuli dabrunebis ideas ukavSirebs (kavTiaSvili 2006: 236). 
mkvlevaris azriT, leqsSi – `mas gaxelili darCa Tvalebi~ cere-
ras xseneba dakavSirebulia persefones miTTan, rac gazafxulis 
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kvlavganmeorebis, maradiuli dabrunebis TemasTanaa asocirebuli 
(kavTiaSvili 2006: 240), “meore mxriv, cerera igive demetraa – dionises 
deda... titanebisagan daglejili dionise meored swored demetram Sva. 
ai am wesiT, zustad nicSes msgavsad – sicocxlis maradiuli ganaxlebis 
wesiT – daukavSira galaktionma jvarcmuli da Semdeg aRmdgari qris-
te da titanebisgan daglejili da meored Sobili dionise erTmaneTs~ 
(kavTiaSvili 2006: 241), kavTiaSvlis azriT, poeti leqsSi moiaz-
rebs, rom `maradiuli dabrunebis wesiT kvlav aRsdgeba WeSmariti 
qristianoba, rac qristianuli kulturis aRorZinebasac gamoiwvevs“ 
(kavTiaSvili 2006: 241-242).

rogorc zemoT vnaxeT, v. kavTiaSvili eTanxmeba iasperss, rom 
nicSes azriT, qriste erTaderTi qristiani iyo da rom qristianoba 
gayalbebulia mas Semdeg, rac sruliad marTalia da maSin romeli 
qristianobis dabrunebazea saubari? gayalbebuli qristianobis dab-
runebaa nicSes survili da molodini Tu namdvili qristianobisa, ro-
melic arc arsebula, radgan, rogorc nicSe ambobs, misi erTaderTi 
warmomadgeneli jvarze mokvda? gamodis, rom qristianobaSi igulis-
xmeba Tavad iesos namdvil qristianad yofnis faqti da periodi da 
es qristianoba unda aRdges, dabrundes. Tu galaktionma ase gaigo 
maradiuli dabruneba an ar gaigo ase, magram axdens koncefciis saTavi-
so gadaazrebas, maS esec unda aRiniSnos mkafiod. aseT SemTxvevaSi 
saintereso mimarTebebTan gvaqvs saqme.

maradiuli dabrunebis koncefciis dayvana msgavs primitiul da 
Seusabamo ideamde, yovlad gaumarTlebelia miT ufro im fonze, rom 
nicSesTvis es umniSvnelovanesi koncefciaa. Sesabamisad, aucilebe-
lia cota vrclad warmoCndes es sakiTxi. dasawyisisTvis unda aRiniS-
nos, rom maradiuli dabruneba marTlac gulisxmobs kombinaciebis 
amowurvis Sedegad yvelafris dabrunebas, magram es ar niSnavs, rom 
nicSe konkretulad qristianobis dabrunebas gulisxmobs an mi-
esalmeba. SesaZloa es iyos piriqiTac, `ase ityoda zaratustraSi~, 
zaratustra dasevdiandeba imis gacnobierebiT, rom Tu yvelaferi 
maradiulad brundeba, maSin `patara adamianic~ dabrundeba (Nietzsche 
2006b: 176-177) da amgvarad, adamianis zekacad gardaqmna ver iqneba erT-
xel da samudamod miRweuli mizani, ver iqneba `istoriuli mizani, 
farTo civilizaciuri ideali~ (Nietzsche 2006b: xxx). 

Tumca, verc imas vityviT, rom es dasevdianeba nihilizmis mi-
zezia Tavad nicSesTvis. igi ambobs, rom evropuli nihilizmis mizezi 
swored maradiuli dabrunebaa, radgan cnobierdeba, rom yvelaferi 
amaoa, `Cven uarvyofT saboloo miznebs: arsebobas rom hqonoda igi, 
mas ukve miaRwevda~ (Nietzsche 1968: 35-36), magram, rogorc zemoT mox-
mobil citataSic vnaxeT, nicSe nihilizms rodi qadagebs, igi qadagebs 
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antinihilizms da antipesimizms: `samyaros moZraoba saboloo mdgo-
mareobisken rom miiswrafodes, am saboloo mdgomareobas aqamde 
miaRwevda. Tumca, erTaderTi fundamenturi faqti isaa, rom igi ar 
miiswrafvis saboloo mdgomareobisken~ (Nietzsche 1968: 376), amitom 
igi eZebs samyaros imgvar gaazrebas, romelic mxedvelobaSi miiRebs 
am faqts, `qmnadoba unda aixsnas saboloo ganzraxvebTan mimarTebis 
gareSe~ da `aranairad ar unda moxdes awmyos gamarTleba momavalTan 
mimarTebaSi, arc warsulisa awmyosTan mimarTebaSi~ (Nietzsche 1968: 376). 
nicSe iqve wers: „qmnadoba Tanabari Rirebulebisaa yovel momentSi; 
maTi Rirebulebebis jami rCeba mudam igive; sxva sityvebiT, mas ar 
gaaCnia Rirebuleba saerTod, radgan is, riTac gavzomavdiT mas, da 
rasTan mimarTebaSic sityva `Rirebuleba~ eqneboda mniSvneloba, ar 
arsebobs. samyaros mTliani Rirebuleba SeuZlebelia Sefasdes; aqe-
dan gamomdinare filosofiuri pesimizmi komikur saganTa sferos 
gankuTvneba“ (Nietzsche 1968: 378). maradiul dabrunebaze saubrisas nicSe 
ambobs, rom misi dionisuri samyaro aris `maradiulad TviTqmnadi, 
maradiulad TviTdamangreveli, ormagi vnebiani aRtacebis idumali 
samyaro, Cemi `keTilisa da borotis miRma~, miznis gareSe, Tu ar Cav-
TvliT imas, rom wris sixarulia TviTon mizani~ (Nietzsche 1968: 550). 

Sesabamisad, nicSesTvis maradiuli dabruneba sixarulis mize-
zia da ara sasowarkveTisa, nihilistebisgan gansxvavebiT. SeiZleba 
iTqvas, rom am koncefcias sicocxlis dasturyofasTan dakavSirebuli, 
erTgvari ritorikuli mizandasaxulobac aqvs. `mxiarul mecnierebaSi~ 
nicSe am ideas uwodebs `umZimes tvirTs~, igi svams kiTxvas: ras izamdiT 
vinmem rom giTxraT, rom es Tqveni cxovreba maradiulad ganmeor-
deba zustad amgvari TanmimdevrobiTa da detalebiT? dawyevlidiT 
Tu dalocavdiT am ambis macnes? `kiTxva absoluturad yvelaferSi, 
`gsurs es isev? da uTvalavjer isev?~ Tqvens qmedebebs daawveba umZi-
mes   tvirTad!   an  ramdenad  kargad  ganwyobili  unda  gaxdeT  sakuTari
Tavisa da cxovrebis mimarT, raTa arafrisaken iswrafvodeT ise 
mgznebared rogorc am saboloo maradiuli dadasturebisa da 
damowmebisaken?“ (Nietzsche 2008: 194-195). marTlac, `eke homoSi~ mara-
diuli dabrunebis ideas `dasturyofis SesaZlebelTagan umaRles 
formulas” uwodebs (Nietzsche 2005a: 123). iqve nicSe dionisur koncef-
ciaze saubrisas ganmartavs: `zaratustra mocekvavea~; rogor SeiZ-
leba man, vinc Cawvda umZimes, yvelaze saSinel sinamdviles, vinc 
gaiazra `yvelaze uZiro azri~, mainc SeZlos da es ar aRiqvas, rogorc 
arsebobisadmi, TviT misi maradiuli dabrunebisadmi protestis 
mizezi, – aramed amis nacvlad, ipovos kidev erTi mizezi masSi, raTa 
TviTon iyos maradiuli diax yvelafrisadmi `daujerebeli, usazRvro 
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hos Tqma, amenis Tqma~... `me isev damaqvs Cemi kurTxeuli hos Tqma yvela 
ufskrulSi~... (Nietzsche 2005a: 131). 

„kerpebis daisSic~ maradiuli dabruneba dionisur misteriebs 
ukavSirdeba swored sicocxlis dasturyofis TvalsazrisiT: `ris 
garantias iqmnidnen berZnebi sakuTari TavisTvis am misteriebiT? 
maradiuli sicocxlis, sicocxlis maradiuli dabrunebis; momavali 
dapirebuli warsulis mier da warsuli miZRvnili momavlisadmi; 
triumfaluri diax sicocxles yovelgvari sikvdilis da cvalebado-
bis maRla da zemoT“ (Nietzsche 2005a: 228). aseve maradiuli dabrune-
bis ideasTan dakavSirebiT sainteresoa fragmenti gamouqveynebeli 
Canaweridan: `Cemi swavleba ambobs: imgvarad icxovre, rom aucileblad 
mogindes isev icxovro, es aris amocana – Sen isev icxovreb nebismier 
SemTxvevaSi!“ (Nietzsche 2018a: 1).

ase rom, calke aRebuli gancxadeba, rom yvelaferi meordeba, 
arafris mTqmelia da amave dros yvelafris Tqma SeiZleba mieweros, 
maT Soris ararsebuli qristianobis dabrunebis ideac. qristianobis 
dabruneba nicSesTvis arc gamoricxulia da arc gansakuTrebiT misa-
salmebeli. meore mxriv, igi qristianobis an qristianuli eklesiis 
ganadgurebasac ar isaxavs miznad, igi TviT eklesiasac miesalmeba da 
dasturyofs rogorc mters, romelic brZolis mizezs iZleva, rogorc 
aRiniSna ukve da miT ufro ar iqneba misi mizani iesos namdvili moZ-
Rvrebis ganadgureba, magram arc misi aRdgena-ganxorcielebaa misi fi-
losofiis mizani.

wignis avtori saubrobs qristianuli kulturis aRorZinebazec, 
aq aRsaniSnavia, rom nicSe aramxolod pavles da eklesiis mier Seqmnil, 
gayalbebul qristianobas akritikebs, aramed mTlianad qristianul 
kulturasac, amis dasturad es sityvebic kmara: „sabolood, erosis 
demonizaciam komikuri Sedegi gamoiRo: „eSmaki“ erosi TandaTanoboT 
adamianisTvis ufro saintereso gaxda, vidre nebismieri angelozi 
da wmindani, da amas unda vumadlodeT eklesiis mier yovelgvari 
erotikulis gasaidumloebas da miCqmalvas: maTi damsaxurebaa, rom 
dReisaTvis, siyvarulis ambavi gaxda erTaderTi realuri interesis 
sagani, rac yvela wrisTvis saerToa – imgvari gadaWarbebiT, rac 
antikuri xanisaTvis gaugebari iqneboda, da rac momavalSi aseve 
sasacilo gaxdeba. mTels Cvens poezias da azrovnebas, udiadesidan 
umdablesamde, axasiaTebs da Tan rogor axasiaTebs gadaWarbebuli 
aqcenti siyvarulis ambavze, rogorc yvelaze mTavar ambavze, rac 
xdeba: albaT aqedan gamomdinare, STamomavloba daaskvnis, rom mTel 
qristianul kulturul memkvidreobas axasiaTebs erTgvari simwire da 
siClunge“ (Nietzsche 2006a: 77).	
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sabolood, nicSes filosofiis galaktionTan mimarTebis kvleva 
unda warimarTos meti sifrTxiliT, zedapiruli, winaswargansjebiT 
ganpirobebuli interpretacia, saTavisod gageba, ucxo da Seusabamo 
diskursis adaptacia-apropriacia dauSvebelia. galaktioni, qristi-
anoba da nicSes filosofia gaxlavT is sami sfero, romelTa urTi-
erTkavSiris ganxilva moiTxovs mravalmxriv kompetencias, dakvirve-
bul analizs, Rrma da obieqtur kvlevas, mzaobas Tvali gavusworoT 
arasasurvel simarTleebs. mecnieris Tu moazrovnis pasuxismgeblo-
baze, mis enTuziazmsa da wrfel mimarTebazea damokidebuli ramdenad 
daZlevs sakuTar winaswargansjasa da cnobier Tu aracnobier, pir-
dapir Tu irib sazogadoebriv zewolas. genialuri poeti, tradiciuli 
rwmena da msoflioSi cnobili filosofosi – cduneba didia, magram 
igi unda gadailaxos! 
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Mindia Tsetskhladze
(Georgia)

Christian Falsification of Friedrich Nietzsche’s Philosophy in 
One Galaktionological Research

Summary

Key words: Christianity, Jesus, Eternal Return, Dionysiac, Affirmation 

Interdisciplinarity and interliterariness is topical in contemporary thought, so re-
searching Friedrich Nietzsche’s influence on Georgian poetry is important. Greatest Geor-
gian poet Galaktion Tabidze has some explicit relation with the philosopher. In Georgian 
academic space, even philologists specialized in German culture often misinterpret and 
even mistranslate Nietzsche’s words. Venera Kavtiashvili, in her book “German Literary-
esthetic Receptions in Galaktion Tabidze’s Creative Work”, tries to present Nietzsche as 
a hidden, true Christian. Nietzsche himself is against interpreting his works arbitrarily, as 
poetry, in radical Heideggerian sense. Regardless his poetic style, he still remains philosopher.

Deconstruction is falsely associated with hermeneutic-interpretative inclusivism 
and arbitrariness. As Paul de Mann says, we cannot interpret the text according our goals; 
right reading is impossibility of reading. Derrida tells us we should reveal undecidability 
of the text, absence of one right reading. However, such radicalism is somehow “politi-
cally motivated”, as Rorty indicates, against meta-narratives. Deconstruction itself is de-
rived from deconstructing Platonian metaphysics by Nietzsche who, on its side, requires 
careful reading and propagates slow reading, “rumination”, not distorting facts by inter-
pretations. It is important not to abuse “Reader’s rights” and distance oneself from own 
pre-judgments, to control them in order to make it possible to appear sufficient perspective 
for some objectivity, in order to make horizons more or less close, according to Gadame-
rian principles of hermeneutics.

Venera Kavtiashvili shares that interpretation of Nietzsche, which does not consider 
the philosopher as an atheist or immoralist. According to Jaspers, Nietzsche just expressed 
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the attitude of new generation when he declared God as dead. However, Death of God is 
complex concept, which implies atheism, also deconstructing metaphysics, denying “true 
world”, Being as opposed to Becoming, idealism and so on. Nietzsche is immoralist, as 
he often clearly states, but he also announces destruction of old value system, in order to 
create new one, which, however, is not related to Christianity, but to radical aristocratism.

Venera Kavtiashvili shares the opinion of Karl Jaspers that Nietzsche considers 
Jesus as the only true Christian, criticizes only falsified Christianity, and regards Jesus 
as overman type, who stands above Zarathustra. Venera Kavtiashvili relates Galaktion’s 
poetry named “Its eyes were left open...” to Nietzsche, indicating that not opposing the 
evil is his own position as well, but Nietzsche declares not contradicting evil, freeing 
oneself from revenge, as a remedy for only sick people, not war type people represented 
by Nietzsche himself. We can cite here the Jesus himself: ““It is not the healthy who need 
a doctor, but the sick”. 

Nietzsche is somehow positively disposed towards Jesus, considers him as noble 
person, but still strictly criticizes him. Nietzsche calls Jesus idiot in a strict physiological 
sense, as a person who is pathologically supersensitive and as a result has developed ha-
tred towards all kind of reality, hence lack of instinct for fighting, pride, sexual instinct as 
well, which is typical for certain kind of epileptoid neurosis. Nietzsche also declares that 
Jesus lacked the ability to perceive reality, he is opposite type of genius and hero.

Venera Kavtiashvili concludes that Galaktion in his poetry, following Jesus, de-
clares death as only shortest way from suffering, paradoxically, at the same time research-
er states that Nietzsche’s life philosophy is against atheism, positivism and Christian 
obedience where free will, dionysiac ecstasy and intoxication with life is highest values. 
Concept of free will as theologian’s manipulative trick is often rejected by Nietzsche. 
Dionysian ecstasy, according to Nietzsche, is leading towards negation of life, as in Indian 
Buddhism. Nietzsche’s new Dionysianism is not simple “intoxication”, but “overcoming” 
which means staying aware of all the conflicts in their total and clear affirmation. 

Therefore, “intoxication with life” is very general and is associated with hedonism, 
which is rejected by Nietzsche and declared as the main cause of Christian life negative 
doctrine. Fear of pain is resulted in the religion of love. Nietzsche condemns hedonism 
as a way of avoiding suffering which is very valuable for him, everything great, noble is 
connected with suffering. In addition, Nietzsche distinguishes Dionysian death affirma-
tion, which is strength in the face of fear, from Romantic death affirmation caused by life 
hatred and weakness.

Venera Kavtiashvili’s argument for Nietzsche’s hidden and true Christianity is his 
letter to a friend where as if Nietzsche is stating that he was Christian from the childhood 
and never had been against it. However, it is obvious mistranslation. Nietzsche says that 
he follows Christianity in many aspects and never had been disposed against it with al-
ways the same hostility. The last phrase here is important, as it is repeated in another letter 
written after 2 days to another friend to whom Nietzsche writes that many times he tried 
to achieve Christian ideal, but always recognized its impossibility.
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Above, it was said that Nietzsche is following Christian ideal in many aspects, but 
it does not means that it is the case in all aspects. Many things considered as moral are 
acceptable for Nietzsche too, but with a different motivation, that is basic and important 
difference here.

