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ivane amirxanaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

kanoni rogorc funqcia

(kimeni)

aq cxovreba Tavis Tavs imeorebs. sinamdvile TviTigiveobis 
zRvarzea. sityva maqsimalurad uaxlovdeba realobas. moqmedeba da 
fraza unisonSia. sasaubro intonacia da mSvidi tonaloba teqstis 
specifikuri niSania. sagnebi da idea erTian yalibSia moqceuli.

yvelaferi emsaxureba Txrobis uwyvetobas. Txroba aris xazovani 
da Tanmimdevruli, pauzebis gareSe: meti ambavi, naklebi gansja; meti 
energia, naklebi samSvenisi; meti mTavari, naklebi – meorexarisxovani. 
dokumenturi sizuste sWarbobs mxatvrul gamomsaxvelobas.

araferia iseTi, rasac SeiZleba aqsesuari ewodos. araferia Sem-
TxveviTi, zedmeti, arasaWiro, teqsti viTardeba, ganivrcoba, oRond ar 
iweleba.

yoveli fraza, abzaci, epizodi sasrulobis, finalobis sulis-
kveTebiT sunTqavs. mkiTxvelis yuradReba mobilizebulia da mimarTu-
lia moqmedebis ganviTarebisken. siuJeturobis primati igrZnoba yve-
la wvrilmanSi. 

racionaluri siuJeti mTliani, erTiani materiaa, romelic Sed-
geba erTmaneTTan organulad dakavSirebuli nawilebisgan. Txroba iyo-
fa epizodebad, ambebad, suraTebad. erTferovnebis prevencias eweva 
Txrobis Tanabari mdinareba, azris dialeqtikuri ganviTareba, mizez-
Sedegobrivi kavSiri abzacebs Soris.

mizani: gadmoices azri yvelaze martivi, uSualo, Zaldautanebe-
li formebiT. Seiqmnas aRqmis maqsimaluri xarisxi, gonebis minimaluri 
daZabviT.

Sedegi: sinaTle, simwyobre da gamWvirvaloba TxrobaSi. struq-
turuli simyare teqstSi. energia da antiqaosi recefciaSi. 

es aris kimeni – bazisuri Janri, romelzec ganviTarda klasikuri 
agiografia.

metafrasis wyaro kimenia. agiografiuli teqstebis „gardakazmva“ 
anu gadametafraseba kimenidan daiwyes. 

kimeni anu ZvelberZnulad „keimenon“ niSnavs „mdebares“. ase 
uwodebdnen Zvel martviloba-cxovrebaTa xeluxleblad mdebare, Se-
usworebel, ganumartebel teqsts (kekeliZe 1972: 67). efrem mcires 
ganmartebiT, kimeni erqva wmindanTa cxovrebis Zvel, Tavdapirvel re-

literaturis Teoriis problemebi / 
Problems of Literary Theory
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daqcias (kekeliZe 1972: 67). patiosani, Rirseuli, „sityvaTaTvis ara 
moRvawe“ kacebi werdneno kimens (kekeliZe 1972: 67). Zvel qarTul li-
teraturaSi kimeni ewodeboda agreTve wminda werilis teqsts. bizan-
tiaSi iuridiul teqsts erqva kimeni, mis ganmartebebs ki „sxolia“ (keke-
liZe 1972: 67-68).

erTi sityviT, kimeni aris litonad, martivad dawerili, daumu-
Savebeli, gadaukeTebeli, gardauqmneli, xeluxlebeli teqsti wminda-
nis martvilobisa an cxovrebisa.

samarTlianoba moiTxovs aRiniSnos, rom kimeni ar aris Tavda-
pirveli teqsti. misi winare teqsti aris „Zueli qarta“, romelic SeiZ-
leboda yofiliyo ramdenime saukunis winaT Cawerili dokumenti. mag-
aliTad, „lukianozis martvilobis“ avtori gvauwyebs, rom Tavisi ki-
meni gadmoiRo „Zuelisa qartisagan, romelsa Sina weril iyo xsenebai 
wmidisa amis mowamisai“ (kimeni 1946: 16).

kimenis ena marTlac martivia, sadaa, litonia, magram ara sasaub-
ro; Txroba msubuqia, bunebrivia da ara naturalisturi; tropuli 
sistema mwiria, magram ara Raribuli; teqsti Sablonuria, magram ara mo-
sawyeni; aq ar aris adgili maxvilsityvaobisa da filosofosobisaTvis, 
Tumca gvaqvs zomieri ritorika, Tanabari ritmi, mokle pauzebi, mov-
lenaTa Tanmimdevruli wyoba, siuJeturi dinamika.

dinamizmi miiRweva ara tropuli sistemis ganviTarebiT, aramed 
yofiTi mxaris intensivobiT. iSviaTad iyenebs metaforas, Sedarebas, 
epiTets, samagierod, aZlierebs Txrobas, romelSic mTavari funq-
cia akisria ambavs, movlenas, faqts. sinamdvilea mTavari orientiri. 
cxovrebiseuli nakadi – Senarevebis gareSe! materia faravs metafizi-
kas. dokumenturoba gamoricxavs fiqcias, empiria batonobs fantaziaze. 

berZnuli enis gavlena etyoba teqstebs im mxriv, rom Zalian xSi-
rad aris gamoyenebuli „da“ kavSiri rogorc winadadebis dasawyisSi, 
ise winadadebis SigniT. kacma rom Tqvas, es arc aris gasakviri, vinaidan 
Txzulebebi berZnulidan aris Targmnili.

swori gramatika da daxvewili stili avsebs tropis deficits. 
kiTxvis dros grCeba iseTi STabeWdileba, rom saqme gaqvs Cveulebriv 
metafrassTan, magram sinamdvileSi kimeni metafrasisgan ise gansxvav-
deba, rogorc zepiri ambavi dawerili teqstisagan. msgavsebis iluzias, 
pirvel rigSi, qmnis mdidari leqsika da harmoniuli sintaqsi.

kimeni ZiriTadad racionaluri iersaxis teqstia, fraza raci-
onalurobiT fxizlobs.

avtori, rogorc subieqti, maqsimalurad icavs neitralitets: ar 
ereva Txrobis dinamikaSi, ar awuxebs mkiTxvels, Tumca damaxasiaTebe-
li uSualobisa da bunebriobis meSveobiT amcirebs manZils teqstsa da 
mkiTxvels Soris, riTac aZlierebs emociur kavSirs msmenelTan.

ivane amirxanSvili
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grZnobierebis formas qmnis ara tropika da sxva damxmare saSu-
alebebi, aramed faqti, faqtis realuri konturebis gamkveTreba.

avtori ar Cans wina planze, ar aqtiurobs. SeiZleba teqstis 
minawerSi axsenos Tavisi saxeli, sul es aris. avtoris vinaoba meore-
xarisxovania, radgan ambavia mTavari, wmindaTa wminda, ani da hoe 
Txzulebisa. 

avtori ar gaxlavT mematiane, is ufro mTxrobelia. mas ar ainte-
resebs gmiris biografia, dabadeba, bavSvoba, ojaxi, yofiTi wvrilmane-
bi. mTel yuradRebas uTmobs ambavs – romelic warmoadgens konfliqts 
antiqristianul ZalebTan, romelic unda iqces legendad, TaobaTa 
cnobierebaze zemoqmedebis saSualebad.

kimenSi Zneli gamosarCevia individualur istili, magram Cans in-
dividualuri mimarTeba Janris kanonTan. avtori saWiroebisamebr iye-
nebs Txrobis ama Tu im formas. ambavs gadmoscems rogorc mesame, ise 
pirveli piris meSveobiT; azri da emocia mkiTxvelamde moaqvs pirdapir, 
uSualod, Zaldautaneblad; komunikacias axorcielebs xazgasmuli 
mgrZnobelobis, SefasebiTobis, kategoriulobisa da eqspresiulobis 
gziT; iyenebs gadmocemis subieqtur da logikur formebs, magram ara-
viTar SemTxvevaSi obieqturs an neitralurs.

Sedegze muSaobs, hyavs adresati da icis, rogor imoqmedos mis 
emociasa da ganwyobilebaze, aris mizanmimarTuli, aqtiuri, efeqturi 
gavlenis mqone, qmnis sqemas – gamokveTils, mSrals, kompaqturs.

avtori icavs arsebul Sablons, kanons, wess, standarts, sqemas 
imisaTvis, raTa SeinarCunos aqtualuroba drosa da sivrceSi; misdevs 
mcire Janris poetikas – iwyebs mokle SesavliT, ganagrZobs vrceli si-
uJetiT da amTavrebs aseve mokle finaliT. 

kimens aqvs Camoyalibebuli tradiciuli stili da forma. me-
tafrassTan SedarebiT, mcire formisaa, magram miniaturul prozas 
mainc ver vuwodebT, radgan Txrobis manera Tavisi xasiaTiT epikuria. 
arc moculobiTi standarti Cans, gvxvdeba mcire moculobis teqs-
tebic da vrceli Txzulebebic.

uSualoba – gamokveTili toni, romelic Tavidan bolomde msWva-
lavs rogorc TiToeul nawarmoebs, ise kimenis Janrs sazogadod. ma-
galiTad, rodesac „moRuawebai wmidisa basilisi“ iwyeba ase: „Svilo, 
sayvarelo setronie“, aSkaraa, rom es aris kamertoni, romelzec unda 
aigos kiTxvis ritmi da aRqmis procesi. miT umetes, momdevno abzaci Se-
sabamis ganwyobilebas ufro amyarebs: „ese wmidai basili, Svilo setro-
nie, sanTeli iyo aRnTebuli brwyinvalei“ (kimeni 1918: 1).

dasawyisi fraza iseTive ubraloa, rogoric Txrobis stili. ma-
galiTad: „Txrobad Tquenda mnebavs, sayvarelno, da uwyebad saqmesa 
warmarTebasa kacisa amis“ („cxoreba pansofi aleqsandrielisa“);

kanoni rogorc funqcia (kimeni)
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 „iyo samgzis sanatreli babila episkoposi, romelman keTilad 
icoda mwysai cxovarTai“ („wamebai wmidisa babilaisi“);

 „da iyo, raJams igi daeTesa sityuad: wmidisa saxarebisai...“ 
(„wamebai kvirosisa da iovanesi“); 

„yrmaRa iyo, xuT wlad modgeboda iesu“ („siyrme uflisai“);
„iyo ese evfimiane, kaci moswrafei da marTali“ („cxorebai evfimi-

ane da aleqsisi“);
„gviTxrobda amba basili, mRdeli sabawmindeli“ („wamebai miqaelisi“);
„iyo egviptes dedakaci erTi, romelsa erqua nisime“ („cxorebai 

nisimesi“).
kamertoni SemTxveviT ar gvixsenebia.
sawyisi winadadebis tonalobas mihyveba danarCeni teqsti fina-

lamde. es wesia, – pirveli frazis poetika!
mxatvruli saSualebebis gamoyeneba kimenis avtorisaTvis TviT-

mizani ar aris. Tu iyenebs, mwirad, martivad, Sablonurad, minimumamde 
dasuli efeqtiT.

mowamis an moRvawis cxovrebis aRwerisas kimenSi naklebad vxvde-
biT tropis saxeebs, magram bibliuri Temebis gadamuSavebisas arcTu 
iSviaTia maTi gamoyeneba, oRond avtori gvTavazobs ara originalur, 
aramed kargad cnobil bibliur figurebsa da paradigmebs.

aSkarad aris gamoxatuli ambis dramatizebis tendenciebi. maga-
liTad, „cxorebai sina-raiTis mamaTai“ dawvrilebiT aRwers, rogor 
xocaven Semoseuli arabebi berebs. yvela teqstSi met-naklebad gamu-
qebulia Strixebi. ikveTeba ritorikuloba – stiluri dominanta.

Tu sadme Cans avtoris SedarebiTi Tavisufleba, es mxatvruli 
gamosaxvis sferoa. avtori Txzulebisa „cxorebai pansofi aleqsan-
drielisai“ erT Tavs mTlianad uZRvnis marxvis mniSvnelobas qris-
tianuli siwmindis dacvis saqmeSi. monakveTi uCveulo aRtyinebiTaa 
dawerili. avtors sxva sivrceSi gadavyavarT. is grZnobs SemoqmedebiT 
Tavisuflebas da amas Cvenc gvagrZnobinebs poeturi licenciis, erT-
gvari sugestiurobis meSveobiT. Txzulebis me-14 Tavi, romelSic ga-
moyenebulia 450 sityva, agebulia gameorebis xerxze da Seicavs araerT 
metaforas, epiTetsa da gapirovnebas.

artefaqtis rols asrulebs agreTve dialogi da polemika, anu 
sityvisgeba, romelic warmogvidgeba qristianobisa da warmarTobis 
antinomiis saxiT. amas polemika SeiZleba pirobiTad ewodos, radgan 
epizodi „dadgmulia“, wmindani qadagebs bibliur WeSmaritebebs da amt-
kicebs qristianobis upiratesobas warmarTobis winaSe. „polemikis“ 
stili Janris Sesabamisia – litoni, ubralo, martivi.

ubraloeba da simartive kimenis garegnuli Tvisebebia, Sinaganad 
intenciuria, miiswrafvis Janruli kanonis, rogorc funqciis, amoca-

ivane amirxanSvili
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nis, instruqciis, srulyofisaken; kimenis Sinagani arsi diaqroniulic 
aris, miswrafeba xorcieldeba drosa da sivrceSi Semdegi geziT: qarta 
– kimeni – metafrasi.

damowmebani:

K’ek’elidze, K’. Et’iudebi Dzveli Kartuli Lit’erat’ures Ist’oriidan. T’. XI. Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba 
„metsniereba“, 1972 (kekeliZe k. etiudebi Zveli qarTuli literaturis istoriidan. 

t. XI. Tbilisi: gamomcemloba „mecniereba“, 1972).

K’imeni. Kartuli Hagiograpiuli Dzeglebi. T’. I. K’. K’ek’elidzis redakt’orobit. 1918 (kimeni. qarTuli 

hagiografiuli Zeglebi. t. I. k. kekeliZis redaqtorobiT. tfilisi: 1918).

K’imeni. Kartuli Hagiograpiuli Dzeglebi. T’. II. Redakt’ori K’. K’ek’elidze. Tbilisi: Sakartvelos 
metsnierebata akademiis gamomtsemloba, 1946 (kimeni. qarTuli hagiografiuli Zeglebi. 

t. II. redaqtori k. kekeliZe. Tbilisi: saqarTvelos menierebaTa akademiis gamomcem-

loba, 1946).

Ivane Amirkhanashvili
(Georgia)

The Canon as a Function
(Kimen)

Summary

Key words:   accounts,  energy,  accuracy, transparency,  simplicity.

Here, life repeats itself. The reality is on the verge of self-identity. The word comes 
to the reality as close as possible. The action and phrase are in unison. Spoken intonation 
and calm tonality represent a specific sign of the text. The subjects and idea appear in one 
mould. 

Everything serves the continuity of narration. The narrative is linear and consistent, 
without pauses: the more accounts, the less judging; the more energy, the less embellish-
ment; the more the main, the less the secondary. Documentary accuracy prevails over 
literary expressiveness. 

There is nothing that can be called an accessory. There is nothing accidental, exces-
sive and unnecessary; the text develops, spreads but it is not written.

Every phrase, paragraph and episode breathes the spirit of the finiteness, finality. 
The reader’s attention is mobilized and directed towards the development of an action. 
The primacy of the narrative is felt in every detail. 

The rational plot is an integral, unified material which consists of organically re-
lated parts. The narrative is divided into episodes, stories, pictures. The prevention of 

kanoni rogorc funqcia (kimeni)
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monotony is carried out by the equilibrium of the narrative, the dialectic development of 
the thought, cause-and-effect relation between the paragraphs.

The goal: to render the meaning in the simplest, immediate and spontaneous forms; 
to create a maximum degree of perception with minimal tension to the mind.  

The result: light, orderliness and transparency in the narrative. Structural strength 
in the text. Energy and anti-chaos in the reception.

This is a “kimen” - a basic genre on which classical hagiography developed.
The source of Metaphrasis is Kimen. The “embelishment” of hagiographical texts 

or metaphrasing was started from Kimen.
In a word, Kimen is a plainly written, untreated, unaltered, not reduced, intact text 

of the saint’s martyrdom or life.
The language of Kimen is really simple, but not conversational; the narration is 

easy, natural but not naturalistic; trope system is scarce but not poor; the text is a template 
but not boring; there is no room for witticism and philosophy, but we have moderate rheto-
ric, equal rhythm, short pauses, successive order of events, plot dynamics.

Dynamism is achieved not by the development of the trope system, but by the in-
tensity of everyday life. The metaphor, comparison, epithet are rarely used but instead of 
this there is an intensification of the narrative in which the main function is attached to the 
account, fact, event. Actual reality is the main reference point. The life stream - without 
any impurities! The matter covers metaphysics. Documentation excludes fiction, empir-
ism dominates over the fantasy.            

The influence of the Greek language is noticeable in the texts in the sense that 
conjunction “and” is very often used both at the beginning of the sentence and within the 
sentence. This is not surprising since the writings are translated from the Greek.

Correct grammar and sophisticated style fill the deficit of a trope. During the read-
ing, it seems that you are dealing with an ordinary Metaphrast, but in reality Kimen is so 
different from Metaphaste as an oral story from the written text. The illusion of similarity, 
first of all, is created by a rich vocabulary and harmonious syntax.     

Kimen is a text of rational appearance; the phrase is awake with rationality.
An author as subject, maximally defends neutrality: does not interfere with the dy-

namics of the narrative, does not disturb the reader, but through characteristic spontaneity 
and naturalness shortens the distance between the text and the reader, thus strengthening 
the emotional connection with the listener.

The sensible form is created not by the trope and other auxiliary means, but by the 
fact, the clearly expressed real contours of the fact.

The author is not seen in the foreground, he is not active. Maybe he mentions his 
name in the postscript to the text and it’s all. The author’s identity is secondary because 
the main thing is an account, the holy of holies, the alpha and omega of a composition. 

The author is a narrator rather than a chronicler. He is not interested in the biog-
raphy, birth childhood, family, everyday trifles of his main character.  All attention is 
focused on a narrative that represents a conflict with anti-Christian forces that should 
become a legend, a means of influencing the consciousness of subsequent generations.    

ivane amirxanSvili
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In Kimen it is difficult to single out an individual style, but one can see an indi-
vidual attitude to the canon of the genre. The author uses this or that form of narration as 
needed. The narrative is conducted with the help of both the third and the first person; the 
thought and emotion are brought to the reader directly, plainly, without pressure; commu-
nication is realized by means of clearly expressed sensitivity, evaluation, categorization 
and expression; there are used subjective and logical forms of rendering, but in no case 
objective or neutral.      

He works for the result, has an addressee and knows how to influence his emo-
tions and mood, is purposeful, active, with effective influence, creates a scheme – well-
expressed, dry, compact. 

The author protects the existing template, the canon, the rule, the standard, the 
scheme in order to maintain the topicality in time and space; follows poetics of a small 
genre - starts with a short introduction, continues with an extensive plot and ends with a 
short finale.

Kimen has an established style and form. Compared to Metaphrast, it is of a small 
form but still we cannot call it a miniature prose, because the narrative method in its char-
acter is epic. Neither voluminous standard is seen, but there are small texts and extensive 
compositions.

The tonality of the initial sentence is followed by the rest text up to the finale. This 
is a rule, - the poetics of the first phrase! 

The use of artistic literary devices is not a goal in itself for the author of the Kimen. 
If he still uses them, then he uses scantily, simply, conventionally, with the effect brought 
to a minimum.

Describing the life of a martyr or figure, the varieties of Kimen are less found in 
trope, but when treating the biblical themes, their use is not so rare, the author suggests not 
original but well-known biblical figures and paradigms.

Obviously, the tendencies of dramatization the narration are well expressed. For 
example, “The Life of Sina-Raiti Fathers” describes in details how invading Arabs kill 
monks. In each text, the strokes are more or less darkened. The rhetoricalness - the stylistic 
dominant is pronounced. 

If the author’s relative freedom is seen somewhere, then this is the sphere of ar-
tistic imagination. The role of the artifact is also played by dialogue and polemic that is 
a discourse presented as an antinomy between Christianity and Paganism. This can be 
conditionally called polemics since the episode is “staged”, the saint preaches the biblical 
truths and proves the advantage of Christianity over paganism. The style of controversy is 
relevant to the genre -simple, plain, easy.

The simplicity and plainness are external properties of the Kimen, internally inten-
tional, tends to the perfection of genre canon as a function, task, instruction; the internal 
essence of the Kimen is also diachronic, the aspiration is realized in time and space in the 
following direction - Kimen – Metaphrast.

kanoni rogorc funqcia (kimeni)
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Teimuraz doiaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

`irmigali~ – galaktion tabiZis enigmaturi leqsema

galaktion tabiZis leqsi „aivanze“, romelic tercinas formiTaa 
dawerili, aseTi samtaepediT bolovdeba: 

mansardaze dgas Seni mxatavi
poeti, suli irmigalisa:
ai, ra aris Tavi da Tavi!

(tabiZe 1966: 105)

leqsi Seqmnilia 1922 wels, xelovnebis sasaxleSi, sadac ubinao 
galaktioni im xanebSi Tavs afarebda. mansardis simaRlidan gadaSlili 
xedis detalebs aq Tbilisuri cxovrebis tkbil-mware, xanac poeturi 
eqstazebiT gasxivosnebuli „dauviwyarTa dReTa Tilisma“ axlavs: „am 
sasaxlidan mitarebia/ feeriuli mernis sadave“... 

leqsis finalSi galaktioni mogonebidan awmyoSi inacvlebs da 
warmogvidgeba, rogorc Tbilisis „mxatavi poeti – suli irmigalisa“.

ras niSnavs „suli irmigalisa“, ufro zustad, „irmigali“?
g. tabiZis Zveli akademiuri gamocemis meore tomSi, leqsis komen-

tarebSi ganmartebulia „fantazma“ da „mansarda“, xolo „irmigali“ axs-
nili araa (tabiZe 1966: 357).

„irmigali“ sakuTar saxelebs Sorisaa Setanili „galaktion 
tabiZis enis leqsikonSi“, Tumca mobodiSebiT aRniSnulia, rom es 
„gaugebari sityva“, SesaZloa, sakuTari saxeli arc iyos (sanikiZe 1996: 
535).

aqve vityvi, rom „irmigalis“ Ziebam sxvadasxva enciklopediebsa da 
specialur leqsikonebSi Sedegi ver moitana. unayofo aRmoCnda inter-
netsivrceSi Zebnac.

„irmigalis“ Sesaxeb axali masala SegvZina g. tabiZis saarqivo ga-
mocemam, sadac pirvelad daibeWda usaTauro leqsi „mebrZols mitacebs 
zRva udaburi“:

mebrZols mitacebs zRva udaburi,
TviTon mis frTebSi aris grigali,
TaviT gakveTa Rrublisaburi
aeros rigi da irmigali.

(tabiZe 2005: 316)
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zRvis sivrceebsa da grigalze Seyvarebuli poeti-mezRauris 
Temas galaktioni xSirad mimarTavda. am leqsSi zRvis frTebs Sefare-
buli grigali Rrublebamde, camde aRwevs – iq, sadac aeroebis (TviT-
mfrinavebis) rigia da irmigali. poeturi konteqstis mixedviT, „irmi-
galis“ adgilsamyofeli caa, rac badebs varauds, rom amosacnobi leq-
sema planetas aRniSnavs, oRond ucxo, dRemde ucnob planetas.

galaktionis xelnawerebze muSaobisas „irmigalis“ gamoyenebis 
erTi SemTxvevac vnaxeT, rac akademiur TormettomeulSi asaxuli 
araa. mxedvelobaSi maqvs leqsi „iq poeziis frialebs droSa“ (1921), ro-
melic kvlavac poetisa da zRvis Temas eZRvneba da ZiriTad teqstSi ase 
mTavrdeba:

micuravs gemi, trialebs zvirTi,
Cven gavayoleT xomaldebs kvali,
iq poeziis frialebs droSa
da droSebs SuriT gascqeris Tvali.

 (tabiZe 1966: 34) 

es leqsi, Cemi dakvirvebiT, davalebulia Joze maria de heredias 
sonetiT „Plus ultra“ (laT. ufro miRma), romlis Targmna galaktions 20-
iani wlebis dasawyisSi ucdia (tabiZe 1972: 200). rogorc sonetSi, ise 
leqsSi gamoxatulia survili darkinuli zRudis iqiT, ukve aRmoCeni-
lis „ufro miRma“ gasvlisa, sadac ukanaskneli sazRvaria – ucxo miwa 
da napiri. Tu herediasTvis orientiri Spicbergeni da Crdilo polusia, 
galaktions mziT gaJRenTili „sxva mxare“ xiblavs, sadac poeziis dro-
Sa frialebs.

galaktionis am leqss erTaderTi avtografi (№4316) aqvs, sadac 
bolo strofis amgvari variantuli wakiTxvaa:

damSviddi, gulo, grigali Cadga,
Cven gavayoleT grigalebs guli,
aRmovaCinoT sadme kamCatka,
rukaze arsad ar aRniSnuli.

avtografSi ufro Riad Cans ucnobi materikis Ziebisa Tu aRmoCe-
nis motivi. „sadme“, gaurkvevel SoreTSi arsebuli „kamCatka“ galakti-
onis poetur warmosaxvaSi realur konturebs kargavs da im „sxva mxa-
ris“ simbolod gardaiqmneba, romelic poetur siaxleTa sivrces gu-
lisxmobs.

amave avtografSi bolo strofis sxva varianticaa, romelic asa-
xuli araa akademiur TormettomeulSi: nacvlad striqonisa „aRmova-
CinoT sadme kamCatka“, aq ikiTxeba – „aRmovaCinoT is irmigali“. sityva-
Ta Canacvleba aSkarad sinonimiis doneze xdeba, amitom logikuri Cans 

`irmigali~ – galaktion tabiZis enigmaturi leqsema
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varaudi, rom „irmigalic“, „kamCatkas“ analogiiT, simboloa im „sxva 
mxarisa“, romlis aRmoCena maZiebeli poetis mizania. „irmigali“ ucxo, 
gamogonili planeta Tu materikia, romelic aRniSnuli ar aris arc 
geografiul da arc astronomiul rukebze.

unda iTqvas, rom avtografSi amokiTxuli strofi „kamCatkas“ Se-
saxeb uaryofil variantad ar darCa. galaktionma igi mcire cvlilebiT 
imave xanebSi dawerili sxva leqsis („avdrebi“) ZiriTad teqstSi Seitana 
da amiT „kamCatkas“, rogorc simbolos, legitimuri arseboba mianiWa:

oh, rodis vityvi: grigali Cadga!
iqneba dacxres mSfoTvare guli...
iqneb gamoCndes sadme kamCatka,
ruqaze arsad ar aRniSnuli.

(tabiZe 1966: 86)

„irmigalisgan“ gansxvavebiT, misi sinonimuri dubleti „kamCat-
ka“ ramdenjermea naxsenebi galaktionis 1921-1923 wlebis prozaul 
CanawerebSi, rac saSualebas gvaZlevs, zogi ram kidev gavigoT masze da, 
maSasadame, „irmigalzec“.

erTabzacian rusul citataSi, romelic galaktions 1921 wels 
amouweria, bolo winadadeba ase ikiTxeba: „Нужно уметь открывать Камчатку, 
еще не обозначенную на карте“ – „unda SegeZlos kamCatkas aRmoCena, ro-
melic rukaze jer kidev aRniSnuli ar aris“ (tabiZe 2006: 81). citatis 
warmomavloba daudgenelia, is ki cxadia, rom poets fraza pirdapir 
uTargmnia rusulidan da leqsis striqonebad uqcevia. Tu abzacis 
mTlian konteqstsac gaviTvaliswinebT, „kamCatka“ aq adamianis idu-
malebiT mocul sulier samyaroSi SeRwevas ukavSirdeba.

1921 wlis kidev erT CanawerSi, sadac Seqmnili literaturuli 
situaciaa daxasiaTebuli, vkiTxulobT: 

„umravlesobas swyuria gambedavi meTauri: mTeli es xalxi amayi 
da Seguebuli xalxia. fsixologiurad es gasagebia. saWiroa sxva, ruqa-
ze arsad ar aRniSnuli poliusis, romelime kamCatkis gamonaxva“ (tabiZe 
2006: 64).

am mcire fragmentSi axali literaturuli realobisa da saku-
Tari rolis galaktioniseuli xedvaa: mas lideris poziciis dakave-
ba surs, saamisod ki saWirod Tvlis win – „ufro miRma“ gaWras, sadac 
„romelime kamCatka“ anu poeziis auTvisebeli teritoriaa.

am Temaze ufro gaxsnilad, nacnobi metaforistikis moSveli-
ebiT aris saubari sxva CanawerSic:

„Cven, saqarTvelos Tanamedrove poetebma, gaviareT nawili Cveni 
gzisa da pirispir vdgevarT sruliad axali gamocanebis winaSe. ra Sor-
sa varT im napirisagan, sadac pirvelad avediT gemis baqanze, Cven exla 

Teimuraz doiaSvili
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SeiZleba Suagul okeaneSi varT, magram SeiZleba axloa napiri sruliad 
ucnobi qveynisa“ (tabiZe 2008b: 168).

msjelobas, romelsac gasdevs okeanis, gemis, ucnobi napiris me-
taforebi, mohyveba CvenTvis cnobili saleqso striqonebi kamCatkaze. 

ganxiluli masalis safuZvelze, vfiqrob, daueWveblad SeiZle-
ba gakeTdes daskvna, rom „kamCatka“ da misi sinonimuri „irmigali“ 
galaktionTan poeziis miukvleveli materikis (an planetis) aRmniSvne-
li simboloebia.

Ziebis gzaze galaktionma, rogorc Tavad gvauwyebs, SeZlo Tavi-
si „kamCatkisa“ Tu „irmigalis“ aRmoCena. leqsSi „dadga agvisto“ (1925) 
igi sixaruliT da Tavdajerebuli siamayiT wers:

Rrublebo Savo, mzeo sapyaro,
me aRtacebis zRvaSi Seveli,
aRmovaCine mTeli samyaro,
qveynisTvis jerac miukvleveli.

(tabiZe 1966: 185)

leqsis avtografma (№ 404) teqstis sawyisi varianti Semoinaxa, 
saidanac TvalnaTliv Cans, rom poetis aRmoCenili, manamde miukvleve-
li samyaro igive „kamCatkaa“:

TiTqo kvlav viyo mZleTamZleveli,
exla me vici, rom qari Cadga,
jer yvelasaTvis miukvleveli
aRmovaCine TiTqo kamCatka.

* * *
galaktionis 1929 wlis dRiurSi leqsema „irmigali“ prozaul teq-

stSia CarTuli da kvlevis obieqts sruliad moulodneli kuTxiT war-
mogvidgens. poeti wers:

„iyo dajgufebani: cisferi yanwebi, aisis jgufi, cisartyelas 
jgufi, gionis jgufi, gadareulTa jgufi, mecxvareebTan kav. jgufi, 
qalTa uamravi wreebi, ekg. mravali jgufi-partia, irmigalis jgufi“ 
(tabiZe 2006: 520).

sxva literaturul jgufebTan erTad („cisferyanwelebi“, Jur-
nalebis „aisisa“ da „cisartyelas“ jgufebi, poet gion saganelis jgu-
fi...) CanawerSi, rogorc vxedavT, dasaxelebulia „irmigalic“, rogorc 
realurad arsebuli jgufi. iqve miTiTebulia f. maxaraZis werili „uaz-
ro jgufebi“, romelic, poetis cnobiT, „erTobaSi“ yofila dabeWdili 
da, saTaurs Tu gaviTvaliswinebT, „irmigals“ sxvebTan erTad mkacri 
bolSevikuri kritikac daumsaxurebia .

`irmigali~ – galaktion tabiZis enigmaturi leqsema



18

wyaros miTiTebaSi galaktioni aSkarad cdeba, radgan gazeT „er-
TobaSi“ aseTi werili dabeWdili araa da Znelad warmosadgenicaa, 
rom menSevikTa centralur organoSi, romelic 1921 wlis martamde 
gamodioda, bolSevik f. maxaraZis werili gamoqveynebuliyo. statias 
verc 20-iani wlebis presis furclebze mivageniT da arc f. maxaraZis 
TxzulebaTa xuTtomeulSi aRmoCnda.

damatebiTi cnoba „irmigalze“, marTalia, ver mivipoveT, magram 
Tu galaktionis Canawers vendobiT, 20-ian wlebSi, rodesac saqarT-
veloSi „jgufobrioba“ yvaoda, arsebula literaturuli jgufi „ir-
migali“, romlis mizani, rogorc davadgineT, poeziaSi siaxlis, ucxo 
materikis aRmoCena iyo. ramdenadac CemTvis cnobilia, samecniero li-
teraturaSi aseTi faqti aRniSnuli araa, es ki niSnavs, rom axali Stri-
xi Cndeba didi poetis biografiasa da im drois samwerlo cxovrebaSic.

* * *
 „irmigali“, rogorc leqsema, aSkarad individualuri sityvaT-

qmnadobis nimuSia, savaraudod, jgufis saxeldebisaTvis xelovnurad 
Seqmnili sakuTari saxeli. xom ar aris am gamogonil sityvaSi daqarag-
mebuli raime informacia jgufTan mimarTebiT?

am kuTxiT yuradRebas imsaxurebs galaktionis axlo megobris, 
mxatvris, xelovnebaTmcodnisa da poetis – irakli tofaZis piradi we-
rili poetisadmi. es is irakli tofaZea, romelic 1921-1923 wlebSi 
galaktionis gverdiT Cans, xSirad ibeWdeboda „galaktion tabiZis Jur-
nalis“ furclebze, daxata poetis portreti da leqsic uZRvna mas.

galaktionis CanawerebSi aris erTi Zalian metyveli cnoba. 1950 
wels irakli tofaZes, „rodesac sicocxlis ukanasknel dReebs iTvl-
ida“, galaktionisTvis saCuqrad miutania ukve bibliografiul iSvia-
Tobad qceuli 1914 wlis krebuli. „wignSi Cadebuli iyo mxatvris leq-
si, moZRvnili Cemdamio“, – wers SeZruli galaktioni (tabiZe 2008a: 131). 

sicocxlis bolomde i. tofaZe, rogorc vxedavT, galaktionis 
erTgul megobrad da Tayvanismcemlad darCenila.

davubrundeT werils, romelic aRfrTovanebuli gamoxmaurebaa 
galaktionis axladgamosul krebulze, e.w. zarniSian wignze (1927) da 
1928 wlis 3 apriliT aris daTariRebuli. poeturi formebis mraval-
ferovnebiTa da leqsTa srulyofilebiT gancvifrebuli irakli to-
faZe poets swers: „qarTuli poezia Seni leqsebis saxiT avida maRal 
mwvervalze, sadac elavs grZneuli TilismiT da gadadis xalxis wiaRSi. 
dideba da dRegrZeloba Sen, poeziis qurumo, galaqtion!“ (tabiZe 2008g: 
258).

wignis Sefasebas da megobris talantiT gulwrfel aRtacebas 
ufro piradul-intimuri pasaJi mosdevs, romelic CvenTvis gansa-
kuTrebiT mniSvnelovania:

Teimuraz doiaSvili
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„galaqtion, me wavikiTxe leqsebi „irmigalze“ da „kacma, romel-
mac gabeda“ da Zlier gamexarda. mwams Seni Zmoba ise, rogorc aravisi. 
gmadlobT, gmadlobT, galaqtion!“ (tabiZe 2008g: 258).

i. tofaZis mier naxsenebi ori leqsidan erTi („kaci, romelmac 
gabeda“) pirdapiraa dasaxelebuli (igi adre „mnaTobSi“ daibeWda), 
xolo leqsi „irmigalze“ SeiZleba iyos mxolod CvenTvis kargad cnobi-
li „aivanze“, romelic pirvelad swored „zarniSian wignSi“ gamoqveynda 
da „irmigalic“ marto aqaa naxsenebi.

irakli tofaZe adresatia leqsisa „kaci, romelmac gabeda“ – 
avtografSi (№23) misi saxeli da gvari saTauradaa gatanili, gamoq-
veynebul teqstSi ki uSualod aris naxsenebi:

mxolod Sen ici, Zmao irakli,
ucnobi quCis idumaleba.

(tabiZe 1966: 195)

aRniSnul leqsTan dakavSirebiT irakli tofaZis sixaruli bune-
brivicaa da martivad asaxsnelic, magram ratom unda gaxareboda mas e.w. 
leqsi „irmigalze“? amaze mxolod varaudis gamoTqma SeiZleba, Tumca 
es varaudi Sors ar unda iyos WeSmaritebasTan: irakli tofaZe, rogorc 
galaktionis axlobeli da Tanamoazre, irmigalis jgufis wevri unda 
yofiliyo! amas mxars uWers avtografi (#674) leqsisa „aivanze“, romelic 
Tavdapirvelad ase bolovdeboda:

aivanze dgas Seni mxatavi
irakli, suli irmigalisa...

„mxatavi irakli“, ueWvelad, irakli tofaZea, romelsac galak-
tioni „irmigalis suls“ uwodebs, rac, cxadia, jgufTan mis axlo kav-
Sirs gvidasturebs. marTalia, teqstis publikaciisas damowmebuli 
striqonebi galaktionma sakuTar personas moargo („poeti, suli ir-
migalisa“), magram leqsSi darCa „irmigali“, rogorc xsovna megobarTa 
Tanamoazreobisa.

yuradReba movaqcioT erT detalsac: werilSi jer dasaxelebulia 
leqsi „irmigalze“ da mxolod amis Semdeg – „kaci, romelmac gabeda“. 
iqmneba iseTi STabeWdileba, TiTqos werilis avtorisaTvis „irmigali“ 
ufro mniSvnelovani da Zvirfasia, vidre personaluri moxsenieba, 
TiTqos es sityva raRac iseTs faravs, rac oden Zveli megobrebisaTvis 
aris cnobili da saziaro.

werilSi Taviseburia madlobis Tqmis formac – zrdilobiani, mo-
zomili, magram mainc damafiqreblad aRmatebuli. gavixsenoT: „mwams 
Seni Zmoba ise, rogorc aravisi. gmadlobT, gmadlobT, galaqtion!“ 
nuTu es orgzis gameorebuli madloba, „Zmobis“ xazgasma da galakti-
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onis gamoyofa am kuTxiT mxolod im leqsis gamoa, poetma ganmeorebiT 
rom dabeWda da i. tofaZea naxsenebi?! me vfiqrob, rom „Zmobis“ aqcen-
tireba da madlobac ufro „irmigals“ ukavSirdeba, mis konkretul, 
CvenTvis jerac amoucnob mniSvnelobas. 

vin SeiZleba yofiliyo „irmigalis“ wevri galaktionTan da irak-
li tofaZesTan erTad? pirovneba, romelic am dros bunebrivad gax-
sendeba, mixeil boWoriSvilia – galaktionis siWabukis megobari, mwe-
rali, romelic 20-iani wlebis dasawyisSi ganuyrelad masTan iyo da 
urTules pirobebSi didi wvlili Sehqonda „galaktion tabiZis Jurna-
lis“ gamocemaSi. m. boWoriSvili aRmerTebda Tavis genialur megobars, 
rasac galaktioni yuradRebiT da siTboTi upasuxebda. es kargad Cans 
striqonebSi, romlebic m. boWoriSvils eZRvneba:

gviyvarda rosme, Zvirfaso miSel,
saRamos qarSi erTad cxovreba,
mzeebSi vqmnidiT maSin me da Sen
da qari marad gvemaxsovreba.
..........
oh, yvelaferi gaqra qariviT,
sulo, ocnebebs veRaravis fen,
mosili Zveli nasizmareviT
davrCiT qariviT isev me da Sen.

 (tabiZe 1966: 344)

leqsi dawerilia 1921 wlis 31 ivliss, xolo „miSeli“ rom namd-
vilad mixeil boWoriSvils gulisxmobs, Cans galaktionis werilidan, 
romelSic is olia okujavas miSel boWoriSvilis ambavs atyobinebs 
(tabiZe 1975: 521).

albaT, Zneli warmosadgenia, m. boWoriSvili, romelic yvela 
saqmeSi mxarSi edga galaktions, „irmigalis“ wevri ar gamxdariyo. Se-
saZloa, jgufSi sulac sami wevri iyo, „irmigali“ mxolod sam uaxlo-
es megobars aerTianebda: galaktion tabiZes, mixeil boWoriSvils da 
irakli tofaZes...

m. boWoriSvili „irmigalis“ gezs rom iziarebda, Cans misi leq-
sidan „axali weli“, romelic „galaktion tabiZis Jurnalis“ 1923 wlis 
ianvris nomerSi daibeWda:

ho, megobrebo!
Cven aw nacadi gziT siaruli 
ar gvitacebs,
Cven win iSleba bilikebi
ufro Zneli da mimzidveli...

 (boWoriSvili 1923: 16)
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aq igive kamCatka/irmigalis koncefciaa, igive SemoqmedebiTi 
swrafva, rac galaktionis leqsebsa da CanawerebSi ikiTxeba.

dRes gaWirdeba imis dadgena, vis mouvida azrad jgufis saxel-
wodebis Seqmna wevrTa saxelebis pirveli marcvlebiT:

ir-akli; mi-xeili; gal-aktioni
anu

ir-mi-gali!

mixeil boWoriSvilma monawileoba miiRo 1924 wlis agvistos 
ajanyebaSi. mas, rogorc saqarTvelos damoukideblobis aRdgenis 
komitetisa da ajanyebis mTavari Stabis wevrs, bolSevikebma sasjelis 
umaRlesi zoma – daxvreta miusajes, rac cota mogvianebiT gadasax-
lebiT Seucvales. samSoblosaTvis Tavganwiruli vaJkaci „xalxis 
mtrad“ gamoacxades – misi saxelis xsenebac ki gaqra.

1927 wlis „rCeulSi“ galaktionma Seitana leqsi „aivanze“, sadac 
axsena „irmigali“. es gamogonili sityva-abreviatura ori Zveli megob-
ris – galaktionisa da iraklis saxelebTan erTad Sefarulad ruseTis 
tramalebSi gadakarguli mixeil boWoriSvilis xsovnasac inaxavda. ai, 
ratom uxaroda ase Zlier irakli tofaZes pirvel rigSi leqsi „irmi-
galze“, ratom swiravda igi madlobas galaktions Zmobis gamorCeuli 
unarisaTvis.
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Teimuraz Doiashvili
(Georgia)

“Irmigal” – the Enigmatic Lexeme by Galaktion Tabidze

Summary

Key words: Irmigal, Galaktion Tabidze,  literary discussing group.

In the poem, On The Balcony (1922) by Galaktion Tabidze is mentioned an un-
known lexeme Irmigal. It significance is not defined in the academic notes of the Twelve-
Volume Works by the poet. The desirable results were not obtained from the search of the 
various encyclopaedias, specific dictionaries or the internet. 

The detailed observation of the poet’s archive, poem autographs and prosaic re-
cords revealed new interesting facts about Irmigal. Relying on these material and with the 
help of the historical-literary realis the following have been discovered:

1.	In Georgia, in the beginning of XX century alongside the other literary discuss-
ing groups had to be a literary group named Irmigal about which there is no information 
except the sole record by G. Tabidze. According to this record, these “senseless” literary 
discussing groups, among them the Irmigal, were subjected to the severe critic from the 
Bolsheviks. This fact brings in a completely new feature in the biography of the great poet 
and generally in the literary life of the 20s of the previous century. 
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2.	 The studies showed that the members of the Irmigal had to be Gal-
aktion Tabidze himself and his friends, literary like-minded people like a prose writer 
and politician, Mikheil Bochorishvili as well as an art expert, a painter and poet, Irakli 
Tofadze. The trio was actively involved in the work of the periodic belle-letters literature 
publishing, The Journal of Galaktion Tabidze founded by the poet himself. The magazine 
was issued in 1922-1923.

3.	According to our hypothesis, Irmigal as a lexeme represents a pattern of the 
subjective-individual creative work. An abbreviation was created artificially in order to 
give a name to the literary discussing group. It is created from the uniting of the firsts syl-
lables from the names of the above-mentioned group members. 

IR-akli – Mi-kheil – Gal-aktion
IR-MI-GAL

Mikheil Bochorishvili became the victim of the political repressions because of his 
involvement in the rebellion in 1924. Despite this fact Galaktion Tabidze still published 
his poem Irmigal in Rcheuli issue 1927, wherein the poet, among his other friends, meant 
Mikheil Bochorishvili encoded. For this bravery act the poet received a sincere gratitude 
from Irakli Tofadze “for his distinguished ability of brotherhood” and for not forgetting 
the friend lost in the Russian wastelands. 

4.	Taking into account the context usage of Galaktion’s poem autographs and re-
cords the group name Irmigal, as a symbol, means a non-existed celestial planet on the 
astronomical maps. And, discovery of a still unknown poetic planet represented the main 
goal for the young novation-seeker poets. In the Galaktion’s autographs Irmigal is re-
placed by Kamchatka, as a still unknown, undefined land on the map. The free interchange 
of the words in the manuscripts (“Let us find that Irmigal”/” Let us discover somewhere 
Kamchatka”) leaves no doubt that Irmigal and Kamchatka are synonyms.

5.	The symbolic meaning of Irmigal in the sense of context is close to Plus ultra*, 
a sonnet by José-Maria de Heredia which Galaktion Tabidze translated in the early 20s 
of the previous century. This Sonnet represents the desire to cross the border of the al-
ready discovered “Further beyond”. The lexeme Irmigal carries the same desire as the 
above-mentioned sonnet as it expresses a passionate aspiration to discover some novelty. 
However, if the direction of Heredia is Svalbard and the North Pole for the Georgian poet 
it represents the sun-drenched “Other Part” – an undiscovered mainland or a planet of 
Irmigal, the land of poetic novelties, where the poetry flag waves forever. 

* In Latin means Further beyond. 
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Arvi Sepp
Philippe Humblé 
(Belgium)

Éthique du Multilinguisme*

1. Éthique et multilinguisme

Le monde, en tant qu’endroit pourvu de sens, est toujours médiatisé symbolique-
ment, et ceci plus spécifiquement par le langage. Par conséquent, comprendre et envisager 
l’altérité de l’Autre dans le monde, par le biais d’un nombre de processus de signalisa-
tion, est le défi de toute éthique. Depuis l’avènement duvirage culturel (voir Radaelli 
2011:19), l’intérêt pour une herméneutique de la différence et de l’étrangeté, articulée sur 
le pluralisme linguistique des textes, est au centre des études littéraires et des études de la 
traduction. Une éthique communicative de la conversation, d’un vouloir-se-comprendre-
l’un-l’autre comme traduction, fait affirmer à Zafer Şenocak que: « [t]oute conversation 
qui se veut être plus qu’une rencontre de monologues, est une traduction » (2011:17). Pour 
comprendre l’Autre, il est nécessaire de confier dans son honnêteté, et cette compréhen-
sion dépend toujours du langage, comme le souligne Hans-Georg Gadamer dans Vérité et 
méthode, sa philosophie de l’herméneutique du langage. La langue agit toujours comme 
« horizon limite d’une expérience herméneutique de l’être » (Stolze 2003:71), également 
celle de l’autre et de sa ‘linguisticalité’(Sprachlichkeit).

Néanmoins, comme le souligne Walter Lesch (2013, p.16), la formulation d’une 
éthique spécifique du multilinguisme peut, à première vue, sembler problématique 
«puisque la variété des langues ‘naturelles’ n’est pas obligatoirementun problème de 
normes». Le multilinguisme peut aussi être compris «comme un fait dont prendre note, 
sans l’associer nécessairement à un jugement de valeur ou à une dimension de la vie hon-
nête ou de la justice» (ibid., 20). Pourtant, la fonction de la littérature plurilingue n’est 
pas essentiellement pragmatique, elle obéit à des raisons esthétiques et morales. Son but 
est plus symbolique que réaliste  : elle symbolise la diversité, le contact et le mélange 
des cultures et des langues (voir Wilson 2011, pp 244-245.). Dans Traduire. Défense et 
illustration du multilinguisme (2009:289), François Ost érige en normeune « éthique du 
multilinguisme » d’une société juste, qui se veut d’être « une troisième voie entre, d›une 
part, la langue universelle [...] et, d›autre part, le retrait sur des langues individuelles de 
l›autre». Le débat du multilinguisme a donc une forte dimension éthique : l›homme est né 
dans des circonstances familiales, économiques, politiques et nationales qui déterminent 

* Certains éléments de cet article ont aussi été abordés dans Sepp, Arvi: „Ethik der Mehrsprachigkeit“ in Till 
Dembeck, Rolf Parr (Hgg.). Literatur und Mehrsprachigkeit. Ein Handbuch. Tübingen: Narr Francke Attempto 
Verlag, 2017, 53-66. ISBN 978-3-8233-6911-0



25

le développement du langage et l›avenir de l›individu et de la communauté. L’habitus 
linguistique du locuteur couvre des compétences techniques et sociales qui ne peuvent 
être séparées, qui déterminent la capacité de parler et la capacité de s’articuler de manière 
spécifique, socialement requise ou appropriée. Dans ce contexte, les compétences lin-
guistiques, en tant que base de la communication linguistique, sont toujours imprégnées 
par la domination et la puissance (cf. Bourdieu, 1992:81). Les langues se sont, de ce 
fait, érigées en problème pour les théories de la justice qui réfléchissent sur la compensa-
tion des inégalités. Philippe Van Parijssuggère,dans Linguistic Justice for Europe and the 
World (2011), qu’étant donné que les services de traduction sont liés à des compétences 
techniques et à des ressources financières qui sont distribuées de façon inégale (voir Lesch 
2013, p.26), d’imposer un impôt aux membres des communautés linguistiques privilé-
giées pour financer la traduction dans des langues moins parlées. Une organisation éthique 
acceptable de la diversité linguistique pour faire face à la domination de l’anglais en tant 
que lingua franca mondiale, s’avère de plus en plus urgente (cf. ibid., P. 23). Selon Georg 
Kremnitz (2004, pp 202-212), le choix d’un écrivain pour une langue véhiculaire au lieu 
d›une petite langue a, dans ce contexte, des implications éthiques directes pour la discus-
sion qui regarde le centre et la périphérie linguistique et culturelle. Une éthique du multi-
linguisme renvoie à une préférence pour des situations de communication dans lesquelles 
on promeut un échange de perspectives et dans laquelle on « peut sympathiser avec les 
vues d’autres interlocuteurs» (Lesch 2013, p.21). Ici la proximité au discours éthique, tel 
qu’il est représentépar Jürgen Habermas, par exemple, devient évidente. Dans l’éthique 
du discours de Habermas, toute communication éthique passe fondamentalement par la 
langue et, pour cela même, les structures linguistiques doivent être analysées comme justi-
fication et déclaration de normes et de valeurs. Pour Habermas, ce qui est le principe moral 
fondamental est le principe de l’éthique du discours selon lequel «une norme peut faire 
valoir sa validité seulement si la totalité des personnes potentiellement concernées arrivent 
à un accord sur le fait que cette norme est applicable en tant que participants à un discours 
pratique (ou qui pourraient y arriver)» (Habermas 1983:76). L’égalité de toutes les parties, 
la reconnaissance de l’autre et la possibilité d’un conflit linguistiquement conditionné, 
orienté vers un consensus avec des normes et des valeurs, est également considéré comme 
une exigence éthique fondamentale pour la communication multilingue dans la littérature. 
Le lien implicite entre multilinguisme et État de droit est clairement formulé par Lesch 
(2013, p.28). Une «éthique du multilinguisme» est, selon lui, «un plaidoyer passionné en 
faveur de la capacité de survie de l’État de droit et de la démocratie libérale et non pas un 
retrait dans une sphère élitiste de la culture».

L’éthique du multilinguisme est cependant à la base d’une aporie fondamentale : la 
valorisation fondamentale de la diversité linguistique entre en contradiction avec l’objectif 
éthique de la compréhension communicative. D’une part, il est nécessaire, dans une per-
spective éthique, de déconstruire le discours de la langue maternelle, car il empêche 
l’ouverture à l’autre et à son multilinguisme. D’autre part, il est nécessaire de soutenir la 
sémantique de la langue maternelle, car elle a une force émancipatrice, elle communique 
des valeurs communes et cherche à résoudre des différences sociales. Dans ce dernier cas, 
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Danièle Sallenave dans À quoi sert la littérature ? souligne qu’en France il est possible 
qu’une parfaite maîtrise de la langue au niveau de toutes les sections de la population soit 
une préoccupation éthique fondamentale de la République: «La langue est une arme. C’est 
un crime d’en priver ceux qui en ont le plus besoin» (Sallenave 1997:48) Cette vue éman-
cipatrice de la langue nationale s’applique également – quoique ex negativo – à l’ensemble 
du monde arabophone, dont les habitants sont en grande partie convaincus qu’il leur 
manque, en raison de la variété des dialectes arabes, une langue réellement maternelle. 
L’auteur néerlando-marocain Fouad Laroui (2014, p.43) souligne dans ce contexte que ni 
l’arabe classique, ni le français sont des langues nationales marocaines. S’ensuit,pour la 
littérature marocaine,l’incapacité d’établir une littérature nationale: « L’écrivain marocain 
utilise la langue de l’Autre ou la langue des autres : d’une manière ou d’une autre, c’est 
mission impossible».*

Ici nous nous concentrons sur l’éthique du multilinguisme à partir de deux perspec-
tives. D’une part nous nous pencherons sur la relation entre altérité et réflexivité linguis-
tique. D’autre part, nous nous occuperons de la signification éthique de la traduction. Le 
multilinguisme dans la littérature est souvent signe d’une grande réflexivité linguistique, 
montrant la contingence des systèmes de règles linguistiques (voir Radaelli 2011:38). En 
mettant en évidence le caractère arbitraire des signes linguistiques, tout comme leur ab-
sence de référentialité, l’idée de « possession de la langue » est soumise à une critique 
déconstructive. La langue est toujours déjà de l’Autre, ce qui fait que, dans la littérature 
multilingue, la différence entre la langue maternelle et la langue étrangère est souvent 
relativisée (voir Heimböckel 2013, p.142 ; Sabisch 2007:56).

La traduction en tant que catégorie d’analyse, concept théorique et pratique lin-
guistique, revêt une importance particulière dans le débat ‘multilinguisme et éthique’. 
Dans le cadre d’un virage culturel dans les études littéraires et culturelles, la traduction 
comme moyen de transmission de cultures étrangères et de communication intercul-
turelle, ainsi que la déconstruction de l’idéologie de la langue maternelle (voir Baumann. 
2004:679) sont devenus de plus en plus importants. Compte tenu de la diversité des modes 
de vie à l’ère de la mondialisation, la confrontation avec des questions de traductibilité 
et d’intraductibilité revêt une importance éthique vu qu’elle illumine l’aporie fondamen-
tale mentionnée ci-dessus de la «nécessité impossible» ou de l’ «impossibilité nécessaire» 
(voir Martyn 1995). D’une part, comme le mentionne Albrecht Neubert, la traduction sert 
la communication intersubjective: «itis as objects of communication thattexts, anytext, can 
besubjected to translation. All translations, in thissense, are communicative acts» (Neubert 
2003:71). D’autre part, comme le souligne Michael Wetzel, la traduction montre ouverte-
ment l’absence de relation un à un entre la culture source et la culture cible et, de par ce 
fait, le caractère unique et l’étrangeté de toute langue: « le Monitum de l’intraduisibilité 
appelle également au respect des autres langues en tant que langues de l’autre dans leur 
unicité, qui ne peut pas être transférée, qui ne se laisse pas réduire à son étrangeté» (Wetzel 
2003:154).

* The Moroccan writer uses the language of the Other or the language of others: either way, it’s mission impos-
sible.

Arvi Sepp, Philippe Humblé 



27

2. Altérité et réflexivité linguistique

Rainier Grutman (2011, p.183) définit le «multilinguisme» littéraire comme étant 
«l’utilisation de deux ou plusieurs langues dans un même texte». La différence linguis-
tique dans la littérature peut être mise en scène au moyen d’une «extranéité linguistique 
interne» (voir Pasewalck 2013 S. 389). D’après le concept Bakhtinien de polyphonie, le 
multilinguisme littéraire, les différences linguistiques sociales et la diversité de la parole 
sontinterconnectés. Il ne s’agit pas seulement de mélange de langues, mais d’abord d’une 
diversité de discours, d’idiolectes, de sociolectes, ainsi que de dialectes et de variétés 
historiques de la langue que Grutman (1997), dans son ouvrage sur le roman Québé-
cois au 19ième siècle, appelle «hétérolinguisme». Ces différences hétérolinguistiques 
peuvent correspondre à différents locuteurs (cf. Bourdieu, 1992), tandis qu’est exprimé 
le positionnement social et culturel de chacun d’eux (cf. Dembeck 2013, p.28). Mikhaïl 
Bakhtine considère le roman comme un genre intrinsèquement multilingue. Dans son ou-
vrage sur Dostoïevski, Problèmes de la poétique de Dostoïevski (1985, p.141), Bakhtine 
met l’accent sur l’«ambivalence carnavalesque» du roman. La polyphonie qui se dégage 
de cette ambivalence, remet l’unité du sujet en question, l’unité discursive est exclue, et 
le « monologue idéologique » est détruit (cf. ibid., P. 354 f.). L’éthique du multilinguisme 
dans la littérature n’adopte pas ce monolinguisme, car en partant des diverses langues 
individuelles, il est possible de déclarer quelque chose d’essentiel sur le système abstrait 
de la langue (cf. Radaelli 2011:16). L’unité des langues nationales, conclue grâce à la stan-
dardisation du 19ième siècle, est comprise comme une forme de pureté symbolique. Elles 
incarnent donc quelque chose qui était auparavant réservé uniquement aux langues sacrées 
(voir Dembeck 2013, p.23). Ces langues sécularisées jouent un rôle constitutif pour la cul-
ture, étroitement lié à la conception de la «possession » de la langue maternelle. La «poé-
tique de la langue maternelle» de Johann Gottfried Herder présuppose que l’homme n’a 
qu’une seule langue et que cette langue appartient aux locuteurs natifs. En même temps, la 
langue maternelle et la langue étrangère sont inextricablement liées, du fait que la langue 
étrangère indique la place centrale qu’au 19ième siècle la langue maternelle occupe dans 
la hiérarchie des langues, tout en lui restant subordonnée (voir Martyn 2013 p.44). On part 
dés lors du présupposé que l’orateur ne peut dévoiler sa véritable identité que par sa langue 
maternelle, alors que ce n’est que grâce au locuteur maternel que la nature de cette langue 
apparaît (cf. ibid., p. 45). Goethe incarne l’argument traditionnel, à savoir que la poésie 
n’est possible ou même souhaitable que dans la langue maternelle. Il fait également valoir 
que la littérature, même dans la langue maternelle, est en soi nécessairement le medium 
d’une langue étrangère, voire aliénée. La combinaison de l’étrangeté et de la spécificité de 
la langue maternelle est actuellement soulignée par de nombreux auteurs, telle que Herta 
Müller. Dans Heimat ist das, was gesprochen wird,Müller explique comment sa «propre» 
langue est,par principe, intercalée d’éléments ‘étrangers’, «Ça ne fait mal à aucune langue 
maternelle que ses aléas soient mis à nu. Au contraire, maintenir sa propre langue aux 
yeux d’une autre langue conduit à une relation authentifiée, à un amour sans effort» (Mül-
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ler, 2001:21), Dans « La tâche du traducteur », Walter Benjamin souligne que ce n’est que 
lorsque l’on prend conscience du contraste qui existe entre les langues que leur parenté 
originelle devient évidente. C’est dans l’incomplétude des langues individuelles que se 
montre le besoin de les compléter par d’autres (cf. Benjamin 1972-1989, p.19).

Le traitement des différences linguistiques dans la littérature implique souvent 
aussi le démantèlement de l’idéologie linguistique de l’État-Nation, vu que cela met en 
évidence dans le texte les passages de frontières linguistiques et culturelles. Dans Kafka. 
Pour Une littérature mineure,Gilles Deleuze et Felix Guattari (1975) remarquent comment 
Kafka, un Tchèque, Juif et germanophone, adopte des éléments de langues étrangères dans 
ses textes littéraires – le tchèque, le yiddish (cf. Montandon 2002:245-259 ; Radaelli 2011 
p 34). Dans le contexte de la Première Guerre mondiale et du nationalisme en Europe, la 
combinaison langue nationale et identité collective est radicalement remise en question, 
aussi parmi les représentants de l’avant-garde historique. Le mouvement international 
Dada critique le nationalisme en montant des performances consciemment multilingues 
et en déconstruisant la ‘pureté’ supposée des langues individuelles, en les remplaçant par 
un idiome enfantin, pré-rationnel. Après la Seconde Guerre mondiale, la justification de la 
‘fidélité’ à la langue allemande, dans le cas des exilés ou des victimes du nazisme comme 
Paul Celan, Thomas Mann et Theodor W. Adorno, a souvent conduit à une confrontation 
avec la langue nazie et sa dimension violente (voir ibid., 35 et suivant.). Dans le roman 
de Terézia Mora Alle Tage, le lecteur est confronté, dans une perspective transnationale, 
aux implications éthiques que peut supposer le postulat du monolinguisme de la ‘cul-
ture dominante’. Exilé, le migrant Abel Nema perd ses souvenirs après un cambriolage: 
«L’amnésie a été confirmée, il ne se souvient de rien, si vous lui dites ce que vous savez 
de lui, que son nom est Abel Nema, qu’il est de tel pays, et a parlé un jour une douzaine 
de langues, les a traduites, interprétées, il secoue incrédule et poliment la tête en deman-
dant pardon» (Mora 2004:430). La violence physique contre les immigrés conduit non 
seulement à l’aphasie mais aussi à l’amnésie. L’exilé ne parle finalement que dans la 
langue nationale, et encore le mieux sous une forme très condensée et donc simplifiée. Le 
prix de l’assimilation violente semble être d’oublier sa propre identité, son origine et le 
multilinguisme. Ainsi l’éthique du multilinguisme est annulée par le monolinguisme de 
l’assimilation (voir Tatasciore 2009, pp 137-156). La déconstruction de Terézia Mora de 
l’idéologie politique nationale des langues uniques montre comment le multilinguisme, à 
la fois par son potentiel de côtoiement et étant donné son potentiel de conflit, est mis en 
scène de façon littéraire comme une intervention délibérée dans les processus de commu-
nication sociale (voir également Lesch 2013 S. 423). Dans la littérature postcoloniale, la 
langue coloniale adoptée peut paradoxalement également être utilisée comme un idiome 
d’émancipation et de subversion, ce qui peut être observé non seulement dans la littérature 
postcoloniale britannique, mais aussi dans la littérature maghrébine francophone. Dans ce 
contexte, l’écrivain algérien Kateb Yacine (1994, 132) se réfère à la langue française com-
me à un «butin de guerre » pour déclarer explicitement, en français, à un public français 
qu’il n’est pas français. Dans une interview, l’écrivaine franco-algérienne Malika Moked-

Arvi Sepp, Philippe Humblé



29

dem assure que les mots arabes dans ses textes français ont une signification politique. 
Par sa littérature linguistiquement hybride elle veut « coloniser le français» (Mokeddem 
in Helm 2001:29). Non seulement dans la littérature postcoloniale, mais aussi dans le dis-
cours scientifique de la théorie littéraire postcoloniale, l’hybridation de l’ancienne langue 
coloniale joue un rôle éthique important. Gayatri Spivak enrichit ses œuvres en anglais 
par le bengali. Elle considère que pour quiconque écrit dans une langue étrangère postco-
loniale, c’est une responsabilité éthique de créer à partir de la langue maternelle en vue 
d’hybrider la langue cible par le biais du concept éthique de matririn (culpabilité materne) 
(voir Spivak 2000:14 f.).

La réflexivité linguistique énoncée dans la littérature multilingue, et qui accompa-
gne avec un accent de polysémie fondamentale les expressions linguistiques, a une dimen-
sion éthique, dans le sens où elle peut expliciter la pluriformité de la pensée et la diver-
sité de la coexistence humaine. Dans la critique du langage, que l’on trouve par exemple 
dans des auteurs comme Yoko Tawada ou des philosophes comme Jacques Derrida, on 
constate que l’idée de la langue comme «possession» est réduite à plusieurs reprises ad 
absurdum. Dans Beyond the Mother Tongue (2012), Yasemin Yildiz explique qu’au-delà 
du paradigme de la « angue unique», on se trouve actuellement dans une «condition post-
monolinguale». Dans Le monolinguisme de l’Autre (1996) Derrida questionne, au sujet 
du terme «langue maternelle», la relation entre naissance et sang, d’une part, et langue, 
de l’autre. Dans Mittel ohne Zweck (2001, S. 68), Giorgio Agamben se réfère également à 
l’amalgame entre factum loquendi et factum pluralitatis comme étant des fictions inven-
tées par la linguistique et les sciences politiques au Romantisme. Agamben déconstruit 
la relation entre la langue et la communauté, qui sont incontestées dans le contexte de 
l’État-nation, en plaçant l’étrangeté fondamentale et indéfinie de la ‘langue’ et du ‘peuple’ 
au centre de l’attention: « La relation gitan-argot questionne radicalement et instantané-
ment cette correspondance, parce qu’elle la copie de façon parodique. Les Tsiganes se 
rapportent au peuple comme l’argot se rapporte à la langue; mais dans le court instant que 
dure l’analogie, elle met en lumière la vérité qui a été secrètement conçue pour dissimuler 
la correspondance entre la langue et le peuple (Haverkamp 1997). Si l’étrangeté est ins-
crite d’officedans toutelangue, alors toute langue est déjà une traduction, « non pas une 
langue originellement naturelle, mais une langue originellement cultivée, surconstruite » 
(Haverkamp, „Zwischen den Sprachen“, 9).Une lettre de Klaus Mann à Herbert Schlüter, 
datée de 18/02/1949, écrite depuis son exil américain, illustre ce point. Il s’agit d’une 
lettre dans laquelle Mann souligne comment le bilinguisme anglo-allemand a secoué son 
idée que la «langue maternelle» constituerait un foyer spirituel tout au long de sa vie. «À 
cette époque, j’avais une langue dans laquelle je pouvais m’exprimer agilement ; mainten-
ant je titube en deux langues. En anglais, je ne vais probablement jamais me sentir tout 
à fait à l’aise, comme je l’étais en allemand – mais probablement je ne le suis plus ...» 
(Mann, 1991:603) Le multilinguisme déconstruit ainsi la perception de l’originalité et 
surtout de la naturalité de la langue première, comme le décrit Thomas Paul Bonfiglio 
dans Mother Tongues and Nations (2010). L’importance éthique de l’enseignement de la 
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littérature multilingue à un public d’étudiants peut également être soulignée d’un point de 
vue éducatif, dans la didactique des langues. Une attitude multilingue en tant qu’attitude 
d’apprentissage devrait conduire à la prise en compte de la qualité littéraire spécifique de 
la littérature multilingue ainsi qu’à la reconnaissance des auteurs transnationaux.: «When-
weadopt a multilingual orientation, weviewwriters as making distinct choicesbased on 
theirmultilingualstatus, ratherthanmaking ‚mistakes‘ because of theirmultilingualstatus.. » 
(Olson 2013, S. 3)

Feridun Zaimoglu dénonce cette façon de voir la diversité linguistique et l’accent 
mis sur la poétique multilingue de la littérature transculturelle (2004, p.11). Le langage 
intermédiaire, non-idiomatique, non-grammatical qui caractérise Kanak Sprak est sou-
vent considéré comme un algorithme éthico-politique et comme un appel à la tolérance et 
à l’empathie de la part du public. – Zaimoglu rejette radicalement le désir d’«authenticité» 
exotique et de «vérité» du lecteur, car de cette façon l’autonomie littéraire de ses textes ne 
sera plus reconnue: «Les ‘bons Allemands’ sont émus par ce genre d’épanchements, parce 
qu’ils dégoulinent de fausse authenticité, leur tiennent un miroir, et ils célèbrent toutes les 
bévues linguistiques comme un ‘enrichissement poétique de leur langue maternelle’. Le 
Turc devient l’incarnation de l’émotion, de la nostalgie négligée et d’une magie’exotique’ 
paresseuse».

3. Traduction et éthique

L’histoire de la Tour de Babel de l’Ancien Testament est régulièrement utilisée 
pour montrer la signification théologique de la traduction, pour surmonter la confusion des 
langues. La confusion des langues conduit à l’intervention de Dieu à Babylone et ainsi, 
selon Giulia Radaelli (2011, p.15), à une incommensurabilité des langues individuelles, 
entre lesquelles il ne peut plus y avoir de relation unàun dans la traduction. À cause de 
Babel la compréhension interhumaine est suspendue. Comme conséquence, l’homme ne 
peut plus vivre que comme traducteur, puisque l’innocence paradisiaque originelle de la 
communication a été perdue (cf. Lesch 2013, p.19). Après Benjamin «libérer dans sa pro-
pre langue ce langage pur, exilé dans la langue étrangère, libérer par la traduction ce qui 
est captif dans l’œuvre » fait partie de la « tâche du traducteur» (Benjamin 1972-1989, S. 
19). Traduire signifie donc traduire quelque chose qui est intraduisible et qui luit de façon 
utopique dans toutes les langues, de manière à ouvrir un accès direct au texte sacré en tant 
qu’ «archétype ou idéal de toute traduction» (ibid., P.21).

La désorientation induite dans le lecteur par le traducteur et sa confrontation avec 
l’étranger se trouvent au centre des considérations éthiques dans les études de la traduc-
tion, de Friedrich Schleiermacher à Lawrence Venuti, en passant par Antoine Berman. 
L’expérience linguistique de l’étranger est chargée normativement quand onpart du princi-
pe qu’une bonne traduction se distancie de l’ethnocentrisme, se défend des asymétries de 
pouvoir et réunit écrivain et lecteur. En occupant une position intermédiaire, le traducteur 
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accepte la tâche socio-politique «de devenir lui-même éthiquement visible» (Stolze 
2003:126). La visualisation du traducteur, comme Venuti le déclare dans The Invisibility 
of the Translator (1995), rend aussi visible la différence qui existe entre langue et culture 
(voir Giusti 2010, pp 189-190). La signification éthique de la tension qui existe entre la 
visibilité et l’invisibilité du traducteur décrit en même temps une tension entre l’identité 
représentée et la non-identité des cultures. Anselm Haverkamp parle dans le contexte de 
la traduction comme de « l›agence de la différence qui crée une identité trompeuse des 
cultures, et à la fois les renouvèle et approfondit par la confrontation de leur non-identité 
originelle. » (Haverkamp 1997:7) Toutefois, cette orientation vers la différence et vers 
l’altérité de traditions des sciences de la traduction fondées éthiquement ne doit pas cacher 
le fait que la traduction semble souvent plutôt promouvoir le monolinguisme que le multi-
linguisme des grandes communautés linguistiques et consolide de ce fait, bon gré mal gré, 
les limites d’une communauté linguistique homogène (voir Lesch 2013, p.26).

Des considérations similaires de critique idéologique sont mises en avant par les 
«  Descriptive Translation Studies  », représentées par Susan Bassnett, André Lefevere, 
José Lambert, Gideon Toury et Theo Hermans. Leurs travaux se concentrent sur ce genre 
d’interventions comme étant le centre de leurs intérêts de recherche, en comparant un 
texte avec une culture cible. L’«éthique traductrice ou l’expérience de l’étranger» (Stolze 
2003:125), qui devrait sous-tendre la traduction, devient le point de référence normatif, 
auquel le traducteur doit se tenir. Dans ce contexte, le moment éthique de la traduction 
littéraire consiste dans la reconnaissance et dans l’accueil de l’Autre comme Autre (voir 
Godard 2001:54.). La traduction devient de cette façon un acte éthique, ce qui permet à 
l’autre de faire le mouvement comme un alter ego vers un «soi-même comme un autre» 
(Ricœur 1990). La croyance en la traduisibilité fondamentale d’un texte indique, comme 
le déclare Umberto Eco dans La ricerca della lingua perfetta nella cultura europa (1993), 
la conviction que l’homme a découvert les principes d’un multilinguisme primaire, d’une 
«langue parfaite». La dimension traductrice de l’être-entre-deux-langues peut également 
être vue, comme le souligne Georg Mein (2013, p.90), comme une «attitude éthique», 
qui insiste sur l’écart entre les langues, sans que ce soit l’objectif de résoudre la tension 
particulière qui existe entre elles. Cette attitude éthique ne considère pas l’étranger de son 
propre point de vue, mais est ouverte au langage de l’autre. Selon Mein, une éthique de la 
traduction doit donc aussi être comprise dans ce contexte comme une éthique de la décon-
struction, car ce n’est que par la déconstruction qu’une relation à l’altérité soit possible qui 
ne nie pas l’innombrable(cf. ibid., P. 90-91).

Dans L’épreuve de l’étranger (1984), Antoine Berman développe une «éthique de 
la traduction» (Weissman 2014:93  ; cf. Godard 2001). Dans le but de développer une 
théorie de la traduction non-ethnocentrique,Berman a basé ses recherches sur la traduc-
tion à l’époque du romantisme allemand sur les Methoden des Übersetzens de Friedrich 
Schleiermacher(voir Weismann 2014:87). Se remettant à Schleiermacher, il plaide pour 
une hybridation linguistique et culturelle, en insistant sur le paradoxe de la formation du 
national par le biais de l’expérience de l’étranger: l’expérience de l’étranger, dit Schleier-

Éthique du Multilinguisme



32

macher, sert à la « pratique de ce qui nous est propre ». La théorie de Schleiermacher est 
basée sur le modèle romantique de la distance culturelle et a comme objectif de renforcer 
une littérature nationale allemande comme catalyseur de l’unification linguistique et cul-
turelle. Pour Berman, la traduction est pour chaque intégraleculture à la fois une nécessité 
et un danger : la survie de toute culture est basée sur un équilibre entre l’étranger et le pro-
pre (voir Weissmann 2014 S. 89-91.). Pour la traduction, l’équilibre entre les deux pôles 
est essentiel. Selon Berman (1984, p.16) «l’essence de la traduction est d’être ouverture, 
dialogue, métissage, décentrement. Elle est mise en rapport, ou elle n’est rien».

Dans The Scandals of Translation. Towards an Ethics of DifferenceLawrence Venuti 
accepte le point-de-vue éthique de la traduction que représente Berman: «I follow Berman 
[…]. Good translation is demystifying: it manifests in its own language the foreignness of 
the foreign text» (Venuti 1998:11). La traduction aliénante montre l’autonomie du texte 
étranger: «This translation ethics does not so much prevent the assimilation of the foreign 
text as aim to signify the autonomous existence of that text behind (yet by means of) the 
assimilative process of the translation» (Ibid.). Anthony Pym suggère dans ce contexte 
un pont entre l’authenticité éthique et textuelle de la traduction et le rôle éthique impor-
tant du traducteur. Son livre Pour une éthique du traducteurest «un véritable hommage 
à Antoine Berman» (Pym 1997, p.11). Selon Venuti (2012:18), en raison de l’ ’hospi-
talité’ de l’étranger dans ce qui nous est propre (cf. Jervolino 2000) une «métaphysique de 
l’étranger» est à la base de la traduction aliénante. Le but métaphysique de la traduction 
est de chercher à dépasser «dans un élan messianique vers la parole vraie» les limites des 
langues (Berman, 1984:23).

La traduction conduit donc à des discussions qui vont bien au-delà du purement 
linguistique et touchent à des questions de métaphysique et de messianisme. La ‘traduc-
tion’ en tant que concept devient ainsi une métaphore pour la communicationd’idées, 
d’opinions, de normes et de valeurs. Dans le contexte du «translationalturn» des études 
culturelles, Doris Bachmann-Medick parle de la ‘culture’ comme d’un «processus de tra-
duction constant […] dans le sens d’un nouveau paradigme spatial de tra-duction» (Bach-
mann-Medick, Cultural Turns, 247). Cette vaste métaphore spatiale de la ‘tra-duction’ cul-
turelle va inévitablement de pair avec la ‘décentration’ du connu. Enfin, la décentration de 
l’individu et l’ouverture vers l’étranger est également fondamentale pour une compréhen-
sion adéquate de l’aliénation linguistique dans la littérature moderne, qui se concentre 
précisément sur la déconstruction de la monologie et de la pensée identitaire. Selon Peter 
V. Zima, «l’antinomie ouverte, l’ambiguïté et le singulier sont dirigés contre l’intégration 
systématique» (Zima, Ideology and Theory, 348). La littérature moderniste, comme celle 
de Kafka, Broch ou Musil, se voit comme une texture de l’autre, dans la propre langue de 
l’autre (Heimböckel, «Einsprachigkeit – Sprachkritik–Mehrsprachigkeit», 143-144). Le 
scepticisme linguistique exprimé dans la modernité s’accompagne clairement d’une crise 
du sujet : la littérature moderne aliène le familier, aucune langue n’y reste auto-identique, 
tout comme le sujet qui a perdu la possibilité de se définir comme autonome et holistique. 
Dans KindheitundGeschichte, Giorgio Agamben introduit une séparation radicale entre 
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la langue en tant que langue ou λόγος et la langue en tant qu’action concrète, en tant 
que voix. Entre les deux pôles, il y a un vide qui peut être exprimé en particulier dans la 
littérature moderne: «L’espace entre la voix et le Logos est un espace vide […]. Seule-
ment parce que l’homme est jeté dans le langage, seulement parce qu’il se met en danger 
dans l’expérimentum linguae [....], quelque chose comme un éthos et une communauté 
deviennent possibles pour lui» (Agamben, KindheitundGeschichte, 15). Permettre une 
‘communauté’ est aussi une condition préalable à l’ ‘hospitalité’ collective dans la langue 
queRicœur place au centre de sa théorie de la traduction à orientation éthique.

Dans son introduction à la traduction anglaise de Sur la traduction, Richard Ke-
arney souligne que Paul Ricœur a finalement conçu la traduction comme une ‘hospitalité 
interlinguistique’ (Kearney, ‘Introduction’, xx). Ricœur va jusqu’à dire que le future Ethos 
politique de la politique européenne, voire mondiale, doit être basée sur un échange de 
souvenirs et d’histoires entre différentes nations, car la réconciliation ne peut avoir lieu 
que si nous traduisons nos propres blessures dans la langue des étrangers et les blessures 
des étrangers dans notre propre langue. Les traumas collectifs de deux guerres mondiales 
ont conduit dans la seconde moitié du 20ème siècle à la prise de conscience d’une néces-
saire réconciliation européenne et enfin à l’émergence de l’Union Européenne. Le projet 
politique européen commun est également basé sur la compréhension linguistique, qui fait 
finalement partie d’un discours de justice (cf. Balibar, Nous, citoyens d’Europe ?, 316 f. 
et Toledo, Le Hêtre et le Bouleau, 171). Le lien éthique entre la traduction et la justice est 
également mis en lumière par James Boyd White dans Justice as Translation : «La traduc-
tion et la justice se rencontrent d’abord au moment où l›on reconnaît qu›elles sont à la fois 
des façons de parler de justes relations, et de deux sortes simultanément : les relations avec 
les langues et les relations avec les gens» (White, Justice as Translation, 233).

En référence à Émile Benveniste etLe vocabulaire des institutions indo-europée-
nnes (1969), Paul Ricœur (2004, pp 19-20) remarque que les termes hospes (hôte) et hostis 
(étranger) sont étymologiquement connexes. La scène primitive de toute hospitalité peut 
être considérée comme consistante de deux étrangers qui se rencontrent et qui, pour évalu-
er s’ils viennent en ami ou en ennemi, sont obligés de se raconter. Cela entraîne inévitable-
ment la traduction comme exigence éthique pure et simple (voir Friedrich / Parr 2009). 
Ainsi Ricœur peut, quelle que soit la tâche passionnante du traducteur comme traduttore 
traditore, dire que la particularité de la traduction se situe dans l’ «hospitalité langagière» 
(cf. Ricœur 2001:136). Dans ce contexte, l’hospitalitélinguistique de la traduction doit 
être comprise comme un acte éthique : le mot de l’autre est ‘habité’, ainsi comme la parole 
de l’autre est reçue ‘chez soi’ (voir Jervolino 2000 Ost 2009:259 et suivant). La traduction 
dévoile un espace symbolique, dans lequel est envisagé plutôt la possibilité d’une symbi-
ose de soi avec l’autre que l’idée de l’autre comme alter ego. Elle prend ses responsabilités 
en répondant au discours de l’autre.
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The world, as a meaningful place, is always symbolically mediated, more specifically 
by language. Therefore, understanding and considering the otherness of the Other in the 
world through signalling processes is the challenge of any ethics. The interest in a herme-
neutics of difference and strangeness, articulated on the linguistic pluralism of literary 
texts, is at the centre of literary studies and translation studies since the cultural shift 
(Radaelli 2011). A communicative ethics of conversation, of a willing-to-understand-the-
other as translation, makes Zafer Şenocak affirm: “Any conversation intending to be more 
than a meeting of monologues, is a translation” (2011:17). To understand the Other, it is 
necessary to trust in his honesty, and this understanding always depends on language, as 
Hans-Georg Gadamer emphasizes in his philosophy of hermeneutics of language Truth 
and Method. Language always acts as the “horizon of a hermeneutical experience of be-
ing” (Stolze 2003:71), also of the other and of his linguisticity. 

The disorientation of the reader and his confrontation with the foreign brought about 
by the translator are at the centre of ethical considerations in translation studies, from 
Friedrich Schleiermacher to Antoine Berman to Lawrence Venuti. The foreign linguistic 
experience is normatively charged by assuming that a good translation distances itself 
from ethnocentrism, defends itself against power asymmetries and brings writers and 
readers into contact with each other. In this mediating position, the translator assumes 
the socio-political task of “becoming ethically visible” in the translation. The ethical sig-
nificance of the tension between the translator’s visibility and invisibility also describes 
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a tension between the represented identity and the non-identity of cultures. However, the 
orientation towards alterity and difference of ethically founded traditions of translation 
studies should not obscure the fact that translation often seems to promote monolingual-
ism rather than the multilingualism of larger language communities and thus consolidates 
the boundaries of a homogeneous language community.

The ethical moment of literary translation consists in the recognition and acceptance of 
the other as Other and in this way translation becomes an ethical act that makes possible a 
movement from the other as alter ego to ‘oneself as another’. A belief in the fundamental 
translatability of a text also points to the conviction that man can track down the principles 
of an original multilingualism, a “perfect language”. An ethical attitude does not view 
the foreign from its own perspective, but is open to the language of the other. An ethics 
of translation should therefore also be understood against this background as an ethics of 
deconstruction.

In his research on translation during German Romanticism, Berman relies on Friedrich 
Schleiermacher’s methods of translation in order to develop a non-ethnocentric theory of 
translation. He pleads for a linguistic and cultural hybridization without losing sight of the 
paradox of the formation of the national through the experience of the foreign. For Ber-
man, translation is both a necessity and a danger for every culture: the survival of every 
culture is based on a balance between the foreign and the own. The balance between the 
two is essential for translation. 

Translation thus leads to discussions that go far beyond the purely linguistic and touch 
on questions of metaphysics and messianism. Translation as a concept becomes a metaphor 
for communicating ideas, opinions, norms and values. The decentration of the individual 
and openness towards the foreign is also fundamental for an adequate understanding of 
linguistic alienation in modern literature, which focuses precisely on the deconstruction 
of monology and identity thinking. The linguistic scepticism expressed in modernity is 
clearly accompanied by a crisis of the subject: modern literature alienates the familiar, no 
language remains self-identical in it, just as little as the subject that has lost the possibility 
of defining itself as autonomous and holistic. 

Paul Ricœur goes so far as to say that the future political ethos of the European, even 
world politics, should be based on an exchange of memories and stories between differ-
ent nations, for reconciliation can only take place if we translate our own wounds into the 
language of strangers and the wounds of strangers into our own language. The collective 
traumas of two world wars led in the second half of the 20th century to the awareness of 
a necessary European reconciliation and finally to the emergence of the European Union. 

The primal scene of all hospitality can be seen as lying in the fact that two strangers, 
who meet each other, must tell each other, in order to estimate whether someone comes 
with friendly or hostile intention. The linguistic hospitality of translation should be under-
stood as an ethical act. Translation opens up a symbolic space in which the possibility of 
a symbiosis of self and other rather than the idea of the other as alter ego is promised. She 
takes responsibility by responding to the speech by the other.
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multilingvizmis eTika

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: Targmani, eTika, multilingvizmi.

samyaro, rogorc saazrovno sivrce, simbolurad yovelTvis enis 
SuamavlobiT amyarebs kavSirs. amrigad, niSnebis meSveobiT, sxvebis 
gansxvavebulobis gageba da gaazreba nebismieri eTikis gamowvevaa. gan-
sxvavebulisa da ucnauris hermenevtikis mimarT literaturuli teq-
stebis lingvistur pluralizmze damyarebuli interesi yovelTvis 
aris literaturuli da Targmanis kvlevebis yuradRebis centrSi, 
kulturuli cvlebis droidan moyolebuli (radali 2011).

saubris komunikaciuri eTika, romelic sxvisi gagebis survi-
liT aris nakarnaxevi, zafer senakoks saSualebas aZlevs daamtkicos, 
rom “nebismieri saubari, romelic ufro metia, vidre monologTa Sex-
vedra, aris Targmani” . sxvisi rom gesmodes, aucilebelia endobode, 
eWvi ar geparebodes mis patiosnebaSi. amasTan, gageba yovelTvis enazea 
damokidebuli, rogorc amas xazgasmiT aRniSnavs hans georg gadameri 
Tavis naSromSi „enis hermenevtikis filosofia. WeSmariteba da meTo-
di“. ena yovelTvis moqmedebs rogorc „yofierebis hermenevtuli ga-
mocdilebis horizonti“ (Stolce 2003: 71), aseve,rogorc sakuTari da 
sxvisi enobrioba. 

mTargmnelis mier Semotanili mkiTxvelis dezorientireba, 
ucxosTan misi dapirispireba mTargmnelobiTi kvlevebis eTikur mo-
sazrebaTa centrSia, fridrix Slaiermaxeridan moyolebuli, entoni 
bermanisa da lourens venutis CaTvliT. ucxo enobrivi gamocdileba, 
rogorc wesi, damokidebulia imaze, rom kargi Targmani distancirebas 
axdens eTnocentrizmisagan, Tavs icavs Zalis asimetriis winaaRmdeg 
da mwerali da mkiTxveli erTmaneTTan kontaqtSi Sehyavs. am saSuamav-
lo poziciiT mTargmneli TargmanSi socio-politikur amocanas „eTi-
kurad TvalsaCinos“ xdis. mTargmnelis xilvadobasa da uxilavobas 
Soris daZabulobis eTikuri mniSvneloba aseve aRwers daZabulobas 
warmodgenil kulturaTa identobasa da ara-identobas Soris. Tumca, 
Targmanis kvlevebis eTikurad damkvidrebuli tradiciebis Secdoma-
sa da gansxvavebaze orientirebisas, daviwyebuli ar unda iyos is faqti, 
rom Targmani ufro xSirad aviTarebs monoenobriobas, vidre didi (mra-
valricxovani) Temebis mravalenobriobas da amgvarad aerTianebs erT-
gvarovani enobrivi sazogadoebis sazRvrebs.
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Tavis kvlevaSi germanuli romantizmis periodis Targmanis Se-
saxeb, Targmanis ara-eTnocentruli Teoriis SemuSavebis mizniT, ber-
mani eyrdnoba fridrix Sleimarmeris Targmanis meTodebs.is aRiarebs 
lingvistur da kulturul hibridizacias ucxos gamocdilebis meS-
veobiT, nacionaluris formirebis xiluli paradoqsis dakargvis ga-
reSe. bermanis mixedviT, Targmani erTdroulad aucilebelic aris da 
saxifaToc nebismieri kulturisaTvis: TiToeuli kulturis gadarCena 
damokidebulia sakuTarisa da ucxos swor balansze. balansi am ors 
Soris Targmanis aucilebeli pirobaa.

Targmani iwvevs diskusiebs,romlebic Sors scildeba wminda 
lingvistikas da eWideba metafizikisa da mesianizmis sakiTxebs. Targ-
mani, rogorc koncepti, metaforad iqceva komunakaciuri ideebis, 
azrebis, normebisa da RirebulebebisaTvis. Tanamedrove literatu-
raSi, lingvisturi sesxebebis adekvaturi gagebisaTvis, aseve funda-
menturia individualuris decentralizeba da ucxos mimarT gaxsni-
loba, rac fokusirebulia (yuradRebas amaxvilebs) monologisa da 
piradi fiqrebis (kerZo azrebis) dekonstruqciaze. TanamedroveobaSi 
gamoxatuli lingvisturi skepticizmi aSkarad Tan axlavs sagnis kri-
ziss: Tanamedrove literatura asxvisebs sakuTars, romelic arc erT 
enaSi ar aris TviT-identificirebuli, mxolod, cotaTi rogorc sa-
gans, dakarguli aqvs unari, sakuTari Tavi gansazRvros avtonomiurad 
(damoukideblad) da holistikurad.

pol rikiori imdenad Sors wavida, ambobs, rom evropuli, aseve 
msoflio politikis momavali politikuri niSnebi dafuZnebuli unda 
iyos sxvadasxva erebs Soris mogonebisa da istoriebis/ambebis gac-
vlaze, Serigeba mxolod im SemTxvevaSi moxdeba, Tu Cven sakuTar Wri-
lobebs ucxoTa enaze vTargmniT, ucxoTa Wrilobebs ki Cvens enaze. ori 
msoflio omis koleqtiuri travmebs me -20 saukunis meore naxevarSi 
mivyavarT evropuli Serigebis auciloblobisa da sabolood, evropu-
li kavSiris gaCenisaken.

yvela stumar-maspinZlobis mTavari scena SeiZleba ganvixiloT 
im faqtze dafuZnebiT, rom orma ucxom, romlebic xvdebian, unda is-
aubron, raTa Seafason modis is meore mtruli Tu megobruli ganzrax-
viT. Targmanis lingvisturi stumarTmoyvareoba SesaZlebelia gage-
buli iqnas rogorc eTikuri qmedeba. Targmani xsnis simbolur sivrces, 
romelSic sakuTarisa da ucxos simbiozis SesaZlebloba gvpirdeba 
sxvis, rogorc sakuTaris alter egos ideas. is iRebs pasuxismgeblobas, 
upasuxos sxvis sityvier gamosvlas.

Éthique du Multilinguisme



40

М. Р. Арпентьева
(Российская Федерация)

Маленькие люди в российской литературе

Сострадание есть главнейший и, может быть, единственный 
закон бытия всего человечества.   

Ф.М. Достоевский

В его текстах исповедь подобна пощёчинам, а пощёчины – 
исповеди.

П. Толстогузов (о Ф.М. Достоевском)

Параллельно большому миру, в котором живут большие люди и 
большие вещи, существует маленький мир с маленькими людьми и 
маленькими вещами... В большом мире людьми двигает стремление 
облагодетельствовать человечество. Маленький мир далек от 
таких высоких материй. У его обитателей стремление одно – как-
нибудь прожить, не испытывая чувства голода.

И. Ильф и Е. Петров, Золотой теленок

Нету у меня ни к кому ненависти – вот моя «точная 
идеология». М.М. Зощенко

Но дружбы нет и той меж нами;
Все предрассудки истребя,
Мы почитаем всех – нулями,
А единицами – себя; 
Мы все глядим в Наполеоны
Двуногих тварей миллионы
Для нас орудие одно. 

А. С. Пушкин, Евгений Онегин

Обоснование актуальности проблемы. Тема маленького человека – 
сквозная тема исследования писателей и ученых XIX- XX веков. Великолепие 
человеческого аристократизма, героизма, личностной свободы и зрелости и т.д. 
ушло на второй план: новым героем ХХ века стал человек маленький. «Энцик-
лопедия» жизни маленького человека начата А.С. Пушкиным, Ф.М. Достоевским, 
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Н.В.Гоголем, М.Е. Салтыковым-Щедриным, А.П. Чеховым, М.М. Зощенко, М. 
Горьким, Л. Андреевым, Ф. Сологубом, А. Аверченко, К.Треневым, И. Шмелевым, 
С. Юшкевичем. и другими известными писателями. В этой энциклопедии много 
черт, среди которых одна из важнейших внутренняя и внешняя отчужденность, 
расщеплённость, нереализованность. Главными тематическими чертами этого 
образа выступают чаще всего: 1) низкое, бедственное, подчиненное социальное 
положение; 2) страдание, происходящее не от своего злого умысла или вины, а от 
слабости и ошибок; 3) в разной мере выраженная ущербность личности, вплоть 
до убожества и неразвитости или, напротив, очень высокого развития; 4) остро-
та жизненных переживаний; 5) наконец, осознание себя именно «маленьким 
человеком» и стремление утвердить свое право на жизнь именно в таком качестве, 
но часто с мечтой лишь об облегчении жизни (своей и других); 6) обращение к 
Богу как единственному источнику справедливости и равенства: только перед 
Богом равны все. Для маленького человека свойственен обычно весь этот комплекс 
признаков, описание лишь некоторых из списка недостаточно для темы «маленького 
человека». Однако, и наличие этих признаков не делает маленьких людей в разных 
произведениях и у разных авторов одинаковыми: образ каждого из них раскрывает 
разные грани проблемы. 

Формулировка цели статьи (определение задач). Цель статьи – анализ 
образов маленького человека в российской литературе.

Обзор исследований и выделение нерешённых частей рассматриваемой 
проблемы. Понятие «маленький человек» появилось в мировой литературе гораздо 
раньше, чем данный тип героя. Вначале им обозначали людей третьего сословия, 
которое стало интересовать писателей в связи с демократизацией литературы. 

Маленький человек – это человек, у которого ценностные ориентиры 
пошатнулись либо отсутствуют. Он стал предметом исследований многих писате-
лей России и мира XIX- ХХ столетии: к ним относятся зарубежные ужасы 
Ф.Кафки, и театр абсурда, и образы участников массового уничтожения людей, и 
художественная концепция человека -монстра, существа чудовищного (Смирнов 
1993). Появление маленького человека связано с культурой мещанства, «буржуа», 
застрявшего в промежутке между абсолютной нищетой духа и тела бывших рабов 
и крепостных и аристократизмом «больших людей»: «Из-за бурно развивающегося 
капиталистического рынка человек превращается в придаток работы, стремится к 
получению выгоды в кратчайшие сроки. Появился культ денег, исчезли лояльность, 
солидарность, осмысленное отношение к делу, возникло ощущение ненужности, 
бесполезности, невозможность выработать самооценку благодаря приобщенности 
к чему-то важному и значимому для общества. Человек неожиданно оказался в 
ситуации крайней нестабильности: потеря чувства семьи, дома привела к росту 
изоляции, утрате доверия, ценностных привязанностей, ослаблению взаимодействия 
частной и общественной жизни» (Бушканец 2010: 165).
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Однако, нестабильность эта появилась раньше: она вышла на поверхность 
в момент перехода от феодально-рабовладельческого к капиталистическому 
сообществу, и, потому, с особой яркостью, силой и масштабностью, феномен 
маленького человека стали фокусом внимания культур и исследователей культур 
с максимальными асимметриями отношений: Россия и колонии «третьего мира» 
стали основными «рынками сбыта» этого товара. В России лишь в конце периода 
существования древнерусской литературы в неё «допускается» простой человек, 
не герой, не святой, не правитель. Когда с запада пришел классицизм, начало 
строится сильное государство, возник интерес к гражданину, человек интересовал 
как гражданин, полезный стране. Но с приходом, также из западной литературы, 
в русскую литературу сентиментализма, писатели стали изучать персональные 
потребности и переживания самых разных людей / социальных слоев и групп. 
В ХIХ веке жизнь «маленького человека» стала сквозной темой. 

В итоге современная российская литература о маленьком человеке не имеет 
равных по своей реалистичности, полноте и многоуровневости осмысления. Понятие 
«маленький человек» как человек простой ввел В.Г. Белинский (Белинский 1901; 
Белинский 1982). С развитием психологизма оно дополнилось и обрело сложные 
черты, став наиболее популярным персонажем демократических произведений 
второй половины XIX века. 

Первым писателем, который открыл России мир «маленьких людей» стал 
Н.М. Карамзин, в том числе, в своем описании «бедности» этого человека: он поло-
жил начало огромному циклу произведений о «маленьких людях», сделал первый 
шаг в исследовании этой неизвестной до этого темы, открыв дорогу таким писате-
лям будущего, как Н. Гоголь, Ф. Достоевский и другие (Карамзин 1964). Социальное 
неравенство героев и естественная сложность человеческой души становятся 
препятствием для счастья «маленького человека». Судьба его разворачивается на 
фоне исполненной драматизма истории России и философских размышлениях ав-
тора о неидиллическом прошлом человечества: история человечества вся построена 
на драматических коллизиях, и раньше люди не были счастливее, чем теперь, боль-
шая история складывалась из маленьких бед обычных людей. За ним А.С. Пушкин 
стал следующим исследователем, в сферу творчества которого вошла вся огромная 
Россия: она отрывалась не только и не столько как история Москвы и Петербурга, 
как история дворцов, но и через деревни, через бедняцкие дома. Впервые прон-
зительно и наглядно представлены деформации жизни и личности человека, 
искажение личности враждебной нравственности и достоинству, препятствующие 
развитию и ценящие только порождающие социальное неравенство власть соци-
альной средой (Пушкин 2008). Впервые оказалось возможным изобразить проти-
воречивое поведение человека, но и бесчеловечность существующих в обществе 
отношений. Примером стали «Повести покойного И.П. Белкина», героем которых 
стал маленький бедный человек, его положение в обществе, его желания, стремления, 
социальные противоречия, в которые он втянут, нравственное достоинство и 
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простое человеческое счастье (Пушкин 2008). Судьба «маленького человека» 
показана без сентиментальности и преувеличений: как результат определённых 
исторических условий, несправедливости общественных отношений, передан 
типический социальный конфликт, обобщение действительности представлено в 
индивидуальной трагедии рядового человека, душа которого важнее, чем статус. 
Бессмысленное смирение унижает человека, разрушает жизнь бессмысленной, выт-
равливает из души достоинство, независимость, превращая человека в доброволь-
ного раба, в покорную ударам судьбы жертву. Однако, значимость «маленького 
человека» состояла не в обличении рабства и забитости маленьких людей, а в 
открытии в них наличия сострадательной и чуткой души, наделенной даром отклика 
на чужое несчастье и чужую боль. Т.о., А.С. Пушкин сформулировал оппозиции 
в образе «маленького человека» и его противостояние с «большими людьми»: 
«маленький человек» – большая душа, «большой человек» – мелкая «душонка».

Н.В. Гоголь – один из ведущих исследователей жизни маленького» человека: 
человека не знающего и не стремящегося вырасти и понять себя и мир такими, 
какими они являются, а не кажутся. Вся жизнь маленького человек протекает в 
выдуманном, фиктивном, ирреальном мире Н.В. Гоголь создал столько многобразные 
и столь многоплановые и яркие примеры такой жизни, что его творчество само по 
себе можно назвать энциклопедией жизни таких людей, энциклопедией фикций. 
Эта «энциклопедичность» проявляется во многих его работах, включая знаменитый, 
«школьный» перечень. Как и народные сказки, отражающие фикции как модели 
непродуктивного и неэффективного бытия, «побасенки»-поэмы Н.В. Гоголя рас-
крывают перед школьниками и школярами перспективы реальной и фиктивной 
жизни, помогая определиться с выбором и предостерегая от многих выборов, 
ведущих к омертвению души. Особенно ярко они приведены в поэме «Мертвые 
души», Петербурских рассказах (Гоголь 2012). Эта поэма – множественная трагедия 
– трагедия «страха перед жизнью» – отражение трагедии российского общества того 
времени и нашего времени – времен и мест потери ценностей, себя – человеком: 
«Оставьте меня, зачем вы меня обижаете? … в этих проникающих словах звенели 
другие слова: “Я брат твой”» (Гоголь 2012). Эта тема стала сквозной и для пос-
ледователей Н.В. Гоголя: живших во времена, прозорливо предвосхищенные им как 
времена душевного омертвления. 

До произведений Н.В. Гоголя у писателей даже не ставился вопрос о том, 
кто виноват в унижении и умалении человека, его низведении до животного или 
бездушного объекта, «горе от ума» – было горем человека, стремящегося жить, 
верить, любить… горе же человека маленького было совсем иным. И ответ на вопрос 
о происхождении этого горя был в целом однозначен – «виновата» социальная 
среда, ею человек был окончательно обезличен и превращен в винтик огромной 
государственной машины, в лишенного индивидуальности и самостоятельности 
в понимании, ценностях и поступках «члена общества», не нуждающегося в 
этом члене как таковом. Но у во времена и в творчестве Н.В. Гоголя произошло 
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переосмысление: «виноватым», точнее ответственным за свою жизнь оказывается 
сам человек (Гоголь 2012; Грибоедов 2008). Он сам отвечает за то, то будучи 
одаренным и способным, будучи любимым и даже имея высокий социальный 
статус, он сам выбирает фиктивное, бессмысленное, бездарное бытие: он отвечает 
за то, что он маленький, сам слишком часто и легко забывает о чувстве собственного 
достоинства, отбрасывает его в погоне за фикциями иного «большого»: еще боль-
ших денег, еще большей власти, ещё большего внимания и т.д. Он не только не 
помнит о человеческом достоинстве и предназначении, но ради выгоды, престижа, 
порядка и т.д., а то и просто так, на всякий случай, «чтобы его не вышло», готов 
унижать себя сам. Человек этот в рассказах и повестях, иных «побасенках» Н.В. 
Гоголя на самом деле просто не ощущает себя человеком, он слишком обленился 
духовно и нравственно, чтобы любить, заботится о ком-то, кроме себя и своих 
фикций, чтобы бороться и побеждать: жизненный путь завершен, еще не начавшись, 
душа умерла, даже не попытавшись жить… но попыталась умертвить иные души, 
которые продаются и покупаются – бессчетно. Человек торгует другими людьми, 
торгует собой, торгует своими фикциями: этот «фикционалистский» обмен заме-
няет жизнь, защищает от нее. 

Дуальность отношения к маленькому человеку типична для всех освященных 
ему работ: в «Петербургских повестях» и в комедии «Ревизор» Н.В. Гоголь полон 
внимания к личности того, на которого мало обращают внимание общество и 
государство: невзрачная, непримечательная внешность, беспросветность и типич-
ность судьбы, опасения и страхи сослуживцев, мучения в семье и на службе, 
неспособность заметить серости, убогости своей жизни, того, что он не стал или 
перестал быть человеком (Гоголь 2012). Даже его смерть – незаметна, она и не смерть 
почти: «скрылось существо, никем не защищенное, никому не дорогое, ни для кого 
не интересное…», а его тень стала преследовать мучителей» Маленький человек не 
может даже по-настоящему умереть – даже его смерть фиктивна и угрожает фикциям 
его мучителей – других, не менее маленьких людей. Этот «заговор никчемности» 
хорошо иллюстрирует «Ревизор»: сам того не ведая, его герой, лже-ревизор как 
человек, претендующий на разрушение фикций, перепугал всех «больших людей» 
(Гоголь 2012). Говоря о том, чего ему не хватает в настоящей жизни: о богатстве, 
о власти, о признании, – пройдоха утешается сам и успокаивает других. Пока он 
лжет, все хорошо, есть надежда на «милость» и сохранность мира иллюзий, мира, 
более ценного самого по себе, чем те же награбленные деньги, выстраданная 
предательствами власть и купленные уважение и любовь. Пророческие сценарии 
Н.В. Гоголя, и более ранние описания Ф.М. Достоевского, возвышают фикции 
отдельного человека до степени, в которой этот человек готов уничтожить мир, лишь 
бы сохранить их. Очень редко маленький человек сам реализует свою способность 
к протесту, бунту. Но к такому бунту «маленького человека» всегда ведет жизненная 
катастрофа. А исход протеста – непредсказуем: либо полное безумие и смерть 
самого героя, либо – полное безумие тех, кто его окружает. Маленькие люди в мире 
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обмана обычно все же тихо и незаметно погибают в неравной борьбе с фикциями 
окружающей их «действительности». В этом мире чувство собственного достоинства 
– это безумие: «Нет, я больше не имею сил терпеть. Боже! что они делают со мною!.. 
Что я сделал им? За что они мучают меня?» (Гоголь 2012). Сама жизнь – «Записки 
сумасшедшего».: границы разума и безумия, жизни и смерти нарушены: «Все обман, 
все мечта, все не то, чем кажется!». Мечта, идеал, человечность – то, за то люди 
расплачиваются – омертвением и пошлостью или страданием и смертью. Человека 
ценят «по одежке», и провожают – по ней же: ни о каких иных достоинствах, кроме 
«одежды», люди не задумываются. 

Н.В. Гоголь говорит нам об истинной, настоящей любви, милосердии, ува-
жении, терпении, сострадании, о важности их поиска и о том, то каждый из нас 
выбирает их не из страха перед кем-то или чем-то, а из свободы, любви, уважения 
к себе и миру. Маленький человек Н.В. Гоголя разный: это – добрый, честный и 
наивный, печальный неудачник, внешне благополучный и умный, но страдающий, 
его душа и личность, не были подтверждены обществом, реализованы в нем. Он 
живет под гнетом невозможности того, что составляет сущность – быть человеком. 
По мнению Н.В. Гоголя, такие люди делают свою жизнь и жизнь окружающих как 
минимум пустой и бессмысленной, а порой невыносимой и жестокой по своей 
собственной воле: они выбирают быть «маленькими» потому, что начинают жить 
лишь эгоистическими и своими мелкими заботами, угождая только себе и своим 
желаниям и/или желаниям своей семьи, ради которой, они, как другой персонаж 
Библии, апостол Иуда, готовы продать и Бога, не говоря о каких-то «мертвых 
душах». Таким образом, «маленький человек» у Н.В. Гоголя весьма разный: он ос-
мыслен неоднозначно. Он не только и не столько «униженный и оскорбленный», 
сколько пассивный и агрессивный, настойчивый и ленивый, иногда устрашающий 
окружающих, часто смешной и вызывающий насмешку (Гоголь 2012). 

Важно, что у Н.В. Гоголя есть и такие «маленькие» люди, которые не теряют 
«человеческого лица» и/или восстанавливают его хотя бы перед смертью и/или 
в виде «безумия»: если они становятся жертвами судьбы, если они переносят 
страдания, то ищут выход и не замыкаются в себе, они бунтуют против жизни в 
качестве «маленького человека» и в бунте ощущают единство с миром, связь прош-
лого, настоящего и будущего, возможность утешения, исправления, справедливости, 
истины и любви. При этом у врага «маленького человека» «значительного лица» тоже 
– свои фикции своя трагедия: в мире лжи, бюрократии, отчуждения он также теряет 
свое истинное, человеческое и лицо. И для него, как и для «маленького» человека 
важен не «чин», а сущность человека и его отношений: душа, нравственность, 
духовность. Диалог маленького и большого человека – диалог о возможности 
реального в это мире. Апофеоз этого диалога – раскрывает «причудливый парадокс», 
раскрываемый В. Набоковым в отношении к лже-привидению умершего и якобы 
мстящего за свои страдания маленького человека: «человек, которого приняли за 
бесшинельный призрак Акакия Акакиевича (Башмачкина, героя повести «Ши-
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нель» – А.М.) – ведь это человек, укравший у него шинель… полицейский, угодив 
в самый причудливый парадокс …, принимает за этот призрак как раз ту персону, 
которая была его антитезой, – человека, укравшего шинель. Таким образом, повесть 
описывает полный круг – порочный круг, как и все круги...» (Набоков 1996: 18). 
«Привидение вдруг оглянулось и, остановясь, спросило: «Тебе чего хочется?» – и 
показало такой кулак, какого и у живых не найдешь», – пишет Н.В. Гоголь, так и 
не раскрывая тайну и парадокс: «привидение» уходит в темноту, а непонимание 
разрешается в смехе (в котором страх переж смертью перемешался со страхом перед 
жизнью, их непониманием, неприятием, фиктивностью). «На этом сверхвысоком 
уровне искусства литература, конечно, не занимается оплакиванием судьбы обез-
доленного человека или проклятиями в адрес власть имущих. Она обращена к тем 
тайным глубинам человеческой души, где проходят тени других миров, как тени 
безымянных и беззвучных кораблей», – добавляет В. Набоков (Набоков 1996: 
18). Обманчиво думать, что можно заставить уважать: культура человеческого 
– не результат мимолетных устрашений, даже со стороны приведений. Это 
показывают и переживания героя, вступившего с Н.В. Гоголем в диалог, про-
изведения, Р.Акутагавы 

Р. Акутагавой в его «римейке» на рассказ «Шинель» создан иной конец: 
«Уставясь на лису (аналог привидения у Н. Гоголя – А.М.), лакающую бататовую 
кашу (аналог желания шинели у А.А. Башмачкина – А.М.), гои с грустью и 
умилением мысленно оглянулся на себя самого, каким он был до приезда сюда. Это 
был он, над кем потешались многие самураи. … Это был он, одинокий человечек в 
выцветшем суйкане и драных хакама, кто уныло, как бездомный пес, слонялся по 
улице …. И все же это был он, счастливый гои, лелеявший мечту поесть всласть 
бататовой каши... От сознания, что больше никогда в жизни он не возьмет в рот 
эту бататовую кашу, на него снизошло успокоение, и он ощутил, как высыхает на 
нем пот» (Акутагава 2002). Герой Р. Акутагавы сам отказывается от своего желания, 
поняв, что не оно было его счастьем. Герой Н. Гоголя желание отменить не смог: 
именно величина этого желания и невозможность от него отказаться погубила героя. 

Ф. М. Достоевский, в том числе в своем «Пятикнижии» и иных произведе-
ниях дал развернутую палитру образов «маленьких людей». Герои повестей «Бед-
ные люди», «Белые ночи», «Униженные и оскорбленные», романа «Преступление и 
наказание» – типичные представители данной группы, н примере которых строится 
целостный образ «маленького человека» (Достоевский 1998). Он видит маленьких 
людей как «бедных», «униженных и оскорбленных», его задачей было показать, 
что всякий человек, кто бы он ни был, как бы он низко не стоял, имеет право на 
сочувствие и сострадание, а также показать истинное величие и величие мнимое, 
истинное благородство и благородство кажущееся или приписываемое человеком 
или обществом. Для этого он использует резкие контрасты богатства и бедности, 
неограниченной власти и произвола аристократии и бюрократии, бесправия и 
нравственной забитости, а также прозрений и нравственных взлетов служилой 
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бедноты. Ф. Достоевский описывает судьбу «маленького человека» как социаль-
ную трагедию, видя в бесправии и забитости человека его глубокую человечность: 
обозначает контраст между социальной незащищенностью, малозначимостью и 
бедностью героев и их многогранным и глубоким внутренним миром (Достоевс-
кий 1998). Придавленный горем, нуждой и социальным бесправием, этот человек 
не знает, что с ним будет и как пережить свои страдания: «Тяжело то, что я в 
такой неизвестности, что я не имею будущности, что я и предугадывать не могу 
о том, что со мной станется. Назад и посмотреть страшно. Там всё такое горе, что 
сердце пополам рвется при одном воспоминании. Век буду я плакаться на злых 
людей, меня погубивших!» (Достоевский 1998, 1). Ф. Достоевский создает образ 
бесправного, безмерно униженного и забитого «маленького человека», живущего 
своей внутренней жизнью в условиях, грубо попирающих достоинство человека. 
Придавленный горем, нуждой и социальным бесправием человек в произведениях. 
М. Достоевского пытается остаться человеком: как и Н.В. Гоголь, Ф. М. Достоевский 
обращается к проблемам бесправного, безмерно униженного и забитого «малень-
кого человека», живущего своей внутренней жизнью в условиях, грубо попирающих 
достоинство человека. Впервые «маленький человек» заговорил: заговорил о том, 
что является основой его жизни, о чести и уважении, которых часто достичь извне, в 
социальных отношениях невозможно: «бедный человек хуже ветошки и никакого 
ни от кого уважения получить не может, что уж там не пиши… у бедного человека, 
по-ихнему, всё наизнанку должно быть; что уж у него ничего не должно быть 
заветного, там амбиции какой-нибудь ни-ни-ни!... И много есть честных людей, 
маточка, которые хоть немного зарабатывают по мере и полезности труда своего, но 
никому не кланяются…», – протест против несправедливости безнадежен, и даже 
скрыть свой стыд за себя, он часто не может, как и не может преодолеть зависимость 
от мнения со стороны других (Достоевский 1998, 1). Это мнение ему часто дороже 
собственного, поэтому и возникает трагедия «раскольничества», насильственной и 
преступной попытки статьи иным, но не в нравственном, сущностном, а социальном, 
формальном плане. Другие люди -герои Ф. Достоевского – люди огромной душевной 
чистоты и доброты, готовые отдать ради друг друга почти все, они способны на 
искренние переживания и сопереживания, они рассудительны и рефлексивны: это 
– лучшие качества «маленького человека» по Ф.М. Достоевскому (Достоевский 
1998, 1, 4, 6). Они размышляют об общественной жизни, ее несправедливости, о 
человеческих отношениях, основанных на социальном и экономическом неравенстве. 
Они также не только осознают, но и отстаивают себя: свое достоинство человечка, 
затаенную гордость маленького, незаметного, но честного труженика, которую 
один из героев называет «амбицией». «Служу безукоризненно, поведение трезвого, 
в беспорядках никогда не замечен. Как гражданин считает себя как имеющего свои 
недостатки, но вместе с тем и добродетелем.», амбиция моя мне дороже всего… в 
своем смысле, в благородном-то, в дворянском-то отношении точно так же, как и он 
по мере сил тружусь, чем могу, дескать» (Достоевский 1998, 1). Однако, он сознает 
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и то, как «убивают» его долги и «худое положение» и как он «горел», «в адском огне 
горел», «умирал», когда его вызывали к самому «его превосходительству», чтобы 
дать нагоняй за какую-то мелочь (там же). Но поскольку он обладает способностью 
осознавать себя, постольку он может и сохранять себя, у него есть способность к 
«погружению в себя самого», к психологическому самоанализу, к рефлексии и к 
соответствующим обобщениям, противостоящим привычке с самоуничижению: 
«Он, бедный – то человек, он взыскателен, – он и на свет-то божий иначе смотрит...
да вокруг-то себя смущенным взором поводит, да прислушивается к каждому слову, – 
дескать не про него ли там говорят? Что вот дескать что же он такой незаметный? 
«… Даже в лучшую минуту жизни… он не может не страдать... Мне в прочем, 
покойно, очень покойно. Только душу ломит, и слышно там в глубине душа моя 
дрожит, трепещет, шевелится» (там же). 

Достоинство «маленького человека», кроется и в стремлении и способности 
защитить ближнего, жажда помочь беззащитному человеку, «горемыке сердеч-
ному», избавив его от страданий нищеты, от посягательств на его честь и т.д.. 
Больше, чем от сознания собственной уязвимости и социальной ничтожности, он 
страдает от невозможности помочь другому, любимому человеку или другому, еще 
одному бедняку, соседу, прохожему, что делает его великим «маленьким челове-
ком» (там же).

Как отмечают исследователи, «А.С. Пушкин обнажил проблему маленького 
человека, Н.В. Гоголь в «Шинели» продемонстрировал драму его жизни, а Ф.М.Дос-
тоевский в «Бедных людях» и других произведениях возвысил драму до трагедии. 
“Честь и слава молодому поэту, муза которого любит людей на чердаках и в 
подвалах и говорит о них обитателям раззолоченных палат: “Ведь это тоже люди, 
ваши братья!” (Белинский 1982, 8: 131), за “поразительную истину в изображении 
действительности” (Белинский 1982, 8: 594). «И Н. Гоголь и Ф. Достоевский 
изображают действительные обстоятельства; но Н. Гоголь – поэт по преимуществу 
социальный; а Ф. Достоевский – по преимуществу психологический. Для одного 
индивидуум важен как представитель известного общества или известного круга; 
для другого самое общество интересно по его влиянию на личность индивидуума», 
– писал В.Н. Майков (Майков 1982: 90; Майков 1985). М.М. Бахтин писал, что 
мире маленьких людей, созданном Н.В. Гоголем Ф.М. Достоевский «произвел 
«коперниковский переворот», сделав предметом изображения не действительность 
героя, а его самосознание как действительность второго порядка», маленький 
человек стал философом, рассуждающим о законах жизни, об обществе как «Но-
евом ковчеге» (Бахтин 2015: 82). Когда человека преследует не просто бедность, а 
нищета, при которой человек буквально гибнет от невозможности удовлетворить 
физические нужды, но и не может рассчитывать на удовлетворение нужды 
социальных и духовных, он теряет человеческий облик и чувство собственного 
достоинства, входит в мир нравственных мучений, которые уродуют человеческую 
психику и жизнь. Живя в трущобах, похожих на «Ноевый ковчег», они видит 
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множественные судьбы самых разных людей, превратившихся в ничто только 
потому, что они не имеют возможности отстоять свое достоинство и права в мире 
социального неравенства. Н. Добролюбов писал об этом так: «В произведениях 
Ф.М. Достоевского мы находим одну общую черту, более или менее заметную во 
всем, что он писал: это боль о человеке, который признает себя не в силах или, 
наконец, даже не вправе быть человеком, самим по себе» (Добролюбов 1911; 1957). 
Это говорит и один из героев: «Милостивый государь, – бедность не порок, это 
истина. Но... нищета – порок-с. В бедности вы еще сохраняете свое благородство 
врожденных чувств, в нищете же никогда и никто... ибо в нищете я первый сам 
готов оскорблять себя.» Человек не только просто физически гибнет от нищеты, но 
сознает, что духовно опустошается, начиная презирать самого себя, не видя вокруг и 
внутри ничего, за что было бы возможно зацепиться, чтобы удержаться от распада:. 
«ведь надобно же, чтобы всякому человеку хоть куда-нибудь можно было пойти» 
– последняя ступень отчаяния отверженного миром и собой, обесчеловеченного 
человека, который уже может только мечтать о том, чтобы быть человеком среди 
людей, в том числе, в попытках реализации идеи о «необыкновенных личностях», 
которым «все позволено» (Достоевский 1998, 5, 6). Осознание своего права на 
личность и на признание в нем таковой окружающими («что и я не хуже других... 
что сердцем и мыслями я человек») – основная сущность страданий и жизни 
маленького человека. Смерть человека наступает, когда «Вся репутация потеряна, 
весь человек пропал» (Достоевский 1998, 1).

Новаторство Ф.М. Достоевского в отображении «маленького человека 
связывают с тем, что сквозь все «Пятикнижие» и другие произведения, мир этот 
пронизан «двойниками», продолжающими темы и линии друг друга. Этот мир и 
человек в нем не изолирован от общения с людьми: мир «маленького человека» от 
одной ситуации к другой, от одного человека и сюжета к другому, от одной книги 
и группы книг к другой, все уплотняется и разрастается. Маленький человек не 
только вызывает сочувствие и призывает к сочувствию, но и оказывает деятельную 
помощь ближнему. Мечты героя не ограничиваются удобствами быта и социаль-
ного признания: он мечтает о любви, карьере и творческом успехе. Более того, 
«маленькие люди» – личности в полном смысле слова, и их личностное чувство 
намного больше, чем у людей с положением в обществе. «Маленький человек» более 
раним, для него страшно то, что другие могут не увидеть в нем богатую духовно 
личность, а также то что он сам может отказаться от себя. Таким образом, худшие, 
с точки зрения общества, последние люди оказываются духовно лучшими людьми 
общества. Ф.М. Достоевский впервые так правдиво и подробно показал духовную 
жизнь обездоленных людей, так полно и убедительно раскрыта красота, культура 
чувств «маленьких людей».

Он выступил против бесконечных социальных, физических и нравствен-
ных унижений «маленького человека», он отвергает преступный путь, выбранный 
таким его героем как Р. Раскольников: он пытается протестовать, но протест его 
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уничтожает человеческое, лишает человека его человеческой сути, если внутренние 
противоречия разрешены неправильно, человек погибает. Поэтому острие любого 
протеста «маленького человека», который находится под гнетом безжалостных 
людей, падает на него самого: без нравственной трансформации общества, включая 
сообщество «на дне жизни» решить проблему невозможно. «Чувство разомкнутости 
и разъединенности с человечеством, которое он ощутил тотчас же по совершении 
преступления, замучило его. Закон правды и человеческая природа взяли свое. 
Преступник сам решает принять муки, чтобы искупить свое дело...», – писал Ф.М. 
Достоевский издателю (Достоевский 1996: 274). Среди мук, страданий и горестей, 
постоянного кошмара унижений и преступлений против человечности, «маленький 
человек», обладающий чистой душой, безмерной добротой, но «униженный и 
оскорбленный», он велик в нравственном плане, он может отстаивать себя и свои 
права, не теряя человеческого достоинства. Но может и пойти неправильным 
путем: «... все люди как-то разделяются на «обыкновенных» и «необыкновенных». 
Обыкновенные должны жить в послушании и не имеют права переступать закона. А 
необыкновенные имеют право делать всякие преступления и всячески переступать 
закон... я вовсе не настаиваю, чтобы необыкновенные люди непременно должны 
и обязаны были творить всегда всякие бесчинства... Я просто-напросто намекнул, 
что «необыкновенный» человек имеет право... то есть не официальное право, а сам 
имеет право разрешить своей совести перешагнуть... через иные препятствия, и 
единственно в том только случае, если исполнение его идеи (иногда спасательной, 
может быть, для всего человечества) того требует… я не хочу дожидаться всеобщего 
счастья. Я и сам хочу жить...», «не переменятся люди, и не переделать их никому, и 
труда не стоит тратить!» «Сломать что надо, раз и навсегда да и только: и страдание 
взять на себя!» «…вошь ли я, как все, или человек? Тварь ли я дрожащая или право 
имею?» (Достоевский 1998, 5). Однако, этот человек внутренне не завершён: «Пока 
человек жив, он живет тем, что еще не завершен и еще не сказал своего последнего 
слова». Он против завершённости и попыток его завершить даже в литературе: 
«Прячешься иногда, прячешься, скрываешься в том, чем не взял, боишься нос 
подчас показать – куда бы там ни было, потому что пересуда трепещешь, потому 
что из всего, что ни есть на свете, из всего тебе пасквиль сработают, и вот уж вся 
гражданская и семейная жизнь твоя по литературе ходит, все напечатано, прочитано, 
осмеяно, пересужено!» (Достоевский 1998, 1). Сколько ни суди и не осмеивай, 
победа остается за жизнью. 

