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redaqtorisgan

Zvirfaso mkiTxvelebo,

Jurnal `sjani~-s winamdebare gamoSveba gansakuTrebulia Tavisi 
datvirTviTa da SinaarsiT. pirvelad misi arsebobis manZilze, JurnalSi 
warmodgenilia ori qveynis _ saqarTvelosa da bulgareTis _ literatu-
rul-kvleviT centrebSi momzadebuli masala. SoTa rusTavelis qarTuli 
literaturis institutsa da bulgareTis mecnierebaTa akademiis bulga-
ruli literaturis instituts erTmaneTTan mravalwliani TanamSromloba 
akavSirebT. gaformebuli memorandumis farglebSi araerTi saseminaro, 
sakonferencio Tu sagamomcelo aqtivoba ganxorcielda. am mWidro samec-
niero urTierTobis kidev erTi, sayuradRebo Sedegia Jurnal `sjani~-s 
axali nomeri, gamorCeuli avtorTa internacionaluri SemadgenlobiTa da 
masStaburi filologiuri TematikiT. 

vimedovnebT, rom JurnalSi warmodgenili publikaciebi saintereso 
iqneba mkiTxvelebisaTvis, xolo Tavad `sjani~ warmatebiT ganagrZobs 
svlas saerTaSoriso aRiarebisaken.

profesori  irma ratiani

From the Editor

Dear Readers,

The forthcoming issue of international scientific journal “Sjani” is exceptional not 
only for its significance but its contents as well. For the first time, the journal presents the 
material prepared in scientific-literary centres of two countries: Georgia and Bulgaria. 
Shota Rustaveli Institute of Georgian Literature and Bulgarian Institute of Literature of 
Bulgarian Academy of Sciences have a long history of interrelation. On the basis of the 
memorandum large numbers of seminars, conferences and publishing activities have been 
carried out. The present issue of journal “Sjani”, with its distinguished contributors as well 
as the wide range of philological themes presented in the journal, is a clear example of the 
close scientific ties these two countries have had over the past years.

The editorial board hopes that the papers presented in the journal will be rather in-
teresting for the readers, as for “Sjani” it will continue moving towards the international 
recognition. 

Professer Irma Ratiani
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ivane  amirxanaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

agiografiis stilis sakiTxebi

(Teoriuli SeniSvnebi)

nawarmoebi yovelTvis Seicavs imaze mets, vidre masSi avtori debs an 
gulisxmobs.

agiografiuli Semoqmedebis safuZvelSic devs tendencia migvaniS-
nos sagani, romelic ar gamoixateba da gagvagonos xma, romelic ar ismis.

agiografia aris modeli, winaswar aRebuli `raRac~, romelic xor-
cieldeba ̀ raRacisTvis~. utilitaruli funqcia Tavidanve gansazRvrulia. 
es ar aris Tavisufali Semoqmedeba, magram isic gasaTva-liswinebelia, rom 
Tavisuflebis moTxovnileba Cndeba iq, sadac ar aris Tavisufleba.

agiografiuli nawarmoebi aris pasuxi sazogadoebis moTxovnilebaze. 
sazogadoebas surs hyavdes `aseTi~ gmiri. adamianTa cnobiereba, gemovneba, 
socialuri da erovnuli interesebi moiTxovs amas da mwerali asrulebs 
`dakveTas~.

sazogadoeba _ gmiri _ mwerali. ramdenadac myaria es erTianoba, im-
denad ufro advili SesaZlebelia, rom aq raRac Seicvalos dadgenili wesis 
gverdis avliT.

mwerali marto ritorikisa da Janris kanonebs ar iTvaliswinebs. is 
angariSs uwevs mkiTxvelis (msmenelis) fsiqologiasa da aRqmis Tavisebure-
bebs. es iwvevs SemoqmedebiTi subieqturobis gaaqtiurebas, romelic Sei-
Zleba marto metaforebisa Tu tropebis gamoyenebiT ar dakmayofildes.

subieqturobis gaaqtiureba mwerals aaxloebs sinamdvilesTan, 
cxovrebasTan, sicocxlis wesTan, saganTa bunebasTan, saidanac SeiZleba 
wamovides iseTi emociuri nakadi, romelic STagonebis `arakanonikur~ 
impulsebs warmoSobs. 

dgeba momenti, roca mwerlis Sinagani xedva zedapirze amodis da gar-
kveul formebad gansxeuldeba. am formebis xarisxs gansazRvravs mwerlis 
gemovneba da mSvenieris SegrZnebis unari.

specifikas qmnis Janris Tavisebureba _ nawarmoebi iwereba xmamaRla 
wasakiTxad. amitom SeuZlebelia angariSi ar gaewios ritorikis kanonebs.

arsebobs raRac, rasac xmamaRla ver ityvi; arsebobs isic, rac xmamaR-
la unda Tqva. literatura siCumisa da laparakis erTianobaa. is erTdro-
ulad dumilic aris da metyvelebac. xmamaRla saTqmels Tavisi forma aqvs. 
am formis gareSe saTqmeli ver gamoixateba.

ver vityviT, rom qarTul agiografiaSi SeiniSneba Tavisuflebisaken 
swrafva, magram, samagierod, aris ganwyoba, rom sagani asaxos ise, rogorc 
aRiqvams. am tipis Tavisufleba vlindeba, magaliTad, erovnul-kulturu-

literaturis Teoriis problemebi
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agiografiis stilis sakiTxebi

li motivebis gadmocemisas.
weriTi xelovnebis Tavisebureba is aris, rom masSi moqmedebs idea, 

romelsac fesvebi enaSi aqvs gadgmuli; teqstis azri iZebneba enaSi; lite-
raturuli enis buneba, misi macdunebeli Tviseba mdgomareobs imaSi, 
rom subieqts (mwerals) uCndeba survili da saSualeba enis garegnuli 
parametrebis gamoyenebisa. Txrobis genetikuri logika iseTia, rom igi 
TavisTavad moiTxovs ambis `gadakazmvas~, beletrizebas; figurebiT, saxe-
ebiT, citatebiT, reminiscenciebiT, metriTa da ritmiT operirebas. Tema, 
rogorc darwmunebis saSualeba, Tavis srul gamoxatulebas xatovan, figu-
rul metyvelebaSi povebs.

am mxriv, agiografiuli stili intenciuria. mas aqvs mizani, swrafva 
da mimarTuloba iqiTken, rom sityvaSi gaacocxlos idea, dro, sagnebis 
suli.

stilis intenciurobaze saubrobs giorgi mcire, roca wers, rom agi-
ografosebs evalebaT: `ganhmarTon ena brgvnili igi sulisa~. ese igi, av-
torma unda gaasagnos, `gamarTos~ Sinaganad, sulSi intenciis, Canafiqris 
saxiT arsebuli `ganumzadebeli~ idea.

ideebi sityvaSi cocxldebian. `mokvdavi~ sagnebi sityvaSi poveben 
ukvdavebas.

sityvis esTetika erT-erTi mTavari faqtoria Tavisuflebisa, ro-
melsac avtori moipovebs Janris kanonis farglebSi.

Tavisufleba kanonidan gadaxvevasTan aris gaigivebuli. arcTu usa-
fuZvlod. intenciis suliskveTeba aqac moqmedebs.

kanonidan gadaxvevac kanonia, Tu amas Sedegi moaqvs. bejiTi kanon-
morCileba SeiZleba imdenad Sedegis momtani ar iyos, ramdenadac kano-
nidan gadaxveva.

yvelaferi sityviT iwyeba da sityviT mTavrdeba. es aris sarwmuno-
ebrivi, istoriuli da socialuri kosmosis Tavi da bolo. kosmosis SigniT 
xdeba movlenebi, romlebic ganfenilia drosa da sivrceSi. fizikuri mov-
lenebi aisaxeba metafizikur arsSi da es aris TamaSi, romelsac goneba 
mimarTavs.

rac ufro cocxalia Txroba, miT ufro metad zrunavs avtori esTe-
tikuri emociis formirebaze.

ra xdeba iq, sadac esTetikuri cnobiereba upirispirdeba cnobiere-
bis Cveulebriv formas? iqmneba ubraloebis efeqti. ubraloeba mSvenieris 
erT-erTi safuZvelia.

sityva ganapirobebs ambis Sinaarss. rogoric aris sityva, iseTia am-
bavi. enobrivma faqturam unda Seqmnas Wvretis pirobebi imisaTvis, raTa Si-
naarsi srulad iqnes aRqmuli.

sityvieri ornamenti koncentrikuli wreebiviT iSleba. mravalsity-
vaoba, erTi SexedviT, TviTmiznuris STabeWdilebas tovebs. TavisTavad, 
sityvebis Tavmoyra ar qmnis wesrigs, miT umetes, silamazes. bevri xe yov-
elTvis ar qmnis tyes. mTavaria, urTierTkavSiri, sityvaTa kavSiris xasiaTi da 
Sedegi.
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WeSmariteba teqstSi ixilveba. teqsts aqvs TviTgaxsnis unari. gax-
snil teqstSi vlindeba ena rogorc avtoris azrovnebisa da mkiTxvelis aR-
qmis saerTo struqtura.

enis yoveli detali, niuansi Tu nawili erTmaneTTan meqanikurad ki 
ar aris dakavSirebuli, aramed organulad, Sinagani kavSiriT arian gada-
jaWvuli, ganlagebuli arian raRac xelSesaxebi erTis garSemo, romelsac 
Tavisuflad SegviZlia Sinagani centri vuwodoT.

diubuas tradiciuli gamoTqmiT, stili _ es adamiania. istoriuli 
TvalsazrisiT, stili _ es epoqaa; konkretulad ki stili _ es enaa.

`ena _ upirveles yovlisa, individualurobis gamoxatulebaa~ 
(Тодоров 1999: 363).

stili aniWebs teqsts literaturul avtonomiurobas.
stilis damaxasiaTebeli Tvisebaa monotonuroba, rac saerTod epo-

qis kulturuli niSanic aris.
nawarmoebs TviTsrulyofisa da TviTgaformebis safaneli sulac 

rom ar gaaCndes, mas garedan srulyofda da Camoayalibebda idea da dro. 
agiografiis idea da dro _ es aris stilis garantia. rac meti dro gadis, 
idea miT ufro ganamtkicebs formaTa kanonizacias.

meSvide saukuneSi hermogenes mier dadgenili ritorikuli stilis 
Svidi kriteriumi gamZle saxelmZRvanelo aRmoCnda mwerlebisaTvis 
(Каждан 2002: 217). Tumca dadgenili kriteriumebis gareSec agiografiis 
ideam TavisTvis Camoayaliba Rirseuli literaturuli stili, romelic 
aRniSnul Svid kriteriumsac moicavs: sinaTle, didebuleba, silamaze, 
simokle, simarTle, Zala da ubraloeba.

es kanonia, mxatvruli efeqti ki, rogorc iTqva, ibadeba kanonis 
sqemis SigniT, formaTa varirebiT. elementebis urTierTSepirispireba 
xdeba mizezi teqstis struqturuli mTlianobisa da harmoniisa.

sagnebs grZnobas da sicocxles hmateben figurebi. frazebi qmnian 
intonaciebs, romlebic mogvagonebs poetizmebs. poetizmi _ `poiema~, 
qmnadobis sawyisi!

calkeuli figura, metafora iqneba es, Sedareba, epiTeti Tu re-
miniscencia, TiTqmis arafers hmatebs avtoriseul ideas, radgan is 
aris erTeuli, romelic qmnis mTlianobas da misi funqciac swored am 
mTlianobaSi ganisazRvreba.

iseve, rogorc mozaikaSi, kenWi Tu smalta, calke aRebuli, gacveTi-
li da arafrismTqmeli gveCveneba, arc feri gamoarCevs da arc forma, mag-
ram mTlianobaSi, Tavisi simravliT qmnis ganumeorebel panos, romelSic 
erTi maTganis amoRebac ki gamousworebel disharmonias iwvevs.

mwerlis SemoqmedebiTi individualoba Tvalsa da xels Sua gviqreba 
normatiuli poetikis analizisas. poetikis prioriteti auqmebs mwerlis 
avtoritets, maSin, roca mweralzea damokidebuli poetikis raoba da arsi.

Sua saukuneebis avtorzea naTqvami:
`literatura _ upirveles yovlisa, es aris avtoris `qcevis manera~, 

mis mier xatebisa da figurebis gamoyeneba (Каждан2002: 20).

ivane  amirxanaSvili
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rogorc savaldebulo poetika gansazRvravs mwerlis stils, ise mwer-
lis stili ayalibebs poetikas. es rom egreT wodebuli qiazmi ar aris, amas 
struqturuli analizic adasturebs, roca invarianti anu ucvleli sidide 
daiyvaneba variantze anu calkeul, cvlad sidideze da piriqiT, roca va-
riantidan (sxva gza ar arsebobs) mivdivarT invariantisaken.

isic cxadia, rom agiografia mxatvruli saSualebebiT ufro ope-
rirebs, vidre silogizmebiT; agiografiul nakadSi literatura ar aris 
Crdilovani movlena.

sinamdvilis kliSirebis tradiciuli wesi TviTdarRvevis elemen-
tebsac Seicavs. es elementebi yvelaze metad iq iCens Tavs, sadac aRniSnuli 
wesi yvelaze ufro mtkice da Seuvali gveCveneba.

`grigol xanZTelis cxovrebis~ ramdenime monakveTSi sinamdvilis 
kliSirebis wesi irRveva imisaTvis, raTa amave wesis daurRvevloba aCvenos. 
magaliTad, artanujis epizodSi `siZvis diacis~ sityvebi `gaufiltra-
vad~, aranormatiuli fraziT aris gadmocemuli: `me Tavsa Cemsa zeda ver 
Tavisufal var, vinaiTgan gardareuli siyuaruli aqus Cemda momarT kura-
palatsa~. aq sinamdvile arRvevs kliSes, cnobiereba ereva kanons. eTikuri 
warmodgena gardaisaxeba esTetikur faqtad, artefaqtad. avtori droe-
biT arRvevs normas, raTa bolos ufro gaamyaros igive norma. `xorcielad 
Zliersa xelmwifesa sulierad ZlierTa kacTa sZles~ _ es fraza auqmebs 
`siZvis diacis~ eTikur Tavisuflebas da kanonis mtkice CarCoebSi aqcevs 
mas.

literaturis nebismieri Janri Tavisuflebisa da kanonis sinTezs 
warmoadgens, raRa Tqma unda, met-naklebi masStabiTa da formiT.

agiografia, rogorc ideologizebuli proza, safuZvelSive gulis-
xmobs grZnobaTa kooperacias nawarmoebsa da mkiTxvels Soris. igi, Tavisi 
konceptualuri aparatiT, warmoadgens literaturis avtonomiur Janrs, 
Tavis TavSi Caketil Tavisi Tavis kanons, romelsac imdenad aqvs kavSiri 
sxva JanrebTan, ramdenadac sityvasTan dakavSirebul erT kanons SeiZleba 
hqondes kavSiri sityvasTan dakavSirebul meore kanonTan.

damowmebani:

Kazhdan, Aleksandr Petrovich, Istoria vizantiiskai literaturi (650-850 g.g.), “Aleteia”, Sanqt-Peterburg, 
2002: 217) (Александр Петрович Каждан, Историа византийской литературы (650-850 г.г), 
«Алетейя», Санкт- Петербург, 2002). 

Todorov, Tsvetan, Teorii simvila, M., Dom intelektualnoi knigi, 1999: 363 (Цветан Тодоров, Теории 
символа, М., дом интелектуальной книги, 1999).

agiografiis stilis sakiTxebi
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Ivane Amirkhanashvili
(Georgia)

Some Questions of Hagiographical Style
(Theoretical remarks)

Summary

Key words: hagiography, style, genre. 

A work of literature always contains more than the author puts into it or implies. 
The basis of hagiographical work is also a tendency to indicate the subject which is not 
expressed and let us hear the voice that is not heard.

Hagiography is a model, “something” taken in advance that is realized for “some-
thing”. Utilitarian function is defined at the outset. This is not free creativity but it is to be 
taken into account that the demand for freedom appears where there is no freedom. 

Hagiographic composition is a response to public demand. The society wants to 
have “such” a hero. Men’s consciousness, taste, social and national interests demand this 
and the writer fulfills the “order”. The stronger the unity “society – hero – writer”, the 
easier to make a difference here, bypassing the established rule.

The writer does not take into account only the canons of a genre and rhetoric. He 
takes into consideration the peculiarities of reader’s (listener’s) psychology and percep-
tion. This causes activation of creative subjectivity which might not be satisfied only by 
the use of metaphors and tropes. 

The activation of subjectivity puts the writer closer to the reality, life, law of life, 
nature of the things from which such emotional flow may come which gives rise to “non-
canonical” impulses of inspiration. It is the moment when the inner vision of the writer 
comes to the surface and is embodied in a certain form. The extent of these forms is deter-
mined by the writer’s taste and the ability to feel the beauty.

Specificity is created by the peculiarity of the genre – a composition is written for 
reading aloud. Therefore, it is impossible not to take into account the canons of rhetoric. 

There is something that you cannot say in a loud voice there is also something that 
you should say loudly. Literature is the unity of quietness and talking. It is silence and 
speech simultaneously. The expression of an idea has its own form. Without this form the 
idea cannot be expressed. 

We cannot say that the striving for freedom is noticed in Georgian hagiography but 
there is a desire to reflect the subject in such way as it is perceived. The freedom of this 
kind is revealed, for example, when national and cultural motives are rendered.

The peculiarity of the art of writing is that there is an idea in it which has roots 
in the language; the sense of the text is sought in the language; the nature of literary lan-
guage, its tempting property is just this, that a subject (writer) has a desire and possibility 
to use the external parameters of language. Genetic logic of a narrative is that it requires 
“re-fining” of the narration in itself; fictionalization it with figures, images, citations, remi-
niscences, operation with metre and rhythm m. The theme as a means of persuasion finds 
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its full expression in tropology, figurative speech. 
In this respect hagiographical style is intentional. It has a purpose, aspiration and 

tendency to revive an idea, time, spirit of the things in a word. The ideas come to life in a 
word. “Mortal” things find immortality in the word. 

The aesthetics of the word is one of the main factors of a freedom which is found 
by an author within the frames of the law of genre.

Freedom is identified by the deviation from the canon. It is not without reason. 
The striving for intention operates here too. Deviation from the canon is also canon if it 
brings result. Strict adherence to the guidelines may not achieve results as deviation from 
the canon.

Everything starts with a word and ends with a word. This is Alpha and Omega of 
religious, historical and social cosmos. Inside the cosmos there happen events which are 
spread in time and space. Physical events are mirrored in metaphysical essence and it is a 
game which is addressed by mind. The more alive narration, the better an author takes care 
about the formation of aesthetic emotion. 

What happens where aesthetic consciousness is opposed to the ordinary form 
of consciousness? The effect of simplicity is created. Simplicity is one of the basics of 
beauty.

A word determines the content of the narration. What word is, so is the narration. 
Language texture must create conditions for contemplation so that the content has been 
grasped in full. 

Hagiography as an ideologized prose, at its core implies cooperation of feelings 
between the composition and the reader. By its conceptual apparatus it represents an au-
tonomous genre of literature, its own canon closed in its own self which has link with 
other genres as one canon connected with the word may have a link with the second canon 
connected with the word.
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Enyo  SToyAnov
(Bulgaria)

Fictional Worlds Theory as a Theory of Literary Invention

Possible Worlds 

Despite the fact that the discourse of possible worlds has its starting point in Leib-
nitz, its current form is related to the way Saul Kripke1 resorted to the notion of possible 
worlds in order to clarify systematically the modal categories: possibility, necessity, con-
tingency and impossibility. The concept of possible worlds establishes these categories 
in the following manner: a given statement is possible only if it is true in at least one 
possible world; it is necessary only if it is true in all possible worlds; its contingent only 
if it is true in some possible worlds and untrue in others; and its impossible only if it is 
untrue in all possible worlds. Besides clarifying modalities in this somewhat recursive 
manner2, already in Kripke this notion is used to afford a new semantics for proper names. 
Kripke questions the Russelian identification of proper names with a bundle of descrip-
tions. Russel missed a problem with this reduction of names to descriptions, which resides 
in a special class of statements, involving belief. For example: the statement “X believes 
that Aristotle was the teacher of Alexander the Great” according to Russel’s theory will 
not risk changing its truth value if we replace “Aristotle” with “the author of the Poetics”. 
But that will not always be the case, since it is entirely possible that X precisely does not 
know or believe that Aristotle is the author of the Poetics. May be he believes it was Plato 
who wrote the Poetics and that Aristotle was teaching Alexander the Great. In this case the 
statement “X believes that author of the Poetics was the teacher of Alexander the Great” 
will not be true. Based on examples like these the equation of proper names with descrip-
tions becomes obviously problematic. Kripke’s alternative is to claim that the proper name 
is a rigid designator related to a multiplicity of possible worlds: worlds, in which Aristotle 
is not the author of the Poetics, and worlds, among them our world, in which he is. Thus 
possible worlds are presented as domains of discourse, helpful in resolving semantic is-
sues of statements (and especially counterfactual statements)3.  

This type of reasoning with the help of possible worlds has become a way for de-
veloping logical semantics since the sixties in a two-dimensional direction, i.e. it offered a 
way for differentiating intension from extension. These two interdependent sematic levels 
derive from Frege’s distinction between Sinn and Bedeutung (see Frege 1960). For Frege 
Bedeutung is the level of relation between statement and world, i.e. the truth value of state-
ments. Sinn on the other hand is “the mode of presentation” of Bedeutng. The way Frege 
defined Sinn and Bedeutng presented numerous problems, especially the question of syn-
onymy and the semantics of fictional terms (flying horse). Since for Frege Bedeutng is the 
truth value of a statement, it turns out that all statements that share truth value are synony-
mous. The way out of this predicament was sought in intension. Unfortunately, the way 
Frege defined Sinn was lacking, since expressions like “flying horse” lack reference and as 
objectless are difficult to understand as “mode of presentation”. The semantics of possible 
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worlds provided a way out of this conundrum by defending logical (truth-relative) seman-
tics through shifting the emphasis from truth values to truth conditions. Thus intension 
became a rule for assigning truth value with the aid of possible worlds. Montague, the pio-
neer of this line of development of possible world semantics for natural languages, defined 
intension as a function from possible worlds to extensions (see Montague 1974; a good 
summary of Montague grammar may be found in Partee 1989). Somewhat simplified, this 
means that we start with the language and the set of possible worlds, and intension is the 
rule of relating statements of the language to some portion of a subset of possible worlds. 
Montague’s notion of intension comes close to the classical notion of proposition and as 
such is not heavily language dependent (i.e. it can be expressed in different languages 
without loss). Furthermore, as Barbara H. Partee has pointed out (Ibid.:119), it remains 
intension in an extensional sense, i.e. this is a semantics that subordinates everything to 
reference. Possible worlds are there to provide all discourse with a proper domain. 

Overall the semantic use of the notion of possible worlds aims at disambiguation. 
But this curative notion itself seems ambiguous, since the semantic problems, addressed 
here, shed no light on the question of the ontological commitment of the discourse on pos-
sible worlds. In this context one of the more contested positions is the indexical notion of 
actuality, presented by David Lewis (see, for instance, Lewis 1986). According to him, the 
actual world is simply the world, in which a statement under scrutiny is been produced. 
Therefore he claims that possible worlds fully exist and each one is actual from its own 
perspective, relative to the others. Others (among them Stalnaker 1984, Plantinga 1974; 
Cresswell 1988) have claimed that are possible worlds, but only one of them has happened 
to be actual – our world. They generally agree with Kripke’s insistence that “possible 
worlds are stipulated, not discovered by powerful telescopes” (Kripke 1980: 44). In this 
view “possible worlds” are most often considered as purely linguistic constructions with 
logical import4. 

A further complication in the theory of possible worlds comes from the question-
able implication of the word “world” involved. As mentioned above, the difference be-
tween “genuine” and “actualist” basically comes down to this question. The actualist posi-
tion considers possible worlds as abstract objects, among which one has been actualized 
and thus allows for full quantification. The genuine realists insist on treating possible 
world as concrete individuals. Beyond the difference between the abstract or concrete 
character of possible worlds, most theoreticians view these entities as maximal or accord-
ing to Kripke’s expression, they are “total ‘ways the world might have been’, or states or 
histories of the entire world” (Kripke 1980:18). Later his notion has been contested by 
Jakko Hintikka, who insists that the talk of “possible worlds” should be restrained by a 
notion of relevance, which will let them be only “small worlds”: 

In order to speak of what a certain person a knows and does not know, we have 
to assume a class (‘space’) of possibilities. These possibilities will be called scenarios. 
Philosophers typically call them possible worlds. This usage is a symptom of intellectual 
megalomania. In most applications ‘possible worlds’ are not literally worlds in the sense 
of universes but merely ‘small worlds’, that is, so many applications of the language in 
question, typically applications to some relatively small nook and corner of our four-
dimensional world. Such a space of scenarios is essentially the same as what probability 
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theorists mean by sample space. It might be called the epistemic space. Depending on 
the application, the elements of that space can be states of affairs or sequences of events. 
What the concept of knowledge accomplishes in any case is a dichotomy (relative to the 
knower) of the elements of the epistemic space into those that are ruled out by a’s knowl-
edge and those that are compatible with everything he or she (or it, if we are dealing with 
a computer) knows in a given scenario. (Hintikka 2003: 34-5) 

Despite those differences in construing the precise sense and volume of the notion 
of possible worlds, it seems that the primary way, in which they can be differentiated, is 
by comparison. Differences are gouged always on the background of some parallelism, be 
it on a local (small worlds) or global (total worlds) scale. 

Fictional worlds in Doležel’s theory

The debates in analytic philosophy around the notion of possible worlds, summa-
rized all too briefly here, became complicated further by the insistence of some literary 
theorists (the most notable among them are Lubomir Doležel, Thomas Pavel and Ruth 
Ronen – see Doležel 1998; Pavel 1986; Ronen 1994) on the usefulness of possible worlds 
theory for defining literary fiction, but only under the condition of differentiation between 
possible and properly fictional worlds. The theoreticians that hold this position claim that 
such a distinction is necessary in order to provide a definable specificity for literary texts 
among the various applications of the possible worlds model in logic, physics, philoso-
phy, historiography and even its everyday uses. As mentioned earlier, the focus of the 
present examination will be Doležel’s arguments in favor of constructing such a special 
class of possible worlds. In this endeavor the guiding question will be not so much how 
the possible worlds framework has been adapted for dealing with the problem of literary 
fictionality, but rather whether this framework, through all the adjustments it undergoes in 
its application to literature, is not relying on premises that illegitimately restrict by default 
our understanding of literary invention. 

In Heterocosmica Doležel defends the recourse to the possible worlds model on 
the basis of his criticism of the previous “one-world” models for describing fictional texts 
(Doležel 1998: 2-12). This is done in two directions. The first one involves exposing the 
shortcomings of previous theories by grouping of the views of Bertrand Russel, Frege, and 
structuralism under the same banner – the thesis that literature’s fictional statements lack 
reference (Ibid.: 2-6). According to Doležel, Russel reduces fictional statements to empty 
terms, Frege, as we mentioned earlier, retains only intensional significance for them, and 
the tradition, started by Saussure, views literature as auto-referential language. The sec-
ond, and more crucial, part of Doležel’s criticism is directed at those theories that have 
claimed to provide literature with some kind of reference: mimetic theories (Ibid.: 6-10). 
The major objection on Doležel’s part is that mimetic models never let the reference of 
literary text be fictional particulars. Since according to these positions the domain of liter-
ary discourse is the actual world, the reference of all literary statements is either actual 
particulars (the claim that for every character, event or entity in the literary work there 
necessarily is an actual prototype), or instead of particulars, literary texts refer to univer-
sals. It is noteworthy that besides these options of mimetic theory, Doležel finds a third 
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one, which is somewhat unusual – the critical discourse, in which fictional particulars 
are retained, but they are presented as existing prior to their “creation” by the literary 
text in some undefined ontological region, where they readily await the literary author to 
find them and describe them (Ibid.:8-9). For Doležel the fictional particulars cannot ex-
ist before the text that has invented them. This last point of Doležel’s criticism aimed at 
critical constructs which do not rely on the possible worlds framework, is quite telling, 
since it obviously rejects the thesis of potential existence of what the literary text will 
present in the form of fictional worlds. But what Doležel flatly denies here is precisely the 
view that has been developed already by Aristotle as a way to tie possibility and literature 
together. According to Aristotle, potentiality is always prior to actuality, except for the in-
famous Unmoved mover. For Doležel all literary possibilities emerge, while for Aristotle 
all emergence depends on possibility. Such an option is barely even discussed in Doležel’s 
talk of possible worlds. In this respect Doležel (see Doležel 1998:25) relies on Ricoeur’s 
differentiation between potentiality as actuality’s past, and “pure” fiction: “What ‘might 
have been’ – the possible in Aristotle’s terms – includes both the potentialities of the ‘real’ 
past and the ‘unreal’ possibilities of pure fiction.” (Ricoeur 1988: 191-192). The accep-
tance of such a thesis without qualification is problematic, since this type of distribution 
of “real” and “unreal” in relation to Aristotelian possibilities seems misguided. After all, 
“real” for Aristotle is precisely the actual in its distinction from the possible. Everything 
possible is possible precisely to the extent that it may become actual, or at least it might 
have had that option. The only way possibilities may be “unreal” besides their contingent 
non-actualization is due to them being outside the realm of possibility (i.e. impossible – a 
category, of which Aristotle hardly has anything to say). So unless “pure fiction” stands 
for impossibility, the distinction between non-literary potentiality and literary possibility 
as an antecedent and a consequent in relation to actuality cannot be preserved.  

Along with the classical semantic theories of fiction, Doležel criticizes pragmatic 
theories as well (see Doležel 1998: 10-12). In concordance with his insistent constructiv-
ism, he claims that the predominant pragmatic theories of fiction, which present a no-
tion of pretense in literary speech-acts, are inadequate and instead asserts that the literary 
author does not pretend and actually does something – s/he creates something that is not 
actual. But his major gripe with pragmatic approaches in describing aesthetic activities 
boils down to the perceived necessity of truth-conditionality in defining fiction (Ibid.:24-
28). The statements of the literary author cannot be questioned about their truth value, but 
once a fictional world has been established by the “texture” of his work, questions of truth 
value once again become valid. Generally, Doležel claims that the literary text establishes 
something, a world, and once it has been established, it obeys the same truth conditions as 
any existing object, referred to by discourse. This does not mean, however, that Doležel 
fully rejects pragmatics in the name of semantics. The pragmatic component is precisely 
the act of stipulation of a fictional world by the finite text. Still in this “stipulation”, in this 
speech-act construction, the stipulated is what matters. Writing is a creative act as long as 
it creates something that conforms to the norm that defines a fictional world. 

This subordination of pragmatics to semantics is not unproblematic. Doležel even 
goes as far as to claim that there is a difference in principle between texts that refer to 
the actual world and those that construct a fictional world (Ibid.:24-28). The first type 
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Doležel calls world-imaging, and the second type – world-constructing texts. The refer-
ence of world-imaging texts exists before these texts, while with world-constructing text 
the speech act is primary. This type of generalization on Doležel’s part is quite untenable. 
It is enough to point towards Austin’s performatives. “I pronounce you husband and wife” 
does not refer to some preexisting state of affairs and cannot be attributed any truth value. 
Still, it relates to the actual world and adds something new to it. Of course, Doležel seems 
to be trying to classify literary texts among performatives as a special type – as an order of 
speech acts that constitutes a non-actual world (see Ibid.: 133-184). Yet it is not clear what 
kind of conventions can differentiate between statements, aimed at worlds (at a world, 
ontologically different from the actual one), and statements, aimed at a world, the actual 
one. If anything, this points towards a configuration of truth-conditions that are context-
sensitive, rather than to subordination of the pragmatic register to semantic import. 

But that is not all. Doležel’s insistence on the primacy of the produced “fictional 
worlds” in defining literary acts of invention shares the shortcomings of all theories that 
restrict literary statements to fictional status. As an illustration of the problem with this 
reduction, I will give a constructed example. One of the ways, in which I can produce a 
literary text, may follow such a procedure: I may take an article from Wikipedia, devoted 
to the Second World War; I may give a title to this quoted narrative that will present this 
texts as a literary narration, for instance “A Literary Story”. What am I actually doing? 
Am I turning a text that is supposed to “image” a pregiven world into a text that constructs 
a fictional world, or am I making a point about representations of the actual world? Am I 
producing a text that refers to a world, or rather a text that refers to textuality itself? It is 
not coincidental that when Doležel attempts to adapt his theoretical model to postmodern 
metafiction (Ibid.: 160, 166-168, 206-226), he never comments on gestures similar to the 
one by Borges’s Pierre Menard. Besides, the constructed example I provided is clearly an 
effect of intertextuality. It seems, however, that Doležel will allow for intertextuality only 
among literary works, since otherwise the boundary between worlds would be jeopardized 
(see Ibid.: 199-202). 

But what is the precise difference between fictional worlds and the actual one? 
The fictional worlds behave as a form of possible worlds. According to Doležel, they 
are macrostructures, populated with particulars that are ontologically homogeneous, i.e. 
equally fictional (Ibid.: 16). Thus the London, inhabited by Sherlock Holmes and Doctor 
Watson is not a London we can visit, but rather an utterly fictional London, though one 
that resembles very much the actual London. Examples like this one involve the problem 
of transworld identity. In order to avoid any essential dependence of the fictional par-
ticulars that have actual prototypes on those prototypes, Doležel rejects the need for any 
necessary resemblance between the counterparts. Verisimilitude is rejected as a necessary 
rule for creating fictional worlds. Instead he presents a more flexible version of Kripke’s 
theory of names as rigid designators (Ibid.: 17-18, 225-226). Thus by passing through the 
world-boundary, the semantic import of the proper name undergoes a radical ontological 
transformation. Only the name remains, in order to maintain the transworld link, yet even 
its rigidity is lax in Doležel’s account. When he comments on postmodernist rewrites of 
classical literary works, he is forced to accede that even the name may lose its identity 
(Ibid.: 225-226). Still, he attempts to reinscribe this loss of rigidity in a sequence, a re-
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constructable series of aliases, which appear as variants of an invariant rigid designator in 
different possible worlds. 

More pertinent than this derigidization of designators is the fact that characters and 
entities with actual prototypes like Napoleon and London constitute a problem for the af-
firmed autonomy of the fictional world from the actual one. In spite of his insistence that 
the fictional counterparts of actual prototypes are entirely fictional, just as the rest of the 
particulars in the fictional world that lack prototypes, he is forced to accede that the fact of 
the transworld link of some terms with their actual counterparts adds some significance to 
them (Ibid.: 16-17). Doležel’s response is that this added significance has only transworld 
relevance, i.e. it does not interfere with the semantic functionality of the terms with proto-
types within the constructed fictional world. But why are we restricted not to include some 
transworld significance for all terms? We can easily claim such significance for fictional 
entities without actual prototypes, albeit in an inverted form. Is the perceived impossibility 
as an actual particular, as a being in our world, of a character like Caliban in Shakespeare’s 
Tempest not relevant to the way we understand this character? The difference between 
Napoleon and Caliban in the way they operate in fiction is predicated on this perception of 
their relative possibility or impossibility in the actual world. It turns out that the fictional 
world always depends on the actual world. Doležel is, of course, right to affirm that this 
dependence cannot be considered in terms of verisimilitude (Ibid.:17-18). Still, without 
such dependence no fictional world may be accessible from the actual. It seems that the 
actual world turns out to be the constant subject of changing predicates.  

Furthermore, it appears as if the actual world is something quite stable and ho-
mogeneous for Doležel. This impression results from the way in which his theoretical 
construction presents heterogeneity as a differential feature of fictional worlds (Ibid.: 23). 
In line with Leibnitz, Doležel insists that worlds must comply with rules of compossibility 
for the entities that populate them (Ibid.: 19-20). Therefore he speaks of macrostructural 
constraints imposed upon worlds – general rules that determine what sort of entities may 
be accepted to appear in a particular world. The heterogeneity of fictional worlds stems 
from the fact that conflicting macrostructural constraints may apply in their construc-
tion. They may form different, separate zones of compossibility within a world, which are 
incompossible among themselves. According to Doležel it is precisely these conflicting 
condition provide for the generative principles of narrative plot in literature. It turns out 
that the fictional worlds in their paradoxical constitution conform to a rule of compossi-
bility of incompossibles that is explicitly rejected for the actual world. But, after all, the 
actual world is not readily available to us as something settled, all we have at best is a set 
of actually available descriptions that are not necessarily compatible, i.e. compossible. 
That is why we have actual debates about what is possible and what is impossible, what is 
good and what is bad, what is allowed and what is prohibited, etc. These controversies are 
not restricted to macrostructural conditions for story generation in fictional worlds, they 
generate our actual stories as well. 

The fact that Doležel tasks macrostructures to generate narratives seems to render 
narrative plot as something derivative. This comes as a consequence of his insistency on 
the primacy of fictional world as a conditioning macrostructure. This basically amounts 
to subordinating the dynamism of literary experience to something very much static. In 
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this Doležel relies on Von Wright’s notion of the event as a difference between two static 
states of affairs (Ibid.: 55-56)5. While this notion undoubtedly makes of events and plot 
something derivative, but this is a gesture that ultimately fails to explain what it claims to 
be explaining. The reduction of events to the difference between antecedent state of affairs 
and a consequent one manages to show that there is an event, but cannot define the event 
itself, cannot explicate how a certain state can be transformed into another. It seems that 
even the classical structuralist narratology, derided by Doležel, is preferable here, since it 
tends to view the plot as primary and the states of affairs as functionally dependent upon 
its evental structure. 

One final feature of the distinctness of the fictional worlds is the most baffling, since 
it seems to violate the implicit rationale of the semantic of possible worlds. Doležel insists 
that fictional worlds are incomplete (Ibid.:22-23). This is their ontological feature and not 
a reference to the “small worlds” version of the possible worlds framework. Hintikka’s 
notion is above all a pragmatic notion, the appeal to alternatives is based on relevance for 
actual contexts, laden with considerations of expectations and purposes. For Doležel the 
referents of literary texts have only those qualities and quantities, which the text manages 
to confer upon them, and no more. All of the so-called fictional particulars have some 
kind of void in their infrastructure that nonetheless does not make them void. Of course, 
here Doležel refers to a well-known conundrum of fictional statements, appearing in lit-
erature. It involves the relevance of questions of the sort: “How many children does Lady 
Macbeth have?” The literary text constructs Lady Macbeth as a mother of children, but 
does not quantify over them, so they have the paradoxical existence of being an indeter-
minable number. According to Doležel this is a decisive feature of fictional worlds that 
separates them from any other possible world, including the actual. It is quite telling that 
here Doležel resists to use the semantic model of possible worlds for the purpose it was 
developed – disambiguation. When encountering statements like the one about Lady Mac-
beth we may use possible worlds to disambiguate them. In this procedure in what Doležel 
terms “fictional world” one may discern a set of possible worlds that includes worlds, in 
which Lady Macbeth has two children, worlds, in which she has three children, etc. It 
turns out we can easily present the fictional worlds in this manner, i.e. not as a special sort 
of possible worlds, but rather as a collection of them. If this is so, then literary statements 
will be referring not to particulars, but to sets. Thus it may turn out that the insistent talk 
of fictional particulars and individuals in Doležel’s theoretical model is misplaced. The 
literary reference under his logic cannot fail to be some form of generality. 

This embarrassment that ultimately subverts the intention with which Doležel 
presents his discourse on fictional worlds forces a final question at his theoretical model: 
whether the world-construction, which he claims as the primary inventive power of litera-
ture, amounts to anything more than simply opening up of actuality to some type of pure 
transcendence, which pulls us further away from the real? The fact that in this theory the 
availability of possible and/or fictional worlds seems to affirm the radical contingency of 
the actual does not lessen in any way the feeling that this utterly contingent actual world 
is nevertheless our inescapable destiny. 
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Conclusion: Two notions of invention 

A consistent theory of invention (literary or otherwise) is extremely difficult to 
achieve, since the notion of invention immediately presents caveats and paradoxes. First 
of all, we should keep in mind that in any talk about invention there always seems to be 
something, which undermines this notion in terms of the way it offers itself as something 
persistently new – i.e. there is always a risk in identifying something as invention, since 
identification implies recognition, and recognition implies a relation to something given, 
something already available, something well established. Thus invention, as it is usually 
conceived, seems to be a relative notion – it refers to something as new only in some re-
spects, in determined contrast to something established, to something “old”, and from an-
other perspective this relative “novelty” turns out to be something defined and established, 
something upon which we already have firm grasp. But this double reduction of invention 
to the established – once as determined deviation from it, and second, as itself slipping into 
the established through identification – always comes “after the fact”, when the invention 
has already done its work, when something new has become well known, i.e. it has already 
started ceasing to be new. Thus when we refer to literary texts as something invented, we 
already strip them from any active, persistent novelty – by becoming inventions they cease 
to be inventive. By claiming finality for literary invention we seem to miss the question of 
its continuous functionality in and through literature. It seems that we have two conflict-
ing notions of invention – the first one entails establishment of something which is “new” 
only in its difference to other established things; the second, stronger notion of invention, 
is resistance to establishing, a relation to something radically undetermined. In the first 
case we ask ourselves what has been established, what features and qualities differentiate 
what has been established in comparison with other “establishments”. In the second case 
we ask about the conditions for the constant undermining of any establishment. The theory 
of fictional worlds obviously tends to ask the first question. In it literary invention is only 
a correlate of what has been invented – the fictional worlds. It thus constrains literature 
to producing ever-increasing transcendence, it drives it always further out of this world. 
What it fails to explain, though, is how literature manages to disturb our preconceived no-
tions of the actual world, its continuous work of dismantling the established givens of our 
experience – the work identified with literature at least since Romanticism. 

notes:

1. His initial contribution was in the form of two articles during the sixties. The insight, presented 
there, was further developed in his lectures in Princeton University, collected in Naming and Necessity (see Kripke 
1980).

2. There is, of course, a source for genuine doubt here, since the possible worlds framework of modal 
categories insists on defining all of them with one of them. 

3. The “rigid designator” theory of proper names considers the act of initial naming the basis for tran-
sworld identity, linking objects trough the plurality of possible names. The major alternative to Kripke’s 
non-essentialist approach is Lewis’s notion of counterparts, among which a relation obtains on the basis 
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of some essential resemblance (see Lewis, 1986). 
4. John Divers names this two positions “genuine” and “actualist” realism about possible worlds (see 

Divers 2002, pp.15-25), though the more common terms are possibilism and actualism. “Realism” seems 
more apt, since it presents properly this discourse as truth-relevant.

5. The precise definition, given by Doležel is the following: “event is the transformation of an initial 
state into an end state at a certain time” (Ibid.). Subsequently it appears that according to him there should 
be nothing more in the evental transformation, except the substitution of states.
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enio stoianovi
(bulgareTi)

fiqciur samyaroTa Teoria rogorc literaturuli 
gamomgoneblobis Teoria

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: fiqciuri samyaro, arsebuli samyaro, literaturuli  
Careva, lubomir dolezeli.

ZiriTadi kiTxva, romelic statiaSia dasmuli, emsaxureba imis garkve-
vas, Tu ramdenad aris literaturuli gamomgoneblobis adeqvaturi ganx-
ilva fiqciuri samyaros Teoria, romelic bolo aTwleulebis manZilze 
ganviTarda, rogorc SesaZlebeli samyaros semantikis ganStoeba, da ga-
daizarda 60-iani wlebis analitikur filosofiaSi. aqcenti iqneba gakeTe-
buli lubomir dolezelis mier SemoTavazebul struqturaze, romelic 
naSromSi `heterokosmika: fiqcia da arsebuli samyaro~ (1998) aqvs Camoyal-
ibebuli. `literaturul naratologias sWirdeba poeziis Teoria, aucile-
belia axali ambebis gamogoneba da amisaTvis sxvadasxva xerxebis gamoyeneba. 
mxolod ase SevZlebT Cven im pirobebisa Tu principebis gagebas, romlis 
Sedegadac iqmneba esa Tu is nawarmoebi~, wers dolezeli. am citataSi naT-
lad Cans dolezelis msoflxedveloba da damokidebuleba am sakiTxisadmi, 
anu imis sesaxeb Tu ramdenad aris literaturuli gamomgonebloba saWiro 
misi adeqvaturad aRqmis sakiTxSi. raTa SevicnoT literaturuli xedva 
saWiroa moxdes konkentracia Tavad nawarmoebze da ara im gamogonil sam-
yaroze, romelsac iq vxvdebiT.  Tumca ismis kiTxva Tu ra aris fiqciuri sam-
yaro? amaze pasuxis gasacemad ki Cven arsebuli samyaros analizs vaxdenT 
analitikuri filosofiis safuZvelze. 
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yoRdAn  LyuTSkAnov
(Bulgaria)
 

Again on ‘Athens Against Jerusalem’ 
(Lev Shestov’s Counter-Hellen(ist)ic 

Philosophy of Tragedy)1

In this paper I shall concretise a prior inquiry on the potential of Russian early twen-
tieth century humanities to launch non-Eurocentric understanding of history, art and cul-
ture.2 An important aspect of this specific intellectual sovereignty, insofar aesthetic matter 
is concerned, is the non-alignment with the idea of aesthetic distance3 (yet non-alignment 
complemented with an alternate notion). Its geopolitical – or rather geo-poetical4 – aspect 
relates to particular ways in which the historiosophic operators of ‘East’, ‘Greece’ and 
‘Rome’ are configured in discursive expression. The ideas contested by the mentioned 
aspects of this new intellectual sovereignity are both exemplified and promoted by the 
classical (Attic) tragedy. The idea of aesthetic distance and the sister-ideas of an inferior 
‘barbarity’ and an inferior ‘Orient’ for first time coincided in Attic tragedy and, at least the 
latter two, were for first time embodied in it.5 Therefore we gain an extra reason to explore 
the responses to ‘tragedy’ as indicative of whether cultural otherness could or could not be 
recognised. For ‘tragedy’ is not only a symptom but also a part of the problem. 

The intellectual shift I hope to detect is, in general, congruent with a commit-
ment with the notions of “involvement” and “(someone, the) other”. This means that it, 
insofar happens, is intimately tied with the currents in philosophy called “existentialism” 
and “personalism”. I shall, inevitably, touch upon aspects of them as conveyed in early 
Shestov’s work, but I shall not make them a separate theme of inquiry. 

Whether and why one’s works contain geography-relevant images or not can form 
a separate theme of inquiry too. What I want to note here is that Lev Shestov’s work, un-
like, for example, that of Dmitry Merezhkovsky, could hardly suggest such images (I am 
hinting at a possible analogy between a-geographism and aniconism here). So, exploring 
Shestov’s reflections on the ‘poesis’ (invention) of human environment (and his own at-
tempts of that kind: unlike Merezhkovsky’s, non-affirmative), I shall inevitably focus on 
symbolisations which refer to experiencing a/the geographical space only indirectly. In 
brief, ‘aesthetical distance’ will be the signifier and the geocultural constellation ‘East – 
Greece – Rome’ will be a possible signified. 

It is impossible to separate Shestov’s philosophy of tragedy from Shestov’s analy-
sis of Dostoevsky’s and Nietzsche’s philosophy of tragedy. And it is difficult to separate it 
from his fundamental dissent with Viacheslav Ivanov in gnoseology (if we are to mention 
a contemporary of his and not Kant or Aristotle). Besides, I have to frequently refer to 
Dmitry Merezhkovsky’s position, insofar it is him, I guess, whom they frequently confront 
or conform to (though indirectly and non-consciously rather than vice-versa). 

We cannot predict what will happen tomorrow – this is the fundamental counter-
argument of Shestov against Ivanov (Cf.: Vlast’ Kljucjej = Potestas clavium [first edition 
1923]. Part three. Vjacheslav Velikolepnyj [Vjacheslav the Magnificent] [based on a 1916 
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talk], ІІІ; in: Shestov 1993, 1: 252-254).
The most important in Kantian gnoseology (one professed in its essentials by 

Ivanov as well as by others) is, regarding to Shestov, “to calm down the troubled moral 
sense of the contemporary European man, proving to him that these truths [the truths 
considered “universal”, Y.L.] have come naturally and have not fallen from the sky” (part 
VІ; p. 265). The early twentieth century philosophy claims to have come back to ontolo-
gism, but in fact it does not give up gnoseology, Shestov argues6; he identifies its achieve-
ments with the re-announcement of universal truths as not man-given but god-given (p. 
266). Shestov calls the new philosophy, one armed with ontologism and intuitivism and 
therefore (promoting itself as) all-explaining, “Mahometan” (268, 270 etc.). A specific 
prejudice or idea of Islam is discernible here, but I shall postpone the discussion on the 
issue for a later occasion7.

The main objection of Shestov against Ivanov, “Kantian gnoseology” and Hellenic 
(by origin and by nature) philosophy could be formulated otherwise, in a broader and 
more fundamental way: Why “truths” are to reign over people, and why not the reverse? 
Still you can forget the power of necessity, and not forget an insult… Man’s availability 
for man is, then, more powerful than a truth’s; personal experience assigns more power to 
people, to man, than to truths. (Cf.: “Afiny i Ierusalim” [Athens and Jerusalem], (1938), 
part І: “Skovannyj Parmenid” [Parmenides Bound], in: Shestov 1993, 1: 339-408). It is the 
indications of personal psychic or spiritual experience that have to organise one’s world 
view or world picture, if the latter notion is at all adequate with regard to Shestov, given 
his abstention from grounding philosophy on visual metaphors.8 

“Parmenides Bound” is worth considering against the “Prometheus Bound” tradi-
tion. I guess that, at least insofar the “humanistic” interpretation of Prometheus image 
is concerned, the two conceptions would sharply conflict with each other. Shestov re-
gards what he calls idealistic philosophy the worst of the passions which enslave man. 
Yet a “cosmogonist” interpretation of Prometheus (one demonstrated in… Viacheslav 
Ivanov’s “Prometheus”, 1919, cf. Losev 1976: 282-287), if radicalised, indeed could lead 
to Shestov’s stance. How? If, for example, we recognise Ivanov’s “Prometheus” [the plot 
of this tragedy encompasses the story of Prometheus helping the people (before being pun-
ished for this) and their response in words and deeds to his act] – instead of reading it as 
one more “Prometheus Bound” – as an appeal to attend to the human centre of activity; to 
the “Promethean fire” as a vital renewal, and not as a good received as a gift and inherited; 
to the ‘topos of action’ instead of to the ‘topos of memory’. It appears, then, that man is 
staged as capable of disenchanting himself from the power of eternal truths, and it can be 
directly seen that he is not a slave by nature. 

Let us briefly analyse Ivanov’s “Prometheus” and the choices which back this 
work and of which it is symptomatic. When compared with “Prometheus Bound”, “Pro-
metheus” (Ivanov 1971–86, 2: 105-155) demonstrates a disintegration of monumentality 
(of the protagonist’s image as well as of the architectonic of the work). The supra-textual 
theme occurs to be not the super-human being, but man. It is the living and acting doubling 
of man between slavery/ peace/ Necessity and freedom/ turmoil/ will that is inspected 
here. Men doubt whom to follow – Pandora or Prometheus; she evidently embodies and 
promotes what Shestov calls the idealistic world-order, “the power of ideas” and he – the 
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acute notion of unpostponable mortality (and an awareness of a to infinity postponable 
immortality). It is, next, the renewable creatability of myth: fire is not a possession to be 
inherited but a quarry to be re-captured by the deserving (cf. act I, scene IV; etc.). Hence 
fire and the myth of stealing the fire are prevented from acquiring the status of “eternal 
truths”. This immanence of truth to time and space, its conditionality are supported by the 
very choice of a theme. Ivanov did not elaborate a wide-known piece of plot but shaped 
instead one that needed extraction from contradictive and obscure sources and that lacked 
an affirmed prototype. (Thus he balanced between an overt renewal of tradition and an 
overt reverence to it.) What would Shestov dislike here? The dense mythographic orna-
ment, I guess. And, more important: he could have suspected Ivanov in simulation… It 
remains for me an issue still to be studied. Yet I guess that “Prometheus” did not make or 
could not have made Shestov change his general opinion on Ivanov’s philosophy. From 
Shestovian point of view, Ivanov’s 1919 Prometheus should have just embodied the figure 
of the philosopher-mythmaker, one far more self-consistent than simply philosophers-
idealists (whose embodiment may well serve the traditional Prometheus Bound). The end 
of the part II of “Vjacheslav the Magnificent” is pointing. 

I would like to focus now on an early book of Shestov which bears the same anti-
Hellenic and anti-idealist vein as the later works I already referred to, but which was 
focused on the works of writers from the previous generation (that is, on the works of 
‘fathers’ and not of rivals as Ivanov or Edmund Husserl (a 1917 chapter of “Potestas 
Clavium” faces Husserl’s gnoseology) and which was far less explicit in highlighting the 
long-term roots of “idealism” it combated. There is no single line in this book on the Old 
Greek theory and practice of tragedy, on Aristotle and his “Poetics” and on the late adapta-
tions and ideas of them: yet the book combats them from its first to its last page, fighting, 
at first sight, only against “philosophy of idealism” and within the realm of philosophy 
(and not of poetics). What is also worth noticing is the rareness of erudite ornament in 
his discourse; and its ‘spokenness’ – the last thing being interpretable as a performative 
refusal from the treatise-like discourse (especially, syntax and phraseology) of idealism.9 
In order partly to explain these features it is worth recalling that Shestov studied law in 
University and that his early books combined literary criticism and philosophy, both in 
terms of subject and in terms of approach. 

The primacy of the intimately-personal here-and-now over the idea’s there-and-
then was defended already in Shestov’s “Dostoevskij i Nitcje (Filosofija tragedii)” [“Dos-
toevsky and Nietzsche (A Philosophy of Tragedy)”] (1st ed..: “Mir iskusstva” journal, 
1902; I am citing from the 4th ed., the 1971 Paris reprint of S.-Petersburg 1903 3rd vol. of 
his collected writings). 

“There is a realm of human spirit which has not seen volunteers yet: people go 
there only against their will.

This is the realm of tragedy. Man who has been there begins to think otherwise, to feel 
otherwise and to desire otherwise” (from the Introduction; (1971: 16); translation mine). 

Those who have not been there “invoke the whole of their idealism and their well-
tried philosophies of cognition which have for long given them the chance to live in tran-
quility amidst the enigmatic mystery of horrors occurring before their eyes”. (16).

The writers scarred by the tragedy do not teach but call the reader as “a witness, 
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wanting from him to be given their right to think by theirselves, to hope – the right to ex-
ist”. While “idealism and the theory of cognition directly declare them: you are madmen, 
you are immoral, condemned, lost people. (…) Perhaps the majority of readers do not 
want to know this, but [they must know that] the writings of Dostoevsky and Nietzsche 
contain not answers but a question. The question: do these people who have been refuted 
by science and morality have a hope, that is, is it a philosophy of tragedy possible?” (17). 

According to Merezhkovsky, Dostoevsky narrates the tragedies of his characters 
as a witness and makes the readers witnesses (Merezhkovskij 1914, 18: 6-8). Does this 
estimation differ from Shestov’s? I see a difference in the accents: Merezhkovsky points to 
the directness of the link between the writer and the characters, and between the characters 
and the reader; Shestov emphasises the link between the depicted and the reader and adds 
the proposition that the writer depicts his personal tragedy. The tendency towards dis-
solving of ‘aesthetical distance’ serves, in Merezhkovsky’s and Shestov’s interpretations, 
different purposes; they arrange the author – character – reader triangle differently. From 
here one more, and substantial, difference between the two interpreters becomes visible: 
reading Merezhkovsky, one understands that the writer is still on a kind of pedestal or has, 
as Dostoevsky, just left it, and still carries out a sound and privileged existence (insofar he 
witnesses people’s tragedies and not them his), whereas according to Shestov the writer 
strives for or covets his own existence in men’s eyes (in the minds of readers as witnesses). 
Does this difference make sense within our theme? 

A writer taking the role, the fate, the path of that very human being lost in his or her 
tragedy – it is an idea which suggests an understanding of ‘Other’ and ‘otherness’ different 
from and more radical than Bakhtin’s “dialogism”.10 Its radicalism reaches a point from 
which the initial situation involving two beings – the lost and the empathising – is difficult 
to identify; if, of course, we assume the ontological priority of a situation involving two 
beings (and not a single one). The “empathising”, or the one who carries out “compas-
sion”, has melt into the “lost” and has become, and actually is him. One can recognise here 
an act of kenosis (the self-humiliation of God’s personal incarnation in the suffering flesh 
and soul of a human) – yet without the pathos and conceit invited when such words are 
used. Even the minimum of self-satisfaction, to which (in its sublimated form) even the 
most devoted compassioner pays tribute, is exterminated here. 

Yet I am afraid I am embellishing the writer’s condition as felt by Shestov. If the 
writer had descended form his supreme stance, he has almost forgotten this and he is al-
most entirely lost in his current miserable condition. He has not taken the role of the lost, 
but initially resides in it and becomes a writer in order to get out of it. Shestov anticipates 
or refers to a description of tradition, of super-situational existence founded not on the will 
to compete11 but on the hope for compassion. 

The archetypal condition here, if we reside within the Judeo-Christian tradition, is 
one of Job.12 I guess a potential to develop a humanities epistemology from here which 
would compete with the one drawn from writings of Bakhtin and Hans-Georg Gadamer.13 
I would call the “second consciense” of the dialogical hermeneutics (as represented in 
Makhlin’s book, see the reference) a conscience still not fallen in order to be reanimated. 
And the one exemplified by Job is one after reanimation or resurrection. However reverent 
to the “Thee” of tradition, to the “first conscience”, the understanding “I” of not-Jobean 
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provenance retains a great portion of self-confident anthropocentrism. I am afraid there 
has been too swift a jump over the gap of despair thematised by philosophers like Shestov. 
I guess that dialogic hermeneutics and the one presupposed by Shestov’s radicalism could 
be made compatible if not interoperable in a more encompassing philosophy of under-
standing.14 

Both the figures of the writer and of the compassioner (or the collocutor, if we 
adhere to Bakhtin’s perspective) are removed from their intellectual pedestals, through 
putting them on the place of their counterparts, in a literal sense and entirely. This “world 
picture”, one detected in Shestov’s writings, resists to “aesthetic completion” of the phe-
nomena (spiritual, human) it contains into plastic and into “classical” forms. The writer 
of whom Shestov writes and Shestov himself would not have built themselves “a monu-
ment perennial”… And what matters most here is not the presence or lack of pride and 
self-affirmation but their form. 

Shestov’s philosophy delineates a world of forms which, if expressed artistically, 
would contribute to the aesthetics of ugliness and aniconism promoted by Leonid An-
dreev’s “Eleazar”.15 Andreev’s allegory, in its turn, is propably capable of encoding the 
new – one to be realised in the 20th century – arrangement within East–Greece–Rome, 
the constellation of historiosophical symbols I consider a key one for modern Europe and 
its outskirts. To say it with the “historiosophemes” just mentioned, we are accustomed 
to think that “Rome” (the state or the civilisation) must not transform into an “East” (a 
“despoty”; or “barbarism”) in order “Greece” (art, philosophy, culture etc.) to survive. 
But Shestov and Andreev anticipate and beware quite different a condition: “Rome” is 
a gendarme of “Greece” who polices the man in order to prevent him from the reality 
of an “East” (undersood as a realm freed from the power not of necessity but of “eternal 
truths”). 

Before continuing my inquiry, let me look for them, the parts of the historiosophic 
triad I referred to, bound in a sentence and in a reading not constructed by me. Contem-
plating the place of Scythian Olbia within the Hellenic universe of the Roman epoch, as 
well as the niche of Dio Chrysostom (who visited Olbia in about 95 AD and delivered a 
lecture there) within that very universe, a contemporary historian of Black Sea writes the 
following. Dio “was a Greek trader whose trade was Greekness. His line was to play on 
the Roman inferiority complex by posing as the voice of old Greek wisdom and discrimi-
nation. As a Stoic preacher, Dio made big Romans feel coarse and clumsy, a feeling they 
evidently appreciated” (Ascherson 1996: 73). On the previous page he had characterised 
Dio’s ‘Thirty-Sixth Discourse (Boristhenica)’, “the result” of Dio’s attempt to sell Platon-
ism not to Romans but to Olbians representing a phase of Hellenic culture already archaic, 
thus: “Dio brought in not only the Greek pantheon but his own impression of Persian 
mysticism and allegory, and in his creation account there is a strong flavour of Judaism. 
[…] Somewhere at the core, buried under all this, were the original Stoic doctrines about a 
universe made of four concentric spheres: earth, water, air and fire” (ibid. 72). 

I will not speculate on what Shestov would refute in Dio’s discourse and 
approach. 

In short, tragedy gives birth to a personal experience which is probably uncom-
municable. An artistic presentation of a tragedy does not “teach” and does not answer 
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questions, but displays and shares and puts the question: is tragical experience communi-
cable? “Idealism” is helpless here insofar it does not listen to but is in search of a moral, of 
disciplined knowledge and of answer, – evading direct or personal involvement.

When the problem is posed in this way (‘from’ and ‘to’ the “bare” person16), the 
understanding of tragedy, if developed towards conceiving it as an artistic whole, cannot 
be set against exclusively Old Greek or any other concrete cultural-historical context. 
Tragedy is a function of person and not of culture; and of the person him/herself, and not 
of some kind of person’s conceptualisation (artistic or whatever). The two possibilities 
just rejected (to ontologise tragedy from culture or from a concept of personality) commit 
their proponents to “idealism”. And “idealism” is cognitively inadequate and, besides, 
unchaste and even sacrilegial. Therefore (1) to deduce tragedy from the Greek antiquity 
(including from its archaic phase) and to understand it against the context of Old Greek 
artifacts conceived as prototypes or (2) to shape it artistically in some way, for example, 
in the way the Old Greeks did it – in short, to hellenise the tragedy – quietly substitutes 
an idea for the real sense of the phenomenon we willy-nilly call “tragedy”. The hellenisa-
tion of tragedy depraves the tragic experience from its innermost, that is, from its being 
intimate and personal. 

This is a stance incompatible with Viacheslav Ivanov’s. And it has some points of 
touch with Merezhkovsky’s.

If “the works of Dostoevsky and Nietzsche”, that is, the artistically-shaped attempts 
to share (to communicate) tragical experience, indeed “contain not an answer but a ques-
tion”, we cannot speak of ‘closedness’, ‘completeness’, ‘monism’, ‘monologism’ in them. 
(It is out of this stance, through its “hellenisation”, from where can the one of Bakhtin 
arise; Ivanov’s one could have impulsed Bakhtin only negatively, insofar from Bakhtin’s 
point of view Ivanov conceives the tragedy in Dostoevsky’s works as an abolition of the 
от diad, as a diad brought back under a monistic condition – just because Ivanov professes 
systematisation, synthesis, synthetism. That means that, from Baktin’s standpoint, Ivanov 
is reproachable in ‘monologism’ not only because he sees in Dostoevsky’s novel a tragedy 
(and tragedy, as we know from Bakhtin, is a monologue staging a dialogue). …Yet a care-
ful reading of Ivanov’s “Dostoevsky and Novel-Tragedy” (1916) and “On the Essence of 
Tragedy” (1912) combined would show17 that Bakhtin simplifies his idea; that the notion 
of archaic tragedy, one not detached from its religious roots, discovered or invented by 
Ivanov to fit the phenomenon of Dostoevsky’s novel, could hardly fit Bakhtin’s definition 
of tragedy18, and it is the revival of this archaic form that Dostoevsky’s novel is said by 
Ivanov to forerun. Instead, I would call Ivanov a ‘monologist’ because he is a “system-
atician”, or “idealist”. Of course, this is an aspect also displayed by Bakhtin in the first 
chapter of his book on Dostoevsky (both, 1929 and 1972, versions). Yet what Bakhtin ap-
plies to Ivanov’s vision of Dostoevsky is Shestov’s general criticism against Ivanov (“ide-
alism”), one departing, by the way, from an analysis of that very book of Ivanov which 
uncludes his essay on Dostoevsky’s “novel-tragedy” (“Borozdy i mezji” [“Furrows and 
Boundaries”]). Bakhtin employs his new understanding of Dostoevsky, one owing much 
to Ivanov-on-Dostoevsky and to Shestov-contra-Ivanov, against both of them: arguing 
against the former and just mentioning the latter). 

A kind of openness can be viewed in the early Merezhkovsky’s concept of tragedy 
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(form “Eternal Companions”) as well: Merezhkovsky centres tragedy neither on person 
nor around culture; he lets tragedy and rebirth, tragedy and “vita”19 “breathe” apart, not 
bringing them to synthesis. 

It is interesting that, according to Shestov, the tragical experience can appear to be 
uncommunicable not because the speech of the addressee is powerless (a situation expect-
able within Russian modernism, one that had appointed Tjutchev among its forerunners: 
“a thought uttered is a lie”) but because the recipient is feeble; yet the latter is not identi-
fied with the “crowd” or like – just as the one who speaks is not a “hero”, a “genius” or 
like.20 Something else: it is not word that is untruthful but already the thought. 

Inasmuch Shestov puts himself not in the epicentre of tragedy but among those 
who try to understand it in philosophical terms, his doubts about the recipient of speech 
sharing tragic experience can be equated to doubts about “I am” and to a true and not 
declarative “Thou – are”, or recognition of the “second person’s” being. Any attempts 
to explain what tragical guilt is and from where it comes, even the very posing of such a 
concept, is already a kind of “arbitrage”, a “deal”, negotiating the conditions under which 
the experience of him who lives within the tragedy can be recognised as absolute and that 
of the spectator as trustworthy. (And they ought not to be negotiated.) Such an arbitrage 
debases the sharing of tragical experience from its existential force and frees him to whom 
that experience is shared from responsibility. Here lies the seed of “idealism”. 

Adopting Shestov’s stance, it becomes possible for us to understand that ancient 
Greek tragedy and the forms originating from it constitute themselves only one particular 
mode (from several possible) 1) to express tragic experience, and 2) to shape it artistically. 
What is expressed and shaped here (in Greek tragedy) is neither the shared matter nor 
the sharing person but the things that might have been heard by the outsiders. Thus, from 
Shestov’s standpoint (if we are to develop it and hold to it), the ancient Greek recipient 
fails to respond to the tragical experience (the latter remains uncommunicated). 

This is what can be understood from the “Foreword” of Shestov’s “attempt” at a 
“philosophy of tragedy”. 

Interpreting Dostoevsky’s novels has to be a matter of arbitrary action, one, 
however, aiming to tell the story of the regeneration of Dostoesky’s convictions, argues 
Shestov (1971: 22). I am going to outline three moments here. First, to define interpreta-
tion a matter of arbitrary action (произвол) means to define it as an “existential” and not 
as an “idealist” activity. Second, to insist and to show (ibid. 21-22) that Dostoevsky’s 
novels (dis)mantle the personal tragedy of Dostoevsky himself and that the plotting of 
the characters’ fates is a self-disguise, means to hold a viewpoint opposite to the one ex-
pressed by Bakhtin 25 years later. Both (Shestov and Bakhtin) are consistent – in outlining 
the core of life (the former)21 and the real (or complete) dialecticity (or dialogicity) of the 
idea (the latter).22 Ivanov remains inbetween: balancing his interest between the writer 
and the form of the fictional world created by him, delegating to them equal power to at-
tract and involve, and himself involved in argument not so much with Dostoevsky than 
with his characters (cf. his “Dostoevsky and Novel-Tragedy”, in Ivanov 1971–86, 4: 401 
ff.). The dialogue of ideas artistically shaped is for Shestov less important than the tragic 
existence, one pre-artistic in its essence, sense and energies. And, third, tragedy is a dead-
lock-and-rebirth, the rebirth is a part of tragedy. In tragedy on stage “rebirth” is promised, 
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it is neither available nor vital, it is even postponed into the cathartic experience of the 
beholder. It is a condition within and through which the beholder affirms his or her Ego. 
Tragedy on stage (on behalf of the beholder) takes a revenge against god Dyonisus at the 
expense of the protagonist: as Innokenty Annensky says (Evripid 1906, 1: 18), the “suffer-
ing” god Dyonisus suffers in myth fictitiously, falsely, mockingly, whereas the suffering 
of the humans exposed to his vengeance, is real. The ‘untheatrical’ tragedy is different: s/
he who suffers has the chance for rebirth in his or her own horizon; s/he is not deprived 
of it for the consolation of the beholder.23 Insofar tragedy implies a rebirth or regeneration 
of the the one who suffers, it is it where should Raskolnikov’s path from the “Crime and 
Punishment” epilogue lie – a path whose genre archetype I have defined as one of a vita.24 
That is, a tragedy within the existential experience preconditions a tragedy-and-vita within 
the cultural and artistic one. It might seem that this view coincides with that of Vjacheslav 
Ivanov, but in fact they differ diametrically. Tragedy in Shestov’s understanding is, before 
all, a tragedy of ‘humankind’, of man, of him/her, who remains the last and the meanest 
even in God (being embraced by Him etc.), in Ivanov’s it is one of godhood (found) even 
in the last and meanest man.25

“Evidently, there was no other path to the truth except through penal servitude, the 
dungeon, and the underground”26, say Dostoevsky’s works (Shestov 1971: 37). – I guess 
Ivanov would have mentioned Demeter and Dyonisus here, displaying quite a different 
style of philosophising (compared to Shestov). I am inclined to think that it is a style de-
termining, at least to some extent, Ivanov’s ideology: a cultured personalism, disposed to 
abundantly cite proper names, binds with ancient mytography and this mythography – with 
“the classical” “world-picture”, and so on. – Dostoevsky had preached (or had thought that 
he had done so) the idea of all men brotherhood, whereas Europe memorised him as a 
“psychologist” – of the “underground” man. Here Shestov sees a bitter irony of fate (1971: 
24); Merezhkovsky would have spoken of “tragedy”, in his usual way of being pathetic. 

To “shed tears” and to dedicate oneself to “humane arguments” is one thing, and 
to prophesy to oneself new life, encountering his penal servitude as something temporary 
is quite another thing, says Shestov’s analysis of “Notes from the House of the Dead”27 
(1971: 40-43). Humanity calls “the natural order of things” as an ally and this is tragical 
because that order enters an irreconcilable contradiction with humanity (46). It is a clash 
resulting in (the) refeneration (or rebirth) that co-constitutes a tragedy. What matters is 
(the) character’s tragedy and not (the) tragedy within the beholder; not the reconciliation 
– be it sentimental self-consiliation or satisfaction from justice established – but the way 
out to rebirth, and the rebirth itself (46). 

But a tragedy (human proneness to tragedy) might not be exhausted by penal servi-
tude, and rebirth might still persist to be ahead. Dostoevsky himself appears to be experi-
encing tragedy and not just depicting it; a tragedy which goes on after the penal servitude. 
You may well endure penal servitude but not be reborn. 

“Dostoevsky did not forget his [humanistic] faith while he was at penal servitude” 
(1971: 47). In an 1861 paper, that is, already after the periods of penal servitude and 
military service, “[h]e fervently extolled realism, analysis, and Westernism.” (49). “An 
invisible foe” knocks down his convictions at a time when he, together with many others, 
should have triumphed – serfdom is abolished and so on (49 ff). – Let the lofty ideas (for 

Again on ‘Athens Against Jerusalem’  
(Lev Shestov’s Counter-Hellen(ist)ic Philosophy of Tragedy)



32

social change) be triumphant and realised, but nevertheless each man taken separately, 
or this very man (“I”), does not feel easier or happier about it, retells Shestov the credo 
of the “underground man” (52). “Notes from the Underground is a public, albeit a veiled, 
renunciation of his past.” (53). Dostoevsky is “unprecedentedly” desparate, and that is 
why he is “unprecedentedly” bold – “count Tolstoy would call it ‘effrontery’”, – as bold 
as Nietzsche later (53).

It comes out that the culmination of a (true) tragedy lasts, and persists after the fatal 
blow. It might come out that tragedy ending with protagonist’s death and with catharsis 
for the beholder is invested with the spirit of conciliation and capitulation; with regard 
to form, it removes the emphasis towards the first phase of the lasting tragic momentum 
of despair-(or death)-and-rebirth, i.e., towards death) and thus under- and misrepresents 
authentic tragedy.28 If “Crime and Punishment” indeed conveys a tragedy, the part of the 
story referred to by the “Epilogue” does constitute a part of that tragedy, its second phase. 
(Yes, it is a phase represented in sketch, ‘in miniature’, in ‘semi-profile’, not ‘en face’ and 
not ‘in profile’, but this is a separate question). Non-reduced tragedy coincides with the 
transformation death–rebirth; and not with the protagonist’s crime, punishment and death, 
(aimed at) regenerating ‘us’. The transformation could be inevitable and necessary – or it 
could be an act of free choice and will. Death is the ‘enthelechy’ of the “crime and punish-
ment” ‘cycle’. The culmination’s duration, from death/despair to rebirth, has meaning of 
its own – a formal-logical and an aesthetical (poetological) one. Two important possibili-
ties are hinted at here: first, the possibility of logical intuition differing from the Aristo-
telian, one relying on the “law of identity” (i.e., ‘A’ is ‘A’ and so on; compare [Smirnov 
2003]); and, second, the possibility of conceiving the “particular places” of a work of art 
(i.e., its culmination, outset etc.) not as ‘momentary’ but as ‘durational’ (they are no more 
impulses of unity of time, space, action and expressive force). 

It is an ontology of tragedy inferring neither ‘Christianisation’ of tragedy (under-
stood as an artistic manifestation of the Hellenic spirit), nor ‘Hellenisation’ of the Gospels 
and the “stuff” conveyed by them. Tragedy thus conceived precedes the cultural-historical 
particularisations and syntheses mentioned. 

Dostoevsky casts a look upon his previous credo – “… the humblest man is also a 
human being and is called your brother [emphasis Shestov’s, – Y.L.]” – through the eyes 
of that very “humblest” man and rejects that credo. “How can you tolerate it [the “poetry 
of brotherhood”, – Y.L.], if you know from personal experience all the horrors of such 
a downtrodden existence?”, asks Shestov on behalf of Dostoevsky and his underground 
man. How one can bear the role of an “object of sympathy of lofty souls”? (55).

If we go on hypothesising on the views expressed and viewing them as (succession 
of) variants within a coherent paradigm, and if we emphasise the protest against being 
made an object, we can arrive at Bakhtin’s standpoint. But what happens in Shestov’s work?

“Reason and conscience” could be regarded as the “final judges” insofar we live for 
the sake of “ideals and hopes” and through them – but what we are supposed to do when 
a judge appears who surpasses those final judges? (56).

“Perhaps the full force of sorrow and despair should not at all be directed toward 
the preparation of doctrines and ideals suitable for man’s everyday life, as the teachers 
of mankind have hitherto done, while always zealously concealing their own doubts and 
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misfortunes from the eyes of outsiders. Perhaps we should abandon pride, the beauty of 
dying [emphasis mine, – Y.L.], and all external embellishments and again try to catch sight 
of the much-slandered truth? What if the old assumption that the tree of knowledge is not 
the tree of life is false?” (57).

Protagonist’s dying or murder on stage might cease the flow of tragedy, to deprive 
it from those aspects which can witness its actuality. 

It is not teaching that sustains hope, but it is hope that sustains teaching. “Psychol-
ogy”, and not “reason and conscience”, determines human existence and self-conscience 
(57-58). By “psychology” Shestov means man’s character without, prior and despite of his 
“idealist” constructions (including self-presentations). 

“Reason and conscience” can judge over the living for and through “ideas and 
hopes”, but they cannot do it over (in fact a depth) “psychology” (one which breaks with 
those ends and means). Shestov’s ‘letter’ on “Dostoevsky and Nietzsche” points at “way 
of existence” and “judge of (the) existence” coinciding in the word “psychology”. The 
‘spirit’ of the text witnesses that the “judge” over this “psychology” is the willed unity of 
despair-and-daring. (Human being is irreducible to the couple of “hearth” and “reason”; 
and the ‘morphology’ of our operative concepts is irreducible to one single logical type, to 
the type of the concept-‘monad’, one self-consistent in its self-identity. The bit of ‘trans-
formation’ given in the dual unity of despair-and-daring differs in character from the bit 
of ‘constancy’ demonstrated in such concepts as ‘reason’, ‘hearth’, ‘despair’ and ‘daring’, 
inevitably taken as self-consistent even if they suggest a fellow-concept.)

Man “renounces” “the rights” of his “inherited” faith in “reason and conscience”, 
the hereditary “profession” of “ideas and hopes” only when it becomes absolutely impos-
sible to stick to them anymore (59). …As for the pride, it is dialectically bound with the 
disengagement from despair, with prudent adherence to “reason and conscience” (cf. 69). 
The worst condition to fall into is to confess that you have fallen into the condition of the 
“humblest man”; Dostoevsky, unlike Tolstoy, can deceive neither himself nor the others 
anymore (70).

The “humblest man” is forced to look the truth in her eyes. It turns out that to regard 
something as uncognisable might not only be unchaste but be indicative of cowardice, of 
a will to escape truth. Transforming the truth, one alive in danger, into Ding an sich (thing 
in itself) transfers “all the disturbing questions of life” into “the realm of unknowable”. I 
find it possible to add an emphasis here not made explicit by Shestov but generally fitting 
his thought. Arresting the problems in Dinge an sich is a kind of gnoseological reduction 
which is likely to have been affected by a logical intuition that arrests the concepts, as 
self-sufficiently self-identic, into monads. Such an intuition is made explicit in the “law of 
identity”, formulated by Aristotles (cf. Smirnov 2003). The absolutisation of this intuition, 
its (probably involuntary) reintroduction as a gnoseological and cosmological model leads 
to what Shestov would have called philosophy of burying the truth. 

I find an artistic correlate of Shestov’s philosophy of tragedy in a 1906 short story 
from Leonid Andreev, “Eleazar”. Non-classical art hurts, and that is why it is unaccept-
able and its professor looses the duel against the statesman (the emperor). “Eleazar” dem-
onstrates that non-hellenic art and norm of art exist, and what an art and a norm! They 
could be conceived as radicalisations of the principle of image’s dissimilarity to its presup-
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posed prototype (Viktor Bychkov, a historian of Byzantine aesthetics, destills from texts 
of Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagites the term of “image dissimilar”, and classifies this type 
of image among the few major types within the Byzantine theory of image, cf. Bycjkov 
1977: 133-137), or, rather, as ‘domestification’ of aniconism (“dissimilar images”, when 
introduced into the 8-9th c. theories of the iconodules, represent a further domestification 
of aniconism, cf. ibid. 137-138)29 to make it, if not acceptable, at least perceptible for a 
view trained in the aesthetics of Hellenism. The “image dissimilar” introduces the ugly or 
deformed into the realm of non-aniconic art. It can be considered an aesthetical correlate 
of the apophatic approach in cognizing God (ibid.).

I guess that my comparative discourse is initially vulnerable to criticism: Shestov 
attempts a philosophy of tragedy while Ivanov and Merezhkovsky approach its poethics 
and aesthetics (whatever the disciplinary provenance of the concepts they use), and com-
paring utterences produced within different disciplines is methodologically incorrect. The 
fact that Shestov touches upon the poetics of tragedy only to proceed with an examination 
of its philosophy and that he evades the speculativism of philosophical aesthetics (the case 
with Ivanov being the opposite) is already pointing. Shestov is not defending a dissertation 
in philosophy, so he is not bound to avoid philological or any other neighbouring approach, 
or to mark them as ‘supplementary’ in his inquiry; neither are his conclusions without im-
plications for these neighbouring disciplines. Therefore I infer that his approach and his 
conclusions are symptomatic of intellectual choices made not only within philosophy but 
within the field shared by “philosophy”, “philology”, “aesthetics” and “(proto)poetics”. 
This means that the rejection (direct or indirect) of speculative philosophy approaches 
and preconceptions in the interpreting of tragedy surely implies that the theory of drama 
developed since Aristotles has to be dismissed, and the same with the dramaturgic norms 
preceding that codification and reconstructed with regard to Old Greek artifacts. 

I shall try now to convene Shestov and Merezhkovsky for a brief discussion. 
“Idealism” professed by the “Hellenes”, from Socrates till Kant and further on, 

becomes confused before the abyss of despair (one supplying motives for quite a lively, 
unsurmountably lively scepticism) in the works of, for example, Lev Tolstoy. (“Terror-
stricken, he cursed all the higher demands of his soul and turned for knowledge to me-
diocrity, averageness, to vulgarity (…)”, pp. 75-76.) This is the thesis acquirable from 
Shestov’s work (75 etc.). – The “Hellenic” worldview in Tolstoy, and especially in Dosto-
evsky, collapses – into the Christian abyss, which also has a truth to offer, another (alien?) 
truth. This is what says Merezhkovsky.30

Merezhkovsky postulates two truths; but deprives the one of them from ability to 
compete: his “Christianity” possesses no aesthetic self-consistency. For Shestov, Helle-
nism is totally mistaken, whereas the other tradition (to the extent – through a synecdoche 
– it is present in his book of philosophy of tragedy) is self-consistant both ethically and 
aesthetically (insofar it truthfully expresses the ‘exsistence’ and him who ‘exists’). – The 
contours of the initial situations coincide but the problem is being solved by Shestov and 
Merezhkovsky differently. Yet with Ivanov even the initial situation is different: for him, 
a gulf between “Athens” and “Jerusalem” simply does not exist – or, if exists, is neu-
tralised within a consistent Hellenising strategy. Ivanov does not conceive Hellenism as 
decline (as does it Merezhkovsky) but as diffusion, encounter and (mutual) enrichment. 
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Thus Ivanov makes a step forth in thinking the ‘form’ (Hellenism) and a step backwards 
in thinking the ‘mattter’ (the ‘bundle’ of actual traditions).31 Within Shestov’s interpre-
tation, Tolstoy detaches his attention from the “abyss”, and Dostoevsky vocalizes it; – 
within Ivanov’s, the one shelters himself behind questioning “what?” instead of asking 
“how?”32, but both are within Hellenity, which comprises its archaic phase reproduced 
within the later Hellenism.33 Merezhkovsky cannot afford himself the ease of Ivanov’s 
self-devotion to the rhetoric and dialectics of “Apollo” and “Dyonisus” for he feels a 
vein in culture irreducible to these symbols. The difference between their readings of 
“Crime and Punishment” Epilogue is diagnostic. Merezhkovsky points out the symbol of 
Raskolnikov’s post-heroic path – the Gospel (Merezjkovskij 1914, 18: 21). And Ivanov 
(in “Dostoevsky and the novel-tragedy”) half-quotes a passage from this epilogue, without 
mentioning the Gospel(s) – it is Asia what attracts Ivanov’s attention (Ivanov 1971–87, 4: 
434).34 If the ‘barbarians’ had not been invented and associated with ‘Asia’ by the ancient 
Greeks, Ivanov would have done this. The Epilogue of “Crime and Punishment” appears 
in Ivanov’s work at least one more time, and in a context which amazed me. Juxtaposing 
Dostoevsky’s words and his comments, Ivanov brings to the fore the image of barbarians’ 
idealism.35 It is an image and a stance recalling Vitaly Makhlin’s stance with regard to both 
Soviet ‘scientistic’ and Russian religious philosophy when Makhlin employs the concept 
“platonism of barbarians” (Platonismus der Barbaren) (coined by M. Heidegger within his 
1923 university course “Hermeneutics of facticity”) (Makhlin 2009: 214). What I want to 
stress here, introducing my chronic puzzlednes by Makhlin’s bringing of Bakhtin to the 
forth at the disadvantage of his Russian contemporaries (with few telling exceptions) into 
the main text of my article, is the following. First, associating Platonism/ idealism with the 
barbarians is contestable (for example, Shestov ascribes it to the ‘culturised’) and, second, 
it is probably a re-active ascribtion (compare the promotion of ‘Occidentalism’ following 
the one of ‘Orientalism’ nowadays). (I guess I am anticipating the reason for Makhlin’s 
systematic tacit exclusion of Shestov from his discourse.) To return to my discourse and 
to the test case of “Crime and Punishment” Epilogue, I would suggest the following. It is 
Merezhkovsky who brings forth this setting to make it philosophisable in terms of “Ath-
ens” and “Jerusalem”; afterwards come Shestov and Ivanov, to interprete it in diametri-
cally different ways. A pointing commonality between the two rival interpreters of Dosto-
evsky is the attack against what they call “idealism”. I guess that both their criticisms are 
vulnerable to a further one (one emebedded in Makhlin’s, and in Heidegger’s, Bakhtin’s, 
Gadamer’s standpoints, if we accept Makhlin’s interpretation): Ivanov and Shestov disre-
gard (seem not to be interested in) the historical aspects of the (gnoseological) subject’s 
‘conditionedness’ (and Ivanov seems to disregard whatever aspects of it). 

Shestov defines idealism as “creat[ing] “a priori” judgements and the Ding an 
sich”, identifies it as “one way to struggle against pessimism and skepticism” (84). Ide-
alism appears to be impossible without a portion of “contraband” materialism, as dem-
onstrated already in Socrates and Plato’s doctrine of good – one incorporating the belief 
in retribution (85). With the “walls” of judgements “apriori” and Ding an sich idealism 
defends itself from the “difficult demands of real life”. “In this sense, idealism is like an 
oriental despotic state: outside, all is resplendent, beautiful, and eternal; but inside, there 
are horrors” (86).36
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It is the losing of the ground under one’s feet that leads to doubt in everything (this 
is contrary to the Cartesian methodological credo: de omnibus dubitandum [in everything 
you must doubt], a credo grounded in intellectual self-confidence) (86).37 When the bul-
wark of idealism collapses and can no longer shelter the man from the “evil demons of 
skepticism and pessimism”, it is then (and facing them) when he “experiences for the first 
time in his life that fearful loneliness from which not even the most devoted and loving 
heart is able to deliver him”. “And precisely at this point begins the philosophy of tragedy” (87).

Tragedy is not a (condition of) split between reason and feelings and the like; it is, 
instead, their necessary absence. And it is not seen by Shestov as determined by forces 
exterior to man and governing him; man’s existence is tragic prior to their inference. That 
split and that dialectic might occur in the imagination of him who experiences tragedy, 
of the external viewers, of the investigators, but they don’t constitute its core. Tragedy 
abolishes the “dialectic” of “reason” and “feelings” and leaves bare another kernel of man, 
a kernel undefinable in terms of essences: ‘living on the edge’ between massive condi-
tionedness/full uncertainty on the one hand and rebirth on the other. 

“Hope is lost forever, but life remains, and there is much life ahead. You cannot 
die, even though you would like to” (87). – The “Hellenic” “tragical hero”, on the con-
trary, cannot continue to live even if he wants to… The idea, or the belief, of retribution in 
Plato’s doctrine of good, “so crude and material” an idea (85), is not cruder and not more 
material than its twin invested in the theory of tragedy38 since Aristotles.39 These twin-
beliefs undermine philosophical and poetological idealisms from within. And Shestov’s 
work implies this parallelism. 

To die like a scoundrel is impossible, Dmitry Karamazov has learned (87), because 
death feel shame too (death cannot protect from shame) (87). But isn’t it “crude and mate-
rial” to hand down the shame (and sin) to descendants and isn’t an art which cultivates 
such a belief immoral and misleading? It is worth reminding here the idea of inevitable 
inheriting of the tragical guilt. I guess that to regulate actual human relations according 
to this principle can not give it the status of eternal truth; and to invest it in the logic of 
plotting, of art, does the opposite. We have conditioned and unconditioned (absolute) in-
evitability, respectively.40)

“Perhaps there is nothing here but ugliness. One thing only is certain: there is re-
ality here – a new, unheard of, unwitnessed reality, or better put, a reality that has never 
before been displayed. And those who are obliged to call it their reality (…) will view 
everything with different eyes than we” (87-88).

“…Dostoevsky does not want universal happiness in the future, he does not want 
the future to vindicate the present. He demands a different vindication and prefers to beat 
his head against the wall to the point of exhaustion rather than to find solace in the humane 
ideal” (99).

The totality which encompasses past, present and fiture, is inconsistent, it is hypo-
thetic –and that is why it cannot, in particular, vindicate man’s behaviour (cf. here, p. 99; 
and the arguments against V. Ivanov in “Potestas Clavium”).

In “Crime and Punishment” “Raskolnikov’s real tragedy does not lie in his decision 
to break the law, but in the fact that he realized he was incapable of such a step”.41 And 
the Epilogue is an adjunction: the piece of preaching Dostoevsky feels himself obliged 
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to perform; or this is one of the moments when he lets to be seduced by the thought that 
he is needed and needed as a preacher and conciliator (cf. 108-114).42 Narrator’s dubious 
conduct lets us think, as Shestov suggests, that “Raskolnikov” “accepts” the path to con-
version just out of bitternes to himself (115).

“The time is out of joint” (Hamlet), realises Dostoevsky, and it is impossible to 
reconnect it; that is why to explain tragedy (Dostoevsky’s and whatever) with the help of 
antique theories or to invest in a character dreams for a new life is inappropriate (cf. 116-
117 etc.). The inappropriateness of the old ideas might be explained in two ways: (1) man 
has tried a new experience which they (be anthropological or aesthetical) cannot explain; 
(2) they are basically ‘inclined’ and designed to conceive time as all one, whereas time (if 
singular is at all adequate here) is normally disjointed and multiple. I guess that Shestov 
ascribes the first argument to Dostoevsky while he himself professes the second, the radi-
cal one. 

The impossibility or incapability of helping the fellow man (to make him, the hum-
blest, to be the first) causes hatrid for him: for that reason that, for example, you cannot 
feel the satisfaction of your nobility or loftiness, you are deprived of self-satisfaction (117-
118). What remains is Wille zur Macht, the will for power (119).

Shestov’s discovery, that it is not Raskolnikov who is “under trial” but Dosto-
evsky (17; 43-44)43, gives a reason to detect in “Crime and Punishment” ‘dialogism’ – a 
poetological, an ethical and a gnoseological altogether. (We cannot deny to the author 
subjectivity, that is why he is an agent in this situation, even being trialled.) But Shestov 
is interested by something different.

The idea of retribution is for him an adjunction44; hence we cannot recognise this 
tragedy (no matter whose: of Raskolnikov or of his author) as fitting the type of the old Greek trage-
dy: latter’s basic characteristic is a masking facet here. Shestov may be enters a discussion 
with Merezhkovsky or may be not; but one way or other, Shestov says new things. 

Retribution ‘justifies’ an irreal condition which the beholder’s habit has made to 
appear as real: the condition of the character (the personal embodiment of tragedy) being 
on trial and the dramaturgist (the personal embodiment of viewing a tragedy from its edge) 
being judge’s expositor (and eventually a prophet). 

It is not the person but the agency of the dramaturgist, as representing the habitual 
judging power, which Shestov regards inferior, compared to the character (criminal) who 
experiences the tragedy. 

The gulf between the tragedy-after-Shestov and the tragedy after its habitual under-
standing seems to be no less considerable than one between the systems of “regular” and 
“reverse” perspective in visual arts. Something more: I am inclined to view these differ-
ences in composing the receptive space of drama and, respectively, painting as analogous 
and even as indicative of shared and/or opposite world-views.

As I already said, Shestov steadily brings out from the characters’ tragedies the 
tragedy of the author, of Dostoevsky. This not necessarily means that Shestov’s work, be-
ing philosophical, is psychological as well but not poetological. The claim that the main 
tragedy in Dostoevsky’s novels is the tragedy of their author is a covert poetological claim. 
Shestov develops a philosophy of tragedy which has the potency to ground an aesthetics 
and poetics of tragedy considerably differing from Aristotle’s. 
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The whole complex comprising guilt for commiting a murder, nemesis, purifica-
tion of the beholder through compassion and fear does not fulfil the tragedy’s aesthetic 
and social potential but predestines it into something which hides its core and diverts the 
people from this core, that is, from the responsibility of the personal choice: “Raskolnikov 
is “guilty”. By his own admission (forced from him by torment, and consequently unwor-
thy of belief), he committed a crime: murder. People decline all responsibility for his suf-
fering, however terrible it is.” (119). – To summarise: tragedy, understood and performed 
after Aristotles, is an idealist structure which diverts man from the burden of the personal 
responsibility and the free will and which leads, eventually, to Kant’s gnoseology. 

The power of consequences, implied by Shestov’s book, grows as one comes closer 
to its end; and they are approaching systematicity with huge potential to generalize. I shall 
stop here, noting that Shestov, indirectly, substantiates a relation of heredity between the 
philosophy of Dostoevsky and his own philosophy of tragedy (cf. 120 etc.). The philoso-
phy of Dostoevsky is (like) the philosophy of Ivan Karamazov (Raskolnikov’s “heir”) 
– a philosophy without even a hint of complacency; one determined by experiencing the 
despair-and-daring. It is Nietzsche who disguises this philosophy into a scholarly form: 
“beyond the good and the evil”.

Dostoevsky himself in his public activity, Shestov’s analysis shows, occurs to be a 
“prophet” (see pp. 128-129; cf. Asman 2001: 205-210 etc.): not in forecasting the “future” 
but in withstanding at a distance of irreconcilability from the plans and models of social 
order and ‘organisedness’ and their professors.45 

Yet, as a reader of Shestov, I am tacitly driven to suspect that Dostoevsky, in his 
desparate daring to insist that “insignificance and absurdity of the humblest man’s ex-
istence” is more important than anything else, professes an idea too. After all (writes 
Shestov), “he wants (…) one thing only: to be convinced of the “truth” of his idea [ital-
ics mine, – Y.L.]” (cf. Shestov 1971: 129), and “there is but one [Dostoevsky’s italics] 
sovereign idea [italics mine, – Y.L.] in this world: namely, the idea of the immortality of 
the human soul (…)” (cf. 125). It is not here the implications of such a suspicion to be 
discussed. 

Now I shall try to summarise what I consider most important in Shestov’s philoso-
phy of tragedy. 

Tragedy, for Shestov, is a personal and intimate form of existence, a mode of existen-ce 
in which person has freed itself from the ‘ideological’ and which exposes the ‘inner self’. 

Tragical experience is uncommunicable (unsharable), but it is explicable – from 
the standpoint of gnoseology and anthropology incompatible with those of the specula-
tive, or idealist, philosophy (no matter which: Hellenic or European). 

The reality of the tragical experience needs an artistic expression, radically differ-
ent from the one represented by the ancient Greek tragedy and codified within the subse-
quent tradition. 

Shestov rejects modes of artistic representation and production which cultivate eth-
ics of retribution and nemesis. In Shestov’s understanding, man and God, the “self” and 
the “other” have a non-symmetrical contact: in love as well as in sin. From the standpoint 
of some mystic traditions, for example of Sufism, this should mean that Shestov’s man 
in tragedy (or man in Trouble) conveys (has no choice but to convey) a higher mode of 
spiritual existence than the one embodied by the “Hellenic” man. 

Shestov finds the unhidden reality of tragic experience in the works of two 19th cen-
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tury authors, Dostoevsky and Nietzsche. I guess that the world-view foundation of their 
philosophies, of their self-conduct in philosophy can be found in the Old Testament. Man 
(or his inner, one freed from ideologism, “self”) does not postpone, does not sublimate, 
does not lay on someone else the burden of the always actual act of free choice. 

Personal as well as cultural (historical) dynamics cannot be foreseen, it could be 
conceivable as tragedy only in the sense conveyed by Shestov. Or rather, it is a free curve, 
determined by impulses of marrying the bare46 tragic experience and of escaping this 
ceaseless trial. 

Shestov’s understanding of tragedy does make sense within the broad rethinking 
of mimetism and iconism in art initiated within modernism and avant-garde, a rethinking 
which made alien and neighbouring aesthetic traditions, among them the Byzantine, far 
more accessible from the standpoint of the modern European one. 

Shestov offered a radical “prefiguration” of what was later acknowledged as a 
philosophy of dialogue employed in literary studies; that is, a version of the philosophy 
conveyed by Martin Buber in “I and Thou” (1923) and a sketch of a version of the poet-
ics of dialogism developed by Makhail Bakhtin since the early 1920s. The main points 
in Shestov’s work were the removing of the author from his “pedestal” considering his 
attitude toward the character and toward the beholder (the reader); and the development 
of a hermeneutics of a/the ‘first conscience’ vis-à-vis a ‘second conscience’ whose onto-
logical priority is presupposed (Bakhtin changed the perspective and develops instead a 
hermeneutics of the ‘second conscience’ approaching a/the ‘first’ and being dependant 
from it). I should summarise that the radical condition of being thrown into a catastrophe, 
one tearing or superceding the threads of historical conditionedness, had undergone from 
Shestov to Bakhtin a (relative) normalisation and re-installment into a historical sequence 
and conditionedness. 

That Shestov, still, did not consider “tragedy” and “idealism” outside cultural-his-
torical experience is clearly witnessed by the title and by the content of his late (1938) 
book – “Athens and Jerusalem”. He utterred here the cultural-historical name of the main, 
according to him, borderline within philosophy, within philosophising. And he evoked 
these names neither in a mode of allegory nor in the mode of illustration.47

I have difficulties with finding in the early 20th century Russian literature artistic 
works which implement the poetics implicitly prescribed by Shestov’s philosophy of trag-
edy. As regards the formal aspect of that unity of form, content and intention which makes 
a work of art, I would seek among the works of futurists and expressionists. But I would 
be skeptic, insofar I am inclined to associate the peculiarities which could be interesting 
for my inquiry (clear semantisation of the factura and of fluctuations between micro- and 
macro-textual levels, tendency toward “diagramism” and “iconism”, at the expense of 
“conventionalism”) with “late Hellenism” (compare with the so-called “figure poems”) 
and not with a non-Hellenic tradition. “Hellenism” goes out of its boundaries to meet the 
alien and probably to achieve a synthesis of new range. And alien art, I am afraid, can be 
only symbolically, or emblematically, pointed at – like in Leonid Andreev’s “Eleazar”. Yet 
I guess there is way beyond Hellenism which is different from the one prefigured or rep-
resented by the avant-garde. It would be a mode of communicating with the alien within a 
“Hellenistic” form but while professing that ‘alien’ on behalf of the lyrical protagonist (or 
the narrator) and while experiencing some kind of biographical bound with it.48
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notes:

1. I use the terms “Hellenism”, “Hellenistic” not in the sense of J. G. Droysen (and Merezhkovsky – if I 
am to adhere to the prosopographic horizon of my inquiry) who emphasise the periodisation aspect (‘after the 
Hellenic/ Classical period’), but in the sense of Ivanov who has in mind assimilation under the sign of Hellas. 

2. Lyutskanov 2010. 
3. I am not going to attend to the origin of this notion as a concept, that is, I shall not investigate 

Shestov’s work with concern to ‘the fate of 18th century aesthetics in Russian religious philosophy’ or likewise. 
4. Geopoetiken 2010: The introduction (Marszałek & Sasse 2010: 11-12) and especially Susi K. 

Frank’s contribution (Frank 2010) to the volume discuss the basic differences and the subtle interpenetra-
tions between two neighbouring discourses reflecting the mutual dependence between man’s symbolising 
activity and the geographical aspects of man’s habitat, geopoetics and (the more closely tied with geopoli-
tics) geokulturology. 

5. On the invention of ‘barbarians’ by the Attic dramaturgists see: Ascherson 1996: 50-51, 61-64 (re-
fers to Edith Hall, Inventing the Barbarian, Oxford, 1989). 

6. Concentrating on the methods of cognition displaces the due concern of cognition, says Shestov, 
and that is why gnoseology, especially Kantian, is unacceptable for him. 

7. Ivanov’s portrait in Shestov’s work (VІІІ, p. 277), 18th century, Roman decline, “Mohametan gnose-
ology” being the key phrases and/or images (but consider the next note), has in common with his portrait 
in a work from Nikolay (“an Eastern Magus in a magnificent garment”; Gumiljov 1990, 147-148).

8. This is one more issue deserving separate exploration. The abstention from (usually almost uncon-
scious) considering of operative concepts within a virtual analogue of what is called “pictorial space” cor-
relates, I guess, with the abstention from frequent use of proper names referring to history of culture and to 
myth. Both features might contribute to a philosophical correlative of art with limited iconism (representation)… 

9. Later, in “Potestas Clavium”, he explicitly made the treatise-like discourse of some of his Russian 
contemporaries (of Serguei Bulgakov, in particular) an object of irony. 

10. Compare with the dilemma, or rather the tri-lemma, set by Bakhtin in his early 1920s essay “The 
Author and the Hero in the Aesthetic Activity”: the hero as being absorbed by the author, the author as 
being absorbed by the hero (the “unredempted hero of Dostoevsky”), or the hero as his/her own author. 
Given the specific status Bakhtin, compared to Shestov, has (he is a well-known classic of literary studies 
and humanities), and given the place I give him in my theme (which is ‘Shestov against the context of…’ 
and not ‘Shestov and Bakhtin’), I shall skip bibliographical references to his works here. 

11. Compare with Serguei Averintsev’s description of “reflective traditionalism” (viewed as type of 
and epoch in artistic creativity). 

12. Just like the Athens – Jerusalem dilemma, the archtype of Job is steadily thematised by Shestov 
starting with his early works and uttered in a title later, in emigration (“In Job’s Balances”, 1929). 

13. I am referring here to (Makhlin 2009) who finds in their works the basics of a new epistemology 
of humanities, epistemology of the “second conscience”. 

14. I indeed do not understand Makhlin’s neglecting of Shestov and of Vladimir Lossky, when he 
thematises the conditionality of cognition and the rehabilitation of tradition (the cognising ‘I’ putting him-/
herself in a kind of ‘passive voice’ with regard to it) in writings of Bakhtin and Gadamer. 

15. In fact Shestov’s work preceeds Andreev’s, 1906, with few years. 
16. I think that to interpret Shestov’s insistence on the priority of personal experience before “ideas” 

(or, as Berdyaev will call them: “objectifications”) as psichologism would be a fallacy. He demonstrates 
or, rather, performs an ontological and not a psychological interest and focus. I would call his existen-
tialist-personalist ontology performatively-apophatic on behalf of personalism (unlike Berdyaev’s utterly 
cataphatic personalist ontology). 

17. I hope I have carried out a relevant one in an unpublished chapter of my PhD thesis (Lyutskanov 
2005). Both essays were included in Ivanov’s 1916 book “Borozdy i mezhi” (“Furrows and Boundaries”). 

18. Ivanov identifies the epic with a monad or a diad viewed from a distance and solved in a synthesis, 
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and the drama with a diad unsolved; therefore Dostoevsky’s novel turns to be a quasi-monad, disintegrated 
from within, by the unsolved diad constituting its inner form. Ivanov could have hardly associated the 
religion-bound variety of tragedy from his theory with a “monological frame”. Yet I guess that it was easy 
for Bakhtin not to recognise or to refute such subtleties, moreover, said in disperse and not very discrimi-
native manner: Bakhtin’s language pertained to another epoch. A considerable part or layer of Ivanov’s 
argument probably was not perceptible as theory-relevant articulation by him (though he might have well 
understood the theorethical implications drawable from them).

19. In his 1889 essay “Dostoevsky” (included in his “Eternal Companions”, 1897) Merezhkovsky 
leaves the reader with the notion that tragedy in “Crime and Punishment” ends and from that point on there 
starts something different, its character being metonymically hinted at via reference to the Gospel. 

20. Shestov outlines a kind of a will for unpathetic self-minimisation on behalf of the author in Dos-
toevsky, and also realises its unfulfillability. This will has something in common with the metaphysical 
modesty of Anna Akhmatova, of the implicit author of her lyric, in modeling the lyric speaker and her/his 
doubles (if we are to heed Serguei Averintsev’s (1995) analysis of her lyric). 

21. The core of life, or the clash between man and idea; and not between ideas or between men. 
22. I have just said something unacceptable for, probably, most if not all who have read Bakhtin. 

Bakhtin, in fact, differentiates between dialectic and dialogism, relating dialectic to the realm of mono-
logism. But we could think of dialogism as of utmost dialectics of an idea: that is, to regard dialogism as 
the discriminative potency of an idea made actual. To say it otherwise (considering the agents involved): 
getting involved into an idea (not whatever idea but a peculiar kind of it), the agents are more and more 
involved in disconsent. The peculiarity of such an idea may well relate not to its ‘what’ but to its ‘how’. 
Moreover, it may well have no discoursive equivalent at all, being only a kind of a ‘field of power’ or 
‘ideological ambient’. And a dialogical novel would be a novel constructed in a way facilitating the dis-
criminative, disconcentive force of the ‘idea’ or the ‘field’ to be released. I guess that I have offered an 
exaggerating look upon Bakhtin’s dialogism, but how could we explain his refusal to deal with biographi-
cal matter, or, to say it otherwise, the taboo on relating the novels’ structure to Dostoevsky’s biographical 
personality? I am not inclined to derive this taboo only from an imperative of interdisciplinary speciali-
sation (poetics vs. biography and so on). I am sure that even such a direct relating of novels’ structure 
and writer’s biographical personality as the one demonstrated or implied by Shestov could be explained 
in terms of poetics. Now it seems to me that eliminating the agency of the biographical author could 
have been a temporary measure, helping to cope with otherwise (if that agency retained) overwhelmingly 
complex a structure. But eliminating this agency meant to deal with an idea, indeed, an idea bearing the 
imprints of different agents and penetrated by existential valencies, yet an idea. A cluster of ‘disconsent-
ing ideas’ specifically shaped would form a polyphonic novel. When one refuses to relate this cluster to a 
biographical (extratextual) agency this means that he sees poetics as a discipline studying the ‘idea’ and 
not human existence (neither human contact with idea). Of course, we have to decide how to name that 
peculiar kind of ideas or ideological ambient… 

23. The protagonist, not being made a definitive victim of the god (of God) and thus (and concur-
rently) not being exposed to beholder’s pity, evades objectification. From the one hand, it is a tragedy 
more cruel than the theatrical both to the beholder (because it refuses to console him/her that someone 
else has undergone the blow; neither provides for him/her the psychic comfort of pity) and the protagonist 
(because it prevents a final – bringing all torment to an end – blow). From the other hand, it is a tragedy 
more benevolent, insofar it discloses the horizon before both of them (protagonist and beholder). And, 
besides, it turns to be potentially and profoundly ‘dialogic’, insofar the god (or God) ceases to be a power 
hitting unanswerable blows, the definitiveness is postponed and, subsequently, the hypothetic end might 
be negotiated (between the last and meanest man and God). (The really tragic condition surely had made 
its human subject the ‘last and meanest’ of all men.)

24. But see how Shestov deals with the melodramatism of this epilogue! (1971: 109 ff.)
25. To say it otherwise: the tragedy of the petrified, though touched by the Divine light, last piece of 

clay; and not of the last, to reach the bottom, kenothic beam.
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26. Transl. by Spencer Roberts; the whole book (with the exception of Shestov’s introduction) is avail-
able on-line, among a number of his books translated into English, see the list at: http://www.angelfire.
com/nb/shestov/library.html, but this publication lacks page-numbers. The passage belongs to the end of 
chapt. 3. When necessary, I shall refer to this edition as to (Shestov 1969), but in order to facilitate the 
reader I shall be retaining the references to the Russian edition I have used. Hereafter all translations, if 
not specified otherwise, are Roberts’. 

27. Spencer Roberts uses “The House of the Death” only for the title of that work. 
28. I don’t know how to differentiate, terminologically, between tragedy entailing catharsis and “au-

thentic” tragedy. It seems to me that qualifications like “authentic” and “true” do not fit well the mental 
style of Shestov despite the high frequency of the word “truth” in his work. 

29. A loose example for an “image dissimilar” would be the type of the holy fool. 
30. I would have spoken of “Hellenistic”, even “classicist” world-notion; but Merezhkovsky, evi-

dently, insists on delineating between “Hellenic” and “Hellenist(ic)”, “classic(al)” and “classicist”, using 
more frequently the first couple of concepts and giving preference to the first concept within each couple. 
“hellenism” is not only a ‘difussion’ of Hellenity and a contact with alien cultures, but a decline (in this, I 
guess, Merezhkovsky is a classicist, without being aware of it). The importance invested in these discrimi-
nations speaks for the fact of Merezhkovsky’s situatedness within the tradition, be it a tradition reduced to 
its survival minimum – aesthetics and artistic artifacts.

31. I am searching for symptoms of acquiring the Byzantine tradition as honoured ‘Other’. My estima-
tion is dependant on the theleology of this search, which constitutes the global framework of the current paper. 

32. Cf. Ivanov 1971–87, 4: 416, 420, etc., and below, the next note. Yet Ivanov himself is much like his 
Tolstoy, in his swift switch to a “what”-mode. This is my way of re-formulating and re-interpreting Bakhtin’s 
claim that Ivanov hastens to make generalizations about the ideology of Dostoevsky’s novels unsupport-
able by the texts, without having shown (or spoken about) the form-building projections of their (from him 
discovered: 1971–87, 4: 419) ideological dominant, “Thee – are”. Ivanov hectically walls himself within 
brilliant “what”-s. With this I want to say again that Bakhtin’s criticism against Ivanov is a concretisation of 
Shestov’s. 

