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ivane amirxanaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

agiografiis mkiTxveli

teqsti ar arsebobs mkiTxvelis gareSe. teqstis sicocxle mkiTx-
velTan komunikaciiT aris gapirobebuli. 

komunikacia Sexvedramde iwyeba. sanam mkiTxveli Sexvdeba teqsts, 
manam is aRiarebs teqstis Zalauflebas.

teqstis diqtatura Tu ar aRiare, mkiTxveli ver gaxdebi. TviT-
rwmena, rom teqsts irCev Sen, arasworia. teqsti girCevs Sen. amdenad, 
xar arCeuli da ara – rCeuli. Sen xar saSualeba, teqstis wakiTxvis, ga-
cocxlebis saSualeba. es niSnavs, rom teqsti giyenebs pirobebs. Tu am 
pirobebs ar gaiTvaliswineb, Tu daarRvev komunikaciis wesebs, nawar-
moebi ar migiSvebs TavisTan, ar gagexsneba, ar mogendoba. 

komunikaciis wesebSi Sedis is, rom aRiaro teqstis primati – 
misi esTetikuri, eTikuri da poetikuri principebi; misi daniSnuleba, 
mizani, mniSvneloba. 

ara ise, rogorc gesmis, aramed ise, rogorc unda.
mkiTxveli upirobod aRiarebs teqstis uflebamosilebas, ro-

melic gavlenasac gulisxmobs, zemoqmedebasac da diqtatsac.
mkiTxvels ekrZaleba gavides Janris kanonis CarCoebidan; ar 

ekrZaleba – Sevides TxrobaSi, gaxdes naratiuli movlenis monawile, 
Tavi daayenos personaJebis gverdiT.

mkiTxveli teqstSi unda Sexvide ise, rogorc sastumros nomerSi, 
sadac yvelaferi Senia, magram Seni sakuTreba ar aris. sanam teqstSi xar, 
yvela niuansi Senia, SenTvis arsebobs, Sen gemsaxureba, magram ici, rom 
araferi ar unda Secvalo, ar unda gadaakeTo, ar unda gaitano, ar unda 
gadaagdo.

mkiTxveli grZnobs, rom misi neba, misi aRqma meoreulia. pirve-
ladi avtoris nebac ar aris. pirveli aris kanoni, Janris kanoni. kargi 
mkiTxveli aris is, vinc mihyveba avtors da icis, ra aris kanoni.

nawarmoebs marto avtori da kanoni ar qmnian. mas qmnis agreTve 
dro, istoria, kultura.

kiTxvis procesSi avtoric da mkiTxvelic meoreul pozicias ika-
veben, pirvelobis statusi ekuTvnis tradicias, romelic aris aqtori, 
Txrobis subieqti, mTavari reprezentatori.

tradiciaSi monawileoba anu wakiTxva, aRqma, gaazreba, kulturu-
li procesia. aRqmis „istorizacia“ komunikaciis mTavari pirobaa.

literaturis Teoriis problemebi / 
Problems of Literary Theory
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mkiTxvels evaleba ara marto waikiTxos, aramed „aRmoikiTxos“ 
teqsti. „aRmokiTxva“ – es aris ganmarteba, gacnobiereba, Sinaarsis 
amotana zedapirze, ideis gasagneba, anu is, rasac h. g. gadameri „dafa-
rulis gamJRavnebas“ uwodebs: „mxatvruli nawarmoebi, romelic raRa-
cas gveubneba, mkiTxvelis pirispir dgas. sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, is 
gveubneba iseT rames, risi gadmocemis saSualebac warmoadgens da-
farulis gamJRavnebas~ (gadameri 1991: 263). 

mkiTxvelma SeiZleba bolomde ver gaamJRavnos dafaruli, magram 
avtoris mizani unda dainaxos. unda gaacnobieros, rom imyofeba iseT 
faseulobaTa velSi, romelsac TviTneburad ver Secvlis. ver gadaas-
xvaferebs, ver Seitans masSi Tavis ideebs, Tavis eqstrapolaciebs – 
anaqronistul Tvalsazrisebs. 

teqsti zemoqmedebs, rogorc musika, romlis interpretireba bo-
lomde SeuZlebelia. gancdebs azrobrivad ver ganmartav, logikiT ver 
Caanacvleb, ver gaaanalizeb. Tu fiqrob, rom yvelaferi gaige, maSin 
veraferi gagigia.

avtoris mizania, mkiTxvelma ipovos kamertoni, akustikuri 
instrumenti, ritmi, razec unda aawyos kiTxvis procesi. arsebobs 
Txrobis ritmi – ambis gadmocemis dinamika, aRqmis ritmi – saazrovno 
formaTa miReba-aTvisebis intensivoba, kiTxvis ritmi – Sinagani da 
garegani artikulaciis teqnika, sintaqsis ritmi – sityvaTSeTanxmebis 
harmonia, zogjer dune, dabali, neli, auCqarebeli, zogjer swrafi, 
aCqarebuli, eqspresiuli.

kiTxva ar aris Semoqmedeba. kiTxva aris moqmedeba, romelic teq-
stis sworad gagebasa da gadmocemas gulisxmobs. teqsti iwvevs, epati-
Jeba mkiTxvels Tanamoqmedebisaken. bgera, marcvali, sityva, sintaqsi, 
ritmi, toni, paTosi – Tanamoqmedebis meqanizmebia. 

teqsti mkiTxvelisgan moiTxovs ara morCilebas, aramed Tan-
xvedras. kiTxva imdenad aris efeqturi, ramdenadac mkiTxveli emor-
Cileba wesebs, ramdenadac konstruqciuli, adekvaturia mis mier teq-
stis aRqma. 

„aRmokiTxvis“ pirveli safexuria komunikaciis sakiTxi, urTier-
Tobis gansazRvra teqstTan. gamoikveTeba ornairi kavSiri: sinqronu-
li, teqstTan mimarTebiT da diaqronuli, tradiciasTan (istoriasTan) 
mimarTebiT. daaxloebiT ise, rogorc recefciul esTetikaSia, teqsti 
unda wavikiTxoT drois konteqstSi. aRqma, miReba, wakiTxva istoriul 
fonze unda ganxorcieldes. 

misaRebia kembrijeli hermenevtikosis kventin skineris rCeva – 
nawarmoebis wakiTxvisas yuradReba gavamaxviloT ara marto teqstze, 
aramed gaviTvaliswinoT gabatonebuli tradiciebi, romlebic gana-

ivane amirxanaSvili
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pirobebs nawarmoebSi wamoWril TemebTan da problemebTan midgomas 
(Skiner 2018:137).

mkiTxvelma SeiZleba ar icodes, rom is winaswar aris arCeuli. 
iseTi normatiuli teqsti, rogoric aris agiografiuli Txzuleba, wi-
naswar gulisxmobs „Tavis“ mkiTxvels, romelic „gaugebs“, aRiarebs mis 
kanons da cnobs mis kulturul suverenitets.

teqsti eZebs aRqmis realur subieqts. am Zebnis mizani intencia, 
teleologiuri arsi aris is, rom nawarmoebma ganaxorcielos Tavisi 
Tavi, rogorc „werilma“ (писание), rogorc tradiciis anu gadacemis 
saganma.

mkiTxveli icavs esTetikur distancias, iTvaliswinebs Janris 
specifikas da akvirdeba aqtualizebis wess, romeli mimarTulebiT 
gaaaqtiuros yuradReba. 

es aris erTgvari recefciuli kontroli, romlis darRveva niS-
navs ara Tavisuflebas, aramed ukontrolobas. 

Tavisufali interpretacia niSnavs, rom gzas avcdiT, anu da-
varRvieT kanoni, gavediT recefciuli kontrolidan. Tu personaJi 
„Savia“, is ar unda „gavaTeTroT“ da, piriqiT, Tu TeTria, Savi laqebi ar 
unda movuZebnoT. 

magaliTad, Tu avtori gveubneba, rom wmida Sio „iqmna T e a t r o n 
angelosTa da kacTa“ (Zeglebi 1971:169), es swored imas niSnavs, rom gmi-
ri marTlac „Teatronad“, sanaxaobad iqca, da am SemTxvevaSi mxolod 
es metafora gamoxatavs imas, risi Tqmac avtors surs.

ndobis faqtori TavisTavad muSaobs. avtori andobs teqsts 
mkiTxvels, mkiTxveli endoba avtors. es „sazogadoebrivi xelSekru-
leba“ garkveul donemde moqmedebs, Semdeg ki iwyeba wakiTxvis sxva, 
Sinagani, ufro bunebrivi etapi, romelsac recefciul Wirveulobas 
vuwodebdi. 

ras vgulisxmob am cnebaSi? upirveles yovlisa, imas, rom SeuZ-
lebelia mkiTxvelma zustad ise aRiqvas teqsti, rogorc avtori wers. 
amave dros, teqsti sruli sizustiT ver gadmoscems imas, rac avtors 
surda, rom gadmoeca. aqedan gamomdinare, wakiTxvis procesSi iqmneba 
ori buferuli sivrce: pirveli, sivrce mkiTxvelsa da avtors Soris 
da meore, sivrce teqstsa da mkiTxvels Soris. buferuli zonebi Ta-
visTavad ivseba mxatvrul-esTetikuri da fsiqologiuri faqtorebiT. 
ra gvaqvs mocemuli teqstis saxiT da rogor vakonkretebT anu rogor 
aRviqvamT mas, es, mainc, ginda ar ginda, mkiTxvelis individualur xa-
siaTzea damokidebuli. 

erTgan volfgang izeri ganixilavs roman ingardenis Tvalsaz-
riss, romelic erTmaneTs upirispirebs literaturuli nawarmoebis 
struqturasa da mis SesaZlebel konkretizacias. izeri amtkicebs, 

agiografiis mkiTxveli



10

rom literaturul nawarmoebs aqvs ori polusi – mxatvruli da es-
Tetikuri. pirveli ekuTvnis avtoris mier Seqmnil teqsts, meore – 
mkiTxvelis mier dakonkretebul, wakiTxul teqsts.

am polarulobis gamo, izeris mtkicebiT, literaturuli nawar-
moebi ar SeiZleba mTlianad daemTxves arc avtoris teqsts da arc 
mkiTxvelis mier wakiTxul teqsts. 

nawarmoebi avtorsa da mkiTxvels Soris devs. nawarmoebi ufro me-
tia, vidre avtoris mier Seqmnili teqsti, radgan es teqsti cocxlobs 
mxolod kiTxvis procesSi.

wakiTxva ki damokidebulia mkiTxvelis individualobaze. teq-
sti zemoqmedebs am individualobaze da, Sesabamisad, cvlis wakiTxvis 
Taviseburebebs (Iser: 76).

saqme is aris, rom mxatvruli nawarmoebisa da, saerTod, xelov-
nebis nawarmoebis esTetikuri aRqma SezRudulia, aRqmis bunebidan 
gamomdinare da, amdenad, yovelTvis calmxrivia. rogoradac unda 
ecados mkiTxveli, rom rac SeiZleba farTod aiTvisos nawarmoebi, mi-
si aRqma arasodes iqneba amomwuravi (Ingarden 1962: 57). 

amave dros, kiTxva swored imiT aris saintereso, rom amomwuravi 
arasodes iqneba. amaSi mdgomareobs misi specifika, xasiaTi, dinamika.

teqsti da wakiTxva urTierTkavSiris gansakuTrebuli formaa. 
hermenevtikuli TvalsazrisiT, Tavis Sinaarss, Tavis Tavdapirvel yo-
fierebas kiTxvaSi aRidgens, iseve, rogorc eposi rafsodebis deklama-
ciaSi an gamosaxuleba damTvaliereblis WvretaSi. wignis kiTxva aris 
movlena, romelSic cocxldeba ambis dafaruli struqtura (gadameri 
1988: 211).

mkiTxveli, ra Tqma unda, aris mimRebi, recipienti, aRmqmeli, mag-
ram, amave dros, aris gadmomcemi, gamtari, gadamtani, romelmac teqsti 
msmenelamde unda miitanos.
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Ivane Amirkhanashvili
(Georgia)

A Reader of Hagiography

Summary

Key words: Communication, text, reader.

A text does not exist without a reader. The life of a text is conditioned by commu-
nication with the reader. Communication starts before the encounter. Prior to encountering 
a text, the reader recognizes the authority of the text.

If you do not recognize the dictatorship of the text, you fail to become a reader. 
Self-belief that you choose the text by yourself is wrong. The text chooses you. Hence, 
you do not choose, you are chosen. You are a means of reading the text, a tool to enliven 
the text. This means that the text imposes conditions on you. If you do not take into con-
sideration these conditions or break the rules of communication, a literary work won’t let 
you come closer to it; it won’t open up, trust you. 

The rules of communication include the recognition of the primacy of the text – its 
aesthetic, ethical and poetic principles; its destination, purpose, importance. 

Not as you understand, but as it should be. 
The reader unconditionally acknowledges the authority of a text which implies the 

influence, effect and dictate.
The reader is not permitted to go beyond the limits of the law of genre but he is 

allowed to enter the narrative, to become a participant in narrative events, to put oneself 
in the place of a character. 

The reader should enter the text as a hotel room, where everything belongs to you, 
but not your property. While you are in the text, the nuances are all yours, exist for you, 
serve you, but you know that you don’t have to change anything, alter, remove or throw 
away.

The reader feels that his will and perception are secondary. The author’s will is not 
primary either. The primacy belongs to the law, the law of the genre. A good reader is the 
one who follows the author and knows what the law is.

A literary work is not created just only by the author and the law. It is also created 
by the time, history and culture.

agiografiis mkiTxveli
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In the reading process, both the author and the reader occupy a secondary position: 
the status of primacy belongs to the tradition, which is an actor, subject of a narration, 
main representant.

Participation in the tradition, i.e. reading, perception and understanding is a cultural 
process. The “historization” of perception is the key element of communication.

The responsibility of a reader is not only reading, but “reading comprehension” 
of the text. The “reading comprehension” is an interpretation, awareness, bringing the 
content to the surface, objectification of an idea, i.e. what Hans-Georg Gadamer calls 
“revealing the hidden”: “The work of art that says something confronts us itself. That is, 
it expresses something in such a way that what is said is like a discovery, a disclosure of 
something previously concealed.”

The reader may not fully reveal the hidden, but must see the purpose of the author. 
He must realize that he lives in such a field of values that cannot be spontaneously 
changed by him. He cannot alter anything or bring his ideas into it, his extrapolations – 
anachronistic views.

The text influences like music which is impossible to interpret fully. Feelings 
cannot be explained by reason, replaced with logic, analyzed. If you think you understand 
everything, then you do not understand anything.

The purpose of the author is that the reader should find a camertone, an acoustic 
instrument, a rhythm on which the reading process is to be constructed. There exists a 
narrative rhythm – the dynamics of the transmission of the plot, the rhythm of perception 
– the intensity of the reception and assimilation of the forms of reasoning, the rhythm of 
reading – the technique of internal and external articulation, the rhythm of the syntax – the 
harmony of words combination, sometimes sluggish, low, slow, accelerating, sometimes 
fast, accelerated, expressive.

Reading in itself is not a creative process. Reading is an action that involves 
the correct understanding and rendering of the text. The text invites the reader to work 
together. The sound, syllable, word, syntax, rhythm, tone, pathos are the mechanisms of 
joint action.

The text requires from the reader not obedience, but coincidence. Reading is 
effective as much as the reader obeys the rules, to what extent his perception of the text is 
constructive and adequate.

 The first step of “reading comprehension” is a question of communication, 
determination of the relationship with the text. The connection of two kinds is singled 
out: synchronic in relation to the text and diachronic in relation to the tradition (history). 
Approximately, as in receptive aesthetics, the text should be read in the context of time 
perception. The perception, acceptance and reading should be realized against historical 
background.

We accept hermeneutical study of the professor from Cambridge Quentin Skinner 
– when reading a literary work, the focus must be placed not only on the text but also 

ivane amirxanaSvili
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the dominant traditions which determine the approach to the themes and problems put 
forward in the composition should be taken into account (Skinner).

Perhaps the reader is unaware that he is selected beforehand. Such normative text 
as a hagiographical composition presupposes “its own” reader who will “understand”, 
acknowledge its law and recognizes its cultural sovereignty.

The text is seeking a real subject of perception. The purpose of this search, intention, 
teleological essence is that the composition realizes itself as “writing”, as the subject of 
tradition or transmission.

The reader protects the aesthetic distance, takes into consideration the specifics of 
the genre and observes the rule of actualization, in what direction the attention is to be 
intensified.

This is a kind of receptive control, the violation of which means not freedom, but 
the absence of control. 

Free interpretation means that we are on the wrong path, i.e. we have broken the 
law, got out of the reception control. If the character is “black”, he should not be made 
“white” and, on the contrary, if he is “white”, it is not necessary to look for black spots 
in it.

For example, if the author of the Life of St.Shio says that St. Shio became a “theatron 
for angels and men”, this means that the principle character really became a “theatron”, 
spectacle and in this case only this metaphor expresses what the author wants to say.

The reliability factor works by itself. The author entrusts the text to the reader, the 
reader relies on the author. This “social contract” is in force until a certain level, and then 
begins another, internal, more natural stage of reading, which I would term a receptive 
caprice.

What do I mean by this concept? First of all, it is impossible for the reader to 
perceive the text exactly as the author writes. At the same time, the text cannot render with 
complete accuracy what the author intended to render. Based on this, two buffer spaces are 
created in the reading process: the first is a space between the reader and the author and 
the second space is between the text and the reader. Buffer zones are filled by themselves 
with artistic, aesthetic and psychological factors. What is given to us in the form of a text 
and how we specify or how we perceive it, whether you like it or not, depends on each 
individual reader’s experience.

agiografiis mkiTxveli
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(Georgia)

Rustaveli – Nizami’s Contemporary: 
Revision of Some Poetical and Aesthetical Principles

Introduction

Formation of Georgian literature in early Middle Ages (5th century) is entirely con-
nected with the Christian culture. It is a period, when Georgia with its literature joins the 
common European current of Christian literature. Nevertheless, Georgian literature, as 
well as the country itself, is located at the unique place of meeting the Western and the 
Eastern civilizations, and all kinds of “magic” is possible here! It is naïve to assert that 
Georgian literature equally shares the Eastern Asian and the Western European literary 
principles. It is favorable towards the first as well as the second literary model, but by its 
essence it is a Christian literature, from the very beginning oriented on the Western canon 
and inwardly constantly looking to the East. Its closeness to the Eastern literary tastes at 
various times and periods was caused by external factors1∗: a) the geographical location; 
b) historical events (political and economic requirements); c) literary tendencies which 
affected the Western literary world. 

The existence of Georgian literary canon is organically merged with the Western 
European literary model, but in some periods, proceeding from the geographical location 
and cultural landmarks of the country, as well as of the political and economic factors, 
goes beyond it and is inclines towards the Eastern model. Sometimes, Georgian literature 
even used quite effectively the coexistence of the Western and Eastern literary models 
since it was constantly at the crossroads of these two civilizations.

Georgian national literary canon in early Medieval period

In the Medieval period, which is subject of investigation of this research, Georgian 
national literary canon was motivated by the political and ideological markers of Christi-
anity. This tendency was especially strong in the Early Middle Ages and had its extension 
afterwards, in the period of Late Middle Age literature, however, with some additional po-

1 Involvement of these external factors was suggested by Georgian scholar Revaz Tvaradze in the 
work Fifteen-Centuries-Old Integrity: “Along with the Western, European orientation, Georgian 
culture did not terminate relations with Eastern cultures either” (Tvaradze 1985: 17).
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etical rules. That’s why it is quite acceptable to single out as a separate sub-structure – the 
“Rustaveli canon” as the first clash of Western and Eastern cultural and poetical traditions 
in Georgian literature distinguished by profound cosmopolitan thought. 

If in Early Middle Ages, proceeding from its conceptual objective, which implied 
introduction and preaching of Christian worldview principles and interpretation of the 
Bible text, the Classical rule of the invented plot was rejected, in the Georgian literature 
of late Middle Ages the tradition of Fictional or invented story was getting back to the 
strong position.

In the Late Middle Ages it became evident, that a poetical standard, developed in 
Early Middle Ages was dictated by the specific aesthetic and worldview objectives during 
the establishment of Christian thinking, and as soon as the objectives were achieved, 
artistic text started to return to its natural position: to the aesthetics of fictional text. 
“Ignoring of the principle of historicism should be regarded as one of the merits of late 
medieval literature, which gave a stimulus to the long process of search for new genres 
and themes. Great changes in the spiritual life of humanity, the so-called “cultural explo-
sion”, which affected by the mid XII century almost the entire civilized world, made 
its deep imprint on the literary process as well” (Elbakidze 2007: 158-159). The reader 
demanded “more dynamics, more adventure, more romance” and literature moved away 
from the principle of authenticity: “The above-mentioned became a strong impetus for 
formation of a new conception, the basic principle of which is rejection of the principle of 
historicism and moving to the foreground fiction” (Elbakidze 2007:159). The dichotomy 
of the real and the invented again became an obvious fact.

“Ideal reality” or Rustaveli canon in Georgian literature as a new stage

Since XI century Georgian literature also enters a new period; it is affected by the 
ongoing political and social reforms in the country as well as the secularization process 
observable in European literature, however, secularization was not that much sensible 
for Georgian literature based upon its original alphabet from the very beginning of writ-
ing1∗. This way or another, the model of European Chivalry novel can be with confidence 
regarded as an influential version of the Western canon, which made a conceptual leap of 
Georgian literature from the early medieval ideological-type literature to the late medieval 
aestheticism. Late medieval Georgian literature, as a valuable part of European literature, 
becomes organically involved in the process of aesthetic innovations and the principle of 
literariness becomes considerably stronger. The best proof to it is a renowned masterpiece 
of Georgian literature – Vepkhistqaosani. It is noteworthy that the text by Rustaveli, which 
from the viewpoint of genre and conceptual strive represents a Georgian model of the 
European chivalry novel.

1 In Georgian churches, from the very beginning (IV century), service was held in a Georgian 
language.

Rustaveli – Nizami’s Contemporary: Revision of Some Poetical and Aesthetical Principles
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This is first and foremost the rejection of historicism and its replacement with a 
concept of the reflection of artistic reality that implies a narrative that is as far removed 
from reality as possible and creates “new (ideal) reality”. This was a world, created ac-
cording to the new social layer – the aristocracy that emerged within the master-and-serf 
system. The new reality organically combined heroic and romantic ideals.

Parallel to changes in the ideological, thematic, artistic, and aesthetic fabric, chang-
es took place also in the structure of romance. The structure was completely new and cir-
cular, which implied a coincidence of the original and final points of action (in The Man in 
the Panther’s Skin it is the Kingdom of Arabia and the court of King Arthur in European 
romances).1∗ The chronotope of romance is also specific. Temporary and spatial dimen-
sions depend on the nature of characters and their lifestyle. Correspondingly, protagonists 
are placed within the limits of their “own” space, which is at times closed and at times 
open. 

Individual details of Rustaveli’s concept of love are quite similar to the doctrine 
of courtly love, which is the foundation of the ethic system of troubadour poetry 
and romance. This is first and foremost the idea that love is part of the life of a certain 
class. The love idealised in Vepkhistqaosani belongs only to knights and is limited by a 
clearly formulated code of obligatory features. In addition, love is the destiny of perfect 
and adorned people. Man’s attitude towards woman is based on service, which is almost 
analogous to the principles of vassalage. Like a vassal, an enamoured man must be hum-
ble, silent, patient, loyal, and self-sacrificing. Services rendered to the beloved woman 
are very close to the obligations a vassal assumes to the sovereign. Correspondingly, the 
beloved woman is not only a mistress of the enamoured man, but also his sovereign and 
master. 

The similarity of the problems of world view raised in Vepkhistqaosani and its 
artistic, aesthetic, moral, and ethic world to the advanced philosophic and artistic thinking 
of mediaeval Europe may have two main explanations: First, common religion – Christi-
anity, which definitely determined the main directions and trends of the development of 
both Georgian and European cultures. On the other hand, it is the political system – the 
ideological background that took shape in the feudal world, which proved to be a very rich 
soil for the new social relations. These relations as well as the moral, ethic, artistic, and 
aesthetic values characteristic of society of that time were determined in accordance with 
the interests and demands of the advanced layer – knights.

1 However, unlike European romances structure of Rustaveli's work is unified and undivided 
and the rhythm of narration is dynamic and uninterrupted. The descriptive side of battles, tour-
naments, and voyages is reduced to the minimum, while the informational function of such 
passages is increased.

Irma Ratiani, Maka Elbakidze
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Oriental poetic parallels of the area and Mijnuri motif

However, at the same time, Rustaveli’s text regards with obvious favor the Ori-
ental poetic motifs, which, due to the certain historical factors, are already invaded into 
the Georgian cultural area of that period. First of all we must mention the geography of 
Rustaveli’s romance, which is stretched along the oriental countries, but as we have men-
tioned above, the state structure and social system as a lifestyle of all these kingdoms are 
of feudal Europe; Artistic and expressive devices are also oriental stile: the use of the word 
Mijnuri, an Arabic word that means maddened by love, to denote enamoured man; the mo-
tive of torments of love expressed through shedding of bloody tears; a heart wounded by a 
spear; looking forward to death; roaming the wilderness; and so forth. Generations in the 
Arabic-speaking world inherited a legend about the love of Qays ibn al-Mulawwah, who 
was also called Majnun. Presumably, it is Qays, who is the prototype of Nizami Ganjavi’s 
poem Layla and Majnun. Qays’ going to the wilderness and roaming uninhabited areas 
is the top level of “madness”, where the hero can no longer emerge from and get to the 
initial point.

But the love described in Vepkhistqaosani is a natural human feeling. It is a gift 
bestowed by God and it can even cross the boundary between life and death. Correspon-
dingly, torments of love and the joy it brings are tightly intertwined and are not described 
separately. The emphasis is laid here not on the strength of torments and death. He same 
tendency is evident in Layla and Majnun. But on overcoming the painful emotions and 
on the ability to cope with them, overcome problems, transform them into joy, and make 
life victorious. This variety of love that Rustaveli describes as “brute ravings” “imitates” 
heavenly love through inspiration and the sincerity and elevated nature of feelings. Cor-
respondingly, it is described by means of the categories of divine love. This confirms again 
that all kinds of love in Vepkhistqaosani, be it of a beloved woman, friend, or master, are 
a variety of divine love.

The attempt to reconcile the Western and Eastern literary manners creates the first 
precedent of the meeting of those two different cultural worlds in Georgian literary space 
and assigns the status of an unique text to Vepkhistqaosani: by means of this synthesis 
Vepkhistqaosani expands the geography of a late medieval World literary process – if for 
the European literature the concept of “Weltliteratur” is unequivocally identified with 
European cultural area, for Georgian literature it also implies the principles of the Eastern 
literary canon. Nevertheless, we share the viewpoint that manifestations of Eastern poet-
ics in Vepkhistqaosani are to a greater extent an external phenomenon rather than an 
inwardly adopted one (E. Khintibidze, M. Elbakidze) since qualitatively, both from the 
viewpoint of worldview and stylistics, the text shows organic affinity to the European 
canon with all the preconditions of further cooperation. 

Rustaveli – Nizami’s Contemporary: Revision of Some Poetical and Aesthetical Principles



18

Conclusions

It should be concluded, that it is impossible to agree with the already traditional 
opinion, at least for Georgian criticism, that the meeting of the Western and the Eastern 
cultural models in Georgian literature is “harmonious”’. Here is an attempt of correction 
of this idea: the meeting of the Western and the Eastern literary models in Georgian lit-
erature is of “Dialogue-type” with a permanent condition of overcoming resistance, as the 
Georgian literature and Georgian literary canon constantly exists on the border of inner 
necessity and external determination, at the crossroads of the Western and the Eastern civi-
lizations, where, despite the fact that the inner necessity prevails, the influence of external 
factors should always be borne in mind.
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rusTaveli – nizamis Tanamedrove: 
zogierTi poetikuri da esTetikuri principis revizia

sakvanZo sityvebi: rusTaveli, nizami, siyvarulis koncefcia, 
mijnuri, literaturuli kanoni.

Ggviani Suasaukuneebis qarTuli mwerloba, evropuli literatu-
ris analogiiT, organulad erTveba im ideologiuri Tu mxatvrul-
esTetikuri inovaciebis procesSi, romelic Suasaukuneebidan rene-
sansze gardamavali epoqisTvis aris damaxasiaTebeli. Sedegad iqmneba 
qarTuli literaturis msoflioSi aRiarebuli Sedevri – vefxistya-
osani, Rirseuli gamgrZelebeli im literaturuli tradiciisa (igu-
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lisxmeba evropuli tradicia), romelic Tavisi arsiT qristianulia. 
es, upirveles yovlisa, vlindeba rusTavelis esTetikur koncefciaSi, 
romlis mixedviT, silamaze, aris ara oden esTetikuri, aramed inteleq-
tualuri da moraluri kategoria, siyvaruli – egzistenciuri, Semoq-
medebiTi procesi RvTaebriv aqtTan aris gaigivebuli da a.S. sagulisx-
moa, rom rusTavelis teqsti Janruli da konceptualuri TvalsazrisiT 
evropuli rainduli romanis qarTul models warmoadgens (vefxistya-
osnis struqturul-kompoziciuri organizeba, politikur-ideologi-
uri foni, personaJTa wre – rainduli sazogadoeba, patronymuli in-
stituti; siyvarulis koncefcia da a.S), magram amis miuxedavad, aSkara 
keTilganwyobas iCens aRmosavluri poeturi motivebisadmi, romlebic, 
garkveuli istoriuli gare faqtorebisda gamo aqtiurad iWreba im 
periodis qarTul kulturul sivrceSi. Damas mowmobs vefxistyaosnis 
personaJTa hiperbolizebuli mxatvruli saxeebi, maT mijnurad moxse-
nieba, rac arabuli sityvaa da siyvarulisgan gaxelebuls niSnavs; sasiy-
varulo tanjvis motivi, gamoxatuli sisxlis cremlebis RvriT, gulis 
dalaxvriT da dawylulebiT, sikvdilis natvriT, velad gaWriT da a.S., 
rac aaxloebs rusTavelis teqsts aRmosavlel poetTa, kerZod, nizamis 
SemoqmedebasTan. Tumca es konvenciuri motivebi vefxistyaosanSi mza 
formulaTa saxiT gvxvdeba da literaturuli gadamuSavebis Sedegad 
gansxvavebuli interpretaciiT warmogvidgeba. vefxistyaosanSi asaxu-
li siyvaruli bunebrivi, adamianuri grZnobaa, is RmerTis mier boZebu-
li niWia, romelsac sikvdil-sicocxlis mijnis gadalaxvac ki ZaluZs, 
Sesabamisad, sasiyvarulo tanjva da mijnurobiT mogvrili sixaruli 
mWidrodaa gadajaWvuli erTmaneTTan da gancalkevebulad araa war-
modgenili. aqcenti aq gadatanilia ara tanjvis siZlieresa da kvdomaze 
(Sdr. ̀ visramiani~, ̀ leili da majnuni~ da a.S), aramed am mtanjvel emoci-
aTa daZlevasa da maTi flobis unarze, Wiris damarcxebaze, mis lxinad 
Secvlaze, sicocxlis gamarjvebaze. siyvarulis es saxeoba, romelsac 
rusTveli `xelobani qvenanis~ uwodebs, aRmafreniT, grZnobis siwrfe-
liTa da amaRlebulobiT zeciur siyvaruls `baZavs~, Sesabamisad, misi 
definiciac RvTaebrivi siyvarulis kategoriebiT xdeba. 

dasavluri da aRmosavluri literaturuli manerebis morigebis 
mcdeloba qmnis ori gansxvavebuli kulturuli samyaros Sexvedris 
pirvel precedents qarTul literaturul sivrceSi, vefxistyaosans 
ki unikaluri teqstis statuss aniWebs. swored am sinTeziT amdidrebs 
da afarToebs rusTvelis romani gviani Suasaukuneebis msoflio li-
teraturul process: Tuki im periodis dasavluri qristianuli sam-
yarosTvis Weltliterature calsaxad evropul sivrcesTan da kulturasTan 
gaigivebuli cnebaa, saqarTveloSi is aRmosavluri literaturuli ka-
nonis principebsac iTvaliswinebs.

Rustaveli – Nizami’s Contemporary: Revision of Some Poetical and Aesthetical Principles
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manana kvaWantiraZe
(saqarTvelo)

miTisqmnadobis specifika vaJa-fSavelas poemebSi

`mSvidobiT Cemo saxl-karo“ – am sityvebiT emSvidobeba aluda 
qeTelauri Tavis warsuls. damTrgunveli aucileblobis saxiT Camo-
wolili awmyodan igi gaurkvevel momavalSi Seabijebs. 

vaJa ambobs fatalurad sugestur sityvas: `erTxel maunda alu-
das /erTxel mobrunva Tavisa“... am striqonebis, am plastikis tragi-
kuli ubraloeba SemaZrwunebelia. es tragikuli imavdroulad Rrmad 
poeturia, xolo Sinaarsi da mniSvneloba – maradiuli. vaJa Rrma dat-
virTvas aniWebs aramarto sityvas, aramed personaJis Jestebsa da moZ-
raobebs, radgan aludas plastikuri xatis sizuste poemis finalSi fa-
seulobiT da funqciuri mniSvnelobas iZens.

es ̀ erTxel mabrunva“ samudamod damaxsovrebaa. wami iweleba mara-
disobad, ufro zustad, aludas sicocxlis mTel darCenil drod. am 
wamma, am Tavis mobrunebam unda aRbeWdos aludas sicocxlis drosiv-
rculi xati, romelic aludas gonebaSi samudamod darCeba da romel-
Sic xsovnaa akumulirebuli. am wamidan TemisTvis misi sicocxlis dro 
dasrulebulia. igi drosivrcis im sazRvarTan dgas, saidanac ambavi, 
istoria gadadis warsulSi, xalxis mexsierebaSi. 

vaJas poemis am bolo kadriT aluda miTSi Sedis. rac Seexeba 
`stumar-maspinZlis“ bolo kadrs, aq vaJas gmirebi ukve arian miTSi. 
movlena ukve xalxis mexsierebaSia dabinavebuli, ukve gamiTebulia. 

Tavisi `Wvretis maneriT“ vaJa axali miTisqmnadobis safuZvleb-
Tan dgas. miTi warmoadgens misi epikuri Semoqmedebis mxatvrul-po-
etur sawyiss, praformas, ZiriTad msoflmxedvelobriv da struqtu-
rul princips. amjerad Cveni kvlevis obieqtia ara is SesaZlo miTo-
logiuri formebi, romlebic win uZRvis literaturas da Tavs iCens 
vaJas SemoqmedebaSic, aramed piruku – literaturuli motivi, fabula 
an qmedeba, romelic niadags umzadebs da ganapirobebs miTs, Semoaqvs 
an aZlierebs miTosur struqturas. saqme isaa, rom ramdenadac lite-
raturac da miTic saerTo, erT enobriv sivrceSi arseboben, amdenad 
konteqsti, miTo-poeturi tradiciis saxiT, saerToa. rogoc nortrop 
frai miiCnevs, am mizeziT, `yoveli literaturuli nawarmoebi SeiZle-
ba aRmoCenil iqnas miTologiur sistemaSi da piriqiT~ (Вейман 1975: 255). 

poetikuri praqtikebi / Poetical Practices
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vaJasTan miTosurisa da poeturis es korelacia aSkaraa: 
`stumar – maspinZelSi“ amaze miuTiTebs ukanaskneli Tavi da fra-

za: `Ram –Ram hxedaven suraTsa“... sadac `hxedaven“ sxva araferia, Tu ara 
`amboben“-is gadmocema suraTis, vizualuri xatis saxiT. vaJa koleq-
tiur mexsierebasTan apelirebs: `ityvian“, ,,amboben“ miTosuri Sris 
gaxsnis, literaturuli Temisa Tu siuJetis gamiTebis mizniT motani-
li semioturi datvirTvis mqone sityvaa, romelic Zalze zogadisa da 
mniSvnelovanis mosasmenad amzadebs mkiTxvels. mTxrobeli gvevlineba 
mediumad, romlis sityvis Zala ganmtkicebulia warsulSi sxva aseTive 
mediumebis sityvis ZaliT da romelic, ambis mravalgzisi ganmeorebis 
gziT ambavs uryev legitimurobas aniWebs. `stumar-maspinZlis“ fina-
lis komentari `vaJkacobisas amboben“ maradiul miTosur sityvasTan 
apelirebaa, mTis koleqtiuri mexsierebidan amokiTxuli miTi, lite-
ra-turis mier Sexsenebuli da kidev erTxel Sebrunebuli maradiul 
wreSi – iq, sadac miTosuri da poeturi jer isev erT mTlian Semoqmede-
biT sawyisad gvevlinebian. igi pirdapir kavSirSia ara mxolod poemaSi 
moTxrobil ambavTan, aramed yvela im ambavTan, romelic odesme momx-
dara da kvlavac moxdeba sakuTari arCevanis nebis dasacavad vaJkaco-
bisa da urTierTdandobis saxeliT. `stumar – maspinZlis“ ZiriTad saT-
qmels pirdapir exmianeba nortrop frais mosazreba, rom `adamianis Ta-
visufleba urRvev kavSirSia kulturuli memkvidreobis mimReobasTan“ 
(Frye 2001: 509). es `mimReoba“ cxadad dasturdeba `stumar–maspinZelSi“: 
joyola swored tradiciis saxeliT icavs Tavisi arCevanis Tavisuf-
lebas: `vis gauyidav stumari,/qisteTs sad Tqmula ambada“. igive iT-
qmis aluda qeTelauris arCevanzec, oRond aq tradiciisa da sulieri 
Rirebulebis dacvis sxva SemTxvevasTan gvaqvs saqme (amaze qvemoT). 

`miTologiebSi“ rolan barti saubrobs miTosuri Setyobinebis 
fundamentur araerTmniSvnelianobaze da azustebs: `miTi esaa Setyo-
bineba, romelsac gansazRvravs ufro metad misi intencia, vidre buk-
valuri azri“ (Барт 1989: 89). 

Tu bartis am mosazrebas Cveni sakvlevi Temis konteqsts Sevu-
sabamebT, maSin unda gavarkvioT, ra saSualebebiT aniWebs vaJa Tavis 
Setyobinebas miTis xasiaTs, ra Sinaarsisaa is Setyobineba, romelsac 
vaJa `aluda qaTelaursa“ da `stumar-maspinZelSi“ ganasaxovnebs; da 
rogoria is intencia, romelic am SetyobinebaSia Cadebuli.

upirvelesad, aludasa da joyola-zviaduris ambavi vaJas miTo-
poeturi sityvis samizne xdeba imitom, rom is metia, vidre Cveuleb-
rivi,  yofiTi ambavi. orive poemaSi swored miTosuri Sris gaaqtiure-
bas  Semoaqvs  damatebiTi  mniSvneloba, mniSvnelobebi. orive  poemis  yve-
laze zogadi intencia, vfiqrob, esaa adamianis Tavisufali nebis ga-
nacxadi nebismieri dapirispirebuli gareSe Zalis, Tundac Temis 

miTisqmnadobis specifika vaJa-fSavelas poemebSi
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koleqtiuri nebis winaaRmdeg, sxvagvarad, adamianis pirovnuli ar-
Cevanis mniSvneloba samyarosaTvis. am intencias adasturebs ro-
gorc aludas, ise joyolas gadawyvetilebaTa da qmedebaTa iSviaTi 
radikalizmi (aludas mier kuratis Sewirvisa da joyolas mier musas 
mokvlis epizodebi). rac Seexeba SetyobinebaTa Sinaarss, isini qmnian 
mniSvnelobaTa blokebs da iZlevian sxvadasxvagvari interpretaciis 
SesaZleblobas.

mivyveT TanmimdevrobiT:
rogorc `aluda qeTelaurSi, ise `stumar-maspinZelSi“ Setyobi-

nebis funqcia akisria TviT Sexvedras, rogorc gansakuTrebul xdo-
milebas. esaa iteraciuli (ganmeorebadi) niSani, romelic gansaxov-
nebuli mikromodelis saxiTaa warmodgenili `stumar-maspinZlis“ fi-
nalur scenaSi (samTa Sexvedris rituali). arc erT, arc meore poemaSi 
personaJebis Sexvedra ar ganekuTvneba SemTxveviT SexvedraTa rigs. 
isini determinirebuli Sexvedrebia da rogorc aseTi, radikalurad 
cvlian aramarto personaJebis, aramed Temis cxovrebasac. rogorc 
cnobilia,  literaturul  nawarmoebSi  Sexvedra  is  qronotoposia, sa-
dac ikvreba siuJeturi kvanZi, miTSi ki Sexvedra gmiris cxovrebaSi, 
misi qmedebebis rigSi gadamwyvret rols asrulebs. vaJas orive poemaSi 
personaJebis Sexvedra determinirebulia ara mxolod formalurad, 
aramed metafizikuradac. am SexvedraTa sabediswero xasiaTs persona-
Jebic acnobiereben. aludas SemTxvevaSi es dasturdeba misi sityvebiT 
finalur scenaSi: `modiT, mamyeviT, vidinoT, /RmerTm es gvarguna be-
dada...“ `stumar-maspinZelSi“ Sexvedris metafizikuri safuZveli Cans 
nanadirevis ganawilebis scenaSi, roca joyola uflis nebas axsenebs 
(...`sazrdo SenTvisac /dRes ufals gauCenia“) da zviadaurs eubneba: `maS 
Tu es ese ar aris, rad SemefeTe am drosa?“ 

`Sexvedra sxva araferia, Tu ara socialur realobaSi metafizi-
kuris `SemoWris“ qronotoposi. kacobriobis arsebobis morfologia 
swored gansxvavebulTa Sexvedrisa da am SexvedriT gamowveul cvli-
lebaTa dinamiuri rigiT ganisazRvreba... Sexvedra aris xvedris aR-
sruleba. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom siuJetis kompozicia emsaxureba ara 
imdenad aludas feriscvalebis logikuri mizez-Sedegobriobis Cvene-
bas, ramdenadac misi Tavdapirveli impulsis sruli stiqiurobisa da 
siZlieris, sulieri struqturis moulodneli da gardauvali cvli-
lebis Cvenebas, romlis winaSec yovelgvari racionaluri azri uZlu-
ria. am alogikurobis, impulsurobisa da moulolodnelobis miRma 
aluda asaxierebs adamianis sulis mudmiv, ucvlel intencias – cvli-
lebis, gardaqmnis aucileblobas socialuri kanonis aucileblobis 
winaaRmdeg, Tavisufali arCevanisadmi adamianis maradiul ltolvas: 
`mainc xom sulis buneba mona rodia miwisa, Tavisi samflobelo aqvs, 
Tavis gza kargad icisa“ (`uiRblo iRbliani“) (kvaWantiraZe 2013: 162) .
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Sexvedra am mudmivi intenciis siuJeturi da funqciuri gamo-
xatulebaa. Sexvedris amgvari determinirebuloba samyaros miTo-
poeturi aRqmis utyuari niSania. 

`stumar–maspinZelSi“ cxadad ikveTeba miTis orplastiani struq-
tura: vaJas Seqmnili miTi – esaa erTi plasti da igi vizualuri xatis 
saxiTaa mowodebuli (`Ram-Ram hxedaven suraTsa“); amave miTSi Caweri-
lia meore, ufro Rrma da mniSvnelobaTa farTo Sris momcveli mi-
Tosuri sityva: `vaJkacobisas amboben“. saxezea literaturuli per-
sonaJebis gamiTeba da maTi sityvisa da qcevis mikuTvneba miTosis fun-
damenturi SrisaTvis. maTi saxiT vaJa gvTavazobs gamiTebul zneobriv-
eTikur Rirebulebebs da rituals, romelic, tradiciulad, TviTon-
vea miTis pirvelsafuZveli. `stumar-maspinZelSi“ saqme gvaqvs realuri 
ambis gamiTiurebis dasrulebul stadiasTan – xalxis mexsierebaSi 
dabinavebul RirebulebebTan. `aluda qeTelaurSi“ miTisqmnadobis sa-
wyisi stadiaa naCvenebi, mdgomareoba, roca avtori gmirsa da situaci-
as miTis Sesaqmnelad amzadebs. Setyobinebis miTologizebis intencias 
adasturebs isic, rom vaJas personaJebisTvis maT mier miRebuli gamoc-
dileba gansakuTrebuli Rirebulebis Semcvelia da ara SemTxveviTi, 
umniSvnelo faqti. aludasTvis es araa `frangulis mosinjvisa“ (`bevr 
qists maaWra marjvena,/ scada franguli fxiani“) da mterze gamarjve-
bis rigiTi SemTxveva. zviadauris dacva arc joyolasTvisaa mxolod 
emociuri gadawyvetilebis Sedegi. amas adasturebs is, rom saqcielis 
dawunebis miuxedavad, aluda kidev ufro radikalurad upirispirde-
ba Temis kanons, joyola ki mas Semdegac agrZelebs zviadauris dacvas, 
rac Seityobs, rom stumari misi Zmis mkvlelia; aRaza cxare cremlebiT 
dastiris zviadaurs, Tumca icis, rom ucxos gloviT codvas Cadis (`me 
ufro didi codva maqvs,/ ucxosTvis cremli vRvaria“). 

miTosuri warmosaxvis nayofad SeiZleba miviCnioT siuJetis gad-
mocemis vaJasTvis damaxasiaTebeli stiluri xerxi: `literaturuli 
ambis“ gaxalxureba. vaJas Tavisi `ambavi“ individualuri cnobierebis 
sivrcidan koleqtiuri cnobierebis sivrceSi gadaaqvs da amiT gansa-
kuTrebul legitimurobas sZens. kulturul kvlevebSi gaziarebuli 
SefasebiT, miTi koleqtiuri cnobierebis nayofia. Cans, rom swored 
am tipis legitimurobaa vaJasTan faseulobis garantia. vaJas TiTq-
mis yvela poemaSi xdeba avtoris azris (sityvis) apelireba koleqtiur 
cnobierebasTan am legitimurobis mosapoveblad (`amboben“, `ityvian“... 
`diacs mudamac uxdeba“...– qalis arqetipis Sexseneba – da a. S.)

folkloruli miTosisagan gansxvavebiT, romelic koleqtiuri 
aracnobieris nayofs warmoadgens, literaturuli miTi koleqtiur 
cnobierebaSi damkvidrebul tradiciebTan da RirebulebebTan apeli-
rebs. aludas aucileblad gaixseneben, axseneben momavalSi swored im 
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Rirebulebebis dacvis gamo, romelic Temma daiviwya (an droebiT da-
iviwya), an, sxvagvarad, – socialuri Tanacxovrebis eTikuri kanonis 
simetriulobis dacvis gamo (`Cven vityviT, kacni Cvena varT, / marto 
Cven gvzrdian dedani“...). Tavisi drosivrcidan gaZevebul aludas vaJa 
did droSi – koleqtiur mexsierebaSi – daudebs binas. aluda miTSi 
gadadis imiT, rom misi qmedeba ganmeordeba sityvaSi iseve, rogorc 
`stumar – maspinZlis“ gmirebis Sexvedris rituali da masTan, megob-
robis, Tavganwirvisa da erTgulebis xsovna ganmeordeba. rac Seexeba 
`aluda qeTelauris“ finalis Setyobinebas, igi swored tragikuli 
gamoTxovebis suraTSia fiqsirebuli da orientirebulia warmaval da 
maradiul (`erTxel“ da `samudamo“) droTa Tanafardobisa da dialeq-
tikis gaazrebaze. aludas wasvla tovebs kvals, romelic materialu-
rad aucileblad waiSleba Tovlis namqerSi, magram TiTqos swored amis 
sapirwoned – darCeba mexsierebaSi. am fizikur mocemulobas vaJa sagan-
gebod usvams xazs iseve, rogorc qalis moTqma-tirilis xmas: `erTi 
maisma SoriTa/ mware qviTini qalisa“. am, qrobisken mimarTuli dinami-
kiT vaJa pauzisTvis gvamzadebs, realobidan miTSi gadasasvlelad mas 
aucileblad sWirdeba siCume. Cven unda SevigrZnoT da movusminoT im 
siCumes, romlis Semdegac iwyeba miTi. 

aludas wasvliT sruldeba drois romeliRac cikli, romelsac 
im wuTas saxeli ar qvia da romelic saxelis Serqmevas elodeba. mTiel-
Ta cxovrebaSi es amieridan iqneba „aludas dro“. amaze mianiSnebs zam-
Tris suraTic – „uxmod metyveli buneba“ (goeTe), romelic CarTulia 
am procesSi da aRbeWdavs garda-cvalebis moments. ukanasknel wams 
aludas, SesaZloa, erTaderTi realuri Tanamosaubre hyavdes bunebis 
saxiT, rogorc sicocxlis xati, samzeri, samzeo: „mSvidobiT sajixve-
ebo, gamaxarelno Tvalisa“. magram es mainc araa aludas anTropologi-
uri mocemulobebis simbolo an, Tundac, alegoria. esaa samyaros `yov-
lismomcveli TanagrZnobis“ (stoikosTa terminiT) rwmena, romelsac 
frezeri `simpaTeturs uwodebs“. es gancda, romelic, kasireris azriT, 
`religiis erT-erTi umtkicesi sayrdenia“ (kasireri 1983: 158), vaJas-
Tan xorcs isxams adamianisa da bunebis uxilavi kavSiris epiforaSi, 
romelsac safuZvlad udevs sicocxlis yovlismomcveli genezisuri 
erTianobis rwmena, sxvadasxva rangis (adamianisa da bunebis) movlenaTa 
Sinagani da uxilavi, SegrZnebis doneze moxelTebuli homologiurobis 
gancda. vaJa ar cdilobs am gancdis abstragirebas, piriqiT, igi cdi-
lobs mis gacocxlebas poeturi gardasaxvis gziT. es SemTxveva ufro 
vaJas poeturi azrovnebis sinTezur xasiaTze migviTiTebs, vidre ana-
litikurze da adasturebs ernst kasireris dakvirvebas, rom `miTosu-
ri azrovnebis zogadi wanamZRvaria sicocxlis formaTa saerTo `war-
momavloba“ (kasireri 1983: 138).
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vaJas SemTxvevaSi bunebis suraTi miTis Sesaqmnel damatebiT 
struqturadaa gamoyenebuli.. mag., `stumar– maspinZlis“ finalSi vki-
TxulobT: `magram wamova janRi ram, /kurumad Savis feriTa,/ daefareba 
sanaxavs /wera– mweralis weriTa. / zed awevs jadosaviTa, verc Seulo-
cavs mlocavi/, arc aixdeba xeliTa“. vaJa aq araorazrovnad laparakobs 
moulodnelad gaCenil dauZlevel bnel Zalaze, romelsac bunebis 
movlenis saxe aqvs (`janRi ram“) da romlis winaRdgomac cisqveSeTSi 
aravis ZaluZs. aseve, Tovli da qarbuqi, zvavi da yinuli, romelic xer-
gavs aludas saval gzas da faravs aludas realur kvals – aramxolod 
aludas sulieri mdgomareobis amsaxveli stiluri xerxia, aramed mi-
Tosuri elementis gamaZlierebeli azrobrivi struqturac. roca vaJa 
aludas gamoTxovebas zamTars ukavSirebs, igi uSvebs pirobiTobis 
maRal xarisxs, romelSic realur da fsiqologiur droTa korelaci-
is suraTis esTetikuri mniSvneloba Zalze Rrmaa. 

is, Tu rogor gadis arenidan aluda, damatebiTi mniSvnelobebis 
Semcvelia da vaJa am mniSvnelobis gansaxierebas axdens ritmiT, qce-
viT, bunebis suraTiT, aludas gamosamSvidobebeli sityviT, mTeli 
finaluri kadris saerTo suliskveTebiT. upirvelesad, aludas saxis 
gamiTiurebas safuZvels umzadebs situaciis tragizmi: gamZvinvare-
buli zamTris suraTSi vaJa TiTqos gansakuTrebiT usvams xazs im azrs, 
rom yvela gza Sekrulia: `Tovli Tovs, qari boboqrobs, /yeleb Sakru-
la mTebisa, / Camodis xevad zovebi, /Camonasxletni kldebisa./ gaubam 
yinuls lurjada/ ube-kalTebi wylebisa,/ miunaqria erTian /viwro sa-
vali gzebisa“. am suraTs vaJa iqve moayolebs kiTxva– replikas: `vis mas-
wyenia sicocxle, / gzas is vin gaudgebisa?“ am kiTxviT vaJa ukve im kacis 
portrets xatavs, vinc mzadaa ugzoobaSic gaignos gza, rac sxva ara-
feria, Tu ara arapirdapiri (asociaciuri) miniSneba aludas araadami-
anur Zalisxmevaze, ataros Temis sasjeli Rirseulad. vaJas survilia, 
aluda daumarcxebeli dagvanaxos sasjelSi. davakvirdeT: yvelafri-
dan Cans, rom igi Cqarobs: `deda etyoda aludas:/– Svilo, iare nelao, 
/ SenTan ver gavZlebT verc mena,/ verc Seni coli lelao“. saiT  iCqaris
aluda? yofiT da realistur planSi – sadaRac, sadac unda gaagrZe-
los cxovreba ojaxTan erTad, warmosaxviT-miTosurze ki – sxva siv-
rceSi, Sesabamisad, sxva droSi. aludas mier sasjelis, rogorc damar-
cxebis miuRebloba da misi energiuli qceva, rogorc daumarcxebeli 
sulis fizikuri gamosaxuleba, miTSi gadasvlisaTvis aludas saxis 
mzadyofnaze migvaniSnebs.

konceptisa da niSnis urTierTmimarTebaze barti wers: `yovlad 
mcire formac (sityva an Jesti – unebliec ki – mTavaria, is aRqmuli iq-
nas) SeiZleba iqces Zalze Rrma istoriiT datvirTuli konceptis aR-
mniSvnelad (Барт 1989: 85). 
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aludas koncepti Riavdeba SesaZlo interpretaciebisaTvis da 
amiTac emsgavseba igi miTosur gmirs. adamianis am tipis mdgradoba is-
toriaSi, misi ganmeorebadoba sruli pirobaa saimisod, rom litera-
turul da miTosur gmirTa saxeebma erTmaneTi gadakveTon da Caenacv-
lon kidec. ase xdeba vaJas gmirebis SemTxvevaSic. swored es iZleva Se-
saZleblobas, aludasa da joyolas ambavi sazogadoebisa da pirovnebis 
dapirispirebis ufro farTo da zedroul konteqstSi iqnas wakiTxuli. 

`vaJa miTiur sivrceSi iyo moqceuli. miTosi misTvis dediSobi-
la iyo“ (robaqiZe 2012: 282). amdenad, araferia moulodneli imaSi, rom 
miTi, rogorc ̀ literaturis struqturuli elementi“ (nortrop frai), 
vaJas TiTqmis yvela poemaSi prevalirebs. am struqturis signifikan-
ti, misi verbaluri aRmniSvnelia sityva `amboben“, `ityvian“ (`xalxSi am-
boben, mTaSia /darbis, daxvivis cxenio“ – `giglia“; `amboben, qviTini 
modis / Ram-Ram blos TaviT kacisa“ – ̀ gogoTur da afSina“;) ̀ sakvirvels 
ambavs ityvian/am adgils nanaxisasa“ – `eTeri“; `amboben: SaaZlebina 
/ sneulso fexze dadgoma“ – `baxtrioni“; `amboben: Tofic aCuqa“... – 
ZaRlika ximikauri“; `amboben TuSeTs wasulsa, /gamoucvlia saxeli“ 
– `mandili“, da a.S.)). `amboben“ – idumalebas aniWebs ambavs Tavisi or-
magobiT – iyo da SesaZloa, arc iyo. namdvilad aris sityvaSi, magram iyo 
Tu ara realobaSi? esaa koleqtiuri mexsierebis aRmniSvneli, romelic 
koleqtiur zmanebas asaxelebs. ̀ amboben“, ̀ ityvian“ – miekuTvneba yve-
la dros da konkretulad arc erTs. igi moicavs warsulsac, romelic 
axla iTxroba, awmyosac, da momavalsac, romelic aucileblad moxde-
ba. esaa ara is, rac odesRac moxda da dasrulda, aramed is, rac yovelT-
vis  aris da iqneba. `vaJas engadSi“ grigol robaqiZes mohyavs  salustis
sityvebi miTze: `es arasodes yofila, magram yovelvis aris“ da ga-
nagrZobs: `igulisxmeba: ar yofila istoriulad, aris – zeistoriulad. 
salustis formulas exmianeba aSairebiT qarTuli zRapris dawyeba: 
`iyo da ara iyo ra“ (robaqiZe 2012: 269). miTi – esaa sivrce Cvens gverdiT, 
romlic sxva ganzomilebaSi arsebobs, esaa koleqtiuri warmosaxviTi 
zedroulis gansivrceba da verbalizacia. 

swored koleqtiuri, sistemuri gamocdilebidan individual-
uri gadaxveva qmnis miTs. oRond esaa is gansakuTrebuli SemTxveva, ro-
melic arasdros rCeba individis gamocdilebis doneze, koleqtiur 
mexsierebaSi ikavebs adgils da adamianTa saerTo gamocdilebad iqceva. 
aluda qeTelauris saxeSi iseve, rogorc joyolaSi xelaxla cocxlde-
ba yvela amboxebuli da dasjili gmiris arqetipuli saxis invariantu-
li struqtura da vaJa frTxilad gvawodebs Tavisi gmirebis am aspeqts 
erTi SexedviT realistur TxrobaSi. miTis gziT vaJa ubrundeba diad 
pirvelsawyiss, Sehyavs sityva maradisobaSi, qmnis iseT mniSvnelobebs, 
romlebic gauZlebs dros. vaJa xatavs tragedias, romelic mosdevs 
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TemTan dapirispirebas. amisda miuxedavad, dapirispireba yovelTvis 
meordeba. es gameoreba aniWebs gmiris qmedebas miTis xasiaTs. is rac 
yoveldRiurobis nawili iyo, awmyodan maradiul droSi ganifineba 
(sxvaTa Soris, aludas saxis swored es miTosuri potencialia `daWer-
ili“ guram rCeuliSvilis libretos `aluda qeTelauris“ finalur 
scenaSi: `yvelaferi gaxelebulia. elvaze qeTelauris zurgis silueti 
Cans, romelic kidev maRla midis“ ( rCeuliSvili 2006: 345).

ernst kasireri gaixilavs anri bergsonis filosofiur moZR-
vrebas adamianis eTikuri arsebobis mamoZravebel principebze. ZalTa 
or poluss bergsoni Seusabamebs religiis or formas – statikursa 
da dinamiurs da saubrobs maT srul SeuTavseblobaze: `bergsonis az-
riT, adamianis eTikuri cxovrebac ukufenaa aqtiuri da pasiuri mta-
fizikuri principebis Sejaxebisa. aseve, socialuri cxovrebac imeo-
rebs da asaxavs organuli samyaros univeralur process. socialuri 
arseboba ori sapirispiro ZaliT aris gansazRvruli: erTi moqmedebs 
sinamdvilis amJamindeli mdgomareobis SenarCunebisTvis (igulisxme-
ba materiis meqanikuri Zala, materiis sizante – m.k.), meore ki ibrZvis 
adamianuri arsebobis axleburi, dRemde ganuxorcielebeli formebis 
dasamkvidreblad (SemoqmedebiTi, maformirebeli Zala – m.k.). pirveli 
miswrafeba damaxasiaTebelia statikuri, meore ki dinamiuri reli-
giisaTvis. religiis am or saxes verasodes ver daviyvanT maT saerTo 
mniSvnelze“ (kasireri 1983: 147– 48). Tu aludas saxes bergsonis am mo-
sazrebis fonze wavikiTxavT, aSkaraa, rom aluda, rogorc adamianis 
tipi, dinamiuri religiis aRmsarebelTa rigs miekuTvneba. amis yvela-
ze mkafio dadasturebaa aludas Zalze ucnauri da TemisTvis sruliad 
gaugebari da miuRebeli gadawyvetileba, sakuTari xeliT Seswiros 
samsxverplo mucalis `dasamwyalobleblad“, rac aRiqmeba kidec gau-
gonar mkrexelobad xevisber berdias mier (`–gagonilaa, –iZaxda,–/ asre 
agdeba rjulisa“), romelic poemaSi Temis statikuri religiis damcve-
lad gvevlineba. swored am `dauyvanlobaze“ mianiSnebs mas aluda si-
tyvebiT: ,,miTom erTni varT, berdiav“.

vaJas personaJebis humanizmi mxolod erTi, calkeuli adamianis 
amboxia, romelic mTeli sicxadiT aaSkaravebs verSemdgari Tu ganu-
xorcielebeli socialur-koleqtivisturi utopiis tragizms – erTis 
mxriv, da jgufuri cxovrebis wiaRSi Casaxuli, sulieri sizantis daZ-
levisa da Tavisufali pirovnuli arsebobis mopovebis Seupovar ne-
bas – meores mxriv. am or sawyiss Soris winaaRmdegoba vaJas daZabuli 
fiqris sagania. Znelia dabejiTebiT imis Tqma, rom misi individulisti 
gmirebi saerTod uars amboben koleqtivisturze. finalSi garkveviT 
ikiTxeba aludas Sinagani sulieri drama, romelic gamowveulia im er-
Tianobis rRveviT, rac aludasa da Tems Soris arsebobda. sxvaTa Soris, 
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am kavSiris gaubraloebad, momxmareblur damokidebulebamde dayvanad 
aRiqvams aluda dedis sityvebs: `netav ar dasWirdebaa/ xevsurTa Seni 
Svelao?!“ aludam icis, rom imis winaSe, rac moxda, Temic iseve uZlu-
ria, rogorc TviTon, amitomac ubrazdeba qalebs: `jvars ar awyinoT, 
Tems nu swyevT, / nu gadiqceviT cetada!“. amitom ibrZvis joyola mar-
to, Temisgan uaryofili, imave Temis dasacavad. amasve adasturebs aRa-
zas sikvdiliswina fiqric: `orTav SevcodeT qistebsa,/maT SamiCvenes 
qmaria... me ufro didi codva maqvs/ ucxosTvis cremli vRvaria“. 

rac Seexeba aludas bolo sityvebs, es araa Cveulebrivi dam-
Svidobeba. Cndeba gancda, rom vaJa aludas Seqcevad anu miTosur 
droSi gadasasvlelad amzadebs. gamomSvidobeba gadasvlis suraTis 
wina, msxvili plania. vaJa mas ritualur-simbolur datvirTvas ani-
Webs da `samudamos“ niSniT aRbeWdavs (`erTxel maunda aludas,/ er-
Txel mobrunva Tavisa“). Tavis es `erTxel mobruneba“ warmoadgens 
yvela im moZraobis arqetips, romelic maradiulad xdeba da romelic 
gamoxatavs yovelnairi cvlilebis arss, maT Soris iseTi radikaluri 
cvlilebisac, rogoricaa garda-cvaleba. brunva, Semobruneba – mara-
diulobis niSniT aRbeWdili moZraobaa, erTi wris dasrulebis niSani. 
igi maradganmeorebadia maSinac ki, roca `erTxel“ xdeba. aluda qe-
Telaurze Seqmnili momavali miTis qsovili swored am `erTxel“-zea 
Semogarsuli iseve, rogorc `amboben“-Si struqturirebulia Txro-
bis, moyolis arqetipi. is, rasac `amboben“, anu suraTi, romelsac vaJa 
`stumar –maspinZlis“ finalSi xatavs, meordeba yovel Rame da war-
moadgens megobrobisa da urTierTgatanis rituals, xolo is, rasac 
aluda akeTebs – Tavis mobruneba – aseve ritualuri datvirTvisaa, 
radgan xdeba erTxel, magram samudamod. orive gansakuTrebuli da 
adamianisaTvis aucilebeli gamocdilebis damaxsovrebis ritualia. 
aq `erTxel“-s da `Ram-Ram“-s (yovel Rame) Soris, drois aRmniSvnel-
Ta moCvenebiTi opoziciurobis miuxedavad, ar arsebobs principuli 
xasiaTis sxvaoba, anu drois TvalsazrisiT, is, rac xdeba erTxel, 
samudamod xdeba; xolo is, rac meordeba, ucvlelad erTsa da imave 
suraTs warmoadgens. ase rom, aludas finaluri xati gamomSvidobebis 
arqetipis Senelebuli kadria, `stumar-maspinZlisa“ ki – gamravlebuli 
erTi da igive. esaa erTxel – samudamos niRbiT da samudamo – erTxel-is 
niRbiT. 

davakvirdeT: vaJa ar ambobs, aludas damSvidobeba moundao, is 
ambobs, erTxel mounda Tavis mobrunebao. vizualuri aspeqtis aqcen-
tirebiT is gviCvenebs, Cvenebas gviambobs da ara oden ambavs. es gaT-
valsaCinoeba `muSaobs~, rogorc xati, miTi ki sxva araferia, Tu ara im-
plicituri xati. swored am `Tavis mobrunebiT“ iqmneba is damatebiTi 
mniSvneloba, romelic am moZraobas zedroul saxes aniWebs. swored 
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„erTxelSi“ marxia is egzistencialuri muxti, romelic axlavs sicocx-
lesTan damSvidobebas, gnebavT, ukanasknel misalmebas. vaJa xatavs 
sivrcis droSi gadasvlis suraTs, aludas mTeli garegani cxovrebi-
seuli gamocdilebis Sinaganad qcevis wams; ukanasknel Tvalis Sevle-
bas, romelsac, rogorc vTqviT, samudamo damaxsovrebis funqcia akis-
ria. aludas Tvali imaxsovrebs, krebs, aRbeWdavs mSobliur sivrces, 
SigniT Seaqvs materialuri samyaros mTeli sinaTle, misi erTiani anabe-
Wdi, rac sxva araferia, Tu ara vaJas miTo-poeturi cnobierebis niSani, 
sadac orive aspeqti – poeturica da miTosuric erTdroulad mona-
wileoben SemoqmedebiT aqtSi. swored es xazgasmuli `erTxel“ adas-
turebs mis maradiulobas (`erTxel maunda aludas, erTxel...“). mokled, 
saxezea ara Cveulebrivi damSvidobeba, aramed samudamo mzera, aRbeW-
dva, samudamo aramarto aludasTvis, aramed yvela imisTvis, vinc mis 
ambavs ismens awmyoSi da moismens momavalSi. erTi sityviT, vaJa damSvido-
bebis arqetips acocxlebs. damSvidobebis rituali aludas saxes aqcevs 
im adamianis arqetipad, romelic tkiviliT eTxoveba Tavis cxovrebas. 
nortrop frais azriT, `miTi aris codnis Semcveli mTavari Zala, ro-
melic rituals arqetipis mniSvnelobas aniWebs... amdenad, miTi aris 
arqetipi... miTi ritualis sityvieri imitaciaa“ (Frye 2001: 509) .

samyaro, romelsac vaJa xatavs, ar Seicavs istoriuli ganviTa-
rebis raime niSnebs. es gayinuli samyaroa, erTi patara, mcire eTnosis 
yofa, romelic TiTqos verc ki grZnobs istoriis svlas. esaa sivrce, 
romelic mokle droSi Tavidan bolomde SeiZleba gadalaxo cxeniT, 
Tumca, miuxedavad imisa, rom orive poemaSi yvelaferi TiTqos Caketil 
wreSia moqceuli, sivrcul formebSi gamoxatuli dro cvlilebis 
molodinze migvaniSnebs da es molodini swored miTosuri struqtu-
ris saSualebiT Cndeba. davazustoT: TemTan aludasa da joyolas da-
pirispirebaSi mkafiod ikiTxeba zogadad yovelgvari dapirispirebis 
arqetipuli struqtura. orive poemis fabula warmoadgens yvela im 
dapirispirebis kerZo SemTxvevas, romelic xdeboda warsulSi da mox-
deba momavalSic da romelic aucileblad iwvevs Zireul cvlilebas 
jer adamianTa cnobierebaSi, Semdeg etapze ki – yofierebaSic; am tipis 
xdomilebebi safuZvlad udevs yvela im cvlilebas, romelic Zirfesvi-
anad gardaqmnis kacobriobis, sazogadoebis, maT Soris, Temis cxovre-
bas. rogorc vTqviT, cvlilebis konceptis vaJaseuli mniSvneloba 
ikiTxeba swored ambis miTologiuri gaazrebis pirobebSi da aTval-
saCinoebs mecnierebis mier SeniSnul, miTisTvis zogadad damaxasiaTe-
bel intencias mimavlisaken, ufro zustad, mimdinare drois, realobis 
sazRvrebis gadalaxvisaken (`minam qveyana arsebobs, /am ambavs naxven mu-
dama“– `nangrevTa Soris“). rogorc levi strosi ambobs, `...miTologia 
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sxva araferia, Tu ara drois ganadgurebis instrumenti“ (Леви-Стросс: 
1972: 27).

swored ambis gamiTiurebiT Semoaqvs vaJas momavlis proeqcia. 
es struqtura, rogorc xedvis safuZveli da arqauli elementi, Cade-
bulia vaJas mTel SemoqmedebaSi. momavlis konceptis Sesatyvisi 
struqtura ikiTxeba aramxolod aludas saxeSi, aramed mindias qce-
vaSic, romlis TanagrZnobas aludas mimarT adasturebs fraza: `mo-
uwylianda Tvalebi“. igive konceptia xorcSesxmuli poemis finalur 
scenaSic, romelic aludas mdgomareobas gvixatavs, rogorc energi-
ul, mimswraf , fizikuri ZalebiT savse moZraobas, romlis mxaris abmac 
aludas Tanmxleb adamianebs uWirT (ix. zemoT: `Svilo, iare nelao...“) 
aluda ukve Semdgaria, ukve miagno raRac iseTs, romelic mas moralur 
upiratesobas aniWebs sxvebis winaSe. vaJas personaJebis SemTxveva-
Si SeiZleba vilaparakoT `adamianis sulis antinomiurobis“ (levi-
strosi) Zalze maRal xarisxze da sakuTari arCevanis, sakuTari suli-
eri monapovris dacvis Seupovar nebaze; tradiciis Zalze winaaRmde-
gobriv,  Sesabamisad,  individualizebul gagebaze.  orive  SemTxvevaSi –
kanonTan, tradiciasTan, Sesabamisad, `mamis“ konceptTan dapirispi-
rebaze, ufro Rrma Sinagani moTxovnilebis – sakuTari pirovnuli 
nebis – dacvis mizniT. `stumar – maspinZelSi“ es neba da winaaRmdego-
bis amgvari Sinaarsi sakmaod cxadad ikveTeba joyolas sityvebSi `Cemi 
kacobis damqcevno, lanZRvasac memarTlebiTa?“ da aludas mimarTvaSi: 
`miTam erTni varT, berdiav“ .

rogorc yoveli struqturulad Sekruli erTianoba, Temuri 
sazogadoebac, Cveulebriv, radikalurad reagirebs misTvis socialu-
rad gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovanze da problemurze. roca es xdeba, 
miTi, rogorc gansakuTrebuli tipis Setyobineba, TviTonve axdens ga-
mocdilebis akumulirebas da Senaxvas momavlisTvis. `stumar-maspin-
ZelSi“ momavlis struqtura dafarulia Sexvedris scenis ganmeoreba-
dobis faqtSi: `Ram –Ram xedaven suraTsa“, imaSi, rom Sexvedra xdeba 
mTis wverze, anu gaSlil, yvelasTvis iolad dasanax sivrceSi; imaSi, 
rom maTi sityva xmiandeba RamiT, sayovelTao siCumeSi; imaSi, rom es 
moqmedeba rCeba (ganmtkicdeba) sityvaSi da sityvis gziT – mexsiereba-
Si. isini yvelani kvdebian, magram toveben kvals miTis saxiT, romelic 
maradisobaSi xmianobs da agrZelebs sicocxles. rogorc `aluda qeTe-
lauris“, ise `stumar-maspinZlis“ gmirebi TavianTi moqmedebiT ganasa-
xiereben sicocxlis universalur ritms, orientirebuls ganaxlebasa 
da cvlilebaze. es cvlilebebi mimarTulia konkretulidan univer-
salurisaken, orientirebulni arian kidev ufro universaluri tradi-
ciisaken, kidev ufro Rrma fesvebisa da adamianis sulis siRrmeebisa-
ken, universalur zneobriv Rirebulebebsa da adamianTa Soris sulier 
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saWiroebaze damyarebul socialur urTierTobebze, samyaros yvela-
ze gonivrul, sicocxlis sasikeTod da gasaZlierebelad mimarTul 
pragmatikaze.

Tomas mani miTSi xedavs `Wvretis maneras“, ris Sedegadac Semoq-
medi movlenebs aRiqvams miTosur-tipiuri sawyisis gamoxatulebad, 
rac, Tavis mxriv, ganapirobebs movlenaTa msxvili modelebis miRebasa 
da gaziarebas“ (Манн 1961: 261). 

`giyvardes mteri Seni, viTarca Tavi Seni“ – saxarebiseuli doq-
trinaa, romelic, gamonaTqvamis imperatiulobis miuxedavad, ganasa-
xierebs ara aucileblobas, aramed SesaZleblobas. aluda qeTelauri 
relurad axorcielebs mas, aniWebs aucileblobis saxes da swored am 
aucileblobidan gamomdinare iZens misi qmedeba miTis xasiaTs. vaJa 
am gziT religiuri gancdis pratips abrunebs da axdens miTis aramxo-
lod SemecnebiTi, aramed eTikuri mniSvnelobis aqcentirebasac. 
Zvel berZnulSi miTs mravalgvari ganmarteba aqvs. maT Soris: sityva, 
Canafiqri, monaTxrobi, gadmocema, zRapari, Tqmuleba da rac CvenTvis 
gansakuTrebuliT sainteresoa – fabula, siuJeti (Дворецкий 1958: 1113–
1114). aristoteles ganmartebiT, miTi niSnavs fabulas, qmedebas. vaJas 
gmirebi moqmedeben, radgan sxvagvarad ar SeuZliaT, maT fiqrsac da 
sizmarsac moqmedebis xasiaTi aqvT. moqmedeba aucileblobaa da vaJas 
gmirebisTvis WeSmariteba swored moqmedebis am aucileblobasTanaa 
`mibmuli“ (gavixsenoT kuratis Sewirvisa da musas mokvlis epizodebi, 
romlebic moqmedebis radikalizmiT gamoirCeva da TiTqos `amovardni-
lia racionalur – logikur qmedebaTa rigidan). vaJasTvis ki am auci-
leblobas qmnis ambis, sityvis Senaxva, gadmocema, gameoreba, gamiTeba, 
anu sityvieri qmedeba.

robaqiZe werda: `vaJa fSavela aris upiratesad miTebis Semqmneli 
poeti... is iyo poeti da mWvreteli, amitomac samyaros siRrmiseuli 
simarTle ar gamoepareboda mas xedvidan“ (robaqiZe 2014: 295). miTi, 
rogorc samyaros SemoqmedebiTi Semecnebis uZvelesi forma, aramxo-
lod logosTan mis kavSirs, aramed samyarosa da adamianis mTlianobas 
areklavs. premodernuli da modernuli kulturisa da literaturis 
mier miTosis aqcentirebuli Semotana da restavracia sxva araferia, 
Tu ara racionalizmiT gamowveuli, samyaros dazianebuli, danawile-
buli aRqmis aRsadgenad mimarTuli saqmianoba. amitom SeiZleba iTq-
vas, rom Tavisi miTisqmnadobiT da `samyaros siRrmiseuli simarTlis“ 
wvdomiT, vaJa maRali modernizmis safuZvlebTan dgas da robaqiZis 
Sefasebac vaJas Semoqmedebis, misi msoflxedvis swored am dauzianebel 
xedvaze miniSnebaa.

Zlieri individualurobis gamo vaJas personaJebs ver vuwodebT 
verc tipebs, verc personizebul abstraqciebs, isini arc gaRmerTe-
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buli adamianebia da arc dacemuli RmerTebi. yvelaze ufro isini miTo-
poeturi cnobierebis wiaRSi gacocxlebuli qarTuli cnobierebis 
arqetipebia. miTis gziT vaJa ubrundeba diad pirvelsawyiss, logo-
sur-naturalur wesrigs, erovnuli cnobierebis Zirebs. 

vaJas miTisqmnadobasTan dakavSirebiT yuradsaRebia mecnierTa 
im nawilis mosazrebac, romelic miTSi xedavs Cveni epoqis metafizi-
kur aucileblobas, eZios sasurveli mokavSire `sulierebis mter 
racionalistur sawyisTan brZolaSi“ (Вейман 1975: 273)

miTosuri struqturebis aseTi gaaqtiureba vaJas eposSi, Se-
saZloa, `sasurveli mokavSiris“ gacnobierebuli ZiebiTac iyos 
gapirobebuli.
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Manana Kvachantiradze
(Georgia)

Specifics of Creation of Myth in Vazha Pshavela’s Poems

Summary

Key words: Meeting, collective memory, generate.

Myth represents artistic and poetic origin of Vazha Pshavela’s epic poems – its 
preform, its main structural and perceptional principle. The object of our article is not 
an analysis of mythological forms in Vazha Pshavelas’s literature that are older than 
literature itself, but on the contrary – we are observing literature motifs, fabula or action 
that construct foundation of myth, that define, introduce and strengthens mythic structure. 

The correlation between mythic and poetic origins is evident in Vazha Pshavela’s 
literature. 

What are poetic devices used by author for attributing mythic features to his 
message, what is the content of these messages that are disclosed in “Aluda Qetelauri” 
and ,,Host and Guest”.

In “Aluda Qetelauri” as well as in “Host and Guest” the message function is 
attributed to the meeting as to exeptional occurrence. In “Host and Geuest” this iterational 
(repetitive) sign is represented as a realized micromodel (the rite of meeting of the three) 
in the final scene of the poem. Meeting is nothing else then a cronotopos of “intrusion” 
of metaphysical into the real world. The morphology of mankind existence is defined by 
meeting of dissimilar as well as by transformation dynamics caused by these meetings. It’s 
exactly the topos of meeting that gives birth to constant intention of human soul– free will 
against the established social norms also visible in Aluda’s character. 

As an additional structure for myth creation Vazha Pshavela uses picture of nature 
e.g. in the final of “Host and Guest” we can see unexpectedly appeared invincible darkness. 
Snow and snowstorm, valance and ice that block Aludas’s road are not only the stylistic 
tools representing internal picture of protagonist, but also mental structure that strengthens 
mythic element in the poem. 

Vazha Pshavela’s stylistic tool of converting literature story into popular story 
could be considered as a product of mythic imagination. Author takes his ,,story’’ from 
individual consciousness and places it in the space of collective consciousness. The 
comment to final scene in “Host and Guest” “They tell about heroes…” is the reference 
to mythic words. It is the myth derived from collective memory reminded by literature 
and once again involved in eternal cycle where mythic and poetic are still represented as 
undivided creative origin. It is directly related not only to the story told in the poem but 
to all the stories that had ever taken place and will happen in future in order to defend 
personal free will in the name of courage and relenting. In one of the phrases of “Host 
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and Guest” “At nights they see the picture…” the word “see” is nothing else then “they 
say” transformed into visual image. Vazha Pshavela alludes to collective memory. Such 
expression as “they would say” “they say” are semantically loaded and aim at unfolding 
mythic layer. These words are brought to create myth out of literature theme or fabula. 
They prepare reader to hear something universal and important. Narrator is a medium 
whose words are strengthened by words of similar mediums. However, poetic tool of 
constant repetition grants the story with undoubtful legitimation 

The myth is created by personal revision of collective experience. As far as it is an 
exceptional case that never stays on the level of individual experience, it finds its way to 
collective memory and is converted into common human experience. Once again Aluda’s 
and Jokhola’s images reveal invariational structure of archetypal image of every rebelled 
and punished hero. This aspect is carefully proposed by Vazha Pshavela’s while depicting 
his main characters in apparently realistic narrative. Myth is the way to return to origin, 
to situate the word in enternal space. Author creates significances that will survive the test 
of time. Vazha Pshavela depicts tragedy that is followed by conflict with community and 
is constantly repeated. This aspect gives mythic features to his protagonists. The part of 
everyday life is now spread in eternal time. 

Author assigns ritual-symbolic meaning to farewell scene in “ALuda Qetelauri” 
and marks it with “eternal” sign (“once he wished to turn his head…”). This very move-
ment represents an archetype of all the movements that eternally take place and that 
denote an essence of every change including radical changes such as death. The turn, 
returning is the action marked by eternity. It is a sign of accomplishing one cycle. This is 
ever repeating action even though it happens “once”. The future myth structure created 
about Aluda Qetelauri is weaved exactly around this “once” quite similar to archetype 
of storytelling that is structured in the word “they say”. That is “said” – the picture that 
Vazha Pshavela depicts in the final scene – is repeated every night and represents the rite 
of friendship and solidarity. Aluda’s gesture of turning head is also the rite as it happenes 
once but forever. However, both are the rites of memorizing exceptional and essential 
human experience.

In “Host and Guest” reader can witness creation of myth of main heroes and inclu-
sion of their actions in fundamental mythic layers (“every night they see the picture…”). 
However, we can observe the final stage of myth creation, when author is preparing main 
character and his environment to generate a myth. Exactly this mythic stracture is used to 
introduce the projection of future in Vazha Pshavela’s both poems.
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salome patariZe 
(saqarTvelo)

qaluri enisa da TviTgamoxatvis problemebi 

ingeborg baxmanisa da lia sturuas poetur teqstebSi1

Teoriuli CarCo

logocentrizmi antikur epoqaSi aRmocenda, Tumca apoTeozss 
miaRwia ganmanaTleblobis epoqaSi. aristotele Tavis naSromSi orga-
noni, romelSic pirvelad gvxvdeba termini logika da is msjelobas-
Tan aris dakavSirebuli, acxadebs, rom formaluri logikis saSuale-
biT SesaZlebelia realobis wvdoma/daufleba. swored es mosazreba 
aisaxa dasavluri filosofiis varaudSi realobis struqturisa da 
saazrovno struqturis identobis Sesaxeb, rasac poststruqturaliz-
mSi „logocentruli iluzia“ ewoda (Jak derida). ganmanaTleblobaSi 
es iluzia kulminacias aRwevs avtonomiuri subieqtis proeqtiT: cogito 
ergo sum (vazrovneb, maSasadame, varsebob). dekartis es mosazreba az-
rovnebis aqtiT gansazRvravs arsebobas, azrovnebiT „batoni xdebi sa-
kuTar saxlSi“ (Weber 1994: 13), rac imas niSnavs, rom subieqti sakuTar 
fiqrebs, enobriv gamoTqmebs da qmedebebs akontrolebs.

logocentruli iluziis mixedviT, ena realobas myisierad asa-
xavs, kavSiri relobasa da enas Soris mimeturia da ena winaswarmoce-
muli realobis ilustraciaa. am mosazrebis sapirwoned ferdinand 
de sosiuri enis avtonomiurobaze amaxvilebs yuradRebas, ena misTvis 
aris „TviTneburi“ niSani (ar arsebobs obieqturi mizezi imisa, Tu ra-
tom aRiniSneba romelime cneba konkretul bgeraTa SeTanxmebiT), ro-
melic Tavis TavSi aerTianebs aRmniSvnels (signifikanti– bgera) da 
aRsaniSns (signifikati-cneba, mniSvneloba, romelzec bgera aris mib-
muli). signifikanti da signifikati erTmaneTTan ganuyoflad arian 
dakavSirebulebi, aRniSnul kavSirSi ki signifikantebs signifikatebis 
„msaxurebis“ funqcia aqvT. signifikati imisaTvis warmoiqmneba, rom 
mniSvnelobis transportireba SeZlos. sosiuris am mosazrebas logo-
centruli azrovnebis narCenad miiCnevs poststruqturalizmi da so-
siuris aqsiomis radikalizacias signifikantebis avtonomiurobis ga-
mocxadebiT aRwevs.

1 kvleva ganxorcielda SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis finan-
suri mxardaWeriT (PHDF-18-2163, ̀ qaluri narativis Taviseburebebi XX saukunis 
meore naxevris germanulenovansa da qarTul poeziaSi~).
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Tu struqturalistebi ikvlevdnen im gansxvavebulobis proce-
sebs, romlebzec diqotomiebi (kaci/qali, buneba/kultura, goneba/si-
giJe, ena/sxeuli...) igeba, romlebSic erTi yovelTvis Seviwroebulia 
meoris mier da, Sesabamisad, kulturebi da mniSvnelobebi iqmneba, 
poststruqturalistebi represias an ar amCnevdnen, an bunebrivad mi-
aCndaT. poststruqturalistebi deridas dekonstruqcias, rogorc 
instruments,  mimarTavdenen  imisaTvis,  rom  arsi,  mniSvneloba  da  re-
aloba kritikulad gaeanalizebinaT, Tumca, poststruqturaliste-
bis mixedviT, subieqti enisa da niSanTa wesrigSi Tavisufali ar aris 
(TviTon ar qmnis am wesrigs). sayovelTao wesrigSi texte general (Derrida) 
warmoiqmneba Taviseburebebi (maxasiaTeblebi), romlebic diskursis 
kontrols aRar emorCileba. es SeiZleba iyos warmodgena, gansxvavebu-
loba an xumroba. derida binarul opoziciebs aRwers ara rogorc ori 
terminis konfrontacias, aramed ierarqias da subordinacias. binarul 
opoziciaSi– suli/sxeuli ar aerTianebs erTmaneTTan or sxvadasxva 
elements, aramed migviTiTebs „igiveobrivze“ (a same), magram ara iden-
turze, Sedegad wera aris xiluli, mgrZnobiare mexsiereba (mnéme). na-
weri mogvianebiT iqceva sulis, mogonebebisa da WeSmaritebis mtkiv-
neul da gamabruebel uxilav nawilad. marTalia, sawamlavi azianebs da 
abruebs sxeuls, magram is Semdeg exmareba suls– aTavisuflebs sxe-
ulisagan da masSi aRviZebs esencias/ arss (eidos) (Derrida 1981: 126-127). 
deridas mixedviT: „The Pharmakon is the movement the locus and the play: (the 
production of) difference. It is the difference of difference. It holds in reserve, in its unde-
cided shadow and vigil, the opposites and differends that the process of discrimination 
will come to carve out (Derrida 1981: 127).1

qaluri weris maxasiaTeblebis dasadgenad da gasaanalizeblad 
sainteresoa Jak deridas dekonstruqciuli Teoria, romelic yurad-
Rebas niSanTa cvalebadobaze amaxvilebs. Jak deridasaTvis naweri 
naTqvam sityvasTan SedarebiT privilegirebulia. naweri uZvelesi ga-
moxatvis formaa. nawers ar SeuZlia laparaki, amitom is interpreta-
cias eqvemdebareba da konteqstis morgebiT/SecvliT mniSvnelobebi 
win wamoiweva. erTi da igive teqsti sxvadasxva konteqstSi igive ar 
aris. ena, rogorc naweri, yovelTvis rekonteqstualizebadia. deridas 
mixedviT, enobrivi  niSani  mniSvnelobas sxva  niSnisagan  „gansxvavebulo-
biT“ iZens. Tavdapirvelad niSnis mniSvneloba arasodes ar aris moce-
muli, Semdegi mcdelobiT SegviZlia niSnis mniSvneloba davadginoT, 
Tumca erTi niSani, SesaZloa, sxvadasxva konteqstSi iyos gamoyenebuli 

1 `farmakoni – es aris moZraoba, lokusi da TamaSi: gansxvaveba (warmoqmna 
gansxvavebisa). es aris cvlileba cvlilebisa. is inaxavas Tavis maragSi, Tavis 
meryev Crdilsa da sifxizleSi, im winaaRmdegobebsa da gansxvavebebs romelsac 
gamokveTs diskriminaciis procesi “ (Targmani s.p).
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da arcerT konteqsts identuri mniSvneloba ar hqondes, amitom msje-
lobs derida niSanTa dausrulebel TamaSze, romelsac ar aqvs organi-
zebuli centri (Köppe, Winko 2008:115), Sesabamisad, dekonstruqciuli 
Teoria niSanTa mniSvnelobis Sesaxeb antiesencialisturia, radgan is 
sadaod acxadebs mosazrebas imis Sesaxeb, rom cnebebis zusti ganmarte-
ba SesaZlebelia, samyaros enobrivi niSnebis saSualebiT „bunebrivad“ 
asaxvac sadaoa dekonstruqciuli modelis mixedviT. 

Jak lakanisTvis ki ena aris azrovnebis instrumenti sakuTari ga-
mocdilebebis gamosaxatavad, metic, azrovneba da gamocdileba swo-
red enaSi vlindeba. am mosazrebiT nadgurdeba subieqtis mTlianobis 
Sesaxeb mosazreba da igi (subieqti) ukve gaxleCilad/ decentrire-
bulad ganisazRvreba (Weber 1994: 14-15), Tumca aRsaniSnavia is, rom 
poststruqturalistebamde zigmund froidma daamsxvria Sexeduleba 
„erTiani subieqtis“ Sesaxeb aracnobieris bneli samyaros miswrafe-
bebis warmoCeniT da lakani froidis SexedulebaTa rekonstruqcias 
fsiqoanalizis lingvistur WrilSi ganixilavs. adamiani ibadeba umweo 
arsebad da kidev karga xans rCeba am mdgomareobis gamo dedasTan sim-
biozurad dakavSirebuli. lakani am kavSiris (erTobis) gamosaxatavad 
iyenebs cnebas „warmosaxviTi“. warmosaxviTi periodi moicavs mTel wi-
naenobriv da preoidipalur fazas, romlisTvisac damaxasiaTebelia 
survilebis pirdapiri dakmayofileba. am kvazisamoTxisebur fazaSi 
bavSvisTvis jer kidev ucnobia dedisa da sakuTar sxeuls Soris zRvari, 
mesa da Sens (gare samyaro) Soris gansxvaveba. am periodSi yvelaferi, 
rac gare samyaros Sesaxeb icis bavSvma, es mxolod dedis sxeulia. „sar-
kis stadiiT“ iwyeba sakuTari Tavis Secnobis procesi, romelsac laka-
ni identifikacias uwodebs: „Man kann das Spiegelstadum als seine Identifikation 
verstehen” (Schriften 1.4)1 .

lakaniseuli modelis mixedviT, simbolur wesrigSi gadanac-
vleba ara sakuTari nebiT, aramed iZulebiT xorcieldeba, rac mamasTan 
aris dakavSirebuli. mama bavSvs akrZaluli vnebis (dedis mimarT) 
sanacvlod enas sTavazobs. mama subieqts enis saSualebiT badebs. es 
sazogadoebrivi dabadebis tolfasia, dedis SemTxvevaSi ki fizikur 
dabadebasTan gvaqvs saqme. cxadia, mamaSi lakani „realur“ mamas ar 
moiazrebs, is „simbolur“ mamas gulisxmobs, romelic „arasTan“ aso-
cirdeba. incestis akrZalva aris pirveladi tabu sazogadoebaSi. la-
kanis mixedviT, „aracnobieri enis msgavsad aris struqturirebuli“ 
(Weber 1994: 17).

cnobieri da aracnobieri pirveladi Seviwroebis (simbolur wes-
rigSi gadasvla) Sedegad warmoiqmneba. Tu aracnobieri isea struq-

1 „sarkis statia SesaZlebelia gavigoT, rogorc identifikacia“ (Targmani s.p)
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turirebuli, rogorc ena, maSin misi wakiTxva, teqstis msgavsad, SesaZ-
lebelia. lakanisaTvis metafora da metonimia aris mTavari gasaRebi 
enobrivi da aracnobieri teqstebisaTvis, radgan maTi daxmarebiT 
mniSvnelobebi teqstSi win aris wamoweuli.

lakani provokaciuli gancxadebiT: “La femme n’existe pas” (qali ar 
arsebobs), qalis adgils simbolur wesrigSi ver xedavs, qali moiazre-
ba winareenobriv da winaresazogadoebriv warmosaxvaSi, sadac is de-
dasTan aris identificirebuli (Weber 1994: 20). qaluri aris dedob-
rivi, romelic mamkacur kulturas msxverplad Seewira. lakani qalurs 
miawers vnebas (jouissance), romelic mamakacur wesrigs safrTxes uqmnis, 
radgan is mxolod Teoriulad aris SemosazrRvruli, praqtikulad ki 
aracnobierSia da iqidan iWreba simbolur diskursSi, ajadoebs mama-
kacs, romelSic aRviZebs mogonebas warmosaxviT vnebaze.

SizofreniiT daavadebul adamianebTan muSaobisas lusi iriga-
reim SeniSna, rom kacebi SeSlilobis mdgomareobaSic laparakis unars 
ar kargaven maSin, rodesac qalebi munjdebian da sakuTar tkivilebs 
sxeulebriv simptomebSi inscenireben. am dakvirvebis Sedegad is ask-
vnis,  rom qalebi TavianT survilebs gabatonebul diskurSi ver amJRav-
neben da  amitom  msjelobs feministi  qalurobis  enobriv  „devnilobaze“. 

feministuri literaturaTmcodneobisTvis mniSvnelovania lu-
si irigareis disertacia Speculum de l’autre femme (sxva sqesis sarke), ro-
melSic is aramarto revizias mimarTavs mTliani dasavluri filoso-
fiis istoriisa, aramed cdilobs, sxva wera „falosuri: diskursis 
miRma ganaxorcielos (Lindhoff 2000: 119). froidis Teoriis mixedviT, 
qali „kastraciiT“ aris definirebuli da amitom naklul kacad aris 
warmoCenili, rac irigareis aZlevs imis safuZvels, rom Tqvas: arse-
bobs realurad ara ori, aramed erTi sqesi-mamakacuri (Lindhoff 2000: 
119). yovlismomcvel patriarqalur wesrigSi qals ar aqvs Tavisi adg-
ili, romelsac sakuTar identobas daafuZnebs, Sedegad mas isRa rCeba, 
sakuTari adgilis rekonstruqcia mamakacuri maxasiaTeblebis „gada-
muSavebiT“ moaxerxos.

irigarei sintaqss gamiznulad arRvevs, rac mimarTulia ara enis 
ganadgurebisaken , aramed misi transformaciisken, „ormag xedvaze“, 
ris Sedegadac gansazRvrul, naTel mniSvnelobas bundovanic axlavs. 
irigareis mixedviT, qali Tavis aracnobierTan, warmosaxvasa da seq-
sualobasTan gaucxoebulia da maTze xeli ar miuwvdeba. qals sa-
zogadebaSi mamakacuri seqsualobis, warmosaxvisa da aracnobieris 
SeTvisebis davaleba aqvs mcemuli (Irigary 1980: 81)

dasavluri Teoriis diskursebSi aRwerilia sxeulis, sqesis, da-
badebisa da sikvdilis elementaruli suraTebi, aseve aRwerilia sim-
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bolur wesrigSi Seviwroebuli „warmosaxviTis“ nakvalevi da mocemu-
lia ierarqiul RirebulebaTa sistema: myari-Txevadi, erTi-bevri, 
msgavsi-gansxvavebuli. am sistemaSi damorCilebuli yovelTvis qal-
Tan aris dakavSirebuli. irigarei cdilobs, gamyarebuli samyaros 
suraTebis aRmoCenasa da dekonstruqcias. misi strategia ierarqiis 
Semobrunebaa imisaTvis, rom qals sakuTari Rirebuleba mieniWos, sa-
boloo mizani ki ierarqiis daZleva da qalisTvis subieqtis statusis 
miniWebaa.

elen siqsuc msjelobs qalebis xvedrze patriarqalur samyaroSi, 
gamosavlad ki qalebis mamakacis Crdilidan gamosvlasa da im dumilis 
darRvevas asaxelebs, romelic maT patriarqalur wesrigSi miusajes; 
weriT, warmosaxvis enis aRmoCeniT sakuTari Tavi unda ipovon qalebma. 
sikvdilis melodiis nacvlad, romelic simboluri wesrigis Tanmdevi 
melodiaa, helen siqsu qaluri weriT cxovrebis simReraze/ dedis sim-
Reris mReraze msjelobs da iq, sadac mamis wesrigia (simboluri) ga-
batonebuli, dedis warmosaxvis wesrigi unda iyos. feministis Tval-
TaxedviT, qalebma preoidipalur warmosaxvaSi feminur enas unda mia-
yuradon da mas (feminur enas) kulturul-revoliciuri Zala miscen: 
„A feminine text cannot fail to be more than subversive. It is volcanic; as it is written, 
is brings about an upheaval of the old property crust, carrier of masculine investments”1 
(Cixous 1975: 888).

TeoretikosisTvis qaluri wera (écriture feminine) qalur-dedob-
rivi sxeulis simReras mReris, radgan qalad yofna niSnavs sxeulad 
yofnas: „A woman is never far from “mother”2 (Cixous 1975: 881). sxeuliT wera 
niSnavs saSvilosnodan teqstis weras-teqsti Sva, rogorc Svili didi 
tkivilebiTa da sruli, dausrulebeli siyvaruliT. siyvarulis pirve-
li gamoxatuleba aris iavnana, romelic „dedis rZiT dawerilia“ (Cix-
ous 1975: 884) da inaxavs qalur kavSirs simRerasTan, is qaluri xmis gamo-
Zaxilia. weriT amJRavnebs qali teqstSi Tavs da swored teqstSive pou-
lobs sakuTar identobas – your seeking text (Seni maZiebeli teqsti) (Cixous 
1975: 889) da iqceva „axal qalad“, romelic dumils arRvevs, misi sxe-
ulebriobiT usazRvro kosmiuri libido tkbeba. umetesad mamakacebi 
cdiloben asobgerebs mniSvnelobebi mianiWon, qalebi ki qaluri sxe-
ulebis ritmebs teqstebSi aRweren, pirvelad aaqtiureben teqstualur 
aracnobiers – ritmebs, enis melodias, asobgerebis musikalurobas. 
qaluri teqstebi xmebidan iqmneba xmebisTvisve da aris „yuris teqste-
bi“ nacvlad „Tvalis teqstebisa“ (mamakacuri teqstebi). mamakacur te-

1 „qaluri tqsti SeuZlebelia iyos ufro gamanadgurebuli. is vulkania; aris 
ra dawerili, is aryevs Zvel Tvisobriv zedapirs, mamakacuri investiciebis 
matarebels“(Targmani s.p).
2 „qali arasdros ganeSoreba „dedas“(Targmani s.p)
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qstebs siqsu „sityvebis mavzoleums“ uwodebs, xolo qalur teqstebs– 
„siyvarulis teqstebs“. qaluri teqstebi metaforul-metonimiuria. 
isini TamaSoben sityvebiT, JReradobiT, riTac mniSvnelobebi icvleba, 
riTac recifientebi iq mihyavT, saidanac isini warmoiSva: aracnobieri 
fantazia, grZnoba. amiT avtori aRar iqceva teqstis erTaderT „mflo-
belad“ da arc „yovlismcodne avtorad“, arc plagiatia teqsti (Weber 
1994:31).

iulia kristeva Tavis TeoriebSi iyenebs lakanis gaxleCili subi-
eqtis koncepts da msjelobs imis Sesaxeb, rom enaSi SesaZlebelia Sem-
degi ori komponentis– semiotikurisa da simboluris – Tanadroulad 
arseboba, romelTagan semiotikurs kristeva ukavSirebs xSirad qa-
lurs, xolo simbolurs-mamakacurs. kristevas mixedviT, sanam bavSvi 
simbolur wesrigSi gadainacvlebs, mas xmis, JReradobis, feris, rit-
misa da sxeulis gamocdileba aqvs, Tumca es elementebi ar aris struq-
turilebuli da simbolur wesrigSi gadanacvlebis Semdeg (oidiposis 
fazaSi) gramatikis, sintaqsisa da sazogadoebrivi wesebi erTmaneTs 
ukavSirdeba da gamoTqmas mniSvneloba eZleva (Bürgmann 1989: 408-409). 
iulia kristevasaTvis mniSvnelvania enaSi im struqturebis warmoSo-
bis procesi, romlebic teqstebs specifikur arss aniWebs an arsis ga-
reSe tovebs.

iulia kristeva rosum guionTan (Rossum-Guyon) interviuSi eWvs 
gamoTqvams imis Sesaxeb, Tu ramdenad arsebobs teqstebi, romlebic 
mxolod qalebma SeiZleba daweron: “Wenn es wahr ist, dass das Unbewusste 
die Negation und die Zeit ignoriert.. dann würde ich sagen, dass die schreibweise das 
Gescglecht ignoriert“ (Tu es simarTlea, rom aracnobieri uaryofasa da 
dros ignorirebs, maSin SemiZlia vTqva, rom weris xerxebi sqessac ig-
norirebs) (Bürgmann 1989:409). iulia kristevas mixedviT, mamakacur da 
qalur aracnobiers ara aqvT gansxvavebuli struqtura da sjera, rom 
xelovnebis nimuSebi semiotikurisa da simboluris libidozuri po-
lusebis urTierTkavSiris Sedegia. qalebisaTvis, mkvlevris mixedviT, 
simbolur wesrigSi identobis mopoveba metad rTulia, radgan mis mo-
sapoveblad qalebi an uerTdebian patriarqalur samyaros an mis sawi-
naaRmdegod moqmedeben, rogorc radikalebi (Kristeva 1986:156).

lirikuli teqstebis analizi

avstrieli germanulenovani poetis ingeborg baxmanis leqsSi: 
„siyvarulo, gamande!“ (Erklär mir, Liebe!) naCvenebia lirikuli mes Sina-
gani transformacia, is, Tu rogor inacvlebs is rutinuli, simbolu-
ri samyarodan warmosaxviTi emociebiTa da SegrZnebebiT datvirTul 
samyaroSi.
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leqsis dasawyisSi aRwerilia simboluri wesrigisagan mowyveti-
li emociuri cxovelTa samyaro, romelsac SeuZlia bunebrivi iyos, 
radgan cxovelTa samyaroSi enas emociebis gasaziareblad ar iyeneben, 
amisaTvis „ynosva“ sakmarisia:

 

Wiamaia grZnobs sasurvels ynosviT Soridan;

mec rom mqonoda misi alRo, vigrZnobdi umal....

(Bachmann 2010:141)1 

cxovelTa idiliuri samyaros fonze kontrastulad ikveTeba 
„gaxleCili“ lirikuli subieqti, romelic isteriulia– xan icinis, xan 
tiris. isteria tipur qalur daavadebad aris aRqmuli2. isteriis erT-
erT mTavar simptomad enis disorganizacia aris dasaxelebuli, roca 
qals ar SeuZlia sakuTari identobis ageba enis deficitis gamo. bax-
manis leqss refrenad gasdevs: „amixseni, siyvarulo“ (Erklär mir, Liebe!), 
aRniSnuli refreniT xazi esmeba protagonistis enaSi dakargvas da 
gaucxoebas:

wyalmac ki ena amoidga,

talRam Cahkida talRas xeli.

(Bachmann 2010: 141)3 

ingeborg baxmani frankfurtSi wakiTxul leqciebSic Civis enaSi 
arsebuli sazRvris gamo, romelic ZiriTad problemas warmoadgens 
SemoqmedisTvis. ena baxmanisaTvis ar aris cxadi movlena, radgan sazR-
vari enaSi yvelafers kiTxvis niSnis qveS ayenebs, masSi avtori im sa-
myaros gulisxmobs, romelic mxolod enis saSualebiT iWreba Cvens aR-
qmaSi. radioeseSi „ludvig viTgenStainis Tqmadi da uTqmadi filoso-
fia“ baxmani filosofoss aTqmevinebs: „ Cemi samyaros sazRvari Cemi 
enis sazRvars niSnavs imitom, rom Cven mxolod iqamde vaRwevT, sadam-
dec Cveni ena aRwevs (Bachmann 2010: 9). 

leqsSi „siyvarulo, gamande!“ lirikul mes surs, gadalaxos enis 
sazRvrebi, amaze migviTiTebs leqsSi gamoyenebuli ganyenebuli stri-
qonebi, romlebic lirikuli mes erTgvari protestis formad war-
moCndeba: 1. `ase guldinjad lokokina tovebs niJaras!“4 2. „qvamac ki 
icis, qva riT moalbos!“5 

1 Der Käfer reicht die Herrlichste von weit
   Hätt ich nur seinen Sinn, ich fühlte auch
2 zigmund froidis dakvirveba mis pacient doraze
3 Wasser weiß zu reden,
    Die Welle nimmt die Welle an der Hand
4 So arglos tritt die Schencke aus dem Haus
5 Ein Stein weiß enínen andern zu erweichen!
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imisaTvis, raTa ena utopiad, mSvenierebad iqces, lirikuli me 
enis sistemis Secvlas ki ar cdilobs, aramed misi gamoyenebis formaTa 
Secvlisken iltvis:

es umZimesi mokle xani fiqrs Sevalio,

aRar SevigrZno siyvaruli da aRarc gavce?1 
(Bachmann 2010:143)

avtori dasaxelebul strofSi ritorikul figuras iyenebs da 
kiTxviTi winadadebiT stilistur triuks mimarTavs imis saCveneblad, 
rom Cven kiTxvaze pasuxs WeSmaritebisa da erTmniSvnelovnebis dad-
genis gareSe SeiZleba mivuaxlovdeT, erTma WeSmaritebam SeiZleba me-
oreze migviTiTos.

leqsis dasasruls teqstSi implicituri dialogi Cndeba, amaze 
metyvelebs lirikuli mes pasuxi siyvarulisadmi: mas ar sWirdeba axs-
na da ganmarteba, radgan salamandras magaliTiT askvnis, rom sazR-
vris gadalaxva mainc aris SesaZlebeli, Tavad sazRvris arseboba amis 
dasturia:

nu, nu amixsni. vici da vxedav, rom salamandra

yovelnair cecxls gadalaxavs.2

(Bachmann 2010: 143)

cnebebis mravalmniSvnelobasa da enis paradoqsulobaze wuxs 
lirikuli me ingeborg baxmanis leqsSi „gaucxoeba“ (“Entfremdung”). leq-
sis dasawyisSive lirikuli mes dabneulobas gamoxatavs Semdegi anafo-
ra: xeebi-xeebi (Bäume –Bäume) (baxmani 2010: 233), riTac cnebebis erTm-
niSvnelovnebis SeuZleblobasa da enis uZlurebas gamoxatavs. „xeebSi 
xeebs“ ver xedavs lirikuli me, magram mainc iZulebulia maT „xeebi“ 
uwodos. patriarqalur/simbolur samyaroSi qalurobas gamosavlad 
maskaradi, isteria, mimezisi rCeba, romlebic patriarqaluri diskur-
sis dekonstruqcias axdens, Tumca dasaxelebuli formebi qalebs sa-
kuTar adgils ver apovninebs, radgan mimezisi, isteria da maskaradic 
isev im cnebas ajaWvebs, romlis damsxvrevac surdaT. mijaWvulobiT 
gamowveul tkivils leqsSi gamoxatavs e.w „CarCo fraza“ : „ra unda mox-
des amaze meti?“3 (Bachmann 2010: 233).

