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nikoloz baraTaSvilis poemis „bedi qarTlisa“ 
literaturuli modeli fenomenologiuri 

kritikis  Suqze

rac ufro vSordebiT warsuls, TiTqos ufro kargad moCans 
Cveni  literaturis  istoria,  saukuneebis  ganmavlobaSi  saorWofod 
gamxdarma rTulma sakiTxebmac TiTqos ufro meti sicxade SeiZina 
da bevr rTul kiTxvazec swored Cvens dros mouwia pasuxis gacema.

amgvari optikuri iluziis efeqts qmnis, erTi mxriv, ganvli-
li wlebis gamocdileba, xolo, meore mxriv, am drois ganmavlobaSi 
SeZenili samecniero codna, kvlevis axali meTodologia , rome-
lic saSualebas gvaZlevs warsulis yovel movlenas gansxvavebuli 
kuTxiT SevxedoT da istoriul epoqebTan maTi mimarTeba saTana-
dod SevafasoT.

niSandoblivia, rom dRes swored Cvenma araprognozirebadma 
cxovrebam moitana da socio-politikurma realobam xelaxla wa-
moWra aTwleulebis, xSirad saukuneebis win gaCenili filosofi-
uri dilema, rogorc eris cxovrebis sxvadasxva alternativa, 
romlebzec zusti da erTmniSvnelovani pasuxi Tavis droze ver 
miiRo sazogadoebam . 

swored aseT gancdas aCens a/w martSi erT-erT qarTul sa-
televizio arxze sazogadoebrivi azris kvlevis mizniT Catarebu-
li interaqtiuri gamokiTxva, romelic Tavisuflebisa da mSvi-
dobis maradiul urTierTmimarTebas exeboda. 

rogorc Cans, dRes es sakiTxi Cveni sazogadoebis Sida da-
pirispirebis mizezic gaxda da axla misi gadawyveta, mtyuan-mar-
Tlis garCeva telemayureblebis aqtiurobas, erT satelefono 
zarsac ki SeuZlia. 

kamaTSi erTvebian studiaSi mowveuli stumrebi: politiko-
sebi, eqspertebi, arasamTavrobo organizaciebi, Jurnalistebi, 
mwerlebi, cnobadi saxeebi, paralelurad reJimSi irTveba xmebis 
daTvlis eleqtronuli programa, tabloze swrafad icvleba mo-
nacemebi. Cndeba imis imedi, rom Tanamedrove teqnologiebiT Se-
iaraRebuli adamiani am maradiul dilemas wamis raRac measedSi 
gadawyvets...

mkiTxveli ki, rogorc erT dros cudad naswavl gakveTils, 
ise imeorebs ganvlil masalas da nikoloz baraTaSvilis cnobil po-
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emas –„bedi qarTlisas“ ubrundeba, romelSic avtoris mier swored 
es kiTxvebi iyo dasmuli da problema TiTqos gadawyvetiladac 
iTvleboda, vidre cxovrebam xelaxla ar dagvayena msgavsi realo-
bis winaSe.

isic unda aRvniSnoT, rom poemis daweridan orasi wlis gan-
mavlobaSi Cvens literaturaTmcodneobaSi arasodes Sewyvetila 
am nawarmoebis ganxilva. arasodes CauTvliaT, rom georgievskis 
traqtatis fonze (rogorc nawarmoebis inspiraciis wyaro) war-
moSobili dapirispirebis mizezi didi xania ukve amoiwura, mi-
uxedavad imisa, rom xelSekruleba, faqtobrivad, mas Semdeg ga-
uqmda, rac saqarTvelos erovnuli sabWos mier miRebuli iqna da-
moukideblobis aqti (1918), romlis ZaliTac saqarTvelos demok-
ratiuli respublikis damoukidebloba gamocxadda. 

axla Cven xelaxla gviwevs im uzarmazari moculobis samecni-
ero literaturis gadaxedva, romelic am nawarmoebis Sesaxeb dag-
rovda me-19 saukunis meore naxevridan, vidre ocdameerTe sauku-
nis ocian wlebamde, romelSic poemis irgvliv TavisTavad ikve-
Teba CvenSi istoriul Tematikaze Seqmnili mxatvruli teqstebis 
zogadi Tavisebureba, gansakuTrebiT ki romantikosTa aqtivoba am 
mimarTulebiT.

warsulis gaidealeba romantikosTa damaxasiaTebeli Tvise-
baa, Tumca qarTveli romantikosebi gansakuTrebul yuradRebas 
mainc TavianTi qveynis istoriis, kerZod „qarTlis cxovrebis“, uf-
ro ki me-18 saukunis gmiri winaprebis mimarT iCenen, romelTa uSu-
alo memkvidrenic Tavad iyvnen da imJamad koloniur mdgomareoba-
Si Cavardnili qveynis Svilebi im Zveli omebis uSualo monawileTa 
monaTxrobiT ikmayofilebdnen dauZlevel patriotul gancdas, 
romelsac qveynis damoukideblobisadmi swrafva aCenda maTSi:

„netavi odes –
Sen momiTxrobde
me yma gismende
moxucebuli moxucebulsa,
Tu viT iverni
lom-gulni gmirni,
hrbodnen, scxovrobdnen dResa warsulsa“ 