«Многие герои Ф. Достоевского, совершившие выбор, победившие в себе 
растерянность и рассыпанность, попадают под неограниченную власть совер-
шенного ими выбора. Идея, к которой они свободно и вольно пришли, которую 
приняли они осознанным хотением, вдруг начинает развивать в себе какие-то 
динамические вихри, какую-то силу, которой противостоять нельзя. Свободный 
человек становится рабом им выбранной идеи. Он как бы одержим ею. Она владеет 
им абсолютно и отъединяет его не только от лица фактов, от реальной жизни, но 
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и от мира других людей» (Кузьмина-Караваева 1929: 56-57). В итоге – понятный 
финал: «Я просто убил; для себя убил, для себя одного... вошь ли я, как все, или 
человек? Смогу ли я переступить или не смогу… Тварь ли я дрожащая или право 
имею… Я себя убил», -прозрение, которое объединяет «убийцу и блудницу, странно 
сошедшихся за чтением вечной книги» (Достоевский 1998, 5). «Вечный спор 
Ангела и Демона происходит в нашей собственной совести, и ужаснее всего то, 
что мы иногда не знаем, кого из них больше любим, кому больше желаем победы. 
Не только наслаждениями привлекает Демон, а еще и соблазном своей правоты: 
мы сомневаемся, не есть ли он непонятая часть, непризнанная сторона истины. 
Слабое, гордое сердце не может не откликнуться на возмущение, непокорность и 
свободу Люцифера...», -писал Д. С. Мережковский (Мережковский 2012: 52). Оно 
и рождает «мученика, еще не нашедшего Бога, за которого бы умереть» (там же). 
Существует большое сходство, по мнению Ф. Достоевского, даже близость между 
индивидуалистическим «нигилизмом» Р. Раскольникова и циническим аморализмом 
А. Свидригайлова: «Если «экономическая» мораль … способна привести к теории 
… о «праве» на преступление, то теория Р. Раскольникова в своем дальнейшем 
логическом развитии ведет к свидригайловщине, к потере различия между добром 
и злом, к полнейшему нравственному разложению личности», утверждает Ф. 
Достоевский. (Фридлендер 1979: 62). Выбор демона означает, как писал В. В. 
Шкловский, смерть как «освобождение от запретов нравственности, данное злодею, 
не знающему ничего, кроме своих желаний, и приходящему к смерти» (Шкловский 
1983: 490-491); ему вторит Г.М. Фридлендер: «Провозглашаемое Р. Раскольниковым 
отрицание нравственных норм, нравственной ответственности личности логически 
приводит не только к оправданию «идейного» преступления …, но и к оправданию 
распущенности и нравственной опустошенности А. Свидригайлова, которые даже 
у него самого вызывают внутреннее омерзение» (Фридлендер 1979: 62). Идеи 
Р. Раскольникова «о сильной личности, о различии между «обыкновенными» и 
необыкновенными людьми намечают круг идей, характерный для всей позднейшей 
воинствующей, сознательно и открыто реакционной, антидемократической идео-
логии господствующих классов эпохи империализма. В этих идеях не только нет 
ничего революционного, но, напротив, они глубоко политически реакционны … 
Несмотря на свою одаренность, Р. Раскольников – человек духовно потерявшийся, 
блуждающий в глубоких потемках того анархического мировоззрения…вывернутая 
наизнанку буржуазность» (Фридлендер 1979: 62-63). Итоги этого движения 
отражены Ф. Достоевским позже, в его опыте записок из «Мертвого дома», каторг 
и тюрем, куда он сам по воле судьбы попал, оказавшись среди убийц, разбойников, 
грабителей, среди крестьян, ставших жертвами помещичье- чиновничьего произ-
вола: «время, в которое был похоронен живой и закрыт в гробу. Это было страдание 
невыразимое, бесконечное, потому что всякий час, всякая минута тяготела как 
камень у меня на душе», – писал он о каторге (Достоевский, 1998, 3). При этом 
тогда, когда человек движется к «ангелу», даже и если совершил свое преступле-
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ние, он помогает выбраться и возродиться и тем, кто не решился: от прозорливого 
и мстительного и «невежливо язвительного» «У меня, мол, не вышло, а ты 
осмелился, – вот и получай» к пониманию трагедии и смысла «эксперимента» 
Р. Раскольникова. Следователь, побуждающий героя к признанию, не имеет, в 
отличие от Р. Раскольникова фамилии: «Фамилия героя... свидетельствует о том, 
что в сознании автора страстная любовь Р. Раскольникова к людям, доходящее до 
полного безразличия к своим интересам участие к ним и фанатизм в отстаивании 
своей „идеи» в определенной мере ассоциировались с расколом, … теоретический 
фанатизм героя романа автор сближал с религиозным фанатизмом раскольников» – 
пишет Г. М. Фридлендер (Фридлендер 1979: 87). Однако, герой движется дальше и 
движет дальше судьбы тех, с кем он пересекся. В итоге герои находят новую жизнь 
и себя: «Их воскресила любовь, сердце одного заключало бесконечные источники 
жизни для сердца другого. Они положили ждать и терпеть… а до тех пор столько 
нестерпимой муки и столько бесконечного счастия! Но он воскрес, и он знал это, 
чувствовал вполне всем обновившимся существом своим, а она – она ведь и жила 
только одною его жизнью!» (Достоевский, 1998, 6). 

Вместе с тем, «мысль героев… не стремится к закруглённому и завершённому 
системно-монологическому целому. Она напряжённо живёт на границах с чужою 
мыслью, с чужим сознанием. Она по-особому событийна и неотделима от человека» 
(Бахтин 2015: 9). Предшественниками такой полифонии были работы У. Шекспира 
и О. де Бальзака. «Не только герои спорят у Достоевского, отдельные элементы 
сюжетного развёртывания как бы находятся во взаимном противоречии: факты по-
разному разгадываются, психология героев оказывается самопротиворечивой; эта 
форма является результатом сущности»,- отмечает Шкловский. (Шкловский 1957: 
223). Маленький человек проходит, благодаря провидению Бога, через «лабиринт 
сцеплений»: каждый поворот событий, каждая встреча в романе при их тотальной 
фактичности и правдоподобии имеют еще и мистический оттенок и последействие: 
«случайности» определяют поступки героев, «приговаривая» их к преступлению, а 
потом ведут к покаянию и новой жизни или смерти. При этом «… тема и приемы 
«двойничества» помогают реализовать как творческий метод художника, так и 
синтез философского и социального начал в жанре его романа», – отмечают ис-
следователи. Двойничество в работах Ф. Достоевского родило две линии развития 
темы: изображение раздвоенных, мучимых совестью героев и драматизации 
философского дуализма героев путем введения реальной фигуры персонажа-
двойника, внутренне и внешне, нравственно и идеологически контрастного глав-
ному герою. «Бедные люди», а позже «Двойник» дали русской литературе нового 
героя, резко отличного от «маленького человека» традиции, заданной Н. Гоголем. 
Сознательно наслаивая в своих первых произведениях ассоциации с Н. Гоголем и 
его героями, Ф. Достоевский тем самым подчеркивал, в каком контексте происходит 
их самоопределение. Поэтому бедные чиновники не стали единственным типом 
«маленьких людей»: писатель создал других героев – более независимых, более 
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активных в философском диалоге эпохи, «мечтателей», романтиков, возникших 
на воле «романтического разочарования» и связанных с проблематикой «лишних 
людей», слишком слабых, чтобы на что-то решиться как внешне, так и внутренне, не 
способных защитить иллюзии, которые они создают. Мечтатель постоянно строит 
вокруг себя искусственный микромир, отгороженное от страшной повседневности 
маленькое царство прекрасной иллюзии, но каждый раз утопия терпит крах, 
реальность разбивает мечту и рассеивает иллюзии. Не возникает даже «двоемирия»: 
есть лишь один мир, беспощадный к красоте и человеку и человек, «взыскующий 
Града», нового города, «где все будут «как бы братья с братьями»». Однако, тема 
двойничества включает диалог романтических идеологов и эстетизирующих 
злодеев: и те, и другие оторваны от реальности жизни. М.М. Бахтин писал о по-
лифионизме героев Ф. Достоевского: «особая одаренность Ф. Достоевского – слы-
шать и понимать все голоса сразу и одновременно, равную которой можно найти 
лишь у Данте» (Бахтин 2015: 9). При этом «Миры героев, планы романа, несмотря 
на их различный иерархический акцент, в самом построении романа лежат рядом 
в плоскости сосуществования (как и миры Данте) и взаимодействия (чего нет в 
формальной полифонии Данте), а не друг за другом, как этапы становления. Но это 
не значит, конечно, что в мире Ф. Достоевского господствует дурная логическая 
безысходность, недодуманность и дурная субъективная противоречивость. Нет, мир 
… по-своему так же закончен и закруглён…. Но тщетно искать в нём системно-
монологическую… завершённость.. потому, что она не входила в его замыслы» (там 
же). Поэтому «Там, где видели одну мысль, он умел найти и нащупать две мысли, 
раздвоение; там, где видели одно качество, он вскрывал в нём наличность и другого, 
противоположного качества. Все, что казалось простым, в его мире стало сложным 
и многосоставным», пишет М.М. Бахтин, – «В каждом голосе он умел слышать два 
спорящих голоса, в каждом выражении – надлом и готовность тотчас же перейти в 
другое, противоположное выражение… Но все эти противоречия и раздвоенности 
не становились диалектическими, не приводились в движение по временному пути, 
по становящемуся ряду, но развёртывались в одной плоскости как рядом стоящие 
или противостоящие, как согласные, но не сливающиеся или как безысходно 
противоречивые, как вечная гармония неслиянных голосов или как их неумолчный 
и безысходный спор» (там же). В итоге, создаваемое им «было замкнуто в этом 
мгновении раскрывшегося многообразия и оставалось в нём, организуя и оформляя 
это многообразие в разрезе данного мгновения» (там же). Осмысляя персонажи Ф. 
Достоевского, предвосхитившие человеческую реальность ряда произведений XX 
века, включая произведения М.М. Зощенко, Ю. Кристева упоминает «треснувшие 
я», «расщепленные субъекты», носители «разорванного сознания» (Кристева 1994). 
Это – живые, изменяющиеся на наших глазах люди.

В произведениях А.П. Чехова вопрос о том, кто виноват в унижении 
и умалении человека, его низведении до животного или бездушного объекта 
поставлен особенно откровенно и отчетливо, как и ответ на него: ответственна во 
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многом социальная среда, ею человек был окончательно обезличен и превращен 
в винтик огромной государственной машины, в лишенного индивидуальности 
и самостоятельности в понимании, ценностях и поступках «члена общества», не 
нуждающегося в этом члене как таковом. Но у А.П. Чехова человек сам отвечает 
том, что он маленький, сам слишком часто и легко забывает о чувстве собственного 
достоинства. Он не только не помнит о человеческом достоинстве и предназначении, 
но ради выгоды, престижа, порядка и т.д., а то и просто так, на всякий случай, 
«чтобы его не вышло», готов унижать себя сам. Человек этот в рассказах и 
повестях, драматургии А.П. Чехова явно не ощущает себя человеком, он слишком 
обленился, чтобы любить, верить и побеждать: жизненный путь его завершен, еще 
не начавшись: «Сколько хлопот, однако!» – всего лишь воспоминание о жизни, к 
которой не хочется возвращаться, чтобы не потревожить себя. Это просто – «смерть 
чиновника», человек же умер давно, так и не реализовав знаменитый императив 
А.П. Чехова «По капле выдавить из себя раба». Жизнь «маленького человека», с 
оскудевшей душой, жизни, искалеченная общественными условиями, растраченная 
человеком абсолютно бессмысленно для самого себя и даже во зло другим, -это 
жизнь «не запрещенная циркулярно, но и не разрешенная вполне», – это не жизнь, 
а ожидание смерти, это самодовольная пошлость, не способная умереть, потому 
что умирать – некому. Такая жизнь – косность и «футлярные» рамки, маскирующие 
стремление остановить «не вполне дозволенную» кем-то жизнь, окутать все па-
утиной мещанства (отчуждения, невежества и потребительства). Вместе с тем, 
смерть выступает как фарсовый вариант человеческой жизни, прекращение фун-
кционирования чиновника открывает, возможно, дорогу для человека, который мо-
жет наконец-то стать счастливым. Другая трактовка смерти – с обретением футляра-
гроба – также вполне устраивает «маленького человека»: тело и эго обрели свой 
футляр, душа наконец – освободилась. Счастливы – все. Кроме тех, кто пока не 
может умереть, вынужденный потреблять, изолироваться и закрываться от жизни в 
обывательских шаблонах псевдобытия. Третий вариант – наиболее оптимистичный, 
это вариант жизни человека, который «надорвался»: и из пылкого, деятельного 
работника человек превращается в больного, внутренне сломанного неудачника и/
или человека постигает страдание отвержения, предательства и неблагодарности, 
и/или ему просто неоткуда взять «вежества», волей судьбы он брошен в мир 
жестокости, невежества и бессмысленности, не имея достаточных сил противостоять 
им. У него есть шанс – вырасти: набраться вежества, сохранить или восстановить 
любовь и гармоничность отношений с миром больших и малых целей и идеалов. 
Но большинство маленьких людей этого лишены. 

А.П. Чехов также уделяет много внимания личности того, которого почти 
игнорируют общество и государство: в виду его низкого социального положения 
и т.д. Этот человек живет в рассказах и повестях писателя, через него А.П. Чехов 
напоминает читателям об истинной любви, милосердии, уважении, терпении, 
сострадании. Маленький человек А.П. Чехова также «энциклопедичен», он – раз-
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ный: смешной или – печальный неудачник, который умирает от переживаний, 
нечаянно сделав по сути ничтожную оплошность, или он – внешне благополучный 
и умный, но страдающий от какого-то сильного стресса, переживания. Его 
способности, его душа, не были реализованы и оценены. Он живет под гнетом 
невозможности того, что составляет сущность его таланта быть человеком: «И он 
злился и винил себя, хотя и не понимал, в чем именно заключается вина его... «Ах, 
да нельзя же насильно полюбить! – убеждал он себя и в то же время думал: – Когда 
же я полюблю не насильно? Ведь мне уже под 30!.. О, собачья старость! Старость 
в 30 лет!». Он чувствовал, что «… ускользнула от него часть его молодости и что 
минуты, которые он так бесплодно пережил, уже более не повторятся… Ему 
хотелось найти причину своей странной холодности. Что она лежала не вне, а в 
нем самом, для него было ясно. Искренно сознался он перед собой, что это не 
рассудочная холодность, которою так часто хвастают умные люди, не холодность 
себялюбивого глупца, а просто бессилие души, неспособность воспринимать 
глубоко красоту, ранняя старость, приобретенная путем воспитания, беспорядочной 
борьбы из-за куска хлеба, номерной бессемейной жизни» (Чехов 1988, VI: с. 78, 
79, 80). Поэтому часто он предстает в виде «футлярной личности», человека, 
который умер как душа, который еще будучи живым телесно, умер душевно, 
остался лишь никому не нужный футляр. Человек потерял живую связь с собой, с 
людьми, с Богом и жизнью в целом, попытавшись ограничить ее и себя маленькими, 
частными стремлениями и забыв о самом важном. Один из примеров героев этого 
типа у А.П. Чехова даже носит имя, направляющее нас к Книге Ионы: «Ионыч», 
живя в провинциальном городе, рядом с такими же как он «маленькими» людьми 
и сих маленькими мечтами, все более замыкается в себе, расстается с иллюзиями 
юности /души, становясь циничным человеком и отказываясь от выполнения своего 
долга перед собой и людьми, перестав обращать внимания на страдания людей. 
По мнению А.П. Чехова, такие люди делают свою жизнь и жизнь окружающих 
как минимум скучной и неинтересной, а порой невыносимой и жестокой по своей 
собственной воле: они выбирают быть «маленькими» потому, что начинают жить 
лишь эгоистическими и своими мелкими заботами, угождая только себе и своим 
желаниям и/или желаниям своей семьи, ради которой, они, как другой персонаж 
Библии, апостол Иуда, готовы продать и Бога. 

Как отмечал Г. Чулков, характеризуя творчество А. П. Чехова, унаследовавшего 
тему маленького человека и подход к ней у Н.В. Гоголя: «Мы вышли из мира 
определенностей, точных слов и незыблемых понятий, мы ужаснулись призрачнос-
ти реального и, взволнованные, стали на распутье, прислушиваясь к таинственному 
шороху чьих-то огромных крыльев…», хаос еще царит на земле, познать его ужас 
в музыке таинственных диссонансов – «вот необходимая ступень, которую пройти 
должны люди … страшные колебания, глухую тревогу и бессмысленный топот 
жизни. Стучат костяшками скелеты. Рождаются крики из тьмы… Текут ненужные 
слезы. Пошлость перерождает себя» (Чулков, 1904: 267–268). Таким образом, 
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«маленький человек» у А.П. Чехова весьма разный: он осмыслен неоднозначно. 
Он не только и не столько «униженный и оскорбленный», сколько пассивный 
и агрессивный, настойчивый и ленивый, иногда устрашающий окружающих, а 
иногда смешной. Важно, что у А.П. Чехова и такие «маленькие» люди, которые не 
теряют «человеческого лица», души: если они становятся жертвами судьбы, если 
они переносят страдания, то вступают с миром в конфликт, в схватке нравственно 
чистых, светлых личностей с темным миром обывателей, их жадностью, пошлостью, 
цинизмом развивается способность человека быть собой, строить отношения с 
другими людьми и реализовывать свое предназначение: выходили из «маленьких 
людей» и разночинцы-демократы / революционеры и просто – люди, восстановив-
шие гармонию с миром, нашедшие свой путь – служения. Важно сознавать это 
– наличие «подводного течения» не только в драматургии («серой жизни на 
сцене»), но и иных произведениях писателя: за внешне бытовыми эпизодами и 
деталями, за иронией и т.д. всегда есть присутствие непрерывного внутреннего 
интимно-лирического потока, потока жизни, придающего даже самым печальным 
историям писателя жизненную силу, вдохновляющую читателей к переменам, к 
счастью, к любви, к истине (Немирович-Данченко 1919: 10): «Особенно тянется к 
А.П.Чехову обойденный прежним писателем огромный в массе, мелкий и невидный 
в отдельности, хмурый обыватель, испытывающий не вполне объяснимую тоску 
и не могущий сам найти для нее соответственного оправдания. Он, конечно, этот 
читатель, любит героизм, в особенности изображение героизма. Он преклоняется 
перед демоном, перед его вызовами миру, перед огромной силой его протестующе-
го духа... Свою расщепленность между существованием действительным и 
призрачным, свою тоску по тому, чтобы действительное стало призрачным, а 
воображаемое и смутное – реальным, свою неудовлетворенность и свое право на 
нее, как и свое право на соединение с сильными и героическими порывами к небу, 
усыпанному алмазами, – зритель видел в чеховских пьесах, читатель восприни-
мал в чеховских рассказах» (Игнатов, 1914: 67)

М.М. Зощенко – один из ведущих исследователей жизни маленького» человека 
в начале ХХ века: человека, не знающего и не стремящегося вырасти и понять себя 
и мир такими, какими они являются, а не кажутся. М.М. Зощенко описал настолько 
яркие и цельные портреты таких людей, его творчество настолько обогатило 
литературу о нем, что гарантировало не только сиюминутный и мгновенный успех 
работ М.М. Зощенко при жизни, но и долгую славу и многочисленные исследования 
творческого гения, почитателей этого гения, на века вперед. М.М. Зощенко 
практические еще и не начат – по-настоящему читаться (Зощенко, 1929-1932). 
Эти образы рассеяны, почти затеряны: в разных героях его рассказов спрятались 
не просто «маленькие», а намного меньше, чем маленькие люди. Оттого их не 
сразу можно увидеть, даже в суете описанных М.М. Зощенко бытовых проблем и 
ситуаций, знакомых каждому обывателю, каждому «маленькому человеку». Для 
того, чтобы представить себе портрет этого «меньше маленького человека», нужно 
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свести всего рассказы-новеллы в единое целое. Это не вполне трагедийный образ, 
как и у А.П. Чехова: трагедия велика. «Меньшемаленький человек» чужд трагедии. 
Трагедия – «страха перед жизнью», описанная А.П. Чеховым, связана с потерей 
опор внешнего бытия. У М.Зощенко свкодит и незнание, недоступность этих опор 
и самореализации: дверь к ним закрыта системой воспитания и обучения, всеми 
общественными отношениями. 

«Меньшемаленький человек» у М.М. Зощенко потерял опору и в себе 
самом: его уже практически нет. И, как кажется, писать – не о чем. Именно с этим 
связан кризис современной отечественной литературы и киноиндустрии: не о чем 
писать. Лоскутное, комиксообразное, проданное и перепроданное, переделанное 
на римейки, понимание происходящего уже пониманием не является. Как ранее, 
у А.П.Чехова, у М.М. Зощенко а человек сам отвечает том, что он маленький, сам 
слишком часто и легко забывает о чувстве собственного достоинства. Он не только 
не помнит о человеческом достоинстве и предназначении, но ради выгоды, прести-
жа, порядка и т.д., а то и просто так, на всякий случай, «чтобы его не вышло», готов 
унижать себя и, главное, других, саму жизнь, – сам. Человек этот в рассказах М.М. 
Зощенко явно не ощущает себя человеком, ему не хочется тревожить себя (сейчас 
говорят «грузиться»). Обычно это городской мещанин послереволюционного 
времени, мелкий служащий. Его часто комические по своей форме, содержательно 
мелкие и ограниченные житейские интересы обывателя, создают образ наивного и 
простодушного – «монстрика», который обладает до времени скрытым в смешном 
разрушительным потенциалом: готовностью и способностью даже убить (за 
собственность), придушить, унизить, оскорбить, а – иногда – и любить, и страдать – 
«по-своему». Вот это – «по своему» – «меньше маленького» и интересует писателя. 

Человек в «меньшемаленьком» состоянии, как следует из образа, еще даже 
не родился, и тем, более, не способен даже осознать, а не только реализовать задачу 
А.П. Чехова: «По капле выдавить из себя раба». Жизнь «маленького человека», 
с никогда не бывшей богатой душой, жизнь, сформированная искалеченной и 
уменьшенной общественными условиями, проводимая бессмысленно для самого 
себя и даже во зло другим, -это жизнь где нет смерти: «если вы не живете, то вам и 
не умирать», – как точно подметил А. Аронов. Этот человек получает удовольствие, 
видя низость другого человека, он стремится казаться не тем, кто он есть на самом 
деле и потому не может строить отношения с другими («нету (даже – А.М.) тети»), 
который рвет отношения из-за кухонных мелочей, постоянно жалуясь на нервы, 
расшатанные «гражданской войной» с соседями, родственниками, супругами, 
детьми и родителями, домашними питомцами и т.д. Они не стали еще людьми –
не родились и потому не способны видеть себя мир: жертвы душевной глухоты 
(нерожденности), взаимного неуважения, невежества и пустой жизни, мещанства. 
Иногда они хотят родиться: обрести человеческое достоинство, но будучи готовы-
ми самоуничижаться и уничижать близких рабами, не способны к этому. Все, что 
могут – изображать, пытаться обмануть других, а заодно и себя. 
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Однако, у М.М. Зощенко а маленький человек несколько иной, чем у В. 
Райха, хотя «лирическая линия» попыток пробуждения «маленького человека» 
также актуальна: социальное бытие маньшемаленьких людей превалирует над 
индивидуальным. Его судьба – «судьба винтика» в общей машине, ничто- в сопос-
тавлении с инструкциями или законами. Да и он сам – ничто. Этот – «ничтожный», 
«меньшемаленький» мир вводит нас в системы, использованные в концлагерях 
ХХ века: однако, там личности стирались, если они были, здесь – личности просто 
не возникали. Существовало выученное преклонение перед должностными лицами, 
подобострастие и заискивание перед начальством и иными важными «персона-
ми», неверие в бескорыстие и привязанность ближнего и т. д., вера в собственную 
вину – там, где ты подчиненный, и собственную правоту – там, где ты начальник. 
«Меньшемаленький человек» профессионал в своей страдании, и страдает он 
ответственно и с любовью: ненависть к страданию, которая даст ему возможность 
выйти из паутины, ему недоступна. Он живет в том, что А. Блок назвал «необъятной, 
серой паучихой скуки» (Блок, 1962, 5: 67). 

М.М. Зощенко пытался высмеять это страдание в своей «оптимистичес-
кой сатире», чтобы помочь «маленьким людям» научится уважать и ценить себя и 
мир, чтобы и они сами и окружающие увидели в них не «маленьких», а «больших» 
людей. Однако, он понимал, что отнимает этим самым у людей их работу, занятие, 
в котором они были специалистами. А безработица и тунеядство, в ХХ веке в 
России, как известно, не одобрялись. Вместе с тем, «меньшемаленький человек» 
не считал себя вполне таковым: М.М. Зощенко представил советского человека 
как индивида, не получившего нормального образования и не стремящегося 
к образованию, не имеющего стремления и навыков духовной работы, не об-
ладающего сколь-нибудь значительным культурным багажом, но стремящегося 
стать полноправным участником жизни, сравняться с «остальным человечеством» 
и даже продемонстрировать способность к рефлексии –пониманию себя и мира. По 
меткому замечанию А. Старкова: »Именно они, «маленькие» люди, составляющие 
большинство страны, с энтузиазмом отнесшиеся к поставленной перед ними задаче 
разрушения плохого старого, но не умеющие приступить к строительству хорошего 
нового либо понимающие это строительство в первую голову как удовлетворение 
собственных ущемленных до революции потребностей, – именно эти, ничем 
особым не выделяющиеся люди и стали предметом преимущественного внимания 
М. Зощенко» (Старков, 1990, с.25). 

М.М. Зощенко, как и А.П. Чехов и Н.В. Гоголь, фиксируется на внутренних 
ресурсах, личности и душе того, на которого в более ранней, «героической 
традиции» в литературе писатели и поэты, а в повседневности – общество и 
государство подчас старательно не замечали: в виду «неинтересности» и т.д. Он 
не относился высокомерно к этим людям, но он их жалел и «почти» был одним 
из них: у него не было ненависти ни к кому. Этот человек живет в рассказах и 
повестях писателя, через него М.М. Зощенко напоминает читателям об истинной 
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любви, милосердии, уважении, терпении, сострадании. Разделяя и пропагандируя 
концепцию деятельного добра, М. Зощенко много времени и места уделяет также 
в процессе поиска выхода из ситуации «нерожденности» иным характерам, в роли 
конкретных персонажей, активно действующих и борющихся, создавая таким 
образом идеальные модели для стремящихся родиться «меньшемаленьких людей». 
И только тогда его «правобразы,» претендующие на право «хозяев жизни», его 
заметили как оппонента, пытающегося якобы «глумиться над советским бытом», 
под «маской пустопорожней развлекательности и никчемной юмористики».

Маленький человек М.М. Зощенко разный: По мнению М.М. Зощенко, 
такие люди делают свою жизнь и жизнь окружающих невыносимой и пустой 
по своей собственной воле, невежеству и отсутствию любви: они выбирают 
быть «маленькими» потому, что начинают жить лишь эгоистическими и своими 
мелкими заботами, угождая только себе и своим желаниям, ради которых, они, как 
другой персонаж Библии, апостол Иуда, готовы продать и Бога. Таким образом, 
«маленький человек» у М.М. Зощенко также, как и у его предшественников, 
осмыслен неоднозначно. Он не только и не столько «униженный и оскорбленный», 
сколько пассивный и агрессивный, настойчивый и ленивый, иногда устрашающий 
окружающих, но очень часто смешной. Важно, что у М.М. Зощенко есть не только 
«меньшемаленькие» люди, но и люди «среднего роста», вступающие в схватку 
нравственно зрелых и чистых, светлых личностей с темным миром обывателей и 
«канцеляризмов», с их жадностью, пошлостью, цинизмом и равнодушием и от-
чуждением. Так развивается способность человека быть собой, строить отношения с 
другими людьми и реализовывать свое предназначение. М.М. Зощенко не призывал 
«бороться с людьми» – носителями мещанских, обывательских, «меньшемалень-
ких» черт, но говорил, как важно помогать им от этих черт освобождаться, а также 
пресекать безответственное равнодушие, чванство и злоупотребление властью, 
которые подрывают и веру людей в себя, жизнь. 

Маленький человек – человек, страдающий от единственно не преодолимого 
и часто не осознаваемого им «комплекса Ионы». Призванный и рожденный быть 
«большим», быть человеком, он останавливается в самом начале пути. И даже ес-
ли он нащупывает дорогу к самому себе, то в последний момент сворачивает, не 
посягая на право окружающего, фиктивного мира диктовать свои условия и правила, 
вопреки и несмотря на реальность, данную ему непосредственно, как опыт страда-
ния и поиска выхода из страданий. История Ионы проанализирована в психологии 
в работах экзистенциалистов, осмысливших историю этого пророка, описанную в 
Библии. Книга пророка Ионы – одна из частей Танаха, «малых пророков» Библии. 
Несмотря на то, что самой истории и пророчеству в Библии совсем немного места, 
она включена в сборник пророческих книг Библии поскольку в ней раскрываются 
принципиальные аспекты представления об универсальном значении пророчества и 
роли пророка, а также – о том, как человек сопротивляется развитию как спасению. 
Пророчественно-преобразовательный смысл Книги указан в словах Иисуса (Мф. 
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12:40, Лк. 11:32, Библия 2015): «Ниневитяне восстанут на суд с родом сим и осудят 
его, ибо они покаялись от проповеди Иониной, и вот, здесь больше Ионы». Иисус 
Христос ниневитян примером отзывчивости на слово Божие: Богом может быть 
даровано спасение через покаяние всем, включая – все нации. Эта отзывчивость 
и готовность следовать Слову Бога – возможность развития, самоосуществления. 
Путь развития – един для всех – нравственное усовершенствование: раскрытие 
этой мысли связано с необходимостью понимания того, что Царство Мессии имеет 
духовный и универсальный, а не национальный и «избраннический» характер. 
Как показывает пример Ионы, эта идея усваивалась с большою болезненностью: 
понимание этого аспекта – идеи избранничества – служит камнем преткновения и 
пробным камнем практически для всех «истинно» верующих. Выбор «истинности» 
как Божьей милости, дара духовного и «истинности» как представления о 
собственных «достижениях» и значимости, или о том, что Бог выделил и наделил 
качеством «сыновности» и «значимости» лишь некоторых, – один из основных вы-
боров нравственного совершенствования, «И произрастил Господь Бог растение, и 
оно поднялось над Ионою» (Ион. 4:6). Выбор Ионы в понимании А. Маслоу, – это 
выбор самореализации или самоуничтожения, символически отображенный как в 
судьбе поднявшегося над ним дерева, так и всей истории этого пророка. Это похоже 
на отношение А.П. Чехова. «Маленький человек А.П. Чехова может знать о своем 
величии и задаче, но реализовывать его и решать ее он не намерен (Чехов 1988). 
Во многом сходно понимание человеческой жизни, жизни маленького человека и у 
М.М. Зощенко, Н. Гоголя, и у В. Райха: последний описал как он с ужасом наблюдал 
за тем, что «маленький человек» творит над собой и своими близкими, всеми, кого 
он встречает в жизни, как он постоянно наслаждается и страдает от последствий 
своих по сути, мелких, наслаждений, как он сопротивляется, унижает и завидует 
людям, возносит и поддерживает своих врагов и растаптывает, предает друзей, как, 
достигнув власти, во всю злоупотребляет ею и делает как можно более жестокой, 
чем та, которую он сверг и как та, которая, как он опасается, может свергнуть его 
самого. В. Райх, как и А. Маслоу, как и А.П. Чехов и М.М. Зощенко призывают 
человека посмотреть на себя честно, осознать, что ответственность за свою 
жизнь, за тот не активизированный, скрытый и напрасно растраченный, активно 
проявляющийся в деструктивных формах потенциал, заложенный в сущности 
человека, его отношения с миром: ответственность лежит на каждом: «великий 
человек понимает в чем и как он является маленьким человеком, в то время, как 
маленький человек не только не понимает этого, но и боится понять», – пишет В. 
Райх. (Райх, 1997: 5). Он отмечает: «Каждый из твоих актов, подтверждающих твою 
незначительность и бессмысленность твоей жизни усугубляет беспросветность 
животного существования человечества», закрепляет рабства, которое не стирают 
никакие революции, но вновь и вновь подтверждают очередные концлагеря, 
диктатуры, травля тех, кто сумел стать «хотя бы», по выражению М.М.Зощенко 
«средним человеком» (Райх, 1997: 56-57): 
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1.	выбирая между разъяснением сексуальной сути психических расстройств 
и теорией культурной адаптации З. Фрейда, человек избирает теорию культурной 
адаптации, которая оставляет его в подвешенном состоянии; выбирая между 
шоковой терапией и психоанализом, шок, человек избирает шокотерапию, чтобы не 
видеть свою собственную ничтожность и оставаться слепым там, где помочь могут 
только точное, полное и глубокое понимание происходящего, широта взглядов и 
глубина проникновения в суть; 

2.	выбирая между невежеством в отношении многих болезней и открыти-
ями психологии и «неофициальной» медицины, способные спасти миллионы 
человеческих жизней, человек обычно избирает традиционные, убивающие и 
неспособные помочь; человек постоянно повторяет глупости о себе и мире, рас-
пространяя их через СМИ и книги, ни словом не обмолвившись о теориях и 
практиках, знаниях и умениях, способных спасти его близких и его далёких; 
человек страдает от голода и бездомности, но воюет с другими и держит пустыми 
огромное количество домов;. он одет в лохмотья и нуждается в основном, но 
беспокоится о мире частностей, повлиять на который у него нет ни возможности, ни 
необходимости;

3. выбирая между божественной простотой и пожизненными принудитель-
ными отношениями, люди избирают принуждение; выбирая между идеей К. Мар-
кса о том, что ценность товара зависит только от производительности труда, и идеей 
государственности, он забывает о жизненной энергии своего труда и избирает 
идею государственности; между Г. Герингом и Г. Гиммлером и К. Либкнехтом и 
Э.Г. Ландау, человек выбирает тех, кто уничтожит его близких; выбирая между 
безжалостной инквизицией и правдой Г. Галилея, человек избирает мучить 
унижать великое, то, что продолжает служить человеку, в том время как он сам 
совершенствует инквизиторские методы борьбы с прогрессом; делая выбор между 
атомной и иными опасными энергиями и безопасной, полезной энергией оргона 
(«эфирной энергии», энергии жизни, «вакуумный поток», «торсионные поля» или 
«энергия нулевых колебаний», ци), способной одаривать» жизненное пространство 
чистотой и гармонией («одарение», «gifting», места с помощью оргонитов описано 
К. Крофт и др.) человек избирает атомную энергию; 

4.	выбирая воспарить до уровня сверхчеловека с Ф. Ницше или скатиться к 
состоянию недочеловека с А. Гитлером, многие люди избирают путь недочеловека; 
выбирая между демократической конституцией В. И. Ленина и диктатурой И.Ста-
лина – диктатуру И. Сталина; между жестокостью М. Робеспьера и величием добра 
Ж.Ж. Дантона, человек кладет добро на гильотину; он выбирает уничтожить нацис-
тских вождей только после того, как они уничтожили миллионы. И так – без конца.

М.М. Зощенко, а до него А.П. Чехов, Н. Гоголь выбрали себя, и, благодаря 
этому выбору, оставили себя читателям. 

Б. Лазаревский писал: «Туманная и страшная действительность, беспросвет-
ная серость и тоска повседневности, жуткое, кошмарное близкое прошлое – все 
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это гнетет безмерно…» (Лазаревский 1909: 105). Жизнь «маленького человека» 
– это косность и «футлярные» рамки, маскирующие стремление остановить «не 
вполне дозволенную» кем-то жизнь, окутать все паутиной мещанства (отчуждения, 
невежества и потребительства). Вместе с тем, смерть выступает как фарсовый 
вариант человеческой жизни, прекращение ее – физическое или «разоблачительное» 
открывает реальную дорогу для развития человека, который может наконец-то стать 
счастливым, но – не всегда прибегает и к этому способу освобождения. Он – раб, и 
рабом ему жить удобнее. Но большинство маленьких людей лишены и этого шанса: 
мистерий «мертвых душ» говорит нам о том предчувствии тотальной проданности, 
преданности, растоптанности, которую Н.В. Гоголь, А.П. Чехов и М. М. Зощенко 
переживали как духовную смерть человеческого, смерть общества, а не только смерть 
отдельных людей (Гоголь 2012). Эта смерть – смерть «одиночества в толпе», смерть 
самоуничтожения как логичного продолжения отчуждения и неподтвержденности. 
«Новейшей болезнью, характерной для современного общества, является болезнь 
одиночества… тысячи и десятки тысяч людей с одинаковыми убеждениями и 
взглядами на жизнь, с почти одинаковыми привычками и стремлениями, чувствуют 
себя, тем не менее, ни с кем не связанными, одинокими, без близких и знакомых», 
– писал Г. Гордон, размышляя о всплеске самоубийств (Гордон 1909). Он полагал, 
что одиночество создается горем и страданиями, человек замыкается в узком мирке 
своих переживаний, мир становится для него чуждым, посторонним: отсутствие 
жизненной духовной энергии, необходимой для слияния с жизнью, бушующей 
вокруг него, – идет обезволенье человека (Гордон 1909: 85–89). 

Заключение. В целом же – «маленькие люди» – это мещане, обыватели, их 
жизнь имеет устойчивый уклад, включает исполнение сложившихся привычек: 
«Одинокая, деловая жизнь, не согретая ни любовью, ни дружбою, без каких то ни 
было нравственных связей с людьми, жизнь очерствевшего и озлобленного эгоиста, 
целиком построенная на какой-нибудь низменной страсти, – вот жестокий удел 
таких натур» (Овсянико-Куликовский 1899: 37). Духовный распад человека в этих 
условиях «связан со многими факторами: это и сила времени, и самопоглощённость, 
и неумение человека угадать то мгновение, которое «решает всю его дальнейшую 
судьбу» (Катаев 1998: 13—22): «Его всегда тянуло к людям, но, благодаря своему 
раздражительному характеру и мнительности, он ни с кем близко не сходился и 
друзей не имел. О горожанах он всегда отзывался с презрением, говоря, что их грубое 
невежество и сонная животная жизнь кажутся ему мерзкими и отвратительными... 
О чем, бывало, ни заговоришь с ним, он все сводит к одному: в городе душно и 
скучно жить, у общества нет высших интересов, оно ведет тусклую, бессмысленную 
жизнь…» (Чехов 1988, VIII: 76). «Неимоверно трудно оставаться человеком, даже 
зная, каким ему следует быть». Даже жизнь –несколько скучная или принудительная 
обязанность жить и страдать, поскольку в разной мере очевидно, что ответственность 
за убожество и скудность жизненного мира «маленьких людей», несут сами люди, 
которые не хотят знать, что находится за пределами их фикций: эгоистических 
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интересов и невежественных представлений, за пределами долженствований и 
любви «по принуждению», «расчёту» или «сговору». Пытаясь побудить этих людей 
жить, писатель ставит их в трудные ситуации, которые дают возможность осмысления 
их понимания себя и мира, целей своей жизни: иметь что-то, бессмысленно копить 
деньги и скупать недвижимость, и набивать свое пузо и дом, пока они не лопнут, 
пугать всех, и себя в том числе, безукоснительным исполнением бессмысленных 
циркуляров и правил, ненавидеть любое проявление жизни, счастья; полное 
отсутствие даже попытки осмыслить свое существование приводит к тому, что 
человек выбирает амплуа лишенного индивидуальности и, подчас, даже имени, а не 
только и не столько социального статуса, недотепы и растяпы, приспособленца или 
тирана, наслаждающегося собственным и чужим. унижением и пресмыкательством 
и холопством, если отнять у такого человека возможность тиранить и/или прес-
мыкаться, копить и потреблять, страдать и заставлять страдать других, то можно 
лишить его как смысла жизни, так и самой жизни. Понятия «человеческое дос-
тоинство», предназначения и смысла жизни для писателя – у писателя, по сути, 
едины и высоко значимы. Человек без них – это недочеловек, живой труп: «ах, как 
бы чего не вышло!». Даже смерть понимается таким человеком не как возможность 
предстать перед Богом, а как способ воплощения его идеала абсолютного порядка, 
определенности, отчужденности: маленький человек явно чувствует внутренний 
дискомфорт и создает внешние конфликты из-за неопределенности сложившейся 
ситуации, интенсивно защищая самодовольство и невежество от внешнего мира и 
его «сюрпризов», в том числе от любви, которая приносит не счастье, а еще большие 
страдания и конфликты, незащищенность и «позор»: «Ну что вы прикажете делать 
с человеком, который наделал массу зла, а потом рыдает?.. Прекрасно, пусть я 
вас не понимаю, только, пожалуйста, не рыдайте. Это противно… Посмотрите на 
себя в зеркало… вы уже немолодой человек, скоро будете стары, пора же наконец 
одуматься, отдать себе хоть какой-нибудь отчет, кто вы и что вы. Всю жизнь ничего 
не делать, всю жизнь эта праздная ребяческая болтовня, ломанье, кривлянье – 
неужели у вас у самого голова еще не закружилась и не надоело так жить? Тяжело с 
вами! Скучно с вами до одурения!» (Чехов 1988, XIII: 20). Если вспомнить Библию, 
это совершенно не удивительно: Ионе скучно и с самим собой, он просит Бога о 
смерти, раздосадованный не неуспехом – своим и ниневитян, но тем, что все же все-
таки вышло. Оказывается, жизнь «разрешена вполне».
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M. R. Arpentieva 
(Russian Federation)

A ‘Small People‘ in Russian Literature

Summary

Key words: portrait, character, «little man», short story.

The purpose of the article is to analyze the images of a small man in Russian litera-
ture. The article deals with the portrait of the “little man”, formed in the tradition of Rus-
sian literature in the XIX-XX centuries. “Encyclopedia” of the life of a small man started 
by A.S. Pushkin, F.M. Dostoevskiy, N.V. Gogol, M.E. Saltykov-Shchedrin, A.P. Chekhov, 
M.M. Zoshchenko, M. Gorkiy, L. Andreev, F. Sologub, A. Averchenko, K. Treenev, I. 
Shmelev, S. Yushkevich and other well-known writers. In their works, these and other 
authors often describe heroes, which can be classed as a “small man.” There are many 
traits in this encyclopedia, among which one of the most important is internal and exter-
nal alienation, splitting, unrealization. The main thematic features of this image are most 
often: 1) low, disastrous, subordinate social position; 2) suffering that does not come from 
its malice or guilt, but from weakness and error; 3) the severely expressed defectiveness 
of the individual, down to poverty and underdevelopment, or, on the contrary, very high 
development; 4) acuity of life experiences; 5) finally, the realization of oneself as a “small 
man” and the desire to assert their right to life in this capacity, but often with a dream only 
of facilitating life (one’s own and others); 6) turning to God as the only source of justice 
and equality: only before God are all equal. For a small person usually all this complex of 
features is typical, the description of only some of the list is not enough for the theme of “a 
small man.” However, the presence of these signs does not make little people in different 
works and for different authors the same: the image of each of them reveals the different 
sides of the problem. At the same time “a small man M. Zoshchenko, A. P. Chekhov and 
N. Gogol and F. Dostoevskiy in many respects are similar to each other. Their description 
is distinguished by its varied irony, deep psychologism, elegance of linguistic and plot 
means. “Little people” are burgesses, philistines, their lives have a stable way, including 
the fulfillment of established habits. Their lonely, businesslike or dreamy life, not warmed 
by either love or friendship, without any kind of moral ties with people, the life of a 
hardened and embittered egoist, wholly built on one single desire. The small man is the 
stage of the spiritual decay of man, which is connected with many factors: these are the 
features of the place and time of life and trauma, and self-absorption, and the absorption 
of the social world and its illusions, and the inability of man to make the right choice and 
act correctly, to guess the moment that decides his entire future destiny. This ignorance 
and lack of interest in yourself and the world feel the dullness and meaninglessness of life. 
Even life is a boring or compulsory duty to live and suffer, as it is evident to varying de-
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grees that the responsibility for the squalor and scarcity of the life world of “little people” 
is borne by people who do not want to know what is beyond their fictions (selfish interests 
and ignorant people representations, beyond obligations and love “by coercion,” “calcula-
tion,” or “collusion”). Trying to induce these people to live, Russian writers put them in 
difficult situations that make it possible to comprehend their understanding of themselves 
and the world, the goals of their lives: to have something, it is pointless to save money and 
buy real estate, frighten everyone, including yourself, the execution of senseless circulars 
and rules, to hate any manifestation of life, of happiness; the complete lack of even an at-
tempt to comprehend one’s existence leads to the fact that a person chooses the role of a 
person who lacks individuality, and sometimes even a name, and not only and not so much 
a social status, a slob and a stretch, an opportunist or a tyrant enjoying his own and others. 
humiliation and groveling and servility, if you deprive such a person of tyranny and / or 
crawling, saving and consuming, suffering and making others suffer, you can deprive him 
of both the meaning of life and life itself. The concepts of “human dignity,” the purpose 
and meaning of life for Russian writers are largely similar and highly significant. A man 
without them is a subhuman, a living corpse: “oh, how could it not have happened!”. Even 
death is understood by such a person not as an opportunity to appear before God, but as a 
way of embodying his ideal of absolute order, certainty, alienation: a small person clearly 
feels internal discomfort and creates external conflicts because of the uncertainty of the 
situation, intensively defending smugness and ignorance from the outside world and his 
“surprises,” including love, which brings not happiness, but even greater suffering and 
conflict, insecurity and “shame.” Such a person is bored and with himself, he often asks 
God for death, annoyed not by failure, when it turns out, life is “completely allowed.”

mariam arpentieva
(ruseTi)

`patara adamianebi~ rusul literaturaSi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: portreti, personaJi, „patara adamiani“, 
moTxroba.

statiis mizania „patara adamianis“ saxeebis analizi rusul li-
teraturaSi. masSi ganxilulia XIX-XX saukuneebis rusuli literatu-
ris tradiciebiT Camoyalibebuli „patara adamianis“ portreti. 

„patara adamianis“ cxovrebis „enciklopediis“ Seqmna al. puSki-
nis, f. dostoevskis, n. goglis, m. saltikov-SCedrinis, a. Cexovis, m. zoS-
Cenkos, m. gorkis, l. andreevis, f. sologubis, a. averCenkos, k. trene-
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vis, i. Smelevis, s. iuSkeviCis da sxva saxelganTqmuli rusi mwerlebis 
mier aris dawyebuli. sakuTar nawarmoebebSi, zemoTCamoTvlili da 
sxva mwerlebi, xSirad aRweren gmirebs, romlebic „patara adamianebs“ 
SeiZleba mivakuTvnoT. am enciklopediaSi bevri Tvisebaa CamoTvlili, 
maT Soris, umTavresia Sinagani da garegani gaucxoveba, gaxleCva, ara-
realizebuloba. „patara adamianis“ mTavar Tematur niSnebs yvelaze 
xSirad warmoadgens: 1) dabali socialuri mdgomareoba, siRaribe, sxvi-
si xelqveiToba; 2) tanjva, romelic gamowveulia ara sakuTari boroti 
zraxvebiT an danaSauliT, aramed sisustiTa da SecdomebiT; 3) sxvada-
sxva doziT gamoxatuli pirovnuli defeqti, siRatakis, xeibrobisa da 
ganviTarebis CamorCenilobis an sulac zedmetad ganviTarebulobis 
saxiT; 4) cxovrebiseuli gancdebis simwvave; 5) dabolos, sakuTari Ta-
vis „patara adamianad“ aRqma da swrafva, daamtkicos sicocxleze saku-
Tari ufleba swored „patara adamianis“ rangSi; arcTu iSviaTad, ocneba 
cxovrebis (rogorc sakuTaris, ise sxvebis) sul odnav Semsubuqebaze; 
6) RmerTis, rogorc samarTlianobisa da Tanasworobis erTaderTi wya-
rosadmi mimarTva: mxolod RmerTis winaSea yvela Tanaswori. 

am tipis personaJisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia erTdroulad, yvela 
es niSan-Tviseba. CamoTvlilTagan mxolod ramdenimes aRwera „patara 
adamianis“ TemisTvis sakmarisi ar aris. 

zemoTdasaxelebul niSan-TvisebaTa erToblioba sxvadasxva av-
torTa nawarmoebebSi aRweril „patara adamianebs“ erTgvarovnad rodi 
aqcevs. TiToeuli maTganis xasiaTi problemis sxvadasxva waxnags xsnis. 
amasTan, zoSCenkos, Cexovis, gogolis, dostoevskis da bevri sxva mwer-
lis „patara adamianebs“ bevri ram aqvT saerTo. maTi aRwera gamoirCeva 
mravaldoniani ironizebiT, Rrma fsiqologizmiT, enisa da siuJetu-
ri saSualebebis eleganturobiT. „patara adamianebi“ meSCanebi, obi-
vatelebi arian, maT cxovrebis stabiluri wesi aqvT, erTxel da samu-
damod dadgenili Cvevebis rutinis CaTvliT. 

maT martosul, saqmian Tu meocnebe yofas arc siyvaruli aTbobs 
da arc megobroba, adamianebTan aranairi zneobrivi kavSirebi ar gaaC-
niaT. esaa mTlianad erT konkretul survilze koncentrirebuli gul-
qva, gaborotebuli egoistis cxovreba. „patara adamiani“ pirovnebis 
sulieri dacemis garkveuli safexuria, rac araerT faqtorTanaa da-
kavSirebuli: sacxovrebeli adgilisa da epoqis, tramvebis Tavisebu-
reba, sakuTar TavSi an socialur samyarosa da mis iluziebSi STanTqma, 
adamianis mier swori arCevanis gakeTebis, swori qcevis uunaroba, im mo-
mentis gamocnobis SuZlebloba, romelic mTel mis momaval bedisweras 
gansazRvravs. esaa umecreba, sakuTari Tavisa Tu samyarosadmi intere-
sis uqonloba, cxovrebis uferulobisa da uazrobis gancda. cxovreba 
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maTTvis mosawyeni da iZulebiTi movaleobaa - icxovron da itanjon, 
radgan, sxvadasxva doziT, aSkarad Cans, rom pasuxismgebloba „patara 
adamianebis“ ubadrukobasa da siRatakeze, Tavad am adamianebs akisriaT, 
romlebsac ar surT icodnen, ra xdeba maTi egoisturi interesebisa da 
umecari warmodgenebis, valdebulebebis, „iZulebiTi“ , „angarebiani“ an 
`SeTanxmebuli“ siyvarulis sazRvrebs miRma. rusi mwerlebi, romlebic 
cdiloben am adamianebs sicocxlis survili gauRviZon, amisaTvis maT 
rTul mdgomareobaSi ayeneben, riTac saSualebas aZleven, gaiazron, 
rogoria sakuTari Tavisa da garemomcveli samyaros maTeuli aRqma, 
cxovrebiseuli miznebi: fulis da uZravi qonebis uazro dagroveba, ir-
gvliv yvelas da maT Soris, sakuTari Tavis mudmiv SiSSi yola, uazro 
cirkularebisa da wesebis ganuxreli Sesruleba, cxovrebisa da siyvar-
ulis nebismieri gamovlenisadmi siZulvili; uaryofa sakuTari arsebo-
bis gaazrebis mcdelobisac ki, rasac im zomamde mihyavs, rom aseTi ada-
miani irCevs individualobas moklebulis ampluas, xSirad saxelis ar-
qonasac ki, araimdenad doylapiasa da boTes, aramed situaciaze morge-
bulis an tiranis, sakuTari TaviTa da ucxoTi mtkbobelis socialur 
statuss. damcirebiT, mliqvnelobiTa da yurmoWrili morCilebiT, 
Tu aseT adamians wavarTmevT tiraniis / mliqvnelobis, dagrovebisa da 
moxmarebis, tanjvisa da sxvebisTvis satanjvelis miyenebis saSualebas, 
amiT SegviZla maT cxovrebis azri an Tavad cxovrebac ki wavarTvaT. 

„adamianuri Rirsebis“, adamianis daniSnulebisa da cxovrebis 
gageba rusi mwerlebisaTvis bevrwilad emTxveva erTmaneTs da umaRles 
Rirebulebasac warmoadgens. amaT gareSe, adamiani kargavs adamiano-
bas, is cocxali leSia: „vaiTu, raRac ise ar gamovides!“ aseTi adamia-
nis mier sikvdilic ki, aRiqmeba ara rogorc RmerTis winaSe wardgomis 
SesaZlebloba, aramed absoluturi wesrigis, garkveulobis, gaucxoe-
bis miseuli idealis ganxorcieleba. „patara adamiani“ aSkarad grZnobs 
Sinagan diskomforts da Seqmnili situaciis gaurkvevlobis gamo, gare-
gan konfliqts qmnis, intensiurad icavs sakuTar umecrebasa da TviT-
kmayofilebas garesamyarosa da misi „siurprizebisagan“, maT Soris siy-
varulisganac, romelsac bedniereba ki ara, kidev ufro meti tanjva da 
winaaRmdegobebi, daucvelobis SegrZneba da „sircxvili“ moaqvs. aseTi 
adamiani, TavisTavad, mowyenilia, is RmerTs xSirad sTxovs sikvdils 
ara warumateblobiT gulmokluli, aramed maSin, rodesac cxovreba 
`sruliad awyobili“ aqvs. 

М.Р. Арпентьева
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manana kvaWantiraZe 
(saqarTvelo)

„lurja cxenebi“ – semantikuri velis rekonstruqcia

Cndeba survili saidumlos amocnobisa, magram 
saidumlo ar gvnebdeba, xelidan gvisxlteba.

d. werediani 

poezia manam modis Cvenamde, sanam mas gavigebdeT.
 T. s. elioti 

galaktion tabiZis `lurja cxenebi~ (tabiZe 1973: 71) iwyeba sity-
viT `rogorc~. aseTi dasawyisiT galaktioni imTaviTve gvamcnobs Ta-
vis ganzraxvas: ipovos msgavseba (erTmaneTs Seadaros) yofierebis ori 
napirs – amqveyniursa da miRmurs, xilulsa da uxilavs Soris, daasaxe-
los usasrulobis, maradiulobis, miRmuri napiris is niSnebi, romelTa 
referenciis gamocdileba enisTvis ucnobia da romlebic, Tu ara Se-
darebis gziT, verafriT iqneba dasaxelebuli. galaktioni Sedarebis 
poetur impulss iyenebs imisaTvis, rom Cveni amqveyniuri mzerisTvis, 
aRqmisTvis ramenairad misawvdomi gaxados is, rac sxva gziT verafriT 
iqneba danaxuli, aRqmuli da verbalizebuli. enis es mdgomareoba, 
romelsac struqturalizmi enis binaruli modelis universalur da 
metafizikur princips ukavSirebs, „sistematur SesaZleblobas iZleva 
vicnoT is, rac ar aris, imis mixedviT, rac aris~ (Эко 1998: 14). kidev er-
Txel: galaktionis poeturi enis amocanaa gadmosces is, rac idumalia 
da es Segvatyobinos sakomunikacio eniT, CvenTvis nacnobi niSnebiT, anu 
im saSualebebiT, rac mis xelTaa: sityvebiT da maTTan mibmuli mniSv-
nelobebiT. rogor SeiZleba am onTiuri winaaRmdegobis gadalaxva 
aRsaniSnsa da aRmniSvnels Soris? galaktioni xatavs yofierebis or 
napirs, raTa gvagrZnobinos gansxvaveba da gadalaxos es gansxvaveba. 
metic, igi „iZireba“ gansxvavebis /Sedarebis stiqiaSi da iZleva am ori 
mdgomareobis – yofnisa da aryofnis – Sefasebas. es SefasebiTi pozi-
cia ikiTxeba mniSvnelobaTa konotaciur-asociaciur doneze da Tavs 
iCens rogorc sakuTriv poeturi konstruqti. yofnis ganmsazRvreli 
materialuri faqtorebis (an maTTan dakavSirebuli mdgomareobebis) 
moxmobis gziT galaktioni asaxelebs materiamdel yofierebas, magram 
ara rogorc sicarieles, aramed rogorc materiis uxilav nawilakTa 
erTian moZraobas TavisCenisaken („mxolod SuqTa kamara veraferma da-
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fara“), TviT sicarielis moZraobas sakuTari arsis gadasalaxad („ar 
Canda araferi, ver vnaxe veraferi“.... – „veraferma dafara“), raRac 
iseT moZraobas, romelic ar uSvebs absoluturi sicarielis arsebo-
bas iseve, rogorc Zilis faza gamoricxavs sifxizles, magram ar niSnavs 
sikvdils („sZinavT bnel xveulebSi“...). binaruloba, rogorc enis uni-
versaluri principi, acxadebs enis mzaobaze, gadalaxos es dapirispi-
reba dakavSirebis (Sedarebis) gziT da aqcios igi yofnasa da aryofnas, 
hosa da aras Soris arsebuli sicarielis Semavsebel struqturad, anu 
ipovos da gviambos kavSiris Sesaxeb iq, sadac es kavSiri cxadad ar gveZ-
leva. TviT poeturi Setyobinebis ZaliT arcodna aqcios codnad, ga-
mocdilebad, ufro zustad, Tavisi arcodna „samudamo mxaris“ Sesaxeb 
aqcios codnad Setyobinebis ga–cxad–ebis (gamo-sax-ulebad qcevis) 
gziT; Seqmnas poeturi substancia, rogorc axali realoba, romelsac 
swored xatobriobis wyalobiT gaaCnia damoukidebeli mniSvneloba. es 
axali realoba ar daiyvaneba aranair sxva tipis realobaze, misi mniS-
vneloba ki ar warmoadgens ara raimes Canacvlebis an gaZevebis nayofs, 
aramed poeziis arsis trancendentirebas sityvaSi.

„lurja cxenebi“ imis nimuSia, Tu rogor SeuZlia poetur enas 
Seasrulos am ori mxaris, ori polusis dakavSirebis logikurad war-
moudgeneli amocana. 

amqveyniuri drosivrcis aRmniSvnelebiT, upiratesad, arsebiTi 
saxelebiTa da epiTetebiT, verbalizebuli warmosaxva qmnis poetur 
qsovils, romlis meSveobiTac galaktioni gvamzadebs udroo da usiv-
rco maradisobaSi saxetialod, yofierebis sxva, meore napiris saxil-
velad. aq rom swored xilvaa gza da meTodi uxilvelis SesagrZnobad, 
amas sivrculi xatebis simravle, feradovneba, elvareba, mziT nafeoba 
mowmobs, anu niSnebi, romlebsac warmodgenaTa sinaTleSi gamoaqvT 
„napiris“ xatis faruli semantika. energiis (sinaTlis) is fantomebi, 
romelic am leqsemebs axlavs („Camaval mziT naferi“, „elvarebda“), 
imqveyniuri Semzaravi sicivis gasaadamianureblad, gasaTbobadaa mox-
mobili. davakvirdeT: es napiri odnavaa ganaTebuli, odnavaa mzerisT-
vis misawvdomi Camavali mzis sinaTliT, romelic gvamzadebs sikvdilis 
sivrceSi („civ samareSi“) gadasasvlelad. Camavali mzis sxivi (mkvdris 
mze) jer kidev mosavs, aferadebs amqveyniursa da miRmurs Soris gamyof 
napirs (sazRvars). am sxiviT Seferili=“naferi“= naferebi (sinonimebi: 
naalersebi, nalamunevi) napiri elvarebs. aRniSnuli semantemebiT gveZ-
leva energiis is ulufebi, romelic samudamo mxareSi Sesvlas uZRvis 
win. sityva, romelSic poetis nebaa intencirebuli, asaxavs frTxil 
mzadebas meditaciur-mistikuri mogzaurobisTvis, romelic napiri – 
Senapiris (sazRvrisa da aRqmuli napiris–danapirebis) gadalaxvis mere 
iwyeba. sityvam unda daasaxelos is, rac uTqmelobaSia CaZiruli, rasac 
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radikaluri dumili mosavs. is, rac pirvel strofSia moTxrobili, Ta-
visi susti energetikiT TiTqos migvaniSnebs aramxolod imedgacrueba-
ze, aramed im mRelvarebazec, rasac ena malavs am dumilTan Sexvedris 
win. poeturi narativis es mimarTuleba Tu ganwyoba zustad irekleba 
frazis daRmaval intonaciaSi, romelic iwyeba Sedarebis aRmniSvneliT 
„rogorc“ da mTavrdeba, erTi SexedviT, moulodneli sityviT „gareSe“. 
davakvirdeT: rogorc sruli uaryofisa da arafrobis aRmniSvneli, „ga-
reSe“ TiTqos arabunebrivad uenergioa „civ da miusafari mdumarebis“ 
mniSvnelobebiT Seqmnili amaRlebuli, daZabuli sevdis fonze. samagi-
erod, Tavisi am moCvenebiTi semantikuri „uZlurebiT“ (gramatikulad 
igi mxolod gancalkevebiT mdgari Tandebulia, metyvelebis damxmare 
nawili da ara, Tundac, uaryofiTi mniSvnelobis saxeli an zmna), „gar-
eSe“ SegrZnebis doneze uCveulod aZlierebs yvela tipis materialur-
energetikuli sicarielisa da ukmarobis gancdas. momdevno striqonSi 
gameorebuli „mdumarebis gareSe“ ki bolomde warmoaCens mis farul 
energetikas: igi aramxolod „TareSis“ paralelur musikalur substan-
cias qmnis, aramed axal mimarTulebasa da gansakuTrebul ritmul da-
Zabulobas sZens pirvel strofSi gaJRerebuli totaluri arafrobisa 
da araraobis gancdas. 

`ar Canda Senapiri“ – danapirebis SeusruleblobiT gamowveuli 
sayveduris intonaciiTaa gamsWvaluli im anonimis mimarT, vinc Seqm-
na napiri da visac ekuTvnis dapireba. pirveli frazebis umniSvnelod 
dadebiTad Seferili energetika uceb da mkveTrad, moWriT icvleba 
SeusruleblobiT gamowveuli imedgacruebiT: „ver vnaxe veraferi civ 
da miusafari mdumarebis gareSe“. garda imisa, rom aq saxezea sami pirda-
piri uaryofa (ver, veraferi, gareSe), danarCeni sami sityva sicivis, 
miusafrobisa da mdumarebis denotatebia. vnaxe – ver naxvaa. amasTan, 
frazis Sinaarsi da garemos („Senapiris“) aRqmis xarisxi semantemaTa 
ubralo jami ki ar aris, aramed garTulebuli emociuri aRqmis enobri-
vi (sintaqsuri da frazeologiur–intonaciuri) korelati: frazaSi 
„ar Canda Senapiri, ver vnaxe veraferi,/ civ da miusafari mdumarebis 
gareSe“ – „Senapiris“ erTi mniSvneloba ukavSirdeba sivrcul warmod-
genebs: napirs, kides mijnas, sazRvars da a. S., meore ki – danapirebs, 
aRTqmuls, mosalodnelsa da SesaZlebels. `ver vnaxe veraferi“ Sesaba-
misobaSia orive mniSvnelobasTan. swored meore mniSvnelobiT (dapire-
ba, Sepireba) Semodis sivrcul aRqmaSi (napiri) sasowarkveTis asociaci-
uri nakadi molodinis imedgacruebis gamo, radgan es mxolod napiri ki 
ar aris, aramed aRTqmuli, anu Sepirebuli napiria. napiri da Senapiri 
erTi semantikuri Ziridan warmoebuli semantemebia. Senapirma unda „ax-
senos“ da gagv-axsenos napiri asociaciur-konotaciur doneze. rom ara 
sityvis es ucnauri forma („Senapiri“), ver moxdeboda sivrculi aRqmi-
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sa da imedgacruebis emociis Tanxvedra SegrZnebis doneze. galaktioni 
aq sityvebiT „TamaSobs“ – ena arRvevs sasubro enis konvencias da ga-
dis denotaciur mniSvnelobaTa sazRvrebidan axal SesaZleblobaTa 
moZiebis mizniT. 

binaruloba, rogorc gansxvavebaTa kerZo da radikaluri SemTx-
veva, mxatvrul enaSi gadailaxeba rogorc TandaTan, mniSvnelobaTa da-
axloebiT, ise erTbaSad – semantikuri urTierTSeWris gziT. orive im 
tipis semantikuri wanacvleba, romelic zemoT vaxseneT, Cveulebriv, 
qmnis gansakuTrebuli daZabulobis wertilebs leqsSi da aTvalsaCi-
noebs poeturi enis muSaobis gansxvavebul, intensiur reJims (mas uwo-
deben kidec „T- enas“ (Tensive language) (Уилраит 1990: 82), enis daZabuloba 
poeturi referenciis dros izrdeba moulodnelobebis SemotaniT. 
magaliTad, sinestezia, oqsiumoroni, metafora sasaubro enis pozici-
ebidan aris logikuri Sesabamisobis rRveva semantikur rigebs Soris, 
grZnobadisa da inteligibeluris gadaTamaSeba. TamaSis sazrisi aq 
swored Tavisufleba da axal konvenciaSi CarTvaa TviTreferenciis 
uflebis mopovebis mizniT. 

`Camaval mziT naferi“ elvare napiris Senacvleba unapiro (usazR-
vro), civi da miusafari, anu uaryofiTi mniSvnelobis mqone seman-
temebiT amzadebs gadasvlis wamis emociur daZabulobas, romelic 
kidev ufro Zlierdeba da sabolood ganmtkicdeba striqonis bolos 
da momdevno striqonis dasawyisSi orjer zedized gameorebuli 
sityvaTSeTanxmebiT „mdumarebis gareSe“. am gameorebiT ena sabolood 
aRiarebs civi da miusafari samudamo mxaris eWvmiutanel „simwuxare-
sa“ da „mdumarebas“.

sicivis niSanTa gameorebiT aqcentirdeba „temperaturaTa sxva-
oba“ aqaur da miRmur sivrceTa Soris. mwuxarebis mniSvnelobis ga-
safarToeblad galaktioni qmnis uCveulo aRmniSvnels `simwuxare“, 
romelis mniSvnelobac farTovdeba `si–e“ mawarmoeblebis meSveobiT 
da sayovelTao, yovlismomcveli mwuxarebis damatebiT sivrcul-se-
mantikur ganfenilobas iZens. poeti zedized emSvidobeba amqveyni-
urobisTvis damaxasiaTebel energetikul nakadebs. aRaraferi rCeba 
sazRvris susti sinaTlis aRqmidan. yvelaferi erTxel da samudamod 
iZireba mdumarebasa da „sicivis TareSSi“. pirvel or strofSi oTxjer 
meordeba`civ“ da `si–civ–is“ semantemebi. s, c da S fonemebis alitera-
cia am striqonebSi qaris sisinis, sibnelisa da sicivis mniSvnelobaTa 
damatebiT fenas qmnian („civ da miusafari mdumarebis gareSe / mdu-
marebis gareSe da sicivis TareSSi / samudamo mxareSi mxolod simwu-
xarea“...) yvelaferi sruldeba saSineli imedgacruebiT, romlis rele-
vanturi gamosaxuleba civ samareSi mwolare adamianis xatia, im adamia-
nis xati, romelmac ver ixila aRTqmuli napiri, sicocxlis meore mxare, 
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gardacvaleba: `cecxli ar krTis TvalebSi, wevxar civ samareSi, wevxar 
civ samareSi da arc suls uxaria“.

leqsis mTeli es pirveli nawili, axlaxans moyvanili damagvir-
gvinebeli fraziT erTgvari uverturaa imisaTvis, rasac galaktioni 
momdevno striqonebSi aRwers. dasrulebulia sivrcis SerRvevis aqti, 
gadalaxulia sazRvari. is, visi piriTac ena metyvelebs, ukve aqaa, am 
sivrceSi, samudamo mxaris zRurbls miRma. Tvalis movlebis plastika 
tragikul, mwuxare SefasebiT frazebSi gardaisaxeba da swrafad, aC-
qarebul ritmSi iwyebs dafuZnebas. erTi sityviT, poeturi teqstis 
pirvel fragmentSi Cven sazRvarze Seyovnebul adamians vxedavT. am mo-
mentidan ki galaktionis warmosaxva mxolod samudamo mxaris fantas-
magoriul, Semzarav suraTebs xatavs: ` SeSlili saxeebis ConCxiani 
tyeebiT/ usuldgmulo dReebi rbian, miiCqarian“... xatis moZraobis 
Sinagani impulsi aisaxeba leqsis ritmSi da pirveli nawilisagan gans-
xvavebiT, frazis daZabuloba matulobs, tempi sul ufro da ufro 
Zlierdeba. 

galaktioni ambobs Zalze bundovan frazas: `sizmarian CvenebiT 
– Cemi lurja cxenebiT/ CemTan moesvenebiT! yvelani aq arian!“. igi 
aSkarad mimarTavs viRacas, viRaceebs. is TiTqos samudamo mxaris 
maspinZlis saxeliT laparakobs, TiTqos epatiJeba da Tavis imqveyniur 
gamocdilebas uziarebs maT, visac elis. aq ismis raRac, dapirebis-
magvari, rom is marto araa, rom `yvelani aq arian“. `yvelanis“ mniSvne-
loba ucnobia da misi raime obieqturi saxiT dazustebas, cxadia, ar 
gulisxmobs, Tumca Cans, rom leqsis SemoqmedebiTi koncepciisaTvis am 
frazas gadamwyeti mniSvneloba aqvs. isini, vinc mimarTvis obieqtebad 
SeiZleba vivaraudoT, ufro mkafio konturebs TviT lurja cxenebis 
simboluri xatis miRma wakiTxuli konotaciuri rigis amokiTxvis 
Semdeg SeiZenen. isini, visac galaktioni „sizmarian CvenebaSi“ uxmobs, 
`lurja cxenebze“ amxedrebulni, im erTiani krebulis („yvelani“) nawi-
lia, romlebsac galaktioni sakuTar TavTan erTad samudamo mxaris 
maspinZlebad moiazrebs. 

„yvelani aq arian“ asociaciurad ebmis Tbil da Sinaurul gare-
mos, romelsac kidev ufro aZlierebs „samudamo baliSis“ intimuri 
konotaciebi: `iCqarian wamebi, me ki ar menaneba: /cremliT ar inameba 
samudamo baliSi; /gaqra vneba–wameba, rogorc Ramis zmaneba, /viT sulis 
xmovaneba locvis simxurvaleSi“. baliSis „yoveldRiuri“ mniSvnelo-
bis gadatana gaurkveveli, ucnauri da ucnobi `samudamosaken“ semanti-
kuri inovaciis aqtia, romlis mizanic semantikuri velebis xelaxali 
konstruirebaa. es ukanaskneli ki sxva araferia, Tu ara `axali codnis 
Semotana axali kavSirebis moxelTebis gziT, ara garegani, aramed Sina-
gani msgavsebis safuZvelze, saganTa Soris im Sinagani Sesabamisobis 
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aRmoCena da gamoxatva, romelic logikuri gziT ar mtkicdeba“ (kvaWa-
ntiraZe 1999:208) 

drois mimarT gulgriloba („iCqarian wamebi, me ki ar menaneba“) 
ukve samudamo mxaris miRmuri samyaros sruli aRiarebaa (Sdr.: `dReebi 
rbian da me vberdebi“ –„Tovli“,1916, – sadac sinanulis mizezi amqvey-
niuri cxovrebis warmavalobaa). dros aq iseve ekargeba mniSvneloba, 
rogorc cremls (SeiZleba davuSvaT, rom galaktions ar awuxebs drois 
srbola, radgan is maradisobis binadaria da iqidan gvesaubreba. am 
konteqstSi SesaZlebeli xdeba odnav mivuaxlovdeT „yvelanis“ mniSv-
nelobas). am fraziT ori napiris Sedareba rakurss icvlis da samuda-
mo mxaris upiratesobis niSnebiT aRibeWdeba („gaqra vneba–wameba“). Se-
darebis stiqia aq ufro Rrma fazaSi Sedis, romlis mizanic miRmurisa 
da amqveyniuris aramxolod analogiebis gziT daaxloeba, aramed 
gansxvavebaTa moniSvnacaa. mTeli es fragmenti opoziciur mxareTa 
morigebis, simetriulobisa da harmoniulobis aRdgenis, yofierebis an-
tiTeturobis waSlis surTSi gadaizrdeba da fuZndeba sityviT „gaqra“ 
(„....vneba–wameba, rogorc Ramis zmaneba,/ viT sulis xmovaneba locvis 
simxurvaleSi“), romelic konotaciuri Sleifis saxiT moiyolebs dno-
bis, ganlevis asociaciebs. amqveyniurobis maxasiaTeblebad gamodian 
`cremli“, „vneba–wameba“ da a. S. momdevno striqonebSi gaJRerebuli 
suliskveTeba ukve sicocxlesTan ganSorebis sinanulis, metic, mtkiv-
neuli dapirispirebis elferiTaa mosili. gonebis scenas amqveyniuri 
cxovrebis ukanaskneli atributebi toveben: „yvavilni ar arian, arc 
Sveba–sizmaria, /exla ki samarea Seni gansasvenebi! /romeli scnobs Sens 
saxes, an vin ityvis Sens saxels? / vin gaigebs Sens Zaxils, Zaxils vin da-
ijerebs?/veravin ganugeSebs saocrebis ubeSi, / sZinavT bnel xveuleb-
Si gamoucnob qimerebs!“ x da S fonemebis aqcentireba gamouvalobis, 
daxSulobis mniSvnelobebs badeben da „samudamo mxaris“ sibnelisa da 
unugeSobis aRqmas aZliereben.

leqsis orive es fragmenti, romelic mxolod lurja cxenebis 
qrolvis ortaepediTaa gamoyofili, erTianobaSi moicavs sicocxles-
Tan poetis damokidebulebis mTel speqtrs – dadebiTsac da uaryofiT-
sac (Sdr. fragmentebi: „iCqarian wamebi.“... da „yvavilni ar arian“...). 
amqveyniuri arsebobis saxeebi, romlebsac galaktioni miRmuris an-
tiTezebad iyenebs, TviTonve arian erTmaneTis mimarT anTiTeturebi 
da TviT yofierebis winaaRmdgobriv, ambivalentur bunebas aTval-
saCinoeben. mas uCveulo ZaliT ipyrobs gadasvlis wami, usazRvroebis 
moniSvna, erT ukiduresobaSi Casaxuli meoris saidumlo, dafarulisa 
da uCinaris mzadeba gasacxadeblad, Relva da TamaSi, malva da Tavis-
Cena (Sdr.:`rogor maRelvebs me yovelTvis igi siCume.../masSi idumal 
ZaliT sZinavs axal qaosebs. /igi Relvaa dafaruli, uCinar cecxlis“ 
(`TiTqos ara aq, 1916 w).
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mniSvnelobaTa saintereso intuitiur-logikur bmas vxvdebiT si-
tyvebSi „saxe“, „saxeli“, „Zaxili“. aRniSnuli semantemebi qmnian aRsan-
iSnTa erTgvar `mcurav jaWvs“(r. barti), sadac adamianis ZiriTadi eg-
zistencialuri modusebis (mdgomareobebis) waSlaa dasaxelebuli: us-
axeoba, usaxeloba da dialogis SeuZlebloba („Zaxils vin gaigonebs“). 
yvela es semantema asaxelebs qaoss, qaosis mdgomareobas, radgan sax-
elis SerqmeviT dasruldeba qaosi da iqmneba kosmosi; saxe ukve for-
mamicemuli qaosia. rac Seexeba Zaxils, esaa kosmosis gamoxmoba qaosi-
dan (analogiurad RmerTis SeZaxilisa „iqmen“), romelic aq uSedego da 
upasuxoa („Zaxils vin gaigonebs“. Sdr.: niko samadaSvili: „vin damiZaxa 
dedamiwidan?“). Zili, rogorc sikvdilis arqetipi, aq yvela arsisa da 
ararsis gabatonebuli da erTaderTi mdgomareobaa („sZinavT bnel 
xveulebSi gamoucnob qimerebs“).

es azrobriv–emociuri segmenti, Tavisi mwuxare da gamouvali 
ganwyobiT aq gansruldeba da gadadis Zalze mniSvnelovan ortaepedSi, 
romelic mimarTulebas ucvlis leqsis emociur tonalobas: „mxolod 
SuqTa kamara veraferma dafara, /mSral ricxvebis amara udabnoSi Rel-
deba“. ganvmartoT: kamara rkaluri sivrcea, erTgvari naxevarwre. ama-
ra-kamaras onomatopea aramxolod „kamaris“ plastikur xats aZlierebs, 
aramed damatebiTi musikaluri obertoni Semoaqvs am sivrcis aRqmaSi. 

frensis matiseni eliotTan dakavSirebiT sagangebod aRniS-
navs misi poeziis „smeniTi warmosaxvis Zalas“ (elioti 1989: 160), rac, 
vfiqrob, galaktionis poeziisTvisac umniSvnelovanesi maxasiaTebe-
lia. rac Seexeba „Reldeba“-s, igi maRla-dabla opoziciebis ganuwyvete-
li, maradiuli urTierTSenacvlebis aRmniSvnelia. talRuri traeqto-
ria semantikur kavSirSia Relvisa da trialis mudmivganmeorebad moZ-
raobebTan, romelic, mcireodeni saxecvlilebiT, orgzisaa warmodge-
nili, rogorc lurja cxenebis moZraobis maxasiaTebeli. ase rom, iqm-
neba ormagi kodi moZraobisa. erTia „SuqTa kamara“ da „bedis triali“, 
rogorc wriuli moZraoba, meore ki „zRvis xetiali“ (miqceva–moqceva) 
da „Reldeba“, rogorc moZraobis talRuri bunebis maxasiaTebeli. 
lurja cxenebis moqmedebis es orive aRmniSvneli – brunva da rxeva – 
samyaros energiaTa (moZraobaTa) ori umTavresi da maradganmeorebadi 
saxea. aq galaktioni sicocxlis Sesaqmis metafizikuri suraTis kon-
turebs moxazavs: sinaTlis energiis materializaciis wams („SuqTa kama-
ra“) da moZraobis energiaSi, materiaSi gadasvlis moments („Reldeba“). 
rogorc samyros dinamikis ZiriTadi traeqtoriebisa da ritmebis maxa-
siaTeblebi, Relva da brunva („zRvis xetiali“, „bedis triali“) semanti-
kuri da stilisturi paralelizmiT aCens samyaros dinamikisa da lur-
ja cxenebis moZraobaTa korelaciis aRqmas, rac sxva araferia, Tu ara 
poeturi gonisa da logosis struqturaTa homologiurobis aRiareba. 
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finaluri striqonebi SeiZleba ganvixiloT, rogorc enis mier Sedare-
bis struqturis („zRvis xetiali“, „cecxlis griali“, „bedis triali“ – 
„lurja cxenebis“ moZraoba) gamoyeneba ara, ase vTqvaT, semiotikurad – 
niSanTa daaxloebisa da Canacvlebis gagebiT, aramed msgavsebis semanti-
kuri aspeqtis gaZlierebis mizniT, anu ara substituciis (Canacvlebis), 
aramed predikaciis (subieqtis gansazRvrebis) funqciiT. 

 „lurja cxenebis“ struqturis analizi aucileblobiT moiTxovs 
SegrZnebis semantikur rolis gansazRvras warmosaxvis procesSi. po-
eturi SegrZnebis struqturis analizisas pol rikiori aucileblad 
miiCnevs im faqtoris gaTvaliswinebas, rom poeturi xatis struqtura 
efuZneba verbalur da imaginaciur struqturaTa Soris gaxleCil (da-
nawilebul) referencias. haidegeris yofierebis analitikaze dayr-
dnobiT, igi SeniSnavs, rom realobis im aspeqtebis mimarT, romelTa 
referenciasac ena axorcielebs da romlebic ver gadmoicema obieqtis 
terminebiT, Cven „ganwyobilni“ varT mxolod da mxolod SegrZnebis 
meSveobiT (Рикер 1990: 432). yofierebis ucnobi zonebis mimarT galak-
tionis poeturi SegrZneba am ganwyobis poetur enaze „saTargmnelad“ 
moixmobs Sedarebas („rogorc nislis namqari“, „rogorc zRvis xe-
tiali“, „rogorc bedis triali“ da a.S.), rac SesaZleblobas gvaZlevs 
davaskvnaT, rom misi poeturi intuicia imTaviTve mimarTulia war-
mosaxviT da verbalur struqturaTa Soris gaxleCili referenciis 
gadalaxvisaken. anu is, rasac miRmuris mimarT galaktionis poeturi 
SegrZneba moixelTebs, verbalur doneze igeba realobis im aspeqtebis 
„gavliT“, romlebsac ena uSualod obieqtebis terminebiT ver gad-
moscems. es ki imas niSnavs, rom gamomsaxvelobiTi, anu ikonuri aspeqti 
swored maTi msgavsebis aRmoCeniT miiRweva. 

galaktionis ena cdilobs, moiTvinieros warmosaxvis stiqia, ro-
melic mas ganuwyvetliv usxlteba xelidan. mTeli leqsi sxva araferia, 
Tu ara devna-moxelTebis procesi verbalur da imaginaciur struq-
turebs Soris. ena, romelic mudmivad cdilobs gandevnos denotati, 
Caanacvlos igi axali denotatiT; mniSvneloba, romelic gaurbis niSans 
(sityvas) da sityva, romelic uxilavi mniSvnelobis moxelTebas cdi-
lobs. ganwyobilebis, SegrZnebis, aRqmis fragmentebi cdiloben gaer-
Tianebas, magram logika ganuwyvetliv ewinaaRmdegeba intuicias da 
referencia sul gadaideba. 

rogorc vTqviT, daaxloebis poeturi intuicia aq mimarTulia 
ganxeTqilebis, daSorebis gadalaxvisaken, TiTqos, ase vTqvaT, „usity-
vo ena“ asaxelebs samyaros pirvel moZraobas, pirvelad konstruq-
cias („mSral ricxvebis amara...“), Canasaxovan samyaros, SeigrZnobs 
pirvel ritmebs da xatebad gardaqmnis yvelaze arqaulsa da idumals. 
fraza „mSral ricxvebis amara“ logikuri uazrobaa, intuicia poezi-
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is kvarcxlbekze. mTeli leqsi qaosis didebulebis, misi vertikaluri 
energetikis ga-cxad-ebisa da gamo–cxad–ebisken moZraobs. swored es 
gadasvlaa leqsis egzistencialuri aRsaniSni. „lurja cxenebi“ qaosi-
kosmosis maradiuli monacvleobis, maradiuli ganmeorebis, am ganmeo-
rebis mistikis musikalur–vizualuri xatia. aq aucileblad migvaCnia 
poeziis enaze eliotis mosazrebis gaxseneba, romelic zustad axasi-
aTebs „lurja cxenebis“ poetur substancias: „ azrovneba da emociebi 
daubrunda sawyiss da ukan daibruna sicocxlis uRrmesi SegrZneba“ 
(elioti 1989:162). „lurja cxenebi“ „gardacvalebis“ Semdgom pirveli 
xilvis STabeWdilebaa, xelaxali ciklis dasawyisi, axali sicocxlis 
dabadebis pirveli moZraoba, pirdapiri da umeSveo Sexvedra SegrZne-
bis doneze aRmocenebul warmosaxvasTan, romelsac Sedarebis kogniti-
uri struqtura xatebad alagebs. 

lurja cxenebis xati yofierebis ritmebis poeturi struqturis 
imaginaciaa. 

„SuqTa kamarasa“ da „zRvis xetials“ Soris ganTavsdeba fraza, 
romelic teqstSi orjer meordeba: „SeSlili saxeebis ConCxiani tye-
ebiT / usuldgmulo dReebi Cndeba da qveskneldeba“. am kvazimateri-
aluri gamosaxulebiT galaktioni sikvdilis fantomebis yovelwamier 
gaCenasa da qrobaze gvatyobinebs. frazis pirvel nawils orivejer mos-
devs fraza `usuldgmulo dReebi“. erTgan am ukanasknels ebmis `rbian, 
miiCqarian“, meoregan ki – „Cndeba da qveskneldeba“, rac pirvel Sem-
TxvevaSi iwvevs horizontaluri, meoregan ki vertikaluri moZraobis 
asociacias. erTgan moZraoba gangrZobiTobis aRqmas badebs, meoregan 
ki wyvetisa da talRiseburi, sinusoidaluri rxevis percepcias. ra in-
tuicia karnaxobs galaqtions am cvlilebas? aris Tu ara zmnaTa or 
wyvils – „rbian, miiCqariansa“ da „Cndeba da qveskneldebas“ Soris drois 
svlis mimarT principuli konceptualuri xasiaTis cvlileba, Tu es 
aRsaniSnis mxolod sivrculi ganzomilebiT Canacvlebaa? vfiqrob, es 
upasuxo kiTxvaa, Tumca varaudis saxiT SeiZleba imis Tqma, rom igi ukav-
Sirdeba samyaros drosivrculi substanciis antiTeturobis poetur 
intuicias, romelsac galaktioni ritmul-stilisturi korelaciiT 
exmaureba. iseve, rogorc „rbian, miiCqarian“, `Cndeba da qveskneldebac“ 
ganuwyveteli cvlilebisa da urTierTmonacvleobis dinamikas qmnis da 
gaqrobis, gauCinarebis, uaryofis asociaciebTan erTad xelaxali gaCe-
nis, dabrunebis farul mniSvnelobebsac aRmoacenebs. amasTan, „Cndeba 
da qveskneldeba“ TiTqos „usuldgmulo dReebisa“ da `ConCxiani tye-
ebis“ srbolis dasrulebas winaswarmetyvelebs da „gaqra vneba-wameba“-
sTan asociaciuri gadaZaxiliT leqsis mZime emociur konteqsts dade-
biT Seferilobas aniWebs. erTi striqonis mere, amjerad „lurja cxe-
nebis“ moZraobasTan mimarTebaSi Cndeba sityvebi `zeviT Tu samareSi“, 
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sadac xatis vertikaluri dinamika kidev erTxel gadakveTs Cveni war-
mosaxvis ekrans da kidev ufro met siRrmes sZens „vertikaluri dife-
rencialis“ (baSliari) aqsiologiur aRqmas. 

d. werediani galaktionis poeziis gansakuTrebuli xiblis gasa-
Rebad miiCnevs „SegrZnebaTa emociur sizustes“ da aRniSnavs, rom „es 
sulis musikaa“ (werediani 2002:107,112). „lurja cxenebis“ striqonebis 
fonze „sulis xmovaneba“ „sulis musikis“ invariantia („gaqra vneba-wame-
ba, rogorc Ramis zmaneba,/ viT sulis xmovaneba locvis simxurvaleSi“). 
„sulis xmovanebis“ gaqroba „locvis simxurvaleSi“ poeziis locviT 
sawyisze miniSnebaa, momdevno ori striqoni ki („viT cecxlis xetiali, 
rogorc bedis triali/ Cqari grgvinva-grialiT qrian lurja cxenebi“) 
galaktionis poeturi gznebis, eqstazis, misi Sinagani musikis ritmu-
li gamosaxuleba, misi aramxolod vizualuri, aramed musikaluri xa-
tia. xmauri da uxmauroba, grgvinv-griali da absoluturi mdumareba 
am „Sinagani musikis“ fazebia. swored galaktionis smeniTi warmosaxva 
qmnis sinesTezur xatebs, sadac samyaros musikis obertonebi da misi 
mravalferovani materiis musikaluri SegrZnebebi relevantur vizua-
lur da verbalur xatebad gardaiqmnebian. „lurja cxenebSi“ samyaros 
fraqtaluri arsi, materiisa da (=) energiis (moZraobis) formaTa ana-
logurobaa „daWerili“. 

kidev erTxel mivubrundeT striqonebs `mxolod SuqTa kamara ve-
raferma dafara,/ mSral ricxvebis amara udabnoSi Reldeba“. aq galak-
tioni radikalurad arRvevs sasaubro enis konvencias da verbalur 
Sesatyviss uZebnis winaresubieqtur intuicias. cnobierebas SegrZnebis 
saxiT eZleva samyaros Tavdapirveli xilva: „mSrali ricxvebis“ mRel-
vareba jerac mniSvnelobamiucemeli, miumarTavi, uformo „Relvaa“, yo-
fierebis ritmebis pulsacia da vibracia, Relvis abstraqtuli, arama-
terialuri substancia. am procesSi TiTqos mxolod ena monawileobs 
da ara subieqti. ena asaxavs movlenis sufTa, ubiwo formas, referen-
ciamdel, niSnamdel mdgomareobas, es-esaa iwyebs Relvis konceptis 
freimirebas. 

SekiTxvaze, Tu rogor „ebmis“ SegrZneba mniSvnelobas, poeturi 
enis mkvlevarTa erTi nawilis mosazreba aseTia: „erTi mxriv, warmosax-
va ayovnebs azris pirdapir referencias Cveni sasaubro enis obieqte-
bis mimarT, meore mxriv warmosaxva qmnis models realobis axleburi 
wakiTxvisaTvis“ (Рикер 1990: 431), rac imas niSnavs, rom Sedarebis gziT 
ena cdilobs gadalaxos fundamenturi kavSiris ukmarisoba verbalur-
sa da imaginaciurs Soris. mniSvneloba moZraobs verbalurs, imagina-
ciursa da kognitiurs Soris, raTa daasaxelos manamde ucnobi emoci-
uri realoba. es axali modeli ki, Tavis mxriv, aramxolod realobis 
axal aRqmas gvTavazobs, aramed mniSvnelobas warmogvidgens, rogorc 
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am axali emociuri realobis nayofs. Sedegad, Cven viRebT bundovan, ara-
mdgrad mniSvnelobas, romlis emociur struqturaSi gamTlianebulia 
verbalursa da imaginaciurs Soris danawilebuli referencia. 

mniSvnelobebsa da bgeraTSeTanxmebebs, poetur struqturebsa da 
movlenebs Soris kavSiris es uCveulo gamocdileba ver iqneba mxolod 
Tundac virtuozuli poeturi teqnikis nayofi. da mainc, rogor ukav-
Sirdeba aq azri gamosaxulebas? rogor iZens gamosaxulebis saxes? ra 
aris es – smena Tu xedva? iqneb, sulac am ori SegrZnebis erTdrouloba, 
romelic jer kidev daunawevreblad arsebobs percepciaSi, jer isev 
atarebs yofierebis im uZiro saidumlos, romlis mimarTac enas refe-
rencia ar ganuxorcielebia? 

galaktioni samyaros musikas xedavs. is sazRvarzea da umzers 
uxilavi yofierebis TavisCenas raRac ucnob ganzomilebaSi, usmens 
qaosmoss, xedavs jerac formamiucemeli kosmiuri materiis rxevas da 
cimcims, sunTqvas da fSvinvas, SekumSvasa da gafarToebas, vertikalur 
da horizontalur awev-dawevas. sicocxlis Semqmneli, jerac abstraq-
tul („mSral ricxvebis amara“) energiaTa nakadebis moZraobas, maT 
gamosvlas dRis sinaTleze, urTierTmisalmebasa da Sexvedras. Sesaqmis 
gznebiT datvirTul am kosmiur suraTSi, sadac erdroulad Tanaarse-
bobs je-rac formamiucemeli materia da drois diskretuli pulsacia, 
garkveuli ritmuli periodulobiT gaismis lurja cxenebis grgvin-
va-grialis xma. galaktionis poeturi smena iWers miuwvdomel kavSirs 
yofierebis ritmebsa da poetur ritmebs Soris. am azrs kidev ufro 
aZlierebs bgeraTa musikalur-fonetikuri Tanwyoba, romelic TiTqos 
enisa da yofierebis saerTo geneziss, poeturi substanciis bunebri-
vobas, yofierebisadmi mis mikuTvnebulebas aTvalsaCinoebs. 

ase rom, savaraudod, lurja cxenebis sinkopirebuli moZraoba 
yofierebis ori napiris xelaxal Sexvedras, sicocxlis substanciis 
maradiul moZraobas, gadasvla-gadmosvlas ganasaxierebs. lurja cxe-
nebi, savaraudod, yofierebis sasicocxlo ritmebis xatia, romelTac 
poeturi ena axal emociur realobad gardaqmnis.

rac Seexeba lurja cxenebis xatis zust semantikas, rogorc es 
mosalodnelicaa, igi mkafiod ar ikveTeba. semantikuri veli, romelic 
leqsis analizis procesSi moixaza, zust sazRvrebSi ver eqceva, Tumca 
konotaciur doneze Cndeba xatis gentikuri literaturuli winapre-
bisa da kidev ufro Rrmad – maTi avtorebis asociaciebi (romlebic, sa-
varaudod, unda moiazrebodes frazaSi „yvelani aq arian“ ). maT Soris, 
upirvelesad, vgulisxmobT nikoloz baraTaSvilis merans. vfiqrob, 
Tavis leqsSi galaktioni aramxolod meranis usazRvro qrolvis ideas 
exmianeba da „me var“–is, rogorc Tavisufali poeturi yofierebis mara-
diulobis azrs axmovanebs (kvaWantiraZe 2013: 110), aramed yofierebisa da 
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poeturi substanciis Tanaobis ideas wamoswevs da sicocxlis pirve-
ladi musikisa da poeturi ritmebis funqciuri analogiis intuiciis 
gansxeulebasac axdens. Tuki gaston baSliaris im azrs gaviziarebT, 
rom „xatis gadacema fundamenturi ontologiuri movlenaa“, maSin unda 
vivaraudoT, rom „lurja cxenebi“ poeziis arsze da mis maradiul sa-
sicocxlo daniSnulebaze galaktionis faruli codnis imaginacia da 
mkiTxvelisTvis misi gadacemis fundamenturi ontologiuri aqtia.
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Manana Kvachantiradze
(Georgia)

“Blue Horses”. Reconstruction of the Semantic Field

Summary

Key Words: semantic field, reference , being rhythms, imagination.

The first word of Galaktion Tabidze’s “Blue Horses” (“Like”) demonstrates the 
poet’s intention to compare two shores of existence – worldly and discarnate, visible and 
invisible, name the signs of the endless, invisible, netherworld shore the experience of 
reference of which is unknown to the language and which could not be named in any way, 
except for comparison.

Poet “drowns” into the environment of comparison to make us sense the difference 
and to overcome this difference. At the connotation-association level the evaluative posi-
tion between the conditions of being and not being can be read and shows up as the poetic 
construct as such. By attracting material factors and conditions determining being Galak-
tion names the pre-material being but not as the nothingness but joint movement of invis-
ible particles of matter to showing up (“Nothing could block out the light from this cham-
ber”), movement of nothingness as such, to overcome its substance (“No promise of sight, 
nothing to look at”... – “nothing could block out”). Binariness as the universal principle 
of the language, demonstrates the language’s readiness to overcome this contradiction 
through conjunction (comparison) and turn it into the structure filling the nothingness be-
tween being and not being, between yes and no, i.e. find and tell us about the conjunction 
where such conjunction cannot be clearly seen. Through poetical power turn unawareness 
into awareness, experience. Create, through unveiling of the notification (turning it into 
the image) the poetic substance, as a new reality that could not be reduced to any reality of 
the other type, while its sense is not the result of substitution or replacement of something 
else, rather the transcendence of the substance of poetry into the word.

A word wherein the poet’s will is intentioned, depicts careful preparation for the 
meditational- mystical travel. He has to name what is sunk in unsaid, what is covered 
by radical silence. “No promise in sight, nothing to look at, / Only the quiet — nomadic 
and numb” – is saturated with the intonation of reproach caused by non-fulfillment of the 
promise to the anonym who has created the shore and who the promise belongs to. Seeing 
– is not seeing. Degree of perception of the phrase content and the environment (“prom-
ised shore”) is created not by the simple sum of the semantemes but linguistic (syntactic 
and phraseological-intonation) correlate of complicated emotional perception: one mean-
ing is associated with the space: shore, edge, border, limit etc., and the other – with the 
promise, covenant, something expected and possible. “Nothing to look at” corresponds to 
both meanings. Associative flow of despair, due to disappointment comes into the spatial 
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perception (“shore”) with the second meaning (promise, covenant) as this is not only sim-
ply a shore but the promised shore.

In the first fragment of the poetic text we can see an individual that halted at the 
border. Mood in the further stances is covered with the regret of losing of life, more-
over, with the painful contradiction with it. Last attributes of worldly life leave the scene 
of mind. Internal impulse of the image movement are reflected in the phantasmagorical, 
threatening pictures of the eternity’s realm, in the rhythm of the verse. Repetition of the 
signs of cold emphasizes the “temperature difference” between this and other worlds. 
Frequency of kh and sh phonemes makes perception of the darkness and hopelessness of 
the “eternity’s realm”. Unlike the first part, strain of the phrase increases, pace gradually 
accelerates.

Indifference to time (“And seconds race by. I am not concerned”) is full recogni-
tion of the eternity’s realm, the discarnate. Here time is senseless just like the tears. By 
this phrase comparison of two shores changes orientation and gives preference to the 
eternity’s realm (“The tortures that churned in you died”). Comparison power moves to 
the deeper stage, purpose of which is not only approaching of the eternal and worldly 
through analogies bit also marking of the differences. Entire fragment transforms into the 
picture of conciliation of the opposing sides, restoration of the symmetry and harmony, 
elimination of antithetic nature of existence and establishes with word “died” (“...tor-
tures that churned...”). Final stances could be regarded as use of the comparison structure 
(“hurricane’s rate”, “wildfire’s rate”, “turn of fate” – dart of “blue horses) not say, in se-
miotic manner – in the sense of approaching and substitution of the symbols but rather to 
strengthen the semantic aspect of similarity. 

We can see interesting intuitional-logical link of the meanings in the words “face”, 
“name”, “moan”. These semantes create some kind of “floating chain” of symbols (R. 
Bart) where there is mentioned elimination of key existential modi of individual: faceless-
ness, namelessness and impossibility of dialogue (“Who’ll hear you whisper”). All these 
semantemes name chaos, chaotic condition as by giving name the chaos ends and cosmos 
creates. The face is already a chaos that has shape. As for the moan, this is calling of 
cosmos from chaos (similar to Lord’s “let there be”), here with no result and no response 
(“Who’ll hear you whisper”). Sleep, as archetype of death, is a dominating and only condi-
tion of everything existent and non-existent (“chimeras sleep, darkly twisted”).

The poet outlines the contours of metaphysic picture of life creation: the moment 
of materialization of the energy of light (“light from this chamber”) and movement to the 
energy, matter (“winds rise”). As the characteristics of the key trajectories and rhythms of 
the world’s dynamics, arising and turning (“hurricane’s rate”, “turn of fate”) creates per-
ception of correlation of the world’s dynamics and dart of blue horses through semantic 
and stylistic parallelism, what is nothing else but recognition of homology of the poetic 
mind and logos structures.

“Blue Horses” is the impression of the first vision after “decease”, beginning of the 
new cycle, first movement of emergence of the new life, direct and immediate meeting 
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with the imagination emerged at the level of senses, placed as images by the cognitive 
structure of comparison. 

What is captured by Galaktion’s poetical sense towards the discarnate, at the ver-
bal level is built “through” the aspects of reality that cannot be provided by the language 
directly by the object terms. “Burning soul howling in prayer” points to the prayer na-
ture of the poetry, Galaktion’s audition imagination creates synesthetic images where the 
overtones of the world and musical senses of its diverse matter are transformed into the 
relevant visual and verbal images. “Blue Horses” capture fractal essence of the world, 
similarity of the matter and (=) energy (movement) forms.

Galaktion can see the music of world. He is at the verge and looks at the invisible 
being in some unknown dimension, listens to chaosmos, sees the vibrations and sparkling 
of the cosmic matter that is not shaped yet, its breathing and snuffling, constriction and 
expansion, vertical and horizontal movement. Movement of the energy flows creating life 
that are yet abstract (“only dry numbers”), their coming to daylight, greeting and meet-
ing. In this cosmic picture charged with the creation energy, where coexist a yet unformed 
matter and discrete pulsation of time, the thunderous roar of blue horses dart sounds with 
certain rhythmic periodicity. Galaktion’s poetic ear can capture unachievable links be-
tween the rhythms of being and poetic rhythms. This idea is further strengthened by the 
musical-phonetic structure as though demonstrating common genesis of the language and 
being, naturalness of the poetic substance, its belonging to life. Supposedly, blue horses 
express the being, life rhythms, not only its visual but also musical image and imagination 
of the poetic structure of life.

In the stances “Nothing could block out the light from this chamber / from only dry 
numbers still desert winds rise” – Galaktion found the verbal analogue of pre-subjective 
intuition. It seems that in this process only language participates and not the subject. The 
lenguage describes pure, intact form of the phenomenon, pre-reference, pre-symbolic con-
dition, just commencing framing of the concept of rising. 

Certainly, the semantic field of the blue horses’ image outlined in the process of 
verse analysis cannot be placed within the accurate scopes though at the connotation level 
there appear the associations of the genetic literary forbearers and even more deeply – 
their authors (that, supposedly, should be implied in the phrase “world looks on”). Among 
them, primarily, we imply Nikoloz Baratashvili’s “Pegasus” (Merani). In our opinion, in 
his verse, Galaktion responds not only to the boundless fly of Merani but offers the idea 
of unity of being and the poetic substance and embodies the intuition of the functional 
analogy of indigenous music and poetic rhythms. If we share Gaston Bachelard’s opinion 
that “transfer of image is a fundamental ontological phenomenon”, we should suppose that 
“Blue Horses” is Galaktion’s imagination of concealed knowledge about the substance of 
poetry and its eternal vital purpose and fundamental ontological act of its transfer to the 
readers.
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Temur kobaxiZe
(saqarTvelo)

parodiuli asocireba jeimz joisis moTxrobaSi 

„madli“

„...madli mas unda dahyvebodes gzaze 
da iyos misi sayrdeni, raTa ar daeces“.

netari avgustine. 
„madlisa da Tavisufali nebis Sesaxeb“

joisis krebuli „dublinelebi“ (1914) imdenad myar da kompozici-
urad Sekrul mTlianobas warmoadgens, rom zogjer mas romanadac 
aRiqvamen, Tumca eWvs ar iwvevs, rom masSi Semavali yoveli moTxroba 
calke, dasrulebuli nawarmoebia. `Cemi Canafiqri iyo qveynis zneobri-
vi istoriis Seqmna da dublini scenad imitom avirCie, rom swored es qa-
laqi warmomedgina paraliCis epicentrad~, werda joisi. „...gadavwyvite 
misi oTxi aspeqtis – bavSvobis, siymawvilis, asakobrivi simwifis da 
sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis warmoCena. moTxrobebic am TanmimdevrobiT 
davalage“ (Joyce II 1966: 134). mwerlis mier sakuTari Semoqmedebis Sesaxeb 
gamoTqmuli azrebi yovelTvis ar aris sarwmuno, magram am SemTxvevaSi 
joisi zustad gansazRvravs rogorc Tavis mizans, ise moTxrobaTa Tan-
mimdevrobis wess. maTgan yvelaze cnobilia „mkvdrebi“ (1907), romelic 
agvirginebs „dambladacemuli“ dublinis sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis 
parodiul suraTs, Tumca imaTTvis, visac joisis Semdgomi mwerluri 
evoluciac ainteresebs, ufro sxva moTxroba, „madli“ (1905) unda iyos 
saintereso. pirvandeli CanafiqriT, „dublinelebi“ swored am moTxro-
biT unda dasrulebuliyo – 1905 wels Zmisadmi miwerili werili cxad-
yofs (Joyce II 1966: 124), rom „madli“ joiss krebulis mTavar moTxrobad 
warmoedgina, Tumca mogvianebiT mwerals gegmebi Seecvala. gamomce-
melTa mier mravalgzis uaryofil, jer kidev 1905 wels dasrulebul 
„dublinelebs“ saboloo variantSi moculobiT yvelaze didi moTxro-
ba – „mkvdrebi“ daemata, ramac mTeli krebulis saxe Secvala.

„madlSi“ safuZveli eyreba joisis SemoqmedebiTi simwifis xanis 
nawarmoebTa mTavar Tvisebebs. Canasaxobrivad, aq Tavmoyrilia misi mx-
atvruli meTodis yvela, an TiTqmis yvela is Tavisebureba, rac bevrad 
ufro rTuli saxiT, mis Semdgomi xanis nawarmoebebSi gvxvdeba da serio-
zul Tavsatexs uCens ukve „portretis“, „ulises“ da „fineganis“ mkiTxv-
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els. „madli“ martivad aRsaqmeli moTxroba namdvilad ar aris – Tavisi 
Semoqmedebis ukve am, adreul etapze joisi sityvis didostatia da misi 
nawarmoebis gaazreba seriozul sirTuleebTan aris dakavSirebuli. aq 
ukve vxvdebiT rTul, wignier ironias, romelsac Seumzadebeli mkiTx-
veli Znelad aRiqvams, radgan xSirad ar flobs, an ver acnobierebs im 
informacias, romelsac es ironia eydrnoba. „madlSi“ gvxvdeba lite-
raturul, Teologiur da istoriul wyaroTa parodirebis xerxi, ro-
melic usasrulod amdidrebs josis moTxrobis asociaciur qveteqsts. 
mwerali farTod iyenebs eqstrateqstualur asocieciebs, dublinuri 
yofis ironiul miniSnebebs, istoriul movlenaTa mkrTal Tu aSkara 
gamoZaxils da mTeli am masalis sinTezirebiT swored im „bundovane-
bas“ (Ambiguity) warmoqmnis, romelic jozef konrads didi literaturis 
Tvisebad miaCnda (Conrad 2005: 457). es bundovaneba Seumzadebel mkiTx-
velSi erTgvar dabneulobas iwvevs, miTumetes, rom moTxrobis mTeli 
asociaciuri sirTule martivi, gamWvirvale eniT da Txrobis saocari 
ubraloebiT aris gadmocemuli. ufro metic – avtoris mSrali, iro-
niuli toni da dialogebis sagangebo banaluroba xSirad mosawyeni 
erTferovnebis, zogjer – uazrobisa da alogikurobis STabeWdilebas 
axdens mkiTxvelze, rac, rogorc wesi, nawarmoebTan zedapiruli nac-
nobobis Sedegia da seriozuli, dafiqrebuli gansjisas sruliad sapi-
rispiro ganwyobilebiT icvleba. 

„madlis“ siuJeti (Tuki saerTod SesaZlebelia yofiTi scenebis 
martiv monacvleobas siuJeti ewodos) sakmaod mdarea, araviTar „in-
trigas“ is ar Seicavs: ugonod mTvrali komivoiaJori tom kernani pa-
bis sapirfareSos kibidan gadmovardeba da binZur iatakze zRarTans 
moadens. usulgulo mdgomareobaSi myofs, mas tualetidan „ori jen-
tlmeni“ amoiyvans da barTan, iatakze daasveneben. Semdeg seriozulad 
daSavebuli kernani mis megobars, b-n pauers saxlSi mihyavs, sadac mas 
meuRle uvlis. ori dRis Semdeg, avadmyof kernans sami megobari es-
tumreba – b-ni kaningemi, b-ni m’koi da b-ni paueri. meoTxes, b-n fo-
gartis, mosvla agvaindeba, magram bolos is mainc mouswrebs danarCen 
megobrebs. erTxans isini saubroben religiur Temebze da saubrisas xu-
Tive SeTanxmdeba, rom or dReSi yvelani erTad eklesiaSi wavlen gansaw-
mendad da moismenen mama perdonis qadagebas, rasac asruleben kidec. 
moTxrobac swored qadagebis sceniT mTavrdeba. 

„madlisadmi“ farTo interess biZgi misca joisis Zmis, stanislo-
sis wignma, romelic moTxrobis Seqmnidan naxevari saukuniT gvian, 1957 
wels gamoqveynda: „madli“ pirveli SemTxveva iyo, sadac Cemma Zmam mo-
deli gamoiyena,“ werda stanislosi. „es martivi sqema axali ar aris da 
mis amocnobas didi hermenevtikuli mixvedriloba ar sWirdeba – jo-
joxeTi, salxinebeli, samoTxe. b-n kernanis Camovardna tualetis ki-
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bidan misi jojoxeTs Casvlaa, Sin avadmyofad wola – salxinebeli, 
xolo eklesia, sadac is da misi megobrebi bolos qadagebas ismenen – 
samoTxe. „madlSi“ es sqema ironiulia, odnavi faruli risxviT Seferi-
li, magram Cemi Zma Tavis Semdgom nawerebSic imitom ixmobda modelebs, 
rom maT sakuTar areul cxovrebaSi xedavda. raxan xelovani iyo da ara 
filosofosi... is piradi gamocdilebiT amdidrebda Tavis Semoqmedebas 
da swored es iyo WeSmariti madli, masze, rogorc mweralze, dafrqve-
uli“ (Joyce 1958: 228). erTi sityviT, stanislosma gaaxmovana is faqti, 
rom „madlSi“ joisma pirvelad moargo Tavisi saTqmeli sxva, didi epi-
kuri nawarmoebis sqematur models – dantes „RvTaebriv komedias“, anu 
pirvelad gamoiyena is mxatvruli xerxi, romelic man mogvianebiT da 
ukve sul sxva mwerlur doneze „uliseSi“ ganaxorciela. 

rogorc ki es cnobili gaxda, „madli“ da mTlianad „dublinele-
bi“, romelic manamde joisis adreulda naklebad mniSvnelovan nawarmo-
ebad aRiqmeboda, uceb yuradRebis centrSi moeqca. kritika ise xarbad 
mieZala „madls“, rom bolos, ukve saukuneTa mijnaze gamoqvynda we-
rilebi, sadac „moTxrobaze ganxorcielebuli Zaladobis“ Sesaxeb iyo 
saubari (Klein 1999-2000: 113). marTlac, naxevari saukunis manZilze „mad-
lis“ garSemo mTeli egzegetika Seiqmna – daiwera uamravi komentari da 
kritika or banakad gaiyo. isini, vinc floberis `realizmisadmi“ joisis 
cnobili simpatiebi sityvasityviT gaigo, ostaturad dagebul maxeSi 
gaebnen. moTxrobis uSualo-azrobrivi simartive maT bolomde irwmu-
nes da „Cexovis gavlenaze“ wamoiwyes saubari, imis gauTvaliswineblad, 
rom „dublinelebis“ Seqmnisas inglisurenovani samyarosaTvis Cexo-
vi ucnobi iyo. joisi didad afasebda Cexovs, magram rogorc paueris 
mogonebebi cxadyofs (Power 1974: 57-58), mis nawarmoebebs is mxolod 
mogvianebiT, „uliseze“ muSaobisas gaecno. kritikosTa sxva nawili gah-
yva stanislosis mier moniSnul gezs, magram ise Sors gaiWra aluziebis 
ZiebaSi, rom TviT moTxrobis teqsts gascda da literaturaTmcodne-
obiTi sqolastikis sferoSi gadainacvla. raRa Tqma unda, gamodioda 
gonivruli, saqmis codniT dawerili eseebic, magram gasuli saukunis mi-
wurulisaTvis „aluziebze monadireTa“ ricxvma ise imravla, rom lamis 
SesaZlebeli gaxda „madlis“ interpretatorTa cal-calke „skolebad“ 
daxarisxeba. Yyvela amTvalsazrisis mimoxilva zedmeti ineboda, is ki 
unda iTqvas, rom raxan kritikis mTavar daniSnulebas nawarmoebis in-
terpretacia Seadgens, is yvela Tavis daskvnaSi am nawarmoebs unda ey-
rdnobodes. joisis literaturul, Teologiur da sxva asociaciebs, 
mTlianad joisis teqsts moWarbebulad axasiaTebs urTierTSeRweva-
dobis is „qimia,“ romelsac dRes interteqstualobas vuwodebT. cxa-
dia, es did gasaqans aZlevs teqstis interpretaciis msurvels, magram 
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srulebiTac ar auqmebs TviT am teqstisadmi erTgulebis aucilelobas. 
Tavidanve unda iTqvas, rom moTxrobis saTauri aris „madli“da 

ara „wyaloba“ (an „RvTiswyaloba“), rogorc mas, samwuxarod, qarTuli 
Targmanebidan vicnobT. „Tavisufali“Targmna aq warmoudgenelia, rad-
gan kaTolikur saxe-simboloebs moTxrobaSi didi mniSvneloba aqvs, 
xolo madlis (gratia) doqtrina kaTolikur TeologiaSi gamorCeulad 
mniSvnelovani da „wyalobisagan“(misericordia) arsebiTad gansxvavebu-
lia. garda amisa, inglisuri „grace“ ZiriTadi mniSvnelobiTac „madls“ 
niSnavs, Tumca moTxrobaSi joisi xSirad mimarTavs orazrovan TamaSs 
da ostaturad iyenebs sityvis sxva mniSvnelobebsac. Tavis wignSi stan-
islosi xazs usvams, rom joiss „yovelTvis ainteresebda madlis uc-
nauri doqtrina da pirvelqmnil codvasTan misi mimarTebis sakiTxi“ 
(Joyce 1958: 227). iezuitebis kolejSi naswavli mwerali isedac kargad 
icnobda Teologias, magram cnobilia, rom ukve „madlis“ dasrulebi-
sas, is specialurad dadioda romis sajaro biblioTekaSi calkeul 
sakiTxTa dasazusteblad, ris Sedegadac man moTxrobis „Teologi-
uri“ nawili Tavidan gadawera (Joyce II 1966: 193). raRa Tqma unda, joisi 
RvTismetyvelebas formalurad misdevs,misi mxatvruli xedva parodi-
ulia. moTxrobis jojoxeTi-salxinebeli-samoTxe mxolod dantesgan 
nasesxebi sqema ar aris – garkveulwilad, is mTeli kaTolikuri saiqi-
os parodirebas warmoadgens, Tumca unda iTqvas, rom kaTolicizmis-
admi joisis damokidebuleba calsaxad ironiuli arasdros yofila. 
i.cxvediani samarTlianad SeniSnavs, rom „joisis amboxi ufro protests 
warmoadgenda azrovnebis SemboWveli totalitaruli sistemis winaaR-
mdeg, Tumca interesi kaTolikuri eklesiis Teologiuri safuZvlebis 
mimarT man bolomde SeinarCuna“ (cxvediani 2006: 99). joisi ironiiT 
epyroba samRvdeloebas, Zirfesvianad scvlis popularuli religiuri 
warmodgenebis faseulobiT JReradobas, magram mcdari iqneboda imis 
mtkiceba, TiTqos is aqilikebdes, an abuCad igdebdes Teologias. jo-
isis parodia „maRali parodiaa“ – saocrad ironiuli, zedapirze iqneb 
cinikuric, magram siRrmiseul ganzomilebaSi uaRresad seriozuli da 
mkafio zneobrivi poziciiT ganmtkicebuli. joisma axali, uCveulo 
Sinaarsi SesZina parodiis cnebas, Tumca zogadad, rogorc gansxvave-
bul mxatvrul samyaroTa asociaciuri Sepirispirebis xerxi, litera-
turaSi is yovelTvis iyo cnobili.