For example, Nietzsche condemns revenge and punishment, he is proposing psy-
chological treatment for criminals (when it will be available) and if unsuccessful – volun-
tary euthanasia. This is not the case of falsified Christianity with eternal hell for those who 
do not repent. None that of unfalsified one – where one simply surrenders without caring 
about treatment of criminal. 

Nietzsche is obviously least Christian when he condemns not only pity, but also 
any kind of compassion or love of neighbor. According to Nietzsche, Christianity declared 
war against pathos of distance and unequal rights, which are basis for any rights, with-
out pathos of distance outside, there is no possibility for the one inside, accordingly, no 
possibility for constant self-overcoming of human being, strengthening species of man. 
Some kind of equality is only possible among equally strong, in other cases oppression, 
violence, exploitation is necessary for creating highest culture.

Venera Kavtiashvili is relating the possibility of reviving Christianity to Ni-
etzsche’s concept of eternal return. However, if Jesus was the only and last Christian, 
real Christianity did not even exist, so which Christianity should be revived according 
to Nietzsche? falsified one? That would make Nietzsche sad, as Zarathustra is made sad 
when he acknowledges that “small man” will also return. However, reviving here should 
be understood as its universal reign, because Nietzsche does not aim at totally abolishing 
even falsified Christianity, as the enemy, which makes him stronger.

However, this sadness is not the cause for nihilism for Nietzsche unlike the case 
with European nihilism. If the world had final goal, it would have achieved it already, so 
it does not have the one. Thus, present is justified regardless its relation to the future or 
the past, becoming is justified regardless final purpose. The end is joy of the cycle itself, 
eternal return is the cause for enjoyment. On the other hand: one should live so that repeat-
ing that life was desirable for the one. For Nietzsche, Dionysian way means affirming life, 
being eternal Yes to life. 

Venera Kavtiashvili also speaks about reviving Christian culture. Nietzsche speaks 
about demonizing Eros by Christianity as the main reason why Christian culture is ob-
sessed with erotic stories, which is ridiculous.

Finally, here the attempt to tame the great philosopher and absurdity, superficiality 
and tendentiousness of Nietzsche’s Christian interpretation is obvious. 
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Republican Difficulties: NoèJordania’s Difficultés socialistes,  
Antoni Rovirii Virgili’s L’Estat català, and the vagaries of exile writers in France

internationalist form of socialism, that defined Jordania’s relationship with France; when 
we point to his connection to the country, we are inevitably pointing to other countries at 
the same time. In Difficultés socialistes, this intense investment in a locally-rooted politi-
cal tradition exists in a kind of creative tension (I suppose we could say dialectic) with 
an internationalist sensibility, and that is the key to understanding the kind of republican 
tradition that Jordania was helping to enunciate with the Democratic Republic of Georgia, 
and from which defenders of French republicanism can, I believe, learn a lot.

Something very different is going on with the work of Antoni RoviraiVirgili. Here I 
will spend more time on biographicaldetails, since I assume he is more or less unknown to 
both a Georgian and a broadly international audience. RoviraiVirgili was one of the most 
important political theoriststo write in Catalan. His magnum opus is the three-volume 
Història dels moviments nacionalistes, which was published between 1912–14 and exam-
ined movements in Poland, Ukraine, Finland, Ireland, Lithuania, Flanders, Transylvania, 
etc. (he did not have a chapter on Georgia). But most of his work is actually devoted to 
federalism, and the other book of his that is a candidate for the title “magnum opus” is the 
collection of essays Nacionalisme i Federalisme, published in 1917. RoviraiVirgilihelped 
to found a number of left or centre-left catalanistpolitical parties, including the one that 
become the country’s most venerable, Esquerra Republicana, which emerged in 1932 un-
der in a Spanish Republic that was relatively friendly to the notion of Catalan devolution, 
which it granted in the form of the Statute of Autonomy of 1932, restoring the autonomous 
parliament known as the Generalitat. He was elected to that parliament in October 1938, 
at the very end of the Spanish Civil War, and just three months later he went into exile in 
France.Following the death of JosepIrla, he became president of the Generalitat-in-exile 
in 1940, and like Irla he also died in office, in Perpignan, in 1949. He left behind a fairly 
massive collection of Catalan-language material written in exile, some of it published in 
émigré journals in France, Switzerland and Mexico, and much of it unpublished.

The most ambitious of these was the book-length work L’Estat català: Estudi de 
dret públic, which he finished in 1947. This won the prize for “Best Book on a Judicial 
Theme Relating to Catalonia” at the 1947 Jocs Florals, an annual celebration of Catalan 
culture that in the Franco era was being held in exile (the 1947 edition was in Westmin-
ster). And yet, it was never published, sitting in manuscript form until 2016, when the 
presses of the university named for him,Universitat Rovira i Virgili,published an edition 
edited by Xavier Ferré Trill, a professor of pedagogy there. It is an important part not only 
of his work but of the landscape of mid-century exile writing, precisely for the way that 
it so clearly tries to re-create the situation of the home country in a new territory, and a 
new language. Indeed, in some ways the book is like many of those that RoviraiVirgili had 
written in the pre-Civil-War period, at the height of catalanisme. It has three parts, and the 
first part as well as much of the second part are taken up by a highly detailed history of 
Catalonia, beginning in the early mediaeval period.

It is somewhat remarkable for its total lack of engagement with France. Although 
RoviraiVirgiliwas no stranger to French political history – in terms of republicanism, the 
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history of the Revolution, and the ways in which her minority groups such as the Bretons 
had evolved, by the time we are in 1947 that interest seems to be fading. What is in its 
place is a laser-like focus on the history of Catalonia and the evolution various kinds of 
state formations that did indeed emerge there, many times within larger states. In terms of 
structure, the first part of the book “drags” a bit inasmuch as it is extremely top-heavy with 
fine details of a very wide spread of Catalan history.

Jordania’sDifficultéssocialistes has a part where it “drags” as well, and the specif-
ics of that drag are illuminating. I refer there to the book’s two longest essays, “De la 
démocratie” and “Les origines du bolchevisme.” The former uses almost entirely French 
examples, and the second almost entirely Russian ones. At one point in “De la démocratie” 
Jordania rails that “La souveraineté du people – fondement même de la démocratie – n’a 
jamais été la doctrine de la bourgeoisie. Par contre, son second attribut – la liberté – a 
toujours été sur inscrit sur son étendard” (Jordania 1933: 103)[The sovereignty of the 
people – the very foundation of democracy – has never been the doctrine of the bourgeoi-
sie. On the other hand, its second attribute – freedom – has always been written upon its 
banner]. His evidence for this flows from the history of the period just before to just after 
the French Revolution; that is to say, he quotes Rousseau and talks about Robespierre’s 
opposition in the Assemblée constituanteto the bourgeoisie’s liberal principles. Something 
similar is going on in the chapter about Bolshevism, where he pores over the finer points 
of the movement’s emergence, its ideologists, etc. Rather than engage specifically with 
France, he here shifts to a discussion of Europe overall, damning the Bolsheviks for be-
ing, in essence, insufficiently western. He writesthat “Ainsi, la Russie n’est par [recto pas] 
l’Europe… le capitalisme, la bourgeoisie, la Constitution sont les attributs de l’Occident; 
l’obchtchina, l’aterl, et l’administration du mir, viola les attribues de la Russie, et c’est par 
eux qu’elle entre dans le socialisme” (Jordania 1933: 189)[Thus, Russia is not Europe… 
capitalism, the bourgeoisie, and the constitution are attributes of the west; the obchtchina, 
the aterl, and the administration of the Mir, these are the attributes of Russia, and it is 
through them that Russia enters into socialism]. What we are seeing in these very long 
essays is a strain in Jordania’s thought that goes back to his earliest days as a political 
actor. Of the formative period just before the establishment of the Democratic Republic 
of Georgia, Stephen Jones writes that “Georgian social democracy’s semilegal activities 
from 1907-1914, though limited, were part of an attempt to europeanize Georgia and sepa-
rate it from what Georgians saw as a Russian Jacobin tradition” (Jones 2005: 227).For the 
social democrats of Jordania’sgeneration, the lessons of Jacobinism were essential, and 
the distinctive form of socialism that they developed in Georgia, one that integrated peas-
ant communities into a national proletariat, was a way of redeeming revolution from the 
sins of its extremists. Jordaniapublished quite a bit in Georgian during the early years of 
his exile, mostly on topics of specifically Georgian interest (perhaps a bit like what we see 
with RoviraiVirgili and other Catalan exiles). But with Difficultéssocialisteshe was doing 
something very different. He was returning to the very foundations of his political thought 
and the struggles it had led to, and doing it without ever mentioning Georgia explicitly. 
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Really, he is talking about France, the place where, for whatever reason, he had found 
shelter from the storm.Difficultéssocialistes shows just how much his woes were now, 
truly, her woes as well.

RoviraiVirgiliis returning to some of the basic principles of his thought as well; 
rather than the moderate social-democracy that Jordania is rediscovering, what he re-
turns to in L’Estatcatalà is federalism. This is a key aspect of much catalanista political 
thought, especially in the late 19th and early 20th century. RoviraiVirgili, though, is now 
explaining the matter in more explicitly republican terms. That is to say, in L’Estatcatalà 
his emphasis is not just on federalism as a set of institutions and procedures (although 
there is plenty on that), but also as an embodiment of pluralism. In the book’s first chapter, 
which gives the broadest imaginable sketch of Catalan history, he has a section provoca-
tively titled “Les Catalunyes,” the Catalonias. What he is referring to there is the territory 
where the Catalan language is spoken: Catalonia, Valencia, the Baleric islands, a tiny part 
of Southern France, the micro-state of Andorra, and the Sardinian city of L’Alguer. He 
also talks in that section about “Les quatreEspanyes” — the four Spains, which he argues 
are made up of Castella, Catalonia, Portugal and the Basque Country. So far, so good, as 
this kind of talk would have been a fairly regular part of discussion around an “Iberian 
Federation,” which would have been very big in RoviraiVirgili’s circle. But he argues that-
thereis a crucial difference:

La raça i la llengua, que diversifiquen les Espanyes com la geografia i la història, no 
diversifiquen les Catalunyas; al contrari, les unifiquen. Les Catalunyas fan una Catalunya. 
Les Espanyes no fan una Espanya. Les quatreEspanyes – Castella, Catalunya, Portugal 
i Euskadi – són quatre nacions. Les tres Catalunyes – Principat, València i les Illes – són 
tres regions d’una sola nació (Rovira i Virgili 2006: 52–53).

[Race and language, which diversify the Spains as do geography and history, do 
not diversify the Catalonias: on the contrary, they unify them. The Catalonias make one 
Catalonia. The Spains do not make one Spain. The four Spains – Castella, Catalonia, Por-
tugal and the Basque Country – are four nations. The three Catalonias – the Principality, 
Valencia and the Islands – are three regions of a single nation.]

A few lines down he qualifies all this by saying that “No hi ha cap imperialisme 
ni cap irredemptisme en el sentit ampli del nom Catalunya. No hi ha més que l’afirmació 
d’una unitat lingüística, cultural i espiritual. La terra de les nacions pertany als homes que 
l’habiten” (Rovira i Virgili 2006: 53) [There is no imperialism nor any irredentism in the 
broad sense of the name « Catalonia ». There is no more than the affirmation of a linguis-
tic, cultural and spiritual unity. Nations’ lands belong to those who live on them].What Ro-
viraiVirgili is holding in balance here are the imperatives of unity and diversity, and reso-
lutely refusing to give up on unity. That is, not to put too fine a point on it, a very French 
way of seeing the matter of national identity. French republicanism is famously heavy on 
the first and not so friendly to the second, that is to say that it is widely understood as be-
ing heavily centralising on the basis of language. The centrality of the French language 
in all aspects of the national life, especially in education, is widely seen as being hostile 
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to difference. This is, in essence, the vision that RoviraiVirigli has for Catalan identity, 
that is, that it forms “una sola nació,” and one that is marked by “una unitat lingüística.” 
But the key to his analysis is itself derived from the highest idealism of republicanism, 
which is to say that “La terra de les nacions pertany als homes que l’habiten.” I cannot 
think of a more pithy summary of the basic assumptions of civic nationalism. And what 
that approach to civic nationalism inevitably leads to is a respect for pluralism, which is 
the inevitable bi-product of defining an identity by the proverbial facts on the ground, that 
is to say by virtue of the people who occupy the territory in question, regardless of their 
ethnic or linguistic identity.

This kind of republican difficulty would have been front of mind for someone 
like Jordania. Indeed, federalism was something of a sticking point for him.  Georgia is 
of course a multi-ethnic state; “[e]ls homes que l’habiten” include ethnic Georgians as 
well as their Karteliancousins the Svans and Mingrelians, as well as Armenians, Azeris, 
Greeks, Ossetians, Abkhaz, and substantial Jewish and Muslim communities.  Some sort 
of decentralisation was obviously going to be necessary for an independent Georgia, and 
the experience of the autonomy granted to Adjara during this periodseemed to provide 
shades of things to come.  But althoughJordaniawas strongly influenced by European 
models such as Belguim’s or Switzerland’s, he would not have adopted the kind of feder-
alist idealism that we see in the work of RoviraiVirgili so easily.  MalkhazMatsaberidze 
writes that “Federalism was… associated with Georgia’s history of fragmentation.” He 
goes on to say that:

The unitary system, however, presented the Social Democrats with a conundrum. 
The constitution, in Chapter Eleven, “Autonomous Governance” (Articles 107; 108), 
stipulated that that Batumi district, along with Abkhazia and Zakatala, should be granted 
autonomy…. PavleSaqvarelidze argued that like the Belgian Constitution of 1831, the 
principle of a unitary democratic republic was compatible with autonomy, as long as au-
tonomy did not mean state autonomy  (Matsaberidze2014: 153).

“State autonomy” is exactly what L’Estatcatalà is arguing for, even if the meaning 
of the term “state” is, as with so much Catalanist discourse of this era, kept deliberately 
ambiguous and may very well mean something that stops short of full political indepen-
dence.  But the predominance of the state is something that Jordaniahad clearly become 
suspicious of, something that he makes very clear in the chapter of Difficultéssocialist-
estitled “Étatisme.”  He writestherethat “Le culte de l’individu cède sa place à celui de 
l’État” (Jordania 1933: 8) [The cult of the individual has given way to the cult of the state].  
He sees the bureaucratic spirit that this inevitably leads to as contrary to what he sees as a 
just society, and just as contrary to the French socialism that has inspired him.  It is Jules 
Guesde who he invokes when he most vividly explains the ravages of this experience of 
the state, writing that state-ism:

…tient les travailleurs, pour employer l’expression de Guesde, par le ventre ainsi 
que par le collet.  Cette nouvelle classe, c’est la bureaucratie, les fonctionnaires.  Le fonc-
tionnarisme est le pilier de l’étatisme. C’est pourquoi aussi l’on met les intérêts des fonc-
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tionnaires à côté des intérêts du prolétariat et l’on proclame leur défense pour une œuvre 
socialiste.  Ce problème a tellement remué le parti socialiste français… qu’un congrès a 
été convoqué à Avignon pour le régler  (Jordania 1933: 24) .

[…takes the workersby the stomach as well as by the collar, to use Guesde’s ex-
pression.  This new class is the bureaucracy, the civil servants.  Civilservantism is the pil-
lar of statism.  It is also why the interests of the civil servants are put side by side with the 
interests of the proletariat and their defense of socialism is so proclaimed.  This problem 
has so shaken the French socialist party… that a conference has been organised in Avignon 
in order to deal with it.]

The rise of the state is something, though, that wasn’t really new in Jordania’s 
thought.  Brisku has pointed out that “Envisaging the making of the modern nation in 
terms of economic unification and cultural autonomy, Zhordania would argue, controver-
sially with respect to contemporary Georgian historiography, nearly 20 years after ‘Eco-
nomicDevelopment and Nationality,’ that Georgians had no need for their nation-state” 
(Brisku 2016: 310).  Brisku is referring there to Jordania’s essay “Our National Question,” 
part of his Georgian-language book The National Question, published in Tbilisi in 1922.  
This hostility to state formations is clearly connected to the forces that were pulling apart 
the nascent Democratic Republic, that is to say competing claims not only for recogni-
tion and legitimisation, to which Jordanian was basically sympathetic, but also competing 
claims to sovereignty and the institutions that make sovereignty possible, to which he just 
as obviously was not.