(orbeliani 1992: 304)

amgvar „monaTxrobebs“ orbelianebi, WavWavaZeebi da baraTa-
Svilebi xan ubralo mogonebad da dokumentur prozad aqcevd-
nen, xanac lirikuli poeziis da simRerebis mxatvrul samoselSi 
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axvevdnen winaparTa cxovrebis sagmiro epizodebs, romelTa wa-
kiTxva an mosmena araerT Wabuks uTrTolebda xmlis tarze xels. 

swored ase iyo am Temaze Seqmnili mxatvruli teqstebis 
pirdapiri da umTavresi daniSnulebac da am funqcias isini zed-
miwevniT zustad asrulebdnen, radgan maTi avtorebi umetesad 
„namdvili“ generlebi iyvnen da TavianT mkiTxvels ara gamogonil an 
SeTxzul, aramed namdvil, realur ambebs uyvebodnen. 

Sesabamisad, „namdvilebi“ iyvnen maTi personaJebic. umetesad 
isev TavianTi gvaridan an wridan gamosuli gmirebi, romleb-
sac sxvadasxva omSi mieRoT monawileoba da qveynis winaSe Tavic 
esaxelebinaT. 

mxatvrul teqstebTan erTad garemoc inaxavda maTi brZolis 
ambavs. gansakuTrebiT ki bolo omis – aRa mahmad xanis laSqrobis 
sisxlian kvals da yovelive amis fonze am poemaSic („bedi qarTli-
sa“) iseTi „damajerebeli“ da realisturi Canda mefe erekles sa-
ubari  Tavis  mdivanbegTan,  rom  mkiTxveli  yuradRebas  aRar aqcev-
da istoriuli faqtebis Seusabamobas da mxatvrul teqstSi av-
toris piradi gancdebis amokiTxvas cdilobda, xolo saeWvo va-
raudebis mtkicebulebas avtoris pirad cxovrebaSi eZebda.

amas xels isic uwyobda, rom romantikosi poetis mxatvrul 
teqstSi warsulis gadaWarbebuli idealizaciis nacvlad cxovre-
bis realuri suraTebic iyo naCvenebi, rac mkiTxvels survils 
uCenda, rom istoriuli qronikebis msgavsad waekiTxa es teqsti da 
masSi konkretuli sakiTxebze pasuxi eZebna.

Cven ukve aRvniSneT, poemisadmi miZRvnili specialuri li-
teratura sakmaod mdidaria da masSi sami ZiriTadi Tvalsazrisi, 
„bedi qarTlisas“ Sinaarsis sami gansxvavebuli interpretacia iki-
Txeba. samive maTganis mTavari saTqmeli poemisadmi politikur 
interess exeba.

pirveli mosazrebis mixedviT, nikoloz baraTaSvili mTli-
anad iziarebs mefe erekle meoris pozicias ruseTTan mimarTebiT 
da Tavad es poemac erekle meoris politikis erTgvar apologias 
warmoadgens. 

sapirispiro poziciaze dganan isini, romlebic avtors so-
lomon  lioniZis  erovnuli mrwamsis gamziareblad da nacionalu-
ri damoukideblobis momxred Tvlian. 

mesameni ki nikoloz baraTaSvilis poziciaSi erTgvar gaore-
bas xedaven. fiqroben, rom avtori Riad tovebs am sakiTxs da mkiTx-
veli poetis gulisa da gonebis dapirispirebis mowme xdeba.

aqve unda vTqvaT, rom nawarmoebSi zedmiwevniT cxadad iki-
Txeba, rom erekle meoris gadawyvetileba, romelic poemaSi me-
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tismetad gamZafrebulia da rusTa xelmwifisTvis samefo mmar-
Tvelobis memkvidreobis gadacemas gulisxmobs, erekle meoris-
Tvis mxolod iZulebiTi nabijia da solomon msajulis pozicias-
Tan, romelic Tavisuflebis momxrea, arsebiTi gansxvaveba TiTqmis 
ar arsebobs. 

yovelive amis fonze gadaWarbebuli gveCveneba mkvlevarTa 
gamZafrebuli interesi teqstis avtoris poziciis mimarT da ki-
Txvis ase dasma: „vinaa marTali nikoloz baraTaSvilis azriT: 
erekle meore Tu solomoni?“, vfiqrobT, rom ramdenadme arRvevs 
teqstis avtonomiurobis sazRvrebs, miT ufro, rodesac mkvlev-
rebi am kiTxvaze pasuxs poetis sxvadasxva nawarmoebSi an mis biog-
rafiaSi eZeben. 

da es yvelaferi xdeboda imis fonze, rom, „aseTi Sinaarsis 
saubari ereklesa da mis msajuls Soris sinamdvileSi ver Sedge-
boda, radgan orive maTganisTvis erTnairad ucxo iyo erovnuli 
„Tavisuflebis gansyidvis“ idea. erekles gegma mxolod Zlieri 
mfarvelis daxmarebas iTvaliswinebda (asaTiani 1988: 82).

mxatvruli teqstisadmi amgvari damokidebuleba ki droTa 
ganmavlobaSi ar Secvlila, yovel axal kvlevas axali codna moh-
qonda. zogadi suraTi ki ucvleli rCeboda. mkiTxvels aintere-
sebda mxolod avtoris azri ama Tu im istoriul movlenaze, per-
sonaJTa gadawyvetilebaze, Tavad personaJebi ki ise „ususurad“ 
gamoiyurebodnen  mkiTxvelis TvalSi, rom  maT ar  SeeZloT  Tavi-
anTi poziciis dacva, pasuxismgeblobis sakuTar Tavze aReba, gar-
kveuli ideis srulfasovnad gadmocema. 