`maRali~ parodiis nimuSad SeiZleba warmovidginoT TviT saxa-
reba, Zvel aRTqmasTan mis mimarTebaSi, gansakuTrebiT – qristes qada-
gebebi („Tqven gsmeniaT winaparTa mier Tqmuli... xolo me geubnebiT...“ 
(maTe, 5, 27-28)), rac imas ar niSnavs, TiTqos qriste moses aT mcnebas 
`aqilikebdes~, an mama RmerTs `upirispirdebodes~. servantesic mimar-
Tavs saraindo romanebis parodirebas „don kixoteSi“, magram ironiis 
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namdvili obieqts iq felipe II-is drois espanuri realoba warmoadgens 
da ara saraindo romanebis magistraluri siuJeti. Tavis mxriv, „don 
kixote“ dotoevskis „idiotSia“ parodirebuli, xolo jojoxeT-sal-
xinebel-samoTxis sqema –„Zmebi karamazovebSi~. Tomas manis `doqtor 
faustusi~ erTianad Seicavs rogorc nicSes cxovrebis, ise goeTes 
faustis da ivan karamazovis eSmakTan Sexvedris parodiul asociacias, 
rac imas srulebiTac ar niSnavs, TiTqos mani ironiulad epyrobodes 
an nicSes, an goeTes, an dostoevskis. erTi sityviT, parodirebis xerxi 
sxvaTa mier adre Tqmulisa da nafiqris gansxvavebul gancdiT-inteleq-
tualur registrSi, axal faseulobiT sivrceSi gadatanas gulisxmobs, 
rac sulac ar aris savaldebulod ironiuli xasiaTis, Tumca SesaZle-
belia ironiulic iyos – gaaCnia „parodistis“ SemoqmedebiT indivi-
dualobas. joisis ironiis udidesi nawili imdenad Teologias ar exeba, 
ramdenadac TviT dublinelebs, maT yofiT fsiqologias, Teologiaze 
maT warmodgenas da, maTi saxiT, adamianis Seusabamobas im zneobriv 
standartebTan, romelTa erTgulebasac is iCemebs. dublinelTa zne-
obrivi uunaroba eWvs iwvevs TviT am standartebis marTebulobaSic da 
maT mimarTac iwvevs ironias, Tumca aSkaraa, rom joisisaTvis RvTis-
metyveleba imdenad ironiis obieqti ar aris, ramdenadac ironiis in-
strumentia. riCard elmanis cnobiT, joiss Tavisi ciurixeli megobris,
frenk bajenisaTvis uTqvams, „Sen kaTolikes miwodeb, magram Tu da-
azusteb da Cems siluets sworad moxazav, ufro iezuiti unda miwo-
doo.“ moqandake artur saterisaTvis ki, imave elmanis cnobiT, metad 
niSandoblivi ram ganucxadebia: „iezuitebisagan viswavle saTqmelis 
ise dalageba, rom SesaZlebeli iyos masze msjeloba da Sefasebao“ (Ell-
mann1983: 27). „madlis“ aRqmisas marTlac uaRresad mniSvnelovania is, 
rom kaTolikur dogmatikas joisi Tavisi nawarmoebis maorganizebel, 
struqturul principad gardasaxavs dagamomsaxvelobiT saSualebaTa 
erTobliobac am principiT aqvs „dalagebuli.“ Teologiur terminTa 
mniSvnelobebs mimarT joisi zedmiwevniT sizustes icavs da swored 
amgvari terminologiuri „niSansvetebi“ exmareba mkiTxvels misi moTx-
robis asociaciur labirinTSi gzis gakvlevisas.

kaTolikuri moZRvrebis Tanaxmad, „madli aris ZRveni, usasyidlo 
daxmareba, romelsac RmerTi gvawvdis, raTa vupasuxoT mis mowvevas: 
gavxdeT RvTis Zeni, madliT Svilebi, saRvTo bunebisa da maradiuli 
cxovrebis moziareni“ (katexizmo 1997: 421). adamiani mravalmxriv cod-
vilia – pirvelqmnili codvis garda, is isedac, nebsiT Tu uneblied, 
gamudmebiT scodavs, ris gamoc madlis damsaxureba warmoudgenelia. 
madli adamians „usasyidlod“, RvTis usasrulo siyvaruliT eZle-
va. wyalobas, an Sewyalebas (codvaTa gamo ar dasjas) RmerTs adamiani 
evedreba, anu aqtiuri mxare am SemTxvevaSi adamiania. madli ki Tavi-
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sive ZaliT, codvilis „daukiTxavad“ moqmedebs, rogorc RvTaebrivi 
siyvarulis niSani da aqtiuri mxare am SemTxvevaSi RmerTia. RvTis 
madliT yvelaze mZime codvilic cxondeba – `yvelani usasyidlod mar-
Tldebian misi madliTa da ieso qristesmieri gamosyidvis wyalobiT~ 
(romaelTa, 3:24; 4:5). erTaderTi, rac xsnis maZiebels moeTxoveba, aris 
rwmena: `madlma gixsnaT rwmenis wyalobiT; magram es Tqvengan ki ar aris, 
aramed niWia RvTisa; da arc Tqvens saqmeTagan, raTa aravin iqadnodes“ 
(efeselTa 2:8-9). moTxrobis rTulad niuansirebuli, wignieri ironiis 
gasaazreblad mniSvnelovania imis gacnobierebac, rom „madli upirve-
lesad yovlisa da umTavresad sulis wmidis niWia, Cveni gammarTle-
beli da ganmwmendi“ (katexizmo 1997: 422), RvTis winaSe „gamarTlebisa“ 
da ganwmendis piroba ki kaTolicizmSi moqcevaa da madlic swored am 
saidumloebiT moqmedebs. madlis Teologia erTnairad Seadgens ro-
gorc nawarmoebis zogad ironiul qveteqsts, ise misi poetikis safuZ-
vels; moTxrobaSi parodiis obieqti swored am saidumloebis ritua-
lia – provinciuli dublinis yofiT realobaSi dacema, moqceva da xsna 
komikur butaforiad iqceva. unda iTqvas isic, rom joisis droindel 
kaTolikur warmodgenebSi termini „dacema“ (ingl. The Fall, katexizmo 
1997: 86) ukve aerTianebda rogorc avgustines „pirvelqmnili codvis“ 
doqtrinas (peccatum originale), ise saerTod, adamianis amqveyniur codvi-
lobas (peccata mundi). 

tradiciul, yofiT warmodgenaTa WrilSi, tualetSi dacemis ba-
naluri scena raime gansakuTrebul SemTxvevas ar unda warmoadgendes 
(bolos da bolos, daTvra kaci da daeca, miTumetes irlandiaSi, sadac 
tradiciulad bevrs svamen da Sesabamisad xSirad ecemian). magram joi-
sis parodiuli simbolika uaRresad mravalniSnadia – is, rom tom ker-
nani kibidan gadmovardeba da binZur iatakze daenarcxeba, pirwmindad 
yofiTi incidentis garda, simbolur „codviT dacemasac“ gulisxmobs. 
am savalalo mdgomareobaSi myofi, is aSkarad madls saWiroebs, radgan, 
rogorc vTqviT, RvTis winaSe codvili suli mxolod madliT gamarTl-
deba. protestantad namyofi kernanis saboloo „moqcevas“ (anu deda-
eklesiis wiaRSi mis dabrunebas da RvTis winaSe „gamarTlebas“) isaxaven 
miznad megobrebi, romlebsac is saxlidan taZarSi mihyavT. saintere-
soa, rom „dacemis“ (sulieris, gina fizikuris) motivi joisis Semoq-
medebaSi SemdgomSic xSirad gameordeba – “ulises“ meCvidmete epizod-
Si („iTaka“) blumi Tvisi saxlis SesasvlelTan kibis qveS, ormoSi ecema, 
Tan kaTolikuri aRdgomisa da ebrauli feisaxis TariRebs angariSobs. 
„tradiciul“ kiTxva-pasuxze agebuli „iTaka“ katexizmos formaluri 
parodiaa da dacemis Semdgeg, binaSi sardafis sarTulidan (sic!) Sesuli 
blumi sapniT xelis dabanis xangrZliv „rituals“ Seudgeba, romelsac 
joisologebi ironiulad „saponiadas“ uwodeben da romelic parodi-
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uli ganwmendis ritualadac moiazreba (Gilbert 1958: 369). blumi „oTx 
fexze ecema“ kirkes epizodSic, magram bevrad ufro mniSvnelovan sim-
bolur datvirTvas Seicavs „fineganis aRorZineba-qelexSi“ asociaci-
uri hamfTi-damfTis gadmovardna mSenebare kedlidan. pirqve ecema 
TviT viskis smisgan galeSili fineganic da misi „cocxali“ avatari ham-
fri Cimpden ervikeric. „finegani“ saerTod „dacemiT“ iwyeba, rasac mos-
devs cnobili Weqa-quxilis cametenovani parodiuli imitacia „The fall 
(bababadalgharaghtakamminarronnkonnbronnt-onnerronntuonnthunntrovarrhoun-awns-
kawntoohoordenent hurnuk!)” (Joyce 1975: 3), magram qronologiurad yvelaze 
adreuli joisuri „dacema“swored „madlSi“ gvxvdeba. 

sainteresoa, rom codviT dacemuli kernanis sulier ZiebaTa 
warmosaxvisas joisi imdenad dantes ar eyrdnoba, ramdenadac netar 
avgustines – madlis mTeli Teologia codviT dacemuli sulis moqce-
vis gziT, am sulis xsnisken aris mimarTuli da mis avtorad avgustine 
iTvleba. rogorc Teologi eduard volfi aRniSnavs, „swored „aR-
sarebania“ is erTiani, SemakavSirebeli naSromi, romelic detalurad 
ganixilavs rogorc codviT dacemas, ise moqcevas da xsnas“ (Wolfe 2008: 
2). avgustines naazrevze orientacias joisis mTeli SemoqmedebiTi da 
inteleqtualuri cxovreba cxadyofs – jer kidev studentobisas, dub-
linis sauniversiteto kolejSi wakiTxuli moxsenebidan, „portretSi“, 
„ulisesa“ da bolos, „fineganSi“ mis parodiul citirebamde (Frangoli 
2004: 243). kernanis parodiuli sulieri evoluciac moTxrobaSi swored 
„aRsarebanis“ analogiiT aris warmosaxuli, sadac avgustine sakuTari 
biografiis magaliTze axdens dacemis, moqcevisa da xsnis Tematikis in-
terpretacias. „aRsarebanSi“ es sulieri ganviTarebis safexurebi war-
modgenilia, rogorc madlis zemoqmedebis Sedegi (McCabe 1902: 450-459) 
da sabolood, „madlis“ kompoziciis RerZad joisi swored avgustines 
sqmas iyenebs, Tumca pirveli, rasac dakvirvebuli mkiTxveli sruliad 
marTebulad SeniSnavs, moTxrobis „RvTaebriv komediasTan“ kavSiria. 
amrigad, joisi im samnawilian sqemas misdevs, romelic dantes `SeTx-
zuli~ namdvilad ar aris da romelic TviT dantes Teologiidan aqvs 
nasesxebi. mwerali TiTqos subieqturi asocirebis sivrcesac utovebs 
mkiTxvels, romelsac SeuZlia es sqema rogorc dantes, ise netar avgus-
tines, an mociqulTa saqmenis kaTolikur interpretacias daukavSiros.

tualetis qvesknelTan asocirebis garda, damatebiT narTauls, 
romelic migvaxvedrebs, rom „codviT dacema“ eSmakiseuli cdunebiT 
xdeba da tualetis scena parodiul jojoxeTs gulisxmobs, gaurkveve-
li „wiTurTmiani Cia kaci“ ganasaxierebs. is kernanTan erTad svams, Sem-
deg ukvalod qreba da mogvianebiT, kernani mas damaxasiaTebeli fraziT 
ixsenebs: „eSmakma dalaxvros (an: wyeulimc iyos), ar maxsovs, ra erqva“. 
wiTurTmianis garda, kernani mevaxSe harfordTanac svamda, xolo me-
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vaxSeebi dantes „jojoxeTSi“ hyavs ganTavsebuli (XVII qeba). TviT kibe 
da maincdamainc kibidan gadmovardnac „RvTaebrivi komediis“ parodi-
uli asociaciaa – kibis, zeaRsvlis, aRsavlis motivi dantesTan umniS-
vnelovanesia – „RvTaebrivi komediis“ universaluri kibe samoTxeSi 
aRmavali kibea. joisis parodia kibes sapirispiro simbolur datvirT-
vas aniWebs – qvesknelSi kernani swored kibidan daeSveba, Tumca Sem-
deg, jojoxeTidan amosvlaSi (isev kibiT!) mas ori jentlmeni exmareba. 
moTxrobaSi tom kernanis „codvili suli“ swored im sam safexurs ga-
dis, romelic „RvTaebrivi komediis“ grandiozuli mxatvrul samyaros 
mniSvnelovan simbolur aspeqts Seadgens da maT erTianobas TviT 
dante, rogorc poemis personaJi ganasaxierebs. sulis „iqaur“ terito-
riebs Soris moZraoba gadaketilia – jojoxeTidan salxineblis gav-
liT samoTxeSi veravin moxvdeba da am gzas Tavidan bolomde mxolod 
dante gadis Tavis xilvaSi. raxan kernanic am sam etaps „uproblemod“ 
gadis – is tualetSi „codviT ecema“, saxlSi „ganiwmindeba“ da Semdeg 
eklesiaSi aRwevs parodiul „xsnas“, is faqtobrivad danets marSruts 
imeorebs da parodiulad masTan aris gaigivebuli. amas mowmobs „mad-
lis“ siuJeturi qronologiac: misis kernani SesCivlebs b-n pauers, rom 
misi qmari „paraskevs aqeTia svams“, orSabaTs sruldeba dacemidan is 
ori dRis intervali, romlis Semdegac kernans megobrebi estumrebian 
da is dRe, rodesac xuTive megobari erTad ewveva eklesias, xuTSabaTia. 
dantologiaSi cnobilia, rom dante jojoxeTs 1300 wlis wiTel para-
skevs Cadis da samoTxeSi pirvelsawyisis xilvas aRdgomis momdevno 
xuTSabaTs eswreba (Boyde 2007: 163). anu smis dawyebis dRidan (paraskevi), 
eklesiaSi misvlamde (xuTSabaTi) kernani ara mxolod sqematurad, ar-
amed qronologiurad da TviT kalendaruladac „imeorebs“ dantes mog-
zaurobas. aq, raRa Tqma unda, joisi im xatovani modelis parodireba-
sac axdens, romelsac is Tavis moTxrobas afuZnebs. magram calke aReb-
uli, samnawiliani sqema pirwmindad religiuri xasiaTisaa, is mxatvrul 
datvirTvas moklebulia da joisi mas sruliad axal, mxolod misTvis 
damaxasiaTebel mxatvrul JReradobas aniWebs. rogorc n. yiasaSvili 
aRniSnavda `ulises“ miTosuri sqematikis Sesaxeb msjelobisas, „didi, 
damoukidebeli, originaluri mxatvruli masala mxolod eyrdoba mi-
Tosur models, xolo mis xorcSesxmas, mis axal mxatvrul fenomenad 
qcevas am modelis, am sqemis gamomyenebeli xelovanis unikaluri, mxo-
lod misTvis damaxasiaTebeli, misi SemoqmedebiTi individualobisaT-
vis xelmisawvdomi saSualebani da ostatoba gansazRvravs~ (yiasaSvili 
2012: 837).

joisis Rrma Teologiuri ganswavluloba upirvelesad misi, ro-
gorc parodistis simbolur azrovnebaSi gamoixata. mniSvnelovan par-
odiul datvirTvas moTxrobaSi xSirad moulodneli, erTi SexedviT 
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umniSvnelo detalebi Seicavs, romlebic Txrobis procesSi sakvanZo 
simboloebad gardaiqmneba. dacemisas kernani mZimed Savdeba – is ise 
daartyams Tavs, rom enas ikvnets da sisxli sdis piridan. magram simT-
vraleSi dacemisas maincdamainc enis mokvneta Znelad warmosadgenia, 
imitom, rom gaurkvevelia, rogor (ra kuTxiT) unda daartyas adaminma 
Tavi iataks ise, rom ena moikvnitos. amave dros, epileptikuri Sete-
visas dacema da enis mokvneta sakmaod gavrcelebuli klinikuri su-
raTia. xSirad, avadmyofs Setevis dros kbilebs Soris ucxo sagansac 
udebdnen (magaliTad kovzs), rom mas ena ar daezianebina. enis mokvne-
taze „madlSi“ gauTaveblad aris saubari – dasawyisSi kernani serTod 
ver metyvelebs imitom, rom man ena moikvnita, Semdeg is gzad eubneba 
pauers, ver gelaparakebi, ena movikvniteo da saerTod, kernani TiTq-
mis mTeli moTxrobis manZilze luRluRebs enis tkivilis gamo. stum-
rad misuli megobrebis pirveli SekiTxvac mokvnetili enis tkivils 
exeba – Sexvedra swored am Temis ganxilviT iwyeba. misis kernans „ar 
surs sisxlismoyvaruli gamoCndes, Torem auxsnida jentlmenebs, rom 
b-n kernanis enas cotaodeni damokleba arafers daaklebda“ da a.S.. 
sul kernanis enis mokvnetaze moTxrobaSi Svidjer aris saubari da rac 
mTavaria, mis sanaxavad mosuli b-ni kaningemic ixsenebs, rom „erTma sa-
mocdaaTis wlis moxucma epilefsiuri Setevisas enis wveri moikvnita, 
romelic mere ise kargad Seuxorcda, rom kvalic aRar etyoboda“. ni-
Sandoblivia, rom am monayols kernani pasuxobs, „me samocdaaTi wlis 
ar varo“, anu is uaryofs asaks, magram ar uaryofs epilefsias, rac am 
SemTxvevaSi ufro mosalodneli unda yofiliyo. kernanis am sityvebze 
misi megobrebi erTmaneTs mravalnmniSvnelovnad gadaxedaven – „ker-
nans surda, rom incidentis detalebi bundovani darCeniliyo“, SeniS-
navs joisi saavtoro teqstSi. mogvianebiT, moTxrobaSi irkveva, rom 
kernansac iseve kargad Seuxorcda ena, rogorc kaningemis moTxrobil 
SemTxvevaSi epilefsiiT daavadebul moxucs. cnobilia, rom eplefsi-
uri gulyrisas avadmyofs xSirad pirze duJi adgeba; gulyris Semdegac, 
nerwyvis Warbi gamoyofa da ylapvis unaris droebiTi dakargva erT-
erTi gavrcelebuli simptomia epilefsiis (Shorvon 2006: 48). nerwyvis, 
an duJis pirze modgomas uCivis kernanic, rodesac mas megobrebi est-
umrebian: „gulisrevis SegrZneba maqvs. raRac amomdis pirdapir yeli-
dan, duJi Tu...“ „eg lorwoa“, Tqva mister m’qoim. „pirdapir yelidan 
amomdis. gulisamrevia“. magram kaningemi amas alkoholizms ukavSirebs: 
„bevri ylapeT da imis bralia“. saerTod, alkoholizmis aSkara da epi-
lefsiis faruli asociaciuri motivebi paralelur Temebad gasdevs 
mTel moTxrobas. jer kidev pabSi iatakze dasvenebul kernans saxeze 
ruxi feri (grey pallor) edeba, rac ise SeaSinebs barmens, rom is policiels 
gamoiZaxebs. specialur literaturaSi swored amgvari saxis feria 
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moyvanili erT-erT simptomad, romliTac epileftikur gulyras sxva 
Setevebisgan ganasxvaveben (Orient 2010: 591).mogvianebiT, Semoqmedebi-
Ti simwifis xanaSi joisi xSirad daubrundeba epilefsiisa da bnediTi 
vardnis Temas – ukve „jakomo joisSi“ naxsenebia „avxorci RmerTi“ da 
„bnediani ufali“, romlis klanWebsac, jakomos erotikul fantaziebSi, 
misi warmosaxviTi satrfo „WikWikiT daaRwevs Tavs“. „ulises“ me-15 epi-
zodSi („kirke“), bordelSi misul blums, missave fantasmagoriul zmane-
bebSi, doqtori bak maligani „STamomavlobiTi epilefsiiis“ diagnozs 
usvams, xolo Semdeg, halucinaciur bodvaSi qal-blumad qceuli blu-
mi „bnedianis gamkivani yviriliT oTx fexze daecema“ (joisi 2012: 492). 
„uliseSi“ epilefsiis Tema simbolur ganviTarebas moklebulia da iqve, 
„kirkeSi“ mTavrdeba, Tumca rogorc patrik holgani amtkicebs (Holgan 
2014: 164-65), ar aris gamoricxuli, rom mTeli epizodis halucinaciuri 
zmanebebis gasaRebi swored blumis epilepsiuri Seteva iyos. „madlSi“ 
enis mokvnetis detali imitom aris mniSvnelovani, rom is kernanis dace-
mis ara mxolod alkoholur, aramed epilefsiur xasiaTzec mianiSnebs. 
joisi am orazrovnebas Segnebulad mimarTavs, raTa alkoholuri into-
qsikaciis Temis paralelurad, moTxrobaSi epilefsiis simboluri mo-
tivic Semoitanos. epilefsia „vardniTi“ daavadebaa (falling disease), xolo 
kernani – fizikuradac da zneobrivadac „davardnili“, anu „codviT 
dacemuli“ adamiania (fallen man), romelic RvTaebriv madls saWiroebs. 

rogorc es xSirad xdeba joisis SemoqmedebaSi, epilefsiis mo-
tivi „madlSic“ orazrovania. erTi mxriv, esaa e.w. morbus sacer, an morbus 
divinus – sakraluri, „RvTaebrivi“ avadmyofoba, rogoradac mas anti-
kur xanaSi icnobdnen, rodesac epilefsiur Setevebs RvTaebriv ZalTa 
Carevas ukavSirebdnen (Tumca ukve „hipokratul“ traqtatSi „De Morbo 
Sacro“ xazgasmiT gacdxadda am daavadebis pirwmindad fiziologiuri xa-
siaTi. Miller 1953: 1-15). Sua saukuneebi nawilobriv daubrunda adreul 
crurwmenas da im drois religiur warmodgenebSi epilefsia swored 
„codviT dacemis“ daavadebaa, demoniT Sepyrobilobis niSani, ro-
melic avi sulebis gandevnas, „egzorsizms“ (igive RvTaebriv Carevas!) 
saWiroebs. niSandoblivia, rom Suasaukuneobriv warmodgenebSi „de-
moniT Sepyrobilebs“ xSirad adgebodaT pirze duJi. meore mxriv, epi-
lefsias RvTaebriobis niSnebic miewereboda, radgan rogorc Zveli, ise 
axali aRTqmis zog winsawarmetyvels swored bnediTi vardnisas ganex-
vneboda WeSmaritebis bWeni da isini RvTis neba-survlis auwyebdnen 
qveynierebas (Altsсhuler 2002). mociquli pavle, magaliTad, swored maSin 
moeqca, rodesac is – manamde qristianTa sastiki mdevneli – damaskos 
mimaval gzaze SeteviT daeca da mas qristes xma Caesma (saqmeni, 9, 3-6). 
Semzadebuli mkiTxvelis cnobierebaSi moTxrobis konteqstma es siu-
Jeturi paralelic unda gamoiwvios – codviT dacema, moqceva, uflis 
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xma am SemTxvevaSi is interteqstualuri niSnebia, romlebic joisis 
„madls“iseve ukavSirebs mociqulTa saqmens, rogorc dantes poemas da 
avgustines Teologias. cxadia, joisTan mTeli es masala parodiulad 
gardasaxulia – kernani vardniTi seniT daavadebuli, „codviT dace-
muli“ („demoniT Sepyrobili“) loTia da rogorc fizikur, ise sulier 
gankurnebas saWiroebs. irkveva, rom rogorc codviT (bnediT) dacemul-
Tan, anu rogorc „RvTaebrivi seniT“ SepyrobilTan, suliwmidas madli 
dacemis momentidanve kernanTan aris – jer „wamoayenebs“ (misi nacnob-
megobrebis saxiT), Semdeg „gankurnavs“ (Sin woliTa da movliT), xolo 
bolos ganwmends da „gaamarTlebs“ mama perdonis parodiuli qadage-
biT, romelic ise Caesmis kernans, rogorc qristes xma Caesmis damaskos 
mimaval pavles. asociaciuri analogiis ZaliT, tom kernani ara mxolod 
parodiul danted, aramed parodiul avgustined da TviT pavle moci-
qulad warmogvidgeba. „madlSi“ joisi parodiulad agrZelebs dasav-
luri RvTismetyvelebis am tradicias – avgustine „aRsarebanSi“ moci-
qul pavles gamocdilebas eyrdnoba, dante eyrdnoba netar avgustinesa 
da Toma aqvinels, xolo joisi dantesgan nasesxeb modelze afuZnebs 
Tavis moTxrobas, sadac asociaciurad samive wyaros iyenebs – rogorc 
poeturs, ise Teologiurs da bibliurs.

kidev erTi miniSneba epilefsiaze, rogorc „RvTaebriv daavadeba-
sa“ da parodiul- RvTaebriv (an eSmakeul) Sepyrobilobaze moTxrobaSi 
gvxvdeba maSin, rodesac avadmyofi kernanis sanaxavad mosuli kaningemi, 
m’koi da paueri rwmenis sakiTxebs ganixilaven, saubroben kaTolikur 
eklesiaze, iezuitebis ordenze da romis papebze. pius IX, romelsac 
Tanameinaxeni leo XIII-sTan erTad „vatikanis tyved“ moixsenieben, mTe-
li cxovrebis manZilze epilefsiiT iyo daavadebuli, rac Tavis droze 
misi saeklesio karierisaTvis seriozul dabrkolebad iqca. garemoeba-
Ta gamo, piusisaTvis uprecedento gamonaklisi dauSves da oficiluri 
biografiis Tanaxmad, is eklesiis wiaRSi saswaulebrivad „ganikurna“ 
(Legge1875: 22-26). garda amisa, swored piusi iyo rwmenis sakiTxebSi papis 
ucodvelobis doqtrinis avtori, romelic vatikanis pirvelma saekle-
sio krebam (1869–1870) dogmatad gaaforma. papis ucodveloba (Infallabil-
ity), romlis Sesaxebac saubroben kernanTan Sekrebili megobrebi, sru-
li antipodia codviT dacemis (the Fall), rac wesiT, papsa da tualetSi 
dacemul kernans Soris zneobriv da sarwmunoebriv ufskruls unda 
gamoxatavdes, magram joisi maT faruli epilefsiis niSniT aerTianebs, 
rac damatebiT ironiul, lamis sarkastul elfers sZens kernanis me-
gobrebis „Teologiur“ saubars. ironia piusis mier dakanonebul dog-
mats exeba: papi ucodveli, anu „daucemelia“ (infallible) maSin, rodesac 
is imTaviTve „dacemiTi“ seniT (falling disease) aris Sepyrobili da maSa-
sadame, „dacemuli“ adamiania. saubari amJRavnebs kernanis megobrebis 
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srul umecrebas rogorc rwmenis, ise eklesiis istoriis sakiTxebSi da 
joisis ironia imaSi mdgomareobs, rom am xalxs, saSualo klasis res-
peqtabelur warmomadgenlebs da RvTismosav kaTolikeebs, romlebsac 
gadawyvetili aqvT eklesiaSi gansawmendad wasvla (Tan moyvassac upi-
reben „moqcevas“), sinamdvileSi warmodgena ara aqvT imaze, Tu ra aris 
maTi rwmenis sagani. isini kompetenturi toniT msjeloben iseT sakiTxe-
bze, rac mxolod yuris mokvriT gaugiaT da cdiloben, rom sakuTari 
umecreba xan patriotizms amoafaron („irlandiur samRvdeloebas 
udides pativis scemen mTel msoflioSi!“), xan TiTqos mxolod maTT-
vis gandobil, „gansakuTrebul“ informaciad warmoaCinon (`iezuitebi 
maRal sazogadoebas uWeren mxars“), xan romis papebis pirad cxovre-
baSi sakuTari informirebuloba gamoaCinon („papa leonma erTi leqsi 
fotografiis aRmoCenas miuZRvna – laTinurad, ra Tqma unda“). kerna-
nis megobrebis es provinciuli snobizmi, romis papebze, kardinalebze, 
iezuitebis „aristokratizmze“ saubari, garda imisa, rom TavisTavad 
komikuria, realur situaciaSi – tualetSi dacemuli loTis sanaxavad 
mosul nasvam megobarTa scenaSi – groteskul saxes iRebs da swored im 
„faruli risxviT Seferil“ sarkazmad aRiqmeba, romelzedac stanis-
losi saubrobs Tavis wignSi. 

rogorc vTqviT, megobarTa saubari ZiriTadad vatikanis pirvel 
saeklesio krebas Seexeba, sadac pius IX-m papis ucodvelobis dogmati 
gamoacxada („xoda Seikribnen yvelani iq, kardinalebi da episkoposebi 
da arqiepiskoposebi msoflios yvela kuTxidan...“). megobrebi am krebis 
msvlelobaze saubrisas usaSvelod ureven erTmaneTSi sinamdviles da 
yurmokrul Worebs. magaliTad, kaningemi kompetenturi toniT „kardi-
nalad“ moixseniebs Teolog iohan diolingers (1799-1890) da krebaze mis 
„gacxarebul kamaTs“, Tumca diolingeri kardinali arasodes yofila 
da arc vatikanis krebas ar daswrebia. kaningemi amaxinjebs mis gvarsac 
(„is germaneli kardinali, gvarad dolingi... Tu daulingi...“). patri-
otul eqstazSi Sesuli kaningemi saqciels uqebs irlandiel tuamis ar-
qiepiskoposs jon makheils („maSin aRimarTa fexze da lomis xmiT das-
Weqa: Сredo!“) romelsac msgavsi araferi gaukeTebia da piriqiT, ucodv-
elobis dogmatis winaaRmdegi iyo, Tumca bolos Zalian uxalisod ahyva 
umravlesobis nebas. miuxedavad amisa, „b-n kaningemis naTqvamma msme-
nelTa warmodgenaSi eklesiis didebuli xateba Seqmna. dabali, xrinwi-
ani TqmiT warmoTqmulma rwmenisa da morCilebis am sityvebma megobre-
bi erTianad SesZra.“ scenis amaRlebul, patriotul-religiur paToss 
ironiulad „adablebs“ kernanis coli, romelic swored am momentSi 
winsafarze xelebis mSralebiT Semodis samzareulodan: `misis kernans 
sazejimo dumili ar daurRvevia, sawolis Tavs uxmod mieyrdno“. sau-
bari romis papebze asociaciurad ukavSirdeba alkoholizmsac, Tan lo-
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Toba warmosaxulia iseT Cvevad, romelic xels ar uSlis papis „ucod-
velobas“. usasrulod ironiulia kaningemis msjeloba imis Tobaze, rom 
marTalia, papebs Soris „iyvnen araraobanic... magram gansacvifrebe-
lia, rom arc erT maTgans, ragind gamousworebeli loTi da ukanaskne-
li aramzadac ar unda yofiliyo, arc erTs ex catedra yalbi doqtrinis 
sityva ar wascdenia. gana es saocari ar aris?“ anu SemTvral kaningems 
romis papebi loTebadac warmoudgenia, ukanasknel aramzadebadac, mag-
ram is, rom romelime maTgans kaTedridan „codvili“ sityva dascdeno-
da, misTvis wamoudgenelia. megobrebi ixseneben pius IX-is da leo XIII-is 
laTinur devizebsac, miuxedavad imisa, rom papebs devizebi arasodes 
hqoniaT. ubralod, tradicia miawerda maT cnobil frazebs, romlebic 
SemTvral megobrebs „devizebi“ hgoniaT da romlebsac isini damaxin-
jebuli saxiT imeoreben, Tan „usworeben“ erTmaneTs. SezarxoSebulTa 
saubarSi gaxsenebuli da Woris yaidaze gadasxvaferebuli es naxevar-
simarTlec absurdad moCans. mTlianad saubars (saeklesio istoriis 
mniSvnelovan faqts, vatikanis krebas) sadRac, miuwvdomel sferoebSi 
momxdar (an ar momxdar) ambavTa gamoZaxilis, yru provinciaSi yurmok-
ruli da saxeSecvlili Woris mkafio surneli dahkravs. Aamgvari „xal-
xuri“ katolicizmi, sadac informacia WorSia areuli da faqtebi al-
koholur fantaziebs erwymis, joisisaTvis qveynis zneobrivi paraliCis 
suraTs ganasaxierebs da kulturuli degradaciis simbolod aRiqmeba.

niSandoblivia, rom sityva Fall (dacema) moTxrobas laitmotivad 
gasdevs da sxadasxva kombinaciebSi gvxvdeba – xan pirdapiri, xan simbol-
uri an gadataniTi mniSvnelobiT, xan rogorc sapiripiro mniSvnelo-
bis sityvis Ziri (Infallible), xanac – metaforuli mniSvnelobiT, rogorc 
kernanis megobrebis saubrisas, sadac „WiqebSi viskis dacemis msubuqma 
musikam sasiamovno interludia Seqmna“ („The light music of whisky falling into 
glasses made an agreeable interlude“). WiqaSi viskis „dacema“ (da ara „dasxma“) 
inglisurad TiTqmis iseve uxerxulad jRers, rogorc qarTulad da sa-
gangebo stiluri Seusabamoba aq avtoris saTqmels gamoxatavs – „dace-
mas“ joisi aqac ironiul metaforad gamohyofs da zneobrivi dacemis 
simbolur motivs alkoholizmis Temas ukavSirebs. saerTod, moTxro-
baSi Zalian energiulad etanebian sasmels – misis kernanis garda, svams 
praqtikulad yvela moqmedi piri, imaTi CaTvliT, vinc moqmedebaSi uSua-
lod ar iRebs monawileobas da romelTa Sesaxebac moTxrobaSi mxolod 
saubaria. viskis, brendis da sxva alkoholuri sasmelebis gauTavebeli 
dagemovneba cxovrebiseul normad aris warmosaxuli da TiTqos msu-
buqi, mimtevebluri iumoriTaa Seferili, rac kidev ufo amZafrebs 
zneobrivi degradaciis am isedac tevadi simbolos ironiul JRera-
dobas. nasvami gadmovardeba kibidan tom kernani; mas, ukve zemoT amo-
yvanils da iatakze dasvenebuls, isev asmeven brendis; nasvamia is ori 

Temur kobaxiZe



99

jentlmeni, romlebsac kernani tualetidan amohyavT; kernanTan er-
Tad svams „wiTurTmiani Cia kaci“, romelic Semdeg ukvalod qreba; maT-
Tan erTad svams mevaxSe harfordi; „Teologiuri“ saubrisas aqtiurad 
etanebian sasmels b-ni kaningemi, b-ni paueri, b-ni m’koi da b-ni fogarti; 
saerTod msmeli kacia b-ni harfordi, romelsac kernanis megobrebi sa-
gangebod ixseneben – is mogzaurad asaRebs Tavs, raTa gareubnis pabebSi 
dalios, sadac mas ar icnoben (irlandiaSi grkveuli saaTis Semdeg sas-
meli mxolod mogzaurebze iyideboda); potenciur loTebad kaningemis 
saubarSi gamoyvanilni arian TviT romis papebi („ragind gamouswore-
beli loTi da aramzada ar unda iyos...“). saerTod, smasTan, alkogoliz-
mTan dakavSirebuli leqsika moTxrobis enobrivi faqturis mniSvnelo-
van nawils Seadgens: mimtani b-n kernans „cotaoden roms“ miarTmevs, 
galeSil kernans isev „brendis Caasxamen xaxaSi“, gons Zlivs mosuli 
kernani „axlagazrda velosipedistsTan“ saubarSi sinanuls gamosTq-
vams, rom maT „TiTo Wiqac ver dalies erTad“; misis kernani Civis, rom 
misi meuRle „paraskevs aqeTia svams“, magram „qmris loTobas Cveu-
lebriv ambad sTvlis“; megobris sanaxavad mosul kaningems saCuqrad 
viski moaqvs, magram kernans eubneba, rom „yvelaferi sasmelis bralia“, 
Tan saubris sxva nawilSi, ukve Tvadac SezarxoSebuli, umeorebs „zed-
meti ylapeTo“. kernani Tavisas ar iSlis da cols ekiTxeba, „CemTvis xom 
araferi gaqvs Semonaxulio,“ razec misis kernani mkvaxed mouWris, „rac 
guSin dalie, isic geyofao.“ stumrebi „boTlebs sicil-xarxarSi Camoi-
rigeben“; kaningemi „boTls aiRebs da yvelas Camousxams“; „stumrebi, 
erTmaneTis wabaZviT, kidev TiTo Wiqas daleven“, „Wiqebs gamoclian da 
isev magidaze dadgamen“; fogartic megobrebs xeldamSvenebuli ewveva 
– „naxevar pinta magar viskis“ moitans; b-ni m’koi „viskis siamovnebiT 
mosvams“; papa leonis laTinur poeziaze saubrisas faogartic „didis 
ambiT Sesvams“ da a.S.. leon XIII-is xsenebac asociaciurad alkohols 
ukavSirdeba. papi, romelic axladgamogonil fotografiaze laTinur 
leqsebs werda, cnobili iyo, rogorc 1860-ian wlebSi Seqmnili popu-
laruli sasmelis, e. w. „marianis Rvinis“ (Vin Mariani – franguli bordo, 
kokainis foTolze dayenebuli) intensiuri momxmarebeli. misi sruli-
ad umweo laTinuri leqsi, romelic moyvanili aqvs r. boils (Boyle 1969: 
17) imis gulubryvilo mtkicebas Seicavs, rom fotografias ufro didi 
xelovnebis Seqmna ZaluZs, vidre kacobriobis nebismier did mxatvars, 
rac, ra Tqma unda, joisis ironiul Rimils iwvevs, magram savsebiT Seesa-
bameba megobarTa diskusiis saerTo intonacias. siaxleTa damfasebelma 
leon XIII-m „matonizirebeli“ sasmelis gamomgonebel anjelo marianis 
vatikanis oqros medali uboZa da misi nawarmis sareklamo posterzec 
gamoCnda (Mann 2009: 63). is, rom diskusiaSi naxsenebi ori romis papidan 
erTi simbolurad „codviT dacemuli iyo“, xolo meore arc malavda 
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alkoholisadmi midrekilebas, usazRvrod amdidrebs moTxrobis iro-
niul qveteqsts, miTumetes, rom SemTvral megobarTa saubari, maTive 
warmodgeniT, metad seriozul, amaRlebul-religiur da patriotul 
Temebs Seexeba. moTxrobis parodiul asociaciaTa WrilSi tom kerna-
ni, Tavisi alkoholizmiTa da faruli epilefsiiT, orive romis paps 
– leo XIII-s da pius IX -s erTnairad ukavSirdeba. 

zneobrivi dacemulobis motivi da suliwmidasgan wamosuli mad-
lis orazrovneba parodiulad aris gaTamaSebuli moTxrobis im nawil-
Si, sadac misis kernanis „xalxur“, folklorul religiurobazea sau-
bari. Kkernanis coli erTi ubralo diasaxlisia, romelsac „qorwinebis 
meoTxedi saukunis Tavze iluziebi TiTqmis ar SerCa.religia misTvis 
ufro Cvevad iyo qceuli da mas aeWvebda, rom misi qmris asakis kaci sik-
vdilamde didad Seicvleboda... Tavgadakluli morwmune is ar iyo, mag-
ram mtkiced swamda iesos wminda gulis, rogorc yvelaze gamosadegi 
kaTolikuri salocavis da swamda wminda saidumloebebis. misi rwmena 
samzareulos farglebs ar scildeboda, magram Tu gauWirdeboda, erT-
nairad swamda suliwmindac da banSic“. erTi sityviT, misis kernans eWvi 
Seaqvs TviT madlis qmediTobaSi – megobrebs kernani eklesiaSi gansaw-
mendad mihyavT, mas ki ara swams imis, rom misi meuRle didad Seicvleba. 
daxasiaTebaSi gamosWvivis religiisadmi momxmarebluri damokideb-
ulebac (iesos wminda guli, rogorc „gamosadegi“ salocavi), magram 
mTavari ironia imaSi mdgomareobs, rom misis kernani Tavis rwmenaSi ban-
Sis da suliwmindas aigivebs. banSi irlandiuri folkloris demoniuri 
figuraa – wiTelSi gamowyobili kudiani, romelic sikvdils moaswavebs 
– im saxlSi, romlis maxlobladac mas SeniSnaven, an romlis karTanac 
is SeCerdeba, sikvdili daisadgurebs (am folklorul personaJze ix. 
Lysaght 1996L). Tu RvTaebrivi madli suliwmidasgan modis, banSi, rogorc 
demoniuri Zalebis gzavnili, sruliad sapirispiro sawyiss ganasax-
ierebs. Tumca moTxrobaSi fizikurad aravin ar kvdeba, mxedvelobaSia 
misaRebi, rom dantes asociaciur WrilSi, „madlis“ moqmedeba saerTod 
parodiul saiqioSi xdeba, misi perosnaJebi zneobrivad dambladacemu-
li cocxlad mkvdrebi arian. garda amisa, krebulis finaluri moTxro-
bis saTauri swored „mkvdrebia“, rac ironiasTan erTad iseTsave pirquS 
asociaciur elfers sZens mTel krebuls, rogorc mis pirvelsave 
gverdze naxsenebi sakvanZo sityva-simbolo „paraliCi“ (moTxrobaSi 
„debi“).

dantes „RvTaebrivi komediis“ garda, moTxroba kompoziciurad 
imeorebs bibliuri iobis wignis agebulebasac. megobrebis stumroba 
kernanTan ar aris ubralod, misi bediT dainteresebul dublinelTa 
TavSeyra da maTi parodiuli saubari religiaze – odesRac, bibliur 
warsulSi, zustad aseve „Seityo iobis samma megobarma yvela es ube-
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dureba, rac Tavs daatyda iobs, da mividnen Tav-TavianTi adgilebidan 
elifaz Temaneli, bildad Suxeli da cofar nayamaTeli; Seiyarnen er-
Tad, rom misuliyvnen misasamZimreblad da sanugeSeblad“ (iobi, 2:11). 
iobis wigni joisis parodiuli asociaciebis aranakleb mniSvnelovani 
wyaroa, vidre „RvTaebrivi komedia~, mociqulTa saqmeni, an avgustines 
Teologia. iobis wigniviT, „madlic“ dayofilia Sesaval, centralur 
da daskvniT nawilad, sadac centraluri nawili moculobiT yvelaze 
didia – „madlSi“ is daaxloebiT teqsitis sam meoTxeds Seadgens. is-
eve, rogorc iobis faTerakebiT aRsavse istoria, kernanis ambavic misi 
dacema-daavadebiT iwyeba da jer scenaze meuRlis gamoCeniT, Semdeg – 
misi megobrebis stumrobiT da maTi „Teologiuri“ saubriT grZeldeba. 
„madlSic“, iseve rogorc iobis wignSi, meoTxe megobars (joisTan fo-
gartis, bibliaSi – elihus) Sexvedraze mosvla agviandeba. fogartic, 
bibliuri elihus msgavsad, kernanis oTxi megobridan yvelaze axal-
gazrdaa. iobis wignis Sesabamisad, Txroba TiTqos „madlSic“ xsniT da 
RvTis winaSe gamarTlebiT unda dasruldes, magram joisi yvela Tavis 
wyaros parodiulad gardasavavs – moTxrobis simbolur asociaciaTa 
WrilSi, kernani iseTive parodiuli iobia, rogorc pavle mociquli, 
avgustine da dante. parodiulia misi „moqceva“, absurdulia misi mego-
brebis „Teologiuri“ diskusiac da, raRa Tqma unda, sruliad yalbia, 
butaforiulia eklesiaSi „ganwmenda“ – zneobrivad paralizebul soci-
umSi, romelsac dublini ganasaxierebs, xsna miuRwevelia. 

kompoziciuri analogiis garda, moTxrobis teqsti savsea iobis 
wignis siuJeturi Tu simboluri asociaciebiT: kernani, iseve, rogorc 
iobi, mis bed-iRbalSi RvTaebriv (an „eSmakiseul“) ZalTa Carevamde ma-
terialurad uzrunvelyofli iyo – marTalia, misi mokrZalebuli Se-
mosavali ver Seedreboda iobis simdidres, magram, komivoiaJoris Tao-
baze, is adre normalurad grZnobda Tavs. orive personaJis cxovrebaSi 
materialur keTildReobas ukiduresi siduxWire scvlis – kernani 
valebSia Cafluli, mas TviT fogartisac marTebs, anu saWmlis fuli 
uWirs (fogarti – parodiuli elihu – kernanis saxlis mimdebare sa-
sursaTo maRaziis mflobelia), xolo iobs, satanic CareviT, RmerTi un-
adgurebs yvelafers, rac gaaCnda. kernanis alkoholizmma da epilef-
siam, iseve rogorc iobis SemTxvevaSi satanis Carevam, orive personaJi 
ara mxolod materialurad daazarala, aramed mZmed daaavada. cxadia, 
kernani am TvalsazrisiTac iobis ironiul, komikurad umweo versias 
warmoadgens – tualetSi misi dacema da enis mokvneta ver Seedreba 
im ubedurebas, rac Tavs daatyda iobs. metad sagulsxmoa kaningemis, 
paueris da m’kois saubris siaxlovec elifazis, bildadis da cofaris 
Teologiur diskusiasTan. yoveli maTgani RvTaebrivi Canafiqris in-
terpretacias lamobs da TviT iobi miuTiTebs Tavis megobrebs maT 
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umecrebaze: „Tqveni Segonebebi nacris arakebia, Tqveni sayrdeni Tixis 
sayrdenia“ (iobi, 13:12). is, rom iobi Tavis megobrebs swored pretenzi-
ulobasa da umecrebaSi amxels, gansakuTebiT mkafiod Cans bibliis in-
glusur teqstSi: “Your pompous talk is dust and ashes” (Job, 13:12). erTi sity-
viT, orive saubris zogadi suliskveTeba analogiuria – rogorc iobis, 
ise kernanis megobrebi iseT sakiTxebze msjeloben, romelTa Sesaxebac 
maT araferi gaegebaT. mniSvnelovani parodiuli kontrasti imaSi md-
gomareobs, rom iobis megobrebisagan gansxvavebiT, kaningemi, paueri da 
m’koi saubrisas RmerTs saerTod arc axseneben – qristes maT diskusiaSi 
deda-eklesia scvlis, Tavisi parodiuli romis papebiT, TeologebiT, 
kardinalTa dasiT da „aristokratiasTan dakavSirebuli“ iezuitebiT.
sagulisxmoa misis kernanis da iobis colis saxeTa asociaciuri siaxl-
ovec: moTxrobis warmosaxviT scenaze kernanis meuRle iobis coliviT 
diskusiis win gamoCndeba. orive qalbatons TavianT qmrebTan daZabuli 
damokidebuleba aqvT, Tumca aqac, misis kernanis yofiTi, banaluri 
gaRizianeba („rasa hgavs... jandaba magis Tavs, erT mSvenier dRes kisers 
moitexs da eg iqneba!“) simboluri siRrmiT da gancdiT-inteletualuri 
simZlavriT ver Seedreba iobis colis risxviT aRsavse wamoZaxils, „ax-
lac eWidebi Sens sialales? barem dagme RmerTi da mokvdi!~ (iobi 2:9). 
orive qalbatons ar moswons is surneli, romelic maT meuRleebs asdis 
– misis kernans aRizianebs alkoholis suni da pabebis oxSivari, iobis 
cols ki, rogorc TviTon iobi mosTqvams, „sunTqva SesZagda“ misi (iobi, 
19:17). magram mTavari, rac or qal-personaJs aerTianebs da asociaci-
urad akavSirebs erTi SexedviT sruliad gansxvavebul konteqstebs, 
am qalbatonebis rwmenis simyifea – misis kernans suliwminda da banSi 
erTamneTSi ereva, iobis cols ki eWvi Seaqvs RmerTis samarTlianoba-
Si da meuRlisagan mis dagmobas iTxovs.raRa Tqma unda, Tanamedrove 
`misis iobic~, bibliuri iobis colTan SedarebiT, `msubuq JanrSia~ 
gadawyvetili da mis pardiul variants warmoadgens.

iseve, rogorc iobi, kernanic ukmayofiloa Tavisi megobrebiT, 
Tumca iobisgan gansxvavebiT, misi ukmayofileba ar gulisxmobs rwmenis 
sakiTxebSi uTanxmoebas – rogorc vTqviT, kaningemi, paueri, m’koi da 
fogarti arc axseneben RmerTs, maTi diskusiis sagani eklesia da ritu-
alebia. ori scenis asociaciuri paraleli rwmenis da ritualis, Rmer-
Tis da eklesiis ironiul kontrasts gulisxmobs. kaTolikuri eklesia 
iseve Sors dgas RmerTisgan, rogorc Tanadroul dublinSi Seyrili 
megobrebis saubari – iobis wignSi aRwerili diskusiisagan. provinciuli 
dublinis yofiT realobaSi kaTolikuri ritualic sagandebod degra-
direbuli, parodiuli saxiT warmogvidgeba. RmerTi, rogorc umaRlesi 
zneobrivi kriteriumi joisis parodiul iobs, kernans arc axsendeba – 
Tavisi megobrebis msgavsad, isic ritualze fiqriT aris dakavebuli, 
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Tumca eklesiaSi gansawmendad wasvla masSi enTuziazms ar iwvevs („ker-
nani protestantuli ojaxidan iyo da Tumca qorwinebamde kaToliked 
moeqca, oci wlis manZilze eklesias arc gahkarebia. is ki arada, zogjer 
ikbineboda kidec kaTolicizmis misamarTiT“). kernani undomlad Tanx-
mdeba Tavisi megobrebis wamowyebas (`ar geurCebiT, – Tqva b-ma kernanma 
da naZaladevad gaiRima“), magram rodesac saubari eklesiaSi sanTelbiT 
dgomas exeba (sanTlebis roli kaTolikur da protestantul ritualSi 
mkveTrad gansxvavebulia), is ukve xmamaRla gamoTqvams protests: „ara, 
RmerTmani... yvelafers Tavisi sazRvari aqvs. ise moviqcevi, rogorc 
wesi da rigia, vimarxuleb, mRvdels aRsarebas vetyvi, yvelafers vizam 
rac saWiroa, oRond sanTlebs xelSi ar daviWer! dalaxvros eSmakma, san-
Tels xelSi ra damaWerinebs!“ – razec misis kernani ironiulad SeniS-
navs, esec Tqveni RvTismosavi kaTolikeo.

iobis wignis zogad parodiul analogias Seicavs „madlis“ finalic 
– kompoziciurad, mama perdonis qadagebas is adgili uWiravs moTxro-
baSi, rac RmerTis monologs – iobis wignSi. finalSi gvxvdeba iobis 
wignze parodiuli miniSnebebic, magaliTad, rogorc ufali iobisagan, 
ise mama perdoni Tavisi mrevlisgan iTxovs uflis winaSe „kacurad,” an 
`vaJkacurad“ wardgomas (be like a man (iobi, 40:7) da be manly (`wyaloba“) 
sinonimuria), rac iobis wignis amaRlebul konteqstSi adekvaturad 
aRiqmeba, magram komikurad JRers mama perdonis qadagebaSi da daaxloe-
biT Cveneburi „kacuri kacis“ analogiuria. finalis antiklerikalur 
JReradobas amZafrebs mruSobasTan da zneobriv degradaciasTan aso-
cirebuli wiTeli feris laitmotivic. mama perdonis gvari imJamindeli 
dublinis wiTeli farnebis raionTan, montosTan asocirdeba, romelic 
joisma mogvianebiT „kirkes“ epizodSi ukvdavhyo – stiven dedalosi da 
leopold blumi swored montos erT-erT bodrelSi xvdebian erTnma-
neTs. am raionis saroskipoebiT cnobili quCa, perdon striti odesRac 
„kacebis xafangis“ metsaxelTac iyo cnobili (The Man Trap), rac ironi-
ulad TanaJReradia mama perdonis moTxovnis, rom misi mrevli RvTis 
winaSe „kacurad“ warsdges. wiTlad elvarebs TviT mama perdonis saxe 
– is, rom mamaos saxe wiTeli aqvs, jer kidev kernanis saxlSi saubrisas 
ikveva (`namdvilad gecodinebaT, tom... mxiaruli kacia... – ho... mgoni 
vicnob, maRali romaa, Zalian wiTeli saxiT?“) da Semdeg ukve eklesiaSi 
meordeba („kaTedris moajirze ayudebuliyo misi sxeulis ori mesamedi 
da ganieri, wiTeli saxe“). eklesiaSi Semosuli mrevli xedavs, rom Sors, 
mTavar sakurTxevelze, wiTeli Suqis aTinaTi TamaSobs. Semdeg, qada-
gebis warmoTqmis win, muxlmodrekili mama perdoni locviT aifarebs 
saxeze xelebs da swored am wiTeli aTinaTisken mitrialdeba. „siwiTle“ 
– wiTeli farnebis Suqis anarekli – zneobrivi degradaciis damRasaviT 
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adevs rogorc TviT mama perdons, ise misi eklesiis mTavar sakurTxe-
vels da, aqedan gamomdinare, irlandiis samRvdeloebas, mTel eklesias, 
amqveynad qristes „mistikur sxeuls“.

RmerTi, romlis xma iobis wignSi grigalidan ismis, TviT iobisa da 
saerTod, mokvdavTaTvis RvTaebrivi bunebis Seucnoblobaze saubrobs.
jer kidev me-13 saukunis didi ebraeli swavluli nahmanide (moSe ibn 
nahmani) am epizodis komentarSi aRniSnavda, rom „RvTaebrivi sibrZne 
kacTa modgmisTvis dafarulia. ufali mxolod imas auwyebs mokvdavT, 
rom maT unda hqondeT RvTis SiSi da ganudgnen borots, xolo rac Se-
exeba sasjelsa Tu jildos, borotTa uvneblobas Tu saTnoTa tanjvas 
– es maT ar ganecxadebaT. amitom aris, rom iobi ver arkvevs samarTals 
da verc Tavisi megobrebis Segonebebidan iTvisebs raime sibrZnes“ (Cooper 
1997: 235). RvTaebrivi bunebis am sruli iracionalizmisgan gansxvave-
biT, mama perdonis Segoneba aRsavsea yofiTi pragmatizmiT da zustad 
aris gaTvlili im auditoriaze, romelsac misi mrevli ganasaxierebs 
(„me TqvenTan movedi, rogorc gamocdili, praqtikuli adamiani, raTa 
saqmian xalxs saqmianad dagelaparakoT. metaforulad rom vTqvaT, 
dRes me Tqveni sulieri buRalteri var. amitom, modiT yovelma Tven-
ganma Tavis davTarSi Caixedos, Tavisi sulieri cxovrebis davTarSi, 
da naxos, is mis sindiss Tu Seesabameba“). joisis mama perdoni nametani 
„gaSinaurebulia“ RmerTTan – qristeze is namyo droSi saubrobs, ro-
gorc samagaliTo pirovnebaze, Tavis nacnobze, an avtoritetze, ro-
melic „iyo“, magram ar „aris“ (`qriste ar iyo mkacri zedamxedveli, 
man icoda Cveni codvebi, icoda Cveni znedacemuli bunebis sisuste da 
arc amqveyniuri cdunebebi iyo misTvis ucxo“). mis interpretaciaSi 
RmerTi wvril biznesSi dasaqmebulTa keTil meurved warmogvidgeba, 
romelsac umcrosma partniorebma finansuri angariSebi unda abaron: 
„Tu Tqveni angariSebi zustad emTxveva erTmaneTs, maSin ase uTxariT 
RmerTs: ai, me gadavamowme Cemi angariSebi da yvelaferi wesrigSi maqvs. 
magram Tu iq rame Seusabamobaa, simarTle TqviT da kacurad aRiareT: 
me Cavxede Cems angariSebs da aqa-iq yvelaferi rigze ver iyo, magram 
RvTis madliT, yvelafers gamovasworeb.“

mrevli, romelic am Segonebebs usmens, dublinis farTo soci-
alur fenas – provinciul saSualo klass – wvril mewarmeebs, biurok-
ratias da saqmosnebs ganasaxierebs. maTgan ori mevaxSea, sami qalaqis 
administraciaSi dasaqmebuli moxele, erTi adgilobrivi gazeTis Ta-
namSromeli da erTic – yofili komersanti. „b-nma kaningemma CurCuliT 
aniSna b-n kernans b-n harfordze, mevaxSeze, romelic odnav moSore-
biT ijda, Semdeg kaTedrasTan axlos mimjdar b-n feningze, registra-
torsa da saarCevno kampaniis aqtivistze, romelic sameurveo sabWos 
erT-erT axaldaniSnul wevrTan erTad ijda. xelmarjvniv isxdnen be-
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beri mailk graimzi, sami gamsesxebeli salaros mflobeli da den hoge-
nis ZmisSvili, romelic adgils elodeboda meriaSi. Semdeg, wina rigSi, 
isxdnen b-ni hendriki, „frimen jernalis“ mTavari reportiori da sa-
wyali o’keroli, b-ni kernanis Zveli megobari, romelic odesRac mniS-
vnelovani figura iyo komerciaSi.“ Tavis parodiul „samoTxes“ joisi 
provinciul sazogadeobad warmosaxavs, sadac yvela erTmaneTs 
scnobs da icis, „vin visi vin aris“, ras warmoadgenda warsulSi („sawyali 
o’keroli“, romelsac kaningemi batonobiTac aRar moixseniebs), an ris 
gakeTebas apirebs momavalSi („den hogenis ZmisSvili, romelic adgils 
elodeba meriaSi“). sagulisxmoa, rom CamoTvlilTagan mxolod xelmo-
caruli komersanti o’kerolia erTaderTi, vinc odesRac iyo raRac 
ekonomikur saqmianobaSi (vaWrobaSi) Cabmuli, danarCenebi mwarmoebel-
Ta kategorias ar ganekuTvnebian, yvelani momxmareblebi arian da ori 
maTgani ki saerTod, mevaxSea. moTxrobaSi asaxuli ekonomikuri sidux-
Wiris Tema calke dakvirvebis sagnad gamodgeba, magram parodiuli aso-
cirebis TvalsazrisiT sainteresoa, rom joisis samoTxe dantes per-
sonaJebis Tanamedrove prototipebiT aris dasaxlebuli – mevaxSeebi 
dantes „jojoxeTis“ erT-erTi yvelaze Rrma jurRmulis mkvidrni 
arian (qeba XVII). mevaxSe harfordi simboluri figuraa – is TiTqos arc 
iRebs moqmedebaSi uSualo monawileobas, magram kernani ixsenebs, rom 
swored masTan da „wiTur axalgazrdasTan“ svamda, sanam tualetSi da-
ecemoda. bolos harfordi eklesiaSi gamoCndeba, magram masze manamdec 
aris saubari: „nacnobi kaTolikeebi, rodesac harfordis gamoZalvebis 
msxverplni xdebodnen, mas iralndiel urias uwodebdnen da idioti 
Svili rom hyavs, RmerTma dasajao, ase ambobdnen“. mevaxSe harfordi 
nawarmoebis TavSic gamoCndeba da boloSic, riTac joiss Tavis paro-
diul „samoTxeSi“ simboluri jojoxeTis asociaciebi Semoaqvs. ukve 
TavisTavad, eklesiaSi mevaxSeebis da yofili vaWris daswreba saxarebis 
cnobili siuJetis groteskuli asociaciis Semcvelia – taZars Sesulma 
qristem, rodesac iq „movaWreni da msxdomare mekermeni (fulis gadam-
cvlelebi)~ naxa, „dawna sablisgan Solti da gamoreka taZridan yvela... 
mimofanta mekermeTa fuli da aayirava maTi daxlebi“ (ioane, 2: 14-15). 

mama perdons rom davubrundeT,„orguli mouravis“ igavi, romlis 
citirebasac is axdens Tavis qadagebaSi, cnobilia, rogorc saxarebis 
erT-erTi yvelaze bundovani epizodi da misi sityvasityviTi wakiTxva 
(Tu sqolastur interpretaciebs ar gaviTvaliswinebT) marTlac wi-
naaRmdegobriv STabeWdilebas tovebs. igavSi mouravi, romelmac icis, 
rom batoni mas daTxovnas upirebs, eSmakobas mimarTavs – daibarebs 
Tavisi batonis movaleebs da Tamasuqebs Tavidan gadaawerinebs, anu va-
lis nawils CamoaWris im imediT, rom rodesac mas daiTxoven, es xalxi 
Seifarebs da samsaxurs miscems. mouravis saqciels batonis ucnauri 

parodiuli asocireba jeimz joisis moTxrobaSi „madli“



106

reaqcia mohyveba: „Seaqo batonma orguli mouravi: fxianad moiqecio, 
vinaidan am soflis Zeni TavianT msgavsTa Soris ufro fxianni ari-
an, vidre naTlis Zeni.“ aranakleb ucnauria TviT qristes daskvnac: 
„amitom geubnebiT, SeiZineT megobrebi usamarTlo simdidriT, raTa, 
rodesac gaRaribdebiT, migiRon saukuno samyofelSi“ (luka, 16:8-9). 
saxarebisadmi miZRvnil uSvelebel literaturaSi am epizodis yvela 
komentari, tradiciulad, imis mtkicebiT iwyeba, rom „es yvelaze rTu-
li igavia bibliaSi da misi damakmayofilebeli interpretacia dResac 
ar arsebobs“ (Lampe 1962: 836). am moarul frazas mama perdoni iseTi 
„mZlavri, damajerebeli xmiT“ warmosTqvams („swori interpretaci-
isaTvis es erT-erTi yvelaze rTuli teqstia mTel saRmTo werilSi“), 
TiTqos piriqiT, saxarebis sirTule da bundovaneba msmenelTa TvalSi 
mis saTqmels amyarebdes. odnav Secvlili saxiT, is qristes daskvniTi 
sityvebis citirebasac axdens („SeiZineT megobrebi usamarTlo simdid-
riT, raTa, rodesac mokvdebiT, migiRon saukuno samyofelSi“), riTac 
macxovari sakmaod ucnauri moralis mqadageblad gamohyavs – gamodis, 
TiTqos TviT RmerTi ubiZgebdes vaWrebsa da mevaxSeebs korufciisa 
da finanusri maqinaciebisaken, rac mama perdons aSakarad am adgilis 
„swori interpretacia“ hgonia. joisis ironia aqac orazrovania: saxa-
rebis citatis moxmobiT, TviT mama perdonic iqceva „mowyale bato-
nis“ – RmerTis gzavnilad, mis „orgul mouravad“ da mrevlis „sulier 
buRaltrad“, romelic qaragmulad mouwodebs eklesiaSi Sekrebilebs 
(RvTisgan „davalebul“ mrevls), rom maT TavianTi „sulis davTrebSi“ 
finansuri angariSebi Secvalon da „kacurad“ warudginon isini ufals.

cxadia, joisi uxvad iyenebs socialuri satiris elementebs, 
magram „madlis“ teqsti imdenad rTuli da asociaciurad mravalniS-
nadia, rom misi aRqma mxolod socialuri satiris, an Tundac „qveynis 
zneobrivi istoriis“ kuTxiT warmoudgenelia. moTxrobis mxatvrul 
qsovils („madli“ ki upirveles yovlisa mxatvruli nawarmoebia da ara 
sazogadoebriv mankierebTa mamxilebeli dokumenti) asociaciuri saxe-
simboloebiT azrovneba gansazRvravs, rac uaRresad ganzogadebul 
gancdiT-inteleqtualur qveteqsts warmohqmnis. amis Sedegad, ro-
gorc sonia baJiCi SeniSnavs, joisis „teqsti, romelic imad ar aRiqmeba, 
rac is sinamdvileSi aris, TiTqos damalobanas eTamaSeba mkiTxvels“ 
(Basic 1991: 374). rTuli, inteleqtualuri TamaSis safuZvels moTxro-
baSi xan gakvriT naxsenebi, xan sxvadasxva azrobriv kombinaciebSi lait-
motivad gameorebuli, xanac – sagangebod xazgasmuli simboluri da 
asociaciuri saxeebi Seadgens. erT-erTi maTgani, romelic agreTve mama 
perdonis epizodSi gvxvdeba, kvinkunqsia – simboluri saxe, romelic 
jvarcmuli qristes sisxlian iarebTan aris asocirebuli da grafi-
kulad aso X-is formas imeorebs, anu warmoadgens mxrebze dayenebul 
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jvars. meti TvalsaCinoebisaTvis, kvinkunqsi SeiZleba isec warmovid-
ginoT, rogorc kamaTelze gamosaxuli „fanji“. swored am grafikuli 
figuris mixedviT ganTavsdebian grZel saeklesio skamebze taZarSi gan-
sawmendad misuli megobrebi, rasac joisi sagangebo sizustiT aRwers: 
„erT skamze, kaTedrasTan axlos, dasxdnen b-ni kaningemi da b-ni ker-
nani. maT ukan, marto moTavsda b-ni m’koi, xolo mis ukan skamze dasxdnen 
b-ni paueri da b-ni fogarti. b-ni m’koi uSedegod cdilobda megobrebis 
gverdiT epova adgili da rodesac bolos yvelani kvinkunqsis formiT 
dalagdnen, scada kidec ramdenjerme gaxumreba, magram warumateblad.“

moTxrobis am saxis mravali interpretacia arsebobs, mas calke 
werilebic eZRvneba (Duffy 1972; Lobner 1991; Tejedor 2007 da sxv.). saer-
Tod, kvinkunqsi, rogorc universaluri xati, simboluri konotaciebis 
usasrulo rigs moicavs, rac xSirad misi „Tavisufali“ interpreta-
ciis saSualebas iZleva. amitomac aris, rom am saxeze msjelobisas kri-
tikosTa nawili xan Sua saukuneebis numerologiur, astrologiur da 
alqimiur simbolikaSi ifloba, xan ise gulmodgined iZiebs kvinkunqsis 
kavSirs dantesTan, rom joisis moTxroba gverdze rCeba da mTeli yu-
radReba „RvTaebriv komediaze“ gadasdis (Lobner1989: ). dantesgan gan-
sxvavebiT, joisis simbolur saxeebs ara aqvs sakraluri an religiuri 
mniSvneloba, is arasodes ar gadadis ezoTerikis, an „numerologiis“ 
sferoSi, anu ar miawers ricxvebs mistikur Sinaarss. joisisTvis ricx-
viTi simbolo da simboluri sqema an iracionaluri Sinaarsisagan da-
clili poetikuri modelia, an asociaciuri saxe, romelic erT an ram-
denime konkretul wyaros gulisxmobs da ara raime farul, ezoTerul 
„codnas“. amis yvelaze TvalsaCino magaliTia jojoxeT-salxinebel-
samoTxis sameba, romelic „madlSi“ erTdroulad mianiSnebs mkiTxvels 
„RvTaebriv komediaze“, avgustines „aRsarebansa“ da pavles moqcevis 
epizodze. analogiur rols asrulebs „fineganis“ oTxive nawilSi gan-
meorebadi oTxeba, rogorc qveynierebis tradiciuli simbolo da TviT 
„fineganis“ oTxnawilianoba, romelic saxarebis asociaciis Semcvelia 
(detalurad ix. Robinson 1991: 131-141). 

„fineganSi“, iseve, rogorc vTqvaT, folkneris „xmaursa da mZvin-
varebaSi~, oTxebas simboluri mniSvneloba aqvs da misi ricxvobrivi 
Sesatyvisi aris 3+1 – nawarmoebis meoTxe nawili pirveli samisgan gan-
sxvavebulia, rogorc ioanes saxareba aris mkafiod gamorCeuli danar-
Ceni sami, `sinoptikuri~ saxarebisgan. igive 3+1-s, Tumca sul sxva sim-
bolur WrilSi, mimarTavs dotoevskic „Zmebi karamazovebSi“ (3 Zma + 1 
– smerdiakovi, romelic agreTve „gansxvavebulia“). miniatiurul vari-
antSi, 3+1 daculia madlSic, sadac axalgazrda fogartis danarCen sam 
megobarTan Sekrebaze agviandeba, iseve, rogorc agviandeba axalgazrda 
elihus iobTan da mis megobrabTan Sexvedraze (aqac 3+1). damatebiT, 
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„madlSi“ am sqemasTan asocirebulia jonaTan svifti, romelic kerna-
nis saubarSi „iahuebis“ xsenebiT aris miniSnebuli. sami masxara sati-
ridan „kasris zRapari“ – piteri, martini da jeki (maTgan ori, piteri 
da martini kaningemis da m’kois sexniebi arian) Teologiur diskusias 
marTavs „mezRapresTan,“ romelic sviftis satiraSi aseve mogvianebiT 
uerTdeba saubars. sabolood, „madlSi“ megrobrebi xuTeuls, anu 
kvinkunqss hqmnian da aq ukve sqema aris 4+1, rac moTxrobis asociaciur 
WrilSi simbolurad gaTamaSdeba da damatebiT asociaciebs iwvevs. aR-
saniSnavia, magaliTad, rom kvinkunqsi irlandiuri kulturuli tradi-
cis erT-erT simbolos warmoadgens. ukve Cvens droSi, cnobili poeti 
Seimas hini iraldiis xuTi istoriuli koSkisgan (da Sesabamisad, xuTi 
istoriuli sagrafosgan) Semdger kvinkunqss mTeli irlandiis da TviT 
`irladiurobis~ (Irishness) simbolod warmosaxavs (Heaney 2011: 173-178). 
„madlis“ finalSi, sadac yvela tradiciuli faseuloba Tavdayira aris 
dayenebuli da TviT samoTxeSi jojxeTis ali elvarebs, es tradiciuli, 
istoriul-patriotuli motivic parodirdeba.

mTeli misi mravalniSnadobis miuxedavad, kvinkunqsi rogorc 
literaturuli saxe upirveles yovlisa „RvTaebriv komedias“ uka-
vSirdeba, magram dantes poema geometriuli figurebis da ricxvTa 
simbolikis iseT simravles moicavs, rom masSi „madlis“ asociaciuri 
saxiT miniSnebuli konretuli detalis migneba erTob Znelia. SesaZle-
beli variantebidan yvelaze damajerebeli kavSiri aq „samoTxis“ XVIII 
qebasTan SeiniSneba, sadac dantes mzeras sarwmunoebisaTvis mebrZo-
li gmirebis da raindebis sulebi warmoudgeba – jvarze, romelzedac 
dantes beatriCe mianiSnebs,ieso navinis, iuda makabelis, rolandis, kar-
los didis, Jofrua de buionis da sxvaTa landebi swored kvinkunqsis 
sqemiT arian ganlagebulni. joisis Tanamedrove Tavgamodebuli kaTo-
likeebi, TavianTi komikur-religiuri aRtkinebiT, am „sarwmunoebisaT-
vis mebrZolTa“ parodiul versias ganasaxiereben – isinic ise Camolag-
debian gardiner stritze mdebare eklesiis skamebze, rogorc dantes 
raindebi ganTavsdebian „samoTxeSi“ warmosaxul jvarze. paralelurad, 
joisi kaTolikuri ritualis mniSvnelovan aqsesuarzec mianiSnebs 
mkiTxvels – relikvariumze, anu jvris kidobanze, romelSic wmindanTa 
nawilebi inaxeba. sazeimo momentis Sesabamisi Sinagani TrTolviTa da 
mokrZalebiT, megobrebi ise ganlagdebian skamebze, rogorc wmindanTa 
nawilebia Calagebuli jvris formis relikvariumSi: TiTo-TiTo oTx-
ive kuTxeSi da erTic – centrSi. m’koi am dros umweo gaxumrebas cdi-
lobs, magram mas mkacri mzeriT xmas gaakmendineben. 

moTxroba sruldeba mama perdonis imedismomcemi sityvebiT, rom 
RvTis madliT yvela codviT dacemuli adamianis xsna aris SesaZlebe-
li, magram mis sabuRaltro terminebiT gadatvirTul saubarSi TviT 
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sityva „madli“ sul sxva asociacias iwvevs – meore mniSvnelobiT, „grace” 
sakredito davalianebaze gadaxdis gadavadebas niSnavs. momxmarebluri 
merkantilizmi TviT saeklesio kaTedridan JRers – xsna mama perdonis 
qadagebaSi davalianebis dafarvis gadavadebasTan, finansur „Svebas-
Tan,“ ekonomikuri „amosunTqvis“ saSualebasTan aris asocirebuli. am 
ironiuli orazrovnebis SemotaniT, joisi kidev erTxel, sagangebod 
warmoaCens eklesiis rols im zneobriv paraliCSi, romelmac moicva 
dublini, irlandia da simbolurad – mTeli Tanadrouloba. komikur 
absurdad aris qceuli TviT xsnis SesaZlebloba pirfer da umecar, 
momxmarebluri praqticizmiT daavadebul sociumSi, sadac „codviT 
dacemuli“ kernanis sulieri Ziebani madliT naTelcemuli gza ki ar 
aris, aramed imTaviTve (tualetSi dacemis momentidanve) am gzis paro-
diaa. kernans da mis megobrebs joisi imad warmosaxavs, rac isini mar-
Tlac arian – masxarebi provinciul scenaze, romelic sadegradaciod 
ganwirulia. zneobriv faseulobaTa kriziss yovlismomcveli xasiaTi 
aqvs – is sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis yvela sferos moicavs da wevrTa yo-
fiT, sulier, ekonomikur da inteleqtualur degradaciaSi gamoixateba.
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Parody References in James Joyce’s “Grace”

Summary

Key words: “Grace”,  Joyce, Dante, ironic, parody.

Joyce’s ‘Grace’, which is famously based on the model from The Divine Comedy, 
also adopts the Book of Job as a framework for artistic expression.  Intriguing parallels 
can also be drawn between ‘Grace’ and St Augustine’s Confessions, ‘Grace’ and the Deeds 
of Apostles.  Seemingly, ‘Grace’ is a tale that deals with alcoholism, but the real focus of 
the story is religion and its social function in the life of a society in the state of paralysis. 
The story is rife with allusions and symbols, referring to a variety of sources, primarily 
theology and the history of the Catholic Church.However,by means of ironic association, 
the focus is skillfully shifted from theology to the reality of Joyce’s contemporary Dublin, 
and in the first place, the irony concerns the social life of Dubliners, their manners andtheir 
way of life.

The action of the story is clearly limited by the three venues of a pub, Tom Ker-
nan’s house and the Church, where he is taken as a new convert, to reconfirm his union 
with the Church.The triadic structure of the story has a symbolic significance; besides The 
Divine Comedy and The Book of Job, it also refers to the three-partstory of St Paul’s con-
version (his sinful fall,a call from heaven andsalvation),  thus transforming Tom Kernan 
intoparodicSt Paul, as well as Job and Dante the character of the poem. Further associative 
avatars of Kernan can be identified as Pope Pius IX and Pope Leo XIII, who respectively-
signify alcoholism and epilepsy as the symbols of spiritual and physical decay. The Fallis 
symbolically implied in the beginning of the story, when Kernan falls down from the stairs 
in the lavatory, and  starts his parodic spiritual journey.

Theological imagery and ironic references to the history of the Church are widely 
used in the dialogues of the main characters. Parody picture of the provincial society with 
its beliefs rooted in folklore Catholicism is revealed through ironic references to the theo-
logical concept of Grace.  The title of the story refers to the supernatural gift conferred 
by God on rational beings so that they might be able to attain salvation, but it is a play on 
words. Besides salvation of an individual through the favour of God, Grace also means 
elegance in movement or a period of postponement for monies due. It also means elegance 
in movement and manners.  All these meanings have some type of ironic relevance in the 
story. 

The ubiquitous theme of alcoholism in the story is intertwined with the hidden 
references to epilepsy as the ‘falling decease’ or morbus sacer, the name by which it was 
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known in the Antiquity and the Middle Ages. This is evident from Tom Kernan’s biting off   
his tongue when he falls in the lavatory (‘the fallen man’)and from the subsequent discus-
sion of the accident by his friends. After two nights, a group of Mr. Kernan’s friends visit 
the house in order to convince Mr. Kernan to join them in a Catholic retreat, or cleansing 
service. The challenge lies in the fact that Mr. Kernan is a former Protestant who converted 
to Catholicism for his wife and has never warmly accepted his new church. 

Biting the tongue off clearly brings to mind an injury caused by an epileptic sei-
zure rather than an alcoholic excess. The motif of epilepsy is uncovered in Cunningham’s 
words when he recalls a man of seventy ‘who had bitten off a piece of his tongue during 
an epileptic fit and the tongue had filled in again, so that no one could see a trace of the 
bite.’  Epilepsy is also referred to in the frequently mentioned character of pope Pius IX, 
who was known for suffering from that illness and for being ‘miraculously cured’ in the 
womb of the  Church, when he took orders as a Catholic priest. Tom Kernan is aware of 
his illness, although he strives to conceal it. Both ironic motifs of alcoholism and epilepsy 
(the latter as a ‘falling disease’ or a mock obsession with supernatural powers) penetrate 
the whole image-structure of the story, forming its main associative background against 
which the action enfolds. 

Mr. Power, Mr. Cunningham, and Mr. M’Coy spend their visit at first talking about 
Mr. Kernan’s accident and his health, all of them taking time to consume alcohol in sub-
stantial quantities. The ironic connotation is enhanced by mentioning Pope Leo XIII, who 
was known as a consumer and an enthusiastic promoter of Vin Mariani, Bordeaux mixed 
with coca, which was very popular at the period.

The final and third section of ‘Grace’ occurs at the Jesuit Church service and fo-
cuses on the words of the officiating priest, Father Purdon. Mr. Cunningham, Mr. Kernan, 
Mr. M’Coy, Mr. Power, and Mr. Fogarty sit near each other in the pews, which are filled 
with men from all walks of Dublin life, including pawnbrokers and newspaper reporters. 
From the red-lit pulpit, Father Purdon preaches to them, he claims, as businessman to busi-
nessman, as the ‘spiritual accountant’ to the congregation before him. The service, in turn, 
is a chance for reckoning, and he asks the men to tally up their sins and compare them to 
their clean or guilty consciences. Both those who accounts balance and those whose show 
discrepancies will be saved by God’s grace, as long as they strive to rectify their faults.
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Epistemological Aspects of Life-Writing

Introduction 
Autobiography is a narrative which introduces real life in aesthetic literary way. 

Introduction of a serious content of human life with all complex social relationships in 
appealing form makes this genre popular for both readers and researchers from diverse 
humanitarian and social fields. Besides fulfilling the role of being a source of “first hand” 
information about real social relationships and a form of art, autobiography is a social 
activism which brings about positive changes for both the author and the reader in epis-
temological and ontological levels. Its impact is long-lasting, as the problems introduced 
in such works are potentially ubiquitous, repeatable throughout history and in different 
cultures. 

Life-writings are one of the forms of participatory method used in social studies. 
The authors’ description and interpretation of diverse relationships, their biases and as-
sumptions open multiple interpretive perspectives for readers and researchers who are also 
not free from subjectivity to reassess sometimes established beliefs and attitudes. Autobi-
ographies, as a means to reveal invisible sides of the self, which can be either typical or 
different for readers, besides their major function of self-analysis in order to conciliate the 
inner and outer worlds, have potential to sustain harmonic relationships in different levels: 
first, between the authors’ individual selves and social conventions surrounding them; 
second, between the reader and the writer through consciousness raising and reassess-
ments of values in the process of reading the other’s life; third, among cultures, developing 
consciousness of culture-based perceptions of certain behaviors which are conventional 
for one culture and considered to be “unthinkable” or “senseless” for another. Autobiogra-
phies reveal diversity in “similar cultures” and similar patterns in very different cultures. 

In cultural diversity of autobiographies the readers find similarities based on gen-
der roles, which make global dialogues possible. Autobiographical discourse introduces 
“truths” which can be transformative, sometimes with possible contradictory variants of 
interpretation. Social truths through individual representation ease the task to understand 
that possible contradictions and variations of the truth do not make it less reliable. On 
the contrary, it kindles the readers’ inclination to search for reliable sources enabling to 
understand the reason of certain variations of this truth. As Schaffer and Smith explain, 
“Since personal story telling involves acts of remembering, of making meaning out of the 
past, its ‘truth’ cannot be read as solely or simply factual. There are different registers of 
truth beyond the factual: psycho logical, experiential, historical, cultural, communal, and 
potentially transformative.” (Schaffer, Smith 2004:7). This potential transformation opens 
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space for the author and readers to reevaluate their own personal stories and develop self-
cognizance and consciousness of diversity and commonness. 

Life writings demonstrate individuals’ psychological dynamics; they show true life 
experiences through the lenses of personal assessment which is a response to diverse so-
cial structures. Autobiography is a genre in which confessions, facts, analyses merge with 
aesthetic forms. As Richard Rorty argues, “life narratives develop empathy and commu-
nity because people tend to care for strangers if a sense of identification has been stimu-
lated, and narratives are the ideal mechanism through which to do so” (M. Jolly. R.Rorty 
1993: 112).

The ubiquitous phrase— ‘knowledge is power’ assumes that disconnection from 
knowledge, unavailability to reach appropriate sources create silent, submissive agencies 
who estimate “ themselves as being incapable of knowing or thinking, appeared to con-
duct little or no internal dialogue and generally felt no sense of connection with others. 
“Their “acts of knowing” involved only specific actions and behaviors occurring in the 
present” (Love and Guthrie2002: 25).

In the book entitled “Women’s Ways of Knowing: The Development of Self, Voice, 
and Mind” by Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger and Tarule (1986) the authors differentiate 
five epistemological stages in the process of women’s cognitive development. In their 
investigations they inquired 135 women with diverse backgrounds and analyzed the dy-
namics in respondent women’s self-perception at different stages of changing knowledge 
perspectives. These epistemological levels are silence, received knowledge, subjective 
knowledge, procedural knowledge, and constructed knowledge. Diverse cultures encour-
age development of different cognizant levels; for some communities the stage of Silence 
is the only sufficient area for women, for others the first two stages are the “female area”. 
In cultures which encourage gender equality the first two stages are usually skipped but 
they also can take place in specific conditions or as a result of trauma. This cognitive 
development is individual but at the same time they contain trustful information about 
cultures. 

In this paper I am trying to connect the stages of cognitive development to the 
process of autobiography writing because this activity “posits a series of tensions”, first, 
between the indefinitely renewed stuff of existence with its accompanying inner discourse 
and the writing that seeks to arrest and circumscribe it”(Olney 1980: 199). The “renewed 
stuff of existence” creates new levels of knowledge, which in its turn provokes forming a 
new ontological medium with renewed relationships. Heterogeneous time patterns in the 
autobiography, attempt of self-identity with the hope to “organize” the past and open up 
new perspectives on the future from the author’s side; attempt to catch subtle peculiarities 
in the author’s identity and the readers’ consideration them in their own context, create 
a labyrinthine situation which is a model of real life surrounding both the author and the 
reader in different modifications. The “unfinished self” leaves the reader with opportunity 
to build conjectures about the author’s further life and connect them to expectancies from 
their own future.
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Indefinitely renewed stuff of existence involves various interruptions of different 
scales and importance. Interruption is a discursive effect of gender politics, self-represen-
tation and evidences the possibilities of and limitations on women’s self-representation. 
Each text in itself is an instance of how women’s agency and efforts at self-representation 
exist in complicated relation to each other and to the texts in which we read them. The 
tradition of women’s autobiography is interrupted one. What is being interrupted in auto-
biography is the more entrenched coherence of “subjectivity”, on one hand, and, on the 
other, the cultural production of “writing” through the silencing of women. Externally, 
rupture works against hegemonic discourses of identity, whether they are psychological or 
political. (Gilmore 1994: 49)

This paper investigates relationships between dynamic, interchangeable epistemo-
logical levels and the process of life-writing; it argues that life writing stimulates the au-
thor’s transference into more mature levels of cognizance, and autobiographical texts raise 
consciousness and develop empathy on the basis of stimulated sense of identification. 

Silence
The first cognitive level is silence which can be a metaphor for lack of voice or 

unwillingness to perceive, analyse or understand the self and surrounding. A woman of 
silence is totally dependent on those in authority, not questioning or voicing an opinion 
(Belenky et al. 1986). The reality within which she exists creates a kind of vacuum, iso-
lated space with clear norms and concrete behavioral expectations from her. Expressing 
her personal thoughts is very difficult as she lives in the present and normally speaks of 
specific concrete behaviors. Depending on to what extent the culture encourages gender 
inequality or women’s humiliation, a woman of silence goes through one or several of 
abuses, which are emotional, physical, sexual. Women at this stage accept the decisions 
of authorities as norms without analysis and attempts to understand reasons. Belenky et 
al (1992) emphasize that women in the status of silence were raised “in profound isola-
tion under the most demeaning circumstances” and that their feelings of being “deaf and 
dumb” originate belief that they lack “meaning-making and meaning-sharing abilities”, 
rather than a lack of intellectual endowment. They do not explore the power that words 
have for either expressing or developing thought (Belenky, et al. 1986:25 ).

It is important to distinguish between strategic silence and “taken-for-granted” or 
“natural” silence. “They (many feminists) consider that silence and any devalued femi-
nine activities are seen as a strategy to speak and to be heard as well as to interrupt cul-
tural norms and to subvert the status quo”.(Ayadi2014, 67).When silence is a strategy, 
the agency under the disguise of voiceless status or indifference intends to commence a 
high-scale action directed to change her life or others’ lives. The silence in Belenky and 
et’ s research is natural and indicates the condition when the person who experiences this 
condition tends to absorb outside authoritative opinions and orders without any intention 
to question them. It is rooted in lack of self-confidence, consideration outer authorities 
more knowledgeable to allow them to lead their lives. It is either lack of opinion or con-
stant struggle to surpass it. 

Epistemological Aspects of Life-Writing
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Silence can grow into a strategy of resistance, as a reaction to multiple facets of 
oppression. In this case it is silence on surface, it is a strategic disguise of epistemological 
activity directed to influence on essential ontological aspects of life. At cognitive level the 
agency is not silent if inner-dialogue, self-analysis, self-assessment and other complicated 
processes take place on mind.

In the cognitive status of “natural” silence a woman cannot write autobiography, 
because self-description is an impossible task for her. The authors of “Women’s way of 
knowing” explain it with lack of conversation in silent women’s lives. “One young wom-
an, deeply puzzled by such questions (“How would you describe yourself to yourself?” 
etc.), said, ”I don’t know….No one has told me yet what they thought of me”(Belenky et 
al. 1986:31)

Banine, a French writer of Azerbaijani origin, was born in 1905 in Baku, Azerbai-
jan, to a wealthy and influential family. Her autobiographical dilogy “Caucasian days” 
and “Parisian days” describe her life from birth till 1946, the year when she published the 
first part of her autobiography. “Caucasian Days” cover the years 1905-1922, when the 
author lived in Baku, Parisian Days illustrate the author’s life in Paris from 1922 to 1946. 
Banine’s mother died in childbirth and she, the youngest child of the family was brought 
up by her grandmother, aunts, German nanny. From early childhood Banine contrasted 
Eastern and Western cultures, the former represented by her grandmother, the latter by her 
favorite German nanny. Although there is not any explicit oppression or violence in this 
autobiography, the author illustrates psychological obstacles related to her gender. Her 
silence does not come from brutal imposition by the surrounding, however she is unhappy 
with insufficient psychological contact with her father, disturbed by the condition that he 
rarely spoke with her. Belenkyet el. suggest that silence is rooted in lack of communica-
tion. Banine also clearly mentions that if her father was slightly more attentive and com-
municated with her, it would have been less difficult to be frank in expression of her feel-
ings. In her 15, Banine struggles to tell her father about her love to a Russian Bolshevik, 
however due to previous lack of communication between them, she finds it difficult and 
keeps silent when he speaks up and suggests her marriage with a 35-year-old man who 
would instead help him to receive a passport and flee from Bolsheviks who had built their 
authoritarian regime in his motherland and put him into prison. Her father gives her one 
day to make her decision, she keeps silent, and this silence is accepted as her positive an-
swer. In Azerbaijan there is such a saying “Silence is a notion of consent”. This wideworld 
known phrase is well rooted for suitability to this culture. Besides, silence as an answer 
to a marriage proposal could be well interpreted as happy but modest acceptance of this 
offer, when the agent of the action is judicious enough not to show her joy for “the most 
important event” in her life. She left her father’s question unanswered, which allowed the 
assumption of her family that the response was affirmative.Banine writes that she was sit-
ting alone waiting the mullah (religious person) in the other room to confirm her marriage. 
“I was keeping a book in my hands. But I could not read. People are wrong when they say 
that reading diverts your mind from problems… I was keeping the book, but I could not 
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read it. Only one thought was turning in my confused head: I will belong to Jamil... I was 
feeling suffocating grief. However I could not cry. My grief was mixed with the hatred 
towards my father and Jamil, and this did not allow me to cry. The door opened, my aunts 
entered, hugged me firmly. I did not complain even to them. It was meaningless”(Banine, 
Caucasian Days 1992:172).

The context of the autobiography makes it clear that in case Banine complained, 
her aunts as owners of received knowledge who stepped to this stage due to their ages and 
who were transferors of traditions to younger generations, would inevitably try to per-
suade her that this marriage was the best choice for her. It also was normal that the choice 
was note made by her. A 15-year-old girl could not be considered by them to be an agency 
or producer of knowledge or attitude. Her age, gender and status created for her a frame of 
silence where she was feeling safe and others were thinking of her to be happy.

There is another episode in the second part of Banine’s autobiography. When in 
Paris, Banine’s elder sister after a long time of hesitation told her father about her inten-
tion to marry with a Spanish artist, who was not Muslim but Catholic, his reaction was 
unexpected indeed. Father said that of course he would be happy if they were in Baku and 
he would be able to marry his daughters with Muslims, but the circumstances and times 
were different and he did not object against this marriage at all. The changed conditions 
and new environment did not encourage silence and unlike Banine who in her 15 did not 
dare to tell her father about her love to a Russian Bolshevik, Zuleykha, her elder sister, was 
encouraged with the surrounding and spoke up to talk about her personal choice. Their 
father was explicit enough in his response because he was experiencing a sense of guilt 
for having imposed silent acceptance of marriage. 

Father’s sense of guilt is the result of internalized morality. Banine while wordless-
ly accepting the marriage proposal also experienced the sense of guilt before herself, but 
in case she refused, she would not anyway be able to avoid this feeling. Unlike her father 
she had to meet the expectancies of the collectivist culture. If she had broken silence and 
refused, she would inevitably experience shame for having broken prescribed to her gen-
dered code to be useful. In this vicious circle the sense of guilt was unavoidable and in these 
circumstances Banine chose to sacrifice herself and keep silent, because she was very 
young and would not be able to overshout loud voices of traditions in a collectivistic culture. 

As a relational feminine agency she also experiences empathy, tries to understand 
the position of her father. When Banine and her husband were in Istanbul waiting for their 
visas to arrive and enable them to go to Paris, her father wrote to her husband asking to 
stay in Istanbul and wait for his coming there because he had a business talk with him. 
Jamil, as an obedient son –in-law stayed there and let her go. Banine writes that it was her 
father’s sense of guilt which made him go for it and free her from the man with whom she 
was bound against her will. She also understands Jamil’s feelings and feels guilty for not 
answering to his letters addressed to her in Paris. Banine says that none of them was guilty 
in that unpleasant circumstances, on the contrary, both of them were victims of arbitrary 
conditions.
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Received Knowledge
In Belenky’s et al. (1986) definition, a woman is at the stage of receiving knowl-

edge if she accepts knowledge from outside, but for diverse disempowering reasons, such 
as dependency on the knowledge of others, lack of self-confidence, does not express her 
opinion. She accepts and with years can further transfer the information to others. If at 
younger age these agencies received this authoritative information as a dogma for lack 
of confidence, at later periods of their life (if they have not left this stage of cognitive 
development for the next stage) they usually seem to have shaped their approaches to suit 
the expectations of those in authority. Sometimes in the roles of mothers, mother-in-laws 
or elderly members of family they act as authority towards younger females of the family.

If an individual at the stage of received knowledge is asked to characterize herself, 
she will repeat what the authoritative voice told about her. Received knowledge is very 
concrete and free from all kinds of ambiguity; this knowledge has a nature of absolutism. 
This bargaining process is suitable for both of the knowledge provider and its receiver 
because it confirms the position of the former and provides a safe space for the latter. 

Banine’s mixed environment allows her to choose (not imposed) authority, a source 
of knowledge which provides a paradigm to follow. Azerbaijan’s specific cultural envi-
ronment which is neither utterly European, nor Asiatic, and patriarchal in a specific way, 
Muslim with peculiar (secular) touch of interpretation of religion, created for her a spe-
cific type of silence, characteristic for this region. Banine’s silence and her quest for an 
authoritative source of knowledge are reasoned in her search of approval from the chosen 
by her authority. As her mother died on the day of her birth, she unconsciously accepts her 
grandmother as a mother archetype, what makes her critical to those of behaviours and 
attitudes from grandmother which she would not like to possess herself when she comes 
to her grandmother’s age. She adores her German nanny, who however cannot either be 
a role model or have an authoritative voice for her because she is from another world 
and her voice would be rather disapproved than approved in the community she lived in. 
As an outsider the German nanny was not a source of behavioral and value developing 
knowledge. 

Banine chooses as an authoritative voice her cousin and best friend Gulnar, with 
whom she shares childhood environment, who is a part of her society and who is brave 
to break conventions. Gulnar is different and Banine admires her for braveness. She is a 
kind of person who does not analyse the own life. She lives and enjoys moments in it. On 
the day when Banine was expected to give answer to her father about marriage, she sends 
Gulnar to Andrei, the Russian Bolshevik whom Banine loved and with whom she arranged 
to elope, to inform him about the situation and tell that Banine could not go with him, 
Gulnar elopes with Andrei leaving her husband. The autobiography talks about several 
further marriages of Gulnar as well. In several parts of her life writing Banine says that 
she would wish to be as Gulnar who is free from thoughts, anxieties and analyses. Banine 
concealed her plan to elope with Andrei from Gulnar. She was feeling that if revealed this 
secret, Gulnar would inevitably approve this and she was afraid to not be able to resist her 
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authority and stand back from this plan. Gulnar would not be concerned about her uncle’s 
(Banine’s father’s) suffering in Bolsheviks’ prison. Banine is afraid of possibility to be 
split between two authorities – Gulnar, her role model, chosen by her and imposing patri-
archal conventions. At the stage of received knowledge it is impossible to make decisions 
and the authority with stronger voice usually wins the battle. Banine tells Gulnar about her 
plan to elope only when she has to ask her to go to Andrei and explain the situation. Gulnar 
gets angry for not being informed before. She does not give advices, because Banine asks 
to leave her, takes four pills at ones and goes to bed.

Banine’s transition to the next stage is not smooth. After marriage she seems to be 
independent in developing her own approaches. Her husband Jamil is aware of her attitude 
to him and does not insist on following national family traditions. After a couple of years 
Banine persuades him to make a passport for her and leaves for Paris. On her arrival in 
France, she returns back into the level of received knowledge. A new territory makes her 
submissive and she keeps silent when husband of her sister ridicules her clothes, when her 
step-mother finds for her a job in a fashion house, when Gulnar comes to Paris and insists 
on introducing Banine to her husband’s friend. 

The levels of silence and receptive knowledge create a medium in which indepen-
dence, urgency of responsibility seem to be danger or challenge. When the agent experi-
ences necessity to transfer to the next level which confines responsibility, she instinctively 
desires to flee from expected challenges, go back to the safe space, where her conscious 
was coded by authorities. The transitional level of subjective knowledge is the hardest 
stage because if a person has reached its threshold, it is also very difficult to go back to 
ignorance and one can hardly surpass her intention to analyze. This transitional time-space 
reality immerses the agent into endless analyses, attempts of self-recognition.“When 
women have difficulty in seeing themselves as self-important and with less professional 
face to lose, it follows that the use of “I” and its dailiness in the text are expressions of 
neither authorial authority nor of egoism. Rather, the I is the voice of individual skepticism 
from the margins; in many instances not only the I of difference, but one of subversive 
diffidence in the face of scenticism”(Okely 1992: 12). Writing the own life empowers to 
challenge this individual skepticism through developing self-recognition.

This double transition and contrast between inner lack of confidence and Euro-
pean surrounding creates a huge conflict which brings her to the extreme situation, to the 
boundary condition, where she stops because cannot see her future, cannot realize where 
to go. She thinks about suicide as the only solution. But a bird flying over her head be-
comes an epiphany to open her eyes to see possibility of positive transformation through 
self-analysis and self-recognition. She decides to write autobiography. It was a conscious 
and determined transition to another epistemological level where the agent would inevita-
bly be a source of subjective knowledge and from where she would not be able to return. 
After developing self-recognition in autobiographies through retrospective analysis the 
person cannot go back to the position of natural silence or received knowledge. Now the 
notion of absolute truth ceased to exist giving its place to constant search for self-identity 
and strife to build sound relationships.
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Subjective Knowledge
“Once, Grando (Banine’s partner in Paris) presented me a little nice gun. Thus, he 

tried to stimulate in me passion to hunting. He hanged a little rabbit from a tree, started to 
teach me how to target and offered to shoot. Poor animal, feeling its close end, was flutter-
ing in the loom. I shot, but failed to hit. My second and third bullets also missed the mark. I 
threw the gun on the ground and cried because of shame. Many years passed after this, and 
now I am able to see how years can change a person. Today, nobody in the world can make 
me shoot at a bound helpless creature: I cannot understand that young person – me – and I 
am terrified by her cruelty. Why did “she” decide to cold-bloodedly target and shoot at the 
poor animal? Why did she do that – for curiosity, cruelty or for somebody’s favour? My 
today’s essence cannot explain that action of that mine. But it is one and the same person, 
and my past and present is a unified fate of those “two” (Parisian Days 2006: 142)

Banine uses conceit*, a metaphor to show metamorphosis which took place in all 
spheres of her life. Providing a concrete episode she gives explicit information about her 
attitude to other’s opinion, to developing her own standpoint in its dynamics. When a 
person becomes able to look at the previous self from the recent perspectives, she turns 
to be a producer of knowledge who is curious to know the motives the past self had while 
making certain decision. Banine writes that she cannot understand that young woman who 
was targeting a bound animal. Sometimes people feel difficulty to explain their motives in 
the past, however, analysis of those puzzles lifts the burden of unpleasant reminiscences. 
Having shared unpleasing past experiences which cannot be explained from the recent 
perspective, is another peculiarity of the author’s personality and these episodes open new 
areas for both the author and the reader to build internal dialogues. 

The level of subjective knowledge is challenging because different from the first 
two stages it requires self-analysis through individuation. This challenge often makes this 
cognitive stage unavailable or unreachable territory for an individual. Here the gender-
based difference in self-perception is even more obvious because the transition from the 
status of knowledge receiver to the position of knowledge creator is far from being smooth, 
on the contrary, this transition involves diverse relationships with different social institu-
tions. If men separate “the familiar world of authority-right-we as against the alien world 
of illegitimate-wrong-others (Perry’s 1970, 59)”, patriarchal societies impose women the 
opposite roles. “Something usually happens in a woman’s life to encourage her to go from 
a receiver of knowledge to progress to the level of subjectivity. The woman begins to ac-
cept that she has a voice, “an inner source of strength” lying within herself, and an opinion 
that is due to past experiences. She recognizes that she does not have to agree with the 
authority but is still cautious about voicing opinions. Truth is experienced within oneself 
but not acted upon for fear of jeopardizing the associations one has with others at the same 
level” ( Pamela R. H. Bailey summarizing Belenky, et al. 1986:54-58). 

Many autobiographies are intended to be written at this stage of cognitive develop-
ment because the agent starts questioning and reasoning the voices of outside authorities, 

* From the Latin term for “concept,” conceit is unconventional, logically complex, metaphor whose delights are 
more intellectual than sensual
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stops listening to them and commences inner dialogue. Life writing develops the sense 
of self and takes the author to the following stages of cognitive development. Creating a 
specific balance between ontological and expressive levels of self-analysis, freeing the self 
from the conventions of surrounding institutions with their impositions, the author uses 
deconstructive discursive methods to isolate, abstract herself in order to avoid distractors 
obscuring her view on the authentic self, and after having fulfilled this task, uses another 
discursive method which can be aggregation based on elective affinities. The author’s 
participation after having passed through individuation is a different from her initial in-
volvement level, because now those social institutions have lost their dogmatic power to 
control her choices, on the contrary, she has become empowered to consciously negotiate 
with them her status. ‘Individuation means precisely the better and more complete fulfill-
ment of the collective qualities of the human being, since adequate consideration of the 
peculiarity of the individual is more conducive to better social achievement than when the 
peculiarity is neglected or suppressed’ (Jung 1993: 182) 

The self-perception is interrupted at this point. The agent who develops subjective 
knowledge becomes able to draw lines between herself and her mother and grandmothers 
and cease to see themselves as their continuation. Interruption takes place at different lev-
els; ontological, allowing the agent to draw a line between her previous existence and re-
cent life, social – the agent re-evaluates her relationships with different social institutions, 
personal – transference from the status of ruled to the status of ruler in her own life and 
sometimes an influential model for others. “Interruption becomes a key rhetorical strategy 
of obtaining a voice and assuming the position of the speaking subject in the political and 
aesthetic arenas”.(EwaZiarek 2012: 41). In their autobiographies women writers usually 
give a special place to description of their mothers and grandmothers and usually they are 
critical to them. The developer of subjective knowledge tends to interrupt the continuation 
of the lineage of submissive women’s patterns, separate herself from the traditional model 
and continue her way consciously relying on her self-analysis and self-recognition. 

Autobiography writing becomes a discursive process which creates a friendly me-
dium for the author to repeatedly go through her past life looking at the events, values and 
attitudes differently. The woman in her recent status enters into dialogue with the woman 
who lived her life, preferring to surpass her own voice, was unheard and unrecognized, 
and they create a dialogue. Chaotic elements of life becomes a narrative. In other words, 
the subject moves via autobiography, from hysteria to historia (Gilmore1994: 55), or from 
chaos to self-recognition. Having broken the silence of single consciousnessthe author 
gains transcendent perspective. Two consciousnesses communicate; this communication 
is psychologically safe and friendly because not any of them has the ultimate word. This 
rebirth from discursive death or the process of self-revelation has different stages. 

The level of subjective knowledge is multilayered. The first phase of this cognitive 
process is separation or interruption. The separation can be physical and psychological 
when the agency rejects her previous silent, knowledge receiving self. She can physically 
escape the reality with which she used to identify herself or psychologically deny her pre-
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vious status. Physical separation is always followed with psychological, which, however, 
can also take place alone and is illuminating to reveal different aspects of the woman 
writer’s personality. The reasons that bring to separation can be different, but they can be 
generalized under the condition of impossibility to continue the life in its previous way. 
The woman, who becomes conscious of the necessity of changes, stops, isolates today’s 
self from the yesterday’s, draws a line between them, tries to study the reasons and cir-
cumstances which created the yesterday’s woman. The new self investigates the previous 
self, tries to find the authentic voice, to distinguish it from that authoritative dogmatic one 
unconsciously considered by the previous self as being authentic. The former self tries 
to be sincere, but the latter self strives to find contradictions between her personality and 
persona, define the reasons which cause a conflict between them. Psychological conflict 
caused by silence, suppressing of the own authentic voice, pretending that her life was 
happy or bearable, gets released into words, analysis, confessions, epiphanies, hindsight 
and creates mental comfort and harmony. 

In the end of Parisian Days Banine confesses that there is a huge discrepancy be-
tween her recent life and that she expected it to be in Paris. She is tired of pretending to 
be happy, strong and confident. In the final episode she thinks of her life, wonders how 
it would be if she stayed in Baku, thinks about suicide. This short journey to the past en-
courages her to try herself in writing. İt seems to be incarnation as a text, a chance to live 
her life again, this time from the angle of the subjective knowledge owner. This flashback 
helps the reader understand the author more clearly. She has started writing when there 
was an urgent need to have her subjective voice, when there arose a hope to be able to 
reassess and change her life. 

Banine analyses her past decisions from the perspective of her recent status. She 
clearly explains that the reason of her marriage with a person she did not love was her 
cowardice. She also remembers that at her 15 she made her decision under the influence 
of received knowledge, in accordance with conventional expectations. She writes that she 
hated her father for this, but the self with subjective knowledge finds the reason in her au-
thentic self, links her choice to internal rather than external factors. The owner of subjec-
tive knowledge talks about her past self who lacked this knowledge. The reader observes 
in which peculiar ways the author deconstructs her past life. 

Procedural Knowledge
Belenky et al. (1986) talk about separate and connected knowing. A woman who is 

conscious that she owns voice, tries to make it heard for both herself and others. This voice 
develops and becomes more audible in the process of life-writing. “A connected knower 
empathizes with others and feels it is her responsibility to help them understand their situ-
ation so they might make the best decision”.( Pamela R. H. Bailey).

Women use relational model of the self not an autonomous model. Even in the 
autobiographies with strong individuation tendencies there is attempt of further partici-
pation. Women who are immersed in multiple social roles, experience a strong need for 
individuation in order to clarify for herself the own role in any given relationship. 
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A person perceives the self as an individual, as a relational agent and as a group 
member. A variety of research suggests that men and women differ in their interdependent 
orientation: whereas women tend to be more relationally interdependent, men tend to be 
more collectively interdependent.

Individual, relational, and collective self are different aspects of personality. Writ-
ing an autobiography is a tendency to individuation for recognition of authenticity, but not 
an attempt to annihilate or minimize the relational motive of the self. Individuation means 
precisely the better and more complete fulfillment of the collective qualities of the human 
being, since adequate consideration of the peculiarity of the individual is more conducive 
to better social achievement than when the peculiarity is neglected or suppressed’ (Jung 
1993: 182) Susan Sontag emphasizes that “a written account— which, depending on its 
complexity of thought, reference, and vocabulary, is pitched at a larger or smaller reader-
ship”. The author of this quote talks about a photograph, which “has only one language 
and is destined potentially for all”( Sontag 2004:18). Autobiography is a more dynamic 
and more expressive self-portrait with the same participation function. It shows the pro-
cess of identity formation, its subjective and objective aspects. 

The journey from silence to speech, self-expression implies gaining a hearer. Ba-
nine finds herself to be able to talk about different social institutions from two perspec-
tives: Azerbaijani as the land of her childhood and early youth and Western European as 
the place where she spent all her life after the age 17 . In the episode when her uncle comes 
back from Moscow, gathers all family members to inform them that at last, Banine’s father 
decided to marry for the second time, the emphasis is made on the questions everybody 
asked about that woman. “Who is her father? What is he selling?”. When they knew that 
he was only a poor engineer and did not sell anything, they sighed. Banine makes an ironi-
cal remark: “No matter what to sell, oil or watermelon, the important matter was to sell 
something”(Banine, Caucasian Days 1992: 47). When Banine’s uncle also said that she 
hesitated for a long time to answer positively to his brother’s proposal, everybody got very 
surprised. Banine understands and explains their perspective. These people thought that 
with that amount of fortune, not any woman could refuse her father. Banine also under-
stands her step-mother’s perspective: it was very difficult for a woman who lived in Paris 
and received European education to get accustomed to those noisy, querulous, gossiping 
people. She sometimes expresses her attitude to the described events, sometimes her at-
titude can be conjectured from the context and sometimes her attitude remains enigmatic. 
As she sees herself as an individual, she now is able to separate herself from all communi-
ties to look at each of them separately, or sometimes including herself into one or several 
of these communities and look at her life from the other perspective.

Constructed Knowledge
When Grando was out and Banine was alone at home, she pondered about life. 

“My thoughts about the future were vague and agonizing. I was thinking about useless-
ness, meaninglessness of the life. But the thought about unexpected death was terrifying 
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me. I wanted to flee from this room. Will I be vegetating all my life, possible a long one? 
I escaped war, revolution, monotonous life of sisters-Muslims not in order to live similar 
to theirs’ life. No, I protest against this! I am ready to stand hardships and poverty, but I 
cannot even think of being separated from my personal freedom. I obtained it with such a 
difficulty! (Parisian Days 2006: 88)

It is the most mature level of knowledge. “She wants a better quality of life for 
herself and for others”( Pamela R. H. Bailey). Empowered by the sense of completed self-
analysis and self-interpretation, inspired with the accomplishment to have helped others 
through introducing the own story, the author definitely feels herself deserving a better 
life. This level is the culmination of cognitive development because as its background and 
root it has self-analysis, self-interpretation, understanding of others, introducing the own 
life experience to help the others. “During the transition into a new way of knowing, there 
is an impetus to allow the self back into the process of knowing, to confront the pieces of 
the self that may be experienced as fragmented and contradictory”(Belenky 1986: 136). 
They develop a narrative sense of the self – past and future. They do not want to dismiss 
former ways of knowing so much as they want to stay alert to the fact that different per-
spectives and different points in time produce different answers (Belenky 1986: 136)

I was unwillingly comparing all these (the nice apartment, evening gatherings and 
conversations in Paris) with “that” life and feeling difference. Would such kind of talks be 
interesting in my homeland, where destructive changes erased all past notions about inter-
ests and morality? Would a poor shoeless person think about fashionable clothes? Would 
a person think about love intrigues if his close relatives are suffering in prisons? There, 
in the homeland, shops and counters are empty; people experience difficulties because 
of inefficient electricity, they live in constant fear because of spreading terrible humours. 
All these make the life unbearable. Only three months before, I lived in a different planet, 
where in families they tried but were not able to keep Islamic traditions which lasted 
thousand years, where the air was filled with revolutionary slogans and calls. I lived inside 
all this revolutionary turmoil and heard the calls of the new wave. A little bit more, and I 
would have gone by another way. If I was a little bit braver…(Banine 2006: 89)

…But there is an absolutely different world here; the life here (in Paris) flows in a 
secure measured way. And it pulled me out of the past, severe, cruel life. Now I was able to 
see the difference between disaster and happiness, life and death, grief and joy, all which 
fill the world. I was thinking about millions, billions of people who lived in a world with 
constant contradictions, about fates of those people, about what I am not aware of. A huge 
wave of life rushed upon me and kindled my desire to cognate everything in its way, to 
go through fire, drink from all its wells, even from those which are filled with poison…

That is the decision which would change the author’s life. “To cognate every-
thing” is followed with metaphorical expressions “go through fire”, “drink from poison-
ous wells”. It creates another, more complicated metaphor to express all difficulties of the 
cognitive process, after having experienced of which the author is not the same person 
who she was before. She is not tolerant to outside authoritative voices; she cannot sup-
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press her voice and does not absorb received knowledge. She is a producer of knowledge, 
and her voice has been developed enough to inspire others to change their lives. Besides, 
facilitating changes in the own life and others’ lives inspire to create a more conscious, 
empowered future . Autobiographic effort of self-display sets in motion compromise the 
hope of a self-discovery that would open up a perspective not only on the past but on the 
future. (Olney 1980: 199) The look from outside as an omniscient and omnipotent creator 
justifies the author in the position of a ruler and director. “Change requires both processes 
of interruption and continuity in order to advance newer modes of doing” [Papacharissi, 
Easton]. As an owner of constructed knowledge the author looks at her personality in the 
context of diverse realities. She is also able to retrospectively see different knowledge 
positions (or perspectives) she experienced in the process of her cognitive development. 
When the conflict between social conventions and psychological inconvenience becomes 
tense, there appears a need to find the sources of contradictions. The internal voice seeks to 
break the silence encouraged by outside authorities for many years. At the end of this long 
and usually painful process the person realizes that “truth now resides within the person 
and can negate answers that the outside world supplies”(Belenky et al 1986: 54). 

Conclusion
This paper probes the dynamics of the relationship between ontological and episte-

mological aspects of the writer’s personality in the process of life-writing. In particular, it 
attempts to show the interrelation between personal cognitive development and autobio-
graphical writing which has within it the potential for wider transformative social reso-
nance. It might be argued that in certain instances the impact reaches into the social di-
mension, extending outward the positive changes in author and reader. My study brought 
classification of different functions of life-writings and their connection with cognitive 
levels and personal-social relationships; this study defined different functions of autobiog-
raphies, which can be classified as follows: 

Personal motives – to define the meaning of the own life, to create a coherent self, 
silence the voices of imposing conventions, break one’s own silence, get empowered; 

The second motive is to raise consciousness, to help others recognize their own 
problems, reassess one’s sense of guilt, develop more cognizant approach to diverse social 
institutions and relationships.

The third function of autobiographies is to help understand cultural and religious 
differences in perception of different concepts. 

The forth function is developing empathy on the basis of identification stimulated 
by thus achieved empathy and insights.The study argues that these functions are interwo-
ven with the main focus on personal motives, because only having understood the self, 
one becomes able to make others conscious of shared problems and inspire to find solu-
tions. Autobiographies help understand subconscious preferences and choices of different 
cultures and accept diversities. Autobiographies help the authors develop their subjective 
knowledge, encourage them to approach to events in analytic ways. Taking control of the 
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own life through creating the self as a text, attributing to the new self such qualities as 
independent thinking and evaluating ability, leads to empowerment which kindles desire 
to stimulate raising of consciousness in others, showing them their own experience within 
this process of cognitive development. The psychological interruptions take place when 
the person feels developed enough to move to the next stage, or in other words, when they 
have been empowered enough to think of further positive changes in their personality and 
relationships. The social interruption happens when the author begins to develop in her 
subjective knowledge reassessing her relationships at very diverse levels. She ceases toxic 
relationships, imposing authoritative voices in her life and builds new relationships based 
on harmony and justice. 

Life-writing serves to demonstrate to readers the whole process of the author’s 
cognitive development. In individual stories, approaches and analyses, they find typicali-
ties and similar patterns. Commonness stimulates identification and develops empathy 
which consequently encourages global dialogues. The autobiographical discourse creates 
a context informing about subtleties of all aspects of human lives.
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Safaq dadaSova
(azerbaijani)

biografiuli nawarmoebebis Seqmnis 

epistemologiuri aspeqtebi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: banini, avtobiografiuli proza.

statiaSi SeviswavliT pirovnebis ontologur da epistemolo-
giur aspeqtebs Soris damokidebulebis dinamikas cxovrebis aRweris 
procesSi. upirveles yovlisa, ganvixilav belenkis da sxvaTa Teori-
ul-empiriuli kvlevebs, arsebul kulturuli da socialuri molodi-
nis sferoSi qalis kognitiuri ganviTarebis problemis gadasawyvetad. 
statiaSi avtobiografiuli nawarmoebebi gaanalizebulia, rogorc 
TviTamocnobis meTodologia da isini ganxilulia, rogorc saimedo 
wyaroebi, anTropologebis, fsiqologebis, sociologebisTvis kul-
turebis gasagebad, ramdenadac am naSromebs Semoaqvs konteqstua-
luri da individualuri subieqturoba yvela saxis ganzogadebaSi da 
saSualebas iZleva davinaxoT koleqtiuri cnobiereba individualuri 
kuTxidan. Cemi varaudiT, humanitaruli da socialuri disciplinebis 
meTodebis kombinaciis gamoyeneba, sxvadasxva kulturebSi Seqmnili 
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avtobiografiebis analizisas, xels Seuwyobs koleqtiuri identobis 
ufro siRrmiseulad gamovlenas.

Teoriuli koncefciebis dadasturebisTvis warmodgenilia bani-
nis avtobiografiis analizi. banini daibada azerbaijanSi, cxovrobda am 
qveyanaSi 17 wlamde, Semdeg gadavida safrangeTSi, sadac is cxovrobda 
sicocxlis bolomde. misi avtobiografia aRwers kognitiuri ganviTa-
rebis sxvadasxva etapebs, socialuri urTierTobebis mimarT mis aziur 
da evropul xedvas. avtobiografia mkiTxvels uCvenebs avtoris kog-
nituri ganviTarebis mTel process. calkeul istoriebSi, midgomebsa 
da analizSi, isini gamoavlens msgavs suraTebs. saerTo maxasiaTeblebi 
stimuls aZlevs identifikacias da ganaviTarebs TanagrZnobas, ro-
melicSemdgom xels uwyobs globalur dialogebs. avtobiografiuli 
diskursi qmnis konteqsts, romelic gvaZlevs informacias adamianis 
cxovrebis yvela aspeqtis Taviseburebebis Sesaxeb.

Cemi daskvnebi gviCvenebs, rom biografiuli nawarmoebebi kogni-
tur da socialur saqmianobas warmoadgens. ramdenadac isini orien-
tirebulia rogorc avtorze, aseve mkiTxvelzec. meTodologia mimar-
Tulia cnobierebis amaRlebaze, TanagrZnobis gaZlierebaze da in-
terkulturuli urTierTgagebis gazrdaze. sxva kulturaTa Sinagani 
normebis da damokidebulebebis codna da gaazreba mkiTxvels exmareba 
Tavi komfortulad igrZnos kulturis mimarT sensitiur sakiTxebTan 
mimarTebaSi. kvlevaSi navaraudevia, rom avtobiografiebis Seswavlis 
gziT, sociologebs pirdapiri wvdoma aqvT avTentur wyaroebTan, rom-
lebSic genderze bazirebuli molodinia Camoyalibebuli, is, Tu ro-
gor xdeba monawileTa identobisa da interesebis formireba kulturis 
farglebSi, rogorc pirdapiri, aseve arapirdapiri iZulebis Tvalsaz-
risiT. is aseve gvTavazobs Semdgomi kvlevis SesaZleblobas, sxvada-
sxva kulturebSi kognitiuri ganviTarebis msgavsi suraTebis kvlevis 
gziT. imis Seswavla, Tu rogor iqmneba normebi sxvadasxva koteqstSi, 
aseve SesaZleblobas gvaZlevs davakavSiroT normebi, rogorc adgi-
lobriv/istoriulad konstruqtiuli normebis mimaniSnebeli da ara, 
rogorc yovlismomcveli diqtati. 

statiaSi gamokvleulia qalis avtobiografiebis koncefcia. masSi 
Seswavlilia pirovnebis individualuri da socialuri mxareebis urT-
ierTqmedebis gzebi. avtobiografiis weris procesSi, rodesac avtori 
gaivlis individualizaciis, misi avTenturi xmis Ziebis da sxvadasxva 
erTobliobebSi monawileobis misTvis Sesaferisi formis SerCevis pro-
cesebs da gansazRvravs misi individualuri xmis da sxvadasxva pirobi-
TobebiTa da normebiT nakarnaxevis Tanafardobas. Teoriuli daSvebebi 
dakavSirebulia azerbaijaneli mwerlis, baninis avtobiografiis anal-
izTan. am avtobiografiaSi avtori aRwers sakuTar pirovnebas, asaxavs 
mis kulturas, damokidebulebebsa da faseulobebs, romlebic mis dros 
arsebobda. udavod saWiroa sxvadasxva avtobiografiebis Semdgomi kv-
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leva, kognitiuri ganviTarebis kuTxiT, aseve TviT-identifikaciaze 
maTi zemoqmedebis TvalsazrisiT, rac moicavs genderTan dakavSire-
buli molodinis Sedegebis mniSvnelovan empiriul kvlevas dagender-
Tan dakavSirebul danaSaulis grZnobaze sxvadasxva kulturebSi ar-
sebul Sexedulebebs. im avtobiografiebis kiTxvas, sadac avtori mud-
mivad ganicdis danaSaulis grZnobas, ganicdis metismet datvirTvas, 
genderze bazirebuli molodinis gamo, SeuZlia aamaRlos mkiTxvelis 
cnobiereba da gadaafasos damokidebulebebis mkiTxvelebisTvis da xe-
laxla aagos damokidebuleba socialur instituciebTan. am sferoSi 
Semdgomi kvlevebi aseve gamoavlens imis mizezs, Tu ratom Cndeba sx-
vadasxva kulturebSi qalebis avtobiografiebi sxvadasxva sixSiriT da 
kognitiuri ganviTarebis ra doneebsmiesalmebian an ar miesalmebian, 
sxvadasxvakulturebSi. 

avtobiografiebi saSualebas gvaZlevs gaverkveT sxvadasxva kul-
turis dro-sivrcul realobaSi, SevxedoT mas avtoris TvaliT da amave 
dros, SevZloT davinaxoT is avtoris aRqmisa da interpretaciis miRma. 
biografiebi gvaZlevs mdidar informacias individualur-socialuri 
damokidebulebebis Sesaxeb. yoveli calkeuli avtobiografia unikal-
uria, ramdenadac is warmoadgens unikaluri adamianis cxovrebas, misi 
avtoriseuli interpretaciiT. Tumca, socialuri mecnierebebi, rom-
lebic dainteresebuli arian koleqtiuri kulturuli damokidebule-
bebiT da qcevebiT, am teqstebs, rogorc kvleviT wyaroebs, iyeneben. 
„sazRvrebSi, romlebic kveTs samyaros da axdens mis globalizacias, 
piradi da socialuri poziciebi, pirovnebasa da identobaSi, sul ufro 
da ufro mWidro, heterogenuli da konfliqturic ki xdeba (herbert 
j.m. hermansi). avtobiografia qmnis konkretul metaforas, sinekdoqur 
ierarqias, erTianis Sesacnobad, misi nawilebis meSveobiT da nawilebis 
Sesacnobad, erTianis meSveobiT, anu socialuri damokidebulebebis 
Sesacnobad, piradi damokidebulebebis meSveobiT da piriqiT. ramde-
nadac avtobiografiebi individualuri adamianebis cxovrebas Seexeba, 
yvela ganzogadeba, erTi SexedviT, moicavs gamartivebis da naklebad 
Sefasebis safrTxes, individualuri adamianis cxovrebaze saubri-
sas da dauSvebs ganzogadebul socialur damokidebulebas, maT miR-
ma. magram, amave dros, isini wamoWris fundamentur epistemologiur 
SekiTxvebs koleqtiuri qvecnobieris, TviTaRqmis da TviTSefasebis 
Sesaxeb, ramdenadac pirovnebebs aucileblad aqvT Sexeba socialur 
koncefciebTan da instituciebTan arsebuli pirobiTobebis miRebiT 
an uaryofiT. avtobiografiaSi aRwerili damokidebulebebi mkiTxvels 
acnobs am koncefciebs, avtoris Sexedulebebs maT Sesaxeb, aseTi Sexedu-
lebebis ganmsazRvrel mizezebs da pirobebs, romlebmac warmoSva aseTi 
mizezebi. realuri cxovrebis gamocdileba warmoSobs TanagrZnobas, 
universaluri koncefciebis cnobis da individualuri identifikaci-
is stimulirebis gziT.
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Tamar paiWaZe 
(saqarTvelo)

qalaqi – kulturuli sivrce simbolistur teqstSi

(interteqsti da qarTuli SemoqmedebiTi gamocdileba)

Kmodernistul sivrceSi Secnobisa da msoflmxedvelobrivi ra-
kursidan gansxvavebulad aRiqmeba konkretuli cnebebi, romelebic 
saliteraturo kritikaSi TavianTi mxatvruli RirebulebiT garkve-
uli simboluri binaris an mxatvrul-paradigmuli mniSvnelobis mata-
rebelebi arian. am TvalsazrisiT, sxva simboloTa Soris (mze, mTvare, 
RmerTi, wyali, jvari, da a. S.) gansakuTrebiT ikveTeba qalaqi, rogorc 
simboluri da mxatvruli koncefcia literaturul teqstSi. 

qalaqis cneba qarTul literaturul diskursSi XX saukunis 
damdegidan konceptualur aRqmas daukavSirda da, garkveulwilad, 
mxatvrul – simbolur binarad Camoyalibda. amgvari damokidebuleba 
gansakuTrebiT gamZafrda mas Semdeg, rac mxatvrul literaturaSi 
Semoqmedis Tu lirikuli gmiris logosamyaros centrma bunebis pir-
velqmnadobis xazgasmidan, soflis peizaJebis esTetikuri rekviziti-
dan da mSvidi da panTeisturi garemodan qalaqis nacrisfer quCebSi, 
xmaurian da qaosur garemoSi, civ da gulgril atmosferoSi gadainacvla. 

bunebrivia, am process axsna aqvs. centralizaciis teqnokratiis, 
ekonomikuri diferenciaciis da migraciis procesebma, qalaqSi adami-
anTa koncentraciam Tavisi saqme gaakeTa – XIX saukunis meore naxevri-
dan qalaqi iqca dinamikurobis, siaxlis simbolod da, aqedan gamomdi-
nare, Semoqmedis asparezad. 

centralizaciis es procesi Seuqcevadi aRmoCnda, rasac Semoq-
medebiT ZalTa mozidva mohyva. qalaqis sociokulturuli funqcia mTe-
li mniSvnelovnobiT warmoCnda. es procesi modernistuli mimdinare-
obebis xelovnebaSi dafuZnebas daemTxva. am droidan gamoikveTa kidec 
gmiri, romelsac qalaqSi ganuviTarda saazrovno sistema da warmoiqmna 
e.w. „qalaquri teqsti“ (qalaquri rekviziti) – opoziciuri Semoqmede-
biTi forma, e.w. „aRmosavluri modeli“ simbolisturi aRqmisa. 

qalaquri teqsti – es aris cnebaTa (konceptTa), motivTa, siuJet-
Ta kompleqsi, romelic moicavs avtoriseul models qalaquri yofi-
sas – rogorc mis zogad, aseve kerZo gamovlinebebSi. 

zogadad, modernisti mwerlisaTvis qalaqi ara mxolod saazrov-
no garemo, aramed personificirebuli mxatvruli saxecaa; imdenad, ram-
denadac is aris simbolo dinamikurobis, Tanamedroveobis da siaxlisa, 
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aqedan gamomdinare ki – samoqmedo sivrcec. msgavsi inspiraciis mizezi 
yovelTvis aris garkveuli meTodologiuri gardasaxva, an Tundac va-
riacia. am procesTa pirvelSemoqmedni gasuli saukunis literaturaSi 
modernistebi iyvnen, Tuki gaiTvaliswinebT modernistuli epoqis wi-
nare da paralelur periodebs, klasikur-realistur nakads saganTa da 
movlenaTa materializaciis gamokveTili aRqmiT da zogjer, fsevdo da 
utilitaruli gadaxrebiT socialuri aRqmis poziciidan. 

modernistuli qalaqi Wrelia, ulamazo, asistemuri, qaosuri, 
gulgrili – anu absoluturi antipodi sofluri, peizaJuri, esTeti-
kuri samyarosi. da mainc, Semoqmedis (lirikuli gmiris) adgili qalaq-
Sia, radgan is swored am rTul da mZime samyaros nawilad grZnobs Tavs 
da misi SemoqmedebiTi cxovrebis avanscenac aqaa. amgvarma aRqmam pova 
gamoxatuleba da iqca modernistuli meTodikis maxasiaTebel niSnad 
frangul, rusul da qarTul SemoqmedebiT diskursebSi. 

simbolistur teqstebSi SemoqmedebiTi gmiric gamoikveTa, rom-
lis samoqmedo Tu saazrovno areali qalaquri garemo gaxda. aqedan 
warmodga e. w. qalaquri teqsti qarTul SemoqmedebiT sivrceSi – klasi-
kuri modelis sruli antipodi. 

qalaqis, rogorc SemoqmedebiTi sivrcis, aRqmis gzaze orgvari 
ZiriTadi kodi ikveTeba: 

1. qalaqi – placdarmi, fizikuri myofobis asparezi, araesTeti-
kurobisa da qaosurobis mkacrad reglamentirebuli rekvizitiT; 

2. qalaqi – simbolo mxatvrul-simboluri aRqmis motivaciiT, mi-
zanmimarTuli konceptualur-binaruli arsiT – mxatvruli gadaazre-
biT axali, paradigmuli sivrcisaken. 

unda gamovyoT meoregvari sqemac (ZiriTadad, simbolistur dis-
kursSi), rac qalaqis cnebis erTgvar materializaciasTan aris dakav-
Sirebuli: qalaqi, rogorc aseTi, erTi mxriv warmoCndeba, rogorc zoga-
dad krebisiTi, konceptualuri sqematuri xati, magaliTad, rogorc 
parizi, peterburgi, moskovi, Tbilisi an kidev – warmosaxviTi qalaqi 
bibliuri da antikuri (maradiuli) simboluri niSnebiT, msoflmxed-
velobrivi aRqmis yvela parametriT da maxasiaTebliT. am aRqmis para-
lelurad Cndeba konkretuli saazrovno veli, aseve yvela meTodolo-
giuri niSniT. amasTan, konkretuli qalaqi zogjer kidec kargavs kerZo 
niSnebs da simbolizmisaTvis damaxasiaTebel ferebs iZens – koSmaruli 
aCrdilia, romelic Semoqmeds sisxls uwamlavs da gonebas urevs, is ki 
kvdeba da arc kvdeba, sanTeliviT iwvis.

erTmniSvnelovnad unda aRiniSnos, rom ar darCenila simbolis-
turi msoflmxedvelobis poeti, rom qalaqis TemisTvis „Semoqmedebi-
Ti xarki“ ar miegos; Seiqmna ciklebi, poemebi, leqsebi, romelTa saxe-
lebSic da arsSic qalaqis semantika dominirebda, Camoyalibda erT-

qalaqi – kulturuli sivrce simbolistur teqstSi
(interteqsti da qarTuli SemoqmedebiTi gamocdileba)
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gvari qalaquri filosofia, Seiqmna „qalaquri miTebi“, sadac realoba 
fantaziasa da tradiciaSi gadaixlarTa.

procesis saTave frangul poetur-simbolistur diskursSi unda 
veZioT, sadac aqcentirebulia modernistis faqtobrivi savane, ro-
gorc inteleqtualuri saazrovno areali da personificirebuli 
mxatvruli xati; simbolisturi qalaqi bohemuri, winaaRmdegobrivi da 
civia, simbolistic am qalaqSia. aqedan gamomdinare, swored qalaqis Tema 
iqca simbolisturi azrovnebis metrTa – Sarl bodleris, pol verle-
nis, pol valeris, artur rembos, stefan malarmes, moris meterlinkis, 
emil verharnis – poeturi diskursebis mniSvnelovan nawilad; qalaqi 
– erTi mxriv, pirovnebis damTrgunveli, damZabveli, individualizmis 
wamSleli uzarmazari meqanizmi da, meore mxriv, martoobis, mistikis, 
gaucxoebis warmomSobi socialuri faqtori.

am SemoqmedTa mxatvrul teqstebSi yvela aRniSnuli damaxasiaTe-
beli niSani qalaqis xatisa koncentrirebulia cnebaSi „parizi“. aqedan 
mkvidrdeba cneba-termini, e.w. „parizuli teqsti“. unda aRiniSnos, rom 
poetur samyaroSi orientacia garkveuli urbanuli toposis Sesaqmne-
lad mxolod modernistul gagebas ar ukavSirdeba, poeturi geogra-
fia am TvalsazrisiT ufro farToa; is jer kidev klasikur poetur 
diskursebSia Camoyalibebuli, arsebobs e.w. „romauli“ da „veneciuri“ 
teqstebi da, aseve, teqstebi im „wminda, maradiuli qalaqebisa“, romle-
bicaa ierusalimi da meqa. 

modernisti poetis mizania, warmoaCinos sakuTari adgili qalaq-
Si, rogorc Suamavalma dedamiwasa cas Soris, mis garSemo koncentrir-
deba miTebi, mas aqvs dasawyisi, magram ar aqvs bolo; „es aris – „mara-
diuli qalaqi“. araiSviaTad, es qalaqi mdebareobs kulturuli sivrcis 
„zRvarze“: zRvis sanapiroze an mdinaris SenakaddTan. am mxatvrul aR-
qmaSi aqtualuria ara antiTeza: „dedamiwa / ca“, aramed opozicia „bune-
brivi / xelovnuri“. es aris qalaqi, Seqmnili bunebis sawinaaRmdegod 
da masTan mudmiv brZolaSi, Sedegad, ikveTeba qalaqis interpretaciis 
ormagi SesaZlebloba: erTi mxriv, rogorc gonebis gamarjveba stiqi-
aze, meore mxriv ki, bunebrivi wesrigis darRveva-damaxinjeba. swored 
amgvari qalaqis garSemo koncentrirdeba esqatologiuri miTebi, da-
Rupvis winaswarmetyveleba, gawirvis idea da stiqiis dResaswauli – es 
motivebi urbanuli miTologiisa ganuyofelia am ciklisagan“ (Лотман 
1992: 30). 

amdenad, Tuki qristianuli msoflmxedvelobiT „udabnoTa qa-
laqmyofeloba“ simbolurad demonur sivrceSi RvTaebrivi wesrigis 
damyarebas niSnavs, modernistuli SexedulebiT, sapirispiro damoki-
debuleba cnaurdeba – qalaqi qaosisa da Seusabamobis avanscenaa, ami-
tom misi mdgmuris (binadris) cxovrebis stili da miswrafeba arc su-
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lieri simSvidea da arc dakanonebuli Sexedulebrivi da moraluri 
imperativebi. 

pol verlenis leqsSi „parizuli eskizebi“ („Croquis Parisien“) qa-
laqs aqvs gansakuTrebuli Tvisebebi, damaxasiaTebeli struqtura, rac 
qmnis adamianuri yofis principulad axal, semitologiurad gajere-
bul garemos. Sedegad, qalaqi xdeba kulturuli semisfero – ara ro-
gorc mxolod civilizaciis da kulturis gadakveTa, aramed garkve-
uli saxis sakraluri toposi, romelsac erTvis simboluri da miTo-
logiuri warmodgenebi: 

mTvarem Suqi TuTiis 
blagvi kuTxiT mohfina.
sqeli kvamlis svetebi,
minamgvani xuTians, 
saxlebma, Tavwopinam,
cisken aafofina.
ca ki Talxi iyo da qari susxmoreuli 
fagotis xmiT avobda.
sadRac, Sorsmimaluli,
sneuli da euli 
da siciviT Zleuli
kata gulsaklavobda.
xetialSi davlande
xati didi platonis, 
iqve – fidiasisa, 
mere ki salaminis,
mere ki maraTonis, 
Semkulebi cimcimiT
farnis lurji gazisa. (verleni)

„lirikuli gmiris SexedulebiT – qalaqi farTo gagebiT – es aris 
saSualeba masStaburi sivrcis okultirebisa da struqturirebisa, 
adamianur ganzomilebaTa dasawyisi bunebriv samyaroSi. qalaqi-idea 
gardaqmnis, ganaaxlebs garemos“ (Иванов 1999: 407) – qalaqis aRqmis es 
simbolisturi Teoria pol verlenis kidev erT poetur traqtatSi – „Le 
bruit des cabarets, la fange du trottoir“ isaxeba:

kabareTa xmauri, trotuaris talaxi,
gaZarculi Wadrebi – qarisgan ganalaxi,
omnibusi WriWina, Zlivs rom iWers borblebi,
rkinis korianteli, SlamiT danadorblebi,
zantad rom moCanCalebs wiTel-mwvane SuSebiT,
weva-weviT, klubisken mimavali muSebi,

qalaqi – kulturuli sivrce simbolistur teqstSi
(interteqsti da qarTuli SemoqmedebiTi gamocdileba)
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cxvirwin policielni – pirSi Cibux-naRverdliT,
nesti, saxuravidan, kedlebs CamonaRvenTi,
qvafenili sriala da zed gube mravali,
ai, Cemi Saragza – samoTxisken mavali. (Verlane)

es poziciebi kidev ufro radikalur anturaJSia gamoxatuli ar-
tur rembos poemaSi „parizuli orgia an parizis repopulacia“ (Rimbaud) 
(„L’Orgie parisienne ou Paris se repeuple“ – „parizuli orgia, anu parizi xal-
xiT ivseba“):

o, sulmixdilo sadguris mdgmurno,
mze quCebs tyorcnis elvare laqebs,
mwuxrisas jari veluri tomis
Semoeseva wminda qalaqebs.
win vin aRudges boboqar xanZars
an vin daacxrobs, an xels vin axlebs,
male koconi aagizgizebs
cis silurjeSi areklil saxlebs.
mkvdari sasaxle ficrebiT morgeT,
TvalebSi gidgaT warsuli SiSi,
wiTuri qali moarxevs TeZos,
– igiJeT! yofas mouReT niSi! da a.S.

emil verharni qalaqis mouxeSav da araesTetikur arss Semoqmede-
biTi yofis nawilad aRiqvams, am damokidebulebas xazgasmiT gamoxatavs 
poetis cnobili leqsi „londoni“ („Londres“), romelic simbolisturi 
urbanizmis erT-erT saprogramo poetur nimuSad miiCneva. rogorc 
Cans, qalaqis sakraluroba im tendenciasTanacaa dakavSirebuli, rom 
urbanul sivrceSi modernistisaTvis koncentrirebulia civiliza-
ciis materialuri da sulieri faseulobebi, iq xdeba msxverplSewirva, 
viTardeba kultura da istoria. am poeturi monologis mniSvnelobas 
qarTveli simbolistebic iziarebdnen. simbolisturi TvalTaxedviT 
garesamyaros aRqmis sademonstraciod es leqsi valerian gafrindaS-
vilma jer kidev ocian wlebSi Targmna: 

Cemo ocnebav!londonia igi rkinisa,
sad CaquCis qveS gaxelebiT kvnesis liToni,
sidan modian xomaldebi uvarskvlavo gziT,
rom gadalaxon okeane ucnob qveynisTvis.
da sadgurebis mwvave kvamli, sadac cimcimebs
vercxlisfer cecxliT sevdiani gviani gazi.
sadac mowyenis qimerebi bRavian droze,
TviT vestminsteris Zvel saaTis ulmobel xmaze.
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sanaoebis da farnebis rigi fxizeli,
TiTistarebis didi parki mdinaris gverdiT,
da ganaTebul gubeebSi gamoCndebian
TiTqos damxrCvalni – matrosebis oreulebi.
loTebis xmoba da meZavis ucxo Cveneba.
duqnis warwera – saSineli, rogorc iRbali.
da ucabedaT, viT stumari brboSi sikvdili.
Cemo ocnebav!es lodini Sen geswrafeba! (Verhaeren)

qalaqi qmnis sivrces da agrovebs resursebsa da Rirebulebebs, 
romlebic qalaqis gulSi yalibdeba. am „alternatiuli esTetikis“ ni-
muSia aseve Sarl bodleris „parizis Rame“.

simbolisturi „qalaquri teqsti“ mxolod poetur diskursSi ar 
warmoCenila, misi Janrobrivi sivrce ufro farToa da dausazRvravi, 
magaliTisaTvis unda davasaxeloT JorJ rodenbaxis „mkvdari briuge“ 
(„Bruges-la-Morte“) – prozauli Janris teqsti, sadac qalaqis simbolis-
turi TvalsazrisiT aRqmis kanonika Camoyalibebuli da TvalsaCinoa, 
miuxedavad imisa, rom am nawarmoebs siuJeti da personaJebi hyavs, mas-
Si mainc gamokveTilia realurisa da irealuris Widili da misi ilus-
traciebic teqstis ideas da arss gansakuTrebul datvirTvas aZlevs. 
qalaqi aq Tavad aris nawarmoebis mTavari gmiri, ganmsazRvreli per-
sonaJTa qcevisa da xasiaTisa, maT Soris myardeba emociuri kavSiri, 
melanqoliiT savse qalaqi nisliT, civi qarebiTa da mkacri SenobebiT 
sikvdilis sauflos emsgavseba; „qalaqebs aqvT pirovnuloba, sakuTari 
suli, farTo xasiaTi, romelic exmianeba sixaruls, axal siyvaruls, sa-
sowarkveTas, daqvrivebas. TiToeuli qalaqi aris gonebis mdgomareoba, 
xasiaTi, romelic cota xnis Semdeg ukve gekontaqteba, CvenSi Semodis 
da Cven misiT viJRinTebiT, Tundac im haeriT, romelsac vsunTqavT“ 
(Rodenbach).

analogiuri pozicia cnobierdeba valeri briusovis „urbanul 
leqsebSi“. gansakuTrebulad naTlad, srulyofilad da modernistuli 
TvalsazrisiT qrestomaTiulad, „qalaquri teqsti“ warmodgenilia po-
etur krebulSi „Urbi et Orbi” (1901-1903). aq qalaqi sxvadasxva simboluri 
saxiT warmoCndeba. is mravalsaxovania da kontrastuli; amasTan erTad, 
is abstraqtuli qalaqia, romelic mravalferovani da ganzogadebu-
li saxe-simboloebiT aris gamosaxuli. aseve, is Tanamedrove qalaqia, 
konkretuli socialur-yofiTi saxiT, romelic warsulTan da kultu-
ris istoriasTanac aris dakavSirebuli (Брюсов).

viwro quCebiT, xmaurSic, RamiTac Teatrebsa da 
baRebSi vxetialobdi. 
da cxad azrebSi gavyurebdi momaval yofas, 
vqmnidi simRerebs TqvenTvis, bednierebav, 
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ltolvav, sazRvrebo, gzebo, 
adrindel dedaqalaqebze, momaval yvela 
cxedradqceulze, 
mSvidi koSkebi, TeTri kedlebi da mtveri 
damSrali mdinareebisa, 
aRtacebulni maradisobiT caxcaxebdnen, 
ambobdnen leqsebs samaradisod gasaJRereblad.