33. Cf. his paper on the novel-tragedy, esp. § 3 (Ivanov 1971–87, 4: 409). – One more telling dif-
ference: Shestov does not discriminate between Dostoevsky and Nietzsche, assigning to both the ex-
perience of the psychological depth and the assault against idealism. Ivanov is inclined to think that 
Nietzsche retreats, not having resisted within the utmost depths and having objectified “how” into “what” 
(cf. in “Nietzsche and Dyonisus”, 1904, in: Ivanov 1971–87, 1: 720; cf. also ibid. 4: 414). The ‘what vs. 
how’ controversy, however represented, is a central issue for all these thinkers – Ivanov, Shestov, (early) 
Bakhtin. Conceptualising it, in one way or another, could bring their philosophisying to the key concepts 
of Byzantine philosophy (which make it approachable from post-idealist stance) – ‘person’ and ‘energy’. 
From now on vague notions had to be concreticised, approximated, adapted, but the basic discrimination 
had been already expressed. 

34.  “Asia” appears, in Dostoevsky’s epilogue and in Ivanov’s excerptions, twofold: as an area of 
menace (cf. next note) and as an area lacking personality, as humankind’s birthplace where Abraham 
and his flocks still graze, one to be opposed to the modern personality torn from its ties with “the Earth” 
(and the creation) and rushing about in senseless excitement. One can recognise here, in Asia’s second 
aspect, the historio- and geosophical scheme made articulate in Vladimir Solovyov’s 1877 paper “Three 
Powers”. Asia lies outside history; it substitutes for the world of the savages (Montaigne) but, unlike that 
world, has not only cultural-historical ‘potential’ but also ‘capital’ – the Biblic appearance. With regard 
to Dostoevsky’s text, one can interprete this ‘Asia’ as an allegory of earth waiting to be Christianised and 
welcoming Christianisation; with regard to Ivanov’s excerption, one can speak about Hellenisation instead 
about Christianisation. Ivanov hints at something else: Hellenity’s encounter with the culture of the Old 
Testament is its first, archetypal in its fruitfulness “barbarisation” (if we don’t count one from the archaic 
period: the interaction with the Thracian culture, cf. “Dionysus and Early Dionisianism” etc.).

35.  “Cognition, becoming purely idealist, announces the overall relativity of recognised and of to-be-
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recognised values; person finds itself closed in its solitude and either desperately or proudly celebrating 
the apotheosis of its rootlessness. On the danger of such a global idealism speaks Dostoevsky in the epi-
logue of his “Crime and Punishment”, under the symbolic guise of “a terrible new strange plague that had 
come to Europe from the depths of Asia”... Here we read, besides, the following: (…)” (Ivanov 1971–86, 
4: 418, translation mine – Y.L.; quotation from Dostoevsky after: Dostoevsky 2006). As an allegory of 
menace, this Asia of Dostoevsky seems ro memorise the Great Plague of 1347–53 and is reproduced in 
several works of Vladimir Solovyov. Note in Ivanov’s comment the phrase repeating the title of a famous 
work of Shestov, “Apotheosis of Rootlessness” (1905). 

36. Shestov’s vigilance with regard to the “oriental despotic state” (yet on a level recognisible as 
one of rhetoric), combined with profession of non-idealism (non-Hellenism and non-Atticism) is prob-
ably reminiscent of the cultural experice of an/the “eastern” man; what is the “religion of the Temple” 
for the prophets of Judea, the dissident, counter-culture proponents of Judaic monotheism (cf. Asman 
2001: 205-210), that is the philosophy of “idealism” for Shestov. I am speaking of a partially conscious 
self-identification, a phenomenon grounded in the hypothetic phenomenon of ‘culturally conditioned he-
redity’. (If we remain within the horizon of that (Shestov’s) epoch, with its three phases: “the boundary 
of centuries”, “between the two revolutions” and since/after the Civil war, in order to theorise on the phe-
nomenon of that heredity from an immanent standpoint, I would point out George Florovsky’s 1921 paper 
“The Land of Fathers and the Land of Children”. Florovsky distinguished between three modes of mind’s 
historicity: embeddedness in a materially evident tradition; savage rootlessness (state of mind constitutive 
for what Levi-Strauss called “cool cultures” a few decades later); participation in a cultural yet empiri-
cally non-evident tradition. Expectedly for the Russian 1921, he incorporated this discrimination not in an 
epistemological but in a historiosophic speculation.) Within the aspects or bits of Shestov’s philosophical 
credo fully brought to consciousness, the ‘spiritual flesh’ of the “bare” man is more perseveringly and 
more passionately tried and explored than the spiritual flesh of history. 

37. I am tempted to compare these different ways to doubt with two diametrically different kinds of 
irony (thematised by Serguei Averintsev in one or two of his 1970s works) – the one grounded in the re-
jection of the ironised and the other in loving or enjoying it (the one suggesting an alienated and the other 
an involved condition of the ‘self’). Doing so, I am hinting at my conviction that Averintsev’s work as an 
interpretor of aesthetic culture in its multiple diversity is fed by the discourse shared by Merezhkovsky, 
Shestov, Ivanov, Innokenty Annensky, Lev Pumpjansky and so on – a discourse feeling itself uneasy by 
the ‘classical’ ‘heritage’ and recurrently inspecting and promoting the intrusions of non-classic and of 
post-classic experiences into the ‘classical tradition’ (be it the Hellenic, the Cartesian or their juxtaposition). 

38. It abuses human condition with regard to both him who experiences tragedy (the agency of the 
character) and him who is watching it (the agency of the beholder) training them in naïve and false concili-
ation and hypocrisy. 

39. I guess that Vjacheslav Ivanov’s essays on tragedy would well represent this tradition. 
40. I do not know whether the old Greek and the old Jewish cultures give the opportunity to evade the 

chain of retribution(s). 
41. Shestov polemicises against Merezhkovsky: Dostoevsky’s characters’ “tragedy is in their inability 

to begin a new and different life. And so profound, so hopeless is this tragedy that it was not difficult for 
Dostoevsky to present it as the cause of the agonizing experiences of his heroes who murder. But there is 
not the slightest basis here on which to regard Dostoevsky as an expert on or an investigator of the crimi-
nal soul.” (109; italics mine, – Y.L.; compare Merezjkovskij 1914, 18: 6, 8).

42. Hence the suggestion that, in Shestov’s interpretation of the novel and its epilogue, the Gospel 
might not embody the way to rebirth; while Merezhkovsky’s reading leaves no room for doubt here. Then 
it becomes clear that it is the agencies of the preaching writer and of the ‘humanised’ Gospel that are re-
pudiated by Shestov and Raskolnikov: “He tries again to revive in his memory that understanding of the 
Gospel that does not reject the prayers and hopes of a solitary, mined man under the pretext that to think 
of one’s personal grief means to be an egoist. (…) But he can expect all this only from the Gospel that 
Sonya reads, which is as yet uncut and unaltered by science and Count Tolstoy, from the Gospel in which 
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there is preserved, along with other teachings, the story of Lazarus’s resurrection; where, what is more, 
Lazarus’s resurrection – indicating the great power of the miracle worker – gives meaning also to the other 
words that are so puzzling and incomprehensible to the poor, Euclidean human mind.” (cf. Shestov 1971: 
124-125). – Almost nowadays, the entanglement which might be called “the tragedy – vita entanglement”, 
which was probably initiated by Merezhkovsky and which involved Shestov and Pyotr Bicilli among 
others, finds the following clear and reconciliating solution: “It is my contention that “Crime and Punish-
ment” is formally two distinct but closely related, things, namely a particular type of tragedy in the classi-
cal Greek mold and a Christian resurrection tale; that it successfully superimposes the two forms because 
they are, within clearly determined limits, identical; finally, that the conflict between the two forms occurs 
at precisely the point where they cease to be superimposable.” (Cassedy 1982: 171; emphasis his). 

43.  ‘Am I right, in getting Raskolnikov into such a trouble?’, addresses Dostoevsky his readers. 
Compare also: “To the very end”, Raskolnikov “could not repent deep down in his heart, for he felt that 
he was completely innocent; he knew that Dostoevsky had burdened him with the accusation of murder 
merely for appearance’s sake” (cf. 123).

44. “In “Crime and Punishment”, the chief task of all Dostoevsky’s literary work is overshadowed by 
the idea of retribution, which has been cleverly fitted to the novel. To the unsuspecting reader, it seems that 
Dostoevsky is actually Raskolnikov’s judge, and not the accused. But in “The Brothers Karamazov”, the 
question is posed with such clarity that it no longer leaves any doubt as to the author’s intentions.” (cf. 119).

45. Shestov refers to Ernest Renan, to his “History of Israel” preface. As it seems, Shestov defines 
the relation between Dostoevsky and the “liberals” in the same way in which Renan has defined the rela-
tion between the “builders” of Israel (both “secular” and “lay”) and the prophets; and he himself seems 
inclined to regard the situations as analogous to each other (128-129). 

46. It is important to understand that bareness and solitude are indicative of opposite conditions. Bare 
man is cast into loneliness, and the acting man can retreat into his monumental solitude. As Shestov points 
out, Prometheus, unlike the “humblest man” (including Raskolnikov and so on), is never alone: “Pro-
metheus was lucky – he was never left alone. He was always heard by Zeus; he had an adversary, someone 
he could irritate and provoke to anger by his austere look and his proud words. He had a “cause”.” (114). 

47. Already “Potestas clavium” (1923), in the part written in 1921 and placed in the edition I referred to 
above as a preface, introduces as central and fundamental the difference between the Psalmist and Aristotles.

48. In the long run, the aesthetics implied by Shestov’s philosophy of tragedy could be associated 
with a rigorous (that is, one with iconoclastic vein) revision of the ‘Byzantine’ theory of image. It could 
be considered as a (re)introduction of an ‘aesthetics’ which 70 years later Serguei Averintsev metonymi-
cally designated as “Near-Eastern [art of] wording”, opposing it to “Greek literature” (Averintsev 1971). 
These preliminary considerations have to be rethought against the context of a recent attempt to explore 
the aesthetics of some Russian religious thinkers (P. Florensky, S. Bulgakov), symbolist writers (V. Ivanov, A. 
Bely) and avant-garde painters (Vasily Kandinsky) as “neo-Byzantine” or as approximating such (Bychkov 
1999: 308-490). 
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iordan luckanovi
(bulgareTi)

isev `aTeni ierusalimis winaaRmdeg~ Sesaxeb
(lev Sestovis tragediis kontr-helen(ist)uri filosofia)

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: lev Sestovi, tragedia, modernistuli da  avangadis-
tuli helenizmi, fiodor dostoevski, evrocentrizmi.

 
statiaSi gaanalizebulia lev Sestovis adreuli nawarmoebi `dos-

toevski da nicSe~ (tragediis filosofia) (1903 weli), amas garda misi gvi-
ani naSromebi (`gasaRebTa Zala~, `aTeni ierusalimis winaaRmdeg~), dimitri 
mereJkovskis (rogorc Sestovis Tanamedrove sociologiuri msoflxed-
velobis avtorisa), viaCeslav ivanovisa (rogorc SestovTan dapirispireb-
uli pirisa) da mixail baxtinis (rogorc Sestovisdroindeli moazrovnisa) 
Tvalsazrisebi. statiis mizania gamoikvlios da warmoaCinos poeturi da 
geokulturologiuri mniSvnelobebi lev Sestovis kontr-helenisturi 
tragediis filosofiaSi. amas garda, statiaSi saubaria adreuli meoce sau-
kunis im rusul literaturul nawarmoebebze da maT poetikaze, romlebic 
kargad esadageba lev Sestovis filosofias. 

statiaSi warmoCenilia is ZiriTadi tendenciebi, romelsac Sestovi 
gvTavazobs: 1) avangardistuli esTetika, romelic bizantiuri esTetikis 
wina planze wamowevas da gaxsenebas moicavda meoce saukunis pirvel nax-
evarSi; 2) dialogizmis dasawyisi, filosofia, romelsac nikolai berdievi-
ca da mixail baxtinic sakmaod kargad aviTarebdnen. 

migvaCnia, rom statiaSi wamoWrili sakiTxebi saTanadod iqneba  
gamokvleuli.

Yordan  Lyutskanov
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Classical Pragmatism: An overview*

The Origins of Pragmatism. Context and Preconditions

The term pragmatism was used for the first time by the American philosopher 
Charles Sanders Peirce in 1871 during one of the regular meetings of the Cambridge 
Metaphysical Club.** In front of his colleagues, the philosopher presented and developed 
an unformulated method researched by George Berkeley, giving it the name pragmatism 
(CP 6.482).*** As a hypothesis, the doctrine first appeared in written form in Peirce’s essay 
“How to Make Our Ideas Clear,” published in 1878 in the journal Popular Science Month-
ly. Although the term “pragmatism” was not mentioned there, the essay is considered the 
beginning of the doctrine. In that work, Peirce first presented the logical principle which 
became known as the pragmatic maxim, which became the core of pragmatism. Peirce’s 
article went unnoticed until William James turned the academic community’s attention 
towards the ideas expressed there. This occurred in 1989 in James’ essay “Philosophical 
Conceptions and Practical Results.” There the word “pragmatism” was used in writing 
for the first time. Along with that, James noted that Peirce had used this term as early as 
the beginning of the 1870s to refer to the ideas expressed in “How to Make Our Ideas 
Clear.” When James’ essay appeared, he was at the height of his academic fame. His words 
provoked great interest and gave the new doctrine a flying start. It soon found passionate 
supporters in Europe as well.

One of the first to transmit the doctrine of pragmatism to the Old Continent was 
the Bulgarian philosopher Ivan Sarailiev (1887-1969). He became familiar with the theory 
during his studies at the Sorbonne and at Oxford (1905-1910). Immediately upon obtain-
ing a post teaching the history of philosophy at Sofia University in 1919, Sarailiev began 
giving lectures on pragmatism. Numerous publications and lectures dedicated to the new doc-
trine followed, which culminated in a broad study entitled Pragmatism (Sarailiev 1938).

However, Sarailiev was not merely a popularizer of the doctrine. His own philo-
sophical outlooks were quite close to those of pragmatism. This made him the first prag-
matist in Eastern Europe and one of the first in Europe as a whole. The only ones to pre-

* This study was realized with the financial support of Project № BG051PO001-3.3.04/61 (Support for the devel-
opment of the academic potential of young scholars in the humanities and the strengthening of their professional 
contacts with established international scholars in their academic sphere) of the Operative Programme “Develop-
ment of Human Resources,” co-financed by the European Social Fund of the European Union.

** This was a small group of people who gathered to discuss philosophical questions. Besides Charles Peirce, the 
group also included William James, his brother, the later famous writer Henry James, Oliver Wendell Holmes, 
Jr., Chauncey Wright, John Fiske, Francis Ellingwood Abbot, Nicholas St. John Green, Joseph Bangs Warner, 
Henry Ware Putnam, Francis Greenwood Peabody and William Pepperel Montague.

*** Here the established international norm for citing Peirce is followed. “CP” is an abbreviation for Collected 
Papers of Charles Peirce, while the following numbers indicate the corresponding volume and paragraph. “W” 
is an abbreviation for Writings of Charles S. Peirce: A Chronological Edition. The numbers following it indicate 
the corresponding volume and page. A full bibliographic reference can be found in the list of literature cited.
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cede him were the brilliant representative of the theory, Ferdinand Canning Scott Schiller, 
and the young Italian philosophers united around the journal Leonardo.

As a way of thinking, pragmatism has been known since Antiquity. Some of its 
ideas are individually woven into the philosophy of Socrates and Aristotle, and later in 
that of the scholastics, John Locke, George Berkeley, and many others. Peirce writes (CP 
5.402, note 2) that even Jesus was a pragmatist. His claim: “You shall know them by their 
fruits” can be interpreted as an early version of the pragmatic maxim. But only in the 
second half of the 19th century did the objective scientific and social preconditions for the 
unification of these ideas into an independent doctrine appear. This was the time when the 
totalizing philosophical systems which had dominated until then were in crisis. The Kan-
tian, Hegelian and other theories, unified under the term German classical idealism, turned 
out to be unable to encompass many of the scientific discoveries of the second half of the 
19th and the beginning of the 20th century. Their monolithic structure gradually, but ever 
more noticeably, began to show cracks. The need arose for a new, more adequate doctrine 
for making sense of the world. It needed to catch these phenomena as they unfolded and 
trace the changes which occurred in reality, rather than trying to force it into a ready-made 
mould. The pragmatic doctrine turned out to be an alternative to theories which had lost 
their explanatory power.

Pragmatism arose in the United States, becoming into the first and most meaning-
ful American contribution to world philosophy. The place of its appearance, as well as 
the time, is no accident. The socio-political processes across the Atlantic (especially the 
American Civil War of 1861-65 and the penetration of the spirit of Puritanism in England) 
in combination with the crisis in the grand philosophical systems created fertile soil for 
the germination of pragmatism.

Pragmatism is also the offspring of the scientific context of the United States in the 
mid-nineteenth century. Along with the doctrine’s ancient and medieval roots, we could 
also point to theories and concepts which were contemporary for Peirce and which influ-
enced the creation of pragmatism. Max Fisch noted the following nine: “the Kantian roots 
of Peirce’s thought (1856-1865); Bain’s theory of belief (1859); the Darwinian and other 
theories of evolution (1859); the legal philosophy of Green (1870-1872); Peirce’s obser-
vational and theoretical work as a scientist in the period 1860-1878 and particularly in 
chemistry, spectroscopy, stellar photometry, metrology, and geodesy; the shock of Mill’s 
examination of Hamilton (1865); Peirce’s falling back on Whewell’s philosophy of sci-
ence (1869) and the experimental psychology of Fechner, Helmholtz and Wundt (1862-
1876)” (Fisch 1986: 133). This list does not pretend to be exhaustive, but rather shows the 
auspicious academic context and broad foundations upon which the new doctrine rested.

The Core of Pragmatism
 

From its creation until today, the doctrine of pragmatism has developed into more 
than twenty different varieties. However, the foundation-laying principles for all of its 
adherents are shared: doubt in the possibility for one theory to cover all of reality; the con-
nection between theory and practice, thought and action; the abolition of abstract philoso-
phizing; emphasis on man’s active position in the world; a change of perspective, in which 
the gaze is turned not backward, towards the past, but forward; an orientation towards an 
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anticipated future result of a given idea. Pragmatism is often defined as a philosophy of 
action, which emphasizes the family trait most characteristic of all of its variants – their 
focus on action. This particularity has also given the doctrine its name (from the Greek 
pragma – “action”).

The core of all types of pragmatism is also shared. This is Peirce’s abovementioned 
maxim. The fundamental pragmatic ideas have gradually formed from and around it. Its 
reformulation, the change in its scope and emphases, even its incorrect interpretation have 
been the source of many of the variants of pragmatism. For this reason, it is logical namely 
for Peirce’s maxim to stand at the center of this study. An analysis of it will delineate the 
boundaries of the term pragmatism and its content. After that our attention will be turned 
towards the philosopher’s other concepts related to the maxim, as well as towards the 
ideas of William James.

Peirce writes: “The very first lesson that we have a right to demand that logic shall 
teach us is how to make our ideas clear… To know what we think, to be masters of our 
own meaning will make a solid foundation for great and weight thought” (W3: 260). Or, 
to put it another way: “a single formula without meaning, lurking in a young man’s head, 
will sometimes act like an obstruction of inert matter in an artery” (ibid). According to 
him, neither Descartes nor Leibniz nor any of the contemporary logicians offered a work-
ing criterion for the clarification of ideas, i.e. for the precise establishment of their meaning. 
This was also the specific impulse for creating the pragmatic maxim, which is nothing other 
than such a criterion.

In the essay “How to Make Our Ideas Clear,” Peirce differentiates three grades of 
clearness. The first and most fundamental is that of subjective knowledge (or familiarity). 
A person has reached this level of clearness when he can recognize the idea and does not 
confuse it with another under any circumstances. We remain on this level of clarity in our 
understanding of the majority of ideas.

Higher than this is the grade of the abstract definition, which is built upon the 
first. In order to reach the second grade of clearness, we have to be capable of defining 
the idea in general terms. The abstract definition of diamond, for example, includes a list 
of its physical characteristics: it is a mineral, a natural allotrope of carbon and so on. The 
problem with this type of definition is that “they do not provide any guidelines on how to 
determine whether an object we encounter actually falls under it” (De Waal 2005: 18). On 
the basis of the cited definition, we have no way of discerning whether a given translucent 
stone is a diamond or not, unless we are specialists in this sphere.

But there is also a third grade, which leads our investigations to a higher level of 
clearness than the abstract definition. This is Peirce’s pragmatic maxim: “Consider what 
effects, that might conceivably have practical bearings, we conceive the object of our con-
ception to have. Then, our conception of these effects is the whole of our conception of the 
object” (W3: 266). What does it mean, for example, to say that a body is heavy? According 
to the logical principle cited, this means that in the absence of an opposing force, the body 
will fall. Our whole idea of heaviness is reduced to consequences. The pragmatic criterion 
can be applied successfully to all sorts of ideas and terms.*

* Later Peirce wrote that there is also a fourth, higher grade of clearness, called “pragmatic adequacy” (CP 5.3). 
But this idea is mentioned only once and remains undeveloped.
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Pragmatism in its original variant is thus a method for ascertaining the meaning of 
concepts, terms and assertions. The conceivable practical consequences which the idea 
evokes are its meaning. If it does not give rise to any such consequences, then it is mean-
ingless. But if the results of two or more ideas coincide, then their meaning is identical. 
One of the goals of pragmatism is “to show that numerous philosophical terms have no 
meaning 
and that certain key philosophical problems were caused by terminological unclearness” 
(De Waal 2005: 5).

The search for the conceivable practical effects of a given idea is tied to Peirce’s 
attempt through pragmatism to introduce into philosophy the logic of relationships, which 
has passed through experimental proof. He was convinced that only in this way could 
philosophy escape subjectivism and be transformed into a true science. Peirce had solid 
experience in the sphere of the empirical sciences. He was a chemist by education. For 
over thirty years, he worked for the US Coast and Geodetic Survey, conducting a large 
number of observations and experiments. Researchers define him as the founding father 
of experimental psychology in America. According to Peirce, in the empirical sciences, 
reason passes from and through the known towards the unknown. Such experimental 
methods could be useful for philosophy, because with them universally valid laws could 
be discovered. The point of the experiment is to define from the individual reaction how 
all objects of a given kind would react under the same circumstances. In other words, the 
rule is sought.

From this follows the exceptionally important stipulation that the pragmatic maxim 
demands that one search not for random, one-off consequences, but rather “habits for ac-
tion or behavior.” The understanding of this phrase in Peirce’s terminology passes through 
his conception of thought as a transition from doubt towards belief. The philosopher em-
phasizes that he does not use these terms in their everyday or in their religious sense. 
Doubt and belief in Peirce’s special usage mean respectively “the starting of any question, 
no matter how small or how great, and the resolution of it” (W3: 261). Doubt always 
evokes irritation and alarm in the one experiencing it. The desire to overcome unpleasant 
feelings and to reach the opposite of doubt – belief – is natural. It is tied to peace and satis-
faction. The transition between the two states is realized through thought. Thus, according 
to Peirce, the drive to pass from doubt to belief is the only stimulus for thought and the 
basic goal of every study: “Some philosophers have imagined that to start an inquiry it 
was only necessary to utter a question whether orally or by setting it down upon paper … 
There must be a real and living doubt, and without this all discussion is idle” (W3: 248). 
However, “the essence of belief is the establishment of a habit” (W3: 263), from which it 
follows that “the whole function of thought is to produce habits of action” (W3: 265).

After belief has been achieved, doubt disappears, the action of thought ceases and 
we may proceed in accordance with the created habit. “But, since belief is a rule for ac-
tion, the application of which involves further doubt and further thought, at the same time 
that it is a stopping-place, it is also a new starting place for thought” (W3: 263). Thus, the 
process of thinking continues endlessly.

Hence, the application of the pragmatic maxim requires foreseeing the entire pro-
cess of transition from doubt to belief in order to define the end result of it as well – the habit.
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The Method of Guessing

Correctly foreseeing the practical consequences of a given idea means formulating 
a hypothesis based on reality and experience. For this reason, Peirce identified his prag-
matism with “the logic of abduction” and claimed that “the question of Pragmatism is the 
question of Abduction” (CP 5.196-197).

The other names for abduction are retroduction, the method of guessing, or simply 
hypothesis. The principle itself was well known and widely applied before Peirce, too. The 
American philosopher’s contribution is that he raised this principle to the rank of a method 
for forming judgments, placing it alongside induction and deduction.

Abduction is a heuristic method which consists of combining given facts and form-
ing a hypothesis on the basis of them (i.e. deriving something unknown from real, avail-
able data). Peirce emphasized that the facts upon which the hypothesis is based, as well as 
the inference made from it, are only probable. Yet despite the lack of absolute certainty in 
the presuppositions and the inference, this method is exceptionally useful, because it gives 
us a necessary starting point in our search.

Peirce illustrated his method with the following example:
“Suppose that I enter a room and there find a number of bags, containing different 

kinds of beans. On the table there is a handful of white beans; and, after some searching, I 
find one of the bags contains white beans only. I at once infer as a probability, or as a fair 
guess, that this handful was taken out of that bag. This sort of inference is called making a 
hypothesis. It is an inference of a case from a rule and a result. We have, then:

DEDUCTION
Rule: All the beans from this bag are white.
Case: These beans are from this bag.
Result: These beans are white.

INDUCTION
Case: These beans are from this bag.
Result: These beans are white.
Rule: All the beans from this bag are white.

HYPOTHESIS
Rule: All the beans from this bag are white.
Result: These beans are white.
Case: These beans are from this bag” (W3: 325-6).

In the abductive method, the judgment is arrived at “backwards” in comparison 
to the other two. It begins from the rule, passes through the result in order to reach the 
specific case. The hypothesis is a beginning stage in every scientific study, as well as in 
the discovery of new ideas in general. The following stages are deduction and induction, 
respectively, through which a test of the hypothesis is conducted.

At first glance, the method seems easy, yet scholars’ constant interest in it indicates 
the opposite. Entire studies, as well as scholarly forums and projects continue to be dedi-
cated to abduction.

Classical Pragmatism: An Overview
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Final Opinion and Fallibility

Returning to the idea of thought as a transition between two states, we can sum-
marize that each of us strives to achieve certain belief, so as to avoid unpleasant doubt. 
Surely, true belief for Peirce is that final opinion which is in harmony with reality and 
which all people would reach under optimal conditions. In his essay “The Fixation of Be-
lief,” published several months before “How to Make Our Ideas Clear,” the philosopher 
examined the ways of “fixing” a given belief and how each of us behaves towards our 
natural drive to reach certainty. He differentiates four methods: that of stubbornness, of 
authority, a priori, and scientific. Peirce examines these methods solely in connection with 
the solving of scientific problems.

The first method consists of the stubborn maintenance of a given belief, without 
taking into account facts and opinions that do not agree with it. In order to preserve one’s 
belief unimpaired, one must work out appropriate habits. One can ignore or reinterpret 
those facts which cast doubt on one’s beliefs, or simply not communicate with people who 
hold different opinions. Typical examples of the use of the method of stubbornness are the 
founders and followers of conspiracy theories. The basic flaw of this method is that “the 
social impulse is against it. The man, who adopts it will find that other men think differ-
ently from him and … that their opinions are quite as good as his own, and this will shake 
his confidence in his belief” (W3: 250).

The method of authority attempts to solve this problem by raising the method of 
stubbornness to the social level. In this case, beliefs are “preserved” not by the separate 
individual, but by a social institution (most often a church or state). It is the institution’s 
task to regulate information such that opinions contradicting their belief do not reach 
members of the society. History is rich with examples that show that the method of author-
ity is also unsuccessful. Inevitably the moment comes when differing views break through 
the censorship and destroy the artificially preserved beliefs, sowing doubts in the minds of 
the members of the society.

According to Peirce, the a priori method is higher than the preceding two. In this 
case, there is not individual or institutional censorship. Its essence lies in the acceptance 
of that belief which seems most agreeable to reason for our individual mind. “Agreeable 
to reason… does not mean that which agrees with experience, but that which we find 
ourselves inclined to belief” (W3: 252). In other words, that which according to us is in 
agreement with our other beliefs. But since this does not rest on tested facts, this belief 
usually turns into an intellectual trend. And intellectual trends rarely last longer than a few 
centuries.

Peirce does not deny that each of these three methods has indisputable advantages 
and would be useful in particular circumstances. But no one of them can satisfy our need 
for a stable and generally accepted belief, because they presume a limited number of 
researchers and do not take into account the idea of reality. Only the scientific method 
overcomes their flaws. It is qualitatively different from the remaining three. It is realized 
through abstraction, deduction and induction. Central to it is the hypothesis that there is a 
reality that is independent of a given person or a group of people’s thoughts and opinions 
about it: “We may define the real as that whose characters are independent of what any-
body may think about them to be” (W3: 271). That, however, does not mean that the real 

Andrey  Tashev



53

is static and definable once and for all. On the contrary, according to Peirce, it is dynamic 
and in a constant process of change.

Peirce borrows his definition of real from the scholastics, especially the British 
philosophers Duns Scotus and William of Ockham. This is one of the few viewpoints 
which the founder of pragmatism remained true to almost his entire life. In the debate 
between the nominalists, conceptualists and realists, which was topical during the second 
half of the 19th century, Peirce supported the realists.

We will touch on the concrete dimensions of Peircean realism again a bit later. But 
its consequences for the fixation of belief are significant: “those realities affect our senses 
according to regular laws, and, though our sensations are as different as our relations to the 
objects, yet, by taking advantage of the laws of perception, we can ascertain by reasoning 
how things really are, and any man, if he have sufficient experience and reason enough 
about it, will be led to the one true conclusion” (W3: 254). By studying a reality that is 
independent of our opinion, we can reach long-lasting belief, or the true conclusion, as 
Peirce puts it here, towards which we are striving. The essence of the scientific method 
lies precisely in that: “As opposed to the first three methods, where human understanding 
sets the terms, the scientific method proceeds from the recognition that nature does not 
accommodate itself to our beliefs, but that our beliefs must accommodate themselves to 
nature” (De Waal 2005: 15). Belief reached in this way is not created by us, because the 
grounds for it are not dependent on our opinion. With the help of the scientific method, we 
simply reach it. Reality acts similar to a centripetal force – it “pulls” everyone’s thoughts 
towards the final opinion.

Peirce accepts that there are important questions which remain unanswered. Reach-
ing the final opinion is not within the strength of a single scholar and a single human life-
time, because reality is inexhaustible. A whole community of researchers would need to 
work sufficiently long on a given problem in order to reach the final opinion. In this way, 
Peirce arrives at the strange utopian concept of an ideal society of researchers who work 
in ideal condition and reach the truth. Critics who accuse pragmatism of being an apology 
for individualism and “wild” American capitalism clearly are not familiar with this aspect 
of Peirce’s philosophy or they choose to ignore it.

The end of the investigation, however, is put off into the unforeseeable future, 
when the positions of all scholars will converge on a single point. For this reason, the final 
opinion must be interpreted not as an actually attainable goal, but as a regulatory principle 
of investigation: “It is an ideal that justifies our continuing inquiry, our readiness to be 
shown our error, and our determination to pursue investigation that converges on final 
agreement” (Hausman 1993: 36). Attaining it is a secondary goal. The important thing is 
for the investigation to continue. Only then does knowledge grow, while thought corrects 
itself both with respect to conclusions, but also with respect to presuppositions. However, 
this phase can be reached only if reason is left free to follow its path for a sufficiently long 
time. For this reason, Peirce made this appeal: “Do not block the way of inquiry” (CP 1.135).

Yet investigation on any scientific question whatsoever will not stop, because “we 
cannot in any way reach perfect certitude nor exactitude. We never can absolutely sure of 
anything (CP 1.147). That is, in short, Peirce’s concept of fallibilism. It is a logical conse-
quence of the realism presented above. Since reality is dynamic and in constant change, 
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there is no way for us to “catch it” and to define it infallibly once and for all. Even if such 
defining was possible for a given moment, in the next one the phenomenon would already 
have undergone change.

Peirce’s concept of fallibilism should not be confused with extreme skepticism, 
since it is balanced out with the concept of critical common-sensism. According to the 
latter, there are ideas which are in practice infallible and work well. If we study them in 
detail, we will find that they, too, deviate from the rule. Yet we can calmly believe in them 
until a concrete reason for doubt arises. Ideas that are infallible in practice are a suitable 
foundation for our scientific arguments. With this assertion, Peirce sharply differentiates 
himself from Descartes, who recommends that we base every one of our ideas on doubt. 
He also rejects another key Cartesian viewpoint – that a good philosophical argument 
must resemble a chain. The flaw in this concept is that the strength of the chain is always 
defined by its weakest link. According to Peirce, it is more acceptable for an argument to 
resemble a rope. In this case, every concept in its support will increase its flexibility. At the 
same time, if any of the idea-fibers snap, i.e. if it turns out to be wrong, this will not have 
fatal consequences for the strength of the rope.

According to the skeptics, we cannot know anything with certainty, thus it is best 
to refrain from making judgments. The dogmatists, for their part, argue that there are obvi-
ous and universally valid truths and build their philosophical conceptions upon them. With 
fallibilism, combined with critical common-sensism, Peirce finds a third path between 
dogmatism and skepticism.

For Peirce, it is indisputable that the scientific method is adequate for satisfying our 
need for a certain and universally valid belief. However, the first and most important con-
dition for its application is “that the meaning of the opinion in doubt or dispute should be 
clear” (Fisch 1986: 3-4). And such clarification can be reached only through the pragmatic 
maxim. It creates the grounds for applying the scientific method.

The “Boundaries” of Thought

Peirce took up the path of the “pragmatic rebellion” (Max Fisch) against Cartesian-
ism and the big philosophical systems as early as the end of the 1860s. With his three ar-
ticles published in the Journal of Speculative Philosophy during 1868-1869, he noted the 
boundaries beyond which thought was not capable of passing. This early cognitive theory 
of Peirce’s opened the doors wide for the appearance of the pragmatic maxim.

The boundaries of thought are marked by the following four claims: “1. We have no 
power of Introspection… 2. We have no power of Intuition… 3. We have no power of think-
ing without signs. 4. We have no cognition of the absolutely incognizable” (W2: 213).

Peirce uses the phrase “intuitive knowledge” in the sense of “direct, unmediated 
knowledge”, that which is determined not by other knowledge, but by an object external 
to the consciousness. The second claim in its expanded form reads: “No cognition not 
determined by a previous cognition, can be known. It does not exist…” (W2: 210). Des-
cartes assumes we have the ability for intuitive knowledge and this becomes one of the 
pillars of his philosophical system. But Perice shows that Descartes’ thesis is untenable. 
That the whole is always larger than the parts making it up is often cited as an example of 
intuitive knowledge. According to Descartes and his followers, we do not need any other 
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knowledge in order to reach this conclusion. The part is smaller than the whole sometime, 
Peirce claims, but not always. Let us, instead of a cake, take the set of natural numbers 
and divide them into two equal parts – even and odd. Are the parts smaller than the entire 
whole in this case? Н No, they are equal. There are exactly as many even numbers, on 
the one hand, and odd, on the other, as there are natural numbers as a whole. Hence the 
claim about the existence of intuitive knowledge is incorrect. From this claim of Peirce’s 
it follows that there are no first truths. Unmediated knowledge until this moment was also 
used as a criterion for defining knowledge. Since this type of knowledge does not exist, the 
need for a new criterion arises. After setting off down this path, Peirce will arrive at the 
pragmatic maxim a few years later.

The lack of capability for introspection means that the direction of knowledge is 
from the outside inward. We first learn about external reality and after that, as a result 
of our interaction with it, we also discover and develop our “I.” This process runs in the 
following manner: in its first contacts with reality the child begins to understand that its 
body “is the most important thing in the universe. Only what it touches has any actual and 
present feeling; only what it faces has any actual color; only what is on its tongue has any 
actual taste” (W2: 201). The importance of the body increases when the child realizes that 
it can cause changes in other objects by touching them. With this, Peirce turns Descartes’ 
doctrine, according to which man first comes to know himself, on its head.

The inability for introspection is a direct consequence of our lack of intuitive 
knowledge and leads to the inability of thinking without signs. Since we have no direct 
access to our thoughts, we can reach them only through signs. The only thought we can 
grasp is thought in signs. From this we can also derive the principle, which is key not only 
for pragmatism, but for the whole of Peirce’s philosophy: “All thought … must necessar-
ily be in signs” (W2: 207). But according to the pragmatic maxim, the meaning of a sign 
is in the conceivable practical consequences that it provokes. Hence, if all of our thinking 
is in signs, the meaning of every thought is not in the thought itself, but in the thoughts it 
gives rise to.

In Peirce’s early cognitive theory there are passages that can also be interpreted as 
an anticipation of the pragmatic maxim, for example: “No present actual thought (which is 
mere feeling) has any meaning, any intellectual value; for this lies, not in what is actually 
thought, but in what the thought may be connected with in representation by subsequent 
thoughts; so that the meaning of a thought is altogether something virtual” (W2: 227).

First, Second, Third

An important particularity of Peircean thought is that it is wholly triadic. And the 
most fundamental triad in his philosophy is indisputably that of the categories – Firstness, 
Secondness and Thirdness. His doctrine of the categories was presented for the first time 
in 1867 in the key essay “On a New List of Categories”. This doctrine was the first and 
most important step in the development of his philosophical system.

The categories are the universal conceptions of being, the ultimate genres or ideas 
to which each phenomenon can be reduced. Many thinkers before Peirce had mulled over 
the categories, including Plato, Aristotle, Hegel and Kant. The Kantian list, for example, 
contains twelve categories, while that of Aristotle has nine. Peirce did not accept a single 
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one of his predecessors’ suggestions. Instead, he reduced the categories to three.
Peirce changed the name of the science whose goal was the identification of the 

categories several times. The same process occurred with the titles of the three categories 
themselves. According to Peirce, the words quality, reaction and mediation most precisely 
express their meaning, “but for scientific terms, Firstness, Secondness and Thirdness are to 
be preferred as being entirely new words without any false associations whatever” (CP 4.3).

One of the definitions of the categories reads:
“Category the First is the Idea of that which is such as it is regardless of anything 

else. That is to say, it is a Quality of Feeling.
Category the Second is the Idea of that which is such as it is as being Second to 

some First, regardless of anything else, and in particular regardless of any Law, although it 
may conform to a law. That is to say, it is Reaction as an element of the Phenomenon.

Category the Third is the Idea of that which is such as it is as being a Third, or 
Medium, between a Second and its First. That is to say, it is Representation as an element 
of the Phenomenon” (CP 5.66).

Firstness is something in and of itself, qualitative immediacy. Secondness is that 
which resists, the brutal opposition, or reaction. It is close to that which the contemporary 
humanities call otherness. Thirdness is something which lies in between, the dynamic 
mediation.

The three categories by definition are included in the act of cognition about every 
phenomenon. They are indivisible from one another, while in every concrete case one of 
them dominates over the others. Pure Firstness, Secondness and Thirdness are an unattain-
able ideal. Firstness, for example, might exist in the sphere of the pure feelings, the pure 
colors, the pure aromas, in general everything that is what it is before it is incarnated in 
something else. Firstness would be the idea of a feeling in which “there is no comparison, 
no relation, no recognized multiplicity (since parts would be other than the whole), no 
change, no imagination of any modification of what is positively there, no reflection, – 
nothing but a simple positive character” (CP 5.44). Obviously, such a feeling cannot exist 
and be described before turning into something else. For that reason we need the second, 
in which it is incarnated, and after that the third to connects them. Firstness presumes 
Secondness, while it, in turn, presumes Thirdness.

Critics of Peirce often ask the question: “Why are the categories exactly three in 
number, and not two, four or five, for example?” The philosopher motivates their number 
in the following way: “The reason is that while it is impossible to form a genuine three by 
any modification of the pair, without introducing something of a different nature from the 
unit and the pair, four, five, and every higher number can be formed by mere complications 
of threes” (W6: 174).

The favorite example Peirce used to illustrate the indivisible triadic structure is 
the act of giving. In such a case there is a giver, a receiver and something being given. 
Viewed formally, the process consists of two dyadic halves: the giver deprives himself of 
something, while the receiver obtains that same thing. But in the act of giving, they are 
indivisibly connected in the triad.

From the above discussion it follows that the Peircean categories, unlike those of 
his predecessors, are not a warehouse for concentrated knowledge. What is important is 
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not a given category in and of itself, but rather the relationship between the three in each 
phenomenon. Its meaning is hidden precisely in this relationship. The connection of First-
ness, Secondness and Thirdness to pragmatism is obvious, even though in “The Fixation 
of Belief” and “How to Make Our Ideas Clear,” Peirce does not mention his categories. 
But in a letter to William James from 1902, he notes: “I have advanced my understand-
ing of these categories much since Cambridge days; and can now put them in a much clearer 
light and more convincingly. The true nature of pragmatism cannot be understood without 
them” (CP 8.256).

The way of thinking first demonstrated in Peirce’s doctrine of the categories be-
came a basic identifying characteristic of his entire philosophy. It is no accident that schol-
ars have defined it as relational philosophy.

The Riddle of the Universe

After he had worked out the three universal categories and had formulated the 
pragmatic maxim, Peirce set to work on the difficult task of solving the riddle of nature 
and the development of the universe. His study in evolutionary cosmology is entitled A 
Guess at the Riddle. Unfortunately, this book of Peirce’s remained unfinished, but parts 
of it were published in the journal Monist during the period 1891-1893. They give us a 
good idea of the author’s ambitious intentions. Besides Peirce, several other philosophers 
during the second half of the 19th century offered a general evolutionary cosmology. They 
include Herbert Spencer, as well as two of the participants in the Cambridge Metaphysical 
Club – John Fisk and Francis Abbot. But, as the insightful Peirce scholar Murray Murphey 
notes, “such theories were so largely fanciful and so clearly nonscientific that scientists 
themselves remained highly skeptical. It was Peirce’s endeavor to built a cosmological 
theory which would be broad enough to afford a view of the probable course of future 
events yet specific enough to be scientifically acceptable” (Murphey 1961: 329).

Peirce’s evolutionary cosmology is not detached from the rest of his concepts. It 
is a natural continuation of the idea of thinking as a transition from doubt to belief and of 
pragmatism. The final phase of the thought process, according to Peirce, is the establish-
ment of a new habit of action (the so-called “habit-taking tendency”). This is a type of 
evolutionary development in the person, thanks to which he adapts to the changing world. 
It was already emphasized that pragmatism grasps the world in the dynamism of its occur-
rence. Here, too, the idea of evolution is applied.

At the foundation of Peirce’s evolutionary cosmology is a triad corresponding to 
his categories. According to the philosopher, the universe arose in the infinite past from a 
state of total chaos. In this beginning phase there was still not time, space, matter or laws. 
This was the kingdom of the absolute Nothing. But it was also one of “completely undeter-
mined and dimensionless potentialities” (CP 6.193). “Out of the womb of indeterminacy 
we must say that there would have come something, by the principle of firstness, which 
we may call a flash” (W6: 209). The appearance of this flash is something like a cosmic 
accident. It is not tied to a concrete cause, but happens accidentally, simply because it is 
possible. It follows that the first active element participating in the origin of the universe 
is pure chance. Peirce’s doctrine of chance is called “tychism” (from the Greek tyché – 
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chance). According to the philosopher, the action of chance is analogous to that of a mind 
or spirit.

Peirce’s understanding of chance has been applied successfully in other scientific 
spheres as well. The Nobel prizewinner for chemistry in 1977, the Belgian of Russian 
descent Ilya Prigogine (1917-2003), emphasized that tychism played a significant role in 
the formation of his viewpoints on chaos.

The first spark in the total chaos of the absolute Nothingness is followed by new 
ones. Gradually tendencies form; change follows the drive towards establishing laws. In 
this way, time, space and everything else are formed. This is possible due to the activity 
of the second active element in the universe – enduringness: “…continuation dominates 
in every system and sooner or later unites even its most far-flung elements” (Mladenov 
2004: 87). Peirce called his doctrine of stability “synechism” (from the Greek synechés – 
uninterrupted, continuous). The idea of enduringness as an active principle in the universe 
occupies a central place in Peirce’s philosophy. It is precisely what makes the process of 
semiosis possible, as well as the application of pragmatism. The author emphasizes that 
the proof of his pragmatism includes the establishment of the truth of synechism.

The third active element in the universe is love; Peirce called the doctrine of evolu-
tionary love “agapism” (from the Greek agape – love). Evolutionary love contains within 
itself chance and endurance, but adds a new element as well – sympathy and attraction 
(just as Thirdness contains the other two categories, but cannot be reduced to any one of 
them separately, nor to a mechanical synthesis between them.) The idea of evolution via 
creative love should not be interpreted as a metaphor, but literally (De Waal 2001: 56), 
without forgetting, however, that for Peirce the universe is a developing intellect and all 
conceptions connected with this process, including agapism, are mental: “The agapastic 
development of thought is the adoption of certain mental tendencies … by immediate at-
traction for the idea itself, whose nature is divined before the mind possesses it, by the 
power of sympathy” (W8: 196).

Taken in its entirety, Peirce’s evolutionary cosmology shows the development of 
the universe from total chaos to absolute order, “until the world becomes an absolutely 
perfect, rational, and symmetrical system, in which mind is at last crystallized in the infi-
nitely distant future” (W8: 110). But this moment will arrive at some point in the unfore-
seeable future. Now in the universe, along with the principle of determinism, the principle 
of chance is operating as well. The proportion between them is different in every phenom-
enon, but they are inevitably present everywhere: “Try to verify any law of nature, and you 
will find that the more precise your observations, the more certain they will show irregular 
departures from the law” (W8: 118). Some of these irregularities indisputably arise from 
the imperfection of the scientific methods used. However, we can never be certain in the 
absolute regularity of any law whatsoever.

The similarity between anti-determinism presented here and the doctrine of fal-
libilism is only ostensible. In fallibilism, the indeterminism is a result of our own lack of 
knowledge, while here Peirce points to the presence of real (in the sense described above) 
“absolute chance”.
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The Other Branch of Pragmatism

From a linguistic point of view, the pragmatic maxim is rather awkward. Terms 
derived from the Latin word concipere are found a total of five times within two sentences. 
Later Peirce explains (CP 5.402, note. 3) that he had allowed himself this stylistic flaw 
so as to avoid the incorrect association of the maxim with something different from the 
purely intellectual meaning of the ideas. According to Carl Hausman (1993: 39), this is 
also one of the reasons that Peirce replaced the term “belief” from “The Fixation of Be-
lief” with idea in the pragmatic maxim. Yet despite all of these precautionary measures, 
the doctrine fell victim to an incorrect interpretation, and that by a person who presented 
it and popularized it to the academic world – William James. He made the maxim famous, 
but gave it a new meaning.

Above we have already discussed Peircean realism and the definition of real bor-
rowed from the scholastics. It is complemented by the conviction that not only individual, 
but some shared objects are real as well. From this point of view, Peirce approaches the 
pragmatic maxim as well. In writing that the meaning of an idea is in the conceivable 
practical effects it causes, he does not have in mind accidental consequences. For him, it 
is important to ignore such accidental consequences and to extract the general, the rule for 
action. The conceivable practical effect or meaning of an idea consists precisely of this 
rule, which he calls habit: “what a thing means is simply what habits it involves” (W3: 
265). Habit is a predisposition to act in a certain way under certain conditions. It cannot be 
limited solely to human behavior. The laws of nature are also habits.

The meaning of the word “chair,” for example, is connected not with concrete 
sensory perceptions, but with the fact that the object of the idea will provoke in us the 
habit of sitting. But it would be too elementary and incorrect to interpret this in terms of 
stimulus-reaction: “If you see a chair, sit down!” There are many situations in which the 
same object “activates” different habits. To foresee what the effect of a given idea would 
be – that means discovering its meaning. For that reason, in the phrase “conceivable prac-
tical effects,” the accent in Peirce falls on “conceivable”.

In his essay “Philosophical Conceptions and Practical Results” from 1898, James 
presents Peirce’s maxim in the following way: “To attain perfect clearness in our thoughts 
of an object, then, we need only consider what effects of [a] conceivably practical kind 
the object may involve – what sensations we are to expect from it, and what reactions we 
must prepare. Our conception of these effects, then, is for us the whole conception of the 
object, so far as that conception has positive significance at all.

This is the principle of Peirce, the principle of pragmatism” (James 1992: 1080).
This, however, is a paraphrase of the Peircean principle, which differs significantly 

from the original: “Consider what effects, that might conceivably have practical bearings, 
we conceive the object of our conception to have. Then, our conception of these effects is 
the whole of our conception of the object” (W3: 266). First, to “practical effects” James 
adds “the object may involve”. With this, he broadens the scope of the Peircean principle, 
diluting its normative character. The object many include many effects which are not part 
of our idea of it.

To explain what is meant by “effects,” James clarifies: “what sensations we are to 
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expect from it, and what reactions we must prepare.” With this, he turns Peirce’s maxim 
on his head. Feelings and reactions are individual effects, while Peirce, following the 
principles of realism, includes in the meaning of ideas only the rule, the habit, i.e. general 
effects. Thus, James ascribes to Peirce that from which the latter sharply distances himself 
– namely, a nominalistic interpretation of pragmatism.

But James does not stop here. Immediately after he has presented the principle, he 
writes: “I think myself that it should be expressed more broadly than Mr. Peirce expresses 
it” (James 1992: 1080). And he proposes the following version of the pragmatic maxim: 
“The ultimate test for us of what a truth means is indeed the conduct it dictates or inspires. 
But it inspires that conduct because it first foretells some particular turn to our experience 
which shall call for just that conduct from us” (ibid.). It is notable that James uses “truth” 
instead of “idea”. The mixing of the two terms eases the transition from the establishment 
of meaning towards a theory of the truth based on these viewpoints. The adjective “par-
ticular” again underscores James’ nominalistic interpretation. Moreover, according to his 
principle, the effect must be connected with our experience. There is no such requirement 
in Peirce’s maxim. As a whole, in James the effects are tied to the individual, while in 
Peirce the accent falls on the object.

One example would complement our notion of the consequences of these linguistic 
differences. Both philosophers apply their maxim to the idea of transubstantiation. This 
is the religious conception according to which during communion the bread and wine are 
transformed into the body and blood of Christ. According to Catholic dogma, this change 
is literal, without, however, affecting the palpable qualities of the bread and wine. Ap-
plying his principle to this idea, Peirce establishes that it is meaningless, because it does 
not evoke specific practical consequences. The tastes, colors and all the other qualities of 
the bread and wine are the identical before, during and after communion, therefore there 
is no practical difference between the normal bread and wine and those taken during the 
religious ritual. James’ principle leads to the opposite conclusion. For sincere believers, 
the idea of transubstantiation has a pragmatic value, because it leads to a change in their 
sense of the world and their behavior. Peirce relates the pragmatic value to the conceiv-
able practical effects of the process of transubstantiation itself, while for James it is in the 
practical effects that the idea evokes in the specific person.

James continues to change the principle. In his book Pragmatism, published in 
1907, he has already defined pragmatism as a theory about the truth, which even more 
categorically distances itself from the original variant of the doctrine. Peirce repeatedly 
stresses that his pragmatism is not a theory, but a method for scientific inquiry that can be 
used for all sorts of ideas (truth, reality, probability and so on). Truth is not the only, nor is 
it the most important, object of study.

The transition from a method for establishing meaning to a theory of the truth in 
James is due in part to the influence of Schiller and Dewey. But the ground was prepared 
for it already with the abovementioned replacement of “idea” with “truth.” For James, the 
truth is not established once and for all and unchanging. It is created anew every time by 
the specific individual. For an idea to be true, it must “work” well, which means it must 
create “satisfactory relations with other parts of our experience” (James 1987: 512, his 
emphasis). Hence, for James, the truth is not every one of our random thoughts, which is 
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how he is often interpreted by critics of pragmatism: “‘The true’, to put it very briefly, 
is only the expedient in the way of our thinking, just as ‘the right’ is only the expedi-
ent in the way of our behaving” (James 1987: 583, his emphasis). This is yet another 
significant difference in comparison to Peirce’s viewpoints. For the latter, pragmatism is 
not a tool for solving everyday, practical problems, but a method through which we can 
learn the lessons of the world.

James’ pragmatism can also be used to solve philosophical disputes, for example, 
whether the world is guided by matter or God; is there design and free will or not? The 
pragmatic solution to these and all such problems is simple, according to James. We must 
simply answer the question: what would be the present practical difference if each of the 
two claims were true? If there is no difference, the two theories are identical. If there is a 
difference, the truth is the theory which works better.

Such an incorrect interpretation of the maxim has led to a dramatic split of the doc-
trine into two main branches. From this point on, every pragmatist, whether consciously 
or not, follows one of the two tendencies: the Peircean method of establishing meaning, or 
the theory of truth introduced by William James.

When he announced his pragmatism, James was a world-famous scholar and pro-
fessor of thousands of student, before whom he laid out and developed his viewpoints. In 
this way, his doctrine resonated widely and gained followers all over the world. Peirce’s 
career was at the opposing pole. His ideas were familiar only to a small group of people, 
while his lack of students made his style ever more cryptographic and difficult to under-
stand.

Max Fisch cited an extremely accurate observation made by Paul Carus at the 
Third International Congress of Philosophy in Heidelberg in 1908: “Peirce is the only 
pragmatist who can think scientifically and with logical precision. The others write like 
novelists rather than philosophers” (Fisch 1986: 297). For this reason, their writings are 
more accessible and have become more popular.

The facts laid out above show why James’ theory had more followers in the first 
decades following the advent of pragmatism. Schiller’s humanism is a variant of it. It is 
more difficult to define the affiliation of Dewey’s instrumentalism. It combines the ideas 
of Peirce and James, which even more strongly accentuates the deep differences between 
the ideas of the two philosophers. But still, Dewey is closer to James. On the other hand, 
the conceptual pragmatism of Clarence Irving Lewis tends towards the Peircean variant.

Placing such a sharp boundary between representatives of the two types of prag-
matism is in large part conditional, when we take into account the general principles men-
tioned in the beginning of this paper. But this opposition is clearly expressed, and often the 
pragmatists themselves define their viewpoints as belonging to one of the two tendencies.

At the beginning of the 20th century, the doctrine found energetic young followers 
in Italy in the Pragmatic Club of Florence, organized around the journal Leonardo. They 
were divided into two groups, mirroring the Peirce-James opposition. One group called 
its version “logical pragmatism” and strictly followed Peirce’s original doctrine. The key 
figures in logical pragmatism were Giovanni Vailati and Mario Calderoni. Giovanni Pap-
ini and Giuseppe Prezzolini on the other hand defined their pragmatism as “magical” and 
followed James’ ideas.
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The Peirce-James division is also reflected in the works of the Bulgarian pragma-
tist Ivan Sarailiev. In texts introducing the doctrine, he emphasizes James’ theory. But his 
personal philosophical viewpoints, expressed as early as the beginning of the 1920s, are 
much closer to Peirce’s ideas. In this way, Sarailiev becomes one of the earliest followers 
of the original doctrine, which gained vast popularity decades later.

The two variants of pragmatism have continued almost to the present day. Richard 
Rorty, for example, can be placed on James’ side, while Susan Haak works on the original 
variant of pragmatism, for which she is frequently called “Peirce’s intellectual grand-
daughter.”

Peirce was not happy with the direction his method was taking. The following 
generation of pragmatists destroyed the basic message of his philosophy: “meaning can-
not be written in theoretical formulas, it must be rediscovered every time, depending on 
the circumstances that give rise to it” (Mladenov 2004: 84). After him, the pragmatists 
attempted to create models of thinking with universal validity. In 1905 Peirce noted that 
the word “pragmatism” was already greatly overexposed due to constant use with all kinds 
of meanings and without any rules. “While to serve the precise purpose of expressing the 
original definition, he [Peirce] begs to announce the birth of the word ‘pragmaticism’, 
which is ugly enough to be safe from kidnappers” (CP 5.414). However, the word “prag-
maticism” proved to be too ugly and thus did not succeed in establishing itself. It remains 
in the archive of Peircean terminology, as do many other words he coined.

During the final decade of his life, Peirce dedicated much time and effort to ex-
plaining and defending his pragmatism from incorrect interpretations. He claimed that his 
sole contribution to international philosophy was the new list of categories, while the sole 
contribution he had left to make was to prove the validity of his pragmatism. To this end, 
he used the doctrine of signs. Thus we arrive at the important question of the relationship 
between pragmatism and Peirce’s semiotics.

Semiosis and Thought

There is a close connection between pragmatism and Peirce’s semiotics. The prag-
matic maxim is a criterion for establishing meaning, while the sign, included in the pro-
cess of semiosis, is a carrier of that meaning. Peirce himself implicitly, and sometimes 
explicitly as well, emphasized the closeness of the two doctrines. His claim that we cannot 
think without signs is evidence of this connection. In one of the many classifications of 
the sciences which he made, he defined logic as the science studying the general laws 
of signs. It has three branches: speculative grammar, critic and methodeutic (CP 1.191). 
Pragmatism is part of the third division. In his essay “A Survey of Pragmaticism” (1906), 
he writes that the effects of an idea are in “the proper significate outcome of a sign,” which 
is the interpretant (CP 5.473).

These claims point directly to Peirce’s conception of the sign and semiotic action 
(semiosis). “A sign, or representamen, is something which stands to somebody for some-
thing in some respect or capacity” (CP 2.228). Furthermore: “A Sign is anything which 
is related to a Second thing, its Object, in respect to a Quality, in such a way as to bring a 
Third thing, its Interpretant, into relation to the same Object” (CP 2.92).
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The philosopher is obviously following the line of thought established in the doctrine 
of the categories. The sign model proposed by him is irreducibly triadic, including a sign, 
an object and an interpretant. It can be represented graphically as follows (Mladenov 2005: 
106):

      Sign
       

never compelled meaning
Habit-taking tendency,
interpretation

Object                                          Interpretant
Unlimited semiosis,
growing knowledge, thinking

The Peircean conception of the sign is in principle different from the model of Fer-
dinand de Saussure, who laid the foundations of another influential tradition in semiotics. 
According to the Swiss linguist, the sign consists of the signified and the signifier, and the 
meaning arises due to the difference between two signs. In the Saussurian dyadic model, 
there is no growth of knowledge, but only the comparison of signs.

In Peirce, the object creates its own sign, while it in turn creates the interpretant. 
Nothing is a sign until it is included in this triad – that is, until it has been interpreted. The 
sign replaces the object only “in some respect or capacity” (CP 2.228). For this reason, its 
meaning cannot be fully revealed. Some “unlit” aspect always remains, which is a poten-
tial beginning of a new interpretation.

The interpretant must not be confused with the figure of the interpreter. The latter is 
the person who interprets the signs, while the interpretant means the action which a given 
sign evokes. This, for its part, changes into a new sign with a different interpretant, which 
gives rise to yet another new sign… In this process, the tendency toward habituation and 
the transformation of the interpretants into habits can be observed.

This is Peirce’s idea of endless semiosis. From this it follows that meaning does 
not arise at a specific place, but rather in the relationships between the sign, object and in-
terpretant. “It is without a beginning, it grows, changes and develops. Unlimited semiosis, 
endless interpretations, and the growth of thought are synonyms” (Mladenov 2005: 106). 
Some researchers present the relationships between the three participants in the process 
as a triangle, but that completely contradicts Peirce’s ideas. It neglects the fact that the 
American philosopher’s semiotic model is an open schema for knowledge and there is no 
way it could be illustrated with a closed figure such as a triangle.

The interpretation of signs, thought and the application of the pragmatic maxim are 
identical. All three of them consist of disclosing the relationship between the participants 
in semiosis with the goal of defining the interpretant-habit. This guarantees the endless 
growth of knowledge.
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A Short Look Ahead

Peirce in any case did not manage to finish his strict proof of the correctness of 
his maxim. Yet despite this, pragmatism cannot be dismissed. The paradox is that if it is 
shown to be incorrect, that will only confirm the adequateness of the ideas within it, es-
pecially fallibilism. The immortality of the pragmatic doctrine is a sure sign that studies 
into the search for the final opinion will continue until Peirce’s words come true: “Truth 
crushed to earth shall rise again” (W3: 274) in their full splendor.
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andrei taSevi
(bulgareTi)

klasikuri pragmatizmi: mimoxilva

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: pragmatizmi, Carlz pirsi, uiliam jeimsi, mniSvneloba, 
simarTle, motaceba, mcdari, saboloo Sexeduleba, kategoriebi, fiqri, 
semiologia.

statiis kvlevis sagania pragmatizmis ZiriTadi sakiTxebi, damkvid-
rebuli misi damaarseblis, amerikeli filosofosis Carlz sanders pir-
sis mier. Zireuli kvleva warmodgenilia pragmatizmis Seswavlis kuTxiT, 
raTa gairkves misi namdvili arsi: Tavidan is rogorc simarTlis Teoria ise 
Camoyalibda, Tumca, momavalSi, uiliam jeimsis meSveobiT, moxda am termi-
nis gafarToeba. is mizezebi, ramac pirsisa da jeimsis gamijvna moaxdina, da 
Sedegebic, rac mohyva am process, ganxiluli iqneba statiaSi. 

pirsis mkvlevarebi (magaliTad, maqs friSi) aRniSnaven, rom prag-
matizmi aris doqtrina, romelic dakavSirebulia sistemaSi arsebul sxva 
moZRvrebebTan. es sistema moicavs pirsis faneroskops (kategoriaTa do-
qtrina), falibilizms (swavleba imis Sesaxeb, rom yvela azri mcdaria), evo-
luciur kosmologias, azrovnebis koncefcias, adreul kognitur Teorias 
da semiotikas (moZRvreba niSnebis Sesaxeb). statiis mizania siRrmiseulad 
ganixilos yvela zemoTCamoTvlili doqtrina da Sedegad daadasturos 
relevanturoba pirsis pragmatikul principebTan, romelic Tavis mxriv 
pragmatizmis ZiriTad azrs gamoxatavs.

statia SeiZleba miviCnioT pragmatizmis filosofiis mokle anota-
ciad, romelic wminda amerikuli fenomenis matarebelia.
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konstantine  bregaZe 
(saqarTvelo)

modernizmis epoqa, rogorc miToss moklebuli dro,
konstantine gamsaxurdias romanSi `dionisos Rimili~

Sesavali

XX s. 20-ian wlebSi konstantine gamsaxurdiam modernizmis epoqa gan-
sazRvra rogorc miToss moklebuli dro (Sdr. esse `literaturuli pari-
zi~), riTac man metaforulad mianiSna epoqis sulier krizisze, rac guli-
sxmobda adamianis egzistencialuri SiSis qveS yofnas, mis metafizikur-mi-
Tosuri pirvelsawyisebisagan gaucxoebas, yofierebaSi TviTidentifikaci-
is SeuZleblobas, dehumanizacias. xolo yovelive es gamowveuli iyo, erTi 
mxriv, istoriuli procesebiTa da kataklizmebiT _ teqnikuri civiliza-
ciis totaluri ganviTareba, msoflio omi da revoluciebi, xolo, meore 
mxriv, fundamenturi metafizikuri `ryeviT~, rasac nicSem RmerTis sikvdi-
li da Rirebulebebis gadafaseba uwoda: 

`SubliT vexlebiT axal dros: misi saukeTeso epitafiaa: miToss mok-
lebuli dro. [...] saerTo foni Tanamedrove evropisa: mecnierebaSi rela-
tivizmi, xelovnebaSi futurizmi da dadaizmi, yalbi civilizacia. usulo 
meqanizacia. [...] evropis sulieri krizisi, es ar aris stilis krizisi, arc 
ideuri gakotreba. miToss moklebuli dro. aq aris simZime~ (gamsaxurdia 
1983: 460, 470).

amgvarad, miTossmoklebuloba umTavresad gulisxmobs desakra-
lizaciis process, anu modernistul epoqaSi metafizikuri orientaciis, 
`RmerTTan Tanaziarobis~ (gamsaxurdia 1983: 460) sayovelTao gauqmebas da 
mxolod arsebuliT, anu mxolod movlenaTa sinamdviliT TviTSemosazR-
vras, rac, rogorc es me-19 saukunis meore naxevris istoriulma procesmac 
cxadyo, ZiriTadad ganapiroba pozitivisturma da materialisturma cno-
bierebam. Sesabamisad, adamianma orientacia aiRo arsebulis, rogorc er-
TaderTi saarsebo sivrcis, momxmareblur aTvisebaze, rac daefuZna bune-
bismetyvelebaTa da teqnologiebis ganviTarebas, rasac Sedegad moyva mas-
Staburi industrializacia, urbanizacia, komercializacia, biurokrati-
zacia, teqnokratizacia (`yalbi civilizacia, usulo meqanizacia~) da axali 
socialuri fenebisa (e. w. masobrivi sazogadoebebi//Massengesellschaften, mag. 
proletariati, wvrili biurgeroba) da viwro specialobaTa Camoyalibeba. 
am fonze ki moxda SuasaukuneebSi, renesansisa da ganmanaTleblobis epoqeb-
Si SemuSavebuli Teocentristuli da anTropocentristuli paradigmebisa 
da warmodgenebis gauqmeba _ erTi mxriv, mokvda RmerTi (nicSe), xolo, me-
ore mxriv, individi/pirovneba gaiTqvifa masaSi, moxda misi subieqturobis 
daSla (e. w. Ichdissoziation), sulieri kultura ki Caanacvla teqnikurma civi-
lizaciam (Spengleri). 

poetikuri  praqtikebi
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aqedan gamomdinare, modernistuli mwerloba, viTardeba ra aRniS-
nuli istoriuli cvlilebebis fonze, fuZndeba rogorc reaqcia Tavad 
modernizmis epoqaze, fuZndeba rogorc modernizmis epoqis kritika (Vietta 
2007: 19), romlis (epoqis) erT-erTi umTavresi niSani sabunebismetyvelo da 
teqnikur mecnierebebze orientireba, teqnikuri progresis fetiSizmi da 
momxmareblur-komerciuli interesebis dakmayofilebaa. amitomac, moder-
nistuli mwerlobis ZiriTadi diskursi, rogorc dasavleTSi, ise CvenSi, 
swored modernizmis epoqis adamianis sulier-kulturuli krizisidan 
gamoyvanis gzebis Ziebasa da misi egzistenciisaTvis sazrisis mopovebaze 
iyo mimarTuli. am TvalsazrisiT saintereso dakvirvebas gvTavazobs mo-
dernizmis germaneli mkvlevari silvio vieta, rasac mec viziareb: 

`socialuri cvlilebebis asaxva _ industrializacia, urbanizacia, 
komunikaciis axali formebi (telefoni, telegrafi, rkinigza, avtomanqa-
nebi), axali media saSualebebi (radio, Jurnal-gazeTebi) _ ar qmnis mo-
dernistuli romanis centralur problematikas. problematika, rac aqaa 
mocemuli, sul sxvagvaria: es aris sazogadoebaSi Tanamedrove subieqtu-
robis problematika, modernizmis epoqaSi misi Sinagani daqucmacebuloba 
da daSla. swored aq vlindeba mentalobis cvalebadoba, rac modernizms, 
rogorc istoriul process adamianisaTvis moaqvs~ [aq da qvemoT germanel 
avtorTa citatebis Targmani statiis avtors ekuTvnis – k. b.] (Vietta 2007: 20-21). 

k. gamsaxurdias `dionisos Rimilic~ swored tipiuri modernistuli 
mxatvruli teqstia (mimaCnia, rom qarTuli literaturuli modernizmis 
sivrceSi es aris yvelaze ufro srulyofili mxatvruli teqsti moderni-
stuli esTetikis TvalsazrisiT), romlis sazrisiseuli diskursi moder-
nizmis epoqis adamianis egzistencialuri da sulieri krizisis warmoCena-
zea mimarTuli, rac gamowveulia mentalobis sayovelTao cvalebadobiT, 
anu, sxvagvarad _ RirebulebaTa sayovelTao gadafasebiT, rac gulisxmobs 
goniT procesebSi materialistur-pozitivisturi cnobierebis gabatone-
bas, ris safuZvelzec moxda yofierebis `daviwroeba~, anu, adamianis egzis-
tenciis mxolod arsebuliT, rogorc arsebuliT, SemosazRvra, ramac 
adamianSi Semdgom gamoiwvia sakraluri cnobierebis gauqmeba da RmerTze 
orientaciis dakargva. 

amavdroulad k. gamsaxurdias romanis teqstSi mocemulia RmerTis 
sikvdiliT gamowveuli egzistencialuri krizisis daZlevis cda _ moder-
nizmis epoqaSi dionisos esTetizebuli kultis reanimirebisa da miTosuri 
cnobierebis dafuZnebis cda, rac saboloo jamSi marcxiT mTavrdeba (Sdr. 
romanis Tavebi `taia Selias ukuRmarT gzebze~ da `jojoxeTad Casvla kon-
stantine savarsamiZisa“), riTac romanSi intencirebulia Tvalsazrisi mo-
dernistul epoqaSi adamianis sruli onto-egzistencialuri uperspeqti-
vobis Sesaxeb (`wevxar civ samareSi da arc suls uxaria~).*

* swored msgavsi savarsamiZiseuli gaoreba da subieqturobis daSla axasiaTebs galaktio-
nis (an Tundac sxva qarTveli modernisti avtorebis) lirikul `me~-sac, romelic mudmi-
vad iryeva madonas RvTaebriobasa da lurja cxenebis demoniurobas Soris, da romelsac, 
r. vagneris mfrinavi holandielis msgavsad, ver moupovebia (rasac usasrulo xasiaTi 
aqvs) WeSmariti egzistencia da egzistencialuri TviTidentoba (Sdr. merisa da madonas 
(RvTismSoblis) ciklis leqsebi, erTi mxriv, da lurja cxenebisa da efemerebis ciklis 
leqsebi, meore mxriv).

modernizmis epoqa, rogorc miToss moklebuli dro,  konstantine gamsaxurdias 
romanSi `dionisos Rimili~
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`dionisos Rimili~ modrnizmis epoqis cnobierebiseul da istoriul 
konteqstSi iqmneba da Tavsdeba (`mentalobis cvalebadoba~/`Mentalitätswan-
del~ _ s. vieta), da amdenad, sruli bunebriobiT, kanonzomierebiTa da esTe-
tikuri adekvaturobiT avlens zogadad modernistuli literaturisaTvis 
damaxasiaTebel disociaciur diskursebs (`me~-s subieqturobis rRveva-
daSla, egzistencialuri gamouvaloba da SiSi). amitomac, aucilebelia ga-
viTvaliswinoT is istoriul-cnobierebiseuli konteqsti, ra pirobebSic 
iqmneboda `dionisos Rimili~, vinaidan es romani, iseve rogorc zogadad 
modernistuli literatura, es aris aprioruli reaqcia sakuTriv moder-
nizmis epoqaze, sadac vlindeba miTosmoklebulobiT gamowveuli unapiro 
pesimizmi. es mentaluri da istoriuli konteqstebia: 

a) RmerTis sikvdili/RirebulebaTa gadafaseba/nihilizmi (nicSe)
b) istoriuli kataklizmebi _ I msoflio omi, revoluciebi ruseTsa 

da germaniaSi, 1921 da 1924 wlebis erovnuli katastrofebi. 
aqedan gamomdinare, romanis teqstSi mocemuli savarsamiZis pesimiz-

mi, dendizmi, esTeticizmi, `nervebis aristokratoba~, es `sxvisi seniT da-
avadeba~ (TvaraZe 1971: 39) da dekadenturi poza ki ar aris, aramed hedoni-
stur-dionisuri niRabia, romlis miRmac vlindeba modernizmis miTosmok-
lebuli madestruirebeli epoqiT (`es saukune mefistofeli~) gamowveuli 
sakuTari subieqturobis mTlianobisa da samyaros harmoniulobis gardau-
vali rRvevis tragikuli gancda, ris Sedegadac yofierebaSi protagoni-
stis egzistencia ukve vlindeba rogorc sazriss moklebuli, gadagdebuli 
egzistencia, rogorc gadagdebuloba (“Geworfenheit”) (haidegeri),* rac ro-
manis personaJis `bunebrivi~, obieqturi da kanonzomieri onto-egzisten-
cialuri mdgomareobaa.1 

 I. subieqturobis daSla  (Ichdissoziation)
 

`dionisos RimilSi~, rogorc teqstis sazrisis gaSla-ganviTarebis, 
ise teqstis struqturirebis TvalsazrisiT mniSvnelovania mama-Svilis 
urTierTmimarTebis paradigma, rac Tavisi arsiT onto-egzistencialuri 
bunebisaa da igi modernistuli teqstebis erT-erTi umTavresi motivia 
(Sdr. gr. robaqiZis `gvelis perangi~, an j. joisis `ulise~).** k. gamsaxurdias 

* unda aRvniSno, rom m. haidegeris egzistencializmi modernizmis epoqis adamianis swo-
red am gadagdebuli (gnebavT gamogdebuli), da amdenad, sazriss moklebuli egzistenciis 
filosofiuri gaazreba da dafuZnebaa  (ix. misi `yofiereba da dro~, Heidegger 2001: 175-
180).
** saerTod, mamisa da Zis urTierTmimarTebis paradigma da am mimarTebis SigniT ganvi-
Tarebuli mamisa da Zis konfliqti da maT Soris gaucxoeba upiratesad modernistuli 
mwerlobisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli toposia, romlis damkvidrebac modernistul litera-
turaSi upiratesad germanulenovan eqspresionistul mwerlobas (aseve fr. kafkas) ukav-
Sirdeba (Fähnders 2010: 126-131). savaraudod, es paradigma k. gamsaxurdiam, romelic Semoq-
medebis adreul etapze eqspresionizmis esTetikur da msoflmxedvelobriv koncefcias 
iziarebda (Sdr. misi eqspresionizmis manifesti `Declaratia pro mea)~, swored eqspresi-oni-
stuli mwerlobidan gadmoitana da igi qarTul modernistul mwerlobaSi pirvelma man 
daafuZna. aqve unda iTqvas, rom gamsaxurdiasTan mama-Zis konfliqti upiratesad onto-
egzistencialur (filosofiur) WrilSia gadawyvetili, maSin roca germanel eqspresio-
nistebTan es konfliqti upiratesad fsiqologiur an kulturologiuar sibrtyezea ga-
azrebuli (mag. f. verfelis novela `mkvleli ki ara, moklulia damnaSave~).
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romanSi mamis miTosuri xati da masTan dakavSirebuli venaxis saxis-mety-
veleba simbolurad modernizmis epoqaSi dakarul pirvelsawyisebs gana-
saxierebs, xolo Svilis (konstantine savarsamiZis) mier sakuTari mamis 
uaryofa (Sdr. savarsamiZis mier mamiseuli venaxebis aCexvis epizodi) da 
mamis mier Svilis dawyevla da savarsamiZis unayofoba, Sesabamisad, STa-
momavlobis aryola, simbolurad miTosmoklebul modernizmis epoqaSi 
Tanamedrove adamianis srul onto-egzistencialur uperspeqtivobasa 
(m.haidegeris mixedviT `gadagdebulobas~) da metafizikuri pirvelsawyi-
sebisagan mis srul gaucxoebas ganasaxierebs (Sdr. romanis Semdegi Tavebi 
_ `konstantine savarsamiZis avtoportreti~, `jojoxeTad Casvla kon-
stantine savarsamiZisa~).2 

mama-Svilis es acdena (`...da gatyda Cvens Soris raRac, rac ukuniTi 
ukunisadme ar unda gamtydariyo~), anu modernizmis epoqis adamianis meta-
fizikuri pirvelsawyisebisagan mowyveta da misgan gaucxoeba, rogorc ukve 
aRiniSna, Zireuli metafizikuri ryevis (`RmerTis sikvdili~ _ nicSe), anu 
totaluri desakralizaciis procesis Sedegia, rac Tavis mxriv gamowveu-
lia Tavad modernizmis epoqis mentaluri specifikiT _ misTvis damaxasia-
Tebeli pozitivistur-materialisturi cnobierebiT, momxmareblur-ko-
mersantuli moraliTa da teqnikuri progresis fetiSizmiT (`amerkaniza-
cia~), razec romanis mTels teqstSi mudmivad xdeba miniSneba:

`burJuazia daRupavs evropis did kulturas... SeuZlebelia Zvel fun-
damentze Seimagros man Tavi, ukanaskneli omis Semdeg. [...] kapitalizmis ka-
ruselma mokla adamianis pirovneba. burJuaziam Sehqmna evropuli krizisi. 
amitomacaa es saocari mkvdris suni evropul Teatrsa, poeziasa da mTels 
xelovnebaSi. [...] `amerika (Tanamedrove teqnikuri civilizaciis toposi _ 
k. b.) yvelas moinelebs, evropasac da iaponiasac (Zveli sulier-aristokra-
tuli kulturis toposebi _ k. b.). aTiode wlis Semdeg iqneba erTi Zlieri 
amerikis nacia~, ambobs mokrZalebuli toniT Calmiani sparseli Serit xani 
(miTosuri cnobierebis matarebeli individi _ k.b.). [...] industriam mohkla 
silamazis grZnoba. mTeli evropa daamaxinjes telefonebis boZebma, ra-
dios, rkinigzis sadgurebma, rkinis xidebma, zRvis napirebi waryvnes dokeb-
ma da elevatorebma. Uudidesi codva CavidineT bunebis mimarT. [...] Cveni Tva-
li ukve veRar xedavs lamaz sagnebs. Tu Tvali silamazes veRar naxavs, verc 
suli aRizrdeba esTetiurad. es saSineli qarxnis saqoneli, uSno, ulaza-
To, iafi. maSinam daamaxinja milionebis xeli, ulazaTo saqonlis keTebas 
miaCvia, Tvali kidev uSno sagnebis yurebas~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 22-25, 80).

ukve romanis dasawyisidanve Cans (Sdr. romanis Tavi `nisli~), rom 
svarsamiZe, (Sesabamisad, modernizmis epoqis adamiani), romelic mentaluri 
TvalsazrisiT miTosuri cnobierebis matarebeli individia da Zveli qar-
Tuli aristokratuli sulieri kulturis ukanaskneli warmomadgenelia, 
imTaviTve upirispirdeba mis Tanamedrove teqnikur da biurgerul-momxma-
reblur civilizaciasa da mentalobas, misTvis Sinaganad imTaviTve miuRe-
belia sulier-goniT kulturaze amerikanizmis, anu teqnikuri civilizaci-
is dominireba, ramac gamoiwvia yofierebis desakralizacia (aRsaniSnavia, 
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rom swored am diqotomiaSi vlindeba romanSi intencirebuli Spengleri-
seuli sulieri kulturisa da teqnikuri civilizaciis konfliqti, rac 
romanis erT-erTi laitmotivuri xazia). savarsamiZes cxovreba uwevs usu-
lo da uRmerTo civilizaciis dominirebis fazaSi, anu, igi cxovrobs kul-
turis, am SemTxvevaSi rogorc dasavluri, ise sakuTari qarTuli sulieri 
kulturis aRsasrulis fazaSi (Sdr. romanis Tavi `demonis naterfalze~, 
aseve sakuTari Tanamemamuleebisadmi Tqmuli _ `grigol xanZTelis ga-
dagvarebuli saxliskacebi~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 362), riTac romanis teqstSi 
Zveli qristianuli qarTuli kulturis dacemis tragikul gancdazea mni-
Sebuli), rac iwvevs mis pesimizmsa da egzistencialur SiSs: 

`hauu ukuneTis cecxliT gadabugulo, saqarTvelo! rkinis karebi 
Segxsnia samxreTiT. maSin vigrZeni im eris tragedia, romlis warsulis mav-
zoleebi awmyos Crdilaven da acamtvereben. [...] da samxreT saqarTveloSi _ 
nasaxlarebi, nasoflarebi... nangrevebi... siRatake... sibinZure da gadagva-
reba... (netav dedaCemis mucelSi sisxlad davSliliyav da Cemi sisxlis ga-
dagvareba ar menaxa!)~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 342).

kirkegoriseburad Tu vityviT, savarsamiZe Tavisi egzistenciis Sua, 
eTikur fazaze imyofeba, rodesac subieqti ontologiuri aucileblobiT 
unda aRmoCndes Tavisi egzistenciis e. w. sasowarkveTis fazaze, vinaidan, 
erTi mxriv, yofierebaSi totaluri desakralizaciis fonze savarsami-
Ze sakuTari subieqturobis mTlianobis daSlas ganicdis da skuTar Tavs 
arasrulfasovan mocemulobad aRiqvams (Ichdissoziation) (Sdr. romanis Semdegi 
Tavebi `konstantine savarsamiZis avtoportreti~, `qadageba Tevzebisadmi~ 
da sxv.); xolo, meore mxriv, masSi Cndeba skefsisi Tavad samyaros, rogorc 
harmoniuli da mowesrigebuli mTlianobis, mimarT (Sdr. Tavi `ucnobis sa-
flavze warTqmuli~). Ees ki iwvevs savarsamiZis mier sakuTari egzistenciis 
axlebur Sefasebas da mis gaazrebas yovelgvar sazrissa da mizans mokle-
bul arsebobad (Sopenhaueriseuli nakadi). xolo romanis sazrisiseuli 
diskursis mixedviT, adamianis arseboba determinebulia pirvelSiSiT, anu 
aryofnisa da sruli gaqrobis SiSiT _ sikvdilis SiSiT, rac romanSi savar-
samiZis megobris _ iohanes noiStetis piriTaa gacxadebuli: 

`yoveli adamiani mudam erTsa da imaves ganicdis... mxolod sxvadasxva 
variaciiT, bavSvobis pirveli Rimilidan _ pirvel vnebamdis, pirvel vne-
bidan _ pirvel sikvdilamdis. [...] me sisxli meyineba, roca gavifiqreb, rom 
Cven sikvdilisagan dadaRulebi vibadebiT. merme Cvens tuCebze aTasi Rimi-
li ielvebs da sikvdili ise wagvlekavs, rogorc qviSaze frinvelis nakva-
levs qari~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 235).*

erTaderTi WeSmariteba, rac savarsamiZes (Sesabamisad, Tanamedrove 
adamians) sakuTar arsebobaSi Sucvnia, aris sakuTari aRsasrulis, sakuTari 
sikvdilis, da amdenad, sakuTari sasrulobisa da gaqrobis gardauvaloba 
(am ontologiur gardauvalobas ki Tanamedrove miTosmoklebuli da desak-

* Sdr., m. haidegerma adamianis egzistencia gansazRvra rogorc `sikvdilisaTvis yofna~ 
(“Sein zum Tod”) (Heidegger 2001: 245), rogorc “sikvdilSi gadagdebuloba” (“Geworfenheit in den 
Tod”) (Heidegger 2001: 251): `adamiani rogorc ki ibadeba, igi maSinaTve sasikvdilodaa gamza-
debuli~ (“Sobald ein Mensch zum Leben kommt, ist er alt genug zu sterben”) (Heidegger 2001: 245).
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ralizebuli civilizacia kidev ufro amZafrebs). romanSi qristes figura 
savarsamiZis aRqmaSi swored am pirvelSiSis simboloa _ ̀ sikvdilis Tavadi~ 
(gamsaxurdia 1992: 207).* qristes mogoneba savarsamiZeSi, rogorc moderniz-
mis epoqis adamianSi, misi Soreuli winaprebisagan gansxvavebiT, romlebic 
Teocentristuli cnobierebis warmomadgenlebi arian (mag. wm. konstantine 
argveTis mTavari) da myar qristianul Rirebulebebze afuZneben sakuTar 
egzistencias, mudmivad iwvevs sikvdilsa da saboloo egzistencialur fi-
nalobaze fiqrs, anu, mudmivad iwvevs rogorc sakuTari Tavis, ise zogadad 
adamianuri arsebobis araraobad da amoebad gancdas:

`hoi, adamianobis komediav, marTlac biliardis burTebi varT, usaz-
Rvro miwis sibrtyeze usazRvrod gaqanebuli. viRacas grZeli Woloki uka-
via, TamaSobs, icinis, Cven ki erTmaneTs vexlebiT. ase iqmneba cxovrebis fa-
taluri farsi~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 146). 

savarsamiZe mudmivad cdilobs sakuTari egzistenciis am eTikuri fa-
zis ori urTierTsapirispiro gziT daZlevas: erTi mxriv, egzistenciis ma-
Ral safexurze _ rwmenis fazaze amaRlebis, xolo, meore mxriv, egzisten-
ciis ufro dabal, esTetikur fazaze dabrunebis saSualebiT. 

kirkegoris mixedviT egzistenciis esTetikuri faza Seesabameba ada-
mianis egzistenciis im formas, rodesac subieqti sakuTari TviTobis (Selbst) 
mimarT gulgrilia da maqsimalurad cdilobs hqondes distancia sakuTari 
subieqturobisadmi: anu, egzistenciis mocemul fazaze subieqti cdilobs 
ar CauRrmavedes sakuTar Tavs, e. i. cdilobs ar gaacnobieros garesamyaro-
Si sakuTari arsebobis problematika da azri (Seibert 1997: 25), vinaidan saku-
Tari Tavis TviTSemecneba subieqtSi apriorulad iwvevs sakuTari amao da 
warmavali arsebisa da arsebobis SecnobiT gamowveul sasowarkveTas, rac 
Tavis mxriv iwvevs egzistencialur SiSsa da gamouvalobas. 

amis sapirispirod ki egzistenciis esTetikur fazaze subieqti cdi-
lobs zereled da zedapirulad moepyras sakuTar TviTobas/subieqturo-
bas da masTan imTaviTve dakavSirebul egzistencialur problematikas. 
Sesabamisad, esTetikur fazaze subieqti cdilobs moipovos rogorc saku-
Tari Tavis, ise garesamyaros mimarT winarefleqsiuri aRqma da ganwyoba, 
daaxloebiT iseTi, rogoric aris nebismieri adamianis cxovrebaSi bavSvo-
bis xana: anu, egzistenciis aRniSnul fazaze subieqti cdilobs SeimuSaos 
iseTi egzistencialuri qcevis forma, rac gulisxmobs icxovro da datkbe 
aq da axla mocemuli wuTiT, `gaiuqmo~ interesi sakuTari `me~-s, sakuTari 
pirovnebis mimarT da iarsebo sakuTari egzisteniciisadmi  yovelgvari sa-
momavlo cnobismoyvareobis gareSe (Seibert 1997: 26). 

amitomac eZleva savarsamiZe Jamidan Jamze dionisur hedonizms da 
tkbeba xorciel-sensulauri cxovrebiT, tkbeba mTliani droidan izoli-
rebuli da amovardnili mocemuli momentiT: Sdr., gamudmebuli qeifebi 
parizSi mxatvar xalil beisTan, an albanoSi italiel soflis macxovrebleb-
Tan, xanac seqsualuri gatacebani da Tavdaviwyebani sxva da sxva bakxantur-

* aseve Sdr.: `iqve kedelze wablisferi brinjaos jvarcmaa. daRrejili udabnos saxe Se-
momcqeris da momeSxama sawuTroeba~  (gamsaxurdia 1992: 213).
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menaduri enteleqiis qalebTan (misis bluti, luCia, ingebori), an sulac, 
swrafva egzistencialuri `gamoTiSvasadmi~, `gamorTvisadmi~ _ Sopenha-
ueriseul nirvanaSi, anu araraSi eqstatiuri STanTqma da gaqroba (absen-
tungis induisturi seansebi). mama jiovanisTan dialogSi savarsamiZe swo-
red am esTetikuri egzistenciis mopovebis survilze da misken swrafvaze 
mianiSnebs:

`iciT, mamao jiovani: me rom amdeni vifiqro RmerTze da sulze, erT 
mSvenier dRes gaskdeba Cemi Tavi. me ar minda gavigo, mamao jiovani, Tu 
ra xdeba im varskvlavebis gadaRma. [...] arc is minda vicode, Tu ra xdeba 
xaverdiTmosil dedamiwis qveS. me vxedav am WiqaSi lalisfer tokaiuris 
wvens, ukanaskneli Wiqis gaclac Tu damcalda, me esec meyofa~ (gamsaxurdia 
1992: 196).A*

am esTetikuri egzistenciis SenarCunebas da masTan mibrunebas, da 
amgvrad, msoflmxedvelobrivi skepsisis daZlevasa da sakuTari TviTobis 
srul `gamorTvas~, romelic (sakuTari TviToba) mudmivad Seaxsenebs mas 
sakuTari subieqturobis egzistenciis ontologiur problematikasa da 
egzistencialuri SiSiT (sikvdiliT) gamowveul sakuTari egzistenciis 
finalobas (hamletiseuli `yofna ar yofna~, anda kirkegoriseuli `an-an~), 
savarsamiZe aseve cdilobs bunebasTan, bunebis sasicocxlo ZalebTan uSua-
lo naivur-panTeisturi siaxlovis mopovebis saSualebiTac (Sdr. Tavebi 
`wminda qondriskaci~, `himnebi xeebisadmi~, aseve, taia Selias jogSi savar-
samiZis yofnisadmi miZRvnili Tavebi). A

amitomac midis igi Tavisi mordus, taia Selias jogSi da eZleva pirve-
lyofil atavistur vnebebs, rac mas aniWebs sakuTari Tavis bibliuri Sesaq-
mis, pirvelqmnili RvTaebrivi mTlianobis nawilad gancdis SesaZleblobas: 

`taia Selias jogSi yofnam Cemi sxeuli savsebiT gankurna. diliT 
adre vdgebi, cxel rZesa vsvam, mTeli dRe mzvareSi vzivar an mzis abazanebs 
vRebulob, vloTob, vjiriTob, Tofs visvri da sanadirod davdivar rkini-
sjvarSi, surebis mTaze. [...] jogSi mamakacis fantazia saocrad iryvneba. aq 
ise axlos xar bunebasTan, da bunebas xom arc kanoni aqvs da arc adamianuri 
sircxvilis grZnoba~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 335).

yovelive amiT savarsamiZe cdilobs SeinarCunos garesamyaros, bune-
bis winarefleqsiuri bavSvur-naivuri uSualo aRqma, raTa amgvarad hqon-
des distancia sakuTari subieqturobisadmi, vinaidan sakuTari sasruli 
TviTobis Segneba masSi apriorulad iwvevs, erTi mxriv, sakuTari `me~-s 
araraobisa da amaobis tragikul gancdas, meore mxriv, zogadad adamianuri 
egzistenciisa da yofierebis absurdul da sazriss moklebul mocemulo-
bebad gaazrebas. savarsamiZis am subieqtur egzistencialur ganwyobas ki, 
rogorc aRvniSne, kidev ufro amZafrebs obieqturad arsebuli istoriuli 
realoba _ modernizmis epoqis mier subieqtisaTvis SeTavazebuli usulo 

* Sdr., esTetikuri egzistenciisaken swrafva Semdeg pasaJSic vlindeba: `vdgebi. alba-
nos tbis pirad mivdivar, moSorebiT glexebi miwas xnaven. Sevxari am bednier adamianebs 
da menatreba: viyo Tundac ubralo glexi, lamazi col-Svili myavdes, iaffasian TuTunsa 
vwevde, arc rame vicode imaze meti, rac saWiroa, da arc rames vfiqrobde Cemi bneli si-
sxlisaTvis” (gamsaxurdia 1992: 201)
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da desakralizebuli civilizaciis formebi: teqnikuri progresi, urbani-
zacia, industrializacia, kapitalizacia, yofis komercializacia da a. S. 
(Sdr. romanis Tavebi `gayiduli kbilebis qeba~, `lazuri fuli~, `Tvalebis 
dueli~, `telefonSi~, `doqtor vitenzonis ukanaskneli pacienti~, `Jami-
anoba~, `pertinaqs~ da sxv.) 

Tumca am esTetikur fazaze mudmivad yofnis cda, anu, erTi mxriv, he-
donisturi Tavdaviwyebis procesi, xolo, meore mxriv, bunebasTan siaxlove 
(taia Selias jogSi yofna) savarsamiZeSi mainc ver/ar ukuagdebs rogorc sa-
kuTari subieqturobis daSlis, ise pirvelSiSis _ sikvdilis _ tragikul 
gancdas, aramed kidev ufro amZafrebs mas, ramdenadac mudmivi hedonizmi 
iwvevs mowyenilobas (`ra vuyo splins, Cems uxmo jalaTs~), xolo mowyeni-
loba sasowarkveTas (Verzweiflung), SiSsa (Angst) da Zrwolas (Zittern), da amde-
nad, egzistenciis kvlav eTikur fazaze dabrunebas.

mTeli romanis manZilze savarsamiZe mudmivad iryeva sakuTari egzis-
tenciis esTetikur, eTikur da rwmeniseul fazebs Soris, rac Tavad roma-
nis struqturis donezec ki aisaxeba: kerZod, romanis kompozicia isea age-
buli, rom erTmaneTs enacvleba savarsamiZis xan rwmeniTa da maRali sulie-
rebiT, xanac skepsisiTa da xorcieli eqstaziT aRvsili Tavebi: `patmosis 
Walaki~ vs. `amorZalis kocna~, `smaragdis beWedi~ vs. `himnebi Rvinisadmi~, 
`mistiuri jvariswera~ vs. `xaronis navSi~, `ucnobis saflavze warTqmuli~ 
vs. `sadRegrZelo~ da a. S. romanis kompoziciis amgvari struqturirebiT 
avtori cdilobs mTavari protagonistis subieqturobis mravlobiTobis 
(Vielheit) (nicSe), anu, misi TviTobis gaorebuli da daSlili mdgomareobis 
gaintensivebasa da gamZafrebas. Eromanis es kompoziciuri Tavisebureba 
kargad SeniSna g. kankavam:

`savarsamiZis es meryeoba, erTi ukiduresobidan meoreSi gadavardna 
_ aisaxa romanis kompoziciur struqturaSi: Sesabamisi qveTavebi meTo-
duri, mizandasaxuli monacvleobiT gadmoscemen xan dionisur Tavdavi-
wyebasa da eqstazs, xan ki qristianul religiur aRtkinebasa da eiforias~ 
(kankava 1983: 32).

mTeli romanis manZilze savarsamiZe mudmivad cdilobs egzistenciis 
eTikur fazaze ontologiuri aucileblobiT SeZenili skepsisis, sasowar-
kveTilebisa da egzistencialuri SiSis daZlevas sakuTar subieqturoba-
Sive gamomuSavebuli Sinagani Semecnebiseuli Zalmosilebisa da nebelo-
bis safuZvelze da Sedegad rwmenis mopovebas. anu, kirkegoriseburad rom 
vTqvaT, savarsamiZe cdilobs egzistenciis eTikuri fazidan rwmenis faza-
ze egzistencialuri naxtomis (Sprung) gakeTebas, rac gulisxmobs TviTSe-
mecnebasa da TviTcnobierebaSi sakuTari TviTobis, sakuTari adamianuri 
arsis umaRles Rirebulebad gancdas, rac Tavis mxriv masSi Semdgom ukve 
iwvevs sakuTari anTropologiuri arsis RvTaebrivi elementis Semcvel 
fenomenad moazrebas. Sesabamisad,D savarsamiZis cnobierebaSi samyaroseu-
li yofierebis aRqma ukve farTovdeba da yofiereba moiazreba da ganiWvri-
teba rogorc RvTaebrivis emanacia, rogorc saRvTo transcendenturobisa 
da RvTaebrivi impulsiT Semosili empireis dialeqtikuri mTlianoba. 
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am Semecnebiseul nebelobasa da ganwyobas savarsamiZe iviTarebs sa-
kuTari bavSvobis mogonebebiTa da bavSvobis toposSi `TviTCaRrmavebiT~ 
(Sdr. romanis Tavi `konstantine savarsamiZis avtoportreti~). Sesabamisad, 
bavSvobis toposi, rogorc savarsamiZis aRqmaSi, ise romanis teqstSi, sim-
bolurad dakargul paradizul yofierebas ganasaxierebs _ `Cven bavSvo-
baSi vcocxlobT mxolod namdvili cxovrebiT. sxva danarCeni adamituri 
ucodvelobis mogonebaa da adrindel bednierebaze dardi~ (gamsaxurdia 
1992: 235).*

garda amisa, jenetisadmi savarsamiZis siyvaruli, romelic scildeba 
Cveulebriv sayofacxovrebo, an fsiqologizebul (vTqavT, S. cvaigis tipis) 
sasiyvarulo istorias, savarsamiZis aRqmasa da Semecnebiseul nebelobaSi 
mistiuri arsis matarebel urTierTtrfobad fuZndeba, anu, siyvaruli mis 
mier gaiazreba rogorc RvTaebriobasTan ziarebisa da misi kvlav mopovebis 
sulier-SemecnebiTi safuZveli (Sdr. Tavebi `smaragdis beWedi~ `patmosis 
Walaki~, `mistiuri jvaris wera~). garda amisa, erTi mxriv, farvizisadmi, 
rogorc empiriul sasrulobaSi RvTaebriobis emanaciisadmi, savarsamiZis 
swrafva, da meore mxriv, zekacobis wyurvili, yvelaferi es romanSi sim-
bolurad ganasaxierebs sakuTar subieqturobaSi dakarguli RvTaebrivi 
sawyisis kvlav mopovebisaken, sakuTar TviTobaSi RvTaebrivi bunebis kvlav 
wvdomisaken swrafvas da amgvarad egzistencialuri SiSis daZlevis cdas, 
Sesabamisad, yofierebaSi TviTidentifikaciis SesaZleblobis dafuZnebis 
mcdelobas, rac savarsamiZisaTvis qmnis adamianis egzistenciis umaRles 
safexurze asvlis (`naxtomis~) winapirobas: anu, savarsamiZis jenetisadmi 
trfoba, farviz-dionisosadmi swrafva, zekacobis wyurvili, yovelive es 
simbolurad modernizmis epoqis adamiani rwmeniseuli egzistenciis mo-
povebisaken swrafvis survils ganasaxierebs, ris Sedegadac adamianma ukve 
mTeli arsebiT unda ganicados Teozisi (ganRmrToba), rac romanis ferTa-
metyvelebaSi smaragdis, anu laJvardis, rogorc RvTaebrivis feriTaa sim-
bolizebuli (Sdr. jeneti savarsamiZes swored smaragdis beWeds Cuqnis, rac 
unda gaviazroT rogorc egzistenciis rwmeniseul fazaze asvlis aluzia, 
xolo jenetisaTvis beWdis dabruneba _ RvTaebrivi sawyisebisadmi savar-
samiZis, Sesabamisad, zogadad modernizmis epoqis adamianis, gaucxoebisa da 
misi egzistencialur uperspeqtivobaSi gadavardnis aluzia).

am egzistencialuri naxtomis (“Sprung”) gakeTebis cda aseve mJRavnde-
ba romanSi intencirebuli e. w. `o, adamianos-paTosiT!~ (“O, Mensch-Pathos”), 
rac eqpresionizmis erT-erTi umTavresi SemoqmedebiTi da msoflmxedve-
lobrivi diskursia, sadac vlindeba adamianis RvTis xatobis ideis reabi-
litaciis moTxovnileba, rac impliciturad gulisxmobs sakuTari da-
Slili subieqturobis zekacur ganzomilebamde (aranicSeanuri gagebiT) 
ayvanas (eqspresionistuli axali adamianis koncefcia), anu sakuTari an-
Tropologiuri arsis RvTaebrivis nawilad gancdas, xolo aqedan gamom-

* Sdr.: `mxolod bavSvobaa bednieri periodi adamianis cxovrebaSi, radgan swored aqaa bi-
bliuri samoTxe. Semdeg ki codviTdacema iwyeba da adamiani mudam melanqoliuri mzeriT 
iyureba warsulisaken, adamitur ucodvelobas igonebs. savarsamiZec nostalgiiT miapy-
robs Tvals bavSvobas”  (lomiZe 1998: 303).
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dinare, gulisxmobs zogadad adamianis kvlav samyaros centrad moazrebas 
(Fähnders 2010: 166-168). savarsamiZis personaJiseuli qceva (da Tavad avtori-
seuli poziciac) swored am eqpresionistuli `o, adamianos-paTosiT~ aris 
determinebuli (Sdr. `aswieT maRla adamiani!~, gamsaxurdia 1992: 149) da 
misi zekacobisken srafva swored eqspresionistuli, da ara nicSeanuri, 
gagebis zekacobisken swrafvaa, rac yofierebaSi sakuTari TaviT RmerTis 
Canacvlebas ki ra gulisxmobs (rac swored modernizmis epoqaSi gamovlin-
da politikur sivrceSi e. w. beladebis, fiurerebisa da teqnikur-manqanur 
civilizaciaze orientirebuli maT mier dafuZnebuli totalitaruli 
politikuri sistemebis saxiT, rac modernizmis erT-erTi niSania), aramed 
piriqiT, gulisxmobs yofierebasa da sakuTar egzistenciaSi sakuTari Ta-
vis RvTaebrivis nawilad gancdas da amdenad, jiSidan zejiSze, sasruli 
arsebobidan usasrulo arsebobaze gadasvlisaken swrafvas. amitomac, am 
humanisturi paTosiT gamsWvaluli savarsamiZe romanSi mudmivad ibrZvis 
zogadad adamianis, adamianobis ideis, adamianSi RvTisxatobis ideis gada-
sarCenad, ibrZvis usulo da uRmerTo civilizaciis agresiisagan adamianis 
gadarCenisaTvis, civilizaciisagan, romelic savarsamiZis aRqmaSi swored 
adamianis zekacuri bunebis, anu, am SemTxvevaSi, adamianis RvTis xatobis 
ideis destruqcias iwvevs (Sdr. Tavebi: `gayiduli kbilebis qeba~, `Tvale-
bis dueli~, `venaxi~, `retdasxmuli kurdReli~, `Jamianoba~, `doqtor vi-
tenzonis ukanaskneli pacienti~, `pertinaqs~ da sxv.).* savarsamiZis es o, 
adamianos-paTosi da misi aqtivizmi TviT personaJis zeaweul eqspresioni-
stul ritorikaSic ki gamoixateba, rac amavdroulad avtoriseuli maRali 
eTikuri da humanuri, da gnebavT, qristianuli poziciis gamovlena da fiq-
sirebacaa.3 aqedan gamomdinare, savarsamiZis zekacobisken swrafva da zeka-
cobis Sinagani moTxovnileba, romanis es TiTqosda nicSeanuri nakadi, unda 
gaviazroT swored rogorc modernizmis epoqaSi adamianis nivelirebuli 
subieqturobis da misi TviTobis daSlilobis daZlevisa da RvTis xato-
bis ideis kvlav mopovebis cda, rac romanSi fuZndeba rogorc eqpresioni-
stuli mesianisturi nakadi: Sdr., mTeli romanis manZilze intencirebuli 
`orlesuli maxvilis~ toposi, rac swored am axali adamianis mesianistur 
misiaze miniSnebaa: `sarkeSi vixedebi. saSinlad movxucebulvar. mzeebr 
brwyinvale Tvalebi. matyliviT spetaki Tma. piridan orlesuli maxvili 
amomdis. vicani Cems saxeSi Ze-kacis msgavsi~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 132). 

aqedan gamomdinare, savarsamiZis zekacad ver realizeba da misi zeka-
cobis dekonstruqcia simbolurad modernizmis epoqaSi, anu gamZafrebuli 
politikur-istoriuli kataklizmebisa (I msoflio omi, noembris revolu-
cia germaniaSi, rusuli bolSevizmisa da italiuri faSizmis aRzeveba) da 

* romanSi mocemuli retdasxmulobis toposi (Sdr. Tavi `retdasxmuli kurdReli~) swo-
red Tanamedrove adamianis teqnikuri civilizaciiT Sepyrobilobaze, mis metafizikur 
pirvelsawyisebisagan gaucxoebasa da amgvari arsebobiT gamowveul egzistencialur ga-
mouvalobaze mianiSnebs: `xmamaRla vambob mxolod: sinaTlisagan retdasxmuli kurdRe-
li. [...] sinaTlisagan retdasxmuli kurdReli taia Selias ukuRmarT gzaze~ (gamsaxurdia 
1992: 177). am sityvebSi savarsamiZe rogorc sakuTar Tavs, ise zogadad, modernizmis epoqis 
adamiansac moiazrebs. xolo sinaTle aq simbolurad swored TviTmiznad qceul scienti-
stur da teqnikur progress, Tanamedrove usulo da uRmerTo civilizacias ganasaxierebs.
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teqnikur-manqanuri progresis  fetiSizmis epoqaSi swored adamianis RvTis 
xatobis ideis srul dekonstruqcias ganasaxierebs (Sdr. Tavebi `ciklopis 
Tvali~, `Jamianoba~, `doqtor vitenzonis ukanaskneli pacienti~, `pertina-
qs~, `telefonSi~).*

amitomacaa, rom romanSi ukugdebuli da gakritikebulia teqnikuri 
progresis, rogorc Tanamedrove usulo civilizaciis erT-erTi gamovli-
nebis, yofaSi totaluri integracia da dominireba, rac adamianTa ara daa-
xloebis, aramed maTi urTierTgaucxoebisa da erTmaneTisagan izolirebis, 
erTmaneTs Soris komunikaciis SeuZleblobisa, da amgvarad, dehumaniza-
ciis erT-erTi mizezi da katalizatori aRmoCnda (Sdr. Tavebi `Jamianoba~, 
`pertinaqs~, `telefonSi~). Sesabamisad, romanSi ukugdebulia teqnikur-
manqanuri da mecnieruli progresis fsevdo-ganmanaTlebluri fetiSizmi, 
romelic kacobriobis gonis umaRles ganviTarebasa da umaRles sakaco-
brio ideals swored teqnikur progresSi xdavs da kacobriobis samomavlo 
da sayovelTao bednierebas (am futuristul utopias) swored mecnierul-
teqnikur progresTan akavSirebs. 

amitomac, aRniSnuli subieqturi da obieqturi procesebis Sedegad, 
miuxedavad savarsamiZis Sinagani msoflmxedvelobrivi da Semecnebiseuli 
Zalisxmevisa da nebelobisa, miuxedavad misi aqtiuri RmerTis Ziebisa (`me 
mis ZebnaSi davlie Cemi siWabuke, gavTele gza gauTavebeli~), saboloo jam-
Si misi subieqturoba mainc daiSala da dairRva (Ichdissoziation), savarsamiZe 
mainc Tavisi egzistenciis eTikur fazaze darCa da veRar ganaxorciela 
egzistencialuri naxtomi rwmenis fazaze, riTac romanSi xazgasmulia mo-
dernizmis epoqaSi adamianis sruli onto-egzistencialuri uperspeqtivo-
ba da Tavad modernizmis epoqis desakralizebuli arsi: 

`viwro quCis oRroCoRro filaqanze Zlivs mivaTrev nacieb sxeuls. 
nela, nela qanaoben maRali alvebi. sikvdilis angelozebis cremlebiviT 
ecemian Saragzaze foTlebi uRono da fergadasuli, da mesmis alvebis da 
akaciebis StoebSi mgloviare bunebis saSemodgomo rekviem. [...] aRarc sici-
li SemiZlia, aRarc tirili. da erTaderTi natvraa Cemi: yinulze davardni-
li naperwkaliviT gadnes Tundac Cemi sxeuli.

taia Selia!
Cemi cxovrebis naxevargzaze SemomaRamda!..~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 377). 