sakiTxavia, ras SegvZenda imis codna Tu zustad gvecodine-
ba avtoris damokidebuleba ama Tu im personaJis poziciis mimarT, 
Secvlida Tu ara is mkiTxvelis damokidebulebas am zogadi ideis 
mimarT, istoriam rom kvalav daayenos is arCevanis winaSe?. 

mkiTxvels kargad axsovs, rom es avtorma „dauaxlova“ isto-
riuli TariRebi erTmaneTs, raTa krwanisis sisxlismRvreli omis 
fonze damoukidebeli saxelmwifos yofna-aryofnis sakiTxi ufro 
dramatuli gaexada da rogorc erTi, aseve meore mxaris argumen-
tebi emociuri ganwyobiT gaeZlierebina.

miuxedavad imisa, rom qarTulma kritikam mravalgzis SeniSna 
mefisa da misi mdivnis kamaTis modernizebuli xasiaTi, mkiTxvels 
mainc gauWirda „gamogonili „realobidan Tavis daRweva da mxat-
vruli teqstisTvis damaxasiaTebeli pirobiTobis danaxva. 

mkiTxvelisTvis damaxasiaTebeli es „sisuste“ SeniSnuli aqvs 
mkvlevar goCa kuWuxiZes Tavis statiaSi `gamogonili personaJis 
genezisTaTvis“, romelSic gadmocemulia, Tu rogor icvleboda 
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saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi adamianis cnobiereba, rogor emzadeboda 
is imisTvis, rom realobaSi ararsebuli, gamogonili gmiri Seeqmna 
da rogorc mkiTxvels mieRo is. 

amis magaliTia aleqsandre yazbegis „xevisber goCa“, romlis 
SesavalSi avtori arwmunebda mkiTxvels, rom es ambavi sityva-
sityviT moxucma Rinjam miamboo, Tumca mxatvruli teqstis ze-
dapiruli analizic ki cxadyofda, rom folkloruli siuJetis 
amgvari interpretacia (romelsac mxatvrul teqstSi mTavari in-
triga  Semohqonda) swored avtors ekuTvnoda da misi mcdeloba, 
rom pasuxismgebloba xalxur mTqmelze gadaetana, erTgvari xerxi 
iyo mkiTxvelis risxvisgan Tavis dasacavad.

sruliad sapirispiro magaliTi ki mkiTxvels win edo SoTa 
rusTavelis „vefxistyaosnis“ saxiT. aq ki avtori aSkarad im Seg-
nebiT  moqmedebda,  rom  siuJetis  ganviTareba  sruliad  ucxo   (zo-
gierT SemTxvevaSi zRaprul) qveynebSi gadaetana, raTa mkiTxve-
lisTvis ar mieca mizezi, rom warmosaxviT realobaSi konkretuli 
istoriuli ambis gamoZaxili daenaxa, rac upirvelesad, imis niSani 
iqneboda, rom mkiTxveli teqstis mTavar sazriss ver Caswvda, er-
Ti qveynis magaliTze msoflio procesebis ganviTarebis logikuri 
xazi ver dainaxa.

„ese ambavi sparsuli..“ – mxatvruli teqstis aseTi dasawyisi 
sruliad bunebrivi iyo im epoqaSi, rodesac mkiTxvels „gamogoni-
li“ ambis mimarT jer kidev garkveuli eWvi hqonda da ndobas masSi 
mxolod namdvilad „momxdari“ ambis Txroba iwvevda.

mas Semdeg literaturam didi gza ganvlo, dRes mkiTxvels 
TiTqos aRar sWirdeba imis Sexseneba, mxatvrul teqstSi moxved-
rili istoriuli pirovneba, imTaviTve mxatvruli personaJia 
(romelsac Zalian cota ram akavSirebs realur prototipTan), 
warmosaxviT realobaSi Seqmnili gmiri, romlis moqmedebas myari 
motivacia udevs safuZvlad, yovelTvis imaze „namdvilia“, vidre 
nebismieri misi Tanamedrove, romelsac xedavs, xeliT exeba da 
fiqrebs uziarebs.

Tumca, rogorc ori saukunis win, mkiTxvels dResac ise uWirs 
nikoloz baraTaSvilis poemis realisturi xiblisgan Tavis daR-
weva.  uWirs  obieqturi  analizis  gakeTeba,  radgan  im  patara  qveya-
naSi,   romelsac  poemaSi iverT  qveynad  vecnobiT, is  yovelTvis 
Tavis samSoblos  xedavs,  rusTa  erTmorwmune  qveynis  saxiT ki  
agresors, romelsac dResac mitacebuli aqvs misi qveynis vrceli 
teritoria. 

da radgan, sabednierod, literaturis Janrul mravalferov-
nebaSi dokumenturi poeziis gansazRvreba jerjerobiT ar arse-
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bobs, Cvenc meti ufleba gvaqvs, vamtkicoT, rom poemis („bedi 
qarTlisa“) erT-erT personaJs – qarTl-kaxeTis mefes, Zalian cota 
aqvs saerTo  istoriul mefe  ereklesTan,   nawarmoebis mTavari ide-
is mniSvneloba aSkarad scdeba konkretul drois gamoZaxils da 
ufro vrcel masStabebze vrceldeba.

iuridiuli termini rom gamoviyenoT, aq aSkarad interesTa 
konfliqti ikiTxeba, rac qarTvel mkiTxvels xels uSlida poemis 
obieqtur analizsa da avtoris mier dialogur TxrobaSi Cakargu-
li mTavari ideis srulfasovnad aRqmaSi.