 
„qalaqSi akumulirdeba adamianTa masebis Zala, sivrce, dro 

da energia. qalaqi – es aris mZime, momnusxveli sivrce, erTgvari Savi 
xvreli, romelic izidavs da STanTqavs yovelives. sivrce da dro uki-
duresad aRreulia erTmaneTSi. da amave dros qalaqi – brunvadi, mot-
riale sivrcea, is vrceldeba zedapirze, iswrafvis simaRlisaken da 
siRrmiskenac. sakraluri centri adgens vertikals, romelic saSuale-
bas iZleva, gadaikveTos miwieri da zeciuri Rirebulebebi“ (Иванов 
1999: 406).

am Tvalsazriss gamoxatavs simbolisturi msoflmxedvelobis 
qarTveli apologetis, grigol robaqiZis leqsebi – „veris xidze“ da 
„uaildi parizSi“, romlebic simboluri da peizaJuri aRqmis umSve-
nieresi nimuSebia:

veris xidze mZime RamiT TmagaSlili qari mReris.
landi dastvens veris xidze, landi Tovlis da namqeris,
veris xidze qari zuis, mwvane zRapars aniavebs.
veris xidze qari giJi davlurs uvlis: stvens da hkivis,
Winka Winkas misdevs cekviT, kudiani xtis da hkivis.

„am leqsSi bunebrivi stiqia da mistikuri xilva erT fenomenad 
ikvreba. es mistikuri rokva da fantasmagoria bolomde grZeldeba Ta-
visi kudianebiT, WinkebiT, sisxlis landebiT da mTvrali qarebiT, iqm-
neba mZafri kolizia, rac mkiTxvelis sulsac aforiaqebs“ – werda ru-
dolf karmani (robaqiZe 1996: 378). 

es leqsi simboloebiT azrovnebis klasikur nimuSad unda CaiT-
valos, radgan is Tavis arsSi avtoris ZiriTad msoflmxedvelobriv 
sawyisebs aerTianebs da, amasTan erTad, gamosaxvis verbalur-poeturi 
formis miseul arCevanzec migvaniSnebs. grigol robaqiZis Semoqmede-
biTi samyaros upirvelesi personificirebuli xati – qalaqi da misi 
mxatvruli gadaazreba – simptomaturia simbolisturi qalaquri teq-
stisaTvis. magram peizaJurobis retrospeqtiva, romelic aq ikveTeba, 
vfiqrobT, mxolod robaqiZisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSania qalaquri 
xatisa, Sesadareblad paolo iaSvilis qalaqur teqsts mivmarToT. aq 
qalaqis aRqma simbolisturi anturaJiTa da mxatvruli TvalsazrisiT 
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gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa; avangardistul aRqmasTan erTad, SenarCu-
nebulia klasikuri aRqmis niSnebi: andamaturoba, miziduloba, isto-
rizmi da peizaJurobis gancda.

cnobili faqtia, rom paolo iaSvilis qalaquri teqstisaTvis 
inspiraciad parizi iqca, Tumca, sulieri sazrdos, emociis da Semoq-
medebiTi garemos miuxedavad, paolo iaSvilis parizuli voiaJis xana ar 
iyo nayofieri, rogorc Cans, poetis SinasamyaroSi swored maSin xdebo-
da STabeWdilebaTa da azrTa duRili, damokidebulebaTa gadafaseba; 
poetis qvecnobierSi ileqeboda, mis gonebaSi akumulirdeboda Semoq-
medebiTi saTqmeli; am dakvirvebaTa da swavlaTa Sedegi ki mogvianebiT 
gamoCnda, maSin, roca paolo iaSvili saqarTveloSi dabrunda. amdenad, 
poetis leqsi „evropa“ urbanuli mxatvruli arqiteqtonikis erT ad-
reul qarTul analogad unda miviCnioT:

gaxda parizi usicocxlo da usimRero, 
luqsemburgSi idga verleni cremliani da Tovlis qurqSi...
... gamoveqeci evropis qaoss, sisxls,
dangreul reimsis taZars
da uzarmazar tankebis qSenas...
reinis irgvliv TaobaTa gadaSenebas.
vigoneb marTla Jruantelad lamanSis srutes,
iq Calagebul atlantikis anTebul gemebs.
SotlandiaSi vnaxe TeTri Zroxebis jogi
da gaviRime viT naxevrad gagiJebulma,
gamoveqeci evropis warRvnas. 

 
parizs SemoqmedebiT stimulad da STagonebis pirvelwyarod qar-

Tveli simbolistebi yovelTvis aRiarebdnen da amgvari bma „cisfer-
yanwelTa“ araerT striqonSi aisaxa, pirvel yovlisa, aq paolo iaSvi-
lis „pirvelTqma“ unda movixsenioT, aseve, valerian gafrindaSvilis 
„sizmari eifeli“...

„cisfer yanwebSi“ daibeWda paolo iaSvilis leqsi „farSevangebi 
qalaqSi“, romelic literaturaTmcodneobaSi simbolisturi klasikis 
damkvidrebis mcdelobad moiazreba, es urbanistuli Tematikis „qa-
rTuli variantia“, simbolisturi msoflmxedvelobisa da ganwyobis 
Tanamimdevruli amsaxveli: 

qalaqSi sicxe iyo. retian fiqrebs
mze awvalebda da axrCobda cxel niaRvarSi;
(avia, roca wiTel gvelebs mze Semoikrebs
da daiqceva mkbenar sisxlad quCebis RarSi).

qalaqi – kulturuli sivrce simbolistur teqstSi
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mogvianebiT saliteraturo kritikam „farSevangebis“ poetur 
instalaciebSi wiTeli urCxulebis da qartexilebis simboluri gansa-
xovneba wiTeli revoluciis kaleidoskopur gamoxatvad da winaswar-
metyvelebad aRiqva. faqtia, rom am leqsis mdidari saxeobrioba da mra-
valferovani mxatvruli pasaJebi amgvari daskvnis saSualebasac iZle-
va. „aqve ikveTeba personaJis mier sakuTar SexedulebaTa gamudmebuli 
analizi. simbolistma Sinagan konfliqts, SiSs samyaros sikvdilisa da 
sxva mravali gacnobierebuli Tu gaucnobierebeli movlenis winaSe – 
„umizezo naRveli“ (verleni), anu „splini“ (bodleri) uwoda“ (CubiniZe 
2005). 

amdenad, qalaqis Temis mxatvrulma gansaxovnebam gansakuTreb-
uli mniSvneloba paolo iaSvilis poeziaSi imTaviTve SeiZina, amasTan 
erTad, misi Semoqmedebis sxvadasxva etapze is sruliad gansxvavebuli 
poeturi parametrebiT aris aRqmuli. simbolisturi leqsTmTxzvelo-
bis xanaSi poetma qalaquri nacrisferi yoveldRiurobis xazgasasme-
lad soflis romantikuli koloriti da am ori samyaros kontrasti 
moiSvelia. „qarTveli simbolisti mwerlebisaTvis sulieri mTlianobis 
momniWebeli, harmoniuli da idiliuri samyaro Cateulia iseT cnebaSi, 
rogoricaa „sofeli“. soflis datoveba simbolurad adamianis samoTxi-
dan gamosvlas utoldeba. mwerali ocnebobs Zvirfassa da daubrune-
bel savaneze...“ ((CubiniZe 2005). es savane pirvelqmnadobis, sispetakis 
da bunebriobis saufloa. aqvea am faseulobaTa mTavari xati-simbolo 
– deda, romelsac lirikuli gmiri Sendobasa da misTvis locvas sTxovs.

leqsSi „werili dedas“ lirikuli gmiris monatreba da ltolva 
pirvelqmnadobisa da bunebriobisaken, soflis suraTebis fonze leq-
sSi dedis saxis SemotaniT xorcieldeba. ver vityviT, rom es ganwyoba 
oden simbolisturi Segirdobis Sedegia, dedisa da mis simbolur sa-
xelTan maradiul RirebulebaTa gulisxmeva ufro qarTuli lite-
raturuli tradiciebis memkvidreobis damRaa, Tumca leqsi 1916 wels 
aris dawerili:

davtove sofeli – myudro samyofeli, 
qviTkiris marnebi da katis knutebi, simindis yana!
ha, kintos profili, saeWvo tarnebi,
da davikuntebi qalaqis quCebSi me – salaxana.
tirili, tirili, tirili bevri!
bzis ganiaveba, kalo da kevri,
da soflis siwminde, marTali baTmani,
roca me qalaqSi mawuxebs, maxelebs
yvela yelsaxvevi, Savi xelTaTmani“…
„deda! inaxule Sen wminda xaxuli! wadi fexSiSveli, 
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qalaqSi dakargul SvilisTvis Rame gaaTie,
RmerTo! apatie, – 
Tu me ver giSveli –
dedas, rom daginTo CemsigrZe sanTeli...

„qalaquri teqstis“ konteqstSi warmodgeba „peterburguli teqs-
ti”, romelic SeiZleba miTopoetikur aspeqtSi ganvixiloT; peterbur-
gi „vercxlis saukunis“ poetTa mxatvrul naazrevSi maTi Semoqmedebis 
centrad da kulturis savaned moiazreba, is maradiulobis niSnebsac 
atarebs da, amavdroulad, warsulis xsovnasac inaxavs. am periodSi 
yalibdeba „peterburguli miTic“, romlis mixedviTac, am qalaqSi kon-
centrirdeba sivrce, dro, energia adamianuri azrebisa da Zalisa. es 
mZime da, amasTan erTad, mizidulobis unaris mqone samyaroa, miwieri da 
zeciuri niSnebiT. es aRqma realizebulia valeri briusovis 1912 wels 
daweril leqsSi „peterburgi“:

aq sizmrebs ar qmnida, 
ar aSenebda le- notris baRebs, 
yvelaferi Zlieri da erTiani ZalisxmeviT, 
petre didma gamokveTa. 
Waobis gubeTa gaqrobiT, 
cxenTa dausrulebeli WenebiT 
piri ubruna evropisaken 
ruseTs, romelic aRmosavleTs gahyurebda. (Брюсов) 

peterburgi, rogorc simbolisturi xati, tician tabiZis Semoq-
medebaSic Cndeba, es qalaqi saocari SemoqmedebiTi sivrcea – warmosax-
viT da msoflmxedvelobriv SexedulebaTa nazavi: 

kunZulebidan mohqris qari daudegari,
awveba quCebs, yumbarebis cecxliT gadamwvars,
Tu sciva vinmes, roskipebis xrioks gadamTvrals,
Crdilebis susxSi modis landi TviTon edgaris.
jer ar yofila SebrZoleba ase medgari,
asdis simyrale Sinelebis gagudul mayruls,
recxavs moika matrosebis gvarebs Cayuruls,
Tujis mxedarsac ubneldeba guli bedqari.

am leqss avtorma „peterburgi“ uwoda, daweris TariRad 1917 
wlis 25 oqtomberia CaniSnuli, anu erTi im mTavar dReTagani, romel-
mac „msoflio SeZra“, tician tabiZis poetur samyaroSi ki siurrealis-
turi gancdebiT warmoisaxa – yovelgvari niSnobriobis, banalurobis 
winaaRmdeg gadadgmuli nabijebiT, mxatvruli poziciis absoluturi 
Tavisuflebis gamoxatviT, sityvaTa TamaSiT da asociaciuri xilvebiT. 

qalaqi – kulturuli sivrce simbolistur teqstSi
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tician tabiZis poeziaSi, garkveulwilad, dakonretebulia qalaqi 
(magaliTad: peterburgi, Tbilisi, baTumi), rogorc poeturi diskursis 
areali: „me var Tbilisis agoniiT mkvdari poeti“. „yoveli kvira CemTvis 
bzobaa da Tbilisia ierusalimi“ da a.S., anu, Tbilisi aq aRqmulia wminda 
qalaqad da Tuki ierusalimi asocirdeba axal mesiasTan, qristesTan, 
Tbilissac aqvs msgavsi funqcia – TbilisSic unda moxdes axali Soba, 
poeziisa da Semoqmedebisa, mis gadasarCenad.

qarTul simbolistur diskursSi ikveTeba „moskovuri teqstic“, 
simbolistebisaTvis es qalaqi kulturaTa generaciis erTgvar alter-
natiul centrad, axali ideebis dabadebis adgilad iqca. aleqsandre 
blokis moskovuri ciklis qarTul interteqstad SeiZleba miviCnioT 
valerian gafrindaSvilis daisebis cikli („daisi mexuTe“), rogorc Cans, 
poetisTvis „poeturi maswavlebeli“ mxolod Tbilisi ar iyo, is Semoq-
medebiT anturaJSi ganixilavda moskovs, rogorc feeriul da moder-
nistul SemoqmedebiT ares.

valerian gafrindaSvilis am ciklis leqsebi aris erT-erTi 
yvelaze TvalsaCino magaliTi simbolistur-dekadenturi meTodiT 
gamoxatuli poturi diskursisa. aq vlindeba irealuri samyaros aRqma 
simbolisturi logosis poziciidan: garemomcveli sivrcis eqstrava-
ganturi suraTi, miswrafeba radikalurisa da ganaxlebulisaken... ur-
banistuli teqstisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli martosuloba, civi atmos-
fero, gulgriloba sxva adamianebis mimarT da amave dros, mZime yovel-
dRiuroba, gandgoma esTetizmis klasikuri koncefciebisagan:

isev tortmanobs tramvaebis Savi bazari,
Ramis melanSi kubelikis krTis Wianuri,
Wleqi asulis moCveneba qaianuri,
aelvardeba lurj haerSi, rogorc fazari...
qalaqis mxrebze asvenia Ramis qaTibi,
davdivar marto – uangaro da mgloviare,
Cems CrdilTan erTad me quCebi Semoviare.

 („soneti“)

isic unda aRiniSnos. rom valerian gafrindaSvilis qalaquri teq-
stis geografiuli saniSne, ZiriTadad, quTaisi iyo. miuxedavad imisa, 
rom quTaisSi mxolod ymawvilkacobis wlebi gaatara, is mainc darCa 
misTvis poetur meqad. qalaqi, rogorc mxatvruli sivrce, misTvis 
quTaisSi cnobierdeboda da simbolistur anturaJSic mas ganixilavda:

saocneboa quTaisi safiron qarSi,
qalaqis saxe ucnaurobs mraval pirbadiT
da izmoreba aRtacebul nislis sizmarSi,
sanam TareSobs es grigali medidur naliT.
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da Cemi cqera – anTebuli ucxo kvalebiT,
viT cisartyelas, ragindnafer landebs emona:
mtevris raSebze miqrolaven amorZalebi –
TviT jiokonda, kordelia da dezdemona.

(„quTaisi qarSi“)

amasTanave, idumalebisa da mistikurobis savaned aRiqvams poeti 
Tbiliss leqsSi „tfilisi diliT“, – poetTa da xelovanTa sauflo, 
„rogorc Teatri, iwvis Tbilisi“.

simbolistur anturaJSi warmoCndeba Tbilisi sxva qarTvel sim-
bolistTa SemoqmedebaSic:

guSin vagonSi fermkrTalebi SiSobdnen Wleqze.
isroda velebs seqtorebad ucxo mediske,
me ki maTrobda mxolod erTi Zvirfasi leqsi:
„mimqonda xsovna elenesi imereTisken”.
mkvdaro qalaqo, gaiRviZe! moviden mtrebi
da moaxlovda SebrZoleba, siTeTre dilis.
dautireblad Sen cofian grigalSi qrebi,
ros yvela cremli dautove sayvarel tfiliss.

(Salva karmeli „...“)

Zveli xatebis did minanqrebSi
kvdeba tfilisi – qarTlis dideba.
da mogonebas qvebis namqerSi
Cemi Tvalebi gaekideba.
o, saqarTvelo! minda mivmarTo
darRveul sxeuls, Cems miwas – dobils:
Sen am sivrceSi iwvebi marto,
vin Segifarebs aq ar Sendobils?
Rameebs miaqvs dRis mwuxareba
da moCveneba cxeli isanis.
gadaaviwyda tfiliss xareba:
Cvenc erTmaneTi gadavicaniT.
aq saocari iwvis xveleba,
saflavi aris Tvalebis upe.
sandro, gvawuxebs saSineleba,
baRlinjos sresa, Smori da wumpe.
SemogveCvia qari soveli.
gviani splini omiT nalesi,
SemoRamebas krTomiT moveliT,
iqneba jvarcma umwvervalesi.

qalaqi – kulturuli sivrce simbolistur teqstSi
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piligrimebi. udabno cxeli.
nino warmarTi da kleopatra.
sandro! meZaxis Seni saxeli
da safiCxia kvlav momenatra.

 (Salva afxaiZe. „werili sandros tfilisidan“)

am orive poetur CanaxatSi aSkaraa qalaquri teqstis simbolis-
turi formatis sruli daculoba.

simbolisturi esTetikisaTvis niSandoblivi, analogiuri mxat-
vruli xerxi cnobierdeba kolau nadiraZis leqsSi „avzniani qalaqi“. 
es leqsic erTi analogia simbolisturi gamosaxvis saSualebebiT Seq-
mnili poeturi saxeebidan. lirikuli gmiri simbolisturi sivrcis 
nawilia da misi qalaqic damaxasiaTebeli niSnebiT cnaurdeba: irealu-
ri samyaros xilva, SemoqmedebiTi tkivilis apologia, garesamyaros 
eqstravaganturi aRqma, radikalizmisa da ganaxlebisaken ltolva. 

me xSirad miyvars es qalaqi mruSi da myrali;
atalaxebul quCebs mivhyvebi, 
vucqer ukbiloT daRrejil saxlebs.
xarbaT daveZeb maxinj saxeebs,
mklavebSi maxrCobs me viwro kvali 
avzniani da codvebiT mTvrali.
avaTmyof saxlebs, aTaSangiT pir daWmul quCebs,
akmevebs surnels samikitno RviniT da xaSiT,
giJdeba Rame arRnis rwyeviT,zurniT da taSiT,
da ca lotbari SavaT morTuli, 
qurdebs da mkvlelebs gamosvlas urCevs.
bnel saxlebidan gamorbian wiTlaT qalebi,
rogorc rom jari damarcxebuli, 
maTxovarT xrova brundeba saxlSi.
jambazobs vneba avaTmyof xalxSi,
aqceven balRams qvafenilebze quCis mnaTobTa 
TeTri Tvalebi.

msgavsi „urbanuli esTetika“ cnobierdeba poetis leqsebSi: 
„iurusalimi“, „qalaqis qimera“ da „qalaqis sizmari“. kolau nadiraZis 
SemoqmedebaSi qalaqis Tema, mogvianebiT, quTaisisTvis miZRvnili leq-
sebis cikliT dabrunda, sadac avtori kvlav Seecada, simbolisturi 
aRqma Tu damokidebuleba qalaqis mimarT isev SeenarCunebina, Tumca 
am leqsebSi simbolisturi aRqmis radikaluri da sqematur-ekleqti-
kuri aqcentebi mZafri aRar aris. es leqsebia: „quTaisis sadarbazoebs“, 
„quTaisis saRamo“, „yrmoba uWknobi“...
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amave konteqstSi da meTodologiur formatSi unda ganvixi-
loT raJden gvetaZis „mwuxareba TbilisiT“ da sandro cirekiZis esei 
– „paralelebi“,

mxatvruli formis TvalsazrisiT, qalaqis Temaze daweril am leq-
sTa umetesoba sonetia, rac kidev erTxel usvams xazs am teqstTa ara 
mxolod meTodologiur, aramed formalur sworebas simbolizmze.

qalaqis Tema qarTveli simbolistebis SemoqmedebaSi mxolod ze-
moT aRniSnuli ganwyobilebebis gamomxatveli ar iyo. qarTul poetur 
diskursSi amgvari aRqma qalaquri yofisa didxans ar gagrZelebula da 
mogvianebiT sxvagvar mxatvrul formaSi gamoixata. oRond es procesi 
sxva meTodologiur sivrceSi gamovlinda, maSin, roca mxatvrul teq-
stebSi sxvagvari qalaqi gamoCnda. es procesi „sul sxva geografiul 
garemoSi“ ganxorcielda, roca daibada „sxva qalaqi,“ sxva metropolia. 
is xdeboda klasikuri aRqmis sagani da leqsebSic gamoCnda sayvareli 
samSvenisebi ufrosi Taobis qalaqeli trubadurebisa, gamoCnda pano-
ramuloba, aRweriToba da peizaJuroba. erTmniSvnelovnad gamoikveTa 
e.w. „Secvlili msoflmxedveloba“ da meTodologia, poeturi urTi-
erTobisa da grZnobebis revizia, qalaqi xelaxla iqca materialur, 
kulturul da istoriul RirebulebaTa centrad. magram iq modernis-
tis funqcia da roli ukve aRar igrZnoboda, daiwyo e.w. „miwasTan dab-
runebis“ politika.

es istoria qarTveli simbolistebis SemoqmedebiT qronologi-
aSi calsaxad ikveTeba. magaliTisaTvis1925 wlis Semdeg paolo iaSvi-
lis poeziaSi qalaqis Tema sxvagvarad gaxmianda, Tumca maSindel po-
etur STabeWdilebebze msjeloba kvlav misi lirikuli striqonebiT 
cxaddeba. Aam periodis „qalaqur“ leqsebSi swored panoramuloba, aR-
weriToba da peizaJuroba gamoikveTa, maTSi poetis ganwyobilebaTa da 
emociaTa reviziac aSkarad daCnda, calsaxad iCina Tavi poetis Semoq-
medebiTma feriscvalebac da msoflmxedvelobrivma saxecvlilebamac, 
am fonze paolo iaSvilis simbolisturi poeturi teqstisagan gansxvave-
biT, soflis romantikuli peizaJebi mxatvruli gaanalizebis, poeturi 
aRqmis mSvenier nimuSebad gvevlineba da mas qalaqTan kontrastulobis 
warmoCenis mizanic aRar gaaCnia. sailustraciod 1926 wels dawerili 
„argveTis Rameebi“ gamodgeba, sadac zemoT aRniSnuli simbolisturi 
mxatvruli datvirTvis niSanwyalic aRarsadaa da mkiTxveli mxolodRa 
peizaJuri aRqmis winaSe rCeba; cnobierdeba tradiciuli, vityodiT, 
stereotipuli gaazreba, radgan paolo iaSvili am droidan ukve gansx-
vavebul SemoqmedebiT gzas gahyva.

qalaqi – kulturuli sivrce simbolistur teqstSi
(interteqsti da qarTuli SemoqmedebiTi gamocdileba)
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caze vercxlis mercxlebi
sxedan lurj budeebSi,
mTvare civad ecema
Sqeris tyeSi gamarTul totebis badeebSi.
mTvare – TeTri xoxobi
gaexira totebSi,
ZaRli – mcveli orRobis
Rames aTevs yefaSi da ZaRlurad bodvebSi.
alvis xeebs acvia
sirmiani nabdebi,
tkbili sizarmacea
da mdinarec savsea TiTqos TeTri batebiT.
RameSi dafarfatebs
ubeduri Ramura,
netav arvin dahfantos
xmebi idumalebis qceuli salamurad.

amave mxatvruli formatiT warmoCndeba tician tabiZis post-
simbolisturi etapis `Tbilisuri leqsebic~:

ra lamazia mainc tfilisi,
haremSi ucdis aRa mahmad xans,
mReris besikis gafi Tilisma
aprili gulSi lirikas asxams.

– wers poeti leqsSi „ocdasami aprili“... SemoqmedebiT bomonTa saxe-
cvlilebam, tician tabiZis poetur samyaros Tbilisi gansxvavebuli 
mxatvruli aRqmiT da ferebiT warmoCnda. es poeturi monologebi 
(„muxambazi, romelic ar imRereba“, „mearRneebi da poetebi“, „tfilisi“ 
da sxva) cxads xdis, Tu rogor icvala savali gzebi tician tabiZis po-
eturma biografiam:

TiTqo kvdeboda Tbilisis Rame,
sarajiSvilis xmebiT tkbeboda,
Tars amoqonda gulis balRami
mtkvaris marcxena sanapirodan.

(„Tbilisis Rame“)

1935 wels valerian gafrindaSvilma kidev erTi leqsi uZRvna 
quTaiss:

me ganaxlebuls vxedav quTaiss,
vucqer yvelafers axali gancdiT,
nacnob mdinares, quCas Tu daiss,
CemTvis rom iyo namdvili ganZi.
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mogonebebi tkbili da mwuTxe,
me TiTqos gzaze gadameRoba
da axla CemTvis namdvili kuTxe
udris uecrad naxul megobars.

am nimuSebiT aSkaravdeba, Tu rogor icvleboda qarTvel sim-
bolistTa SemoqmedebiTi forma da stili simbolistur vnebaTa 
dacxromis Semdeg, ramdenad gansxvavebulia erT TemasTan, erT prob-
lemasTan misasvleli gzis arCevani simbolistobaSi da „miwasTan dab-
runebis“ Semdeg. amgvari saxecvlilebani sxva qarTvel simbolistTa 
SemoqmedebiT biografiaSic sacnauria.

Ffaqtia, qalaqi simbolistur poeziaSi SemoqmedebiTi placdar-
mis, sarealizacio sivrcis mtvirTveli cnebaa, is adamianis azrovnebis 
proeqciaa garemomcvel samyaroSi. qalaqeloba niSnavs garemomcveli 
sivrcis da sakuTari Tavis Seqmnas, gansazRvras, struqturizebas; „is 
niSnavs, „aaSeno akldama sakuTari sulisTvis“; qalaqi warmoaCens sivr-
cis organizebis ideas. amgvari analitika simbolisturi meTodikis 
erTgvar maxasiaTeblad iqca da misi magaliTebi qarTul simbolistur 
skolaSic araerTgzis moipoveba. amasTan erTad, saxezea qalaquri teqs-
tis erTgvari transformacia: Tu rogor icvleboda qalaqis mxatvru-
li saxe SemoqmedebiTi arCevanis cvalebadobasTan erTad – simbolizmi-
dan realizmisaken, warmosaxvidan konkretulobisaken, aRqmidan mate-
rialiazaciisaken. 
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City – Cultural Spacein the Symbolist Text
(Intertext and Georgian Creative Experience)

Summary 

Key words: modernism, literature, intertexst, city, text.

Specific concepts, which bear certain symbolic binaries or creative-paradigm 
meaning by their creative value in literary criticism, are perceived differently in the mod-
ernist space from the comprehension and worldview perspective.In this regard, among 
other analogues (son, moon, God, water, Cross and etc.) is considered the city also, as the 
symbolic and creative concept in literary texts. 

In Georgian literary discourse, the city concept related with conceptual perception 
and formed as the creative-symbolic binary from the beginning of the 20th century.

Creators of the given process in the literary reality of the 20th century were the 
modernists, as they perceived the world from irrational space and from the symbolic-
paradigm discourse. 

The given fact was initially reflected in the Caucasus and namely Georgian 
Simbolism. 

The given process of centralization became irreversible, which was followed by the 
attraction of creative forces. The social and cultural function of the city was revealed to its 
full significance. The given process coincided with the introduction of modernist move-
ments in arts. Starting from the given period emerged the character that developed the 
system of thought in the city and the so called “city text” (city requisite) was created – the 
oppositional creative form and the so called “oriental model” of symbolist perception. The 
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city text is the complex of concepts, motives and plots, which covers the author’s model 
of city life – both generally and in its private manifestations. 

For a simbolist writer the city is not only the space for thinking, but also the per-
sonified creative image; to the extent that it is the symbol of dynamism, modernity and in-
novation; and as result the space for action. Reason for such inspiration is always a certain 
methodological alteration or certain variation. We should also consider the previous and 
parallel periods of modernist era, the classical-realistic movements with outlined percep-
tion of materialization of subjects and events and sometimes with pseudo and utilitarian 
deviations; the counter-position or opposition of the given approach was formed in the 
modernist (in the given case symbolism) worldview; such perception saw reflection and 
became the characteristic feature of modernist methodic in the French, Russian and Geor-
gian creative discourse. 

To main codes of perception of the city, as of the creative space, are revealed: 1. 
City-bridgehead, the arena for physical existence, with the strictly restricted requisite of 
anaestheticity and randomness; 2. City-symbol, with the motivation of creative-symbolic 
perception, with the deliberate, conceptual-binary essence towards the new, paradigm of 
creative reconsideration. The second scheme must be noted too (mainly in the symbolistic 
discourse), which is related to the certain materialization of the city concept: on one hand 
the city is displayed as the generally congregatory, conceptual, schematic image, for ex-
ample as: Paris, Petersburg, Moscow, Tbilisi or additionally the imaginary city with Bibli-
cal and antique (eternal) symbolic features and with all the parameters and characteristics 
of the worldview perception. In parallel with the given perception appears the specific 
thinking space, also characterized with all the methodological features. 

Every symbolist worldview poet has reflected city topic in their works; series and 
poems have been created with the city topic dominating in their titles and essence. Certain 
city philosophy has been formed; “city myths” have been created, in which the reality 
intermixed with fantasy and tradition. 

qalaqi – kulturuli sivrce simbolistur teqstSi
(interteqsti da qarTuli SemoqmedebiTi gamocdileba)
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nikolai konradi

Tanamedrove SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis 

problemebi

I
ukve didi xania Tanamedrove kulturuli qveynebis, yovel SemTx-

vevaSi evropuli saxelmwifoebis, literaturuli samyaro ori elemen-
tisgan – amave qveyanaSi Seqmnili da ucxouri literaturebidan Semo-
tanili Txzulebebisgan Sedgeba. wesad iqca, rom ama Tu im literatu-
ris WeSmaritad mniSvnelovani nawarmoebi sxva qveynis literaturul 
samyaros swrafad SeeTviseba da garkveulwilad mis kuTvnilebad iqceva 
xolme. ra Tqma unda, pirvel rigSi, imis SeTviseba xdeba, rac am qveynis-
Tvis gansakuTrebulad sayuradReboa, misi literaturuli garemosaT-
visa da sazogadoebrivi azrovnebisTvis saWiro da mniSvnelovania; an 
rac xels uwyobs im qveynis literaturuli situaciisa da sazogado-
ebrivi azris mdgomareobis gagebas, sadac es nawarmoebi Seiqmna. Tumca, 
xSirad iseTi teqstebic Semodis xolme, romelsac sakuTar qveyanaSi 
mxolod xanmokle, magram xmauriani warmateba xvda wilad; xSirad 
msgavs gadanacvlebas eqvemdebareba yvelaferi, rac saliteraturo 
procesSi met-naklebad TvalsaCinoa. 

qveynisTvis, romelSic amgvari ucxo literatura sistematiurad 
Semodis, am ukanasknelis roli zogjer Zalzed didia. aris SemTxveve-
bi, rodesac ucxo literaturis romelime nawarmoebi gacilebiT met 
yuradRebas ipyrobs, vidre sakuTar wiaRSi warmoSobili teqsti; amav-
droulad, is am literaturasa da sazogadoebriv azrzec did gavlenas 
axdens.

ukanaskneli aswleulis meore naxevarSi amgvari suraTi mxolod 
evropuli literaturuli samyarosTvis araa niSandoblivi. zemoT 
Tqmuli, magaliTad, sruliad miesadageba iaponiasac. am qveynis Sesa-
xeb albaT, metis Tqmac SeiZleba: Targmanis meSveobiT mis literatu-
rul samyaroSi sruli saxiT arsebobs ara mxolod evropisa da CineTis 
klasikuri literatura, iseve rogorc yvelaferi, rac XX saukunis ev-
ropul da amerikul literaturebSi TvalsaCino iyo, aramed, TiTqmis 
yvelaferi isic, rac sayuradRebod iqca sxva qveynebis mimdinare li-
teraturebSi. xolo, Tanamedrove CineTis literaturul samyaroSi, 
rogorc TargmanTa raodenobiT, iseve sazogadoebrivi mniSvnelobiT-
ac, bolo dromde sakmaod igrZnoboda rusuli sabWoTa literaturis 
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Tanaarseboba*. mokled rom iTqvas, erTi qveynis literaturul sam-
yaroSi sxva literaturaTa SeRwevis procesi aswleulis meore naxe-
varSi, TiTqmis mTel kulturul kacobriobaze gavrcelda. es proce-
si, Tavisi masStabis, intensiurobisa da sazogadoebrivi mniSvnelobis 
TvalsazrisiT kvlav viTardeba. 

igi sakmaod rTuli procesia, romelic moicavs mraval winaaR-
mdegobasa da Sejaxebas, magram is mainc mimdinareobs, Tanamedrove li-
teraturaTmcodneobis erT-erTi umniSvnelovanesi amocana ki – masze 
Tvalis devneba da Seswavlaa. es xom Zalzed mniSvnelovani movlenaa: 
saubari yoveli calkeuli qveynis literaturisa da msoflio lite-
raturis** struqturas exeba. 

erTi literaturis meoreSi SeRwevis ZiriTadi iaraRi, ra Tqma 
unda, Targmani gaxlavT. Tumca, mTargmneli mxolod `Suamavali~ ar 
aris. sxva enaze dawerili nawarmoebis sakuTarze gadmoReba yovelT-
vis SemoqmedebiTi aqtia. Targmanis Seqmna sakuTari literaturis ama 
Tu im donis gamdidrebaa. mSobliuri enis orbitaze Seqmnili liter-
aturuli nawarmoebi misgan ganuyofelia; xolo sxva enaze misi gamoCe-
na ukve am qveynis literaturul orbitaze moxvedras niSnavs. amitom, 
ara mxolod mwerlebi, aramed mTargmnelebic, amavdroulad ama Tu im 
qveynis literaturis moRvaweebi arian. 

amasTanave, isic gasaTvaliswinebelia, rom mTel rig SemTxveveb-
Si, imisTvis rom erTma literaturam meoris samyaroSi SeaRwios, Tar-
gmani sruliad ar aris saWiro. erTsa da imave – inglisur enaze kiTx-
visTvis, kanadis, avstraliis, axali zelandiis, samxreT-afrikis res-
publikis, amerikis SeerTebuli Statebis mkiTxvelebs Targmani ar 
sWirdebaT. arc espaneTisa da centraluri, Tu samxreT amerikuli qvey-
nebis (braziliis garda) mkiTxvelebs sWirdebaT is, amave qveynebis mwe-
ralTa mier Seqmnili nawarmoebebis gasacnobad. portugalieli da bra-

* rusuli sabWoTa literaturis Cinur kulturaze moxdenili gavlenis dasaxasi-
aTeblad, konrads Semoaqvs axali termini – „literaturis Tanaarseboba“; amgvarad, 
mecnieri ganasxvavebs erTiani literaturul-kulturuli sivrcis Seqmnis proce-
sis sxvadasxva formebs: Tu kulturaTa Soris ama Tu im tipis siaxlove arsebobs, 
Targmnili nawarmoebic mimRebi kulturis „kuTvnilebad iqceva“. Tumca, sabWoTa 
kultura feodaluri azrovnebis gamomxatveli imdroindeli Cinuri kulturisgan 
imdenad gansxvavdeboda, rom maTi literaturebis Serwyma sruliad SeuZlebeli aR-
moCnda. am periodSi Cinur enaze naTargmni rusuli sabWoTa literatura, mxolod da 
mxolod, Tanaarsebobs Cinur erovnul literaturasTan da misi ganviTarebis pro-
cesze garkveul ideur zegavlenas axdens [irine modebaZe].

** gasuli saukunis 60-ian wlebSi konradi erovnuli da msoflio literaturis cne-
bebis gansazRvris gzebs ikvlevda; Tavis msjelobebSi igi `naciis~ marqsistul cne-
bas emyareba, romelic politikur-teritoriuli datvirTvis matareblad moiazreba 
(ix. i. stalinis naSromi `marqsizmi da nacionaluri sakiTxi~); amitom `nacionaluri~ 
literaturis cnebas konradi ukavSirebs `qveynebs~, anu im saxelmwifoebs, vis teri-
toriazec Seiqmna da romlis `xalxis~ (mosaxleobis) interesebs gamoxatavda es 
literatura [irine modebaZe].

Tanamedrove SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis problemebi
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zilieli mkiTxvelebi orive qveyanaSi Seqmnil nawarmoebebs originalSi 
kiTxuloben. indoeTis sazogadoebis ganaTlebuli fenebis warmomad-
genlebsac SeuZliaT Targmanis gareSe inglisurenovani literaturis 
wakiTxva. TurqeTis, arabuli qveynebis, indo-CineTis mraval mkiTx-
vels ki ar sWirdebaT Targmani frangul enaze dawerili Txzulebebis 
gacnobisTvis. skandinaviuri qveynebis mkiTxvelebic germanulenovan 
literaturas metwilad originalSi ecnobian. saxalxo-demokratul 
qveynebSi ki matulobs maTi ricxvi, visTvisac Targmanis gareSe xelmi-
sawvdomia rusulenovani literatura. anu, romelime qveynis litera-
tura, amave dros, sxva qveynebis literaturebis kuTvnilebad iqceva, 
rogorc Targmanis meSveobiT, aseve mis gareSec; ukanasknel SemTxveva-
Si es xdeba am qveynebis mosaxleobis erTenovanebis, an garkveuli ucxo 
enis farTod gavrcelebis Sedegad. 

Tu am movlenis masStabs gaviTvaliswinebT, naTeli xdeba lite-
raturaTa urTierTSerwymis, sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, saerTaSoriso 
literaturuli kavSirebis sayovelTao xasiaTi. amitomac, Cvens droSi 
literaturaTmcodneobis erT-erT arsebiT amocanad aseTi kavSirebis 
Seswavla iqceva. 

Cven vcxovrobT nacionaluri literaturebis xanaSi. ra Tqma 
unda, termin `nacionaluri literaturis~ gaazreba misi sazogadoeb-
riv-istoriuli mniSvnelobiT unda moxdes, – rogorc literaturis 
garkveuli, zogadi xarisxis aRmniSvneli. am gagebiT `nacionaluri li-
teratura~ – is literaturaa, romelic maSin warmoiSveba, rodesac 
TviT xalxi, Tavisi istoriuli ganviTarebiT naciis dones aRwevs, – am 
sazogado kategoriis marqsistuli gagebiT. amasTanave, grZeldeba im 
nacionaluri literaturebis arsebobac, romlebzec SeiZleba iTqvas, 
rom isini `Zvelia~, maRalxarisxovania; aseTia, magaliTad, evropuli 
literaturebis umravlesoba; aqve vxedavT jer kidev `axalgazrda~ 
literaturebsac, anu im literaturebs, romlebic nacionaluri sa-
xiT arc ise didi xnis win Camoyalibdnen; aseTebia: qarTuli, somxuri, 
iaponuri, Turquli, sparsuli; vxedavT im literaturebsac, romelTa, 
rogorc nacionaluri literaturis Camoyalibebis procesi jer kidev 
grZeldeba; aseT suraTs vawydebiT Zalian Zvel, magram bolo drom-
de, ama Tu im mizezis gamo, sazogadoebrivi ganviTarebiT CamorCenil 
xalxebSi, rogorebic arian Cinelebi, indoeTis xalxebi; xolo sabWoTa 
aRmosavleTis, arabuli samyaros, indoneziisa da indoCineTis xalxTa 
nacionaluri literaturebi Cvens Tvalwin yalibdeba.

es movlenebi Zalzed mniSvnelovania da imis dasturs warmoad-
gens, rom warsuls Cabarda nacionaluri literaturebis sivrcis mxo-
lod evropiT Semofargvlis epoqa. Cvens droSi, ganviTarebis ama Tu im 
safexurze myofi nacionaluri literaturebi – msoflios yvela kul-
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turuli eris kuTvnilebaa. es msoflio kapitalisturi sistemis sayo-
velTao, msoflio-istoriuli marcxis procesis erT-erTi SesaniSnavi 
Sedegia, im sistemisa, romelmac qveynebis didi raodenoba, maT Soris 
Zveli kulturebis mqonenic, koloniurad, naxevrad koloniurad, an 
umTavres kapitalistur saxelmwifoebze ekonomikurad da politiku-
rad damokidebulad aqcia. am yvelaferma ki maTi ekonomikuri, social-
uri da nacionaluri ganviTareba Seanela. axla kolonializmis sistema 
daingra da yofili koloniebisa da naxevrad koloniebis nacionalu-
ri ganviTarebis aCqareba ukve igrZnoba, rac rogorc maTi litera-
turebis, iseve msoflio literaturis struqturazec zemoqmedebs.

TvalsaCinoa kidev erTi movlena: adre, nacionalur literatu-
rebze saubrisas burJuaziuli erebis literaturebs vgulisxmobdiT, 
– axla ki socialisturi naciebis literaturebzec SegviZlia vim-
sjeloT; gairkva rom nacionaluri literaturebisTvis sruliad ar 
aris aucilebeli istoriuli ganviTarebis yvela safexuris gavla. 
Tuki Tanamedrove rusuli literatura socialisturi naciis lite-
raturad iqca, – amavdroulad mas, rogorc burJuaziul ers didi da 
saxelovani literaturuli istoria hqonda, maSin roca mravali Ta-
namedrove sabWoTa literatura, magaliTad uzbekuri, yazaxuri 
da azerbaijanuli, socialistur naciaTa literaturebis saxiT vi-
Tardebian, Tumca, maTi warsuli ganviTareba `xalxurobis~ etaps es-
adageboda, maqsimum, maTSi adreul-burJuaziuli `ganmanaTleblobis~  
Canasaxebs Tu SevniSnavdiT. 

ganviTarebis tempebic araTanabaria. iaponurma nacionalurma 
literaturam burJuaziuli literaturis ganviTarebis yvela `kla-
sikuri~ etapi ganvlo, – Tu `klasikurad» inglisis, safrangeTisa da 
evropis sxva xalxTa gzas miviCnevT, anu, klasicizmis, romantizmis, 
realizmis, naturalizmisa da simbolizmis gzas; magram Tu frangul 
literaturas amisTvis mTeli XIX saukune dasWirda, iaponurma es gza 
maqsimum 40 welSi – XIX saukunis 70-anebidan XX s.-is 10-ian wlebamde 
ganvlo. CineTis literatura, romelic XX saukunis dasawyisamde `gan-
manaTleblobis epoqis~ farglebs ver aRwevda, anu jer kidev feodaliz-
mis pirobebSi viTardeboda, rogorc adreuli burJuaziuli litera-
tura, XX saukunis 20-ani wlebidan socialisturi naciis literaturis 
tipTan miaxlovebas iwyebs da saxalxo revoluciis gamarjvebis Semdeg, 
ukve am saxiT mkvidrdeba. gansakuTrebuli siCqariT viTardebian sab-
WoTa aRmosavleTis xalxTa literaturebi. gza abaidan `abais gzamde~* 

* abai – abai kunanaevi (1845-1904) – cnobili mgosani, poeti, ganmanaTlebeli, moaz-
rovne; axali damwerlobis yazaxuri literturis fuZemdebeli; „abais gza“ – cno-
bili yazaxi mwerlis muxtar auezovis (1897-1961) romani-epopea – abai kunanaevis 
cxovrebis Sesaxeb [irine modebaZe].
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– simReris poeziidan Tanamedrove romanamde, sxva literaturebisTvis 
uzarmazari manZili, – yazaxurma literaturam sul raRac naxevar sa-
ukuneSi ganvlo. 

Tumca, tempis aCqarebas SesaZloa orgvari Sedegi mohyves. erTi 
mxriv, mas SeuZlia sxva xalxTa ganviTarebul literaturebTan miaax-
lovos aqamde CamorCenili literatura, magram meores mxriv, SesaZle-
belia am literaturebis doneebs Soris arsebuli sxvaobis gaRrmave-
bac. zustad amgvarad, TurqeTs aqvs romantizmisa da realizmis saku-
Tari nimuSebi, magram arc erTi ar moiZebneba iseTi, romlis msoflio 
romantizmsa da realizmSi, hiugosa da balzakis nawarmoebebis gver-
diT, Tanabaruflebiani CarTva SegveZlos. marTalia, arsebobs rabin-
dranaT Tagoris Semoqmedebis msgavsi movlenebic, magram amas ufro 
gamonaklisis saxe aqvs. amitom, Tu magaliTad, axali drois realizmis 
literaturas msoflios masStabiT ganvixilavT, mxatvruli meTodis 
identurobasTan erTad, sagrZnob sxvaobebs davinaxavT, rac ara mxo-
lod calkeuli erovnuli literaturebis TaviseburebebiT, aramed 
maTi ideuri da mxatvruli doneebiTaa ganpirobebuli. 

yvela calkeul SemTxvevaSi, am rTuli suraTis gageba mxolod 
msoflio literaturuli procesis literaturaTSorisi kavSirebis 
gaTvaliswinebiTaa SesaZlebeli. ar gamogviva, magaliTad, axali iapon-
uri literaturis istoriaSi garkveva, Tu am literaturis rusul, 
frangul, inglisur, da SedarebiT naklebad – germanul literatu-
rebTan kavSirs ar gaviTvaliswinebT. TavianTi literaturis isto-
riis Seswavlisas, am kavSirebs iaponel mkvlevarTa arc erTi naSromi 
gverds ar uvlis; arsebobs specialuri kvlevebi, sadac cxadi xdeba, 
ama Tu im literaturis mniSvneloba iaponuri literaturis calkeuli 
mimarTulebebis formirebisTvis, calkeuli mwerlebis SemoqmedebiTi 
gzisTvis, ama Tu im nawarmoebis Seqmnis procesisTvis. SeuZlebelia sa-
xalxo CineTis literaturis ganviTarebaSi garkveva, misTvis rusuli 
sabWoTa literaturis mxatvruli gamocdilebis mniSvnelobis gaTvalis-
winebis gareSe. inglisis, safrangeTis, italiis, germaniis, espaneTisa 
da skandinaviuri qveynebis axali literaturebi erTmaneTTan mWidro-
daa dakavSirebuli. evropis xalxTa literaturebTan dakavSirebulia 
rusuli klasikuri literaturac. Tanamedrove kulturuli xalxebis 
axali drois yvela literatura, ase Tu ise, erTmaneTs arsebiTad 
ukavSirdeba da maTi ganviTareba am kavSiris pirobebSi mimdinareobda 
da mimdinareobs. es garemo ara mxolod ar gamoricxavs TviTeuli na-
cionaluri literaturis damoukideblobas, aramed, piriqiT, gacile-
biT met reliefurobas aniWebs mis erovnul Taviseburebas. 

es pirobebi axali literaturuli erTobis – mimarTulebaTa, 
ideuri Sinaarsisa da mxatvruli meTodis erTianobis formirebisTvi-
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sac amzadeben niadags. amgvari erTobis magaliTs gviCveneben sabWoTa 
kavSiris xalxTa literaturebi. mravali mimarTulebiT siaxlovesa an 
erTianobas dasavleT evropisa da amerikis kapitalisturi litera-
turebic demonstrireben. 

literaturuli erTianoba SesaZloa Camoyalibdes saerTo isto-
riuli bedisa da amocanebis niadagzec. ase erTiandebian indoeTis 
sxvadasxva xalxebis da arabuli samyaros ganviTarebadi literatu-
rebi, romelTa erTianobas SegviZlia `nacionaluri aRorZinebis li-
teratura~ vuwodoT. Cveni dro – nacionaluri literaturebis epo-
qaa, magram, amavdroulad, igi literaturuli erTianobebis epoqac 
aris. vinaidan, nacionaluri literaturebi intensiur da mravalgvar 
saerTaSoriso literaturuli kavSirebis garemoSi viTardebian, li-
teraturuli erTianobebic amave garemoSi yalibdeba. amitom msoflio 
literaturaTSorisi kavSirebis Seswavla ufro da ufro met mniSv-
nelobas iZens. 

Cvens mier asaxuli msoflio literaturis Tanamedrove mdgo-
mareobis suraTi SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis sakiTxebisad-
mi gansakuTrebul yuradRebas moiTxovs. 

SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneoba mravalgvarad SeiZleba ga-
viazroT imis mixedviT, Tu ras swavlobs igi. SegviZlia vigulisxmoT 
ori, an meti calkeuli literaturis Seswavla, Tuki warsulSi maT 
Soris istoriuli erTianoba arsebobda. am SemTxvevaSi, yofili er-
Tobidan calkeuli literaturebis gamoyofis procesisa da am lite-
raturebis damoukidebel movlenaTa saxiT Camoyalibebis SeswavliT 
SemovifarglebiT. amgvarad, SesaZlebelia, magaliTad, iranuli war-
moSobis ori xalxis – sparselebisa da tajikebis – nacionaluri lite-
raturebis Camoyalibebis procesis Seswavla. 

SedarebiT literaturaTmcodneobaSi aseve SegviZlia vigulis-
xmoT sxvadasxva xalxTa literaturebSi warmoSobil movlenaTa Seda-
rebiT-tipologiuri Seswavla, romelic garkveuli istoriuli er-
Tianobis wiaRSi Camoyalibebul movlenebze vrceldeba. am kuTxiT 
SesaZlebelia XIX saukunis klasikuri realizmis kvleva. amgvari mid-
gomisas safrangeTis, inglisis, ruseTisa, sxva evropuli da zogierTi 
aziuri qveynis literaturebs erTmaneTTan SedarebiT-tipologiuri 
aspeqtiT vadarebT. kvlevis Sedegad, upirveles yovlisa, SegviZlia 
realizmis, rogorc SemoqmedebiTi meTodis, mTeli misi sirTuliT 
gaazreba; meore mxriv – saSualeba gvaqvs gamovaaSkaraoT realizmis 
is nairsaxeoba, romelic am literaturul erTianobaSi myof qveynebSi 
aRmocenda.

SedarebiT-tipologiuri aspeqtiT SegviZlia istoriuli er-
Tianobis farglebSi an yovelgvari kavSirebis gareSe sxvadasxva li-
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teraturebSi Camoyalibebuli, maT Soris, sxvadasxva istoriul peri-
odebSi warmoqmnili movlenebic ki vikvlioT. magaliTad, cxovrebaTa 
Janris literatura, romelic evropis xalxebSi qristianobis wiaRSi 
ganviTarda, xolo aziis xalxebSi – budizmis SigniT warmoiSva. am SemTx-
vevaSi kvlevis mizani TiToeuli am movlenis analizia – romelic ufro 
metad srulyofili iqneba maTi erTmaneTTan Sepirispirebis SemTxve-
vaSi, vidre saTiTaod, izolirebuli Seswavlisas.

SedarebiT-tipologiuri Seswavlis amocanad SeiZleba daisaxos 
erTmaneTisgan damoukideblad warmoSobil movlenaTa Soris tipolo-
giuri msgavsebis dadgena. magaliTad, Cemi varaudiT, SesaZloa dam-
tkicdes dasavleTevropuli saraindo romanisa da iaponuri `samxedro 
epopeebis~ (gunkis), an ganmanaTleblobis epoqis evropuli satiruli 
romanisa da XIX saukunis Cinuri mamxilebeli romanis tipologiuri 
msgavseba. 

da bolos, SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneoba sxvadasxva xal-
xebis literaturaTa kavSirebsac gulisxmobs. am SemTxvevaSi kvlevis 
amocana, upirveles yovlisa, TviT am kavSirebis arsebobis dadgena, 
maTi istoriuli mizezebis, xasiaTis, gzebisa da saSualebebis gamokvl-
evaa; xolo, meore mxriv – am kavSirebis Sedegebis axsna, rogorc cal-
keuli literaturebisTvis, aseve im literaturaTa erTianobisaTvis, 
romelzec es kavSirebi vrceldeba. zemoT aRwerili msoflio lite-
raturuli realobis suraTi SedarebiT-istoriuli Seswavlisaken 
gvibiZgebs. amisaTvis aucilebelia Tanamedrove mecnierebis mier am 
dargSi mopovebul masalas mivmarToT.

II
kargadaa cnobili, rom Cvens droSi SedarebiTi literaturaT-

mcodneoba dasavleTSi swored bolos xsenebuli mimarTulebiT vi-
Tardeba. sxvadasxva qveyanaSi mas gansxvavebul saxels uwodeben: fran-
gebi saubroben littérature comparé-ze; imave saxels, oRond TavianT enaze, 
iyeneben ingliselebi da amerikelebi – comparative literature; iaponelebi ki 
xikaku-bungaku-s uwodeben; germanelebi iyeneben Zvel termins – “Ver-
geizhende Literaturgesthizhte”. SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneoba yvela 
qveyanaSi, calkeul avtorebTanac ki, kvlevis ZiriTadi obieqtis mixed-
viT garkveuli TaviseburebebiT gamoirCeva: germanelebi da frangebi 
iyeneben Stoffgeschichte-s, Tu isini ikvleven iseT movlenas, rasac aRniS-
naven terminiT themes, types, mythes, legendes; germanel da zogierT ita-
liel literaturaTmcodnesTan vxvdebiT termins – Allgemeine Literaturge-
schichte. miuxedavad am ganmasxvavebeli niSnebis arsebobisa, mTlianobaSi 
es mimarTuleba erTiani specifikiT xasiaTdeba, ris gamoc SedarebiTi 
literaturaTmcodneobis zogad istoriaSi igi axal movlenas war-
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moadgens. yvelaze naTlad es specifika vlindeba frang mkvlevarTa 
SromebSi, isini Tanamedrove dasavleTevropuli da amerikuli Sedar-
ebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis fuZemdeblebi arian. amitom, upirve-
lesad maTi Sromebia sayuradRebo.1

iozef tekstma, romelsac frangebi erTxmad litterature comparee-s 
fuZemdeblad miiCneven, jer kidev 1890 wels gansazRvra axali mimar-
Tulebis genealogia: `CvenTvis gza georg brandesma, maqs koxma, erih 
Smidtma da poznetma gakvales~2 , – gamoacxada man.

es sawyisebi erTmaneTisgan sakmaod gansxvavdeba. erTi mxriv, 
brandesis naSromi `XIX saukunis literaturis ZiriTadi mimdinareo-
bebi~ da meores mxriv, maqs koxis Jurnali „Zeitschrift fur Vergleichendes 
Literaturgeschichte“; poznetis SemTxvevaSi kidev ufro gansxvavebul mov-
lenasTan gvaqvs saqme. brandesis koncefciaSi yvelaze mniSvnelovani 
Semdegi idea gaxlavT, – misive sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, erTi eris geniosi 
`raTa ar daixSos~ mudmivad saWiroebs sxva xalxTa geniosebTan Sexe-
bas, rac mas ganviTarebisTvis axal Zalebs hmatebs.3 Tu gasuli saukunis 
damlevis maqs koxis xelmZRvanelobiT gamocemuli Jurnalis tomebs 
gadavxedavT, Stoffgeschichte-s garkveuli niSnebis garda, SevamCnevT 
sxvadasxva xalxTa literaturebis erTmaneTTan urTierTgavlenebiT 
dakavSirebis mcdelobisken swrafvas. xolo poznetis mier wardgenili 
mimarTulebisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia XIX saukunis sociologiaze ori-
entireba, igi mas sxvadasxva xalxTa literaturebSi arsebuli saerTo 
niSnebis asaxsnelad mimarTavs. naTelia, rom tekstis mier dasaxele-
buli literaturaTmcodneebi erTmaneTisagan gansxvavdebian, magram 
orientirad swored maTi, da ara sxvebis dasaxva, TavisTavad Zalzed 
TvalsaCinoa. SesamCnevia, rom gasuli saukunis damlevis frang mec-
nierebs winamorbedebisgan gansxvavebuli gziT siaruli surdaT.

am axali gzis arsi 1924 wels pol van tigemma Camoayaliba  naSrom-
Si `preromantizmi~: `SeuZlebelia, ama Tu im eris romelime epoqaSi 
istoriuli arseboba srulfasovnad gaviazroT, zogadad am epoqis, 
dedamiwis im nawilis istoriis Seswavlis gareSe, sadac es qveyana arse-
bobs. aseve SeuZlebelia sruli da zusti warmodgena Segveqmnas nebismi-
eri qveynis literaturuli istoriis ganviTarebis romelime momentis 
Sesaxeb, Tu igi ar ganixileba didi erTianobis nawilad... ra Tqma unda, – 
amatebs pol van tigemi, – yvela erovnul literaturas Tavisi, sakmaod 
mtkice tradiciebi gaaCnia, romlebic sakuTari, individualuri saxis 
SenarCunebis saSualebas iZleva, magram yoveli aseTi literatura mud-
mivad xvdeba xelovnebis axal ideebsa da SegrZnebebs, romlebic amyare-
ben da amave dros cvlian kidec mas. am saerTaSoriso dinebis Seswavla 
ara nakleb saWiroa, vidre erovnuli tradiciebis kvleva~ .4 
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1931 w gamocemul wignSi “La litterature comparee”, – sadac formuli-
rebulia am mimarTulebis principebi, ganisazRvreba amocanebi, dginde-
ba meTodebi, cnobilia, rom es aris pirveli naSromi, romelSic axali 
mimarTulebis istoria ganixileba – pol van tigemi wers: `La litterature 
comparee yvela erovnuli literaturis istoriis nawilia, romelic misi 
ganviTarebis TiToeul etapze xsnis am literaturis kavSirebs sxva 
xalxTa literaturebTan. winandel kvlevebTan SedarebiT La litterature 
comparee amiT erovnuli literaturis istoriul-literaturul kvle-
vaTa mecnierul Rirebulebas sagrZnoblad zrdis~ .5

pol van tigemis am sityvebSi sayuradRebod migvaCnia is, rom 
calsaxad gamoiyofa erovnuli literaturebis, anu calkeul xalxTa 
literaturebis Seswavlis mniSvneloba. iaponiaSi am mimarTulebis erT-
erTi warmomadgeneli k. nakaZimac xazs usvamda imas, rom saubari swored 
sakuTari literaturis Seswavlas exeba; igi daJinebiT amtkicebs, rom 
mkvlevari miekuTvneba da unda miekuTvnebodes kidec, swored sakuTa-
ri literaturis mkvlevarTa banaks.6 

amas amtkicebs Tanamedrove SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodne-
obis ori warmomadgeneli, es mtkiceba da miT ufro – TviT kvlevebi, 
romlebic am literaturaTmcodneobiTi skolis wiaRSi Sesrulda, 
gviCveneben, rom SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis Tanamedrove 
mdgomareoba winandelisagan marTlac Zalzed gansxvavdeba. wina eta-
pi XIX s-is 30-ani wlebiT TariRdeba da misi ganviTareba eTnografiis 
gansakuTrebul winsvlas ukavSirdeba. eTnografiam erTmaneTisgan 
srulebiT gansxvavebuli xalxebis Semoqmedebisadmi gansakuTrebuli 
yuradReba gamoaCina, maT Soris (SesaZloa, gamorCeuladac), sazoga-
doebis ganviTarebis SedarebiT adreul safexurebze myofi xalxebis 
mimarT. aseTma yuradRebam msoflio, zogadsakacobrio Temebis, siu-
Jetebisa da saxeebis garkveuli fondis gamovlenisken swrafva gamoiw-
via. arsebiTad, aRniSnul etapze SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneoba 
am siuJetebisa da saxeebis, maTi droSi moZraobisa da sxvadasxva xalxTa 
literaturebSi, gansxavebul epoqebSi pirdapiri, uSualo, an arapir-
dapiri, gaSualebuli gamovlenebis Seswavlisagan Sedgeboda. rogorc 
cnobilia, am tipis SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneoba iakob grimis, 
bopisa da gaston paris moRvaweobasTanaa dakavSirebuli.

naTelia, Tu riT gansxvavdeba Tanamedrove SedarebiTi lite-
raturaTmcodneoba winandelisgan. is saerTaSoriso, konkretul, is-
toriul-literaturul kavSirebs swavlobs. swored ase ayalibebs mis 
amocanas 1951 wels m. f. giuiari naSromSi “La littérature comparée”, – ro-
melic imave saxelwodebisaa, rac Tavis droze, p. van tigemma sakuTar 
kvlevas analogiuri CanafiqriT uwoda.
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Tu La littérature comparée-s warmomadgenelTa mier Seqmnil uzarma-
zar samecniero literaturas movixmobT, aRmoCndeba, rom saqme Ziri-
Tadad calmxriv, Tu ormxriv zegavlenaTa Seswavlas exeba. 

Cveni azriT, erTi literaturis meoreze zegavlenisadmi miZR-
vnil naSromTa Soris, kvlevis meTodikiT, TvalsaCinoa megronis 
`romantizmis epoqis istoriuli romani~8 da eglis `Sileri da fran-
guli romantizmi~9. pirveli naSromis avtori safrangeTSi istoriuli 
romanis warmoSobis kvlevisas gviCvenebs, Tu ra roli Seasrula am 
procesSi valter skotis Semoqmedebam. es naSromi imis magaliTia, Tu 
rogor xdeba frangi mecnierebis mier garkveuli Janris farglebSi 
erTi literaturis meoreze gavlenis aRmoCena. xolo eglis naSromi 
TvalsaCinos xdis, Tu rogor warmoaCenen erTi qveynis literaturuli 
movlenis gavlenis problemas meore qveynis garkveuli mimarTulebis 
Camoyalibebis procesze, – Tavdapirvelad dramaturgiaze, xolo Sem-
dgom, misi meSveobiT, mTels danarCen literaturaze. p. azaris naSromi 
`didi franguli revolucia da italiuri literatura~10 gviCvenebs, 
Tu rogor swavlobdnen frangi literaturaTmcodneebi, mTlianobaSi, 
erTi qveynis literaturis gavlenas meore qveynis literaturaze. 

ori literaturis urTierTgavlenis Seswavlis nimuSad SegviZ-
lia davasaxeloT estevis gamokvleva `baironi da franguli romantiz-
mi~.11 avtori Tavdapirvelad ikvlevs baironis Semoqmedebis im mxare-
ebs, romlebic am avtorTan frangebis gavleniT ganviTarda. magaliTad, 
estevi miiCnevs, rom `korsaris~ individualizmi da grZnobaTa kulti. 
mravali TvalsazrisiT, rusos `axali eloiza~-dan momdinareobs; `don 
Juanis~ skefsisi ki metwilad volteris `kandidis~ gavleniT warmoiSva; 
rac Seexeba ̀ manfredis~ da ̀ Caild haroldis~ ̀ msoflio sevdis~ motivs, 
zogi ram Satobrianis `renedanaa~ amozrdili. misi azriT, spontanurad 
gaCenili da frangTa gavlenis meSveobiT gaZlierebuli es elementebi 
gardaisaxa baironis individualur SemoqmedebaSi da aseTi rTuli Ser-
wymiT axali mxatvruli Tvisebebi SeiZina. 

safrangeTisgan ase bevris mimRebma baironma, am qveyanas mogvi-
anebiT daubruna vali. misi `Caild haroldi~, `korsari~ da `manfredi~, 
estevis azriT, frangebs Satobrianis „qristianuli sulis“ – 20-ani 
wlebis kaTolikuri reaqciisa da politikuri konservatizmis droSi-
sagan gaTavisuflebasa da romantikuli literaturis epoqis mowinave 
ideebisa da ganwyobebis gamomxatvelad xelaxla qcevaSi daexmara. ba-
ironma gaamyara is mxare, romelsac memarcxene, demokratiul roman-
tizms uwodeben. 

es ramdenime magaliTi gviCvenebs litterature comparee warmomadge-
nelTa ZiriTad ideas – Tavisi qveynis literaturis movlenaTa ukeTe-
si gagebisaTvis aucilebelia misi sxva qveynebis literaturebTan kav-
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Sirebis gaTvaliswineba. amave dros estevis wigni imasac gviCvenebs, Tu 
rogor dgindeba ramdenime qveynis literaturaTa erToblioba. 

jer kidev pol van tigemma moxaza Tu ra unda vigulisxmoT aseT 
erTianobebSi – isini Taviseburi `samefoebia~ – etats, magram Zalze Ta-
viseburi etats de sensibilite, etats des idees litteraires... literaturaSi asaxu-
li garkveul grZnobaTa da ideaTa, garkveuli Temebisa da erTi da 
imave mxatvruli formebis samefoebi... aseTi `samefoebis~ mkvlevrebi 
faqtebis jaWvs avlenen, – zogjer paralelurs, zogjer ki erTmaneT-
Tan gadajaWvuls; pouloben sawyisebs, afiqsireben warmoSobas, Tvals 
adevneben ganviTarebas, afaseben modifikaciebs da akvirdebian niuan-
sebs.12 aseTi erTianobis dadgenis amocanisTvis gadamwyveti, droisa 
da sivrcis TvalsazrisiT yvelaze masStaburi Sromaa imave pol van ti-
gemis ~litaraturis istoria evropaSi da amerikaSi renesansidan Cvens 
dromde~.13 

miuxedavad amisa, gansakuTrebiT am bolo dros, literaturuli 
erTianobebis sakiTxisadmi garkveuli sifrTxile SeiniSneba. magali-
Tad, J.-m. kare sifrTxilisaken mouwodebs mkvlevrebs, Tuki isini exe-
bian iseT cnebebs, rogoricaa: humanizmi, klasicizmi, romantizmi, re-
alizmi, simbolizmi da ramdenime xalxis literaturaTa erTianobis 
am cnebebiT aRniSvna surT. igi miiCnevs, rom ramdenime literaturis 
gaerTianeba aseTi zogadi aRmniSvneliT SesaZloa gadaWarbebul sis-
tematizaciaSi gadaizardos, abstraqciad gardaiqmnas da cariel for-
malobad iqces.14 

literaturaTaSorisi kavSirebis konkretuli gamovlinebebis 
kvlevis praqtikuli samuSaoebis garda, franguli SedarebiTi litera-
turaTmcodneobis warmomadgenlebs amgvari kvlevebis Teoriac da-
amuSaves. am Teoriul msjelobebSi, Cemi azriT, yvelaze saintereso maT 
mier SemoTavazebuli literaturul gavlenaTa meqanizmis koncefcia. 

isini am meqanizmSi sami faqtoris moqmedebas ganasxvaveben: – 
emetteur, iecepteur, transmetteur – “gamcemi”, “mimRebi” da “gadamcemi”. zogjer 
emetteur -is nacvlad iyeneben termins intermediaire. yvelaze detalurad 
`gadamcemis~ anu `Suamavlis~ sakiTxia damuSavebuli.15

Suamavali SesaZloa iyos individualuri: piri, adamiani; an jgu-
furi – literaturuli gaerTianeba, Jurnali. individualuri Suamav-
lis magaliTad asaxeleben stendals, vinaidan man piradad ganaxor-
ciela franguli da inglisuri literaturebis dakavSireba, da J. de 
stals, romelmac Tavisi drois frangebs germania da germanuli lit-
eratura aRmoaCenina.16 jgufur Suamavlad SeiZleba `pleadebis~ jgufi 
davasaxeloT. man Seiyvana franguli literatura italiaSi Camoyali-
bebul renesansuli literaturis orbitaze, kerZod, frangul lite-
raturaSi Semoitana italiuri poeturi forma – soneti. f. baldans-
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perJe jgufur Suamavlad miiCnevda didi franguli revoluciisa da 
nawilobriv, imperiis droindel frangul emigracias: sxvadasxva qvey-
nebSi gafantuli frangi emigrantebi gaecnen inglisis, germaniis, espa-
neTis, italiis, ruseTis, amerikis cxovrebasa da literaturas, Semd-
gom ki am emigrantTa wridan gamosulma mwerlebma bevri ram TavianTi 
samSoblos literaturaSi Semoitanes.17 

franguli SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis Teoriis gan-
sakuTrebul nawils warmoadgens succes, fortune, influence-is swavleba. 
„warmateba“ gulisxmobs Tu ramdenad mniSvnelovania erTi qveynis li-
teraturis esa Tu is movlena sxva qveynis literaturisTvisac; „bedi~ 
niSnavs amgvari movlenis sxva qveyanaSi arsebobis istorias; `gavlena~ 
ki – amgvari arsebobis Sedegs gulisxmobs.

SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobiTi kvlevebis Teoriisa da 
meTodikis amgvari damuSavebis, ZiriTadad, ki dabejiTebiT Sesrule-
buli konkretuli samuSaoebis gamo, frangulma SedarebiTma lite-
raturaTmcodneobam wamyvani adgili daikava XX saukunis pirveli na-
xevris mTeli dasavleTis SedarebiT literaturaTmcodneobaSi.

III
rogori unda iyos Cveni damokidebuleba maT mier gaweuli samuS-

aosadmi? mimaCnia, rom is sakuTar Tavze Tavadve metyvelebs. 
Tanamedrove etapis SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneoba – XX 

saukunis RviZli Svilia. Tumca, literaturuli Teoria xSirad Tavis-
eburi `bolosityvaa~, romelic masze gacilebiT adre arsebuls mie-
kuTvneba, anu is warsulis nawilia. p. van tigemi zemoT naxseneb naSromSi 
am `adreulis~, `winandelis~ yvelaze Soreul sazRvarad aRorZinebis 
xanas miiCnevs; xolo gamokvlevaTa umravlesobis sagani – XVII-XIX sa-
ukuneebSi warmoSobili movlenebia. 

es ki maSinve amJRavnebs saqmis mTavar arss.
aRorZinebis xana – drois yvelaze Soreuli wertilia, said-

anac SesaZlebelia Tanamedrove evropeli xalxebis erovnuli lit-
eraturebis Camoyalibebis process Tvali vadevnoT. XVII saukune – is 
droa, rodesac ukve naTlad gamoikveTa am literaturebis xasiaTi. 
XIX saukune – TiTqmis yvela evropeli xalxis klasikuri formiT gran-
diozuli ganviTarebis epoqaa. amavdroulad, aRorZinebis xanaSi iwye-
ba saerTaSoriso literaturuli kavSirebis farTo ganviTarebac; XVII 
saukuneSi isini nacionalur literaturebs Soris kavSirebis xasiaTs 
iZenen. xolo XIX saukuneSi literaturaTSorisi urTierTobani udi-
des diapazons aRwevs. 

frangma literaturaTmcodneebma gaiTvaliswines es ormagi pro-
cesi da faqtebis moxmobiTa da Teoriuli gziT ecadnen mis gacnobie-
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rebas. am dargSi Zalian bevri saqmea Sesrulebuli. maTi Sromebis gare-
Se SeuZlebelia XVII – XIX s-ebis evropuli literaturebis istoriis 
Seswavla. 

Tumca, am procesis kvlevisas misi istoriuli arsis gaazrebaa 
saWiro da amasTan dakavSirebiT misi WeSmariti masStabis warmodgenac 
aucilebelia. procesis arsi – erovnuli literaturebi, anu garkve-
uli sazogadoebriv-istoriuli xarisxisa da struqturis mqone li-
teraturebis Sejamebaa; masStabi ki msoflio kapitalizmis sistemis 
Semadgeneli qveynebis erTobliobaa. 

am sistemis Camoyalibeba XVII saukunidan iwyeba. XVI saukunis me-
ore naxevris niderlanduri revolucia – pirveli burJuaziuli revo-
luciaa istoriaSi. mas aseTive revoluciebi mohyva inglisSi, amerikis 
SeerTebul Statebsa da safrangeTSi. evropis istoriisTvis yvelaze 
didi mniSvneloba frangul burJuaziul revolucias hqonda, msofli-
os sxva kuTxeebisTvis ki – inglisursa da niderlandurs. holandi-
elebma pirvelebma daiwyes kapitalisturi urTierTobebis gavrceleba 
mTel msoflioSi, isini feodaluri qveynebisgan, espaneTisa da por-
tugaliisgan gansxvavebulad moqmedebdnen. sakmarisia 1692 wels Seq-
mnili holandiuri ost-indoeTis kompaniis saqmianoba gavixsenoT, 
romlis kvalobazec male, imave meTodebiT, inglisurma da frangulma 
ost-indoeTis kompaniebma daiwyes TavianTi moRvaweoba. es kompaniebi ki 
ukve sufTa kapitalisturi tipis organizaciebi gaxldaT. 

XVII s-dan dawyebuli msoflio kapitalisturi sistemis Camoya-
libebis procesi XIX s 40-50-ian wlebSi dasrulda. am momentad SegviZ-
lia – CineTisa da iaponiis `karis gaReba~ davasaxeloT.18 

ra Tqma unda, msoflio kapitalizmis sistemas qmnidnen kapi-
talisturi ganviTarebis sxvadasxva doneze myofi qveynebi, da es am 
sistemaSi maT adgilmdebareobaze axdenda gavlenas. qveynebis nawili 
am sistemaSi TavianTi istoriis jer feodalur etapze, an, ukeTes Sem-
TxvevaSi – kapitalisturi urTierTobebis damwyeb safexurze Caeba. 
msoflio kapitalizmis saerTo sistemaSi aseTma qveynebma koloniebis, 
naxevrad koloniebisa an sxva qveyanaze damokidebuli qveynebis adgili 
daikaves. 

kapitalizmis msoflio sistema yalibdeboda XVII – XIX saukune-
ebSi, am process mohyva ara mxolod ekonomikuri da savaWro urTier-
Tobebis, aramed kulturuli, maT Soris literaturuli kavSirebis 
ganviTarebac, romelic mTels msoflioze gavrcelda. cnobilia, rom 
am periodSi dasavleTis qveynebis literaturebi indoeTs, TurqeTs, 
mogvianebiT – iaponiasa da CineTs aRweven. aRmosavluri qveynebis 
Tanamedrove literaturaTmcodneebs am periodis sakuTari litera-
turis istoriis Seswavlisas kargad esmiT am faqtis mniSvneloba.19 

nikolai konradi



161

es kavSirebi ormxriv xasiaTs atarebdnen, magram am saukuneebis 
literaturuli procesis analizisas, es faqti dasavlur literatu-
raTmcodneTa naSromebSi ar aris saTanadod Sefasebuli. cnobili da 
Seswavlilia goeTes `dasavlur-aRmosavluri divani~, magram aris Tu 
ara sakmarisad Sefasebuli poetis aRmosavleTTan mimarTebis TviT 
faqti, ara mxolod misi SemoqmedebiTi biografiis Zalzed seriozul 
etapze, aramed axali evropuli literaturis mTeli istoriis mniS-
vnelovan momentSi – ganmanaTleblobis epoqis literaturidan kapi-
talisturi epoqis literaturaSi gadasvlisas? cnobilia, Tu ra yu-
radRebiT ecnoboda axlo aRmosavlel poetebs v. hiugo, magram saTa-
nadodaa Tu ara Sefasebuli is faqti, rom frang poets aRmosavleTi 
maSin dasWirda, rodesac igi Tavisi `aRmosavluri leqsebiT~ safran-
geTSi romantikuli poeziis safuZvlebs amyarebda? da xom ar aris ru-
suli literaturis istoriaSi msgavs procesTan dakavSirebuli is, 
rom Jukovski mimarTavs Sahnames da mahabharatas? fridrih Slegelis 
“Uber die Sprache und Weisheit der Inder” – mniSvnelovani etapia germaniisa, 
da ara mxolod germaniis gonebriv ganviTarebaSi. SesaZlebelia uamravi 
aseTi magaliTis moyvana ara mxolod XIXs-idan, aramed XVIII da XVII s.-ebi-
danac, romlebic gvidastureben, rom saerTaSoriso literaturul 
urTierTobaTa masStabi evropis sazRvrebs scildeboda da am periodSi 
ara mxolod dasavleTis literaturebs miekuTvneboda didi roli aR-
mosavleTis xalxTa literaturebis istoriaSi, aramed evropuli lite-
raturebis ganviTarebis istoriaSi Tavisi wili Seutania aRmosavlur 
literaturebsac.  es  faqtebi  ar  gauTvaliswinebiaT   dasavleTis  Tana-
medrove SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis warmomadgenlebs. me-
tic, TavianT gamokvlevebSi isini ar SexebiaT aRmosavleT evropis 
qveynebis literaturebs, maT Soris rusulsac. amis gamo miiRes saer-
To suraTis mxolod erTi nawili – dasavleTevropel xalxTa litera-
turebis istoria maT urTierTkavSirebSi. pol van tigems zemonaxseneb 
naSromSi am sivrceSi amerikuli literaturac CaurTavs. 

amitom SedarebiT literaturaTmcodneobaSi upirvelesi rac 
aris sakeTebeli, Tundac dasavleTevropel mkvlevarTa mier moxa-
zul drois CarCoebSic, anu XVII – XIX s-Si, aris – sivrculi sazRvrebis 
gabeduli gafarToeba da mTeli kulturuli kacobriobis literatu-
raTa kavSirebis Semoyvana Seswavlis orbitaze. 

am kavSirebis, an, ufro farTo gagebiT, – calkeuli litera-
turebis urTierTobebis Seswavlisas saWiroa nacionalur saxelmwi-
foebs Soris arsebuli politikuri urTierTobebis, maT Soris msgav-
seba-gansxvavebebis calkeuli xalxebis kulturuli doneebis, az-
rovnebis tipebis, msoflmxedvelobrivi, sarwmunoebrivi, cxovrebis 
wesebisa da gemovnebis gaTvaliswineba. aucilebelia yvela qveynis kla-
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sobrivi urTierTobebisaTvis, politikuri da ideuri brZolisTvis 
mudmivad angariSis gaweva. amis gareSe SeuZlebelia calkeuli lite-
raturebs Soris urTierTobaTa WeSmariti xasiaTis gageba. 

ra Tqma unda, am urTierTobebSi yvelafris mxolod gavlene-
bamde dayvana ar SeiZleba. maTSi, rogorc wesi, igulisxmeba erTi 
literaturidan raime movlenis sxva xalxis literaturaSi Sesabamis 
movlenebze zegavlena. gavlena SeiZleba iyos calmxrivi an ormxrivi. 
pirvelis magaliTia – frangul literaturaSi imave Janris formi-
rebaSi inglisuri goTikuri romanis roli. kidev erTi magaliTia – 
ganmanaTleblobis epoqis franguli literaturis gavlena bairo-
nis SemoqmedebiTi individualobis Camoyalibebaze da SemdgomSi amas 
moyoli-li baironis gavlena frang romantikosebze. Tumca, rogorc 
samarTli-anad miuTiTebs J.-m. karre: “ Qui dit influence, dit souvent interpreta-
tion, reaction, resistance, combat”20. namdvilad, erTi literaturis meoresTan 
Sexebas SeuZlia gamoiwvios masSi, am pirvel literaturaSi, arsebul 
movlenaTa Taviseburi `interpretirebis~, `gamoxmaurebebis~ Camoya-
libeba; aseve SesaZlebelia gamoiwvios maTdami `winaaRmdegoba~, an mas-
Tan `brZolac~ ki.

vl. reimontis romanSi `glexkacebi~ udavod igrZnoba, rom av-
torisTvis nacnobia zolas nawarmoebebi, magram is ki ar emorCileba 
frang mwerals, piriqiT, sxvagvari, zolaseulisagan gansxvavebuli 
koncefciis SeqmniT, igi iwyebs masTan ideur brZolas. tokutomi 
rokis wignis `miwis Wiis buzRunis~21 gageba saerTod SeuZlebelia 
imis gaTvaliswinebis gareSe, Tu ra mniSvneloba hqonda am iaponeli 
mwerlisTvis l. n. tolstois nawarmoebebs, ideebs, misi cxovrebis gac-
nobas. iasnaia polianidan dabrunebulma, sadac igi 1906 wels imyo-
feboda, tokutomim glexuri cxovreba airCia: gadasaxlda sofelSi, 
glexur Tems SeuerTda, aiSena glexuri saxli, SeiZina miwis patara 
nakveTi (0,15 ha) da misi sakuTari xeliT damuSaveba gadawyvita, 
amiT rom ecxovra. Tumca, misi araCveulebrivi wigni, romelSic gan-
sakuTrebuli gulwrfelobiT, simarTliTa da didi mxatvruli ZaliT 
aris aRwerili mwerlis `glexuri~ cxovreba, tolstois ideebisTvis 
didebis Saravandis WeSmariti mocilebaa: igi gviCvenebs rom, 
tolstois ideebiT cxovrebis mcdelobisas iaponeli mwerali e.w. 
gaubraloebis  siyalbes,  Tavisi  `glexuri~  mdgomareobis  xelovnuro-
basa da amgvari Sromis mcdarobas iazrebs. maSasadame, tokutomis 
wigni – miuxedavad misi avtoris didi rusi mwerlisadmi Tayvaniscemi-
sa – mis zogierT SexedulebasTan da ideasTan Seuwyvetel polemikas 
warmoadgens. 

erTi literaturis moRvaweTa sxva literaturuli faqtebisa da 
movlenisadmi aseTi gansxvavebuli damokidebuleba mravali mizeziT 
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aixsneba: avtorTa sxvadasxvagvari klasobrivi poziciebiT, msofl-
mxedvelobrivi sxvaobiT, SemoqmedebiTi individualobebisa da cxov-
rebiseuli gamocdilebis TaviseburebebiT. TavianTi SinaarsiT da 
xasiaTiT literaturuli kavSirebi ara mxolod gansakuTrebuli mra-
valferovnebiT gamoirCevian, aramed yovel calkeul literaturaSi 
sruliad sxvadasxvagvari Sedegi SeuZliaT gamoiwvion. swored mizid-
visa da ganzidvis ZalaTa aseTi rTuli gaerTianeba qmnis calkeuli na-
cionaluri literaturebis urTierTobaTa arss. 

IV
Tanamedrove SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis meore amo-

cana kvlevis droiTi sazRvrebis gafarTovebaa. sakvlev orbitaze Sua 
saukuneebic unda gamoCndes. 

ama Tu im masStabisa da mniSvnelobis urTierToba calkeuli 
xalxebis literaturebs Soris yovelTvis arsebobda, maT Soris Sua 
saukuneebSic. Cven ukve bevri viciT, magram bolo dros axal-axali 
faqtebi vlindeba da seriozulad avsebs adre arsebul suraTs. 

erT-erTi aseTi faqti – dun’huan-is gamoqvabulTa monastris 
biblioTekis aRmoCenaa. CineTis erT-erT dasavleT provinciaSi, 
gan’su-s Crdilo-dasavleTiT es monastersi odesRac CineTis, tibetis, 
indoeTisa da `dasavluri mxaris~ (adre Cinelebi am saxels aRmosav-
leT Turqistans, Sua aziasa da avRaneTs uwodebdnen) gzagasayarze 
mdebareobda. SemdgomSi am gzebs Tavisi mniSvneloba daukargavs, 
dun’huan-is raionze dampyrobelebma gaiares da ayvavebuli da mdidari 
monasteri miyruebul adgilad iqca. Tumca, misi gamoqvabulebis yove-
li kedeli freskebiT iyo moxatuli, romlebic SeeqmnaT ara mxolod 
budistur, aramed saero siuJetebzec, maT Soris Janrobrivzec ki. axla 
es mRvimeebi – saxviTi xelovnebis erT-erTi msoflio saunjea. monas-
terSi didi raodenobiT xelnawerebi da qsilografiebi inaxeboda. jer 
kidev XI saukuneSi berebma amoqoles gamoqvabulebis Sesasvlelebi da am 
saidumlos mtkiced inaxavdnen. Tumca, xma dun’huan-is ganZze evropel 
orientalistebamde mainc mivida da XIX s-is dasawyisSi iqiT eqspedi-
ciebi miemarTeboda. pirveli vinc monasters estumra steini gaxldaT 
(1907 w.), mere pellio (1908 w.), romelic iq orjer Cavida, Semdgom ki – 
oldenburgi22. amis Sedegad rig evropul qveynebsi `dun’huan-is fonde-
bi~ Seiqmna. 

gansakuTrebuli energiiT dun’huan-is xelnawerTa da qsilog-
rafiebis Seswavla daiwyes Cinelma mecnierebma da TavianTi qveynis 
literaturis istoriisTvis bevri iseTi ram aRmoaCines, rac iqamde 
ucnobi iyo. maT Soris yvelaze mniSvnelovani – bian’ven’-is Janris li-
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teraturaa. am Janris ZeglTa ori tomis Tanamedrove gamocema – mopo-
vebuli masalis pirveli didi publikaciaa23. am literaturis Seswavla 
CvenTanac daiwyo24.

Cinel mecnierebs25 iaponeli mkvlevarebic SeuerTdnen26. maTi 
ukve arsebuli Sromebidan mkafiod ikveTeba, am SemTxvevaSi, rasTanac 
gvaqvs saqme. 

mTeli budisturi kanoni, anu uamravi sutrebisa da Sastrebis er-
Toblioba, sanskritidan da palidan Cinur enaze VIII s-Si iTargmna. Tum-
ca, arsobrivad is, rasac `budistur werils~ uwodeben – induri fol-
kloris, zRaprebis, legendebis, Tqmulebebisa da gadmocemebis uzar-
mazar saganZurs moicavs. SemdgomSi, es masala TviT budizmis sferoSi 
warmoSobil saeklesio legendebsa da Tqmulebebs Seerwya, nawilobriv 
ki Tavadve iqca maT sayrdenad. am niadagze Seiqmna mdidari cxovreba-
Ta Janris literatura, romelic Tavisi tipiT qristianul `wmindanTa 
cxovrebebs~ waagavs. 

wera-kiTxvis armcodne morwmuneTa umravlesobisTvis am lite-
raturis miuwvdomlobam da TviT religiurma propagandam ganapiroba 
am masalis, yovel SemTxvevaSi misi nawilis, zepirad gadmocemis 
saWiroeba – `erisaTvis qadagebis~ saxiT, rac ara mxolod maTTvis iyo 
gankuTvnili. savaraudoa, rom Suasaukunovan budistur monastrebSic 
igive xdeboda, rac Suasaukuneebis evropis monastrebSi: berebisTvis 
`werilisa~ da `cxovrebebis~ rCeuli adgilebis `xmamaRali kiTxva~. 
cnobilia, rom swored am gziT, evropaSi Suasaukunovani literaturis 
erT-erTi Janri – `legenda~ warmoiSva. vinaidan `xmamaRla kiTxvis~ 
an `qadagebis~ amocana msmenelTa yuradRebis dauflebaa, siuJeturi 
TvalsazrisiT irCevdnen yvelaze saintereso, emociurobiT gamor-
Ceul adgilebs. igive xdeboda religiur ferweraSic, sadac gamo-
saxvis sagnad yvelaze STambeWdav, araCveulebriv movlenebs amo-
arCevdnen  xolme.  Sesabamisad,  Cinur  enaze  budisturi  termini gadmo-
ca sityviT bian’, romelic CinelisaTvis swored `araCveulebriv am-
bavs~ niSnavda. `aTasi budas mRvime~-Si, romelsac dun’huan’-is mo-
nasters uwodebdnen, kedlebi uamravi freskiTaa gamSvenebuli, maT 
Soris bevri naxati swored aseT siuJetebzea agebuli. am naxatebs 
ganmartebebis teqstic axlda, rasac Cinurad – ven’ hqvia. ase gaCnda 
sityva bian’-ven’, romelic aseT suraTs aRniSnavda, rasac Tan teqstic 
daerTvis. amave sityvas iyenebdnen `araCveulebrivi ambebis Sesaxeb 
monaTxrobis~ – budistur wmindanTa, moRvaweTa da maswavlebelTa 
cxovrebidan TvalsaCino ambebis zepirad moyolis – `qadagebis~ aR-
saniSnavad. rodesac am ambebis Cawera daiwyo, igive sityva – bian’ven’-i, 
garkveuli TxrobiTi Janris dasaxelebad iqca. Tumca, gansakuTre-
bul literaturul Janrad gardaqmnisas `saero qadagebam~ sakuTari 
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pirvelwyaros mxatvrul sawyisebs – xalxur naambobs mimarTa. indo-
eTSi am naambobis Tavisebureba prozisa da leqsis gaerTianeba iyo: igi 
mkiTxvelze zemoqmedebis udides Zalas iwvevda. am saSualebis aTvise-
ba manamdel Cinur literaturaSi msgavsi xerxis arsebobam ganapiro-
ba. amgvarad, bian’ven’-i iqca Janrad, romelSic Sexamebulia TxrobiTi 
masalis moyolis funqciis mqone proza da gansakuTrebuli formiT 
damuSavebuli imave masalis mowodebis funqciis matarebeli poezia. 

xalxuri Semoqmedebis stiqiaSi warmoSobil da advilad gasageb 
literaturul JanrSi male, budizmTan yovelgvar kavSirs moklebu-
li Cinuri legendebis, Tqmulebebisa da istoriuli gadmocemebis 
uSvelebeli masis saxiT mTeli ZaliT SemoiWra Cinuri folklori. ase 
gaCnda bian’ven’-is sami saxeoba: budisturi siuJetebidan aRmocenebu-
li, arabudisturi, sufTa Cinuridan momdinare da im siuJetebidan aR-
mocenebuli, romlebSic budisturi saeklesio gadmocemebiT gamdid-
rebuli induri folkloris elementebi gaerTianda istoriuli gad-
mocemebiT Sevsebuli Cinuri folkloris elementebTan. 

bian’ven’-is aRmoCena Zalian didi mniSvnelobis mqone movlenaa. ra 
Tqma unda, upirveles yovlisa, igi Cinuri literaturis istorias mie-
kuTvneba: amieridan am istoriis zogierTi nawilis dalageba da sruli-
ad axleburad warmoCena gansxvavebulad unda moxdes, magram rac mTa-
varia, zogadi warmodgena Cinur Suasakunovan literaturaze Zalian 
icvleba. kidev erTi ram, – bian’ven’-is aRmoCena ufro farTo sakiTxis 
wamoWris saSualebas gvaZlevs: msoflios sxvadasxva kuTxeSi – dasav-
leT evropasa da CineTSi – erTgvari Tu ara, tipologiurad mainc erT-
maneTTan axlos mdgomi, msgavsi movlenebi warmoiSva: literaturuli 
Janri, romelsac dasavleTis literaturaSi `legendis~, `cxovrebis~ 
Janrs uwodeben. yvela monacemi konkretul istoriul movlenaTa iseT 
suraTze miuTiTebs, rom amgvari tipologiuri siaxlove srulad das-
abuTebuli xdeba. Tumca, ZiriTadi, rasac bian’ven’-i am werilis sakvlev 
Temas hmatebs – ori didi xalxis – indoeTisa da CineTis literatura-
Ta kavSiris arsebobis faqtia, romelic aqamde Cinuri literaturis is-
toriis mkvlevrebs arasakmarisad hqondaT Sefasebuli. 

vlindeba axali masala `Suamavalze~, `gadamcemze~ msjelobis-
Tvisac. am SemTxvevaSi `Suamavali” arc `saxe~, da `individuumia“, da arc 
`jgufi~, razec dasavleTevropuli SedarebiTi literaturaTmcod-
neobis warmomadgenlebi ase dasabuTebulad saubroben, aramed aseTad 
budizmi, anu religiuri swavleba gvevlineba. `gadamcemlebi~ ki arian 
berebi, oRond ara yvela maTgani, aramed mxolod isini, visac budizmSi 
`eriskacebisTvis moqadageebis” saxels uwodeben. amasTan dakavSire-
biT Cndeba amgvar `SuamavalTa~ an `gadamtanTa~ kvlevis aucilebloba 
literaturaTaSorisi kavSirebis meqanizmis iseT dargebSi, rogorebi-
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caa filosofiuri mimarTuleba, religiuri swavleba, zogadad, nebism-
ieri ideologia. 

meore faqtic bolo wlebis aRmoCenebs miekuTvneba da adreuli 
Suasaukunovani dasavleTevropuli da arabuli literaturebis kav-
Sirebs exeba. niklis naSromi `espanur-arabuli poezia da misi kavSiri 
Zveli provansuli trubadurebis poeziasTan~27 moicavs masalas, ro-
melic am kavSirebis axleburi gaSuqebis saSualebas iZleva.

niklis wignis didi nawili espaneli arabebis poeturi Semoqme-
debis istorias eZRvneba: avtori adre dawyebul gamokvlevas agr-
Zelebs. xolo, am naSromis siaxle – XI-XIII s.-ebSi provansalur poeziaze 
espanur-arabuli poeziis gavlenis dokumentur mtkicebas warmoad-
gens. nikli amas giliom de puaties, markobriunis, jaufre riudelis 
Semoqmedebis analizis safuZvelze amtkicebs. igi adgens, rom mTel 
rig SemTxvevebSi provansis pirveli trubadurebis poeziis siaxloves 
espaneli arabebis poeziasTan SeuZlebelia, `mibaZvisa~ da `sesxebis~ 
garda, sxva axsna moeZebnos.28 mkvlevari arabuli leqsis zogierTi 
saxeobisaTvis ibn haldunis mier damuSavebul wesebs ganixilavs da 
gviCvenebs, rom giliomis leqsTa nawili am wesebis mixedviTaa Seqmnili. 
amasTanave nikli, rogorc es Tanamedrove dasavleTevropul Sedare-
biT literaturaTmcodneobaSi aris miRebuli, avlens realur faqtebs, 
romlebic giliomis mier am wesebis gacnobis faqtis damajereblobas 
adasturebs. amgvarad, igi imowmebs giliomis jvarosnebis laSqarSi 
monawileobas, adarebs mis mier iqamde daweril leqsebs laSqrobis 
Semdgom daweril leqsebTan da adgens maT Soris arsebul mkafio 
gansxvavebas, romlis axsna mxolod imiTaa SesaZlebeli, rom laSq-
robisas giliomi kargad gaecno arabul poezias .29 

nikli didi daJinebiT xazs usvams, rom uxeSi Secdoma iqne-
boda mTels akvitanur trubadurTa poeziaze gveTqva, rom is ara-
buli gavleniT warmoiSva. amgvari mtkicebisas, mkvlevari, meti dama-
jereblobis-Tvis, ara mxolod inglisur, aramed germanul termineb-
sac mimarTavs: „...cannot be called „origins”, or „Ursprung”, or „Herkunft”. misi 
TqmiT provansaluri poezia sruliad `avtoqTonurad~ warmoiSva, 
arabuli poeziis damsaxureba mxolod isaa, rom mis swraf formireba-
sa da ganviTarebas xeli Seuwyo, Tanac ara mxolod Sinaarsobrivad, 
aramed misi kvali Janrul nairsaxeobaSi, ritmikasa da riTmulobaSic 
ki igrZnoba.30 mimaCnia, rom am faqtidan gamomdinare SegviZlia Sors 
mimavali daskvnebic gavakeToT.

arabuli espaneTi, arabuli maRribis – arabuli dasavleTis, anu 
egviptedan mTel samxreTafrikul sanapiroze ganlagebul arabul sam-
flobeloSi yvelaze Soreul, dasavlur nawils warmoadgenda. xolo 
egviptis meore mxares iwyeboda arabuli aRmosavleTi – arabeTis na-
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xevarkunZuli, palestina, libia, siria, mesopotamia (erayi). jaWvi se-
viliidan, kordovidan da grenadidan dawyebuli, kairoTi, damaskoTi 
gagrZelebuli – baRdadamde iSleboda. mTels am sivrceSi im dros 
arabuli andaluziuri poeziis simRera gaismoda. ibn saidi,  XIII s.-is 
arabi istorikosi werda, rom kozmanis zaJdals ufro xSirad gaigoneb-
diT baRdadSi, vidre maRribis dedaqalaqebSi. 

ki, magram mTavrdeboda Tu ara es jaWvi baRdadSi? am centridan 
gamosuli arabuli gavlenis Zafebi xom samxreT-dasavleT indoeTs, 
irans, Sua azias, `si’iui~-s – `dasavleT mxaresa~ da geografebis azriT, 
CineTsac ki aRwevda. es suraTi arabuli literaturis meore, xalifa-
tur periods, anu VII – VIII s.-ebs miekuTvneba. am drois manZilze, arabul 
poeziaSi aRzevda sasiyvarulo lirika, elegia da saxotbo poezia. 

amgvar poezias provansalur trubadurebTanac vpoulobT. ax-
la ukve viciT, rom am or, erTmaneTisgan damoukideblad warmoSobili 
poeturi Semoqmedebis saxeobaTa amgvari msgavseba ara mxolod epo-
qis istoriuli Sinaarsis erTobliobiT ganpirobebuli tipologi-
uri msgavsebiT aixsneba, aramed poeziis am ori nakadis isev konkre-
tuli istoriuli pirobebiT warmoSobil pirdapir kavSirebiTac aris 
ganpirobebuli. 

am saxis poezias CineTSic vxvdebiT. oRond ara im poetebTan, vinc 
ukve didi xania dafasebulia literaturis istoriaSi, aramed maTTan, 
visi Semoqmedebac naklebadaa cnobili, – metwilad anonimur, xalxur 
SemoqmedebaSi. Cvenamde moaRwia am poeziis nimuSebis orma krebulma 
– `iu’efum~ da `iu’itai sin iun~-ma.31 pirveli ukve metnaklebad Seswav-
lilia Cineli mecnierebis mier, magram igi jer mainc ar aris saTanadod 
Sefasebuli; meores ki dRemde ar daukavebia Cinuri poeziis istori-
aSi Sesaferisi adgili. bolo wlebSi, orive am krebuls b. b. vaxtini32 

Seiswavlis, xolo pirvels masTan erTad i. s. liseviCic ikvlevs.33 
am or krebulSi adreul Suasaukunovan arabuli da provansuli 

poeziis msgavs sasiyvarulo lirikas, elegiebsa da xotbebs vxvdebiT. 
Tumca, CineTma arabebsa da provansze gacilebiT adre ganvlo adreuli 
Suasaukuneebis epoqa: im droisTvis, rodesac arabebi da provansele-
bi TavianT istorias iwyebdnen, Cinelebis istoriuli warsuli ukve, 
TiTqmis, ornaxevar aTas wels iTvlida. maTi `adreuli Suasaukuneebi~ 
istoriul-sazogadoebrivi TvalsazrisiT, III – VII s.-ebis periods mi-
ekuTvneba. swored am dros iqmneba am tipis leqsTa umravlesoba. 

Sinaarsobrivad msgavs lirikul poezias VII – X  ss.-ebis iaponi-
aSic, am qveynis `adrindeli Suasaukuneebis~ epoqaSi vawydebiT. iapon-
uri da Cinuri poeziis msgavsebis niSnebi, pirvel rigSi, socialur-is-
toriuli winamZRvrebis msgavsebiTaa ganpirobebuli. iaponuri poezia, 
provansulis msgavsad, `avtoqTonurad~ aRmocenda, magram Tu provan-
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suli poeziis istoriaSi mniSvnelovania misi kavSirebi arabul poezias-
Tan, iaponuri lirikis SemTxvevaSi, seriozuli roli mezobeli CineTis 
poeziis gacnobas eniWeba. am ori `SemTxvevis~ saerTo niSnebi did in-
teress iwvevs istoriul-SedarebiTi kvlevisaTvis; magram, amave dros, 
mkafiod SeiniSneba gansxvavebebic. Tu arabuli gavlena Seexo provan-
suli poeziis ara mxolod lirikis Sinaarss, aramed mis formasac, Cin-
uri poeziis gavlena ar gavrcelebula iaponuri lirikis formiT: man 
SeinarCuna Tavisi strofika, ritmika, leqsis kompozicia, da arc riTma 
gadmouRia Cinuridan. kvlevisTvis es faqtic Zalzed sainteresoa. 

maSasadame, Cvens Tvalwin, TiTqmis, ori jaWvi yalibdeba: arabuli 
da Cinuri. arabuli jaWvis bolo rgoli – akvitanuri trubadurebis 
poeziaa, Cinuris – iaponeli lirikosebis Semoqmedeba. uneblied Cndeba 
kiTxva: ras warmoadgens arabuli poeziis siaxlove CinurTan – mxolod 
tipologiuri msgavsebis gamovlenas, Tu romelime konkretuli isto-
riuli kavSirebis Sedegsac? 

751 w. Tanamedrove yazaxeTis aRmosavleTSi mdebare mdinare ta-
lass miuaxlovda ori – baRdadis xalifisa da tan’-is imperiis jari. 
TavianT eqspansionisturi moZraobiT erTi – aRmosavleTisken, meore 
ki – dasavleTisken miemarTeboda, erTmaneTs imdroindeli ori didi 
saxelmwifo Seejaxa. brZolam maTi moZraoba SeaCera, xolo mdinare ta-
lasi ori gansxvavebuli samyaros sazRvrad iqca.

Tumca, nuTu isini bevrad gansxvavdebian erTmaneTisagan? is-
toriuli procesis TvalsazrisiT orive saxelmwifo politikuri da 
kulturuli aRzevebis etapze iyo. Zveli CineTi aRorZinebis xanas uax-
lovdeboda; axalgazrda arabuli saxelmwifo ki feodaluri wyobis 
ayvavebisken miiswrafvoda. istoriul gzaze erTma xalxma ufro Sors 
moaswro wasvla, magram farTo perspeqtivaSi III – VI s.-ebis Cinuri li-
rikuli poezia, romelTanac ase axloa arabuli, imave istoriul gare-
moSi warmoiSva da viTardeboda, rogorSic VII-X ss.-ebis arabuli. VIII s.-
is Sua wlebi – momenti, rodesac arabuli samyaro Cinurs Sexvda, – is 
epoqa gaxlavT, sadac erT qveyanaSi adrindeli feodalizmis poeziam 
ukve moiyvavila, meoreSi ki ayvavebas uaxlovdeboda. Tumca, istori-
ul-tipologiuri TvalsazrisiT maTi arsi erTi da igivea. amitomac am 
ori samyaros erTmaneTisTvis ucxod darCena sruliad SeuZlebelia. 

amas mTeli rigi konkretuli istoriuli faqtebi adastureben. 
CineTis imperiis VII–VIII ss.-ebis dedaqalaqSi – Can’an-Si – dasavleTis 
mxridan mosuli uamravi xalxi cxovrobda, swored im raionidan wa-
mosuli xalxi, romelic gviandeli aRmosavleT Turqistanisgan, Tana-
medrove Sua aziisa da avRaneTisgan Sedgeboda, xolo avRaneTi uZve-
lesi droidan msoflios civilizaciis erT-erTi magistrali gaxldaT. 
Zvelad adgilobrivi xalxebis isedac sakmaod maRal kulturas iranu-
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li, induri da elinuri kulturebis elementebic emateboda; uZvelesi 
droidan aq Cinuri kulturac Semodioda. arabul dapyrobaTa epoqaSi 
aq maTi kulturis gavlenac sagrZnobi gaxda. gansaxilvel periodSi, anu 
VIII–X ss.-ebSi arabuli gavlena udavod Zlieri iyo, is musika, cekva, sa-
mosi, samkauli da xelovnebis sxva nimuSebi, Can’an-Si aqedan mosulebs 
rom CahqondaT, ara mxolod iranul da tiurkTa kulturis elementebs 
moicavda, aramed arabulisac34 . arabuli warmoSobis xelovnebis ni-
muSebma VIII s.-Si Soreul iaponiasac miaRwies. CineTSi islamic Semovida; 
meCeTebi TviT Can’an-Sic ki gaCnda. mahmadianebi aq ara mxolod dasavle-
Tis mxridan modiodnen, aramed am religiis miReba Cinelebmac daiwyes. 
Tumca, sanam Cinelma mahmadianebma yuranis ena SeiTvises, `lun’iu’ia~-s 
ena ukve kargad icodnen; manam, sanam daiwyebdnen arabul enaze simRe-
ras, Cinurad mRerodnen. aRmosavleTSi poezia yovelTvis musikasTan, 
simRerasTan iyo dakavSirebuli; meore mxriv, cekvas da musikalur nom-
rebs, rogorc wesi, emateboda simRera, da amitom SeuZlebelia `dasav-
luri~ cekvis, `dasavluri~ musikis Can’an-Si gavrcelebas ar mohyolo-
da `dasavluri~, da maT Soris arabuli, poeziis ganvrcoba.

zemoT Tqmuls saWiroa davamatoT, rom arabuli gavlena ara mx-
olod dasavleTis mxridan modioda; kargad viciT, rom samxreT-aR-
mosavleT CineTis portebSi, pirvel rigSi kantonSi, xSirad Semodiod-
nen vaWarTa arabuli gemebi, am `dasavlel~ stumrebs kantonSi sakuTari 
kar-midamo hqondaT, anu am sanavsadguro savaWro qalaqebSi mudmivad 
cxovrobda arabuli mosaxleoba. 

nuTu ase SeuZlebelia vivaraudoT, rom aseT istoriul piro-
bebSi, am Suasaukunovan or did xalxs Soris ara mxolod savaWro, ar-
amed kulturuli da literaturuli kavSirebic arsebobda? Tanac, 
ara calmxrivi, aramed ormxrivi? rogorc cnobilia, ukve Cvens droSi, 
1933 wels zeravSanis samxreT napirze – mug-mTaze – sabWoTa arqeolo-
gebma aRmoaCines dokumentebi, – romlebic ara mxolod sogdiur enaze 
iyo Sesrulebuli, aramed, mcire raodenobiT, arabulsa da Cinurzec.35 
sogdiuri dokumentebis arseboba sruliad gasagebia: aq sogdnana – 
sogdielTa, iranis erT-erTi uZvelesi xalxis qveyana mdebareobda. 
arabuli dokumentebidan gairkva, rom im dros am mxares marTavda arabi 
gamgebeli, xolo Cinuri wyaroebidan irkveva, rom Cinelebs msoflios 
am kuTxesTan sakuTari kavSirebi hqondaT. mTa mugis midamoebi dasav-
leTis mxaris nawils warmoadgenda, xolo sogdieli vaWrebi – imdro-
indeli aRmosavleTis, anu CineTsa, da dasavleTis, e.i. centraluri da 
axlo aRmosavleTis qveynebs Soris ZiriTadi savaWro Suamavlebi iyvnen. 
amitom, sruliad dasaSvebia kulturuli gacvlis ormxrivoba. Tu ta-
nis CineTSi `dasavluri~ da maT Soris arabuli kulturis elementebi 
vlindeba, Sua aziasa da iranSi Cinurma kulturam mkveTri kvali dato-
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va. kulturuli kavSirebis arseboba udavoa; SesaZloa, adgili hqonoda 
literaturul kavSirebsac. TiTqmis amayad SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom mo-
mavalSi es aucileblad dadgindeba. maSin Cvens winaSe provansidan ia-
poniamde literaturuli erTianobis arsebobis suraTi wardgeba. am 
erTianobis areali – provansi, iberiis naxevarkunZuli, mTeli Crdil-
oeT afrikis sanapiro (savaraudod siciliac), arabeTi, libia, siria, 
libani, irani, erayi, Crdilo-dasavleT indoeTi, avRaneTi, Sua azia, 
aRmosavleT Turqistani, CineTi da iaponiaa. sxvadasxvagvari xalxiT – 
frankebiT, arabebiT, iranelebiT, tiurkebiT, CinelebiT da iaponele-
biT dasaxlebuli mTeli es uzarmazari samyaro, mravalgvari – savaWro, 
politikuri, religiuri, kulturuli da literaturuli urTierTkav-
Sirebis pirobebSi cxovrobda. am samyaros calkeul nawilebs bevri ram 
aSorebda da apirispirebda kidec erTmaneTs, magram nuTu Rirs mxolod 
amaze yuradRebis gamaxvileba da imis daviwyeba, rac aerTianebda da aax-
lovebda maT? unda gvaxsovdes rom momavlisTvis, albaT, es ukanaskne-
li ufro mniSvnelovania. 

 
V

maSasadame, XVII–XIX ss.-ebis msoflio literaturis Seswavlis 
farglebs Tu ganvavrcobT imdroindel mTels kulturul samyaroze, 
SevZlebT dasavleT evropuli SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis 
sivrculi SezRudulobis daZlevas, im SezRudulobisa, romelic ara 
mxolod literaturuli kavSirebis WeSmarit masStabsa da istori-
uli arsis gagebaze, aramed calkeuli xalxebis literaturuli proce-
sis daxasiaTebis sisrulezec aisaxeba. Tu kvlevis arealSi Suasauku-
neebsac CavrTavT, Tanamedrove SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodne-
obis droiTi SezRudulobis daZlevasac SevZlebT, romelic ara mxo-
lod saerTaSoriso literaturuli kavSirebis saerTo suraTis age-
baze, aramed SedarebiT-istoriuli kvlevebis Teoriis srulyofazec 
zemoqmedebs. 

Suasaukuneebis literaturebis Seswavlis kvlevis CarCoebSi moq-
ceva gviCvenebs, ramdenad mniSvnelovania nacionaluri da erovnuli 
literaturebis erTmaneTisagan gansxvaveba. xolo XVII – XIX ss.-ebis 
sazRvrebis – eTnikur, politikur da enobriv sxvaobebze saubaric zed-
metia. magaliTad, Suasaukunovani evropis eTnikuri ruka axali drois 
rodia. ueWvelia, rom Tanamedrove naciaTa warmoSoba Suasaukuneebis 
sazogadoebis ganviTarebiT mzaddeboda, magram nu dagvaviwydeba, rom 
es movlena – axali formaa im epoqasTan SedarebiT, roca kacobrioba 
mcire erebis etapze imyofeboda. xalxTa Soris sazRvrebi gansxvavde-
boda imisgan, rogoradac is SemdgomSi Camoyalibda: isini naklebad 
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gansazRvruli iyo; xalxTa gadakveTis wertilebi xSirad meryeobda, 
rom araferi vTqvaT am sazRvrebis zogad aramdgradobaze. igive SeiZ-
leba enobriv sazRvrebzec iTqvas: aRniSnul epoqasTan SedarebiT, im 
xanaSi erebis enaTa areali sul sxvagvari gaxldaT, enebis Tanafardo-
bac, maTi sazRvrebi da `gamtarobac~ gansxvavebuli iyo. es yvelaferi 
literaturaze – mis eTnikur da enobriv sazRvrebzec axdenda gavle-
nas. amitom Suasaukunovani literaturis mravali nawarmoebi erTdro-
ulad evropis ramdenime xalxs miekuTvneba. 

XVII–XIX ss.-ebis epoqa, anu naciaTa epoqa, evropis xalxTa li-
teraturebis istoriaSi ori sapirispiro tendenciiT xasiaTdeba: 
erTi mxriv, nacionaluri literaturebis Camoyalibebisa da ganviTa-
rebis procesi, anu calkeuli literaturebis mkafiod gansxvavebu-
li erovnuli da enobrivi niSnebiT gamijvnis procesi mimdinareobda; 
xolo meores mxriv – saerTaSoriso literaturuli kavSirebis inten-
siuri ganviTarebis, anu damoukidebeli calkeuli literaturebis 
garkveul erTobliobebSi CarTvis procesi xorcieldeboda. Sua sau-
kuneebisTvis, anu xalxTa epoqisTvis, sul sxva ramaa damaxasiaTebeli: 
erTi mxriv, ar arsebobda mkafiod gamoyofili calke literaturebi; 
meores mxriv – maT kavSirebze xSirad moqmedebda eTnikuri da enobrivi 
sazRvrebis gaurkvevloba da gacilebiT didi enobrivi gamtaroba. 

 aseve aucilebelia im epoqaSi saerTaSoriso literaturuli 
enebis arsebobis gaTvaliswinebac. sxvadasxva arealebisaTvis aseTi 
enebi iyo: sanskriti, berZnuli, laTinuri, mwignobruli Zveli sla-
vuri, klasikuri literaturuli Cinuri, sparsuli da arabuli. erTi an 
ramdenime am enis codna – imdroindeli ganaTlebis aucilebel nawils 
Seadgenda, amitom aseTi ena sxvadasxva xalxTa mravali literaturu-
li nawarmoebis enad iqceoda. aseTi nawarmoebis arsebobam calkeul 
xalxTa literaturis diferenciacia ganapiroba – garda saerTaSoriso 
enebze Seqmnili Txzulebebisa, yovel xalxs Tavis xalxur-salaparako 
enaze Seqmnili Txzulebebic gaaCnda. amavdroulad, saerTaSoriso en-
ebze Seqmnili nawarmoebebi xalxebs aerTianebda: maTze dayrdnobiT 
iqmneboda didi literaturuli erTobebi. maTi arseboba – erT-erTi 
damaxasiaTebeli movlenaa xalxTa epoqis msoflio literaturaSi. 
Tumca, TavianTi bunebiTa da struqturiT es erTobliobebi naciaTa 
epoqis literaturuli samyaros erTobebisagan Zalian gansxvavdeba. 

da bolos, literaturis gansxvavebuli formebis sxvadasxva 
istoriul periodebSi Tavad arsebobis faqtis srulyofili gaTva-
liswinebaa saWiro. naciaTa epoqaSi literaturis Cveulebrivi forma 
– werilobiTia; xalxTa epoqaSi – bevri ram zepiri formiT arsebobs 
da igi ara mxolod folklorisa da zepiri xalxur-poeturi Semoq-
medebis sferos moicavs. rogorc zemoT moyvanili bian’ven’-is magali-
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Ti gviCvenebs, es literaturuli Janri swored zepiri Semoqmedebis 
gziT Camoyalibda da Semdgom, Caweris periodSi mainc sityvieri for-
miT, mTxrobelTa gadmocemiT agrZelebda arsebobas. msgavs movlenas 
Cinuri literaturis sxva dargebSic vxedavT. amis safuZvelia is, rom 
Cawerili nawarmoebi xalxis umravlesobisTvis miuwvdomeli iyo, 
amitom `nawer~ teqstebsac zepiri Txrobis forma hqondaT. garda ami-
sa, literaturuli nawarmoebis arsebobis amgvari saxe, did asparezs 
iZleoda mTxrobelTa iniciativisTvis, Seqmnasa da Semdgom ganviTare-
baSi maTi SemoqmedebiTi monawileobisaTvis. swored amitom, xSir Sem-
TxvevaSi, am TxzulebaTa `avtorebze~ saubari aseTi rTulia. 

