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Kevin Tuite
(Canada)

Representations of George and his Female Counterpart
in Caucasus Vernacular Religion and Folklore

I. The princess as junior partner. The miracle of St George, the princess 
and the dragon (see Appendix) is more than the ancient dragon-slaying motif with 
a new character added. The narrative of a hero rescuing a woman or women from 
a dragon has a long history, going back at least as far as ancient Iranian tales of 
combat against a dragon guarding vital resources, such as water, livestock or women 
(Ivanov & Toporov 1974: 136-164; Fonterose 1980: 515-520; Watkins 1995: 297-
300; Kuehn 2011: 87-91; Aarne-Thompson 1961: #300; Thompson Motif-index 
B11.7.1; Basilov 1991; Skjærvø et al 2011). The theme lives on in Georgian and 
Azerbaijanian folklore, as in the following excerpt from a Georgian folktale: 

 
(The protagonist, the youngest of three brothers, descends to a land beneath the 

surface of the earth, and arrives at the home of an old woman. She tells him:) “Our water 
is held by a dragon (čveni c’q’ali ert gvelašap’ uč’iram). If we do not bring it a sacrifice 
(msxverp’l) each day, it does not let us get water.” (The boy asks for two large wine-jars, 
and goes to the water source). He saw a beautiful (mzetunaxam) woman seated there, 
weeping. “Why are you weeping?”, the boy asked. “I am the daughter of the king, brought 
as a sacrifice. When the dragon comes it will eat me.” The boy said: “Let me rest my head 
on your knees, and when the dragon comes, wake me up.” The boy lay down and went 
to sleep. The maiden saw that the dragon was coming, but she felt sorry for the boy and 
did not awaken him. She began to weep. One of her tears fell on the boy’s cheek and he 
suddenly woke up. He jumped to his feet and asked her, “What is it?” “Look over there, 
the dragon is coming.” The boy grabbed his boy and arrow, and shot the dragon through 
the middle. He chopped up the dragon and scattered the pieces (Gogiashvili 2011: 170).

Unlike the maidens and princesses freed by the heroes of the Shah-Nameh and 
the Amiran-Darejaniani, or the boy in the Georgian tale just cited, the daughter of King 
Selinos is not a mere resource to be regained, nor a prize to be handed out to the victorious 
knight. She plays an active but secondary role in the subjugation of the dragon: Her belt 
is used to bind it, and she, not George, leads the dragon into the city. The scene of the 
princess leading the dragon on a leash, followed by St George on his horse, appears 
in the earliest known visual representations of the princess-and-dragon miracle, all of 
which are situated in Georgia: three frescoes from the late 11th to early 12th cc (Adiši 
in Svaneti (Volsk’aia 1969); Ik’vi in Kartli; Boč’orma in K’axeti); a mid- to late 12th c. 

pozicia / Position 
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fresco in Pavnisi, in central Georgia; and a 13th-c. depiction of episodes from the life of St 
George in Ač’i, in Guria (Privalova 1977: 71-91, 139-140). The same scene is represented 
on several Georgian icons, including a celebrated 15th-c. cloisonné enamel image, and 
also a recently-discovered wall-painting in the Alaverdi monastery (Xusk’ivadze 1981: 
XLIX; Lomidze 2011). The wide geographic distribution within Georgia attests to the 
exceptional popularity of the legend at the time, but more importantly, the prominence of 
this particular episode, rather than the preceding scene, where the dragon falls at George’s 
feet, or the following one, in which he slays it. Clearly the representation of the princess 
in the foreground, as co-participant in the dragon miracle, was of special significance to 
medieval Georgian iconographers, and presumably to their sponsors and audiences as 
well. 

The earliest visual attestations outside Georgia of the scene of the princess with 
the dragon on a leash are from Slavic lands – a Russian fresco from Staraja Ladoga dated 
c. 1180, and possibly a Serbian church built c. 1168 (Lazarev 1953; Okunev 1927) – and 
with time this motif is incorporated into the normative iconography of St George. An 18th-
century Russian manual for icon-painters specifies that in depictions of the miracle, the 
princess “holds the dragon with her belt, and leads the dragon with the belt into the city” 
(pojasom deržit zmija i vedet pojasom zmija vo grad; Filimonov 1874: 327-328). The 
dragon-on-leash motif subsequently appears in most medieval Greek and Latin accounts 
of the miracle, including that in the Legenda aurea, from whence it made its way into West-
European hagiography and iconography. Ogden (2013: 397-403) draws an association 
between the princess’s belt motif in the St George miracle and earlier narratives of saints 
(Marcellus of Paris, Samson of Brittany, Clement of Metz), who subdue dragons or 
serpents, then tie a belt or leash onto them. What is lacking in these narratives, however, is 
any notion of partnership between a female and a male protagonist in the task of subduing 
the dragon. The holy figure who invokes God’s aid to defeat the dragon also performs the 
remaining acts in the sequence: removal of a belt or stole, tying it on the dragon, leading 
the dragon away. 

In this paper, I will present evidence in support of the hypothesis that the figure of 
the princess in the miracle narrative was drawn in part from vernacular representations 
of female divine patrons, as described in ethnographic accounts collected over the past 
century and a half in Georgia and neighboring regions. But before we can examine 
the figure of the female patron, it is necessary to review the characteristics of her male 
counterpart, who bears the name of St George. 

2. Gender attributes and trajectories: complementarity and male 
dominance. Figures bearing the name of St George have been described in almost all 
regions of the Caucasus where Orthodox Christianity is, or once was, the religion of the elite. 

 In the vernacular religions of highland Georgia, Abkhazia, Ossetia and – in vestigial form 
– the Northwest Caucasus, supernatural figures named after St George (Georgian Giorgi, 

Kevin Tuite
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Svan ǰgərǟg, Abkhaz Airg´ and Ossetic Wastyrǰi) are invoked as the divine protector 
of men who leave the domesticated space of their communities for the sake of profit. 

 As the patron whose primary function is to “mettre les espaces naturels à la disposition 
des hommes” (Charachidzé 1986: 183), the vernacular St George is the object of prayers 
and offerings presented by hunters, travellers, warriors, woodsmen, and even thieves and 
livestock rustlers (Charachidzé 1968: 471-490; Inal-Ipa 1965: 519; Chenciner 2008). 

 
George, as the divine patron of men, is juxtaposed to female-gendered counterparts, 

known under various names in the central and south Caucasus. In earlier work on 
traditional Caucasian belief systems, I have represented the attributes of female and 
male divine patrons, and also the typical life courses of women and men, as distinctive 
trajectories in real and symbolic social space (Tuite 2006: 171). These trajectories, like 
the social roles of the two sexes, are complementary and equally necessary, but underlain 
by a fundamental asymmetry. Women were traditionally represented in ambiguous terms, 
due to their outsider origins, and periodic “impurity” (Charachidzé 1968: 279). Within the 
community, the men dominate public spaces, whether in ritual performance or communal 
governance (Tserediani et al 2018). As shown in the diagram below, the circuit associated 
with females, divine and human, is wider, anchored in the extremes of the domestic 
interior and the remote exterior. This latter space, whether associated with exogamy or the 
high-mountain hunting grounds under the patronage of the divine patron of game animals, 
is of ambiguous nature: necessary for the begetting of children and the welfare of the 
community, yet potentially harmful, being linked to impurity and danger. 

Trajectories of women and men, and their divine patrons
 

Representations of George and his Female Counterpart 
in Caucasus Vernacular Religion and Folklore
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(i) Female trajectory. The societies of the western and southern Caucasus are 
rigorously exogamous. Marriage is forbidden between a man and a woman known to have 
a common ancestor, or even suspected to have one. These societies also prefer for the bride 
to take up residence in the husband’s family home, rather than the reverse. A woman’s 
trajectory, as seen from the vantage point of her clan of birth, therefore, takes her from 
the female space in the home around the hearth (the interior of the interior), to entry, via 
marriage, into an unrelated family in another village (the exterior of the exterior). From 
the point of view of the latter group, the trajectory is in the reverse direction: a woman 
from the exterior enters the central space of their home through marriage to one of their 
men. 

In the northeast Georgian highlands, women of childbearing age once performed 
a complete circuit of their trajectory, from domestic to savage space and back again, on a 
monthly basis. At the onset of menstruation, they left the home to spend a period lasting 
from five to nine days, in the menstruation hut (samrelo) or stable.1 As a space associated 
with impurity, potentially danger-bringing and off-limits to men, the samrelo, although 
situated in or near the village, is symbolically situated in the savage exterior. After their 
period of isolation, women wash and change clothes, return home, but remain outside the 
house until nightfall, whereupon they complete their reintegration into the household. 

(ii) Male trajectory. If the hearth and the innermost part of the house is women’s 
space (Chartolani 1961), men dominate the public spaces in the village, especially on 
the occasions of religious festivals, political assemblies, and gatherings of elders and 
mediators to settle disputes. These public arenas constitute the “exterior of the interior”, 
as shown in the diagram. It is also a recognized function of men, under the patronage of 
St. George, to go in search of profit, whether it be through hunting, warfare, commerce, 
or negotiation with another kingroup to obtain a bride. The exploitable spaces outside the 
community are what I call the “interior of the exterior”. 

(iii). Divine patrons. In the oral literature of the Georgian highlanders of Pshavi 
and Xevsureti, the divine female patrons of women are represented with trajectories 
mirroring those of human women, even as St. George’s trajectory parallels that of the 
menfolk. The Xevsurian divinity Samdzimari is depicted as a female spirit of remote or 
even subterranean origins, who is called upon for aid in women’s domestic affairs, such as 
the health of children and livestock, and the production of milk and cheese (Charachidzé 

1 In the cultures of the Caucasus, as in those of many regions of the world, female blood flow during 
menstruation and childbirth is believed to contaminate or counteract the power or “purity” (Geo. 
sic’minde) attributed to men and the gods. In Abkhazia, Ossetia and most parts of Georgia, women 
of childbearing age were excluded from participation in certain religious ceremonies, or barred from 
approaching sacred sites. As recently as the 1930’s and 40’s, women in the northeast Georgian dis-
tricts of Pshavi and Xevsureti spent their monthly periods in the stable or in specially-built menstrual 
huts. They gave birth in rude, unheated cabins even further from the village, which men refused to 
approach under any circumstances (Tedoradze 1930: 140-150, 167-180). Eristavi (1986: 171-2) and 
Gabliani (1925: 140) refer to a similar exclusion of women at times of blood flow among the Svans.

Kevin Tuite
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1968: 559-616) One of the central shrines of Pshavi is dedicated to Tamar, a divinity based 
on a medieval Georgian queen of that name. This figure is invoked for the health of women 
and children, and for the well-being of the community, but is also imagined as dwelling far 
from human society, on a mountaintop or in the sky (Charachidzé 1968: 690-698). At the 
local level, within each commune of Pshavi, are sacred sites named after Mary, the Mother 
of God (ɣvtismšobeli), or a divinity of outside spaces named “the Mother of the Place” 
(Adgilis-deda). These figures as well are invoked for health, fertility, and aid in childbirth. 
In some areas of the Central Caucasus, where traditional religious practices take place at 
shrine complexes (rather than Orthodox churches or their ruins), peripheral sites named 
after Mary or the Place Mother are paired with central shrines dedicated to St George or 
his local equivalent. For example, in the northeast Georgian province of Pshavi, in the 
communes of Udzilaurta and Kist’aurta, boys are initiated at the principal shrine, whereas 
the initiations of girls and in-marrying women take place at a smaller shrine some distance 
away (Tuite & Buxrashvili 2000).1

The relation and distribution of roles between the female and male divine patrons 
can take different forms, as shown in the following table. With respect to most domains 
of domestic life, the patrons have distinct spheres of activity. The two spheres overlap, 
however, when male actors “intrude” upon the external spaces which are under the 
patronage of the female divinity. Three variations on this theme from Caucasus folklore 
and vernacular religion will be discussed here: (i) the hunter in the high-mountain domain 
of the game patroness; (ii) Giorgi and his oracle companion in the land of Kajaveti; (iii) 
the tale of a young man happening upon a dragon and the woman who is about to be its 
victim, of which of course, the miracle of St George and the princess is the most celebrated 
representative.

relation distribution of functions examples
1. Separate domains gender-linked division of roles and 

functions (e.g. fertility, health, dairy 
production vs. hunting, raiding, 
exploitation of nature)

Tamar and Lashara 
(Pshavi)

2. Competitive, 
 conflictual

patroness of game animals vs. patron of 
hunters

Däl and Jgəräg (Svaneti)

3. Cooperative cooperate (with female patron in 
subordinate role) vis-à-vis human protégés

Samdzimari and Giorgi 
(Xevsureti)

3. St. George and the seductive patroness of game animals. The trajectory 
associated with women, encompassing the extremes of interior and exterior space, reflects 
the fundamental paradox of women in virilocal Caucasian societies, as periodically 
impure (and thus potentially dangerous) outsiders who are nonetheless essential for the 

1 Examples of complexes with paired shrines dedicated to George, or his local variant, and a female 
patron include Rekom (Ossetia), Iaqsari (Pshavi), Xaxmati (Xevsureti), Mæt-tseli (Ingusheti, ac-
cording to Berzhe).

Representations of George and his Female Counterpart 
in Caucasus Vernacular Religion and Folklore
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continuity of the patrilineage. With respect to domestic space – the interior of the interior 
– female supernaturals are invoked for family health, prosperity and dairy production (for 
which women are responsible). The association of female divinities with necessary, but 
potentially harmful, outer spaces – the exterior of the exterior – manifests itself in diverse 
ways. Tamar and Samdzimari, as previously mentioned, are ascribed remote origins, 
celestial or chthonian. Doubtless the most captivating variations on this theme, however, 
are the patronesses of game animals. 

The relation between St. George and the game patrons, whether represented as 
individuals or kingroups, finds particularly elaborate expression in the folklore of the 
Abkhazians and Svans, and – considerably transformed – in the oral literature of the 
Georgian mountaineers of Pshavi and Xevsureti. In Abkhazian traditional religion, the 
counterpart of Airg´ (St. George) was Ažweipšaa, depicted as an old man, deaf and 
blind, with numerous beautiful, golden-haired daughters (Gulia 1928; Salakaia 1991). 
The hunter’s success depends not only on Airg´, but also on Ažweipšaa, since the latter 
and his daughters must grant him an animal from their herds to kill. In the words of an 
Abkhazian folksong, the fortunate hunter is he “to whom Airg´ first gave the stick, to whom 
Ažweipšaa first granted the liver” (Anshba 1982: 33); in other words, the hunter, who is 
under the protection of Airg´, is allowed to kill an animal by Ažweipšaa.1 The female game 
spirits, such as the daughters of Ažweipšaa, are depicted as seductively beautiful. They 
are reputed to have taken legendary hunters as lovers, in return for assuring extraordinary 
success at the hunt.2 

The ambiguous nature – beneficial but dangerous – is particularly evident in 
portrayals of the deity Däl in Svan folklore. Golden-haired and bewitchingly beautiful, 
Däl bestows her affections – as well as hunting success – on the men she favors, but should 
they have sexual contact with a human woman, or slaughter too many animals, she can 
also bring about their ruin or even death (Tuite 2006). Svan folklore commonly represents 
the relation between Jgəräg (St George) and Däl as one of rivalry rather than collaboration 
(Virsaladze 1976: 138-140). The latter imposes strict limits on the number of beasts a 
hunter can kill, and only favors those hunters who respect norms of purity and ritual 
preparation.3 Jgəräg on the other hand is the patron of exploiters of nature, even those 
who pillage its riches without restraint. A popular ballad recounts how the legendary Svan 
hunter Chorla, having slaughtered more than his quota of ibexes, incited the wrath of Däl 
and her sisters – like the daughters of Ažweipšaa, Däl is sometimes represented as one of 

1 Not only do the two deities cooperate in assuring a successful hunt, they are thought to be related 
through marriage according to some accounts: “the girls of the Airg´ clan are the daughters-in-law 
of the Ažweipšaa clan” (Airg´aa r-təpħa, Ažweipšaa r-taca; Inal-Ipa 1965: 517; Anshba 1982: 27).
2 Cf. the Chechen and Ingush forest spirits known as almaz (Dalgat 1893), and the Mingrelian 
t’q’ašmapa (Canava 1990: 60-71). Mingrelian folklore also mentions an aquatic counterpart, 
c’q’arišmapa, “queen of the waters”, similar to Däl in many respects, although she prefers to seduce 
fishermen (Virsaladze 1976: 120-1).
3 Svan men would only go up to the mountains to hunt after abstaining from sexual contact, and 
assuring that no women in their households were having their menstrual periods.

Kevin Tuite
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a group of game patronesses with similar properties. They caused him to slip, and left him 
hanging for dear life from a cliff by one hand and one foot. Jgəräg interceded for Chorla, 
compelling Däl and her sisters to release Chorla (Chikovani 1972: 228; Charachidzé 1986: 
185).1 

4. Xevsureti: the partnership of Giorgi and Samdzimari. The northeast 
Georgian highland province of Xevsureti, like some of its neighboring districts, remained 
largely out of direct control by the Orthodox Church and the feudal lords of the lowlands. 
Nonethless, certain concepts and attributes of Christianity and feudalism were integrated 
into an ancestral belief system similar to those that are believed to have existed in the central 
and western Caucasus. The result of this thoroughgoing restructuration, or reformation 
– which was probably carried out several centuries ago, with ritual specialists playing 
a leading role – is a complex, sophisticated and elegantly structured cosmology quite 
unlike anything else in the Caucasus ethnographic record. Among the key innovations 
of this restructuration are (1) the reconceptualization of the relations between the 
human and divine worlds in accordance with feudal principles of hierarchy, dependance 
and land tenure (Bardavelidze 1960, 1974; Charachidzé 1968; Tuite 2002); and (2) 
professionalization and masculinization of the functions of establishing contact with the 
supernatural realm, through the presentation of offerings and spiritual possession (Tuite 
2004). In other regions, contact with the supernatural was assured by heads of household 
and possessed persons of both sexes. In Xevsureti, the role of sacrificer came to be the 
exclusive privilege of male shrine priests (xucesi), selected from specific lineages in each 
community. The function of divine spokesperson was appropriated by authorized oracles 
known as kadagi (Ochiauri 1954; Charachidzé 1968: 113-133), whereas occurrences of 
possession in women were ascribed to demons (Charachidzé 1968: 167). 

One of the most powerful shrine complexes in Xevsureti is Xaxmat’is-Jvari, 
situated near the pass leading from southern Xevsureti toward the main road to the North 
Caucasus. Associated with the site is a shrine-foundation narrative (andrezi), different and 
more elaborate than those linked to most other sacred sites in Xevsureti.2 The andrezi of 

1 Accounts from the western Caucasus also mention a male-gendered divine figure named Æfsati 
(Ossetic), Afsaty (Karachay-Balkar), or Apsât (Svan). In the former two regions, the guardians of 
wild game animals are said to be his daughters. The name Æfsati and its variants stems from that of 
the Christian saint Eustace (Eustathius), (Arzhantseva & Albegova 1999). Eustace is portrayed as a 
mounted hunter taking aim at a deer, within whose horns the figure of Christ appears. The Eustace 
cult, introduced from Georgia, was very popular in Alania, as attested by church frescoes and the 
remarkable petroglyphs on a “hunter’s stone” near Kiafar, seat of the rulers of western Alania in the 
10th-11th c. (Arzhantseva 2012; see also Thierry 1985, 1991). The distribution of functions between 
the Eustace figure and the female game patrons (father-daughter, or patronage of different types of 
game), appears to be the consequence of the appropriation of a male-gendered figure from elite ico-
nography into a belief system in which female divine patrons already existed (Tuite 2018). 
2 In the typical Xevsurian andrezi, the divine being which is to become the community’s patron de-
ity appears in the form of a luminous bird-like flying object, and selects the spot where the shrine is 
to be built (K’ik’nadze 2011)
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Xaxmat’is-Jvari features Giorgi (St George), who led his divine army on a raid in Kajaveti, 
the alien land of the Kajes, a race of demonic blacksmiths with magical powers.1 Giorgi 
was also accompanied on the raid by his mk’adre Gaxua Megrelauri.2 The mk’adre (“one 
who dares”, i.e. comes in close proximity to a deity) is a legendary oracle with exceptional 
powers, and the prototype of the male shrine oracles (kadagi) who continued to serve as 
authorized spokesmen of their divine patrons until very recently (the last Xevsur kadagi 
died in the 1980s; T. Ochiauri, pers. comm.).