Tumca Cven ar uarvyofT teqstis wakiTxvis amgvar gamocdi-
lebas, radgan esec interpretaciis gzaa. aq saqme gvaqvs biografi-
ul mxatvrul literaturasTan, romelic istoriuli mxatvruli 
literaturis erT-erTi saxeobaa. is gvacnobs istoriul indi-
vids da mxatvruli Txrobis JanrSi xelaxla warmogvidgens misi 
cxovrebis sxvadasxva epizods, magram ra moxdeba, Tu am situacias 
garegani maxasiaTeblisagan damoukideblad SevxedavT, Tu situ-
acias konkretulobas CamovacilebT da yvelafers zogad ideamde 
daviyvanT, Tu dogmatur, gulubryvilo, naturalistur ganwyoba-
Si eWvs SevitanT da bunebrivi ganwyobidan, e.w. fenomenologiur 
ganwyobaze gadasvlas moviwadinebT?

es aris fenomenologiuri moZRvrebis (husereli) zogadi 
modeli, romlis mixedviTac, fenomenologiuri ganwyoba miiRe-
ba bunebrivi ganwyobisgan Tavis SekavebiT (arsebobis sakiTxis 
frCxilebs gareT gataniT, ontologiuri msjelobisgan meToduri 
Tavis SekavebiT {epoqa}, romlis safuZvelzec erTaderT mocemu-
lobad cnobierebis da misi pirveladi gamocdilebis aRiareba xdeba.

jer kidev gasuli saukunis 20-ian wlebSi literaturaT-
mcodneobiTma mecnierebam (roman ingardeni), mxatvruli teqstis 
kvlevis saqmeSi warmatebiT moirgo huserlis fenomenologiuri 
meTodi, xolo is, Tu rogor unda SevaRwioT misi daxmarebiT av-
toriseuli cnobierebis siRrmiseul SreebSi, mkiTxveli amis 
Teoriul meqanizms SoTa rusTavelis qarTuli literaturis 
institutis mier momzadebul krebulSi (2008) „literaturis 
Teoria, XX saukunis ZiriTadi meTodologiuri koncefciebi da 
mimdinareobani“ gaecnoba:

„fenomenologiuri kritika cdilobs literaturuli nawar-
moebisadmi sruli obieqturobisa da miukerZoeblobis SenarCu-
nebas, piraduli  interesebis  daokebas,  teqstis pirobiT  samyaroSi 
CaZirvas da maqsimaluri sizustiTa da samarTlianobiT nawarmo-
ebis yvela kuTxe-kunWulis aRweras. fenomenologiuri kritika 
gulisxmobs teqstis ara Semfaseblur analizs, romelic mis 
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konstruqciul da aqtiur interpretacias warmoadgens da kri-
tikosis subieqtur pozicias avlens, aramed teqstis pasiur re-
cefcias (aRqmas), misi ideuri arsis miukerZoebel aRweras. kon-
kretuli literaturuli teqsti ganixileba erTi organuli 
mTlianobis Semadgenel nawilad. mTlianoba avtoris cnobierebis 
Sesabamisi cnebaa; nawili ki moicavs avtoris SemoqmedebiT gzas 
da qronologiuri TanamimdevrobiT dalagebul mis Txzulebebs, 
romlebic Tematurad gansxvavdebian, magram mudam mieltvian or-
ganul mTlianobas“ (ratiani 2008:56).

Cvens SemTxvevaSi isic unda gaviTvaliswinoT, rom husere-
li „frCxilebSi“ aTavsebda realur obieqtebs, fenomenologiuri 
kritika ki „frCxilebSi“ svams literaturuli nawarmoebis isto-
riul konteqsts, avtors, Seqmnis winapirobebs da kiTxvis process.

am cnobierebis Sesamecneblad ukve saWiro aRar aris biog-
rafiuli kritikis daxmareba, sakmarisia ZiriTadi aspeqtebis teq-
stis doneze Semecneba, romlebSic avtoris cnobiereba realizdeba.

yovelive amis gaTvaliswinebT, CvenTvis Zalze kargad cnobi-
li poemis siuJetis moyola aseTnairad SeiZleba:

„erT patara qveyanas, romelsac moxuci mefe marTavda, mteri 
Semoesia. brZola gardamavali upiratesobiT mimdinareobda da ori 
dRis Tavganwiruli kveTebis miuxedavad, moxuci mefe iZulebuli 
gaxda dedaqalaqs gascloda da Tavi qveynis erT-erTi kuTxisTvis 
Seefarebina. aq is Sexvda Tavis gamorCeul vazirs da gaumxila azri 
imis Sesaxeb, rom am marcxma masSi momavlisadmi sruli uimedoba 
gaaCina da radgan Tavis memkvidreebSi ver xedavda saxelmwifos 
saimedo  patrons, gadawyvetili  hqonda  Tavisi  qveynis  mmarTvelo-
bis sadaveebi erTmorwmune didi qveynis xelmwifisTvis gadaebare-
bina da amiT samSoblo sruli ganadgurebisgan exsna.