1 Sollt ich die kurze schauerliche Zeit
   Nur mit Gedanken Umgang haben und allein nichts Liebes kennen 
   Und nichts Liebes tun?
2 Erklär mir nichts. Ich seh den Salamander
   Durch jedes Feuer gehen.
3 Was soll nur warden?
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lirikuli me sakuTari mdgomareobis asaRwerad Semdeg binarul 
opozicias iyenebs: gamaZRari-mSieri (satt-hungre) (232), binaruli opozi-
ciis dasaxelebul elementebSi ierarqia darRveulia, radgan „SimSili“ 
lirikuli mes bunebrivi mdgomareobaa da mis mosaklavad Rames mimar-
Tavs , Rame leqsSi aracnobierTan/sawyisTan asocirdeba da kiTxviT: 
„da am yvelafers kvlavac unda mivuaxlovde?„1(233) naTeli xdeba, rom 
es araerTxel gaukeTebia, magram miuxedad amisa ganyenebul striqonSi 
anaforis: gza-gza (Weg-Weg) (233) gamoyenebiT askvnis, rom gza ar aris: 
„me verc erT gzaSi gzas veRar vxedav“2(233).

ingeborg baxmani leqsSi „ra saxeli unda davirqva?“ (Wie sol lich 
mich nennen?) binaruli opoziciebis gadalaxvas cdilobs, radgan gada-
laxvam SesaZlebelia mas Tavi Seacnobinos: fesvgadgmuli-Tavisufali 
(gebunden-frei), udreki-mfrTxali (harter-flüchtendes), dasawyisi-dasasruli 
(Beginnen-Enden), dafluli-aRmocenebuli (gefesselt-entließ):

Tumc, CemSi kvlav mReris erTi dasawyisi,

anda dasasruli-gaqcevas-rom miSlis.

codvis am isars msurs Tavi davaRwio. 3

(Bachmann 2010: 247)

lirikul meSi qaluri mReris cneba „mRera“ winaenobriv period-
ze migviTiTebs, rodesac qali dedasTan aris identificirebuli, sanam 
simbolur wesrigSi gadanacvlebas aiZulebs kultura. patriarqalu-
ri samyaro/cnobieri ar aZlevs ukan/sawyisTan dabrunebis saSuale-
bas, rac iwvevs lirikuli/qaluri mes TviTidentifikaciis problemas. 
Jak derida wignSi „gramatologia“ msjelobs arqiZaladobaze (archi-
violence) klod levi-strosis anTropologiuri dakvirvebis safuZ-
velze, romelsac derida weris/naweris konteqstSi ganixilavs. wera, 
Tavis mxriv, gulisxmobda Zaladobas, radgan mas avtori ver akon-
trolebs da xelidan ecleba gansxvavebiT oraluri „logosisagan“, am 
ukanasknels molaparake qmnis da misi mniSvneloba SeiZleba ganimartos 
adresantis mier, wera ki warmoqmnis distancias mis subieqts (avtors) 
da obieqts (teqsts) Soris. roca Setyobineba recifientamde midis, is 
ukve awmyo aRar aris. maSinve , rogorc ki, Tqmuli/gamoTqma daweril sity-
vebSi SeiWreba, is mis producers klavs. derida weris maxasiaTeblad 
iyenebs sityvas „Txevadi“ (liquid): “the pharmakon always penetrates like liquid, 
it is absorbed, drunk, introduced into the inside, which it first marks with the hardness of 

1 Sol lich mich aufmachen, mich allem wieder nähern?
2 Ich kann in keinem Weg mehr einen Weg sehen
3 Aber in mir singt noch ein Beginnen
  -oder ein Enden-und wehrt meiner Flucht,
   ich will dem Pfeil dieser Schuld entrinnen.

qaluri enisa da TviTgamoxatvis problemebi 
ingeborg baxmanisa da lia sturuas poetur teqstebSi
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the type, soon to invade it and inundate it with its medicine, its brew, its drink, its potion, 
its poison” (Derrida 1981: 152). Txevadi aris naweris maxasiaTbeli, radgan 
avtoris ararsebobis SemTxvevaSi wera erTi mkiTxvelidan meoresTan 
miedineba, rogorc siTxe da , Sedegad, naweris identoba ar aris naTe-
li da erTmniSvnelovani. subieqtis uaryofiT mkiTxveli avtoris in-
tencias Sordeba. saxeldeba aris pirveli arqiweris procesi. individs 
erqmeva konkretuli saxeli imisaTvis, rom meore individisagan gaimij-
nos, Tumca es SeuZlebelia, radgan erTi sityva pirovnebis yvela maxa-
siaTebels, mis unikalurobas ver moicavs.

lirikul mes ar unda axali enis Zieba: „sxva enas ar veZeb“, Tumca 
am gancxadebasTan erTad sityvebiT gamiznulad TamaSobs: „Tavi ro-
gor Sevicno?“ – „odesme Sevicnob Tavs“1. Tavis Secnobis winapirobad 
TviTgamoxatvis sityvis/sityvebis povnaa saWiro, romelsac simbolur 
wesrigSi ver agnebs. 

kulturul/patriarqalur samyaroSi warmoqmnil winaaRmdegobe-
bze araerTi lirikuli leqsi gvxvdeba qarTveli poeti lia sturuas Se-
moqmedebaSi. leqsSi „mimarTeT eqims“ lirikuli me civilizebul/pat-
riarqalur samyaroSi qaluri identobis konstruirebis sirTuleze 
msjelobs. lirikuli me stumrad acxadebs Tavs am samyaroSi, radgan 
araferi aqvs TviTmyofadi:

aRaraferi maqvs gasaxdeli,

Tavaziani RimiliT mxdis kans

vrCebi: Cvili bavSvebis zvini

Tu samSobiaro saxli.

(sturua 2016: 104)

erTaderTi funqcia, romelic qals SesaTviseblad moeTxoveba, 
reproduqciis unaris gamoyenebaa. simon de bovuaris mixedviT, go-
gonebs patriarqalur samyaroSi binaruli opoziciebiT zrdian, ro-
gorebicaa: garyvnili-patiosani, eva-mariami, medea-ivdiTi da aswav-
lidnen, rom SesaZlebloba hqondaT erT-erTs damsgavsebodnen, Tumca 
sazomad „normalurobis~ standarts aZlevdenen (Beauvoir 1968: 10). leq-
sSic naTeli xdeba, rom lirikuli mesTvis cnobilia, normalurobis 
maxasiaTeblebis Sesaxeb, man davaleba unda Seasrulos da mamakacTa 
SiSebis proeqtori unda gaxdes:

ramden xans ifrialebdnen,

sisxliT yda rom ar gavumagro? 

(sturua 2016: 104)

1 Wie halt ich mich?-Vielleich kann ich mich einmal erkennen

salome patariZe
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anaforebis: „sisxli-sisxli“, „rodis-rodis-rodis“ (104) gamoye-
nebiT avtors isteriuli toni Semoaqvs teqstSi, riTac naCvenebia, Tu 
rogor cdilobs lirikuli me sakuTari cxovrebis, enis, sadaveebi xel-
Si aiRos:

es Cemi sisxlia da me vici,

rodis gamoviyeno, rodis gverdze gavwio

da rodis: „tkivilma Tu ar gamiara,

mivmarTo eqims!

(sturua 2016: 104)

citatebis – „tkivilma Tu ar gamiara mivmarTo eqims!“ da „saerTo 
intoqsikacia“– teqstSi CarTviT avtori xazs usvams qalis mikuTvne-
bul adgils patriarqalur samyaroSi: qali Tu „normalurobis“ maxasi-
aTeblebs scdeba, isteriulia (eqims saWiroebs), mis saerTo mdgomare-
obad ki mTeli sxeulis intoqsikaciaa dasaxelebuli. zigmund froi-
disa da broieris mixedviT, isteriuli daavadeba emociuri aramdgra-
doba, fsiqikuri travmaa. isteriuli qalebi itanjebian mogonebebiT 
(reminisce-sich erinnern) (Freud, Breuer 1991:31). mtkivneuli mogonebebi aku-
mulirebuli simptomebiT nacvldeba, romlebic gancdil aracnobiers 
aarqivebs da yovel jerze axlad inscenirdeba. Zlieri simptomebi ma-
Sin warmoiSveba, rodesac gamocdileba grZnobebis Zlier cvlilebebs 
iwvevs, cvlilebis safuZveli ki Sinagani winaaRmdegobebia, konfliqte-
bi mesa da grZnobebs Soris (Lindhoff 2003: 140). lia sturuas leqsis li-
rikuli mec isteriiT itanjeba: sakuTari grZnobebis/metaforebis 
eSinia, metaforebi lirikul mes isev aracnobierTan abrunebs da masSi 
iwvevs Sinagan konfliqtebs, rac sakuTari sxeulis dazianebis safrTxiT 
SeiZleba gamoixatos:

metafora lursmnebis xaziT muSaobs,

rom Sevexo, damasaxiCrebs.
(sturua 2016: 105)

lirikuli/qaluri mes TviTganadgurebis SiSi Cndeba lia stu-
ruas leqsSi „siyvaruli?!“. nawers/sityvebs Tu amofrqvevis saSuale-
bas miscems qaluri xma, is mas kvlav „dasaxiCrebiT“ emuqreba. ena oidi-
pur fazaSi gadasvlis Semdeg „CarCoSi“ moqceviT xasiaTdeba. lirikuli 
me sityvebs cecxls adarebs, romlis CarCoSi moqcevisken iswrafvis 
simboluri wesrigi, mwveli sityvebis CarCoSi moTavseba droebiTia da 
is yoveldRiur safrTxes warmoadgens mopovebuli wesrigisaTvis. lia 
sturuas teqstis pirvel nawilSi aRwerili samyaro Seicavs patriar-
qalur niSnebs: 
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omebi, bavSvebi,

emociebi zena da qvena,

SuaSi eklesia, an klasikuri literatura.

(sturua 2016: 102)

dasaxelebul monakveTSi aRwerili samyaro mamakacebis produq-
tia, argumentad ki feministur kvlevebSi saxeldeba is faqti, rom qa-
lebs ar SeuqmniaT miTosi, religia, istoria, poezia, metic, rodesac 
ocneboben, ocnebebic ki mamakacTa ocnebebiT ganisazRvreba (Beavoir 
1968, 155), Sesabamisad, eklesia, omebi, bavSvebi (bavSvi mamis gvars ata-
rebs da amiT kultura aSorebs mas dedas) patriarqaluri wesrigis 
mTavari iaraRia.

lia sturua leqsSi aCvenebs patriarqalur samyaroSi qalis TviT-
gamoxatvisa da arsebobis orgvar SesaZleblobas: 

1. qals SeuZlia moergos patriarqalur samyaros wesebs da saku-
Tari ena simbolur enas daumorCilos, riTac xiluli gaxdeba istori-
ul realobaSi:

Tu moarge

da erTi Reri asanTic aunTe,

iseTi romani damemxoba Tavze. 

(sturua 2016: 102)

2. daupirispirdes damkvidrebul enobriv normebs da „sqesis si-
anCxle gacveTil sityvebSi“ ar dakargos, riTac axali qaluri iden-
tobis agebas SeZlebs. 

Jak derida wignis „diseminiacia“ (La Dissémination-frang, Dissemina-
tion – ing.) Semedegi saxelwodebis TavSi: “Plato’s Pharmacy” (platonis far-
macia) diqotomiuri ierarqiis dekonstruqcias mimarTavs. is cdilobs, 
daZlios ierarqia im argumentiT, rom erTi mniSvneloba/Rirebuleba 
Seicavs sxva, meore damorCilebuli mniSvnelobis elements. „platonis 
farmaciis“ dekonstruqciiT is midis im daskvnamde, rom wera farma-
konis msgavsia, romelsac orgvari efeqti aqvs: mas SeuZlia gankurnos 
daavadeba da amasTanave gaamZafros igi. sityvebis „mkurnalisa“ da „sa-
wamlavis“ ambivalenturi gaerTianeba safuZvels farmakonis Zvel ce-
remoniaSi iRebs. 

aTenSi farmakos (pharmakos) ceremonia ubedurebisa da uiRblobis 
Semdeg imarTeboda. is miemarTeboda gantevebis vacs, gaukontrole-
bel borotebas, romelic qalaqidan unda gaZevebuliyo (Derrida 1981: 
130). aRniSnuli praqtika aTenSi me-5 saukunemde gvxvdeba. ceremoniis-
Tvis arCeuli msxverpli (gantevebis vaci) ambivalenturi mniSvnelo-
bis matarebeli iyo: is (boroteba) sawamlavi iyo, romelic qalaqs unda 
gascloda, radgan aTenis mcxovreblebs sjerodaT, rom mas ubedureba 
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hqonda SeSisxlxorcebuli da, meore mxriv, is wamlad evlineboda 
qalaqs. 

lia sturuas leqsSic lirikuli me aanalizebs, rom sityvebma is 
SeiZleba daasaxiCros da gaanadguros, magram, Tu sityvebs aracnobier-
idan ar aaJRerebs, rac maTi gaTavisuflebiT SesaZlebeli gaxdeba 
„Zilis qveda Sridan, yvelaze bnelidan“ (102), mas sxva axali safrTxe 
emuqreba– gaqroba. leqsis bolos lirikuli me sakuTar Tavs SekiTx-
vas usvams: „kidev SegiZlia?“ ganusazRvreli SekiTxvis dasmiT avto-
ri qalurobis SemosazRvrulobasa da TviTgansazRvris problemas 
gadauWrels tovebs.

daskvna 

ingeborg baxmanisa da lia sturuas lirikuli nimuSebis analiz-
ma poststruqturalizmis konteqstSi gamokveTa simbolur wesrigSi 
datyvevebuli qalurobis TviTidentifikaciis problema. orive avto-
ri statiaSi ganxilul leqsebSi msjelobs enis sirTuleebze, romel-
sac ar SeuZlia grZmobebis, Sinagani konfliqtebis adekvaturad gad-
mocema, Sedegad Cndeba TviTgaucxoeba da identobis gansazRvris 
sirTuleebi. winamdebare statiaSi leqsebis interpretaciam naTeli 
gaxada is, rom qalurobis reprezentacia da xilvadoba mxolod ma-
Sin moxerxdeba, Tu daiZleva mamakacuri Semqnelobisa da qaluri 
TviTgaqrobis SiSi da gadailaxeba simboluri wesrigis/miTosis mier 
dadgenili qaluri identoba. marTalia, ingeborg baxmanisa da lia stu-
ruas leqsebSi ver axerxebs lirikuli me axali/ qaluri identobis 
konstruirebas, magram Cndeba saSualebis Ziebis mcdeloba, Tu rogor 
miaRwion axal subieqturobas– ar unda iyvnen arc simboluri wesri-
gis da arc sakuTari Tavis msxverplebi da isteriulobasTan erTad 
emansipirebuli, TviTmyofadi arseboba aRiaron.
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Salome Pataridze
(Georgia)

Problems of Feminine Language and Self-representation in 
Poetic Texts of Ingeborg Bachmann and Lia Sturua1

Summary

Key words: Post-Structuralism, dichotomy, feminine writing, identity. 

Feminist theories mainly take the initial from the idea that there exists an estab-
lished identity expressing the category of “woman”. The identity shall create the subject 
that may be politically and historically represented. The concept “representation” has two 
functions in this case: on the one hand it gives more public visibility and legitimacy to 
the woman as a subject, and on the other hand, the representation is considered to be a 
normative function of the language either revealing or distorting the category of woman. 
Feminist theories/literary studies often see the creation of such language as the main need 
for the full and adequate representation achieving the public visibility of women (estab-
lishment as the subject). This article analyzes some lyrical works of Austrian Ingeborg 
Bachmann and Georgian Lia Sturua from the perspective of post-structuralism, namely, 

1 This work was supported by Shota Rustaveli National Science Foundation (SRNSF) (PHDF-18-
2163, Specific Features of Feminine Narrative in German and Georgian Poetry of the Second Half 
of the 20th Century).
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Jacques Derrida’s concept of written language and its binary nature, Lacan’s denial of 
the Woman’s existence and the subject’s shift to the symbolic order, also Julia Kristeva’s, 
Luce Irigaray’s, Hélène Cixous’ ideas on problems of feminine language and self-repre-
sentation in the patriarchal/symbolic order. The analysis of poems of Ingeborg Bachmann 
and Lia Sturua shall highlight specific features of feminine language and challenges to the 
self-representation of woman.

Poststructuralists argue that the subject is not free in the order of language and 
signs, as the subject itself does not create the order. In the universal order in its turn, 
characteristics are created which are not subject to discourse control. Writing is usually 
privileged over spoken words. Since written text cannot speak, it therefore allows inter-
pretation, meaning that a text will not be the same in different contexts. The meaning of a 
lingual sign can be determined. However, as its meaning is different in different contexts, 
the author focuses on the endless game of signs. According to Derrida’s view if the exact 
concept of linguistic signs is unlikely to be defined, an adequate reflection of the world is 
also doubtful.

Jacques Lacan considers that the father gives birth to the subject through language, 
while mother gives physical birth. The father, as understood by Lacan, implies the first 
prohibition. The first prohibition is incest and the conscious and unconscious emerge 
through entering the symbolic order. According to Lacan, there is no place for the woman 
in the symbolic order. Lacan claims that the woman does not exist, that she is in the pre-
linguistic imagination and is identified with her mother. For Lacan, feminine is connected 
with passion and it always threatens a symbolic order as it is unconscious and seduces 
the man.

The French feminist and theoretician argues that the task of the female is to adopt 
masculine sexuality and imagination while being alienated from her own imagination and 
sexuality. In order for a hierarchical system of values, such as: light-dark, one-many, etc., 
in which a woman is identified with her subordinate, to be overcome, the above-mentioned 
hierarchy must be inverted which will be a prerequisite for a female to be shown as a 
subject.

According to Hélène Cixous, in a symbolic, patriarchal order, women must resort 
to self-discovery, which means first of all finding their own, original language and, conse-
quently, finding a place to belong. According to the theorist, language can be found in the 
pre-Oedipal imagination as it is the pre-Oedipal where feminine language can be found. 
Writing allows the woman to find the self and therefore, identity, and it allows her to 
overcome the state of silence and paly with words thus changing meanings to words and 
foregrounds the unconscious.

Julia Kristeva discusses the coexistence of semiotic and symbolic in the language 
and considers the semiotic in connection with the female and the symbolic in connection 
with the male. In the pre-Oedipal phase, voice, sound is not structured, and through the 
transition to the pre-Oedipal phase the utterance acquires meaning under the influence of 
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grammar, syntax, and conventions. In the symbolic order, however, it is very difficult for 
the woman to find her identity, as she either withdraws from the order or is only left with 
the choice to unite with it. 

In this article poems („Wie sol lich mich nennen?“, Entfremdung”, „Erklär mir, Li-
ebe!“) of Austrian German language female author Ingebrog Bachmann and poems (“Call 
your doctor”, “Love?!”) of Georgian poet Lia Sturua are analyzed. 

Ingeborg Bachman complains about the limits of language that make language 
ambiguous and that present some difficulty for the poet, since it is impossible to go be-
yond the limits through language. In the poem „Erklär mir, Liebe!“ (“Tell me, Love”) the 
lyrical I has two options for changing the language and making it beautiful: either it has to 
change the language, or employ individual forms of use. The lyrical I chooses the latter. 
The poet gives her opinion that unanimity is not a prerequisite for finding the truth and 
that one truth may point to the other. The existence of the limits somehow indicates that 
they might be overcome that the lyrical I does not believe. The lyrical I from the poem of 
Ingeborg Bachmann “Alienation” thinks it impossible for concepts to be monosemantic. 
The impossibility of monosemy in language makes the lyrical I to consider the power-
lessness of language. The problem of self-identity is highlighted in the third poem of the 
Austrian author analyzed in this research. The problem of self-identity is raised in the 
complaint of the lyrical I that one part of her cannot cease singing and, therefore, leave 
the pre-Oedipal. Though the masculinized culture forces her to leave the pre-Oedipal and 
shift to the symbolic order. 

In her poem “Call the doctor”, Georgian poet Lia Sturua describes the problem of 
the construction of feminine identity which is caused by the patriarchal culture. This quest 
for identity is difficult for the lyrical I as it carries the features ascribed to her by the patri-
archal culture and therefore, it is not easy for her to separate the original from the acquired. 
Lia Sturua’s poem clearly shows problems caused by the crisis of self-identity crisis, lead-
ing to hysteria, and hysteria is perceived as a female disease. In the poem “Love?!”, the 
lyrical I is seized with the fear of words, since in the pre-Oedipal phase (culture) free play 
with words equals self-destruction and with Lia Sturua, we find two options, the choice 
between which is difficult. 

The analysis of the texts shows clearly difficulties women encounter in search for 
identity in the patriarchal order, as women live in the world where she has created neither 
language, nor culture and it is difficult for her to find her original place. 
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irina neupokoeva
(rUuseTi)

nikoloz baraTaSvili da evropuli poezia

gamogitydebiT da vRelav, roca qarTvel mkiTxvels nikoloz 
baraTaSvilis poeziaze Cems nafiqrs vuziareb. gana Tavxedoba araa, 
dawero im poetze, romlis enac ar ici, romelzec dawerila uamravi, 
dawerila misi poeturi sityvisa da mxatvruli saxeebisa Tu im faqizi da 
mdidari kavSirebis Rrma codniT, rac mas Tavis winamorbed Tu Tanad-
roul qarTul poeziasTan akavSirebda.

da mainc, msoflio mxatvruli xelovnebis istoria ise aewyo, rom 
xalxTa urTierTgamdidreba SesaZlebelia poetis Semoqmedebis ara 
mxolod mSobliur enaze uSualo gacnobis gziT, aramed umravi sxva sa-
SualebiT. zustad ise, roca Tavad poeti – Tuki igi marTlac didi po-
etia – ganumeorebeli erovnuli xmiT gamoxatavs im azrebsa da grZno-
bebs, romlebic kacobriobas am konkretuli qveynis, enisa Tu epoqis 
sazRvrebs miRmac aRelvebs. raxan asea, sruliad SesaZlebelia, rom mas, 
visac ki es poeturi xma miswvdomia, aqvs ara marto ufleba am movlenas 
gamoexmauros, aramed movaleobac, rom aucileblad gamoexmauros – 
Tavisi madlierebiT, Tavisi aRqmiT, Tavisi fiqrebiT imis Sesaxeb, Tu ra 
Semata am poetma kacobriobis kulturas.

nikoloz baraTaSvilis ukiduresad, TiTqmis tkivilamde, Sekum-
Sul biografiaSi cxadad ikveTeba xazebi, romlebic mis Semoqmedebas 
akavSirebs Tanadroul da sulierad axlobel poeziasTan, rac maSin-
deli evropis uamrav qveyanaSi iqmneboda. esaa sazogadoebriv-filoso-
fiuri azris simwvave, pirovnebasa da gabatonebul adaT-wesebs Soris 
arsebul SeusabamoebaTa mZafri aRqma, zneobrivi ukompromisoba, im 
adamianis sulieri samyaros lirikuli wvdoma, romlis fiqrebic Tavi-
si xalxis interebs ganuyoflad ukavSirdeba.

kargad mogvexseneba, Tu rogori – imdroindeli pirobebis gaT-
valiswinebiT – farTo kavSirebi hqonda baraTaSvils Tavis Tanamedrove 
evropul sazogadoebriv azrsa da mxatvrul kulturasTan. qarTvel 
mkvlevarTa Ziebebis wyalobiT ukve viciT, ramdenad kargad erkveoda 
baraTaSvili rusul literaturaSi da ramdenad iyo naziarebi puSkinis 
poeziis ukidegano samyaros. viciT im uamravi Zafis Sesaxeb, romlebic 
mas dekabristTa ideebTan da, SesaZloa, maT poeziasTanac ki akavSireb-
da. seriozul yuradRebas imsaxurebs mkvlevarTa varaudi axalgazrda 

literaturismcodneobis qrestomaTia / 
 Chrestomathy of Literary Theory



52

qarTveli poetis gadasaxlebul dekabristebTan Sexvedris Sesaxeb1. 
jer kidev baraTaSvilis Tanamedroveni adasturebdnen mis sulier na-
Tesaobas lermontovis poeziasTan, romelsac igi kargad icnobda. cno-
bilia baraTaSvilis kavSirebi 1831 wlis ajanyebaSi monawileobisTvis 
kavkasiaSi gadmosaxlebul polonel sazogado moRvaweeebTan, arsebobs 
monacemebi, rom igi xvdeboda TadeuS lado-zabolockis, „kavkasiel“-
polonel poetTa jgufis erT-erT warmomadgenels, romelsac, Tavis 
mxriv, kargi urTierToba hqonda m. TumaniSvilTan, baraTaSvilis jer 
kidev gimnaziisdroindel megobarTan2. SeuZlebelia, baraTaSvils ar 
scodnoda mickeviCis poezia, romlis leqsebsac Tbilisis gimnazia-
Si mxatvrulad kiTxulobdnen3 da romlis striqonebic imdroindel 
TbiliselTa Soris uaRresad popularuli iyo. a. WavWavaZemac Tavisi 
TargmanebiT Tanamemamuleebi franguli poeziis mraval nimuSs aziara. 
rusuli Jurnalebis kompleqtebis – romlebsac im wlebSi TbilisSi 
Rebulobdnen da dokumenturadac dasturdeba, rom axalgazrda poeti 
maT kiTxulobda, – gadafurcvlac ki kmara imis dasadgenad, Tu ramde-
ni ramis amokiTxva SeeZlo mas sxva qveynebis literaturaTa Sesaxeb.

CvenTvis cnobilia, Tu ra xSirad uaxlovdeboda poeti-baraTaS-
vilis saxeli lermontovis, baironis, mickeviCis, haines, hiugos, zog-
jer ki novalisis, leopardis, lamartinis, binis saxelebs. yoveli ase-
Ti siaxlove yuradRebas imsaxurebs. zogjer – mis gasagrZeleblad 
da adre moniSnuli paralelebis axali monacemebiT gasamagreblad; 
zogjer ki – ama Tu im daaxloebis gasasaCivreblad, magram, – yvela Sem-
TxvevaSi, dReisaTvis CvenTvis sruliad aSkaraa, rom saxelTa es sakmaod 
farTo wrec ki mTlianad mainc ver moicavs baraTaSvilis yvela isto-
riul-tipologiur kavSirs mis Tanadroul msoflio literaturasTan 
da am Sepirispirebis areali mniSvnelovnad unda gafarTovdes. evropis 
mxatvruli  kulturis istoria,  Tuki mas Tanamedrove mecnierul Se-
xedulebaTa  erTian  speqtrSi  ganvixilavT,   gviCvenebs,  rom  me-19 sau-
kunis Sua wlebisaTvis erTmaneTs mimgvanebulma sulierma procesebma, 
miuxedavad erovnuli gansxvavebebisa, bevrad ufro farTo moqmedebis 
zona moicva, vidre es evropuli literaturuli ganviTarebis sinqro-
nistul rukebzea aRniSnuli. eWvgareSea, rom am procesSi, imdroinde-

1 a. gawerelia, nikoloz baraTaSvili, cxovreba da Semoqmedeba, 1945; vano Sa-
duri, dekabristuli literatura da qarTuli sazogadoebrioba, 1958, gv. 335; 
i.bogomolovi, nikoloz baraTaSvili da rusuli kultura (krebuli „litera-
turuli urTierTobebi. 1. SoTa rusTavelis qarTuli literaturis institu-
ti), 1965.
2 a. gawerelia, nikoloz baraTaSvili, cxovreba da Semoqmedeba, 1945; m. Jizovi, 
kavkasiis poloneli poetebi, „literaturuli saqarTvelo“, 1957, №6.
3 Шалва Беридзе, Поэт порыва. Жизнь и творчество Н. Бараташвили (к столетию писателя) 
1917.
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li qarTuli literatura – im literaturaTa msgavsad, romelTa isto-
riac evropuli literaturis ganviTarebis vrcel konteqstSi jer sak-
marisad ar „Cawerila“, – sxva literaturebTan Tavisi kontaqtebisa da 
tipologiuri kavSirebis mTeli mravalferovnebiT unda warmoCindes.

im droisaTvis baraTaSvilisaTvis axlobeli saxelebis (lermon-
tovi, mickeviCi, baironi) garda, literaturul asparezze JRers sxva 
didi poetebis (t. SevCenko, d. solomosi, k. maxa, S. petefi, xose de es-
pronseda) saxelebic, romlebmac, baraTaSvilis msgavsad, TavianT 
erovnul literaturaTa istoriaSi – iqneba es ukrainuli, axalber-
Znuli, Cexuri, ungruli Tu espanuri – saTave daudes axal epoqas. am 
poetTa moRvaweoba imave 30-40-ian wlebs emTxveva da maTi poeziis mxat-
vruli samyaroc istoriulad erTnairia. maTi Semoqmedeba mdidaria 
amave epoqis iseTive social-filosofiuri da eTikuri problematikiT, 
amave saukunis iseTive problemebiT, romelTa qarTul literaturaSi 
aRmoCenac, i. WavWavaZis TqmiT, baraTaSvilis SemoqmedebiT gmirobad 
iTvleba. erovnuli SemoqmedebiTi ganviTarebis mravalferovnebisa da 
mTeli im tradiciebis miuxedavad, romelTac baraTaSvili eyrdnoboda, 
me-19 saukunis Sua xanebis sazogadoebrivi da kulturuli kavSirebi 
sul ufro da ufro sayovelTao xdeba da ukve aSkarad ikveTeba im xal-
xTa mxatvruli azrovnebis umniSvnelovanesi saerTo tendenciebi, 
romlebic CarTulni iyvnen msoflio kavSirTa sistemaSi.

aq sxva sakiTxic ikveTeba: baraTaSvilis Tanadrouli da misTvis 
sulierad axlobeli sxva SemoqmedebiTi Ziebebi marto poezias exeba 
Tu xelovnebis sxva dargebsac? xom ar uaxlovdeba misi lirikis po-
etur-musikaluri JReradoba im musikalur sawyiss, romelic imave aT-
wleulebis evropul musikaSi Tavs Zalumad, damoukidebeli mimdina-
reobis saxiT imkvidrebs? baraTaSvilis bevri leqsi, – mis Tanamedro-
veebs  rom  scnobodaT,  – namdvilad  iqceoda glinkas vokaluri liri-
kisa Tu romansebis muzis STagonebis wyarod, gamomdinare maTi liri-
kuli grZnobebis siRrmidan da gamWvirvalobidan. imave xasiaTis erTi 
da igive esTetikuri movlenaa poeturi azrovnebisa Tu mxatvruli 
kulturis tipis mixedviT. 

Tanac gana baraTaSvilis poeziis saocrad msubuqi, Sinagani sim-
SvidiTa da TavSekavebiT savse palitra ar ukavSirdeba (isev da isev 
Tavad mxatvruli azrovnebis tipis mixedviT) akvarelis ferweris gan-
viTarebis process, romelic evropaSi zustad am aTwleulebSi mimdi-
nareobs? ferwerisa, romlis Ziebebic ubadlo niWierebiT aisaxa ler-
montovis  akvarelebSi, romlebic eZRvneba kavkasiis Temas.

an nuTu ocdaoTxi wlis baraTaSvilma SemTxveviT Targmna oc-
daori wlis laizevicis, „qariSxlisa da Setevis“ erT-erTi uniWieresi 
mwerlis, tragedia? iqneb es mTargmnelobiTi cda epoqis mxatvruli 
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ganviTarebis saerTo „sistemis“ Semadgeneli nawilia? aSkaraa, rom 
STabeWdileba, romelic am tragediam masze moaxdina, ukavSirdeba na-
cionaluri Teatris Rrma Sinagan moTxovnilebebs. an iqneb ara mxolod 
nacionaluri Teatris? amboxis Tema, ajanyebuli sulis saxe, romelic 
amasoflad gabatonebul borotebas ar urigdeba da gonierebisa Tu 
samarTlianobis uZlevelobis rwmeniT SeiaraRebuli am samyaros wi-
naaRmdeg ilaSqrebs – es swored isaa, rac Seadgens dramis „iulius ta-
ranteli~ Sinaarss – es yvelaferi ki Zalian axlosaa axalgazrda haines 
tragikul TeatrTan, ufro adre ki – holderlinTan, hiugos drama-
turgiasTan, baironis, Sellis, mickeviCis, slovackis filosofiur-
simbolur poemebTan, lermontovis dramaturgiis meamboxur sulTan.

kidev erT rames aRmovaCenT, Tuki baraTaSvilis poeziis xvedrs 
SedarebiT ufro farTo perspeqtividan ganvixilavT. SemTxveviTia 
Tu ara is faqti, rom am poetis „aRmoCena“ da misi msoflio aRiareba, 
rac misi poeziis erTgvar klasikur maxasiaTeblad iqca da i.WavWavaZes 
ukavSirdeba, samocianelTa sazogadoebrivi azris damsaxurebaa? gana 
zustad am xanas, revoluciuri demokratiis esTetikur azrs, ar eva-
leboda revoluciuri romantikosebis poeziis dacva im saburvelis-
gan, romelSic maT xelovnebas esTetikuri kritika xvevda? kritika, 
romelic maRali humanizmiT aRsavse tragikul simZafreSi pesimizs xe-
davda, momavlisadmi swrafvas sinamdvilisgan gaqcevas uwodebda, ro-
melic ver igebda da ar iRebda baironis, dekabristebis, lermontovis, 
haines poeziis revoluciuri aRtyinebiT aRsavse suliskveTebas.

amrigad, baraTaSvilis Semoqmedebac da misi Semdgomi bedic, Tuki 
mas mxatvruli ganviTarebis farTo evropuli perspeqtividan Sev-
xedavT, sruliad axal mniSvnelobas iZens. baraTaSvilis Tanadroul 
xelovanTa jgufur portretSi sul ufro da ufro reliefurad ik-
veTeba da mkafiovdeba misi individualuri saxis nakvTebi. sul ufro 
da ufro sarwmuno xdeba misi wvlili msoflio xelovnebis saerTo 
saganZurSi. 

amdenad, SedarebiTi midgomis wyalobiT, SesaZlebelia ufro sar-
wmuno gaxdes erovnuli SemoqmedebiTi ganviTarebis kavSiri msoflios 
Sesabamis ganviTarebasTan. Tumca ara mxolod.

rac ufro farToa SedarebiTi ganxilvisaTvis SerCeul movlena-
Ta wre, miT ufro guluxvadaa warmodgenili is erovnuli literatu-
rebi, romlebic erTsa da imave periodSi urTierTmsgavs istoriul 
garemoebebSi viTardeba, an erTmaneTs TavianTi istoriuli, sazogado-
ebrivi Tu kulturuli bedis – uamravi, sul sxvadasxvanairi – ZafebiT 
ukavSirdeba; miT ufro guluxvad, – masSi monawile xalxebis, saxeebis, 
mxatvrul mimdinareobaTa mTeli mravalferovnebiT, – warmogvidgeba 
am epoqis mxatvruli ganviTarebis saerTo suraTi. am mravalferovne-
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baSi magistraluri, cxovrebiseuli xazebic ufro cxadad ikveTeba. 
ufro kargad zustdeba Cveni warmodgenebic mocemuli etapis regi-
onaluri (am SemTxvevaSi – evropuli) literaturuli ganviTarebis 
qronologiur sazRvarTa Sesaxeb.

maS ase, baraTaSvili Tavis Tanamedrove evropel poetTa wreSi: aq 
gamokveTili tipologiuri siaxlovis niSnebi epoqis literaturuli 
ganviTarebis saerTo kanonzomierebis gamoxatulebaa. vinaidan Cvens 
winaSea Zalian didi masStabis, kaSkaSa TviTmyofadobis poeti, romel-
mac Tavis poeziaSi Tavisi xalxisa Tu imdroindel adamianTa bediswera 
gabedul-masStaburad Seisruta da gaaerTiana, – amitomac miT ufro 
mniSvnelovania misi poeziis sulieri naTesaoba mraval imdroindel 
udides xelovanTan. rac ufro didia poeti, miT ufro farTod erTve-
ba mis SemoqmedebaSi misi Tanamedrove samyaros didi, saerTo bedis-
wera, miT ufro Rrmad ukavSirdeba misi Semoqmedebis nacionaluri Si-
naarsi am epoqis mxatvruli azrovnebis saerTo istoriul tendenciebs.

amasTanave, aucileblad unda gaviTvaliswinoT, rom xelovanis 
Semoqmedebis SedarebiTi ganxilva ar SeiZleba iyos „globaluri“; igi 
TiTqos „Sreebad“ mimdinareobs. pirvel rigSi, igi moicavs im lite-
raturaTa wres, romlebic yvelaze mimsgavsebul istoriul pirobebSi 
viTardeba – swored aq SeiZleba yvelaze TvalsaCinod gamovlindes 
Semoqmedebis ama Tu im mxareTa tipologiuri msgavseba (magaliTad, 
msgavsi erovnul-gamaTavisuflebeli problematika, an xalxur-po-
eturi sawyisis msgavsi roli me-19 saukunis pirveli naxevris zogier-
Ti evropeli xalxebis poeziaSi). amave dros, es tipologiuri  msgavseba
aSkarad vlindeba erT epoqaSi moRvawe xelovanTa SemoqmedebaSic da 
maTi xalxebis gansxvavebul istoriul bediswerebSic, rac am SemTxve-
vaSi saerTo social-filosofiuri, esTetikuri poziciebisa da mis-
wrafebebis (rogorebicaa, magaliTad, revoluciur-romantikuli xe-
lovnebis mxatvrul saxeTa sistemis msgavsoba me-19 saukunis pirvel 
naxevarSi istoriulad sxvadasxvagvarad ganviTarebul qveynebSi) Se-
degia. tipologiuri msgavsebis niSnebi vlindeba warsulis saerTo 
mxatvruli tradiciebis SemTxvevebSic (magaliTad, e.w. „aRmosavluri 
saxeobriobis“ elementebi literaturebSi, rac winaT klasikuri aR-
mosavluri poeziis gavlenasTan igivdeboda).

amdenad, xelovanis Semoqmedebis SedarebiTi analizi gulisxmobs 
sxvadasxva nacionalur literaturebTan, an maT jgufebTan, Sepiris-
pirebebis garkveul gantotvas1. am dros yoveli xalxis literatura 

1 n. mari xazs usvamdaSepirispirebaTa farTo sistemis mniSvnelobas 
sxvadasxva kulturaTa Soris pirdapir kavSirTa Seswavlis procesSi (Н. Марр. К 
вопросу о влиянии персидской литературы на грузинской. Журнал министерства народного 
просвещения. 1897, март).
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Tavis problemas wamoWris xolme. aqedan gamomdinare, gasagebia, Tu ra 
mniSvnelovania gamokvlevis pirveli stadia – poetis Semoqmedebis 
ama Tu im mxareTa an nacionalur literaturaTa ganviTarebis proce-
sebis SedarebiTi analizis mimarTulebis istoriul-literaturuli 
orientacia.

aucilebelia yvela am momentis gaTvaliswineba, rodesac bara-
TaSvilis poezias misi Tanamedrove evropuli poeziis saerTo per-
speqtividan ganvixilavT.

romelia is sakvanZo momenti, roca erTmaneTs xvdeba baraTaS-
vilis poeziis ganumeorebeli individualoba, nacionaluroba da sxva 
poezia, romelic amave periodSi Seiqmna da suliskveTebiTa Tu is-
toriuli tipis mixedviT masTan axlos dgas? romeli literaturebi 
unda CaiTvalos istoriulad marTlzomier da amdenad nayofier Sesa-
darebel masalad?

aq daismis mravali SekiTxva da yoveli maTgani SeiZleba specia-
luri ganxilvis sagnad iqces. SemovifargloT mxolod tipologiur 
kavSirTa im ZiriTadi xazebis moniSvniT, romlebic baraTaSvilis po-
ezias Tanadroul literaturebTan gaaCnia. SeiZleba, am dros mis 
SemoqmedebaSi gamoiyos sami Sesapirispirebeli „Sre“: misi poeziis sa-
zogadoebriv-filosofiuri Sinaarsi; misi poeziis Janruli da stilu-
ri Taviseburebani; misi lirikis kavSiri folklorul tragediasTan.

baraTaSvilis lirikis xalxur poeziasa da nacionalur poetur 
tradiciebTan kavSiris Sesaxeb specialistTa konkretul kvlevebs, 
romlebic baraTaSvilis poeziis saxeobriv samyarosa da stilistikaSi 
Casawvdomad Seufasebel masalas iZleva, SedarebiTi ganxilvis Sede-
gad  daemateba kidev  erTi,  farTo xasiaTis  SekiTxva: ra  roli  akisria
xalxur poezias im literaturaTa ganviTarebaSi, romlebic, me-19 s-is 
pirvel naxevarSi, qarTulis msgavsad, TavianTi nacionaluri aRmav-
lobis periods gadian da nacionaluri izolaciis pirobebSi im fonze 
viTardebian, roca arsebobs farTo msoflio kulturuli kavSirebi da 
msoflio xelovnebis asparezze  gamodian literaturebi, sadac prozi-
sa da poeziis yvela Janri maRalganviTarebulia?amitomac saWiroa, 
rom qarTuli literaturis, pirvel rigSi ki, nikoloz baraTaSvilis 
(Tuki davrCebiT misi Semoqmedebis sazRvrebSi) poeziis monacemebi 
Sedardes ukrainul, Cexur, ungrul, axalberZnul literaturaTa 
monacemebTan, romlebic amave aTwleulebis msoflio literaturas 
erovnuli poeziis brwyinvale saxelebiT amaragebdnen... saxelebiT, 
romlebic msoflio literaturis klasikosebad iqcnen. gamomdinare 
axali nacionaluri literaturis ganviTarebis gzebis perspeqtividan 
(Cven aq niWis Taviseburebebze ar vsaubrobT), SesaZlebelia, xalxur-
poeturi tradiciis Sesaxeb kamaTi zustad iseTive mniSvnelovani iyos 
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baraTaSvilis lirikisaTvis, rogoric t. SevCenkos, k. maxis, S. petefisa 
da. solomosis poeziisaTvis iqneboda. sakvlevi masalis garkveuli 
qronologiuri gafarToebis (rac mxatvruli ganviTarebis uTanabro-
bis pirobebSi sruliad kanonzomieri da SedarebiTi analizis dros 
mecnierulad gamarTlebuli movlenaa) safuZvelze am SepirispirebaSi 
SegviZlia CavrToT ramdenime saxeli sxva iseTi literaturebidan, 
rogorebicaa mag. somxuri, azerbaijanuli, ruminuli an bulgaruli 
literatura.

am problemis kvleva moiTxovs literaturis istorikosTa, fol-
kloristTa, nacionaluri literaturuli enebis istorikosTa er-
Tobliv Zalisxmevas. es monacemebi SemdgomSi istoriul-kulturuli 
mimarTulebiT farTod gaanalizdeba.

Cven velodebiT uaRresad saintereso kvlevebs baraTaSvilis 
poeziis Janruli da stiluri Taviseburebebis SedarebiTi gaanali-
zebis Sedegad.

magaliTad, SemTxveviTi namdvilad ar aris is faqti, rom qarTuli 
nacionaluri poeziis erT-erTi udidesi nawarmoebi  „bedi qarTlisa“,  
romelmac Tavisi drois yvelaze mRelvare sazogadoebriv-politi-
kuri problemebi wamoWra da gadawyvita kidec xalxis realuri inte-
resebisa Tu istoriuli progresis gaTvaliswinebiT, lirikul-epikuri 
poemis JanrSi Seiqmna. poemis nacional-heroikuli dasawyisi, xalxis 
bedze fiqri moiTxovda did epikur gaqanebas, Tumca Tavad probleme-
bi imdenad saWirboroto iyo, rom maTi gadaWra tradiciuli eposis su-
liskveTebiT ukve SeuZlebeli aRmoCnda. amgvari Sinaarsis gamosaxata-
vad saWiro iyo axali poeturi forma, romelSic epikuri sawyisi Seer-
wymeboda movlenaTa svlaSi avtoris mxurvale, lirikuli mRelvare-
biTa da vnebianobiT aRsavse SeWras. mickeviCi aRniSnavda amgvari tipis 
poemis novatorulobas da werda, rom misi Semoqmedi „iziarebs Tavisi 
xalxisa da drois grZnobebs da iWreba im cxovrebaSi, rasac umReris.“ 
am axali poeturi Janris Seqmnis amocanebi sxvadasxvanairad wydeboda 
baironis „Caild-haroldis yaribobaSi“, Selis „islamis ajanyebaSi“, 
mickeviCis „gaJanasa“ da „konrad valenrodSi“, SevCenkos „gaidamakebSi“, 
k. maxis „maisSi“, solomosis „Tavisufal alyaSemortymulebSi“. gmiru-
li legendebi aq erwymoda xalxis bedis istoriul Tu Tanamedrove mo-
nacemebs, gmirTa piradi bedi ewvneboda diadi istoriis svlas. rac ar 
unda romantikuli yofiliyo am poemaTa siuJeti, maT sazogadoebriv da 
emociur centrSi yovelTvis idga xalxis bedis imdroindeli, farTo 
istoriuli perspeqtividan danaxuli problematika.

poemis amave tips miekuTvneba „bedi qarTlisa“, mTeli Tavisi mra-
valferovnebiT. realuri istoria – movlenebi, xasiaTebi, naciona-
lur-istoriuli problemebi – aq aRiwereba ara JamTaaRmwerlis dinji 
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kalmis meSveobiT, aramed poetur grZnobaTa da moqalaqeobriv pozi-
ciaTa mRelvare gaazrebiT, mSobliuri miwisadmi gulSiCamwvdomi siy-
varuliT da gonebamaxviluri istoriuli msjelobebiT. TviT is mkiTx-
velic ki, romelic baraTaSvilis poezias pirvelad mieaxla, Tavs misi 
poeturi samyaros siuxviT dajildoebulad grZnobs. xelovanis niWis 
masStabi aq emTxveva eris sazogadoebrivi da sulieri cxovrebis ganvi-
Tarebis mTavar mimarTulebas, emsaxureba erovnuli literaturis gan-
viTarebis, drois Sesabamis, umniSvnelovanes amocanebs. amave dros, am 
pirveli didi nawarmoebis Tanaxmad gamodis, rom baraTaSvili aris po-
eti, romlis mxatvruli azrovnebac emTxveva Tanadrouli progresuli 
evropuli poeziis ganviTarebis ZiriTad mimarTulebebs.

amrigad, SedarebiTi analizis meSveobiT erovnuli poeziis es 
erT-erTi udidesi nawarmoebi TiTqos „jdeba“ im epoqis literaturul 
JanrTa ganviTarebis erTian konteqstSi. 

magram SedarebiTi analizs saqme aqvs ara mxolod nacionaluri 
literaturebis „mwvervalebTan“. misi meSveobiT SesaZlebelia yurad-
Rebis gamaxvileba poetis Semoqmedebis iseT Janrobriv da stilur Ta-
viseburebebze, romlebic ratomRac bolomde ver ganviTarda, Tumca, 
SemoqmedebiTi ganviTarebis logikis TvalsazrisiT, uaRresad mniS-
vnelovania. SegviZlia, magaliTad davasaxeloT SesaniSnavi Janrobri-
vi suraTi „Rame yabaxzed“. Rameuli zeimis guluxvi wvrilmanebiT dat-
virTuli, alersiani iumoriT gamsWvaluli, gadamdebi mxiarulebiT 
aRsavse am leqss gaaCnia zustad Temis Sesatyvisi stilistika, romelic 
SegviZlia pirobiTad ganvsazRvroT, rogorc „lirikul-eTnografi-
uli“ (aq igulisxmeba is didi mniSvneloba, romelic erovnuli ganvi-
Tarebis gansazRvrul momentebSi eTnografiul daxasiaTebebs aqvs 
xolme).

„Rame yabaxzed“, iseve rogorc misTvis „wamZRvarebuli“, poeturi 
mimarTvis – „biZia grigols“ – finaluri striqonebi, TiTqos amovar-
dnilia baraTaSvilis lirikis saerTo tonalobidan. amave dros, po-
etis werilebi mowmobs, rom leqsis „Rame yabaxzed“ poeturi tonaloba 
baraTaSvilis msoflaRqmis SemTxveviTi gamonaTeba ar yofila. weri-
lebidan, romlebic TavianTi ZiriTadi ganwyobis tragizmiT gvacvif-
reben, romlebic ZiriTadad tragikuli ganwyobiT gvancvifreben aqa-
iq mainc Jonavs xolme poetis bunebis cxoveli Tanaziaroba im sicocx-
liT savse axalgazrdul xalisTan, romelic ase iolad iRvreboda 
bavSvobidan nacnobi kaSkaSa ferebis, musikis, tradiciuli erovnuli 
dResaswaulebis, guluxvi molxenis TanxlebiT misi naTesavebisa da 
yrmobis megobarTa wreSi. ar SeiZleba, Rimili ar moggvaros msubuqi 
iumoris moulodnelma gamonaTebebma am werilebidan, SeuZlebelia 
ar gagaocos im sizustem, riTac am iumorSi xasiaTebisa da zne-Cve-
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ulebebis Strixebi aRibeWdeba. SeuZlebelia mTeli guliT da suliT 
ar gaiziaro keTili da saxaliso-celquri toni, riTac baraTaSvili 
Tavis axlobleblebs exumreba. am yvelaferma bavSvobis asakidanve 
daido bina poetis cxovrebiseul SegrZnebebSi, oRond, misi tragiku-
li cxovrebidan gamomdinare, mis poeziaSi pirvel planze arasdros 
gamosula, magram mis msoflaRqmaze gavlenas yovelTvis axdenda. 

Tumca es sicocxlismoyvare notebi swrafad, TiTqmis erTi xelis 
mosmiT, qreba baraTaSvilis werilebSi, rogorc ki mas naRvliani fiq-
rebi da ukidegano sevda Semoejareba... rogorc Cans, poets mainc hqon-
da iumoris niWi, niWi uSualo dakvirvebisa, msubuqi da zusti Janruli 
Canaxatebisa1. maSasadame, arc Tu aseTi SemTxveviTia leqsis – „Rame 
yabaxzed“ – poeturi samyaroc? kvlav da kvlav vixsenebT poetisadmi 
miZRvnil ilia WavWavaZis striqonebs:

visuwys, ravdeni saunjeni davmarxeT Cvena, 

ege zRva guli, siyvarulis sxiv-qveS gaSlili, 

raoden grZnobiT, jer uTqmeliT, Cven Cagvesvena?

vin icis, Tana raodeni wariRe fiqrni?

maT mniSvneloba dagvekarga Cven saukunod...

raoden imedT da nugeSTa kokrad yvavilni

CasWknen Sens gulSi ganuSlelad egre udrood?

(„nikoloz baraTaSvilzed“)

Tumca n. baraTaSvilis mxatvruli ganviTarebis logikis mixed-
viT am leqsis „Rame yabaxzed“ kidev ufro meti mniSvnelobis aRmoCena  
SeiZleba, Tuki mas SevadarebT im Janrul poetur suraTebTan, romle-
bic xSirad gvxvdeba amave drois sxva literaturebSic, romlebic ga-
dian imave gzas, anu yalibdebian axali drois literaturad.

1 baraTaSvilis epistolaruli memkvidreoba bevrad ufro sainteresoa Ta-
visTavad, vidre rogorc mxolod komentarebi mis poetur Semoqmedebaze. erTi 
emociuri tonalobidan meoreze gadasvlis saocari simsubuqe aaSkaravebs 
baraTaSvilis, rogorc axali tipis mTxrobelis, WeSmarit talants, romelic 
ar aris SezRuduli raime saxis reglamentirebiTa Tu kanonebiT da Tavis gmirs 
bunebriv situaciebSi Tavisufali „orientirebis“, gansxvavebul da srualiad 
realur cxovrebiseul problemebTan Sejaxebis saSualebas aZlevs. mTeli Ta-
visi didebulebiT warmogvidgeba uzarmazari pirovneba, romelic gangebis Za-
liT imgvar pirobebSi moxvda, sadac TiTqmis araferi ar xdeba da arc araferi 
icvleba. ukve Tavad es winaaRmdegobrioba adamianis realur SesaZleblobebsa 
da mTeli Taobis cxovrebis realur pirobebs Soris, rac aseTi ZaliT aRibeW-
da lermontovis leqsSi „fiqri“, mgoni, iZleva imis Tqmis SesaZleblobas, rom 
baraTaSvilis werilebi warmoadgens Tavisi epoqis Tavisebur epistolur ro-
mans, aseve erT-erT rgols axali qarTuli prozis CamoyalibebaSi (es aris pro-
cesi, romelsac garkveuli istoriuli paralelebi sxva literaturebSic dae-
Zebneba).
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iseve rogorc mickeviCis „ordonis sangrebis“ nacionalur-
epikuri Canaxatebi, an iuliuS slovackis „kulikis“ elviseburi moZ-
raobiT savse Janruli scenebi, aseve xalxuri yofis msuye ferebi, 
romliTac gamsWvalulia taras SevCenkos mTeli poezia, an peteris 
Janruli poeturi suraTebi („simRera wreSi“, „maJara oTxxariani et-
liT“, „moxuci, keTili mikitani“), aseve leqsis „Rame yabaxzed“ Jan-
ruli da stilisturi xazi ar ukavSirdeboda avtoris piradi cxov-
rebiseuli STabeWdilebebis garkveul momentebs. igi gamoxatavda na-
cionaluri mxatvruli literaturis ganviTarebis garkveul saerTo 
saWiroebebsac, da es im dros, rodesac am ganviTarebis magistraluri 
xazi iyo nacionaluri cxovrebis sruli sisavsiT gamoxatva warsu-
lis gmiruli suraTebis Seqmnidan Tanamedrove sulieri ganviTare-
bis umaRles moTxovnilebaTa asaxvamde, aseve Tanamedrove zne-Cve-
ulebaTa suraTebisa Tu nacionaluri xasiaTis saxe-xatebis Seqmna da 
Janruli scenebisadmi yuradRebis gamaxvileba – TavTavianTi xal-
xebis axali erovnuli poeziis Semqmnelebi grZnobdnen, rom msgavsi 
scenebis Seqmna, rogorc nacionaluri cxovrebis realuri mxaris war-
moCenis saSualeba, ara mxolod Rirseuli movlena iyo, aramed Semoq-
medebiT yuradRebasac moiTxovda. maTi samwerlo asparezze gamoCena 
nacionaluri literaturis Camoyalibebis erT-erT mijnad SeiZleba 
CaiTvalos.

uaRresad sainteresoa, – da Tanac ara mxolod baraTiSvilis 
poeziis Janruli da stilisturi Tvisobriobis, aramed kulturaTa 
urTierTSeRwevadobis TvalsazrisiT, – SedarebiTi daxasiaTeba da 
gar-kveva imisa, Tu mis leqsebSi rogoria „aRmosavlur“ da „dasavlur“ 
poetikaTa elementebis Tanafardoba. 

eWvgareSea, rom nacionaluri mxatvruli literaturis ganviTa-
rebis konteqstSi yvelaze met interess, – rogorc amas poetis Sesaxeb 
arsebuli literatura adasturebs, – iwvevs is, Tu rogor moaxerxa 
man moZvelebuli nacionaluri poeziis ganviTarebis Semaferxebeli, 
klasikuri aRmosavluri poeziisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli mxatvruli 
xatovanebisa da stilistikis daZleva. zogadevropuli konteqsti am 
problemaSi gamoyofs sxvagvar waxnags, riTac gansazRvravs baraTaS-
vilis adgilis Taviseburebas aRmosavleTisa da dasavleTis Semoq-
medebiTi urTierTgacvlis im procesSi, romelic misi epoqisaTvis 
asrerigad damaxasiaTebeli iyo.

cnobilia, Tu im droSi evropis udidesi poetebi raoden did 
yuradRebas miapyrobdnen  klasikur aRmosavlur poezias. isini grZnob-
dnen, rom msoflio literaturis ganviTarebis axali etapi moiTxov-
da Tanamedrove poeziis SemoqmedebiT damokidebulebas kacobri-
obis mxatvruli memkvidreobisadmi. sayovelTaod cnobilia goeTes, 
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puSkinis, mickeviCis da baironis poeturi cdebi am mimarTulebiT. am 
procesSi Tavisi wvlili im epoqis poetTa umravlesobam Seitana.

Tumca bevri ram iqidan, rac ruseTisa da dasavleT evropis po-
etTaTvis am mimarTulebiT sruliad axali da maTi nacionaluri kul-
turebis mxridan auTvisebeli iyo, baraTaSvilisTvis SemoqmedebiT 
problemad ar qceula. es iyo qarTuli poeziis uZvelesi tradicia, 
romelic saTaves rusTavelidan iRebs. baraTaSvili uars ar ambobs 
imaze, rac am tradiciidan erovnul Tu msoflio poeziaSi ukve mtkiced 
Sevida da rac kvlavac Sedioda; man gadalaxa winamorbedi qarTveli 
poetebisaTvis  damaxasiaTebeli  aRmosavluri  xatovaneba,  Tumca   Sei-
narCuna cocxali interesi aRmosavleTis mxatvruli kulturis mdi-
dari memkvidreobisadmi. jer kidev gimnaziaSi swavlisas man rusul 
enaze Targmna nawyveti XII saukunis qarTuli poeturi romanidan „vis-
ramiani“, romelic saTaves sparsuli poemidan „visi da rami“ iRebs. 
mas uyvarda maSindel TbilisSi mosaxle iranel momReralTa mosmena, 
megobarTa wreSi ganxilavda xolme maTi niWis Rirsebebs, igi intere-
siT gamoexmaura axalgazrda azerbaijaneli poeti qalis goCi-begumis 
simReras (werili maiko orbelianisadmi 1845 w. 9 Tebervali).

aRmosavluri xatovanebis tradiciebi Jonavs baraTaSvilis mxat-
vrul saxeTa sistemidan, emociuri wyobidan, iseT leqsTa arqiteqto-
nikidan, rogorebicaa „bulbuli vardzed“, „miyvars Tvalebi mibnedi-
lebi“, „Senni dalalni yriloben gvelad“, „kniaz baraTaevis azarfe-
Sazed“, „warwera marTa erisTavi-soloRaSvilis Taszed“... SeiZleba 
warmovidginoT, Tu aRmosavlur enebze Targmanis SemTxvevaSi ra kar-
gad moergebian es leqsebi aRmosavlur poetur wyobas, poetur xatebs 
da ramden saerTos naxaven aRmosavlur poetikasTan. 

Tavad baraTaSvilis SemoqmedebisaTvis es formebi, romelTac 
safuZvlad aRmosavluri tradiciebi udevs, aRmosavlur gavlenad 
Znelad Tu CaiTvleba. baraTaSvilisaTvis es  iyo nacionaluri tradi-
ciebis gagrZeleba, radgan es formebi ukve mtkiced damkvidrda da 
qarTulma mxatvrulma kulturamac organulad gaiTavisa. isini bara-
TaSvilis lirikisaTvis poeturi novacia ar yofila da Tanamedrove 
mZafri Sinaarsis gadmosacemad gamomsaxvelobiTi saSualebis saxiT 
mxolod imisaTvis gamoiyeneboda, rom am Sinaarss sazogado da ma-
radmniSvnelovani toni mieniWebina.

amdenad, im epoqisaTvis saerTo problema – nacionaluri poeziis 
mier msoflio mxatvruli gamocdilebis, am SemTxvevaSi aRmosavluri 
poeziis gamocdilebis aTviseba – yvela nacionalur literaturaSi sa-
kuTari winare gamocdilebisa da Tanadrouli saWiroebebis mixedviT 
wydeboda. Tumca aRmosavluri xatovanebisa da formebis elementebi 
axali  mxatvruli  azrovnebis  sistemaSi mainc erTveboda da naciona-
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luri  poeziis  Tanadroul  miznebsac  eqvemdebareboda.  rusul,   qar-
Tul, dasavleTevropul literaturebSi es procesi me-19 saukunis 
pirvel naxevarSi mimdinareobda. sxva literaturebSi (magaliTad, 
i.frankos, i. rainisis poeziaSi) ki aRmosavluri poeturi tradici-
ebisadmi interesi ukve momdevno aTwleulebidan garkveuli qrono-
logiuri cvlilebebiT, aqtiurdeba. masalasTan zerele miaxlebac 
ki aCvenebs, Tu ra saintereso SeiZleba iyos baraTaSvilis poeziis 
sazogadoebriv-filosofiuri aspeqtis Sedareba imave aTwleulebis 
evropul revoluciur romantizmTan. laparakia ara calkeul Sem-
TxveviT paralelebze Tu poeturi azris miaxloebiT damTxvevebze 
(aseT SemTxvevebs litera-turis istoria ara erTs icnobs), aramed 
sazogadoebriv-filosofiur da samoqalaqo poeziaTa, poeturi da 
mxatvruli azrovnebis mTavar sistemaTa siaxloveze. uaRresad mniS-
vnelovania baraTaSvilis nacionalur-mxatvruli wvlili evropuli 
romantizmis am magistralur mimdinareobaSi. aq yuradRebas, upirve-
les yovlisa, ori momenti ipyrobs: bedi kacisa baraTaSvilis lirikaSi 
da „meranis“ filosofiuri simbolika. 

uaRresad mcdaria warmodgena, romelic dResac gvxvdeba, TiTqos 
revoluciur romantikosTa lirikisaTvis damaxasiaTebelia mxolod 
Ria politikuri JReradoba, mxolod maJoruli tonaloba... revolu-
ciuri romantizmis Zala da sidiade imaSi mdgomareobs, rom man Tavisi 
drois siRrmiseuli problemebi yvelaze srulad gamosaxa. igi gamoex-
maura im yvelaze mkveTr sakiTxebs, romlebic ki xalxs aRelvebda, Tan, 
amave dros, igi iqamde arnaxuli simamaciT Caswvda Tavisi epoqis su-
lieri problemebis siRrmeebs, imdroindeli adamianis tragikul beds. 
amasTanave, am poeziis imdroindeli literaturis sxva mimarTuleba-
Tagan ganmasxvavebeli Taviseburebaa is, rom igi am tragizmis aRiare-
baze ar gaCerebula da am mimarTulebis mimdevari yoveli mwerali Ta-
visi, ganumeoreblad individualuri, gzebiT eZebda tragizmis daZle-
vis sakuTar gzas, aseve napirs sakuTar sulSi, „amay rwmenas xalxisadmi 
da cxovrebas sxvagvars“ (lermontovi „a.i. odoevskisadmi“).

baraTaSvilis lirika gvacvifrebs saocari mTlianobiT. es 
TiTqos erTiani poeturi ciklia, msgavsi „simReraTa wignisa“, an haines 
gviandeli poeturi ciklebisa, an miSkeviCis „yirimuli sonetebisa“, 
solomosas „italiuri“ odebisa, sonetebisa, baironis „ebrauli melo-
diebisa“, hiugos „orientaliebisa“, k. maxis ciklisa „xalxur simReraTa 
eqo“ an „sonetebi“.

es ar yofila Segnebulad agebuli „cikli“. baraTaSvilis leq-
sebi ibadeboda rogorc azris uSualo, Tavisufali gamoxatuleba. 
miT ufro niSandoblivia azrebis Sinagani erTianoba da is emociuri 
agebuleba, romelic Tavad poetis pirovnebis mTlianobas gamoxatavs. 
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poetis zneobrivi ieri iseT simtkices aniWebs mis leqsebs, rom isini 
aRiqmeba qronologiuri TanmimdevrobiT, rogorc erTi amosunTqviT 
warmoTqmuli aRsareba, uwyveti filosofiuri ganazreba, an  didi po-
etisa da adamianis cxovrebiseuli kredo. 

baraTaSvilis lirikis gamWoli azri, mTavari zneobrivi prob-
lema, romelic poets ganuSoreblad aRelvebda da imis mixedviT, Tu 
mis SemoqmedebaSi rogor aJRerdeboda, saSualebas aZlevda, rom re-
voluciur romantikosTa Semoqmedebas daaxloveboda, – es aris fiqri 
adamianis bedze, pirovnebis uflebasa da movaleobaze.

mTel mis Semoqmedebas, yvelaze tragikul leqsebsac ki gasdevs 
uaRresad Rrma, naTeli rwmena imisa, rom adamians aqvs didi da sruli 
miwieri bednierebis ufleba. es bedniereba Tavad misTvis bevr rames 
niSnavda: es iyo bedniereba nazi da vnebiani siyvarulisa, megobruli 
urTierTobisa da urTierTgagebisa, im maRali, gansulierebuli si-
lamazis bunebiT tkbobisa, rogoric misi mSobliuri mxaris buneba 
iyo... am bednierebis rogori mxurvale wyurvili Cans mis rvataepadSi 
„madli Sens gamCens, lamazo, qalo Sav-Tvalebiano...“, leqsebSi „sayure“ 
da „ros bednier var SenTan yofniTa“, „...na fortepianozed momRera-
li“. rogori aucilebelia misi sulisaTvis yoveldRiuri momabezre-
beli saqmianobebisgan dasveneba da bunebis harmoniis Wvreta („SemoRa-
meba mTawmindaze“, „fiqrni mtkvris piras“, „Cinari“). 

da mainc, iseTi intensiuri Sinagani cxovrebis mqone adamianisa-
Tvis, rogoric baraTaSvili iyo, azri namdvil bednierebaze, pirvel 
rigSi, ukavSirdeboda warmodgenas cxovrebiseuli aqtivobis Sesaxeb 
Sesaqmis, Semoqmedebisa Tu brZolis im sferoSi, romelic – rogorc 
TviTon ambobda – yvelasTvisaa gansazRvruli, saWiroa mxolod saku-
Tari cxovrebiseuli gzisa da im SemoqmedebiTi saqmianobis gadakve-
Tis wertilis monaxva, romelic cxovrebaSi gelodeba; saWiroa in-
tensiuri, yvela sulieri Zalis momxmobi Zieba im mTavari ramisa, risi 
gakeTebac adamians SeuZlia, romlis gareSec mas sixarulisa da bed-
nierebis ufleba ara aqvs – swored amaSi mdgomareobda misi lirikis 
simZafre da zneobrivi safuZveli. am bednierebis TviT SesaZleblobac 
ki baraTaSvilisaTvis ganuyofelia adamianis zneobrivi movaleobis 
Sesrulebisagan – pirovnebis problema mis poeziaSi, iseve rogorc mis 
yvelaze piradul werilebSi, JRers rogorc sazogadoebis problema. 
rac ar unda iyos adamianis umaRlesi daniSnuleba, rasac ar unda 
saqmianobdes igi cxovrebaSi – iqneba es mmarTvelis saxelmwifoebrivi 
sibrZne, romelic amozrdilia xalxis mimarT pasuxismgeblobisagan 
(„bedi qarTlisa“, „mefe erekles saflavi“), an yoveldRiuri Sroma, 
raTa „bednieri gaxado Seni glexebi“ (werili zaqaria orbelianisadmi 
15 aprili 1844 w.), meomrisa da patriotis dideba (werili grigol 
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orbelianisadmi 1842 w. 2 maisi da zaqaria orbelians 1844 wlis 15 ap-
rili), an Semoqmedis yvela Zalis daZabva („xma idumali“, „Cems vars-
kvlavs“) – adamianisaTvis mTavaria, – ambobs baraTaSvilis lirika, – 
rom man ipovos Tavi Tvisi da am saqmeSi sruliyos. 

poetma icis – adamiani ar iqneba bednieri manam, sanam ar gaigo-
nebs misdami mimarTul „xma idumals“, sanam es xma ar  uCvenebs mas cxov-
rebis WeSmarit mizans, ar gauxsnis mas Tavad masSive Camalul SesaZ-
leblobebs, sanam mis gzas Tavisi manaTobeli varskvlavi ar gaunaTebs. 
es rwmena isev da isev JRers mis werilebSi: „me imas geubnebi, rom Sina-
gani xma mixmobs ukeTesi bedisken, guli meubneba, rom ar var gaCenili 
dRevandeli mdgomareobisaTvis! nu gZinavs! – sul amas mimeorebs. me 
ar mZinavs, magram mWirdeba iseTi adamiani, romelic am viwro xeobidan 
gaSlil sivrceSi gamiyvans. 

oh, ra Tavisuflad amovisunTqav maSin, ra mefuri mzeriT gad-
movxedav Cemsa gzasa“ (werili grigol orbelianisadmi 1843 wlis 21 
agvistos). zaqro orbelianisadmi miZRvnil, zemoT citirebul we-
rilSi baraTaSvili kvlav saubrobs, rom veravin SeZlebs Sveba ipovos 
manam, sanam suli misi, miaRwevs ra srul ganviTarebas, „ar iqms im saqmes, 
rac mas zecam ganusazRvra“. igi urCevs zaqro oqrbelians, kvlav da 
kvlav ifiqros imaze, Tu ra aris misi cxovrebis mTavari mizani, riTac 
baraTaSvili uneburad amzeurebs sakuTar sulier mdgomareobas, Tu 
rogor eZiebs igi daucxromlad im mTavars, rac man cxovrebaSi unda 
Seqmnas. 

poeti ar eZebs iol gzebs, – piriqiT, Zlieri sulis Tavisebureba 
swored isaa, rom mas didi da rTuli saqmeebi swyuria; aba, gavixsenoT: 
„suli Seni eZebs axal sazrdos, Seni suliskveTeba miiswrafis meti 
saqmeebisaken, ufro Zlieri, pateTikuri scenebisadmi... da vidre isini 
TavianT daniSnulebamde ar miaRwevs – igi mowyenilia, dadardianebu-
lia“ (werili zaqro orbelians 15 aprili 1844 weli). 

baraTaSvilis es sityvebi Tavisi zneobrivi paTosiT, pirovnebis 
zneobrivi ZalmosilebiT, siRrmiseulad enaTesaveba dekabristTa 
sazogadoebrivi azris samoqalaqo paToss, lermontovis poeziis su-
liskveTebas. maTSi igrZnoba adamianis aseTive vnebiani swrafva mi-
uZRvnas Tavi imgvar saqmianobas, rac misi TanamoqalaqeebisaTvis sa-
sargeblo iqneba da romelic aseTi aforizmuli sizustiT aisaxa mic-
keviCis filomaturi periodis erT-erT leqsSi:

me Zlieri var, momeciT, rac SeiZleba, mZime abjari

(„ukve moSorda zecas...“)
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iseve, rogorc lermontovi („monologi“), baraTaSvilic gaurbis 
„amao qariSxlebs“, sadac misi Taobis axalgazrdoba itanjeba. Tavis 
ukeTes TanamedroveTa msgavsad baraTaSvilic Tavisi poeziiT miil-
tvis im erTaderTi mniSvnelovani saqmianobisaken, romelsac SeuZ-
lia mianiWos kmayofileba did da patiosan guls. im adamianis saxeli 
naklovania, „sabraloa“, – ambobs poeti – vinc uars ityvis gonivruli, 
adamianis Sesaferi cxovrebisaTvis brZolaze.

magram radganac kacni gvqvian — Svilni soflisa,
unda kideca mivdioT mas, gvesmas mSoblisa.

arc kaci varga, rom cocxali mkvdarsa emsgavsos,
iyos sofelSi da soflisTvis ara izrunvos!

(„fiqrni mtkvris piras“)

usicocxlo da umizno yofa misTvis zustad iseve autanelia, 
rogorc misi Tanamedrove ukraineli poetis – SevCenkosTvis. gavix-
senoT SevCenkos SesaniSnavi, baraTaSvilis leqsis „fiqrni mtkvris pi-
ras“ finalTan sulierad axlobeli striqonebi imis Sesaxeb, rom ada-
mians ar surs kvlav gaagrZelos imgvarad sawyalobeli yofa-cxovreba, 
romelzec ityvis:

...aRar vici ukve,
vcxovrob Tu varsebob

da mebrZolis rTul xvedrs adamianisaken mouwodos:

bedo, sad xar? bedo, sad xar? Seni naxva
mwyuria!
Tuki kargi bedi genaneba, RmerTo, -
momeci maSin boroti, boroti!
oRond zezeuladar daaZino,
ise, rom eZinos, veRar iRviZebdes
da dampali jirkiviT aqeT-iqiT kotrialobdes.
miboZe sicocxle, macocxle mTeli suliT da guliT,
rom xalxi miyvardes,
Tu ar miboZeb... maSin ise mainc gamaborote, rom
Cemma borotebam samyaro daferflos!
saSinelebaa borkilebSi yofna, saSinelebaa sikvdili
tyveobaSi,
Tumca ufro saSinelia, bevrad saSinelia
Tavisufali, nebisi Zili – mokvde ise,
rom ar datovo kvali ama soflad,

rom xalxma verc ki gaigos,

gicxovria Tu ar gicxovria...

(„gadis dReebi...“)

nikoloz baraTaSvili da evropuli poezia



66

ragvarad warmogvidgeba baraTaSvilis lirikaSi is samyaro, ro-
melSic adamiani Sedis „survilTa ganusazRvrelobiT da maRali azre-
biT?“ (werili zaqro orbelianisadmi 15 aprili 1844 weli). poetis am 
samyaros lirikul suraTsa da imas Soris, rogoradac es samyaro mis 
werilebSi warmogvidgeba, sxvaoba ar arsebobs – esec kidev erTi das-
turi am naturis mTlianobisa.„damisaxele adamiani, romelic iqneboda 
kmayofili am samyaroTi“, – wers igi erT-erT Tavis yvelaze guliTad, 
yvelaze mwuxare da amave dros zneobrivad yvelaze Zlier werilSi, 
romelic mimarTulia maiko orbelianisadmi (1842 wlis 31 oqtomberi). 
„amaoeba yovelive mTvarisqveSeTisa“ mas adamianuri cxovrebis maRal 
azrTan, zraxvebis usazRvroebasTan, adamianis survilebsa da SesaZ-
leblobebTan SeuTavseblad eCveneba. 

baraTaSvilis lirikaSi es samyaro tragikulia. aseve warmoCin-
deboda igi mis saukeTeso TanadroulTa poeziaSi, yovel maTganTan, 
visTvisac baraTaSvils SeeZlo ewodebina ‘sulierad axlobeli’, – 
zustad ase uwodebdnen bairons lermontovi da haine. baironma am 
tragizmis siRrme gaxsna ara mxolod lirikaSi, aramed tragikuli 
poemebis („manfredi“, „kaeni“, „ca da dedamiwa“) mgznebare agonebSi, 
igive disputebSi. lermontovis Tanadrouli samyaros koliziebma 
da adamianis ufleba-movaleobis sakiTxma – yofiliyo Tavisuflebi-
saTvis meomari, – umaRles gamoxatulebas mTeli misi poeziidan yve-
laze ufro miaRwia poemebSi „demoni“ da „mwiri“. yvelaze ufro Sev-
CenkosTan sakuTar xalxis bedze fiqri gamoixateboda lirikis, epi-
kuri formebis da satiris organul SerwymaSi – „qaRaldze striqonebi 
moRuSul rigebad ewyoboda“ – werda SevCenko. mickeviCma xalxis bedi 
da pirovnebis sulier drama asaxa „konrad valendorsa“ da „ZiadebSi“; 
iuliS slovackim – fantasmagoriul SesavalSi piesisaTvis „kordi-
ani“; k. maxas poemaSi „maisi“ tragikuli Tema iRebs romantikuli le-
gendis formas, salamosis poemaSi „Tavisufali alyaSemortymulebi“ 
– nacionalur-sagmiro nawarmoebisas; sizmarTa „saSinel samyarod“ 
– „cxadis anareklad“ – warmosdga sinamdvile petefis lirikaSi („Cemi 
sizmrebi“) 40-iani wlebis dasawyisSi, maSasadame, iqamde, vidre social-
ganmaTavisuflebeli brZolis ZalTa didi afeTqeba mis poezias, iseve 
rogorc hainesas, revoluciuri JReradobiT aavsebda. 

epoqis rogori Rrma SegrZneba igrZnoba Tavis droze i. WaWava-
Zis sityvebSi, riTac man baraTaSvilis poezia msoflio literatu-
ris am keTilSobilur humanistur tradicias daukavSira, roca poeti 
Tavis TavSi agrovebs sxvadasxva Tanadroul tragikul bedisweras: 
„baraTaSvilis tanjva-wuxili ufro zogadadamianurs miemarTeba, vid-
re mxolod mis guls. misi kvnesa – es kacobriobis kvnesaa, misi drtvin-
va – kacobriobis drtvinvaa“. 
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samyaroSi, sadac baraTaSvilis lirikas SevyavarT, boroti gesli 
Rupavs adamianTa da xalxTa bednierebas, cxovrebas (leqsebi „qeTevan“, 
„Zia g...sTan“); es aris samyaro, romelic wamlavs adamians Tavisi tyu-
iliT („Cvili“), sadac adamianisaTvis nacnobia aunazRaurebeli dana-
kargebi („maxsovs, ideq mtirali, siyvarulo Cemo“...).

esaa samyaro, sadac adamianis winaSe Zlivs acialebuli bedniereba 
kvlavindeburad qreba. 

nu Tu aRmiCndi cxovrebisa Cemis mnaToblad;

nu Tu Sen hfino Svebis sxivi Cems gulsa kvalad;

kvlav aRmitexo gulis Wirni miyruebulni

da ganmiaxlo netarebis dReni warsrulni?

(aRmoxda mnaTi aRmosavals, mzeebr cxoveli...)

es aris samyaro, romelSic Semodgomis qari unazes yvavils Rero-
Si gadatexs; aq xazi esmeba imas, rom es ar aris ukanaskneli msxverpli 
(„Semodgomis qari Cems baRSi...“). jer kidev adreul leqsSi „bulbuli 
vardzed“ poeti grZnobs – araferi didi cxovrebaSi iolad ar modis 
– im bednierebisaTvis, rasac gafurCqnuli silamazis Wvreta ganiWebs, 
mogiwevs gadaixado im SegrZnebiT, rasac misi male dakargvis simware 
hqvia. 

mqonda mcire wadili, ver mivxvdi ki Znelobas:

msurda gaSla vardisa, ar vhfiqrobdi daWknobas!

yvela im gansacdels Soris, rasac cxovreba giqadis, poetis az-
riT, yvelaze saSineli sulieri martoobaa. Tumca am yvelaze mware mo-
tividanac ki uzarmazari zneobrivi Zalis mqone adamianis xma moismis.

poeti saubrobs sulis martoobaze, Tumca misTvis organulad 
ucxoa am martoobis yovelgvari poetizacia, an esTetizacia, rac ase 
damaxasiaTebelia novalisis „Ramis himnebisaTvis“ an alfred de vinis 
poeziisaTvis – esaa saxelebi, romelTa baraTaSvilTan erTad moxseni-
eba kritikul naSromebSi naklebad marTebulad migvaCnia. roca adami-
ani martoa, – ambobs baraTaSvili, – 

mas eltvian siameni soflisa,

marad axsovs mas dakargva sworisa,

oxvra aris Sveba ubedurisa!

(„suli oboli“)

taZari, romelic kacma Soreul udabnoSi aaSena da sadac igi Ta-
visi Tavis „qurumicaa da tarigic“ – mtkice ar aris. „wminda safari“ 
aRmoCnda molandeba, „sizmari an mxedvelobis mcdaroba“ („vpove taZa-
ri Sesafari, udabnod mdgari...“).
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sulieri martooba, romelic ewinaaRmdegeba keTilSobil kavSi-
rebs, Ria sulieri urTierTobebisadmi bunebriv miswrafebas, – es mo-
tivi nacnobia revoluciuri romantizmis bevri warmomadgenlisaTvis. 
igi kargad exmianeba mickeviCis „martoobis“ guneba-ganwyobas: daR-
lil suls martooba rogorc ar unda axarebdes, – ambobs poeti, – misi 
gamWvirvale wylebi mainc acivebs adamianis guls da igi haerisaken, 
Tavisuflebisaken da mzisaken iswrafvis. es motivi axloa Selis leq-
sTan „martooba“ – saSinelia tvirTi martoobisa, mZimea xvedri imisa, 
vinc iZulebulia xalxSi icxovros da saerTo veravisTan hpovos – verc 
miswrafebebSi da verc grZnobebSi. martoobis poetizaciis aseTive 
principuli uaryofa gvesmis petefis leqsidan „martooba“ – Tanac am 
poetisaTvis niSneulia gadaiyvanos seriozuli, zogjer tragikuli 
fiqrebi eSmakuri ironiis, xumrobis registrSi. „erTi ymawvili mwer-
lisadmi“ poetur mimarTvaSi ki ungreli poeti uars ambobs am manera-
ze da gulSi Camwvdomi gulRiaobiT, – tonaloba, romelic ase axloa 
baraTaSvilis lirizmTan – laparakobs im sixarulze, riTac igi uars 
ambobs martoobaze, radgan man ipova „axalgazrda meomari, Tanamosaq-
me, romelzec is didxans ocnebobda“. es ganwyoba uaRresad axlobelia 
baraTaSvilisaTvis – gavixsenoT, Tu rogor aSkarad gamosWvivis mis 
werilebSi didi da erTguli megobrobis wyurvili. 

novalisis, vinis, lamartinis, leopardis (yvela eseni didi Za-
lis mqone lirikuli grZnobis poetebi arian, Tumca yvela maTgani Za-
lian Sorsaa baraTaSvilis poeziis suliskveTebisgan, misTvis dama-
xasiaTebeli faruli energiisa da qmediTi aqtivobisaken dauZleve-
li miswrafebisagan) sapirispirod baraTaSvilis poezias amoZravebs 
miswrafeba Tavi daaRwios naRvliani martoobis wres. es poezia aris 
swrafva cxovrebis naTeli sixarulebisaken. „me sixaruli miyvars“ – aR-
moxdeba mas sulis siRrmidan leqsSi „aRmoxda mnaTi aRmosavals, mze-
ebr cxoveli“. mas ar unda gaixsenos ucabedi ganSorebis „mcire bindi“, 
igi mzadaa gaiRos yvelaferi, raTa gafantos Rrublebi, romlebic misi 
satrfos Sublze kopebad Seyrila. mas unda didi da sruli bedniereba 
(„ros bednier var SenTan yofniTa...)1, romelic gadmodis erTi adamianis 
bedisweris kideebidan da mis gaxarebas Tavad sicocxlis sixarulTan 
aaxloebs. leqsis „SeviSrobT cremlsa, WirT manelebels ...“ poeturi 
panTeizmi, Tavisi eTikuri paTosiTa da xatovnebiT, Zalian axlosaa Se-

1 albaT swored grZnobaTa am saocarma siwmindem da mgznebarebam, romelic po-
etma am leqsSi gamoxata, miipyro giorgi leoniZis yuradReba, romelmac scada 
misi poetur-musikaluri safuZveli ganexila msoflio xelovnebis farTo aso-
ciaciur sistemaSi (g. leoniZe „baraTaSvili, mocarti da l. tolstoi. erTi 
leqsis genezisi“. – „saliteraturo gazeTi“, 1933, 4 aprili).
 giorgi jiblaZe. romantikosebi da realistebi me-19 saukunis qarTul lite-
raturaSi. Tbilisi, 1963. gamomc. „merani“.

irina neupokoeva



69

lis poeziasa da filosofiur prozaSi asaxuli siyvarulis mxatvrul 
saxesTan, rogorc adamianTa SekavSirebis umaRles simbolosTan. si-
yvarulis Tema, romelic kvlav da kvlav Cndeba baraTaSvilis lirikaSi, 
poetis sulSi ar iwvevs miswrafebas  Caiketos sakuTar bednierebaSi, 
piriqiT, igi ocnebobs iseT siyvarulze, romelic mas adamianur-miwier 
bednierebas mTeli sisruliT aziarebs. 

poets surs, rom adamians Tavisi cxovrebis arc erT periodSi 
„siameTa“ gverdi ar auaron:

mas vaqeb, vinca Tvis sicocxle ase atara,

rom yoveli dro Sesaferad mimoixmara!

(„CemT megobarT“)

esaa striqonebi, romelTac literaturuli kritika xSirad puS-
kinis cnobil striqonebs uTanadebs.

baraTaSvilis poezia – esaa poezia imis Rrma rwmenisa, rom „ga-
Tendeba dila mziani da yovels bindsa is gananaTlebs!“ (finali leqsi-
sa „SemoRameba mTawmindazed“). am rwmeniT sunTqavs leqsic „Cems vars-
kvlavs“. poetis guli, romelic „SeeCvia guli sevdiTa krTolvas“, 
xarobs am, Tundac nislSi gamonaTebuli, varskvlavis Suqis bJut-
viT; es guli cocxlobs imis Secnobis sixaruliT, rom samyaroSi es 
varskvlavi arsebobs. poets sjera, dadgeba dro da akaSkaSdeba es 
varskvlavi yvelaze kaSkaSa ferebiT da miayris mis danaRvlianebul 
guls „naperwkalT eSxisa“.

arasdros, – ambobs poeti, – ar uRalatebs Tavis rwmenas – Tavis 
siyrmidgan rCeuls, Tavis sayvarels fers – cisa fers. misTvis – es 
ara mxolod cisa feria, esaa satrfos TvalTa feri, esaa feri, misi 
udide-si ocnebis gamoZaxili:

fiqri me sanatri

mimiwvevs cisa qeds,

(„cisa fers, lurjsa fers“)

baraTaSvilis erTian lirikul poeziaSi, mis leqsebSi, poetis su-
lier cxovrebasTan mimarTebaSi garesamyaro iSviaTad Semodis Tavisi 
realobiT, ambebiT, nivTobriobiT. misi poeturi azris plastikuroba 
ufro axlosaa musikalur plastikurobasTan, vidre ferwerul xato-
vnebasTan. TiTqos es samarTliania kavkasiis poetur suraT-xatebTan 
mimarTebiT, Tumca amas ver vityviT aragvis xeobis cnobil suraTze 
poemidan „bedi qarTlisa“.

amasTan, baraTaSvilis lirika introspeqtuli ar aris. tragikuli 
Temis miRma dgas adamianuri bedis realuri tragizmi da baraTaSvilis 
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lirikaSi es mJRavndeba Zalzed piradulad, damajereblad da, amasTan 
erTad, baraTaSvilis talantisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli keTilSobile-
biTa da TaSekavebiT, yovelgvari Zaldatanebis, gulgatexilobis gareSe, 
rogorc gulwrfeli da mwuxare grZnoba. poeti ar miiswrafvis Caketos 
garemomcveli samyaro Tavis grZnobebsa da ganwyobilebebSi. piriqiT, 
igi agrovebs Tavis sulSi warmodgenebs samyaros Sesaxeb, msjelobs maT 
Sesaxeb, zneobrivad afasebs maT da amiT  Tavis pirovnebas samyarosTan 
ganuyrelad akavSirebs. baraTaSvilic, iseve rogorc tragikuli TemiT 
poeti haine, grZnobs, rom drom naprali poetis gulze unda datovos. 
haines msgavsad, vinac poeti Seadara atlants, romelsac mxrebiT uWi-
ravs „tanjvis mTeli samyaro“, baraTaSvilic darwmunebulia – WeSma-
riti poezia aucileblad unda gamoexmauros Tavisi drois, Tavisi mi-
wis, Tavisi gvaris WeSmarit sazrunavs; gavixsenoT, rogor ukvirs, Tu 
ratom ar „ar gaiRviZa poeziam“ grigol orbelianSi is aseT dramatul 
mdgomareobaSi iyo (werili grigol orbelianisadmi 1843 wlis 21 
agvistos).

baraTaSvilis lirikaSi samyaro daudgromelia: bunebac, adami-
anuri grZnobebic, xalxis istoriuli bediswerac mis leqsebSi ganu-
wyvetliv moZraobs. saRamos mTawmindaze poetTan erTad vdgavarT da 
vxedavT, rogor cocxlobs saRamos buneba, „xandisxan nelad mqrol-
ni niavni ReleTa Soris aRmokvnesoden da zogjer Cumni Semogareni 
amiT Cems gulsa eTanxmebodnen“, Cven vgrZnobT Rameuli yvavilebidan 
momqrol niavs; gars gvartyia „maisis mwuxri, aRmvsebi napralT mdu-
marebiTa“. poetTan erTad gadavdivarT bindbundidan im droze, roca 
„modevs mTovares, viTa mijnuri, varskvlavi marto misa amaras!“ da 
gvjera, rom

gaTendeba dila mziani da yovels bindsa is gananaTlebs!

da mze kvlav amova, da bneli gasdevnis bnels. Cven vxedavT 
grZnobis moZraobas, mis rTul gzebs da gzajvaredinebs, rac ixsne-
ba Rrma fsiqologiuri zeSTagonebiT („kacis gamofxizleba – araa 
Ralati“, „maxsovs, ideqi crenlebmdinari, siyvarulo Cemo“). sakuTari 
xalxis moZraobis istoriiT gamsWvalulia ara marto lirikul-epi-
kuri poema „bedi qarTlisa“, aramed fiqrebi „saflavze mefisa irakli-
sa“, da emociuri Tema „CongurSi“. leqsebSi – „fiqrni mtkvris piras“ 
da „napoleoni“ (romlebSic baraTaSvili araerTxel uaxlovdeboda 
bairons, hainesa da hiugos) – istoriis tragikuli furclebi ukve 
bevri misi Tanadrouli xalxis tragikuli bedis perspeqtividan 
aRiqmeba.
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TviTon mefenic uZlevelni

SfoTven da drtvinven da ityvian: «rodis iqneba,

is samefoca Cveni iyos?» da aRiZvrian

imav miwisTvis, rac dRes Tu xval TviTve arian!..

(„fiqrni mtkvris piras“)

Tumca im didi mniSvnelobis miuxedavad, rac baraTaSvilis po-
eziisaTvis samyaros moZraobas gaaCnia, misTvis – iseve rogorc mis 
Tanamedrove lirikosebisTvis, romlebTanac mas amdeni saerTo ga-
aCnia cxovrebisadmi damokidebulebisa da am cxovrebis esTetikur 
aRqmasTan dakavSirebiT, – ucxoa poeturi naxazis impresionistuli 
aramdgradoba. baraTaSvilis mxatvruli saxeebis musikaluri  tonalo-
ba sufTa da gansazRvrulia. es araa swrafad cvalebadi ganwyobile-
bebis, grZnobebis, suraTebis poezia, iseTi poezia, romlis silamaze 
SeiZleba gagifrindes, xelidan dagisxltes, Seicvalos. mis lirikaSi 
samyaro aisaxeba myari, masStaburi saxeebiT, mis poetur samyaroSi ur-
yevia orientirebi, poeturi konstantebi: samSoblos maRali ca, xan 
RrublebiT garSemojaruli, xan – gaciskrovnebuli da naTeli; mtkvris 
neba-neba dineba; varskvlavebi, mTvare, satrfos Tvalebi. misi poetu-
ri saxeebi, SeiZleba iTqvas, cota Senelebulic kia – poetis azrTa 
filosofiuri wyoba TiTqos auCqarebel, poetTan erTad mofiqral 
mkiTxvels eZebs. aqedan modis poetisaTvis esoden damaxasiaTebeli 
didi filosofiuri Cafiqrebisa Tu gansjis forma. „xma idumali“, 
„SemoRameba mTawmindaze“, „Cinari“, „Cemi locva“, „sulo boroto“ – es 
is didi filosofiuri lirikaa, romelSic adamianis bedisweris Tema 
xan Rrma „monologur“ TviTkoncentrirebaSi, xan Tavisebur Sinagan 
dialogSi ixsneba, roca „monologuri“ fiqri TiTqos „imtvreva“, TiT-
qos miiswrafvis samyaros calmxrivi aRqmis gadalaxvisaken. 

baraTaSvilis lirikaSi es Sinagani dialogi ar gadaizrdeba im 
mwvave agonurobaSi, riTac gamoirCeoda dialogi lirikul-epiku-
ri poemisa „bedi qarTlisa“ an leqsisa „sumbuli da mwiri“ da rom-
liTac aRbeWdilia gmirebis poziciaTa Sejaxeba baironis, Selis, 
lermontovis, mickeviCis, petefis filosofiur-simbolur poemebSi. 
baraTaSvilis gmirebi mTeli samyaros borotebas ise mgznebared 
gamo-ixmoben, rogorc amas akeTeben petefis „SeSlilis“ an SevCenkos 
– „Тризны [dasaflavebis]“ gmirebi. sikeTisa da borotebis Sejaxebis 
sakiTxi baraTaSvilis lirikaSi ufro piraduli problemaa, am brZo-
lis epicentri misTvis Tavad adamianis bedisweraa. SeiZleba baraTaS-
vilis poeziis momxibvlelobis erT-erTi saidumlo zustad isaa, 
rom adamianuri bedisweris dramatizmi mis lirikaSi gamoixateba 
grZnobebis TavSekavebiT, garegnuli Jestikulaciis sruli uaryofiT, 
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mkiTxvelis guliTadi TanamonawileobiT da misdami ndobiT. keTili-
sa da borotis Seurigebeli brZolis did TemaSi baraTaSvilisaT-
vis gansakuTrebulad mniSvnelovania xazi gausvas adamianis sulis 
erTgulebas Tavisi zneobrivi movaleobisadmi, Tavisi varskvlavisad-
mi, – rac ar unda didi gansacdeli da cdunebebi ar unda gitevdes, ar 
arsebobs Zala, romelic gaiZulebs, rom maT danebde. 

Tumca baraTaSvilis lirikaSic poeturi azrovnebis ganviTare-
ba (im mokle SemoqmedebiT gzaze, rac mas dascalda) sul ufro da uf-
ro meti dramatizaciisaken ixreba. Sinagani „dialoguroba“ SeiniSne-ba 
TviT iseT leqsSic ki, rogoricaa „xma idumali“, sadac poeti Tavisi 
bedisweris xmas pasiurad ki ar iRebs, aramed TiTqos grZnobiTa da 
gonebiT amowmebs mis „winaswarmomaswaveblobas“, unda gaigos, „ras 
hgavs“ es, bediswerisgan misad dasaxuli, gza; unda darwmundes, rom esaa 
gza keTili Zalebisa da ara boroti cdunebisa. 

es Sinagani dialoguroba gansakuTrebuli simwvaviT Cans umaR-
lesi tragikuli daZabulobis mqone leqsebSi „Cemi locva“ da „sulo 
boroto“. es leqsebi da kidev „xma idumali“, „Cems varskvlavs“ da „mera-
ni“ qmnian baraTaSvilis lirikis, SeiZleba iTqvas, xuTTavian mwvervals. 

poetis antagonisti Riad arc am leqsebSi – „Cemi locva“ da „sulo 
boroto“ – gamodis. igi aq rogorc mdumare Zala, ise imyofeba. axla 
ukve poets aRar SeuZlia dasvas kiTxva, rasac igi 1837 wels dawe-
ril erT-erT werilSi sakuTar Tavs ekiTxeboda – „davmorCilde ki Cems 
mkacrs bedisweras“ Tu „SevebrZolo mas“. axla igi ukve mTels Tavis 
sulier Zalebs ama soflis cdunebebTan da xifaTTan dasapirispireb-
lad mouwodebs. 

orive leqsi axloa erTmaneTTan grZnoba-gonebis tragikuli 
daZabulobiT da sulieri Zalebis udidesi mobilizebiT. am or leqss 
erTmaneTisagan aSorebs sami weli, rac baraTaSvilis SemoqmedebiTi 
biografiisTvis arcTu mcire vadaa (am periodSi Seiqmna sasiyvarulo 
lirika, mimarTvis „Cems megobrebs“ filosofiuri simwife, „meranis“ 
mgznebare Tavisuflebismoyvareoba, azris epikuri wonadoba leqsSi 
„saflavi mefisa iraklisa“). miuxedavad emociur tonalobaTa sxvada-
sxvaobisa, es orive leqsi aRiqmeba rogorc sruli mTlianoba, rogorc 
tragikuli dilogi; aRiqmeba, rogorc ZviradRirebuli poeturi mow-
moba im poetis zneobrivi mTlianobisa, romelic Tavis TavSi poulobs 
Zalas saSineli simarTle pirSi miaxalos am samyaros, am gabatonebul 
borot Zalas, – sul erTia, ras uwodeb mas, „uzenaess“ Tu „borot suls“. 

rogor uSvebs sicocxlis umaRlesi Zalmosilebis ganmasaxiere-
beli adamianis naTeli sawyisi daRupvas? rogor bedavs da uSvebs, rom 
adamiani sasowarkveTas mieces? rogor bedavs da adamians samudamo 
wyevliT  emuqreba? Tavad leqsSi „Cemi locva“, imiT, Tu ra rTulad 
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warmogvidgeba aq adamianis bedi, igrZnoba ukve momavali wyelva „boro-
ti sulisa“ – im samyarosi, sadac adamians saval gzaze amdeni safrTxe 
Casafrebia, da romelsac ymawvilkacuri naTeli zraxvani jojoxeTur 
tanjvad uqcevia (es aris azri, romelic xoze de espronsedas poemaSi 
„samyaro-demoni“ ixsneba adamis saxeSi).

elegiuri ar aris, Tumca gamsWvalulia protestantuli su-
liskveTebiT am leqsTa emociuri wyoba – melodika, leqsika, ritmi... 
aseve aq gamoyenebuli „mimarTvis“ forma. Tavad is faqti, rom adami-
ani gadalaxavs ymawvilkacobis brma rwmenas (razec poeti saubrobs 
leqsSi „sulo boroto“), rom uaryofs tanjvaTa Soris siameTa Se-
saZleblobas (gavixsenoT, rogor jiutad ubrundeba mickeviCi igavs 
mdogvis marcvlis Sesaxeb), rom wyevlis im dRes, roca, Tundac wa-
miT, umsxverplida cru aRTqmebs Tavis wrfel gulisTqmebs („sulo 
boroto“), – yovelive es organulad Sedis evropuli revoluciur-
romantikuli lirikis saerTo konteqstSi da ar aRiqmeba, rogorc 
sulis zrdis gza. arc erTi leqsi – „Cemi locva“ da „sulo boroto“ – 
ar iTxovs minorul an elegiur musikas; maT Tavad SeuZliaT warmarTon 
musika – aRvsebuli didi Sinagani dramatizmiTa da sulieri ZaliT.

Cven ar vcdilobT, rom poetis SemoqmedebiTi gza SevasworoT. 
orive leqsSi mkveTrad igrZnoba sulieri tkivili da cxovrebisagan 
daRliloba. Tumca orive maTgani emorCileba xelovnebis udides ka-
nons: didi xelovanis nawarmoebebSi poeturi Sedegi yovelTvis Seu-
dareblad metia, ufeo mniSvnelovania, vidre uSualo stimuli, ra-
mac maTi Seqmna gamoiwvia. aq amaze ufro meticaa – zrdadi RvTismeb-
rZoleobis Tema, romelic Tavisi arsiT ase axlos dgas revoluciur 
romantikosTa poeziis RvTismebrZoleobasTan. 

aq Cven mivdivarT poetis SemoqmedebiTi iersaxis erT-erT arse-
biT niSanTan. baraTaSvilis lirikis cocxal suls Tavad tragizmis 
aRiareba ar Seadgens.misi poeturi xmis naperwkali ikveseba iq, sadac 
JRers keTilSobili da mamaci sulis mier tragikuli garemoebebis 
daZlevis poezia, romlis fiqri da sasoeba ukavSirdeba Tavisi xalxis 
beds da erwymis kacobriobis fiqrsa da sasoebas. iq, sadac ilia 
WavWavaZis Taobis maxvil yurs „drtvinva“ moesma.

swored aq xvdeba baraTaSvilis poeziis gza revoluciuri roman-
tizmis poeziis – lermontovis da baironis, mickeviCis da SevCenkos, 
maxis da solomosis, hainesa da espronsedis poeziaTa – magistralur 
xazs; da swored aq gadis mkveTri wyalgamyofi baraTaSvilis poeziasa 
da mis Tanamedrove iseT poetebs Soris, rogorebic arian: alfred de 
viniani, lamartini (ufro adreulTagan – novalisi; Semdgomi peri-
odidan: siuli priudomi), romelTa saxelebic kritikaSi mis saxelTan 
erTad xandaxan moixsenieboda. es wyalgamyofi gulisxmobs ara mxolod 
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sazogadoebriv da filosofiur, aramed poetur msoflaRqmaTa gans-
xvavebulobas (gavixsenoT bexeris SesaniSnavi sityvebi imis Sesaxeb, 
rom yoveli poeturi koncefcia amave dros msoflmxedveloebrivi 
koncefciacaa).

swored aq gadis gza leqsisken „merani“.
„merani“ msoflio poeziis im mwvervalebs ganekuTvneba, romelTa 

Sesafasebeli epiTetebi jer ar moZebnila. modiT, am mwvervalTan mi-
axloeba vcadoT – CavrToT „merani“ misi Tanadroul msoflio lite-
raturis „koordinatTa sistemaSi“.

Cven viciT is niSansvetebi, romlebic mkvlevrebma am gzaze mo-
niSnes: „manfredi“ da „kaeni“, „konrad valenrodi“ da „farisi“, „mwiri“ 
da „demoni“. 

es daaxloebebi bevr rameze metyvelebs. aq daWerilia „meranis“ 
xatovanebis filosofiur-simboluri xasiaTi; moniSnulia misi adgi-
li im aTwleulebis evropuli literaturis mxatvrul faseuloba-
Ta rigSi; xazgasmulia misi mSvidobismoyvare paTosi... da mainc es 
Sedarebebi tovebsdausruleblobis SegrZnebas. aq xelidan sxlteba 
am leqsis ganumeorebeli poeturi elferi (is, rasac kostas varia-
lisi nawarmoebis „cocxal formas“ uwodebda). poeturi mTlianobis 
harmonia leqsSi „merani“ sruliad sxvaa, vidre filosofiur-simbolur 
poemaSi „kaeni“, vidre farTo lirikul-epikuri planis poemaSi „kon-
rad-valendori“ an poema-legendaSi „farisi“ (mickeviCis am poemasTan 
daaxloebas baraTaSvilis ramdenime mkvlevari sakmaod dawvrilebi-
Ti da Taviseburad saintereso teqstologiuri Sepirispirebis meTo-
diT cdilobda; is[poema] aSkarad lirikulia. Tumca gana „meranis“ 
udidesi poeturi „saidumlo“ mTlianis1 am harmoniulobaSi ar imale-
ba? saqarTvelos Tavisuflebismoyvare lirika Zalian mdidaria, Tum-
ca „merani“ erTia.

swored `meranis“ am Rrma lirizms usvams xazs i. WavWavaZe, roca 
„merans“ misTvis axlobel, sxva Janris nawarmoebTa gverdiT asaxe-
lebs, aRniSnavs misi lirikuli suliskveTebis mTlianobas, rogorc 
iseT poetur gadawyvetas, romelic „kaenisa“ da „faustis“ polemikur, 
agonur struqturas Sinaganad ewinaaRmdegeba: „baraTaSvils unda 
daamsxvrios bedis borkili, gafantos „fiqri Cemi, Savad mRelvari“ da 
dafaros cisa da miwis ukidegano samyaro. baironma amoirCia lucife-
ri kaenisaTvis, goeTem – mefistofeli faustisaTvis, Cvenma poetma ki 
merani, anu „sulieri ltolva TavisTvis“.

„merani“ swored am Tavisi ganumeoreblobiT SeiZleba dauax-
lovdes revoluciuri romantizmis filosofiur-simboluri lirikis 
iseT did nawarmoebs, rogoricaa Selis „oda dasavleTis qars“. yovel 

1 giorgi jiblaZe. romantikosebi da realistebi me-19 saukunis qarTul lite-
raturaSi. Tbilisi, 1963. gamomc. „merani“.
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maTgans aqvs Tavisi ganumeorebeli poeturi saxe, Tavisi statistika, 
rac amJRavnebs misi Semqmnelis ara mxolod poetur individualizms, 
aramed amis ukan arsebuli nacionaluri tradiciebis Zalas (meranis po-
eturi saxis kavSiri xalxuri poeziis frTosan raSTan, tarielis cxe-
nis mxatvrul saxesTan, xalxuri poeziis sxva tradiciuli saxeebisa Tu 
stilisturi figurebis gamoyeneba, Savi yoranis xati, poeturi game-
orebebi; inglisur poeziaSi didi xnidan arsebuli tradicia – bune-
bis mxatvrul saxeTa filosofiuri JReradobis SeTanxmeba formaTa 
plastikurobasTan Selis poeziaSi). 

am leqsebSi gansxvavebulia gamoxatvis uSualo „sagani“ – frTo-
sani, qarze swrafad, ugzo-ukvlod mqrolavi Savi raSi an frTosani 
dasavleTis qari, romelic xmel foTlebs da RrubelTa nafle-
Tebs fantavs. gansxvavebulia maTi emociuri tonalobac – „meranis“ 
erTiani mgznebare swrafva da leqsis „odebi dasavleTis qars“ bune-
bis saxeTa Rrma filosofiuroba; da mainc, am poeturi saxeebisaTvis 
damaxasiaTebelia Rrma erTianoba, romelic ganpirobebulia ara mxo-
lod maTi filosofiuri SinaarsiT, aramed Tavad mxatvruli Semecne-
bis tipiT.

es aris mxatvruli saxeebi sicocxlis maradiuli, dauZleveli 
moZraobisa, ara iseTi sicocxlisa, romelic Caketilia da mudam erT-
sa da imave, „Tavidanve“ mocemul, wrebrunvas imeorebs, aramed rome-
lic moZraobs mizanmimarTulad, miiswrafvis win, adamianuri sulis 
axal-axali miRwevebisaken, sicocxlis maradiuli ganaxlebisaken. 
es moZraoba ar aris advili, igi savsea brZoliTa da gardauvali 
msxverpliT – Tema, romelic Zlieradaa xazgasmuli „meranSi“ da gone-
biT kvlav dekabristTa poeziis Temebs gamoixmobs. is, vinc Tavi maRal 
miznebs miuZRvna, yovelTvis mzad unda iyos Seswiros mas yvelaferi, 
rac misTvis axlobeli da Zvirfasia. brZola adamianisagan Txoulobs 
sulieri Zalebis ukidures daZabvas. aseTia is anderZi, romelic 
baraTaSvilma Tavisi „meraniT“ dagvitova.