After defeating the Kajes, Giorgi brought back as war booty a herd of cattle, a 
collection of cups and metal-working tools, and three women of Kajaveti: the lovely 
Samdzimari and her companions Mzekali (“Sun-woman”) and Ashekali. Giorgi “baptized” 
them, and granted them residence at Xaxmat’i. Worshipped alongside George at the 
“believer-unbeliever” shrine of Xaxmat’is-Jvari,3 Samdzimari is invoked as the helper 
of women, especially during childbirth, and for the health and productivity of dairy cattle 
(Charachidzé 1968: 559-616). In addition to her tasks as the Xevsurian equivalent of the 
female-gendered divinities known throughout Georgia and adjoining regions under the 
names of Mary, Mother of God, or the Mother of the Place (Adgilis-deda), Samdzimari also 
appears in Xevsurian ballads as the supernatural lover (in a sense) of a series of mk’adre 
companions, who were said to have travelled to distant holy sites for as long as their 
special relationship to Samdzimari lasted (Charachidzé 1968: 141-144, 565-570; Ochiauri 
1954: 105-8; K’ik’nadze 2011: 50; K’ik’nadze & Makhauri 2010: 27-28; Chikovani 1972: 
105-7, 246; Fähnrich 1999: 68, 131, 241, 264; Tuite 2017). The first of these was Gaxua 
Megrelauri himself. Samdzimari, having taken the form of a human woman, cohabited 
with him. For this reason, Gaxua was not allowed to take a human wife (K’ik’nadze 2011 
## 43-44). St. George and the other divine patrons appeared to him in the form of doves, 
and took him along on voyages to holy sites such as Gerget’i, in the district of Xevi to the 
west of Xevsureti, and Targame in Ingushetia (K’ik’nadze 2011: 63-66). 

As was discussed earlier in this paper, divine and human women are associated 
with the extremes of exterior and interior space. They not only circulate between these 
spaces but also bind them together: through her transfer from one kingroup to another 
via marriage, a woman forges a social link between the two groups, opening up new 
possibilities for mobility, hospitality and mutual support. Samdzimari, moving from the 
underworld of the Kajes to partnership with St George, is also attributed a special capacity 
for opening contact between the divine and human worlds (Charachidzé 1968: 570-574). 
Through their relationship with Samdzimari, Gaxua and the other mk’adres were granted 

1 Several variants of this legend are reprinted in K’ik’nadze’s collection of Andrezebi (2011: 41-47).
2 More precisely, George brought Gaxua’s souls along, but not his body, which was left behind and 
began decaying. After their return from Kajaveti, St George restored to the souls to Gaxua’s body, 
which came back to life. The Xevsur texts refer to “souls” in the plural (suln uridebian). On the 
concept of multiple souls in northeast Georgian traditional religion, see Bardavelidze 1949.
3 So called because not only Xevsurs and other Georgian highlanders, but also the nominally Mus-
lim Ingushs and Chechens visited Xaxmat’is-Jvari and presented offerings.
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close access to their shrine patrons, whom they alone could see and converse with. As soon 
as they violated the vow of celibacy that Samdzimari imposed on them, however, both 
Samdzimari and the shrine patron deserted them and disappeared from view. Bach’uat 
Axala, for example, was abandoned by the patron of Sanebis Jvari after he felt attraction 
for a beautiful Chechen woman (Ochiauri 1954: 105-8).

K’ik’nadze (1996: 120) surmised that the motif of Giorgi bringing Samdzimari 
back from Kajaveti was ultimately derived from the narrative of St George rescuing the 
princess. In my view, the two narratives are indeed linked, although the relation between 
them is considerably less direct than he imagined. The andrezi of the campaign in Kajaveti 
would appear to be a transformed variant of the old Iranian myth of combat against a 
resource-hoarding dragon, in which the demonic Kajes as a group take the place of the 
dragon.1 The Kajes possess wealth, in the form of metal artifacts, livestock and women, 
which Giorgi and the deities capture and bring back for the benefit of the community. 
Samdzimari herself is of underworld, demonic origin, but — like the princess — she 
is baptized into the true religion. It remains unclear to what extent the representation of 
Samdzimari was influenced by that of the princess in the Christian miracle narrative, or 
whether it developed independently, from a synthesis of the Iranian dragon myth and the 
Caucasian figure of the female divine patron. Some Samdzimari narratives published by 
K’ik’nadze 2011 (№№ 44, 47) do in fact contain motifs obviously borrowed from some 
version of the princess and dragon miracle (including the dragon). What is clear is that 
Samdzimari came to be represented as a junior partner of St George, albeit a less lethal one 
than her Svan colleague Däl. The once-demonic Samdzimari was installed by Giorgi on 
the territory of one of Xevsureti’s most sacred sites; and she is invoked alongside Giorgi 
by shrine priests throughout Xevsureti (K’ik’nadze et al 1998: 16, 40, 44; Tuite 2011: 
202), even as human women are excluded from most religious functions. Her pacification 
and subordination to George is consistent with the professionalization and masculinization 
of divine functions in Xevsurian vernacular religion, as well as the more general principle, 
mentioned earlier, that the female role is complementary with that of the male figure, but 
also subordinate.

5. Conclusion. Well over a century ago, the Russian scholars Veselovskij (1880) 
and Rystenko (1909) pointed to the Caucasus as the likely site of the emergence of the 
princess-and-dragon story. What I hope to have demonstrated here is that particular 
attributes and motifs associated with the princess figure were drawn neither from the 
Iranian resource-hoarding dragon myth, nor chivalrous romance, nor folktales of the type 
cited at the beginning of this paper, but rather from a source that had hitherto escaped 
notice: the divine patrons of women, external spaces and game animals in the vernacular 
religions of the Caucasus highlands.

1 On the figure of the Kajes in Armenian, Georgian and Ossetic folklore, see Charachidzé 1968: 
533-543; Russell 1987: 451-3; Testen 1989.
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The princess-and-dragon miracle and its vernacular sources

ancient Iranian 
myth, Caucasus 
folklore

hero (dragon-
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dragon 
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blocks access to 
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George dragon (blocks 
water source, eats 
children of city)
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(2) dangerous, 
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In the miracle narrative, the princess is at the outset yet another sacrificial offering 
passively awaiting her fate. But after George subdues the dragon, he asks her to lead it into 
the city, using a leash made from her belt. The princess’s role thus shifts from potential 
victim to co-participant in the victory over the dragon, albeit in a subordinate function 
to George. Her participation mirrors that of Däl vis-à-vis Jgəräg, Ažweipšaa’s daughters 
vis-à-vis Airg´, and Samdzimari vis-à-vis Giorgi: the collaboration of the female patron 
is necessary, but she must submit to the male patron, who insures the success of his 
protégé, the hunter or the oracle. The contribution of the two vernacular sources to the 
hagiographical account is shown in the diagram (above). 

The two-headed arrows indicate two-way influence at the interface between elite 
and vernacular representations of St George and his female counterpart. Besides the 
name of George bestowed upon the male protagonist, elite influence underlies some of 
the traits attributed to the female patron. More precisely, her profile already contained 
some “dragon-like” features, stemming from the ambiguous, potentially harmful nature of 
female supernaturals in Caucasus vernacular religion (Tuite 2004). The aquatic attributes 
of St George’s female counterparts in some central Caucasus traditions, could well have 
resulted from the incorporation of characteristics of either the hagiographic or old-Iranian 
dragon. 1 

1 Caucasus folklore includes several accounts of the St George figure coupling with a supernatu-
ral female from the subaquatic realm, from whom children are born. In Kabardian oral literature, 
Auśǰerǰ (Аущджэрдж < Ossetic Wasgergi), invoked in ballads as “our father”, is said to be the hus-
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But at the end, the female patrons yield to St George and his human protégé, to 
whom they grant animals to kill. If Caucasus vernacular religion contributed an active 
female figure to the story of the St George the dragon-slayer, it received in return a myth 
licensing the subordination of the female patron of game animals to the male patron of 
men exploiting the wealth of the outside world.1
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Appendix. The earliest version of the miracle of St George, the princess and the dragon, from the 
manuscript Jer Geo 2 (11th c.), with translation

Corrections to the Jer Geo 2 text are marked by (corr), and underlining of the letter or word that has been 
altered. Letters omitted in karagma abbreviations are set between brackets ⟨…⟩.

 

Georgian text Jer Geo 2 (11th c.) translation of Jer Geo 2 (KT)
ისმინეთ ძმანო ჩემნო საკჳრველი 

დიდი და დიდებული რ⟨ომე⟩ლი იქმნა 
წ⟨მიდ⟩ისა და დ⟨იდე⟩ბ⟨უ⟩ლისა და 
დიდისა მ⟨ო⟩წ⟨ა⟩მისა გ⟨იორგ⟩ის მ⟨იე⟩რ . 

Hear, my brothers, the great and glorious 
wonder that was done by the holy and 
glorious and great martyr George.

იყო ჟამთა მ⟨ა⟩თ ვ⟨იდრ⟩ეღა 
ბრწყინვიდა ქვ⟨ეყანა⟩სა ზ⟨ედ⟩ა წ⟨მიდ⟩ა 
იგი პ⟨ირვე⟩ლ წამებისა მისისა

It was in those times while the saint shone 
upon the earth, before his martyrdom.

იყო ქ⟨ა⟩ლ⟨ა⟩ქი ერთი რ⟨ომე⟩ლსა 
ეწოდებოდა ლასია.

There was a city which was called Lasia.

და იყო ქ⟨ა⟩ლ⟨ა⟩ქსა მას ში⟨ნ⟩ა მ⟨ე⟩
ფე სახელით სელინოს.

And in that city was a king of the name 
Selinos.

და იყო იგი უკეთურ და კერპთმსახურ 
და უშჯულო და ულმობ⟨ე⟩ლ და უწყალო 
ქ⟨რისტე⟩ს მ⟨ო⟩რწმ⟨უ⟩ნ⟨ე⟩თა მიმ⟨ა⟩რთ.

And he was wicked and an idol-
worshipper and an unbeliever, and merciless 
and pitiless toward the believers in Christ.

და მსგავსად ბოროტთა საქმეთა მისთა 
მიაგო მას ო⟨ჳფალმა⟩ნ

And God requited him in accordance with 
his evil deeds.

რ⟨ამეთუ⟩ მახლობლად ქ⟨ა⟩ლ⟨ა⟩ქისა 
მის იყო ტბაჲ შესაკრებელი წყალთა 
მრავალთაჲ ვ⟨ითარც⟩ა ზღუაჲ. 

For near the city there was a lake filled 
with much water, like a sea.
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Georgian text Jer Geo 2 (11th c.) translation of Jer Geo 2 (KT)
და გამოჩნდა ვეშაპი ბოროტი წყალთა 

მ⟨ა⟩თ შ⟨ინ⟩ა ტბისათა და მარადღე გ⟨ა⟩
ნვიდოდა და მოჰსრვიდა და გ⟨ა⟩ნჰლევდა 
და შეჰჭამდა მ⟨ა⟩თ,

And there appeared an evil dragon in the 
waters of the lake, and each day it went out 
and slaughtered and consumed and ate them.

და მრავალ გზის შეკრიბა მეფემ⟨ა⟩
ნ მჴედრებაჲ მოკლვად ვეშაპისა მის და 
ვერ უძლეს

And many times the king gathered his 
soldiers to kill the dragon, and they were 
unable to,

რ⟨ამეთუ⟩ იყო იგი მძჳნვარე და დიდ. For it was ferocious and big.

მაშინ შეკრბა ყ⟨ოველ⟩ი იგი ქ⟨ა⟩ლ⟨ა⟩
ქი . და ჴმობდეს მეფისა მიმ⟨ა⟩რთ და 
იტყოდეს ვ⟨ითარმე⟩დ:

Then all of the city gathered, and cried out 
to the king, and said:

რაჲ ვყოთ ჵ მეფ⟨ე⟩ო, What can we do, O king,

რ⟨ამეთუ⟩ საყოფელ ქ⟨ა⟩ლ⟨ა⟩ქისა ჩ⟨უე⟩
ნისაჲ კეთ⟨ი⟩ლ⟨ა⟩რს. და ჩ⟨უე⟩ნ ბოროტად 
წარვწყმდებით,

for our city is a fine dwelling-place, and 
we are perishing wretchedly.

და შ⟨ე⟩ნ მეფჱ არა ჰზრუნ⟨ა⟩ვ ამისთჳს 
არცა იღუწი ვ⟨ითარც⟩ა მეფენი ყ⟨ოვლ⟩ისა 
ქ⟨უე⟩ყნისანი.

And you, king, do not care about this, nor 
do you act, as do the kings of all countries.

მაშინ ტკივნეულ იქმნა მეფე იგი. და 
უფროჲს-ღა შეეშინა და ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა მ⟨ა⟩თ:

Then it became painful for the king, and 
he was more frightened, and said to them:

აღწერეთ ერთი ჴელით წერ⟨ი⟩ლი Write a document, 

და მისცენით შვ⟨ი⟩ლნი თქ⟨უე⟩ნნი 
შესაწირავად

and give your children as sacrifices,

და ოდეს დაესრულნენ თქ⟨უე⟩ნ ყ⟨ოვე⟩
ლთ⟨ა⟩ნი

and when all of yours will be used up,

არს ასული ჩემი მხოლოდ შობილი 
მეცა მივსცე იგი შესაწირავად ვ⟨ითარც⟩
ა თქ⟨უე⟩ნ,

there is my only-begotten daughter, and I 
too will give her as a sacrifice, like you,

და არა გ⟨ა⟩ნვცჳვეთ ქ⟨ა⟩ლ⟨ა⟩ქისაგ⟨ა⟩ნ 
ჩ⟨უე⟩ნისა.

and we will not be dispersed from our city.

და სთნდა ყ⟨ოვე⟩ლთა სიტყ⟨უა⟩ჲ 
მისი. და იწყო კაცად კაცადმ⟨ა⟩ნ მიცემაჲ 
შვილთა თჳსთაჲ ვ⟨იდრემ⟩დის მიიწია 
მეფისა.

His words pleased them all, and they 
began to give their children, one after the 
other, until it came to the king.

ხ⟨ოლო⟩ მეფემ⟨ა⟩ნ შეჰმოსა ასულსა 
თჳსსა პორფირი სამეუფოჲ

Then the king dressed his daughter in 
royal purple,

და შეამკო იგი ვ⟨ითარც⟩ა სძალი, and adorned her like a bride,

და იწყო ამბორისყოფად მისა და 
გოდებით და ცრემლით ეტყოდა:

and he began to kiss her, saying with 
lamentation and tears:
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Georgian text Jer Geo 2 (11th c.) translation of Jer Geo 2 (KT)
წარვედ მხოლოდ შობილო და ტკბილო 

ასულო ჩემო შესაჭმელად ვეშაპისა,
Go my only-begotten, sweet daughter, to 

be eaten by the dragon.

ვაჲმე საწადელო შვ⟨ი⟩ლო ჩემო Alas, my dear child,

შ⟨ე⟩ნ იყ⟨ა⟩ვ ნუგეშინის მცემელი და 
მკჳდრ მეფობისა ჩემისა

you were the comfort-giver and inheritor 
of my kingdom, 

და სინათლე თუალთა ჩემთა and the light of my eyes,
და მოსალოდებელ ქორწილისა და 

სიძისა და აჰა ესერა საჭმლად მჴეცისა 
წარივლინები! 

and expecting a wedding and a 
bridegroom, and behold, you will leave to be 
eaten by the beast!

ვაჲმე, ვითარსა-ღა ქორწილსა 
აღვასრულებ 

Alas, what kind of wedding will I make,

ანუ რაბამსა სასძლოსა შეგიმზადებ, or what size of bridal-chamber will I 
prepare for you,

გინა ვითართა ორღანოთა და 
სახიობათა და ლამპართა და მოსმურთა 
და მეინაჴეთა აღგიმზადებ?

or what musical instruments and singing 
and lamps, and drinkers and banquet-guests 
will I prepare for you? 

ვაჲმე საწადელო შვილო ჩემო. 
რ⟨ამეთუ⟩ არღარა სადა ვიხილო პირი 
შ⟨ე⟩ნი. არცა ნაყ⟨ო⟩ფი მუცლისა შ⟨ე⟩
ნისაჲ, 

Alas, my dear child, for I will never again 
see your face, nor the fruit of your womb,

რ⟨ამეთუ⟩ აჰა ესერა გ⟨ა⟩ნმეშორები 
თჳნიერ ზოგადისა სიკუდილისა!

for behold, you will take leave of me, 
without a common (normal, natural) death. 

და მოექცა და ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა ერსა მას: He turned and spoke to the people:

მიიღეთ რავდენი გნებავს ოქროჲ და 
ვეცხლი და მისთანა მეფობ⟨ა⟩ჲცა ჩემი, 
და გ⟨ა⟩ნათავისუფლეთ შვილი ჩ⟨ე⟩მი!

Take gold and silver, as much as you wish, 
and with it my kingdom, and set my child 
free!

და არავინ ისმინა მისი და არცა 
შეუნდო ამისთჳს,

And no one listened to him, nor did they 
forgive him,

რ⟨ამეთუ⟩ მას გ⟨ა⟩ნეწესა გ⟨ა⟩ნჩინებ⟨ა⟩ჲ 
იგი პ⟨ირველ⟩ითგ⟨ა⟩ნ.

because he had first instituted the decree,

და ვ⟨ითარც⟩ა იხ⟨ი⟩ლა 
მიუდრეკელობაჲ ერისაჲ მის, მიუბოძა 
მათ ასული თჳ⟨ი⟩სი.

and as he saw the unyieldingness of the 
people, he gave them his daughter.

მაშინ შეკრბა ყ⟨ოველ⟩ი იგი ქ⟨ა⟩ლ⟨ა⟩ქი 
დიდითგ⟨ა⟩ნ ვ⟨იდრ⟩ე მცირემდე მათდა 
ხილვად ქალისა მის.

Then the entire people of the city 
gathered, from the old to the young, to 
watch the maiden.

ხ⟨ოლო⟩ კ⟨ა⟩ცთმოყუ⟨ა⟩რ⟨ე⟩მ⟨ა⟩ნ და 
მრავალ-მოწყალემ⟨ა⟩ნ ღ⟨მერთმა⟩ნ ინება, 
რ⟨ათ⟩ა აჩუენოს სასწაულები წ⟨მიდ⟩ისა 
მოწამისა გ⟨იორგ⟩ის მ⟨იე⟩რ.

But loving and all-merciful God wished 
to show miracles and signs through the holy 
martyr George,
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Georgian text Jer Geo 2 (11th c.) translation of Jer Geo 2 (KT)

ამისთჳსცა მათ დღეთა შ⟨ინ⟩ა 
განაგო რ⟨ათ⟩ა გ⟨ა⟩ნუტეოს მჴედრობაჲ 
დეოკლეტიანე მეფემ⟨ა⟩ნ.

therefore during those days He made it 
happen, that King Diocletian released him 
from the army. 

ვინაჲცა მოვიდოდა დიდ⟨ე⟩ბ⟨უ⟩ლი 
გ⟨იორგ⟩ი კაბადუკიისა სოფლად და 
თჳსად მამულად.

Thus the holy and glorified George was 
coming toward the land of Cappadocia to his 
homestead,

და მოღუაწებითა ღ⟨მრთისა⟩ჲთა 
მოიწია მას ადგილსა 

and through the action of God, he came to 
that place, 

მას დღესა შ⟨ინ⟩ა. რ⟨ომე⟩ლსა შ⟨ინ⟩ა 
ეგულებოდა ვეშაპსა მას შეჭმაჲ ქალისაჲ 
მის და წარწყმედაჲ.

on that day, when the dragon was to eat 
and destroy the woman.

მიუქცია ტბად რ⟨აჲთ⟩ამცა ასუა წყალი 
ჰუნესა თჳსსა.

And he turned toward the lake, to let his 
horse drink water, 

და პოვა ქალი იგი მჯდომარე კიდესა 
ტბისსა,

and found the maiden seated at the edge of 
the lake,

და მწარედ მტირალი. weeping bitterly.

და ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა მას წ⟨მიდამა⟩ნ: დედაკ⟨ა⟩
ცო რაჲსა სტირ ანუ რად ჰზი ადგილსა 
ამას?

Then the saint said to her: Woman, why 
do you weep, and why are you sitting at this 
place?

მიუგო ქალმ⟨ა⟩ნ მ⟨ა⟩ნ და ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩
ა მ⟨ა⟩ს: გხედავ შ⟨ე⟩ნ ო⟨ჳფალ⟩ო ჩემო 
ჰაეროვანსა და შუენიერსა ჰასაკითა

The maiden answered him and said: I see 
you, my lord, handsome and in the bloom of 
youth,

და ვ⟨ითა⟩რ მოხუედ აქა მოსიკუდიდ? and why did you come here to die?

წარვედ ამიერ Go away from here,
და მოსწრაფედ ივლტოდე! and flee quickly!

ხ⟨ოლო⟩ წ⟨მიდამა⟩ნ ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა მას: 
დედაკ⟨ა⟩ცო რაჲ ხ⟨ა⟩რ შ⟨ე⟩ნ, ანუ რაჲ არს 
ერი ისი რ⟨ომელ⟩ი გხედავს შ⟨ე⟩ნ?

Then the saint said to her: Woman, who 
(lit. what) are you, and who are these people 
looking at you?

ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა მას ქალმ⟨ა⟩ნ მ⟨ა⟩ნ: ო⟨ჳფალ⟩ო 
ჩემო მრავალ არს ჰამბავი ჩემი და გრძელ

The maiden said: My lord, my story has 
many parts and is long, 

და ვერ ძალმიც მითხრობად შ⟨ე⟩ნდა, and I cannot tell it to you,

ა⟨რამე⟩დ მოსწრაფებით ივლტოდე 
რ⟨ათ⟩ა არა ბოროტად მოჰკუდე!

rather, flee quickly, that you not die 
wretchedly!

ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა მას წ⟨მიდამა⟩ნ გიორგი: 
მითხარ ყ⟨ოველ⟩ივე

The saint said to her: Tell me everything,

და შ⟨ე⟩ნ თანა მოვკუდე და არა 
დაგიტეო შ⟨ე⟩ნ!

and I will die with you, and not leave you!
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მაშინ ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა მას ქალმ⟨ა⟩ნ მ⟨ა⟩
ნ ვ⟨ითარმე⟩დ: ო⟨ჳფალ⟩ო ესე არს ქ⟨ა⟩
ლ⟨ა⟩ქი ლასიაჲ, და არს ესე კეთილ 
საცხორებელად კ⟨ა⟩ცთა

Then the maiden said to him: Lord, this is 
the city Lasia, and it is a good living-place 
for men,

და წყალთა ამ⟨ა⟩თ შ⟨ინ⟩ა მკჳდრ არს 
ვეშაპი და შეჰჭამს იგი კ⟨ა⟩ცთა ამის ქ⟨ა⟩
ლ⟨ა⟩ქისათა და მოსრავს ერსა.

and in the waters there dwells a dragon, 
that eats the men of this city and slaughters 
the people.

და მე ვარ ასული მეფისაჲ 
მხოლოდშობილი.

And I am the only-begotten daughter of 
the king,

და ბრძანებაჲ დადვა მამამ⟨ა⟩ნ ჩემმ⟨ა⟩ნ, and my father gave an order,

რ⟨ათ⟩ა მისცემდენ ყ⟨ოველ⟩ნი შ⟨ემ⟩
დგომითი შ⟨ემდგომა⟩დ შვილთა თჳსთა 
დღითი დღედ.

that all give their children, one after the 
other, each day,

და ვ⟨ითარ⟩ცა მოესრულნეს ყ⟨ოველ⟩ნი, and when they all had been finished

მოვიდა ხუედრი მამისა ჩემისაჲ და 
წარმომავლინა მე საჭმლად ვეშაპისა.

there came my father’s turn, and he sent 
me for the dragon to eat. 

და აჰა ესერა გითხარ შ⟨ე⟩ნ And behold I told you all,

წარვედ მშჳდობით! go in peace!

ესმა რაჲ ესე წ⟨მიდას⟩ა ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა მას: 
ამიერითგ⟨ა⟩ნ ნუღარა გეშინის, ნუცა 
სძრწი,

When the saint heard this, he told her: 
From now on, do not be afraid, and do not 
tremble,

ა⟨რამე⟩დ მითხარ მე მამაჲ შ⟨ე⟩ნი და 
მისთანანი ყ⟨ოვე⟩ლნი რ⟨ომე⟩ლსა ღ⟨მერ⟩
თსა ჰმსახურებენ?

but tell me: your father and all those with 
him, what god do they serve?

ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა მას ქალმ⟨ა⟩ნ მ⟨ა⟩ნ: ირაკლის 
. და აპოლონს . და სკამანდროს . და 
დიდსა ღ⟨მერთს⟩ა არტემის.

The maiden told him: Herakles and Apollo 
and Skamandros and the great goddess 
Artemis.

ხ⟨ოლო⟩ წ⟨მიდამა⟩ნ ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა: ნუ 
გეშინინ, ა⟨რამე⟩დ უშიშ და კადნიერ 
იქმენ!

Then the saint said to her: Do not fear, but 
be fearless and bold!

და აღიხილნა თუალნი თჳსნი 
წ⟨მიდამა⟩ნ გ⟨იორგ⟩ი ღ⟨მრთ⟩ისა მიმართ 
და თქუა:

And saint George raised his eyes toward 
God and said:

ღ⟨მერ⟩თო რ⟨ომელ⟩ი ჰზი ქერაბინთა 
ზ⟨ედ⟩ა და ჰხედ⟨ა⟩ვ უფსკრულთა

God, who sits above the cherubim and 
looks down to the abyss,

რ⟨ომელ⟩ი-ეგე ხარ და ჰგიე ჭ⟨ე⟩შ⟨მა⟩
რიტი ღ⟨მერ⟩თი, 

you who are and remain the true God,

შ⟨ე⟩ნ თავადმ⟨ა⟩ნ უწყნი გულის 
ზრახვანი კ⟨ა⟩ცთ⟨ა⟩ნი 

you yourself know the heart-thoughts of 
men,
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ძ⟨ალ⟩ნი აჩუენენ სასწაულნი 
საკჳრველნი მონისა შ⟨ენ⟩ისა მოსეს მიერ, 
აჩუენე ჩემზ⟨ედ⟩აცა წყალობაჲ შ⟨ე⟩ნი,

you showed power and miracles and 
wonders through your servant Moses, show 
your mercy through me also,

და ყავ ჩემთანა სასწაულ კეთილ and make a good miracle with me.

და დამამორჩილე ბოროტი ესე მჴ⟨ე⟩ცი 
ქუეშე ფერჴთა ჩემთა, 

And make this evil beast submit to me 
beneath my feet, 

რ⟨ათ⟩ა ცნან ყ⟨ოვე⟩ლთა, ვ⟨ითარმე⟩დ 
ჩემთანა ხარ!

that all will know that you are with me!

და მოიწია ჴ⟨მა⟩ჲ ზეცით რ⟨ომელ⟩ი 
ეტყ⟨ო⟩და: გ⟨იორგ⟩ი შეისმინა ვედრებაჲ 
(corr) შ⟨ე⟩ნი ყურთა ო⟨ჳფლ⟩ისათა, ყავ 
რაჲცა გნებავს, რ⟨ამეთუ⟩ მე შ⟨ე⟩ნთანა 
ვარ!

And there came a voice from above, 
saying: George, your plea has been heard by 
the ears of the Lord, do what you wish, for I 
am with you!

და მეყსეულად შეირყია ლერწმოვანი 
იგი 

And suddenly the reed-bed shook,

და ჴმა ყო ქალმ⟨ა⟩ნ მ⟨ა⟩ნ: and the maiden cried out:

ვაჲმე ო⟨ჳფალ⟩ო ჩ⟨ე⟩მო ივლტოდე 
ამიერ. აჰა ესერა მოვალს ვეშაპი იგი 
ბოროტი!

Alas, my lord, flee from here, behold, the 
evil dragon comes!

ხ⟨ოლო⟩ წ⟨მიდა⟩ჲ გ⟨იორგ⟩ი მირბიოდა 
შემთხუევად ვეშაპისა მის.

But saint George ran to confront the 
dragon,

და გამოსახა მის ზ⟨ედ⟩ა სახჱ 
ჯ⟨უარისა⟩ჲ და თქ⟨უ⟩ა:

and he made the sign of the cross over it, 
and said:

ო⟨ჳფალ⟩ო, ღმერთო ჩემო, Lord, my God,

გარდააქციე მჴეცი ესე მორჩილებად make this beast obedient to me,

მონისა შ⟨ე⟩ნისა! your servant!

და ვ⟨ითარც⟩ა ესე თქ⟨უ⟩ა, შეწევნითა 
სულისა წ⟨მიდ⟩ისაჲთა და ლოცვითა 
წ⟨მიდი⟩სითა, 

And as he said that, through the aid of the 
Holy Spirit and the prayer of the saint, 

დაეცა ვეშაპი იგი ფერჴთა თანა წ⟨მიდ⟩
ისათა.

the dragon fell at the feet of the saint.

ხ⟨ოლო⟩ წ⟨მიდამა⟩ნ უბრძანა ქალსა მას: 
გ⟨ა⟩ნიჴსენ სარტყელი შ⟨ე⟩ნი

Then the saint commanded the maiden: 
Remove your belt,

და მომართუ აქა! and hand it to me here!
და ყო ეგრე. And she did so.

ხ⟨ოლო⟩ წ⟨მიდამა⟩ნ შეკრა ვეშაპი იგი 
და მისცა ქალსა მას და ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა:

Then the saint tied it to the dragon, and 
gave it to the maiden and said:

წარვედ ქ⟨ა⟩ლ⟨ა⟩ქით კერძო! Go toward the city!

Kevin Tuite
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იხილა რაჲ ერმ⟨ა⟩ნ მ⟨ა⟩ნ სასწაული ესე 
საკჳრველი შეეშინა 

When the people saw the wondrous 
miracle they became afraid,

და ენება (corr) სივლტოლაჲ შიშისათჳს 
ვეშაპისა მის.

and wished to flee for fear of the dragon,

ხ⟨ოლო⟩ წმიდაჲ იგი ეტყოდა მ⟨ა⟩თ: ნუ 
გეშინინ ა⟨რამე⟩დ დეგით და იხილოთ 
მაცხოვარებაჲ ღ⟨მრთისა⟩ჲ 

but the saint said to them: Fear not, rather 
stand and see God’s deliverance.

ჰ⟨რ⟩ქ⟨უ⟩ა მ⟨ა⟩თ: გრწმენინ ო⟨ჳფალ⟩
ი ჩ⟨უე⟩ნი ი⟨ესო⟩ჳ ქ⟨რისტ⟩ე ჭ⟨ე⟩შ⟨მა⟩
რიტი ღ⟨მერთ⟩ი ყ⟨ოვ⟩ლად ძლიერი და 
მოვაკუდინო ვეშაპი ესე, 

He said to them: Believe in my lord Jesus 
Christ the all-powerful true God, and I will 
make the dragon die,

და არა მოიკლნეთ მის მიერ. and you will not be killed by it.
მაშინ ჴმა ყო მეფემან და დიდებულთა 

მისთა და ყ⟨ოვე⟩ლსა ერსათანა და თქ⟨უე⟩
ს: გურწამს ო⟨ჳფალ⟩ო მამისა მიმ⟨ა⟩რთ 
და ძისა და სულისა წ⟨მიდ⟩ისა

Then the king cried out, along with his 
nobles and all the people, saying: Lord, we 
believe in the Father, and the Son and the 
Holy Spirit.

და მეყსეულად წ⟨მიდამა⟩ნ იჴადა 
ჴრმალი თჳსი და მოკლა იგი

And suddenly the saint drew his sword 
and killed it,

და მისცა ქალი იგი მეფესა. and gave the maiden to the king.

მაშინ მოკრბა ყ⟨ოველ⟩ი სიმრავლე 
ერისაჲ და ამბორს უყოფდეს ფერჴთა 
წ⟨მიდ⟩ისათა და ად⟨ი⟩დებდეს ღ⟨მერთს⟩ა:

Then the whole multitude of the people 
gathered and kissed the feet of the saint, and 
praised God.

მაშინ წ⟨მიდამა⟩ნ მოუწოდა 
ალექსანდრე ებისკოპოსსა, და ნათელსცა 
მეფესა და დიდებულთა მისთა და ყ⟨ოვე⟩
ლსა სიმრავლესა ერისასა

Then the saint summoned the bishop 
Alexander, who baptized the king and the 
nobles and all the multitude of the people

ათხუთმეტ დღეს, during fifteen days,

ხ⟨ოლო⟩ ნ⟨ათე⟩ლსცა ორმეოც და 
ხუთსა ათასსა. 

and he baptized forty-five thousand.

და იქმნა სიხარ⟨უ⟩ლი დიდი მას ქ⟨ა⟩
ლ⟨ა⟩ქსა შ⟨ინ⟩ა. 

And there was great rejoicing in the city.

მაშინ მეფემ⟨ა⟩ნ ყ⟨ოვე⟩ლსა 
ერსათანა აღაშენა პატიოსანი ტაძარი 
სადიდებელთა ღ⟨მერ⟩თსა და პატივად 
წ⟨მიდ⟩ისა გ⟨იორგ⟩ისა

Then the king along with all the people 
built a holy temple for the glory of God and 
to honor saint George. 

და ვ⟨ითარც⟩ა განასრულეს ტაძარი 
იგი, მოვიდა წ⟨მიდა⟩ჲ გ⟨იორგ⟩ი და 
აჩუენა სხ⟨უა⟩ჲ საკჳრველებაჲ:

And when they completed the temple, 
saint George came and showed another 
wonder,

რ⟨ათა⟩ შევიდა ტაძარსა მას შ⟨ინ⟩
ა და საკურთხეველსა ეკლესიისასა, და 
აღმოაცენა წყაროჲ კურნებათაჲ 

when he went in the temple and the 
church sanctuary, and brought forth a 
healing spring,
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და არს იგი ვ⟨იდრ⟩ე აქამომდე 
საკურნებელად მორწმუნეთა ქ⟨რისტ⟩ეს 
ღ⟨მრ⟩თისა ჩ⟨უე⟩ნისათა

which to the present is for healing 
believers in Christ our God.

და სხუანი მრავალნი და დიდებ⟨უ⟩
ლნი საკჳრველებანი აღასრულნა 
წ⟨მიდამა⟩ნ მ⟨ო⟩წ⟨ა⟩მემ⟨ა⟩ნ გ⟨იორგ⟩ი 
ღ⟨მრ⟩თისა მ⟨იე⟩რ და მისდა მოცემულთა 
მადლითა მ⟨იე⟩რ ქალაქსა მას შ⟨ინ⟩ა

And the holy martyr George performed 
many other glorious wonders in the city, 
through God and the grace He bestowed, 

სახელით ღ⟨მრთ⟩ისა ჩ⟨უე⟩ნისა ი⟨ესო⟩ჳ 
ქ⟨რისტ⟩ესთა

in the name of our God Jesus Christ.

qevin TuiTi
(kanada)

warmodgenebi wminda giorgisa da misi mdedrobiTi oreulis 

Sesaxeb kavkasiur miTologiasa da folklorSi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: kavkasiuri folklori, miTologia, wminda 
giorgi,  urCxuli,  mefis  asuli.

wminda giorgis, xelmwifis asulisa da urCxulis originaluri 
istoria emyareboda aRmosavleTis qristianuli hagiografiis tradi-
ciebs da rainduli romanis adreul formebs. magram, saswaulis Sesa-
xeb arsebuli  istoriis ZiriTadi elementebi xalxur wyaroebs unda 
mivakuTvnoT. gansakuTrebiT sainteresoa xelmwifis asulis roli. 
Tavdapirvelad,  is  kidev  erTi  msxverplia,   romelic   pasiurad   elo-
deba Tavis xvedrs; Tumca, mas Semdeg, rac wm. giorgim urCxuli da-
imorCila, igi sTxovs xelmwifis asuls, urCxuls  Tavisi sartyelis-
gan  gakeTebuli sayeluri  gamoabas da  ase waiyvanos qalaqSi. amri-
gad, xelmwifis asulis, rogorc  potenciuri msxverplis roli, ic-
vleba  urCxulze gamarjvebis saqmeSi Tanamonawilis roliT,  Tumca 
wmindanze daqvemdebarebulis funqciiT. gogonas, rogorc wmindanis 
„umcrosi partnioris~ motivs,  precedentebi eZebneba kavkasiis ze-
pirsityvierebaSi, rac naCvenebia  mocemul statiaSi.

Kevin Tuite
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Teimuraz doiaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

vardi

nawvimar silaSi

lirikuli siuJetis gamWoli Tema galaktion tabiZis simbolis-
tur SedevrSi `silaJvarde anu vardi silaSi~ Tumc leqsis pirvelsave 
strofSi Riadaa dasaxelebuli (`Cemi cxovrebis gza~), magram Sinaar-
sobrivad gaidumalebulia metaforizebuli Sedarebebis mwkriviT, 
romelTa Sorisaa saxe-enigma `nawvimar silaSi vardi~: 

dedao RvTisav, mzeo mariam!

rogorc nawvimar silaSi vardi,

Cemi cxovrebis gza sizmaria

da Soreuli cis silaJvarde.

teqstis boloSi pirveli strofi ucvlelad meordeba – iqmneba 
wriuli kompoziciis CarCo, romlis sivrceSic TamaSdeba lirikuli 
personaJis sulieri cxovrebis drama, dramis realuri Tu warmosaxu-
li scenebi. amdenad, ganmeorebadi, refrenuli strofi jer eqspozi-
ciaa – lirikuli personaJis TviTwardgena wminda qalwulis winaSe, 
xolo finalSi – sawyis viTarebasTan dabrunebis macne konfliqturi 
peripetiebis Semdeg.

* * *
enigmuri saxe `silaSi vardi~ mkvlevarTagan dRemde orgvarad 

aris aRqmuli. tropi, udideswilad, danaxulia realobis konteqstSi, 
rogorc `mtvrian gzaze dacemuli yvavili, romelsac brbos mier fe-
xiT gaTelva moelis~ (burWulaZe 1985: 144). 

arsebobs meore, gansxvavebuli xedvac – `silaSi vardis amos-
vla~, realurobisaTvis uCveulo da logikurad gaumarTlebeli 
movlena, magram savsebiT bunebrivi da damajerebeli mxatvruli pi-
robiTobis doneze (javeliZe 1982: 121).

pirveli Tvalsazrisis mravalricxovan momxreebs sabuTad mo-
aqvT galaktionis gviandeli, sabWoTa periodis gamouqveynebeli leq-
si `silaSi vardi~, romelsac, – rogorc Cans, saTauris gamo, – enig-
muri saxis axsnad, tropis avtoriseul komentarad miiCneven.

literaturis Teoriis problemebi / 
Problems of Literary Theory



30

dasaxelebul leqsSi namdvilad aris naxsenebi yvavili, romelic 
`mSobel buCqs TavisTavad moswyda da mtvrian gzaze daeca~, magram es 
simboluri yvavili, rogorc ityvian, sul sxva dramidanaa. galaktioni 
aq alegoriulad gadmoscems bunebis nebieri yvavilis (poetis) ambavs, 
romelic sabediswerod ascda Semoqmedebis wminda gzas da cxovrebis 
mtversa da WuWySi aRmoCnda. poeti morCilad elis zecis wyromas Tu 
brbosagan gaTelvas, rogorc sazRaurs maRal mowodebasTan Tundac 
uneblie dacilebis gamo.

es is mtkivneuli Temaa, romelic realurad awvalebda axal dro-
Si `massebis poetad~ saxecvlil galaktions da romelsac araferi aqvs 
saerTo `silaJvardesTan~. enigmis konkretizaciis es gavrcelebuli 
cda, garda imisa, rom damajerebeli araa, mcire garkveulobasac ki 
ver hmatebs Sedarebis idumal Sinaarss; ufro piriqiT, radgan msgav-
sebis migneba mtvrian gzaze dacemul yvavilsa da `Soreuli cis silaJ-
vardes~ Soris, praqtikulad, SeuZlebelia.

aqve unda aRiniSnos erTi araordinaruli garemoeba. enigmis ga-
redan Semotanili SinaarsiT gaazrebis gamo gamokvlevebSi, nebsiT Tu 
uneblieT, SedarebaTa rigi isea interpretirebuli, TiTqos Sedare-
bis sagani – `cxovrebis gza~ poetis mier sinonimuri xatebiT ki ar 
iyos ganmartebuli, aramed – dapirispirebuli, kontrastuli saxeebiT. 
magaliTad, erTi mkvlevarTagani wers: `silaJvarde da vardi silaSi 
kontrastuli SinaarsiT datvirTuli mxatvruli saxeebia da ara sino-
nimuri wyvilis Semadgeneli komponentebi~ (devdariani 2010: 80-81).

aseTi Sefasebis safuZvelze ganmazogadebeli daskvnac keTdeba: 
`aq erTmaneTis pirispir dgas ori mkveTrad gansxvavebuli sinamdvile: 
silaJvarde – ocnebiT, poeturi fantaziiT warmosaxuli samyaro da 
nawvimar silaSi vardi – yofierebis biwiT Semusvrili suli. es silaSi 
moqceuli is vardia, romelic usaxuri brbos gasaTeladaa ganwiruli~ 
(devdariani 2010:  81).

vnaxoT konkretulad, ras ambobs leqsSi galaktioni da ras 
miawers mas mkvlevari.

– [ise] rogorc nawvimar silaSi vardi, Cemi cxovrebis gza aris 
sizmari da Soreuli cis silaJvarde, – gvauwyebs simbolisti poeti.