* Sdr., avangardistul xelovnebaSi futuristebi da maT mier gamocxadebuli manqanisa 
da zogadad, teqnikuri progresis kulti, xolo politikur sivrceSi totalitaruli 
politikuri moZraobebi (italiuri faSizmi, germanuli nacional-socializmi, rusuli 
bolSevizmi) da maT mierve dafuZnebul totalitarul saxelmwifoebSi propagirebuli 
manqanebisa da masStaburi mSeneblobebis kulti _ gigantomania arqiteqturaSi da manqa-
nis kults Serwymuli Zaladobrivi meqanizacia (mag. traqtoris kulti) da Zaladobrivi 
koleqtivizacia soflis meurneobaSi. amitomac, SemTxveviTi ar iyo, rom, rogorc faSi-
stur italiaSi, ise bolSevikur ruseTSi futuristebi da mmarTveli politikuri Zalebi 
teqnikuri progresis fetiSizmis TvalsazrisiT erT ideologiur platformaze idgnen 
da urTierTTanamSromlobdnen _ marineti da faSistebi italiaSi, maiakovski da bolSe-
vikebi ruseTSi.
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II. RmerTis Ziebis motivi 

mimaCnia, rom romanSi mocemuli farvizisadmi savarsamiZis qvecno-
bieri da cnobieri ltolva unda gaviazroT, rogorc modernizmis epoqa-
Si `mokluli~ RmerTis Ziebis alegoria da yofierebasa da sakuTar TavSi 
RvTaebrivi sawyisebis kvlav mopovebis mcdelobis simboluri ganasaxi-
ereba, vinaidan savarsamiZis aRqmaSi farvizi (`RmerTebis mijnuri~) RvTa-
ebriobis (dionisos) amqveyniuri emanaciaa (Sdr. romanis Tavi `demonis 
naterfalze~).4 Sesabamisad, RmerTis Ziebis motivi mTlianad msWvalavs ro-
manis narativs da mTavari personaJis (savarsamiZis) qcevis safuZveli xdeba 
_ igi mudmivad daeZebs Tavis usaxelo RmerTs: `me mis ZebnaSi davlie Cemi 
siWabuke. gavTele gza gauTavebeli. taia Selias islis saxlTan vxedav mis 
saTaves, xolo mis dasasruls _ mousavleTSi~  (gamsaxurdia 1992: 58).

magram, savarsamiZiseuli RmerTis Zieba, da Sesabamisad, modernizmis 
epoqaSi miTosuri cnobierebis reanimirebis cda marcxiT mTavrdeba (far-
vizis daRupva), riTac simbolurad miniSnebulia miTosmoklebul da teqni-
kuri civilizaciiT dominirebul modernizmis epoqaSi Tanamedrove adamia-
nis sruli onto-egzistencialuri uperspeqtivoba (m. haidegeris mixedviT 
`gadagdebuloba~//`Geworfenheit~) da misi metafizikuri pirvelsawyisebi-
sagan sruli gaucxoeba (`taia Selia, Cemi cxovrebis Sua gzaze SemomaRam-
da~). amdenad, avtoris mier esTetikur ganzomilebaSi (mxatvruli teqstis 
ontoteqstualur sivrceSi) dionisuri miTosis, miTosuri cnobierebis 
aRorZinebis cda ar aRmoCnda egzistencialuri krizisis daZlevis saSua-
leba, aramed igi wmindad iluzorul-efemeruli arsis matarebel msoflm-
xedvelobriv qmedebad mogvevlina. romanSi modernizmis epoqis adamianis es 
sruli onto-egzistencialuri uperspeqtivoba romanis epilogSi gainten-
sivebulia da simbolurad gacxadebulia abasTumnis Semodgomis peizaJiT, 
sadac dominirebs sikvdilis toposi rogorc aryofnisa da sruli gaqrobis 
mxatvruli saxe, rac, iseve rogorc RmerTis Zieba, romanis laitmotivur 
baziss warmoadgens:

`ukanasknelad gaviare abasTumanSi. sulgatrunuli, uRimRamo ocxe 
Zlivs miipareba xavsian qvebs Soris. gaRma parkSi mTvareuliviT daRoRaven 
saTfurebSi gamofuTnuli Wleqianebi. 

qali da vaJi sxedan parkis skamze da gascqerian dacarielebul Soses. 
sikvdilisagan dafeTebuli maTi saxeebi CrdileTis stumrebs momagoneben. 
zardaSosfrad gafiTrebuli forejebiani Rrublebi TiTqos akvareliT 
dauxatavT, ise ucdian aravs porcelanisfer oqtombris caze. Semodgomis 
grili sunTqva megebeba ocxes piridan da TvalebgamoRamebul naZvnarebi-
dan. qarva Serevia gzis pirze mdgar alvisa da akaciis xeebs. qanaoben maRa-
li alvis xeebi. frTaSetrusul oqros peplebiviT scvivian Cems Tvalwin 
rus napirzed da bilikebze akaciebisa da alvebis foTlebi. da dawyebula 
dacvenili foTlebis xrwna. xeivanSi sikvdilis suni dgas...~ (gamsaxurdia 
1992: 374). 

savarsamiZis mier egzistenciis rwmenis fazamde ver amaRleba, anu 
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samyaroSi TviTidentobisa da egzistencialuri sayrdenis (RmerTis) ver 
mopoveba da metafizikur-RvTaebrivi pirvelsawyisebisagan gaucxoeba, rac 
romanSi aseve simbolizebulia savarsamiZesa da mamamiss Soris konfliqti-
Ta da mama-Svilis saboloo `acdeniT~, aseve gamoiwvia religiur ZiebebSi 
marcxma, rac amavdroulad unda gaviazroT rogorc modernizmis desakra-
lizebuli epoqiT determinebuli Tanamedrove adamianis gardauvali eg-
zistencialuri xvedri (aq ar unda dagvaviwydes, rom savarsamiZe swored 
eqspresionizmis SemoqmedebiTi meTodisa da msoflmxedvelobis bazaze 
proecirebuli modernizmis epoqis adamianis ganzogadebuli saxea, rac _ 
e. i. mxatvruli ganzogadebisa da abstragirebisaken swrafva _ imTaviTve 
damaxasiaTebelia eqspresionistuli esTetikisaTvis _ Fähnders 2010: 154-156).5

religiur ZiebebSi savarsamiZis  marcxi winaswar gansazRvruli da 
gamowveulia misi aprioruli religiuri gaorebiT, kerZod, misi gaorebiT 
qristesa da dionisos Soris (romlis kulminaciac mocemulia TavSi `asizis 
monasterSi saRaribod gamgzavreba konstantine savarsamiZisa~), romlis (am 
gaorebis) safuZvelic savarsamiZis mier qristes fenomenis stereotipul 
recefciaSi vlindeba: kerZod, mis qvecnobier Tu cnobier aRqmaSi qristes 
figura (Sesabamisad, qristianoba), erTi mxriv, gaigivebulia oficialur 
religiur instanciasTan _ oficialur eklesiasTan, romelic Tavis mxriv 
warmoadgens e. w. biurgeruli moralis ganmsazRvrel instancias, romlis 
wiaRSic SemuSavebuli am fsevdomoralis funqcia da arsic anTropolo-
giur doneze gamoixateba subieqtis sasicocxlo vitaluri Zalebis maqsi-
malur daTrgunvasa da SezRudvaSi, xolo socialur doneze _ mmarTveli 
politikuri Zalis upirobo morCilebaSi; meore mxriv, savarsamiZis cno-
bier da qvecnobier aRqmaSi qristes figura ganasaxierebs sikvdilsa da ar-
yofnas, anu absolutur egzistencialur sasrulobas da amdenad mas ukve 
Camocilebuli aqvs subieqtis egzistencialuri xsnis umaRlesi mistikuri 
da eTikuri funqcia (aRsaniSnavia, rom qristes figuris (qristianobis) ms-
gavsi gaukuRmarTebuli da ramdenadme stereotipuli aRqma da recefcia 
_ e. i. qristesa da qristianobis a priori oficialur eklesiasa da mis mier 
interpretirebul qristianobasTan gaigiveba _ tipiuria modernizmis 
epoqis adamianisaTvis, rac, rogorc gonis istoriaSia cnobili, jer kidev 
ganmanaTleblobidan iRebs saTaves da nicSesTan kulminirdeba). 

aqedan gamomdinare, gansxvavebiT Sua saukuneebis adamianisagan, rom-
lis egzistenciac winaswaraa determinebuli sayovelTao da ucilobeli 
socialuri Tu religiuri tradiciiT, savarsamiZe, rogorc modernizmis 
epoqis tipiuri warmomadgeneli, oficialur qristianobaze, oficialur 
eklesiaze, anu tradiciul religiur diskursze ki aRar amyarebs egzisten-
cialuri xsnis gzas, aramed igi, rogorc tipiuri `modernisti~, emijneba 
religiur tradicias (am SemTxevaSi oficialur eklesias, religiis, reli-
giurobis konfesionalur-dogamtikur gagebas) da aviTarebs religiuri 
Tavisuflebis postulats, rac modernizmis epoqis mier ganviTarebul Ta-
visuflebaTagan (politikuri, ekonomikuri da socialuri Tavisuflebani) 
erT-erTi TavisuflebaTagania, da rac transcendenturobasTan uSualo 
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religias _ anu, kavSirs _ gulisxmobs, yovelgvari Suamavlebis, am SemTx-
vevaSi, oficialuri religiuri instanciisa da mis mier interpretirebuli 
religiuri swavlebis gaTvaliswinebis gareSe. es ki Tavis mxriv gulisxmobs 
religiuri diskursis dafuZnebasa da transcendenturobis wvdomas sakuTa-
ri pirovnuli religiurobisa da masze damyarebuli individualuri reli-
giuri arCevanis bazaze (Schmid 1999: 99). 

savarsamiZe, rogorc modernizmis epoqis adamiani, am epoqis mier  gan-
viTarebuli religiuri Tavisuflebis bazaze swored sakuTar individua-
lur religiur diskurss aviTarebs da egzistencialuri SiSis daZlevisa da 
xsnis gzas sakuTar cnobierebasa da sakuTar pirovnul religiur arCevanSi 
eZebs, kerZod, sakuTar pirovnul religiur warmodgenebSi proecirebul 
dionisos kultSi da ara qristeSi da qristianobaSi, rac misi kulturisa-
Tvis tradiciuli religiuri kultia da romelsac Tavad aris bavSvobidan 
naziarebi da romlis wiaRSic Camoyalibda misi pirveli religiuri warmod-
genebi (ix. Tavi `konstantine savarsamiZis avtoportreti~). aqedan gamom-
dinare, savarsamiZis gaoreba qristesa da dionisos Soris unda gaviazroT, 
rogorc modernizmis epoqis adamianisaTvis imTaviTve damaxasiaTebeli in-
dividualuri religiuri Zieba da religiuri arCevani (Sdr. `asizis mona-
sterSi saRaribod gamgzavreba konstantine savarsamiZisa~), romelsac igi 
aviTarebs tradiciuli eklesiur-institucionaluri religiuri diskur-
sisagan distancirebisa da religiuri Tavisuflebis safuZvelze: Sdr., 
savarsamiZis mier sakuTar religiurobaze Tqmuli _ `me RvTis gmobasa da 
religiur paroqsizms Soris viryevi~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 83). aq swored mo-
dernizmis epoqisa da am epoqis adamianisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli religiu-
ri Tavisuflebaa gacxadebuli, rac pirvel rigSi vlindeba RmerTis Ziebis 
procesSi individualuri religiuri arCevanis dafuZnebasa da transcen-
denturobasTan uSualo religiis, e. i. kavSiris damyarebaSi. 

Tumca, modernizmis epoqaSi es pirovnuli religiuri arCevani da 
religiuri Zieba aprioruli marcxisTvisaa ganwiruli, rac romanSi kul-
minirebuli saxiT simbolizebulia farvizis, rogorc dionios hipostasis, 
daRupviT, risi mizezic Tavad savarsamiZea, romelmac farvizi gauxednel 
cxenze Sesva (cxeni _ sikvdilis simbolo (Metzler 2008: 274) (Sdr. romanis 
Tavi `taia Selias ukuRmarT gzebze~). Sesabamisad, romanis teqstSi inten-
cirebuli RmerTis Ziebis es aprioruli kraxi da modernizmis epoqaSi 
RvTaebrivis mopovebis aprioruli SeuZlebloba vlindeba rogorc Tavad 
modernizmis epoqisaTvis imTaviTve damaxasiaTebeli mentaluri da msofl-
mxedvelobrivi specifika, rac gulisxmobs modernizmis epoqaSi dominire-
buli scientistur-materialisturi cnobierebis miTo-sakralur cnobie-
rebasTan apriorul SeuTavseblobasa da misadmi antagonizms (Sdr.: far-
vizis cxens swored mis sapirispirod moZravi avtomanqana daafrTxobs da 
gadaCexavs _ gamsaxurdia 1992: 358-359, rac swored am msoflmxedvelobriv 
da cnobierebiseul SeuTavseblobasa da antagonizmze miniSnebaa). 

xolo, rogorc ukve aRiniSna, savarsamiZis subieqturobis daSlisa 
da misi mamisagan, anu metafizikur-RvTaebrivi pirvelsawyisebisagan ga-
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ucxoebis garegan obieqtur faqtorad vlindeba ganviTarebuli istoriu-
li kataklizmebi (I msoflio omi, germaniis 1918 wlis noembris revolucia), 
sulier-aristokratiuli kulturis gardauvali dacema da yofaSi kultu-
ris nacvlad teqnikuri civilizaciis dominireba (Sdr. romanis Tavebi _ 
`Cingis xanis Semoseva~, `gayiduli kbilebis qeba~, `gzajvaredinze~, `ret-
dasxmuli kurdReli~, `telefonSi~, `Jamianoba~, `doqtor vitenzonis uka-
naskneli pacienti~ da sxv.). es ki savarsamiZis cnobierebasa da sulSi iwvevs 
RmerTisa da RvTis xatobis ideis daSlas, rac, Tavis mxriv, protagonistis 
subieqturobis destruqcias (Ichdissoziation) ganapirobebs da masSi aRvivebs 
adamianis arsebobis sazrismoklebul egzistenciad gancdas. simptomatu-
ria, rom romanis saTaurSi gacxadebuli dionisos Rimilis nacvlad teqs-
tSi vxvdebiT mxolod lomissaxian, mrisxane, gamZvinvarebul, Seubralebel, 
mowyenil, aRtacebul, SezarxoSebul dionisos, `magram arsad momRimare 
dioniso me ar Semxvedria~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 166). amiT ki yofierebis war-
maval, sasrul da amao arsze, adamianuri egzistenciis gardauval tragi-
kulobaze, anu, adamianis egzistenciis imTaviTve pirvelSiSiT (sikvdiliT) 
gansazRvrulobasa da mis ver daZlevaze, da amdenad, yoveli calkeuli 
subieqtis apriorul ontologiur finalobazea miniSnebuli, rac romanis 
mTel ontoteqstualur sivrceSi fuZndeba rogorc zogadad modernistuli 
cnobierebisa da modernizmis  epoqis  umTavresi  niSani. 

SeniSvnebi:

1. aqedan gamomdinare, konceptualuri TvalsazrisiT miuRebelia r. TvaraZis 
Semdegi SeniSvna, romelic man gamoTqva `dionisos Rimilis~ sazrisiseul diskur-
sTan dakavSirebiT: `amitomac ver iqca organulad Cveni mwerlobisaTvis konstan-
tine savarsamiZis tragedia. es iyo sxvisi seniT daavadebis iqneb keTilSobiluri, 
magram mainc ganwiruli cda. is, rasac taia Selias warmarTul msoflSegrZnebaSi 
eZebda konstantine savarsamiZe (miTosisken mibrunebis cda), faqtiurad masac uxvad 
hqonda mimadlebuli. oRond is iyo, rom Tavadve ar uwyoda es ambavi, qveSecneulad 
grZnobda mxolod. sakuTari bunebis Seucnoblobam daRupa igi, iseve rogorc Ta-
raS emxvari. es iyo Secdomili Zis tragedia, `mamuli Sjuli~ rom daTmo da, cxadia, 
ucxoc ver Seiwynara bolomde~ (TvaraZe 1971: 39). aq teqstisa da protagonistis Se-
fasebis perspeqtivad da kriteriumad aRebulia areopagituli diskursis (fsevdo-
dionise areopageli, anu petre iberi) safuZvelze Sua saukuneebis qarTuli mwerlo-
bisa da filosofiis (merCule, petriwi, rusTaveli) wiaRSi SemuSavebuli koncefcia 
(TvaraZe 1971: 28-37), romelic ontologiuri da anTropologiuri TvalsazrisiT 
gvTavazobda samyarosa da adamianis mTlian sinTezur models _ `libogaubzarav, 
CamonakvTul qarTul xasiaTebs, romelTa tragedia samyaros harmoniuli xatis 
Semusvra ki aRar iqneboda, (qarTveli kacisTvis garedan Tavs moxveuli qvazipro-
blema, mravali saukunis win gadaWrili saqarTveloSi), aramed Sinagani srulyofis 
mowameobriv gzaze aRZruli Rrma tkivilebi~ (sxvaTa Soris, aseTi tipis qarTuli 
xasiaTebisa da qarTul mwerlobaSi areopagituli diskursis reanimirebis cda iyo 
grigol robaqiZis `gvelis perangi~ _ k.b.) (TvaraZe 1971: iqve). magram aq gaTvali-
swinebuli araa, erTi mxriv, modernizmis epoqis specifika, da, meore mxriv, Tavad 
modernisti avtorebisaTvis imTaviTve damaxasiaTebeli msoflmxedvelobrivi kri-
zisi da gaoreba da amiT gamowveuli da ganpirobebuli modernistuli mwerlobis is 
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Tavisebureba, sadac sruliad bunebrivad da kanonzomierad da yovelgvari esTeti-
kuri da msoflmxedvelobrivi axirebisa da TviTmiznurobis gareSe ukugdebuli da 
dekonstruirebulia Teocentristuli da anTropocentristuli msoflmxedvelo-
brivi diskursi, romlis sapirispirodac gacxadebulia `me~-s daSla (Ichdissoziation) (s. 
vieta), egzistencialuri SiSi da samyaros desakralizacia (Sdr. fr. kafkas `proce-
si~, r. muzilis `uTvisebo kaci~, r. m. rilkes `malte laurids briges Canawerebi~, T. 
manis `doqtor faustusi~, a. dÁoblinis `Berlin. Alexanderplatz~, m. prustis `dakarguli 
drois ZiebaSi~, j. joisis `ulise~, t. s. eliotis `unayofo miwa~ da mravali sxva). 

modernizmis epoqis es specifika (msoflmxedvelobrivi gaoreba da disociaciu-
roba) karagd SeniSna z. gamsaxurdiam: `Tumc, amave dros, masac (konstantine gamsa-
xurdias _ k. b.) Seexo epoqis seni. esTetizmis, nicSeanizmis da dionisizmis samsala 
masac CaewveTa sulSi. am epoqidan iwyeba masSi gaoreba, rac airekla mis pirvel ro-
manSi `dionisos Rimili~, rogorc gmiris gaoreba qriste-dionises Soris. es gaoreba 
tradiciulia da amave dros, es aris misi Tanamedrove evropuli kulturis saxe. esaa 
gaoreba iuliane apostatisa, goetesi, vagnerisa, nicSesi” (gamsaxurdia 1991a: 378). 
aqve kidev erTxel gavusvam xazs, rom romanis disociaciuri diskursebi _ konstan-
tine savarsamiZis msoflmxedvelobrivi da religiuri gaoreba, misi subieqturobis 
rRveva _ es zogadad modernizmis epoqis adamianis obieqturi da kanonzomieri su-
lieri da mentaluri mdgomareobaa da ara ubralod svarsamiZis `sxvisi seniT daavadeba~.

2. aqedan gamomdinare mimaCnia, rom romanSi mocemul mamisa da Zis paradigmaSi 
apriorulad mxolod oidiposisa da kastraciis komleqsTa gamokveTa da maT sqemaSi 
moqceva, Sesabamisad, romanis miTosuri diskursis mxolod savarsamiZis aracnobi-
eri fsiqikisa da misi gandevnili libidozuri kompleqsebis proecirebad gaazreba 
konceptualuri TvalsazrisiT mcdaria da aRniSnuli paradigmisaTvis Tavsmoxveu-
li interpretaciaa (sigua 1991: 71-73), rac romanis teqstis sazrisiseuli diskur-
sis calmxrivi da arasrulyofili Targmanebaa, ramdenadac aq gaTvaliswinebuli ar 
aris: a) erTi mxriv, Tavad romanis esTetikuri koncefcia, romelic narativisa da 
personaJebis saxeTa Seqmnis TvalsazrisiT ZiriTadad efuZneba eqspresionistul 
SemoqmedebiT meTodsa da msoflgancdas, romelic gvTavazobs yofisa da persona-
Jis ganzogadebul ontologiur da egzistencialur models, romlis Sesabamisadac 
savarsamiZis personaJis saxeSi mocemulia zogadad adamianis onto-egzistencialu-
ri krizisi modernizmis epoqaSi. Sesabamisad, aseTi tipis personaJebis saxeTa fsi-
qologizeba, e. i. interpretaciisas mxolod maT aracnobierze fokusireba da maTi 
personaJiseuli anTropologiis mxolod fsiqoanalitikuri analizis safuZvelze 
axsna gvaZlevs eqspresionistuli sqemiT Sedgenili savarsamiZis personaJis ganzo-
gadebuli saxis `erTjerad~ individualur fsiqologiur saxemde reducirebas (er-
Tjeradi fsiqologiuri tipebi mravladaa Tundac St. cvaigis novelebSi, romlTa 
personaJTa saxeebis interpretaciisas swored rom zedgamoWrilia fsiqoanaliti-
kuri midgomebi): `eqspresionistul nawarmoebSi mkiTxveli, arsebiTad, ver ipovnis 
tradiciuli fsiqologiuri maneriT personaJTa sulieri cxovrebis, gancdebis 
Cvenebas, aq ar gvTavazoben personaJTa sulieri urTierTobebis saintereso naxats, 
detalurad damuSavebul suraTs~ (kankava 1983: 32); b) meore mxriv, romanSi miTosuri 
diskursis mxatvruli funqciaa daafuZnos da gaaintensivos teqstsa da mkiTxvelSi 
miTosuri cnobiereba da moaxdinos yofierebis metafizikuri pirvelsawyisebisa da 
protagonistis egzistencialuri sivrcis mxatvruli simbolizeba.A amitomac, ro-
manSi miTosur nakads imTaviTve onto-egzistencialuri gageba aqvs da ara fsiqoana-
litikuri. Aaqedan gamomdinare, mama-Svilis konfliqts, pirvel rigSi, filosofiuri 
datvirTva aqvs da ara fsiqologiuri. Sesabamisad, mxolod oidiposisa da kastra-
ciis kompleqsTa WrilSi savarsamiZis anTropologiuri arsis gaxsna da axsna misi 
personaJiseuli pirovnebis arasrulyofiuli axsna iqneboda da misi, rogorc per-
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sonaJis, zogad egzistencialur problematikas ganze tovebs. miT umetes, rodesac 
saubaria eqspresionistuli mxatvruli teqstis mTavar protagonistze, romelic 
modernizmis epoqis adamianis imTaviTve ganzogadebuli saxea da ara `erTjeradi~ 
fsiqologiuri proeqcia: ̀ savarsamiZis buneba unda moviazroT ara rogorc garkveu-
li socialuri (feodaluri) klasis Svili, an pirovnuli xasiaTi da zedmeti adamia-
nisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSnebis matarebeli, aramed rogorc epoqis produqti, 
rogorc saukuneTa mijnaze garTulebuli socialur-politikuri kataklizmebisa 
da teqnikuri gaucxoebis pirobebSi momwyvdeuli adamianis tragizmi. [...] SeiZleba 
iTqvas, `dionisos Rimilis~ “eqspresionistuli~ personaJebi realur garemosa da 
socialur-politikur fonze moqmedeben” (TevzaZe 1996: 21, 22). 

 3. yovelive amis sapirispirod germaneli mkvlevari S. iungeri Tavis sakurso 
naSromis tipis `statiaSi~ `dionisos Rimilis struqtura da filosofiuri Zirebi~ 
(iungeri 1982: 152-159) ki gvarwmunebs, rom `dionisos Rimilis gmiri erTob angare-
biani pirovnebaa (sic! _ k. b.). igi arafers akeTebs sxvisTvis, swored ise, rogorc 
amas fr. nicSe moiTxovs~ (iungeri 1982: 158). “statiis” avtors am `debulebiT~ (rom-
lis dasabuTebiTac igi Tavs srulebiTac ar iwuxebs) surs miuTiTos savarsamiZis 
`zekacur~ bunebaze, TiTqosda misTvis, rogorc nicSeanuri tipis imoralisti ze-
kacisaTvis, moyvasisadmi TanagrZnoba _ rogorc susti adamianebisaTvis damaxa-
siaTebeli qristianuli moralis gamovlineba _ ucxo yofiliyos. aq kidev erTxel 
unda iTqvas, rom savarsamiZis zekacoba Tu zekacobisaken swrafva eqspresionistu-
li msoflmxedvelobisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli zekacobaa, rac gulisxmobs adamianis 
mier sakuTar anTroplogiur arsSi sakuTari RvTaebrivi sawyisebis `gaxsnasa~ da 
amgavard sakuTari empiriuli `me~-s daZlevasa da gadalaxvas, gulisxmobs sakuTa-
ri subieqturobis kosmiurobis STagrZnobasa (Einfühlung) da gancdas (am sakiTxebTan 
dakavSirebiT aseve ix. zemoT). xolo romanis teqstSi savarsamiZis `angarebiani bune-
ba~ arc mis mentalobaSi da arc mis saqcielSi ar vlindeba. sainteresoa, sad, romel 
epizodSi miakvlia iungerma savarsamiZis `anagarebian bunebas~?! amis Sesaxeb avtori 
arafers gvamcnobs da arc ganmartavs, konkretulad raSi vlindeba savarsamiZis an-
garebiani qmedeba. arada, teqstidan sruliad sapirispiro ram viciT _ savarsamiZe 
aRvsilia swored moyvasisadmi daxmarebisa da TanagrZnobis paTosiT: gavixsenoT 
Tundac ebrael student vitenzonisaTvis daxmarebis gaweva (briliantis sayureebis 
epizodi), an mezoblis oblebisadmi sakuTari mamulebis darigebis epizodi. xolo, 
rac Seexeba romanis struqturisa da filosofiuri Zirebis analizs, rac avtoris 
mier `statiis~ saTaurSivea gacxadebuli, masze saerTodaa ara msjeloba, rac, Cemi 
azriT, calsaxad mianiSnebs iungeris statiis dabal mecnierul kvalifikaciaze.

4. aq unda aRiniSnos, rom erTi mxriv, savarsamiZisa da farvizis, xolo, meore 
mxriv, aSenbaxisa da taZios (T. manis `sikvdili veneciaSi~) urTierTobaTa gaigiveba 
da am epizodSi qarTveli avtoris T. manisadmi mibaZvaze saubari sruli nonsensia, 
rac SemogvTavaza germanelma mkvlevarma S. iungerma Tavis sxva sakurso naSromis 
tipis `statiaSi~ `konstantine gamsaxurdia da Tomas mani~ (iungeri 1981: 113-124), 
ramdenadac rogorc erTi, ise meore wyvilis urTierTobebs sruliad gansxvavebuli 
msoflmxedvelobrivi da esTetikuri koncefcia udevs safuZvlad: kerZod, taZio-
sadmi aSenbaxis trfoba gadadis homoseqsualur paTologiaSi, rac anTropologiur 
da TviTSemecnebiT sibrtyeze hedonistur-orgiastuli dionisurobiTa da aracno-
bieri ltolvebis mier zesTagonebis, anu RvTaebrivis Wvretis unaris, dabindviTaa 
ganpirobebuli. es ki Tavis mxriv gamowveulia ganyenebuli da cxovrebisagan mowyve-
tili asketur-esTeticisturi tipis xelovnebis krizisiTa da misi gardauvali mar-
cxiT: aSenbaxis paTologia da Semdgom sikvdili simbolurad swored aseTi tipis 
xelovnebis SemoqmedebiT marcxs ganasaxierebs. xolo savarsamiZe farvizSi etrfis 
Tavis RmerTs _ dionisos, farvizi misTvis swored xorcSesxmuli RvTaebriobis 
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amqveyniuri emanaciaa. aqedan gamomdinare, misi damokidebuleba farvizisadmi es 
aris qurumis damokidebuleba Tavisi RvTaebisadmi. savarsamiZisa da farvizis ur-
TierTobebSi iungeri ar iTvaliswinebs swored am specifikas (qurumi _ RvTaebis 
urTierTmimarTebis models), arc Tavad savarsamiZis mier gamoTqmul Segonebas tr-
fobis arsis Sesaxeb da arc personaJiseul TavSekavebul damokidebulebasa da qce-
vas farvizis mimarT, romelic aSenbaxis qcevisagan gansxvavebiT romanis mTel siu-
Jetur ganviTarebaSi arasodes gadadis homoerotikul paTologiaSi da distanciis 
paTosiT gansazRvruli qurumisa da RvTaebis urTierTobis forma aqvs: `vnebasac 
iseTi moTmineba da TavSekaveba unda, rogorc oms... da sadac TavSekaveba ar aris, iq 
grZnoba vulgarulia da gulisamrevi. WeSmaritsa da maRal siyvaruls SoriT bneda 
asazrdoebda mudam~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 351).

T. manis novelis `sikvdili veneciaSi~ da k. gamsaxurdias roman `dionisos Rimi-
lis~ iungeriseuli `tipologiuri interpretacia~ Tavis droze marTebulad gaa-
kritika da gaacamtvera z. gamsaxurdiam Tavis stataSi `SeniSvnebi S. iungeris wignze 
konstantine gamsaxurdia da dasavleT evropuli kultura~, sadac detaluradaa 
gamokveTili iungeris arsebiTi cdomilebani elementarul sakiTxebze: `avtori (S. 
iungeri _ k. b.), rogorc Cans, agreTve daabnia im garemoebam, rom T. manis no-
velis gmiri aSenbaxi etrfis pirmSvenier polonel ymawvils, taZios, iseve rogorc 
savarsamiZe _ jenetis vaJs, farvizs, magram mas swored aq moscarvia xeli yvelaze 
metad. mas ver SeumCnevia (Tu ganzrax dauxuWavs Tvali), rom manis novelaSi moce-
mulia esTetizmisa da homoseqsualizmis tragedia (uaildiseburi), k. gamsaxurdias 
romanSi ki warmarTuli, dionisuri religiurobis krizisia asaxuli, rac gamoixa-
teba gmiris gaorebaSi qriste-dionises Soris (saerTod, S. iungers uda moexse-
nebodes, rom orive nawarmoebis Tema platonis dialogebidan iRebs saTaves, yove-
live amis prototipia sokratesa da alkibiades urTierToba, Tumca orive mwerali 
ukiduresad sxvadasxvagvarad amuSavebs am Temas). aSenbaxis Tavdapirvelad uwyina-
ri trfiali Tavisi xorcSesxmuli esTetikuri idealisa da muzisadmi (taZiosadmi) 
mamaTmavlur vnebaSi gadadis bolos, savarsamiZe ki farvizSi xedavs RmerT dioni-
ses erT-erT hipostazs, ase rom, aq esTetikuri momenti ki ar aris mTavari, aramed 
mistiuri (xazgasma avtorisaa _ k. b.). [...] savarsamiZisa da farvizis urTierTobaSi 
yovelive paTologiuri gamoricxulia, es aris qurumisa da RvTaebis urTierToba. 
T. manTan ki wamyvania paTologiuri vneba dekadent-esTetis, aSenbaxisa, romelic bo-
los Rupavs mas. [...] amrigad, vinc aseT elementarul niuansebSi ver garkveula, igi 
amaod hkidebs xels kalams esoden rTuli literaturuli da filosofiuri pro-
blemebis gasaSuqeblad~ (gamsaxurdia 1991b: 392-393).

aRniSnul problemasTan dakavSirebiT aseve savsebiT damajereblad msjelobs g. 
lomiZe statiaSi `gaucxoebis problema k. gamsaxurdias dionisos RimilSi~ (lomiZe 
1998: 297-307), sadac man konceptualuri TvalsazrisiT problemis marTebuli axsna 
SemogvTavaza, rasac mec viziareb: `aqve unda SevniSno, rom saerTod, mcdarad mimaC-
nia azri, TiTqos “dionisos Rimilis~ zogierTi pasaJi Tomas manis `sikvdili vene-
ciaSi~ ganmeorebaa. am mkvlevarebs mxolod garegnuli msgavsebis safuZvelze gamoa-
qvT daskvnebi. Tu kargad davakvirdebiT, am or nawarmoebSi erTmaneTisagan sruliad 
gansxvavebuli sakiTxebia wamoWrili da gadawyvetili. am SemTxvevaSi saqme exeba, 
kerZod, konstantine savarsamiZis gatacebas farviziT, rac taZiosadmi gustav fon 
aSenbaxis trfialTanaa Sedarebuli. aq orive mwerlisaTvis pirvelwyaros warmoad-
gens platonis dialogebi _ `nadimi~ da `fedrosi~. am SemTxvevaSi farvizi RmerT 
dionises gansaxierebaa, misi erT-erTi hipostasia. [...] mSvenierebis, am SemTxvevaSi ki 
Tavisi RvTaebis, dionises (anu farvizis) WvretiT savarsamiZes surs eziaros dioni-
sur sibrZnes. platonis `fedrosSi~ aRniSnulia, rom amqveyniuri mSvenierebis Wvre-
tiT adamiani igonebs maradiul ideaTa, ciur samyaroSi cxovrebas. uTuod, aseTi 
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grZnoba eufleba savarsamiZesac. [...] axla, rac Seexeba T. manis novelas, `sikvdili 
veneciaSi~. aq mweral gustav fon aSenbaxis SemoqmedebiTi krizisia asaxuli. taZio 
mSvenierebaa, romlisadmi aSenbaxi jer apolonuri WvretiTaa gatacebuli, Semdeg es 
yvelaferi dionisur, seqsualur trfialSi gadaizrdeba~ (lomiZe 1998: 305-306).

 vfiqrob, zogadad T. manis da k. gamsaxurdias Semoqmedebis, da kerZod, maTi aR-
niSnuli nawarmoebebis (`sikvdili veneciaSi~, `dionisos Rimili~) tipologiuri ana-
lizi ufro Rrma da dakvirvebuli kvlevis sagania da aRniSnuli problema garegnul 
fabularul damTxvevebze damyarebul zedapirul da araprofesionalur kvlevas 
ar unda daefuZnos, rogorc es S. iungeris SemTxvevaSia. 

5. Sdr.: `dionisos Rimili tipiuri eqspresionistuli tiloa: ideologiiT, sti-
listikiT, msoflgancdiT. tragikuli msoflgancda xelovnebis umaRles saxed 
cxaddeboda. eqspresionistisTvis tragikuli msoflgancda yvelaze Rrmad adamia-
nuri, e. i. erTaderTi swori da heroikuli mdgomareobaa. mas amomwurav moqmedeba-
Si mohyvas yvela adamianuri grZnoba, vneba, mTeli cxovreba. adamianuri yofiereba, 
amgvarad, swvdeba zRvrul cxovrebas: adamiani umaRlesi arsebobisa da araraobis 
sagangaSo zRvarze aRmoCndeba. eqspresionizmis msoflmxedvelobis safuZvelSi 
swored es garemoeba devs~ (kankava 1983: 21). Tumca, isic unda aRniSnos, rom roma-
nis mxatvruli Txzvis wesi da saxismetyveleba simbolistur tendenciebs avlens 
(simbolisturi nakadi romanis meore mZlavri esTetikur-poetikuri nakadia), rac, 
erTi mxriv, metwilad efuZneba ZvelqarTul da ZvelberZnul miToss, meore mxriv, 
ioanes gamocxadebis apokalipsur modelebsa da paradigmebs. saboloo jamSi, SeiZ-
leba iTqvas, rom `dionisos Rimili~ eqspresionistul-simbolisturi romania, am 
ori esTetikur-msoflmxedvelobrivi diskursis mTlianobaa, ramdenadac: a) teq-
stSi eqspresionizmi upiratesad vlindeba rogorc romanis msoflmxedvelobrivi 
bazisi (axali adamianis koncefcia da misTvis damaxasiaTebeli e. w. `o, adamianos 
paTosi~//”O, Mensch-Phathos) da mxatvruli ritorika, misTvis damaxasiaTebeli si-
tyvis simkveTriTa da simZafriT da odnav zeaweuli paTetikuri toniT _ `Cemi 
odnav paTetiuri, aweuli toni poeturi Txrobisa~ (gamsaxurdia 1992: 382); b) xolo, 
simbolizmi vlindeba rogorc miTosze, ise sakuTar SemoqmedebiT Zalmosilebasa 
da nebelobaze dafuZnebul sugestiur saxismetyvelebaSi, romlis mxatvruli fun-
qciac, erTi mxriv, gamoxatulia transcendenturobis `gaxsnasa~ da wvdomaSi, xolo, 
meore mxriv, Tavad teqstis ontoteqstualobis a priori simbolisturi meTodiT gan-
vrcoba-ganfenasa da dafuZnebaSi.
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konstantine Bregadze
(Georgia)

Modernism as a Mythless Age in Konstantine Gamsakhurdia’s Novel
“The Smile of dionysus”

Summary

Keywords: mythos, modernism, mythless age, father-son interrelation

In the 20s of the 20th century Konstantine Gamsakhurdia (1891-1975) defined mod-
ernism as a mythless age (cf. the essay “Literary Paris”), therefore metaphorically indicat-
ing the spiritual crisis of the epoch. It implied the presence of the existential human fear, 
his alienation with metaphysical-mythic prototype, the impossibility of self-identification 
and dehumanization. On the one hand, historical processes and cataclysms – total devel-
opment of technical civilization, world war and revolutions and, on the other hand, funda-
mental metaphysical “quake”, which Nietzsche called the death of God and revaluation of 
values provoked the above mentioned consequences.

Correspondingly, western as well as Georgian modernistic literature highlighted 
the quest for an exit route of a human’s spiritual-cultural crisis and therefore acquisition of 
sense to his existence. From this standpoint, it is worth mentioning German researcher’s 
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Silvio Vietta’s study: “Reflection of social changes – industrialization, urbanization, new 
forms of communication (telephone, telegraph, railway and vehicles), new forms of media 
(radio, newspapers) – do not represent the main issues of a modernistic novel. The ques-
tions that are raised here are completely different: the problem of modern subjectivity in 
society, its inner split and collapse in modernism. The instability of mentality is unveiled, 
an inevitable historical process peculiar for modernism” (see S. Vietta, “European Mod-
ernistic Novel” // S. Vietta, “Der europäische Roman der Moderne, München, 2007. S. 
20-21).

K. Gamsakhurdia’s “The Smile of Dionysus” (1924-1925) is a typical modernistic 
literary text, with its discourse emphasizing existential and spiritual crisis of a modern-
ist human being. Simultaneously, an attempt is made to overcome the existential crisis 
provoked by the death of God – an unsuccessful attempt to reanimate Dionysus’ aesthetic 
culture – ending in failure hence demonstrating human’s existential lack of prospects in 
the epoch of modernism (“you are lying in a cold grave and the soul is sad”).

In modernistic texts are mythological paradigms integrated (i.e. J, Joyce “Ulysses”. 
Gr. Robakidze’s “Snake Skin” and others), where those paradigms have double meaning: 
on the one hand, purely poetical-aesthetic, when mythical paradigms form compositional, 
narrative and imagological foundations of a text, and, on the other hand, purely ideologi-
cal, when an author uses myth as means for overcoming crisis (i.e. Gr. Robakidze’s novel 
“Snake Skin”).

From this standpoint, K. Gamsakhurdia’s “The Smile of Dionysus” is no excep-
tion. Mythical paradigms and imagology having double meaning are also represented in 
the text: on the one hand (Dionysian) myth, as a foundation for text composition, narrative 
line and imagology and, on the other hand, (Dionysian) myth as an ideological founda-
tion for the novel – an attempt to overcome mythless existence and establish new values. 
However, the revival of the myth did not turn out to be means for overcoming existential 
crisis but an illusionary-ephemeric ideological action.

The paradigm of father-son interrelation is worth mentioning in “The Smile of Dio-
nysus”, which is of onto-existential character and is one of the motifs of modernistic texts 
(cf. Gr. Robakidze’s “Snake Skin”, or J. Joyce’s “Ulysses”). Mythical image of a father is 
a symbolic representation of a lost prototype in modernism, and the denial of a father by 
the son and the father’s curse of his son demonstrates the ontho-existential lack of pros-
pects and alienation with metaphysical basis of a contemporary human being. 

konstantine  bregaZe
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реализм в историко-литературном ряду русской культуры:
 движение в рамках парадигмы модерности

Понятие «реализм» появилось в русской литературной критике в трудах 
П.В.Анненкова1. Продолжая традиции В.Белинского, он пишет «Заметки о русской 
литературе 1848 г.» (Анненков 1849: 45), где впервые использует2 термин «реа-
лизм». Запрещенного к этому времени имени русского критика Анненков не называ-
ет, но ссылается на «петербургские» журналы, которые уже разработали понятие о 
«натуральной», истинной поэзии. Он творчески развивает идеи Белинского и трак-
тует реализм широко. По Анненкову, это новый художественный метод, противопо-
ложный мелкому, натуралистически-бытовому описательству. При этом Анненков 
видит в литературе «помощницу общественного образования» (Анненков 1879: 45). 

С легкой руки Анненкова термин реализм укрепился в русской критической 
мысли, перекочевав позднее в историю и теорию литературы ХХ столетия, где этим 
термином стали обозначать господствовавшее в русской литературе периода 1840-
1895 гг. художественное направление3. При этом с целью хоть какого-то разграниче-
ния эстетико-стилевых особенностей разнородного во многом литературного про-
цесса эпохи второй половины XIX столетия в научной мысли стали использоваться 
такие термины, как критический реализм, поздний реализм и т.д. Далее термин стал 
использоваться для обозначения художественных особенностей творчества некото-
рых авторов ХХ столетия. Определенное время наличествовал термин «социали-
стический реализм». Подобное положение вещей прослеживается и сегодня, за ис-
ключением использования термина «социалистический реализм», искусственность 
которого уяснена. Однако наполнение научного понятия «реализм» применительно 
к русской литературе второй половины XIX столетия во многом неоднородно и не-
однозначно. Термин используется, хотя размытость терминологического наполне-
ния очевидна многим так же, как и невозможность его однозначного применения ко 
всему литературному ряду русской словесности периода 1840-1895 гг. 

В современном научном дискурсе присутствует ряд наиболее употребляе-
мых определений термина «реализм». Реализм — это художественное направление, 
«имеющее целью возможно ближе передавать действительность, стремящееся к 
максимальному правдоподобию. Реалистическими мы объявляем те произведения, 
которые представляются нам близко передающими действительность» (Якобсон 
1976: 66). Реализм — это художественное направление, изображающее «личность, 
действия которой детерминированы окружающей ее социальной средой» (Гуков-
ский 1967: 132). Реализм — это такое направление в искусстве, которое «в отличие 
от предшествующих ему классицизма и романтизма, где точка зрения автора нахо-
дилась соответственно внутри и вне текста, осуществляет в своих текстах систем-
ную множественность точек зрения автора на текст» (Лотман 1966). Три определе-
ния – три корифея филологической мысли. Заметим, все приведенные определения 



88

созданы в период 1960-1970-х годов – эпоху разрушения методов вульгарного соци-
ологизма в гуманитарных науках и формирования иной парадигмы научного позна-
ния. Однако настоящие определения порой не отвечают на те вопросы, которые не-
вольно возникают, едва лишь мы прикоснемся к творчеству таких художников слова 
в русской литературе XIX столетия, как И.С.Тургенев, Н.В.Гоголь, А.С.Пушкин, 
Л.Н.Толстой, Ф.М.Достоевский и многих других. 

В приведенных определениях выделяются опорные моменты, такие, как мак-
симальное правдоподобие, роль социальной среды в мотивации поступков героя, 
авторские установки повествования. Хотелось бы заметить, что принцип «правдо-
подобия», коррелирующий с аристотелевской категорией «правдоподобие», был по-
ложен еще в основание теории классицизма. Особое внимание классицисты уделяли 
драматическим искусствам как главным в их понимании. Аристотелевская катего-
рия, понятая как создание обобщенных, идеализированных и аллегоризированных 
изображений значимых в назидательно-дидактическом плане событий жизни ле-
гендарных особ или эпизодов античной мифологии, стала краеугольным камнем их 
поэтики4. «Это не означает, что из театра изгоняются подлинное и возможное; но 
принимают их там постольку, поскольку они правдоподобны, и для того, чтобы вве-
сти их в театральную пьесу, приходится опускать или изменять обстоятельства, ко-
торые правдоподобием не обладают, и сообщать его всему, что нужно изобразить» 
(д'Обиньяк) (Литературные манифесты 1981: 338). Как видим, правдоподобие, вы-
несенное в определение реализма, едва ли может быть достаточным параметром для 
определения этого направления хотя бы уже потому, что классицисты использовали 
тот же принцип правдоподобия. Более того, любое литературное направление Ново-
го времени стремится к правдоподобному изображению действительности, другой 
вопрос, каковы критерии правдоподобия у тех или иных школ. Таким образом, реа-
лизм, определяемый как правдоподобное изображение реальности в литературном 
произведении будет мало отличаться по данному параметру от произведений тех же 
романтиков (см., к примеру, «Лейтенант Белозор» А.Марлинского) или классици-
стов (см., к примеру, «Мещанин во дворянстве» Мольера).

Наиболее спорную характеристику реализма как творческого принципа дал 
Ф. Энгельс, утверждая, что «реализм предполагает, помимо правдивости деталей, 
правдивое воспроизведение типичных характеров в типичных обстоятельствах» 
(Маркс, Энгельс 1955: 35). Она и послужила советским исследователям, нуждав-
шимся в силу определенных обстоятельств в подпорке из учения Маркса-Энгельса, 
исходной точкой для разработки развернутой теории творческого метода реализма 
и его исторических стадий: критического реализма и социалистического реализма. 
В противовес натурализму5 вводилось понятие «типическое», под которым имелось 
в виду не простое копирование действительности во всех ее деталях, характерное 
для натурализма, но как бы особый способ художественного обобщения фактов, 
накопленных при наблюдении за этой действительностью; выявление в ней суще-
ственных, характерных черт, явлений, типажей и выражение их в уникальных инди-
видуализированных художественных образах. 

Для более правильного понимания этого определения обратимся к словарям. 
Так, Толковый словарь В.Даля дает следующее определение понятия «тип»: «Типъ 
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м. греч. Прототип, первообразъ, подлинникъ, образецъ, основной образъ <…>У Го-
голя видимъ множество нравственныхъ типовъ, типичныхъ или типическихъ лицъ, 
рђзко очерченныхъ, выразительныхъ, первообразныхъ» (Даль 1882: 406). Словарь 
иностранных слов современного русского языка дает следующие определения во-
круг интересующей нас лексемы: «Тип [<>гр. tipos отпечаток, форма, образец] – 
<…>4) в литературе, искусстве – обобщенный образ»; «Типический – 1) являющий-
ся типом 4; свойственный определенному типу; 2) то же, что типичный» (Словарь 
иностранных слов 1986: 496). Получается, что лексемы типический, он же типич-
ный, существуют в русском языке после 1882 года, поскольку в словаре Даля их 
попросту нет. Слово же тип вплоть до последней трети XIX столетия понималось 
в первую очередь как первообраз, то есть выполняло в каком-то смысле функцию, 
сопоставимую с той, которая вложена в современный термин архетип, введенный 
К.Г.Юнгом уже в ХХ столетии. Применительно к героям Гоголя использование сло-
ва тип в значении, которое дает Даль, абсолютно правомочно, особенно если речь 
о таких нравственных типах, как Собакевич, Плюшкин, Ноздрев, Коробочка, кото-
рые действительно несут в себе архетипическое начало (Ручко 2006), если под по-
следним понимать определенные нравственные состояния личности. Тогда в плане 
психопатологического синдрома накопительства коррелируют в мировой литерату-
ре такие персонажи, как Гобсек и Плюшкин (последний, правда, лишен таланта, ума 
и воли своего «французского родственника»), Ноздрев предстает «продолжением» 
Хлестакова (жить, чтобы казаться; у него фантастическое представление о реаль-
ности, но, с другой стороны, он погружен не в свой внутренний мир, который у него 
достаточно беден, но в выдуманную им самим реальность). Собакевич же выглядит 
носителем напряженно-авторитарного характера, прагматиком до мозга костей.

Определение реализма как искусства, где «типическое» изображается в «ти-
пических обстоятельствах», никоим образом не позволяет полноценно рассмо-
треть многие литературные произведения русской литературной классики XIX века 
именно потому, что ее герои не всегда типичны в прямом значении данной лексемы 
в современном русском языке. Психологизм русской литературы, ее особый «знак» 
в мировой культуре, требует более углубленного осмысления персонажей, чем тот, 
который возможен (да и то не всегда) в рамках категории типического.

Тургеневские романы с такими героями, как Базаров, Инсаров, Елена Стахо-
ва, так ли уж однозначно наполнены личностями, чьи поступки «детерминированы 
окружающей средой» и отражают «максимально правдоподобные», типичные чело-
веческие характеры? Да, если главным аргументом ответа будет признак правдопо-
добия, понимаемый как отражение в русской литературе 1850-х годов общественно-
исторических споров между демократами и либералами. 

Однако тургеневские герои не только носители определенных общественных 
убеждений, они еще и личности, обретающие под пером писателя психологическую 
индивидуальность. И это личностное «я», делающее героев столь «похожими» на 
настоящих людей, а не измышленный автором персонаж, очерчено художником во 
всей своей многогранности. Оно проявляется в поступках, мыслях, чувствах ге-
роев. И в этом плане действующие лица романов Тургенева предстают не только 
носителями определенных общественных «идей», но в первую очередь показыва-
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ются наделенными человеческими страстями, склонностями, влечениями, устрем-
лениями. Базаров, представленный Тургеневым в первой части романа молодым 
демократом-разночинцем, проповедующим общественно-социальные воззрения 
этой группы русского общества эпохи 1850-х гг., во второй части произведения изо-
бражен в общечеловеческой ситуации – неразделенная любовь – и именно в ней 
выглядит истинным романтиком на фоне семьи Кирсановых, с первых же стра-
ниц романа маркированных как носители уходящего романтического мировидения. 
Получается, что по мере движения нарратива социальное начало в изображении 
Базарова уступает место «высокому», почти «исключительному» проявлению его 
личностного «я», особенно в описании последних дней его жизни. Сам Тургенев 
отмечал это противоречие в своем герое, которое невольно ставило под сомнение 
«правдоподобие» персонажа. Базаров должен был олицетворять собой новый для 
русского общества тип разночинца-демократа, в личности которого практическое 
начало должно было полностью доминировать, а все романтическое должно было 
восприниматься такой личностью как синоним ретроградства. Герой Тургенева по-
лучился очень выпуклым и ярким. Однако едва ли правдоподобие в данном случае 
есть синоним «типического» - краеугольного камня реализма в понимании указан-
ных выше определений. Вопрос о том, насколько «типичен» Базаров, еще требует 
серьезного исследования.

Заметим, А.Греймас писал, что в одном традициональном племени правдо-
подобными (веридиктивными) считались дискурсы, в определенном смысле экви-
валентные волшебным сказкам в том виде, в каком мы привыкли понимать поня-
тие «волшебные сказки», а неправдоподобными — истории, которые эквивалентны 
историческим преданиям цивилизованных народов (Греймас 1986). Р.Ингарден, 
кстати, отмечал, что в искусстве правдоподобно то, что уместно в данном жанре 
(Ингарден 1962). Образ Демона, созданный М.Ю.Лермонтовым, вполне правдопо-
добен, потому что в жанре романтической поэмы он действительно уместен. Однако 
он вовсе не «типический герой в типических обстоятельствах», разумеется, если 
не считать для Демона «типическим обстоятельством» «демоническое» поведение. 
Другой вопрос, что Лермонтов в своей поэме сумел художественно отобразить одну 
их архетипических сущностей. 

Другой пример. Тургеневская Елена Стахова – дворянка, дочь обеспеченных 
родителей, семья которой вполне вписана в дворянский быт своей эпохи. Но вот 
появляется Инсаров, студент-болгарин (сам по себе исключительный персонаж не 
только по своим личностным характеристикам, но и по социальному, националь-
ному статусу, убеждениям, темпераменту, канве судьбы), - и Елена делает жизнен-
ный выбор, полностью противоречащий установкам своего окружения. Разумеется, 
любовь заставляет человека совершать такие поступки, на которые он в ином со-
стоянии души едва ли способен. Даже Илья Ильич Обломов под влиянием чувства к 
Ольге Ильинской становится совсем не похожим на лежебоку и неприспособленно-
го к жизни человека, пусть даже с «золотым сердцем». 

В романе «Накануне» автор, словно предчувствуя вопросы читателя, устами 
своих героев Шубина и Берсенева ставит вопрос о поступке Елены как выпадаю-
щем из поведенческих стратегий общества, в котором Елена выросла и вращает-
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ся. Получается, что поступки Елены полностью противоречат жизненным моделям 
«родной» социальной среды и выводят ее скорее как личность исключительную, чем 
как типический персонаж. Кстати, именно так был расценен русским обществом 
жизненный выбор баронессы Ю.Вревской, ставшей прообразом тургеневской Еле-
ны. Героическое6 во многом мыслилось в эпоху начала 1850-х годов как нонкон-
формистское начало в человеке, вид протеста против существующего миропорядка. 
Молодежь, члены кружка Н.Станкевича, понимали нонконформизм (разумеется, не 
в этом терминологическом оформлении) как саморефлексию, которая в николаев-
скую эпоху тотального торжества чина понималась как новаторское и смелое по-
ведение, готовящее личность к возможному героическому «поприщу». Существо-
вавший же миропорядок выглядел непривлекательно вследствие доминирования в 
нем бытовых, меркантильных устремлений. Такое разделение типологически схоже 
(не синонимично, а типологически родственно) с романтической антитезой «идеал-
действительность», близко к ней именно в факте неприятия действительности и 
противопоставления ей личности, способной на неординарный поступок вопреки 
принятым в обществе правилам. 

В пространстве художественного произведения всегда проявляется личность 
самого творца, его пристрастия, миропонимание отражаются в художественной 
канве творения. Творческий мир Тургенева пронизан специфическими установка-
ми, проявившимися на уровне поэтики его текстов. К таким установкам относятся: 
воспевание «первой любви», описание природы как одухотворенной субстанции, 
особый интерес автора к сильной женской личности и т.д. Учитывая все это, можно 
«прочесть» роман «Накануне» таким образом, что Тургенев, певец «первой любви» 
в русской литературе, изображает свою Елену в первую очередь во власти этого 
чувства, ради которого у нее хватает сил полностью изменить свою жизнь. И сам 
её поступок во многом созвучен поведению декабристок, которые предпочли от-
казаться от всех привилегий, которые им предоставляло их социальное положение, 
и отправиться вслед за своими мужьями в Сибирь. Преклоняться перед поступком 
этих ярких и сильных женщин можно и должно. Говорить об их поступке как соци-
ально «мотивированном» поведении едва ли возможно. Это скорее исключение, чем 
правило, героическое, «высокое» (Б.Эйхенбаум) исключение в общественной реаль-
ности постдекабрьского периода в России. Романтическая «исключительность». Та-
кова во многом и Елена Стахова. Тургенев и сам чувствовал, что его герои не вполне 
«натуральны», поэтому в своем «закатном» романе нашел определение таким ха-
рактерам – «романтики реализма». И это определение вполне в духе Тургенева и 
четко выражает невозможность для литературы стать абсолютным, реалистическим 
сколком с действительности, именно потому, что литература не есть ее «зеркальное 
отражение», а всегда эстетически организованное отображение.

Ю.М.Лотман, рассматривая роль авторских установок повествования в про-
цессе определения метода художественного произведения, добивается великолепно-
го результата, особенно в том, что в его труде «экстенсионально» не очерчивается тот 
корпус «текстов, которые традиционно принято считать реалистическими» (Руднев 
2000: 191). Однако стоит прикоснуться к творчеству таких авторов, как И.Гончаров, 
тот же Тургенев, А.Островский, и лотмановское определение также не отвечает на 
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очень многие вопросы.
Для того чтобы как-то разобраться в сложившейся ситуации, необходимо в пер-

вую очередь обратиться к семантическому наполнению понятия «реализм». И тут 
обнаруживается, что в разные исторические эпохи это понятие обладало различным 
содержанием. Относилось же это определение в основном к философии. 

«Отцом-основателем» реализма считается Платон, который в реалистическом 
духе в своем учении дал основательное решение вопроса о примате идеального в 
бытии. У Платона в диалоге «Софист» есть такое рассуждение: «У них, кажется, 
происходит нечто вроде борьбы гигантов из-за спора (выделено мной -  Т.М.) друг 
с другом о бытии. … Одни все совлекают с неба и из области невидимого на землю, 
как бы обнимая руками дубы и скалы … и признают тела и бытие за одно и то 
же… Поэтому-то те, кто с ними вступает в спор, предусмотрительно защища-
ются как бы сверху, откуда-то из невидимого, решительно настаивая на том, что 
истинное бытие — это некие умопостигаемые и бестелесные идеи; тела же, о 
которых говорят первые, и то, что они называют истиной, они, разлагая в своих 
рассуждениях на мелкие части, называют не бытием, а чем-то подвижным, ста-
новлением. Относительно этого между обеими сторонами, Теэтет, всегда про-
исходит сильнейшая борьба» (Платон 1993: 313-314). В этом отрывке содержится 
как бы формулировка-предшественница учения о двух философских направлениях 
– реализме и идеализме (материализм-метафизика). 

В средние века под реализмом понимали направление в философии, которое 
признавало реальным существование только универсальных понятий, а не предме-
тов. Если средневековый философ-реалист обращался к универсальным понятиям, 
то он имел в виду примерно следующее: книга не конкретная книга, а идея книги, 
смех не конкретно, а идея смеха. В этом плане реализму средневековых философов 
противопоставлен номинализм, признававший реальным существование только еди-
ничных предметов, а не их идей. Средневековые схоласты рассматривали проблему 
с учетом христианской догматики, в силу чего реалистическая точка зрения выгля-
дела более приемлемой. В силу такого положения вещей номинализм был какое-то 
время преследуем, и еще долгое время на него не переставали коситься с недовери-
ем. Этот момент средневекового философского сознания очень удачно запечатлен 
в романе У.Эко «Имя розы», где сторонником схоластического реализма выступает 
Хорхе. Ему противостоит в романе Вильгельм Баскервильский, для которого, как и 
для его учителя Роджера Бекона (в русском переводе романа – Рогир Бекон), един-
ственным путем познания мира является опытное изучение природы. 

В схоластической философии борьба двух направлений завершилась победой 
номинализма. Стоит заметить, что победа это вовсе не стала окончательной. Сам же 
термин идеализм, как принято считать, был впервые использован Лейбницем («От-
вет на размышления Бейля», 1702). И.Кант в «Критике чистого разума» писал: 
«Идеализм (я имею в виду материальный идеализм) есть теория, провозглашающая 
существование предметов в пространстве вне нас или только сомнительным и недо-
казуемым или ложным и невозможным» (Кант 1994:174-175). Такой идеализм Кант 
опровергал, противопоставляя ему свое учение — трансцендентальный (формаль-
ный) идеализм, согласно которому «все предметы возможного для нас опыта суть 
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не что иное, как явления, то есть только представления, которые в том виде, как они 
представляются нами, а именно как протяженные сущности или ряды изменений, 
не имеют существования сами по себе, вне нашей мысли» (выделено нами - Т.М.) 
(Кант 1994: 305-306). 

Все последователи Канта естественным образом рассматривали себя в каче-
стве идеалистов. Наиболее поздняя целостная реалистическая система в философии 
была создана Гегелем, для которого, вслед за Платоном, «понятие» составляет «ис-
тинное бытие». Представители школы абсолютного идеализма (британская фило-
софия второй половины XIX века – Брэдли, Мак-Таггарт, Коллингвуд) рассматрива-
ли себя как последователей Гегеля. Однако почти одновременно с Гегелем в учении 
Макса Штирнера («Единственный и его собственность»), а позднее и Ф.Ницше 
миру была представлена доведенная до крайности философия индивидуализма, 
волюнтаризма – продукт скорее романтического, чем реалистического сознания. 
М.Хайдеггер в своем труде «Время и бытие» избегал термина «идеализм», хотя пи-
сал, что «вся философия после Платона есть „идеализм“ в том однозначном смысле 
слова, что бытие отыскивается в идее, в идейном и идеальном» (Хайдеггер 1993: 
158). Гегелевскую систему он называл «спекулятивным идеализмом» (Хайдеггер 
1993а: 384).

Рассмотрение семантического наполнения термина «реализм» было бы не-
полным без обращения к такой области его применения, как психология, которая 
различает реалистическое мышление в противопоставлении к идеалистическому 
мышлению (аутистическое мышление) (Блейлер 1927, Kretshmer 1956, Бурно 1991). 
Последнее иногда называют идеализмом в широком смысле слова – установка со-
знания, которая за исходную точку принимает внутреннюю реальность, внешний 
же мир считает производным от нее. «Реалистическое (или синтонное) сознание — 
такое, которое мыслит себя как часть природы, оно гармонично внешнему миру. 
Аутистическое (шизоидное) сознание — это такое сознание, которое погружено в 
самое себя, в свой собственный богатый и порой фантастический внутренний мир. 
В какой-то мере можно сказать, что реалист в психологическом смысле — это, как 
правило, материалист в философском смысле, а аутист — это идеалист в фило-
софском смысле. В эстетическом плане этот феномен также накладывается на пару 
«реализм — не-реализм» (модернизм, романтизм)» (выделено нами - Т.М.) (Руднев 
2000:193).

Таким образом, обращаясь к семантическому наполнению понятия «реа-
лизм», обнаруживаем такие значимые оппозиции, как реализм — номинализм, реа-
лизм — идеализм, реалистическое сознание — нереалистическое (аутистическое, 
оно же не-реалистическое, романтическое, модернистское) сознание. Очевидно, 
что при попытке унификации этих оппозиций в целостный модуль мы получим про-
тивостояние двух типов мышления – рационалистического и романтического. Под 
рационалистическим будет пониматься такой тип человеческого сознания, который 
использует в качестве основного строительного материала мировоззренческой кон-
цептосферы реалистические концепты, в то же время романтический тип сознания 
оперирует романтическими концептами, «идеями». 

Все эти составляющие универсальны и относятся к области философского 
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познания реальности индивидуумом. Литература же познает реальность в художе-
ственных образах, и слепо переносить философские категории «реального» и «иде-
ального» в литературоведение для определения принадлежности художника к той 
или иной школе без учета роли эстетической концепции того или иного автора едва 
ли стоит.

 Данные номинации термина окончательно запутывают ситуацию с литерату-
роведческими определениями в том их варианте, который предлагает литературове-
дение. Скорее всего, именно склонность к излишней социализации искусства, по-
рой в ущерб его эстетической значимости, понимание «идеи» как явления, исключи-
тельно принадлежащего сфере социального (идеи демократов в русской обществен-
ной жизни периода 1850-х гг, идеи народников, идеи марксистов и т.д.), сыграло с 
литературоведением, в частности с историей русской литературы и теоретическим 
ее осмыслением, на определенном этапе развития злую шутку, и многое из сферы 
эстетического и духовного было излишне политизировано. 

Корни такого осмысления уходят в эпоху В.Белинского, однако сам критик 
был еще очень далек от знака равенства между явлением искусства и обществен-
ными идеологическими установками, хотя признавал «истинным» только такое ис-
кусство, которое направлено на критику общественных пороков. Его последователи 
пошли гораздо дальше, и сугубо философский термин «реализм», относящийся в 
первую очередь к вопросам познания бытия, был перенесен на художественные ли-
тературные произведения, бытием в прямом смысле этого слова не являющиеся. 
При этом часто не учитывались такие неотъемлемые составляющие коммуникатив-
ных стратегий художественного текста, как идиостиль, роль читателя в процессе 
функционирования художественного произведения (коммуникативная функция), 
эстетика авторских установок и, наконец, особенности личностной психологии ав-
тора, его внутреннего мира.

Для ликвидации этих неизбежных лакун приходилось «подтягивать» неко-
торых авторов до уровня «передового» общественного сознания, как его понимали 
некоторые исследователи – представители определенного идеологического дискур-
са в науке. Именно из таких установок родились хрестоматийно известные фразы 
«преодоление романтизма Пушкиным и Лермонтовым», «путь от романтизма к реа-
лизму у Лермонтова», где реализм мыслился как более высокая ступень развития 
литературы именно потому, что в реализме виделась большая авторская «идейная» 
устремленность. Так термин «реализм» из области экспериментальной критики 
(Анненков) перекочевал в литературную критику писаревско-некрасовского7 лаге-
ря, а потом его плавно подхватило советское литературоведение. Применительно 
к литературе XIX столетия была создана схема, которая сегодня выглядит вполне 
искусственно, чтобы не сказать мифологично.

Предполагая, что только рассмотрение русского культурного (в том числе ли-
тературного) процесса в его движении сможет помочь в прояснении понимания сути 
процессов, происходивших в русской литературе в период 1840-1895 гг, следует об-
ратиться непосредственно к русской литературе XIX столетия, в недрах которой и 
содержится ответ на поставленный вопрос8. Разумеется, разговор этот длинен, но 
можно остановиться на знаковых моментах литературного процесса, учитывая их 
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значимость в недрах литературного ряда. 
Со школьной скамьи известно: первое классическое произведение русско-

го реализма – роман А.Пушкина «Евгений Онегин». С легкой руки В.Белинского 
определение «энциклопедия русской жизни» закрепилось за пушкинским романом 
в стихах после того, как знаменитый критик опубликовал свои статьи, касающие-
ся «Онегина». Думается, Белинский в своем суждении отразил те многочисленные 
споры о путях дальнейшего развития литературы, которые особенно актуализиро-
вались к концу 1820-х годов. Романтизм9, особенно в своей «наивной» фазе, казался 
некоторым представителям русской литературы исчерпавшим себя направлением, 
не отвечавшим более потребностям общества. Сам Пушкин в «Евгении Онегине» 
касается этого вопроса: 

Так он писал темно и вяло,
(Что романтизмом мы зовем,
Хоть романтизма тут нимало
Не вижу я <…>) (Пушкин 1986: 284).

Предоставим еще раз слово Пушкину и приведем хорошо известную цитату: 
«Ты не можешь представить <…> вообразить, как странно читать в 1829 году ро-
ман, написанный <в> 775-м. <…> Умный человек мог бы взять готовый план, гото-
вые характеры, исправить слог и бессмыслицы, дополнить недомолвки – и вышел 
бы прекрасный, оригинальный роман. Скажи это моему неблагодарному Р. (этим 
французским инициалом Пушкин обозначал себя - Т.М.)… Пусть он по старой канве 
вышьет новые узоры и представит нам в маленькой раме картину света и людей, ко-
торых он так хорошо знает» (Пушкин 1947:49-50). Вскоре появились демонстратив-
но антиромантические (в пушкинском понимании этого слова) «Повести Белкина». 
Пародийно-иронический, новый для русской литературы слог повестей Пушкина 
смело и неожиданно совмещает в них устарелые, наивно-сентиментальные сюжеты, 
ситуации, характеры с распространенными чертами, характерами и обстоятельства-
ми захолустного быта современной поэту уездной России. 

Когда Белинский определял художественную природу романа «Евгений Оне-
гин» как впитавшую в себя все истинно русские стороны быта и бытия («энцикло-
педия»), понимать его следует не в том смысле, что Пушкин стал родоначальни-
ком реализма в литературе. Речь идет о замене старых повествовательных клише 
на нечто новое. И в этом плане определение Лотмана абсолютно верно. В романе 
доминирует полифоническая стихия. Текст «говорит» разными голосами, отражая 
множественность точек зрения на мир. При этом все точки зрения пронизаны ис-
тинно русской ментальной основой и отнюдь не все герои являются «типическими». 
Татьяна Ларина, образ которой в романе для автора не менее важен, чем изображе-
ние молодого человека, «русского европейца»10, черты личности которого Пушкин 
встречал в свете, чем изображение картины «света и людей, которых он так хоро-
шо знает» - Татьяна похожа на многих женщин своей эпохи и своего круга внешней 
канвой судьбы. Однако главным в героине является ее глубокая внутренняя жизнь, 
исключительная честность, цельность натуры, четкое ощущение границ добра и зла. 
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Такие личности вообще редки. Татьяна как бы символизирует «высокий» авторский 
идеал женщины. Однако типической героиней назвать ее едва ли можно. 

С точки зрения стратегий текста, роман «Евгений Онегин» гораздо более впи-
сывается в модернистскую парадигму литературы, во многом предваряя творчество 
символистов и акмеистов. В пользу данного положения говорит «олитературенность» 
сознания героев (литературные вкусы персонажей характеризуют их нравственный 
облик), диалог в модусе «автор-читатель», многочисленные цитаты из метатекста 
как современной автору русской, так и европейской литературы (цитатность станет 
одним из «знаков» русского символизма и акмеизма) и т.д. Дальнейшее творчество 
Пушкина развивалось в том же ключе11. Получается, что хрестоматийно известный 
«путь Пушкина от романтизма к реализму» на самом деле был путем от парадигмы 
классицизма, ее разновидности – просветительской литературы12, к модернизму. 

Еще более странным выглядит сегодня утверждение о пути «от романтизма к 
реализму» у Лермонтова. Этот русский поэт был личностью, во многом вырвавшей-
ся за пределы своего времени. Лермонтову был свойственен удивительный синтез 
субъективно-экспрессивного, когда чувственная окраска изображения преобладает в 
художественной палитре творца, и художественно-аналитического, отличающегося 
единством аналитического и конкретно-чувственного элементов творчества, «идеи» 
и «образа», типов художественного сознания. Индивидуальное своеобразие творче-
ского процесса, выраженное в динамике, у Лермонтова может быть определено как 
становление (Мегрелишвили 2000: 132). Сложнейшая композиционная структура 
романа «Герой нашего времени», глубина отображенных в нем и в поздней лирике 
поэта проблем, его рефлексивность и во многом тоже цитатность позволяют пред-
положить, что становление применительно к творческому пути Лермонтова в ис-
кусстве следует понимать в движении к модернистской парадигме. Неудивительно, 
что именно Лермонтов оказался созвучен как русским символистам и акмеистам, 
так и представителям молодого поколения поэтов «парижской ноты» в литературе 
русской эмиграции ХХ столетия.

В 1840-е годы русская литература балансировала между романтизмом 
(В.Одоевский, поэзия кружка Н.Станкевича, творчество любомудров), антологиче-
ской традицией (А.Майков, Н.Щербина, А.Фет) и «натуральной школой». Совре-
менники, в том числе Белинский, понимали реалистичность «натуральной школы» 
в утверждении «истины», а не «лжи» в качестве важнейшей особенности изображе-
ния. Отмечалась социальная направленность и задача противостоять самоцельности 
«искусства для искусства». «Натуральная школа» обращается не к идеальным, вы-
думанным героям — «приятным исключениям из правил», но к «толпе», к «массе», 
чаще всего к людям «низкого звания». Во многом русская «натуральная школа» стала 
национальной разновидностью европейского натурализма. Это родство становится 
особенно очевидным при сопоставлении духа «натуральной школы» и европейского 
натурализма. 

В духе новых позитивистских тенденций, характерных для XIX в., наиболее 
остро чувствующие пульс времени европейские писатели стремились к правдивому 
изображению характеров и событий окружающей их реальной жизни в «формах 
самой жизни», т.е. в образах в реальном социальном контексте, активно влияющем 

Татьяна  Мегрелишвили



97

(что они и выявили) на характеры людей, их образ жизни и поведение. При этом 
внимание европейских писателей-натуралистов часто привлекала жизнь наиболее 
обездоленных и угнетаемых в бурно развивающемся капиталистическом обществе 
слоев населения, людей, которые до этого практически никогда не попадали в поле 
зрения искусства, а если и попадали, то в предельно идеализированном виде. Эти 
люди интересуют как раз в их неприкрытой, часто трагической и драматической ре-
альности. Более того, писатели-натуралисты нередко пытались выявить и показать 
социальные причины этой трагедии многих жителей тогдашней Европы (Бычков 
2008). Однако при всей близости установок к европейскому натурализму русская 
литературная «натуральная школа» в трактовке Белинского – это скорее движение 
за демократизацию искусства и литературы, за утверждение в ней высоких гумани-
стических ценностей, чем борьба за реализм, как его понимает советское литерату-
роведение.

Акакий Акакиевич Башмачкин, безусловно, самый духовно ничтожный из 
всех героев русской литературы XIX столетия, представлен Гоголем в «Шинели» 
крайней степенью забитости и униженности «маленького человека» в мире господ-
ства иерархии чина. Обнажая абсурд подобной иерархии, Гоголь своим произве-
дением взывает к состраданию по отношению к общечеловеческому в «маленьком 
человеке». Акакий Акакиевич полностью обезличен, но достоин не осмеяния (в от-
личие от Ляпкиных-Тяпкиных, Сквозник-Дмухановских), а сострадания. Именно в 
этом – гуманистическом – аспекте повесть и оказала колоссальное влияние на тео-
рию и практику «натуральной школы» и художников, с ней связанных. Проблемати-
ка и нарративные особенности прозы раннего Ф.Достоевского зародились в недрах 
«натуральной школы». 

Молодой Достоевский в процессе работы над повестью «Бедные люди» ощу-
щал не только свою близость с писателями «натуральной школы» («Мы все вышли 
из гоголевской «Шинели»), но и неудовлетворенность некоторыми аспектами нарра-
тивных практик писателей этого направления13. «Маленький человек» Достоевского 
из объекта изображения превратился в субъект, стремящийся быть замеченным, по-
нятым, ищущий сострадания. У Достоевского герой, бедный, обездоленный, но при 
этом обладающий живой, страдающей душой, поставлен в рамки непреодолимых 
обстоятельств жизни. Эти «обстоятельства» настолько трагичны, что заставляют 
даже хозяев жизни (генерал, суд, помещик Быков) ощутить минутную жалость и 
проявить великодушие (сто рублей, подаренные начальником Девушкину; суд, ре-
шивший дело в пользу Горшкова; Быков, решающий «покрыть» свой грех браком с 
Варенькой). Герои, представляющие разные слои общества, как бы объединяются 
Достоевским в общечеловеческом взаимном сочувствии. 

Таким образом, «натуральная школа» создала своего особого героя, который 
начал свой путь странствий по страницам русской литературы. Герой этот, безуслов-
но, противоположен романтическому герою не только своей будничностью, тем, 
что представляет собой «толпу», «массу», но и тем, что в его изображение вложен 
огромный пафос сострадания и гуманизма. Дальнейший путь движения литератур-
ного процесса ведет в направлении усиления интереса к простому человеку и одно-
временно показу несостоятельности «исключительной» личности. Вопрос в том, 
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как понимается эта несостоятельность. А понимается она своеобразно, совсем не 
так, как это осмысливается в европейской литературной традиции.

В основе поведенческой модели «исключительных» героев, галерею которых 
в русской литературе открывает даже не столько Онегин, сколько лермонтовский 
Печорин, лежит такая черта, как отсутствие корысти в жизни, нежелание вписаться 
в официально принятую жизненную стратегию (сделать карьеру, удачно жениться, 
обогатиться, добиться чинов -  цель и мечта европейских Растиньяка, в чем-то – 
Жюльена Сореля). Печорин же весь наполнен нравственными исканиями. Эти иска-
ния во многом сродни тем экстремальным «экспериментам», которые продолжают 
в русской литературе герои Достоевского (Раскольников, Иван Карамазов). Далее 
линия «исключительного» героя тянется к чеховскому Иванову, где она наполня-
ется уже явно пародийными чертами. В литературе русской эмиграции это герои 
Г.Газданова («Призрак Александра Вольфа») и особенно Б.Поплавского («Аполлон 
Безобразов», «Домой с небес»), который следует за Лермонтовым не только в ком-
позиционном строе романа «Аполлон Безобразов», но и подчеркивает в своем герое 
черты, роднящие его с Печориным (скепсис, глубина страданий, духовных сраже-
ний с Творцом за несовершенство мироздания, глубокое отчаяние, одиночество) -  
обратное движение относительно Чехова. 

При всей разности авторских установок, героев этих объединяет особое, 
свойственное именно русской картине мира отношение к жизни, лишенное меркан-
тильного начала. Они ищут гармонии жизни, почти все они отмечены комплексом 
«бездомья», почти архетипического странничества. И даже когда эти герои приносят 
несчастья другим, сами при этом еще более несчастны. Непонимаемые обществом, 
они пытаются предложить этому обществу свое видение мира без всякой надежды 
для себя (Раскольников совершает свой страшный эксперимент вовсе не потому, что 
«голоден был», Иван Карамазов создает свою теорию с целью установления счастья 
для всех, пусть и путем лишения людей права на выбор). И все эти персонажи отме-
чены печатью глубоких нравственных исканий, как ни чудовищны иногда пучины, в 
которые падают их души в поисках «истины». 

Думается, это особое, русское «донкихотство» героев русской литературы 
резко отличает ее от литературы западной, в которой после Дон-Кихота, кажется, 
не появилось образа, обозначенного столь ярко выраженными нравственными ис-
каниями. Авантюристы всех мастей, искатели богатства, карьерного успеха - этим 
западноевропейская литература XIX столетия богата и сильна, этим она интересна. 
Но в ней нет и не могло быть образа, подобного Сонечке Мармеладовой (ср: мопас-
сановская «Пышка», «Нана» Э.Золя). Бескорыстный человек русской литературы 
живет по законам духа, а не меркантильных устремлений (князь Мышкин, князь Ан-
дрей Болконский, княжна Марья) и потому в бытовой жизни кажется окружающим 
то «идиотом», то, подобно Мите Карамазову, идет на каторгу искупать вину всего 
карамазовского рода, то, подобно героям Поплавского, в полной мере испытывает 
трагедию «бездомности». В нравственном же отношении герой такого типа высок 
(несмотря на его падения, как это происходит с Раскольниковым и Иваном Карама-
зовым), и все его поступки есть следствие нонкорформизма, которым пропитано все 
его существо (ср. поведение булгаковской Маргариты). «Тоска по справедливости, 
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по совершенству человека, общества, мира – одушевляет русскую классику, делает 
звучание ее образов всемирно-историческим» (Борев 2002:45).

Но насколько эти персонажи могут быть признаны типическими? Насколько  
в личности князя Мышкина проявилась наиболее характерная модель личности эпо-
хи 1860-х годов? Насколько Платон Каратаев обладает типичной (не идеализирован-
ной автором) для русского крестьянства начала XIX столетия картиной мира? Дума-
ется, типичным в этих героях может быть признано только одно: все они являются 
носителями национальной ментальной составляющей – смирения. В каждом из них 
путь от гордыни к смирению выглядит как поиск Бога, богогискательство. Само же 
богоискательство как распространенное явление русской действительности стало 
отличительной чертой русского общества уже в период модернизма. Весь русский 
Серебряный век освещен светом эсхатологических предчувствий и настроений, ру-
беж XIX-XX  отмечен всплеском богоискательства. 

Таким образом, следует обозначить: сам термин «реализм» применительно 
к русской литературе начиная с Пушкина и на протяжении второй половины XIX 
столетия, думается, сегодня используется скорее по инерции. Современное научное 
познание, движущееся в своих методологических исканиях в направлении мульти-
дисциплинарности и нарастания культурологического и компаративного видения 
литературного процесса, все более ощущает искусственность использования терми-
на «реализм» именно по причине его неконкретности, что для термина очень важно. 
Не случайно до сих пор не прояснены споры, возникшие еще в 1960-е годы, о приро-
де русского романтизма, его классификациях и затем последовавшее половинчатое 
решение о движении некоторых крупных представителей русской литературы «от 
романтизма к реализму». Вопрос был оставлен до лучших времен потому, думается, 
что в рамках господствовавшей идеологической атмосферы тех лет за реализмом 
признавалось большее право на достоверность изображения именно исходя из мате-
риалистических установок общегосударственного дискурса в СССР. 

Путь, пройденный русской литературой от «Евгения Онегина» до романов 
ХХ столетия, анализ таких определяющих ее компонентов, как нарративная струк-
тура, идейная наполненность, отношения в модусе «форма-содержание», приводит 
к выводу: понятие «реализм» во многом искусственно. Оно не совсем удачно мар-
кирует  некую составляющую одной из центральных парадигм развития мировой 
культуры, в нашем случае русской культуры как ее неотъемлемой части, а именно 
составляющую эпистемы модерности (М.Эпштейн), где модерность понимается как 
культурная эпоха, эпистемологически объединяющая культуру XVIII века - 1970-х 
годов. 

В этот период русская культура, а вместе с ней и литература прошла сложный 
путь от классицизма к модернизму. Вехами на этом пути стали разные эстетико-
художественные дефиниции, но у истоков стоит русская классицистическая школа, 
вписанная в европейскую культуру классицизма. Пришедшая из Европы, классици-
стическая картина мира выражала концепцию просвещенного абсолютизма, указы-
вая на идеальные возможности, которые предлагал разум, - возможность прихода 
просвещенного монарха, который осуществит необходимые преобразования в об-
ществе, нового Петра I. Это в плане общественно-философском. Но уже в рамках 
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русского классицизма в литературе наблюдаются некоторые отклонения от европей-
ского канона. Эти отклонения суть проявление национальной картины мира в твор-
ческом сознании художников русского классицизма. 

Складывавшийся еще с XIV века в русской литературе интерес к личности 
вообще, к внутреннему миру героев в русском классицизме выступает на передний 
план, одновременно актуализируя интерес к индивидуальной выразительности худо-
жественного стиля, идиолекту писателя (Г.Державин). Отличительным знаком рус-
ского классицизма стало понимание внесословной значимости человека, граждан-
ственная деятельность (см., к примеру «Недоросль» Фонвизина) как главный путь 
самореализации личности, живущей в имперском обществе, акцентуация социаль-
ных противоречий российской действительности («Путешествие из Петербурга в 
Москву» А.Радищева). Протест против «рабства дикого» звучит в оде «Вольность» 
у Пушкина, одновременно в надежде уничтожить это рабство в русской литературе 
возвышают свой голос поэты-декабристы.  

Русский литературный романтизм не «реакция на классицизм», вообще не 
реакция на литературную сторону жизни.  Русский романтизм вырос из жгучего 
ощущения стыда за российскую действительность, который испытало общество 
после событий 1812 года. Нация, победившая Наполеона, оказалась перед лицом 
«внутреннего врага», каковым явились старые феодальные порядки, особенно урод-
ливо выглядевшие на фоне европейской жизни, с которой смогли познакомиться все 
участники европейского похода русской армии 1813 г. Отсюда родилось презрение 
к серой посредственности, «грязи земной жизни», «жадная» тоска по другой жиз-
ни, как писал Белинский. Отсюда вера в мир мечты, тоска по гармонии человека и 
природы: «Человек в концепции романтиков не выделяется из природы, не противо-
стоит ей как нечто самостоятельное и самоценное, а органически включен в неё как 
неотъемлемая часть. Нити, соединяющие его с природой, многообразны и далеко 
не всегда открыты нашему сознанию» (Жирмунская 2001: 389). Одновременно рус-
ский романтизм пропитан гражданственной тенденцией, жаждой подвига, героиче-
ским началом или тоской по нему в безгеройную эпоху постдекабризма. 

Дальнейшее движение русской литературы к модернизму характеризовалось 
нарастанием все тех же тенденций: интересом к личности, ее внутреннему миру 
(толстовское «люди, как реки»), нарастающим противоречиям общественной жизни 
(«категорический императив» Достоевского «Все блага мира не стоят слезы одного 
ребенка»), страстной верой в существование другой жизни (чеховское «небо в алма-
зах»). Русский модернизм декларативно провозгласил иную реальность возможной 
(«И невозможное возможно»). 

Одновременно литература на всем протяжении своего развития в указанный 
период модерности понятийно обозначила свою центральную составляющую. Эта 
составляющая – выражение национальной картины мира в концептуально значимых 
художественных образах. Русская литература внесла в этот этап развития художе-
ственного сознания огромный вклад именно изображением героя бескорыстного, 
стремящегося построить жизнь на духовных основах, потому что если этих основ 
нет, герою подобного типа, как, к примеру, пушкинскому Евгению, и сама жизнь 
не мила: «... иль вся наша/ И жизнь ничто, как сон пустой,/ Насмешка неба над 
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землей?». 
Задача русской литературы на рассматриваемом этапе ее развития наиболее 

четко, кажется, была определена В.Соловьевым, который писал: «Вопрос «что де-
лать» не имеет разумного смысла; призвание России не в том, чтобы его решить, а 
в том, чтобы найти пути к нравственному исцелению. Достоевский начертал путь к 
нему своим указанием на смирение» [Соловьев. 1884:33].

Таким образом, развитие русской литературы в эпоху модерности происходи-
ло в модусе «классицизм-модернизм». Такие эстетико-художественные концепции, 
как классицизм, сентиментализм, романтизм, стали составляющими этого модуса. 
Литература же, которую обозначали термином «реализм» («критический реализм») 
должна быть прочитана в рамках того же модуса и эпистемы модерности как одна 
из составляющих. 

Примечания

1. Анненков Павел Васильевич – 19.VI(1.VII).1813 (по другим данным – 18 (30).VI.1812), Мо-
сква – 8(20).III.1887, Дрезден. Известный русский критик, мемуарист XIX столетия.

2. Во Франции термин был впервые использован писателем и критиком Ж. Шанфлёри (1857).
3. Реализм как направление в литературе 1840-1895 гг. рассматривался в учебных пособиях: 

«реализм русской литературы рассматриваемого периода проявлялся, как и прежде, по преимуще-
ству в критическом изображении современной общественной действительности. Это был кри-
тический реализм, достигший в русской литературе своего полного расцвета» (Поспелов 1972:6).

4. Классицисты требовали от художника ясности, глубины и благородства замысла произведе-
ния и точно выверенной высокохудожественной формы выражения: «Но нас, кто разума законы 
уважает, // Лишь построение искусное пленяет» (Буало). Принцип художественной идеализации 
может все превратить в красоту: «Нам кисть художника являет превращенье // Предметов мер-
зостных в предметы восхищенья» (Буало) (Литературные манифесты 1980: 432). Однако в целом 
классицисты были против изображения в искусстве предметов низких и безобразных, вписав одну 
из наиболее аристократических страниц в историю литературы.

5. Эстетика натурализма сложилась в последней трети XIX в. под воздействием идей позити-
вистов (О. Конт, И. Тэн, Г. Спенсер, Ч. Дарвин), естествоиспытателей, физиологов, медиков того 
времени. Среди главных представителей исследователи называют писателей Э. Золя, братьев Э. и 
Ж. Гонкур, А. Хольца, П.Д. Боборыкина и др. Противопоставляя себя классицистам и романтикам, 
натуралисты стремились вывести литературу на уровень «точного знания» современных им есте-
ственных наук. Писатель, согласно натуралистам, должен, как естествоиспытатель, внимательно 
изучать человека и факты его жизни и деятельности и предельно документально изображать их в 
своем творчестве. При этом для них не было низких или высоких тем и сюжетов. Под влиянием 
социал-дарвинизма и физиологического детерминизма натуралисты изображали жизнь и поведен-
ческие ситуации людей как следствие их врожденных интенций (расовых, наследственных, пато-
логических и т.п.) или как результат чисто биологической борьбы за существование. Искусство 
представлялось им собранием документальных фактов жизни, на основе которых эксперименталь-
но можно было сделать определенные позитивные для человечества выводы; некой лабораторией, 
в которой возможно точное моделирование, говоря современным языком, определенных жизнен-
ных ситуаций. Э. Золя посвятил теории «натурализма» ряд работ («Экспериментальный роман», 
«Натурализм в театре», «Романисты-натуралисты»), в которых дал свое понимание натурализма. 
Предлагая называть писателей-натуралистов «моралистами-экспериментаторами» по аналогии 
с медиками-экспериментаторами и физиологами, он с гордостью заявляет, что их функции близ-
ки: писатели путем аналогичного эксперимента с человеческими душами получают возможность 
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управлять интеллектуальной и душевной жизнью человека, улучшать ее. «Одним словом, мы – 
моралисты-экспериментаторы, показывающие путем эксперимента, каким образом проявляется 
страсть в определенной социальной среде. В тот день, когда мы поймем механизм этой страсти, 
можно будет воздействовать на нее, ослабить ее или хотя бы сделать ее как можно более безо-
бидной. Вот в чем польза и высокая нравственная ценность наших натуралистических произведе-
ний, которые экспериментируют над человеком, разбирают и вновь собирают деталь за деталью 
человеческую машину, чтобы заставить ее действовать под влиянием различных обстоятельств. 
Когда с течением времени мы откроем законы, останется только воздействовать на личность и 
среду, чтобы улучшить положение в обществе. Таким образом, мы занимаемся практической со-
циологией, и наша работа помогает политическим и экономическим наукам» (Золя 1967: 705). 

6. Вопрос о герое и героическом был поднят в русской литературе еще в эпоху декабристов. 
Позднее эта тема находит свое продолжение у Лермонтова  («Герой нашего времени», «Дума») и 
Гоголя («Мертвые души»). Оба художника понимали «наше время» как безгеройную эпоху, про-
тивоположную времени 1812 года («Да, были люди в наше время…», «И ненавидим мы, и любим 
мы случайно…»). Этот момент тоски по отсутствующему героическому началу есть отличительная 
черта русского общества эпохи правления Николая I.

7. Большинство писателей-реалистов не использовали термина «реализм». Напротив, упро-
щавший положения реалистической эстетики молодой критик Д. Писарев требовал от литературы 
только острой социальной направленности, называя этот метод «реализмом» (История эстетики: 
2002: 194). 

8. Альтернативные концепции русской литературы XIX века см. в книгах русской эмиграции 
ХХ века (Вайль — Генис 1991; Смирнов 1994), где, впрочем, термин «реализм» не подвергается 
переосмыслению.

9. В истории русской романтической культуры, как известно, выделяются четыре основных 
этапа: предромантизм (сентиментализм), романтизм (в узком смысле) во всей его идеологической 
и художественной многосложности и многосоставности, художественно-философский, генетиче-
ски связанный с романтизмом, но, в сущности, от него отличающийся; социально-утопический, в 
собственно идеологическом и специфически-художественном его выражении. Для примера можно 
привести несколько классификаций: романтическая художественная система: прогрессивный ро-
мантизм (литературные течения)↔консервативный романтизм (литературные течения) (Манн 1976).

Типологическая схема русского романтизма:
Отвлеченно-психологический романтизм (школа Жуковского),•	
Гедонистический романтизм (Батюшков),•	
Гражданственный романтизм (Пушкин-Рылеев),•	
Философский романтизм (Веневитинов, Баратынский, Вл. Одоевский),•	
Славянофильский (Аксаков),•	
Особые разновидности: эпигонско-психологический (Бенедиктов), «лжеромантический»•	
 (Кукольник, Загоскин),
Лермонтов – вершина русского романтизма (Фохт 1962).•	

Схема романтизма по Маймину: 
Созерцательный романтизм Жуковского,•	
Гражданственный романтизм декабристов,•	
Синтетический романтизм Пушкина,•	
Философский романтизм (Тютчев, Вл.Одоевский, Веневитинов), •	
Романтизм Лермонтова (Маймин 1982).•	

Как видим, эти ведущие классификации очень условны. Как известно, мир «двоился» в глазах 
романтика, существовал в формах эмпирических и идеальных. Учитывая этот факт, представля-
ется важным в контексте осмысления романтизма привести мысль Ф.Достоевского по этому по-
воду: «Лицо, не разделяющее ни эффекта, ни мысли с “целым”, лицо, “отпавшее” от мира и от 
Бога -  создателя этого мира, мира, принявшего “значение отрицательное”» (Развитие русского 
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реализма 1972: 46). Очевидно, что существенным показателем романтизма является поиск роман-
тической личностью созвучной ей среды, «идеального мира, из которого романтики искали блага 
не только для себя, но и для всех единомышленников своего времени» (Тургенев 1959: 3010. Этот 
прорыв романтической личности во внешний мир Н.А.Кофф называет романтикой, «позитивной 
романтикой». Именно романтика этой литературы  и устанавливает эмоциональное родство с ху-
дожественным творчеством в рамках иных художественных систем. 

0. «Байроническая разочарованность Онегина предстает естественным, но горьким плодом 
высокой интеллектуальной культуры того разряда “русских европейцев” (Александр Раевский, от-
части Чаадаев), у которых неприятие международной реакции эпохи “Священного союза” и нена-
висть к отечественной “азиатчине” облеклись в международную, опять же “модную” форму без-
ысходного нравственно-философского скептицизма» (Купреянова 1981: 269). 

1. См., к примеру, размышления вокруг поэмы «Медный всадник» (Немировский 1988), где рас-
сматриваются библейские ассоциации в первой части поэмы, а во второй – дантовские.

2. «Европейское просвещение, “причалившее к берегам России” во времена Петра, во многом 
еще остается для Пушкина неким эталоном строительства русской культуры, но только в смысле 
уровня ее развития, а уже не образца или предмета прямого подражания. Что касается образца, то 
Пушкин ищет и находит его в ресурсах самой русской жизни, в ее <…> потенциале <…>» (Купрея-
нова 1981: 237).

3. Работая над очерком «Петербургский шарманщик», Д.В.Григорович советовался с Достоев-
ским. В целом одобрив очерк, Достоевский отреагировал на одну его деталь. Эта реакция Достоев-
ского во многом проливает свет на то, чем именно был неудовлетворен писатель в творческой ма-
нере авторов «натуральной школы»: «У меня было написано так: когда шарманка перестала играть, 
чиновник из окна бросает пятак, который падает к ногам шарманщика. «Не то, не то, - раздраженно 
заговорил вдруг Достоевский, - совсем не то! У тебя выходит слишком сухо: пятак упал к ногам… 
Надо было сказать: пятак упал на мостовую, звеня и подпрыгивая…» Замечание это, - помню очень 
хорошо, - было для меня целым откровением. Да, действительно: звеня и подпрыгивая выходит го-
раздо живописнее, дорисовывает движение. Художественное чувство было в моей натуре; выраже-
ние: пятак упал не просто, а звеня и подпрыгивая, - этих двух слов было для меня довольно, чтобы 
понять разницу между сухим выражением и живым художественно-литературным приемом» (Гри-
горович 1876:267-268). Уточнение «звеня и подпрыгивая» позволяет описать отношение бедняка-
шарманщика к монете, то значение, которое она имела для него.
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Realism in a historical-literary row of Russian culture:
movement within a modernity paradigm

Summary

Key words: realism, russian culture, modernism

At a modern literary discourse with reference to a historical-literary number of 
Russian literature there are some of the most known definitions of the term “realism” [Ya-
kobson 1976: 66; Gukovsky 1967; Lotman 1966]. However these definitions can’t be con-
sidered universal and need resolute reconsideration, hardly only we will touch creativity 
of such literary artists in Russian literature of the XIX century, as I. Turgenev, N. Gogol, 
A. Pushkin, L. Tolstoy, F. Dostoyevsky and many others. 

One of axiomatically known definitions of realism as arts where “typical” is repre-
sented in «typical circumstances», also at all doesn’t allow is high-grade to describe many 
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literary works of Russian literary classics of the XIX century just because her heroes aren’t 
always typical in a direct sense of this lexeme in modern Russian. The psychologism of 
Russian literature, its special “sign” in world culture, demands more profound judgment 
of characters, than what is possible (and that not always) within category of the typical.

Yu.Lotman, considering a role of author’s installations of a narration in the course 
of definition of a method of a work of art, achieves magnificent result, especially that in 
its work that case «texts which it is traditionally considered to be realistic» [Rudnev 2000 
“ekstensionally” isn’t outlined: 191]. However its definition also not universally and also 
doesn’t answer very many questions.

It turns out that the huge layer of Russian literature of the XIX century, traditionally 
designated by the term «critical realism», remains a subject of scientific discussion. Some-
how to understand in the circumstances, it is necessary to address first of all to semantic 
filling of the concept “realism”. And here it is found out that during different historical and 
cultural eras it is concept possessed the various contents. Having arisen at the beginning 
of the Middle Ages, this definition initially belonged generally to philosophy, gradually 
the internal contents. Addressing today to semantic filling of the concept “realism”, we 
find such significant historical and cultural oppositions, as realism — nominalism, real-
ism — idealism, realistic consciousness — unreal (romantic, modernist) consciousness. It 
is obvious that in attempt of unification of these oppositions in the complete module we 
will receive opposition of two types of thinking – rationalistic and romantic. The ratio-
nalistic will be understood as such type of human consciousness which uses as the main 
construction material world outlook concept sphere realistic concepts, at the same time the 
romantic type of consciousness operates with romantic concepts, “ideas”.

All these components are universal and treat area of philosophical knowledge of 
reality an individual or to the psychology sphere. Literature learns reality in artistic imag-
es, and blindly to transfer philosophical categories “real” and “ideal” to literary criticism 
for definition of accessory of the artist to this or that school without a role of the esthetic 
concept of this or that author hardly costs. These nominations of the term finally confuse a 
situation with literary definitions in that their option which offers literary criticism. Most 
likely, tendency to excessive socialization of art, sometimes to the detriment of its esthetic 
importance, understanding of “idea” as the phenomenon which is exclusively belonging 
to the sphere social (idea of democrats in Russian public life of the period of the 1850th 
years, ideas of populists, ideas of Marxists etc.) played with literary criticism, in particular 
with history of Russian literature and its theoretical judgment, at a certain stage of de-
velopment a malicious joke, and much of the sphere esthetic and spiritual was excessive 
made a part of politic a certain stage of development of scientific knowledge.

Assuming that only consideration of Russian cultural (including literary) process 
can help in its movement in clearing of understanding of an essence of the processes 
occurring in Russian literature in 1840-1895 years, it is necessary to address directly to 
Russian literature of the XIX century which subsoil contains the answer on raised the 
question. A way passed by Russian literature from “Eugeny Onegin” to novels of the XX 
century, the analysis of such components defining it as narrative structure, ideological full-
ness, the relations in modus “form contents”, leads to a conclusion: the concept “realism” 
is in many respects artificial. It not absolutely successfully marks a certain component 
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of one of the central paradigms of development of world culture, in our case of Russian 
culture as its integral part, namely a component of episteme modernity (M. Epstein, 1996) 
where the modernity is understood as the cultural era epistemological uniting culture of 
the XVIII century - the 1970th years.

Developing since the XIV century in Russian literature interest to the personality 
in general, to an inner world of heroes in Russian classicism acts on the foreground, at the 
same time interest to individual expressiveness of art style, an idiolect of the writer (G. 
Derzhavin). The understanding of the extra class importance of the person, civil activity 
(see, for example Fonvizin’s “Greenhorn”) as the main way of self-realization of the per-
sonality living in imperial society, an accentuation of social contradictions of the Russian 
reality («Travel from Petersburg to Moscow» of A.Radishchev) became a distinctive sign 
of Russian classicism. The protest against «slavery wild» sounds in the ode “Liberty” 
at Pushkin, at the same time in hope to destroy this slavery in Russian literature poets-
Decembrists raise the voice.

Russian literary romanticism is represented not «reaction to classicism», at all re-
action to a literary aspect of life. Russian romanticism grew from burning feeling of shame 
for the Russian reality which was tested by society after events of 1812. The nation which 
has won Napoleon, appeared in the face of «the internal enemy» whom the old feudal 
orders especially ugly looking against the European life with which all participants of the 
European campaign of Russian army of 1813 could get acquainted were. Contempt for 
gray mediocrity, «dirt of terrestrial life», “greedy” melancholy for other life as Belinsky 
wrote from here was born. From here belief in the dream world, melancholy for harmony 
of the person and nature:« The person in the concept of romantics isn’t allocated from the 
nature, doesn’t resist to it as something independent and self-valuable, and is integrally 
included in it as an integral part. The threads connecting it to the nature, are diverse and 
aren’t always open for our consciousness» [Zhirmunsky 2001:389]. At the same time Rus-
sian romanticism is impregnated with a civil tendency, thirst of a feat, the heroic beginning 
or melancholy for it during era without a hero - a post- Decembrists era. 

Further movement of Russian literature to a modernism was characterized by in-
crease of the same tendencies: interest to the personality, its inner world (of Tolstoy «peo-
ple, as the rivers»), to accruing contradictions of public life («a categorical imperative» 
Dostoevsky «All benefits of the world don’t cost a tear of one child»), passionate belief 
in existence of other life (Chekhovian «the sky in diamonds»). Russian modernism it is 
declarative proclaimed other reality possible («And impossible it is possible» at A.Blok).

At the same time literature on all extent of the development during the specified 
period of a modernity conceptually designated the central component. This component – 
expression of a national picture of the world in conceptually significant artistic images. 
Russian literature brought in this stage of development of art consciousness a huge con-
tribution the image of the hero disinterested, aspiring to construct life on spiritual bases 
because if these bases aren’t present, to the hero of this kind, as, for example, to Pushkin 
Evgeny, and life isn’t lovely: «... or all ours / And life anything, how dream empty, / Sneer 
of the sky at the earth?». 

Thus, development of Russian literature during an era of a modernity occurred in 
modus “classicism modernism”. Such esthetic-art concepts as classicism, sentimentalism, 
romanticism, became components of it модуса. Literature, which can be designated the 
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term “realism” («critical realism»), it should be read within the same modus and episteme 
modernity as one of its components. 

At the same time literature on all extent of the development during the specified 
period of a modernity conceptually designated the central component. This component – 
expression of a national picture of the world in conceptually significant artistic images. 
Russian literature brought in this stage of development of art consciousness a huge con-
tribution the image of the hero disinterested, aspiring to construct life on spiritual bases 
because if these bases aren’t present, to the hero of this kind, as, for example, to Pushkin 
Evgeny, and life isn’t lovely: «... or all ours / And life anything, how dream empty, / Sneer 
of the sky at the earth?». 

Thus, development of Russian literature during an era of a modernity occurred in 
модусе “classicism modernism”. Such esthetic-art concepts as classicism, sentimentalism, 
romanticism, became components of it modus. Literature, which can be designated the 
term “realism” («critical realism»), it should be read within the same modus and episteme 
modernity as one of its components.

tatiana megreliSvili
(saqarTvelo)

realizmi rusuli kulturis  istoriul-literaturuli 
evoluciis WrilSi

(ganviTareba modernulobis paradigmis CarCoebSi)

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi:  realizmi, rusuli kultura, modernizmi

miuxedavad imisa, rom rusulenovan samecniero diskursSi termin 
`realizmis~ araerTi ganmarteba arsebobs, misi kognituri da semantikuri 
aspeqtebi dRemde srulyofilad ar aris gansazRvruli. gansxvavebul 
TvalsazrisTa Soris SeiZleba gamovyoT r.iakobsonis (r.iakobsoni. mxat-
vrul realizmze. 1976), g.a.gukovskis (g.a.gukovski, puSkini da realisturi 
stilis problemebi. 1957), i.m.lotmanis (i.m.lotmani kulturis tipologi-
uri kvlevisTvis. 1967) definiciebi. Yyoveli maTgani, ganxiluli maTi epoqis 
mecnieruli diskursze funqciuri damokidebulebis konteqstSi, cxadyofs 
am gansazRvrebaTa subieqtis winaaRmdegobriv xasiaTs. 

Tu `realizmis~ cnebas semantikuri mniSvnelobiT SevavsebT, aRmova-
CenT iseT semantikur opoziciebs, rogorebicaa: realizmi _ nominalizmi, 
relizmi _ idealizmi (v.rudnevi, 2006), realisturi azrovneba _ arare-
alisturi (autistikuri) azrovneba (bleieri 1927, Kretshmer 1956, burno 
1991). Bbunebrivia, am nominaciebs arsebul situaciaSi sicxade ver Seaqvs.

Tuki davuSvebT, rom mxolod XIX saukunis rusuli kulturis (mas-
Tan erTad literaturis) ganviTarebis procesze dakvirveba dagvexmareba 
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realizmis arsis gagebaSi, maSin upriania Tvali mivapyroT am epoqis rusul 
literaturas, romlis wiaRSic sagulvebelia dasmul kiTxvaze konkre-
tuli pasuxis povna (XIX saukunis rusuli literaturis Sesaxeb alterna-
tiuli koncefciebi ix. rus emigrantTa wignebSi (vail-genisi 1991; smirnovi 
1994), romlebSic, sxvaTa Soris, ar xdeba termin realizmis gadaazreba).

gzas, romelic rusulma literaturam gaiara evgeni oneginidan XX 
saukunis romanebamde da misi ganmsazRvreli komponentebis (naratiuli 
struqtura, ideuri mTlianoba, damokidebuleba modusTan `forma-Sinaar-
si~) analizs mivyavarT im daskvnamde, rom cneba realizmi, garkveulwilad, 
xelovnuria. is arcTu ise kargad gamokveTs msoflio kulturis (Cvens 
SemTxvevaSi rusuli kulturis) ganviTarebis mTavari paradigmis garkveul 
Semadgenel nawils, ufro konkretulad, modernulobis episTemis Semad-
genel nawils (m.epSteini, 1966), sadac modernuloba gagebulia rogorc 
kulturuli epoqa, romelic episTemologiurad aerTianebs kulturas XVIII 
saukunidan moyolebuli XX saukunis 70-ian wlebamde.

am periodSi rusulma kulturam, masTan erTad ki literaturam, gan-
vlo sakmaod rTuli gza klasicizmidan modernizmamde. ZiriTad etapebad 
am gzaze SegviZlia miviCnioT sxvadasxva esTetikur-mxatvruli defini-
cia, mis saTavesTan ki dgas rusuli klasicisturi skola, romelic Sesa-
niSnavad ewereba klasicizmis evropul modelSi. samyaros klasicisturi 
suraTi, romelic evropidan Semovida, gamoxatavda ganmnaTlebluri abso-
lutuzmis koncefcias da, imavdroulad, miuTiTebda im idealur SesaZle-
blobebze, romlebsac adamians goneba sTavazobs, magaliTad, ganaTlebuli 
monarqis, erTgvari axali petre pirvelis, taxtze asvlaze, romelic ga-
naxorcielebda aucilebel socialur gardaqmnebs. Yyovelive zemoTqmuli 
moicavs sakiTxis sazogadoebriv-filosofiur mxares.

jer kidev XIV saukuneSi rusul literaturaSi aRiZra interesi, zoga-
dad, pirovnebisadmi da personaJebis Sinagani samyarosadmi, romelmac kla-
sicizmis epoqaSi pirvel planze gadmoinacvla, imavdroulad, gaRrmavda 
moTxovnileba mxatvruli stilis individualuri gamoxatvis, mwerlis idi-
oleqtis mimarT (g. derJavini).  rusuli klasicizmis ganmasxvavebel niSnad 
iqca adamianis daniSnulebisa da rolis arawodebrivi aspeqtiT Sefaseba, 
misi moqalaqeobrivi Rvawlis rogorc imperiul sazogadoebaSi pirovnebis 
TviTrealizebis  mTavari gzis gamokveTa (ix. magaliTad, fonvizinis gone-
baumwifari), aseve rusuli realobis socialur winaaRmdegobaTa aqcen-
tireba (radiSCevis mogzauroba peterburgidan moskovSi). protesti `ve-
luris damonebis~ winaaRmdeg ismis puSkinis odaSi Tavisufleba, imavdro-
ulad, am monobis mospobisaken xmas imaRleben poeti-dekabristebi. 

rusuli literaturuli romantizmi ar aris `reaqcia klasicizmze~, 
saerTodac, is ar SeiZleba aRviqvaT, rogorc reaqcia cxovrebis ama Tu im 
literaturul mxareze. rusuli romantizmis aRmoceneba ganapiroba ar-
sebuli sinamdvilis gamo sircxvilis SegrZnebam, sircxvilisa, romelic 
rusulma sazogadoebam 1812 wlis movlenebis Semdeg ganicada. eri, romel-
mac napoleoni daamarcxa, `Sinagani mtris~ pirispir aRmoCnda. am SemTx-
vevaSi vgulisxmobT Zvel feodalur wesrigs, romelic gansakuTrebiT max-
inj gadmonaSTad moCanda evropuli civilizaciis fonze. am ukanasknelis 
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Sesaxeb ki naTeli warmodgena DSeeqmna ruseTis armiis evropuli laSqrobis 
yvela monawiles 1813 wels. swored yovelive zemoTqmulma warmoSva, be-
linskis TqmiT, ruxi uferulobisa Tu `cxovrebiseuli WuWyis~ mimarT si-
Zulvilisa da, imavdroulad, `sxva cxovrebisaken~ dauokebeli swrafvis 
grZnoba, rasac Sedegad mohyva e.w. ocnebebis samyaros rwmena da adamianisa 
da bunebas Soris harmoniis damyarebis sevdiani molodini. imavdroulad, 
rusuli romantizmi gaJRenTilia moqalaqeobrivi tendenciebiT, gmiro-
bis wyurviliT, heroikuli sawyisiT an misdami nostalgiiT gansakuTrebiT 
postdekabrizmis ugmiro epoqaSi.

rusuli literaturis Semdgomi ganviTareba modernizmisaken swored 
zemoTmotanil tendenciaTa gaZlierebiT xasiaTdeba. esenia: pirovnebisad-
mi da misi Sinagani samyarosadmi interesi (tolstois `adamianebi, rogorc 
mdinareebi~), sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis winaaRmdegobaTa zrda (dostoev-
skiseuli ̀ kategoriuli imperativi~ _ `samyaros yovelgvari keTildReoba 
erTi bavSvis cremladac ar Rirs~), miRma realobis arsebobis Rrma rwmena 
(Cexovis ̀ almasebiani ca~). rusulma modernizmma deklarirebulad gamoacx-
ada sxva realobis arsebobis SesaZlebloba (`SeuZlebelic ki SesaZlebelia~).

imavdroulad, modernizmis periodis literaturaSi mkafiod aris 
definicirebuli am literaturis Semadgeneli mTavari komponentis raoba 
_ esaa samyaros nacionaluri suraTis gamoxatva konceptualurad mniS-
vnelovani mxatvruli saxeebis meSveobiT. rusulma literaturam mxat-
vruli azrovnebis ganviTarebis am etapze udidesi wvlili Seitana swored 
uangaro gmiris CvenebiT, gmirisa, romelic iswrafvis, momavali cxovreba 
sulierebaze daafuZnos, vinaidan, Tu es safuZveli ar iqneba, msgavsi tipis 
gmirs, magaliTad rogoric puSkinis evgenia, cxovreba arad uRirs~.

rusuli literaturis amocana misi ganviTarebis gansaxilvel etapze 
gansakuTrebiT mkafiod v. soloviovma gansazRvra: `kiTxvas: `ra vakeToT~ ara 
aqvs azri; ruseTis daniSnuleba is ki ar aris, rom es problema gadawyvitos, 
aramed ipovos gzebi eris moraluri gajansaRebisken. dostoevskim erTgvarad 
moxaza es gza, rodesac morCilebisaken migviTiTa~ (soloviovi 1884: 33).

amrigad, rusuli literaturis ganviTareba modernizmis epoqaSi  
mimdinareobda modusiT `klasicizmi _ modernizmi~. imgvari esTetikur-
mxatvruli koncefciebi, rogorebicaa klasicizmi, sentimentalizmi, ro-
mantizmi, swored am modusebis Semadgenel nawilebad iqca. literatura ki, 
romelic ganisazRvra terminiT `realizmi~ (`kritikuli realizmi~) unda 
iqnas wakiTxuli MODmodernulobis msgavsi modusebis episTemis CarCoebSi, 
xolo saubari realizmze rogorc rusuli literaturis damoukidebel mi-
marTulebaze, mizanSewonili ar aris.