„meranis“ filosofiur-simbolur lirikaSi aSkarad Cans mosa-
lodneli samarTliani SurisZiebis winaTgrZnoba, momaval cvlileba-
Ta suliskveTeba, is gansazRvruli saaTi, romelic samyaros Secvlis. 
magram es ukve ara marto winaTgrZnobis poeziaa. „meranSi“ aRbeWdilia 
keTilisa da borotis brZolis daZabuli momentebi, momenti, roca 
am brZolis bolo jer gadawyvetili araa. amaze metyvelebs maTi su-
raTovani da xmovani palitra, romelSic, iseve rogorc SevCenkos 
„kavkasiis“ lirikul SesavalSi, Warbobs ara gamarjvebis naTeli, sxi-
vosani feri, ara konfliqtis gamauvnebelmyofi harmoniuli akordebi, 
aramed WeSmariti dramatizmiT aRsavse ferebi da JReradoba. mxedars 
ipyrobs pirquSi, bneli azrebi, mas elandeba saSineli suraTi, rogor 
kvdeba igi naTesavebisagan Sors, kvlav da kvlav rogor Caesmis mas Savi 
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yoranis boroti yrantali, – yvelafer amas gaaCnia axlo paralelebi 
sxva poemebis arqiteqtonikasTan. da mainc, yvelafer amaze batonobs 
cxovrebaSi TviTdamkvidrebisaTvis mebrZoli sulis utexi Zala.

qariSxalSi eZebda Tavis simSvides lermontovis meamboxe suli.

ara... sjobia, kacma Zalebi qariSxalTan mosinjos,

bolo wami am brZolas miuZRvnas,

vidre gavides mSvid napiras

da mwuxare saxiT Wrilobebi iTvalos, – ambobs mickeviCi.

taras SevCenko Tavis leqsSi „mocurave“ Tavis mocuraves ar-
wmunebs, rom igi ar SeuSindes faratina navs da grZel gzas, xolo 
promeTs arwivi „kortnis, magram ar svms mas“ sisxls leqsSi „kavkasia“:

kvlav da kvlav icinis guli

da jiutad sicocxles agrZelebs,

da Cveni arc suli iRupeba,

arc neba gvisustdeba,

is xarbi da gaumaZRari ver daxnavs

mindorszRvis fskerze,

ver Seborkavs ukvdav suls...

uSiSrad adgeba Tavis mZime gzas, ganaTebuls brZolaTa elviT, 
slovackis gmiri:

gzas davadeqi,
Rrubelno RvTisa,
movdivar TqvenTan,
savse sibneliT,
vifareb wkvarams
da Crdilebs.
iq, Tqvens ukan,
sadac Weqa-quxilis meSveobiT
mbrZaneblobs cecxli,
elWeqs gadavugdeb,
cremlis zRvas mivcem,
SevurTav delgmas -
Cems maxsovrobas.
vwvav! velvareb!
Weqa-quxilis elva-cialSi
sikvdils Sevegebebi...

(„Rrublebi“)

baraTaSvilis Tanamedrove Tavisuflebismoyvare, Seupovar po-
eziebTan Rrma erTobad aRiqmeba „meranis“ striqonebi:

irina neupokoeva
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dae movkvde me upatronod misgan, oxeri!

ver SemaSinos misma basrma mosisxle mteri!

„meranis“ poezia – esaa sulis mier martoobis gadalaxvis po-
ezia, adamianis Serwyma msoflios ganmaaxlebel udides sasicocxlo 
ZalebTan:

gaswi, merano, Sens Wenebas ar aqvs samZRvari,

da niavs miec fiqri Cemi, Savad mRelvari!

„meranis“ poezia – esaa poezia maRali ideisa, romelic garda-
iqmneba maRal qmedebad. es aris adamianis mebrZolad gardaqmnis po-
ezia. SemTxveviT ar warmoiSveba aq revoluciuri romantikosebisaTvis 
tipuri,  damsjeli  maxvilis saxe (romelsac nacionaluri specifika ar 
gaaCnia da momavali brZolebis simbolos ganasaxierebs).

„meranis“ Semoqmedis mzera mimarTulia win, axali Taobebisken, 
romlebic – man icis – misi gziT, misi „meranis“ kvaldakval wavlen da 
merec ase ivlian.

da gza uvali, Sengan Telili, merano Cemo, mainc darCeba;

da Cems Semdgomad moZmesa Cemsa siZnele gzisa gauadvildes,

da Seupovrad mas hune Tvisi Savis bedis win gamouqroldes!

baraTaSvilis xma, romelic Tavisi xalxis, Tavisi Taobis fiqrebiTa 
da sazrunaviT sunTqavs, mimarTulia momavlisaken, kacobriobisaken.

swored es amarTlebs mas, vinc gabeda baraTaSvilze ise daewera, 
rom misi ena ar scodnoda. radgan baraTaSvilis ena marto qarTuli 
ar aris. esaa ena msoflio poeturi klasikisa, ena WeSmaritad didi 
xelovnebisa, romelic xalxTa sulier kulturebs erTmaneTTan aax-
loebs. es imitom, rom baraTaSvilis poeturi azri ganekuTvneba na-
cionaluri poeziis mTagrexilTa im mwvervalebs, romlebic naciona-
luri kulturis sazRvrebs miRmidanac moCans da mTels msoflios 
ekuTvnis.

Targmna Sorena SamanaZem
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Interconnection of Political Processes and Literary Discourses. 
Experience of Socialist Countries

• Irma Ratiani
       (Georgia)

1918-1921. The Idea of State Sovereignty and its Destiny in Georgia. 
Before and After 

…Before.

The idea of State Sovereignty might be considered as one of key ideas throughout 
the history of Georgia.

Due to its geographical location, geo-political function and territorial lack, Georgia 
often found itself in the middle of big political contradictions. Wars and the tragedies that 
occurred after the war were an integral attribute of the history of Georgia. From ancient 
times, large empires often conquered it: Iran, Arabia, Ottoman, Mongolia…The reaction 
of the Georgian society to colonialism was traditionally distinguished by the struggle to 
retain the Orthodox faith and restore the political status quo in all possible ways.

However, from the beginning of 19th century something different and even strange 
for Georgia happened… At the end of the 18th century, the issue of foreign political ori-
entation of Georgia, in particularly east Georgian kingdom of Kartli-Kakheti, remained 
unresolved. Georgia had to make the choice between the three countries fighting for 
power in the South Caucasus: Iran, Ottoman and Russia. King Erekle II decided to con-
clude the agreement with Russia, since Russia seemed to be the most powerful political 
candidate in this fight and, besides, Russia was a country with the same religious belief. 
The main condition of the agreement was to keep the Kartli-Kakheti throne and the Geor-
gian Church unchanged. 

In 1783 the Russian Empire and Georgia signed a treaty known as the ‘Treaty of 
Gorgievsk’. According to the preamble, it was a ‘treaty of friendship’, where the Georgian 
side was recognizing the ‘highest government and protection’ of the Russian Empire. The 
results of the treaty turned very hard for Georgia. Russia did not protect the conditions of 
the treaty and in 1801 occupied the territory of Kartli-Kakheti kingdom and soon – the 
whole territory of Georgia. Occupation of the Georgian territory by the Russian Empire 
lasted until 1918 (Guruli. On-line).
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It was a tough 118 years for Georgia. The country was gradually losing all-im-
portant strongholds: political independence, the autocephaly of the Georgian church and 
some important values with all it. The conqueror, sharing the same religion, pursued the 
policy of “an enemy and a friend”: on the one hand, Russia enjoyed the privilege of an Or-
thodox country, and on the other one, tried to turn Georgia against non-Christian peoples 
living in the Caucasian mountains and bereave it of the necessary political self-identity. 

Georgian society went through innumerable political doubts and battles, hopes and 
frustrations, until he concluded that the same religion does not obligate countries to be a 
one state!

It was Georgian romantic poet Nikoloz Baratashvili (1817 –1845), who, despite the 
young age, discovered the main problem of Georgian people and declared:

“The unity of the faith is not useful for a state, if national features are different”. 
(Destiny of Georgia/Bedi Kartlisa).
Because of the historical fate of his country, one of the central ideas of Romanti-

cism – the idea of national self-awareness – becomes crucial in Baratashvili’s poetry. 
However, evaluation of local problems, traditions and customs, alongside with the basic 
themes and motifs of the World Romanticism, facilitated not only expansion of Romanti-
cism in Georgia, but also drawing anew the map of Europe against the background of 
national self-determination and self-assertion as well as against the background of the 
cultural process of searching for a new identity (Ratiani 2018).

Soon after, in particular from 1860s, the religious strategy of anti-colonial move-
ment, historically sited in Georgia, was replaced by the national strategy. The leader of 
this movement was Ilia Chavchavadze, prominent Georgian writer and publicist. Conse-
quently, the idea of national independence became the main idea of Georgian critical real-
ism, which covered and overshadowed the acute social-political problems.

“Ourselves must belong to us” – states Ilia Chavchavadze in the Letters of a Trav-
eler (Mgzavris Tserilebi), and with this phrase establishes a new standard of Georgian 
political and cultural thinking as well as of a new Georgian identity. Ilia Chavchavadze 
was murdered in 1907 and murder case is still unclear. In 1987 Ilia Chavchavadze was 
canonized as Saint Ilia the Righteous by the Georgian Orthodox Church.

Understanding of national values was never a case of radical patriotism or a cheap 
speculation for great Georgian minds. It was rather a way to join the best humanistic ideas. 

“Some believe that genuine patriotism is contrary to cosmopolitanism, but this is a 
mistake. Every genuine patriot is a cosmopolitan just like every reasonable cosmopolitan 
(not those in our country) is a patriot. How? It is as follows: The person, who reasonably 
serves his own nation, trying to enhance his own homeland intellectually, materially, and 
morally, thus producing best members and friends of the whole humankind, promotes the 
development and well-being of the whole humankind” (Vaja Pshavela 2011) – it was stated 
by the outstanding Georgian writer and thinker, Vaja Pshavela, back in 1905. 

Exactly with this mood and pathos, Georgia and Georgian culture entered the 20th 
century, full of new challenges and pain.

Interconnection of Political Processes and Literary Discourses. 
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1918-1921.

The first decade of a new century was a Chiaroscuro of contradictory political 
events, which arose in the conditions of the vanishing imperial power and rising Marxism. 
As for Georgian culture, it was a period of flourishing Modernism and just establishing 
Avant-garde culture as a logical continuation of a Georgian national literary narrative 
interrelating with the World one. 

High Modernism, with its diverse forms and tributaries, striving for representation-
al freedom, as well as with the artistic tendencies of quest for the truth and establishment 
of individuality, was reaching its best. 

The most efficient role in introducing the tendencies of European modernism in 
Georgia was performed by Georgian poets: Galaktion Tabidze (1891-1959) – outstanding 
figure of contemporary Georgian poetry (1891-1959), Terenti Graneli (1897-1934) – fa-
mous for his escapist philosophy, and brilliant group of Georgian Symbolists – Tsisperqa-
ntselebi (The Blue Horns)– Grigol Robakidze, TitsianTabidze (1895-1937), Paolo Iashvili 
(1894-1937), Valerian Gaprindashvili (1888-1941), Kolau Nadiradze (1895-1991), Niko-
lo Mitsishvii (1896-1937), Giorgi Leonidze (1899-1966), Shalva Apkhaidze (1894-1968), 
Shalva Karmeli (1899-1923) and others. 

Georgian modernist poetry overcame in favor of art the utilitarian approach to po-
etry and harmonized the level of Georgian verse culture with the Western standards.

No less contribution belonged to Georgian prose writers – Mikheil Javakhishvili 
(1880-1937), who worked on the edge of High Modernism and Realism, Niko Lortkipan-
idze (1880-1944), who introduced into Georgian prose typical characteristics of impres-
sionism, Vasil Barnovi (1856-1934), Leo Kiacheli (1884-1963) and others.

They do not deviate from the centuries-old tradition and join with the current of the 
world literary themes the purely Georgian issues, including the “State Sovereignty”, so 
significant for the Georgian political and social history. 

Meantime, the world around was changing rapidly and the most significant events 
were approaching the Russian Empire. In 1917, Bolshevism as a new political and social 
order was established in Russia as a challenge to the Emperor’s power. 

In February of 1917 the first revolution occurred in Russian Empire, as a result of 
which the Russian emperor Nicholas II resigned from the throne and a temporary govern-
ment was created. This information was very soon delivered to Caucasus, in particularly, 
to Georgia and soon after the whole hierarchy of the Russian imperial government has 
been dissolved in the Transcaucasian administrative center. Meanwhile, the two governing 
bodies were established throughout the whole Russia: temporary government and coun-
cils. On October 25, 1917, the Bolsheviks, although they were minorities, carried out a 
coup in Petrograd and overthrew the temporary government. This overthrow was not rec-
ognized by leading parties of the Transcaucasia and other organizations. That is where the 
independence of Georgia has been started1. The State Sovereignty and the first Georgian 

1 https://www.radiotavisupleba.ge/a/vis-akhsovs-revolutsia/28711509.html 
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Democratic Republic was declared on May 26 of 1918. Such a long-awaited freedom was 
a reality! It was soon followed by the exceptional event in the history of Georgian society 
– the foundation of the first Georgian University, Tbilisi State University, leaded by Ivane 
Javakhishvili. 

Georgian literature greeted the independence of Georgia with great hope. In the 
view of Symbolist poets – Tsisperqantselebi (“The Blue Horns”), the renaissance, having 
started in literature, should have been followed by political renaissance. Grigol Robakidze 
noted: “The renaissance of Georgia has begun” (Geogian Reneisance). Georgia has found 
itself and together with political revival, renaissance of Georgian art has started, argued 
Shalva Apkhaidze. Prominent Georgian critic – Geronti Kikodze published his major 
work National Energy in 1919. The author was optimistic about the future of Georgia. 
Galaktion Tabidze, Giorgi Leonidze, Ioseb Grishashvili, Giorgi Kuchishvili and others de-
voted enthusiastic poems to this event. “The Downfall of Russia”, “Chivalrous Georgia” 
by Grigol Robakidze, publicist essays of Vakhtang Kotetishvili, Shalva Amirejibi, Mikheil 
Javakhishvili and others authors were written in the same period. It is noteworthy that in 
literary texts, on the one hand, the festive mood is felt, caused by this historical fact, and, 
on the other one, fear and anxiety, due to reasonable interpretation of reality, is observable. 
Euphoria of the first period was followed by this, not unfounded fear concerning the near 
future of Georgia. This is confirmed by literary and publicist texts of numerous Georgian 
writers – Nikolo Mitsishvli, Paolo Iashvili, Giorgi Leonidze, Ioseb Grishashvili, etc. Fear 
also becomes reality and finds equally active response in Georgian literature – in the 
texts of Mikheil Javakhishvili, Razhden Gvetadze, Vasil Barnovi, Aleksandre Abasheli 
and others. . . 

In the consciousness of every reasonable Georgian, independence of Georgia – 
dream about freedom was ever alive. Although outwardly this was not often manifested 
actively, expectation of a suitable situation always existed, Akaki Bakradze wrote, „ree 
mankind is formed from free nations and personalities” (Bakradze 2009), Akaki Bakradze 
wrote. Georgian literature of 1918-1921became a cultural application of this expectation.

After…

Unfortunately, in 1921 all was over! It became clear, that Bolsheviks needed just 
some time to get back to the issue of independence of Georgia and other republics; they 
intentionally and irreversibly were expanding their power throughout the former Russian 
empire. They have reached Georgia in 1921; after their invention, the three-year indepen-
dence history of Georgia was ended. Symbolist poet Kolau Nadiradze wrote his tragic 
poem ‘25th of February’, whereas Nikolo Mitsishvili in documentary prose – February 
(1923, Paris) – described with high accuracy the forced Sovietization of Georgia. 

Soon after “differently disposed” writers were easily declared as “enemies of the 
Soviet state” and their quality, often brilliant works – as anti-state activity; as a result – 
writers were invariably ending in punishment. A rather long list of Georgian writers, rep-
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resentatives of the progressive, Modernist and Avant-garde wing, punished for this reason 
can be drawn. But in this case, the tragicalness of the situation is created not only by the 
ruined fate of individual persons, but by the total break of the whole paradigm of the liter-
ary process, which as a rule needs a long cultural rehabilitation. 

Writers put up with sacrifice, for they believed that all other ways were either 
compromise, which they could not allow, or a wrong mechanism of prolonging one’s 
existence. Accordingly, quite a few writers revolting against the “ideal type” of slavish 
society consciously faced execution (Mikheil Javakhishvili, Titsian Tabidze), arrest (Niko 
Samadashvili (1905-1963)), exile (Grigol Robakidze) or even suicide (Paolo Iashvili). All 
these forms of “settling” the problem were identical in content, the difference lying only in 
the strategy of implementation. The writer himself was a tragic personality who fell victim 
to his own principles.

Lost independence developed into painful historical experience for the next 70 
years. 
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• Elka Тraykova 
       (Bulgaria)

Politics and Literature.
Political Processes and Aesthetic Transformations in Bulgarian 

Literature after 1989

Taking 1989 as a milestone in the modern history of Bulgaria marked the end of 
a stage in the political and social life, but it was also a turning point for literature. The 
repudiation of ideological clichés, the elimination of the aesthetic limitations, provoked 
the establishment of new authors, poetics, and languages in poetry, prose, and drama, 
as well as the unprecedented reading of the history of literature. Forgotten or forbidden 
individuals, works, and events were recalled. Through the emancipation from the 
limitations of ideological norms and the repression of political censorship in Bulgarian 
literature, new aesthetic tendencies were formed, which tolerated the artistic experiments 
and thematic provocations. Vigorously receding from the values of the socialist realism 
canon at the end of the twentieth century, it was a complex conglomerate of styles and 
plots of ambiguous artistic value.

Literature was topical and socially sensible, but was also reconsidering its history, 
recognizing its connection with forbidden or forgotten authors and works, rather than with 
the classical authors traditionally included in the sovereign space of the literary canon. 
The political change provoked interest in unknown literary narratives, theoretical and critical 
interpretations and extravagant creative expressions. This, mostly useful, but in some of 
its manifestations comical, striving to make up for the time lost, produced both bright 
creative gestures and moderate changes in the literary field. It began transforming not only 
as poetics, style, language, plots, characters, genres, but also in institutional and social 
terms. Opportunities for free publishing, the emergence of new periodicals and creative 
communities altered the cultural context – free from restrictions and taboos, tolerating the 
gestures of denial, but also of remorse. Literature was firmly driven away from its closed, 
elite self-sufficiency; it was seeking alternative forms of public realization. This is the 
time of literary festivals, the blooming of poetry, prose, criticism, and literary translations, 
of topical readings introduced into the educational system, of the altered social status and 
the public role of intellectuals. The aesthetic and ideological changes reflected from 
the change of the permanent circle of collaborators of the periodicals on culture and the 
changed names (Literary Front was renamed as Literary Forum, September was renamed 
as Chronicle, and Popular Culture was renamed as Culture), to the alternative creative 
formations and the publication of a wide variety of new papers and journals.
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In the mid-1990s, the anti-communist writers left the official Writers’ Union 
and formed the Bulgarian Writers’ Union. The Literaturen vestnik played an important 
part in the history of democratic periodical press. The publication unified young poets, 
writers, and critics, tolerating their avant-garde postmodern attitude. Plamak, Panorama, 
Savremennik, Fakel, and More were all journals of varied success, depending on their 
financial security, which continued their existence without changing their titles. In the 
thematic-anthology issues they posed problems related to literary translations, the critical 
interpretation of modern theoretical approaches, and presented marginal or forbidden 
areas of literary history.

The extreme volume of literary production, the thematic challenges and the abundant 
opportunities for immediate contact with the readers changed the functions of operative 
criticism, and the mission of literary studies – a.k.a. new readings. During this period, literary 
criticism ceased to value and analytically evaluated both individual works and entire literary 
domains that were unfamiliar at the time. The literary-critical deconstruction of processe 
and phenomena, which were in fact very dynamic and mutually exclusive, replaced the so-
called periodic critical reviews with market charts and media popularity. The current criticism 
became more of a mediator between the writer and the general public and sometimes 
skilfully used popular clichés to wilfully act as an advertiser. This, of course, was a natural 
reaction to the strict ideological control that had recently prevailed in literature, which 
had turned literary critics into judges, depriving them of the rights of professional and 
objective interpreters of artistic phenomena. The comprehensive research work of Rosalia 
Likova, Nikola Georgiev, Svetlozar Igov, Mikhail Nedelchev, Vihren Chernokozhev, Valeri 
Stefanov, Aleksandar Kyosev, Milena Kirova, Miglena Nikolchina, among others, was 
significant for the value consideration of the literary process in this period, as well as the 
later literary criticism and theoretical research of the generation, that actively developed 
the 1990s literature: Plamen Doynov, Boyko Penchev, Plamen Antov, Boris Minkov, Edvin 
Sugarev, Ani Ilkov, etc.

Remorse was a crucial element of literary studies because of the manipulatively 
deformed facts, the forbidden works and the forgotten authors from the history of 
Bulgarian spirituality in the 20

th century. Literary critics assumed the task to outline the 
credible and objective image of Bulgarian literature. The journals Literaturna misal, Ezik 
i literatura, Balgarski Ezik i literatura, Letopisi, Literatura etc. were of great importance 
in this respect.

The memory of the emblematic issues that formed the classical dimensions of the 
national literature materialized in the revival of the journal titles – Strelets, Hyperion, Nov 
Zlatorog – but despite their aesthetic eclecticism, they didn’t last long. Only the journal 
Vezni enjoyed long years of publishing thanks to its pragmatic adaptability to the market 
norms of modern times. The Ah, Maria and Seasons journals offered an alternative in 
terms of the artistic platform and ambition for elitism, but unfortunately only existed for 
a short while. Serious articles, which analysed the literary history and the then current 
cultural process, were published in the Vek 21 newspaper and the Demokraticheski Pregled 
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journal. The vigorous growth of literary periodicals, their style diversity, stated in avant-
garde manifests, in texts with conservative literary-historical programs, was undoubtedly 
a sign of taking full advantage of the opportunities of democracy, of free, dialectical but 
polemical imposition, development and disappearance of artistic processes at the end of 
the 20

th century. It was precisely these that marked the restoration of the rights denied to 
literature and literary science in terms of making an ideologeme-free choice. The challenges 
of new technology implied the creation of previously unknown forms of intellectual 
communication. Electronic publications and websites (such as Georgi Chobanov’s LiterNet 
and Martin Mitov’s The Word, etc.) moved literature to a socio-cultural field, which was to 
become more and more influential in the next decades.

Political changes provoked a massive wave not only to illuminate taboo areas of 
literary history, but also to a moral reevaluation of conscious or forced existential and 
creative compromises. This trend mostly found an artistic realization (more honest or more 
manipulated) in the blossoming forth of the memoir and documentary literature. Through 
the prism of the subjective memory or the daily chronicle of time recorded in diaries, 
the Bulgarian writers built the complex mosaic of the totalitarian period. Subjectively 
experienced, but also full of documentary facts, the memorial artistic space brought some 
credible knowledge, but also vivid information about the political and cultural life of the 
recent past. The posthumously published Dnevnitsi ot razlichni godini by Emilian Stanev 
and Dnevnik by one of the leading literary critics in the years of social realism – Boris 
Delchev – were accepted with great interest, but also with extensive discussions. The 
fictionally written memories of Vera Mutafchieva Bivalitsi (True Stories), Georgi Danailov 
Dokolkoto si spomnyam (As Far As I Can Remember), Konstantin Iliev Porazhenieto 
(The Defeat) also attracted interest. Peter Alipiev created an original chronology of that 
period through ironic recognition in anecdotes in Bez malko Tirtei (Almost Tyrtaeus). 
By examining archives and documents, Emil Dimitrov, Bozhidar Kunchev, Mikhail 
Nedelchev, Tsveta Trifonova, Vihren Chernokozhev did valuable research into strictly 
protected political zones of cultural life or ideological mythologized personalities from the 
years of totalitarianism. The books investigating the murder of the writer Georgi Markov 
played a significant part in outlining the tragic marks left by the Communist regime on 
literary life. One of the first books of that kind was Hristo Stoyanov’s Ubiyte Skitnik (Kill 
the Wanderer).

Emigrant fate – a curse or a chance. This is one of the sustainable subjects in the 
1990s cultural space. The return of Bulgarian emigrating intellectuals was more than an 
important milestone in their lives. Literature attempted to illuminate and understand the 
political secrets of totalitarian times, narrated by the books of writers, journalists, emigrants 
from different generations. With their sophisticated style and slightly archaic vocabulary, 
the books by Stefan Popov, Stefan Gruev, Peter Uvaliev, Hristo Ognianov, restored both 
the sense of sacredness of the national, in spite of the vicissitudes of life, and the original 
meaning of patriotism – not as a hollow and loud slogan, but as a conscious mission 
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of the intellectual. In the plots of their publicist, essayistic, memorial works, most often 
memories and political analyses, historical realities, and vivid psychological observations 
intertwined.

In the fictional domain of artistic texts and in the autobiographical stories of 
Marran Gosov, Dimitar Bochev, Atanas Slavov, Lyubomir Kanov, Iliya Troyanov and 
many others, the memories of the traumatic scars left by the events in our country but 
also in the foreign social and cultural environment were supplemented by current political 
comments, philosophical interpretations of impossible existential choices and national 
chances. The complex synthesis between the memoir, the documentary, and the artistic 
made of emigrants’ books an authentic proof of the Bulgarian 20

th century. They provided 
a possible reading of political events that had changed the messages and the mission of 
literature. Undoubtedly, the most important act of remorse was Georgi Markov’s official 
return to Bulgarian literature – his crime stories, novelettes, and dramas, especially 
Zadochni reportazhi (In Absentia Reports). The latter, in particular, showed most vividly 
and to the bitter end the model of the totalitarian system, which manipulated and killed. 
They embedded the will for truth and memory, for the expected change and the much-
needed spiritual catharsis in the 1990s.

Besides the active translation of literary texts filling the gaps of knowledge about 
the current trends in the development of humanitarian science, an important, not so much 
autobiographical, but socially significant element was the placement of the works of Julia 
Krasteva and Tzvetan Todorov – scientists of world recognition – in the Bulgarian cultural 
context. The end of the century marked the beginning of their return and their increasing 
presence in the national spiritual space in the following decades.

The works of bright creative individuals (Blaga Dimitrova, Konstantin Pavlov, 
Radoy Ralin, Boris Hristov, Ivaylo Petrov, Ivan Teofilov, etc.), written before and after 
the change, outlined the signs of the difficult path of Bulgarian literature from the closed, 
ideologically burdened context of socialist realism to the aesthetic challenges and artistic 
experiments of modern times. This boundary time-space, which separated freedom from 
non-freedom in literature, had many different connotations. One of them was the truth 
about the past. In the novels of Viktor Paskov, Zlatomir Zlatanov, Vladislav Todorov, this 
truth was filled rather with symbols and images suggesting the tragedy and the permanent 
traumas of the memory of totalitarian time, than with documentary credibility.

A characteristic feature of the period was the division of literature. Once controlled, 
edited, and censored, it suddenly faced the challenges of the free market and the lack of 
sustainable artistic criteria. This considerably obliterated the boundaries and equalized 
high and low, mass and elite, trivial and valuable in the culture of transition. Changing 
the aesthetic paradigm turned the cynical manner of expression, the brutal stories about 
the crimes of the new heroes of the time, their ties to the state structures, into a market 
bestseller. The public interest, reflected in the large circulation and the media popularity of 
the yellow stories, narrated with dubious artistic qualities, could also be seen as a gesture 
of rebellion against the ideologues of socialist realism. Unfortunately, the events from 
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the next decade showed that mass culture imposed a very poor taste, constantly changing 
aesthetic and moral values. These apparent contrasts were most clearly marked, following 
the pendulum between the intellectual, ironic and aesthetic plots in prose (Chavdar Tsenov, 
Lyubomir Milchev, Boris Minkov) and the boulevard one, as well as in the works of Hristo 
Kalchev, some of the novels of Alexander Tomov, Vlado Daverov, ets.

The transformations in poetics, the new thematic fields, broke the matrix of 
classical literary styles. In prose, the tradition was parodied by spectacular word play 
(Lyudmil Stanev), the contemporary social reality was interpreted through the prism of the 
comedy (Alek Popov, Stefan Kisyov) or the tragedy (Deyan Enev, Palmi Ranchev). An 
important phenomenon of this period was also Ani Ilkov’s poetry, demythologizing sacral 
concepts and images. The new poets were recognized as followers of Konstantin Pavlov, 
Nikolay Kanchev, Binyo Ivanov. They emphasized both the prestige of these authors as 
individuals, who stood their ground, and the influence of their works on the establishment 
of modern poetic paradigms.

It was difficult to form a steady trend in literary life since 1989. It was dynamically 
changing and fragmentary. It comprised several creative generations, who were united in 
intellectual communities and were opposing each other in alternative periodicals. Yet, we 
could say that postmodernism in Bulgarian posttotalitarian literature was the dominating 
trend. In the beginning, it was manifested as a sort of rebellion against ideological 
constraints and aesthetic clichés in art. New circles of writers and experts in literature 
were formed, united by common aesthetic ideas and political beliefs, which, through 
manifestoes, parody anthologies, original poetry and prose, modern literary interpretations 
and long forgotten or forbidden literary and historical texts, not only restored the authentic 
face of Bulgarian literature, but also outlined the leading trends in the 1990s.

Syncretism was the one feature of Bulgarian postmodern prose. It learned and 
recreated many models – national and foreign – creating a complex mosaic of quotes, 
used with elegance and aesthetic refinement. The novels by Georgi Gospodinov, Milen 
Ruskov, Zlatomir Zlatanov turned historical plots or actual social problems into a scene 
where the author and the characters played fictional and real narrative etudes. They created 
an open, provocative plot space, sending messages and motivating the reader to reflection 
and self-knowledge. Bulgarian postmodern literature revived the power of words to create 
with the intellectual pleasure of liberated imagination and language unconstrained in its 
associative provocations.

Throughout the 20
th century, women who were creating literature in Bulgaria 

played a key role in cultural life. They took active public positions and expressed their 
creative talent in all genres. But in various literary and historical stages their creativity was 
subordinated to various causes and ideologies – from the achievement of political equality, 
through social and everyday emancipation to creative equality. In the 1990s, the so-called 
women’s writing was in line with the current problems of feminism. Female authors had a 
subtler, but more painful sensitivity to the moral and ethical transformations of that time, to 
the unregulated chaos causing the collapse of values, but also to the creative temptations 
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offered by the new thematic fields and the ban-free artistic experiments. Female authors 
tried to subdue the time to words and use it to create a new order, be it a fictional one. 
The novels and stories of Emilia Dvorianova, Maria Stankova, Teodora Dimova, Albena 
Stambolova, Zdravka Evtimova were different, both in poetic and in stylistic terms. In 
general, female authors harmoniously combined philosophical, biblical, and existential 
themes and used them to analyse the models of women’s identity, the psychological 
dimensions of love, solitude and alienation, intimate and social spaces of women. Mirela 
Ivanova, Silvia Choleva, Virginia Zaharieva, Amelia Licheva, Miglena Nikolchina, etc., 
also established a distinguished poetical style. They created the poetic image of a modern 
woman seeking her identity and asserting her right to existential choice and sexual liberty.

The presentation of emblematic events and authors marked the symptomatic processes 
in the modern Bulgarian culture of the transition, situated in problematic and controversial 
artistic contexts. In this complex, dynamically changing environment, their chronological order 
and factual exhaustiveness were not so crucial, it was rather the aesthetic provocation and the 
strong social resonance of literary processes, unfamiliar at the time. They included the rebel of 
the new time, imposing a free creative expression, denying the ideologemes of socialism and 
the pedestal attitude towards the literary canon. The generation of the 1990s was not afraid to 
destroy traditional myths and create new mythologemes, to impose alternative genres and to 
strive for scandalous creative appearances. The closed, chamber self-sufficiency of literature 
was denied in the name of publicity, the show and the multimedia effects. The fruitful symbiosis 
between literature, theatre, music, and visual arts was what created the polyphony of languages 
and styles as a collision between clichés and avant-garde.

The original synthesis of the means of expression and spectacular visual realizations 
of speech was characteristic of the poetic Petak 13 (Friday 13) performances, very popular 
at the time. In these performances, Mirela Ivanova and Boyko Lambovski skilfully 
played their verses in front of huge audiences and using precise and spectacular theatrical 
techniques, by overlaying many roles and masks, they actually managed to adroitly 
distinguish the poet and the actor. Avtorski literaturen teatar (The Literary Authors’ Theatre) 
was another interesting cultural phenomenon of the 1990s. The improvisation, the parody, 
the meaninglessness, but also the revival of sustainable cultural symbols, consistently and 
courageously performed by G. Gospodinov, P. Doynov, B. Penchev and J. Eftimov, marked 
the codes of a different poetics. The originality of this syncretism between theatre and 
literature indicated the persistent provocations of reconsidering the past, of changing the 
values of the present; it implied the popularity of these performances by giving them the 
statute of some sort of a corrective to the traditional, too conservative or ideologically 
deformed concept of literature. In the context of political changes, these were considered 
an alternative aesthetic position, signs on the complex path in the validation of Bulgarian 
literature, seeking its new identity.

The determined transformation of the perception of the author was typical of 
this period of sudden estrangement from triviality. The author was no longer a mysterious 
and self-sufficient person, he/she was a writer, but also an actor, a publisher of his/her 
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works, a person of a clear aesthetic and political position. Our national culture was again 
free to match European models, albeit much later, in other aesthetic and social and 
cultural contexts. Authors no longer strived for mediation to present their works to the 
public. They used traditional paper issues as an occasion to perform various forms of 
stage appearances. For example: the poetic troubadour duels – interesting, attractive, well 
conceptualized, focused on intellectuality as knowledge, and improvisation as a focal 
point of talent. Or crossing the limit between meaning and attraction, the dominance of 
form over content, the preference for external effects typical of the Rambo 13 philosophy 
and literary circle. Discussed or defamed because of their artistic inequality, they were very 
persistent in time – their bright and sometimes extremely radical appearances continued 
for almost two decades.

In the years of transition, the concept of the artistic value of the book also changed. 
Its constitution in the literary canon was not so important, it was rather its publicity, the 
visualization of the meaning and the messages it convened. The search for extravagance 
and scandal were part of the post-modern cultural gestures, but the revaluation and even 
the remorse of the representation of forbidden or forgotten authors and works were also 
significant. The premieres of both classical and new books were remarkable – they were 
remembered and commented on. P. Doynov’s Rezervatat Visyashtite gradini na Bulgaria 
(Hanging Gardens of Bulgaria) was a theatrical performance in which the poet played 
three different parts; the premiere of Y. Eftimov’s Africa. Numbers was a football match; 
Roman Kisyov presented his books in a designated artistic space, accompanied by music; 
other poets included hip-hop dancing or ballet. The poetic play was performed in theatre as 
Petar Chuhov’s Bezopasni Igli (Safety Pins) (a Sfumato performance), considered by critics 
as a “haiku holiday in theatre”; Ela, legni varhu men (Come, Lie on Me) by Sylvia Choleva 
(University Theatre at New Bulgarian University); Tapetite na Vremeto (The Wallpapers of 
Time) by Konstantin Pavlov – poems, staged by Yulia Ognyanova (A. Konstantinov State 
Satirical Theatre); the artistic project I, Hamlet, which took place near the Salzata (The 
Tear) Lake in Rila.

The late, and yet intense, attempt to realize the Slam phenomenon was also 
interesting. It was accepted with some suspicion because of the enticing uncertainty of 
free stage and poetic performance. The poetic scenario caught up with its backwardness by 
finding new and different forms of communication with the reader-viewer, using publicly 
available forms of psychotherapy, mass sharing and public empathy, through speech, 
music, and ritual movements. This is how the poetic performance avoided the boredom 
of the monotonous reading (Vasil Vidinski, Maria Kalinova, Kamelia Spasova, etc.), 
provoked, scandalized, caused and discouraged aesthetics (Urban Readings, Literature in 
Action, Point vs. Point, Virginia Zaharieva, etc.).

It was in this symbiosis between the two arts, in the complex combination of poetry, 
music, and movement, that the identity of the contemporary artist was more vividly outlined 
– with no masks or mediators in the communication with the audience. These events 
definitely distinguished themselves from the rituality of academic readings, parodying the 
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template critical assessments. They focused on performance and improvisation, created a 
celebration of the free, unbiased, creative spirit, formed productive connections between 
vision and words, between literature and show. This was a different literary reality – 
attractive, sometimes even scandalous, but easily forgotten or replaced by newer modern 
forms, an essential part of the cultural environment at the end of the 20

th century.
This text is left without conclusion because the Bulgarian literature since 1989 

is not a finished literary story. It is created even now and is still dynamically changing. 
Therefore, it is hard to objectively analyse and even harder to present.
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irma ratiani
(saqarTvelo)

elka traikova
(bulgareTi)

politikuri procesebis da literaturuli 

diskursis urTierTmimarTebisaTvis. 

socialisturi qveynebis gamocdileba

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: politika, saliteraturo procesi, saqarTve-
lo, bulgareTi.

saerTo saTauriT warmodgenilia irma ratianisa da elka tra-
ikovas ornawiliani gamokvleva, romelSi ganxilulia qarTuli da bul-
garuli literaturuli diskursebis urTierTmimarTeba politikur 
procesebTan. avtorebi gamoxtaven politikuri movlenebiT erTnairad 
datvirTul, Tumca gansxvavebul epoqebs. 

irma ratrianis werilSi saanalizod SerCeulia 1918-21 wlebis 
saqarTvelos damoukidebeli respublika, im movlenebTan erTad, ro-
melic win uZRoda da mosdevda samwliani saxelmwifoebriobis arsebo-
bas da ganapirobebda qveyanaSi mimdinare zogadad kulturul, kerZod, 
literturul procesebs.

Tu saukuneebis manZilze, erovnul-ganmaTavisuflebeli moZrao-
bis umTavresi markeri sarwmunoebrivi identoba iyo, me-19 saukunis 
dasawyisidan moyolebuli, erTmorwmune ruseTis mier saqarTvelos an-
eqsiis Semdeg, qarTulma sazogadoebam, romlis umTavres birTvs mwer-
loba warmoadgenda, gamoiara politikuri brZolisa da eWvebis, imedisa 
da gulgatexilobis grZeli gza, sanam ar mivida daskvnamde, rom, saer-
To religia sakmarisi ar aris gansxvavebuli tradiciebisa da istoriis 
mqone ori saxelmwifos TanaarsebobisaTvis.  
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me-19 saukunis meore naxevridan qarTuli antikolonialisturi 
moZraobis istoriulad Camoyalibebuli religiuri strategia naci-
onaluri strategiiT Seicvala. damkvidrda qarTuli politikuri da 
kulturuli azrovnebisa da erovnuli identobis axali standarti. 
amasTan, erovnuli Rirebulebebis cneba arasodes yofila radikaluri 
patriotizmisa da iaffasiani spekulaciebis sagani qarTveli moaz-
rovneebisaTvis, upirveles yovlisa, es iyo saukeTeso humanisturi 
ideebis gaerTianebis saSualeba. 

axali saukunis pirveli aTwleuli qarTul literaturaSi mod-
ernizmis gafurCqvniTa da avangarduli kultris dafuZnebiT gamoirCa, 
rogorc logikuri gagrZeleba msoflio kulturasTan mWidrod dakav-
Sirebuli erovnuli literaturuli narativisa. maRalma modernizmma, 
Tavisi mravalferovani formebiTa da SenakdebiT, Tavisuflebisaken 
swrafviT, WeSmaritebis Ziebis mxatvruli tendenciebiTa da individu-
alizmis dafuZnebiT, piks swored am periodSi miaRwia.

1918 wels qveynis saxelmwifoebriobis aRdgenas qarTuli lit-
eratura didi imedebiT Sexvda. qarTvel simbolistebs miaCndaT, rom 
literaturaSi dawyebul renesanss aucileblad mohyveboda qveynis 
politikuri renesansic. aRsaniSnavia, rom damoukideblobis periodis 
literaturul teqstebSi erTi mxriv, igrZnoba am umniSvnelovanesi 
istoriuli movleniT gamowveuli sazeimo ganwyoba, meore mxriv ki – 
SiSi da wuxili, romelic ganpirobebuli iyo garemomcveli realobis 
gonivruli interpretirebiT. 

1921 wlis Semdeg qarTuli literatura gansxvavebuli realobis 
winaSe dadga. mweralTa didi nawili „sabWoTa saxelmwifos mtrebad“ 
gamocxadda. swored am mizeziT daisaja progresuli, modernistuli 
da avangarduli frTis araerTi warmomadgeneli. situaciis tragiku-
lobas qmnida ara mxolod calkeul mweralTa bedisweris, aramed lit-
eraturuli procesis mTliani paradigmis ngreva, romelsac 70-wliani 
sabWoTa diqtaturis dasrulebis Semdeg xangrZlivi kulturuli re-
abilitacia dasWirda da jerac mimdinareobs.

bulgareli mkvlevari aanalizebs im procesebs, romelic ganvi-
Tarda bulgarul literaturaSi socialisturi banakis dasustebisa da 
misi sabolood daSlis Semdgom periodSi.

 bulgareTis istoriaSi 1989 weli iTvleba mijnad, saidanac iwyeba 
qveynis rogorc politikuri, ise kulturuli cxovrebis axali etapi. 

ideologiur kliSeebze uaris Tqmam, esTetikuri SezRudvebis 
moxsnam xeli Seuwyo axli poetikis da poeturi enis, prozisa da dramis 
dabadebas, literaturis istoriis uprecendento wakiTxvas, axali av-
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torebis, teqstebisa da movlenebis gaCenas. bulgarul literaturaSi 
Camoyalibda axali esTetikuri tendenciebi, romelsac dasaSvebad miaC-
nda mxatvruli eqsperimentebi da Tematuri provokaciebi. 

21-e saukunis dasawyisis bulgaruli literatura warmoadgens 
stilTa da siuJetTa rTul konglomerats, romlis mxatvruli Rirebu-
leba araerTgvarovania. aqtiurad mimdinareobs literaturis isto-
riis gadaxedva, kavSiris aRdgena akrZalul da daviwyebul avtorebTan. 

literatura gaTavisuflda Caketilobisa da elituri TviT-
kmarobisgan, daiwyo sazogadoebrivi TviTrealizebis alternatiul 
formebis Zieba. esTetikuri da ideologiuri cvlilebebi aisaxa peri-
oduli gamocemebis TanamSromelTa mudmivi wrisa da gamocemebis sa-
xelwodebebis cvlilebiTac . 

Seicvala literaturuli kritikis funqcia, literaturi kvle-
vebis misia ki Zveli teqstebis xelaxali wakiTxva gaxda. kritikam Sewy-
vita konkretuli nawarmoebebisa da procesebis Sefaseba da is Caanac-
vla masmediaSi gamoqveynebuli mimoxilvebiT, sabazro Rirebulebisa 
da popularobis ganmsazRvreli diagramebiT. es bunebrivi reaqcia iyo 
im ideologiur kliSeebze, romlebic sul cota xniT adre batonobda 
literaturaSi da kritikosebs mosamarTleebad aqcevda, arTmevda maT 
mxatvruli movlenis profesiulad da obieqturad Sefasebis uflebas.

politikurma cvlilebebma gamoiwvia ara marto istoriulad ak-
rZaluli Temebis gaSuqebis masobrivi talRa, aramed moraluri gada-
fasebac. am tendenciam gansakuTrebuli asaxva hpova memorialuri da 
dokumenturi literaturis ayvavebis saxiT. subieqturi maxsovrobiT 
aRdgenili Tu dRiurebSi Cawerili yoveldRiuri qronikis meSveobiT, 
bulgarelma mwerlebma aawyves totalitaruli epoqis rTuli mozaika.

mniSvnelovani movlena gaxda bulgarel emigrant inteleqtual-
Ta dabruneba samSobloSi. literatura cdilobda gaeSuqebina da gaego 
totaluri drois politikuri saidumloebebi, romlebic sxvadasxva 
Taobis emigrantTa wignebSi iyo gadmocemuli.

aqtiurad iTargmneboda teqstebi, romlebic avsebda humanita-
ruli mecnierebis ganviTarebis Tanamedrove tendenciebis codnas.

saukunis dasasruli aRiniSna iulia kristevasa da cvetan to-
dorovis – msoflio mniSvnelobis mecnierTa dabrunebiTa da sul uf-
ro mzardi monawileobiT momdevno aTwleulis erovnuli sulierebis 
sivrceSi.

bulgaruli postmodernizmi xasiaTdeboda sinkretizmiT. man 
Seiswavla da aRadgina mravali ucxouri da erovnuli modeli. am teq-
stebSi istoriuli siuJetebi Tu aqtualuri socialuri problemebi 
iqca scenad, romelzec avtori da personaJebi aTamaSebdnen namdvil da 
gamogonil naratiul etiudebs.

Interconnection of Political Processes and Literary Discourses. 
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myari mxatvruli kriteriumebis ararsebobisa da Tavisufali sa-
bazro ekonomikis pirobebSi, waiSala sazRvrebi masobriv da elitur, 
trivialur da Rirebul literaturas Soris. esTetikuri paradigme-
bis cvlilebam gamoxatvis cinikuri manera, danaSaulebis sastiki isto-
riebi bazris bestselerebad aqcia. 

1989 wlidan rTuli gaxda bulgareTis literaturuli cxovre-
bis myari tendenciebis Camoyalibeba. es iyo fragmentuli da dinami-
urad cvalebadi, sxvadasxva inteleqtualur jgufebSi gaerTianebuli 
da alternatiuli gamocemebiT urTierTdapirispirebuli ramdenime 
Taobisagan Semdgari literaturuli sazogadoeba.

bulgarul literaturaSi mimdinare postosocialisturi pro-
cesi jerac ar dasrulebula, is dinamikuri cvlilebebs ganagrZobs, 
rac aris mizezi imisa, rom avtori daskvnebis gareSe tovebs warmod-
genil statias.
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rusudan Turnava
nino gagoSaSvili 
(saqarTvelo)

franguli TeatriT STagonebuli qarTuli piesebi 

(adaptacia 1880 –1920 wlebis qarTul dramaturgiaSi)1

me-19 saukunis 40-50-iani wlebi saqarTvelos politikur-ekono-
mikur da kulturul cxovrebaSi mTeli rigi siaxliT xasiaTdeba. aRniS-
nul periodSi garkveuli cvlilebebi iqna Setanili mmarTvelobis im 
sistemaSi, romelic ruseTTan SeerTebis Semdeg damkvidrda saqarT-
veloSi. amasTan kapitalisturi ganviTarebis gzaze damdgar ruseT-
Tan mWidro urTierTobam saqarTveloSi daaCqara axali klasis – bur-
Juaziis warmoSoba da gaZliereba. ukiduresobamde gamwvavda urTier-
Toba ymasa da batons Soris. sawarmoo ZalTa ganviTarebam batonymuri 
urTierToba arsebobis dasasruls miuaxlova. feodalur-batonymuri 
meurneobis rRvevasTan erTad ganmtkicebas iwyebs burJuaziuli 
urTierToba. 

ekonomikur da politikur cxovrebaSi momxdarma cvlilebebma 
gavlena moaxdina qveynis kulturul viTarebazec. saWiro gaxda swav-
la-ganaTlebis qselis gafarToeba da sxva kulturul dawesebulebaTa 
daarseba. 

ganviTarebis axali etapi daiwyo qarTul literaturaSi. nacvlad 
romantizmisa , safuZveli Caeyara kritikul realizms rogorc lite-
raturul mimarTulebas. 40-50-iani wlebi qarTuli literaturis isto-
riaSi aRiniSna, rogorc realizmis warmoSobis epoqa. 

unda aRiniSnos, rom realizmis tendenciebi SeiniSneboda jer 
kidev qarTuli romantizmis saukeTeso warmomadgenlis nikoloz ba-
raTaSvilis SemoqmedebaSi. momdevno xanaSi – 50-ian wlebSi ki Caisaxa 
realizmis skola, romelic qarTuli literaturis istoriaSi cnobi-
lia adreuli realizmis saxeliT. ( g. erisTavi, l.ardaziani, z. antono-
vi). am realistur skolas usaTuod axasiaTebda mkveTrad gamoxatuli 
kritikuli elementebi. magram qarTuli kritikuli realizmi rogorc 
mowinave msoflmxedvelobriv da esTetikur principebze dafuZnebuli 
mxatvruli sistema, romelmac upasuxa socialur-erovnuli moZraobis 

1 naSromi Sesrulebulia SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis 
mier dafinansebuli sagranto proeqtis – „frangebi saqarTveloSi da fran-
guli literaturis refleqsia XIX-XX saukunis dasawyisis qarTul kulturul 
sivrceSi“ – xelSekruleba № 217722-is farglebSi.
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mier wamoyenebul epoqalur amocanebs, Tavisi klasikuri saxiT 60-ian 
wlebSi Camoyalibda. 

60-iani da 70-iani wlebis qarTulma literaturam didad waswia win 
erovnul-sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis progresi. am drois inteleqtu-
alur ganviTarebaSi umniSvnelovanes rols asrulebda qarTuli mxat-
vruli mwerloba, romelSic gabatonebuli adgili daiWira kritikulma 
realizmma. 

qarTuli kritikuli realizmisTvis damaxasiaTebeli iyo ganma-
Tavisuflebel sazogadoebriv moZraobasTan ganuyreli kavSiri, so-
cialur sakiTxTan erTad yuradRebis centrSi erovnul-revoluciuri 
moZraobis problemis dayeneba. 

axali ideuri problematika da mxatvruli novatoroba, socialu-
ri simaxinjisTvis niRbis Camogleja, sinamdvilis Cveneba tipobriv 
saxeebSi da tipobriv garemoebaSi revoluciur-demokratiuli msofl-
mxedvelobis fonze, aseTia qarTuli kritikuli relizmis arsebiTi 
specifikuri Tavisebureba. 

i. WavWavaZis SemoqmedebaSi n. nikolaZem dainaxa WeSmariti erovnu-
li, xalxuri suliskveTebiT gamsWvaluli xelovneba, romelic upa-
suxebda eris sasicocxlo interesebs. ilias mxatvrul Semoqmedebas 
safuZvlad edo progresuli socialur-politikuri da esTetikuri 
tendencia, romelic mudam aqtiurad exmaureboda evropis mowinave 
ideebs me-19 saukunis meore naxevarSi. 

aseve me-19 saukunis 40-50-iani wlebidan iwyeba qarTuli drama-
turgiis aRdgena da ganviTareba kritikuli realizmis mimarTulebiT. 
giorgi erisTavma Tavisi komediebiT moamzada niadagi qarTuli Teat-
ris aRdgenisaTvis. xangrZlivi „Sesvenebis“ Semdeg kvlav gamococx-
lda qarTuli scena. Tumca, samwuxarod g. erisTvis Teatrma 1856 wlis 
ivnisSi Sewyvita arseboba da 1855-1870 wlebma Teatris gareSe Caiara. 
1870-1878 wlebSi arsebobda scenismoyvareTa Teatri, mxolod 1879 
wels Seiqmna mudmivi dasi anu profesiuli qarTuli Teatri. aRniSnul 
periodSi(XIX saukunis meore naxevari) qarTul literaturas da Teatrs 
daekisra eris sulieri winamZRolis, misi avisa da kargis Semfaseblis 
daniSnuleba. 

qarTuli Teatris aRorZinebis 50 wlisTavTan dakavSirebiT, Ta-
vis narkvevSi petre umikaSvili aRniSnavs, rom qarTul piesebTan erTad 
Teatris repertuari mdidrdeba molieris, Seqspirisa da sxva msof-
lio dramaturgTa nawarmoebebiT. Cndebian maTi mimbaZveli mwerlebi, 
msaxiobebi iwvrTnebian TamaSSi da TviT weraSic. TeatrTan erTad iz-
rdeba mayurebelic, igi xdeba Teatris megobari da masze mzrunveli. 
Tu evropaSi eklesia, saxelmwifo da mefeebi mfarvelobdnen Teatrs, 
saqarTveloSi TviT xalxi afuZnebs da inaxavs Teatrs. evropuli li-
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teraturidan umTavresad piesebi iTargmneba qarTulad, radgan ro-
manebisa da vrceli moTxrobebis beWdva Wirs. maT Soris aris bomarSes, 
Sileris, hauptmanis, ibsenis, goldonis, gogolis, ostrovskis, skribis, 
melvilis, labiSis, sardus da sxvaTa piesebi. petre umikaSvilis azriT 
Teatrma qarTuli literatura gaamdidra evropulidan Sesrulebuli 
TargmanebiT. igi sworad afasebs naTargmni literaturis mniSvnelobas 
yoveli erovnuli literaturisaTvis, radgan es aris erTmaneTis gac-
nobis da RirebulebaTa gacvlis sasargeblo procesi: „naTargmni li-
teratura ganZia yovelis xalxis gonebiTis winsvlisa da warmatebisa. 
Cven vxvdebiT monawile msoflio gonebis warmatebis ferxulSi, misi 
gonebiTis sicocxlis moziare , misi swavlis SemTvisebeli, misi sixa-
rulisa da tkivilis Tanamoziare da TanamgrZnobeli“ (umikaSvili 1900: 
12). publicisti swuxs imaze, rom erTi mxriv, gadmokeTebul da naTargmn 
nawarmoebebs ar SeuZlia qarTuli zne-Cveulebebisa da xasiaTis srul-
yofilad gadmocema, magram amave dros g. erisTavis, z.antonovis, akaki 
wereTlis, a. cagarlis da v.gunias piesebi Tavisi doniT ver Seedreba ev-
ropuls. miuxedavad amisa imeds gamoTqvams, rom qarTuli dramaturgia 
ukeTesi gaxdeba meti ganaTlebisa da Sromismoyvareobis kvalobaze. 

ilia WavWavaZe rogorc sazogadod yvela erovnuli saqmis meTa-
uri, gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas aniWebda Teatrs erovnuli TviT-
myofadobis SenarCunebisa da kulturuli donis amaRlebisaTvis. misi 
literaturul-kritikuli da esteTikuri naazrevi dResac inarCunebs 
aqtualobas da xels uwyobs Teatris winsvlas. man Tavisi dramatuli 
poemebiT – „qarTvlis deda“ (1871), „kako yaCaRi“ (1879) da „mefe dimitri 
Tavdadebuli“ (1879) safuZveli Cauyara originaluri qarTuli dramis 
Seqmnas. „dimitri Tavdadebuls“ sasceno saxe misca n. erisTavma, Salva 
dadianma „glaxis naambobis“ da „oTaraanT qvrivis“ mixedviT Seqmna 
piesebi „batoni da yma“ da „Catexili xidi“. ilias Tvalsazrisi Teat-
raluri kritikis , repertuaris, saTargmni da gadmosakeTebeli piese-
bis SerCevis , gadmokeTebis arsis , aseve msaxiobis ostatobis Sesaxeb 
dResac emsaxureba Tavis mizans. werilSi – „Teatris recenzenti“ igi 
laparakobs piruTvneli Teatraluri kritikis aucileblobaze da ram-
denad mtkivneulad aRiqvamen SeniSvnas sulmokle avtorebi da msaxi-
obebi, maSin rodesac Rirseul avtorebsa da msaxiobebs daumsaxurebe-
li qeba ufro met uxerxulobas uqmnis vidre samarTliani SeniSvna: 
„maRalzneobrivs kacs marTlad SeniSnuli wuni ufro nakleb eTakile-
ba, vidre tyuili qeba-dideba; sulmokle gaunaTlebels ki, piriqiT, 
sul sxva mada aqvs amaebisaTvis. yvelafers SegindobT avtori, artisti 
oRond avtorobas da artistobas ki nu dauwunebT“ (1886 w. 23-26 noemb.). 
kritikul werilSi „qarTuli Teatris naklovanebani“ ilia akritikebs 
Targmnili da gadmokeTebuli piesebis arCevans, miuxedavad arCevis 

franguli TeatriT STagonebuli qarTuli piesebi 
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farTo SesaZleblobisa (SeuZliaT airCion rusuli , franguli, germanu-
li inglisuri, italiuri da kidev sxva enaze Seqmnili piesebi) arCevani 
mainc ar aris sworad gakeTebuli, amboben, sasaciloa da imitom vTarg-
mneTo, rac ar warmoadgens swor kriteriums. 

werilSi saTauriT „qarTuli Teatri, „gaviyarneT“ da „xanuma“ 
(1886 w., 7-16 dek.) safuZvlianad aris gadmocemuli ilia WavWavaZis 
Tvalsazrisi Targmnili da gadmokeTebuli piesebis Sesaxeb da imav-
droulad mocemulia am cnebebis naTeli ganmartebebi. pirvel nawilSi 
avtori vrclad ganixilavs viqtorien sardus sammoqmedebiani komedi-
is – „ganqorwineba“ (Divorcons) v. abaSiZis mier rusulidan qarTulad 
gadmokeTebul versias (saTauriT – „gaviyarneT“). ilia Rrma analizs 
ukeTebs axalgazrda ojaxis rRvevis mizezebs, ris safuZvelsac mas 
aZlevs frangul da qarTul piesebSi naCvenebi colqmruli urTier-
Tobebis socialur-fsiqologiuri aspeqtebis erTmaneTTan Sedare-
ba. franguli ojaxis rRvevis mizezi aris axalgazrda qalis imedgac-
rueba imis gamo, rom misi meuRle ar aRmoCnda is didsulovani gmiri, 
romelzedac ocnebobda(„gmiri undoda qmrad da sayvarlad da erTs 
viRac mCvars kacs ki gadaekida“). qarTveli axalgazrda qalebi ki ufro 
metad qmris materialur mdgomareobas da saCuqrebs afasebeno: „ai, ami-
tomac vsTqvi dasawyisSi, rom igi mizezi col-qmrobis aSlisa advi-
lad WkvadmisaRebia safrangeTSi da CvenSi ki cidam Camosuli ambavia. 
CveneburTa miTamda ganaTlebulTa qalTa gulisnadebi, gulistkivili, 
natvra survili sul sxvaa, Cvenda samwuxarod CvenSi xorcieli Tvali 
ufro moqmedebs, vidre Tvali sulisa.“ magram ilia aRniSnavs, rom Ta-
visufleba, romelsac frangi qali moiTxovs aRar aris Tavisufleba, 
aramed borotebaSia gadazrdili. Tuki mamakacebi qalebTan urTier-
TobaSi zedmetad Tavisuflad iqcevian, es misabaZi ar unda iyos qa-
lisTvis. piriqiT, swavla-ganaTlebam da Rrma azrovnebam orive sqesis 
warmomadgenels unda daanaxos am urTierTobis pativiscemisa  da  Senar-
Cunebis gzebi: „ ra aris igi swavla, ganaTleba, zneoba-gawvrTniloba, 
rom Tavisuflebis WeSmariti mniSvnelobac ver gamoarkvevinos adami-
ansa, imodena Rone ar misces sulisa, rom adamiani mis maRal mniSvnelo-
bas aswvdes da borotis qmnis Tavisuflebas sikeTis ymoba ar erCivnos!“ 
iliam yuradReba miaqcia Semdeg garemoebas: frangi mamakaci mixvda, rom 
meuRle tyuilad sTxovs ganqorwinebas, is ver erkveva sakuTar grZno-
bebSi , amitom cdilobs daexmaros da daanaxos misi axali Tayvanis-
mcemlis uniaToba, materialuradac ar aviwroebs Tavis dabneul cols, 
raTa qalma TviTon gadawyvitos vin uyvars da vin ara. amis Sedegad isini 
inarCuneben ojaxs. ilia iqve ambobs, rom qarTveli mamakaci jer ar dgas 
aseT sulier-inteleqtualur doneze. am komediis rusul teqstTan Se-
darebiT qarTulSi umTavresad mxolod adgilis da personaJTa saxele-
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bia Secvlili, igive damokidebulebaa franguli dednis mimarT, amitom 
qarTuli adaptacia mxolod nawilobriv Seesabameba qarTul sinamd-
viles. rogorc zemoT mivuTiTeT, am werilSi ilia gvaZlevs Targmanis 
da gadmokeTebis naTel ganmartebebs. misi TqmiT, Targmani zustad 
unda gadmoscemdes dednis yvela maxasiaTebels, cxadia, Targmanis 
enisaTvis misaRebi adekvaturi xerxebiT anu unda „gvacodinos ise, ro-
gorc aris, utyuarad da Seucvlelad.“ gadmomkeTebelma avtorma ki 
„...saca sxvisa xasiaTi, zne-Cveuleba da viTareba cxovrebisa ar Segvefe-
reba, ar gvixdeba, gveucxoeba, iq Cveni xasiaTi, Cveni zne-Cveuleba, Cve-
nis cxovrebis viTareba Caayenos“, gadmomkeTebels meti SemoqmedebiTi 
niWi sWirdeba vidre mTargmnels: „gadmomkeTebels ufro didi sagzali 
unda, ufro meti Rone sWiria, ufro meti codna, ufro meti niWi, vidre 
mTargmnelsa. gadmomkeTebels is Ronec unda hqondes, rac mTargmnels, 
da amas garda TviTmoqmedi Zali Semoqmedebisa.“ gadmomkeTeblis Sro-
ma sapatio Sromad miaCnia ilias im SemTxveveSi Tu sakuTari piesebi ar 
gvyofnis, amiT or kurdRels daviWerTo: kargi piesac gveqneba da Tan 
Cvens cxovrebasTan misadagebulio. 

me-19 saukunis qarTuli profesiuli Teatris arsebobis pirve-
li aTi wlis valerian guniaseuli Sefaseba wignSi „qarTuli Teatri 
(1879-1889), Tbilisi, 1889 w., warmoaCens im periodis sirTulesa da 
warmatebebs, mis ZiriTad sayrden orientirebs, maT Soris evropuli 
dramaturgiisa da Teatris gamocdilebis gaTvaliswinebas. v. gunias 
Sexedulebebis umravlesoba dResac sayuradReboa qarTuli scenisaT-
vis. 1879 wlis 5 seqtembers pirvelad warmoadgines qarTuli Teatris 
scenaze barbare jorjaZis piesa „ras veZebdi da ra vpove“, xelmZRvane-
li dimitri yifiani. monawileobda dimitri yifianis mTeli ojaxi, aseve 
g.TumaniSvili, niko avaliSvili, ioseb baqraZe, aleqsandre sarajiSvili, 
ilia WavWavaZe. valerian gunias Semdeg sityvebSi JRers is enTuziazmi, 
romliTac daiwyo muSaoba qarTulma scenam 1879 wlis seqtemberSi: 
„im xanebSi Cvens scenas yvelaferi xels uwyobda: erTis mxriT momzadda 
da momwifda dro, sazogadoebis molodini; meores mxriT kargad mowyo-
bili, niWiT, Sromis siyvaruliT savse dasi, kargi, Tumca pawia repertu-
ari, daxelovnebuli da saqmis mcodne gamgebelni, cotaodeni SeZleba 
– es iseTi sabuTebi iyo, rom yovels urwmuno Tomasac ki daarwmunebda 
da marTlac maSin yvelas sjeroda da imedi hqonda qarTuli samudamo 
scenis ayvavebisa“ (gunia 1889: 17). v. gunia Teatris oTx dedaboZs uwo-
debs m. safarovas, n. gabunias, v. abaSiZes da k.yifians, romelTac Semdeg 
Semoematnen b. xerxeuliZe(avaliSvili), k. mesxi, v. aleqsi-mesxiSvili, 
m. mZinariSvili, b. korinTeli, m. yifiani, n. TomaSvili(SiSniaSvili), 
a.moxeve (al. yazbegi) da sxvebi. 1880 wels Teatrs gauWirda, maSin xelm-
ZRvaneloba v. abaSiZem da parizidan axalCamosulma kote mesxma ikisres. 
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maT ar agrZnobines scenas dramatuli komitetis moSla da erTiorad 
gaaorkeces Teatris sazogadoebrivi mniSvneloba. magram erTmaneTTan 
uTanxmoeba mouvidaT da „seriozulad dawyebuli saqme vodevilurad 
daaboloves.“ 

aTi wlis ganmavlobaSi daidga 350 piesa. warmodgenili iyo giorgi 
erisTavis da zurab antonovis yvela piesa. aseve – molieris, bomarSes 
piesebi, balzakis „merkade“, ostrovskis „Semosavliani adgili“, gol-
donis „rogorc hquxs ise ara swvims“, sardus „gaviyarneT“, „qarafSuta“, 
labiSis „baqi-buqi“ da „jer Tavo da Tavo.“ v. gunia aq yuradRebas amaxvi-
lebs im piesebze, romlebic „cotad Tu bevrad yvela evropul scenaze 
uTamaSiaT da ase Tu ise riTime SesaniSnavi aris.“ dasma warmoadgina 
bevri saucxoo da rTuli piesa, klasikuri komediebi, Tanamedrove 
drama Tu tragediebi. aTi wlis ganmavlobaSi imogzaura saqarTvelos 
20 kuTxeSi. v. gunia xazgasmiT miuTiTebs qarTuli Teatris erovnul 
xasiaTsa da mimarTulebaze: „Cvenis azriT Tavdapirveli wadili Cveni 
Teatris moTaveTa is unda iyos, rom Teatrs, scenas daetyos namdvili 
erovnuli xasiaTi da amdagvarad Sesaferisi mimarTuleba“ (gunia 
1889: 17). 

v. gunia gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas aniWebs Teatris daaxlo-
ebas mwerlobasTan, rac Teatris gamgebelma unda moagvaros , mas unda 
hqondes SemoqmedebiTi urTierToba msaxiobebTan, raTa patara msaxi-
obebis did msaxiobebad Camoyalibebas Seuwyos xeli. gunias azriT um-
niSvnelo komediebi, vodevilebi da farsebi zomieri raodenobiT unda 
iyos repertuarSi, maTma cxovelma da sasacilo Sinaarsma Sveba da mos-
veneba unda misces mayurebels, „magram Tu imaTzea miqceuli momete-
buli yuradReba, Tu maTi raodenoba piesebze erTi orad momatebulia, 
maSin vnebis motanis metsa verafers unda movelodeT“ (ibidem, gv. 38). 

wignSi calke Tavi aqvs daTmobili qarTuli dramaturgiis ana-
lizs. avtori piruTvnelad, pasuxismgeblobis grZnobiT afasebs qar-
Tveli dramaturgebis nawarmoebebs da damsaxurebas Teatris winaSe. 
swuxs imaze, rom „dRevandel piesebSi deda azri da tendencia srule-
biT daviwyebulia umniSvnelo komikuri SinaarsisaTvis.“ mas moswons 
r.erisTavis komedia „advokatebi“ („atukantebi“), radgan Tanamedrove 
advokatebis tipobrivi saxeebia daxatuli, misi azriT barbare jor-
jaZis piesebs – „ras veZebdi da ra vpove “da „Suri“, etyoba niWiereba, 
magram aklia damuSaveba. akaki xan meTaurobda Teatrs, xan rolebs Ta-
maSobda da piesebs werda. v. gunia ambobs, rom akakis „Rvawli scenisaT-
vis da dramatuli mwerlobisaTvis metad Zvirfasi da SesaniSnavia“, 
magram mainc ver aniWebs mas dramaturgis saxels. al. yazbegi jer vo-
devilebs werda, Semdeg komediebze gadavidao, aseve rolebsac asru-
lebda. mis piesebi „arsena“ da „aRmzrdelebi“ gunias sust piesebad mi-
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aCnia, drama „qeTevan wamebuli“ ki moswons, aseve moswons ilias scena 
„glaxa WriaSvili“ da uwunebs „kacia adamianidan“ Seqmnil piesas –
„maWankali“. 

Targmanis Sesaxeb v. gunias azri savsebiT Seesabameba Tanamed-
rove kriteriumebs: mTargmnelis SemoqmedebiTi niWi, orive enis codna 
da dedanTan siaxlove SesaZleblobis maqsimumis doneze (ix. gv. 90). 
saukeTeso mTargmnelad miaCnia iv. maCabeli, romelmac „hamleti“ da 
„otelo“ Targmna, aseve aqebs niko avaliSvils rogorc mTargmnels, 
aleqsi WiWinaZes da ioseb baqraZesac. v. gunias sworad miaCnia, rom 
sxvisi piesis gadmomkeTebels mTargmnelis zemoT aRniSnuli Tvisebe-
bic unda hqondes da amasTanave sWirdeba „cxovrebis da adamianis cod-
na, met-naklebobis garCevis unari, kritikuli goneba da esTetikuri 
gemovneba, scenis da dramatuli xelovnebis kanonebis Seswavla. piesis 
gadmokeTeba igive piesis SeTxzvaa; xSirad ufro advilia axali piesis 
dawera, vidre jerovnad da mxatvrulad gadmokeTeba“. v. gunias daviT 
erisTavi miaCnia piesis saukeTeso qarTvel gadmomkeTeblad, karg 
gadmomkeTeblebad ki – raf. erisTavi, i. maCabeli, p. umikaSvili, k. mesxi, 
a. yazbegi da sxvebi. dramaturgs uwodebs mxolod av. cagarels, Tumca 
masac aZlevs mraval SeniSvnas. 

v. gunia Tavis wignSi xazgasmiT aRniSnavs literaturuli da zo-
gadad esTetikuri kritikis udides mniSvnelobas Teatris ganviTa-
rebisaTvis. misi lakoniuri da obieturi azri amis Sesaxeb dResac 
formulasaviT JRers: „kritikas orgvari mniSvneloba aqvs. erTi, rom 
asworebs da arkvevs aw indels da meore is, rom niadags umzadebs moma-
vals. es zogadi kanonia kritikisa“ (gunia 1889: 53). is fiqrobs, rom es-
Tetikuri kritika „erTi orad saWiroa Cveni Teatrisa da scenisaTvis, 
radgan ar gvaqvs sasceno skolebi, arc specialuri saxelmZRvaneloebi 
sasceno da dramatuli xelovnebis Sesaswavlad... kritikosobas da re-
cenzentobas ki yvela kisrulobs, TiTqos es iseTi advili saqme iyos.“ 
rac Seexeba dramatuli da sasceno xelovnebis Teorias, aq, urCevs ar-
sebuli evropuli Teoriebis gamoyenebas. sayuradReboa, rom valeri-
an gunia kritikoss sTxovs delikaturobas da naTel azrs, praqtikul 
rCevebs ise, rom dramaturgma Tu artistma SeniSvnis arsi gaigos da 
Tavi Seuracxyofilad ar igrZnos, imavdroulad mkacrad aRniSnavs mi-
ukerZoebeli kritikis aucileblobas. am mxriv gunias ganmarteba mu-
dam sasargeblo iqneba: `Cveni azriT kritika unda exebodes dramaturgs 
Tu artists ise, rom saxels ar utexdes da tkivilisagan ar abrazebdes, 
martivad da mkafiod agrZnobinebdes nakls da Secdomas. uCvenebdes 
da miuTiTebdes kargsa da avsa da ara marto litonis sityvebiT, ar-
amed magaliTebiTac... mikerZoeba, piraduloba da ganzraxuloba kri-
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tikis Jangia. rac ginda niWieri iyos kritika Tuki mas xsenebuli Jangi 
acxia, misi moqmedeba fuWia da TviTonac samarcxvino. kritikis Zala 
simarTleSia da mxolod imisTvis unda ibrZodes“ ( ibidem, gv. 56-57). 

rogorc vxedavT, qarTveli mwerlebi mTeli pasuxismgeblobiT 
cdiloben xeli Seuwyon qarTuli Teatris arsebobas, ilia, akaki, 
al.yazbegi, d. erisTavi, raf. erisTavi, iv. maCabeli, TviT v. abaSiZe, 
v.gunia, Salva dadiani qmnian piesebs, TamaSoben rolebs, xelmZRvane-
loben Teatrs. zemoT aRniSnuli Teoriul-kritikuli werilebidan da 
erovnul arqivSi daculi piesebis teqstebidan irkveva, rom qarTveli 
mwerlebi 1870-1920 wlebSi Targmnidnen me-19 saukunis TiTqmis yvela 
Janris evropul piesebs, dawyebuli komediebidan da vodevilebidan 
istoriul dramebamde da tragediebamde; Targmnidnen frang, rus, ger-
manels, inglisel, avstriel, holandiel, norvegiel avtorebs, maT 
Soris skribis, labiSis, al. diumas, pier dekurselis, adolf deneris, 
oqtav mirbos, biornsonis, ibsenis, bernSteinis, langmanis, haierman-
sis, jakometis piesebs. gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas aniWebdnen qar-
Tul yaidaze gadmokeTebul nawarmoebebs, romlebic zogjer SeiZleba 
dedanze ukeTesi aRmoCndes. am TvalsazrisiT 1870-1920 wlebis piesebs 
Soris aris evropulidan gadmokeTebuli mravali piesa, gansakuTre-
biT didia fragulidan Targmnili da gadmokeTebuli nawarmoebebis 
raodenoba. 

valerian gunias ekuTvnis, qarTvel mwerlebs Soris, yvelaze 
didi raodenoba rusulidan da frangulidan gadmokeTebuli piesebi-
sa. frangulidan, es aris istoriuli drama „ori gmiri“ , romelic gad-
moRebulia fransua kopes (Francois Coppee) xuTmoqmedebiani istoriuli 
leqsad dawerili dramidan „aswliani omi“ (La Guerre de Cent Ans, 1878). 
dednis Sinaarsi savsebiT Secvlilia, moqmedeba gadatanilia guriaSi 
mtris Semosevis dros, konfliqti xdeba mama-Svils – levan da tariel 
gurielebs Soris, levani Ralatobs samSoblos, ar anTebs serze ko-
cons, rom qarTvelebma Seityon mtris moaxloeba, tarieli iZulebu-
lia mama sicocxles gamoasalmos. „ori gmiri“ dednisagan gansxvavebiT 
3 moqmedebiania da prozad aris dawerili. dakvirveba gviCvenebs, rom 
evropuli istoriuli dramebi xSirad xdeba qarTveli dramaturgebis-
Tvis saqarTvelos mZime warsulis gaxsenebis da masze axali nawarmoe-
bis Seqmnis impulsi. „ori gmiri“ SeiZleba CaiTvalos saqarTvelos isto-
riuli Znelbedobis amsaxvel qarTul nawarmoebad. gazeT „iveriaSi“ 
statias am piesis Sesaxeb xels awers „in-zen“ (davadgineT, rom es aris 
ilia elefTeris Ze zurabiSvili, 1872-1955; mwerali, Teatraluri kri-
tikosi da musikaTmcodne. kritikosebi xSirad iyeneben fsevdonimebs, 
radgan maTi SeniSvnebi msaxiobebsa da dramaturgebs aRizianebT xol-
me). recenzenti gunias mier kopes dramis gadmokeTebas uwodebs „sxvisi 
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xeliT naris glejas“. ase xom SeiZleba Seqspiric gadmoakeTos vinmem da 
sakuTari gvari miaweroso. v. gunia TviTon asrulebda levan gurielis 
rols.1 rogorc zemoT aRvniSneT, am sakiTxSi mwerlebsa da kritikosebs 
Soris arsebobda azrTa sxvaoba, magram ufro metad aRiareben (ilia, 
g. TumaniSvili, v. gunia, a. axnazarovi) adaptaciis did mniSvnelobas 
erovnuli literaturis ganviTarebisaTvis. 

v. gunias yuradReba miiqcia emil de naJakisa da alfred henekenis 
(Najac 1877: 1-139) sammoqmedebianma komediam „bebe“(niSnavs Cvil bavSvs), 
romelic gadmouRia erTmoqmedebian vodevilad sruliad Secvlil ga-
remoSi – qarTuli soflis fonze, personaJebic qarTvelebi arian da 
maT Soris urTierTobac qarTulia, magram orive mTavari personaJi, 
qarTveli ioTami da frangi bebe 22 wlis arian da orive dedis mier maT 
aRzrdaSi daSvebuli Secdomebis msxverplia. qarTuli saTauria „de-
diserTa“ (1900 w., erovnuli arqivi, 480,1,1664; Teatri da cxovreba, 1910, 
№6,7). SesaZlebelia aq gamoyenebuli iyo p.a.karatiginis rusuli Tar-
gmanic (Каратыгин 1880: 371-455). vfiqrobT, gansakuTrebiT kargad aris 
dawerili gunias erTmoqmedebiani komedia „Tagvma uSvela“, romelic 
Seqmnili unda iyos gaston dutilis (Gaston Duthil, La Souricière, comédie en 
1 acte,Paris: A. Rouart, 1904) erTmoqmedebiani vodevilis „saTaguris“ mixed-
viT an rusulidan, „mcire Teatris“ repertuaridan (`Из-за Мышонка~). 
xasiaTebi Seesabameba qarTvel personaJebs da intrigac ostaturad 
aris Sekruli. 

gunias erTmoqmedebiani vodevili „advokatTan anu bednieri 
col-qmari“, (1891w., erovnuli arq. 480,1, №1095) gadmokeTebulia rusu-
lidan, davadgineT, rom misi avtori aris nadeJda merderi, fsevdoni-
miT – n. severini (Мердер, Надежда Ивановна, известная под псевдонимом 
Н. Северин (1839-1906), написала несколько пьес: `Супружеское счачтье~ (1884), 
`Познакомились~, `Перепутала~. Она автор романов, повестей и рассказов) 
(Мердер 1890-1907). magram v. gunias imdenad kargad gadmouRia qarTu-
lad, rom artem axnazarovis aseTi dadebiTi Sefasebac ki miuRia: `es 
vodevili gadmokeTebulia sammoqmedebiani rusuli piesidan „col-
qmrobis bedniereba“: Супружеское счастье, соч. Северина) sami moqmedeba 
erTmoqmedebad aris qceuli, magram ise lamazad ki gadmokeTebuli, rom 
Svili dedas gacilebiT sjobia da sikeTiT erTi moqmedeba uwindels 
sams sWarbobs. xalxi cota daeswro am warmodgenas“.2 andaza-vodevili 
„saSovnelsa naSovni sjobia“ aseve rusulidan aris gadmokeTebuli 1892 
wels. gunias ekuTvnis (T. saxokiasTan erTad) i. miasnickis (Мясницкий, 
Иван Ильич, настоящая фамилия –Барышев, 1852-1911) sammoqmedebiani 
xumroba-vodevilis gadakeTebuli varianti – „airia monasteri“ (Не 

1 gaz. „iveria“, 1901, №34, 14 Tebervali.
2 gaz. „iveria“, 1891, №208, 1 oqtomberi. 
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Минуты покоя, 1890). ilia Wyoniam gaakritika es gadmokeTebuli piesa, 
sjobda SeemoklebinaTo, ori kaci ratom moscda amis gadakeTebazeo, 
farsia da arc imdenad sasacilo, Tan saSineli eniT aris dawerilio1. 

anastasia TumaniSvili-wereTeli erTgulad emsaxureboda qar-
Tul Teatrs. mis mier gadmokeTebuli labiSisa da gondines piesa – 
„samSi erTi ubednieresi“ (Le Plus Heureux des Trois) ise Seerwya qarTul 
komediebs, rom didxans idgmeboda qarTul scenaze. es aris komedia sam 
moq-medebad. frangulad gamoica 1869 wels, pirvelad daidga parizSi 
1870 wlis 11 ianvars pale-ruaialis scenaze. qarTulad gadmokeTe-
bulia anastasia TumaniSvilis mier 1889 wels saTauriT „jer Tavo da 
Tavo“ (erovnul arqivi, fondi, 480). amave teqstis meore xelnaweri 
inaxeba xelnawerTa erovnul centrSi, anastasia TumaniSvilis arqiv-
Si nomriT –N230: „jer Tavo da Tavo“ komedia sam moqmedebad labiSisa 
gadmokeTebuli anastasia TumaniSvilis mier. pirveli varianti naklu-
lia (45 furc.), meore varianti srulia (76 furc), uTariRo, avtografi. 
fsiqologiuri, mxiaruli komediebis avtoris, eJen labiSisa (1815-
1888) da edmon gondines(1828-1888) komediis am gadmokeTebul versiaSi 
meore avtori ar aris dasaxelebuli, saTauri Secvlilia: „jer Tavo 
da Tavo“. saxelebi gaqarTulebulia, personaJebi damatebuli. 

gadmokeTebuli piesis karg nimuSs warmoadgens molieris „ska-
penis cuRlutobis“ akaki wereTliseuli varianti, sadac franguli 
xasiaTi mSvenivrad aris misadagebuli qarTulTan. man es komedia 
rusulidan gadmoaqarTula 1873 wels(ix. „akakis krebuli“ 1873: #8): da-
amata scenebi qarTuli realiebiT, moxerxebuli da gamWriaxi msaxu-
ri skapeni qarTvel parsonaJs daemsgavsa, magram molieris yovlis-
momcveli komizmi SenarCunebulia. am piesas didi warmatebiT Ta-
maSobdnen TbilisSi, quTaissa da dabebSi. TviT akaki wereTeli reJi-
sorobda da TamaSobda Jerontis rols. 

viqtorien sardus piesebis saxiT qarTul scenaze Semovida zne-
CveulebaTa komediebi, aseve istoriuli drama, „samSoblo“, sadac asa-
xulia holandieli glexebis ajanyeba me-16 saukuneSi . es piesa daviT 
erisTavma moargo saqarTvelos istoriis tragikul epizodebs da Seq-
mna qarTuli istoriuli drama imave saTauriT („samSoblo“, Jurn. „ive-
ria“, 1881, №10) romelic misi niWis wyalobiT gadaiqca eronuli TviT-
myofadobisaTvis qarTvelTa brZolis manifestad. 

1880-iani wlebis dasasruls da 1890 wlebidan qarTveli mwerlebis 
axali piesebis STagonebis wyarod iqca im droisaTvis cnobili metad 
nayofieri frangi dramaturgebis – klervilis, lamber-tibustis, 
melakisa da halevis, lusien arnos, dodes da simbolisturi Teatris 
fuZemdeblis meterlinkis piesebi. 

1 gaz. „iveria“, 1892, №17, 24 ianvari
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klervilisa da lamber-tibustis erTmoqmedebiani vodevili 
„mgrZnobiare simi“– La Corde Sensible (pirvelad daidga parizis vode-
vilis TeatrSi 1851 wels, teqsti gamoqveynda amave wels). klervili 
(1811–1879) aris frangi poeti, Sansonie, gogetis (megobar momReral-
Ta gundi) wevri da dramaturgi. metad nayofieri avtoria, magram cno-
bilia mxolod misi is piesebi, romlebic sxva avtorebTan erTad  Seqmna.
mas miaweren 230-mde piesas, romelTagan 50 asjer iyo warmodgenili 
zedized. es piesa daviT mesxma qarTul yaidaze gadmoakeTa 1900 wels 
(„susti mxare“ vodevili erT moqmedebad, 16 furc., 1900 w., gadmok. 
d.mesxisa, fondi 480, 1, 1650). sasiyvarulo intrigebze dafuZnebuli am 
vodevilis qarTul variantSi personaJebi – ori gogona da ori vaJi 
qarTvelebi arian, franguli realiebic qarTuliT aris Secvlili: 
kanaris Citebi – qarTvelebisTvis sayvareli mercxlebiT, urCxuli 
– veSapiT, franguli fuli, 1733 livri – ocdaaTi TumniTa da Svidma-
neTnaxevriT. miuxedavad amisa ZiriTadad SenarCunebulia franguli 
piesis qarga, sasiyvarulo flirtis motivebi; personaJebi qarTul 
variantSi, ise rogorc frangul dedanSi eZeben qalis gulis mogebis 
gzas da xelmZRvaneloben im azriT, rom unda ipovon qalis „susti mxare“ 
anu misTvis yvelaze sanatreli ram, franguli teqstis mixedviT ki un-
da ipovon da Searxion mis gulSi is mgZnobiare simi , romelic warmo-
adgens qalis gulis gasaRebs. sasiyvarulo urTierTobebia agreTve 
anri melakisa da  ludovik halevis erTmoqmedebiani  komediis – `Taigu-
li“, Tema. es ori dramaturgi aris mravali vodevilisa da komediis 
avtori, magram isini 1860 wlidan gaerTiandnen rogorc libretistebi 
da 20 wlis ganmavlobaSi qmnidnen Jak ofenbaxis operetebis libreto-
ebs („mSvenieri elene“–1864, –„parizis cxovreba“ –1866, „perikola“  – 
1868) da sxva didi operebisTvisac (JorJ bizes „karmeni“). „Taiguli“ 
pirvelad daidga parizis pale-ruaialis Teatris scenaze 1868 wlis 23 
oqtombers, gamoica amave wels (Henri Meilhac et Ludovic Halévy, Le Bouquet, 
comédie en un acte, Paris, Michel Lévy Frères, éditeurs, 1868, 45 p.). am komediaSi 
es aris mravalferovani intrigebi ganuwyvetliv ebmis erTmaneTs. pol 
gaiardens sasiyvarulo urTierToba aqvs gabmuli zeda sarTulze 
mcxovreb mezoblis qalTan, antonia brunesTan, cols, Janas ki eubneba, 
rom safinanso birJaze dadis ojaxis biujetis Sesavsebad. JanasTan 
modis antonias meore sayvareli, batoni bikoke, romelic cdilobs 
Janas Tvalebi auxilos da amiT antonias moaSoros pol gaiardeni. amis 
dasamtkiceblad mas moaqvs polis qudi, romelic wamoiRo antonias 
saxlidan. komedia eyrdnoba col-qmris gonebamaxvilur dialogebsa 
da situaciur komizms. al. quTaTelaZis amave saxelwodebis komediis 
(„Taiguli“, komedia, 1 moq. gadmok. al quTaTelaZis mier, 1892 w., 10 furc., 
saqarTvelos erovnuli arqivi, fondi 480, 1, №1179) Tema siyvaru-
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lia, magram es aris qarTveli axalgazredebis urTierToba (aq oTxis 
nacvlad 6 personaJia da ra Tma una, qarTuli saxelebiT), romelic 
qorwinebiT mTavrdeba. orive piesaSi, frangulSic da qarTulSi, in-
trigis safuZvels qmnis qalisTvis mirTmeuli Taiguli da masTan 
dakavSirebuli gaugebrobebi. amgvarad qarTul dramaturgias Seemata 
al. quTaTelaZis komedia, romelSic ostaturad aris gamoyenebuli 
pikanturi situaciuri komizmis xerxebi. 

av. cagarlis „mSvenieri elenes maZiebelni“, komedia-farsi sim-
RerebiTa da kupletebiT (1892 w., 34 furc. saqarTvelos erovnuli 
arqivi, fondi 480, 1, 1166) Jak ofenbaxis opera-bufs (libreto anri 
melakisa da ludovik halevis) emsgavseba mxolod saTauriTa da msu-
buqi komizmiT. qarTveli dramaturgi berZnuli miTis nacvlad Tavisi 
parodiis Temad irCevs Tbiliseli msaxiobebis profesiul cxovrebas: 
antrepreniorebi – qristefore maxoxaSvili da eqvTime RomaZe gaaf-
TrebiT ebrZvian erTmaneTs elene mSvenieris rolis Semsruleblis, 
vardo Taigulovis mosapoveblad. yvelas am piesis dadgma unda, rad-
gan drama ukve aRaravis ainteresebs. qaixosro maxoxaSvili motyuebiT 
cdilobs vardosgan Tanxmobis miRebas, magram siCqareSi xels awerinebs 
eqvTimes mier datovebul pirobis qaRaldze; daria WanWuraZe am ro-
lisTvis tyuilebiT daaSores saqmros, magram pirobis qaRaldis xel-
moweramde miiRo satrfos werili da gaiqca masTan. avtori aseTi dra-
matuli kviprokos saSualebiT qmnis STambeWdav komikur scenebs, rac 
mayureblis mowonebas imsaxurebs. 

avq. cagarelma qarTulad gadmoakeTa agreTve lusien arnos (an-
tuan vensan arnos vaJi, romelic aseve mweralia) xuTmoqmedebiani tra-
gedia leqsad „margerit anJueli anu TeTri vardi da wiTeli vardi“ 
(Lucien Arnault (1787 – 1863, Oeuvres dramatiques, vol. 1, 1865; vol. 2, 1866; vol. 3, 
1867. Marguerite d’Anjou ou la rose blanche et la rose rouge, tragédie ineditée en 5 actes 
et en vers, vol. I, p. 361-475). xelnaweri daculia saqarTvelos erovnul ar-
qivSi (qarTveli deda, gadm. arnos ist., dramidan, 4 moq. frangulidan 
av. cagarlis mier, 1889,arq. 480, 1, # 1046). margarita anJuelis rogorc 
dedoflisa da gmiri dedis saxem cagarels STaagona qarTveli dedis 
msgavsi portretis Seqmna. 

safrangeTis istoriis erTi epizodi, kerZod, didi burJuazi-
uli revoluciis dros arsebuli viTareba, mosaxleobis sxvadasxva 
fenebis sulieri mdgomareoba udevs safuZvlad alfons dodesa da er-
nest manuelis erTmoqmedebian komedias prozad – „TeTri mixaki“, ro-
melic pirvelad daidga parizSi, komedi fransezis scenaze 1865 wlis 8 
aprils ( L’Oeillet blanc, comédie en un acte en prose par Alphonse Daudet et Ernest 
Manuell, troisième édition, Paris, Calmann Lévy, éditeur, 1881, 36p. L’Oeillet blanc, co-
médie représentée pour la première fois, à Paris, sur le Théâtre-Français, par les comé-
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diens ordinaires de l’Empereur, le 8 avril 1865.) Tbilisis xelovnebis sasaxleSi 
(Teatris muzeumi) daculia am piesis qarTuli adaptacia (mxolod erTi 
nawili) Sesrulebuli Salva dadianis mier, saTauriT „zambaxi“ (a.dodes 
erTmoqmedebiani komedia gadmokeTebuli franciculidan S. dadianis 
mier – „zambaxi“, avtografi, 1929 w., 19 furc., fanqriT da melniT). scena 
warmoadgens baRSi, Tavad gitul jayelis cixe-darbazis win mdebare 
moedans. scenis siRrmeSi mTeli scenis siganeze erTi kacis simaRle da 
naxevari galavania Semovlebuli. 

frangul piesaSi moqmedeba mimdinareobs safrangeTis didi 
revoluciis periodSi, 1793 wels, normandiis wminda-vaastis (Saint – 
Waast) saxelobis SatoSi, romelic mdebareobs zRvis piras. Sinaarsi 
emyareba emigrirebuli frangi aristokratebis da mSromeli frangebis 
damokidebulebas erTmaneTis mimarT (konventis wevri, misi qaliSvili 
da emigranti axalgazrda markizi). inglisSi gadasuli frangi aris-
tokratebis erTi jgufi yovel saRamos ikribeba frangul salonSi vis-
tis saTamaSo magidasTan. moxucebi (infanteriis oficeri, Jandarmeri-
is oficeri, monazoni da marSlis meuRle) amboben, rom siyvaruli aRar 
arsebobs da misTvis aravin Caidens gmirobas. 16 wlis markizi ki sapir-
ispiros amtkicebs. maSin iqve, savarZelSi graciozulad mokalaTebuli 
grafinia sTxovs am axalgazrdas wavides safrangeTSi da misi Satos 
baRidan sicocxlis riskis fasad Camoutanos TeTri mixaki, romelsac 
safrangeTis yvavils eZaxian. markizi midis am davalebis Sesasrule-
blad. komediaSi Zalian lakoniurad da obieqturad aris asaxuli ada-
mianuri urTierTobebi revoluciis dros safrangeTSi darCenil mo-
saxleobasa da emigrant aristokratebs Soris. 

S. dadians es komedia qarTul niadagze gadmoukeTebia: moqmedeba 
xdeba saqarTveloSi, kerZod guriaSi, SekveTilSi, jayelebis sasaxlis 
baRSi. personaJebi qarTvelebi arin – mTavris Svili sio SalikaSvili, 
aseve mTavris, gitulis qaliSvili qeTevani, msaxuri zalika, eka, rom-
lis davalebiTac emigranti sio aralegalurad Camovida saqarTvelo-
Si . man ekas (emigranti mTavris qaliSvils) unda Cautanos saqarTvelos 
miwaze amosuli TeTri zambaxi. fabula, sxva mxriv, ise viTardeba ro-
gorc frangul teqstSi, aqac moqmedeba istoriulad daSorebul peri-
odSi viTardeba da qarTvelebic saTaTreTSi wasuli emigrantebi ari-
an, romelTac ekrZalebaT samSobloSi Camosvla. ekas iseve enatreba 
samSoblo rogorc frang grafinias. TeTri mixaki S. dadians TeTri zam-
baxiT Seucvlia, magram rogorc frangul piesaSi, aseve qarTulSi, sam-
Soblodan iZulebiT wasulebi guliT natroben iq dabrunebas. 

simbolisturi Teatris damfuZnebelma, moris meterlinkma sam-
moqmedebiani drama „mona vana“ (Vanna 1909), ise rogorc manamde, sim-
bolisturi drama „aglavena da selizeta“ (1896) Tavis megobar qals, 
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msaxiobsa da Teatris direqtors, JorJet leblans miuZRvna. am piesis 
safuZvelze anri fevriem dadga lirikuli drama oTx moqmedebad da 
xuT suraTad, romelic warmodgenil iqna 1909 wlis 13 ianvars „parizis 
operaSi“. meoTxe moqmedeba afarToebs piesas da ufro gasagebi xdeba 
amiT. piesa xelmeored daidga komedi fransezSi 1923 wlis 22 dekembers 
SabaTs (À partir de cette pièce, Henry Février a créé un drame lyrique en quatre actes 
et cinq tableaux, représenté le 13 janvier 1909 à l›Opéra de Paris. Le quatrième acte pro-
longe l›action et la rend davantage compréhensible. La pièce sera reprise à la Comédie-
Française le samedi 22 décembre 1923).

am piesaSi avtori idumalebis ucnobi samyarodan sinamdvilisa-
ken ixreba, qmnis realuri adamianebis portretebs. mona vanas xasiaTsa 
da Sinagan bunebaSi Serwymulia realisturi, neoromantikuli da sim-
bolisturi tendenciebi da amitom aris is gansakuTrebuli. mona vana 
siwmindisa da samSoblosTvis Tavdadebis simboloa. misi azrovneba 
da saqcieli Sors dgas trivialurobisagan. rogorc Cans, qarTveli 
avtori (romlis fsevdonimic –„b-li“ samwuxarod ver gavxseniT, Se-
saZlebelia „ivane barveli“, rac TavisTavad fsevdonimia) moixibla 
mTavari gmiris romantikul-patriotuli suliT da mZafri siuJetiT, 
romelic gamoiyena saqarTvelos istoriuli warsulis aseve dramatu-
li movlenebis gadmosacemad. suramis cixis tragikuli legendis 
sa-fuZvelze man Seqmna osmalebTan brZolisa da qveynisTvis Tavdade-
bis STambeWdavi scenebi („murad faSa“, drama sam moqmedebad, 1903 w., 
fondi 480, 3, 218). qarTuli siuJeti frangulis msgavsad viTardeba. 
samSoblodan gadaxvewili zurabi osmalebs Seafarebs Tavs, iq gaxdeba 
maTi jaris sardali murad faSas saxeliT da alyas Semoartyams sura-
mis cixes. misi Seyvarebulis, qeTevanis mamamTilis daxmarebiT murad 
faSa SimSilis zRvarze myof qarTvel mecixovneebs hpirdeba sakvebs 
da daxmarebas Tu masTan gamogzavnian qeTevans, romelic qarTveli 
sardlis levan murvaniSvilis colia. qeTevani, ise rogorc vana, mzad 
aris Tavi gaswiros samSoblosTvis.

daskvnis saxiT unda aRiniSnos, rom 1870-1920 wlebSi qarTveli 
mayurebeli eziara franguli Teatris did mravalferovnebas, rac sa-
sargeblo iyo qarTuli erovnuli Teatris gaZlierebisaTvis. 

XIX saukunis frangul TeatrSi drama yvelaze prestiJuli Jan-
ria. is warmoiSva XVIII saukunis seriozuli Janrebidan da viTardeboda 
romanis paralelurad. es Janri saukunis meore naxevarSi Camoyalibda 
socialur realistur dramad emil oJies, fransua ponsaris, aleqsan-
dre diumas (Svilis) da viqtorien sardus piesebis saxiT (Delon 2007: 
498). magram aqamde frangulma dramaturgiam saukunis dasawyisidan ga-
iara ganviTarebis rTuli gza. am periodSi jer kidev TamaSoben klasi-
kur tragediebs da komediebs, magram mayurebeli ukve amjobinebs (De-
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lon 2007: 389-390) melodramas, romelsac uwodeben xalxisTvis gankuT-
vnil tragedias da vodevils, romelsac Searqves xalxis komedia. Cndeba 
didi moTxovnileba Teatrze, rogorc garTobis saSualebaze kinosa da 
televiziis ararsebobis pirobebSi. ixsneba saTeatro darbazebi didi 
dekoraciebiT da SedarebiT rTuli teqnikiT. Teatraluri xelovneba 
sinTezuri xdeba sityvis, musikis, cekvis da mxatvrobis monawileobiT. 

XVIII saukunis burJuaziuli dramidan warmoSobili melodrama, es 
axali Janri, ganviTarebis oqros xanas aRwevs 1800 wels piqserekuris 
(Pixerecourt, Rene ) piesaSi „kelina anu saidumloebiT moculi bavSvi“ 
(Coelina ou l’Enfant du mystère) da grZeldeba 1823 wlamde ( Delon 2007: 497), 
Tumca mainc ar qreba sabolood. amas mowmobs adolf deneris dramis 
– „ori oboli“, warmateba 1875 wels da Semdgomi popularoba. melodra-
ma XX saukuneSic agrZelebs arsebobas bulvaris Teatrebsa da kinoSi. 
es Janri Seexo yvela socialur fenas, romanebisagan gaiziara intri-
gis ostaturad agebis da socialuri tipebis Seqmnis xelovneba, misi 
emociuroba izidavs mayurebels. 

vodevili gaCnda rogorc simRera jer kidev XV saukuneSi, Sem-
deg mas kupletebis saxiT amatebdnen piesebSi, aqedan warmoiSva saxel-
wodeba komedia-vodevili, ganviTarebis ufro maRal doneze dakarga 
kupletebi. XIX saukuneSi vodevili Zalas ikrebs napoleonis imperiis 
pirvelive dReebidan da am epoqis dramaturgebs karnaxobs ritms, moZ-
raobas da mZafr emociebs (Thomasseau 2006:172). aqve unda aRiniSnos, rom 
„marTalia, vodevilisa da melodramis didi kulturuli mniSvneloba 
eWvsgareSea, magram Teatris enis ganaxlebas XIX saukuneSi unda vumad-
lodeT ufro poezias da romans, vidre TviT Teatrs“ (Delon 2007: 371). 
eJen skribma pirveli vodevilebidan dawyebuli – „daTvi da faSa“ 
(L’Ourse et le Pacha, 1820) da „miSeli da kristina“ (Michel et Christine, 1821), 
am patara Janris uamravi erTaqtiani piesiT miipyro sazogadoebis yu-
radReba, TandaTan daxvewa misi wyoba da Seqmna e.w. „kargad dawerili 
piesa“, sadac TiToeuli moZraoba Tu sityva winaswar aris gaTvlili 
scenuri efeqtisTvis. ise rogorc simRera, karikatura da romani, 
vode-vili qmnis Tanamedrove tipebs. skribi vodevilebidan TandaTan 
gadadis zne-CveulebaTa komediebze, romelTac uwodebs `did vodevi-
lebs“ (“vaudevilles en grand”) (Delon 2007: 369). mas mihyavs komedia realiz-
misaken. man ganaaxla aseve romantikuli operis (verdis `siciliuri 
mwuxris locva“ – Les Vêpres siciliennes, 1855; meierberis „hugenotebi“ – Les 
Huguenots, 1836) da musikaluri komediis libretoebi (fransua buael-
dies „TeTri qalbatoni“ – La Dame Blanche, 1825; daniel oberis `fra-
diavolo anu sastumro teraCinSi“ – Fra-Diavolo ou l’Hôtellerie de Terracine, 
1830). am or JanrSi is saukeTeso iyo 1825-1850 wlebSi. skribis didma 
gamocdilebam xeli Seuwyo oJies, diumas (Svili), sardus ufro mniS-
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vnelovani sazogadoebrivi problemebis amsaxveli piesebis Seqmnas, 
sadac Serwymulia sentimentaluri intriga, politikuri ideebi da so-
cialuri doqtrinebi. al. diuma (Svili) Tavisi piesis – „uZRebi mama“ (Un 
Père prodigue) winasityvaobaSi wers: „iseTi dramaturgi, romelic adami-
ans ise icnobs rogorc balzaki, Teatrs ki – rogorc skribi, iqneboda 
yvelaze saukeTeso dramaturgi rogoric odesme arsebobda“. skribi da 
labiSi imavdroulad parodiis virtuozebi arian. skribis Semoqmedebam 
misca stimuli labiSis vodevilebsa da komediebSi sazogadoebrivi yo-
fis karikaturis Seqmnas da vodevilis formis ganviTarebas, romelic 
midis usicocxlo sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis absurdulobis Cvene-
bamde. swored es ganapirobebs vodevilis warmatebas. „ vodevili mar-
Tlac aris sinamdvilis amsaxveli Janri, romelic Tavisi cecxlovani 
temperamentiT cdilobs daewios axali epoqis Cqar temps . amis yvelaze 
cnobili magaliTia labiSis „italiuri Calis qudi“ (1851, 300 warmod-
gena); personaJebi sulmouTqmelad darbian gaTxovili qalis mier de-
likatur situaciaSi dakarguli qudis saZebrad, magram qudi, romelsac 
eZeben yvelgan , iqve aris SeumCnevlad, Tavidanve. ase rom, intriga if-
argleba rutinis, uazrobis burleskiT“ (Delon 2007: 369). labiSs Tavis 
sicocxleSi ar swyalobda komedi fransezi, magram XX saukuneSi is am 
Teatris im 20 avtors Soris aris, romelTac xSirad TamaSoben: „peri-
Sonis mogzauroba“ (1906), „italiuri Calis qudi“ (1938), „kaci romelic 
Cqarobs“ (1959), „samSi erTi ubednieresi“ (1975). aseve viqtorien sardu 
Tavdapirvelad werda skribis msgavs vodevilebs („batisfexuri naweri“ 
– Les Pattes de mouche, 1861), Semdeg Seqmna parodia moxuci romantikose-
bis suliskveTebaze („yeyeCi moxucebi“ – Les Ganaches, 1862) da roca so-
cialur kvlevas mihyo xeli (`benuatonebis ojaxi“ – La Famille Benoiton, 
1866; `daniel roSa“ – Daniel Rochat,1880) didad emadliereboda skribs 
(Thomasseau 2006: 173). 4 wliT adre ganqorwinebis kanonis SemoRebamde, 
romliTac 68 wlis dagvianebiT (aikrZala 1816 wels restavraciis dros) 
aRdga ganqorwinebis ufleba, sardum am problemas miuZRvna komedia 
„gaviyaroT“ (Divorçons 1880). 

rogorc vxedavT, saukeTeso vodevilebma xeli Seuwyo zneCve-
ulebaTa da saxasiaTo komediebis warmoSobas, rac Tavis mxriv ideuri 
da socialuri dramebisa da komediebis Seqmnis safuZveli gaxda. XIX 
saukuneSi scenaze warmodgenili aTasobiT franguli vodevilis av-
torebs Soris zeviT ukve aRvniSneT niWieri da nayofieri dramatur-
gi da libretisti, poeti da Sansonie klervili, romlis vodevilis, 
„mgrZnobiare simi“ qarTuli Sesatyvisi Seqmna daviT mesxma. am epoqis 
piesebSi farTod gamoiyeneba parodia sazogadoebrivi da Semoqmede-
biTi cxovrebis CamorCenilobis samxileblad. iqmneba romantikuli 
dramebis parodia, aseve parodias iyenebs operetis Janri, romelic meo-
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re imperiis dros farTod aris gavrcelebuli. Tavdapirvelad scenaze 
gamodis avtorTa wyvilis , kremie – ofenbaxis (Hector Crémieux 1828-1892) 
operetebi (`orfeosi jojoxeTSi“, Orphée aux Enfers, 1858), Semdeg sameu-
lis, melaki-halevi-ofenbaxis „mSvenieri elene“ (La Belle Hélène, 1864). 
`am ori mxiaruli da parodiuli, ofenbaxis musikis dafdafebis ritmze 
awyobili operetis warmatebas mohyva travmuli da xangrZlivi Soki. 
berZnuli antikurobis yvela personaJi, romelic renesansis epoqidan 
tragikulad aRiqmeboda, gadaaqcies gawewil tikinebad, savalalod da 
sasacilod rom gamoiyurebodnen bufonur olipze“ (Thomasseau 2006: 
175). 

zemoT ganxiluli frangi da frangulenovani avtorebi ZiriTa-
dad me-19 saukunis meore naxevarsa da me-20 saukunis dasawyisSi moR-
vaweobdnen. eJen labiSis da edmon gondines, klervilis da lamber 
tibustis, emil de naJakisa da alfred henekenis, Jak ofenbaxis, anri 
melakisa da ludovik halevis,(molieri gamonaklisia, misi komediebi 
TiTqmis yvela periodSi iTargmneba) lusien arnos, alfons dodesa da 
ernest manuelis, fransua kopes da moris meterlinkis piesebi (saxa-
siaTo da zneCveulebaTa komediebi, vodevili, opereta, tragedia, 
istoriuli drama) gaxda qarTveli mwerlebis mier originaluri pie-
sebis Seqmnis safuZveli: anastasia TumaniSvili-wereTlis „jer Tavo 
da Tavo“, daviT erisTavis „samSoblo“, daviT mesxis „susti mxare“, al. 
quTaTelaZis „Taiguli“, Salva dadianis „zambaxi“, v. gunias „Tagvis bra-
lia“, „dediserTa“ da „ori gmiri“, v. abaSiZis „gaviyarneT“, av. cagarlis 
„qarTveli deda“ da „mSvenieri elenes maZiebelni“. 

dasaxelebuli qarTuli piesebi pasuxobs qarTveli sazogadoe-
bis problemebsa da ganwyobas, evropulTan mimarTebiT aris warmoCe-
nili qarTuli zne-Cveulebebi, satrfialo da ojaxuri urTierTobebi 
da istoriuli warsulis mniSvnelovani momentebi. rogorc vxedavT, 
qarTvelma mwerlebma SearCies im frangi dramaturgebis nawarmoebebi, 
romlebmac mniSvnelovani wvlili Seitanes franguli Teatris ganvi-
TarebaSi da didi rezonansi hqondaT evropaSi – inglisSi, espaneTSi, 
avstriaSi, ruseTSi (Gay 2007: 227-243). qarTul-franguli kroskul-
turuli urTierTobis Sedegad qarTul dramaturgiaSi SemoiWra fran-
guli komediisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli zeaweuli mxiaruli ganwyobile-
ba, dafuZnebuli araCveulebriv maxvilgonierebaze, rac namdvilad Se-
esabameba qarTul xasiaTs. yovelive es xels uwyobda qarTuli Teatris 
mayureblis tonusis amaRlebas da misi sasicocxlo energiis zrdas. 

labiSis, klervilis, naJakis, ofenbaxis, melakisa da halevis kome-
diebsa da operetebSi komikuri saxeebisa da situaciebis Seqmnis mra-
valmxrivma xelovnebam gamoZaxili hpova da xeli Seuwyo qarTuli pie-
sebis am mimarTulebiT daxvewas. rac Seexeba lusien arnos tragedias, 
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fransua kopes, alfons dodes da meterlinkis istoriul dramebs, ana-
lizi gviCvenebs, rom qarTveli mwerlebi sxvadasxva qveynis istoriis 
dramatul momentebs yovelTvis ukavSireben saqarTvelos istorias da 
iyeneben erovnuli grZnobebis gasaRviZeblad. 

aseTia aRniSnul periodSi franguli dramatuli nawarmoebebis 
da Teatris refleqsia qarTul kulturul sivrceSi. 
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In the 19th c. translation of plays by European playwrights and their inclusion in 
the repertoire of the Georgian theatre was regarded as one of the significant directions, 
as this was a useful process of mutual acquaintance and exchange of values. “Translated 
literature is a treasure for intellectual progress and success of every people”, – well-known 
Georgian publicist and literary critic Petre Umikashvili noted, – “We partake of the suc-
cess of the intellect of the world, its intellectual life, we adopt its education, partake of and 
sympathize with its joy and pain”. 