– poetis cxovrebis gza [aris] rogorc nawvimar silaSi vardi, [ise] 
sizmari da Soreuli cis silaJvarde, – gvimtkicebs interpretaciis 
avtori (devdariani 2010:  81).

gansxvaveba am or pozicias Soris mniSvnelovania da arsebiTic: 
galaktioni Sesadarebeli saxeebis Sinagan, idumal msgavsebaze migva-
niSnebs, mkvlevari ki maT Soris ararsebul kontrasts aRmoaCens, 
TiTqos silaJvarde da silaSi vardi urTierTdapirispirebuli po-
lusebi iyos.
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zemoT ukve iTqva, rom arsebobs enigmuri saxis sxvagvari xedvac – 
silaSi amosuli vardi. saxe gaazrebulia, rogorc SemoqmedebiTi nebiT 
Seqmnili pirobiToba, romelic realurobis samzeridan alogikuria – 
silaSi vardi ar amodis. SeuTavsebel sityva-cnebaTa (sila, vardi) oq-
simoronuli erToba, am Tvalsazrisis mixedviT, lirikuli personaJis 
Sinagan winaaRmdegobaze, sulier gaorebaze mianiSnebs, xolo kvlavac 
opoziciur wyvilad aRqmuli silaSi vardi – silaJvarde yofierebis 
kontrastulobas gamoxatavs (javeliZe 1982: 120, 122). 

enigmuri saxis orgvari recefciis miuxedavad, Zneli SesamCnevi 
araa, rom Sedarebis azrobrivi interpretaciisas orive xedvisaTvis 
amosavalia romantizmis fundamenturi paradigma sinamdvilisa da 
idealis (ocnebis) dapirispirebulobis Sesaxeb. gansxvaveba mxolod 
imaSia, rom yofierebis kontrastulobis ideas erTi realur-Sina-
arsobriv planSive poulobs, xolo meore – gamosaxvis planSi, saxis 
oqsimoronul formaSi.

yuradRebiT davakvirdeT leqsis pirvel strofs, romelsac gan-
sakuTrebuli mniSvneloba aqvs rogorc sakuTriv enigmuri saxis, ise 
rTuli Sedarebisa da mTliani teqstis gagebisaTvis.

RvTismSoblisadmi mimarTvis Semdeg, riTac strofi iwyeba, li-
rikuli personaJi miniSnebis xerxiT gadmogvcems im Sinagan mdgo-
mareobas, romelSic igi imyofeba aRsarebis Jams. simboloTa meSveobiT 
is axasiaTebs Tavisi idumali cxovrebis gzas da amzadebs fons im 
sulieri dramisaTvis, rasac eZRvneba leqsi. strofis ganwyobileba, 
marTalia, sevdiani da minorulia, magram aq jer ar aris gamJRavne-
buli daeWveba arCeuli gzis WeSmaritebaSi. mTxrobeli, rogorc 
Cans, karga xania, gasulia miwieri realobidan da mxolod sizmrebSi 
binadrobs. 

enigma `nawvimar silaSi vardi~, romelic `cxovrebis gzis~ erT-
erTi msazRvrelia, Sedarebis struqturis elementia. Sedarebis mxat-
vruli logikiT igi Sinaarsobrivad gaTanabrebul simboloTa mwkri-
vis wevria. amis gamo `nawvimar silaSi vardi~ msgavsia/aris sizmari da 
silaJvarde.

simboloTa sinonimuroba leqsSi xazgasmulia ara marto saxeob-
riv, aramed leqsikur da evfoniur doneebzec.

saxeTa leqsikur gaigivebaze metyvelebs saTaurSi gatanil mTa-
var simboloebs Soris dasmuli maigivebeli kavSiri `anu~ (`silaJvar-
de anu vardi silaSi~), agreTve, sityvaTa sagangebo gadasma (ara silaSi 
vardi, aramed vardi silaSi) evfoniuri Tanxmierebis dayruebisa da 
leqsikuri Sinaarsis win wamowevis mizniT.

dabolos, evfoniis doneze igiveobis Ria manifestaciaa e. w. sa-
ukunis riTma: silaSi vardi – silaJvarde. gavixsenoT isic, rom sim-
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bolistebisaTvis sityvaTa bgeriTi siaxlove maTi Sinagani, ezoteri-
kuli kavSiris gamovlenad iTvleboda.

amrigad, leqsis saTaurisa da pirveli strofis realur-obieq-
turi monacemebiT, teqstSi gvaqvs ara kontrastuli, dapirispirebuli 
simboloebi, aramed msgavs/ igiveobriv/ sinonimur saxeTa rigi. aqedan 
gamomdinare, enigmuri saxis idumali Sinaarsi amosacnobi da gasaazre-
belia ara klasikuri romantikuli antiTezis – sinamdvilisa da ide-
alis (ocnebis) dapirispirebis konteqstSi, aramed iseT konceptualur 
sivrceSi, sadac simboloTa msgavseba-igiveobas damajerebeli axsna da 
gamarTleba moeZebneba.

* * *
`silaJarde anu vardi silaSi~, tradiciulad, evangelistur 

miTTan mimarTebiT ganixileba xolme (nakudaSvili 1995 da sxv.), rac 
TiTqos safuZvels moklebuli araa: lirikuli monologi, romelsac 
gulwrfeli TviTgamoxatvis – aRsarebis/locvis forma aqvs, RvTis-
mSobels miemarTeba. amasTanave, teqstSi mravladaa naxsenebi qris-
tianobasTan asocirebuli sagnebi da cnebebi: xatebi, salocavi kare-
bi, sioni, olarebi, sulis sikvdili, samoTxe, jojoxeTi, ziareba...

`silaJvarde~, rogorc vTqviT, simbolisturi leqsia, amitom 
mas ori plani aqvs – realuri da irealuri. sagnebi da cnebebi, aseve 
mTliani situaciac, romlebic dakavSirebulia qristianul sarwmu-
noebasTan da proecirebulia evangelistur miTze, teqstis realur 
plans qmnis. es realuri elementebi simbolisti poetisaTvis mxolod 
pirveladi  masalaa.  mTavaria  maTi  gardaqmna,  gardasaxva,  ris  Sedega-
dac ibadeba meore – faruli, zerealuri plani. empiriul sagnebs, maT 
Soris qristianobasTan dakavSirebul sagnebs da cnebebs, leqsSi uC-
ndeba sxva, axali, `WeSmariti Sinaarsi~, romlis amocnoba im SemTxve-
vaSi moxerxdeba, Tu mivagnebT simbolizaciis wyaros – poetis mier 
gamoyenebul konceptualur sistemas. aseTi sistema ver iqneba evange-
listuri miTi, romelic realur plans ganmartavs da, rac aranakleb 
arsebiTia, winaaRmdegobaSi modis konkretul lirikul narativTan, 
teqstis monacemebTan.

`silaJvardeSi~ Tavidanve yuradRebas ipyrobs locvis/aRsarebis 
uCveulo, travestiuli saxecvlileba. qarTulma poeziam RvTismSob-
lisadmi aRvlenili araerTi locva da aRsareba icis, gamsWvaluli 
sasoebiTa da siyvaruliT. aseTi leqsebi galaktionsac aqvs, magram 
`silaJvarde~ ver Tavsdeba tradiciis CarCoSi, radgan is arc wminda-
nis ganmadidebeli sagalobelia da arc Sendobis Txovna Semcodisagan. 
`locva karia codvilisaTvis sinanulisa~ (akaki), galaktionis liri-
kul aRsarebaSi ki sinanulis nacvlad dominanturia mxilebis paTosi, 
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romelic sakuTari sulis mCxrekel aRmsarebels ki ar warmoaCens, ar-
amed RvTismSoblis madlSi daeWvebul msxverplsa da bralmdebels 
erTdroulad. mxilebis simZafriT `silaJvardes~ mxolod nikoloz 
baraTaSvilis `sulo boroto~ Tu Seedreba, oRond im arsebiTi gansx-
vavebiT, rom baraTaSvili borot demons amxels, galaktioni ki... yo-
velTa meox wminda qalwuls.

Zalian moulodnelia da uCveulo RvTismSoblis mkveTrad nega-
tiuri warmoCenac. braldebani wminda qalwulisadmi leqsSi erT sab-
raldebo aqtad aris Sekruli (IV-VI strofebi) da ironiuli elferic 
axlavs. Turme yovladmowyale RvTismSobels, romelic, leqsis mixed-
viT, mizezia ymawvili mgosnis tragediisa, SeuZlia datkbes (`Sexede, 
dastkbi~!) misi tanjuli bediT, metic – mavedrebeli sulis sikvdilis 
WvretiT: `suli vedrebiT ganaocebi/ Sens ferxTqveS kvdeba rogorc 
pepela~.

leqsis daskvniT nawilSi SesamCnevia agreTve pirdapiri gadax-
vevebic qristianuli konfesiis dogmebidan. 

`silaJvardisTvis~ Zalian mniSvnelovania mxsnelis molodinis 
motivi, romelic galaktionTan qals, wminda qalwuls, RvTismSobels 
ukavSirdeba (`Sens molodinSi asea yvela?~). aq poeti aSkarad Sorde-
ba evangelistur narativs, romlis Tanaxmad mesia anu mxsneli aris 
qriste, xsnis misia macxovars ekisreba.

teqstis finalisaken mZafrad ismis samagieros moTxovna: `sad 
aris CemTvis samagiero? / sabedniero sad aris suli?~ lirikuli per-
sonaJi samagieros gardacvalebamde, sicocxleSive moiTxovs, maSin 
roca qristianoba aRTqmul maradiul arsebobas, rogorc jildos 
zneobrivi cxovrebisaTvis, morwmunes mxolod sikvdilis Semdeg hpir-
deba sulis ukvdavebis formiT.

faqtebi, romlebzec mivuTiTeT, gvkarnaxobs, rom dasadgenia 
is konceptualuri sistema, romelic galaktionisaTvis sinamdvilis 
gardasaxvis, simbolizaciis wyaro iyo, Cven ki teqstis dekodirebis 
gasaRebs mogvcems. amis gareSe poeturi teqstis adekvaturi wakiTxva 
ver moxerxdeba.

* * *
`silaJvardeSi~ ori gzaa dasaxelebuli: `Cemi cxovrebis gza~ da 

`bediT dawyevlili gza~. pirveli lirikuli subieqtis mier arCeuli 
individualuri gzaa, meore – aryofnis, sikvdilis, `ganadgurebis sev-
diani gza~, rogorc adamianTa gardauvali xvedri.

`gzis~ metafora arsebobas gaiazrebs, rogorc droSi ganfenil 
process, xolo adamiani am gzaze Semdgari mgzavria. rogorc mxat-
vruli koncepti, `gza~ msoflmxedvelobriv pozicias gamoxatavs, 
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ramdenadac umniSvnelovanes problemas – sicocxlis/cxovrebis 
sazrisis Ziebas ukavSirdeba da, amasTanave, gadajaWvulia sikvdilis 
TemasTan.

asea es `silaJvardeSic~, romlis subieqti cdilobs sikvdilis, 
rogorc bedisweris, damarcxebas, droiT dasazRvrulobis daZlevas 
da maradisobisaken gaWras. aqedan gamomdinare, savaraudoa, rom leq-
sSi moniSnulia personaJis araordinaruli sulieri Ziebani, xolo 
simboluri semantikis sayrdenia `xsnis~ romeliRac koncefcia anu 
`gza~, rogorc msoflmxedveloba da cxovrebis wesi, romlis mimarT 
krizisis fazaSi myof lirikul gmirs skefsisi gasCenia.

mgosnis `cxovrebis gza~ galaktionis leqsSi, rogorc ukve viciT, 
sizmarTan  da  silaJvardesTan  aris  gaigivebuli.  sizmari   realobis-
gan mowyvetis, araqauri arsebobis simboloa, xolo silaJvarde – `ze-
naarT samyofi~, saiTkenac miiswrafvis cierebis mosurne, miwieri 
xvedris uarmyofeli arseba. gasarkvevi isaa, ra esizmreba, ra Sinaarsi 
aqvs mgosnis sizmrebs, vin an ra eguleba Soreuli cis silaJvardeSi.

galaktioni erT leqsSi ambobs: `me vxedav sizmrebs ara Tqvene-
burs~. marTlac, Jamidan Jamamde, rodesac poeti sizmris fardas ga-
daswevs, aRmovaCenT, rom igi Wvrets `Sor, ucxo qveyanas~, sadac ar 
arsebobs warmavalobis SiSi, `sadac edemi yvavis da sadac / veRarc Caw-
vdeba bneli samare~. es uWknobi mSvenierebis is maradiuli saufloa, 
romelsac amaod, magram sasoebiT daeZebs warmavalobis sevdiT dam-
Zimebuli suli.

poetis sizmrebSi `Sor, ucxo qveyanas~ mudmivad enacvleba saTno 
da lmobierad mzirali qalwulis landi, Rameul zmanebaTa monawile, 
an mRelvare molodinis sagani. qalwuli galaktionis lirikaSi Sori, 
idealuri qveynis personificirebuli saxea, visac moelian da grZno-
ben da visac zogjer konkretuli saxelic aqvs, magaliTad, beatriCe, 
laura, meri, `mze mariami~...

galaktionis lirikuli personaJis cxovreba sizmaria, radgan 
sizmareulia sakuTari arsebobis aRqma (`da me var ise – rogorc siz-
mari~), sizmaria zeciuri qalwulis movlinebani (`vina xar, vina, Cemo 
sizmaro~) da, bolos, sizmars hgavs qalwulisa da mgosnis tragikuli 
daSorebac (`is CamomSorda, rogorc sizmari/ auxdeneli da momxiblavi~).

lirikuli subieqtis sizmrebis wiaRSi, iq, saiTac misi `cxovre-
bis gza~ miemarTeba, rogorc vxedavT, ori personaJi ikveTeba – Tavad 
meocnebe mgosani (`me~) da zeciuri qalwuli (`Sen~), romelTa Soris 
`ucnauri trfobis~ peripetiebis aRweras aTian wlebSi galaktionis 
araerTi leqsi mieZRvna. es is ZiriTadi lirikuli narativia, romelic 
sxvadasxva variaciiT meordeba.
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`silaJvardeSi~ lirikuli `me~ uSualod warmogvidgeba, rogorc 
RvTismSoblis moaje ymawvili mgosani, xolo tropizebuli formiT 
– viTarca `gedi daWrili ocnebis baRiT~. maTi igiveoba leqsSi eWvs 
ar iwvevs (`aha, movedi gedi daWrili...~). galaktioni aq uTuod anti-
kurobidan momdinare poetur tradicias agrZelebs, romlis Tanaxmad 
gedi poetis simboloa. am simbolos igi sxva leqsebSic xSirad mimar-
Tavs (`da mec movkvde simRerebSi tbis sevdian gedaT~; `epoqis gedi 
ocnebas mReris gabediTebiT~...) da mas araviTari kavSiri ara aqvs arc 
XIII saukunis minezingeris – Kkonrad vurcburgelis romanTan `gedis 
raindi~ da arc aleqsandr blokis dramasTan `vardi da jvari~, ris 
damtkicebac surT (burWulaZe 1980: 106-115).

tropi `gedi daWrili ocnebis baRiT~ Zalian xSirad, TiTqmis 
ugamonaklisod, arasworad aris gagebuli, rogorc ocnebiT daWrili 
gedi (`ocneba imdenad Seusabamo da ganuxorcielebeli aRmoCnda, rom 
gangmira poetis guli~). poeti gvesaubreba ara ocnebiT daWril, ara-
med – ocnebis baRidan mosul daWril gedze. `ocnebis baRi~ xom is 
sizmareuli myudro savanea, sadac Tavs afarebs poeti-gedi, ganTi-
adisas ki bediT dasazRvrul sivrces – sinamdviles ubrundeba?!

logikurad ibadeba kiTxva: maS, ram miayena geds Wriloba?
sanam am kiTxvas vupasuxebT, saWiroa gairkves, ras gulisxmobs 

lirikuli `me~-s aRmniSvneli meore tropizebuli saxe – `RamenaTevi 
da namTvralevi~. igi leqsSi oTxgzis meordeba da, rogorc lirikuli 
siuJetis gamWol refrens, gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba eniWeba mgos-
nis cxovrebis idumali gzis Sesacnobad.

* * *
refrenuli tropi `RamenaTevi da namTvralevi~ mkvlevarTagan 

bevrgvarad aris interpretirebuli. zogi mas sulac pirdapiri mniS-
vnelobiT aRiqvams, rogorc personaJis bohemur cxovrebaze miniS-
nebas, sinonims codvisa, romelic RvTismSoblis winaSe monaniebis 
sagania. am dros, rogorc Cans, daviwyebulia, rom simbolo empiri-
uls zerealobis niSnad aqcevs, rom simbolisturi leqsi ki ar asaxavs, 
aramed gardasaxavs sinamdviles.

refrenuli tropis gaazrebisas, upirveles yovlisa, yuradRebas 
iqcevs sityvaTa gramatikuli forma. orive sityva – RamenaTevic da 
namTvralevic – winaviTarebis aRmniSvneli TavsarT-bolosarTiT 
(na-ev) aris nawarmoebi. es imis mauwyebelia, rom im moments, saidanac 
iwyeba lirikuli subieqtis e.w. aRsareba-amboxi, win uswrebda Ramis-
Tevani da simTvrale/Troba.

vinc galaktion tabiZis simbolistur saxismetyvelebaSi garkve-
ulia, refrenul sityvebSi umal amoicnobs im ganmeorebad simbolo-
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ebs, romelTa garemoSic aRmocendeba lirikuli personaJis sizma-
reuli xilvebi: qalwulis molodini SuaRamidan ganTiadamde, masTan 
warmosaxuli Sexvedra-ganSorebani da siyvaruliT Troba... 

Tavis droze axalgazrda galaktions `Ramis mgosani~ uwodes. 
Tavadac ambobs: `me movitane qveynad RameTa idumaleba~. am idumal 
RameTa mogoneba sicocxlis bolomde gahyva poets: `da mxolod Rame, 
Rame inaxavs, / rac ganmicdia da rac minaxavs~.

ra gancdebsa da xilvebze, ra idumalebaze mianiSnebs galaktioni, 
rac mxolod Ramis kuTvnilebaa da rasac Rame inaxavs?

Rame/SuaRame is jadosnuri droa, rodesac poeti grZneul du-
milSi cidan wynar Zaxils ismens, roca `Ramis usivrco sakurTxe-
velTan~ TamaSdeba qalwulTan Seyris misteria. es aris Jami zeciuri 
gamocxadebisa, romelmac `gamouTqmeli da mware aliT~ daswva misi 
suli, erTdroulad ganacdevina aramiwieri netarebac da ganSorebis 
usasoo naRvelic. `Ramis sicxadeSi~ ganxorcielda saswauli – Sexeba 
`ar-aqaurTan~, arsebobis gardasaxva samoTxed: `SenTvis samoTxed 
gadaiSleba Rame uvnebo da uriJraJo~. 

ase moixazeba galaktionis lirikaSi qalwulisadmi Wabuki mgos-
nis `ucnauri trfobis~ siuJeti. es is xilvaa, is ganmeorebadi sizma-
ria, `silaJvardis~ dasawyisSive rom aris naxsenebi (`Cemi cxovrebis gza 
sizmaria~). 

Ramis Tevas galaktionis leqsebSi, rogorc wesi, Tan axlavs ̀ Tro-
ba~, is, rac arapirdapir Cans `silaJvardis~ refrenul tropSic.

sityvebi mTvrali/Troba, sazogadod, iSviaTi araa galaktionis 
leqsebSi. poeti mTvralia ara marto RviniT, aramed surneliT, poezi-
iT, ocnebiT, cecxliT, TovliT da a.S. magram arsebobs Trobis Tvise-
brivad gansxvavebuli, umaRlesi saxeobac – Troba `ucnauri trfobiT~!

aq ukve droulia iTqvas, rom RamisTeva da Troba, rogorc 
simboloebi, mTlianad Ramis ritualic, ar aris empiriuli situaciis 
ubralo asaxva, Rvinis smiTa Tu sasurvel qalTan siaxloviT aRZ-
ruli Trobis epizodi – es mistikuri ritualia, Troba zeqveyniuri 
siyvaruliT, is, rasac aleqsandr bloki `sulis bohemas~ uwodebda.1 

Troba rom mistikuri siyvaruliT eqstazia, roca sasrulobis 
SegrZneba qreba, da ara Troba `RviniT an qaliT~, cxadad Cans galak-
tionis araerTi leqsidan. rasakvirvelia, poetisaTvis RviniT swraf-
warmavali simTvralec kargad nacnobia (`xandaxan RviniT savse fial-
iT/ mokle xniT gaTrobs ocnebaT zoli~) da ocnebiT xanmokle gaTiSvac 
(`tkbili ocneba dagwvavT, dagaTrobT... isic cota xniT~), magram misi 
mudmivi mogonebis sagania `netar wuTebiT mTvrali siymawvile~ – Jami 
zeqveyniuri trfobiT simTvralisa, `sxvisTvis uxilav-faruli~ zere-
alobis Wvretisa.

1 `mistika sulis bohemaa~ (Блок 1965: 71). 
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ai, RamisTevisa da qalwulTan Sexvedris erTi scena:

darCi, RvTaebav! suls Ronemixdils

surs aRmadgenel ocnebad swamde,

darCi! msurs Cemi usazRvro vnebiT

viqancebode ganTiadamde.