TavisTavad termini ̀ realizmis~ gamoyeneba rusuli literaturis mi-
marT puSkinidan moyolebuli mTeli XIX saukunis manZilze, vfiqrobT, ufro 
inerciiTaa gamowveuli. Tanamedrove mecnieruli azrovneba, romelic Ta-
visi meTodologiuri ZiebebiT multidisciplinarulobis mimarTulebiT 
da literaturuli procesebis kulturologiuri da komparativistuli 
xedvis gziT miiwevs win, sul ufro ukeT grZnobs termin ̀ realizmis~ gamoye-
nebis xelovnurobas, vinaidan aRniSnul termins aklia konkretuloba, rac 
terminisTvis Zalze mniSvnelovania.
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poeturi teqstis analizi
P
poeturi qmnilebis leqsikuri done

leqsi sityvebisgan Sedgeba. erTi SexedviT, araferia am WeSmarite-
baze TvalsaCino, magram man mainc SeiZleba, warmoSvas garkveuli gaugeb-
robebi. leqsSi gamoyenebuli sityva _ esaa bunebrivi enis sityva, anu leq-
sikuri erTeuli, romelsac leqsikonSi movZebniT. amasTan, is TviT igiveo-
brivi rodia. swored mocemuli enis saleqsikono sityvasTan misi msgavse-
bis an Tanxvedris wyalobiT vamCnevT gansxvavebas ur-TierTgamijnul da 
Sepirispirebul erTeulebs (zogadenobriv sityvasa da saleqso sityvas) 
Soris.

poeturi teqsti sagangebod organizebuli enaa. es ena nawevrdeba 
leqsikur erTeulebad. amdenad, kanonzomieria misi gaigiveba bunebrivi 
enis sityvebTan, vinaidan am gziT xorcieldeba yvelaze martivi da bunebri-
vi danawevreba niSnad segmentebad. magram aq Tavs iCens garkveuli siZneleebi. 
zogierT enaSi _ rusulSi, estonurSi an CexurSi _ leqsi teqstis saxiT 
warmogvidgens mxolod mocemuli enis leqsikuri elementebis nawils. gamo-
yenebuli sityvebi gaerTianebulia ufro vrcel sistemaSi.

Tu mocemul poetur teqsts ganvixilavT, rogorc sagangebod or-
ganizebul enas, maSin es ukanaskneli masSi mTlianad iqneba realizebuli. 
is, rac warmoadgenda sistemis nawils, aq warmogvidgeba, rogorc sruli 
sistema.*

es garemoeba Zalze arsebiTia. yovelgvari kulturis enas (rogorc 
modelmqmnel sistemas) universalurobis pretenzia aqvs. 

is miiswrafis, moicvas mTeli samyaro da gautoldes mas. xdeba isec, 
rom realobis ama Tu im nawils es sistema ar moicavs (magaliTad, klasi-
cizmis maRali poeziis samyaroSi ar monawileobs ̀ dabali buneba~ an ̀ dabali 
leqsika~); aseT SemTxvevaSi is uaryofs realobis am aspeqtebis arsebobas.

amgvarad yalibdeba mocemuli kulturis damaxasiaTebeli sistema 
ena-modelebisa, romlebic erTimeoris mimarT izomorfulia; isini erTiani 
obieqtis _ mTeli samyaros urTierTgansxvavebul modelebs warmoadgens.

am gagebiT, leqsi, rogorc erTiani ena, emsgavseba mTel bunebriv enas 
da ara mis nawils. ukve is faqti, rom am enis sityvaTa raodenoba ramdenime 
aTeuli an aseulia (da ara aseul aTasobiT sityva), zegavlenas axdens teq-
stis niSnadi segmentis _ sityvis wonaze. zogadenobriv teqstSi gamoyene-

* sakiTxs Segnebulad vamartivebT, sinamdvileSi leqsis teqsti SeiZleba warmovidgi-
noT, rogorc enaTa mTeli rigis (ierarqiis) realizacia. esenia: `rusuli ena~, `mocemuli 
epoqis rusuli literaturuli ena~, `mocemuli poetis Semoqmedeba~, `poeturi cikli, 
rogorc erTiani sistema~, `leqsi, rogorc Caketili poeturi samyaro~. TiToeuli amg-
vari sistema teqstSi gansxvavebulad realizdeba. sxvadasxvagvaria sistemis fonze misi 
SefardebiTi sididec.
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bul sityvasTan SedarebiT saleqso sityva ufro `msxvilia~. advili Se-
samCnevia, rom lapidarul teqstSi sityva mZlavria da universumis vrcel 
nawils aRniSnavs.

ama Tu im nawarmoebis leqsikonis Sedgenisas warmogvidgeba miaxlo-
ebiTi konturebi imisa, rac avtoris TvalsazrisiT, samyaros Seadgens. 
Kkiuxelbekerma erT-erT leqsSi gamoiyena gamoTqma:

 Пас стада главы моей? 

puSkinma iqve miawera ,,вши”? 
ratom ver SeamCnia kiuxelbekerma am taepis komikuri efeqti, ro-melic 

puSkinma myisve SeniSna? saqme isaa, rom `tilebi~ (`вши~) ar monawileobda 
kiuxelbekeris poetur samyaroSi da arc im umaRles realobaSi, romelic 
miseuli modelis mimarT garesistemur mocemulobad aRiqmeboda da, umaR-
lesi gagebiT, arc arsebobda.

puSkinis poeziis leqsikaSi am kriteriumis mTeli miaxloebiTobis miuxe-
davad, vlindeba samyaros sxvagvari modeli: 

Теперь у нас дороги плохи,
Мосты забытые гниют,
На стансиях клоры да блохи
Заснуть минуты не дают. . . 

(`evgeni onegini~)

amitom kiuxelbekeris sistemis erTmniSvnelovan taepebs puSkini aRiq-
vamda, rogorc orazrovan frazebs.

cxadia, mocemuli poeturi teqstis leqsikoni Seesabameba mis univer-
sums, xolo leqsikonis Semadgeneli sityvebi avseben am universums. maTi 
urTierTmimarTeba aRiqmeba, rogorc samyaros struqtura.

Aamgvarad, poetur samyaros gaaCnia ara marto sityvebis sakuTari nusxa, 
aramed _ sinonimebisa da antonimebis sakuTari sistemac. ase, magaliTad, 
`siyvaruli~ garkveul teqstebSi gvevlineba, rogorc sicocxlis sinonimi, 
sxvebSi ki `sikvdils~ uTanabrdeba. `dRe~ da `Rame~, `sicocxle~ da `sikvdi-
li~ poetur teqstSi SeiZleba sinonimur mniSvnelobebs gamoxatavdes da, 
piriqiT, erTi da igive sityva poeziaSi SeiZleba, ar udrides sakuTar Tavs 
an sakuTari Tavis antonimadac ki mogvevlinos: 

Жизнь – это место, где жить нелзья. . . 
Дом – так мало домашний. . . 

(m. cvetaeva)

am sityvebs poetur struqturaSi sagangebo mniSvneloba eniWeba, magram 
isini saleqsikono mniSvnelobasac inarCuneben. am ori tipis mniSvneloba-
Ta konfliqti miT ufro mZafrad SeigrZnoba, rom teqstSi maT Seesabameba 
erTi da igive niSani _ mocemuli sityva.
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а вЫ МОгли БЫ?

Я сразу смазал карту будня,
Плеснувши краску из стакана;
Я показал на блюде студня
Косые скулы океана.
На чешуе жестяной рыбы
Прочёл я зовы новых губ
А вы
Ноктюрн сыграть могли бы
На флейту водосточных труб?

(v. maiakovski)

leqsis leqsikoni

я  карта  косые  смазать  сразу   из       а
вы будни  жестяная  плеснуть  на 

  краска  новые  показать   
  стакан  водосточная прочесть   
  блюдо  сыграть    
  студень    мочь
  скулы
  океан
  чешуя
  рыба
  зов
  губы
  ноктюрн
  флейта
  труба     

upirveles yovlisa, aSkaraa leqsikonis nominatiuri xasiaTi. teqstis 
samyaro ganisazRvreba sityvebiT. leqsis mTeli saxelTa leqsika advilad 
iyofa or jgufad: erTSi gavaerTianebT STambeWdaobis, uCveulobis aRm-
niSvnel sityvebs (краска, океан, флейта, ноктюрн), meoreSi ki _ yofiT, sagno-
briv leqsikas (блюдо студня, чешуя жестяной рыбы, водосточные трубы) TiToeuli 
maTganis miRma SeigrZnoba tradiciulad gaazrebuli literaturuli anti-
Teza: `poeturi _ arapoeturi~ da, vinaidan teqstis dasawyisSive gvxvdeba 
opozicia `я _ вы~ am dapirispirebis interpretacia TiTqos ase unda iyos: 

я   вы
поэзия  быт
яркость   пошлость

magram maiakovskis teqsti aramarto gvaxsenebs am teqstis sityvaTa 
samyaros organizaciis sistemas, aramed abaTilebs kidec mas.

 jer erTi, saxelebis (cnebebis) Semakavebeli zmnebis mTeli sistema 
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miuTiTebs ara mniSvnelobaTa `yofiTi~ da `poeturi~ velebis gamijnu-
lobaze, aramed adasturebs maTs erTianobas. zmnebi aRniSnaven kontaqts: 
прочесть, показать an mxatvrul moqmedebas: сыграть. maTi meSveobiT ̀ me~ amCnevs 
poetur mniSvnelobebs swored yofiTi mniSvnelobebis wiaRSi. `okeane~, 
rogorc poeziis simbolo, mignebulia `labaSi~, xolo `Tunuqis Tevzis 
farflSi~ amoikiTxeba `зовы новых губ~ (зовы-s poetizmisa da daukonkrete-
beli epiTetis новый-s zegavleniT `губы~ aRiqmeba ganzogadebuli poeturi 
simbolos saxiT).

bolos, TviT am yofas Seadgens ara, ubralod, saganTa umniSvnelo si-
tyvebi, aramed _ sagnebic, romlebic nasesxebia xelovnebis sxva dargis _ 
ferweris samyarodan. nawarmoebis leqsikonis yofiTi nawili naturmortis 
inventaria (kidev ufro konkretulad _ esaa sezanis skolis naturmorti). 
SemTxveviT rodia, rom yofa erwymis wminda ferweruli xasiaTis zmnebs: 
смазать, плеснуть краску. yofiTi, ese igi, Cveulebrivi samyaro _ esaa prozis, 
realobisa da ferweris samyaro, xolo tradiciuli poeziis samyaro piro-
biTi da yalbia.

я-s mier agebuli samyaros poeturi modeli ukuagdebs yovelgvar 
вы-s. am semantikur sistemaSi студент da океан sinonimebia, xolo poeziisa da 
prozauli yofis dapirispireba moxsnilia.

warmoiSoba teqstis azrobrivi erTeulebis organizaciis amgvari 
sqema: 

me    Tqven
STambeWdaoba   uxamsoba
poeziisa da yofis  poeziisa da yofis
erTianoba    dapirispireba

amgvarad, maiakovskis nawarmoebSi (mis leqsikur doneze) teqstis se-
mantikuri organizacia efuZneba konfliqts, erTi mxriv, mocemul indi-
vidualur struqturaSi azrobrivi erTeulebis organizaciis sistemasa 
da (agreTve _ bunebriv enaSi sityvaTa semantikur struqturasa) da, meore 
mxriv, tradiciul poetur modelebs Soris.

Pparalelizmis cneba
 

ganmeorebis rolis ganxilvisas unda davakonkretoT paralelizmis 
cneba, romelic araerTxel ganixileboda poetikis principebTan dakav-
SirebiT. xelovnebaSi paralelizmis dialeqtikur bunebaze miuTiTebda 
jer kidev a. n. veselovski: `Cven ar vaigivebT adamianis cxovrebasa da bune-
bis sicocxles, arc vadarebT maT (rac gulisxmobs Sesadarebeli sagnebis 
urTierTgamijnulobas); Cven maT SevajerebT moqmedebis niSnis mixedviT~. 
Aamgvarad, paralelizmSi, igiveobisa da sruli urTierTgamijnulobisgan 
gansxvavebiT, xazgasmulia analogia. bolodroindeli mkvlevari r. aus-
terlisti paralelizms Semdegnairad gansazRvravs: `ori segmenti (taepi), 
paraleluria, Tu isini igiveobrivia; gansxvavdeba mxolod maTi esa Tu is 
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nawili, romelsac am segmentebSi daaxloebiT erTi da igive pozicia ukavia~. 
da Semdgom: ̀ paralelizmi SeiZleba ganvixiloT, rogorc arasruli ganmeoreba~.

paralelizmis zemomiTiTebuli Tvisebebi SeiZleba amgvarad Ca-
movayaliboT: paralelizmi warmoadgens orwevrs, romlis erTi nawili 
Seimecneba analogiuri meore nawilis meSveobiT. Ees ukanaskneli pirveli 
wevris igiveobrivi araa, magram arc gamijnulia misgan; is analogiis mdgo-
mareobaSia _ gaaCnia saerTo niSnebi, kerZod, isini, romelTac Semecnebisas 
gamovyofT pirvel wevrSi.

Ees ori wevri identuri araa, magram, garkveuli gagebiT, erTgvaro-
vania. amitom pirveli maTganis Sesaxeb Cven vmsjelobT paralelis meore 
wevris mixedviT. aseTia, magaliTad, paralelizmi: 

Взойди, взойди, солнце, взойди выше лесу,
Приди, приди, брфтец, ко сестрице в гости . . . 

 aq analogiuria mzisa da Zmis moqmedebebi (,,взойди, взойди” _ ,,приди, 
приди”) da am cnebebis mniSvnelobebi. mze aRiqmeba, rogorc cnobili cneba. 
Братец-is modeli misi analogiiT iwarmoeba. amasTan, gvxvdeba paralelizmis 
ufro rTuli nimuSebic, rodesac orwevris orive nawilSi xorcieldeba 
maTi urTierTmodelireba _ TiToeuli maTgani meoris analogiuria.

Грустен и весел вхожу, ваятель, в твою мастерскую.
(a. puSkini)

mokle zedsarTavebi грустен da весел erTnair sintaqsur poziciaSia. 
esaa erTgvarovani gramatikuli formebi. maT Soris SeimCneva paraleliz-
mis damokidebuleba, romelic aaSkaravebs, rom avtoris cnobierebaSi ar 
warmoSobila ori gansxvavebuli sulieri ganwyobileba. Mmxatvrul teqstSi 
orive wevri analogiuria urTierTis mimarT. cnebebi грустен da весел Sead-
gens urTierTSefardebul rTul struqturas. 

iq, sadac saqme gvaqvs sityvebisa da sityvaTSeTanxmebebis doneze 
ganxorcielebul paralelizmTan, sityva-obieqtsa da sityva-models So-
ris myardeba tropuli mimarTebebi. ori cnebis urTierTdamokidebulebis 
safuZvelia swored egreT wodebuli `gadataniTi mniSvneloba~. ase war-
moiqmneba `saxeobrioba~, romelic tradiciulad poeziis ZiriTad Tvise-
bad iTvleba. rogorc Cans, is warmoadgens SedarebiT SezRudul sferoSi 
ufro zogadi kanonzomierebis gamovlenis kerZo SemTxvevas. sinamdvileSi 
unda aRgveniSna, rom poezia iseTi struqturaa, romlis yvela elementi 
urTierTSoris paralelizmis damokidebulebaSia. maSasadame, maT ekisreba 
garkveuli azrobrivi datvirTva.

zemoTqmulidan unda davaskvnaT, rom mxatvrulsa da aramxatvrul 
struqturebs ganasxvavebs kidev erTi arsebiTi niSani. ena gamoirCeva maRa-
li siWarbiT. erTi da igive mniSvnelobebi SeiZleba mravalgvarad gamoixa-
tos. Mmxatvruli teqstis struqturaSi siWarbe dabalia. marTlac, enis-
Tvis ganurCevelia sityvebis bgeriTi forma, xelovnebaSi ki TviT sityvis 
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es bgeriTi forma paralelizmis damokidebulebaSia sxva sityvis JRerasTan, 
ris Sedegadac maT Soris myardeba analogiis damokidebuleba.

siWarbe enis sasargeblo da aucilebeli Tvisebaa. kerZod, is uzrun-
velyofs enis mdgradobas SecdomaTa, agreTve TviTneburi, subieqturi aR-
qmis mimarT. poeziaSi siWarbis dacemis Sedegad aRqmis adekvaturoba ara-
sodesaa imdenad upirobo, rogorc enaSi. samagierod, poeturi struqtura 
semantikurad gacilebiT metadaa gajerebuli. is gamoxatavs imgvar rTul 
azrobriv struqturebs, romlebic Cveulebrivi eniT saerTod ver gadmoicema.

elementebisa da am elementTa doneebis SemakavSirebeli sistema 
mxatvrul nawarmoebs aniWebs garkveul damoukideblobas. Amis gamo is war-
mogvidgeba, rogorc rTuli TviTganviTarebadi struqtura, romelic mniS-
vnelovnad win uswrebs adamianis mier aqamde Seqmnil, ukukavSiris TvisebiT 
aRWurvil yvela sistemas da, garkveuli gagebiT, emsgavseba cocxal orga-
nizmebs. mxatvruli nawarmoebi ukukavSirSia garemosTan da icvleba misi 
zegavleniT. jer kidev antikuri drois dialeqtikosebma icodnen, rom erT 
mdinareSi orjer ver Sexval; Tanamedrove dialeqtikosebsac ar ganacvi-
frebs debuleba imis Sesaxeb, rom amJamad xelT gvaqvs ̀ ara is~ ̀ evgeni onegi-
ni~, romelsac icnobdnen misi pirveli mkiTxvelebi da TviT avtori. puSkinis 
epoqis gareteqstobrivi struqturebi ukve aRar arsebobs. MmaT aRsadgenad 
unda vflobdeT ara marto puSkiniseul codnas (istorikosi valdebulia, 
miuaxlovdes am codnas epoqis ZiriTadi struqturuli momentebis gaSuqe-
bisas, magram, samwuxarod, ver aRadgens im periodis konkretuli movlen-
ebis urTierTgadamkveT struqturebs), saWiroa agreTve yovelive imis da-
viwyeba, rac ucnobi iyo puSkinisTvis da rac Seadgens Cveni epoqis damaxasi-
aTebeli mxatvruli aRqmis safuZvels. Ees amocana ganuxorcielebelia.

xelovnebis qmnileba CarTulia aRmqmeli subieqtis cnobierebaSi. 
amasTan, is monawileobs istoriis obieqtur msvlelobaSic. Aamgvarad, 
savsebiT SesaZlebelia `evgeni oneginis~ puSkiniseuli aRqmis rekonstru-
ireba. puSkinis nawarmoebis kiTxvisas ver daviviwyebT momdevno epoqebis 
istoriul da literaturul movlenebs, magram savsebiT SesaZloa iseTi 
cnobierebis konstruireba, romlisTvisac es movlenebi ucnobia. ra Tqma 
unda, es iqneba miaxloebiTi modeli.

Mmxatvruli nawarmoebi ukukavSirSia Tavis momxmarebelTan da am 
faqts, rogorc Cans, ukavSirdeba xelovnebis iseTi Tvisebebi, rogoricaa 
misi uCveulo xangrZlivoba da ama Tu im epoqis gansxvavebuli momxmareb-
lisaTvis (agreTve _ erTi da imave epoqis momxmareblisTvis) gansxvavebu-
li informaciis miwodeba.

leqsi, rogorc mTlianoba

riTma taepis sazRvaria. Aaxmatovam erT-erT leqsSi riTmebs `sasignalo 
zarebi~ uwoda. Mmas mxedvelobaSi hqonda wkaruni, romliTac sabeWd man-
qanaze aRiniSneba xolme striqonis dasasruli. mijnis moniSnulobiT taepi 
sityvas waagavs, taepis dasasrulis aRmniSvneli pauza ki sityvaTgasayars 
emsgavseba.
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Ppoeturi teqstis ZiriTad konstruqciul principebs Soris SeimCne-
va erTi Seusabamoba. TiToeuli niSnadi elementi miiswrafis damoukideb-
lobisken, ris Sedegadac teqstobrivi mTlianoba warmogvidgeba, rogorc 
garkveuli fraza. Eesaa erTiani konstruqciis sintagmaturi jaWvi. amas-
Tan, yoveli amgvari elementi gvevlineba mxolod, rogorc niSnis nawili, 
mTlianoba ki iZens Tvisebebs erTiani niSnisa, romelsac zogadi da dauna-
wevrebeli mniSvneloba aqvs.

pirveli gageba gulisxmobs, rom leqsSi TiToeuli fonema sityvas 
emsgavseba, xolo meoregvari gagebiT taepi, Semdgom, strofi, da, bolos, 
mTeli teqsti SeiZleba ganvixiloT, rogorc sagangebod agebuli sityvebi. 
aseT SemTxvevaSi taepi sxva araferia, Tu ara gansakuTrebuli, okaziona-
luri sityva, romelsac erTiani da daunawevrebeli Sinaarsi aqvs. TxrobiT 
struqturaSi sxva taepebisadmi misi mimarTeba sintagmaturia, xolo saleq-
so paralelizmis SemTxvevebSi _ paradigmaturi xasiaTisaa.

taepis erTianoba vlindeba metrul, intonaciur, sintaqsursa da az-
robriv doneebze. erTiania agreTve fonologiuri organizacia, romelic 
taepis SigniT xSirad warmoqmnis myar lokalur kavSirebs.

taepis semantikuri erTianoba Tavs iCens im faqtorSi, romelsac 
i.n.tinianovma `saleqso rigis simWidrove~ uwoda. saleqso sityvaTa leqsi-
kuri mniSvnelobebis zegavleniT leqsis mezobel sityvebSi xorcieldeba 
inducireba axali mniSvnelobebisa, romlebic mocemuli saleqso konteq-
stis gareSe warmoudgenelia. es taepSi xSirad iwvevs azrobrivi centrebisa 
da, maTTan erTad, prefiqsul-sufiqsuri xasiaTis nawilakebis, agreTve _ 
kavSirebis rolis Semsrulebeli sityvebis gamoyofas.

taepi erTdroulad sityvaTa mimdevrobacaa da _ sityvac, rom-
lis mniSvneloba sulac ar utoldeba misi komponentebis mniSvnelobaTa 
meqanikur jams (vinaidan calkeuli niSnebis mniSvnelobaTa sintagmatika da 
funqciurad gansxvavebuli ingredientebisgan niSnis ageba gansxvavebuli 
operaciebia). Aamitom taepi, erTgvarad, gaorebuli xasiaTisaa. aq Cven wina-
Sea, sazogadod, xelovnebisTvis damaxasiaTebeli Zalze arsebiTi movlena, 
rodesac erTi da imave teqstisTvis principulad dasaSvebia erTze meti 
interpretacia. modelis ufro sinkretuli donis interpretacia iZleva 
urTierTis mimarT ekvikalenturi mniSvnelobis garkveul simravles. 

taepi inarCunebs leqsis (rogorc aramxatvruli cnobis) mTel seman-
tikas. amasTan, iZens integrirebul mniSvnelobas. Aam mniSvnelobaTa Soris 
warmoqmnili daZabulobis safuZvelze aigeba poeqturi teqstis specifi-
kuri mimarTeba misi mniSvnelobis mimarT. 

Tu ganvixilavT p. vasilievis striqons, `Пахучие поля полыни~ an 
m.dudinis ,,Рубины вешать на рябины”, davrwmundebiT, rom taepis ritmul-
fonologiuri erTianoba warmoqmnis mis azrobriv erTianobas. 

leqsis zogadenobrivi da integraluri mniSvnelobebi igiveobrivia, 
rodesac misi mniSvneloba utoldeba missave prozaulad gadmocemul Si-
naarss (ese igi, taepis ukiduresi prozaizaciis SemTxvevaSi); msgavs efeqts 
vawydebiT agreTve leqsis semantikis sruli ukugdebisas (aseTia glosola-
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liuri poezia). amasTan, es ori SemTxveva gvxvdeba mxolod gamonaklisebis 
saxiT. Ppoetur mniSvnelobaTa agebis damoukidebeli sistemis saxiT maTi 
funqcionireba SeuZlebelia. Semdgom, es ori sistema (Tundac erTi maTgani 
carieli klasiT iyos warmodgenili) struqturulad gansxvavdeba prozis-
gan, romelsac poeziasTan mimarTeba ar aqvs.

leqsis semantikuri erTianoba vlindeba ramdenime struqturul 
doneze. Aaq, uwinares yovlisa, SeiniSneba yvela sistemuri akrZalvis maqsi-
maluri realizaciis tendencia, Semdeg ki _ maTi Sesusteba, rac warmoq-
mnis damatebiT azrobriv SesaZleblobebs.

Tavdapirvelad poeziis zogadi da ZiriTadi niSnis, taepis gamona-
wevreba gulisxmobda metrul-ritmuli, sintaqsuri da intonaciuri rige-
bis erTianobas. izokolonebisa da fonologiuri ganmeorebebis arseboba 
rusuli leqsis sawyis stadiaze (lomonosovis Semdegdroindel formacia-
Si) ganixileboda, rogorc fakultaturi niSani. Aase, magaliTad, izokolo-
nebi axasiaTebda ritorikul poezias, magram sruliad ar warmoadgenda 
yovelgvari poeziis niSans.

am periodSi leqss hqonda gansazRvruli ritmuli struqtura, 
romelic miiswrafoda unifikaciisken (unda gabatonebuliyo erTi metri, 
romelic iqceoda, sazogadod, leqsis simbolod; rusul leqsSi istoriu-
lad aseT metrs warmoadgenda oTxterfiani iambi), da gansazRvruli _ 
`poeturi~ _ intonacia, romelic realizdeboda sagangebo deklamaciuri 
stilisa da `maRali~ orToepuli normis sagangebo sistemis meSveobiT. 
xalxis warmodgeniT, poezia gansakuTrebuli ena iyo. XVIII saukuneSi mas sa-
yovelTaod uwodebdnen `RmerTebis enas~.* amdenad, swored yoveldRiuri 
enisgan gansxvavebuloba aRiqmeboda, rogorc poeturi teqstis niSani.

aseT SemTxvevaSi ZiriTadi teqstobrivi mniSvnelobebis Sesaxeb 
askvnidnen: `poezias ganekuTvneba an poezias ar ganekuTvneba~. Lleqsis Sida 
diferenciacia am kategoriebisTvis maSin ucnobi iyo.

Semdgom Tavs iCens metruli erTeulebis dasrulebulobisa da sin-
taqsuri erTeulebis dausruleblobis SesaZleblobebi (`gadatana~); po-
eturi intonacia danawevrda ritmul da leqsikur intonaciebad (proso-
diuli elementebis gansazRvruli intonacia da leqsikis wyobasTan 
dakavSirebuli intonacia) da vlindeba maTi konfliqti. Aase, magaliTad, 
a.k.tolstois saxumaro leqsSi `Вонзил кинжал убийца нечестивый` warmoiSoba 
komikuri konfliqti ritmis baladur intonaciasa da misi leqsikuri masa-
lis yofiT-salaparako intonacias Soris.

Через плечо дадут вам Станислава
Других в пример.
Я дать совет властям имею право:

* Sdr p. a. viazemskis epigrama s. bobrovze: uUnda gvaxsovdes, rom epigrama dawerilia im pe-
riodSi, rodesac poezias moeTxoveboda gasageboba, salaparako enis gamoyeneba; gamoTqma 
_ `RmerTebis ena~ am dros ironiulad JRerda.
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Я камергер
Хотите дочь мою просватать Дуню?
А я за то
Кредитными билетами отслюню 
Вам тысяч сто.

a. vedenskis `elegiaSi~ SeiniSneba dapirispireba ritmis maJorul 
wyobasa (romelic mkiTxvels aSkarad axsenebs lermontovis `borodinos~) 
da leqsikis doneze gamovlenil tragikul intonacias Soris, rasac erTvis 
yofiTi elementebi (sxvagvar konteqstSi maTi JReradoba komikur elfers 
SeiZenda).

esa Tu is struqturuli Sre am dros avtomaturad aRar ukavSirdeba 
leqsis cnebas. is an realizebulia, an ar monawileobs saleqso struqtu-
raSi da gamoxatavs damoukidebel mniSvnelobebs. yvela elementis Tan-
xvedram (rasac adgili hqonda metrisa da ritmis urTierTmimarTebebis 
SemTxvevaSi) gadainacvla idealizebuli struqturis doneze, romelTan 
mimarTebaSic aRiqmeba realuri teqsti.

erTdroulad mimdinareobda sxva procesic. zemoT ukve aRvniSneT, 
rom leqsis ganviTarebaSi vlindeba maqsimaluri SezRudvebis SemoRebisa 
da Semdgom maTi `moryevis~ tendencia.

amasTan, xazgasmiT unda SevniSnoT, rom zemonaTqvami samarTliania 
mxolod xelovnurad izolirebuli struqturuli doneebis mimarT (aseTia 
`rusuli leqsis ritmikis ganviTareba~, `poeturi stilis istoria~ da sxva). 
teqstebis realuri ganviTarebisas erT doneze akrZalvaTa maqsimalur 
`moryevas~ axlavs maTi maqsimaluri SenarCuneba sxva doneze. savaldebulo 
niSnebi fakultatur Tvisebebad iqceva. erTi SexedviT, yvela normatiuli 
wesi uqmdeba. amasTan, fakultaturi niSnebi aucilebel Tvisebebad iqce-
va. Aase, magaliTad, XX saukunis poetur kulturaSi fonologiuri donis 
maRali organizebuloba garkveuli poeturi skolebisTvis (kerZod, imaT-
Tvis, romlebisTvisac misaRebi iyo ritmuli naxazis ukiduresi Tavisuf-
leba) aucilebeli gaxda. romantikosebmac gaauqmes yvela (maT ase egonaT) 
akrZalva Janrebis, enis, `maRalisa~ da `dabalis~ mimarT, magram SemoiRes 
axali akrZalvebi araindividualuri, uxamsi, tradiciuli elementebis mi-
marT, romlebic Sinaarsisa da enis doneze iCenda Tavs.

strofi, rogorc mTlianoba

poetur nawarmoebSi aucileblad gamoiyofa taepi da mTeli teqsti*; 
strofebad dayofa fakultaturia. is prozauli teqstis abzacebad da 
Tavebad dayofis paraleluria da xSirad Tan sdevs naraciuli principis 
ganxorcielebas.

* poeturi teqstis aucilebeli segmentebia agreTve sityva da subleqsikuri elemen-
tebi (fonemebi, morfemebi, marcvlebi). maT meoreuli buneba aqvT. sityvebad danawevreba 
efuZneba im pirobas, rom Cven winaSea garkveul enaze dawerili teqsti; damoukidebel 
niSnad erTeulebad dayofa ki gulisxmobs imis prezumfcias, rom esaa poeturi teqsti.
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strofebad danawevrebul teqstSi strofebis mimarTeba taepebisad-
mi emTxveva taepebis mimarTebas sityvebisadmi. Aam gagebiT SeiZleba iTqvas, 
rom strofebi _ esaa semantikurad erTiani `sityvebi~. magaliTad, `evgeni 
oneginSi~ TiToeul strofs gaaCnia sakuTari integrirebuli mniSvneloba, 
Tavisi kompoziciurad gansazRvruli azrobrivi centri (strofis semanti-
kuri Ziri) _ pirveli oTxtaepedi da sufiqsuri, agreTve _ sintagmatur-
fleqsiuri mniSvnelobebi, romlebic momdevno taepebSia koncentrirebuli.

strofebis garkveul raodenobaSi es inercia darRveulia; urTi-
erTs ar emTxveva strofuli da sintaqsuri struqturebi, rac aRar gvao-
cebs: swored TiToeuli amgvari struqturuli elementis gamoyenebis an 
gamouyeneblobis Tavisufleba gansazRvravs mis mxatvrul mniSvnelobas.

strofis yvelaze martivi saxea oTxtaepedi. Aaq vlindeba riTmis erT-
erTi ZiriTadi kanoni _ misi binaruloba.* saqme exeba ara marto stro-
fis moculobis SezRudulobas, aramed _ mis struqturul elementaru-
lobasac. strofSi Semavali taepebi struqturulad Tanabaruflebiania da 
niSnadobis mixedviT ierarqiulad araa ganlagebuli.

 

Гляжу, как безумный, на черную шаль,
И хладную душу терзает печаль.

(puSkini, Черная шаль)

amasTan, ortaepedis sazRvrebSi SeiZleba, mainc iCinos Tavi erTi 
taepis (rogorc wesi, pirvelis) dominirebam meoreze.

Нас было два брата -- мы вместе росли –
И жалкую младость в нужде провели. 

(puSkini,  Братья разбойники-s Savi monaxazi) 

magram mxolod strofis garTulebul saxeobebSi vxvdebiT dominan-
turi da daqvemdebarebuli taepebis niSnad da Tanmimdevrulad realize-
bul ierarqias.

ase, magaliTad, bariatinskis ̀ Semodgoma~ efuZneba TvalsaCino logi-
kur sqemas: Tezisi _ 4 taepi, sinTezi _ 2 taepi. TiToeul oTxtaepedSi se-
mantikurad dominirebs vaJurriTmiani kenti taepebi, xolo sinTezi gan-
xorcielebulia vaJurriTmian striqonSi, romlebic am fonze mokle, lapi-
daruli taepebis saxiT aRiqmeba. es ki uzrunvelyofs daskvnis, sentenciis 
intonacias.

Но если бы негодованья крик,
Но если б вопль тоски великой 
Из глубины сердечныя возник
Вполне торжественный и дикой, _
Костями бы среди своих забав
Содроглась ветреная младость,

* binaruloba _ orwevrianoba. binarulobis principi struqturuli midgomis safuZvelia.
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Играющий младенец, зарыдав,
Игрушку б выронил, и радость
Покинула б чело его на век,
И заживо б в нем умер человек!

amasTan, am myar tendenciebs axlavs mravalferovani gadaxrebi, 
romelTa wyalobiT is usicocxlo logikuri sqemis nacvlad mxatvruli 
struqturis cocxal movlenad iqceva. Ppirvel oTxtaepedSi luwi riTmebi 
mxolod damatebiT rols asrulebs da maTi gamotoveba azrs arafers aklebs.

Но если бы негодованья крик
Из глубины сердечныя возник. . . 

esaa kenti taepebis semantikuri paralelebi. Mmagram miT ufro aS-
karaa maTi stilisturi Tavisebureba. Aazrobrivad dominirebul taepebSi 
SenarCunebulia XVIII saukunis maRali leqsikuri normebi. maTi semanti-
kuri dublebi eyrdnoba romantikul maRal leqsikas, romlis farglebSi 
`торжественный~ da `дикой~ sinonimebia da SeiZleba, erTgvarovani wevrebis 
saxiT warmogvidges, xolo `негодованья крик~ transformirebulia, rogorc 
`вопль тоски великой~.

Ppirveli taepis mimarTeba mesamisadmi ganisazRvreba logikuri sin-
taqsuri kavSirebis normebiT.

meore oTxtaepedi sxvagvaradaa agebuli. winadadebis mTavari wevrebi 
ganawilebulia kent da luw taepebSi. strofis am nawilis TiToeuli nakve-
Ti warmoadgens sintaqsursa da azrobriv mTlianobas. samagierod, orive es 
nawili urTierTSoris azrobrivi paralelizmis damokidebulebaSia. meS-
vide da merve taepebi mxolod imeoreben mexuTe da meeqvse taepebis zogads 
azrs. magram ganmeoreba aqac amZafrebs gansxvavebas: pirvel SemTxvevaSi sa-
gangebod moxmobilia poeturi Stampebi (`содрогнуться костями~, `среди забав~, 
`ветреная младость~), meore nawilSi daxatulia romantikuli poetikis norme-
bisTvis dauSvebeli naturalisturi suraTi, vinaidan is ara marto SemaZ-
rwunebelia, aramed _ Cveulic. romantikuli Stampi transformirebulia 
atirebuli bavSvis saxed, romelmac saTamaSo xelidan gaagdo, radgan ukve 
cocxlad daimarxa. es ki warmoqmnis am sti-listuri xazebis urTierTSe-
tolebis ganpirobebul sagangebo stilistur efeqts.

merve da mecxre taepebis mijnaze SeiniSneba axali konfliqti. sintaq-
surad es winadadeba TiTqos ar mTavrdeba merve taepis bolos, ukanaskneli 
es ori taepi warmoadgens winadadebis sintaqsur gagrZelebas, xolo az-
robrivad mas ukavSirdeba atirebuli bavSvis saxe. es xazgasmulia gadata-
niT (merve da mecxre taepebis mijnaze), romelic am strofSi erTaderTia, 
teqstSi ki saerTod iSviaTad gvxvdeba.

Dda mainc, strofuli agebis inercia imdenad mZlavria, rom uka-
naskneli taepebi aRiqmeba, rogorc sentencia, rogorc strofis sinTezi da 
ara rogorc misi erT-erTi suraTis dasasruli. Aaq, ra Tqma unda, arsebiTia 
isic, rom es ori taepi gaerTianebulia winamorbed taepebTan (pirvel or-
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Tan) da momdevno sinTezur taepebTan: 

Язвительный, неотразимый стыд
Души твоей обманов и обид!

Один с тоской, которой смертный стон
Едва твоей гордыней задушен.

Садись один и тризну соверши
По радостям земным твоей души!  . . . da a. S.

gansxvavebuli doneebis realizebuli da ararealizebuli struqtu-
ruli sistemebis mravalricxovani urTierTgadakveTa warmoqmnis storfs, 
rogorc garkveuli daunawevrebeli Sinaarsis gamomxatvel erTian niSans.

Aamgvar rols asrulebs strofi misi Semadgeneli taepebis mimarT. 
amasTan, teqstis mTlianobasTan SefardebiT, es mxolod komponentis sa-
xiT warmogvidgeba. Aase, magaliTad, bariatinskis `SemodgomaSi~ strofebi 
gaerTianebulia teqstis monoliTur wyobaSi, romelic eqvemdebareba imave 
logikur sqemas: Tezisi _ antiTeza _ sinTezi. Tezisi amtkicebs adamianis 
mier bunebis dasamorCileblad gaweuli Sromis nayofierebas, xolo anti-
TezaSi gamoTqmulia Tvalsazrisi poetis naRvawis unayofobis, amaoebis 
Sesaxeb. warmoiqmneba sixaruliT aRsavse, mSvidobiani Semodgomisa da, me-
ore mxriv, poetis unayofo `Semodgomis dReebis~ dapirispireba. sinTezSi 
es dapirispireba gabaTilebulia da tragedia kosmiur kanonadaa aRiare-
buli. amasTan, bariatinski romantizmis epoqaSi gaugebari gabedulebiT am-
tkicebs, rom buneba ara marto gulgrilia, aramed uxamsi romantikosisT-
vis wmindaTa wminda imgvar gamovlinebebSi, rogoricaa qariSxali, uragani 
an kosmiuri katastrofa: 

Вот буйственно несется ураган,
И лес подъемлет говор шумной,
И пенится, и ходит океан,
И в берег бъет волной безумной;
Так иногда толпы ленивый ум
Из усыпления выводит
Глас, пошлый глас, вещатель общих дум,
И звучный отзыв в ней находит,
Но не найдет отзыва тот глагол,
Что страсное земное превзошел.

Nnayofieri moRvaweoba, TanagrZnobis mopovebis, ese igi, saboloo 
angariSSi, kontaqtis damyarebis unari mxolod uxamsi samyaros Tvisebaa; 
warmoiSoba rTuli semantikuri struqtura, romelSic poetis erTi da igi-
ve Tviseba _ sruli TviTgamoxatvis SesaZlebloba _ uRrmes mankierebad 
da, amasTan, umaRles miRwevad cxaddeba.

Aam erTian azrobriv struqturaSi moqceulia strofi, rogorc ele-
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menti. Lleqsis semantika efuZneba strofebis rogorc azrobrivi mTli-
anobebis mimdevrobas da agreTve _ imgvari niSnadi teqstis integralur 
agebas, romelic Seesabameba Sinaarsis ganuyofel erTianobas.

strofis konstruqciaSi urTierTs upirispirdeba, sul mcire, ori 
taepobrivi erTeuli. Lleqsis yvela saxis sxva donis struqturebis msgav-
sad, srtofs gaaCnia garkveuli meqanizmi. amasTan, is azrobriv konstruq-
ciasac warmoadgens.

zemoT ukve aRvniSneT riTmis sagangebo semantikuri roli. sariTmo 
sityvas taepSi arsebiTi mniSvneloba eniWeba, magram taepsgareSe poetur 
qsovilSi is ar monawileobs. amgvarad, yvelaferi, rac aRvniSneT riTmaSi 
cnebaTa Setolebisa da dapirispirebis Sesaxeb, vrceldeba struqturuli 
wyvilis urTierTmimarTebaze. esaa riTmiT gaerTianebuli ori taepi _ 
strofis elementaruli forma. yoveli taepi warmoadgens integrirebul 
azrebs, semantikur mTlianobas; TiToeuli strofi sxva araferia, Tu ara am 
elementaruli semantikuri erTeulebis Setoleba-Sepirispireba, ris meS-
veobiTac warmoiqmneba niSnobrivi struqturis ufro maRali done.

Сын не забыл родную мать:
Сын воротился умирать.

(bloki, Сын и мать)
A

am ortaepedSi warmoqmnili azrobrivi mimarTebis ganxilvisas unda 
gaviTvaliswinoT taepTa urTierTSexamebis meSveobiT warmoqmnili seman-
tikuri struqtura, romelic ar monawileobs TiToeul strofSi.

erTnair (metrulsa da ritmul) intonacias ganamtkicebs wyviluri 
riTma (SegaxsenebT, rom am tipis strofebi gvxvdeba dasaxelebuli leqsis 
dasawyissa da mis dasasruls, rac maT gansakuTrebul STambeWdaobas ani-
Webs). magram taepebis azrobrivi paralelizmi yvelaze mZafrad xazgasmu-
lia leqsikuri xerxebis meSveobiT. Aanafora сын exameba izosemantikur kom-
pleqsebs: ,,не забыл родную мать~ da ,,воротился~. amitom Sinaarsobrivad isini 
TiTqmis igiveobrivia. miT ufro TvalsaCinoa zmnis (умирать) semantikuri 
niSnadoba. amasTan, умирать TavisTavad ar arsebobs: is taepis nawilia. misi 
semantika taepSi kiTxvis sapirispiro mimarTulebiTac vrceldeba da mas 
pirveli taepis antiTezad aqcevs. yovelive es CvenTvis ukve kargadaa cno-
bili. axali da sayuradReboa riTmis gansakuTrebuli semantikuri buneba. 
Tu riTmis saxiT gamovyofT taepTa bolo sityvebs ,,мать~ _ ,,умирать~, maSin 
advilad davrwmundebiT, rom aq azrobriv Sesabamisobas saerTod ara aqvs 
adgili. erTi SexedviT, riTmis Sesaxeb Cven mier gamoTqmuli Sexedulebebi 
baTildeba. Mmagram ganvixiloT TiToeuli taepis Semadgeneli azrobrivi 
jgufebi: 

Сын + не забыл родную мать: 
Сын + воротился умирать.

aq, meore jgufSi Tavs iCens riTmis yvela Tviseba, xolo TiToeuli 
maTgani da sityva сын warmoqmnis azrobriv erTobliobebs. Aamgvarad, seman-
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tikuri urTierTSesabamisoba myardeba ara imdenad bolo sityvebs Soris, 
ramdenadac _ taepebs Soris.

bunebrivia, rom martivi strofuli struqtura Seesabameba mxolod 
elementarul niSnobriv agebebs.

 vinaidan sityvaTa kavSiri taepSi da maTive urTierTmimarTeba 
taepebs Soris gansxvavebuli xasiaTisaa, vimsjeloT im saleqso specifika-
ze, romelsac ganapirobebs gamaerTianebeli Sidataepobrivi kavSirebi da 
taepTaSorisi relaciuri mimarTebebi. SeiZleba am mdgomareobis Secvla 
SidariTmis Semotanis meSveobiT. am dros naxevartaepebi relaciuri prin-
cipiT utoldeba taepebs da taepTaSorisi kavSirebis raodenoba izrdeba. 
amgvari efeqti miiRweva taepis metruli grZliobis Semcirebisas. Dda piri-
qiT, taepis metruli grZliobis gazrdis Sedegad taepTaSorisi kavSirebiT 
leqsis gajerebuloba klebulobs.

saleqso teqstSi maintegrirebeli da relaciuri kavSirebis da-
pirispireba Zalze pirobiTia. erTi mxriv, esaa mxolod erTi da imave proce-
sis ori aspeqti. erTi da igive saleqso movlena gansxvavebul erTeulebSi xan 
maintegrirebel Tvisebebs avlens, xan ki relaciur rols asrulebs. Mmeore 
mxriv, orive es saxeoba urTierTis alternatiulia da, maSasadame, gulisx-
mobs kavSirTa garkveul mravalferovnebas. amasTan, orive maTgani enobri-
vi kavSirebis alternatiulia da warmoqmnis sxvagvar, sinTezur principze 
dafuZnebul semantikas. maT ver warmovidgenT niSnadi erTeulebis seman-
tikur jamad. Ees mniSvnelobebi ki ar auqmebs enobriv mniSvnelobebs, aramed 
Tanaarsebobs maTTan da warmoqmnis urTierTSefardebul wyvils. Yyovelive 
amis Sedegia mzardi erTferovneba. Tu Sidasaleqso kavSirebs ganvsaz-
RvravT, rogorc sintagmur mimarTebebs, maSin unda aRvniSnoT, rom stro-
fis nairsaxeobaTa Soris sintaqsurad yvelaze ufro lapidarulia orta-
epedi. SemTxveviTi araa, rom leqsi xSirad bolovdeba ortaepediT. aseTia 
leqsis ,,Черная шаль” citirebuli nawyvetic. taepis semantikuri integracia 
gulisxmobs mis sintaqsur dasrulebulobasac. Ppoeturi konstruqciidan 
amoglejili taepi umTavresad azrobrivad da sintaqsurad dasrulebulia. 
amitom ortaepedis tipuri striqoni Zalze mokle ver iqneba. Ggadatana aq 
gamonaklisis saxiT gvxvdeba da mxolod maSin ixmareba, Tu ortaepedebi 
uwyveti Txrobis saxiTaa urTierTgadajaWvuli:

,,Всю эту местность вода понимает
Так что деревня весною всплывает,
Словно Венеция. Старый Мазай
Любит до страсти свой низменный край~.

(Nn. nekrasovi)

leqsSi ,,Дедушка Мазай и зайцы~ ortaepedad danawevreba Zalze Tval-
saCinoa. 35 strofSi gvxvdeba Sidastrofuli ori gadatana da strofTa-
Sorisi, kidev ufro xazgasmuli, oTxi gadatana. amasTan, esaa meoreuli mov-
lena, anu struqturuli normis Segnebuli deformacia. puSkinis leqsis _ 
,,Черная шаль~ _ 16 strofSi arc erTi gadatana ar SeimCneva.
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integrirebuli azris garTulebis gamo, is taepSi aRar eteva. Oor-
taepedis TiToeul taeps mosdevs damatebiTi taepi, romelic, Tavis mxriv, 
ukavSirdeba momdevno riTmebs. warmoiqmneba ortaepedi. Mmeore da meoTxe 
taepebSi umTavresad viTardeba pirveli da mesame taepebi, rac taepis mo-
culobis Semcirebis saSualebas iZleva da Sejerebul wyvils ukve ara ori, 
aramed oTxi riTmiT akavSirebs, ris gamoc relaciuri kavSirebis Sefarde-
biTi wona mkveTrad matulobs.

teqstis strofuli danawevreba imeorebs Sidataepobriv mimarTebebs 
ufro maRal doneze. taepis warmoqmna ganapirobebs kavSirTa or saxeobas: 
Sidataepobrivsa da taepTaSoriss. strofis gamoyofac warmoSobs, Tavis 
mxriv, Sidastroful da strofTaSoris kavSirebs. maTi buneba erTgvaro-
vani rodia.  strofTaSorisi kavSirebi axal doneebze imeorebs taepTaSo-
ris semantikur Setoleba-Sepirispirebebs, Sidastrofuli mimarTebebi 
gansazRvravs strofis Sida integralur kavSirebs taepebs Soris, rom-
lebic taepSi sityvaTa mimarTebebis paraleluria.

Aamgvar Sexedulebas adasturebs poeziis istoriis erTi saintereso 
momenti. Oortaepedze ufro rTuli strofis warmoqmnas bevr erovnul 
kulturaSi (zepir poeziaSi, misi gavleniT ki _ mwignobrulSic) Tan axlda 
refrenis gamoyofa. ibn haldunis mowmobiT, ase moxda klasikuri arabuli 
yasidis xalxur zaJdalad gardaqmnisas. zaJdalaSi refreni (misamReri) 
leqsis sawyisad iqceva. Semdgom is Tan axlavs yovel monoriTmul samta-
epeds da axali azrobrivi elferiT aRiWurveba. refreni strofTaSori-
si damoukidebeli struqturuli erTeuli rodia: is yovelTvis axlavs 
winamorbed strofs. ase, magaliTad, Zvel provansul baladaSi refrenisa 
da strofis bolo taeps saerTo riTma akavSirebs. Tu strofs ganvixilavT, 
rogorc taepis homomorful mocemulobas _ refreni riTmas daemsgavseba.

refrenis ganmeorebadoba riTmis ganmeorebadobis analogiur rols 
asrulebs. erTi mxriv, yovelTvis Tavs iCens erTgvarovani elementebis gan-
masxvavebeli niSnebi, meore mxriv ki gansxvavebuli strofebi Sejerebul-
Sepirispirebulia urTierTproecirebis meSveobiT da warmoqmnis rTul 
semantikur mTlianobas. strofi gvevlineba taepis funqciiT (ufro maRal 
doneze), refreni ki riTmis rolSia. amasTan erTad, rogorc ukve aRvniSneT, 
warmoiSoba strofis Sida integraciuli kavSirebi, romelTac garkveuli 
semantika gaaCnia. nimuSad movixmobT strofuli konstruqciis iseT wminda 
melodiur, `musikalur~ magaliTs, rogoricaa strofuli intonacia.

vrceli poeturi teqstis dayofa myar stroful erTeulebad, miT 
umetes _ rTul strofebad (oqtavebad, `oneginisebur strofebad~) gana-
pirobebs intonaciis garkveul inercias, rac, erTi SexedviT, amcirebs az-
robrivi sawyisis xvedriTs wonas da zrdis musikaluri faqtoris rols 
(Tuki poeziaSi SesaZlebelia maTi Sepirispireba). Aaq vawydebiT uCveu-
lo paradoqss: swored amgvari, konstituciuri intonaciiT aRWurvili 
strofuli struqturebi yvelaze xelsayrelia metyvelebiT, `aramusika-
luri~ JanrebisTvis. puSkini romantikul poemebSi ar mimarTavs am saxis 
strofebs, magram iyenebs maT poemebSi `evgeni onegini~ da `saxli kolomna-
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Si~. Llermontovi sargeblobs amgvari strofebiT ̀ saSkasa~ da ̀ sabavSvo zRa-
parSi~. Ees, rogorc Cans, SemTxveviTi movlena araa. strofuli intonaciis 
monotonuroba warmoadgens im fons, romelzec cxadad ikveTeba prozauli 
intonaciebis simravle (rac poeziisTvis uCveuloa). maT warmoSobs sin-
taqsur intonaciaTa mravalferovneba. strofuli intonaciebi antiTezis 
saxiT upirispirdeba salaparako intonaciebs. Sesabamisad, es ukanaskneli 
ufro mZafrad aRiqmeba, vidre _ Cveulebriv metyvelebaSi. amgvari para-
doqsuli movlena kargadaa nacnobi imaTTvis, visac wakiTxuli aqvs Tundac 
`evgeni onegini~. Zaldautanebeli silaRe (`ybedoba~, puSkinis TqmiT) po-
etur metyvelebaSi aq Zalze mkafiod SeigrZnoba. amasTan, puSkinis romanis 
leqsikisa da sintaqsuri struqturebis mixedviT agebuli moTxrobis ena, 
albaT, literaturuli iqneba da waiSleba uCveulo sasaubro enis efeqti. 

Ppoeturi siuJetis problema

winamdebare wignis farglebSi siuJetis agebis problemas mTeli misi 
moculobiT ver ganvixilavT, vinaidan siuJetis agebis zogadi kanonebi Se-
exeba rogorc poezias, aseve _ prozas. am ukanasknelSi isini gacilebiT da 
Tanmimdevrulad vlindeba. Ggarda amisa, siuJeti prozaSi da siuJeti po-
eziaSi erTi da igive rodia. Ppoezia da proza gadaulaxavi mijniT araa gaTi-
Suli urTierTisgan da prozauli struqtura poetur qmnilebebze zogjer 
Zalumad zemoqmedebs. Ees zemoqmedeba gansakuTrebiT Rrmaa siuJetis sfe-
roSi. Ppoeziis istoriaSi kargadaa cnobili am sferoSi tipuri sanarkvevo 
romanuli an novelisturi siuJetis SeWris faqtebi. amasTan dakavSirebiT 
wamoWrili Teoriuli sakiTxebis gadawyveta moiTxovs Zalze seriozul 
eqskursebs prozis TeoriaSi. amitom ganvixilavT siuJetis mxolod im as-
peqtebs, romlebic poeziisTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli. 

Pprozis siuJetebTan SedarebiT, poeturi siuJetebi gamoirCeva gan-
zogadebis gacilebiT maRali doniT. poeturi siuJeti ar miiswrafis, mog-
viTxros erTi romelime Cveulebrivi ambavi; man unda gadmogvces mTavari 
da erTaderTi movlena, lirikuli samyaros arsi. am gagebiT, poezia ufro 
axlosaa miTTan, vidre _ romani. Aamitom is gamokvlevebi, romlebic miznad 
isaxaven lirikis, rogorc biografiuli rekonstruqciisTvis saWiro Cve-
ulebrivi masalis gamoyenebas (es xarvezi SeimCneva TviT a. n. veselovskis 
SesaniSnav monografiaSi Jukovskis Sesaxeb) warmogvidgenen poetis ara re-
alur, aramed _ miTologizebul saxes. cxovrebiseuli faqtebi saWiroebs 
gansazRvrul transformacias, raTa poetur siuJetad gamodges. 

movixmobT erT magaliTs. samxreTSi puSkinis gadasaxlebis Tanmxleb 
garemoebebs rom ar vicnobdeT da mxolod misi poeziis masaliT vxelmZR-
vanelobdeT, eWvi Segvepareboda imaSi, iyo Tu ara puSkini gadasaxlebaSi. 
saqme isaa, rom samxreTuli periodis leqsebSi gadasaxleba TiTqmis ar fi-
gurirebs, samagierod, mravalgzis moixsenieba gaqceva, nebayoflobiTi 
gadaxvewa: 
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Искатель новых впечатлений,
Я вас бежал отечески края . . . 
,,Погасло дневное светило . . .”

Изгнанник самовольный,
И светом и собой и жизнью недовольный...
,,К Овидию”

Sdr. `kavkasiis tyvis~ aSkarad avtobiografiuli taepebi: 
 

Отступник света, друг природы,
Покинул он родной предел
И в край далекий полетел
С веселым призраком свободы

amasTan, puSkini amayobda gadasaxlebiT da SemTxveviT rodi adarebda 
mas v. T. raevskis patimrobas:

. . . гоненьем
Я стал известен меж людей...
,,В. Ф. Раевскому”

ltolvilis, nebayoflobiT gandevnili adamianis am saxeSi ver Sevam-
CnevT mxolod gadasxlebuli adamianis cenzurul Senacvlebas. puSkinis 
sxva leqsebSi xom moxseniebulia `ostrakizmi~, `gandevna~, zogierTSi ki _ 
`cixe~ da `sakanic~.

imisTvis, raTa CavwvdeT `gadasxlebulis~ saxis `ltolvilis~ saxed 
transformaciis mniSvnelobas, unda ganvixiloT is tipuri romantikuli 
miTi, romelmac ganapiroba amgvari siuJetebis warmoSoba.

ganmanaTleblobis maRalma satiram Seqmna siuJeti, romelmac epoqis 
socialur-filosofiur ideaTa mTeli kompleqsi ganazogada da stabilur 
miTologiur modelad aqcia. samyaro iyofa or sferod: erTia _ monobis, 
crurwmenebisa da fulis samyaro _ `qalaqi~, `sasaxlis kari~, `romi~; meore 
_ Tavisuflebis, sisadavis, Sromisa da bunebrivi, patriarqaluri yofis 
sauflo: `sofeli~, `qoxi~, `mSobliuri kera~. siuJetis safuZvelia gmiris 
nebayoflobiTi gaqceva pirveli samyarodan meoreSi. is daamuSaves derJa-
vinma, milonovma, viazemskim, puSkinma.

Aaq realizebulia amgvari siuJeti _ monobis samyaro _ gmiris gaqce-
va _ Tavisuflebis samyaro. arsebiTia, rom `monobis samyaro~ da `Tavisu-
flebis samyaro~ Tanabrad konkretulia. Tu erTi maTgani `romia~, meore 
`mSobliuri keris~ saxiT warmogvidgeba, Tu erTi maTgani `qalaqia~ , meore 
_ `soflis~ saxiTaa mocemuli. radiSCevis leqsSi gadasaxlebis adgili 
geografiuli sizustiTaa dasaxelebuli.

romantizmSi analogiuri siuJeti sxvadasxvagvarad aigeba. romanti-
kuli poeziis universumi ar iyofa or Caketil, urTierTdapirispirebul 
(monobisa da Tavisuflebis) samyaroebad. masSi asaxulia monobis Caketili, 
uZravi sfero da mis sazRvrebs gareT arsebuli Tavisuflebis usasrulo 
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da zesivrcobrivi samyaro. ganmanaTleblur siuJets axasiaTebs erTi mdgo-
mareobidan meoreSi gadasvla, mas gaaCnia sawyisi da bolo punqtebi. gaTa-
visuflebis romantikuli siuJeti gadasvla ki araa, aramed _ wasvla. Mmas 
gaaCnia sawyisi pozicia da _ mimarTuleba (saboloo punqtis nacvlad). is 
principulad Riaa, vinaidan romantizmisTvis erTi fiqsirebuli wertili-
dan meoreSi gadasvla uZraobis sinonimia. TviT moZraoba (romelic gaTa-
visuflebis sinonimia, aqedan _ myari romantikuli siuJeti _ `gandevna 
gaTavisuflebaa~) gaiazreba mxolod, rogorc uwyveti gadanacvleba.

amitom gadasaxleba romantikul qmnilebaSi SeiZleba transfor-
mirebuli iyos `poetur gaqcevad~, `samaradiso gadaxvewad~, `ostrakiz-
mad~, magram arasodes warmoadgens ilimskSi datyvevebas da kidev kiSinovsa 
an odesaSi gadasaxlebas. 

amgvarad, poeturi siuJeti gulisxmobs ukidures ganzogadebulobas, 
koliziis dayvanas mocemuli mxatvruli azrovnebis damaxasiaTebeli ele-
mentaruli modelis garkveul erTobliobaze. SemdgomSi leqsis siuJeti 
SeiZleba, dakonkretdes da ganzrax dauaxlovdes yvelaze uSualo cxovre-
biseul situaciebs. amasTan, es situaciebi emsaxureba romelime sawyisi 
lirikuli modelis dadasturebas, an uaryofas da arasodes gvxvdeba mis 
gareSe. puSkinis leqsi ,,Она” (1817) ase mTavrdeba: ,,я ей не он”. Sdr. agreTve: 

,,Он” и ,,она” _ баллада моя,
Не страшно нов я.
Страшно то,
Что ,,он” _ это я
То, что ,,она” _ 
моя.  (maiakovski, `Про это~)

tradiciul lirikul sqemebTan mimarTeba am SemTxvevaSi warmoSobs 
mravalferovan azrobriv efeqtebs, magram is yovelTvis garkveul mniS-
vnelobebs gamoxatavs. poeziis damaxasiaTebeli Tvisebaa cxovrebiseuli 
situaciebis mTeli simravlis gardasaxva lirikul TemaTa gansazRvrul, 
SedarebiT mcire moculobis nusxad. TviT am nusxaTa arsi ganpirobebu-
lia adamianTa urTierTdamokidebulebebis zogierTi zogadi modeliTa da 
maTi transformaciiT, rac kulturis tipobrivi modelebis zemoqmedebi-
Taa gamowveuli. 

poeturi siuJetis kidev erTi specifikuri Tvisebaa masSi garkveuli 
ritmis ganmeorebadobebis, paralelizmebis monawileoba. zogjer samar-
Tlianad msjeloben `situaciaTa riTmebis~ Sesaxeb. msgavsi principi xSir-
ad prozasa da kinematografSiac SeimCneva (detalebis, situaciebisa da 
mdgomareobaTa ganmeorebadoba). aseT SemTxvevebSi kritikosebi amCneven 
poeturi struqturuli principebis SemoWris faqts da msjeloben `poetu-
ri kinematografis~ an prozis siuJetis `araprozauli~ struqturis Sesa-
xeb (a. belis `simfoniebi~, `peterburgi~, 1920-iani wlebiT daTariRebuli 
mravali nawarmoebi). 
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poetur teqstSi CarTuli `sxvisi metyveleba~

teqstisa da sistemis mimarTebebi poeziaSi specifikur xorcSesxmas 
poulobs. Cveulebriv enobriv kontaqtSi cnobis mimRebi mimarTavs teq-
stis rekonstruqciasa da mis gaSifvras mocemuli enis koduri sistemis meS-
veobiT. amasTan, msmeneli unda flobdes am enas. Semdgom, man unda icodes, 
rom esa Tu is teqsti swored misTvisaa gankuTvnili. Yyovelive es msmenels 
eZleva garkveuli sawyisi konvenciis saxiT, rac win uswrebs komunikaciur 
aqts. 

poeturi teqstis aRqma sxvagvaria. poeturi teqsti funqcionirebs 
mravali semantikuri sistemis, mravali `enis~ urTierTgadamkveT velSi. 
amasTan, informacia Setyobinebis enis Sesaxeb, agreTve _ am enis rekon-
struqcia da mxatvruli modelirebis axali tipis wvdoma msmenelis mier, 
xSirad Seadgens teqstis ZiriTad informacias. 

warmovidginoT situacia, rodesac teqstis aRmqmel subieqts esmis 
teqsti, romelic ar eteva struqturuli molodinis CarCoebSi da war-
moudgenelia mocemuli enis farglebSi. Ees iqneba sxva teqstis, sxva enaze 
Sedgenili teqstis fragmenti. aseT SemTxvevaSi msmeneli Seecdeba am enis 
rekonstruirebas. ori ideuri, kulturuli, mxatvruli enis urTierT-
mimarTeba zogjer msgavsi da SeTavsebadia, xSirad ki _ gansxvavebuli da 
SeuTavsebeli. is mxatvruli zemoqmedebis axali tipis wyarod iqceva. 

Aase, magaliTad, farTodaa cnobili, rom 1820-iani wlebis kritikas 
`ruslan da ludmila~ uxams nawarmoebad moeCvena. amJamad TiTqmis Se-
uZlebelia am poemis `uxamsobis~ aRqma. Mmagram gana puSkiniseuli epoqis 
mkiTxvelebs gansakuTrebuli maRalzneobrioba axasiaTebdaT? isini xom 
kiTxulobdnen volteris `saxifaTo mezobelsa~ da `orleanel qalwuls~, 
parnis erotikul poemebs, bogdanoviCis `duSenkas~, sakmaod safuZvlianad 
icnobdnen ovidiusis `siyvarulis xelovnebas~. Ppetroniusisa da iuve-
nalisis SeuniRbavi aRwerebis, agreTve apuleusisa da bokaCos qmnilebe-
bis Semdeg isini ar unda ganecvifrebina ramdenime orazrovan taepsa da 
gabedul scenas. Aar unda daviviwyoT, rom puSkinis poema gamoqveynda cen-
zuris meTvalyureobiT im epoqaSi, rodesac zneobrioba aranakleb saval-
debulo iyo, vidre _ politikuri keTilsaimedooba. Tu teqsti Seicavda im 
drois sayovelTaod aRiarebuli zneobriobis Seuracxmyofel elementebs, 
cenzura akrZalavda mas. Ppoemis uxamsoba mxolod literaturul aspeqtSi 
gamoixateboda.

Nnawarmoebi iwyeboda Semdegi taepebiT: 

Дела давно минувших дней
Преданья глубокой.

es iyo citata osianidan, romelsac puSkinis Tanamedrove mkiTxveli 
SesaniSnavad icnobda. Mmisi zegavleniT auditoria unda CarTuliyo ide-
ur-kulturuli mimarTebebis garkveul sistemaSi, unda gaeTvaliswine-
bina teqstis maRali erovnul-gmiruli gancdis aucilebloba. Ees sistema 
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moicavda garkveul situaciebs da maT SesaZlo urTierTmimarTebebs. Aase, 
magaliTad, gmiruli da elegiuri epizodebi urTierTs Seexameboda, magram 
isini ver Seewyoboda mxiarul, erotikul an fantastikur ambebs (cnobi-
lia, rom bardebis WeSmariti teqstebis safuZvelze `osianis~ Sedgenisas, 
makfersonma gulmodgined Camoacila maT yvela fantastikuri epizodi. 
aseve moiqcnen `makbetis~ germaneli da rusi mTargmnelebi, romlebmac 
teqstidan amoiRes `kudiani dedabrebis~ scenebi, Tumca aravin Seuwuxebia 
`qariSxalsa~ da `zafxulis Ramis sizmarSi~ CarTul fantastikas. teqstis 
`osianisebri~ gasaRebi SemTxveviT rodi iyo gamoyenebuli _ mas gvaxsene-
ben Semdgomi epizodebi (magaliTad, brZolis velze myofi ruslani), saxe-
ebi an epiTetebi.

amasTan, teqstis momdevno nawyvetebi efuZneba imgvar sistemas, 
romelic sruliad ar eTanxmeba `osianiseul~ fragmentebs. Aaq gamoiyeneba 
mxatvruli organizaciis sxva tipi _ saxumaro rainduli poema. mkiTxveli 
mas kargad icnobda XVIII saukunis mesamedidan dawyebuli. Ggamocnobas xels 
uwyobda umniSvnelo rainduli niSan-Tvisebebi, magaliTad, popovis, Culk-
ovisa da levSinis nawarmoebebSi ganmeorebuli pirobiTi saxelebi an sa-
patarZlos motacebis tipuri siuJeti. amasTan, mxatvruli organizebis es 
ori tipi urTierTSeuTavsebeli iyo. Aase, magalTad, ̀ osianiseuli~ ageba gu-
lisxmobda lirikul Cafiqrebasa da fsiqologizms, xolo `rainduli~ xazi 
yuradRebas amaxvilebda siuJetsa da avanturul-fantastiur epizodebze. 
SemTxveviTi rodia marcxi karamzinisa, romelmac Sewyvita ilia murome-
cisadmi miZRvnili poemis wera, radgan Tavi ver gaarTva `rainduli~ poemis 
stilis, fsiqologizmisa da ironiis erTobliv gamoyenebas. 

amasTan, `osianizmisa~ da `rainduli~ poemis urTierTSeuTavsebeli 
struqturebis erToblivi gamoyeneba ar amowuravda ̀ ruslan da ludmilas~ 
konstruqciul disonansebs. bogdanoviCis msgavsi an batiuSkoviseuli su-
liskveTebiT gamsWvaluli daxvewili erotizmi (karamzinizmis kulturis 
TvalsazrisiT, es ori stili urTierTs dauaxlovda. Sdr. Kkaramzinis mier 
bogdanoviCis, rogorc msubuqi poeziis mamamTavris saprogramo aRiareba) 
amgvari mdidruli taepebi: 

Падут ревнивые одежды
На цареградские ковры. . . *

 

erwymoda im mamlisadmi miZRvnili taepebis naturalizms, romelsac 
Zeram satrfo mostaca; SeuTavsebelia is Cernomoris fizikuri SesaZleb-
lobebis an ori mTavari gmiris met-naklebad platonuri urTierTdamok-
idebulebebis Sesaxeb `volterianul~ msjelobasTan.

* es taepebi ̀ batiuSkoviseulia~ ara marto mxatvruli saxis struqturis mixedviT, aramed 
ritmikis TaviseburebaTa gamoc. Aamgvari taepebi ganekuTvneba iSviaT VI (k. taranovskis 
terminologiiT) ritmul figuras. poemaSi is Seadgens 3,9% (sainteresoa, rom es cifri 
emTxveva batiuSkovisas -3,4%, JukovskisTan amave wlebSi _10,8% da 11,6^-ia; TviT puSkinis 
lirikaSi (1817-1818 ww.) _ 9,1%. Eesaa taranovskis mier gamoangariSebuli cifrebi). amgva-
rad, taepi mkveTradaa gamoyofili. pauziT miiRweva wminda batiuSkiniseuli xerxi _ ero-
tikul scenaSi moqmedeba uecrad ferxdeba da yuradReba gadaitaneba esTetizirebuli 
anturaJis detalebze, romlebic amis Sedegad evfemizmebis mniSvnelobiT aRiWurveba.
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mxatvar orlovskis saxelis moxseniebas teqsti unda CaerTo im 
droisTvis Zalze axleburi da amitom metad aRqmadi romantikuli gancde-
bis sistemaSi. amasTan, Jukovskis baladebis moxsenieba mkiTxvels mxolod 
imitom agonebda romantizmis mxatvrul enas, rom uxeSad gaeqilikebina es 
ukanaskneli.

Ppoemis teqsti laRad, Zaldautaneblad gadainacvlebs xolme erTi 
sistemidan meoreSi da mimarTavs maTs urTierTSepirispirebas. bunebri-
via, mkiTxveli Tavis kulturul arsenalSi ver poulobda mTeli teqstis 
mimarT gamosadeg erTian `enas~. Mmravalerovani teqstis mxatvrul efeqts 
ganapirobebda am, erTi SexedviT, SeuTavsebeli enebis erToblivi gamoyeneba.

aseTia sxvisi metyvelebis struqturuli mniSvneloba. Warbad ga-
jerebul xsnarSi moxvedrili ucxo sxeuli iwvevs kristalizacias, ese igi, 
gamoavlens ganzavebuli nivTierebis sakuTar struqturas. aseve, sxvisi 
metyvelebis SeuTavsebloba teqstis struqturasTan aaqtiurebs am uka-
nasknels. amaSia im `bewvebis~ daniSnuleba, romelTa wyalobiTac wyali 
iwmindeba (l. tolstois qrestomaTiuli citatis mixedviT). struqtura 
uCinaria, sanam sxva struqturas ar Seejaxeba an ar dairRveva. aqtivaciis es 
ori xerxi mxatvrul teqsts cxovelmyofelobas aniWebs.

sxvisi metyvelebis mxatvruli funqciis problema pirvelma ganixi-
la m. baxtinma. mis naSromebSi gamovlenilia agreTve kavSiri sxvisi mety-
velebisa da mxatvruli metyvelebis dialogizaciis problemebs Soris: 
sxvisi metyvelebisa da avtoriseuli konteqstis urTierTSewyobis gziT 
myardeba dialogSi replikebis urTierTmimarTebis analogiuri kavSirebi. 
Amis meSveobiT avtori gmirs gverdiT amoudgeba da xerxdeba maTi damokide-
bulebebis dialogizireba.

zemomoxmobili azri metad arsebiTia iseTi qmnilebebis ganxilvisas, 
rogoricaa `evgeni onegini~. masSi citatebisa da literaturuli, yofiTi, 
ideur-politikuri da filosofiuri reminiscenciebis simravlis Sedegad, 
Tavs iCens mravalricxovani konteqstebi da irRveva teqstis monologizmi.

aqve vlindeba poeturi struqturisTvis damaxasiaTebeli kidev erTi 
arsebiTi konfliqtis arsi. poezia, rogorc metyvelebis tipi, lingvistu-
rad monologurobisaken miiswrafis. imis gamo, rom xelovnebaSi nebismier 
formalur struqturas gaaCnia Sinaarsobrivi datvirTvis tendencia, po-
eziis monologizmi iZens konstruqciul mniSvnelobas da zogierT siste-
maSi ganimarteba, rogorc lirizmi, sxvebSi ki _ rogorc lirikul-epikuri 
sawyisi (imisda mixedviT, Tu vin miiCneva poeturi samyaros centrad).

amasTan, monologizmis principi ewinaaRmdegeba mniSvnelobaTa saer-
To velSi semantikuri erTeulebis mudmiv gadanacvlebas. teqstSi gamud-
mebiT mimdinareobs gansxvavebul sistemaTa polilogi, gamoiyeneba gan-
martebisa da sistematizaciis mravalferovani xerxebi da Tavs iCens sam-
yaros gansxvavebuli suraTebi. Ppoeturi (mxatvruli) teqsti, principulad, 
polifoniuria.

Zalze iolia teqstis Sinagani mravalenianobis gamovlena parodiuli 
poeziis nimuSebSi an poetis mier gansxvavebuli intonaciebis, an kidev _ 
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urTierTsapirispiro stilebis aSkara gamoyenebis magaliTebSi. vnaxoT, 
rogor realizdeba es principi iseTi poetis SemoqmedebaSi, rogoricaa 
inokenti anenski. am TvalsazrisiT ganvixiloT misi leqsi ,,Еше лилий”.

ЕШЕ ЛИЛИЙ

Когда под черными крылами
Склонюсь усталой головой
И молча смерть погасит пламя
В моей лампаде золотой . . .

Коль, улыбаясь жизни новой,
И из земного жития
Душа, порвавшая оковы,
Уносит атом бытия,_

Я не возьму воспоминаний,
Утех любви пережитых,
Ни глаз жены, ни сказок няни,
Ни слов поэзии златых,

Цветов мечты моей мятежной
Забыв минутную красу,
Я в лучший мир перенесу
И аромат, и абрис нежный.

nawarmoebi gvaocebs lirikuli kilos erTianobiT, rac mkiTxvelis 
mier intuiciurad SeigrZnoba. amasTan, erTianobis es SegrZneba imitom War-
bobs simZafriT qimiis saxelmZRvanelos kiTxviT aRZrul gancdas, rom aq is 
warmoiSoba teqstis elementebis mravalsistemurobasTan WidilSi.

leqsSi SeimCneva erTi ZiriTadi stiluri elementi _ esaa litera-
turuloba. teqsti demonstraciulad, aSkarad aigeba literaturul aso-
ciaciebze da Tumca masSi CarTuli araa uSualo citatebi, magram is mainc mi-
aniSnebs mkiTxvels garkveul kulturul-yofiT da literaturul garemoze, 
romlis konteqstis gareSe leqsi gaugebaria. teqstis sityvebi meoreulia; 
isini sxva araferia, Tu ara gareSe sistemebis signalebi. es xazgasmuli 
kulturuloba, mwignobruloba mkveTrad upirispirebs teqsts iseT nawar-
moebebs, romelTa avtorebi subieqturad miiswrafodnen `sityvebs~ miRma 
gaRwevisken (lermontovi, maiakovski, cvetaeva).

amasTan, erTianoba Zalze pirobiTia. ukve pirveli ori taepi iwvevs 
gansxvavebul literaturul asociaciebs. Черные крыля gvagonebs demo-
nizmis poezias, ufro zustad, mis im standartebs, romlebic masobriv kul-
turul cnobierebaSi ukavSirdeba lermontovs an baironizms (Sdr. n. kot-
liarevskis monografia, romelSic yuradReba gamaxvilebulia kulturis 
esam Stamze). Усталая голова-s ukavSirdeba 1880-1890-iani wlebis masobrivi 
poezia, apuxtini da nadsoni (,,Взгляни, как слабы мы, / Взгляни, как мы устали, / 
Как мы беспомощны в мучительной борьбе~), Caikovskis romansebi, imavdroin-
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deli inteligenciis leqsika. SemTxveviTi araa, rom ,,крыла” gvxvdeba im-
gvari leqsikuri variantis saxiT, romelic aSiSvlebs poetizms (ara крылья), 
xolo ,,голова~ kontrastulad yofiTi formiTaa mocemuli. `усталая галава~ 
sxva stilis Stampi iqneboda:

Я с трепетом на лоно дружбы новой,
Устав, приник ласкающей главой . . . 

(a. peSkini, 19 октября 1825 года)

oTxmocdaaTianelebis poezia yalibdeboda nekrasovis Semoqmedebis 
uSualo zegavleniT da gulisxmobda lirikuli subieqtis yofiT 
konkretulobas.

mTeli strofis konteqstSi `лампада золотая~ aRiqmeba, rogorc meta-
fora (sikvdili Caaqrobs lampars), xolo epiTeti `золотой~ _ `черные~-sTan 
struqturul antiTezas warmoqmnis da moklebulia konkretul-sagnobriv 
mniSvnelobas. amasTan, qvemoT vxvdebiT taeps:

Ни снов поэзии златых

masTan SefardebiT `ламрада золотая~ (Sdr. antiTeza: ,,златые _ золотая~) 
sagnobriobis niSnebs iZens da ukavSirdeba ukve sruliad gansazR-vrul sa-
gans _ xatTan anTebul lampars.

Mmagram mbJutavi lampris saxes SeiZleba hqondes ori gansxvavebuli 
mniSvneloba: 1. pirobiT-literaturuli (,,горишь ли ты, лампада наша~, ,,и с 
именем любви бежественной угас~) da 2. asociacia qristianul saeklesio kul-
turasTan:

И погас он словно свеченька
Восковая, предыконная...

(n. nekasovi, Орина, мать солдатская )

Aaq Tavs iCens semantikuri kavSirebis pirveli sistema. Semdgom lam-
pris, rogorc sagnis realizacia aaqtiurebs meore sistemas.

meore strofi efuZneba mniSvnelobaTa religiur-qristianul wyobas, 
rac imdroindeli mkiTxvelisTvis ucxo rodi iyo. warmoiSoba `жизнь новая~ 
-s pirveli strofis (`смерть~-is sa `крылья~-s sinonimi) da `земное житие~ -s 
antiTeza.A amqveyniuri cxovrebis tyveobisgan Svebis Rimi-liT gaTavisu-
flebuli sulis saxe aq savsebiT kanonzomieria. ramdenadme moulodnelia 
ukanaskneli taepi. winamorbedi taepebis semantikur samyaroSi `atomi~ 
marTlac rom uadgiloa. amasTan, masTan dakavSirebul kulturul mniS-
vnelobebSi Zalze bunebrivad Tavsdeboda `yofiereba~ da warmoiSoboda 
mecnierul-filosofiuri leqsikisa da semantikuri kavSirebis samyaro.

momdevno strofSi `mogonebebi~ garkveuli teqstobrivi signalis 
saxiTaa mowodebuli. poeturi teqstebis gansxvavebuli sistemebi ganar-
Ceven am cnebis Sinaarss, magram TviT am sityvis sazrisi ganekuTvneba mas 
ara rogorc fsiqologiuri moqmedebis aRniSvna, aramed _ rogorc kul-
turuli niSani. strofi moicavs am cnebis interpretaciaTa mTel gamas. `У 
техи любви~ da `сны поэзии златой~ JRers, rogorc puSkinidan momdinare poet-
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uri tradiciiT nakarnaxevi citatebi. anenskis kulturul samyaroSi isini 
warmogvidgeba sakuTriv poeziis saxiT. `Сказки няни~ migvaniSnebs teqstsga-
reSe kavSirebis or tipze: pirveli maTgania araliteraturuli, yofiTi, 
bavSvobis sauflo (romelic upirispirdeba mwignobrul samyaros); meore ki 
sxva araferia, Tu ara bavSvobis sauflos amsaxveli literaturuli tradi-
cia. XIX saukunis dasasruls poeziaSi `скaзки няни~ warmoadgens bavSvobis 
araniSnobrivi samyaros kulturul niSans. Aam fonze `глаза жены~ esaa sxvisi 
_ araliteraturuli metyveleba, romelic literaturuli asociaciebis 
polfoniur erTobliobaSi aRiqmeba, rogorc cxovrebis xma (`глаза~, da ara 
`почи~, `жены~, da ara `девы~).

Lleqsis sam strofSi myardeba gansazRvruli konstruqciuli inercia. 
TiToeuli strofi Sedgeba garkveul pirobiT-literaturul stilze da-
fuZnebuli 3 taepisa da am stilidan amovardnili erTi taepisgan. pirveli 
ori strofis mixedviT ganisazRvreba am taepis adgilic _ esaa strofis 
bolo. Semdgom vawydebiT darRvevebs. mesame strofSi gansxvavebuli taepi 
gadainacvlebs bolodan meore adgilze. kidev ufro mZafria struqtu-
ruli disonansi ukanasknel strofSi. Zalze literaturuli leqsikisa 
da ZiriTadi Temis mixedviT isini aRiqmeba XIX saukunis mTeli poeturi 
tradiciis fonze. SemTxveviTi rodia, rom saTaurSi naxsenebia `лилии~, 
pirvel marcvalze dasmuli aSkara maxviliT, xolo ukanaskneli strofis 
bolo taepSi:

Одной лилеи белоснежной.

maxviliania meore marcvali _ XIXs. dasawyisis poeturi metyvelebis 
normebis Sesabamisad yvavilis saxelwodeba poetur asociaciad iqceva.

Aam strofSi moulodnelad, teqstis ritmuli inerciis sapirispirod, 
damatebulia mexuTe taepi:

И аромат, и абрис нежный.

es taepi gamoirCeva Tavisi sagnobriobiT; es gamoTiSulia literatu-
ruli asociaciebis samyarodan. amgvarad, erTi mxriv, teqstSi literatu-
rulad warmodgenilia miwieri da imqveyniuri samyaroebi, meore mxriv ki, 
masSi asaxulia araliteraturuli realoba. magram TviT es realoba araa 
sagani, araa nivTi (amiT gansxvavdeba `глаза жены~-sgan); esaa sagnis formebi. 

`Белоснежный~ _ `лилея~-sTaAn SexamebaSi _ feradovani banalobaa, 
romelic jer kidev XVIII saukunis poeziaSi aTeulobiT moipoveboda. amas-
Tan, konturis aRsaniSnavad moZebnilia unikaluri sityva _ `абрис~, aris-
toteleseuli realoba, rogorc abstraqtuli formebis erToblioba, yve-
laze organulia inokenti anenskisTvis.

rusulidan Targmna Tamar lomiZem.
Юрий Лотмат, `анализ  поэтического текста~, 1972.
Iuri Lotman, Analysis of Poetical Text. 1972.
Translated from Russian by Tamar Lomidze. 
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lela xaCiZe
(saqarTvelo)

X saukunis qarTuli da bulgaruli himnografiis 

istoriidan

`sjanis~ wina nomerSi sasuliero poeziis ori TvalsaCino warmomad-
genlis _ ioane minCxisa (Xs.) da andrea pirosis (VIII s.) memkvidreobis Sedare-
biTi kvlevis Sedegebis publikaciis saSualeba mogveca. iqve gamovaqveyneT 
didmarxvis erTi dRis _ bzobis samSabaTisaTvis gankuTvnili orive avto-
ris sagaloblebi (xaCiZe: 135-139). 

winamdebare publikaciaSi kvlevis areali kidev ufro farTovdeba, 
rac gulisxmobs erTi metad saintereso literaturuli movlenis ganx-
ilvas Zveli bulgaruli mwerlobidan. paralelebi X saukunis didi qarT-
veli himnografis _ ioane minCxis da amave periodis TvalsaCino bulgare-
li moRvawisa da mwerlis _ konstantine preslavelis Semoqmedebas Soris 
moulodnelad msgavsi da sayuradRebo aRmoCnda.

wm. giorgisadmi miZRvnil himnografiul kanons, romelic iv. javax-
iSvilma aRmoaCina sinas mTaze muSaobisas, axlavs Semdegi saTauri: `xolo 
ese galobani mas kargsa georgi mefesa, didsa, didiTa vedrebiTa aRuwerve-
bian minCxisada~. es saTauri naTlad warmogvidgens or pirovnebas _ erTi 
maTgania mefe giorgi, romelic moixsenieba epiTetebiT `kargi~ da `didi~. 
aranakleb sayuradReboa is garemoeba, rom igi ioane minCxs `didiTa ve-
drebiTa~ SesTxovs wm. giorgisadmi miZRvnili sagaloblis Seqmnas. es gare-
moeba, udavod, minCxis gamorCeul avtoritetze metyvelebs.

mefe giorgis saxeli aRbeWdilia minCxis am sagaloblis akrostiqSic: 
`wmidavo georgi, Seewie georgi mefesa winaSe meufeTa meufisa da adide~ 
(xaCiZe 1987: 335-349).

aq moxseniebuli mefe giorgis vinaobis dadgenis cda ukavSirdeba 
p.ngoroyvas saxels. misi azriT, es unda iyos dasavleT saqarTvelos anu 
afxazeTis mefe _ giorgi, romlis mefobis xana emTxveva ioane minCxis moR-
vaweobas (X saukunis I naxevari). es mosazreba gaziarebul iqna samecniero 
literaturaSi. akad. k.kekeliZe imowmebs `qarTlis cxovrebis~ sityvebs 
giorgi afxazTa mefis Sesaxeb: `sruli yovliTa sikeTiTa, simÃniTa da axov-
nebiTa, RmrTismoyuare iyo umetes yovelTa, maSenebeli eklesiaTa, mowya-
le glaxakTa, uxui da mdabali da yovliTa keTiliTa saTnoebiTa sruli~ 
(kekeliZe 1960: 171). amas unda daematos is garemoebac, rom am mefis saxels 
ukavSirdeba Wyondidis saepiskoposos daarseba.

amrigad, wm. giorgisadmi miZRvnil sagalobelze darTuli saTauris 
mixedviT ikveTeba rogorc didi himnografis, ise dReisaTvis naklebad Ses-
wavlili Rirseuli mefis saxe.

Cvens mier minCxis ucnobi memkvidreobis _ 77 sagaloblis gamovle-
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nam cxadyo, rom is iyo Semdgeneli da redaqtori qarTuli `marxvanis~ uZve-
lesi redaqciisa. I qarTuli `marxvanis~ SedgeniT ioane minCxma Seqmna axali 
epoqa qarTuli himnografiis istoriaSi. am krebulis yvela Semdgondroin-
del redaqcias safuZvlad udevs I qarTuli `marxvani~. ioane minCxi erTad-
erTi avtoria qarTvel himnografTa Soris, romelsac amgvari sirTulisa 
da moculobis samuSao aqvs Catarebuli. misi dReisaTvis cnobili memkvid-
reoba bevrjer aRemateba sxva qarTvel himnografTa sagaloblebs.

berZnulidan Targmnil sagaloblebTan erTad, es krebuli Seicavda 
Tavad ioane minCxis 100-ze met sagalobels, maT Soris `marxvanisaTvis~ gan-
kuTvnil yvela mcire formis sagalobels.

amrigad, ioane minCxi avtori I qarTuli `marxvanis~ mTeli stiqaronu-
li nawilisa (xaCiZe 1987: 25-26). es sagaloblebi, romlebic qristianuli 
poeziis Sedevrebs warmoadgens, Seqmnilia am krebulis rTuli moTxovne-
bis gaTvaliswinebiT. didi tradiciulobis gverdiT, maT axasiaTebs didi 
originalurobac. am ori faqtoris Serwyma ganumeorebel saxes aniWebs 
ioane minCxis poezias.

`marxvanisaTvis~ gankuTvnili asze meti sagalobliT bizantiuri ti-
pis `marxvanSi~ ioane minCxma Seitana originaluri, qarTuli fena. qarTul 
himnografiaSi es aris berZnulidan Targmnili himnografiuli krebulis 
gaqarTulebis erTaderTi SemTxveva. amgvari ram, zogadad, naklebad mosa-
lodnelia himnografiis _ sasuliero mwerlobis am erT-erTi yvelaze 
kanonikuri dargis istoriaSi.

msgavs movlenas mivakvlieT X saukunis bulgaruli himnografiis is-
toriaSi. X saukune gamorCeuli xanaa bulgareTis istoriaSi. esaa xana sime-
on pirvelis moRvaweobisa (893-927ww.), romlis nebiT moxda arsebiTi cvli-
leba qveynis sulier cxovrebaSi _ berZnulenovani liturgiis bulgaru-
lenovaniT Secvla. misive nebiT, 893 wels, erovnulma krebam bulgaruli 
oficialur enad scno saxelmwifosa da eklesiisaTvis. amave wels simeon 
I-ma bulgareTis Zvel dedaqalaqSi _ pliskaSi arsebuli literaturuli 
skola gadaitana qveynis axal dedaqalaqSi _ preslavSi. preslavi iqca 
bulgaruli literaturisa da kulturis umniSvnelovanes centrad.

simeon pirvelTan SeTanxmebiT da misi mxardaWeriT sargeblobda am 
epoqis umniSvnelovanesi moRvawe _ konstantine preslaveli.

konstantine preslaveli bulgareTis istoriaSi cnobilia, rogorc 
mecnieri, mwerali da mTargmneli. is iyo TvalsaCino warmomadgeneli pre-
slavis literaturuli skolisa IX saukunis miwurulsa da X saukunis 
dasawyisSi.

bulgaruli mwerlobis istoriaSi igi cnobilia, ZiriTadad, rogorc 
avtori ̀ didaqtikuri saxarebisa~. esaa qadagebaTa pirveli krebuli slavur 
mwerlobaSi. sainteresoa, rom amave krebulSi Sesulia konstantine pres-
lavelis `anbanuri (alfabeturi) locvebi~, romlebic slavuri saeklesio 
poeziis pirvel nimuSebadaa miCneuli.

konstantine preslaveli iyo pirveli avtori, romelmac slavur 
mwerlobaSi Seqmna istoriuli qronika _ ̀ istoriebi~. 906 wels, simeon I-is 
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davalebiT, man Targmna aTanase aleqsandrielis ̀ oTxi sityva arianelTa wi-
naaRmdeg~, rac gamowveuli iyo am eresis gavrcelebiT imdroindel bulga-
reTSi. masve ekuTvnis naSromi `msaxureba meTodiosisaTvis~, romelSic aR-
wers wm. meTodiosis brZolas Zveli slavuri enis aRiarebisaTvis.

konstantine preslavelis kidev erTi naSromia `qeba wmida saxare-
baTa~, romelSic is uaryofs ucxo enis, kerZod, berZnulis prioritetu-
lobas da naTelyofs Zveli slavuri enis gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas 
bulgaruli kulturisaTvis. 

amrigad, konstantine preslavelis saxiT X saukunis bulgareTs hyav-
da universaluri moRvawe, romelmac safuZveli Cauyara bulgaruli sasu-
liero mwerlobis ramdenime dargs. mTeli misi Semoqmedeba erovnuli niS-
niTaa aRbeWdili.

X saukunis dasawyisSi, simeon didis mefobis xanaSi, preslavis liter-
aturuli skolisaTvis damaxasiaTebel suliskveTebas asaxavs konstantine 
preslavelis Tanamedrovis _ Cernorizec xrabris moRvaweobac, kerZod, 
misi naSromi _ `asoTaTvis~ (siraZe 1992 : 60-70 ).

amrigad, IX saukunis miwurulsa da X saukunis dasawyisSi AaSkarad ik-
veTeba erovnuli suliskveTeba im garemoSi, romelsac ukavSirdeba sasuli-
ero mwerlobis ori udidesi warmomadgeneli _ ioane minCxi da konstantine 
preslaveli. rogorc irkveva, maT Soris saocari msgav-sebaa umniSvnelo-
vanesi  liturgikul _ himnografiuli krebulis _ `marxvanis~ winaSe 
gaweuli Rvawlis TvalsazrisiTac. Aaqve gvinda xazi gavusvaT im garemoebas, 
rom `marxvanis~ saxeliT cnobilia krebuli, romelic erT-erTi metad mniS-
vnelovani nawilia qristianuli poeziis _ himnografiis vrceli repertu-
arisa. mis Semdgenlebs gansakuTrebuli wvlili aqvT Setanili himnografi-
is istoriaSi, radgan am krebulis Sedgenaze gawe-uli Sroma, faqtobrivad, 
gulisxmobs uamravi sagaloblisa da avtoris memkvidreobis mopovebasa da 
gadarCenas.

1984 wels, holandiaSi, naimeixenis universitetis iniciativiT, gamo-
qveynda Zveli bulgaruli xelnaweri, romelic XI saukuniT TariRdeba. esaa 
`kiCevos~ igive `bitolis triodioni~ (Zaimov 1984 ). igi Seicavs slavuri 
“marxvanis” erT-erT uZveles redaqcias da did yuradRebas imsaxurebs am 
krebulis SeswavlisaTvis.N

slavuri `marxvanis~ Semcveli es xelnaweri sayuradReboa im Tval-
sazrisiT, rom Seicavs bizantiur himnografiaSi naklebad cnobili avtoris 
_ klimenti studielis sagaloblebs. esaa mTeli cikli `marxvanisaTvis~ 
gankuTvnili samsagaloblebisa. rogorc cnobilia, esaa am krebulisaTvis 
specifikuri sagaloblebis saxeoba. swored maT mixedviT miiRo saxel-
wodeba TviT am krebulma _ `triodioni~ (qarTulad _ `samfsalmuneTaÁ 
xuedrad~).

slavuri `marxvanis~ Semcvel am unikalur xelnawers mieZRvna g.po-
povis stastia (Попов1978). 

  xelnaweri naklulia. Seicavs didmarxvis masalas I paraskevidan VI 
(bzobis) oTxSabaTamde. masSi warmodgenili `marxvanis~ redaqcia X sauku-
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niT TariRdeba, TviT xelnaweri ki XI saukuneSia gadawerili. xelnaweri ga-
dauweria giorgi gramatikoss kiCevos (igive skopiis) axlos, bulgareTSi.

`bitolis triodionis~ gamomcemlis, i. zaimovis azriT, misi ori-
ginali SeiZleba Seqmniliyo ohridaSi, romelic bulgaruli qristianuli 
kulturis umniSvnelovanes centrs warmoadgenda X-XI saukuneebSi (Zaimov 
1984: 2).

Ees unikaluri xelnaweri, rogorc irkveva, dakavSirebulia konstan-
tine preslavelis saxelTan. swored is unda iyos redaqtori da Semdgeneli 
slavuri `marxvanis~ am erT-erTi uZvelesi redaqciisa.

klimenti studielis samsagaloblebis ciklTan erTad, xelnawerSi 
aseve Sesulia mTeli cikli ucnobi (savaraudod, bizantieli) avtorisa. 
konstantine preslaveli, rogorc Cans, Tavad Targmnida berZnulidan mis 
mier Sedgenil `marxvanSi~ Sesul am sagaloblebs.

`bitolis tdiodionis~ gamomcemlis – i. zaimovis azriT, es araa ber-
Znuli originalis zusti Targmanebi. konstantine preslaveli gvaZlevs 
klimenti studielis samsagaloblebis Tavisufal Targmanebs (Zaimov 
1984: 1).

amrigad, `bitolis triodionis~ mixedviT, konstantine preslaveli 
warmogvidgeba, rogorc damoukidebeli mTargmnelobiTi principebis 
mqone moRvawe, romelsac ekuTvnis slavuri `marxvanis~ erT- erTi uZvelesi 
da sayuradRebo redaqcia.

xelnaweri himnografiis istoriisaTvis gansakuTrebul yurad-Re-
bas imsaxurebs im TvalsazrisiT, rom Seicavs originaluri _ slavuri sa-
galoblebis mTel cikls – 80-ze met mcire formis sagalobels, romelTa 
avtoria konstantine preslaveli.

konstantine preslavels ekuTvnis mTeli cikli mcire formis sa-
galoblebisa, romlebic moicavs didmarxvis TiTqmis mTel periods. maTi 
umravlesoba `TÂTZlispiria~ _ Seicavs sakuTar ritmul sazomebsa da 
musikalur kompoziciebs. am tipis sagaloblebi (idiomelebi) SedarebiT 
mcire raodenobiT gvxvdeba TviT bizantiur himnografiaSic ki (metreveli 
1971: 048 ). gansakuTrebiT iSviaTia maTi arseboba ama Tu im qveynis (araber-
Znulenovan) qristianul poeziaSi. qarTul himnografiaSi am mxriv gamonak-
liss warmoadgens ioane minCxi _ erTaderTi avtori, romelsac ekuTvnis 
mTeli rigi `TÂTZlispiri~ stiqaronebisa. 

amrigad, konstantine preslavels Seuqmnia mTeli stiqaronuli nawili 
originaluri sagaloblebisa slavuri `marxvanisaTvis~. es sagaloblebi 
himnografiis Sedevrebs warmoadgens. uRrmes Teologiur ganaTlebasTan 
Serwymuli lirizmi am sagaloblebs metad STambeWdavs xdis. 

warmovadgenT am avtoris bzobis samSabaTisaTvis gankuTvnili Mmcire 
formis sagaloblis teqsts: 
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ioane minCxis Sesabamisi _ bzobis samSabaTisaTvis gankuTvnili sa-
galobeli gamovaqveyneT  `sjanis~ wina nomerSi, amitom mis srul teqsts aq 
aRar warmovadgenT. 

ioane minCxi liturgiis ierusalimur wess misdevs. es garemoeba 
mravalmxrivaa areklili mis SemoqmedebaSi. analogiuri mdgomareoba aR-
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moCnda konstantine preslavelTanac.
saxarebis sakiTxavTa ierusalimuri sistemis mixedviT bzobis sam-

SabaTs dadebulia Semdegi sakiTxavebi: 1. luka 16,19-31 (igavi mdidrisa da 
lazares Sesaxeb); 2. maTe 23, 1-39 (iesos mier mwignobarTa da farisevelTa 
mxileba); 3. ioane, 9,1-38 (brmadSobilis Sesaxeb); 4. ioane, 11, 55-57 (mRdel-
TmoZRuarTa da farisevelTa ganzraxva).

sainteresoa, rom sakiTxavTa am sistemidan orive himnografi asaxavs 
mxolod pirvels _ luka 16,19-31. 

minCxis sagalobeli mTlianad am igaviTaa STagonebuli. saxarebi-
seul sakiTxavis msgavsia sagaloblis suliskveTebac, zogadi Sinaarsic 
da frazeologiac. saxarebiseul sakiTxavSi mdidris vedreba sagalobelSi 
asea gardaTqmuli: `daawTve Cuen zeda wyalobaÁ Seni~.

 yuradRebas iqcevs III troparis dasawyisSi warmoTqmuli erTgvari 
`aRsarebac~, rac gamowveulia codviT dacemis uRrmesi gancdiT:

`mamao, tkbilo da mowyaleo,
raÁmca viloceT, ara uwyiT Cuen,
rameTu Seginebul varT
da ganmacÂbrebs Cuen
bralTa da codvaTa CuenTa simravle…~.

 
yuradRebas iqcevs sagaloblis II troparSi warmodgenili `samoslis~ 

simbolika _ mdidruli, brwyinvale samosis transformacia jojoxeTis 
alad: 

`ixileT mdidrisaÁ mis,
romeli maradis imoseboda
samosliTa brwyinvaliTa 
da glaxakTa araÁ Seiwyalebda,
aw hmosies bneli ali jojoxeTs Sina,
iwuebis da araÁ daiwuebis
da ara odes hpovebs gansuenebasa~.

 
minCxis am sagaloblis bolo tropars warmoadgens originaluri 

RmrTismSoblisani, romelSic yovladwmida gaazrebulia pirvelqmnili 
edemis gansaaxlebad movlenil `sulier samoTxed~.   

aranakleb dramatulia konstantine preslavelis sagalobeli. uwya-
lo mdidrisa da lazares saxarebiseul igavze dayrdnobiT axdens konstan-
tine preslaveli Temis originalur ganzogadebas. mdidruli porfiriTa 
da bisoniT `damZimebuli~ sulis ganwmendas igi sinanulis cremliT cdi-
lobs. mdidruli samosis da cxovrebis Sesabamisi stilis sawinaaRmdegod, 
avtori ixsenebs jvarze gakrul, `ganSiSvlebul~ macxovars da evedreba mas 
mowyalebas _ lazares msgavsad. 

konkretuli saxarebiseuli igavi avtors ganzogadebis umaRles 
doneze ahyavs sxva epizodisa da movlenis _ macxovris jvarcmasTan Sepi-
rispirebiT. es moulodnel mxatvrul efeqts qmnis. aqve aSkarad ikveTeba 
avtoris azrovnebis masStaburoba. 
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amrigad, konstantine preslaveli da ioane minCxi TiTqmis Tanamed-
roveni _ X saukunis I naxevris moRvaweni arian. orive maTganis Semoqmedeba 
mWidrodaa dakavSirebuli `marxvanis~ saxeliT cnobil krebulTan. orive 
maTgans didi Rvawli miuZRvis am krebulis SedgenaSi. amasTan erTad, maT 
ekuTvniT mTeli cikli `marxvanisaTvis~ gankuTvnili mcire formis sa-
galoblebisa. esaa SesabamisiEE `marxvanebis~ mTeli stiqaronuli nawili. 
orive maTganis Semoqmedeba gamoirCeva poeturi srulyofiT da bolos, 
orive maTganis moRvaweoba emTxveva erovnuli suliskveTebiT gamorCeu-
li mefeebis _ simeon I-isa da dasavleT saqarTvelos, `afxazeTis~ mefis 
_ giorgi I–is moRvaweobis xanas. gansxvaveba mdgomareobs imaSi, rom  kon-
stantine preslaveli, faqtobrivad, iwyebs bulgaruli mwerlobis did 
tradiciebs, ioane minCxi ki axal epoqas qmnis im droisaTvis ukve eqvsi 
saukunis win dawyebul qarTul sasuliero mwerlobaSi. orive maTganis sa-
galoblebi himnografiis Sedevrebs warmoadgens.
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Lela khachidze
(Georgia)

From the History of the 10th-century Georgian and 
Bulgarian Hymnography

 
Summary

Key words: hymnography, “Lenten Triodion”, htichera, Ioane Minchkhi, Constantine of 
Preslav.

In this paper, using the method of comparative analysis, one very interesting phe-
no-menon in the history of the 10th-century Georgian and Bulgarian hymnography has 
been considered. 

The tenth century is the time of strengthening national self-consciousness in the 
history of Georgia. At this period several branches of Georgian ecclesiastical writing reach 
their peak of evolution, including Christian poetry – hymnography. 

In Georgian hymnography a special place is occupied by Ioane Minchkhi who 
lived and worked in the first part of the 10th century. The revealing of Minchkhi’s unknown 
heritage by us – 77 hymns, testifies to the fact that he was the first Georgian “Lenten Trio-
dion” compiler and editor.

By composing the first Georgian “Lenten Triodion” Ioane Minchkhi created a new 
epoch in the history of Georgian hymnography. All redactions of the later period are based 
on the first Georgian “Lenten Triodion”. Ioane Minchkhi is the only author among Geor-
gian hymn-writers who has done work of such scope and complexity.

Along with the hymns translated from Greek this collection comprises more than 
100 hymns written by Ioane Minchkhi himself, including all small-sized hymns for “Lent-
en Triodion”. Thus, Ioane Minchkhi is the author of the whole Sticherion part of the first 
Georgian “Lenten Triodion”. These hymns which represent the masterpiece of Christian 
poetry are created with account of strict requirements of this collection. Along with big 
traditionalism they are also characterized by great originality. Merging of these two fac-
tors gives to Ioane Minchkhi’s poetry uniqueness. 

By introducing more than 100 hymns for “Lenten Triodion” Ioane Minch-
khi added original Georgian layer into “The Lenten Triodion” of Byzantine type. In 
Georgian hymnography it is considered the only case of “nationalisation” of hymno-
graphic collection translated from Greek. Generally, such kind of thing is less expected 
in the history of this one of the most canonic branches of ecclesiastic writing - hymnography. 

It is noteworthy that in Ioane Minchkhi’s hymnographical canon which is devoted 
to St.Giorgi, there is mentioning of king Giorgi expressed with great benevolence. This 
must have been the king of Western Georgia, i.e. king of Abkhazia – Giorgi I who is re-
ferred to in “The Life of Kartli”. The name of this king is associated with the foundation 
of Chkondidi Episcopate. 

King Giorgi “with great entreaty” asks Ioane Minchkhi to create this hymn that tes-
tifies to the distinguished authority of this hymn-writer. At the same time makes prominent 
the image of this less studied worthy king in the history of Georgia. 
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Similar phenomenon has been discovered by us in the history of the 10th-century 
Bulgarian hymnography. The tenth century is an extremely fruitful time in the history of 
Bulgaria. This was a time of the reign of Czar Simeon I who made significant change in 
the spiritual life of the country, namely, he replaced the Greek language in liturgy with 
Bulgarian. According to his will in 893 the People’s Council recognized Bulgarian as an 
official language for the state and church. In the same year Simeon moved the literary 
school from the old capital of Bulgaria – Pliska to the new capital Preslav. The Preslav 
Literary School became a great literary and cultural centre of Bulgaria.

The outstanding figure of this epoch – Constantine of Preslav was in high favor and 
agreement with Simeon I. Constantine of Preslav is known in the history of Bulgaria as 
a scholar, writer and translator. He was one of the most important men of letters working 
at the Preslav Literary School at the end of the 9th century and the beginning of the 10th 
century.

In the history of Bulgarian writing he is known mainly as the author of “The Didactic 
Gospel”. This is the first compilation of preaches in Slavic literature. The compilation also 
features “Alphabet Prayers” which are recognized as first specimens of Slavonic ecclesiastic 
poetry.

Constantine of Preslav was the first author who created historical chronicle in 
Slavic literature – “Histories”. In 906, by commission from Simeon I, he translated “Four 
Epistles against the Arians” by St. Atanassius of Alexandria, as a response to the beginning 
of the spread of heresies in medieval Bulgaria. Constantine of Preslav is the alleged author 
of “Service for Methodius”, showing the struggle of Saint Methodius for the recognition 
of Old Church Slavonic. 

Constantine of Preslav is also the author of one more work: “Proclamation of the 
Holy Gospels” where he rejects the priority of the foreign language, namely Greek and ev-
idences an exceptional importance of Old Bulgarian for the elevation of Bulgarian culture.

Thus, in the person of Constantine of Preslav Bulgaria in the 10th century had 
a universal figure who laid the foundations to several branches of Bulgarian ecclesi-
astic literature. All his creative work bears the imprint of national tradition. 

At the end of the 9th century and the beginning of the 10th century similar aspira-
tion is clearly manifested in an environment with which two outstanding representatives 
of the ecclesiastic literature – Ioane Minchkhi and Constantine of Preslav are connected. 
As it turns out, there is an amazing similarity between them also from the viewpoint 
of contribution made in the most important liturgical-hymnographic collection – 
“The Lenten Triodion”. Under the name of “The Lenten Triodion” in Christian writing 
is known the collection which is one of the most important parts of an extensive repertoire 
in hymnography. Its compilers made an outstanding contribution to the history of hym-
nography because the work done at the compilation of this collection actually means the 
search for numerous hymns and author’s heritage, and their preservation.

In 1984 in Holland at the initiative of Najmegen University an old Bulgarian manu-
script was published that is dated from the 11th century. It is “Kichevo Triodium” also 
known as “Bitola Triodion” which contains one of the oldest redactions of Slavic “Lent-
en”. As it turns out, this manuscript is associated with the name of Constantine of Preslav. 
He must have been an editor and compiler of this one of the earliest redactions of Slavic 
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“Lenten Triodion”.
“Bitola Triodion” includes the whole cycle of Climenti Studites ‘‘Three-Odes”. 

Along with them the whole cycle of unknown (presumably, Byzantine) author enters the 
manuscript. It seems Constantine of Preslav himself translated from Greek these odes 
entering the “Lenten Triodion” compiled by him. 

According to the publisher I. Zaimov’s opinion, it is not an exact translation of the 
Greek original. Constantine of Preslav gives free translations of “Three-Odes” by Climenti 
Studites.

Thus, according to “Bitola Triodion”, Constantine of Preslav appears as a figure 
with independent translational principles to whom belongs one of the earliest and impor-
tant redactions of Slavic “Lenten Triodion”. 

The manuscript deserves special attention for the history of hymnography from the 
viewpoint that it contains the whole cycle of original Slavic hymns – over 80 small-sized 
hymns the author of which is Constantine of Preslav.

Thus, Constantine of Preslav created the whole Sticharion part of original hymns 
for Slavic “Lenten Triodion”. These hymns represent the masterpiece of hymnography. 
Lyricism merged with profound theological education makes these hymns extremely im-
pressive.

This is the whole cycle of small-sized hymns which cover almost the entire period 
of the Lent. The majority of them includes own rhythmic metre and musical composi-
tions. The hymns of such type in comparatively small number are found even in Byzantine 
hymnography itself. They are especially rare in Christian poetry of this or that country (not 
Greek-speaking). In Georgian hymnography around 30 hymns of this type belong to the 
only author – Ioane Minchkhi.

The work features Constantine of Preslav’s one small-sized hymn intended for the 
Palm Tuesday that has been compared with Ioane Minchkhi’s small-sized hymn intended 
for the same day using the method of comparative analysis.

Both of these authors follow the tradition of Jerusalimite liturgy according to which 
on the Palm Tuesday several readings from the Gospel are put. Of them the hymns of both 
authors reflect only one – the Gospel of Luke (16, 19-31).