The viewpoint of Ilia Chavchavadze, Akaki Tsereteli, Valerian Gunia and others 
Georgian writers of that period concerning translations and adapted works are in full har-
mony with the modern criteria, such as: the translator’s creative talent, a good command 
of both languages and maximum approximation of the translation with the original. Ac-
cording to Valerian Gunia, adaptation of other authors’ works is an even more difficult 
process and, in addition to the above-mentioned the qualities, the author of an adaptation 
“must have the knowledge of life and human beings, sense of moderation, critical mind 
and aesthetical taste, he must study the laws of the stage and art of drama. Adaptation of a 
play is the same as writing of a play; often it is easier to compose a new play than to adapt 
a play in a proper and artistic manner.” 

Valerian Gunia demanded from Georgian theatrical critics their high professional-
ism. As regards the theory of dramatic and stage art, he supported the use of existing Euro-
pean theories. His viewpoint concerning the attitude of criticism to a playwright and actor 
retains its urgency to the present day: “In our view, criticism should treat the playwright 
and artist so that not to defame him and not to enrage him with pain, to make him feel his 
flaws and errors simply and clearly and to indicate the good and the bad and not only by 
empty words, but also by examples. …Bias, partiality and assessment with a preliminary 
intention are rust of criticism. No matter how talented criticism is, if it is stained with 
such rust, its action is vain and shameful. The power of criticism is in the truth and it must 
struggle only for the truth.”

 From the second half of the 19th c. the Georgian theatre, in close cooperation 
with the Georgian playwrights, included in its repertoire not only Georgian works, but 
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also plays translated and adapted from the European languages, especially French. The 
Georgian theatre shared the aspiration of the European and in particular the French theatre 
towards the substitution of the Classicist and Romanticist direction by works reflecting the 
social and political environment. The new French theatrical aesthetics found its echoes in 
Georgian dramaturgy and theatre. 

Along with the halls adorned with large decorations and improved theatrical equip-
ment, this implied creation of synthetic art by means of merging words, music, painting 
and dancing. According to the taste of the public, Classical tragedy and Romanticist drama 
were replaced by melodramas and vaudevilles, the development of which was followed 
by character comedies of Scribe and Labiche. At the end of the 1850s and in the 1860s, 
social comedy and drama came into existence, combining sentimental intrigue, political 
ideas and social doctrines (Émile Augier, Alexandre Dumas fils, Victorien Sardou). At the 
same time, authors of the genre of operetta (Hector Crémieux, Offenbach, Henri Meilhac, 
Ludovic Halévy) by means of the wide use of parody fought against backwardness of any 
kind and obsolete forms.

On the basis of the archival materials, the Georgian plays created by Georgian 
authors in 1880-1920 by adaptation of the works of French playwrights – Labiche and Ed-
mond Gondinet, Clairville and Lambert Thiboust, Émile de Najac and Alfred Hennequin, 
Jacques Offenbach, Henri Meilhac and Ludovic Halévy (Molière is an exception, as his 
comedies are translated in almost in all periods), Lucien Arnault, Alphonse Daudet and Er-
nest Manuel L’Epine, François Coppée and Maurice Maeterlinck were studied. These are: 
historical drama Two Heroes (V.Gunia), vaudeville The Only Child (V.Gunia), comedy 
Every Man for Himself (An.Tsereteli), comedy The Impostures of Scapin (Ak.Tsereteli), 
vaudeville The Vulnerable Side (D.Meskhi), comedy Bouquet (Al.Kutateladze), comedy 
Iris (Sh.Dadiani), historical drama Motherland (D.Eristavi), comedy-farce Seekers of Fair 
Helen (Av.Tsagareli), historical drama The Georgian Mother (Av.Tsagareli), historical 
drama Murad Pasha (unknown author). Noteworthy enough, the identity of some French 
authors and titles of plays were ascertained, the reviewer’s pen name was also deciphered. 

One-act vaudeville La Corde Sensible (Heartstring) by Clairville and Lambert-
Thiboust was staged for the first time at Paris Vaudeville Theatre in 1851, its text was 
published in the same year. This play was adapted in the Georgian manner by David 
Meskhi in 1900 (The Vulnerable Side, vaudeville in one act, 16 pages, 1900, adapted by 
D.Meskhi, collection 480, 1, 1650). In the Georgian version of this vaudeville, based on a 
love intrigue, the main characters – two girls and two boys are the Georgians, the French 
realia are also replaced by Georgian – canary birds – by favourite birds of the Georgians, 
swallows, the monster – by veshapi (dragon), French money, 1733 livres – by three hun-
dred and seven and a half roubles. Nevertheless, the pattern of the French play, the motifs 
of love flirting are mostly preserved; the characters in the Georgian version, as in the 
French original, are seeking the way to win a woman’s heart and are guided by the idea 
that they must find the woman’s “vulnerable side”, something which is most desirable for 
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her, whereas according to the French text, they must find and touch the heartstring which 
represents the key to a woman’s heart. 

The White Carnation, comedy in one act, by Alphonse Daudet and Ernest Manuel 
L’Epine, first staged at Comédie-Française in Paris on April 8, 1865, is based on one epi-
sode of the history of France, namely, the situation of the Great Bourgeois Revolution, the 
spiritual state of the various strata of the population. 

 In the French play, action takes place during the period of the Great French Revo-
lution, in 1793, in the chateau of Saint-Waast, Normandy, situated on the seaside. The plot 
is based on the attitude of immigrant French aristocrats and French workers towards each 
other (a member of the Convention, his daughter and an immigrant young marquis).

Sh. Dadiani adapted this comedy in the Georgian manner: the action takes place in 
Georgia, in particular, in Guria, Shekvetili, in the garden of the Jaqelis’ Palace. The char-
acters are the Georgians – Sio Shalikashvili, son of the chief, Ketevan, daughter of chief 
Gitul, servant Zalika, Eka, on the orders of whom immigrant Sio has arrived in Georgia 
illegally. He must deliver to Eka (daughter of the immigrant chief) a white iris grown on 
the Georgian soil. In other respect, the story develops as that in the French text, here too 
the action takes place in a historically distant period, and the characters are the Georgians, 
who have immigrated to a Muslim country and are banned from entering their motherland. 
Eka misses her motherland as much as the French countess. Sh.Dadiani replaced the white 
carnation by a white iris, but both in the French and the Georgian plays, the forcibly re-
settled characters are eager to return to their motherland.

The plays selected by Georgian writers and the manner of the adaptation, their 
Georgian stage versions allow us to evaluate the peculiarity and significance of the Geor-
gian-French cultural dialogue. These French plays drew a wide response in Europe, at 
the same time being in tune with the problems and mood of the Georgian public, here 
the Georgian customs and traditions, amorous and family relations as well as significant 
moments from the historical past are demonstrated with respect to their European counter-
parts. The elevated merry mood, based on remarkable quick-wittedness, characteristic of 
French comedy, was introduced into Georgian dramaturgy, which undoubtedly is close to 
the Georgian character. All this facilitated lifting the mood of the spectators and increasing 
their vital energy.

The analysis of the adapted historical dramas shows that Georgian writers always 
related the dramatic moments of the history of various countries with the history of Geor-
gia and resorted to them in order to arouse national feelings in the public. 
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Ассирийские переводы пьес Мольера в Грузии1

Предки современных ассирийцев были одними из первых христиан на Вос-
токе. Ассирийская (восточная) церковь в Селевкии-Ктесифоне возникла прибли-
зительно в III веке.

Ассирийское население Грузии представляет собой потомков древних ара-
мейцев. Они относятся к семитам арамейского происхождения и исторической ро-
диной считают Месопотамию. Арамейский относится восточной ветви семитских 
языков. Среди ассирийского населения Грузии распространен новоарамейский язык, 
а именно диалекты восточного арамейского: урмийский, салмасский и ванский. 

Кавказские ассирийцы этнически довольно однородны. Они относятся перед-
неазиатским племенам. В XIX-XX веках использовалься термин –«айсор» , кото-
рый происходит от армянского „ассор“ т.е. от ассирийца. Среди ассирийцев были 
распространены самопроизводные имена: Атурай, Сурай, Калдай… 

В первые о проживании ассирийцев в Грузии упоминается в «Картлис 
Цховреба», в сочинении Леонтия Мровели( рукопись царицы Анны, с древних 
времен до XIII века). В VI веке с именем 13 ассирийских отцов связано развитие 
монастырской жизни в Грузии. После падения Византийской империи кавказские 
и ближневосточные христианские общины, среди них ассирийцы, обосновались в 
Грузии. Предположительно, одна часть ассирийцев, притесненных мусульманами, 
поселилась в Восточной Грузии. 

Во второй половине XVIII века, по инициативе Ираклия ІІ беженцы из Ближ-
него Востока, курды и ассирийцы были поселены в Кахетии. Немного позднее 
несколько ассирийских семей поселились также в Западной Грузии (WumburiZe ... 
2016).

В 1912-1913 годах во время войны на Балканах и Первой мировой войны 
новая большая волна ассирийцев прибыла в Грузию из Ирана и Турции (WumburiZe 
... 2016). 

В 1917 – 1920 годах русские казаки, армяне и ассирийцы воевали против 
ту-рок и курдов ворвавшихся в Персию. В 1917 году правительство большевиков 
приказало войскам Кавказского фронта, остававшихся еще в Персии и в Турции, 
вернутся на родину. Так началась ассирийская трагедия 1918 года. Принято 

1 Работа выполнена в рамках проекта финансированного Национальным Научным Фондом 
Шота Руставели – «Французы в Грузии и рефлексия французской литературы в грузинском 
культурном пространстве XVII – начала XX веков.» – контракт №217722.
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признанным, что в то время северо-западные районы Персии были под полным 
контролем турков. Но это не полная правда. Часть русской армии в составе казацких 
отрядов под командованием Николая Николаевича Бараташвили не повиновалась 
ни Керенскому и ни правительству большевиков позднее (Генерал Бараташвили 
принял эту фамилию и княжеский титул от Ираклия второго, на самом деле он 
был потомком славных князей Микадзе. Имя его матери – Федосия Александровна 
Силаева). 

Николай Николаевич Бараташвили1 стал командиром Кавказского фронта 
и успешно противостоял туркам с июля 1917 года. В июне 1918 года генерал 
Бараташвили вместе с английским командованием создал отряды в помощь ан-
глийской армии,чтобы остановить наступление турок на Индию. Но удалось фор-
мировать только один отряд вместо четырех, в состав которого входили казаки 
оставшиеся в Персии, армяне и ассирийцы. Этим отрядом командовал полковник 
Лазар Бичерахов. Отряд вел бои против турков и курдов с февраля по июль 1918 
года, но к сожалению противник прорвал их фронт. В самый разгар боев, в июле-
августе 1918 года ассирийцы покидали Урмию в трех направлениях: на севере – по 
направлению Нахчевани, на юге – в сторону Месопотамии и на востоке – в сторону 
Табриз – Гамадан. В указанном районе присутствие воиск генерала Бараташвили и 
персидской бригады казаков спасло многих ассирийцев. Хотя революция 1917 года 
оказалась таким же трагическим для ассирийцев как и для грузин и русских. 

Тбилиси постепенно стал центром политического и культурного развития 
ассирийцев. В столице Грузии собрались деятели борющиеся за объединение 
ассирийцев, такие как врач Фрейдун Атурая, раввин Биньямин Бит Арсанис, врач 
Баба Бит Фахрад и другие. 1917 году образовалась « Ассирийская социалистическая 
партия», в этом же году составили «Урмийский манифест свободного ассирийского 
союза», который представлял собой программу создания свободной ассирийской 
автономии. 1918-1921 годах часть ассирийцев была ориентирована на Россию, а 
вторая часть поддерживала основной курс Грузии – на Европу. Во второй половине 
30-ых годов часть ассирийцев стала жертвой коммунистических репрессий. 

Ассирийцы достигли некоторых культурных и материальных успехов. 
Ассирийцы долины стали хорошими строителями, декораторами, они изучили 
ремесло в итальянской школе Тбилиси, это стиль альфреско( стиль разрисовки до-
мов). Также они были малярами, каменщиками. Среди них появились владельцы 
кирпичного завода, состоятельные коммерсанты, так же как и писатели, поеты, 
переводчики и артисты. А ассирийцы из юго-восточной Турции жили высоко в 
горах, они так и назывались – горские ассирийцы. Они были пастухами и не могли 
себе найти работу в Закавказье, поэтому они шли дальше на север – в 1920-е годы 
многие из них поселились в Ленинграде, в Москве, Воронеже, на Украине, частично 
в Краснодарском крае. 

1 Николай Николаевич Бараташвили родился во Владикавказе в 1865 году, непосредственно 
после смерти отца.
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Изучение арамейского языка и культуры в Грузии стоит на прочной основе. 
После учреждения Института Востоковедения Академии Наук Грузии отделом 
семитологии руководил академик Константин Церетели. По его инициативе в 
Тбилисском Государственном Университете была создана кафедра еврейско-ара-
мейской филологии. 

Труды Константина Церетели по арамейской диалектологии стали фун-
даментом изучения проблем этой научной области и дали стимул ее интенсивному 
развитию в мировой ориенталистике. Константин Церетели признан главой 
арамейской диалектологии. В его трудах большое место занимают грузино-вос-
точные языковые и культурно-исторические отношения. Среди них нужно отметить 
следующее: “Грамматика современного ассирийского языка», Тбилиси, 1968, 398 
ст. (учебник), “Арамейский Язык», Тб., 1982, 222 ст., Ассирийские сказки (перевод), 
Тб., 1975. 

Современная ассирийская литература сформировалась в XIX веке, Ее 
лучшими представителями являются классик Биньямин Бит Арсанис, Фрейдун 
Атурая, Султан Марджу Ганиев, В. Саркисов и Шабу. Известны две драмы Биньямина 
Бит Арсаниса: Милат или нация ( Национальный Архив Грузии, Ф. 480, Оп. 2, Дел. 
1220) и Мирза Бадал и Марона (Ф. 480, Оп. 2, Дел.1221); так же Хор-хор, водевиль 
в 1 действии Султана Марджу Ганиева (Ф.480, Оп.2. Дел.1222) и Тре кпийни (Два 
голодных) В. Саркисова и Шабу (Ф. 480, Оп. 2, Дел. 1223). 

Фрейдун Бит-Абрам (псевдоним Фрейдун Атурая) родился в 1891 в селе 
Чарбаш неподалеку от города Урмия (Иран) . Обучался в русской православной 
миссии в Урмии, после чего был направлен в гимназию в Тбилиси. Окончив гим-
назию, получил высшее медицинское образование в Харькове. В 1915 году, после 
окончания медицинского университета, стал военным врачом в русской армии. В 
1917 году вместе с Биньямином Арсанисом (см. ниже) и Баба Бит Пархад основал 
Ассирийскую социалистическую партию, выступал за создание ассирийской 
автономии на Ближнем Востоке. После окончания Первой Мировой войны жил и 
работал в Тбилиси. Был арестован, обвинен в шпионаже в пользу Англии и наци-
онализме и умер в тюрьме в 1926. 

С 1924 по 1926 г. Атурая писал политические обзоры в газете “Заря Вос-
тока”. Он автор многочисленных стихов, до сих пор популярных среди ассирийцев, 
в том числе “Нышра д Тхуми” (“Орел из Тхуми”), положенной на музыку и став-шей 
неформальным гимном ассирийских патриотов. 

Фрейдун Атурая был многосторонне талантливым человеком. Он хорошо 
владел медициной и военным делом, одновременно писал произведения раз-
ных жанров, пьесы и стихи. Говорил и писал на ассирийском и русском языках. 
Он основал газету “Кувхва Дмадинха» и журнал “Накуша” где публиковал свои 
произведения. Газета была еженедельная, подписка стоила 2 рубля в год. Стихи 
Фрейдун Атурая стали народными песнями, печатались в урмииской газете «Кох-



119

Ассирийские переводы пьес Мольера в Грузии

ва” ( звезда). Он автор шести книг, куда вошли пьесы и взгляды о драматическом 
искусстве. 

Биньямин Гиварниз Арсанис (Хнанышев, Арсанис-Хан) родился в 1883 г. в 
селе Дигяла, близ Урмии. C 1901г. обучался в Ставропольской духовной семинарии, 
в 1902 г. переведен в Донскую семинарию (г. Новочеркасск), в 1908г поступил в 
Лазаревский Институт восточных языков в Москве, который окончил в 1911 и на-
чал работу в училище при православной миссии в Урмии в качестве преподавателя 
русского языка, психологии и церковной истории. В 1914 году заведовал русской 
школой в городе Хой (северный Иран). В 1917-18 гг. он был членом Ассирийской 
социалистической партии, принимал активное участие в делах ассирийских бе-
женцев. В 1920-х гг. был преподавателем ассирийской школы в Мосуле (Ирак), с 
1930 г. жил и работал в Иране. Автор книг по истории ассирийцев, переводчик, 
писатель, собиратель ассирийского фольклора. Умер в 1957г. 

24 сентября 1902 года сыновья Константина Яковлевича Зубалашвили, Леван 
(1853-1914), Степан (1860-1904), Петр (1862-1903) и Яков (второе имя – Жак, жил 
во Франции – 1876-1941) чтобы увековечить имя отца заложили фундамент Народ-
ного Дома (теперь Театр Марджанишвили), который построили позже. В то время 
в Европе и в России часто строили такие дома для культурных мероприятий, 
спектаклей и концертов. Строительные работы закончились в 1907 году, освятили 7 
апреля 1909 года. Народный Дом имел зал на 630 зрителей, спектакли проводились 
на 12 языках, как драматические, так и оперные. 

Именно в Народном Доме Зубалашвили проходили спектакли ассирийско-
го Народного Театра на ассирийском языке в 1910 – 1920 годах. Здесь проходила 
деятельность Фрейдун Атурая как режиссера, артиста и переводчика. В ре-
пертуаре театра были спектакли на ассирийском и переводы на ассирийский с 
европейских языков. Первая премьера прошла 1910 году, играли пьесу Мольера 
«Лекарь поневоле» на ассирийском языке, перевод Каша Муш Бит Бабила. 

В Национальном Архиве Грузии хранятся переводы пяти пьес Мольера на 
ассирийский (фонд 480, опись 2):1 1. Жорж Данден, пер. Заая Бит Эваза, 1912г. 
(№836); 2. Проделки Скапена, пер. Джала Бабу Бит Малика, 1912г. (№ 841); 3. Док-
тор поневоле, пер. Каша Муши Бит Бабила 1913г. ( №855); 4. Скупой, пер. Фрей-
дуна Атурая, 1913г (№956); 5. Мнимый больной, пер. Фолуса Бит Саргиса, 1914 г 
(№1078). Так же в Тбилисском Дворце Искусства ( Музей Театра) хранятся афиши 
12 ассирийских пьес представленных на сцене Народного Дома Зубалашвили. 
Пьесы относятся 1912-1920 годам. На афишах указаны заглавия пьес, авторы и 
переводчики, актеры, режиссеры, помощники режиссера, сценаристы, суффлеры и 
дежурные члены администрации театра. Так же написано время и место проведения 
спектакля, цена билета и адрес типографии афиши. Афиши составлены на русском 
языке, некоторые имеют ассирийский текст. Одна афиша только на ассирийском. 

1 Авторы благодарят Александра Федоровича Строева за оказанную помощь в пиосках 
материалов этого труда.



120

Анна Мурадова, Русудан Турнава

Афиша пьесы Мольера – «Жорж Данден» примерно выглядит так: 
Городской Народый Дом имени К. Я. Зубалова (фонд 59, дело 47582) 
В пятницу, 29-го июня 1912 года 
Ассирийским Драматическим Кружком 
Будет представлена комедия в 3 действиях 
Жорж Данден 
Соч. Мольера 
Перевел Заая Бит-Эваз 
Пред спектаклем будет произнесено несколько слов 
О цели театра – Ф. Атурая 
Участвующие лица: 
Анжелика . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Г-жа А. Бит-Тума 
Клодена (служ. Анжелики) . . . . . . . Г-жа Г. Бит-Аслан 
Жорж Данден(муж Анжелики) . . . . Г-н Бит-Шагальди 
 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Режис. Ф. Атурая 
Сценариус Ю. Бит-Савра-Бакус
Суфл. Б. Бит-Даниил
Дежурный член правления А. Бит-Аслан 
Начало ровно в 8 часов вечера 
Тифлисская Электропечатная Х. Г. Хачатурова, Крузенштернская №4 
Ассирийские переводы пьес Мольера одно из проявлений мирового ин-

тереса к творчеству французского комедиографа. Жизнерадостные и глубоко 
человеческие персонажи Мольера оказались приемлемы и близки к сердцу асси-
рийского народа. Творческая концепция автора подразумевает классическую 
близость к природе, соблюдение меры и равновесия. В его пьесах не найти двух 
идентичных слуг, так как каждый имеет хоть одно персональное качество. Персо-
наж не определяется только одним его сильным пороком, на пример, богатый 
Гарпагон скупой, но он влюблен в бедную Мариану; Тартюф лицемер но не может 
скрыть свое чувство к жене Оргона. 

Безгранична фантазия и воображение Мольера, он создал множество 
разных характеров, легко переходя с одного жанра к другому: после фарса (“Ле-
карь поневоле”) и комедии-балета (“Мнимый больной”) к комедии интриг (“Про-
делки Скапена”) и к комедии характеров (“Большие комедии” – “Скупой”, “Тар-
тюф”, “Дон Жуан”). До Мольера комедия была слабой, с экстравагантными тема-
ми и условными персонажами. Он создал новую комедию (Castex 1977: 253-254). 
Мольер отказывается от необыкновенных сюжетов потому что думает, комедия 
должна быть близка к реальности больше чем другие жанры. Он был знаком с раз-
ными кругами общества и смог точно передать нравы и обычаи своего времени: 
прециозность провинциальных девиц , педантичность врачей, пристрастие бур-
жуа к дворянским титулам. Его типы глубоко человечны, совсем не похожи на 
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искусственных, условных персонажах ранних комедий. Эти архетипы принадлежат 
ко всем временам. Из под покрова комизма выступают серезные темы: начиная со 
”Смешных жеманниц”, где высмеянные лакеями провинциальные девицы теряют 
уважение к родителям и надежду на счастливое будущее. В комедиях “Школа жен” 
и “Школа мужей” Мольер затрагивая главные проблемы семьи поднимает их на 
уровень буржуазной драмы. При всем комизме “Тартюфа” привлекает внимание 
трагедия Оргона, попавшего под влиянием лицемерного Тартюфа. Такие образы 
как Гарпагон, Жор Данден, Скапен, Арган могут существовать везде и всегда, они 
унивесальны, но в пьесах Мольера уже появляются картины повседневной жиз-
ни, описание социального полажения. Его персонажи “преждевременно отвечают 
требованиям драмы Дидро: они все чаще показаны в социальных отношениях, с 
характерными детальями, которые выражают конкретное положение, конкретный 
класс общества” ( Cazalbou 1972: 81). “В его галерее портретов буржуазия составляет 
большинство и особенно она находит полное выражение в театре. Комедия Молье-
ра еще глубже пускает корни в социальную реальность эпохи» (Cazalbou 1972: 83). 
Тут можно отметить, что участь и роль буржуазии до сих пор вызывает большой 
интерес в современном мире и требует изучения ее новой роли (Ратиани 2015 : 68,69). 
Очень богата палитра мольеровского комизма – буфоннада (“Мнимый больной”, 
“Мещанин во дворянстве”), утонченный комизм (“Амфитрион”), разнообразный 
комизм (“Скупой», “Тартюф”), умеренный комизм (“Мизантроп” ). 

Знаменательно отношение философов просветителей к сочинениям Мольера. 
Его театр представляет арсенал для размышленя и полемики философов. По мне-
нию Мерсие (Louis-Sebastien Mercier, 1740-1814, философ, драматург и литератур-
ный критик эпохи Просвещения) шедевр Мольера это безусловно “Тартюф”. Воль-
тер предпочитает эстетику “Мизантропа», но “Тартюф” для него более актуальный 
и полезный. Руссо предпочитает “Мизантропа” так как “Тартюф разоблачает 
угрозу фанатизма без обращения к обществу, «Мизантроп” напротив, под критикой 
нравов ставит проблему политического и социального режима” (Delon 1972: 94-95).

Первые театральные постановки Мольера на ассирийском языке относятся к 
середине XIX века, когда в Урмии начали появляться первые школы. Многие шко-
лы учреждались и финансировались иностранными христианскими миссиями, в 
том числе и французскими. Интерес к французскому языку в Персии в том числе и 
среди ассирийцев, был велик, поэтому грамотные ассирийцы были в той или иной 
степени знакомы с творчеством французских писателей и драматургов. Более того, 
образование того времени для дворян и богатых людей подразумевало хорошее 
знание французского языка и знакомство с французской литературой. 

Будучи христианами, ассирийцы были ориентированы на изучение за-
падноевропейских языков и литературы, в том числе светской. Имена классиков 
мировой литературы были знакомы им со школьной скамьи и драматические про-
изведения французских, английских и итальянских авторов вызывали интерес у 
публики. 
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К началу ХХ века при многих школах имелись драматические кружки, 
ставившие спектакли на ассирийском, русском и других иностранных языках. 
Осуществлялись переводы шедевров мировой драматургии: пьес Мольера, 
Шекспира, Гоголя. 

Ассирийцы Тбилиси поддерживали эту традицию: в 1910 г. было создано 
Театральное общество ассирийцев Тифлиса (Шотапута театрета д атураи б Тип-
лис). В том же году состоялась премьера пьесы Мольера «Лекарь поневоле» (пере-
вод Муши Бабилла). На премьере присутствовало очень много зрителей (Осипов 
2007: 116). 

Первым руководителем театра был Шлимун Бит Малик-Баба, позже – Фре-
йдун Атурая. В 1920-е годы на сцене ассирийского театра ставили драмы «Горе» и 
«Первые искры» д-ра Фрейдуна Атурая. 

В нашем распоряжении оказалось 5 пьес, представленных в период с 1912 
по 1914 гг. в Цензурный комитет при наместнике в Тифлисе с целью проверки и 
получения разрешения постановки пьес. Как видно из резолюций для ознаком-
ления с текстами пьес Цензурный комитет привлекал ассирийцев (И. Акопова, 
А.Бадалова, И. Арсаниса). Все пьесы получили одобрение цензурного комитета 
ввиду того, что в них не обнаружилось ничего предосудительного. До одобрения 
цензурой пьесы не печатали типографским способом, а подавали в виде рукописей, 
на русском подавалась машинопись, исключение составляет отпечатанная пьеса 
«Проделки Скапена» – видимо, она уже раньше прошла цензуру. 

«Жорж Данден», пер. Заая Бит Эваза, 1912 г. предваряется резолюцией цен-
зора наместника на Кавказе графа Иллариона Ивановича Воронцова – Дашкова в 
г. Тифлисе, с подписью А. Канипфера (подпись неразборчива) от 26 июня 1912 г. 
(разерешено для представления на сцене), а также рукописными резолюциями А. 
Бадалова и Ишо Акопова (их должности неизвестны). Тетрадь содержит 56 стра-
ниц рукописного текста на урмийском диалекте ассирийского (новоарамейского) 
языка. На титульном листе заглавие пьесы и имя переводчика написаны на русском 
языке. Далее следует список действующих лиц, оригинальные имена персонажей 
сохранены. Перевод близок к оригиналу. 

Пьеса «Скупой», пер. Фрейдуна Атурая, 1913 г. представляет собой рукопись. 
Предваряется резолюцией цензора наместника Его Величества на Кавказе в г. 
Тифлисе Гровурта (? Фамилия цензора написана неразборчиво) от 29 июля 1913г., а 
также рукописной резолюцией Ишо Акопова (должность неизвестна). 

Пьеса представлена в виде рукописи, 82 страницы текста на урмийском 
диалекте ассирийского (новоарамейского) языка. На титульном листе название 
пьесы и имя переводчика даны на ассирийском, русском и французском языках 
(на французском только название пьесы). Далее следует список действующих 
лиц. Имена действующих лиц совпадают с оригинальными, но Марианна названа 
Марьям, а Жак носит имя Якуб. Текст является переводом пьесы. 
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Пьеса «Мнимый больной» , пер. Фолуса Бит Саргиса, 1914г. в рукописном 
виде с резолюцией цензора наместника Его Величества на Кавказе графа Иллариона 
Ивановича Воронцова-Дашкова в г. Тифлисе, В. Котова от 17 декабря 1914 г, а также 
резолюцией настоятеля домовой церкви св. Ефрема Сирина, ассирийским связным 
И. Арсаниса. Тетрадь содержит 65 страниц рукописного текста на урмийском 
диалекте ассирийского (новоарамейского) языка. Титульный лист написан от руки 
на двух языках (ассирийском и русском). Русский текст: «Мырья дуглана (Мнимый 
больной), комедия въ 3 действиях, соч. Ж. Б. Мольера. Пер. Фомуса Давидовича Бит 
Саргиса. 

Текст пьесы предваряется небольшим предисловием на ассирийском языке, 
где рассказывается о пьесе и ее авторе. 

Далее следует список действующих лиц. Действующие лица пролога от-
сутствуют. Основные действующие лица носят те же имена, что и в оригинале, 
однако Луизон названа Лизой. Пролог отсутствует, пьеса начинается с первого 
действия. Текст пьесы представляет собой перевод.

Пьеса «Доктор поневоле», пер. Каша Муши Бит Бабила 1913 г представляет 
собой рукопись. Предваряется резолюцией цензора наместника Его Величества 
на Кавказе в г. Тифлисе за подписью Гровурта (? Фамилия цензора написана 
неразборчиво) от 29 июля 1913г., а также рукописной резолюцией Ишо Акопова 
(должность неизвестна). 

Тетрадь содержит 104 страницы рукописного текста на урмийском диалекте 
ассирийского (новоарамейского) языка. На титульном листе название пьесы и 
имя переводчика написаны на русском языке. Пьеса предваряется предисловием 
переводчика на ассирийском языке. Далее следует список действующих лиц. 
Имена у персонажей ассирийские: Калупа (доктор), Бакос (его брат), Саго (сосед), 
Шамо (отец), Дамьянос (сын Шамо), Андриос (друг Дамианоса), Бадри (везир), 
Лука (слуга). Женских персонажей нет. Пьеса представляет собой адаптацию, 
довольно далекую от оригинала. 

Пьеса начинается с разговора крестьянина Кальюпы и его брата Бакоса. 
Они ссорятся, так как Кальюпа беден и вместо того, чтобы работать и содержать 
семью, пьянствует. В ответ на упреки Бакоса Кальюпа рассказывает, что он ученый 
человек, шесть лет работал помощником у главного врача. Бакос обвиняет брата в 
том, что тот пьет с утра до вечера и бездельничает, хотя у него четверо детей и их 
приходится содержать Бакосу. Начинается перебранка.

Появляется Саго, сосед братьев. Он пытается вмешаться в их конфликт, 
опасаясь драки, но Бакос советует ему не лезть не в свое дело. Саго предлагает 
Кальюпе найти работу, но тот работать не хочет. Бакос жалуется, что его брат не 
берется ни за какое дело. В результате Саго оказывается втянутым в ссору, возни-
кает драка и Бакос побит. Бакос задумывается о мести. 

Появляются везир Бадри и Лука, слуга богатого человка по имени Шабу. 
Лука жалуется, что хозяин задал ему непосильную работу. Им нужна помощь. Ба-
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кос их не видит, он размышляет, как отмстить Кальюпе за побои и оскорбение. Они 
встречают Бакоса. Им нужен выдающийся лекарь, и Бакос рассказывает, что Кальюпа 
умеет лечить людей, так как он известный врач, и все его пациенты выздоравливают. 

Лука спрашивает, где можно увидеть этого лекаря. Бакос указывает на место, 
где Кальюпа заготавливает дрова. Лука удивлен, что такой знаменитый доктор 
заготавливает дрова. Бакос объясняет, что Кальюпа скромный человек, поэтму 
одевается бедно, а еще у него имеются причуды, поэтому иногда ведет себя как 
сумасшедший. Не следует обращать на это внимание, так как при этом обладает 
великой ученостью, он главный среди всех врачей. Он будет отказываться помочь 
больному и даже скажет, что он не лекарь, но верить этому нельзя. Чтобы убедить 
Кальюпу лечить больного, требуется его побить. Бадри благодарит Бакоса. Бадри и 
Лука уходят на поиски Кальюпы. 

Кальюпа рубит дрова в лесу и поет. Бадри слышит его песню и стук его 
топора. Кальюпа прекращает рубить дрова, берет бутылку и пьет из нее вино. Потом, 
пьяный, затягивает песню. Подходят Лука и Бадри, Бадри обращается к Кальюпе, 
тот не понимает, чего хотят от него эти люди. Лука и Бадри сомневаются, о том ли 
великом лекаре идет речь. Удостоверившись, что перед ними действительно человек 
по имени Кальюпа, они оказывают ему почести как великому лекарю, а он считает, 
что перед ним сумасшедшие. Кальюпа объясняет, что он не лекарь, а крестьянин. 
Бадри бьет его палкой, как советовал ему Бакос. Кальюпа соглашается с тем , что он 
лекарь и уходит с Бадри и Лукой. 

Далее действие разворачивается в доме Шабу. Бадри рассказывает хозяину 
дома о Кальюпе, называя его выдающимся лекарем. Бадри предупреждает, 
что Кальюпа настолько мудр, что кажется сумасшедшим, но слава о нем 
распространилась повсюду. Входит Кальюпа в шляпе и объясняет, что лекарям 
положено носить шляпы. Шабу сомневается в способностяъ лекаря, но Кальюпа 
убеждает его. Бадри защищает Кальюпу, подтверждая, что он великий лекарь. Шабу 
рассказывает, что у него есть сын Дамианос, и этот сын серьезно болен и никто не 
может его вылечить. Кальюпа берется излечить Дамианоса. Появляется Дамианос. 
Он не может говорить, издает какие-то странные звуки. Кальюпа не понимает, на 
каком языке говорит Дамианос. Шабу объясняет, что в этом и закллючается болезнь 
Дамианоса: он не может членораздельно говорить и из-за этого его не могут призвтаь 
на военную службу. Кальюпа делает вид, что осматривает больного. Шабу требует 
найти способ излечить сына. Кальюпа говорит ерунду, ссылаясь на Аристотеля. 
Потом спрашивает, знает ли Шабу «старый язык» (lishana atiqa), то есть средне-
вековый сирийский язык, используемый в наши дни только как литургический. 
Шабу говорит, что не знает, и Кальюпа говорит бесмысленные слова вперемешку с 
религиозными терминами. (В тексте Мольера Сганарель говорит на смеси латыни 
и греческого). Шабу поражается учености Кальюпы. Кальюпа продолжает нести 
наукообразную бессмыслицу. Чтобы излечить больного, Кальюпа советует уложить 
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его в постель и давать ему хлеба, размоченного в вине: по его мнению это поможет 
расшевелить язык, так как обычно этим кормят попугаев, чтобы они заговорили. 
Шабу приказывает принести хлеба и вина Дамианосу.

Шабу хочет заплатить Кальюпе, тот не решается брать деньги, но Шабу его 
уговаривает и Кальюпа берет увесистый кошелек. Кальюпа радуется, что работа 
лекаря приносит такие деньги. Шабу уходит, появляется Андреос. Он просит 
Кальюпу о помощи. Кальюпа принимает его за пациента, но Андреос объяснет, что 
не болен. Он друг Дамианоса и хочет выручить его, спасти от службы в армии и 
от гнева отца. Кальюпа отказывается помогать Андреосу, но тот протягивает ему 
кошелек и Кальюпа соглашается помочь. Андреос объясняет, что болезнь его друга 
притворная и поэтому никто из докторов не мог найти ее причину. 

Андреос переодевается помощником лекаря. Отец Дамианоса ни разу не 
видел его, поэтому не сможет его опознать. Кальюпа признается Андреосу, что он не 
доктор, но ему нравится эта работа, тем более, что со всех сторон к нему приходят 
новые пациенты.

В следующей сцене Кальюпа беседует с Лукой. Лука рассказывает Кальюпе 
о больной женщине, за излечение которой можно получить 25 туманов. Кальюпа 
берется ее лечить и заочно ставит диагноз. 

Кальюпа приходит вместе с Андриосом в дом Шабу. Шабу жалуется на то, что 
лекарство не помогло его сыну, тому стало хуже. Кальюпа отвечает, что это хороший 
признак: раз больному хуже, то лекарство помогает. Шабу спрашивает, кто такой 
Андреос, Кальюпа представляет его как своего помощника. Появляются Дамианос 
и Лука. Кальюпа отводит Шабу в сторону, чтобы он не видел, как общаюися 
Дамианос и Андреос и рассказывает о том, что нашлось новое лекарство. В это 
время Дамианос ничаниет разговаривать с Андреосом. Шабу не может поверить, 
что его сын заговорил. Дамианос говорит, что не хочет разлучаться с другом и идти 
в армию. 

Шабу благодарит доктора, они вместе уходят. Кальюпа хвастается, что 
его лекарство помогло и, отвлекая внимания Шабу, рассказывает ему о новом 
чудодейственном лекарстве, которое разогревает кровь. Шабу жалуется на то, что с 
его сыном хочет общаться молодой человек Андреос, который может дурно на него 
повлиять. Кальюпа согласен с тем, что надо ограждать сына от дурного влияния и 
ругает Андреоса так, как будто не знаком с ним. 

Появляется Лука и говорит, что Дамианос сбежал с Андреосом благодаря 
хитрости лекаря. Шабу в гневе. 

Появляется Бакос. Он видит Луку и спрашивает, что это за дом. Он 
интересуется судьбой лекаря, которого он посоветовла Луке. Лука отвечает, что 
лекаря собираются повесить. Бакос сокрушается и рассказывает, что это его брат и 
спрашивает, в чем тот провинился. Лука объясняет, что Кальюпа отнял сына у отца. 
Бакос просит отпустить брата. 
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Приходит Шабу. Он сообщает, что Кальюпу отправят в тюрьму и повесят. 
Кальюпа умоляет смягчить наказание, но Шабу отвечает, что наказание назначит 
полиция. 

Появляются Андреос и Дамианос. Андреос кается, что сбежал с деньгами 
Шабу, но переменил свое рещение и не хочет поступать нечестно, тем более, что 
он получил наследство 2000 туманов и это позволит освободить Дамианоса от 
военной повинности и необходимости жертвовать собой. Кальюпа говорит, что это 
его ученость спасла Дамианоса. Бакос согласен и говорит, что Кальюпа заслуживает 
не виселицы, а почета. Андреос призывает забыть обиды. Кальюпа прощает Бакоса, 
который втравил его в опасную историю, но требует от него уважения и призывает 
не сердить лекаря. 

Поскольку в пьесе отсутствут женские персонажи, сюжет изменен, вместо 
любовной линии – дружба двух юношей, один из которых притворяется больным, 
чтобы избежать призыва в армию. Отсутствуют сцены с кормилицей, а вместо 
Мартины, жены Сганареля, появляется его брат Бакос, упрекающий Кальюпу в 
пьянстве. Также опущена сцена с двумя крестьянами, пришедшими к Сганарелю 
за лекарством, вместо нее о больной женщине, требующей лечения, рассказывает 
Лука. Несмотря на существенные изменения, большинство диалогов переведены 
практически дословно.

Пьеса «Проделки Скапена», пер. Джала Бабу Бит Малика, 1912 отпечатана 
типографским способом. Предваряется резолюцией цензора наместника на Кавказе 
в г. Тифлисе подписью В. Котова от 12 декабря 1912 г. (разрешено для представле-
ния на сцене). 

Брошюра содержит 87 страниц текста на урмийском диалекте ассирийс-
кого (новоарамейского) языка, набрано восточносирийским вариантом сирийского 
алфавита. Текст является адаптацией пьесы Мольера. Персонажи носят ассирийс-
кие имена: Йосип (Октав), Курьякос (Сильвестр), Рувель (Скапен), Августус 
(Аргант) Шихели (Жеронт), Аврахам (Леандр), Антон (Карл). Женские персонажи 
отсутствуют, за счет чего пьеса существенно сокращена, при этом некоторые диало-
ги персонажей переведены практически дословно, с некоторыми сокращениями. 

Остановимся более подробно на адаптации пьесы «Проделки Скапена». В 
переложении Джала Бабу Бит Малика пьеса существенно сокращена. Полностью 
удалена любовная линия, вокруг которой строится сюжет оригинальной пьесы. 
Женские персонажи в пьесе отсутствуют. Возможно, такая кардинальная переде-
лка пьесы объяснялась временным отсутствием в труппе ассирийского театра 
актрис, однако точные обстоятельства, побудившие переводчика допустить столь 
существенные изменения, нам не известны. В пьесе осталась одна сюжетная линия: 
двум молодым людям, Курьякосу и Аврааму, нужно быстро раздобыть существен-
ные суммы денег, в чем им помогает обманщик Рувель. Рувель также наказывает 
отцов молодых людей за скупость и требовательность.
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Как уже было упомянуто выше, герои пьесы носят ассирийские имена. Место 
действия не указано, но, судя по многим деталям, история разворачивается в Иране. 
Нам ничего не известно относительно костюмов и декораций, так как никаких 
фотографических снимков спектакля не было обнаружено. Несмотря на то, что ав-
тор поместил героев в Иран, в пьесе сохранено и часто встречается французское 
обращение monsieur (munsior), использование которого вполне уместно в речи 
образованных иранцев. Имеющиеся в пьесе диалоги по большей части являют-
ся дословным переводом, однако, существенные изменения внесены не только в 
общий сюжет, но и в некоторые детали. Таким образом, пьеса становится не только 
приближенной к знакомым зрителям иранским реалиям, но и более смешной. Мож-
но предположить, что подавляющее большинство зрителей, будучи образованными 
людьми, были знакомы с оригинальной пьесой, поэтому ее перенесение на иранс-
кую почву могло создавать дополнительный комический эффект. 

Пьеса начинается с рассказа о денежных проблемах молодого человека по 
имени Курьякос, который познакомился и подружился с приезжими из Табриза (bnei 
Tabriz) и проиграл им деньги. Курьякос опасается, что отец узнает о пропаже 200 
туманов ( туман – денежная единица, принятая в Иране) и делится своими опасе-
ниями с Рувелем. Рувель хвастается своим умением с помощью хитрости и уловок 
решать всяческие затруднения и вызывается помочь Курьякосу. Деньги необходимо 
вернуть сегодня же.

Августус, отец Курьякоса возвращается из путешествия, его встречают 
Курьякос и Рувель. Рувель не дает Августусу отругать Курьякоса за растрату 200 
туманов, о которой он уже знает. Рувель сообщает, что сам отругал Курьякоса 
и внушил ему должное уважение к отцу. Тот порицает сына за пристрастие к 
азартным играм, а Рувель угрожает возможным самоубийством сына из-за 200 
туманов. Августус согласен с тем, что жизнь сына дороже денег, однако требует их 
возвращения. Рувель обвиняет его в бессердечии. Курьякос благодарит Рувеля за 
помощь, но ему требуется раздобыть нужную сумму до вечера. Рувель обещает ему 
с помощью хитрости.

В следующем действии Августус и Шихели, отцы двух молодых людей, 
рассуждают о воспитании сыновей. Появляется Авраам, сын Шихели. Шихели 
недоволен Авраамом, так как Рувель рассказал о его недостойном поведении и 
растрате денег. Появляется Рувель. Авраам сердит на него и хочет его побить. Но 
Рувель жалуется и рассказывает о том, как на него напали разбойники и избили до 
крови. Рувель признается в том, что ранее обманывал Авраама и пугал его ночью. 
Поскольку Рувель нужен Аврааму, тот прощает его. Задача Рувеля – раздобыть 
деньги, растраченые Авраамом.

Далее Рувель разговаривает с Августусом и рассказывает, что к его сыну 
пристал вымогатель и угрожает ему холодным и огнестрельным оружием. Речь 
идет о жизни и смерти. Ситуацию спасет сумма в 70-80 туманов для выкупа и 
хороший конь, а также 20 туманов на упряжь и прочие расходы. Августус поначалу 
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не соглашается, но Рувель уговаривате его, Августус соглашается выдать ему 200 
туманов. Рувель делает вид, что спешит уплатить выкуп.

После этого Рувель встречет Шихели и рассказывает о том, что и с его сыном 
случилось несчастье: Авраам встретил двух курдов, которые пригласили его пить 
чай, а потом наставили на него ружья и похитили его, заперев в крепости, а теперь 
требуют выкуп в 500 туманов за его освобождение в ближайшие два часа. Шихели 
спешит дать Рувелю деньги для выкупа.

Рувель встрчается с Авраамом и говорит ему, что добыл деньги. Авраам очень 
рад. Рувель признается, что обманул его отца. После этого Рувель рассказывает о 
своей хитрости Курьякосу. 

Рувель встречает Шихели и тот интересуется освобожден ли его сын. Ру-
вель говорит, что самому Шихели угрожает опасность. Шихели умоляет помочь. 
Рувель прячет его в мешок, потом изображает голосом человека, говорящего на 
другом диалекте (шапытная) , который ищет Шихели и бьет мешок палкой. Рувель 
делает вид, что прогоняет обидчика. Шихели вылезает из мешка. 

Курьякос встречает Августуса и рассказывает про нападении агрессивного 
шапытная.

Августус и Шихели встречаются и рассказывают друг другу о произошед-
шем с ними. Они понимают, что Рувель обманул их и сердятся на него. Появляется 
Антон. Антон рассказывает, что с Рувелем произошло несчастье, он едва жив. 
Появляется Рувель, его прощают за его проделки. Рувель просит избить его палкой, 
но Шихели отказывается. Рувель решает устроить пир в знак примирения. На этом 
пьеса заканчивается. 

При том, что пьеса подверглась существенным сокращениям, многие диало-
ги переведены практически дословно, наиболее яркие моменты пьесы сохранены. 
Многие французские реалии заменены на более близкие зрителям: пистоли, экю 
заменены на туманы, присутствующий в оригинале турок, пригласивший Скапена 
и Леандра на галеру превращается в курдов, которые похищают и уводят Авраама 
в крепость (ситуация, вполне знакомая иранским и турецким ассирийцам начала 
ХХ века, когда похищения людей и разбойные нападения на ассирийцев не были 
редкостью). Имена персонажей характерны для ассирийцев того времени. 

Результатом переложения стала яркая и динамичная комедия, написанная 
живым и выразительным языком, несомненно, интересная зрителям того времени. 
В центре внимания автора переложения оказывается конфликт отцов и детей, а 
проделки Рувеля направлены на то, чтобы продемонстрировать отцам ценность 
жизни и свободы их сыновей. 

Таким образом, мы видим, что ассирийский театр использовал перевод 
пьес Мольера, знакомых зрителям либо в оригинальной версии, либо в русском 
переводе так и их адаптацию к местным реалиям, что делало персонажей более 
близкими зрителям и создавало более сильный комический эффект. В случае адап-
тации из пьесы удалялись все женские персонажи, что, возможно, объяснялось 
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меньшим количеством женщин в театральной труппе. Следует заметить, что запрета 
на игру в театре для женщин у современных ассирийцев нет, так что отсутствие 
женщин в адаптациях пьес Мольера трудно объяснить с точки зрения культурных 
особенностей. 

Распространение и воспрятие пьес Мольера в других странах Востока как 
Турция, Египет и Персия говорит о большой силе притяжения произведений фран-
цузского комедиографа, который сатирой и смехом может освободить общество от 
вредных и негуманных нравов и обычаев. 

Франкофония в Турции широко распространилась в XIX веке, но до этого 
исторические события способствовали возникновению близких политико-еко-
номических и культурных связей. В XVI веке в Оcманской империи откры-
лись французские школы, там готовили дрогманов, которые участвовали в дип-
ломатических и комерческих переговорах. В будущем, именно эти школы, возник-
шие на територии Леванта стали основой для формирования INALСO (Националь-
ный Институт Восточных Языков Цивилизации) во Франции. 

В конце XVIII и в XIX веке Османская империя и Франция не могли 
больше противостоять интересам Англии и Австрийской империи, поэтому они 
поддерживали друг друга против них. В конце XVIII века Турки приглашали 
французских экспертов для рефомы армии и создания школ европейского типа. 
Французскиий постепенно стал вторым языком в Турции. Основанием Галатаса-
райского лицея франкофония достигла апогея в стране. Французский ис-пользо-
вали не только в отношениях с иностранцами, а также между местними этничес-
ко-религиозными группами. В 1854-1910 гг. язык Мольера был рабочим языком 
Министерства Иностранных Дел Османской империи. О распросранении фран-
цузского языка и литературы свидетельствует опись 3500 французских книг из-
данных в Турции в 1839-1922 гг. и 600 периодических французских изданий 
1868-1945 годов. Списки составлены турецким дипломатом, ученным и издателем 
Синаном Кунералпом (Aksoy 2010: 138). 

На основе вышеуказанных культурно – политических связях между этими 
странами в полне естественным кажется большой интерес к пьесам Мольера в 
Османской империи.

В этом отношении привлекают внимание два перевода пьесы Мольера – 
«Школа жен» (1662) на турецком языке. Первый перевод в стихах ,согласно ори-
гиналу, выполнен в 1860 году Ахмедом Вефиком – Паша (1823-1891) а второй, 1941 
года, прозаический, принадлежит Бедретину Тунсел и Сабагатину Еиубоглу, двум 
лекторам из университетов Анкары и Стамбула. 

Ахмед Вефик – Паша, государственный деятель Османской империи, 
дипломат, переводчик (знал 16 языков) и великий визир с 1882 года занимался 
научной и литературной работой до конца жизни. Он перевел и адаптировал 16 
пьес Мольера. В ту эпоху султан Магмуд II (1785-1839) и его сын Абдулмесид I 
покровительствовали образованию и культуре. В 1821 году Магмуд II создал 
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«Палату перевода» где сначала работали греки а потом турки. Его мать, француз-
ская дворянка Еме дю Бюк де Ривери(Aimee du Buc de Rivery) известная под именем 
Накшиди(Nakshidi) была родственницей Жозефин Бонапарт. Шатобриан упомина-
ет Магмуда II в своих мемуарах под названием «Замогильные записки». 

Вефик-паша получил образование в Королевском Коледже Сен –Луи когда 
его отец был переводчиком в Османском посольстве в Париже. 

Выбирая для перевода пьесы Мольера, Вефик-паша верил,что не смотря на 
двухвековой промежуток и различные социо-культурные обстоятельства турецкое 
общество могло принять эти пьесы и преодолеть социальную и религиозную 
нетерпимость. Вефик-Паша один из первых переводчиков Мольера на турецкий, 
специалисты (Ефеоглу 2015:163) считают язык его перевод устарелым, отмечают 
некоторые ошибки в передаче сюжета, но это обясняется особыми трудностями для 
дебютанта и тем, что турецкиий язык 1860-ых не был еще основательно сформиро-
ван, имел множество диалектов. Положителным можно считать стремление Вефика 
передать стих Мольера также стихами. 

Второй турецкий перевод «Школы жен» приготовленный Тунселем и 
Еиубоглу оценен критиком (Ефеоглу 2015 : 163,164) как конгениальный, лин-
гвистически совершенный, который создает впечатление оригинального произ-
ведения. Прозаический вариант позволил переводчикам лучше сохранить острую 
сатиру этой пьсы на попытку пренебрегать естественными условиями брака, 
подвергать женщину насилию, показать непримиримость Мольера к притворной 
добродетели. 

Рассматривая переводы как полезную культурную интеракцию, турецкие 
литературоведы особо отмечают большую роль, которую сыграли пьесы Мольера 
в обогощении и развитии турецкой драматургии и театра: « На самом деле турецкий 
язык и литература получили всю пользу от переводческой деятельности. Серезный 
уровень нашей турецкой культуры на сегодняшний день свидетельствует об этом. 
Для этого идеала на протяжении двух веков истории турецкие интелектуалы 
обращались к французской культуре, и там они восприняли не только французские 
ценности но и мировые ценности. Не теряясь в иностранной атмосфере, турецкая 
культура, язык и литература были востановлены благодаря переводу, такому, на 
пример, как «Школа жен» Мольера.»( Ефеоглу 2015 : 165) 

Грузины полюбили Мольера как самого близкого и понятного для грузин-
ской натуры и характера. Переводить Мольера на грузинский язык начали в первой 
половине XIX века и достигли пика в 70-ых годах, а после, всегда переводили 
его на протяжении XX века. Среди переводчиков Мольера известные грузинские 
писатели: Акаки Церетели, Димитрий Кипиани, Иване Мачабели, Георгий Ту-
манишвили, Коте Месхи, Александре Имедашвили, Иване Мачавариани и другие. 
Можно сказать, что Мольер никогда не уходил с грузинской сцены. Большая часть 
переводов адекватна, но есть адаптации соотстетствующие грузинским нравам 
и обычаям. Так на пример, Акаки Церетели, знаменитый поет и общественный 
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деятель на основе русского перевода сделал 1873 году адаптацию пьесы «Плутни 
Скапена». Он добавил сцены с грузинскими реалиами, ловкий и прозорливый 
слуга Скапен стал похож на грузинского персонажа, но воодушевляющий комизм 
Мольера был сохранен. Эта комедия имела большой успех 1870 годах на сценах 
в Тбилиси, Кутаиси и в поселках. Сам Акаки Церетели был режиссером и играл 
роль Жеронта. Комедии Мольера стали одним из основ развития и обогощения 
грузинской драматургии и театра в XIX веке. Дух Мольеровских пьес отразился в 
комедиях Георгия Эристави и Зураба Антонова. По словам А. Церетели, наместник 
М.Воронцов называл Г. Эристави грузинским Мольером. 

Отношение грузин к Мольеру особенно хорошо выражает мнение публи-
циста и критика Александра Сараджишвили (1851 – 1914): «В Грузии ни одного 
иностранного писателя не знают так хорошо как Мольера. Его комедии нам нравят-
ся больше чем другие, его смех нам передается легко и жизнерадостно и его слово 
нам совсем не чуждо как бы между Мольером и нами не было двух столетии. Как бы 
этот человек наш родственник . Когда грузин хвалит иностранца, сперва говорит: он 
добрый, честный, умный и наконец добавит: одним словом, настоящий грузин. Мы 
можем сказать, что Мольер настоящий грузин. Первым долгом потому , что кажд-
ый талантливый человек любой племени принадлежит всему миру да еще по той 
причине, что Мольер своим характером и нравом наш близкий родственник . . . мы 
тоже носители всех этих качеств и это единсво характера. Есть тайная связь между 
грузинской сценой и Мольером» (Коллекция национального центра рукописей 
Грузии, №372). 

Представляем список грузинских переводов и адаптаций Мольера: 
•	Любовь– целительница – неизвестный грузинский переводчик, 1831, Мос-

ква, рукопись, Национальный центр рукописей. 
•	Брак поневоле – перевод с французского Димитрия Кипиани, 1862. 
•	Лекарь поневоле – адаптация Иване(Окро) Эристави, 1866. 
•	Сганарель или мнимый рогоносец – перевод с французского Елены Ки-

пиани, 1871. 
•	Плутни Скапена – адаптация с русского Акакия Церетели,1873. 
•	Жорж Данден или одураченный муж – перевод с французского Коте 

Месхи, 1877. 
•	Жорж Данден или одураченный муж – перевод с французского Георгия 

Туманишвили, 1878. 
•	Мнимый больной – перевод с французского Димитрия Кипиани, 1879. 
•	Любовь– целительница – перевод с французского Димитрия Кипиани, 1879. 
•	Сицилиец или Любовь – живописец – перевод с французского Димитрия 

Кипиани, 1879. 
•	Смешные жеманницы – перевод с французского Елены Кипиани – Лор-

ткипанидзе 1883. 
•	Скупой – перевод грузинских студентов в Санкт-Петербурге,1884. 
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•	Блистательные любовники – перевод с французского Димитрия Кипиани, 
1894.

•	Тартюф, или обманщик – перевод с французского Иване Мачавариани, 1901 
В заключение нужно отметить дружескую атмосферу в которой работали и 

творили грузинская и ассирийская труппы в Народном Доме Зубалашвили в 1910-
1920 годах. Их взаимное уважение и симпатии выражены и в тех адресах, которые 
ассирийская труппа преподнесла Ладо Алекси-Месхишвили 1913 году в связи с 
тридцатилетием деятельности на сцене и Коте Кипиани в 1914 году в благодар-
ность за 45 лет выступления на сцену. 

Ассирийские, грузинские и турецкие переводы пьес Мольера стали ес-
тественной частью ассирийской, грузинской и турецкой литератур. Име ются 
сокращения, но полное удаление женских персонажей нигде не наблюдается в 
грузинских и турецких переводах. А в адаптациях ассирийские, грузинские и 
турецкие переводчики внесли такие изменения, которые соответствуют наци-
ональному характеру и культурно-историческому окружению. 
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Assyrian Translations of Molière’s Plays in Georgia

Summary

Key words: Assyrian manuscripts, the sssyrians in Georgia, Molière in assyrian, 
turkish and georgian, translations and adaptations.

The paper analyses for the first time the manuscripts of the Assyrian translations of 
five plays by Molière, which are preserved at the National Archives of Georgia (Collection 
480, description 2). Each manuscript was deciphered and compared with the French origi-
nal. It was identified that three plays – George Dandin (George Dandin, or the Abashed 
Husband), Le Malade imaginaire (The Imaginary Invalid) and L’Avare (The Miser, or, 
the School for Lies) represent more or less adequate translations) (translated by Zaaia 
Bit Evazi, Freidun Aturaia, Folus Bit Sargis), whereas the other two – Les Fourberies 
de Scapin (The Impostures of Scapin) and Le Medecin malgré lui (The Doctor in Spite 
of Himself) are adaptations (authors Kasha Mush Babila and Jala Babu Bit Malika).The 
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manuscripts are dated to 1912-1914. The 12 posters, preserved at the Georgian Art Palace 
(Museum of Theatre), confirm that Molière’s plays in the Assyrian language as well as 
some original plays by Assyrian authors (A Broken Heart, script – O.Bit-Pira; The Devil 
and an Old Man – T.Tkhumnaia) were staged in 1912-1920, at the Zubalashvili Public 
House (the present-day K.Marjanishvili Theatre). The Zubalashvili House became an in-
ternational theatre for Tbilisi troupes, where actors of the Georgian, Assyrian, Armenian 
and other nationalities offered their performances. 

Especially noteworthy is the Assyrian adaptation of Les Fourberies de Scapin (The 
Impostures of Scapin) by Jala Babu Bit Malika. Here the love motif, around which the 
French original is constructed, is removed altogether. Women characters are also absent. 
The reasons of this significant change is not clear as it was not prohibited for women to 
act on the stage. Only one plot line remained in the adapted play: two young men, Kurikos 
and Abram urgently need a large amount of money, and in attaining this goal, they are 
assisted by trickster Ruvel. As Scapin in Molière’s play, here Ruvel punishes the fathers 
of the young men for their stinginess and strictness. The characters of the play have the 
Assyrian names widespread at that time. The place of action is not mentioned, but accord-
ing to the details it is obvious that the scene is set in Iran. However, the address monsieur 
(munsior) is used, which was quite acceptable in the society of the educated Iranians. 
Many dialogues were translated exactly, but certain changes were made not only to the 
overall plot, but also to the details. Thus, owing to the local realia, the play became closer 
to the Iranian audience and funnier at that. The French currency – pistoles and écus – are 
replaced by ten roubles, instead of the Turk who invited Scapin and Léandre to the ship, 
the Kurds appear, who kidnap Abram and take him to the fortress (this situation was very 
familiar to the Assyrians of Iran and Turkey, who lived there at the beginning of the 20th 
c. At that period they were attacked and kidnapped by robbers). 

Thus, as a result of adaptation, a comedy was created by impressive comic means, 
in which the main conflict is formed by the opposition between fathers and sons. Ruvel’s 
tricks are directed against the fathers in order to make them appreciate their sons’ life and 
freedom.

Francophonie became widespread in Turkey in the 19th c., but before that the his-
torical developments facilitated the formation of close political, economic and cultural 
relations. In the Ottoman Empire, French schools were set up as early as in the 16th c., 
where dragomans were trained who participated in diplomatic and commercial negotia-
tions. In the 20th c. exactly this school, created on the Levant territory (the countries of the 
Eastern part of the Mediterranean Sea), became the basis for foundation of the National 
Institute for Oriental Languages and Civilizations (Institut national des langues et civilisa-
tions orientales – INALCO) in France.

In 1854-1910 the French language was the working language of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of the Ottoman Empire. The dissemination of the French language and 
literature is confirmed by the description of 3500 French books, which were published in 
Turkey in 1839-1922, as well as by 600 periodical editions of 1868-1945.
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Against the background of these cultural and political relations, the interest shown 
in Molière’s plays in the Ottoman Empire is quite natural. 

The present article discusses two Turkish translations of Molière’s comedy L’école 
des femmes (The School for Wives) (1662). In 1860 the play was translated in verse 
by Ahmed Vefik Pasha (1823-1891), whereas in 1941 a prose translation was made by 
Bedrettin Tunsel and Sabahattin Eyüboglu) lecturers of the Universities of Ankara and 
Istanbul.

Vefik Pasha was an Ottoman diplomat and translator, Grand Vizier from 1882. 
He was engaged in scholarly and literary activities throughout his life. He translated and 
adapted 16 plays by Molière. Critics of the Turkish literature consider that the language 
of Vefik Pasha’s translations is obsolete, they also point to his errors made in the process 
of rendering the plot, which, they believe, was mostly due to the fact that the norms of the 
Turkish language was not formed at that period. As the merit of the translation should be 
regarded its poetical form which corresponds to the French original.

Turkish critics refer to Tunsel and Eiuboglu’s translation as “congenial”, which, ac-
cording to them, produces the impression of an original work. The prosaic version allowed 
the translators to retain to a greater extent the sharp satire of the play, which combats vio-
lence against women and false virtue. 

Evaluating these translations as a useful intercultural action, Turkish literary critics 
stress the significant role played by Molière’s plays in the development of Turkish drama-
turgy and theatre. 

The study also illustrates the attitude of the Georgian writers and figures of theatre 
towards Molière’s work. Translation of his plays into Georgian began in the first half of 
the 19th c. reaching the peak in the 1870s. Molière’s plays were also performed on the 
Georgian stage onwards, in the 20th c. too. Among the translators were famous Geor-
gian writers: Akaki Tsereteli, Dimiti Qipiani, Ivane Machabeli, Giorgi Tumanishvili, Kote 
Meskhi, Aleksandre Imedashvili, Ivane Machavariani and others. It may be noted that 
Molière’s plays have never left the Georgian stage. 

The history of the Assyrian, Georgian and Turkish translations and performances 
of Molière’s plays demonstrates that this cultural interaction made a great contribution to 
the development of the Assyrian, Georgian and Turkish national dramaturgy and theatre. 

The overall background of the article is the history of the Georgian-Assyrian politi-
cal and cultural relations in the 19th-20th cc. 

Tbilisi gradually became the centre of the political and cultural development of 
the Assyrians. The figures struggling for unification of the Assyrians were assembled in 
the capital of Georgia. These were: doctor Freidun Aturaia, Rabi Beniamin Bit Arsanis, 
doctor Baba Bit Fahrad and others. In 1917 the “Assyrian Socialist Party” was founded, in 
the same year, the “Manifesto of the Free Assyrian Union of Urmia” was drafted, which 
represented the program for creation of the free Assyrian autonomy
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molieris piesebis asiriuli Targmanebi saqarTveloSi

reziume
 
sakvanZo sityvebi: asiriuli xelnawerebi, asirielebi saqar-

TveloSi, molieri asiriulad, Turqulad da qarTulad, Targmanebi da 
adaptacia. 

naSromSi pirvelad aris ganxiluli molieris xuTi piesis Tana-
medrove asiriuli Targmanebis xelnawerebi, romlebic daculia saqar-
Tvelos erovnul arqivSi (fondi 480, aRw. 2). TiToeuli xelnaweri 
gaSifrulia da Sedarebulia frangul dedanTan. dadginda, rom sami 
piesa – „JorJ dandeni“, „eWviT avadmyofi“ da „Zunwi“ (George Dandin, Le 
Malade imaginaire, L’Avare) warmoadgens metnaklebad adekvatur Targmans 
(mTargmnelebi zaaia biT evazi, freidun aTuraia, folus biT sargisi), 
danarCeni ori – „skapenis cuRlutoba“ da „Zalad eqimi“ (Les Fourberies de 
Scapin, Le Medecin malgré lui) adaptaciaa (avtorebi kaSa muS biT babila da 
jala babu biT malika). xelnawerebi TariRdeba 1912-1914 wlebiT. saqar-
Tvelos xelovnebis sasaxleSi(Teatris muzeumi) daculi 12 afiSa adas-
turebs, rom zubalaSvilebis saxalxo saxlSi (amJamad k. marjaniSvilis 
Teatri) 1912-1920 wlebSi warmodgenili iyo molieris piesebi asiriul 
enaze da asirieli avtorebis zogierTi originaluri piesac („gatexili 
guli“, scenari – o. bit-pira; „eSmaki da moxuci“ – t. txumnaia). zubalaS-
vilebis saxli gadaiqca Tbilisuri dasebis internacionalur Teat-
rad, sadac warmodgenebs marTavdnen qarTveli, asirieli, somexi da 
sxva erovnebis msaxiobebi. 

gansakuTrebiT sayuradReboa komediis „skapenis cuRlutoba“ 
asiriuli adaptacia Sesrulebuli jala babu bit malikas mier. sasiy-
varuli motivi, romlis garSemoc aris agebuli franguli dedani, 
saerTod amoRebulia. ar arian qali personaJebi. aseTi mniSvnelovani 
cvlilebis mizezebi gaugabaria, radgan qalebs ar ekrZalebodaT msa-
xioboba. piesaSi darCa mxolod erTi siuJeturi xazi: or axalgazrda 
kacs, kuriakoss da abrams saswrafod esaWroebaT didi Tanxa. am saqmeSi 
maT exmareba gaiZvera ruveli. ise rogorc skapeni molieris piesaSi, aq 
ruveli sjis axalgazrda kacebis mamebs Zunwobisa da simkacrisaTvis. 
piesis gmirebi atareben im droisaTvis gavrcelebul asiriul saxe-
lebs. moqmedebis adgili ar aris dasaxelebuli, magram detalebis 
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mixedviT Cans, rom ambavi xdeba iranSi. miuxedavad amisa gamoyenebu-
lia mimaraTva monsieur(munsior), rac savsebiT dasaSvebia ganaTlebuli 
iranelebis sazogadoebaSi. bevri dialogi zustad aris Targmnili, 
Tumca cvlilebebi Setanilia ara marto saerTo siuJetSi, aramed deta-
lebSic. amgvarad piesa axlobeli gaxda iraneli mayureblisTvis adgi-
lobrivi realiebiT da ufro sasaciloc. franguli fulis erTeulebi 
pistolebi da ekiu Secvlilia TumnebiT, Turqi, romelmac skapeni da 
leandri miiwvia xomaldze Secvlilia qurTebiT, romlebic itaceben 
abrams da mihyavT cixe-simagreSi. (es situacia Zalian nacnobia iranis 
da TurqeTis asirielebisaTvis, romlebic iq cxovrobdnen XX saukunis 
dasawyisSi. im dros maT itacebdnen da Tavs esxmodnen yaCaRebi). 

adaptaciis Sedegad warmodgenilia STambeWdavi komikuri xerxe-
biT Seqmnili komedia, romelSic mTavar konfliqts qmnis dapirispire-
ba mamebsa da Svilebs Soris. ruvelis oinebi mimarTulia mamebisaken 
imisaTvis, rom maT daafason Svilebis sicocxle da Tavisufleba. 

TurqeTSi frankofonia farTod gavrcelda XIX saukuneSi, mag-
ram manamde istoriuli movlenebi xels uwyobda mWidro politikur-
ekonomikuri da kulturuli urTierTobis Camoyalibebas. franguli 
skolebi jer kidev XVI saukuneSi gaixsna osmaleTis imperiaSi . iq amza-
debdnen drogmanebs, romlebic monawileobdnen diplomatiur da ko-
merciul molaparakebebSi. XX saukuneSi, swored es skola, Seqmnili le-
vantis (xmelTaSua zRvis aRmosavleT nawilis qveynebi) teritoriaze, 
gaxda safrangeTSi INALCO-s (aRmosavluri enebisa da civilizaciebis 
erovnuli instituti) daarsebis safuZveli. 

1854-1910 wlebSi franguli ena osmaleTis imperiis sagareo 
saqmeTa saministros samuSao ena iyo. franguli enisa da literaturis 
gavrcelebas adasturebs 3500 franguli wignis aRweriloba, romlebic 
gamoica TurqeTSi 1839-1922 wlebSi da aseve 1868-1945 wlebis 600 fran-
guli perioduli gamocema. 

am kulturul-politikuri urTierTobis fonze bunebrivia mo-
lieris piesebiT daintereseba osmalTa imperiaSi. 

 naSromSi ganxilulia molieris komediis – „colebis skola“ (1662) 
ori Turquli Targmani. pirveli Sesrulebulia leqsad 1860 wels 
ahmed vefik-faSas (Ahmet Vefik Pasha,1823-1891) mier, meore ki – 1941 wels 
prozad bedretin tunselisa (Bedrettin Tunsel) da sabagatin eiuboRlus 
(Sabahattin Eyüboglu) mier, romlebic arian ankaris da stambolis uni-
versitetebis leqtorebi. 

vefik-faSa iyo osmaleTis imperiis diplomati da mTargmneli, 
didi veziri 1882 wlidan. is samecniero da literaturul moRvawe-
obas eweoda sicocxlis bolomde. Targmnili da adaptirebuli aqvs 
molieris 16 piesa. Turq literaturis kritikosebs vefik-faSas Tar-
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gmanis ena miaCniaT moZvelebulad, miuTiTeben mis Secdomebze siuJetis 
gadmocemisas, magram amis mizezad ZiriTadad asaxeleben Turquli enis 
normebis Camouyalibeblobas im droisaTvis. Targmanis Rirsebad unda 
CaiTvalos misi poeturi forma, rac Seesabameba frangul dedans. 

Turqi kritikosebi kongenialurs uwodeben tunselis da eiuboR-
lus Targmans, romelic , maTi TqmiT, originaluri nawarmoebis STa-
beWdilebas qmnis. prozaulma variantma mTargmnelebs saSualeba misca 
ufro metad SeenarCunebinaT piesis mwvave satira, romelic ebrZvis 
qalze Zaladobas da moCvenebiT keTilSobilebas. 

afaseben ra aRniSnul Targmanebs, rogorc sasargeblo inter-
kulturul aqcias, Turqi literatorebi xazgasmiT miuTiTeben im 
mniSvnelovan rolze, romelic molieris piesebma iTamaSa Turquli 
dramaturgiisa da Teatris ganviTarebaSi. 

gamokvleva naTels hfens aseve qarTveli mwerlebisa da Teat-
ris moRvaweebis damokidebulebas molieris Semoqmedebisadmi. misi 
piesebis qarTulad Targmna daiwyo XIX saukunis pirvel naxevarSi da 
piks miaRwia 70-ian wlebSi. amis Semdeg XX saukuneSic grZeldeboda 
molieris warmodgenebi qarTul scenaze. mTargmnelTa Soris arian 
cnobili qarTveli mwerlebi: akaki wereTeli, dimitri yifiani, ivane 
maCabeli, giorgi TumaniSvili, kote mesxi, aleqsandre imedaSvili, 
ivane maWavariani da sxvebi. SeiZleba iTqvas, rom molieri arasodes 
wasula qarTuli scenidan. 

molieris komediebis asiriuli, qarTuli da Turquli Targmane-
bisa da warmodgenebis istoria gviCvenebs , rom am kulturulma inte-
raqciam didi wvlili Seitana asiriuli, qarTuli da Turquli erovnu-
li dramaturgiisa da Teatris ganviTarebaSi. 

statias saerTo fonad gasdevs qarTul-asiriuli politikur-
kulturuli urTierTobis istoria XIX-XX saukuneebSi. 

Tbilisi TandaTanobiT gadaiqca asirielebis politikuri da 
kulturuli ganviTarebis centrad. saqarTvelos dedaqalaqSi Tavi 
moiyares asirielebis gaerTianebisaTvis mebrZolma moRvaweebma. eseni 
arian eqimi freidun aTuraia, rabi beniamin bit arsanisi, eqimi baba bit 
fahradi da sxv. 1917 wels daarsda „asiriuli socialisturi partia“, 
amave wels Seadgines „Tavisufali asiriuli kavSiris urmiis manifes-
ti“, romelic warmoadgenda Tavisufali asiriuli avtonomiis Seqmnis 
programas.  

 
.
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(saqarTvelo)

interteqstualoba guram rCeuliSvilis SemoqmedebaSi1

guram rCeuliSvils moRvaweoba mouxda sabWoTa reJimis „daTbo-
bis“ periodSi, roca odnav Semsubuqda akrZalva evropuli da ameri-
kuli literaturis Targmnaze. qarTvel mkiTxvels saSualeba mieca 
gascnoboda mis Tanamedrove ucxoel avtorebs, ris Sedegadac gaizar-
da `zegavlena dasavluri literaturuli tendenciebisa, romlebic 
hemingueiseuli TemebiTa da Tamami neorealisturi eqsperimentebiT 
iWreba sabWoTa respublikebis teritoriebze da Tan moiyolebs roman-
tikul ocnebebs megobrobaze, gulaxdilobaze, urTierTobebis sifa-
qizeze da esoden nanatr Tavisuflebazec ki!“ (ratiani 2015: 162).

guram rCeuliSvilis SemoqmedebiTi samyaro Zalze farTo iyo. 
is originalSi kiTxulobda qarTul, rusul da nawilobriv germanul 
mwerlobas, sxva ucxoenovan Txzulebebs ki – qarTul da rusul Targ-
manebSi. ucxouri literaturis kiTxviT igi iZenda rogorc cxovrebi-
seul, ise SemoqmedebiT gamocdilebas: rogorc mkiTxveli, suliT xor-
camde iTavisebda nawarmoebis warmosaxviT samyaros da raRac etapze 
misi gmirebis cxovrebiTac ki cxovrobda. magaliTad, erTgan aRwers, 
„dorian greis portretis“ kiTxvisas rogor Caeba mxatvris, lord 
henris da dorian greis saubarSi da rogor ekamaTeboda gareul katas 
(rCeuliSvili 2007a: 64). sxva CanawerSi emociurad gadmoscems valter 
skotis `qventin dorvardis~ kiTxvis process, aRwers, Tu rogor ga-
nicdida Seyvarebulebis winaSe aRmarTul axal-axal dabrkolebebs da 
ra ganwyoba daeufla, roca yvelaferi bednierad damTavrda. Tu, ro-
gorc mkiTxveli, siuJetis ganviTarebas adevnebda Tvals, rogorc 
mwerali – yuradRebas amaxvilebda saintereso mignebebze. imave nawar-
moebis Sesaxeb dRiurSi Cawerilia, rom epizodi, romelSic boSa biWi 
axalgazrda didebuls Tavis cxens miabarebs, „mTel wignad Rirs“ (rCe-
uliSvili 2007a: 79).

dRiurebsa da werilebSi xSirad SexvdebiT mwerlis gamonaTq-
vamebs literaturisadmi misi damokidebulebis Sesaxeb da maTSi ar 
Cans araviTari sazRvrebi, qarTuli da ucxouri erTmaneTis gver-

1 kvleva ganxorcielda SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis finan-
suri mxardaWeriT (granti №DP2016_18 proeqti `teqstologia da gamocemaT-
mcodneoba~).
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digverd moixsenieba. mxatvrul-dokumentur teqstSi `me axla bedni-
eri kaci var~ igi wers: `gamitaca baironma, lermontovma, gamitaca 
vaJa-fSavelam“ (rCeuliSvili 2002: 156). saocar sixaruls ganicdida 
mwerali, rodesac TavisTvis axal, magram axlobel did avtors aRmo-
aCenda. mis sxvadasxva CanawerSi vkiTxulobT, rom aseTi gancda daeuf-
la maiakovskis, eseninis da tician tabiZis wakiTxvisas. 

genisoTa qmnilebebis kiTxva rCeuliSvils exmareboda TviTSe-
mecnebaSic. rogorc wers, tolstois „ana kareninas“ TiToeul perso-
naJSi, TviT aleqsi kareninSic ki, sakuTari Tavis nawili aRmoaCina, 
protagonistis mimarT ki iseTi siaxlove gauCnda, rom Tavis realur 
sasiyvarulo istoriebs Soris mxatvrul-dokumentur teqstSi `ba-
tono telemxedvelebo...~ ana kareninasac ixseniebs da sakuTar gan-
cdebs metaforulad ase aRwers: „me miyvarda anna karenina, man ram-
denime Rame gaaTia Cem gverdze sawolSi da wavida iseTive umwikvlo, 
rogorc movida. Cven Zalian vgavdiT erTmaneTs imisaTvis, rom did-
xans vyofiliyaviT erTad“ (rCeuliSvili 2004: 13). 

wakiTxulis gaazrebisas mwerali xSirad poulobs Txzulebis 
personaJTa msgavsebas Tavis nacnob-megobrebTan, wignis siuJeturi 
garemosas ki – qarTul realobasTan. magaliTad, tolstois vrons-
kis („ana kareninadan“) igi adarebs „stiln biWebs“, romlebic levinis-
nairebs mxolod imitom Cagraven, rom maTnairi `ybedebi” ar arian da 
`iseTive reveransebis gakeTeba~ ar SeuZliaT (rCeuliSvili 2007b: 54).

rodesac mwerlis megobarma, ediSer giorgaZem axloblebis wre-
Si xmamaRla waikiTxa leonid andreevis novela „qurdi“, rCeuliSvils 
moeCvena, rom raRac msgavseba iyo ediSer giorgaZesa da novelis pro-
tagonist Teodor iurasovs Soris. TxzulebaSi movlenebi viTardeba, 
rodesac misi protagonisti matarebliT miemgzavreba nacnob gogonas-
Tan. iurasovi qurdia. igi gzaSi safules amoaclis moxuc kacs da ro-
desac policiisgan gaqcevas cdilobs, eCveneba, rom yvelani, vinc Sem-
TxveviT gzaze eRobebian, misi winaaRmdegni arian. biografiulad edi-
Ser giorgaZes am fabulasTan saerTo araferi hqonda, magram lapara-
kia gariyulobis gancdaze, romelsac es disidenturad ganwyobili 
mwerali da Jurnalisti ganicdida sabWoTa garemoSi. rodesac guramma 
novela gaaanaliza, mixvda, ra niSniT Seadara misi protagonisti Tavis 
megobars. is adamianebi, romlebic novela „qurdis“ protagonists mis 
winaaRmdeg amxedrebulebad eCveneboda, SeiZleba Tavadac masze aranak-
leb martoni yofiliyvnen da ediSeric ar iyo erTaderTi martosuli 
Tavis garemocvaSi, Tumca rCeuliSvilis azriT, is amas ver amCnevda. 
sayuradReboa am novelis gmirTan dakavSirebiT mwerlis mier dRiur-
Si Cawerili Semajamebeli fraza: „TiToeuli aris is kaci (igulisxmeba 
iurasovi), TiToeuls hyavs masa, romelsac Seadgens mis garda yvela“ 
(rCeuliSvili 2007a: 262).
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hemingueis „moxuci da zRvis“ kiTxvisas axalgzarda mwerali 
fiqrobs moxuc bebia saSaze, ivane javaxiSvilis daze, romelic, ro-
gorc Cans, Tavisi SeupovrobiTa da marad axalgazrduli suliT gavda 
amerikeli mwerlis am personaJs. moTxrobaSi „me axla bednieri kaci 
var“ vkiTxulobT: „axla hemingueiT viyavi gatacebuli. Zlivs Cavigde 
xelSi misi `moxuci da zRva~ da gvianobamde vkiTxulobdi. vigonebdi be-
biaCems, vadarebdi mezRvauris sicocxlisunarianobas“ (rCeuliSvili 
2002: 159). aleqsandra (saSa) javaxiSvils Tavadac Zalze hyvarebia li-
teratura. mwerali igonebs, rogor ukiTxavda da uTargmnida igi fran-
gulidan mopasans da deklamirebda frangi romantikosis, alfred de 
miuses leqsebs (rCeuliSvili 2002: 160).

mxatvruli literaturis furclebze gacnobili gmirebi mwer-
lisTvis aranakleb xelSesaxebni da „namdvilni“ Canan, vidre realurad 
arsebuli garemo. esenia: „bedisweris wyalobiT TvaldaTxrili oidi-
pos mefe“, sikeTis keTebis survilSi marto myofobiT sasacilod qce-
uli  don-kixoti, am personaJiviT martosuli – pikviki, msgavsi xasi-
aTis  mqone,  magram  rusuli realobidan – Tavadi  miSkini, msoflioSi 
niaviviT mqrolavi da amave dros mZime xvedris matarebeli Caild 
haroldi, cal-calke susti da erTad titanuri Zalis mqone fausti 
da mefistofeli – da sxvani. mwerlis TqmiT, es aris „didi galerea 
sxvadasxva erTa ZiriTadi xasiaTebisa, romelTagan TviTeuli uzo-
mod axloa qarTveli kacis bunebasTan, inteleqtTan, emociebTan“ 
(rCeuliSvili 2007b: 98).

50-iani wlebis interteqstualobis Sesaxeb gamoTqmulia azri, 
rom, postmodernizmisagan gansxvavebiT, es aris: „gaucnobierebeli Tu 
gacnobierebuli gadaZaxili teqstebs Soris dialoguri principiT, 
teqstis mexsierebis gafarToeba sxva teqstebis meSveobiT anu aqtiuri 
urTierTaRiareba, cnobierebaTa dialogi saerTo saazrovno velis 
konstruirebis mizniT“ (kvaWantiraZe 2016: 11). guram rCeuliSvilTan 
gvxvdeba rogorc pirdapiri citirebebi, ise Sedarebebi da aluziebi. 
isini teqstebSi sxvadasxva funqciiT aris gamoyenebuli: xan epigra-
fad uZRvis nawarmoebs, xan raRac Temaze an mxatvrul saxeze misaniS-
neblad, zogan ki mTeli nawarmoebi sxva teqstis gamoZaxilia. mwerlis 
TxzulebebSi bunebrivad da Zaldautaneblad Cndebian rogorc uZve-
lesi miTosuri gmirebi (niniZe 2010: 195-204), ise msoflio xelovanebi 
TavianTi nawarmoebebiT, personaJebiT, TemebiTa da azrebiT. magali-
Tad, mis miniaturebSi vkiTxulobT: „miyvarda mefe oidipos / Tavisi 
vnebiT, /Tavisi bediT, /daniis princis /hamletis yvela sisusteebi / da 
Caild haroldis mowyeniloba“ (rCeuliSvili 2006: 416). misTvis mTeli 
msoflio literatura da kacobriobis mravalsaukunovani naazrevi 
erTi mTlianobaa da erTnairad izidavs. 
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rCeuliSvilis mxatvrul SemoqmedebaSi bevrgan SexvdebiT mis-
save dRiurebsa da baraTebSi aRwerili faqtebis gamoZaxils, magram 
zogjer es movlenebi saxeSecvlilia romelime mxatvrul nawarmoebTan 
maTi asocirebis Sedegad. axal aTonSi namTvralevze afxaz biWebTan 
momxdarma uazro Cxubma, romelSic guramTan erTad misi megobari mav-
ri zaldastaniSvili monawileobda, mwerals fransua rene Satobrianis 
„ukanaskneli abenseraJis“ gmiri – espaneli mavri – aben hameti gaaxsena, 
afxazebma – abenseraJebi da qalaqis arqiteqturaSi SemoWrilma TeT-
rad SeTxipnilma rusulma saxlebma – Satobrianis mier aRwerili gre-
nada, sadac „arabTa msubuqi arqiteqtura daqorwilebuliyo goTur 
arqiteqturaze“ (Satobriani 1947: 77). am asociaciam mniSvnelovnad 
Secvala realur ambavze agebuli siuJeti, „afxazebisagan magrad nabe-
gvma biWma“ (avaliani 2012: 15) uceb daiviwya wyena da erT RameSi fran-
guli moTxrobis identuri saxelwodebiT dawera novela, romelSic 
mavrTa cnobili sagvareulos ukanaskneli warmomadgenlisa da Tavisi 
sakuTari gancdebi afxaz Wabuks miawera. Satobrianis moTxrobaSi or-
TabrZola faqtobrivad imarTeba ara qalis (mavris satrfos – espane-
li hercogis asul blanka santa fes) mizeziT aramed abenseraJTa miwis 
mflobelobaze pretenziis gamo. amdenad, logikuri iyo, rom qarTvel-
ma avtorma afxazi aCbas mowinaaRmdegeebad rusebi gamoiyvana.

rogorc aRvniSneT, guram rCeuliSvilis zogi Txzulebis Sina-
arsi mTlianad interteqstzea damyarebuli. usaTauro novela „axlad 
daZrul matarebels...“ (rCeuliSvili 2002: 39-41) aSkara gamoZaxilia 
fransua moriakis moTxrobisa „maimuni“1. qarTul teqstSi es moTxroba 
orjer aris naxsenebi, magram qveteqstis saxiT mTlianad gahyveba mas. 
„maimuni“ asaxavs baron galeas de sernesa da misi ojaxis ambavs. baroni 
fizikurad da gonebrivad CamorCenilia. meuRle – poli mas mxolod 
misi socialuri statusis gamo gahyva colad, magram ar uyvars arc qmari 
da arc am qmariviT arasrulfasovani erTaderTi vaJi, romelsac sasti-
kad eqceva da `maimuns~ uwodebs. colisa da sazogadoebis damokide-
bulebiT sasowarkveTili mama-Svili mdinareSi ixrCobs Tavs. 

es teqsti Zalian mniSvnelovania rCeuliSvilis novelis gasaaz-
reblad. Sinaarsidan ar Cans protagonistis – levanis fizikuri da 
gonebrivi CamorCeniloba, mis patara vaJTan dakavSirebiT ki igrZnoba 
mxolod amis SiSi: „RmerTma daifaros esec iseTi gamovides“, `levani 
Sezara amis gaxsenebamac ki“. levanic da misi colic aSkarad sakuTar 
ojaxTan akavSireben moriakis moTxrobis Sinaarss. rodesac qmari 
ekiTxeba, ras kiTxulobs, coli niSnis mogebiT pasuxobs: „gana ar icodi, 

1 originalSi moTxrobas hqvia `Le Sagouin~. `saguini~ maimunis samxreT-ame-
rikuli jiSia. teqsti rusulad 1955 wels iTargmna da gamoqveynda saTauriT 
`Мартышка~, qarTulad ki – 1968 wels da daibeWda saTauriT „patara maimuni“.
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moriakis „maimunia“. rodesac levani ambobs, rom bavSvis gaCenis Semdeg 
angarebiani qorwinebac ki garkveulwilad gadadis siyvarulSi, coli 
skepticizms gamoxatavs amasTan dakavSirebiT da ambobs: „me SviliT 
gaRvivebuli siyvaruli ara mwams“. colis TvaliT, maTi ojaxis msgav-
seba moriakis „maimunTan“ imaSi mdgomareobs, rom qali itanjeba „de-
generati“ qmris xelSi da bavSvi arafers cvlis.

rCeuliSvilis moTxrobaSi ar aris moriakis moTxrobis msgavsi 
mwvave viTareba – calsaxa fizikuri nakli, magram aris igive ganwyoba. 
colis azriT, levani „naklovania“, Svilis arseboba ki mis SeyvarebaSi 
ver exmareba. sagulisxmoa, rom Tavad levanic colis TvaliT xedavs 
maT urTierTobas. moriakis moTxrobaze saubrisas isic polis ico-
debs da fiqrobs: „sawyal dedas rom Tavisi vaJic qmariviT doylapia ar 
gamosvloda, misi cxovreba aTasjer bednieri iqneboda albaT“. rCeu-
liSvilTan warmoCenili problema bevrad ufro zogadia. igi gamowve-
ulia ara realuri fizikuri nakliT, aramed ganwyobiT: qali qmar-Svils 
Tavis Rirsad ar miiCnevs, amas Tvlis sakuTari ubedurebis mizezad da 
sastikad epyroba maT. qmaric, misi gavleniT, ase fiqrobs. ra Tqma unda, 
mas Svili uyvars da awuxebs misi bedi, magram swored bavSvTan akavSi-
rebs colis ubedurebas. sayuradReboa fraza, romelic asaxavs, ra mox-
deboda misi azriT, galeasis vaJi rom mamas ar damsgavseboda. poli 
„Tavisi qmris nakls veRarc SeamCnevda“. 

moTxroba „marti giJobis Tve“ (rCeuliSvili 2002: 128-132) Ste-
fan cvaigis „ucnobi qalis weriliT“ unda iyos STagonebuli. mTavari 
Temisa da fabulis ZiriTadi xazis msgavsebis garda es aqa-iq gaielvebs 
calkeul frazebSic, mag.: „upasuxa nacnobsaxian ucnobs gamarjobaze“ 
da pirdapir Cans erTi detalidan: qals, romelic cvaigis moTxrobis 
gmiriviT siyvarulisTvis „swiravs“ Tavs, magidaze udevs avstrieli 
mwerlis es wigni. sagulisxmoa, rom avtori cvaigis moTxrobasTan kav-
Siris aqcentirebas erTi da imave frazis orjer gameorebiTac axdens: 
„Cibuxs moxeda, romelic cvaigis Txeltanian „ucnobi qalis werilze“ 
daedo SemTxveviT“, „moagonda, rom Cibuxi ucnobi qalis werilze ido“. 
aq sagulisxmoa Tavad Cibuxis saxec, romelic simbolurad mamakacur 
uxeS sawyiss ganasaxierebs. cvaigis romanSi qal-vaJis urTierTobas 
ukavSirdeba TeTri vardebi, romlebic gmiri qalis da misi grZnobis 
simboloa, rCeuliSvilis moTxrobaSi ki gamoyenebulia kontrastuli 
saxe – Cibuxi, kvamliani, ferfliani, romelic cvaigis wignze, SeiZleba 
iTqvas, im TeTr vardebze devs. es kontrasti bunebrivia, radgan cvaig-
Tan mTxrobeli qalia, rCeuliSvilTan ki – mamakaci.

interteqstebis TvalsazrisiT sainteresoa novela „siyvaruli 
martis TveSi“, romelsac wamZRvarebuli aqvs amonaridi galaktionis 
leqsidan „Soreuli qalis eSxi“ da eseninis leqsis „Ты меня не любишь, 
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не жалеешь...“ citata „Кто любил, уж тот любить не может, / Кто сгорел, того не 
подожжешь“ transformirebuli saxiT: “Кто любил, тот любить не сможет. / 
Кто не любил, тот прогорел” (rCeuliSvili 2002: 46). SesaZloa, leqsis bolo 
taepis Secvla gamoiwvia novelis SinaarsTan misi misadagebis survilma. 
rCeuliSvilTan ar aris saubari imaze, rom erTxel gancdili Zlieri si-
yvarulis Semdeg guli xelaxla ver aenTeba, aramed laparakia ubralod 
siyvarulis Zalaze. meore mxriv, SesaZloa, rom frazis transforma-
cia novelis teqsts arc ukavSirdebodes da mwerals ubralod sur-
vili hqonoda, Semoetana misTvis mniSvnelovani azri: „Кто не любил, тот 
прогорел“. zmna „гореть“ esenins leqsSi orjer aqvs gamoyenebuli siyvar-
uliT „wvis“ mniSvnelobiT, magram rCeuliSvilis mier Semotanil fra-
zaSi amave zmnis forma „прогорел“ „Caiwva“ kidev erT damatebiT mniSvn-
elobas moicavs „xelis mocarvas“, „Caflavebas“, rac im adamians, visac 
siyvaruli ar ganucdia, ufro miesadageba.

sainteresoa amave teqstis SigniT gamoyenebuli aluziebic. Seyva-
rebuli protagonisti yidulobs ieTim gurjis leqsebis wigns, ro-
melic siyvarulzea. Semdeg is gegmebs awyobs, rogor warmarTos dia-
logi gogonasTan, romelic moswons da ramdenime versias moifiqrebs: 
jer apirebs, rom hemingueis romelime novela an mopasanis moTxroba 
mouyves, magaliTad „navsayudarSi“ an „samkauli“. Semdeg dafiqrdeba, 
rom umjobesia Tu arabul zRapars mouyveba, radgan maTSi „filoso-
fiuri sakiTxebi araCveulebrivi sisadaviT aris... wamoWrili“. konkre-
tulad novelaSi naxsenebia `RmerTisa da derviSis~ ambavi da sentencia, 
rom WeSmariteba kefas hgavs, romlis arsebobac ici, magram verasodes 
dainaxav. 

novelaSi ̀ Wori~, romelSic moqmedeba xdeba xevsureTSi 1943 wels, 
sainteresod Semodis fridrix Sileris interteqsti. xmebi vrceldeba, 
rom `bolSevikebi gadadgnen~ da sofeli zeimobs, xevisberis Svili – ga-
briel jabuSanuri (realuri pirovneba, imJamad ukve cnobili poeti) ki 
xalxs originalSi ukiTxavs vilhelm telis monologs: „vilhelm Tell~ 
daiwyo man“ (rCeuliSvili 2002b: 33). xevsurebisTvis germanul enaze te-
qstis kiTxva iseve groteskulia (`– rai? – telio mgoni. – vina? – nemen-
curia. – germanulia. – ucxoa~), rogorc yovelgvar realur safuZvels 
moklebuli, mxolod Worze dafuZnebuli, maTi sixaruli (`ismeboda sa-
smeli. iWmeboda saklavi... Rreobda Temi~). rac Seexeba xsenebuli inter-
teqstis kavSirs novelis siuJetTan, „vilhelm telis“ istoriuli foni 
aris avstrieli mebatoneebis sisastike Sveicariuli Temebis mimarT, 
monologs ki, romelzec unda iyos saubari, vilhelm teli warmoTqvams 
imperiis mier Sveicariis teritoriaze daniSnuli umaRlesi xelisu-
flis – herman hesleris mkvlelobis win. masSi saubaria imaze, rom tels 
arasodes ufiqria adamianis mkvlelobaze, magram hesleris sisastikem 
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(man aiZula, rom vilhelm tels sakuTari Svilis Tavze dadebuli vaS-
lisTvis isari esrola da amiT misi sicocxle safrTxeSi Caegdo) miiyva-
na am zomamde. bunebrivia, xevsurebsac bolSevikebis viTomda gadadgo-
ma swored maTi sisastikis da imperiuli daundoblobis gamo uxarodaT.

novela „roca saqme ar aris“ warmoadgens jek londonis „didi sax-
lis patara diasaxlisis“ erTgvar parodias. Tu jek londonis romanSi 
sasiyvarulo samkuTxedis samive piri Rirseuli adamiania da maTi grZno-
ba – WeSmariti, am novelaSi warmoCenili col-qmari da stumari kaci arc 
RirsebiT arian gamorCeulni da arc grZnobiT. mxatvrul efeqts qmnis 
swored es kontrasti teqstisa da interteqstis personaJebs Soris da 
groteskul muxts aZlierebs vaxtangis mier megobris colisTvis naTq-
vami sityvebi, romlebic jek londonis gmirs exeba: Tqveni ezo „...mis 
karmidamos magonebs, Tqven ki mis diasaxliss. mere, iciT, rogori iyo 
paola? o, TviTon mSveneba, roca mReroda, an saubrobda, da amorZali, 
roca cxenze ijda“ (rCeuliSvili 2002b: 41). am personaJis iracional-
urma warmosaxvam SeiZleba gagvaxsenos „don kixotis“ protagonisti, 
romelmac imdeni ikiTxa saraindo romanebi, rom sakuTari Tavic msgavs 
raindad warmoidgina.

guram rCeuliSvilis pirad werilebsa da dRiurebSi bevrgan aris 
vrceli saubari literaturisadmi da ama Tu im avtoris an Txzulebi-
sadmi misi damokidebulebis Sesaxeb. bunebrivia, aseTi tipis Canawerebi 
literaturul kritikad an literaturaTmcodneobiT narkvevad ver 
CaiTvleba, magram uaRresad sainteresoa Tavad mwerlis poziciisa da 
Sexedulebebis sakvlevad (Kralj 2006: 323-330). magaliTad, erTgan Teo-
dor dostoevskize wers, rom Tavisi stilisa da ostatobis wyalobiT 
SesaniSnavad gadmoscems adamianis gancdebs da aRwevs „kacobriobis 
sulis im jurRmulebSi, sadac bevrma scada Sesvla, magram damarcxda 
an saerTod veRar dabrunda“ (rCeuliSvili 2007a: 43). mas aseve Zalian 
moswons baironi, romelsac uwodebs „uartistes pirovnebas xelov-
anTagan“ (rCeuliSvili 2007b: 94). zogjer mwerali erTmaneTs adarebs 
sxvadasxva avtors an maTi Semoqmedebis garkveul aspeqtebs. magali-
Tad, tolstois wakiTxvis Semdeg frangi mwerlis – arman lanus romani 
`maiori vatreni~, romelmac 1956 wels safrangeTis literaturuli 
premia miiRo, umweod eCveneba (rCeuliSvili 2007b: 49). sakuTar person-
aJTa sikvdilisadmi sxvadasxva avtoris damokidebulebis Sesaxeb wers, 
rom golzuorTisTan – geqmneba STabeWdileba, TiTqos avtori `TviTon 
kvdeba forsaitebis yvela sikvdilTan erTad~ (rCeuliSvili 2007a: 147), 
SeqspirTan ki, miuxedavad imisa, rom kvdebian borotebic da keTilebic: 
iagoc da mavric; klavdiusic da hamletic, igi iseTi optimizmiT aRwers 
am tragikul ambebs, rom „mxnevdebi da orive, sikvdil-sicocxle, jan-
saRi Cans“ (rCeuliSvili 2007b: 84). 
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Tavisi Tanamedrove literaturis Sesaxeb rCeuliSvili wers, rom 
is `melanqoliiTaa gaJRenTili~, magram dasavleTevropuli da ameri-
kuli melanqolia radikalurad gansxvavdeba sabWourisagan. iq `satira 
mTlianad Secvala uazro anglobam, uStrixo xumrobam da ugrZnobo 
azrma~ (rCeuliSvili 2007a: 418), yovel nabijze ipareba `saSineli si-
cariele, daRliloba, umweoba~ da amaoa egzotikis Semotanis cdebi. 
mwerlis azriT, teqnikurma progresma TiTqos daabrua da uiniciativo 
gaxada adamiani. sruliad kontrastuli viTarebaa sabWoTa kavSirSi, sa-
dac xalxis masa yvelafriT aRfrTovanebulia da ganicdis `sigiJemde 
swrafad aalebad sixaruls~ (rCeuliSvili 2007a: 418). aq moqmedebs 
lozungi `rac SeiZleba meti aRtaceba!~ da amis mizania is, rom aravin 
Cavardes melanqoliaSi. mwerlis TqmiT, `melanqolikebSi Sedis xalxi, 
romelic ar yviris, romelic azrovnebs~. rogorc vxedavT, avtori mka-
crad aSiSvlebs sabWoTa realobas, magram niSandoblivia msjelobis 
bolos gamoTqmuli varaudi, rom melanqolia Seuwynarebelia orive 
banakisaTvis. iqiT mas upirispirdeba `sazogadoebrivi zizRi, masxrad 
agdeba, aqeT... spoben, rogorc sarevelas~ (rCeuliSvili 2007a: 419).

rCeuliSvilis azriT, aseT mdgomareobaSi myofi mwerlebi veRarc 
Tavad ganicdian da verc personaJebs ganacdevineben imas, rac `kravda 
yvela did moRvawes da mis gmirs, dawyebuli atlantidan, romelsac 
dedamiwa adevs zurgze, gaTavebuli tanwerweta, erTi SexedviT, Tavqa-
riani, didebis maZiebeli frangi Julien soreliT~ (rCeuliSvili 2007a: 
418). am gancdad rCeuliSvili miiCnevs Rrma ukmayofilebis gamomxat-
vel tanjvas. Tanamedrove mwerlobaSi igi Secvala `ukmayofilebis 
ierma da am ieris gauTavebelma dacinvam~. mwerlis azriT, hemingueic 
`servantesis simsubuqiT~ wers, magram `araviTari miswrafeba ara 
aqvs monumentalurobisken, radgan am epoqaSi aseTi mcdeloba siZve-
lis elfers iRebs“ da TanamedroveTa mier saTandod ver fasdeba. amis 
magaliTad mohyavs Tomas manis `doqtori faustusi~. rCeuliSvili sa-
ubrobs monumenturi gmirebis msxvrevaze da erTmaneTs damsgavsebuli 
personaJebis siuxveze, romlebic TiTqos Tav-TavisTvis erTobian. 