vaziri SeaSfoTa mefis am gadawyvetilebam, radgan darwmu-
nebuli iyo, rom im mSvidobis sanacvlod, romelsac misi qveyana 
ucxo xelmwifis qveSevrdomobis pirobebSi miiRebda, maT mouwevda 
Tavisuflebis da damoukideblobis nebayoflobiT daTmoba.

misi azriT, mxolod sarwmunoebrivi erTianoba ver gaxdebo-
da keTildReobis garanti im pirobebSi, rodesac am or xalxs Soris 
adaTi, wesi, tradicia, zne-Cveulebani sruliad gansxvavebuli iyo.

erTmaneTs upirispirdeba ori gansxvavebuli azri, msofl-
mxedveloba, romelic sxvadasxva sityviT gamoTqmis:

bediswera da bedniereba,
aucilebloba da Tavisufleba,
movaleoba da pasuxismgeblobisgan Tavis arideba, 
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keTildReoba da memkvidreoba,
sasurveli da SesaZlebeli,
Tavisufleba da mSvidoba.
kamaTi ki gvianobamde gagrZelda...

ra icvleba mxatvrul teqstSi warmodgenili istoriuli 
movlenebis amgvari ganzogadebiT? 

ai, kiTxva, romelic sruliad samarTlianad aris aq dasmuli da 
pasuxs iTxovs.

upirvelesad, Seicvala xedvis kuTxe da Sesabamisad, aRqmis 
procesi (Tavad fenomenologia aris swored xedvis wesi da ara 
mecniereba sagnis Sesaxeb), amiT nawarmoebis mTavari idea, rome-
lic wlebis ganmavlobaSi erTi traqtatis sazRvrebSi iyo Caketi-
li, ganivrco da zogadsakacobrio mniSvneloba SeiZina, mkiTxvelic 
„gaTavisuflda mxatvruli teqstis miRma arsebuli movlenebisgan, 
mefisa da misi msajulis dialogic ufro mizanmimarTuli gaxda, 
interpretaciis sivrce gafarTovda da teqstis avtonomiurobis 
pirobebSi simbolur-alegoriulma xasiaTis detalebma ufro meti 
mniSvneloba SeiZina. gamoikveTa bibliuri aluzia, memkvidreobis 
Temam lirikuli poema eposTan daakavSira, ufro aqtualuri gaxda 
individualuri Tvisebebis mqone literaturuli personaJis ge-
nezisi, kvlevis obieqtad iqca ori mdinaris alegoriuli sazrisi 
da dagvianebuli mxedris lirikuli saxe, romelic nawarmoebis 
Sinaarss erTgvar simbolur datvirTvas sZens .

mkiTxveli  sruliad  gaTavisuflda im aSkarad Seusabamo kiTx-
vebisgan, romlebic, upirvelesad, avtors miemarTeba da mxatvru-
li personaJebisadmi mis damokidebulebas, ufro ki maTi msofl-
mxedvelobisadmi avtoris pasuxismgeblobis sakiTxs ganixilavs.

gamoikveTa nawarmoebis mTavari idea, romelSic Tavisufle-
bisa da mSvidobis cnebaTa diskursi vrcel sazRvrebSi gaiSala, 
Tanamedrove mniSvnelobebi SeiZina da Cven drosac moswvda..

personaJebma TavianTi kuTvnili adgils daikaves „litera-
turuli saqarTvelos“ personaJTa galereaSi. „moxuci mefe“ ki, 
rogorc literaturuli tipi, msoflio literaturis cnobil 
monarqTa gverdiT dgeba mas Semdeg, rac erT epizodSi misi bedic 
saocrad emsgavseba nacionaluri eposis (rusTaveli „vefxistya-
osani“) siuJets. es ki saintereso perspeqtivas aCens am ori poemis 
Semdgomi paraleluri kvlevisa da SedarebiTi analizisTvis. amis 
sanimuSod SegviZlia mkiTxvels ramdenime nawyveti SevTavazoT 
dakvirvebisTvis:
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me gardavsrulvar, sibere mWirs, WirTa ufro Znelia,
dRes ara, xvale movkvdebi, sofeli asre mqmnelia;
raRaa igi sinaTle, rasaca axlavs bnelia?!
Cemi Ze davsvaT xelmwifed, visgan mze sawunelia. 

(rusTaveli 1970:11)

nikoloz baraTaSvilis „bedi qarTlisaSi“ swored umemkvid-
reoba (memkvidreebisadmi undobloba, maTi dasjis survili) ar-
Rvevs klasikuri siuJetis ganviTarebis tradiciul xazs, rac 
sruliad esadageba poemis romantikul xasiaTs:

me Tumc kidev vgrZnob sulis simtkices,
garna Roneni welT warmitaces;
Seni irakli is aRara var,
patara kaxad rom ginaxvivar!
marqvi, romels Svils hxedav Rirseuls,
rom eqmnas kverTxad mamuls darRveuls?.. 