This, really, is the key difference that he has with a minority exile like RoviraiVir-
gili.  Both were strongly Europhilic, wanting their “small nations” to be able to take their 
rightful place at the table alongside other “small countries” like Belgium or Lithuania or 
Poland.  And both did so from a place on the left that we would now clearly identify as a 
distinctly European social democracy, one that was open to the role that the bourgeoisie 
plays in building a fully functioning society (Stephen Jones’ book Socialism in Georgian 
Colors argues that what we now know as European social democracy can be seen in its 
earliest form in 19th century and early 20th century Georgia).  But RoviraiVirgili was 
adamant that this was about Catalans building a state of their own, even if not fully in-
dependent, and gradually making a bureaucracy that was defined by its Catalan-speaking 
quality.  That is very French; a highly bureaucratisedsociety joined together most strongly 
by language.  For Jordania, it was independence as such that was key; the state, and the 
bureaucracy that would follow it, was never more than a necessary evil.  As time wore on, 
he saw it more and more just as an evil.

Despite these differences, though, what we can see though this comparison of 
L’Estatcatalà and Difficultéssocialistes is the ways in which exile writers in 1930s and 
1940s France rethought and revitalised the republican tradition of the country that took 
them in.  Sometimes this was explicit, as in the case of Jordania, writing in French about 
the really fine pointsof socialism within the Hexagon.  Sometimes it is implicit and almost 
unwitting, as we see with RoviraiVirgili, writing in Catalan and focussing more intensely 
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than ever on Catalonia itself, but doing so in ways that would be unthinkable outside of 
France.  Writing in 1987, Alain Finkielkrautsummarised the basic concept of French na-
tional identity in a way that brings out the common republican heritage that both Jordania 
and RoviraiVirgili seemed to be discovering in their exile of the 1930s and 40s.  In his 
book La défaite de la pensée, he quoted WitoldGombrowicz as he wrote the following:

« Un Français qui ne prend rien en considération en dehors de la France est-il plus 
français ?  Ou moins français ?  En fait, être français, c’est justement prendre en consi-
dération autre chose que la France. »  Phrase admirable et qui explique l’attrait que la 
France a longtemps exercé dur les étrangers chassés de chez eux par la bêtise haineuse du 
Volksgeist (138–39).

[“Is a Frenchman more French or less French if he sees nothing but France?  To be 
really French means to see something beyond France.”An admirable observation and one 
that explains why France for many years has attracted foreigners chased from their homes 
by the hateful stupidity of the Volkgeist] (Friedlander 102; translation modified slightly]

Neither Jordania nor RoviraiVirgili were fleeing the Volksgeist, that is to say eth-
nic nationalism, as such.  But they were certainly “étrangers chassés de chez eux,” find-
ing themselves to be Georgians and Catalans who were being forced to think less and 
less about Georgia and Catalonia.  And in so doingboth became, in their own ways, very 
French indeed.
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jeri uaiti
(kanada)

respublikuri sirTuleebi: noe Jordanias 
„socialisturi siZneleebi“, antonio roviri virgilis 

„katalonuri saxelmwifo“ da safrangeTSi emigrirebul 
politikos avtorTa  kaprizebi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: emigranti politikosebi, respublikuri 
tradicia, federalizmi.

statiaSi erTmaneTs aris Sedarebuli safrangeTSi emigrirebu-
li ori politikosis naSromebi. esenia: saqarTvelos pirveli respub-
likis mTavrobis xelmZRvaneli,  bolSevikebis SemoWris Semdeg saf-
rangeTSi gadasaxlebuli noe Jordania da  katalonieli politikosi 
da emigranti, mogvianebiT ki  kataloniis parlamentis Tavmjdomare 
devnilobaSi, emili antoni roviri virigili.   sakvanZo teqstebia  noe 
Jordanias „socialisturi  sirTuleebi“ (Difficultés socialistes) (1933)  da  
roviri virgilis  „katalonuri saxelmwifo“ (L’Estat català)  (dawerilia 
1947 wels, magram ar gamoqveynebula 2016 wlamde). miuxedavad imisa, rom 
orive es teqsti respublikur tradiciasTan aris dakavSirebuli, Jor-
danias naSromis centrSi dgas franguli respublikanizmi da, masTan 
erTad,  franguli  socializmi,  maSin,  rodesac  roviri  virgilis   naS-
naSromSi gacilebiT metia saubari  federalizmis tradiciis meSve-
obiT saxelmwifo warmonaqmnebis Camoyalibebis Sesaxeb. is ar iziarebs 
Jordanias azrebs  adgilobrivi biurokratiebisa  Tu xelisuflebis Seq-
mnaze, rom aRaraferi vTqvaT Jordanias Sexedulebaze federalizmis 
Sesaxeb. safrangeTSic ki, virgili kataloniel politikur moazrovned 
darCa, erT-erT imaTganad, vinc samwuxaro politikuri mizezebis gamo, 
sazRvris sxva mxares aRmoCnda. meore mxriv, Jordanias swrafva, mTli-
anad CaZiruliyo respublikur idealizmSi, gaxldaT Zalian „frangu-
li“ midgoma, ramdenadac igi  cdilobda adgilobriv politikur tra-
diciasTan srul integrirebas, Tumca amas ise akeTebda, rom aSkarad 
Canda samSoblodakarguli kaci. 

daskvnis saxiT, naTqvamia, rom swored Jordanias „socialisturi 
siZneleebi“ gvTavazobs ufro arsebiT Carevas (intervencias)  Tanamed-
roveobis iseT  urTules problemebSi, rogorebicaa moqalaqeoba da 
kulturuli kuTvnileba.
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rusudan ColoyaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

uZvelesi qarTuli jadosnuri zRaparis  –  

`ananas~  genetikuri safuZvlebi

`jadosnuri zRaprebi, romelTa mTavari gmiric qalia, gacile-
biT adrindelia, vidre zRaprebi romelTa gmiric vaJia. qarTul da 
saerTod sxva xalxTa jadosnur zRaparebSic qali sakmaod Zlieri 
figuraa. ganurCevlad imisa, mTavari gmiria is Tu – ara da mas vaJze 
meti magiuri Zala miewereba~ (ColoyaSvili 2004: 26). am mosazrebas 
adasturebs zRapari `ananac~ (razikaSvili 1951: 114-116), romelSic 
mravali arqauli motivia SemorCenili da sakraluri mniSnეlოbis 
faqtebis siuxviT im jadosnur zRaprebSic ki gamoirCeva, romelTa 
mTavari gmiric qalia. aq erTad aris Tavmoyrili is uZvelesi motive-
bi, romlebic sxvadasxva zRaprebSi gafantulad gvxvdeba da ramdenime 
iseTic iCens Tavs, rogoric sxvagan ar gvxvdeba. 

erT-erTi faqti, romelic am zRapars gamoarCevs rogorc uZve-
less, aris is, rom xelmwifis vaJi sacoles nadirobis dros ki ar pou-
lobs velze an tyeSi, aramed sakuTar baRSi: `xelmwifis Svils hqonda 
erTi baRi. baRSi mwvanilis ori kvali hqonda gavlebuli, erT kvalSi 
eTesa prasi da meoreSi – kama. erTxel... kvlebSi qaRaldi egdo”, zed 
dawerili ver waikiTxa. `qaRaldi qalad iqca. iseTi lamazi iyo, rom 
imaze mSveniers kacis Tvali verafers naxavda~ (razikaSvili 1951: 114). 
mcenared metaforfozis unari jadosnuri zRaprebis qali gmirebi-
saTvis ucxo ar aris. magaliTad, `sami dis~ zRaparSi: umcrosi da xidan 
`cremlad da sisxlad CamoiRvara miwaze. sadac imisi sisxli da crem-
li moxvda, iseTi lerwami amovida, rogorc tye, aTasnairi yvavili da 
balaxi gaiSala~ (Rlonti 1964: 13), magram mcenareTa kvalSi napovni qa-
Raldis qceva qalad sxvagan ar gvxvdeba; es zRapari gamonaklisia imi-
Tic, rom aq pirdapir aris naTqvami, rom qali mcenaris Svilia – prasis 
gvarisa. am zRapris variantSi `prasa da niaxuris qali~ ki gulTmisanma 
da molaparake cxenma xelmwifis vaJi waiyvana sacolis SesarCevad. ro-
gorc darigebuli iyo, cxens `gadahkra ymawvilma maTraxi da... Tval-
gadauwvden mindorze gaCndnen. mindorze cxra adli Tovli devs, Sua 
adgilze Tovlze xelsaxocis tolad, cxra adli balaxia amosuli. 
balaxze kidev cxra adli Tovli ido~. cxenma uTxra ymawvils: `–xeliT 
ramdeni balaxis moglejac SeZlo, moglije da jibeSi Caide ... es bala-
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xi daawye oqros langarze da aCvene Sens ded-mamaso ... daawyo ymawvilma 
langarze balaxi da iqca balaxi mzeTunaxav qalad. qals hkiTxes: – ra 
xar, ra sulieri, rogor gaCndio? qalma uTxra: – prasa da niaxuris qali 
varo... xelmwifem da xelmwifis colma uari uTxres Svils: – ubralo 
balaxis qals ver SegrTavTo. sxva xelmwifis qalze dasweres jvari (vir-
salaZe 1958: 129-130). qarTuli jadosnuri zRapris mTavari gmiri vaJebi 
xSirad arian cxovelebis: raSis, daTvis Svilebi; irmis ZuZuTi gazr-
dilebi; cxvris tyaviT Semosilebi, magram mcenaris Svili iyos zRapris 
gmiri, es sakmaod iSviaTi SemTxvevaa qarTul zRaparSi. aseTi gamonak-
lisia mxolod – vaSlis SeWmiT uSvilo col-qmars rom SeeZineba vaJebi.

gamonaklisia isic, xelmwifis Svili qals gvariSvilobiT rom 
iwunebs. magaliTad, `ananaSi~ xelmwifis Svilma mSvenieri qalis SerTva 
gadawyvita, magram qalma uTxra: `–gvari maqvs prasisa da kamis sartye-
li martyia (e.i. samkaulic mcenareulisa aqvs da ara – Zvirfasi liTo-
nisa Tu Zvirfasi Tvlebisa – r. C.), erTi sawyali qali varo. xelmwifis 
Svili adga, ananas Tavi daaneba da sxva coli SeirTo~. sxva zRaprebSi 
xis fuRuroSi an tyeSi poulobs xolme qals vaJi, magram amis gamo xel-
mwifis Svilis mier qalis dawuneba ar xdeba. piriqiT, es faqti sxvagan 
Rirsebadac ki iTvleba. zogan xelmwifis Svilis mSoblebi tyis qals 
rZlad ar indomeben xolme, magram amis mizezi is aris, rom eSiniaT, qaji 
ar iyoso. aseTi SemTxvevebi zRaparSi aris, Tundac `eTerianis~ eposSi, 
magram am sababiTac ki isini TavianT mizans ver aRweven da xelmwifis 
Svils qorwinebaze uars ver aTqmevineben. 

saerTod zRaparSi arc misi gmiris siyvarulze da arc sxva grZno-
bebze keTdeba aqcenti. ar aris siyvarulis Tema zRaprisTvis niSan-
doblivi, Tumca `ananaSi~ vkiTxulobT: `ananas ki uyvars xelmwifis 
Svili, uyvars saSinlad~. es pasaJi uZvelesia zRaparSi, gamonaklisis 
saxes atarebs da rogorc o. m. freidenbergi aRniSnavs, `siyvarulis 
Tematika Tavisi genetikuri mniSvnelobiT warmoadgens miwaTmoqme-
debis nayofierebisadmi gankuTvnils~ (freidenbergi 1936: 129). e.i. is 
gamoxatavs miwaTmoqmedebis RvTaebaTa urTierTdamokidebulebas. 

`ubralo~ gvaris miuxedavad faqtia, rom anana araCveulebri-
vi arsebaa, mas irmebi da, sxva variantis mixedviT, frinvelebic emor-
Cileba: `daibara mTidan irmebi ananam, dawvela, Caasxa qvabSi, Cajda Sig 
TviTon, duRs rZe da ibaneba Sig anana~. am zRapris variantSic `prasa da 
niaxuris qali~ ananam xeli maRla aiSvira da ormoci iremi movida. qal-
ma ormocive iremi Tavisi xeliT dawvela, moatanina didi qvabi, Sedga 
cecxlze. duRs rZe~ (virsalaZe 1958: 131). `ananaSi~ rZe ucecxlod duR-
da, rac aseve gamonaklisi SemTxvevaa. aq Tu gaunelebel mduRare rZeSi 
ebaneba qali, `prasa da niaxuris qalSi~ is nekis beWdis gayofiT anelebs 
rZes, Tumca mainc `Cajda qali Sig, Tan banaobda, Tan duRda rZe. mnax-
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velebs didad gaukvirdaT~. xelmwifis rZalmac igive moindoma: – gana 
me ver SevZlebo?! da `sul Caifufqa~ (virsalaZe 1958: 131). e.i. es faqtic 
adasturebs, rom anana Cveulebrivi mokvdavi ar aris, Tundac xelmwifis 
colisagan gansxvavebiT. qali Tavad ibarebdes irmebs, mzis metafor-
mofozul saxesaxvaobebs, da isinic upirobod usrulebdnen survils, 
sxva zRaparSi ar Cans. arc irmis mduRare rZeSi banaobis motivi gvxvde-
ba sxvagan. amis Zala erTaderTs Seswevs, mnaTobis asuls da zRapris da-
sasruls pirdapir aris kidec naTqvami, rom is mzisa da mTvaris Svilia. 
e.i. es saxe miTosidan momdinareobs da genetikurad Tavadaa RvTaeba – 
RvTaebrivi mSoblebis Svili. amitomac aris, rom mis warmoSobas didi 
Semowmeba ar sWirdeba da sxva zRaprebis msgavsad mas ojaxis wevrebi 
(ufrosi debi, mSoblebi, dedinacvali Tu gamzrdeli) ar upirispir-
debian. am zRapris uZvelesobaze isic metyvelebs, rom mzea ananas deda 
da ara – mama. cnobilia, rom warmarTobis adreuli periodis rwmenis 
mixedviT mze qalRvTaebad iTvleboda da misi vaJad gaazreba mogvi-
anebiT moxda. am zRapris RvTaebrivi gmiris yovlis SemZleoba iqidanac 
Cans, rom mas irmebis moxmobis garda frinvelebis dabarebac SeuZlia. 
e.i. is frinvelTa da iremTa patronia da maTi gamgebeli. isini ki mna-
TobTa arsebani arian, mzis metamorfozuli saxesxvaobani. e.i. am zRa-
pris gmiri ananac, yvela niSnis mixedviT, mnaTobTa wris wevria. amaze 
miuTiTebs misi mduRare rZeSi banaobis SesaZleblobac. rZe, miTumetes 
irmis rZe, mzesTan aris asocirebuli. es faqti enaSic aris asaxuli– 
qarTul enaSi am ori sityvis msgavsebis garda, megrulSi xom mzec da 
rZec erTi sityviT gadmoicema – `bJa~, xevsurulSi ki `mzis cvari~ rZes 
niSnavs (mosia 2006: 143). mxolod `ananaSi~ gvaqvs irmis rZeSi banaobas-
Tan saqme. sxva zRaprebSi raSebis rZezea saubari. raSic xom mzis arsebaa 
da mzis metamorfozul saxesxvaobad iTvleboda, miTosuri gaazrebiT. 
e.i. orive SemTxvevaSi qalis rZeSi banaobisas mzeSi wrTobasTan unda 
gvqondes saqme. raSis rZeSi Casvlisas raSi erTgul patrons sulis Se-
berviT ugrilebs mduRare rZes da ase exmareba warmatebis miRwevaSi ma-
Sin, rodesac gmiris metoqe damoukideblad am gamocdas ver uZlebs da 
iRupeba.

frinvelebis motivi zRapar `ananaSi~ Tu dakargulia da ara Cans, 
is gvxvdeba mis variartSi `prasa da niaxuris qali~: am `xelmwifis rZali 
da prasa da niaxuris qali gavidnen gareT. prasa da niaxuris qalma xeli 
aiRo maRla da rac qveyanaze frinveli iyo, sul iq mofrinda. gasWima 
abreSumis Sulo, firfitebi misca frinvelebs, frinvelebi Tan abreSu-
mis Zafs axvevdnen, Tan TavianT enaze galobdnen. prasa da niaxuris qali 
oqros zodiT usworebda, romelTac daewewebodaT Zafi. mTlad qalaq-
Si mcxovrebi xalxi movida sayureblad da ukvirda. sxva araerT jados-
nur zRaprebSi Cans, rom irmebic da frinvelebic mTavari gmiri qalis 
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metamorfozuli saxesxvaobani arian. magaliTad, nadirobis ciklis 
zRaprebSi, roca monadires gauWirdeba irmis an frinvelis monadireba 
da mis mosapoveblad did sirTuleebs gadalaxavs, isini bolos umSve-
nieres qalebad gardaisaxebian xolme. irems tyis saSiS dedabradac Se-
uZlia gardasaxva da droebiT monadiris damorCilebasac ki axerxebs. 