Tavisi Tanamedrove evropuli da amerikuli literaturis sao-
cari daxvewilobis miuxedavad, guram rCeuliSvils ar moswons, rom 
masSi emocia mTlianad Caanacvla inteleqtma. amis sailustraciod 
mohyavs popularuli mwerlis – erix maria remarkis magaliTi, romlis 
gmirebic, misi TqmiT, „yovel gaWirvebas, suliers Tu fizikurs... bune-
briobiT iReben... ar aris araferi, rac gaakvirvebdes... wamiT mainc amo-
agdebdes, pirdapiri TqmiT, gaagiJebdes hamletiviT, don-kixotiviT 
an dostoevskiviT, an oidipos mefis msgavsad, ara, isini arian sityva-
sityviT yvelafris momlodine am cxovrebisagan, yvelafris mcodneni“ 
(rCe-uliSvili 2004: 288). erTaderTi, riTac isini reagireben mware re-
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alobaze, aris ironia. mwerali xedavs, rom es epoqis daRia. sazogadoeba 
dgas „uSnod daWkvianebis“ safrTxis, xelovneba ki am mdgomareobaSi 
myofi adamianebis asaxvis winaSe da am dinebaSi moqceulebi isini sasi-
keTo gavlenas veRar axdenen erTmaneTze.

rCeuliSvilis TqmiT, adre „inteleqtis siRrmesTan erTad intu-
icia xedavda da qmnida“, mis Tanamedrove xelovnebaSi ki mTeli Semoq-
medebiTi procesi inteleqts daemyara, maT Soris abstraqcionistebi-
sac ki, „romlebic erTi SexedviT mxolod emociebisa da Sinagani gan-
wyobis gadmocemaze iyvnen orientirebulni“ (rCeuliSvili 2007b: 96). 
mwerals enatreba gulwrfeli emocia. igi Sehnatris Seqspirs, romelic, 
misi rwmeniT, siuJetisa da filosofiuri safarvelis winaswarganWvre-
tis miuxedavad, Tavadve „gaocebulia, gulmokluli da sigiJemde aR-
SfoTebuli im mudmivi sabediswero SecdomiT, ramac mavrs Tavisi siy-
varuli daaxrCobina“ (rCeuliSvili 2007b: 94). 

vicodiT ra mwerlis damokidebuleba rogorc erovnuli, ise 
ucxouri literaturuli tendenciebisadmi, bunebrivia, gagviCnda sur-
vili, davkvirvebodiT, gansxvavdeba Tu ara misi Semoqmedeba TiToeuli 
maTganisgan. kvlevis Sedegad gamoikveTa, rom gansxvaveba qarTulisa-
gan ukavSirdeba araordinaluri, aranomenklaturuli, „upasporto“, 
„binis davTarSi Cauwereli“ personaJebis warmoCenas, rac dasavluri 
literaturisTvis damaxasiaTebeli iyo, magram miuRebeli da uCveulo 
sabWoTa mwerlobisTvis. rCeuliSvilis azriT: „xelovnebisaTvis ar ar-
sebobs arasaWiro, cudi xalxi, arian amovardnilebi kalapotidan, sxva 
ideebiT Sepyrobilebi... borotmoqmedni... yvelanairi xalxi, oRond 
yoveli mxridan mxolod namdvili adamianebi – misi gamoxatvis aTas-
nairi vnebiT“ (rCeuliSvili 2004: 292) da is werda am xalxze, moswonda 
es xelisuflebas, Tu ara. meore mxriv, mwerlisTvis mainc Zalian didi 
mniSvneloba aqvs, icodes, rom misi Txzulebebi mkiTxvelamde miva, gu-
ram rCeuliSvils ki amasTan dakavSirebiT imedi gacruebuli hqonda. 
im „Jandarmul saxelmwifoSi“, romelSic is cxovrobda, saweri Temebi 
da CarCoebi winaswar iyo gansazRvruli. amitomac gamoTqvams gulis-
tkivils: „gaWirvebiT memorCileba kalami, roca winaswar vici, rom es 
nawarmoebi, rogorc yovelive sxva, Cemgan dawerili, ganwirulia arda-
beWdvisTvis da rodis mere, roca ocdaxuTi wlisa var, savse saxelis, 
didebis da dausrulebeli Semoqmedebis surviliT. es ardabeWdvis 
problema... mikargavs yovelgvar survils vwero mxatvrulad ufro 
dakvirvebiT an raime forma mivce siuJets. ubralod, erTi rame mik-
virs – rom weras saerTod ar vanebeb Tavs“ (rCeuliSvili 2007a: 421). 

maxasiaTebeli, romelic rCeuliSvils dasavluri literatu-
risgan ganasxvavebda, ukavSirdeba avtoris gancdebis gamoxatvas. ro-
gorc vnaxeT, rCeuliSvili amis naklebobas grZnobda misi Tanamedrove 
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ucxoeli mwerlebis nawerebSi, magram gansakuTrebiT mniSvnelovania is, 
Tu ra gza airCia piradad man am problemis dasaZlevad. nawarmoebebSi 
Semosuli misi alter ego sityvierad ki ar gamoxatavs Tavis gancdebs 
da damokidebulebas siuJeturi movlenebisadmi, aramed moqmedebiT. 
mag.: „alaverdobaSi“ gurami ki ar SesZaxebs am xalxs, ras akeTebT, ras 
gavxarT, gamofxizldiTo an mkiTxvels ki ar SesCivis, usaxur Rreobad 
aqcies religiuri dResaswaulio, aramed iseT rames akeTebs, rac maT 
Zalauneburad, Tundac sul cota xniT gamoafxizlebs: cxenze amxedre-
buli saocari siswrafiT arRvevs am brbos, Semdeg ki adis taZris gum-
baTze da iqedan ipyrobs maT yuradRebas. 

Zalze mniSvnelovania kidev erTi ram. rCeuliSvilis moTxrobe-
bisa da novelebis umravlesoba avtoris cxovrebiseul faqtebzea age-
buli da misi qmediTi Careva mimdinare movlenebSi literaturaSi ga-
datanamde realurad xdeba. vidre alaverdobis personaJi Seecdeboda 
sazogadoebis gamofxizlebas, es zustad ase realurad scada Tavad 
guram rCeuliSvilma. Sesabamisad, igi araTu nawarmoebSi ereva aqti-
urad, aramed cxovrebasac uyurebs, rogorc avtori da Tu „siuJeti“ 
mosawyenia, cdilobs gaamZafros. mas realobaSive Seaqvs koreqtivebi 
da amitom aris saintereso sakiTxavi am realobaze dafuZnebuli misi 
novelebi. alaverdobasTan dakavSirebiT Tavis qmedebas avtori ase 
ganmartavs: „Znelia eqscentriuli, bunebiT egzotikiT savse Semoqme-
disTvis yvelaferi amis yureba... yvelaferi kargavs misTvis mniSvnelo-
bas, garda erTisa: artistul arenad aqcios yvelaferi da mayurebeli 
daainteresos am wamSi erTi ambiT, erTi mizniT, erTis bediT“ (rCeuliS-
vili 2004: 139). 

guram rCeuliSvils esmis, rom emociebisgan dacla epoqaluri 
problemaa, rom ukve giZneldeba nakadulis simSvenieris aRwera, roca 
„daReWilad“ icnob mis qimiur Sedgenilobas. giWirs, ifiqro imaze, Tu 
„ras dudunebs mtkvari“, roca igi axla „yvelaze saWiroa hidroeleq-
trosadgurisTvis“. meore mxriv, mwerals ar sjera, rom emociis aseTi 
deficiti didxans gastans, radgan „upoeziod Citi da yvavilic ki ar 
gauCenia maRal Semoqmeds“ (rCeuliSvili 2007b: 94) da, misi rwmeniT, 
arc am epoqas dasjida aseTi wyevliT. 

guram rCeuliSvilis azriT, mis Tanamedrove dasavlur lite-
raturaSi Warbad iyo ironia, rac nawarmoebs simsubuqes da xibls 
aZlevs, magram verasodes Caanacvlebs wrfel emocias, Tundac primi-
tiul tirils an sicils, „romlis gareSec namdvili xelovneba war-
moudgenelia“. ramdenadac ucxouri literaturis es maxasiaTebeli 
mwerals naklad miaCnda, bunebrivi iqneboda Tavis nawerebSi amisTvis 
raRac daepirispirebina. vfiqrobT, ironiis sapirwone mis Txzulebeb-
Si aris TviTironia da TviTkritika, zogjer iracionaluric ki. maga-
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liTad, epizodi moTxrobidan „usaxelo ufliscixeli“, romelSic 
mwerlis alter ego istoriuli Zeglis kedelze Волков-is da Тормасов-is 
gvarebis gverdiT Tavis gvars amokawravs. yovlad warmoudgenelia am 
detalis SemTxveviToba moTxrobaSi, romlis mTavari saTqmelia, ro-
gor usaxelod ikargebian qveynisTvis Tavganwiruli gmirebi.

mwerlisTvis, romelic xedavda, rom sabWoTa xelisuflebam xe-
lovneba partiis mexotbed aqcia da romelic amasTanave kargad icnob-
da amgvari SezRudvebisagan Tavisufal, Tanadroul msoflio lite-
raturas, Zneli iqneboda ar moqceuliyo am ukanasknelis gavlenis qveS. 
marTalia, guram rCeuliSvili moxiblulia evropuli da amerikuli 
xelovnebis „taqtiT, gemovnebiTa da arazedmetobiT“, magram ar aris am 
xibliT dabrmavebuli. igi kargad xedavs akrZalulis macdunebel mim-
zidvelobaze wamogebis safrTxes da axerxebs misTvis Tavis aridebas. 
amaSi mwerals pirvel rigSi is exmareba, rom jansaRad afasebs rogorc 
qarTuli, ise ucxouri literaturis av-kargs. mas ver Trgunavs is, rom 
patara eris Svilia, rogorc mwerals amis gamo ar uCndeba arasrulfa-
sovnebis kompleqsi. man kargad icis rusTvelis, vaJa-fSavelas, grigol 
robaqiZisa da qarTuli mwerlobis sxva korifeebis realuri simaRle.

gadavwyviteT, Tvali migvedevnebina, ra saxis gavlenebze SeiZleba 
saubari guram rCeuliSvilis SemoqmedebasTan mimarTebiT da ra azrisa 
iyo Tavad aseT gavlenebze. piradad misi gadasaxedidan, gavlena maSin 
aris cudi, rodesac meqanikurad baZav da rasac akeTeb, is gaTavisebu-
li ara gaqvs, Sens quraSi ar gamomwvara. jansaRi gavlenis Sesaxeb mwer-
als sakuTari azri Camoyalibebuli aqvs „sityva-lozungSi“: „progresi 
garedan garegnuli da Signidan Sinagani – jami progresi erovnuli“ 
(rCeuliSvili 2004: 10). garegani mxare SegiZlia vinmesgan aiRo, magram 
Sinagani Sengan unda modiodes.

mwerlis dis – q-n marine rCeuliSvilis gadmocemiT cnobilia, 
rom rusul enaze Targmnili «Японская Поэзия» guram rCeuliSvilis 
erT-erTi samagido wigni iyo (rCeuliSvili 2004: 713). novelis „siyvaru-
li martis TveSi“ epigrafi am wignidan aris amoRebuli. kerZod, es aris 
isikava takubokus sityvebi: „Так захотелось просто быть в пути / И ехать в 
поезде! Поехал. / А с поезда сошел, и некуда идти“. Tavad guram rCeuliSvilis 
1957 wlis erTi dRiuridan vigebT, rom miniaturebis wera man swored 
iaponuri poeziis gavleniT daiwyo. axalgazrda xelovans miaCnda, rom 
miniaturebiT meti sibrZnis Tqma SeiZleba, magram aRmosavlur poezi-
aSi gamoTqmuli sentanciebi, misi azriT, is sibrZneebi iyo, „romelsac 
adamiani verasodes ver akeTebs“, maT Soris, Tavad avtoric. SesaZloa 
misi am damokidebulebiT iyos gamowveuli, rom Tavad rCeuliSvili 
miniaturebis uaRresad moqnil da STambeWdav formas iyenebs ara sib-
rZneebis, aramed `Seyenebuli wamis~ da ganwyobis gadmosacemad. mag.: 
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„eqspresionizmi, impresionizmi, / Wyetia ferebi: / idga doylapia gamo-
fenaze“; „heminguei! / axali stili. / moxuci zRvaSi. / Tevzi daglejili 
zvigenis piriT“ (rCeuliSvili 2004: 428).

TanamedroveTa mogonebebidan cnobilia, rom 1956 wlis dasa-
wyisSi, karpatebSi gamgzavrebis win, guram rCeuliSvili TavauRebliv 
kiTxulobda hemingueis moTxrobebs da piesas `mexuTe kolona~, Sem-
deg furclebi da sawer-kalami Caido jibeSi da Tqva – `weras viwyebo~ 
(rCeuliSvili 2002: 195). es faqti migvaniSnebs, rom amerikel mwerals 
garkveuli gavlena unda moexdina mis gadawyvetilebaze, gamxdariyo 
mwerali. SesaZloa, swored amitom airCia novelebis wera, aiRo gark-
veuli manerac, dialogebis simravle da bunebrioba da sxva garega-
ni niSnebi, magram es ar iyo meqanikuri baZva. amitom ar moswonda, 
rodesac mas da mis Tanamedrove sxva mwerlebs uyurebdnen, „rogorc 
gadmomRerebels evropuli Tu amerikuli „dakarguli Taobis~ mo-
tivebisa“ (rCeuliSvili 2007b: 100). 

1959 wels Tbilisidan xostaSi dedisTvis gagzavnili werilidan 
Cans, rom wyaltuboSi yofnisas man ori moTxroba dawera, misive TqmiT, 
„folkneris stilSi“ (rCeuliSvili 2007b: 92). q-n marine rCeuliSvilis 
azriT, maTSi unda igulisxmebodes „TeTri monebi“ da `naTela~ an „go-
gan gagania“ (rCeuliSvili 2004: 219). pirveli novelis protagonisti 
12 wlis Savkaniani gogoa, romlis bedi banqos TamaSiT gadadis xan 
gemis kapitnis, xan badragis ufrosisa da xan monebis patronis xelSi. 
aRwerili garemo da fabula aSkarad ufro axlos aris folknerTan, 
vidre Tavad guram rCeuliSvilTan, magram Savkaniani qalebis mimarT 
Zaladobis Temaze amerikeli mwerlis mier dawerili novelebisgan 
(magaliTad `roca Ramdeba~, romelic im dros ukve gamoqveynebuli 
iyo rusul enaze) gansxvavebiT, qarTveli avtori siuJetisadmi Tavis 
damokidebulebas mkveTrad gamoxatavs. teqsts, romelSic ramdenime 
TeTrkaniani Zaladobs patara Savkanian gogonaze, saTaurad arqmevs 
`TeTr monebs~ da, bunebrivia, `monobaSi~ gulisxmobs `sulier~ mono-
bas, `codvis monobas~ da ara fizikurs, radgan nawarmoebis arcerTi 
TeTrkaniani personaJi am TvalsazrisiT mona ar aris. 

sxva viTarebaa novelebSi `naTela~ da „gogan gagania“, romelTa-
gan folknerTan siaxloves, Cveni azriT, avlens ukanaskneli. aq ufro 
Znelia amerikel mweralTan msgavsebis daWera, radgan anturaJi qar-
Tulia. miuxedavad amisa, SeiZleba gamovyoT folknerisTvis dama-
xasiaTebeli calkeuli niSnebi: a) ucnauri tipaJi (Urgo 2004: 179): 
novelis protagonisti gogan gagania zebunebrivi fizikuri Zalis 
mqone adamiania; b) ucnauri situacia (Fargoni 2008: 292): quCaSi mimava-
li gogani xeliT aswevs viRacis manqanas ise, rom mflobeli gadmos-
vlas Zlivs aswrebs, Semdeg aitacebs policielebs da aqeT-iqiT ga-
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daisvris qvafenilze, bolos ki or megobarTan erTad, gaurbis maT da 
saxanZro manqanis kibiT adis oTxsarTuliani saxlis saxuravze; g) kon-
trastebi (Anderson 2002: 18-22): goganis patara, koWli dedis, zurgze 
godormokidebuli kesariosas garegani saxe da misi ukidegano siamaye; 
d) saSiSis da sasacilos Serwyma (Skei 1988: 84-88): saxuravze myofi gogani 
moulodnelad gaCenil simaRlis SiSs siciliT sZlevs da mas ahyvebian 
sxvebic. aseTi garegani maxasiaTeblebiT Semoifargleba is mimarTeba 
ucxoeli mwerlis stilisadmi, romelzec Tavad avtori saubrobs, 
magram xasiaTebi da tipaJebi sruliad originaluria.

ramdenadac axalgazrda mwerali kargad acnobierebda Tavisi 
SemoqmedebiTi sivrcis gaxsnilobas, gasakviri ar aris, rom igi bevrs 
fiqrobda da werda qarTuli da msoflio literaturis urTierTmi-
marTebazec. rCeuliSvils miaCnda, rom Cveni mwerloba msoflio lite-
raturis organuli nawilia da „didi saerTo aqvs sxva qveynebis klasi-
kasTan“. swored am gadasaxedidan afasebs igi did qarTvel avtorebs. 
magaliTad, rusTvelis Sesaxeb wers, rom „am titanTan filosofiurad 
da Sinaarsobrivad gaazrebulia msoflio vnebiT Sepyrobili qarTve-
lis sulieri silaRe, misuli misteriul Zaxilamde – Cven varT mTeli 
msoflio, masaviT kargi da cudi, msoflio Tavisi tanjviT, povniT da 
cudSiac gamarTlebuli Tavisi arsebobiT“ (rCeuliSvili 2007b: 98). 

Catarebulma kvlevam warmoaCina, rom Tavad guram rCeuliSvilis 
Semoqmedebac ar aris am mxriv gamonaklisi. klasikosTa Txzulebebisa 
da misi Tanamedrove msoflio literaturis kiTxva da refleqsireba 
mravalferovan kvals tovebs mis Semoqmedebaze. es aris citirebebi, 
Sedarebebi da aluziebi, romelTa analizic did daxmarebas gviwevs 
mwerlis mxatvruli naazrevis srulyofil aRqmaSi. 
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Guram Rcheulishvili began his literary activity in the second half of 1950-ies, so 
called “The Khrushchev Thaw”. Restrictions on foreign literary translations were slightly 
liberalized and Georgian citizens got a chance to read their contemporary European and 
American authors. In his works Rcheulishvili expresses personal impressions about dif-
ferent authors and their literary pieces and speaking about literature he feels no boundaries 
between “the native” and “the foreign”. Rcheulishvili considers that Oedipus, Don Quix-
ote, Mr. Pickwick, Prince Myshkin, Childe Harold, Faust, Mephistopheles  etc. make a 
large gallery of literary heroes, created in different national and cultural environments but 
each of them are very close to Georgian character, intellect and emotions.

Contemplating the texts Rcheulishvili often discovers similarity between foreign 
literary characters and his acquaintances as well as between the plots of the literary works 
and the reality around him. E. g. Alexei Vronsky from Tolstoy’s “Anna Karenina” reminds 
him of his contemporary “classy fellows” and the protagonist of “The Old Man and the 
Sea” – of his grandmother – Sasha, who was as viable and purposeful as the character of 
the American short-story.

Some of Rcheulishvili’s stories are based on the association of his own biographi-
cal facts with a plot or heroes of an already existing literary work. This is the case with the 
story written after the author’s and his friends’ quarrel with some Abkhazian boys. One 
of the friends’ name – “Moor” reminded him of Moor Aben Hamet from Chateaubriand’s 
story “The Adventures of the last Abencerrage”. As a result the biographical fact, which 
was turned into a plot of a story, underwent radical changes and the title was also taken 
from the French author.

Rcheulishvili declares that he began writing miniatures under the influence of Japa-
nese poetry. He considers that using some forms specific for foreign literature, if they suit 
your style, is quite normal but the inner side of the work should be originally developed. 

One of the author’s untitled prosaic texts is associated with Francois Mauriac’s 
story “The Monkey”. Rcheulishvili’s work is about a woman who considers her husband 
and their little boy inferior to her. The feeling makes her aggressive and her husband – un-
happy. The plot is not as dramatic as Mauriac’s one but the association between the texts 
is underlined by the passage in which the woman is reading the story by the French author. 
Another story “March – the Mad Month” is inspired by Stefan Zweig’s “Letter from an 
Unknown Woman” but in contrast to the Austrian story, it is told by a man and the plot is 
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represented from the man’s point of view. The short-story “Love in March” is preceded by 
a line from Esenin’s poem in a slightly changed form. The transformed phrase says that 
those who have never experienced love “have failed”.

The plot of the short story “The Rumor” takes place in one of the Georgian regions 
– Khevsureti in 1943. People are told that the Bolshevik government has resigned and they 
are celebrating the event. A young poet is reading Wilhelm Tell’s monologue, said by the 
protagonist of Shiller’s drama before killing Austrian ruler – Hermann Gessler. The asso-
ciation between the texts is based on the similar hatred towards the foreign governors but 
the situation is grotesque, as the people’s elation, based on the false information, is short-
lived and none of the listeners of the Tell’s monologue can understand a word as the poet 
is reading it to Khevsurians in German. The short-story “Being idle” is a kind of parody of 
Jack London’s “The Little Lady of the Big House”. One of the characters is flirting with 
his friend’s wife and tells her that she reminds him of Paola from the American Writer’s 
novel. In fact, the similarity between the characters and the plot is superficial and the 
stylistic effect is achieved through representing the contrast and not the resemblance. In 
a private letter Rcheulishvili says that two of his stories were written in Faulkner’s style. 
The analysis of the texts: “The white Slaves” and “Gogan Gagania” enabled us to qualify 
the resemblance. 

Personal letters and diaries of the writer are full of his impressions and ideas about 
the world literature. He discusses the texts, analyzes different aspects, compares them 
and makes some conclusions. Investigation of intertextuality in Guram Rcheulishvili’s 
works revealed that comprehension and reflection of the world classics and contemporary 
literature have made the prose of the young Georgian writer richer and more interesting. 



155

kritikuli diskursi / Critical Discourse

Dr. Konrad Gunesch
(United Arab Emirates)

Literary Discourses and Cultural Movements of Slowness in the 1980s
and 1990s, Actualized in the Travel Form of Slow Tourism and Affirming 

the Political Component of Sustainability via the Triple Bottom 
Line’s Social and Environmental Dimensions

1. Introduction: Transdisciplinary Literature for Transnational Awareness

This article synthesizes, compares and analyzes writings from several fields as of 
the 1980s and 1990s, namely from literature and lifestyle, travel and tourism, as well as 
sustainable business management. It is founded on a comprehensive analysis of recent 
literary history in the spirit of comparative literature. The four main investigated fields 
are these:

a) Literary, cultural and philosophical expressions and related societal movements 
of “slowness” that began in the 1980s and 1990s and still reverberate in today’s literary 
and cultural landscape;

b) Social, political and environmental writings that detail the notion of “sustain-
ability” which arose during the same time period and has become ever stronger since;

c) Entrepreneurial actualizations of the notion of the “triple bottom line” which 
equally and steadily has gained momentum in business and wider social circles; and 
finally,

d) Slowness as practiced in the form of “slow travel and tourism” as of the 1980s 
and 1990s, linking political, economic, social and ecological concerns, and being shaped 
by the writings under a)-c).

These writings in those four investigated literary fields are situated on the levels 
of academic positions and philosophies, political agreements and programs, and scientifi-
cally researched business practices, and range from individual reflections and preferences 
over institutional practices and positions up to international political implementations.

While this approach encompasses many aspects, the complexity of today’s world, 
the rationale of interdisciplinary research, and the transdisciplinarity of comparative liter-
ature justify analyzing a group of specific academic fields for insights within and benefits 
between each of them. Similarly, the multidimensionality of the involved concepts reflects 
our planetary challenges and the necessity for professional preparedness and personal ef-
forts to achieve any positive change.

Hence, in comparatist tradition, the article analyzes literary dimensions and dy-
namics side by side with each other, and for common threads and interests between them, 
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that could otherwise be understood as belonging to contrary intellectual traditions, namely 
of: belletristic and business prose, scientific and societal understandings of sustainability, 
as well as itinerant and introspective life models and realizations.

What however unites the connected and compared literary sources is them being 
steeped in the spirit of personal and social sensitivity and sharing, such as literary and 
travel literature that addresses lifestyle choices and their expressions, global sustainability 
literature appealing to environmental and ecological care, as well as entrepreneurial lit-
erature postulating prudent business commitment on the levels of management planning 
and actions.

For the treated themes and their sequence, we start by developing insights from 
literary and cultural discourses of “slowness” during the 1980s and 1990s, then actualize 
them in the travel form and mindset of “slow tourism”, before conceptualizing the prin-
ciple of “sustainability” in political terms and substantiating it in entrepreneurial action in 
the specific form of the “triple bottom line”.

For the investigated literary sources, we develop the concepts of “slowness” from a 
literary and popular viewpoint, of “slow travel and tourism” from the viewpoint of specific 
tourism-related research literature, of global “sustainability” as reflected in international 
agreements, treaties and political summit conferences and their resulting and commenting 
academic literature, and of the “triple bottom line” as substantiated by business companies 
but reflected in academic business writings which analyze the triple bottom line’s theoreti-
cal justifications and the advantages of its actualization in day-to-day business operations.

2. Research Outline: Connecting and Comparing Specific Literary Fields

For the analyzed literary and lifestyle discourses of “slowness”, the references and 
examples reflect the global cultural and literary climate that started to develop in the 1980s 
and 1990s, specifically in the form of novels. This medium’s fictional character seems to 
have been especially suitable for safe expressions of sensitive social and political anxieties 
(or even paradigm shifts) in the 1980s and 1990s, a period of concentrated and contested 
social, environmental and ecological considerations.

For the actualization of slowness in the form of “slow travel and tourism”, two 
interest and practitioner groups are investigated – namely youth and student travelers, 
and then religious tourists – before allowing their insights to filter through as inspirations 
for the “fast” travel and tourism industry – represented in turn by the two interest and 
practitioner groups of airline and business travelers. The respective literary references are 
rooted in academic research on global travel and tourism, especially regarding the defini-
tions and differentiations between several forms of slow travel.

The development of the notion of global “sustainability” as of the 1980s and 1990s 
is shown as originally unrelated to slowness or travel, yet as increasingly stressed in rela-
tion to global tourism, and discussed on theoretical and practical, global and local, as well 
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as personal and institutional levels. The material is taken from political analyses of plan-
etary concerns, such as United Nations and World Tourism Organization program declara-
tions, together with multilateral political conferences and their related publications.

For the substantiation and realization of sustainability within the business world in 
general and within the tourism industry in particular, we examine the fundamental changes 
that took place between the watershed of pre-1980s and post-1990s entrepreneurial phi-
losophies and practices. This is shown as a shift from a previously dominating principle 
of profit margins, or single bottom line, to a multi-dimensional concept of the so-called 
“triple bottom line”. In establishing conceptual links between tourism, sustainability as 
well as business concerns and practices, our sources on the triple bottom line stem from 
general business research besides tourism-specific literature.

Based on our connections and comparisons between philosophical and practical 
positions, slow and fast travel modes, as well as industry and individual travel and tour-
ism preferences, the conclusions and recommendations consolidate the developed insights 
conceptually and practically. For instance, the global and conceptual understanding of 
sustainability, and its practical substantiations and local actualizations, are shown to be 
enhanced in theory and enriched in practice by slow tourism principles, triple bottom line 
benefits, as all being based on culturally transmitted values of slowness. Or, travel and 
tourism companies will be recommended to adapt their product palette and marketing 
strategies to the principles and performances of slow tourism proponents.

Finally, the term “environmental” will be used as ranging from local over regional 
and up to potentially worldwide effects (for instance greenhouse gas emissions), whereas 
the term “ecological” will be applied more topically (while potentially ranging from local 
flora and fauna to interconnected ecosystems). Following our transdisciplinary ambition 
and scope, we begin with outlining the notion and manifestations of “slowness” in 1980s 
and 1990s global culture (below 3.) and through selected representations of modern world 
literature (below 4.), before investigating its general influence (below 5.) and then its spe-
cific influence on global travel and tourism since that time (below 6.).

3. Slowness Movements in 1980s and 1990s Global Culture

Between the 1980s and 1990s, “slowness” came to be regarded as a publicly an-
tagonistic discussion to the one about globalization (Weiermair and Mathies 2004a: xxvi). 
However, reflecting its moderate and modern stance, “in common with modern anti-glo-
balizers…slow activists are not out to destroy the capitalist system. Rather, they seek to 
give it a human face” (Honoré 2004: 17-18). Accordingly, several so-called “slow move-
ments” entered mainstream areas of cultural life, such as slow food, slow cities, slow 
living, slow money, slow media [and] slow parenting (Fullagar et al. 2012: 1). As Honoré 
puts it in his 2004 book In Praise of Slow (regarded as the first popular description and 
comprehensive literary investigation of the nascent slow movement and its tendencies 
since the 1980s and 1990s):
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“While the rest of the world roars on, a large and growing minority is choosing not 
to do everything at full-throttle. In every human endeavor you can think of, from…work 
and exercise to food, medicine and urban design, these rebels are doing the unthinkable 
– they are making room for slowness. And the good news is that decelerating works…
Slower, it turns out, often means better – better health, better work, better business, better 
family life, better exercise [and] better cuisine” (Honoré 2004: 13-14).

Other voices, also referring to the 1980s and 1990s, already describe a gradual 
transference of research interests from slow food over slow cities to our focus area of slow 
tourism:

“The Slow Food movement opposes international fast food chains, Slow Cities 
become an antipode to the dazzling metropolis. New working-time models emerge as an 
expression of the growing importance of flexible time use and the value of leisure time…
The rediscovery of slowness during vacations [can be seen] as a solution for the lost ability 
of humans to organize their own free time…Slow tourism in Alpine regions [or] around 
antiquated pleasures, such as walking and flower-viewing excursions, is introduced as an 
antipode to fast and stressful (mass-) tourism products” (Weiermair and Mathis 2004b: 67).

Equally starting out with the example of slow food, some of the earlier and more 
general writings on slow tourism anticipate several elements that the later and more spe-
cialized research on slow tourism will be shown to define its philosophies and practices in 
detail. The below quoted voice already hints at imagining slow tourism in ecological and 
sustainability contexts that are the focus of this research – such as concepts of slowness 
percolating into the offers of tourism establishments:

“The ‘philosophy of slowness,’ which underlies Slow Food, is by definition ex-
pressed in the dietary or culinary sphere. It advocates healthy food (quality rather than 
quantity), particular attention to flavor, local and regional products, and careful food 
preparation. This philosophy also supports tradition (adapted as necessary to the modern 
context), conviviality, and respect of seasonal rhythms. It aims to combine the cultural ad-
vocacy of hedonism, enjoyment, and conviviality with ecological commitment. However, 
Slow Food has not developed any genuinely “slow” concept for tourism or hotels yet” 
(Matos 2004: 98).

Finally, the same voice briefly details the slow cities movement in ways that we 
will later link to slow tourism positively shaping ecological and environmental care, such 
as when theorists and practitioners of fast tourism allow themselves to be inspired by slow 
tourism concepts and proponents, for example when it comes to specific forms of slow 
travel, or when trying to avoid or minimize pollution effects:

“The Slow Cities (Città Lente) movement, founded in July 2000, derives in turn 
from Slow Food and plans to spread throughout Europe. Through the promotion of slow-
ness, it aims to improve the quality of life in urban areas. Some seventy Italian cities and 
villages so far have committed themselves to regulate advertising signs and construction 
fences, to promote cycling, to support local restaurants and small shops, to combat nose 
pollution, and to create green spaces” (Matos 2004: 98).
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4. Slow Movements in 1980s and 1990s Global Literature, especially Novels

Interestingly and revealingly from the viewpoint of our research focus that unites 
literary expressions of slowness with concerns of slow tourism, it is precisely early re-
search on slow tourism (Matos 2004: 97) which points to novelists as among the first 
writers to reflect the rising global and general social awareness in matters of slowness. 
However, only a handful of novelists during more than a century – namely from the 1880s 
to the 1990s – seems to have taken up the broad issue of slowness at all.

Finding novels on slowness reviewed by scientific literature on slow tourism un-
derlines the affinity and dedication across these literary genres and their researchers, and 
suggests the slow tourism literature to be particularly attentive, sensitive and receptive to 
those wider cultural slow movements. It furthermore reveals novelists to be literary fore-
runners across genres in the treatment of slowness, while at the same time and underlining 
the general rarity of literary treatments of slowness to this day. Thus it is one of the main 
motivations for this research, and its methodological reason for combining and comparing 
literary genres and research fields, to allow both fact and fiction to provide knowledge, 
improvement and inspiration across academic disciplines.

Often mentioned among those few but insightful prose writings to address slow-
ness – even if broadly and prosaically, and in a popularly accessible style befitting the cho-
sen medium of the novel – is Milan Kundera’s 1995 French novel La Lenteur (the below 
quote is from the English edition that was translated in 1996 as Slowness). Kundera opens 
his narrative with a contemplation and comparison of several forms of physical movement 
in a way that anticipates research within the slow travel and tourism context:

“Speed is the form of ecstasy the technical revolution has bestowed on man. As 
opposed to a motorcyclist, a runner is always present in his body, forever required to think 
about his blisters, his exhaustion; when he runs he feels his weight, his age, more con-
scious than ever of himself and of his time of life. This all changes when a man delegates 
the faculty of speed to a machine: from then on, his own body is outside the process, and 
he gives over to a speed that is noncorporeal, nonmaterial, pure speed, speed itself, ecstasy 
speed. A curious alliance: the cold impersonality of technology with the flames of ecstasy” 
(Kundera 1996: 2).

More specifically, Kundera then hints at the potential of slowness for traveling, 
meditation, insight, well-being and even social criticism, in ways that will be analyzed in 
detail via specialized literature on slow travel and tourism:

“Why has the pleasure of slowness disappeared? Ah, where have they gone, the 
amblers of yesteryear? Where have they gone, those loafing heroes of folk songs, those 
vagabonds who roam from one mill to another and bed down under the stars? There is 
a Czech proverb that describes their easy indolence by a metaphor: ‘They are gazing at 
God’s windows’. A person gazing at God’s windows is not bored; he is happy. In our 
world, indolence has turned into having nothing to do, which is a completely different 
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thing: a person with nothing to do is frustrated, bored, is constantly searching for the activ-
ity he lacks” (Kundera 1996: 3).

Yet maybe most prominently fictionalizing slowness was Sten Nadolny’s world-fa-
mous 1983 German novel Die Entdeckung der Langsamkeit (its below quoted 2005 Eng-
lish edition titled The Discovery of Slowness) about 19th-century explorer Sir John Frank-
lin. According to literary critics, that novel had such an impact that “churches, pacifists, 
environmentalists, management gurus, and even campaigners for lower speed limits on 
the autobahn [equally] hailed The Discovery of Slowness” (Honoré 2005: x; McFarlane 
2003: 26). This novel fictionalizes the life and character of Sir John Franklin (1786-1847), 
a British Royal Navy officer and explorer who disappeared on his last Arctic expedition 
in search of what has become known as the Northwest Passage. In the words of the novel, 
“Slowness became honorable, speed became the servant” (Nadolny 2005: 164), culminat-
ing in the insight that “if a slow person, against all predictions, had managed to survive in 
a fast profession, that was better than anything else” (Nadolny 2005: 167).

Foreign language expert, academic and literary critic Gerhard Bach analyzes some 
of the reasons why the slowness of Nadolny’s protagonist (Franklin), based on its laudable 
real-life substance, constitutes an inspiring model for constructing a catalog of morals and 
virtues suited to the twenty-first century:

“Nadolny’s presentation eventually leads the reader to the conviction that only be-
cause of…Franklin’s slowness in everything he observed and did…could Franklin have 
achieved so much. At a time of diverse revolutions – industrial (transportation), social 
(communication technologies) and otherwise – where all movement accelerates at an ever 
growing pace, Franklin’s slowness became an invaluable strength…In this tale of time 
external (as given or determined) and time internal (as experienced), Nadolny shows how 
against all odds slowness prevails over speed (the acceleration of life in the industrial age). 
To the contemporary reader on a moral scale, it signals how important it is, in our late-
modern and postmodern era, to determine and maintain our own speed when it comes to 
meaning-making and decision formation. Slowness, so Nadolny says, is an art which ren-
ders meaning to one’s thoughts and actions. Gradually, over the course of several journeys 
into the arctic, Nadolny’s protagonist develops the ‘Franklin system’” (Bach 2019: 62-63).

Relatedly, Bach compares Nadolny’s novel with Daniel Kahneman’s 2011 best-
selling book in the field of behavioral economics (gathering the disciplines of economics, 
sociology and psychology) titled Thinking, Fast and Slow. In it, Kahneman contrasts and 
defines what he calls thinking “systems 1 and 2, which respectively produce fast and 
slow thinking”, or “the features of intuitive and deliberate thought” (Kahneman 2011: 13). 
Kahneman details these “two systems in the mind” as follows:

“System 1 operates automatically and quickly, with little or no effort and no sense 
of voluntary control”, while “System 2 allocates attention to the effortful mental activities 
that demand it, including complex computations. The operations of System 2 are often as-
sociated with the subjective experience of agency, choice, and concentration” (Kahneman 
2011: 20-21).
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Bach synthesizes Kahneman’s details into a summative overview before linking it 

to Nadolny’s protagonist and prosaic conception of slowness: first, he characterizes Kahn-
eman’s System 1 as “fast, automatic, frequent, emotional, stereotypical, subconscious”, 
and System 2 as “slow, effortful, infrequent, logical, calculating, conscious” (Bach 2019: 
64-65). Then, he lets it culminate in the insight that “fast thinkers will immediately recog-
nize John Franklin’s effortful and calculating procedure in charting the course of his own 
future. John Franklin’s brain is a System 2 brain” (Bach 2019: 65-66).

Having thus charted the global slowness movement across cultural and literary 
expressions, with the latter represented foremost through the medium of the novel, we 
now investigate how those cultural and literary influences have impacted global travel and 
tourism since the 1980s and 1990s. To do this, first we briefly outline how slow move-
ments have broadly influenced travel and tourism ideas since the 1980s and 1990s (below 
5.), then address how those movements keep influencing specific slow travel and tourism 
forms such as walking or biking, bus or train riding (below 6.), before in detail analyzing 
environmental and ecological considerations that are inherent in forms of slow travel and 
tourism as argued by its literary proponents and specialized research literature (below 7.).

5. Slow Movements Influencing Travel and Tourism Since 
     the 1980s and 1990s

By the late 1980s and the early 1990s, the cultural and literary influences that 
had shaped the various slow movements (from slow food or slow cities to the novelistic 
expressions of Kundera and Nadolny) finally also entered the global travel and tourism in-
dustry. The combination of slowness and tourism was originally conceived rather broadly 
as “the incorporation of slowness into vacation time” (Woehler 2004: 90, citing Nowot-
ny’s 1989 German work Eigenzeit in its 1994 English edition titled Time: The Modern and 
Post-Modern Experience), and defined as fulfilled when the following physical conditions 
and psychological considerations of travelers and their environments were met:

“(1) The individual vacation space (‘natural’ space constitution) and/or (2) the va-
cationer in his or her physical constitution (‘natural’ human constitution) are the starting 
point and the leading rule for vacations…[that is] to synchronize the ‘natural’ time of 
people and space with the time structure of historically grown leisure tourism [which] 
also allows the integration of other social functions into the program of vacation time” 
(Woehler 2004: 90).

Slowness is then believed to be successfully incorporated into vacation time in the 
form of “wellness” and “sustainable” tourism if embedded in a stance of holistic human-
ism emphasizing full immersion, all-round sensory experience, individuality and identity. 
All of this resonates surprisingly modern even today, three decades afterwards, which is 
why it was arguably only a matter of time before those wider cultural movements of slow-
ness influenced and flowed into specific tourism forms and expressions:
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“Wellness usually takes time because well-being results only from sensuous im-
mersion. Sustainable tourism follows the same principle, because the experience of the 
given space also requires sensuous immersion. In both modes of using leisure time, one’s 
own body (and mind) and physical performance the source of meaning for life. The vaca-
tioner’s identity, what he or she is or could be, is determined by his or her physical con-
stitution expressed though ‘slow’ holiday offers. Other systems (health and environment) 
may also benefit from this type of vacation time” (Woehler 2004: 90).

6. Slow Movements Influencing Specific Travel and Tourism 
    Forms and Expressions

Recent and specific travel and tourism research incorporates the ideas and practices 
of slowness under two labels, which it uses mostly interchangeably, and either isolated or 
in combination, namely “slow travel” and “slow tourism” (Dickinson and Lumsdon 2010: 
1). As the adjective “slow” suggests, the respective literature originally conceptualized the 
slowness aspect to contrast with traditionally fast-paced travel forms. A prime example for 
fast travel has always been flying – car travel is debated in its fastness or slowness, and 
train travel is generally considered a slow travel form, as shown below.

Encompassing or even eclipsing the aspect of slower speed as measured in external 
movement has been the internal attitude or the character of the activity performed during 
slow travel and tourism. Insightful examples are: physically halting at and appreciating the 
local sights, exchanging offers with salespeople, actively partaking in the local residents’ 
customs and traditions, or conversing with them in their own languages (Dickinson and 
Lumsdon 2013: 374-375).

Some tourism scholars explicitly differentiate between the notion of “slow travel” 
as centering on transportation and locomotion and therefore mainly focusing on the re-
spective traveling mode to reach one’s destination (whether that is by foot, bicycle, train 
or similar), and the wider notion of “slow tourism” as including not just physical but also 
psychological dimensions of movement (such as the total sum of attitudes and activities 
that could be held and performed before as well as after the destination is reached, includ-
ing ensuing interactions with the local sights, places and people) (Tiyce and Wilson 
2012: 118).

From an industry and marketing point of view, the literature (Dickinson and Lums-
don 2013: 377-378) only hesitatingly suggests slow travel and tourism as a promising 
growth market for the future. Rather dogmatically and structurally inclined, it tends to 
segment customers according to their

a) Preferred travel mode (such as by bicycle or train);
b) Degree and the extent of their expressed and enacted environmental concerns 

(and then labelling them correspondingly either “hard” or “soft” slow travelers);
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c) Distance covered (short-haul or medium-haul – long-haul being hardly dis-

cussed, although that might be interesting, if “slowness” was also understood as some 
freedom from time constraints);

d) Motivation (whether slowness is more extrinsically or intrinsically coveted); and 
finally by the 

e) Degree and extent of involvement of the tour operator (such as the facilitation of 
bookings, or the control of undesirable aspects such as climatic exposure).

Correspondingly, the future of slow travel and tourism is predicted to fall either 
squarely on, or somewhere in between these three developmental lines (Dickinson and 
Lumsdon 2010: 175; Gunesch 2017g: 1120-1121), in that it might: 

a) Continue to be a small market alongside other forms of alternative tourism;
b) Establish itself in the tourism mainstream, for instance as low-carbon travel 

modes; or 
c) Develop depending on the provided and existing overland infrastructures.

In whichever of these ways slow tourism develops in the future, its environmental 
considerations and active forms of caretaking (below 7.) are increasingly considered as 
going hand in hand with some of the stipulations and ideals of global tourism programs 
and projections (below 8.) as well as with global sustainability considerations within the 
frameworks of international political organization (below 9.). Since the 1980s and 1990s, 
all of these areas have become ever more salient and interconnected in the scientific and 
public perception.

7. Environmental Considerations and Caretaking of 
    Slow Travel and Tourism

The academic literature conceptualizes slow tourism’s environmental conside-
rations and caretaking in several ways, each having direct practical implications for 
travelers. 

For instance, the question and perception of “green travel” tends to center on sev-
eral technical issues of environmental friendliness (chiefly among them the amounts of 
a company’s carbon dioxide and greenhouse gas emissions, or more broadly its “envi-
ronmental footprint” including all harmful environmental effects), whereas when talking 
about “slow travel”, such environmental motives are also relevant, but generally not con-
sidered as the main motivation for a journey.

Correspondingly, some tourism researchers hold that slow travel and tourism does 
not require any additional or remarkable environmental awareness or actions, given that 
the actualized slowness of attitudes and experiences is all about relating to one’s inner self 
and to the outer surroundings. For other writers, however, slow tourism logically and au-
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tomatically implies environmental friendliness, which for instance entails minimizing or 
even eliminating any environmental footprint (Fullagar 2012: 102). The latter writers also 
connect their “low-to-no carbon footprint” travel philosophy to a host of typical tourist 
activities such as getting to, staying at, and having fun in their destinations in “slowed-
down modes”, or even beforehand in the planning stage, meaning scheduling less trips per 
year but making each one longer as well as more engaging and meaningful (Dickinson 
and Lumsdon 2010: 41).

Similarly, part of the literature on slow tourism holds that “hard slow travelers” 
are those for whom environmental care is indeed the core concern of their travel, while 
for other writers “soft slow travelers” welcome any accruing environmental advantages 
of their travel, even if they consider them mostly as added bonuses which are thus not 
obligatory to earn the qualification of a slow traveler (Dickinson and Lumsdon 2010: 85, 
90; Fullagar 2012: 108).

As for specific slow travel forms: despite (or maybe because of) the global popu-
larity and ubiquity of car travel, many strongly contest its environmental friendliness, 
since it rarely justifies its low occupancy rate per vehicle and fuel-efficiency rate per pas-
senger, compared to train or even plane travel (Dickinson and Lumsdon 2010: 29, 97; 
Fullagar 2012: 100).

By contrast, walking is widely considered the most natural, easy-to-practice and 
thus “classic” and timeless of all slow travel forms, depending only on one’s healthy body, 
and bringing the traveler into direct and personal contact with nature, sights, places and 
people (Tiyce and Wilson 2012: 117). Walking is thus particularly prized by “hard slow 
travelers” (Dickinson and Lumsdon 2010: 85).

Cycling is largely defined and considered as a low-carbon, surroundings-friendly, 
low-technology and high-individualism statement all in one, and has the additional wel-
come side effects of combining the advantages of relative speed with high independence 
and good social health. This pointedly highlights that slow tourism does not have to be of 
low or of literally “pedestrian” speed (exemplified in the below discussion of train travel). 
With those advantages, cycling and its ecological value probably enjoys the best popular 
reputation among all slow travel forms (Fullagar 2012: 101).

Train travel is often considered the perfect union of interactivity and convenience 
as per the covered distance, enabling a near unlimited engagement with fellow tourists 
while ensuring all-round and ever-changing panoramas under full climatic cover and with 
considerable speed compared to any other slow travel form. High-speed trains such as the 
French TGV, the Spanish AVE, the Chinese Maglev or the Japanese Shinkansen – with 
speeds of over 250 kilometers per hour having become standard, and up to 430 kilometers 
per hour having been achieved – now essentially allows train travel to simulate airplane 
travel at ground level. While some slow tourism researchers, as well as part the pub-
lic opinion, question the character of “slowness” for those boundary-pushing high-speed 
trains, very few would question the general environmental advantages of train travel, 
which are on the way to becoming part of today’s general technological knowledge: for 



165

Literary Discourses and Cultural Movements of Slowness in the 1980s and 1990s, Actualized 
in the Travel Form of Slow Tourism and Affirming the Political Component of Sustainability 

via the Triple Bottom Line’s Social and Environmental Dimensions
instance, the most recent and advanced train models increase both speed and environmen-
tal friendliness, due to running on magnetic levitation tacks which drastically and simulta-
neously reduce the levels of fuel, friction, and noise.

Finally, while bus and coach networks offer the advantage of greater flexibility for 
routes and destinations, and are therefore considered the most individually adventurous 
while also economically affordable travel mode, they are however also widely considered 
to lack space, ease and comfort while on the road (Dickinson and Lumsdon 2010: 147-148).

8. Worldwide Travel and Tourism Programs 
     and Projections in the New Millennium

When putting the developed considerations of slow travel in the context of global 
travel and tourism, the proclamations and publications of the World Tourism Organization 
deserve our special attention. The World Tourism Organization is based in Madrid, Spain 
and has the acronym UNWTO – to be differentiated from the World Trade Organization 
which is based in Geneva, Switzerland and has the acronym WTO. It is, according to the 
organization’s self-definition on its website, “the United Nations agency responsible for 
the promotion of responsible, sustainable and universally accessible tourism”, with the 
role to “promote tourism as a driver of economic growth, inclusive development and en-
vironmental sustainability”. In line with this remit and responsibility, in its Tourism 2020 
Vision, the World Tourism Organization outlines eleven “key factors”, and attributes them 
a decisive influence on global tourism. Of those, three are especially relevant to this article 
in name and content (to be picked up below in the discussion of the triple bottom line), 
namely:

a) Economic,
b) Demographic, and
c) Socio-environmental factors.

In that same document, the World Tourism Organization also announces twelve 
related “megatrends” of global tourism, such as sustainable tourism being based on a 
higher consciousness of environmental and ecological issues. Taking up the World Tour-
ism Organization’s notions of both megatrends and key factors, the scientific literature on 
global tourism (Dwyer et al. 2008) considers and names six “key drivers for change” for 
current and future global tourism, of which four are especially relevant to this research and 
also taken up below (9.-12.), namely:

a) Economic drivers (including globalization effects, labor demographics, and 
worldwide wealth distribution),

b) Social drivers (for instance large-scale changes in societal values);
c) Environmental drivers (such as the local conservation of energy and the preser-

vation of natural resources, or global climate change), and
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d) Drivers for change that address basic human needs (particularly the provision of 
food for all, or strategies for increasing and protecting cultural diversity).

On the basis of such global tourism megatrends, key factors, and key drivers for 
change, we now trace the development of the concept of sustainability and sustainable 
development in political documents and scientific tourism research, before substantiating 
it with the notion of the triple bottom line, and then applying it to several fast and slow 
travel forms.

9. Sustainability in Travel and Tourism from the 1980s, through the 1990s,
   and in the 2000s

The term “sustainable development” was for the first time politically defined on an 
official and on an international level in the 1987 report by the World Commission on En-
vironment and Development that was titled Our Common Future, but is popularly referred 
to as the “Brundtland Report”, namely as humanity’s “ability…to ensure that it meets the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs” (World Commission on Environment and Development 1987: 8); a definition 
that specialized tourism literature has often referred to, commented on, and agreed with 
(see Dwyer and Edwards 2013: 245; Malecki 2018: 35; Mowforth and Munt 2016: 104). 

Following the Brundtland Report, it was especially the two United Nations Confer-
ences (also referred to as “World Summits”) in Brazil’s Rio de Janeiro within the space 
of 20 years, in 1992 and 2012, that confirmed and furthered the sustainability principle, 
dealing with matters of environment and sustainable development such as reducing green-
house gas emissions (De Lara and Thöny 2011: 154; Malecki 2018: 35-36; Mowforth and 
Munt 2016: 112).

Specifically with respect to tourism, the World Tourism Organization’s 2005 Guide 
for Policy Makers conceptualizes sustainability as the long-term balance between environ-
mental, economic and socio-cultural tourism development, such as using resources in the 
least incisive manners, respecting socio-cultural traditions around host communities, and 
having fair trading and future-oriented business terms with them.

In spite of these organizational efforts and theoretical advancements, some critics 
still consider the concept of “sustainability” as being firstly unclear, secondly Western-
centric, and thirdly favoring the more developed countries around the world (Meyer 2007: 
567). Despite such occasional literary resistance, sustainability has become conceptually 
and practically widely accepted in international politics, environmental activism, tourism 
literature, as well as business practice.

When it comes to operationalizing “sustainability” into day-to-day entrepreneurial 
practice, the specialized economics and business literature has developed the framework 
of the “triple bottom line”. It is detailed below in three sections: its overarching conceptual 
development since its inception in the 1990s (10.), the three dimensions that it proposes 
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and the related modes of assessments that it opens up for companies that adhere to it (11.), 
and an analysis of specialized business and tourism literature that discusses its merits and 
potential shortcomings (12.).

10. Sustainability and the Triple Bottom Line: 
      Development since the 1990s

The concept of the triple bottom line traces its ideological origins to John Elkin-
gton’s ground-breaking 1997 book Cannibals with Forks: The Triple Bottom Line of 21st 
Century Business. Upon appearance, it caused considerable stir among business compa-
nies and entire industry branches all over the world, as it for instance dared to ask such 
fundamental questions as: “Is capitalism sustainable?” (Elkington 1997: 17) before sum-
marizing a “triple bottom line agenda” (Elkington 1987: 20). As a result of its detailed, 
multifaceted and multidisciplinary analyses and recommendations, the entrepreneurial 
world began considering not just their hitherto dominating economic sphere of interest, 
but also the social and environmental influences and repercussions caused by their day-
to-day operations. 

This insight has often been reduced to the slogan “people, planet, profit”, as for 
instance reiterated in recent literature on corporate social responsibility (Malicki 2018: 
25-26), even if the correct sequence of first, second and third bottom lines (standing for 
economic, social and environmental interests) would probably have to run “profit, people, 
planet”. 

In any case, businesses and companies in the tourism sector were considered as 
particularly interesting and telling case studies for such three-dimensional care and its 
theoretical and practical implications, due to the global tourism industry’s total size, trans-
national character, growth factor, and social impact by (as well as on) its providers, cus-
tomers and travelers (Gunesch 2017h: 1307-1308).

Taking its cue from the original term and the exclusively economic orientation of 
the “single bottom line” (as in the popular expression “bottom line profits”), the triple 
bottom line adds to that purely economic focus two more business foci or bottom lines or 
balance sheets, namely a social and an environmental one. For companies that decide to 
implement the triple bottom line, this concerns both internal and external processes and 
procedures, evaluations and assessments, as well as planning and marketing operations 
(Dwyer and Edwards 2013: 249; Tyrrell et al. 2013: 283-288). 

In practice, each of the (now three) bottom lines or balance sheets is represented by 
key indicators on so-called “report cards”. These can be physical cards or sheets, or any 
other data-carrying documents, and can list any number and type of indicators, but most 
importantly do offer each company or industry sector the opportunity to carefully consider 
and select the most relevant factors for its business activities and responsibilities (Murphy 
2012: 327-328; Darcy et al. 2011: 249).
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Hence, the concerned companies can now design, control and produce three bot-
tom lines (or balance sheets, or report cards) for both internal use and external proof 
whenever needed. These cards are consequently labelled Business Report Card (BRC), 
Social Report Card (SRC), and Environmental Report Card (ERC). A comprehensive lit-
erature synthesis allows us to present below a wide range of examples for key indicators 
pertaining to each report card (thereby substantiating and operationalizing “sustainability” 
in all of these three dimensions). The below category examples and descriptions have all 
been selected and formulated to fit a business or company in the global travel and tourism 
sector.

11. Sustainability and the Triple Bottom Line: 
     Concrete Categories and Dimensions

Consequently, the Business Report Card (BRC) informs about a company’s general 
economic well-being – as traditionally understood by the “single bottom line” – including 
for instance the following key indicator categories and sub-categories:

a) Total turnover before any profit
b) Revenue (out of total turnover) and profit
c) Net income before tax (NIBT) as net profit
d) Taxes being paid
e) Paying visitors and the resulting income
f) Spending as per diverse categories, such as on the one hand
aa)Direct spending, especially remunerations in form of
(1) Salaries
(2) Wages
(3) Bonuses
(4) Rewards, while on the other hand incurring
ab) Indirect spending, for instance
(1) Regular maintenance
(2) Unforeseen repair needs
(3) Externalities (i.e., involuntarily costs) such as
(4) Clean-up activities after local pollution incidents, or
(5) Legal costs resulting from damages or indemnities;
g) Stakeholder benefits and profits margins
h) Added value obtained from, or given to suppliers
i) Host community costs, profits or benefits, resulting from
aa) Deterioration of local attractions after tourist visits, or
ab) General preservation costs within and around the destination.
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The Social Report Card (SRC) provides data and feedback on key indicators such as:
a) Visitor satisfaction at local tourism attractions, regarding
aa) Tourist facilities’ quality, availability and hospitality
ab) Caretaking of visitors’ needs and wishes;
b) Impact of tourism on local public and individual health and welfare, including
aa) Employees’ work satisfaction and job stability
ab) Employee as well as visitor safety, regarding
(1) Insurance provisions
(2) Health check points and audit conducts
(3) Safety and equipment training and updates
(4) Emergency or evacuation protocols, and
(5) Security staffing and on-site distribution;
c) Host community involvement and care, such as
aa) Community support and participation
ab) Community impact in its life and atmosphere
ac) Residents’ approval of tourism and tourists
ad) People management and performance, including
(1) Career and promotion options and opportunities
(2) Employee equality and diversity provisions
(3) Non-discrimination for gender or other reasons
(4) Respect for human and labor rights, as well as
(5) Ethical and responsible corporate governance;
d) Destination care, control and planning, for example
aa) Social, cultural and political carrying capacities, regarding
(1) Total tourism numbers as per host community demographics
(2) Tourism effects on destination (i.e., acculturation or demonstration effects)
ab) Integration of tourism projects into local planning and development schemes
ac) Tourist transportation, accommodation and catering facilities
ad) Protection of historical, social and cultural heritage assets for tourism
ae) Preservation of the destination’s public image and overall reputation.

Finally, the Environmental Report Card (ERC) details relevant impacts on the 
levels of environment (from local over regional up to potentially worldwide effects, for 
instance greenhouse gas emissions) and ecology (from single organisms over local flora 
and fauna to entire interconnected ecosystems) that are caused or influenced by the tour-
ism company on their premises and in their surroundings. Combining the earlier outlined 
principles of global sustainability with practicable local care, the ERC can comprise these 
indicators and categories:

a) Care for and protection of natural resources against company emissions and 
pollutions of

aa) Water, regarding for instance
(1) Bodies of water above ground, as well as
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(2) Groundwater levels and flow monitoring, both regarding its
(3) General availability
(4) Quality control
(5) Conservation
(6) Responsible use, or
(7) Waste minimization;
ab) Air, regarding for instance
(1) Particle pollution such as smoke or dust
(2) Air space disturbances such as noise;
ac) Energy conservation in emissions or pollutions of
(1) Oil
(2) Gas
(3) Electricity;
b) Influences on host or neighboring communities and residents, such as
aa) Ecosystems and their constituting local flora and fauna
ab) Ecological habitats such as wildlife reservoirs, as for
(1) Preservation and protection, and in case of damage
(2) Rehabilitation, repopulation or relocation of species;
c) Minimization or improvement of site conditions, such as
aa) Waste and pollution treatment, for example regarding
(1) Greenhouse gas emission prevention or reduction
(2) Overall waste reduction or recycling, for instance in packaging and design
(3) Communication and collaboration with suppliers on environmental standards
ab) Ex-ante prevention or ex-post reparations in form of
(1) Filter installations
(2) Clean-up operations
(3) Damage payments.

As some of the above sub-categories show – such as the BRC’s f) bb) (4), and 
the ERC’s c) bb) (2) – some key indicators of company costs or activities might show up 
across several report cards, as is the case here for “clean-up operations” turning out to 
be a business and an environmental consideration. This firstly shows the distribution of 
indicators on the report cards to be a science in flux and constant refinement, with new 
categories and criteria being discovered in step with scientific insights, and thus reflect-
ing the theoretical and practical state of the art of the notion of the triple bottom line. It 
secondly underscores the need for careful reflection and planning by companies that use 
such report cards, to avoid unnecessary and costly proliferations of indicators that could 
be conclusively covered just once. It thirdly highlights the potential for linguistic and 
thus terminological ambiguity and any ensuing conceptual confusion. In this sense, it is a 
plastic example of the practical need for transdisciplinary collaboration within companies 
and industry branches. Some still remaining theoretical and practical reservations on part 
of the literature are discussed below (12.).
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12. Sustainability and the Triple Bottom Line: 
       Discussion of (Dis)Advantages

A few writers invoke a range of practical arguments against the triple bottom line, 
yet mostly without denying its overall conceptual usefulness and practical improvements 
of company operations (Dwyer and Edwards 2013: 260-261; Tyrrell et al. 2013: 284-288). 
They criticize complications such as:

a) Unnecessary split of business considerations into three dimensions,
b) Difficulties in defining suitable key indicators for all three dimensions,
c) Potential for cherry-picking the most favorable report card indicators, and/or
d) Temptation to report only on the positive qualities of a company’s operations.

However, the same critics imply that the triple bottom line is as of yet the most 
comprehensive and circumspect framework for evaluating travel and tourism companies’ 
three most important dimensions of decision-making with their indicators and categories. 
Hence the related conceptual contribution of this research is the detailed substantiation 
and evaluation of the triple bottom line for a company that wishes to reflect and report on 
its actions to improve its business practices, marketing operations, and socio-economic 
reputation in the context of global sustainability contributions. Correspondingly, and in a 
concise summary, we could express the triple bottom line’s chief advantages as follows:

a) Conceptual clarity about requirements of sustainability,
b) Practical clarity about ways to achieve them,
c) Resulting improved strategic decision-making,
d) Improved company communication and transparency,
e) Increased shareholder value and investment confidence,
f) Heightened company and industry quality standards,
g) Enhanced employer-employee relationships,
h) Better local and global corporate reputation,
i) Improved market position and competitive advantage,
j) More trusted and constructive stakeholder relations, and
k) Destination benefits for both communities and residents.

Below it is shown how corresponding sustainability dimensions and considerations 
are shared by key stakeholders in the global travel and tourism industry (13.-18.). In the 
contributions, we connect the notions of slowness, slow travel, sustainability and the triple 
bottom line (19.), which forms the basis for our outlook for the global (slow) travel and 
tourism industry in the 21st century (20).
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13. Airline Travel: Sustainability Regulations 
      and Aspirations since the 1990s

As of 1990s, the airline industry has increasingly tried to reconcile its traditional 
goals of maximum passenger load and full seating capacity with rising environmental re-
quirements and popular pressures. After the 1997 Kyoto Protocol – an international treaty 
that extends the mentioned 1992 and 2012 international agreements on climate change 
challenges – its national implementations and regulations created so-called “cap-and-
trade” options (in which polluters that exceed the regulated limits must pay for that privi-
lege, while less– or non-polluters receive bonuses), or “emission trade” permits (in which 
businesses of a specific industry can exchange such options among them). Another option, 
“carbon offsetting” aims in the short run at lowering a company’s carbon footprint, and 
in the long run, to achieve the ideal of “carbon neutrality” (Daley and Callum 2011: 289).

Witnessing this conceptual development, airports have reorganized their internal 
management regulations and external marketing plans. However, technical implementa-
tion details remain strongly debated. For instance, there is still disagreement between 
stakeholders about who actually produces, thus owns, and therefore is to be held respon-
sible for emissions: the nations that own the airlines, the airline companies that crowd the 
skies, the airports from where the planes take off and land, or the cities and communities 
in which those companies do business (Gunesch 2017a: 44-45). 

These competing interests illustrate the need for stakeholders to collaborate on 
solutions in regulatory, technical, competence and marketing matters, ranging from in-
stalling filters over levying emission taxes to finding out about customers’ airline prefer-
ences – the latter expressed for instance in booked airplane seats or bought company stock 
options (Graham 2011: 264).

In reaction, the global airline industry has for some time tried to anticipate such 
problems with ever more progressive travel technology and operations, for example with 
the well-publicized launch of the world’s largest commercial passenger plane to date, the 
Airbus 380. Its environmental perks include an external construction largely of composite 
parts and renewable materials, for instance in the use of carbon fiber reinforced plastic for 
the wings (Lück 2012: 11).

14. Business Travel: Environmental and Sustainability 
      Considerations and Operations

Business travelers have regularly relied on airline transportation – in the epony-
mous Business Class. Yet there has been a marked change since the late 1990s due to tech-
nological progress: collaborative software or “groupware” (application software that as-
sists groups in completing a common task) has increased the speed of online connections, 
the quality of the involved media, and the sophistication of communication processes. 
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This has led to a surge in virtual business meetings or multiple-way online conferences, 
with traditional office meetings and direct encounters replaced with virtual ones. This 
in turn has considerably changed how technical and social resources are viewed, valued 
and invested in within collaborative workplaces, especially over geographical, political or 
linguistic boundaries.

As a consequence, traditional and physical business meetings are now often re-
served for, and relegated to major players and high-stakes deals, or special professions 
such as direct marketing and personal sales, or for other special affairs and contexts that 
still need worldwide coordination and personalized communication (Sharma 2004: 136-
149). As a result, virtual travel has helped business professionals and travelers to increase 
their returns on investment, especially if they are already part of multi– or transnational 
companies (Stangel 2014: 8-9), an interest group in the global tourism industry investi-
gated in detail below (16.).

With such an increased technological ability on the part of the travelers, and a 
concurrent heightened ecological awareness on the part of the public, local businesses and 
global companies alike find themselves under ever more stakeholder scrutiny to demon-
strate consideration and transparency regarding their environmental impact, for example 
their carbon footprint. Hence the more ecologically incisive a company’s operations tend 
to be, the more it will gravitate towards considering and adopting appropriate (meaning 
economically sound, ecologically favorable and socially acceptable) measures in its day-
to-day operations (Gunesch 2017b: 200-201).

15. Destinations and their Residents as International Tourism Stakeholders

Stakeholders in terms of business are all those who are affected by a company’s 
activities and actions. Key stakeholders in global tourism are first the travelers themselves, 
followed by tourist organizations, travel corporations, and other tourism providers such 
as hotels or resorts (Hall and Brown 2010: 149). Local residents are used to have their 
needs and wants met before other stakeholder groups. This is usually justified with the 
immediacy and unavoidability that the impacts of tourism have on them, and which is 
why the growth and development of host communities are related to tourists purchasing 
their goods and services – ranging from arts, crafts and transportation to accommodation 
to entertainment and organized activities – directly from them (Gunesch 2017e: 668-669).

Politically and economically, developing countries have a special desire and a rea-
sonable need to keep the dividends from their local and national tourism industry. The 
influence of international tourism on the national economy and ecology constitutes a di-
lemma, or double-edged sword for many developing nations: while they welcome inter-
national tourists and their financial assistance, they often loathe the social and ecological 
degradation of their natural and cultural surroundings. This might push them either to 
adopt nation-wide measures for prevention or repair, or to react locally with hostility or 
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xenophobia, or even to set up unsavory business models in which only a few are able to 
make profits but many others within the national tourism sector can be harmed, let alone 
the likely loss of trust in the worldwide tourism industry (Brown 2011: 66-67; Sharma 
2004: 259-260).

Meanwhile, ever more communities realize that tourism can also protect them from 
cultural or ecological erosion, such as when it makes both hosts and visitors more aware 
and protective of their shared natural and created heritage. This then leaves as the great-
est threats to the travel and tourism industry in a developing host country precisely those 
dangers that it has the least control over, namely the ones determined by its geographical 
location, geopolitical conditions, internal administration and international relations. Geo-
graphical factors include natural catastrophes such as storms, floods or epidemics, while 
the main geopolitical factors are the type of conflicts or wars that destroy exactly those 
destinations that produce the most revenue for the country, or that deplete it of tourism-
related revenues by discouraging foreign visitors or investors in its infrastructure (Goeld-
ner and Ritchie 2014: 451; Moutinho et al. 2011: 18).

16. Multinational and Transnational Corporations as 
      Global Tourism Stakeholders

Multinational corporations (MNCs) and transnational corporations (TNCs) differ 
in that the former stress ownership structure and the latter cross-border operations (Mujih 
2012: 65-66). Complicating matters, such corporations are often nested within systems 
of sub-companies that might not be easily discernible for customers, first-line tourism 
providers, or even high-profile traveler organizations and representations. However, their 
characteristics make them interesting stakeholders of global tourism within our focus on 
the second (social) and third (environmental) bottom lines. While there might be good 
reasons and arguments to resist globalization tendencies of cultural uniformity as encap-
sulated in the concept of “McDonaldization” (Ritzer 2018: 11-12, 155-156; Ritzer 2019: 
27-54), multi– and transnational corporations seem worthy of special consideration even 
for environmentally extremely discriminating and sensitive travelers, for instance the 
mentioned “hard slow travelers”: their global visibility and ability to act on multiple lev-
els of interest, and to influence individuals and institutions all epitomizes telling conflicts 
of interests but also potential for positive change within international travel and tourism, 
such as for industry-wide marketing strategies as discussed below.

This specifically concerns the concept of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), 
which tries to reconcile a company’s efforts for profit and growth with its wider social re-
sponsibilities. In two comprehensive yet concise definitions by specialized literature, CSR 
is firstly “the integration of an enterprise’s social, environmental, ethical and philanthropic 
responsibilities towards society into its operations, processes and core business strategy in 
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cooperation with relevant stakeholders” (Rasche et al. 2017: 6), and secondly the “busi-
ness responsibility to society [of] being accountable, [the] business responsibility for so-
ciety [of] compensating for negative impacts and contributing to social welfare [and the] 
responsible conduct [of being] operated ethically responsibly and sustainably…including 
environmental issues” (Moon 2014: 4). While such lofty corporate philosophies should 
benefit all stakeholders in the global travel and tourism industry, above all host communi-
ties, many companies claim that their own industry puts them under an unbearable com-
petitive pressure which effectively counteracts their otherwise high willingness to work 
towards fulfilling the social and environmental bottom lines (Hall and Brown 2010: 159).

In view of this discrepancy between alleged market restrictions and the public and 
scientific agreement on what qualifies as exemplary behavior (especially by multi– or 
transnational companies), it seems simplistic merely to advise those businesses to “shape 
up or shape out”. If indeed economic and environmental pressures are both urgently felt, 
trying to placate both with compromises such as “a bit less pollution and a bit less profit” 
might leave everyone unsatisfied. So why not trying to improve both? The global travel 
and tourism community might benefit from a combination of higher profits, environmental 
and ecological value, and resident community engagement. For example, a company in-
vesting in environmentally friendly industries or implementations, such as exhaust clean-
ing filters or repairing clean-up operations, might recover their costs many times over, 
or even create additional revenues via its enhanced community reputation, resulting in a 
larger customer base and enthusiasm.

This seems to make good marketing strategies particularly desirable, to help re-
covering the monetary loss incurred by taking the risk of investing in and implementing 
environmentally favorable measures, and turn these investments into profits in the long 
run. This would then not just apply for a single company, but be generalizable for the en-
tire tourism industry. Since the economic influence and political leverage of multinational 
or transnational corporations assists them in publicizing actions and leadership models as 
benchmarks for other travel and tourism stakeholders, they should be above all motivated 
(and advised) to monitor closely their internal administration, external actualization, and 
overall advocation of their three bottom lines.

Shifting our focus of analysis from institutional to individual stakeholders of global 
tourism, the two interest groups of student or youth travelers and of religious tourists seem 
both exemplary representatives of slow travel and tourism to examine closely (17. and 
18.), before we combine and compare our contributions to slow movements, slow tourism, 
sustainability, and the triple bottom line (19.), and conclude with comparing and envisag-
ing their individual development, mutual influences and joint application in literature and 
research, for the benefit of all stakeholders involved (20.)
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17. Student and Youth Travelers as International Tourism Stakeholders

Students and youth travelers are special when it comes to perceiving and practic-
ing sustainability and the triple bottom line. Some of this has to do with their financial 
situation and philosophical outlook: one the one hand, they might successfully straddle 
fast and slow forms of travel and be familiar with environmentally and socially strenuous 
tourism forms (such as flying) due to their age, dynamism and career aspirations. On the 
other hand, they are also regarded as highly motivated to adopt travel forms that are less 
taxing on their natural and social surroundings, such as those involving low-to-no carbon 
emissions or reduced ecological footprints.

Compared to other tourist segments, students travel for shorter periods but more 
often, in an exploratory spirit, and with high costs compared to their income. In doing so, 
they also rely more than other tourist types on online services to plan and perform their 
travels. At the same time, they are also less afraid of natural or man-made accidents or di-
sasters, and tend to engage more interactively with the local populations, more inventively 
with travel technology, and more socially in collective travel scenarios. These happen 
to be also some of the profiling characteristics of environmentally alert and ecologically 
sensitive travelers (Gunesch 2017d: 665-667).

Altogether, students and youth travelers see their journeys as a bundle of motiva-
tions and expressions (Richards 2008: xi-xiv, 1, 26-28), namely foremost as:

a) Personal lifestyle statements,
b) Intrinsic parts of their individual and collective identities,
c) Inalienable parts of their lifelong learning experiences,
d) Requirements of encountering different countries and cultures,
e) Stepping stones in their personal and professional development, as well as
f) Idealistic contributions to the construction of their worldly and spiritual value 

systems.

For these reasons, student and youth travelers are respected for engaging in some 
of the socially and environmentally most benevolent and beneficial forms and expressions 
of global travel and tourism. Contrasting with predominantly political or economic inter-
ests, the literature confirms this impression for realms that range from educational and cul-
tural pursuits to those of ecological and environmental care (Richards 2008: xiii, 39-40). 
It follows that tourism companies and providers that wish to cater for, and benefit from 
this market segment of the international tourism industry are well advised to proclaim 
and practice an exemplary awareness and fulfillment of the second and third (socially and 
environmentally oriented) bottom lines.

Slowness as a philosophical value might be pursued by student and youth travelers 
due to their social and intellectual affinity to the discussed literary sources and cultural 
expressions of slowness. Their limited budgets might also play a part, by forcing them 
onto paths and practices of slow travel. In any case, whether or not the slowness aspect of 
the experience was the principal value they pursued, this can probably be said more safely 
about the beliefs and practices of religious travelers.
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18. Religious Travelers as International Tourism Stakeholders

Locations of religious pilgrimage were often erected with spiritual motives in mind. 
Traditionally and topographically, faraway mountains are favorite and frequent locations 
to represent humanity’s higher aspirations, godly order, or earthly balance. If combined 
with tourism, this constellation brings with it special types of conflicts between the inter-
ests of different stakeholders, as when economic pursuits and business practices erode the 
spiritual value of holy tourist sights and sacred locations that was the main reason to build 
them in the first place (Gunesch 2017f: 1013-1014).

China happens to hold many such locations. For example, both the Taoist and the 
Buddhist faiths revere the Four Sacred Mountains called Emei, Jihua, Putuo and Wutai. 
These mountain sites host representations of bodhimandas, or seats of enlightenment, and 
are as such considered residences of bodhisattvas, or enlightened beings. Another example 
are the statues and murals in the Mogao Caves, or Caves of the Thousand Buddhas near 
Dunhuang in the northwest of China, whose figures were carved of stone, molded of clay, 
or painted as wall scenes over a period of 1,000 years, between the 5th and the 14th cen-
tury, and which can be admired in a complex of cave temples spreading over 577 grottos 
and 45,000 square meters (Bugler et al. 2017: 45). Yet these artworks continue to suffer 
damage from the visit of tourists, whose mere physical presence is sufficient to raise the 
internal temperature and humidity within these caves to harmful levels (Mu et al. 2007: 
109-110).

In reaction to similar scenarios, many Chinese tourist destinations have taken re-
course against some of the most frequently practiced yet prejudicial tourist activities, such 
as careless littering, wall engraving, open-air camping, fireplace cooking, tree felling, 
or fireworks celebrations. Going further and enlisting international collaboration, some 
Middle Eastern monasteries, such as Saint Catherine’s at the foot of Egypt’s Mount Sinai, 
benefit from global measures to raise local awareness through programs that are designed 
to improve environmental education and ecological protection (Mu et al. 2007: 110-111; 
Olsen and Timothy 2006: 13). 

Finally, some activist movements that claim to practice what they call “tourism for 
world peace and development” have drawn up lists with their own requirements for desti-
nations and fellow travelers, which range from general sociocultural recommendations to 
specific behavioral demands (Haessly 2010: 14), for example:

a) Establishing comprehensive educational measures concerning local cultural 
heritage treasures,

b) Initializing initiatives for protective and preserving practical measures for these 
treasures,

c) Supporting and engaging foreigners and residents in the delivery developmental 
assistance,

d) Abstaining from any harmful actions and activities to local flora and fauna, as 
well as
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e) Endorsing only those tourism businesses that adhere and subscribe to compa-
rable codes of ethics.

Of all the investigated stakeholder groups of international tourism, religious travel-
ers seem to be the ones with the most inherent, intrinsically motivated as well as socially 
and spiritually cooperative attitudes and actions. Yet even among this group, visitor zest 
and educational eagerness seem to leave considerable room for improvement on social and 
ecological levels, such as in terms of environmental friendliness and ecological preserva-
tion. As seen, such potentials for improvement are increasingly specified and realized by 
Chinese and Middle Eastern pilgrimage sites. With the contributions of this research, they 
can now be more generally operationalized for tourism businesses and stakeholders, and 
then be individually actualized with the criteria and categories of the triple bottom line.

Using the triple bottom line’s three report cards with their subcategories and di-
mensions might appear to be more natural for secular tourist sites and surroundings, than 
for spiritually oriented ones. In the eyes of outsiders – or even of inside decision-makers 
– the cards’ calculating and controlling procedures might seem to contradict the inherent 
value of generosity and giving which those spiritual places represent. Against this psy-
chological argument, one can invoke the practical experiences of those Middle and Fast 
Eastern religious pilgrimage sites, whose popularity allowed environmental and social 
degradation to impair them equally – or even stronger – than their secular counterparts.

Historic or artistic substance preservation pose challenges to the maintenance of 
spiritual sites that secular sites do not have to worry about to the same degree: their man-
agement can for example conduct due repair works with much less concessions for the 
place’s aesthetics or piousness, or choose some measures such as wholesale replacements 
or mechanical reparations of part of their installations, whereas devotional destinations, to 
preserve their physical substance and spiritual memory, would need to invest in restoration 
measures in a much more considerate, balanced and long-term fashion.

Hence the conceptual and operational stringency of the triple bottom line and its 
practical and pubic transparency might be just what the specific values of religious desti-
nations and travelers need. If their spiritual needs were combined with the social insights 
of slow movements and their literary and cultural expressions (from cities over food to 
novelizations), then the cultural wave that started in the 1980s and 1990s might continue 
(figuratively) to wet the political, economic and social shores of the global travel and tour-
ism landscape, while (literally) also whetting the worldwide cultural and entrepreneurial 
appetites for environmental care and ecological sensitivity in the 21st century.
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19. Contributions to Slowness, Slow Tourism, Sustainability 
       and the Triple Bottom Line

The overarching conceptual contribution of this research is to have achieved the 
following four tasks, which have led to the distinct conceptual contributions of a better 
understanding of each of these areas:

a) Connected the literary and cultural slowness movements and slow travel and 
tourism,

b) Coalesced slowness and sustainability in the realm of travel into slow tourism,
c) Substantiated the triple bottom line into an operationalizable form, and
d) Actualized sustainable slow tourism via the triple bottom line.

The practical contributions are manifold, and outlined here in a spirit of conceptual 
characterization combined with concrete examples (which can be generalized within and 
beyond the global travel and tourism industry, giving them a wide range of applications).

A first practical insight is that the two concepts of slow travel and triple bottom line 
can form a “double pack” of sustainability, in which each part enhances the other one. For 
instance, fast travel forms and their proponents have been shown to be ever more influ-
enced by slow movements and their adherents, resulting in them learning to “slow down” 
physically, psychologically and philosophically. If we thus combine the triple bottom line 
advantages with slow travel and tourism insights, then slow travel forms can continue to 
inspire fast travel proponents, partly by their ever-growing numbers, and more important-
ly by the arguments and conviction of travelers, providers and stakeholders worldwide. 
Additionally, fast and slow travelers, companies and stakeholders can enhance their con-
ceptual and operational understanding of sustainability by means of collaborative efforts 
to exchange and share their insights and intentions, progresses and practices in implement-
ing the triple bottom line.

Another practical insight, especially in the context of transnational tourism corpo-
rations, when combining sustainability concerns with triple bottom line efficiencies and 
slow tourism philosophies, could be the formation of a “triple pack” of beneficial business 
concepts and results as part of building and running socially and environmentally altruis-
tic companies that offer travel elements or packages to the public, while at the same time 
improving their actions, market positions and profit margins.

To this triple pack of benefits, we could add the application of corporate social 
responsibility principles and practices, providing us with a “quadruple pack” of favorable 
business practices. Taking this yet another step further, with recent literature linking cor-
porate social responsibility to sustainable development (Bhinekawati 2017: 45-48; Zhang 
et al. 2018: 133-138) in the sense of a “social ecology” beyond purely environmental 
aspects, namely encompassing human rights to be enshrined in national and international 
legal frameworks (Malecki 2018: 3-18), we could even speak of a “quintuple pack” of 
socio-political advantages and contributions arising from our constructive and creative 
comparison of literary fields and insights.
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As another practical contribution on a business level, our research can benefit other 
industries, either within or beyond the global travel and tourism industry, as long as these 
industries share with slow tourism the wish to consider sustainability not only as a lofty 
conceptual ideal but also a concrete operational criterium. One example of such tourism-
related industries are tourist resorts which – even if they are limited to offering localized 
activities on their grounds – can now consider the full catalog of the possible ecological, 
economic and social impacts that they and their guests and services have on the surround-
ing host communities, and thus start incorporating slow activities into their product range. 
One example of an industry outside of global travel and tourism, namely the entertainment 
industry (which is however still relatable to travel and tourism through some of its forms 
and practices such as sports tourism, film tourism or casino tourism), can now also create 
slow and sustainable variants of its products and services. By the way, this practice can al-
ready be observed within recent, large and extremely diversified entertainment complexes 
that offer many amenities (such as legalized gambling facilities in large-scale casinos) 
nestled within entertainment complexes, which are in turn part of accommodation palaces, 
and thus all under one roof (Gunesch 2017c: 245-246).

Uniting and projecting our contributions, the ongoing conceptual development and 
growing areas of applications among and across industries opens up a vast range of av-
enues for future research into which all the main elements of this article could flow (from 
cultural and literary slowness and slow tourism over sustainability and the triple bottom 
line up to a new understanding of corporate social responsibility in the form and sense of 
a social ecology movement), in a variety of theoretical and practical shapes and combina-
tions. In conclusion, some of those shapes and combinations are fashioned into recom-
mendations for slow tourism’s global marketing strategies in the 21st century.

20. Conclusions and Predictions for Slowness, 
      Sustainability and Tourism in the 21st Century

Some recent literature asks questions that illustrate pathways for future research 
which relate to areas touched upon by this article, such as: “What difference is there be-
tween sustainable development and CSR?”, before integrating those concepts by defining 
corporate social responsibility as a “structured manifestation of the application of the ob-
jectives of sustainable development” (Malecki 2018: 26-27).

If we were just to apply this one recent indication of research directions to the 
entire tourism industry, we could already formulate a range of queries combining socially 
sensitive, environmentally beneficial, economically advantageous and thus altogether po-
litically favorable streams, all adding to the patterns of awareness and movements that 
have stretched from the 1980s and 1990s until today. Assuming that such socially and 
environmentally conscious tendencies and movements will continue to be valued and 
practiced in the near future, and will keep scrutinizing companies across the world in the 
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tourism sector but also in other business branches, and with the aim of bringing out the 
best in all of them for the common good, then our own research both fits into that stream 
as well as enriches it. 

Again as concrete examples, and now with a view to future scenarios, the compa-
nies involved and willing to be advised would be recommended to have their marketing 
and publicity departments develop strategies that stress ecological parameters, convincing 
their own employees and stakeholders that they are indeed respecting their own respon-
sibilities, before selling their travel products and services to any customers. They would 
be further recommended to involve their entire local and global industry partners in such 
endeavors. This should be worth their time and effort, as in our increasingly globalizing 
world it has become a repeated business and marketing insight (or even a truism) that “to 
do good” socially and ecologically, eventually means “to do well” also economically. 
Being able to claim that one’s company is successful on both sides of that business equa-
tion – or, as for the triple bottom line, on all three sides of it – and to be able to back that 
up with transparent and verifiable data, should give any global tourism company and their 
marketing campaign a deserved and rewarding lift.

The dynamics and relationships within and between the four cornerstones of our 
research, namely cultural and social slow movements, slow tourism, sustainability, and 
the triple bottom line, reveal a large potential for theoretical and practical development, 
for the benefit of all stakeholders. While our research focused on a few stakeholders in the 
travel and tourism industry defined by travel types, groups and institutions, this author is 
offering his transdisciplinary research insights to wider interest groups, aiming, in global 
understanding of sustainability, at the well-being of the whole planet.

As a last example from this article, the mentioned movement of “tourism for world 
peace and development” would then not be perceived as overstating its ethical scope, 
but as guarding our shared interests. Also, given the increasingly growing concerns of 
worldwide social, political, economic and environmental upheavals, one might find their 
catalog, with its allegedly strict requirements for fellow travelers, to become quite rec-
ommendable if used on a wider scale, such as for official, institutional or international 
formulations of action plans, policies and recommendations – while tourism companies 
might simply find that their endorsement of those requirements means “good business” 
for them, too.

The Chinese proverb “Before you try to change the world, go three times through 
your own house” (Bartl 2008: 98) can now be considered as transparently substantiated in 
the triple bottom line, with companies taking it upon themselves to respect and to act on 
that tenet on their own premises and on its three levels of impacts and responsibilities. In 
the light of that timeless Chinese wisdom, we could now even consider a modern under-
standing and application of slow movements, sustainability considerations, the triple bot-
tom line, slow tourism philosophies, corporate social responsibility, and a new planetary 
ecology as forming a “six pack” of positively empowering, steadfastly philosophical, yet 
still practical postulations of hands-on plans and best practices for worldwide travel and 
tourism.
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Continuing to combine and compare these ideas and ideals might help to invigorate 
them, incessantly and inspiringly, in the spirit of “think globally, act locally”. Perceived as 
a practice with a purpose, it could then even contribute to enlighten our personal pathways 
of traveling, doing business, and engaging with the world around us, and with the one 
within ourselves.
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konrad guneSi
(arabTa gaerTianebuli emiratebi)

1980-90-iani wlebis `Senelebis~ literaturuli diskursebi 

da kulturuli moZraobebi, romlebic ganxorcielda neli 

turizmis samogzauro formebSi da adasturebs mdgradobis 

politikur komponents sammagi Sedegis socialuri da 

ekologiuri aspeqtebis meSveobiT

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi:1980-ianebis neli moZraobebi; 1980 da 1990-iani 
wlebis literaturuli Seneleba; neli mogzauroba da turizmi; mdgra-
doba 1980 da 1990-ianebidan moyolebuli; msoflio masStabis mogza-
uroba da turizmi.

statiaSi gaanalizebuli da Sedarebulia naSromebi literatu-
ruli, kulturuli socialuri da samewarmeo moZraobebis Sesaxeb, 
romelic daiwyo 1980-90-ian wlebSi da maTi mniSvneloba msoflioSi 
kvlavac mzardia. saxeldobr, Seneleba, mdgradoba, globaluri tu-
rizmi da sammagi qveda zRvari. SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis 
disciplinaTSoris meTodologiaze dayrdnobiT, kvlevas konceptu-
aluri da empiriuli wvlili Seaqvs am sferoSi, avsebs neli turizmis 
Cveneul aRqmasa da praqtikul codnas, cxovrebis myari wesis, aseve, 
sul ufro da ufro globalizebuli da transnacionaluri samyaros 
profesiul miswrafebebisa da mobilurobis Sesaxeb. aqedan gamomdi-
nare, naSroms Teoriuli da praqtikuli mniSvneloba aqvs literatu-
risa da kulturis Semswavleli disciplinebis maswavleblebisa da 
studentebisaTvis, mogzaurebisa da turistebisaTvis, cxovrebis 
stilis mkvlevarTaTavis, mdgradi ganviTarebisa mimdevrebisa da 
aqtivisti-ekologebisaTvis, ekosistemis damcvelebisa da ekonomi-
kis, agreTve – biznes liderebisaTvis, filosofosebisa da pedago-
gebisTvis, romlebsac evalebaT socialuri refleqsiebi da sazoga-
doebrivi xelmZRvaneloba; aseve, – msgavs sakiTxebTan dakavSire-
buli RonisZiebebis erTguli monawileebisTvis, rogorebic arian 
momlocvelebi, eko-Jurnalistebi, bunebisa da xelovnebis nimuSTa 
damcvelebi.
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(saqarTvelo)

modernizmidan post-postmodernizmamde

„samyaroSi arc araferia originaluri. TviT udidesi 

Semoqmedni gan-gan acecebdnen Tvals da sxvaTa ideebs sa-

kuTar SemoqmedebaSi integrirebdnen. sxvisas Seneulad 

nu gaasaReb, daesesxe da daxvewe isini“.

ostin kleoni

XXI saukune eqsistenciis axal (axlebur) wesebs gvTavazobs; ga-
SiSvlebulia civilizaciaTa konfliqtebi. adamiani garesamyarosTan 
TanxmobaSi arsebobis gzaTa ZiebaSia (rac, TviTgadarCenis gzis Ziebaa 
faqtobrivad). cifruli teqnologiebis uswrafesma ganviTarebam xeli 
Seuwyo sazogadoebis axal kulturul etapze gadasvlas.

adamians arseboba uwevs ama Tu im saxis sociumSi. igi koleqti-
vismieri arsebaa, Tundac „uTavbolo da uswormasworo wuTisofels“ 
ganridebuli, iZulebulia ipovos eqsistenciuri sayrdni wertili. es 
„wertili“ ki mainc sazogadoebis kulturismier formaTa Camoyalibe-
bul normebSi iZebneba. calke sakiTxia am formaTa saxeldeba da rag-
varoba; Tu ram ganapiroba da rogor SemuSavda isini. nicSeseuli „Um-
wandlung des Geistes“ – „sulismieri gardasaxva“ dasaSvebia, kulturul 
sferoSi mimdinare globaluri cvlilebebis tolfard konceptad 
vigulisxmoT. ganviTareba cvlilebebis gareSe ar arsbobs; konkre-
tul SemTxvevaSi, Zireul maxasiaTeblad, Semecneba da adamianis Tavi-
sufleba (Taviseufali neba) unda miviCnioT. winsvla-ganviTarebas ki 
sinamdvileze warmodgenis cvlileba, aRqmis meTodebi, SeuzRudavi 
Tavisufleba gansazRvravs.

kulturismieri sivrce gvesaxeba rogorc ekonomikur-socialu-
ri, politikuri, sulismieri gamovlinebebis mravalsaxovnebis urTi-
erTmimarTeba; rac WeSmaritebis, samyaroseuli SegrZnebebis da ada-
mianuri bunebis SecnobiT ikvreba. miuTuTeben, rom kulturismieri 
fenomeni amgvar triadas acnobierebs: adamiani – obieqturi samyaro – 
absoluturi WeSmariteba. cxadia, mocemuli triqotomia ver SeiZleba 
iyos universaluri, magram arsebobis ufleba ki aqvs. Tu aRniSnul ga-
azrebas daveyrdnobiT, dasaSvebia sistematikis ase warmodgena: a) WeS-
mariteba da masze konkretuli Sexedulebani gansazRvravs individis 
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msoflSegrZnebas, misi Semoqmedebis arss. b) aRniSnul komponentTa er-
Tobliobave warmoqmnis kulturismier movlenas.

sadReisod, mkveTrad icvleba kacobriobis saerTo kulturuli 
(sulieri, socialur-ekonomikuri, politikuri, teqnologiuri) kon-
teqsti. TiTqmis naxevari saukunea ukve, sxvadasxva qveynis socialur-
humanitaruli sferos moazrovneebi msjeloben Tu ra msgavseba an gan-
sxvaveba iyo modernisa da postmodernis epoqebs Soris. azri im pozi-
ciisken ixreba, rom adamiani orWoful mdgomareobaSia, ver endoba 
winare gamocdilebebiT Seqmnil (rogorc Jan liotri ityvis) diad 
narativebs, romelTac misi sruli „dakmayofileba“ SeuZliaT. Taname-
droveobis da XX saukunis xelovnebis nimuSebis Sepirispireba-Seda-
rebisas, kritikosebi daufaravad miuTiTeben, rom raRac axleburi 
msoflmxedveloebrivi Tu kulturuli periodis dafuZnebis molodi-
ni nagvianebia; samani ukve gadalaxulia da bilikebis gakvalvas vcdi-
lobT. marTalia, codnis postmodernuli gaazreba aw ukve veRaraa 
WeSmariti da samarTliani, Tumc „axleburi“, postmodernis klasikosTa 
naRvaw-naazrevs unda daefuZnos. gasaTvaliswinebelia adre SemuSave-
buli codna postmodernistuli epistemis daZlevisa. Zneli saTqmelia 
Tu ra gziT wava sazogadoebaSi dagrovebuli codnis meqanizmi, rogor 
ganviTardeba movlenebi. erTi ki cxadia – sifrTxiliTaa gasaazrebeli 
axali Teoriebi, romelTa umetesoba Cveneulad, logikasaa acdenili 
an ubralod spekulatiuri Sinaarsisaa. didi albaTobiT, calsaxad sa-
xeldebuli da gansazRvruli epoqac saTuoa. „eWvSeuvaloba“ jer kidev 
postmodernma daZlia.

civilizebuli sazogadoebis asaks oci aTasi wliT gansazRvra-
ven. civilizacia azrovnebis gareSe ver suldgmulobs. azrovnebas az-
rovnebaze yovelTvis ainteresebs imgvari „wvrilmanebi“, romlebSic 
amoikiTxba erTi. ganmsazRvrelia mravalSi erTis aRmoCena. azrovneba 
kognituri procesia, asaxovnebs amocanis gadaWris unars; problemu-
ri sakiTxis daZlevasTan erTad procesi sruldeba. garkveuli Tval-
TaxedviT azrovneba iseT procesebs exeba, romelnic uSualo aRqmis 
gareSe xorcieldeba.

miTosuri azrovnebidan modernizmamde ganfenil periodSi ara-
aqtualurad Cans adamianis WeSmaritebasTan ierarqiuli mimarTebis 
sakiTxi. antikuri filosofiis warmomadgenlebi, dainteresdnen ra 
miTologiuri kosmogoniis kritikiT, samyaros dasabamis obieqturi 
safuZvlebis ZiebiTac dakavdnen. Talesi yovlis safuZvlad wyals mi-
iCnevda, anaqsimene – haers, hereklite – cecxls, demokrite – atomebs. 
materializmidan idealisturisken swrafva piTagoras damsaxurebaa, 
samyaros safuZvlad ricxvis aRiarebiT. sokrate WeSmaritebas, gaaz-
rebas daqvemdebarebul obieqtur movlenad miiCnevs, misi namowafari 
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platoni obieqtur idealizms uyris safuZvels, aristotele ityvis 
rom saganSi materiismieri forma da idealuri arsi iyris Tavs.

Sua saukuneebSi mTavari safiqrali religiaa. aRorZinebis epoqis 
filosofia adamianis xatis antikur ideals ubrundeba. am epoqis ide-
ali – adamiania, romelsac gonis meSveobiT, samyaros Secvla xelewife-
ba; aqve Cndeba pirveli utopiebic. ganmanaTlebloba axleburad iazrebs 
materialisturis da idealisturis urTierTmimarTebas: kantiseulad, 
sagnis mxolod formis materialisturi mxaris Secnobaa dasaSvebi, ar-
si ki miuwvdomeli rCeba, klasikuri filosofia mwvervals, dialeqtikis 
dafuZnebiT hegelTan aRwevs. dabolos, yvela zemonaxsenebi mozrovne 
miseulad umzerda da aRiqvamda samyaros.

modernizmis winaswarganmWvreti artur Sopenhaueri Tavis naS-
romiT „samyaro, rogorc neba da warmodgena“ moaswavebs adamianze 
WeSmaritebis dominirebas, nicSe ityvis – „RmerTi mokvdao“, Sedegad, 
modernis epoqa daadasturebs axlebur ierarqias – adamianis Tavisu-
fali neba, misi Tavisufleba, WeSmaritebaze upiratesia. modernistul 
gaazrebaTa mixedvT, umTavresia uaryofiTi realiebis daZlevis survi-
li, misi gardasaxva. nicSeseuli swavlebis paralelurad, modernizmis 
gamokveTili maxasiaTebelia eqsistencializmi, marqsizmi (dasavluri 
yaidis) da froidizmi. saTqmelia isic, rom modernistuli filosofi-
uri azrovnebis paralelurad, Tanaarsebobs klasikur filosofiur 
moZRvrebaze dafuZnebuli mimarTulebanic – karl iungis analitiku-
ri filosofia Tu t. s. eliotis tradicionalizmi.

postmodernizmis arsis wvdoma moiTxovs iseTi kategoriebis 
gamoyofasac rogorebicaa: post istoriuli realiebi, TamaSisa da 
dekonstruqciis triada (Sesabamisad, Jan bodriaris da Jak deridas 
saxelebis aRniSvniT).

adrec mivuTiTebdiT, rom literatura Znelad egueba klasi-
ficirebas. Tumca, garkveuli taqsonomia Tu ranJireba mainc saWiroa. 
saWiroa, ama Tu im epoqaSi Casaxuli da mimdinare procesebis niSan-
Tvisebebis gaazrebisaTvis.

mxatvruli sinamdvile, gansakuTrebuli sinamdvilea! igi zogad-
xelovnebismieri realobaa. masSi gansakuTrebuli „kanoni“ marTavs 
yovelives. realuria oden teqstis (nebismieri gaazrebiT) sivrce, „uC-
veulo realoba“. sxva danarCeni kerZoobiTi, xSirad sakamaTo niSan-
Tvisebebi Tu markerebia.

mxatvruli da aramxatvruli teqstis opoziciuri wyvilis ur-
TierTmimarTeba TiTqos wreze brunavs. jer kidev formaluri skolis 
warmomadgenlebis mier am sintagmis mkveTri gamijvna mxardaWerili 
iqna struqturalistebis mier. amgvari midgoma saeWvod miiCnies da 
uaryves poststruqturalstebma, riTac kvlav gaacxoveles interesi 
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literaturul diskursSi mxatvruli teqstis modelirebisa. rac Sem-
dgomSi, axleburi midgomebiT, Teoriul sakvlev problemad iqca. arc 
sxva binaruli opoziciuri wyvili, proza – poezia darCenila nairgvar 
gaazrebaTa yuradRebis farglebs miRma. xan erTis modifikacia wamo-
iwevda win upirobo samecniero konceptad – xan meoris; umTavresi ki 
gaunelebeli interesis arseboba gaxldaT. cxadia, gamoirCa da sakvlevi 
speqtris polifoniurobiT, „axleburis“ Zieba-damkviderebaTa mudmi-
vi transformaciiT, e.w. „key point“-ad darCa teqstisa da avtoris diqo-
tomia. teqstisa da mkiTxvelis problema SedarebiT viwro speqtrisaa, 
magram midgomaTa da SefasebaTa kuTxiT ufro radikaluri. mxatvruli 
teqsti mismieri enobrivi formiT bunebrivi movlenaa im Tvalsazri-
siT, rom calke aRebuli modusiT igi mxatvrul-enobrivi saSualebe-
biT samyaros Secnobis saxeobaa. lingvisturi kuTxiT yvelaze sarTu-
lo teqstis da samyaros urTierTmimarTebis problemaa. ai, teqstisa 
da teqstualobis SeTanadeba interss aRuZravda formalistebs, semi-
otikuri kvlevebiT dainteresebulT, poststruqturalistebs, ra Tqma 
unda, dekonstruqtivistebs. Tanamedrove filologiur saazrovno 
velSi erT-erT gansakuTrebul samsjelo Temad kvlav teqtis da teq-
stualobis opozicia miiCneva.

adrec aRvniSnavdiT, rom erTiani, unificirebuli, universalu-
ri sakvlevi modelis arseboba nonsensia, msgavsi ram TiTqos i. lotman-
ma SeimuSava, romelic utopiurad miiCnevda r. bartis meTods. drom ki 
aseve utopiurad lotmaniseuli modelic dasaxa.

Cveneulad, esa Tu is modeli erT, mizanmimarTulad SerCeul sak-
vlev masalas esadageba, romelic aseve erTi samecniero mimarTule-
bis ideologiis anareklia. amgvari midgoma msgavsia T. kunis (Kuhn 1970) 
samecniero paradigmisa, romelic gaxazavs, rom samecniero meTodi 
mxolod SerCeuli paradigmis farglebSia Sedegiani da ara nebismieri 
sxva paradigmebis farglebSi moqcevisas. amdenad, ramdeni Tvalsazri-
sicaa, imdenive meTodi SeiZleba arsebobds da yoveli maTgani misuli 
CarCoTia dasazRvruli.

postmodernizmis erT-erTi mniSvnelovani mimdinareobis New-
Age-is warmomadgeneli peter handke aRniSnavs, rom erTxel aRmoCeni-
li meTodi droTa ganmavlobaSi kargavs mniSvnelobas. xelaxla mas 
ver gamoigoneb, amitomaa, rom mas gaucnobiereblad iyeneben. esa Tu 
is mxatvruli meTodi mravaljeradi gamoyenebis Semdeg, droTa gan-
mavlobaSi sul ufro eSveba da bolos sruli avtomatizaciis dones 
aRwevs (Handke 1972: 25).

adamianis WSmaritebasTan mimarTebis koncepti postmodernizmis 
umniSvnelovanesi sakiTxia. masSi ikveTeba umTavresi – orive Semadge-
neli sawyisis TavisTavadoba da unikaluroba. mosazreba, rom post-
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modenizmi „klasikis“ gardasaxva-transformaciaa dasaSvebia imdenad, 
ramdenadac teqstisadmi mimarTebiT bevriT emsgavsebian erTurTs. 
Tu klasikuri teqsti modernis epoqaSi relobas baZavs (igi calke na-
gulisxmevi realobaa), postmodernSi igi ukve teqstismieri realobis 
baZvaa (WeSmariti realuroba aseve teqstad aRiqmeba). postmodernis-
tul literaturas ar mikuTvnebuli mimdinareobani („bitnikebi“, „ga-
javrebuli axalgazrdebi“, Tundac „magiuri realizmi“), ayalibebdnen 
mas; igi emijneba dadgenil kanonebs, „gaxsnil Temebs“, interteqstu-
alobas. postmodernizms erTgavarad gza gaexsna naTxrobis gansxvave-
buli struqturiT, „cnobierebis nakadiT“, e.w. „spontanuri prozis“ 
meSveobiT.

yoveli axali epoqa xlovnebismier mimarTulebebSi efuZneba ra 
winamorbeds, afarToebs da konkretuli niSan-TvisbebiT aRWuravs 
Zvels. klasikurma xelovnebam (literaturam) Seqmna da Camoayaliba 
sanimuSo forma – Sinaarsobrivi nawarmoebebi, teqstebi, romlebic da-
fuZnebulia mxatvrul simarTleze, moralur-eTikur faseulobebze. 
gaZneldeba klasikuri epoqis sawyisi etapis zusti droiTi miTiTeba, 
daisad ki hegeliseuli rwmunebiT, „xelovnebis dasasruli“ unda vigu-
lisxmoT; ramac Sva kidevac modermizmi. modernizmi garesamyarosadmi 
gansakuTrebuli mimarTebaa da ara gamokveTili stili. am mosazrebas 
masSi arsebuli mravalricxovani mimarTulebani adasturebs. moder-
nistma xelovanebma winare gamocdilebaze uaris TqmiT, Tavad daiwyes 
samyaros da adamianis asaxvis axleburi formebis damkvidreba.

modernizms safuZvlad pozitivisturi filosofia, fenomenolo-
gia, froidizmi, marqsizmi da nicSes swavlebani udevs. Tu pozitivizmi 
da fenomenologia codnis obieqtivizacias eswrafoda, froidist–mar-
qsist–nicSeanelebi „adamianTmcodneobiT“ dakavdnen. sabolood, or 
msoflio omgamovlili orive midgoma gacudda. gaCnda axali, moder-
nizmis tradiciasTan gamijnuli postmodernizmi. xelovnebismier az-
rovnebaSi Semovida ekleqtika da qaoturobis niSnebi: enobrivi Tama-
Sobani, stiluri sinkretizmi, pirovnebaze teqstis zeobis mcdeloba-
ni. postmodernizmma eWvs qveS daayena da gaakritika modernizmis Sexe-
duleba universaluri WeSmaritebis wvdomis da Secnobis Sesaxeb.

erT adgilas araferi dgas, yovelive viTardba (es bunebiTi we-
sia), cxovreba axal-axal formebs wamoqmnis. sxvadasxva mimarTulebis 
moazrovneebi fiqroben da eZieben postmodernistuli paradigmebi-
dan gamosaval gzebs. Tavad „postmodernizmis“ erTiani, amomwuravi 
gansazRvreba dResac ki ar arsebobs. definiciis polifoniuroba Tu 
polisemiuroba motivirebulad aCens kiTxvas – uflebamosilni varT 
Tu ara movimarjvoT agrerigad urTierTsawinaaRmdego mosazrebebiT 
„damZimebuli“ termini. XX saukunis filosofiam da sakuTriv xelov-
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nebam (ra Tqma unda, igulisxmeba literaturuli teqstebic) TiTqos 
garkveuli Cixuri problemebi warmoSva. erTi mxriT, samarTliania, rom 
postmodernuli logika uaryofs sayovelTao metanarativis arsebo-
bas. meore mxriT – manve gaarTula miznis misaRwevad savali gzebi, ri-
Tac erTgvarad uari ganacxada Tavad mizanze.

meoce saukunis 90-ianebSi SemCneuli moyirWebis niSnebi 2010 
wlisTvis terminismierad gacxadda, rodesac orma holandielma fi-
losofosma timoTeus vermiulenma (Timotheus Vermeulen) da robin van 
den akerma (Robin van den Akker) proeqt-eseiSi „Notes on Metamodernism“ 
pirvelad axsenes metamodernizmi. Cveneulad – igive postmodernizmi. 
erTi wlis Semdeg ki ingliselma mxatvarma liuk ternerma (Luke Turner) 
„metamodernizmis manifesti“ (Metamodernism//Manifesto) gamoaqveyna. ram-
denime ganmsazRvreli postulati „manifestidan“:

1. vaRiarebT, rom rxeva bunebrivi msoflwesrigia (Semdgom, sity-
vaxmarebaSi termini oscilacia damkvidrda).

2. unda gavTavisufldeT modernistuli ideologiis xanr-
gZlivi gulubryvilobis da misi ukanonod Sobili cinikuri ara-
gulwrfelobisgan.

3. samomavlo qmedeba-moZraobani diametralurad gansxvavebul 
ideebs Soris, romelTac samyaro moZraobaSi mohyavT, rxeva-mimoxriT 
unda ganxorcieldes.

4. vaRiarebT, yofiereba gamdidrdeba Tu sakiTxs imgvarad mi-
vudgebiT, rom zRvris gadalaxva mainc SesaZlebelia, riTac samyaros 
„gaxsnas“ SevuwyobT xels.