(baraTaSvili 1954: 71)

Cven ukve visaubreT „vefxistyaosanze“, romelSic swored 
meTormete saukunis realur – istoriuli movlenebis ganzoga-
debiT aris miRweulia epoqaluri sakiTxebis gadawyveta, rac erT-
erT cnobil gamoTqmaSi – „lekvi lomisa sworia, Zu iyos Tundac 
xvadia“, ase aforistulad aris gadmocemuli.

amis msgavsad, Cven mier ganxilul poemaSi („bedi qarTlisa“) 
axla ukve meTvramete saukuneSi, „moxuci mefe“ sruliad axali ide-
is prezentacias axdens, romelic Zalze martivad ayalibebs qveynis 
samomavlo gzas:

axla ki droa, solomon, roma
mSvidoba naxos saqarTveloma ... 

(baraTaSvili 1954: 73)

mefis es gadawyvetileba Tanabrad exeba warsuls (sadac am 
qveynis  Svilebis mier uamravi sisxlia daRvrili), awmyos (rodesac 
am rTuli gadawyvetilebis gaazreba xdeba) da momavals (eris cxov-
reba axal gzaze dgeba), rodesac mcire erebs TandaTan ufro uWirT 
damoukideblad arseboba da identobis SenarCuneba. civilizebu-
li msoflios TanamegobrobaSi yofna, sxvadasxva politikuri Tu 
samxedro kavSiris wevroba (rogorc mSvidobis garanti), es yvela-
feri ki TavisTavad moiTxovs Tavisuflebis garkveul daTmobas. 
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romantikuli teqstisTvis eposi erTgvari winamorbedis rols 
asrulebs. mZafri, mRelvare, Sinagani winaaRmdegobiT savse cxov-
reba TiTqos ar eteva naTel da harmoniul samyaroSi. umemkvidre-
oba arabeTis qveyanaSi arsebul wesrigs indoeTis qaosSi Ziravs 
(saidanac unda daibados axali wesrigi {axali qarTli}) msgavseba 
ki am ori Janris saukeTeso nimuSebs Soris kidev araerTxel xdeba 
TvalsaCino:

xalva mosZulda, Seeqmna guls kaeSanTa jarebi.
 Tqva: `wamiRia mterTagan ZleviT napirTa arebi,
 yovlgniT gamisxman, morWmiT vzi, maqvs zeimi da zarebi~;
 da brZana: `waval da mefesa farsadans Sevewynarebi~.

(rusTaveli 1970: 56)

memkvidreobis gadacema, romelic me-12 saukuneSi gvaris er-
TianobiT („TviT Cemive gvari arsa“ (rusTaveli 1970: 57) aris gamar-
Tlebuli, me-18 saukuneSi is erTmorwmuneobiT aris Canacvlebuli:

aw ganTqmulia rusTa saxeli,
xelmwife uvisT brZeni da qveli,
didi xania gvaqvs Cven erToba,
mtkice kavSiri, sarwmunoeba,
mas, minda mivce memkvidreoba,
da man mosces qarTls keTildReoba! 

(baraTaSvili 1954: 73)

iq, sadac eposis personaJebi sakuTari surviliT moqmedeben, 
romantikuli gmirebi iZulebiT mihyvebian am gzas. romantikosebi 
(Semdeg neo romantikosebi) xSirad mimarTaven eposs, oRond, ara 
Sesajibreblad, aramed imis saCveneblad, Tu ramdenad didia gans-
xvaveba maT Soris, rac axali samyaros, axali epoqis „Seqmnis“ 
aucileblobas amarTlebs.

am SemTxvevaSi mefis gadawyvetileba swored romantikosTa 
msoflmxedvelobiT aris gamarTlebuli. SesaZloa, am qmedebis sa-
fuZvels poeziis mediatoruli funqcia umagrebs, romlis Zali-
Tac is „asrulebs Suamavlis funqcias aucileblobasa (mizezs) da 
Tavisuflebas (suls ) Soris (ratiani 2015:103).

sagulisxmoa, rom „vaziric“,  romlisganac  mefe rCevas mo-
elis, verafers sTavazobs mas, garda survilisa, rom qveyanas Tavi-
sufleba SeunarCunos, xolo misi saboloo sityva aSkarad cxad-
yofs,  rom isic, rogorc erTgul vazirs Seefereba, ufro mets 
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mefis avtoritetze fiqrobs, xolo qveynis momavali TavisTavad 
meore rigSi iwevs:

 nu, xelmwifeo, mas nu inebeb,
Sengan ki magas nu gagvagoneb,
da, merme qarTli vinc ver ganagos,
maSin man uwyis, rac moagvaros.
(baraTaSvili 1954: 72)

axla ki oriode sityviT im gadawyvetilebaze, romelic Temis 
ganzogadebis  pirobebSi ufro  TvalsaCinod gamoikveTa da erT-
gvar winaswarmetyvelebadac gacxadda:

rom dRes iqneba, Tu xval iqneba,
qarTlsa daicavs rusT xelmwifeba!
(baraTaSvili1954: 74)

mefis saboloo sityvaSi „rusT xelmwifebas“ „civilizebuli 
samyaroTi“ Tu SevcvliT, es poemis dedaazrs gaacocxlebs da na-
warmoebs im masStabur sivrceze gaSlis, romelic uTuod iyo masSi 
nagulisxmevi.

romantikosTa nawarmoebebSi bunebasTan Tanaziaroba maTi 
ZiriTadi maxasiaTebelia. maT mxatvrul teqstebSi sityvasTan er-
Tad bunebac hyveba ambavs da masSi simbolur-alegoriulad aris 
gadmocemuli is, risi gamoxatvac enas bolomde ar ZaluZs.