Tu gaviTvaliswinebT rom msmenelTa, anu xalxis masis gemovneba 
did gavlenas axdenda imaze, Tu rogor hyvebodnen am nawarmoebs, albaT 
arc imis Tqma iqneboda gadaWarbeba, rom Suasaukuneebis Cinuri lite-
raturis mravali teqsti avtorobis TvalsazrisiTac – xalxuria.

aseTia, Cemi azriT, Tanamedrove literaturaTmcodneobis zogad 
istoriaSi Sesatani debulebebi, raTa man mecnierebaSi WeSmaritad axa-
li Sedegebi gviCvenos.
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Tamar lomiZe 
(saqarTvelo)

asi uZvelesi iaponuri leqsi qarTul enaze

martin haidegeris `dialogSi enis Sesaxeb~ germaneli filoso-
fosis iaponeli Tanamosaubre SeniSnavs: `evropuli azrovnebis gac-
nobisas aSkaravdeba Cveni enis erTgvari xarvezi... mas ar ZaluZs asaxos 
sagnebis upirobo urTierTdaqvemdebarebuloba~ (Heidegger 1982: 2).

imdenad, ramdenadac saganTa urTierTmimarTebebis gaazreba 
SesaZlebelia mxolod cnebiTi, abstraqtuli azrovnebis safuZvelze, 
`sagnebis upirobo urTierTdaqvemdebarebulobaSi~ unda vigulis-
xmoT saganTa Sesabamisi cnebebis urTierTdaqvemdebarebuloba da 
urTierTSenacvlebadoba msgavsebis, ekvivalenturobis safuZvelze, 
rac, zemomoyvanili mosazrebis Tanaxmad, aisaxeba evropul enebSi da 
ar aisaxeba iaponur enaSi. cnebebisa da enobrivi niSnebis amgvar ur-
TierTmimarTebebs roman iakobsoni (manamde ki ferdinand de sosiuri) 
erTgvarovani (paradigmatuli) enobrivi erTeulebis substitucias 
uwodebda. Sesabamisad, unda vigulisxmoT (yovel SemTxvevaSi, SeiZleba 
davakvirdeT, ramdenad marTlzomieria zemomoyvanili Tvalsazrisi), 
rom iaponur enasa da iaponelTa azrovnebaSi upiratesad Tavs unda 
iCendes azrovnebisa da enis sintagmaturi principi, romlisTvisac da-
maxasiaTebelia gansxvavebuli elementebis Tanwyoba. aseT SemTxvevaSi 
savaraudoa, rom am principis sxvadasxvagvar gamovlinebebs SesaZle-
belia iaponur poeziaSic SevxvdeT. meore mxriv, cnobilia, aseve, iakob-
soniseuli miTiTeba imis Sesaxeb, rom poeturi funqciis zegavleniT 
sintagmaturi leqsikuri erTeulebi (cnebebi, warmodgenebi), romle-
bic sasaubro metyvelebaSi gansxvavebulia, poetur metyvelebaSi ur-
TierTekvivalenturi xdeba. rogori viTarebaa am mxriv iaponur poezi-
aSi? rogor vlindeba masSi azrovnebisa da enis sintagmaturi principi 
da ra TaviseburebebiT gamoirCeva masSi poeturi funqcia? 

am sakiTxebis gasarkvevad metad sainteresoa dakvirveba uZvele-
si iaponuri poeziis erT-erTi popularuli Janris – tankas nimuSebze, 
romelTa qarTuli Targmanebi warmodgenilia krebulSi `asi uZvelesi 
iaponuri leqsi~. 

* * *
Tavdapirvelad ganvixiloT tankas formaluri struqtura da am 

poeturi Janrisistoria. iaponur xalxur simReras ewodeboda `uta~ da 
misi saxesxvaobebi erTmaneTisgan ganirCeoda momReralTa saqmianobis 
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xasiaTis mixedviT. magaliTad, `sendouta~ aRniSnavda `niCbosanTa sim-
Reras~. arsebobda, aseve, `nagauta~ – grZeli simRera da `miZikauta~ – 
mokle simRera. swored am mokle simReram iaponiis ganaTlebuli wre-
ebisa da aristokratiis poetur SemoqmedebaSi gamodevna yvela sxva 
`uta~ da mas `tanku~ an `tanka~ ewoda.

sendoutasgan, nagautasgan da miZikautasgan gansxvavebiT, ro-
melTa formaluri cvlilebebi dasaSvebi iyo, tanka yovelTvis inarCu-
nebda Tavis formas.

sainteresoa, rom iaponur poeziaSi leqsis ritmi emyareba mxo-
lod marcvlebis raodenobas. uZveles iaponur leqsebs sxvadasxva sig-
rZis striqonebi hqonda – sammarcvlianiT dawyebuli da TerTmetmar-
cvlianiT damTavrebuli, magram ukve Cveni welTaRricxvis I saukuneSi 
darCa mxolod 5- da 7-marcvliani, aseve, 4- da 6-marcvliani taepebi. me-7 
saukunisTvis gabatonda kentmarcvliani taepebi, xolo 2-3 saukunis 
Semdeg isini taepis erTaderT sazomebad iqca. axla ukve yvela iaponu-
ri leqsi moicavda 5- da 7-marcvlian taepebs. 

tanka 31-marcvliani leqsia, romelSic monacvleoben 5- da 
7-marcvliani ritmuli monakveTebi.klasikuri kanonis Tanaxmad, tanka 
orstrofiania. pirveli strofi samstriqoniania: 5 7 5, meore ki – or-
striqoniani: 7 7; tankas Sinaarsis struqtura amgvaria: pirvel strof-
Si warmodgenilia bunebis suraTi, meoreSi ki gadmocemulia am sura-
TiT gamowveuli gancda. 

tankas popularobis pirveli periodi iyo me-8 saukune, naras 
epoqa*, rodesac Seiqmna TvalsaCino iaponeli poetis, otono iakomotis 
mier Seqmnili anTologia `maniosiu~. am Janris gafurCqvnis meore pe-
riodi ki gaxldaT IX-XII saukuneebi, heianis, anu mSvidobis epoqa (me-8 
saukunis bolo xanebidan me-12 saukunis bolomde). tanka mcire saleq-
so Janria, rac Zen-budizmis im postulats Seesabameba, romlis Tanax-
mad, sazogadod, Semecneba myisieri aqtia. `wami – umniSvnelovanesi 
momentia Zenis Semecnebis TeoriaSi. wamiereba ara marto swrafmavali 
drois niSania, aramed – niSanic SeCerebuli wamisa, romelic maradi-
sobis xorcSesxmad iqceva. `myisierebis Teoriis~ Tanaxmad, sicocxle 
gaiazreba rogorc nakadi, romelic ganuwyvetliv icvlis Tavis Sedge-
nilobas, xolo zedrouli maradisoba SeiZleba gamovlindes mxolod 
swrafwarmaval droSi. WeSmariti, ese igi, gabrwyinebuli suli Zenis 
filosofiaSi mimsgavsebulia sicarielesTan (SuniatasTan) da am uzena-
esi funqciiT gvevlineba rogorc absoluti, msoflio suli~ (Завадская 
1995: 22). Sesabamisad, Zen-budizmSi tanka, iseve, rogorc hoku, romleb-

* naras epoqa (710-794) daiwyo imiT, rom aRdgenil iqna saxelmwifos dedaqalaqi heiZe 
(Tanamedrove saxelwodeba – nara) da damTavrda dedaqalaqis gadataniT qalaq heianSi 
(Tanamedrove kioto).

asi uZvelesi iaponuri leqsi qarTul enaze



176

Sic azri ukiduresad lakoniurad gamoixateba, samyaros Semecnebisa da 
WeSmaritebis mignebis adekvatur formad miiCneva. 

ganvixiloT tankas sxva formaluri Taviseburebebi: tanka rom ev-
ropuli saleqso forma iyos, misi taepebis marcvlebrivi odenobis in-
terpretacia sruliad sxvagvari iqneboda, vidre am SemTxvevaSi, rode-
sac Zen-budizmis zegavlena tankaTa Sinaarsze uflebas gvaZlevs, amave 
konteqstSi gavaanalizoT misi forma. kerZod, SeiZleba daisvas kiTxva, 
raime kavSiri xom ar aqvs tankas striqonebSi marcvlebis ganawilebas 
ricxvTa simbolikasTan ZenSi? 

amasTan dakavSirebiT, sainteresoa, rom ricxvTa simbolika, ro-
melic xorcSesxmulia Zenis Cinur ferweraSi, amgvaria: `triada, ro-
gorc sicarielis (nulis) da erTianis hipostazi, ricxv sams uCveulo 
Rirebulebas aniWebs. farTod gamoiyeneba Cinur ferweraSi ricxvi 
xuTi (xuTi ZiriTadi feri, tuSis xuTi niuansi, xuTnairi gemo da a.S.), 
rac momdinareobs xuTi pirvelelementis Zveli naturfilosofi-
idan~; …`ricxvi xuTis mniSvneloba Zalze didia Cinuri ferweris ricxob-
riv kulturaSi, es ricxvi gamoxatavs zecisa da miwis erTianobas (sams 
plus ori); ramdenime pasaJi `iZinSi~ amtkicebs ricxv xuTis Rirebule-
bas, magaliTad, iq naTqvamia:L `aTi ricxvidan xuTi miekuTvneba zecas, 
xuTi ki – miwas~... ori horizontaluri xazi ieroglif ̀ xuTSi~ aRniSnavs 
zecasa da miwas, uZvelesi dawerilobiT ki es ieroglifi Seadgens or 
samkuTxeds – erTi maTgani mimarTulia wveroTi zeviT, meore ki – qve-
viT, isini gamoxataven zecisa da miwis sakralur mTebs~ (Завадская 1995: 
219, 220). 

daosur traqtat `le ZiSi~ ganviTarebis procesi ganmartebulia, 
rogorc ricxvTa ganviTareba: `ganviTareba da metamorfozebi warmoq-
mnian erTs, erTis cvlilebebi warmoqmnian Svids, xolo Svidis gardaq-
mnebi warmoqmnian cxras. cxriani wveroa. cvlilebebis gziT is kvlav 
ubrundeba – Svidis gavliT – erTs. ricxvTa Cinur TeoriaSi Svidi – 
esaa ini, iani da xuTi pirvelelementi, xolo zecisa da miwis SeerTeba 
warmoqmnis sakralur cxrians~... `kvadratuli da marTkuTxa formebi 
miwis simbolos warmoadgens; samkuTxedis forma, romelic xSirad 
gvxvdeba da ukavSirdeba ricxv sams, ganasaxierebs zeciur Zalebs~ 
(Завадская 1995: 220-221).

ra Tqma unda, aq saubaria Cinuri Zenis Sesaxeb, magram ricxvTa sim-
bolika aseTive iyo iaponur Zen-budizmSic, vinaidan es erTi da igive 
filosofiur-religiuri koncefciaa.

Cveni azriT, gasaTvaliswinebelia ara marto is, rom tankas pirve-
li sami striqoni swored sameulia – 5 7 5, aramed isic, rom grafikulad 
es sami striqoni sxva araferia, Tu ara ori samkuTxedi, ufro zustad 
ki, ori trapecia, romelTac saerTo fuZe (Svidmarcvliani striqoni) 
aqvT:

Tamar lomiZe



177

asi uZvelesi iaponuri leqsi qarTul enaze

5
7
5

vfiqrobT, rom, arsebiTad, es ori samkuTxedia, radgan igulisx-
meba, rom trapeciebis gverdebi grZeldeba da erTmaneTs uerTdeba si-
carieleSi (anu teqstis mijnaSi – arateqstSi), sadac TiToeuli taepis 
sityvierad gamoxatul semantikas emateba sicarielis potenciuri se-
mantika, es ki teqsts zecisa da miwis sakraluri mTebis gamosaxulebad 
aqcevs. amgvari Taviseburebebi dasavluri leqsisTvis sruliad ucxoa.

mniSvnelovania, aseve, rom tanka dayofilia or strofad, romel-
Ta Soris aris pauza, e.i. sicariele. esaa azrobrivi sicariele, azris 
erTgvari wyveta, ufro sworad ki – erTgvari pauza, romelic gamo-
yofs pirvel strofSi asaxul poetur warmodgenas im poeturi xatis-
gan, romlis Sesaxeb saubaria meore strofSi. amasTan dakavSirebiT, 
sainteresoa, rogor gaiazreba ZenSi sicarielis semantika. sicariele 
am religiur-filosofiur koncefciaSi ar miiCneva materiis ararse-
bobad, aramed – erTgvar usasrulo potencialad, usasrulo da sasru-
li SesaZleblobebis erTobliobad. `kategoriebi Suniata da tatxata 
(ararsi da arsi) ukavSirdeba absolutis – erTis – ormag arss. rogorc 
ki erTis gaazreba iwyeba, is SeiZleba gacnobierebul iqnas, rogorc 
arsi – tatxata, – magram mxolod im SemTxvevaSi, rodesac masTan erTad 
gaiazreba ararsi – Suniata. erTi, romelic gvevlineba Tavisi ormagi 
arsiT – esaa absoluti, romelSic yvelaferi warmoiqmneba, myofobs da 
qreba. is moicavs yvela fenomens, sivrculsa da droiT formebs, mzes, 
mTvares, varskvlavebs da yvela daTvlad sagans dedamiwaze~ (Завадская 
1995: 21). Zvel Cinur filosofiaSi sicarielis ideis yvelaze TvalsaCi-
no gamoxatulebaa dao, romelic badebs sagnebs sakuTari Tavidan, ese 
igi, aryofnidan, ararsebobidan, sicarielidan. `sicariele win uswrebs 
dayofas in-ianad, dadasturebasa da uaryofas, sikeTesa da ubedure-
bas – im opoziciebs, romelTa Semadgenlebi cal-calke ar arseboben.
sicariele an aryofna ar aris raRac miRmuri, ar emTxveva sikvdilis, 
gaqrobis cnebebs, aramed – sapirispiro mniSvneloba aqvs: ararseboba, 
anu sicariele jer ararsebuli, armyofi myofobaa~ (Григорьева 1979: 53). 
samyaro Seqmnili ki araa, aramed viTardeba sakuTari Tavidan da amitom 
mTavari mniSvneloba eniWeba misi TviTganviTarebis wyaros – ararsebo-
bas, sicarieles, saidanac aRmocendeba yvelaferi: `RvTisaTvis dato-
vebuli sivrcis~ modeli arsebiTia uZveles iaponur poeziaSi. Tematu-
ri mravalferovnebis miuxedavad, sakraluri sicariele TiTqmis yove-
li saleqso versiis konceptualur atributs warmoadgens, TiTqmis 
yovel saleqso versiaSi ikveTeba~ (ratiani 2008: XIV). da es sicariele 
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ara marto tankebis SinaarsSi aisaxeba, aramed – maT formaSic, Tumca, 
tankebis ganxilvisas Znelia maTi Sinaarsisa da formis urTierTgamij-
vna. sicariele rogorc pauza monawileobs da gansazRvravs kidec 
tankas saleqso formis Taviseburebebs, imis gamo, rom masSi gamoxatu-
li azris Tavisufal dinebas wyvets pauza – sicariele, romelsac Tavi-
si semantikuri daniSnuleba aqvs. esaa sicariele, romelic potenciuri 
azria, romelic badebs azrs da romlidanac aRmocendeba ganzogadeba 
– mimarTeba pirvelsa da meore strofebSi gamoxatul azrebs Soris.

Sesabamisad, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom tankebi upiratesad orientire-
bulia gansxvavebuli elementebis (cnebebis, warmodgenebis, xatebis) 
Tanwyobaze, e.i. maTSi Tavs iCens azrovnebisa da enis sintagmaturi 
principi, romlisTvisac ucxoa `sagnebis upirobo urTierTdaqvemde-
barebuloba~. bunebrivia, rom TargmanSi tankebis struqturis es ni-
San-Tviseba – ganurCevlad imisa, daculia Tu ara naTargmn tankebSi 
originaluri teqstebis sazomebi – yovelTvis SenarCunebulia. 

SeiZleba Tu ara – yovelive zemoTqmulidan gamomdinare – da-
vaskvnaT, rom tankebSi Tavs iCens mxolod sintagmatika, poeturi fun-
qcia ki (iakobsoniseuli gagebiT) gauqmebulia?

bunebrivia, rom Targmnisas ikargeba tankebis formaluri Ta-
viseburebebi, romelTac originalSi specifikuri poeturi funqciis 
ganxorcielebis daniSnuleba aqvT da romelTac ucxoenovani mkiTx-
veli ver aRiqvams, radgan misi cnobierebisTvis ucxoa, magaliTad, Ze-
nis ricxviTi simbolika da a.S. aseve bunebrivia, rom naTargmn tankebSi 
unda movelodeTY poeturi funqciis realizebas im formiT, rogorc es 
damaxasiaTebelia qarTuli (da evropuli) poeziisTvis.

qarTul enaze mogvepoveba naTargmni tankebis araerTi nimuSi, 
magram am Janris Sesaxeb yvelaze srul warmodgenas gviqmnis uSualod 
iaponuri enidan naTargmni `asi uZvelesi iaponuri leqsi~ (Targmani 
irma ratianisa); krebulSi gaerTianebulia me-13 saukunis iaponeli 
poetisa da filologis, sadaiie fujivaras mier sagangebod SerCeuli 
asi poetis 100 tanka, romelTagan TiToeuls axlavs komentari poeti-
sa da sakuTriv leqsis Sesaxeb; krebuls erTvis mTargmnelis winaTqma, 
romelSic ganmartebulia tankas esTetika da masSi asaxuli msofl-
mxedveloba. 

sainteresoa, rom naTargmni tankebis umravlesobaSi mTargmneli 
upiratesobas aniWebs besikur 14-marcvlian sazoms. aseTia, magaliTad, 
imperatori kokos tanka:

o, didebulo qalbatono, kdemiT mosilo,
susxiani da civi zamTris adrian diliT
me rudunebiT dagikrifeT norCi vakana –
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mwvane ylortebi, spetak Tovlze gardamoyrili,
da sveli fifqiT daviname koromos kalTa...

da mravali sxva. im SemTxvevaSic ki, rodesac tanka sxva sazomiTaa 
gadmoRebuli, erTi an ori taepi TiTqmis yovelTvis besikuri sazomi-
Taa gamarTuli. aseTia, magaliTad, me-8 saukunis dasasrulis iaponeli 
poetis, saru marus tanka:

...me gavigone irmebis naRvliani bRavili
Sors... im maRali mTis ferdobidan...
Tavawyvetili qari ki Rmuis...
Rmuis da SoriT miaqrolebs nekerCxlis foTlebs, (5 4 5)
Semodgomis am sevdian mociqulebs...

imperatori tenCis tanka:

Semodgomis am Rrublian diliT
oqrosfer TavTavs mkian glexebi,
fanCaturidan gavcqeri yanas
da mafrTxobs fiqri:
ver damifaravs wvimisagan sadgomi Cemi (5 4 5)

 an imperatoris mrCevlis, iakamoCis tanka:

roca kaWkaWTa idumal xidze
naperwklebs gahyris meufe Wirxli
 da TrTvilis fardags gadaafens kriala xeliT, (5 4 5)
vici, axloa dasasruli grZeli Ramisa... (5 4 5 )
dgeba naTeli...

cnobilia, rom besikuri 14-marcvliani sazomi sami muxlisgan 
Sedgeba, rac mniSvnelovania tankebis Targmnisas, rodesac gasaTva-
liswinebelia ricxv samis funqcia originalur tankebSi. vfiqrobT, 
besikuri sazomi sxva TvisebebiTac enaTesaveba tankas metrul struq-
turas, Tundac imiT, rom misi, rogorc metruli monakveTis dasrule-
buloba gansakuTrebiT mZafrad SeigrZnoba imis gamo, rom aq pirveli da 
mesame (bolo) muxlebi erTnairia da xuTmarcvliania. samive muxli erT-
nairi marcvlebrivi grZliobisa rom yofiliyo, besikuri sazomi aseT 
STabeWdilebas ar moaxdenda – dasrulebulobis SegrZnebas warmoqmnis 
pirveli da bolo muxlebis identuroba gansxvavebuli (oTxmarcvliani) 
Sualeduri muxlis fonze. rogorc Cans, mxolod am gziT gaxda SesaZle-
beli, rom qarTuli tankebis semantikaze maTi formis zemoqmedebis 
meqanizmi originalis ekvivalenturi yofiliyo. Zalze mniSvnelovania, 
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rom mTargmnelma upiratesoba mianiWa swored besikur sazoms, romelic 
am efeqtis miRwevis saSualebas iZleva.

miuxedavad imisa, rom originalSi tankebi gariTmuli araa, na-
Targmn tankebSi xSirad gvxvdeba riTma, magaliTad:

moxetialis daJinebiT Sevcqeri zecas,
mousvenari makrTobs fiqrebi...
kasugas zarTa sanukvari Camesmis rekva
da melandeba molandebiT gansacvifrebiT,
mTvaris naTeli, dafenili mikasas mTaze... 

(nakamaro abe)

xetialisgan daRlili mgzavri
Tu megobari saTno RimiliT,
yvela gamvleli, moxvedrili osakas mTaze,
Cems qoxmaxs swyalobs:
isvenebs CrdilSi, suls ibrunebs da midis gzaze...

(semi maru)

aq ar davkmayofildiT, ubralod, sariTmo sityvebis CamoTvliT, 
radgan naTargmn tankebSi garkveuli funqcia aqvs sariTmo sityvebis 
ganlagebas – mTargmneli, ZiriTadad, riTmavs ara mxolod pirveli an 
mxolod meore strofebis striqonebs, aramed riTmebiT akavSirebs 
pirvelsa da meore strofebs. moyvanili magaliTebis analogiuradaa 
gariTmuli tadamine nigus, korenore sakanoues, asaiasu bunias, ukonis, 
saidumlo mrCevlis – hitoSis, imperatoris mrCevlis – acutadas da a.S. 
tankebi. rogorc wesi, riTma araidenturia. 

`as uZveles iaponur leqsSi~ xSiradaa gamoyenebuli aliteraci-
ebi, mag.:`talRis zvirTebi exeTqeba takaSis napirs~ (gv. 72); `mijobs 
boboqar talRebs SevrTo tanjuli suli~ (gv. 20); `gzas Tu gaivli, 
grZels da mosawyens~(gv. 60) da sxv. aliteraciebi qarTuli leqsis da-
maxasiaTebelia da bunebriobas aniWebs leqsiT metyvelebas naTargmn 
tankebSi.

mTargmneli xSirad iyenebs gaCumebis (apoziopezisis) ritori-
kul xerxs, romelsac naTargmn tankebSi sagangebo Rirebuleba da fun-
qciebi eniWeba. davakvirdeT qvemomoyvanil nimuSebs:

erTi qoxia aremareSi
da isic...…Cemi...
fiqrebs mimZimebs martooba,
viT Semodgomis civ RameSi
gawolili sqeli bind-bundi...

(beri riouZeni)
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dro momqancvelad mizozinebs Carazul karTan...
SemogaRamda...
marjved ki baZav mamlis yivils,
magram... ara da
ar gaixsneba urdulebi ganTiadamde.

(qalbatoni see)

civi Ramea,
Semodgomis gahkivis qari...
fafaraSlili, gadaurbens islis saxuravs
da... brinjis yanas miaSurebs
qrolebiT CqariT...

(mxaris pirveli mrCeveli cunenogu)

aSkaraa, rom aq gaCumeba (apoziopezisi) ara marto met emociur 
simZafres aniWebs poetur frazebs, aramed (rogorc pauza metyvele-
baSi) erTgvarad ganavrcobs kidec saTqmels da alternatiuli seman-
tikuri sivrcis STabeWdilebas warmoqmnis. es ki aiZulebs mkiTxvels, 
moaxdinos im saTqmelis (ra Tqma unda, individualuri da miaxloebiTi) 
rekonstruqcia, romelic apoziopezisis meSveobiTaa nagulisxmevi. 
SeiZleba iTqvas, rom esaa damatebiTi `sicariele~, romelic badebs 
azrs da, amgvarad, amdidrebs tankebis Sinaarss.

amgvarad, apoziopezisis, sazomebis, aliteraciebis da, gansa-
kuTrebiT, imis wyalobiT, rom tankebis pirveli da meore strofebis 
striqonebi SekavSirebulia riTmebiT (rac, TiTqos, arRvevs tankebis 
sintagmatur struqturas da aZlierebs strofebis semantikur kav-
Sirs) iaponuri poeziis qarTul TargmanebSi Tavs iCens poeturi fun-
qcia, im saxiT, rogorc es qarTuli da evropuli poeziisTvisaa niSan-
doblivi, e. i. poeturi teqstebis elementebi urTierTekvivalenturi 
xdeba, rac asustebs am elementTa sintagmatur urTierTmimarTebebs 
da, erTgvarad, abundovanebs (iseve, rogorc, zogadad, yvela donis 
ganmeorebebi poetur teqstebSi) tankebis Sinaarss. amasTan dakavSire-
biT, sainteresoa haidegeris zemoxsenebuli Tanamosaubris kidev erTi 
Tvalsazrisi imis Sesaxeb, rom, `arsebobs saSiSroeba, evropul enebSi 
dagrovili cnebiTi simdidris zegavleniT ugulebelvyoT Cveni war-
modgena yofierebis bundovanebisa da amorfulobis Sesaxeb~ (haidegeri 
1982: 3). safiqrebelia, rom uZvelesi tankebis qarTul TargmanebSi 
gamoyenebuli formaluri xerxebis erT-erTi daniSnulebaa swored 
yofierebis bundovanebisa da amorfulobis gadmocema, rac iaponelTa 
msoflaRqmisTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli*. 

* SevniSnavT, rom, marTalia, poeturi funqcia analogiurad vlindeba, erTi mxriv, iapo-
nuri poeziis qarTul TargmanebSi, meore mxriv ki – qarTulsa da evropul poeziaSi (anu 
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gasaTvaliswinebelia, aseve, Zen-budizmis xelovnebis daxasiaTeba 
am filosofiis cnobili mkvlevris, alan uotsis mier: `Tuki ama Tu im 
wams xelovani ganicdis martoobasa da simSvides, – mas uwodeben `sabis~. 
Tuki xelovani guldamZimebulia, sevdiani, da grZnobaTa amgvari sica-
rielisas amCnevs sruliad Cveulebrivisa da bunebrivis gansacvifre-
bel ragvarobas, amgvar ganwyobilebas `vabis~ saxelwodebiT moixse-
nieben. rodesac wami iwvevs ufro mZafr nostalgiur kaeSans, romelic 
ukavSirdeba Semodgomasa da samyaros kvdomis SegrZnebas, – mas `avares~ 
uwodeben. xolo Tuki danaxulSi Tavs iCens raRac mistikuri da uCve-
ulo – erTgvari miniSneba idumalsa da mouxelTebelze – amgvar gan-
wyobilebas `iugenad~ moixsenieben. es sruliad uTargmneli iaponuri 
sityvebi aRniSnavs `furius~ (anu Zenis msoflgagebis saerTo atmos-
feros) damaxasiaTebel oTx ZiriTad ganwyobilebas cxovrebis amgvari 
usazmno momentebis aRqmisas“ (uotsi 1957: 198).

es oTxive ganwyobileba Tavs iCens, zogadad, uZveles iaponur poe-
ziaSi, da zedmiwevniT zustadaa gadmocemuli `asi uZvelesi iapo-nuri 
leqsis~ qarTul TargmanSi.
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One Hundred Ancient Japanese Poems in Georgian

Summary 

Key words: Japanese poetry, Tanka, Zen-Budhism.

In Martin Heidegger’s “Dialogue on Language”, the Japanese interlocutor of the 
German philosopher remarks: “Since the encounter with the European thinking, there has 
come to light a  certain incapacity in our language ... It is the lack of the power to represent 
objects related to an unequivocal order above and below each other”.

Since the interpretation of the relationship of objects is possible only on the basis of 
conceptual, abstract thinking, then in “an unequivocal order above and below each  other” 
we must mean the interdependence of the corresponding concepts - their interchangeabil-
ity on the basis of similarity, equivalence, which, according to the above view, is inherent 
in European languages ​​and is not inherent in the Japanese language. Such relationship of 
concepts, as well as of linguistic signs Roman Jakobson (and before him Ferdinand de 
Saussure) called the substitution of paradigmatic linguistic units. 

Accordingly, one can suppose (or one can see how legitimate is the above view) 
that Japanese language and thinking of the Japanese are mostly characterized by a syn-
tagmatic principle,  not by substitution, but by the combination of various elements. In 
this case, it is possible to assume that this principle also underlies Japanese poetry. On 
the other hand , R.Jakobson’s postulate is of common knowledge that syntagmatic lexical 
units  become  equivalent under the influence of poetic function. 

Then what is the Japanese poetry from this point of view? How the syntagmatic 
principle manifests itself in it  and what kind of specific features distinguish  the poetic 
function?

In order to understand these issues, we have analyzed samples of the oldest genre 
of Japanese poetry – tanka,  the Georgian translations of which are presented in the collec-
tion: “ One Hundred Ancient Japanese Poems”

The tanka is a small verse genre, which corresponds to the postulate of Zen Bud-
dhism, according to which cognition is an instantaneous act. Accordingly, in the Zen Bud-
dhism the tanka, like haiku,  is considered an adequate form of knowledge (percepton) of 
the world.

It is significant that in tanka the first and second stanzas, with their more or less 
independent poetic images, are separated from each other by a pause, that is, an empty 
semantic space. Thus, it can be concluded that the poetic form of tankas  is mainly oriented 
toward the juxtaposition of various elements (concepts, images), that is, syntagmatic prin-
ciple of thinking and language is manifested in it, to which the substitution of objects is 
alien. Actually, this structure of tanka is always maintained in translations. 
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It is noteworthy that in Zen Buddhism emptiness does not mean nothingness or the 
absence of matter, but Tao, that creates objects from itself, that is,  from emptiness. And 
the emptiness in the form of a pause participates and even  defines the peculiarity of the 
poetic form of tanka, as it is potentially fraught with thought that will be expressed in the 
second stanza. 

Is it possible to conclude, from the above said, that the syntagmatic principle is 
basic and that the poetic function (in Jakobson’s sense) –  is absent?

Presumably, in the original tanka specific features of tanka that are not perceived 
by a foreign reader in translations should serve a specific poetic function, since for their 
consciousness is alien, for example, the numerical symbolism of Zen Buddhism, etc. Ob-
viously, also, that in translated tanka we should expect the realization of a poetic function 
in the form that is natural for Georgian (and European) poetry.

Presumably, the specific poetic function in original tanka represents its peculiar-
ity which is missed for a foreign reader, for the number simbolics, etc.  of Zen-Budhism 
is alien for his consiousness. In a way, realization of  the poetic form which is natural 
for the Georgian (and European) poetry should also be expected in translations of tanka. 
Tanka has been translated many times in Georgian, but the most complete idea of ​​this 
genre can be compiled on the basis of the “ One Hundred Oldest Japanese Poems” trans-
lated directly from the Japanese language (by Irma Ratiani); The collection includes 100 
tanka selected by the Japanese poet and philologist of the 13th century, Sadaiye Fujiwara. 
The collection is supplied with a forword by the interpreter which explains the aesthetics 
of the ancient Japanese poetry.

It is interesting that tanka is predominantly  translated using a fourteen-syllable 
verse size (5 4 5). Even in such cases, when  tanka is translated using a different size, 
almost  always in one or two lines of the poem this size is used.

The fourteen-syllable verse size consists of three segments (5 4 5). This fact is 
important in the translation of tanka,if we considering the function of the number three in 
the original tanka. Therefore, it seems quite natural that the translator chose a similar size.

Despite the fact that in  original tanka there is no rhyme, in translations it occurs 
quite often. In this collection, rhyme combines not only the lines of the first or second 
stanzas (separately), but also the lines of both stanzas. In addition, the translated tanka 
uses alliteration and silence (aposiopesis). The last step seems to expand the meaning and 
creates the impression of an additional semantic space that causes the reader to reconstruct 
the implied (certainly approximate and individual) meaning. We can say that aposiopesis 
creates an additional “emptiness” that generates meaning and, thus, enriches the content 
of the tanka.

Thus, through aposiopesis, verse size and, in particular, the fact that the first and 
second stanzas of the tanka are combined with rhymes, the Georgian translations of Japa-
nese poetry carry a poetic function in the form in which it is characteristic for Georgian 
and European poetry, that is, elements of the poetic text become equivalent and their 
syntagmatic relationships are weakened, which to a certain extent obscures the meaning 



185

asi uZvelesi iaponuri leqsi qarTul enaze

of tanka. In this regard, we can recall one more remark of the Japanese interlocutor of 
Heidegger that  “ ... we will let ourselves be led by the wealth of concepts that the spirit of 
the European languages ​​has in store and will look down upon what claims our existence, 
as on something that is vague and amorphous”.  It seems that one of the functions of for-
mal methods used in Georgian translations of the tanka is the reflection of the vagueness 
and amorphousness of life, which is characteristic for the Japanese world view. Finally, by 
means of the refined tropes and rich vocabulary the whole wealth of feelings are reflected 
in the translated tanka. And as the notorious researcher of the art of Zen Buddhism, Allan 
Watts notes: “Where the mood of the moment is solitary and quiet it is called sabi. When 
the artist is feeling depressed or sad, and in this peculiar emptiness of feeling catches a 
glimpse of something rather ordinary and unpretentious in its incredible “suchness”, the 
mood is called wabi. When the moment evokes a more intense, nostalgic sadness, con-
nected with the autumn and the vanishing of the world, it is called aware. And when the 
vision is, it’s the perception of something mysterious and strange, hinting at an unknown, 
never to be discovered, the mood is called yugen. These extremely untranslatable Japa-
nese words denote the four basic moods of furyu, that is, of the general atmosphere of Zen 
“taste” in its perception of the aimless moments of life”. These moods, inherent in the old-
est Japanese poetry, are masterfully transmitted in Georgian translations in “One Hundred 
Ancient Japanese Poems”. 
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“Everything had language”:
Vazha-Pshavela’s “Snake Eater” from the Perspective of Animal Studies

1. Introduction: “Everything had language yvelasac Turme ena aqvs~

Animal studies are a recent new trendof literary studies. They concern, for exam-
ple, how animalsare represented in literary works and how we can think about animality 
and brutality, which are opposed to human reasoning, and so on. From this point of view, 
weexplore a new possibility of understandingthe poem “Snake Eater” (1901), Georgian 
poet Vazha-Pshavela’s (1861-1915)late work, regardinghow Mindia, the hero of the poem, 
hears Nature’s voice. This motifthat Nature (or animal) speaks is auniversal theme and is 
often regarded as a naive or irrational tale. However, there are important possibilitiesto 
question the boundary between humans and animals, plants and materials, in the environ-
ment.As Huggan says, “This dream [of a possible future], already foretold, of a space 
beyond existing spatiotemporal boundaries requires a new language that reanimates na-
ture in accordance with ‘ecotopian’ideals” (Huggan 2004:718).Now we must rethink the 
meaning of the motif that Nature’s voice can be heard.

First, we should review how previous critics have evaluated the poem, including 
how they understand and characterize the hero who hear Nature’s voice, and the ideas 
found within the poem.*

It is obvious that there is an opposition between Mindia and his wife Mzia as well 
as the villager Chalkhia in thepoem. The critics inquire which position is correct or which 
position Vazha wanted to justify:i.e., whether we humans should accept the inconvenienc-
es caused by caring foranimals and plants or not, and whether Mindia is a tragic hero or a 
stupid hero who leads the Nation and humans to catastrophe.

Another point to discuss is the evaluation of Mindia’s ability. This ability is, as the 
title of the poem shows, acquired by eating snake meat which is the food of Kaji (“evil” 
in Georgian mythology) inKajeti (Hell). This mythological motif gives critics various im-
pressions.

First, we considernegative criticism. For some critics, Mindia’s thought not to kill 
animals and plants is unacceptable, and the insistence of Mzia and the villagers is the cor-
rect wayhumans shouldthink. For example, Kutelia says,“Vazha-Pshavela intentionally 
shows us how correct, useful, and extremely developed thought may become degraded, 
what kind of harm and danger it causes for humanity in this way” (Kutelia 1947:151). 

* I refer to Arabuli’s article about previous works.
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Although the start of his thought is correct, it invites the danger to our everyday life we 
spend using Nature.Vartagava offers a harsher criticism: “Thank God, humanity consists 
of intellect and reasonable humans like Chalkhiarather than individuals captivatedby hal-
lucination and ‘sorcery’ like Mindia.Otherwise, the life of humans would stop...” (Var-
tagava 1921:135). Here he also regards Mindia’s insistence as harm that might prevent 
human life from developing. We can see the same attitude in Benashvili’scriticism that 
“Vazha-Pshavela, through hispoem ‘Snake Eater,’ confirmed that, on the basis of sympa-
thy, the idea of realizing harmony with the indefinite realm of Nature and, on the basis of 
this, toestablish a spiritual relation with unspiritual Nature are opposed to the supreme rule 
of life” (Benashvili 1961:147).

Notably, these critics associate Mindia’s ability with “hallucination” or 
“sorcery,”which should be criticized. Mindia’s wife Mzia and the villagers like Chalkhi-
aare seen as “reasonable humans,” whereas Mindia is considered captive to “hallucina-
tion” as well as unintellectual and unreasonable because his ability was acquired by eating 
snake meat.

Kiknadze, however, takes a more neutral form of criticism. He regards Mindia’s 
ability as “instincts” (so, all the same, his ability is based on magical power), but these 
“human instincts are sometimes nobler than an egoistically restricted reason, which stands 
on the way to profane human value (Kiknadze 1989:154). Thus, according to K’ik’nadze, 
what Vazha wanted to show is that “besides reason, it is also possible to perceive and un-
derstandthe environment in some way through instinct” (Kiknadze 1989:154). Following 
K’ik’nadze,Chkhenk’eli insists that eating snake meat is a kind of initiation, which Propp 
has analyzed, and with this initiation Mindia goes beyond the human boundary and finds 
his ability as the instinct in his heart (Chkhenkeli 2009: 161-169).

We now observea more positive criticism. First, Abashidze, a famous literary crit-
ic, thinks that Mindia’s tragedy is caused by the treachery of his “I-hood” and his trust. 
He regards Mindia as a superman, and says: “This poem is the depiction of denouncing 
and loathing meticulousness, practical thoughts and featureless utilitarianism” (Kiknadze 
1962: 394). Later, Ramishvili approves ofAbashidze’s this thought, insisting Mindia is an 
outstanding hero of the Georgian nation (Ramishvili1961:129).

The above-mentioned viewsthat regard Mindia such as a national hero, individual, 
or superman, are followed by the views of other critics like Barnovi and K’ashia and of-
ten used in positive approaches to the poem. The former writes, “he became aware of the 
Creator’s existence and perceived the divine wisdom in it. His darkened unity with the 
world turned bright, the flow of creatures’ life became obvious for him, and he learned the 
language of every being” (Barnovi 1964:156). In this way, the critic thinks Mindia shares 
the Good with God, according to which he gainshis ability.

Kashia, deepening this idea, wrote a book about “Snake Eater,” in which he insists 
that the poem shows a prototype of Georgian culture as the essential and transcendent 
Good of God. Kashia uniquely thinks that Mindia is an existence who overcomes death 
with the “choice” of eating snake meat, which makes him an outstanding “individual” 
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beyond the other villagers as a mass. Thus, Mindia stands on the good side of a dualistic 
dichotomy, and the critic evaluates Mindia highly. Mindia’s ability is necessary for him 
– a protagonist of the Good and the ethic – because“this universal Good-wisdom-ethic 
lays as a foundationfor Mindia’s existence. Mindia is a defender of the faith, the language 
and the ethic of animate-inanimate beings. He neither denies their character, nor correct 
it. He tries to protect it, therefore Mindia’s appearance resembles appearances of a god of 
field-meadow, a god of cornfield, a protector of animate-inanimate beings, and God of the 
earth. (...) That’s why the sky, the earth, the forest open their hearts for Mindia and “see 
him approach like a God” – this is Nature, whereas, concerning Nation, it also sees Mindia 
as God” (Kashia 2013:40). Accordingly, Mindia’s acquisition of his ability is based on his 
essence of the Good, and for Mindia, who tries to protect the Good and the ethic, includ-
ing harmony with Nature, as the Nation trusts him, the elements of Nature also “open their 
hearts” and Mindia becomes able to understand Nature’s voice.

As we see above, the themes of Mindia’s ability to hear Nature’s voice and eating 
snake meat, which lead him to acquire his ability, have been disputable points through 
the history of the criticism of the poem. For critics who see them negatively, the snake 
is a symbol of evil and, therefore,Mindia’s abilityacquired from the snake is evil as well. 
It is a kind of “hallucination” or “sorcery,” and Mindia’s advocacy of being harmonious 
with Nature is unacceptableas it is opposed to the intellect of human beings. However, 
isVazha-Pshavela’s intentioninwriting the poem indeedto lead readers tothe conclusion 
that exploiting Nature is unavoidable for human’s intellectual life?

On the other hand, critics who see Mindia’s anti-utilitarian position in a positive 
way and approve of his advocacy regard him as a mediator with Nature or God. In their 
view,Mindia is an outstanding hero among other villagers like his wife Mzia and Chalkhia, 
and he represents the Good. However, we must consider that these critics, especially Bar-
novi and K’ashia, read the poem perhaps too idealistically and metaphysically. Seeing-
Mindia as the mediator or protector of the Good (of God, the Nation, and Nature) is based 
on an idea that we can represent the Good and Logos in the existence of Mindia, or that 
Mindia represents Logos.

In this way, these critics associate Mindia’s ability with concepts like intellect, the 
Good, and essence. However, such criticism, far from understanding what the theme of 
hearing Nature’s voice shows, may be opposed to it indeed, and this is the question of this 
paper. According to K’ashia, Mindia’s ability is the result ofhis action to represent the Good 
and Logos as the mediator of Nature or God; in other words, Nature “opens [its] heart” 
because Mindia is the essential Good and the protector of it. That is, the Good and Logos 
exist first, and then Nature’s voice is heard. However, one may ask whetherMindia’sability 
is realized onlythrough metaphysic understanding. Instead, can we read the poem from an 
animistic standpoint in which human beings haveMindia’s ability a priori or Nature has 
the ability to speak? Considering this question gives us the contemporary meanings of the 
poem.
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2. Snakes

In this chapter, we discuss the significance of the snake, because when Mindia eats 
snake meat in Kajeti,that is when he becomes able to hear Nature’s voice:

With stealth and loathing he took a slice,
ate it, and then the heavens looked down
with merciful eyes on Mindia.
His spirit flooded back renewed,
his bones were clothed in flesh made new.*

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:9)

Some critics regard Mindia’s ability as something negative due to the motifs of 
the snake, and Kaji, andKajeti. Of course, they belong to the evil side of the dualistic 
dichotomy. However, important meanings concerning the structure of the whole poem are 
hidden here in these motifs, as a scholar says: “what itself is very interesting and meaning-
ful is the mythologic basis of a Kaji-Snaky origin of the knowledge” (Arabuli 2003:140).

Needless to say, images of snakes are formed in many cultural and religious 
spheres, and in Georgia as well. When critics analyze the poem, they associate it with 
many kinds of images of snakes.

On the one hand, Barnovi points out that the image of the snake in the poem is 
related to Asian culture. “In Asian ancient folk tales, the snake is a sign of wisdom and 
science used evilly”(Barnovi 1964:156). Similar images of snakesarefound in Georgian 
folklore as well. According to Gachechiladze, the snake is related to water and earth and, 
therefore, is a symbol of fertility. “[The] snake is recognized as the animal of divinity of 
fertility. In Georgiathere areplenty of folk tales, legends and fairy tales about snakes, in 
which human’s cognition of Nature’s secret is associated with the name snake” (Gachechi-
ladze 1959: 22).

On the other hand, in the Christian context, Sharabidze points out a relation with 
Moses’ copper snake. She says, “mythologically here everything is at their position.He ate 
and “he also became a knower” like Kaji. How can this becoming a knower be explained 
in a Christian context, since,we think, after his sharing the divinity, unlike Kaji,“his heart 
was closed to evil alone?”The Bible describes the case of Eucharist with a snake. Those 
who looked at the copper snake made by Moses with faith became participants in the se-
cret Eucharist.” (Sharabidze 2012:116).Through drawing a comparison of Moses’ episode 
of a snake in the Old Testament, sharabidze thinks Mindia’s eating of a snake has a simi-
larity with the Eucharist of divine power.

Gachechiladze, meanwhile, analyses the images of snakes in a wide context. Espe-
cially, in the Christian context, he indicates the image of snake is related to wisdom in the 
gospel of Matthew (Gachechiladze 1959:11).

* I use Rayfield’s English translation. In some places I change the expression according to the context.
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Moreover, the snake appearing in the Garden of Eden tempts Eve to eat the for-
bidden fruit and leads humans to the original sin. Of course, all abovementioned images 
have relations to “Snake Eater” to some extent, and the Georgian folk legend “Khogais 
Mindi,” from which the poet uses motifs of eating snake and understanding the voices, is 
directly associated to it,* but the image of a snake of Eden is the most interesting for our 
perspective.

The snake that tempts humans in the Garden of Eden is very suggestive for Derrida, 
and he often touches on it in his books The Animal That Therefore I am and The Beast 
and The Sovereign. When the philosopher discusses it, citing Valery’s “Silhouette of a 
Serpent,” he says, “it interests me because the serpent from Genesis is speaking and it says 
“I,” naming thus, by designating itself, what will be for us one of the very forms of the 
question: ipseity, indeed sui-referential egoity, auto-affection and automation, autokinesis, 
the autonomy that one recognizes in every animal: the very genesis of zootobiography” 
(Derrida 2008:65). Here,he indicates that ipseity and egoity are born in human beings 
when the snake tempts human beings in Genesis. Ipseity and egoity (i.e., subjectivity) are, 
however, not regarded for animals, therefore, the subjugation of animals to human beings 
is approved, and this subjectivity had not existed before the fall. Related to vegetarianism, 
Derrida pointed out that “before the fall and the institution of nakedness, God clearly com-
manded Adam to feed himself as a gatherer and not as a hunter” (Derrida 2008:112).That 
is to say, the world before the fall is very close to Mindia’s next insistence:

He urges others: “Men, don’t do
a sinful thing; don’t fell trees,
make do with stubble or dry twigs.” 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:12)

It is shown that the snake in ”Snake Eater” is related to Kaji, and the snakein Gen-
esis is just the incarnation of evil, which tempts Eve. Gachechiladze regards this tempta-
tion as follows: “According to the Bible, the reason for the change of humans’ life is the 
woman Eve – she ‘mistook’ first. The initial point of cognition was doubt. Why shouldn’t 
humans eat ‘the tree of knowledge,’ the fruit of ‘good and evil?’ This question rises in front 
of her. A devil in the shape of a snake appeared before Eve and tempted her to verify this 
doubt in reality. From this time, the shape of life of her descendants, and her own as well, 
completely changed” (Gachechiladze 1959:10).K’ashia as well, regardingMzia as the rep-
resentation of “temptation,” insists:“The tree of knowledge of Good and Evil” appeared 
before Adam, who is in mythic life, and eating of the fruit of the tree would be presage of 
death. The snake, which was ‘craftier than any other wild animal that the Lord God had 
made,’ tempted the wife of Adam, Eve, who, for her part, tempted Adam. Everyone knows 
what next occurred. (…) Now let’s see ‘Snake Eater’: Mindia eats snake and becomes 
free. The omniscient and Goodness-performer is created, i.e., he revives his own mythic 
life in Heaven. And here, in Heaven where he returned, he is temped again and loses 

* About the relation between “Snake Eater” and the legend “Khogais Mindi”, see Gachechiladze’s article.
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everything, ‘dies,’ or changes into a dead man. (…) He revived as the first immortal man 
with his own sacrifice, and eating and digesting his tempter ‘snake,’ and was degraded to 
a dead man” (K’ashia 2013:86-87).Chkhenk’eli makes a similar comment: “Eve cursed 
by God is the first image of all woman, since she tempted Adam with eating the prohibited 
fruit. Mindia, who ‘little by little,’‘slowly,’gradually moving toward his wife’s sense, ate 
(in this case similar to biblical prohibited fruit) ‘kada’ baked by the wife, and with this 
he himself was ruined, or lost the divine knowledge (Heaven)” (Chkhenkeli 2009:192).
Siradze also points out: “For instance, we think, it would be not right if we didn’t think of 
the tree of the knowledge of Good and Evil. This would be useful for us when determin-
ing the character of Mindia’s knowledge. (…) If the biblical fruit of the tree gaveMindia 
the wisdom, with which he wasdividedfrom Nature and opposed it firstly, his knowledge 
is completely different –distinguished and elevated from that of other people‘s” (Siradze 
2012:59).These four critics show how to read “Snake Eater” in parallel with Genesis, in 
which the snake is the incarnation of Evil and the symbol of temptation for human beings.

Thus, we can summarize the parallel relationship between “Snake Eater” and Gen-
esis as follows. In Genesis, Eve is tempted to eat the fruit by a snake. She eats the fruit, 
thereby committing the original sin, and is driven out from the Garden of Eden. At this 
moment, ipseity and egoity are appearing in human beings, and the animal which doesnot 
have them is defined at the same time. On the other hand, in “Snake Eater,” Mindia eats a 
piece of snake in order to commit suicide.He then acquires the ability to understand Na-
ture’s voice and escapes from captivity in Kajeti. The world to which he returns after es-
caping from Kajeti and hears the voice is “Heaven,” where the world was before the origi-
nal sin, or, in Derrida’s other words, before the naming of the animals and the institution 
of nakedness, and the world where animals have not yet been subjugated to human beings.

So, it can be said that eating the fruit in Genesis and eating snake in the poem are 
the triggers to move beyond the two different worlds- before and after the fall.* In Genesis, 
Adam and Eve go to the world of “History” after committing the original sin, whereas 
Mindia goes back to the pre-Historic world. In K’ashia’s words, when Mindia returns from 
Kajeti, he revives as “the first immortal man” in “Heaven,” or the Garden of Eden. This is 
realized when he, by eating snake (i.e., temptation, the original sin, and evil), becomes the 
existence which transcends them.

In addition, we can say that there is a similarity between the poem and Genesis 
regarding the words used in them. Below is the Georgian strophes and its English transla-
tion related to Genesis.

gulis xedva da Tvalebis,
rogorc brmas da yruvs, gaexsna.

Sight was opened his heart and eyes,
as though hitherto he were blind and deaf. 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:9)

* Here we should remind of Chkhenk’eli’s recognition of eating as initiation.
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qajni brazoven, ra hxedven-
gamecnierda glexia.

The wizards raged when they discovered
a simple peasant had become aknower.

 (Vazha-Pshavela 1964:10)

A passage from Genesis is as follows:

rameTu uwyoda RmerTman, viTarmed: romelsa dResa sWamoT misgani, 
gangexunen Tquen Tualni da iyvneT, viTarca RmerTni, mecnier keTilsa da 
borotisa.

For God knows that when you eat of it your eyes will be opened, and you will be like 
God, knowing good and evil. (Gen. 3:5)

As we see, by eating snake in “Snake Eater” and by eating the fruit in Genesis, 
the “eye is opened” and humans come to “know”Good and Evil (the same stem is used, 
„gamecnierda” (gametsnierda) in the poem and „mecnier” (metsnier) in Genesis in Geor-
gian). In Genesis, Adam and Eve eat the fruit, which leads their eyes to be “opened.” They 
then know their nakedness, and a decisive division is introduced between human beings 
who know Good and Evil and animals. In the poem “Snake Eater,” like going back to 
History, eating snake meat means overcoming temptation and the original sin, and Mindia 
goes back to the period before the fall or the institution of nakedness.

3. Kaji and Kajeti

In contrast to the image of the snake discussed above, Kajeti, where Kajilives and 
Mindia has been captured for 12 years, comes from Georgian mythology. Kajetiis “the 
Hell is under the ground, the land of Evils, which we can equate with ‘Kajaveti’” (Shara-
bidze 2012:94). Bakradze points out that Kaji was a god in the pagan period because Kaji 
is anthropomorphized. Answering the question of why Kaji is anthropomorphized and a 
kind of god, he insists, “maybe because it was also a god first and then changed into an evil 
spirit.This must have happened under the influence of the Christian religion”(Bakradze 
1968:162-163). He supposes that Kajiand Kajetiexisted from the pagan period, and dur-
ing the spreading of Christianity, they changed to evil in opposition to Christianity. It is 
important that, whereas snake can be interpreted in a Christian context in the work, Kaji 
and Kajeti come from the pre-Christian, pagan motifs.

Then, what do these motifs mean? That is, what does the difference between Kaji/
Kajeti used from myth or (animistic) paganism and the snake from the Bible mean in our 
perspective?

It is natural within animism to consider that Nature speaks, of course. Here Manes’ 
discussion about Nature’s silence is very interesting for us; according to him, today Na-
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ture’s silence is caused by the introduction of literacy in European culture and exegesis 
of the Bible in the process of the development of Christianity during the Middle Ages. 
Literacy prepares epistemology to abstract the world in humans’ words or texts, and the in-
terpretation requests the exegesis to understand Nature through Biblical symbols. “In the 
medieval period, animism as a coherent system broke down in our culture, for a variety of 
reasons“due to these “two powerful institutional technologies” (Manes 1992: 343).Manes 
further, states that, in animistic culture,which had existed in every tribal community, the 
opposition between Nature and culture had not beenplaced; therefore, “animistic societies 
have almost without exception avoided the kind of environmental destruction that makes 
environmental ethics an explicit social theme with us” (Manes 1992: 343). We must with-
hold to apply his statement to Georgian or Orthodox culture simply, but at least we can 
say that there wasa similar situation in Georgia where, with pre-Christian animistic epis-
temology, Nature was regarded as a speaking subject, and the unlimited destruction of the 
environment as takes place today was restrained. Mindia’s suggestion to other villagers 
not to cut trees and hunt animals shows this directly.

In light of Manes’abovementioned issue, Gachechiladze’s insistence is more 
meaningful: “If the legend about KhogaisMindi develops in Georgia’s paganistic period, 
now Vazha in the poem develops Mindia’s adventure on the condition of the feudalistic-
Christian social relationship, or in the epoch of Queen Tamar, as written in the poem. 
Mindia’sdoctrine about humans’ attitude toward Nature is born and decided on the basis 
of paganism in ‘Khogais Mindi.’ Nature’s treachery is here understood as treachery of the 
paganistic worldview. In ‘Khogais Mindi’ there is no conflict against society, whereas in 
‘Snake Eater’ main is this conflict, which is brought in the condition of feudalistic society” 
(Gachechiladze 1959: 59-60). He says Vazha-Pshavela brings the animistic relationship 
between Nature and human beings into the feudalistic and Christian communityof the 
Middle Ages, and here the opposition between Mindia and the villagers is equal not only 
to the opposition between the individual and community, which is depicted in Vazha’s 
other poems (e.g.,“AludaKetelauri” and “Guest and Host”), but also to the opposition be-
tween paganism/animism and feudalism/Christianity. The reason for the tragedy of Min-
dia, from this point of view, comes from the situation of the Middle Ages characterized 
with the literacy and the exegesis of Bible, in which paganism-animismwas not the ethic 
of community anymore.

Furthermore, Danelia criticizes “Snake Eater” much more negatively in this way. 
He considers the poem “weak” because of a logical contradiction; the whole poem is writ-
ten with the animistic worldview, whereas the episode of self-sacrifice of wheat (for de-
tails, see chapter 4) is based on Christianity. If based on pagan-animism, wheat never sac-
rificesitself to human being, so that “the ear of wheat can rejoice to satisfy human beings 
only from the Christian point of view because the task of the ear of wheat is to serve hu-
mans from this viewpoint. However, the poem doesn’t stand on the Christian standpoint” 
(Danelia 1927:45-46). He also sees paganism and Christianity in the scheme of opposition 
that Manes shows; therefore, their coexistence is impossible and “illogical.” However, as 
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shown by later studies, paganism and Christianity are united in Vazha-Pshavela’s whole 
work (Sharabidze 2012:13; Chkhenkeli 2009:182). Ironically, the “illogic” that Danelia 
points out as the weak point of the poem is, on the contrary, an important element of the 
poet’sworldview.

The answer to the question we proposed about Kaji/Kajetiis as follows: They each 
mean evil/Hell and supply the important motif of this work that Nature’s voice is heard, 
based on animism in the legend. If the snake is the symbol of Christian temptation and evil, 
Kaji/Kajetiare the symbol of mythic, paganistic and animistic evil and, as Gachechiladze 
says, are characterized as evil during Georgia’s Christianization. If we follow Manes’ 
insistence on the opposition of animism and Christianity,in ”Snale Eater”,Mindia shows 
the relationship between Nature and human beingsthat is lost in feudalistic and Christian 
world of Georgia’s Middle Ages. However, here, what is more important is the kind of 
unification of mythology/paganism/animism and Christianity through the image of evil, 
rather than an emphasis on their opposition.

4. Nature’s voice

The excerpt below describes the very moment Mindia eats snake meat and hears 
Nature’s voice:

From that day on he understood
what birds sang, plants and animals spoke
when they were glad or suffering.
Everything that the Lord had made
had language: all was within the law. 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:9)

About this issue that Mindia “understood” Nature’s voice, we shall propose an-
other kind of epistemological approach; here, we should emphasize the viewpoint that Na-
ture speakssubjectively, so that we must recognize the subjectivity of Nature, rather than 
thatMindia understands Nature’s voice. Of course, these two viewpoints mean the same, 
but if we think of it only from the latter point of view, we risk deviating from the animistic 
idea of the poem,considering that the matter is Mindia’s special ability, like Abashidze’s 
“I-hood” and “superman” and,K’ashia’s “individual.” As we discussed above, when some 
critics evaluate the poem positively, Mindia is often characterized in this way, and Nature 
“opens its heart” becauseMindia represents the Good. However, here we must pay atten-
tion because, as far as we read the poem from their point of view,Mindia’s (super)human-
istic subjectivity is the presupposition of “understanding” the voice. On this presupposi-
tion, the voice is understood by humans only after (superman) Mindia who canunderstand 
it exists. Yet, our epistemological standpoint shouldbe based on the animistic worldview 
that Nature itself is the subject to speak.
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At this point, we again refer to Derrida’s animal studies. Using his own neologism 
“animot,”* hecriticizes the concept of animal in the history of European philosophy, from 
Plato and Aristotle to Descartes, Heidegger, and Levinas. According to Derrida, these phi-
losophers ignored differences between animals and conceptualized them as “the animal” 
in the singular. They believed that since the animal has no reason, it can “react” but can-
not “respond”; thus, the animal has no “responsibility” and, at the same time, language, 
i.e.,Logos, iswhat justifies humans’ rule of the animal. In other words, the logocentrism 
that Derrida points out in European philosophy appears in the scheme “human which 
has logos/ the animal which doesn’t have it,” and the former always refer to the later and 
subjugates it. The title of the essay “The animal That Therefore I Am,”whichis a parody 
of the Cartesian “Cogito ergo sum,” means that there is animal first and then human be-
ing follows after it, rather than that we should restrict epistemological subjectivity only 
to humans.

When we think of “Snake Eater” from Derrida’s this perspective, we find a little 
problem in the position of seeing the heroic characterMindia as having the traits of “I-
hood,” “superman,” and “individual.” As we see, this characterization is based on regard-
inghim as a man who represents the Good and has Logos, and, on the other hand, guar-
antees the coincident recognition that animals (and plants) does not have any language 
and Logos. In this view, Nature, which does not have language, can express itself only 
throughMindia, who speaks for it, and therefore Nature itself never speaks indeed. In this 
way, in discussions thatemphazeMindia’s heroic character, as far as his ability belongs 
to him, Nature’s voice is never heard. Thus, we throw questions to the critics who have 
written positively: WouldAbashidze think that animals can have “I-hood,” which Mindia 
betrays? WouldK’ik’nadze think animal “instinct” is inferior to omniscience or Logos 
since he defines Mindia’ ability not as omniscience but “instinct”? WouldK’ashia recog-
nize outstanding Mindia’s “individuality” in animals as well?

The scholarscriticizing negatively are faithful to the tradition of European philoso-
phy in this point. The fact that they see Mindia’ ability as “hallucination” and “sorcery” 
is nothing but the proof showing that they follow the Biblical-Promethean dichotomic 
scheme of “human/animal.” It is impossible and unacceptable to violate the boundary 
between two. Animals must exist as “the animal” that does not have language, and since it 
is impossible for their voices to be heard, Mindia’s ability must be a “hallucination.” Not 
only the critics but also the villagers say,

No-one listens: his advice
seems to them a madman’s speech.

* This word consists of animal and mot (meaning “word” in French) and targets these three effects: 1. “To have 
the plural animals heard in the singular”; 2. “The suffix mot in l’animot should bring us back to the word,” i.e., to 
emphasize that the word “animal” is just the word. 3. “It would not be a matter of ‘giving speech back’ to animals 
but perhaps of acceding to a thinking (...) that thinks the absence of the name and of the world otherwise, and as 
something other than a privation” (Derrida 2008:47-48). Obviously, this study does not follow Derrida’s theory, 
especially in the meaning of the third effect. It can be said that “Snake Eater,” in this meaning, gives speech back 
to animals (and Nature).
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“God made trees to meet our needs.”
And to this day, who thinks twice
to spare the aspen or the beech. 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:12)

We can say that what the villagers say here is based on the Biblical worldview, 
where animals or Nature are served for human to use. Such dichotomic recognition stands 
in opposition to the animistic worldviewthatMindiaproposes to the villagers. Captured 
in the dichotomy, the villagers, who call Mindia’s advice “hallucination,” cannot hear 
Nature’s voice.

If trees and rocks have language too,
why dont they speak to us as well?
Mindia, I say, has concocted a lie
to lead us astray. We’re men as good
as he. We’ve ears to hear. 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:14)

Vazha-Pshavela creates these motifs and themesderived from Gerogian mythology 
and folklore, which arevery different from traditional animal politics of European philo-
sophy and in which the pre-Christian paganistic-animistic motif is preserved.

5. Self-sacrifice of the flowers and wheats

One of the most dramatic moments of the poem is the scene of the self-sacrifice of 
the flowers and wheat. First, we will consider the self-sacrifice of the flowers. In spring, 
when Mindia walks in the mountains and fields, the flowers, after greeting, say to him:

“I am the cure for this disease.”
The next calls, “I am that ill’s cure.”
Mindia plucks them, takes them off
before the morning dew has gone.

 (Vazha-Pshavela 1964:11)

Then, the reason the flowers propose their own use as medicine for humans is de-
scribed as follows:

It turns out that the flowers have their character:
It is as though the flowers think
nothing of their seething life,
so long as they may heal disease.
They yearn to be of use to man,
to flesh and bone beset by ills.
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Thus act the flowers, but the trees
weep and Mindia alone
understands their moans and cries. 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:11)

Here, we must pay attention to the possibility that the flowers may have another 
thought based on the animistic worldview, namely, that they propose using “their seething 
life”for humans only whenresponding to humans’ demand, and without this demand, they 
would just enjoy their “seething life.” Indeed, as we see in the excerpt above,the trees cry 
because they are cut by humans.

This argument is described more clearly in the episode of the self-sacrifice of 
wheat. When being reaped, a part of them hopes to be reaped voluntarily:

“I’m the one to cut down, Mindia,
I beg you, do not pass me by.”
“No, me,” another calls out, “for
I am more frightend by the sky.
When I see a patch of mist
my body crumples, limp with fear.
Woe should the hail slash at my throat.”
(…)
Hailstones make the corn afraid,
as men fear being left to starve,
and yet the sickle cuts a swathe
far more deadly than the hail!
The ripe and golden ears of grain
save themselves for men to use,
they do not wish to rot and waste
for crows and kites to peck at them.
That is why they urge us on,
in one loud roar, to reap them down.
They yearn to be our food and bread,
to sate the hungry so that we
can pray for rest for the deceased
and call upon the heavenly powers.” 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:13-14)

In this way, the wheat, as same as the flowers, serve themselves for humans to 
satisfy their hunger. They are afraid of being damage by hail and not becoming “food and 
bread.” It is obvious that this is based on the famous episode in the Gospel of John, and, 
as we mentioned, Danelia regards this as a Christian motif. Also,the wheat’s hope not to 
be eaten by crows and kites though they are happy to serve humans is based on the antho-
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pocentric recognition that gives humans priority in the use of animals. In this sense, these 
episodes of the flowers and wheat represent the Biblical worldview.

However, in the poem, the voice of other wheat shows that not every wheat hopes 
to sacrifice itself for humans.

Still louder, yet another flower
cries out: “Do not abandon me,
I pray God give you strength and joy.”
They drive me mad with furious sounds,
I am bewildered with compassion. 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:13)

Here, wheat raises a voice that is resistant to being reaped. Because of this, Mindia 
“is bewildered.” Notall wheat proposes unconditional self-sacrifice to humans, and some 
wheat does notwish for self-sacrifice at all.

Now we can discuss this scenes of self-sacrifice from the view of Derrida’s ani-
mal studies again. When he criticizes a series of recognitions about animals in European 
philosophy in his books, he touches on Lacan’s ideas. Derrida points out that, although 
Lacan recognizes animality in humans (especially in the imaginary), he remains still in the 
traditional thoughts of European philosopy, which divides humans from animals. About 
Lacan’s thoughts on animals Derrida writes, “The figure of the animal suddenly surfaces 
in this difference between pretense [feinte] and deception [tromperie]. There is, according 
to Lacan, a clear distinction between what the animal is quite capable of, namely, strate-
gic pretense (warrior, predatory, or seductive suit, pursuit, or persecution) and what it is 
incapable of and incapable of witnessing to, namely, the deception of speech [la tromperie 
de la parole] within the order of the signifier and of Truth. The deception of speech of 
course means, as we shall see, lying (…); but more precisely deception involves lying 
as what, in promising what is true, includes the supplementary possibility of telling the 
truth in order to lead the other astray, in order to have him believe something other than 
what is true” (Derrida 2008:127-128). The animal is decisively different from the human 
at the very point that the animal is capable of deceiving for warrior or predatory reasons 
and so on but incapable of telling a lie based on truth. In other words, animals can make 
communication, but cannot make further communication based on communication, i.e., 
meta-communication. Therefore, the animal, as “the subject of the signifier” (Lacan), can-
not have communication based on the difference between Truth and Speech.*

However, Nature in the poem already has subjectivity in the animistic worldview. 
The flowers and wheat accept self-sacrifice, i.e., the decision of their own death, as their 
own responsibility. In other words, to the request of death for humans, they respond by 
serving their bodies voluntarily instead of crying and resisting, so that their death accom-
plishes their responsibility.

* Derrida criticizes this thought, insisting that the line between pretense and deception is obscure.
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As we saw, there are two different speeches by Nature in the episodes of self-
sacrifice of the wheats. First is the Biblical thought of using Nature admitted by God, and 
from this thought Nature serves humans with joy and humans receives it unconditonally. 
This is understandable for the villagers and the critics who have negative opinions, and 
they behave or criticize accordingly. Second isthe animistic view that Nature cries against 
the unilateral request of humans, which is based on the Christian worldview. This is, on 
the contrary, not understandable for the villagers (because they do notunderstand Nature’s 
voice), and for the critics as well, who regard it as “hallucination” that makes rational hu-
man life impossible. It is understood only for Mindia (and readers through him).

What is proposed in this paper isnot the idea that the two speeches contradict each 
other as Danelia says, nor are there categorical differences between trees, grass, and ani-
mals, and the flowers and wheat as Chkhenk’eli points out; rather, it is the idea that they 
come into being simultaneously, and this is a bet of the poem by Vazha. To be more pre-
cise, Nature becomes a subject that is capable of responding freely on its own responsibil-
ity when the poet introduces the animistic world view that Nature has subjectivity into the 
Christian world (of the Middle Ages),and this decisively changes Nature into “the subject 
of the signifier.” That is to say, here the wheat cries and protestsagainst the request based 
on the Biblical worldview by humans, but, from the animistic point of view, the wheat 
does not need to respond to the request; rather, it is natural for the wheat to refuse it for 
self-preservation (that is why Danelia says this is a contradiction). However, in the poem, 
the fact that they respond to it willingly as they cry means an indeterminate suspension 
of the defference between Truth and Speech: If we presuppose a Biblical worldview, in 
which the villagers (and readers of this poem) believe, the Truth will be questioned within 
the Speeches because the wheat confesses that itcries while obeying (however, as we saw, 
finally the wheat’s self-sacrifice leads to their responsibility). On the contrary, if their cries 
show animistic worldview is true, all the same Nature says they serves themselves with joy 
following the logic of humans and doesnot deny the Biblical worldview. In other words, if 
thecries of the plants is regarded as a“reaction” of the self-preservation against a request 
from humans, the act ofself-sacrifice would not be accomplished. However, the fact that 
the wheatin the poem offer self-sacrifice means that they do not “react” but “respond,” 
and as a result,their cries and self-sacrifice coexist. Thus, it is suspended for humans to 
decide which of the speeches is true, and finally, is impossible to decide. We might also 
say the following: Whichever is true, the wheats tell lies, and there remains the difference 
between Truth and Speech (in Derrida’s words, here is the “supplementary possibility”). 
So, it is no longer important to discusswhich side the Truth ison but to recognize that, 
when we put these two variations of Truth into parenthesis, there is a deception between 
Truth and Speech, and deception is possible for the wheat and Nature; therefore, they are 
the “subjects of the signifier.” Accordingly, we can say that the episodes of self-sacrifice 
are the core of the poem.

In this way, in the scene of the self-sacrifice in “Snake Eater,” the Christian and ani-
misticworldview on are not opposed to each other but coexist.This is what makes Nature’s 
subjectivity, which is given the animistic epistemology, definitive.
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6. Conclusion: “I cannot understand aRar mesmis”

When Mindia starts to cut and hunt according to his wife Mzia, Nature’s voice 
becomes no longer haerd. Mindia tries to get it back by sacrificing cattle:

Two men alone in the open air
stand at the shrine. One clasps
a bloodstained dagger in a bloody hand;
before him lies a slaughtered calf,
collapsed and sprawling on its side. 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964: 25)

However, this attempt is in vein. This is because animal sacrifice is based on car-
nophallogocentrism; by giving humans the power of subjectivity through the ritual act 
of killing an animal, humans subjugate animals. The sacrifice of animalsfundamentally 
supports anthropocentrism and opposes the philosophy of the poem that recognizes Na-
ture has subjectivity. Mindia, who now doesnot understand Nature’s voice, is just in the 
anthropocentrism Mzia and the villagers represent.*In other words, he repeats the History 
of human beings in that, by Mzia’s temptation to cut and hunt, he falls from Heaven or the 
Garden of Eden. That is why Mindia sacrifice ten cattle to God, like humans do in the Old 
Testament. Here also, we seea parallel relationship with Genesis. Mindia goes back to the 
Garden of Eden by overcoming the original sin, is tempted, and again goes down into the 
world after the fall, where he “cannot understand” Nature’s voice.

This relationship is repeated in the scene of the conversation between Mzia and the 
village women, Sandua. When Mzia confesses that Mindia is bothered by losing his abil-
ity, she recounts that he says to her as follows

‘I am caught up in sin thanks to you,
I’ve done what I should not have done,
I’ve slaughtered game and cut up wood,
as though these things were ordinary, right.
The flowers no longer speak to me,
nor the stars in the sky at night. 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:31)

The women reply as follows to rebuke her:

“If indeed what you’ve said is true,
you are the reason he fell into sin;
let your tongue be cut out and you be hanged

* Chkhenk’eli notices the strangeness of this scene and says: “In the poem the use of flowers “for benefit of hu-
man” and the kill of cattle by Mindia who has lost the wisdom due to kill of games and repents of this sound like 
a strange contrast with Vazha’s clear lines in “Snake Eater”. (Chkhenk’eli2009:183)
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from a hook high up, underneath
let a fire be lit to lick you with flames.
You have sinned against our land
and brought us also into sin.

 (Vazha-Pshavela 1964:31-32)

They say that Mindia“falls into sin” because he cuts and huntsto fulfill Mzia’s 
request, and, as a result, the flowers andstars no longer give him their voice. Furthermore, 
Sandua says that Mzia herself has already “has sinned against our land.” We must pay at-
tention to the fact that the word “sin” (codva)is used repeatedly. What is indicated by the 
word is not only the sin of cutting and hunting in the poem.

This becomes clearer when we considerthe following excerpt froman other varia-
tion of the poem:

Woman, cursed by God,
you, antagonized against me
by Evil rather than God,
illed with reason, 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:343)

Here, Mindia clearly declares Mzia is “cursed by God.” Likewise, Chkhenk’eli 
writes, as we see above, that “Eve cursed by God is the first image of all woman, since she 
tempted Adam with eating the prohibited fruit.” The sin mentioned here means cutting and 
hunting directly. It is whatMziahas already committed and, accordingly, has been cursed 
for, and whatMindiahas just committed during the plot of the poem, while, of course, it is 
a metaphor for the original sin in Genesis.

As a punishment of the sin written repeatedly here, it is a flood that Mzia’s night-
mare previses:

The sky turned black as blackest pitch,
the dark air swirled, a squall began,
pitch rained down onto the earth,
hot droplets poures down and the streams
ran so horribly and violently,
peoole shouted from thousands of places,
‘help us, we are perishing’.
And indeed I watch the water
carry down people, a shield, a sword,
thefort disintegrates all over,
the houses, great stone walls all fall; 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:33)

The flood washes away everything including Mzia and other villagers. Even though 
she pray God for helping her child, she doesnot manage to give any voice. At this time, the 
faces of men appear before her, and they say,
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“Where are you going? Off, with the water!
that is God’s command to you!”

 (Vazha-Pshavela 1964:34)

Certainly, this flood is the command of God, and it is obvious that the flood in 
Mzia’s nightmare has a parallel relationship between the flood caused by God in Genesis.

In the final chapter, Mindia is defeated bythe enemy. He despairs that he sees fire 
in his village and chooses to commit suicide.

Saying no more, he took off his hat,
put his thumb on the hill of his sword,
drew it and pressed the point to his heart.
Blood, like a spurting spring, splashed out,
gushing from the wound in his chest.
The moon shed its light upon the ridge,
where alone the wild goat live,
and fixed in its beams the suicide
with the hue of a mourning girl.
And the soft breeze wafted to and fro,
carefree, singing a peaceful song.
It brushed its wings on the sword’s sharp point,
which jutted out abright red tongue
stained by the juice of the human chest.
It began to frolic over the green, 
whistling cheerfully, proud and free. 

(Vazha-Pshavela 1964:40)

In this way “Snake Eater” ends. The question is that, contrary to the case in other 
poems like “Aluda Ketelauri,” in which Nature has sympathy forthe heroes, in “Snake 
Eater,” Nature has no interest in Mindia’s death and keeps silent despite the fact that it had 
spoken to Mindia. Arabuli thinks that the poem shows an apocaliptic end of the world as 
the result of humanistic sins and faults, and says,“In this situation Nature isn’t able to be a 
sympathizer nor a nonsympathizer. As a result of this Nature must only be cold, moveless 
and cold-blooded.” (Arabuli 2003:152)

However, if we followArabuli’s thought,why should we think Nature turns “cold” 
although it has talked to Mindia warmly before? Here, we must think that the reason is not 
on the side of Nature but humans; when Mindia loses his ability, in fact, Nature’s voice 
becomes silent for us, who understandit through Mindia as a mediator between Nature and 
humans. However,from the point of view of the animistic epistemologythat we emphasize 
this study, the moon and thebreeze must have some kind of voice;they do more than “waft 
to and fro.“We just no longer have any way to hear their voice. It will contradict what the 
poet depicts in”Snake Eater” to think of Nature’s silence as the indefferency to Mindia’s 
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death or the denial of Mindia’s insistence by the poet. What the poet tries to descrive 
though Nature’s silence is the distance that shows how far we, living in History after the 
fall, are from theworld before the fall, which Mindia experiences.

We now conclude shortly: The philosophy that Nature speaks in “Snake Eater” 
is based on an epistemology different from the anthropocentlistic-logocentric epistemol-
ogy of European phylosophy; the epistemology, the basis of which is the animistic view 
of Nature, which we can see in Georgian mythology and folklore,is alsoindicatedin the 
worldview of the Garden of Eden in Genesis where, before the fall, humans and Nature 
live in harmony.From this point, we can say that Mindia’s story is an adventure of going 
back to the fall (and falling again). Vazha-Pshavela sets the scene in the Middle Ages on 
the basis of the legend “Khogais Mindi” and tries to show in the poem that the plants and 
Nature not only cry and protest as a “reaction” to preserve themselves against the request 
from humans, but also sacrifice themselves as a “response” on their own responsibility, as 
established by the coexsitence of the mythic-animistic and Christian worldviews.
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`yvelasac Turme ena aqvs~:

vaJa-fSavelas poema `gvelis mWameli~ Animal Studies-is 

perspeqtividan

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: Animal Studies, vaJa-fSavela, `gvelis mWameli~.

Animal Studies aris humanitaluri mecnierebis erT-erTi uaxlesi 
mimarTuleba, romelic Seiswavlis, Tu rogor aisaxeba cxoveli lite-
raturul nawarmoebebSi, rogor SeiZleba ganvixiloT `cxoveluroba~ 
da `mxecoba~, rac adamianur `gonebas~ upirispirdeba. am perspeqtivi-
dan rom ganvixoloT, Zalze saintereso iqneba poema `gvelis mWameli~, 
romlis mTavar gmirs, mindias esmis bunebis xma.

winamorbedi kritikosebis erTi nawilisTvis miuRebelia mindias 
moZRvreba.isini miiCneven, rom is halucinaciiTaa Sepyrobili; meore 
nawilisTvis ki misi qadageba misaRebia imitom, rom mindia `meobas~, `ze-
kacsa~ da `pirovnebas~ warmoadgens.es kritikosebi maSinac, roca min-
dias qadagebasa da TviTon poemas pozitiurad afaseben, bunebis enis 
gagebis unars gonebas, logoss, sikeTesa da arsebobas ukavSireben. 
Tumca saqme isaa, rom aseTma `logocentrulma~ kritikam sawinaaRmdego 
gagebac SeiZleba gamoiwvios, radgan maTi azriT, mindia sikeTis mata-
rebelia da buneba amitom aZlevs zebunebriv niWs. magram, gana amis 
unari mxolod metafizikurad realizdeba?

ganvixilavT gvelisa da qajebis motivebs. gveli, romlis Wamis 
Semdeg mindia zebunebriv unars iZens, ama Tu im simbolod SeiZleba mi-
viCnioT, magram amjerad CvenTvis sainteresoa `dabadebaSi~ daxatuli 
gveli, romelic evas acdunebs. frangi filosofosi J. derida wers, 
rom `dabadebaSi~ gvelis acdunebisa da nayofis Wamis Sedegad adamians 
meoba da ego gauCnda, romlebsac cxoveli ar flobs, riTac adamiani 
cxovels emijneba da ris gamoc adamians cxoveli eqvemdebareba. Sesa-
bamisad, SeiZleba vTqvaT, rom bibliaSi – nayofis Wama da poemaSi – gve-
lis Wama codviswina da codvisSemdgom samyaroSi gadasvla-gadmos-
vlas niSnavs. am SemTxvevaSi, gvelis Wama cdunebis, Tavdapirveli cod-
visa da borotebis daZlevas niSnavs.

rac Seexeba qajsa da qajeTs, es motivebi ki, gvelisgan gansxva-
vebiT, qristianobamdeli warmarTobisa da animistobidanaa (konkre-
tulad, gadmocema `xogais mindidan~). poeti am motivebis Suasaukune-
ebis qristianul samyaroSi gadataniT warmarTulsa da animistur 
msofl-mxedvelobas qmnis poemaSi.
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zemoTqmul sakiTxebTan dakavSirebiT, xazi unda gavusvaT im 
epistemologiur Sexedulebas, rom bunebis ena mindias ki ar esmis, ara-
med TviT buneba exmianeba mas. es imitomacaa, rom pirveli Sexedulebis 
mixedviT, mindiasmxolod arsebobis Sedegad esmis xma.

deridas azriT, evropuli filosofosebi cxovelebs Soris gan-
sxvavevas uglevelyofen da mxolobiTSi `cxovelad~ gansazRvraven. 
`cxovels~ goneba ar aqvs da amitom adamianis mier dasmul kiTxvaze re-
agireba (reaqcia) ki SeuZlia, magram ar SeuZlia upasuxos. aqedan gamom-
dinare, ar aqvs `pasuxismgebloba (responsibility)~, ena da logosi. Sesaba-
misad, eWvs SevitanT im kritikosebis mosazrebebSi, romlebic mindiaSi 
~meobas~, `zekacsa~, da `pirovnebas~ xedaven, radganacTu mindias una-
ris SeZena misi gmirobiTaa ganpirobebuli, maSin logosis mqone min-
dias upirispirdeba logosis armqone buneba. buneba, am SemTxvevaSi, 
mxolod mindias meSveobiT laparakobs da TviTon aRar exmianeba.

poemaSi ikveTeba epizodi yvavilebisa da puris TavTavebis ada-
mianisTvis TviTSewirvisa. yuradReba gavamaxviloT im striqonebze, 
romlebic TviTSewirvasTan erTdrouladaa naTqvami – saprotesto xma. 
deridas Tvalsazrisidan rom ganvixiloT, es scena poemis gadamwyveti 
momentia. filosofosi cxovelis J. lakaniseuli aRqmaze wers, rom 
lakanisTvis cxovelis saxe Tavic mokatunebasa da motyuebas Soris 
gansxvavebaSi vlindeba. cxovels SeuZlia Tavis mokatuneba, magram ar 
SeuZlia motyueba, e.i. cxoveli ver ambobs tyuils.

Tumca, poemis animistur msoflmxevelobaSi bunebas ukve aqvs 
subieqturoba miniWebuli, da yvavilebi da TavTavebi TviTSewirvas 
anu Tavisi sikvdilis gadawyvetilebas sakuTari pasuxismgeblobiT 
iReben. dawvrilebiT, qristianuli TvalsazrisiT, buneba Tavs swiravs 
adamians nebayofilobiT, Tumca, sinamdvileSi saprotesto xmac JRers 
poemaSi. sapirispirod, Tuki animisturi TvalsazrisiT ganvixilavT, 
man unda daicvas sakuTari Tavi, magram poemaSi TviTSewirva ueWvela-
daa ganxorcielebuli. amitom ver gadavwyvetT, Tu romelia simarTle. 
maSasadame, CvenTvis sainteresoa is, rom es ori simarTle frCxilebSi 
CavsvaT da vaRiaroT, rom sinamdvilesa da metyvelebas Soris arsebobs 
tyuili,da es tyuili SeuZlia bunebas.

poema `gvelis mWameli~ Sedgeba evropuli filosofiisgan gans-
xvavebuli epistemologiisgan, romelsac vxedavT qarTul miTologi-
asa da folklorSi. Tavisi qmnilebis pirobad poeti animistur msofl-
mxedvelobas iyenebs da poemas bibliuri msoflmxedvelobis WrilSi 
wers; is warmogvidgens edemis suraTs, sadac adamiani da buneba har-
moniaSi cxovroben. TviTSewirvis epizodi gadamwyveti momentia, ro-
desac bunebas eniWeba subieqturoba. mindias Tavgadasavali Tavda-
pirvel, codviswina samyaroSi dabrunebasa da isev codvaSi Cavardnas 
warmoadgens.
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A Forgotten Principle of Writing the Four Gospels

A variety of names referring to the Lord are used and commented on in The Mar-
tyrdom of St Abo Tbileli of the 8th century in the following succession: Door; Way; Lamb, 
Shepherd; Stone; Pearl; Salt; Flower; Angel of Great Intentions; Man; God; Light; Earth; 
Mustard Seed; Worm; Sun of the Truth, Son of Immortal God, the One Eternal God** (The 
Martyrdom of St. Abo Tbileli 1964: 52–55). In a number of works we tried to substanti-
ate the assumption that, listing the names of the Lord in Chapter 1 of The Martyrdom, the 
author, John (Ioane) Sabanisdze allegorically shows the path of spiritual ascension (Ku-
chukhidze 2006: 215-228…). Man becomes similar to the Lord in different name-symbols 
step by step. Since each symbol is a concrete step of spiritual ascension, he changes and 
gradually becomes elevated spiritually by means of this assimilation. 

In Chapters 2 and 3 of the work the life of St Abo (Habo) is divided into separate 
stages - Blessed Abo becomes similar to the Lord first as Door, then as Way, Lamb, and so 
forth. These chapters present the eighteen-step path of spiritual ascension with the obser-
vance of the exact succession. There is not a single sentence in Chapters 2 and 3, where 
Blessed Abo would not be linked to a specific stage (Kuchukhidze 2006: 228-253). 

All the aforementioned name-symbols can be found in the text of the Bible and quite 
often also in Byzantine literature (Abuladze 1982: 130; Baramidze 1990: 48; Kekelidze 
1980: 131; Kekelidze 1986: 43; Oniani 1955: 70-107, etc.), but only Sanabisdze’s work 
has them mentioned in the sequence described above. 

A study of The Martyrdom of St Abo Tbileli in the light of the Gospel leads to very 
interesting conclusions. 

To begin with, let us turn to the Gospel of St John. It seems quite obvious that in 
the Gospel, the Savior is represented by all the eighteen names listed by Ioane Sabanisdze 
and, what is particularly interesting, the sequence of name-symbols in the Gospel is pre-
cisely the same as that in The Martyrdom of St Abo Tbileli. In individual chapters of the 
Gospel, Jesus appears first as the Door, then as the Way, the Lamb, and so forth. Each part 
of specific chapters is associated with one of the names of the Lord. The symbols used in 
Chapter 1 of Sabanisdze’s work make it possible to look deeper into the inner structure of 
the Gospel. Since we researched this issue thoroughly in the work specially devoted to it 
(Kuchukhidze 2006: 274-269; Kuchukhidze 2006a...), in this paper, we consider it pos-
sible to dwell in detail on these symbols, particularly those used in the Gospel of St John 
without repeating the general conclusions.

* The author did not comment on the last two of the aforementioned names.



208

Gocha Kuchukhidze

Reading of each chapter of the Gospel of St John elevates a people’s soul, prepa-
ring them for ascension on the steps of spirituality. From Chapter 10, the text includes the 
names of the Lord, mentioned in Chapter 1 of Ioane Sabanisdze’s work.

Door is the first among the name-symbols of the Lord Sabanisdze uses.
The Lord first appears under this name at the beginning of Chapter 10 of the Gos-

pel of John: “He who does not enter the sheepfold by the door, but climbs up some other 
way, the same is a thief and a robber. But he who enters by the door is the shepherd of the 
sheep. To him the doorkeeper opens” (The Bible, Oxford University Press). The Gospel 
says: “This parable was told to them by Jesus,” and then the words of the Savior himself 
are quoted: “I am the door of the sheepfold”, and then the words of the Lord himself are 
given: “I am the door of the sheep” (John. 10:1-9). Then the Lord says in the Gospel that 
after entering the door of Christian spirituality, the Way that leads to salvation, to the Fa-
ther, opens before a man. Thus, after entering the door of the ascension, Christ is the path 
leading to life... The Lord’s words: “I am the door” are continued: “He that cometh in me 
shall be saved, and shall come in and come out, and find life” (John. 10: 9), i.e. this time 
Christ appears before us as the Way leading people to the Father...

Then Sabanisdze uses the symbol Lamb.
A man who enters the path of Jesus Christ, should try to destroy sins in himself 

with all his might, i.e. he must become a Lamb... Jesus Christ was crucified for the sins of 
humanity, he was “slain” as a “lamb”... Thus, reading Chapter 10 of the Gospel of John, 
we reach Verse 10 that says: “A thief comes only to steal, kill [the word θύση (thūse) – to 
slaughter – is used in the Greek version (The Greek New Testament: 1994)] and to de-
stroy; I have come that they may have life”- i.e. this time, we can see our Lord Jesus Christ 
as a lamb, who is not to “kill and destroy” others, but it is He who must be “slain” Himself. 
It is not unexpected that it is Lamb that is the symbol following Way in the Gospel.

After Lamb Ioane Sabanisdze uses Shepherd.
Verse 11 of the Gospel reads: “I am the good shepherd: the good shepherd lays 

down his life for the sheep”. Then the Lord repeats that He is a Good Shepherd, and his 
sheep will follow Him. Verse 30 says that He and Father are one.

Then Ioane Sabanisdze mentions Stone.
Stone is a symbol of Jesus offended and rejected by the unbelieving men. Later, 

Jesus becomes a cornerstone of the new faith (Cf. Psalm. 117: 22; Acts. 4: 11 ...). Verse 31 
shows how people insulted Jesus: “Here again the Jews took up stones to stone Him.”Jesus 
asks the offenders: “I have shown you many good works from the Father. For which of 
these are you going to stone me” The answer is as follows: “We are not stoning You for 
any good deed, but for blasphemy: you, a man, are claiming to be God” (John. 10: 31-33). 
Jesus departs from the offenders, and then it becomes clear that, “there many believed on 
Him”, whom they intended to stone (John. 10:42).

In this verse, Jesus takes up the fifth step. The duty of Christians, including, of 
course, apostles, the first disciples, is to follow Him. Chapter 11 shows how Lazarus over-
comes the step of Lamb in order to reach the step of Shepherd. Lazarus died, having killed 
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in himself everything that is transient and lost all interest in the earthly. The interest in 
spiritual life has not yet arisen in him. Praying at his grave, Jesus awakens spirituality in 
this man – an interest in new, Christian, and spiritual values, and thereby brings him back 
to life... Then it is said in the Gospel that they prepared a supper for Jesus in Bethany, 
where “Martha served, and Lazarus was among those reclining at the table with Him” 
(John. 12: 2). Thus, having overcome the level of Lamb, Lazarus already ascends or will 
ascend in the future to the step of Shepherd... It is to be expected that in the future, all 
disciples will become good shepherds. As compared to Lazarus, they will not have to die 
for this, because the interest in spiritual values will be awakened in them in advance and 
this will give them the force for life... And we can see the Lord himself ascended to the 
step of Stone.

After Stone, Sabanisdze mentions Pearl and Salt. In our opinion, after the symbol 
of Stone, the Lord is represented by the symbols of Pear and Salt in the Gospel.

Pearl is a symbol of wisdom and Salt symbolises protection from decay. By giving 
Lazarus communion to divine wisdom, enlivening and purifying his dead body through 
spiritual transformation, the Lord is represented in the Gospel in the shape of the symbols 
of Pearl and Salt.

The eighth symbol in Sabanisdze’s work is Flower.
According to him, this name was given to the Lord because “by the Divine fra-

grance filled us with the Spirit”... Having examined Chapter 11 of the Gospel of John to 
the end, we reached Verse 3 of Chapter 12, which describes the arrival of Jesus in Bethany. 
Then it is said about Mary that she “anointed the feet of Jesus and wiped his feet with 
her hair; And the house was filled with the fragrance of the perfume” (John. 12: 3)... As 
if concerned about the poor, Judas Iscariot feels sorry for the perfume used. Justifying 
Mary, Jesus answers that they will always have the poor among them, but they will not 
have Him. Mary feels that Jesus will elevate man to the kingdom of heavenly spirituality. 
In this case, the Lord is likened to Flower that grants Christians the fragrance of paradise.

The ninth symbol in Ioane Sabanisdze’s work is “the Angel of Great Intentions”.
From Verse 12 of Chapter 12, the Gospel tells how Jesus comes to Jerusalem in the 

name of the fulfillment of the Great Sacrament: To defeat death, He must be crucified... 
Jesus resembles an Angel preparing for the fulfillment of a great mission...

Verse 22 shows that Jesus is told that pagans want to see Him.
The symbol Man is the tenth mentioned by Sabanisdze and God is the eleventh.
In the next verse – Verse 23 of the Gospel of John, we can see that Jesus responds 

to the apostles, who told Him that pagans wanted to see Him: “The hour is come that the 
Son of Man is to be glorified”..., i.e. in this passage of the Gospel, He is shown as the Son 
of Man, Man.

The following verses – Verse 24 and Verse 25 – say that the grain must die in order 
to rise to a new life, i.e. in order to awaken the Divine in man, all earthly features must die 
in him... Having obtained the human nature of a mortal, the Lord must die on the cross and 
rise again thereafter and, thanks to the Truth, appear as an immortal God-Man... The Lord 
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says: “Whoever serves me will be honored by the Father” (John 12:26). Here, the Lord 
appears as the Son of God Father, i.e. as God. Jesus tells people what kind of death He is 
going to take. People do not understand how God can be crucified, so they ask: “Our law 
teaches us that the Messiah remains forever. What do you mean by saying that the Son of 
Man must be lifted up? What Son of Man is this?”(John 12:34).

Thus, the Lord is represented with the names of Man and God in the aforemen-
tioned verses.

After these symbols, Sabanisdze mentions the symbol of Light. If the chain of 
our reasoning is correct, this time, the Lord is to appear under the symbol of Light in the 
Gospel too.

In John 12:34, we can see that Jesus is asked: “Who is this Son of Man?”, In the 
following verses – 12:35 and 36 – Jesus answers: “The light is among you for a little while 
longer. Walk while you have the light, lest darkness overtake you. The one who walks in 
the darkness does not know where he is going; Put your trust in the light while there is 
still time; then you will become children of the light.” Then Jesus speaks in the words of 
Prophet Isaiah (Is. 6:9-10): “He hath blinded their eyes, and hardened their heart; that 
they should not see with their eyes, nor understand with their heart, and be converted, and 
I should heal them” (John 12:40). Verses 12:45-46 say: “He that sees Me sees Him who 
sent Me. I have come into the world light, that whoever believes in me should not remain 
in darkness”, and 12 it is said at the end of Chapter that the Savior gives men eternal com-
mandments.

After the symbol of Light, Sabanidze mentions the symbol of Earth.
By his definition, God is called the Earth because He descended to the earth and 

thereby received a beautiful fruit in the shape of His followers... Thus, it is to be supposed 
that after Light, the Lord will appear in the image of a teacher of submission and 
humility...

Chapter 13 describes how the Lord is washing the feet of the disciples, they are 
embarrassed, but at the same time, it becomes clear that the followers of Christ should take 
more care of inferiors, which will become a condition for universal revival. In Chapter 
14, Jesus tells his disciples that he will soon go to the Father... In Chapters 15 and 16, the 
Lord calls the people to patience. Turning to the Father, He pronounces the words: “I have 
made your name known to the men” (John 17: 6) ... “I made your name known to them and 
will make it known” (John 17:26) Chapter 18 describes the trial of Jesus, His renunciation 
by the people, and the choice of Barabbas by the Jews. This is the end of Chapter 18. In 
the aforementioned chapters, we can see God condescended to the Earth, to this world...

Ioane Sabanisdze further mentions the Mustard Seed.
This has the following meaning in the language of symbols: A mustard seed must 

die, before a big plant grows from it. John 19:1-37 narrates how Jesus was tortured and 
crucified and how his side was pierced and how blood and water flowed down on the 
ground. At this time, a life-giving, reviving force was sown in the earth. Crucified Jesus 
forgives murderers, which cannot fail to give birth to a purifying and exalting power in 
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many hearts. In this passage of the Gospel, Jesus is like a mustard seed. Christ accepts 
death to be resurrected through the truth. He sows love in the hearts of many and many 
people.

The symbol of Worm is the 15th mentioned by Sabanisdze.
God obtained not only the mortal nature of man, but, after the crucifixion, also 

the nature of dead man. It is this dead nature obtained by the Lord that is symbolically 
called Worm... Jesus is presented under this symbol in John 19:38-40, which is a record of 
his burial. (When a man at this time becomes like immortal God, he is freed from sinful 
thoughts that changed his essence, making him mortal. He becomes more aware that death 
was not created by God and He did not create him as a mortal. And man begins to be freed 
from the influence of false spirituality, he ascends to the kingdom of truth and immortality 
returns to man, which is to happen during the Second Coming of Jesus Christ.)

Ioane Sabanidze further mentions the Sun of the Truth and we can see the Lord as 
the Sun eradiating the truth, as Godman, who defeats death in John 20. At the same time, 
here He is represented by two more names, which are also mentioned by Sabanisdze (the 
Son of Immortal God and the One Eternal God).

It has already been said that Lazarus ascended from the level of the Lamb to the 
level of the Shepherd and that in the future, all disciples must reach the level of the Shep-
herd. At the end of Chapter 21, Jesus visits his disciples. He asks Peter three times: “Do 
you love me?” And three times he calls him: “Feed my lambs” (John 21:15); “tend my 
sheep” (John. 21:16); “feed my sheep” (John. 21:17). Then Jesus tells Peter and John what 
future awaits them. The disciples will become Shepherds and in the future, together with 
other followers of Christ, they should continue their ascension on the spiritual levels.

Thus, in our opinion, the Gospel of Apostle John refers to the Lord using sym-
bols in the following succession in the aforementioned chapters and verses:

Door (10:1-9); Way (10:9); Lamb (10:10); Shepherd (10:11-30); Stone (10:31-
42); Pearl (11:1-38); Salt (11:39-57); Flower (12:3-11); Angel (12:12-22); Man (12:23); 
God (12:24-34); Light (12:35-50); Earth (13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18); Sun (19:1-37); Worm 
(19:38-42); Son of Immortal God, Invariable and Everlasting God (20).

Such a succession of symbols is observed in all four Gospels. Frequently (but not 
always), the same symbol for the Lord is presented by the Gospel writers in different epi-
sodes of His life. For example, the Gospel of John uses the symbol of the Angel of Great 
Intentions to refer to the Lord in the passage of his entry to Jerusalem, but Matthew uses 
the same symbol, when the Lord tells the apostles: “My time is at hand” and when He 
prepares for the Passover with His disciples. And in our opinion, He appears under the 
symbol of Flower in the same episodes of the Gospels of Matthew, Mark, and John.

It is clear that not every person must necessarily ascend in the sequence we have 
described: Great love can instantly elevate him like it happened with the blessed one, who 
was crucified together with Jesus and who recognised God. Man can also ascend step-by-
step, not realising what specific step he is standing on.
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All the aforementioned sheds light on one of the principles of the creation of 
the Gospel. Writers of the Gospel knew the same names of the Lord and the same 
sequence of these names. Narrating the life of Jesus, this sequence of names remained 
unchanged. At the same time, the study of some non-canonical Gospels has shown that 
such a principle was not observed in them. Thus, it seems that the four canonical Gos-
pels are united by the same symbols, as well as a strictly defined sequence of their 
use, i.e. a unified principle of the organisation of the text. In this case, it should be 
admitted that a certain sequence of the Lord’s names adopted in the Christian world 
(that we described) was also known to Ioane Sabanisdze, and he built the story about 
the life of St Abo precisely based on this principle. In this work, we are dealing with 
the manifestation of the ancient tradition of Christian literature, which must be taken 
into account when studying problems of Areopagetica, Neoplatonism. In our opinion, the 
method of referring to God by His Names is used in the process of the creation of the four 
Gospels. This method originates from the Ancient East. The Christian era transformed it 
and elevated it to new heights.

Below we present those chapters and paragraphs in the Synoptic Gospels that com-
prise the aforementioned symbols referring to Jesus. Some corrections may be required 
due to the results of future research.

Door: Matt. 20; Mrk, 1:16-45; Luk. 15; Way: Matt. 21:1-32; Mrk. chapters 2-9; 
10:1-32; Luk. chapters 16-17; Lamb: Matt. from 21:33 to 22:32; Mrk. 10:33-45, Luk. 
Chapter 18; Shepherd: Matt. from 22:33 to the end of the chapter; Mrk. from 10:46 to 
the end of Chapter 11; Luk. Chapter 19; Stone: Matt. Chapter 24; Mrk. 12:1-17; Luk. 
Chapter 20; 21:1-19; Pearl: Matt. 25:1-30; Mrk. from 12:18 to the end of Chapter 12; Luk. 
21:20-26; Salt: Matt. 25:31-46; Mrk. Chapter 13; Luk. 21:27-28; Flower: Matt. 26:1-13; 
Mrk. 14:1-9; Luk. 21:29-38; Angel: Matt. 26:14-23; Mrk. 14:10-17; Luk. Chapter 22; 
Man: Matt. 26:24-46; Mrk. 14:18-42; Luk. 23:1-33; God: Matt. 26:47-68; Mrk. 14:43-
65; Luk. 23:34-38; Light: Matt. 26:69-74; Mrk. 14:66-71; Luk. 23:39-43; Earth: Matt. 
26:75; Mrk. 14:72; Luk.: 23:44-46; Mustard Seed: Matt.: 27:1-56; Mrk. 15:1-41; Luk. 
23:47-49; Worm: Matt. 27:57-66; Mrk. 15:42-47; Luk. 23:49-56; Sun: Matt. 28:1-17; 
Mrk: 16:1-18; Luk. 24:1-48; Son of Immortal God, Eternal God: Matt. 28:17-20; Mrk. 
16:19-20; Luk. 24:49-53.

Ioane Sabanisdze’s work allows to determine exactly what symbols are given 
in the Four Gospels and in which sequence and what name-symbols for the Lord are 
used in which verses. This demonstrates one of the currently forgotten principles of 
writing the Four Gospels. In this sense, the work The Martyrdom of Saint Abo Tbileli 
acquires a worldwide significance. 
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goCa kuWuxiZe
(saqarTvelo)

oTxTavis Seqmnis erTi miviwyebuli principi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: saxarebis Seqmnis istoria, ioanes saxareba.

ioane sabanisZis `wmida habo tfilelis martvilobaSi~ CamoT-
vlilia uflis 18 simbolo (kari, gza, tarigi, mwyemsi...), romelTa sa-
SualebiTac RmerTisaken sulieri amaRlebis gza aris warmoCenili. 
igulisxmeba, rom adamianis movaleobaa, Tanamimdevrulad miemsgavsos 
sxvadasxva simboloSiA gamoxatul ufals, rac etapobrivad Secvlis 
qristes mimdevars da aamaRlebs sulier safexurebze. yvela is simbo-
lo, romelic sabanisZesTan aris naxsenebi, cnobilia bibliur lite-
raturaSi, rac Seexeba xsenebuli 18 simbolos CamoTvlis Tanamimdev-
robas, igi mxolod `wmida habo tfilelis martvilobaSia~ SemorCenili. 

Cveni mizani iyo, gagverkvia simboloTa CamoTvlis Tanamimdevro-
bis genezisi. am mizniT upirvelesad saxareba SeviswavleT. rogorc 
kvlevam cxadyo, xsenebuli simboloebiT ufali oTx saxarebaSia war-
modgenili da, rac gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa, simboloTa saxarebi-
seuli Tanamimdevroba zustad Seesabameba im Tanamimdevrobas, ro-
melic sabanisZesTan aris daculi. gairkva, rom sabanisZiseuli Tanamim-
devroba saxarebaTagan iRebs saTaves, amasTan, kvlevis Sedegad dazus-
tda, saxarebaTa romeli Tavebis romel muxlebSi warmodgeba xsenebuli 
simboloebiT ufali. 

rogorc irkveva, maTe, markozi, luka da ioane maxareblebi ise 
gadmogvcemen uflis cxovrebas, rom igi Cvens winaSe jer warmoCndes 
rogorc `kari~, Semdeg rogorc `gza~, `tarigi~, `mwyemsi~ da a. S. es sim-
boloebi zogjer pirdapir aris naxsenebi, zogierT SemTxvevaSi ki teq-
stis SinaarsSia isini gamoxatuli. e. i. Cans, maxareblebi saxarebaTa 
werisas RmerTTan mis simboloebze mimsgavsebis saSualebiT miaxlebis 
princips iyeneben. es principi Zvel aRmosavleTSi iyo cnobili, qris-
tianulma religiam ki sruliad axal simaRleebamde aiyvana igi. uaR-
resad sainteresoa, rom xsenebuli principi, rogorc kvlevis am etapze 
Cans, mxolod oTx saxarebaSia gamoyenebuli da apokriful saxarebeb-
Si igi ar SeiniSneba. aRsaniSnavia, rom es 18 simbolo gansakuTrebuli 
sicxadiT ioanes saxarebaSia warmoCenili. 

`wmida habo tfilelis martviloba~ saSualebas gvaZlevs, davi-
naxoT, Tu romeli simboloebiT aris saxarebebSi ufali warmoCenili, 
rogoria am simboloTa warmoCenis Tanamimdevroba, saSualeba gveZleva, 
muxlobrivad mivuTiToT, teqstis romel adgilas Cans uflis esa Tu is 
simbolo, faqtiurad saxarebaTa daweris erT-erTi principi irkveva 
`wmida habo tfilelis martvilobis~ meSveobiT. amdenad, Tamamad SeiZ-
leba iTqvas, rom es faqti ioane sabanisZis nawarmoebs mTeli msoflios 
mecnierTaTvis xdis sainteresos... 
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Constructing Third Space as an Attempt to Escape from 
National Narrative*

Culture scholar and theorist Stewart Hall in his work “Modernity: The Introduction 
to the Modern Societies” (1995) indicates that as a result of big epochal and local changes 
“ the old identities which stabilized the social  world for so long  re decline given raise to 
new identities  an fragmenting the modern individual as a unified subject. This is so called 
`crisis of identity: is seen as a part of a wider process of change which dislocating the cen-
tral structures and processes of modern societies an undermining the frameworks which 
gave individuals stable anchorage in the social world” (Hall 1995: 596).

We can say that now Georgian literature is going through such a stage. It seeks to 
take its position in the global and specifically in the Western cultural context and create a 
new, modernized national narrative. This is a rather difficult process. To achieve this goal 
it should on the one hand extricate oneself from the colonial Soviet attitudes and practices 
and on the other hand determine new values as underpinnings of new narratives. Bela Tsi-
puria in her book “Georgian Text in Post-Soviet Context” (2016) discussing the modern 
Georgian literary process, argues, that in the Soviet space national identities were formed 
in relationship with the political center. It involved binary positions of the center and the 
periphery in the form of the official Soviet and the national cultural narratives. At the Post-
Soviet stage although Georgian cultural space stopped to produce Soviet-type culture, the 
degree of effectiveness of the binary opposing national models also gradually decreased. It 
became clear that the basic code and the socio-cultural models of Georgian culture needed 
adaptation with new reality” (wifuria 2016: 49-50). 

The adaptation process has not been smooth. The reason behind is the Soviet ideol-
ogy formed under the colonial leadership that burdens the social culture. That ideology 
involved spread of the values, which were dictated by the center and had the status of 
unquestionable truths. The society was obliged to accept and share them. The ideology 
was opposed by the resistant national discourse, which originated in local culture and was 
full of the existential fear. Correspondingly, the literature gave cultural product which 
was overloaded with self-preservation ideology. Its manifestations were the creation of a 
hyperbolized version of the past, the imposition of special missions to the nation, etc. Dur-
ing the Soviet period in Georgia as in other countries of colonial experience of one type 
or another, the literature discussed national identification issues in a diachronic aspect, in 
relationship with the past and the history. Within this model value system was constructed 

* This Publication  was  prepared  with  the  financial support of Shota Rustaveli National Science Foundation  
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as a continuous cycle of past-present-future. Literary texts of this type had been actual in 
their aesthetic and ideological sense through the whole Soviet period. As Bela Tsipuria 
points out, they have maintained their actuality in Post-Soviet years as well. Although to-
day the official course of the country is towards pro-Western, liberal value-based civil so-
ciety and the Soviet past is being excluded from culture and social life (ban on the Soviet 
symbols, demolition of Stalin monument and establishment of theOccupation Museum), 
the influence of the Soviet/colonialist ideology mechanisms on the socialconsciousness is 
still evident. In our view one of the indicators for that is the attitudes of the society to its 
past and national narratives.EshisNandy in his book `The Intimate Enemy: The Phsicol-
ogy of Colonializm“ (1983) discusses the mechanisms of psychological influence, which 
were used by the colonizers to affect the colonized cultures and societies. One of them is 
the age-based categorization of the colonized cultures, which regards them to be at the ad-
olescent stage of development. Adolescents need guardians, help to orientate, they cannot 
make their own decisions and take the responsibility for those decisions. Therefore, they 
can move to the adult stage of development only with the help of the colonizers. Soviet 
colonization policies followed this methodology too. At the very beginning of Sovietiza-
tion Soviet Russia undertook the enlightener’s functions, what in the end was of course 
used to achieve the political domination. Under so called cultural revolution the Soviet 
leaders dictated which values were true and compatible with the social identity, as well 
as which should have been accepted and share. They offered the images of friends and 
enemies. The society was deprived of the right to think critically and make choices. They 
had to undoubtedly accept all Soviet/Socialist principles, which came from the center, as 
universal and the only truths. The function of the literature and culture in general was to 
disseminate them in terms of the respective cultural products. 

As mentioned above, there also was a resistant national ideology in the local space. 
Initially it had been weakly represented in literary texts, but later it became more active. 
However as a result of the impact of colonialist policies on the social consciousness and 
the ways it understood the reality and realized the world as a whole, the culture based on 
local resistant ideology was also disseminated as a given paradigm and it also had the sta-
tus of unquestionable truth. The society lacked the space and capabilities for critical dis-
cussion of the offered narratives, for thinking about its own identity. Therefore it accepted 
the existing models as the only truth. Consequently the Soviet national narrative on the 
idealized/hyperbolic lives of the Georgian historical figures and a special divine mission 
of the Georgian nation was created. It told that the Georgian alphabet keeps the secrets of 
the beginning and the end of the Universe, that the Georgian people  are unique because 
of their culture and many others. As HomiBhabha points out, it is always typical to the 
colonized societies, that “Culture becomes as much an uncomfortable, disturbing practice 
of survival and supplementarity – between art and politics past and present“(Bhabha1994 
:75). By it the author means that the culture is overloaded with the products of “survival 
ideology”. In our case this characteristics corresponds to the national narrative culture. 
Since the post-Soviet stage this process has actually impeded the creation of a new, mod-
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ernized national narrative. In order to overcome these difficulties and adapt with the West-
ern cultural process, a number of theories were created. They help to analyze peripheral 
cultures and integrate them into a general global narrative. One of such methods is the 
study of cultures considering spatiality, rather than national territories and ethnicity. Geo-
criticism developed by Bernard Westphal (2007) offers to study literature and culture by 
means of the mentioned method.  It connects literary studies with geographical spaces. 
The notion of space is also actively used by Robert Telly. In “Spatiality” (2013) he points 
out that “space and place are indeed historical and the changing spaces and perceptions of 
space over time are crutil to an understanding of the importance of spatlity in literary and 
cultural study today“. This method is applied by the studies of scientific fantastic, Utopia, 
interrelationships pf historical time and space in literary texts. In addition to it “literary 
caartographs or literary geography …operates precisely by virtue of specifically literary 
nature of the project, and wtiting itself is a form of spatilization that depends upon the 
reader`s acceptance of numerous conventions.”(Telly2013: 5). 

Telly regards it appropriate to use this method for the analysis of the specific 
experience of post-colonial countries, “the concept of temporality that had dominated 
the period had lost much of its legitimacy an the weakiening of traditional historic-
ity alongside the decoupling of time and progress has made possible the valorizing  
rereading of space” (Telly2013:14). In addition to it in post-colonial countries there 
“were revealed to be matters of immense ideological conflict and the throughgoing 
interwinement  of history and geography in such contestd regions brought home to 
many the vast inaccuracies ans omissions caused by the previous neglect of spatiality 
or spatal relations in earlier scholarship and theor“ (Telly2013:14).

Except for the above mentioned authors one of the first who emphasized the need 
to discuss post-colonial countries from the alternative third space, was HomiBhabha. In 
his Essay `The neweness of the world” (1994) he writes: “Although Jameson commences 
by elaborating the ‘sensorium’ of the decentred, multinational network as existing some-
where beyond our perceptual, mappable experience, he can only envisage the represen-
tation  of global ‘difference’ by making a renewed appeal to the mimetic .visual faculty 
– this time in the name of an ‘incommensurability-vision’. What is manifestly new about 
this version of international space and its social (in)visibility, is its temporal measure – 
‘different moments in historical time ... jumps back and forth’. The non-synchronous tem-
porality of global and national cultures opens up a cultural space – a third space – where 
the negotiation of incommensurable differences creates a tension peculiar to borderline 
existences`. (Bhabha1994: 218). Simultaneously, according to Bhabha, the third space 
is an alternative to express neither East and West, nor the positions of both the colonizer 
and the colonized. Rather it is a place in between the positioned and represented subjects, 
the space which comprises everything covered by its contextual contents. Bhabha relies 
upon Derida and explains that the third spaces represents intervals between a sign and a 
signifier; while Edward Soja, postmodern political geographer and urban theorist in his 
collection of works “Thirdspace: journeys to Los Angeles and other real-and-imagined 
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places” (1996) indicates that Third existential dimension  is now provocativlyinfusing the 
traditional coupling of historicality – sociality  with new modes of thinking and interpreta-
tion“ (Soja1996: 2). To be more concrete it is the space intended to think differently about 
such notions as place, location, loyalty, landscape, environment, home, city, region, terri-
tory and geography.  He writes: “I am suggesting that you discard old and familiar ways 
of thinking about space and spatiality, but rather that you question them in new ways that 
are aimed at opening up and expending imagination of spatially oriented critics than in the 
prospects for richer, more innovative, and perhaps more useful ways of seeing and reading 
made possible by this renewed and heighten attention to spatiality, broadly conceived”. 
(Soja1996: 2)

As mentioned above, it is important that culture/literature adequately respond to 
contemporary challenges so that new narratives be adopted by the culture and social in-
stitutions. Considering this based on the analysis of the novel “Santa Esperansa” by Aka 
Morchiladze  we aim to show how the third space, being emerged in the contemporary 
Georgian fiction, addresses and/or determines the formation of the modernized national 
identities in the Georgian/postcolonial literary reality. Study of this issue will enable on 
the one hand to show the value of Georgian literature as the specific case of Post-Soviet/
postcolonial country in the global context, as well as in relationship with the Western liter-
ary process. On the other hand it will help to analyze self-identification issues in the local 
space which are vital for Georgia as a transitional country. 

Georgia represents a Post-Soviet country which gained independence in 1991 after 
the break up of the Soviet Union. Since then it has experienced many difficulties with their 
historical consequences. That year civil war started and the government was overthrown. 
In addition to that separatist movements started and Abkhazia and Samachablo regions, 
encouraged by Russia, declared themselves as independent states. Under weak gover-
nance criminal increased. Civil and secessionist armed conflicts, hard political, economic 
and social situation had traumatic impact on the social consciousness. It is worth mention-
ing that despite these difficulties literary process did not cease. Within Georgian literary 
critics Bela Tsipuria distinguishes two cultural spaces. The first one is national narrative 
culture and the other one is alternative culture. She argues that during the Post-Soviet 
period literary space based on national idea and traditional aesthetics maintained its effec-
tiveness. Since the 1990s it has been obviously based on the new cultural choice made by 
Georgian modernists. The choice involves activated realist aesthetics and national ideas 
in response to Sovietization and Stalinist cultural policy. In post-Stalinist period this pro-
cess led to the formation of national narrative culture space (wifuria2016: 119). At the 
same time the characteristics of culture in alternative space involved: cultural openness, 
overcoming internal barriers, remaining after the removal of the external ones; liberaliza-
tion of cultural and intellectual processes; adoption of the contemporary Western experi-
ences (wifuria 2016: 123). Accordingly we can argue that the literary product created in 
Georgian cultural space was to a considerable extent a reflection of local problems and 
their partial analysis. However it is also clear that the society and the culture as in all tran-



219

Constructing third Space, as an attempt to escape from national narrative

sitional countries were under identity crisis, what hindered creation of new modernized 
national narrative and new cultural space. As Bhabha points out, transmission of culture 
from post-colonialstage does not require that national culture be imagined as a continu-
ation of the authentic past. Rather “culture reaches out to create a symbolic textuality  to 
give the alienating everyday an aura of selfhood, a promise of pleasure.The transmission 
of culturesof survival does not occur in the ordered muse imaginaire of national culture 
with their claims to the continuity of authentic `past” and `living `present“. (Bhabha1994: 
172). Proceeding from the above, in our case colonial/Soviet principle of historicism is 
replaced by non-historicity that is typical to post-coloniality. So if we make chronological 
categorization first we should deconstruct traditional cultural paradigm, which interprets 
present as the legacy of the past history and experience of the society and after that we 
should form new identity based on new aesthetic principles. 

Aka Morchiladze is one of the most famous and influential Georgian writers known 
since the 1990s. Deconstruction of national narrative culture is one of the dominant topic 
of his writings and is developed in several directions. Initially he reflected on the modern 
Georgian reality in his texts. His characters face daily problems and challenges of life and 
often have difficulties cope with the harsh reality. Therefore they become aither hostages 
of the reality, or die. Texts of this type are: “Dogs of Paliashvili Street” (2000), The Play 
of Patience in August” (2001), “Paper Bullet” (2006), “Journey to Karabakh” (2004). 
Between the lines one can see the effort of the author to give a thorough reflection of the 
real life and stress on the emerging identity crisis, which could have created grounds for 
value changes. That process would have led to the origins of new identity and narratives. 

Another strategy to deconstruct the old identity and narratives is focus on the sto-
ries and events that had been marginalized from the national narrative of Soviet times. The 
texts of this type are: “Flight over Madatov Island and Back”, “To Disappear on Madatov 
Island”, The Whale  onMadatov” (2004), “Meliksetbash Tbilisi” (2003).

According to Edward Soja, „A third existential dimension is now provocatively 
infusing the traditional coupling of historicality – sociality with new modes of thinking 
and interpretation… there is a growing awareness of the simultaneity and interwoven 
complexity of the social the historical and the  spatial their inseparability  and interde-
pendence  And this three sided sensibility of spatiality –hstoricality- sociality is not only  
bringing about profound change  in the ways we think about space  it is also beginning to 
lead to major revisions in how we study history and society.“ (Soja1996: 3). This concept 
is absolutely applicable to the novels by Aka Morchiladze, in which the writer evades the 
real history of Georgia and offers an alternative/hypothetical version of the past. The texts 
include: “Santa Esperansa”, “The Belt of Secret Keepers”, “The Shy Emerald”. Based 
on these novels, we can argue that the authentic past is totally rejected in texts, in order 
to avoid real life identity crisis, numerous daily problems and the past burdened with 
contested ideologies and traumas.So the author imagines alternative space* Consequently 

* Georgian literary criticists emphasize that Santa Esperanza is neither classic Utopy by Thomas 
More and  Sun City of universal happinessby Campanella, nor the human by Zamiatin, Orwell or 
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an imaginary history and a new living space are created, which presumably replace the 
real ones. In the preface, `Geocriticism” by Westphal, Robert Telly indicates “As West-
phal points out, the referentiality of fiction (and other mimeticarts) allows it to point to a 
recognizable place, real or imaginary or a bit of bothat once, while also transforming that 
place, making it part of a fictional world.In this sense, geocriticism allows us to understand 
“real” places by understandingtheir fundamental fictionality. And vice- versa, of course. 
We understand“fictional” spaces by grasping their own levels of reality as they become 
part ofour world“ (Telly, 2011: X). In author’s phantasy, Santa Esperanza is three islands 
in Black Sea, where Georgians have settled since the twelfth century. The consciousness 
of this society is not marked with the Soviet colonial traumatic experience. Those islands 
are inhabited by the descendants of Georgians – Ioanians and Sungals _ together with 
the British and Turks. So it represents an entirely different ethno-culture by its national, 
ethnic, religious and cultural origins. This imaginary country can be regarded to be a trans-
culture. Because Russia, with its political and cultural effects, is completely excluded 
from the space of this imaginary country, it represents a desired country for Georgians. As 
the correspondent of “24 Hours” newspaper writes to the editor, “The place is cool.  I wish 
Georgia were like this, damn those Russians…” (morCilaZe  2007: 18). 

According to Anthony David Smith, nationalism is a form of culture, which involves 
ideology, language, mythology, symbols and consciousness of a country (Smith2008:114). 
Ioane Islands, i.e. Santa Esperanza, in Aka Morcihiladze’s imaginary space comprises 
all these elements. There is an opening chapter in the novel, telling about the discovery 
and origins of the Islands. A guidebook and maps are also enclosed for tourists.* Tourists 
can get general information of Wikipedia site. Turks, Italians and the English live on the 
Islands, so this is a four-language country. Four languages are taught at schools, however 
it is a good manner to speak to people their own native languages. Santa Esperanza (the 
capital is Saint John, or Santa City), is subject to the British Queen with a special status. 
The British had had the country underleadership for 125 years and the plot of the novel 
depicts the end of their governance, as they leave the county. The country is under the 
control of Governor and has got Parliament. The members of the Parliament are repre-
sentatives of the old noble families of the Island. There are only 18 old family names on 
the Island and the older the family name, the higher is the social status. The alternative 
space is represented in both synchronic present and diachronic historical prism. The space 
is of hybrid nature. Three culturally different spaces coexist and mingle. They are Euro-
pean space (Italianand British), Asian space (Ottoman), local space (Santa Esperanzian), 
which combine into one hybrid culture and enable to explain Georgian cultural and social 
issues by means of the analysis of this hybrid culture. Georgian literary critics argues 
that the novel makes the reader to think more on Georgia, than on Esperanza Islands. 