Minchkhi’s hymn is totally inspired by this proverb. The spirit of the hymn, general 
content and phraseology are also similar to the Gospel reading. At the same time, original 
artistic images are also found. The symbol of “garment” presented in the hymn attracts 
attention – the transformation of rich, splendid garment into Hell’s flames. Of interest is 
also a kind of “confession” expressed by a hymnographer.

Based on the Parable of the rich man and Lazarus Constantine of Preslav makes 
original generalization of the theme. Being “clothed” in purple and fine linen he tries to 
purify his soul through tears of repentance. In contrast to the style relevant to rich clothes 
and life the author recalls the Savior crucified “naked” and begs the Lord to have mercy on him 
– like Lazarus. 

Concrete Gospel proverb is raised by the author to the highest level of generaliza-
tion by contrast with other episode and phenomenon – the crucifixion of Our Savior. This 
produces unexpected artistic effect. Here a large scale of the author’s thinking is clearly 
shown. 
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Thus, Constantine of Preslav and Ioane Minchkhi are almost contemporaries – the 
representatives of the first half of the 10th century. The creative work of both of them is 
closely linked with the collection known under the name of “The Lenten Triodion”. Both 
of them made great contribution in compilation of this collection. Along with this, the 
whole cycle of small-sized hymns intended for “The Lenten Triodion” belongs to them. 
This is the entire Sticharon part of relevant “Lenten Triodion”. The creative works of both 
of them are distinguished with poetic perfection and finally, the activity of both of them 
coincides with the reign of two kings distinguished with national aspiration – Simeon I 
and Giorgi I, “Abkhazian” king of Western Georgia. The difference is that Constantine of 
Preslav actually starts great traditions of Bulgarian literature, whereas Ioane Minchkhi cre-
ates new epoch in Georgian ecclesiastic writing that has already begun six centuries before 
by that time. The hymns of both of them represent the masterpieces of hymnography. 
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REGInA  koyCHEvA
(Bulgaria)

From Byzantium to Bulgaria and to Georgia – Modifications and 
Typological Similarities between old Bulgarian and 

Georgian Hymnography*

In 1977, the scientific facts known at that time led the great Georgian researcher 
Korneli Kekelidze to the conclusion that the original (not translated) Georgian hymnogra-
phy of the 10th c., which is remarkable in its magnitude and which was created simultane-
ously with the Georgian translations of the Greek chants, was an unprecedented phenom-
enon in history (Grigolashvili 1979: 177, – citing Kekelidze 1960: 55). Curiously, a state-
ment by his compatriot Revaz Siradze from the same year, 1977 – “There are sufficient 
grounds for the uniformity of Old Bulgarian and Old Georgian literature...” (Siradze 1977: 
63)** – now sounds like a premonition of the great wave of discoveries that began in the 
1970s in the field of original Old Bulgarian hymnography (La poesia: 109-112). We can 
now conclude that the original Georgian hymnography has a known historical parallel – 
namely, Old Bulgarian chant poetry from the end of the 9th and the early part of the 10th c. 
This is a sufficient prerequisite to arouse the interest of comparatists. However, Siradze’s 
statement from the same year, 1977 – “Very little has been written about Old Bulgarian-
Georgian literary connections” (Siradze 1977: 63)*** – remains valid even at this moment. 
In palaeoslavic hymnology, the typological parallels between the two traditions are still an 
exotic rarity. This article is a humble attempt in this direction. 

1. Original Hymnography 

The period during which the hymnographic genre of the canon blossomed in the 
Byzantine Empire, the 8th–9th c., was marked by an untold number of hymnographic 
works. Precisely in response to the zeitgeist, Old Bulgarian and Georgian hymnography 
adopted the new Byzantine genre not only by translating the new works but also by creating 
their own remarkable original chants. In Old Bulgarian hymnography, this phenomenon 
was almost simultaneous with the advent of Slavic letters and is characterized by scholars 
as the Golden Age of Bulgarian literature (from the end of the 9th c. until the first decades 
of the 10th c.). Although suggestions have been made that certain Slavic chants were writ-
ten in Great Moravia or in Rome (see e.g. Kozhuharov 1984: 18–19; Turilov 2006: 119), 
Bulgaria was the irrefutable center of Old Bulgarian hymnography (Popov 1982: 22-26), 
whose creators were Saint Cyril and Methodius’ disciples, from whose ranks only three 

* The article is financed in the frames of the project “Support for the Development of the Scholarly Potential of 
Young Humanitarian Scholars and the Strengthening of their Professional Contacts with World-famous Scholars 
in their Area of Study Project (№ BG051PO001-3.3.04/61) financed by the European Social Fund according to 
the Development of Human Resources Operational Programme” (by the intercession of the Bulgarian Ministry 
of Education, Youth and Science).
** The original passage of the article reads as follows: “Существует достаточно оснований для однотипности 
староболгарской и старогрузинской литературы...”.
***  “О староболгарско-грузинских литературных связях написано очень мало”.
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names of hymnographers have reached us, namely: Constantine, the bishop of Preslav; St. 
Clement of Ohrid; and St. Naum of Ohrid. The vicissitudes of history have deprived us of 
Slavic hymnographic manuscripts from that early epoch.

In Georgian hymnography, whose beginning is usually considered to be in the 8th c. 
(Kекеlidze 1944; Grigolashvili 1979: 174), the 10th c. is defined as the climax (classical 
period) of original chant poetry. By virtue mostly of the unique hymnographic miscellany 
preserved until the present day and compiled in the years 978–988 by the Georgian hym-
nographer Mikael Modrekili, more than a few names of Georgian hymnographers from 
that epoch have reached us, including those of Ioane Minchkhi, bishop Ioane Mtbеvаri, 
Kurdanai, Ezra, Stepane (Sananoisdze), the bishop of Chkondidi, Ioane Konkozisdze, and 
Mikael Modrekili. Like original Slavonic chant poetry from that time, Georgian hymnog-
raphy was concentrated mainly in Georgia and more specifically in the monasteries in the 
Kingdom of Tao-Klarjeti (Grigolashvili 1979: 175–176; Dzhgamaya 2000: 406). 

One of the most typical motivations to compose original chants was, of course, the 
need for liturgical services for the newly canonized national saints. This need remained 
valid for practically the whole time frame encompassing the existence of original hymnog-
raphy. In Slavic literature, already in the 9th c. the disciples of Cyril and Methodius wrote 
services in honor of their teachers, whom the Church considers equal to the Apostles. 
Four such works are known today: a service for St. Methodius written by Constantine of 
Preslav, a canon for the same by St. Clement of Ohrid, an anonymous service for St. Cyril, 
and an anonymous canon for the two brothers (Istoriya: 124). In Georgian hymnography, 
scholars have determined that the first original work was a chant by Ioane Sabanidze from 
the 8th c. about the martyrdom of the Arab Abo Tbileli, who was converted to Christianity 
(Kekelidze 1944). 

The creative attitude towards adopted Byzantine hymnography can be clearly seen 
in the fact that both Slavic and Georgian hymnographers from the 9th–10th c. composed 
plenty of chants in honor not only of national saints, but also for ecumenical feasts, for 
which Greek liturgical masterpieces already existed. Thus, in reference to original Old 
Bulgarian hymnography for Christmas and Epiphany (a canon for Christmas by Constan-
tine of Preslav, an anonymous canon for Epiphany, pre-festive and post-festive stichera), 
Georgi Popov – the discoverer of many of these chants – noted: “It is interesting that like 
the Old Bulgarian hymnographers, the Georgian writers have also composed a number of 
works in similar genres in honor of the feasts of Christmas and the Epiphany. For example, 
the iambic canons for the pre-festive Christmas cycle by Ioane Mtbevari – the Georgian 
hymnographer from the 10th c. – are well known, as are his stichera for Christmas, Epiph-
any and others” (Popov 2002: 380–381).*

We also can identify another parallel between the two chant traditions from the 
9th–10th c. in the Menaion repertoire. They include a canon for St. Euthymius the Great 
by St. Clement of Ohrid (Stanchev, Popov 1988: 120–129, 170–181) and a canon (pre-
served in the tropologion of Mikael Modrekili) for the same saint by the Georgian hym-

* In the original: “Интересен е фактът, че подобно на старобългарските песнописци грузинските книжо-
вници създават редица сходни в жанрово отношение творби, посветени на празниците Рождество Хри-
стово и Богоявление. Така например известни са ямбически канони на грузинския песнописец от Х в. 
Йоан Мтбевари за предпразничния Рождественски цикъл, негови стихири за Рождество Христово, за 
Богоявление и др.”

From Byzantium to Bulgaria and to Georgia – Modifications and Typological Similarities between 
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nographer from the 10th c. Ioane Minchkhi (Khachidze 1984). It is noteworthy that the 
two canons are composed in modes which correspond to one another – the Georgian canon 
is in the fourth, while the Old Bulgarian one is in the eighth mode (i.e. the fourth plagal). 
These common characteristics are a prerequisite for a future comparative study of the two 
works. 

The great scholar Lela Khachidze proposed a sound hypothesis that the sticheron 
at “Lord, I have cried” for the same Georgian canon had been written by another author – 
Ezra (Khachidze 1984). It is remarkable that such collective chant writing is documented 
in Old Bulgarian hymnography as well. Some of the preserved acrostics prove that St. 
Clement of Ohrid and Bishop Constantine of Preslav divided up between themselves in 
advance the works to be composed for certain commemorations (Popov 1982: 21–23), and 
one of them usually wrote the stichera, while the other – the canon for the feast. Admitted-
ly, other men of letters, who have remained anonymous, took part in this collaboration, too.

Perhaps the most striking parallel between the Old Bulgarian and Georgian strate-
gies for adopting Byzantine tradition can be noted in the Triodion repertoire (for the mov-
able calendar cycle). As Georgi Popov revealed in his studies, the most prolific Old Bul-
garian hymnographer – Constantine of Preslav – in the course of translating the Byzantine 
Triodion Book in the years 885–886 translated three cycles of triodia and tetraodia, and 
instead of translating the fourth – namely, the acrostic cycle of St. Joseph the Hymnogra-
pher, which has remained untranslated in Slavic, – he compiled his own cycle comprising 
the longest acrostic known so far in medieval hymnography (Popov 1985: 108). Similarly, 
the studies of Lela Khachidze convincingly attest that the most productive Georgian hym-
nographer, translator and compiler of the earliest Georgian Triodion Book – Ioane Minch-
khi – had added over 100 chants of his own, including stichera, full canons, a triodion and 
others, to the translated Greek Lenten works (Khachidze 1984). 

Original Old Bulgarian and Georgian hymnography shared one and the same des-
tiny during the next mediaeval millennium. The general decision to unify the texts for 
worship in the whole Eastern Orthodox world led to the elimination of original hymnog-
raphy from the liturgical books. According to G. Popov, the starting point of this process 
in the Slavic world was the mid-tenth century, and in Georgian literature – the beginning 
of the 11th c. However, mainly in the provinces, miscellanies of the old type continued to 
be transcribed. Due to this fact, some later copies of ancient original chants have reached 
us. It is remarkable that the most active center in the implementation of this reform, which 
aimed at reducing the content of the liturgical books only to certain strictly fixed translated 
Byzantine texts, was the same for Bulgaria and Georgia – it was Mount Athos with its 
schools of literary reforms (Gugishvili; Dzhgamaya 2000: 406; Popov 2006: 39-41).

Some common phenomena can be traced in the case of translated hymnography 
as well. A characteristic feature recorded in the scientific literature on Slavic, Georgian 
and Syriac hymnography is the interpolation of a second ode in eight-ode canons. As 
specialized studies show, this practice originated in the Palestinian-Sinaitic hymnographic 
tradition of the 8th–9th c. It is well known that the early hymnographic production of the 
First Bulgarian Kingdom (from the end of the 9th c. and the beginning of the 10th c.) still 
preserved some Palestinian-Sinaitic peculiarities before finally reorienting itself towards 
the Constantinople liturgical model (Krivko 2008: 67, 77). As for the Georgian chant po-
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etry, Khachidze associated the origin of the practice of adding a second ode to eight-ode 
canons with the hymnographer Ioane Minchkhi and dated the phenomenon to the 950s 
(Khachidze 1984). 

A quite important typological similarity between Old Bulgarian and Georgian 
hymnography can also be noted with regard to the translation of Byzantine chants. Gener-
ally, the Old Bulgarian translations from the end of the 9th c. and the early 10th c. aimed 
at preserving the rhythm of the Greek original, without or with minor alterations. In some 
cases this strategy led to a rewording of the content of the Byzantine text (see Istoriya: 108 
and the bibliography there). It seems that the same phenomenon was familiar in Georgian 
hymnography, too. For example, in examining the ancient Georgian translations of the 
canons to the Venerable Fathers of the St. Sabba Monastery by Stephen the Sabaite, E. 
Dugashvili concluded that “the Georgian translations from the 10th c. are free (sensus de 
sensu). The translators sought to preserve the form of the Greek original, e.g. the syllabic 
correspondence between the heirmos and the troparia” (Dugashvili 2003). The same con-
clusion was drawn by Tinatin Chronz in his newly published study on the Georgian text of 
a Greek canon for a sick person. The earliest Georgian copy of this text is in an octoechos 
from the 11th c., written by the eminent Georgian man of letters St. Giorgi Mtatsmindeli 
(1009–1065). The translation of the canon has preserved all the important features of the 
form of the original, including the acrostic (transmitted periphrastically in Georgian) and 
the rhythmic structure of the troparia, all of which “of course, has led to a free treatment of 
the text’s content and a rather new interpretation of its Greek original” (Chronz 2010: 209). 

2. The Translation of Heirmoi

Special attention to the rhythm of a text in the process of its translation into another 
language has been most strongly noted, of course, in the translation of heirmoi – stanzas 
which serve as rhythmical and melodic patterns in hymnography (see Koycheva 2004: 69 
and the bibliography there).

In general, the heirmoi used in original Old Bulgarian hymnography are translated. 
Only the texts of the heirmoi in the iambic canons, such as the canon for the Nativity 
by Constantine of Preslav, are exceptions to this rule. In these canons, the content of 
the heirmoi is highly paraphrased in order to be adapted for the intended form of five 
lines of twelve syllables each (Popov 1997: 7–8; Popov 1998: 4). Knowing that there are 
Greek heirmoi that differ only in a few words, we can accept that the rewording in the 
aforementioned Old Bulgarian translations in practice has turned them into original Slavic 
heirmoi.

According to Elena Metreveli’s investigations, the vast majority of Georgian heir-
moi also consists of translated ones. Out of the 403 Georgian heirmoi she studied, the 
Greek originals of only 17 of them have not been found (Métrévéli, Outtier 1975: 341). 
This is not by chance, because precisely the Greek heirmoi with their old melody and 
rhythm, upon which new chants were composed again and again, to the greatest degree 
introduced and retained the Byzantine tradition in non-Greek literatures (Prohorov 1972: 
128). However, Georgian chant poetry, perhaps even more so than the Slavic one, con-
tains original heirmoi, too, which were written by the hymnographer Ioane Minchkhi 
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(Khachidze 1984).
As was already mentioned in this article, this type of translation, which preserves 

the authentic rhythm of the original, was particularly typical of the adaptation of Byzan-
tine heirmoi to the Old Bulgarian language in the last decades of the 9th c. and in the early 
10th c. A relevant illustration of this type of translation technique can be provided on the 
basis of the Slavic texts of the heirmoi in the Lenten triodia and tetraodia by Constantine 
of Preslav.

Some of the heirmoi included in the triodia by Constantine of Preslav contain tex-
tual changes in comparison with their Greek originals. Most often these changes are small. 
Of course, we must keep in mind that the Greek texts issued by Eustratiades in his edition 
of the Heirmologion (Eustratiades 1932), which is used as the basis for comparison of 
the differences noted in this article, can only provisionally be taken as the originals of the 
translated texts, recorded in copies of the cycle by Constantine of Preslav.

An impressive example for such a kind of modification is the heirmos for the ninth 
ode of the triodion for Thursday from the fourth week of Great Lent (Popov 1985: 554). 
The Byzantine original of the heirmos is from the resurrectional canon № 281, according 
to the Heirmologion edited by Eustratiades (Eustratiades 1932: 199). A comparison with 
the Old Bulgarian text of the heirmos shows that the lines Bурьсщт ухллбвп‡уб / кбp 
уеубскщмЭнпн Иеьн / фекп‡уб фпqт Bнисюрпйт are translated by changing the order 
of the words and by omitting the conjunction “and.” Thus, the literal English transla-
tion of these lines is “having seedlessly conceived and having born the incarnated God 
for humans,” whereas the Old Bulgarian one is зачьнъш¸я бога / въплъщена бе сэмен¸ 
/ рождьш¸я чловэкомъ “having conceived God, incarnated without seed, having born 
[Him] for humans.” In the Byzantine original the adverb “seedlessly” qualifies the con-
ception: Bурьсщт ухллбвп‡уб “having seedlessly conceived,” while in the Old Bulgarian 
text this adverb was replaced by a prepositional phrase qualifying the Incarnation: бога 
въплъщена бе сэмени “God incarnated without seed.” This inverted translation did not 
change the theological concept of the work. Due to the inversion, however, the length of 
the original lines (7+8+7 syllables) was preserved,** whose length inevitably would have 
been disrupted if the grammatical structure and word order of the Byzantine text had been 
strictly followed.

The transformations made from the source text into the translated text of the heir-
moi from the triodion cycle by Constantine of Preslav can be divided in a highly simplified 
way into the removal of a word, the addition of a word, and the replacement of one lexeme 
by another one.

A removal of a word is found in the heirmos of the tenth ode in the triodion for 
Wednesday from the third week of Lent (Popov 1985: 509–510). The Byzantine original 
of the heirmos is from the canon for the Assumption by St. John of Damascus (Eustratiades 
1932: 141, canon № 100, the first heirmos for the ninth ode). In this case the three-word 
expression Bŕлщн ньщн 5эуйт (seven syllables) (literally “the nature of the immaterial 

* The third Old Bulgarian line quoted (РОЖДьШ¸Я ЧЛОВЭКОМъ – eight syllables) in its variant in the 
triodion of Bitola is one syllable longer than its corresponding line in the original (фекп‡уб фпqт Bнисюрпйт – 
seven syllables). Therefore, the protograph perhaps contained the short form of the participle рождьши. It is 
very likely, too, that the genitive form СЭМЕНЕ was written in the protograph instead of СЭМЕНИ, which was 
used quite often during the Middle Bulgarian period of the Bulgarian language. 
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minds, i.e. spirits”) was translated into Old Bulgarian with the two-word phrase бесплъть-
наpго родъ “the kind of the immaterial” (eight syllables), which reproduces the length of 
the Byzantine line. Here the noun in genitive case ньщн was removed from the translation, 
for which reason the adjective бесплътьнаpго takes on the function of a noun.

An addition of a word is present in the Old Bulgarian translation of the heirmos 
of the fifth ode from the triodion for Friday from the third week of the Great Forty Days 
(Popov 1985: 514). The heirmos is from the resurrectional canon № 182 according to 
Eustratiades’ edition (Eustratiades 1932: 131). Here the translation омрачен© ‘darkened’ 
(four syllables) of the line ô[í TóêïôéóìÝíçí (six syllables) was supplemented with the 
adjunct грэхы ‘by sins’ (instrumental case, plural), which is missing from the original. 
This modification enhanced the moral focus of the work and extended the line to the tar-
get length: омрачен© грэхы (six syllables). Of course, the possibility that the addition is 
a result of a copyist’s mistake should not be excluded in light of the fact that the phrase 
омраченъ грэхы was common in hymnography.* Even so, however, the accumulation of 
a number of examples in which the changes which are present in a translated text have 
made this text closer to the rhythm of the original speak in favor of a deliberate translation 
strategy. In support of this, the modification analyzed above is not unique in the heirmos 
in question – the length of the last line is also equal with the number of syllables in the 
final line of the Byzantine stanza at the expense of one missing word: ×ñéóôS, ›т мьнпт 
еЉурлбчнпт ‘Oh Christ, as the only merciful[One]’ – хрьсте яко м¸лосрьдъ ‘Oh Christ, 
as merciful’ (both of them eight syllables each).

In all these cases, the removal or addition of words in translation still did not change 
the theological sense of the text. This was also the case when certain lexemes were not 
translated with their exact equivalents, but were replaced by other words, usually similar 
in meaning.**

A typical example of this is the heirmos for the fifth ode of the triodion for Friday 
from the fifth week of Lent (Popov 1985: 595). The Byzantine original is from the Great 
Canon of Repentance by St. Andrew of Crete (Eustratiades 1932: 170, canon № 240). 
Here the word form 5éëÜíèñùðå (four syllables), instead of its exact equivalent чловэко-
любьче ‘oh [You] Philanthropist’ (six syllables), was replaced with м¸лосрьде ‘oh [You] 
Merciful’ (four syllables). In this way, the line in which the lexical substitution appeared 
acquired the desired length. The translation 5éëÜíèñùðå (four syllables) – м¸лосрьде 
(four syllables) or м¸лост¸ве ‘oh [You] Compassionate’ (four syllables) was noted by M. 
Velimirović in his comparison of texts of heirmoi in Byzantine and Slavic heirmologia 
(Velimirović 1960: 54, 56–57).***

Similarly, the length of a line from the original is preserved in the Old Bulgarian 
text through the lexical replacement åˆëïãï‡óéí (literally благослов тъ ‘[they] bless’) – 
по«тъ ‘[they] praise in chants’, compare:

* I am very thankful to Assistant Professor Maria Yovcheva for this hypothesis.
**  The lexeme which is equivalent in meaning to a certain word from the original, and the lexeme which replaced 
the equivalent in the process of translation are a typical example of so-called thematic lexis, as defined by Ev-
geniy Vereshchagin. According to him, thematic lexis comprises vocabulary units which are not linked to each 
other through synonymy or antonymy, but appear in the same context, which indicates the presence of common 
semes in their meanings. About thematic lexis, see: Vereshchagin 1997: 254, 257–261.
*** On the contrary, the same translation was evaluated by A. Gove as less consistent with the rhythm of the origi-
nal than the literal translation чловэколюбьче (Gove 1978: 215–217).
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Ѓν åˆëïãï‡óéí οˆñáí™н бs äõíÜìåéò (12 syllables)
¸же  по«тъ небесьныª  с¸лы  (12 syllables) 
‘Whom the heavenly powers praise in chants’ 

This substitution is present in the heirmos for the eighth ode of the triodion for 
Thursday from the fourth week of the Great Forty Days (Popov 1985: 553), whose Byzan-
tine original is from canon № 289 (Eustratiades 1932: 204).

The first two lines in the translation of the heirmos for the eighth ode from canon № 
239 (Eustratiades 1932: 170) are an example of the same type. Here the nominative plural 
with the definite article ïs Ѓσιοι (four syllables) was not translated with its exact equiva-
lent прэподобьн¸¸ ‘venerable’ (six syllables), but replaced with the lexeme св т¸¸ ‘saints’ 
(three syllables).* Likewise, in place of the expected prepositional phrase въ пешт¸ ‘in the 
kiln’ (three syllables), which should have translated Tí ôi êáìßí¥ (five syllables), we find 
a completely different text: въ вавyлонэ ‘in Babylon’ (five syllables). By means of these 
lexical replacements, the syllabic lengths of the Old Bulgarian lines equaled those of the 
Byzantine ones – compare the following:

Ïs Ѓσιοι óïõ ðáqäåò (7 syllables) Tí ôi êáìßí¥ (5 syllables)
‘Thy venerable children’  ‘in the kiln’ 
Св тии ти отроци (7 syllables) въ вавyлонэ (5 syllables)
‘Thy holy children’  ‘in Babylon’

Obviously, for the Old Bulgarian translator, this Byzantine passage consisted of two 
lines (7 + 5 syllables), which caused the observed lexical substitutions. One confirmation of 
this fact is the presence of a punctuation mark in the Bitola triodion precisely after the seventh 
syllable in the Old Bulgarian text of this heirmos as part of the triodion by Constantine of 
Preslav for Monday from the third week of Lent: сЂтии ти wUроци • в вавилонэ... (Popov 
1985: 502). 

In this case as well, the lexical substitutions made in the process of the Old Bulgarian 
translation did not alter the general sense of the work. In the first part, the more particular 
term Ѓσιοò (прэподобьныи) ‘venerable’ was replaced by the generic one – св тыи ‘saint, 
holy,’ insofar as sanctified people, whether belonging to the venerable, martyrs, holy bish-
ops, etc., are all saints, and the categories which the Church uses to classify them only 
specify their type of sanctity. In the second part, however, the lexemes “kiln” and “Baby-
lon,” taken as separate vocabulary units, have nothing in common. The link between them 
is the story about the three Jewish youths thrown into the Babylonian kiln, from Chapter 
Three of the biblical Book of Daniel. Both the pairing of ðáqäåò (отроци) ‘children’ with 
êÜìéíοò (пешть) ‘kiln’ as well as отроци ‘children’ with вавyлонъ ‘Babylon’ equally 
well reconstruct the biblical situation, because this situation is famous and is the obliga-
tory theme of the heirmoi for the eighth ode. And since the text of the heirmos in question 
is meant only to recall this situation, without commenting it, the lexical substitution Tí ôi 
êáìßí¥ – въ вавyлонэ was preferred as a convenient way to achieve the desired length of 
the line, without changing the general sense of the work. It is very likely that this lexical 

* The same replacement is present also in one of the textual variants of the translation of the first heirmos for the 
eighth ode from canon № 53 (Eustratiades 1932: 39) issued by Hannick (Hannick 1978: 100).
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replacement was influenced by the texts of some other heirmoi for the eighth ode – for ex-
ample the heirmos for the seventh ode from canon № 325 (Eustratiades 1932: 227), whose 
beginning reads: Ðáqäåò èåïóåâåqò Tí Âáâõë™нй... 

We have full reason to believe that exactly these lexical substitutes were present 
in the protograph of the Old Bulgarian Triodion Book, because we find them in all 24 
manuscripts containing this heirmos as part of the triodion cycle by Constantine of Preslav 
and the translated Lenten triodia by St. Theodore the Studite and St. Clement the Studite. 
The heirmos is in the sixth mode, eighth ode, and is included in Constantine’s canons for 
Monday from the third week of Lent and for Saturday from the fourth week, as well as in 
Theodore’s triodia for Thursday from the third and sixth week, and in Clement’s canon for 
Monday from the fifth week of the Great Forty Days.

The examples provided above are not the only ones, but are sufficient to illustrate 
the rule that the modifications made in the process of translating the heirmoi were intended 
to bring the rhythmic structure of the Old Bulgarian texts as close as possible to the struc-
ture of the originals, without disrupting the general theological sense of the works.*

The same phenomenon was likely not unknown to Georgian hymnography in a 
certain period as well. E. Metreveli in her studies on the Georgian heirmoi paid special 
attention to the comparison between the originals and their translations with respect to 
the distribution of syllables in lines. Using this criterion, the researcher divided the trans-
lated Georgian heirmoi into three groups according to the extent of their difference from 
the originals (Métrévéli, Outtier 1975: 351). Regarding one very large group out of the 
three, Metreveli came to the conclusion that “the total number of syllables in the Greek 
and Georgian heirmoi coincides, with a difference of two or three syllables” (Métrévéli, 
Outtier 1975: 352).** Despite the very limited range of literature on this issue in Sofia 
libraries, it can be assumed that not a few of the Georgian heirmoi which have equal or 
similar number of syllables as compared to their Greek originals contain the same type of 
lexical alterations, which were analyzed here in the Old Bulgarian translations of some 
heirmoi. A confirmation of this view, as well as of Metreveli’s cited conclusion, can be 
found in the abovementioned article by Tinanin Chronz on the Georgian translation of a 
Greek canon parakletikos for a sick person. There the author concluded that the Georgian 
heirmoi, upon which the canon had been composed, “are melodically oriented towards the 
Greek ones, but are not word-for-word translations” (Chronz 2010: 198).*** Comparing the 
number of syllables in the originals and in the translations of the model stanzas, Chronz 
clearly showed that as a rule, the Georgian texts correspond in the number of syllables to 
the Greek ones or deviate from them by no more than two syllables (Chronz 2010: 193, 
197). 

* More details on the issue of the lexical alterations in the translated Old Bulgarian heirmoi were brought up in 
my article: Koycheva 2004, where a comparison with the contemporary Church Slavonic translation was also 
proposed.
** This passage in the original of the article reads: “Le nombre total de syllables dans les hirmoi grecs et géor-
giens concorde, à deux ou trois syllables près”. 

*** “...sich melodisch an den griechischen orientieren, jedoch keine wörtlichen Übersetzungen sind”.
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3. The Structure of Heirmologia

In the academic literature, the most frequently noted typological similarity between 
Slavic and Georgian hymnography is the equal structure of the Heirmologion – the litur-
gical book containing the full texts of the rhythmic and melodic models (the heirmoi) 
required for composition and for performance of works from the genre of the canon. All 
currently known medieval Slavic heirmologia, as well as the main type of Georgian heir-
mologia are arranged by odes (i.e. within each of the eight modes, first all the heirmoi for 
the first ode are written out, then all the heirmoi for the second ode, then – for the third 
one, etc.). In contrast to these miscellanies, the main type of Byzantine heirmologia has a 
different ordering – by canons (i.e. within each of the eight modes and following the suc-
cession of the odes /1, 2, 3, 4.../, first all the heirmoi belonging to a canon are given, then 
in the same way the heirmoi from another canon are written out, etc.). 

According to the specialist in Georgian heirmologia Elena Metreveli, the selection 
of the heirmoi included in these miscellanies was made by the compilers themselves, and 
was not borrowed readymade from a Greek heirmologion (Métrévéli, Outtier 1975: 335 
and other pages). A similar hypothesis regarding Slavic heirmologia was proposed by the 
Belgian Slavicist Christian Hannick. In his opinion, the Old Bulgarian Heirmologion was 
compiled already in the 9th c. by the saintly brothers Cyril and Methodius, who them-
selves selected which heirmoi to include and in what sequence to order them in the new 
book (Hannick 1978: 83-84).

These two peculiarities (i.e. the arrangement by odes and the unique selection of 
heirmoi) unite Georgian and Slavonic heirmologia and differentiate them from the Byz-
antine ones. However, there are also some individual traits of the book’s structure that 
distance all three of these hymnographic traditions from one another. According to the 
investigations made by Milos Velimirović and Elena Metreveli, Georgian heirmologia as 
a whole contain two times fewer heirmoi than the Slavonic ones, and three times fewer 
than the Greek ones (Métrévéli, Outtier 1975: 341). Also, a specific feature of the Geor-
gian collections of the same type is that a corresponding theotokion was added to each 
heirmos, thus these collections were named “Heirmoi and Theotokia” in the manuscripts 
(Métrévéli, Outtier 1975: 334). Neither the Slavic nor the Byzantine literatures have ever 
witnessed such a phenomenon (Métrévéli, Outtier 1975: 334).

The characteristic features of the heirmologia’s structure in different hymnographic 
traditions, especially the arrangement by odes in both Slavic and Georgian miscellanies 
of this type, raise the issue of patterns and more precisely the issue of whether direct con-
tact between Georgian and early Medieval Bulgarian hymnography could possibly have 
existed.

In order to address this issue, first it is necessary to recall the facts and well-ground-
ed scientific conclusions which are important for the chronology of the phenomena. The 
earliest preserved Byzantine and Georgian manuscript heirmologia date from the 10th c. 
(Métrévéli, Outtier 1975: 334, 353; Hannick 1978: 48). In Metreveli’s view, the first Greek 
heirmologion appeared in the 9th c. at the Monastery of St. Sabba in Palestine, and the first 
Georgian one - at the end of the same century or in the beginning of the next century in the 
same monastery where the Georgian liturgical miscellanies were initially compiled (Mé-
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trévéli, Outtier 1975: 334, 338, 343). The earliest preserved Slavic heirmologia are from 
the 12th c. (Svodnyj каtаlog: 147–150, 225–227), but according to both Roman Jakobson 
and Christian Hannick, a specialist in the field of Slavic heirmoi, the Old Bulgarian Heir-
mologion also originated in the 9th c. (Jakobson 1965: 117; Jakobson 2000: 340–341; 
Hannick 1978: 48, 78, 79-83, 87; Hannick 1989: 111-114). The most ancient heirmologia 
known today which are arranged by odes are Georgian. The early Greek heirmologia are 
arranged by canons. The Byzantine miscellanies sorted by odes are later - they date from 
the 13th c. at the earliest (Métrévéli, Outtier 1975: 333-334). One remarkable exception is 
known, however: a fragment of two folia from the 10th-11th c. (Paris, Suppl. grec 1284), 
which are a part of a Greek heirmologion arranged by odes (Métrévéli, Outtier 1975: 334). 
The existence of this fragment proves that even if we quite provisorily assume some direct 
contact between Georgian and Cyrillic written heirmologion production, these contacts 
are unlikely to have taken place without the mediation of Byzantine literature. The same 
conclusion is implicitly present in the following finding by Roman Krivko: “Obviously the 
structure of the Slavic Heirmologion is due to borrowing from a still unestablished region 
of the Byzantine Empire, probably peripheral to the capital...” (Krivko 2008: 77-78).* 

The question of models and the consideration of the possibility of direct contact 
between early Slavic and Georgian literatures are the topic of a lengthy scientific discus-
sion between the Slavicists Christian Hannick and Francis J. Thomson. On the basis of 
the assertion in the Extensive Vita of St. Constantine-Cyril the Philosopher that the Holy 
Brothers had translated “selected church services,” Hannick, as already mentioned, in his 
study from 1978 proposed a hypothesis that during the mission to Great Moravia (up to 
885), St. Cyril and St. Methodius compiled the first Slavic Heirmologion which was or-
dered by odes (Hannick 1978: 83–84). In the same place in this study, Hannick added: “...
this kind of Heirmologion was created by the Slavic apostles” (ibid: 84).** The full context 
of the statement leads to the supposition that here Hannick meant that the selection of the 
included heirmoi had been unique and not that the Holy Brothers had themselves invented 
the type of heirmologion arranged by odes. The wording of the quoted passage, however, 
allows ambiguity, which became the basis of Thomson’s criticism. 

Thus, two years later Thomson, in his review of Hannick’s work, criticized this 
standpoint (interpreted by Thomson to mean that the Slavic apostles had been the first in 
all of history to arrange the heirmoi by odes) and suggested that probably the Holy Broth-
ers had not invented this arrangement themselves, but had seen it in Georgian ecclesiasti-
cal literature. In support of his own opinion, he drew attention to the fact that “there was a 
Georgian monastic colony on Mount Olympus where Methodius was an abbot (indeed, St 
Hilarion the Iberian was there at precisely the same time)” (Thomson 1980: 103).

After nine years (Hannick 1989), Hannick responded to this criticism by clarifying 
the chronology of events: the first Georgian monastery on Mount Olympus was founded 
by St. Hilarion the Georgian in 864, when St. Methodius had already left that place (Han-
nick 1989: 114). According to the latest data, in 864 the Thessalonian Brothers were in 

* In the original of the article this passage reads as follows: “Очевидно, структура славянского Ирмология 
объясняется заимствованием из пока не установленного, вероятно, периферийного по отношению к сто-
лице региона Византийской империи...”.
** “…ce type d’hirmologion a été créé par les apôtres des Slaves”.
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Great Moravia, for which they had departed from Byzantium as early as 862 (Nikolova 
1995: 638–640). It should be admitted however, that Thomson’s criticism and especially 
the emphasized adjunct “at precisely the same time” may be due to the huge discrepancies 
in the dating of St. Hilarion’s life in the different hagiographical sources. For example, 
while according to Zhitiya (1993: 68) the saint founded the first Georgian monastery on 
Mount Olympus around 864 and died in Thessaloniki in 875, according to Loparev (1910: 
59), the Georgian had come to Olympus much earlier – roughly in 845-850, and died in 
Thessaloniki later – in 880 or 882. 

However, Thomson’s criticism has obviously left a deep mark on Hannick’s re-
search path, because after a further 17 years, namely in his summarizing work on the Heir-
mologion (2006), the Belgian now seems inclined to accept Thomson’s remark; regard-
ing the similar structure of Slavic and Georgian heirmologia, he wrote: “The comparison 
remains typological. Direct contact zones between the two traditions – the Georgian and 
the Slavonic – are detected only if Olympus in Bithynia is taken into account” (Hannick 
2006: 402).*

I would add two considerations to the problems presented in this scholarly discus-
sion. First, the assumption that the Georgian Heirmologion, ordered by odes, already ex-
isted in the 860s (the period when St. Hilarion was on Mount Olympus), does not fit with 
the chronology worked out by Metreveli, according to which the Georgian Heirmologion 
was composed at the end of the 9th c. at the earliest.Therefore, I would draw attention to a 
slightly later moment, not only in relation to the Heirmologion, but in general as a possible 
interface between Old Bulgarian and Georgian literature. It is known that after the death 
of St. Hilarion the Georgian in 875 in Thessaloniki, his relics were solemnly transferred 
in 882 from Thessaloniki to Constantinople by the order of the Byzantine Emperor Basil I 
the Macedonian (Zhitiya 1993: 68). It is quite logical to assume that clergy from different 
countries, including above all the homeland of the miracle worker – Georgia – were invit-
ed to this event. Scholars have also ascertained that the Slavic apostle St. Methodius made 
a journey from Great Moravia to Constantinople at the invitation of Basil I the Macedo-
nian; this journey, according to some researchers, happened at the end of 881, according to 
others – during 882 itself, but according to still others – in the summer of 883. It is known 
that during this trip the saint left two of his disciples together with Slavic books in the Byz-
antine capital (Nikolova 1995: 645). It is not impossible that the Moravian bishop attended 
the ceremonial transfer of St. Hilarion’s relics, or even that he had been specifically invited 
to it. It is known from his Old Bulgarian Extensive Vita that immediately after his return 
to Moravia from the Byzantine Empire until his death in 885, St. Methodius devoted 
himself to intense literary activity together with his disciples and busied himself mainly 
with translations (Nikolova 1995: 646–647). In view of this activity, probably planned, as 
well as in light of the fact that St. Methodius was carrying Slavic books with him to the 
Byzantine capital, the apostle surely took a great interest in manuscripts during his visit to 
Constantinople, and if he met there Georgian men of letters who had come to revere the 
feast of their compatriot-saint, it is very likely that he acquainted himself  with their

* The original passage reads: “Der Vergleich bleibt typologisch. Direkte Berühnungspunkte zwischen beiden 
Traditionen, der georgischen und der altslavischen, ergeben sich nur, wenn man an den bithynischen Olymp 
denkt”.
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books. A strong prerequisite that could have led to a desire for such contacts was the com-
mon purpose in the struggle against the trilingual heresy, which had dealt blows to both St. 
Methodius and St. Hilarion, as Kuyo Kuev pointed out (Kuev 1967: 74; see also Siradze 
1977: 68).

Of course, one can hardly trace all the historical moments at which the Holy Broth-
ers could have possibly met Georgian scribes. But it should be noted that St. Hilarion the 
Georgian had visited the same places – Olympus, Thessaloniki and Rome – as St. Cyril 
and St. Methodius had (Zhitiya 1993: 68; Nikolova 1995: 633–644), although probably 
at different times. Whether they actually met or not, which is ultimately too pedantic a 
question, it must be remembered that both the Slavic Apostles and the great Georgian saint 
had their followers, who could also have shared information – a fact to which Siradze has 
drawn attention (Sirazde 1977: 68). 

In any case, it is undisputed that the Thessalonian brothers took into consideration 
the Georgian literature in their great missionary work, whether they were closely familiar 
with it or not. This is evidenced by the following phrase from St. Cyril, uttered to the 
Roman clergy and documented in his Old Bulgarian Extensive Vita: “...we know many 
peoples who have their own books and give glory to God each in their own language”, 
among which he mentioned the Iberians, among others. This passage led Revaz Siradze to 
the conclusion: “...it is clear that at that time Georgian literature was already known both 
in Bulgarian and in Roman enlightened circles” (Siradze 1977: 64).** 

Here we must mention a hypothesis proposed by Maren Taden and later recalled 
by Siradze that St. Constantine-Cyril the Philosopher may have visited Tbilisi, according 
to Taden – on the way to his mission in the Khazar Khaganate, and according to Siradze 
– more likely near or during the time of his mission to the Saracens (Arabians) in Bagdad 
(Siradze 1977: 64). These assumptions, however, seem very uncertain in my opinion, at 
the very least because the geographical trajectories of the two missions would require an 
excessive detour in order for Tbilisi to be visited “en route.” 

* * *
Each of the three analyzed typological similarities between Old Bulgarian and 

Georgian hymnography combine the adoption of a Byzantine model with a simultane-
ous departure from this model. In fact, this combination is the outward expression of the 
adoption of the spirit (e.g. the very essence) of the Byzantine hymnography. Thus, both 
Old Bulgarian and Georgian chant poetry acquired the new Byzantine genres and semantic 
topoi by composing original art instead of translating, because in that distant epoch on the 
border between the first two millennia of the new era, what was most important was not 
translating particular Greek chants, but praising Christ in one’s native language by means 
of the new genres. Likewise, both the early Slavic and the Georgian translations of heir-
moi allowed paraphrases of the content in order to preserve the most important element 
– strict rhythmic and melodic structure of these stanzas, without which the heirmoi could 
not properly serve their chief function as “sound patterns” in hymnography. The similar 
arrangement (by odes) of Slavic and Georgian heirmologia differed from the order (by 

* The original passage reads: “...ясно, что грузинская письменность в это время была уже известна, как в 
болгарских, так и в римских просвещенных кругах”.
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canons) typical for the Byzantine miscellanies of this kind, because the layout of these 
Slavic and Georgian manuscripts was intended to be practical and to assist the church ser-
vices and not to follow the lead of a certain authoritative liturgical center. Such deference 
to authority appeared later and led to the unification of the divine services in the different 
East Orthodox countries, but, alas, also to some loss of national originality.
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regina koiCeva
(bulgareTi)

bizantiidan bulgareTamde da saqarTvelomde _ 
modifikacia da tipologiuri msgavsebebi Zvel bulgarulsa 

da qarTul himnografiebs Soris

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi:  Zveli bulgaruli himnografia, qarTuli himnografia, 
Targmani, kavSiri, marcvalTa raodenoba, irmologioni, konstantine pres-
lavis saeklesio wesebis cikluroba, wminda kirili da wminda meTodiusi, 
wminda ilarion iberieli.

statia warmoaCens sam identur fenomens Zvel bulgarulsa da qarTul 
himnografias Soris. orive maTganSi TvalsaCinoa bizantiuri nimuSis 
adaptacia, amas garda msgavsia bizantiuri modelidan maTi daSorebis 
principebi: 1) bulgareTica da saqarTveloc berZnuli himnografiis axal 
talRaze jerovnad pasuxobs, ara mxolod axali sagaloblebis TargmniT, 
aramed Tavisi originaluri himnografiis SeqmniT (IX-X saukuneebi); 2) ber-
Znuli sagaloblebi ise iTargmneboda, rom dedanSi arsebuli marcvalTa 
raodenoba ar irRveoda; 3) amave periodSi aRsaniSnavia is, rom slavuri 
himnografia galobaze iyo gawyobili, romelic saqarTvelosaTvis damaxa-
siaTebelia, Tumca bizantiurSi amgvari ram ar gvxvdeba.

From Byzantium to Bulgaria and to Georgia – Modifications and Typological Similarities between 
Old Bulgarian and Georgian Hymnography
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AnnA  ALExIEvA
(Bulgaria)

Bulgarian Bacchic Poetry from the 19th Century:
Context, Specific Characteristics, and the Lyrical Subject

The Bacchic theme established itself distinctly in Bulgarian poetry in the 1840s 
and 50s, when, most often under the influence of Greek prototexts (the work of Atanasiy 
Hristopulo), it appeared in poetry collections, songbooks, the periodical literature, and in 
several cases in texts which remained unpublished during the Revival Period.* The authors 
who introduced it were sometimes important figures from the Bulgarian canon (for exam-
ple, Petko Slaveykov), but in most cases were poets who were subsequently marginalized, 
such as Konstantin Ognyanovich, Manol Lazarov, Yordan Hadzhikonstantinov, Krastyo 
Pishurka and others. In their poems (which, in fact, are frequently songs, since they con-
tain paratextual instructions for the specific melodies to which they should be set), the role 
of a hedonistically minded lyrical subject is outlined, whose existence passes above all 
under the sign of unrestrained drunkenness and the motto in vino veritas.

The motif of drinking and wine, having its precursor in the ancient tradition and in 
biblical textuality, was present within the Bulgarian cultural context even before the popu-
larization of the poetry under discussion here. It can be found in the folkloric tradition, 
where it has become an important element in certain ritual practices; it has woven itself 
into the rituality of the holiday, but also palpably marks the sphere of the everyday. In 
1673, for example, one foreign traveler noted that “the residents of Gabrovo (…) are quite 
inclined to openly show their inherent weakness for the drinking of wine” (Немски и ав-
стрийски пътеписи за Балканите 1986: 147), while several centuries later, the Revival-
Era man of letters Ivan Bogorov noted that in Stara Zagora “they toss back rakia [brandy] 
like water, most are in the habit of gulping down 100 drams of the most fiery spirits at once 
with the greatest pleasure, without batting an eye” (Богоров 1868). 

Despite the fact that drinking was something ordinary in Bulgarian everyday life, 
in the written tradition until the appearance of Revival-Era Bacchic poetry, it most often 
bore a negative valence, falling into the paradigm of “fleshly pleasures” (alongside gluttony 
and voluptuousness), which “are neither natural, nor necessary” and for that reason “must 
be avoided at all cost” (Св. Йоан Златоуст 1996: 106). This is why men of letters from the 
end of the 18th and the beginning of the 19th century tended to stigmatize the sinners “who 
played the bagpipes and flutes and drums and dance and eat and drink and sit at the feast 
table day and night” (Ангелов 1962). According to Kiril Peychinovich, drinking contradicts 
the Christian ethnical imperatives, which demand “that we sit wisely, refrain from lechery, 
and not drink wine intemperately, and not to dance the horo as the madmen dance it” (Пей-
чинович 1816). 

Such Christian moralizing statements on drinking continued to be topical towards 
the middle of the 19th century as well, as can be seen from the popularity of the book The 

* The concepts “The Bulgarian Revival” and the “Revival Period” have been canonically established in the Bul-
garia historiographic and literary-historical texts, most frequently covering the time period from the second half 
of the 18th century to the Liberation of Bulgarian from Ottoman rule (1878).
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Roots of Drunkenness and What Uses It Has For Those Who Drink A Lot, translated by 
Zahariy

Knyazheski, which traces the physical and moral damages caused by regular drink-
ing: “Drunkenness ruins our blood and destroys the body’s beauty and all of our strength; 
it weakens our brain, ruins and scrambles our reason; it hardens our heart like stone. 
Drunkenness is the enemy of our spirit; it harmfully squanders our property. Drunkenness 
is more galling than a bad woman and corrupted and unhappy children. It abases humans 
and likens them to animals” (Княжески 1842). 

Nevertheless, during the 1840s and 50s, alongside such edifying-didactic attitudes 
towards drinking, other sociocultural impulses were set into motion, which not only did 
not condemn the consumption of alcohol, but even legitimized it in poetic texts and in this 
way stabilized one of the most enduring images of the Revival Period, presenting it as a 
time of distancing from medieval asceticism and dogmatism, a time of the rehabilitation of 
“worldly” joys and pleasure in life. The activation of such attitudes and the meanings they 
gave rise to in certain works was inspired both by the surrounding context of everyday 
life in which drinking was normally present, as well as by the cultural dialogue with other 
texts and poetic traditions (Greek, Russian, and European influences), through the realiza-
tion of intertextual mechanisms and interactions. 

The paradigm-founding text, which integrated the transformative energies hover-
ing in the sociocultural space, stabilizing them into a holistic and conceptual artistic pro-
gram, is Konstantin Ognyanovich’s collection Entertaining Book for the Year 1845. As 
the title indicates, it is neither the lesson nor the moral interest which should determine 
the receptive attitude, but rather the sense of “entertainment,” of the playful beginning 
imbued in the texts. In this sense, K. Ognyanovich’s book appeared as an unusual inter-
mezzo, a break from Revival-era literature, which was otherwise quite “serious” in terms 
of topic and which until the publication of the collection in question predominantly set 
great store by its influential didactic-enlightenment potential. This collection includes the 
poem “Winelover,” which is, in fact, the first printed poetic appearance of the Bacchic 
theme in Bulgarian literature:

Що ме учиш, милий друже, / ти на толка мудрост, / когдато ми духът не 
може / да вникне без трудност / в Граматика, Риторика / и в то Стихотворство, 
/ в което ми става мъка, / ща загубим чувство! / Що ми треба толко речи / да учим 
сос трудност, / когдато му не приличи / да ги думам с трезвост! / Паче гледай, нау-
чи ме / да си пием винце, / и да викам остави ме, / до где м’ иска сърдце. / И кажи ми 
еще друго, / ако знаеш ново, / що ми е мило, драго,/ дали ми е здраво (Огнянович 1845).

Literal English translation [the original has an ABABCDCD etc. rhyme scheme]
Why do you teach me, dear friend / so much wisdom/ when my soul cannot/ pen-

etrate without difficulty/ into grammar, rhetoric/ and into that Verse-making/ which causes 
me such pains/ I’ll lose my feeling! / Why do I need to learn/ so many speeches with dif-
ficulty/ when it isn’t proper / to say them sober! / Look, it’s better to teach me/ how to drink 
wine/ and to shout “leave me alone”/ to my heart’s content./ And tell me something else as 
well/ if you know something new/ how nice it is, how pleased I am (Огнянович 1845)

A post-Revival-Era reading of the cited text would most likely take note of certain 
cultural-historical virtues in it (insofar as it represents a “worldly” topic and distances 

Bulgarian Bacchic Poetry from the 19th Century: Context, Specific Characteristics, and the 
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itself from Church Slavic speech), but would remain disappointed both by the frivolity of 
the topic introduced, as well as by the helplessness of the expressive means in which it 
is voiced. If, however, we abandon such an evaluative approach, we will see that the text 
presents not only a hedonistic motif which is new for Bulgarian literature. It introduces 
the opposition studying/merry-making, making clear its preference for the latter – and in 
doing so undermines value systems fundamental to the enlightenment project. The poem 
also presents a new type of role, which can be called the “Dionysian person.”* This refers 
to a subject, who shows an obvious lack of interest in the sciences (even in their capacity 
as a modified form of the Artes Liberales – …my soul cannot/ penetrate without difficulty/ 
into grammar, rhetoric/ and into that Verse-making/...), announcing his preference for the 
carefree, intoxicated state. 

The essential particularity of this subject is his collectivistic, impersonal attitude. 
He realizes himself solely within the framework of the community to which he belongs. 
Called a bratstvo (brotherhood) or druzhina (band) in the texts, it is the community of the 
other, which has become “one’s own” through feasting and merry-making, through the act 
of drinking and shared pleasure: 

Хей, дружина, мили! / Ви, кои сте пили, / нека ви е благо / и на сърце драго... 
(Славейков 1857); ....Братя! Гърнета пълнете, / дайте в чашките винце / и до кап-
чица сръбнете, / разведрете ви сърдце... (Славейков 1852). 

Literal English translation [the first excerpt consists of seven-syllable lines with an 
AABB rhyme scheme; the second alternates eight and seven-syllable lines with an ABAB 
rhyme scheme]:

Hey, my dear band! / You, who have drunk / let all be well with you / and may your 
heart be glad… (Славейков 1857); … Brothers! Fill your jars, / put wine in the cups / and 
slurp down the last drop, / let your hearts be merry… (Славейков 1852). 

The hedonistic brotherhood thus formed is not a constant structure. Outside of its 
framework, each member could simultaneously belong to other communities as well, and 
fulfill various social roles or distance himself from the collectivist environment, if he feels 
the need to express his individuality. Having landed in its accidental space, however, the 
subject “forgets” his parallel affiliations and roles, his individuality loses its contours and 
he is transformed into a Dionysian person, that is, into a subject who is not being unto 
himself, but being for/in the collective, where, as Nietzsche says “the subjective vanishes 
into full self-forgetting” (Ницше 1990:74). 

It is no accident that the motif of forgetting is predominant in the texts in question. 
Both unpleasant experiences are subject to forgetting (Let us forget every sorrow/ that up-
sets us on this earth; let us have fun with songs, with joy/ in this pleasant hour of ours…” 
- Пишурка 1858), as well as moral imperatives, traditional authorities and norms, civic 
engagement, patriotic duty, national ideologemes, and the past, in order to arrive at the 

* The term Dionysian person preserves a memory of its ancient geneology (the celebration of the cult of the 
god of wine and festivities) and at the same time situates itself within a Nietzschean context as a member of the 
dichotomy of the Dionysian-Apollonian beginning, connecting itself with the idea of the communal character 
of the former, with its orgiastic ecstaticness, in which the principle of individualization is violated (see Ницше 
1990). The Nietzschean dichotomy in its turn inspired the Jungian classification of psychological types, in which 
the Dionysian person is tied to connotations of extroversion, because his psychological activity is oriented to-
wards the object, towards external phenomena and facts (see Юнг 1995)
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total cry for (self)forgetting: “Let everything disappear!” (Славейков 1852a) as a desire 
for the obliteration of all prior knowledge, as a yearning for the tabula rasa. 

When keeping in mind that the Balkans are a territory which, as Paul Ricoeur puts 
it, is characterized by “a surplus of memory” (Рикьор 2000), while the Revival Period 
(since it was a time of constructing the Bulgarian national identity) was to the greatest 
extent captivated by the impulse for discovering the signs and bulwarks of memory; when 
keeping in mind the universal will for recording, for remembering everything, for resur-
recting the relics of the past, it can be presumed that the subject in the texts under discus-
sion commits a serious offense against the conjuncture of memory, i.e. against one of the 
important cores of the Revival-era worldview’s horizon. 

The motif of forgetting is also connected with the particular placement of the Dio-
nysian person in the zone of non-passing time (which is mythological in its essence). It 
is devoid of events, of chronological reference points and is shaped as an unbroken pres-
ent, liberated from the onerous burden of historicity. Such a conception of temporality is 
antithetical to the progressive linear model of time characteristic of other texts from the 
period, which are primarily oriented towards civic enlightenment and which represent the 
hope for the future, for more perfect development, which inevitably leads to civilizational 
progress. Disengaged from the perspectives of the future, liberated from the memory of 
the past, the time of Bacchic poetry seems to be stopped in the zone of the hedonistic 
present, frozen in a point of unchangingness. It is a question of a particular timelessness, 
of the abolition of history and eventfulness through celebration and Bacchic intoxication. 
The Dionysian person lives, as M. Eliade would put it, in “the present continuous tense” 
(Елиаде 1994: 100), which is characterized by the endless repetition of one and the same 
actions, which are primarily oriented towards the satisfaction of the somatic needs (“… 
to eat, to drink […] a full cup of rich wine, a warm roll and a bit of cheese…” - Йоано-
вич 1851), whose sole point is to “produce (…) above all pleasant feelings” (Огнянович 
1845: 137). Going beyond the boundaries of the temporal stream, stopping its flow shakes 
even the idea of death, imagined not as an end and an irreversibility, but as a continuation 
of one and same life, given over to hedonistic, alcohol-fueled (self-)forgetting: 

Затуй казвам на дружина, / когато се аз помина, / да искупаят у мазата, / 
у мазата, зад вратата, / чи там има пълно буре, / триста ведра, дето бере. / Там, 
под нея да искупаят, / и да не ме много маят, / защото ще ожеднея, / чи ще искам 
пак да пия. / Когато щат да ме ровят, / да им на ум туй да помнят: / краката ми 
камто прага, / главата ми под шурача; / кога вино там пролеят, / устата ми да 
полеят... (Йоанович 1851). 

Literal English translation [the original consists of eight-syllable lines with an 
AABB etc. rhyme scheme]

That’s why I tell my band/ when I die/ to dig a whole in the cellar/ in the cellar, 
behind the door/ because there is a cask there/ that holds three hundred pails./ There, be-
neath it they should dig,/ and they shouldn’t waste too much time/ because I’ll get thirsty 
again/ and I’ll want to drink again./ When they go to bury me there/ they should keep this 
in mind:/ place my feet towards the threshold/ and my head under the tap;/ so when the 
wine overflows there,/ it will pour into my mouth… (Йоанович 1851).

The destabilization of temporal landmarks, the reduction of temporality to the un-
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broken present is also connected with the spatial reshaping of the world into which the 
Dionysian person is placed. It can be said that when put in contact with this subject, certain 
traditionally important topoi are profaned, deprived of their “higher” significance. With a 
view to the private sphere, for example, one such significant space is the home, thought of 
as the territory of blood-kinship ties which structure its members in a vertical hierarchy. 
The peak of this patriarchal structure is sacred and beyond temporality. It refers to tradi-
tion and to the ancestors, to the unforgettable dead, idealized through the power of blood 
and temporal distance. The next most powerful positions in the hierarchical structure of 
the home are occupied by the stately figures of the oldest Father (who is the personification 
of the law, a symbol of institutionality and power) and the Mother – the guardian of famil-
ial memory. The remaining positions are given to the younger members of the family, who 
traditionally show deference and respect to the authority of the parents. This hierarchical, 
age-regulated space, which is subordinate to certain ethical norms and traditions, is sacral-
ized in the cultural memory as an über-value which must be preserved and defended from 
conflicts, internal contradictions and external interference. 

It is precisely the self-sufficiency of the family ties, their idyllic closedness to the 
insignia of the foreign that is destabilized in these Bacchic texts. The space of the home 
is transformed into a gathering place for the multifaceted hedonistic community, which is 
united not by the force of blood-kinship ties, hierarchies and power positions, but under 
pressure from the spontaneous desire for satisfaction and merry-making. In this space, the 
verticals disappear, the world becomes as horizontal and flat as the feast table. The author-
ity figures from the patriarchal power structure (the Fathers and Mothers) are replaced by 
the figure of the master-of-the-house/the one who treats guests to wine (...Come on, for 
the master of the house, / Petko the Householder: / he greets his guests,/ around the wind-
ing tables – Славейков 1857), whose position, however, has little in common with that of 
the patriarchal elders, insofar as it is “played out” as a situative role. It changes just as the 
drinkers’ locations change, and given its instability is deprived of the signs of authoritar-
ian dominance. It is notable that the space of the home, insofar as it is transformed into 
a territory for drinking, is also marked by another semiotic lack, that of female presence. 
Even though drinking is traditionally associated with amorous satisfaction, the drunken 
community in the texts under discussion has a decidedly male character, which to a cer-
tain extent predetermines the idiom of its discourse, which slips away from the refined 
overtones inevitable for male-female communication and opens up in the spontaneity and 
lowered rhetoric of the feast. 

The other location for collective male drunkenness, with an eye to the public 
sphere, is the space of the pub. In Bulgarian heroic epic (which in its turn updates the 
ancient “high” treatments of the topic of the feast), the pub is a place for yunatsi, or young 
heroes, to meet, where they discuss questions of fateful importance to nature, the socium 
and themselves. For the subject of the Bacchic poems, however, the pub is a topos con-
nected with connotations of the everyday-needs, of the consumerist beginning. It is a place 
where one drinks and sings, where spirits are sold, which lead to oblivion and forgetting, 
to the disregard of decency and inhibitions. It is a space that can generate merry-making 
and spontaneity, but not serious discussion about fateful questions nor rational dialogue 
between dignified men on dignified topics, as is the exemplary, ancient function of the 
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feast environment. In this sense, its semantics have been profaned, reoriented to the low-
est levels of somatic-everyday needs. The “publicness” of the topos is even thrown into 
question, insofar as the ancient use of the term “public” presumed situatedness within 
the civic-political order: the space of the bios politikos, of active engagement in socio-
political acts; all meanings which are irrelevant for the hedonistic environment in which 
the Dionysian person is situated.

On the level of the degraded interpretation which significant topoi from Bulgar-
ian life take on, we can also find certain geographical objects, which lose their concrete 
character and national significance and take on the dimension of a u-topian spatiality, 
structured according to the desires and pleasure-oriented needs of the subject. And since 
the abovementioned desires are always oriented towards the modes of drunken ecstasy, 
these objects are transformed into hyberbolized receptacles for alcohol, as happens in one 
text by Spas Zafirov, for example, in which the Dionysian person wishes “That the Danube 
were not water/ but rather that it flowed with wine”:

Колко ли би било харно, / колко нечто благодарно,/ Дунав вода да не беше, / но 
на винце да течеше. / Въз винце да си патувам, / кога Дунав си минувам, / и от него 
да си пия, / все коги ми ся припие (...) / И понякога да слазям / от корабя и да влазям, 
/ да ся къпя и да пливам / и да си ся все наливам, / да си пийнувам безбройно, винце 
сладко, винце ройно. / И ако ся ( не дай боже, / но човеци сме та може),/ и ако ся 
нечто случи, / та мя смрътта там получи, / себе си счястлив намирам, / чи от вино 
там омирам (Зафиров 1857).

Literal English translation [The original is in eight-syllable lines with an AABB 
etc. rhyming scheme]: 

How beautiful it would be/ how thankful / If the Danube were not water, / but rather 
flowed with wine./ To travel over wine,/ when I crossed the Danube,/ and to take a drink 
from it,/ whenever I felt like drinking (…) And sometimes to get out / of the boat and get in,/ 
to bathe and swim/ and to keep pouring it in,/ to drink endlessly, sweet wine, rich wine. / 
And if (God forbid/ but we’re human, so it might),/ and if something were to happen, / and 
I would meet my death there,/ I would find myself happy/ to die of wine (Зафиров 1857).

These desired, limitless spaces, where rivers of wine and drunken-naivist “in-
sights” about life and death flow, also contain the implications of something less visible, 
yet essential for the psychological outlook of the Bacchic subject. They inspire his desire 
for sinking/fusing into them: (If only you were wine, oh sea,/ oh, how nice it would be,/ 
up above the wine,/ to unfurl a sail,/ to float and to melt away…*), for getting lost in their 
festive atopianess, which (in the framework of a psychoanalytical treatment**), could also 
be read as a striving for regressive bliss, as a desire for pre-subjectiveness and the opening 
of the natural, pre-cultural structure of matter, in which even the idea of death is not con-

* The term Dionysian person preserves a memory of its ancient geneology (the celebration of the cult of the 
god of wine and festivities) and at the same time situates itself within a Nietzschean context as a member of the 
dichotomy of the Dionysian-Apollonian beginning, connecting itself with the idea of the communal character 
of the former, with its orgiastic ecstaticness, in which the principle of individualization is violated (see Ницше 
1990). The Nietzschean dichotomy in its turn inspired the Jungian classification of psychological types, in which 
the Dionysian person is tied to connotations of extroversion, because his psychological activity is oriented to-
wards the object, towards external phenomena and facts (see Юнг 1995). 

** See Фройд 1997.
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nected with anxiety and fear, but with the principle of satisfaction, with the liberation of 
the I from the burden of personalness (…I would find myself happy/ to die of wine). 

The cry for fusion with the non-acculturated, natural state of the physical world 
finds its explication in the poem “Drunken Prayer” by Petko Slaveykov,” in which through 
a reverie for rain, for a “flood” of wine, the cosmicness of the hedonistic utopia is brought 
to its limit: 

О, слушай Бакхус, боже наш, / що даваш винце, пелинаш, / пред тебе припа-
дам поклонен, / и край калта потърколен; / ще славя тебе аз, творца, / с таквиз по-
клони до конца. / Сяка година даваш ти / все ново грозде да цъфти, / а пък в чорбата 
на плода / ти вливаш сладостна вода! / Но пуста, клета наша чест - /коремът ни 
едвам ли шест / оки да може да сбере; / затуй, о бог, стори добре, / корема ни да 
разширочи! / Ти заповядай и речи, / от туй питье да сбира то / оки най-малко барем 
сто. / И пак та молим, боже наш, / да определиш, както знаш, / на месеца барем 
веднъж / да иде винце вместо дъжд – / да може секи сиромах / да пий на вяра и без 
страх. / А против тез неверници, / що ти не служат със шулци, / потоп задай от 
туй питье - / да ся издавят сички те; / пък ний на твоя слава чест / да ся напийме 
пак и днес (Славейков 1978: 84-85).

Literal English translation [the original is in eight-syllable lines with an AABB etc. 
rhyme scheme]:

Oh, listen Bacchus, our god, /who gives wine, wormwood,/ before you I fall down 
in worship/ and roll around in the mud;/ I shall praise you, creator,/ with such bows until 
the very end. / Every year you allow/ new grapes to grow,/ and in the fruit’s broth/ you pour 
such pleasurable water!/ But it is our cursed luck - /our stomachs can barely hold/ six ok-
kas; / for this reason, oh god, do a good deed/ and expand our stomachs!/ Go ahead and 
say/ of that drink let it hold/ at least one hundred okkas./ And again I beg you, our god, / to 
arrange as you see fit,/ at least once a month/ for wine to come instead of rain – / so every 
poor man can / drink on faith and without fear./ And against those unbelievers,/ who do 
not serve you with a pitcher,/ send a flood of that drink – / to drown them all; / while we, 
in your glorious honor,/ will drink again today. 

The poem “Drunken Prayer” introduces the travestied-playful characteristics of 
a natural I, whose strategy includes a degraded re-accentuation of significant religious 
models. Even with its title, the text combines in one syntagma concepts which seem in-
compatible at first glance, marking the religious speech genre of prayer with the adjective 
“drunken,” which instantaneously destabilizes its elevated meanings. It is well-known 
that the church sacrimentary strictly regulates both the content of the prayer’s text, as 
well as the actions accompanying the ritual. According to religious norms, every prayer, 
as a union of man with God, includes a laudatory section (the so-called slavoslovie or the 
“ecstasy of wonder in man, who contemplates the works of God’s infinite mercy, great 
mercy and omnipotence in the moral and material world*”), a supplicatory section (which 
requires moderation in the petition, “because it is prudent for virtues to be in moderation”) 
and a repentant section (because “our prayer is above all repentance and a petition for the 
forgiveness of sins”). 

*  The citations are from: Свети и праведни Йоан Кронщадски за молитвата : 2001.
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Adhering to the formal model of prayer structure, the Dionysian person in Slaveyk-
ov’s text destabilizes and degrades the semantic aspects of prayer on every level. The 
poem begins with a laudatory section, which, however, does not praise the triune God in 
his capacity as a supreme, transcendental authority, but rather the pagan divinity “Bac-
chus,” whose blessing consists of the fact that he gives “wine, wormwood wine.” What’s 
more, this parody of “laudatory” speech is accompanied by particular “ritual actions,” 
in which the elevated meaning of bowing in prayer is reduced to a banal drunken rolling 
around on the ground: 

(…and [I] roll around in the mud;/ I shall praise you, creator,/ with such bows until 
the very end). The supplicatory section of the parodical “prayer” is oriented primarily 
towards the subject’s base-somatic needs, to the satisfaction of his aspirations for feast-
ing, which contradicts one basic religious postulate according to which “prayer does not 
indulge the idle flesh,” because the purpose of prayer is the overcoming of physicality and 
the “destruction of carnal man” (Свети и праведни Йоан Кронщадски за молитвата 
: 2001). As might be supposed, the text is missing the “repentant” section. Repentance 
assumes humility, a recognition of one’s own sins and a striving to overcome them. The 
Dionysian man in Slaveykov’s text not only does not think of his impulses towards pleas-
ure within the regime of sinfulness; instead, possessed by the destructive beginnings of 
drunken ecstasy, he wishes for the “drowning” of all of those not devoted to the hedonistic 
ritual (…And against those unbelievers,/[…] send a flood of that drink – / to drown them 
all), which violates all principles of Christian ethics. It must be noted, however, that the 
“gloomy” ending to the poem is only ostensible; it does not fall into the scope of negation, 
but rather into the humorous zone of the carnivalesque, in the call for the continuation of 
the feast ([we] can drink again today), in the entire playful discourse of this type of poetics. 

Besides offending ideological concepts significant for religious doctrine, the prin-
ciple of travesty also takes aim at certain worldviews that are fundamental to the enlight-
enment project and which are reflected in their own way in some Bulgarian texts from the 
middle of the 19th century. For example, Bulgarian civic poetry uses the categorical ap-
paratus of Enlightenment writings, proclaiming the Kantian idea of emerging from “self-
imposed nonage” (Кант 1984) on the path to knowledge and reason, as well as through the 
mastery of the universal laws of science, which would lead to mastering nature and civi-
lizational progress. Scientific knowledge, in its capacity as a rationalistic product which 
demolishes myths and religious postulates, was raised to cult status and transformed into 
an important element in the new enlightenment mythology, at whose foundation lay the 
inviolable belief in the progressive advance of humanity along the path of enlightened 
knowledge. 

This mythologeme of “critical reason,” however, is parodically given a new mean-
ing in the Bacchic texts of the Revival Era, in which wisdom and knowledge (important 
symbols of Enlightenment axiology) are not only devalued (… I don’t want wisdom, or 
studying/ I only want drinking… - Йоанович 1851), but are also subjected to an auto-da-fe 
of sorts (Get out quickly, books!/ Let a fire burn you up; /come on, throw them in/ what do 
I need these troubles for? - Геров 1980: 132). 

The juxtaposition between science and hedonistic celebration, between a serious-
rational and carefree-celebratory way of life, as well as the subject’s unwavering bias 
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towards the latter comes at a time when “the values of science and education were still 
being established in a stubborn struggle not so much against convinced opponents, as 
against apathetic inertia – for this reason it was necessary to make use of fanatical support, 
to be holy and untouchable by the degrading violations of the unserious, the ironic and the 
ambiguous, to demand and to unconditionally receive the greatest possible seriousness” 
(Дакова 1990:142). The behavior of the subject in the texts examined here not only de-
stabilizes the important, über-valued postulates of the Bulgarian enlightenment movement 
from the middle of the 19th century, but also takes aim at the philosophical-ideological 
principles of its proto-image – the European enlightenment project – parodically giving 
new meaning to its doctrinal models, in which rational knowledge and the perfecting of 
science occupy an important place. 

On the other hand, the European enlightenment was a time of disparate, even anti-
thetical presence of various conceptions, some of which, distancing themselves from “the 
blindness” of instrumental reason which sees the world as “a giant analytic judgment” 
(Хоркхаймер, Адорно 1999: 46), undertake a criticism of sorts of rationalism and scien-
tific knowledge, juxtaposing them against the idea of the primitive, natural state of man 
and the world. In his First Discourse, Jean-Jacques Rousseau reaches the conclusion that 
the impressive progress of knowledge has not contributed anything to the “cleansing of 
morals” and that “our souls have become corrupted in proportion to the advancement of 
the Arts and Sciences” (Русо 1988: 225). Undertaking a critique of the individual sciences 
(“…astronomy was born of superstition; eloquence from ambition, hate, flattery, and false-
hood; geometry from avarice; physics from vain curiosity; all, even moral philosophy, from 
human pride […] from human depravity” – Русо 1988 – 233), and even citing the authority 
of Socrates (who also “praised ignorance […] and scorned our vain sciences” – Русо 1988: 
230), Rousseau calls upon humanity to free itself from the “social illusion” that knowledge 
perfects morals: 

Peoples, know once and for all that nature wished to protect you from knowledge, 
just as a mother snatches away a dangerous weapon from the hands of her child, that 
all the secrets which she keeps hidden from you are so many evils she is defending you 
against, and that the difficulty you experience in educating yourselves is not the least of 
her benefits. Men are perverse; they would be even worse if they had had the misfortune 
of being born knowledgeable.... (Русо 1988: 232).

Civilization, the advance of scientific knowledge, and the mastery of nature do not 
lead to the perfection of morals, but rather alienate and corrupt man, condemning him to 
loneliness and an unauthentic existence. The only escape for dealing with alienation, ac-
cording to Rousseau’s Second Discourse, is turning back towards the primordial, natural 
state of being (“retake your ancient and first innocence; go into the woods to lose sight and 
memory of the crimes of your contemporaries, and have no fear of cheapening your spe-
cies in renouncing its enlightenment in order to renounce its vices” – Русо 1988а: 672). 

The concept of turning back towards prehistoric, natural structures of existence, 
which resurrect the image of the “primordial” lost homeland, also find grounds in the 
Bulgarian Bacchic poetry from the middle of the 19th century. Does this mean that in paro-
dying a specific enlightenment doctrine (in this case the rationalistic-progressive one), 
it makes explicit its belonging to another enlightenment (Rousseauian) model, in whose 
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schema the image of the Dionysian person appears as a particular modification of the 
“natural” primitive-spontaneous bon sauvage? 

In fact, the myth of lost immediacy, whose restoration can be brought about through 
a return towards the roots of naturalness, suggests doubt in the enlightenment project and 
its decline (it is no accident that this myth exercises influence over several later philo-
sophical conceptions,* while Rousseau’s Confessions presents the directions, themes and 
ideological foundations for a new cultural period – that of Romanticism). For Bulgarian 
literature from the middle of the 19th century, however, this mythologeme turns out to be 
irrelevant (with the exception of Bacchic poetry) in the general striving towards the struc-
turing of a rationally

ordered world, shaped from knowledge and the civilizational accomplishments of 
humanity. During this period, Rousseau’s viewpoints received only an indirect reception, 
primarily through the texts of his follower Bernardin de Saint-Pierre, and it was only in 
the 1870s that some of his ideas (mainly his pedagogical conceptions) were explicated di-
rectly in the Revival-era journalistic discourse, and even then quite contradictorily. Thus, 
for example, in his article “We Must Work,” Petko Slaveykov announces that “Saint-
Pierre and Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s school, which preaches patriarchalism and a return to 
primitive times, lost its importance in the present 19th century” (Славейков 1869). In an-
other, anonymous article from that period,** those who are carried away by Rousseau’s ideas 
against the sciences and the arts are stigmatized, since in doing so they hinder enlightenment 
and civilizational progress. 

If we accept that the Rousseauian criticism of science and the call to go “back to 
nature” in an indirect manner (through the borrowing and imitation of Greek and Russian 
literary themes) nevertheless infiltrated Bulgarian Bacchic poetry, we will see that the 
concepts in question have undergone fundamental transformations, especially with respect 
to their excessively literal, profaned interpretation. Thus, the serious critique of rational 
knowledge undertaken by Rousseau is reduced in the Bacchic poetry to a frivolous, one-
sided juxtaposition between studying and drinking, and even then, “studying” is not con-
ceived of within the framework of impressive scientific progress (as in Rousseau), but on 
the level of some elementary stage of literacy (as in Nayden Gerov: …why do you learn 
in vain/(…) to read?/ what good are the ABCs/ first learn to drink! – Геров 1980: 131). As 
far as the theme of returning to nature is concerned, it is interpreted primarily in terms of a 
degraded, consumerist model for mastering natural blessings with an eye to their potential 
for wine production (...Come, spring, make/ everything green/ make our big vineyards/ 
ripen the grapes/ so we can make wine/ so we can get drunk! – Геров 1980: 132). The 
subject’s feasting needs are transformed into the sole goal, into the point of his existence, 
which thus is deprived of all possible lofty implications: 

...Нема друго състоянье / по-приятно, по-добро,/ освен да думат „пиян е”, 
/ туй е моето сребро (Пишурка 1852); ... Винце само коги пия / и от него ся опия, / 
тогаз знам, че съществувам, / тогаз знам, че свят светувам (Зафиров 1857а). 

*  The Nietzschean sorrow for the ecstatic Dionysian culture can be tought of in this paradigm; the Baudelairian 
horror at progress, which activated the poet’s desire to “stop the march of the world” (see Бенямин 1989); the 
symbolist impulse towards searching for the lost “primordial” homeland (thought of as Nirvana), and, of course, 
the Spenglerian presentiment of the “decline of the West” as a result of civilization progress.

**  See Наука и невежество 1874. 
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Literal English translation [the first alternates eight and seven-syllable lines with an 
ABAB rhyme scheme; the second has eight-syllable lines with an AABB rhyme scheme]

…There is no other state/ more pleasant, better,/ than for it to be said “he’s drunk,”/ 
this is my silver (Пишурка 1852); … Only when I drink wine/ and when I get drunk on it/ 
then I know that I exist/ then I know, that I light up the world (Зафиров 1857a).

Of course, the subject’s mytho-ritualistic strategies for dissolving into the natural 
structures of being remain, as well as the Rousseauian idea of the adequation of “luxury 
and science” with a view to their pernicious effect on man (“Luxury is rarely found with-
out the sciences and the arts, and they are never found without it” – Русо 1988: 235), 
which provokes the subject’s drastic decision to reject riches and luxury (Do not praise 
gold and silver to me/ better praise fine wine (…); / I don’t want gold, I don’t want silver/ 
there is only one thing a need - / a full bottle of rich wine…” – Йоанович 1851). As a whole, 
however, these concepts, which are essential for the enlightenment world view, are subjected 
to literalization, which deprives them of their elevated, philosophical potential and brings 
them closer to mass, popular taste. It can be said that the subject of the Bacchic texts has 
mastered the ideological language of the Revival Epoch, but uses it primarily on a prag-
matic-functional everyday or hedonistic-unserious level, which empties it of meaning. 

Having become particularly popular towards the middle of the 19th century, over 
the subsequent decades the Bacchic poetry was subject to a critical, predominantly pejo-
rative reinterpretation, tied to accusations of frivolity and banality and especially a lack 
of engagement with national-liberation activity. During the 1860s and 70s, in connection 
with the revolutionary activities which were then undertaken and whose goal was a change 
in the political status quo, rebellious lyric poetry became ever more topical – it was also 
canonized after Bulgaria’s Liberation from Ottoman rule in 1878. Of course, Bacchic 
poetry continued to be published even in the revolutionary decades, as well as later, but 
now with an altered, distinctly marginalized status. If the Bulgarian literary canon has 
nevertheless allowed certain Bacchic models, they are connected with the heroic figures 
of “men in cold taverns” (which can be found in the poem “Hajduti (Rebels)” by the poet-
revolutionary Hristo Botev), who sketch out strategies for rebellion. In the most canoni-
cal Bulgarian novel – Under the Yoke by Ivan Vazov – the “drunkenness of a people” is 
praised, which, however, has nothing to do with alcoholic intoxication, but instead is a 
metaphor for the ecstatic national-liberation drive that seized the community. 

It is obvious that the Bulgarian literary canon has announced its preference for an-
other type of sublime, revolutionary drunkenness, for another rebellious mode of celebra-
tion, which was meant to awaken the national spirit and “daze” the world with its spec-
tacularity. In the lofty company of the revolutionary and the rebels, the Dionysian person, 
with his hedonistic displays, is interpreted as absurd-amusing, but also in certain cases as 
a threatening incarnation of spiritual lack, of national stagnation. Placed within “stopped” 
time, on the periphery of the rebellious topography, given over to drunken rhetoric, he 
is asynchronic both with the revolutionary chronotope, as well as with the ideological 
discourse of the era. This is why, completely naturally, after the Liberation, he has been 
situated in the literary marginalia; a place marked by the signs of the shameful and the 
undignified, a semi-aesthetic existence.
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ana aleqsieva
(bulgareTi)

bulgaruli baxusuri poezia XIX saukunidan: 

konteqsti, specifika da liriuli Tematika

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: dapirispirebuli periodi, adreuli modernistuli po-
ezia, baxusuri Tematika, liriuli sagani, marginalizirebuli teqstebi da 
avtorebi, arasaeklesio literatura.

statiis mTavari kvleva mimarTulia alkoholis pozitiuri da nega-
tiuri recefciuli diskursis daxlarTul labirinTze, romelic saja-
roobas XIX saukunidan iZens. erTi mxriv, sma (gansakuTrebiT Rvinis) ar mi-
iCneva dasaZrax qmedebad, radgan warmoadgens bulgarelebis yoveldRiuri 
cxovrebis ganuyofel nawils da mis gareSe qeifi Tu Rreoba sircxvilad 
miiCneva. Tumca, meore mxriv, zogierT didaqtikur teqstSi mas aqvs damate-
biTi mniSvneloba garyvnilebisa da moraluri aRviraxsnilobis kuTxiT.

miuxedavad Trobis uaryofiTi mxaris warmoCenisa, es faqti ar war-
moadgens bariers imisaTvis, rom baxusuri Tematika gavrceldes bul-
garul poeziaSi, gansakuTrebiT, XIX saukunis Suawlebidan, da berZnuli, 
rusuli da evropuli literaturuli tradiciebis zegavlenas ganicdis. 
smis poeturi xerxebis gamarTlebam xeli Seuwyo bulgarul literaturas 
gamxdariyo saerTaSoriso kulinaruli procesebis monawile. es gasakviri 
araa, radgan helonizmi da mgrZnobeloba, romelsac am poeziaSi vxvdebiT 
dasavluri tradiciebisTvisac aris damaxasiaTebeli da modernizmis epo-
qis saetapo nabijad miiCneva. garda imisa, rom statiaSi ZiriTadi aqcenti 
keTdeba paradigmebiT gaJRenTil poeziaze, aseve, yuradReba eTmoba paro-
diis tendenciebs, romlebic akninebs Tu amcirebs ganmanaTleblobisa da 
tradiciuli religiuri faseulobebis ideebs. baxusuri poeziis lirikuli 
Temis ZiriTadi niSan-Tvisebebia impersonaluroba, koleqtivisturi gan-
wyoba da eqtravertuli fsiqologiuri orientacia. 

XIX saukuneSi mniSvnelovani adgili daimkvidra baxusurma poeziam da 
mas sakmaod bevri poeturi krebulic mieZRvna. saukunis bolo aTwleuleb-
Si am tipis poezia izolirebuli aRmoCnda, radgan is miiCneoda ideologi-
urad miuReblad da araseriozulad.
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maia  jaliaSvili
(saqarTvelo)
 

win  gaswrebuli  saaTi
anu 

tradiciisa  da  novaciis  sinTezi 
qarTul  modernistul  narativSi

qarTuli kultura, tradiciulad, `msoflio radiusiT~ moiazre-
boda. xelovnebaSi da, upirvelesad, literaturaSi mimdinare procesebi, 
ZiriTadad, evropaSi mimdinare procesTa paraleluri da analogiuri iyo. 
literatura Tavis Sinagan kanonzomierebebs mihyveboda da avlenda im-
gvar tendenciebs, romlebic SeiZleba hqonoda nebismier TviTkmar kultu-
ras. garkveul saukuneebSi qarTuli kulturis amgvari Riaoba erTgvarad 
SeizRuda. XX saukunis dasawyisidan ki xelovnuri Caketiloba Signidanve 
momzadda dasarRvevad. arCil jorjaZis werilebi amis SesaniSnavi dasturi 
iyo. misi `esTetizmi~, evropul kulturaze orientirebuli Tvalsazrisi, 
iracionalizmis qadageba, xelovnebis `socialuri samsaxuris~ borkilebi-
sgan Tavdaxsna qmnida sruliad sxvagvar literaturul atmosferos. fran-
guli kulturiT aRtacebuli kita abaSiZe misdevda `bunebrivi cvaleba-
dobis~ universalur princips da kanonzomierad miiCnevda simbolizmis 
gamoCenas, rogorc literaturaSi mimdinare evoluciuri procesis erT 
rgols. marTlac, brunetieris gavleniT Seqmnili sqema srulyofili ar 
iyo, radgan erTgvar sworxazovnebas Seicavda, miuxedavad amisa, kita aba-
SiZis nawerebs, mis Tanadgomas axalTaobisadmi didi mniSvneloba hqonda 
qarTuli kulturis `amoZravebisTvis~.

TandaTan saqarTveloSic gamoCndnen iseTi saxelebi, rogorebicaa: 
Sopenhaueri, nicSe, oskar uaildi, vagneri da sxvebi. Wola lomTaTiZes 
etyoboda skandinaviuri skolis, a. strindbergisa da k. hamsunis gavlena, 
n.lorTqifaniZes venis skolisa _ a. Sniclerisa da p. altenbergisa.  gav-
lenis areali TandaTan izrdeboda da masSi ufro metad iWreboda Ta-
nadrouli evropis saxelebi. gavlena ki mibaZvasac gulisxmobda da mis-
wrafebasac _ qarTul literaturaSi moZiebuliyo siaxleni.

erTi mxriv, Sinaganad Warbobda literaturis gadaxaliseba. es pro-
cesi, Tumca nela, mainc xorcieldeboda. imavdroulad, axalTaoba ara im-
pulsurad, aramed gacnobierebulad mimarTavda eqsperimentebs.

Sinagani, impulsuri, intuiciuri `cvalebadoba~ vasil barnovis 
saxelTan aris dakavSirebuli, romelTanac pirvelad gaCnda Zlieri mis-
wrafeba mdidar Zvel qarTul literaturasTan `mibrunebisa~ (ena, sintaq-
si) da samyaros `esTetikuri aTvisebisa~.

modernizmi, swored siaxleTa Ziebis mniSvnelobiT, TandaTan moicav-
da mTel qarTul kulturas, rac aRiqmeboda kidec, rogorc qarTuli kul-
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turis `renesansi~ (gr. robaqiZe). XX saukunis dasawyisidan 10-iani wlebis 
bolomde es procesi gamoixateboda literaturul Jurnal-gazeTebSi 
dabeWdili mxatvruli Tu Teoriuli masaliT, romlebSic aisaxeboda mo-
dernizmisTvis niSandoblivi idealebi. Znelia dasazRvra calkeuli `iz-
mis~ mijnisa, romelic maSin qarTul literaturaSi gaCnda. modernizmi 
Tavis TavSi moicavs mravalferovan stilistur Ziebas. yvelaze Zlieri, ra 
Tqma unda, mainc poeziaSi ganxorcielebuli cvlilebebi iyo, rac, upirve-
lesad, cisferyanwelTa jgufis moRvaweobiT gamoixata. prozaSi ki uamravi 
axali saxeli `SemoiWra~, romelTa miniaturebma, eskizebma, Canaxatebma, 
moTxrobebma warmoaCines qarTuli literaturis axali saxe.

saqarTveloSi modernizmis `saxarebis~ pirvel `mqadageblad~ cis-
feryanwelebma grigol robaqiZe aRiares. ticiani wers: `pirveli mociquli 
simbolizmisa sityvierad qadagebda modernizmis saxarebas. grigol roba-
qiZis aqafebuli sityva, aRmafreni fantazia, TvalismomWreli saxeebi Zvir-
fasi mogonebaa Cveni axalgazrdobisa. pirvelad iman Segvaxeda iohanaanis 
moWril Tavs, pirvelad iman mogvasmenina nicSes mwvalebeli sityva~ (tabiZe 
1916: 30) tician tabiZis azriT, grigol robaqiZemde saqarTveloSi moder-
nizmi ar arsebobda da vaJa-fSavelasa da ioseb griSaSvilis modernisto-
bis istoria mxolod gaugebroba iyo: `grigol robaqiZem dawera pirveli 
simbolisturi leqsebi~, `misi leqsebi da eseebi iqca mobrunebis punqtad 
qarTul mwerlobaSi~ (tabiZe 1916: 30). konstantine gamsaxurdiac grigol 
robaqiZes miiCnevda saqarTveloSi modernizmis damwyebad. `grigol roba-
qiZe eweoda evropuli da rusuli mwerlobis propagandas, wminda xelovneb-
is apologias, eZebda WeSmariti poeziis qarTul Zirebs. man Teoriulad 
uaryo gasuli saukunis qarTvel mweralTa ganmanaTleblur-utilitaruli 
Tvalsazrisi da sazogadoebrioba esTetizmsa da wminda xelovnebis panTe-
ons aziara (`fridrix nicSes garSemo~, `d anuncio~, `oskar uaildi~, `ste-
fan malarme~, `dionisos kulti da saqarTvelo~, `qarTuli modernizmi~, 
`fridrix nicSe da idea maradi mobrunebisa~, `albert ainStaini da anri 
bergsoni~, `eqspresionizmi, goeTes apercefcia~...) (sigua 1991: 560).

modernizmi saqarTveloSi, upirvelesad, daukavSirda qarTvel sim-
bolistebs. cisferyanwelebTan erTad modernizms `axorcielebdnen~ 
galaktion tabiZe, konstantine gamsaxurdia, demna Sengelaia da sxvebi. 
soso sigua 1919 wels gamocemul galaktionis `artistul yvavilebs~ uwo-
debs ̀ qarTuli modernizmis saxarebas~. modernizmi daupirispirda qarTul 
literaturSi gamefebul `baton Sablons~, romelic `malays gadadioda~ 
(tician tabiZe) qarTul mwerlobaSi. qarTvelma modernistebma, ticianis 
azriT, upirveles amocanad daviwyebuli sityvis aRdgena daisaxes miznad. 
`qarTuli sityvis gaRatakebas didi yuradReba miaqcies grigol robaqiZem 
da arCil jorjaZem~. arCil jorjaZe cdilobda `qarTuli filosofiis 
gawyvetili Zafis Sekvras da qarTuli erovnuli azrovnebis restavracias 
ukavSirebda simbolistur skolas~ (tabiZe 1916: 47). grigol robaqiZe uax-
lesi xelovnebis mizans xedavda formis mier qaosis daZlevaSi da saqarTve-
los renesanssac swored amas ukavSirebda. qarTveli mwerlebi kargad 
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grZnobdnen, rom ucxour modernizms qarTuli kultura momzadebuli unda 
daxvedroda. ticiani xazs usvamda qarTuli mwerlobis Sinagan momzadebu-
lobas siaxleebisaTvis. 

meoce saukunis 10-iani wlebidan saqarTveloSi modernistul (im-
presionistul, simbolistur, eqspresionistul, futuristul...) nawar-
moebebs qmnidnen leo qiaCeli, niko lorTqifaniZe, dia Cianeli, sandro 
cirekiZe da sxvebi. TandaTan gamoikveTa Txrobis axali teqnika, moder-
nizmis esTetikis principebi. 20-iani wlebisTvis ki modernizmi warmoC-
nda, rogorc qarTuli kulturis ganmsazRvreli saxe. osvald Spenglerma 
barokos `evropis udidesi stili~ uwoda. rogorc cnobilia, XX saukunis 
20-ian wlebSi filosofiur-esTetikursa da kulturologiur moZRvrebeb-
Si warmoCnda Sua saukuneebis, kerZod, barokos xelovnebaze orientacia. 
modernist SemoqmedTaTvis maxlobeli aRmoCnda manierizmisa da barokos 
esTetika, romlisTvisac damaxasiaTebeli iyo ararenesansuli idealebi. 
es iyo metafizikuri dualizmi, samyaros gaorebuli Wvreta, harmoniuli 
pirovnebis rRveva, bunebasTan kavSiris gawyveta, adamianis uZlurebis aRi-
areba, adamianis xorcad da sulad gaxleCa. am dros aRorZinda Sua saukunee-
bis religiur-mistikuri kosmogoniuri sistemebi. renesansuli pirovneba, 
rogorc samyaros ierarqiis umaRlesi mwvervali, Camoiqca da kvlav qris-
tianuli RvTaeba iqca Tayvaniscemis sagnad. samyaros darad cxovrebasac 
daekarga mTlianoba da adamiansac. religia da mxatvruli azrovneba erT-
maneTs Seerwya.

vfiqrobT, qarTul modernistul narativSic warmoCnda barokosTvis 
niSandoblivi aspeqtebi. qarTuli barokos Sesaxeb qarTul literaturis-
mcodneobaSi saintereso gamokvlevebi arsebobs (k. kekeliZis, g.gaCeCilaZis, 
b. darCias, i. kenWoSvilis, m. naWyebiasi da sxva). am mecnierTa gamokvlevebis 
daskvnebidan Cans, rom XVII-XVIII saukuneebSi qarTul literaturaSi evro-
puli literaturis msgavsi procesebi mimdinareobda da safuZvlad qris-
tianuli religia edo. sazogadod, barokos literaturisTvis damaxasi-
aTebelia mistikur-alegoriuli siyvaruli, interpretaciis meTodi (`sam-
oTx rigad gasasinji~(vaxtang VI), nebismieri siuJetis sxva, dafaruli 
mniSvnelobis Zieba. alegoriuloba (`vefxistyaosnis~ vaxtangiseuli ko-
mentarebi, gmirTa mijnurobis saRvTo mijnurobad interpretacia da sxva. 
interpretacia gulisxmobda sasuliero literaturis codnas). barokoSi 
umTavresi iyo subieqtis mimarTeba uzenaesTan; soflis samduravi; Tan-
aarseboba sxvadasxva stilisa; Suasaukuneobrivi dogmatizmi, imavdrou-
lad, qristianobis morigeba warmarTobasTan; gansakuTrebuli interesi 
antikurobisadmi. barokos esTetikaSi umniSvnelovanesi iyo `arekvlis~ 
principi, sarkiseburi asaxva; sarkisa da Crdilis alegoriebi; formaluri 
Ziebebis primati; yuradReba garegnuli kompoziciuri mxarisadmi, dekora-
tiuloba.

XX saukunis 20-iani wlebi saqarTvelosTvisac modernizmis `oqros 
xana~ iyo. wiwamurTan ilias mkvleloba galaktionma didi epoqis dasasru-
lad saxeldo. samwuxarod, es tragikuli movlena gaxda erTgvari zRvarga-
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myofi Tu saniSni, romelmac `fantastiuri xidi~ gamoaCina. `fantastiuri 
xidi~ swored axali xelovneba iyo. sainteresoa, rom evropaSic daaxloebiT 
es wlebi aRiniSna siaxleebis dasawyisad. virjinia vulfma 1910 weli gamo-
acxada `literaturuli revoluciis~ dasawyisad. es azri gaiziares roma-
nis Teoretikosebma: adornom, sarotim da sxvebma.

grigol robaqiZe fiqrobda, rom xSirad Seucnoblad ipareba sulSi 
`atmosferuli gavlena idebis~: `mereJkovskis erT SarSandel feletonSi 
es amgvari aforizmiT gamoiTqva: `bevr Cvengans ar waukiTxavs kantis `kri-
tika wminda gonebis~, magram sikvdilis dros usaTuod igrZnobs imis gavle-
naso~ (robaqiZe 1996: 32). `qarTuli prozis renesansi mWidrod ukavSirdebaO 
H2SO4-is literaturul saxels~, _ werda 1927 wels Jurn. `memarcxeneoba-
Si~ akaki gawerelia. sagulisxmoa, rom demna Sengelaia am jgufSi monawile-
obda. kritikosi demna Sengelaias prozaul Semoqmedebas ganixilavs da 
gansakuTrebul yuradRebas `qarTul prozaSi renesansis~ erT-erT Zlier 
gamomxatvels `sanavardos~ aqcevs. swored am nawarmoebze gamoTqmuli Se-
xedulebebi warmoaCens demna Sengelaias Semoqmedebis axal, modernistul 
aspeqtebs: ̀ demna Sengelaia irealisti ufroa, vidre abstraqciis gammarTve-
li. mis SemoqmedebaSi irreali tipebis Tu momqmed gmirebis warmodgenebi-
dan gamodis~. `andrei belis SemoqmedebaSi koSmarebi abstraqciis fonze 
iSlebian, d. Sengelaias irealizmi sagnebis dalagebis Semdeg modis. ireali 
masSi mocemulia ara pirvelad da aucilebel pirobad, rogorc abstraqcia 
simbolistisaTvis~. a. gawerelia msgavsebas xedavs demna Sengelaiasa da fe-
odor dostoevskis Soris. misi azriT, `dostoevski irealistia uTuod: igi 
alagebs sagnebs realistis simSvidiT, magram mTel Senobas ireal sferoSi 
gadaitans xolme uecriv~ (gawerelia 1927: 24).

`enis musikaluri energiis jadoqari~ uwoda tician tabiZem besiks da 
igi qarTuli simbolizmis, sazogadod ki, qarTuli modernizmis mamamTa-
vrad gamoacxada. qarTveli modernistebi fiqrobdnen, rom saukuneTaA 
ganmavlobaSi wminda xelovnebis gatexili xerxemali simbolistebs unda 
aRedginaT swored rusTavelTan pirdapiri kavSiriT, masTan xidis gadebiT, 
xolo `sayrdenad~ swored besiki gamoadgebodaT, romelic rusTvelis po-
etikis Rirseuli memkvidre iyo.

modernistebi asabuTebdnen im kavSirs, romelic arsebobda simbo-
lizmsa da namdvil qarTul poezias Soris (rusTvelidan besikamde). isini 
fiqrobdnen, rom ruseTma gezi Seucvala qarTul kulturas da Tavisi 
saxe daakargvina. `individualizmi, Tavisufleba Semoqmedebis, xelovne-
bis TviTmiznoba, romelsac dRes qadagebs es skola (simbolistebis), 
saqarTvelosTvis axali ar aris. rusTvelisa da besikis Semdeg amis mtkice-
ba TiTqos gaugebrobaa~ (tabiZe 1916: 47). 

qarTveli modernistebi arc imas iviwyebdnen, rom XX saukunis ada-
miani gansxvavdeboda Zveli saukuneebis adamianisgan cxovrebis wesiT, 
msoflxedvelobiT, cnobierebiT, garemos aRqmiT _ yovelive es ki gavle-
nas axdenda kulturaze. axalma cxovrebam xelovnebasac axali perspeqtive-
bi gauCina, magram mTavari is iyo, rom `Zveli qarTuli poetika~ iyo noyieri 
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niadagi da wyaro modernizmisTvis. tician tabiZe fiqrobda, rom rusTvel-
sa da besikSi `saqarTvelom Sekriba mTeli Tavisi mxatvruli energia~, maT 
ki erTmaneTTan anaTesavebdaT `Semoqmedebis intensivoba~. ticianis azriT, 
besikma gaagrZela rusTvelis esTetikuri idealebi. man ganwminda liriku-
li Tema. `misi leqsis kultura, misi riTmis simdidre, mWreli epiTeti, 
naCrdilTa, niuansebis gamoxmoba, enis musikaluri energiis jadoqroba mas 
aiyvans qarTuli simbolizmis mamamTavrad~ (tabiZe 1916: 35). besiks ticiani 
`sityvis Jongliorsac~ uwodebda, romelmac daaswro Teodor de banvils 
da Tqva, rom poetisTvis yvelaze saintereso wigni leqsikoni iyo.

sagulisxmoa, rom qarTvelebi cdilobdnen modernizmis Zirebis 
erovnul wiaRSi daZebnas, rogorc amas akeTebdnen evropasa, espaneTsa Tu 
sxva qveynebSi (inglisSi jon dons `eyrdnobodnen~, espaneTSi _ gongoras 
da sxva). qarTveli modernistebisaTvis daviT guramiSvilis saxelic uw-
mindesi iyo. v. gafrindaSvilis azriT, `guramiSvili enaTesaveba Tavisi 
SemoqmedebiT frang dekadentebs da meoce saukunis qarTvel poetebs. mis 
riTmebsa da saxeebs (xandisxan Seugneblad _ atavisturad) imeorebs Tana-
medrove poezia~. `guramiSvils aqvs gamZafrebuli saxeebi, romelTac ar 
daizarebda Tavisi edemisTvis axali poeziis mRvdelTmTavari bodleri~. 
`mTeli verlenis maTxovroba aris guramiSvilis lirikaSi, aris verlenis 
RvTismosavoba. Tavadi guramiSvili iyo bohema Tavisi cxovrebiT da mis 
poeziaSi iSleba bohemuri msoflmxedveloba~ (gafrindaSvili 1990: 494). 
v.gafrindaSvili guramiSvilis poezias adarebs bodleris, verlenis, la-
forgis, fransua viionis, Satobrianis, edgar pos Semoqmedebas. upirvele-
sad ki, mas rusTvelis memkvidred acxadebs.

modernizmi valerian gafrindaSvilisTvisac niSnavda `rusTveli-
sa da Zveli poetebis renesanss~ (gafrindaSvili1990: 494). igi fiqrobda, 
rom es renesansi leqsikonis aRdgeniT unda dawyebuliyo. `TandaTan unda 
davibrunoT warsuli, rogorc pompeia da gerkulanumi. guramiSvili aris 
safexuri imisTvis, rom Cven SevideT rusTavelis sasaxleSi da ukanaskne-
lad davbrmavdeT misi lalebiT da zurmuxtebiT~ (gafrindaSvili 1990: 494).

konstantine gamsaxurdias azriT, aRmosavluri erotika unda Seecva-
la religiurs. amis saukeTeso magaliTad ki guramiSvilis poezias miiCnev-
da. mwerali guramiSvils eqspresionizmis winaprad asaxelebda da fiqrob-
da, rom guramiSvilis Semdeg `qarTuli literatura RerZidan gadavarda~ 
(gamsaxurdia 1989: 585).

qarTvel modernistTa SemoqmedebaSi mniSvnelovan rols TamaSobda 
qarTuli literaturuli tradicia, imavdroulad, pirovnuli niWiereba 
maT siaxleTa Ziebisken ubiZgebda. tradiciisa da pirovnuli niWis urTi-
erTdamokidebulebis TvalsazrisiT, sainteresoa Tomas sternz eliotis 
amave saxelwodebis werili. misi azriT, tradicia mxolod imas rodi ni-
Snavs, rom erTi Taoba brmad da erTgulad baZavdes wina Taobas, maSin es 
sityva ueWvelad dakargavda azrs. `tradicia, upirveles yovlisa, gulis-
xmobs istoriis SegrZnebas, es ki imas gulisxmobs, rom warsuli ara marto 
warsulad aRviqvaT, aramed TanamedroveobaTac. istoriis SegrZneba awe-
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rinebs kacs ara mxolod Tavisi Taobis poziciidan gamomdinare, aramed ise, 
TiTqos mTeli evropuli literatura, homerosidan mokidebuli da masTan 
erTad misi mSobliuri qveynis literatura erTdroulad arseboben da er-
Tian wesrigs qmnian. istoriis SegrZneba, romelic SegrZnebaa droisa da war-
mavlobisa, _ orivesi erTad, _ mwerals tradiciulobas aniWebs. agreTve 
mZafrad SeagrZnobinebs adgils drosa da TanadroulobaSi~ (elioti 1996: 
407).

`dionisos Rimilis~ siuJeturi sayrdenia mwerlis cxovreba, kon-
struirebuli `vefxistyaosnis~, `amirandarejanianis~ da `visramianis~ 
calkeuli modelis mixedviT. stili _ `visramiani~, `verTeri~, fr. nicSe, 
a. fransi, k. hamsuni, T. mani, eqspresionizmi, impresionizmi da realizmi. az-
robrivi nakadi _ fr. nicSe, o. Spengleri. gobino, dante, qristianuli mi-
Tosi da warmarToba, nacionaluri paTosi~ (sigua 1991: 605).

is, rasac galaktioni 20-ian wlebSi erT werilSi qarTuli poeziis 
Sesaxeb werda, Tavisuflad SeiZleba saerTod maSindel mwerlobaze ga-
vavrceloT. misi azriT, Tanamedrove poezias didi kavSiri hqonda Zvel 
saqarTvelosTan. axali literatura Seecada warsulisgan ̀ Seusrulebeli~ 
ideebis gatarebas, Semoitana ra Tanamedrove poeziaSi axali stili. stili 
ufro Rrma, xelovnuri, niuansebiTa da ZiebebiT savse, ganSorebuli winan-
del Cveulebriv enas. palitraTa yvela feriT da teqnikur leqsikonTa si-
tyvebiT, klaviaturis notebiT. `ideebi ukanasknelTa mier gadmocemulni 
arian gamoucnobeli da Zlivs SesamCnevi, Zlivs dasaWeri anarekliT, forma 
ki gadmocemulia nislidan da daburul saxeebiT. stili savsea nevroziT. 
mouSorebeli ideebis halucinaciebiT, romelnic pirdapir SeSlamde, Serye-
vamde midis~. `axal stilSi aris bundovaneba da am nislSi Zlivs gasarCevad 
irevian crumorwmuneobis sanTlebi, uZilo Rameebis saSiSari aCrdilebi, 
saSineli Rameebi, sulieri qenjna, romelic iRviZebs sul mcireoden xmau-
robaze, saocari ocnebebi, romelic gaukvirdeboda dRis sicxades, erTi 
sityviT, yvelaferi, rasac ki mowyenils, gamousaxvels da gaugebrad saSi-
nels inaxavs suli Tavis uZiro da Seucnobel xveulebSi~ (tabiZe 1986: 245).

kita abaSiZem zustad SeniSna 20-iani wlebis qarTul prozaSi mimdi-
nare tendenciebi. 1924 wels Tanamedrove qarTul literaturaze dakvir-
vebisas SeniSnavda: `qarTuli mwerloba daubrunda Tavis Tavs, Tavis mes: 
individualizmis, sulieri karCaketilobis principis aRiarebamde mivida. 
es advili asaxsnelic aris: Cveni literatura organiulad ar aris dakav-
Sirebuli epoqis qariSxalTan. igi dgas Tavis poziciaze da gvimtkicebs: 
xelovani iyo da iqneba damoukidebeli, Tavisufali. WeSmariti Semoqmedi 
martoa yovelTvis, mas aravis daxmareba ar sWirdeba. me ar mikvirs, rom 
koleqtivizmis xanaSi CvenSi `londa~ da `garsi maradi~ iwereba. pirovnebis 
uaryofis Jams _ pirovneba ayvanilia umaRles mwvervalamde~ (abaSiZe 1924: 
14). konstantine gamsaxurdiasTvis modernizmi niSnavda, imavdroulad, 
universalizmsac. axal ideebsa da axal formebs _ evropis gverdigverd 
siaruls.

modernizmi qarTul romanebSi warmoCnda, rogorc samyaros sruli-

win gaswrebuli saaTi anu tradiciisa da novaciis sinTezi 
qarTul modernistul narativSi
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ad axleburi gancdis gamoxatva. samyaros am romanebis personaJebi ganic-
dian ara rogorc erTxel Seqmnilsa da dasrulebuls, aramed rogorc marad 
qmnads, amitomac rogorc TviTon forma nawarmoebebisa, aseve `Sinaarsi~ 
erTgvarad denadia, gardamavali, molivlive. personaJs SeuZlia Secvalos 
drois dineba, gadaaadgilos sivrceebi, erTmaneTSi Seurios ca da miwa da 
Seqmnas axali, jer arnaxuli samyaro. roca kafkas pikasos naxati _ vardis-
feri qalebi uzarmazari fexebiT _ aRuweres da mxatvars deformatori 
uwodes, mwerals uTqvams, rom es naxati, ubralod, aRniSnavs simaxinjes, 
romelsac Cveni Semecneba jer kidev ver iazrebs. xelovneba xan sarkea, xan 
ki win midis, rogorc saaTi.

qarTuli modernistuli nawarmoebebi qarTul sinamdvileSi warmoC-
nda, rogorc `win gaswrebuli saaTi~, amitomac iyo, rom bevrma uaryo erTi 
mTavari mizeziT, es mxatvruli teqstebi ar iyo iolad aRsaqmeli da gasagebi.
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Maia Jaliashvili
(Georgia)

The Clock Chead of Time or 
The synthesis of Tradition and novelty in Georgian Modernist narrative

Summary 

Key words: georgian culture, modernist, narration.

Georgian culture, traditionally was considered within the “radius of world”. Proc-
esses that were going on in the art, and, first of all, in the literature, mainly, was a parallel 
and similar to the processes that took place in Europe. Literature followed its internal 
regularities and demonstrated such tendencies, which may have had any self-sufficient 
culture. Such openness of Georgian culture was limited somewhat in certain centuries. 
From the beginning of XX century, the artificial isolation has been prepared for disruption 
from inside. Archil Jorjadze’s articles in this view was excellent confirmation.

His “aesthetism”, his point of view, which was oriented on European culture, 
preachment of mystical reality, exemption from the “social service restraints” of art, all 
of this created a completely different literary atmosphere. Kita Abashidze, who was fas-
cinated of French Culture and followed the universal principle of “natural changeability”, 
thought that the appearance of symbolism was logically regular process in the Georgia 
literature.

The scheme, which he created under the influence of Ferdinand Brunetière, french 
writer and critic, was not perfect, because it contained a lineata opinions. Nevertheless, 
Kita Abashidze’s writings, his support for a new generation had a great importance to 
the development of Georgian culture. The Symbolism was one of stream of Modernism. 
Gradually appeared in Georgia as well-known names in Europe such as Arthur Schopen-
hauer, Friedrich Nietzsche, Oscar Wilde, Wilhelm Wagner and others.

The Scandinavian influence was evident in the creativity of Chola Lomtatidze, es-
pecially, August Strindberg’s and Knut Hamsun ‘s style. Nico Lortkipanidze had an influ-
ence of the Vienna School , especially, Arthur Schnitzler’s and p. Peter Altenberg’s style. 
This influence was not only meant an imitation, But the aspiration to create a new artistic, 
modernistic methods in Georgian literature. Great importance was also, that Vasil Barnov 
embodied the old Georgian syntax and thus made   his narrative more stylized.

A new generation of writers (among them, first of all, “The Blue Horns”, Greg-
ory Robakidze, Konstantine Gamsakhurdia, and others), not impulsive, but consciously 
applied to experiments. Modernism meant primarily to introduce novelty. This process 
entailed the entire Georgian culture. That is why this process was called by Grigol Robak-
idze as Renaissance of Georgian Culture.