am poemaSic saazrovno sivrciT sazRvrebs ori mdinare awe-
sebs. pirveli „mraval droebis mowame“ mwuxare mtkvaria (aq aSkarad 
Cans, rom poeti am Temas leqsSi „fiqrni mtkvris piras“ agrZelebs), 
romelic qalaqis ngrevis suraTebs inaxavs:

ra moaxlovda qalaqsa mefe,
didxans uWvretda cremlTa aRmCqefe!
palatni misni gardmongreulan,
saxlni-samSoblo danacrebulan;
midamo xedavs upatronobas,
aRoxrebasa da natamlobas!
dumili sufevs mis aremare!
mxolod butbutebs mtkvari mwuxare,
SemrTveli mravalT sisxlTa qarTvelTa:
igi gadarCa mxolod sparselTa!

 (baraTaSvili 1954: 79)
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meore mdinare Tavisuflebis da sicocxlis wyaroa. swored 
mis fonze vxedavT qarTvelis zogad saxes, romelic imdenad sav-
sea garemos cxovelmyofelobiT, rom vidre krwanisis velze ma-
mulisaTvis gaiwireba, Tavs uflebas aZlevs, rom sicocxliT dat-
kbes, „wuTisofels erT wams Tvali mouxuWos“:

erTs qarTvelurad kidec SesZaxebs:
`aragvo, mag Sens amwvanebuls mTebs!~ –
da merme Tundac daugviandes,
igi imisTvis aRar daRondes!

(baraTaSvili 1954: 69)

am  „dagvianebul  mxedars~  mkiTxveli s wored poemis meore 
karis dasawyisSi ecnoba. es warmosaxviTi suraTi aragvis xeobaSi 
Cndeba, sanaxaoba mefisa da misi vaziris TvalsawierSi xvdeba da aris 
imis saSiSroeba, rom mkiTxvelma is erT-erTi personaJis gulis-
Tqmad CaTvalos da lirikuli gmiri kamaTSi (rodesac misi yofna-
aryofnis sakiTxi wydeba) Tavisi sicocxliT CaerTos.

poemaSi ori qebaa CarTuli, pirveli „kaxTa mimarT“, aSkarad 
teqstis gareT aris gatanili da mTlianad „miZRvnis“ sazRvrebSi 
jdeba, xolo meore qarTvel dedaT miemarTeba („hoi, dedano, marad 
netarno...“) da is ufro Sua saukuneebis gadamwerelTa emociur 
ganwyobas gvagonebs, romlebic teqstiT gamowveul emociebs ver 
malavdnen da xelnaweris arSiaze gamoxatavdnen TavianTi aRtace-
bis sityvebs.

swored sofios sityvebSi (`uwinamc dRe ki dameleva me! ucxo-
obaSi raa siame“) gacxadda nawarmoebSi Cadebuli is bibliuri gan-
wyobileba: `viTarme vgalobdeT galobasa uflisasa queyanasa ucxo-
sa?~ (fs. 136), romelmac koloniuri reJimis pirobebSi sruliad gan-
sazRvra nacionaluri literaturis ganviTarebis orsaukunovani 
perspeqtiva da nikoloz baraTaSvilis am poemis gavlenis sivrce.   
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A Literary Model of a Poem “The Fate of Kartli” 
by Nikoloz Baratashvili in the Light of Phenomenological Criticism

Summary

Keywords: Nikoloz Baratashvili, “The Fate of Kartli”, Literary method, phe-
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For two hundred years after writing “The Fate of Kartli” by Nikoloz Baratash-
vili, the discussion about this writing never stopped in our literary studies. It was 
never considered, that a reason for contradiction generated against the backdrop of 
the Treaty of Georgievsk (a source of inspiration) is closed, because in fact, the treaty 
had been cancelled after Act of Independence (1918) was adopted by the National 
Council of Georgia, whereby Independence of the Democratic Republic of Georgia 
was declared.

However, today we have to study the huge amount of scientific literature, which 
has been accumulated about this writing since the second half of the 19th century. The 
special literature devoted to the poet is quite rich and we can read three basic views, 
three different interpretations of “The Fate of Kartli” in it.

According to the first view, Nikoloz Baratashvili absolutely shares the king’s 
position regarding Russia and the poem itself represents a kind of apologia of Hera-
clius the second’s policy as well. Those, who do not agree with this position, consider 
the author to share Solomon Lionidze’s political belief. The third group see a kind of 
ambiguity in Nikoloz Baratashvili’s position. They think, that the author keeps this 
issue open and the reader is a witness of the opposition of the poet’s heart and mind. 

Against the backdrop of all this, the researchers’ intensified interest towards the 
position of the text author seems to be exaggerated for us and I think, that the ques-
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tion: “Who is right in Nikoloz Baratashvili’s opinion: Heraclius or Solomon?”, breaks 
the boundaries of the text autonomy, especially when an answer to this question is 
looked up in the poet’s other writings or his biography.

Such attitude towards an artistic text did not change over time, every new re-
search brought new knowledge and a general picture remained unchanged. A reader 
was only interested in an author’s opinion about a historical event, characters’ decision 
and characters themselves looked so “powerless” in the opinion of readers, that they 
could not protect themselves, take the responsibility and express an idea adequately.