(`axal ciskarTan~)

am striqonebs garkveulwilad erotikuli Seferiloba axlavs, 
magram obieqtisadmi mimarTvis forma (`darCi, RvTaebav!~), misi `aRmad-
genel ocnebad~ dasaxva, an Tundac gamoTqma `usazRvro vneba~ gamor-
icxavs satrfos saxis sworxazovan, mxolod empiriul-grZnobad in-
terpretacias da sxva, farul Sresac gadaSlis.

lirikuli gmiris Rameuli kontaqtebi qalwulTan Tavdaviwyebis 
is netari wuTebia, rodesac satrfos naz CurCulsa da alersSi miwi-
eri ganzomileba qreba – qalwuli ukve `sxva mxareebs~ ganasaxierebs, 
idealuri samyaros xatia. amitomac Cndeba `Trobis~ metafora `sxva 
mxareebTan~ mimarTebiTac:

sxva mxareebi uxsovar xnidan

mawvalebs, maTrobs da mefereba.

(`dgeba Semodgoma~)

am  striqonebSi  `sxva  mxareebzea~  uSualod   gadatanili  is   gan-
cdebi Tu moqmedeba (wvaleba, Troba, mofereba), rac, Cveulebriv, 
qalwuls ukavSirdeba da rac ufro metad gvarwmunebs, rom liri-
kuli subieqtis ltolvis sagani miwieri qali ki araa, aramed per-
sonificirebuli mistikuri arseba – igive `sxva qveyana~.

vfiqrob, yuradRebis Rirsia erTi saintereso faqtic. sityva 
`namTvralevi~ galaktionis poeziaSi, garda `silaJvardisa~, mxolod 
erTxel aris gamoyenebuli leqsSi `cisferi~ (1923):

Zegli cisferi da namTvralevi

aimarTeba mSobliur mTebze!

am leqsSi, sadac poeti Tavs jvarze gakrul qristes adarebs, 
Tavis saxels arqmevs saukunes (`da iSviaTad Tu mobrwyindeba / sxva 
saukune galaktionis~) da sakuTari grandiozuli Zeglis aRmarTva-
zec saubrobs, warmoudgenelia, rom `namTvralevi~, ubralod, memT-
vraleobis, bohemuri cxovrebis aRmniSvneli saxe iyos, Tanac iseTi 
sakulto simbolos gverdiT, rogoricaa `cisferi~ (`Zegli cisferi da 
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namTvralevi~). am konteqstSi `namTvralevic~, cxadia, srulfasovani, 
Rrma azrobrivi Sinaarsis simboloa: Tu `cisferi~ galaktionis suli-
er miswrafebas da poeziis arss gadmoscems, `namTvralevi~ erT sityva-
Si kristalizebuli e.w. forgeSixtea, romelic, rogorc warsulis 
did saidumlos, ise inaxavs mistikuri Trobisa da eqstazis xsovnas. 

* * *
erT adrindel leqsSi (`

***
ar minda sityva~) Tavis lirikul gmirs 

galaktioni ase axasiaTebs:

me suli ar maqvs amqveyniuri,

Senze ocnebiT daiwva igi,

ganSorda sofels da Tu kvlav scocxlobs,

scocxlobs ise, viT trfobis tarigi.

am striqonebSi `silaJvardis~ ymawvili mgosnis daxasiaTebacaa, 
Tu, rasakvirvelia, `RamenaTevisa~ da `namTvralevis~ simbolur Si-
naarss gaviTvaliswinebT: isic xom miwierebas ganridebuli `trfobis 
tarigia~, romelic `sabedniero sulis~ molodiniT, zeciur qalwulze 
– `sxva qveyanaze~ ocnebiT cocxlobs...

galaktionis sizmareuli trfobis obieqti – qalwuli, romelic 
`sxva qveynis~ simboloa, saxeobrivadac da sazrisiTac STagonebulia 
miTiT sofias/ msoflio sulis/ maradqaluris Sesaxeb, romelic rusi 
moazrovnis, mistikosisa da poetis – vladimir soloviovis (1853-1900) 
saxels ukavSirdeba da mTavar miTopoetur interteqstad iqca umcro-
si Taobis (a. beli, a. bloki...) simbolistebisaTvis.1 Cemi azriT, swored 
vl. soloviovis yovliserTobis filosofia da miTopoeturi narativi 
sofiaze aris is konceptualuri sistema, romlis farglebSic xdeba 
`silaJvardis~ realuri planis, misi sagnobriv-situaciuri garemos 
simbolizacia. 

filosofiaSic da poeziaSic vl. soloviovi piradi gamocdile-
bis safuZvelze2 amtkicebda RvTaebrivi sibrZnis (transcendenturi 
inteleqtis) – sofias realur arsebobas, masTan mistikuri kontaqtis 

1 f. stepuni, avtori fundamenturi gamokvlevisa rusuli simbolizmis mis-
tikuri da mxatvruli Ziebebis Sesaxeb, wers: `literaturuli simbolizmis 
poezia da poetika absoluturad SeuZlebeli iqneboda misi (vl. soloviovis 
– T. d.) xelovnebis filosofiis, upirveles yovlisa, sofiaze moZRvrebisa da 
siyvarulis filosofis gareSe~ (Степун 2012: 111).
2 vl. soloviovs mcire poemaSi `sami paemani~ poeturad aqvs aRwerili sami 
mistikuri kontaqti maradqalurTan, romelic sxvadasxva dros umSvenieresi 
qalwulis saxiT samgzis gamoecxada (Соловьев 1974: 125-132). soloviovis es 
xilvebi a. bloks mistikuris arsebobis `utyuar mowmobad~ miaCnda (Блок 1971: 
350).
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SesaZleblobas da Tanamimdevrulad nergavda maradqaluris, rogorc 
mxsnelis, gamocxadebis rwmenas axlo momavalSi. kacobriobis isto-
riaSi es dasabams miscemda axal eras – dualizmis daZlevas, materi-
alur da sulier sawyisTa SeerTebas – sinTezs, rogorc warmavalobis 
damarcxebisa da maradisobis damkvidrebis mauwyebels.

cxovrebis wesi, romelic miniSnebulia `silaJvardeSi~ da ufro 
Riad da misawvdomad Cans galaktionis sxva leqsebSi, – igulisxme-
ba: realobisgan gandgoma, `ocnebis baRSi~ gadasaxleba da ltolva 
silaJvardisaken; asketuri cxovreba qalwulis molodinSi da mas-
Tan mistikuri kontaqtiT gardaqmnis – xsnis rwmena, – gviCvenebs, 
rom ymawvili mgosnis mier arCeuli gza is umaRlesi gzaa, romelsac 
soloviovi RmerTkacebrivs uwodebda. es, faqtobrivad, zeadamianis, 
RmerTadamianis individualuri arCevania, romelic efuZneba rCe-
uli pirovnebis unars, diadi miznis misaRwevad amaRldes Tavis 
Tavze, gadalaxos sakuTari SezRuduloba, gamudmebiT eltvodes 
srulyofilebas.

vladimir soloviovis mixedviT, adamianisaTvis, romelic xatad 
RmrTisad aris Seqmnili, cxovrebis erTaderTi mizania Taviseburi 
Teozisi – Tavdapirvel, RvTaebriv yovliserTobaSi dabruneba – su-
lier-sxeulebrivi erTianobis aRdgena, rac miiRweva wminda sofiasad-
mi zeqveyniuri trfobiT. es mistikuri urTierTsiyvaruli adamianisa 
da zeciurisa warmavals sulierebiT aRavsebs, warmoqmnis ganuyofel 
kavSirs – ukvdav sulier sxeuls.

RmerTkacebrivi procesi, rogorc filosofosi da poeti gan-
martavs, TavisiT ar aResruleba. igi mxolod RvTaebrivi madlisa da 
adamianis sulier-fizikuri aqtivobis – `RmerTkacebrivi gmirobis~ 
erTobliobiT miiRweva (Соловьев 1990: 619). amitomac saubrobs galak-
tioni leqsSi `saidumlo~ mware Tavganwirvasa da wminda, moelvare su-
lis amowvaze...

aq arc adgilia da arc saWiroeba vl. soloviovis rTuli fi-
losofiur-poeturi koncefciis, kosmiuri miTis miseuli, axali ver-
siis  vrclad  gadmocemisa.  vityvi  mxolod imas, rom samyaros   triadu-
li ganviTarebis samsafexuriani siuJetis personaJebi arian qaosi, 
kosmosi da msoflio suli/maradqaluri, xolo arseboba qaosis da kos-
mosis brZolaa msoflio sulisaTvis. maradqaluri an danawevrebuli, 
qaoturi samyaros – materiis tyveobaSi aRmoCndeba, an misi RvTaebrivi 
siyvaruli ganmsWvalavs da SeaerTebs yovelive arsebuls, Seqmnis 
ganuyofel, harmoniul, uxrwnel yovliserTobas, RmerTkacobriobas.

`silaJvarde anu vardi silaSi~ soloviovis miTopoeturi si-
uJetis Zalze dramatul monakveTs gadagviSlis – qalwulis gamocxa-
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debis mRelvare molodins da daeWvebas, imedgacruebas aRTqmis Se-
usruleblobis gamo, rac msoflmxedvelobrivi krizisis mizezi xdeba.

sizmareuli xilvebi da zecisaken, silaJvardisken mzera, uxila-
vis Zieba da molodini galaktionis lirikuli gmiris mudmivi sulieri 
mdgomareobaa. Tavisi `lodinis simRerebs~ igi ucvleli erTgulebiT 
uZRvnis qalwuls, romelsac yvelgan daeZebs, `rom uTxras sulis qen-
jna-wvaleba~. molodinis grZnoba mtanjvelia (`velodebi naxul saxes 
/ da lodinSi vkvdebi, vkvdebi!~). es molodini awvalebs `silaJvardis~ 
ymawvil mgosansac da gasagebi xdeba, ratom aqvs mas `wamebuli saxe~ da 
`daRlili xelebi~.1

* * *
radgan `silaJvardis~ miTopoeturi wyaro dadgenilia, Zნeli 

aRaraa calkeuli saxeebis adekvaturi gaSifvra, oRond mudmivad 
unda gvaxsovdes, rom isini ubralo metaforuli simboloebi ki ara, 
miTologizebuli simboloebia, miTologemebia, romlebic poetur 
teqsts miTopoetur narativTan akavSireben. 

mistikuri Trobidan gamofxizlebis Semdeg lirikuli persona-
JisTvis iwyeba cxovrebis axali etapi – skepsisis Casaxva mistikosis 
sulSi, rac sizmrebidan sinamdvileSi dabrunebas aiZulebs. amitom 
gedi, igive mgosani ocnebis baRiT ki ar aris daWrili, aramed sinam-
dviliT, sinamdvilesTan SejaxebiT. realobaSi dabruneba iluzoruli 
bednierebis – `ocnebis baRis~ gaqrobas da, Sesabamisad, Rrma sulier 
Wrilobas iwvevs.2

sofiologiuri miTis konteqstSi sicxades iZens leqsis azrob-
rivi SinaarsisaTvis umniSvnelovanesi samagieros motivic, romlis 
miRma molodinis konceptualuri sazrisi ikiTxeba:

1 sityva `daRlili~ leqsSi kidev erTxel gvxvdeba SedarebaSi: `RamenaTevi da 
namTvralevi / daRlil qaliviT mival xatebTan~. `daRlil qals~ mkvlevrebi 
ukavSireben galaktionis monaTxrobs imaze, Tu rogor naxa man ganTiadis 
Jams eklesiaSi monanie meZavi. amis Sesabamisad, saxes realuri STabeWdilebis 
anareklad Tvlian. 
Cemi azriT, galaktionis monaTxrobi im gviandel mistifikaciaTa rigs 
ganekuTvneba, rodesac poetma Tavisi simbolisturi leqsebis e.w realisturi 
interpretaciebi daiwyo (amasTan dakavSirebiT ix.: doiaSvili 2012: 110). 
ymawvili kacis Sedareba qalTan `silaJvardeSi~ ara marto moulodnelia, 
aramed bundovani da aramotivirebulic. samagierod, msgavsi Tematikis cnobil 
leqsSi `meri~ figurireben `lodiniT daRaluli qalebi~. irkveva, rom qalTa 
daRlilobis mizezia lodini, lodiniT daRliloba – motivi, romelic mgosans 
da qalebs saerTo aqvT.
2 aRsaniSnavia, rom leqsis erTaderT avtografSi saubaria bedisgan (anu 
sinamdvilisgan) dakodil frTebis caxcaxze, xolo pirvel publikaciaSi, 
ubralod, – daWril frTebze (tabiZe 2016: 217, 216).
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sad aris CemTvis samagiero?

sabedniero sad aris suli?

viT samoTxidan aligieri,

me jojoxeTiT var dafaruli!

damowmebuli strofi pasuxs iZleva imaze, Tu vis an ras moeloda 
ymawvili mgosani, rogorc Tavisi RmerTkacebrivi gzis, martviluri 
cxovrebis samagieros.

tanjuli arsebobis sazRauri, leqsis mixedviT, „sabedniero su-
lis“ mosvlaa, xolo ra saxis bednierebas eloda mgosani, amaze dantes 
bedTan sakuTari xvedris Sepirispireba mianiSnebs.

jojoxeTSi myof dantes mxsnelad RvTaebrivi satrfos – be-
atriCes aCrdili gamoecxada, romelmac igi zeciur naTelSi aamaRla, 
amitom dante samoTxidan aris dafaruli. beatriCesTan kontaqti, misi 
siaxlove TavisTavad sulieri ganaxlebis, „axali cxovrebis“ dawyebis 
niSania.

dantesTan paraleli da gansxvaveba bedSi mowmobs, rom ymawvili 
mgosanic Tavis beatriCes – netarebis, madlis momniWebels eloda, 
romelsac miwieri jojoxeTi misTvis samoTxed unda gadaeqcia, magram 
es, saubedurod, ar moxda, ar axda molodini, rom maradqaluri miwaze 
daeSveboda da materialur arsebobas zeciuri cxovrebis Sesabami-
sad gardaqmnida. amis Sedegad ymawvili mgosani kvlavac warmavali si-
namdvilis jojoxeTur, saZulvel garemos daubrunda. 

jojoxeTi (`inferno~) dantesTan usasoebis, ubedobis, uimedo-
bis sivrcea, amitom striqoni: `me jojoxeTiT var dafaruli~ niS-
navs absolutur imedgacruebas – empiriul realobaSi CarCenas: 
RmerTkacebrivi Tavganwirva bedisweris/sikvdilis dasaZlevad amao 
msxverpli aRmoCnda.

beatriCe, romelic `silaJvardeSi~ uSualod ar aris dasaxele-
buli da mxolod igulisxmeba (`sabedniero suli~), sofiologiur 
poeziaSi, rogorc bednierebis momtani, maradqaluris erT-erTi yve-
laze gavrcelebuli simboloa. am simbolos mravalSriani Sinaarsi sak-
maod srulad Cans galaktionis erT CanawerSi, sadac vkiTxulobT:

`...Sors, dausrulebel silaJvardeSi mosCans saTayvanebeli 
landi beatriCesi, mudmivad sasurveli da mudam miuRweveli ideali, 
ciuri, RvTaebrivi silamaze, haerovani, usxeulo landi Soreuli qa-
lis, Seqmnili sinaTlisa, alis da surnelebisagan, Rrubeli, ocneba, 
angelosTa qveynis anarekli~ (tabiZe 2008b: 148).

es TiTqmis amomwuravi daxasiaTebaa qalwulisa – zeciuri 
satrfosi, romelic simbolistur poeziaSi sxva araerTi saxeliTac 
moixsenieba.
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amrigad, `silaJvardis~ meore, simbolur-mistikur planSi Sefa-
rulia ukvdavebis maZiebeli ymawvili mgosnis kosmiuri drama. mgosan-
ma iwama xsnis RmerTkacebrivi gzis arseboba, miwier sicocxleSive 
maradisobasTan ziarebis SesaZlebloba zeqveyniuri siyvarulis Za-
liT; magram aRTqma da molodini, rom maradqaluri ukve moabijebs 
dedamiwaze, რომ iwyeba axali era da qalwulis mSveniereba yovelives 
gaaerTianebs (soloviovi: `Знайте же: вечная женственность ныне / В теле 
нетленном на землю идет… / Всё совместит красота неземная~)1, ar gamarTlda. 
amis gamo mgosnis gulSi mware imedgacrueba, skepsisi gaCnda, radgan 
sizmrebidan da Trobidan gamofxizlebuli ukvdavebis maZiebeli isev 
materialuri samyaros sabediswero dasazRvrulobis – sikvdilis 
pirispir aRmoCnda (gavixsenoT: `me gza ar vici uaxloesi: / erTaderTi 
gza aris sikvdili~). 

* * *
araerTi wiaRsvlisa da miTopoeturi interteqstis dadgenis 

Semdeg isev mivubrundeT pirvel strofs, trops `Cemi cxovrebis gza 
sizmaria / da Soreuli cis silaJvarde~. ras niSnavs sofiologiuri 
miTis konteqstSi, upirvelesad, `Cemi cxovrebis gza sizmaria~?

cxovrebis sizmareulobis gancda galaktionis romantikul-sim-
bolisturi lirikis erT-erTi gamokveTili Temaa (`qveynad yoveli dRe 
sizmaria / da sinamdvilec mihyveba sizmars~). konceptualurad `Cemi 
cxovrebis gza sizmaria~ TiTqmis igiveobrivia kalderonis cnobili 
metaforisa `cxovreba sizmaria~ da, amave dros, realobisadmi srul 
gaucxoebazec mianiSnebs (`me vdgevar, rogorc tyve ucxoeTSi, / ro-
gorc sizmarSi ucxo sizmari~).

`sizmarSi dgoma~ cnobierebaSi arsebobaa, rac realobisgan Tavi-
suflebis iluzias qmnis da ganicdeba, rogorc `WeSmariti cxovreba~. 
sizmari sarkmelia `sxva samyaroSi~ (vl. soloviovi), xolo ras uW-
vretda konkretulad galaktioni am sarkmlidan, Cven ukve viciT. po-
etis sizmrebi mistikuri xilvebia, uxilav-farulis sacnauryofaa. 

leqsSi `me moval~ lirikul subieqts `dedofalT grovidan~ 
(goeTes `dedaTa mxaris~ analogi) moesmis `Zaxili ucnobi, msubuqi, 
cismari~. es qalwulis,  maradqaluris Zaxilia, misi pasuxi adre das-
mul kiTxvaze: `vina xar, vina, Cemo sizmaro?~ da, amasTanave, dapirebac:

me moval da mraval yvavilebs movitan,

me moval, me moval, me moval – sizmari!

1 „uwyodeT, maradqaluri uxrwneli sxeuliT ukve moabijebs dedamiwaze... 
yvelafers SeiTavsebs aramiwieri mSveniereba“ (leqsidan `Das Ewig-Weibliche~ – 
„maradqaluri“).
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qalwuli sakuTar Tavs sizmars uwodebs, rac gvimxels im sa-
idumlos, rom maradqaluri da sizmari poetisTvis sinonimebia, rom 
tropi `Cemi cxovrebis gza sizmaria~ niSnavs: Cemi cxovrebis gza aris 
maradqaluri – gza mimavali maradqalurisaken. 

lirikuli personaJis `cxovrebis gza~ aris ara marto sizmari, 
aramed silaJvardec. `laJvardidan~ warmoebuli es abstraqtuli sa-
xeli romantikul-simbolisturi tradiciiT siwmindes, umankoebas, 
miuwvdomlobas aRniSnavs da idealuri, ciuri arsebobis simboloa.

sayuradReboa, rom leqsSi saubaria ara ubralod `laJvard 
caze~, aramed `cis silaJvardeze~. galaktioni aq simbolisturi 
poetikisaTvis damaxasiaTebel xerxs mimarTavs – sagnis Tvisebis 
substantivacias da abstrahirebas axdens da amiT, ase vTqvaT, onto-
logiur Zalmosilebas aniWebs `silaJvardes~, romelic, ubralod, 
sagnis fers ki aRar gadmoscems, aramed – cierebis arss, cierebis 
ideas. silaJvarde galaktionTan materialuris (`sila~) sapirispi-
ro polusia, romelsac mieltvis suli. amitomacaa, rom ukvdavebis 
maZiebeli adamians `unda rom suli ar miisilos~, ocnebobs, rom igi, 
suli, `silaJvardeSi miibrolos da miiminos~.

saTqmeli isRa gvrCeba, rom simbolistur poeziaSi, romelic 
sofiologiur miTs mimarTavs, `silaJvarde~ maradqaluris gavrce-
lebuli simboloa, qalwulis saarsebo garemo da atmosfero, misi 
yofiereba; rogorc vl. soloviovi ityoda, `Лазурь кругом, лазурь в душе 
моей~1 (Лосский  2007: 117). 

isic SemCneulia, rom sizmaric, rogorc idealTan miaxloeba, 
rogorc lurji ocneba, galaktionTan TviTonac lurj Seferilobas 
iRebs.

amrigad, aRmoCnda, rom orive simbolo – sizmaric da silaJvar-
dec erTi miTopoeturi sistemis elementebia; igiveobrivi semantiki-
sa da Seferilobis simboloebi erToblivad migvaniSneben lirikuli 
personaJis cxovrebis gansakuTrebul – RmerTkacebriv gzaze.