In general, the two high flow was in a half of XX century in the Georgian Litera-
ture: on the one hand, Modernism, with its various branch (Symbolism, Impressionism, 
Expressionism, Futurism), and, on the other hand, Neorealism of Javakhishvili’s prose, 
which was demonstrating the pulse of the epoch. 

win gaswrebuli saaTi anu tradiciisa da novaciis sinTezi 
qarTul modernistul narativSi
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Modernism was some kind of protest against realism. We said some kind, because 
it was a new chapter in the Georgian literary life, which was repeating past experience and 
was developing new perspective. We mean, that fact that Modernism used experience of 
the ancestors. For example, it is known that the aesthetics of Modernism regenerated ide-
als of Baroque, medieval dualism, allegorical images.

Modernism was some kind of protest against realism. We said some kind, because 
it was a new chapter in the Georgian literary life, which was repeating past experience 
and was developing new perspective. We mean, that fact that Modernism used experience 
of the ancestors. For example, it is known that the aesthetics of Modernism regenerated 
ideals of Baroque, medieval dualism, allegorical images. For example, “The Blue Horns” 
was declaring Besik Gabashvili, Georgian poet of eighteenth century, as their ancestor, 
because they were linked their work to Besiki’s poetry In terms of music and metaphori-
cal artistic style. Titsian Tabidze wrote: “The writer of the future must unite Rustaveli and 
Malarme” . 

Rustaveli, a Georgian classic poet, expressed the best traditions of Georgian cul-
ture and Malarme, French poet, was a symbol of modern western modernist aesthetics 
culture. In Georgia aesthetics of Modernism created distinguished writers, among them: 
Grigol Robakidze, The Blue horns, Niko Lortkipanidze, Konstantine Gamsakhurdia, Va-
sil Barnov, Demna Shengelaya, Leo Kiacheli. Modernist novels was written by: Grigol 
Robakidze “Snake’s’ Shirt”, Konstantine Gamsakhurdia’s “Dionysus’s Smile”, Demna 
Shengelaia’s “Sanavardo”.

XX Century 20 – ies was the “golden age” of the Modernism. It is important to 
mention one very important fact,that this time in the Europe was created masterpieces of 
Modernism, among them, first of all, is James Joyce’s “Ulysses” and Thomas Stearns Eliot 
‘s” The Waste Land “. Their works have become a touchstone of modern literature. With 
the appearance of both Ulysses and Thomas Stearns Eliot ‘s poem, “The Waste Land “1922 
was a key year in the history of English-language literary modernism. In Ulysses, Joyce 
employs stream of consciousness, parody, jokes, and virtually every other established lit-
erary technique to present his characters. Each chapter of this novel employs its own liter-
ary style, and parodies a specific episode in Homer’s Odyssey. Furthermore, each chapter 
is associated with a specific colour, art or science, and bodily organ. This combination 
of kaleidoscopic writing with an extreme formal schematic structure renders the book a 
major contribution to the development of 20th-century modernist literature. The Georgian 
modernists were used a similar style of narration. The use of classical mythology as an 
organising framework, the near-obsessive focus on external detail, and the occurrence of 
significant action within the minds of characters have also contributed to the development 
of literary modernism. Georgian modernist works was revealed in the Georgian reality, as 
the “The clock ahead of time”, that’s why it was denied by someone new, because they 
could not understand the new methods of narration.

maia  jaliaSvili
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IvAn  HRISTov
(Bulgaria)

Extra-Canonical Litarature of the 1920s

To speak of a canon in a literary tradition that has only a 130 year history is perhaps 
an overly ambitious task. Since this use of the concept “canon” in Bulgarian literature has 
become fashionable only in the past decade, even the posing of such a question carries 
liberal-critical implications. However, is it even possible to say what a canon is, without 
saying what it is not? I would like to begin with the clarification that I find as a condition of 
extra-canonicity the desire of certain writers from the 1920s to speak of various aesthetic 
expressions without a view to their specific characteristics. Thus, for these writers it is 
natural to speak of art, architecture or music – the crucial thing is to find the fundamental 
principle, the essence of the phenomenon and its correlation to other phenomena, and not 
so much to focus on its autonomy. It becomes important not to present a separate point of 
view in art, but to establish its correlation to phenomena from life itself. Given this char-
acteristic, the era of the 1920s differentiates itself from the preceding stage of Bulgarian 
modernism in the essential role played by the figure of the critic. He is the one who can 
grasp the common symbolism, the shared meaning of individual aesthetic expressions. 
On the basis of this understanding, I have divided the following text into four parts: art, 
architecture, music and a conclusion. I will analyze three articles: the first, “Native Art,” 
is by Bulgaria’s most notable representative of expressionism, Geo Milev, a writer with 
a decidedly interdisciplinary bent, being a poet, critic and visual artist. The second work 
is “Native Architecture” by Chavdar Mutafov, also a representative of the avant-garde 
and the author of criticism and prose. The third article is “The Jazz Band as Worldview” 
by Kiril Krŭstev, primarily a critic, but also a representative of Dadaism and futurism in 
Bulgarian literature. The paper attempts to answer the question of why even today these 
authors have problems with their canonicity. 

1. Art

In his article “Native Art,” published in the newspaper Vezni, or Libra, in 1920, 
Geo Milev examines not only the problem of identity in art, but also the problem of ca-
nonical art (Milev 1920: 2). It is striking that in this article he prefers to speak of art in 
general and not specifically of literature, music or visual art. In contrast to older, already 
canonized art, new art according to Milev should reestablish its paths towards mythi-
cal man, towards “the primitive man of pre-being – towards Adam.” According to him, 
art should return to “the primary spiritual essence of man; man, apart from his material 
transformations, reassessments and acquisitions, freed from all that which we today call 
material culture, civilization.” 

For Geo Milev the return to primitive, spiritual sources of human existence is im-
portant. The material maturity of contemporary life or civilization is that which views 
being (bitie) as everyday life (bit), the human family (rod) as a nation or folk (narod), the 
universal as provincial. Here Milev obviously touches on aspects of mythology. First, he 



186

attempts to recover the sacred meaning of art. Art should relate to being (bitie) and not 
to everyday life (bit), it should address existential and not social questions. Second, art 
should relate to the human family, that is, it should be non-national in character (something 
which also fully applies to mythology itself). Third, it should have a universal, rather than 
provincial, meaning. The aesthetes of nationalism are those who according to Milev wish 
to banish contemporary art to the isolated province of a single local art. In this view art 
becomes above all “the everyday life of a people (narodniyat bit),” with all of its unique 
characteristics and differences from every other people’s everyday life. 

For Geo Milev the new art should be an expression of the subconscious, the fruit 
of intuition and not of logic. Here we can clearly see a rejection of rational foundations. 
However, is it possible for a canon to exist at all without any rational premises? In its very 
rejection of rational foundations, Geo Milev’s conception also rejects any kind of prescrip-
tive role and any direct participation in the canon. As one of the psychological delusions 
of realism, or of nationalist art, the critic points to the fact that “the national feeling is 
drawn out of the subconscious into the conscious, from the sphere of intuition into the 
sphere of logic.” Creation guided by logic gives rise not to artistic but to scientific works. 
Milev stigmatizes the tradition of realism as being based on everyday life and national 
consciousness; for him, such a tradition is “everyday-political art.” 

The essential contribution of Geo Milev’s conception lies in his attempt to dif-
ferentiate the concepts “national” art and “folk (narodno)” art. In his view the concept 
“national” art is tied to an idealistic understanding of art that views every object as a 
psychological phenomenon, as a symbol; in such art, national feeling appears as a psycho-
logically operative element. The concept “folk art” is tied to a materialistic understand-
ing of art that uses every object as substance; in such art, national feeling appears as the 
everyday life of a people (naroden bit). For Milev, folk art is the art of nationalism. He 
also draws attention to the fact that nationalists confuse the concepts of “native” (rodno) 
and “folk” (narodno). Here Milev clearly points out the canonical requirements for folk 
art. It should be art “for the limited audience of a given tribe, a given region, a given class, 
a given time.” We can readily see how simplified the nationalists’ conception is in com-
parison to that of Geo Milev. According to Milev, ethnic and geographical differences can 
exist only as a subconscious element. In his view, art cannot have a class character, since 
existential problems are not class-based. Due to its universal nature, art should not be tied 
to a single time period. Here the modernists’ idea of the economy of art with respect to 
history is clearly apparent – for them, the art of modernism is not a description of facts but 
a combination of symbols. Milev also points out certain essential requirements for folk art: 
Bulgarian folk, rural everyday life should be depicted; Bulgarian national ideals should 
be praised; all characters must be taken directly from Bulgarian society and should reflect 
the average psychology of the average Bulgarian environment; and any action should take 
place within Bulgaria’s borders. Here we see that in describing what folk art should be, 
Geo Milev also points out what native (rodno) art or art in general should not be. 

Geo Milev introduces yet another opposition in his article “Native Art.” Besides 
contrasting native (rodno) and folk (narodno) art, Milev also contrasts “art as a temple” 
with “street art,” which he also refers to as “tendentious art” or “newspaper art.” In this 
way he attempts to construct an elite conception of native art in which the idea of art as a 
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temple, as an expression of a Universal Spirit, reveals its neo-Platonic and neo-Christian 
foundations. The temple is the place for universal or native art, while the street is the place 
for folk art. 

In this way Milev argues that all of the elements that form the basis of national 
identity and towards which the nationalists strive have not only already been attained, but 
have become subconscious. They are elements attained in a previous cultural stage; how-
ever, contemporary times call for different elements. Thus he essentially executes a global 
operation which expresses the need for Bulgarian art to be freed from its local tasks and 
from the nationalist canon which has changed it into a dead form and to be brought out 
onto the world stage. The critic reduces ethnic characteristics to the subconscious level. 
He replaces the concept national consciousness with the concept national subconscious-
ness. However, it is precisely the metaphysical foundations of this new canon that in prac-
tice deprive it of canonicity. 

2. Architecture

Chavdar Mutafov’s article “Native Architecture” is also crucial to the current dis-
cussion (Mutafov 1927: 1). The author regretfully notes the absence of an academic or 
theoretical foundation upon which to examine the concept of “native architecture;” for 
this reason, attempts to create a Bulgarian architectural style remain fruitless. However, 
Mutafov’s article itself represents a theoretical approach not only to the problem of native 
architecture, but also to the problem of the canonical in general. 

According to Mutafov, the easiest way to achieve a “Bulgarian style” is to set off 
along the path of church architecture and small provincial houses. Architects during the 
1920s transferred this style onto industrial buildings, marketplaces, schools and bathhous-
es just as “craftsmen from the art academy transfer braided designs onto ceramics and em-
broidered patterns onto pyrographed boxes.” However, this mechanistic transfer does not 
answer the question of the canonical. There are several factors that make the idea of the 
Bulgarian canon exceptionally problematic. In the first place, the author lists the lack of a 
large architectural tradition in the past. In the second place he mentions a strong influence 
of foreign Byzantine and Ottoman styles, and later the early Renaissance and Baroque as 
well. In the third place he notes the crossing of European and Asian influence and “the 
attractive building power of Constantinople.” All these factors have made the Bulgarian 
understanding of the canon very uncertain. Mutafov sees some kind of representativeness 
expressed in the very clumsiness of Bulgarian builders who were trained in foreign mod-
els, as well as in their partial barbarianism, in their wild primitivism. This is soon followed 
by the neo-romantic understanding of the uneducated or only partially educated genius, 
who introduces a “new freshness,” creates “new proportions,” a “new feeling of stabil-
ity,” and who discovers “the charm of naive composition.” The 20th century becomes the 
time in which Bulgarian canon formation is sought, while the place it is most typically 
expressed is the Bulgarian Revival Period Balkan Mountain town. 

However, even in such expressions foreign elements can be found, according to 
the critic. Precisely in the wealth of proof “remains the hidden instinct” for some kind of 
canon. It becomes clear that in Mutafov’s conception, the new canon appears as a secret, 
as an instinct, as something inscrutable and hidden. It has the character of a revelation, 
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similar to the revelation given to Christ. In this respect he comes close to Geo Milev’s 
understanding of searching for the foundations of the canonical in the subconscious and in 
the neo-romantic conception of the genius. 

Here the most important question arises: is it possible for the old architecture, which 
is a monument, a dead tradition, even if exhaustively studied, to be the jumping off point 
for a canon? Mutafov excludes the possibility for the canon to be examined in its conser-
vative version – as something closed and unchanging. For him the canon is more like a 
simultaneously dynamic and static structure, which changes its characteristics depending 
on the conditions it finds itself in. Thus, the old architecture was created for other people, 
for conditions which during the 20th century have been overcome, and for needs that seem 
foreign to the contemporary human; for these reasons, such architecture should be reject-
ed. However, this rejection is a process that affects not only Bulgarian native architecture 
but more generally every modern and modernizing culture. Despite being contemporary 
and universal, despite being similar and functional, all new buildings carry their national 
tradition, showing “thousands of hidden paths to the eternal spirit of the native, in order to 
invoke it and build its secret into the reality of its own style and time.” Of course, achiev-
ing representativeness is the purview only of great masters who manage to return to the 
pre-beginnings of their style and to approach the eternal laws of architecture. 

It becomes clear that the canon is in fact an “eternal turning backwards, however 
with thousands of new additions.” But that which the critic finds missing in the Bulgar-
ian canon is not the moving ahead but rather the returning. Mutafov speaks of the lack of 
familiarity with the native. Since they are not familiar with it, Bulgarian architects have 
not succeeded in translating into the language of forms, a way of translating “the naïve 
wooden constructions into concrete, religious style into a worldly style, they have not 
found a characteristically Bulgarian wall or opening, nor a native grouping of forms.” If 
the Bulgarian style is contained in Byzantine or Oriental motives, these motives cannot 
remain the same. Despite being insufficiently studied, these motives appear naive, strong, 
barbarian and fresh, just as they were created by the old masters. In order to resolve the 
question of the canonical it is necessary for the old to be re-created in a new way and not 
merely to be enthusiastically and thoughtlessly copied. 

Here Mutafov provides an answer to the question of what is canonical in his opin-
ion and how it can be achieved. As the first factor in the formation of the canon he empha-
sizes knowledge of the native tradition with all of its values that have undergone the test 
of time. Second, he notes knowledge of or training in two other foreign traditions – those 
of the West and the East. These paths for achieving representativeness in art are related to 
the past, to the knowledge of tradition. As far as the present is concerned, Mutafov recom-
mends knowledge of the surprises and revelations of contemporary times. Only by know-
ing the native, the Eastern and Western traditions and by being privy to the revelations of 
modern times can the artist “overcome the prejudices of the native in order to truly reach it 
from then on.” In the end, although he recommends knowing the world tradition, Mutafov 
does not advocate a conscious rational attainment of the canon. For him this attainment 
consists in a “reckless and decisive re-creating of the past in the present.” Here, in that 
reckless and decisive re-creating, we discover the neo-romantic conception of the genius. 
Although the native for Mutafov is “only that which overcomes its form in order to always 
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attain itself,” nevertheless the question of the canon remains unanswered, because in the 
framework of the neo-Platonic tradition it is reached via an irrational path. 

3. Music

Modernist writers seem to consider music the most desirable art precisely because 
of its extra-canonicity. In his article “The Jazz Band as Worldview” Kiril Krŭstev makes 
an attempt to examine jazz, the offspring of cosmopolitanism, not only as a musical style 
but as a worldview, and tries to discover the roots of this phenomenon (Krŭstev 1927: 
2). “The jazz band,” the author declares, “is surely not only that which its name says, an 
orchestra meant to frighten; it is surely not only that strange negro orchestra in which 
certain noble instruments boldly meet with vulgar noise producers; it is surely not only 
that stylistic prostitution of noble music imposed by a ‘postwar’ psyche that introduced a 
‘decline in the taste for the stable’…; it is surely not only an equivalent musical phenom-
enon from a new cultural-aesthetic ideology that could generally be called Dadaism and 
which has given to painting and poetry Kurt Schwitters and especially Tristan Tzara, with 
his pets lumineux...”

The parallel Krŭstev makes between jazz and Dadaism is an important moment in 
his conception. This connection is suggested in the fact that both styles are based above 
all on a play with form, avoiding content to the extreme. While Chavdar Mutafov follows 
the conception of expressionism, insisting on the metaphysical and reaching the founda-
tions of the canonical in a transcendental essence, Krŭstev’s conception as expressed in 
this article rejects the possibility of reaching any kind of essence. Dadaism or jazz give 
rise to the deconstruction of preceding styles which attempt to give some kind of founda-
tion to human existence and which offer some kind of metaphysical solution. Given their 
connection to the cult of ancestors, metaphysical beliefs are strongly tied to cosmic tradi-
tions. This is the reason why for Mutafov the path towards the formation of the Bulgarian 
canon passes through a return towards older, pre-modern beliefs and the renovation of a 
realistic, rationalistic tradition. Krŭstev’s article characterizes jazz and Dadaism as styles 
of decay, art without metaphysical direction. They are products of the First World War 
and as such are witnesses to the end of a civilization. The First World War refuted to basic 
tenets of the Enlightenment: reason and moral conscience. Krŭstev focuses on the satiety 
with Western civilization, which is expressed in the loss of authenticity in living and in 
the mechanization of culture. However, he also pauses on another aspect of the conscious-
ness of a person from a cosmopolitan city, namely his satiety with canonical culture, with 
canonical art, with the blows of the “whip of the intellect.” In his view, it is for this reason 
that the person of the 1920s has stretched out his hands towards “the not-so-refined yet 
ecstatically primitive sensations of man from a faraway, dark and uncorrupted world.” 
“Then from somewhere on the islands or from the south came the wild tom-tom, the raspy 
refrain of the negro banjo, the Indians’ hunting horn, to which, as a synthetic civilized 
nuance, was added the piano, car horns and a series of penny whistles, even revolver,” 
declares Krŭstev. 

In his final analysis the critic questions the possibility of examining the jazz band 
as a worldview at all and suggests the more acceptable phrase characteristic of a world-
view, which he defines as “a return to the pre-civilized sensations of the child-man.” The 
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jazz band is far from barbarism, far from the “releasing of the beast within man.” For 
Krŭstev this phenomenon is more likely nostalgia for “Natural Man,” which has more 
complex cultural-aesthetic foundations that those in the music of Beethoven. 

Yet the critic goes even further in his argumentation. He sees the jazz band not only 
as a striving towards extra-canonical art, the opposition to academism so characteristic of 
the 1920s, but also as a striving towards extra-canonical culture in general. This break-
down according to Krŭstev is not only “that half-perfected cynicism that accompanies 
some innate pleasure in mocking one’s own accomplishments – whether as individual or 
collective values – culture, art, science, morality.” For the critic, the jazz band as a world-
view represents a loss of faith in norms, laws, solidity, in the divine predestination of man. 
Thus he reaches some of Nietzsche’s theoretical claims, especially that of “the reevalu-
ation of all values.” And here we discover a concept that is exceptionally important to 
Krŭstev’s conception and which also relates to the idea of extra-canonicity. This is the life 
beginning, which is equivalent to “a symbolic primitive experience of the eternally human 
in its most depersonalized and natural form: free children’s play.” We see that for Krŭstev 
the extra-canonical is realized through the search for a child’s worldview as one possibil-
ity for starting over again, for escaping burdened historical reason. For him, the jazz-band 
worldview is “the typical offspring of Western man;” such a thirst for human primitivism 
would lead a Russian to church, for example. 

In his final analysis, Krŭstev comes to the conclusion that the jazz band is a char-
acteristic of an irresponsible worldview, even of a worldview that has rejected all the 
necessary preconditions of a worldview. It becomes clear that it is in fact a modernist 
worldview that knows no limitations, which lies beyond good and evil, beyond the idea of 
the canonical as a whole. In its inevitability and naturalness also lie its tragic flavor and its 
exultation in the era of the 1920s. 

4. Conclusion

What exactly makes these texts extra-canonical? A canonical work is simultane-
ously closed and open. It possesses a rhetorical status that allows it simultaneously to be 
in its own time, to be in a time of hermeneutical distance (the time of the reader) and to 
maintain the impression of being open to future readings. A canonical work is a work that 
always leaves the impression that it has not been understood fully, that it stands open to 
new interpretations. The work’s eternity can be defined as the effect of the commensura-
tion of two consciously different quantities, of two consciously incompatible times; of si-
multaneously synchronic and diachronic literalness and the figurative shifting of meaning. 
From its very appearance, the canonical work is characterized by this tension between the 
literal and the figurative; this allows for a similar figurative-literal shifting in every subse-
quent reading of the work. This gives the work the effect of being meaningful everywhere 
and at all times. The figure which makes possible the eternalness of the work is allegory. 
Canonical works are allegorical. The canonicity of works produces this allegorical effect. 

However, allegorical genres are precisely those that have difficulties with canonic-
ity. The Bible, for example, turns out to be the object of extra-literary codification. This is 
the case because excessive “allegoricalness” leads to allegorical insufficiency. For a text to 
be canonically allegorical, it needs to have a literal level of interpretation. Thus, the canon-
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ical understanding of Geo Milev, Chavdar Mutafov and Kiril Krŭstev – the return towards 
mythical man, towards “the primitive man of pre-existence, towards Adam;” this returning 
to “the primary spiritual essence of man; man, apart from his material transformations, 
reassessments and acquisitions, freed from all that which we today call material culture, 
civilization;” the achievement of that “secret, as an instinct, as something inscrutable and 
hidden;” that “reckless and decisive re-creating of the past in the present” or that “return 
to the pre-civilized sensations of the child-man” and “Natural Man” – in fact turns out to 
be an overly allegorical project that suffers from allegorical insufficiency.
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ivan xristovi
(bulgareTi)

1920-iani wlebis eqstra-kanonikuri literatura

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: literaturuli wesi, 1920-iani wlebi, eqstra-kanoni-
kuroba, mxatvroba, arqiteqtura, musika, eqpresionizmi, dadaizmi, bulga-
ruli literaturuli modernizmi.

statia iwyeba imis gaanalizebiT, Tu ra aris da ra ar aris litera-
turuli kanoni. mwerlebis survili, rom 1920-ian wlebSi sxvadasxva esTe-
tikuri miznebis gamoxatvis saSualeba hqonodaT, damaxasiaTebeli niSan-
Tvisebebis gareSe, ganxilulia rogorc eqstra-kanonikurobis piroba. am 
mwerlebisaTvis mniSvnelovania ara axali literaturuli xedvis Seqmna, 
aramed ukve arsebulis mimarTebis danaxva cxovrebasTan. am msoflxed-
velobis ukeT Sesacnobad statia dayofilia sam nawilad: mxatvroba, arq-
iteqtura, musika. pirvel nawilSi ganxilulia statia `adgilobrivi mxat-
vroba~, romelic eqspresionist mxatvars, geo milevs ekuTvnis, meoreSi 
_ `adgilobrivi arqiteqtura~, romelsac arqiteqtori Cavdar mutafovi 
gvTavazobs, da mesame seqcia eTmoba dadaist kiril krustevis narkvevs _ 
`jaz-bendi rogorc msoflxedveloba~. statiis mTavar amocanas warmoad-
gens im sakiTxis kvleva Tu ratom ganicdian zemoTCamoTvlili avtorebi 
kanonikurobis problemas, radgan es sakiTxi dResac ar kargavs Tavis aqtu-
alobas. statiis mizans am SekiTxvaze pasuxis gacema warmoadgens. 
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STAnkA  PETRovA
(Bulgaria)

The Turtle’s Dream1

The poetess Detelina Dimova2 gives the impression of being a contemplative per-
son, closed within herself. Perhaps this is why her first collection of poetry, The Dreaming 
Mind, which set out on its journey to the reader in 2002, requires a more careful reading 
in order to reveal itself fully. 

In terms of content, the book has two layers – an obvious, superficial one, in which 
the individual works are realized, each existing for itself alone, and a deeper layer, ac-
complished through references between the poems. The second layer, the deeper one, 
takes up the subject of dreaming, which is directly mentioned in some of the works. With 
the exception of the poem “The Dreaming Mind,” which gives the collection its title, in the 
others, the theme of dreaming is merely an accompanying thought wherever it is mentioned. 
Yet returning to it keeps the theme open and makes it fundamental to the collection. It runs 
through the entire book and provides grounds for speaking of the presence of a meta-poem. 
By examining the links between the poems, we will attempt to show the existence of a poetic 
metatext. 

The meta-poem, i.e. the deep text, encompasses both the book’s formal as well 
as the content-related aspects. The graphic realization of the poems represents an aural 
whole, for whose realization vocalic versification is used, combined with free verse, grad-
ually moving from one form to the other in the three sections of The Dreaming Mind. The 
vocalic versification is based on the accent falling on one and the same vowel in each 
subsequent word in the syntagmatic order, which here will be called “alternation.” 

The replacement of vocalic versification by free verse is accomplished with vocalic 
alternation, which in the beginning encompasses entire works, but later covers ever-short-
er portions of the poems. In the end, the texts shift into free verse, where accentuation on 
one given vowel is not ordered, but rather intertwines with accentuation on the others. 

The first section3 of the collection, entitled, “Sacred Geometry,” consists of works 
written in vocalic versification. With the exception of the poem “Ontological Thoughts for 
the Waves in Winter,” one and the same vowel is accented from beginning to end. In the 
abovementioned poem, the accent shifts to almost all vowels, with the exception of [u]. 
The ordering of a given vowel in “Ontological Thoughts” continues for up to several lines 
or can be observed vertically in the left and right halves of the verses. After that, the ac-
cent shifts to another vowel and again ordering ensues. In this way, short blocks of vocalic 
versification are formed. In the second section with the title “The Dreaming Mind,” having 
the same name as the book as a whole, the first three poems are written with ordering of 
the accent entirely on one and the same vowel: in the first, “Sudden Collapse,” this is [a]; 
in the next, with the opening line “I Never Arrived,” it is based on the ordering of [i]; while 
in “China,” the third poem, the accent again falls only on the vowel [a]. The texts in the 
remaining six poems in this section represent a mosaic of short blocks of vocalic versifica-
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tion, formed by the shifting of the accent from one vowel to another, as in “Ontological 
Thoughts for the Waves in Winter.” 

The first and second sections of the volume mutually interpenetrate each other with 
their “exchanged” texts. The presence of a poem with fragments of vocalic versification 
amidst texts composed entirely with it is an interweaving of the vocalic sound into the 
fabric of the metatext. Likewise, the presence of works that are a solo, sound-symbolic 
whole amidst works with separate sound blocks is a penetration of this whole into the form 
and mosaic. The mutual interpenetration of the two sections guarantees the formal unity 
of the metapoem. This contamination turns out to be a “wedge” not only on the level of 
the individual texts, but also on the level of the book’s sections. On the other hand, given 
the interrelation of the poems arranged in such a way, we can observe the diffusion of the 
vocalic versification until its full disappearance in the third section, “A Hypnotist with 
Glasses,” which is written in free verse. 

The first poem, “A Body of Passions” is the key junction from which the layers of 
meaning in The Dreaming Mind set out. “A Body of Passions” contains within itself the 
metapoem in condensed form. When we examine this first poem in detail and compare 
what we find there with the remainder of the book,4 we will also discover the separate 
elements of the metapoem. 

At first glance, the poem has no connection to the metapoem. It does not thematize 
the question of dreaming, but rather of reading and the reader. In it, the movement of the 
lyrical “I” in the space of language recreates the inescapable movements of every reading 
– the entrance into the temple of Words5 and getting into the virtual world they give rise 
to, which is followed by an exit from this world. But the character’s passage through the 
interior of language, connected to the title of the book, makes dreaming and reading con-
textual synonyms. Reading is compared with the irreal being of dreaming, while dream 
as a reflection of one’s own internal world transforms the act of reading into a journey 
towards one’s self. 

In “A Body of Passions,” “each vowel is an empty door,” which makes the vowels 
doors to the virtual world. The poem can be divided into three parts, the first of which proj-
ects the entrance into the text itself, but also the penetration into the interior of the book. 
The beginning starts with taking a step towards Words: 

original Bulgarian Transliteration 
(with accents in bold)

Literal English 
Translation

Видях катедралата на 
словата:

Vidyah katedralata na slovata; I saw the cathedral of the 
words

там съгласните са 
камбаните,

tam sûglasnite sa kambanite there the consonants are the 
bells

а гласните – празнотата им; a glasnite – praznotata im; and the vowels – their 
emptiness;

там всяка гласна е празна 
врата

tam vsyaka glasna e prazna 
vrata

There every vowel is an 
empty door

към звънтящия глас на 
пространството

kûm zvûntyashtiya glas na 
prostranstvoto

To the resounding voice of 
space
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и пропадане в океана от 
багри, ухания

i propadane v okeana ot 
bagri, uhaniya

and a collapse into the 
ocean of hues, scents

и всякакви властни и тайни 
представи.

i vsyakakvi vlastni i tayni 
predstavi.

And all sorts of masterful 
and secret ideas.

The Words, seen as a cathedral, call forth the idea of a person, who is standing in 
front of it, contrasting with his height and creating a sense of mystery, but also of depen-
dence. In this image, language becomes an expression of religion. Words are a temple, a 
place for divine liturgy, i.e. a means for communicating with God. In his religious faith, man 
has given himself over to their power and takes a step forward in anticipation. The many 
bells, ringing all together, act as an invitation to the impending Sunday service. Read in this 
way, the first lines invite the reader to enter into the interior of the book and towards oneness 
with language. 

When seen as a cathedral, the Words are external with respect to the “I,” they are 
not able to be controlled by him and are not his possession – on the contrary, he is subor-
dinate to them. And as he examines the cathedral, they still remain external, despite his 
movement towards the interior – the vowels and consonants are described as objects, they 
are not part of the person, but something seen as outside of him. Unification with them, in 
which feelings and sensations take part, happens with the falling “into the ocean.” 

Man enters into language. The sounds make the entrance into language visible and 
feul his expectations about what can be discovered in its interior. Despite the fact that the 
vowels are the cathedral’s doors, they do not lead to anything enclosed with walls and 
limited, just as perception does not end with hearing their tone, but begins after it; just as 
reading does not end with the letters in the text. The sounds lead towards a voice, which 
creates the space of the temple. Language itself is space and it reverberates. “Language 
speaks,” as Heidegger said in his analysis of a poem.6 The sounds come from language, 
and not from man, and man’s speech is merely an echo within his body. In “A Body of 
Passions,” this speaking is expressed with the description of the sounds, which in the inte-
rior of the cathedral dissolve into non-linguistic visibility. What is seen passes through the 
senses and comes to life in a world, language transformed into an ocean “of hues, scents” 
and “ideas.” The image of the ocean is a metaphor for the possibilities of the imagination, 
but also shows our dependence on virtual boundlessness – man can travel and be the cap-
tain of a ship, but he can also drown. 

The sound-bells are only the external part of language, their internal side is coming 
into contact with silence, as the image of the cathedral shows very well. Just as one who en-
ters a temple sinks into its interior with his perceptions and forgets the bells ringing outside, 
similarly the language of the interior ignores the speech of sounds. Inside, such speech is not 
necessary; there man begins to listen to the deep. “Language speaks as the ringing of still-
ness. The stillness calms, revealing a world and things in their essence” (Heidegger 1999: 231). 

Stepping towards the interior of the temple, looking through its first door, “the door 
of A,” turns out to be a movement towards one’s self – there the lyrical “I” sees its own 
body: 
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original Bulgarian Transliteration 
(with accents in bold)

Literal English Translation

а през вратата на А a prez vratata na A and through the door of A
аз видях изоставеното си 
тяло

az vidyah izostavenoto si 
tyalo

I saw my abandoned body

разядено от сладкия здрач 
на желанията,

razyadeno ot sladkiya zdrach 
na zhelaniyata

eaten away by the sweet 
dusk of desires,

играчка за плавните 
леопарди на страстите;

igrachka za plavnite leopardi 
na strastite;

a plaything for the supple 
leopards of the passions;

видях танца си на 
въжеиграч

Vidyah tantsa si na 
vûzheigrach

I saw my tightrope-walker’s 
dance

над гора от блестящи 
бръсначи –

nad gora ot bleshtyashti 
brûsnachi –

above a forest of glistening 
razors – 

в шатрата на забавата бях v shatrata na zabavata byah in the tent of entertainment, 
I was

случаен зяпач, sluchaen zyapach, a random gawker,

почитател на драми по 
тротоарите

pochitatel na drami po 
trotoarite

a fan of sidewalk dramas

и запален читател на 
булевардни романи,

i zapalen chitatel na 
bulevardni romani

and an avid reader of 
boulevard novels,

бях гледачката с карти 
Таро,

byah gledachka s karti Taro,7 I was the fortune-teller with 
Tarot cards

акробатът, охраненият 
шаран,

Akrobatût, ohraneniyat 
sharan,

the acrobat, the well-fed carp

Хипнотизаторът Hipnotizatorût The hypnotist

 
The body has been left behind and in this, its abandonment is expressed. That it is 

“eaten away” destroys its wholeness. This is the first thing that the “I” sees after passing 
through “the door of the A.” The verb vidyah (“I saw”) is repeated two times. The first 
time, the body is only the object of what is happening, while at second glance it plays 
more or less active roles – that of the tightrope-walker, gawker, fan, reader, fortune-teller, 
acrobat, carp, hypnotist, and seller of fraudulent nirvanas. All of these transformations 
are, in fact, carried out while the abandoned body is the object of passions, the roles are 
located within it, virtually projecting its inner representations. After the semicolon at the 
end of the fourth line, the separateness of all sorts of images is concretized, i.e. the two 
uses of the verb vidyah express one and the same thing in different ways. The corroded-
ness is expressed in the lack of a complete and constant image, in the changes in which 
the “I” hesitates. 

The word “dusk” creates an associative connection to the subconscious, whose 
drives can vaguely be caught in the dream. The body is so defenseless that it is trans-
formed into a plaything. It has no power to consciously control, since the consciousness of 
the “I” has detached itself. It observes, contemplates. There is no limit to the transforma-
tions undertaken in the list of experiences. The lyrical “I” watches itself amidst the numer-
ous games, in which it is both the plaything and the player. 

The transformations are seen and completed within the interior of language, in 
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the cathedral. Language turns out to be a means for searching and realization. Man is 
contained within it, exists within it, due to the necessity to formulate and concretize both 
the external and the internal world through language. The very fact that the transforma-
tions take place in the cathedral indicates their verbal nature, but that does not rule out the 
potential possibility for the creation of images, rather merely confirms it. And their virtual-
ness does not reduce their effectiveness. 

In the second part of the poem, the Words are no longer seen, they have been appro-
priated and dissolved in perception. The body and the consciousness are divided spatially 
and experience different states. The body experiences the changing events dynamically, 
finding itself at the center of their development, at their culminating point, whereas the 
consciousness contemplates the body’s actions. 

Against the backdrop of the razors, hyperbolized as a forest, the “I” is small. This 
image, seen after passing through the first door of the cathedral, is an expression of the 
knowledge in the interior of language. The dash placed between the role of the tightrope-
walker above the razors and all the other transformations juxtaposes, but also comple-
ments and clarifies. In his separateness, the tightrope walker is transformed into a general-
ized expression of all the other incarnations. In this way, every individual image becomes 
a concrete form of knowledge and the most passive role of the carp is placed next to that of 
the hypnotist, which allows for the maximal psychological effect upon the other and which 
is the most active. The roles can be compared to a list of numerous readings, each of which 
continues to exist in the memory and which, in fact, forms the interior of the cathedral. The 
readings make the “I” simultaneously a spectator and a participant. 

The preposition na (“of”) in the title “A Body of Passions” as a sign of belonging 
tells us that they have replaced the “I.” However, since the body is located in the cathedral 
of language and is created by it along with everything else, both the body and the passions 
are subordinate and belong to language. Above the striving and helplessness, the body 
turns out to be given over to language. 

The incarnation of the body is multi-layered and is realized in its polysemy on the 
level of form, as well as that of content. The title of the first poem refers to the virtual body, 
reproduced through the reading; this is the lyrical “I,” but it also refers to the concrete 
form of the text, which is a poem, a linguistic body, while in terms of content the poem is 
transformed into a cathedral. 

The entrance into the interior of the cathedral announces the existence of the Word 
– passing through its door, man is brought into being, while it, with its virtual worlds, 
rushes into him. He transforms into everything which the unlimited possibilities of the 
Word can evoke. In this sense the Word is his creator, and to the greatest extent the creator 
of the writing person, who turns out to be the most subordinate, the most possessed by it. 
The Dreaming Mind shows the reality of the person who writes and reads, one who ex-
ists through language, homo scribens. In this reality, the Word does not exist through the 
person, rather the person exists through the Word. 

The line bordering between the first and second parts of the poem – a prez vratata 
na A (“and through the door of A”) – places attention on the vowel [a], by taking it beyond 
the borders of the word. The first poem directs the gaze to the first letter of the alphabet. 
Here emphasis is entirely laid upon it with the help of vocalic versification. The text an-
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nounces a beginning not only because it is first; it is entirely realized with ordering on the 
vowel [a]. The constantly repeating [a] under accent, begun in the first line and passing 
through the entire text, reminds us that we find ourselves at the beginning of the book – 
this is the first graphically depicted door to it, a virtual entrance which the lyrical hero 
passes through. 

In his study Sound and Meaning, Radosvet Kolarov attributes the following char-
acteristics to the vowel [a]: “openness,” “emptiness of space,” “scope,” “lowness,” “drop-
ping” (Kolarov 1983: 103), noting that in the examples he has studied, it is found in key 
situations with “a bell ringing in connection with the signs ‘scope,’ ‘volume,’ ‘openness 
of space,’ ‘solemnity,’ ‘weight’ and ‘downward movement’” (ibid., 104). In the poems 
examined here, the associations with which the sound is connected are confirmed – here 
first of all we see a church, which includes the abovementioned signs and which calls forth 
the idea of breadth with its festive dimensions and the ringing spreading outside it. The 
empty doors also confirm the lack of barriers and the interpenetration of everything at the 
place where the lyrical “I” enters. The falling corresponds to the “downward movement” 
noted. 

The third part of “A Body of Passions” again begins with “the door of A,” but from 
the viewpoint of its other side. In it we can trace the flight from the interior of the Words 
and a return to the abandoned, real body. 

original Bulgarian Transliteration 
(with accents in bold)

Literal English 
Translation

през вратата на А – в 
светлината на Някога, 

prez vratata na A–v svetlinata 
na Nyakoga,

through the door of A – in 
the light of Sometime,

на калния бряг на реката,
край която играех на Някой,

na kalniya bryag na rekata, 
kray koyato igraeh na Nyakoy,

on the muddy bank of the 
river,
upon which I played at 
Someone,

в краткия оранжев проблясък 
на ягодовото гадене,

v kratkiya oranzhev problyasûk
 na yagodovoto gadene,

in the short orange flash
of strawberry nausea,

в тракането на влаковете, v trakaneto na vlakovete, in the clattering of the 
trains,

отнасящи ме нанякъде, otnasyashti me nanyakûde, carrying me off 
somewhere,

в нищетата на бягството и 
екстаза

v nishtetata na byagstvoto i 
ekstaza

into the nothingness of 
flight and ecstasy

от всяко пропадане, ot vsyako propadane, away from all falling

в яркото пладне с кънтящи 
прощални камбани

v yarkoto pladne s kûntyashti 
proshtalni kambani

in the bright noon with 
echoing farewell bells

пред катедралата – Pred katedralata – in front of the cathedral – 

видях самотата на тялото си 
и онемях,

Vidyah samotata na tyaloto si i 
onemyah,

I saw the loneliness of my 
body and fell mute,

за да вляза. za da vlyaza. so as to enter.

The Turtle’s Dream



198

This new returning to “the door of A” begins with an opposite relationship to the 
Words and with a distancing from them. The change of mood is imbued in a new view of 
time and of one’s self. The concrete moment that has passed has changed into the indefi-
nite “Sometime,” with which the moment of becoming is neglected, along with everything 
that happened in it. The transformation of the “I” into “Someone” is an expression of 
alienation from living in the world of Words and of its devaluation. The indefinite direc-
tion “somewhere,” in contrast to the other two words, is written with a lowercase letter and 
despite the fact that it comes at the end of the line, remains hidden in the interior of the text 
due to the lack of its graphical markedness. Its remoteness from “Sometime” and “Some-
one” is also hidden from the gaze. The sense of aimlessness, of the insignificant participa-
tion of the will imbued in “somewhere” makes the lexeme the equivalent of “wherever.” 
Along with “Sometime,” “somewhere” forms the work’s particular chronotope. As long 
as the direction is not defined, the lyrical “I” remains in the interior of the cathedral. Upon 
leaving it, the time and place are made concrete – “in the bright noon of the echoing fare-
well bells/ in front of the cathedral.” 

Upon entering the temple of Words, the “I” objectifies its existence, unifies itself 
with language and receives being within it. But after the experience, he hurries to get out 
of its speaking, and strives towards reality, toward the language in being. The beginning 
and final parts, besides the difference in directions, also contrast in their differing percep-
tions of the interior of the cathedral. The ocean is reduced to a river, and while in the 
beginning the falling was a cause for all experiences, imbuing them with a richness, in the 
third part, it is transformed into “the nothingness of flight and ecstasy” and in this way 
devalues the possibility for virtual experiences. 

Synesthesia is a constant part of the journey in the virtual world. In his article 
“The Dream as a Semiotic Window,” Yuriy Lotman writes of the senses: “In a dream, the 
basic feature is polyglossia. The dream does not lead us into visual, verbal, musical or 
other such spaces, but into their harmony, which is analogous to reality. The translation 
of dreams into human languages is characterized by a reduction of their indefiniteness 
and increase in communicativeness” (Lotman 1998: 165). When one is deeply engrossed 
in reading, a translation of the language of communication into that of the senses occurs, 
which is similar to Lotman’s description. The associations called forth by the words acti-
vate all the senses, independent of the fact that in reality there is no actual stimulus. These 
particularities of the literary text bring it closer to dreams. 

Synesthesia in “A Body of Passions” is present in a different way in its first and 
third parts. While at the beginning the sounds disintegrate into colors and scents – that is, 
into the negation of what is seen, this is expressed with “the short orange flash/ of straw-
berry nausea.” The saturation of the senses is also a reason for the desire to go outside. 

The one who has entered the cathedral lives in the past. When we take as our start-
ing point the fact that the lyrical “I” recreates the act of reading, here is how Yuriy Lotman 
has described the chronological perception of the text: “In time, the text is perceived as 
a kind of freeze-frame, artificially ‘capturing’ the moment between past and future. The 
relationship between past and future is not symmetrical. The past is outlined in two ways: 
internally – in the direct memory of the text, personified in its structure, in its inevitable 
contradictions, the immanent battle with its internal synchronicity; and externally – in 
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its correlation to extra-textual memory. The spectator, having mentally placed himself in 
that ‘present moment’ in which the text was realized (for example, in a given frame, at the 
moment I am looking at it) seems then to turn his attention to the past which converges in 
a cone” (Lotman 1998: 20; italics mine – SP). The past moment in the poem is realized 
through the lyrical I’s telling of that which was met on the path to the interior of language. 
The past is the basic tense and covers almost the entirety of the poem. The present tense 
is found in two places – the first is tied to the sounding of language “here and now” and 
is expressed by the present active participle zvûntyashtiya “resounding” (“the resounding 
voice of space”). The second indication of the present is found in the bifurcation of tem-
porality in the final part of the poem. After the abovementioned “Sometime,” upon leaving 
the cathedral, the lyrical “I” finds himself in a concrete present moment – “the bright noon 
with echoing farewell bells,” again attested to by the present active participle. The end of 
the work also takes a turn towards the past. This leads to the conjecture that the step made 
by the “I” so as to enter his own body, is in fact entering into the following text in the book. 
The verb vidyah “I saw” is repeated four times. It marks the beginning and the end of the 
text. The body turns out to be within the space of language, i.e. it turns out to be made from 
speech. During the supposed exit from the Word, the lyrical “I” attempts to enter his body, 
but the past tense is a sign of once again entering linguistic reality. The “I” turns out to be 
beyond language only as long as it takes to turn the page. 

At the end of the poem “I saw the loneliness of my body and fell mute/ so as to en-
ter,” we meet the image of the lyrical “I” outside the cathedral as well. “Loneliness” hints 
at the same abandonment, as in the interior – “I saw my abandoned body.” This detach-
ment, this dividedness from the physical essence appears constant, as if the “I” wanders 
in search of unity with himself, in striving to attain completeness and lack of conflicts. 
The reason for his dividedness from his image is language, since man cannot enter into 
it with his physical body. However, the step taken at the end of the poem suggests to us 
that even outside the text as well, the body is created by speech, since the second text in 
the collection follows. It seems that the “I” is making an attempt to step outside the text, 
which would mean outside language as well – in the last line “so as to enter,” he prepares 
to return to his body, yet in the course of reading his body becomes the next text. With this, 
the first poem ends and the essential part of the book begins. A passage from text to text 
has been initiated or “the dreaming mind” passes from body to body until the end, where 
waking follows, as expressed directly in the final poem. On the other hand, this passing 
through the book is transformed into a reading and joins all the other readings seen in the 
second part of “A Body of Passions.” Thus, besides being a character in the book, the step 
taken by the “I” transforms him into an “implicit reader.”8

The first poem, placed as it is in the beginning of the collection, is simultaneously 
part of and not part of it – it is a depiction of reading and at the same time needs a reading, 
it is both a text and a figurative description of the text. In its role as a depiction, as an “ex-
planation,” “A Body of Passions” separates itself from the remaining part of The Dream-
ing Mind, yet it is also the door, the border between the dream and the waking state and 
the beginning of the journey into the dream itself. For the reader, the text is the form which 
depicts the cathedral. As the reader enters into the poem, the lyrical hero replays his ac-
tions in the cathedral. The reader’s repetition of the lyrical I’s actions transforms the book 
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into a cathedral. A mirror image of the reading is produced. “The compositional frame 
is also an essential and very traditional method of the rhetorical fusion of texts, which 
have been coded differently. A normal (i.e. neutral) construction is based, in particular, 
on the fact that the framing of text (…) is not included in the text. Its role is to signal the 
beginning of the text, but it is itself located beyond the limits of the text. It is sufficient to 
introduce such a framework into the text to relocate the audience’s center of attention from 
the communication to the code. The matter is more complex where the text and the frame 
are interwoven to the extent that each part is, simultaneously, both frame and framed text” 
(Lotman: 88-89). Besides entering into the first section of the collection and being part of 
the book, “A Body of Passions” is also intended to relocate the reader’s attention “from the 
communication to the code.” The described passage “through the door of A” aims to incite 
the reader into noticing his entrance into the book, independent of whether this will occur 
implicitly in the process of reading or whether it will evoke deeper interest. 

“A Body of Passions” recreates the act of reading not only figuratively, but also 
verbally. It begins with the verb vidyah “I saw.” On the one hand, the verb relates to the 
narrative of the lyrical hero, but at the same time also recreates the reader’s gaze upon the 
text, which will soon be read. The first line “I saw the cathedral of Words” is equivalent to 
“I saw the poem.” The description of the sounds and their effect in the subsequent lines is 
a description of the immersion into the text, of the process of reading. It also includes the 
reader’s identification with the hero so as to result in the co-experiencing of that which is 
described and in the desire to more quickly exit the text, to read its “denouement.” 

Besides the general theme of dreaming, the connectedness of the texts in the col-
lection is also realized by the lyrical I’s crossing over from one text to another. This part 
of the code at the beginning of the collection shows the “I” and the reader as companions, 
and every following poem continues their shared experience. 

The text says: “I saw the loneliness of my body and fell mute/ so as to enter.” The 
crossing over is accompanied by falling mute. But this occurs upon leaving the cathedral, 
on the border between two poems. This is a step of anticipation, of language falling silent 
between the first and second texts. 

The last line of the initial poem creates a transition towards the interior of the book 
grammatically as well, with a change in tense. Alongside the use of the past tense, the 
present is also used in its general sense along with the imperative mood. The second work, 
“Lost,” continues in the present tense. 

This temporal connectedness is repeated once more, but now between the first and 
the final poem, entitled “A Hypnotist with Glasses.” At the beginning of the book, the past 
tense becomes the present, while at the end this is reversed; in “A Hypnotist with Glasses” 
a transition from the present to the past is completed. In this way, a bridge is created be-
tween the beginning and the end, which closes the book. 

At the beginning of the paper I mentioned that “A Body of Passions” represented 
a metapoem in condensed form and establishes a knot of relations with the other poems. 
Such references are most strongly expressed in the other two key poems, “The Dreaming 
Mind” and “A Hypnotist with Glasses,” each of which shares the same title as the section 
of the book in which it is located. In each of the three sections, one key poem stands out 
– in the first section this is “A Body of Passions.” The sections also establish a connection 
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with this poem – in them, the actions of the lyrical I’s entering, experiencing and exiting 
are repeated, but no longer in the cathedral, but in dreams. The first section, “Sacred Ge-
ometry,” represents entering into dreams; while the following section, which shares the 
same title as the collection as a whole, represents the depth of the dream; while the third, 
“A Hypnotist with Glasses,” is the exiting from it and awakening. In the third section, 
mention of dreaming is found in most of the poems. Exiting from the dream makes it ex-
ternal with respect to the “I” and visible from the outside. 

In the poetry collection, the number three is repeated – it is made up of three sec-
tions and in each of these one key poem stands out. Tripleness also appears within the 
framework of the deep text through the lyrical “I,” the hypnotist, and the connection be-
tween them – the metatext/dream which unites them into one whole with its realization. 

Throughout the course of the book, the metatext directly identifies with the dream, 
and the hypnotist is its creator. The twofold significance of the action of the lyrical “I” 
(reading/dreaming) is directly expressed in the book’s final text, which does not contrast 
with the poems “A Body of Passions” and “A Hypnotist in Glasses,” but rather comple-
ments them. 

The final poem also returns us to the ocean, which we met in the first. Parts of the 
geographic realia of the ocean become an object of attention in other poems as well and 
thus maintain the connection with “A Body of Passions.” However, in the first poem, it is 
an ocean of “hues, scents/ and all sorts of masterful and secret ideas” and the recreation of 
the water’s surface in some of the texts recalls this and transforms the possibilities of the 
Word and oceanic scopes into synonymous concepts. In the poem “Sacred Geometries,” 
real shores are compared to those created from speech: 

original Bulgarian Literal English Translation

Бреговете – зелените брегове,
  приемащи всекиго

The shores – the green shores,
  taking in everyone

и онези – прекалено студените и далечни – and even those – too cold and distant –
за теб и за мен са си все брегове; to you and to me they are nothing but shores;
но в свещената геометрия на небето but in the sacred geometry of the sky
те са променлива, утаена материя, they are changeable, sedimented material,
Гърбове на легенди... Те са the backs of legends… They are

бреговете на Одисей – вкаменените the shores of the Odyssey – the fossilized 

изречения, стегнати в хекзаметър, sentences, tightly bound in hexameter,
те са бреговете на Мексико, отразени, they are the shores of Mexico, reflected
в доспехите на Кортес, in Cortez’s armor,
те са бреговете на детското ни въображение. they are the shores of our childhood 

imagination.

The borders of the ocean, the earthly shores are one and the same for everyone. No 
desire to visit them is expressed, even if they are real. The line “to you and to me they are 
nothing but shores” expresses a nuance of disparagement. They can also be alluring, but 
only once refracted through the imagination, having passed through the “sacred geometry 
of the sky.” The allusion to the places which Odysseus journeyed towards is replaced by 
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the sentences from Homer’s Odyssey. Thus the ocean becomes a book, and the shores 
depend on the individual possibilities for reading. The illumination of the sentences, their 
visibility can be any of the stops in the Odyssey or Ithaca, it could be the shore of the New 
World. The possibility of language, represented as a shore of the imagination, is a dynamic 
point, a liminal moment of entering into the reading or coming out of it and returning to 
reality. The ocean appears in the role of being compared to the virtual possibilities of the 
Word. The attitude towards it and towards the desire to travel through its territory is differ-
ent in the different poems and corresponds to the section in which a given poem is found. 

The theme of traveling is introduced as early as the second poem, “Lost,” where the 
“I” mentally draws the route of its painted schooners and their freight. At the beginning of 
the journey into the book, the as-of-yet unknown world creates a sense of being lost: 

original Bulgarian Transliteration 
(with accents in bold)

Literal English 
Translation

Пътуват безумните ми 
нарисувани 

шхуни 
на юг,

Pûtuvat bezumnite mi 
narisuvani

shhuni 
na yug,

My wild, drawn schooners 
travel  

   south,

към въздушните кули на 
юни.

kûm vûzdushnite kuli na yuni. towards the castles-in-the-
air of June.

Бълбукат въздушни 
мехурчета 
в туша – рисувам

Bûlbukat vûzdushni mehurcheta
 v tusha - risuvam

The air bubbles burble 
  in the India ink – 

I’m drawing
(и между другото рисувам 
наум)

(i mezhdu drugoto risuvam 
naum)

(and by the way I’m 
drawing in my mind)

...
Рисувам маймуни и учени, risuvam maymuni i ucheni, I draw monkeys and 

scholars
Изгубени в джунглите на 
Колумбия,

izgubeni v dzhunglite na 
Kolumbiya,

lost in the jungles of 
Columbia,

Рисувам индуси и кюрди, 
изгубени

risuvam indusi i kyurdi, 
izgubeni

I draw Hindus and Kurds, 
lost

в шумните улици на 
Калкута и Истанбул,

v shumnite ulitsi na Kalkuta i 
Istanbul,

in the noisy streets of 
Calcutta and Istanbul,

и проститутки, изгубени i prostitutki, izgubeni and prostitutes, lost
в махмурлука на клубната 
публика,

v mahmurluka na klubnata 
publika,

in the hangover of the club 
audience,

Изгубени в лудниците, izgubeni v ludnitsite, lost in madhouses,
Рисувам приют за изгубени 
кучета в Цюрих,

risuvam priyut za izgubeni 
kucheta v Tsyurih,

I draw a shelter for lost 
dogs in Zurich,

Рисувам изгубени в бурята 
шхуни

risuvam izgubeni v buryata 
shhuni

I draw schooners lost in the 
storm

(и между другото рисувам 
наум)

(i mezhdu drugoto risuvam 
naum)

(and by the way I’m 
drawing in my mind)

и съществувам изгубена, i sûshtestvuvam izgubena, and I exist lost
куха като бамбук, kuha kato bambuk, empty as bamboo,
като въздушните кули на 
юни.

kato vûzdushnite kuli na yuni. like the castles-in-the-air 
of June.
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It does not become clear whether the text recreates a work created on canvas or 
something drawn mentally. The initial announcement “I’m drawing” is followed by the 
phrase “(and by the way I’m drawing in my mind)” and the list of numerous places, which 
the reader takes as being drawn in the mind. But right before the end, after this list, there 
is a new “(and by the way I’m drawing in my mind),” according to which all the already 
mentioned places would have to be drawn in reality. The ostensible frame blurs the demar-
cation between thought and action, they fuse and trade places. 

The schooners are bezumni (“wild, reckless, crazy”), they are not subordinate to 
the control of their creator, since the artist himself is confused and his uneasy feeling is in-
jected into what is drawn. Along with the schooners, the lyrical “I” travels in his thoughts. 
The lost people are in an emotional state comparable to his. In fact, the “I” is drawing 
himself, his internal world. The mind “draws.” Everyone is party to the shared feeling, 
even though they are each assigned to their own separate environment, “at home.” They 
are not lost in the space beyond themselves, but in their own thought. The artist is located 
everywhere and nowhere, for this reason he searches for a stronghold and finds it in the 
overt kindred relationships of being lost. Traveling amidst the lost people through the 
streets of the world is an expression of the lack of a stronghold in the inner world, which 
has turned out to lack visible boundaries. The title of the poem itself responds to the fall-
ing in the first part of “A Body of Passions.” Even if a science of falling exists, it contains 
within itself a surprise, evoked by the change of setting and by the unlimited possibilities 
which suddenly reveal themselves before the person. 

In the first section of the collection, traveling is the beginning of a life within the 
ocean’s confines and the lyrical “I” moves with readiness and confidence. Worlds are 
located within the “sacred geometry of the sky,” they are not part of the everyday, but 
exist beyond it. The ability to overcome distance is expressed in “The Apricot,” but it is 
already shaken, thrown into question – “to describe an apricot (…) is it necessary to run 
three thousand miles to the east.” After that poem, we no longer find a repeated and quick 
change of topoi as in the works discussed until now, yet the theme of traveling carries 
on throughout the entire collection. Most poems from its second section are static, but 
“The Dreaming Mind” returns to traveling, now expressed directly: “the dreaming mind 
travels and travels, and travels/ trots about like a turtle in a suitcase.” The threefold use of 
the verb expresses not only the repetitiveness of the action, but also attempts to impose a 
sense of the constancy of this repetitiveness. The activeness is already announced in the 
title. The active participle “dreaming” as a verbal-nominative form lends activeness to the 
noun “mind.” Since this poem provides the title for the whole collection, this activeness is 
thus imbued in all the texts. The work following “The Dreaming Mind,” “Setting out from 
Babylon,” takes up the theme already with its title. “The hour has come. Day is breaking. 
Let us go.” This first line seems to be a continuation of the preceding text, in which “the 
dreaming mind talks in its sleep in the morning,” before waking up. With the dawning of 
the new day, language, perhaps mixed up by the hypnotist, has become verbose and in-
comprehensible and the mind sets off towards its waking, it travels towards the exit from 
its dream. The title “Setting out from Babylon” is a reminiscence of the Biblical mixing 
of languages and the scattering of the people over the earth.9 The connection between 
“The Dreaming Mind” and “Setting off from Babylon” is also realized in the metaphor 
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of the mind as the tower of time – “the dreaming mind is a collapsing tower of minutes.” 
The reference to the Biblical event recalls God’s interference and – related to the topic of 
dreaming – the presence of the hypnotist, of the unseen causer of dreams. 

Travel is a movement towards one’s self, both in the central part of “A Body of 
Passion,” as well as in the related second section of the collection. In the middle part of 
the book, the reading has reached its greatest depth and the state of the lyrical “I” with its 
contemplation corresponds to the observation of its body in the opening work. The theme 
of keeping silent enters actively into the second section. Here, in works such as “Heresy” 
and “The Builder of Labyrinths,” the mind has reached the rational level, but in a dream; 
coming in contact with the heart, it senses “the boundlessness of silence and space” (“The 
Dreaming Mind”), which do not submit to the descriptiveness of words. The certainty 
of the sensation changes into the uncertainty in the attempt to be incarnated in words, 
the internal unnamable knowledge of things changes into a lack of knowledge due to the 
faltering of understanding. Words attempt to place boundaries around the boundless and it 
slips away, limitlessness is uncapturable and cannot be fit into the sounds of language. To 
feel the mysticism of the boundless and the unnamable, we can only describe the visible 
and the imaginable and then compare what has been put into words with the impossibility 
of enveloping it and thus to draw near to it. The work “The Dreaming Mind” reminds us 
that the true aim of reading is to reach the silence, it is the final topos towards which the 
“doors” of the vowels and the “bells” of the consonants lead, the sounds turn out to be only 
language’s sensory means for entering into it. 

The poem “A Body of Passions” relates to “The Dreaming Mind” as the material 
relates to the spiritual. The connection between the two works is alluded to by the places 
of the titles within the book, which also defines their weight. While “The Dreaming Mind” 
gives its title to the entire collection, “A Body of Passions” is the first poem, leading the 
reader into the book, and is associated with the very “body” of the book. The two poems 
can be related to each other also as form and content, where the form is the body of the 
book, and the content – the idea arrived at. The works are united by traveling, in which the 
mind is the active one, while the body is subordinate. The body not only does not initiate 
its movements, they are subordinate to the mind, but not to the body’s own mind, because 
the mind belonging to the body merely observes, its possibilities only go so far as to see 
the actions, but not to initiate them as well. The mind “moves” in dreams, but does not 
possess the ability to control the dream, it is only a witness and its actions are metamor-
phoses of what is happening projected onto the consciousness. The unfolding activity 
itself is instigated by someone else, who here and in the entire book is not seen until the 
final poem. And even in that poem he is only hinted at, since the mind indirectly brushes 
against or rather senses his presence. 

In the central poem, the mind “travels and travels, and travels/ trots about like a 
turtle in a suitcase.” Having the appearance of an inanimate object, the body is completely 
subordinate. The image of the suitcase-body gives us a comparative concept as to what 
extent its sensory abilities can stretch and calls forth the idea of dependence on someone’s 
hand. The mind is the living thing, the turtle, whose rest is disturbed by bumps along 
the journey. Albeit slow and only reflecting outward jolts with its trotting and subject to 
their lurching, it possesses the ability to move on its own and to sense the dynamics of 
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the one carrying the suitcase. The mind also possesses senses with which it can “touch” 
what exists outside. The comparison “like a turtle in a suitcase” leads towards his double 
distancing from the external world. First, the shell in which he is wrapped has organically 
grown into him. It protects him from the jolts of the journeys and gives him a chance 
to hide inside it, but also hinders him from directly experiencing contact with the outer 
world. The turtle shell protects the turtle-mind from life and death, but it makes contact 
with “out there” possible, without damaging his delicate sensitivity. The second distancing 
from the real world, which does not possess the openings of the turtle shell, is the suitcase. 
Light does not get into it, only the resonance of contact with the external world reaches the 
turtle. Thus, when the turtle pokes his head outside to get to know the world, its eyes meet 
the darkness. There is no path for directly coming out into the world, for that reason the 
turtle dreams and in its dream attempts to overcome the space of the suitcase. 

In the poem “The Dreaming Mind,” silence and boundlessness are contrasted with 
verbosity and the lack of space: 

original Bulgarian Literal English Translation
За необятността на тишината 
и пространството

For the boundlessness of silence
and space

няма имена there are no names

There is nothing more to say about the nameless. In this way, the lack of ways of 
naming it is expressed. The lines which follow describe the words among whose multitude 
the mind is located: 

original Bulgarian Transliteration 
(with accents in bold)

Literal English 
Translation

ала заключен е сънуващият 
ум сред думите,

ala zaklyuchen e sûnuvashtiyat 
um sred dumite,

but if the dreaming mind is 
locked up amidst the words,

в мудната конвулсия на 
устните;

v mudnata konvulsiya na 
ustnite;

in the slow convulsion of the 
mouth;

сънуващият ум пътува и 
пътува, и пътува,

sûnuvashtiyat um pûtuva i 
pûtuva, i pûtuva,

the dreaming mind travels 
and travels, and travels

Топурка като костенурка в 
куфар,

topurka kato kostenurka v 
kufar,

trotting about like a turtle in 
a suitcase,

сънуващият ум е рухващата 
кула на минутите,

sûnuvashtiyat um e 
ruhvashtata kula na minutite,

the dreaming mind is the 
collapsing tower of the 
minutes,

кладенеца на тъгата от 
непостоянството;

kladenetsa na tûgata ot 
nepostoyanstvo;

the well of sorrow from 
inconstancy

сънуващият ум бълнува 
сутрин

Sûnuvashtiyat um bûlnuva 
sutrin

the dreaming mind talks in 
its sleep in the morning

в душния уют на кухните, 
предвкусвайки

v dushniya uyut na kuhnite, 
predvkusvayki

in the stuffy comfort of 
kitchens, foretasting 

сапунените клюки, 
революциите, мухъла,

sapunenite klyuki, 
revolyutsiite, muhûla,

the soap-opera gossip, the 
revolutions, the mold
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Скуката и ужаса да си 
заключен в думи

skukata i uzhasa da si 
zaklyuchen v dumi

the boredom and horror of 
being locked up in words

и страданието му – 
повярвайте – е необятно.

i stradanieto mu – povyarvayte 
– e neobyatno.

and its suffering – believe 
me – is boundless.

The juxtaposing conjunction ala (“but”) places a bridge in the unequally divided 
poem. The metaphors “locked up in the dreaming mind amidst words” and “a turtle in a 
suitcase” play the role of metaphor/synonyms in the poem and mutually complement each 
other. The words turn out to be a body for the mind, as is the suitcase. And it is just such 
an imperfect body due to the impossibility of the mind to free itself from their locked-
ness. They are an intermediary in its striving towards boundlessness, yet cause “the slow 
convulsion of the mouth” because they are explanatory and processual, distributed in time 
and are tied to it, words always exist “here and now.” They dynamically swarm everyday 
life and accompany the ephemeral. The push and dynamics of action creates the necessity 
for them, they are required for that push and those dynamics, they accompany the “stuffy 
comfort of the kitchens,” “the revolutions, mold.” However, “the dreaming mind is the 
collapsing tower of minutes,” it possesses the ability to turn back and overturn times, to 
repeat its experiences many times and in this sense to select its own being. Dreaming con-
nects the mind with the heart and transfers its pain to it, ignoring the rational and dispatch-
ing “the well of sorrow.” This is not merely brushing up against feeling; in dreaming, the 
mind experiences its depth. 

The language in the two parts of the poem is differentiated into the language of 
the boundless and another for everyday life. The first part speaks of “names,” while the 
second speaks of “words.” Names are missing, but if they had been created, they would 
have to be different from everyday, repetitive language. If a language were found for the 
boundless, it would have to be singular and unrepeatable, a language in which man does 
not christen the boundless, but rather the boundless christens man by lifting him above 
profane everyday life. Giving a name is a creative act, a way of individualizing and rec-
ognizing. Thus naming is represented as a sacred act which draws near to the boundless. 
Words, insofar as they accomplish the naming of things, do this secondarily, repeating 
already received names. 

We also discover various sides of language between “A Body of Passions” and 
“The Dreaming Mind.” Unlike the dumi or “words” in “The Dreaming Mind,” in “A Body 
of Passions,” language consists of slova or “Words/Speech.” Dumi are acquired spontane-
ously, they are the unfinished language of everyday life, while we prepare ourselves for 
slovo or “the Word” and study it, we create it and attempt to make it complete. Because 
it draws near to fragmentary language, “the dreaming mind talks in its sleep in the morn-
ing…/ and its suffering (…) is boundless.” The mind seeks silence because of the insuf-
ficiency and surplus of everyday language, sensing it on the edge of its waking, in the 
approach to the small passions of existential alertness. Words (dumi) do not suffice, and to 
avoid the suffering and their limitation, the mind travels to the dream, in this way fleeing 
from the surplus of jabbering. 

The two works contrast with and at the same time complement each other. In the 
first poem, the basic word is “body,” while in the central one, it is “mind.” The open space 
of the cathedral is contrasted with the “stuffy comfort of the kitchens,” which are a center 
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of words (dumi). The territory of Words (slova) is limitless, their sounds diffuse freely 
and resound in the infinite, the vowels are “empty doors,” uniting “outside” and “inside,” 
“here” and “there” into one body, while words (dumi) are cooped up amidst everyday life, 
where cathedral-like space is lacking. 

The grammatical category of nominal number also holds a meaning for the con-
trast in scope – the singular of the cathedral emphasizes its breadth and solidity, while the 
mention of the plural “kitchens” is a sign not only of their crampedness but also of their 
everyday function. 

The poems complement each other, since the body is the receptacle of the mind, 
and here the body is even engendered by the mind, independent of whether we are talk-
ing about its virtual image or the body of a book, evoked by the imagination and derived 
from it. 

The path to the church’s exit begins from the third section of the collection, which 
finds its parallel in the direction of the movement in the third part of “A Body of Pas-
sions.” In the opening poem “Auto-da-fé,” we are familiar with the river and “the light of 
Sometime” from “A Body of Passions” with one difference – here, the past is concretized 
as “yesterday”: 

original Bulgarian Literal English Translation

Не по-тежки от играчки за елха, No heavier than ornaments for a Christmas tree
не по-светли от привечерните улици, no lighter than the dusky streets,
ефимерни като вестници, ephemeral as newspapers
плаващи в реката – floating in the river –
Кой ще ни спаси от вчерашния ден? who will save us from yesterday?

“Yesterday” or “Sometime,” it makes no difference how distant the past is, it has 
lost its value. In passing through the dream-text, the lyrical “I” seems defenseless, “no 
heavier than ornaments for a Christmas tree.” No matter whether the attitude towards 
one’s self is expressed with “I played at being Someone” or with “ephemeral as newspa-
pers” and “floating in the river,” this reveals the impossibility for control over that which 
happens to the “I.” The movements-game and floating along the river like a newspaper are 
one and the same powerlessness in the face of an effective, changing reality. 

This changed attitude towards one’s self in the sections “Sacred Geometry” and “A 
Hypnotist with Glasses” is clearly visible in the eponymous poem “Sacred Geometry”: 

original Bulgarian Transliteration 
(with accents in bold)

Literal English 
Translation

и в свещената геометрия на 
небето

i v sveshtenata geometriya na 
nebeto

and in the sacred geometry 
of the sky

всеки, всеки е владетел на 
древна империя

vseki, vseki e vladetel na 
drevna imperiya

Everyone, everyone is a 
ruler of an ancient empire

с брегове от въображение, s bregove ot vûobrazhenie, with shores of imagination,
вкаменени легенди и сенки. vkameneni legendi i senki. fossilized legends and 

shades.
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Here the shores are not riverbanks, they are fixed by the “I” and are solely depen-
dent on the potential of his imagination. These are the shores of the ocean “of hues, scents/ 
and all sorts of masterful and secret ideas.” “They are changeable, sedimented material/ 
backs of legends…” (“Sacred Geometry”) and everyone is a traveler in the ocean and a 
discoverer of these shores. The attitude towards them is sacralized – they are found in 
the high space, in “the sacred geometry of the sky.” Here the “I” is in the fairytale land of 
possibilities – in it “everyone is a ruler” and tests his potential to shape the virtual world of 
which he is the master. 

While the “I” moves in the section “Sacred Geometry,” in “A Hypnotist in Glass-
es,” it is moved by something. Even though in both sections this movement is caused by 
thought, in the mediated movement, self-abandonment can be observed. Differences can 
be discovered in both ways of moving, which again correspond to the differences between 
the movement in the first and third parts of “A Body of Passions.” 

In the section “Sacred Geometry,” the movement is realized with the participation 
of the will. In the poem “Lost,” the lyrical “I” mentally draws objects and people in differ-
ent places. Thought moves from “the jungles of Columbia” through “the noisy streets of 
Calcutta and Istanbul” to “the hangover of a club audience” to “madhouses” to “a shelter 
for lost dogs in Zurich” and “schooners lost in the storm.” In the poem “Sacred Geom-
etry,” this listing off continues intensely, enumerating different topoi. Those mentioned 
include “the shores of Mexico,” “the shores of our childhood imagination,” “visions/ from 
the delta of the Niger,” “through the Red Sea to Tangiers/ and America.” In “The Apricot,” 
the distances gush forth, with this being the culminating point of the dynamic: 

original Bulgarian Transliteration 
(with accents in bold)

Literal English 
Translation

За да опишеш кайсията Za da opishesh kaysiyata To describe an apricot
... … …
наложително ли е да тичаш nalozhitelno li e da tichash is it necessary to run
три хиляди мили на изток tri hilyadi mili na iztok three thousand miles to 

the east
и почти да достигнеш 
Индия,

i pochti da dostignesh Indiya and to almost reach India

стремително да прекосиш 
пустините

stremitelno da prekosish 
pustinite

to vehemently cross the 
deserts 

на Сирия и Египет, na Siriya i Egipet, of Syria and Egypt,
да изкачиш пирамидите в 
Гиза,

da izkachish piramidite v Giza, to climb the pyramids at 
Giza,

да попиташ Сфинкса за 
истинското й име,

da popitash Sfinksa za 
istinskoto i ime,

to ask the Sphinx her real 
name,

да посетиш всички градини в 
Йерусалим

  или Триполи,

da posetish vsichki gradini v 
Yerusalim

  ili Tripoli,

to visit all the gardens in 
Jerusalem 

   or Tripoli,
за да опиташ фурмите им и 
смокините,

za da opitash furmite im i 
smokinite,

to taste their dates and 
figs,

да откриеш изворите на Нил, da otkriesh izvorite na Nil, to discover the sources of 
the Nile,
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да се издигнеш с прилива му, da se izdignesh s priliva mu, to rise on its tide
с тинята, лилиите, тръстиката 
–

s tinyata, liliite, trûstikata – with the mire, the lilies, the 
reeds – 

 в лъчистия вихър v lûchistiya vihûr in the radiant whirlwind
... … …

да търчиш три по три хиляди 
дни на училище

da tûrchish tri po tri hilyadi dni 
na uchilishte

to run three times three 
thousand days to school

... …

Against the background of this dynamic, let us compare the movement in “Auto-
da-fe”: “no heavier than ornaments for a Christmas tree/ no lighter than the dusky streets,/ 
ephemeral as newspapers,/ floating in the river –/ who will save us from yesterday?” The 
activeness of the verb relates to an unknown, missing subject, signified with the interroga-
tive pronoun “who.” The future tense makes this activeness probable. The question “who 
will save us/ from yesterday” is rhetorical. The pronoun, in fact, turns our attention to the 
lack of a savior, it signifies that lack by pointing to the expectation, but not referring to 
a concrete anticipated individual. The lyrical “I” is passive, an object of eventual future 
action. Against this background of anticipation, the present active participle “floating” 
confirms passivity. The very form of the word, even taken out of context, contains within 
itself passivity, which stands out in comparison with the synonym “swimming.” Floating 
occurs on the current of the river, it happens in anticipation of the stated “who.” In move-
ment realized in such a manner, we can discover an expression of helplessness, of self-
abandonment to anticipation, which is confirmed several times in the repeated parts of the 
phrase, which refer to the “I” – “no heavier than ornaments for a Christmas tree/ no lighter 
than the dusky streets,/ ephemeral as newspapers,/ floating in the river.” As identical parts 
referring to the object of the action, these phrases synonymously complement the helpless-
ness, the inaction in “Auto-da-fe,” with which the third section of the book begins. 

The independent movement of the “I” in the section “A Hypnotist with Glasses” 
is strongly reduced. Dreaming is frequently mentioned, as a substitute for movement. 
Knowledge about it is a sign of the unmoving state of the body. In seven of the nine poems, 
dreaming is mentioned. The topic of the penultimate poem, “Who Knows” is the waking 
state, while the fourth poem “In the Light of April” seems to be detached from the others. 
The text “In the World of Dreams” directly mentions dreams only in the title of the poem, 
similar to the opening text in this section, where dreaming is directly mentioned only in 
its motto. However, the title line “In the World of Dreams” is the topos where what is 
experienced takes place. Each of the seven poems has its own theme and the collection’s 
basic theme is woven into them. 

In its motto, taken from Geo Milev’s poem “Dragon,” “…the monstrous corpse 
of my dream,” the opening work of the third section, “Auto-da-fe,” mentions the theme 
of dreaming already as something dead and separate from the “I.” Detachment from the 
dream is alienation, the dream is transformed into a “corpse,” into otherness which can be 
seen. It seems that the dreamer’s alienation can never be total, in that the dream can never 
break every tie with its creator and possessor. This is hinted at by the motto – the lexeme 
“corpse” is tied to something sufficiently foreign to everything which surrounds it, yet the 
possessive pronoun “my” shows the attitude of the possessor. The lack of feedback – the 
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corpse possessing nothing of the surrounding world, it has only that which is a part of it – 
to a certain extent creates the pain of possessing what has become alienated. In this sense, 
that which is alienated never becomes fully alienated, it is merely sufficiently distant from 
its possessor. 

In “Auto-da-fe,” dreaming and language are one and the same thing – in the motto, 
the dream is a corpse, while in the text of the work, manuscripts, the written Word are 
burned at the stake. 

The following poem, “In the Hour of the Crystal Shades,” mentions dreaming as a 
past – “I dreamed thunderous nightmares/ in the train the drunken soldiers.” Dreaming is 
present as a nightmare, but here it is not possessed by the “I.” The following work, “Scat-
ter,” begins as a liberation, a distancing from dreamed-up images: 

original Bulgarian Transliteration 
(with accents in bold)

Literal English 
Translation

Разпръснете се, сенки, Razprûsnete se, senki, Scatter, oh shades,
Не шествайте дълго край 
мен,

ne shestvayte dûlgo kray men, do not stalk me for long,

отстъпете редици невидими! Otstûpete reditsi nevidimi! abandon invisible lines!
Вече свършва сънят ми на 
пленник

Veche svûrshva sûnyat mi na 
plennik

My dream of being a 
captive is already done

… …
Съберете се, сенки, Sûberete se, senki, Gather together, oh shades,
в кръга от изстинала пепел, v krûga ot izstinala pepel, In a circle of cold ashes.
в своя пепелен дом 
отстъпете...

v svoya pepelen dom 
otstûpete…

step back into your ashen 
home

Вече в плен съм на въздуха 
светъл,

Veche v plen sûm na vûzduha 
svetûl,

I am now a captive of the 
bright air,

който чака цъфтежа koyto chaka tsûftezha which waits for the 
blooming

на цветето. na tsveteto. Of the flower.

The prompt “Scatter, oh shades” seems to be a conscious act, which leads to emo-
tional liberation. The following three lines show a state of anticipation of waking. The 
other state of captivity towards which the “I” has set out, that of wakefulness, that which 
is connected to everyday life, contains a larger dose of consciousness, more pragmatism 
and the creator of dreams is distanced from it. 

“Scatter” makes a concrete intertextual link with “Auto-da-fe” via the phrase “cold 
ashes.” In the individual poems, dreaming undergoes development; for example, in “Con-
demned to Rain,” it is a “mortal,” heavy dream, while in “The Dreaming Mind” it is flight 
from everyday life, in “Auto-da-fe” it is a monstrous corpse and so on. The image of the 
stake also changes. In “Auto-da-fe” the manuscripts are burning, while in “Scatter” only 
the “cold ashes” remain. The intertextual development of the images connects the indi-
vidual texts more firmly and creates a dynamism in the meta-poem, it is not a collection of 
texts unified by recollected words, but rather a text which develops. 

The final three lines in “Scatter” seem to prepare for the mood of the following 
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poem, “In the Light of April.” It is the only one in the entire book which is written in 
meter. In it, the whole dynamism of the third part is gathered, which is expressed not so 
much in the slightly more frequent use of verbs, but rather in the trochaic meter and the 
lexemes selected by it. The lines “another procession walks/ along the heavenly bridges/ 
banners of light/ the towering fanfare of chords…” give the impression of measured meter, 
of solemnity, festiveness. 

The final poem in the book, “A Hypnotist with Glasses,” begins with a conjecture 
of untruthfulness, of a lie. This definition is strengthened by the superlative – “my most 
desperate lie” – whose meaning suggests the lack of a better opportunity for the “I” to 
be elsewhere, for conscious flight from the unaccepted truth or for the falling into the lie 
which was not realized at first: 

original Bulgarian Literal English Translation

Тъй както се разхождам, може би Since I’m taking a walk, perhaps
из най-отчаяната си лъжа, through my most desperate lie,

а пръстите ми са изтръпнали и сгърчени and my fingers are numb and twisted

около сънувани предмети, around dreamed-up objects,
аз може би не ходя, а лежа на коленете I perhaps am not walking, but lying on the lap

на някакъв хипнотизатор of some hypnotist
с очила. with glasses.
И уж лицето му е на небето, и е светло And his face seems to be in the sky, and it is 

light
над тази шестдиоптрова, Above that six-diopter,

 многоетажна синева –   multi-storey azure – 
там някъде светът е виолетов there somewhere the world is violet
и се живее леко-леко, and you can live lightly-lightly
нани-на... rock-a-by…

At the very end of the collection, before the definite exit from the dream, the lyri-
cal “I” rejects it by qualifying it as a lie. “A Hypnotist with Glasses” begins with a mood 
similar to the third part of “A Body of Passions,” in which the “I” is coming out of the 
cathedral. Instead of the consciousness that he has found himself in the cathedral, in “A 
Hypnotist with Glasses,” the “I” is conscious that he has found himself within a dream. 
Upon leaving it, on the border between dream and reality, he senses the hypnotist. 

The two adjectives defining “azure” – “six-dioptered” and “many-storey” return 
towards language. The first corresponds to the number of vowels in the Bulgarian lan-
guage. Language is once again distanced from the lyrical “I” and is visible. In “A Body of 
Passions,” it is a cathedral, while here it is the sky. Here we must recall that the shores of 
the ocean in the poem “Sacred Geometry” are found in “the sacred geometry of the sky.” 
With language, traveling up above, the “I” draws near to the creator of both the dream in 
which he lives and who is also his own creator, the creator of the “I.” 

Seeing the vowels as the lenses of the glasses on the hypnotist’s face refers to the 
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writing man, to the author as the creator of worlds and of characters. The ordering of the 
poems in the book using a combination of vocalic versification and free verse illustrates 
the multi-storiedness of the sky. Thus every poem, formed with the ordering of a certain 
vowel, represents a layer of the sky. Language is a means of seeing beyond the everyday, 
“into the sacred geometry of the sky,” it gives new knowledge about things. But glasses 
are a two-sided intermediary. On the one hand, they are a mediator for the lyrical “I” in his 
connection to the other world, and on the other, they are on the eyes of the hypnotist. 

Recognition of Alice’s world in “A Hypnotist with Glasses” once again refers to 
dreaming. The first two parts of the poem are connected to each other with indirect ref-
erence to Alice in Wonderland (Carroll 1991). The first ends with stopped time, and the 
second begins by citing the characters from Alice in Wonderland: 

original Bulgarian Literal English Translation
Покорно моля за сериозност I humbly beg the March Hare and the Hatter
Мартенския заек и Шапкаря, to be serious
и приканвам към внимание and urge the honorable Mr. Bean 
уважаемия мистър Бийн... to pay attention…
Но те са в дяволското огледало But they are in the devil’s mirror
на съзнанието ми, of my consciousness,
а то е краят на една цивилизация And it is the end of a civilization
от плачещи вулкани. of crying volcanoes. 

Between reality and the virtual world, the lyrical “I” speaks with his virtual inter-
locuters and having not yet finished his thought, he realizes that they are in his conscious-
ness. Besides the March Hare and the Hatter, Mr. Bean is mentioned among them as well, 
whom we know as a TV character. This recalls the consciousness’ ability to reflect not 
only on reality and to create its own dreams, but also to turn the “dreams” of others into its 
own. The “I” in its turn ends up both a reader and a viewer, one who perceives that created 
by an other, just like the reader of The Dreaming Mind. 

The animals, the jury in Alice in Wonderland, are replaced in The Dreaming Mind 
by the characters from the lyrical I’s readings. The consciousness which contains them is 
called a “devil’s mirror.” It does not preserve them in some frozen form, but absorbs them 
and gives them new life in its very own dream. “The awakening” of consciousness is the 
realization of the end of that dream. 

The third and final part of the “A Hypnotist with Glasses” returns to the time before 
the dream, to reality, which incites flight. With the approach of reality also comes a differ-
ent view on the ocean – it is no longer made of “hues, scents/ and all sorts of masterful and 
secret ideas,” a true watery surface has replaced it:

original Bulgarian Literal English Translation

Чочо сан, „Титаник” – печална холограма, Cho-cho-san, Titanic – a sorrowful hologram,
дим над Фуджияма, оформен във винетка. Smoke over Fujiyama, in the shape of a 

vignette.
Там някъде – армадите на непонятни армии There somewhere – the armadas of unknown 

armies
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браздяха океаните ploughed the oceans
с Нике на раменете си. with Nike on their shoulders.

„Няма Бог” – ни казваха безгласно 
телеграмите

“There is no God” – the voiceless telegrams 
told us

и поздравявахме смъртта си and we greeted our death 
със сигнални пистолети, with flare guns,

и незалязващото слънце на Орела светеше, and the unsetting sun of the Eagle was 
shining,

там някъде – над Тихоокеанските there somewhere – over the Pacific
и Атлантически предели and Atlantic confines

гърмяха опери, шансони, йодлери, operas, chansons, yodelers blared forth
сантиментални римски трели... sentimental Roman warbling…
Тъй както спящите в печалния „Титаник”, Just like the sleepers in the sorrowful Titanic,
тъй както старите атлантски вещери – Just like the old wizards of Atlantis – 

събудихме се – и ни нямаше. we woke up – and we weren’t there.

The imagination has gone too far, it has become too presumptuous and the lyri-
cal “I” has transformed into a passenger from the Titanic, who had expected to tame the 
ocean. Cho-cho-san and Titanic bear the sign of a tragic end, of death. They function in the 
poetry collection as a substitute for the explicitly written word “end” in some of the texts. 
The following line leads to this interpretation: “smoke over Fujiyama, in the shape of a 
vignette.” It is stated directly that the smoke takes the shape of a vignette, i.e. it replaces 
the floral motive following the end of a text. The word “end” and the vignette beneath it 
undergo a unique paraphrase as a way of framing the text. But unlike novels for children 
and young readers, where that sign is usually present in contemporary literature, here with 
this choice of means it is equivalent to the meaning of “end” or “death.” Moreover, if these 
two lines copy their model exactly, they would have to be the very end of the text, since 
they fulfill the function of its frame, or of coming out of language. But they are found in 
the interior, slightly before the middle of the final part of “A Hypnotist with Glasses.” 
The three lines immediately following them: “there somewhere – the armadas of unknown 
armies/ ploughed the oceans/ with Nike on their shoulders,” if interpreted analogously to the 
preceding lines, could be read as a substitute for a drawing on the final page, similar to Alice 
in Wonderland, for example. 

The metapoem finishes by returning to the point in reality from which the lyrical “I” had 
entered into the dream, abandoning that reality. The end also functions as a frame which is part of 
the text, just as in the beginning with “A Body of Passions.” The memory of reality, abandoned 
upon entering the dream, begins in the third part of “A Hypnotist with Glasses,” which is marked 
grammatically by a change of tense, interweaving itself with the end of the metapoem. 

The denial of God makes the thought of rescue amidst the ocean impossible. The 
aggressive message of the telegrams, “There is no God,” is a rejection of the possibility for 
salvation on the ship/island. The “unsetting” heraldic sun cannot replace him – it is earthly. 
Thus, man finds himself thrown amidst the ocean, abandoned in the primordial solitude 
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which accompanies him in death. Without God, man loses his being, he loses his reasons 
for existing, because nothing has depth any longer. For that reason he seeks depth, mean-
ing, and God in dreaming. And the poet can give flesh to the dream, to transform it into 
verse, into a book, in which God exists and thus to prove he exists. In the essay “Hölderlin 
and the Essence of Poetry,” Heidegger speaks of this: “Poetizing is the originary naming 
of the gods. But the poet word first obtains its naming power when the gods themselves 
bring us to speak” (Heidegger 1999: 96). The mind of the poet tosses aside the flat time 
of lack with his travelling: “The time is needy, and thus its poet is overabundant – so 
abundant that he would often like to languish in the thought of those who have been and 
in expectation of the one who is coming, and would simply like to sleep in the apparent 
emptiness” (ibid., 98). 

The line “we woke up – and we weren’t there” as an equal end to the past before 
the dream and of the dream itself leads to the idea of existing only in the state of dreaming. 
As if in his life a person passes from one dream into the other, existing thus. But since a 
book is used for the recreation of the dream, from what was said above we can conclude 
that sman exists in language and in the ideas which are formed in this language. And even 
when he attempts to leave language, he once again lands in it. This crossing from text to 
text puts him in a situation of living out something already given, he himself does not cre-
ate the body of his experience, but enters into it once it has already been created. 

Waking up from the book comes as an adequate end to The Dreaming Mind. But 
coming out of the dream, out of the virtual reality, means sinking into the ocean. This is 
expressed twice with the comparative phrase “just like.” Until now, the lyrical “I” had 
been in the ocean of the Word and with each subsequent text found itself once again within 
it, thus the final poem should end not with sinking, but with coming out into reality – with 
that would come the end of the book and the corresponding exit from all of its texts. But 
instead of this, the characters are lost in the ocean, they fall into it, enlightened by the 
“awakening” that they do not exist. On the one hand, they seem to have been a game 
played by the hypnotist, which is now over, but on the other hand, waking is a place where 
God is absent, it does not presume the existence of being. It turns out to be in the book – 
co-created and preserved by the poet. With this, reading is placed within a universal time 
independent of the everyday passage of time; here it is a question not only of the poetry 
collection under discussion, but of reading in general. 

The journey of the lyrical “I” ends similarly to that of the passengers in the Titanic. 
He has joined the heroes of all the previous readings, even though he himself is a reader 
since “The March Hare and the Hatter” are found in his consciousness, but he, for his part, 
is a knot in the consciousness of the reader. With this comes the idea of the life of the one 
who reads the poetry collection in somebody’s virtual world as well. The end comes with 
closing the final page and turning again towards reality. The telegrams received by the pas-
sengers on the ship tell them “There is no God” and deny the existence of the Word, which 
is a denial of their very selves, since they are engendered by it. 

Everyone is together so as to wake up after the final poem with the closing of the 
book. Having reached the final lines of the book, the lyrical “I” finds no subsequent text to 
enter, there is no body and he wakes up. But the lack of language in which to live is his end. 

The basic problem of the deep text becomes the question of reality. Even in the 
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opening poem, the hero turns out to be in the interior of the Word and outside his own 
body. The readiness to enter into the physical body in the next line presumes his return 
to reality, but the fact that this poem is the first and not the last throws this into doubt and 
begs the question of where, in fact, does the entering occur, since the second text and the 
falling in it follow. What we get is a passage from text to text and an entering from one 
irreality into another, which turns out to be an unsuccessful attempt to exit language and 
return to reality. The observation of one’s self in the virtual projection in the first poem 
and the change in number from singular to plural in the final one, after the mention of “the 
March Hare and the Hatter” and “the honorable Mr. Bean” is a way of joining with the 
heroes and accepting the lyrical “I” into the society of the virtual world. But the last line 
“we woke up – and we weren’t there,” which ends the book, refutes the existence of reality 
as we think of it and hence – the possibility to transition into it. 

notes:

1. I would like to express my sincere thanks to Emiliya Gurneva, Nikolay Neychev, and Vladimir Ya-
nev – people who helped me with their advice during the writing of this paper. One finished part of “The 
Turtle’s Dream” was published on November 29, 2006, in the electronic journal LiterNet. It appears here 
for the first time in its full and edited version. 

2. Detelina Dimova was born in 1967 in Silistra. She graduated from the Art High School in Kazanlûk 
with a specialty in fine arts. She has taken part in group exhibitions and has illustrated books of poetry 
and prose. Her poems and graphics have appeared in various newspapers and magazines, including Vezni 
(“Libra”), Stranitsa (“Page”), Literary Forum, Slovoto Dnes (“The Word Today”), Kula (“Tower”), and 
others. She lives in Kazanlûk. 

3. Given the detailed analysis of the poem “A Body of Passions,” which the present text divides into 
three relatively independent parts, and its necessary comparison to the individual divisions of the poetry 
book, for convenience and for greater clarity, here I will speak of three “parts” when examining “A Body 
of Passions,” and three “sections” when examining the collection as a whole. 

4. The present article will not examine all the poems from The Dreaming Mind, but rather those which 
most clearly unite the separate poems in terms of form and content and transform them into a single, com-
mon text. 

5. Here I will use “Word” with an initial capital letter for the Bulgarian slovo, which echoes the bibli-
cal usage (“In the beginning was the Word”), while I will translate the more ordinary Bulgarian term duma 
as “word” without a capital letter – translator’s note.

6. Heidegger examines Georg Trakl’s poem “A Winter Evening.” 
7. The final word in this line is an exception to the vocalic alternation, as the accent is on the [o] rather 

than the [a].
8. A concept of Wolfgang Iser, cited in Nikola Georgiev (1999: 64). 
9. See: Genesis 11: 7 – 9.
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stanka petrova
(bulgareTi)

kus sizmari

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: vokalizirebuli leqsTwyoba, meta-poema, zmaneba, 
realoba, yofna. 

2002 wels, `ocnebamoreuli azri~, mxatvar detelina dimovas pirveli 
poeturi krebuli, dajildovda literaturuli premiiT `svetlostrui~. 
wigni warmoadgens precedents bulgarul poeziaSi, erT-erTs im orTa So-
ris (meorea rumen denevis 2002 wlis wigni `bgeris Canawerebi~), romelic 
iyenebs iseT leqswyobas, romelic eqsperimentul bulgarul poezias war-
moadgens. es aris ̀ sityvieri~ leqswyoba, romelic efuZneba maxvilis dasmas 
erTi da igive xmovanze sintagmatikur TanmimdevrobaSi

krebuls _ `ocnebamoreuli azri~ mniSvnelobis ori done gaaCnia. 
yoveli leqsi warmoadgens erT mTlian da erTsac TavisTavSi momcvel 
leqss, romlebic damoukidebladac SeiZleba iqnas wakiTxuli. Tumca, Tu 
jerovnad davukvirdebiT, amovicnobT metaleqss, sadac zmanebis Tema 
sakmaod aqtualuria. leqsebi, romelTac mniSvnelovani adgili ukaviaT 
krebulSi, magaliTad `vneba sxeulisa~ da `WiqaSi gamomwyvdeuli hipnozis 
gamkeTebeli~ kidev erTxel xazs usvamen kiTxvas, rogorc ararsebuli 
zmanebis egzistencialur nawils, anu xdeba kiTxvisa da zmanebis gaigiveba. 
ararealuri da mTvlemare `me~ aris mkiTxveli, romelic Seqmnilia Tavad 
avtoris mier da viTardeba leqsidan leqsamde. Sesabamisad, wigni iqceva 
erTgvar ruqad (gegmad) mkiTxvelisaTvis. amasTanave, mkiTxvelis arsebobis 
realuroba da namdviloba eWvqveS dgeba: Cven Cvenis mxriv mi-viCnevT saku-
Tar Tavebs wignis gmirebad, romelic viRac uCinarma WiqaSi gamomwyvdeuli 
`hipnozis gamkeTebelma~ Seqmna da wignSive erTi meores miyolebiT gavdi-
varT Cveni cxovrebis mniSvnelovan etapebs.

dimovas wignis filosofiuri siRrme mxolod misi poeturi xasiaTi-
dan ar gamomdinareobs. leqsTwyobis amgvari stili (JReradi romani da 
Tavisufali leqsis struqtura) gvaocebs formasa da dedaazrs Soris ar-
sebuli koherentulobiT.
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dIMITER  ALExAndRov
(Bulgaria)

The Problem of the Body in Margaret Atwood’s 
The year of the Flood

The problem of the body, human and posthuman, is one of the most important 
problems in my PhD work on the postmodern dystopian novels in North America and 
Canada. The aim of my dissertation is to show what happens with the development of 
dystopian novels in the Western world – themes, heroes, language аnd critical approach. 
On the whole, it involves insights and comments on sexual politics, power, human suf-
fering, alienation and, of course, the central motif of these topics is the body – human, 
posthuman, virtual and cybernetic. My dissertation contains only postmodern novels and 
is not only centred on the problem of the body but also on other issues regarding dystopian 
art and literature in the Western world. This article will slightly shift the focus, placing it 
on modernist literature, studying one of its most famous short pieces of writing – Kafka’s 
Metamorphosis (Kafka 2009). Тhe Metamorphosis is not a dystopian piece of writing 
because it is not situated in the future, but it has a dark dystopian-like subject matter and 
is probably one of the most famous grim short pieces of writing of modernist literature in 
general. It is also one of the most studied short pieces of writing around the world and is 
essential to the problem of the body in world literature. 

“The Metamorphosis” follows the transformation of a salesman, Gregor Samsa, 
into a bug of human proportions. Samsa’ s trial is unequalled in world literature with its sa-
tirical portrayal of solitary human suffering and determinism. The story has been analyzed 
many times, because, although it is much shorter than a novel, it is full of situations, im-
pressions and emotions concerning the body. We will see later in the article that it begins a 
very interesting issue concerning the problem of the body in literature, namely movement, 
spatial orientation and various manouvres. It is as if Kafka’s whole text follows the curves 
of Samsa’s body and becomes the single macabre inscription of his personal tragedy. The 
Metamorphosis is probably one of most concise, focused and tense literary works that fo-
cus on the mental conflict resulting from physical transformations. Kafka’s works are very 
tense but they most often focus on one singular tragic fate. In this particular story, Samsa’s 
metamorphosis reflects or most probably fails to reflect (which must have been Kafka’s 
intention) the spiritual and moral downfall of Samsa’s family: his sister, father and mother, 
that is, the holders of power, material, physical and moral support fail to acknowledge the 
disastrous fate of one who is their own flesh and blood. The Metamorphosis shows a typi-
cal modernist distrust in capitalist enterprise and petty bourgeois work ethic and the story 
itself is an escape from their norms and philosophy. Kafka is one of the first writers who 
were capable of portraying the human body incapable of work – Gregor Samsa is one of 
the most famous bedridden characters in world literature. 

The problem of the body and work is developed in Western Literature in the post-
modern literature more importantly by Margaret Atwood. The article will explore the dif-
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ference in her attitude towards this problem. Margaret Atwood is one of the most impor-
tant writers who study the problem of the body in world literature today (Atwood’s Poetry 
[s. a.]). 

The problem of the so-called posthumanism is central to her work. Posthumanism 
is a very broad term encompassing different conditions, forms and relations, transsexual 
and atavistic variations. Slowly but surely during the past three decades she has estab-
lished herself as one of the major experts in this field. She has a different approach to this 
problem than Kafka, who reaped the benefits of the glory of his single one short virtuoso 
work. Kafka studies the metamorphosis from its day one and in close circumspection in 
otherwise only human surroundings. Margaret Atwood slowly strips the human skin off 
her characters, but that is done in the course of three dystopian novels. She clearly excels at 
doing this and is notable for her rich palette of heroes ranging from the two sexes and some-
times a negation of them both and ranging from good to evil and from villains to victims. 

All three authors in my dissertation are masters of the posthuman, beginning with 
“Blade Runner”, or “Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep? (a.k.a Blade Runner)”, from 
the late 1960s. Philip K. Dick is one of the pioneer writers of this area. His interests were 
primarily in the sphere of androids and their relation to humanity and its characteristic 
features. Next comes William Gibson with his “Neuromancer”. It is a brilliant novel of 
posthumanism, one of its seminal works. It is very computerized and technology oriented. 
I prefer to separate the posthuman which is oriented towards computers and technology 
from its other more “natural-animalistic-atavistic” counterpart which we find in Atwood’s 
novels. One of the best critical articles about the posthuman is Jil Galvan’s study “Enter-
ing the Posthuman Collective in Philip K. Dick’s Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep?” 
(Galvan 1997). Recently here in Bulgaria the topic was popularized through two col-
lections of articles, which were published on the USA (Halberstam & Livingston (eds.) 
1995; Hayles 1999), but translated into Bulgarian “Posthuman Bodies”, edited by Judith 
Halberstam and Ira Livingston and published by Indiana University Press (translated into 
Bulgarian 2005) and N. Katherine Hayles’s “How We Became Posthuman: Virtual Bod-
ies in Cybernetics, Literature and Informatics”, published by the University of Chicago 
(translated 2005). 

I have written an article on the relationship between gender and machine in “Neu-
romancer” and an article on the hero in the postmodern dystopian novels of Margaret At-
wood (cf. Alexandrov 2009; 2010). The artificiality of Atwood’s protagonists is something 
completely different. Her first dystopian novel: “The Handmaid’s Tale” presents us with 
the gruesome and grotesque Aunts, some of most famous ugly and evil characters in the 
dystopian genre. Atwood shows even in her first dystopian novel that she has the neces-
sary characteristics of becoming one of the great literary explorers of the problem of the 
human body (Atwood 1986).

“The Handmaid’s Tale” focuses on the sexual problems of the body but contains 
a very mature study of the psychic interpretation of bodily sexuality and the relationship 
between power, loneliness and love, three conditions of human nature that influence the 
body. Atwood’s novels are epic adventures and unlike Kafka’s protagonist who is bedrid-
den and can cause disturbance only to his family, her posthuman images and outcasts are 
always on the move, constantly changing surroundings often for the worse and become 
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part or even observers and analyzers of a postapocalyptic catastrophe. Margaret Atwood 
wrote books for children and drew comics and that influences her posthuman characters. 
She also admired masters of the grotesque and the macabre like Edgar Allan Poe. In “Oryx 
and Crake”, she even creates an atavistic character in the face of Jimmy A.K.A. the Snow-
man (Atwood 2003).

Atwood continues her posthuman experiments in her last dystopian novel “The 
Year of the Flood” (Atwood 2009). Here the main protagonist is a flipsy-flopsy character 
named Toby, a great contribution to the great dystopian line of awkward conditions, next 
to the tortured Winston Smith, the poisoned cyber-cowboy of “Neuromancer” and the 
Bladelike character Molly Razorgirl. 

“She uses a mop handle for balance: the elevator stopped working some time ago 
and the back stairs are slick with damp, so if she slips and topples there won’t be anyone 
to pick her up.” (Atwood 2009: 3). 

Atwood never describes what has happened to her characters before the reader 
finds them the way they are described in the novel. The impression remains that their form 
is due to an ecological catastrophe and that they were born that way. But from the first 
page of the novel the body is related to an important aspect of disaster – fear (here fear 
is from falling, but the abstract atmosphere of fear permeates the whole novel, the bodily 
instability symbolizes the borderline condition of society and civilization). Atwood is at 
her best when describing the natural cycle of life, related to the body, earth and decay. 

“Vultures are our friends the Gardeners used to teach. They purify the earth. They 
are God’s necessary dark Angels of bodily dissolution. Imagine how terrible it would be if 
there were no death!” (Atwood 2009: 3).

Fear’s everlasting presence is a pestilence. Atwood is a writer, who pays much at-
tention to the body and eventual possibly sexual aggression towards it:

“She is prepared. The doors are locked, the windows barred. But even such barriers 
are no guarantee: every hollow space invites invasion.” (Atwood 2009: 5).

Atwood has abandoned the topic of vice in her second dystopian novel “Oryx and 
Crake” (Atwood 2001) to a certain extent. “The Handmaid’s Tale” has shown the readers 
that she can masterfully explore this topic with literary means. Not since Aldous Huxley 
has there been a dystopian writer who can so successfully exploit the problem of sex. Here 
we meet two different approaches concerning the problem of sex, Kafka’s and Atwood’s, 
determined, of course, by the culture of the period in which both of the artists lived and 
worked. Atwood has a specific attitude towards sex. She is not an erotic writer, but a writer 
who can successfully translate “sex” and “sexual relationships” in the manner, norms and 
approach of post-moral fictional universe of pimps, sex-clubs and greasy outlooks. She 
has a very peculiar, very provoking, very sharply radical way of evoking disturbing gro-
tesque pictures of underground sex life. “The Year of the Flood” contains a dissection of 
the structures of the system of sexual exploitation created by the evil Corps. These include 
control of sexual activities through healthcare issues and control of bodily condition and 
leisure activities through training facilities in the security zone The Sticky Zone. Atwood 
is masterful in her descriptions of the relation between politics and the human body. Her 
bodies always oscillate between the personal and the intimate intimate, which is often 
awkward and full of insecurity and suffering like in Kafka’s work and a larger paradigm of 
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social and political Foucauldian discourse. Atwood is a very Foucauldian author, but she 
also manages to study his ideas of power from a different perspective – underground life, 
sex trade, even style and fashion. Here is what the new boss of the underground sex busi-
ness looks like: “He was a wiry guy with a shaved head and black, shiny, alert eyes like the 
heads of ants, and he was easy as long as everything was cool.” (Atwood 2009: 7).

She portrays a tense and comics-like appearance of the owner of the vice and plea-
sure industry in the postapocalyptic world. Atwood is a master of extracting comic and 
grotesque features from the media and comics universe and applying them to characters in 
her novels, who can forget the evil family controlling The Republic of Gilead from “The 
Handmaid’s Tale”, for example. In “The Year of the Flood” we are told that everyone left 
out of the sex market will be regarded as pathetic, which means that body and sex stan-
dards are set not naturally but so far as only to serve commercial needs. Disease and old 
age will be the bodily marks of the borderline between those participating in the grotesque 
pornographic exploitation and those who are left outside of it. 

Both Atwood and Kafka focus on bodily conditions that turn their characters into 
social outsiders. Both writers masterfully exploit the theme of human suffering and failure 
caused by physical tragedy. In Kafka’s work the protagonist turns into a giant bug, whose 
nature and origin is studied even by great authors such as Vladimir Nabokov, who was a 
lepidopterist. In “The Year of the Flood” bugs are a menace to the body but in their natural 
condition as aggressive swarms that cause painful rashes and Toby sprays her body with 
SprayD for bugs. 

Toby’s body also suffers from changes and a partial metamorphosis. While search-
ing the ground for human remains, she senses that her fingers are getting thicker and 
browner like roots. 

Besides excelling in grotesque and painful descriptions Atwood shows that she can 
also make her readers laugh at bodily problems of literature:

“She rubs with soap – there’s still a lot of soap, all of it pink – and sponges off. My 
body is shrinking, she thinks. I’m puckering, I’m dwindling. Soon I’ll be nothing but a 
hangnail. Though she’s always been on the skinny side – Oh Tobiatha, the ladies used to 
say, if only I had your figure!” (Atwood 2009: 17; italics mine, – D.A.). “The Year of the 
Flood” is one of the few dystopian novels that contain the problem of obesity. 

The Toby character also has a problem with the cleanliness of her body: “She 
scrubs her long dark hair, twists it into a wet bun. She really must cut it. It’s thick and too 
hot. Also it smells of mutton.” (Atwood 2009: 17).

Toby is one of the most famous literary tramps of the dystopian novels; her body 
is constantly suffering and needs to be taken care of throughout the novel. Atwood has al-
ways been a writer aware of the sufferings and misfortunes that the living body can cause. 
Atwood’s characters are in the paradigm of typical American epic heroes, always on the 
road and most of the time alone by themselves; what is revolutionary in their portrayal is 
namely the problem of the body. 

Atwood is a writer who pays special attention to hair and its relation to corporate 
enterprise, fashion and human appearance. New to the dystopian novel is her eccentric but 
fashionable artifical hair, described with much humour and colour: “She looked good – 
glittery and green and sinuous with a new silver Mo’Hair. I was considering one of those 
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myself – they were better than wigs, they never came off – but some girls said the smell 
was like a lamb chops, especially in the rain.” (Atwood 2009: 55).

Atwood pays special attention to the teeth, dental surgery and dental cosmetics in 
“The Year of the Flood”, which is something maybe not entirely new, but rare in the dys-
topian subgenre till now. On the whole Atwood is a writer who likes to discuss the body in 
relation to surgery and cosmetics. And sometimes allows herself a dose of black humour 
with a provoking familiarity that immediately draws the reader’s attention: “CryoJeenyus.
What a scam that place was. You paid to get your head frozen when you died in case 
someone in the future invented a way to regrow a body onto your neck, though the kids at 
HelthWyzer used to joke that they didn’t freeze anything but head shells because they’d 
already scooped out the neurons and transplanted them into pigs. They made a lot of 
gruesome jokes like that at HelthWyzer High, though you never knew whether they were 
actually jokes.” (Atwood 2009: 293).

Atwood is very successful in depicting strange and dangerous things that happen to 
the body: for example its disappearance from a photo (this relates the body to memory and 
past and the failure of their interpretation, their elusive character). The characters of the 
book get various rashes, bruises, fever and often they have to take care of them and find 
remedies for them and prepare those remedies often in natural surroundings. More shock-
ing is however the attempt to think about escaping the body and its limitations: “But still 
frightened, because when might the whole problem – the whole thing- start happening to 
them again? The whole signs –of – mortality thing. The whole thing thing. Nobody likes it, 
thought Toby – being a body, a thing. Nobody wants to be limited in that way. We’d rather 
have wings. Even the word flesh has a mushy sound to it.” (Atwood 2009: 264). 
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dimitri aleqsandrovi
(bulgareTi)

sxeulis problema margaret etvudis nawarmoebSi 

`warRvnis weli~

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: post-modernistuli, distopiuri, dasavluri samyaro, 
sxeuli, margaret etvudi, post-humanizmi, sqesi, adamianis tanjva.

statia ikvlevs sxeulis problemas margaret etvudis bolo post-mo-
dernistul romanSi `warRvnis weli~, romelic 2009 wels gamoica. statia 
dakavSirebulia avtoris ufro vrcel naSromTan, romelic Seiswavlis 
postmodernistuli distopiuri romanis evolucias CrdiloeT amerikasa 
da kanadaSi. statia iwyeba erT-erT cnobil modernistul nawarmoebTan Se-
darebiT, sadac aseve gatarebulia analogiuri problematika _ franc kaf-
kas `metamorfozebTan~. statia warmoaCens evolucias gregori samsas indi-
vidualisturi transformaciidan industiul sazogadoebamde, romelic 
warmoCenilia amerikuli relobiT kosmiur epoqaSi. romani, romelic avsebs 
modernizmsa da postmodernizms Soris arsebul sicarieles aris filif 
k. dikis `esizmrebaT androidebs eleqtro cxvrebi?~. wignSi ganxilulia 
post-adamianuri koleqtivi, romelic atomuri omisa da misgan gamowveuli 
radiaciis Sedegad aRmocenda. es aris kriminaluri ambavi policielebsa 
da androidebze, danaSaulsa da eWvze, gaucxovebasa da sisastikeze. uil-
iam gibsonis `nevromanseri~ aseve post-adamianur problemebs exeba. is 
kiberpankuli nawarmoebia da moicavs iseT Temebs, rogoricaa teqnologia, 
Cagrva da genetika, rasac mivyavarT kanadeli mwerlis, margaret etvudis 
distopiur samyaromde. margaret etvudis literaturul-distopiuri ko-
Smari iwyeba 1986 wels gamoqveynebuli romaniT _ `xelnakeTi ambavi~, sadac 
qali moxvdeba gileadis fiqciur samyaroSi da bevri gansacdelis gadatana 
mouwevs. etvudis meore distopiuri romani exeba genetikuri eqsperimen-
tebis problematikas da pandemiuri virusebis saSiSroebas. `antilopa da 
daRla~ mogviTxrobs post-adamianur mogzaurobaze udabnoSi, romelic 
post-katastroful stadiaSia da, miuxedavad gmiris mcdelobisa Seicnos 
Tavisi warsuli, sruliad ikargeba.  ̀ warRvnis weli~ isev ubrundeba im prob-
lematikas, romelic ganxilulia `antilopa da daRlaSi~, Tumca am romanis 
mTavar Rirsebas mTavari gmiri, post-adamiani mawanwala tobi warmoadgens. 
romlis ucnauri sxeuli iqneba statiis erT-erTi  aqtualuri sakiTxi. 