5. sadReisod, tolad veZleviT nostalgiasac da futurizmsac.
6. unda SeviTvisoT samecniero-poeturi sinTezic da magiuri re-

alizmis informaciuli guglbryviloba. Secdoma azris dambadia.
7. Cven ideologiuri safuZvlisgan Tavisufal pragmatul ro-

mantizms gTavazobT. amdenad, metamodernizmi ironias da gulwrfe-
lobas, gaTviTcnobierebulobas da gulubryvilobas, relativizms da 
WeSmaritebas, optimizmsa da daeWvebas Soris cvalebad mdgomareobad 
unda ganvsazRvroT. miznad – winsvla da mimoxra unda davisaxoT.

metamodernizmi TiTqos grZnobaTa struqturaa da cdilobs mo-
icvas ideebi, mimdinareobebi, romlebic metamodernistul msoflSeg-
rZnebas Camoayalibeben. igi uars acxadebs kiCze, kolaJze, abstaqci-
onizmze, siurrealizmze da miseulad gaiazrebs neoromantizmsa da 
magiur realizms. eswrafis rekonstruqcias, naTxrobis „klasikuri“ 
saxis aRdgenas, miTosuri formebis xelaxal gaazrebas. miuxedavad ze-
moTqmulisa, metamodernizmis rogorc postmodernis Semdgom epoqad 
warmoCena, dausabuTeblad gveCveneba. postmoderni im dromde iarse-
bebs, sanam misi daZlevis mcdeloba iarsebebs. saTqmelia isic, rom li-
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teraturaSi metamodernizms miakuTvneben haruki murakamis, roberto 
bolonios, devid foster uoless da jonaTan franzens.

modernizmi, postmodernizmi, metamodernizmi, post-postmoder-
nizmi xelovnebis da literaturis Teoriis, zogadad esTetikis, e.w. 
nonklasikur (arakanonikur) saazrovno vels ganekuTvneba. Teoriasa da 
mxatvrul praqtikaSi nonklasikis sasargeblod albaT, „yoveldRiuri 
cnobierebis“ iseTi markerebi unda miviCnioT, romelTac filosofi-
ur-esTetikuri daniSnuleba miakuTvnes (esaa – SfoTi, sevdamoZaleba, 
apaTia, samusiko teqstebis disharmonia, ferweruli asimetria, usag-
noba, absurduloba da misT.). imavdroulad, eWvgareSea „maRali mo-
dernizmis“ XX saukunis klasikur normad miCneva.

postmodernuli tendenciebis arakanonikurobas Tundac mi-
seuli kanonis ararseboba adasturebs rac mizanmimarTuli asiste-
murobis, ekleqtizmis, klasikuri esTetikis kriteriumebisa da nor-
mebis ryeviT gamoixateba. postmodernistuli esTetika emijneba 
dogmebs, misTvis ucxoa myari konceptualuri konstruqciebi. de-
konstruqciis Teoria uaryofs azris sisavsis (klasikuri gnose-
ologiuri TvalTaxedviT) paradigmis reprezentacias xelovnebis-
mier sferoSi. midrekilia imgvar koncefcias, romelSic teqsti erTsa 
da imave dros gulisxmobs dekonstruqciasac da rekonstruqciasac 
(martivad rom vTqvaT, daSla-awyobas). win wamowevs sxvadasxvagvar 
rakurss – sawadels (J. delozi), libidosmier pulsacias (J. laka-
ni, J.-f. liotari), cdunebas (J. bodriari), zizRs (i. kristeva), mniS-
vnelovan adgils ikavebs ironiac. postmodernistulma eqsperimen-
tebma saTave daudes tradiciuli xelovnebis Janrul-saxeobrivi 
sazRvrebis gafermkrTalebas, sinesTeziuri terdenciebis gaaqti-
urebas. aqtualuri gaxda mxatvrulobis, istorizmis, religiuro-
bis problemebis simulakruloba, gacxadebuli metaeniT, interteq-
stualobiT, konteqstiT. klasikuri esTetikis mxatvrul saxeobri-
obas postmodernizmis esTetikaSi, simulakri Caenacvla.

postmodernizmi calsaxa, martivi movlena ar gaxlavT; iTavsebs 
koncefcia-Teoriebs, romlebic cdiloben misi sazRvrebis moSlas da 
raRac axlis, ufro Tanamedroves Seqmnas. ibadeba sirTule – post-
post-modernizmis momxreni winamorbedi movlenis romeli frTis Tu 
saxeobis „daZlevas“ gulisxmoben. erTni frederik jeimisonis  Teori-
as emxrobian, meoreni ki aRiareben  liotaris pozicias diadi narative-
bis daisis Sesaxeb. damatebiTi sirTule isicaa, rom post-postmoder-
nistuli Teoriis araerTi koncefciiT faqtorbivad, imave saazrovno 
diskursSi vimyofebiT, raic postmodernizmma daamkvidra.

sabolood cxadiyofa, rom postmodernizmma kulturuli velis 
gaazreba, misi analizi SemogvTavaza. amdenad, post-postmoder-niz-
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mis avtorebi kvlav kulturismier fesvebze saubroben. cxadia, vgu-
lisxmobT, filosfosisa da kulturis Teoretikosis f. jeimisonis 
1980-ianebSi daweril statias „postmodernizmi anu gviandeli kapita-
lizmis kulturuli logika“ („Postmodernism, or, the Cultural Logic of Late 
Capitalism“). statia ganmsWvalulia im paTosiT, rom postmodernizmi 
gviandeli kapitalizmis gamoxatulebaa.

sadReisod, yvelaze xSirad xsenebul post-postmodernistul 
koncefciad metamodernizmi miiCneva (adre naxseneb holandiel filo-
sofosTa proeqti). xazgasasmelia, rom vermiulenis da van den akeris 
adreSeqmnilma manifestma Zireuli gadamuSaveba ganicada 2017 wels 
gamocemul naSromSi: „metamodernizmi: istoriuloba, afeqti da siR-
rme postmodernizmis Semdgom“. mixvdnen ra, rom „manifesti“ ver idga 
myar samecniero niadagze da ioli iyo misi safuZvliani kritika, axali 
varianti jeimisonis mosazrbebze daafuZnes. amasTanave, proqtSi sxva 
avtorebic miipatiJes. ZiriTad kategoriad, manifestis Seqmnidan Svidi 
wlis Semdgom, grZnobaTa struqtura daasaxeles. albaT TvalnaTelia, 
jeimisonisgan „nasesxoba“, romelic postmodernizmis ZiriTad maxasi-
aTeblad swored grZnobis struqturas wamowevda win.

da, mainc ver moxerxda erTiani, zogjer msgavsi mosazrebebis Se-
jereba. mravalsaxovani Sexedulebebi racionalur marcvals marTalia 
Seicavdnen, oRond mTlianobiTi konceptis dadgena ver ganxorcielda.

sayuradRebo gaazrebas moicavs alan kirbis „dijimodernizmi“ 
(ix.: Kirby Alan, Digimodernism: How New Technologies Dismantle the Postmodern 
and Reconfigure Our Culture. N. Y., 2009). Tu iTvleba rom modernis epoqis 
subieqti nevrotikia, postmodernisa – Sizoidi, „diji“ anu cifruli mo-
dernizmisTvis is autistia, romelic miseul cifrul samyaros hqmnis. 
literaturis amerikeli Teoretikosis jefri nilonis (ix.: J. T. Nealon, 
„Post-Deconstructive“ Negri, Derrida and the Present State of Theory“, Symploke, vol. 
14) TvalTaxedviT, dRes TiTqos yvela, gansxvavebulis (adamiani Tu 
sagani) kvlevas eswrafis; Tumca jeimisoniseuli da postmodernuli 
logika dResac Zalmosilia. post-postmodernizmi postmodernizmis 
gaZliereba da mutaciaa. amdenad, saubaria post-postmodernizmis, vi-
Tarca Tanamedrove kapitalizmis (just in time capitalism) gamoxatulebaze.

odnav adre, mark fiSeris (Marc Fisher) fsevdonimiT cnobili, popu-
laruli Crdilo amerikeli mwerali da literatori moimarjvebs ter-
mins – „kapitalisturi realizmi“. garkveuli istoriul SexedulebaTa 
mixedviT arsebobs mosazreba, rom postmoderni ukve araaqtualuria, 
kapitalisturi realizmi ki dResac „moTxovnadi“. amasTanave, eyrdnoba 
ra jeimisons, fiSeri xSirad Caanacvlebs xolme „postmodernizmisa“ da 
kapitalisturi realizmis cneba-terminebs (sakuTari Sexedulebis ga-
samyareblad araerTgzis moixmobs JiJekis, delozis, gvataris da devid 
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harvis nawerebs). amdenad, dasaSvebia miseul Teorias postmodernis-
tuli vuwodoT, mxolod imis miTiTebiT, rom avtori uSualod kapita-
lizms ikvlevs.

modernizmis epoqaSi froidiseulad, upirvelesia aracnobieri, 
romelic safuZvlad udevs adamianis qmedebas. amdenad, adamianur 
qmedebas ara cnobiereba gansazRvravs, rogorc es manamde iyo miCneu-
li – aramed aracnobieri. sainteresoa, rom aracnobieri, dadaizmis es 
sayrdeni wertili, mniSvnelovani xdeba siurrealizmisTvisac. moder-
nistebi daupirispirdnen wina epoqebidan namemkvidreb wamyvan formeb-
sa da narativebs; puantalistur perspeqtivas ferwera–mxatvrobaSi, 
tonalurobas samusiko teqstebSi, realistur naTxrobs literatu-
raSi. i. litmani Tavisi Teoriis garkveul etapze modernizmis mosawon 
niSan-Tvisebad Zvelze uaris Tqmas da axleburi msoflaRqmis Camoya-
libebas miiCnevda. am Tezas naTlad warmoaCens futurizmi. xose ortega 
Tanadrouli xelovnebis novacias amgvarad xedavda: xelovnebis dehu-
manizacia; „SeCveuli“ formebis uaryofa; zogadad xelovnebaSi TamaSis 
da ironiis sawyisis mniSvnelobis win wamoweva. es yovelive naTelyofa 
postmodernistul xelovnebaSi.

„winare gamocdilebasTan“ dapirispirebulobis miuxedavad aR-
saniSnia isic, rom erT-erTi adreuli gamocdileba modernizmisa – 
simbolizmi, romantizmis xazs ganagrZobs. bodleri dawers – „yovel 
adamianSi, yovel wuTs aris ori erTdrouli miswrafeba, erTi Rmer-
Tisken, meore satanisken. mowodeba RmerTisken rodesac suliereba 
aris amaRlebis survili; satanas mowodeba rodesac cxoveloba aris 
dacemiT tkboba“. eqspresionizms da romantizms Soris kavSirs mianiS-
nebs valerian gafrindaSvili: „ueWvelia agreTve eqspresionistebis 
kavSiri „grigalisa da amboxebis“ genialur WabukebTan... „grigalisa da 
amboxis“ („Sturm und Drang“) periodidan gansakuTrebiT SilerTan eqspre-
sionistebs didi kavSiri aqvT. maTi kulti revoluciis da katastrofis, 
maTi moraluri paTosi, TiTqos aRdgenaa Sillerisa da romantizmis 
pirvandel revoluciuri xanis, roca misi ajanyeba Zveli literatu-
ris da cxovrebis winaaRmdegi iyo TavSekavebuli da usazRvro... maTi 
pesimizmi aris gamowveuli im damarcxebebiT, romelic naxa germaniam 
ukanasknel omSi“ (gafrindaSvili 1924). 

qarTuli gamocdilebis gaTvaliswinebiT, modernizmis xana-
Si gamoiyofa orgvari pozicia, romlebic xilul sinamdvileSi WeS-
maritebis Ziebas upirispirdeba, rac, rasakvirvelia, moaswavebs kul-
turaSi desemiotizaciis process – rodesac sityvebi da sagnebi erT-
maneTs aRar miemarTebian. erTia miRmuri samyaros wvdomisken swrafva, 
meore – upiratesad futuristebiseuli pozicia momavlis samyaros 
mimarT.
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„postmodernizmi“ terminismierad, ambivalenturi Sinaarsisaa. 
acnobierebs rogor modernizmis daZlevis mcdelobas, aseve misi gag-
rZelebis kulturul paradigmas. postmodernizmi, viTarca msofl-
SegrZneba win uswrebs Tavad terminismier damkvidrebas; mWidrodaa 
dakavSirebuli teqnologiur novaciebs, problemis gaazreba sayurad-
Rebodaa warmodgenili am sferos „mZimewonosnad“ miCneuli frangi 
kritikosis Jan liotris teqstSi „postmodernis mdgomareoba“, sadac 
„postmoderni“ Tanadrouli kulturuli mdgomareobis aRmniSvnelia.

socialuri organizacia da adamianuri yofis cxovelmyofelo-
ba, pirovnebiseuli Sexeduleba WeSmaritbaze, samyarosa da Tavad ada-
mianze, gansazRvraven kulturismier arss. pirovneba Tavadaa realo-
bis Semqmneli, amasTanave, sxvaTac xelewifebaT sakuTar Sexedule-
baTa gamoxatva da amiT zogadi realobis gamravalferovneba. amgvari 
gaazrebiT sarwmunoa postmodernistuli mtkicebuleba – „samyaro 
teqstia“.

axali Taobis mwerlebi Zalauneburad iTvaliswineben namemkvid-
reb postmodrnistul formebsa Tu naazrev-nafiqrals. aseve, „Zala-
uneburad“ gvTavazoben post-postmodernistuli mimdinareobis nara-
tiviseul „mignebebs“. pirovneba post-postmodernistul naazrevSi, 
albaT ufro metad socializebulia. meTodis SesagrZnobad axlebu-
ri interpretaciaa mosamarjvebeli. igulisxmeba gmirTa (personaJTa) 
„ganCxrekvis“ garTulebuli midgoma. zemoTqmulis gaTvaliswinebiT, 
ikveTeba post-postmodernistuli romanis amgvari markerebi (Timmer 
2010): 

•		 siuJetis	 agebis	 post-postmodernistulma	 stratgiebma	 naT-
lad ver Camoayalibes pirovnebis srulfasovani gaazrebis formebi.

•		 post-postmodernistul	romanSi	 naTxrobis	 axleburi	formis	
Zieba gapirobebulia pirovnebismieri mcdelobiT, rogorme daZleul 
iqnas eqsistenciuri krizisi Tu „afeTqeba“.

•		 post-postmodernistul	romanSi	 mniSnvelovania	 „urTiergac-
vlis“ momenti anu sxvebs Tavsgadaxdenil ambavTa sakuTarTan daaxlo-
veba – identificireba. „sakuTaris“ sxvebTan igiveobis da TanaerTobis 
SegrZnebis albaToba.

•		post-postmodernistul	romanSi	mniSvnelovania	„msgavseba-er-
Tianoba“ (postmodernistuli teqstebisgan gansxvavebiT, sadac „gans-
xvavebulobaa“ umTavresi niSani); xSiria uSualod teqstis aRmqmeli-
sadmi mimarTva – „Tqvenc aseve grZnobT, xom?“ rac e.w. „gacvla-gamoc-
vlis“, gaziarebis formaa.

•		 postmodernistuli	 mignebebi	 (xerxebi)	 post-postmodernis-
tul literaturaSic kvlavindeburad ixmareba, magram aw ukve gansx-
vavebuli funqciiT.
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•		post-postmodernistuli	romani	acdenili	araa	ironias,	oRond	
is ukve socialur an kulturismier normad aRar aRiqmeba.

•		 post-postmodernistul	 romans	 empaTia	 gansazRvravs	 (gmi-
rebs, mTxrobels da personaJebs, mTxrobels – personaJebs – mkiTxvels 
Soris).

safuZvliania kiTxva – aris Tu ara post-postmodernizmi „post-
modernulobis“ epoqis erT-erTi etapi Tu man amowura da dawrita 
„daRlili“ postmodernizmi? aRvniSnavT umTavress – modernizmisa 
da postmodernizmisgan gansxvavebiT post-postmodernizmi gansazR-
vruli esTetikuri da mxatvruli kanonebis damkvidrebas cdi-lobs. 
erideba esTetikuris zogadi midgomebis dafuZnebas. miiC-neva, 
rom interaqtiuloba damaxasiaTebeli specifikuri niSania post-
postmodernisa. Teoriuli gaazrebiT, virtualuri realoba arakla-
sikuri esTetikis SedarebiT axali cnebaa. virtualobis esTeti-
ka konceptualurad, ufro farToa postmodernul esTetikasTan 
SedarebiT.
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Ramaz Chilaia
(Georgia)

From Modernism to Post-Postmodernism

Summary

Key words: Civilization, culture, society.

The XXIst century offers us the new rules of existentialism. The conflicts of the 
civilizations are uncovered. A human is in the process of looking for the ways to be in 
harmony with the outer world. The fastest development of the digital technologies helped 
the society to pass to the new cultural stage.

According to his nature, a human has to exist in this or that kind of a sociaty. So, he is 
forced to find an existentialistic fulcrum. This “prop” is still found in the standards formed 
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and developed by the cultural forms typical to the given society. According to Nietzsche, 
the “Transformation of the Spirit” is possible and we must accept and understand it as a 
concept equal to the current global changes in the cultural sphere. There is no development 
without changes and transformation; in every concrete case, as a major characteristics, we 
must consider the perception and freedom of a human. And the progress or development is 
determined by the changes of the attitude to the universe and understanding of the reality, 
the methods of perception, and limitless freedom.

The culture-related space is understood and imagined as the variety of the 
interrelation of an economic, social, political, and spiritual expression; consequently, all 
the above-mentioned forms of human expressions are joined by the perception of the verity, 
outer world, and the nature of the human. It has been often pointed out to the fact that the 
culture-related phenomenon includes the following triad: a human – objectively existent 
world – absolute world. It must be clear that the given trichotomy can’t be universal but it 
certainly has the right to exist.

If we rely on the already mentioned approach, then it’s possible to present the 
following systematics: a) verity and the ideas regarding it determine perception of the 
world/universe by an individual, by the essence of his creative power. b) The combination 
of the above-mentioned components creates culture-related phenomenon.

At present, the common cultural (spiritual, social-economical, political, technolo-
gical) context undergoes radical changes. Almost already for half a century the thinkers 
and the scientists discuss the topic regarding the similarity or the difference between 
the epochs of the modern and the postmodern. The approach that a human is in the 
ambivalent situation, that he is unable to rely on the narratives created in the result of the 
prior antecedents and experience because they cannot “satisfy” him, overweighs the other 
ideas. In the process of the confrontation or comparison of the XX century art samples 
the critics openly point out to the fact that the founding of some new conception of the 
world or philosophy of life or cultural period is quite late. This border has already been 
overstepped and the thinkers still try to blaze the trails. It’s true that the understanding of 
the knowledge in the postmodern channel is not stable anymore; still, it must be based 
on the ideas and experience of the “ innovative” postmodern classics. It must be taken 
into consideration that the formerly acquired postmodern knowledge is important for the 
overcoming of the postmodern episteme. It’s difficult to say how will the mechanism of 
the gathered knowledge in the society develop or what way will the events progress. One 
thing is clear that the new theories must be comprehended with great care, the majority 
of which, to our mind, does not submit logics or has simply some speculative meaning. 
In all probability the existence of the definitely named and determined epoch is under the 
question. “Unrestricting” was overcome by the postmodern earlier.

Every new epoch in any art direction based on the experience of the predecessor, 
expands and equips the old ones with the new signs and qualities. The classic art (literature)
created and formed the models: meaningful narratives, based on the artistic verity and 
moral-ethical values. The basis of the modern is positivistic philosophy, phenomenology, 
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Freidism, Marxism, and the doctrines of Nietzsche. If the positivism and phenomeno-
logy strived to achieve the objectification of the knowledge, the followers of Freidism, 
Marxism, and the Nietzsche theories were involved in human studies.

 Taking into consideration the Georgian literary experience, during the modern 
period two kinds of positions have been framed out which confront and contradict sear-
ching after verity. In its turn this phenomenon anticipates the process of desimiotisation 
in the culture – when the words and the objects do not relate to each other. One thing is 
to rush to the ultimate world, and the other thing is to have the futuristic attitude towards 
the world.

The concept “postmodern” is of the ambivalent nature. It is understood as the 
attempt of overcoming the modern as well as the cultural paradigm of its continuation. 
The postmodern as a conception of the world anticipates the assertion of the concept 
itself. The postmodern is closely connected with technological innovations. 

Social organization and the strength of the human existence, the personal opinion 
on the truth, the universe, and the person himself, determine the essence of the culture. 
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Targmanis Teoria da praqtika / 
Theory and Practice of Translation

nino surmava
(saqarTvelo)

amin ar-reihanis „juhani“ da misi Targmanebis problematika

amin ar-reihani1 siriul-amerikuli literaturuli skolis aRi-
arebuli korife, XX saukunis dasawyisis „nahdas“2 arabuli moZraobi-
sa da misi ganuyofeli nawilis – „mahjaris“3 literaturis erT-erTi 
mTavari figuraa. sul raRac 12 wlisa, 1888 wels, igi ojaxma niu-ior-
kSi gagzavna. mwerali bavSvobis asakSive SeeTvisa amerikul garemos, 
aqtiurad ecnoboda rogorc evropul, aseve amerikul literaturas, 
Cairicxa kolumbiis universitetis iuridiul fakultetze, magram 
janmrTelobis mdgomareobis gauaresebis gamo swavla Sewyvita da li-
banSi dabrunda. arabul kulturasTan sulieri kavSiri mwerals arc 
amerikaSi gauwyvetia, piriqiT, samSoblosTan siSorem da okeanis 
miRma yofnam da cxovrebam misi grZnoba samSoblosi kidev ufro 
gaamZafra da gaafaqiza.

1901 wlidan amin ar-reihani ukve amerikis moqalaqea. amerikeli 
uolt vitmenis mimdevari da ralf emersonis didi gavlenis qveS myofi 
mwerali brwyinvaled flobs inglisurs da samSobloSi dabrunebamde 
Tavis samwerlobo gzas swored inglisurad iwyebs. 1911 wels ingli-
surad dawerili da gamocemuli misi romani „xalidis wigni“ amerikaSi 
arabi mwerlis pirvel inglisurenovan romanad Sevida istoriaSi. 1904 
wels samSobloSi dabrunebis Semdeg reihani mSobliuri enis, kultu-
ris da literaturis SeswavliT iyo dakavebuli. am droidan moyolebu-
li is aqtiur literaturul moRvaweobas iwyebs, 6 weli ganmartoebiT 
cxovrobs libanis mTebSi da wers arabul enaze (gardavaZe 2015: 10-11).

unda aRiniSnos, rom „mahjaris“ transkulturuli skolis li-
teratura, miuxedavad imisa, rom iqmneboda arabuli regionis gareT, 
realurad iyo XX saukunis dasawyisis „nahdas“ moZraobis ganuyofeli 

1akademiur da samecniero wreebSi damkvidrebulia mwerlis gvaris ori forma: 
reihani/ar-reihani.
2 arabuli termini nahda (qarTulad-aRorZineba) aRniSnavs XIX saukunis meore 
naxevarsa da XX saukunis dasawyisSi arabul samyaroSi kulturuli cxovrebis 
gamococxlebisa da axali arabuli literaturis Camoyalibebis process.
3 igive emigrantuli literatura, romelic aerTianebs XIX-XX saukuneebSi 
siria-libanidan amerikis SeerTebul StatebSi emigrirebuli mwerlebis Semo-
qmedebas; amitom literaturul wreebSi mas xSirad uwodeben siriul-amerikul 
skolas. Tanamedrove emigrantuli mwerlobisgan gansasxvaveblad ki Zvel emig-
rantul literaturadac moixsenieben.



201

amin ar-reihanis „juhani“ da misi Targmanebis problematika

da Zalian mniSvnelovani nawili, radgan is iyo rogorc arabuli kul-
turis modernizaciis erT-erTi Zlieri katalizatori, aseve dasav-
luri Rirebulebebis aRmosavlur kulturasTan pozitiuri kuTxiT 
sinTezis iniciatori. udidesia emigranti mwerlebis Rvawli XX sauku-
nis dasawyisSi dasavleTisTvis (amerikisa da evropisTvis) muslimuri 
axlo aRmosavleTis arabebisa da islamis principebis WeSmariti saxiT 
wardgenasa da gacnobaSi. am misiis ganxorcieleba mahjaris skolam Ta-
visi orenovnebiT SeZlo. am skolis bevri warmomadgeneli jer libanSi 
misionerul skolebSi dawyebuli ganaTlebiT da Semdeg, dasavleTSi 
iZulebiTi emigraciis pirobebSi, ucxo enobriv garemoSi maTi sruli 
adaptirebiT orenovan avtorad Camoyalibda (gardavaZe 2015: 6). mahja-
ris skolis mwerlebi erTnairi warmatebiT werdnen rogorc arabul, 
ise inglisur enebze. amitom didia emigranti mwerlebis roli mTarg-
mnelobiT procesSi. maTi mxatvruli Semoqmedeba orive enaze erT-
nair simaRleebs aRwevs. Tu gaviTvaliswinebT im udides warmatebas, 
romelsac emigrantma mwerlebma miaRwies, – iqneba es Targmanisa Tu 
originaluri nawarmoebebis Seqmna, – upriani iqneba aRiniSnos, rom 
Targmani, rogorc termini, ar Semoifargleba mxolod azris meqaniku-
ri gadataniT erTi enidan meoreze, Targmna gulisxmobs interpreta-
cias da inteleqtualuri da literaturuli Rirebulebebis gadatanas 
erTi enobrivi sistemidan meoreSi. am konteqstSi xazi unda gaesvas emig-
ranti mwerlebis damsaxurebebsa da miRwevebs Tanamedrove arabuli 
literaturis istoriaSi. Tu gamoviyenebT Targmanis TeoriaSi arsebul 
terminologias, arsebobs pirvelwyaro anu saTargmni ena, aris Targ-
manis ena da am or enas Soris arsebuli safexuri, romelsac xSirad „teqs-
tTaSoris“ safexurs uwodeben. faqtobrivad, mahjaris skola Tavisi 
orenovnebiT gviCvenebs Targmnas gansakuTrebulad cocxali formiT. 
metic, mwerlebi uSualod „pirvelwyarodan“ arian Targmnilni, radgan 
maT TavianTi bilingvurobiT warmatebiT gadalaxes „teqstTaSorisi“ 
safexuri da SeZles maTi masazrdoebeli kulturuli faseulobebis 
interpretacia da inteleqtualuri da literaturuli Rirebulebebis 
udanakargod gadatana erTi enobrivi sistemidan meoreSi (Alen 2012: 12). 

amdenad, amin ar-reihani „hibriduli identobis“ matarebel mwer-
lad gvevlineba, romelic Tavis literaturul diskursSi aRmosav-
lur-dasavluri Rirebulebebis gonivruli sinTezisgan cdilobs mesa-
me sivrcis – erTgvari alternatiuli samyaros Seqmnas. TiTqmis erTi 
saukunis win is swored bikulturalizmisa da hibridulobis ideas qa-
dagebda. did moazrovnesa da mwerals aRmosavleT-dasavleTis suli-
eri sinTezis idea sakuTari SemoqmedebiTi gzis dasawyisSive afiqrebs. 
XX saukunis arabul literaturaSi am ori samyaros Sexvedris Tema, ro-
melic dRemde ar kargavs aqtualobas, swored reihanis Semoqmedebidan 
iRebs saTaves. Tamamad SegviZlia vTqvaT, rom amin ar-reihani sami kul-
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turis pirmSoa – amerikulis, evropulis da arabulis. metic, arabul 
kulturamde is evropul-amerikulidan mivida da sakuTar Tavs misia 
daakisra – aRmosavleTSi dasavleTis codna Seetana da dasavleTSi – 
aRmosavleTis filosofia da poezia (gardavaZe 2007: 109). mwerlis si-
tyvebi: „libani – parizi – niu-iorki! Cemi suli libanSia, guli – pariz-
Si, niu-iorkSi ki amJamad sxeulia mxolod Cemi“, vfiqrob, yvelaze kar-
gad warmoaCens didi mwerlisa da moazrovnis msoflmxedvelobas (Rihani 
2014: 52).

saqarTveloSi amin ar-reihanis saxels gansakuTrebuli datvir-
Tva aqvs, radgan arabuli literaturis qarTul enaze Targmanis 
procesi swored am mwerliT iwyeba. qarTuli aRmosavleTmcodneobis 
skolis damfuZnebeli, cnobili mecnieri da akademikosi giorgi were-
Teli 1945 wels gamocemul Jurnal „mnaTobis“ furclebze amin ar-
reihanis uwodebs „evropul smokingSi gamowyobil arabs“. giorgi we-
reTlis mier amin ar-reihanize dawerili sityvebi, vfiqrobT, zustad 
miesadageba mwerlis tipaJs: 

„miuxedavad imisa, rom Tavisi pirovnebis Semadgeneli elemente-
bi eminma sxvadasxva kontinentze gaanawila, igi mainc arabia... emin 
reihani ori msoflios mier warmoSobili nayofia, aRmosavleTis da 
dasavleTisa. igi xarbad iTvisebda orive samyaros kulturul-Semoq-
medebiTi moRvaweobis produqtebs da cdilobda maT gaerTianebas 
Tavis arsebaSi. erTi mxriv, abu l-ala maarri, muTanabi da ibn-sahli, 
meore mxriv – volteri, goeTe, balzaki, karleili, kitsi, uot uitmeni 
da sxvani, sxvadasxva samyaros es sxvadasxva sidideebi rogorRac 
Tavsdebian erTad emin reihanis pirovnebaSi... me ar vici, SeiZleba Tu ara 
iTqvas reihanis poeziis Sesaxeb, rom es aris floberis „aRmosavleTi 
frakSi“, an gadmodgeba Tu ara es poezia uarsayofad rediard kiplin-
gis sityvebisa – Oh, East is East, and West is West, and never the twain shall meet 
(o, aRmosavleTi aris aRmosavleTi da dasavleTi – dasavleTi da es 
tyupebi arasdros Seiyrebian) – magram, ueWvelia, rom igi warmoad-
gens am debulebis uaryofis cdas... Tanamedrove arabeTisa da saerTod 
aRmosavleTis mTeli literaturis ZiriTadi motivi aRmosavleTisa 
da dasavleTis civilizaciebis gaerTianebaa. amaze ocnebobs reihanic“ 
(wereTeli 1945: 75-77).

winamdebare statiaSi ganvixilavT reihanis mcire romans „Juhan“1, 
romelSic mwerali ori sruliad gansxvavebuli religiis da kulturis, 

1 jihani aris nawarmoebis mTavari personaJi – Turqi qali. mTavari personaJis 
saxelis marTlweris gansxvavebuli versiebi arsebobs. inglisurenovan xel-
nawerSi mwerali saxels xmarobs Semdegi damwerlobiT: Juhan. amitom nawarmoe-
bis inglisurenovan gamocemasa Tu samecniero literaturaSi gamoyenebulia 
forma – Juhan. Tumca, unda aRiniSnos, rom saxeli aris Turqul-sparsuli war-
momavlobis da gamoiTqmis, rogorc jihan. Sesabamisad, arabulenovan teqstSi 
gvxvdeba forma – jihan. amin ar-reihanis organizaciis oficialur veb-gverdze 
(http://www.ameenrihani.org) saxelis orive formaa mocemuli: Juhan/Jihan.
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aRmosavleTisa da dasavleTis siyvarulis gziT Seyris Temas aviTa-
rebs. sanam romanis Targmanebis problematikas SevexebodeT, pirvel 
rigSi, gavaanalizebT Tavad nawarmoebs, romelic avtorma inglisur 
enaze dawera 1917 wels. inglisurenovani „juhani“ Tavidanve ar dabeW-
dila. amin ar-reihanis Zma albert reihani am garemoebas imiT xsnis, rom 
im dros arab qalTa emansipacia ar iyo saintereso Tema amerikeli ga-
momcemlebisTvis, amitom nawarmoebi misi inglisurad gamocemis welsve 
iTargmna da gamoica arabulad ‘abd al-Mmasih Hhaddad-is mier saTauriT 
„haremis gareT“. arabulenovani Targmani Semdeg wlebSic ganmeorebiT 
araerTxel gamoica, xolo inglisurenovani originali xelnaweri (sa-
beWd manqanaze akrefili teqsti, romelic SigadaSig xeliTaa Caswore-
buli avtoris mier), mwerlis saxl-muzeumSi inaxeboda da mxolod 2011 
wels gamoica stamburad. swored 2011 wlis inglisurenovani gamocema 
iTvleba yvelaze srulyofil teqstad (Rihani 2011: 13-91). 

„juhani“ XX s-is arabul literaturaSi aRmosavleT-dasavle-
Tis Tematikaze dawerili erT-erTi pirveli mxatvruli nawarmoebia. 
safiqrebelia, rom sasiyvarulo urTierTobis metafora, romelic 
XX s-is arabul literaturaSi erTgvar normad iqca „aRmosavleT-da-
savleTis“ ciklis romanebSi, swored aRniSnuli nawarmoebidan iRebs 
saTaves.

cnobilia, rom reihani iyo qalTa uflebebis aqtiuri damcve-
li da is gabedulad werda XX saukunis dasawyisSi aRmosavluri 
sazogadoebisTvis tabudadebul Temebze. Tavisi Tanamedrove mwer-
lebisgan gansxvavebiT „juhanSi“ reihani xatavs mebrZoli, axalgaz-
rda revolucioneri Turqi qalis saxes, romelsac surs modernize-
buli dasavleTis Rirebulebebi sakuTar xalxamde miitanos. juhani 
mwerlisTvis gamoRviZebuli aRmosavleTis erTgvari simboloa. mTa-
var personaJSi bevri ram devs Tavad avtorisac.

romanSi pirveli msoflio omis movlenaTa anareklia, moqmedeba 
TurqeTSi 1915 wels mimdinareobs da mTavar moqmed gmirTa wyvili 
stambolSi germaniis samxedro mrCeveli, ganusazRvreli uflebebiT 
aRWurvili fon vallenSteini da maRali wris axalgazrda Turqi qa-
li juhania. amdenad, „juhanSi“ asaxulia sruliad axali movlenebi 
da konfliqtebi, rasac mkvlevari dolinina reihanis SemoqmedebaSi 
calkeuli realisturi elementebis gaCenas ukavSirebs; misi azriT, 
„swored damajereblobisken swrafvam gamoiwvia is, rom arabuli ro-
manis gmiri aris ara arabi, aramed Turqi, radgan Turqi muslimi qale-
bi metad evropeizebulebi iyvnen da meti TavisuflebiTac sargeb-
lobdnen. arcerTi Tundac ganaTlebuli arabi muslimi qali im dros 
ver aRmoCndeboda juhanis adgilas“ (Долинина 1981: 18). 
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romanis Sinarsi Semdegia: juhani aris mTavari gmiri, Turqi 
qali, rwmeniT muslimi, magram cxovrebis Tanamedrove xedviT. is aris 
erT-erTi gavleniani politikuri figuris – rida faSas qaliSvili. 
juhani gaSorebulia qmarTan, princ saif ad-dinTan, radgan qmarma 
gatexa colisTvis micemuli fici, rom mis garda sxva qalze ar iqor-
winebda. juhani ibrZvis TavisuflebisTvis, is winaaRmdegia zo-
gierTi aRmosavluri tradiciisa da surs dasavleTis progresuli 
Sexedulebebi sakuTar sazogadoebaSi danergos. miuxedavad imisa, 
rom mama winaaRmdegia Svilis Tavisuflebisa, juhani mainc axerxebs 
icxovros aqtiuri cxovrebiT. ori adamiani ibrZvis misi siyvarulis 
mosapoveblad: Suqri bei, biZaSvili da mamis SerCeuli saqmro da 
germaneli oficeri. juhanze didi gavlena aqvs rida faSas. mwerali 
xazs usvams rida faSas ambivalentur damokidebulebas dasavluri 
civilizaciis mimarT, mas, erTi mxriv, moswons progresuli dasavle-
Ti, magram amave dros, aRmosavluri wes-Cveulebebisa da tradiciebis 
damcvelia, iseve, rogorc juhani cdilobs SeaTanxmos erTmaneTSi 
aRmosavlur-dasavluri faseulobebi. qalis imedi im momaval bavSvSia 
Cadebuli, Tavad rom gaaCens – gogos, romelic mis kvals gahyveba da 
ibrZolebs aRmosavleli qalis TavisuflebisTvis an biWs, romelic 
gaizrdeba gmiri, lideri, mxsneli erisa. am ocnebis axdena juhans 
SeuZleblad miaCnia sakuTari eris wiaRSi, amitom surs, bavSvis mama 
germaneli generali iyos, Tumca qorwinebis ideaze uars acxadebs. 
generali ver iTavisebs qalis uars da yvelafers akeTebs imisTvis, rom 
juhani Tavisi gavlenis qveS moaqcios. mamis cixidan gaTavisuflebis 
dapirebiT generali qals imorCilebs. juhani xdeba generlis msxver-
pli. Suqri bei, juhanis mama da Zma – samive generlis wyalobiT iRupeba, 
ris Semdegac qali SurisZiebas gadawyvets – generals saxlSi Seityu-
ebs da winaprebis xanjliT moklavs. Semdeg stambolidan moSorebiT sxva 
saxeliT agrZelebs cxovrebasa da brZolas, TanamSromlobs progre-
sul gazeTebTan da zrdis qeraTmian biWs, mustafas1, Tavisuflebisa 
da humanizmis idealebiT. am bavSvSia Cadebuli mTeli imedi misi xalxis 
ukeTesi da naTeli momavlisa.

„juhani“ mxolod fenimisturi ideis matarebeli rodia, aq Cans 
konfliqti or urTierTgansxvavebul aRmosavlur da dasavlur sam-
yaros Soris. aRmosavleTisa da dasavleTis ganmasaxierebeli ori 
mTavari gmiris erTmaneTisken siyvarulis gziT svlas romanSi sabe-
diswero finali aqvs, radgan maTi erTmaneTisken savali gzebi acde-
nilia. am kavSiriT orive gmiri sruliad gansxvavebul miznebs isaxavs 

1 mustafa – (arab.) rCeuli. Sdr. jibran xalil jibranis 1923w. gamocemuli 
misi yvelaze cnobili nawarmoebis “winaswarmetyvelis” protagonistis saxeli 
– al-mustafa.
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– aRmosavleli qali nanatri TavisuflebisTvis ibrZvis, is ocnebobs 
sicocxle misces bavSvs, romelic gaaerTianebs aRmosavlur da dasav-
lur Rirebulebebs, dasavleli kaci ki ganusazRvreli Zalauflebis-
ken miiswrafvis, misi „aziuri ocnebaa“ ixilos imperia germanuli pro-
teqtoratis qveS. 

nawarmoebis bolos avtori gviCvenebs aRmosavleT-dasavleTis 
qorwinebis ideis kraxs. miuxedavad imisa, rom orive gmiri wavida kul-
turul kompromisebze: generalma SeiTvisa aRmosavluri tradiciebi, 
juhanma ki – dasavluri, maTi qorwinebis idea CaiSala. juhani qor-
winebis winaaRmdegia, magram imedi momavalSia Cadebuli. juhanis vaJi 
– mustafa iqneba swored is „winaswarmetyveli“, romelic SeZlebs aR-
mosavlur-dasavluri faseulobebis SeTanxmebas. swored es aris ro-
manis mTavari idea.

Cveni yuradReba sagangebod unda SevaCeroT nawarmoebis finalze, 
romelic gansxvavebulia inglisur originalSi da arabul da rusul-
enovan TargmanebSi. pirvel da meore arabulenovan gamocemebSi (1917 
da 1922 ww-is) „juhani“ sruldeba generlis mkvlelobis sceniTa da 
juhanis TviTmkvlelobiT (https://www.hindawi.org/books/39464158/). mTarg-
mnels (‘abd al-masih haddads) sruliad Seucvlia nawarmoebis finali 
da amouRia mustafas monakveTi, romelic warmoadgens romanis mniS-
vnelovan da ganuyofel nawils da nawarmoebis mTavari ideis matare-
belia, Cveni azriT. amin albert reihani mTargmnelis aseT interpreta-
cias imiT xsnis, rom aRniSnuli epizodi im drois arabi mkiTxvelisTvis 
SeiZleba sruliad miuRebeli yofiliyo. 1948 wlis arabulenovani ga-
mocema Sesworebuli da Sevsebulia reihanis Zmis mier (Rihani 1948: 127-
131). swored arabuli enidanaa Targmnili rusulad reihanis „juhani“, 
Tumca rusulenovani Targmani eyrdnoba ara bolo, aramed 1922 wlis 
naklul arabulenovan gamocemas, Sesabamisad rusuli Targmanic aras-
rulyofilia. rusuli Targmani (mTargmneli – derdirova) Sesulia 1981 
wels gamocemul krebulSi: XIX-XX saukuneebis arabuli romantikuli 
proza („Арабская романтическая проза XIX-XX веков“). SeniSvnebSi mTarg-
mneli Tavad miuTiTebs, rom Targmani Sesrulebulia kairos 1922 wlis 
gamocemis mixedviT. amdenad, rusuli Targmanis gamoCenamde arsebobda 
ramdenime gamocema: 1917 wlis niu-iorkis gamocema, 1922 wlis kairos 
gamocema, 1933 da 1948 wlis beiruTis gamocema.

rusulenovan kritikaSi ramdenime arabulenovanma Targmanis ar-
sebobam erTgvari gaugebroba gamoiwvia. amasTan dakavSirebiT Cven ver 
daveTanxmebiT dolininas mosazrebas imis Taobaze, TiTqos amin ar-rei-
hanim Secvala mesame gamocemaSi moTxrobis finali da daamata musta-
fas epizodi (Долинина 1981:18). igive azrs aviTarebs aida imangulievac 
mustafas monakveTTan dakavSirebiT: „rodesac juhani Tavidan gamoica 
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1933 wels, reihanim Secvala finali. juhani ar momkvdara, is stambo-
lidan moSorebiT cxovrobs da zrdis vaJs, romelic eyola germaneli 
Seyvarebulisgan“ (Imangulieva 2009: 112). vfiqrobT, dolininasa da ima-
gulievas mosazreba nawarmoebis finalTan dakavSirebiT mcdaria, 
radgan original inglisurenovan xelnawerSi aRniSnuli monakveTi Ta-
vidanve arsebobda. sinamdvileSi, amin ar-reihanis arc arabulenovan da 
arc inglisurenovan teqstSi cvlileba arasdros Seutania. dolinina 
da imangulieva miuTiTeben 1933 wlis mesame gamocemaze, romelsac, sam-
wuxarod, ver mivakvlieT, magram Tuki 1948 wlamde romelime arabule-
novan gamocemaSi marTlac arsebobs moTxrobis sruli versia, es imiT 
SeiZleba aixsnas, rom gamomcemels arabulenovan teqstTan erTad 
xelT unda hqonoda inglisurenovani originali xelnaweri arabul 
teqstTan Sesadareblad da mis Sesavsebad. 

dResdReobiT amin ar-reihanis aRniSnuli romanis arabulenova-
ni Targmanis eleqtronuli versia PDF failis saxiT xelmisawvdomia 
internet sivrceSi (https://www.hindawi.org/books/39464158/), Tumca unda 
aRiniSnos, rom internetSi gavrcelebulia ara sruli da Sesworebuli 
varianti, aramed nakluli, savaraudod 1922 wlis gamocema. internet 
sivrceSi romanis ganTavsebis da gavrcelebis wyarod Cans Hindawi 
organization: www. hindawi.org, saidanac savaraudod teqsti sxva saiteb-
zec moxvda da daibeWda kidec. magaliTad, 2016 wels damaskoSi arab 
mweralTa kavSirma „jibis wignis“ seriis farglebSi Tavidan gamosca 
„juhani“ (https://www.albayan.ae/books/from-arab-library/2017-05-02-1.2933397), 
Tumca am SemTxvevaSic saqme gvaqvs naklul variantTan. Cans, aqac 
gamomcelemeli eleqtronul versias daeyrdno da saTanadod ar 
gadaamowma teqsti da ar Seudara originals. gamodis, rom arabuleno-
vani mkiTxveli xSir SemTxvevaSi ecnoba arasrul teqsts. amitom, sa-
Wiroa gamomcemlebi dainteresdnen am sakiTxiT da Tavidan gamoscen 
„juhanis“ sruli Targmani arabul enaze, romelic SesabamisobaSi iqne-
ba inglisur originalTan, nawarmoebis sxva enebze Targmnis SemTxveva-
Si ki mTargmneli, pirvel rigSi, unda daeyrdnos uSualod originals. 
amrigad, amin ar-reihanis „juhanis“ nakluli arabulenovani da ru-
sulenovani gamocemebi naTeli magaliTia imisa, Tu rogor SeiZleba 
Targmani ase daSordes originals. mTargmnelis misia ki swored imaSi 
mdgomareobs, rom daicvas teqstis sizuste da SeZlos literaturu-
li Rirebulebebis maqsimalurad udanakargod gadatana erTi enobrivi 
sistemidan meoreSi.
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(Georgia)

Ameen Rihani’s “Juhan” and Problematic of its Translations

Summary

Key words: Juhan, arabic/russian translations, Ameen Rihani.

In this article we discuss Rihani’s small novel “Juhan”, where the writer develops 
the theme of linking of two different religions and cultures, East and West through love. 
Before considering the translation problems, we analyze the novel itself, written in Eng-
lish by the author in 1917. English “Juhan” was not published when it was written, but in 
the same year it was translated and published in Arabic language as well by ‘Abd al-Masih 
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Haddad with the title “Outside the Harem”. Arabic translation was published many times 
in the following years and English original manuscript (typed on the typing machine, with 
the author’s handwritten corrections in some places) was kept in the writer’s home mu-
seum and only in 2011 the printed version of the novel was published. English publication 
of 2011 is regarded as the most complete text.

“Juhan” is one of the first fictional works in Arab literature of 20th century written 
about East and West theme. It is well known that Rihani was active defender of the wom-
en’s human rights and he openly wrote about the issues tabooed in the eastern society in 
early 20th century. Unlike the contemporary writers, in the novel “Juhan”, Rihani created 
the character of daring, young revolutionary Turkish woman desiring to bring modernized 
western values to her people. Juhan is some kind of symbol of awakened East. The main 
character has many common with the author as well.

The story reflects the events of World War I, action takes place in 1915, in Turkey 
and the couple of main characters are German von Wallenstein, the military advisor in 
Istanbul equipped with unlimited authorities and young Turkish aristocrat woman Juhan. 
Thus, “Juhan” describes absolutely new events and conflicts; “Juhan” contains not only 
the feminist ideas; it shows the conflict between two different, oriental and occidental 
worlds. Following by two main characters symbolizing East and West by the way of love 
to one another ends fatally as these ways never meet. The characters have absolutely dif-
ferent goals in these relationships – eastern women fights for the longed freedom, she 
dreams to give birth to a child, who would combine oriental and occidental values while 
the western man strives for unlimited power, his “Asian dream” is to see the empire under 
German protectorate. 

At the end of the work the author shows the failure of the idea of marriage between 
east and west. Though both characters had made attempts to show willingness to compro-
mise: general acquired eastern traditions and Juhan – the western ones, the idea of their 
marriage has failed. Juhan is against marriage though the hope is in her future. Juhan’s 
son, Mustafa will be the very “prophet” able to combine eastern and western values. This 
is the main idea of the novel.

We would like to specially focus on the end of the fictional work. It is different 
in English original work, Arabic and Russian translations. In the first and second Arabic 
editions (1917 and 1922) “Juhan” ends with the scene of the general’s murder scene and 
Juhan’s suicide. Translator (‘Abd al-Masih Haddad) has completely changed the final and 
withdrew the section about Mustafa that is a very significant and indivisible part of the 
novel, containing the main idea of the work, in our opinion. Rihani’s “Juhan” was translat-
ed into Russian from the Arabic version though the Russian translation is based not on the 
most recent edition but on the incomplete one of 1922 and hence, the Russian translation 
is incomplete as well. Russian translation was included into the collection published in 
1981: Arabic Romantic Prose of 19th – 20th Centuries. Translator Derdirova specified that 
the translation was made from Cairo edition of 1922. Thus, before publication of Russian 
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version there were published several editions: New York edition of 1917, Cairo edition of 
1922, Beirut editions of 1933 and 1945.

Existence of several versions in Arabic language has caused certain confusion in 
Russian criticism. In this respect, we cannot share Dolinina’s, as though Ameen Rihani has 
changed the final of the story in the third edition and added Mustafa’s episode. Aida Iman-
gulieva shares this opinion about Mustafa’s episode: “When “Juhan” was re-published in 
1933, Rihani changed the final. Juhan has not died; she lived far from Istanbul, raising 
son born from her German lover”. We regard that Dolininga’s and Imangulieva’s opinion 
about final of the novel is wrong, as original, English manuscript contained this episode 
from the outset. Actually, Ameen Rihani has not made any changes either in Arabic or in 
English texts. Dolinina and Imangulieva refer to the third edition of 1933, which, unfor-
tunately, was not found, but if in any Arabic edition before 1948 there really is the full 
version, this means that the publisher, together with the Arabic text, had also the English 
original manuscript, for comparison with the Arabic text and its completion.

Currently, electronic version of Arabic translation of Ameen Rihani’s novel, in a 
form of PDF file is available in the internet, though it should be mentioned that this is not 
a complete and corrected version but rather the incomplete one, supposedly, the edition 
of 1922. We suppose that the novel was posted and spread in Internet by Hindawi orga-
nization: www.hindawi.org and the text was taken from there by the other sites as well 
and even printed. In 2016, in Damascus, Union of Arab Writers have published “Juhan” 
within the “pocket-book” series though, in this case as well, this was the incomplete ver-
sion. Supposedly, in this case the publisher has relied upon the electronic version, without 
proper checking and comparing with the original. Thus, Arabic readers, in many cases, 
get familiar with the incomplete text and the publishers should consider this issue more 
carefully and publish full translation of “Juhan” in Arabic language that corresponds to the 
English original and in case of translation of this work into the other languages the transla-
tors should primarily rely upon the original version. Thus, incomplete Arabic and Russian 
translations of “Juhan” by Ameen Rihani are the clear example of how the translation can 
be so different from the original work. The translator’s mission should be in maintaining 
accuracy of the text and transferring the literary values from one language system to the 
other with minimal losses. 
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Введение

Настоящая статья исследует разные уровни – семантический, синтаксиче-
ский, стихотворный (строфический и стиховой) – ритма в „ჩონგურს“, в т.ч. его пре-
цеденты и некоторые опыты его воспроизведения переводчиками. „Ритм является 
во времени тем, что является пропорция в пространстве“ (Ghyka 1977: XI). 

Толчком к статье послужил пословный перевод стихотворения, сделанный 
по моей просьбе Ириной Модебадзе в 2012 году.1 

(„Твои причитания, тоскливые/грустные/печальные звуки, / Порой/иногда 
вздохи/стенания, порой/иногда рыдания, / Прошедших времен воспоминаний дух 
заставляют/наводят/приносят думать! // Хой (гей/ой/о), чонгур-о (зват. п), хотя бы 
когда-то / Голос веселый от тебя (мне) услышать, / Чтоб повернулось/оборотилось 
мне грустному сердца (сердечная) напасть/боль/болезнь! // Но где найти/увидеть 
твою улыбку, / радостью вызванную? / Я от тебя слышу/понимаю умершего сердца 
только лишь жалобу!“). 

Он контрастировал с известными мне переводами (анализируются здесь 
ниже); впоследствии я ознакомился с опубликованным (без указания переводчика) 
подстрочником (Бараташвили 1968а: 22), но он мало удовлетворил. Я пользуюсь 
также текстом на грузинском языке, помещенным в издании 2005 года (ბარათაშ-
ვილი 2005: 28), и автографом, из издания 1968 года (ბარათაშვილი 1968: 36). 

„ჩონგურს“ – в известных мне русских переводах „К чонгури“ – напи-
сано в 1837 году и впервые опубликовано в 1860-ом (в № 2 журнала „Цискари“) 
(ლოლაშვილი 2005: 6), имея до этого распространение в формате рукописных 
сборников, как и большинство произведений поэта; текст стихотворения известен 
в одной единственной редакции (см. ბარათაშვილი 2005: 180). 

Чонгури – музыкальный инструмент с четырьмя струнами, на котором звуко-
извлечение осуществляется пальцами (Bregvadze et al. 2013a), во времена Бараташ-
вили относительно старинный (его происхождение относится к XVI веку [там же]). 

Судя по заглавию, стихотворение вписывается в традицию поэтических об-
ращений к своей „лире“. Один из ранних образцов и, возможно, самый известный 

1 Данный подстрочник приводится не с целью обратить внимание на стиховую структуру 
текста, поэтому цитируется в строчку. Замечание относится и к другому подстрочнику, 
цитируемому ниже.
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– написанная сапфической строфой 32-ая ода из 1-ой книги од Горация: „О лира, 
милая подруга!“ и т.д., в пер. Вас. Капниста 1810 г. (Сознательная ссылка на пере-
вод эпохи Бараташвили. Согласно данным сайта HORATIUS.RU (Квинт Гораций 
Флакк: Переводы и материалы), в 1810-ые гг. были созданы четыре перевода этой 
оды на русский, три из них опубликованы в свое время. См.: http://www.horatius.ru/
index.xps?3.132. В двух – Капниста и В. Раевского – нет членения на строфы; у И. 
Срезневского – деление на шестистишия; у С. Тучкова – на катрены. Заметим, что в 
подлиннике у Горация слово „лира“ (в самом деле „барбитос“, близкий родственник 
лиры, в зват. форме barbite) появляется довольно поздно – в заключительной 4-ой 
строке 1-ой строфы. Из русских переводов 1810-х гг. так у Раевского и Тучкова, то-
гда как Капнист и Срезневский спешат сразу заявить главный предмет и адресат. У 
Бараташвили имя инструмента появляется еще позднее – в начале второй строфы). 

Альтернативный тематический архетип произведения можно наверняка 
найти в Псалтыри, но с важной оговоркой, что музыкальный инструмент царя Дави-
да никогда не становится адресатом обращения. 

На первый взгляд, по своей теме „К чонгури“ стоит одиноко среди остальных 
стихотворений Бараташвили: если не считать тему неразделенной любви или от-
сутствующей возлюбленной; прагматику обращения-посвящения; и тему прошлого, 
понятого в историко-политическом смысле. По линии первой темы оно перекли-
кается, напр., со стихотворением „Серьга“; по линии второй – „Князя Ч[ав-чава]
дзе дочери, Екатерине“ („Княжне Екатерине Чавчавадзе“); по линии третьей – с 
поэмой „Судьба Грузии“ (на последнюю мысль наводят: краткий комментарий в 
(ბარათაშვილი 2005: 180) и обозрение тематического репертуара грузинского ро-
мантизма в (Šatirašvili 2006: 28-30). Мне кажется, ближе всего – „[Екатери]на, под 
аккомпанемент фортепьяно поющая“. 

В 1790-х – 1800-х годах создано по меньшей мере несколько русских сти-
хотворений „К лире“: Гаврилы Державина, Василия Пушкина, Ивана Дмитри-ева; 
сюда надо включить и „Стихи, сочиненные в день моего рождения“ и „Мир“ („Прос-
нись, пифийского поэта древня лира...“) Василия Жуковского. От них сти-хотворе-
ние Бараташвили отличается подчеркнутой краткостью. 

В 1759 г. Саят-Нова, в конце своей карьеры музыкального инструменталиста 
(сазандара) при кахетинском дворе в Телави (Dowsett 1997: 76, 207), исполнявший 
и сочинявший на трех языках, создал на армянском языке стихотворение „Каман-
ча“ (заглавие от составителя: საიათნოვა 2005: 58-9; ср. Dowcet 207-9) (в переводе 
Валерия Брюсова: „Из всех людьми хваленых лир полней звучишь ты, каманча!...“ 
[Саят-Нова 1945: 1]), в котором лирический „я“ обращается к инструменту на „ты“. 
Другое стихотворение, на грузинском, „ხარ ტურფა საკრავი, საზებიანო...“ (1759?; 
„Ты – источник песен, ты подобна сазам...“, пер. Константина Липскерова; Саят-Но-
ва 1945: 59), прочитывается как восхвала не названного музыкального инструмента 
(можно догадываться, что это чонгури; см. анализ в: Dowsett 1997: 292-3), которую 
можно понимать и как косвенную восхвалу женщины. 
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Событийное содержание стихотворения следующее: (1) плачи чонгури на-
водят на воспоминания о прошедших временах; (2) лирическому „я“ хочется услы-
шать от чонгури радостный голос, который снял бы c его сердца болезнь грусти; (3) 
лирический „я“ сам разубеждает себя в таковой возможности, средствами ритори-
ческого вопроса и ответа. 

(Мой опыт подстрочника: „Твои плачи нараспев, печали звуки, / порою сте-
нания, порой захлебывания, / ушедших времен воспоминаниями душу (дух) застав-
ляют думать! // Хой, чонгуро, хоть бы когда-то, / голос веселый (радостный) от тебя 
мне услышать, / чтоб отложил от меня[,] грустного[,] сердца болезнь! // Но где мне 
увидеть твою улыбку, / радостью отмеченную? / Я от тебя слышу убитого сердца 
лишь жалобу!“).

Каждому из этих трех содержательных моментов соответствует трехстишная 
строфа. Нетрудно заметить, что эти моменты относятся, соответственно, к прошло-
му, настоящему и будущему (как раз в этой последовательности). Отнесенность 
второй строфы к настоящему становится очевидной на фоне семантики в других 
строфах. 

Чонгури все время присутствует во втором грамматическом лице, причем 
во второй строфе к нему обращаются (средством вокатива, грамматикой русского 
языка утерянного). Тем самым семантика второй строфы закрепляется не только и 
не столько к неопределенному „настоящему“ фикционального мира стихотворения, 
но и к конкретному настоящему „момента речи“. 

Текст состоит из четырех простых (односказуемных) предложений; первому 
отдана первая строфа, второму – вторая; в третьей строфе – два предложения: во-
прос и ответ. По ходу стихотворения интонационная насыщенность возрастает – и 
кульминирует в третьей строфе, т.е. там, где речь – о будущем. 

В третьей строфе происходит и вторичная интериоризация, или интериори-
зация „на квадрате“, установки лирического „я“ на диалогическую речь. В первой 
строфе – монолог „с оглядкой на“ Другого (второе лицо, Ты), рассказ о Другом в его 
же присутствии; во второй – актуальное осуществление потенции диалога (фронта-
льное обращение); в третьей – уход диалогической речи во внутренний диалог. 

Внимательное прочтение текста заставляет усомниться в „однореферент-
ности“ „ты“. В первой и второй строфах – это чонгури, инструмент. В третьей – 
это кто-то другой, например любимая женщина. Нет улыбки любимой, и как раз 
поэтому лирический „я“ не может услышать обрадованного голоса чонгури. Голос 
инструмента – звуковое зеркало души лирического „я“. 

По утверждению нашего неакадемического источника (Bregvadze et al. 
2013a), „чонгури в основном представляет инструмент для аккомпанемента“. „В его 
сопровождении можно исполнять одно, двух и трехголосые песни“; „два или нес-
колько чонгури не применяется“. Исполнителями в старину являлись чаще всего 
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женщины. Академический источник (Dowsett 1997: 292) последнему утверждению 
не противоречит 

Представим себе следующую ситуацию: нет любимой женщины, играющей 
на чонгури в аккомпанемент на голос или стихи, и лирический „я“ не в состоянии 
слагать стихи, свободные от болезненной грусти. 

Строфика стихотворения и возможные прецеденты

„К чонгури“ состоит из трех трехстиший. В доступной мне истории грузин-
ского стихосложения Тамар Барбакадзе (ბარბაქაძე 2014) сведений о нем не нашло-
сь. Равно как и в двухтомнике „Европейские и восточные твердые стихотворные 
формы в грузинской поэзии“ (ბარბაქაძე, რატიანი 2018). (В анно-тированной би-
блиографии работ по грузинскому стиховедению, ч. 1 (ბარბაქაძე 1993: 97-8), на-
шлась одна обещающая работа, С. Горгадзе, в № 2 ж. „Прометей“ за 1918 г., но 
она осталась мне недоступной. Последующая редакция статьи или ее фрагмент, 
датированный 1922 годом – „ნიკოლოზ ბარათაშვილის ლექსის ფორმა (საზომი. 
რითმა)“ („Форма стиха Николоза Бараташвили (Размер. Рифма)“), в издании из се-
рии „Грузинские писатели в школах“ (кн. 2: Бараташвили; см. დათაშვილი б.г.: 278-
9), – не информативен.

Трехстишиями у Бараташвили написаны еще „Княжне Екатерине Чавчавадзе“ 
и „Серьга“ („თავადის ჭ..ძის ასულს ეკ...ნას“, „საყურე“; ბარათაშვილი 2005: 31, 
32) – с оговоркой, что это шестистишия (ბარბაქაძე 2018a: 283-4), но с графическим 
выделением их членимости на трехстишия, – а также крошечное „Н[адпись н]а азар-
пеше князя Баратова“ („კნიაზ ბარათოვის აზარფეშაზედ“; ბარათაშვილი 2005: 
49). Специфически близкую к строфике и стиховой ритмике „К чонгури“ строфи-
ку и стиховую ритмику имеет „Люблю глаза, туманом обволоченные...“ („მიყვარს 
თვალები მიბნედილები...“; ბარათაშვილი 2005: 42). 

Судя, по аналогии, из истории русского стихосложения (Гаспаров 1984), 
наиболее вероятное объяснение появления трехстиший в стихах поэта-романтика 
– это рецепция, прямая или опосредованная, итальянской терцины, применявшей-
ся Данте в „Божественной комедии“, изобретение которой сам Данте приписывал 
Бруно Латини. К моему сожалению, с грузинской рецепцией (в т.ч. переводной) 
итальянской терцины и „Божественной комедии“ (в частности) я не знаком. Статья 
Барбакадзе в указанном двухтомнике с рецепцией, в некоторой степени, знакомит 
(ბარბაქაძე 2018b: 262-3, 266-8), но для понимания стихотворной формы „К чонгу-
ри“, на мой взгляд, ничего не дает.

Основной иностранный „контрагент“ грузинской литературы в первой по-
ловине XIX века это, кажется, русская литература. Могла ли она быть „поставщи-
ком“ трехстиший Николозу Бараташвили? „Темы и топосы романтической поэзии 
грузинские поэты усваивают через посредство русской поэзии, в особенности, на-
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пример, Пушкина и Жуковского“ (Šatirašvili 2006: 28). С другой стороны, грузин-
ская романтическая элегия возникает при скрещивании грузинской стиховой формы 
(14-сложника, введеного в широкий обиход Бесарионом Габашвили, поэ-том вто-
рой половины XVIII века) с тематикой, перенятой у Жуковского и Пуш-кина (там 
же: 30). Т.е. можно предположить такой же алгоритм и для элегии – или оды в ми-
норной интонации, или подобия псалма (принципиально минорно-мажорного) 
– „К чонгури“. Такое предположение можно поддержать или, наобо-рот, лишить 
оснований ссылкой на способ применения терцины в русской поэзии эпохи роман-
тизма, в наличных образцах: „Судьба“ Петра Плетнева (1823) (первые оригиналь-
ное русское произведение терцинами), два произведения Пушкина (1830 и 1832 гг.), 
эпическая поэма „Давид“ (1829) и „другие произведения“ Вильгельма Кюхелбекера 
(перечисление по: Гаспаров 1984: 126-127). „Судьба“, „Давид“ и две работы Пуш-
кина „К чонгури“ не подходят: и тематически, и по объему. Поиск среди „других 
произведений“ Кюхельбекера, возможно, даст возможность уменьшить неопреде-
ленность. 

В современной Бараташвили польской поэзии терцинами написан „Рим“ 
(1836?) Юлиуша Словацкого. Контакта здесь вряд ли могло быть (с 1831 г. Сло-
вацкий – эмигрант в Европе), но зато были контакты с поляками в Тифлисе после 
того же, Ноябрьского, восстания 1830 г. „По свидетельству Вахтанга Орбелиани, 
«Николоз Бараташвили [был] воспитан Соломоном Додашвили, а от польских пре-
подавателей он получил патриотическую ориентацию»“ (Evgenidze 2006: 37; 
ссылка на работу Акакия Гацерелиа 1978 г.). Но каков был круг их литературной 
компетентности?.. 

По критерию рифмовки (см. ბარბაქაძე 2018b: 262; ср. ბარბაქაძე, რატიანი 
2018, II: 507) лишь третье трехстишие „К чонгури“ – терцет (типа aaa); и, значит, 
терциной в строгом смысле слова (стихотворением, написанным терцетами типа 
axa) „К чонгури“ не является. В статье о терцине Барбакадзе приводит мнение 
А. Гацерелиа, что в грузинской поэзии трехстишие имеет фольклорное происхож-
дение, затем приводит рассуждения Дж. Бардавелидзе на ту же тему, в т.ч. догадку, 
что известные науке трехстишия в грузинском фольклоре суть лишь фрагменты, 
осколки (ბარბაქაძე 2018b: 264-5). Но все приведенные примеры – с 7, 8 и 9-слож-
ными строками, тогда как у Бараташвили строки – 10– и 15-сложные. Далее (266) 
цитируются образцы из Галактиона Табидзе, 5-сложники... На с. 266-7 процитиро-
вано его стихотворение, написанное 10-сложными терцинами. Наконец, приводится 
мнение Р. Беридзе, с которым Барбакадзе соглашается, что первым образцом гру-
зинской терцины является стихотворение Александре Абашели 1916-го года... (267) 
(написано 14-сложниками). 

В „Антологии грузинской поэзии (1765–1825)“ под ред. Ираклия Кенчош-ви-
ли (კენჭოშვილი 2014) удалось найти несколько образцов грузинских трехстиший, 
предшествующих творчеству Бараташвили и, возможно, гипотетическому усвое-
нию итальянской терцины через русское посредство (Первые переводы на русский тер-
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цин, из „Ада“ Данте, принадлежат 1822 и 1827 годам [Гаспаров 1984: 156]). Среди 
указанных грузинских образцов, наибольшее внимание заслуживает стихотворение 
Гиоргия Туманишвили (1774–1837) под заглавием (я не консультировал свой пе-
ревод с носителем грузинского языка): „Мастам (Опьянение) на шуршанье [пла-
тья], для произнесения в пляску [во время пляски] мухалиф“ („მასტამ იალალზედ 
შარაშური, შუშთარ მუხალიფში სათქმელი“, კენჭოშვილი 2014: 267-268; к сожа-
лению, датировка не дана). (Словарь к антологии (კენჭოშვილი 2014: 395-6) не со-
держит слово „мастам“. Буквальное значение: „пьян есмь“, а также „пьяность моя“ 
(новоперс.). Ср. Dowsett 1997: 174; Tajik-Russian: маст; Steingass 1963: 1200 (mudām 
– masti mudām), 1227 (mast); Lambton 2003: 11-2, 16, 27; Baizoyev, Hayward 2004: 
14. Мухалиф – первая часть азербайджанского синкретического музыкально-поэти-
ческого-танцевального жанра „мугам“ [Babayeva 2015: 58])1. Между „Мастам“-ом 
Гиоргия Туманишвили и „К чонгури” несколько важных сходств: 1) трехстишия 
(верно, в „Мастам“-е их семь, а не три, и обрамляются они двумя пятистишиями); 2) 
десятисложная строка (в связи с „К чонгури“ скажу ниже); 3) варьирование длины 
строки (третья строка трехстишия – длиннее; правда, в „Мастам“-е варьируется гра-
фическая длина и время на произнесение, а не число слогов); 4) тема времени и 
печальности настоящего; 5) намек на особое состояние сознания (опьяненность; о 
„К чонгури“ см. ниже). 

Оглядываясь на круг грузинских поэтов, современников Бараташвили, ука-
жем на Григола Орбелиани: „Екатерине Ча[вчава]дзе“ и „Подражание Саят-Нове“ 
(подробнее см. ниже). Трехстишиями написаны еще стихотворения Орбелиани: „В 
альбом(е) Гр. Оп.“ („ალბომში ღრ. ოპ...“, 1840; [ორბელიანი 1879: 40-2]); „Подра-
жание Пушкину“ („მიბაძვა პუშკინისა“, 1847; [там же: 45-6]), „Горные вершины 
/ Лермонтов“ (подлинник – с русским заглавием, 1864; [там же: 51-2]), участки 
поэмы „Заздравица“ („სადღეგრძელო“, 1827-1870; [там же: 63-4, 70-1]) стихотво-
рение „Лик царицы Тамар на фреске в Бетании“ („თამარ მეფის სახე ბეთანიის 
ეკლესიაში“, 1877 [там же: 73-6])2, „Ответ детям“ („პასუხი შვილებთა“ [там же: 82-9]). 

Из четырех трехстиший (при другом прочтении – из двух четырех – и двух 
трехстиший) составлено одно из грузиноязычных произведений Саят-Новы – са-
тира (Dowsett 1997: 144) „На католикоса“ Антона („კათალიკოსზედ“ [საიათნოვა 
2005: 39-40]; заглавие от составителя; ок. 1755 г. [Dowsett 1997: 145]). У Доусетта 
строф только две, первая и вторая. Главное – в другом: четвертые стихи суть в са-
мом деле ремарки, описания жестов лирического „я“/Саят-Новы, сопровождающие 
(должные сопровождать) исполнение стихов (Dowsett 1997: 144, прим. 34). Рифмов-
ка – AAB(d)-CCB(e)-FFB-GGB (как в первых и вторых стихах строф „К чонгури“).

Возвращаясь к мысли о возможном русском – и ближайшем во времени – 
прецеденте, разумнее всего кажется просмотреть лирику Лермонтова. „Русская ли-
тература была равновеликим кумиром для всех грузинских поэтов-романтиков. Но 

1 Ср.: mukhālif – наименование одной из музыкальных модуляций (Steingass 1963: 1193).
2 Трехстишия сгруппированы попарно. По мнению Тамар Барбакадзе, стихотворение написа-
но шестистишиями (ბარბაქაძე 2018a: 283).
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в то же время каждый из них испытывал особое тяготение к каким-либо ее отде-
льным представителям. Для Ал. Чавчавадзе это был Пушкин, для Гр. Орбелиани 
– предшественник Пушкина Жуковский, для Н. Бараташвили – продолжатель дела 
Пушкина Лермонтов“ (Богомолов 1984a: 208). „В творчестве поэтов видное место 
занимают мотивы неудовлетворенности современностью, той грусти и скорби, ко-
торая явилась следствием неприемлемости действительности. Жившие в мрачные 
годы разгула николаевской реакции Бараташвили и Лермонтов глубоко пережива-
ли упадок в общественной жизни, бездеятельность современников“ (там же: 209). 
К гражданской неудовлетворенности можно добавить и интимно-личную, а также, 
возможно, и метафизическую. „Н. Бараташвили [...] внимательно следил за русс-
кими газетами и журналами, стараясь быть в курсе всех событий литератур-ной 
жизни России“ (207). Насколько мне известно, к 1837 году Лермонтовым было 
написано четыре стихотворения, имеющих сходную с „К чонгури“ строфическую 
форму: „Романс („Невинный нежной душою“)“ (1829; [Лермонтов 1989, 1: 77-8]; 
прижизненной публикации не было, см. [там же: 638]), „Щербатовой“ из цикла „Но-
вогодние эпиграммы и мадригалы“ ([там же: 238]; написано под новый 1832 год и 
при жизни Лермонтова не публиковалось [там же: 660, 661]), „Желанье“ (1832; [там 
же: 260-1]; печаталось в 1841 и 1845 гг., перерабатывалось в 1837 г. [там же: 663]) и 
„Опять, народные витии...“ (1835 или 1836; [там же: 276-7]; при жизни не публико-
валось [там же: 667]). О сходстве строфики „Невинный нежною душою“ (рифмовка: 
ABAB-DEDB-FEFB) со строфикой „К чонгури“ можно сказать то, что сказано ниже 
по поводу сапфической строфы и оды Горация I, 32, а также по поводу „Подражания 
Саят-Нове“ Григола Орбелиани. Остальные произведения состоят из девятистиший, 
одного, трех и не меньше четырех соответственно. Из них тематически совместимо 
с „К чонгури“ – „Желанье“. Римфовка (типа ABA-BCD-CCD), синтаксис, семантика 
не дают оснований рассмотреть эти девятистишия как состоящиеся из трехстиший. 
„Лермонтов побывал на кавказской сторожевой линии, видимо, в конце июля — 
сентября [1837], т. е. перед приездом царя в Анапу. Тут-то он, возможно, и совершил 
поездку по побережью, а затем отправился в Кахетию. Так как в виду наступающей 
зимы вторую экспедицию отложили, то Лермонтов и получил возможность, после 
возвращения в Тифлис, вояжировать по Кавказу. Он побывал в Кубе, в Шемахе, под-
нимался на Крестовую гору. Вероятно, именно в этой части странствований и мог 
принять участие вместе с Лермонтовым поэт Одоевский“ (Морозова 1941: б.с.). 
Восстановка биографического контекста в задачи настоящей статьи не входит. Я 
лишь попытался очертить грани обосновимости мысли о том, что Николозу Бара-
ташвили могли быть знакомы определенные произведения Лермонтова до написа-
ния „К чонгури“.

С натяжкой можно сравнить девятистишность „К чонгури“ со „спенсеровской 
строфой“ (схема рифмовки: ABABBCBCC [Гаспаров 1997a: 391]) и даже предполо-
жить знакомство Бараташвили с этой формой через посредство ссыльных польских 
поэтов в Грузии (строфа, видимо, не присутствовала в русской поэзии, по крайней 
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мере до начала ХХ в.), тем более что один из них, Тадеуш Лада-Заблоцки, был лично 
знаком с Бараташвили (Filina, Ossowska 2015: 49); но рифмовка у Бараташвили не 
та (а – AABCCDEEE).

Среди французских и английских переводов стихотворений Анакреонта, 
выполненных в XIХ – начале ХХ вв., есть несколько девятистиший, см. Davidson 
1915: 82, 91 („Ласточке“, „Вино и забота“) и Machard 1884: 30, 33, 42 („Жажда“, 
„Растворение“, „Любовь, окованная музами“); те в первом источнике графически 
прочитываются как потенциальные терцины. Русские переводы анакреонтических / 
Анакреонтовых стихов XVIII – первой пол. ХIХ вв., в т.ч. тематически „обещающе-
го“ „Мои гусли“ (пер. Антиоха Кантемира), трех– и девятистиший не являют.

С известной натяжкой можно найти также сходство между строфой в „К чон-
гури“ и т.наз. сапфической строфой (11/11/11/5 [Гаспаров 2000: 53] или 11/11/11+5 
слогов) – особенно, если считать последнюю трех-, а не четырехстишной; и если 
учесть возможность десяти-, а не только одинадцатисложного сапфического сти-
ха,. О первом условии. Можно считать сапфическую строфу трехстишной, трехпе-
риодной, трехколонной. Колон – 5-8-сложная ритмическая группа, – является осно-
вополагающим понятием при описании архаического греческого стиха, начиная с 
Антуана Мейе. Период – „префигированный“, „суффиксированный“, расширенный, 
частично перевернутый колон (см. West 1982: 30-32). Так понятый „период“ при-
близительно соответствует „строке“ в словоупотреблении М. Гаспарова (см. ниже). 
„В античности третие периоды обеих форм [сапфической и алкеевой строф] раз-
делялись между двумя строками при письме, после одинадца-той и девятой пози-
ции соответственно (где цезура высокочастотна). Отсюда Гораций считает их че-
тырехстишными строфами, и обычно они все еще так даются в наших изданиях. 
[…]“ (West 1982: 33). О втором условии. Стиховедение конца ХIХ века возможность 
десятисложного сапфического стиха не забывает: „Преобладающим размером в 
стих.[ах] С.[апфо] был логаедический, т. е. дактило-трохаический, с его разновид-
ностями, из которых наиболее часто встречаются: логаедическая пентаподия […] 
называемая Сапфическим стихом по преимуществу (Sapphicon Hendekasyllabon)“ 
(из статьи Н. О. „Сапфо“ в Энциклопедич. Словаре Брокгауза и Эфрона, т. 28А (56), 
1900 г.). Т.е. оба условия выполнимы. Но метрика строфы у Бараташвили аналогии 
не поддерживает (см. ниже). 

И все же сходство с конкретным произведением латинской поэзии, на-писан-
ным сапфической строфой, – вышеупомянутой Горациевой одой I, 32 – заслуживает 
внимания. В дословном прозаическом переводе М. Гаспарова конца ХХ в.: „Я про-
шу: если мы с тобою на досуге в прохладе забавлялись чем-то, что проживет и этот 
и еще многие годы, то спой мне латинскую песню, о лира моя […]“ (Гаспаров 1997b: 
510). Подлинник – четыре сапфических строф. Совпадает общая структура худо-
жественного времени (прошедшее – настоящее – будущее [о „ К чонгури“ см. выше, 
об оде Горация – Гаспаров, там же]). Структурная разница между данной одой Гора-
ция и стихотворением Бараташвили все же есть, и ее можно представить числовым 
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отношением 4:3 – как на уровне числа строф, так и на уровне структуры одиночной 
строфы (архаичный третий 16-сложный период сапфической строфы визуально чле-
нится на две строки, усваиваемые традицией как последовательность стихов „сап-
фического“ и „адонического“, а у Бараташили третьи периоды „остаются“ графиче-
ски нерасчлененными). „К чонгури“ – состоящее из трех трехстиший – выглядит как 
сознательно недописанная ода, сознательно недоведенное до „четверичности“ сти-
хотворение. Четырехструнный чонгури вышел из более примитивного (по разным 
показателям) трехструнного пандури (Bregvadze et al. 2013a). Надеюсь, не будет 
чрезмерной натяжкой предположить, что то, что мешает числовой структуре „К чон-
гури“ восполниться до соответствующей одноименному инструменту, это как раз 
указанное отсутствие любимой женщины. И поэт слагает стихи под аккомпанемен-
том (неупомянутого в стихотворении, но присутствующего „за кадром“) пандури. С 
другой стороны, „в восточной части Грузии, особенно на равнине, название чонгури 
применяется к трехструнному инструменту“ (Bregvadze et al. 2013a). И троичность 
пронизывает стиховой ритм „К чонгури“ (см. ниже), склоняя к мысли о том, что 
основная числовая коллизия в этом стихотворении – между двойкой и тройкой; при 
совершенном отсутствии намека о том, что тройка – незаконченный образ чего-то. 

Наконец, подыскивая прецедент для стихового объема „К чонгури“ вне круга 
„твердых стихотворных форм“ „Европы“ и „Востока“ и вообще „твердых стихотвор-
ных форм“, укажем на девятистишные псалмы: 4, 11, 53, 60, 97, 98, 136-й. (Именно 
для стихового, а не слогового, „стопного“ или „коленного“ объема: самый краткий 
стих древнегрузинского текста пс. 136-го – 22-сложник). На мой взгляд, „К чонгури“ 
подходит тематически и эмоционально лишь псалму 136-му („При реках Вавилона, 
там сидели мы и плакали, когда вспоминали о Сионе...“ – в русском синодальном 
переводе). Подразумевающееся у Бараташвили состояние разлуки индивидуального 
лирического „я“ с любимой женщиной – аналог эксплицитно-данному состоянию 
разлуки евреев с Иерусалимом. Любимая женщина – аналог как Иерусалима, так и 
„дочери Вавилона“. Состояние разлученности, изгнания уплотняется чувством (ме-
тафизической) невозможности, в силу собственного этического состава и индиви-
дуального / этнического этоса (этоса избранности), смириться с чем-то: с какой-то 
гранью человеческого (в т.ч. женского) существа, обозначенного в псалме образом 
„дочери Вавилона“. 

Рифмовка „К чонгури“ типа: AAB-CCD-EEE. Семантический эффект 
выбранной (или найденной, выработанной) схемы: подчеркивание единства тре-
тьей строфы и ее инаковости по отношению к предыдущим. Иными словами: рост 
„собранности“ (единства, когерентности) текста на уровне рифмы и рост собран-
ности трехстишной строфы по показателю рифмы. Этим „К чонгури“ отличается 
как от дантевской терцины, так и от ее „исправленного“ варианта у Кюхельбекера 
(о последнем: Гаспаров 1984: 157), а также от спенсеровской строфы. (Что каса-
ется сапфической строфы, рифма – не обязательный ее признак). Рифмование „К 
чонгури“ напоминает схему рифмования у Гиоргия Туманишвили, на определен-
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ном ее участке. У Туманишвили два пятистишия обрамляют семь трехстиший, в 
рамках которых ряды рифм „смыкаются“ (в четвертом трехстишии), чтобы потом 
снова „разомкнуться“: AAABA-CAA-DAA-EAA-AAA-CAA-FAA-GAA-HAABA. 
Третья строка всех строф одна и та же, т.е. берет на себя роль рефрена. Ощущение 
статики на уровнях строфики (в т.ч. рифмовки) поддерживается и даже усиливается 
особенностями стихового ритма: наиболее явственно выпадает из „силлабометри-
ческой“ схемы произведения (см. ниже) первый стих первой строфы: единственный 
одинадцатисложник. Если наибольшее отклонение регистрируется „на пороге“ тексто-
вого единства, то функция такого текста – упорядочение (ритмическая и другая), 
униформизация речевого материала. (Функция эта реализуется, т.е. имеет эффект, 
воздействие, конечно, на уровне суб-, супра– и паравербальном). Текст – времяпрос-
транство не-события. В этом – основное ритмическое, а заодно (макро)семантичес-
кое, различие между „Мастамом...“ Туманишвили и псалмоидом Бараташвили. 

Стиховой ритм

Первый и второй стихи каждой строфы „К чонгури“ – десятисложники; третьи 
стихи – пятнадцатисложники. Аналогичное явление в стихосложениях силаботони-
ческого и метрического типов – разностопность; притом урегулированная. Согласно 
преобладающей точке зрения, грузинский стих – силабический (ბარბაქაძე 2014: 11 
и др.). Такова, в т.ч., точка зрения в первом грузинском трактате по стихосложению 
1731 года. Интересно то, что первым высказался в пользу силлаботоничности гру-
зинского стиха иностранец (Евгений Болховитинов, 1802 г.) (там же: 12).

С той оговоркой, что значимость ударений, а фактически и значимость метра в 
грузинской поэзии является предметом спора, и с опорой на собственные ударе-ния 
слов, можно усмотреть в десятисложниках „К чонгури“ регулярное чередо-вание 
хорея и дактиля („шЕнни мОткмани...“). (При отсутствии сильной традиции не-сил-
лабического стихосложения, только словесные, а не метрические, ударения могли 
войти в поле слухового восприятия. Т.е. внедрение ударения в систему стиха могло 
опираться лишь на словесные ударения. В грузинском они слабо выражены, но су-
ществуют, и падают на третий слог с конца (на второй с конца при двухсложных сло-
вах). С точки зрения теории грузинского стихосложения, как она выразилась, напри-
мер, в трактате Мамуки Баратишвили „Чашники“ (1731 г.), а во второй половине 
ХХ века у стиховеда Аполлона Силагадзе (см. ბარბაქაძე 2014: 259-263; 11), все сти-
хотворение можно разбить на пятисложные „колена“. Таких будет [(1 + 1)х2 + 3]х3 
= 21. Каждое из них – комбинация хорея и дактиля. Учитывая мнения о внедрении 
силабо-тонического элемента в грузинском стихосложении, начиная с Давида Гу-
рамишвили (вторая половина XVIII века) (Акаки Хинтибидзе, по: ბარბაქაძე 2014: 
15), только что выраженное утверждение о хорео-дактиличности „колен“ в „К чон-
гури“ нельзя считать недопустимо-эклектическим или анахроничным. „К Чонгури“, 
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будучи создано в первой половине XIX века, можно прочесть как с точки зрения 
силлабики, так и с точки зрения силлаботоники. Схема стихотворения выглядит так 
(Х – хорей, Д – дактиль): 

ХД-ДХ/ХД-ХД/ДХ-ДХ-ХД//
ХД-ДХ/ХД-ХД/ХД-ХД-ДХ//
ХД-ХД/ХД-ХД/ДХ-ДХ-ХД
Во второй строке третьей строфы возникает ожидание ударений там, где их 

нет, где „несущие“ слова их не дают („сихарУлита гамочЕнили“); т.е. на глазах уда-
рение превращается из словесного в словесное-и-метрическое. Сверхпредметный 
смысл регулярного чередования хорея и дактиля, а также регулярного из-менения 
последовательности их появления – либо колебание (между, скажем, радостью и 
грустью, обнадеживанием и срывом надежды), либо шатание, сбой в поступи (выз-
ванный опьянением либо качкой на корабле). 

Для названного чередования можно применить термин „логаэд“, употребля-
емый теорией стихосложения, расчитанной на описание силаботонических и 
метрических стихов. („Логаедами в современном стиховедении принято называть 
размеры, в которых слоговой объем слабых интервалов между сильными местами 
внутри строки неодинаков, но из строки в строку (или из строфы в строфу) повто-
ряется одинаково. Обычно это бывает тогда, когда стихи сочиняются на заданный 
ритмический образец, подсказываемый музыкальной мелодией или иноязычным 
текстом“ [Гаспаров 1984: 67]). Сочетание дактиля и хорея, но не регулярное чере-
дование при регулярном изменении их последовательности, характерно для т.наз. 
„архилохового стиха“ и алкеевого (Филипова 2005: 114), и в общем для группы „эо-
лийских силлабометрических форм“ – т.е. и для стихов сапфического и асклепиа-
дова, для фалекия, гликонея, ферекратея, хотя „первоначально же размеры эти не 
разлагались на стопы, единицей ритма считалась целая строка1“ (см. Гаспаров 2000: 
48-51, 49). 

Предположение о „расшатанности“, как рецептивном эффекте того, что с 
точки зрения европейской силлаботоники кажется чередованием хорея и дактиля, 
поддерживается, может быть, на лексико-семантическом уровне текста. Вторую 
строку стихотворения можно перевести так: „порою стенания, порой захлебывания” 
(„ხანცა ოხვრანი, ხანც ამოსკვნანი“). По пословному переводу Модебадзе: „порой 
вздохи/стенания, порой рыдания“. Речь идет о двух приблизительных синонимах. 
Но дело в том, что для второго слова, „амосквна“, грузино-русский словарь Дави-
та Чубинашвили (1887 г.) дает перевод „завязать узлом“ (Чубинов 1984), а затем 
дает фразеологизм „გული ამომსკნოდა“, букв. „сердце мне завязалось узлом“, со 
значением „рыдать, [!] захлыпаться“ (и с ссылкой на известнейшее произведение 
Руставели). У Бараташвили нет речи о сердце; значение словосочетания перенес-ло-
сь на глагол. Но „память“ этого глагола дает возможность перенести значение „за-

1 А по терминологии Веста (см. выше) – период, образовавшийся „префиксацией“ и т.д. 
колона.
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вязанности“, „сплетенности“ на новый предмет – на чонгури, на струны. „Сердце 
завязалось узлом“ – „струны сплелись, переплелись“. Тогда строку можно понять 
так: „порою стройное, порой расстроенное рыдание1“. 

Симметрический десятисложник (5/5), „самостоятельная форма которому 
дана“ в стихах Бесариона Габашвили (ბარბაქაძე 2014: 109) – один из основных 
размеров Бараташвили (там же: 170; ссылка на работу Т. Доиашвили 1999 г.). Что 
касается 15-сложника (5/5/5), о нем сказано, что он – изобретение того же Бесики: 
„большой стих Бесики“ („дидбесикури“) (там же: 100; ссылка на Серги Горгадзе), и 
дано понять, что он получил меньшее распространение, чем „малый стих Бесики“, 
14-сложник (5/4/5). 

Первый и второй стих первой строфы характеризуются внутренней ри-
фмой2, то есть первые полустишия рифмуются со вторыми. Факт рифмования 
полустиший показывает дробимость наличного числа стихов на большее число 
опять же стихов. В 15-сложном третьем стихе третьей строфы, в рамках среднего 
пятисложного „колена“ – подобие внутренней рифмы, „моклулис гулис“, которое 
расшатывает единство „колена“ и вообще „коленного“ членения стиха: это подобие 
внутренней рифмы превращает место между восьмым и девятым слогом осью чле-
нения стиха (т.е. 5/5/5 сдвигается к 8/7). 

„Мастам“ Гиоргия Туманишвили написан в том же „логаедическом“ деся-
тисложнике, в котором „хорей“ и „дактиль“ попеременно меняются местами в „ко-
лене“. От „силабометрической“ схемы уклоняются, очень незначительно, лишь три 
строки (из 31). При рядоположении трехстишных строф их взаимная сопряженнос-
ть, „однозвучность“ нарастает постепенно от начала к концу каждой (первые стро-
ки различаются, вторые между собой рифмуются, третьи – совпадают). Т.е. стихо-
творение Бараташвили похоже на этот образец неевропейской поэтики на уровнях 
межстрофическом, строфическом и стиховом. 

Сочетание десятисложника и пятнадцатисложника – тоже, в некоторой степе-
ни, особенность текста Туманишвили. Слоговая численность обрамляющих пятис-
тиший такая: 11/10/10/5/10 и 10/10/10/5/10. (Вспомним логику образования сапфи-
ческой строфы, см. выше). 

Другие возможные прецеденты тематики, строфики и стиховой структуры 
„К чонгури“ в их взаимосвязанности – два стихотворения Григола Орбелиани. „Ека-
терине Чавчавадзе“ („ეკატერინე ჭა[ვჭავაძი]სას“, 1829; [ორბელიანი 1879: 5]) со-
стоит из шести трехстиший, с римфовкой ABC-DDC-EeF-GGH-IIJ-KkL, с чередова-
нием длины строк (5/5/10), с точки зрения силлаботоники логаэдических (дактило-
хореических) – не без отклонений от схемы. „К чонгури“ как бы произведено путем 
простого укрупнения стиховой формы через попарное сложение строф „Екатерине 
Чавчавадзе“ (разница общего числа слогов / колен (120/24–75/15) от того, что Ба-

1v И даже просто „звучание“. 
2 О двоекратной внутренней рифме см. ბარბაქაძე 2011: 264 (разбор статьи А. Гвахариа 1964 
г.), но тот разбор мне не помагает. 
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раташвили не пошел на двадцатисложник1 в третьих строках строф). „Подражание 
Саватнаве [Саят-Нове]“ („საათნავას მიბაძვა“, 1833; [ორბელიანი 1879: 25-7]). 
„Подражание...“ написано четырехстишными строфами (строф – десять) с кратким 
четвертым стихом-рефреном (11/11/11/5), которые нетрудно представить себе как 
трехстишия с удлинением третьего стиха (11/11/16); ср. с аналогичным вглядом на 
сапфическую строфу, выше). В чем могло заключаться подражание Саят-Нове? Бро-
сающиеся в глаза особенности стихотворения: 1) обилие звательных форм (каждая 
строфа, за вычетом второй, начинается такой и каждая – оканчивается двумя таки-
ми; в девятой строфе имеется вокатив и во второй строке); 2) рифмовка типа ААА; 
3) наличие рефрена; 4) наличие эпиграфа из Саят-Новы (с рифмовкой типа АА[A]). 
Эпиграф-фрагмент из Саят-Новы внушает мысль о высоком самочувствии послед-
него. Просмотр его произведений убеждает, что такая рифмовка и рефренность в 
самом деле характерны для поэзии телавского/тбилисского менестреля (ашуга). (И 
нет причин считать, что они не характерны для ашугской поэзии в целом). Тем са-
мым особую значимость – роль ремы – обретает первая из указанных особенностей. 
Три раза (в первой, девятой и десятой строфах) лирический „я“ Григола Орбелиани 
обращается к музыкальному инструменту, чианури („ჭიანურო“). Воздерживаясь от 
внимательного прочтения текста, можно сразу предположить, что чианури призыва-
ется Григолом Орбелиани в свидетели при подражании-соревновании с Саят-Нова. 
Причем, по всей вероятности, чианури не просто свидетель, а основной помощник 
и даже эмблема Орбелиановского „тона“ (стихосложения, стиля) в его соревнова-
нии с Саят-Новой. (Чианури – архаичный смычковый трехструнный инструмент, 
имеющий распространение в предгорных и горных районах Грузии; обобщение на 
основе неакадемических источников – статьи в „Википедии“, „ჭიანური“, и статьи 
[Bregvadze et al. 2013b]). Известно то, что свои грузинские стихи Саят-Нова слагал 
и исполнял под аккомпанементом чонгури, по крайней мере так говорит предание 
и сам он (Dowsett 1997: 13, 41, 292-3); с чонгури в руках изображает его и Иоанэ 
Батонишвили в „Калмасобе“ – в разговоре с рассказчиком Ионой Хелашвили он, 
уже давно монах, берет чонгури и поет одно из своих произведений, „შე საწყალო, 
ჩემო თავო, რა იქენ?...“ („Голова! О горе! Что с тобой стало!...“; пер. К. Липскерова 
[Саят-Нова 1945: 78]) (отрывок процитирован в: არველაძე 1984: 52). 

Перед тем как продолжить, следует сделать оговорку. Как известно, первая 
публикация „Калмасобы“, написанной в 1813-1828 гг. в Петербурге, – 1862-1867 
гг. Мне неизвестно, был ли и мог ли быть известен соответствующий отрывок про-
изведения Григолу Орбелиани или Николозу Бараташвили. Затем, я не знаю, был 
ли образ Саят-Новы ассоциируем с инструментом чонгури в представлениях ти-
флиссцев 1810-х – 1830-х гг. (и наших поэтов – в частности); какие произведения 
Саят-Новы и в каких версиях могли быть в хождении – устном или рукописном – в 

1 Двадцатисложником („стихом Чахрухадзе“) Бараташвили пользуется в четных катренах 
„Падения ночи на Мтацминде“ („შემოღამება მთაწმინდაზედ“), чередуя 14-сложником 
(в нечетных). 



223

„К чонгури“ Николоза Бараташвили: ритм подлинника и трех переводов

Тифлисе тех лет (и в каких прослойках населения). Не вдаваясь в изыскания о том, 
насколько и как помнили продукцию Саят-Новы грузинские аристократы Тифлиса в 
1820 – 30-ые годы, напомню, что первое (печатное) издание его стихов – 1852 года 
(Dowcet 1997: 74), т.е. после сочинения и „Подражания...“, и „К чонгури“. В настоя-
щей статье я обследую гипотетические прецеденты „К чонгури“, установление же 
действительных генетических связей в мои задачи не входит, оно мне и не по силам.

„შე საწყალო, ჩემო თავო, რა იქენ?...“ в „Калмасобе“ и в переводе Липскеро-
ва содержит только четыре строфы. У Доусетта (Dowsett 1997: 121-5; в статье Ар-
веладзе, см. выше, процитировано лишь первое шестистишие) произведение, под-
линник и перевод, содержит пять. При этом четвертые строфы различаются между 
собой. Расхождение от того, что Липскеров, а затем проф. Геворг Абов, состави-
тель советского сборника 1945 г., пользовались как раз версией Хелашвили/Бато-
нишвили; тогда как Иосеб Гришашвили приводит в своей монографии о Саят-Нове 
(გრიშაშვილი 1918: 107) другую, ей же отдает предпочтение Доусетт. Произведение 
создано ок. 1772 г. (Dowsett 1997: 120), после перерыва в творчестве в 13 лет (там 
же: 108, 120), которые он провел в изгнании, сначала как женатый приходской свя-
щенник, а потом как монах (21-6), и по всей вероятности оно было последним (27).

Картина усложняется, если учесть Доусеттовский анализ четвертой и пятой 
строф (в Гришашвилиевской версии произведения), прочитывающий в них в т.ч. 
имплицитное противопоставление ‘чианури – (европейская) скрипка’ (Dowsett 1997: 
124, прим. 23; 294)1. Менестрель грустит, предчувствуя либо видя сдвиг во вкусах 
двора, а „чианури“ выступает здесь (само)уничижительным синонимом „чонгури“. 
В таком свете „чианури“ у Орбелиани звучит уже не полемически к Саят-Нове, а 
утвердительно: Орбелиани вписывает себя в не-западную линию музыки и поэзии. 

Орбелиани, однако, берет для эпиграфа заключительные три строки другой 
композиции Саят-Новы, „ზღვას როგორ გააშრობს ვარსკლავის სიცხე...“ (1751; 
[საიათნოვა 2005: 18-9]; „Кто море звездным сожжет сияньем?...“ [Саят-Нова 1945: 
67]). Общий смысл стихотворения (см. текст, интегрирующий две известные вер-
сии, с комментарием и английским переводом в: Dowsett 1997: 301-3) – Саят-Нова 
безмерно превосходит своих (неназванных) соперников. Зыждется он на нагромож-
дении аллегорических образов, неизменно показывающих несравнимость между 
двумя участниками той или иной ситуации либо непревратимость одного в другого, 
и на „разрешении“ параллелизмов, в последней строфе, в заявление о собственной 
исключительности от первого лица. Этот переход речи от режима аллегорической 
репрезентации к иллокутивной авторепрезентации, к обращению „лицом“ к вос-
принимателю, и следует считать основным художественным собы-тием и эффектом 
в рамках произведения. Последняя строфа (საიათნოვა 2005: 19): „ნუვინ იტყვის, 
საზანდარი ვინა ვარ, / ანა-ბანა ვიცი, სიტყვით წინა ვარ! / საიათნოვა მქვიან, 
არუტინა ვარ, / სიტყვის ვიტყვი, ცამ ქუხილი დაიწყოს!“ („Пусть никто не спра-

1 Ср.: „საფრანგეთის ტურფა საზი გამარტეს“ – „ჩემი ჭიანური ხისაგან არის“ (цит. по 
გრიშაშვილი 1918: 107).
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шивает себя [букв. говорит (себе)], что [букв. кто] я за сазандар есмь [аллюзия на 
Евангелие от Матфея, 13:15], / алфавит знаю, словом впереди есмь! / Саятнова меня 
зовут, Арутин есмь, / слово скажу, небо громом разразится!“). Орбелиани цитиру-
ет неточно одну из известных сегодня версий (ორბელიანი 1879: 25): „სავათნავა 
მქვიან, არუტინა ვარ; / ანაბანა ვიცი, სიტყვით წინა ვარ“ („Саватнава меня зовут, 
Арутин есмь; / алфавит знаю, словом впереди есмь!“; по другой здесь – „შინა“, букв. 
„внутри“). Цитирует неизвестную современной науке версию? Цитирует по памяти 
или понаслышке? Сознательно вносит изменения? Выберем третью возможность 
(не исключая прочих). Из „ремиксированной“ выдержки строфы убрано как раз то, 
что может вызвать обвинения в кощунстве, кощунственном самопревозношении 
(аллюзия на вопрос Христа, которому Петр отвечает: „Ты есть Христос, сын живого 
Бога“ и строку про гром, которую можно понять и как аллюзию на Матфей 27:51, „И 
вот, завеса в храме раздралась надвое, сверху донизу; и земля потряслась; и камни 
расселись“, чем интеллектуальная подоплека эмоционального подъема продержа-
лась бы до самого конца строфы и произведения, несмотря на лексикальное несов-
падение: образ грома можно лишь вывести из указ. места Евангелия). 

О чем же стихотворение Орбелиани? С (не)поддельной скромностью и „под-
ражая“ неподражаемой самооценке Саят-Новы, лирический „я“ снискивает (себе 
и) своему чианури могильное место в угол поэтического сада Гиоргия Туманишви-
ли. („Чианури! Сильно (/высоко), сладко играй! / Тому, кто тебя вос-хваляет, голову 
низко склоняй, / твоему врагу челюсть свяжи! // Злого человека борода [варианты: 
кончик языка или инструмента для письма] проклятием да промокнет [букв. напол-
нится], / моя чаша красным вином да наполнится; / мое сердце вослед [этому] весе-
лием да наполнится / о науз, наузик [или: оберег, обережец]. // […] // Давай, работ-
ник*), соловеем [букв. в соловея] восхваленный [=хвалой в соловея обращенный], 
/ моему чианури место в саду**) последнее [букв. саду под конец], / может, кто-ни-
будь скажет: вай[,] Григоле грешный!“. Подстрочные примечания поэта к тексту: 
„*) Гиорги Туманишвили, который в своих стихах называется работником.**) „Сад 
многоцветный“, книга стихов, которую тот сплел.“ (ორბელიანი 1879: 25, 27; пе-
ревод мой).1 Орбелиани хоронит свой инструмент, надеясь на жизнь посмертную 
(вечную?). Т.е. произведение о том же, о чем „Кто море звездным сожжет сияни-
ем?...“ Саят-Новы, но у Орбелиани функционален риторический топос, названный в 
свое время Эрнстом Робертом Курциусом „исступленной скромностью“. Орбелиани 
полемизирует с „тождесказательным“ модусом самовосхваления. На этом фоне „К 
чонгури“ Бараташвили выделяется отсутствием „примогильного“ пафоса: инстру-
мента он не хоронит и на посмертную жизнь не надеется, а остается „здесь“, чтоб 
бороться с грустью и, хуже, унынием. 

Нет „примогильного пафоса“ при упоминании чонгури в одной из ар-мяно-
язычных композиций, в форме мухамбази, Саят-Новы, „Лицо (писчим) пером изо-
браженное“ („სახე კალმით დახატული“, 1759; [საიათნოვა 1935: 79]) – несмот-

1 Красивый перевод см. в: Заболоцкий 1984: 327-8.
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ря на вербальное присутствие смерти. Мне кажется, что в тексте прочитывается и 
иерархия инструментов, на вершине которой – чонгури. Привожу свой дословный 
перевод третьей строфы с грузинского, перевод на грузинский выполнен Леоном 
Меликсет-Бегом: „Твое лицо чтобы видеть каждый приходит с пыланием. / Умер-
щвляемый тобою просится бессмертного лекарства с [стремительным] свистом. / С 
места сдвинься, удивишь шелестом. / Гусли-каманчу почто мне хотеть, когда на чон-
гури сы-/играю?“ („შენის სახის სანახავად ყველა მოდის ბრიალით. / მომაკვდავი 
შენგან ითხოვს უკვდავ წამალს სრიალით. / ადგილიდან დაიძვრები, გააკვირებ 
შრიალით. / სანთურ-ქამანჩა რათ მინდა, როს ჩონგურზე დავუკრავ?“). (Первый 
стих намекает на возможность мыслить красавицу как источник тепла, огня. В та-
ком случае „свист“ во втором будет не пули и не стрелы (ср. Чубинов 1984: 1192), 
а пожираемого огнем материала. В целом, „Лицо пером изображенное красивыми 
цветами“ сравнивается с неопалимой купиной). Присутствие „лица...“ как бы само 
собой вкладывает в руки лирического „я“ чонгури; более того, текст не лишен двус-
мысленности: созерцание „лица...“ – это уже игра на чонгури (не обязательно в пря-
мом материальном смысле, но не и в „переносном“: а игра, сотканная из той тонкой 
материи, которая заходит к людям при дуновении из Рая1 и, добавим, сплавляет в 
одно наличное и предвосхищаемое/чаемое). 

Как бы то ни было, выстраивается гипотетический интертекстуальный ряд: 
Саят-Нова – Григол Орбелиани – Николоз Бараташвили, причем Бараташвили, в 
споре с дядей (Орбелиани), обращается к чонгури и берет грустный тон (за-метим, 
что в „К чонгури“ грусть не остается состоянием одного инструмента, она пере-
дается и лирическому „я“, а не исключено, что „за кадром“ как раз „я“ зара-зил 
грустью инструмент: особенно если принять, что исполнителем является он, а не 
гипотетический женский персонаж). Наверняка можно прочесть все три произведе-
ния (но первое из них, „Кто море звездным сожжет сиянием?...“ Саят-Новы, – только 
при свете его же „Голова! О горе! Что с тобой стало!...“) как рассказы о расстава-
нии с не-европейской поэтикой, олицетворяемой музыкальными инструментами. 
(Ср.: „Может, сегодня азиатская музыка не сможет удовлетворить некоего любителя 
музыки, но все-таки она наша […] и […] нам не навредило бы, если вместе с роялем 
и гитарой в наших домах были бы и тар и чианури“ [გრიშაშვილი 1918: 9]. Семиде-
сятью годами раньше, почти при жизни Бараташвили, коммен-тируя жизненную по-
доплеку комизма в пьесе Георгия Эристави „Раздел“, Яков Полонский рядополагает 
„чоху и фрак, чонгури и фортепьяно, личак и новомодную дамскую шляпу“ [цит. по: 
Богомолов 1984b: 155]). Важно подчеркнуть, что рассказ ведется средствами той же 
самой, покидаемой, поэтики. 

Выстраивается и другой ряд: „Мастам...“, „Подражание...“, „К чонгури“. (Ряд 
замечается с или без учета упоминания Гиоргия Туманишвили в авторском приме-
чании к „Подражанию Саят-Нове“. Кстати, возможно, что тот „Сад многоцветный“ 

1 И на которую обратил внимание Сергей Аверинцев при анализе стихов Ефрема Сирина и 
сопоставлении представлений о материи и Рае в разных ареалах христианства.
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– это как раз та антология в сто страниц, подготовленная по заказу Туманишвили 
Давидом Ректором (рукопись S 1512 Национального центра рукописей), которую 
упоминает И. Кенчошвили и откуда он извлек стихи самого Туманишвили для 
своей антологии (კენჭოშვილი 2014: 352, 388). Функции заказчика, составителя и 
автора, конечно, разводились и в ХIX в., но не так, как в нашей современности). На-
блюдается постепенное исчезновение рамочной строфической конструкции (пятис-
тишия у Туманишвили, первая и десятая строфы у Орбелиани – из-за идентичности 
слов в звательной форме и из-за рифмовки, более или менее близкой к BBBB) и, тем 
самым, преобразование текстового времени из статического в циклическое и потом 
в линейное. А также: укрупнение, уплощение, сжатие бывшего обрамляемого. 

Вспомним вышеупомянутую сатиру на католикоса Антона („უწმი(ნ)დესო 
პატრიარქო...“). Тематически она никак не сопрягается с „К чонгури“, но от всех 
перечисленных в настоящей статье гипотетических прецедентов отличается заман-
чивой краткостью. Структура стиха в масштабах строфы – похожая: 8/8/11 слогов 
или (я не уверен в данном своем предположении) 2/2/3 „колен“. Вдобавок, в рам-
ках первого трехстишия и примыкающей к нему ремарки чонгури присутс-твует 
особым образом: мне кажется, что образный параллелизм между телом человека 
(красавицы) и телом музыкального инструмента (развертываемый не в одном про-
изведении Саят-Новы и имплицитно присутствующий в „К чонгури“) строится 
здесь не на визуальном подобии, а на подобии жестонимическом и даже „хвата-
тельном“. Процитирую эти четыре строк по (საიათნოვა 2005: 39) и передам по-
русски английский перевод Доусетта (Dowcet 1997: 144) (последнюю строку дам 
в своем переводе, так как Доусетт, видимо, пользуется версией текста, в которой 
– неприведенный им в подлиннике – текст ремарки несколько иной): „უწმინდესო 
პატრიარქო, / ღირსებულად უნდა გაქო, / ამბობენ ჯიბეში გაქო, – რა უყავ? / 
(ჯოხით ან ჩონგურის ტარით ასწევდა)“ („Святейший патриарше, / дорого я тебя 
восхвалю, / говорят[,] в кармане у тебя был зуд [вариант: в карман тебя восхвалю] – 
как тебе придется? / (Луком или рукоятью чонгури делал движение вверх)“).