Sedarebis mxatvrul struqturaSi, romelic igiveoba-msgav-
sebis principiT aris agebuli, `cxovrebis gza~ Sedarebulia agreTve 
`nawvimar silaSi vardTan~. da radgan es `cxovrebis gza~ sizmaricaa da 
silaJvardec, martivi logikiT, enigmuri saxis axsnac, analogiurad, 
sofiologiuri miTis sivrceSia saZiebeli. 

adreve iTqva, rom Sedarebis komponentTa igiveoba Tu msgav-
seba leqsSi sam doneze – saxeobriv, leqsikur da evfoniur doneebze 
dasturdeba, amitom tropis elementTa Soris kontrastulobis `aR-
moCena~ poetis nebas upirispirdeba. ai, erTi damatebiTi sabuTic amis 

1 `silaJvardea irgvliv, silaJvardea Cems sulSi~.
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sailustraciod. leqsSi `vardebi~, kerZod, mis erT variantSi, aris 
aseTi striqonebi:

Sen mSvenieri iyavi ise, rogorc Rimili mwuxris bageze,

rogorc nawvimar silaSi vardi – mainc siwminde da sifaqize.

enigmuri saxe aq poetis mier ganmartebulia, rogorc `siwminde 
da sifaqize~, amitom `silaSi vardi~ ar SeiZleba gaazrebul iqnes, 
rogorc mtverSi, – zogi versiiT, talaxSi, – dacemuli, WuWyiT Sela-
xuli yvavili. galaktionis mier aqcentirebuli niSnebiT (siwminde, 
sifaqize), rogorc mosalodnelic iyo, enigmuri saxe aSkarad kon-
ceptualuri sinonimia `sizmrisa~ da `silaJvardisa~, magram amas ufro 
detaluri argumentireba sWirdeba.

SeniSnaven, rom saanalizo tropSi SedarebiT nacnobi (`cxovre-
bis gza~) galaktionis mier ucnobi enigmiT aris axsnili. erTi Sexed-
viT, es TiTqos asecaa, magram unda gaviTvaliswinoT, rom `silaJvar-
de anu vardi silaSi~, rogorc simbolisturi leqsi, gansakuTrebul 
– Tanamoazre, gandobil mkiTxvelze iyo orientirebuli, visTvisac 
ucxo ar unda yofiliyo poetis msoflmxedvelobriv-poetur war-
modgenaTa sistema. aqedan gamomdinare, am elitarul mkiTxvels ar 
unda gasWirveboda enigmuri simbolos amocnoba, romelic vizualuri 
xatis sicxadiT warmoaCenda vladimir soloviovis sofiologiuri 
moZRvrebis arss.

daviwyoT tropis konkretuli analiziT. oqsimoronuli saxe `si-
laSi vardi~ Sedgeba ori komponentisagan, romelTagan `sila~ dana-
wevrebuli, uZravi, unayofo, SeuRwevadi, `bneli da boroti~ materiis, 
usiyvarulobis simboloa. rac Seexeba `vards~, igi mSvenierebisa da, 
maSasadame, WeSmaritebis da sikeTis saxea, cierebis gamovlena xrwnad 
miwaze. isini, vinc dapirispirebulTa erTobas marT oden sinamdvilis 
poziciidan gaiazreben, oqsimoronul formaSi mxolod romantikul 
antiTezas, sinamdvilisa da idealis SeuTavseblobas xedaven. magram 
oqsimoronul simbolos aqvs araempiriuli, idumali Sinaarsic: igi 
poeturi xatia im gasulierebuli materiisa, romlis Sesaxebac werda 
da winaswarmetyvelebda vladimir soloviovi. 

cnobil naSromSi `mSveniereba bunebaSi~ vl. soloviovi msje-
lobs mcenareTa klasze, yvavilebze da wers: `mcenare aris pirveli da 
namdvili cocxali xorcSesxma ciuri sawyisisa miwaze, miwieri stiqiis 
pirveli namdvili gardasaxva~ (Соловьев 1990: 374). misi xatovani TqmiT, 
mcenare, yvavili uxmod gardaqmnili, zecisken mdumared daZruli mi-
waa, romelic Tavis arss xiluli mSvenierebiT gamoxatavs da es xilu-
li mSveniereba mcenarisaTvis arsebobis miRweuli mizania. 
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Tu am zogad azrs Cveni enigmis mimarT davakonkretebT, maSin 
`silaSi vardi~ aris pirvelsaxe, simbolo dapirispirebul sawyisTa 
sinTezisa, maTi gardaqmnisa ganuyofel, organul erTobad srulyo-
fili mSvenierebis formaSi. amasTanave, es tevadi simbolo Tavis 
TavSi atarebs samyaros, bunebis ganviTarebis sazrissac – moZraobas 
mSvenierebisaken da ukvdavebis maZiebeli adamianis ltolvasac RmerT-
kacebrivi srulyofisaken.

dapirispirebulTa sinTezis idea vl. soloviovis yovliserTo-
bis filosofiis mTavari idea iyo, romlis ganxorcielebas igi 
maradqalurs, samyarosa da adamianebisadmi misi zeqveyniuri siyva-
rulis Zalas ukavSirebda. kontaqti qalwulTan niSnavda samyaros 
mistikuri arsis Secnobas, misi globaluri gardaqmnis, gadarCenis 
idumal procesSi pirovnul monawileobas, rasac sxvadasxva aspeqtiT 
da met-naklebi sisruliT gadmoscemda sofiologiuri orientaciis 
simbolisturi poezia.

qalwulisagan momdinare madli, rogorc sinTezis zegardmo 
mizezi, `silaJvardeSi~ saxeobrivad gadmocemulia epiTetiT `nawvi-
mari~. wvima unayofo silas mSvenierebis SaravandiT mosavs – aRmo-
acenebs vards, rogorc axali, uxrwneli materiis pirvelsaxes.

`silaSi vardi~, Sedarebis farglebsa da sofiologiuri miTis 
konteqstSi, Tavisi idumali semantikiT msgavsia `silaJvardisa~, ami-
tom Cndeba varaudi, rom silaSi amosuli vardi, SesaZloa, laJvardis-
feri, cisferi vardia anu novalisis yvavilia. 

galaktionis leqsebSi naxsenebia rogorc cisferi yvavili, ise 
misi sinonimuri novalisis yvavilic. orive silaJvardiT nasazrdoebi 
`trfobis wminda yvavilia~, sxva realobis aRmniSvneli yvavilebi.1

novalisis sakulto romanis – `hainrix fon ofterdingenis~ 
dasawyisSi aris CvenTvis saintereso aseTi pasaJi: `ase mgonia, dRemde 
sizmari iyo Cemi cxovreba, an TiTqos sadRac sxva qveyanaSi gadaxve-
wils amdevnebia es zmanebebi. me rom vcxovrobdi im samyaroSi aba, vis 
hqonda yvavilebis dardi!~ (novalisi 1989: 39)

es sityvebi `silaJvardesTan~ mimarTebiT, albaT, komentars ar 
saWiroebs. novalisis gmiri am `sxva qveyanaSi~ cisferi yvavilis Zebnas 
iwyebs, xolo galaktionis personaJi ucxo da Soreuli napiridan yva-
vilebs elis, romelTa motanas `idumal ZaxiliT~ dahpirda qalwuli.

vardis ciur warmomavlobaze metyvelebs poetis gviandeli leq-
si `samSoblo~, romlis avtografSi aseTi retrospeqtuli xilvaa:

1 yvavilis cierebis ideasTan kavSiris sailustraciod sakmarisia gavixsenoT, 
rom vardi RvTismSoblis sayovelTaod cnobili simboloa, xolo soloviovis 
mixedviT, `maradiul megobars~ – qalwuls oqrovan laJvardSi xelT araqauri 
qveynebis yvavili upyria (Соловьев 1974: 126).
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mivende Cems beds mwoli gulaRma,

Cems zeviT isev igi laJvardi,

da mSvenierma ciurma baRma

kvlav saocari gaSala vardi.

`saocari vardi~, laJvardisa da ciuri baRis binadari, igive 
`cisferi vardia~, romlis Sesaxeb galaktioni erTgan ambobs: `mwyu-
roda cisferi vardebi~ (`es iyo TxuTmeti wlis winaT~).

cisferi vardi/novalisis yvavili sofiologiur poeziaSic fi-
gurirebs da sakuTriv vl. soloviovTanac. igi RvTaebrivi sofias, 
msoflio sulis, maradqaluris poeturi xatia da uxrwnel yofierebas 
ganasaxierebs.

ai, blokis gardacvalebisadmi miZRvnili striqonebi galakti-
onis leqsidan `aRar aris menestreli~:

iyo irgvliv zianeba

da yornebis Cxavili,

Tovlma silas mianeba 

novalisis yvavili.

aq metaforizebul saxeSi, mesame-meoTxe taepebSi, CvenTvis sain-
tereso orive elementia – silac da yvavilic, oRond am SemTxvevaSi, 
`silaJvardis~ sapirispirod, materiis gasulierebis, sinTezis aqti ki 
ar xorcieldeba, tragikuli viTarebis Sesabamisad, sinTezis nayofs – 
novalisis yvavils `zianeba~ da `sila~ – qaosi da materia imorCilebs.

amrigad, `nawvimar silaSi vardi~, rogorc mSvenierebaSi Seqmni-
li axali, uxrwneli yofierebis simbolo, emblematuri xatis gamom-
saxvelobiT sacnauryofs vladimir soloviovis sinTezis koncefcias, 
materiad da sulad gaTiSuli dualisturi samyaros swrafvas gaer-
Tianebisaken maradqaluris/siyvarulis ZaliT.

maradqaluri aris xidi (`pontifex~) miwasa da cas Soris (Пайман 
2002: 221-222), xolo sofiologiuri miTis avtors, sruliad damsaxu-
rebulad, `genialur gamaerTianebels~, `xidebis Seudarebel arqiteq-
tors~ uwodeben (Степун 2012: 46).

* * *
is, Tu ramdenad axlosaa galaktionis `nawvimar silaSi vardi~ 

vl. soloviovis sinTezis koncefciasTan, Cans da igrZnoba filoso-
fosis cnobili striqonebidan:

Свет из тьмы. Над черной глыбой
Вознестися не могли бы
Лики роз твоих,
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Если б в сумрачное лоно
Не впивался погруженный
Темный корень их.

(Соловьев 1974: 92)

is, visac aq poeti mimarTavs, maradqaluria, zeciuri satrfo, 
xolo strofis azri isaa, rom wyvdiadidan sinaTle ver daibadeboda, 
Sav lodebze ver aRimarTeboda RvTaebrivi vardis saxebani, qalwu-
lis madliT vardis bneli fesvebi rom ar ewafebodnen miwis (materiis) 
wiaRs. aq swored RvTaebrivis da materialuris is kontaqtia, romlis 
Sedegadac bneli qaosidan amoizrdeba mSvenierebis uxrwneli sxeuli, 
rogorc sinTezis Sedegi anu – vardi nawvimar silaSi.

vladimir soloviovis cnobil naSromSi `platonis cxovrebis 
drama~ (1898), romelmac uzarmazari roli Seasrula axalgazrda aleq-
sandr blokis SemoqmedebiTi mrwamsis formirebaSi, aris erTi pasa-
Ji, sadac filosofosi, garda wyvdiadis sinaTled da miwis vardebad 
gardasaxvisa, poeturi xatovanebiT saubrobs platonis Rvawlze, ro-
melmac, – yuradReba miaqcieT! – erotikuli silidan (Эротический ил), 
misi sulis CaTrevas rom cdilobda, amozarda brwyinvale da sufTa 
yvavili Tavisi erotikuli Teoriisa (цветок эротической теории), anu 
moZRvreba maRal, sufTa, idealur siyvarulze – platonur siyvarul-
ze (Соловьев 1990: 610).

erotikis, sxeulis, bneli materiis wiaRidan amosuli mSveniere-
ba – silidan amozrdili yvavili (vl. soloviovi) – `nawvimar silaSi 
vardi~ (galaktioni)!

am ori simboluri xatis saxeobriv-konceptualuri kavSiri, 
vfiqrob, ukve saeWvo aRaraa, cxadia da aSkara.

vladimir soloviovis sinTezis koncefcia galaktionis mier 
simbolistur periodSi aRqmuli iyo, rogorc mistikosis profetul 
xilvebze dafuZnebuli WeSmariteba, rogorc romantizmis dualis-
turi paradigmis daZlevis gza. filosofosis optimisturi esqato-
logia, romelic samyaros arcTu Soreul momavals Seexeboda, did 
molodinsa da imedebs aRZravda. am mistikur-utopiur Teorias, cxa-
dia, axdena ar ewera, es ki mTeli Taobis imedgacruebisa da skepti-
cizmis mizezi gaxda. ymawvili mgosnis arCeuli RmerTkacebrivi gza 
iseTive sizmareuli, miuwvdomeli da efemeruli aRmoCnda, rogorc 
warmosaxvaSi  konstruirebuli,  irealuri  xati – vardi nawvimar  silaSi.
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* * *
olia okujavasadmi gagzavnil werilSi, romelic ori-sami wliT 

uswrebs `silaJvardis~ Seqmnas, galaktioni Tavis sulier mdgomare-
obas ase gadmoscems: `mSvenieri cxovreba me ocnebaSi ganvicade... 
ocnebisa da sizmrebis dro wavida~ (tabiZe 2008g: 17). aq daaxloebiT 
igive azri da gancdaa gamJRavnebuli, rac poeturad, faqizi liri-
kuli aqcentebiT aris gamoxatuli `silaJvardeSi~. miuxedavad amisa, 
gaZneldeba mtkiceba, rom leqsi maincdamainc avtoris realur, kon-
kretul-pirovnul grZnobebs exmaureba.

`silaJvardeSi~, rogorc simbolistur leqsSi, Cven winaSea ara 
individi, persona, aramed miTologizebul garemoSi moqceuli deper-
sonalizebuli lirikuli gmiri moTologizebuli grZnobebiT. igi 
konstruirebulia sofiologiuri miTis Sesabamisad da yoveli sagani, 
cneba, saxe Tu situaciac am miTis SuamavlobiT avlens Tavis dafarul 
mniSvnelobas.  ase  mJRavndeba,  rom  ganTiadi,  romlis  mosvlaSi  liri-
kul personaJs eWvi Sehparvia (`da Tu rogorme isev gaTenda~), oden 
Ramis dRiT Secvla ki araa, aramed mzesTan – maradqalurTan (`var-
disfer megobarTan~) Sexvedris molodini (`ramdeni Rame gamiTevia, / 
mzis amosvlisTvis rom Semexeda~). aseve, sionSi Sesvla, RvTismSoblis 
winaSe wardgoma da sxivi taZarSi – metaistoriul dro-sivrcul 
lokusSi gadanacvlebaa da zeciuri naTelis – maradqaluris gamo-
cxadeba (`SemoiWreba sionSi sxivi~)... am gziT xdeba mTlianobaSi qris-
tianuli saxismetyvelebiTi masalis simbolizacia sofiologiuri 
narativis konteqstSi, ris Sedegadac leqsis siuJeti, ubralod, vinme 
mgosnis `ambavs~ ki ar gviambobs, SemoTavazebuli lirikuli samyaros 
arss gadagviSlis.

aq sagangebod unda SevCerdeT RvTismSoblis saxeze, romelic 
simbolistur poeziaSi qristianizebuli simboloa maradqalurisa. mi-
wieri siyvarulis idealizacia RvTismSoblisadmi asketuri trfobis 
formiT, misdami rainduli msaxurebis idea, rac gavrcelebuli iyo 
USua saukuneebis poeziaSi, simbolistTa Soris popularobiT sargeb-
lobda. wminda qalwulis simbolos galaktionma pirvelad 1912 wels 
mimarTa leqsSi `Ave Maria~ da RvTismSoblis saxe, rogorc idealu-
ris ganxorcieleba realur cxovrebaSi, sofiologiur warmodgenaTa 
sistemas daukavSira (`iyo dro da Sen qveynad iyavi / mag ganusazRvrel 
mSvenierebiT~).

maradqaluris mimarTeba RvTismSobelTan simbolisti poete-
bis (viaC. ivanovi, a. beli. a. bloki) interesisa da gansjis sagani iyo. 
msgavsad wminda mariamisa, maradqaluri aris samyaros mfarveli 
angelozi, sxivosani arseba, `mziT Semosili qalwuli~ – `Дева облаченная 
в солнце~ (В. Соловьев; Sdr.: galaktioni – ̀ mze-mariami~), romelic yoveli-
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ve arsebuls icavs qaosSi gadavardnisagan/codvisagan, raTa daabru-
nos igi RvTaebriv yovliserTobaSi. amitomac miewereba galaktionTan 
wminda qalwuls iseTi fundamenturi sofiologiuri niSani, rogo-
ricaa yovlismomcveloba (`masSi yvelaa, rasac daRlili/ adamiani qvey-
nad eZiebs~). 

arsebobs argumentirebuli azric, rom sofias konceptisa da 
poeturi xatis formirebisas vl. soloviovi STagonebuli iyo RvTis-
mSoblis saxiT, rasac daemata dantes beatriCes Strixebi da goeTes 
maradqaluridan momdinare ganazrebani.1 

sofiologiuri miTis safuZvelia zeqveyniuri siyvaruli, rom-
lis WeSmariti mizania mkvdari, materialuri bunebis gasuliereba da 
adamianis sxeulebrivi arsebobis gaukvdaveba. `silaJvardeSi~ siy-
varulis motivi, marTalia, aqcentirebuli araa, magram Sefarulad 
igulisxmeba Tundac RvTismSoblisadmi trfobis motivis analogiiT 
Sua saukuneebis poeziaSi. RvTismSobeli `silaJvardeSi~ gaigivebu-
lia qalwulTan anu maradqalurTan da amdenad, leqsi ymawvili mgos-
nis gulis gadaxsnaa zeciuri satrfos winaSe. mxolod am konteqstSi, 
satrfialo   intimis   pirobiTobaSi,   SeiZleba    aixsnas    RvTismSobli-
sadmi imgvari damokidebuleba, romelic gadis religiuri regla-
mentaciidan, magram SeTavsebadia satrfialo urTierTobis eTikasa 
da etiketTan.

aqve isic unda iTqvas, rom winaaRmdegobani ̀ silaJvardis~ teqstsa 
da evangelistur miTs Soris, razec adre iyo saubari, sofiologiuri 
miTis konteqstSi aRar arsebobs, qreba: erTi rom, RvTismSoblisgan 
gansxvavebiT, maradqalurs miniWebuli aqvs mxsnelis misia; amave 
dros, misganve modis aRTqma warmavalis maradiulad gardaqmnisa ara 
qristianuli sulis gaukvdavebis, aramed dapirispirebul sawyisTa 
sinTezis gziT.

`silaJvardis~ mZafri skepticizmi moulodnelobas ar warmoad-
gens galaktionis lirikuli gmiris sulieri ganviTarebis gzaze. si-
namdviliT moklul grZnobaze, `ocnebis damarxvaze~ igi ufro adrec 
saubrobda (`sanam Sors iyav~), xolo kidev erT winmswreb leqsSi `sin-
anuli~ mkafiod ismis `aryofil bednierebasTan~ – zeciur satrfosTan 
gamoTxovebis motivi. 