Dimiter  Alexandrov



223

ДиакОн  ПеТр  (шиТикОв)
(россия)

к вопросу о переводе метафоры
(на материале евангельских текстов)

Метафора представляет собой определенную проблему для теоретического 
и практического переводоведения. Сложность перевода метафоры в значительной 
степени связана с различиями между метафорическими системами, существующи-
ми в соответствующих языках. Метафора как средство отражения языковой картины 
мира, всегда основана на национальном мировосприятии, а потому при ее переводе 
необходимо учитывать разницу построения ассоциативного ряда в различных язы-
ках. Поэтому перевод метафоры связан с решением целого ряда лингвистических, 
литературоведческих, культурологических, философских и других проблем. 

В данной статье предлагается рассмотреть теоретические и практические 
аспекты перевода метафоры на материале евангельского концепта “ОКО ЕСТь 
СВЕТИЛьНИК ТЕЛА”. Важно показать, что поднятый вопрос находится на стыке 
двух теоретических направлений исследования, связанных с осмыслением природы 
метафоры и природы самого перевода. При этом теоретические выкладки не яв-
ляются отвлеченным рассуждением, но непосредственно влияют на практические 
решения переводчиков.

В исследовательской литературе можно найти два основных подхода к теоре-
тическому осмыслению феномена метафоры. В традиционной лингвистике метафо-
ра представлена как фигура речи, которая играет в тексте экспрессивную функцию 
и служит лишь стилистическим украшением, не являясь центральной в построении 
смысла. Соответственно, метафорической выражение может быть перефразировано 
или вовсе лишено образной составляющей без существенной потери значения. В то 
же время когнитивная лингвистика рассматривает метафору как основной инстру-
мент мыслительного процесса, в связи с этим, перевод метафорического концепта 
представляет проблему не только эстетической эквивалентности, но, в первую оче-
редь эквивалентности смысловой.

В контексте классического взгляда на метафору ее перевод не представлял 
собой самостоятельного предмета изучения. Вплоть до 1990-х лишь немногие спе-
циалисты обращались к данному вопросу. Авторы соглашаются во мнении, что не 
всегда удается сохранить метафору оригинала в переводе по причине различия си-
стемы образов в разных языках и предлагают альтернативные решения ее идеаль-
ному воспроизведению. Варианты ответов с некоторым упрощением могут быть 
сведены к 3 главным пунктам:

1. Метафоры непереводимы. Ю.Найда и М. Дэгат уверены, что любые по-
пытки перевода по отношению к метафоре приводят к созданию новой метафоры в 
другом языке (Dagut 1976:22).

2. Метафоры полностью переводимы. К.Мэйсон утверждал, что не может 
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быть какой-либо самостоятельной теории перевода метафоры, помимо общей тео-
рии перевода (Mason 1982:149).

3. Метафоры переводимы, но ограничены определенными условиями меж-
лингвистической эквивалентности. При этом степень переводимости метафоры за-
висит от ее функций в тексте. Питер Ньюмарк выделив 5 типов метафоры (dead, 
cliche, stock, recent, original) предложил следующие варианты действий: 

• Сохранение того же метафорического образа, но естественного для носите-
лей другого языка; 

• замена метафоры другой метафорой – эквивалентом;
• перевод метафоры сравнением; 
• сохранение того же метафорического образа с добавлением разъясняющей 

информации, чтобы основа сравнения метафоры стала понятной;
• перевод метафоры перефразированием (Newmark 1998: 58). 
Когнитивная теория метафоры подразумевает кардинально иной теоретиче-

ский подход к ее переводу как соотношению концептуальных систем двух языков. 
Автор “Введения в когнитивную теорию метафоры” Е.Табаковска отметила, что ме-
тафора представляет зачастую непреодолимое препятствие для перевода, который 
по определению является процессом межкультурным. (Tabakowska 1993: 67). В свя-
зи с этим перевод метафоры, основу которой составляют культурно-специфические 
факторы, теоретически выходит за рамки лингвистических манипуляций. Для адек-
ватного отражения концептуальной метафоры в переводе требуется глубокое знание 
межкультурных связей, поскольку речь идет не о сопоставлении языков, но культур.

Впрочем, практические предложения авторов когнитивного направления по 
переводу метафорических единиц не значительно отличаются от парадигм тради-
ционалистов. Е.Мандельблит предложила “гипотезу когнитивного перевода”, со-
гласно которой в случае концептуального сдвига между языками (different mapping 
condition) переводчик должен следовать одному из предложенных сценариев:

• Перевести метафору сравнением;
• Перевести ее парафразом;
• Объяснить ее значение в примечании;
• Опустить ее в переводе (Mandelblit 1995: 488-493).
Очевидно, что вариативность теоретических предпосылок изучения метафо-

ры не порождает принципиального расхождения в практических методах перевода. 
Общим принципом переводческих исследований в области метафорологии являет-
ся признание определенной системности и переводимости метафор: “то, что может 
быть выражено в одном языке, может быть переведено на другой, так как то, что ска-
зано, обязательно должно обладать значением в языке-реципиенте” (Maalej 2007: 134).

Вопрос сохранения метафоры в переводе непосредственно связан с общетео-
ретическими решениями относительно значения формы оригинала. В теории пере-
вода схематично можно выделить два главных направления: следование форме ори-
гинала или пренебрежение ей. В своей знаменитой лекции “Über die verschiedenen 
Methoden des Übersetzens” (О различных методах перевода) Фр. Шлеермахер пред-
ложил два пути преодоления языковых и культурных преград при переводе: либо 
подвести читателя к пониманию иностранных реалий оригинального текста, либо, 
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напротив, трансформировать сам оригинал под уровень читателя. Подлинным автор 
признавал лишь первый путь, согласно которому переводчик должен максимально 
точно передать читателю слово оригинала (Schleiermacher). Данный взгляд на пере-
вод был развит в XX веке такими теоретиками перевода как М.Хайдеггер, Г.Штайнер, 
Л.Венути. Так Г.Штайнер утверждал, что перевод не должен быть всегда идеально 
легок, но по своей природе он должен содержать некий налет “странности” ориги-
нала. Читатель должен преодолевать определенный барьер на пути к пониманию 
текста (Steiner 1975:378). Л.Венути рассматривает перевод как “акт насилия” над 
оригиналом. Даже в тех редких случаях, когда перевод достигает высокой степени 
эквивалентости оригиналу и соответствует культурному восприятию читателя, он 
рискует заменить собой оригинал. Читатель теряет ощущение, что перед ним про-
изведение другой культуры и языка (Venutti 1995:17-19). При переводе метафоры, 
согласно данной позиции, важной задачей является следование образа. Сохранение 
метафоры позволяет читателю прикоснуться к культуре оригинала, в то время как 
замена образа приводит к необоснованному обеднению текста.

Представитель другой школы перевода Ю.Найда придерживался противопо-
ложной точки зрения. Классифицируя типы переводов, он выделил формальную и 
функциональную эквивалентность. В первом случае переводчик акцентирует вни-
мание на форме оригинала, что создает трудности восприятия текста в силу грамма-
тических и идиоматических различий; во втором случае, цель переводчика состоит 
в передаче смысла оригинала в максимально близкой читателю форме. Текст, таким 
образом, представляется транспортом, который доставляет сообщение из одного 
места (автор) в другое (читатель), поэтому форма оригинала не должна связывать 
переводчика (Nida 1982: 159). 

Пренебрежение формой оригинала лежит и в основе популярной теории 
“скопоса”. В качестве основного правила теории перевода К.Райс и Х. Фермеер 
сформулировали “правило скопоса”: действие определяется его целью. Тексты не 
существуют сами по себе, они принадлежат к определенным социокультурным ми-
рам, и перенос текста в иную культуру неизбежно меняет и сам текст. Переводчик 
обязан создать такой текст, который будет значим для читателей, окажется так или 
иначе вписан в другие существующие на этом языке тексты и соотнесен с ситуаци-
ей, в которой находится читатель – то есть он должен обладать “интертекстуальной 
когерентностью”. Теория скопоса говорит скорее об адекватности перевода, причем он 
должен быть адекватен не оригиналу, а цели, с которой создается перевод (Десницкий).

Таким образом, форма оригинала может представлять самостоятельную цен-
ность, либо рассматриваться как незначительный элемент. Предпочтение одного из 
вариантов предполагает ответ на вопрос об условиях сохранения формы метафоры 
в переводе. Для последователей Ю.Найды Дж.Бикмана и Дж.Келлоу очевидно, что 
метафора должна быть устранена “всякий раз, когда буквальный перевод влечет за 
собой появление неверного значения, неоднозначности, либо вовсе приводит к от-
сутствию всякого смысла… то есть почти всегда” (Бикман, Келлоу 1994: 159-161). 
Другой библейский переводчик, Ян деВаард, который придерживался интеракцио-
нистской теории метафоры, напротив уверен, что деметафоризация оригинального 
текста в переводе необходимо приводит к обеднению исходного послания. Приме-
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нение метода замены метафорического образа приводит к тому, что перевод стано-
вится плоским и неинтересным. Если рассматривать метафору как эвристический 
инструмент, замена ее в переводе другим литературным образом приводит к фаль-
сификации и подлогу в оригинальном тексте (Waard 1974:113).

Как эти принципы перевода реализуются на практике можно проследить на 
примере метафоры ОКО–СВЕТИЛьНИК ДЛЯ ТЕЛА. В качестве материала пред-
ложены разнотипные переводы: New King Jame’s Version (ΝKJV) – традиционный, 
“канонизированный” перевод короля Иакова, изданный в обновленной редакции в 
1976 году; Today’s English Version (TEV) – перевод, подготовленный при деятельном 
участии Ю.Найды в 1976 году, известен также под названием Good News Translation; 
New Living Translation (NLT) – перевод 1996 года, призванный приблизить совре-
менного читателя к условиям оригинальных слушателей; The Message (MSG) – при-
мер парафразического перевода, изданный в 1993 году; Easy-to-Read Version (ERV) 
– перевод изданный в 2006 году с целью дать максимально упрощенный текст для 
неподготовленного читателя; Jewish New Testament (JNT) – перевод Д. Стерна, от-
ражающий еврейскую суть Нового Завета, изданный в 1989 году. Все указанные 
издания доступны на интернет портале BibleGateway.com.

Метафора “ОКО-СВЕТИЛьНИК ТЕЛА” приводится двумя евангелистами 
(Мф. 6:22 и Лк. 11: 34) почти в идентичной форме, что дает исследователям основа-
ние считать ее оригинальной логией Христа. 

Матф.6:22 (Синодальный перевод)
Светильник для тела есть око. Итак, 

если око твое будет чисто, то все тело твое 
будет светло; если же око твое будет худо, 
то все тело твое будет темно.

лк. 11: 34 (Синодальный перевод)
Светильник тела есть око; итак, если 

око твое будет чисто, то и все тело твое бу-
дет светло; а если оно будет худо, то и тело 
твое будет темно.

Данная метафора представляет собой пример сочетания нескольких значе-
ний. Она может обозначать, что глаз является отражением внутренней сущности 
человека, либо, что глаз служит источником света для тела. При этом текст ориги-
нала не дает указаний на предпочтительный вариант, поскольку денотаты oftalmos и 
luhnos не обладают ясным семантическим контекстом. Осознание метафорического 
образа целиком возлагается на читателя. Буквально следуя оригиналу, версия короля 
Иакова оставляет метафору необъясненной:

Матф.6:22 (NKJV)
The lamp of the body is the eye. If therefore 

your eye is good, your whole body will be full 
of light. But if your eye is bad, your whole 
body will be full of darkness.

лк. 11: 34 (NKJV)
The lamp of the body is the eye. Therefore, 

when your eye is good, your whole body also 
is full of light. But when your eye is bad, your 
body also is full of darkness.

 
Необходимость интерпретации данного высказывания очевидна для боль-

шинства переводчиков. В пользу первого из названных значений свидетельствуют 
еврейские источники. Автор еврейского перевода Нового завета Д.Стерн подчер-

Диакон  Петр  (Шитиков)



227

кивает, что данная фраза представляет собой лишь идиоматическое высказывание, 
интерпретированное Христом. В иудаизме “иметь добрый глаз”, айн това, означает 
“быть щедрым, великодушным”, а “иметь злой глаз”, айн раа, означает быть скупым 
(Стерн 2004: 68). По мнению автора, данное словоупотребление доказывает изна-
чально еврейскую речь Христа, что дает переводчику основание для дополнения 
оригинального греческого текста:

Матф.6:22 (JNT)
The eye is the lamp of the body. So if you 

have a ‘good eye’, that is, if you are generous 
your whole body will be full of light; but if you 
have an ‘evil eye’, if you are stingy, your whole 
body will be full of darkness.

лк. 11: 34 (JNT)
The lamp of your body is the eye. When 

you have a ‘good eye,’ that is, when you are 
generous, your whole body is full of light; but 
when you have an ‘evil eye,’ when you are 
stingy, your body is full of darkness.

 
Представленная как общепринятая еврейская поговорка, рассматриваемая 

метафора не нуждается в трансформации при переводе, поскольку ее значение не 
имеет значения без пояснений Христа. 

Противоположная интерпретация, согласно которой глаз служит источником 
света для тела, основана на контексте 22-23 стихов, который подразумевает нечто 
большее, нежели возможность узнать сердце человека, посмотрев в его глаза. В этом 
случае перед читателем предстает классическая метафора, в которой коннотативное 
значение светильника (luhnos) как источника света переносится на глаза (oftalmos). 
Для того, чтобы читатель принял данное семантическое смещение, авторы перево-
дов применяют указанные выше теоретические сценарии. 

В редакции Ю. Найды метафора переводится сравнением:

Матф.6:22 (TEV)
The eyes are like a lamp for the body. If 

your eyes are sound, your whole body will be 
full of light; but if your eyes are no good, your 
body will be in darkness.

лк. 11: 34 (TEV)
Your eyes are like a lamp for the body. 

When your eyes are sound, your whole body is 
full of light; but when your eyes are no good, 
your whole body will be in darkness.

 
Важной здесь представляется замена предлога of, с помощью которого тра-

диционно передается родительный падеж оригинала (tou somatos), на предлог for, 
условно соответствующий дательному падежу. Вместе с заменой метафоры срав-
нением это приводит к ограничению семантической вариативности данного выска-
зывания. 

В редакции NLT авторы предпочитают сохранить метафору, снабдив ее по-
яснением:

Матф.6:22 (NLT)
Your eye is a lamp that provides light for 

your body. When your eye is good, your whole 
body is filled with light. But when your eye is 
bad, your whole body is filled with darkness.

лк. 11: 34 (NLT)
Υour eye is a lamp that provides light 

for your body. When your eye is good, your 
whole body is filled with light. But when it is 
bad, your body is filled with darkness.
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 В редакции The Message Ю.Петерсона образ оригинала заменяется другим: 

Матф.6:22 (MSG)
Your eyes are windows into your body. 

If you open your eyes wide in wonder and 
belief, your body fills up with light. If you live 
squinty-eyed in greed and distrust, your body 
is a dank cellar.

лк. 11: 34 (MSG)
Your eye is a lamp, lighting up your 

whole body. If you live wide-eyed in wonder 
and belief, your body fills up with light. If you 
live squinty-eyed in greed and distrust, your 
body is a dank cellar.

 
Важным представляется искусственно введенное различие двух редакций вы-

сказывания у Матфея и у Луки, которое отсутствует в оригинале. Для автора важно 
сохранить идею Глаза –это источника света, при этом образ оригинала оказывается 
принципиально не значимым. 

В упрощенной редакции Евангелия ERV метафора опускается:

Матф.6:22 (ERV)
The only source of light for the body is 

the eye. If you look at people and want to help 
them, you will be full of light. But if you look 
at people in a selfish way, you will be full of 
darkness.

лк. 11: 34 (ERV)
The only source of light for the body is 

the eye. When you look at people and want to 
help them, you are full of light. But when you 
look at people in a selfish way, you are full of 
darkness.

 
Автор отображает лишь значение метафоры, которому отдано предпочтение. 

Неметафорическая форма высказывания максимально конкретизирует это значение, 
не оставляя места для интерпретации. Общим для данной группы переводов явля-
ется ориентация на смысловую сторону оригинала. Перед авторами перевода стоит 
цель, – донести определенное сообщение до читателя – для достижения которой 
допустимы все способы. 

Интересно отметить, что при значительном разнообразии вариантов отраже-
ния метафоры, наблюдается единство авторов в концептуальном восприятии света-
тьмы: СВЕТ-ЭТО ХОРОШО, ТьМА-ЭТО ПЛОХО. Еще Лакофф и Джонсон отме-
чали, что пара СВЕТЛЫЙ-ТЕМНЫЙ характерна для концептуализации функцио-
нирования тела человека. (Лакофф, Джонсон 2004: 94) Приведенные примеры ясно 
показывают, что авторы по-разному конкретизируют понятия ХОРОШО-ПЛОХО, 
однако направление концептуализации сохраняется неизменным. В этом контексте 
стирается упомянутое противопоставление интерпретационных подходов.

Подводя итоги, следует отметить, что практика перевода метафоры ослож-
нена недостаточной ясностью теоретических решений в области метафорологии и 
переводоведения. Очевидно, что говорить о единстве методологии не приходится, 
однако на основании рассмотренных примеров, следует предложить вывод, что от-
каз от формы оригинала ради комфорта читателя зачастую обедняет смысловое со-
держание образов. Исследователями XX века убедительно показано, что метафора 
не может быть сведена к буквальному высказыванию без смысловых потерь, в связи 
с чем, отказ от формы метафоры в переводе лишает читателя смысловых контекстов 
и эстетически обедняет перевод. 
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deacon Peter (Shitikov)

on the Issue of Translation of Metaphor
(with reference to evangelical texts)

Summary

key words: metaphor, translation, translation theory, evangelical texts.

In the paper author considers theoretical and practical aspects of translating 
metaphor with reference to evangelical concept “THE EYE IS THE LAMP OF THE 
BODY”. The main difficulty in the process of metaphor translation is the present of 
differences in metaphorical systems of Source and Target languages. As the tool of 
showing of conceptual picture of the world, Metaphor is always based on the national 
mentality. So when we plan to translate it we can take account of the differences between 
concept-building in different languages. 

In the first part of the paper author examines theoretical approaches to the metaphor. 
There are two main approaches to theoretical rethinking of the metaphor in contemporary 
investigates. Traditional linguistic considers metaphor as figure of speech at all. It means 
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that metaphorical phrase can be transformed into non-metaphoric form without any loss 
of meaning. Cognitive linguistic is aware of role of the metaphor as the main tool of 
cognitive processes. In this case translation of metaphorical concept is the problem of 
semantic equivalence at first. 

The classical approach to the metaphor applies three different way of its 
translating. 

1. Metaphor is not translatable (E.Nida, M. Dagut)
2. Metaphor can be translated as every other word (K,Mason)
3. Metaphor can be translated, but there are an inter-linguistic and inter-cultural 

limits for it (P.Newmark, Van den Broeck).
P.Newmark shows different ways to translate metaphorical figures: To preserve the 

same metaphor – to substitute it for other metaphor– to change it for comparison – to add 
an explanations – to translate metaphor by paraphrase. 

The cognitive approach to the metaphor means that its translation is the inter-cultural 
process, so it is too hardly to translate the metaphor adequately. Therefore translation of 
metaphor, which based on cultural factors, can’t be examined as linguistic phenomenon. So 
for adequate translation of conceptual metaphor one must deeply know intercultural ties. 
However the practical rules of translation suggested by cognitive linguistics’ researchers 
are the same as traditional one. N. Mandelblit considers certain practical operations: To 
translate metaphor as comparison – to translate it by paraphrase – to explain sense of 
metaphor on notefood – remove it in translation.

The question about conditions of metaphor’s keeping in translation is important too. 
The second part of the paper deals with this question. The question of metaphor keeping in 
translation is linked with theoretical decisions about role of form of original text.

There are two trends in theory of translation: The keeping of the form of original 
text (F. Schleiermacher, M. Heidegger, G. Steiner) and the neglecting of it. The first way 
considers that demetaphorization of original text in translation is the depletion of its initial 
expression. The second way shows that metaphor can and must be eliminate in translation 
in any convenient case. F. Schleiermacher suggests two way for overcoming language 
and cultural barriers: to bring the reader to understanding of foreign actual of original 
text, or to change the text for comfort of readers. For author the act of translation is the 
“act of violence” for original. Readers don’t feel that they read texts of another culture. 
Replacement of metaphor brings us to depletion of original, and only keeping of the 
metaphor allows us to touch culture of original text. 

Other theoreticians of translation believe that the aim of translation is to transfer the 
meaning of original without strong biding with its form. E. Nida designates two kinds of 
translation: formal equivalence, when translator follow the form of original; and functional 
equivalence, when translator’s aim is to bring the meaning of text closer to reader.

Neglect of the form of original is the basis of popular theory of “the scopos” (K. 
Rise, H. Fermeer), which claims that the action is formed by its aim. Text don’t exist “per 
se” but it belongs to culture, so when we transfer text into another culture we change it 
inevitably. Translator must transform original text for cultural comfort of readers. 

 In the third part of the paper author illustrates how these theoretical aspects of 
metaphor’s translation are realized in practice. As a stuff of research was used different 
kind of English translations of The Bible, such as: New King Jame’s Version, Today’s 
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English Version, New Living Translation, The Message, Easy-to-Read Version, Jewish 
New Testament.

This analysis demonstrates that there are a varieties in the modes of translation 
transformations of metaphor, but the conceptual principles of translators are equal. They 
know that THE LIGHT IS GOOD, THE DARKNESS IS BED. 

Author proposes the resume, that neglecting of source form of metaphor for reader’s 
comfort is the worse way in translating. When metaphors are abolished, semantic power of 
original text is weaken. Researchers of XX century show it clearly that the metaphor can’t 
be boiled down to literal meaning without semantic losses. So the rejection of metaphor in 
translation is the depriving of cultural context and aesthetical power

diakvani  petre  (Sitikovi)
(ruseTi)

metaforis Targmanis sakiTxebi

(saxarebis teqtebis mixedviT)

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: metafora, Targmani, Targmanis Teoria, saxarebis 
teqstebi. 

statiis mTavar amocanas warmoadgens metaforis Targmanis Teori-
uli da praqtikuli aspeqtebis warmoCena saxarebiseuli warmodgenis 
_ `Tvali sxeulis mnaTobia~ damowmebiT. metaforis Targmnis erT-erT 
sirTules warmoadgens wyarosa da saTargmni enis metaforuli sistemis 
gansxvavebuloba. metafora, romelic msoflios konceptualur suraTs 
qmnis, ZiriTadad erovnul mentalobazea dafuZnebuli. Targmnis dros 
mTargmnelma yovelTvis unda gaiTvaliswinos es aspeqti.

statiis pirvel nawilSi yuradReba eTmoba metaforisadmi Teoriul 
midgomas. arsebobs ori ZiriTadi midgoma am sakiTxSi: tradiciuli lin-
gvistika metaforas miiCnevs saubrisaTvis damaxasiaTebel figurad da 
Tvlis, rom metaforuli faza SeiZleba gardaiqmnas arametaforul for-
mad mniSvnelobis dakargvis gareSe;  kognituri lingvistika yovelTvis 
xazs usvams imas, rom metafora Semecnebis procesis ganuyofeli da mniS-
vnelovani nawilia. am SemTxvevaSi metaforuli cnebis Targmna, pirvel rig-
Si semantikuri ekvivalentobis problemas warmoSobs. 

klasikuri midgoma metaforis Targmnis sam sxvadasxva gzas 
gvTavazobs:

1.  metafora ar aris Targmnadi (e.nida, m.daguti)
2.  metafora SeiZleba iTargmnos, rogorc yvela danarCeni sityva 

(k.mansoni);
3.  metafora Targmnadia, Tumca arsebobs inter-lingvisturi Tu 

inter-kulturuli CarCoebi, romelSic is unda moeqces (p.niumarki, van en broki).

К вопросу о переводе метафоры (на материале евангельских текстов)



232

p. niumarki gviCvenebs sxvadasxva midgomas Tu rogor unda iTargmnos 
metafora: SevinarCunoT metafora, moxdes misi Canacvleba sxva metafo-
riT, Seicvalos SedarebiTi metaforiT, daematos ganmartebebi, metafora 
iTargmnos perefraziT.

kognituri midgomis Tanaxmad, metaforis Targmna aris inter-kul-
turuli procesi da es arTulebs metaforis adeqvatur Targmans. amitom 
metaforis Targmani, romelic kulturul faqtorebzea damokidebuli, 
ar SeiZleba ganvixiloT rogorc lingvisturi fenomeni. Sesabamisad, 
metaforis TargmanisaTvis saWiroa Rrma interkulturuli wiaRsvlebis 
Semecneba da Seswavla. Tumca Targmanis ZiriTadi wesebi, romelsac 
kognituri lingvisti mkvlevarebi gvTavazoben tradiciulis msgavsia. 
n. mandelbiti ramdenime praktikul moqmedebas gvTavazobs: metaforis 
rogorc Sedarebis Targmna _ parafraziT Targmna _ metaforis ZiriTadi 
azris axsna _ TargmanSi misi dakargva.

TargmanSi metaforis datovebis sakiTxi mniSvnelovani gamowvevaa. 
statiis meore nawili swored am sakiTxis kvlevas emsaxureba. metaforis 
SenarCuneba Targmnisas dakavSirebulia Teoriul midgomebTan, romelic 
teqstis originalis formis mniSvnelobas ikvlevs.     

Targmanis TeoriaSi ori mimarTuleba SeiZleba gamovyoT: erTia 
originali teqstis formis SenarCuneba (f.Slaiermaxeri, m. haidegeri, 
g.Staineri); meore _ pirveli midgomis uaryofa. pirveli gza gulisxmobs, 
rom originali teqstis demetaforizacia fitavs mis azrsa da Rirebulebas. 
meore midgomis Tanaxmad, Targmnis dros metafora SeZlebisdagvarad unda 
iyos amoRebuli teqstidan. 

f. Slaiermaxeri zneobrivi da kulturuli barieris daZlevis or gzas 
gvTavazobs, mkiTxvelisaTvis ufro advilad gasagebi rom gaxdes teqsti, 
mTargmneli unda ecados mkiTxvelze mis morgebas. Sedegad Targmnis 
procesi `ZalmomreobiT aqtad~ SeiZleba CaiTvalos, radganac ikargeba 
is rac originalSia da mkiTxvelebs ar aqvT imis SegrZneba, rom isini sxva 
kulturis matarebel teqsts ecnobian. metaforis Canacvlebas mivyavarT 
originali teqstis gaufasurebamde da mxolod metaforis SenarCunebiT 
Tu iqneba SesaZlebeli im kulturuli faseulobebis SegrZneba, romelic 
teqstis dedanSia.

Targmanis sxva Teoretikosebi miiCneven, rom Targmanis xelovnebis 
mizania, rom moxdes dedanSi arsebuli ZiriTadi azrebis gadmotana, 
Tumca ar aris aucilebeli, rom es moxdes originalSi arsebuli formiT. 
e.nida Targmanis or tips gamoyofs: formismieri Sesabamisoba, rodesac 
mTargmneli dedanis formas mihyveba; da funqcionaluri tolfasoba, 
rodesac mTargmnelis mTavar amocanas mkiTxvelisaTvis teqstis ukeT 
Secnoba warmoadgens.  

formis uaryofa aris popularuli Teoriis _ `skoposis~ amomavali 
wertili (k. rise da h. fermeeri), romelic acxadebs, rom miznidan gamom-
dinare xdeba qmedebis Camoyalibeba. teqsti TavisTavad ar Cndeba, aramed 
miekuTvneba raime kulturas, amrigad rodesac vTargmniT mas, misi 
saxecvlileba gardauvali procesia. mTargmnelma unda moaxerxos teqstis 
mkiTxvelze morgeba. 
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marine  turaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

zepiri istoriis Teoriuli da meTodologiuri 

kvlevis sakiTxebi

zepiri istoriis, rogorc Tanamedrove mecnieruli sferos, meTo-
dologia sxvadasxva wyarodan momdinareobs. misi gamoyeneba XIX saukunis 
40-iani wlebidan dasavleTis akademiur wreebSi sakmaod popularuli gaxda. 
mas Semdeg, rac mkvlevari zepiri istoriis romelime erT Janrze SeCerdeba, 
Semdgom safexurs Teoriuli safuZvlis SerCeva warmoadgens.

miuxedavad imisa, rom istorikosebi sakuTar naSromebSi Teoriuli 
midgomis garkveul nairsaxeobebs iyeneben, arsebuli literaturis mimo-
xilva imaze miuTiTebs, rom gamokvlevebSi sami ZiriTadi Teoriuli mid-
goma gamoirCeva: elitaruli/araelitaruli, kritikuli da dafuZnebis. 

elitaruli/araelitaruli Teoriis TvalsazrisiT, dava Temaze 
„elitaruli zepiri istoria araelitaruli zepiri istoriis winaaRmdeg“ 
ZiriTadad misi gamoyenebidan momdinareobs, anu vin ufro metad imsaxurebs 
Caweras. Tamamad SeiZleba iTqvas, rom aRniSnuli sakiTxi mkvlevarTa 
mier ufro metadaa gamokvleuli, vidre zepiri istoriis Teoriis da 
meTodologiis sxva sakiTxebi. 

elitaruli zepiri istoria xSirad ganixileba zepiri istoriis na-
wilad, rogorc es alan nevinsma warmoadgina kolumbiis universitetSi. 
Tavdapirvelad is Sedgeboda „gamoCenili mamakacebis cxovrebis angari-
Sisagan, romelsac isini sicocxleSi abarebdnen“ da, romelic 1948 wels 
kolumbiis universitetis zepiri istoriis programiT daiwyo. 

elitarulis sawinaaRmdegoa araelitaruli pirebis, anu Cveulebrivi 
adamianebis, intervius praqtika _ istoria „qvemodan zemoT“. am ideis 
adreul momxreebad 1950-60-ian wlebSi britaneli zepiri istoriis spe-
cialistebi gvevlinebian. maSin, roca amerikelma mkvlevarebma es idea aq-
tiurad mxolod 60-iani wlebidan aitaces.

mkvlevarTa garkveuli nawili mxars uWers araelitarul zepir is-
toriebs da mis gamoyenebas. zogierT prooponents, mag., gari okihiros, 
miaCnia, rom araelitarul midgomas gadamwyveti mniSvneloba aqvs zepiri 
istoriis individualurobisTvis. okihiro aRniSnavs, rom `zepiri istoria 
istoriis aRdgenisTvis gankuTvnili saSualeba an mxolod meTodi ki ar 
aris; igi imavdroulad istoriis Teoriaa, romelic amtkicebs, rom ub-
ralo adamianebsac da materialur keTildReobas moklebulTac sakuTari 
istoria aqvT da es istoria unda iyos dokumentirebuli~ (Okihiro 2001: 42). 

am damokidebulebas exmaureba poniatovska. 1960-iani wlebis revo-
luciebis dros, zepiri istoriis specialistebs mTel msoflioSi ufro 
da ufro Cveulebrivi adamianebis (`utyvi~ da `istoriisgan damaluli~ _ 
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rogorc maT zojer literaturaSi moixseneben) yoveldRiuri cxovrebis 
asaxvis idea izidavda. 

saboloo sityva am Temaze eduard sendi aivsma Tqva, romelmac yve-
laze mkafiod warmoaCina sakuTari xedva: 

`elitizmi/araelitizmi imTaviTve sasacilo ukiduresobebia da maT 
Soris ar arsebobs raRac Rrma ufskruli. ordinaluri aravinaa, `didi 
adamianebic~ mravladaa da maTi povna arc Tu ise Znelia~ (Ives 1995: 11).

1960-iani wlebis Semdeg mravali zepiri istoriis programa miznad 
isaxavda istoriis TviTmxilvelTa mosazrebebis Caweras. aRniSnuli sa-
muSao, rogorc gamoCenil, aseve Cveulebriv adamianebTan, sakvlevi Temis 
Sesabamisi interviuebis garkveul kombinacias warmoadgenda da misi sa-
wyisi Teoriuli safuZvelic SeZlebisdagvarad gaSuqebuli iyo.

kritikuli Teoriis sawyis wyaros literaturuli kritikis sfe-
ro warmoadgens. Tumca, SemdgomSi is mravali humanitaruli da sazo-
gadoebrivi mecnierebis nawilad iqca, romelTa farglebSic zepiri is-
toria gamoiyeneba. miuxedavad imisa, rom kritikul Teorias bevri momxre 
hyavs amerikis SeerTebul StatebSi, samarTlianad SeiZleba iTqvas, rom 
misi gavlena evropaSi kidev ufro didia, gansakuTrebiT, did britaneTsa 
da italiaSi, sadac wamyvania zepiri istoriis moRvaweTa naSromebSi kla-
sobrivi sakiTxebi. kritikul Teorias uzrunvelhyofs uCinoTa warmoCenisa 
da Sexedulebebis aJRerebis koncefcia, es gansakuTrebiT exeba sqess, 
klass, rasas da eTnoss. am faqtorebis kvlevasTan dakavSirebuli Teoriuli 
principebidan aseve cnobilia, rom TiToeul qve-jgufs SeiZleba sakuTari 
pozicia hqondes (rac, Tavis mxriv, gavlenas axdens zepiri istoriis 
proeqtis kvlevis Canafiqrze).

kritikuli Teoria yuradRebas amaxvilebs uufleboebze, maSasa-
dame, is dainteresebulia elitaruli/araelitarulis winaaRmdeg saki-
Txebis gaSuqebiT. amasTan, man SeiZleba warmoadginos sazogadoebis ori-
ve mxare: elitarulic da araelitarulic. miuxedavad imisa, rom eli-
taruli/araelitaruli sazogadoebis wevrebi SeiZleba politikurad 
motivirebulni iyvnen. isini mxolod maSin ar arian politizirebulni, 
roca kritikuli Teoriis specialistTa umetesoba daufaravad cdilobs 
maT politizirebas. 

dafuZnebis Teoria Tavdapirvelad warmoadgenda moTxovnas, rom 
mkvlevarebi arCeul sakiTxs hipoTezis an winaswar gaazrebuli war-
modgenis gareSe miudgnen. pirovnebasTan an jgufTan kvlevis procesSi 
mecnierebs sakuTari daskvnebi an mosazrebebi kvlevis msvlelobaSi 
mopovebuli informaciis analizis da misi xelaxla gadamowmebis gziT 
SeuZliaT Camoayalibon. Tu mkvlevari proeqts winaswar gaazrebuli 
midgomiT (garda im SemTxvevisa, roca mis mizans ukve arsebuli Teoriis 
detaluri damuSaveba da gaRrmaveba warmoadgens) ar iwyebs, aramed sa-
Sualebas aZlevs informaciidan varaudi TviTon amotivtivdes, swored 
aqedan momdinareobs informaciaze dafuZnebis Teoria.

zepir istoriaSi es Teoria warmoCenilia garkveuli, misTvis da-
maxasiaTebeli, TvisebebiT, romlebic kvlevis Canafiqrze did gavlenas 
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axdenen. yvelaze mniSvnelovani is faqtia, rom zepiri istoriis dafuZnebis 
Teoriis zogierTi mimdevari mkvlevarebisagan moiTxovs ar hqondeT 
winaswar momzadebuli kiTxvebi an gansazRvruli sakiTxebi. am ukanasknelis 
Sesaxeb tomfsoni aRniSnavs: 

`yvelaze didi argumenti, romelic Tavisuflad mimdinare inter-
vius dasacavad gamoiyeneba isaa, roca misi mTavari daniSnuleba ara im-
denad informaciis mopovebaa, aramed TxrobiTi intervius subieqturi Ca-
nawerebis warmoeba imis Sesaxeb, Tu rogor uyurebs mamakaci an qali sakuTar 
cxovrebas warsulSi (mTlianobaSi an romelime monakveTTan mimarTebaSi). 
is, Tu rogor saubroben isini amis Sesaxeb, moyolisas Tavs ras arideben, 
ra Tanmimdevrobas irCeven, xazs ras usvamen da ra sityvebiT gadmoscemen. 
aRniSnuli sakiTxebi mniSvnelovania nebismieri intervius gaazrebisTvis 
da seriozul kvlevas saWiroebs~ (Tompson 2000: 227).

mkvlevarTa garkveuli nawili aseT xedvas ar iziarebs. mag., porte-
li miiCnevs, rom `savse dialogi~ interviusadmi moqnil midgomas mo-
iTxovs, magram ara Caurevlobas. misi SexedulebiT dafuZnebis Teoriis 
mamxilebeli buneba imaSi mdgomareobs, rom Rrma dialogSi kiTxvebi pa-
suxebidan gamomdinare TavisTavad ibadeba (Portelli 2007).

dafuZnebis Teoriis kidev erT mniSvnelovan sakiTxs, romelmac 
zepir istoriaSic hpova adgili, koncentracia warmoadgens. yuradReba 
gasamaxvilebelia ara mxolod respondentis mier warmoTqmul sityvebze, 
aramed maT Jestikulaciasa da fizikur reaqciaze, rasac zepiri istoriis 
bevri Teoriuli mimarTulebis specialisti iTvaliswinebs. 

zepiri istoriis zogierT mkvlevars, romelTa saqmianobas dafuZ-
nebis Teoria asazrdoebs, sjera, rom procesis pirvel nabijs sakiTxis 
kvleva unda warmoadgendes. mkvlevarma jer interviu unda daiwyos da 
mxolod amis Semdeg, rodesac Temebi da problemebi amotivtivdeba Semdgomi 
dakvirvebisTvis, SeiZleba dokumentebis kvlevis dawyeba.

naSromis dasawyisSi SevecadeT zepiri istoriebis Teoriuli sa-
kiTxebis ganxilvas, amjerad ukve SevexebiT zepiri istoriebis Caweris 
meTodologiur sakiTxebs, rac kidev ufro mniSvnelovania xarisxiani 
sakvlevi masalis, zepiri istoriis, mosapoveblad. 

warmatebuli intervius ganxorcilebis gasaRebs Sinaurul situ-
aciaSi saubari warmoadgens. intervius msvlelobis stili miukerZoebeli, 
gulaxdili da megobruli unda iyos, Tumca, saWiroebis SemTxvevaSi, gamo-
mwvevic. yvela interviueri valdebulia, rom respondentma Tavisuf-
lad igrZnos Tavi, yuradRebiT mousminos saTqmels da stimuli misces 
gulaxdilad upasuxon SekiTxvebs. mosmenis unari TavisTavad ar modis da 
interviuerebs bevri muSaoba marTebT amis misaRwevad.

interviu garkveulwilad warmodgenaa. ara marto interviuerebi 
cdiloben saTanadod momzadebas, aramed xSirad respondentebic Relaven 
imis gamo, Tu rogor SeZleben Soreuli warsulis ambebis mogonebas, radgan 
maTi saTanadod warmoCena undaT. aravis surs gulmaviwyad an gamoxatvis 
unars moklebulad mogveCvenos. 

interviuerebi intervius procesis Tanamonawileni unda gaxdnen da 
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ramdenadac SesaZlebelia daexmaron respondentebs gulaxdilobasa da 
sizusteSi. saxelebis, TariRebis da sxva saxis informaciis miwodebisas 
interviurebma respondentebs maT Soris dialogis Sedgenis gezi unda 
miscen, rasac maTSi survilis ararsebobis, sakuTar TavSi Caketilobis, 
ganwyobis Secvlis, warsulis gulwrfeli da TviTkritikuli Sefasebis 
gamowvevaSi gadamwyveti mniSvneloba eniWeba.

yvela tipis interviu garkveuli wesebisa da normebis dacvis mi-
xedviT unda ganxorcieldes. esenia: samuSaos winaswari Sesruleba; sruli 
mzad yofna; Sinaarsiani, magram miukerZoebeli SekiTxvebis momzadeba; 
respondentebisTvis pasuxebis Seuwyveteloba; pasuxSi mosmenili Temis 
ganvrcoba; Camweri aRWurvilobis zedmiwevniT codna; mopovebuli Cana-
werebis zustad damuSaveba da eTikis gaTvaliswineba.

interviueri intervius Caweramde unda gaecnos nebismier infor-
macias mTavari Temisa da momavali respondentebis, maTi ojaxebis, war-
matebebisa da warumateblobebis Sesaxeb. upirveles yovlisa, respon-
dentebis cxovrebis saerTo monaxazs da mxolod amis Semdeg Seavsos is 
detalebiT. wakiTxuli unda iyos yvela xelmisawvdomi wyaro, mag., oja-
xis, qalaqis an dawesebulebis da im movlenebis istoriebi, romlebic res-
pondentis pirovnebam ganicada, rom ukeT moaxdinos gaazreba da SekiTxvebis 
Camoyalibeba.

daarqivebuli Jurnal-gazeTebi, gamoqveynebuli an gamouqveynebeli 
genealogiebi da sxva msgavsi wyaroebi kvlevis sawyis wertils warmoad-
genen. zogierT respondents msgavsi tipis dokumentacia biblioTekaSi 
aqvs daculi, Tumca, umetesoba sabuTebs, fotoalbomebs, gazeTebidan 
amonaWrebs da sxva samaxsovro masalas sakuWnaoebsa da sardafebSi ina-
xavs. aucilebelia am masalebis intervius Catarebamde gacnoba. aseve 
SesaZlebelia respodentebma intervius dros warmoadginon TemasTan 
dakavSirebuli Canawerebi, werilebi da fotosuraTebi. 

interviusaTvis momzadebis gansakuTrebiT sasargeblo gzas zepiri 
istoriis sxva specialistebis naSromebis gacnoba an maTTan gasaubreba 
warmoadgens. Tavdapirvelad interviuerma ukve arsebuli interviuebi 
unda gamoikvlios. umetes SemTxvevaSi meTodebi erTmaneTisagan gansxvav-
deba, radgan isini interviueris profesionalizmze, respondentis Ta-
namSromlobis survilsa da mis mWevrmetyvelebazea damokidebuli. Sesa-
bamisad, erTi interviu mkveTrad gansxvavdeba meorisgan. es ki swored is 
erTaderTi gzaa imis dasadgenad, Tu ra saxis kiTxvebi davsvaT. rac ufro 
meti icis interviuerma sakvlevi sakiTxis da pirovnebis Sesaxeb, miT ufro 
advilia misTvis megobruli ganwyobis Seqmna da intervius warmatebulad 
Catareba. 

winaswari kvlevis Catareba interviuers iseTi informaciis gagebaSi 
exmareba, romelic respondents SesaZlebelia ar axsovs. mTxrobelTa 
garkveul nawils ganvlili cxovrebis mogonebisas sruli sizustiT ar 
axsovs saxelebi da TariRebi, aman ki SeiZleba interviu CixSi moaqcios. 

interviuerebi mzad unda iyvnen imisTvis, rom winaswar icodnen 
ra Sedegia mosalodneli interviusagan da ra _ ara. Tu respondentebis 
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gancxadebebi sxva wyaroebs ewinaaRmdegeba, maT Temis gaRrmavebisken unda 
ubiZgon. aman ki SeiZleba sruliad axali aspeqti warmoaCinos, romelic 
Tavdapirveli kvlevis nawils ar warmoadgenda. 

interviuerebi SekiTxvebis winaswar momzadebaze bevrs unda muSaob-
dnen da xandaxan maTgan gadasaxvevadac mzad iyvnen, rom respondentis 
mier aRebul gansxvavebul gezs mihyvnen, es ki SesaZlebelia mniSvnelovani 
informaciis wyarod iqces.

sasurvelia saWiroze meti kiTxvis momzadeba, radgan zogierTi 
respondenti didi xnis ganmavlobaSi erTi dasmuli kiTxvis garSemo mWev-
rmetyvelebs. aseTi monologis dros SeiZleba is interviueris nusxidan 
momdevno SekiTxvebs winaswar Wvrets da sakiTxebs kiTxvis dasmis gareSe 
ganixilavs. respondentTa garkveuli nawili ki pasuxobs mokled da maT 
saubarSi aqtiuri CarTva Semdgom SekiTxvebs moiTxovs. interviueri unda 
ecados Tavi aaridos iseTi kiTxvebis dasmas, romlebic mokle pasuxebs 
iTvaliswinebs. 

im SemTxvevaSi, Tu interviuers imaze meti kiTxva aqvs momzadebuli, 
vidre amas drois zRvari iTvaliswinebs, gamarTlebulia momdevno inter-
vius Catareba.

erTjeradi zepiri istoriebi SegviZlia SevadaroT `audio kadrs”. 
orives, interviuersac da respondentsac, saerTo enis gamosanaxad gar-
kveuli drois erTad gatareba sWirdebaT, es ki rTuli SekiTxvis dasmisa 
da gulwrfeli pasuxisTvisaa aucilebeli. nebismier adamians yvela saWiro 
detalis gaxsenebisTvis dro sWirdeba. umravlesobis goneba zedmiwevniT 
zustad da organizebulad ar funqcionirebs da mogonebebis idealuri 
qronologiiT dawyoba da maTi logikuri dajgufeba ar SeuZlia, zogierTs 
ki _ ubralod bevri saTqmeli ar gaaCnia. 

interviuebis dawyeba Temis an movlenebis yvelaze asakovani da 
mniSvnelovani pirovnebebiT unda moxdes, radgan isini met yuradRebas 
da pativiscemas imsaxureben da kargi reputaciac aqvT saqmianobasa 
Tu sazogadoebaSi. amasTan, potenciuri respondentebi unda davajgu-
foT asakis, TemasTan mimarTebis, drois, adgilmdebareobis da xelmi-
sawvdomobis gaTvaliswinebiT. SedarebiT axalgazrda respodentebi mxo-
loddamxolod Semdgomi etapisTvis unda SemovinaxoT. 

intervius mizani da proeqtis arsi werilobiT, satelefono zaris 
an piradi kontaqtis meSveobiT unda gacxaddes. aucileblad unda aixsnas 
respondentebisTvis Tu rogor moxdeba Canawerebis da transkriftebis 
gamoyeneba. unda aRiweros gamoyenebis uflebis iuridiuli formebi, 
romlis damowmebac respondentebs mouwevT. werilobiTi Setyobinebisas 
aucileblad unda mieTiTos informacia interviueris saxelis, gvaris, 
misamarTis, telefonis nomris, intervius miznis da dagegmili TariRis 
Sesaxeb. amgvari formiT Setyobinebis gagzavna gansakuTrebiT mniSvne-
lovania xanSi Sesuli respondentebisaTvis.

zogjer interviuerebi gegmaven winaswar Sexvedrebs, romelTa Se-
saZlebloba damokidebulia rogorc interviueris, aseve respondentis 
Tavisufal droze. interviu unda daigegmos mTxromelisaTvis xelsayrel 
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dros da arasdros interviueris dagvianebiT. Camweri aparatura unda 
idos ise, rom interviueri mas kargad xedavdes da drodadro misi samuSao 
mdgomareobis Semowmeba SeeZlos. amave dros, is iseT adgilze unda 
iyos moTavsebuli, rom zedmetad ar miipyros respondentis yuradReba. 
mTxrobelebSi aRWurviloba xandaxan daZabulobas iwvevs, Tumca, umete-
soba mas sul ramdenime wuTSi iviwyebs, Tu is maTi Tvalisgan odnav moSo-
rebiTaa moTavsebuli. 

folkloristebi, lingvistebi da anTropologebi xSirad cdiloben 
firze aRbeWdon intervius `smeniTi garemocva~, nebismieri xma saeklesio 
zarebidan _ okeanis talRebis xmauramde. 

zogadad intervius sqema mTlianad proeqtis miznebzea damokidebu-
li. garkveuli proeqtebisTvis respondentis mTeli cxovrebis istoriis 
Caweraa mizanSewonili, sxvebi _ koncentracias im movlenebze moiTxovs, 
romlebSic respondentebi monawileobdnen. 

idealur SemTxvevaSi interviuerebi SekiTxvebis orive saxis kom-
binacias gamoiyeneben. pirveli SekiTxva zogadi unda iyos, raTa respon-
dentebs saSualeba mieceT informacia nebayoflobiT gadmoscen, saki-
Txis Sesaxeb sakuTari azri gamoTqvan da sakmarisi dro hqondeT Seexon 
yvela im detals, romelic maT mniSvnelovnad miaCniaT. specifikuri 
SekiTxvebis gamoyeneba ki dasaSvebia faqtobrivi informaciis mopove-
bisTvis. Tumca, interviueri mxolod SekiTxvebis dasmiT araa SezRuduli. 
faqtebis moyvanas, respondentis mier gakeTebuli gancxadebebis mok-
le saxiT citirebas, mokle mimoxilvebs da a. S. SeuZlia mTxrobelis 
sapasuxod waqezeba, rac diskusias spontanurobas hmatebs. SekiTxvebs 
Soris TavisTavad wamosuli SeniSvnebis CarTva situacias ganmuxtavs da 
aneitralebs. Tumca, interviuerebma aseTi CarTvebi zomierad unda gamoiyenon, 
rom sakuTari mosazrebebiT intervius Sinaarsi ar daCrdilon.

kiTxvebze respondentis mokle pasuxebi SeiZleba miuTiTebdes in-
terviueris mier Zalian bevri specifikuri SekiTxvis dasmas da naklebad _ 
`rogor?~ da ̀ ratom?~. aseT SemTxvevaSi Camweri momdevno SekiTxvaze Zalian 
swrafad gadadis da respondentSi ver aRvivebs interess. 

SesaZlebelia ganxiluli sakiTxebi intimurobis zRvars gascdes, 
rac TviT interviuerisa da respondentis mier unda iyos dadgenili. 
asevea masmediis warmomadgenlebis SemTxvevaSic, maT surT sazogadoebis 
TvalsaCino warmomadgenlebis piradi cxovrebis Sesaxeb metidameti ga-
igon. Tumca, yovel adamians intimurobis sakuTari aRqma aqvs. intervius 
msvlelobaSi, rogorc interviuerSi, aseve respondentSi, SesaZlebelia 
gaCndes uxerxulobis SegrZneba. kvlevis sagnis relevanturobis da 
istoriis Senaxvis mniSvnelobis fonze aucileblad unda moxdes in-
terviuerebis mxridan uxerxulobis xarisxis gaTvaliswineba, mTxro-
belebisadmi Rirseulad da gagebiT mopyroba da pauzis gamoyeneba imisTvis, 
rom respondentebs Tavis xelSi asayvanad sakmarisi dro mieceT. Tumca, 
maSin, roca interviuers bevri wina samuSao aqvs Catarebuli, SeuZlebelia 
uxerxulobis gamomwvevi SekiTxviT mimarTos. erT-erTi xerxi, romlis 
meSveobiTac uxerxuli sakiTxis wamoWraa SesaZlebeli, citatis moyvanaa. 
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rTul da uxerxul kiTxvebze respondentebma Tavdapirvelad SeiZleba 
mokled, dausruleblad da TavdacviTi poziciidan upasuxon. interviueri 
saintereso sakiTxs intervius procesSi mogvianebiT unda miubrundes. 
respondenti rac ufro metis axsnas cdilobs, miT ufro dawvrilebiT hyveba 
da cdilobs, interviuers gaagebinos, rom misi pasuxebi ufro gulaxdili 
da SeuniRbavi xdeba. intervius sawyis etapze sifrTxilis gamoCena saWiroa 
konfrontaciuli SekiTxvebisadmi respondentSi interviueris mimarT 
ndobis gaRviZebamde mainc.

zepiri istoriis specialistebs uyvarT gulRia mTxrobelebTan an 
araoficialur adgilobriv JamTaaRmwerlebTan intervius Catareba. aseT 
pirovnebebs mSvenieri istoriebi aqvT, romelTac SeiZleba folkloruli 
Rirebulebac hqondes. isini mzad arian es istoriebi mogviTxron, mi-
uxedavad imisa, rom SeiZleba sulac ar pasuxobs interviueris SekiTxvas. 
TiToeuli maTgani mogviTxrobs ambebs warsulis Sesaxeb, rom kidev erTxel 
gaacocxlon, pativi miagon da dRevandelobas Seadaron. 

monaTxrobis xarisxze ori ram axdens mniSvnelovan gavlenas: a) am-
bebis gameoreba da b) Txrobisas responentis mier istoriis Selamazeba. 
aseT SemTxvevebSi movlenebi erTmaneTSi ireva, qronologia mkvrivdeba, 
wyoba icvleba da dramis da iumoris elementebi Warboben. gameorebul 
istoriebs, rogorc wesi, axasiaTebs negatiuri movlenebis gamotovebasa 
da gamijvnaze koncentraciis midrekileba. gameorebuli istoriis sa-
winaaRmdegod saukeTeso dacvas kargad momzadebuli interviueri 
warmoadgens, romelsac SeuZlia uzustobebis myisierad amocnoba da 
Seusabamobebisadmi Tavis garTmeva. Tumca, respondentebs SeiZleba 
esa Tu is istoria imdenjer hqondeT gameorebuli, rom Tavdapirveli 
swori varianti ukve aRar axsovdeT. aRsaniSnavia is faqti, rom zogierTi 
respondenti interviusaTvis sagangebod emzadeba, zogi ki istoriebs, 
nebismier situaciaSi, pirvelive Semxvedrs mouTxrobs. Tu interviueri maT 
Txrobas gaawyvetinebs, isini daibnevian an ubralod Semdeg SesaZleblobas 
daelodebian, rom es Txroba CarTon dialogSi. respondentisaTvis am 
istoriebs gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba aqvs da, rogorc wesi, mTxrobels 
momzadebuli sityvis Tqma unda davacadoT.

wlebis ganmavlobaSi istoriis gameoreba Txrobis Sedegad TviTin-
terpretaciis formad iqceva. adamianebs ara mxolod sakuTari warsuli 
axsovT, aramed mis gacnobierebasac cdiloben. Sesabamisad, zepiri is-
toriis specialistebs Sexeba aqvT individualur mogonebebTan da 
msoflmxedvelobasTan, romelTa erT struqturul formatSi moqceva 
Zalian Znelia. 

fsiqologebma, sociologebma da socialuri mecnierebis sxva dar-
gebis moRvaweebma zepiri gamoxatvis formebi da motivaciebi kiTxvis qveS 
daayenes mas Semdeg, rac maTi subieqturoba aRiares. aRniSnuli dargebis 
specialistebma alRo auRes zepiri istoriis meTodologias da kiTxvarebs 
xarisxobrivi interviuebi amjobines.

miukerZoebuli, empiriuli informaciis misaRebad fsiqologiuri 
interviuebi interviuerisagan tradiciulad meTvalyuris rols mo-
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iTxovs, rac xels uSlis piradi kontaqtis damyarebas. socialuri mec-
nierebebis specialistebi ki upiratesobas standartizirebuli da ra-
odenobrivi kiTxvarebis gamoyenebas aniWeben. 

SekiTxvebis dasmis yvelaze mniSvnelovan unar-Cvevas respondentebis 
mier moTxrobilis yuradRebiT mosmena warmoadgens. mkvlevarebma 
daadgines, rom adamianebs, rogorc wesi, warmoTqmulis mxolod mci-re 
nawili esmiT. Cveulebrivad saubarze koncentraciis nacvlad inter-
viueri Camwer aparaturas uyurebs da Semdeg SekiTxvaze fiqrobs, rac 
mas Rlis da gonebas ufantavs. yuradRebis SenarCunebis unar-Cvevis 
ganviTareba interviuerisTvis uxerxul mdgomareobaSi Cavardnis Tavidan 
acilebis saukeTeso saSualebaa. amgvari uxerxuli mdgomareoba SeiZleba 
gamowveuli iyos respondentisadmi iseTi SekiTxvis dasmiT, romelsac man 
pasuxi ukve gasca (rac udavo niSania imisa, rom interviueri uyuradRebod 
usmenda). intervius procesSi CaniSnuli moulodneli siaxleebi ki TemasTan 
dabrunebis saSualebas iZleva. 

mosmenis udides sirTules warmoadgens is, rom yuradReba iseT 
ideebsa da informaciaze unda gamaxvildes, romlTac SesaZlebelia in-
terviueri ar eTanxmeba. Camweris mxridan misaRebia laparakSi Carevis 
da kamaTis dawyebis cdunebis dauflebac, magram uTanxmoebis sakiTxis 
ganxilvamde aucilebelia mTxrobelis bolomde mosmena. zepiri istoria 
respondentis da ara interviueris mogonebebs da mosazrebebs agrovebs. 
rogorc interviueris, aseve zepiri istoriis proeqtis WeSmarit gamoc-
das warmoadgens is, Tu ramdenad warmoaCina mis mier Catarebulma in-
terviuebma sakiTxis irgvliv arsebuli yvela mxare. maT Soris maTi, visac 
pativs naklebad scemda.

interviueris mizania, Caweros istoriis imgvari versia, rogorc mas 
respondenti sTavazobs, maSinac ki, rodesac igi gazviadebul pretenziebs 
da baqiaobas Seicavs. yvelaferi, rasac respondenti hyveba, Camweris 
mxridan absoluturad miRebuli unda iyos. 

zepir istoriebSi xdeba isec, rom adamianebi sakuTar Tavs atyueben. 
zogierTi pirovneba pozicias radikalurad cvlis, magram sakuTar Tavs 
arwmunebs, rom Tanmimdevruli da zustia. zogierTma, SesaZlebelia, 
cnobieris an qvecnobieris doneze daamaxinjos mogonebebi usiamovno da 
mZime warsulidan. 

aRsaniSnavia, rom sakuTari vizualuri komponenti videofirze 
aRubeWdav interviuebsac aqvT. axlos msxdomare interviueri da res-
pondenti saxis gamometyvelebiT da sxeulis moZraobebiT urTierToben. 
saWiroa, rom interviuers respondentze yovelTvis eWiros Tvali. 
oTaxis interieris Tvaliereba, sivrceSi mzera da sxvadasxva moZraobebi 
mis uyuradRebobaze miuTiTeben. iseve rogorc, warbebis Sekvra imis 
maniSnebelia, rom respondents an ar eTanxmeba an ar sjera misi. aseT 
qcevas isini an uwesobaSi Tvlian an imis SiSiT, rom Tavi mogawyines, 
pasuxebs amokleben. es ar exeba im SemTxvevebs, rodesac inerviueri swrafi 
mzeriT Camweri teqnikis gamarTulobas amowmebs da fotosuraTebs an 
interviusTan dakavSirebul sxva sagnebs aTvalierebs. mTeli intervius 
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ganmavlobaSi aucilebelia ucvleli vizualuri kontaqtis damyareba. 
Rimili an Tavis daxra imis maniSnebelia, rom intervieri respondents 
miuxvda, amiT is mas axalisebs da ubiZgebs, rom Txroba ganagrZos. `mar-
Tla?~, ~aha!~, `daujerebelia!~ _ amgvari SeZaxilebi firze cudad JRers 
da transkriftSic adgils ikavebs. amitom, verbalur komentarebze um-
jobesia usityvo Jestikulacia.

gare xmebic garkveul rols TamaSoben respondentsa da interviuers 
Soris usityvo komunikaciaSi. ganwyobis maniSnebelia xmis tembri, pauza, 
maxvili, sarkazmi da gadaCurCulebac. roca adamianebi emociebiT aRiv-
sebian, isini swrafad da xmamaRla laparaks iwyeben. interviuerebs unda 
SeeZloT am usityvo miniSnebebis daWera, radgan maTi transkriftSi 
gadmocema sxvagvarad SeuZlebeli iqneba. sarkazmuli mimikebi winadadebis 
mniSvnelobas radikalurad cvlian. mxolod Txrobis dasrulebis Semdeg 
SeuZlia interviuers respondents sarkazmis axsna sTxovos.

zepiri istoriis specialistebi iSviaTad Tu iziareben socialuri 
mecnierebebis muSakebis dainteresebas intervius Catarebis procesis 
dakvirvebaze. istorikosebs urCeviaT respondentebi Cveul garemos 
moacilon da iseT myudro adgilas moaTavson, sadac maT intervius 
xels aravin SeuSlis. maSin, roca sxva disciplinebSi respondentTan sa-
ubari mimdinareobs maTTvis bunebriv garemoSi. anTropologebi, mag., 
respodentebTan erTad cxovroben, rom maTi yoveldRiuri cxovreba da 
interviuebi maTsave garemoSi aRbeWdon.

respondentebis sacxovrebel adgilebSi zepiri istoriis speci-
alistebi xSirad mogzauroben da maTi garemoTi interesdebian. Tana-
medrove yoveldRiuri cxovrebis warsulis firze aRbeWdva warmoadgens 
zepiri istoriis specialistis mizans. Tumca, zogjer respondentebi 
gamoTqvamen survils, interviuers uCvenon maT warsulTan dakavSirebuli 
Senobebi da sxva adgilebi. zepiri istoriis specialistebma aseTi Se-
saZleblobebi unda gamoiyenon, daaTvalieron da aucileblad firze 
aRbeWdon.

intervius warmatebiT dasasruleblad saWiroa iseTi bunebrivi 
`finaluri~ SekiTxvis povna, romelic respondents stimuls miscems, kidev 
erTxel dafiqrdes, axali movlenebi Zvels Seadaros, daskvnebi gamoitanos 
an momavlisken gaaxedos, rom kidev erTxel gaanalizos darCa Tu ara iseTi 
sakiTxebi, romlis Tqmac undoda. 

intervius dasrulebis Semdeg kidev erTxel unda ganemartos res-
pondents, rogor gamoiyeneba da sad iqneba daculi Canaweri. zogjer 
inerviueri maT dokumentze xelis moweras intervius dasrulebisTanave 
sTxovs, rac garkveul uxerxulobas warmoqmnis. tradiciulad, respon-
dentebisaTvis da maTi ojaxis wevrebisaTvis Canaweris da gaSifruli 
teqstis aslebi unda momzaddes da gadaeces. Tu interviu statiis an 
wignisaTvis Catarda, respondents aucileblad unda miewodos asli. ar 
aris marTebuli ubralod wavideT da Tan gaviyoloT adamianis cxovrebis 
istoria, misi gulaxdili mosazrebebi da zogjer ukiduresad piraduli 
dakvirvebebi. 
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gulaxdili interviu SeiZleba rTuli da amave dros emociuri iyos, 
amitom saWiroa, respondents intervius Semdeg cota meti dro davuTmoT 
da Camweri mowyobilobis gareSec gavesaubroT. man unda igrZnos, ramdenad 
mniSvnelovani iqneba misi interviu zepiri istoriis proeqtisaTvis da 
kidev erTxel darwmundes mis mier gaweul daxmarebaSi. 

amrigad, naSromSi SevecadeT zepiri istoriis Teoriuli da me-
Todologiuri sakiTxebis garkvevas, romelTa gaTvaliswineba mniSvne-
lovania aRniSnuli meTodiT  intervius Casawerad da sakvlevi masalis 
mosamzadeblad. amitomaa, rom fsiqologebma, sociologebma da soci-
aluri mecnierebis sxva dargebis moRvaweebma zepiri gamoxatvis formebi 
kiTxvis niSnis qveS daayenes mas Semdeg, rac maTi subieqturoba aRiares. 
maT alRo auRes zepiri istoriis meTodologias da raodenobriv kiTx-
varebs xarisxobrivi interviuebi amjobines, radgan wlebis Semdeg 
istoriis gameoreba Txrobis Sedegad TviTinterpretaciis formad 
iqceva. adamianebs ara mxolod sakuTari warsuli axsovT, aramed mis 
gacnobierebasac cdiloben da racionalizaciisken miiswrafian, rom 
warsulTan erTad ukeT SeZlon awmyoSi cxovreba. 
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Marine Turashvili
(Georgia)

on the Question of the Theoretical and Methodological 

Research of oral History

Summary

Key words:  oral history, methodology, elite/unelite, critical, grounded.

Methodology of oral history, as of the modern scientific sphere, has various sources. 
Since the 40s of the XIX century the practice of the oral history has been popular in the 
western academic circles. After choosing a genre of the oral history the next step for a 
scientist is the selection of the theoretical basis.

Despite of the use of the various theoretical approaches in the researches the survey 
of existing literature singles out three main methods: elite/unelite, critical and grounded. 
The subject of the elite/unelite theory is the elite oral history against the unelite oral history 
or who is merited to be recorded.

Oral history of elite people is opposite to the oral history of ordinary people – 
interview practice from “down to up”, earlier supporters of which are British scientists of 
the 50s and the 60s of the past century. American oral historians catched up this idea only 
in the 60s.

Many programmes of oral history aimed at recording point of view of the witnesses 
of the history. Such kind of work was a certain combination of topics of interviews with 
ordinary people as well as with prominent ones and its basic theoretical principles were 
clarified as far as possible.

Basic source of the critical theory is a sphere of the literary criticism. Though 
afterwards it became a part of many humanitarian and social sciences und oral history was 
used within their boundaries. In the USA critical theory has many supporters but it has 
mere influence over Europe, especially over the UK and over Italy. In the works of these 
scientists class questions are leading. Critical theory is provided with the conception of the 
ideas and views of the people without official rank.

Grounded theory at the beginning demanded of the scientists the approach to 
the chosen topic without ideas thought out beforehand. Scientists can set up their own 
conclusions and ideas of the research of a person or a group of people on the basis of 
analysis and checking the material obtained during the research. As Straus and Juliet 
Corbin point out the scientist doesn’t start the project with early thought out approach 
(except the case when the aim is to analyze in details and to deepen existing theory) 
but tries the assumption to be emerged from the information, hence, the grounded theory 
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stems from the information.
The method of the research of the grounded theory has its characteristic traits, 

which influence over the investigation greatly. The important fact is that some followers 
of the grounded theory demand of the scientists not to use questions and certain themes 
thought out beforehand.

In the beginning of the research we tried to review theoretical topics of oral history. 
On this occasion we are discussing problems of recording of oral histories, which are 
important in obtaining high-grade materials. 

For getting a successful interview it is significant to have a conversation in domestic 
situation. Style of the interview must be impartial, sincere and friendly, if needed even 
provoking. Each interviewer is obligated not to keep a respondent in tension, to listen with 
attention and to stimulate the respondent to be frank. Skill of listening is to be worked out 
and an interviewer needs a hard work to work out this ability.

To some extent an interview is a performance. Not only an interviewer tries to get 
ready well, but a respondents worries as well, thinking how to demonstrate memories 
of the distant past. Nobody wants to look absent-minded or with lack of the talent of 
expression. In this process interviewers must be co-participants and help respondents to 
be frank and exact. During giving the information of names, dates and etc., the interviewer 
has to show a route. In help to overcome isolation, undesire, bad mood, in being frank and 
self-critical the interviewer plays a decisive role for the respondent.

Each type of interview has its rules and norms: to fulfill preliminary work, maximal 
readiness, to prepare impartial questions, not to interrupt the respondent, to expand the 
topic of the answer, to know properly recording equipment, to work out exactly obtained 
recordings and to take into account ethics. 

For the successful ending of the interview it is necessary to find a “final” question, 
which will stimulate the respondent and will make him to think on the past, to compare 
new events with the old ones, to make important conclusions and to look for future, to 
analyse if there are the topics not being discussed. Sometimes a respondent is expecting 
the questions that an interviewer has to put but he hasn’t done it.

A frank interview can be very emotional, for this after the interview an interviewer 
must take much time and have a conversation without recording equipment. A respondent 
should feel how important his interview will be for oral history project and should be 
sure of the significance of the work he has done. The respondent must be informed how 
his interview will be used and will be kept. It is not correct for the interviewer to leave 
the respondent simply taking with him the story of a person’s life, his frank opinions, 
sometimes very personal observations.

In this work we tried to make out the theoretical and methodological questions of 
oral history which in our opinion is important for recording and preparation of an interview. 
And for these reason psychologists, sociologists and other researches of the social field, 
have again analysed forms of the oral expression and has declared subjectivity of the oral 
history. They have sensed the methodology of oral history and accordingly have given 
preference to qualitative interviews rather than to quantitative ones, as after years repeat 
of the history is turned into a form of self-interpretation. People remember not only their 
own past but they try to realize it and strive for rationalization to live better in the present 
together with the past. 
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Ж.к. нУрМанОва
(казахстан)

литература и кино в научном поле компаративистики

Литературоведческая компаративистика - многоаспектная научная область, 
включающая в себя изучение разнообразных форм и художественных взаимо-
действий. До недавнего времени исследования в области сравнительного лите-
ратуроведения ограничивались изучением межлитературных связей. Между тем 
современная компаративистика опирается не только на межнациональные, но и 
междисциплинарные связи, среди которых особое место принадлежит изучению 
диалогических рубежей литературы и кинематографа, нуждающихся в систематиза-
ции и переосмыслении сложившихся научных традиций. История разработки этого 
вопроса прошла сложный путь от «киноцентризма» («кино не нуждается в литера-
туре») (Ф.Феллини) до «литературоцентризма» («заколдованности кинематографа 
литературой») (Б.Мансуров). 

Как научно значимая область компаративизма эта проблема достаточно пло-
дотворно разрабатывалась в США, Франции, Германии. Одной из главных фигур 
сравнительного литературоведения называют американского ученого Р.Уэллека, на-
писавшего в 1949 году в США в соавторстве с О.Уорреном одну из самых популяр-
ных на Западе книг – «Теория литературы», в которой были рассмотрены узловые 
проблемы сравнительного литературоведения. В главе «Литература и другие искус-
ства» авторы приходят к выводу, что сравнительная история литературы и искусств 
находится еще на пороге научной стадии своего развития: «Куда вероятнее, что нам 
откроются не параллельные прямые, а сложное переплетение сходящихся и развет-
вляющихся линий» (Уэллек, Уоррен 1968:151). 

Во Франции инициаторами включения вопросов взаимодействия литературы 
и искусства в регистр научной компаративистики являются авторитетные ученые 
К.Пишуа и А.-М. Руссо. Эту область сравнительного литературоведения они обо-
значили как проблемное поле «сближения литературы с другими областями выра-
жения и знаний», подразумевая под последним различные виды искусств (Цит. по: 
Маданова 1999: 20). Последователи французских компаративистов свели его к ла-
коничной формулировке: компаративное изучение произведений, принадлежащих 
различным культурным областям. 

Особое звучание эта проблема обрела в монографии словацкого ученого Д. 
Дюришина «Теория сравнительного изучения литературы», призвавшего расширить 
предмет научной компаративистики за счет включения в него связей литературы с 
другими отраслями искусства, «имеющих реальные основания в виде объективных 
связующих нитей между ними, заметных даже неискушенному читательскому гла-
зу» (Дюришин 1979:135). Автор выделяет два вида «посреднических связей» лите-
ратуры и искусства: первый, когда текст литературы выступает в качестве органиче-
ского компонента текста искусства (в театре и кино), второй, когда импульсом для 
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создания литературного произведения становится искусство. 
В России методологическое обоснование и последовательную разработку 

данное научное направление литературоведческой компаративистики получило в 
трудах академика М.П. Алексеева. В работе, признанной классикой российского ли-
тературоведения, - «Взаимодействие литературы с другими видами искусства как 
предмет научного изучения», ученый предложил выделить несколько аспектов дан-
ной темы: отражение различных видов искусства в контексте литературы, влияние 
литературы на виды искусства, взаимовлияние и синтез искусств. Новые подходы 
работы к предмету сравнительного литературоведения привели ученого к ряду от-
крытий, в числе которых была установлена общность терминологического аппа-
рата в литературе и искусстве, обнародованы факты литературного истолкования 
писателями тем искусства, уделено внимание звуковой организации художествен-
ного текста и музыкальным эффектам в литературе, найдены словесные аналогии 
музыкально-симфоническим формам. Что касается заявленной нами темы, то важ-
ными представляются следующие терминологические установки: писательский 
кинематограф, кинематографичность литературы, кинорепертуар прозы, «память» 
кинотекста и кинообраза в рамках одного художественного произведения, кинопроза 
и т.д.

Изучение «перекрестий» литературы и кинематографа входит в научное 
«поле» компаративистики. Применительно к изучению проблемы взаимосвязей ли-
тературы и кинематографа следует выделить персональный и имперсональный подходы. 

 Взаимосвязи литературы и 
кино 

 
 

 
На персональном уровне  На имперсональном уровне  

Кинематографический аспект 
деятельности писателей  

 

Литературное творчество 
кинематографистов 

Текстовые связи 
 

Межтекстовые связи 
(интертекст) 

Внутритекстовые связи 
(интермедиальные) 

 

  

Персональный (или персоналистический подход) предполагает изучение 
кинематографического аспекта деятельности писателей в контексте их творческой 
биографии и литературного аспекта в творчестве кинематографистов (актеров, ре-
жиссеров, операторов). 
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1. кинематографический аспект деятельности писателей

Изучение роли писателей в становлении и развитии киноискусства имеет 
важное значение. Следует отметить, что на сегодняшний день отсутствует систем-
ное описание кинематографического аспекта творчества литераторов. Несмотря на 
то, что многие персоналии были выявлены в литературоведении (В.Маяковский, 
Ю.Тынянов, М.Ауэзов), часть художников слова, по-прежнему, остается «за ка-
дром». «Реанимирование» кинематографических эпизодов писателей, изучение и 
осмысление их актерской, киносценарной, пропагандистской и редакторской дея-
тельности на «фабрике грез» позволит восполнить недостающее звено в творческой 
биографии художников слова. 

Писатели и актёры - представители творческой профессии, и потому имеют 
много общего. Не случайно писателя иногда называют «актёром одного театра», а 
актера - «интерпретатором и комментатором» писателя. Объединяет их то, что они 
являются создателями культурных ценностей в сфере искусства, «коллекционируя 
характеры и факты» (А.Пиотровский), и обладают даром перевоплощения (вспом-
ним Ф.М. Достоевского и О. де Бальзака, «проигрывавших» в творческой лаборато-
рии реплики за своих героев). И актер, и писатель не могут полноценно проявлять 
свой творческий потенциал без обратной связи с читателем и зрителем. Актерскими 
способностями обладали многие писатели и поэты, всерьез осваивавшие эту про-
фессию. Пробовали свои силы на актерском поприще российский поэт В. Маяков-
ский и казахский прозаик С. Санбаев. В эпизодических ролях снимались поэты И. 
Джансугуров и Д. Джабаев.

Первым казахским писателем, «прорубившим окно» в загадочный мир кино, 
был И. Джансугуров. Актером «поневоле» стал Ж. Жабаев, попавший в объектив 
кинокамеры «первенца казахского кино» - «Амангельды». В одной из массовых 
сцен фильма с сарбазами сидит старик с домброй и внимательно наблюдает за всад-
никами, и зрители не догадываются, что на экране настоящий акын Джамбул. Его 
присутствие на экране не что иное, как камео – эпизодическая роль знаменитости, 
играющей самого себя в кино. Самый фактурный казахский писатель С. Санбаев, 
которому в кино достались роли масштабного и исторического характера - хан Абы-
лай, комиссар Алиби Джангильдин, султан Тезек-торе и ученый Курманов. Безу-
словно, прав Д. Накипов, заключивший, что «только писателю дано одномоментно 
нести в себе знаки прошлого и настоящего» (Накипов 2003:7) И эта писательская, 
творящая «одномоментность», вероятно, более всего может быть реализована в ак-
терской деятельности. Актерские работы в кино стимулировали писательскую дея-
тельность С. Санбаева: за съемочный период фильма «Дорога в тысячу верст» им 
были написаны первые повести. Автор неоднократно признавался, что созданием 
образа Мырзагали из повести «Белая аруана» он обязан актеру Н. Жантурину.

В истории литературы нередки случаи, когда писатель осваивал профессию 
кинорежиссера. Осознание того, что без режиссера нет сценариста, писателя, ав-
тора, без него нет произведения искусства, часто приводило к тому, что писатель, 
не порывая с литературой, уходил всецело в режиссуру. Так было с В. Шукшиным, 
Л. Филатовым, С. Нарымбетовым, Т. Теменовым, которые рассматривали свой ав-

Литература и кино в научном поле компаративистики



248

торский кинематограф как прямое и органичное продолжение своей прозы. Обретя 
режиссерскую профессию, они получили возможность стать автоинтерпретатора-
ми («самоэкранизаторами») собственных сочинений. Вначале они перекладывали 
собственную прозу на язык кино, а затем совершали обратный процесс – сценарий 
«доращивали» до формата киноповести. Феномен их творчества следует назвать 
«бумеранговым», когда проза творчески отзывалась в авторском кинематографе и 
возвращалась к читателю в отформатированном виде киносценария, способствуя 
тем самым сгущению и уплотнению художественного мира писателей-режиссеров. 

2. литературное творчество кинематографистов как объект 
сравнительного литературоведения (актерская и режиссерская проза)

Подлинный синтез литературы и кино содержит авторская проза кинемато-
графистов - режиссеров, актеров, операторов, которая представляется нам плодот-
ворной и перспективной областью компаративистики. Литературное творчество 
кинематографистов до настоящего времени не являлось предметом специального 
осмысления, не подвергалось систематизации и классификации. Причин тому не-
сколько: представители творческой профессии зачастую недооценивали свой ли-
тературный талант, а читающая публика не принимала их всерьез. Литературное 
творчество кинематографистов, между тем, насчитывает несколько этапов: от его 
зарождения в виде мемуарно-автобиографической литературы до многожанровой 
прозы (рассказа, повести, дневника и т.д.). Жанры актерской и режиссерской прозы 
появлялись, трансформировались и исчезали в процессе исторического развития, 
потому границы между ними порой расплывчаты.

Главная классификационная единица актерского литературного творчества – 
эстетика жанрово-тематического канона, согласно которой можно выделить четыре 
группы: 

1. Актерская мемуаристика или автобиографическая проза, когда актер/ак-
триса или режиссер выступают «в роли себя самого» (К. Баисеитов «На всю жизнь», 
Д. Тналина «Черно-белое кино»). В иерархии указанного выше жанра именно книги 
воспоминаний удерживают первые позиции. 

2. Художественная проза кинематографистов, непосредственно связанная с 
профессиональной деятельностью (искусством театра и кино). В качестве примера 
следует назвать книги К. Куанышбаева «Булавка», К. Бадырова «Театр – моя судьба» 
и А. Ашимова «Мой жанр – дневник».

3. Оригинальная, самобытная проза, никак не связанная с основным творче-
ством, приоткрывающая нам второе «я» актера/актрисы, предстающих перед зрите-
лем в новом качестве - в роли «человека пишущего». В этих произведениях могут 
присутствовать различные литературные коды, «память» художественного текста. 
Показательный пример – творчество актера Н. Санжара, создавшего многожанро-
вую прозу. 

4. Режиссерская проза отражает единство и синтез литературно-кинематог-
рафического процесса. Классический пример – С. Нарымбетов и Т. Теменов, ре-
жиссерская деятельность которых стала прямым и естественным продолжением 
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их прозы. Именно у этих авторов оказалась ярче выражена авторская позиция, на-
полненная кинематографическим видением искусства и человека, а писательское 
мастерство оказалось конгениальным, тождественным актерскому (режиссерскому) 
таланту.

Актерская и режиссерская проза как историко-культурное явление не входит 
в официальную литературную иерархию, а занимает в ней, скорее, промежуточное, 
«срединное» место, имеющее узкий круг читателей. Однако масштаб их произведе-
ний не назовешь скромным, потому как кинематографисты обогатили литературу 
новейшего времени тончайшей нюансировкой в описании человеческих пережива-
ний и особой поэзией реальности и достоверности. 

Перейдем ко второму направлению – имперсональному, под которым мы под-
разумеваем изучение различного рода связей - текстовых (киносценарии, кинопроза пи-
сателей), межтекстовых (интертекстуальных) и внутритекстовых (интермедиальных). 

3. киносценарная деятельность писателей в призме научной 
компаративистики

Киносценарии писателей – наименее известная часть их творческого насле-
дия, как правило, «выпадающая» из поля зрения литературоведов. К этому роду 
творчества отношение почти всегда высокомерно-пренебрежительное, как к незна-
чительным, «проходным» вещам, занимающим низшую ступень в иерархии художе-
ственного творчества писателей. Изучение киносценарной деятельности литерато-
ров в контексте сравнительного литературоведения позволит восполнить этот про-
бел и сформировать более целостное представление о писательском кинематографе. 

Киноискусство началось с привлечения профессиональных писателей. Из ли-
тературы в кинематограф многие писатели пришли уже сложившимися художника-
ми, со своей эстетикой и творческой манерой, со своими темами и героями. Вначале 
киносценарии создавались на основе уже написанных литературных произведений. 
Это был период, когда царила культура «штучного профессионализма кинематогра-
фического писателя» (И. Мартьянова). Первыми в ряды сценаристов вступили дра-
матурги, так как техника «кинолитературы» изначально считалась приближенной к 
искусству драмы. Затем наметился приход прозаиков в кинодраматургию – явление, 
способствующее усвоению кинодраматургией близких ей элементов прозы. На се-
годняшний день сложно назвать в современной литературе хотя бы одного крупного 
прозаика, который не был бы сценаристом или не занимался автопереводом соб-
ственных произведений на экран. Уместно отметить, что реже всех были замечены 
на сценарной стезе поэты. 

Как писал киновед И. Маневич, «не всякий писатель может быть кино-
драматургом, но кинодраматург обязательно должен быть писателем» (Маневич 
1968:25). Причем таким «писателем, который отлично понимает, что такое кино» 
(А.Тарковский). Как произведение, предназначенное для перевода в текст другой 
семиотической системы, сценарий может быть определен как предтекст кинемато-
графа (текст, предшествующий созданию кинофильма). Учитывая тенденцию по-
следних лет, когда многие сценарии выходят после проката фильма в виде книг, ки-
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носценарий может быть трактован и как послетекст - литературное произведение, 
созданное на основе уже существующего или ожидаемого фильма, если говорить 
о «новеллизации фильмов» или «фильмокнигах», как их принято сейчас называть. 
Они издаются в качестве рекламного продукта, который должен выйти в прокат или 
уже просмотренного. Также это может быть кинопроза, предназначенная для чтения и 
имеющая самостоятельную ценность. 

Таким образом, киносценарий можно назвать текстом-посредником между 
литературой и кино, выступающим в роли предтекста или послетекста художествен-
ного фильма. Для писателей сценарное творчество стало экспериментальным по-
лем их деятельности, оказавшим существенное влияние на формирование их прозы, 
обогатившим их язык. 

4. кинематографичность литературы в свете научной  компаративистики

В современном литературоведении сформировалось особое понятие кине-
матографичности литературы (КЛ), которое может быть трактовано в статусе тер-
минологической дефиниции и определено как художественный текст, включающий 
элементы киноискусства. Писатель, наделенный «намеком на киномышление» 
(Б.Эйхенбаум), работает по принципу камеры «образом зрительного порядка» с под-
черкнуто визуальным характером. Литература может быть «кинематографична» в 
разной степени. Она может быть исконной, с изначально заложенной «генетической 
памятью» кино в литературе или заимствованной. Понятие заимствованной кине-
матографичности связано с именами писателей, которые перенесли практический 
опыт кино на почву литературы. 

В литературе были осуществлены экспериментальные заимствования терми-
нологии из области кино. Прием монтажа занял прочное место в ряду литературных 
терминов и понятий. Эксклюзивное право на монтаж до возникновения кинемато-
графа принадлежало литературе, о чем писал в своей статье Б. Эйхенбаум: «лите-
ратура была единственным искусством, способным развертывать сложные сюжет-
ные построения, развивать фабульные параллели, свободно менять место действия, 
выделять детали и пр.» (Эйхенбаум 1973:30). Монтаж оказался тем киноприемом, 
которому удалось наиболее органично вписаться в поэтику словесного творчества. 
«Перекочевав» в область словесного искусства, он обрел статус литературоведче-
ского термина и стал пониматься как «способ построения литературного произведе-
ния, при котором преобладает дискретность (прерывность) изображения, его «раз-
битость» на фрагменты» (Хализев 2000:276).

5. кинорепертуар прозы как показатель внутритекстовых связей
литературы и кино

В начале нового века – 2001-2005 годах фактом научной жизни стали работы 
петербургского исследователя Н.В. Тишуниной, актуализировавшей проблему срав-
нительного литературоведения в призме интермедиальности – изучении взаимодей-
ствия искусств в пространстве литературного текста. «Для того, чтобы адекватно 
проанализировать текст, необходимо сравнить и сопоставить образные структуры 
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тех видов искусства, которые взаимодействуют в пространстве единого художе-
ственного целого», - отмечает автор в статье «Взаимодействие искусств в литера-
турном произведении как проблема сравнительного литературоведения» (Тишуни-
на 2003:91). Ценность научных изысканий российского ученого в том, что пред-
ложенный ею подход позволяет выявить внутритекстовые связи между искусством 
слова и другими искусствами в границах одного художественного произведения. 
Подобный сравнительный анализ позволит, по мнению Н.В. Тишуниной, с одной 
стороны, раскрыть «специфику художественного мышления писателя, в основе ко-
торого лежит понимание искусства как источника творчества, а с другой, указывает 
на характер и содержание «художественного диалога», происходящего в результате 
«встречи культур».

Благодаря гибкости и безграничным выразительным возможностям слова, 
литература способна вбирать в себя элементы художественного содержания любого 
искусства. И кинематографа в том числе. Упоминания о кино неоднократно встреча-
ются в художественном тексте казахских писателей, отражая, прежде всего, автор-
ские предпочтения. Включая в свои произведения «тексты» кинематографа, худож-
ники слова чаще всего привлекают их с целью усиления содержательного потенциа-
ла и дополнительной характеристики духовной биографии персонажей. О.Уоррен 
называл это «вхождением элементов одного искусства в другое» (Уэллек, Уоррен 
1978:150). Иными словами, это «текст в тексте», способный создать ассоциативное 
«поле» через репертуар фильмов и кинообразов. 

Арсенал кинематографических средств может быть реализован в корпусе ли-
тературного произведения посредством: 

• включения кинематографической тематики в поэтику заглавия («Киномеха-
ники» М. Рахманбердиева, «Актриса» Д. Исабекова);

• репертуара упоминаемых фильмов в контексте прозы («Рокко и его братья» 
Л.Висконти в романе С.Санбаева «Времена года нашей жизни»)

• прямого или «потаенного» введения актерских образов (Калмырзаев в 
«Днях декабря» Р. Сейсенбаева, Айгуль Асанова в «Актрисе» Д. Исабекова);

• наличия в тексте слов лексико-семантической группы «кино» (студия, мо-
тор, сценарий, «сверхзадача», «зерно», «подтекст», «сквозное действие», монтаж, 
кинолента, ВГИК, съемочная киногруппа, актерская техника); 

• профессиональной принадлежности литературных персонажей к миру кино 
(кинорежиссеры, актеры и актрисы, монтажники киностудий);

• профессионального мнения о представителях киноискусства («Один кадр 
или одна деталь иногда могут сказать об уровне ума художника больше, чем весь 
фильм» Р.Сейсенбаев).

Анализ художественного текста посредством выявления его связей с кино - 
один из продуктивных способов постижения художественного мира писателей. 

Наша работа не претендует на исчерпывающее освещение темы. Нам бы хо-
телось думать, что она эту тему открывает. Научно-теоретическое и практическое 
значение заявленной темы предполагает векторное расширение намеченных лите-
ратурных маршрутов на материале словесности и киноискусства.
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Zh. K. Nurmanova 

The Literature and Movies in a Scientific fField of Comparison

Summary

Key words: literature, cinema, comparative studies, the film script, screen adaptability of 
literary, prose film repertoire.

Zh. K. Nurmanova’s article “The literature and movies in a scientific field of 
comparison” uses the interdisciplinary approach to the sphere of comparative literary 
studies. The author systematizes history of working out of this question beginning from 
R.Wellek and Aust.Warren to modern comparativists. Works of K.Pishua and A.M.Russo, 
D. Dyurishina, M.P. Alekseev and other authors are exposed to the analysis. Quoting 
the offered aspects of this subject in academician Alekseev’s classical work Nurmanova 
Zh.K. offers her approaches in a scientific field of comparison and terminological settings: 
a literary cinema, actor's prose, a cinematography of literature (CL along with LC 
Martyanova's literary cinematography ), prose film repertoire, «memory» of the film text 
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and film image within one work of art and etc. 
The comparative history of literature and cinematography is rethought and presented 

as multidimensional area by Zh.K.Nurmanova. A material on which article constructed is 
Kazakh literature. 

Along with the developed classical approach to studying of this problem studying 
of «text» of art in a literary context, the author offers two new approaches: personal and 
impersonal. 

The personal approach assumes studying of cinema aspect activity of writers in a 
context of their creative biography and literary aspect in creativity of cinematographers 
(actors, directors, and operators). The author of article tries to state systematically the 
vision of a cinematographic aspect problem of creativity of famous writers, to «revive» 
the unknown facts from film life of writers, to fill the missing facts of their creative life. 
From «the actor necessarily» - to the actor by vocation, from incidental – to main – this is a 
range of film works of writers. Some cases when writers along with an actor's job mastered 
the director's job are analyzed in this article. 

According to the author, studying of author's prose of cinematographers (actor 
and director prose) can become original opening, being represented perspective area of 
comparison. Nurmanova Zh.K. tries to systematize and classify this aspect of the risen 
problem. The special attention is paid to genres of actor and director prose. In hierarchy of 
the presented genres especially memory studies, autobiographical prose, and also the art 
prose which is directly connected or isn't connected with the main creativity of the actor/
director who slightly opens the second «I» of the person of art are allocated. In comparison 
with actor's prose director's literary creativity reflects unity and synthesis of literary and 
cinema process. V. Shukshin, S. Narymbetov, T.Temenov are the classical examples of 
reflection of this process.

Zh.K.Nurmanova labels studying text (film scripts and film prose of writers), 
intertext (intertextual) and intratext (intermedia) communications as an impersonal 
approach. Each kind of communication is analyzed by the author in detail; new concepts 
(the pretext, afterwards of a film, the text-intermediary, CL – cinematography of literature 
and others) are entered. 

Zh.K.Nurmanova positions her article as «vector expansion» of literary routes on a 
literature and cinematography material. 

Studying of text connections of film scripts and film prose of writers in a context 
of comparative literary studies according to Zh.Nurmanova will allow to meet a lack 
in studying of writers’ creative heritage and to create more complete idea of a literary 
cinematography. The motion picture art began with involving professional writers. In this 
thesis it was stated that literature was the cradle of cinematography and without it the 
birth and development of this entertainment art form – X Muses would be impossible. 
Nurmanova Zh.K. allocates some periods: from the period of «piece professionalism of 
the cinema writer» (I.Martyanov) to mass arrival of known prose writers in film dramatic 
art. It is noted that the first screenwriters were playwrights as the equipment of «film 
literature» initially was considered approximated to art drama, and only then arrival was 
outlined. The author of article notes that it is difficult to name a writer in modern literature 
who wasn’t a screenwriter or didn't cinematize own works. 
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The film scenario, according to Zh.Nurmanova can be defined as the pretext and 
the film post text. Thus the pretext is defined as the text preceding creation of the film, 
and the post text as the literary work created on the basis of already existing or expecting 
film published as the advertizing product which should be released or already seen. From 
here we are able to state the following definition of the film script: it is the intermediary 
text between literature and cinema, acting as the pretext or the post text of the feature 
film. Writers work of on film scripts considerably enriched writers, having made essential 
impact on formation of their prose according to the author of the article. 

Along with the existing term LC – the literary cinematography entered into a scientific 
turn by I.Martyanova Zh.K.Nurmanova tries to enter the term CL - a cinematography of 
literature which can be treated in the status of a terminological definition and is defined 
as the art text including elements of motion picture art in which the writer allocated «a 
hint on film thinking» (B. Eykhenbaum), works on a chamber principle with «image of a 
visual order» with emphasized visual character. The author of article allocates two types 
of a cinematography of literature – primordial and borrowed. The second one is connected 
with names of writers who transferred practical experience of cinema on the literature 
field. 

As to terminological borrowings from cinema area, the author allocates the 
following: installation, a close up, a freeze frame, a flashback, flow - film receptions which 
managed to be entered in poetics of verbal creativity most organically. «Having removed» 
from area of verbal art to motion picture art area, these terms found the status of literary 
terms, having expanded a palette writers of art prose. 

Zh.K.Nurmanova names researcher N. V. Tishunina from Petersburg staticizing 
calls of work of the a problem of comparative literary criticism in a prism of an intermedia 
studying interaction of arts in the field of the literary text as one of the important openings 
in comparison area. Literature as art of a word is capable to incorporate elements of any 
art, including cinematography. 

The arsenal of cinema means can be realized in the case of the literary work by 
means of inclusion of cinema subject in poetics of the title, repertoire of mentioned films 
in a context of prose, direct or «undercover» introduction of actor's images, words of 
lexico-semantic group «film», professional belonging of literary characters to a film world, 
professional opinion on representatives of motion picture art. 

Zh.K. Nurmanova positions her article as «vector expansion» literary routes on 
a literature and cinematography material and notes that offered article doesn't apply 
for exhaustive coverage of the topic but it only opens this subject in a scientific field of 
comparison. 
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Jana nurmanova
(yazaxeTi)

literaturisa da filmebis Sedareba, 

rogorc samecniero sfero

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: literatura, kinematografia, komparativistika, kino-
scenari, kinematografiuli literatura, prozis kino repertuari.

statia `literaturisa da filmebis Sedareba, rogorc samecniero 
sfero~ iyenebs komparativistuli literaturaTmcodenobis inter-
disciplinarul midgomas. avtori sistemurad warmogvidgens kompa-
rativistikis istorias dawyebuli r. uelekisa da o. uorenidan, Tanamedrove 
komparativistebis CaTvliT. KanalizisaTvis warmodgenilia k.piSuas, 
a.m. rusos, d. diuriSinas, m. p. aleqseevisa Tu sxva avtorebis naSromebi. 
Aakademikosi aleqseevis klasikuri naSromis gamoyenebiT statiis avtori 
cdilobs warmoaCinos Tavisi midgoma am sakiTxisa Tu terminologiebis 
mimarT: literaturuli kini, msaxiobis proza, literaturuli kinema-
tografia, filmis repertuaris proza, filmis teqstis maxsovroba da a.S.

statiaSi xdeba literaturisa da kinematografiis komparativistu-
li istoriis xelaxali gadaxedva da procesi warmodgenilia rogorc 
mravalSriani sfero. statia ZiriTadad emyareba yazaxur literaturas. 

am sakiTxis kvlevis arsebuli klasikuri midgomis garda, avtori or axal 
mimarTulebas sTavazobs mkiTxvels: pirovnuls da obieqturs.

pirovnuli midgomis Taviseburebaa Seiswavlos kinos aspeqti mwerlis 
biografiis konteqstSi, xolo literaturuli aspeqti _ kinomatografebis 
(msaxiobi, reJisori da operatori) WrilSi. statiis avtors miaCnia, 
rom, sistematizaciis gamoyenebiT, unda gacocxldes ucnobi faqtebi 
mwerlebisa Tu reJisorebis cxovrebidan, romelic maTi Semoqmedebasa da 
SemoqmedebiT cxovrebas ufro TvalsaCinos gaxdis damkvirveblebisaTvis. 
arseboben `msaxiobebad dabadebulni~, mowodebiT msaxiobebi, SemTxveviTi 
msaxiobebi da mTavari rolis Semsruleblebi. igive SeiZleba gavrcldes 
reJisorebsa Tu mwerlebze. avtori cdilobs statiaSi warmoaCinos calke 
mwerali da calke reJisori, aseve, is mwerlebi, romelTac msaxiobisa Tu 
reJisoris rolebic moirges.

statiis avtori cdilobs kinematografistis (msaxiobi, reJisori) 
yoveldRiuri cxovrebis mixedviT, ukeT Caswvdes Seqmnil viTarebas. 
misi azriT, mniSvnelovani yuradReba unda daeTmos avtobiografiul 
nawarmoebebs, mogonebebsa Tu mxatvrul literaturas, romelic pir-
dapir an iribad dakavSirebulia pirovnebis meobis ukeT SecnobaTan. 
msaxiobisagan gansxvavebiT, reJisoris literaturuli kreatiuloba asa-
xavs literaturuli da kinematografiuli procesebis erTianobasa Tu 
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sinTezs. v. SukSini, s. narimbetovi, t. temenovi amis klasikuri magaliTebi 
arian. 

teqstis Seswavlas (scenari, piradi cxovreba), interteqsts (inter-
teqstualurs) da intrateqstualur anu intramedialur komunikaciebs 
statiis avtori miiCnevs, obieqtur midgomad. aq yovelnairi urTierToba 
avtoris mier detalurad aris Seswavlili; amas garda gamoyenebulia axali 
cnebebi (preteqsti, filmis titrebi, gardamavali teqsti, literaturuli 
kinematografia).

statiis avtori miiCnevs, rom misi statia gaafarTovebs literaturis 
da kinematografiis kvlevis masalas, vinaidan statia warmoadgens amgvari 
sakiTxebis kvlevis `gafarToebis veqtors~.

filmis scenarebis, agreTve, scenaristebis yoveldRiurobis Seswavla 
amoavsebs im sicarieles, romelic am sferoSi arsebobs. yuradsaRebia is 
faqti, rom am mimarTulebiT kvlevebi TiTqmis ar yofila, an Tu yofila 
Zalian mwiri da arafris momcemi. statiis mTavar hipotezas warmoadgens 
is, rom kino literaturas efuZneba, da rom ar yofiliyo literatura 
kinematografia arc warmoiSoboda da verc jerovan ganviTarebas ver hpo-
vebda. kino, rogorc meaTe muza ar iarsebebda literaturis gareSe. statiis 
avtori ramodenime periods gamoyofs filmwarmoebaSi: profesionali 
kino scenaristebidan dawyebuli (i. martianovi) prozis mwerlebis masiur 
SemoWramde. aRsaniSnavia, rom pirveli kino scenaristebi dramaturgebi 
iyvnen, radgan `kinoliteratura~ dramaturgiis nawilad miiCneoda, Tumca 
momavalSi maTi erTmaneTisagan gamijvna moxda. statiis avtori acxadebs, 
rom ver moiZebneba Tanamedrove mwerali, romelic an Tavad ar iyo scenaris 
avtori, anda ar cdilobda Tavisi nawarmoebis kinod qcevas. 

filmis scenari SeiZleba preteqstad iqnas ganxiluli, xolo Tavad 
filmi  post-teqstia. amrigad, preteqsti warmoadgens teqts, romelic 
win uswrebda films, xolo post-teqsti, rogorc literaturuli naS-
romi Seqmnilia ukve arsebuli teqstis safuZvelze. aqedan gamomdinare 
SegviZlia vivaraudoT, rom kino scenari aris gardamavali teqsti li-
teraturasa da kinos Soris. i. martinovas damkvidrebuli terminis `li-
teraturuli kinematografiis~ garda, statiis avtori cdilobs axali 
terminis _ `kinematografiis literaturis~ warmoCenas. b. uixenbaumi am 
cnebis Sesaxeb ambobda, rom kinematografiis literatura `xels uwyobs 
kinos kuTxiT azrovnebas~ da misi mTavari principia ̀ kadrebis vizualurad 
da mwyobrad Cveneba~. avtori kinematografiis literaturis or tips gamo-
yofs _ pirvelyofils da nasesxebs. es ukanaskneli im mwerlebs moicavs, 
ro-melTac kinoSi miRebuli praqtikuli gamocdileba gamoiyenes da 
literaturaSi gadmoitanes. 

 terminologiurad, kinosferodan, avtori iyenebs Semdeg cnebebs: in-
stalacia, axlo kadri, gaCerebuli kadri, filmis mdinareba. am cnebebma 
moaxerxes da verbaluri Semoqmedebis organul nawilad iqcnen, maT ga-
arRvies mxatvruli filmis sazRvrebi da Tavisi adgili daimkvidres 
literaturul cnebebs Soris, ramac Tavis wilad mweralTa SemoqmedebiTi 
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palitra gaafarTova.   
amas garda, statiis avtori imowmebs n. v. tiSunias, peterburgis uni-

versitetis leqtors, iyenebs ra mis naSroms imis Sesaxeb, rom gardamavali 
teqstebis Seswavla sakmaod did problemebTanaa dakavSirebuli. Tavad li-
teratura imdenad yovlismomcveli sityvaa, rom is Tavis TavSi aerTianebs 
xelovnebis sxvadasxva dargebs, kinematografiis CaTvliT.

kinos SesaZleblobebi SeiZleba warmoCindes mxolod literaturuli 
nawarmoebis CarTvis Sedegad. literaturuli naSromis SemxTvevaSi, ki-
nematografiuli saSualebebis arsenalic SeiZleba gafarTovdes: filmis 
saTauris poetikaSi kinos sagnis CarTviT, prozis konteqtSi moxsenebuli 
filmebis repertuariT, msaxiobis xatis pirdapiri an SeniRbuli an Se-
farviTi aRWurviT im  leqsikiT, romlebic filmis leqsiko-semantikur 
jgufs miekuTvneba, mommedi pirebis profesiiT, romelic kinosamyaros 
ukavSirdeba, profesiui SexedulebiT kinoxelovnebis warmomadgenlebze 
da sxv.  

avtors miaCnia, rom statia aris ̀ gafarToebis veqtori~ literaturuli 
gzebisa literaturasa da kinematografiaSi, TumcaRa bolomde ver axer-
xebs am Zalzed mniSvnelovani problemis gamokvlevas. statiis mTavar 
amocanas warmoadgens wina planze wamowios mosazrebebi, romlebic Semdeg 
sxva mkvlevarebis mxridanac unda iqnas damuSavebuli da Seswavlili. Tavad 
avtoric gaagrZelebs am sakiTxze muSaobas. 
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виДа  БакУТиТе 
(литва)

легенда, миф, символ: дефиниция явления 
в контексте развития драматургии и театра в литве

Рефлексии мифологического мышления, имеющие место в творчестве драма-
турга, придают особенную окраску воплощению его идей, поощряют поиск много-
образия инсценировки произведения. Стремление сослаться на легенду, миф в литов-
ской драматургии имеет свою предисторию, интересную, часто - контрoверсийную. 
Это явление частично связано с развитием национального и культурного идентите-
та. С этой точки зрения симптоматичным являеться период, когда Литва, в тоже са-
мое время как и Грузия, находилась в составе Pоссийской империи. Литву и Грузию 
связываeт много исторически-культурных взаимосвязей. Известно, как ярко кавказ-
ская тема присутствует в литовской литературе и живописи (Антанас Жукаускас-
Виенуолис, Микалоюс Константинас Чюрленис). Еще один пример тому - биогра-
фия литовского поэта, переводчика Ионаса Грайчюнаса, который родился в Тбилиси 
в 1903 г., где его отец, военный, пять лет находился на службе в драгунском полку. 
Ионас всего в трехлетнем возрасте покинул Грузию, когда его родители вернулись 
в Литву с началом революции 1905-07 годов. Став поэтом и писателем, он время от 
времени возвращался к грузинской теме. В его переводах на литовском языке из-
давались не только поэма «Витязь в барсовой шкуре» Шота Руставели (1971), но и 
«Гиглия» Важа Пшавела (1977).*

В театральной жизни Литвы и Грузии в имперский период было немало об-
щего: на это указывают как репертуарные тенденции, так и стилистика драматур-
гического и сценического искусства. В истории литовского театра есть любопыт-
ные исторические факты, опять же указывающие на Грузию. По данным некоторых 
источников комедия литовского драматурга Антанасa Вилкутайтисa-Кетуракисa на 
тему эмиграции «Америка в бане», которая обозначает начало литовского нацио-
нального театра в конце XIX в., была создана автором в Грузии, даже конкретнее 
- в долине Борджоми. После окончания престижного Дорожного института в Пе-
тербурге в 1891 г. автор комедии был направлен на работу в Грузию, где жил более 
десяти лет (1891-1902), из них два года (1893-94) в Борджоми, где руководил строи-
тельством участка железной дороги до Борджоми (скорее всего, это участок Хашури 
(быв. Михайловское) – Борджоми). 

Тем временем поэтапное развитие литературы, в том числе драматургии, на 
родном языке в Литве и Грузии отличается. В то время, когда известный грузинский 
поэт и писатель Важа Пшавела стал признанным в литературном мире (приблизи-
тельно 1881 год), литовская письменность, начало которой ХVI век, так же как и 
литовский язык, один из древнейших языков индоевропейского семейства, с ХVIII 
века испытали гнет, сперва полонизации, затем – русификации. B 1864 г. вступил в 

* Факт об издании «Гиглии» на литовском языке остается не выясненным. В статье используется 
машинорукопись перевода.
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силу официальный запрет литовской печати, продолжавшийся 40 лет (до 1904 г.). 
Были запрещены печать и ввоз каких бы то ни было изданий на литовском языке 
латиницей. Угроза денационализации вызвала масштабную контрабанду книг кни-
гоношами в Литву, преимущественно из Восточной Пруссии (Малой Литвы). Таким 
образом, в то время, как Важа Пшавела уже создал свои известные сочинения на 
родном языке - на основе грузинской мифологии и легенд «Алуда Кетелаури» (1888), 
«Гвелис мчамели» («Змеед», 1901) (они же издавались), за нелегальную переноску 
в Литву литовских книг угрожал арест и даже смерть. Один из знаменитых книго-
ношей, молодой литовский поэт Игнас Битайтис, в доме которого было найдено не-
сколько изданий на литовском языке, был сослан на Кавказ и умер в Тбилиси в 1900 
г. Сам факт того, что литовский язык, который непосредственно связан с развитием 
национальной литературы и театра, уцелел при условии такого преступного закона, 
стал своеобразной легендой и мифом (в 2004 г. UNESCO оценило книгоношество 
как уникальное и не имеющее аналогов в мире).

Следует указать, что когда после отмены запрета на литовскую печать Пятрас 
Вилейшис начал издавать первую ежедневную газету «Вильняус жинес» («Виль-
нюсские известия»), на Кавказе нашлось больше подписчиков на этy газетy (162), 
чем в Америке (128), Москве (38), Петербурге (139). 

Факт о полонизации, затем запрете национального языка имперскими вла-
стями упомянут с целью пояснить, почему появляется возможность говорить о двух 
различных контекстах развития литературы и театра в Литве, а так же о различ-
ных, связанных с этим обстоятельством, дефинициях рассматриваемой темы. Один 
аспект присутствует при использовании литовского мифа, легенды в драматургии 
на нелитовском языке (XIX в.), иной аспект - в литовской литературе после приоб-
ретения свободы на литовское слово.

В творчестве драматургов, писавших на нелитовском языке, персонажи или 
их имена, перенятые из литовских легенд и мифологии, придавали речи архаич-
ность и своеобразие: литовское слово в нелитовском контексте приобретало значимость 
символа.

В арсенале польских романтиков, творивших в Литве в середине и конце XIX 
в., было немало литовских слов и образов литовской мифологии. В первую очередь 
это характерно для творчества мастера мифологического мышления Юзефа Игна-
цыя Крашевского. Свою трилогию «Анафиелac» он назвал песнями из преданий 
Литвы. Анафиелac - гора, где живут литовские боги и куда попадает человек после 
смерти. 

Главное действующее лицо трилогии - легендарный Витоль, сын литовской 
богини любви Милды и земного человека Рамоюса. Первая часть трилогии «Плачь 
Витоля» написана по сюжету легенды о Милде. В плачах родственников, оплачи-
вающих смерть литовского богатыря Рамоюса, видим литовские слова не только из 
мифологии, но и бытовые, например, читаем о том, что «живя в вечности он будет 
свободно гонять зверей и пить с отцами Alus белый» (лит. alus, русcк. пиво, польск. 
piwo) (Kraszewski 1846: 37). 

Заметны аналогии «Плача Витоля» Ю.И.Крашевского и «Гиглии» Важа Пша-
вела. Литовец Рамоюс и грузин Гиглия - богатыри. Гиглия, витязь Пшави, погибает, 
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когда скачет на лошади освободить из неволи лезгинов дочь Годердзы. Смерть Ги-
глии оплакивают близкие, девушки Пшави и воины (Pšavela 1977: 1-15). Аналогич-
ные сцены имеют место в сказе о Рамоюсе. Схожие описания образов обоих витя-
зей, a также тексты обращения к ним близких в сценах плачей. 

На тот же сюжет литовской мифологии, использованный в произведении 
Й.И.Крашевского, написаны три литовские кантаты: «Милда», «Ниёле», «Круми-
не». Авторoм музыки был польский композитор Станислав Монюшко, который жил 
в Литве почти 20 лет.

Драматургическая ось кантаты «Милдa» - непозволительная любовь Милды и 
Рамоюсa. Богиню в объятиях человека замечает восходящая звезда Аушрине (Ауш-
ра - богиня восхода) и спешит сообщить об этом грехе Перкуну на Dangus (русск. 
Небо) (Perkūnas, русск. Пяркунас, Перкун - как греческий Зевс, римский Юпитер, 
скандинавский Тор).