Huksley   (Kasrashvili). Therefore we find it appropriate to explain the strategy used by Aka Mor-
chiladze by means of post-colonial methodology and refer it to the efforts for escaping from severe 
reality. 
* The Islands had experienced Ottoman and later British political domination.  
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What is more, if we join the maps of these islands, we will see reversed map pf Georgia. 
The Utopia of Aka Morchiladzelooks like the dream of the East Germany’s population 
about the West Germany during forty years of communist governance, or that of North 
Koreans about the South, which once used to be the part of them, but now is somehow 
forgotten, better and desired, it is close, but simultaneously is unattainable. Thus his is 
entirely a fictional country, a better, European Georgia and it is wholly owned by Aka 
Morchiladze”(qasraSvili,2011). As Literary scholar Zaza Shatirishvili points out, Santa 
Esperanza is an  alternative history of Georgia (SaTiriSvili, 2005). 

The Islands have their own myths and symbols related to the last governor Ali Bay 
Chibukh*. The parts of the broken pipe ares scattered around the Island and create a certain 
type of common myth. The population thinks that those who own more number of pipe 
parts, should have more rights to govern the Island. This myth has actuality in the novel, 
namely, the end of civil war symbolically leads to mending the pipe into a whole. Its lost 
parts are found at AgatiaTsikhistavi’s place, who is the descendant of the last governor Ali 
Bay, so the pipe is pieced together at the Museum. 

There are several storylines in the novel. One of the existing cultures in Santa Es-
peranza is cards game Inti, which actually is a simulation of life based on the principles 
of attack and self-defense**. The structure of the novel follows the structure of the cards 
game, comprises four chapters and there are none stories in each chapter. The stories are 
ordered both vertically and horizontally and enable to form many combination. Inti, by 
the author’s definition, means escape. It is not only playing for the sake of money, rather 
it is unexpired world and the greatest invention born in Santa Esperanza and expresses 
their philosophy of life and progress (morCilaZe2007: 67). In general, people of Santa 
Esperanza represent a society, whose consciousness has been formed under the influence 
of defense/self- preservation ideology (Georgian consciousness has been also formed un-
der similar circumstances). Visramian Family member lives are shown as the examples 
of these defense strategies. There are two opposite strategies. The first belongs to the 
whole ancestral and its head KonstantineVisramian. They are representatives one of the 
ancient and distinguished family names of the Island. They own a separate Island which is 
very difficult to enter. There are only tourist routes. They marry only Georgians and think 

* According to the author, the Island was discovered in the 12th century by the Kings of Georgia and some villag-
es were moved there during the assaults of Mongolians. There was a defensive fortress on the Island, governed 
by Tsikhistavi. Later due to the deteriorated political situation Georgia lost control over the Islands. Tsikhistavi 
leaders became Governors and got subject to The Ottoman Empire.  The Ottomans left control of the Islands at 
the disposal of Archilians, however required that they should have changed their denomination. Ali Bay, same 
as Osman Bay was the last Tsikhistavi of the Island, who resigned and settled in the village. The only person 
he contacted was a servant, Basila, who lived on the nearby Island. According the legend Ali Bay smoked the 
longest pipe with its end on another Island. The servant Basila lighted the pipe. One day Basila refused to light 
the pipe, Ali Bay broke the pipe and disappeared. There were several mythical versions of why and where he  
disappeared. The very pieces of pipe here scattered around the Island. 
** In the beginning the game was called “L” “Ombre”, and later it was named as Megrelian Inti, “because there 
used to be cases, when losers threw the cards away and left angrily, what supposedly was due to the temperament 
of Ioanians. “Inti”,” Inti” words were often addressed the losers, that means “do as the formers and run away.”  
In general Inti was established in such a way, that it meant survival from losing. 
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that the main virtues  are their ethnic origin and pureness of blood. That is why they call 
themselves “preserved” what is a form of protecting identity. There is waiting rock on the 
Island. As the Eldest of the Family KonstantineVisramian  mentions, “ the members of our 
family always came here, watched the Sea, waited for a sign from their great Homeland, 
Georgia. Visramians never forgot who they are” (morCilaZe2007: 137). 

Georgia is the part of the Soviet Union and the closed border hinder communica-
tion. Therefore, Visramian Family members often have to kidnap Georgians, or they marry 
any ethically Georgian person, who happens to be on the Island. These approach which is 
free from any kind of feeling and relationship, destroys the lives of not only these people, 
but also affects the life on the Island.  Visramians think that they are the most appropriate 
candidates to undertake control over the Island after the British leave. While the British 
intend to maintain constitutional monarchy on the Island and crown AgatiaTsikhistavi (the 
descendant of Ali Bay) as the Monarch with limited power. Turks, Russians, a Georgians 
and even Americans knew about the plan. The main thing was that the rest of Esperanza 
family names were not against it.  It was the optimal solution to the problem, accepted by 
all the parties, except for Visramians, so they choose to revolt and with the help of Sun-
gals a civil war starts. The other defensive strategy, opposite to that of Visramians, is the 
position by Data Visramian, who lives separately from the Family and does not identifies 
himself with them. Therefore his identity is also in crisis. He is Inti player and in love with 
a wistful woman, what is not acceptable within their circle*. His strategy of life repeats the 
defensive strategy of Inti, and when his Family members start the war, he leaves the Island 
with his Catholic Monk friend. This is the only survival for him. Interestingly Konstantin-
eVisramian gives the similar advice to Data, who on the edge of death realizes the dismal 
outcomes of his undertaking. It is noteworthy that Data’s position coincides with that of 
the author. The characters runs away from the Island, while the author runs away from the 
reality and tries to create alternative narrative and identity in imaginary space.**

Obviously, contemporary Western culture requires from other cultures that they 
focus on the present time and construct new identities in the context of global and local 
changes, where topics and characters, marginalized from the history, re-appear as the act-
ing subjects of global narratives. The analysis of the texts by Aka Morchiladze shows, 
thatliterature makes efforts to overcome periphery-associated barriers and integrate itself 
with the Western cultural space. The evidence for that is the search for ways to deconstruct 
traditional Georgian cultural paradigm and identities given in Georgian literary texts. It 
is also clear the search for new national identities in Georgian literary narratives is under 
transition and thus represents an unfinished process.

* Wistfulness is another culture on the Island. Women sing at closed club type institutions and help 
the audience to achieve mental catharsis.  
**  Interestingly, Aka Morchiladze is an emigrant writer and lives in Great Britain. 
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mesame sivrcis Seqmna rogorc nacionaluri narativisgan 

Tavis daRwevis mcdeloba*

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: mesame sivrce, nacionaluri narativi. idento-
bis krizisi.

Tanamedrove etapze dasavluri kulturis erT-erT mTavar in-
teress sxva kulturebisadmi ganapirobebs dakvirveba da analizi am 
procesebisa, Tu ramdenad axerxeben isini awmyo droze fokusirebas da 
axali identobebis globaluri da lokaluri cvlilebebis konteqstSi 
agebas, sadac aqamde istoriidan marginalizebuli Temebi da xasiaTebi 
SeZlebden globaluri narativis subieqtebad qcevas. statiis mizania, 
Tanamedrove qarTveli mwerlis aka morCilaZis romanis `santa esper-

* publikacia momzadda DSoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis finan-
suri mxardaWeriT.
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ansa” analiziT, vaCvenoT, Tanamedrove qarTul mxatvrul narativSi 
gaCenili mesame sivrce ramdenad miemarTeba da/an ganapirobebs qar-
Tul postkoloniur sinamdvileSi nacionaluri modernizebuli iden-
tobebis formirebis process da ra mizans emsaxureba mwerlobis mier 
amgvari sivrcis konstruireba. 

aRniSnuli sakiTxis kvleva SesaZleblobas mogvcems, erTi mxriv, 
warmovaCinoT qarTuli mwerlobis rogorc postsabWoTa/postkolon-
iuri qveynis specifikuri gamocdilebis Rirebuleba globalur konte-
qstSi, dasavlur literaturul procesTan mimarTebiT da meore mxriv, 
movaxdinoT lokalur sivrceSi im TviTedentifikaciuri sakiTxebis 
da problemebis analizi, romelTa gansazRvrac sasicocxlod mniS-
vnelovania  garadamaval etapze myofi qveynisTvis.

rogorc postkolonializmis erT-erTi aRiarebuli Teoretikosi 
homi bhabha miuTiTebs koloniuri sazogadoebebis gamocdilebaSi yvel-
gan tipuria, rom `kultura gadarCenis arakomfortul da Semawuxebel 
praqtikad iqca“ (Bhabha 1994:175),  raSic avtori gulisxmobs, rom post-
koloniuri qveynebis kultura gadaitvirTa `gadarCenis ideologiiT” 
Seqmnili prduqtiT. Cvens SemTxvevaSi sabWoTa perioodSi es maxasiaTe-
beli miemarTeba nacionaluri narativis kulturas, ramac postsabWoTa 
etapidan, faqtobrivad, axali, modernizebuli nacionaluri narativis 
Seqmna gaarTula. meore mxriv, swored am rTuli gamocdilebis dasaZl-
evad da dasavlur kulturul procesTan adaptaciisaTvis damuSavebu-
lia araerTi Teoria, romelTa meSveobiTac periferiuli kulturebis 
analizi amartivebs maT erTian globalur narativSi CarTvas. erT–erTi 
aseTi meTodi gulisxmobs kulturebis Seswavlas ara nacionaluri ter-
itoriebisa da eTnikurobis mixediT, aramed kulturTa analizs sivr-
ciTi faqtoris gaTvaliswinebiT. aseTi meTodiT kulturisa da lit-
eraturis Seswavlas gvTavzobs bernrd vestfalis mier damuSavebuli 
`geokriticizmi“ (2007), romelic literaturis kvlevebs geografiul 
sivrceebTn akavSirebs, literaturisa da kulturis kvlevebSi sivr-
culobis cnebas aqtiurd iyenebs literatori robert teli `Spatiality“ 
(2013) Tumca, garda zemoCamoTvlili atorebisa, erT-erTi pirveli, 
vinc postkoloniur kvlevebSi alternatul mesame sivrcis perspeqti-
idan Seswavlaze gaamaxvila yuradReba gaxldaT homi bhabha. bhabhas 
mixedviT, mesame sivrce ar aris orivesTvis kolonizatoris da kolo-
nizebulisaTvis an aRmosavleTis da dasavleTis gamoxatvis alter-
natiuli pozicia. es ufro aris pozicionirebul subieqtsa da reper-
zentirebul subieqts  Soris adgili, sivrce, romelic mTeli Tavisi 
konteqstualuri SinaarsiT, miemarTeba yvelas, romelsac es Sinaarsi 
exeba. bhabha eyrdnoba deridas da ganmartavs, rom mesame sivrce es aris 
Sualedebi niSansa da aRmniSvnels Soris. xolo edvard sojapostmoer-
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nuli politikuri geografiisa da urbanuli Teoriis avtori krebulSi 
`Third space:Journeys to Los Angeles and Other Real-and-Imagined Places” (1996). 
SeniSnavs, rom mesame sivrce es aris gamiznulad Seqmnili sacdeli eqs-
perimentuli termini, imisaTvis, rom vifiqroT gansxvavebulad iseT 
cnebebze, rogoricaa: adgili, lokacia loaluroba, landSafti, gare-
mo, saxli, qalaqi,  regioni, teritoria da geografia  da sxva.

edvard sojas mixedviT, sivrcisa da sivrculobis analizi xSirad 
SeiZleba  airios da daupirispirdes tradiciis konstruqts, romelic 
mimdinare etapze veRar amowuravs Secvlili konteqstiT gaTvals-
winebiT aqtualuri sakiTxebis arssa da specifikas. amdenad ufro da 
ufro marTebuli xdeba axali sivrculi gagebis Semotana kulturaTa 
analizisTvis, imisTvis, rom SevinarCunoT Cveni Tanamedrove sivr-
culobis cnobireba Cveni geografiuli kritikuli warmosaxva Semoq-
medebiTad  unda gavxsnaT, xelaxala ganvsazRvroT axali mimarTule-
bebi da SevewinaaRmdegoT nebismier mcdelobas, rom davaviwrovoT an 
SevzRudoT misi  Tvalsawieri (Soja 1996: 2) .

am koncefciaSi Tavisuflad Tavsdeba aka morCilaZis  iseTi ro-
manebi, romelSic mwerali gverds uvlis saqarTvelos realur isto-
rias da gvTavazobs warsulis alternatiul/hipoTetur versias aseTi 
nawarmoebebia `santa esperansa“, mesaidumlis qamari“, `moridebuli 
zurmuxti“, swored am romanebis safuZvelze SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom 
qarTul literaturul gamocdilebaSi gardamaval etapze realur 
sivrceSi gaCenili identobis krizisisgan Tavis dasaRwevad imisTvis, 
rom gverdi avuaroT uamaravi yofiTi problemebiT damZimebul re-
alur sivrces, aseve mravalgvari, umtes SemTxvevaSi, winaaRmdegobrivi 
ideologiebiT damZimebul da travmirebul warsul sivrces, ugulebe-
lyofilia mTlianad auTenturi istoriul warsuli da xdeba avtoris 
mer alternatiuli sivrcis warmosaxva/gamogoneba. iqmneba axali warmo-
saxviTi istoria, romliTac TiTqos nacvldeba realuri sivrce. santa 
esperansa es avtoris fantaziiT Seqmnili, Sav zRvaSi mdebare sami kun-
Zulia, romelzc qarTvelebi me-12 saukunidan dasaxldnen, Sesabamisad, 
am sazogadoebis cnobiereba CvenTvis Zalian nacnobi sabWoTa kolon-
iuri travmuli gamocdilebiT ar aris damZimebuli. am kunZulebze 
cxovroben qarTvelTa STamomavlebi – ioanelebi da sungalebi –aseve, 
britanelebi, italielebi, Turqebi, es aris nacionaluri, religiuri, 
eTnikuri, kulturuli kuTvnilebiT sruliad gansxvavebuli xalxebis 
saerTo kultura – SeiZleba iTqvas, transkultura. am warmosaxviTi 
qveynis sivrceSi mTlianad amoricxuli aris ruseTi Tavisi kulturu-
li, politikuri galenebiT, amdenad qarTvelebisTvis sasurvel qveynas 
warmoadgens.  

entoni devid smitis mixedviT, nacionalizmi es aris  aris kultu-
ris forma – romelic moicavs qveynis ideologias, enas, miTologias, 
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simbolizmsa da cnobierebas. (smiti 2008:114). aka morCilaZis mier war-
mosaxul sivrceSi Seqmnili qveyana ioanes kunZlebi igive santa esper-
ansa yvela am komponents moicavs. romans dasawyisSi erTvis calke Tavi, 
romelSic mocemulia kunZulis aRmoCenisa da daaarsebis istoria, aseve 
darTuli aqvs gzamkvlevebi turistebisaTvis, mocemulia kunZulebis 
ruka, zogadi informaciis misaRebad turistebisaTvis miTiTebulia 
vikipedias gverdi. kunZulze cxovroben Turqebi, italielebi da ing-
liselebi, Sesabamisad, es aris oTxenovani qveyana. skolaSic oTxi ena 
iswavleba, Tumca Tanamosaubresan mis mSobliur enaze gamolaparakeba 
karg tonad iTvleba. santa esperansa (dedaqalaqi sent joni igive santa-
siti).  britaneTis dedoflis qveSevrdomia gansakuTrebuli statusiT, 
maT 125 wlis winaT gadaecaT marTvis uflebiT es qveyana, da romanSi 
ganviTarebuli siuJeti im dros emTxveva, rodesac britanelebis poli-
tikuri mmarTveloba sruldeba da isini qveynidan gadian. qveynas ga-
nagebs gubernatori da hyavs parlamenti, romlis delegatebi kunZulze 
mcxovrebi Zveli sagvareulos wevrebi arian, aseTi Zveli gvarebi ki sul 
18-ia. (gvaris siZvele, aseve, socialur statuszec miniSnebs). romanSi 
alternatiuli sivrce iSleba rogorc sinqronul awmyo, ise diaqronul 
istoriul WrilSi, moTxrobilia kunZulis aRmoCenis, daarsebis is-
toria me–12 saukunidan dRemde. es sivrce, hibriduli Sinaarsisaa am 
kunZulze sami, kulturli identobis TvalsazrisiT, sruliad gansx-
vavebuli kulturuli sivrceebi Tanaarsebobs da erwymis erTmaneTs. 
evropuli sivrce (italiuri (jenovuri) da britanuli), aziur sivrce 
(osmaluri), lokaluri/santa-esperansuli sivrce, romlebic mTliano-
baSi erT saerTo hibriduli kulturas qmnis da amavdroulad SesaZle-
blobas iZleva Tanamedrove qrTuli kulturisa da socialuri sivr-
cis problemebi avxsnaT am sivrcis analziT. qarTul saliteraturo 
kritikaSi gamoTqmulia mosazreba, rom romani `saqarTveloze ufro 
dagvafiqrebs, vidre esperansas kunZulebze. miT umetes, am kunZulebs 
Tuki SevaerTebT rukaze da kargad davakvirdebiT, Sebrunebul saqarT-
velos rukas davinaxavT“. (qasraSvili 2011). xolo literaturaTmcodne 
zaza SaTiriSvili miuTiTebs, rom santa esperansa aris saqarTvelos 
alternatiuli istoria. (SaTiriSvili 2008). 

kunZuls aqvs  Tavisi miTebi da simboloebi, romelic kunZulis 
bolo mmarTvelis ali-beis Cibuxs ukavSirdeba. damtvreuli Ciuxis 
nawilebi, romlebic kunZulze aris gabneuli da erTgvar saerTo miTs 
qmnis. macxovreblebs miaCniaT, rom visTanac meti nawilia es met ufle-
bebs aniWebs kunZulis politikur marTvaSi. es miTi romanis siuJetSi 
qmediTia, kerZod, santa esperansaSi wamowyebuli samoqalqo omi srul-
deba da simbolurad mTliandeba Cibuxic, romlis dakarguli nawilebs, 
aRmoaCenen kunZulis bolo mmarTvelis ali beis STamomaval agaTia 
cixisTavis mflobelobaSi, sabolood, es Cibuxi muzeumSi mTliandeba.



227

Constructing third Space, as an attempt to escape from national narrative

romanSi ramdenime siuJeturi xazi viTardeba santa esperansaze ar-
sebul kulturaTagan erT–erTi gaxlavT banqos TamaSi inti, romelic, 
faqtobrivad, cxorebis simulaciaa da Tadasxma–Tavdacvis principiT 
iTamaSeba. romanis struqtura agebulia  banqos struqturis mixedviT, 
Sedgeba oTxi Tavisagan da TiToeul TavSi cxra ambavia moTxrobili. am-
bebi dalagebulia rogorc vertikaluri, aseve, horizontaluri mimar-
TulebiT da mravali kombinaciisa da kompoziciis awyobis SesaZle-
blobas iZleva. inti, rogorc avtori ganmartavs,  gaqcevas niSnavs. ̀ inti 
ar aris mxolod fulze TamaSi. es aris amouwuravi samyaro da yvelze 
didi gamogoneba, romelic iSva santa esperansaSi da romelic gamoxatas 
iqauri cxorebisa da winsvlis filosofias“ (morCilaZe 2006:67) zoga-
dad santa esperanselebi  warmoadgenen iseT sazogadoebas, romelTa 
cnobirebebac saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi Tavdacva/gadarCenis ideolo-
giis gamomuaSavebaSi formirdeboda (aseTive garemoebebSi yalibdebo-
da qarTuli cnobierebac). es TavdacviTi cxovrebiseuli strategiebi 
romanaSi visramianebis sagvareulos wevrebis cxovrebis magaliTzea 
naCvenebi. aq ori erTmaneTis swinaaRmdego strategiaa ganviTarebu-
li erTi ekuTvnis mTlianad sagvareulos da maTi gvaris ufross kon-
stantine visramins visraminebi erT-erT yvelaz Zveli da gamorCeuli 
gvaria kunZulze. isini floben calke kunZuls, romelze SeRweva arc 
Tu ise iolia, amisTvis arsebobs mxolod turistuli marSrutebi, qor-
windebian mxolod qarTvelebze da TavinT mTavar Rirsebad  eTnikuri 
warmoamavlobisa da sisxlis siwmindis dacva miaCniaT. amis gamo isini  
sakuTar Tavs `Senaxulebs“ uwodeben, radgan am formiT isini icaven sa-
kuTar identobas. maT kunZulze arsebobs lodinis koncxi. rogorc gva-
ris uxucesi konstantine visramiani aRniSnavs: `aq yovelTvis modiod-
nen Cveni gvaris Svilebi da gascqerodnen zRvas, moelodnen niSans didi 
samSoblodan, saqarTvelodan, visramianebs arasodes daviwyniaT vin 
arian“ (morCilaZe 2006:137) saqarTvelo sabWoTa kavSiris Semadgenoba-
Sia da Sesabamisad, Caketili sazRvrebi komunikacias arTulebs. amitom 
visramianT sagvareulos wevrebs xSirad uwevT qveynidan qarTvelebis 
motaceba an nebismier, SemTxveviT kunZulze aRmoCil eTnikurad qarT-
velze qorwindebian. aseTi midgomebi ki, romelic yovelgvar grZnobas 
da urTierTobas gamoricxavs, saboloo jamSi, ara mxolod am adamianTa 
cxovrebas angrevs, mTlianad kunZulis cxovrebasac cvlis. amitom vis-
ramianebs miaCniaT, rom britanelebis kunZulidan wasvlis Semdeg, isini 
yelaze Sesaferisi kandidatebi arian, sakuTar Tavze aiRon kunZulis 
marTva. britanelebis politikuri Canafiqri ki gaxldaT, kunZulze 
SeenarCunebinaT konstituciuri monarqia da agaTia cixisTavi (ali 
beis STamomavali) ekurTxebinaT SezRuduli mmarTvelobis monarqad. 
es gegma  icodnen Turqebmac, rusebmac, qarTvelebmac da amerikelebmac 
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ki. es  gaxldaT  sakiTxis optimaluri gadawyveta da yvela mxarisaTvis 
misaRebi, garda visramanebisa. amitom isini amboxis gazas irCeven da sun-
galebis daxmarebiT wamoiwyeben samoqalqo oms. 

meore TavdacviTi strategia, romelic romanSi visramianTa 
strategias upirispirdeba gxlavT  daTa visramianis pozicia, romelic 
gvarisgan gancalkevebiT cxovrebs da maTTan identobis gancda ar aqvs. 
misi identobac krizisulia im TvalsazrisiT, rom sakuTar ojaxTan 
ver axerxebs identificirebas, aris intis moTamSe Tavdacvis xaziT da 
uyvars modarde qali, rac aseve miRebuli toni ar aris maT wreSi. misi 
cxovrebiseuli pozicia  intis TavdacviT strategias mihyeba da  rode-
sac misi gvari oms wamoiwyebs, is  Tavis kaTolike ber megobarTan  er-
Tad  garbis kunZulidan, rac misTvis gadarCenis erTaderTi gzaa. sx-
vaTa Soris, daTas imave rCevas aZlevs konstantine visraminic, romelic 
sikvdilis piras myofi sabolood gaacniobirebs  skuTari wamowyebis 
savalalo Sedegebs.  SeiZleba vTqvaT, rom daTas es pozicia emTxeva av-
toris pozicias  – personaJi garbis kunZulidan, rom gadarCes, avtori 
ki garbis realobidan da warmosaxviT samyaroSi cdilobs,  alternatu-
li identoba da narativi Seqmnas. 

cxadia, rom Tanamedrove dasavluri kulturis da, maT Soris, 
mwerlobis moTxovna  sxva kulturebisadmi, aris, SeZlon awmyo droze 
fokusireba da  axali identobebis  globaluri da lokaluri cvli-
lebebis konteqstSi ageba; sadac aqamde istoriidan marginalizebuli 
Temebi da xasiaTebi SeZleben globaluri narativis subieqtebad qce-
vas. Aaka morCilaZis teqstebis analiziT, cxadi xdeba, rom mwerloba 
cdilobs daZlios periferiulobis barieri da SeZlos dasavlur 
kulturul sivrceSi Tavis damkvidreba. mis dasturia mwerlis mier 
tradiciuli qarTulinacionaluri kulturuli paradigmnisa da nara-
tivis dekonstruqciis gzebis Zieba literaturuli teqstebiT, Tumca 
isic cxadia, rom Tanamedrove qarTul samwerlobo narativSi axali na-
cionaluri identobebis Ziebis procesi kvlav tranzitulobis periods 
gadis da jer dausrulebeli procesia.
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robaqiZe contra stalini: 

bolSevikuri beladis xatisa da stalinis arimanuli arsis 

miTosuri hermenevtika grigol robaqiZis 

kulturfilosofiur eseebSi*

Sesavali

Tavis literaturul werilebsa da filosofiur esseebSi grigol 
robaqiZe mudam xazs usvams fenomenis `metafizikuri axnis~ aucileb-
lobas, e. i. fenomenis miTosuri, pirvelsawyisiseuli Zirebis wvdomis 
aucileblobas da goeTes urfenomenis (germ. Urphänomen), anu Taur-
movlenis koncefciaze dayrdnobiT Tavadac miTosuri hermenevtikis 
meTods imarjvebs yofierebisa Tu yofierebis fenomenTa axsna-gagebi-
sas. stalinis fenomenis axsnasac robaqiZe swored miTosuri hermenev-
tikis meTodze daafuZnebs. imave esseSi `stalini, rogorc arimanuli 
Zalaufleba~ (“Stalin als ahrimanische Macht”) (Robakidse 1935: 64-106) ger-
manulenovani kulturfilosofiuri esseebis krebulidan `demoni da 
miTosi~ (“Dämon und Mythos”) (Robakidse 1935) mas swored es meTodi aqvs 
momarjvebuli. 

rogorc es Tavad esses saTauridanac Cans, robaqiZe stalinis 
pirovnebas, stalinis fenomens zoroastruli miTosis da religiis 
borotebis, bneleTis demon arimanTan aigivebs. sakuTriv saxelwodeba 
arimani nawarmoebia zoroastruli Teologiis terminidan Angra Manyu, 
rac damangrevel suls niSnavs (Mythologie www…). amgvarad, robaqiZisT-
vis stalini (Sesabamisad, stalinizmi) realur istoriul-politikur 
sivrceSi ganasaxierebs am demonur-destruqciul Zalas. Sesabamisad, 
mis mier dafuZnebuli bolSevikuri totalitaruli Zalaufleba da to-
talitaruli saxelmwifo am metafizikur-miTosuri arimanuli daman-
greveli Zalis empiriuli gamovlinebaa konkretul istoriul droSi, 
romelic robaqiZis daxasiaTebiT aris `umiTo droeba~ (“die mythenlose 
Zeit”) (Robakidse 1935: 103), anu desakralizebuli, uRmerTo, `ganjadoebu-
li~ (germ. “entzaubert”) Jami. es arimanul-stalinuri Zala yofierebaSi/
yofaSi angrevs RvTaebriv harmonias (robaqiZis mixedviT `sakralur 

* naSromi Sesrulebulia SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis mier dafi-
nansebuli sagranto proeqtis: `stalinis  saxis  ideologema  da  miTologema  qarTul  
sabWoTa da emigrantul  literaturaSi ~ – xelSekruleba № DI-2016-47 -is farglebSi.
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wyobas~), risi Sedegicaa yofierebidan RmerTis gandevna, rac, pirvel 
rigSi, vlindeba adamianis cnobierebidan RmerTis ideis gaqrobasa 
da  sakraluri eTosis mospobaSi. SemTxveviTi araa, rom esses teqstis 
mraval adgilze stalini Sedarebulia preistoriul xvlikTan, anu 
bibliur gvelTan, riTac stalinis arimanul-damangrevel miTosur-
metafizikur arszea miniSnebuli: esseSi stalini, rogorc bibliuri 
gveli, aris TaurSiSis (Urangst), araras (das Nichts), egzistencialuri 
gamouvalobisa da upirovnobis metafora.*

Sesabamisad, arimanul-stalinuri Zala upirispirdeba adamianis 
RvTis xatobis, RvTis Zeobis ideas. es ki totalitarul sivrceSi, erTi 
mxriv, xorcieldeba ideologiuri da represiuli wnexis saSualebiT, 
xolo meore mxriv, raciosa da teqnikuri progresis gafetiSebiT (ide-
ologizebuli scientizmi da teqnokratizmi), rac adamianSi angrevs 
RvTismoSiSobis sulsa da spobs RvTaebriv-mistikurisadmi mowiwebis 
gancdas. amavdroulad, es procesi aviTarebs RvTisgmobis isterias. 
totalitaruli saxelmwifos damaarsebeli da mmarTveli ki Caanacv-
lebs RmerTs, RmerTis ideas da Tavis Tavs daafuZnebs fsevdo-RmerTad. 

robaqiZis mixedviT, sakraluri wyoba aseve gulisxmobs mamis mi-
Tosuri xatis xsovnas Svilis cnobierebaSi. swored aq vlindeba goeTes 
urfenomenis (Taurmovlenis) idea yvelaze cxadad, rogorc metafizi-
kuri kavSiri RvTiT Seqmnil qmnilebebs Soris. robaqiZis Tanaxmad, 
swored mamis miTosuri xatis xsovna aniWebs `me~-s sulieri Wvretis 
unars, raTa man sakuTari Tavi Seimecnos da Tanaganicados metafizi-
kuri RvTaebrivi pirvelsawyisebis ganuyofel nawilad.

swored goeTes am miTosur-metafizikuri, aseve, froidis fsiqo-
analitikuri (oidiposis kompleqsi) perspeqtividan xsnis robaqiZe 
aRniSnul esseSi stalinis fenomenis, stalinis pirovnebis arss: am mo-
Tosur-fsiqologiuri TvalTaxedvidan stalini Tavisi arsiT aris ma-
mis mkvleli, mamis uarmyofeli, romelic realur istoriul sivrceSi 
`bunebrivad~ uaryofs mamuls, gaucxoebulia misadmi da sakuTari 
erisadmi, mowyvetilia maT da mamis uarmyofeli yalibdeba mam-ulis 
uarmyoflad, mam-ulisa da mamuli-Svilebis moZuled: `mamis moZule 
Sinaganad xom mamulis winaaRmdeg ilaSqrebs da sZuls igi~ (“Der Vater-

* am TvalsazrisiT sainteresoa bibliuri gvelis saxismetyvelebis robaqiZiseuli in-
terpretacia, romelic man gadmosca sxva germanulenovan esseSi `TaurSiSi da miTosi~ 
(“Urangst und Mythos”): 

`adamianis `me~-m maSinaTve SeigrZno Tavis dacemaSi (igulisxmeba pirvelcodva – k. b.) 
sakuTar metafizikur zRvarTan Sexla. saxeobriv gveli Tavad aris es zRvari, sazareli 
civi talRa, romelic RvTaebrivsa da araRvTaebrivs Soris enas elviseburad asrialebs. 
misi xilvisas adamiani saSinlad SeigrZnobs sakuTar dacemasa da umweobas, rom SesaZloa 
araraSi (“das Nichts”) ganqardes. gveli WeSmaritad pirvelSiSis gansxeulebaa~ [aq da yvela-
gan robaqiZisa da germanel avtorTa citatebis Targmani statiis avtors ekuTvnis – k. b.] 
(Robakidse 1935: 35).
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hasser mußte innerlich auch gegen das Vaterland eingenommen sein”) (Robakidse 
1935a: 91). aseTi umamo mmarTvelis aRqmaSi ki xalxi aris masa, klasi, 
upirovno koleqtivi da ara `RvTis sxeuli~: `xalxi masam Caanacvla, 
suli ki – klasma~ (“Das Volk wurde durch Masse ersetzt, die Seele aber durch 
Klasse”) (Robakidse 1935a: 76).

bunebrivia, rom stalinis an msgavsi tipis mmarTvelis mier da-
fuZnebuli saxelmwifo Tavisi arsiT mxolod totalitaruli Tu iqne-
ba, sadac daSlilia sakraluri wyoba, rac, pirvel rigSi, gamoxatulia 
adamianis RvTisxatobis ideis destruirebaSi. Sesabamisad, TviTgadar-
Cenis instinqtiT Sepyrobili totalitaruli saxelmwifos moqalaqe 
avlens umdables amoralur Tvisebebs – bezReba, angareba, TvalTvali, 
gamcemloba, Ralati, kvla. amgvarad, aq Tavdayira dgeba universaluri 
saRvTo morali. ontologiuri TvalsazrisiT ki totalitaruli sa-
xelmwifos moqalaqe aris egzistencialuri gamouvalobis, egzisten-
cialuri SiSis, araras ucilobeli msxverpli. 

gr. robaqiZis kulturfilosofiuri esseebi da werilebi aris 
erT-erTi pirveli cda axsniliyo da `gaxsniliyo~ stalinis fenomeni 
miTosur-hermenevtikuli perspeqtividan. Tavis `ezoTerul~ cdebSi 
ki igi daeyrdno promeTes arqetipuli xatis kritikas romantizmSi 
(frSlegeli, fr. Slaiermaxeri), nicSes dionisurobisa da Zalaufle-
bis nebis (Wille zur Macht) koncefciebs, froidis fsiqoanalizsa da 
goeTes Taurmovlenis (Urphänomen) koncefcias, aseve – mefistofelis 
arqetipuli xatis goeTeseul recefcias.

1. istoriis fukoseuli analizi, rogorc Cveni kvlevis 
meTodologiuri bazisi

leqciaSi `ra aris ganmanaTlebloba~? (frang. “Qu’est-ce que les 
Lumières?”) (1983) miSel fuko saubrobs istoriaSi arsebul iseT mov-
lenebze, romelTac aqvT niSnis Tviseba, anu aqvT garkveuli funda-
menturi maxasiaTebeli. Sesabamisad, es istoriuli movlenebi, rogorc 
niSnebi, miuTiTeben istoriis msvlelobisas momxdar raRac gardamtex 
Zireul cvlilebaze, miuTiTeben istoriul procesSi axali, aqamde jer 
ar yofili movlenis gaCenaze. Semdgom fuko xazs usvams, rom istori-
uli procesebis analizisas swored am tipis niSnebi unda gamoiyos da 
`arqeologia Cautardes~ maT genealogias, anu ganisazRvros, ra gav-
lena, ra zemoqmedeba iqonies am `ikonurma~, TvalsaCino movlenebma is-
toriis Semdgom ganviTarebaze, an ra gavlenas axdenen isini awmyoSi men-
talobis formirebisa da Rirebulebebis Camoyalibebis TvalsazrisiT:
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`istoriis farglebSi iseTi movlena unda gamovyoT, romelsac niS-
nis Rirebuleba miecema. niSani risa? raime safuZvlis niSani. amgvarad, 
unda warmovaCinoT raime mudmivad arsebuli safuZvli, romelmac 
odesRac zemoqmedeba iqonia, romelic axlac zemoqmedebs da romelic 
momavalSic imoqmedebs~ (Foucault 2005: 842). 

m. fukos midgomis safuZvelze SevecadeT gamogveyo is niSnebi, 
romlebic Tavis mxriv gr. robaqiZem gamoyo stalinis fenomenis mi-
Tosuri hermenevtikisas. es fundamenturi niSnebia:

1. stalinis umamoba,
2. stalinis nihilizmi, 
3. stalini, rogorc Tanamedrove teqnokrati adamianis xati,
4. stalini, rogorc damangreveli upirovno Zala. 
 

2. arimani (stalini) vs. dioniso
2.1 dionisurobis koncefcia nicSesa da robaqiZesTan

Kkulturfilosofiur esseSi „stalini, rogorc arimanuli Za-
laufleba“ („Stalin als ahrimanische Macht“) (1935) gr. robaqiZes swored 
dionisurobis nicSeanuri koncefcia esaxeba stalinis arimanulobis 
daZlevis winapirobad. Sesabamisad, samyaroSi, istoriaSi, yofaSi 
dionisuri eTosisa da eTikis nakleboba iwvevs arimanuli Zalisa da Za-
lauflebis gaZlierebasa da mZlavrobas.

rogorc cnobilia, nicSem dionisurobis koncefcia ganaviTara 
Tavis pirvel filosofiur naSromSi „tragediis dabadeba musikis su-
lidan“ (1872). am naSromiT nicSe Seecada dapirispireboda, erTi mxriv, 
im momentisaTvis gavrcelebul „jogur“-masobrivi tipis politikur 
da socialur moZRvrebebs – marqsizms, socializms, meore mxriv, mate-
rialistur filosofiur da sabunebismetyvelo moZRvrebebs – pozi-
tivizms, vulgarul materializms, darvinizms. aseve, nicSes mizani iyo 
emxila axladdafuZnebul da gaerTianebul germaniis raixSi gabatone-
buli biurgeruli da merkantiluri cnobiereba da xelovnebis mzardi 
komercializacia. misi Tanamedroveoba, anu modernis epoqa, nicSesTvis 
es aris miTosis, anu sakraluri cnobierebis, sakralurobis gancdis, 
sakraluri cxovelmyofelobis gauqmebisa da aRsasrulis epoqa (Safran-
ski 2007: 277-280).

amitomac, am naSromSi nicSe cdilobs miTosis cnebis aRorZine-
bas da xelaxal gaazrebas, rasac igi amave naSromSi Semdgom ukavSirebs 
dionisos arqetipul xats, dionisurobis koncepts: amgvarad, miTosis 
cneba, miTosurobis idea nicSesTan gulisxmobs swrafvas sakraluri 
pirvelsawyisebisaken da maT dionisur gancdas, gulisxmobs am sakra-
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luri sawyisebiT Tavisebur kosmiur aRtyinebas, maT kosmiur gznebas 
(„kosmiuri SegrZnebebi“, „kosmisch empfinden“), gulisxmobs amoqmedebu-
li totaluri desakralizaciisaTvis, rac mohqonda racionalizaciisa 
da teqnokratizaciis gardauval da Seuqcevad process, alternati-
uli sivrcis Seqmnas (Safranski 2007: 284-286):

`dionisuri magiis wyalobiT xelaxali kavSiri ikvreba ara mar-
to adamianebs Soris, aramed gaucxoebuli, daTrgunuli da mtradmiC-
neuli bunebac zeimobs xelaxal zeobas Tavis dakargul ZesTan, adami-
anTan erTad. [...] da ai, miveaxlebiT dionisurobas (“das Dionysische”) (aq 
nicSes mxedvelobaSi aqvs beThovenis me-9 simfonia – k. b.), swored axla 
da ase gadaiqceva mona Tavisufal kacad, swored axla da ase moeReba 
bolo yovel gamaqvavebel distancias, rac adamianebs Soris daamyara 
“Tavxedma Jamma” (“freche Mode ”). [...] ai, ase gadaeCveva adamiani siarulsa 
(“das Gehen”) da saubars (“Sprechen”) da cekviT Seuyveba gzas zeciuri 
sferoebisaken. adamiani ki aRaraa xelovani, aramed Tavadaa xelovnebis 
qmnileba: mTeli bunebis Semoqmedi Zala Trobis eqstazSi cxaddeba ada-
mianis arsSi, rac ganazraxebs mas pirvelerTTan (“Ur-Eine”) umaRlesi 
netarebisaTvis. [...] rodesac ase umowyalod dakodili adamianis sulSi (aq 
nicSe gulisxmobs modernis epoqis mier disocirebel, dezorientire-
bul, gaucxoebul adamians – k. b.) Cveni germaneli maisteris (vagneris 
– k. b.) musika gaiJRerebs, WeSmaritad, ra gaiJRerebs maSin mis sulSi? 
swored rom WeSmariti gancda (“die richtige Empfindung”), romelic ar-
Rvevs yovelgvar konvencias, arRvevs adamianebs Soris xelovnurad war-
moqmnil gaucxoebasa da gaugebrobas: es musika dabrunebaa bunebasTan, 
romelic amavdroulad Tavad bunebas ganwmends, gardasaxavs da ganaax-
lebs. swored siyvaruliT Semosili adamianis sulSi iSvis saWiroeba am 
ukuqcevisaken, swored mis (vagneris – k. b.) xelovnebaSi JRers trfobad 
qceuli buneba~ (Nietzsche 2000a: 28-29).

robaqiZe srulad iziarebs nicSes miTosurobisa da dionisuro-
bis koncefcias (Sdr., misi narkvevi „dionisos kulti da saqarTvelo“, 
1917) da amiT igi cdilobs, erTi mxriv, imJamd (900-iani da 10-iani wle-
bi) provinciuli da stagnirebuli qarTuli mwerlobis ganaxlebas da 
modernistul paradigmaze gadayvanas, meore mxriv, cdilobs axali 
miTo-sakraluri cnobierebis danergvas. xolo Semdgom etapze (20-iani 
wlebi) dionisurobis ideiTa da sakuTari dionisuri modernistuli 
mwerlobiT (Sdr. misi drama-misteriebi „londa“, „lamara“, „malStrem“, 
aseve, romani „gvelis perangi“) robaqiZe cdilobs rusuli bolSevizmis 
mier saqarTvelos okupaciisa da aneqsiis Sedegad motanili totaluri 
desakralizaciisaTvis, romelsac antireligiur da antiqristianul 
paTosTan erTad aseve Tan axlda ideologizebuli teqnokratizmi, al-
ternatiurli sakraluri sicvris Seqmnas:
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`Tanamedrove adamianis sulSi TiTqmis sruliad gahqra religia 
rogorc mxne-Zala sicocxlisa, – da ai, pirdaRebul ufskruls avse-
ben RvTiuri qmnilebiT xelovnebisa. fr. nicSem, am cecxleulma winas-
warmetyvelma zesTaadamianisam, axlad gvagrZnobina ellinTa qveyana, 
– da mis aRorZinebaSi igi xedavda ramodenimeT sicocxlis tragediis 
esTetiur xsnasa. [...] esTetiuri mniSvneloba dionisos fenomenis dRes 
sacilo aRar aris: ar arsebobs TiTqmis arc erTi esTetiuri sakiTxi, 
romelic gadawydebodes gareSe am fenomenisa. garna religiuri mniSv-
nelobac misi aRsaniSnavia (xazi Cemia – k. b.): fridrix nicSem miiRo mar-
to esTetiuri mxare dionisosi, – maSin rodesac igi pirvelyovlisa re-
ligiuria~ (xazi Cemia – k. b.). (robaqiZe II 2012a: 513; robaqiZe III 2012b: 225).

amgvarad, gr. robaqiZis msoflmxedvelobaSi vlindeba dionisu-
robis Semdegi maxasiaTeblebi:

1. dionisuroba, rogorc axali religiuri eTika, axali arain-
stitucionaluri religiuri komunioni, rac gulisxmobs samyaros/
yofierebisa da adamianis sulieri arsis apriorul RvTiTaRvsilo-
bas, „RmerTSemosilebas“ (robaqiZe) (Sdr. postulati, romelic roman 
„Caklul suls“ laitmotivad gasdevs: yoveli adamianis guli, rogorc 
RmerTis xorcadqceuli nawili).

2. dionisuroba, rogorc axali egzistencialuri perspeqtiva: 
rogorc pirvelerTTan (Ur-Eine, saddasaÁ) Serwyma da sakuTari SezRu-
duli empiriuli „me“-s gadalaxva (robaqiZiseuli „qceva“); amgvarad ki 
konkretuli istoriuli mocemulobis daZleva da gadalaxva („bedis 
samzRvris“ gadalaxva). 

3. dionisuroba, rogorc sxvad qveca – „sxvaÁ Cemi“: anu, dionisu-
roba, erTi mxriv, rogorc sakuTari SezRuduli empiriuli egzisten-
ciisa da anTropologiuri arsis axal xarisxSi ganvrcoba da gadaazre-
ba, meore mxriv, rogorc moyvasis siyvarulis Taviseburi praqtikuli 
eTika, moyvasis sakuTar Tanaarsad gancda. 

4. dionisuroba, rogorc moyvasisaTvis Segnebuli, gacnobiere-
buli Tavganwirva (Sdr., vamexi, arCibaldi, olga, nata).

5. dionisuroba, rogor RvTivSemosili da sakraluri zekacoba: 
nicSes „imanenturi“, „miwieri“, apriorulad empiriuli egzistenciis 
konteqstSi Rirebulebebis gadamfasebeli zekacobisgan/zekacisagan 
principulad gansxavavebuli robaqiZiseuli „transcendenturi“, apri-
orulad ontologiur pirvelsawyisebze orientirebuli zekacoba/
zekaci, visSic da vis mierac ganviTarebuli Zalaufelbis neba gulis-
xmobs swored sakuTari SezRuduli empiriulobis – rogorc arsis, ise 
egzistenciis – daZlevas da transcendirebas sakralur-metafizikuri 
pirvelsawyisebisaken (Sdr. arCibald mekeSis „zekacoba“).
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6. dionisuroba, rogorc axali msoflmxedvelobrivi da eTiku-
ri pozicia, romlis safuZvelze unda moxdes modernis epoqis mier mo-
tanili totaluri desakralizaciis procesis ganeitraleba da axli 
sakraluri cnobierebisa da eTosis damyareba (robaqiZiseuli „mesame 
napiri“) (Sdr. narkvevi: „dionisos kulti da saqarTvelo“).

 

2.2. promeTe vs. dioniso

gonis istoriaSi promeTe-dionisos dapirispireba tradiciulia 
da, rogorc Cans, gr. robaqiZe stalinis fenomenis miTosur hermenevti-
kaSi swored am tradiciidan amodis, rac ukavSirdeba germanel roman-
tikosebsa (fr. Slegeli, fr. Slaiermaxeri) da nicSes. romantikosebisa 
da nicSes mixedviT, promeTes arqetipuli xati ganasaxierebs Tanamed-
rove sekularizebuli epoqis manqanur-teqnikur civilizaciasa da 
gamomTvlel „civ“ racios, romelic samyaros, yofierebas mxolod ma-
teriad, sagnad ganixilavs, da romelic bunebis mecnierul-manqanuri 
brutaluri aTvisebis safuZvelze sargebels aniWebs Tanamedrove mer-
kantiluri da utilitaruli vnebebiT Sepyrobil momxmarebel adamians. 

fr. Slaiermaxeri naSromSi „religiis Sesaxeb“ (1799) Tavis Ta-
namedroveobas „promeTes uwminduri arsis“ („der unheilige Sinn des Pro-
metheus“) zeobad moixseniebda (Schleiermacher 1958: 29), xolo promeTe, 
rogorc Tanamedrove pragmatuli momxmarebeli adamianis metafora, 
imave periodSi fr. Slegelma gamoiyvana Tavis romanSi „lucinde“ (1799):

`scenis marjvena mxares wina planze dekoraciis nacvlad prome-
Te iyo gamosaxuli, romelic adamianebs qmnida. is grZeli jaWviT iyo 
dabmuli da gaveSebiTa da didi ZalisxmeviT Sromobda [...] eg promeTe 
SegiZliaT TqvenTvisve daitovoT, promeTe – aRzrdisa da ganmanaTleb-
lobis gamomgonebeli (“der Erfinder der Erziehung und Aufklärung”). swored 
misgan mogecaT, rom mosveneba ara gaqvT da mudam ase gaveSebulni da 
gamecadinebulni sul mudam raRacas akeTebT. [...] promeTem, romel-
mac adamianebi muSaobisaTvis Seacdina da gawira, dae, Tavadve imuSaos, 
moiwyinos da arasodes gaTavisufldes Tavisi borkilebisagan~ (Tavi – 
`idilia uqnarobis Sesaxeb~) (Schlegel 1986: 48, 49, 50).

aq aSkaraa, rom romantikosi fr. Slegelis TvalTaxedviT prome-
Te, promeTeuli titanizmi ganasaxierebs Tanamedrove modernis epoqis 
adamianis pragmatul da momxmareblur Tvisebasa da arss – Tanamedro-
ve adamiani aris Homo Technikus da Homo Faber (adamiani mwarmoebeli), ro-
melic mudmivad cdilobs iyos Sromis bazarze da mudmivad awarmoeb-
des masobriv samomxmareblo produqcias. cneba „ganmanaTlebloba“ 
(germ. Aufklärung) SlegelTan swored am tipis produqciis warmoebis 
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codnas gulisxmobs da am cnebis ironizebiT miniSnebuli da erTi sau-
kuniT adre winaswar nagrZnobi da ganWvretilia, rom ganmanaTlebloba 
saboloo jamSi daiyvaneba momxmarebeli da pragmatikosi filisteris 
teqnokratul aRzrdaze (germ. Erziehung), rom ganmanaTlebloba, sa-
bolood, swored teqnokrati da konzumeri (momxmarebeli) adamianebis 
gamoyvanas gulisxmobs. 

nicSes mixedviT, promeTe ganasaxierebs pozitivistur sulsa da 
manqanur-teqnikur civilizacias, romelic anadgurebs bunebas da yove-
live sakralurs samyaroSi, risi arqetipuli metaforac nicSesaTvis 
promeTesa da sxva titanebis mier daglejili dionisoa: 

`promeTe – erT-erTi titanTagani, romelmac dioniso daglija, 
amitomac itanjebian is da misi qmnilebani samaradisod [...] mxolod da-
glejiT (“Zerreissung”), mxolod titanTa saqmiTaa kultura SesaZlebe-
li (aq „kultura“ Tanamedrove modernuli civilizaciis sinonimia 
– k. b.) [...] promeTe – dionisos damglejavi – amavdroeulad mama pro-
meTeuli adamianebisa (“die prometheischen Menschen”) (Nietzsche 1996: 21).

 amgvarad, romantikosebisa da nicSesaTvis promeTe ganasaxierebs 
axali drois modernul teqnokratul da pozitivistur titanizms. 

 

2.3. stalini, rogorc Tanamedrove modernuli 
promeTeul-arimanuli adamianis xati

marTalia, arimani Tavisi arqetipuli arsiT sakraluri wyobis 
damangreveli Zalaa, magram robaqiZis mixedviT, igi amavdroulad aris 
manqanur-teqnikuri civilizaciis aRmSenebeli da am TvisebiT uax-
lovdeba da enaTesaveba promeTes. Sesabamisad, stalinis arsSi Tavs 
iyris arimanulobis oris Tviseba – sakraluri wyobis damamxobeli da 
damangreveli Zala/Zalaufleba (robaqiZis sityviT „cxoveluri in-
stinqti“, „Tiersinn“) da racioSi gamovlenili manqanur-teqnikuri civi-
lizaciis aRmSenebeli iracionaluri stiqiuri neba. amgvarad, stali-
nis arimanul-promeTeuli arsi upirispirdeba RvTaebriv dionisuro-
bas da konkretul istoriul sivrcesa da epoqaSi (sabWoTa sivrcesa 
da epoqaSi) angrevs mas. amasTan, Tavad stalinis pirovneba Tavisi ari-
manulobis gamo moklebulia dionisur kosmiur gznebas, universalur 
dionisur eTikasa da eToss, anu samyarosa da kacobriobis, adamianis 
upirobo siyvarulis unars.

esseSi „stalini, rogorc arimanuli Zala“ robaqiZe miuTiTebs 
stalinis midrekilebaze „meqanikuri konstruqciebisa“ („Hang zum 
mechanischen Konstruktionen“) da „saqmosnobisadmi“ („Tätertum“), riTac 
miniSnebulia stalinis arimanul-promeTeuli enteleqiis swrafvasa 
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da (v)nebaze bunebis masStaburi da daundobeli teqnokratuli aT-
visebisadmi. es ki, robaqiZis Tanaxmad, gamowveulia stalinis arsSi di-
onisuri eqstatiurobis sruli moSlilobiT, vinaidan masSi dionisuri 
moralur-sakraluri organo – „guli“ – sruliad umoqmedoa. amitomac, 
stalinis arseba samyaros, bunebisa da adamianebis mimarT ver ivseba uni-
versaluri da upirobo siyvaruliT da igi maTgan sruliad gaucxoebulia: 

`masSi Camkvdaria sicocxliT lxena. mis guls ar SeuZlia kos-
miur gaixsnas uRrmes gznebad. misi guli ar aris mistiurad daglejili 
RmerTis (anu, dionisos – k. b.) aelvarebuli xorcadqceuli nawili: is 
aris civi, yru, gaqvavebuli. aseTi wyobis adamianisaTvis ucxoa eqsta-
zi. [...] Tavad eqstazisagan daclils sxvisi eqstazi ver autania – sxvisi 
eqstazi mas guls ver utokebs, piriqiT, is misTvis mZulvarebis sagania. 
[...] xolo vis arsSic sicocxlis madli mkvdaria, misi gulic daxurulia 
wrfeli aRtyinebisadmi. sicocxlis mimarT is mtrulad iyo ganwyobi-
li. [...] mas ar ZaluZda metafiziur eTqva „Sen xar“. [...] mas aklda siyva-
rulis niWi. stalini mbrZanebeli, Zalauflebismpyrobeli („Machtha-
ber“), magram ara – mmarTveli („Herrscher“), arseba („Wesen“) da ara – ada-
miani („Mensch“)~ (Robakidse 1935a: 68, 69, 71, 74, 106).

amitomac, „arimanizebul“ stalins, promeTes msgavsad, gamoyavs 
adamianis axal tipi – „homo bolSevikusi“, promeTes msgavsad isic „ake-
Tebs“, „amzadebs“ adamianTa axal modgmas (Sdr., fr. SlegelTan – „verfer-
tigen“), romelTa desakralizebuli cnobiereba promeTeuli titanizmi-
Ta da arimanuli destruqtivizmiTaa Sepyrobili, romelTa arsebaSic 
guli, rogorc maRaleTikuri organo, sruliad moSlilia, xolo maT 
qmedebas racio warmarTavs. adamianis am axal bolSevikur tips, roba-
qiZis mixedviT, aqvs ori anTropologiuri maxasiaTebeli: cxoveluri 
instinqti da gamomTvleli racio. Sesabamisad, cnobierebaSi racios, 
gamomTvleli gonebis gabatoneba adamianSi angrevs Sesaqmis, rogorc 
umaRlesi saRvTo realobis, aRqmisa da sakuTari Tavis Sesaqmis nawi-
lad TviTgancdis (Selbstgefühl) unars. amitom, racios mier desakralize-
buli adamianuri cnobiereba xilul qveyanas aRiqvams mxolod rogorc 
materias, mxolod rogorc saganTsamyaros (Dingwelt), geologiur faqts, 
xolo adamiani aRiqmeba ara rogorc RvTis xati, e. i. ara rogorc RvTa-
ebrivi warmoSobis arsi, RvTaebrivTan wilnayari arsi, aramed igi de-
termindeba, rogorc erTi rigiTi statistikuri biologiuri erTeuli: 

`saxarebebSi qristes Ze RvTisa da Ze kacisa ewodeba. RvTisZeoba 
Tanamedrove adamianSi TiTqmis Camkvdaria. logosis nacvlad masSi ra-
cio myofobs. homo sapiensi homo teqnikusad iqca. Tanamedrove ada-
mianSi mxolod Ze kacisa cocxlobs da misi RvTaebrivi niWi, rom iyos 
imaze ufro meti, vidre adamianad yofnaa, dakargulia. amitomaa, rom 
miTosismqmneli Zalebi („die mythosbildenden Kräfte“) (anu metafizikuri 
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pirvelsawyisebis wvdomis, gznebisa da gancdis spiritualuri unarebi 
– k. b.), sadac cxovelmyofel cxaddeba RvTisZeoba, Tanamedrove adami-
anSi aRar moqmedeben, vinaidan miTosidan momdinare sicocxlismSobi 
Zalebi iq cxadyofen Tavis Tavs, sadac fenomenSi urfenomeni jer isev 
qmedebs da axal formebs qmnis. gana Tanamedrove adamiani Tavis TavSi 
cxadyofs da acnobierebes Taurmovlenis moqmedebas? veWvob, rom es 
ase iyos. masSi mxolod `Ze kacisa~, e. i. mxolod fenomeniseuli myo-
fobs da yovel samyaroul movlenas igi mxolod fenomenad ganixilavs. 
dedamiwa misTvis aRaraa dambadebeli didi deda – Magna Mater, aramed 
mxolod geologiuri faqti. [...] samyaros ganjadoeba (“Entzauberung”), 
miwis, rogorc RvTaebriobis dediseuli sxeulis mokvdineba – es aris 
is, riskenac bolSeviki adamiani iswrafvis. istoriis am msvlelobaSi 
cxaddeba bolSevikuri Zalauflebis nebis zeoba. bolSevikebi miwas 
aupatiureben, angreven da Slian mis wminda gamanayofierebel wiaRs da 
miwis koleqtivizaciaSi aRazeveben TavianT ukidegano demonur Zal-
momreobas~ (Robakidse 1935a: 82, 83, 84).* 

3. urfenomenis swavlebis recefcia filosofiur esseSi
`TaurSiSi da miTosi~
 
cnobilia, rom qarTuli modernistuli mwerlobis mTavari ide-

ologi da erT-erTi mniSvnelovani avtori, swored germanel mweralsa 
da moazrovnes, iohan volfgang goeTes (1749-1832) miiCnevda sakuTari 
Semoqmedebis upirveles inspiratorad. SeiZleba Tamamad iTqvas, rom 
robaqiZe, rogorc moazrovne da modernisti avtori goeTeanelia, ro-
melic Tavis esTetikur da poetologiur koncefciasa da filosofiur 
msoflmxedvelobas upirvelesyovlisa swored goeTes urfenomenis 
(germ. Urphänomen) (pirvelfenomeni, pirvelmovlena, robaqiZis mixedviT 
– Taurmovlena) moZRvrebaze afuZnebs.**

robaqiZe Tavis filosofiur Tu literaturul werilebSi (`saT-
aveni Cemi Semoqmedebisa~, `vaJas engadi~, `Cemi cxovreba~, `TaurSiSi da 

* Sdr., igive paTosi da analizia mocemuli nicSesTanac: `mTeli Cveni Tanamedrove yofa 
(“modernes Sein”) vlindeba da aRzevdeba rogorc Zalauflebisadmi cnobieri swrafva~ 
(“Machtbewusstsein”), qedmaRloba/ampartavneba (“Hybris”) (zustad es sityva-koncepti Semd-
gom imave SinaarsiT robaqiZesTanac gaCndeba esseSi `TaurSiSi da miTosi~ – k. b.) da uR-
merToba (“Gottlosigkeit”). Cveni dRevandeli damokidebuleba bunebisadmi ampartavnulia. 
[...] Cven qedmaRlobas viCenT bunebis mimarT, rodesac mas manqanebiT da warmoudgeneli 
teqnikuri da sainJinro gamogonebebiT vaupatiurebT. qedmaRluria Cveni damokidebule-
ba RmerTis mimarT, pirvelsaganTa diadi qselis mimarT, romelzec Cveni pragmatuli mo-
raliTa da zraxvebiT obobebiviT davZvrebiT. qedmaRluria Cveni damokidebuleba Cveni 
Tavis mimarTac, vinaidan Cven iseT eqsperimentebs vuwyobT sakuTar Tavs, rasac arc erT 
cxovels ar movuwyobdiT~ (Nietzsche 2000b: 357). 
** aRniSnul sakiTxze dawvrilebiT ix. Cemi statia: `goeTes swavleba urfenomenze (Urphä-
nomen) da misi recefcia grigol robaqiZis SemoqmedebaSi~ (bregaZe 2013: 257-298).
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miTosi~ da sxv.) mudmivad win wamoswevs goeTes urfenomenis moZRvre-
bis arqetipul rols rogorc misi msoflmxedvelobis Camoyalibebis, 
ise mxatvruli Semoqmedebis poetologiuri principebis, Semoqmede-
biTi meTodisa da saxismetyvelebiTi paradigmebis ganviTarebisa da 
Camoyalibebis TvalsazrisiT (Tumca, aqve unda iTqvas, rom robaqiZis 
msoflmxedvelobisa da esTetikuri koncefciis CamoyalibebaSi aseve 
mniSvnelovan rols TamaSobda, erTi mxriv, qarTuli enisa da miTo-
sis msoflxati, meore mxriv, sakuTriv qarTul filosofiur sivrceSi 
fsevdo-dionise areopagelis (petre iberis), ioane petriwis da SoTa 
rusTavelis mier SemuSavebuli msoflmxedvelobrivi paradigmebi):

`goeTes moZRvreba Taurfenomenis Sesaxeb CemTvis saganTa Se-
mecnebis safuZvlad iqca. sinamdvilis xedva Camoyalibebis processa da 
mTelis dinebaSi, da ara calkeul momentebSi – gana mwerlisa (xazi Cemia 
– k. b.) da moazrovnis umaRlesi amocana araa?~  (robaqiZe V 2012c: 361). 

amgvarad, erT-erTi umTavresi SemoqmedebiTi da poetologiuri 
inspiraciis wyaro, umTavresi ideur-filosofiuri koncefcia, ro-
melic gansazRvravs, zogadad, robaqiZis Semoqmedebas da mis specifi-
kas sakuTriv qarTul msoflmxedvelobriv paradigmebTan erTad, aris 
swored goeTes urfenomenis (robaqiZis mixedviT `Taurmovlenis~) 
koncefcia, romelic robaqiZis mier recifirebul sxva filosofiur 
moZRvrebaTa implicituri safuZvelia: anu, robaqiZis SemoqmedebaSi 
recifirebuli sxvadasxva religiur-filosofiuri moZRvrebani gan-
xiluli da gaazrebulia swored goeTes pirvelfenomenis moZRvrebis 
konteqstSi (mag., igive, nicSes maradiuli dabrunebis idea. Sdr.: `ara 
erTeulis maradiuli dabruneba Tavis Tavisaken, aramed erTeulSDi 
maradiulis dabruneba Tavis Tavisaken~, robaqiZe V 2012c: 361). rac 
mniSvnelovania, robaqiZe swored goeTes Taurfenomenis perspeqtivi-
dan cdilobs swvdes stalinis pirovnebis arimanul Sinagan arssa da 
stalinizmis miTosur safuZvlebs. Tumca, jer ganvixiloT goeTes 
urfenomenis koncefciis robaqiZiseuli recefcia.

rogorc cnobilia, goeTem urfenomenis koncefcia Tavisi bu-
nebismetyveluri kvlevebis, kerZod, botanikuri kvlevebis fargleb-
Si ganaviTara, rodesac man wamoayena e. w. pirvelmcenaris (Urpflanze) 
idea, romlis Tanaxmadac organuli bunebis calkeuli formebis (go-
eTes mixedviT “Gestalt”), am SemTxvevaSi, mcenareTa samyaros konkre-
tuli formebis egzistencia determinebulia maTive metafizikuri 
pirvelsawyisebiT: anu, mcenareTa samyaros mravalferovan saxeobebs 
(`geStalt~-ebs) safuZvlad udevs yvela mcenarisaTvis erTi saerTo, 
sayovelTao metafizikuri Sinasaxe (goeTes mixedviT “Typus”), anu 
pirvelmcenare. Sesabamisad, bunebis fenomenebi, am SemTxvevaSi, mcena-
reTa samyaros formebi empiriul sinamdvileSi vlindebian rogorc am 
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pirvelmcenaris, anu urfenomenis usasrulo empiriuli emanaciebi, 
rac niSnavs imas, rom goeTes ontologiuri daSvebis Tanaxmad, perspeq-
tivaSi SesaZlebelia mcenareTa axal-axali, jer ar arsebuli saxeobe-
bis mudmivi da usasrulo warmoqmna: 

`pirvelmcenare (“Urpflanze”) samyaros gasaocari qmnileba da misi 
gasaRebia. [...] am modelis mixedviT SesaZlebelia mcenareTa usasrulo 
gamogoneba. es niSnavs: is mcenareebi, romlebic axla arc ki arseboben, 
SemdgomSi SeZleben arsebobas. da es poeturi da ferweruli gamonago-
ni ki ar aris, aramed WeSmariti da ucilobeli realobaa. amave kanonis 
misadageba yvela sxva danarCen cocxal arszea SesaZlebeli~ (Goethe 
2000a: 323-324).

amgvarad, aq isic irkveva, rom goeTe pirvelmcenaris ideas sa-
fuZvlad udebs organuli bunebis sxva formebsac, mag., cxovelTa sam-
yaros (ix. misi leqsi `cxovelTa metamorfoza~/“Metamorphose der Tiere”) 
da  adamianis anTropologiur arssac (ix. misi poeturi cikli `orfi-
kuli pirvelsityvebi~ /“Urworte. Orphisch”) (bregaZe 2012: 166-167). 

narkvevSi `mcenareTa metamorfozis axsnis cda~ (“Versuch die 
Metamorphose der Pflanzen zu erklären”) (1790) erTwlian mcenareebze da-
kvirvebis safuZvelze goeTe aseve aviTarebs Tvalsazriss, romlis 
Tanaxmadac, mcenaris safexurebrivi ganviTrebis (goeTes mixedviT 
`metamorfozis~, an `zeaRsvlis~/“Steigerung”) yovel etapze TiToeuli 
segmenti, mag. foToli, Tavis TavSi potenciurad Seicavs mTliani mce-
naris Sinasaxes da Sesabamisad, am calkeuli segmentidan (mag., foTli-
dan) mTliani mcenaris aRmocenebis unars (Goethe 2000b: 101).

esseSi `TaurSiSi da miTosi~ robaqiZe, zogadad, adamianis da, 
konkretulad, modernis epoqis adamianis arsebobis ontologias swo-
red goeTes urfenomenis (Sesabamisad, pirvelmcenaris) koncefciaze 
dayrdnobiT xsnis, rasac robaqiZe subieqtis zRvriseul viTarebaSi 
Cayenebis konteqstSi aviTarebs. aq egzistencialuri sazRvris rols 
metafizikuri SiSiT aRZruli sikvdilis fenomenis intensiuri gancda 
asrulebs, romlis moqmedebis Sedegadac subieqti Taviseburi an-an-is 
mdgomareobaSi aRmoCndeba: erTi mxriv, aq sikvdili vlindeba, rogorc 
aprioruli fenomeni, romelic saboloo zRvars udebs subieqtis Sem-
dogom egzistencias da gadahyavs igi araraseul ganzomilebaSi, anu, aq 
sikvdili gvevlineba subieqtis subieqturobis, misi TviTobis (Selbst) 
gaqrobisa da mospobis apriorul winapirobad; xolo, meore mxriv, ro-
baqiZe uSvebs metafizikur zRvarze myofi subieqtis Tavis miTosur 
pirvelsawyisebTan, anu pirvelfenomeniseul transcendentur sivrce-
Si dabrunebisa da misi araempiriulis sferoSi Semdgomi egzistenciis 
SesaZleblobasac:
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`Cven TaurSiSisTvisa varT ganwirulni. 
Tumca yoveli zRvari orlesulia (“zwieschneidig”), da swored iq, 

sadac araradmqmneli (“nichtend”) sicariele Casafrebula, iqve moismis 
RvTis sunTqvac. dauSretelad Rvivis CvenSi Taursawyisi (“Urbeginn”). 
igi idumal myofobs yovel sagansa da yovel movlenaSi~ (Robakidse 
1935b: 36). 

amgvarad, swored am zRvriseul viTarebaSi subieqtis winaSe war-
moiqmneba egzistencialuri an–an: subieqti an kargavs Tavis subieq-
turobas da araraseul ganzomilebaSi qreba, an misi subieqturoba sa-
kuTari transcendirebadi enteleqiisa da cnobierebiseuli nebelobis 
safuZvelze transcendirebs da uerTdeba araempiriul, metafizikur 
pirvelfenomeniseul ganzomilebas. Sesabamisad, aq sakiTxi dgas asec: 
Tu, ra aris subieqtis subieqturobis, pirovnulobis arsebobis winapi-
roba – mxolod empiriuli sinamdvile, Tu araempiriuli sinamdvilec; 
anu, SeuZlia Tu ara subieqts sakuTari enteleqiis safuZvelze, ro-
melic organuli bunebis sxva formebisagan (mag. mcenareebisagan) gans-
xvavebiT TavisTavad ki ar viTardeba, aramed sakuTari cnobierebise-
uli nebelobis safuZvelze, e. i. SeuZlia Tu ara subieqts transcendi-
reba (gadalaxva, gadasvla), anu zRvriseuli mdgomareobis daZlevisas 
sakuTari subieqturobis araempiriul da transcendentur sinamdvi-
leSic SenarCuneba.

subieqtis am aprioruli zRvriseuli egzistenciis hermenevti-
kas robaqiZe esseSi Semdgom axorcielebs swored goeTes urfenomenis 
koncefciis WrilSi:

`savsebiT aramarTebuli Cans maradiuli kvlavmobrunebis amgva-
ri  (e. i. nicSeseuli – k. b.) gaazreba: ara calkeuli ubrundeba Tavis-
Tavs maradiulad, aramed maradiuli ubrundeba TavisTavs calkeulSi, 
e. i. Taursawyisi. igia am qveynad yvela movlenis TaurmiTosi. [...] Taur-
mcenaris ideam erTbaSad gadawyvita umniSvnelovanesi problemebi. 
pirvelad msoflio istoriaSi mTeli yofiereba saxeobriv-bunebiTi 
mWvretelobis safuZvelze (“bild- und natursichtig”) miTosur realobad 
iqna Semecnebuli. [...] Taurmcenare mcenaris miTiuri sinamdvilea – 
ara istoriuli faqti, erTjeradi movlena, aramed kosmiuri, romelic 
mudmivad vlindeba. Taurmcenare miTosis grZnobad-poeturi saxea. [...] 
ase Tvlems yovel sawyisSi pirvelsawyisi da maradiuli xorcs isxams 
calkeulSi. da rodesac calkeuli (“das Einzelne”) maradiulis (“das 
Ewige”) gamanayofierebel moqmedebas Tavis TavSi SeigrZnobs, maSin is 
maradiulis Tanaziari Seiqneba. da Semdgom misTvis (e. i. calkeulis-
Tvis, anu subieqtisTvis – k. b.) is momakvdinebeli zRvari aRar iqceva 
ucilobel safrTxed, da sakuTari TviTobac (“Selbst”) gadarCeba meta-
fizikur zRvarTan Sexlisas~ (Robakidse 1935b: 38, 41-42). 
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Aamgvarad, goeTes urfenomenis koncefciaze dayrdnobiT roba-
qiZe esseSi `TaurSiSi da miTosi~ aviTarebs ontologiur Tvalsazriss, 
romlis mixedviTac subieqti (`calkeuli~) Tavisi transcendirebadi 
Sinagani arsis (enteleqiis) safuZvelze imTaviTve iswrafvis urfeno-
menisaken, anu pirvelsawyisiseuli egzistenciisaken, metafizikuri 
pirvelsawyisebisaken. Tavis mxriv ki, obieqti, am SemTxvevaSi urfeno-
meni, anu metafizikuri pirvelsawyisi, empiriul sinamdvileSi vlinde-
ba organuli bunebis mravalferovani formebis saxiT – mcenareTa da 
cxovelTa samyaro, Tavad adamianis mravalferovani anTropologiuri 
arsi da misi istoriuli yofa, romelic vlindeba erovnuli kulture-
bis mravalferovnebis saxiT.A amgvarad, urfenomeni (pirvelfenomeni, 
Taurfenomeni) vlindeba movlenaTa samyaros, e.i. empiriuli sinam-
dvilis fenomenebSi, romlebic kvlav ubrundebian urfenomeniseul 
egzistencias. aq gvaqvs subieqt-obieqtis dialeqtikuri mTlianoba 
da maTi urTierTgamomdinareoba. Sesabamisad, sakuTar egzistenciaSi 
yoveli calkeuli subieqti mudmivad, usasrulod ki ar gadis sikvdil-
sicocxlis erTsa da imave cikls, rasac nicSes mixedviT safuZvlad 
udevs sicocxle (Leben), rogorc yofierebis iracionaluri aprioru-
li pirvelsawyisi, aramed yofierebaSi maradiuli, anu urfenomenise-
uli maradiulad vlindeba empiriuli sinamdvilis calkeul formebSi, 
maT Soris adamianis anTropologiur arsSic, da maradiulobisaken, anu 
urfenomenisaken swarfvis unars aniWebs maT – mcenareebsa da cxovelTa 
samyaroSi es swrafva gaucnobiereblia, xolo adamianSi gacnobierebu-
li da sakuTar cnobierebiseul nebelobaze dafuZnebuli (Sdr. goeTes 
cikli `orfikuli pirvelsityvebi~) (bregaZe 2012: 178-181). 

amgvarad, robaqiZis mixedviT urfenomeni maradiulad vlindeba 
empiriuli sinamdvilis fenomenebSi, romlebic Semdgom apriorulad 
ubrundebian pirvelfenomeniseul WeSmarit egzistencias, vinaidan 
empiriuli sinamdvilis fenomenTa mravalsaxovnebas, anu geStal-
tebs, erTi saerTo, sayovelTao Sinasaxe (goeTes mixedviT tipi) udevs 
ontologiur safuZvlad (mag., goeTesTan mcenareTa samyaros mra-
valferovneba Tavs iyris pirvelmcenareSi, anu erTian sayovelTao 
mcenareseul urfenomenSi). Tumca, Semdgom robaqiZe erTgavard afar-
Tovebs goeTes urfenomeniseulis sferos da misken mimarTavs rogorc 
calkeuli subiqtis, ise erebisa da, Sesabamisad, mTeli kacobriobis 
egzistencias, romlebic, erTi mxriv, arian pirveladamianis (am SemTx-
vevaSi bibliuri adamis) empiriul gamovlinebebs istoriul sivrceSi, 
sadac, rogorc calke subieqti, ise yoveli calkeuli eri da mTeli ka-
cobrioba Tavis TavSi atarebs pirveladamianis Sinasaxes. xolo subi-
eqtis, erisa da, Sesabamisad, kacobriobis ontologiuri amocana da misi 
eTikuri mzaobisa da qmedebis safuZvelia am pirveladami(ani)seuli, 
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anu urfenomeniseuli sawyisebisaken Seuqcevadi swrafva, rac robaqi-
Zis ontologiuri daSvebis Tanaxmad aprioruladaa mocemuli adami-
anis (Sesabamisad, kacobriobis) Sinagan arsSi (robaqiZe 2012d: 371).

Sesabamisad, robaqiZis mixedviT, goeTes urfenomenis moZRvre-
baSi mTeli empiriuli sinamdvile da masSi mocemuli organuli bunebis 
fenomenebi moiazreba ara rogorc saganTsamyaro (Dingwelt), e. i. moiaz-
reba ara rogorc wmindad materialuri sinamdvile, aramed rogorc 
pirvelsawyisebisaken winmswrafveli cxovelmyofeli fenomenebi, ro-
melTa arsebobis safuZvelsac swored metafizikuri pirvelfenomeni-
seuli realoba qmnis, rasac robaqiZe sxvagvarad `miTosur realobas~ 
uwodebs. amgvarad, robaqiZis (Sesabamisad, goeTes) Tanaxmad, yofiere-
baSi mudmivad, dausruleblad mocemulia urfenomenis metafizikuri-
dan fizikurSi, miTosuridan istoriulSi da piruku mimoqceva. 

3.1. stalinis umamoba da nihilizmi urfenomenis 
koncefciis perspeqtividan

robaqiZis mixedviT, stalinis „arimanizeba“ gamowveulia swored 
imiT, rom stalinis pirovnebaSi ar iyo mocemuli mamis arqetipuli mi-
Tosuri pirvelxatis gzneba da gancda. amitomac, stalinis Rarib ojax-
Si mxolod sisastike da usiyvaruloba sufevda, sadac mamasa da Svils, 
rogorc Taurfenomensa da fenomens, Soris metafizikuri kavSiri Se-
ferxda: stalinis SemecnebaSi iyo svla mxolod win, anu viTardeboda 
fenomeni, xolo svla ukan, anu urfenomenis xsovna da kosmiuri gancda, 
sruliad moSlili da gauqmebuli. amitomac, mis arsSi saerTod ar myo-
fobda „miTosis mqmneli Zalebi“ („die mythosbildende Kräfte“), anu is spi-
ritualuri Semecnebis Zala, romlis safuZvelzec, robaqiZis Tanax-
mad, adamians Seswevs unari, erTi mxriv, mudmivad ganicados metafi-
zikuri pirvelsawyisebis moqmedeba da, meore mxriv, sakuTar arsebaSi 
moipovos e. w. „Suaguli“ („Mitte“), e. i. Semecneba erTdroulad warmar-
Tos rogorc win, ise ukan da ase ganicados e. w. „maradiuli awmyo“, anu 
hqondes „didi SuadRis“ maradiuli gzneba:

`aRmosavleTma icis, ras niSnavs mama: is aris Tesli, romelic 
kosmiur anayofierebs. [...] is metafiziur sicocxles agrZelebs Svilis 
yovel fiziur xtilsa da ujredSi. aq myofobs mamis STamomavlobiTi 
xsovna. sadac es xsovna mkvdaria, iq sicocxle Seferxebulia. stalinis 
saxlSi es xsovna Seferxebuli iyo. Svilma dawyevla mama, Tesli da amiT 
Tavad Sesaqme SeiZula. misTvis amieridan aRar arsebobda siyvaruli, 
misTvis aRar arsebobda sixaruli. sicocxlis dvrita moSxama mamisad-
mi amouvsebma mZulvarebam. aseTi umamo Tavis umamobas Tuki mistiur 
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ver daZlevs, masSi imTaviTve mudam gauqmebulia erTi uarsebiTesi ram 
– sicocxliT lxena. [...] stalins pirdapir stanjavda samyaros mraval-
ferovneba. metic: mas TviT sicocxlis atana ar SeeZlo. is iswrafvoda 
ngrevisaken, raTaAmasSi mborgavi ganadgurebis neba gamoecada da mis-
Tvis gasaqani mieca~ (Robakidse 1935a: 67, 68, 72).

Tavad stalins am metafizikuri ufskrulis „mistiuri daZlevis“ 
(„mystisch überwinden“) arc unari hqonda da arc survili, misi arimanu-
li enteleqia mas swored im swavlebebisaken izidavda, sadac mocemuli 
iyo miTosis, anu metafizikuri pirvelsawyisebisa da sakraluri dioni-
surobis sruli uaryofa da ganadgureba. amitomac, robaqiZis dakvir-
vebiT, stalini sruliad „bunebrivad“ mivida vulgarul materializ-
mamde da rusul marqsizmamde:

`amitom misTvis nihilizmi swored rom zedgamoWrili iyo. [...] 
Tuki damtkicdeboda, rom adamiani maimunebis mdogmas ekuTvnis, maSin 
rCeulnic yovelgvar xibls dakargavdnen: napoleoni aRar iqneboda 
raime gansakuTrebuli ram, aramed erT-erTi mravalTagani. [...] magram 
aq SefarviT sxva azric iyo Caqsovili: Tuki adamiani Tavis arsSi ma-
imunis msgavsia, maSin amiT srul absurdad warmoCndeboda bibliise-
uli Sesaqmis swavleba adamianis RviTsmsgavsebis Sesaxeb. amgvard ki 
bolo moeReboda RvTis xatobisa da msgavsebis ideas. stalinic moeqca 
nihilistebis gavlenis qveS da vnebianad Seudga sabunebismetyvelo 
kvlevebis Seswavlas. is darwmunebuli iyo, rom es kvlevebi mas uci-
loblad miiyvanda RvTis uaryofamde. Mmagram is ver acnobierebda, rom 
RvTisagan mowyvetili, uRmerTo adamiani Tavad samyarosTan dakar-
gavda yovelgvar kavSirs. SesaZloa, qvecnobierad mas esec undoda: 
daarRvevda sakralur wyobas sagnebs Soris, Tavad sicocxlec Sefer-
xdeboda. es gaTvla ki zedgamoWrili iyo maTTvis, visac sicocxle 
imTaviTve stanjavda. stalins Zlieri, civi logika da gamaxvilebuli 
mexsiereba („Gedächtnis“) hqonda, magram ar hqonda xsovna („Erinnerung“). 
is daSorda RmerTs da STainTqa Tavissave meamboxe ZalauflebaSi~ 
(Robakidse 1935a: 72, 73-74).

Aaq robaqiZem zustad SeniSna, rom stalinSi swored xsovnis („Erin-
nerung“) metafizikur-spiritualuri unaris Segnebuli moSla iyo is 
fundamenturi anTropologiuri darRveva, ris safuZvelzec stalinma 
„mistiuri“ kavSiri gawyvita rogorc miTo-metafizikur pirvelsawyise-
baTan (dionisurobasTan), urfenomenis wiaRTan, ise „dazain“-Tan, anu 
fenomenTa samyarosTan, sicocxlesTan, kacobriobasTan, samSoblo-
sTan, adamianTan.
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4. stalini, rogorc damangreveli upirovno samyarouli 
Zalis (Kraft/Wille/Macht) gansaxiereba 

esseSi „stalini rogorc arimanuli Zala“ robaqiZe satlinis 
kidev erT arsobriv arimanul maxasiaTebels gamoyofs – mis upirovno-
bas, stiqiur, damangrevel da yovliswamlekav bunebas, riTac igi uax-
lovdeba da emsgavseba Tavad yofierebis arss, yofierebis fundamen-
tur maxasiaTebels, anu, uaxlovdeba da emsgavseba samyaros, rogorc 
Zalauflebis nebas. stalinis arsis daxasiaTebisas, robaqiZe, faqti-
urad, exmianeba nicSes ontologiur xedvas, romlis mixedviTac, samya-
ro Zalauflebis nebaa, anu usaSvelo da usazmno energiaTa usasrulo 
da marad erTi da igive gamovlenaa:

`is aRar aris adamiani, aramed is aris arseba, sazareli, saSineli 
arseba [...] Tavad gaTavisuflda ra yovelgvari kompleqsebisa da TviT-
SezRudvisagan, is ukve moqmedebs rogorc brma da wamlekavi bunebis 
Zala~ (Robakidse 1935a: 104). *

amgvarad, robaqiZis mixedviT, samyaros, rogorc „wminda“ nebis 
usasrulobasa da stiqiurobas, srulad Seesabameba stalini, rogorc 
„wmindad“ stiqiuri politikur-ideologiuri neba, Zala da Zalufle-
ba. Sesabamisad, stalinisturi saxelmwifos „funqcionirebis“ safuZ-
veli, saboloo jamSi, aris ara racio, gamomTvleli goneba, aramed ira-
cionaluri politikuri Zalauflebis neba, romelic SeuzRudavad da 
stiqiurad vlindeba konkretul politikur ZaladobaSi milionobiT 
adamianis masobrivi represiebis, maTi yovlismomcveli politikuri 
zedamxedvelobis, damorCilebisa da damonebis saxiT.

* Sdr.: `da gnebavT uwyodeT, Tu ra aris >>samyaro<< CemTvis? gnebavT giCvenoT is Cems 
sarkeSi areklili? es samyaro sxva araferia, Tu ar usaSinles da uzarmazar ZalTa wiaRi, 
romelsac arc dasawyisi aqvs da arc dasasruli, romelic arc mcirdeba da arc izrdeba, 
romelic arc amoiwureba da arc aRivseba, aramed gardaisaxeba da mudmivad ucvalebadi 
erTi sidide rCeba misgan. igia viTarca meurneoba gasavalisa da Semosavlis gareSe, zrdi-
sa da Semcirebis gareSe. igi sxva >>arafrisganaa<< SemosazRvruli, igi mxolod Tavad 
uwesebs TavisTavs sazRvrebs. masSi araferia amowurvadi da ganqarvebadi, masSi araferi 
farTovdeba usasrulod. aramed samyaro aris gansazRvruli Zala, romelic gansazRvrul 
sivrceSia moqceuli. am sivrceSi araferi rCeba “carieli”, is am ZaliT amoivseba, igia am 
ZalTa TamaSis wiaRi, am ZalTa talRebis TamaSi, erTdroulad erTi da mravali. es Zal-
ni uceb erT adgilas moiyrian Tavs da Seiyrebian, amavdroulad ki sxvagan mcirdebian... 
samyaro Tavis TavSi moboboqre stiqiur ZalTa zRvaa, marad TavisTavis gardamsaxveli, 
marad Tavis TavSi Cabrunebuli, TavisTavSi ukumiqceuli, kvlavdabrunebis usasrulo 
weliwadebSi ganrTxmuli.…[...] is mudmiv qmnadobaSia, is ver ZReba Tavis TaviT, igi ar cnobs 
moyirWebasa da gadaRlas. esaa  Cemi d i o n i s u r i samyaro (“meine  d i o n y s i s c h e  Welt”) – 
samyaro marad da usasruld Tavis Tavis qmnisa, marad da usasrulod Tavis Tavis ngrevisa, 
igia Cemi miRmiereba sikeTisa da borotebisagan, samyaro yovelgvari miznis gareSe. gne-
bavT garqvaT misi saxeli, romelic ars yvela mis gamocanaTa gasaRebi? e s   s a m y a r o  
Z a l a u f l e b i s  n e b a a   d a   s x v a   a r a f e r i  (“W i l l e   z u r   M a c h t”). da Tavad 
Tqvenc Zalauflebis neba xarT da sxva araferi~ [Fr. 38/12, 1885] (Nietzsche 1996: 157-158).
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stalinis arimanulobis es stiqiuri da umarTavi anTropologi-
uri Tu ontologiuri maxasiaTebeli goeTeseul mefistofelTanac 
amJRavnebs siaxloves, vinaidan goeTes mefistofelic warmoCndeba 
samyaroSi dausabamod amoqmedebul usaSvelo damangrevel Zalad, sa-
myaroul „brma“ nebad (Tavad am personaJis onomastikac ki am Tvise-
baze miuTiTebs: Zv ebr. mephir – „damangreveli, tophel – „matyuara“;E ix. 
Erläuterungen ... 2001: 21-22). amitom, SeiZleba iTqvas, rom stalinis ariman-
uloba, rogorc misi damangreveli buneba, arsobrivad da Tvisobrivad 
uaxlovdeba mefistofelis bunebas. amgvarad, SesaZlebelia saubari 
stalinis erTdroulad arimanul, mefistofelur da promeTeul-ti-
tanur arsze, romlic yofierebidan, „dazain“-idan, adamianis cnobi-
erebidan gandevnis RTvTaebriv dionosos da amiT angrevs samyaros 
sakralur wyobas. *

daskvnis magier

gr. robaqiZe sicocxlis bolomde goeTeanelad darCa da misT-
vis ontologiuri Tu anTropologiuri Semecnebis procesSi sicocx-
lis bolomde Zvirfasi da safuZvelmdebi iyo goeTes urfenomenis 
(Taurmovlenis) koncefcia, rogorc `dazain~-is saganTa da movlenaTa 
miTosuri axsnis safuZveli da meTodologia. gamouqveynebel esseSi 
„texne da miTosi“ („Techne und Mythos) (1955) (Robakidse 2011: 276-281) moxu-
ci robaqiZe isev da isev ubrundeba goeTes Taurmovlenis koncefcias: 

`goeTe swvda Taurmcenaris („Urpflanze“) pirvelsaxes, vinaidan 
is mcenaris zrdas, misi sityvebiTve rom vTqva, erTdroulad „win da 
ukan“ („vorwärts und rückwärts“) Wvretda: e. i. Canasaxidan kvirtamde da 
kvirtidan Canasaxamde. swored am ori mimarTulebis gadamkveT punqtSi 
mcenareSi, romelic Tavisi ganviTarebis arc erT fazaze araa mTlianad 
mocemuli, goeTemM ganWvrita mTliani/mTeli mcenaris warmosaxviTi 
xati: Taurmcenare. swored aqaa yoveli miTosis wiaRi. „is arasodes 
momxdara, magram yovelTvis myofobs“, Tqva romaelma avtorma salus-
tusma berZnul miTebze. es aris miTosurobis („das Mythische“) yvelaze 
mxvedri gansazRvreba. goeTesac SeeZlo eTqva: Taurmcenare arasode-
saa realur mcenareSi mocemuli, magram virtualur is mcenaris gan-
viTarebis yovel safexurze myofobs. sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT: Taur-
mcenaris xati qmnadobaSi myofi mcenaris maradiulad Tanamdevi wamia. 

* Sdr.: `me var suli, vinc mudam uaryofs! / da es sruli uflebiTa da marTebulebiT, vi-
naidan yoveli, rac warmoiqmneba da warmoiSoba, / Rirs ars, raTa ganadgurdes; / da sjobs 
arc araferi warmoqmniliyo. / amadac, yoveli ngreva da ganadgureba (“Zerstörrung”), rasac 
Tqven codvasa da borotebas uwodebT, / Cemi arsebiTi elementia~ (bwkareduli Targmani 
Cemia – k. b.) (Goethe 1964: 170).
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[...] „win da ukan“ („vorwärts und rückwärts“). es bipolarulad warmarTu-
li meTodi erTaderTi swori midgomaa movlenis mTliani SecnobisaT-
vis. „win“ niSnavs „saiT“ („Wohin“), ukan – „saidan“ („Woher“). TiToeuli 
maTgani TanabradRirebulia, vinaidan Tuki „saiT“-s metafiziur gan-
vixilavT, igi yovelTvis „saidan“-ze miuTiTebs. Tuki adamiani mxolod 
„saiT“-zea mimarTuli, maSin is imTaviTve aRmoCndeba usasrulo „axla“-
s (Jetzt) sicarieles tyveobaSi da amiT Tavsac daiRupavs. magram Tuki man 
icis, „siaT“-Si rogorc swvdes da SeigrZnos „saidan“, maSin is mimdinare 
„axla“-Si mudmivad moswyvets Tavis TavSi gayursul metafiziur wams 
da amgvarad yovel xtilsa da yovel wams moipovebs madls~ (Robakidse 
2011: 277, 278).

stalins da misi arimanuli reJimis mier gamoyvanil sabWoTa ada-
mians swored es madli aklda – sakuTari Tavis, yofierebis, samyarouli 
fenomenebis erTdroulad ori mimarTulebiT Wretisa da gancdis spir-
itualuri unari. amitomac, stalinSi, sabWoTa moqalaqesa da, zogadad, 
Tanamedrove modernis epoqis adamianSi am ormxrivi SemecnebiTi pro-
cesis unaris moSliloba maTs Sinagan gancdaSi auqmebda metafizikuri 
pirvelsawyisebis xsovnasa da aq da axala maT cxovelmyofel gancdas. 
es Sinagani mdgomareoba ki maTSi amZafrebda sapirispiro, arimanul 
vnebebs, rac Semdgom vlindeboda politikuri Zalauflebis nebisa da 
politikuri Zaladobis absolutizmSi an bunebis masStabur ideologi-
zebul teqnokratul aTvisebasa da ngrevaSi. Sesabamisad, rogorc sta-
linSi, ise sabWoTa moqalaqeSi sicocxlis dionisur-sakraluri gzneba/
gancda, sicocxliT lxena, upirobo, uangaro universalur-kosmiuri 
siyvaruli Seferxebuli iyo. 
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Konstantine Bregadze
(Georgia)

Robakidze contra Stalin:
The Mythological Hermeneutics of Stalin’s Ahrimanic Essence and the 

Image of the Bolshevik Leader in Grigol Robakidze’s Philosophical Essays

Summary

Key Words: Grigol Robakidze, Stalin, Dionysos, Ahriman.

In his literary and philosophical essays Grigol Robakidze (1880-1962) always 
stresses the necessity of “a metaphysical explanation” of a phenomenon, or in other words 
the necessity to penetrate into the source or mythical phenomenon. He bases his method 
of mythical hermeneutics on Goethe’s Proto-Phenomenon (German: Urphänomen) and 
applies the method to perceive existence and existential phenomena.

While explaining the phenomenon of Stalin, Robakidze bases his argument on 
the hermeneutical method and in the essay Stalin as Ahriman’s Power (Stalin als ah-
rimanische Macht) (Robakidze 1935: 64-106) appearing in his German cultural philo-
sophical collection of essays, published in 1935, entitled Demon and Myth (“Dämon und 
Mythos”) Robakidze is widely concerned by it. 

As it can be seen from the essay’s title, Robakidze identifies Stalin’s personal-
ity with Zoroastrian myths and the evil, dark lord Ahriman. The name Ahriman itself is 
derived from the Zoroastrian theological term Angra Manyu meaning “devastating soul: 
(Mythologie www:...). Thus, Stalin (respectively, Stalinism) in the real historical-political 
space embodies this demonic-destructive power; As a Bolshevik totalitarian power and the 
leader of the totalitarian state he manifests the metaphysical-mythical ahrimanic destruc-
tive force in a specific historical time, which Robakidze calls “the time without myths” 
(“die mythenlose Zeit”) (Robakidze 1935a:103), or the desacralized, godless, “disen-
chanted” time (“entzaubert”). This Ahrimanic-Stalinist power in the totalitarian state and 
by this state destroys the primary divine order (Robakidze’s “Sacred Order”), resulting 
into the expulsion of God from existence, first of all being manifested in the idea of ​​God 
being exiled from human consciousness, as well as the destruction of divine ethos in hu-
man spirit.

Consequently, the Ahrimanic-Stalinist power is opposed to the idea of human be-
ing a ​​God-like image, the idea of being God’s son. This is done in the totalitarian space, 
through ideological and repressive pressure, and on the other hand, by the fetish of ra-
tionalism and technological progress (ideological scientism and technocracy), which de-
stroys the soul of Godly fear and the beauty of the divinity and mysticism. At the same 
time, this process results in the hysteria for God’s denial.
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The founder and ruler of the totalitarian state will replace God, the idea of ​​God and 
establish himself as a pseudo-God. The ruler of the totalitarian state, due to his ahrimanic 
essence, abolishes the sacred structure, which is primarily manifested in the destruction of 
the idea of ​​God-like nature in the human being. It is not accidental, that Stalin in the text of 
the essay is compared to the prehistoric lizard, or biblical snake, which is an indication of 
the mythological-metaphysical essence of Stalin’s ahrimanic-destructive nature; thus, in 
the essay Stalin serves a biblical snake, a metaphor of primordial fear (Urangst), nothing-
ness (das Nichts), existential inability and impersonality.

 According to Robakidze, the sacrilege also implies to the memory of the mythical 
image of the father in the son’s consciousness. It is here that the idea of ​​Goethe’s Ur-
phänomen (Primary Phenomenon) is most clearly depicted, as a metaphysical connection 
between the creations of the God: hence, the genetic mystical-sacred union of the father 
and the child, this mythical and mystic memory is enables the “self” to have a memory of 
the metaphysical basis. Robakidze argues that the memory of my father’s mythical images 
gives the “self” the ability of spiritual cognition, which is vital in order to understand and 
feel the similarity between one’s self and metaphysical divinity.

Robakidze, in his essay, bases his explanation of Stalin’s phenomenon or his per-
sonal essence, on the one hand, on Goethe’s mythological metaphysical perspective and 
on the other hand, on Freud’s Psychoanalysis (Oedipus Complex): From this mythological 
and psychological approach Stalin in his essence is a patricide, neglecter of his father, who 
in real historical space “organically” rejects his homeland, is alienated towards it as well 
as his nation, is detached from them and the denier of his father becomes the rejecter of his 
homeland, and nation: “The father-hater is against the fatherland and hates it as well (“Der 
Vaterhasser mußte innerlich auch gegen das Vaterland eingenommen sein”) (Robakidze 
1935a: 91). The lack of fatherhood in such rulers leads him to understand people as a mob, 
class, impersonal collective and not “God’s embodiment”: “The people were replaced by 
Mob, and the soul by class”: (“Das Volk wurde durch Masse ersetzt, die Seele aber durch 
Klasse”) (Robakidze 1935a: 76).

It is natural that the state, established by Stalin or any other similar ruler, would 
only be totalitarian, in which the sacrilege is dissolved, which is primarily expressed in 
the destruction of the idea of ​​human being God’s image. Consequently, a citizen of a to-
talitarian state, mainly obsessed with the instinct of self-preservation, reveals the lowest 
ethical qualities – insolence, insult, chauvinism, betrayal, treachery, killing, etc. Thus, the 
universal divine morality at this stage is being turned upside down. From an ontological 
point of view, a citizen of a totalitarian state is a victim of existential disability, existential 
fear and non-existence.

Grigol Robakidze’s cultural philosophical essays and letters are one of the first 
attempts to explain and “explore” Stalin’s phenomenon from the Mythological Herme-
neutical perspective. In his “esoteric” experiments, Robakhidze used several approaches: 
the critique of Prometheus archetypal image found in Romanticism (Friedrich Schlegel, 
Friedrich Schleiermacher), Nietzsche’s Dionysian concepts and the Will To Power (Wille 
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zur Macht), and Goethe’s idea of the primary phenomenon (Urphänomen), as well as the 
Goethe’s reception of the archetypal image of Mephistopheles. 

In a lecture entitles “What is Enlightenment?” (French: “Qu’est-c que 
les Lumières?”) (1983) Michel Foucault addresses such occasions in histo-
ry, which have one and the same characteristic, or a certain fundamental fea-
ture, and the necessity to identify the common processes from which they stem. 
Thus, such historic events, as signs, indicate about the turning point in history, emerge of 
a totally recent historical process unfamiliar for us before. Further, Foucault emphasizes 
that these types of signs should be distinguished while analyzing historical development 
and an “archaeological survey” of their genealogy must take place or as Foucault notes “it 
is genealogical in its design and archaeological in its method”; to put it in other words the 
impact of these events on the subsequent development of history should be measured, or 
how they affected the formation of mentality and values:

“The present may be interrogated in an attempt to decipher in it the heralding signs 
of a forthcoming event. In his other texts on history, Kant occasionally raises questions of 
origin or defines the internal teleology of a historical process. In the text on Aufklärung, he 
deals with the question of contemporary reality alone. He is not seeking to understand the 
present on the basis of a totality or of a future achievement. He is looking for a difference: 
What difference does today introduce with respect to yesterday?” (Foucault 2005:842).

Based on Michel Foucault’s approach, the main features can be identified, which 
on the other hand Grigol Robakidze stressed while researching the mythological herme-
neutics of Stalin’s phenomenon. The fundamental ones are:

1.	 Stalin’s fatherlessness;
2.	 Stalin’s Nihilism;
3.	 Stalin as an image of modern technocratic human being;
4.	 Stalin as a destructive force.
Thus, Stalin as well as his Soviet-era personality lacked the spiritual ability of 

perceiving and understanding his/her self, being and world phenomena in two different 
directions. In Stalin, as a Soviet citizen and, in general, the person of contemporary, mod-
ern epoch the inability of bipolar cognition in his inner self abolished the memory of the 
metaphysical firsthand, and thus the new sense of their present. This inner state intensi-
fied in him the contradictory and ahrimanic passions, which was further demonstrated 
in the absolutism of the will of political power and political violence or the ideological 
technocratic exploitation and destruction of nature. Consequently, in Stalin as well as in 
any other soviet citizen, the Dionysian/sacred way of life, passion, feast, unconditional, 
unselfish universal-cosmic love was hindered.
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Andrew Goodspeed
(Macedonia)

‘one other living soul’: Encountering Strangers in Samuel Beckett’s 
Dramatic Works

This essay seeks to explore an admittedly minor area of the study of Samuel Beck-
ett’s drama – the encounter with strangers, and one’s relations with strangers. It is the 
rarity of such situations that makes it perhaps worth investigating, because these encoun-
ters shed light on Beckett’s more general dramatic concerns. As is well acknowledged, 
Beckett’s theatrical work tends to focus on small groups in close and clear relations with 
one another, or indeed with individuals enduring memories or voices that will not let them 
rest (here one might nominate, as examples, Eh Joe or Embers). Setting aside those indi-
viduals, the tight concentration of Beckett’s writing upon a few individuals in a specific 
relation to one another – as in perhaps Come and Go or Play—is one of the playwright’s 
most common dramatic elements, and likely represents an aspect of his famous efforts 
towards concentration and compression of dramatic experience. By studying the opposite 
of these instances, particularly when his characters encounter or remember encountering 
strangers, this paper hopes to gain some insight upon the more general trends of Beckett’s 
stagecraft and dramatic themes.

It should be acknowledged at the outset, however, that there are a number of am-
biguous situations in Beckett’s drama relating to the question of how closely individuals 
know or relate to one another. A simple survey of people who are obviously strangers or 
are clearly known to one another is not easily accomplished in Beckett’s drama. An illus-
tration of this is provided by Quad. Beckett’s directions indicate that the players should 
seem quite similar, perhaps suggesting some manner of unity, either of identity or of fate. 
The players are described as being ‘as alike in build as possible. Short and slight for 
preference...adolescents a possibility. Sex indifferent.’ (Beckett 1990: 453) When filmed 
or performed, they are differentiated by the colour of their gowns (excepting in Quad 
II, where the robes appear in black-and-white as a dull grey), yet they all look remark-
ably similar, and move at a necessarily regulated pace required by the rigorous theatrical 
blocking of their movements near and around one another. Although their musical cues 
are different, suggesting different identities, the similarity of their clothing, and the unifor-
mity of their pacing and actions, suggests at least a similarity of destiny or of task. Their 
avoidance of the central section of the square is visually compelling, because it is at that 
point that they meet; it might be suggested that they are individuals performing the same 
task (or penance) who shudder away from meeting others in the same plight. Yet Beckett 
somewhat undermines this assessment by noting in his directions ‘E [the central place the 
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players avoid] supposed a danger zone. Hence deviation.’ (Beckett 1990: 453) One might 
reasonably posit that the area of potential meeting or collision is a ‘danger zone’ precisely 
because it is where one is forced to confront others; yet there is equally nothing to suggest 
that it is not a danger zone for other unexplained reasons. 

This mention of Quad is made only to illustrate the earlier point that some of Beck-
ett’s dramatic characters, particularly in the later plays and television works, do not exist 
in a clear relation to one another. It is entirely possible to argue that the players of Quad are 
people who do exactly the same thing because they have been condemned to the same re-
petitive fate, potentially forever; it does equally no injustice to the text or the performance 
to suggest that they are people similar in stature, mobility, and clothing who repeatedly 
avoid the one chance they might have to encounter one another. This simple observation is 
merely intended to clarify the remainder of this paper: it attempts to identify and analyze 
Beckett’s use of strangers and the encounter of strangers in his dramatic works, yet to de-
termine whether or not Beckett’s players really know one another is sometimes a question 
of interpretation dependent upon one’s own textual reading. 

This might also be true of What Where and Catastrophe. In Catastrophe, it is clear 
that the director and the assistant know their victim on the plinth; yet it is never made 
particularly clear whether or not the figure on the plinth knows his assailants. This is 
something that is textually unclear, and largely the purview of the directors and actors of 
productions.For the purposes of this paper, however, the point is merely that the figure 
on the plinth has no clear relationship with the people abusing him, at least in terms of 
whether or not he knows them and has previous experience of them. His resistance may 
suggest familiarity. In a slightly analogous manner, What Where would seem to depict—
or at least, so this paper would argue—a specific group of people known to one another. 
Bam, Bem, Bim, and Bom are all figures similar in clothing and name, and the Voice of 
Bam refers to them as a collective: ‘We are the last five. In the present as were we still.’ 
(Beckett 1990: 470)In dialogue they refer to one another occasionally by name, although 
also occasionally by the vaguer pronoun ‘he.’ Beckett’s intention appears to be to suggest 
their uniformity, particularly as his instructions state clearly ‘Players as alike as possible.’ 
(Beckett 1990: 469)Yet one might posit an interpretation of What Where in which these 
players were not particularly known to one another,and may indeed be strangers, and were 
simply elements of a mechanism of repression. The similarity of their names could sug-
gest fictitious identities or assumed names, and their similarity of clothing might suggest, 
in some sense, the uniforms of a group. This is not an interpretation advanced by this 
essay, yet it would at least ‘make sense’ of the players’ readiness to give each other the 
works, apparently without remorse; if they were unknown to one another, or were merely 
similar functionaries in a system, they might be more willing to turn on ‘alike’ others with 
viciousness.

Having noted that there is some ambiguity in Beckett’s dramas regarding the pre-
cise relations of some characters with others, it is then useful to identify those dramatic 
works eliminated from consideration here, and to explain by what criteria. Some of these 
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again present ambiguous relations, and readers may wish to object to the eliminations 
here. This may be exemplified by the previously noted Eh Joe. There is no actual meeting 
on the stage or screen, and the precise relation of the voice to Joe is a debatable question; 
is she an unstilled voice Joe has been unable to silence with his ‘mental thuggee,’ as seems 
most likely? Is she the voice of his conscience? Numerous interpretations are available, 
yet it would be perverse to suggest that such intimate knowledge of Joe and his mental 
processes would in any sense be available to a stranger. Because of that improbability, 
Eh Joe is excluded from consideration here, despite an ultimately unclear relation of the 
voice to Joe.

Come and Go provides an illustration of a more clear elimination. Flo, Vi, and 
Ru all appear incontestably to know one another. They refer to one another by name, and 
make clear references to past acquaintance: ‘What do you think of Vi? I see little change’; 
‘How do you find Flo? She seems much the same.’ (Beckett 1990: 355) It is therefore clear 
that these individuals know one another, and have known one another before the action of 
the play begins. What is less clear is their exact relation. They might be sisters, or friends, 
or old colleagues, or any number of other potential relationships among women. Yet it 
would seem a strange interpretation to suggest that they were strangers in any employable 
sense of the word. 

Thus, this paper proposes not to consider the following dramatic works, for the 
following reasons. Act Without Words Icontains only one character. It is uncertain who or 
what is doing the actions to this individual, specifically the whistling, throwing him from 
the wings back onto the stage, and raising and lowering properties such as the carafe and 
the scissors. But there is nothing to suggest that this is a stranger. In Act Without Words II, 
A and B do not interact. They may be strangers to one another, but they do not encounter 
one another. That they carry one another, perhaps unwittingly, is a gentle suggestion of 
human commonality.Breath has no characters as such. ‘…but the clouds…’ contains no 
clear strangers; the ‘she’ invoked appears to be a known individual who has a history with 
the speaker ‘With those unseeing eyes I so begged when alive to look at me.’ (Beckett 
1990: 420)Cascando certainly deals with the question of being misunderstood by others 
(both Opener and Woburn seem to feel misunderstood by others, or threatened by their 
ability to recognize him, in Woburn’s case), yet there are no evident strangers in the text.
Catastrophe, as mentioned, indicates that the director and the assistant are familiar with 
the protagonist figure on the plinth, and the uncertainty of his relation to them is not suffi-
cient to suggest that Catastrophe should be included in this analysis. Come and Go, for the 
reasons elaborated above, is also excluded, as is Eh Joe. In Footfalls, May and the Mother 
clearly know one another; Amy’s involvement is less certain, as Stephen Watt notes: ‘Is 
the Mother talking to May or Amy, or are they one and the same person?’ (Watt 2009: 34)
However one chooses to answer this question, it would seem obtuse to suggest that May, 
Amy, and the Mother are in some sense unknown to one another.Ghost Trio, Beckett’s 
haunting television play, portrays a man waiting; yet the woman’s voice on the screen does 
not appear to be audible to him, and the child who appears and shakes his head is indeter-
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minately related to the listener. Happy Days revolves around two individuals, Winnie and 
Willie. Although the vagueness of the Showers, or Cookers, suggests lack of familiarity, 
the audience does not see them, and there is nothing definite to suggest that they are un-
known to Winnie.Nacht und Träume has no suggestion that the dreamer, and his dreamed 
self, are in any sense different beings. The hands that succour him are not identifiable. It is 
comforting to imagine them as the consoling hands of a stranger, but that is not an assump-
tion validated by the text itself—they may be delusory hands dreamed in hallucination.Not 
I shows us the arresting spectacle of a gibbering mouth, yet it seems that the mouth ex-
presses a desire for alienation, not alienation itself. Her refrain is negating—‘What? Who? 
No. She!’ (Beckett 1990: 377) The fascinating auditor of helpless compassion has no clear 
relationship with the mouth, be it friend, ally, or empathetic bystander; the compassion 
argues against a foe. If it is a stranger, it suggests a unity of human commiseration that the 
‘mouth’ has never experienced.A Piece of Monologue has no obvious strangers noted in 
it.Play shows three individuals united in some Dantescan eternal groaning triad, lamenting 
their relations, but clearly known to one another and unable to break free of one another. 
The casually mentioned individuals, Erskine the butler and the ‘bloodhound’ private de-
tective, never appear. Quad, as discussed previously, is open to numerous interpretations 
of the relations amongst the players, yet it is eliminated here as being too ambiguously 
constructed to serve a useful purpose in an analysis of this manner. Rough for Radio I 
reveals an uncertain relationship between the woman and Macgillycuddy, but there is 
little to suggest that they are strangers.Rough for Radio II shows us ‘the same old team’ 
(Beckett 1990: 275) beating Fox; his mention of Maud, and his evidently unspawned twin, 
are untraceable. It is an intriguing but surely unintended thematic linkage to All That Fall, 
with the woman who ‘had never really been born.’ (Beckett 1990: 196)Words and Music 
seems to portray characters so well known to one another that they may make parodies of 
each other’s expressive patterns.

It is worth pausing here for a moment to reflect on the previous eliminations. They 
constitute most of Beckett’s dramatic output, at least numerically. Some of these elimi-
nated represent Beckett’s most accomplished or transgressive works, such as Happy Days 
for merit and Not I for radicality. This indicates the intensity of Beckett’s focus upon in-
dividuals or small groups of people in tight, clearly defined relationships. It is also worth 
observing, in the context of this paper, that these exclusions also apply across Beckett’s 
dramatic works—we see the presence here of plays for the stage, radio, and television. 
Yet let us then look at those dramatic works that demonstrate a character, or characters, 
encountering unknown individuals.

All That Fall poses fascinating questions in regard of the relationships amongst 
its characters. Mrs. Rooney appears to know and be known by the people she encounters; 
she greets by name Christy, Mr. Tyler, Mr. Slocum, Tommy, Mr. Barrell, Miss Fitt, Dan 
Rooney, and Jerry. This is almost the entire cast, with the exception of the ‘female voice’ 
and ‘Dolly’, both minor characters peopling the train station. The play depicts what is 
clearly intended to be a small, tightly-knit community in which everyone seems to know 
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everyone else, making the potential implication of Mr. Rooney’s evident pushing of the 
child off the train all the more shocking. Yet it is precisely the ambiguity of Mr. Rooney’s 
involvement that is so unsettling. The text is notably indefinite about Mr. Rooney’s actual 
involvement in the child’s falling under the tracks, although his remarks seem implicative 
and culpable. It is certainly disquieting that he should choose the day of this death to re-
mark ‘Did you ever wish to kill a child? Nip some young doom in the bud. Many a time at 
night, in winter, on the black road home, I nearly attacked the boy.’ (Beckett 1990: 191)His 
later desire to prevent Maddy from questioning the boy Jerry, and his strange possession 
of ‘a kind of ball’ certainly look suspicious at the least. But the text never commits itself to 
identifying Mr. Rooney as the agent of the child’s death, so his exact involvement—if any 
at all—is uncertain. There is no reason to suppose that the child was known to Mr. Rooney 
in any case, thus making the child one of the only strangers in the play—and, presum-
ably, Mr. Rooney to the child. In the context of this paper, however, it is notable that Mr. 
Rooney makes no mention of a child’s death, even if he did not cause it. His story relates 
to thinking that the train had arrived in a station, concluding that this was an error, then 
pacing after a feeling of confinement, followed by a trip to the lavatory compartment. He 
makes no mention of a dead child, giving the impression that in All That Fall strangers are 
either indifferent observers of one’s demise, or direct assailant causing that death. 

Eleutheria is less illuminating on the subject of strangers. This is largely because 
the humorous elements of the play depend, to a degree, on the ludicrous lack of distance 
separating characters who have just encountered one another. The Glazier, for example, 
appears immediately upon Victor’s breaking the window with his shoe, introduces his as-
sistant as though none of them had ever met (‘this is my assistant. He carries the putty.’ 
(Beckett 1996: 66)), and then intrudes into Victor’s life for the remaining two acts. The 
arrival of Dr. Piouk is met with the offbeat banalities that seem to pass for polite conver-
sation in the Krap family. A Spectator simply joins the players on the stage, commenting 
on the action, and speaking with the cast, as though this were the most natural response 
to a play in performance. Two different thugs appear at different times to menace Victor: 
Joseph the ‘hatchet man’, and Chouchi the ‘Chinese torturer.’ (Beckett 1996: 3)

Where Eleutheria offers matter of interest for this essay lies in the conception it 
depicts of strangers and alienation as being unavoidably intrusive. As noted above, the 
Glazier involves himself quite extensively in Victor’s life, both to conduct interrogations 
of Victor and to protect him from Joseph. Yet Victor quite clearly does not know the Gla-
zier: ‘What’s more I don’t owe you any explanations. Who are you? I don’t know you. 
Chuck it in. And fuck off.’ (Beckett 1996: 82) Towards the end of the questioning of Victor 
in Act 3, he exclaims ‘Saints, madmen, martyrs, victims of torture—they don’t bother you 
in the least, they are in the natural order of things, They are strangers, you will never be 
one of them, at least you hope you won’t.’ (Beckett 1996: 145) This, in a sense, is the core 
of Eleutheria, in that the ‘saints, madmen, martyrs, victims of torture’ are people entirely 
outside banal bourgeois society from which Victor wishes to be free. Their inability to 
integrate themselves into society, or their refusal to do so, represents a kind of freedom to 
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which Victor aspires. He yearns to be a stranger, unlike the Glazier and the Spectator; yet 
he cannot alienate himself from his family or himself, however hard he may try. His family 
finds him, his fiancée is able to find him, Dr. Piouk can track him down with fatal doses, 
and he is never beyond the reach of their reproaches because he depends upon his mother 
for subsidies. When he, therefore, expresses his desire to be free, it is, in a certain sense, 
the desire to be a stranger not only to others, but also to himself: ‘At first I was a prisoner 
of other people. So I left them. Then I was a prisoner of myself. That was worse. So I left 
myself.’ (Beckett 1996: 147)As Beckett later demonstrated in Film, to leave oneself is the 
most radical and difficult separation of all.

Embers also raises pointed questions of self, identity, and the presence of others. 
Henry’s various attempts to summon (or evoke) the dead suggest that he has no one still 
with whom to speak, except perhaps Addie. His father is dead, and Ada comes to him 
this last time. These are obviously people very close to him, whether or not Ada was ever 
properly a wife. His world, possibly excepting the sea and the shore, is almost entirely 
in his head, even his companions. As his ability to summon listeners fades, he resurrects 
an old unfinished story about Bolton and Holloway, and they too are old friends. Bolton 
summons Holloway, and he comes, but he reflects on how badly he has been treated, par-
ticularly by a friend: ‘…doesn’t understand, call a man out, an old friend, in the cold and 
dark, an old friend.’ (Beckett 1990: 255-6) Friends, therefore, in Embers, are the people 
one inconveniences with summonses, until one drives them away and they return no more, 
as Ada apparently ceases to do in the play.

Embers does not involve strangers as such, except as evidencing the extremity of 
Henry’s isolation. As Ruby Cohn observes, Embers ‘peoples a mind to show the aloneness 
of living.’ (Cohn 1973: 218)Notably, Ada states to Henry ‘the time will come when no one 
will speak to you at all, not even complete strangers.’ (Beckett 1990: 262) It is arguable 
that this time has already come; the audience hears what seem to be only the sounds in 
Henry’s mind, and there is no reliable evidence that anyone interacts with him on the shore 
upon which he walks and sits. Because Henry appears to need auditors, and chooses those 
who had been close to him, the fact that he may soon be rejected even by strangers, and 
may already have reached that state, is suggestive of his isolation.

Endgame, perhaps Beckett’s most claustrophobic and confined play, depicts the 
entangled quartet of Hamm, Clov, Nagg and Nell. The ferocity of the play lies in their 
simultaneous dependency upon, and resentment of, each other. Yet strangers do appear in 
at least two contexts in the play: one through memory or invention, and the other as a real 
child. The intrusion of a stranger is the body of Hamm’s narrative. In it he tells of a man 
who has crawled ‘three whole days’ to obtain some food for his sleeping son. It is never 
entirely clear whether or not this was an occurrence or an invention of Hamm’s; if a real 
event, it seems unavoidable that this is meant to suggest how Clov came into Hamm’s 
orbit. Yet what is of importance in the story is not the potential origin of Clov – which is 
unprovable on this evidence anyway—but the treatment that the ‘I’ in Hamm’s narrative 
provides to the crawling man. In a world of scarcity and hunger, the narrator agrees to take 
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this man into his employ, and to allow him to bring his son. This, we must assume, indi-
cates a willingness to feed them in exchange for work, particularly as the item specified 
in this scene is corn kept in granaries. This is telling because it suggests that the crawling 
man received slightly more compassion than the apparently real individual Mother Pegg, 
who was rebuffed in her need, as Clov reminds Hamm: ‘When old Mother Pegg asked you 
for oil for her lamp and you told her to get out to hell, you knew what was happening then, 
no? You know what she died of, Mother Pegg? Of darkness.’ (Beckett 1990: 129)

An apparent act of kindness appears startlingly later in the play, when Clov be-
lieves that he has spied a boy from the window. Clov’s initial reaction is to venture forth 
and club him with the gaff, but he is stopped in this by Hamm. Clov marvels at this 
leniency for ‘a potential procreator’, yet Hamm insists that the child has no future: ‘If 
he exists he’ll die there or he’ll come here.’ (Beckett 1990: 131) There is obviously no 
female with whom the child could procreate in Hamm’s bunker, so the extinction of his 
bloodline would be assured in either eventuality. Yet the reference to the child as a ‘po-
tential procreator’ aligns him with Nagg, who is abused for being an ‘accursed fornicator’ 
and an ‘accursed progenitor.’ (Beckett 1990: 96)This is curious, in that Hamm repeatedly 
abuses Nagg verbally, yet he has mercy on an unknown child who may commit the same 
atrocity—human reproduction—of which Nagg is guilty. It is a strangely compassionate 
moment in an otherwise bleak depiction of the world.

Film is worth noting here simply because of the reactions of the individuals en-
countered by the perceived individual who keeps rushing from self-perception. There is 
nothing to indicate that they know or do not know the man, yet his interactions with them 
seem casual and unintended. Their reaction, however, is one of shock and despair, as they 
come also to be perceived and, perhaps, to know that they are being perceived. Beckett’s 
phrase for this condition is unsurpassable: ‘an agony of perceivedness.’ (Beckett 1990: 
325)In this sense, Film is relevant to this study because it demonstrates that the most 
chance encounter with another may, even without that other’s desire or aim, bring about a 
startling and traumatic understanding of oneself.

Krapp’s Last Tape depicts a desperately isolated individual, also sequestered in a 
room, but one who keeps company only with the past. Yet where Henry from Embersmust 
summon his friends and family from his invention or memory, Krapp does so through his 
recorded birthday diaries. That he must keep himself company and has no one with whom 
to share his recollections is evidentiary of his loneliness. It seems that his only interactions 
now are with the past, as we see enacted on the stage, and his transactions with Fanny, the 
‘bony old ghost of a whore.’ (Beckett 1990: 222)

What is open for question is how much Krapp ever interacted with others in any 
sense. He mentions living with Bianca on Kedar Street, but we learn nothing further about 
her except that he feels himself ‘well out of that.’ (Beckett 1990: 218) Then there is the 
girl in the boat, of whom we again learn nothing much except that they agreed that it was 
‘hopeless and no good going on.’ (Beckett 1990: 221) These affairs at least suggest a man 
capable of attracting women’s attention, even if he later loses or squanders it through 
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neglect. Yet it is significant for this paper that he shares a major moment of his life—the 
death of his mother—in the company of strangers. As he describes the situation he recalls 
‘hardly a soul, just a few regulars, nursemaids, infants, old men, dogs. I got to know them 
quite well – oh by appearance of course I mean!’ (Beckett 1990: 219) The emphasis on ‘by 
appearance of course’ indicates that he does not actually know these people, and merely 
recognizes them because they are ‘regulars.’ When he at last notices that his mother has 
died, and the blind been drawn down, he is companioned only by a small white dog. 
Beckett denotes Krapp’s solitude and isolation by emphasizing the commonality of these 
moments – ‘Her moments, my moments. The dog’s moments.’ (Beckett 1990: 220) Curi-
ously, these are the last moments for his mother, and he shares them not with her, but with 
the dog – a moment oddly reminiscent of Hamm’s mention, in Endgame, of ‘My father? 
My Mother? My…dog?’ (Beckett 1990: 93) It appears that Beckett associates the compan-
ionship of animals with the isolation of the individual from other human relations.

Ohio Impromptu, Beckett’s strange and elegant late play, gives readers or audience 
members one of Beckett’s most compassionate depictions of the visitation of strangers. 
As in several of his later works, the players are essentially mirror images of one another, 
suggesting a fusion or replication or echoing. Yet this duplication does not have the hor-
rific violence of the similarity of Bam, Bem, Bim, and Bom – here, the reader has come, 
directed by the lost dear one, to comfort the auditor. ‘A man appeared to him and said, I 
have been sent by – and here he named the dear name – to comfort you.’ (Beckett 1990: 
447) The comforting appears to be reliving the story of the dear one, as read from the worn 
book carried by the reader. It is this act of providing comfort that unites them, as the text 
states unambiguously: ‘with never a word exchanged they grew to be as one.’ (Beckett 
1990: 447)This compassionate act is coming to an end in the performance the audience 
sees. It is nominated as the last time, and the auditor states clearly and repeatedly, ‘nothing 
is left to tell.’ (Beckett 1990: 448) Although this mission is coming to an end, and another 
visit is stated as being beyond the reader’s power, it is their unity that is striking in the 
play. Having lost the dear one, the auditor is now comforted by her messenger, whose mis-
sion has given him the characteristics of the one he is comforting. It provides a pleasant 
contrast to the violence bred of similarity we observe in What Where.

The two Roughs for Theatre are apparently little-known outside of Beckett schol-
arship, which is unfortunate, as they are both engaging dramas and both contain material 
apposite for the present study. Rough for Theatre I presents the audience with two beggars, 
each apparently unknown to the other. One is blind whereas the other has one crippled leg. 
The immediate response of B is to propose companionship to A: ‘we join together, and 
live together, till death ensues.’ (Beckett 1990: 227) He later expresses the belief that ‘we 
were made for each other.’ (Beckett 1990: 229) This supposition is justifiable, in that they 
each call the other ‘poor wretch’ and have corresponding, yet curiously complimentary, 
disabilities (they are also, of course, characters in a play, and thus certainly are made for 
each other). Yet the willingness of B to abuse A with his stick, even during a moment of 
kindness, causes a breach between them. This is quickly passed over, however, by A’s ap-
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parent willingness to assist B, who remarks ‘I struck him and he succoured me.’ (Beckett 
1990: 231)  At the end, A ambiguously seizes B’s stick, but whether to strike back, or 
merely prevent himself from being hit again, is unclear. What makes the play intriguing 
for this essay is the demonstration it provides of casual strangers offering each other po-
tential menace and potential compassion. These two individuals demonstrate a willingness 
to share time with one another, and A helps B even after being struck, but B hits A for no 
supportable reason, and A may, as mentioned, in the end intend to hit B back. It is a small 
but effective distillation of Beckett’s concern for the ambivalent possibilities strangers 
pose for threat or assistance.