Поэтика переводов

Имплицитная теоретическая рамка последующих аналитических заметок – 
труд французского переводоведа и переводчика Анри Мешоника „Поэтика пе-
реводить“ (перевожу заглавие грамматически буквально; Meschonnic 1999; болгар-
ский перевод Паисия Христова, которым я пользовался, издан в 2007 г.).

Дам краткую характеристику двух русских переводов „ჩონგურს“ – „К чон-
гури“ Бориса Пастернака и Бориса Брика. Характеристику других переводов, Миха-
ила Дудина и Георгия Цагарели, а также Василия Величко, попробую дать в после-
дующей статье.
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Давид Чубинашвили в грузино-русском словаре 1887 года (Чубинов 1984) 
переводит „чонгури“ как „балалайка“. Может, слово „балалайка“ имело в конце 
XIX века не снижающий оттенок, а лишь обыденности и даже некоторой новомод-
ности. Может, несколько десятилетий спустя такой перевод был стилистически не-
возможным. Но так или иначе, отказ от перевода слова „чонгури“ в переводах сти-
хотворения Бараташвили дает слову, да и стихотворению в целом, звучание высокой 
чуждости.

Перевод Пастернака (цит. по: Бараташвили 1968б: 36):

Твои причитанья, чонгури,
То вздох, то рыданья навзрыд.

Твоей нелюдимой натуре
Неведомы смех до упаду,

Улыбка, безоблачность взгляда.
Секрет их тебе не открыт.

Безрадостно брови нахмуря,
Ты вдаль загляделась с досадой.
Твой звук о былом говорит.

Пастернак меняет ритм – и на уровне целого, и на уровнях строфы и строки. 
Пастернак членит текст на четыре строфы (три двустишия и финальное трехсти-
шие). В результате этой перемены он не только сохраняет выделенность послед-
него трехстишия и последнего стиха, но даже усиливает ее. Пастернаковские стро-
фы кончаются не на более долгих стихах, а на более кратких. На долексикальном 
и дометрическом уровне тем самым, кажется, внушается большая категоричность, 
окончательность. Пастернак чередует девятисложник с восьмисложником, усекая 
3-стопный амфибрахий в конечных строках строф. Пастернак применяет и более 
сложную схему рифмовки, чем подлинник (AB-AC-CB-ACB). Замену трехстиший 
двустишиями можно объяснить ориентацией на жанровые типы как элегии, так и 
газели. Но на синтаксическом и семантическом уровнях Пастернаковского текста 
выбор не выдержан. Комбинация двустиший и трехстишия производит эффект от-
сылки к нескольким культурным (и эстетическим) традициям сразу: получается как 
бы эмблема стыка между греко-римским (элегия), христианским (квазитерцет) и му-
сульманским (газель) мирами. Эта, кажется, принципиально верная имплицит-ная 
гипотеза о характере стиха Бараташвили лишена у Пастернака конкретности; а 
конкретность могло придать ей более внимательное отношение к стихотворным 
особенностям подлинника, какое из перевода вычитать нельзя. Тем более, что наз-
ванную гипотезу можно высказать на основе беглого взгляда на грузинскую исто-
рию с высоты птичьего полета, даже не читая стихов Бараташвили. 
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Б. Брик (Бараташвили 1968б: 36) сохраняет ритм, но не сохраняет выделен-
ность конечных строфы и стиха. 

Твой голос, как вздох над могилой,
 Твой плач безнадежно унылый – 
Виденьем былого мне душу томит.
 В твоем умирающем гуле
 Заслышу ль веселье, чонгури,
Чтоб сердце воскресло для прежних услад?
 Когда же, твой стон прерывая,
 Заблещет улыбка живая
И жалоб исчезнет убийственный яд?

Его переводу свойственна большая степень эксплицитости и экспрессив-
ности, с оттенком торжественности и патетики: „чтоб сердце воскресло“ на месте 
„чтоб оборотилась [отнялась] мне боль [болезнь, напасть] сердца“. Вылечить, чудес-
ным или прозаичным образом, больного (даже незрящего) – не то, что воскресить 
Лазаря. Другой пример: первый стих. У Пастернака, в подлиннике, у болгарского 
переводчика Бакърджиева (см. ниже) – „причитания“, голос грусти и т.п.. У Брика: 
„как вздох над могилой“. (В данной строке Брик менее экспрессивен, но более 
эксплицитен).

Брик однообразит рифмовку (AAB-CCD-EED). У него она ближе к подлин-
нику, чем у Пастернака, но смазывает, на данном структурном уровне, семантику/
эффект возрастания когерентности (сомкнутости, сопряженности) речи к концу 
текста. 

Пастернаковскому переводу свойственна некоторая резкость – интонации ли-
рического „я“ к чонгури. (Обращаясь к гипотетическим прецедентам „К чонгури“, 
похожая резкость чувствуется в русских переводах оды I, 32 Горация конца XIX- 
ХХ вв.). Повидимому, этому содействует краткость (усеченность) стопы и мужская 
рифма восьмисложников, кончающих собой строфы; в сочетании с современной 
обиходностью речи (лексики, фразеологии, ощущаемой за текстом интонации). И 
в наибольшей степени – то, что на языке диалогической герменевтики М. Бахтина 
называют „объективацией“, и что можно назвать и „гипостазированием“ (необяза-
тельно вековечных) состояний. Пастернак спешит с ярлыками: „нелюдимая нату-
ра“, „неведомы“ „смех“ и т.д. (непонятно при этом, почему/зачем чонгури неведом 
смех „до упаду“: чтобы заподозрить кого-нибудь в нелюдимости, отсутствие в нем 
склонности к просто смеху вроде бы достаточное основание...). Содействует эффек-
ту обвинительности и полное отсутствие авто-рефлексивной речи; пастернаковский 
субъект речи ни слогом не обмалвливается о себе. Полу-чается побочный эффект 
не скромности, а вненаходимости в отношении любых эмоций и объективаций. 
Интонационно-пунктуационная скупость (отсутствие восклицательного и вопроси-
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тельного знаков) хорошо вписывается в эту картину. Лирический „я“ Пастернака 
внеположен, трансцедентен. И вместе с тем – интонация и словарь повседневные. 
Внеположенность в отношении другого, при погружен-ности в этот мир, а не в 
тот, можно назвать одним словом: бесцеремонность. Вот: „Улыбка, безоблачность 
взгляда. / Их секрет тебе не открыт“. Будто расстается с уже нелюбимой женщи-
ной; даже (правда, косвенно – оставив читателю конечную ответственность) поста-
вил слово „чонгури“ в женском роде: „Безрадостно брови нахмуря, / Ты вдаль за-
гляделась с досадой“. И склонность к объективации Другого; и эксплицитность – не 
меньшая, чем у Брика. Еще: „Твой звук о былом говорит“. Это звучит как приговор. 
Переакцентовки у Пастернака серьезно сдвигают смысл целого. Выходит, почти 
недвусмысленно, что лирический „я“, соответственно поэт, расстается с поэтикой, 
символизируемой здесь инструментом чонгури. Поэтологическое прочтение не ли-
шено убедительности, если включить „К чонгури“ в общий интертекстуальный ряд 
вместе с „Голова! О горе! Что с тобой стало?...“ в истолковании Чарльза Доусетта 
(см. выше) и с „Подражанием Саятнове“ Григола Орбелиани. Но лирический „я“ в 
подлиннике Бараташвили чонгури не обвиняет и не выглядит готовым покинуть его.

Как я уже отметил, у каждой из строф подлинника „К чонгури“ обозначается 
свой референт и свой модус означивания. Так, первая обращена путем рассказа или 
описания к прошлому; вторая – путем обращения (к собеседнику) к настоящему; 
третья – путем вопроса к будущему. Перевод Брика эту четкость смазывает, Пастер-
нака – полностью разрушает. 

Переводы Пастернака и Брика нарушают то строфический строй подлинни-
ка (Пастернак), то выделенность третьей строфы (Брик), то синтаксис (оба). 

Они – оба – нарушают и ритмику стиха, две ее бросающиеся в глаза осо-
бенности: 1) чередование десяти – и пятнадцатисложников, иными словами – 
внутристрофическую разностопность; 2) рецептивный эффект чередования хореев 
и дактилей, аналог логаэдам. И разностопность, и логаэды – приемы, знакомые 
русскому романтизму (примеры в: Гаспаров 1984: 120-121, 123-124). Почему Пас-
тернак и Брик не воспользовались двойной возможностью – и точной иммитации 
Бараташвилиевского стиха, и (косвенной) синхронизации двух романтизмов, – а сту-
шевали, сгладили очевидную разнослоговость (и разноколенность), избегнув пере-
дачу средством разностопности? Ведь даже точная иммитация была бы возможна, 
при сочетании разностопности, где краткие стихи предшествуют длинным... 

Уместно процитировать обобщение Михаила Гаспарова о характере русского 
стиха в советскую эпоху (имеются ввиду середина 1920-х – 1970-е гг.): „Сосредото-
ченность на традиционных метрах помешала русскому стиху использовать те воз-
можности обогащения, которые впервые раскрылись перед ним именно в советское 
время – переводы поэзии народов Советского Союза (преимущественно – силлаби-
ки) и классического Востока (преимущественно – квантитативной метрики). Здесь 
употреблялись лишь вполне условные силлабо-тонические русские размеры [...]. 



230

Йордан Люцканов

Единичные попытки более близких иммитаций или не замечались, или осуждались 
[...]“ (Гаспаров 1984: 260-261). 

Для рассматриваемых переводов, в особенности Пастернаковского, харак-
терна особая комбинация „экзотизации“ и „одомашнения“. Представим себе, для 
уразумения этой особости, переведенное строфикой и „расшатанной“ метрикой 
подлинника „К балалайке“... 

Чем объяснить себе особенности этих переводов, а также отличия между 
ними? Попробую лишь предварительное объяснение. Поэтические сочинения Ба-
раташвили в переводе Пастернака выходят отдельной книгой в 1948 году. Уже осе-
нью 1945 г. он публикует переводы отдельных стихотворений в тбилисской газете 
„Заря Востока“, а сопровождает либо предваряет эту череду статьей – „Великий 
реалист“ („Заря Востока“, 1945, № 209 от 21 октября).1 Т.к. текст ста-тьи мне недос-
тупен, постараюсь угадать смысл атрибута „реалист“: 1) в смысле геополитики и 
философии истории – „принял“ присоединение Грузии к России, что подтверждает-
ся советскими прочтениями поэмы „Судьба Грузии“; 2) в смысле психологическом 
(допустим, его лирике свойственен „реалистический“ психологизм). Вторая догадка 
применима к „К чонгури“ и к его переводу Пастернаком. Символический капитал 
Пастернака в советском литературном поле так велик, что перевод им стихов гру-
зинского классика эпохи романтизма могло восприниматься, на уровне символи-
ческой экономии, как дар: он дарит Бараташвили и грузинской литературе вход в 
русскоязычное, т.е. мировое, литературное пространство. В согласии с собственным 
вкусом/настроением или в согласии с идеологической конъюнктурой в советском 
литературоведении того момента Пастернак поставляет Николоза Бараташвили 
миру как „реалиста“, не как романтика. Синхронизация грузинского и русского ро-
мантизмов и точная передача строфики „реалистического стихотворения“ не могут 
не отойти на задний план, даже если они присутствовали как гипотетические задачи 
в сознании переводчика. Личный вкус и такт и меньший символический капитал 
Бориса Брика (сведения о нем черпаю от заметки на портале „Век перевода“ [Брик 
б.г.]), в 1930-ые годы переводившего с грузинского, а в 1941 году окончательно ре-
прессированного и в 1942 г. убитого, не позволили ему изменить строфику перево-
димого стихотворения. 

В конце дам краткую характеристику болгарского перевода, Стояна Бакър-
джиева2 (Бараташвили 1981: 24). Он выполнен с подстрочника (мне неизвестно 
– какого, а тем менее – чьего). Из всех опубликованных переводов „К чонгури“, 
Бакырджиев мог прежде и легче всего познакомиться как раз с двумя вышеразби-
раемыми переводами на русский. В фонде Национальной библиотеки в Софии со-
держатся три книги, чей автор Н. Бараташвили: книжка с переводами Бакырджиева; 
книжка 1948 г. с переводами Пастернака; тбилисское русскоязычное издание 1968 

1 Я черпаю сведения из электронного каталога Национальной парламентской библиотеки 
Грузии. 
2 Бакырджиев – в самой достоверной из возможных русских транскрипций.
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г. (Бараташвили 1968), содержащее факсимиле рукописей некоторых стихотворений 
и разные русские переводы (по меньшей мере два – на стихотворение), в т.ч. Пас-
тернаковский и Бриковский „К чонгури“. Но здесь я не задаюсь целью исследовать 
степень зависимости Бакырджиева от них.

Привожу перевод Бакырджиева в дословном переводе с болгарского на 
русский.

Чонгури

Твой голос голос грусти,
то вздох, то стенание в тишине.
Душу воспоминания старые гнетят.

Чонгури, я столько раз 
Жаждал радость в голосе твоем,
Чтоб вся боль моя уснула.

Но [разве] твоя улыбка когда[-нибудь]
Восторги во мне разожжет!
В тебе слышу сердце, пораненное до смерти.

Вот и собственно болгарский текст: „Гласът ти е глас на тъгата, / ту въздъх, 
ту стон в тишината. / Душата ми спомени стари гнетят. // Чонгури, аз толкова пъти 
/ жадувах за радост в гласа ти, / та всичките болки у мен да заспят. // Но твойта ус-
мивка кога ли / възторзи у мен ще разпали! / В теб чувам сърце, наранено до смърт.“.

В подлиннике чонгури, музыкальный инструмент, дан или дано и в датель-
ном, и в звательном падежах. В именительном оно не дано. Применив подход диа-
логической герменевтики к семантике грамматической формы, можем сказать, что 
чонгури – безусловно предстает как „Ты“ (с прописной), а не как опредмеченное 
„оно“.

В болгарском переводе происходит отказ от дательного падежа в заглавии. 
Обращение в начале второй строфы сохраняется, но слово „чонгури“ воспринима-
ется в болгарском как несклоняемое, поэтому звательная форма, иначе употребите-
льная в болгарском, стирается. Непонятное слово странного звучания производит 
эффект „экзотизации“ произведения. Форма слова подталкивает осмыслить его как 
слово среднего рода, что усугубляет его некоммуникабельность, в разных смыслах 
этого слова. К этому слову трудно подступиться – и с позиции лирического „я“, и с 
позиции читателя. Но, слава Богу, почему-то „Чонгури“ в идола не превращается – в 
нем чувствуется живое существо. 

Замена „чонгури“+„чонгури“ на „на гъдулката (ми)“+„гъдулко“ впрыснуло 
бы и историчность, и живую интонацию в болгарский перевод. Введение в текст пе-
ревода образа смычкового инструмента кажется мне меньшей изменой подлиннику. 

Сохранено деление на три строфы. Сохранена большая длина третьих сти-
хов. Но они не пятнадцатисложники, а лишь одиннадцатисложники, т.е. на фоне 
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девятисложных первых и вторых стихах выступают лишь на два слога. Больше, чем 
у Брика; меньше, чем в подлиннике. Почти сохранена схема рифмовки: AAB, BBC, 
DDB. Одним словом, стихотворный ритм перевода максимально приближается 
к ритму подлинника. 

Первые и вторые строки строф – трехстопные амфибрахии, как и в русских 
переводах Брика и Пастернака. Третьи – усеченные четырехстопные амфибрахии. 
В болгарской поэзии строфа, основанная на чередовании трех– и четырехстоп-
ного амфибрахия, характерна для Христо Смирненского (1898–1923), но это 
четырехстишная строфа (Янакиев 1960: 203). Смирненский – парадигматический 
для болгарской культурной памяти случай поэта-(пост)символиста, писавшего со-
циально ангажированные стихи с левых политических позиций в буржуазную эпоху 
и в условиях враждебного к нему быта. Я затрудняюсь определить, была ли у пере-
водчика Бараташвили сознательная ориентация на Смирненского и мог ли читате-
ль перевода заразиться более или менее определенным настроением, насыщенного 
более или менее определенными коннотациями. (У данной метрико-строфической 
формы мог быть „ореол“ формально-изощренной видимо-индивидуалистичес-
кой поэзии, при внимательном прочтении оказывающейся социально/политически 
„прогрессивной“. Как известно, такой ход мысли являлся универсальным средством 
допуска в литературный канон социалистических времен „подозрительных“ на пер-
вый взгляд текстов и авторов.) Ориентация Бакырджиева на более ранние образцы 
болгарского трех– и четырехсложного амфибрахия кажется более вероятной: два 
стихотворения Христо Ботева 1870–1871 гг. („Делба“, „На либето ми“; по-русски, 
букв.: „Раздел“, „Моей любимой“), резко отличающиеся на фоне ориентирующих-
ся на метрику устного народного стихосложения остальных его стихотворений; и 
раннее стихотворение Ивана Вазо-ва „Бор“ („Сосна“; 1872 г.) (Янакиев 1960: 142, 
144). Эти образцы можно привязать к мировоззренческо-эстетической формации 
болгарского романтизма (см. Генов 1968: 454-7, 486-8), обладающей, однако, гораз-
до меньшей хронологической и текстуальной собранностью и определенностью по 
сравнению с романтизмом грузинским, русским, немецким..., вообще небесспорной 
(наиболее последовательно защищена точка зрения о наличии и значимости для на-
ционального литературного процесса болгарского романтизма в работе: Генов 1968; 
отметим, что автор видит развитие романтизма в болгарской литературе на протя-
жении более чем века: с 1760-ых по 1870-ые гг.!). Примем, что Бакырджиев был го-
тов принять точку зрения об узнаваемости романтизма в болгарской литературе (по 
меньшей мере) 1850–70-х гг. Пропущенной возможностью, однако, кажется отсут-
ствие ориентации в переводе Бакырджиева на одиннадцатисложник, тяготеющий к 
четырехстопному амфибрахию, стихотворения Петко Славейкова 1870 г. „Не пей 
ми се“ („Не хочется мне петь“; о нем с стиховедческой точки зрения см.: Милчаков 
2006б [1990б]). 

В своих рассуждениях к данному моменту я не ставил под сомнение истори-
ко-литературную узнаваемость Бараташвили, с точки зрения болгарского читателя, 
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именно как представителя романтизма; и безальтернативность этой возможности. 
Такому, чреватому привычкой, ходу мысли не препятствуют и очевидные, в „сиг-
нальной“ позиции, знаки стратификации Бараташвили болгарской литературной 
культурой: 1) анонс от издательства на суперобложке болгарского собрания его сти-
хов (Бараташвили 1981) начинается так: „Николоз Бараташвили – самый видный 
представитель романтического течения в грузинской поэзии начала XIX века“; 2) в пре-
дисловии, написанном грузинским литературоведом Иваном Бицадзе (Бараташвили 
1981: 5-8), ведущей оказывается та же мысль. У меня нет оснований считать, что 
горизонт понимания переводчика, Стояна Бакърджиева, был существенно иным. 

Единственное мета– или паратексутальное высказывание в данном издании, 
имеющее отношение к стиховедению, задает несколько иную перспективу: „В его 
романтических стихах […] присутствуют ритмические и структурные конфигура-
ции, перенятые у [так!] древних восточных поэтов“ (текст на суперобложке). Оста-
вим в сторону вопрос о том, какими ритмическими средствами внушается присут-
ствие восточной поэтики в поэзии на болгарском языке. 

Есть и третья возможность историко-литературной контекстуализации сти-
хов Бараташвили: такой-то момент (примерно, второе поколение) после введения в 
отечественную поэтическую практику европейских силлаботонических форм. При 
таком повороте болгарские аналоги Бараташвили следует искать среди тех, кого 
можно назвать постромантиками (зрелого Ивана Вазова), и даже среди ранних мо-
дернистов (предсимволистов: Пенчо Славейкова, Кирилла Христова; раннего сим-
волиста: Пею Яворова). 

На первый взгляд, гипотетический выбор логаэдов, в болгарской поэзии ред-
костных и относительно менее редко (2.7%) встречающихся лишь в поэзии раннего 
символиста Пею Яворова (Филипова 2005: 115; Милчаков 2006а [1990а]: 131), не 
способствовал бы тем ассоциациям и синхронизации, которым способствовал бы 
в русском переводе. У болгарских „романтиков“ их нет либо их функциональнос-
ть неудостоверима (из-за их – Георгия Раковского, Христо Ботева – невосприимчи-
вости к европейской силлаботонике [Кунчева 2000: 59]). Иными словами, при пере-
воде Бараташвили-романтика на болгарский логаэды не так желательны, чем при 
переводе на русский. Зато логаэды функциональны в нескольких произведениях К. 
Христова и Пенчо Славейкова, являя собой грань одного из способов разработки 
фолклорных тем и мотивов средствами европейской литературной силлаботоники 
(см. Кунчева 2000: 142-3, 153). 

Часть стихотворений цикла Христова „Самодивска китка“ (1904) и сти-
хотворения Пенчо Славейкова „Епиталамии“ (не позже 1910 г.) и „Коледари“ (1893) 
тем более интересны обстоятельством, что в них логаэдической разработке подвер-
гается т.наз. симметрический десятисложник (5/5) (Кунчева 2000: 142, 152-3): пе-
ред нами точные формальные признаки стиха „К чонгури“ (первых и вторых строк 
строф). 
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Даже без логаэдической разработки, симметрический десятисложник, ока-за-
вшийся вторым по употребительности размером в поэзии Христо Ботева (Кунчева 
2000: 153; ссылка на: Янакиев 1960) и наиболее употребительным народным разме-
ром у сознательно ориентирующегося на утверждение силлаботоники Ивана Вазова 
(Кунчева 2000: 136), кажется более подходящим переводческим решением, нежели 
трехстопный амфибрахий. 

Все перечисленные (и прочие мыслимые) возможности обретают, конечно, 
разный вес в зависимости от того, чего требуется от перевода: воспроизведение на 
языке перевода той же самой стиховой формы или идентификация и обращение к 
ее возможно точному аналогу в системе стихосложения реципирующей литературы. 

Было бы хорошо сочетать сознательную историко-литературную ориентацию 
на ту или иную форму стиха ориентацией на образцы реципирующей литературы 
со сходной тематикой. В данном случае: на образцы, тематизирующие акт слага-
ния стихов (акт творчества?) с оглядкой на физическое сопряжение музыки и по-
эзии (или как это сопряжение дано традицией – как физическое сопряжение, – или 
с оглядкой на альтернативу: на мысленный образ нематериального их сопряжения). 
Такие образцы найдутся, напр., в поэзии Петко Славейкова (1827–1895). 

Три строфы перевода Бакърджиева, вместо того, чтобы отсылать, соответ-
ственно, к прошлому, настоящему и будущему, как было в подлиннике, отсылают к 
настоящему, прошлому и будущему. То есть “сюжетное” время с поступательного 
становится ретардированным. (Следует оговориться: речь идет об уровне межстро-
фическом. Внутри строф движение времени может быть иным, инонаправленным). 
Тем самым, при переходе с уровня строфики и метрики к уровню хронотопа, ритм 
перевода начинает отличаться от ритма подлинника. 

Синтаксис подлинника выделяет третью строфу и в особенности последний 
ее стих. Строфа состоит из двух предложений, тогда как каждая из двух предыду-
щих равнялась только одному. Строка – запятая – строка – запятая – строка – во-
склицательный знак; строка – строка – запятая – строка – восклицательный; строка 
– запятая – строка – вопросительный – строка – восклицательный.

Х,Х,Х! – ХХ,Х! – Х,Х?-Х!
Синтаксис болгарского перевода выделяет сразу и первую и третью строфы, 

превращает их в члены синтаксического параллелизма: 
ХХ-Х – ХХХ – ХХ-Х. 
Только вторая строфа составляет одно предложение. Это раз. 
Затем, пунктуация болгарского перевода последовательно стушевывает эмо-

циональный подъем подлинника. Вопрос предпоследнего стиха превращен в полу-
вопрос (кстати, риторический)-полувосклицание. Во всяком случае на месте вос-
просительного знака – восклицательный. А на месте трех восклицательных в концах 
строф – одни точки.

Болгарский перевод подчеркуто сдержанный: интонационно и синтак-
сичес-ки. Так, например, в первой строфе он сводит отношение причинности к 
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простому со-положению. Подлинник: ‘причитания, стенания, дух воспоминаний 
заставляют думать’. Перевод: ‘твой голос – голос грусти, то вздох, то стенание в 
тишине; мою душу воспоминания угнетают’. Данное решение аналогично бессоюз-
ному син-таксису. Отказ от дательного падежа в заглавии хорошо вписывается в эту 
поэтику бессоюзного синтаксиса и стушеванной эмоциональности. Можем обозна-
чить ее как поэтику косвенного выражения. 

Заключение

В формальном отношении „ჩონგურს“ оказывается уникальным для гру-
зин-ской поэзии к моменту своего появления. Судя по цитированным выше стихо-
вед-ческим работам, таким и осталось. Мне кажется, что оно оставило формальный 
след в лирике самого Бараташвили. Строфы стихотворения „Я люблю глаза тума-ном 
обволоченные...“ (1842; „მიყვარს თვალები მიბნედილები...“, ბარათაშვილი 2005: 
42) (каждая в составе четырех симметрических десятисложников и двух пятнад-
цатисложников, в знакомом хорео-дактилическом ритме: 10/10/10/10/15/15) можно 
рассмотреть как буквальные удвоения строф „К чонгури“ – путем не лине-йного 
наращения, а комбинации линейного наращения и кольцевого наложения (притом 
несимметричного – в обиходном смысле соотнесенности с центральной осью; о 
необиходном см.: Ghyka 1977: X-XI). Удвоение приводит к водворению принципа 
„четверичности“ на месте принципа „троичности“, что семантически мотивировано 
парностью глаз: „в тумане обволоченных“ и наблюдающих. Удво-ение путем коль-
цевого наложения (строфа типа 10/10/15 обрамляет другую строфу того же типа) мо-
тивировано а) рецептивной рефракцией образа („туман“ – вероятный эвфемизм для 
„слез“), б) мысленным образом маятника, колебающегося между лирическим „я“ и 
его объектом созерцания/адресатом. Число, числовая плоть лирического хронотопа 
– две пары глаз (а была: прикасание к трем струнам чонгури, в одиночестве). Поиск 
соответствий и прецедентов в лирике провансальских трубадуров (ср. ბარაბაქაძე 
2018a: 284) кажется, прежде всего, неэкономным, хотя он и соответствует задаче оп-
исания грузинской поэзии через понятийную и формаль-ную сетку „европейских“ 
твердых форм. Сетка „восточных“ (арабо-персидско-тюркских) расставлена гораздо 
реже. И, конечно, в по-манихейски располовленном мире стиховых форм (европей-
ские vs восточные, а также твердые vs не-твердые) не осталось места для прочих 
форм, в т.ч. армянских, поздневизантийских и новогреческих. Вполне логично, 
трехстишия Н. Бараташвили, Гр. Орбелиани, Г. Туманишвили выпали из описания. 

Формально и тематически „ჩონგურს“ занимает промежуточное положение 
между ментально-поэтологическими мирами: тбилисским XVIII-го века, зоной 
сосуществования и скрещивания миров шиитского Ирана и поствизантийского, с 
одной стороны, и европейским – с другой. Кажется, что и ориентальная топика, и 
христианское мироощущение не вне Церкви не являются здесь объектом сентимен-
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тального (в смысле Шиллера) созерцания и погружения с позиции какого-то вов-
се или уже иного ума, как в романтизме европейском (английском, французском, 
немецком, даже польском и русском1). „К чонгури“ отличается от своего далекого 
предка, псалма (не обязательно – 136-го) тем, что можно наз-вать „авторефлексив-
ностью речи“, воспринимаемою благодаря обращению к инструменту; субъект речи 
в Псалтыри – авторефлексивен, но не и его речь. „К чон-гури“ отличается от своих 
русских стихотворений-современников не грустностью тона, а принадлежностью 
их стихотворной формы, возможно и их непосредствен-ных текстуальных преце-
дентов, миру европейской поэзии. (Ср.: „К моей лире. Рондо“ Николая Николева, 
http://lib.pushkinskijdom.ru/Default.aspx?tabid=5389, сочиненное до 1798 г. [Кочет-
ков б.г.: б.с.]; „Стихи, сочиненные в день моего рождения (К моей лире и к дру-
зьям моим)“ Вас. Жуковского, 1803 г. [Жуковский 1999, 1: 58, 438-9]). Псалмоди-
ческая речь, слышимая у Бараташвили, пришла к „авторефлексивности“ не путем 
библейско-грекоримского синтеза, не путем, эмблематически схваченного Эрихом 
Ауэрбахом в книге „Мимесис“. Геокультурное обобщение такого порядка, конеч-
но, рискует и упрощением, и голословностью, но они примерно на один порядок 
конкретнее, нежели дихотомии „Европа – Азия“ и „Восток – Запад“, при всем том, 
что источники тоже могут оперировать ими. Обозначим последний этап того не-
европейского пути – я обозначил бы его „левантийским“, не будь у последнего по-
нятия прочных ассоциаций с морем, а также с периодом, чья нижняя граница не 
раньше Крестоносных походов – как „тбилисскую“ (приблизительно в том смысле, 
в каком Саят-Нова – не грузинский, а тбилисский поэт, при учете позиции Доусетта, 
что Саят-Нова служил при дворе лишь в Телави, но не в Тбилиси)2, а точнее „тпи-
лисскую“3, поэтику (я уверен, что такое понятие уже давно и не раз предлагалось)4. 
Главными ee особенностями кажутся: открытость к поэтической практике соседних 
этносов и конфессий; к музыкальному ряду и к импровизации; к творческим вкла-
дам людей, плохо знавших грузинский язык и от традиций грузинского фолклора и 
литературы оторванных5; ориентированность на вкусы и на „этикетные“ ситуации 
жизни6 разных прослоек городского населения. Как известно, ее нижний стилевой 
ярус описан с сентиментальным увлечением в книге Иосеба Гришашвили „Саятно-
ва и старый Тб/пилиси“ (საიათნოვა 1918), не без опасливой оглядки на высочай-
ший литературный авторитет: „Правда, Шота такое стихотворство к второму ряду 

1 Прибегну к аналогии: во времена Николоза Бараташвили грузинского Петербурга 
(=Петербурга в Грузии) нет, даже величиной в Воронцовский дворец с парком. 
2 Благодарю Гагу Ломидзе, прочитавшего раннюю версию настоящей статьи осенью 2017 г., 
за определение (эпитет). 
3 От исторически сложившейся грузинской формы ტფილისი, не столь резко отличающейся 
от турецко-русской „Тифлис“. 
4 Ср.: „[...] тпилисски[х] [...] ашугов [...] только и только Тпилиси создал!“ („[...] ტფილელ[ი] 
[...] აშუგები [...] მხოლოდ და მხოლოდ ტფილისმა შეჰქმნა!“; გრიშაშვილი 1918: 13).
5 Характеристика Саят-Новы в: ფოცხიშვილი 1990: 64-5.
6 Отсылаю к понятию Дмитрия Лихачева „литературный этикет“.
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причисляет […]“ („მართალია, შოთა ასეთ შაირობას მეორე დარგს აკუთვნებს 
[…]“; там же: 8). И на идеал национальной литературы: „Я не скажу, что ашуги 
пели чистыми грузинскими тонами“ („არ ვიტყვი, რომ აშუღები წმინდა ქართულ 
ჰანგებს მგეროდნენ“; там же). 

Многосторонняя поэтологическая зависимость „К чонгури“ от поэтических 
образцов мира, которого нельзя назвать ни „европейским“, ни „восточным“; приуро-
чимость стихотворения к более чем одной литературно-исторической линии отсче-
та; а также узнаваемая через него синхронность некоторых формальных поис-ков 
грузинского и русского романтизмов, актуальных в ХХ веке, – вот основные пункты 
настоящей статьи.

Ориентация на сохранение за переводным произведением признаков чуж-
дости чревата коммерческим неуспехом, являющимся в конце концов неуспехом и 
для переводимого автора (Domínguez, Saussy, Vilanueva 2015: 80). Но для советской 
ситуации (и в меньшей, но достаточной степени – для ситуации „социалистического 
лагеря“) логика рыночного оправдания эстетического „сглаживания“ под усред-нен-
ный вкус реципирующей литературной культуры переводимого произведения, из-
бежания решений отдающих экспериментом, вряд ли применима. Неточность (я бы 
сказал: большая или меньшая ошибочность) разбираемых переводов не ограничи-
вается „сглаживанием“. Происходят опредмечивание, экзотизация, разне-уровневое 
изменение ритма. 

„ჩონგურს“ нуждается в новых переводах.
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Key words: Nikoloz Baratashvili; three-lined stanza in georgian poetry; poet‘s 
invocation of musical instrument; romanticism outside Europe; translation as [mode of] 
implicit literary studies.

In this article I analyse semantic, syntactic, strophic and verse rhythm of a poem 
by Nikoloz Baratashvili (1817–1845), “To chonguri” (1837), and of three of its transla-
tions (to Russian – by Boris Pasternak and by Boris Brik, – and to Bulgarian – by Stoian 
Bakŭrdzhiev). 

As tool for the analysis of the original text, two literal translations are used (by 
Irine Modebadze, 2012, and mine, 2017). 

Analysis of the semantic and syntactic rhythm of the original leads to the following 
conclusion: while the text switches its focus from past to present to future, on the hind a 
coming-to-being and then an interiorisation of dialogue as an experience of the lyrical ‘I’ 
happens. 

Proceeding towards analysis of the strophic and verse rhythm, I put forth the ques-
tion of Baratashvili’s poem’s hypothetic precedents: thematic (a poet addressing his musi-
cal instrument) as well as strophic (three tri-verse stanzas). I discuss commonalities and 
differences between “To chonguri” and the following forms: terzina (minding both hypo-
thetic paths of its Georgian reception – via Russian and via Polish mediation), Spenserian 
stanza, some specimens of Mikhail Lermontov’s lyric and of Anacreontic lyric, Sapphic 
stanza, psalms, and of particular works in Georgian language from the 18th and early 19th 
c. displaying close similarity to “To chonguri” at least in their strophic structure. 

Considering both thematic and strophic levels allows indicating two works of po-
etry – hopefully known to me and to Baratashvili at the same time – as closest to Baratash-
vili’s: Horatius’ ode I, 32 and Psalm 136 (137 acc. to the Masoretic numbering). Consider-
ing the level of poetic line, “To chonguri” can be viewed as an exact structural equivalent 
of the form called, with regard to syllabotonic systems of versification, “logaeds” (hetero-
metric ‘prose-poetic’ lines). 

Considering all three levels – thematic, strophic, and of poetic line (lines are struc-
tured as symmetric – 5/5 – decasyllables, combined on strophic level with pentadecasyl-
lables, all shaped as dactyl-trochaic logaeds), – another piece of poetry appears closest 
to “To chonguri”: “Mastam [Intoxication] about [gown’s] rustle, to be pronounced for 
[during] the dance mukhaliph” by Giorgi Tumanishvili (1774–1837). It is shown that two 
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poems by Grigol Orbeliani (“To Ek[aterine] Cha[vchavadz]e” and “Imitation of Sayat-
Nova”) stay less close to “To chonguri”, due to proximity but not coincidence in the struc-
ture of the verse line. The issue of (mediated) link between “To chonguri”, on the one 
hand, and textual and mental artefacts related to the multilingual minstrel Sayat-Nova 
(1722?–1795?), on the other hand, is raised, but no definite answer is offered. The textual 
and mental artefacts in point are: one Armenian, “Praised among all instruments, you are 
a perfect ten, O kamancha…”, and a number of Georgian poems by him – “O my unhappy 
head…”, “How shall the ray of a star dry up the sea…”, “Most Holy Patriarch…” etc. 
(translations cited are Charles Dowsett’s); the image of the “vardapet” “Saatlama” from 
Ioane Batonishvili’s pedagogic travelogue Kalmasoba; and the image and memories of 
Sayat-Nova in Tiflis of the 1810s–30). 

Then I analyse two of the existing translations of “To chonguri” into Russian 
(Pasternak’s and B. Brik’s) and the only translation into Bulgarian known to me (by 
Bakŭrdzhiev). These translations, especially the former two, turn to be unthinking / in-
sensitive of the various levels of rhythm of the original. I consider the non-use of logaeds 
in the Russian translations as a failure which, against the context of several other inac-
curacies, does not come as a surprise. I pay considerable attention to diverse versification 
options at disposal of the Bulgarian translator. In doing this, I reckon the possibility of 
diverse literary-historical contextualisations of Baratashvili and his works in verse: as Ro-
manticist; as users of “Oriental” verse forms; as representative of a particular (historical) 
moment after native poets started using European syllabotonic forms. 

Analyses in this article allow detecting gaps in most recent Georgian studies in 
Georgian versification, as far as the history of three-line stanzas is concerned. As a whole, 
the article provides reference points for revising, or at least modifying, of teleological 
perspective on Baratashvili’s oeuvre as “European”. It provides as well reference points to 
revise the heritage of the Soviet school of Georgian-Russian translations of poetry.

In this way I pay tribute – one based not on theory but on textual analysis – to an 
agenda of liberating of studies in Georgian literature from two ideological fields of power 
at once: of the erstwhile discourse of friendship within the confines of USSR and the 
“Soviet Block”, and of the present discourse of retroactive Europeanisation of Georgian 
literature.

Through the relatively more detailed analysis of versification options hypothetical-
ly faced by the Bulgarian translator of “To chonguri”, I pay modest tribute to the agenda of 
a discipline which is still to be born: of comparative literature of the Black Sea region and, 
in particular, of study of cross-Black Sea literary contacts and (dis)similarities. 
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nikoloz baraTaSvilis „Congurs“: 
originalis riTma da sami Targmani

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: nikoloz baraTaSvili, samtrofeuli qarTul 
literaturaSi; poetis mimarTva musilauri instrumentisadmi; roman-
tizmi evropis gareT; Targmani, rogorc implicituri literaturaT-
mcodneoba.

statiaSi ganxilulia nikoloz baraTaSvilis leqsis – „Cangurs“ 
(1837) da misi sami Targmanis (rusulad boris pasternakisa da boris 
brikis, bulgarulad – stoian bakurZievisa) semantikuri, sintaqsuri  
da strofuli agebuleba,   aseve –  versifikaciul sistema.

originaluri teqstis saanalizod gamoyenebulia ori pwkaredu-
li Targmani ( pirveli Sesrulebulia 2012 wels,  irine modebaZis mier, 
meore ki 2017 wels da ekuTvnis statiis avtors).

originalis semantikuri da sintaqsuri ritmis analizs Semdeg 
daskvnamde mivyavarT: im dros, rodesac teqstis fokusi warsulidan 
awmyoze da awmyodan momavalze gadadis, ukana planze mimdinareobs  
garkveuli   dialogis formireba, Semdeg ki misi gaTaviseba, rogorc Ta-
vad lirikuli „me“-s gancdisa.  

strofuli da saleqso ritmis analizis Sedegad, statiis  avtori 
svams baraTaSvilis leqsis  hipoTeturi precendentebis sakiTxs: Tema-
turi (poeti mimarTavs Tavis musikalur instruments); strofuli (sami 
sam-striqoniani strofi); ganixilavs msgavsebebsa da gansxvavebebs 
„Congursa“ da Semdeg formebs Soris: tercina (qarTulSi misi moxved-
ris orive hipoTezuri gzis gaTvaliswinebiT – uSualod  rusulidan  an  
polonuris gavliT), spenseris  strofi, mixeil lermontovis liriki-
sa da anakreontuli poeziis  zogierTi nimuSi,  safos strofi, fsal-
munebi da calkeuli nawarmoebebi qarTul enaze, me-18 saukunidan me-19 
saukunis dasawyisamde, romlebic aCveneben  gansaxilveli leqsis axlo 
msgavsebas  minimum,  stroful struqturasTan mainc.

rogorc Tematuri, ise strofuli doneebis ganxilva avtors sa-
Sualebas aZlevs daasaxelos baraTaSvilis nawarmoebebTan yvelaze 
axlos mdgomi ori leqsi, romlebic, misi varaudiT, poetisaTvis  cno-
bili unda yofiliyo. esenia: horaciusis oda I, 32 da fsalmuni 136 (ma-
saretuli numeraciiT 137).  leqsis – „Cangurs“poeturi xazis donis 
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ganxilvisas,  SesaZlebelia  formis zusti struqturuli eqvivalentis 
danaxva, romelsac leqsTwyobis silabur-tonur sistemebTan mimarTe-
baSi „logamidebad“ (heterometrul „prozaul“ xazebad)  moixsenieben.

samive –Tematur, stroful da poetur (simetriulad – 5/5 struq-
tuirebuli xazebi – dekasilebi,  stroful doneze pentadekasilebTan 
kombinaciaSi, yvela erTad ki – daqtil-troqauli logadebis saxiT) 
doneze ganxilvis Sedegad, leqsTan „Congurs“ yvelaze axlos mdgomad 
moCans  giorgi TumaniSvilis (1774-1837) leqsi  „mastam ialalzed Sara-
Suri SuStar muxalifSi saTqmeli“. naCvenebia, rom grigol orbelianis 
ori leqsi („ek[aterine] Wa[vWavaZe]“ da „saiaTnovas mibaZviT“ naklebad 
enaTesaveba  leqss „Cangurs“. struqturuli xazi Tumc axlosaa, magram 
mTlianad mainc  ar emTxveva mas. statiaSi dasmulia saiaTnovas (1712-
1795) mravalenovan menestrelebTan leqsis „Congurs“ arapirdapiri   ka-
vSiris sakiTxi,   magram gadaWrili pasuxi mocemuli ar aris. 

Semdeg statiis avtori aanalizebs leqsis „Congurs“ arsebul or 
rusul  da misTvis cnobil erTaderT bulgarul  Targmans. es Targ-
manebi, gansakuTrebiT pirveli ori, ugrZnobni arian originalis rit-
mis sxvadasxva donis mimarT. gamorCeuli yuradReba eTmoba bulgareli 
mTargmnelis xelT arsebul leqswyobis sxvadasxva variants. amasTan, 
mkvlevars SesaZleblad miaCnia baraTaSvilisa da misi leqsebis mra-
valferovani literaturul-istoriuli konteqstualizacia:  rogorc 
romantikosis, rogorc „aRmosavluri“ saleqso formebis momxmareb-
lisa da garkveuli istoriuli momentis warmomadgenelisa. 

statiaSi Catarebuli analizi saSualebas iZleva amoavsos qarTu-
li leqswyobis, kerZod samstrofeulebis Sesaxeb qarTul mecnierebaSi 
arsebuli sicariele. mTlianobaSi  statiaSi motanilia orientirebi, 
baraTaSvilis Semoqmedebis „evropulobis“ Sesaxeb arsebuli Sexed-
ulebis gadasaxedad an Sesacvleladac ki.

amgvarad, statias garkveuli wvlili Seaqvs   qarTuli literatu-
ris ormagi ideologiuri wnexisgan gaTavisuflebis saqmeSi. esenia: Zve-
li diskursi – megobroba ssrk-s da socialisturi sistemis qveynebis 
farglebSi da axlandeli diskursi – qarTuli literaturis kvlav ev-
ropeizacia.  

leqswyobis im variantebis ufro dawvrilebiTi analizis saSuale-
biT, romlebsac hipoTeturad leqsis „Congurs“ bulgareli mTargmne-
li awydeba, mkvlevari monawile xdeba im samecniero disciplinis dRis 
wesrigis Sedgenisa, romelic jer kidev ar Seqmnila. esaa „SavizRvis-
pira qveynebis SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneoba“.
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kulturis paradigmebi / Paradigms of Culture

Tea TalakvaZe
(saqarTvelo)

Qidentobis Zieba da simbolos rRvevis paradigma

gardatexis qalaqSi1

A
1. urbanuli modelis transformacia da qalaqis identobis
    kvlevis sakiTxi

adgilis SeswavliT Tavdapirvelad fenomenologia dainteresda, 
romelsac saTave daudo huserlma da yuradReba gaamaxvila adamianis 
mier realuri samyaros subieqturi aRqmisa da gamocdilebis, adgil-
isa da saxlis urTierTmimarTebebsa da kavSirze. droTa ganmavlobaSi 
adgilis kvlevis mimarT interesi gaizarda da moicva araerTi dar-
gi: fsiqologia, sociologia, geografia, arqiteqtura, eTnografia, 
momzadda niadagi Teoriuli kvlevebisTvis, safuZveli daedo adgilis, 
rogorc urbanuli garemos identobis Ziebasa da Seswavlis paradigmas. 

adgili aris geografiuli sivrce, romelsac SeZenili aqvs mniS-
vneloba adamianis am sivrcesTan urTierTobis Sedegad. adgili aris 
ara mxolod konteqsti an foni, aramed identobis ganuyofeli nawili,M 
mcire aqrqiteqturulma cvlilebamac ki SeiZleba Secvalos qalaqis 
identoba (Speller 2002). qalaqi aris fizikuri, sivrculi da socialuri 
organizacia, romelic ibadeba da arsebobas iwyebs istoriul gang-
rZobiTobaSi sxvadasxva epoqebis fizikuri, socialuri, adamianuri da 
kulturuli komponentebis warmatebuli TanamSrolobiT (Birol 2007). 

ra qmnis qalaqis identobas? SesaZlebelia Tu ara erT droiT pe-
riodsa da gansxvavebul sivrceSi, saerTo politikuri ideologiis 
qveS myofi qalaqebis identobis saerTo maxasiaTeblebiT gansazRvra 
da rogoria gardatexis, gardamavali xanis qalaqebis identoba?

urbanuli modelis transformaciis procesSi gamoiyo urbanu-
li transformaciis sami tipi: drois erT periodSi, magram sxvadasxva 
sivrceSi arsebuli erTgvari transformaciebi (kulturuli gavle-
nebi da sxva), sxvadasxva droSi, magram erT sivrceSi arsebuli trans-
formaciebi da transforamciebi sxvadasxva sivrcesa da droSi (Renfrew 
2009: 49). kvlevisas gaviziarebT pirvel models, rodesac drois erT 

1 kvleva ganxorcielda SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli samecniero fondis finan-
suri mxardaWeriT PHDF-18-407918.
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periodSi, iZulebiT Tavsmoxveuli diqtatisa da ideologiis gavleniT 
Camoyalibebuli identobis maorientirebeli niSnebi saerTo iyo gans-
xvavebuli kulturis qveynebisaTvis. saerTo politikuri ideologiis 
qveS gaerTianebuli qalaqebi ziar sivrcobriv, teritoriul da poli-
tikur ganfenilobaSi xasiaTdebian da Tavsdebian saerTo nacionalur 
narativSi, rogorc, magaliTad, sabWoTa kavSirSi Semavali da sabWoTa 
ideologiiT Tavsmoxveuli dasavleT evropis qalaqebi. maT Sorisaa, 
qalaqi berlini, romelic kedelma gamijna da gansazRvra erTi kultu-
ruli identobis qveynis ori identoba: demokratiuli da totalita-
ruli, dasavleT da aRmosavleT berlini. 

sabWTa simbolikiT determinirebulebi qalaqebi Tavisdaune-
burad eqcevian saerTo simbolur SinaarsSi. niSnebis warmoeba gansa-
kuTrebuli datvirTviT konstruirda totalitaruli marTvelobis 
modelSi, sadac simbolom gaaforma sabWoTa sazogadoebis cxovrebis 
Sinaarsi da adamianis fsiqo-socialuri yofiereba. 

2. qalaqis identobis Teoriuli maxasiaTeblebi

termini „adgilis-identoba“ (place-identity) 1970-iani wlebis bolo-
dan gamoiyeneba da warmoadgens individis mier adgilis mniSnelobis 
struqturirebas me-koncenfiaSi da ganimarteba, rogorc „konkretuli 
fizikuri garemos, aseve garemos tipebis Sesaxeb mogonebebis, koncef-
ciebis, interpretaciebis, mosazrebebisa da adgilTan dakavSirebuli 
grZnobebis erTobliobad (Proshansky … 1983: 61), gansazRvavs me-iden-
tobas da gulisxmobs garemos aRqmasa da gaazrebas. es aRqma da gaazre-
ba SesaZlebelia diferencirdes orgvarad: garemos Sesaxeb mogonebebi, 
fiqrebi, Rirebulebebi, eqspresia da sxvadasxva garemoTa urTierToba 
(saxli, skola da samezoblo) (Proshansky … 1983: 25). 

adgilis identobis mkvlevari proSenski ganasxvavebs adgilis 
identobis xuT mTavar funqcias: cnoba, mniSvneloba, eqspresiuli-
moTxovna, cvlilebis Suamavloba, SfoTvisa da Tavdacvis funqcia, ro-
melTa CarTulobiT adgilis-identoba warmogvidgeba kognitur „mona-
cemTa bazad“, romlis meSveobiTac ganicdeba yvela fizikuri garemo. 
marTalia, adgilis-identobis Teoria detalurad ar aRwers struq-
turasa da process (rosi da breiqvili 2003), magram Seexeba „sqematas“, 
sqematur xatebs, rasac naiseri (Neisser 1976) da piaJe (Piaget 1954) ganixi-
laven, rogorc fizikur garemosTan dakavSirebul aRqmebsa da mosaz-
rebebs, adamianebisa da fizikuri garemos interaqcias, balansisa da 
harmoniis Ziebas xalxsa da maT mier rekonstruirebul garemos Soris. 
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qevin linCi (Kevin Lynch 1984) gvTavazobs qalaqis xuT Zireul ni-
Sans, Tu ra qmnis qalaqis fizikur garemos, esenia: quCebi, gzebi, bilike-
bi, rkinigza, romlebsac damkvirvebeli iyenebs qalaqSi gadasaadgile-
blad (Paths are the channels along which the observer moves. They may be streets, 
walkwas, transit lines, canals, railroads); napirebi, kideebi (Edges are the linear ele-
ments nit used as paths by the observer. They are the boundaries and linear breaks in conti-
nuity: shores, railroad cuts, edges of development, walls); saSualo zomis qalaqebis 
aRqma da gacnobiereba (Districts are the medium-to-large sections of the city which 
the observer mentally enters “inside of”, and recognizable as having some common, iden-
tifying characher); qalaqis gzajvaredinebi, kvanZebi (Nodes are points, the strate-
gic spots in a city into which an observer can enter, and which are the intensive foci to and 
from which he is traveling. They may be primarily junctions or concentrations) qalaqis 
RirSesaniSnaobebi, monumentebi (Landmarks are another type of points-reference, 
but in this case the observer does not enter within them, they are external. They are usually 
a rather simply defined physical object: building, sign, store, or mountain (Lynch 1984).

linCis mixedviT, qalaqis identoba gagebulia personis mier adgi-
lis Secnobis, aRqmisa da gaxsenebis procesad, Tu ramdenad SeuZlia man 
icnos/Seicnos/SeigrZnos da gaixsenos, aseve ganasxvavos erTi qalaqi 
sxva qalaqebisgan, rogorc garkveuli TavisTavadi xasiaTis/sulis 
mqone lokaluri sivrce. relfi adgilis arsis ganxilvisas miuTiTebs 
sazogadoebasa da adgils Soris mWidro urTierTobaze, ramdenadac 
TiToeuli aZlierebs erTmaneTis identobas da ganixilavs ori instan-
ciidan: Sida (insideness) da gare (outsideness) instanciebs. gare instancia 
aRiqmeba turistis, mogzauris poziciidan, xolo Sida instancia, qa-
laqis SigniT gancdili mdgomareobaa, rodesac adamiani garSemortymu-
lia qalaqiT da moculia misiT. amdenad, qalaqis identobis kvleva unda 
ganxorcieldes am ori – gare da Sida perspeqtividan (Relph 1976: 51) da 
warmoCindes adamianis gamocdilebebi, emociebi, mexsiereba, warmodge-
na/warmosaxva, arsebuli mdgomareoba da ganzraxva, romelic SeiZleba 
iyos cvalebadi da emsaxurebodes adgilis Secnobas gansxvavebuli gze-
biT (The experiences, emotions, memory,imagination, present situation, and intention 
can be so variable so a person can see a place in several distinct ways ) (Relph 1976: 56). 

urbanuli Teoriisa da qalaqis kvlevis paradigmis mixedviT, 
garda fizikuri garemos niSnebisa, qalaqis identoba dafuZnebulia 
adamianis individualur bunebaze, an obieqtze da aseve im kulturaze, 
romelSic is cxovrobs, identoba ar aris statikuri da ucvleli, ma-
gram varirebs viTarebebis da damokidebulebis cvlilebebis mixedviT 
da ganisazRvreba ramdenime Zireuli maxasiaTebliT: ierarqia, eqsperi-
mentuloba, unikaluroba, koleqtiuroba, intimuroba, dualuroba, 
mTlianoba, TaobaTaSorisi gangrZobiToba, suliereba, sakuTreba. qa-
laqSi mimdinare istoriuli, bunebrivi da socio-kulturuli inter-
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aqcia urbanul sivrceSi ayalibebs ideas adgilis Sesaxeb. unikaluri, 
urbanuli xasiaTi mwifdeba da viTardeba Taobidan Taobamde grZelva-
dian perspeqtivaSi mobinadreebis cxovrebis stilTan, maT kulturul 
identobasTan, tradiciebTan, enasTan da religiasTan korelaciaSi. 
relfis mier adgilis identoba gansazRvrulia sami ZiriTadi koncep-
tiT: fizikuri Tvisebebi/garegnuli mxare, aqtivobebi/funqciebi da 
simbolo/niSani (Relph 1976:29). 

gardatexis qalaqis identobis kvleva gare da Sida instanci-
ebis garda aCens mesame perspeqtivas, romelic gulisxmobs qalaqis 
xelaxal Secnoba/aRqmis process, identobis rekonstruqcias da 
transformacias, `me~ koncefciis mimarTebas Secvlil politikur re-
alobasTan, radgan gardatexis epoqis adamianma erT dRes `mSvidobiT, 
lenin!~ filmis personaJis msgavsad, sruliad Secvlil politikur 
realobaSi gaiRviZa da iZulebuli gaxda, xelaxla Seecno is qalaqi, 
romelSic iSva da gaizarda. 

amdenad, gardatexis qalaqis kvlevisas gaziarebulia qevin 
linCis mier SemuSavebuli qalaqis fizikuri garemos erT-erTi mTa-
vari msazRvreli: RirSesaniSnaobebi, monumentebi, niSnebi. klevisas 
warmovaCenT simbolos mniSvnelobas, rogorc gardatexis qalaqis 
identobis paradigmis ZiriTad sayrdens da aseve, viziarebT ral-
fis (Relph 1976:56) mier qalaqSi adamianis mikuTvnebulobisa da misi 
eqspresulobis warmoebas mocemul drosa da sivrceSi.Qqalaqis iden-
tobis kvlevisas ki vamatebT mesame istancias, rogorc qalaqis iden-
tobis rRevisa da xelaxali Secnoba/gaazrebis, identobis daZlevis 
perspeqtivas. 

3. simbolos gauCinareba da identobis Zieba

aRmosavleT germaniaSi socializmis damyarebis Semdeg Seqmnili 
literaturuli produqcia mkacri cenzurisa da komunisturi nomen-
klaturis mier iyo kontrolirebuli. Sesabamisad, berlinis kedlis 
ngrevisa (Mauerfall) da germaniis gaerTianebis (Einheit) Semdeg gardate-
xis literaturam aTeuli wlebis ganmavlobaSi dafaruli da dagrovi-
li istoriis gamomzeureba daiwyo. 

termini gardatexis literatura (Wendeliteratur) Tavdapirvelad, 
rogorc zepir, aseve kritikul werilebSi, droiTi cvlilebis amsax-
veli teqstebis aRsaniSnad gamoiyeneboda. mas Semdeg, rac 1995 wels 
folker vedekingma (Volker Wehdeking) Tavis monografias “Wende” vier “Por-
talromane zur Vereinigungs problematik” uwoda da gaaerTiana 1991-1993 wlebSi 
dawerili sami romani, `gardatexis literaturam~, rogorc litera-
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turis procesis aRmniSvnelma, damkvidreba daiwyo, moicva germaniis 
gaerTianebis procesSi sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis yvela done da li-
teraturis samive Janri. 

90-ian wlebSi aRmosavleT germaniaSi mimdinare politikuri pro-
cesebi ucxo ar iyo sabWoTa xelisuflebis qveS iZulebiT gaerTiane-
buli qveynebisTvis, kerZod saqarTvelosTvis. saqarTvelos dedaqalaq 
TbilisSi 1989 wlis 9 aprils masiur gamosvlebsa da demonstraciebSi 
gadazrdili antisabWoTa protesti sisxlis RvriT dasrulda, ori 
wlis Semdeg, 1991 wlis 9 aprils, imave dRes, saqarTvelos damoukideb-
loba oficialurad gaformda. amdenad, saqarTvelosa da aRmosavleT 
germaniis dedaqalaqebSi berlinsa da TbilisSi, iseve rogorc sxva 
postsabWoTa qalaqebSi, mimdinare procesebi erTi politikuri sivr-
cidan meore, axal realobaSi gadasvliT aRiniSna. damoukideblobis 
mopovebis miuxedavad, procesi metnaklebi dramatulobiT ganviTar-
da, rogorc politikur, aseve istoriuli kuTxiT, „yvelaze mtkivneuli 
adamianebisTvis aRmoCnda is, rom maTTvis dairRva ideebisa da imed-
ebis sistema, miTi, romelzec isini afuZnebdnen TavianT msoflmxedv-
elobas, pirovnuli, Tu sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis perspeqtivebs. es 
msoflmxedvelobriv – ideologiuri sistema, romelic sabWoTa bela-
debis mier amdenad didi Zalisxmevisa da sisxliani msxverplis fasad 
iyo Seqmnili, aTwleulebis manZilze marTlac warmoadgenda xalxis 
cnobierebis safuZvels“ (wifuria 2016: 92). 

politikurma cvlilebam, sabWoTa narativis dasasrulma, wlebis 
ganmavlobaSi dafuZnebuli socialuri modelis rRveva ganapiroba, 
rac aranaklebi tramvulobiTa da dramatulobiT aisaxa postsabWoTa 
adamianebis cxovrebaSi, maT garSemo da maTSi dekonstruirda socialu-
ri yofis modeli, romelSic adamianebs unda gaegrZelebinaT cxovreba 
da politikurad transformirebuli sivrceSi eSvaT axali adamiani. 
sabWoTa adamianebi garemosTan maindentificirebeli niSnebiT dezo-
rientirebulebi da gaucxoebulebi cdilobdnen gadarCenas axal 
droSi. Sesabamisad, gasakviri ar aris, rom koleqtiuri identobis 
daZleva gardatexis adamianis mTavar sazrunavad iqca, xolo litera-
turaSi ki, dominantur tendenciad refleqsirda. 

identobis formirebis kvlevisas Teoriuli maxasiaTeblebi 
gvaZlevs saSualebas warmovaCinoT fizikuri garemos (geografiuli, 
arqiteqturuli) „gaqvavebuli“ niSnebis Tanxvedra adamianebis per-
sonalur Tu koleqtiur interaqciasTan kulturul-istoriul 
procesSi da gamovkveToT postsocialisturi, igive gardatexis qala-
qis identoba, radgan garemo, romelSic romani personaJebi cxov-
roben totalitarulia, iwyeba sabWoTa kavSiris imperiul sivrceSi 
sazogadeobriv-kulturuli moRvaweobiT da sruldeba sabWoTa 
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kavSiris daSliT, 9 aprilis tragediis dramatuli da tragikuli 
RamiT. personaJebis nawilisTvis sabWoTa sivrceSi SemosazRvruli 
samoqmedo areali Caketili sivrcea da maTi mcdeloba, swored am 
myarad naSenebi zRudis CamoSliskenaa mimarTuli, nawili Seguebulia 
sabWoTa moqalaqis saarsebo models, isini ar aRiareben egzistencias 
gansxvavebuli sistemis SigniT, Tumca totalitaruli marTvelobis 
simZafre TiToeuli maTganis socialur yofierebamde aRwevs da 
maTi Rirebulebebis ganmsazRvrelad da `mes~ maidentificireblad 
gvevlineba. 

socialuri identoba damokidebulia im jgufis an pirebis 
Tvisebebze, romelsac miekuTvneba adamiani an romelTanac aqvs po-
zitiuri mimarTeba, rogoric aris: erovneba, kultura, religia, 
ojaxi, samezoblo da a.S. socialurma identobam, romelsac viZenT 
Cven, rogorc jgufis wevrebi, SesaZloa gamoiwvios jgufuri qceva, 
nebismier konkretul situaciaSi individisTvis mniSvnelovania me-
konceptis sxvadasxva kombinaciebi, rac qmnis gansxvavebul me-xatebs 
da gansazRvravs mikuTvnebulobas ama Tu im socialur sivrcesTan, an 
koleqtivTan. sabWoTa ideologiiT nasazrdoebi cnobiereba ki upir-
velesad efuZneboda niSnebsa da simboloebs da amyarebda sabWoTa 
moqalaqis upiratesobis gancdas. sabWoTa simboloSi iyo gacxadebu-
li sabWoTa moqalaqis koleqtiuri Zalisxmeva da saerTo ideologiuri 
`me~ xatebis cneba. 

Tavdapirvelad, Zvel saberZneTSi, `simbolo~ mravali mniSvnelo-
biT gamoiyeneboda. saxelmwifo, sazogadoebriv Tu religiur jgufebs, 
partiebs, gaerTianebebs hqondaT TavianTi, erTmaneTisgan ganmasxva-
vebeli niSnebi (leTodiani 2009). Zvel berZnul teqstebSi simbolo yo-
velTvis gaiazreoda, rogorc raRac ori sawyisis sinTezi da ara raRa-
cis simbolo. averencevi miCnevda, rom simbolo diskursuli mniSnelo-
bis miTosuri bunebis matarebelia da misi Sinaarsi simbolos formisa 
da arsis erTian aRqmaSia gamJRavnebuli (averencevi 2001: 159), mirCa 
eliade simbolos ganixilavs, rogorc realobas, romlis mniSvnelo-
biT adamiani awesrigebs sivrces (eliade 1999: 407).A amdenad, simbolos 
mravalmxrivoba, formisa da Sinaarsis sinTezuri gageba realobis aR-
qmaSi gvexmareba. simbolos gaazreba, aRqma damokidebulia aRmqmelze, 
rogorc ganmcdelsa da ganmmartelebze (kuperi). „simbolo adamianis 
cnobierebas akavSirebs kulturul cxovrebasTan. masSi akumulird-
eba garkveuli sazogadoebrivi erTobis cxovrebiseuli gamocdile-
ba, amave dros igi asrulebs sakomunikacio – informaciul funqcias, 
radgan mas Seswevs unari ideebisa da ritualebis urTierTgacvlisa, 
rogorc Sida, aseve interkulturuli kontaqtebis doneze“ (leTodini 
2009). „simboloebi kulturis mexsierebis mniSvnelovan meqanizms war-
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moadgenen, maT gadaaqvT teqstebi, siuJeturi sqemebi da sxva semioti-
kuri warmonaqmnebi misi erTi plastidan meoreSi. simboloTa konstan-
turi rigebi, romelnic kulturis diaqronias msWvalaven, garkveul-
wilad, Tavis Tavze iReben erTianobis meqanizmTa funqcias: kulturis 
mexsierebis sakuTar Tavze ganxorcielebiT, isini mas izolirebul 
qronologiur plastebad daSlis saSualebas ar aZleven. erTianoba, 
romelic emyareba dominantur simboloTa jgufs da maTi kulturuli 
sicocxlis xangrZlivobas, garkveulwilad, gansazRvravs kulturaTa 
nacionalur da arealur sazRvrebs“ (lotmani 2010).

amdenad, simbolos ZiriTadi niSania Sinaarsisa da formis urTi-
erTSerwyma da simbolos, rogorc kulturaTa nacionaluri arealis 
gansazRvra, pier burdie simbolos sociologiis kvlevisas yuradRebas 
amaxvilebs simbolos kulturul mniSvnelobaze, romelic gamoxatavs 
erTi eris, epoqis, an konkretuli klasis kulturis gagebas, xsnis kul-
turul maxasiaTeblebs aRqmis saSualebiT, romlebac gvTavazoben 
niSnebi da simboloebi (Bourdieu 1974:128).

simbolos imperialistur qveynebSi sagangebo mniSvneloba eni-
Weboda. magaliTad, mniSvnelovan nagebobebze gamosaxuli gerbebi, 
skverebSi aRmarTuli sabWoTa simbolikis matarebeli skulpturuli 
Zeglebi, ucnobi jariskacis saflavebi da maT saflavebze maradiuli 
cecxli. sabWoTa beladebis saxelobis saganmanaTleblo centrebi, in-
stituciebi. mimoqcevaSi arsebuli fuladi erTeulebi sabWoTa simbo-
likiTa da beladis saxeebiT, skolis moswavleebis wiTeli yelsaxvevebi 
da samkerde niSnebi, pionerebsa da komkavSirSi miRebis ceremonia-ri-
tualebi, sabWoTa simbolikiT gajerebuli fizikuri da socialuri 
garemo sabWoTa adamianis yoveldRiuri cxovrebis nawili iyo, maT 
socialur yofas gansazRvravda da adamianebis rogorc koleqtiur 
qmedebas, aseve maT koleqtiur cnobierebas awesrigebda, rac avto-
maturad upirispirebda mis opoziciur mdgomareobas, individualiz-
mis reprezentacias. TiToeuli socialuri identobis maorganizebeli 
lokaluri sivrce saxli, skola, universiteti, quCa, skveri, moedani 
sabWoTa simbolikiT kodirebuli aRwevda adamianis gonebaSi da rTavda 
mas koleqtiuri zeimis da manifestebis ferxulSi, rac sabWoTa adami-
ans mudam sabWoTa simbolikis SinaarsSi amyofebda, radgan TiToeuli 
aRlumi, swored sabWoTa moqalaqis upirvelesi daniSnulebis gaazre-
bas, koleqtiur marSSi masis kuTvnilebasTan ziarebas da sabWoTa be-
ladebis Tayvaniscemas emsaxureboda. amadenad, gasakviri ar aris, rom 
90-iani wlebSi gardatexa, sabWoTa cnobierebis gamoTavisuflebis 
procesi swored beladebis Zeglebis dacemiT, gulmkerdidan sabWoTa 
simbolikis CamoxsniT da aRlumebis dasasruliT daiwyo, „xmaurianad 
da TvalsaCinod, aqciebis saxiT iyo ganxorcielebuli sabWouri ide-
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ologiis/kulturis simboloebis, monumentebis damxoba da gamodevna 
saqarTvelos urbanuli lanSaftidan“ (wifuria 2016: 49), qalaqis 
urbanulma sivrcem daiwyo dekodifikacia da sabWoTa warsulisgan 
gaTavisufleba. 

sabWoTa warsulisgan koleqtiuri gaTavisufleba daiwyo qalaqis 
centralur moednebze TavSeyriTa da demonstraciebiT, mitingebiTa 
da saxalxo performansebiT. qalaqis identobis mkvlevrebi, sagangebod 
amaxvileben yuradRebas qalaqis skverebsa da moednebze, rogorc ur-
banuli sivrcis simbolur niSnebze, romlebic qmnian qalaqis idento-
bas. qalaqis mTavari, centraluri moednebi arian identificirebule-
bi TavianTi qalaqebis identobasTan da aZliereben mikuTvnebulobis 
gancdas maT gamomyeneblebTan da momxmareblebTan (Relph 1976: 147). 

mTavari elementi rac qalaqs aqcevs qalaqad da aCvenebs mis 
maxasiaTeleblebs aris qalaqis moednebi. pirvelad rac adamians TavSi 
mosdis qalaqebTan dakavSirebiT aris qalaqis mTavari, centraluri 
skverebi da moednebi (Yeşil,Akköse 2018). arsebobs garkveuli aspeqtebi, 
rac yvela qalaqma daamkvidra warsulidan awmyoSi. qalaqebi ganicdian 
cvlilebebs da transformaciebs gamudmebiT, isini gavlenas axdenen 
da iwveven individebis cvlilebebs mTeli socialuri, ekonomikuri da 
kulturuli modeliT (Erdönmez, Çelik 2017). adgilze mikuTvnebulobis 
grZnoba aris adamianis moTxovnilebebis Zireul saWiroebebSi da am 
grZnobis qona damokidebulia am adgilis simbolur, identobis da sivr-
cul maxasiaTeblebze (Kart Aktaş, Çınar 2018). magaliTad, gmirTa moedani 
budapestSi. ungreli gmirebis gamocdilebebi, romlebic istoriis 
ganmavlobaSi iqcnen am moednis simbolod. TiToeuli movlena gana-
pirobebs moednis, skveris, prospeqtis simbolur formirebas, romle-
bic arian mTavari politikuri movlenebis centrSi. politikuri gamoc-
dilebis matarebeli moednebi aZliereben Taobebis kavSirs warsulTan 
da qmnian alternatiul urbanul mexsierebas. gardatexis litera-
turaSi qalaqis centralur moednebs, mag. berlinSi aleqsandreplacs 
da Tbilisis yofil leninis moedans, axla ki gmirTa moedans, aseve 
rusTavelis prospeqts, centraluri roli da simboluri mniSvneloba 
aqvs gardatexis qalaqis identobis kvlevis sakiTxSi. qalaqis mTavar 
moednebze mimdinareobda politikuri gardatexis koleqtiuri inte-
raqcia, demonstraciebi da mitingebi. gardatexis literaturaSi gar-
damavali etapi, berlinis kedlis rReva da 9 aprilis damoukideblobis 
aqti refleqsirda sami droiTi faziT: mzadeba gardatexisTvis, garda-
texa da gardatexis Semdgomi periodiT. samive droiTi faza moicva Ta-
obam, romelic `sabWoTa garemoSi daibada da aRizarda, magram sruliad 
gansxvavebul, postsabWoTa realobaSi mouwia cxovrebis gagrZeleba. 
istoriam ar daindo es Taoba: samoqalaqo da qveyanaTaSorisi omebi, 
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eTnikuri dapirispirebani msxverpli, sibnele, SimSili, ukiduresi 
gaWirveba – yvela es ubedureba erTbaSad daatyda Tavs sabWouri we-
sebis pirobebSi aRzrdil axalgazrdebs da radikalurad Secvala maTi 
samomavlo gegmebi, imedebi, iluziebi... erovnuli damoukideblobis, 
sityvisa da fiqris Tavisuflebis esoden nanatrma gzam udides adami-
anur tkivilze, sevdasa da miusafrobaze gaiara~ (ratiani 2015: 188).

oTar WilaZis romanSi gardatexa swored 9 apriliT Semodis 
da gvamcnobs imperiis dasasruls, romelsac gacilebiT adre winaT-
grZnobda avelumi „vidre misi metoqe imperia sakuTari kanidan gadmoZ-
romas daiwyeba, vidre TbilisSi, rusTavelis prospeqtze, mTavrobis 
saxlis win, sanimuSod dasjida uiaraRo demonstrantebs~ (WilaZe 2016: 
246). erix lostis Nikolaikirche (1995) Dda martin iankovsis Das Verschwin-
den einer Himmelsrichtung (1999) gardatexis literaturis romanebia. moq-
medeba politikuri gardatexebis fonze mimdinareobs. personaJebi 
axalgazrda adamianebi arian, romlebsac aRar sjeraT socialisturi 
utopiis da aqtiurad erTvebian germaniis gaerTianebisaTvis gamarTul 
demonstraciebSi. SemTxveviTi ar aris, volfgang bekeris filmis „Good 
Bye, Lenin“ bolo kadri, leninis Zeglis gatana. qalaqis fizikuri gare-
mos politikurma orientirma datova qalaqi, gardatexis qalaqSi da-
eca sabWoTa ideologiis simbolo. marTalia, demonstraciebis, gamos-
vlebisa da mitingebis Sedegi miRweulia, berlinis kedeli dangreuli, 
saqarTvelos damoukidebloba aRdgenili, leninis Zegli gatanili, mag-
ram saerTo idea – polarizebuli, radgan travmulobis gancdas gar-
datexis qalaqSi swored sabWoTa ideidan, simbolos Sinaarsidan gamos-
vla amZrafrebs, rac warmoSobs axal imeds mikedlebul `me~-s, romelic 
xSirad sasowarkveTili da imedgacruebulia.

centralur da aRmosavleT evropaSi socializmidan moyolebu-
li 1990-ian wlebSi ZiriTadi fokusi gadavida qalaqebze, rom moesro-
laT warsuli memkvidreoba da socialisturi identoba. swored sim-
boluri niSnebiTaa SenarCunebuli fizikur garemoSi qalaqis idento-
ba volfgang bekeris filSi „Good Bye, Lenin!“ da simboluri niSnebiT ir-
Rveva identoba aka morCilaZis romanSi „faliaSvilis quCis ZaRlebi“, 
sadac „magnam~ Caanacvla `kolxeTi~ da gansazRvra adamianis interaq-
cia qalaqSi. romanis protagonisti, diliT adrianad gaRviZebuli da 
sigaretis saZiblad Tbilisis quCebSi mimavali zaza ambobs kidec: `es 
`magna~ xom pirdapir epoqis simboloa lamis komunizmis dasasrulis ma-
uwyeblad Semovida TbilisSi. SeiZleba pirdapir davarqvaT epoqa `mag-
na~ (Morchiladze 2011: 1). dasavleTTan kavSiri da iq yofnis survili zazas 
Txrobasac refreniviT gasdevs da xSirad aTqmevinebs: „nicaSi minda!~, 
Tumca ver midis, gaugebrobas da SemTxveviTi kriminalis msxverpli 
xdeba. iaraRi, mkvleloba, agresia, Zalauflebis, avtoritetis mop-



255

Qidentobis Zieba da simbolos rRvevis paradigma gardatexis qalaqSi

ovebisa da adgilis damkvidrebisTvis brZola 90-iani wlebis qalaquri 
cxovrebis forma da sazrunavia. 

volfgang bekeris filmi „Good Bye, Lenin!“ brendebisa da sabWoTa 
simboloebis saSualebiT SenarCunebul identobas exeba, rodesac sab-
WoTa warmoebis markebisa da brendebis produqtebiT, sabWoTa simbo-
loebis gamoyenebiT cdiloben gaumyaron socialistur warsulTan 
mikuTvnebuloba filmis mTavar personaJs, romelic insultis Semdeg 
post-sabWoTa berlinSi iRviZebs. dedis kritikul-emociur bunebas 
Svili gansakuTrebulad ufrTxildeba da cdilobs, fsevdo niSnebiTa 
da markebiT, warsulis iluziuri garemos Seqmnas, radgan mas gulw-
rfelad swams socialisturi momavlis. bunebrivia, deda, damoukideb-
lad ver SeZlebda gardatexis mijnis daZlevas, rom ara aleqsi, romel-
mac ramdenime Tvis ganmavlobaSi warsulSi acxovra da swored, filmis 
am tragi-komikur nawilSi cxadad ikveTeba sabWoTa da dasavlur simbo-
loTa plastebi, rogorc fizikuri garemos (arqiteqtura, monumente-
bi, somboloebi), aseve sazogadoebis socialuri interacia, maTi Tama-
Si Zveli da axali drois gasayarze. filmi „Good Bye, Lenin!“, warsulis 
nostalgiadac ganixileba, rodesac adamianebi ver eTxovebian da aqvT 
warsuli qalaqis, adamianebis, cxovrebis stilis, sakvebi produqtebis 
nostalgia. 

amdenad, fsvedo-markirebiT, simboloebiTa da sabWoTa niSnebiT, 
an inarCuneben sabWoTa qalaqis identobas, an piriqiT, dasavleTidan 
SemoWrili sigaretisa da koka-kolis simboloebiT wyveten sabWoTa 
warsulTan kavSirs. 

volfgang bekeris filmisgan gansxvavebiT aka morCilaZis „fali-
aSvilis quCis ZaRlebSi“ postsocialisturi epoqis dasawyisis niSne-
bi pirvelive ambidan Cndeba, rodesac diliT gaRviZebuli zaza nicaze 
fiqrs iwyebs da iq yofnis survils gamoTqvams „nicaSi minda“. nica da 
saerTod, Savi zRvis iqiT mdebare „rkinis fardiT“ distancirebuli 
samyaro swored 90-ian wlebSi axdenili ocnebaa, romelsac axalgazrda 
Taoba samoqalaqo omiT, uSuqobiTa da „CamogrZelebuli sifaTebiT“ 
Sexvda. meore niSani, rac dasavleTTan kavSiris aRdgenas cxadhyofs, 
sigareti „magnaa“. protagonisti gaRviZebisTanave iwyebs sigaretis mo-
sapoveblad „brZolas“, „magna“ – „epoqis simbolo da komunizmis dasas-
ruli“, magnam Caanacvla komunistur epoqaSi Rirebuli „kolxeTi“ Tu 
„yazbegi“. brendisa da reklamis Semosvla socialur transformaciasa 
da politikur proeqtebTan asocirdeba. „magnas“ brends postsoci-
alizmis xanis metasimbolod iazrebs amerikeli filologi da anTro-
pologo pol maningi, romelic Tavis kvlevas „magnas“ epoqa: brendis 
totemizmi da warmosaxviTi gardasaxva socializmidan post-soci-
alizmamde saqarTveloSi~ mTlianad afuZnebs nawarmoebSi warmodge-
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nil sigaretis brendebis konteqstur analizs. brendi araa konkretu-
li produqtis simbolo, rodesac saubaria „koka-kolaze“ an „makdonal-
dsze“, igulisxmeba ara mxolod ualkoholo sasmeli an swrafi kveba, 
aramed saqme gvaqvs vesternizaciasa da amerikanizaciasTan, simbolo, 
marka, niSani gagebulia da gansazRvravs qveynis sociaur-politikur 
identobas. postsocialisturi qalaqi cdilobs urbanuli sivrcidan 
warsulis niSnebis gandevnas, Semoaqvs axali niSnebi, romelsac anac-
vlebs saocnebo markebiTa da simboloebiT. Tumca, es Canacvleba um-
tkivneulo ar aris, warsulis tramvuloba, koleqtiuri cxovrebis 
modelis rRveva, daeWveba socialur mikuTvneba – mijaWvulobis kon-
ceptSi, sakuTar egzistenciaSi, gardatexis qalaqTan maidentifici-
rebul niSnebia.

90-ian wlebSi sabWoTa sivrcem niSnebisgan gaTavisufleba daiwyo, 
adamianebis interaqciuli mimarTeba fizikur garemosTan gaucxovda, 
Ziri gamoecala sabWoTa niSnebze dafuZnebul identobas da qalaqic 
gadasxvaferda, Seicvala yvelasTvis, maTTvis vinc eguboda da maT-
Tvisac, vinc ver egueboda da ibrZoda cvlilebisa da dasavluri 
RirebulebebisTvis.

qrista volfis gmiri, moTxrobaSi „Was bleibt~, gardatexamde pe-
riods ixsenebs, sadac adamianebs TvalTvalisa da urTierTdasmenis 
fonze dakarguli hqondaT erTmaneTis ndoba. romanis mTavari persona-
Ji yoveldRiurad akvirdeba axalgazrda mamakacs, Tumca darwmunebu-
lia, rom TvalTvali saidumlod ar xorcieldeba da masac akvirdebian. 
teqstSi warmodgenilia uSiSroebis samsaxuris fsiqopaTiuri zeda-
mxedveloba, sadac SiSi warmarTavs adamianebis nebas, rac gamanadgure-
blad moqmedebda ara mxolod protagonistze, aramed mis irgvliv myof 
adamianebis jgufze, „maT eSiniaT~ yoveldRiurobis. sazogadoebis 
gaxleCa da urTierTndobis dakargva totalitaruli reJimis strate-
giis nawilia, radgan distancirebuli sazogadoeba, SiSCamdgari cno-
biereba martivad kargavda TviTmyofadobis unars. ambobs kidec ro-
manis erT – erTi personaJi: „gaucxoebuli var, oTxi kviraa davdi-
var usaxelo quCebs Soris da usaxelo qalaqSi“. maTTvis gaucxovda 
samyaro, ver cnoben qalaqs, sadac iSvnen, quCebs sadac `me~ daasaxles. 
swored, am dros dgeba maTi identobis, `me~ konceftis TviTgadaraCe-
nis, xsnisa da ganaxlebis aucilebloba: xelaxla Seicnon mSobliuri 
qalaqi da gansazRvron qalaqSi TavianTi egzistencia, an distancird-
nen da datovon mSobliuri qalaqi. qrista volfis moTxrobis prota-
gonisti, mTxrobeli – me eZebs axal identobas, cdilobs Tanaarsebobas 
da Selaxuli Rirsebis aRdgenas axal politikur droSi. 

oTar WilaZis `avelumis~ gmirs ki `mSobliuri qalaqidan Tavis 
daRwevaze metad, araferi rom ar undoda im wuTas es sruli simarTlea. 
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sxvaTa Soris, swored maSin gadawyvita fransuazasTan gaqceva. ufro 
zustad, SemTxveviT gaaxsenda uceb fransuazasgan jer kidev gasuli 
wlis miwurulSi miRebuli da dRemde upasuxod datovebuli mipati-
Jeba, da axla, sakuTar qalaqSi gzaabneuli, mgznebared eficeboda gune-
baSi usindisod daviwyebul fransuazas, aucilebad rom isargeblebda 
am bednieri SemTxveviT...~ (WilaZe 2016: 324). avelumi Tavadac gaucxo-
ebulia adamianebisTvis, romlebic Zveleburad veRar xedaven misT-
vis Cveul adgilebSi `gmirTa~ da `sazogado moRvaweTa~ Soris, mis-
Tvis `autanlad mZimea mkvdar qalaqSi cxovreba. marTla momkvdariyo 
TiTqos yvelaferi: haeric, wyalic, puric, xmac, saxec...~ (WilaZe 2016: 
323). avelumisTvis qalaqi mokvda. dasaxelebuli romanebis Tu fil-
mebis personaJebma dakarges komunikacia sakuTar qalaqebTan, isini an 
garbian, an rCebian imedgacruebulebi da demoralizirebulebi iwyeben 
axal cxovrebas.

Teodor SToeris filmi `berlini, germaniaSia?!~ gardatexis Sem-
deg periods asaxavs, sadac mTavar personaJs, martin Sulces, cixidan 
gamosvlisas berlinis kedeli dangreuli xvdeba. cixidan gamosvlis-
Tanave ekranze monumentad qceuli tanki Cans, rogorc warsulis ufun-
qcio narCeni. martini 11 wlis Semdeg, matarebliT miemgzavreba berlin-
Si Zveli droebidan SemorCenili, cixidan gamoyolili televizoriT, is 
erTaderTi nivTia, romelic droSi gadmoyva da Tavisdauneburad iqca 
axal identobaSi gamaval yavlgasul simbolod. martin Sulce berlinis 
politikur-kulturuli cxovrebis implikaciebis fonze damkvidre-
bas da axali ojaxuris cxovrebis awyobas iwyebs. qalaqSi Casuls samgza-
vro bileTis yidvisTanave ewyeba niSnebsa da qmedebebs Soris uTanxmoe-
ba. fulis erTeuli Secvlilia, qalaqis fizikuri niSnebi gadasxvafere-
buli. transportidan akvirdeba gadaRebil saxlebs, mSenebare binebis 
arabunebriv arqiteqturas, koka-kolas reklamas savaWro centrze, sas-
tumros misi sacxovrebeli saxlis gverdze, isini dinamiurad enacvle-
bian erTmaneTs da qmnian axali qalaqis iersaxes da identificirdebian 
Secvlil garemosTan. martins surs daiviwyos warsuli, moipovis misT-
vis ucnobi Svilis siyvaruli da daibrunos gaTxovili colis ndoba. 
miuxedavad Zalisxmevisa, warsuli nasamarTleobis gamo, is ver iRebs 
taqsis mZRolis mowmobas, amasTan kargavs samuSaos, romelic misi 
megobris aralegaluri biznesia da sabolood xelmocaruli enarcxeba 
axal droSi warsulisgan kuTvnili markirebuli niSniT. 

amdenad, simbolos gandevna qalaqis fizikuri da interaqciuli 
garemodan arRvevs dialogur kavSirs da aclis imanentur Sinaarss 
adamianis cnobierebaSi kodirebul me-koncefts, romelic miiswrafvis 
axali garemoSi daZlios warsuli travmuloba da socialuri idento-
ba. 90-iani wlebidan dekodirebulia simboluri kavSiri garemosTan, 
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gamoTavisuflebulia sivrce, Tumca SenarCunebulia Sinaarsi, rac 
gaucnobiereblad warmoSobs subieqtSi gare samyarosTan konfliqts 
da aucxoebs mas qalaqSi transformirebul realobasTan. 
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Tea Talakvadze
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The Destruction of a Symbol and the Identity Paradigm 
of a City in Transition

Summary

Key words: Urban identity, symbol, transitional literature. 

As the place is not only a context or background but it is an integral part of the 
identity, we should mention the role of a symbol in social and cultural studies. A small 
architectural change may change, for instance, social interaction, which in its turn may 
change the meaning of place. Places facilitate or challenge personal and social identity, 
as the place is a geographical environment which has acquired significance through the 
interaction between the person and the environment (Speller et al., 2002).

When studying the urban identity, we shall determine the main characteristics of 
place identity theory and define common features of the identity of a city in transition: 
What makes an urban identity? Is it possible to determine common features of identities 
of cities in one period and different places, with similar political ideology? What is the 
identity of cities in transition? Does the destruction of a symbol determine the crisis in 
personal identity?

Studies focused on the transformation of the urban model, describe three types 
of urban transformation: transformation taking place in one and the same period, but in 
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different places (cultural influence etc.); transformation taking place in different times 
but in one and the same place; and transformation in different time and place (Renfrew 
2009:49). This study deals with the first model, when in one and the same period of time, 
identity markers formed under the influence of dictate and forced ideology, were common 
for countries with different cultures and history, namely, for the Soviet Union and the 
Eastern European Countries. Among these countries, Berlin is of interest which was 
divided by the wall and two countries with one cultural identity were formed: democratic 
and totalitarian. Through the analysis of literary texts, the study attempts to determine 
identity characteristics of a city in transition based on the examples of the capital of 
Western Germany, Berlin, and Tbilisi, the capital of Georgia, one of the member countries 
of the USSR. The study uses characteristics described by place-identity and city-identity 
researchers; basically, it employs the studies of Kevin Lynch and Edward Relph, sharing 
views of researchers on certain features of city-identity markers and determinants.

Literature produced after the establishment of socialism in East Germany, was 
subject to strict censorship and control from the Communist nomenclature. Accordingly, 
after the fall of the Berlin Wall (Mauerfall) and German reunification (Einheit), the 
turnaround literature began to reveal history which had been accumulated and hidden 
for decades. The term turnaround literature, denoting a literary process, began to be 
established, encompassing all areas of public life in the German unification process and 
all three genres of literature.

The political processes taking place in East Germany in the 90s of the 20th century 
were not alien to the countries of the Soviet Union, including Georgia. Anti-Soviet protests 
developed into insurgency and demonstrations in the Georgian capital, Tbilisi, on April 
9, 1989, ended in bloodshed. Thus, the processes taking place in the capitals of Georgia 
and East Germany, in Berlin and Tbilisi, as well as in other post-Soviet cities, have moved 
from one political space to another, new reality. Despite its independence, the process 
has evolved dramatically, both politically and historically. The political change, the end 
of the Soviet narrative, led to the disintegration of the social model that had existed for 
many years, that was no less traumatic for post-Soviet people. A model of social was 
constructed in them and around them in which people had to live and give birth to a 
new person in a politically transformed space. Soviet people, disoriented and alienated 
to new environmental signs, were trying to survive in the new time. Consequently, it is 
not surprising that the overcoming of collective identity and the search for a new identity 
became the main concern for the human being, while in literature it reflected as the 
dominant trend.

The turnaround started with the fall of the symbol in the Soviet Union and escalated 
into insurgency and demonstrations, as the destruction of the symbol each Soviet citizen 
had to destroy connection to their former identity and begin a struggle for liberation from 
a new, totalitarian state. The immanent function of the Soviet symbol was deeply rooted 
in the consciousness of the Soviet man, as the symbol was of particular importance in 
imperialist countries. Physical and social environment, saturated with Soviet symbols, was 
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part of the daily life of Soviet people; they controlled their social being and governed their 
collective activity and collective consciousness as well, which automatically contradicted 
their opposition with the representation of individualism. For some of the citizens, the area 
of   action in the Soviet space is locked, and their attempt to bring down these firmly built 
borders. Others are used to the model of Soviet citizenship; They do not recognize the 
existence within a different system. However, the harshness of totalitarian rule reaches the 
social realm of each of them and determines their values and the “Self”.

The study discusses the meaning and conceptualization of a symbol based on 
dialogic relation of symbol and its immanent content and role in the process of conscious 
formation. Throughout the centuries, the symbol formed along with the change of times 
was represented in a range of connotations. Therefore, unsurprisingly, since ancient times, 
beginnings with thoughts of Plato and Aristotle, scholars have discussed the role of a 
symbol for the interpretation of different thinking models. 
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oTar oniani
(saqarTvelo)

`TeTri manguris~ mimarTeba samonadireo baladebTan

dalis ciklis masalebidan `TeTri manguri~ gamoirCeva Tematuri 
siaxliTa da arqaulobiT, maRalmxatvrulobiTa da rTuli sarwmunoe-
brivi datvirTviT. igi originalur adgils imkvidrebs rogorc qar-
Tul, aseve zogadad miTologiur personaJTa Soris. mixeil Ciqovani 
sagangebod mianiSnebs, rom `Tu wina saferxulo leqsebSi monadire-
ebTan dali keTil ganwyobas amyarebda mglis mokvlisa da Svilis dab-
runebisaTvis, aq qalRmerTi monadireebs heteruli mijnurobis gamo 
mfarvelobs. es xarisxrobrivad gansxvavebuli Tvisebaa matriarqa-
tis droindeli RvTaebisa. am siuJetSi SeiZleba mamakacis sameurneo 
Zlierebis anareklic davinaxoT, modgmis gagrZelebaze rom araferi 
vTqvaT... mokvdavi mangurisa da dalis urTierToba antikuri xanis mi-
Tologias mogvagonebs, amave dros mas msgavseba indur miTologias-
Tanac aqvs~ (Ciqovani ... 1972: 209). mkvlevris dakvireba, rom qalRmer-
Ti dali xarisxobrivad gansxvavebuli TvisobriobiT warmogvidgeba, 
siaxlea, amasTanave, sainteresoa Zeglis antikur da indur miTolo-
giasTan msgavsebis danaxva... kvleva amis iqiT aRar midis. avtori azris 
faqtobrivi dasabuTebisagan Tavs ikavebs. unda davZinoT, rom `TeTri 
manguris~, marTlac, gamokveTilad gamorCeuli Zeglia – Sedevri qar-
Tuli samonadireo poeziisa. misi rTuli Tematuri samyaros met-nakle-
bi siRrmiseuli wvdoma gulisxmobs ara marto svanur, aramed mTlianad 
qarTuli zepirsityvierebis tradiciis, rwmenisa da wes-CveulebaTa 
Sesatyvis mecnierul doneze warmoCenasa da gaazrebas. kvlevis amgvar 
gzas gvTavazobs el. virsalaZe. misi azriT: `folkloruli Zeglis da-
xasiaTebisas, misi kvlevisas, ar SeiZleba SemovifargloT sakuTriv am 
Zeglis monacemebiT. udidesi mniSvneloba aqvs CvenTvis xalxis cocxal 
yofaSi, adamianTa cnobierebaSi am Zeglis adgilis gansazRvras. swored 
es garemoeba unda iqces amosaval wertilad xalxuri Semoqmedebis Ze-
glis arqaulobis, misi ganviTarebis safexuris dadgenis dros. calke-
uli Zegli unda Seiswavlebodes mis mimarTebaSi mTlianad folklo-
rul tradiciasTan da mTlianad Semqmneli koleqtivis ideologias-
Tan. maSin gairkveva, Tu ra xvedriTi wona aqvs folkloris ama Tu im ni-
muSs – warmoadgens igi dRes arsebulis cocxal nawils, Tu gadmonaSTis 
saxe aqvs. axali Sinaarsi aqvs, mas SeZenili droTa viTarebaSi, Tu xal-
xurma tradiciam igi Semoinaxa mxolod rogorc mxatvrul-esTetikuri 

folkloristika – Tanamedrove kvlevebi / 
Folkloristics – the Modern Researches



263

mniSvnelobis Zegli... mxolod amgvar dakvirvebebze agebuli analiziT 
SeiZleba sruli Sefaseba mieces folkloris ama Tu im nimuSs~ (vir-
salaZe 1964: 16). damowmebuli azri ar saWiroebs ganmartebas. mxolod 
aRvniSnavT, rom `TeTri manguris~ Tematur sirTuleTa warmosaCenad, 
upirveles yovlisa, dalis ciklis masalis sruli saxiT gaTvaliswine-
baa aucilebeli (rogorc poeturis, ise prozaulis), nawarmoebi mTeli 
Tavisi arqauli mravalferovnebiTa da mxatvruli siZlieriT mxolod 
svanur zepirsityvierebaSia Semonaxuli. rom dadgindes da dazustdes 
gansaxilveli Zeglis specifikurobebi, pirvel rigSi imis garkvevaa 
saWiro Tu ra mimarTebaSia is sxva baladebTan: `beTqilTan~, `monadire 
CorlasTan~, `qalasTan~ da sxva prozaul gadmocemebTan, aseve – qar-
Tul folklorul tradiciasTan. baladis Sinaarsi mravali sirTulis 
winaSe gvayenebs. es gansakuTrebiT iTqmis Sesavalze, romelic mTli-
anad manguris pirovnul RirsebaTa warmoCenas eZRvneba. gmiris amgva-
ri daxasiaTeba arcerT dasaxelebul baladaSi ar Cans. unda SevniSnoT 
isic, rom `TeTri manguri~ Tvisebrivad axali folkloruli gmiria ara 
marto qarTuli samonadireo eposisa, aramed zogadad miTologiisac. 
msgavsi mravalmxrivoba arc erTi miTologiuri personaJis qmedebaSi 
ar SeiniSneba, igi sakacobrio Sinaarsis personaJia, SeiZleba iTqvas 
momavlis adamianic. amgvari azris Tqmis uflebas gvaZlevs nawarmo-
ebis Sesavali nawili, romelic yuradRebis miRmaa darCenili. balada 
pirveli striqonidanve rTuli amocanis winaSe gvayenebs:

svaneTis saqebo TeTro mangur,

yofa-cxovreba kargi gqonia,

saniavebeli wvirmSi gqonia.

sravali (puris saSrobi) ifarSi gaqvs,

kalo kalaSi gqonia,

saxnavi laxamulaSi qonia,

saTibi SxaraSi gaqvs;

safocxrad Turme devebi gewevian,

mosamkalad Turme dalebi gexmarebian;

kidobnebad veeberTela qvabebi gidgas,

marani qvevrebiT savse gaqvs,

(qvevrebSi) Rvino imereTisa gidgas,

puri gaqvs, o, yirimisa.

(SaniZe ... 1939: 277)

baladis Sesavali, originaluri saTauriT, bevr safiqrals gvi-
Cens. mas analogi ar daeZebneba dalis ciklis masalaSi. sirTules 
pirveli striqoni qmnis: `svaneTis saqebo TeTro mangur~. ra gaakeTa, ra 
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moimoqmeda iseTi, rom mTeli svaneTis saqeb pirovnebad moixsenieba?! 
aseve sainteesoa manguris warmomavloba. ra gvarisaa, romeli sofli-
dan, romeli Temidan, ar viciT. am da sxva TaviseburebaTa warmosaCenad 
saWirod migvaCnia sxva baladebTan mimarTebis garkveva. 

avis momaswavebeli moTqma-godebis Semdeg gadmocemulia TeTri 
Sunis gadmoxtomaze, romelic moferxuleTa Soris Camdgar beTqils 
`lajebSi~ gauxteba. moferxuleTa azriT, TeTr Suns mxolod beTqili 
daedevneba, sxva veravin. rogorc vxedavT, TeTri mangurisagan gans-
xvavebiT aq yvelaferi gasagebia: beTqili mulax-muJalis sazogado-
ebidanaa, am ori soflis mcxovrebTa Wirisa da lxinis Tanaziari, ganT-
qmuli monadire, adamianeobisaTvis Tavdadebuli, kai yma. TeTr Suns 
dadevnebulma beTqilma Zalian kargad icis, rom sabediswero gzazea 
damdgari, mas ukan dabruneba aRar uweria, magram mainc mizanswrafu-
lad sdia bolomde. icis, rom TeTri Suni gardasaxuli dalia, romelTa-
nac mas gamousworebeli Secdomebi aqvs daSvebuli: beTqilma dalisTan 
dadebul yvela pirobas uRalata, uwminduri midis sanadirod, dalTan 
urTierTobas sxva qalis siyvaruli arCia, qalRmerTis mier boZebuli 
mZivi Tavis rZals, Tamars, aCuqa, dalis ki simarTle daumala – icrua, 
rom mZivi sawolis sasTumalSi damrCao, riTac kidev ufro ganarisxa 
dali. misi daRupvac gardauvali aRmoCnda da kidec daiRupa. baladaSi 
beTqilis tragikuli Tavgadasavalia gadmocemuli, rogorc monadi-
ris. gansxvavebul viTarebasTan gvaqvs saqme CvenTvis saintereso bala-
daSi `TeTri manguri~. masSi gansakuTrebul sirTules swored Sesava-
li nawili qmnis, sadac manguris qmedebaTa mxolod Sedegebzea saubari 
(amaze qvemoT). zemoT dasaxelebuli svanuri samonadireo baladebi 
Sedevrebia, rogorc formiT, ise SinaarsiT. TiToeuli damoukidebe-
li TavisTavadobaa, monadiris fizikur-sulieri ganviTarebis gzebi 
da safexurebia saintereso. ambis ganviTareba monadireTa yofierebis 
Znelad gasaazrebel mravalmxrivobasaa daqvemdebarebuli. sabolood 
monadiris bedi misive qmedebis gamoZaxilia, rogorc es beTqilis 
tragikuli Tavgadasavlis SemTxvevaSi gvaqvs. swored am azriTaa sain-
tereso monadire Corlas Tavgadasavali. igi WeSmariti monadirea mu-
lax-muJalis sazogadoebidan.

winaswarve unda gacxaddes, rom `monadire Corla~ urTulesi Si-
naarsis Zeglia qalRmerTi dalis ciklis masalidan. igi erTaderTia 
jerjerobiT, romelSic gmiri iniciaciis Znelad gasavlel gzebsa da 
safexurebs gadis. mxedvelobaSi gvaqvs a) varianti. masSi Corlam su-
lieri zeaRsvlis axalsa da maRal safexurs miaRwia. samecniero li-
teraturaSi ki erTxmadaa aRiarebuli, rom Corlam tabu daarRvia, me-
aTe kldemde gasulma as oci jixvi da arCvi moklao. sinamdvileSi teq-
sti sul sxva rames gveubneba:
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sanam gzas gaudgebodi,

cxra kldes gadasulxar,

arafris kvali ar ginaxavs,

meaTe kldeze gadasulxar.

Cagixedavs Sida xevSi;

jixviTa da arCviT savsea.

Seni kuTxva mxarze gadmogiRia,

sanam srolas Seudgebodi,

as oci ukve mogiklavs,

jixvi da arCvi yvela Sereulad.

(SaniZe ... 1939: 290)

aq saqme gvaqvs Znelad amosacnob sarwmunoebrivi Sinaarsis Zeg-
lTan. sakmarisia, daisvas kiTxva: sanam gzas gaudgeboda monadire Cor-
la, rogor gaiara cxra klde? sanam srolas daiwyebda, ranairad SeiZ-
leba moekla as oci jixvi da arCvi? es xom alogikuria. sinamdvileSi 
sul sxva sirTuleebTan gvaqvs saqme, Znelad gamosavlen da gamos-
cnobTan... monadire Corla faTerakebiT aRsavse iniciaciis rTul gzas 
gadis. am gzaze adamiani SeiZleba daiRupos kidec, Tu sulierad araa 
saTanadod momzadebuli. Corlam raindulad gauZlo gansacdels... 
dalebisagan kldeze gadmokidebuls wm. giorgi moevlineba. man dalebi, 
dalTa laSqridan mokveTili erT-erTi Serisxuli dalis daxmarebiT 
gaigo, rom dalebs yvelaze metad aSinebT meZavi qalis fexis danadgam-
ze gavlili mamakacis moyvana... dalebma gaaTavisufles Corla, magram 
marjvena fexi mostexes. wm. giorgi ki gankurnavs mas da dalocavs:

– Sen ra ginda, Cemo Corla,

– kviraSi wvrili arCvi

uxvad da unaneblad,

Tu – dReSi jixvis Tavi.

– ufalo Cemo, nu gamiwyrebi:

dReSi – jixvis Tavi.

(SaniZe ... 1939: 296)

am dialogs win uZRvis wm. giorgis mier warRvnis movlineba dal-
Ta laSqarze da Corlas Txovna erT-erTi dalis gadasarCenas – `ar 
davaxrCoTo~. mTavar mowamem upasuxa:

– Corla Cemo, ar davaxrCobT,

sadac mohkvde, iq mokvdes.

Tqveni STamomavali milioni iyos.

(SaniZe ... 1939: 295)
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wm. giorgis amgvari dalocvis Semdeg saqme gvaqvs mravalmxriv 
damafiqrebel dasasrulTan: Corla Sin midis.

aq Corlas qali dauxvda,

qali dauxvda Zlier meZavi,

win Sexvda kldis dals,

kldis dals suli amoxdomia.

`Se meZavo colo Cemo,

(rad) ar gerCia cocxlad yofna!~

Corla aq suli amoxdomia.

(SaniZe ... 1939: 297)

amgvari dasasruli, mTavarmowamis dalocvisa da dabedebuli mad-
lis Semdeg, rom Corlasa da dalis STamomavloba milioni iyos, ara 
mxolod adamianuri gansjiT da logikiT, aramed sulieri poziciebi-
danac damafiqrebelia. saqme imaSia, rom Corla ukve iniciaciagavlili, 
axali pirovnebaa, sulierad ganwmendili, wm. giorgis madliT cxebuli. 

gadarCenili dali ki adamianur yofierebasTan yvelaze axlos 
myofia dalTa laSqaridan, mas xom bevri mSieri monadire Seukedlebia 
da daupurebia, bevri gaciebuli gauTbia, ase rom, problema Riad rCe-
ba, amgvari saidumloebis amocnoba, misi WeSmarit mecnierul doneze 
gaazreba momavlis saqmea... orive balada – `beTqili~ da `monadire Cor-
la~ vrclad gvaqvs ganxiluli naSromSi `kulturuli gmiris~ proble-
ma qarTul folklorSi (2009 w). `TeTr mangurTan~ maTi mimarTeba mniS-
vnelovnad Taviseburia im azriT, rom warmomavlobiT orive baladis 
gmiri mulax-muJalis sazogadoebidanaa. bunebrivia, rom TiToeulis 
Tavgadasavali, qmedeba wminda samonadireo yofierebasTanaa dakavSi-
rebuli da rCebian profesional monadireebad, cxadia damoukidebeli 
specifikurobebiT. `TeTri manguri~ ki gansxvavebuli TavisTavadobaa. 
arc isaa SemTxveviTi, rom misi warmomavloba bundovania, idumalebis 
burusiT mosili. marTalia, balada samonadireoa, magram ver vityviT, 
rom manguri profesional monadired rCeba, rogorc beTqili da Cor-
la. am sakiTxze vrclad qvemoT gveqneba saubari. 

Sesadarebeli masalis motana kidev SeiZleba, magram amjerad 
TqmuliT davkmayofildeT. rogorc mosalodneli iyo, sakvlevi bala-
dis mimarTebam svanur folklorul tradiciasTan, konkretulad ki 
samonadireo poeziisa da prozis ZeglebTan, saintereso daskvnamde 
migviyvana, TiToeuli Zegli damoukidebel TavisTavadobad warmogvid-
ga. monadireTa mZafri, zogjer winaaRmdegobebiT aRsavse Tavgadasav-
lebi, imis utyuari dadastureba aRmoCnda, rom isini bolomde rCebi-
an WeSmarit monadireebad, sazogadoebaSi gamokveTilad gamorCeul 
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individebad. Sedarebam dagvarwmuna TiToeulis Tematikuri samyaros 
mravalferovnebaSi, Rrmad religiurobasa da maRalmxatvrul osta-
tobaSi. rasakvirvelia, am mxriv gamonakliss ar warmoadgens svanur 
folklorSi moZiebuli masala. saerTo folkloruli Zirebis warmo-
sadgenad gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa aRmosavleT saqarTvelos mTis 
kuTxeTa klasikuri poezia. SevCerdebiT xevsuruln erT-erT Sedevr-
ze, Tqmulze quraziSvilTa didebiT mosil sagvareuloze:

netav Tqven, quraziSvilno,

sami mze mova Tqvenzeda;

erT mova puradobisa,

Suq dagilgebisT skamzeda,

meore – mamacobisa,

mter ver SagidgaT Zalzeda,

mesame – Tofosnobisa,

jiÃvn ver gigvlen mTazeda.