`ananaSi~ xelmwifis rZalma uTxra dedamTil-mamamTils: `–ras 
gikvirT, gana me ver gavasworeb Zafs oqros zodiTo?! prasa da niaxuris 
qalma misca ეs zodi. patarZalma daiWira Tu ara, xelSi ver daiმagra, 
gauvarda, daeca muxlebze da orive muxli daemtvra. sam dRes ukan 
gardaicvala~ (virsalaZe 1958: 130). mduRare rZeSi banaobisasac orive 
variantis mixedviT iRupeba xelmwifis rZali. man daiqadna: `–gana me 
ver vizam magaso?! furebi daibara, radgan irmebi ar hyavda, dawvela, 
Caasxa rZe qvabSi, aaduRa da wavida... moixarSa Sig~ (razikaSvili 1951: 
165). daqvrivebulma xelmwifis Svilma isev ikiTxa ananas gvari da igive 
pasuxi miiRo. `daiwuna isev gvari xelmwifis Svilma, sxva coli Seir-
To. wavida anana, dajda maRla sarTulze, aitana TiTistari da daiwyo 
abreSumis rTva. uceb kviristavi gadmouvarda. moiWra ananam cxviri, 
Cagzavna da aatanina kviristavi. mere cxviri isev miiba~. garda imisa, 
rom TiTistaris xmareba uZvelesi motivia zRaparul eposSi, sxeulis 
nawilis moWra da usisxlod misi isev mimagreba erTaderTi SemTxvevaa 
Cveni zRapruli eposisaTvis. es rTuli amocanac ananam mxolod xelm-
wifis Svilis axali colis gamosacdelad gaakeTa, misi araRvTaebrivi 
bunebis warmosaCenad. xelmwifis Svilis am colmac Tqva: – mec SevZlebo 
da marTlac cxviri moiWra. idina sisxlma da mokvda. e.i. araRvTaebrivma 
ver gauZlo ananas verc erT gamocdas, ver gaimeora misi namoqmedarni, 
radganac anana Cvelebrivi miwieri ar iyo da genetikurad miTosidan 
gadmosuli RvTaebrivi warmoSobis arsebas warmoadgenda. amaze ananas 
mcenareuli warmoSoba, gvari, mis xelSi oqros zodi da TiTistaric 
metyvelebda, romelTac Tavisuflad flobda da romlis xmarebac 
mxolod RvTaebaT xelewifebodaT. swored am xelsawyoebis meSveobiT 
arTavdnen RvTaebani samyaros bedisweras. e.i. anana Tavisi qmedebebiT 
adasturebs, rom yovelive amis SemZle desakralizebuli RvTaebrivi 
arsebaa. RvTaebaTaTvis ki SeuZlebeli araferia – cxvirsac moiWrian, 
romelsac sisxli ar daedineba da TavianT gasakeTebelsac gaakeTebine-
ben. diax, RvTaebrivi arseba ukvdavia da misi yoveli nawili damoukide-
bladac ki, Tavad RvTaebis Zalisa da SesaZleblobebis matarebelia. 
ananac, miTosuri tradiciis mixedviT, amarcxebs xelmwifis Svilis cru 
colebs, mesame cdaze aRwevs ra sasurvel mizans, roca moipovebs kuT-
vnil adgils sasaxleSi da Sesabamisad mTels samyaroSi.

es zRapari imiTic aris gamorCeuli, rom misi mTavari gmiri Ta-
vis metoqeebs xelSeuxeblad amarcxebs, romelnic mxolod ananas mim-
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baZvelobiT iRupebian. anana, rogorc aRvniSneT, mesame cdaze xdeba 
xelmwifis Svilis coli. mesamed mopovebuli gamarjveba ki miTosisa 
da zRapruli eposisaTvis, rogorc wesi, sabolooa da maradiuli. am 
maradiulobas ki misi RvTaebrivi buneba ganapirobebs. zRapris dasas-
ruls xom pirdapir aris naTqvami, rom is astraluri RvTaebebis mzisa 
da mTvaris Svilia, varskvlavebi ki misi Zmebi arian (zRapar `ananaSi“ 
`Zmis~ nacvlad `mzes~ vkiTxulobT, rac koreqtura unda iyos). `prasa 
da niaxuris zRaparSi~ xelmwifis Svilma qalis gamocda gadawyvita, `gu-
liT vuyvarvar Tu arao. sikvdils movigoneb... vnaxoT, ras izamso?... 
misi kubo miasvenes eklesiaSi. prasa da niaxuris qali wiokiT Sevarda 
eklesiaSi, kubos daekona, mere kubos win daiCoqa da SesTxova: – mzev da 
mTvarev, Tqven xom Cemi ded-mama xarT, gamicocxleT sayvarelio! xelm-
wifis Svili wamodga da maSinve jvari daiwera prasa da niaxuris qalze~ 
(virsalaZe 1956: 131).

es daskvniTi motivi zRapar `ananaSi~ ufro STambeWdavad aris 
gadmocemuli vidre mis variantSi: `xelmwifis Svilma mesamed hkiTxa 
qals gvari da rogorc ubralo isev daiwura. mere ukve meRores da-
akvlevina Rori da imisi sisxliT moTxupnuli ananas win dades. amis 
danaxvaze ananam SesZaxa:

– mzeo, dedav, mamav – mTvarev,

varskvlavebo, Cemo Zmebo, 

CamouSviT oqros taxti,

aRara gvyavs xelmwifeo!

gaaTava Tu ara es sityvebi, gaixsna ca da iqidan CamouSva oqros 
skami. adga xelmwifis Svili da moexvia ananas, dauwyes erTmaneTs kocna 
da survileba. gaxdnen coli da qmari da dasxdnen oqros skamze~ (ra-
zikaSvili 1951: 116).

ase pirdapir iyos zRaparSi naTqvami, rom zRapris mTavari gmiri 
RvTaebaTa – mzisa da mTvaris Svilia (razikaSvili 1951: 116; virsalaZe 
1958: 131) “ananasa” da misi variantis garda sxvagan ar gvxvdeba da gamo-
naklisi SemTxvevaa qarTuli zRapruli eposisaTvis.

am zRapris mTavari gmiris genetikurad RvTaebriv warmomav-
lobaze metyvelebs ara marto misi SesaZleblobebi – iremTa da 
frinvelTa patronoba, abreSumis Zafis daxveva, TiTistaris xmareba, 
astralur RvTaebaTa Sviloba, aramed misi fuZegaormagebuli sakuTa-
ri saxeli “ananac”. amis Tqmis safuZvels gvaZlevs qarTul folklor-
Si (zRaprebSi. gamocanebSi, SelocvebSi, sabavSvo poeziis nimuSebSi) 
fuZegaormagebuli sakuTari Tu dReisaTvis azrs moklebuli sityve-
bis Seswavlis Sedegad adre miRebuli daskvna, rom isini, Tavdapirvel 
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mniSvnelobaTa daviwyebamde, garkveul uZveles RvTaebaTa Tu kerpTa 
saxelebi unda yofiliyo (ColoyaSvili 2009: 57-81). zRapar `ananas~ 
Seswavlisas is faqtic mniSvnelovania, rom mis dasasruls ar Cans, 
bednier wyvils memkvidre – oqrosqoCriani vaJi rom SeeZina. rac 
erTaderTi SemTxvevaa Cvens jadosnur zRaprul eposSi da kidev erTi 
dasturia am zRapris uZvelesobisa.

 qarTul jadosnur zRaprebSi am zRapris uZvelesobaze is faqtic 
metyvelebs, rom leqsi, romelic am nawarmoebSi gvxvdeba, arc dasawyi-
sis formulaa zRaprisa da arc – dasasrulis, romlebic ZiriTadad 
SemorCa zRaprebs, masSi siuJetis ganviTareba Cans, Tanac misi daskv-
niTi da Semajamebeli etapi. rogorc viciT, Tavdapirvelad uZvelesi 
zRapari leqsad iTqmeboda da mxolod uiSviaTes SemTxvevebSia misi 
fragmentebi SemorCenili jadosnuri zRaprebis siuJetis ganviTarebi-
sas. rac aseve sxva yvelaferTan erTad am nawarmoebis gansakuTrebul 
siZveleze mianiSnebs. yovelive es ki ZiriTadad im zRaprebisaTvis 
aris niSandoblivi, romelTa mTavari gmiric metaforfozis unaris 
mqone qalia. amdenad, yvela aq CamoTvlil niSanTa safuZvelze zRaprebi 
`anana~ da misi varianti `prasa da niaxuris qali~ Tavisuflad SeiZleba 
CaiTvalos uZveles qarTul jadosnur zRaprebad.
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The Oldest Georgian Magic Fairy Tale – “Anana”.
Genetic Basis

Summary

Key words: “Anana”, magic fairy tale, metamorphosis.

The magical fairy tales, the main character of which is women, are of much earlier 
periods than fairy tales whose hero is a man.In the magical fairy tale, the woman is a 
strong figure. Regardless of the fact is she the main character or not – she is attached 
moremagical power than man. This idea is confirmed by the fairy tale “Anana”, in which 
many archaic motives are preserved and are rich in the facts of sacred significance, even 
in magic fairy tales, the main character of which is female. Here the son of the king does 
not find him in the forest, but in the garden where the leaf and dill are sown. There was a 
leaflet. She was very beautiful; the metaphor depicting female to be the plant is not strange 
for the female characters of magic fairy tales. For example, it turns out to be a sprout, 
a grass, or a leek. Here, on the contrary, the woman is the son of a plant –leek and dill 
woman. In this fairy tale, the “Woman of leek and dill” says that snow is lying on the field 
on the grass. The young man watched this grass on the golden trunk and turned the grass 
beauty into the hair. The woman said: – I am a girl and a cousin. The juror and the wife of 
the junior did not give a simple grass to the girl, the other woman wrote a cross. The hero 
of the fairy tale is the son of the plant is quite rare.

Despite the “simple” origin, Anana is an unusual creature, the deer and the birds 
obey her: “Ana Dama dried from the mountain, laid it in a boiling pot, sat inside and drank 
the milk and squeeze it in the mouth. ‘The daughter of the junior also wanted to do the 
same:’ Can I not be able to do that? ‘ And the whole thing is gone. This fact proves that 
Anana is not an ordinary mortal. The woman herself called the deer, the metaphorphosed 
foliage of the sun, and they were unconditionally fulfilling her desire, not in another fairy 
tale. The power of this is the only one, the daughter of the Astral goddess and the end of 
the fairy tale is said to be the son of the sun and the moon. Ie This face is a genetically 
derived god from mythology – the son of divine parents. The ancient story of this fairy 
tale indicates that the sun is Anna’s mother and not the father. It is known that in the early 
period of pagan belief the sun was considered as the goddess and later thought to be his 
son. Besides the deer, he can also make birds cure. Ie He is the owner of birds and deer 
and their governor. These are considered to be the metamorphosis of the sun. Ie Anna is a 
member of the luminary circle according to all the signs. This indicates the possibility of 
bathing in his boiling milk. Milk, especially deer milk, is associated with the sun. This fact 
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is also reflected in the language – except in the Georgian language, similar to those two 
words, in Megrelian, the milk and milk are given in one word – “Bjaa” and Khevsururi 
means “sunshine” milk (Mosia).

Anana called deer from the mountain, milked them, satin the pot, boiled herself 
there. ‘The daughter in law of the king also wanted to do the same:’ Can I not be able to do 
that? ‘And the whole thing is gone. This fact proves that Anana is not an ordinary mortal. 
The woman herself called the deer, the metamorphose difference was evident, and they 
were unconditionally fulfilling her desire, not in another fairy tale. The power of this is 
the only one, the daughter of the Astral goddess and the end of the fairy tale is said to be 
the son of the sun and the moon. This face is a genetically derived god from mythology 
– the son of divine parents. The ancient story of this fairy tale indicates that the sun is 
Anna’s mother and not the father. It is known that in the early period of pagan belief the 
sun was considered as the goddess and later thought to be his son. Besides the deer, he 
can also make birds cure. Ie He is the owner of birds and deer and their governor. These 
are considered to be the metamorphosis of the sun. Ie Anna is a member of the luminary 
circle according to all the signs. This indicates the possibility of bathing in his boiling 
milk. Milk, especially deer milk, is associated with the sun. This fact is also reflected in 
the language – except in the Georgian language, similar to those two words, in Megrelian, 
the milk and milk are given in one word  – “Bjaa” and Khevsururi means “sunshine” milk 
(Mosia).According to the fairy tale Anana, it is said that after appearing the leek and celery 
woman the whole bird flocks of the country gathered. The birds also accompanied the silk 
yarn and the woman was beaten with golden shields. Even if all of them are not able to do 
so, such attempts will be made to the victims. IeWhat makes it easy for the divine origin 
is the death of the mortal man. Anana’s goddess nature speaks of her plant origin, her 
surname, her hands, a golden jacket and a fingerprints that are freely owned and used only 
by god. With the ancient belief – through these tools, the gods were destined to the fate 
of the universe. IeAnana’s ability proves that all of these things are a descriptive divine 
being. And, according to mythos tradition, it will defeat false wives of the son of the junior 
and reach the third goal, to find the place in the palace and in the whole world. The victory 
that has thus won is ultimate and eternal for the myth and the fabulous epoxy, which is due 
to its divine nature,

 At the end of the fairy tale it is said that Anana is the daughter of the sun and moon 
of astral gods, and the stars are his brothers. For instance, when the son of the junior had 
died to test a woman, Anana called her parents:

– Sun, mother, father – moon,
Dear brothers, my brothers,
Bring the golden throne,
We no longer have a king!

It’s so straight in the fairy tale that the main character of the fairy tale is the goddess 
of the sun and the moon, the fairy tale is nothing but the exception.
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The genius of the main character of this fairy tale reveals not only the possibilities 
of his darling and the birds, the silk thread, the finger of the silk, the april of the goddess, 
but its original name itself. While studying the fairy tale “Ananas”, it is also important to 
note that at the end of his life, the happiest couple had a heir – a golden-cousin son. This 
is the only case in our magic fairy epoxy and one more confirmation of the fairy tale. This 
fairy tale is also distinguished by its main character who invariably invades his rivals, who 
only die in the psyche of Anana.

In ancient Georgian fairy tales, the fairy tale of the fairy tale indicates that the 
poem, which is found in this work, is not the beginning of the fairy tale and the end of the 
fairy tale. It is evident in the development of the story, and its concluding and final stage. 
As we know, it was originally the oldest fairy tale, and in rare instances its fragments were 
developed in the development of separate motifs of magic fairy tales. Which, in addition 
to all the other, indicates the special antiquity of this work. All this particularity is mainly 
for the fairy tale, the main character of which is a woman with a metaphor for skills.

Thus, the fairy tales «Anana» and its variant «Lee and creepy woman» can all be 
considered as the oldest Georgian magic fairy tales on the basis of all of these listed signs.
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qarTul-osuri literaturuli urTierTobebis 

erTi furceli

2018 wels Sesrulda `vefxistyaosnis~ pirveli osurenovani ga-
mocemis 75 wlisTavi. am TariRTan dakavSirebiT, gvinda gavixsenoT 
giorgi besTauTi, sruliad axalgazrda, 46 wlis asakSi gardacvlili 
cnobili osi poeti da mTargmneli, ivane maCablis premiis laureati, 
SoTa rusTavelis `vefxistyaosanis~ uSualod qarTulidan osur enaze 
mTargmneli.

giorgi besTauTis Zlier mxares qarTuli enis safuZvliani codna 
warmoadgenda. is 1932 wels daibada, cxinvalis raionis sofel gogianT-
karSi. bavSvobidanve qarTul atmosferoSi aRzrdils, ar gasWirvebia, 
osurTan erTad, Rrmad daufleboda qarTul enasa da literaturas. 
1957 wels daamTavra Tbilisis saxelmwifo universiteti da momdevno 
wels pirveli leqsebis krebuli, „grigali“, gamosca. g. besTauTi 1952 
wlidan wers qarTulad, mogvianebiT ki osur enazec; avtoria poeturi 
krebulebisa: „sicocxlis sixaruli“ (1962), „Rame da dRe“ (1966), qar-
Tul enaze: „gul marTali“ (1964), „leqsebi“ (1970) da a.S. universite-
tis damTavrebis Semdeg, g. besTauTi ubrundeba cxinvals da iwyeba misi 
SemoqmedebiTi saqmianobis osurenovani periodi. igi iniSneba Jurnal 
„fidiuagis“ poeziis ganyofilebis gamged. poeti aqtiurad erTveba 
saqarTveloSi mimdinare literaturul procesebSi.

1968 wlis 14 seqtembers, rusTavelis TeatrSi gamarTul poe-
ziis saRamoze Sekrebilma sazogadoebam nikoloz baraTaSvilis `mera-
ni~ msoflio xalxTa mraval enaze moismina. osurad giorgi besTauTma 
waikiTxa sakuTari Targmani. rogorc damswreebi ixseneben, marTalia, 
osuri ena bevrs ar esmoda, magram gasaocari iyo leqsis zemoqmedebis 
Zala. darbazma mquxare taSiT daajildova osi poeti da mTargmneli. 
„didi zemoqmedeba moaxdina msmenelze Tqvenma Targmanma. masSi origi-
nalurad iyo Sexamebuli gasaocari musikaloba, mSvidi intonacia da 
qariSxliseburi dinamizmi“, uTqvamT leqsis wakiTxvis Semdeg Tavis 
adgilze dabrunebuli deklamatorisTvis (ustiaSvili 1987: 73-74). 