`silaJvardesTan~ TematikiT da ganwyobilebiT Zalian axlosaa 
leqsi `is CamomSorda~:

1 vl. soloviovis sofias zogi mkvlevari dantes beatriCes rusul versias 
uwodebs (Helleman 2010).
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maSin me getyvi, rom mohkvda guli,

rom sizmariviT gahqra yoveli,

rom Cems warsulSi ar veZeb axals

da siyvarulSic xsnas ar moveli!

am striqonebSi, arsebiTad, yvelaferia: koncefciis monaxazi, 
saxe-simboloebi, `silaJvardis~ intonaciuri vibraciac ki...

ras unda ganicdides ymawvili mgosani, romelic qalwulis 
mtanjvel molodinSi `samagieros~ gareSe darCa? warmavalobasTan 
pirispir mdgomi, igi uars ambobs ziarebaze, qalwulis xsenebaze, rac 
realur planSi amboxia RvTismSoblis winaaRmdeg, xolo simbolur 
planSi  –  SurisZieba  zeciur  satrfoze,1   radgan  sabediswerod   gada-
eketa silaJvardisken mimavali RmerTkacebrivi gza. amieridan erTad-
erTi gza mxolod samarisken midis, saiTac miaqaneben kidec ymawvil 
mgosans swrafi cxenebi. 

leqsis bolo monakveTi, VIII-IX strofebi, TiTqos personaJis 
sruli morCilebis manifestaciaa bedisweris gardauvalobis winaSe, 
mauwyebeli sinamdvilis/sikvdilis triumfisa. am mxriv saeWvoc ara-
feri iqneboda, rom ara erTi angariSgasawevi garemoeba. TavSive iT-
qva, rom `silaJvarde anu vardi silaSi~ wriuli kompoziciis Car-
CoSi moqceuli leqsia – daskvniTi, refrenuli strofi lirikuli 
monologis sawyis momentTan gvabrunebs. magram davakvirdeT, ra xde-
ba CarCos SigniT, monologis ZiriTad nawilSi.

leqsis II-IX strofebSi, sadac naCvenebia personaJis sulis 
moZraoba imedidan imedgacruebamde, mistikuri eqstazidan gamofxiz-
lebamde, ocnebis baRidan samaremde, Txroba awmyodan myoobadSi ga-
dainacvlebs – mTlianad warmosaxul planSi gadadis. SemoRameba da 
ganTiadis molodini, sionSi Sesvla da vrceli aRmsareblobiTi pasa-
Ji,   romelic   qalwulTan  konfliqts   da  umZafres  gancdebs   gadmos-
cems, mxolod da mxolod warmosaxvaSi xdeba, erTgvari winaswarWvre-
taa momavlis dramatuli movlenebisa. amaze miuTiTebs zmnaTa mTeli 
wyeba, romelTac myoobadis gageba aqvT: SemoiRamebs, Tu gaTenda, 
moval, miveyrdnobi, SemoiWreba, aaelvarebs da a.S. am dakvirvebis sa-
fuZvelze dabejiTebiT SeiZleba iTqvas, rom `silaJvarde anu vardi 
silaSi~ momavlis profetul Wvretaze orientirebuli anticipaci-
uri lirikis nimuSia, Tumca warsulze retrospeqtul miniSnebebsac 
iTavsebs da introspeqciiT mopovebul daskvnebsac.

1 adre galaktionis momakvdavi lirikuli gmiri, mojadoebuli qalwulis 
mSvenierebiT, sruliad sapirispiro survils gamoTqvamda (`momakvdavi~, 
1914): ` momiaxlovdi, Cemo nugeSo, / ukanasknelad momeci xeli. / ukanasknelad 
mesmodes Seni / zeqveyniuri, ukvdavi xmebi, / rom Tavze madge gansvenebis Jams / 
viT angelozi sulis mimRebi~.
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leqsis wriuli kompozicia, lirikuli moqmedebis ganviTarebis 
pirobiTi sqema (awmyo – myoobadSi gasvla – awmyoSi dabruneba) Seicavs 
mniSvnelovan araverbalur informacias, rom, miuxedavad sulis siR-
rmeSi gaCenili skepsisisa, zeciuri satrfosadmi dakarguli ndobisa 
da cremliani amboxisa, sasowarkveTilebis ufskrulsa Sina myofi 
gedi-mgosani jer isev rCeba `ocnebis baRSi~, sizmareul-laJvardova-
ni arsebobis sivrceSi, RmerTkacebrivi gzisa da maradqaluris xib-
lSi, rogorc misi erTguli raindi. mgosnis cxovreba kvlavac nawvi-
mar silaSi amosul vards hgavs, radgan ver Selevia ocnebas sinTezze, 
`sayovelTao bednierebis gazafxulze~ – ukvdavebaze, mSvenierebaSi 
Sobil uxrwnel, maradiul samyaroze.
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Rose In Rain-socked  Sand 

Summary

Key word: Galaktion Tabidze; Rose in  Sand; All-Oneness Philosophy.

In the symbolic lyrical masterpiece of the greatest Georgian poet of the 20th 
century – Galaktion Tabidze  “Azure-land or Rose in Sand”  the penetrating  theme of the 
poem (way of my life) is characterized by a series of metaphorical comparisons, including 
the image-enigma  rose in  rain-soaked  sand. 

Ave Maria, Virgin immaculate!
As, after rain, a rose in sand,
Life’s path is a mirage I battle at,
The faraway sky’s far azure-land. 

The first stanza at the end of the text is invariably repeated – a frame of circular 
composition is created, in the space of which the drama of the spiritual life of the lyrical 
character is played, real or imagined scenes of the drama. Thus, the repetitive, refraining 
stanza is first an exposition: the lyrical character’s self-presentation before the Blessed 
Virgin, and in the finale – a messenger of a return to the original situation after conflicting 
vicissitudes.

From the time of writing (1916) to the present day, the enigmatic image  of the rose 
in sand  has been understood by scholars in two ways: 1. in the context of reality – like a 
flower fallen  on a dusty road, which is expected to be trampled down  by a crowd and  2. an 
illogical-oxymonoric trope created by means of  artistic conditionality – growing  of a rose 
in sand, a kind of indication  to the inner, spiritual disharmony of the character. What both 
interpretations have in common is that the image-symbols (rose in sand,  dream, azure-

Teimuraz doiaSvili



53

land), which are used to explain the object of comparison (way of my life), are considered 
to be contradictory images  and in the context of  fundamental romantic paradigm  it is 
understood as the manifestation of the idea of the contrast of existence.

The  carried out structural-semantic analysis of the text, according to which the 
image-enigma  rose in rain-soaked  sand, as one of the elements of the series of artistic 
comparisons, is not in contrast relation  with other elements (dream, azure-land), but is 
similar to them, is their synonymous image. Therefore, the secret  content of the enigmatic 
image should  be found  not within the framework of the classical romantic antithesis, but 
in a conceptual space where  the synonymy of the symbols have  convincing explanation.

The poem, which includes the analytical   image-enigma, is traditionally considered 
in relation to the evangelical myth, insofar as it has a confession  form and   is dedicated  
to the Virgin Mary -  Sunny Mary. It has remained unnoticed by scholars to date that the 
realies  of the text, the lyrical narrative of the character, are at odds with the views and 
dogmas of the Christian confession  that the objects and concepts related to Christianity 
are the primary material  that undergoes the process of transformation, symbolization 
in the poetic system of symbolism and in this way it acquires its surrealistic,  new, true 
content.

Research has shown that the poem conveys the cosmic drama of the  young poet’s 
otherworldly  romantic love and disillusionment,  who seeks immortality and has chosen  
way of salvation and is closely related to the mythopoetic narrative about  Sophia / world 
soul /eternal  feminine. This narrative is an integral part of the All-Oneness philosophy 
of the Russian thinker, mystic and poet Vladimir Solovyov (1853-1900), that specifically 
conveys  the idea of overcoming dualism, the synthesis of matter and ideal, achieved via  
god-man-like  self-sacrifice and  mysterious  contact with eternal  feminine. This is the 
mythopoetic  intertext that  in Galaktion Tabidze’s poem  is a source of symbolization   of 
reality and gives the key to decoding the text. 

Just within the concept of synthesis  an enigmatic image  rose in rain-soaked  sand  
finds  convincing explanation which is a symbol of the transformation of matter (sand) 
into a spiritual body,  immaculate  beauty (rose.). As an artistic image, it visually depicts 
the essence of sophistic doctrine  –  the idea of synthesis, the notion  of the development 
of the universe. 

It should also be noted that  Rose in Sand  has analogies in Vladimir Solovyev’s 
poetry and philosophy as well. Galaktion Tabidze’s poem -  `Azure-land or Rose in Sand~   
shows a very dramatic part of Solovyov’s mythopoetic narative - the exciting anticipation 
and doubt of the proclamation of the Virgin, frustration with the failure to fulfill the 
promise, which leads to a worldview crisis.

Rose in  Sand  is also related to the European, Novalis’ tradition of the  blue flower  
and is in line with the poet’s vision and belief in the possibility of the transformation and 
immortality of matter. 

Rose in Sand  as an artistic whole,  reflects the critical state of consciousness of the 
lyrical character / author, the initial stage of  sobering  up  from the mystical  drunk. The 
poet’s spiritual drama, as clairvoyance , has so far been performed only in the imagination, 
and in the present he cannot renounce  the dream on synthesis – dream on immortality and 
the immaculate  world.

vardi
nawvimar silaSi



54

irma ratiani
(saqarTvelo)

rusTavelis sami realoba

qarTul literaturaTmcodneobaSi, kerZod ki rusTvelologi-
ur samecniero literaturaSi, sakmaod masStaburadaa warmodgenili 
naSromebi, miZRvnili SoTa rusTavelis „vefxistyaosnis“ konceptu-
aluri, msoflmxedvelobrivi da sarwmunoebrivi aspeqtebis kvlevi-
sadmi1. winamdebare statiis mizans ar Seadgens arcerTi am komponen-
tis siRrmiseuli kvleva da miT ufro – kritika, aramed survili, ga-
iTvaliswinos arsebuli samecniero miRwevebi da SemogvTavazos rus-
Tavelis teqstis sivrcis tipologiuri analizi qonotopisa da li-
minalobis Teoriebis inovaciur WrilSi.

realoba, romelzec teqstis saTaurSive keTdeba aqcenti, cxa-
dia,  pirobiTia  im  fundameneturi  mizeziT,  rom  mwerloba  Tavad aris
didi pirobiToba, gansazRvruli cnebiT „TamaSi“. am utyuar WeSmari-
tebaze jer kidev aristotele miuiTiTebda „poetikaSi“, rodesac mi-
mezisis anu baZvis princips ganmartavda. „poetikis“ avtorisaTvis po-
eturi baZva TamaSis, erTgvari ambivalenturi qmedebis mniSvnelobas 
iZens, sadac poeturi diskursi baZavs realurad arsebul diskursebs 
da qmnis pirobiTobas, romelic verasodes gautoldeba verc filo-
sofiur WeSmaritebas da verc istoriul realobas: „poetis amocanaa, 
– wers aristotele, – isaubros ara realurad momxdarze, aramed ima-
ze, rac SeiZleboda momxdariyo, e. i. aucileblad an saWiroebisamebr 
SesaZlebelze“ (Аристотель 1957: 67). aristoteles mier SemoTavazebu-
li Teoria misaRebi aRmoCnda Semdgomi epoqebis moazrovneebisaTvis, 
maT Soris, Tanamedrove literaturaTmcodeobisa da literaturis 
Te-oriis fuZemdeblebisTvis2. Sesabamisad, nebismieri tipis realoba, 
romelzec ki mxatvrul teqstSi, maT Soris „vefxistyaosanSi“, SeiZle-
ba saubari, Sauleduri formaa SesaZlebelsa da aucilebels Soris, 
pirobiToba, romelic avtoris SemoqmedebiTi niWis farglebSi yalib-
deba, xolo teqstis farglebSi unikalur transformaciul unarebs 
iZens.

1 ix. k. kekeliZis, S. nucubiZis, v. nozaZis, a. baramiZis, r. TvaraZis, s. caiSvilis, 
e. xinTibiZis, r. siraZis, g. farulavas, l. grigolaSvilis, c. karbelaSvilis, 
m. elbaqiZis, b. darCias, m. RaRaniZis, m. qurdianis da sxv. Sromebi.
2 ix. ser filip sidneis, Sileris, J.p. sartris, v. izeris, agreTve, rusuli for-
maluri skolis, franguli struqturalizmisa da pozitiuri anTropologi-
uri skolis warmomadgenelTa naSromebi.
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pirobiTi realoba, romelic, warmodgenilia rusTavelis teqs-
tSi, Cveni azriT, sami modeliTaa gansazRvruli: mxatvruli, istori-
uli da transcendentuli modelebiT. aqedan, mxatvruli realoba 
teqstis siuJeturi qronotopisa da personaJTa individualuri qro-
notopis mTlianobas warmoadgens, istoriuli da transcendenturi 
modelebi ki, gadaazrebuli da mxatvrulad damuSavebulia avtoris 
mier da gzadagza sinTezirdeba teqstis zogadmxatvrul qsovilTan. 
migvaCnia, rom TiToeuli am modelis erTmaneTTan bma da gamarTuli 
muSaoba, ganpirobebulia:

a) gviani Sua saukuneebis epoqis mxatvrul-literaturuli da es-
Tetikuri princiebiT;

b) rainduli romanis Janris kanoniT;
g) transformaciuli liminaluri modelebis mxatvruli 

gaaqtiurebiT.

1. gviani Suasaukuneebis epoqis mxatvrul-literaturuli 
 da esTetikuri principebi da „vefxistyaosani“. 
 mimarTebisTvis

gviani Suasukuneebi, rogorc cnobilia, Suasaukuneebis epoqis 
bolo, daskvniTi periodia, romelic mosdevs adreuli Suasukuneebis 
epoqas da win uswrebs renesanss. rogorc erTi, ise meore kulturu-
li modeli mniSvnelovnad ganapirobebs gviani Suasukuneebis mxat-
vrul-literaturul da esTetikur principebsa da gemovnebas.

ukve VII-VIII saukuneebisTvis naTeli xdeba adreul Suasukuneeb-
Si gaweuli titanuri Sromis Sedegi: qristianuli azrovneba evropuli 
civilizaciis qvakuTxedad iqceva, mTavar ideologiad, romelic am-
kvidrebs   sakuTar   esTetikur  da  poetikur  standarts.   gamomdinare 
misi konceptualuri amocanidan, rac qristianuli msoflmxedvelob-
rivi principebis danergva-qadagebasa da bibliis teqstis interpreta-
ciaSi mdgomareobs, adreuli Suasaukuneebis evropuli poetika, upi-
rispirdeba antikuri kulturis wiaRSi dadgenil poetikur tradicias: 
uars ambobs SeTxzul fabulaze, emijneba gamonagonisa da siamovnebis 
antikur koncefcias, uars ambobs antikur literaturul Janrebze da 
a.S.am periodSi sityvis SemecnebiTi mniSvneloba met datvirTvas iZens 
da specifikur stilistur da lingvistur modelebze gadainacvlebs, 
rac qristianuli ritorikis damkvidrebaSi gamoixateba1.

1 TumcaRa, „Suasaukuneebis nawarmoebebis Seswavlisas mxedvelobidan ar unda 
gamogvrCes is garemoeba, rom didi xnis manZilze gacnobierebuli ar iyo gan-
sxvaveba gamonagonsa da marTals Soris“ (Гуревич 1984: 55). Tanamedrove li-
teraturaTmcodneobiTi midgomiebis gaTvaliswinebiT, cnebebi pirobiTia – ar 
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gviani Suasaukuneebis epoqa, miuxedavad imisa, rom Suaukuneebis 
erTiani modelis nawils Seadgens, mniSvnelovani cvlilebebiT iwyeba. 
pirvel yovlisa, es Seexeba evropuli literaturis sekularizaciis 
process. gviani Suasaukuneebis epoqa sekularizaciis epoqaa da miuxe-
davad imisa, rom rigi sekularuli teqstebi jer kidev eqceva alego-
riuli interpretaciis arealSi (magaliTad, virgiliusisa), ZiriTadi 
literaturuli tendencia cxadyofs, rom laTinuri ena adgils uT-
mobs adgilobriv enebs, xolo literatura inacvlebs saero sibrtyeze 
da axal Temebsa da miznebs eWideba. siaxlis upirveles macned iqceva 
gamonagonis esTetikis aRorZineba mwerlobaSi, agreTve, axali lite-
raturuli Janrebisa da tendenciebis damkvidreba: gviani Suasaukune-
ebis rainduli eposisa da adreuli renesansis epoqis satiruli ro-
manebis, novelebisa da sonetebis avtorebi siamovnebiT ubrundebian 
SeTxzuli personaJebisa da ambebis esTetikas, gajerebuls heroizmiT, 
romantikiT, saTavgadasavlo avantiuriTa da sxva fiqciuri elemen-
tebiT. rusTvelologi maka elbaqiZe aRniSnavs: „gviandeli Suasau-
kuneebis mwerlobis erT-erT Rirsebad unda CaiTvalos istorizmis 
principis ugulebelyofa, ramac biZgi misca axali Janrebisa Tu Te-
mebis Ziebis xangrZliv process. kacobriobis sulier cxovrebaSi mom-
xdarma Zvrebma, e. w. „kulturulma afeTqebam“, romelmac XII saukunis 
SuaxanebisaTvis   TiTqmis   mTeli  civilizebuli  msoflio  moicva,   Ta-
visi Rrma kvali literaturul processac daamCnia“ (elbaqiZe 2007: 
158-159). mkiTxvelma „meti dinamika, meti avantiura, meti romantika“ 
moiTxova da literaturac gamoemijna utyuarobis princips: „yo-
velive zemoTqmuli mZlavr biZgad iqca mxatvruli sinamdvilis axali 
koncefciis  Camosayalibeblad,  romlis  ZiriTad  principsac  istoriz-

arsebobs wmindad realisturi an wmindad mxatvrul-gamonagoni teqsti (ix. 
G. Genette, Narrative Discourse Revisited. Translated by Jane E. Lewin. Ithaca, New York: Cor-
nell University Press, 1988); „is, rasac Suasaukuneebis epoqis mwerlebi da poetebi 
mogviTxrobdnen, didi xnis manZilze aRiqmeboda maT mier, da mkiTxvelebis mi-
erac, rogorc namdvili ambavi. mogexsenebaT, eposis SemTxvevaSi kategoriebi 
– „gamonagoni“ da „simarTle“ – saerTod ar moixmareba. Tumca, istoriografi-
aSic sakmaod Zlieri iyo saRvTismetyvelo da legendaruli elementebi. „po-
ezia“ da „simarTle“ jer kidev ar dacilebulan, iseve rogorc sasuliero mwer-
loba ar dacilebula saeros, arc funqciurad, arc stilisturad. Txzulebebi, 
romlebic mowodebulni iyvnen, rom moeTxroT namdvili, istoriuli drois 
Sesaxeb, SeuZlebelia davupirispiroT Txzulebebs, sadac mosalodneli iyo 
subieqturi, mxatvruli drois asaxva“(Гуревич 1984: 55); „adreuli Suasukune-
ebis mwerlobaSi SemoqmedebiTi procesisa da teqstis mxatvrulobis msazRvre-
lad ver miviCnevT oden opozicias namdvili ambavi/gamonagoni, arafiqciuri/
fiqciuri an fabula/siuJeti, aramed gasaTvaliswinebelia teqstis specifi-
kuri ideuri datvirTva, Txrobisa da struqturul-poetikuri elementebis 
organizebis wesi, rac prioritetulad gansazRvravs am epoqis literaturuli 
teqstebis mxatvrul Taviseburebebs“ (ratiani 2018: 72).
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mis uaryofa da gamonagonis wina planze wamoweva warmoadgens“ (el-
baqiZe 2007: 159). realurisa da gamonagonis diqotomia kvlavac 
TvalsaCino faqtad gadaiqca, xolo rainduli romanis literaturuli 
Janri – konceptualur da esTetikur naxtomad, romlis damsaxu-
rebiTac evropulma mwerlobam adreuli Suasaukuneebis ideologi-
zebuli modelidan gviani Suasaukuneebis esTetizmisken gadainacvla.

XII saukunidan qarTuli literatura, rogorc dasavluri qris-
tianuli mwerlobis Rirebuli nawili, organulad erTveba am esTeti-
kuri inovaciebis procesSi. masze zemoqmedebas axdens rogorc qveya-
naSi mimdinare politikuri da socialuri reformebi, ise – evropul 
literaturaSi mimdinare sekularizaciis procesi da axali esTetizmi. 
Sedegad, iqmneba qarTuli literaturis aRiarebuli Sedevri – SoTa 
rusTavelis „vefxistyaosani“, romelic, Janruli da konceptualuri 
TvalsazrisiT, evropuli rainduli romanis qarTul models warmoad-
gens1. TumcaRa, mniSvnelovani cvlilebebis miuxedavad, gviani Sua sa-
ukuneebis mwerloba, qarTulic maT Soris, klvavac Suasaukuneebis 
zogadi esTetikis nawilad rCeba, sadac yvela Sesabamisi komponenti 
mniSvnelobs. uaRresad saintereso dakvirvebebs Suasukuneebis, maT 
Soris, gviani Suasukuneebis esTetikasa da kulturaze gvawvdis a. gu-
reviCi, Tavis saetapo naSromSi – „Suasukuneebis kulturis kategori-
ebi“ (1984), saidanac, Cveni amocanebisaTvis, gansakuTrebiT sagulis-
xmoa Semdegi:

• „Suasakuneebis msoflmxedveloba gamoirCeoda mTlianobiT, 
– aqedan momdinareobs misi spcecifikuri dauyofloba, calkeuli na-
wilebis daunawevrebuloba. aqedanve momdinareobs rwmena samyaros 
mTlianobisa... Tumca, mTlianoba ar gulisxmobs mis harmoniulobas da 
arawinaaRmdegobriobas. kontrasti, romelic arsebobs maradiulsa da 
droebiTs, wmindasa da codvils, sulsa da sxeuls, zeciurs da miwiers 
Soris, rac Cadebuli iyo am msoflmxedvelobis saZirkvelSi, safuZ-
vels poulobda epoqis socialur cxovrebaSi – Seurigebel winaaRm-
degobaSi, romelic arsebobda simdidresa da siRaribes, batonobasa 
da ymobas, Tavisuflebasa da monobas, dawinaurebasa da daqvemdebare-
bas Soris. Suasukuneebis qristianuli msoflmxedveloba „xsnida“ re-
alur winaaRmdegobebs, gadahyavda ra isini yovlismomcvel zemiwier 
kategoriebSi, da, am TvalsazrisiT, winaaRmdegobaTa gadaWra SesaZle-
beli iyo mxolod miwieri istoriis dasrulebis Semdeg codvaTa gamos-

1 isic cxadia, rom teqsti aSkara keTilganwyobas iCens aRmosavluri poeturi 
motivebisadmi, romlebic, garkveuli istoriuli garefaqtorebisada gamo, aq-
tiurad iWreba im periodis qarTul kulturul sivrceSi, rac qmnis dasavluri 
da aRmosavluri kulturebis Sexvedris pirvel precedents qarTul da evro-
pul literaturul sivrceSi.
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yidvis gziT, da droSi ganfenili maradiuli samyaros dabrunebis gziT“ 
(Гуревич 1984: 26-27).