Despite the fact, that the literary criticism noticed a modernized nature of the 
dispute between the king and his secretary many times, the reader still found it dif-
ficult to escape from the “fictional” reality and see the conventionality typical for an 
artistic text.

Literature has gained so much experience, that a reader should not need this to 
be reminded. A historical character in an artistic text is an artistic character, a char-
acter created in fictitious reality, whose action is based on powerful motivation, is 
always more “real”, than any of his contemporaries, whom he can see, touch and share 
his thoughts.

However, a reader finds it difficult to avoid the realistic appeal of Nikoloz 
Baratashvili’s poem even today. He finds it difficult to analyze objectively, because he 
always sees his homeland in a small country, which was known as a country of Ivert 
in the poem and an aggressor in Russia, our co-believer, which still seizes a vast ter-
ritory of his country. We can claim, that one of the characteristics of the poem (“The 
Fate of Kartli”), the king of Kartli-Kakheti has little in common with a historical king, 
Heraclius. The main idea of the poem really goes beyond the specific time and space 
and covers larger scale.

However, we do not neglect the traditional experience of reading a text, be-
cause it is a method of interpretation as well. Such experience is justified, when there 
is biographical artistic literature, which one of the types of historical artistic literature. 
It acquainted us with a historical individual and represents different episodes of his 
life in a genre of artistic narration again, but what will happen if we look at this situ-
ation without an outer characteristic, if we take specificity away from this situation 
and reduce everything to a general idea, if we doubt traditional conceptualization and 
want to transfer from so-called phenomenological attitude to natural one?

It is a general model of this doctrine, according to which, phenomenological 
attitude is received from natural attitude through refraining, from whence the only 
entity is to recognize consciousness and its initial experience.

In the 1920s, the Humanities (Roman Ingarden) successfully used Husserl’s 
phenomenological method to analyze an artistic text and showed us a way how to 
enter into the deep layers of an author’s consciousness through it.

“Phenomenological criticism tries to keep a literary work absolutely objec-
tive and impartial, hold back private interests, be buried into the conventional world 
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of a text and describe every nook and corner of a writing with the highest accuracy 
and fairness. Phenomenological criticism does not mean evaluative analysis of a text, 
which represents its constructive and active interpretation and shows a critic’s subjec-
tive position, but it implies passive reception (perception) of a text and an objective 
description of its ideological essence. A specific literary text is considered to be a part 
of one organic wholeness. Wholeness is a concept relevant to an author’s conscious-
ness; A part includes an author’s creative way and his writings arranged chronologi-
cally, which are thematically different, but they are always eager to reach the whole-
ness” (Ratiani 2008:56).

In our case, we must also consider, that Husserl placed real objects in “brack-
ets” and phenomenological criticism puts historical context of a literary work, an 
author, the background to its creation and reading process.

It is no longer needed to fall back up on biographical criticism to cognize this 
consciousness. It is enough to cognize basic aspects on a text level, in which an au-
thor’s consciousness is realized. By considering all this, a well-known plot of the 
poem can be narrated in the following way:

 “A small country, which was ruled by an old king, was invaded by the enemy. 
The battle was in process with transitional superiority and, despite two-day last-ditch 
assault, the king had to leave the capital and take shelter in one of the regions of the 
country. Here he met his prominent vizier and told him, that this failure caused the 
king to feel completely hopeless and as he could not see a reliable owner of the coun-
try in his heirs, he decided to give the chair of authority of his country to a ruler of 
self-religious great country and save his country from complete destruction.

The vizier got anxious by the king’s decision, because he was sure, that in ex-
change for peace, which his country would receive if it subordinated a foreign ruler, 
they had to compromise with freedom and independence”.

Let’s see what changes by such generalization of historical events in an artistic 
text?

Firstly, an angle of aspect changes and accordingly, a perception process (Phe-
nomenology itself is exactly a rule of aspect and not science about a subject), the main 
idea of the poem, which was restricted to the Treaty over the years, was expanded and 
received a general meaning, a reader “got free” from a phenomenon existing beyond 
the artistic text. The dialogue between the king and his judge became more purpose-
ful, the area of interpretation expanded and the symbolic-allegoric details became 
more meaningful under the conditions of the text autonomy. A biblical allusion took 
shape, the theme of heredity linked the lyrical poem to epos. Against the backdrop of 
this, genesis of a literary character having individual qualities became more relevant. 
In the text an allegoric meaning of two rivers (The Mtkvari and The Aragvi) became 
an object of extra research and a lyric character of the delayed rider (The Aragvi is 
running), which gives the plot of the poem a symbolic meaning.

A reader (literary studies as well) absolutely got free from those evidently ir-
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relevant questions, which are primarily directed to the author and his attitude towards 
artistic characters, it mostly discusses the issue of author’s responsibility to their 
worldview.

The main idea of the poem was revealed, in which the discourse of the concepts 
of freedom and peace was opened, it got modern meanings and covered modern life 
as well. The characters took their own place in a gallery of the characters of “Literary 
Georgia”. “The old king”, as a literary character, stands next to the famous monarchs 
of the world literature after in one episode he is quite like to the subject of national 
epos (“The Knight in the Panther’s Skin by Shota Rustaveli). It creates an interesting 
perspective for the parallel investigation of these two poems and their comparative 
analysis.
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