ZiriTad SemoqmedebiT saqmianobad g. besTauTisTvis swored Tar-
gmani iqca. Targmnida jer kidev studentobis periodidan, Tavidanve 
udidesi pasuxismgeblobiT ekideboda am saqmes. mudam garkveuli Semoq-
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medebiTi brZolis gadatana uxdeboda originalTan. ebrZoda, eZebda 
zustad Sesatyvis formebs da amas akeTebda iseTi ostatobiT, iseTi 
daxvewili stiliT, rom saTargmnelad aRebuli Txzuleba TiT-qmis bo-
lomde inarCunebda erovnul sunTqvas, damaxasiaTebel koloritul 
formas, bunebriobas. mTargmneli axerxebda teqsti osur enazec bune-
brivad, maRali mxatvruli ostatobiT aJRerebuliyo.

g. besTauTis mTargmnelobiTma saqmianobam dramaturgiac moic-
va. 1957 wels daibeWda osuridan qarTulad naTargmni g. plievis „Cer-
meni“. momdevno wlebSi mas daemata e. britaevis „xazbi“, qarTulidan 
osurad naTargmni n. areSiZis „Svilebi da rZlebi“, n. dumbaZis „TeTri 
bairaRebi“ da mravali sxv. paralelurad, g. besTauTi Targmnis ilias, 
vaJas, i. gogebaSvilis, g. leoniZis, l. qiaCelis, S. aragvispirelis1 da 
sxva qarTvel moRvaweTa saukeTeso Txzulebebs. 

„osi da qarTveli xalxis megobrobis samsaxurSi Sen ara erTi 
Rame gagiTenebia, giSromia da giRvawia. amqveynad araferi dakargula, 
miT ufro saqme da sikeTe kacisa. magrad garTmev xels da dRegrZel 
sicocxles gisurveb“ (ustiaSvili 1987: 78) werda g. besTauTs moris 
focxiSvili. 

1957 wels qarTul enaze gamoica osuri poeziisa da prozis 
anTologia. g. besTauTis Targmanebma udavo Rirseba SesZina am wignebis 
mxatvrul Rirebulebas. amasTan, igi gaxldaT saredaqcio kolegiis 
wevri gr. abaSiZesTan, S. afxaiZesTan da sxvebTan erTad. xsenebul naS-
romebSi warmodgenili iyo besTauTiseuli k. xeTagurovis, a. kubal-
Tis, n. jusoiTis, m. narTixTisa da v. cxurbaTis leqsTa qarTuli 
Targmanebi. Tumca, rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, am sakmaod maRali donis 
Targmanebis avtoris saqmianoba mxolod osuridan gadmoqarTulebiT 
ar Semoifargleboda. igi aqtiurad iyo dainteresebuli qarTvel 
moRvaweTa Txzulebebis osur enaze gadataniTac. g. besTauTi Tavda-
uzogavad Sromobda, rom osi xalxisTvis qarTuli umdidresi kulturis 
erTi nawili mainc maxlobeli da misawvdomi gaexada. os xalxsac Ses-
Zleboda ziareboda qarTuli literaturis Sedevrebs. swored am miz-
niT qveyndeba eg. ninoSvilis „gogia uiSvilis“, g. leoniZis leqsebis, 
ilia WavWavaZis „gandegilis“, ioane ialRuziZis „ialRuzianis“, ak. 
beliaSvilis moTxrobebis, s. Ciqovanis leqsebisa da sxvaTa miseuli 
Targmanebi. warmateba xvda wilad g. besTauTis mier Targmnil vaJa-
fSavelas, i. gogebaSvilis, S. aragvispirelis, i. evdoSvilis, l. 
qiaCelis, k. lorTqifaniZis... saukeTeso moTxrobebs. rogorc zemoT 
aRvniSneT, maRali Sefaseba miiRo nikoloz baraTaSvilis dabadebidan 

1 g. besTauTis mier Targmnili Txzulebani Sesulia 1966 wels gamocemul 
„qarTul sabWoTa moTxrobebSi“ (Targmanebi). calke wignebadaa gamocemuli 
i. WavWavaZis „gandegili“ (1960), g. leoniZis leqsebis g. besTauTiseuli Targ-
manebi (1960) da a.S.
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150 wlisTavisadmi miZRvnil saiubileo dReebSi, dedaqalaqSi, g. besTa-
uTis mier osur enaze warmodgenilma „meranma“. „gasaocari musikalo-
ba“, „mSvidi intonacia“, „qariSxliseburi dinamizmi“ – ase axasiaTeb-
dnen „meranis“ osur Targmans. 

g. besTauTis moRvaweobam sagrZnoblad Seuwyo xeli qarTul-
osur literaturul urTierTobaTa ganviTarebas. cxadia, vidre 
„vefxistyaosnis“ Targmanze Seudgeboda muSaobas, is manamdec ganuwy-
vetlad iRvwoda qarTuli da osuri literaturul-kulturuli 
tradiciebis dasaaxloveblad. 

g. besTauTi sakuTar inteleqtualur SesaZleblobebs dauzo-
gavad axmarda qarTvelTa da osTa istoriuli megobrobis ganmtki-
cebasa da literaturul-kulturul winsvlas. 

da mainc, Cven vTvliT, rom zemoT moxmobili faqtebi g. besTauTis 
Semoqmedebis pirveli etapi da erTgvari mosamzadebeli safexuria misi 
ufro momwifebuli SemoqmedebiTi moRvaweobisaTvis. 

g. besTauTi iwyebs „vefxistyaosnis“ osur Targmanze muSaobas. 
bunebrivia, mTargmneli grZnobda, es ioli ar iqneboda. is, TiTqos, 
wlebis manZilze, gulmodgined emzadeboda am dRisTvis: Zirfesvianad 
Seiswavla qarTuli literatura, qarTuli kulturis ZiriTadi, mniS-
vnelovani etapebi, CauRrmavda, safuZvlianad daeufla qarTul enas ...

 „vefxistyaosnis“ Rirseuli Targmani osur enaze g. besTauTamde 
faqtobrivad ar arsebobda. Tumca, iyo adreuli mcdelobani osi po-
etebis – i. xozaTis, x. fliTis, i. kaCmazovis (kavkazagi) da m. Savloxovis 
mxridan, magram, rogorc prof. nafi jusoiTi SeniSnavs – „angariS-
gasawevi iyo isic, rom osuri kulturis imdroindeli done rusTa-
velis poeturi xelovnebis osur enaze mTeli sisruliT gadatanis 
SesaZleblobas ar iZleoda“ (ustiaSvili 1987: 87). 

wlebi Sealia g. besTauTim „vefxistyaosnis“ osurad ametyvele-
bas da Tavdauzogavma Sromam sasurveli nayofi gamoiRo. Cveni naTqva-
mis dasturad, ramdenime citatas davimowmebT:

giorgi axvlediani: „mSvenivradaa Targmnili da dedanTan ufro 
axlosaa, vidre sxva...“ (ustiaSvili 1987: 98). 

aleqsandre baramiZe: „Tqven didi keTilSobiluri saqme gaswieT 
„vefxistyaosnis“ osuri Targmanis publikaciiT. me kargad vici, rom 
did poetur niWTan erTad, Tqven am saqmes CaaqsoveT qarTuli enis 
Cinebuli codna...“ (ustiaSvili 1987: 99). 

levan menabde: „didi saqmisaTvis mogikidiaT xeli da uTuod 
dalocvis Rirsi xarT...“ (ustiaSvili 1987: 98). 

tariel kvanWilaSvili: „ver warmoidgen, rogor masiamovne, Seni 
xeliT gakeTebuli warwera rom wavikiTxe, Tvalwin damideqi momRima-
re, cocxali, Wkviani TvalebiT rom Semomyurebdi. mindoda marTla aq 
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yofiliyavi, raTa gadagxveodi da magrad, mamakacurad damekocne“ 
(ustiaSvili 1987: 99). 

osi mwerali mixeil bulkaTi: „RmerTo, nuTu SeiZleba ori 
enis musikaTa Soris zRvaris waSla da erTi da imave azris, or enaze 
gamoTqmuli erTi azris, ori formis ase zustad damsgavseba!“ (ustiaS-
vili 1987: 91)

dasasrul, oriode sityviT gvsurs gavixsenoT g. besTauTis 
gogla leoniZesTan urTierTobis erTi saintereso momenti. 1960 
wlis ianvarSi giorgi leoniZe cxinvals ewvia. cxinvalis saxelmwifo 
Teatrma gulTbilad umaspinZla samoci wlis iubilar poets. maspin-
ZelTa Soris guliTadobiTa da stumarTmoyvareobiT gamoirCeoda 
axalgazrda giorgi besTauTi, romlis mier wakiTxuli misalmebis 
Semdeg giorgi leoniZes uTqvams: „aseTi adamianebi amtkiceben Cveni 
xalxebis Zmobasa da megobrobas...~ (qarTli 1999: #1)

samwuxarod, adre Sewyda niWieri osi poetisa da mTargmnelis, 
g. besTauTis Sinaarsiani sicocxle, magram man qarTvel da os xalxTa 
Soris Zmobis da urTierTmegobrobis niSnad dagvitova SesaSuri li-
teraturuli ostatobiT, maRal profesiul doneze Sesrulebuli 
SoTa rusTavelis `vefxistyaosanis~ osuri Targmani. 

g. besTauTi usazRvrod gaaxara ivane maCablis saxelobis premi-
is miniWebam. sikvdilamde sul cota xniT adre, meuRlis xeliT, saqar-
Tvelos mweralTa kavSiris saxelze, madlierebis gamomxatveli baraTi 
gagzavna, romelSic werda: „CemTvis ivane maCablis saxelobis premiis 
laureatobis moniWeba axali, guluxvi gamoxatulebaa respublikis 
xelisuflebisa da mweralTa zrunvisa osur erovnul literaturaze, 
Cveni xalxebis istoriuli Zmoba-megobrobis ganmtkicebaze, romlis 
erTgul raindad miguleT kvlavac“ (mRebriSvili 2019: 95).

aseT erTgul raindad darCa giorgi besTauTi sicocxlis 
bolomde. 
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Aleksandre Mgebrishvili
(Georgia)     

One Page from Georgian – Ossetian Literary Relations

Summary

Key words: Giorgi Bestauti, osetian translater. 

The year 2018 marked the 75th anniversary of the first translation of the “Knight 
in the Panther`s Skin” into the Ossetian language. The name of Giorgi Bestauti, a famous 
Ossetian poet and translator, a laureate of Ivane Machabeli Prize, a translator of the Shota 
Rustaveli “Knight in the Panther`s Skin” poem from Georgian into Ossetian, is closely 
connected with the mentioned date.

In fact, no translation of the “Knight in the Panther`s Skin” in Ossetian existed be-
fore the translation of Giorgi Bestauti. However, there were early attempts of Ossetian po-
ets, like I. Khozati, Kh. Pliti, I. Kachmazovi (Kavkazagi) and M. Shavlokhov to translate 
the poem, but, as professor Napi Jusoit notes – “It is noteworthy, that the level of Ossetian 
culture of that period did not give the ability to translate the poetic art of Rustaveli into 
Ossetian language with complete preciseness”. 

One interesting moment of relationship of Giorgi Bestauti with Gogla Leonidze is 
mentioned in the paper. Giorgi Leonidze visited Tskhinvali in January 1960. The Tskhin-
vali State Theatre welcomed the 60-year-old poet warm-heartedly. 

Unfortunately, the life of talented Ossetian poet and translator Giorgi Bestauti came 
to an end at an early age, but he left the Ossetian translation of Shota Rustaveli the “Knight 
in the Panther`s Skin”, performed with literary prowess on a high professional level as a 
token of brotherhood and friendship between Georgian and Ossetian people.
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romantizmi – 

transerovnuli dialogi

dResdReobiT Cveni litmcodneobis winaSe qarTuli mwerlobis 
saerTaSoriso konteqstebis gaTvaliswinebiT Seswavla da misi inter-
nacionalizaciis amocana dgas. saqmeSi CaxedulTaTvis savsebiT cxa-
dia, rom msoflio literaturis suraTi mravalsaukunovani da mraval-
ferovani qarTuli mwerlobis gverdis avliT nakluli gamova. arada, am 
mxriv viTareba kvlavac – erovnuli damoukideblobis mopovebis Semde-
gac – arasaxarbieloa. msoflio literaturuli procesebis Seswavla 
jer kidev qarTuli mwerlobis monacemTa saTanadod gaTvaliswinebis 
gareSe mimdinareobs. am viTarebis sasikeTod Secvlas emsaxureba SoTa 
rusTavelis saxelobis qarTuli literaturis institutis ramdenime 
bolodrondeli proeqti, romelTa Soris uwinares yovlisa unda mov-
ixsenioT saerTaSoriso simpoziumebi saxelwodebiT `literaturaT-
mcodneobis Tanamedrove problemebi~, romlebic 2007 wlidan yovel-
wliurad tardeba da romelTa popularoba saerTaSoriso arenaze sul 
ufro da ufro izrdeba. 

am simpoziumebze wakiTxuli moxsenebebis ori krebuli inglisur 
enazec gamovida kembrijis universitetis gamomcemlobaSi 2012 da 2016 
wlebSi (pirveli maTganis Tema iyo `totalitarizmi da literaturuli 
procesi~, meorisa – `emigrantuli literatura~). 

2018 wels ki germanulma gamomcemlobam `Scholars’ Press~-ma ingli-
surad gamosca qarYTuli literaturis institutis mier momzadebuli 
krebuli `romantizmi literaturaSi. epoqaTa da kulturaTa gzajva-
redinze~ – `Romanticism in Literature. On the Cross-road of Epoques and Cultures~. 
Irma Ratiani (Ed.) – , romelsac wina, 2017 wels Catarebuli da nikoloz 
baraTaSvilis dabadebidan 200 wlisadmi miZRvnili amave saxelwodebis 
saerTaSoriso simpoziumis masalebi daedo safuZvlad. 

romantizmma, romelic wmindad evropuli movlenaa, umaRlesi da 
TiTqmis srulyofili gamovlineba qarTvel poetTagan nikoloz bara-
TaSvilis cxovrebasa da SemoqmedebaSi hpova. amitom, bunebrivia, rom 
statiebis umetesoba swored baraTaSvils exeba, rogorc mis Semoqmede-
bas, aseve cxovrebasac. 
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krebulis Semdgenel-redaqtoris irma ratianis Sesaval werilSi, 
romlis saTauria `romantizmi evropaSi – erovnuli sazRvrebis SigniT 
da miRma~, vkiTxulobT: 

`nikoloz baraTaSvilis poezia ara marto ireklavs evropuli da 
msoflio romantizmisTvis damaxasiaTebel ZiriTad esTetikur prin-
cipebs, aramed maT uTavsebs erovnuli TviTSegnebisa da tradiciebis 
ideas, riTac romantizmis geografiul rukas ganavrcobs qarTuli 
erovnuli literaturuli modelis mimarTulebiT~. 

ai amas – romantizmis geografiuli rukis ganvrcobas qarTuli 
erovnuli literaturuli modelis mimarTulebiT – emsaxureboda ze-
moxsenebuli saerTaSoriso konferenciac da, bunebrivia, amave mizans 
isaxavs mis bazaze Seqmnili es krebulic. 

isic savsebiT cxadia, rom naSromTa umetesoba upirvelesi qar-
Tveli romantikosis nikoloz baraTaSvilis Semoqmedebas, msoflxed-
vasa da biografiul momentebs eZRvneba (esenia: levan bregaZis `niko-
loz baraTaSvilis romantizmis markerebi~, konstantine bregaZis 
`nikoloz baraTaSvilis romantikuli lirika rogorc erTiani teqsti~, 
ana leTodianis `lurji feris recefcia nikoloz baraTaSvilis le-
qsis „cisa fers“ mixedviT~, dodo WumburiZis `nikoloz baraTaSvilis 
erovnuli da politikuri xedvis gaazrebisaTvis (`saflavi mefis irak-
lisa~)~, maia cercvaZis `Nnikoloz baraTaSvilis piradi werilebis po-
eturi leqsika~, eka vardoSvilis `mTvaris xateba nikoloz baraTaSvi-
lis poeziasa da msoflio romantizmSi~). 

nikoloz baraTaSvilis garda sagangebo naSromi mxolod misi 
romantikosi biZis, grigol orbelianis prozaul Txzulebas eZRvneba: 
darejan menabde – `grigol orbelianis `mgzavroba Cemi tfilisidam 
peterbuRamdis~ qarTuli samogzauro literaturis konteqstSi~. 

aqvea naSromebi, romlebSic qarTuli romantizmis zogadesTeti-
kuri Taviseburebania kvlevis sagani (Tamar lomiZis `qarTuli roman-
tizmis poetika~, eka CxeiZis `romantizmis esTetika da yoranis saxe-sim-
bolo~, qeTevan elaSvilis `sevdis esTetika nikoloz baraTaSvilTan~). 