Rough for Theatre II also has two characters called A and B, although their names 
are revealed in the text to be Bertrand and Morvan. They are some type of agents of des-
tiny, although they curiously rely upon dossiers and testimonials. It appears that they have 
come to provide a final assessment of whether or not a man standing in a window frame 
should jump to his death. Yet they seem not to know him. They rely upon documents gath-
ered from his friends and associates, ‘the best sources. All weighed and weighed again, 
checked and verified. Not a word here that is not cast iron.’ (Beckett 1990: 238) In the 
context of this essay, what is compelling is the idea that people may assess one—friends, 
or these strange agents – on the basis of incomplete understanding and little individual 
knowledge. There is little, or nothing, in the documents to keep the man from jumping, 
and A and B seem content to let him jump, yet he does not. In this we may perhaps see 
Beckett’s continuing preoccupation with the perceptions of others, and the inability or un-
willingness of the individual to kill oneself, even if there are no good reasons not to do so.

That Time presents us with one of Beckett’s isolated characters, and would there-
fore appear to be excludible from this consideration. The play reveals a man hearing voic-
es; he has, in Hugh Kenner’s phrase, ‘a past to resuffer, transmute or destroy.’ (Kenner 
1968: 224)Yet in the latter stages of the play the voices relate of his experiences with 
others, as an object of their observation: ‘not a curse for the passers pausing to gape at the 
scandal huddled there in the sun.’ (Beckett 1990: 393) It is at this point that ‘it dawned that 
for all the loathing you were getting you might as well not have been there at all the eyes 
passing over you and through you like so much thin air.’ (Beckett 1990: 394)That Time 
therefore merits inclusion in this study, as it demonstrates the revulsion with which strang-
ers observe a man in extremis, as well as his response. Their interaction is damning—the 
passersby cross the street or look at the man and ignore him, and he does not engage them 
except to note their repulsion and indifference, and remember it. It is a damning indict-
ment of human interactions. 

Waiting for Godot is without doubt Beckett’s greatest meditation on the influence 
of strangers upon an individual or group of individuals. It is a world in which one is beaten, 
but one doesn’t know whether it was ‘the same lot as usual.’ (Beckett 1990: 11) Vladimir 
and Estragon are clear companions, but whether or not they have ever encountered Pozzo 
and Lucky is uncertain. As Vladimir remarks to Estragon, towards the end of the first act, 
‘We know them, I tell you. You forget everything. Unless they’re not the same…’ (Beckett 
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1990: 47) In Waiting for Godot it is the ambiguity of relationships that makes for such 
tremendous theatrical unease; Vladimir and Estragon are uncertain whether or not their 
nighttime assailants are the same people, they cannot recall whether or not they have met 
Pozzo and Lucky before, they are uncertain whether or not Godot arranged to meet them 
at this specific place and time, and they cannot recall whether or not the boy messenger is 
the same individual who has come to them before.

It is notable, however, that we see one interaction of apparent strangers in Waiting 
for Godot, when Pozzo and Lucky appear on the stage. Vladimir and Estragon remain gen-
erally polite and courteous, and Lucky remains mute. Yet Pozzo, it would appear, seeks to 
intimidate or overwhelm them; Beckett’s stage instructions specify that the actor employ a 
‘terrifying voice’ to declare ‘I am Pozzo!’ (Beckett 1990: 23)It is apparently Pozzo’s habit 
to dishearten or alarm strangers, just as he controls Lucky. 

In a more general sense, Waiting for Godot is about how one encounters others. 
Vladimir and Estragon are famously where they have agreed to be; in a world without or-
der or reliability, at least they have kept their appointment. Godot’s absence reflects badly 
upon him, a point that is oddly uncommonly made – Godot is, in a persuasive sense, not 
worth waiting for. That he sends a boy to communicate a message is slightly mitigating, 
although the child conveys merely a message of reappointment only, not a rational reason 
for missing the meeting. Lucky, abused though he is, is considered ‘wicked. With strang-
ers.’ (Beckett 1990: 23) He has every right to be: even his closest associate is a master 
who drives him on, apparently whips him, does not appear to treat the rubbing sore caused 
by the rope on his neck, makes him dance and think as showpieces, and intends to sell 
him at the market. Pozzo is imperious and masterful, as befits one in power. His roars and 
commands are the bluster of the arrogant, the assumed authority of the presumed superior.

There is, of course, also the question of Godot himself. The characters clearly do 
not recognize him, as they are initially uncertain whether or not Pozzo is Godot. Pozzo 
himself expresses interest in Godot, as they seem to mistake him for the unknown man. 
It is uncertain how the arrangements were made; although Vladimir seems quite certain 
that there has been some exchange of information – ‘He said by the tree’ (Beckett 1990: 
15) – even this is imprecise and allows for transmitted speech. It is entirely possible that 
they have only dealt with emissaries, another possibility suggested by Vladimir’s identifi-
cation of the child in Act I, despite the child’s negations, ‘I have seen you before, haven’t 
I?’ (Beckett 1990: 49) Again, Beckett’s text suggests that this is a misidentification or a 
misremembering, yet it is significant that Vladimir asserts that he has met some messenger 
of Godot previously, as it indicates that they may never have interacted with Godot in any 
sense other than through emissaries. In this sense lies the greatest contrast between the 
apparently consequential Godot and the seemingly downtrodden Vladimir and Estragon 
– it is the latter who have done the courteous thing and kept their appointment. Whatever 
their miseries, they treat strangers with courtesy (a fact evidenced also by their generally 
courteous treatment of Pozzo and Lucky).
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In the end, as may be seen, Beckett’s primary dramatic focus is not upon encoun-
tering strangers. Beckett is much more readily identifiable as the creator of tightly woven 
interpersonal dramas, or interior monologues expressed through dreams, groans, or hallu-
cinations. Yet it may be profitable to examine those instances in which Beckett depicts the 
encounter with a stranger in his dramatic works, as these instances give indications of gen-
eral trends in his drama. Notably, three points seem justifiable and notable. 1) It is remark-
able how comparatively rare strangers are in Beckett; he is very much a dramatist of the 
interrelations of known individuals, or interior monologues. 2) It is notable also how many 
of the characters in Beckett’s plays exist in ambiguous relations to one another. Many of 
the exclusions made above might well be contested with justice. Similarly, a number of 
relations examined herein may appear to readers to suggest that one or more players has 
been falsely identified as a stranger. The potential validity of these objections demonstrates 
how equivocal and enigmatic the relations are amongst many of Beckett’s characters. 3)
It is striking how often strangers harm one another in Beckett’s writing. Whether it be Mr. 
Rooney potentially knocking a child off the train, the Glazier smashing Joseph the hatchet 
man unconscious, strangers beating Estragon in the night, the readiness of Clov to gaff a 
young boy (he appears ready, despite being stayed by Hamm), or the willingness of Bim, 
Bam, Bom and Bem to beat one another into weeping and confessions, it seems common 
in Beckett’s drama that one should seek to minimize contacts with strangers, because they 
bring with them intrusion, potential peril, and physical harm. Strangers occasionally show 
mercy, as do Vladimir and Estragon to Pozzo and Lucky, A and B in Rough for Theatre 
II, or the reader in Ohio Impromptu. Yet in Beckett’s dramathe compassion of strangers is 
uncertain, and the menace they present is all too alarmingly consistent. It seems clear that 
in Beckett’s world strangers rarely feel the ethical compulsion of Levinas to care for the 
other: ‘...since the Other looks at me, I am responsible for him, without even having taken 
on responsibilities in his regard; his responsibility is incumbent on me.’ 
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‘one other living soul’: Encountering Strangers in Samuel Beckett’s Dramatic Works

endriu gudspidi 
(makedonia)

„sxva sulieri“:  ucxo samuel beketis dramaturgiaSi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: samuel beketi, dramaturigia, ucxo,  
dapirispireba.

statiaSi  ganxilulia  ucxos arseboba samuel beketis dramebSi, 
aRwerilia  ucnob individTa Sejaxeba. beketis dramaturgiul nawar-
moebebis, sasceno dadgmebisa da radio-televizio kompoziciebis  gan-
xilvis safuZvelze, gaanalizebulia is ucnobi moqmedi pirebi, rom-
lebic, scenasa Tu ekranze, kontaqts amyareben  mTavar personaJebTan. 
kvlevis Sedegad irkveva, rom ucxo/ucnobi gmirebi beketis dramatur-
giaSi mcire raodenobiT, TiTqmis yvela  piesaSi gvxvdeba, misi pirveli 
ganuxorcielebeli piesiT  –  „eloTeria“-Ti dawyebuli, bolo periodis 
nawarmoebebis CaTvliT, rogoricaa „ra sad“. ucxoebTan urTierTobis 
aucilebloba misi yvelaze mniSvnelovani teqstebis mTavar elementad 
yalibdeba, maT Sorisaa yvelaze saxelganTqmuli – „godos molodinSi~.  
kvlevis Sedegad, statiaSi gakeTebulia daskvna, rom ucxoTa Sejaxeba 
beketis dramebSi, Cveulebriv, ukavSirdeba sxvisi uflebebis miTvise-
bas, sakuTari azris Tavsmoxvevas, destruqciasa da potenciur Zala-
dobas ucnobebs Soris, Tumca, iSviaT SemTxvevaSi ucxoTa urTierToba 
TanagrZnobis, urTierTgagebisa da simpaTiis gamomxatvelic aris.



264

kritikuli diskursi / Critical Discourse

Konrad Gunesch
(United Arab Emirates)

Comparing Political Illusion and Cultural Reality in Scholarly and Fictional 
Literature: Concepts of Cosmopolitanism and Dreams of Multilingualism in 

Academic Writing and Twentieth-Century Political Novels

1. Introduction and Research Outline

This research conceptualizes, compares and evaluates the political illusion of cos-
mopolitanism and the cultural reality of multilingualism in twentieth-century scholarly 
and fictional literature. Conceptually, cosmopolitanism is defined as a personal cultural 
identity model of world citizenship, encompassing global and local spheres of action and 
reflection. Multilingualism is defined as an advanced working knowledge of three or more 
foreign languages beyond the mother tongue. The academic literature in both fields, mul-
tilingualism and cosmopolitanism, has advanced mainly in conceptual details, but other-
wise is still characterized by ideas going back centuries or even millennia. Also, the con-
nection between the two fields has been substantiated in only very few scholarly writings. 

By contrast, that connection has been convincingly composed and artfully ex-
pressed in the novels of several twentieth-century authors, for instance in many political 
novels by the Australian writer Morris Langlo West. Complementing the fiction aspect, 
in the empirical part this research links up with a previous study of this author that had 
established three new types of cosmopolitans, which were called “Advanced Tourists”, 
“Transitional Cosmopolitans”, and “Interactive Cosmopolitans”. 

Based firstly on the conceptual framework, secondly on the fiction analysis, and 
thirdly on the empirical investigation, this research compares and evaluates the scholarly 
literature with one of West’s novels as an example of fictional literature, for their substan-
tiation of the political illusions and cultural realities of multilingualism and cosmopoli-
tanism. The final purpose of this article is to make a case for more inspiring contempo-
rary writing both by academics and artists, to bridge the gap between hitherto impractical 
political illusion and hopefully realistic, insightful cultural inspiration. This can benefit 
political, cultural, literary, educational and artistic stakeholders: students and scholars, 
citizens and politicians, open-minded travelers and language learners, and even poets and 
filmmakers.
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2. Cosmopolitanism as Twentieth-Century Political Illusion

Cosmopolitanism has been considered a political illusion for much of the twentieth 
century. Before the emergence of the European Community in 1958 (which became the 
European Union in 1992), enabled mainly by the new rapprochement between Germany 
and France after the Second World War, in Germany there surged several competing and 
contradictory models (reflecting ideas of Romanticism) between a reconstruction of the al-
most destroyed “Nationalstaat” (national state) and the idea of a “Weltbürgertum” (world 
citizenship) of a type that corresponded to a global revival of the concept of cosmopoli-
tanism towards the end of the twentieth century (Sterling 1958: 54). Although the model 
of cosmopolitanism was considered helpful in contributing to, and substantiating the idea 
of world peace, it was at the same time thought to undermine the political autonomy and 
individuality of all European states. However, these states’ “ever closer union” (Dinan 
2010: 1), developing since the mid-20th century, was at the time regarded as a political 
cosmopolitan development (Sterling 1958: 555). 

In the second half of the twentieth century, and even after the period of peace 
following the Second World War, other authors have claimed cosmopolitanism to be an 
illusion, since in a political world of nation-states, people’s personal identities and re-
alities are still constructed around cores of national identities (Himmelfarb 1994: 72-77). 
Cosmopolitanism would remove the need to define and hold on to a nation, citizenship, 
or history itself (Himmelfarb 2004: 160-162). Others diagnose a “post-political illusion” 
in much of the European continent today, shared by public officials and political thinkers 
within and outside of Europe, for instance in the United States (Seaton 2011: 306). Still 
others find “illusion” to reside in very specific cosmopolitan contexts in other parts of the 
world, for instance within the geographic and historical boundaries of the Ancient Near 
East’s Sassanian period, when they claim that “Iranian cosmopolitanism” linked up with 
the religious “illusion that Zoroastrianism was held by part of the population to encompass 
all bodies of knowledge” (Bang 2016: 224). 

3. Multilingualism as a Twentieth-Century Cultural Reality

Of the around 6,000 languages spoken in the world at the end of the twentieth 
century (Crystal 2000: 4; Kellman 2000: 112), some 1,200 are “standardised languages” 
(Fishman 1998-99: 29), of which in turn some 500 are written (Maurais 2003: 28; Tomlin-
son 1991: 11). In view of those numbers, part of the sociolinguistic literature has claimed 
that “nowadays multilingualism is not only in Europe but also world-wide the norm and 
monolingualism the exception” (Edwards 1994: 1; 33). 

Others hold that “a majority of the world’s population is at least bilingual” (Kell-
man 2000: 8, original emphasis). Some have even suggested that multilingualism is “the 
natural condition of the human being” (Crystal 2000: 44-45) or the human condition “in 
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an ideal world” (Aitchison 2001: 248). However, none of these statements seem to be 
based on empirical data. One exception is the mention of Papua New Guinea as home to 
around 800 languages (Klaus 2003: 105; Nagai and Lister 2003: 87) and “reputed to have 
more languages crammed into its small space than any other part of the world, [and where] 
numerous people are multilingual” (Aitchison 2001: 248). But even here, any working 
definition of multilingualism is missing, which we will thus develop ourselves below.

4. Investigative Structure and Method

Below, we will first pre-define both multilingualism and cosmopolitanism. These 
pre-definitions form the background for an overview of three of Morris West’s political 
novels, held to be the most suitable ones for an investigation of twentieth-century fictional 
literature due to their convincing prose and substantial detail of their main protagonists’ 
multilingual and cosmopolitan character traits. This research focuses especially on Morris 
West’s novel The Ringmaster. We then define multilingualism, given that the main char-
acter in The Ringmaster defines himself first and foremost by his outstanding multilingual 
abilities. Then we will show that the link between multilingualism and cosmopolitanism 
is hardly substantiated in academic literature, besides the work done by this author. After 
that, we define cosmopolitanism in depth via a scientific literature matrix of what char-
acterizes a cosmopolitan person, showing how West’s main protagonist reveals himself 
against each matrix issue. 

In the empirical part, a real-life group of multilingual students is shown to reveal 
themselves in terms of their cosmopolitan cultural identity against the same matrix is-
sues. The comparative analysis evaluates those fictional and empirical revelations, and the 
conclusions and recommendations suggest how both academic and fictional writing could 
improve their treatment of cosmopolitanism, to move it from political illusion into the 
realm of cultural reality in all our lives. 

We can pre-define multilingualism as the mastery of at least three foreign lan-
guages (beyond the mother tongue, so of altogether four languages) on the level of an 
advanced working knowledge (but not necessarily native-like). We can pre-define cos-
mopolitanism as comprising a “feeling at home in the world” (as in the title of Brennan’s 
1997 book, At Home in the World: Cosmopolitanism Now), furthermore as expressing as 
a deep interest in, and a corresponding engagement with local cultural diversity, and as 
a straddling of global and local dimensions in terms of personal identity and action. This 
straddling means having one foot in each dimension, and finding a balance in which the 
global dimension is decisive without necessarily dominating all the time. On this basis, 
we can now overview of three of West’s novels, before investigating one of them against 
the concept of cosmopolitanism.
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5. Multilingualism and Cosmopolitanism in the Political Novels of 
Morris West

Morris Langlo West was born 1916 in Melbourne, Australia. Already in his twen-
ties fluent in Italian and French, he taught modern languages and mathematics in New 
South Wales and Tasmania. Apart from novels, West wrote plays, screenplays and radio 
dramas. After he became an established writer, each new book he wrote sold more than 
one million copies. His works have been translated into twenty-eight languages, and sold 
nearly seventy million copies worldwide. Of his 28 novels, six have been made into films, 
starring globally well-known actors in leading roles, such as the 1968 Metro-Goldwyn-
Mayer production The Shoes of the Fisherman (based on West’s 1963 novel) with Law-
rence Oliver, John Gielgud, Anthony Quinn and Vittorio De Sica; or the 1987 British 
production The Second Victory (based on West’s 1958 novel) with Mario Adorf and Max 
von Sydow. 

In his 1974 novel Harlequin, West traces the character and fortunes of the director 
and owner of a small but flourishing Swiss private bank, George Harlequin, who is shown 
to be highly educated, worldly, and fluent in six languages (German, English, French, Ital-
ian, Greek, and Mandarin Chinese). His private and professional bliss takes a turn for the 
worse when he is set up and framed for corporate fraud and murder, his wife killed, and 
his child abducted by unscrupulous global banking and business competitors. To clear his 
name, he decides to fight his adversaries by resorting to tactics and practices far outside 
the law, which his closest friends hold to be both beneath him and their friendship for him. 
Diplomatic representations of different countries, and several clandestine governmental 
and semi-governmental agencies become involved in Harlequin’s quest. It takes until the 
very last sentence of this social, political and economic thriller to achieve a reconciliation 
between the different characters, and within the personal psychological makeup of the 
main protagonist, George Harlequin. 

In his 1979 novel Proteus, West develops the character and destiny of main pro-
tagonist John Spada, an affluent head and owner of a New York-based global business 
firm of Italian origin (and fluent in English, French, Italian, Spanish and German) across 
personal tragedy, after his daughter and son-in-law, an Argentinean political activist, are 
tortured by the Argentinean regime, before they, together with Spada’s wife, are murdered 
in his American home by terrorists working from within his own company. Spada embarks 
on a mission of personal vendetta that includes a believable global terrorist threat, enabled 
by his own financial resources and personal political connections. Although he cites as the 
altruistic motive for his global terrorist threat the vow to never allow to happen again, to 
any political captives worldwide, what had happened to his daughter and son-in-law, he 
is on the verge of becoming a similar type of criminal to those whom he set out to fight. 
Only his suicide in the United Nations General Assembly Hall averts an impeding global 
catastrophe. 

For all their dramatic and technical merits of suspenseful and politically detailed 
storytelling, neither Harlequin nor Proteus were chosen for closer investigation, due to 
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their main protagonist’s character developments that might cast a less positive light for 
their political, cultural or educational recommendations. By contrast, the character of the 
main protagonist in The Ringmaster, throughout his professional and private ordeals, re-
mains personally wholesome in ways that can be recommended as psychologically and 
pedagogically insightful, as well as academically and artistically inspiring. 

In West’s 1991 novel The Ringmaster, Australian publisher Gilbert Anselm Lang-
ton speaks 23 languages on a native level (including several Asian languages, such as 
Japanese, Korean and Thai, and local dialects such as Northern German). The plot, located 
mostly in Japan and Thailand, revolves around Langton’s transcultural organization and 
translation for a conference of European, American and Asian businesspeople who are 
meeting to restructure and distribute the huge Russian and East Asian food and energy 
market among the countries, powers and interests that each of them represents. While 
brilliantly successful at his organizational and linguistic tasks, which carry him across 
Eastern Asia from Tokyo to Bangkok, and succeeding in every professional challenge put 
to him by the participants, Langton however fails at enabling the altruistic scope of the 
business venture (which was to open up, and then to hand to the native populations, the 
first unlimited raw material and food supply chain across Eastern Asia), and also ends up 
disillusioned by several of his close friendships among the participants. Langton and his 
experiences, as well as linguistic and cultural positions, are quoted from the novel at every 
point where they substantiate aspects of multilingualism or cosmopolitanism.

6. Defining Multilingualism

Regarding the quantity (number) of languages that individuals are required to speak 
(in a wide sense) to be considered multilingual, there is a significant disagreement in the 
sociolinguistic literature as to whether that could include simple bilingualism, meaning 
the mastery of just one foreign language (see Herdina and Jessner 2002: 52), or should sig-
nify at least two foreign languages beyond the mother tongue, hence a form of trilingual-
ism (Barron-Hauwaert 2003: 130), or even go beyond trilingualism, and thus require the 
mastery of “at least three foreign languages” (Apeltauer 1993: 275), which would consti-
tute a form of quadrilingualism. To be on the safe side, and to keep both the empirical part 
and the investigation of fictional literature beyond any contention, I followed Apeltauer’s 
most demanding definition. As for the required quality (mastery) of those languages, the 
literature maintains that for multilinguals “it is inappropriate to expect near-native speaker 
competence” (Morgan 2001: 46). 

At the beginning of The Ringmaster, Gilbert Anselm Langton describes his closest 
friend, the rich Japanese businessman Kenji Tanaka, as different from him in that Tanaka 
had been brought up in an elitist but nevertheless only bilingual way by his father, who had 
instilled Tanaka high educational demands, but also geographical, cultural and linguistic 
limitations in these words: 
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“You will go abroad, to Europe, to England, to the United States. You will learn the 
languages and skills of other peoples” (West 1991: 10). 

It becomes clear during the rest of the novel that Tanaka, for all his personal wealth 
and jet-set mobility, will forever remain on the level of bilingual expressions and cultural 
insights, and hence a much narrower worldview than he, Langton, enjoys. 

In the empirical study, I required of each of the interviewees, who were young post-
graduate students, to possess an “advanced knowledge” if possible, but at least a “good 
working knowledge” across the four skills (reading, listening, speaking, and writing) in at 
least three foreign languages beyond their mother tongue. In impressive fulfilment of these 
requirements, at the beginning of The Ringmaster, Langton describes himself as follows: 

“Who am I? I’m Gilbert Anselm Langton, fifty-odd years old and feeling much 
older. I’m a publisher, a major shareholder of an international group called Polyglot Press 
which was founded in Sydney, Australia and now has branches or affiliates all over the 
world. My father – God rests his scholar’s soul – had held for a quarter of a century 
the Chair of Comparative Languages at the university and…had given me the gift of 
tongues… You can trust me in twenty-three major languages and be confident I won’t let 
you too far astray in fifteen or twenty others” (West 1991: 12). 

While improbable scenarios are a privilege of fiction, in today’s world of YouTube 
access, this type of linguistic command, while still rare, can be seen to be increasingly 
widespread. What makes Langton’s character interesting beyond a polyglot’s ability of 
just “speaking many languages well” are his corresponding cultural insights, analyzed 
within issues of the below cosmopolitan matrix.

7. Linking Multilingualism and Cosmopolitanism

Scholarly or autobiographical writings on the identity of multilingual persons are 
mostly unrelated to cosmopolitan cultural identity. Many authors, analyzing themselves, 
find that they are “acquiring a different cultural identity in every language” (Kotchemi-
dova 2000: 130), or that they as multilingual individuals “have a richer repertoire of lin-
guistic and cultural choices and could fine-tune their behavior to a greater variety of cul-
tural contexts” (Stroińska 2003: 97). Only two authors describe their linguistic identities 
in plastic terms, such as “strata” or “layers of a cake” or of “an onion” (Bassnett 2000: 
66-71; Steiner 1998: 12-127), albeit in a brief and basic manner. Given this scarcity of 
voices, the literature agrees that much more research is needed on the personal and 
cultural identity of multilingual persons (Aronin and Ó Laoire 2004: 12; Gunesch 2008: 
74-81 and 2013: 178). 

Apart from those, only the French philosopher Pascal Bruckner, in his 1996 ar-
ticle The Edge of Babel, closely links a notion of individual cosmopolitanism to personal 
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linguistic development. Bruckner gives examples of historic and contemporary writers 
and poets (such as Elias Canetti, Agota Kristof and Vladimir Nabokov) who learned and 
prominently used foreign languages in their works. Bruckner explicitly links his examples 
of poets that use foreign languages to the making of a truly cosmopolitan person: “In short, 
one is not born cosmopolitan, but becomes so in an act of unlimited devotion and respect 
and by taking on an endless debt to a foreign reality. The elation of playing in several 
keys, on several keyboards requires the incorporation of another world’s structure” (1996: 
247-248). Interestingly, Langton uses similar expressions in The Ringmaster, when he 
describes his linguistic and cultural relationship with Japan and his two best friends there, 
namely his business partner Kenji Tanaka and Tanaka’s female companion Miko, in these 
words: 

“I understood these things because I had known him much longer than Miko, be-
cause he was my partner in business and we had played together in the floating world 
where, because I spoke its language and knew its customs, I was not wholly a stranger, 
but an amusing hybrid, an unexpected dash of colour in a garden of grey rocks and raked 
pebbles” (West 1991: 16). 

While both Bruckner and Langton propose a vague relationship between language 
learning, a resulting multilingualism and the forming of cosmopolitan personalities, nei-
ther author explicitly substantiates the link between “languages” and “cosmopolitanism”. 
Representing scholarly writing, Bruckner rather implies, or takes for granted that his cos-
mopolitan model has a lot to do with learning and using different languages. Hence mov-
ing beyond Bruckner and the literature for which cosmopolitanism is mostly a political 
illusion, our conceptual framework substantiates cosmopolitanism below, before our em-
pirical investigation consolidates it relationship to multilingualism.

8. Cosmopolitanism’s Conceptual Framework

8.1 Cosmopolitanism’s History, Transdisciplinarity and 
Multidimensionality

Cosmopolitanism has been especially intensely debated during three historical pe-
riods: the time of the Greek Stoics of the 1st–2nd century BCE; the seventeenth/eighteenth 
century; and as of the 1990s (see Appiah 2006: xiii-xv; Carter 2005: 15-28; Grovogui 
2005: 103; Mazlish 2005: 101). The academic literature sees cosmopolitanism as a cross-
disciplinary concept of multiple definitions which have changed along those historical 
periods (Trepanier and Habib 2011:5; Brennan 2001: 76; Pollock et al. 2002: 1; Dharwad-
ker 2001: 1). Therefore, our following definition of cosmopolitanism is a complex and 
condensed literature synthesis in form of a matrix of topics and issues of what constitutes 
a cosmopolitan person, which has been enriched by considerable critical thinking. 
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In overview, these issues are: 1) an awareness of the cosmopolitan multidimension-
ality; 2) a feeling of being “at home in the world”; 3) the mobility to travel, if not (only) 
with a “typical tourist” attitude; 4) a straddling of the “global” and the “local” spheres as 
a world citizen; 5) a general willingness and openness towards encountered local cultural 
diversity; 6) a “connaissance” (connoisseurship) with respect to that local cultural diver-
sity; 7) a notion of “home” that can be extremely varied, just not everywhere; 8) a possible 
sense of personal effort or elitism to achieve a cosmopolitan identity, besides possible 
notions of professionalism or intellectualism; and 9) a complex awareness of, and relation-
ship to the political issues of nationality, internationalism and globalization. 

The comprehensiveness and robustness of the matrix let us substantiate cosmopoli-
tanism as more than just an illusion, namely as a contemporary cultural individual identity 
form, against which we continue investigating the novel The Ringmaster, before doing so 
with our group of multilingual students, before using the matrix to compare and recom-
mend on academic and popular writing.

8.2 Cosmopolitans Being and Feeling at Home in the World

Cosmopolitans share a feeling of being “at home in the world” (exemplified by the 
title of Brennan’s 1997 book, At Home in the World: Cosmopolitanism Now), and an inter-
est in, or engagement with cultural diversity by straddling the global and the local spheres 
in terms of personal identity, with one foot in each sphere, finding a balance in which 
the global is decisive without having to dominate all the time. This twentieth-century 
conceptual imagery still seems valid in in our ever increasingly globalized world of the 
twenty-first century. While ever more people seem to be able to connect themselves to pro-
fessional or private experiences on a global scale, this research respects the many people 
who cannot afford to do so; hence “at home in the world” is meant to reflect increasing 
socio-political potential, rather than universal socio-economic reality. In The Ringmaster, 
Langton explicitly claims and expresses the ability and readiness of being at home in the 
world: 

“My father devoted every moment of his leisure life to making me, as he put it, ‘apt 
for a gypsy life on a shrinking planet’” (West 1991: 8).

8.3 Cosmopolitanism’s Relationship to Traveling and Tourism

While traveling is indispensable for first-hand experiences of cultural diversity 
(Beck 2000: 96; Clifford 1992: 103), it is “connaissance” (connoisseurship) and an atti-
tude of cultural engagement which differentiate cosmopolitan traveling from mere tourism 
(Hannerz 1996: 105; Robbins 1998: 254). By contrast, “typical tourism” is often limited to 
holiday stereotypes and cultural clichés about the target culture (Bruckner 1996: 247-249; 
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Carter 2001: 77). The traveling aspect could likewise be a continuum, developing from 
(stages of) tourism to (stages of) cosmopolitanism. Indeed, one group of our investigated 
multilingual students helped to create and define an intermediate category of “advanced 
tourism” on such a continuum. However, deflecting overly elitist cosmopolitan attitudes, 
some concede that for instance cultural tourism is something “which the cosmopolitan 
admits to enjoying” (Appiah 1998: 91). Fittingly, Langton remembers how he and his 
father “every year…took off for three months of gypsy travel in Asia, Europe or the South 
Americas” (West 1991: 12).

8.4 Cosmopolitan Global-Local Continuum and Search for Diversity

While persons that we typically consider as “locals” may not be interested in cul-
tural diversity, “cosmopolitans” consciously value and try to access local cultural diversity 
(Hannerz 1990: 237, 249-250; Pollock 2002: 17). This could be visualized as a continuum 
along which the cosmopolitan can advance, and which also serves to distinguish between 
different cosmopolitans regarding their local competences, as well as between different 
degrees of competence (from one local culture to another) within the same cosmopolitan 
person. In The Ringmaster, Langton reminisces on his father thus: 

“He allowed me to see…the joy of things, the challenge of new places, new people, 
old history relived, new history in the making” (West 1991: 13). 

Later in the novel, Langton entertains his Japanese friends Tanaka and Miko during 
a dinner conversation with further memories of his travels: 

“I opened my grab-bag of memories: my boyhood travels with my father, my first 
encounters with the upland tribes of New Guinea, who worshipped a pig-god and believed 
that their magicians could change themselves into cassowary birds…I told them of the 
voodoo rites we had witnessed in the favelas of Rio and the day we stood in a back street 
in Tunis and watched a bored workman excavate rows of little urns, the ashes of first-born 
sacrificed in the fiery belly of Baal” (West 1991: 32).

8.5 Cosmopolitan Openness and Cultural Engagement

Cosmopolitan persons have “a willingness to engage with the Other, an…open-
ness toward divergent cultural experiences” (Hannerz 1992: 252; similarly Papastephanou 
2002: 69-70). This logically includes individual dislikes of what or who (in a culture or 
a person) a cosmopolitan is open-mindedly engaging with. Thus, the cosmopolitan, able 
to engage with a local culture, is free but not obliged to endorse that culture, either in its 
entirety or in parts. Fittingly, Langton remembers his childhood as a deep form of cultural 
engagement enabled by a combination of linguistic and cultural skills:
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“In my own lifetime Australia had become a haven for migrants from all over the 
globe – Greeks, Turks, Vietnamese, Chinese, Ethiopians, the whole gamut of races – so 
practice partners were not hard to find…He [my father] taught me more than language. He 
taught me a mannerly silence and the deference appropriate to a stranger who is invited to 
share the tribal fire” (West 1991: 12, 13).

8.6 Cosmopolitan Competence or Mastery

The cosmopolitan’s access to local cultural diversity leads to a competence or mas-
tery in the respective local culture(s). Depending on the degree of that competence or mas-
tery, one can speak of “connaissance”, rather than (mere) “dilettantism” (Hannerz 1990: 
239–40; 1992: 252–3; 1996: 103). These two can again be considered as extreme ends of a 
continuum along which the cosmopolitan can advance, and which serves to distinguish be-
tween different cosmopolitans with respect to their local competence, as well as between 
different degrees of competence (from one local culture to another) within the same cos-
mopolitan person. In The Ringmaster, Langton evidences his linguistic, but especially his 
cultural competence, by outlining his overall professional roles and responsibilities thus: 

“In my function as a mediator, I supply the tonalities of the dialogue. I explain the 
concepts which underlie the language. I say what is left unsaid, perhaps the unsayable. 
Not all of that is done in public assembly. Much of it is transmitted in private talk with the 
parties. However, in the end they must be convinced, not only of my competence but my 
integrity” (West 1991: 15). 

Later, a conference participant from Northern Germany tests Langton for both his 
linguistic mastery as well as his cross-cultural competence: 

“He laughed and quoted in Korean a piece of bawdy doggerel about a kisaeng 
[Korean courtesan] girl and a tourist from America. He gave a grin of approval when I 
rendered it in Reeperbahn slang. I knew that he was putting me through my paces, testing 
what Tanaka had told him about me. I did not blame him. I gave him full marks for style 
and effort. After all, he had set the whole project in motion. He had to be sure I would not 
fumble my part of it” (West 1991: 48)

8.7 Cosmopolitanism and the Question of Home

The cosmopolitans’ variety of accessed and accessible cultures and their acquired 
multicultural perspectives might mean that “home” is not (just) the “home culture” any 
more. “Home” develops new meanings, formed out of the multicultural perspectives that 
are available to cosmopolitan individuals (Hannerz 1990: 240, 248; 1992: 253-254; 1996: 
110). Furthermore, “home” could also combine several locations or perceptions. Probably 
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the only logical and logistical limitation to endless locational or cultural variations is that 
one’s home cannot be literally “everywhere”. 

As will be shown in the empirical part, our interviewed students revealed for 
themselves a wide array of possible homes, specially mediated by their linguistic abili-
ties that allowed them to experience and express them. Langton never directly expresses 
where his “home” is. All the novel’s action takes place outside of his home country, and 
even all the memories of past adventures are exclusively located in other parts of the 
world. Thus implicitly, but clearly due to his ability to communicate with everyone ev-
erywhere in the novel, he is shown to be worldly to the extent that “home” is wherever 
he understands and is understood by people, which arguably covers all the above options 
except “everywhere”.

8.8 Cosmopolitan Effort, Elitism, Professionalism and Intellectualism

Cosmopolitanism might require personal effort. Bruckner calls it “finding joy and 
strength in overcoming habitual limits” (1996: 247), giving examples of poets and writ-
ers struggling to acquire or express themselves in their foreign language. One could see 
cosmopolitan effort as requiring all the personal resources aspiring to elements of the 
cosmopolitan matrix. As for elitism, Brennan puts forward “the unalloyed goodness of the 
‘cosmopolitan’” and argues that “in the English language, its connotations have been re-
lentlessly positive: ‘free from provincial prejudices’, ‘not limited to one part of the world’, 
‘sophisticated, urbane, worldly’” (1997: 19). In The Ringmaster, Langton describes the 
efforts he had to put in to acquire and maintain both his linguistic as well as his worldly 
expertise: 

“I had to work like dog for nine months of every year and get my reward when he 
and I took off for…travel” (West 1991: 12). 

Some characterize cosmopolitans as “people with credentials, decontextualised 
cultural capital” (Hannerz 1990: 246 and 1996: 108). Some see “intellectuals” as typical 
examples of cosmopolitans and, in turn, as the typical example of transnational profes-
sionals (Robbins 1998: 254). Interestingly, Langton refers to his linguistic skills and cul-
tural knowledge to a large extent in professional terms: 

“A polyglot himself, he [my father] gave me the key to the Tower of Babel where 
the world’s languages echo in hopeless confusion. He taught me how to decipher them, 
remember them, turn them into currency of daily commerce… [He] taught me another 
essential lesson: a man can be a fool in as many languages as he speaks. So he insisted I 
read law and economics and learn business administration… So as my publishing services 
extended, I found myself gradually co-opted into a new role, that that of consultant or me-
diator in international commerce. It was not a free service. I was paid well for it. But those 
who understood what I could offer were able to save a mind of money in lawyers’ fees and 



275

Comparing Political Illusion and Cultural Reality in Scholarly and Fictional Literature: Concepts of Cosmo-
politanism and Dreams of Multilingualism in Academic Writing and Twentieth-Century Political Novels

executive time. More than half the cost of international business is used up in dialogues 
of the deaf, between people who are actually ignorant of each other’s laws, customs and 
business dialect” (West 1991: 15).

8.9 Cosmopolitanism’s Relationship to the Nation-State, Internationalism, 
and Globalization

The literature is mindful of the etymological classical Greek origin of the word 
“cosmopolitan”, namely kosmou politês, “citizen of the world” (Appiah 2006: xiv; Carter 
2005: 21; Kemp 2011: 23; Werbner 2008: 2). Consequently, some (Kymlicka 2001: 204) 
reject any cosmopolitan attachments or loyalties beneath an all-encompassing global level 
of humanity. Others, more conciliatory, put forward the notion of a “rooted cosmopolitan-
ism, or…cosmopolitan patriotism” (Appiah 1998: 91), stressing the feasibility and neces-
sity of having loyalties and ties to smaller geographical or cultural entities, such as nation-
states, local communities, or friends and families. 

While they are often seen as synonyms, etymologically the concept of “interna-
tionalism” (as “between and among nations”) cannot explain as easily as “cosmopolitan-
ism” (with its “feeling at home in the world”) why a person’s home might be outside their 
nation-state, or in several parts of the world. Similarly, cultural issues below or above the 
nation-state remit (for instance interest in small-scale local cultural diversity, like villages, 
or an overarching identity dimension covering the whole world) are easier to capture with 
cosmopolitanism (Gunesch 2015: 66). This gives cosmopolitanism a far more transna-
tional character than internationalism. 

Finally, globalization is associated with cultural uniformity (Sifakis and Sougari 
2003: 60) just as much as with cultural diversity (Scholte 2000: 23), while cosmopolitan-
ism mainly seeks out diversity. Also, globalization started to be debated only in the 20th 
century (Nicholson 1999: 24; Scholte 2000: 16), while cosmopolitanism’s historical roots, 
as shown above, are much longer. However, the nation-state issue continues to be a deeply 
entrenched part of the academic discussion of the concept of cosmopolitanism, with far-
reaching implications for its treatment as a political illusion. 

These areas were not covered in detail in The Ringmaster, which could be ex-
plained with two purposes of a novel, namely to entertain and to sell, and less than schol-
arly literature to inform or to convince. Hence these issues are substantiated in our empiri-
cal exploration with multilingual students, who revealed themselves and their personal 
cultural identity against the cosmopolitan matrix in ways which, in some places, go far 
beyond the academic literature.
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9. Empirical Research: Analysis and Synthesis

An overall sample of 48 international, post-graduate students at the University of 
Bath in the United Kingdom, pre-selected for their multi-linguistic competence, was nar-
rowed to the 11 most multilingual individuals, via a self-assessment questionnaire of their 
language learning histories and abilities, which was determined along the outlined quan-
titative and qualitative criteria. Hence each of the interviewees had an advanced working 
knowledge of least three and up to five foreign languages, in the four skills of reading, 
writing, listening and speaking. These 11 students revealed their identities against the 
cosmopolitanism matrix in exploratory, in-depth, semi-structured, open-ended and covert 
interviews, given that the topic was not known to them, so that the relationship between 
multilingualism and cosmopolitanism could be investigated in a non-guiding manner to 
ensure full validity of the results. 

The student interviewees expressed themselves freely about their language atti-
tudes and identity preferences against the background of the categories of the cosmo-
politan literature matrix. These matrix categories were treated as interpretive and flexible 
tools rather than fixed categories. This allowed a pattern of three broad ideal types of mul-
tilingual interviewee profiles to emerge, which I called “Advanced Tourist”, “Transitional 
Cosmopolitan”, and “Interactive Cosmopolitan”:

1) The Advanced Tourist is not the “simple” tourist” of the literature (as a coun-
ter-example to the cosmopolitan) any more. However, some interviewees revealed mere 
functional mastery concerns, consumerist “taking” attitudes, and/or national identities to 
varying degrees, which seemed to limit their willingness to engage with a diversity of 
target cultures. 

2) The Transitional Cosmopolitan is somewhere between the tourist and the cos-
mopolitan on the continuum, but moving towards the third type, namely the interactive 
cosmopolitan.

3) The Interactive Cosmopolitan reveals advanced forms of interactive and integra-
tive behavior and mindset, as would befit the ideal-typical literature cosmopolitan indi-
vidual, especially by displaying an attitude of open-mindedness, flexibility, self-criticism, 
as well as of giving and sharing.

These three ideal profile types were then compared to each other in an empiri-
cal synthesis. To show analysis and synthesis, each below quote corresponds to an inter-
viewee statement; sometimes several statements are assembled to highlight the nature of 
the synthesis. Quotation marks serve to set off interviewees, and imitate the “spoken and 
spontaneous” process.
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9.1 First New Ideal Type: Advanced Tourist

The advanced tourist’s identity centres on the local, regional, or national. While 
rational stances are adopted, such as in declarations of being an open and worldly person, 
the emotional inner world reveals rather parochial or local limits with respect to the matrix 
issues of “identity” as well as “home”:

“First I’m Basque, and afterwards a European. I don’t know; my European feelings 
haven’t been very developed yet”.

The advanced tourist stresses the professional usefulness of language learning, 
which suggest that the advanced tourist is a prototype of the literature concept of “trans-
national occupational cultures” (Hannerz 1990: 243, 246 and 1996: 108; similarly Rob-
bins 1998: 254):	

“I chose Spanish [to study] especially because…Latin America is for Political Sci-
entists a very interesting field of study…This was more utilitarian, to have more possibili-
ties afterwards with the language…to find a job, in the now uniting Europe or in a job 
market that is getting more international every time”.

9.2 Second New Ideal Type: Transitional Cosmopolitan

Transitional cosmopolitans move along the continuum between the advanced tour-
ist and the interactive cosmopolitan. They might for instance have a profile more of an 
advanced tourist regarding certain matrix issues, such as the question of home, where 
national and even local attachments prevail, with wider attachments only established ex-
ceptionally:

“I tend to live wherever I go…It’s where you are brought up, where you had your 
first friends, and where you live, where your parents’ house is…But then, you have other 
parts of the world where you feel very comfortable as well…Madrid…became my second 
home…It usually doesn’t happen…but when it happens, it’s something exceptional”.

On the other hand, transitional cosmopolitans have very cosmopolitan attitudes 
towards their (native) nation-state, with expressions of sympathy for cultures abroad trig-
gering criticism from compatriots:

“The nation-state makes you homogeneous, and makes you patriotic, and gives you 
myths, gives you symbols, and gives you a whole set of ideas which are not very helpful 
if you want to live as a global person, and not as an ethnocentric person”.

“I have been treated as a xenomaniac [sic] by my friends sometimes… The fact that 
I can criticise Greece, it means that for them [the Greeks] I am a little bit of a foreigner”.
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9.3 Third New Ideal Type: Interactive Cosmopolitan

The interactive cosmopolitan reveals the most open-minded, flexible, holistic and 
giving attitude of the three ideal types, substantiating and contributing to core literature 
on cosmopolitanism. Also, for interactive cosmopolitans’ identities, languages are much 
more pervasive and important. For instance, they personalize the link between multilin-
gualism and cosmopolitanism by rephrasing and substantiating the key aspect of “effort” 
in the advanced literary concept of cosmopolitanism, namely Bruckner’s “finding joy and 
strength in overcoming habitual limits” (1996: 247) when overcoming linguistic insecuri-
ties and learning stages:

“[Learning and keeping up Dutch] was always kind of like a struggle, it was always 
hard to maintain, somehow. But…I could find out something that was beyond my limits…
Through improving your language…you always go a step further”.

“I would really look forward to that [being in a culturally completely unfamiliar en-
vironment], if I could. When I went to Morocco…I was just so amazed…it was just totally 
different…a bit uncomfortable, but because I couldn’t speak the language”.

“I would be curious [in culturally unfamiliar environments], nosy, would like to 
get to know…and would look for the keys…Keys being…language as a main source…
Of course it’s also again feeling insecure, feeling incapable…but I think the feeling, or the 
eagerness of wanting to cope would be higher, or weigh more”.

For the interactive cosmopolitan, language mastery allows for highly open and 
interactive two-way cultural access and engagement, culminating in critical self-reflection 
about one’s own country and culture. This enables a highly interactive and “giving” travel:

“[Languages] mean the opportunity of learning…Not only learning about people…
It also would inspire your personal view of things. It makes you more open…It makes me 
feel more that I know where I’m going, and getting to know people better”.

“If I travel, I like to talk with people, and to learn something about their country… 
Language learning…it’s a way of education, it’s a way of learning not only more about 
other cultures but also about yourself… You can anticipate to give something”.

The more interactive a person is, the more he or she sees professional and private 
aspects of language learning and use as indissolubly intertwined. The reasons for such 
personal learning and use are also in a continuum of development, from function or pro-
fession to mind-set, worldview, and up to aesthetics:

“In contrast with European languages, you see that there are other systems, other 
ways of indicating things… My first inclination [to the Arabic language] was because of 
the artistic way of writing. It’s really like a piece of art… It’s a beautiful language”.

Interactive cosmopolitans concede a “foreign identity” but refuse to substantiate it 
linguistically. Some would be taken into “another sphere” when using certain languages. 
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This resembles the “strata”, “layers” or “onions” dimensions described by (just) two au-
thors on the identity of multilingual persons (Bassnett 2000: 66-67 and Steiner 1998: 
120-125):

“I act differently when I speak Spanish. I’m more in the Spanish way of life. A 
bit more open, I’m more eager to say personal things…in my Spanish identity. Spanish 
identity, of course is an exaggeration…I have several identities, but you can’t stick to the 
languages”.

“Speaking with a Dutch person carries me into another sphere. So, kind of this cake 
[of my identity dimensions] changes and shifts, like from context to context… But a piece 
of it is always Dutch… It’s another way of seeing, of perceiving, I think…of being aware 
of yourself and of other people”.

For an interactive cosmopolitan, language knowledge is an indispensable factor for 
feeling at home, and a matter of global identity, where languages serve as a passport or 
qualifier to access and cope in foreign environments:

“Knowing the language well doesn’t make you feel at home. But you cannot feel at 
home unless you know the language”.

“The language that is necessary to cope in the [everyday] situations is a basic factor 
of feeling [at] home”.

Finally, the interactive cosmopolitan’s “home” is differentiated and multi-dimen-
sional, reflecting Hannerz’s “privileged site of nostalgia” or “comfortable place of familiar 
faces, where…there is some risk of boredom” (1990: 248; 1996: 110). “Home” can also be 
seen on context-dependent geographical levels, in dynamic interactions, embraced with an 
open attitude, and involving multi-sensory perceptions:

“[Home:] How boring, at first. But of course, it’s more than that…The word ‘home’ 
is ‘stick to the same place’, and I would like to move a lot…I would like to say that it is an 
uninteresting concept, but I still have some nostalgia towards home”.

“It [home] means people I relate to… It is also where you’re born, but other home 
places accumulate… It captures all of your senses; it is what you see; it is also what you 
smell… Then again, it depends on the context… I would say that “a home” is a place 
where I can live any mood, a range of different situations”.

10. Comparisons between Academic and Artistic Literature

We can now fully compare our conceptual frameworks of multilingualism and cos-
mopolitanism, and their empirical substantiation with a group of multilingual students, 
with their literary expressions and dramatizations in Morris West’s novel The Ringmas-
ter. Several issues spring to mind immediately: first, both the empirical result and West’s 
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fictional account go far beyond what scholarly and academic literature offers on the po-
litical or cultural “illusion” of cosmopolitanism as a twentieth century form of political 
vision or personal identity. One might argue that this could partly be expected, since one 
privilege of fiction is foregoing reality in favor of creating desirable options for political 
and cultural life. However, the horizons of current academic literature are in many ways 
likewise enlarged with the empirical results with our group of multilingual students. The 
covert nature of the interviews and the youth of the participants prevented the interviewees 
from bringing either pre-formulated thoughts or extensive life, travel or cultural experi-
ence to the table. If they still succeeded in exceeding several issues of the cosmopolitan 
literature matrix (such as expressions of personal effort, of attitudes of relationship to their 
own nation-state, of a personal, lived-in form of internationalism, of question of home, of 
different identity circles, and of the overall integration of their personal multilingualism 
with the entire notion of world citizenship), this is as a strong argument for moving away 
from considering cosmopolitanism just as a political illusion and a dream for ivory tower 
professions, and towards a fully livable and realizable conception of desirable, but also of 
definitely doable, everyday reality. 

Second, and speaking of professions, it is interesting to note that for both our em-
pirical group as well as for the novel’s main protagonist Gilbert Anselm Langton, a pro-
fessional identification with language knowledge, and their skillful and successful use in 
daily working life or future job planning, played such a great role. One could argue that 
students and novelist should have availed themselves of their leisure inherent in their ac-
tivities to envisage frameworks within which their languages could be put to good use not 
only for their jobs, but also in private life, and for the general betterment of humankind. 
Or, in the words of the much-satirized personal wishes of beauty pageant contestants: for 
something as worthy as “world peace”. 

However, a closer look at the empirical results reveals that, from our three newly 
established ideal types of cosmopolitans, only the “Advanced Tourists” displays such a 
professionally limited horizon. Besides, even this type, with the “weakest” cosmopoli-
tan traits among the three, still and by far exceeded the traditional image of the “typical 
tourist” that still pervades scholarly literature and academic writing, across a range of 
academic disciplines from anthropology to sociology. Further, rather than belittling young 
people’s preoccupations with their futures, for which they were busy studying towards an 
advanced degree in a foreign country during the period of the interviews, one should rather 
ask why seasoned, full-time academics, who are professionally endowed with the task 
of creating advanced forms of concepts such as cosmopolitanism, seem to offer mostly 
labels such as “European illusion” and “decontextualized cultural capital” within multi-
disciplinary filing systems. 

Third, there are interesting parallels between the most advanced empirical form of 
the “Interactive Cosmopolitan” and the fictional figure of Gilbert Anselm Langton. Lang-
ton seems like a fictional substantiation of that empirical ideal type. Again, the fictional 
creation of such a character is arguably much easier done between the pages of a novel 
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than through the life stages of a personal education that achieves the expression of identity 
forms corresponding to Interactive Cosmopolitan ideal form. Still, even if the personal 
substantiation in the character of Langton and within the pages of The Ringmaster is just 
fictional, it can nevertheless be accepted as another confirmation of the concept of cosmo-
politanism, and of the validity of the cosmopolitan scientific literature matrix: it holds up 
to real (empirical) life, but also to “larger-than-life” (fictional) accounts. 

Hence both the empirical and the fictional “fit” can be taken as starting points for 
suggestions in several areas of political, social and cultural life, with ambitious implica-
tions for the use of the wealth of an array of mastered languages and identity forms. To 
point out just a few in cursory form: these suggestions and implications could start with ar-
tistic and belletristic reflections in novel or screenplay writing for intellectually satisfying 
and philosophically fulfilling character development, protagonist qualifications, backstory 
buildup, or plot constructions, and from there take on a wider remit with reflections on 
educational and cultural frameworks that include global citizenship scenarios, and finally 
culminate in questions (and possible answers) of what we wish to develop as desired traits 
in our global leaders, for instance in European or world politics.

11. Concluding Recommendations for Academic and Fictional Writing

Bearing in mind that we could focus only on one novel of one Australian writer, 
who has developed similar storylines of global political intrigue in several of his altogether 
28 novels, this focus reveals a huge repository and resources for internationalist thought, 
multilingual abilities, global identities, and their worldwide application. Importantly, the 
application of these resources is not confined to realms of the fictional and fantastic. Even 
if, as in the opinion of this researcher, Morris West has a gift for composing fiction in a 
way and style that conveys complex political and personal issues and scenarios so realisti-
cally that excerpts from his novels could almost be used as handbook passages for per-
sonal identity development, we do not have to rely on fiction alone to help us in that task. 
Measured by the standards that were expressed by our empirical research participants, 
West’s fictional scenarios merely reflect our student’s goals and aspirations. None of them, 
or of us for that matter, must accomplish, for example, Langton’s linguistic and cultural 
competence. But both Langton’s as well as our students’ expressed ambitions hold up as 
respectable aims and dreams for twenty-first century national citizens with multilingual 
ambitions and world citizenship aspirations. 

The research focus and limitation on just one novel, and on one empirical investi-
gation of one group of eleven students, also reveals that there is a much larger and hith-
erto untapped potential for exploring cosmopolitanism not just as an abstract political or 
European illusion, but as a multitude of concrete personal stories and potentials across 
the world. The illusionary quality might have been justified in twentieth century novel sto-
rylines, after two World Wars, a following Cold War period with its global arms race and 
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international mistrust, the buildup and only gradual dismantling of arsenals of weapons 
of mass destruction, the rise and fall of the Iron Curtain, the Berlin Wall, and World Com-
munism, not to mention countless personal tragedies and stories of suffering. Correspond-
ingly, all this might equally have justified to treat world citizenship with weariness, or cos-
mopolitanism with condescension. However, in our increasingly globalized and intercon-
nected world of the twenty-first century, where cultural exchange and language knowledge 
between the world’s people, nations, and especially youths have become requirements and 
even benchmarks of personal accomplishments and outlooks, and of educational achieve-
ments and ambitions, such limitations need not, and should not apply any more. 

This research therefore urges political, social, cultural, artistic and literary stake-
holders from all over the world, and from all strata of society, to contribute to a develop-
ment where “illusion” is gradually and progressively replaced with “dream”, “potential”, 
“goal”, finally “reality”. This author has tried to do his part, for instance firstly by writing 
this article in one of his “second languages” (English), secondly by having conducted the 
research that is its basis in altogether seven languages (including foreign literature sourc-
es, or passages of the empirical research when the interviewees spontaneously switched 
to other languages, as shown earlier for the “Transitional Cosmopolitan”), or thirdly by 
presenting the research results at conferences in several “yet other languages” (one of 
them being Russian). 

Finally, and in answer to the title of this research: having compared the political 
illusion of cosmopolitanism and the cultural reality of multilingualism in scholarly and 
fictional literature, both sides could benefit from each other, and be enriched as a result: 
fictional literature, from the complex and thorough conceptualization of academic writing, 
and scholarly literature, from the sheer audacity and enthusiastic embodiment of cultural, 
linguistic and educational ideals in their main protagonists. Our empirical research has 
shown that those protagonists can step out of the realm of idealized fiction and become 
everyday reality, which is a professional goal and probably also a private dream that we 
as educators already work towards and harbor in our souls, in our classrooms and in our 
daily lives.
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konrad guneSi
(arabTa gaerTianebuli saamiroebi)

politikuri iluziisa da kulturuli realobis Sedareba 

samecniero da mxatvrul literaturaSi: kosmopoliturobis 

koncepti  da ocnebebi multilingvisturobaze samecniero 

diskurssa da me-20 saukunis politikur romanSi 

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: kosmopolitizmi, multilingvizmi, politi-
kuri iluzia, kulturuli realoba, mxatvruli literatura, meoce 
saukunis politikuri romani.

winamdebare kvleva aanalizebs, adarebs da afasebs meoce sauku-
nis mecnierebasa da mxatvrul literaturaSi kosmopolitizmis poli-
tikuri iluziasa da multilingvizmis kulturul realobas. mizani 
sammagia: kosmopolitizmisa da multilingvizmis konceptebis dasa-
buTeba, rac dagvexmareba iluziebisa da ocnebebidan isini piradi po-
tencialisa da momavlis realobisken mivmarToT, axal konceptualur 
da emociur bazaze davafuZnoT mwerloba da xelovneba.

kosmopolitizmi mimoxilulia rogorc personaluri kulturu-
li identobis maCvenebeli msoflios moqalaqeobis modeli, romelic  
moicavs rogorc moqmedebis, ise refleqsiaTa globalur da lokalur 
sferoebs, rogorebicaa personalur identobaze damyarebuli konkre-
tuli saqmianobebi. es gansazRvreba kompleqsur literaturul matri-
cazea dafuZnebuli, rac SedarebiTi da transdisciplinuri wyaroebis 
sinTezis Sedegia, rogorebicaa politikis akademiuri sivrce, filoso-
fia, lingvistika, sociologia, anTropologia da kulturuli kvlevebi. 
Tavis mxriv, isini kavSirSia disciplinaTSoris sivrceebTan, evropul an 
internacionalur kvlevebTan. garda amisa, aRniSnuli matrica eqvemde-
bareboda arsebiT kritikul naazrevs; yvela upasuxod darCenili kiTx-
va gadamisamarTdeboda empiriuli Ziebisken.

multilingvizmi ganisazRvreba rogorc minimum sami ucxouri 
enis samuSao doneze codna. es gaxlavT enis srulyofili codnis 
yvelaze moTxovnadi akademiuri kvalifikacia, romelsac is upirate-
sobac gaaCnia, rom multilingvizmis Teoriul ConCxs/struqturas da 
empiriul kvlevas davis sagnad aRaravin aqcevs. xarisxobrivad, aka-
demiuri wrebi, ZiriTadad Tanxmdebian, rom amdeni enis mSobliurTan 
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miaxlovebuli komptencia arc realisturia da arc saWiro, amgvarad 
multilingvuri individebisTvis gansazRvravs TviTeuli am enis cod-
nis maRal dones.

meoce saukunis meore naxevarsa da ocdameerTe saukunis pirvel 
or dekadaSi akademiur literaturas multilingvizmis,  iseve rogorc 
kosmopolitizmis Sesaxeb maRali kompetencia gaaCnia mxolod koncep-
tualuri detalebis Sesaxeb. sxvagvarad, orive velisTvis damaxasiaTe-
belia ideebi, romlebic saukuneebs da zogjer aTaswleulsac swvdeba, 
rogoric, magaliTad, kosmopolitizmisTvis berZnuli stoikosebis 
xana, Cvens welTaRricxvamde pirveli da meore saukuneebi, aseve, am 
ori velis kavSirs mxolod ramdenime samecniero naSromi asabuTebs. 
maT Soris yvelaze detaluria frangi filosofosis paskal brukne-
ris 1996 wlis statia, romelSic avtori mxolod ramdenime sityviTa da 
konkretuli magaliTebiT ifargleba. 

kontrastisTvis, multilingvizmsa da kosmopolitizms Soris 
damjerebeli da kavSiri SegviZlia meoce saukunis rig romanebSi aR-
movaCinoT, romlebic avstraliel mweral moris langlo vests (1916-
1999) ekuTvnis. Cven vestis romanebs ganvixilavT rogorc gamorCeulad 
nayofiers SedarebiTi analizisTvis; zogierTi maTgani saerTaSori-
sod aRiarebul filmadac iqca, romlebic media analizisadmi miZRvnil 
naSromebs amdidrebs, amave dros, seriozul gavlenas axdens enisa da 
kulturis fakultetis studentebze, mwerlebsa da kinoreJisorebze. 
es kvleva yuradRebas amaxvilebs langlo uestis erT-erT romanze, sax-
elwodebiT “The Pringmaster” (`maneJis inspeqtori~) (1991).

naSromis empiriuli nawili emyareba statiis avtorisa da TerT-
meti mravalenovani studentis kvlevas. im studentebisa,  romlebic 
warmoadgenen sami saxis kosmopolitebs: „mewinave studentebi“, „gar-
damavali kosmopolitebi“ da „interaqtiuli kosmopolitebi“. ase rom, 
empiriul nawils mravali funqcia gaaCnia: mas wvlili Seaqvs rogorc 
akademiur literaturaSi kosmopolitizmis axali niSnebis aRmomCens, 
iZleva pasuxs konceptualur darCenil kiTxvebze, aseve avsebs samec-
niero komparativistul analizsa da kosmopolitizmsa da multi-
lingvizmze arsebul literaturas, ikvlevs rogorc akademiur, ise 
mxatvruli literaturis realur cxovrebasTan Sesabamisobas da 
srulyofs maT praqtikuli dakvirvebebiT. 

mokled rom mimovixiloT am kvlevis Sedegebi praqtikuli 
dakvirvebebiT aseTia: mxatvruli literatura da empiriuli kvleva, 
araerTi aspeqtiT ufro metis momcemia, vidre kosmopolitizmze Seq-
mnili mTeli akademiuri literatura. CvenTis cxadi xdeba, rom kos-
mopolitizmi ufro metia, vidre ubralo politikuri iluzia. am azrs 
zogierT akademiur statiaSi gamoTqamen, rogorc realobas;  orivegan 
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racionaluri ganxilva, iseve rogorc profesiuli da utilitaruli 
motivaciebi bundovandeba kosmopolitizmisa da multilingvizmis 
Sesaxeb wakiTxul moxsenebebSi, Tumca empiriuli codna cxovrebaze 
gvTavazobs kulturis ufro Rrma gagebas da lingvisturi kavSirebis 
aRmoCenas pirovnulad adamianebs Soris, iZleva interaqtiuli saqmi-
anobis da ormxrivi urTierTobebis saSualebas. mdidari leqsis mqone 
poliglotebma, miuxedavad maTi SesaZleblobebisa da miRwevebisa, 
SeiZleba ukana planze gadainacvlon da win wamoiwion axalgazrdebma, 
romlebic codnis dauflebisaken da ganaTlebis miRebisken iswrafvian. 
da bolosdabolos cxovrebasac da mxatvrul literaturasac, rogorc 
Cans, SeuZlia bevri ram gvaswavlos Cven, maswavleblebsa da mecniereb-
sac. politikuri gadaRlisa da kulturuli pesimizmis miuxedavad, ev-
ropasa da mis kavSirebs gareT, saerTaSoriso urTierTobebsa da uerTi-
erTanamSromlobis perspeqtiva SeiZleba aRmoCndes optimisturi, Tu 
Cven SevkrebT ukve arsebul saukeTeso samecniero Zalebs. individu-
aluri da jgufuri identifikaciisa an inspiraciisaTvis. 

Tu zemoTqmuls SevajamebT, es kvleva SeiZleba moazrebul iq-
nas, rogorc me-20 saukunis politikuri, kulturuli da lingvisturi 
sferoebis analizi da maTi literaturuli da Teoriuli gamovlineba,  
is xels Seuwyobs: enis ormxrivi swavlebasa da kulturuli miRwevebis  
gazierebas, mowinave azrebis gaziarebas da interaqtiul saqmianobas 
globaluri kuTxiT, rac niSnavs konkretuli prozauli an poeturi 
nawarmoebis filmad qcevas. me-20 saukuneSi, vimedovnebT, rom es li-
teraturuli da empiriuli gaazrebani da gamoxatvebi adamianebs re-
alur cxovrebaSi did daxmarebas gauwevs. 
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(saqarTvelo) 

erotizmis mxatvruli reprezentaciebi

dRevandelobis konteqstSi erotizmis Tema sayovelTao da um-
tkivneuloa, Tumca X1X-XX saukuneTa mijnaze (ufro zustad, X1X 
saukunis 90-ian wlebsa da XX saukunis pirvel ocwleulSi) viTareba 
ramdenadme gansxvavebuli da xSirad winaaRmdegobrivic iyo. am wi-
naaRmdegobriobaSi marTebulad garkvevisTvis, vfiqrob, Tvali 
unda mivadevnoT erotizmis, rogorc modernistuli literaturis 
umniSvnelovanesi konceptisa da erotizmis, rogorc pre da post-
revoluciuri qarTuli mwerlobis interesis obieqtis mxatvrul 
reprezentaciebs, romlebic uaRresad angariSgasawev informacias 
gvawvdis imdroindeli paradigmatuli cvlilebebis, seriozuli socio-
kulturuli Zvrebis arssa da Sedegebze. da kidev erTi ram: erotizmis 
Tema iTxovs specialur midgomas, radgan qarTuli literatura,erTi 
SexedviT mainc, sakmaod asketuri da TavSekavebulia.

principulad mniSvnelovania TviT am cnebis, erotizmis gan-
marteba, radgan, erTi mxriv, seqsualobasTan, meore mxriv ki, por-
nografiasTan arsebuli myife sazRvrebis gamo xSirad terminologi-
uri aRreva xdeba. sxvebze ukeT determinirebas mixeil epSteini axer-
xebs, rodesac erotikas metaseqsualur cnobierebasa da warmosaxvas 
uwodebs, romelic sxeuls imitom gvaSorebs, rom masTan ganyenebuli, 
Tumca imavdroulad ufro gamaxvilebuli formiT dabrundes. da ki-
dev: seqsualoba – esaa ndoma, saWiroebebi da moTxovnilebani maSin, 
rodesac erotika upiratesad survilia (Эпштеин 2003: ). 

dRevandelobis konteqstSi erotizmis Tema TiTqos sayovelTao 
da umtkivneuloa, Tumca misi damuSavebisas es gansxvavebebi xSirad 
gaTvaliswinebuli ar aris. rogori iyo viTareba erotizmis, rogorc 
modernizmis erT-erTi Zlieri konceptis, mxatvruli reprezentaciis 
TvalsazrisiT pre da postrevoluciuri qarTuli mwerlobis konteqs-
tSi? aRmoCnda, rom araerTi mizezis gamo es kvlevis sakmaod farTo 
sagania. amgvar damokidebulebas ki, pirvel yovlisa, qmnis is faqti, 
romlis konstantireba ase SeiZleba: qarTulma mwerlobam SeZlo ar 
gamxdariyo evropul-rusuli modernizmis plagiatori (galaktioni), 
piruku, man dasavlur-aRmosavlur kulturaTa Taviseburi sinTezire-
biT, anu rogorc gr. robaqiZe ityoda, qorwiliT, SeZlo Tavisi origi-
naluri feri SeeZina am didi ganaxlebisTvis (gr. robaqiZe, cisferyan-
welebi, k. gamsaxurdia, d. Sengelaia). 
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`sircxvilis kulturis“ fenomeni, romelic araerTi sxva qvey-
nis kulturasac axasaiTebs, iqneb axdenda kidec gavlenas Cvens lite-
raturaSi erotizmis Temis damuSavebis intensiurobaze. yovel SemTx-
vevaSi, specialistebi saubroben brwyinvaled Targmnili `visramianis“ 
gavlenaze `vefxistyaosansa’ da Semdgomi periodis saero mwerlobaze 
da arcTu usafuZvlod. (sxvaTa Soris, `visramiani“ k. gamsaxurdias mo-
dernistuli romanis `dionisos Rimilis“ STagonebis erT-erT wyaro-
dac iqca). iyo yazbegis prozac, romelSic v. kotetiSvilma yazbegis-
Tvis umniSvnelovanesi problema – xevis sikvdili swored rom sqesob-
rivi siyvarulis fonze dainaxa (kotetiSvili 2016: 273), Tumca klasi-
kur erotikul teqstad kritikos T. vasaZes baraTaSvilis `sayure“ mi-
aCnia da es namdvilad asea. 

modernistuli xelovnebis axal esTetikas mraval sxva siaxles-
Tan erTad adamianis aqamde faruli intimuri cxovrebisadmi gamZaf-
rebuli interesi mohyva, romelic imTaviTve daukavSirda or stiqias: 
dionisursa da apolonurs. TviT fr. nicSes kulturologiuri ideebis 
transformaciis WrilSi kargad Cans, am TvalsazrisiT, prioritetTa 
gadanacvlebis tendencia. naSromSi `tragediis dabadeba musikis suli-
dan“ apolonuri sawyisia aqcentirebuli, xolo modernizmis erTgvar 
mantrad cnobil naSromSi `ese ityoda zaratustra“ – dionisuri, ro-
gorc SemoqmedebisTvis sicocxlis momniWebeli instinqturi mfeTqavi 
Zala. dionisizmi nicSesTvis adamianis sulis iracionalobis gamovle-
naa, misi Zlieri grZnobadi stiqiaa. aseve aRiqves igi misma mimdevreb-
mac, romelTa Soris qarTveli modernistebic iyvnen. 

evropuli literaturuli modernizmis procesSi qarTuli li-
teraturis CarTvis TariRad 1900-ian wlebs miiCneven, Tumca iqve 
ima-sac aRniSnaven, rom ufro adrec, kerZod ki, X1X saukunis 900-iani 
wlebSi SeiniSneba erTTgvari konceptualuri Zvrebi, romelTa sailus-
traciod, rogorc wesi, asaxeleben saerTo konteqstidan aSkarad amo-
vardnil mwerals, Sio aragvispirels, Tavisi fsiqologiuri novele-
biT (bregaZe 2013: 5). Tumca erotizmis Teoriuli wanamZRvrebis gaT-
valiswinebiT, es aSkarad ar unda iyos fsiqologiuri diskursi, am 
sityvis tradiciuli gagebiT, aramed raRac ufro meti, rasac sagange-
bo axsna sWirdeba: ` qarTvel mweralTagan pirvelma S, aragvispirelma 
moitana ... gancda – mopirdapire sqesTa urTierTobisas umTavresia vne-
ba da ara sulTa erToba... mxolod exaxunebian erTmaneTs, sxva araferi. 
arc suli da arc xorci erTmaneTs ar udgeba... adamiani... sisulele... 
xa!... xa!... xa!...“ (doiaSvili 2005:372).

qarTveli qalis religiur-patriotuli amaRlebulobis nac-
vlad misi sxeulebriobiT (rusebi rom телесность-s eZaxian) Sepyrobilo-
ba, ojaxis lamis sruli kraxi Tu ara, misi kritikul zRvarze arseboba, 

nona kupreiSvili
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personaJebisa da Tavad avtoris mware Sinagani monologebi gvafiqre-
binebs, rom saqme gvaqvs modernizmisTvis damaxasiaTebel niSnebTan, 
romlebic, pirvel yovlisa, aragvispirelis mier krizisuli xanis xe-
lovnebiT, SesaZloa, uneblie da swored amitomac logikuri interesiT 
unda aixsnas. sad unda CaesunTqa modernizmis bacila sabeiTlo saqmis 
Sesaswavlad varSavaSi wasul xelmokle axalgazrdas? SesaZloa iqve, 
poloneTSi, sadac ukve cnobili iyo imxanad berlinSi TviT edvard 
munkTan da avgust strindbergTan saxelovnebo wreSi gaerTianebuli 
stanislav pSebiSevskis saxeli. da amas, albaT, arc iman SeuSala xeli, 
rom aragvispireli ori wliT adre dabrunda samSobloSi (1895), vidre 
pSebiSevski imxanad avstrielebis mier dakavebul krakovSi Tavis bo-
hemur cxovrebasa da skandalur samwerlo moRvaweobas gaSlida (1897). 
sagulisxmoa, rom erotizmisa da seqsualurobis momZlavreba arag-
vispirelis mier im madekonstruirebel Zaladaa miCneuli, romelic 
samyaros harmonulobas emuqreba, aqedan is skepsisi da urwmunoba, ro-
melic mTel rig mis novelebSi igrZnoba. mag. novelis `Cemi samSoblo 
Cemi gulia“ saTauric ki migvaniSnebs qarTveli qalis simbolur-ale-
goriuli xatis ngrevaze, romelic sruli egoizmiTa da erotizmiT, 
metic mZafri seqsualuri intresiTaa Canacvlebuli. 1916 wels v. ko-
tetiSvils aragvispirelisadmi sagangebod miZRvnil `Sav wignSi“ 
(ase erqva am naSroms) mwerlis moderinizmTan mikerZoeba eWvqveS arc 
dauyenebia. mas SemTxveviT epigrafad arc galaktionis striqonebi 
SeurCevia leqsidan `xelovneba“ (1914): `vis unaxavs Savi wigni, wigni wi-
Tel asoebiT, / dawerili sisxlis wveTiT, dawerili sasoebiT...“. Savi 
feris emblemis mqone xelovneba adreuli galaktionisTvis bediswe-
rad aRiqmeba. misi saidumlos amoxsna moiTxovs xelovanis mTel sulier 
energias da SesaZloa, sicocxlesac (es Tema Semdgom ganviTarda `me da 
Ramesa“ da `mTawmindis mTvareSi“). amitomac am urTules gzaze poets 
qali, rogorc frTebgaxunebuli muza, ukve aRar gamoadgeba: `... Tqven 
mxatvrebo, Tqvenc mgosnebo, dagrCaT kidev qalSi rame sanetaro, sa-
ocnebo?!“ (qali da xelovneba, 1913). rac Seexeba konkretul saxeebTan 
miaxloebul qalebs, pirobiTi saTauriT `meri“ – es, rogorc T. doiaS-
vili SeniSnavs, idealis Ziebis poeturi gamoxatulebaa da ZiriTadad 
mainc imas adasturebs, rom modernistad Camoyalibebamde galaktioni 
am periodisTvis sruliad dakarguli romantikuli tradiciis aRdge-
nas cdilobda. sagulisxmoa, rom galaktionma xelovnebis yovlisSem-
Zleobisadmi Tavisi uryevi rwmena imave periodis erotikuli xasiaTis 
leqsSi `getera“ (1914) gamoxata. masSi antikuri xanis kurtizani qalis, 
frinas, istoriaa gamoyenebuli, romelic,miuxedavad moraluri dace-
misa, Tavisi srulyofili silamazis gamo moqandakis mier afrodites 
qandakebis prototipad iqna gamoyenebuli, xolo manZili kurtizano-
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bidan miTologiur arsebamde is gzaa, romlis dafarva da gadafarvac 
mxolod xelovnebas SeuZlia. `am leqsis mixedviT aSkaraa, rom maZie-
beli gonebis Wabukma (galaktionma -n.k.) xelovnebis... arc Tu advilad 
SesamCnevi Tviseba SeniSna – ... xelovanis qmnilebaSi amqveyniuri mwikv-
li da zadi raRac manqanebis, grZneulebis wyalobiT mSvenierebad gar-
daisaxeba...“ (bregaZe 2008: ). swored am TvisebiT gamoirCevian erotizmis 
TemasTan SeWidebuli Cven mier SerCeuli avtorebic.

kidev erTi galaktionamdeli mwerali, ioseb griSaSvili. mas pi-
riqiT, sayvedurobdnen, riT ar giSreba kalami qalisadmi aseTi mgrZno-
belobisTviso, Tumca Tamami erotikuli xasiaTis leqsebma, romleb-
sac igi wamRerebiT kiTxulobda, publikis yuradReba maSinve miiqcia. 
Tavis bunebriv poetur niWsa da intuiciaze dayrdnobiT, griSaSvili 
spontanur modernistadac ki gvevlineba, romelic aRmosavlur-qa-
laquri motivebis evropulTan misadagebis mcdelobiT (griSaSvili, 
me da evropa, 1922) sakuTriv qarTuli modernizmisTvis zemoT naxseneb 
intonaciurobas qmnis. cxadia, es ar iyo da verc iqneboda iseTi siR-
rmisa da mizandaaxulobis mxatvruli produqcia, rogoric gr. roba-
qiZes gamoarCevda, Tumca imave robaqiZis azriT, `mziuri kiskasiT savse 
riTmebiT...“ griSaSvilis adreuli poezia (aqcenti keTdeboda erT-erT 
leqsze `baraSkajan“) `avlabris xalxuri poeziis saucxoo stilizacias 
warmoadgenda“. `ra leqsi gsurs ar gamiWras majama, / muxambazi, Tejli-
si Tu majama!/ es gogona sakadrisi mefeTa, / aq pirvelad qurcikiviT 
mefeTa./ sixarulma Tvali cremliT monama, / gavimarjve siyvarulis 
monama. / ax, netavi, kidev erTxel mexile... / Sen – muSTari, me ki – Seni 
mexile“. cxadia, igi ufro gulaxdil leqsebsac werda, ris gamo `koc-
nis poetic“ Searqves. `samoqalaqo arRnis kakafoniisgan“ (t. tabiZe) 
gadaRlili sazogadoebis nawils aqamde daxurul Temebis mimarT po-
etis mier gamJRavnebuli simsubuqe da ancoba moswonda, Tumca Sesa-
Zloa misi poeturi SesaZleblobebis pikadac miaCnda. modernistuli 
literaturis sul ufro metma gavrcelebam da xelmisawvdomobam ki am 
uaRresad koloritul poetSi sruliad axali SesaZleblobebi gaxsna. 
`griSaSvili, pirvel yovlisa, pirwavardnili dekadentia. ar ifiqroT, 
viTom evropaSi Sobil modernizms masze gavlena hqonodes: igi arc 
bodlersa da verlens icnobs da arc balmontis da briusovis smenia 
ra... igi pirmSo Svilia aRmosavleTisa“ – esec robaqiZea, misi Sefaseba 
ki isev da isev dasavleT-aRmosavleTis kulturaTa sinTezis mailus-
trirebeli masalis demonstrirebaa. mogvianebiT es idilia dairRveva, 
griSaSvili da gr. robaqiZe sonetis, Semdeg ki `salomeas“ TargmanTan 
dakavSirebiT, cxare problemikas gamarTaven, romelic, rogorc mosa-
lodneli iyo, maTi gzebis gayofiT dasruldeba. Tavad gr. robaqiZes, 
gamorCeuli poetika-leqsikisa da poeturi ritmis, amasTan ki ramde-
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nadme xelovnuri sonetebis avtors, modernistuli poetikis moTxov-
naTa mixedviT Seqmnili aqvs erotizmiT damuxtuli araerTi striqoni. 
Tumca misi miswrafeba, romelsac mxatvrul da ̀ qarTuli aRmosavleTis 
evropuli simbolizmis teqnikiT“ ametyvelebis amocanasac uwodebs, 
ganxorcielebulia mgrZnobelobiT gamorCeul iqneb yvelaze saxas-
iaTo leqsSi `didi SuadRe“ (1918): `ferweruli peizaJis fonze sicxiT 
gaTanguli wyvilis Sexvedra“ masSi STambeWdavadaa aRwerili `...cxel 
nirvanaSi moTenTili mZimed veSvebiT , / viT mdinareSi SeZiruli neli 
kalaso, / xeldeba Jini alesili qarvis kalosi! / didi SuadRis avxor-
cobiT da-vikargebiT..“/. swored egzotikur riTmebze kalaso – kalosi 
dayrdnobiT leqsmcodne Tamar barbaqaZe askvnis (misi ganmartebiT, 
`kalaso“, rogorc muxis xe wyalSi debiT rkinasaviT gamagrebuli, mam-
ris simboloa, xolo `qarvis kalo“ – qalur sawyiss ganasaxierebs), rom 
`didi Su-adRe“ aRmosavluri atributikiT dasavluri miTologiidan 
nasesxebi panisa da nimfis SuadRis Sexvedris reminiscenciaa (barbaqaZe 
2004: 49). robaqiZe warmatebiT iyenebda religiur masalasac. gavixsenoT 
`miwis sjuli, xorali misteriidan `jvari vazisa“, `wminda nino“, sadac 
wmindanobisa da erotizmis konceptebis aqamde uCveulo daaxloebas 
vxedavT: qalwulo nino! / modixar CrdilebiT: / dalursul foTlebSi 
mzis Tvali daRvaruli. / viT rkina xorasanis – /Cvenc gulaxdilebi / Sen 
win vefinebiT elvare siyvaruliT... Sen gealerseba vaznaris furceli. / 
mogelis maradis deduli venaxi./ da odes gixilavs : tortmanobs, ireva, 
/ viT wyaros muceli – / romelsac daecema dedali iremi...“ 

cnobilia, rom evropuli modernizmis miTologiuri plani ru-
suli `vercxlis saukunis“ mier sakmaod bundovani mistikiT iqna gar-
Tulebuli. dionisos Tavisi filosofiis centraluri figurad mi-
iCnevs, magaliTad, viaC. ivanovi, 1907 wels gamocemuli leqsebis kre-
bulis `erosis“ avtori. dioniso misTvis Tavisufali Semoqmedebis 
metaforadac aRiqmeba. dionisizmis enteleqia, anu sasicocxlo Zala, 
v. ivanovis mixedviT, vertikaluri, msxverplis gamRebi da erotiulia. 
yvela qali potenciuri `vakxanka“, igive dionisos msaxuria, romelic 
ojaxTan, rogorc samyaroseuli kavSiris moZvelebul formasTan, er-
Tad unda gardaiqmnas .ai, maSin iqceva es ojaxi axal Temad (община), masSi 
ki erosis axali tipi gansxeuldeba. modernizmis am ideis realizebas 
rusi filosofosi Tavis meuRlesTan lidia zinovieva-anibalTan er-
Tad yofiT donezec cdilobda, Tumca cvalebadi warmatebiT. rusuli 
modernizmis meore didi ideologi vl. soloviovi ki goeTesgan nases-
xebi `maradiuli qalurobis“cnebas sofiis, anu RvTaebrivi sibrZnis, 
maradiuli suliT msWvalavs. masTan miukareblobis, mouxelTeblobis, 
TiTqmis usxeulobis blondiT, Fleur-iT, Semkuli es idea rogorRac in-
dividualobis niSnebs iZens da aSkarad gamoxatul erotikul xasiaTs 
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avlens. amaSi dagvarwmunebs Tundac soloviovis mimdevris, aleqsandr 
blokis, leqsebis cnobili cikli miZRvnili `mSvenieri qalbatonisad-
mi“. Tumca ufro swori iqneboda yuradReba am mxatvruli saxis bloki-
seul triadad transformaciaze gagvemaxvilebina: a) `mSvenieri qal-
batoni“, vl. soloviovis sofiis, imave RvTaebrivi sibrZnis, anarekli, 
romelSic axalgazrda blokis erotikuli wvaa (томление) gamoxatuli: 
b) saeWvo reputaciis `ucnobi qalbatoni“ (neznakomka); g) dabolos, ru-
seTi, rogorc axlobeli, sasurveli qali, realisturi, Tumca subli-
mirebuli poeturi saxe: О, русь моя, жена моя, /До боли ясен нам скорбный 
путь...“. poeturi idealis msgavsi `gamiwiereba“, Tu gaviTvaliswinebT qar-
Tul poetur tradicias, SeuZlebeli iyo (CvenTan samSoblo mxolod 
dedasTan asocirdeboda), ase rom, evropidan mosul yvela sxva axali 
literaturuli mimarTulebis msgavsad, `gamiwierebamac“ aq qarTuli 
elferi miiRo. 

TavisTavad mravlismTqmelia is reaqcia, romelic sazogado-
ebas cisferyanweli poetis p. iaSvilis darianul ciklze hqonda. lali 
avalianic yuradRebas imaze amaxvilebs, rom `darianuli erotika kar-
gad miesadaga simbolizmis dogmats“, ... Tumca paolom igi mzis sicocx-
lis damamkvidrebeli sinaTliT gaanaTa... (avaliani 2017: ). SeiZleba asec 
iTqvas, Cvens literaturul sivrceSi es procesi yovelgvari mistiku-
robis gareSe ganxorcielda, upiratesad warmosaxvis daxvewili Tama-
SiT da swored esaa arsebiTi momenti. `maradiuli qaluroba“ki moder-
nistuli kulturis, gansakuTrebiT ki froidizmis gavleniT, darianul 
ciklSi siamovnebis obieqtadaa warmodgenili, Tumca pornografiaSi 
ar da ver gadadis, radgan yvelaferi isev da isev modernistuli es-
Tetikis farglebSia moqceuli. TviT `dariani“ (rogorc es CemTan sa-
ubarSi am istoriasTan pirdapir Tu iribad dakavSirebul elene baqra-
Zes aqvs naTqvami), dorian greisgan unda iyos warmoSobili da esec cis-
feryanwelebisTvis oskar uaildis, rogorc upirobo avtoritetis, 
mniSvnelobas adasturebs. 

Sinaganad SeuboWavi qali, romelic epataJurobiT gaamarTlebda 
`pirvelTqmis“ avtoris mowodebas `giyvardeT qali vnebianad“, aSkarad 
sWirdeboda `cisfer ordens“. amitomac iqmneba paolo iaSviliseuli 
elene darianis literaturuli mistifikacia, romelmac ara marto 
gamoCenisTanave Seqmna aqamde arnaxuli poeturi Tavgasulobis prec-
edenti, aramed XX saukunis dasawyisis quTaisSi qarTveli qalis zne-
obrivi dacemisa da gadagvarebis macnedac ki iqca. `ukanaskneli movix-
seni tansafaravi, / dadumebul mxrebs elandeba Sexeba neli, / savnebo 
gzaze sibnelea, ar sCans aravin, / sasizmro locva gigalobe ukanaskne-
li...mzis ayvaveba gamomtacebs mwvel adamians, / (Cems Seyvarebas mwux-
areba kvlav moemata!) / da daRonebuls vaJis kocnas, kocnas namians, / 
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vardisfer eniT momagonebs gamTbari kata “. is, rom poetis mier am da ms-
gavsi leqsebis deklamaciis dros darbazs ramdenime qali tovebs, rom 
gelaTSi eqskursiis dros qalebi TavianT protests imiT gamoxataven, 
rom uars amboben am aRviraxsnilobis mqadageblebTan erTad mgzavro-
baze, isic, kita abaSiZes, romelmac gonivrulad ganWvrita `yanwelTa“ 
literaturuli momavali, `pornografistebis damcvels“ uwodeben da 
a.S., faseulobaTa gadafasebaze sazogadoebis Cveuli reaqciaa da imave 
rangis movlena, rogoric t. tabiZis leqsSi paolos saxeliT dantes 
an Seqspiris uaryofis mcdeloba (`paolo iaSvils momewyina yviTeli 
dante,/ vaqebdi Seqspirs, magram farda!... Seqspirs uari!?/ ra vqna, rom 
CemTvis beThoveni mxolod yru ari, / da rom warsulma ver gadmomca me 
andamati...“). TviT is faqti, rom yanwelTa Soris swored paolo iaSvili 
sqesis araorazrovani gaorebiT sruliad axal plasts Slida da ta-
buirebisa da akrZalvebis miRma ixedeboda, sazogadoebisgan gansxvave-
biT, aRrmavebda sxva SemoqmedTa poetur fantazias, qmnida mis yovlis-
momcvelobasa da sisavses. amgvar SemoqmedTa Soris isev gamoirCa Cven 
mier araerTgzis naxsenebi i. griSaSvili, Tavisi kodirebuli leqsiT 
`qals ulvaSebiT, kepiT da joxiT“ (1922), romelic am ukanasknel peri-
odSi isev da isev T. barbaqaZem amoswia da aseTi Sefasebac misca: erTi 
SexedviT, `es leqsi tradiciulad qals eZRvneba, magram TviT es trfo-
bis adresati axali, evropulad motivirebuli yaidisaa....“ igi `paolo 
iaSvilis mistificirebul oreuls, elene darians, unda eZRvnebodes...“ 
ase rom, `paolo iaSvili // elene dariani – cisferyanwelTa bohemis 
nawili... ioseb griSaSvilis am leqsis muzaa“ (barbaqaZe 2017:183).

Tu gadavxedavT saukunis dasawyisis socio-kulturuli cxov-
rebis dinamikas, igi araerTi formiT, maT Soris qalTa habitusiTac, 
amJRavnebda modernizmis yoveldRiurobis sferoSi SeRwevadobis 
xarisxs. swored qalis survili, sajarooba mieniWebina sakuTari in-
timisTvis, erTi mxriv, badebda sakmaod ukompleqso mandilosnebs, 
romlebic ukve Tbilisis kafeebsa da yavaxanebs amSvenebdnen, meore 
mxriv, ki qmnida poetebs, romlebic mzad iyvnen egemnaT darianiseuli 
gamocdileba, raTa igi Semdgom literaturul faqtad eqciaT. erTi 
aseTi qalbatonis, elene baqraZis, miswrafeba imTaviTve ganwiruli 
aRmoCnda. Tanac ise, rom ukmayofilebis eqom Cvens dromdec moaRwia... 
am mxriv ufro iRbliani gamodga niWieri poeti nino TariSvili, ro-
melic aseTi daxvewili poeturi formiT gamoxatavda Tavis aucilebel 
gardasaxvas: `vici, rom mziTvad ar momcemen `vefxistyaosans“,/ arc 
wasaRebad dahkecaven qirmanis Salebs, /arc qarTul kabas Camacmeven 
jvaris sawerad,/ arc vercxlis qamars momavleben sevdian welze...“. mom-
devno striqonebs ki, rogorc amboben, hyavs Tavisi pirdapiri adresati 
(Tu adresatebi, paolo iaSvili da ioseb griSaSvili), Tumca es mxolod 

erotizmis mxatvruli reprezentaciebi



296

amyarebs im mosazrebas, rom elene darianiseuli egzaltaciis am tal-
Riseburi Zalis zemoqmedeba Zlieri iyo: `Seni wamwamebi kidev makoce-
ben, / dardebs gaacilebs vnebis qaravani, / damfrTxal sonetebad farda 
ikeceba / da xar poetebSi leqsis falavani...“, an kidev `me Senze vfiqrob 
drogamoSvebiT, / roca uqolgoT davdivar mzeSi. /Cven sastik sur-
vils ar moveSvebiT / da mialerseb, rogorc ramzesi.../ foTlebi nazad 
ukraven Tarebs, / Seni xelebi movlen irmebad. / sicocxles vervin ver 
daamTavrebs, / uTuod yvela gadaireva“. da marTlac, pirvelma qarT-
velma modernistebma ise damuxtes haeri uCveulo poetikis, mxatvrul 
formaTa mravalferovnebis, SemoqmedebiTi TviTrealizaciis sagrZno-
blad gaaqtiurebuli SesaZleblobebiT, rom iqmneba egzistencialuri 
sazRvrebis gafarToebis poetisTvis Zalze mniSvnelovani iluzia. nino 
TariSvilis poeturi `aRsarebebi“, vfiqrobT, erTi aseTi mSvenieri 
iluziis Sedegicaa. is, rom misi poeturi energia maleve Caqra, metyve-
lebs ara marto sabWoTa cenzuris sitlanqeze, aramed misi STagonebis 
mianspirerebeli xmebiTa da ferebiT savse garemos gaqrobazec. `Cven 
Tu orives grZnoba dagvnebda, / davwuravT gancdebs, viT mwvave mtevans, 
/ vneba avisxaT tanze jagnebad / da win gavuswroT adam da evas...“ – nino 
TariSvilis am ukanasknelma striqonebma erotizmis mxatvruli adap-
taciis niuansebSi garkvevisTvis CvenTvisve sruliad moulodnelad 
im periodis qarTuli realobisgan sakmaod daSorebuli, Tumca ero-
tizmis problemasTan uSualod dakavSirebuli mwerlis Semoqmedebis 
aluzia Seqmna. es mwerali devid lourensia. 

ukan dabrunebis, adamisa da evas pirvelyofil siwmindesTan mi-
axlebis daaxloebiT aseT traeqtorias saxavda XX saukunis pirveli 
ocwleulis iqneb yvelaze skandaluri ingliseli mwerali devid lo-
urensi (gard.1930 wels), avtori sakulto erotikuli romanisa `ledi 
Caterleis sayvareli“ (1928). wignSi, romelSic gaerTianebulia myari 
argumentaciiTa da pirdapirobiT gamorCeuli filosofiuri eseebi 
`fsiqoanalizi da qvecnobieri. pornografia da uxamsoba“, louren-
sis aseT mosazrebasac vecnobiT: `...racionalurobamdeli cnobiereba 
rCeba CvenSi mTeli cxovrebis manZilze da iqceva Cvenive cnobierebis 
Zlier fesvad. goneba ki – yvavilia, romelic am fesvze amoizrdeba. 
esaa kulminacia da imavdroulad mijnac. sabolooo mizani ara codnis 
flobaa, aramed yofna. kacobriobisTvis yvelaze saxifaTo aRmoCnda 
devizi `Seican Tavi Seni“. sakuTari Tavi unda Seimecno ufro imitom, 
rom iyo is, rac xar. `ar ganemsgavso sakuTar Tavs“ – ai, yvelaze mniS-
vnelovani devizi...“ (Лоуренс 2003: ). da erTic: zemoT naxseneb romanTan 
dakavSirebuli kidev erTi lourensiseuli mosazreba: `me yovelTvis 
msurda intimuri urTierToba qalsa da mamakacs Soris warmomesaxa 
rogorc bunebrivi da Zalian mniSvnelovani da ara samarcxvino da me-
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orexarisxovani ram.... es urTierTobebi iseve mSvenieria da amaRlebu-
li, rogorc adamianis Sinagani gaSiSvlebuli `me““. lourensi, romelic 
garkveul interess iCenda Tavisi udidesi aRmoCeniT, fsiqoanaliziT, 
modernizmis mkvebavi froidis swavlebisadmi, masze ufro Sors wavida, 
anu qvecnobieris yvelaze farul Sreebs miRma gavida, riTac advilad 
daZlia modernizmis sawyis etapze deklarirebuli moTxovna `paltos 
Rils miRma SeRwevis“ Sesaxeb. Tumca sagangebo yuradRebas imsaxurebs 
is, rom erotizmisa da pornografiis gamyof xazze ganuxrelad ise 
iara, rom aqamde saxelgatexil `qvena grZnobebsa da miswrafebebs“ di-
di mxatvruli damajerebloba SesZina, aiyvana isini esTetikuri tkbo-
bis simaRleze (aq isev gavixsenoT galaktionis ̀ getera“). amasTan Tavisi 
protesti arsebuli realobisadmi froidTan TiTqmis erTdroulad 
Camoayaliba da mas `kulturiT ukmayofilebis“ (swored ase erqva fro-
idis mier 1930 wels Seqmnil naSroms) saxe mianiWa.

qarTveli prozaikosebi (m. javaxiSvili, gr. robaqiZe, k. gamsax-
urdia), romlebic evropis universitetebSi ismendnen leqciebs, mar-
Tlac rom, SubliT Seexnen modernizmis `miToss moklebul dros“, sak-
maod Tamamad SeiWrnen qvecnobieriT provocirebuli adamianis umar-
Tavi grZnobebis samyaroSi (rac, rogorc aRviSneT, principulad ar 
iyo aqamde ase Tu ise nacnobi fsiqologizmi), Tumca lourensis Sina-
gani Tavisuflebis msgavsi kondiciisTvis, (rac Cveni kulturis imdro-
indel konteqstSi SeuZlebelic iyo) ar miuRweviaT. amis mizezad zogi-
erTi literatori zemoT naxseneb `sircxvilis kulturas“ asaxelebs, 
Tumca qarTvelis fsiqotipSi Rrmad Caxeduli am avtorebisTvis (gavix-
senoT maTi qarTvelTmaZieblobisadmi miZRvnili publicisturi weri-
lebi) msgavsi CarCoebi seriozuli dabrkoleba ver iqneboda. saamisod 
zedmetad didi iyo am `monokliani Coxosnebis“ (da es gansakuTrebiT 
k. gamsaxurdiaze iTqmis) interesi modernistuli msoflmxedvelobis 
filosofiur-esTetikuri ideebisa da praqtikisadmi. vfiqrob, aq ufro 
sxva mizezebma iCina Tavi, romelTa garSemo sainteresod saubrobdnen 
`literaturuli gazeTis“ mier mowyobil modernizmisa da postmoder-
nizmis problematikisadmi miZRvnil diskusiaSi z. qarumiZe, p. CxeiZe 
da k. bregaZe. (lit. gazeTi 2017:10-13). garda imisa, rom qarTul mwer-
lobaSi modernizmisadmi mzaoba, faqtobrivad, pirveli msoflio omis 
dros gamoixata, igi kulturis sxva sferoebSic (sxvaTa Soris, mxat-
vrul-esTetikurTan da filosofiurTan erTad ekonomikur azrovne-
baSic) analogiuri garRvevisken mowodebasac Seicavda. iyo molodini, 
rom aseTi katastrofuli da masStaburi omis damTavrebas revoluci-
uri kataklizmebic mohyveboda. amitomac momavali msoflmxedvelo-
brivi, struqturuli, saxelovnebo cvlilebebi ara epizodurad an 
atomizirebulad, aramed erTdroulad da masStaburad unda realize-
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buliyo (g. qiqoZe). es, marTlac, iyo evropuli orientaciis seriozuli 
modernuli proeqti, romlis praqtikul dadasturebas saqarTvelos 
demokratiuli respublika warmoadgenda (`swored im xanebSi politi-
kuri `modernizmic“ ganxorcielda – pirveli respublika modernuli 
proeqti iyo“ – k. bregaZe). gamorCeuli SemoqmedebiTi axalTaoba sa-
kuTar Tavs am proeqtis ganuyofel nawilad aRiqvamda. aqedan maTi moR-
vaweobis mravalplanianoba (aki bevr maTgans mogvianebiT renesansuli 
tipis moRvawec uwodes), mtkivneuli, magram saWiro gadasvla, vTqvaT, 
mwerlobidan publicistikaze da piruku. am pirobebis gaTvaliswine-
biT, arc is unda iyos gasakviri, rom m. javaxiSvilma misTvis Tanabrad 
xelmisawvdom imdroindel samwerlo stilsa da mimarTulebebs Soris 
neorealizmi airCia, gansxvavebiT robaqiZe-gamsaxurdiasgan, romle-
bic Tavisi mwerluri temperamentis Sesatyvis modernistul topikas 
amkvidrebdnen. 

mwerali z. qarumiZe, romelic erTgan qarTul mwerlobaSi ero-
tizmis Temis Sesaxeb saubrobs, samarTlianad uwodebs robaqiZes mo-
dernizmis `ganmsityvebels“ da gamsaxurdiasTan erTad `maTi warmo-
saxvis Tamam TamaSs, erTgvari manerizmiT mowodebuls“, modernistu-
li xelovnebis msoflmxedvelobasTan uSualod dakavSirebul, mis 
sazRvrebSi moqceul mxatvrul praqtikad miiCnevs. Tumca aqve mixeil 
javaxiSvilis Sesaxeb acxadebs: `javaxiSvilTan `siyvaruli aRgvamaR-
lebs“ sqema imdenad Cajda, rom erotika gamoiricxa siyvarulis Temi-
dan“. es Sefaseba, vfiqrobT,dasazustebelia , radgan naklebad miesa-
dageba `ekas“, `upatronos“, `ybaCam daigvianas“, `mususis“ Tu `oqros 
kbilis“, Tundac `cofianis“ avtors, rom araferi vTqvaT `TeTr sa-
yelosa“ da iseT saetapo romanze, rogoric `jayos xiznebia“, romel-
Sic e.w. pirveli plani, sasiyvarulo samkuTxeds rom gadmoSlis, ero-
tizmisa da sqesis sakiTxebis Zirfesvian codnas efuZneba. niSandoblivia, 
rom qarTuli mwerlobis araerT nimuSTan erTad javaxiSvilis `ekas“ 
zogjer `eqsplicirebuli Zaladobis WrilSi gatarebuli seqsualo-
bis“ gamovlinebad miiCneven (zedania, seqsualuri Zaladobis Sesaxeb 
qarTul literaturaSi). Tumca es TavisTavad saintereso mosazreba 
mainc calmxrivi mgonia. garda amisa, Cven modernizmiT provocirebul 
im literaturuli modelebze vamaxvilebT yuradRebas, sadac Zaladoba, 
rogorc samarTlebrivad dasjadi qmedeba ki ar aris interesis obieq-
ti, aramed SegrZnebaTa da gancdaTa mTeli is gamma, romelic erotiz-
mis klasifikaciasac eqvemdebareba.rac Seexeba froidizmis gavlenas 
javaxiSvilis adreul prozaze, amis Sesaxeb `oqros kbilisa“ da `kurd-
Relis“ magaliTze safuZvliani analizi mogvca T. doiaSvilma werilSi 
`mixeil javaxiSvili da fsiqoanalizi“ (lelvari 2005: 270). yuradReba 
masSi CvenTvis saintereso kuTxiTacaa gamaxvilebuli: `mixeil javxiS-
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vilis mier daxatul siyvarulSi igrZnoba erTgvari sinTezi tradici-
ulis da im siaxlisa, romelic epoqam moitana da romelsac mxars 
umagrebda garkveuli mecnierul-filosofiuri Teoria. mwerali si-
yvaruls wminda grZnobad miiCnevs, magram uaryofs gavrcelebul azrs, 
TiTqos siyvarulis safuZveli maincdamainc sulTa naTesaoba iyos...“.

samwuxarod, m. javaxiSvili mowme gaxda imisa, Tu bolSevizmis 
gamarjvebis Semdeg ramdenad maxinji saxe miiRo qalTa pirovnuli Ta-
visuflebis ideam, rogor mzakvrulad daukavSires igi swored rom 
seqsualuri Zaladobis, rogorc qalis uflebrivi Cagvris faqtebs da 
antiTezad seqsualuri cxovrebis sruli ukontroloba wamoayenes. 
javaxiSvilis cucqia, romanidan `TeTri sayelo“ am transformaciaze 
mwerlis mwvave satiraa. cucqia ara marto moralurad aramdgradia, 
aramed sakmaod pragmatuli imisTvis, rom maqsimaluri sargebloba 
miiRos Seqmnili viTarebisgan. javaxiSvili sakuTar personaJs siRr-
miseulad Wvrets da amitomac es mxatvruli saxe medrovis kvalifika-
cias Rebulobs. cucqia mwerlisTvis TiTqmis igive movlenaa, rogoric 
jayo, oRond qalTa Tanasworobis uflebebisTvis mebrZolis mantiiT. 
gamomsaxvelobiT saSualebaTa simkveTre, romelsac aq javaxiSvili 
mimarTavs, gadmoscems im simwaresa da imedgacruebas, romelic revo-
luciamdel periodSi pirovnebis Tavisuflebis, qalis adekvaturi 
TviTgamorkvevis, da sxva am rigis movlenebis mwerlobaSi asaxvis sul 
ufro mzardi tendenciebis ignorirebam gamoiwvia. swored amas gulis-
xmobs `literaturuli gazeTis“ zemoT naxsenebi diskusiis erT-erTi 
monawile, rodesac acxadebs: ` gasabWoebas rom gadavrCeniliyaviT... 
axla sul sxva qveyana iqneboda. ganviTarebis erTob maRal doneze 
viqnebodiT“ (iqve:11).

arada, k. gamsaxurdias modernistuli romani `dionisos Rimili“, 
mwerlis evropuli odiseis SemoqmedebiTi nayofi, maSin gamoqveynda 
(1926), rodesac saqarTvelos gasabWoebis procesi Seuqcevadi gaxda. man 
qarTvel mkiTxvels didi evropeli moazrovneebiTa da sakuTari sam-
Soblos bedisweriT anTebuli mxatvruli fantaziis Zala aCvena. (ro-
mans `dakarguli Taobis“ wignsac uwodeben – s.sigua). am teqstma kidev 
erTxel gamokveTa modernizmis SesaZleblobaTa mTeli speqtri. amas-
Tan SesaZlebloba mogvca ara marto modernizmis literaturis kon-
teqstSi erotizmis adgilis reziumireba mogvexdina, aramed dagvenaxa 
pirdapiri kavSiri dionisos, rogorc miTosuri personaJis, misteri-
asa da evropis did mrume qalaqebSi Cakargul sakuTari `daSlili subi-
eturobis“ maZiebel qarTvels Soris. gavixsenoT, pirveli Sexvedra 
dionisosTan romanSi xalil beis suraTis `dionisos meored mosvlis“ 
naxviT iwyeba, rasac win uZRvis jenetis salonSi gamarTuli saubari 
dasavleTis sulier krizisze (jaliaSvili 2006), im dehumanizaciis-
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Tvis wamowyebul destruqciaze, romelsac mTeli ganaTlebuli dasav-
leTi moucavs. swored am krizisis daZlevis gzaze konstantine savar-
samiZe, mis mier sakuTari egzistencialuri mizandasaxulobis Ziebisas 
gancdil sirTuleTa (SeiZleba asec iTqvas, warumateblobaTa) gadasa-
farad hedonistur-dionisuri niRbiT imoseba da `bakxantur-menadur 
qalebTan (misis bluti, luCia, ingebori) seqsualur TamaSebs eZleva 
(sigua 2002). Tumca erotizmi aq ara marto qalebisadmi, aramed mSve-
nieri ymawvilisadmi, Tavad `dionisos amqveyniur emanaciad“ aRiare-
buli favrizisadmi ltolvaSic gamoixateba. es epizodebi romanSi didi 
eqspresiiTa da mxatvruli ostatobiTaa gadmocemuli. mogvianebiT, 
30-iani wlebis dasasruls , stalinizmis xanaSi Seqmnil `didosta-
tis marjvenaSi“ efemerulad gaielvebs xelovnebis substanciurobis 
ganmsazRvreli avtonomiurobisa da qalisadmi ltolviT, masSi Cakar-
gviT imave xelovnebis Ralatis Tema, romelic Soreuli anareklia im 
SemoqmedebiTi Tavisuflebisa, rasac dionisos Rimilsa“ da imave peri-
odSi daweril ramdenime novelaSi (tabu, qalis rZe, lil) vxedavT. 
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Nona Kupreishvili
(Georgia)

Artistic Representations of Eroticism

Summary

Key words: erotic, metasexual awareness, modernist project, conceptual shifts.

As it is known, soviet literary criticism used to discuss socio-cultural facts and 
even literary texts within the frameworks of Marxist ideology that extremely restricted the 
area of scientific study. So, there were also lots of taboo themes that analysis were prohib-
ited. Among them was concept of eroticism that mainly was equated with so called notion 
of love lyrics. However pre and post-revolutionary Georgian poetry and prose ascribed 
by us as the era of modernism, includes very interesting material with regard to aforesaid.

Principally significant is definition of itself this theme, as eroticism, because due to 
fragile borders existed on the one hand at sexuality and on the other hand at pornography, 
the terminology is often messed up. Michael Epshtein better determined aforesaid than 
others, calling eroticism as metasexual awareness and fancy, separating from our body in 
order to return to it in abstract, though at the same time in more accented form. And more-
over: sexuality – means confidence, needs and requirement, when eroticism principally is 
desire.

What kind of condition was faced within the context of pre and post-revolutionary 
Georgian writing from the standpoint of artistic representation of eroticism, as one of the 
strongest concept of modernism? It appeared that due to several reasons it is broad subject 
of study. And such attitude first of all is created by the fact that can be stated as follows: 
Georgian writing managed not to become plagiarist of European and Russian modernism, 
vice versa, under the usual synthesis of western and eastern cultures as Gr. Robakidze used 
to say, that, with a marriage it managed to form its original color for this great renewal.

There also was Kazbegi’s prose, where V. Kotetishvili perceived the most impor-
tant problem for Kazbegi – death of ravine, exactly under the background of sexual love. 
Though, critic T. Vasadze considers Baratashvili’s “Sakure” as classical erotic text and it 
is exactly so. 
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Dionysian and Apolonian. Even within the context of transformation of Fr. Ni-
etzsche’s culturological ideas is obvious the tendency of priorities movement. Apollo’s 
initial is emphasized in the paper “Birth of tragedy from the soul of music”, but Dionysian 
in the paper “So would say Zaratustra” known as a certain mantra of modernism as life 
giving instinctual beating power of creation. According to Nietzsche’s opinion, Dionisism 
is a show of irrationality of human soul, his/her strong sensual power. It was also the same 
way apprehended by it followers, among whom were also Georgian modernists. 

 “Sh. Aragvispireli was the first among Georgian writers, who brought the feeling 
– upon relation of opposite genders the most important is the passion and not the union 
of souls … they only touch each other and nothing more. Neither soul and nor flesh cor-
respond each other … human … stupidity… ha!...ha!...ha!...”.

It is to be noted that Galaktion expressed his firm faith to omnipotence of art in the 
erotic verse of the same period “Getera” (1914). There is provided the history of courte-
san Frina from ancient period, who despite of moral decadence was applied as Aphrodite 
sculpture prototype due to his perfect beauty, but the distance from flirting to mythological 
creature is the way that can be concealed and covered only through art. 

Based on its natural poetical talent and intuition Grishashvili is even spontane-
ous modernist, who trying to associate eastern-urban reasons to European creates above 
mentioned intonation itself for Georgian modernism. It is obvious that it was not and 
even would not be artistic product of such depth and intention that would distinguish Gr. 
Robakidze, though according to the opinion of the same Robakidze, Grishashvili’s early 
poetry “full of solar and lively rhymes” represented remarkable stylization of Avlabari 
artistic poetry”.

Itself eloquent is the very reaction that society related to Dariani period of Tsisper-
kantseli poet P. Iashvili. Lali Avalishvili also emphasizes that “Dariani’s eroticism was 
well associated to the doctrine of symbolism”, - though Paolo lightened it with a light 
strengthening solar life…. Herein we may also say that this procedure in our literary space 
was fulfilled without any mysticality, par excellence with perfected play of fancy and ex-
actly this is essential instant. “Eternal femininity” is represented as an object of pleasure in 
Dariani period influenced by modernistic culture, especially by Freudism, though it does 
not and even can not move to pornography, as everything is still within the frameworks of 
modernistic aesthetics. 

The first Georgian modernists charged the air to fell fantastic theory of poetry, 
variety of artistic forms and creative self-realization with activated potentials that there 
is created poet’s quite important illusion for the expansion of existential borders. Many 
erotic texts, or passages are created within this context and their authors are not only Gr. 
Robakidze, or P. Iashvili, but also young poet Nino Tarishvili, adherent of modernistic 
prose K. Gamsakhurdia and M. Javakhishvili, prominent representative of neorealism. 
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maka elbaqiZe, manana SamiliSvili, ada nemsaZe
(saqarTvelo)

meore msoflio omi da qarTul-italiuri nonkonformistuli 

gamocdileba

(axal saarqivo masalebze dayrdnobiT)*

winamdebare statia aris nawili fundamenturi kvlevisa, romelic 
miznad isaxavs ucnob da naklebad cnobil saarqivo masalebze dayr-
dnobiT qarTuli literaturis istoriis erT-erT yvelaze rTuli, 
winaaRmdegobrivi da „cudad wakiTxuli“ etapis mecnierul Sefase-
bas konkretuli politikuri, socialuri da kulturuli strategiis 
fonze; analizs im procesebisa, romlebic ganviTarda meore msoflio 
omis dawyebidan skkp me–20 yrilobamde (1956 wlis 14–25 Tebervali), 
roca maRali tribunidan oficialurad gacxadda stalinizmis epoqis 
dasasruli. ra SeiZleba, zogadad, iTqvas am periodis qarTul liter-
aturaze? `faSizmis, rogorc saerTo mtrisa da saerTo fizikuri sa-
SiSroebis gancdis mizeziT, 1941-1945 wlebi antisabWoTa diskursis 
iatakqveSeTis periodi iyo, rodesac is SedarebiT fragmentul xasiaTs 
atarebda, misi am `modunebis~ fonze ki warmatebiT mimdinareobda sab-
WoTa mentaluri korelatis – homo sovieticus-is Camoyalibeba: samamulo 
omi diqtaturis wisqvilze asxamda wyals... sabWoTa xalxebis identoba-
Ta gamokveTis survilic ki Ralatad miiCneoda... am fonze, cxadia, meti 
simwvaviT moCanda yoveli nabiji, gadadgmuli dinebis sawinaaRmdego 
mimarTulebiT~ (ratiani 2018: 168-170). cxadia, sabWoTa xelisufleba 
gansakuTrebul negatiur damokidebulebas amJRavnebda qarTveli emi-
grantebis mimarT, romelTac jer kidev 20-iani wlebis Suaxanebidan 
miaweba `xalxis mtris~ iarliyi, nacistebis xelisuflebaSi mosvlis 
Semdeg ki `faSistebad~ Seracxa. Ees bunebrivicaa, radgan samSoblodan 
iZulebiT gadasaxlebuli araerTi Cveni Tanamemamule, gansakuTrebiT 
SemoqmedebiTi inteligenciis warmomadgenlebi, cdilobda ara mxolod 
kalmiT, aramed iaraRiTac ebrZola bolSevikuri reJimis dasamxobad. Aam 
TvalsazrisiT saqarTvelos Sinagan saqmeTa saministros arqivSi dacu-
li masalebis garda, CvenTvis mniSvnelovan informacias inaxavs evropis 
sxvadasxva qveyanaSi arsebuli sacavebic. winamdebare statia eyrdnoba 
romSi, gaTavisuflebis istoriul muzeumSi mikvleul saarqivo doku-
mentebs, romlebic qarTuli sazogadoebisTvis aqamde ucnob faqtebs 
fens naTels. 

* statia momzadda SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis mier dafinansebuli 
proeqtis (# 217512) ̀ bolSevizmi da qarTuli literatura meore msoflio omis dawyebidan 
skkp me-20 yrilobamde (1941-1956 ww)~ farglebSi.
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*N * *
II msoflio omis dawyebam qarTul emigraciaSi araerTgvarovani 

reaqcia gamoiwvia. evropaSi iZulebiT gadasaxlebul qarTvelTa erTi 
nawili, romelTa Sorisac social-demokratebi sWarbobdnen, germanias 
undoblad uyurebda da Tavis mokavSired did britaneTsa da safran-
geTs miiCnevda*, meore nawils ki saqarTvelos damoukideblobis aRd-
genis erTaderT saSualebad sabWoTa kavSiris nacistur germaniasTan 
damarcxeba miaCnda**. 

Tavis mxriv, germaniamac Tavis sasargeblod gamoiyena sabWoTa 
kavSiris farglebSi mcxovrebi kavkasiisa da aziis xalxebis naciona-
listuri da antibolSevikuri ganwyoba. germaniis armiis rigebSi Se-
dioda ramdenime erovnuli legioni. 1941 wels OKW-m (Oberkommando der 
Wehrmacht – vermaxtis umaRlesi mTavarsardloba) somxuri da qarTuli 
legionis Seqmnis gankarguleba gasca. am samxedro SenaerTSi Sediod-
nen, ZiriTadad, emigrantebi da wiTeli armiis rigebSi mebrZoli, tyved 
Cavardnili jariskacebi (maT Soris iyo gansakuTrebuli daniSnulebis 
kavkasiuri SenaerTi „bergmani“). sul „Camoyalibebul iqna 13 azerba-
ijanuli, 12 somxuri, 12 qarTuli da 8 Crdilokavkasiuri batalioni. 
saerTo jamSi, germaniis SeiaraRebul ZalebSi momsaxure kavkasielTa 
ricxvi 100.000 adamians aRemateboda“ (javaxiSvili 2005: 102-105). maT 
1942 wlis oqtombramde wvrTnidnen dasavleT ukrainaSi (Tumca, miuxe-
davad TavianTi Sorsmimavali miznebisa, germanelebi bolomde mainc 
ar endobodnen e.w. „aRmosavlur batalionebs“ da iyenebdnen iseTi „me-
orexarisxovani“ amocanebisTvis, rogorebicaa sangrebis gaTxra, moma-
rageba da zurgis dacva). 

	 germaniaSi moRvawe qarTvel emigrantTa Soris iyvnen pirovne-
bebi, romlebic nacisturi mTavrobis maRalCinosanTa gansakuTrebu-
li ndobiT, politikuri gavleniTa da avtoritetiT sargeblobdnen, 
saxeldobr: mixeil axmeteli – aRmosavleTis („vanzees“) samecniero-

* 1924 wlis agvistos ajanyebis monawile, emigranti mixeil qavTaraZe Tavis mogonebebSi 
aRniSnavda: „germania daejaxa im Zalas, romlis waqcevac aucilebeli winaswari piroba 
iyo Cveni TavisuflebisaTvis. iyvnen emigrantebi, romelTac oci weli TiTqos samSob-
los TavisuflebisaTvis brZolas Seswires. am oci wlis ganmavlobaSi vercerTi namdvili 
mokavSire ver ipoves da rodesac im qveyanam, romelic sinamdvileSi erTaderTi SesaZle-
beli mokavSire iyo CvenTvis..., ruseTs Seutia, zemoxsenebuli qarTvelebi SeZrwundnen 
da es movlena CvenTvis uaryofiT saqmed CaTvales. mizezi is iyo, rom maSindel germanias 
ganagebda arasimpaTiuri reJimi da, amave dros, es germania, ruseTis garda, CvenTvis sim-
paTiur demokratiul qveynebsac eomeboda“ (qavTaraZe 2007: 111-112).
** `qarTvelebi imedovnebdnen, saWiroebis SemTxvevaSi germanelebze sasikeTo zegavlena 
moexdinaT. im xanebSi gavrcelebuli azris mixedviT, germania kavkasiis mimarT I msoflio 
omis droindel politikas gaatarebda... damoukideblobis imedi kidev ufro gaZlierda, 
rodesac germanelebma II msoflio omis dros daikaves Crdilo kavkasia. aq germania gan-
sxvavebul politikas atarebda, vidre mis mier okupirebul aRmosavleT teritoriebze, 
sadac mkvidri mosaxleoba hitleris antihumanuri kanonebis gamo saSinel tanjvas ganic-
dida“ (gabliani 1998: 9).
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kvleviTi institutis direqtori, cnobili politikuri da sazogado 
moRvawe; aleqsandre nikuraZe – evropis kontinenturi kvlevis in-
stitutis direqtori, gamoCenili fizikosi da geopolitikosi; eqimi 
giorgi maRalaSvili; vermaxtis general-maiori Salva maRlakeliZe; 
qarTuli qvedanayofis „qarTuli cxenosani SS”-is xelmZRvaneli, Stan-
dartenfiureri fridon wulukiZe; germanuli SeiaraRebuli Zalebis 
oficrebi: dimitri SalikaSvili, givi gabliani, mixeil alSibaia, mixe-
il qavTaraZe; „kavkasiis sagangebo Stabis“ TanamSromeli aleqsandre 
comaia; saqarTvelos yofili elCi germaniaSi vladimer axmeteli; qar-
Tuli nacionaluri komitetis Tavmjdomare mixeil wereTeli; enaT-
mecnieri kita Cxenkeli; poeti da politikuri moRvawe Salva amirejibi, 
aseve „abverisa“ da „gestapos“ TanamSromeli mixeil kedia (javaxiSvili 
2011: 42-43). es ukanaskneli jer kidev gasuli saukunis 10-ian wlebSi 
mTavrobis xelSewyobiT gaemgzavra evropaSi umaRlesi ganaTlebis mi-
saRebad. swavlobda jer berlinis, Semdeg haidelbergis universite-
tis iuridiul fakultetze. Tumca masac, bevri qarTveli axalgazrdis 
msgavsad, ar dascalda, rom sazRvargareT miRebuli codna da gamoc-
dileba damoukidebeli saqarTvelos winsvlisa da ganviTarebis samsa-
xurSi Caeyenebina. masac, rogorc aTasobiT mis Tanamemamules, emigran-
tis mZime xvedri arguna bedma, Tumca arc evropaSi gadasaxlebis Semdeg 
dauSurebia Zalisxmeva samSoblos damoukideblobis aRsadgenad. sxva-
dasxva dros iyo social-federalistTa da erovnul-demokratiuli 
partiebis wevri, organizacia „TeTri giorgis“ erT-erTi damaarsebe-
li, monawileobda „kavkasiis konfederaciis“ saqmianobaSi, TanamSrom-
lobda haidar bamatis Jurnal „kavkasiasTan”. 1940 wlis Semodgomaze, 
rodesac germaniis sagangebo warmomadgenelma parizSi moqmedi qar-
Tuli warmomadgenloba gaauqma, aucilebeli gaxda iseTi avtoritet-
uli pirovnebis moZieba, romelic germaniis xelisuflebis winaSe qar-
Tuli emigraciis dacvas SeZlebda. es misia mixeil kedias daekisra. man, 
mogvianebiT qarTvel Sindlerad wodebulma*, deportaciisagan ixsna 
qarTveli mahmadianebi, germanelebs daumtkica, rom isini islamis mim-
devari qarTvelebi iyvnen, xolo roca nacistebma qarTveli ebraelebis 
dapatimrebebic daiwyes (represirebulTa Soris moxvda saqarTvelos 
finansTa da vaWroba-mrewvelobis ministris yofili moadgile ioseb 
eligulaSvili, erovnuli saganZuris safrangeTSi gatanis erT-erTi 
organizatori), maTi gaTavisufleba mxolod qarTveli emigrantebis 
CareviTa da mixeil kedias ZalisxmeviT gaxda SesaZlebeli**. 