Сохранилось несколько вариантов либретто кантаты. В одном из них пелось: 
«На берегу Немaна освященный лесок, старый как Литва, как литовские Боги» 
(Moniuszko 1909: 16). B польском тексте кантаты много литовско-жемайтийских 
слов, превратившихся в символы - Saule (русск. Солнце), Numa (русск. Дом), Dungus 
(Dangus, русск. Небо), Deiwo (Deivė, русск. Дева) (Chłopicki 1848: 1,2).

Своеобразием, даже «первобытными» красками отличалась и музыка, кото-
рую композитор писал, путешествуя по Жемайтии (регион Литвы, менее других ис-
пытавший денационализацию). Надо отметить, что в этой кантате, как и во многих 
других произведениях, мифология подвергается свободной трактовке и модифика-
ции. В Эпилоге смешанный хор объяснял провинившейся и изгнанной с небa богине, 
что какими бы милыми ей не показались на Земле пороги литовского дома и как бы 
не завораживал запах литовских роз, проклятие Богов ей будет сопутствовать: не бо-
жественные песни будут ее усыплять, а тишина леса, утром разбудит не Laima (Лай-
ма), а звуки грома проклятия. На полях рукописи либретто объясняется, что Laima 
- это солнце, богиня Света, хотя на самом деле в мифологии восточно-балтийских 
народов - латышей, латгальцев и литовцев - Laima богиня счастья и судьбы. 

В одном из речитативов меццо сопрано кантаты «Милда» пелось: «Раз в году 
сюда* собирается толпа из Каунаса» (Moniuszko1909: 12). Упоминание Каунаса (вто-
рой по величине город Литвы) не вызывает удивления, так как согласно легенде 
один из храмов/святилищ Милды был в Каунасе на месте Алексотас (ныне район 
Каунаса) (Aleksota, русск. Алексота - другое имя Милды, возможно от античной 
красавицы Alexothe) (Balsys 2009: 134). Другой храм Милды находился в Вильнюсе 
на месте нынешнего собора Святых Петра и Павла. Интересно отметить, что зна-
менитый реформатор российского театра Всеволод Мейерхольд, а так же великая 
актриса Вера Комиссаржевская во время создания ими первого символистического 
театра в Санкт Петербурге, интересовались и литовской мифологией. С каунасской 
«биографией» литовской богини Милды был знаком В. Мейерхольд. В 1906 г. он в 
Вильнюсе читал лекцию «O современном театральном искусстве», a в Каунасе ре-
петировал пьесу Генрика Ибсена «Гедда Габлер». После одной из репетиций (в ней 
участвовала и В. Комиссаржевская) В. Мейерхольд, экспрессивно излагая мысли, 

* Т.е. к литовскому языческому алтарю.
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писал своей жене Ольге Мунт-Мейерхольд о поисках мифической богини Милды: 
« <...> Но когда сегодня мы перешли на ту сторону Немана и по уступам какого-то 
ущелья, густо заросшего кленом и дубом, поднялись на высокую-высокую гору, ког-
да оттуда взглянули на город и Неман, мы вскрикнули от радости: богиня Мильда 
здесь!! Исчезли дома, улицы, люди. Белыми и красными пятнами, белыми, красны-
ми лентами тянулись к небу костелы с их органами и ладаном. Неман застыл, и осень 
в золоте не боялась умирать <...> Золотая осень! В ее умирающем крике голос светлой 
Мильды!»* (Мейерхольд 1976: 73-74). 

Легенда о Милде обогатила тематический материал и литовской драматургии. 
На нее обратили свое внимание представители литовского национального театра, 
основанного в Каунасе в начале ХХ в.: Пятрас Вайчюнас создал трехчастную мифо-
логическую сказку для сцены «Милда, богиня любви» (издана в 1920 г.). В переход-
ный период, когда в начале ХХ в. профессиональная литовская драматургия форми-
ровалась, отказываясь традиций любительского театра, немаловажную роль сыграл 
символизм, придавший значимость мифу-легенде. По словам исследовательницы 
литовской литературы Аушры Мартишюте, в первые десятилетия ХХ в. тенденции 
символизма в литовской драматургии связаны как с фольклором (сказка), так и с 
опытом мировой драматургии. Автор статьи цитирует П. Вайчюнаса, твердившего, 
что «душа настоящего литовца склонна к красивой сказке и совершенно отличаю-
щимся образом выраженной мистике. Тому подтверждение - творчество Микалоюса 
Константинаса Чюрлениса» (Martišiūtė 2004: 18 -25; Vaičiūnas 1924: 15). 

Возвратясь к литовским кантатам С. Монюшки следует отметить, что вторая 
кантата «Ниёле» продолжает развивать тот же мифологический сюжет: сына Милды 
Витоля, которого Боги приговорили к смерти, растит Ниёле (Nijolė), красивая дочь 
Крумине. По мифологическому сюжету Ниёлю, рвущую цветы у реки Rosa (Rasa, 
русск. Рoса), похитил бог недр Земли и мрака Poklius (Поклюс). История напомина-
ет греческий миф о Деметре и ее дочери Персефоне, которую похитил Аид (Гадес) 
(Beresnevičius 2001: 102; Balsys 2005: 44). Русалки манят Ниёлю к реке Рoса - лишь 
ее смерть уймет гнев Богов.

Трансформированные сюжеты литовской мифологии, модифицированные 
персонажы литовских мифов имеют место в другом произведении - специально 
для вильнюсского театра написанной драме в трех действиях с прологом и музыкой 
«Паяута, дочь Лиздейки, или Вильнюс в XIV веке» (изд. в Вильнюсе в 1854 г.). Это 
была переработка исторического романа писателя Феликса Александра Гейштовта 
Бернатовича «Паяута, дочь Лиздейки, или Литовцы в XIV веке» (в 4 томах; изд. в 
1826 г. в Варшаве, в 1839 г. в Вильнюсе). Автор романа родился в Каунасе, писал на 
польском языке. Близкий творчеству Вальтера Скотта, этот роман получил высокую 
оценку среди современников, его переводили на английский, французский, немец-
кий и русский языки. Автор переработки романа в драму был актер вильнюсского 
городского театра Эмиль Деринг. В Вильнюсе пьеса поставлена польской труппой 
только в 1915 г. перед началом военных действий в городе, связанных с началом 
Первой мировой войны. 

Интересно, что в драме сопоставляются, но не противопоставляются две ре-
лигии - язычество, для изображения которой используется литовская мифология, и 

* Лейтмотивом стилизации в этом спектакле была «золотая осень».
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христианство. В произведении с уважением говориться о христианах, живущих по 
законам Бога, не презираются и литовцы, поклоняющиеся своим язычecким Богам. 
Главное действующее лицо - язычницa Паяутa, дочь Криве-кривайтиcа Лиздейки, 
литовского верховного жреца. На самом деле в литовской мифологии Pajauta (Паяу-
та) - самая красивая весталка Лиздейки, по некоторым другим источникам, обожест-
вленное лицо, дочь легендарного литовского князя Кернюса.

Действие драмы происходит близ Вильнюса на Понарских холмах, на виль-
нюсском замке на горе и в языческом святилище Вечного огня. Внушительно описы-
вается картина первого действия: «Святилище жертвенника. С обеих сторон - ниши, 
в них - статуи литовских мифологических богов. С левой стороны - натуральной 
величины статуя Ауски* со цветами в руках, на голове - венок из полевой зелени, так 
как она - Богиня полей.** Перед ней - статуя богини Милды, на возвышении - статуя 
Перкуна, его лицо в пламени, в руке - огненное копьё, глаза большие и горящие. В 
глубине - алтарь Жертвенника со святым огнем» (Deryng 1854: 26). 

Кроме имён мифологических богов и богинь, в драме действуют модифици-
рованные персонажи литовских легенд - Лиздейка и Паяута. Трактовка Лиздейки 
не слишком отдалённая от легенды. Главный жрец Криве-кривайтис Lizdeika (Лиз-
дейка) - действующее лицо архетипом для литовцев ставшей легенды об основании 
столицы Вильнюса. Это он истолковал князю Гедимину его сон об огромном же-
лезном волке, который выл, как сотня волков. Лиздейка истолковал сон как пред-
знаменование того, что в этом месте будет столичный город. По словам известного 
исследователя религии балтов Гинтараса Береснявичюса основание Вильнюса в ле-
генде предъявляеться как последствие сотрудничества между светским и сакраль-
ным правителями. Сон Гедимина сам по себе ничего бы еще не значил, если не по-
лучил бы роковой санкции Лиздейки. Таким образом в религиозном центре основан 
политический центр – столица (Beresnevičius 1991: on-line).

Само имя Лиздейки происходит от слова lizdas (русск. гнездo): он был найден 
в орлинном гнездe. Как известно, в эпосах и сказах других народов, кавказких в том 
числе, так же повествуеться о жрецах, найденных в птичьем гнезде. Птица, осо-
бенно орёл, часто связана с биографией шаманoв, богатырей. Aналогичные мотивы 
встречаються у абхазов: в их эпосе будушчий богатырь Сасрыква рос в железном 
гнезде на дереве, куда его занёс и кормил орёл (Beresnevičius 1995: 160–181; Ардзимба 
1988: 286). 

Особое значение миф, как основа мировоззрения, приобретает в русском теа-
тральном символизме, который формируется в начале ХХ в. Символисты верили, 
что разрыв между сценой и зрителем можно одолеть с помощью коллективного на-
чала, преобладающего в мифе. Его общечеловеческий сюжет, a так же разнообразие 
в его трактовке - всё это порождало возможность появления символа. Образцов по-
становок символистической драматургии в театральной жизни Литвы было  много. 
Они были важны для творческой мысли литовских драматургов в период стремле-
ния литовской интеллигенции к созданию национального театра. B конце XIX и на

* Аускa (лит. Auska) - предположительно Яном Ласицким в XVI в. искаженное имя Аушры (лит. Aušra) 
- богини восхода.

** На самом деле - богиня восхода. 
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чале XX в. в Вильнюсском городском театре (русскоязычном) ставились пьесы Ген-
рика Ибсена, Бьерстерне Мартиниус Бьернсона, Мoриса Мeтерлинка, Станислава 
Пшибишевского, Леонида Андреева и других. Профессиональная труппа польских 
актёров в Вильнюсе ставили «Свадьбу» Станислава Выспянского. 

Порыв мятежной художественной жизни хлынул в Вильнюс в 1908 г. вме-
сте с приездом неоднозначно расцениваемой личностью - известным драматургом 
Евгением Чириковым, который в Городском зале наблюдал за репетициeй своего 
нового сочинения, названного «русской сказкой», «Колдунья». Не менее интригует 
тот факт, что пьесу в Вильнюсе ставил другой известный художник - грузинский 
режиссёр Котэ Марджанишвили. В отзыве о спектакле отмечалось, что автор не ис-
пользовал возможности драматизировать сказку и ее содержание вложить в художе-
ственную форму. По мнению рецензента, спектакль спасали хорошая обстановка и 
актерская игра (Северо Западный голос 1908a: 31 мая). 

Сочинения на темы из легенд и мифoв были среди первых, написанных ли-
товскими драматургами сразу после отмены запрета на литовский язык в начале 
ХХв. Персонаж из народного сказа-легенды, образ литовца в то время были важ-
ны, как и само словo литовского языка, возраждающегося для общественной жизни. 
Пример тому в 1907 г. в Вильнюсском городском театре любителями сыграна ми-
фологическая пьеса в пяти актах «Эгле, королева ужей» писателя, литовского ро-
мантика, одного из основоположников драматургии на литовском языке Александра 
Фромаca-Гужутиса. Сюжет пьесы перенят у литовского народного сказа-легенды, 
которую особо часто используют в своем творчестве литовскиe писатели, пoэты, 
драматурги, киносценаристы (легендa была экранизирована).

В пьесе, как и в легенде, раскрывается ярко выраженный антропоморфизм. 
Кроме человека, действующими лицами являются мифологические создания, явле-
ния природы, предметы и животные, наделены человеческими качествами, возмож-
ностью чyвствовать, разговаривать, совершать человеческие действия. Уж-человек, 
кукушка, которая замечает, что вместо невесты-девушки Эгле ужам отдают сперва 
козу, потом гуся, и предупреждаeт их об обмане.

Для исследователей особый интерес представляет то, что в легенде, как и в 
пьесе, можно обнаружить символы не только превращения человека в ползуна, но 
и необратимого превращения человека в дерево. Уж не только способен быть чело-
веком в своем кoрoлевстве на моpском дне, но, будучи ужом на суше, он наделён 
человеческой способностью говорить. Когда Эгле купается в море, он свивается в ее 
одежде и добивается согласия выйти за него замуж. В результате Эгле счастлива с 
ним в янтарном замке на дне моря, так как там он - человек по имени Жильвинас. У 
них четверо детей, имена которых полагают финал легенды и пьесы - превращение 
детей в деревья: сыновья Ąžuolas (Ажуолас, русск. Дуб), Beržas (Бяржас, русск. Бе-
рёза, мужск. род), Uosis (Уосис, русск. Ясень) и дочь Drebulė (Дрябуле, русск. Осина).

Следует отметить что «Эгле...» одна из редких литовских сказок c несчастли-
вым концом: во время визита Эгле с детьми в отчий дом на суше, её братья, запуги-
вая, выпытывают имя ужа - Жильвинас - и пароль вызывания его из морских глубин. 
Об этом Эгле узнаёт, когда собравшись вернуться с детьми к мужу, вызывает его 
словами: «Если жив, всплыви млечной пеной, если нет - кpовавой» (из одноименной 
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поэмы литовской поэтессы Саломеи Нерис). Всплывшая кровавая пена поведала о 
случившемся: дочь Дрябуле, испуганная угрозами дядей, выдала имя отца, и братья 
Эгле, вызвав Жильвинаса-Ужа, зарубили его косами. С горя Эгле проклинает Дрябу-
ле, обращая в дерево oсину, листья котоpой всегда дрожат от ветра, и поэтому малo 
птиц садится на ее ветви, иными словами, обрекает на одиночество. Остальных де-
тей она превращает в более «благородные» деревья – дуб, ясень, берёзу - а сама пре-
вращается в eль (лит. eglė), с тоской ожидающую на берегу моря. 

Исследователи литовского фольклора находят в этой сказке много культурных 
и мифологических символов и взаимосвязей. Литовский этнограф и исследователь ре-
лигий Норбертас Велюс в песенных вставках сказки (оплакивание Жильвинаса, превра-
щение в дерево) замечает интонации обрядового фольклорного жанра - плачей (rauda). 

Интересны толкования легенды учеными. По мнению Н. Велюса символы 
ёлки и ужа в литовском фольклоре обозначают плодородие: ёлка (как дерево) - сим-
вол жизненных сил земли, уж - символ плодородия животных и людей. Имена обоих 
персонажей, связаны с зелёным цветом, также символизирующим жизнь, цикл при-
роды и плодовитость: слово žaltys (русск. уж), так жe как имя Žilvinas (Жильвинас), 
происходит от слов žalias (русск. зелёный), želti (русск. прорастать). Нередко уж 
относится к подземельям, к миру мёртвых, как Velnias (Вяльняс) - божество под-
земного мира и покровитель скота; в современном литовском языке слово Velnias 
используется как обозначение Сатаны. Тем временем Эгле (как человек) по своим 
функциям и умению заколдовывать сопоставляется с Лаумами (Laume) - небесными 
ведьмами, женскими божествами в восточно-балтийской мифологии. Таким обра-
зом, Н. Велюс видит сюжет этой сказки как своеобразный роман Вяльняса и Лауме 
(иными словами, Сатаны и Ведьмы) (Vėlius 1983: 53-72). 

Еще более свободно сюжет сказки об Эгле трактует американский и литов-
ский социолог Витаутас Каволис, усмотрев в ней модель взаимоотношений замуж-
ней женщины с родителями, братьями, мужем и детьми (Kavolis 1992: 21-34). Исто-
рик и философ Юозапас Альгимантас Криштопайтис сказку «Эгле...» объясняет как 
трагедию смешанной семьи: Эгле - человек из нормального мира на суше, а Жильвинас 
- из моря, подземного мира. Cовсем иначе ученый трактует трагический финал сказки. 
По его мнению, в конце легенды восстанавливается гармония мира – вырастают де-
ревья, символизирующие цикл вечного возрождения и перевоплощения (Krištopaitis 
1996: 21-34).

В пьесе А. Фромаca-Гужутиса на сюжет сказки-легенды «Эгле, королева 
ужей», как и в других фольклорных и мифологических пьесах драматурга, акценти-
руется еще и другие мотивы - выдвигается идеи свободы, любви к близкому. Поста-
новка в Вильнюсе в 1907 г. была своевременна по разным аспектам. Более вероятно, 
что именно национальный аспект был главным стимулом для создателей пьесы и 
спектакля. В рецензии на спектакль «Эгле...» отмечалось, что «это событие интерес-
ное и непривычное уже тем, что сюжет пьесы основан на литовском народном сказе-
легенде, что делает cочинение фантастическим и, в то же время, реалистическим в 
историческом значении» (Северо-Западный голос 1908b: 3 марта).

Резюмируя сказанное можно утверждать, что литовская легенда-сказка, миф, 
символ своеобразно использовались как в драматургии и театре на нелитовском язы-
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ке, так и на литовском. Хотя использование элементов фольклора, часто свободная 
трактовка мифологии не играло решающей роли в развитии литовской литературы, 
драматургии в том числе, все же некоторым образом влияло на нее. Безусловно, та-
кое явление способствовало формированию литовского национального самосознания, 
что было не менее важно в развитии драматургии и театра в Литве в условиях, когда 
литовская интеллигенция становилась на путь создания литовского профессиональ-
ного театра. 
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Vida Bakutytė 

The Legend, Myth, Symbol: Definition of the Phenomenon in the Context of 
Dramarurgys’s and Theatre’s Development in Lithuania

Summary

Key  words: myth, legend, symbol, lithuanian language, lithuanian dramaturgy, folklore

The attempts to use a legend, myth or symbol as a reference point in the Lithuanian 
dramaturgy and theatre has its pre-history, which often becomes a matter of controversy. 
This phenomenon is partially linked with the development of the national and cultural 
identity. Indicative in this respect is the period when both Lithuania and Georgia were part 
of the czarist Russian Empire at the same time in history. Lithuania and Georgia are linked 
by a number of cultural ties: the Caucasus topic was used in the Lithuanian literature and art. 

However, the development of literature and dramaturgy in the native language in 
Lithuania and Georgia has certain differences. When the famous Georgian writer Vazha-
Pshavela gained recognition in the world of literature (around 1881), the Lithuanian printed 
word, with its origins dating back to the 16th century, and the Lithuanian language, being 
one of the oldest Indo-European languages, faced the oppression of Polonization and 
Russification from the 18th century onwards. With such historical circumstances in mind, 
we have to speak about two different contexts of development of literature and theatre in 
Lithuania and different definitions of the topic under analysis relating to it. The use of a 
Lithuanian myth or a legend in the dramaturgy written in other than Lithuanian language 
(19th century) and their use upon the restoration of the freedom of the Lithuanian word are 
two different cases loaded with peculiar aspects.     

The baggage of the means of artistic expression used by the Polish Romantics 
in Lithuania in the 19th century included a number of Lithuanian words and characters 
from the Lithuanian mythology, which used to acquire a symbolic meaning and render 
archaic characteristics. The master of mythological mindset Józef Ignacy Kraszewski 
wrote his trilogy Anafielas with reference to the ancient Lithuanian mythology and named 
it after the songs from the Lithuanian legends. We may draw certain analogies between 
the first part of the trilogy by Kraszewski titled Lament of Vitolis and Giglia by Vazha-
Pshavela (Lithuanian poet  Jonas Graičiūnas, born in Tbilisi in 1903, translated Giglia 
into Lithuanian in 1977). The characters of the two works – a Lithuanian Ramojus and 
a Georgian Giglia – are warriors: the descriptive narratives and the scenes picturing the 
laments of their families bear certain resemblances.       

With the music written by the Polish composer Stanisław Moniuszko, who 
maintained his residence in Lithuania for some two decades, three cantatas Milda, Nijoła 
and Krumine were based on the afore-mentioned plot line from the Lithuanian mythology. 
The texts (writing in Polish) of the cantatas contain a number of Lithuanian-Samogitian 
words evolving into symbols. 

The transformed plots from the Lithuanian mythology and the modified characters 
from Lithuanian myths can be seen in a three-act play with a prologue and music Pajauta, 
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the Daughter of Lizdeika, or Vilnius in the 14th Century written by an actor of the Vilnius 
City Theatre Emil Deryng in 1854 after a historic novel of a Kaunas-born writer Feliks 
Aleksander Geysztowt Bernatowicz writing in the Polich language. The play juxtaposes, 
yet does not contrast, two religions – paganism based on the Lithuanian mythology and 
Christianity. The play makes use of the names of mythological gods and goddesses and 
portrays the modified characters from Lithuanian legends – Krivių Krivaitis (head pagan 
priest) Lizdeika and his daughter Pajauta. In fact, according to the Lithuanian mythology, 
Pajauta is the priestess of Lizdeika. 

Krivių Krivaitis Lizdeika is a character from the legend about Vilnius, which has 
already become an archetype in the Lithuanian consciousness. He was the one to explain 
the dream to the Grand Duke of Lithuania Gediminas, signalling the establishment of a 
capital in Vilnius. The name of Lizdeika derives from a Lithuanian word lizdas (Engl. 
nest): He was found in an eagle‘s nest. In fact, the epics and folktales of other nations, 
including the Caucasus, also include the motif of priests found in a bird's nest. A bird, in 
particular an eagle, is often associated with the biographies of shamans or giants.      

The plays based on folklore (fairy-tales) made an impact on the development of 
stylistics of the stage art in Lithuania in the early 20th century. The reflections of polemic 
type accompanied a Russian writer and playwright Evgeny Chirikov on his visit to 
Lithuania in 1908 and his new work The Magician entitled “the Russian fairy-tale”, which 
was staged by a Georgian director Kote Marjanishvili in Vilnius.      

The character from a folktale-legend and the image of a Lithuanian played an 
important role in the first plays of Lithuanian playwrights after the Lithuanian print ban 
was lifted in the early 20th century (an official ban on the Lithuanian press in the czarist 
Empire lasted 40 years (from 1864). In 1907, at the Vilnius City Theatre, the Lithuanian 
amateurs staged a five-act mythological play Eglė, the Queen of Serpents by Aleksandras 
Fromas-Gužutis, a Lithuanian Romantic writer, one of the predecessors of dramaturgy in 
the Lithuanian language, based on a Lithuanian folktale-legend. It gives a clear indication 
of anthropomorphism: Here you may not only find the symbols of a man evolving into a 
reptile (serpent-man) but also an irreversible turning of a man into a tree. 

Legends and myths also fell into the scope of attention of the founders of the 
Lithuanian professional theatre in Kaunas in the early 20th century: Petras Vaičiūnas 
wrote a mythological fairy-tale Milda, Goddess of Love (1920) for this stage. The period 
which marked the development of the professional Lithuanian dramaturgy by refusing 
the amateur theatre traditions took advantage of symbolism, with its tendencies in the 
Lithuanian dramaturgy associated with both folklore (fairy-tale) and the experience of 
world dramaturgy. The use of the elements of folklore and mythology in Lithuanian 
literature and dramaturgy  had an effect on the development of the Lithuanian national 
consciousness, playing a crucial part at the time when the Lithuanian intellectuals 
embarked on the road of building the national professional theatre.
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vida bakutite
(latvia) 

legenda, miTi, simbolo: fenomenTa ganmarteba litvuri 
Teatrisa da dramaturgiis ganviTarebis konteqstSi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: miTi, legenda, simbolo, litvuri ena, litvuri  
dramaturgia, folklori.

 legendis, miTisa Tu simbolos gamoyenebis mcdelobas litvur 
dramaturgiasa da Teatri, aqvs Tavisi wina istoria, rac xSir SemTxvevaSi 
davis sagani xdeba. es fenomeni nawilobriv dakavSirebulia, erovnuli Tu 
kulturuli identobis ganviTarebasTanac. sayuradsaReboa is periodi, 
rodesac orive litvaca da saqarTveloc caristuli rusuli imperiis 
nawilebi iyvnen. Sedegad litvasa da saqarTvelos bevri kulturuli 
kavSiri gaaCniaT: kavkasiis sakiTxs litvur literaturasa Tu xelovnebaSi 
sakmaod didi adgili ukavia. 

Tumca aRsaniSnavia, rom literaturisa da dramaturgiis ganvi-
Tareba mSobliur enaze, litvasa da saqarTveloSi gansxvavebuli iyo. maSin 
rodesac cnobilma qarTvelma mweralma vaSa-fSavelam aRiareba moipova, 
roforc erT-erTma mniSvnelovanma Semomqmedma, litvuri ena, romelic 
unda iTqvas, rom erT-erTi uZvelesi indo-evropuli enaa, da amas garda 
litvur enaze gamocemuli wignebi XIV saukunidan gvxvdeba, am periodisaTvis 
poloneTisa da ruseTis mier aqtiurad iCagreboda. amgvari istoriuli 
garemoebebis gaTvaliswinebiT, Cven unda visaubroT literaturisa da 
Teatris ganviTarebis or gansxvavebul konteqtze. 

dramaturgiaSi litvuri miTisa Tu legendis gamoyeneba aralitvur 
enaze (XIX saukune) da am terminTa xmareba, damoukideblobis aRdgenisa da 
litvuri enis kvlav aRzevebis periodSi gamoirCeva Tavisi gansakuTrebuli 
aspeqtebiT. 

XIX saukuneSi litvaSi moRvawe poloneli romantikosebi iyenebdnen 
litvur sityvebsa Tu gmirebs litvuri miTologiidan, romelic matebda 
simbolur daTvirTvas da wina planze gamohqonda arqauli niSan-Tvisebebi. 
miTologiuri azrovnebis erTe-erTma TvalsaCino warmomadgenelma 
iozef ignasi krasCevskim Seqna Tavisi trilogia `anafilea~, Zvel litvur 
miTologiaze dayrdnobiT da nawarmoebis Semadgeneli nawilebis saxelebic 
litvuri simRerebidan momdinareobs. 

SesaZlebelia paralelebis gavleba krasCevskis trilogiis pirvel 
nawilsa ‘Lament of Vitolis‘ da vaSa-fSavelas „giglias~ Soris (litvelma 
poetma ionas graiciunasma, romelic 1903 wels daibada TbilisSi Tar-
gmna vaJa-fSavelas poema „giglia“ litvur enaze). orive nawarmoebis gmi-
rebi _ latvieli ramojuca da qarTveli gigliac mebrZolebi arian: 
deskrifciuli narativi da scenebi, romelic maTi ojaxis mwuxarebas 
asaxavs maT Soris msgavsebas usvams xazs. 

Tu gaviTvaliswinebT polonelma kompozitoris stanislav moni-
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uskom Seqmnil musikas (igi oci wlis manZilze cxovrobda litvaSi), sami 
kantata Milda, Nijo a da Krumine efuZneba litvur miTologiaSi arsebul 
fabulas. kantantebis teqstebi (dawerili polonurad) Seicaven litvur 
sityvebs, romlebis gadazrdili arian simboloebSi. 

litvuri miTologiis saxecvlil siuJetebs da modificirebul 
personaJebs vxvdebiT sam-moqmedebian piesaSi, prologiTa da musikiT, 
„pajauta, lizdeikas qaliSvili“, an „vilniusi XIV saukuneSi“, romelic 
vilniusis Teatris msaxiobma wemil deringma 1854 wels dawera da romelsac 
safuZvlas feliqs aleqsander geistoviz bernatovices polonur enaze 
dawerili istoriuli romani udevs. piesa Sepirispirebulia or religia – 
paganizmi, romelic litvur miTologias udevs safuZvlad da qristianoba. 
amas garda, gamoyenebulia miTologiuri RmerTebis saxelebi da litvuri 
legendebis saxecvlili personaJebi _ mTavari pagani mRvdeli lizdeika 
da misi qaliSvili pajauta. Tumca litvuri miTologiis Tanaxmad pajauta 
lizdeikas colia. 

lizdeika vilniusis legendis erT-erTi personaSia da litvur 
cnobierebaSi arqetipuli niSan-Tvisebis maTarebelia. mxolod man SeZlo 
gediminas, litvis mTavari hercogis sizmris axna, romelic vilniusis 
dedaqalaqad Camoyalibebas auwyebda. misi saxeli lizdeika, litvuri 
sityvisagan lizdas modis, rac budes niSnavs. aRsaniSnavia, rom lizdeika 
arwivis budeSi ipovnes. yuradsaRebia is faqti, rom sxva erebis eposSi da 
zepirsityvierebaSi, kavkasiis CaTvliT, Citis budeSi napovni mRvdlis 
motivi sakmaod gavrcelebulia. Citi, gansakuTrebiT ki arwivi, xSirad 
dakavSirebulia SamanebTan da goliaTebTan. 

piesebi, romelebic dafuZnebulia folklorsa Tu zRaprebze did 
gavlenas axdendnen Teatris mxatvrobis ganviTarebia stilistikaze meoce 
saukuneSi. amis amsaxvelia rusi mwerlisa da dramaturgis evgeni Cirkovis 
1908 wlis viziti vilniusSi da misi nawarmoebi „jadoqari“, romelic 
qarTvelma reJisorma kote marjaniSvilma dadga vilniusSi. 

folklorSi arsebuli personaJebi da litvelis saxe mniSvnelovan 
rols TamaSobda litveli dramaturgebis nawarmoebebSi, mas Semdeg, 
rac litvuri beWdva isev nebadarTuli gaxda XX saukunis dasawyisSi 
(litvuri gamomcemloba aikrZala caristuli ruseTis dros daaxloebiT 
40 wlis ganmavlobaSi) 1907 wels, vilniusis TeatrSi, moyvarulebisagan 
dakompleqtebulma dasma dadga litveli romantikosi mwerlis aleqsan-
dras fromas-gruzutis xuT moqmedebiani miTologiuri piesa, „egle, 
gvelebis dedofali“. is antropomorfizmis erT-erTi TvalsaCino maga-
liTia: nawarmoebSi SeiZleba waawydeT reptiliad gadaqceul kacsa Tu xed 
gadaqceul adamians. 

legendebiTa da miTebiT daintereseba meoce saukuneSi kaunasSi 
litvuri profesiuli Teatri damfuZneblebmac gamoxates. 1920 wels 
petras vaiciunasma specialurad dadgmisaTvis Seqmna miTologiuri zRa-
pari `milda, siyvarulis qalRmerTi“. 

folklorisa da miToloiis elementebis gamoyenebam litvur lite-
raturas da dramaturgiaSi litvuri erovnuli cnobierebis ganviTarebas 
Seuwyo xeli, da mniSvnelovani roli Seasrula profesiuli Teatris 
Camoyalibebasa Tu ganviTarebaSi.
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ivane   amirxanaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

simaRle  sulierebisa

eliso kalandariSvilis xsovnas

aseTi adamianebi yuradRebasa da dafasebas imsaxureben xolme, magram, 
samwuxarod, swored isini gvrCebian TvalTaxedvis aredan, radgan uCumrad, 
uxmaurod, upretenziod emsaxurebian TavianT saqmes.

eliso kalandariSvili iyo erTi maTgani, romelic yovelTvis gva-
ocebda araCveulebrivi niWiTa da sulierebiT. is iyo nimuSi imisa, Tu 
raoden mSvenieria, roca adamianis inteleqts bunebrivad erwymis Tav-
mdabloba da Sinagani ubraloeba.

Zalian Znelia, warmoudgenelic ki aris masze warsul droSi sa-
ubari. imdenad axlos iyo sicocxlesTan, imdenad cxovlad SeigrZnobda 
yofierebis arss, imdenad uyvarda qveyniereba.

kargad maxsovs, 80-iani wlebis bolos Cvens filologiur samegobros 
Semoemata erTi kafandara, saTvaliani gogona, romelmac Tan moitana sa-
ocari sixalise, uSualoba, siTbo. maSinve moeqca yuradRebis centrSi. 
SesaniSnavad mReroda qarTul xalxur simRerebs, ukravda fandurs, 
cekvavda.

miuxedavad amisa, mainc ver ityodi, rom yofiTi maJori gansazRvravda 
mis pirovnul xasiaTs. aSkara iyo, rom am metad ubralo, Rimiliani adamianis 
sulieri samyaro sxva siRrmeebs moicavda, sxva gaqanebisa da mniSvnelobis 
sagnebs swvdeboda.

amitom ar gamkvirvebia, roca seriozul samecniero muSaobas moh-
kida xeli da male saintereso, sagulisxmo Sromebic SemogvTavaza.

mis Sromebs Soris gamovarCevdi monografias `qristianuli mqada-
gebloba da sulxan-saba orbelianis homiliebi~, romelic 2005 wels gamosca 
gamomcemloba `universalma~.

eliso kalandariSvilis am wignis mkiTxvels saSualeba eZleva Tvali 
gaadevnos homiletikis istorias, axlos gaecnos qadagebis Teorias da 
praqtikas.

tradiciulad homiletika miCneulia antikuri ritorikis qristi-
anul analogiad, magram rogorc eliso kalandariSvilma SeniSna, qris-
tianuli mqadagebloba aris ara uSualo gagrZeleba berZnul-romauli 
oratoruli xelovnebisa, aramed Tvisobrivad axali movlena, axali Janri 
_ axali msoflmxedvelobiT, miznebiTa da masStabebiT. iesos cnobili 
`qadageba mTaze~ (maTe, 5-7) aris pirvelsaxe mqadageblobisa, radgan swored 
`mTaze~ gamoikveTa is ZiriTadi Temebi, romlebsac utrialebs homiletika.

mTliani da erTiania mecnieris midgoma sakvlevi Temisadmi _ eliso 
kalandariSvili Rrmad da argumentirebulad ganixilavs qadagebaTa 
sulxan-sabaseul meTodikas, msoflmxedvelobas, stils, literaturul 
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wyaroebs, mTavar motivebs, qristianuli eTikisa da moralis sakiTxebs. es 
aris Sroma, romelsac gverds ver auvlis verc erTi specialisti Tu rigiTi 
mkiTxveli, visac surs axlos gaecnos homiletikis istorias da am istoriis 
konteqstSi _ sulxan-saba orbelianis qadagebaTa stilistikas.

eliso kalandariSvilis samecniero Sromebs etyoba Taviseburi 
xelwera, romelSic profesionalizmTan erTad avtoris pirovnuli por-
tretic ikiTxeba da es ndobiT ganawyobs mkiTxvels misi analitikuri kvle-
vebis mimarT.

profesionalizmi da pirovnuli Tvisebebi gamoarCevda elisos 
yvelgan, sadac moRvaweobda: Tbilisis ivane javaxiSvilis saxelobis sa-
xelmwifo universitetsa Tu skolaSi.

niWieri, saqmis mcodne, dauRalavi mecnieri da pedagogi, gulisxmieri 
kolega da erTguli, xalisiani moyvasi. aseTi iyo da aseTad dagvrCeba 
xsovnaSi eliso kalandariSvili _ Cveni Zvirfasi megobari.
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eliso  kalandariSvili 
(saqarTvelo)

bibliuri paradigmatikisa da saxismetyvelebis Taviseburebani 

vaJa-fSavelas SemoqmedebaSi*

bibliuri saxismetyveleba amosavalia yoveli qristiani eris li-
teraturul-saazrovno gamocdilebisa. universalobisadmi swrafva war-
moSobs saxe-simboloTa iseT sistemas, romelic samyaros erTianobaSi, 
mTlianobaSi moiazrebs da ara danawevrebulad, sekularulad. iqmneba 
garkveuli arqetipuli modelebi, romlebic, erTi mxriv, mkacrad reg-
lamentirebulia, Tumca, meore mxriv, Ria da invariantulia. swored es sin-
Tezi ayalibebs maT msoflmxedvelobriv da esTetikur bunebas.

Seucnoblisa da Secnobadis, mdgradisa da medinis, waruvalisa da 
sasrulis antinomiuri SeerTebis safuZvelze aRmocendeba erTiani xedvis, 
mimarTulebis mqone msoflgancda, uzenaess damorCilebuli subieqti baZ-
va-ziarebis gziT unda daubrundes pirvelsawyisebs, masSi unda aRdges 
pirvelqmnili, idealuri harmonia.

bibliuri saxismetyveleba ganmsazRvrelia ara mxolod Suasaukune-
obrivi msoflxedvisa, aramed mTeli Semdgomi literaturuli epoqebisa. 
is TandaTan azrovnebis wesad iqceva. marTalia, Tanamedrove periodSi 
cnobierebis mizanmimarTuli intensivoba icvleba, magram bibliuri gan-
saxovnebis formebi avTenturi Tu transformirebuli gziT udavod 
gansazRvravs literaturul-saazrovno procesis mimdinareobas yvela JanrSi.

arqetipul-paradigmuli azrovneba qarTuli sasuliero da saero 
mwerlobis safuZvelTa safuZvelia. miTologiuri da aRTqmiseuli sim-
bolika gansazRvravs konceptualur maxasiaTeblebs, kognitur aspeqtebs, 
esTetikur mrwamss. qarTuli saxismetyvelebiTi sistemis saazrovno wesi 
cxadad vlindeba rogorc XIX, ise XX-XXI saukuneebis epoqaTa filosofiur 
msoflgancdasa da mxatvrul-esTetikur principebSi.

vaJa-fSavelas Semoqmedebis msoflmxedvelobrivi da saxeobrivi 
gamoxatvis Taviseburebani swored bibliuri saxismetyvelebis arqetipul-
paradigmul wiaRTan misi organuli, siRrmiseuli kavSiriT ixsneba. amas-
Tanave, specifikuria is, rom gansaxovnebis klasikur formebs aq erwymis 
miTologiur, winareqristianul warmodgenaTa arqetipuli modelebi, rac 
axlebur xedvas badebs. Semdgomi transformaciis gziT miTologiuri, 
demonuri, zRaprul-fantastikuri warmodgenebi simbolur-esTetikur 
funqcias iZens da organulad ewereba qristianul cnobierebaSi, im mra-
valferovan da daxvewil sivrceSi, romelsac vaJa-fSavela qmnis.

vaJa axal, ucxo `qronotops~ qmnis. masSi samyaros sasrulobac, veq-
torulobac moiazreba da wrebrunvac, zedroulobac da zesivrculobac, 
romelTac erwymis lokalizmi da gravitaciuloba. am Taviseburi qro-
notopis moqmedebis areali ki, upirvelesad, adamianis sulis wiaRia.

* daculia citirebis avtoriseuli versia.
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vaJa-fSavelas personaJTa yvelaze TvalSisacemi Taviseburebaa 
maTi azrovnebis paradoqsuloba. am mxriv isini sruliad axleburi da gan-
sxvavebuli cnobierebis damamkvidrebelni arian XIX saukunis qarTul 
literaturaSi. problemebi, romelTac es personaJebi wamoWrian, mwvave 
msoflmxedvelobrivi Widilis Sedegad iSveba rogorc sakuTar TavTan, 
ise garemomcvel samyarosTan, sazogadoebasTan. maTi axali ideebi para-
doqsulia sayovelTaod damkvidrebuli azrovnebis fonze. es Taviseburi 
`aRmoCenebia~, romelnic xSirad intuiciis wiaRSi iRebs saTaves da TandaTan 
cnobier, gaazrebul, naTel principebad yalibdeba. am gziT ki xdeba gmiris 
metamorfoza, feriscvaleba. 

vaJa-fSavelas personaJTa azrovnebis paradoqsulobas, vfiqrobT, 
safuZvlad edeba qristianuli moZRvrebis paradoqsuli buneba. qristi-
anobis wiaRSi tradiciuli azrovnebis sayovelTaod gavrcelebuli mo-
deli Zireulad icvleba. es cvlilebebi xels uwyobs cnobierebis axali, 
Zvelisgan sruliad gansxvavebuli tipis Camoyalibebas. ioane oqropiris 
ganmartebiT, qristes mcnebebi da mis mier naqadagebi axali postulatebi 
ewinaaRmdegeboda mTel samyaroSi gavrcelebul azrebsa da Sexedulebebs. 
swored amiT xsnis wminda mama im uCveulo reaqcias, romelic mohyva 
ebraelTa winaSe macxovris qadagebas. im sazogadoebaSi, romlis moqmedebis 
mTavari principi iyo: `Tuali Tualisa wil da kbili kbilisa wil~, ieso 
amkvidrebs paradoqss _ ̀ ara winaaRmdgomad borotisa~. is mrevlis Tvalwin 
cvlis Zveli eTikis normebs axliT, Zveli aRTqmis kanonis imperatiul 
moTxovnebs _ madlis gansakuTrebuli, uCveulo principebiT: ̀ romelman 
gces yurimalsa Sensa marjuenesa, miupyar erTkerZoica~, `akurTxevdiT 
mawyevarTa TquenTa da keTils uyofdiT moZuleTa TquenTa~. es aris axali, 
ucnauri logikis mqone, magram erTaderTi da uzenaesi WeSmariteba, 
romelmac unda Svas axali adamiani, naTlobiT moqceuli, sulieri fe-
riscvalebiT gasxivosnebuli.

Zveli adamianis sikvdili da missave wiaRSi `axali kacis~ Casaxva, 
rasac pavle mociquli gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas aniWebs, vaJa-fSavelas 
personaJTa sulieri metamorfozis umTavresi gzaa. amas ki isini swored 
azrovnebisa da qmedebis paradoqsulobiT aRweven. isinic, macxovris msgav-
sad, cvlian Zvel normebs axliT. es axali principebi ki madls efuZneba da 
ara normatul kanons. amiT  vaJa bibliuri  WeSmaritebis  damamkvidrebelTa 
funqcias aniWebs Tavis gmirebs.

unda Seicvalos samyaro, Zveli wesiT cxovreba miuRebelia _ aseTia 
vaJas suliskveTeba, mas ar surs TvistomTa Soris, romelnic saocrad 
eZvirfaseba da TiTqmis aRmerTebs, batonobdes araswori azrovneba, yav-
lgasuli Sexedulebebi samyarosa da adamianze. arada mTis adaTTagan 
sakmaod bevrs xedavs iseTs, romelnic erT dros, albaT, garkveul funqcias 
asrulebda, magram vaJas Tanamedrove epoqaSi sruliad gamoecala niadagi. 
mwerali gansakuTrebiT gamoyofs im Cveulebebsa da wesebs, romelTac 
SurisZiebis, sisxlis aRebis motivi udevs safuZvlad. erT-erTi aseTia 
`upatrono mkvdris~ movlis adaTi. upatronod iTvleba micvalebuli, 
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romlis sisxlis aReba, samagieros gadaxda naTesaobam ver moaxerxa, anu ver 
upatrona. aseT mkvdars saiqios mosamsaxured veravin daudgeba, `umcrosi~ 
ar eyoleba. am Sexedulebis primitiulobas da SezRudulobas gansakuTrebiT 
amZafrebs is gansxvaveba, romelic amave sakiTxis qristianul gaazrebasa da 
mTaSi damkvidrebul cnobierebas Soris arsebobs. qristianuli moZRvreba 
sruliad gamoricxavs grZnobad-konkretul realobebs imqveyniur, sa-
iqio arsebobaSi. jojoxeTic da sasufevelic TavianTi arsiT sruliad 
gamoricxaven grZnobismier, adamianuri samyarosTvis damaxasiaTebel, 
xelSesaxeb movlenebs. pavle mociqulis ganmartebiT, im samyaroSi arc 
qorwindebian, arc ganqorwindebian, suls ar sWirdeba arsebobis miwieri, 
xiluli formebi. amdenad, saiqio cxovrebis Sesaxeb grZnobad-konkretuli 
warmodgenebi mxolod crurwmenis sferos ganekuTvneba. swored ase aRiq-
vams vaJa-fSavela mTis im adaT-wesebs, romelnic adamianis cnobierebis 
istoriis dabalganviTarebul etapze SemuSavda garkveul garemoebaTa 
Sedegad, SemdgomSi ki yovelgvari safuZveli gamoecala da uSinaarso, 
ufro metic, maxinj, arahumanur crurwmenad iqca. swored amas aRmoaCenen 
misi personaJebi. aluda qeTelauri mklavis moWris mizanSewonilobaze 
rom dafiqrdeba, jer sakuTari sulis wiaRs ukvirdeba, `pirs dawolia nis-
lebi~. sanam Tems gaandobs Tavis axal msoflmxedvelobas, is jer TviTon 
icnobierebs, ra moxda mucalTan SebrZolebis Semdeg, ratom uRrRnis guls 
aqamde ucnobi gancda. poemis II Tavi aludas sulieri metamorfozis, misi 
sulis wiaRSi `axali kacis~ Casaxvis cxadi suraTia. savles pavled qcevis 
paradigma aq Taviseburi transformaciiT iCens Tavs. aluda nabij-nabij 
midis axal WeSmaritebamde. mklavis mokveTis erT konkretul adaTSi 
daeWvebas sayovelTaod sisxlisRvris mizanSewonilobaSi daeWveba moh-
yveba. ̀ visac mteroba moswyurdes~... _ iwyebs vaJa da yvela sityva, rac amis 
Semdeg iTqmeba, raRac mistikuri, magiuri ZaliT zeatyorcnis Txrobas. 
es azrisa da gamomsaxvelobis mwvervalia, maqsimalurad gamZafrebuli 
emociuri muxtis Semcveli. wyevlis formulebi: `sisxl daigubos keraSi~, 
`sisxlSia hqondes qorwili~, `iqve saflavi gaTxaros~ _ SemaZrwunebeli 
dabejiTebiT amxels gmiris cnobierebaSi Zrul axal impulss _ Cven 
sisxlSi varsebobT, rac CemTvis miuRebelia. swored es aRmoCena aZlevs 
aludas Zalas, emsxverplos Tavis axal mrwamss, araferi daTmos, metic 
_ maqsimaluri moiTxovos. pirvelad, roca cxovrebis filosofia 
daafiqrebs da ikiTxavs _ `martoT Cven gvzdian dedani?~ rasac ur-
juloTa cxonebaze fiqric mohyveba; meored ki xatobaze, mucalis su-
lis sapatronod misuli, daJinebiT rom evedreba berdias, dauurvos 
mkvdari qistis suls da amiT masac suli moaTqmevinos. paradoqsia, 
amitomac yvelasaTvis gaugebari da miuRebeli, iseve, rogorc axali 
welTaRricxvis, axali WeSmaritebis dabadebis pirvel dReebSi Tqmuli 
_ `giyvardes mteri Seni~. qristes gzaze mdgari aluda, WeSmariti mar-
tviliviT guldinjad icavs Tavis axal mrwamss, amboxisa da sabolood 
harmoniis, Tvinierebis (`Tems nu swyevT~) mopovebiT wminda mxedariviT 
uSecdomod gaivlis gzas da `srbas aRasrulebs~, TviTonac eziareba axal 
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WeSmaritebas da mTel samyarosac aziarebs.
vaJa-fSavelas zneobriv mrwamss safuZvlad udevs qristianuli baZva-

ziarebis principi, romlis Tanaxmadac zeciuri da miwieri ierarqiis yoveli 
qvemdgomi arseba unda miemsgavsos zemdgoms. es zeswrafva ganapirobebs 
mis safexurebriv svlas RvTisken, anu zneobriv daxvewasa da ganwmendas. 
qvemdgomTa baZva iwvevs dacemas, dakninebas. mxolod zeswrafviT eziareba 
arsi Tavis umaRles `mes~. ierarqiis saTaveSi dgas uzenaesi arseba, RmerTi. 
adamians ganRmrTobis gza TviT ufalma dausaxa, mas ZaluZs sakuTar TavSi 
aRadginos xati RvTisa, ganiwmindos da RmerTSemosili gaxdes.

vaJa-fSavelas samyaroSi ara mxolod adamiani, aramed bunebis yvelaze 
umniSvnelo subieqtic ki eswrafvis SemoqmedTan gamTlianebas, mis madlTan 
ziarebas. isini mxolod samSvinvelis ZaliT rodi moqmedeben, aramed uk-
vdavi gonis karnaxiT. amitomac bunebis gasuliereba vaJasTan mxolod 
mxatvruli pirobiToba ki ar aris, aramed Rrma filosofiur-religiuri 
koncefciis nawili, romlis Tanaxmadac samyaroSi araferia SemTxveviTi da 
impulsuri, yovelive emorCileba garkveul kanonzomierebas. bunebas aqvs 
goni _ is, rac wesiT mxolod adamians unda hqondes, RvTis xatad Seqmnil 
arsebas. gonis arseboba ki TavisTavad gulisxmobs zneobis fenomensac. 

vaJasTan bunebas Tavisi zne aqvs, zogjer adamianTa msgavsi, zogjer 
ki maTze amaRlebulic ki. ufro metic, cocxali Tu aracocxali bunebis 
subieqtTa mier adamianTa qcevis Sefaseba, maTi qmedebis moralur-eTikuri 
kuTxiT gansja vaJas Semoqmedebis Tanmdevi principia. amis magaliTi mrav-
ladaa mis prozasa da poeziaSi. TvalsaCinoebisTvis movixmobT erT maTgans. 
moTxrobaSi `kldem mxolod erTxel sTqva~ warmoCenilia adamianTa orpi-
roba, sityvisa da saqmis urTierTdapirispireba, TvalTmaqcoba. klde 
marTlismTqmelia, mamxilebelia. is kacTa avzneobas sulis siRrmemde 
ganicdis da cdilobs axsnas amis mizezi. adamianis sicocxle codvisa da 
monaniebis uwyveti jaWvia. es samwuxaro kanonzomierebaa. kldec ki, usulo 
klde, gulistkiviliT SeniSnavs: `eg zne rom ar vicode kacisa, dResve mTe-
li qveynis Tvalwin gavfendi, rac Secdoma mohsvlia, rac datrialebula 
dedamiwis zurgze, magram amao Sroma iqneboda: kacma unda scodos, kidev 
Secdoma Caidinos, rom mere inanos, Semdeg isev ecados, Secdoma gaasworos, 
esaa misi sicocxle, diaR, davanaxvebdi yvela mis gonebis, grZnobis usu-
surobas, amas rom ar vxedavde, da mec davifuSebodi. aRar mindoda mas Sem-
deg sicocxle, aRarc iyo Cemi yofna saWiro, guldamSvidebiT, bednierad 
davxuWavdi Tvals da movisvenebdi~ (vaJa-fSavela 2002:168).

sakuTari arsebis msxverplad gaRebis, maRali idealebisTvis Tav-
ganwirvis magaliTebi vaJas sxva TxzulebebSic mravalgzis iCens Tavs.

vaJa-fSavelas SemoqmedebaSi SesaZlebelia Tvali gavadevnoT ada-
mianis sulieri ganviTarebis gzas. TviTganwmendis survili personaJSi 
aRZravs zneobriv impulss, rac xdeba sawindari misi Sinagani aRmasvlisa. 
am process safuZvlad edeba sxvadasxva movlena; zogjer metamorfoza 
gamowveulia obieqturi, gareSe mizeziT, yofis logikiT, gmirisgan ga-
ucnobiereblad. mindia  qajTa  tyveobaSi Tavis mokvlis mizniT Wams 

bibliuri paradigmatikisa da saxismetyvelebis Taviseburebani vaJa-fSavelas 
SemoqmedebaSi



276

gvelis xorcs, fiqrobs, rom amiT dasruldeba misi usazRvro tanjva. 
man ar icis, rom am aqtiT sulieri Tvali aexileba, axal suls Caidgams, 
axal xorcs Seisxams. mindias bunebasTan wilnayaroba uTuod gulisxmobs 
RmerTTan Tanaziarobas. amis dasturia RvTisgan miniWebuli kurnebis 
unari, romelic saswaulqmedebis erT-erTi saxea. macxovris miwieri 
moRvaweobac xom or sawyiss efuZneboda: qadageba da sakvirvelTqmedeba.

qristianuli sinanulis motivi Zalze organulia vaJas Semoqmede-
bisTvis. es bunebrivicaa. sinanuli udidesi saidumloa. igi msWvalavs 
mTel `axal aRTqmas~. ioane naTlismcemeli aris pirveli mqadagebeli qris-
tianuli sinanulisa. mas wminda mamebi asec uwodeben: `qadagi sinanulisa~. 
naTlismcemeli win uswrebs ieso qristes, raTa mouwodos xalxs, ganamzadon 
gzani uflisa. ioane oqropiris ganmartebiT, iudevelni am dros codvis 
tyveobaSi iyvnen, Tumca ver grZnobdnen amas da TavianT Tavs ubiwo, mar-
Tal adamianebad miiCnevdnen. da ai, modis ioane naTlismcemeli, raTa eb-
raelebs Tvali auxilos codvebze, radgan sakuTar sulier mankierebaTa 
Seucnobloba maT WeSmaritebis gzidan ganagdebda. naTlismcemlis mov-
linebis mizani is iyo, rom xalxs Tavisi codvebi Seecno da sinanulisken 
midrekiliyo, magram am codvaTa gamo adamianebi ki ar unda dasjiliyvnen, 
aramed monaniebis gziT unda SeeZinaT Tavmdabloba, ganesajaT sakuTari 
Tavi da mieRoT Sewyaleba. sinanuls unda mohyves Tvalis axela, Zveli gzi-
dan gadadgoma da naTlisRebis ZaliT WeSmaritebaze moqceva. sinanuls qa-
dagebs TviT macxovaric. `SeinaneT~ _ es ara ubralo mimarTvaa, romelic 
adamianma SeiZleba Seasrulos an ar Seasrulos, aramed aucilebeli, gar-
dauvali moTxovna maTTvis, vinc mzadaa aRiaros igi erTaderT da utyuar 
WeSmaritebad, daTmos, rac aqamde iyo da yvelaferi Tavidan daiwyos.

qristianuli sinanulis motivi udevs safuZvlad vaJas SesaniSnav 
poema `gogoTur da afSinas~. pirovnuli ganviTarebis gzas aq swored si-
nanulis mZafri gancda gansazRvravs.

T. Cxenkelis dakvirvebiT, vaJas personaJTagan zogi zeaRmavalia, 
zogic _ qvedaRmavali. zeaRmavalia aluda, radgan is principTa Sinagani 
SenarCunebiT umaRles idealTa erTguli rCeba; qvedaRmavali gmiria 
mindia, romelmac ver SeZlo RvTis niWis datevna sakuTar TavSi (Cxenkeli 
1989:51).

zeaRmaval gmirTa kategorias ganekuTvneba afSina. misi gza, mar-
Tlac, gamorCeulia kontrastulobis niSniT: Saragzis yaCaRobidan _ xe-
visbrobamde. gogoTuri laRi sulis mqonea, afSina Sinagan Tavisuflebas 
moklebuli,  SeboWili pirovnebaa.  maT xasiaTs gansazRvravs maTive zneob-
rivi orientirebi. gogoTuri Rirsebas emsaxureba, afSina _ uRirsobas.

zneobrivi muxti, romelic msWvalavs gogoTuris saqciels maTi 
SebrZolebis Jams, aris is biZgi, romelmac unda moitanos afSinas fe-
riscvaleba. am SemTxvevaSi impulsi garedan modis, magram siRrmiseuli 
STabeWdilebis Zalas iZens. afSinas gardaqmna uceb xdeba, es ar aris mtan-
jveli procesi, rogorc sxva SemTxvevaSi (aluda, mindia). personaJTa samoq-
medo sivrce ar scdeba brZolis vels. modeli martivia: Sexvedra, mxileba, 
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aRiareba. Tumca xangrZlivi da mtanjvelia Semdegi etapi _ sakuTar 
TavTan marto darCena. gogoTurisgan Sendobili afSina gulis wyluls 
mainc ver irCens. is ukve xevisberia, sxvaTa sulebze zrunavs, TviT Seundobs 
codvebs monanieT, magram mZime da damTrgunveli dardi RrRnis mis Sinagan 
arsebas. WeSmariti sinanuli xangrZlivi da mtanjvelia, ganwmendisken 
mimavali gza ekliania. igi TviTdaeWvebas, sulier gaorebas, Sinagani wo-
nasworobis darRvevas iwvevs. loginad Cavardnili afSina im codvebs ina-
niebs, romelTa gaazrebac RmerTma daakisra. poemis finalSi afSinas TiTqos 
daZleuli aqvs sakuTari codvis SegrZneba, igi xevisbrobs, xalxs arigebs, 
moZRvravs, magram sulier mSvidobamde jer Sorsaa _ Ram-RamobiT cxare 
cremliT tiris, albaT, sicocxlis bolomdec iqviTinebs, radganac sulis 
ganspetakebis gza tanjvasa da sulier WidilSi gamoCndeba. afSinas suli 
brZolis velia, aranakleb mZafri brZolisa, vidre gogoTurTan fizikuri 
dapirispireba iyo. xmliTa da iaraRiT am oms ver moigeb; is sulieri Tvalis 
axelas da zeamaRlebas, RvTiurisken swrafvas moiTxovs.

gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba eniWeba vaJa-fSavelas SemoqmedebaSi 
xilva-Cvenebebs, zecnobier, miRmier, zebunebriv movlenebs. es nakadi 
imdenad mZlavria, rom vaJas mkvlevarTa udidesi nawili sagangebod Se-
iswavlis mas (gr. kiknaZe, g. asaTiani, T. Cxenkeli, r. siraZe, r. TvaraZe, z. kik-
naZe, i. evgeniZe, T. SarabiZe da sxv.). xilva-Cvenebani ganxilulia rogorc 
msoflmxedvelobrivi, ise mxatvrul-esTetikuri funqciis TvalsazrisiT.

xilva gamocxadebis erT-erTi Sinaformaa. is safuZvlad udevs ro-
gorc winareqristianul, ise Suasaukuneobriv warmodgenebs samyaroze. 
masSi mJRavndeba ama Tu im epoqis, xalxis azrovnebisa da xasiaTis Tavi-
seburebani. arsebobs miTosuri xilva-warmodgenebi, romelnic aerTi-
aneben tomebs, erebs da koleqtiuri xasiaTisaa sulieri moRvaweobis er-
Tobliobis TvalsazrisiT. es warmodgenebi droisa da sivrcis miRmaa da 
garkveuli amorfulobiTac xasiaTdeba.

xilva-Cvenebani qristianul azrovnebaSic did rols asrulebs. 
ZvelaRTqmiseul istoriaSi bibliur patriarqTa da winaswarmetyvelTa 
xilvebi RvTisCenis (Teofania) rangSia ayvanili. uzenaesi ecxadeba mok-
vdavs xiluli realobis sensualuri niSniT (kvamli, cecxli, burusi, 
wyvdiadi) aRbeWdili, Tumca misi miRmieri, aragrZnobadi sawyisi mudam 
aqcentirebulia.

axalaRTqmiseul samyaroSi xilva-Cvenebani uflis didebis, misi 
sufevis warmomCenia. gamocxadeba adamians sulieri gamocdilebis dax-
vewis, Sinagani Wvretis ganviTarebis gzas uxsnis. amis yvelaze TvalsaCino 
gamovlinebaa warmarTi savles gardaqmna pavle mociqulad. swored 
gamocxadebis ZaliT iRviZebs mis arsSi mTvlemare impulsi naTlisa, 
WeSmaritebisa. savle unda dabrmavdes, iq, damaskos gzaze unda datovos 
Zveli arsi da Tvali unda aexilos mxolod rogorc pavles, axlad Sobils, 
axali arsiT, axali WeSmaritebiT.

gamocxadebis umaRlesi formaa apokalifsuri xilva ioane RvTis-
metyvelisa. es aris masStaburi, globaluri Wvreta samyaros aRsasrulisa 
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da misi Tanmdevi movlenebisa. patmosis WalaSi ioanes mier gancdili im-
denad mistikuria Tavisi arsiT, rom misi aRwera mxolod simboloebiT, 
miniSnebebiT, metaforebiT Tua SesaZlebeli. esqatologiuri tragizmi 
sdevs Txrobas, Tumca zeciuri iersualimis saboloo sufevis perspeqtivas 
amaRlebuli, nugeSismcemeli intonaciac Semoaqvs.

vaJa-fSavela Tavis TxzulebebSi mimarTavs rogorc miTologiur, 
ise aRTqmiseul xilva-Cvenebebs. aRsaniSnavia, rom miTi misTvis Zvirfasia, 
rogorc xalxis wiaRSi warmoqmnili, misi SemoqmedebiTi unaris warmomCeni 
movlena. miTi xom cxadad avlens adamianis gonebisa da gare samyaros da-
kavSirebis unars, rac, TavisTavad, fantaziis, ocnebis, sasurvelis im-
pulsebs Seicavs da SemoqmedebiTi azrovnebis Camoyalibebas uwyobs xels. 
`miTebi is saSualebebia, romlebiTac arqetipebi, aracnobieris arsebiTi 
formebi vlindeba da cnobier gonebas ukavSirdeba. arqetipebi individTa 
sizmrebSi vlindeba da, amdenad, sizmrebs SeiZleba personalizebuli mi-
Tebi, xolo miTebs depersonalizebuli sizmrebi vuwodoT~ (lomiZe 2008: 218).

xilva-Cvenebani vaJas poemebSi sxvadasxva funqcias asrulebs. ese-
nia: ama Tu im faqtisa da movlenis winaswarmetyveleba; ararealuris vi-
zualizaciiT umTavresi koncefciis gamokveTa; gmiris intuiciisa da na-
Telxilvis unaris aqcentireba; qvecnobieris, cnobierisa da zecnobieris 
urTierTgansazRvrulobis, an, piriqiT, gamomricxavobis Cveneba konkretul 
SemTxvevebSi; adamianis sulis wiaRSi CaRrmaveba da misi uaRresi mxareebis 
amocnoba, anu `sulis wakiTxva~; uflis TviTCenis (Teofaniis) mistikuri 
xatebisa da pirovnebasa Tu jgufze maTi zemoqmedebis, ganmwmendi funqciis 
cxadyofa.

unda aRiniSnos, rom vaJa miTologiuri xilva-Cvenebebis, legendebisa 
da zRaprul-fantastikuri arsebebis (devebi, alqajebi, Winkebi) teqstebSi 
aRwerisas arasodes mimarTavs mtkicebiT, imperatiul intonacias. man 
kargad icis, rom yovel miTs, legendas ori Sre aqvs: realuri, anu sarwmuno 
da irealuri, anu daujerebeli. amitomac mas xilva Tu Cveneba yovelTvis 
Semoaqvs ara rogorc obieqturi, damtkicebuli faqti, aramed rogorc 
gonebis daSveba, savaraudo realoba. amitomac is arasodes ar wers, zustad 
ase moxdao. miTur da legendarul epizods yovelTvis axlavs sityva an fraza, 
romelic mas mtkicebulebis saxes ukargavs. vaJa wers: `amboben~, `xedaven~, 
`unaxavT~, `smeniaT~, `ityvian~, `Zvelad gagonili~ da a.S. am gziT is TiTqos 
Cvengan aucxoebs faqts, raTa migvaniSnos, rom es araa obieqturi realoba, 
momxdari da aRsrulebuli, magram arc usafuZvlo, SeuZlebeli, dauSvebeli 
fantasmagoriaa. ase iwyeba `baxtrionis~ saocari finali, romelSic gvelis 
mier luxumis xsnisa da aRdginebis ambavia gadmocemuli. epizodi ase iwyeba: 
`ityvian, maRlis mTis Zirsa~... Semdeg ki amas mohyveba naxevrad legenduri 
Txroba. vaJa arsad gvaZalebs davijeroT daujerebeli, ar gvimtkicebs, 
rom es faqti mas Tavad aqvs nanaxi an nagrZnob-gancdili. is frTxilad, 
faqizad migvaniSnebs, ityviano da danarCens Cven mogvandobs. amiT is Zalze 
axlos dgas saxarebiseul intonaciasTan. cnobilia, rom macxovari Tavis 
moZRvrebas ayalibebs ara SegonebaTa an brZanebaTa, aramed `netarebaTa~ 
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saxiT. is rodi ambobs, mxolod aseTi adamiani iqneba netario, aramed qada-
gebs, yvela, vinc moisurvebs ase moqcevas, netari iqnebao. macxovari aravis 
aZalebs, daijeros mis mier aRsrulebuli saswaulebi. visac male-mrwmenis 
Tvali da yuri aqvs _ irwmunebs, visac ara _ is madlis gareSe daitovebs 
Tavs.

`baxtrionis~ brZolis win meomrebs wminda giorgi ecxadeba. vaJa 
aRwers am xilvas, TviT mxedarTa TvaliT danaxuls. oTxi meomridan Ti-
Toeuli wmindans sxvadasxva aspeqtiT aRiqvams _ erTi mis brwyinvalebas 
usvams xazs, meore _ RvTiurobas, mesame _ mtredisfrad aRiqvams, meoTxe 
_ velis yvavils adarebs. es subieqtur gancdaSi moqceuli realobaa, 
romelsac emociis maqsimaluri muxtiT aRvseba mosdevs. amis Semdeg laSqari 
wminda mxedrobad acxadebs Tavs. realoba aqac amqveyniurisa da miRmieris 
zRvarzea.

vaJa-fSavelas poemebSi xilva-Cvenebebi rom garkveuli pirobiTobis 
Semcvelia, es samecniero literaturaSic aris aRniSnuli. r. siraZe `stu-
mar-maspinZlis~ finalis analizisas wers: `am SemTxvevaSi miTosuri xilvis 
Semotana gamarTlebulia imiT, rom maRali idealebi moiTxovs am idealTa 
ganxorcielebas, Tundac iluziuri formiT. aqac vaJa avtoriseuli da-
narTebiT migviTiTebs Semotanili miTosuri xilvis pirobiTobaze: `Ram-
Ram xedaven suraTsa~ _ aqac gacnobierebaa imisa, rom epizodi pirobi-
Ti xasiaTisaa, pirobiTobis funqciaze gvafiqrebs. misi funqcia ki es-
Tetikuria. igi saxis ganzogadebas emsaxureba, emsaxureba poemis ZiriTadi 
ideis amocnobas~ (siraZe 1975:46).

vaJasTan miTosi gaqristianebulia, axal rjulzea moqceuli. amis 
upirvelesi niSania pirovnulobis, individualobis win, aseve RirebulebaTa 
im sistemis gaziareba, romelic qristes moZRvrebas udevs safuZvlad. 
xilva-CvenebaTa funqciac Taviseburi da gansakuTrebulia; magaliTad, 
sizmari winaswarmetyvelebasac Seicavs da zneobriv swavlebasac; is xan 
mwyobri da gamWvirvalea (kvirias sizmari `baxtrionidan~, mzias sizmari 
`gvelismWamelidan~), xan ki Znelad amosacnobi da dasafiqrebeli (aludas 
sizmari `aluda qeTelauridan~).

amrigad, bibliuri paradigmatikisa da saxismetyvelebis gaTvalis-
winebis gareSe vaJa-fSavelas Semoqmedebis Seswavla calmxrivi da ara-
srulyofilia. qristianuli cnobiereba gansazRvravs mis personaJTa zne-
obriv saxes, TxzulebaTa mxatvrul-esTetikur bunebas.
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(Georgia)

Peculiarities of Biblical Paradigmatics and 
Tropology in Vazha-Pshavela’s Creativity

Summary

key words: biblical paradigmatics, tropology

The basis of paradoxical thinking of Vazha-Pshavela’s protagonists is paradoxical 
nature of Christian doctrine. The widespread pattern of traditional thinking radically 
changes in the depths of Christianity. These changes provide the formation of new, totally 
different type of consciousness. In Vazha-Pshavela’s world not only man but even the most 
insignificant subject of Nature strives for the wholeness with the Creator, communion with 
his grace. Personification of nature in Vazha’s creations is not only artistic conventionality 
but a part of profound philosophical and religious concept according to which there is 
nothing accidental and impulse in the world, everything subordinates certain regularity.
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irma ratianis naSromi _ fabula da siuJeti

Pro et Contra
Tb., literaturis institutis gamomcemloba, 2011.

literaturismcodneoba filologiur disciplinebs Soris yve-
laze dinamikuri dargia. erTi mxriv, TiTqos yvelaferi ukve dadgenilia, 
meore mxriv, yvelaferi, rac ukve dadgenilia, xelaxal gaazrebas da 
koreqtirebas moiTxovs. es sulac ar aris axireba, es obieqturi re-
alobaa. Aam, rbilad rom vTqvaT, aramdgradobis erT-erTi umTavresi 
mizezi terminis bunebaSi unda veZioT. Lliteraturismcodneoba ki, upir-
velesad, swored terminis warmoSobas, mis formacvalebas da ̀ tevadobas~ 
ikvlevs. 

Ffabula da siuJeti Zalian `nacnobi~ terminebia, magram saqme saqmeze 
rom midgeba, maTi erTmaneTisgan gamijnva da TiToeulis `sazRvrebis~ 
dadgena sakmaod rTulia. swored am sakiTxis analizs eZRvneba profesor 
irma ratianis naSromi `fabula da siuJeti (pro et contra)~. naSromi oTxi 
monakveTisgan Sedgeba: pirvel nawilSi ganxilulia antikuri Tvalsaz-
risebi fabulisa da siuJetis Sesaxeb (platoni da aristotele); meoreSi 
_ periodi postantikurobidan romantizmis CaTvliT; mesameSi _ rusuli 
formalisturi skolis warmomadgenelTa Sexedulebebi; meoTxeSi _ 
Jenetis Teoria. B

is, rom yvela ZiriTadi literaturuli Janri antikurobaSi Camo-
yalibda da `moinaTla~, sayovelTaod aris aRiarebuli. cnobilia isic, rom 
antikurobaSive daiwyo filologiis, rogorc mecnieruli disciplinis 
Seqmna. ZvelberZnulma literaturam pirvelad gaacnobiera Tavi, rogorc 
literaturam, amas ki xeli Seuwyo literaturis spe-cialuri Teoriis 
_ poetikis _ warmoSobam. literatura, romelic uS-vebs am tipis ref-
leqsias Tavis sakuTar rezultatebze, savsebiT sxva rigis movlenaa.* srul 
simwifes literaturis Teoriam aristoteles ̀ poetikaSi~ miaRwia. berZnuli 
literatura mTeli Tavisi arsiT, TiTqos, moiTxovs, rom igi gaiazron, 
rogorc Teoriuli poetikis sagani. potenciuri Tanafardoba Teoriuli 
poetikis SesaZleblobasTan mTeli berZnuli literaturisTvis aris  da-
maxasiaTebeli, im nawarmoebebis CaTvliT, romlebic poetikis dabadebamde

*jer kidev demokrite werda Txzulebebs ̀ poeziis Sesaxeb~ (romelSic saubaria SemdgomSi 
friad popularul poetur `sigiJeze~), `homerosis Sesaxeb~, `iSviaTi gamonaTqvamebs swo-
rad gamoTqmis Sesaxeb~, `sityvebis silamazis Sesaxeb~, `lamazad da uSnod JRerad bgere-
bze metyvelebaSi~, `simReris Sesaxeb~ (Frgm. B 16a-25 Diels). demokrite sainteresod werda 
kulturaze, misi xelovnebaTmcodneobiTi traqtatebia: `musikis Sesaxeb~, `mxatvrobis 
Sesaxeb~; igi msjelobs civilizaciis geneziszec.

gamoxmaureba,  recenzia
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Seiqmnen. ase rom, Tu sakiTxs am kuTxiT SevxedavT, kerZod: rom berZnuli 
literatura Signidan gamoeyo ara-literaturas da amiT, garkveuli az-
riT, pirvelad gaxda TavisTavadi, SeiZleba arc Tu yavlgasulad mog-
veCvenos is mosazreba, rom literatura `daibada~ saberZneTSi. D

 miuxedavad imisa, rom antikuri poetika ganixilavs mxatvruli teq-
stis sabaziso komponentebs, fabulisa da terminologiuri gamijvnis 
sakiTxi sakmaod rTulia. marTalia, Tavad terminebi `fabula~ da `si-
uJeti~ literaturismcodneobaSi mogvianebiT mkvidrdeba, magram am ter-
minebis fardi cneba-terminebi, rasakvirvelia, ufro adreul epoqebSia 
mosaZiebeli. i. ratiani ganixilavs jer platonis, Semdgom ki aristoteles 
mosazrebebs am sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT.

platonisTvis   poezia (da saerTod  xelovnebis  yvela dargi) aris baZva,  
Sesabamisad,   yvelaferi,  rac poetis mier iTxzveba cru da  gamonagonia; 
raki poetur Txzulebebs ara aqvT mTavari faseuloba _ WeSmariteba, maT 
SeiZleba mxolod esTetikuri funqcia daekisros. Fkonkretulad fabulasa 
da siuJetze platoni ar msjelobs. Aaristotele upirispirdeba platonis 
Tvalsazriss poeziis arsis, mniSvnelobis Sesaxeb da aviTarebs axal xedvas. 
`poeziis umTavresi damsaxureba aris SemoqmedebiTi baZvis unari, romlis 
meSveobiTac realuri ambebi, ganzavdebian ra avtoris SemoqmedebiT war-
mosaxvasTan, teqstualizebuli ambebis saxes iZenen da gardaiqmnebian 
mxatvrul movlenaTa logikur qargad. terminologiuri TvalsazrisiT, 
aristotele ganasxvavebs realur qmedebebsa da miToss; sadac realuri 
qmedebebi, rogorc realuri xdomilebebi, safuZvlad edeba ambavs, xolo 
miTosi gaigivebulia miTisqmnadobis procesTan, romelic mowesrigebuli 
da erTmaneTTan Sejerebuli teqstualizebuli qmedebebis mTlianobas 
warmoadgens~ (gv. 25).* Aam sakvanZo poziciis garkvevis Semdgom warmodgenilia 
teqstis struqturuli analizis aristoteleseuli Tvalsazrisi. swored 
am momentidan i. ratiani gamo-yofs da detalurad aanalizebs terminebis 
_ fabulisa da siuJetis _ diad `winapars~ _ mu`qo~-s. Mu`qo~-is sxvadasxva 
gageba, da Sesabamisad, ganmarteba arsebobs. Tu mas ganvixilavT, rogorc 
uZvelesi antikuri rwmena-warmodgenebis asaxvas, miTosi religiur-sak-
raluri fenomenia. Aam aspeqtiT miTosis 500-mde gamartebaa cnobili. 
aristotele am sityvas sxvadasxva konteqstiT iyenebs: rig SemTxvevebSi 
`miTosi~ sworedac tradiciul ambavs _ miTs aRniSnavs, rig SemTxvevebSi 
ki ambavs, romelsac efuZneba esa Tu is mxatvruli teqsti. swored es uka-
naskneli konteqsti aris i. ratianis kvlevis sagani. 

aristotele gamoyofs tragediis nawilebs: ambavi, xasiaTi, gan-
sja, samzeri, saTqmeli da sagalobeli. `ambavi~, savaraudod, unda Se-
esabamebodes imas, rasac dRes fabulas an siuJets vuwodebT. maS, ras 
moiazrebs aristotele termin `miTosSi~? am kiTxvaze pasuxis gasacemad 
i.ratiani moixmobs aristoteles `poetikis~ qarTul, rusul da in-
glisurenovan Targmanebs, imowmebs mecnierul gamokvlevebs da askvnis:

* aqac da SemdgomSic damowmebulia irma ratianis naSromi `fabula da siuJeti (Pro Et Contra)~.
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aristoteles formis struqturuli Teoriis safuZvels warmoadgens 
miTosi _ ambavi, romelic ar gulisxmobs martivad movlenebis mibaZvas anu 
faqtebis krebsiT da Tanmimdevrul simravles, romelic Tanamedrove 
specialur literaturaSi iwodeba `fabulad~ da arc miTs, romelsac 
efuZneba antikuri tragedia, aramed _ ufro mets, faqtze agebul da miTis 
safuZvelze mimdinare axali miTisqmnadobis processa da Sedegs, rogorc 
moqmedebaTa saerTo-mxatvrul qargas, romelic met-naklebad uaxlovdeba 
literaturaTmcodneebis mier dResdReobiT `siuJetis~ terminiT gansaz-
Rvrul elements da romelic erTdroulad moicavs da efuZneba pirvel 
ors~ (gv. 36).

Tu sworad gavige, i. ratianis azriT, aristoteleseuli miTosi-
ambavi (am konteqstSi mu`qo~-is `ambavad~ Targmans savsebiT viziareb _ 
r.c.) SeiZleba gavigoT rogorc is, rac fabulasa da siuJets Sorisaa _ 
erTdroulad erTicaa da meorec (ufro siuJetia, vidre fabula). albaT, 
rTulia aristoteles (terminTa formirebis gariJraJze) movTxovoT 
fabulis mkafio gamijvna siuJetisgan (es xom dResac Wirs). Aam azris sa-
ilustraciod movixmob amonarids aristoteles `poetikidan~; me-17 TavSi 
igi msjelobs teqstis Sinaarsobriv safuZvelze, ZiriTadad, dramas exeba, 
magram bolos `odiseazec~ wers: `odiseas~ Sinaarsi (ambavi) vrceli ar 
aris: viRac kaci mravali wlis ganmavlobaSi daxetialobs ucxo mxareebSi; 
mas emtereba poseidoni, is martoa. saxlSi ki saqmroebi uCanageben qonebas 
da gansacdels umzadeben mis vaJs. Dda ai, is brundeba Tavs daaRwevs ra 
qariSxals; zogierTs gaandobs Tavis vinaobas; Tavs esxmis mtrebs, anad-
gurebs maT, TviTon ki gadarCeba. principSi, ai, es aris `odiseas~ Sinaarsi, 
sxva yvelaferi CarTulia~ (17.1455b). is, rasac am amonaridSi aristotele 
gvTavazobs, rogorc homerosis `odiseas~ Sinaarss, fabula ufroa, vidre 
siuJeti. Esaqme is aris, rom Cven ar gvaqvs `odiseas~ tipis sxva teqsti, rom 
SevZloT maTi Sedareba. tragediaSi saqme sxvagvaradaa. aq Cven SegviZlia 
erT ambavze (miTze) SeTxzuli ramdenime tragikosis teqstebis Sedareba; 
magaliTad aviRoT atridebis miTi: troas omis erT-erTi mTavari gmiri, 
berZenTa jaris mTavarsardali _ agamemnoni gamarjvebuli brundeba 
argosSi. Sin mas klavs Tavisi coli _ klitemnestra. Svidi wlis Semdeg 
mamis mkvlelobisTvis Surs iZiebs oreste da klavs dedas. Ees aris miTi-
ambavi. Eam ambavze tragediebi daweres esqilem (trilogia `orestea~), 
sofoklem (`eleqtra~), evripidem (`oreste~, `eleqtra~). am tragediebis 
Rrma analizi saSualebas gvaZlevs vTqvaT, rom saerTo jamSi saqme gvaqvs 
fabulasTan, romelic TiToeul mweralTan (erTi mxriv, miTisqmnadobis 
principidan gamomdinare, meore mxriv, konkretuli tragikosis esTetikis 
gaTvaliswinebiT) axlebur konteqsts gvTavazobs da damoukidebel si-
uJetur qargas qmnis.

i. ratianis naSromis meore nawilSi `antifiqciidan fiqciisken~ 
warmodgenilia fabulisa da siuJetis sakiTxis kvlevis ZiriTadi ten-
denciebi sakmaod vrceli periodis ganmavlobaSi _ antikurobidan ad-
reul Suasaukuneebamde, renesansis, klasicizmis, ganmanaTleblobis, 

irma ratianis naSromi _ fabula da siuJeti 
Pro et Contra
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romantizmis CaTvliT. Mmkvlevari savsebiT marTebulad miuTiTebs adre-
uli Suasaukuneebis poetikis ZiriTad gansxvavebaze antikurobasTan 
mimarTebiT: `adreuli Sua saukuneebis poetika qristianuli msofl-
mxedvelobrivi principebis danergva-qadagebaSi da bibliis teqstis in-
terpretaciaSi mdgomareobs, uars ambobs SeTxzul fabulaze, riTac 
emijneba SemoqmedebiTad gardasaxuli ambavis, anu gamonagonis antikur 
koncefcias~ (gv. 47). 

am periodis literaturuli procesi mokled da martivad ase 
SeiZleba davaxasiaToT: qristianobaSi RmerTi aris erTaderTi WeSmariteba, 
sxva yvelaferi simboloa. warmarTul azrovnebaSi ki RmerTebic sim-
boloebia (rom araferi vTqvaT sxva yvelaferze). Aaqedan gamomdinare, 
`WeSmaritebaze wera~ sul sxva esTetikas da kanonebs moiTxovs, rac 
arafriT jdeba warmarTuli periodis poetikaSi. i. ratianis naSromSiE es 
sirTule kargad aris warmodgenili: `an unda vaRiaroT, rom adreuli Sua 
saukuneebis teqstebi scdeba mxatvruli teqstis formis struqturuli 
Teoriis dadgenil normebs da, Sesabamisad, ver CaiTvleba srulfasovan 
literaturul nimuSebad, anac unda davsvaT sakiTxi: aris ki gamonagoni 
procesisa da teqstis mxatvrulobis erTaderTi msazRvreli?~ (gv. 48). 
Ddasmul kiTxvaze pasuxis gasacemad i. ratiani mimoixilavs am dargis 
qarTvel mkvlevarTa naSromebs da eTanxmeba mosazrebas: `miuxedavad imisa, 
rom adreuli Sua saukuneebis poetika uars ambobs gamonagonis esTetikaze 
anu fiqciur teqstze, is sruliadac ar ambobs uars mxatvrul teqstze... 
idea-mizanTan Serwymuli struqturul-poetikuri elementebi da ara 
gamonagoni unda miviCnioT mxatvruli qsovilis msazRvrelebad adreuli 
Sua saukuneebis mwerlobaSi~ (gv. 50-51).

literaturuli procesi, nebsiT Tu uneblied, epoqebis majiscemas 
asaxavs. SuasaukuneebSi damkvidrebuli struqturuli modeli (romelic, 
rogorc ar unda SevalamazoT, mkacri xelovnurobiT gamoirCeoda _ r.c.) 
droebis SecvlasTan erTad `gaTavisuflda~ da `mxatvruli teqsti kvlav 
ubrundeba misTvis bunebriv liminarul pozicias, ganfenils realurisa da 
warmosaxulis zonebs Soris~ (gv. 52). renesansis epoqis, romantikosebis 
`teqstebi gajerebulia struqturuli opoziciebis _ realuri ambavi/
gamonagoni, arafiqciuri/fiqciuri _ virtuozuli TamaSiTa da monac-
vleobiT~ (gv. 53). savsebiT viziareb mosazrebas, rom Ees opoziciebi rene-
sansis epoqis kritikosebis mier gaiazreba, erTi mxriv, rogorc dabruneba 
mxatvrulobis antikur modelTan da gamonagonis esTetikasTan, meore 
mxriv, rogorc axali literaturuli Janrebis formirebis perspeqtiva 
(gv. 53).

i. ratianis naSromis III Tavi `fabula da siuJeti eZRvneba cnobili 
literaturaTmcodneobiTi mimarTulebis rusuli formalizmis warmo-
madgenelTa Tvalsazrisebis mimoxilvas. Aaq warmodgenilia r. iakobsonis, 
v. Sklovskis, b.tomaSevskis, b. engelgartis, i. tinianovis, b. eixenbaumis, 
v.propis, v. Jirmunskis mwyobri poziciebi fabulisa da siuJetis Sesaxeb. 

rusi formalistebis yuradRebis centrSi moeqca gaucnaurebis 
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(defamilarizaciis) meTodi (Sklovski). Ees meTodi maT daakavSires li-
teraturis struqturebTan da scades teqstis Tvisebrivi, lingvisturi, 
Janruli da struqturuli kanonzomierebebis dadgena. teqstis struq-
turis kvlevisas ki, bunebrivia, wina planze gamodis forma/Sinaarsi, 
fabula/siuJeti. Frusi formalistebi fabulis fard terminad xSirad 
iyenebdnen `masalas~, Aanu: `fabula ganixileba rogorc siuJetis Camoya-
libebisTvis saWiro masala~ (gv. 60). Ggansaxilvel problematikaSi buneb-
rivad Semodis: motivis, Txrobis, Tqmis, GgamomsaxvelobiTi Txrobis sa-
kiTxebi. vrceli masalis analizis safuZvelze i. ratiani askvnis: `...
formalistebisTvis siuJeti struqturulad mowesrigebuli modelia, 
romlis meSveobiTac avtori martivad amuSavebs dadgenil literaturul 
sqemebsa da normebs, fabula ki _ masalis sulac statikuri mTlianobaa, 
romelic rusuli skolis TeoriaSi arnaxuli pasiurobiT gamoirCeva~ (gv. 
67). amave TavSi aSkarad Cans mkvlevaris keTilganwyoba edvard forsteris 
poziciisadmi.

NnaSromis meoTxe TavSi `siuJetologia + naratologia~ warmodgeni-
lia poststruqturalistebis (todorovi, bremoni, barti, greimasi, kris-
teva, Jeneti) Tvalsazrisebi; ZiriTadad, yuradReba gamaxvilebulia Jerar 
Jenetis Teoriaze. aRniSnulia, rom Jenetis Teoriis meTodologiur 
siaxles warmoadgens siuJetis gaazreba naratologiis WrilSi. Kkvleva 
iwyeba Jenetis SemoTavazebuli triadis: ambavi/narativi/naracia anu _ 
istoria(Sinaarsi)/Txroba/naracia analiziT.

Jenetis Teoriis safuZvliani kvleva kargad warmoaCens, ra miiRo man 
antikuri Teoriebidan da ra _ rusi formalistebisgan; amasTan ikveTeba 
inovaciebic: `kerZod: naratologebis mier SemoTavazebuli `ambavi~-s cne-
ba ufro viwroa, vidre antikuri `ambavi~ da uaxlovdeba formalistur 
`fabulas~, xolo `narativis~ cneba ufro farToa, vidre formalisturi 
`siuJeti~ da uaxlovdeba antikur `ambavs~ (gv. 73).

 naSromis bolos i. ratiani ubrundeba wignis dasawyisSi dasmul 
kiTxvas:

`mefe mokvda da dedofalic mokvda~.
`mefe mokvda da Semdeg dardisagan mokvda dedofali~.
ra qmnis gansxvavebas am or martiv frazas Soris?
`axla danamdvilebiT viciT, rom gansxvavebas am or, erTi SexedviT 

martiv frazas Soris bevri ram SeiZleba qmnides: warmosaxva, romelic 
miTisqmnadobis procesSi frTiandeba, dama[u]jereli, romelic gamonago-
nis ukufenas warmoadgens, mizez-Sedegobrioba, romelic warmoaCens kav-
Sirebs, anac _ Txrobis xelovneba, romelic qmnis gansxvavebebs~... (gv. 79).

Ees aris mSvenieri dasasruli mecnieruli naSromisa, romelic mki-
Txvels sTavazobs erT sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT Tavmoyril mecnierul 
mosazrebebs, am mosazrebebis analizs, maTi urTierTmimarTebis dadgenas. 
Aaseve gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania, rom mkvlevari ̀ ar svams wertils~ _ es 
ki imas niSnavs, rom sakiTxi jer kidev Riaa, araviTari imperativi, mxolod 
varaudebi, magram es is varaudebia, romlebic `TavSekavebuli sijiutiT~ 
ikvleven gzas mkiTxvelisken. irma ratianis ̀ fabula da siuJeti (pro et contra)~ 
seriozuli SenaZenia qarTul mecnierebaSi.

irma ratianis naSromi _ fabula da siuJeti 
Pro et Contra
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Irma Ratiani, Story and Plot
Pro et Contra
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Literary Studies is one of the most dynamic subjects among all other philological 
disciplines. On the hand, it seems that everything has already been explained and verified, 
on the other hand even the most established facts need revision, re-considering and 
proof-reading. It is not merely obstinacy, but an objective reality. The main reason of this 
unstableness can be found in the nature of the concept/term itself. The primary aim of 
Literary studies is to research the origin of the term, its change in form and the ‘capacity’ 
it holds.

Story and Plot are very ‘familiar’ concept, but when it comes to terms, dissociating 
one from the other is rather a hard job to do and finding ‘borders’ between them is quite 
difficult. The book  ‘Story and Plot (Pro Et Contra)’ by Professor Irma Ratiani deals with 
the analysis of the above-given problem. The work is divided in four parts: The first part 
discusses antique views on Story and Plot (Plato and Aristotles); the second part includes 
the period from post-antiquity to romanticism; the third part is dedicated to Representatives 
of Russian Formalist School; the fourth part analyses Gerard Genette’s theory. 

The scientific work offers the readers a wide range of material devoted to one 
subject, the viewpoints given in the book are being analysed and there is a try of finding 
interrelation amongst them. It is noteworthy that the researcher does not put an end mark 
at the end of the book, which means that the subject is still open to research, the tone is not 
imperative, it is just a presumption, but these are the suppositions that find their way to the 
reader’s hearts. The book ‘Story and Plot (Pro Et Contra)’ by Professor Irma Ratiani is a 
valuable acquisition for Georgian Literary Studies.

rusudan  canava
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irma ratiani
fabula da siuJeti. Pro et Contra
gamomcemloba: literaturis institutis gamomcemloba
2011

fabula da siuJeti nacnobi terminebia, magram saqme saqmeze rom 
midgeba, maTi erTmaneTisgan garCeva gamijvna da sazRvrebis dadgena sak-
maod rTulia. swored am sakiTxis analizs eZRvneba naSromi, romelic 
oTxi monakveTisgan Sedgeba: pirvel nawilSi ganxilulia antikuri Tval-
sazrisebi fabulisa da siuJetis Sesaxeb (platoni da aristotele); me-
oreSi _ periodi postantikurobidan romantizmis CaTvliT; mesameSi _ 
rusuli formalisturi skolis warmomadgenelTa Sexedulebebi; meoTxeSi 
_ Jenetis Teoria.

Totalitarianism and Literary discourse: 20th Century Experience
Editor: Irma Ratiani
totalitarizmi da literaturuli diskursi: 
me-20 saukunis gamocdileba
redaqtori: irma ratiani
gamomcemloba: Cambridge Schloars Publishing
2011

2012 wels gamomcemlobam Cambridge Scholars Publishing gamosca wigni 
`totalitarizmi da literaturuli diskursi. me-20 saukunis gamoc-
dileba~ (“Totalitarianism and Literary Discourse. 20th Century Experience”), romelic 
momzadda SoTa rusTavelis qarTuli literaturis institutSi. wigns 
safuZvlad daedo 2009 wels, literaturis institutSi Catarebuli ama-
ve saxelwodebis saerTaSoriso konferenciis masalebi. konferencia 
Catarda SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis mxardaWeriT 
da Tavi mouyara dargis aRiarebul specialistebs mTeli msoflios 
masStabiT. es iyo pirveli saerTaSoriso forumi, romelic daeTmo to-
talitarizmis, upiratesad sabWoTa totalitarizmis gavlenasa da Se-
degebs literaturul procesze. konferenciis dasrulebis Semdeg, 
2010 wels qarTul enaze daibeWda masalebis krebuli, romelmac farTo 
saerTaSoriso yuradReba miizida. swored am masalebis rCeuli 2012 wels 
inglisur enaze gamosca cnobilma inglisurma sagamomcemlo saxlma 
Cambridge Scholars Publishing. es aris filologiuri profilis pirveli sa-
mecniero wigni, romelic momzadda saqarTveloSi, qarTul kvleviT cen-
trSi da romelmac saerTaSoriso aRiareba moipova.

axali wignebi
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Postcolonial Writers in the Global Literary Marketplace
by Sarah Brouillette
sara bruieti
postkoloniuri mwerlebi globalur literaturul bazarze
gamomcemloba: Palgrave MacMillan
2011

avtori naSromSi ganixilavs mwerlebis kategorias, romlebic li-
teraturul bazarze `postkoloniuris~ saxeliT gadian. sara bruieti 
bazars ukavSirebs postkoloniuri mwerlebis TviTSemecnebas. maT moR-
vaweobas is literaturuli teqstebis avtorTa zogad istoriaSi TviT-
gamoxatvis, TviTkritikis da Tavdacvis saxeliT moixseniebs. is cdilobs 
avtorobis sakiTxi axleburad gaiazros iseTi mwerlebis gamocdilebis 
analizis fonze, rogorebicaa derek uolkoti da salman ruSdi. arsebuli 
Teoriebis, bazris analizis da mwerlebis karierisa da teqstebis kvlevis 
gziT, wigni mniSvnelovani safexuria globalizaciis da postkolonializmis 
kvlevis saqmeSi.

Utopian Spaces of Modernism: British Literature and Culture, 1885-1945
Edited by Rosalyn Gregory and Benjamin Kohlmann
modernizmis utopiuri sivrceebi: britanuli literatura da kultura, 
1885-1945
redaqtorebi: rosalin gregori da benjamin kolmani
gamomcemeli: Palgrave MacMillan
2011

wignSi ganxilulia utopiis roli modernistul literaturaSi. masSi 
moxazulia literaturuli utopiis mdidari speqtri, 1885-dan 1945 wlamde 
da kulturis teqstebi moTavsebulia TavianT materialur sivrcesa 
Tu konteqstSi, romlis pirobebSi isini aRmocendnen. wigni aerTianebs 
mowinave profesorebis Tu axalgazrda mkvlevarebis inovaciur naSromebs. 
krebulis mTavari Temaa utopianizmi, gansakuTrebiT ki totalitarul 
mmarTvelobasTan misi gaigivebis tendencia, rac gansakuTrebiT popu-
laruli gaxda me-20 saukunis meore naxevridan. gamocemaSi ganxilulia 
iseTi mwerlebis utopiuri xilvebi, rogorebicaa jozef konradi, virjinia 
vulfi Tu jeims joisi da maTi nawarmoebebi iseTi ugulvebelyofili 
avtorebis teqstebTan dialogSia warmodgenili, rogorebicaa Carlz 
houard hinToni, niu eijis okultisti avtorebi da winaswarmetyveluri 
prozis warmomadgenlebi.
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On Representation: Deleuze and Coetzee on the Colonized Subject
by Grant Hamilton
granT hamilToni
reprezentaciis Sesaxeb: deliozi da kutzee kolonializebuli
subieqtis Sesaxeb
gamomcemloba: Editions Rodopi B.V.
2011

am mniSvnelovan gamokvlevaSi, hamilToni postkolonialur Teorias, 
samxreT afrikuli warmoSobis avstralieli mwerlis, nobelis premiis 
lauretis jon maqsuel kutzees prozas da frangi poststruqturalisti 
filosofosis, Jil deliozis naazrevs erTmaneTs ukavSirebs. postkolo-
niuri Teoriis mniSvnelovan problemaze _ reprezentaciis problemaze 
orientirebiT, hamilToni amtkicebs, rom Tuki koloniur subieqts de-
lioziseuli subieqturobis xelaxali gadaweris gziT ganvixilavT, ko-
loniuri subieqtis transcendentul formas gamovavlenT. kvlevaSi war-
modgenilia kutzees romanebis _ `mwuxris miwa~, `barbarosebis molodinSi~ 
da `fo~ wakiTxva delioziseuli meTodiT da wina planze wamowevs Tana-
medrove postkoloniuri literaturis da Teoriis sakiTxebs.

Teaching Ecocriticism and Green Cultural Studies
Edited by Greg Garrard
ekokritikis swavleba da kulturis kvlevebi simwvanis Sesaxeb
redaqtori: greg garardi
gamomcemloba: Palgrave MacMillan
2011

garemos krizisi Tanamedrove mdgomareobaa. amitomacaa, rom garemos 
dacvasTan dakavSirebuli sakiTxebi winaaRmdegobrivi da mniSvnelovania. 
ekokritika ki literaturis da kulturis Seswavlis erT-erTi aqtualuri 
sferoa. bunebis Sesaxeb weris Seswavlam dasabamidan da romantikuli 
xanis literaturidan, yvela periodi, regioni da kulturuli analizis 
Janri moicva. wignSi Sesulia bunebis Sesaxeb kulturuli kvlevebi, 
rac literaturasTan erTad moicavs cifrul medias, kinos, klimatur 
cvlilebebs.

Contemporary Literature: The Basics
by Suman Gupta
siuman gupTa
Tanamedrove literatura: safuZvlebi
gamomcemloba: ROUTLEDGE
2011

literaturis kvlevisas `Tanamedrove literatura~ erT-erTi yve-
laze aqtualuri sakiTxia, magram Znelia misi arsis gansazRvra. wignSi 
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warmodgenilia sasargeblo saSualebebi, ris mixedviTac SegviZlia 
analitikurad da sistemurad mivudgeT Tanamedrove teqstebs. avto-
ri wamoWris ramdenime kiTxvas: ra aqcevs literaturul teqsts Tana-
medroved? SeiZleba Tu ara arsebobdes Tanamedrove literaturis kano-
ni? ra gavlenas axdens beWduri, eleqtronuli da audio-vizualuri media 
Tanamedrove literaturaze? romeli ZiriTadi koncefciebi da Temebia 
yvelaze xSiri?

The Postcolonial unconscious
by Neil Lazarus
nil lazarusi
postkoloniuri aracnobieri
gamomcemloba: University of Warwick Press
2011

wignSi warmodgenilia mTeli postkoloniuri kvlevebis panoramuli 
Cvenebis mcdeloba. Tavis am polemikur naSromSi nil lazarusi amtkicebs, 
rom am Teoriis arsebiTi kritikuli konceptebi gadasaxedia. aq moxmobilia 
uamravi literaturuli wyaro, lazarusi ganixilavs laTinoamerikeli, 
afrikeli Tu arabi avtorebis naSromebs da maT postkoloniur konteqstSi 
aTavsebs. amave dros, wignis avtori sruliad axleburad kiTxulobs iseTi 
gavleniani mkvlevarebis naSromebs, rogorebicaa Fredrik jeimsoni, edvard 
saidi da franc fenoni. wigni gansakuTrebiT sasargebloa postkoloniuri 
kvlevebis istoriis da ganviTarebis gacnobis TvalsazrisiT.

The Modernist novel A Critical Introduction
by Stephen kern
sTiven kerni
modernistuli romani, kritikuli Sesavali
gamomcemloba: Ohio State University Press
2011

sTiven kerni gvTavazobs modernistuli romanis sacdel analizs, 
romelic moicavs amerikeli, britaneli da evropeli avtorebis nawar-
moebebs. Tematurad dayofil naSromSi yuradReba gamaxvilebulia for-
malur siaxleebze, romlebic SemogvTavaza konradis, joisis, vulfis, 
prustis, Jidis, folkneris, dos pasisis, kafkas, muzilis da sxvebis prozam. 
kerni cdilobs ganmartos, Tu formalur siaxleebSi rogor aisaxa im peridis 
dinamiuri istoria. is mokled exeba, aseve, me-20 saukunis pirveli naxevris 
poezias da ferweras. wigni Janris raobis Sesaxeb sasargeblo informacias 
gvTavazobs da gankuTvnilia modernizmis xaniT dainteresebuli stu-
dentebisa Tu mkvlevarebisTvis.
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The Cambridge Introduction to Literature and the Environment
by Timothy Clark
timoTi klarki
kembrijis universitetis Sesavali literaturasa da garemos kvlevis 
sakiTxSi
gamomcemloba: University of Durham
2011

ekokritika SedarebiT axali disciplinaa, romelic garemos dacvis 
krizisis globalur sakiTxs wina planze wamowevs da kulturis da li-
teraturis kvlevis sagnad aqcevs. wignSi gansazRvrulia ekokritikis ra-
oba da warmodgenilia konceptualuri meTodebi, romelTa wyalobiTac 
studentebs saSualeba eZlevaT, rom teqstebi axleburi kuTxiT waikiTxon.

How Literature Changes the Way We Think
by Michael Mack
maikl maki 
rogor cvlis literatura Cvens azrovnebas
gamomcemloba: Continuum Publishing Corporation
2012

wignSi ganxilulia, Tu ramdenad mniSvnelovania da rogor gav-
lenas axdens xelovnebis Seswavla da humanitaruli mecnierebebi, gan-
sakuTrebiT ki literatura sazogadoebaze. boloxans sazogadoebaze 
literaturis mniSvnelovani gavlena saTanado yuradRebis sagani ar 
yofila. mecnierebi xelovnebaSi warmosaxvis saxiT samyaros warmodgenas 
gulisxmobdnen. wignis avtoris TqmiT, xelovneba ara marto asaxavs Cvens 
samyaros, aramed gansakuTrebuli unari gaaCnia, rom migvaniSnos, Tu 
rogor SeiZleba aRqmis da moqmedebis Cveuli formebis Secvla. avtori 
mimoixilavs iseTi cnobili moazrovneebis naSromebs, rogorebicaa nicSe, 
fuko, beniamini, uaildi, roTi da JiJeki da cxadyofs, Tu ra mimarTeba 
aqvs literaturas adamianebsa da politikasTan, aseve realuri samyaros 
samecniero sakiTxebTan. realuri samyarosgan gamijnulobis wyalobiT, 
esTetikuri samyaro gvexmareba moqmedebis gansxvavebuli da jer kidev 
ucnobi formebis Taviseburebebis wvdomaSi da ganmeorebadobis da iseTi 
mavne praqtikebis aRmofxvraSi, rogoricaa stereotipebi da a.S.
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Memory, Metaphors and Meaning: Reading Literary Texts
by nicolae Babuts
nikolae babuTsi
mexsiereba, metaforebi da mniSvneloba: 
literaturuli teqstebis wakiTxva
gamomcemloba: Transaction Publishers
2011

literatura ikvlevs adamianur mdgomareobas, samyaros, sicocxlis 
da sikvdilis saidumloebebs, agreTve Cvens mimarTebas sxvebTan, Cvens 
survilebs da ocnebebs. is gansxvavdeba mecnierebisgan Tavisi daniSnu-
lebiT da meTodebiT. magram wignis avtori cdilobs daamtkicos, rom 
literaturasa da mecnierebas Soris sakmaod bevri saerToa. orive WeS-
maritebis avTenturobisken iswrafvis. am miznisTvis literatura iyenebs 
metaforebs da amas samecniero kvlevis msgavsad akeTebs. kognituri 
Tvalsazrisi ar gulisxmobs, rom samyarosa da teqsts Soris zedmiwevniTi 
Tanafardobaa, an mniSvneloba avtors ekuTvnis an literatura aRqmis 
ekvivalentia. mniSvneloba damokidebulia mnemonikur iniciativebze da 
mexsierebis gareSe samyaro mniSvnelobas kargavs. babuTsis mtkicebiT, 
mkiTxveli teqsts xiluli samyaros ganmartebis msgavsad amuSavebs _ 
mas mniSvnelobaTa segmentebad an dinamikur modelebad yofs. babuTsi 
sabolood acxadebs, rom mniSvneloba metaforebis da narativis gziT 
miiRweva da orive maTgani Semecnebas isaxavs miznad.

 



samecniero Jurnalis _ sjani~  
 

citirebis stili 
 
1. literaturis institutis periodul gamocemebSi ibeWdeba naSromebi, romlebic 

moicavs Tanamedrove literaturaTmcodneobisaTvis aqtualur Temebsa da 
problemebs, mniSvnelovan gamokvlevaTa jer gamouqveynebel Sedegebs. 

2. naSromi warmodgenili unda iyos or calad (eleqtronuli versiiT: el-fostiT an 
CD diskze) da Tan axldes:  
� Tavfurceli, romelSic miTiTebuli iqneba avtoris saxeli, gvari, statusi da 

sakontaqto koordinatebi; 
��anotacia qarTul da inglisur enebze (1 nabeWdi gverdi), sakvanZo sityvebiTurT 

(3-5 sityva). 
3. damowmebani statias unda erTvodes boloSi. damowmebani warmodgenil unda iqnas 

rogorc traslitirebuli formiT, ise _ original enaze. qarTuli  dasaxelebebis 
translitireba unda ganxorcieldes `romanizaciis qarTuli erovnuli sistemis 
modelze~. ix. wikipedia.com  
(ix. cxrili, danarTi 2). 

4. naSromi moculobiT unda iyos kompiuterze nabeWdi ara umetes TxuTmeti da 
aranakleb xuTi gverdisa. 

5. naSromi dabeWdili da gaformebuli unda iyos  4 formatis TeTr qaRaldze 
Semdegnairad: 

a)  naSromis saTauri (iwereba SuaSi); 
b)  naSromis teqsti;  
g) damowmebani original 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~. 
6. 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 original enaze, teqstis 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, motanili 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). 

7. damowmebani (damowmebuli  literaturis nusxa) unda dalagdes indeqsis mixedviT, 
anbanuri rigiT da daibeWdos garkveuli wesiT (dawvrilebiT ix. cxrili, danarTi 2). 

8. a) statiis avtoris vrceli ganmartebani inomreba da inacvlebs teqstis bolos 
anotaciis win; 

b) statiis avtoris mcire SeniSvnebi aRiniSneba varskvlaviT da Caitaneba 
gverdis bolos, sqolioSi. 

9. avtori pasuxismgebelia dasabeWdad warmodgenili naSromis literaturul stilsa 
da marTlweraze. 

10. Semosuli statia sarecenziod gadaecema anonimur eqspertebs. 
11. Semosuli masalebis ganxilvis Semdeg, damatebiTi miTiTebebisaTvis, redaqcia 

daukavSirdeba dasabeWdad SerCeul naSromTa avtorebs. 
12. 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 
 
 

erTi Tavi wignidan 
an ese krebulidan 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Chapter in a book or 
an essay from a 

collection 
 

Abashidze, K’it’a. Et’iudebi XIX-s-is Kartuli Li’terat’uris Shesakheb. 
Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba „merani“, 1970 (abaSiZe, kita. 
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. 
 
Tsipuria, Bela. „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~. literaturis Teoria. XX saukunis 
meTodologiuri koncefciebi da mimdinareobebi. 
Tbilisi: literaturis institutis 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.  

 

nimuSi:    

Jenetis amocanaa prustis mxatvruli maneris TaviseburebaTa gamokvleva da 
imis dasabuTeba, rom `metafora da metonimia SeuTavsebeli 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 funqcionireben analogiis mimarTebaTa farg-
lebSi `Tanaarsebobis” mimarTebebi. amgvarad, unda gamoaSkaravdes metoni-
miis 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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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 literaturis 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. 
 

statia samecniero 
Jurnalidan 

 
 
 
 

Article in a scholarly 
journal  

 
 

statia gazeTidan 
an Jurnalidan.  

 
 
 
 

Article in a magazine 
or newspaper  

published monthly 

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.  

 
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 universiteti 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 

 
 
 

Sakartvelos Sap’at’riarko. Ts'igni Shekmnisa. Tbilisi: 2006 
(saqarTvelos sapatriarqo. wigni Seqmnisa. Tbilisi: 
2006. 
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Institution, association, 
or the like, as "author" 

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).  

 

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. 
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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 
komunisturi rejimis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi~. 
totalitarizmi da literaturuli diskursi. meoce 
saukunis gamocdileba. Tbilisi, 7-9 otomberi, 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’velebiti  Asp’ek'tebi. PhD. Diss. TSU, 2004 
(wiqariSvili, lela. mixeil javaxiSvilis Semoqmedebis 
saxismetyvelebiTi aspeqtebi. filologiis 
mecnierebaTa kandidatis samecniero xarisxis mosapo-
veblad 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).  
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The Citing Style for Scientific Publications  
of the Journal "SJANI" 

1. Periodical editions of the Institute of Literature publish works concerning ontemporary issues of 
literary studies, results of the researches that have not been published yet.  

2. The work should be sent by E-mail (English materials - maillit@litinstituti.ge; Russian materials - 
litinstmail@gmail.com) and accompanied by: 
• Title page, where authors name, surname, academic degree, position and contact coordinates 

should be indicated. 
• Annotation in English Language (1 printed paper accompanied by key words). 

3. List of approved bibliography on original language (enclosed to the article). Georgian and Russian 
resources should be transliterated. (Please, conform to standard transliteration system)    

4. The text should be minimum 5 and maximum 15 printed papers.  
5. An article should be formatted in the following way: 

• Title of the article (in the middle)  
• Key Words  
• Main text  
• Bibliography on original language  (Georgian and Russian resources transliterated) 
• Annotation  
• Margins: top-bottom, left-right 25mm  
• Font size: 11, Line spacing-1 

6. The Citing Style "Style of the Institute of Literature" is submitted to the internationas standarts. 
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, 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 font 
size is: 

• Main Text –10 
• Notes- 9 

7. The Citing Style "Style of the Institute of Literature" is submitted to the internationas standarts. 
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, 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 
font size is: 

• Main Text –10 
• Notes- 9 

8. Bibliography list should be ordered according to the index, in alphabetical order.  
See the Appendix 2.  

9. 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.  

10. The author is responsible for the literary style and orthography of the work.  
11. After evaluating submitted articles the board of editors will contact authors for further directions.  
12. 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 

 
 

Article in a magazine 
or newspaper  

published monthly 

Campbell, Jean. „Poetic Genealogy, Mythmaking and the Origins of 
Urban Nobility: Giovanni Boccaccio and Ambrogio Lorenzetti ”. 
Heliotropia  7, 1-2 (2010): 51-63.  

 
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. 

 

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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Editor or compiler 

as "author" 

 
Henderson, John. Ed. The World's Religions. London: Inter-Varsity 

Fellowship, 1950. 
 

 
 
 

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).  

 

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 totalita-
ruli komunisturi rejimis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi~. 
totalitarizmi da literaturuli diskursi. meoce 
saukunis gamocdileba. Tbilisi, 7-9 otomberi, 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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