nikoloz baraTaSvilis saaxloblo wrec aris krebulis avtor-
Ta interesis sagani (eka CikvaiZis `solomon dodaSvili da me-19 sa-
ukunis qarTuli msoflaRqma~, zaza abzianiZis `disSvili da biZani 
misni (nikoloz baraTaSvilis urTierToba grigol, zaqaria da ilia 
orbelianebTan)~. 

ramdenime statia baraTaSvilis poeziis recefciis sakiTxebs 
exeba me-19-20 saukuneebis qarTul mwerlobasa da literaturis-
mcodneobaSi (manana kvataias `nikoloz baraTaSvilis poeturi feno-
menis recefciisaTvis~, maia niniZis `Mmecxramete saukunis qarTuli 



290

levan bregaZe

literaturis mose da aaroni~, Tamar paiWaZis `romantizmis recef-
ciisaTvis qarTul simbolistur diskursSi~, nestan kutivaZis `bara-
TaSvilis poeturi xati simon Ciqovanis SemoqmedebaSi~, nugeSa gagni-
Zis `nikoloz baraTaSvilis „meranis“ recefcia givi margvelaSvilis 
„mucalSi“, ia burdulis `romantikuli kodebis imitireba postmoder-
nistul teqstSi~). 

neoromantikuli prozis niSnebs xedavs kaxaber loria vasil bar-
novis SemoqmedebaSi (kaxaber loria: `neoromantizmi vasil barnovis 
SemoqmedebaSi~). 

naSromTa erTi nawili eZRvneba tipologiur paralelebsa da 
Tematur kavSirebs qarTuli romantizmis teqstebsa da imdroindel 
Tu adreul kulturul-msoflmxedvelobriv movlenebsa Tu moZR-
vrebebs Soris (zoia cxadaiasa da Tamar ciciSvilis `aSuRur-qalaquri 
teqstis reprezentacia qarTul romantizmSi~, maia jaliaSvilis `bara-
TaSvilis poezia kirkegoriseuli `an-an~ filosofiis konteqstSi~, maia 
naWyebias `barokos lamentaciebi da romantizmis refleqsiebi~). 

sazRvargareTis qveynebis romantikuli mwerlobisa da roman-
tikosebis Sesaxeb, bunebrivia, krebulSi warmodgenili ucxoeli av-
torebi – rusi, ukraineli, belarusi, lietuveli, hong-kongeli, make-
donieli da arabTa gaerTianebul respublikaSi moERvawe mkvlevarebi 
– weren, magram ramdenime qarTveli mecnieric mogvevlina evropul, 
amerikul da rusul romantizmTan dakavSirebuli Ziebebis avtorad 
(manana gelaSvili – `maZiebeli gmiris interpretacia inglisuri ro-
mantizmis poeziaSi~, nino popiaSvili – `romantizmis kulturuli 
markerebi: dasavleTi da aRmosavleTi (fridrix riukertis poeziis 
msoflmxedvelobrivi aspeqtebi)~, maka elbaqiZe – `viliam vilsoni da 
misi oreuli~, ia zumbuliZe da v. kvantre – neo-romantikuli tenden-
ciebi Tanamedrove rusi mwerlebis nawarmoebebSi~). 

ai aseTia qarTvel avtorTa wvlili am krebulSi. maTi aq war-
modgenili naSromebis meSveobiT, vfiqrobT, ucxoeli mkiTxveli ir-
wmunebs imas, rac krebulis Semdgenel-redaqtoris irma ratianis wina-
sityvaobaSi amgvarad aris formulirebuli: `qarTuli literatura, 
bevri sxva evropuli qveynis literaturis msgavsad, warmatebiT mona-
wileobda romantizmis Camoyalibebisa da ganviTarebis procesSi~.
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Levan Bregadze
(Gergia)

Romantism – 
Transnational Dialogue

Summary

In 2018 German publishing house  – “Scholars’ Press” – published a book in 
english entitled Romanticism in Literature:On the Cross-road of Epoques and Cultures 
(Editor Irma Ratiani), which was prepared by Shota Rustaveli Institute of Georgian 
Literature. The book was based on materials of International Symposium held in 2017 
and was dedicated to the 200th  birth anniversary of prominent Georgian romantic poet 
Nikoloz Baratashvili

The majority of articles of the book deal with Georgian romanticism. They 
help foreign readers to comprehend characteristics of Georgian version of this literary 
movement and to understand, that Georgian literature successfully participated in the 
process of establishment and development of Romanticism.
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kavkasiis franguli dRiuri

frangul-qarTul urTierTobas  sakmaod didi istoria aqvs, ra-
sac gansxvavebuli politikuri Tu socialuri Sre gaaCnia, Tumca, misi 
erT-erTi umTavresi Semadgeneli nawili literaturuli urTierTo-
bebi da gavlenebia.  SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis 
mier dafinansebuli proeqti – „frangebi saqarTveloSi da franguli-
literaturis refleqsia me-17 – me-20 saukunis dasawyisis qarTul kul-
turul sivrceSi“, met-naklebad, samive sferos exeba, magram „kavkasiis 
franguli dRiuris“ ZiriTadi Tema mainc literaturaa. wigni pirobi-
Tad, sam nawilad aris gayofili. pirveli nawili, romlic sakiTxis das-
mas eZRvneba,  ori statiisgan Sedgeba: pirvelia „franguli kulturisa 
da literaturis refleqsia me-17 – me-20 saukunis dasawyisis qarTul 
kulturul sivrceSi. saarqivo mokvlevis perspeqtivebi“ (irma rati-
ani, rusudan Turnava, gaga lomiZe, aleqsandr stroevi). igi qarTul-
franguli urTierTobebis mimoxilvas warmoadgens da gviCvenebs misi 
ganviTarebisa da gaRrmavebis sxvadasxva etapebs. sulxan-saba orbelia-
niT dawyebuli, romlis mizandasaxuloba safrangeTSi gamgzavrebisa, 
upirveles yovlisa, politikuri gaxldaT da marTalia es mizani Seus-
rulebeli aRmoCnda, magram swored am mogzaurobam safrangeTsa da ita-
liaSi qarTul literaturaSi axali tendenciebis damkvidrebas misca 
biZgi; SemdgomSi frangi mogzaurebis, misionerebis, samxedro pirebis 
saqarTveloSi Camosvlam, frangi mewarmeebis mcdelobam ekonomikuri 
saqmianobis wamowyebisa, xeli Seuwyo, raTa mecxramete saukunis qarTu-
li aristokratiisTvis franguli ena da kultura axlobeli  da metic, 
moduric ki gamxdariyo. amas emTxveva saliteraturo-mTargmnelobi-
Ti muSaobac. aqtiurad iTargmneba frangi mwerlebi. statiaSi sagange-
bod aris aRniSnuli franguli literaturisa da kerZod drmaturgiis 
roli qarTuli Teatris da originaluri drmaturgiis Camoyalibeba-
Si. qarTul sinamdvilesTan metad adaptaciis mizniT, xSirad xdebo-
da, rom  originalis pirdapiri Targmanis nacvlad, misi gadmoqarTuleba 
– „gadmokeTeba“ xdeboda, raTa qarTveli mayureblisTvis ufro metad 
aqtualuri da axlobeli gamxdariyo esa Tu is piesa. me-19 saukunis qar-
Tul presaSi uamravi cnobaa Semonaxuli saqarTveloSi frangi mog-
zaurebisa Tu sxva pirebis stumrobis Sesaxeb, aseve reklamireba xdeba 
franguli literaturuli nawarmoebebis qarTuli Targmanebisac. sa-
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gangebod aris xazgasmuli is faqti, rom franguli enis popularizaciis 
kvaldakval SemorCenilia frangulad dawerili umaravi sxvadasxva Si-
naarsis werili.  yuradReba eqceva saarqivo masalebis kvlevis sakiTxs, 
romelic Zalian didi moculobisaa da moicavs rogorc qarTul, ise 
safrangeTisa da ruseTis arqivebSi dacul masalebs, romelTa nawilic 
naklebadaa Seswavlili an jer kidev ar aris moZiebuli. proeqtis far-
glebSi gaweuli samuSao ara marto qarTuli kulturisTvis aris mniS-
vnelovani, aramed frangulisTvisac. amis dasturia qarTul arqivSi 
aRmoCenili sami frankmasonuri traqtati, romelic calke kvlevis sa-
gani SeiZleba gaxdes.

meore statiaSi, romelic wignis pirvel nawilSi Sedis da  romlis 
saTauria „kavkasia frang mxatvrebis mogonebebsa da naxatebSi“ (rusu-
dan Turnava; nino gagoSaSvili) Tavdapirvelad mokled aris moTxro-
bili  zogadad mogzaurobis Janris istoriasa da mniSvnelobaze. Semd-
gom saubari Seexeba am Janris  frangul tradicias, romelic XIII sauku-
nidan iRebs saTaves. arc frangTa uSualod saqarTveloSi mogzauro-
bebs aqvs patara istoria, kerZod, XVII-XVIII saukuneebSi saqarTveloSi 
imogzaures de brevma, andre dulie delandma, fransua karem, mama filip
 avrilma da sxvebma. maT dagvitoves Canawerebi romlebSic moTxro-
bilia qarTuli mosaxleobis adaT-wesebis, Cacmulobis, monasterTa ra-
odenobis Sesaxeb cnobebi, aseve piradi STabeWdilebebi da Tavs gadax-
denili ambebi. mecxramete saukunidan mogzaurTa ricxvi kidev ufro 
gaizarda. saqarTvelos stumrobdnen mogzauri-mkvlevrebi, mwerle-
bi da mxatvrebi. frang mxatvarTa Soris aRsaniSnavia anri faramon 
blanSari, emil-fransua de seni, da Jan-pier muane, romelTac TavianT 
namuSevrebze aRbeWdil saqarTvelosTan erTad, Semogvinaxes piradi 
Canawerebic, romelic aseve mniSvnelovan eTnografiul da sxva saxis  
cnobebs Seicavs. statiaSi mimoxilulia am mxatvarTa biografiebi da 
is, Tu rogor moxvdnen isini kavkasiasa da kerZod saqarTveloSi. mox-
mobilia cnobebi maTi saqarTvelos Temaze Sesrulebuli namuSevrebis 
adgilsamyofelis Sesaxeb. aseve vrclad aris saubari Jan-pier muanes 
wignze, romelmac al. diumasTan erTad imogzaura kavkasiaSi da diumas 
msgavsad, manac aRwera sakuTari STabeWdilebebi. isini saqarTveloSi 
ruseTidan Camovidnen da maT CanawerebSi moxvda cnobebi ara marto 
saqarTvelos, aramed Crdilo kavkasiis Sesaxebac. calke aRniSvnis 
Rirsia muanes mier aRwerili Tbilisi, Tavisi viwro quCebiT, saxelos-
noebiTa da abanoebiT. mis wignSi mecxramete saukunis Tbiliss gansa-
kuTrebuli adgili uWiravs. aseve, avtori saqarTvelos sxva mxareebsac 
aRwers. calke saubris Temaa uSualod al. diumas „kavkasia“, romelsac 
avtorebi gverds ver auvlidnen. 
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unda aRiniSnos, rom zemoT CamoTvlili frangi mxatvrebis 
mogzaurobaTa amsaxvel CanawerebSi, saqarTvelo ar aris aRwerili, 
rogorc mxolod egzotikuri mxare, aramed, SeZlebisdagvarad, obi-
eqturad aris gadmocemuli imdroindeli qveynis problemebic, ram-
denadac es mogzaurs SeiZleba TvalSi moxvedroda. 

aq sruldeba „kavkasiis franguli dRiuris“ mimoxilviTi na-
wili, romelic mkiTxvels amzadebs wignis Semdegi meore da mesame 
nawilebze gadasasvlelad. rac ukve uSualod originalur teqstebs 
moicavs. kerZod, meore TavSi Sesulia zeviT naxsenebi mxatvrebis 
– Jan pier muniesa da a. f. blanSaris mogonebebi: „volga da kavkasia 
aleqsandre diumasTan erTad“ (mTargm. TaTia obolaZe) da „mogzauroba 
tfilisidan stavropolamde darialis xeobis gavliT 1858“(mTargm. 
nino gagoSaSvili). unda aRiniSnos, rom es da sxva msgavsi teqstebi dRes 
aranakleb aqtualuria, vidre maTi daweris dros iyo, vinaidan axlac 
sainteresoa, ra adgili uWiravs kavkasiasa da, kerZod, saqarTvelos 
evropeli inteleqtualisa da Semoqmedis mentalur rukaze. 

wignis bolo, mesame nawili, romlis saTauria „kavkasia frangul 
mogonebebsa da werilebSi“ Sesulia frangul enaze Sesrulebuli pi-
radi werilebi, romlebic qarTul aristokratias ekTuTvnis da sxvada-
sxva Tematikisa da mizandasaxulobisaa. aRsaniSnavia, rom maTi arqiveb-
Si moZieba da gaSifvra swored aRniSnuli proeqtis farglebSi moxda.
werilebis adresatia ekaterine mixeilis asuli erisTavi, romelic 
gamorCeuli iyo sazogadoebriv asparezsa da saqvelmoqmedo saqmiano-
baSi. misi Soreuli mogzaurobebi moicavda evropisa da aziis mraval 
qveyanas. Sinaarsobrivi TvalsazrisiT, werilebi iyofa sam jgufad: 
ojaxuri, megobruli da sazogadoebrivi. unda aRiniSnos, rom werilebi 
Sesrulebulia gamarTuli franguliT, aq ver vxedavT raime gramati-
kul Sedomas, rac imis mtkicebulebaa, Tu ramdenad maRal doneze iswav-
leboda franguli ena mecxramete saukunis qarTul aristokratiaSi. 
„kavkasiis franguli dRiuris“ erT-erTi umTavresi Rirseba swored 
wignis mesame nawilia, vinaidan, aRniSnuli werilebi pirvelad qveynde-
ba. Cvens winaSea, rogorc teqstebis qarTuli Targmanebi, ise iqve dar-
Tuli franguli originalebic. 

„kavkasiis franguli dRiuri“ sayuradRebo da gamosadegia ara 
mxolod im mkvlevrebisTvis, romlebic qarTuli kulturiT ari-
an dainteresebulni, aramed studentebisa da mkTxvelTa farTo 
wrisTvisac.
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kavkasiis franguli dRiuri

Archil Tserediani
(Georgia)

French Diary on Caucasus

Summary

Key words: “Georgian-French Diary”, Review.

Main issue of “Georgian-French Diary” is Georgian-French literary and cultural 
relationships. Conditionally the book is divided into three parts. First part, dedicated to 
stating of the issue consists of two articles: the first is “Reflection of French Culture and 
Literature in Georgian Cultural Space of the Period from 17th to early 20th century” (Irma 
Ratiani, RusudanTurnava, Gaga Lomidze, AlexanderStroev). It is the overview of Geor-
gian-French relationships and shows different stages of their development and deepening. 
Title of the second article is “Caucasus in the Memories and Pictures of the French Art-
ists” (RusudanTurnava, Nino Gagoshashvili). It tells about travel of French artists Henry 
Pharamond Blanchard, Emile Francois Dessain, Jan-Pierre Moynet in Georgia. Further 
there is expanded overview of Moynet’s book. He travelled in Georgia together with Al-
exandre Dumas and similar to Dumas, he described his impressions as well. They arrived 
to Georgia from Russia and their records contain data not only about Georgia but about 
North Caucasus as well. We should particularly admit Moynet’s description of Tbilisi 
with its narrow streets, shops and bathes. It should be noted that in the records describing 
journeys of the listed French artists Georgia is not presented as an exotic land, rather, its 
description is unbiased, as far as possible, there are mentioned the problems of the country 
of that period, as this could be seen by the travelers. 

Here ends the overviewing part of the “French Diary of Caucasus”, preparing the 
readers for proceeding to the second and third parts, containing the original texts. In par-
ticular, chapte two contains memories of the above mentioned artists Jan-Pierre Moynet 
and A.P. Blanchard: “Volga and Caucasus together with Alexandre Dumas” (translated by 
TatiaOboladze) and “Travel from Tiflis to Stavropol through Dariali Gorge 1858” (trans-
lated by Nino Gagoshashvili). It should be noted that this and other similar texts are of no 
less significance now than at a time of their writing as it is interesting what is the place of 
Caucasus, particularly Georgia, on the mental map of the European intellectual and artist.

The last, third part of the book, titled “Caucasus in French Memories and Letters” 
contains personal letters written in French belonging to Georgian aristocracy, about differ-
ent issues and for different intentions. It should be noted that their seeking in the archives 
and their decoding was provided within the scopes of the mentioned project.