* ix. javaxiSvili, Nn. qarTveli Sindleri. istoriani: istoriul-SemecnebiTi Jurnali. 
Tbilisi, 2011. marti. # 3. Ggv. 42-49; qarTvelebi ucxoeTSi. w.1. Tbilisi, 2012. Ggv. 113-115. 
** mixeil kediam Seqmna miTi, rom qarTvel mahmadianTa msgavsad, qarTveli ebraelebic 
eTnikurad qarTvelebi iyvnen, xolo rwmeniT moses rjulis mimdevarni. noe Jordanias, 
aleqsandre qorqias, konstantine kandelakis, evgeni gegeWkorisa da mixeil kedias mier 
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qarTuli emigraciis erTi nawilis msgavsad, mixeil kediac fiq-
robda, rom saqarTvelos bolSevikuri aneqsiisgan ganTavisufleba na-
cisturi germaniis mxardaWeriT SeiZleboda. miT ufro, rom jer kidev 
sabWoTa kavSirze Tavdasxmamde, anu 1941 wlis ivnisamde, berlinSi Se-
muSavebuli iyo sabWoTa kavSirSi Semavali ararusi xalxebis gadabi-
rebis specialuri gegma, romelsac Tavad adolf hitleri kurirebda. 
nacistebi imedovnebdnen, rom am xalxebis, maT Soris qarTvelebis 
erovnul grZnobebze TamaSiT kremls mniSvnelovan zians miayenebdnen. 
Mmixeil kediasac, araerTi misi Tanamoazre emigrantis msgavsad, swored 
am TvalsazrisiT aZlevda xels nacistebTan TanamSromloba. Amt VI 
C*, RSHA-s** sazRvargareTuli dazvervis divizionis rusuli biuro 
mWidrod TanamSromlobda mis garSemo Tavmoyril nacionalistebTan, 
romlebmac berlinSi erTgvari `kvleviTi institutic~ Camoayalibes 
da reixis samsaxurSi Caayenes qarTul diasporaSi „Canergili“ sakon-
taqto pirebi da iatakqveSa mokavSireebi***. rusuli biuro, romelic uaR-
resad mosurne iyo sabWoTa kavSiridan utyuari informaciis miRebisa, 
male im daskvnamde mivida, rom am informaciis mopovebis saukeTeso wya-
ros qarTvelebi warmoadgendnen. am mizniT da kedias SuamdgomlobiT 
momzadda saqarTveloSi gadmosasxmeli paraSutistTa jgufebi „Tamar 
I“ da „Tamar II“. 1943 wlis oqtomberSi misive xelmZRvanelobiT daar-
sda „samekavSireo Stabi“, romelsac wesrigSi unda moeyvana is samxedro 
erTeulebi, romlebSic iricxebodnen germanelTa iniciativiT banake-

gayalbebuli sabuTebiT aTasze meti qarTveli da evropeli ebraeli gadaurCa sikvdils. 
am Tavganwirvis gamo mixeil kediam parizis didi rabinis, vaisis, da ebrauli kulturis 
asociaciis xelmZRvanelis, moseris, madloba daimsaxura. Sesabamisad, rodesac meore 
msoflio omis dasrulebis Semdeg is germanelebTan TanamSromlobis gamo samxedro dam-
naSaved gamoacxades, Tavisi udanaSaulobis dasamtkiceblad man ficis qveS misca weri-
lobiTi Cveneba, romelic gamyarebuli iyo Sesabamisi dokumentebiTa da im adamianTa 
mtkicebulebebiT, romlebic man ueWveli sikvdilisgan ixsna.
* Amt VI C – reihis uSiSroebis administraciis (RSHA) erT-erTi ganyofileba – sazRvarga-
reTis sadazvervo samsaxuri. daarsebis dRidan mas xelmZRvanelobda ss-is brigadenfi-
ureri hainc iosti, Semdeg ki ss-is brigadenfiureri uolter Selenbergi. 
** Reichssicherheitshauptamt (reihis uSiSroebis mTavari sammarTvelo, SemoklebiT RSHA) iyo 
ss-is raixsfiureris, germaniis policiis Sefis heinrix himlerisa da misi moadgilis, 
rainhard haidrixis gankargulebiT Seqmnili organizacia (daarsda 1939 wlis 27 seqtem-
bers). sammarTveloSi gaerTianda 2 uwyeba: uSiSroebis sadazvervo qvedanayofi sd, rom-
lis funqciac iyo partiis dacva realuri da warmosaxviTi safrTxeebisgan da uSiSroebis 
policia (zipo), romelic meTvalyureobda kriminalur da saodumlo policias.
*** rogorc mogvianebiT aRmoCnda, germaneli „mfarvelebisadmi“ kedias rwmena yovelgvar 
safuZvels iyo moklebuli. nacistebis programaSi omisSemdgomi msoflios mowyobis 
Sesaxeb ar iyo gaTvaliswinebuli araviTari materialuri resursi strategiulad mniS-
vnelovani, navTobiT mdidari kavkasiis regionSi arsebuli damoukidebeli qveynebisaT-
vis. Tumca Sorsmimaval perspeqtivaSi alfred rozenbergis ofisi gegmavda okupirebuli 
aRmosavleTis teritoriebze e.w. antirusuli sanitaruli kordonis (arasasurveli ide-
ologiis gavrcelebis sawinaaRmdegod Catarebuli RonisZiebebis erToblioba) mowyobas 
ruseTs daqvemdebarebuli saxelmwifoebisTvis, romelTa Soris qarTvelebs (rogorc 
ariuli rasis warmomadgenlebs) eniWebodaT garkveuli privilegiebi, oRond germaniis 
meurveobis qveS (Dallin 1981: 226-9).
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bidan gamoyvanili qarTvelebi. eqvs TveSi Stabma moaxerxa qarTveli 
da kavkasieli muSebis uflebrivad evropel muSebTan, xolo qarTveli 
jariskacebis – germanel jariskacebTan gaTanabreba. miuxedavad ger-
maniis mTavrobasTan aqtiuri TanamSromlobisa, qarTuli emigrantuli 
moZraobis lideri ar eTanxmeboda „nacistebis mxecur politikas“ da 
megobrobda hitlerTan dapirispirebul gavlenian germanelebTan*. 
swored misi mravalricxovani kontaqtebis imediT, romlebic isev da 
isev qarTul saqmes unda moxmareboda, daukavSirda mixeil kedias cno-
bili sasuliero piri, saqarTvelos istoriisa da kulturis mkvleva-
ri, mixeil (miqel) TarxniSvili**. 

rogorc italiis arqivebSi daculi dokumentebidan Cans***,  mas 
saswrafod esaWiroeboda belgiis viza briuselSi gardacvlili qar-
Tveli qalbatonis, sofio gokielis anderZTan dakavSirebuli for-
malobebis mosagvareblad****, germaniis mTavroba ki mis moTxovnas upa-
suxod tovebda. kediam iolad moaxerxa mama miqelis samogzauro sa-
buTebiT uzrunvelyofa da sruli mzadyofna gamoTqva, daxmareboda 
mRvdels didi xnis ocnebis asrulebaSi – qalbatoni gokielis naander-
Zevi TanxiT romSi qarTuli kaTolikuri kolegiumis daarsebaSi. es 

* erT–erTi maTgani iyo grafi fon Sulenburgi, romelic 1944 wlis 20 agvistos Camoax-
rCves hitleris winaaRmdeg warumatebeli SeTqmulebis Semdeg. 
** mixeil (miqel) TarxniSvili (1897-1958) jer kidev 1913 wels konstantinopolSi gahyva 
qarTvel kaTolike moweseebs, romlebic iqaur samonastro skolebSi swavlis msurvelebs 
arCevdnen. 1913-17 wlebSi is konstantinopolis qarTul kaTolikur savaneSi iRebda ga-
naTlebas (ix. papuaSvili 2016), 1917 wlidan ki swavla ganagrZo qalaq etalis (zemo bavaria) 
benediqtelTa saabatoSi. 1919 wlis agvistoSi saqarTvelosa da germaniis mTavrobebs 
Soris molaparakebis Sedegad, sxva Svid qarTvel studentTan erTad miqel TarxniSvili 
samSobloSi dabrunda, Tumca dekemberSi TurqeTSi gaemgzavra konstantinopolis kapu-
cinebis kolejSi swavlis gasagrZeleblad da mas Semdeg saqarTvelo aRar unaxavs. 1924 
wels filosofiasa da TeologiaSi codnis gasaRrmaveblad igi venaSi Cavida, 1929 wli-
dan ki is romSia, sadac jer berZnul kolegiumSi Sedis Tavisufal msmenelad, Semdeg ki 
swavlobs papis aRmosavleTmcodneobis institutSi. iqve icavs disertacias „TeatinelTa 
samociqulo Rvawli saqarTveloSi meCvidmete saukuneSi“ da moipovebs Teologiis doq-
toris samecniero xarisxs. 1931 wlis 6 agvistos miqel TarxniSvili mRvdlad akurTxes 
romis maxloblad, grotaferatas bizantiuri wesis saabatoSi. 1934 wels miiRo davaleba 
– safrangeTSi, belgiasa da germaniaSi myof qarTvelTagan aRezarda warmomadgenlebi aR-
mosavluri eklesiisaTvis. am mizniT igi gaemgzavra benediqtel mamebTan jer parizSi, Sem-
deg ki degendorfSi (bavaria). 1934-1936 wlebSi qarTvel kaTolikeTa sulieri moZRvari 
iyo belgiaSi, germaniasa da safrangeTSi. 1936-1942 wlebSi benediqtel berebTan imyofe-
boda bavariaSi (jer degendorfSi, Semdeg metenSi).
*** (informacia mopovebulia miqel TarxniSvilis dakiTxvis oqmidan (1944 wlis 29 ivlisi. 
regina koelis cixe), romelic daculia italiis policiis gadamdgari komisris, juzepe 
dosis arqivSi. ix. gaz. L’EUROPEO, 573. 7 oqtomberi, 1956,Ggv. 23-26. ix.aseve. David  Alvarez & 
Robert A. Graham, Sj. Nothing Sacred. Nazi Espionage Against the Vatican, 1939-1945. Franc Cass. London. 
Portland, OR. 1997. pp.92-113).
**** 1941 wlis TebervalSi briuselSi gardacvlilma mdidarma qvrivma, elene gokielma 
360 000 belgiuri franki uanderZa wminda mariamis ubiwod Casaxvis qarTul kaTolikur 
kongregacias, romlis centri stambolis monasterSi iyo ganTavsebuli. (ix: RaRaniZe, m. 
petre xarisWiraSvilis cxovreba da Rvawli. „literaturuli Ziebani”. XXXVII, 2016, gv. 
238-243) da Tavisi anderZis ganmkarguleblad am kongregaciis erT-erTi warmomadgeneli 
evropaSi, miqel TarxniSvili daadgina.
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iqneboda erTgvari religiuri komuna, romlis kedlebSic qarTvel 
axalgazrdebs miecemodaT SesaZlebloba, kaTolikuri samyaros wiaRSi 
erovnuli fesvebisgan mouwyvetlad moexdinaT TavianTi kulturuli 
da nacionaluri identobis demonstrireba. samwuxarod, naanderZevi 
Tanxa ar aRmoCnda sakmarisi am Canafiqris gansaxorcieleblad, magram 
kediam daarwmuna mRvdeli, rom sxva wyaroebidan SeZlebda damatebiTi 
dafinansebis Sovnas. am mizniT kedia daukavSirda germaniis saelCos 
romSi da rekomendacia gauwia mama miqels policiis ataSesTan, herbert 
kaplerTan*. amavdroulad, mixeil kedia esaubra Tavis megobrebs Amt 
VI-idan TarxniSvilis gegmebis Sesaxeb. qarTvel nacionalistTa lideri 
xvdeboda, rom misi „proeqti“ erTnairad daakmayofilebda orive mxaris 
interesebs: erTi mxriv, RSHA-s mier gaRebuli TanxebiT miqel TarxniS-
vili SeiZenda Senobas qarTuli kolegiumisTvis da aisrulebda Tavisi 
didi xnis ocnebas, meore mxriv, germanelebs miecemodaT SesaZlebloba, 
gamoeyenebinaT kolegiumi sadazvervo da propagandistuli miznebis-
Tvis. saboloo jamSi, es yvelaferi sasikeTod waadgeboda qarTul na-
cionalizms. gulmxurvale kaTolikesa da patriotis, miqel TarxniSvi-
lis ZalisxmeviT kolegiumi maleve gaxdeboda qarTuli erovnuli iden-
tobis erTgvari simbolo da nacionaluri miswrafebebis gavrcelebis 
Zlieri centri. 

 	 Tavdapirvelad Amt VI gulgrilad moekida kedias SeTavazebas. 
Aam organizaciis Sefi, uolter Selenbergi, skeptikurad iyo ganwyo-
bili am wamowyebis mimarT, amitom uari ganacxada arapraqtikuli sqe-
mis ganxilvaze, Tumca mogvianebiT RSHA-s Sefs ernst kaltenbruners, 
guli moubrunda am ideis mimarT. kaltenbrunerma gaixsena, rom misi 
winamorbedi, rainhard haidrixi, Zalisxmevas ar iSurebda kaTolikuri 
eklesiis kuluarebSi SesaRwevad da am mizniT gavleniani sasuliero 
pirebis gamoyeneba surda. germaniis dazverva didi xania eWvobda, rom 
romis monastrebSi da religiur instituciebSi asobiT ebraeli, anti-
faSisti da gaqceuli samxedro tyve poulobda TavSesafars. e.w. „romis 
samaSvelo xazis“ centri vatikanis galavnis SigniT iyo moqceuli da 

* herbert kapleri – ss-is oberSturbanfiureri. gestapos warmomadgeneli romSi 1939-
1944 wlebSi. profesiiT eleqtrikosi, is 1932 wels SeuerTda ss-is rigebs. 1937 wels Si-
cherheits polizei-s (uSiSroebis policia) liderTa skolis warmatebiT dasrulebis Semdgom 
kaplerma iseTi talanti gamoamJRavna saidumlo policiaSi samsaxurisas, rom maSinve 
miiqcia berlinSi umaRlesi xelmZRvanelobis yuradReba. is Seiyvanes policiis ataSeTa 
im pirveli gundis SemadgenlobaSi, romelic gaigzavna germaniis diplomatiuri misiiT 
evropis sxvadasxva qveyanaSi. kapleris uSualo ufrosi, diplomatiis Zveli skolis war-
momadgeneli, germaniis elCi italiaSi, hans georg von makenseni, cdilobda, rac SeiZleba 
meti distancia daecva Tavis axal ataSesTan, amitom kapleris ofisi ganTavsda ara ger-
maniis saelCoSi, aramed saelCos kulturuli ganyofilebisaTvis gankuTvnil sxva Seno-
baSi, tasos quCa nomer 20-Si, romelic male yvela romaelisTvis (da amaSi, udavod, didi 
wvlili kaplersac miuZRvis) iqca policiuri teroris simbolod (Alvarez & Graham 1997: 
72-73).
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gaqceulTa erTi nawili Crdilo amerikuli kolegiumis Senobis max-
loblad imaleboda. aseT viTarebaSi kedias gegma SesaZleblobas mis-
cemda germanul dazvervas, mokavSireTa jarebisa da policiis zurgSi 
sakuTari „usafrTxoebis kunZuli“ Seeqmna. swored am garemoebis gamo 
RSHA-m qarTvelebTan TanamSromlobaze Tanxmoba ganacxada*.

mixeil kedias rekomendaciiT mama miqel TarxniSvili romSi Ca-
vida da mas Semdeg, rac vatikans miawoda oficialuri informacia qar-
Tuli kolegiumis gaxsnis mcdelobis Sesaxeb, policiis ataSes ofisSi 
gamocxadda, sadac is miiRo kapleris asistentma, kurt hasma. marTalia, 
saelCos jer ar mieRo berlinidan araviTari Tanxa, magram hasma daar-
wmuna mRvdeli, rom aucileblad daukavSirdeboda dedaqalaqSi Sesa-
bamis uwyebebs da ramdenime kviris Semdeg pasuxs acnobebda.

imavdroulad, berlinSi Amt VI-is oficrebi xvewdnen TavianT 
gegmebs qarTul kolegiumTan dakavSirebiT. isini apirebdnen am dawe-
sebulebis sajaSuSo bazad gamoyenebas. berlinTan mudmivi kavSiris 
mizniT igegmeboda Senobis sardafSi radiosadguris ganTavseba. kole-
giumSi „Canergavdnen“ ramdenime agentsac, romlebsac SearCevdnen e.w. 
„qarTuli legionis~ rigebidan. isini sagangebo momzadebas gaivlid-
nen da rogorc sxvadasxva sasuliero saswavleblis studentebs, rom-
Si Tavisuflad gadaadgilebis SesaZlebloba da sxvadasxva religiur 
instituciaSi Tavisuflad SeRwevis saSualeba eqnebodaT. ramdenadac 
mama miqeli romsa da vatikanSi erudirebuli da uaRresad patiosani 
pirovnebis reputaciiT sargeblobda, gadawyda, rom kolegiumis req-
torad mas daniSnavdnen. 

1943 wlis oqtomberSi mama miqeli xelaxla gamocxadda ger-
maniis policiis ataSes ofisSi. kurt hasma amjerad saimedo informa-
cia daaxvedra: berlinidan ukve mosuliyo didi xnis nanatri dafinan-
seba. policiis maRalCinosanma daarwmuna mRvdeli, rom Tanxa anonimma 
damfinansebelma gaiRo, ramac saboloo jamSi qalbatoni gokielis an-
derZTan erTad 1 200 000 lira Seadgina, es ki savsebiT sakmarisi iyo 
kolegiumis dasaarseblad. mas Semdeg, rac Canafiqris warmatebiT gan-
xorcieleba miuloca, hasma dayovneba sTxova mRvdels da ramdenime 
kiTxva dausva: hqonda Tu ara mas kontaqtebi vatikanSi, icnobda Tu ara 
romelime kardinals an maRali samRvdeloebis warmomadgenels da a.S. 
mama miqelma gulubryvilod upasuxa, rom marTlac hqonda megobruli 
urTierToba bevr mniSvnelovan figurasTan vatikanSi, maT Soris aR-
mosavleTis eklesiebis kongregaciis prefeqtTan, kardinal tiseran-

* germanulma dazvervam imTaviTve uari ganacxada, Tavisi miznebisTvis gamoeyenebina sami 
germanulenovani kolegiumi romSi: santa maria del anima, germanikumi da tevtonikumi. 
pirvel or kolejSi mcxovrebi germaneli da avstrieli mRvdlebi ar malavdnen TavianT 
mtrul ganwyobas nacistebis mimarT, tevtonikumis mdebareoba vatikanis teritoriaze ki 
SeuZlebels xdida mis kedlebSi jaSuSuri saqmianobis warmoebas.
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tTan. maSin hasma yovelgvari mikib-mokibvis gareSe SesTavaza mRvdels, 
Seekriba vatikanSi germaniisTvis saWiro informacia da axlad daarse-
bul qarTul kolegiumSi radiosadguris gamarTvis nebarTva mieca. am 
SeTavazebiT gaognebulma mama miqelma uxeSad upasuxa kapleris TanaSe-
mwes, rom amgvari qmedeba radikalurad ewinaaRmdegeboda misi, rogorc
sasuliero piris, mowodebas da rom is arasodes miiRebda monawileobas 
jaSuSur saqmianobaSi, gansakuTrebiT – vatikanis winaaRmdeg. mRvdlis 
pasuxiT ukmayofilo hasma karisken miuTiTa stumars da yovelgvari 
Tanxis gadmoricxvaze uari ganucxada.

policiis ataSes ofisSi uSedego vizitis Sedegad SeSfoTebul-
ma miqel TarxniSvilma daxmarebisTvis Tavis Zvel megobars, vasil 
(basilius) sadaTieraSvils mimarTa*. am ukanasknelma TanagrZnobiT mo-
usmina Tanamemamules da aRuTqva, rom dauyovnebliv miiRebda zomebs 
– gaemgzavreboda berlinSi, piradad daelaparakeboda mixeil kedias da 
aRmofxvrida am gaugebrobas. dRemde gaurkvevelia, ra TvalsazrisiT 
iyo CarTuli sadaTieraSvili am operaciaSi, Tumca is ki faqtia, rom 
mama miqelTan saubris Semdeg man miaSura kapleris ofiss da daxmareba 
SesTavaza. kaplerma basiluss 50 000 lira gadauxada da ramdenime dRiT 
berlinSi gagzavna, raTa RSHA-s ofisSi ewarmoebina molaparakebebi ke-
diasTan, kapitan reimanTan (Amt VI-is vatikanis biuros ufrosTan) da 
Amt VI-is rusuli seqciis warmomadgenlebTan. germanel maRalCinos-
nebs ar surdaT xelidan gaeSvaT proeqti, romlis farglebSic soli-
duri Tanxa iyo gaTvaliswinebuli sadazvervo operaciebisTvis, arada 
am Canafiqris ganxorcielebaSi maT miqel TarxniSvili uSlidaT xels. 
kedia amtkicebda, rom mRvdlisTvis kidev erTxel unda SeeTavazebi-
naT TanamSromloba, Tan saTanadod ganemartaT, rom saqarTvelos da-
moukideblobis aRdgena mxolod germanelebTan TanamSromlobiT iqne-
boda SesaZlebeli. isic aucileblad daTanxmdeboda, qarTuli nacio-
nalizmis sasargeblod emoqmeda. Amt VI-is profesionalebma imTaviTve 
uaryves kedias winadadeba. maTi TvalsazrisiT, mama miqeli namdvilad 

* TarxniSvili da sadaTieraSvili erT oTaxs iyofdnen konstantinopolis seminariaSi. 
1917 wlis 18 Tebervals erTad SeaRes sofel etalis benediqtelTa saabatos saswavle-
blis kari (ix. papuaSvili 2016). sadaTieraSvili 1920 wels dabrunda samSobloSi. saqa-
rTvelos gasabWoebis Semdgom misi adgilsamyofeli ucnobia, magram 1937 wlidan is Cans 
italiaSi, rogorc ramdenime skandinaviuri gazeTis korespondenti. is, aseve, TanamSrom-
lobda gazeT Corriere Diplomatico Consolare-sTan, romelsac romSi gamoscemda TviTmarqvia 
aristokrati jiaCinto kotini-agostineli, sadaTieraSvilis megobari da finansuri 
mrCeveli. germaniis sabWoTa kavSirze Tavdasxmidan cota xnis Semdeg qarTuli faSisturi 
moZraobis, „TeTri giorgis“ aqtiuri wevri vasil sadaTieraSvili qarTul delegacias-
Tan erTad berlinSi gaemgzavra, raTa germaniis mTavrobis winaSe eSuamdgomla qarTuli 
monarqiis aRsadgenad. 1943 wlis seqtemberSi ukidures gaWirvebaSi myofi basiliusi rom-
Si cxovrobda, yidda gaurkveveli warmomavlobis naxatebs, Tarjimnad muSaobda germani-
is samxedro sardlobis ofisSi da, imavdroulad, TanamSromlobda gestaposTan, rogorc 
informatori.
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ar iyo iseTi gulubryvilo, rom patriotuli suliskveTebiT aRtki-
nebuls ss-sTan TanamSromlobis perspeqtiva arad Caegdo. es faqti 
ufro gaaZlierebda, vidre Seamcirebda mis winaaRmdegobas. ufro me-
tic. germanuli mxare darwmunebuli iyo, rom maradiuli faseulobe-
bisken midrekil mRvdels ar eyofoda gaqaneba da energia aralegalu-
ri sadazvervo centris gasaZRolad. 

profesional jaSuSebs surdaT mama miqelis TamaSidan gamoyva-
na da sabolood maTma Tvalsazrisma gaimarjva. gadawyda, rom miqel 
TarxniSvilisTvis, SeTanxmebisamebr, gamoeyoT Tanxa qarTuli kole-
giumis dasaarseblad, sadac `araoficialuri administratoris“ sta-
tusiT imuSavebda vasil sadaTieraSvili. mas daevaleboda dawese-
bulebis finansuri da sameurneo saqmianobis warmarTva. vidre mama 
miqeli dakavebuli iqneboda kolegiumis biblioTekisTvis sasuliero 
wignebis SeZeniT, samlocvelos mowyobiTa da studentebisTvis saTa-
nado samosis SerCeviT, basiliusi uxelmZRvanelebda kolegiumisTvis 
gankuTvnili Senobis rekonstruqcias. farTobis ganaxleba gulisx-
mobda sakuTriv sadaTieraSvilisTvis gankuTvnili ori oTaxis mowyo-
bas, romelTagan erT-erTSi moaTavsebdnen radiogadamcems, meore ki 
agentTa TavSesafrad iqneboda gamoyenebuli. basiliuss gadawyvetili 
hqonda, rom es gegma romSi dabrunebisTanave ganexorcielebina. mama 
miqelma sixaruliT miiRo seminariisdroindeli megobris SeTavazeba 
da mas kolegiumis administratoris posti Caabara. gegmis Semdegi pun-
qti iyo kolegiumisTvis alesandro brises quCaze Senobis SeZena. ber-
linSi miaCndaT, rom Senoba uciloblad vatikanis saxeliT yofiliyo 
registrirebuli. nacisti maRalCinosnebi fiqrobdnen, rom latera-
nis xelSekrulebis Sedegad (romelic vatikanma italiasTan 1929 wels 
dado), romis papis mTeli uZravi qoneba eqstrateritoriulad iyo aRi-
arebuli da saerTaSoriso samarTliT daculi. 

saarqivo dokumentebSi Cans, rom miqel TarxniSvilma da vasil 
sadaTieraSvilma Seadgines oficialuri ganacxadi romis papis, pius 
me-12-isadmi, romelSic Seaxsenes pontifeqss im istoriuli kavSirebis 
Sesaxeb, romlebic saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi qarTvel kaTolikeebs 
wminda saydarTan akavSirebda, aseve gamoxates madlierebis grZnoba, 
rom, rogorc iqna, realobad iqca qarTvel sasuliero pirTa xangrZli-
vi ocneba maradiul qalaqSi erovnuli religiuri keris daarsebisa. 
maT TxovniT mimarTes pius me-12-s, neba daerTo, anonimi qvelmoqmedis 
mier gaRebuli TanxebiT kolegiumisTvis Sesabamisi Senoba SeeZinaT. sa-
pasuxo werilSi papma aRniSna, rom wminda saydari yovelTvis moxaruli 
iyo romSi erovnuli sasuliero kerebis daarsebiT, gansakuTrebiT ki 
im qveynebisa, romlebSic kaTolikeebi religiur umciresobas warmoad-
gendnen. kongregacia, romelsac saTaveSi kardinali tiserani edga, ad-
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ministraciuladac iyo pasuxismgebeli qarTveli kaTolikeebis mimarT 
da, Sesabamisad, sagangebo mizezic hqonda mama miqelis winadadebis 
mxardasaWerad. qarTuli kaTolike samRvdeloeba TurqeTSi ukidure-
sad iyo Seviwroebulni iqauri mTavrobis mier, romelic mas jaSuSoba-
sa da savaluto maqinaciebSi sdebda brals. saTuo gaxda, qarTvel ka-
Tolikeebs SeenarCunebinaT stambolis monasteri, romis kolegiumi 
ki, im SemTxvevaSi, Tu maT TurqeTidan gaaZevebdnen, maTTvis saimedo 
TavSesafari gaxdeboda.

1943 wlis 28 dekembrisaTvis alesandro brises quCaze mdebare 
Senobis Sesasyidad yvela formaloba ukve mogvarebuli iyo, sabuTebs 
ormxrivad moewera xeli da damowmda vatikanis administraciaSi 
monsenior julio guadetisa da vatikanis notariusis saverio urmanis 
mier. 1944 wlis 5 ianvars kardinalma tiseranma oficialuri weriliT 
Seatyobina basiliuss, rom Senoba ukve gadasuli iyo wminda saydris 
mflobelobaSi: „mas Semdeg, rac pontifeqss moxsenda mama miqel Tar-
xniSvilisa da Tqven mier xelmowerili keTilSobiluri Txovnis Se-
saxeb, moxaruli iyo, eboZebina Tavisi uwmindesi kurTxeva anonimi 
SemomwirvelisTvis da yvela im pirisTvis, romelTac Zalisxmeva ar 
daiSures proeqtis sisruleSi mosayvanad“*.

amjerad saWiro iyo sarekonstruqcio samuSaoebis Catareba, ra-
Ta ojaxuri vila – kolejad, Sesabamisad ki, jaSuSTa bazad eqciaT. 
mama miqelTan SeTanxmebis Sesabamisad, saremonto samuSaoebs monastris 
administratori, basiliusi xelmZRvanelobda. jaSuSTa TavSesafrad 
gankuTvnili or oTaxis mosawyobad igi konsultaciebs gadioda le-
itenant untevengerTan, saelCoSi momuSave ss-is kavSirgabmulobis ge-
neralTan. unda aRiniSnos, rom leitenantis monawileoba am saqmeSi ar 
Semoifargleboda mxolod teqnikuri eqspertis funqciiT. gadawyvi-
tes ra basiliusis gamoyeneba TavianTi miznebisTvis, germanelebi bo-
lomde ar endobodnen qarTvel agents, radgan igi korumpirebuli da 
uprincipo pirovnebis reputaciiT sargeblobda. oficialurma pireb-
ma berlinidan gaafrTxiles herbert kapleri, rom basiliusisTvis Tva-
li kargad edevnebina. mas Semdeg, rac sarekonstruqcio samuSaoebi 
dasrulda da saidumlo oTaxebic mzad iyo radiogadamcemis dasamon-
taJeblad, gadawyvites sadaTieraSvili berlinSi gaegzavnaT, mis ad-
gilas ki ufro saimedo agenti gaemwesebinaT.

rac Seexeba mama miqel TarxniSvils, kurt hasTan saubarma igi 
daarwmuna, rom Tanxebi, romlebsac misi ocneba realobad unda eqcia, 
ara anonimi qarTveli Semomwirvelis, aramed nacistebisa iyo, magram 
gadawyvita, droebiT dadumebuliyo. is racionalurad miudga Seqmnil 

* tiserani basilius sadaTieraSvils. 5.01.1944. juzepe dosis arqivi (ix, aseve: Alvarez & 
Graham 1997: 107).
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situacias: qristianobis xangrZlivi istoriis ganmavlobaSi araerT 
mTavrobas daefinansebina eklesiis saganmanaTleblo da kulturuli 
programebi da amjeradac iseTi mniSvnelovani proeqti, rogoric 
qarTuli kolegiumis daarseba iyo, aitanda amgvar moralur fleqsi-
urobas. kolegiumis saremonto samuSaoebi warmatebiT miiwevda win, am 
faqtiT frTaSesxmul miqel TarxniSvils ki warmodgenac ar hqonda, 
rom im or oTaxSi, romelTa sadaTieraSvilisadmi mikuTvnebaze Tavad 
gasca gankarguleba, radiogadamcems amontaJebdnen da rom berlinis 
gegmebi qarTul kolegiumTan dakavSirebiT mxolod radiogadamcemiT 
ar Semoifargleboda.

Tebervlis Sua ricxvebSi basiliusi xanmokle vizitad ewvia re-
ixis dedaqalaqs da romSi eqvs axalgazrda qarTvelTan erTad dab-
runda, romlebic sastumro „kontinentalSi“ daabinava. mama miqelis 
winaSe man es axalgazrdebi gulmxurvale qarTvel kaTolikeebad wa-
radgina, romlebsac TiTqosda surdaT sasuliero moRvaweobisTvis 
mosamzadeblad Teologiasa da filosofias dauflebodnen. mama miqeli 
swrfad gaeSura sastumro „kontinentalisken“ Tavisi kolegiumis 
potenciuri binadrebis gasacnobad, Tumca saxtad darCa uxeSi da 
arakomunikabeluri axalgazrdebis naxviT, romlebmac igi sakmaod 
civad miiRes. SeSfoTebuli mRvdeli meore dResve ewvia monsenior 
aratas, aRmosavleTis eklesiebis kongregaciaSi kardinal tiseranis 
moadgiles, da bolo dros ganviTarebuli movlenebis Sesaxeb uambo. 
vatikanis oficialurma pirma, romelsac im droisaTvis 20 weli 
hqonda gatarebuli papis diplomatiur samsaxurSi, saeWvod miiCnia 
eqvsi ucnobi seminaristis ucabedi gamoCena, amitom urCia mRvdels, 
isini ukan, germaniaSi, gaegzavna. mama miqaelma es sakiTxi kardinal 
tiseranTanac ganixila, romelmac SesTavaza, saTanadod gamoecada 
ymawvilebi da kolegiumSi mxolod Rirseulni mieRo. 

mama miqeli dahyva kardinalis rCevas da kandidatebTan xanmokle 
gasaubrebis Sedegad aRmoaCina, rom sasuliero moRvaweobisTvis arc 
erTi maTgani ar gamodgeboda. Tavis mxriv, isinic gaendvnen mRvdels, 
rom mxolod im motiviT daTanxmdnen basiliusis winadadebas, rom rom-
Si usafrTxod da materialurad uzrunvelyofilebs ecxovraT. cxadia, 
eqvsive maTgani TviTmarqvia iyo. isini SearCies qarTvelTa legionidan, 
gawvrTnes da italiis dedaqalaqSi sajaSuSod gagzavnes. erT-erT maT-
gans administratoris postze arakeTilsaimedo basiliusi unda Seec-
vala. mama miqeli ar iyo am gegmis nawili da misma gauTvaliswinebelma 
uarma nacistebTan TanamSromlobaze RSHA-s gegmebi CaSala. operaciis 
ganxorcieleba safrTxis winaSe aRmoCnda. 

alesandro brizes quCaze mdebare Senobis rekonstruqcia gvian-
deboda, Sesabamisad, iZabeboda urTierToba mama miqelsa da basiliuss 
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Soris. erTi mxriv, imitom, rom sadaTieraSvilma sagangebod CamoaSora 
mRvdeli yovelgvar administraciul Tu finansur saqmeebs, arada mama 
miqelisTvis cnobili gaxda, rom kolegiumis ezoSi gamaval or oTaxSi 
basiliuss radiomimRebis damontaJeba hqonda ganzraxuli. mRvdeli 
gaognebuli darCa, roca vatikanSi acnobes, rom mis megobars romSi 
germaniis jaSuSad icnobdnen. am faqtiT aRSfoTebulma, man kategori-
uli uari ganacxada Tavisi kolegiumis teritoriaze radiogadamcemis 
damontaJebaze, riTac, faqtiurad, CaSala Amt VI-is gegmebi. miT ufro, 
rom idga 1944 wlis gazafxuli da mokavSireTa Zalebi ukve romis misad-
gomebTan iyvnen ganlagebulni.

rodesac mokavSireebma ivnisis dasawyisSi romi daikaves, kon-
trdazvervis mTavari samizne (prioriteti N 1, anu pirveli im 100 eWv-
mitanil agents Soris romSi, romlebic uyoymanod unda daepatimre-
binaT) basilius sadaTieraSvili iyo, magram moxerxebuli qarTveli 
maisis bolos gaqra romidan da mis kvals veRarasodes miagnes. poli-
ciam ugulebelyo is faqti, rom qarTuli kolegiumisTvis gankuTvni-
li Senoba wmida saydris kuTvnileba iyo da 18 ivniss iq reidi Caatara*. 
Senobis erTaderTi binadari, italieli daraji, dakiTxvaze waiyvanes, 
SenobaSi  ki  Cxreka  Caatares. Sesasvleli  im oTaxebSi, romlebic basi-
liuss TavisTvis hqonda Segulebuli, Zveli garderobis ukan aRmoC-
nda. oTaxebi carieli iyo, magram policiam saxuravze radiomowyobi-
lobis antena aRmoaCina**. fiqrobdnen, rom mama miqelma, rogorc na-
cistTa mokavSirem, gaqceviT uSvela Tavs, Tumca, rogorc mogvianebiT 
gairkva, mas arc ki ucdia damalva – wignebSi Cafluli, is Centropre-
tiSi, Raribi piligrimi mRvdlebis TavSesafarSi aRmoaCines, sadac mas 
Semdeg gadabargebuliyo, rac misi kolegiumi daixura. vinaidan avad-
saxsenebeli proeqtis monawileTagan mRvdeli erTaderTi adamiani iyo, 
romelic mokavSireebis xelSi aRmoCnda, igi daapatimres da rogorc 
gamoZiebis centraluri figura, regina koelis cixeSi gamoamwyvdies. 
miqel TarxniSvils, rogorc gulmxurvale kaTolikes, ar undoda vati-
kanic gaexvia am saCoTiro saqmeSi, amitom Tavdapirvelad sityvaZunwi 
iyo da SekiTxvebs Tavs aridebda, magram mogvianebiT, dakiTxvebisas, 
policiasTan TanamSromlobis survili gamoamJRavna. gamoZiebidan 
ori Tvis Semdeg kontrdazvervis oficrebi im daskvnamde mividnen, rom 
„ar arsebobs sakmarisi mtkicebulebebi jaSuSobis braldebiT miqel 
TarxniSvilis sasamarTlosTvis gadasacemad. rTuli iqneba misi daka-

* CxrekaSi uSualo monawileoba miiRo juzepe dosim, romlis arqivsac eyrdnoba winamde-
bare statia.
** radiogadamcemTan dakavSirebiT juzepe dosis CanawerebSi figurirebs vinme abulaZe, 
romelmac gaitana kolegiumis Senobidan radioaparatura da jaSuSTa makompromitire-
beli sxva nivTebi. dosi amtkicebs, rom es abulaZe erT-erTia im eqvsi TviTmarqvia semi-
naristisgan, romlebic basiliusma berlinidan romSi Camoiyvana ( L’EUROPEO 1956: 25-26).
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veba germaniasTan kolaboraciis braldebiTac, vinaidan yvela doku-
menti cxadyofs, rom braldebulma aRniSnuli saqmis Sesaxeb araferi 
icoda“ (Alvarez & Graham 1997: 107). gamomZieblebis rekomendaciiT, meka-
vSireebma gaaTavisufles mRvdeli, oRond garkveuli SezRudviT: omis 
dasrulebamde is papis romelime institutSi unda darCeniliyo. 

patimrobidan gaTavisuflebis Semdeg miqel TarxniSvilma dar-
Cenili cxovreba qarTuli literaturisa da kulturis Seswavlas mo-
axmara. misi mecnieruli kvlevis mimarTuleba iyo saqarTvelos isto-
ria, qarTuli kultura, qristianuli aRmosavleTi da bizantinistika. 
1948 wels man gamosca iakobis Jamiswirvis qarTuli nusxis germanuli 
Targmani gamokvleviTurT, rasac male mohyva qarTuli Jamiswirvis 
teqstebis gamocema laTinuri TargmaniT. aRsaniSnavia is didi muSa-
oba, romelic man gaswia ierusalimuri leqcionaris vrceli qarTuli 
versiis teqstis dasadgenad, romlis gamoqveynebas mecnieri ver moes-
wro (mis mier momzadebuli Zegli 1959 wels gamosces r. dragem da 
J.garitma qarTul da laTinur enebze). mixeil TarxniSvilma iulius 
asfalgTan erTad germanul enaze gadaamuSava da gamoaqveyna `qarTuli 
literaturis istoria~, Sedgenili korneli kekeliZis `Zveli qarTuli 
mwerlobis istoriis~ I tomis safuZvelze; pirvelma swored man gaSifra 
da mecnierulad gaaanaliza oTxi qarTuli asomTavruli warwera, rom-
lebic italielma arqeologma virjilio korbom palestinaSi, beTlemis 
maxloblad gaTxril wmida Teodores saxelobis qarTuli monastris 
mozaikur filebze aRmoaCina. mecnieris es gamokvleva Sevida 1955 wels 
ierusalimSi italiur enaze gamocemul virjilio korbos wignis „mwyem-
sTa mindvris gaTxrebi da Semogarenis monastrebi“ VIII TavSi.

sagangebo aRniSvnis Rirsia mecnieris piradi urTierToba da 
TanamSromloba evropaSi moRvawe qarTvelologebTan. rodesac 1949 
wels parizSi kalistrate salias iniciativiTa da redaqtorobiT da-
iwyo Jurnal `bedi qarTlisas~ gamocema, mixeil TarxniSvili erT-er-
Ti pirveli gamoexmaura am faqts da Jurnalis aqtiuri TanamSromeli 
gaxda. swored „bedi qarTlisaSi“ daibeWda gagrZelebebiT misi naSro-
mi `qarTuli xelnawerebi da Zveli wignebi romis wignsacavebSi~. Mmiqel 
TarxniSvilis gamokvlevebi ibeWdeboda aRmosavleTmcodneobis dar-
gis iseT avtoritetul organoebSi, rogorebicaa Byzantische Zeitschrift, 
Le Muséon, Oriens Christianus, Archiv für Liturgiewissenschaft da sxva. mecnieri 
awvdida cnobebs saqarTvelos Sesaxeb evropul Jurnalebsa da encik-
lopediebs (Enciclopedia Cattolica, der Christliche Orient in Vergangenheit und 
Gegenwart). 

miqel TarxniSvili gardaicvala romSi 1958 wlis 15 oqtombers. 
dakrZales vatikanSi moRvawe ucxoel mamaTa saerTo akldamaSi. misma 
mowafem da kolegam germanelma qarTvelologma, iulius asfalgma 
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mecnieris gardacvalebis Semdeg Sekriba biografiuli cnobebi da ga-
moaqveyna vrceli nekrologi Jurnal `bedi qarTlisas~ furclebze. 
manve Seadgina miqel TarxniSvilis Sromebis bibliografiac.

e.w. „romauli proeqtis“ meore qarTveli monawile, mixeil kedia, 
Rrmad iyo darwmunebuli, rom mis mier gadadgmuli yoveli nabiji, yo-
veli qmedeba „bolSevikebis sazianod“ da Tavisi samSoblosa da xal-
xis sasikeTod iyo mimarTuli. sicocxlis bolo wlebi man SveicariaSi 
gaatara, Tavisi mTavari miznis aRusruleblobiT imedgacruebulma: 
didi samamulo omi sabWoTa kavSiris gamarjvebiT dasrulda; „erTiani 
Zmuri ojaxis“ wevri sabWoTa saqarTvelo aqtiurad Caeba socialistu-
ri aRmSeneblobis ferxulSi; qarTvel emigrantebs sabolood gada-
ewuraT samSobloSi dabrunebis imedi. saqarTvelos monatrebas zogi 
samecniero moRvaweobiT iqarvebda, zogi – mwerlobiT da publicis-
tobiT, zogi ki samudamod CaiZira uimedobis morevSi. am ukanasknelTa 
ricxvs miekuTvneboda mixeil kediac, romelmac 1953 wels TviTmkvle-
lobiT daasrula sicocxle.
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Universit’et’is mier Gamotsemuli Sametsniero Shromata K’rebuli „Eldar Mamistvalishvili – 75”. Gori, 
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2015, gv. 421-440 (javaxiSvili n. qarTul-ebrauli megobrobis istoriis brwyinvale 

furceli. goris saxelmwifo universitetis mier gamocemuli samecniero SromaTa 

krebuli „eldar mamisTvaliSvili – 75”. Ggori, 2015, gv. 421-440).

Maka Elbakidze, Manana Shamilishvili, Ada Nemsadze
(Georgia)

World War II and Georgian-Italian Non-conformist Experience
(New archival materials)

Summary 

Key words: World War II, Mikheil Tarkhnishvili, Micheil Kedia, Georgian emi-
grant’s struggle against the Bolsheviks, Gestapo, Vatican, Giuseppe Dosi Papers.

The outbreak of World War II caused immense reaction in Georgian emigration. 
One wing, including social-democrats, regarded Britain and France as Georgia’s political 
allies, and the other gravitated to Berlin, because it saw in Nazi Germany an instrument 
for re-establishing the independent national homeland which had been extinguished by 
the Bolsheviks. Hoping to benefit on nationalist and anti-Bolshevic sentiments among the 
Caucasian and Asiatic peoples of the Soviet Union, the German army recruited several na-
tional units from these peoples. Even before the invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941, 
Amt VI C, the Russian desk in the foreign intelligence division in RSHA (Reich Main 
Security Office), had developed a close relationship with the more fanatical nationalists 
around the émigré leader Micheil Kedia. The Russian bureau, which was very desperate 
to get information from the Soviet Union, soon came to consider the Georgians one of its 
most important assets. For this purpose and Kedia’s direct solicitation the group of para-
troopers “Tamar I” and “Tamar II” was formed to land in Georgia.

Despite the active cooperation with the German government, the leader of the 
Georgian emigrant movement did not agree with the “Nazi brutal policy” and kept close 
friendship with influential Germans who were in confrontation with Hitler. In the hope 
of Kedia’s numerous contacts, famous Georgian theologian and Kartvelologist Mikheil 
(Michael) Tarkhnishvili applied to him for an assistance. 

Archival documents, particularly “Interrogation of father Michael, 29 July 1999, 
Regina Coeli Prison” show that the priest had a cherished dream – to establish a Georgian 
Catholic College in Rome. To carry out this goal, a large amount of money was needed. 
Kedia assured his countryman that he could easily secure financing from other sources 
who would be happy to contribute to such a noble project.

For Kedia the college would become a symbol of Georgian identity and a centre 
for nurturing nationalist aspirations in the young seminarians who would leave there. In 
return for their support, the Germans would be allowed to use the college for certain in-

meore msoflio omi da qarTul-italiuri nonkonformistuli gamocdileba
(axal saarqivo masalebze dayrdnobiT)
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telligence and propaganda purposes. They planned to set up a wireless station inside the 
college for direct contact to Berlin. It also expected to send to the college several agents 
selected from the so-called “Georgian legion”, which Germany had recruited from Geor-
gians living in European exile or captured while serving in Red Army Units. These agents 
would be trained in espionage, but would pose as clerical students in order to move freely 
about Rome without arousing suspicion and to ease their penetration of ecclesiastical 
institutions.

So, Kedia instructed father Michael to apply for the funds at the office of Herbert 
Cappler of the German embassy. Herbert Cappler was SS Obersturmbannführer who held 
the post of police attaché at the embassy of Italy. His office was situated at 20 Via Tasso, 
an address that would become notorious among Romans as a synonym for police terror. 
On September and October 1943 Michael Tarkhnishvili visited Cappler’s office twice. He 
was told that an anonymous benefactor had contributed generously the handsome sum to 
start college. But he was also asked if he could pass on any information that he might pick 
up from the friends inside Vatican and if he can allow the Germans to set up a radio station 
in the new Georgian College. 

Father Michael’s surprise gave way to shock. What German official had suggested 
was completely out of question. He pointed out that such activity would be contrary to 
his priestly calling and that he could never agree to participate in espionage, especially 
against Vatican. In that case he was told that the money for Georgian College would not 
be forthcoming and without farther argument he was shown to the door.

By that time a new character appeared on the scene. His name was Vasil (Basilius) 
Sadatierashvili and he had been Mikhael Tarkhnishvili’s room-mate in a Constantinople 
seminary. Politically active in “White Giorgi”, the Georgian fascist movement, he was act-
ing as an interpreter for the military command on the Corso d’Italia and as an occasional 
informant for the Gestapo on the Via Tasso. 

He was ordered to carry out espionage activities in Georgian College to fulfil the 
main task of German intelligence service – to infiltrate the Vatican by placing agents in the 
many ecclesiastical institutions in Rome.

It’s hard to believe but it’s true that the campaign involving professionals of the 
Reich Main Security Office have failed as a result of the non-conformism and principle 
stand of the Georgian priest on the one hand and the appearance of Allied forces on the 
outskirts of Rome on the other. Since Michael Tarkhnishvili was the only participant in the 
affair in allied hands, he soon found himself in Regina Coeli prison. After two months of 
investigation counterintelligence officers concluded that there was not sufficient evidence 
to hold subject for trial on espionage charges. It would be difficult to even charge subject 
as a collaborator of the Germans. Upon his release from prison, Father Michael entered a 
papal institution where he remained happily engrossed in his books until his death in the 
late 1950s. Basilius Sadatierashvili had disappeared from Rome and was never found. 
As of Micheil Kedia, he settled down in Switzerland. The dream of his life – liberation 
of Georgia from Bolshevic occupation had failed miserably. Disillusioned he commited 
suicide in 1953.
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gaga lomiZe
(saqarTvelo)

stalini: demiurgis miwieri gansxeuleba*

stalinis saxes qarTul folklorSi ramdenime tendencia ukav-
Sirdeba. folklorSic, mxatvruli literaturis msgavsad, gamoxatu-
lia oficialuri Zalauflebis interesebi** da beladi asaxulia ise, 
rogorc amas gabatonebuli kultura moiTxovda. stalinisadmi 
miZRvnil folklorul leqsebSi, Sinaarsis TvalsazrisiT, SegviZlia 
gamovyoT, ZiriTadad, sami plasti: socialuri, miTosuri da resenti-
mentTan dakavSirebuli. samive plasti erTmaneTTan mWidrod, jaWvi-
seburadaa gadabmuli.

socialuri Sinaarsis leqsebSi stalinis roli dakavSirebulia 
„mesame dasis“ ideuri platformis cxovrebaSi ganxorcielebasTan 
– muSebis da glexebis poziciebis win wamowevasa da maTi interesebis 
gaTvaliswinebasTan („mospo brwyinvale wodeba, mousva rkinis celia*** 
../mSromelTa xelSi gadvida/wyali, mindvrebi, gorebi..“ („Cveni qveyana 
gawiTlda“)). cxadia, oficialuri mxatvruli literaturis msgavsad, 
aqac mniSvnelovan gavlenas axdens propaganda. folklorul leqsebSi 
is, ZiriTadad, moxseniebulia Semdegi epiTetebiT: awivi („Tvali Sors 
uWris arwivsa“), rkina („rkina xar, dido belado/rkina foladad de-
buli“), foladi („foladis gmiri qebuli“). sagulisxmoa, rom rkina, 
foladi, rogorc ufro iaffasiani liToni oqros sapirispiroa da am 
gagebiTac, mniSvnelobebis gadaadgileba aq warmmarTvelia. aqac uku-
niSniT xorcieldeba alqimiuri procesi da saerTod, adgilebs cvlian 
mniSvnelobebi demiurgis am miwieri gansxeulebis mier warmoebul de-
semiotizaciis procesSi. aqedan ukve bunebrivad momdinareobs stali-

* naSromi Sesrulebulia SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis mier dafi-
nansebuli sagranto proeqtis: `stalinis  saxis  ideologema  da  miTologema  qarTul  
sabWoTa da emigrantul  literaturaSi ~ – xelSekruleba № DI-2016-47 -is farglebSi.
** yvelafris miuxedavad, mainc aris cduneba, rom stalinis sicocxleSi, oficialurad 
gamoqveynebul folklorul leqsebSic vipovoT ormagi kodirebis principiT Sesru-
lebuli leqsebi da, vTqvaT, „guruli simRera“, Tavisi tonalobis gaTvaliswinebiT, pa-
rodiad miviCnioT: „laiTurSi Cai davrgeT/da urekSi mandarina,/venacvale stalinis 
xels,/koleqtivSi mogvca bina“. miT umetes, Tuki gaviTvaliswinebT, rom „karikatura, 
parodia, kostiumirebuli warmodgena da misi sapirispiro ram – mxileba, – yvela es mi-
marTulia im pirebis da sagnebis winaaRmdeg, romelTac avtoritetze aqvT pretenzia da 
raime niSniT gamoirCevian.“ (froidi 1990: 77). Tumca gasaTvaliswinebelia imdroindeli 
cenzura, romelic, praqtikulad, gamoricxavda iseT teqstebs, romlebic ormag wakiTxvas 
daeqvemdebareboda.
*** „rkinis celi“ sikvdils mogvagonebs. magram aqac gamarTlebulia sikvdilis simbolo, 
ramdenadac demiurgis damangrevel-Semoqmed bunebas savsebiT Seesabameba es saxe.

folkloristika – Tanamedrove kvlevebi / 
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nis, rogorc demiurgis saxe da konteqsti: „stalinisturma kulturam 
mxatvruli organizaciis sferod pirveladi da uSualo gamoacxada, ra-
Sic partiis manipulaciis gamocdilebas efuZneboda, romlis Tanaxma-
dac, is Tavidanve socialur doneze koncentrirdeboda. imavdroulad, 
avtonomiur SemoqmedebiT saqmianobaSi is demiurgis (axali sinamdvi-
lis Semqmnelis) saxis TematizebiT iyo dakavebuli, risi ganxorciele-
bac Tavisi SesaZleblobebiT avangardma ver moaxerxa~ (groisi 2011: 73) 
erT-erTi folkloruli leqsis striqonebic amaze migvaniSnebs: „Cveni 
qveyana gawiTlda,/ sul sxva gvaqvs mTa da velia..“ „sul sxva mTa da ve-
lis“ Semoqmedi – demiurgia. amitomac stalinisadmi miZRvnil folk-
lorul leqsebSi Cndeba epiTetebi: mze („stalin, mzed gagvibrwyinde-
ba“), saxemziani (stalino, saxemziano), (ufro iSviaTad – mTvare), mama 
(„es gaumarjos pirvelad/Cvens belads mama stalinsa“ („stalins“)). erT 
folklorul leqsSi „Senma marjvenam icocxlos“ aseTi striqonebia: 
„Seni sityvebi, belado,/Camodi oqros miliTa“. sagulisxmoa aq mTqme-
lis da obieqtis pozicionireba: mTqmeli – qvemoTaa xotbis obieq-
tTan mimarTebaSi, razec zmna „Camodis“ mogvaniSnebs. amdenad, „oqros 
miliT“* moubari beladi erTgvar axal mosed Tu apokalifsis ange-
lozad warmogvidgeba, romelic adamianebs axal WeSmaritebas an Zveli 
samyaros ngrevas amcnobs. socialuri da miTosuri planebi sruliad 
eTanxmeba mesame, resentimentTan dakavSirebul plasts. koloniuri 
cnobierebis nakvalevi igrZnoba folklorul leqsebSi („stalin, Sen 
xar mterze tyvia,/Cven Sens irgvliv darazmuli“ („simRera beladze“); 
„uZlevelia stalini,/mteri veRaras hbedavso“ („simRera stalinze“); 
„folado, mterze nacado“ („Senma marjvenam icocxlos“); „Sen agviSene 
samSoblos/cixe-koSkebi sviani,/Tan galavanic maavle/magari, foladi-
ani../mters SiSis zari daecas,/daiwyos kivil-Rriali..“(„did stalins“); 
„gamagrda qveynis sazRvrebi,/magra CasWide xelia./mter mijnas veRar 
gadmova,/daedo mkvdrisa feria“ („unda viambo axlebi“)) da gamoxatulia 
erTi mxriv sazRvris, sakuTari teritoriis da mtris opoziciaSi da, 
meore mxriv – mniSvnelobebis SenacvlebaSi, sadac susti Zlieri xdeba 
da piriqiT. paradigmis cvlileba, sadac mniSvnelobebi adgilebs anacv-
leben, cxadia, stalinis figuras ukavSirdeba. amave dros, es aris Tav-
dacvis meqanizmis muSaobis Sedegi – koloniuri cnobierebis Sedegad 
gamomuSavebuli principebis Canacvleba upiratesobis SegrZnebiT, rac 
stalinis qarTul warmomavlobas da aqedan gamomdinare, misi, rogorc 
mxsnelis saxes ukavSirdeba. amdenad, stalini qarTveli eris yvelaze 
mniSvnelovan maidentificirebel markerTan, SoTa rusTavelTan er-

* amave dros, mili apokalifsur simbolikas ukavSirdeba, rasac Suasaukuneebis freskebSi 
vxvdebiT. am TvalsazrisiTac, es saxe ar ewinaaRmdegeba demiurgis koncefcias, romelmac 
Zveli samyaro unda gaanadguros da axali ise aaSenos.
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Tad, erT sibrtyeSi ganixileba: „gana tyuilad mimRera SoTam,/`vefxis-
tyaosnis“ miTxra bwkarebi, –/diax, am mkerdma stalini Soba,/vinc gan-
Tiadis gaxsna karebi“ („kavkasioni“). folklorul leqsebSi xSirad 
Semodis aSkarad falikuri simbolo – rkinis/foladis xmali, rogorc 
koloniuri cnobierebisTvis SurisZiebis simbolo: „mtkice xar, mtki-
ce, belado,/saxanjle foladiviTa!/ rasaca dahkrav, gadasWri,/udreko 
leniniviTa“ („simRera beladze“); „simarTlis xmali uWiravs,/simtyunes 
Tavsa hkveTavso“ („simRera stalinze“); „diax, am mkerdma stalini Soba,/
vinc ganTiadis gaxsna karebi./amiwevia ca Cemis mxrebiT,/Ramis zvinebi 
gamixevia“ („kavkasioni“)*; „zRvas iqiT gadaxiznuli,/zRvas aqeT gadmo-
iyvane./rkina xar, dido belado/rkina foladad debuli;/ver SegaSi-
nebs veravin,/xmali gaqvs amoRebuli“ („did stalins“).

folklori, iseve rogorc mxatvruli literatura**, gamoxatavda 
oficialur interess da asaxavda belads ise, rogorc oficialur 
pozicias surda. erT-erT, orTodoqsiisgan Tavisufal da cenzu-
risgareSe sivrced rCeboda anegdotebi da xumrobebi, risi SeTx-
zvis Tu Txrobis gamoc, araiSviaTad adamianebs sikvdiliT sjidnen an 
apatimrebdnen.

arsebobs menSeviki kaki wereTlis xumroba stalinis Sesaxeb, 
romlis mixedviTac, stalini, Tavisi qarTuli aqcentiT gaTvalis-
winebiT, ase ayalibebda marqsizmis erT-erT fundamentur debulebas: 
„Битие определяет сознание“ („yofiereba gansazRvravs cnobierebas“), sa-
dac „Бытие“ (yofiereba) Canacvlebulia „Битие“-Ti („cema“). wereTlis 
es xumroba iumoriT naTels fens marqsis filosofiis anti-ineter-
pretacias da stalinis mmarTvelobis Zaladobriv meTods. amerike-

* sagulisxmoa, rom kavkasiasTan da kerZod, saqarTvelosTan stalinis gaigivebas araerTi 
faqti aqarwylebs im TvalsazrisiT, rom stalini sakuTar Tavs qarTvelTan ar aigiveb-
da. iuri borevi Tavis wignSi igonebs, rom saqarTvelos istoriis Sesaxeb fundamentu-
ri naSromebis avtorebi, stalinuri premiis laureatebi, stalinma miiwvia da rusulad 
elaparakeboda. ambobda, „Tqven, qarTvelebi..“; „isini. rusebi..“ vin egona Tavi 1940-ianebis 
bolos stalins: qarTveli? rusi? Tu RmerTi? (borevi 1991: 230)
** Tumca oficialur mxatvrul literaturaSic arsebobda opoziciuri ritorikis araer-
Ti magaliTi. kerZod, galaktion tabiZis leqsi stalinze, romelSic „beladi“ jalaTTan 
aris gaigivebuli da kiTxvas, Tu vin aris es kaci, aseTi pasuxi mosdevs: „stalinia —sam-
Soblo sisxlisfrad rom moxata, stalinia, qarTvelebs suli rom amoxada“. aseve, ironiis 
aSkara magaliTebic gvxvdeba. „ironia Zalian axloa paradoqsTan.. Tuki paradoqsSi erT-
maneTis gamomricxavi cnebebi erTiandeba maTi SeuTavseblobis miuxedavad, ironiaSi – si-
tyvebiT gamoTqmulia erTi da igulisxmeba – sxva, misi sapirispiro. am gziT, ironia gamov-
lens imis naklovanebas, razec laparakobs mosaubre.“ (propi 2006: 84). aq unda gavixsenoT 
isev galaktion tabiZis leqsi „ucxoeli bavSvi“: „Sors gafenilo/mindvrebis tilo,/da 
giganturo/Rrublebis Crdilo!/nislebis mZime/mtevnebi mTaze/ra simdidrea,/ra sila-
maze./narinjis vrceli/da forToxali,/Turinji, TuTa/da forToxali./mZivebi nazi,/
cvari kamaze.../ra simdidrea!/ra silamaze!/es ocnebaa,/ocneba laRi./Sen ra, patarav?/
sxvisia baRi./sxvisia mZime/mtevnebi vazze,/Sveba, simdidre/da silamaze.“ am socrealis-
turi esTetikiT daweril leqsSi, dasawyisSi warmodgenili pozitiuri suraTi sruliad 
icvleba leqsis bolos, rodesac irkveva, rom es, savaraudod, sabWoTa socialisturi 
siuxve „sxvisia“.

stalini: demiurgis miwieri gansxeuleba
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li mkvlevari daniel rankur-laferieri am xumrobas fsiqoanaliti-
kur WrilSi kiTxulobs, sadac „cemis metaforuli oidiposuri aspeq-
ti (mTvrali mewaRe mama cemda sosos, xolo zrdasruli stalini, ro-
melic mama gaxda, cemda Tavis Svilebs) qveyanas masobriv represiebad 
da qveyanaSi gulagis terorad moubrunda („yvela drois da xalxis 
mamam“ Tavisi Tanamoqalaqeebis gaJletvis politika ganaxorciela).“ 
(rankur-laferieri 1988: 59). Tuki gavixsenebT, rom froidisTvis xum-
roba da iumori aracnobieris da cnobieris mimarTebas ukavSirdeba da 
Tavisi struqturiT sizmars mogvagonebs, isic gasaTvaliswinebelia, 
rom xumroba SesaZlebeli xdeba im SemTxvevaSi, rodesac ze-me me-s sa-
Sualebas aZlevs, rom is azrebi gamoxatos, rac sazogadoebis mxridan 
CaxSobili an akrZalulia. amdenad, sicils ganmwmendi funqcia akisria 
da erTgvari nervuli maregulireblis rols asrulebs: dagrovili 
uaryofiTi fsiqikuri da emociuri energia, romelic Sekavebuli an Cax-
Sobilia, xumrobis wyalobiT, gareT gamodis, rac ganwmendis/kaTarzi-
sis winapiroba xdeba. swored sicilis saSualebiT, komediaSi ganwmendis 
Sesaxeb saubrobda aristotele. Zvel wes-CveulebebSi iTvleboda, rom 
sicili mgloviare mdgomareobisgan aTavisuflebs adamians. Zvel wes-
CveulebebSi sicili akrZalulia da sicili da seriozuli mdgomareo-
ba ise miemarTeba erTmaneTs, rogorc cocxal, materialur samyaroSi 
mcxovrebi adamianebi da mkvdreTiT, imqveyniur saufloSi myofi arse-
bebi. Tumca, mTel rig ritualebSi (maT Soris, iniciaciisas) sicili ax-
lis dasawyisis, sicocxlis gansaxierebaa da mas Tan axlavs ritualuri 
sicili (propi 2006: 172). rogorc vladimir propi miuTiTebs, micvale-
bulTa saufloSi mimavalma adamianma unda dafaros, rom cocxalia da 
am SemTxvevaSi sicilisgan Tavi unda Seikavos, vinaidan sicili – cocxa-
li adamianis mTavari niSania. qristianobaSi poziciebi Senacvlebulia*: 
„qristianobaSi swored sikvdili, eSmaki, qalTevzebi icinian; qristi-
anuli RvTaeba arasdros icinis, „ieso arasdros icinoda,“ – uTxra 
turgenevma mxatvar a. ivanovs“ (propi 2006: 185).

SemorCenilia kidev ori anegdoti, romelic fsiqoanalitikuri 
wakiTxvis saSualebas iZleva. „sapirvelmaiso demonstraciaze, Rrmad 
moxuc adamianebs moaqvT plakati, warweriT: didi madloba amxanag 
stalins Cveni bednieri bavSvobisTvis! maTTan miirbens viRac samoqa-
laqo formaSi gamowyobili kaci:

– Tqven ra, dagvciniT? Tqvens bavSvobaSi stalini jer dabadebu-
lic ar yofila!

– amitomac vuxdiT madlobas!.“ (telesini 1986: 43). da kidev erTi 
anegdoti: „– vin aris mamaSeni? – ekiTxeba maswavlebeli vovas.

* am mxriv sagulisxmoa umberto ekos romani „vardis saxeli“, sadac TiTqos aristoteles 
„poetikis“ meore nawils eZeben, sadac is komediaze saubrobs, magram es wigni akrZalulia 
mamaTa monasterSi, vinaidan sicili araqristianulad iTvleba.
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– amxanagi stalini!
– dedaSeni vinaa?
– sabWoTa samSoblo!
– da vin unda gamoxvide?
– oboli!“* (telesini 1986: 94).
im fonze, rodesac xumrobebSi miniSnebaa imaze, rom stalinis ga-

Cenis gamo, praqtikulad, arapirdapir sayveduroben dedamiss, aSkara 
winaaRmdegobaSia folklorul leqsebSi gamoxatuli pozicia: „im Seni 
mSoblis Wirime,/vinac gimRera nanao,/vinc Tavis kalTiT gazarda/be-
ladi SenisTanao“ („simRera stalinze“).** 

aranakleb irib informacias gvawvdis TviT stalinis axalgaz-
rdobisdroindeli leqsebi. magaliTad, leqsSi „mTvare“ met-naklebad 
Sefarulad ukve vlindeba momavali beladis e.w. hipertrofirebuli 
„me“: „nazad Sescine qveyanas/Sen fex-qveS gadaWimulsa;/myinvars dam-
Rere nanina,/zecidan gadmokidulsa.“ amaze miuTiTebs, erTi mxriv, 
lirikuli me-s, rogorc zemoT mdgomis pozicia miwasTan mimarTebaSi. 
amave dros, momavalSi mniSvnelobebis Senacvlebis resentimentu-
li motivi aRwevs samomavlo dapirebis Semcvel striqonebSi („kargad 
icode, rom erTxel/Zirs dacemuli, Cagruli/kvlav aRemarTvis mTas 
wmindas,/imediT aRtacebuli“). kidev ufro mravlismTqmelia iesosad-
mi miZRvnili leqsi „SxamiT aRsavse fiala“, romlis Sesaxebac giorgi 
gaCeCilaZe wers: „1895 wels, qristeSobis dRes, 25 dekembers, ilia 
WavWavaZe „iveriaSi“, pirveli gverdis marjvena mxares, aqveynebs 16 wlis 
seminarieli Wabukis, soso juRaSvilis qristeSobisadmi miZRvnil 
leqss: „am qveynad igi, viT landi,/ karis-kar dawrialebda;/ xelT epyra 
muxis fanduri,/ xma tkbilad awkrialebda; /mis saocnebo hangebSi; /vi-
Tarca sxivi mziuri, /ismoda TviTon simarTle/ da siyvaruli ciuri,/ 
bevrs auZgera ima xmam/ guli, qvad gadaqceuli;/ bevrs gaunaTla goneba,/ 
bnel-ukuneTad qceuli./ magram, didebis magier,/ sad Cangma gaiwkria-
la,/ gandevnils brbom iq daudga/ SxamiT aRvsili fiala.../ da uTxres: 
„Sesvi, wyeulo,/ eg aris Seni xvedrio!/ Seni ar gvinda simarTle,/ arc eg 
ciuri xmebio!“ stalinma icis guramiSvilis striqonebi: „vai, ra kargi 
saCino ra avad migiCnieso!“ macxovars, romelic fexs bans saidumlo se-
robis monawile mowafeebs, kurnavs keTrovanebs, mkvdreTiT aRadgens 
lazares da aris „sikvdiliTa sikvdilisa damTrgunveli“, seminarielma 

* cnobilia stalinis damokidebuleba bavSvebis mimarT, rodesac misi brZanebiT 3 milioni 
bavSvi daxoces (Orlov A. The secret history of Stalin’s crimes. N.Y., 1953)
** amave rigSi erTiandeba iseTi opoziciuri gamovlinebebi, romlebic stalinis gamo-
saxulebis Seuracxyofas iTvaliswinebs: „didebaSvili anton ilias Ze, maTureli daviT 
favlenis Ze, orive aris kolmeurne, maT stalinis suraTze, romelic ekida kedelze, mi-
aweres ucenzuro sityvebi: dagaj*i Tavze da ulvaSze!/mogity*n coli da dideba! suraTi 
warweriT inaxeba saqmeSi, devs konvertSi.“ (fondi #6, saarqivo #43523, t. #3, yuTi #109) (am masa-
lis mowodebisTvis avtori madlobas uxdis ada nemsaZes).

stalini: demiurgis miwieri gansxeuleba
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poetma didebis maZiebel ampartavnad aRiqva. es niSnavs, rom seminari-
el stalins ar sjera, rom „RmerTma adamiani Seqmna xatad da msgavsad 
Tvisa“. seminariel stalins sjera, rom adamianma Seqmna RmerTi xatad 
da saxed Tvisa; rom yvela SeuiaraRebeli mociquli damarcxda da yve-
la SeiaraRebulma mociqulma gaimarjva. am striqonebis daweridan 10 
wlis Semdeg, stalini bolSevikebis da socdekebis, SeiaraRebuli te-
roristebis razmis meTauri“ (gaCeCilaZe 2015: 19-20).

amrigad, SegviZlia davaskvnaT, rom oficialuri folklori, 
oficialuri mxatvruli literaturis msgavsad, stalins mesiis niS-
nebis mqone figurad moixseniebs, xolo koniunqturisgan Tavisufal 
xumrobebsa da anegdotebSi, opoziciuri, arakanonikuri teqstebis 
msgavsad, stalinis saxe negatiuri niSniT gvevlineba, sadac sicilis 
efeqti, rogorc fsiqikis Tavdacvis meqanizmi, kaTarzisul funqcias 
asrulebs.
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Gaga Lomidze
(Georgia)

Stalin: Earthly incarnation of Demiurge

Summary 

Key words: social realism, joke, folklore, ressentiment. 

Several tendencies are connected to Stalin’s image in Georgian folklore. In folk-
lore, as well as in fiction, the interests of the official government are expressed and anim-
age of the leader is reflected according to the requirements of the prevailing culture. In 
folkpoems dedicated to Stalin we can outline three basic tendencies,in terms of content: 
social, mythological and ressentiment. All three layers are closely linked to each other.

In the poems of social contentthe role of Stalin is related to the implementation of 
ideological platform of the so-called «third group» (Georgian Social Democrats) in the 
lives of workers and peasants and taking into consideration their interests. A significant 
influence of propaganda is obvious here, as in the case of fiction literature. In folk poems 
Stalin is often mentioned by the following epithets: eagle, iron, steel. It is noteworthy that 
iron, steel, as the cheaper metals is the opposite of gold, and in this sense the shift of val-
ues ​​is quite obvious here. The alchemical process is produced inversively and, meanings 
exchange positions in the process of desemiotization, lead by this earthly incarnation of 
demiurge.In the folk poems dedicated to Stalin we can also find the followingepithets: the 
sun, the sunny-faced, the father.

Social and mythic layers completely correspond to a third layer – ressentiment. 
The trace of colonial mentalitycan be felt in folk poems and it is expressed in the opposite 
notions of the border, own territory and the enemy, on the one hand and in the shift of 
meanings, when a weak becomes strong, on the other hand. The paradigm shift, where the 
values ​​exchange places, is obviously associated with Stalin’s figure. At the same time, it 
is the outcome of the work of the Defense Mechanism – the replacement of the principles 
developed by colonial mentaitywith the feeling of superiority connected to the Georgian 
origin of Stalin and perception of his image as thepersonification of Savior. Thus, Stalin 
is considered on the same level as Shota Rustaveli, one of the greatest figuresin Georgian 
culture. In folk poems clearlyphallic symbol – an iron/steel sword is often used as a sym-
bol of revenge also associated with the colonial mentality.

Folklore, as well as fiction, expressed the official position and reflected an image 
of the  Leaderaccording to the interests of the official power. The only space that was 
free from censoreship and orthodoxy, was jokes and anecdotes, for which their authors 
sometimes were imprisoned or put to death. A laughter has a cathartic function and acts as 
a kind of nervous regulator: accumulated negative mental and emotional energy that is re-
tained or suppressed, is discharged, thanks to a joke, which results in cleansing/catharsis.

stalini: demiurgis miwieri gansxeuleba
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bela wifuria
(saqarTvelo)

konstantine bregaZis `moderni da modernizmi“

evropuli modernistuli kulturisa da qarTuli modernizmis 
memkvidreobis xelaxla aTviseba, misi Sinaarsisa da mniSvnelobis sru-
lad gacnobiereba qarTuli literaturaTmcodneobis gadaudebeli 
amocanaa. am amocanas qarTveli mkvlevarebi bolo xans Tanmimdevru-
lad axorcieleben. amave dros, rac ufro intensiuri xdeba kvlevis 
procesi, miT ufro naTlad Cans, Tu ramdenad didia qarTuli moder-
nizmis resursi, ramdenad mravalmxrivi SeiZleba iyos qarTuli masalis 
SedarebiTi kvleva evropul modernizmTan mimarTebiT, da, amas gar-
da, ramdenad saWiroa qarTul garemoSi uSualod evropuli teqstebis 
analizi.

swored am niSniT, konstantine bregaZis wigni „moderni da mo-
dernizmi“ (Tbilisi: SoTa rusTavelis qarTuli literaturis insti-
tuti, 2018) gansakuTrebiT sayuradRebo naSromia. wignSi ganxilulia: 
modernizmis Teoriuli problemebi (istoriuli moderni da lite-
raturuli modernizmi); ramdenime umniSvnelovanesi evropuli teqsti 
modernizmisa da modernulobis problemebTan mimarTebiT (modernu-
li mgrZnobeloba goeTes „faustSi“, Seqspiris „hamletis“ dekonstruq-
cia arno holcTan, franc kafkas „ganaCeni“); da, rac mTvaria, qarTuli 
modernizmis araerTi principuli sakiTxi (qarTuli modernizmi ro-
gorc oqcidocentrizmi, literaturuli tradiciis gageba qarTul 
modernizmSi, qarTuli modernistuli literaturis evropuli da na-
cionaluri konteqsti); qarTuli modernizmis poeturi memkvidreoba 
(galaktion tabiZis „artistuli yvavilebi“, konstantine gamsaxurdias 
urbanistuli lirika).

konstantine bregaZe, rogorc germanisti, modernizms (evropul-
sac da qarTulsac) umetesad germanuli modernizmis perspeqtividan 
ganixilavs: cxadia, germanul filosofia, Sopenhaueridan nicSemde, 
marTlac moicavs modernizmis wanamZRvrebsac da uSualod moder-
nistul, fundamentur teqstebsac; qarTul modernizmis iseTi mniS-
vnelovani avtorebis SemoqmedebaSic, rogoric konstantine gamsaxur-
dia da grigol robaqiZea, modernizmi swored germanuli arxiT Semo-
dis. niSandoblivia, rom uSualod am Temaze konstantine bregaZes ukve 
gamocemuli aqvs mniSvnelovani wigni (ix. k. bregaZe, „qarTuli moder-
nizmi (k. gamsaxurdia, gr. robaqiZe, g tabiZe)“, Tbilisi: meridiani, 2012). 
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amjeradac, mis wignSi „moderni da modernizmi“, analitikuri bazisis 
saxiT figurirebs: germanuli filosofia; germanuli romantizmi ro-
gorc modernistuli poeziis winamorbedi; berlini rogorc moderniz-
mis kulturuli centri; germanuli modernistuli teqstebi. marTalia, 
iwereba da kvlav daiwereba naSromebi romlebSic modernizmis samyaro, 
uwinaresad, romanuli an inglisuri kulturuli perspeqtividan aris 
danaxuli da sadac kulturuli centri, raRa Tqma unda, parizia, mag-
ram  sagulisxmo  swored  is  aris, rom  gansxvavebuli  lingvokulturuli 
prizmidan danaxuli teqstebi da kulturuli procesebi, maT Soris 
qarTuli modernizmi, sabolood erTian da Tanxvdenil suraTs qmnis da 
es xedvebi, sxvadasxva mkvlevarTa interpretaciiT, ara Tu ewinaaRmde-
geba, aramed avsebs erTmaneTs. yoveli calkeuli teqstis SemTxvevaSic, 
is interpretaciuli pozicia, rasac konstantine bregaZe gvTavazobs, 
yovelTvis gulisxmobs Tanxvedrisa da dialogis SesaZleblobas, da 
qmnis Tanxmobis Tu SeTanxmebis situacias. amgvari kulturuli Riaoba 
SeiZleba sruliad bunebriv movlenad Candes saerTaSoriso akademiur 
sivrceSi, magram, didi xnis manZilze, sruliadac ar iyo amdenad bune-
brivi qarTul literaturismcodneobisTvis. Sesabamisad, iseTi wigne-
bi, rogoric „moderni da modernizmia“, qarTul garemoSi aRadgens ara 
mxolod dasavlur kulturul konteqstTan inteleqtualur kavSirs, 
aramed am konteqstSi miRweuli akademiuri Tavisuflebis da azrTa ga-
ziarebis suliskveTebasac.

qarTuli modernizmis kulturuli mniSvnelobis xelaxali ga-
Taviseba im erTgvari nihilizmis daZlevasac gulisxmobs, romlis Ta-
naxmadac saqarTvelSi modernizmi mxolod epigonuri an fragmentuli 
movlena iyo. Tuki dRes kvlav vxdebiT amgvar Sexedulebas, es uSua-
lo Sedegi SeiZleba iyos sabWouri kulturuli politikisa, romelic 
amkvidrebda azrs, rom modernistuli tendenciebis farglebSi arc 
Seqmnila mniSvnelovani nawarmoebebi da qarTvelma mwerlebma namdvil 
SemoqmedebiT simaRles mxolod mas Semdeg miaRwies, rac moixades 
ama Tu im modernistuli mimdinareobis „saymawvilo seni“. qarTu-
li modernizmis memkvidreobis saTanadod Sefaseba, rac ar unda 
anaqronulad JRerdes es, dRes qarTuli literaturismcodneobis 
aqtualuri amocanaa. sabWouri ideologizirebuli kritikis mier am 
kulturuli memkvidreoba damcirebam, kulturuli mexsierebidan 
misi waSlis mcdelobam, TviT sabWoTa periodSi, realurad ver gawy-
vita qarTvel mkiTxvelTa emociuri kontaqti am teqstebTan da av-
torebTan; Tumca namdvilad gawyvita inteleqtualuri kavSiri da 
analitikuri praqtika. wignSi „moderni da modernizmi“ konstantine 
bregaZe iSviaTad exeba qarTul modernizmze sabWouri ideologiuri 
agresiis gamocdilebas, romelic misTvis, rogorc Cans, daZleulia. 

konstantine bregaZis `moderni da modernizmi“
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is, uwinaresad, esTetikuri Tanasworobis poziciidan udgeba dasav-
lur da qarTul sakvlev masalas da misi damokidebuleba qarTul 
modernistul teqstebTan wmindad inteleqtualuria, is ikvlevs 
teqstebs im Teoriuli instrumentebiT, romliTac, zogadad, mim-
dinareobs evropuli modernizmis kvleva. kvlevisas, am teqstebTan 
mimarTebiTac ikveTeba suraTi, romelic srulad Seesabameba evro-
puli modernizmis umniSvnelovanesi teqstebis kvlevis Sedegad 
(maT Soris, am wignis farglebSi) miRebul suraTs. naTeli xdeba, rom 
qarTuli modernistuli teqstebi modernizmis msoflmxedvelobriv 
da esTetikur problemaTa aRqmas da reprezentacias siRrmiseulad 
axdenen. isini qarTul enobriv-kulturul sivrceSi epasuxebian, asa-
xaven im sulier da gamomsaxvelobiT Ziebebs, rac modernizmma mTeli 
evropis da msoflios masStabiT gaaaqtiura. amave dros, wignSi es Cans 
ara mxolod qarTuli modernizmis centraluri movlenis, galaktion 
tabiZis „artistuli yvavilebis“ modernuli mgrZnobelobis kvlevi-
sas, aramed, Tundac, konstantine gamsaxurdias urbanistuli liri-
kis analizisas, im teqstebis magaliTze, romlebic Tavad am avtoris 
SemoqmedebaSic ar cxaddeba centralurad. Sesabamisad, rogorc 
konstantine bregaZe miiCnevs, „qarTuli literaturuli modernizmi 
evropuli literaturuli modernizmis originaluri da unikaluri 
Semadgeneli nawilia, ramdenadac igi axerxebs anTropologiuri, eg-
zistencialuri da ontologiuri problematikis Zireul gaazrebas 
sakuTari originaluri mxatvruli ritorikisa da originaluri mxat-
vrul -saxismetyvelebiTi paradigmebis moxmobiT“ (gv. 150). 

qarTuli modernizmis evropuli orientacia, misi oqcidocen-
trizmi erT-erTi principuli sakiTxia, romelsac, TiTqosda, Tavis-
Tavad gulisxmobda qarTvel modernistTa Taobis kulturuli arCe-
vani. Tumca saqarTvelosTvis es arCevani axlac, saukunis Semdegac, 
saWiroebs demonstrirebas da deklarirebas. cisferyanwelebma, 
konstantine gamsaxurdiam, galaktion tabiZem, modernistebis mTel-
ma Taobam qarTul kulturaSi moaxdines evropuli kulturuli 
orientaciis, rogorc kulturuli da nacionaluri ganviTarebis 
perspeqtivis Tanmimdevruli deklarireba. marTalia, Tanadroul ev-
ropul kulturasTan dakavSirebis amocana qarTul literaturaSi 
Semodis romantikosTa Taobidanve, da gamokveTil saxes iRebs sa-
mocianelTa TaobaSi, magram swored modernistTa Taobam daukavSira 
mas „qarTuli renesansis“ koncefcia da aqcia es SemoqmedebiT 
miznad. Tuki ilia WavWvaZisTvis, uwinaresad, evropuli socialuri 
ganviTarebis modelis aTvisebaa saqarTvelos er-saxelmwifod for-
mirebis winapiroba, qarTveli modernistebisTvis amgvar winapirobad 
calsaxad cxaddeba evropuli kulturis aTvisebis gziT esTetikuri 
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`xelaxla dabadeba~. 1910-iani wlebidan moyolebuli, es gancxadebebi 
mimarTulebas aZlevs qarTuli nacionaluri miznebis realizaciis 
ambiciasac. maSin roca, sul ramdenime weliwadSi, modernistTa Ta-
obis orientiri Zaladobrivad iqneba Secvlili sabWoTa reJimis 
mier, CvenTvis cxadia, rom es mizani mainc muSaobs, mTeli meoce 
saukunis manZilze, qarTul koleqtiur esTetikur mexsierebaSi. 
dResdReobiT ki qarTuli modernizmis memkvidreobisadmi analitikuri 
poziciis gaZliereba, kvleva, modernistul teqstTa saTqmelisa da 
suliskveTebis gacnobiereba ki erT-erTi gzaa Tanamedrove qveynis 
realuri esTetikuri da socialuri potencialis recionalizaciisa 
da, Sesabamisad, realizciisa. am mizans emsaxureba konstantine brega-
Zis axladgamocemuli wigni.

Bela Tsipuria
(Georgia)

Konstantin Bregadze’s “Modernity and Modernism”

Summary of the review

Key words: Konstantin Bregadze,  Georgian Modernism, Modernity.

Konstantin Bregadze in his new book Modernity and Modernism (Tbilisi: Shota 
Rustaveli Institute of Georgian Literature, 2018) continues pursuing his research goals of 
studying European and Georgian Modernism. In his study, he applies to German philo-
sophical and poetical tradition in order to interpret not only some classical texts by Ger-
man authors but also those by Georgian Modernists. While re-assessing the legacy of 
Georgian Modernism, he sees it as an inalienable, though unique part of European Mod-
ernism. This scholarly position is proved in the book through a very thorough analysis and 
innovative interpretation of some important literary texts, and of some major aesthetical 
principles and cultural priorities tracked by Georgian Modernists. 

The book is, definitely, an important contribution to contemporary Georgian liter-
ary studies, and it’s agenda of reconnecting with the legacy of European and Georgian 
Modernism, which have been neglected and banned in Georgia in the recent Soviet past.

konstantine bregaZis `moderni da modernizmi“
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naTia sixaruliZe
(saqarTvelo)

`evropuli da aRmosavluri myari saleqso formebi 

qarTul poeziaSi~

qarTuli leqsis istoria da Teoria srulyofili ver iqneba aR-
mosavleTsa Tu dasavleTSi gavrcelebuli myari saleqso formebis 
specifikis Seswavlisa da gaanalizebis, saqarTveloSi maTi gavrcelebis 
mizezebisa da masStabebis axsnis gareSe, miT ufro, rom qarTuli leq-
sis reformebma met-naklebi sisruliT airekla am formebis Semotanis 
sixSire.

unda aRiniSnos, rom qarTul leqsmcodneobaSi arsebobda calke-
uli myari saleqso formebis Seswavlis tradicia, magram kvlevas sis-
temuri xasiaTi ar hqonia. saWiro iyo warsulis gamocdilebaze dayr-
dnobiT axali, Tanamedrove tipis monografiis Seqmna. swored amgvari 
xasiaTisaa SoTa rusTavelis qarTuli literaturis institutSi 
momzadebuli da 2018 wels gamocemuli orwigneuli „evropuli da aR-
mosavluri myari saleqso formebi qarTul poeziaSi“ (redaqtori – irma 
ratiani). 

pirveli wigni CvenSi evropuli da aRmosavluri kulturuli 
samyarodan ama Tu etapze Semosuli myari saleqso formebis istori-
asa da struqturas eTmoba, meore wignSi ki Tavmoyrilia qarTveli 
poetebisa da mTargmnelebis mier aTvisebuli ucxouri saleqso for-
mebis originaluri Tu Targmnili nimuSebi.

pirveli wigni oTx aTeul statias aerTianebs. naSromebis avto-
rebi arian qarTuli leqsis cnobili mkvlevrebi: apolon silagaZe, 
Tamar barbaqaZe (proeqtis xelmZRvaneli), Tamar lomiZe, levan brega-
Ze, emzar kvitaiSvili da marika jiqia. aqve, damatebis saxiT, dabeWdi-
lia lana grZeliSvilis, lali TibilaSvilisa da gubaz leTodianis 
werilebi.

apolon silagaZis naSromi „qarTuli myari saleqso formebis aR-
mosavluri wyaroebi“, romliTac ixsneba wigni, Teoriuli mniSvnelo-
bisaa. aq Camoyalibebuli debulebebi gansazRvravs, erTi mxriv, myari 
saleqso formebis gagebas da, meore mxriv, am formebis adgils leqs-
wyobis sistemaSi. sxvadasxva myari saleqso formis Sesaxeb msjelobisas 
wignSi Setanili statiebis avtorebi am postulatebs iTvaliswineben 
da eyrdnobian.
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dadgenilia, rom myari saleqso formebis ganaxlebisa Tu axali 
sqemebis Camoyalibebis procesSi mniSvnelovan funqcias asrulebs 
gare gavlenebi. apolon silagaZe, ganixilavs ra aRmosavluri samyaros 
gavlenas qarTul leqsze, am gavlenaTa Sedegebis klasifikaciasac 
gvTavazobs. mkvlevari profesiulad msjelobs Sairis, mustazadis, 
robais, musammatis, muxambazis, Taxmisis, Razalis, Tejnisis da baiTis 
Sesaxeb, erTmaneTs adarebs originalur aRmosavlur sqemebsa da maTi 
gavleniT Seqmnili formebis Taviseburebebs da gviCvenebs, Tu ra cv-
lilebebi ganicades am aRmosavlurma myarma saleqso formebma Cvens 
poeziaSi. 

garda aRmosavlurisa, qarTul poeziaSi ZvelTaganve araerTi 
evropuli myari saleqso forma damkvidrda. maT Soris upirvelesad 
unda davasaxeloT berZnuli da laTinuri poeziidan momdinare ele-
giuri distiqi da bizantiur himnografiaSi gavrcelebuli iambiko. es 
ukanaskneli qarTul sasuliero poeziaSi gansakuTrebuli popularo-
biT sargeblobda, amitom, bunebrivia, rom warmodgenil wignSi iambikos 
ori statia eZRvneba: werilSi „qarTuli iambikos kvlevis istoriidan“ 
Tamar lomiZe aramarto mimoixilavs am saleqso formis kvlevis isto-
rias qarTul filologiaSi, aramed warmoaCens iambikos deklamaci-
isaTvis damaxasiaTebel ramdenime niSan-Tvisebas. Zalian mniSvnelova-
nia, rom qarTul silabur-tonuri iambikoebze dakvirvebis Sedegad 
da sxva teqstebis gaTvaliswinebiT, naSromSi gamoTqmulia hipoTeza 
Zveli qarTuli enobrivi aqcentuaciis Sesaxeb, naCvenebia, Tu rogor 
ikiTxeboda uZvelesi iambikoebi saukuneebis winaT.

Zveli qarTuli sasuliero mwerloba mdidaria iambikoTa erTi 
gansakuTrebuli saxeobiT – organzomilebiani iambikoebiT anu imgvari 
teqstebiT, romelTa wakiTxva horizontaluradac aris SesaZlebeli 
da vetikaluradac, oRond vertikalurad – garkveuli wesiT: akros-
tiqulad, telestiqurad an mesostiqurad. iambikoTa am gansakuTre-
bul saxeobas eZRvneba levan bregaZis statia „organzomilebiani iam-
bikoebi“. avtori miuTiTebs, rom organzomilebian teqstTa saxe-
obebis aRmniSvneli terminebi dasazustebelia, radgan xSirad maT aras-
worad iyeneben. mTavari mainc statiaSi iambikoebis organzomilebi-
anobis funqciis – anu akro-tele-mesostiqebis daniSnulebis garkvevaa. 
ra aris akrostiqi – mxolod ornamentul-grafikuli xerxi Tu igi 
raime saidumlos inaxavs? – esaa kiTxva, romelze pasuxis gacemasac 
cdilobs mkvlevari. misi interpretaciiT, organzomilebiani iambikos 
struqtura Zalian mogvagonebs samyaros qristianul models: hori-
zontaluri teqsti xiluli samyaroa, romelSic uxilavad myofobs mi-
si Semoqmedic, xilul horizontalur samyaros TiTqos zecidan ver-

`evropuli da aRmosavluri myari saleqso formebi qarTul poeziaSi~
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tikalurad efineba samyaros Semoqmedis uxilavi, mxolod gandobil-
TaTvis dasanaxi Zala da madli.

saleqso formis struqturul TaviseburebaTa mimarTebas na-
warmoebis SinaarTan wignSi kidev erTi werili eZRvneba. esaa Tamar 
lomiZis gamokvleva „anbanTqebaTa struqtura da funqciebi qarTul 
poeziaSi“. anbanTqeba, romelic aqamde TviTmiznur poetur Janrad 
miiCneoda, mkvlevarma Sinaarsisa da formalur TaviseburebaTa ur-
TierTmimarTebis aspeqtSi ganixila da gaarkvia, rom anbanTqebis Zi-
riTadi maxasiaTeblebi Seesabameba e.w. klasikuri epistemis im niSan-
Tvisebebs, romlebic Camoayaliba miSel fukom Tavis naSromSi „sity-
vebi da sagnebi“. 

aRmosavluri samyarodan, garda anbanTqebisa, qarTul poeziaSi 
araerTi saleqso forma Semovida da damkvidrda – muxambazi, robai, 
Razali, baiaTi, dubeiTi, yoSma, uClama... es im aRmosavlur myar for-
maTa CamonaTvalia, romelTac monografiaSi specialuri naSromebi 
eZRvneba (avtorebi: apolon silagaZe; marika jiqia).

qarTul leqsmcodneobaSi dasaxelebul aRmosavlur saleqso 
formaTagan yvelaze ukeT Seswavlilia muxambazi, zogi forma ki – Tun-
dac uClama da yoSma – mxolod specialistTaTvis Tu aris cnobili. 
swored amis gamo uClamasa da yoSmas Sesaxeb werilebis gacnobisas 
mkiTxvels albaT gaakvirvebs sailustraciod motanili teqstebi. 
marika jiqias werilidan „uClama qarTul poeziaSi“, magaliTad, irkve-
va, rom qarTuli patriotuli lirikis ori gamorCeuli nimuSi – 
rafiel erisTavis `samSoblo xevsurisa~ da ilia WavWavaZis „Cemo kar-
go qveyanav“ uClamas calkeul saxeobebs miekuTvneba.

aRmosavluri saleqso formebis Sesaxeb msjeloba grZeldeba em-
zar kvitaiSvilis werilSi „myari saleqso formebi aSuRur poeziaSi“ 
(muxambazi, dubeiTi, yoSma). 1985 wels gamocemuli qarTuli poeziis 
mravaltomeulis bolo, meTeqvsmete tomi – „qalaquri poezia“ am av-
toris mieraa momzadebuli da misive vrceli winasityvaoba uZRvis. 
aSuRuri poeziis Sesaxeb warmodgenili gamokvleva detalurad, sis-
ruliT warmoaCens rogorc aSuR poetTa mxatvrul ostatobas, ise am 
teqstebis zemoqmedebis Zalas, avtoris emociur damokidebulebas 
saanalizo masalisadmi. 

emzar kvitaiSvili am wignSi Setanili sxva araerTi werilis av-
toricaa. igi ikvlevs safos, alkeosis, ronsarisa da galaktionis 
strofebis Taviseburebebs, agreTve – rondos, oqtavasa da madrigals. 
TiToeuli es statia imiT gamoirCeva, rom poeziis, leqsis Sesaxeb gve-
saubreba avtori, romelic erTdroulad poeticaa da leqsmcodnec.

evropul myar formaTagan qarTulma poeziam yvelaze ukeT son-
eti gaiTavisa. misi saTave saqarTveloSi XIX saukunis pirveli naxevri-
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dan modis. sonetis istoria, gavrcelebis dinamika, misi gansakuTre-
buli popularobis mizezebi da qarTuli sonetis Taviseburebebi Ses-
wavlilia Tamar barbaqaZis statiaSi „soneti saqarTveloSi“. mkvlevari 
saubars qarTuli sonetis genezisze msjelobiT iwyebs da am saleqso 
formis istorias XXI saukunis dasawyisamde mohyveba. 

amave avtors ekuTvnis statiebi vilanelis, kanconas, baladis, 
seqstinasa da tercinas Sesaxeb. TiToeuli gamokvleva konkretuli 
formis, misi specifikis Sesaxeb zust informacias gvawvdis, xolo 
sailustraciod moxmobili masala uxvi da mravalferovania.

meoce saukuneSi qarTul poeziaSi Cndeba da TandaTan mkvidrdeba 
iaponuri myari saleqso formebi – tanka da haiku. tankas warmoSobis 
istoria, misi Taviseburebebi ganxilulia Tamar lomiZis specialur 
werilSi „tanka, rogorc myari saleqso forma da „asi uZvelesi iapo-
nuri leqsi qarTul enaze“. rogorc mkvlevari aRniSnavs, qarTul ena-
ze mogvepoveba tankas araerTi nimuSi, magram am Janris Sesaxeb yvela-
ze srul warmodgenas gviqmnis irma ratianis mier uSualod iaponuri 
enidan naTargmni „asi uZvelesi iaponuri leqsi“.

Tu rodis da rogor gaCnda da damkvidrda tanka da haiku qarTul 
sinamdvileSi, amis Sesaxeb mogviTxrobs da saintereso cnobebs gvaw-
vdis levan bregaZis werili „tanka da haiku saqarTveloSi“. 

wignis erTi nawili calkeul avtorTa SemoqmedebaSi gamoyenebul 
myar saleqso formebs eTmoba. am formebisadmi gansakuTrebuli in-
teresi gamoamJRavnes qarTvelma modernistebma, romlebmac Cvens po-
eziaSi araerTi axali, ucxo saleqso forma Semoitanes. am mxriv gansa-
kuTrebulia galaktion tabiZis, aleqsandre abaSelis, ioseb griSaSvi-
lis damsaxureba, amitom sruliad kanonzomieria specialuri werile-
bi am poetTa Sesaxeb, romelTa avtoria Tamar barbaqaZe. 

orwigneuli „evropuli da aRmosavluri myari saleqso formebi 
qarTul poeziaSi“ sakiTxebis mravalferovnebiT gamoirCeva da qar-
Tuli leqsmcodneobis mniSvnelovani SenaZenia. igi uTuod saintereso 
iqneba qarTuli leqsis istoriiTa da TeoriiT dainteresebul mkvle-
varTaTvis, humanitaruli fakultetis studentebis, magistrantebisa 
da doqtorantebisaTvis, zogadad, yvela imaTTvis, visac uyvars da ain-
teresebs leqsi da poezia. 

 

`evropuli da aRmosavluri myari saleqso formebi qarTul poeziaSi~
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Natia Sikharulidze
(Georgia)

“Fixed Verse Forms of European and 
Eastern Literature in Georgian Poetry”

Summary of the review

Key words: fixed verse forms, Georgian poetry.

Fixed verse forms in Georgian poetry, its genesis and typology have not been fun-
damentally studied. Due to this fact the project carried out in Shota Rustaveli Institute of 
Georgian literature in the frames of which the book entitled was published in 2018, is of 
an indispensible importance.

 The book (“Fixed Verse Forms of European and Eastern Literature in Georgian 
Poetry”) has been comprised by the group of the authors. However, the articles are orga-
nized in such a compositional way that the book looks like a one wholeness, which gives 
a thorough impression about fixed verse forms in Georgian poetry as a part of European 
and Eastern cultures.

The book opens with a theoretical article, which serves a function of a guide. As for 
the rest scientific papers there are discussed such central question as historical-political, 
scientific-cultural contexts of forming Georgian poetry, the phases of developing it.The 
articles of several authors are dedicated to each fixed verse forms as a result of which we 
receive a wide-scale analysis. Separate papers are dedicated to the prominent representa-
tives of Georgian poetry who settled new fixed forms in Georgian poetry.

Due to the diversity of the themes this book is a huge achievement in Georgian 
literary studies. It would be of a big interest not only for Georgian literature and scholars 
of cultural studies of Georgian Verse but also for the youth fond of literature as well as the 
reader in general.
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irma ratiani
qarTuli mwerloba da msoflio literaturuli procesi
(meore, Sevsebuli gamocema)
redaqtori: Teimuraz doiaSvili
gamomcemloba: Tsu gamomcemloba, 2018

wigni 2015 wels gamoica da male bibliografiul iSviaTobad 
iqca. amitomac saWiro gaxda misi xelmeore gamocema. magram ufro 
mniSvnelovani isaa, rom amjerad wigni kidev ufro Seivso Teoriuli 
da analitikuri masaliT. wigni gamsWvalulia qarTuli mwerlobis 
Rirsebebis aqcentirebisa da msoflio kulturis winaSe misi didi dam-
saxurebis avtoris interesis arealSi Semodis qarTuli mwerlobis 
istoriisaTvis mniSvnelovani iseTi Temebi, rogoricaa: qarTuli na-
cionaluri mwerloba da misi mimarTeba msoflio saliteraturo pro-
cesTan; qarTuli literaturuli kanoni da misi formirebis ZiriTadi 
kulturuli variantebi; qarTuli literaturuli kanonis mimarTeba 
dasavlur da aRmosavlur literaturul modelebTan; qarTuli mwer-
lobis periodizaciis sakiTxi; qarTuli mwerlobis calkeuli etapebis 
analizi Tanamedrove literaturuli procesebis fonze...

wignis avtors mimoqcevaSi Semoaqvs aramarto teqstis analizis 
sxvadasxva Teoriebi, aramed – qarTuli literaturaTmcodneobisaT-
vis aqamde ucnobi terminebic:

„literaturuli istoria“, „gviani realizmi“, „liberalizebuli 
diskursi“ da sxv.

konstantine bregaZe
moderni da modernizmi
redaqtori: irma ratiani
gamomcemloba: meridiani, 2018

wignSi Tavmoyrilia bolo wlebSi (2014-2017) gamoqveynebuli is 
samecniero statiebi, romlebic eZRvneba sakuTriv literaturul mod-
ernizms da mis mimarTebas modernis epoqisadmi. wignisaTvis statiebi 
specialurad gadamuSavda da Sesworda. wigns win uZRvis mniSvnelovani 
Teoriuli gamokvleva, romelic cnebebis – modernis da modernizmis 
gamijvnas iTvaliswinebs, rac Cvens literaturaTmcodneobaSi xSirad 
aRreulia. wignis pirvelsave nawilSi qarTuli modernizmis warmomad-
genelTa Semoqmedebis Teoriuli analizia warmodgenili. wignis meore 

axali wignebi / NNew Books
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nawili ki  avtorisave Targmanebisgan Sedgeba, sadac Tavmoyrilia Te-
oriuli nawilis gagebisTvis aucilebeli mxatvruli teqstebi.

wigni gankuTvnilia studentebis, doqtorantebis, specialis-
tebisa da aRniSnuli sakiTxebiT dainteresebuli mkiTxvelisTvis.

 
avtorTa koleqtivi
evropuli da aRmosavluri myari saleqso formebi qarTul poeziaSi
wigni I - Teoria, wigni II - qrestomaTia
redaqtori: irma ratiani
gamomcemloba: Tsu gamomcemloba 2018

„evropuli da aRmosavluri myari saleqso formebi qarTul poe-
ziaSi (istoria, Teoria, qrestomaTia)“ aqtualoba da kvlevis siaxle 
ganisazRvreba meTodologiuri mcdelobiT: a) gamokveTos myari saleq-
so formebis gansazRvris arsisa da cnebaTa dinamika da Seusabamos igi 
ganxorcielebuli kvlevis meTodologiur safuZvlebs; b) gadaiazros 
qarTuli poeziis, erovnuli leqswyobis ganviTarebis calkeuli peri-
odebi msoflio literaturuli procesis rakursSi; g) dasaxuli miznis 
misaRwevad gamoiyenos struqturalisturi, poststruqturalisturi, 
komparativistuli, kompleqsuri kvlevis, SedarebiTi metrikisa da po-
etikuri statistikis meTodebi, gavlenis Teoriis warmomadgenelTa 
kvlevebi. aq qrestomaTiuli da kvleviTi nawilebi sinqronuladaa 
warmodgenili. wigni gaTvaliswinebulia rogorc bakalavrebis, magis-
trantebisa da doqtorantebisaTvis, ise farTo mkiTxveli sazogado-
ebisaTvis. „evropuli da aRmosavluri myari saleqso formebi qarTul 
poeziaSi (istoria, Teoria, qrestomaTia)“ aris pirveli meTodologi-
uri mcdeloba imisa, rom qarTuli poeziis istoria da Teoria, qarTu-
li leqsmcodneoba gaazrebul iqnas farTo literaturul-kulturul 
WrilSi, aRmosavluri da indoevropuli leqswyobis sistemebTan mi-
marTebiT, konceptualuri, meTodologiuri da struqturuli gada-
kveTebis, Tanxvdomebisa da invariantuli prosodiuli sidideebis 
konteqstSi.

avtorTa koleqtivi
literaturuli mimdinareobebi (klasicizmidan modernizmamde)
redaqtorebi: irma ratiani, gaga lomiZe
gamomcemloba, GCLA Press 2017

sxvadasxva dros saqarTveloSi iqmneboda calkeuli naSromi, 
romelic iTvaliswinebda ama Tu im mimdinareobis analizs Tu Tavise-
burebebis warmoCenas (mag., Jurnal „sjanSi“ sxvadasxva dros gamoqvey-
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nebuli nugzar muzaSvilis statiebis seria sxvadasxva mimdinareoba-
ze, nino nakudaSvilis naSromi „literaturuli mimdinareobebi“, iseve 
rogorc literaturis institutis mier momzadebuli krebulebi „qar-
Tuli literatura istoria saerTaSoriso literaturuli procesebis 
WrilSi“ (ortomeuli), „qarTuli modernizmis tipologia“, „XVI-XVIII 
saukuneebis qarTuli literatura“ Tu „qarTuli romantizmi“). mag-
ram avtorTa koleqtivis mier Sedgenili gzamkvlevi, romelic gaT-
valiswinebuli iqneba uSualod umaRlesi saswavleblis humanitaruli 
fakultetis studentebisTvis, aqamde ar momzadebula. magaliTad, Se-
uZlebelia Teimuraz I-ze saubari barokos konteqstis gaTvaliswinebis 
gareSe, iseve rogorc warmoudgenelia nikoloz baraTaSvilis Tu ilia 
WavWavaZis teqstebis analizi zogadad mimdinareobis gauTvaliswine-
blad. yvelaferTan erTad, aqcenti keTdeba konteqstze, analogiuri 
literaturuli mimdinareobebis WrilSi.

am krebulSi, mimdinareobis farglebSi, gaanalizebulia cno-
bil mweralTa mier Seqmnili teqstebi. aseTi gzamkvlevi, aucilebelia 
yoveli ganaTlebuli erisaTvis. sakmarisia gavixsenoT oqsfordis Tu 
kembrijis universitetebis mier seriebis saxiT gamocemuli krebule-
bi sxvadasxva mimdinareobis Sesaxeb. krebuli mniSvnelovan daxmarebas 
gauwevs umaRlesi saswavleblebis leqtorebsa da studentebs da li-
teraturismcodneobis sakiTxebiT dainteresebul farTo mkiTxvels.

boris groisi
stalinizmis totaluri xelovneba
mTargmnelebi: lamara SavguliZe, gaga lomiZe
redaqtori: neli andronikaSvili
gamomcemloba: CCU Press

am mniSvnelovanma wignma gardatexa moaxdina rusuli avangardi-
sa da stalinisturi kulturis gagebis sakiTxSi. wigni Tavdapirvelad 
gamoqveynda germanul enaze, mxolod Semdeg iTargmna inglisur, fran-
gul, italiur da rusul  enebze.

avtori provokaciulad amtkicebs, rom realurad, avangarduli 
proeqti, romlis avtorebi iyvnen maiakovski da futuristebi, cxovre-
baSi stalinma ganaxorciela. futurizmsac da sabWoTa xelisuflebasac 
erTi, idealisturi axali sazogadoebis aSeneba surda; orive cdilob-
da, sisruleSi moeyvana es strategia. magram rogorc aRmoCnda, isini 
orive erTsa da imave teritoriaze moqmedebdnen da amitomac Zlierma 
– xelisuflebam gaanadgura saxelovnebo avangardi da triumfatoris 
roli TviTon moirgo. stalinma mTeli qveyana da misi moqalaqeebi 
mxatvrul masalad miiCnia, romlis gadadnoba SesaZlebelia. groisi 
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wignis bolo TavebSi poststalinuri, e.w. perestroikis xanis sabWoTa 
kulturis mniSvnelovan analizsac gvTavazobs.

iuri lotmani
saubrebi rusuli kulturis Sesaxeb. ruseTis Tavadaznaurobis yofa da 
tradiciebi (XVIII-XIX saukunis dasawyisidan)
mTargmneli: gaga lomiZe
gamomcemloba: mwignobari

iuri lotmanis erT-erT yvelaze mniSvnelovan naSroms „saubrebi 
rusuli kulturis Sesaxeb. ruseTis Tavadaznaurob yofa da tradicie-
bi (XVIII-XIX saukunis dasawyisidan)“ qarTveli mkiTxveli aqamde mxo-
lod fragmentulad icnobda, misi ramdenime Tavis – gansakuTrebiT 
dekabristebis Sesaxeb Tavis saxiT. amas garda, mkiTxveli aq gaecnoba 
iuri lotmanis cnobil mosazrebas imis Sesaxeb, rom romantizmis xa-
nis cxovrebaze udides gavlenas axdenda literatura da misi persona-
Jebi. swored am prizmaSia wakiTxuli ara mxolod rusuli da evropuli 
literatura da kultura, aramed yofac. qarTveli mkiTxvelisTvis 
kidev ufro sainteresoa imis gamo, rom lotmanis es naSromi saSualebas 
micems, rom sakuTari kulturac amgvari midgomiT ganixilos, vinaidan 
esa Tu is mimdinareoba, variaciuli sxvaobebis miuxedavad, dedamiwis 
yovel wertilSi mainc saerTo TaviseburebebiT xasiaTdeboda.

Simple Forms: Legend, Saga, Myth, Riddle, Saying, Case, Memorabile, Fairytale, Joke
by André Jolles
andre Jole
martivi formebi: legenda, saga, miTi, gamocana, andaza, qeisi, mogoneba, 
zRapari, anegdoti
gamomcemloba: Verso, 2017

legenda, saga, miTi, gamocana, andaza, qeisi, mogoneba, zRapari, an-
egdoti - andre Joles yvela es e.w. „martivi forma“ esmis, rogorc sa-
myarosTan adamianis urTierTobis gansxvavebuli modelis asaxva enaSi 
da, aqedan gamomdinare, literaturuli narativis ZiriTadi mastruq-
turirebeli principi. es wigni 1929 wels germaniaSi gamovida da didi 
xnis manZilze, Janris Teoriis klasikad iyo aRiarebuli. andre Joli 
literaturis kvlevis naratologiuri midgomis da struqturalizmis 
winamorbedi iyo. vladimir propis „zRapris morfologiis“ msgavsad, 
romelsac xSirad adareben, Joles es naSromi fundamenturicaa Janris 
Teoriis kvlevis TvalsazrisiT da dRemde ar kargavs aqtualobas.
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Foucault: The Birth of Power
by Stuart Elden
stiuart eldeni
fuko: Zalauflebis dabadeba
gamomcemloba: Polity, 2017

miSel fukos „codnis arqeologia“ 1969 wlis martSi gamoqveynda, 
„zedamxedveloba da dasja“ – 1975 wlis TebervalSi. marTalia, am or 
wigns eqvsi weli aSorebs, magram saTauridan momdinare toni TvalSi-
sacemia: pirveli meTodologiuri saxelmZRvaneloa, meore – TiTqos 
iaraRis asxmisken mogviwodebs. ram gamoiwvia fukos pirovnebaSi radi-
kaluri cvlileba? am periodSi ramdenime Zvra moxda. fuko tunisidan 
safrangeTSi dabrunda. tunisi misTvis politikuri gasxivosnebasa-
viT iyo. is maleve CaerTo 1968 wlis aqtivobebSi. wignSi gamoyenebu-
lia fukos mier „koleJ de fransSi“ wakiTxuli kursebi, safrangeTis 
erovnul biblioTekaSi axlaxan aRmoCenili dokumentebi da saarqivo 
masala da warmodgenilia fukos, rogorc mwerlis, mkvlevaris, leqto-
ris da aqtivistis warmoCenis mcdeloba.

Philosophizing Madness from Nietzsche to Derrida
by Angelos Evangelou
angelos evangelu
SeSlilobis Teorizeba. nicSedan deridamde“
gamomcemloba: Palgrave Macmillan, 2017

ra kavSiria filosofias, SeSlilobas da avtobiografias Soris? 
wignSi ganxilulia, Tu rogori gavlena SeiZleboda moexdina nicSes 
SeSlilobas mis gviandel naSromebze. aseve, wigni ikvlevs, Tu ratom 
moixiblnen evropeli moazrovneebi SeSlilobis koncefciiT nicSes 
Semdeg da ra cvlileba ganicada SeSlilobis cnebam. am mizniT avtori 
ganixilavs me-20 saukunis sam udides frang filosofoss, romlebzec 
nicSem didi gavlena moaxdina: batai, fuko da derida. am analizidan 
gamomdinare, wina planze gamodis „avtobiografiuli filosofiis“ 
axali cneba, rac am Temis filosofiuri msjelobis sagnad qcevas 
gulisxmobs. am cnebis mimarT zemoCamoTvlili filosofosebi sxvada-
sxvagvarad upirispirdebian an Taviseburad avseben.
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samecniero Jurnali – @sjani~ 

statiebis warmodgenis wesi da citirebis stili

komparativistuli literaturis qarTuli asociacia (GCLA)-s Jurnal 

`sjanSi~ ibeWdeba naSromebi, romlebic moicavs Tanamedrove literaturaT

mcodneobisaTvis aqtualur Temebsa da problemebs, mniSvnelovan gamokvleva-

Ta jer gamouqveynebel Sedegebs. Jurnali „sjani“ aris saqarTveloSi gamoma-

vali yovelwliuri samecniero Jurnali literaturis Teoriasa da SedarebiT 

literaturaTmcodneobaSi. 2011 wlidan Jurnali ganTavsebulia centraluri 

da aRmosavleT evropis eleqtronuli biblioTekis veb-gverdze (http:// www.ceel.
com). Jurnals hyavs saerTaSoriso saredaqcio kolegia; statiebi ibeWdeba sam 

(qarTuli, inglisuri, rusuli) enaze; maTi dasabeWdad SerCeva xdeba anonimuri 

referirebis wesiT.

1.	 naSromi warmodgenili unda iyos or calad (eleqtronuli versiiT: el-

fostiT an CD diskze) da Tan axldes: 

 Tavfurceli, romelSic miTiTebuli iqneba avtoris saxeli, gvari, sta-

tusi da sakontaqto koordinatebi;

 anotacia qarTul da inglisur enebze (1 nabeWdi gverdi), sakvanZo sityve-

biTurT (3-5 sityva).

2.	 damowmebani statias unda erTvodes boloSi. qarTuli da rusuli damowme-

bani warmodgenil unda iqnas rogorc traslitirebuli formiT, ise – orig-

inal enaze. qarTuli dasaxelebebis translitireba unda ganxorcieldes 

`romanizaciis qarTuli erovnuli sistemis modelze~ (ix. www.google.com – 

am dasaTaurebiT).

(ix. cxrili, danarTi 2).

3.	 naSromi moculobiT unda iyos kompiuterze nabeWdi ara umetes TxuTmeti 

da aranakleb xuTi gverdisa.

4.	 naSromi dabeWdili da gaformebuli unda iyos A 4 formatis TeTr qaRaldze 

Semdegnairad:

a) naSromis saTauri (iwereba SuaSi);

b) naSromis teqsti; 

g) damowmebani original enaze da translitirebuli (ix. danarTi 2. damow-

mebuli 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~.

5.	 JurnalSi miRebulia `literaturis institutis stili~ (list), romelic 

koreqtirebulia `tomfsonis~ katalogis standartis moTxovnilebis 

Sesabamisad:
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a) motanili citata ZiriTadi teqstisgan gamoiyofa brWyalebiT (` ~). 

citirebis dasasruls, mrgval frCxilebSi, daismis indeqsi, romelSic 

aRniSnulia citirebuli teqstis avtoris gvari original enaze, teq-

stis gamoqveynebis weli, Semdeg – orwertili da gverdi.

magaliTad: (abaSiZe 1970: 25), (Балашова 1982: 27), (Pound 1935: 67). 

(ix. warmodgenili nimuSi, danarTi 1).

b) saleqso strofis (da ara striqonis) citirebis SemTxvevaSi, motanili 

citata gamoiyofa teqstisagan da citatis fontis (Sriftis) zoma mc-

irdeba erTi zomiT (mag.: Tu teqstis fontis zomaa Lit.Nusx 11, maSin ci-

tatis zoma iqneba Lit.Nusx 10).
6.	 damowmebani (damowmebuli literaturis nusxa) unda dalagdes indeqsis 

mixedviT, anbanuri rigiT da daibeWdos garkveuli wesiT (dawvrilebiT ix. 

cxrili, danarTi 2).

7.	 a) statiis avtoris vrceli ganmartebani inomreba da inacvlebs teqs-

tis bolos anotaciis win;

b) statiis avtoris mcire SeniSvnebi aRiniSneba varskvlaviT da Caita

neba gverdis bolos, sqolioSi.

8.	 avtori pasuxismgebelia dasabeWdad warmodgenili naSromis literatu

rul stilsa da marTlweraze.

9.	 Semosuli statia sarecenziod gadaecema anonimur eqspertebs.

10.	 Semosuli masalebis ganxilvis Semdeg, damatebiTi miTiTebebisaTvis, re-

daqcia daukavSirdeba dasabeWdad SerCeul naSromTa avtorebs.

11.	 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, Kkita. etiudebi XIX s.-is 
qarTuli literaturis Sesaxeb. Tbilisi: gamomcemloba 
`merani~, 1970).

Weiss, Daniel A. Oedipus in Nottingham: D.H. Lawrence. Seattle: University 
of Washington Press, 1962.

„P’ost’modernizmi“. Lit’erat’uris T’eoria. XX Sauk’unis Metodologiuri 
K’ontseptsiebi da Mimdinareobebi. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris inst’it’ut’is 
gamomtsemloba, 2005 (wifuria, bela. `postmodernizmi~. lit-
eraturis Teoria. XX saukunis meTodologiuri koncef-
ciebi da mimdinareobebi. Tbilisi: literaturis institu
tis gamomcemloba, 2005). 

Johnston, Martin. „Games With Infinity. The Fictions of Jorge Luis Borges“. 
Cunning Exiles – Studies of Modern Prose Writers. Eds. Don Anderson and 
Stephen Knight. Sydney: 1974.
 

wigni,
ori, an meti avtori

Book, two or more authors

K’ek’elidze, K’orneli da Aleksandre Baramidze. Dzveli Kartuli Lit’erat’uris 
Ist’oria. Tbilisi: gamomtsemloba „metsniereba“, 1975 (kekeliZe, 
korneli, da aleqsandre baramiZe. Zveli qarTuli lit-
eraturis istoria. Tbilisi: gamomcemloba `mecniereba~, 
1975).

Natadze, K’, et al.Kartul-Rusuli Lit’erat’uruli Urtiertobebis Ist’oriidan. 
Kutaisi: „gantiadi, 1994 (naTaZe k ... qarTul-rusuli 
literaturuli urTierTobis istoriidan. quTaisi: 
gamomcemloba `ganTiadi~, 1994).

Houghton, Walter E., and G. Robert Strange. Victorian Poetry and Poetics. 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959.

nimuSi: 

Jenetis amocanaa prustis mxatvruli maneris TaviseburebaTa gamokvleva da imis dasa-
buTeba, rom `metafora da metonimia SeuTav¬sebeli antagonistebi rodi arian. isini 
ganamtkiceben da msWvalaven urTierTs, meore maTganis jerovani Sefaseba sulac ar 
niSnavs metonimiaTa erTgvari nusxis (romelic konkurencias gauwevs metaforaTa 
nusxas) Sedgenas, aramed – imis gamovlenas, Tu rogor monawileoben da funqcionire-
ben analogiis mimarTebaTa farglebSi `Tanaarsebobis” mimarTebebi. amgvarad, unda 
gamoaSkaravdes metonimiis roli metaforaSi~ (Jennet 1998: 37). ratom SearCia Jenetma 
analizis sagnad swored prustis Semoqmedeba? imitom, aRniSnavs mecnieri, rom TviT 
prustis esTetikur TeoriaSi, iseve, rogorc praqtikaSi, metaforul (analogiaze 
damyarebul) mimarTebebs Zalze arsebiTi roli ganekuTvneba, imdenad arsebiTi, 
rom maTi mniSvneloba da roli, sxva semantikur mimarTebebTan SedarebiT, Zalze 
gazviadebulia.
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statia samecniero 
Jurnalidan

Article in a scholarly journal 

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 uni
versiteti, 18-24 marti, 2010: 5).

Morozova, Tatijana. „Skelety iz Sosednego Pod’ezda: Pochemu Ljudmila 
Petrushevskaja tak ne Ljubit Svoikh Geroev“. Literaturnaja Gazeta. 
9 centjabrja 1998: 10 (Морозова, Татяна. „Скелеты из соседнего 
подъезда: Почему Людмила Петрушевская так не любит своих 
героев“. Литературная газета. 9 сентября 1998: 10).

wigni, avtoris gareSe

Book, no author given

Sabibliotek’o Sakmis Organizatsia da Martva..Batumi: gamomtsemloba 
„ach’ara“, 1989 (sabiblioTeko saqmis organizacia da marTva. 
baTumi: gamomcemloba `aWara~, 1989).

New Life Options: The Working Women’s Resource Book. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1976.

dawesebuleba, asociacia 
da misTanani, avtoris 

poziciiT

Institution, association, or the 
like, as “author”

Sakartvelos Sap’at’riarko. Ts'igni Shekmnisa. Tbilisi: 2006 (saqarTvelos 
sapatriarqo. wigni Seqmnisa. Tbilisi: 2006.

American Library Association. ALA Handbook of Organization and 1995/1996 
Membership Directory. Chicago: American Library Association, 1995.

redaqtori, an 
kompilatori, avtoris 

poziciiT

Editor or compiler as “author”

Duduchava, Marina. Ed. Lit’erat’uris Teoriis Mtsire Leksik’oni. Tbilisi: 
gamomtsemloba “nakaduli”, 1975 (duduCava, marina. redaqtori. 
literaturis Teoriis mcire leqsikoni. Tb.: gamomcemloba 
`nakaduli~, 1975).

Henderson, John. Ed. The World’s Religions. London: Inter-Varsity Fellowship, 
1950.

eleqtronuli dokumenti 
internetidan

Electronic document From 
Internet

Mitchell, William J. City of Bits: Space, Place, and the Infobahn. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press, 1995. 29 September 1995. Web. 17 May 2011. http://
www-mitpress. mit.edu:80/City_of_Bits/Pulling_Glass/ index.html; 
Internet. 

Nevskaja, Dar’ja. „Problema Dialogichnosti „Sozdajushego“ i „Sozdannogo“ 
Tekstov (Graf Amori „Final. Okonchanie Proizvedenija “Yama” A. I. 
Kuprina)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol. 705. (2006): n.pag. Web. 15 May, 
2011 (Невская,  Дарья. „Проблема диалогичности «создающего» и 
«созданного» текстов (Граф Амори «Финал. Окончание произведения 
«Яма» А. И. Куприна»)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol.  705. (2006): 
n.pag. Web. 15 May, 2011). 

 
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 komu-
nisturi rejimis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi~. totalitarizmi 
da literaturuli diskursi. meoce saukunis gamocdileba. 
Tbilisi, 7-9 Ootomberi, 2009. irma ratiani. red. Tbilisi: 
literaturis institutis gamomcemloba, 2010). 

Tezisebi, an 
sadisertacio 

naSromis daskvnebi 
(debulebebi)

Thesis or dissertation

Ts’ikarishvili, Lela. Mikheil Javakhishvilis Shemokmedebis 
Sakhismet’q’velebiti Asp’ek’tebi. PhD. Diss. TSU, 2004 
(wiqariSvili, lela. mixeil javaxiSvilis Semoqme
debis saxismetyvelebiTi aspeqtebi. filologiis 
mecnierebaTa kandidatis samecniero xarisxis mosa
poveblad 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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Sjani (Thoughts)
Submission Guidelines and Citing Style 

Sjani (Thoughts) is an annual scientific journal of literary theory and comparative literature, published in 
Georgia. The journal includes important works covering actual themes and problems of contemporary literary 
studies, which have not been published yet. Since 2008 Sjani is a member of e Central and Eastern European 
Online Library and has been uploaded on the web-site www.ceeol.com. The journal has an international editorial 
board. Articles are published in Georgian, English and Russian languages and are evaluated according to a blind 
peer-review process:

1. An article should be sent by E-mail (English materials – maillit@litinstituti.ge; Russian materials – litinst-
mail@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).
2. List of approved bibliography on original language (enclosed to the article). Georgian and Russian resources 

should be transliterated. (Please, conform to standard transliteration system)   
3. The text should be minimum 5 and maximum 15 printed papers. 
4. An article should be formatted 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

5. 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

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
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7. Bibliography list should be ordered according to the index, in alphabetical order. See the Appendix 2. 
8. 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. 
9. The author is responsible for the literary style and orthography of the work. 
10. After evaluating submitted articles the board of editors will contact authors for further directions. 
11. The article is returned to the author during a certain period (maximum 3 days) for proof-reading. If the au-

thor 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.

Editor or compiler as 
“author”

Henderson, John. Ed. The World’s Religions. London: Inter-Varsity Fellowship, 
1950.

Jennet’s task is to examine Proust’s artistic methods and to prove that “Metaphor and Metonymy are not 
incompatible antagonist. They strengthen and enhance each other, assessing the other does not mean to form 
some kind of metonymy list, (which will compete with metaphor) but to find out how they function in the 
boundaries of analogy. Therefore the role of metonymy in metaphor should be revealed” (Jenet 1998: 37). 
Why did Jennet chose Proust’s works for analyzes? The reason for this is that in Proust’s aesthetic theory, as 
well as in practice , metaphoric relations (based on analogy) play a vital role, important in such an extend that 
their meaning and role, in relation with other semantic relations is exaggerated.
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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 
totalitaruli komunisturi rejimis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi~. 
totalitarizmi da literaturuli diskursi. meoce saukunis 
gamocdileba. Tbilisi, 7-9 Ootomberi, 2009. irma ratiani. red. 
Tbilisi: literaturis institutis gamomcemloba, 2010). 

Thesis or dissertation Bishop, Karen Lynn. Documenting Institutional Identity: Strategic Writing in the 
IUPUI Comprehensive Campaign. PhD. Diss. Purdue University, 2002. 

* Works published in the same year (separately or in co-authorship) or one and the same work (with con-
tinuations) in several volumes will be indicated in alphabetical order. For example: (Abashidze 1987a: 21). 
(Abashidze 1987b: 87).
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