(SaniZe 1931: 108)

damowmebuli leqsi rTuli Sinaarsisaa. misi mniSvneloba araerT-
gvarovania. TiToeuli striqoni damoukidebel dakvirvebas saWiro-
ebs. rogorc d. gogoWuri SeniSnavs: puradobasa da mamacobasTan er-
Tad xesurisaTvis nadiroba vaJkacis mesame Rirsebad aris aRiarebuli 
(gogoWuri 1974: 148), xolo WeSmariti monadire kai ymis yvela niSan-
Tvisebebis matarebelia. ase rom, sami mzis madli (samive Tvisebaze) 
erTnairi ZalmosilebiT aris gadmosuli, isini erTimeores avsebs. 

SeiZleba iTqvas, rom CvenTvis saintereso balada `TeTr mangur-
Tan~ mimarTebiT quraziSvilebze gamoTqmul klasikur leqss bevri 
ram aqvs saerTo. ganmasxvavebeli niSani ki isaa, rom xevsurulSi mTli-
anad sagvareulozea daSvebuli RvTiuri madli, TiToeul wevrze, rac 
iSviaT movlenad unda miviCnioT qarTul miTologiaSi. unda vivarau-
doT, rom TviT sagvarelos amgvarad aRzevebul sulier mdgomareobas 
win uZRvis quraziSvilebis sanaqebo moRvaweoba adamianTa sacxovris-
Si, winaprebis gamorCeuloba, Tavdadeba da garja cxovrebiseuli pi-
robebis gaumjobesebisaTvis, konfliqtebi sagvareulo, Tu mezobel 
kuTxeTa Soris, ufro metad ki – gareSe mtrebis winaaRmdeg. Cans, rom 
quraziSvilebis sanaqebo modgmas gansakuTrebuli roli aqvs Sesrule-
buli kuTxis gmirul istoriaSi, sulier aRzevebasa da ganviTarebaSi. 
sami mzis madlic amitomaa daSvebuli maTze. sagangebod unda davZi-
noT, rom mTqmeli `TeTri mangurisa~ da quriziSvilebis gamorCeulo-
baze faqtebiT ar gvesaubreba, aqcenti Sedegebzea gadatanili. mkiTx-
velmac Sedegebi unda gaacnobieos, unda SeZlos im idumalebaTa amoc-
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noba, ramac pirovnebisa da mTeli sagvareulos amgvari srulyofile-
biT warmoCena ganapiroba, rasac ase siRrmiseulad atarebs orive 
kuTxis gmiruli istoria Tavisi maRali sulierebiT. baladaSi `TeTri 
manguri~ adamiania saintereso, ufro zustad, adamianis daniSnuleba 
fizikur saufloSi. es sakiTxi filosofiur fiqrebsac gviCens da igi 
aqtualuria qarTuli folklorisaTvis. am azriT, sainteresoa el. vir-
salaZis dakvirveba filosofiuri xasiaTis leqs-simRerebze: `qar-
Tul xalxur filosofiur leqsebsa da aforizmebSi umetesad eTikur 
problemebzea msjeloba. aq aris gadmocemuli qarTveli xalxis Sexedu-
lebani adamianisa da misi daniSnulebis Sesaxeb amqveynad, warmodgenebi 
bunebaze, sikeTesa da borotebaze, siyvarulsa da siZulvilze... fi-
losofiuri xasiaTis teqstebi xSirad qarTuli `sufruli~ simRerebis 
Sinaarss warmoadgenda. aman ar unda gagvakvirvos. Cven viciT, rom qa-
rTuli sufra, Tavisi wes-CveulebaTa mTeli kompleqsiT, ar warmoad-
genda mxolod lxinisa da usistemo RreobisaTvis gankuTvnil adgils. 
swored aq, Tamadis dalocvisa da morigi sadRegrZeloebis Semdeg ad-
gili hqonda – umetesad filosofiuri gansjis Semcvel leqs-simRere-
bis, aforizmebis Sesrulebas~ (virsalaZe 1979: 6).

ganmarteba aRaraa saWiro, quraziSvilebis sami mzis madliT mo-
sil puradobas, romelic Rrma religiuri SinaarsiTa da maRali mxat-
vruli ostatobiTaa warmoCenili, qarTuli sufris tradiciebidan 
iRebs saTaves. balada `TeTri manguri~ ki originalur midgomas saWi-
roebs. arcerTi monadire zemoT ganxilulTagan araa moxseniebuli 
saxeldebiT, isic amgvari aRzevebuli mdgomareobiT, Tanac bundo-
vanebiT. konkretul SemTxvevaSi TeTrs fizikuri feris gageba ki ar 
axlavs, aramed masSi ganaTluli, naTliT mosili adamiani moiazreba. 
amdenad, baladis Sesavali gasaRebia nawarmoebis idumalebiT mocu-
li Sinaarsis amocnobaSi. Tundac pirveli striqoni: `svaneTis saqebo 
TeTro mangur~. dalis ciklis masalebdan arcerTi monadire araa mox-
seniebuli mTeli svaneTis saqebad, aseTi gamonaklisi mimarTva erTad-
erTze, naTliT mosil mangurzea Tqmuli. am erTi striqoniT mTqmeli 
bevr rames gvagrZnobinebs, konkretulad ki imas, rom naTliT mosili 
manguris tipis individic bunebrivia, kargi cxovrebiT cxovrobs da 
CamoTvlilia soflebi, rom saniavebeli wvirmSi aqvs, puris saSrobi 
ifarSi, kalo – kalaSi, saxnavi – laxamulaSi, saTibi ki – SxaraSi. ibade-
ba kiTxva: rogor, ra gzebiTa da saSualebebiT miaRwia mangurma amgvar 
aRmatebul mdgomareobas adamianTa sacxovrisSi? Cven viciT, rom Zvel 
droSi ojaxs, gvars, sofels, Tems mkacrad SemosazRruli teritoria 
ekava. davZenT, rom sasicocxlo sivrcis dacva dasabamidan dRemde ada-
mianTa modgmis upirvelesi vali iyo. civilizaciis dRevandel etapzec, 
misi xelyofa konfliqtebisa da omebis mizezi xdeba. ase rom, problema 
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maradJamieria. Zvel droSi ki sazRvris gadaweva ZmaTa Sorisac daWriT, 
calkeul SemTxvevaSi ki mkvlelobiTac mTavrdeboda. naTqvams isic 
unda davumatoT, rom adamianTa urTierTobebi ukiduresad daZabuli 
iyo, gvari gvars mtrobda, Temi – Tems, ojaxi – ojaxs, sofeli – sofels. 
amgvar garTulebul situaciaSi adamianebi mezobel sofelSi jguf-
jgufad dadiodnen, rom vinmes Seuracxyofa ar mieyenebina, gzaSi ar 
daxvedroda, ar gaeZarcva an ar daeWiraT da safasuris gadauxdelobis 
SemTxvevaSi tyved ar gaeyidaT Crdilo kavkasiaSi. mkacrad iyo daculi 
tyis masivebi, samonadireo adgilebi, saZovrebi da saTibebi. am fonze 
TiTqos moulodnelia, alogikuric TeTri manguris esoden mkveTrad 
gamorCeuli, adamianuri arsebobis yvela sferoSi mizanmiRweuli mdgo-
mareoba. Tumca es araa gasakviri, manguri xom sxvaTagan gansxvavebuli 
individulobaa, naTliT mosili, RvTiT xeldebuli. igi universaluri 
movlinebaa adamianTa sacxovrisSi, imdenad, rom mis umTavres Rirse-
baTa Sesatyvisi sisruliT warmoCena da gaazreba gadaulaxavi sirTu-
leebis winaSe gvayenebs. mTqmeli xelSesaxebi faqtebiTa da personaJis 
raime Tavgadasavlebis aRwera-daxasiaTebiT arafers gveubneba, magram 
imgvari poeturi striqonebiT warmogvidgens manguris pirovnebas, rom 
mkiTxvels usazRvro SesaZleblobebi eZleva misi zeaRmatebuli mdgo-
mareobis gasacnobiereblad – naTliT mosil mangurs fizikur Sromasa 
da garjaSi mxarSi udganan da exmarebian sulieri arsebebi:

safocxad Turme devebi gewvevian,

samkalad Turme dalebi gexmarebian.

(SaniZe ... 1939: 277)

damowmebul striqonebSi Rrma sibrZnea Cadebuli, adamianuri ar-
sebobis yovelnair RirsebaTa sruli sisavsis damtevi. masSi, upirveles 
yovlisa, fizikuri da sulieri Zalebis Tanaxmieri, harmoniulad Ser-
wymuli mravalferovnebaa amosacnobi, zemxedveli sulierebiT gana-
Tebuli azrebi. devebi amiranianis variantebsa da dalis ciklis masa-
lebSi demonur Zalebad arian warmodgenilni, magram manguris sauf-
loSi boroteba, rogorc aseTi, ar arsebobs, igi sikeTedaa gardaqmnil-
ni, aSkaraa, rom mangurze RvTiuri madlia gadmosuli. misi sauflo Ta-
visuflebis saufloa. bunebrivia, rom amgvar individualobas xalxuri 
mTqmeli praqtikuli cxovrebis yvela sferoSi xelmomarTul, yovel-
nairad aRzevebuli mdgomarebiT warmogvidgens: mas kidobnebad veebe-
rTela qvabebi udgas, xolo qvevrebi imeruli RviniT aqvs savse. amas 
mosdevs mTqmelis erTgvari gakvirvebiTa da siamayiT aRsavse sityvebi:

puri gaqvs, o, yirimisa.
(SaniZe ... 1939: 277)
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rogorc vxedavT, viwrod gagebuli lokaluri sivrce garRveu-
lia. naTliT mosil mangurs yvelgan miesvleba (ufro zustad, yvel-
gan myofia da – konkretulad arsad). igi zeamaRlebul individad war-
mogvidgeba, sxvnairad arc SeiZleba, igi xom `miwieri samoTxis~ binada-
ria, Tavisi farTo TvalsawieriT momavlis adamiani, zogadkacobriuli 
SinaarsiT datvirTuli. aqve unda davZinoT, roca vambobT `miweiri 
samoTxe~, mxedvelobaSi gvaqvs e. elizbaraSvilis saintereso naSromi 
`amqveyniuri samoTxis idea `digenis akritaSi~ (elizbaraSvili 2003). 

zemoT TqmulTan dakavSirebiT ki mcire ganmartebaa aucilebe-
li: mangurs qvevrebi savse aqvso imeruli RviniT, xolo puri aqvs `yi-
rimisa~. rasakvirvelia, Tanamedrove mkiTxvelisaTvis aramc Tu imere-
Ti, yirimic ar warmoadgens Znelad misaRwev mxares, magram konkretul 
SemTxvevaSi isev Zveli dro, gvarovnul urTierTobaSi myofi adamia-
nebis mZime, karCaketili cxovrebiseuli pirobebi unda gaviTvaliswinoT, 
romelTac mkveTrad SemosazRvrul teritoriaze uxdebodaT Sroma, 
garja da momxdurTa winaaRmdeg brZola. unda SevZloT, moxerxdes ma-
Ti rTuli yofierebis Sua gulidan amosvliT msjeloba, daskvnamde 
misvla. cxadia, aq imis gaTvaliswinebaTcaa aucilebeli, Tu rogoria 
svanuris, rogorc saerTo qarTuli tradiciebidan amozrdili tomo-
brivi erTeulis ganviTarebis gzebisa da safexurebis specifikuroba 
da TviT gvarovnul-Temuri urTierTobis SigniT mimdinare procesebi, 
wes-Cveulebebidan mkacrad Camoyalibebuli fsiqika, maTi siRrmiseuli 
wvdoma, analizi. adamianebi xom mijaWvulni iyvnen maTTvis gankuTvnil 
sasicocxlo teritorias, florasa da faunas. isini, calkeuli gamo-
naklisis garda, mTlianad mowyvetilni iyvnen mosazRvre kuTxeebTan 
urTierTobas, amitom araa gasakviri, rom dasaxelebul mxareebs Sore-
ulad Tvlidnen, miT umetes yirims. naTqvamTan dakavSirebiT SeiZleba 
gavixsenoT zevsis brZaneba, rom promeTe kavkasionis qedze miejaWvaT. 
iqve vkiTxulobT: `qveynis dasalierad Tvlidnen berZnebi im mxares, sa-
dac kavkasionis maradTovliani mxare egulebodaT... hefestom swored 
am, kavkasionis kldovan qedze miajaWva Tavisi TanamoZme (berZnuli mi-
Tebis samyaro, `logosi~, 1998). `TeTri manguri~ Tavisi specifikurobe-
biT ipyrobs mkiTxvelis yuradRebas. igi dalis ciklis yvela monadiri-
sagan im niSan-TvisebebiTac sxvaobs, rom masSi pirovnul Rirsebebze 
miniSnebac ki ar gvaqvs, rogorc es ase TvalSi sacemia calkeul mona-
direTa Tavgadasavlebis aRwerisas. manguri zogad adamianuri Rirse-
bebiTaa momxibvleni gmiri da ara – TemSi, Tu sofelSi Tavisi kai 
ymobiT, Seudarebeli samonadireo xelovnebiT, muxlmagrobiT, amtano-
biTa da sxva. ase rom, nawarmoebSi warmodgenili soflebi da mxareebi 
pirobiTia, igi scildeba lokalur sazRvrebs da sazogado Sinaarss 
iZens. misi samoqmedo areali mTeli samyaroa da ara mxolod konkretu-
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lad miTiTebuli adgilebi (oniani 2009: 289). amdenad, bunebrivi Cans, 
rom manguris samyaroSi boroteba gardaqmnilia, is sikeTis samsaxurSia 
Camdgari, mas xom `safocxrad devebi ewevian~, xolo mosamkalad dalebi 
exmarebian.

marTalia, balada samonadireoa, magram Sesavali nawili mTlianad 
manguris miwieri Sromis qeba-didebas eZRvneba, rac mravalmxrivaa sa-
intereso da bevr safiqrals gviCens. am azriT, igi gamonaklisia dalis 
ciklis masalaSi. swored es gvaZlevs safuZvels vilaparakoT `TeTri 
manguris~ universalurobaze, rom Sromis uZvelesi forma nadiroba 
miwaTmoqmedebasTan erTad sinTezuradaa warmoCenili manguris bune-
baSi, orive sferoSi Seudarebelia, amitomaa igi mTeli svaneTis saqebi. 
davZenT, rom amgvari dasawyisi originaluria, mas analogi ar daeZeb-
neba samonadireo poeziaSi. eWvi ar aris, rom `TeTri manguri~ miTolo-
giur personaJTa Sorisac sapatio adgils hpovebs. ai, amgvari, yovel-
nairi RirsebiT Semkuli gmiri midis sanadirod:

ase gasdgomixar gzas,

wasulxan jixvze sanadirod,

dagRamebia Turme gamoqvabulSi,

daginTia didi cecxli,

jixvis mwvadi Segiwvavs

am dros dali gstumrebi.

(SaniZe ... 1939: 277)

baladis meore nawili bunebrivi gagrZelebaa pirvelisa da masSi 
nadirobasTan dakavSirebuli sirTuleebia umTavresi. aqac TiToeuli 
striqoni damoukidebel dakvirvebas saWiroebs. teqstSi poeturi mety-
velebis stilia saintereso. mTqmelis yuradReba gadatanilia ara 
mxatvrul-gamomsaxvelobiT saSualebebze, aramed ambis ganviTareba-
ze, romelic Zalze lakonurad, tevadi azris Semcveli sityvebiTa da 
striqonebiTaa mowodebuli. mas ar axlavs manguris, rogorc monadi-
ris raime niSan-Tvisebis, Tavgadasavlis aRwera-daxasiaTeba. Tanac 
mTqmeli gadmogvcems ambavs TiTqos sxvisgan gagonils, monaTxrobs 
eubneba mangurs. damowmebuli teqstis TiToeuli striqoni am azris 
dadasturebaa. TavisTavad igulisxmeba, rom sanadirod gasuli mangu-
ri xelmocaruli ar dabrundeba, magram saxlidan gasvlis gadawyveti-
lebasa da TviT nadirobis procesze araferia Tqmuli. ambavi pirdapir 
mangurisadmi mimarTviT iwyeba: `ase gasdgomixar gzas, wasulxar jix-
vze sanadirod da gamoqvabulSi dagRamebia~. cxadia, igulisxmeba, rom 
mangurma jixvi moinadira da mere Sevida gamoqvabulSi, sadac dauRam-
da kidec. es epizodi asea gaazrebuli mixeil Ciqovanis mier: `baladis 
mixedviT jixvebSi mosiarule TeTr mangurs SemoaRamda da gasaTevad 
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gamoqvabuls mimarTa. gavimeorebT, teqstSi pirdapir weria, rom jix-
vze sanadirod gasul mangurs gamoqvabulSi dauRamda. sxva SemTxvevaSi 
amgvar sxvaobaze SeiZleba araferi gveTqva, magram, rodesac manguris 
pirovnebaze vsaubrobT, amas mniSvneloba aqvs. mkvlevari ganagrZobs: 
`mangurma gaaCaRa cecxli, aago mwavdi. am dros dali estumra. mSvido-
biT momixvel, `TeTro mangur~, eubneba kldeebis dedofali monadires, 
Tanac kiTxvas usvams: `Cems gamoqvabulSi risTvis mosulxar?~ `dami-
Ramda da ra meqna? samijnuro qselis gabmas dali muqariT iwyebs: `cu-
dad gagiSvebdi aqidan, magram aseTi vaJkaci ar memetebi~. sibralulis 
sityvebis mosmenis gamo, SeSfoTebuli monadire mcired damSvidda~ (Ci-
qovani 1970: 44). rogorc vxedavT, dalisa da monadiris Sexvedra Zalze 
uCveuloa. mas ar uZRvis raime piroba qalRmerTis mxridan, rogorc es 
Cveulebriv gvaqvs monadiresTan Sexvedris SemTxvevaSi: saCuqris boZe-
ba, gafrTxileba, muqara da sxva. am Sexvedris TaviseburebaTa Cvenebam-
de imis aRniSvnaa aucilebeli, rom TeTri manguri cnobieri pirovnebaa, 
misi yoveli nabiji, qmedeba, winaswaraa gaazrebuli, gaTvlili, asevea 
konkretul SemTxvevaSic. man Zalian kargad icoda, rom dalis gamoqv-
abulSi Sevida. es ki uCveulo qmedebaa – fiqriTac warmoudgeneli. Tu-
ki romelime monadirem icis dalis samyof-sadgomi, valdebulia saidum-
lod Seinaxos, winaaRmdeg SemTxvevaSi qalRmerTis risxva gardauvalia 
– monadires daRupva elis. ase rom, dalis nebarTvis gareSe mis gamo-
qvabulSi verc erTi monadire ver Seva. nadirT patroni gulTmisania, 
man monadireze yvelaferi icis. gadaWriT SeiZleba iTqvas, rom dalis 
samyof-sadgoms mokvdavTagan veravin gaekareba. yoveli monadire, ro-
gori saxelganTqmulic ar unda iyos, Tundac dalis rCeuli, krZalviTa 
da locviT uvlis gverds im midamos, sadac dalis gamoqvabulia. swored 
am fonzea saintereso dalisa da TeTri manguris Sexvedra. am Sexvedras 
aranairi simZafre ar axlavs. es araa SemTxveviTi. davZenT, rom manguri 
araa dalis sayvareli. amitom es epizodi sagangebo, originalur mid-
gomas saWiroebs. rogorc iTqva, qalRmerTma dalim zedmiwevniT kargad 
icis manguris vinaoba, ra tipis individia igi, ras warmoadgens. esecaa 
imis erT-erTi mizezi, rom mas sxva monadireTa msgavsad ar epyroba. 
mgavs qmedebas dali arcerT monadires ar apatiebda. magram naTliT mo-
sili manguri misTvisac gamorCeulia. amitomacaa, rom masTan dialogi 
sxvagvarad warimarTa. nawarmoebidan vigebT, rom dalis gamoqvabulSi 
Sesulma mangurma cecxli daanTo da mwvadi Sewva. unda vivaraudoT, 
rom garkveul ritualsac Seasrulebda. swored am dros Sevida dali 
gamoqvabulSi:

TeTro mangur, mSvidobiT momixve!
ratom moxvedi Cems gamoqvabulSi?
– damiRamda, aba ra meqna?

(SaniZe 1939: 277)
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rogorc vxedavT, qalRmerTi dalisa da manguris Sexvedra spe-
cifikuria. misi sisruliT amocnoba da warmoCena naTelmosili man-
guris pirovnul RirsebaTa universalurobaSia saZiebeli, igi xom 
wuTisoflis amaobasa da yoveldRiurobaze amaRlebuli, ufro zus-
tad, zemxedveli individualobaa, farTo Tvalsawieris. misTvis kuTxu-
ri karCaketiloba ucxoa, misi sazRvrebi garRveulia im doneze, rom 
mkiTxvlis cnobierebaSi zogadkacobriuli interesebiT datvirTuli 
miTosuri gmiria warmodgenili, romelSic adamianTa modgmisaTvis 
mesityve Zalze Sorsmxedveli pirovnebaa dasanaxi. amitom bunebrivad 
JRers dalis kiTxvaze: `ratom moxvedi Cems gamoqvabulSi?~, manguris 
wrfeli pasuxi: `damiRamda, aba ra meqna?~ verc erTi zemoT ganxiluli 
monadireTagani msgavs pasuxs ver gascemda. arcaa mosalodneli, vi-
naidan nadirT patronis nebarTvis gareSe gmoqvabuls axlosac ver 
gaekareboda. e.i. is, rac sxvaTaTvis dauSvebelia da SeuZlebeli, man-
gurisaTvis bunebrivi Cans. Cven sruliad gansxvavebul, sxva sulieri 
simaRlis mqone personaJTan gvaqvs saqme. ase rom, TeTri manguri  yvel-
gan da arsebobis yvela sferoSi originaluri movlinebaa, misi qmedeba-
Ta gansjac maRali sulierebis donezea SesaZlebeli. davZenT, rom dal-
Tan misi urTierToba Tanabari uflebiT warimarTa. mravlis metyvelia 
qalRmerTis sityvebi manguris pasuxze:

asvla dabrunebas cuds mizamdi,

magram amisTana adamiani menanebi.

(SaniZe 1939: 277)

e.i. TviT dalic TeTri manguris gansakuTrebul Rirsebebze 
migvaniSnebs. marTalia, nawarmoebis momdevno striqonebi mogviTx-
robs qalRmerTi dalis mier siyvarulis SeTavazebaze, magram mas ar 
axlavs muqara. es ki mravalmxrivaa saintereso. aqac aSkarad igrZnoba 
mangurisadmi gansxvavebuli damokidebuleba. rasakvirvelia dali 
darwmunebulia TeTri manguris nebelobis siZliereSi, amitom mxolod 
mimarTavs, rom saidumlo ar gaamJRavnos da aRuTqva:

roca didi gaWirveba dagadges (`mogivides~)

maSin Cemi saxeli axsene,

gverdSi mdgomad gamogadgebi,

jixvsa da arCvs ar dagiZvireb.

(SaniZe 1939: 277-279)

damowmebuli epizodi gansakuTrebuli mniSvnelobisaa. dali 
TeTr mangurs fizikur saCuqars ki ar sTavazobs, romelic misive ar-
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sebis ganivTebuli nawilia, aramed mxolod saxelis xsenebas. e.i. qal-
RmerTma sityvis ZaliT daajildova manguri da ara mZiviT, makratliT 
anda sxva nivTiT. es ki yvelaze maRali jildoa da, amasTanave, erTad-
erTi dalis ciklis masalaSi. aseTi RvTiuri madli mxolod da mxolod 
mangurzea daSvebuli. Sinisken mimavals, marTlac, svavebi daesxmian 
Tavs. rva, cxra kacs klavs, masac dahkres. sikvdil-sicocxlis zRur-
blze mdgarma muxli moiyara da dals SesTxova daxmareba (oniani 2009: 
386):

aba, dalo, sada myavxar?

me savebi mklaven!~

gamomxtara Wiuxidan

dali manguris sayvareli,

ifnis Sto xelT hqonia,

darevia savebs,

moambed erTic ar dautovebia.

mangurs erTi frTa mousva,

Wriloba mourCenia.

jansaRi (gamrTelebuli) Sin gauSvia.

(SaniZe 1939: 279)

sagangebod unda davZinoT, rom baladis meore nawili, kerZod, 
manguris sanadirod gasvla, qalRmerT dalisTan Sexvedra, Sin dabru-
neba da gzaze savebis Tavdasxma, problemuri mniSvnelobis siaxleebis 
winaSe gvayenebs. TiTqos dalic Tavisi grZnobierebiT sakmarisad miax-
loebulia adamianur yofiT realiebTan. TviT TeTri manguris pirov-
nebac axali, gansxvavebuli TvaliTaa dasanaxavi. Tu Rrmad davakvir-
debiT dalTan Sexvedras, TviT nadirobis process, Znelad gasaxsneli 
saidumloebis winaSe aRmovCndebiT. nawarmoebSi mokvdavisa da ukvda-
vis Sexvedra, dialogi da Sedegebi upirveles yovlisa, naTliT mosili 
manguris maRali, zegrZnobadisken mimavali cnobierebis wyalobiT, 
magarantirebeli Zala aRmoCnda adamianis sulier ZalebTan Tanaxmi-
eri urTierTobisa. igi, Tavis arsiT, axali da maRali formaa dalisa 
da monadiris tradiciuli urTierTobis istoriaSi. mas, marTlac, ar 
daeZebneba analogi samonadireo ciklis masalaSi. arc esaa SemTxvevi-
Ti. Cven Sesavali nawilidan kargad viciT, rom Tavad manguri axali yo-
fierebis damfuZnebelia miwier saufloSi. igi imdenad gamokveTili 
gamorCeulobaa adamianTa sacxovrisSi, rom fizikur Sromasa da gar-
jaSi devebi da dalebi exmarebian. rogorc ityvian, komentari zedme-
tia. ase rom, roca saubaria samonadireod gasuli manguris qalRmerTi 
dalis gamoqvabulSi daukiTxavad Sesvlaze (garegnulad igi TiTqos 
TviTneburia), nadirT patronTan Sexvedrasa da dialogze, TavisTavad 
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igulisxmeba, rom es Sexvedra dauZabavad warimarTeboda. gavixsenoT 
mangurisadmi qalRmerTi dalis sityvebi:

ase ver gagiSveb,

sayvarlad Tu ar gamirigdebi.

(SaniZe ... 1939: 279)

naTliT mosilma mangurma, rogorc mosalodneli iyo, am kriti-
kul Jamsac dalis sityvebs iseTi wrfeli, gonivruli pasuxi Seageba, 
rom qalRmerTis sruli, usityvo ndoba moipova:

me siamovnebiT gagirigdebi,

magram coli da Svilebi myavs.

(SaniZe ... 1939: 273)

aSkaraa, rom manguri WeSmaritad maRali cnobierebis, wminda 
tradiciebis damcvel individad warmogvidgeba. igi amgvari qmedebi-
Tac gansxvavdeba sxva monadireebisagan, kerZod, beTqilisagan. sagan-
gebod unda davZinoT, rom mangurma, rogorc maRali sulierebiT 
dajildoebulma pirovnebam, Rirseulad gauZlo RvTiur gamocdas. 
dalTan Sexvedram gadamwyveti roli Seasrula naTliT mosili manguris 
sulieri amaRlebis gzaze, damoukidebel, pirovnul individad Camo-
yalibebaSi. dalTan Sexvedris mniSvneloba mravalnairia, man bevri 
problemuri mniSvnelobis kiTxvas unda gasces pasuxi, TviT qalRmer-
Tis funqciaTa ganviTarebis gzebsa da safexurebze, farTo gagebiT 
bunebazec (amaze qvemoT). momdevno striqonebiT dali erTgvarad 
amSvidebs kidec mangurs:

imaT amiT araferi dauSavdebaT ra,

magram arsad gaamJRavno.

(SaniZe ... 1939: 279)

rogorc vxedavT, siuJeti sainteresod viTardeba, winaaRmde-
gobasa da raime gaugebrobas, dalisa da monadiris dialogSi, adgili 
ar aqvs. metic, urTierToba maRal sulier registrSia gadmocemuli, 
Tanac imnairi formiT, rom dialogi TiTqmis Tanabar uflebriv do-
nezea warmodgenili. rogorc iTqva, igi erTaderTi SemTxvevaa dalis 
ciklis masalaSi, oRond, amgvari specifikurobebis danaxva, amocnoba 
kuTxis rwmena-warmodgenaTa da samonadireo tradiciis Rrma condas 
saWiroebs. masSi Cveulebriv adamianur swrafvebsa da survilebze amaR-
lebuli, zesulierTan Tanaziarobaa dasanaxi. baladis Sesaval nawilze 
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msjelobisas iTqva, rom naTliT mosili manguri gamorCeuli movli-
nebaa miwier saufloSi. aseTivea is sulier arsebebTan urTierTobaSi.

qalRmerT dalisTan Sexvdra da am Sexvedris Sedegebic am azris 
dadasturebaa. masze dakvirvebas Cven saintereso daskvnebamde mivya-
varT. manguri maRali sulier siwmindesTan erTad WeSmaritad raindu-
li bunebis, rCeul vaJkacad warmogvidgeba. amasTanave TviT qalRmer-
Ti dalis bunebac gansxvavebulad, axali TvisobriobiTaa warmoCeni-
li. teqstidan viciT, rom mangurisa da dalis Sexvedra siyvaruliTa 
da intimuri urTierTobiT mTavrdeba. meore dRes saxlisken mimaval 
mangurs savebi daesxmian Tavs. swored aq gamoCnda mTeli sisruliTa da 
siZlieriT manguris rainduli buneba. rogorc damowmebuli teqstidan 
viciT, igi martodmarto Seeba momxdurTa mravalricxovar laSqars. 
swored amgvar kritikul Jams warmogvidga manguri, rogorc WeSmari-
ti raindi mTeli Tavisi ZlevamosilebiT, misTvis ucxo aRmoCnda SiSis 
gancda:

o, wyeuli savebi,

Semogsevian iqiT aqedan,

isari da xangari aureviaT,

dagiwyes cema-Cexa.

cema-Cexas me gaswavli,

uSiSvlia Tavisi xmali,

rva-cxra mouklavs,

rva-cxra, glax, mas dahkres.

(SaniZe 1939: 280-281)

rogorc zemoT iTqva, gasaWiris Jams mangurma dals SesTxova dax-
mareba. ̀ aba, dalo, sada myavxar? me savebi mklaven~. savedrebeli sityvis 
Tqma da aRsruleba erTi iyo. dalic umal mis gverdiT aRmoCnda. xelSi 
ifnis Sto eWira, daeria savebs, moambed erTic ar datova, mangurs ki 
frTa mousva Wrilobaze da gamrTelebuli Sin gauSva.

rasakvirvelia, pirvel rigSi Cven manguris pirovneba gvaintere-
sebs. igi RvTiT xeldebulia, zesulierebamde amaRlebuli, RvTiurTan 
wilnayari individi. mas ukve pirdapiri kavSiri aqvs sulier ZalebTan. 
arc esaa SemTxveviTi. amiranis erT-erT qarTlur variantSi vkiTxu-
lobT: roca amiranma xelmwifis lamazi qali kamari moitaca, xelmwife 
daedevna. amiranma moixeda ukan, dainaxa, rom xelmwife ukve moswevnoda 
da wasvla aRar SeiZleboda. maSin amirani Seevedra RmerTs: RmerTo, ise-
Ti koSki dadgi, rom oTxive Sig moveqceTo. amirans imedi ausrulda (Ci-
qovani 1947: 279). aqac RmerTisadmi vedreba da aRsruleba erTdroulia. 
analogiur viTarebasTan gvaqvs saqme kaxur variantSic. `amiranma Senat-
ra RmerTs da erTi cixe amovida: RmerTo, igeTi cixe amaiyvane, veravin 



277

`TeTri manguris~ mimarTeba samonadireo baladebTan

ver Semovides, ver gatexos. memre Sig eZina badrs da amirans~ (Ciqovani 
1947: 311). erT-erTi imeruli variantiT, amiranma gaigo ambris uZlevi 
gmirobis ambavi da gadawvita – modi waval, rac momiva momivideso. Sua 
gzaze rom mivida, Seexvewa meufes (mama RmerTs) da naTlias (macxovars), 
Tu ambri Cemi momrevi iyos, mkvdari damaxvedreT. marTlac, mokvda am-
bri. dedamisi urmiT moasvenebs, Sexvda amirani da ambris dedam sTxova, 
urmidan gadmovardnili mklavi isev uremze daedva. amiranma Zvrac ver 
uyo. dedam mkacrad miugo: mgloviare rom ar viyo, mtvrad gagatareb-
di. amirani isev Seexvewa gangebas: gaacocxle ambri isev da mamrieo~. 
sulierma Zalebma ismines amiranis vedreba da ambri gaacocxles~ (f.arq. 
XXVb, 74, gv. 39-48).

damowmebuli masala siaxlea ara marto dalis ciklisa da amira-
nis variantebisaTvis, aramed qarTuli miTologiisTvisac. misi cno-
bier doneze gaazreba seriozuli sirTuleebis winaSe gvayenebs. igi 
Zireulad gansxvavdeba dalisa da monadiris urTierTobis amsaxveli 
tradiciuli poeturi, Tu prozauli Canawerebisagan. igive SeiZleba 
iTqvas amiranianis qarTlur, kaxur da imeruli variantebis origi-
nalur epizodebze. amjerad ki dalis ciklidan mxedvelobaSi gvaqvs 
monadirisadmi qalRmerTis saCuqari, romelic SeiZleba iyos: mZivi, be-
Wedi, makrateli, yuTi, romelSic TavSali devs da gaxsnis SemTxvevaSi 
mTel mindors efineba, an vaznebi. aseve mosafrTxilebelia jixvis wi-
aRSi, neknSi, SenivTebuli `lede~ (brtyeli mrgvali TeTri qva, ro-
melic svanur kerasTan ido). misi funqciebi mravalnairia da jixvis 
TirkmelSi davanebuli kvercxiviT mrgvali oqro (orive siaxlea samo-
nadiro ciklis masalisaTvis). CamoTvlilTagan TiToeuli damouki-
debeli specifikuri niSan-TvisebebiTaa warmodgenili. maTi mflobeli 
monadire valdebulia gaufrTxildes, aravis axilvinos, samagierod 
nadirobasa da praqtikuli cxovrebis yvela sferoSi xeli moemarTeba. 
gaufrTxileblobis SemTxevaSic ki – isjeba. davZenT, rom dalis ro-
melime saCuqris mixedviT monadires natvra ar usruldeba, rogorc 
es jadosnur zRaprebSia. amitom vambobT, rom mangurisadmi dabede-
buli madli siaxlea. am azriT, sagrZnoblad gansxvavebul viTarebasTan 
gvaqvs saqme amiranis zemoT dasaxelebul epizodebSi. pirvel yovlisa aq 
imis aRniSvnaa aucilebeli, rom amirani adamianSi gansxeulebuli, kos-
miuri gmiria, romlis misiaa miwieri sauflos ganwmenda boroti Zale-
bisagan. am sapatio gzaze mis yovel qmedebas, nabijs umaRlesi ierarqi-
uli Zalebi, mama RmerTi da ufali ganageben, meTvalyuroeben da amow-
meben, amitom Cveulebriv mokvdavs ar ZaluZs ukvdavebasTan Tanaziari 
gmiris moRvaweobis saidumloebaTa amocnoba, igi mxolod zemgrZno-
badi xedvisTvisaa sacnobi. amasTanave adamianuri problemebisa da mi-
wieri sauflos sirTuleTa wvdomac amiranisTvis zogjer gadaulaxav 
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dabrkolebad rCeba, misi Secdomisa da dasjis mizezebic es aris. sru-
liad gansxvavebul viTarebasTan gvaqvs saqme naTliT mosili manguris 
SemTxvevaSi. rogorc iTqva, igi adamianuri yofierebis mravalferov-
nebidan amozrdili, aRzevebuli individualobaa da TviT qalRmerTi 
dalis damokidebulebac misadmi gansakuTrebuli specifikurobiT 
gamoirCeva. gavixsenoT mangurisadmi misi sityvebi: `roca didi gasaWi-
ri dagadges, Cemi saxeli axsene da gverdSi mdgomad gamogadgebi~. dalma 
am mravlismetyveli fraziT yvelaferi agrZnobina mangurs, rom igi am-
ieridan uSualod misi meTvalyureobis qveS aris. isic igulisxmeba, rom 
dalma sakuTari arsebis sulieri saidumldoeba gaando, rac ar SeiZle-
ba gaemJRavnebina sxva monadirisaTvis. ukve aSkaradaa warmoCenili man-
guris gamokveTili gamorCeuloba, rom igi araa sxvaTa msgavsi. mangurma 
xom samoTxis dari sauflo daaarsa adamianTa sacxovrisSi. yvelaferi 
es gasagebia, magram mainc Znelia, Wirs im adekvaturi terminis moZieba, 
romelic dalis mier mangurze daSvebuli madlis arss sruli saxiTa da 
masStaburobiT warmogviCenda. sakmarisia saxelis xseneba da qalRmer-
Tic umal manguris gverdiT dgas. e.i. dro da sivrce misTvis ar arse-
bobs, daZleulia. manguris arsebaSi RvTiurTan TanaziarobasTan gvaqvs 
saqme, romlis amocnoba maRali sulieri xedviTaa SesaZlebeli. TiTqmis 
analogiuri, magram sxva formiT, dalisa da manguris urTierTobis es 
epizodi gvagonebs zemoT ganxiluli baladis `monadire Corladan~ wmi-
da giorgis mier mxarmotexili Corlas gamrTelebas, gamojansaRebas. 
mTavarmowamis uSualo CareviT kldeze gadmokidebuli Corla daleb-
ma gaaTavisufles, magram mxari mostexes. `ufali giorgi qveviT ucdis, 
Corla ki Zlivs modis, – Corla Cemo, rogora xar? – rogor viqnebi be-
Cavi?! marjvena mxari momtexes. – Camodi CemTan.

sam jixvs erTmaneTze migibam,

Tu amas mxarze aikideb,

maSin nadirobaSi xeli ar SegeSleba.

sami jixvi erTmaneTs miuba,

es Corlas ahkida...

gasdgomian gzas.

(SaniZe ... 1939: )

variantSi ki pirdapiraa naTqvami, rom mxarmotexilma Corlam 
jixvi Zalian swrafad aikida da gamojansaRda. dialogi imgvari Sina-
uruli toniTa da formiT mimdinareobs, rom axsna-ganmarteba aRaraa 
saWiro. msgavseba am ori Zeglis damowmebul epizodebs Soris aSkaraa. 
orive monadire ikurneba RvTiur ZalTa CareviT. vimeorebT, TiToeulSi 
sxvadasxva gziT, mizniTac xdeba sruli feriscvaleba. monadire Corla 
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wm. giorgis SewevniT mTis wverze axal sinamdviles, saidumloebas ezi-
areba, xolo manguri gankurnebuli, axali energiiT savse da gardaq-
mniliT Sin brundeba. baladis meore nawilSi naTliT mosili manguris 
idumal sibrZnesTan Tanaziaroba damoukidebel kvlevas saWiroebs. aq 
CvenTvis erTi gansakuTrebuli mniSvnelobis siaxleze unda SevCer-
deT. kerZod, manguri aSkara sikvdils dalim gadaarCina, TviTon Caeba 
wyeuli savebis (osebis) winaaRmdeg brZolaSi, ifnis Sto xelT eWira da 
mTlianad amowyvita, `moambed erTic ar dautovebia~. mangurs ki frTa 
mousva da Wrilobebisgan gankurnebuli Sin gauSva. qalRmerTis amgvari 
qmedeba mniSvnelovnad amdidrebs, amravalferovnebs da axali Sinaar-
siT avsebs dalis funqciasa da saxes. rCeul monadireebTan urTierTo-
baSi aseTi mkveTri siaxle (mkurnaloba) jerjerobiT erTaderTia, rac 
dalis problemas kidev ufro gansxvavebuli poziciebidan gvaCvenebs 
da is calkea gamosakvlevi.
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The Relation of the “White Mangur” to the Hunting Ballads

Summary

Key words: “White Mangur”, Georgian hunting epic. 

Among the ballad-songs of the myth cycle devoted to the Goddess of hunting Dali, 
the “White Mangur” is distinct for thematic novelty and archaism, high artistry and com-
plicated religious practices. It has established its unique place among Georgian as well as 
mythological characters in general. The White Mangur is the most outstanding monument 
of the Georgian hunting epic. An in-depth penetration into its complex thematic world 
implies an appropriate scientific-based comprehension not only of the Svan, but also the 
entire Georgian oral tradition, beliefs and practices, its relationship to other monuments. 
In order to establish specific features of the monument under discussion, it is necessary to 
take into consideration the entire material of the Dali cycle, both poetic and prosaic which 
is preserved with all its archaic diversity and artistic power only in the Svan folklore. In 
the first place we should determine its relation to other ballads: Betkil, The Hunter Chorla, 
Kala, etc. The content of a given ballad makes ponder continuously, especially the intro-
duction, which is completely devoted to the demonstration of Mangur’s personal dignity. 
It should be noted in advance that White Mangur is a qualitatively new folk hero of not 
only Georgian hunting epic, but mythology as a whole. Similar versatility is not observed 
in the deeds of any of the mythological characters; he is a hero of universal content. The 
introduction itself raises many questions. It has no analogue in the myths of the Dali cycle. 
“White Mangur renowned in Svanetia, White Mangur! Your style of life was good for you: 
you used to winnow your grain in Tsvirmi; you had a drying-room for grain in Ipari; a 
threshing-floor in Kala you had, so it seems. Your ploughing lands are in Lakhamuli, the 
meadows in Shkhara are yours. The devs visit you to rake with their rakes, Dalis help to 
reap… Your marani is full of kvevris; it is filled with Imeretian wine. Your bread, Oh, is 
from Kirimi”. The question arises as for what deeds White Mangur became a legendary 
hero in the entire Svaneti. Of particular interest is also Mangur’s origin. We do not know 
what his surname is, what village and community he comes from. The narrator tells noth-
ing about it. To illustrate this and other peculiarities, it is necessary to consider its relation 
to other ballads. For instance, the ballad Betkil narrates about a legendary hunter called 
Betkil who is from the community of Mulakh-Muzhal. The story begins with a lament for 
a real hero: “ Bail, Betkil, wretched, unfortunate Betkil! Bail ilba, ilba bail, Bail, Mulakh-
Muzhal assembled, Bail ilba, ilba bail, Bail, they started the round-dance in Lentekhi, Bail 
ilba, ilba bail”. Then it is narrated how a white ibex leaped into the circle of dancers and 
jumped between Betkil’s thighs. The hunter Betki chases a white ibex which lures him 
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high up the crags. In pursuit of the white ibex, Betkil realizes that the white ibex is a rein-
carnated Dali but the return is impossible. Betkil dies a tragic death because he betrayed 
Dali. This ballad renders Betkil’s tragic end as a hunter. We have different situation in the 
“White Mangur”. Here the introductory part makes emphasis on the results of Mangur’s 
actions. It is noteworthy that in the above ballads, the emphasis is made on the paths and 
stages of the hunter’s physical and spiritual evolution. Ultimately, the fate of the hunter 
resonates with his actions, as it is in the case with Betkil’s tragic end. In this respect the 
ballad-song “The Hunter Chorla” deserves special attention. Here we are dealing with a 
monument of a complicated religious content. The narrator recounts how hunter Chorla 
goes through a difficult path of initiation full of challenges. On this path, a person may per-
ish if he is not spiritually prepared. The army of Dalis hang him on the rock but St. Giorgi 
the savior comes to rescue him. With the help of St. Giorgi, he reaches the highest level of 
spirituality being transformed into a new man at the top of the mountain. The work shows 
in detail the relation of Chorla to the Dalis and St. Giorgi. It is a fact that the behavior of 
Betkil and Chorla is associated with a purely hunting life, and they remain professional 
hunters. The same can be said about another ballad the “Hunter Kala” which narrates 
Kala’s hunting adventure. Kala is pictured in the same way as the legendary hunter Chorla. 
Although the “White Mangur” is also a hunting ballad, we cannot say that Mangur re-
mains a professional hunter, like Betkil and Chorla. Comparison of the “White Mangur” 
with other ballads has convinced us that each monument has its distinctive character. The 
restless and sometimes contradictory adventures of the hunters turned out to be unmistak-
able proof that they will remain the real hunters, distinctive men in the community. The 
comparison has shown the diversity of thematic worlds, deep religiosity and high artistic 
professionalism.
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The Notion “Literary Fairy Tale” and Hans Christian Andersen’s Tales

While fairy tales have enthralled generations of readers and listeners, specialists 
have a long discussion over defining the genre of the literary fairy tale and identifying its 
origin and sources. One difficulty is that the term “fairy tale” is applied to both folklore 
and to an author’s texts because  of each features of the “fantastic”, “magic” or “super-
natural”. But these words are not concrete notions and could be interpreted very differ-
ently. It is doubtful that they can be definitions for the genre, causing some scholars to 
declare that the literary fairy tale as a genre does not exist. The main aim of this paper 
is to try to find more objective genres features of this type of literary text, to distinguish 
them from other literary forms. It is possible to say that the literary fairy tale as a genre 
was finally formed by Danish author Hans Christian Andersen (1805-1875). While he did 
not originate the genre, he wrote the most original examples of this new literary form, and 
he single-handedly established the literary fairy tale as separated from folklore and as a 
distinct genre of short prose. 

The problem for analysis is that Andersen not only established his own literary 
fairy tale (“eventyr”) genre but we can see also the destruction of it, in that Andersen also 
created there was a new genre form – “historie” (tale, story). “Historie” is genetically 
connected to a fairy tale, but has a number of essential differences from it – this problem 
was discussed in my article “The Genre of the “Story” and Its Genesis in H.C. Andersen’s 
Works” (Korovin 2008: 66-94).   Notion “historie” is a term that is not used extensionally 
by many scholars, it is usual to use the name “eventyr” (fairy tale) for all Andersen’s tales. 
Bo Grønbeck wrote: “To use the name “fairy tales” for the last stories or not – it is a free 
choice” (Grønbeck 1971: 191).  But Andersen wrote in his autobiography “The Fairy Tale 
of My Live”: “The tale [historie]—this is the name, which as I think is the most suitable 
in our language for my fairy tales according to their form and their nature. The common 
language uses this word for the simple story and for the freest phantasy. A fable, a tale, 
and a novella are determined by children, peasants, common people only with one short 
name—a story” (Andersen 1855)  

This fact of destruction of the canonic form of a fairy tale after it has been created 
shows certain instability of this genre. The causes of this similar instability can be found 
in the specific of chronotope of a literary fairy tale. Mikhail Bakhtin used the term chrono-
tope to show the syncretism of space and time in a literary text in his work “Forms of Time 
and Chronotope in the Novel” (Bakhtin 1981: 84-258). The chronotope seems to be one of 
the most important characteristics of a text. The origin of the genre of the literary fairy tale 
does not primarily belong to the epoch of Romanticism. Its sources most likely lie in the 
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poetics of romance, which is related to a fairy tale. In the beginning of its development, a 
romance actually was a literary equivalent of a fairy tale. The fantastic element is inher-
ent in its poetics, especially at early stages of development of this genre. Every medieval 
courteous romance includes numerous fantastic and supernatural events, which are quite 
in harmony with a textual reality. These events are extraordinary only for the reader, so 
the inner world of the narratives is also syncretic and has a linear chronotope. Later the 
fantastic, magic, supernatural element became optional for this genre. One of the ways of 
expanding internal space in a romance or a novel is including in the narrative text such 
inserts as short stories, novellas, and fairy tales. It could be productive to look for instance 
of a literary fairy tale used in this way. The first authentically fixed texts that represented 
the genre of the literary fairy tale, were «Fairy Tales of a Dragon» from the book of the 
17th-century writer Countess D’Aulnoy (1650-1705). These fairy tales are connected with 
the courteous and préciosité style literature of that era. 

Charles Perault (1628-1703) made the next step in the formation of a genre of 
a literary fairy tale but from the side of folk tradition. The contradiction between these 
two forms of fairy tales had not arisen that time because actually, they had the genetic 
similarity; the préciosité style fairy tale has its roots in folklore like a genre of romance. 
The chronotope of both variants of a fairy tale in the 18th  century remains linear, and 
the syncretic inner space. It is necessary to distinguish the chronotope of a folklore fairy 
tale from the chronotope of a literary fairy tale. A folklore fairy tale has a conservative 
form, which has a simple chronotope with uncertain time and place. Events are initially 
presented as not real – fantastic – and this way they are taking place in some “parabolic 
system of coordinates” where the time exists only as categories “before” and “after”. A.W. 
Auden considered that Andersen’s fairy tales “parables rather than a myth” (Auden 1973: 
204). Space is syncretic; it depends on the movement of a hero and focuses only at the 
point of events. One of the important features of a folklore fairy tale is the simplicity of 
this space; there are no different worlds and universes. Even if a hero gets into other areas 
(the underground world, magic wood, etc.), he does not appear in another reality. This new 
world exists according to rules, which are common for a hero, there is the traditional oppo-
sition: home – another country, known and unknown. So it is possible to conclude that the 
chronotope of a fairy tale is syncretic, linear; heroes move in time and space but they do 
not come out of this fantastic reality. Also, all adventures of heroes are regarded as usual 
and normal; events that we might regard as “supernatural” or “magic” are not perceived as 
something extraordinary, mystical in the folklore fairy tale. 

The literary fairy tale inherits many aspects of this system; there are normal for cer-
tain features in the poetics of the fairy tale are unusual for our reality. Some of Andersen’s 
fairy tales are good examples of it. The chronotope is still simple. But in some of his texts, 
we can see the changing of this principle: in such tales as “Angel” (Engelen, 1843), “The 
Girl with Matches” (Den lille Pige med Svovlstikkerne, 1845) religious themes penetrate 
into the inner world of the fairy tale. Religious motives are alien for fairy tale poetics, 
which represent a fantastic universe where everything is possible, but nobody believes in 
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it. But religious and mystical motives apply to this belief. The logic of a fairy tale is bro-
ken no longer is there a traditional chronotope. The main reason for the incorporation of 
the religious element in fairy tale poetics is the influence of romantic aesthetics, with its’ 
idea of the dualism: the opposition of the world of the reality with common rules and the 
world of ideas (religion) where these rules do not work. There is a collision of the logic of 
reality and the logic of other existence. This other existence in Romanticism is represented 
as a world of dreams, imaginations, and fantasy. Objectivity is replaced by subjectivity 
because the concept of microcosm gets the paramount value in Romanticism. 

The roots of this notion of the romantic dualism back us to folklore as well as the 
fairy tale forms, but the fairy tale as a genre in the system of folklore genres is distinct 
from other oral forms with many features, where one of the most important is a general 
orientation of a fairy tale to tell about invented adventures. Many other genres, including 
heroic epics, tell about real and important events, presuming the audience’s belief that 
their events actually occurred. There is an idea that the sacral past and the present have 
parallel existence in epic poems. There are two worlds separated from each other: real life 
and the world of gods, demons, the sacral past, etc. Epic phenomena and images cannot be 
subordinated to logic and rules of the reality that is why they are sacred and they belong 
to the immemorial time. 

The Pagan ideology usually has a notion of plurality of the worlds: the human 
world, the world of gods, the world of giants and other worlds. This partitioning of space 
is especially expressed in Scandinavian mythology: the nine worlds, which are separated 
from each other, but with the transition from one world to another being possible. The log-
ic of existence is different in each world, it is clearly displayed in the story from “Younger 
Edda” («Snorraedda») about  Thor’s and Loki’s travel to Utgard. It is remarkable when 
gods from Asgard suffered defeat because they have been faced with something beyond 
their understanding. 

With the Christian epoch in Scandinavia, as everywhere in Europe, many pagan 
beliefs lost their connection with reality, and no longer could be reliable attributes of a 
fairy tale. So it happened with trolls in Norwegian folklore where they became the typical 
fantastic characters, hostile to people, but without their former qualities of infernal spirit, 
bringing disharmony to the real life. However in Iceland and in present days “troll” is a 
figure, who lives in the parallel world and periodically comes to the world of people. The 
same situation is with modern believes in ghosts, while ghosts are very rare characters in 
fairy tales, but they are common for such genre as a legend, where it is told about authen-
tic, real events which took place in the past, as opposed to a fairy tale. The problem for 
differentiation of a fairy tale and a legend is very complex because sometimes they feature 
the same personages: (witches, trolls, etc.), but the functions of these characters are dif-
ferent in these genres and appeal to different understandings of the world. In a fairy tale, 
these characters play the role of fantastic figures, which are initially opposed to the reality 
in which this fairy tale is told. In a legend the same characters are real participants of real 
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events, having places in the past, and they signify this transition from the other world to 
the current reality. 

Christianity brought the dichotomy of the Paradise and the Hell as a dominant im-
age of the other world. But it is remarkable that a transition from the world of reality to the 
other world is possible not only after the death. It is occur, for example, in the condition of 
dream or revelation in Medieval Visions. Or alternatively – objects from this other world 
can come to the current reality to punish people for sinful behavior, that is common for 
such specific medieval texts as “Exempla”, a genre dependent on the sermon, with didac-
tic aims and very close to a parable or a novella. Later “Exempla” had an influence to a 
“Christmas Story” – the genre which is related to the clerical literature and this way it is 
opposed to a fairy tale by the fact of its origin.

If we speak about the clerical literature it is very hard to claim fantastic elements 
in it because initially all described events are believable and understood as absolutely real, 
by an audience. A better term for this kind of fantastic could be considered as a “miracle in 
the Christian sense”. In fairy tale poetics the fantastic element plays a completely opposite 
role: it is something supernatural, strange for the current reality and impossible to occur in 
it. The fantastic does not claim belief but it is not extraordinary in the inner world of the 
fairy tale text, where the fantastic exists according to the logic of the narration and does 
not have any mystical mining.

It is possible to say that the literature in Modern time follows the Christian tradition 
to use mystical images and situations as basic for collisions. The same situation we see in 
the romantic texts: probably one of the sources for the c notion of romantic dualism is in 
Christian mysticism; another source for this notion is the mythological tradition, which 
is very important for Romanticism too. Romantics also took from Gothic novels the as-
piration to create an atmosphere of fear and mystery, and in their texts, we see very often 
the fantastic is based on the discrepancy between the logic of reality and the logic of the 
supernatural, which cannot be understood at all. So this type of fantastic is very similar 
to the mystical fantastic in clerical medieval texts. The romantic fantasy appears in the 
representation of two different spaces, two different worlds, of inexplicable situations, of 
the dichotomy of dreams and reality. 

For the many fantastic romantic texts, the logic is not a factor for the development 
of the plot, but in fact, a fairy tale’s plot is based on rigid logic, the chronotope of a fairy 
tale depends on this logic. I claim the romantic fantastic narrations can be hardly qualified 
as fairy tales, they are  more appropriately classified as fantastic short stories or novellas, 
because the type of the fantastic in them are mystical which is not usual for fairy tale poet-
ics  We can see this romantic fantastic for example in novellas by German writers Ernst 
Theodor  Hoffmann or Ludwig Tick. 

The increasing interest in folklore is remarkable for the epoch of Romanticism, and 
romantic writers started to collect folk tales and publish them. The best-known example 
of this activity is the Brothers Grimm’s “Children and Family Fairy Tales” (Kinder– und 
Hausmärchen, 1812-15). The discussion of how to interpret these texts as folklore or as 
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texts, which were adopted by authors and belong to the literature (fiction) is still con-
tinuing. But in any case, the fairy tales from this collection demonstrate the typical for a 
fairy tale linear chronotope. Although the Brothers Grimm, in fact, destroyed the primary 
folklore form in their aspiration to reconstruct a certain initial form of a national folk tale. 
They created the new type of the literary fairy tale based on folklore plots and images. The 
categorical attribute of this form of a literary fairy tale is a specific chronotope, transferred 
in the literary text from folklore. The fairy tale as a literary form admitting unlimited 
freedom of creative imagination became very popular. Romantics started to develop this 
genre very actively and actually, they combined in this genre three different traditions: 
préciosité style, folk and philosophical (romantic) with the idea of dualism between Ideal 
and Reality. The préciosité and folk traditions are in a subordinated position in relation to 
the original romantic. Préciosité style fairy tales were too pretentious for romantic poets. 
Folk tales were very attractive for Romantics, who tried to find in them their national 
roots. But the folk tale genre was not a suitable embodiment of romantic ideas, it had too 
simple form and linear chronotope. Romanticism actually created not a literary fairy tale, 
but a fantastic novella where the mystical component is very important, in a way alien for 
the fairy tale poetics. The literary préciosité style fairy tale should have the syncretism of 
the inner space of a text, the linear chronotope, which is more like a folk tale. The presence 
of the romantic dualism is a collateral element for the poetics of a fairy tale and its ebbing 
connects with the destruction of a genre. 

If we speak particularly about Danish literature, the first fairy tales traditionally 
attributed to Adam Ghottlob Oehlenshläger (1789-1850), who created texts based on 
folklore, but not on folk fairy tales. Usually, he borrowed mythological plots from the 
Old North texts: “Elder Edda”, “Yonger Edda” by Snorri Sturluson and “Gesta Danno-
rum” (Deeds of the Danes) by Saxo Grammaticus, and also the folk ballads and legends. 
«Oehlenshläger takes this idealized vision of the ancient and the accompanying premise 
that the saga era was a more poetic age than the present as a point of departure for defend-
ing the adoption of Norse mythology as a suitable literary subject” (Hanson 1993: 180). 
This material initially focused on events, which are considered as the truth. Critics use 
the name “eventyr” (fairy tales) for some of his texts (Möller-Christensen 1988: 104) but 
actually, they do not belong to this genre and they could be considered as romantic short 
stories. 

Andersen was that writer who created a classic fairy tale as a new literary form 
distinguished from romantic short stories and collections of folk tales.  His first collection 
was “Fairy Tales Told for Children” (Eventyr, fortalte for børn, 1835-42;  there were texts 
based on folk plots and images: “Little Claus and Big Claus” (Lille Claus og store Clause), 
“Tinderbox” (Fyrtøiet), “The Wild Swans” (De vilde svaner), “The Travelling Compan-
ion” (Rejsekammeraten) etc. but all these texts were  influenced by romantic esthetics 
as well as original fairy tales “The Little Mermaid” (Den lille havfrue), “The Garden of 
Paradise” (Paradisets have), “Ole-Luk-oie, the Dream-God”(Ole Lukøie), . The next col-
lection “New Fairy Tales” (Nye Eventyr, 1844-48) included only original and recogniz-
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able Andersen’s fairy-tales: “The Shadow” (Skyggen), “The Nightingale” (Nattergalen), 
“The Snow Queen” (Sneedronningen), “The Ugly Duckling” (Den grimme æling)  etc. 
Leander Petzoldt wrote: “Thus he developed a completely new form on the bases of an old 
genre. These shared only the name and some tendencies” (Petzoldt, 2007: 629). In 1850th 
Andersen created a special genre – “historie” (tale). The main features of all his text are 
the romantic dualism and romantic oppositions of an artist and a fillister and dreams and 
reality. Andersen’s narration in these tales has a foreground – the real life, and symbolic 
background, which could be considered as “another world”. Supernatural element helps to 
understand the situation, ideas and philosophical elements are in parity with the elements 
of the plot and intrigue. The first small volume with the title “Historier” appeared in 1853, 
under this title separate issues were published until 1855,   from 1858 until 1872 collec-
tions had a  title “New Fairy Tales and Stories”. The real world and all its concreteness are 
present in Andersen’s tales of 1850-70. The Danish writer was an ingenious interpreter of 
human life, his tales did not merely create a poetic image of this life but captured the es-
sence of this life in all its variety. This world is dual and divided like the world in Roman-
ticism but it no longer creates myths about the world, its myths are about human life. The 
problem is how to distinguish these tales from fairy-tales, written in 1830-40th because the 
later tales borrow many elements from the earlier fairy-tales. In fairy tales, the most im-
portant aspect of the text is the value of wonder. In the late tales, the fantastic images and 
situations are not in the center of narration, they create a specific atmosphere in the text, 
support for the basic idea of the narrative. The poetics of a later tale is mostly based on a 
certain vision of reality, and supernatural elements may equally well be present in it or not 
at all. For example, the supernatural is a very important component of the composition in 
“The Ice Maiden” (Isjomfruen, 1861) but it does not exist in “The Poultry-Maid Grethe’s 
Family” (Hønse-Grethe Familie, 1870). Thus, the fantastic element cannot function as a 
defining aspect of this genre as a literary form. It is possible to say that Andersen’s late 
tales more similar to romantic short-stories or novellas than to fairy tales. The novella as 
a literary genre has a strong influence on “historie” in the same measure as the fairy tale. 
I have mentioned above the differences between fairy-tales and Romantic novellas. The 
main feature of the late tales is the romantic dualism like in romantic fantastic short sto-
ries, but the function of this dualism is completely different. Elias Bredsdorff wrote about 
one of the late tales “A Story of the Sand Dunes” (En Historie fra Klitterne, 1859) that the 
stylistic this tale is closed to stylistic of romantic short stories by Danish author Blicher. 
“This is differently not a fairy tale” (Bredsdorff, 1988: 283).  Poul Houe: “As a romantic 
story, call it a fairy tale if you like, is framed by the realistic story, an adventurous journey 
of life in the past intersects with a measured journey of life in the present” (Houe, 1999: 
102). “Historie” has a specific chronotope: there are also two parallel worlds, fantastic 
and real, but the first one is not equal to the second one, it creates the romantic duality of 
the universe. I wrote about this type of chronotope in Andersen’s later tales in the article 
“Chronotope of Hans Christian Andersen’s Fairy Tales and Stories” (Korovin 2007:119-
130). Circumstances in a tale can be quite common but just not be perceived as usual. 
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Andersen makes everyday life very poetic, novelizes it: the most ordinary events are per-
ceived as exclusive, subnormal. It is a sign of the destruction of the traditional opposition 
in short stories between extraordinary and common. From all aforesaid it is necessary to 
conclude, that actually we have only one criterion to distinguish a literary fairy tale from 
other adjacent genres (a short story, fantastic novella, “historie”): the syncretism of the 
inner space of a text, the linear chronotope, which is more like in a folk tale. The concept 
of the dualism (the opposition of the world of the reality with common rules and the world 
of ideas) is a collateral element for poetics of a fairy tale and its ebbing connects finally 
with the destruction of a genre. 
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(ruseTi)

cneba „literaturuli jadosnuri zRapari“
da hans qristian andersenis zRaprebi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: jadosnuri zRapari, qronotopi, Janri, anderseni.

statia exeba cnebas `literaturuli zRapari~, romlis Janrad 
formireba h. qristian andersenis saxels ukavSirdeba. man ara marto 
daafuZna literaturuli zRapris (`movlenis~) sakuTari Janri, aramed 
mogvianebiT Seqmna Janris axali formac – `istoria~ (zRapari, ambavi). 
es procesi gviCvenebs Janrul arastabilurobas literaturuli 
zRaprisa, romelsac aqvs folkloruli zRaprebis martivi qronoto-
pis msgavsi specifikuri qronotopi. folkloruli zRapris erT-erTi 
mniSvnelovani maxasiaTebelia sivrcis simartive. aq ar arsebobs gans-
xvavebuli samyaroebi. dualizmis koncepti (mkacri sayofacxovrebo 
wesebis mqone realuri samyarosa da ideebis samyaros dapirispireba) 
warmoadgens jadosnuri zRapris poetikis ganmsazRvrel elements da 
misi moSoreba, sabolood, Janris ganadgurebas iwvevs.
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(saqarTvelo)

politikuri Teatris ikonografia

totalitarizmis politikuri Teatri yvela sxva saxis TeatrTa-
gan yvelaze demokratiulia, radgan aq tradiciul saTeatro cxovre-
basTan dakavSirebuli arc erTi problema Tavs ar iCens – arc sasceno 
moedania gamosaZebni, arc bileTebia saSovneli, arc akustika mosag-
varebeli da, miT umetes, arc mayurebelTa adgilebia dasajavSni. Te-
atris es saxeoba, Tavisi bunebidan gamomdinare, Tu rames ar moisak-
lisebs – es swored mayurebelTa adgilebia, radgan aq yvelani Zalaune-
burad moxalise mayureblebad da ideologiuri produqciis momxmare-
blebad iqcevian. gasuli saukunis 20-iani wlebis erTi cnobili plaka-
tis („Caewere moxalised?“) perifrazirebas Tu movaxdenT, arsad Cawe-
ra saWiro ar aris, midi da uyure. malemrwmeni Tu moseire mayurebeli 
am Teatrs ar eleva (verc eleva!) da yvelaze saxilveli da TvalsaCino 
am sivrceSi swored politikuri plakatia, radgan igi aris politikis 
koncentrirebuli saxe da misi roli Zalauflebis simbolur reprezen-
taciaSi ganuzomlad didia. 

sabWoTa politikuri plakatis Casaxva da formireba msoflios 
axali qveyana-warmonaqmnis wera-kiTxvis ucodinari mosaxleobis ar-
sebobis pirobebSi xdeboda. sabWoTa xelisufleba politikuri ganaT-
lebis sferoSi upiratesobas aniWebda „Tvals“, rac imas niSnavda, rom 
mTeli SemoqmedebiTi Zalisxmeva mimarTuli iyo vizualur propagan-
daze, radgan am tipis TvalsaCinoeba yvelasTvis misawvdomi da met-
naklebad gasagebi unda yofiliyo. pier burdies mixedviT „xedva“ aris 
istoriis produqti, romelsac ganaTlebis sistema ayalibebs da im epo-
qis sabWoeli adamianis ganaTlebuloba wera-kiTvis codnas gulisxmob-
da. „wignieris“ klasifikacia, rogorc viqtoria boneli wers, 1920-ian 
wlebSi eniWeboda adamianebs, romelTac elementaruli wera-kiTxva 
icodnen <....> vizualuri propaganda, romelic mniSvnelovnad amci-
rebda dawerili teqstis gagebis aucileblobas, saSualebas iZleoda, 
mosaxleobis farTo fenebamde mietana bolSevikebis saTqmeli“1. amave 
wyaros informaciiT, vladimer leninis coli, nadeJda krupskaia 1923 
wels aRniSnavda: „awmyoSi da axlo momavalSi glexs Tavisi nawarmis 

1 viqtoria boneli. Zalauflebis ikonografia (sabWoTa politikuri plakatebi 
leninis da stalinis dros). mTargmnelebi: lamara SavguliZe, gaga lomiZe. 
gamomcemloba CCU Press., Tbilisi: 2019).
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gaumjobeseba SeuZlia, Tuki mas xiluli magaliTiT vaswavliT. zoga-
dad, glexebi, iseve rogorc muSebi, ufro metad gamosaxulebebiT az-
rovneben, vidre abstraqtuli formulebiT; wignierebis maRali donis 
pirobebSic, vizualuri ilustraciebi yovelTvis ufro did rols 
iTamaSebs glexebisTvis“. ase rom, plakatis gansakuTrebuli roli imi-
Tac dasturdeba, rom igi misawvdomia yvelasaTvis da misi upirateso-
bac es aris; amiT iyo ganapirobebuli, rom politplakatma uaRresad 
didi roli Seasrula bolSevikuri ideologiis gavrcelebaSi, damkvid-
rebasa da sabWoTa identobis formirebaSi. 

politikuri plakatis kidev erT sapecifikur niSanze miuTiTe-
ben: plakati aris sadagi yofisa da saerTod – yoveldRiurobis „Se-
umCneveli“, vizualuri fenomeni, radgan igi gaTvlilia ara raime ti-
pis recefciaze, aramed aRqmis avtomatizmze; dabolos, plakati aris 
Zalauflebis intenciis gamoxatuleba da socialuri mobilizaciis 
faqtori. 

 politikuri plakatis socialuri funqcionirebis am aspeq-
tebs eZRvneba amerikeli sociologisa da istorikosis viqtoria 
bonelis ukve miTiTebuli wigni „Zalauflebis ikonografia“, romelic 
qarTuladac iTargmna da ukve xelmisawvdomia totalitarizmis po-
litikuri aspeqtebisa da saerTod politikuri kulturis kvlevebiT 
dainteresebuli mkiTxvelisaTvis.

 wignSi warmodgenilia sabWoTa plakatis istoriac, sociologiac 
da esTetikac; naTlad aris warmodgenili Tu rogor iyenebda ofici-
aluri ideologia „vizualur narativebs“, rogor axdenda sazogado-
ebis „mentaluri universumis“ konstruirebas, rarigad qmnida Tavis 
vizualur enas, romelic mZlavrad zemoqmedebda masobrivi fsiqolo-
giis siRrmiseul („verbalobamdel“) doneze.

Cans, viqtoria bonelis saazrovno impulsad qceula is faqti, rom 
„30-iani wlebidan moyolebuli, politikur xelovnebas sazogadoeba 
unda uzrunveleyo azrovnebisa da qcevis axali modelebis vizualuri 
scenariT“. Seqmnil mediumSi awmyo da warsuli ar unda gansxvavebuli-
yo da plakati TiTqos ganWvretda sabWoTa sazogadoebis ganviTarebis 
gzas da umetes SemTxvevaSi iZleoda modelebs, romlis mixedviTac un-
da warmarTuliyo es ganviTareba – anu winaswar uxazavda da uproeqteb-
da savals; samomavlo gza iyo umTavresi da amitom plakatze TiTqmis ar 
aisaxeboda awmyoSi mimdinare procesebi. plakatis saxe („образ“-i) axden-
da „realobis konceptualizebas“ da masobriv cnobierebaSi nergavda 
Tavisebur „oficialurad warmosadgens“, xolo vizualur da enobriv 
saxeTa urTierTzemomedeba badebda „mniSvnelobis namet Rirebule-
bas“. sabWoTa plakatiT Seqmnil am „politikur kapitals“, „ideologi-
uri warmoebis“ leqsikonsa da sintaqsiss vizualizebuli arqetipebis 
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doneze aanalizebs wignis avtori. arqetipTa aseT ZiriTad tips gane-
kuTvneba muSis ikonografia, qalis reprezentacia adreul sabWoTa 
plakatze, kolmeurne qali 30-iani wlebis plakatze, beladis ikonog-
rafia da, bolos, bolSevikuri demonologia. 

adreuli sabWoTa plakatebis alegoria-simboloebidan moyole-
buli – pirveli xuTwledebis epoqis montaJuri plakatebis CaTvliT 
– gaCaRebuli „socrealizmis“ omis Semdgomi plakat-tiloebiT dam-
Tavrebuli, wignSi naCvenebia socialisturi plakatis stiluri Ziebe-
bis gza da is, Tu rogor ibadeboda plakatis „tipaJi“ (magaliTad, 
plakatis „rusi dedakaci“ TvaldaTval rogor gardaisaxa jer „Segne-
bul“, xolo Semdeg „mowinave kolmeurned“), rogor icvleoboda pla-
katis funqciuroba (am TvalsazrisiT 30-iani wlebis, socialuri mo-
bilizaciis epoqis plakati mkveTrad gansxvavdeboda gviani stali-
nizmis diadi epoqis anu „mSvidobisaTvis“ da „kulturisaTvis“ brZo-
lis plakatebisagan), rogor Seicvala ocdaaTi wlis ganmavlobaSi 
plakatis struqtura.

sagulisxmoa kidev erTi faqti, romelic xatweris rusul tra-
dicias ukavSirdeba da rac avtoris sagangebo yuradRebas iqcevs. 
sabWoTa plakatmao, brZanebs avtori, marTlmadidebluri xatweris 
tradiciis eqsploatacias mihyo xeli, radgan igi arsebiTad xats Ca-
enacvlao. am azriT, adreuli sabWoTa wlebis xatmebrZoloba Turme 
miznad isaxavda „xatis eqspropriacias“, rac gansakuTrebiT kargad 
gamomJRavnda 30-50-iani wlebis beladis ikonografiaSio.

plakatis simbolokisa da montaJis stilidan moyolebuli da 
socrealistur „lubokamde“ ganvlil stilur cvaleba-gardasaxvebs 
Tavis logikac hqinda: plakats unda Seecvala realoba. Tu ufro 
farTo konteqsts moviSveliebT da sabWoTa literaturas kinosa da 
arqiteqturas gaviTvaliswinebT, TvalnaTliv davinaxavT, rom soci-
alisturi warmoeba iyo ara ubralod simboloebis warmoeba, aramed 
realobis Canacvleba vizualuri ad verbaluri SemcvlelebiT. amito-
maca hqonda ganuzomlad didi roli miniWebuli xelovnebas „realuri 
socializmis“ politikur-esTetikur proeqtSi. keZod da konkretu-
lad sabWoTa plakatis istoria – es aris revoluciis mier aneqsire-
buli kulturuli sivrcis realobis surogatuli saxeebiT Sevsebis 
istoria. 

viqtoria bonelis wignidan ufrosi TaobisaTvis, rogorc ity-
vian, tkivilamde nacnobi plakaturi suraT-xatebi Semogvyureben, 
romlebic moCvenebaTa erTian qoroSi gaerTinebulni, „mentalur uni-
versumze“ zemoqmedeben da „axal mistikasa“ qmnian. plakatis enaze am-
etyvelebuli mTeli epoqaa Tvalwin. rad Rirs Tundac dimitri mooris 
1920-iani wlebis legendaruli, klasikad qceuli sabWoTa plkatis – 
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„Caewere moxalised?“-is gaxseneba... ilustraciebidan gTavazoben Sro-
mis iaraRis yvela primitiul saxeobas, STagvagoneben, rom „kadrebi 
wyvets yvelafers“, gaswavlian, rom „qali kolmeurneobaSi didi Zalaa“, 
gaimedeben, rom „yvela Cvenganze zrunavs stalini kremlSi“, rom is aris 
„komunizmis diadi Suqura“... erTi sityviT, es aris plakatis eniT gad-
mocemuli sabWoTa epoqis fundamenturi leqsikoni.

sabWoeTSi plakatebis raodenoba ucxoelebs aocebda. amerikeli 
Jurnalisti albert rais uiliamsi 1923 wels werda: „ruseTSi Casul 
stumars maSinve TvalSi moxvdeba plakatebis simravle – fabrikebsa da 
yazarmebSi, kedlebsa da rkinigzis vagonebze Tu telegrafis boZebze – 
yvelgan“)

kidev erTi mniSvnelovani sakiTxi, romelic plakatze fiqrisa Tu 
werisas aRiZvris – es aris beWdvisa da sabeWdi manqanis sakiTxi: plaka-
tis efeqturoba misi tiraJiT ganisazRvreba. viqtoria boneli aRwers 
da gvawvdis unikalur informacia sabWoTa plakatis koleqciebis 
Sesaxeb. Turme ruseTi erovnul biblioTekaSi (e.w. „leninkaSi“) oTxasi 
aTasi plakatia, kidev aTeulobiT aTasi revoluciis muzeumSi, ruse-
Tis literaturisa da xelovnebis erovnul arqivSi, britaneTis muze-
u-Si, guveris institutSi...mokled, es yofila kolosaluri raode-
noba plakatebisa, riTac SeiZleba warmovidginoT Tu ra kolosaluri 
masStabebi hqonda adamianTa masobriv intoqsikacias. 

20-50-iani wlebis plakatis gaqvavebuli suraT-xatebi, rom-
lebTanac asocirdeba sabWoTa epoqa, ara mxlod Sexsenebaa warsulisa, 
aramed socialuri diagnostikis saSualebacaa. misi politikuri 
semantika advilmisawvdomobisa da sworxazovnebisa gamo mas saSiS, 
efeqtur instrumentad aqcevs da amitomacaa mniSvnelovani axal es-
TetikaSic, axal enazec politikuri arqetipebis amokiTxva. am amo(wa)
kiTxvas gvaswavlis „Zalauflebis ikonografia“.

sabWoTa politikur plakatze Seqmnili naSromisadmi Cveni yu-
radReba upirvelesad misma gadmoqarTlebam ganapiroba da ufrore 
imis survilma, rom aseTive sagulisxmo naSromi iqneb qarTul sabWoTa 
saplakato xelovnebazec Seqmniliyo. viciT calkeuli cdebis Sesaxeb, 
magram, ramdenadac CvenTvisaa cnobili, monogrfiuli saxiT aseTi 
naSromi ar Seqmnila. 
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Iconography of Political Thearte

Summary

Key words: Stalin, political posters, totalitarianism. 

The letter is dedicated to the fact of translating the book «Iconography of Power» 
by American sociologist and historian Victoria Bonelli.

The political poster is a mirror of its era, as it depicts visual narratives of official 
ideology and provides visual scenarios of new patterns of behavior. The poster plays a 
role as an indicator for reflecting on the political aspects of totalitarianism, particularly the 
Soviet past, as it conceptualizes the reality of that era.

The book describes the stages of forming the Soviet political poster as an expression 
of power, the factor of social mobilization, and the visual phenomenon of everyday life.

The pictures on the Soviet poster are not only reminders of the past, but also help 
with social diagnostics. Understanding and reading its political archetypes and semantics 
is desirable right now in the post-Soviet era. This type of reading is taught by Victoria 
Bonnell’s book “Iconography of Power”, which gives us a desire to research and create a 
work on the Georgian political poster.



295

axali wignebi / NNew Books

stalinis ideologema da miTologema 
qarTul sabWoTa da emigrantul literaturaSi
t. I, II
redaqtori: konstantine bregaZe, gaga lomiZe
gamomcemloba: mwignobari, 2019

es ilustrirebuli ortomeuli momzadda samwliani proeqtis 
„stalinis ideologema da miTologema qarTul sabWoTa da emigrantul 
literaturaSi“ farglebSi, romelic SoTa rusTavelis erovnuli sa-
mecniero fondis mxardaWeriT mimdinareobda. termin „ideologemas“ 
mixail baxtini ideologiis obieqturad arsebul formaTa aRsaniSnavad 
iyenebda. bolo xanebSi termini „ideologema“ gansakuTrebiT sabWoTa 
xanis totalitaruli diskursis Seswavlisas gamoiyeneba. totalita-
ruli ena ideologemaTa Taviseburi sistemaa da is „sabWoTa adamianis“ 
ideologizebuli cnobierebis Camoyalibebis saSualeba iyo. k. g. iungis 
mier damkvidrebuli termini „miTologema“ miTologiuri arqetipebis 
gamoyenebiT axali saxeebis Seqmnas da axal konteqstSi Zveli saxeebis 
da siuJetebis imports iTvaliswinebs. wigni, swored am ori konceptis 
safuZvelze, miznad isaxavda stalinis personis analizs sabWoTa peri-
odis qarTuli mwerlobis, sakuTriv qarTul sabWoTa da qarTul emi-
grantul mwerlobis masalaze dayrdnobiT, rac Cvens literaturaT-
mcodneobaSi fundamenturad jer ar ganxorcielebula. ortomeulSi 
Tavmoyrilia sxvadasxva avtoris mier momzadebuli, sruliad gansx-
vavebuli perspeqtiviT momzadebuli kvlevebi, aseve saarqivo masala, 
romlis didi nawili pirvelad qveyndeba.

viqtoria e. boneli
Zalauflebis ikonografia
mTargmnelebi: lamara SavguliZe, gaga lomiZe
gamomcemloba: CCU Press, 2019

es wigni mogiTxrobT sabWoTa politikur plakatebze, romlebic 
1917-dan 1953 wlamde iqmneboda. iwyeba oqtombris revoluciidan da 
sruldeba stalinis sikvdiliT. am samnaxevari aTwleulis ganmavloba-
Si, aTasobiT plakati Seiqmna, daibeWda da gavrcelda. isini stilis da 
saxeebis mravalferovnebiT gamoirCeoda, magram yvela maTgani mimar-
Tuli iyo im uzarmazari propagandistuli miznisken, romelic axali 
homo sovietikusis Seqmnas iTvaliswinebda.
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naSromSi warmodgenilia mcdeloba, rom gairkves Zalauflebis 
simbolur reprezentaciaSi plakatebis rolis sakiTxi. masSi warmod-
genilia gamosaxulebebis evolucia droTa ganmavlobaSi da gaanalize-
bulia am procesebis miRma arsebuli logika. naSromSi sakiTxi gaanali-
zebulia semiotikuri, kulturis kvlevebis, xelovnebis Teoriebis Tu 
miTologiuri kritikis TvalsazrisiT.

World Literature and Dissent
Ed. by Lorna Burns (editor)
msoflio literatura da opoziciuri azri
redaqtori: lorna barnsi
gamomcemloba: Routledge, 2019

„msoflio literatura da opoziciuri azri“ kidev erTxel aana-
lizebs opoziciuri azris mniSvnelobas Tanamedrove msoflio lit-
eraturaSi. masSi Tavmoyrilia msoflios sxvadasxva qveynis post-
koloniuri literaturis mklevarebis naSromebi, sadac warmodgenilia 
kvlevebi winaaRmdegobis esTetikis sferoSi, iseTi konceptebis mox-
mobiT, rogoricaa umecrebis epistemologia, umankoebis ritorika, 
yuradRebis gamaxvilebis subversia da yoveldRiurobis radikaluri 
potenciali.

krebuli exeba iseTi tipis literaturas, rogoricaa maRribeli 
humanistis, ibn xaldunis SemoqmedebiT dawyebuli, popularuli in-
doeli feisbuq-poetebis Tu iseTi mwerlebis analiziT damTavrebuli, 
rogorebicaa lengston hiuzi, ben okri, sara uribe da merle kolinsi. 
wigni xelaxla Semoxazavs msoflio literaturis sazRvrebs, opozici-
uri politikis da esTetikis TvalsazrisiT. is svams aqtualur kiTx-
vas: ramdenad SeiZleba, rom kritikulma praqtikam radikaluri azris, 
socialuri samarTlianobis da adamianSi sakuTari azris gamoTqmis 
aucileblobas Seuwyos xeli?

Comparative Literature
By Andrzej Hejmej
anjei heimei
SedarebiTi literatura
gamomcemloba: Jagiellonian University Press, 2019

am wignSi warmodgenilia (post-)modernuli SedarebiTi liter-
aturis mdgomareobis diagnostikis da multikulturul msoflios 
mediaSi misi rolis dadgenis mcdeloba. anjei heimei aanalizebs „udis-
ciplinobis“ axlandel mdgomareobas maqsimalurad farTo perspeq-
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tiviT, mxedvelobis aredan ar tovebs am sferoSi mecxramete saukunis 
koncefciebs (maT Soris komparativistuli literaturis frangi mkvl-
evarebis koncefciebs, „msoflio literaturis“ goeTeseul ideas da h. 
fon melciseul fundamentur naSroms), aseve SedarebiTi literaturis 
Tanamedrove evropeli da amerikeli mkvlevarebis naazrevs. Sedarebi-
Ti literaturis kvlevis ZiriTadi tendenciebis istoria ganmartebu-
lia iseTi metaforebiT, rogoricaa: eifelis koSki, msoflio savaWro 
centri da babilonis godoli. komparativistuli literaturis mkvl-
evarebis sxvadasxva poziciis da intermedialuri da interkulturuli 
fenomenebis ganxilvas avtori miyavs komparativistuli literaturisa 
da misi kvlevisadmi axal midgomamde. Sedegad, heimeis Tanamedrove 
SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneoba esmis, rogorc instituciuri 
midgomis ganviTareba da, imavdroulad, rogorc yoveldRiurobaSi 
damkvidrebuli sainterpretacio praqtika. 21-e saukuneSi es kultura-
TaSorisi perspeqtiva axal horizontebs uxsnis SedarebiT literatu-
raTmcodneobas.

Postmodern Time and Space in Fiction and Theory
by Michael Kane
maikl keini
postmodernistuli dro da sivrce 
mxatvrul gamonagonsa da TeoriaSi
gamomcemloba: Palgrave Macmillan, 2020

wignSi Tavmoyrilia modernulobisa da Tanamedrove literatu-
ris Sesaxeb Teoriuli da filosofiuri debatebi. masSi warmodgenilia 
mcdeloba, rom droisa da sivrcis cnebebis Tanamedrove gadaazrebis 
gaTvaliswinebiT gaanalizdes literatura; gadaazrebis, romelsac 
xSirad Cven mier gamoyenebul teqnologiebs vukavSirebT, Taname-
droveobis transformaciis procesis konteqstSi. modernistuli 
da post-modernistuli mxatvruli gamonagonis SepirispirebiT (de-
fodan delilomde, „frankenStainsa“ Tu „fineganis qelexamde“) da am 
sakiTxebis Sesaxeb Teoriuli diskusiebis gaTvaliswinebiT, avtori 
ikvlevs TanamedroveobaSi droisa da sivrcisadmi midgomis sakiTxSi 
arsebul cvlilebebs xuTi seqciis farglebSi: „bunebis sivrce“, „qa-
laqis sivrce“, „postmoderni, yvelaze Tanamedrove dro“, „xelovnebis 
nimuSis dro da sivrce cifruli reproduqciis xanaSi“ da „mogzauroba: 
modernulobidan ucnobi mimarTulebiT?“. am xuT esseSi gadaazrebu-
lia modernulobis mniSvneloba da misi gavlena bunebis, qalaqis da me-
dia garemos drosa da sivrcesTan mimarTebaSi.
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statiebis warmodgenis wesi da citirebis stili

komparativistuli literaturis qarTuli asociacia (GCLA)-s Jurnal 

`sjanSi~ ibeWdeba naSromebi, rom lebic moicavs Tanamedrove literaturaT-

mcod neobisaTvis aqtua lur Temebsa da problemebs, mniS vne lovan gamokvleva-

Ta jer gamouqvey nebel Sedegebs. Jurnali „sjani“ aris saqarTveloSi gamoma-

vali yovelwliuri samecniero Jurnali literaturis Teoriasa da SedarebiT 

literaturaTmcodneobaSi. 

2011 wlidan Jurnali ganTavsebulia centraluri da aRmosavleT evropis 

eleqtronuli biblioTekis veb-gverdze (http:// www.ceel.com). 2017 wlidan Jur-

nali `sjani~ miRebulia ERIH PLUS-isa da EBSCO-is saerTaSoriso bazebSi. Jur-

nals hyavs saerTaSoriso saredaqcio kolegia; statiebi ibeWdeba sam (qarTuli, 

inglisuri, rusuli) enaze; maTi dasabeWdad SerCeva xdeba anonimuri referi-

rebis wesiT.

1. naSromi warmodgenili unda iyos eleqtronuli versiiT (el-fostiT) da 

Tan axldes: 

 Tavfurceli, romelSic miTiTebuli iqneba avtoris saxeli, gvari, sta-

tusi da sakontaqto koordinatebi;

 anotacia qarTul da inglisur enebze (statiis moculobis mixedviT, 

minimum 800 da maqsimum 1500 sityva), sakvanZo sityvebiTurT (3-5 sityva).

2. damowmebani statias unda erTvodes boloSi. qarTuli da rusuli damow-

mebani warmodgenil unda iqnas rogorc translitirebuli formiT, ise 

– originalis enaze. qarTuli dasaxelebebis translitireba unda ganxor-

cieldes `romanizaciis qarTuli erovnuli sistemis modelze~ (ix. www.
google.com – am dasaTaurebiT).

(ix. cxrili, danarTi 2).

3. naSromi moculobiT unda iyos kompiuterze nabeWdi ara umetes TxuTmeti 

da aranakleb xuTi gverdisa.

4. naSromi dabeWdili da gaformebuli unda iyos A 4 formatis TeTr qaRaldze 

Semdegnairad:

a) naSromis saTauri (iwereba SuaSi);

b) naSromis teqsti; 

g) damowmebani originalis enaze da translitirebuli (ix. danarTi 2. 

damowmebuli literaturis nusxa);

d) anotacia;

e) oTxive mxriv datovebuli mindori 25 mm;

v) nabeWdi teqstis Srifti – Lit.Nusx 11, intervali – 1;

 me-5 punqtis a), g) da d) qvepunqtebis moTxovnebi ar exeba rubrikebs 

`memoria~ da `axali wignebi~.
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5. JurnalSi miRebulia `literaturis institutis stili~ (list), romelic 

koreqtirebulia `tomfsonis~ katalogis standartis moTxovnilebis 

Sesabamisad:

a) motanili citata ZiriTadi teqstisgan gamoiyofa brWyalebiT (` ~). 

citirebis dasasruls, mrgval frCxilebSi, daismis indeqsi, romelSic 

aRniSnulia citirebuli teqstis avtoris gvari originalis enaze, teq-

stis gamoqveynebis weli, Semdeg – orwertili da gverdi.

magaliTad: (abaSiZe 1970: 25), (Балашова 1982: 27), (Pound 1935: 67). 

(ix. warmodgenili nimuSi, danarTi 1).

b) saleqso strofis (da ara striqonis) citirebis SemTxvevaSi, motani-

li citata gamoiyofa teqstisagan da citatis fontis (Sriftis) zoma 

mcirdeba erTi zomiT (mag.: Tu teqstis fontis zomaa Lit.Nusx 11, maSin 

citatis zoma iqneba Lit.Nusx 10).
6. damowmebani (damowmebuli literaturis nusxa) unda dalagdes indeqsis 

mixed viT, anbanuri rigiT da daibeWdos garkveuli wesiT (dawvrilebiT ix. 

cxrili, danarTi 2).

a) statiis avtoris vrceli ganmartebani inomreba da inacvlebs teqstis 

bolos anotaciis win;

b) statiis avtoris mcire SeniSvnebi dainomreba da Caita neba gverdis 

bolos, sqolioSi.

7. avtori pasuxismgebelia dasabeWdad warmodgenili naSromis literatu-

rul stilsa da marTlweraze.

8. Semosuli statia sarecenziod gadaecema anonimur eqspertebs.

9. Semosuli masalebis ganxilvis Semdeg, damatebiTi miTiTebebisaTvis, re-

daqcia daukavSirdeba dasabeWdad SerCeul naSromTa avtorebs.

10. avtors, gansazRvruli vadiT (ara umetes sami dRisa), koreqturisaTvis 

eZle va ukve dakabadonebuli naSromi. Tu dadgenil vadaSi statia ar iqneba 

dabru nebuli, redaqcia uflebas itovebs SeaCeros igi an dabeWdos avtoris 

vizis gareSe.
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citirebis, miTiTebisa da bibliografiis formis nimuSi

danarTi 1

danarTi 2

cxrili:

monacemis tipi
damowmebuli literaturis nusxis 

(damowmebani-s) forma indeqsis mixedviT
Bibliography Form

wigni,
erTi avtori

Book, one authors

Abashidze, K’it’a. Et’iudebi XIX-s-is Kartuli Li’terat’uris Shesakheb. Tbilisi: 
gamomtsemloba „merani“, 1970 (abaSiZe, Kkita. etiudebi XIX s.-is 
qarTuli literaturis Sesaxeb. Tbilisi: gamomcemloba 
`merani~, 1970).

Weiss, Daniel A. Oedipus in Nottingham: D.H. Lawrence. Seattle: University 
of Washington Press, 1962. 

erTi Tavi wignidan an ese 
krebulidan

Chapter in a book or an essay 
from a collection

„P’ost’modernizmi“. Lit’erat’uris T’eoria. XX Sauk’unis Metodologiuri 
K’ontseptsiebi da Mimdinareobebi. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris inst’it’ut’is 
gamomtsemloba, 2005 (wifuria, bela. `postmoder nizmi~. 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 SeuTavsebeli antagonistebi rodi arian. isini 
ganamtkiceben da msWvalaven urTierTs, meore maTganis jerovani Sefaseba sulac ar 
niSnavs metonimiaTa erTgvari nusxis (romelic konkurencias gauwevs metaforaTa 
nusxas) Sedgenas, aramed – imis gamovlenas, Tu rogor monawileoben da funqcionire-
ben analogiis mimarTebaTa farglebSi `Tanaarsebobis” mimarTebebi. amgvarad, unda 
gamoaSkaravdes metonimiis roli metaforaSi~ (Jennet 1998: 37). ratom SearCia Jenetma 
analizis sagnad swored prustis Semoqmedeba? imitom, aRniSnavs mecnieri, rom TviT 
prustis esTetikur TeoriaSi, iseve, rogorc praqtikaSi, metaforul (analogiaze 
damyarebul) mimarTebebs Zalze arsebiTi roli ganekuTvneba, imdenad arsebiTi, 
rom maTi mniSvneloba da roli, sxva semantikur mimarTebebTan SedarebiT, Zalze 
gazviadebulia.
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statia samecniero 
Jurnalidan

Article in a scholarly journal 

K’avtiashvili, Venera. „Ilia Ch’avch’avadzis da Hainrikh Haines 
Shemokmedebis T’ip’ologiisatvis“. Lit’erat’uruli Dziebani. XXXI (2010): 
163-174 (kavTiaSvili, venera. `ilia WavWavaZis da hainrix 
haines Semoqmedebis tipologiisaTvis~. literaturuli 
Ziebani. XXXI (2010): 163-174)

Campbell, Jean. „Poetic Genealogy, Mythmaking and the Origins of Urban 
Nobility: Giovanni Boccaccio and Ambrogio Lorenzetti ”. Heliotropia 7, 
1-2 (2010): 51-63. 

statia gazeTidan an 
Jurnalidan. 

Article in a magazine or 
newspaper published monthly

K’ik’nadze, Valeri. „Mikheil Javakhishvili Akhali Teat’risatvis Brdzolashi“. 
Kartuli Universit’et’i 18-24 mart’i, 2010:5 (kiknaZe, valeri. `mixeil 
javaxiSvili axali TeatrisaTvis brZolaSi~. qarTuli uni-
ver siteti, 18-24 marti, 2010: 5).

Morozova, Tatijana. „Skelety iz Sosednego Pod’ezda: Pochemu Ljudmila 
Petrushevskaja tak ne Ljubit Svoikh Geroev“. Literaturnaja Gazeta. 
9 centjabrja 1998: 10 (Морозова, Татяна. „Скелеты из соседнего 
подъезда: Почему Людмила Петрушевская так не любит своих 
героев“. Литературная газета. 9 сентября 1998: 10).

wigni, avtoris gareSe

Book, no author given

Sabibliotek’o Sakmis Organizatsia da Martva..Batumi: gamomtsemloba 
„ach’ara“, 1989 (sabiblioTeko saqmis organizacia da marTva. 
baTumi: gamomcemloba `aWara~, 1989).

New Life Options: The Working Women’s Resource Book. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1976.

dawesebuleba, asociacia 
da misTanani, avtoris 

poziciiT

Institution, association, or the 
like, as “author”

Sakartvelos Sap’at’riarko. Ts'igni Shekmnisa. Tbilisi: 2006 (saqarTvelos 
sapatriarqo. wigni Seqmnisa. Tbilisi: 2006.

American Library Association. ALA Handbook of Organization and 1995/1996 
Membership Directory. Chicago: American Library Association, 1995.

redaqtori, an 
kompilatori, avtoris 

poziciiT

Editor or compiler as “author”

Duduchava, Marina. Ed. Lit’erat’uris Teoriis Mtsire Leksik’oni. Tbilisi: 
gamomtsemloba “nakaduli”, 1975 (duduCava, marina. redaqtori. 
literaturis Teoriis mcire leqsikoni. Tb.: gamomcemloba 
`nakaduli~, 1975).

Henderson, John. Ed. The World’s Religions. London: Inter-Varsity Fellowship, 
1950.

eleqtronuli dokumenti 
internetidan

Electronic document From 
Internet

Mitchell, William J. City of Bits: Space, Place, and the Infobahn. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press, 1995. 29 September 1995. Web. 17 May 2011. http://
www-mitpress. mit.edu:80/City_of_Bits/Pulling_Glass/ index.html; 
Internet. 

Nevskaja, Dar’ja. „Problema Dialogichnosti „Sozdajushego“ i „Sozdannogo“ 
Tekstov (Graf Amori „Final. Okonchanie Proizvedenija “Yama” A. I. 
Kuprina)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol. 705. (2006): n.pag. Web. 15 May, 
2011 (Невская, Дарья. „Проблема диалогичности «создающего» и 
«созданного» текстов (Граф Амори «Финал. Окончание произведения 
«Яма» А. И. Куприна»)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol. 705. (2006): 
n.pag. Web. 15 May, 2011). 
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enciklopedia, leqsikoni

Encyclopedia,
Dictionary

„Ideologia“. Kartuli Sabch’ota Entsik’lop’edia. Abashidze, Irakli. ed.Tbilisi: 
1964 ( `ideologia~. qarTuli sabWoTa enciklopedia. 
abaSiZe, irakli. red. Tbilisi: 1964). 

Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary. Springfield: MA: G. & C. Merriam, 
1961.

interviu 
(gamouqveynebeli)

saavtoro xelnaweri

Interview (unpublished)
by writer of paper

Morganisi, Nensi D. Int’erviu Avt’ortan. 16 ivlisi 1996. Pol Riviera, 
Masachuset’si, Chanatseri (morganisi, nensi d. interviu 
avtorTan, 16 ivlisi 1996, fol riviera, masaCusetsi, 
Canaweri)

Morganis, Nancy D. Interview by Author. 16 July 1996, Fall River, MA. Tape 
recording.

konferenciis masalebi

Conference Proceedings

Choloq’ashvili, Rusudan. „Gamotsemebi K’omunist’uri Rezhimis Shesakheb 
Sakartveloshi“. T’ot’alit’arizmi da Lit’erat’uruli Disk’ursi. Meotse 
Sau’kunis Gamotsdileba.Tbilisi 7-9 okt’omberi, 2009. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris 
inst’it’ut’is gamomtsemloba, 2010 

(ColoyaSvili, rusudan. ̀ gadmocemebi totalitaruli komu-
nisturi rejimis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi~. totalitarizmi 
da literaturuli diskursi. meoce saukunis gamocdileba. 
Tbilisi, 7-9 Ootomberi, 2009. irma ratiani. red. Tbilisi: 
literaturis institutis gamomcemloba, 2010). 

Tezisebi, an 
sadisertacio naSromis 
daskvnebi (debulebebi)

Thesis or dissertation

Ts’ikarishvili, Lela. Mikheil Javakhishvilis Shemokmedebis Sakhismet’q’ve-
lebiti Asp’ek’tebi. PhD. Diss. TSU, 2004 (wiqariSvili, lela. mixeil 
javaxiSvilis Semoqme debis saxismetyvelebiTi aspeq tebi. 
filologiis mecniere baTa kandidatis samecniero xarisxis 
mosa po veblad warmodgenili disertacia. Tsu, 2004).

Bishop, Karen Lynn. Documenting Institutional Identity: Strategic Writing 
in the IUPUI Comprehensive Campaign. PhD. Diss. Purdue University, 
2002. 

*erTsa da imave wels gamocemuli ramdenime naSromi (calke an Tanaav toro biT) 
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) Submission Guidelines and Citing Style Sjani (Thoughts) is an annual scien-
tific journal of literary theory and comparative literature, published in Georgia. The journal includes 
important works covering actual themes and problems of contemporary literary studies, which have 
not been published yet. 

Since 2011 Sjani is a member of e Central and Eastern European Online Library and has been 
uploaded on the web-site www.ceeol.com. Since 2017 Sjani has been included in international da-
tabases – ERIH PLUS and EBSCO. The journal has an international editorial board. Articles are 
published in Georgian, English and Russian languages and are evaluated according to a blind peer-
review process: 

1. An article should be sent by E-mail (English materials – maillit@litinstituti.ge) and accompa-
nied by: 
• Title page, where authors name, surname, academic degree, position and contact coordinates 

should be indicated. 
• Annotation in Georgian and English Language (According to the size of article. Minimum 

800 words and maximum 1500 words)
• Key words (3-5 words)

2. List of approved bibliography in the end of the article on original language. Georgian and Rus-
sian resources should be transliterated. (Please, conform to standard transliteration system);

3. The text should be minimum 5 and maximum 15 printed papers;
4. An article should be formatted (A4) in the following way: 

A. Title of the article (in the middle) 
B. Key Words 
C. Main text 
D. Bibliography on original language (Georgian and Russian resources transliterated) 
E. Annotation 
F. Margins: top-bottom, left-right 25mm 
G Font size: 11, Line spacing-1
The requirements (A, C and D) do not apply to the headings “Reviews” and “New Books”,

5. The Citing Style “Style of the Institute of Literature” which is based of Thomson’s catalogy. 
Requirements: 
A) Citation is isolated from the main text by Quotation marks, (‘’ ‘’) at the end of citation, in 

brackets is written the index, indicating the name of the author of the citation on the original 
language, publication year, then colon and page number. For example: (Jennet 1998:37) see 
the Appendix 1. 

B) In case of citing the stanza (not line) of the verse, the citation is isolated from the text and 
the font size is reduced (the text font size is -11, the citation font size is -10) 
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C) These requirements do not apply to the headings “Reviews” and “New Books”, where the 
font size is: • Main Text –10 • Notes– 9 6. 

6. Bibliography list should be ordered according to the index, in alphabetical order. See the Ap-
pendix 2. 
• Wide explanations of the author of the article is numbered and placed at the end of the work. 
• Small notes are indicated with asterisk and explanation is made at the end of the page.

7. The article will be evaluated by anonymous experts. 
8. The author is responsible for the literary style and orthography of the work. 
9. After evaluating submitted articles the board of editors will contact authors for further directions. 
10. The article is returned to the author during a certain period (maximum 3 days) for proof-reading. 

If the author breaks dead line the board of editors preserve the right to ban its publication or 
publish a work without informing an author.
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Sample for citation, indication and bibliography

Appendix 1

Appendix 2 Bibliography Form

Book, one authors

Chapter in a book or an 
essay from a collection

Weiss, Daniel A. Oedipus in Nottingham: D.H. Lawrence. Seattle: University of 
Washington Press, 1962.

Johnston, Martin. „Games With Infinity. The Fictions of Jorge Luis Borges“. 
Cunning Exiles – Studies of Modern Prose Writers. Eds. Don Anderson and 
Stephen Knight. Sydney: 1974.

 
Book, two or more

authors
Houghton, Walter E., and G. Robert Strange. Victorian Poetry and Poetics. 

Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959.

Article in a scholarly 
journal

Campbell, Jean. „Poetic Genealogy, Mythmaking and the Origins of Urban 
Nobility: Giovanni Boccaccio and Ambrogio Lorenzetti ”. Heliotropia 7, 1-2 
(2010): 51-63. 

Article in a magazine 
or newspaper published 

monthly

Morozova, Tatijana. „Skelety iz Sosednego Pod’ezda: Pochemu Ljudmila 
Petrushevskaja tak ne Ljubit Svoikh Geroev“. Literaturnaja Gazeta. 
9 centjabrja 1998: 10 (Морозова, Татяна. „Скелеты из соседнего 
подъезда: Почему Людмила Петрушевская так не любит своих героев“. 
Литературная газета. 9 сентября 1998: 10).

Book, no author given New Life Options: The Working Women’s Resource Book. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1976.

Institution, association, 
or the like, as “author”

American Library Association. ALA Handbook of Organization and 1995/1996 
Membership Directory. Chicago: American Library Association, 1995.

Editor or compiler as 
“author”

Henderson, John. Ed. The World’s Religions. London: Inter-Varsity Fellowship, 
1950.

Jennet’s task is to examine Proust’s artistic methods and to prove that “Metaphor and Metonymy are not 
incompatible antagonist. They strengthen and enhance each other, assessing the other does not mean to form 
some kind of metonymy list, (which will compete with metaphor) but to find out how they function in the 
boundaries of analogy. Therefore the role of metonymy in metaphor should be revealed” (Jenet 1998: 37). 
Why did Jennet chose Proust’s works for analyzes? The reason for this is that in Proust’s aesthetic theory, as 
well as in practice , metaphoric relations (based on analogy) play a vital role, important in such an extend that 
their meaning and role, in relation with other semantic relations is exaggerated.
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Mitchell, William J. City of Bits: Space, Place, and the Infobahn. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press, 1995. 29 September 1995. Web. 17 May 2011. http://www-
mitpress. mit.edu:80/City_of_Bits/Pulling_Glass/ index.html; Internet. 

Electronic document 
From Internet

Nevskaja, Dar’ja. „Problema Dialogichnosti „Sozdajushego“ i „Sozdannogo“ 
Tekstov (Graf Amori „Final. Okonchanie Proizvedenija “Yama” A. I. 
Kuprina)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol. 705. (2006): n.pag. Web. 15 
May, 2011 (Невская, Дарья. „Проблема диалогичности «создающего» и 
«созданного» текстов (Граф Амори «Финал. Окончание произведения 
«Яма» А. И. Куприна»)“. Literature, Folklore, Arts. Vol. 705. (2006): n.pag. 
Web. 15 May, 2011). 

Encyclopedia,
Dictionary

Webster’s New Collegiate Dictionary. Springfield: MA: G. & C. Merriam, 1961.

Interview (unpublished) 
by writer of paper

Morganis, Nancy D. Interview by Author. 16 July 1996, Fall River, MA. Tape 
recording.

Conference Proceedings
Choloq’ashvili, Rusudan. „Gamotsemebi K’omunist’uri Rezhimis Shesakheb 

Sakartveloshi“. T’ot’alit’arizmi da Lit’erat’uruli Disk’ursi. Meotse Sau’kunis 
Gamotsdileba.Tbilisi 7-9 okt’omberi, 2009. Tbilisi: lit’erat’uris inst’it’ut’is 
gamomtsemloba, 2010 (ColoyaSvili, rusudan. `gadmocemebi 
totalitaruli komunisturi reJimis Sesaxeb saqarTveloSi~. 
totalitarizmi da literaturuli diskursi. meoce saukunis 
gamocdileba. Tbilisi, 7-9 Ootomberi, 2009. irma ratiani. red. 
Tbilisi: literaturis institutis gamomcemloba, 2010). 

Thesis or dissertation Bishop, Karen Lynn. Documenting Institutional Identity: Strategic Writing in the 
IUPUI Comprehensive Campaign. PhD. Diss. Purdue University, 2002. 

* Works published in the same year (separately or in co-authorship) or one and the same work (with 
continuations) in several volumes will be indicated in alphabetical order. For example: (Abashidze 
1987a: 21). (Abashidze 1987b: 87).
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