“French Diary of Caucasus” is important and useful not only for the researchers 
interested in Georgian culture, but for the students and wide audience as well.
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axali wignebi / NNew Books

Romanticism in Literature: On the Crossroad of Époques and Cultures
Ed. By Irma Ratiani
romantizmi literaturaSi: epoqebis da kulturebis gzajvaredinze
redaqtori: irma ratiani
gamomcemloba: Scholar’s Press, 2018

romantizmi evropul literaturaSi gavrcelda da evropuli da 
msoflio literaturis istoriaSi axali etapi daiwyo. romantizmiT 
daiwyo literaturuli procesi bevr evropul da araevropul qve-
yanaSi. Tumca romantizmisTvis damaxasiaTebeli saerTo esTetikuri 
sazRvrebi yovelTvis mniSvnelovnad koreqtirdeboda realuri isto-
riuli sazRvrebiT, rac upirvelesad, gulisxmobda nacionaluri siv-
rcis Taviseburebebs, specifikur istoriul, kulturul da enobriv 
gamovlinebebs. qarTuli literatura mniSvnelovnad iyo CarTuli am 
procesSi. qarTveli romantikosi poetis, nikoloz baraTaSvilis Se-
moqmedebaSi ara mxolod aisaxeba ZiriTadi esTetikuri principebi, 
romlebic evropuli da msoflio romantizmisTvisaa damaxasiaTebe-
li, aramed maT erovnuli TviTSegnebis da tradiciebis ideasTan 
akavSirebs, rac afarToebs romantizmis geografiul rukas. aRniS-
nuli krebuli moicavs naSromebs, romlebic warmodgenili iyo ro-
mantizmisadmi miZRvnil XI saerTaSoriso simpoziumze.

Essays on Georgian Literature
by Irma Ratiani
irma ratiani
eseebi qarTul literaturaze
gamomcemloba: Pwn (Polish Scientific Publishers), 2018

2018 wels, inglisur enaze gamoica irma ratianis samecniero 
wigni  „eseebi qarTul literaturaze“, romelic wardgenili iyo frank-
furtis wignis saerTaSoriso bazrobaze. wignSi ganxilulia ramdeni-
me qarTveli avtoris Semoqmedeba teqstis Tanamedrove Teoriebis 
WrilSi. mkiTxvels saSualeba eZleva, saerTaSoriso literaturuli 
procesebisa da tendenciebis WrilSi, waikiTxos ilia WavWavaZis, aleq-
sandre yazbegis, mixeil javaxiSvilis, revaz inaniSvilis Semoqmedeba. 

mecnieri axal xedvebs sTavazobs mkiTxvels, maT Soris: gamokv-
leulia gzis modelis metaforizebis xerxebi da konceptualuri da-
niSnuleba ilia WavWavaZis prozaSi; aleqsandre yazbegis Txzuleba „xe-
visberi goCa“ wakiTxulia antikuri tragediis sqemiT, xolo Tavad 
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mwerlis samwerlobo stili Sedarebulia antikuri epoqis tragiko-
sebis samwerlobo stilTan; mixeil javaxiSvilis romani „jayos xizne-
bi“ gazrebulia qarTul saliteraturo kritikaSi aqamde arsebuli 
poziciisgan gansxvavebul WrilSi - romani identificirebulia ara 
rogorc socialuri an politikuri teqsti, aramed rogorc modernis-
tuli ZiebebiT datvirTuli narativi, sadac mwerali uzado ostato-
biT warmoaCens mTavari personaJis jer gaucxoebas realur drosTan, 
Semdeg ki - gamarjvebas masze. paradigma – „nakacaridan Sio mRvime-
lamde“ wignis am Tavis mTavari slogania; dabolos, wignSi sagangebo 
Tavi eTmoba revaz inaniSvils, rogorc novelis Janris klasikoss, ro-
melic flobs da iyenebs am JanrisTvis niSandobliv yvela arsebiT 
xerxs.

axali wakiTxvebi am wignis mTavari Rirsebaa.

The Left Hemisphere
Mapping Critical Theory Today
by Razmig Keucheyan
razmig kuCeiani
marcxena naxevarsfero
kritikuli Teoriis adgilisTvis dRes
gamomcemloba: Verso, 2019

kapitalizmis krizisTan erTad, alternativis saWiroeba kidev 
ufro mZafrdeba. radikalur moZraobebs Soris brZola sul ufro da-
undobeli xdeba. yvelaze mniSvnelovani brZolis veli, sadac krizisi-
dan gamosavali nawilobriv unda mogvardes, Teoriis sferoa. ukanaskne-
li ocdaxuTi wlis manZilze, radikaluri inteleqtualebi mniSvnelo-
van da inovaciur ideebs aviTarebdnen. am midgomebs aerTianebda sa-
myaros gardaqmnis survili, warsulis Secdomebis ganmeorebis Tavidan 
acilebis gaTvaliswinebiT. es wigni gaTvlilia specialistebzec da 
farTo mkiTxvelzec, vinc Tanamedrove kritikuli azriTaa daintere-
sebuli. aq warmodgenili yvela kontinentis ocdaaTi avtori da maTi 
naazrevis analizi, Jak ransieriT da slavoi JiJekiT dawyebuli, ernes-
to laklauTi da fredrik jeimsoniT damTavrebuli.

ramaz Wilaias
poetikuri Canawerebi
gamomcemloba: palitra L

„Wreli fragmentebi“ sxvadasxva dros, gansxvavebuli saazrovno 
aqtivobisas CaniSnuli nakveTebisgan Sedgeba, gansxvavebul sakiTxebs 
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exmianeba. zogierTi nawili gamoqveynebulia. wigni agebulia erTgvari 
„pazlis“ principiT da nawilebis misadagebiT, SesaZlebelia mTliani 
suraT-xatis Sedgena.

eduard kreigi
filosofia – Zalian mokle Sesavali
mTargmneli: anina tefnaZe
gamomcemloba: bakur sulakauris gamomcemloba, 2019

rogor unda vicxovroT? ra arsebobs? rogor SegviZlia, rame vi-
codeT? es wigni idealuri gzamkvlevia yvelasTvis, vinc erTxel mainc 
dafiqrebula, ras emsaxureba filosofia. edvard kreigi amtkicebs, 
rom filosofia ucxo planetidan ar mosula: misi swavla mxolod 
imis ganmtkicebasa da gaRrmavebas emsaxureba, rac isedac viciT. igi 
gviCvenebs, rom filosofia mxolod inteleqtualebis gasarTobi ro-
dia: platonis, budisti mwerlebis, dekartis, hobsis, iumis, hegelis, 
darvinis, milisa da simon de bovuaris msgavsi moazrovneebi realur 
saWiroebebsa da movlenebs pasuxoben – maTi naazrevi Cvens cxovrebas 
axlac cvlis da dResac gvawuxebs sakiTxebi, maT rom aRelvebdaT. 
eduard kreigi kembrijis universitetis filosofiis profesoria. 
misi wignebidan aRsaniSnavia „RmerTis goneba da adamianis Semoqmedeba“ 
(1987) da „codna da bunebiTi mdgomareoba“ (1990).

Temur gabunia
joisis labirinTi
gamomcemloba: bakur sulakauris gamomcemloba, 2018

Temur gabunias „joisis labirinTi“ im mwerlis cxovrebisa da 
Semoqmedebis Sesaxeb mogviTxrobs, romelic gamocanad rCeboda Ta-
obebisTvis. avtori eyrdnoba sxvadasxva wyaros, umTavresad ki riCard 
elmanis biografiul Txzulebasa da joisis pirad werilebs. 

Temur gabunias kvlevis mizania „ulise“ gaaanalizdes, rogorc 
„sxeulis nawilebis Sesaxeb dawerili eposi“. avtori jeimz joisis Se-
moqmedebas ganixilavs sxvadasxva epoqis mweralTa – dante aligieris, 
jovani bokaCos, Tomas manisa da sxvaTa – Semoqmedebis fonze. es kvleva 
joisis amoucnobi samyarosa da „ulises“, rogorc romani-misteriis, 
axali kuTxiT gadaazrebis mcdelobaa.
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A Companion to Literary Theory
Ed. By David H. Richter
literaturis Teoriis gzamkvlevi 
redaqtori: devid rihteri
gamomcemloba: Wiley-Blackwell, 2018

wigni mkiTxvels gasuli saukunis meore naxevris literaturis 
da kulturis Seswavlis modelebs sTavazobs. masSi Sesulia cnobili 
mkvlevarebis mier dawerili 36 ese, romlebSic warmodgenilia lite-
raturisa da kulturisadmi maTeuli Tanamedrove midgomebi. wig-
ni dayofilia Temebad da ara qronologiuri TvalsazrisiT, riTac 
gamokveTs adreuli periodis da uaxlesi Teoriuli kvlevebis mimar-
Tebas. aq mkiTxveli ixilavs Svid Tavs: literaturuli formebi: nara-
tivi da poezia; kiTxvis amocana; literaturuli adgilebi da kultu-
ris kvlevebi; literaturis politika; identoba; sxeuli da goneba; 
mecnieruli msjeloba. Tavebi exeba iseT Temebs, rogoricaa: anglo-
amerikul axal kritikas, Cikagos formalistebis skolas, rusul for-
malizms, deridas da dekonstruqtivizms, empaTia/afeqtis kvlevebs, 
fukos da poststruqturalizms, marqss da marqsistul kritikas, 
postkoloniur kvlevebs, eTnikur kvlevebs, genderis Teorias, fro-
idiseul fsiqoanalitikur kritikas, kognitur literaturis Teoria, 
evoluciur literaturis Teorias, kibernetikas da posthumanizms.

How to Do Things with Narrative: Cognitive and Diachronic Perspectives
Ed. by Jan Alber, Greta Olson, Birte Christ
ra movuxerxoT narativs: kognituri da diaqronuli perspeqtivebi
redaqtorebi: ian alberi, greta olsoni, birte qristi
gamomcemloba: De Gruyter, 2018

wignSi Tavmoyrilia naratologiuri analizi da naratiuli stra-
tegiebis gamoyenebis ideologiuri Sedegebi. masSi Sesuli eseebi ar 
iTvaliswinebs naratiul xerxebsa da msoflmxedvelobas Soris raime 
Sinagani da myari kavSiris dadgenas. aq ufro metad warmodgenilia, rom 
msoflmxedveloba aucileblad gamoxatulia specifikuri formalu-
ri strategiebis meSveobiT. amgvar gagebas avtorebi miyavs iqamde, rom 
ikvlion, Tu romeli konkretuli naratiuli xerxi gamoiyeneba ama Tu 
im SemTxvevaSi da ratom.
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The Image of Christ in Russian Literature
By John Givens
jon givensi
qristes saxe rusul literaturaSi
gamomcemloba: Northern Illinois University Press, 2018

wignSi „qristes saxe rusul literaturaSi: dostoevski, tol-
stoi, bulgakovi, pasternaki“ jon givensi, roCesteris universiteti-
dan, rusuli klasikuri literaturis iseT nimuSebs ganixilavs, ro-
goricaa: „Zmebi karamazovebi“ da „eqimi Jivago“, aseve, inglisurenovani 
mkviTxvelisTvis naklebad cnobil teqstebs, rogoricaa tolstois 
„aRdgoma“. am da sxva teqstebSi, givensis azriT, warmodgenilia qristes 
apofatikuri portreti da gvaCvenebs, vin ar iyo qriste, riTac naTels 
fens imas, Tu vin unda yofiliyo qriste. mxatvrul teqstebTan erTad, 
givensi moixmobs iseT wyaroebs, rogoricaa piradi mimowerebi da mniS-
vnelovani ideologiuri naSromebi.
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samecniero Jurnali – @sjani~ 

statiebis warmodgenis wesi da citirebis stili

komparativistuli literaturis qarTuli asociacia (GCLA)-s Jurnal 

`sjanSi~ ibeWdeba naSromebi, romlebic moicavs Tanamedrove literaturaT

mcodneobisaTvis aqtualur Temebsa da problemebs, mniSvnelovan gamokvleva-

Ta jer gamouqveynebel Sedegebs. Jurnali „sjani“ aris saqarTveloSi gamoma-

vali yovelwliuri samecniero Jurnali literaturis Teoriasa da SedarebiT 

literaturaTmcodneobaSi. 

2011 wlidan Jurnali ganTavsebulia centraluri da aRmosavleT evropis 

eleqtronuli biblioTekis veb-gverdze (http:// www.ceel.com). 2017 wlidan Jur-

nali `sjani~ miRebulia ERIH PLUS-isa da  EBSCO-is saerTaSoriso bazebSi. Jur-

nals hyavs saerTaSoriso saredaqcio kolegia; statiebi ibeWdeba sam (qarTuli, 

inglisuri, rusuli) enaze; maTi dasabeWdad SerCeva xdeba anonimuri referi-

rebis wesiT.

1.	 naSromi warmodgenili unda iyos eleqtronuli versiiT (el-fostiT) da 

Tan axldes: 

 Tavfurceli, romelSic miTiTebuli iqneba avtoris saxeli, gvari, sta-

tusi da sakontaqto koordinatebi;

 anotacia qarTul da inglisur enebze (statiis moculobis mixedviT, 

minimum 800 da maqsimum 1500 sityva), sakvanZo sityvebiTurT (3-5 sityva).

2.	 damowmebani statias unda erTvodes boloSi. qarTuli da rusuli damow-

mebani warmodgenil unda iqnas rogorc translitirebuli formiT, ise 

– originalis enaze. qarTuli dasaxelebebis translitireba unda ganxor-

cieldes `romanizaciis qarTuli erovnuli sistemis modelze~ (ix. www.
google.com – am dasaTaurebiT).

(ix. cxrili, danarTi 2).

3.	 naSromi moculobiT unda iyos kompiuterze nabeWdi ara umetes TxuTmeti 

da aranakleb xuTi gverdisa.

4.	 naSromi dabeWdili da gaformebuli unda iyos A 4 formatis TeTr qaRaldze 

Semdegnairad:

a) naSromis saTauri (iwereba SuaSi);

b) naSromis teqsti; 

g) damowmebani originalis enaze da translitirebuli (ix. danarTi 2. 

damowmebuli literaturis nusxa);

d) anotacia;

e) oTxive mxriv datovebuli mindori 25 mm;

v) nabeWdi teqstis Srifti – Lit.Nusx 11, intervali – 1;

 me-5 punqtis a), g) da d) qvepunqtebis moTxovnebi ar exeba rubrikebs 

`memoria~ da `axali wignebi~.
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5.	 JurnalSi miRebulia `literaturis institutis stili~ (list), romelic 

koreqtirebulia `tomfsonis~ katalogis standartis moTxovnilebis 

Sesabamisad:

a) motanili citata ZiriTadi teqstisgan gamoiyofa brWyalebiT (` ~). 

citirebis dasasruls, mrgval frCxilebSi, daismis indeqsi, romelSic 

aRniSnulia citirebuli teqstis avtoris gvari originalis enaze, teq-

stis gamoqveynebis weli, Semdeg – orwertili da gverdi.

magaliTad: (abaSiZe 1970: 25), (Балашова 1982: 27), (Pound 1935: 67). 

(ix. warmodgenili nimuSi, danarTi 1).

b) saleqso strofis (da ara striqonis) citirebis SemTxvevaSi, motani-

li citata gamoiyofa teqstisagan da citatis fontis (Sriftis) zoma 

mcirdeba erTi zomiT (mag.: Tu teqstis fontis zomaa Lit.Nusx 11, maSin 

citatis zoma iqneba Lit.Nusx 10).
6.	 damowmebani (damowmebuli literaturis nusxa) unda dalagdes indeqsis 

mixedviT, anbanuri rigiT da daibeWdos garkveuli wesiT (dawvrilebiT ix. 

cxrili, danarTi 2).

a) statiis avtoris vrceli ganmartebani inomreba da inacvlebs teqstis 

bolos anotaciis win;

b) statiis avtoris mcire SeniSvnebi dainomreba da Caitaneba gverdis 

bolos, sqolioSi.

7.	 avtori pasuxismgebelia dasabeWdad warmodgenili naSromis literatu

rul stilsa da marTlweraze.

8.	 Semosuli statia sarecenziod gadaecema anonimur eqspertebs.

9.	 Semosuli masalebis ganxilvis Semdeg, damatebiTi miTiTebebisaTvis, re-

daqcia daukavSirdeba dasabeWdad SerCeul naSromTa avtorebs.

10.	 avtors, gansazRvruli vadiT (ara umetes sami dRisa), koreqturisaTvis 

eZleva ukve dakabadonebuli naSromi. Tu dadgenil vadaSi statia ar iqneba 

dabrunebuli, redaqcia uflebas itovebs SeaCeros igi an dabeWdos avtoris 

vizis gareSe.
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citirebis, miTiTebisa da bibliografiis formis nimuSi

danarTi 1

danarTi 2

cxrili:

monacemis tipi
damowmebuli literaturis nusxis 

(damowmebani-s) forma indeqsis mixedviT
Bibliography Form

wigni,
erTi avtori

Book, one authors

Abashidze, K’it’a. Et’iudebi XIX-s-is Kartuli Li’terat’uris Shesakheb. Tbilisi: 
gamomtsemloba „merani“, 1970 (abaSiZe, Kkita. etiudebi XIX s.-is 
qarTuli literaturis Sesaxeb. Tbilisi: gamomcemloba 
`merani~, 1970).

Weiss, Daniel A. Oedipus in Nottingham: D.H. Lawrence. Seattle: University 
of Washington Press, 1962. 

erTi Tavi wignidan an ese 
krebulidan

Chapter in a book or an essay 
from a collection

„P’ost’modernizmi“. Lit’erat’uris T’eoria. XX Sauk’unis Metodologiuri 
K’ontseptsiebi da Mimdinareobebi. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris inst’it’ut’is 
gamomtsemloba, 2005 (wifuria, bela. `postmodernizmi~. lit-
eraturis Teoria. XX saukunis meTodologiuri koncef-
ciebi da mimdinareobebi. Tbilisi: literaturis institu
tis gamomcemloba, 2005). 

Johnston, Martin. „Games With Infinity. The Fictions of Jorge Luis Borges“. 
Cunning Exiles – Studies of Modern Prose Writers. Eds. Don Anderson and 
Stephen Knight. Sydney: 1974.

wigni,
ori, an meti avtori

Book, two or more authors

K’ek’elidze, K’orneli da Aleksandre Baramidze. Dzveli Kartuli Lit’erat’uris 
Ist’oria. Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba „metsniereba“, 1975 (kekeliZe, 
korneli, da aleqsandre baramiZe. Zveli qarTuli lit-
eraturis istoria. Tbilisi: gamomcemloba `mecniereba~, 
1975).

Natadze, K’, et al.Kartul-Rusuli Lit’erat’uruli Urtiertobebis Ist’oriidan. 
Kutaisi: „gantiadi, 1994 (naTaZe k ... qarTul-rusuli 
literaturuli urTierTobis istoriidan. quTaisi: 
gamomcemloba `ganTiadi~, 1994).

Houghton, Walter E., and G. Robert Strange. Victorian Poetry and Poetics. 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959.

nimuSi: 

Jenetis amocanaa prustis mxatvruli maneris TaviseburebaTa gamokvleva da imis dasa-
buTeba, rom `metafora da metonimia SeuTav¬sebeli antagonistebi rodi arian. isini 
ganamtkiceben da msWvalaven urTierTs, meore maTganis jerovani Sefaseba sulac ar 
niSnavs metonimiaTa erTgvari nusxis (romelic konkurencias gauwevs metaforaTa 
nusxas) Sedgenas, aramed – imis gamovlenas, Tu rogor monawileoben da funqcionire-
ben analogiis mimarTebaTa farglebSi `Tanaarsebobis” mimarTebebi. amgvarad, unda 
gamoaSkaravdes metonimiis roli metaforaSi~ (Jennet 1998: 37). ratom SearCia Jenetma 
analizis sagnad swored prustis Semoqmedeba? imitom, aRniSnavs mecnieri, rom TviT 
prustis esTetikur TeoriaSi, iseve, rogorc praqtikaSi, metaforul (analogiaze 
damyarebul) mimarTebebs Zalze arsebiTi roli ganekuTvneba, imdenad arsebiTi, 
rom maTi mniSvneloba da roli, sxva semantikur mimarTebebTan SedarebiT, Zalze 
gazviadebulia.
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statia samecniero 
Jurnalidan

Article in a scholarly journal 

K’avtiashvili, Venera. „Ilia Ch’avch’avadzis da Hainrikh Haines 
Shemokmedebis T’ip’ologiisatvis“. Lit’erat’uruli Dziebani. XXXI (2010): 
163-174 (kavTiaSvili, venera. `ilia WavWavaZis da hainrix 
haines Semoqmedebis tipologiisaTvis~. literaturuli 
Ziebani. XXXI (2010): 163-174)

Campbell, Jean. „Poetic Genealogy, Mythmaking and the Origins of Urban 
Nobility: Giovanni Boccaccio and Ambrogio Lorenzetti ”. Heliotropia 7, 
1-2 (2010): 51-63. 

statia gazeTidan an 
Jurnalidan. 

Article in a magazine or 
newspaper published monthly

K’ik’nadze, Valeri. „Mikheil Javakhishvili Akhali Teat’risatvis Brdzolashi“. 
Kartuli Universit’et’i 18-24 mart’i, 2010:5 (kiknaZe, valeri. `mixeil 
javaxiSvili axali TeatrisaTvis brZolaSi~. qarTuli uni
versiteti, 18-24 marti, 2010: 5).

Morozova, Tatijana. „Skelety iz Sosednego Pod’ezda: Pochemu Ljudmila 
Petrushevskaja tak ne Ljubit Svoikh Geroev“. Literaturnaja Gazeta. 
9 centjabrja 1998: 10 (Морозова, Татяна. „Скелеты из соседнего 
подъезда: Почему Людмила Петрушевская так не любит своих 
героев“. Литературная газета. 9 сентября 1998: 10).

wigni, avtoris gareSe

Book, no author given

Sabibliotek’o Sakmis Organizatsia da Martva..Batumi: gamomtsemloba 
„ach’ara“, 1989 (sabiblioTeko saqmis organizacia da marTva. 
baTumi: gamomcemloba `aWara~, 1989).

New Life Options: The Working Women’s Resource Book. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1976.

dawesebuleba, asociacia 
da misTanani, avtoris 

poziciiT

Institution, association, or the 
like, as “author”

Sakartvelos Sap’at’riarko. Ts'igni Shekmnisa. Tbilisi: 2006 (saqarTvelos 
sapatriarqo. wigni Seqmnisa. Tbilisi: 2006.

American Library Association. ALA Handbook of Organization and 1995/1996 
Membership Directory. Chicago: American Library Association, 1995.

redaqtori, an 
kompilatori, avtoris 

poziciiT

Editor or compiler as “author”

Duduchava, Marina. Ed. Lit’erat’uris Teoriis Mtsire Leksik’oni. Tbilisi: 
gamomtsemloba “nakaduli”, 1975 (duduCava, marina. redaqtori. 
literaturis Teoriis mcire leqsikoni. Tb.: gamomcemloba 
`nakaduli~, 1975).

Henderson, John. Ed. The World’s Religions. London: Inter-Varsity Fellowship, 
1950.

eleqtronuli dokumenti 
internetidan

Electronic document From 
Internet

Mitchell, William J. City of Bits: Space, Place, and the Infobahn. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press, 1995. 29 September 1995. Web. 17 May 2011. http://
www-mitpress. mit.edu:80/City_of_Bits/Pulling_Glass/ index.html; 
Internet. 

Nevskaja, Dar’ja. „Problema Dialogichnosti „Sozdajushego“ i „Sozdannogo“ 
Tekstov (Graf Amori „Final. Okonchanie Proizvedenija “Yama” A. I. 
Kuprina)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol. 705. (2006): n.pag. Web. 15 May, 
2011 (Невская,  Дарья. „Проблема диалогичности «создающего» и 
«созданного» текстов (Граф Амори «Финал. Окончание произведения 
«Яма» А. И. Куприна»)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol.  705. (2006): 
n.pag. Web. 15 May, 2011). 
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enciklopedia, leqsikoni

Encyclopedia,
Dictionary

„Ideologia“. Kartuli Sabch’ota Entsik’lop’edia. Abashidze, Irakli. ed.Tbilisi: 
1964 ( `ideologia~. qarTuli sabWoTa enciklopedia. 
abaSiZe, irakli. red. Tbilisi: 1964). 

Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary. Springfield: MA: G. & C. Merriam, 
1961.

interviu 
(gamouqveynebeli)

saavtoro xelnaweri

Interview (unpublished)
by writer of paper

Morganisi, Nensi D. Int’erviu Avt’ortan. 16 ivlisi 1996. Pol Riviera, 
Masachuset’si, Chanatseri (morganisi, nensi d. interviu 
avtorTan, 16 ivlisi 1996, fol riviera, masaCusetsi, 
Canaweri)

Morganis, Nancy D. Interview by Author. 16 July 1996, Fall River, MA. Tape 
recording.

konferenciis masalebi

Conference Proceedings

Choloq’ashvili, Rusudan. „Gamotsemebi K’omunist’uri Rezhimis Shesakheb 
Sakartveloshi“. T’ot’alit’arizmi da Lit’erat’uruli Disk’ursi. Meotse 
Sau’kunis Gamotsdileba.Tbilisi 7-9 okt’omberi, 2009. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris 
inst’it’ut’is gamomtsemloba, 2010 

(ColoyaSvili, rusudan. ̀ gadmocemebi totalitaruli komu-
nisturi rejimis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi~. totalitarizmi 
da literaturuli diskursi. meoce saukunis gamocdileba. 
Tbilisi, 7-9 Ootomberi, 2009. irma ratiani. red. Tbilisi: 
literaturis institutis gamomcemloba, 2010). 

Tezisebi, an 
sadisertacio naSromis 
daskvnebi (debulebebi)

Thesis or dissertation

Ts’ikarishvili, Lela. Mikheil Javakhishvilis Shemokmedebis Sakhismet’q’ve
lebiti Asp’ek’tebi. PhD. Diss. TSU, 2004 (wiqariSvili, lela. mixeil 
javaxiSvilis Semoqmedebis saxismetyvelebiTi aspeqtebi. 
filologiis mecnierebaTa kandidatis samecniero xarisxis 
mosapoveblad warmodgenili disertacia. Tsu, 2004).

Bishop, Karen Lynn. Documenting Institutional Identity: Strategic Writing 
in the IUPUI Comprehensive Campaign. PhD. Diss. Purdue University, 
2002. 

*erTsa da imave wels gamocemuli ramdenime naSromi (calke an TanaavtorobiT) 
an erTi da igive naSromi (gagrZelebebiT) ramdenime nomerSi mieTiTeba anbanuri 
rigiT. magaliTad: (abaSiZe 1987a: 21), (abaSiZe 1987b: 87). 



314

Sjani (Thoughts)
Submission Guidelines and Citing Style 

Sjani (Thoughts) Submission Guidelines and Citing Style Sjani (Thoughts) is an annual scien-
tific journal of literary theory and comparative literature, published in Georgia. The journal includes 
important works covering actual themes and problems of contemporary literary studies, which have 
not been published yet. 

Since 2011 Sjani is a member of e Central and Eastern European Online Library and has been 
uploaded on the web-site www.ceeol.com. Since 2017 Sjani has been included in international da-
tabases – ERIH PLUS and EBSCO. The journal has an international editorial board. Articles are 
published in Georgian, English and Russian languages and are evaluated according to a blind peer-
review process: 

1.	 An article should be sent by E-mail (English materials – maillit@litinstituti.ge) and accompa-
nied by: 
•	 Title page, where authors name, surname, academic degree, position and contact coordinates 

should be indicated. 
•	 Annotation in Georgian and English Language (According to the size of article. Minimum 

800 words and maximum 1500 words)
•	 Key words (3-5 words)

2.	 List of approved bibliography in the end of the article on original language. Georgian and Rus-
sian resources should be transliterated. (Please, conform to standard transliteration system);

3.	 The text should be minimum 5 and maximum 15 printed papers;
4. An article should be formatted (A4) in the following way: 

A. Title of the article (in the middle) 
B. Key Words 
C. Main text 
D. Bibliography on original language (Georgian and Russian resources transliterated) 
E. Annotation 
F. Margins: top-bottom, left-right 25mm 
G Font size: 11, Line spacing-1
The requirements (A, C and D) do not apply to the headings “Reviews” and “New Books”,

5. The Citing Style “Style of the Institute of Literature” which is based of Thomson’s catalogy. 
Requirements: 
A) Citation is isolated from the main text by Quotation marks, (‘’ ‘’) at the end of citation, in 

brackets is written the index, indicating the name of the author of the citation on the original 
language, publication year, then colon and page number. For example: (Jennet 1998:37) see 
the Appendix 1. 

B) In case of citing the stanza (not line) of the verse, the citation is isolated from the text and 
the font size is reduced (the text font size is -11, the citation font size is -10) 

C) These requirements do not apply to the headings “Reviews” and “New Books”, where the 
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font size is: • Main Text –10 • Notes– 9 6. 
6.	 Bibliography list should be ordered according to the index, in alphabetical order. See the Ap-

pendix 2. 
•	 Wide explanations of the author of the article is numbered and placed at the end of the work. 
•	 Small notes are indicated with asterisk and explanation is made at the end of the page.

7.  The article will be evaluated by anonymous experts.  
8.   The author is responsible for the literary style and orthography of the work. 
9.   After evaluating submitted articles the board of editors will contact authors for further directions. 
10.  The article is returned to the author during a certain period (maximum 3 days) for proof-reading. 

If the author breaks dead line the board of editors preserve the right to ban its publication or 
publish a work without informing an author.
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Sample for citation, indication and bibliography

Appendix 1

Appendix 2 Bibliography Form

Book, one authors

Chapter in a book or an 
essay from a collection

Weiss, Daniel A. Oedipus in Nottingham: D.H. Lawrence. Seattle: University of 
Washington Press, 1962.

Johnston, Martin. „Games With Infinity. The Fictions of Jorge Luis Borges“. 
Cunning Exiles – Studies of Modern Prose Writers. Eds. Don Anderson and 
Stephen Knight. Sydney: 1974.

 
Book, two or more

authors
Houghton, Walter E., and G. Robert Strange. Victorian Poetry and Poetics. 

Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959.

Article in a scholarly 
journal

Campbell, Jean. „Poetic Genealogy, Mythmaking and the Origins of Urban 
Nobility: Giovanni Boccaccio and Ambrogio Lorenzetti ”. Heliotropia 7, 1-2 
(2010): 51-63. 

Article in a magazine 
or newspaper published 

monthly

Morozova, Tatijana. „Skelety iz Sosednego Pod’ezda: Pochemu Ljudmila 
Petrushevskaja tak ne Ljubit Svoikh Geroev“. Literaturnaja Gazeta. 
9 centjabrja 1998: 10 (Морозова, Татяна. „Скелеты из соседнего 
подъезда: Почему Людмила Петрушевская так не любит своих героев“. 
Литературная газета. 9 сентября 1998: 10).

Book, no author given New Life Options: The Working Women’s Resource Book. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1976.

Institution, association, 
or the like, as “author”

American Library Association. ALA Handbook of Organization and 1995/1996 
Membership Directory. Chicago: American Library Association, 1995.

Editor or compiler as 
“author”

Henderson, John. Ed. The World’s Religions. London: Inter-Varsity Fellowship, 
1950.

Jennet’s task is to examine Proust’s artistic methods and to prove that “Metaphor and Metonymy are not 
incompatible antagonist. They strengthen and enhance each other, assessing the other does not mean to form 
some kind of metonymy list, (which will compete with metaphor) but to find out how they function in the 
boundaries of analogy. Therefore the role of metonymy in metaphor should be revealed” (Jenet 1998: 37). 
Why did Jennet chose Proust’s works for analyzes? The reason for this is that in Proust’s aesthetic theory, as 
well as in practice , metaphoric relations (based on analogy) play a vital role, important in such an extend that 
their meaning and role, in relation with other semantic relations is exaggerated.
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Mitchell, William J. City of Bits: Space, Place, and the Infobahn. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press, 1995. 29 September 1995. Web. 17 May 2011. http://www-
mitpress. mit.edu:80/City_of_Bits/Pulling_Glass/ index.html; Internet. 

Electronic document 
From Internet

Nevskaja, Dar’ja. „Problema Dialogichnosti „Sozdajushego“ i „Sozdannogo“ 
Tekstov (Graf Amori „Final. Okonchanie Proizvedenija “Yama” A. I. 
Kuprina)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol.  705. (2006): n.pag. Web. 15 
May, 2011 (Невская, Дарья. „Проблема диалогичности «создающего» и 
«созданного» текстов (Граф Амори «Финал. Окончание произведения 
«Яма» А. И. Куприна»)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol. 705. (2006): n.pag. 
Web. 15 May, 2011). 

Encyclopedia,
Dictionary

Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary. Springfield: MA: G. & C. Merriam, 1961.

Interview (unpublished) 
by writer of paper

Morganis, Nancy D. Interview by Author. 16 July 1996, Fall River, MA. Tape 
recording.

Conference Proceedings
Choloq’ashvili, Rusudan. „Gamotsemebi K’omunist’uri Rezhimis Shesakheb 

Sakartveloshi“. T’ot’alit’arizmi da Lit’erat’uruli Disk’ursi. Meotse Sau’kunis 
Gamotsdileba.Tbilisi 7-9 okt’omberi, 2009. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris inst’it’ut’is 
gamomtsemloba, 2010 (ColoyaSvili, rusudan. `gadmocemebi 
totalitaruli komunisturi rejimis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi~. 
totalitarizmi da literaturuli diskursi. meoce saukunis 
gamocdileba. Tbilisi, 7-9 Ootomberi, 2009. irma ratiani. red. 
Tbilisi: literaturis institutis gamomcemloba, 2010). 

Thesis or dissertation Bishop, Karen Lynn. Documenting Institutional Identity: Strategic Writing in the 
IUPUI Comprehensive Campaign. PhD. Diss. Purdue University, 2002. 

* Works published in the same year (separately or in co-authorship) or one and the same work (with 
continuations) in several volumes will be indicated in alphabetical order. For example: (Abashidze 
1987a: 21). (Abashidze 1987b: 87).
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