• „adamianis damokidebuleba bunebasTan Sua saukuneebSi – esaa 
subieqtis damokidebuleba obieqtTan, ufro sworad, sakuTari Tavis 
aRmoCena garesamyaroSi, kosmosis rogorc subieqtis aRqma. adamiani 
imave Tvisebebs Wvrets samyaroSi, rac Tavad axasiaTebs. ar arsebobs 
mkveTri  sazRvrebi,  romlebic  gamijnavda  individsa  da  samyaros;   xe-
davs ra samyaroSi Tavisi Tavis gagrZelebas, is, amasTan erTad, Ta-
vis TavSi aRmoaCens samyaros. isini TiTqos erTmaneTs ucqeren“ (gv. 
69). aqedan momdinareobs mikrokosmosisa da makrokosmosis gageba. 
„mikrokosmosi – mTelis mxolod patara nawili ki ar aris, samyaros 
erT-erTi elementi, aramed misi erTgvarad Semcirebuli da ganmasaxi-
erebeli replika... mikrokosmosi iseTive mTliani da srulyofilia 
Tavis TavSi, rogorc didi samyaro. mikrokosmosi gaiazreba adamianis 
saxiT, romlis gagebac SesaZlebelia mxolod „patara“ da „didi“ sam-
yaros paralelizmis farglebSi“ (Гуревич 1984: 70). bunebis, rogorc 
samyaros nawilis gaaqtiureba me-12 saukunidan SeiniSneba; manamde – 
samyaros Semecnebis erTaderTi modeli RmerTia. me-12 saukunidan bu-
neba aqtiurdeba rogorc RmerTis mier Seqmnili, rac saSualebas aZ-
levs adamians, Seimecnos masSi sakuTari Tavi da miuaxlovdes RmerTs: 
adamiani – xati RvTisa.

• adreuli Suasukuneebis xelovnebaSi gansakuTrebuli adgili 
gankuTvnilia RmerTisTvis. samyaros Teocentristuli modelia saxe-
ze. „magram RmerTi ara marto samyaros centria, romelic misiTaa 
gansazRvruli da mis garSemoa, aramed, is arsebobs yvelgan, yvela Tavis 
qmnilebaSi“  (Гуревич  1984:  97-98).  grZnobadi  da  fizikuri samyaro  ikve-
Teba zegrZnobad samyarosTan. es gardauvalia, es simbolikiT dat-
virTuli samyaroa. gviani Suasukuneebis xelovnebaSi RmerTi rCeba 
samyaros centrad, Tumca, Sekruli sistema, sadac centrSi ganTav-
sebulia wminda adgilebi, xolo danarCeni samyaro periferias war-
moadgens, ixsneba. icvleba adamianis cxovrebis wesi da sivrcis 
struqturac ufro Sreobrivi xdeba. Cndeba qalaqis modeli, inergeba 
mewarmeoba, vaWroba. garesamyaro mimzidveli da saintereso xdeba 
adamianisTvis. qalaquri cxovrebis zrdasTan erTad, adamiani gamo-
acalkevebs Tavis Tavs bunebisagan da is ukve misi dakvirebis obi-
eqti xdeba. feodaluri saxelmwifo meti sicxadiT ikveTeba, rogorc 
relobis mxatvruli implikacia.

amrigad, gviani Suasukuneebis esTetikaSi SenarCunebulia is Zi-
reuli principebi, rac gansazRvravs Suasukuneebis konceptualur 
arss: saxezea samyaros mTlianobis rwmena, agreTve rwmena miwieri is-
toriis dasrulebisa da droSi ganfenil maradiul samyaroSi gadas-
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vlisa; saxezea bunebis rogorc samyaros nawilis aRqma da xorciel-
deba misi rogorc RmerTis Seqmnili modelis gaaqtiureba; dabolos, 
RmerTi rCeba samyaros centrad, TumcaRa, es gancda emorCileba 
gardauval socialur modificirebas. migvaCnia, rom rusTavelis 
„vefxistyaosani“ zedmiwevniT kargad icavs gviani SuasaukuneebisaT-
vis niSandobliv zemoT CamoTvlil msoflmxedvelobriv-esTetikur 
principebs. pirvel yovlisa, rusTavelis teqstSi RmerTi gaazrebu-
lia rogorc samyaros centri. nodar naTaZis marTebuli dakvirvebiT, 
„vefxistyaosanSi“:

• RmerTi warmoadgenilia, rogorc samyaros da arsTa Semoqmedi.
• qveynis Seqmna da marTva-gangeba RvTis nebis aqtia da ara unebo 

aucileblobisa, rogorc amas neoplatonizmi qadagebs (naTaZe 1974: 
108).

• RmerTia Semqmenli sikeTisa da ardambadi borotisa (naTaZe 1974: 
109).

garda amisa, rusTaveli mkveTrad icavs samyaros orkomponentian 
struqturas. kvlav nodar naTaZes davesesxebiT: „RvTisa da soflis 
dualizmi – qristianobis am erTi uZiriTadesi dapirispirebis arse-
boba „vefxistyaosanSi“ faqtia“ (naTaZe 1974: 122), „rusTavelTan „sawuT-
ro“ upirispirdeba „uJamos“, „sofeli“ – „RmerTs“ (naTaZe 1974: 123). ma-
Sasadame, miwieri istoriis dasruleba da droSi ganfenil maradiul 
samyaroSi gadasvla rusTavelisTvis Zalzed organul gancdad 
mosCans, Tundac im fonze, rom poeti ar erideba Tavisi Tanamedrove 
istoriuli da socialuri suraTis implikacias teqstSi, riTac av-
lens, erTis mxriv, teqstis Tanaziarobas sekularuli literaturis 
principebTan, xolo meores mxriv – keTilganwyobas jer ardamdgar 
renesansul realizmTan.

yovelive zemoTqmuli meTodologiurad awesrigebs qarTuli ra-
induli romanis CvenTvis saintereso qronotopul CarCos da iZleva 
axali daskvnebis gakeTebis SesaZleblobas.

2. TamaSi sivrculi perspeqtivebiT

mixail baxtinis azriT: „erTi nawarmoebis da erTi avtoris Se-
moqmedebis farglebSi aRiniSneba qronotopebis mravali saxeoba da 
maTi rTuli, mocemuli nawarmoebebisa an avtoris SemoqmedebiTi 
stilisaTvis niSandoblivi urTierTmimarTebebi. maTgan erT-erTi 
qronotopuli modeli yovelTvis gvevlineba dominanturad, anu 
– yovlismomcvelad“ (Бахтин 1986: 284). magram, ra xdeba maSin, rode-
sac avtori gviani Suasaukuneebis epoqis moRvawea? miT ufro – 
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rainduli romanis avtori? rogoria, am SemTxvevaSi, qronotopuli 
modelebis balansi? misi romeli modeli miiCneva dominanturad? 
Tavad baxtini wers: „adreuli saleqso formiT dawerili rainduli 
romani, arsobrivad, ganTavsebulia epossa da romans Soris. amiT 
ganisazRvreba misi gansakuTrebuli pozicia romanis istoriaSi. aR-
niSnuli TviseburebebiT ganisazRvreba aseve misi Taviseburi qro-
notopi – zRapruli (saocari – i.r.) samyaro da avantiuruli dro“ 
(Бахтин 1986: 190). gureviCis dakvirvebiT ki: „ganicdis ra movlenebiT 
‘aRsavse’ dros, Suasaukuneebis adamiani naklebad ufiqrdeba mis ‘ga-
regnul’, raodenobriv mxares, da am TvalsazrisiT, samyaros gaazreba 
moklebulia droiT gansazRvrulobas. droiTi urTierTobebi mxo-
lod XIII saukunidan iwyebs dominirebas mis cnobierebaSi“ (Гуревич 
1984: 151). Sesabamisad, Tavs uflebas vaZlevT vivaraudoT, rom rain-
duli romanis dro, arsobrivad avantiuruli, TavgadasavlebiTa da 
movlenebiT datvirTuli, romelic, rig SemTxvevebSi, SesaZloa, dro-
is  yofiT   modelsac  ki  uaxlovdebodes,  mainc  drois abstraqtul-pi-
robiT modelad rCeba. amas adasturebs drois orplanianobac, rac ad-
reuli Sua saukuneebidan iRebs saTaves da SenarCunebulia gviani 
Suasaukuneebis epoqaSic – gmiri Seimecnebs sakuTari arsebobis or-
planianobas, rac miwieri cxovrebis empiriuli movlenebis gverdiT 
aucileblad gulisxmobs cxovrebis gaSlas saRmrTo daniSnulebis 
ganxorcielebis WrilSi, nebismieri cvlileba da movlenaTa dinamiz-
mi ki warmoadgens gardamaval safexurs yofiTidan maradisobisaken! 
aq mniSvnelovan rols TamaSobs drois spacializacia: „Tuki Sua-
saukuneebis avtoris winaSe dgeboda amocana, aesaxa adamianis Sinagan 
samyaroSi mimdinare cvlilebi, is gaiazreboda ara rogorc TavisTa-
vadi mocemuloba, aramed rogorc gza, romelic gmirs garkveuli 
sivrcis daZlevaSi exmareboda“ (Гуревич 1984: 152). swored es aZlevs 
safuZvels e. kobels, a. gureviCs da Suasukuneebis mwerlobis sxva 
mkvlevrebs, gamoTqvan mosazreba, rom XIII saukunemde, anu – vidre 
renesansamde, dro mainc sivrcis meSveobiT Seicnoba, da swored siv-
rce warmoadgens mxatvruli teqstis maorganizebel Zalas (Гуревич 1984: 
151).

aq dakvirveba gvmarTebs rainduli romanis sivrcis tipologi-
aze. rogorc zemoT davinaxeT, rainduli romanis sivrces baxtini 
uwodebs zRapruls, xolo rogorc models, ganixilavs mas mxolod 
gmirTan mTlianobaSi: „sabolood, gmiri da is zRapruli samyaro erTi 
qsovilisganaa nakeri, maT Soris ar arsebobs Seusabamobani (gans-
xvavebebi – i.r.)“. gmiri, rogor subieqti, gare-samyaros organuli na-
wilia  da  isini  erTad  qmnian  urRvev   mTlianobas;  gmiri   mikrokosmo-
sis modelia, romelic Tavs mxolod RmerTis mier marTuli makro-
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kosmosis farglebSi Seimecnebs. Sesabamisad, rainduli romanis sivrce 
vertikalze ganfenili Teocentristuli sivrcea, romlis centrsac 
RmerTi warmoadgens. sivrcis miTologizeba/gazRapruleba, cxadia, 
aniWebs mas topografiul ganusazRvrelobas. Tumca, gviani Suasa-
ukuneebis raindul romanebSi topografiuli ganusazRvreloba arc-
Tu iSviaTad ganzavebulia topografiulad gansazRvrul modeleb-
Tan, rac, savaraudod, ukve prerenesansuli ganwyobilebebiTaa gan-
pirobebuli. am TvalsazrisiT, „vefxistyaosnis“ teqsti sanimuSoa: 
„vefxistyaosnis“ mxatvrul-sivrculi qarga aRar emyareba topogra-
fiuli ganusazRvrelobis sruli dominirebis kanons. amgvari ganu-
sazRvreloba, cxadia, fiqsirdeba da – araerTgzis (mulRzanzari, xa-
taeTi,  gulanSaro,   qajeTis  cixe  da  a.S.),  magram  saxezea   topografi-
uli gansazRvrulobis myari sistemebic (Svidi samefo, zRva da a.S.). 
garda amisa, sivrcis topografiuli ganusazRvreloba „vefxistya-
osanSi“ ar gulisxmobs gmiris moZraobas zecasa da miwisqveSeTs, an 
– zRvis fskersa da cis kides, an adamianebsa da RmerTebs Soris, ro-
gorc es xdeba imave periodis skandinaviur sagebsa da TqmulebebSi, 
aramed – gaedineba geografiulad damajerebel sibrtyeze.

Janris kanonis Tanaxmad, Sua saukuneebis romanSi sivrce daiZ-
leva gmiris mier da is zustad imdenadaa misawvdomi mkiTxvelisaT-
vis, ramdenadac daiZleva gmiris mier: magram, sivrce ara marto daiZ-
leva, aramed – ganicdeba kidevac gmiris mier. „sivrce ara mxolod 
gars ertymis gmirs, aramed – ganicdeba misgan... sivrculi garemo da 
masSi arsebuli gmiri gamsWvalaven da avseben erTurTs“ (Гуревич 1984: 
79). sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, gmiri da sivrce erT mTlianobas warmoad-
gens; gmiri specifikur, individualur damokidebulebaSi imyofeba 
garemosTan, bunebasTan da e. i. samyaros im nawilTan, rac gviani Sua-
saukuneebis qristianuli konceptis Tanaxmad, RmerTTan miaxloebis 
gzaa: gmiri Seimecnebs sakuTar Tavs ‘RmerTis mier Seqmnil’ samyaro-
Si/bunebaSi da miT uaxlovdeba RmerTs. amgvari mizandasaxuloba, 
vfiqrobT, sivrculi planis gamravalferovnebis erT-erT ZiriTad 
mizezs unda warmoadgendes raindul romanebSi: avtorebi cdiloben 
gaamravalferovnon sivrcis geografia, raTa geografiuli distan-
ciebis gadalaxvis procesSi, ara marto meti sicxadiT gamokveTon 
gmiris siuJeturi miznebi da gazardon mkiTxvelis CarTuloba moTx-
robil ambavSi, aramed – daasabuTon gmiris Sinagani transformaciis 
logika, rac arsebiT mniSvnelobas iZens gviani Suasukuneebis 
qristianul mwerlobaSi. swored Sinaganma transformaciam unda 
warmoaCinos samyaros, rogorc orkomponentiani struqturis aRqma 
mwerlisa da gmiris mier. gmiris Sinagan transformacias miT ufro 
dasabuTebulad  warmoaCens  avtori,  rac  ufro  mravalferovania  teq-
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stis sivrculi qarga. rusTaveli am TvalsazrisiTac Zlier dawi-
naurebuli avtoria. „vefxistyaosnis“ teqstSi mkiTxveli akvirdeba 
sivrculi perspeqtivebis ostatur monacvleobas: mxatvrul-geog-
rafiul gansazRvrulobas miTologizebuli sivrce da zRaprul-
fantastikuri ganusazRvreloba enacvleba, da – piriqiT. rogorc ze-
moT ukve aRvniSneT, geografiuli da istoriuli gansazRvrulo-ba 
rusTavelis teqstis erT-erTi prerenesansuli maxasiaTebelia. rus-
Tvelologebis marTebuli SeniSvniT, rusTavelis teqsti gajerebu-
lia iseTi istoriuli xasiaTis faqtebiT, rogoricaa: absoluturi 
monarqiis ideis gatareba, qarTveli gvirgvinosnis (Tamaris – i.r.), 
pirdapir dasaxeleba da qeba, teqstSi aRwerili feodaluri monar-
qiebis msgavseba saqarTvelos imdroindel politikur suraTTan da 
sxv. sivrculi perspeqtivebis monacvleobis gziT, rusTaveli qmnis 
imgvar xangrZlivobas, rac ar arRvevs gviani Suasukuneebis esTeti-
kur kanons, magram esazRvreba qronotopis renesansul gagebasac. 

Sesabamisia drois organizebac: adamiani xom „ar ibadeba ‘drois 
gancdiT’, misi droiTi da sivrculi gageba yovelTvis gansazRvrulia 
im kulturiT, romelsac is ekuTvnis“ (Гуревич 1984: 44). ver gaveqceviT 
im faqts, rom rainduli romanebis gmirebi, umeteswilad, asaks miRma 
arseboben: isini mudam axalgazrdebi da mamacebi rCebian, da mzad arian 
gmirobisaTvis. rainduli romanis dro ar amoklebs maTi cxovrebis 
dros. Sesabamisad, realuri, e.w. empiriuli dro moklebulia dinami-
kas, is datvirTulia xdomilobebiT, magram statikuria cvalebado-
bis TvalsazrisiT. cvalebadoba niSnavs statikurobis Tvisebriv 
gardasvlas dinamizmSi, xolo, drois dinamizmi, rogorc zemoT iTqva, 
moaswavebs fundamentur cvlilebebs da warmoadgens ‘sxva realobis-
ken’, maradisobisaken mimarTul gardamaval safexurs. aris Tu ara 
es antiistorizmi? gureviCis uaRresad saintereso dakvirvebiT, is, 
rac, erT SexedviT, antiistorizmad SeiZleba mogveCvenos, sinamdvi-
leSi principuli istorizmis niSania: rainduli romanis gmiri or 
ganzomilebaSi cxovrobs – miwiersa da sakacobrioSi: „danamdvile-
biT, adamiani SeigrZnobs, Seimecnebs Tavis Tavs erTdroulad or 
droiT planSi: lokalurad gamdinare cxovrebis planSi da zogad-
istoriul planSi, sadac wydeba samyaros bedi – samyaros Seqmna, 
qristes Soba da vnebani. yoveli adamianis swrafmavali da usaxuri 
cxovreba zogadistoriuli dramis fonze mimdinareobs, erwymis mas, 
iZens misgan axal, umaRles da maradiul azrs“ (Гуревич 1984: 153-154). 
antiistorizmisa  da  istorizmis  am  filosofiuri  S ejvarebis  Tanax-
mad, RmerTi rCeba samyaros centrad, TumcaRa, feodaluri sazogado-
eba,  rogorc  istoriuli  reloba  anu  lokaluri modeli, sadac gaedi-
neba gmiris miwieri cxovreba, miT ufro met socialur simkveTres 
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iZens, rac ufro metad uaxlovdeba rainduli romanis avtori rene-
sansis zRvars: teqsti Wreldeba socialurad da, Sesabamisad, metad 
determinirebuli xdeba struqturulad. gamomdinare aqedan, rTul-
deba gviani Sua saukuneebis epoqis avtoris mxatvruli amocanac, 
rac mdgomareobs imaSi, rom aCvenos gmiris Sinagani transforma-
ciis paradigma, droisa da sivrcis erTi modelidan meoreSi gmiris 
gadanacvlebis/gardasvlis proeqcia, anu – gmiris gasvla mxatvrul-
geografiuli gansazRvrulobidan miTologizebul ganusazRvrelo-
baSi. sad gadis zRvari? sad iwyeba transformacia, ra saxisaa igi da 
saiT miemarTeba? ra mxatvrul modelebs unda mimarTos avtorma?

migvaCnia, rom SoTa rusTaveli, rogorc prerenesansuli moaz-
rovne, swored amgvari mxatvrul-esTetikuri dilemis winaSe mdgomi 
avtoria.

3. transformaciis paradigmisTvis

transformacia, Sinagani cvlileba, swored is procesia, saiTke-
nac miemarTeba rusTavelis teqsti.

gviani Suasukuneebisa da prerenesansis epoqaSi (mogvianebiT – 
renesansis epoqaSic) erT-erT yvelaze gavlenian klasikur teqstad 
ovidiusis „metamorfozebi“ miiCneoda, rac zedmiwevniT kargad er-
geboda drois suliskveTebas – adamianis Sinagani gardaqmnis auci-
leblobas. SesaZloa, ovidiusis poema moulodneli gzac ki iyo 
qristianuli idealebis xazgasasmelad, magram mkiTxveli aSkarad 
akvirdeboda miTis zneobiv modelSi transformirebis process. 
es xazi SenarCunebulia genialuri italielis, dante alegieris 
„RvTaebriv komediaSic“, sadac adamiani an codviT damaxinjebuli 
warmodgeba, anac – gardaiqmneba qristianuli RmerTis siyvaruliT. 
Sesabamisad, transformaciis/gardadasaxvis idea „RvTaebriv komedi-
aSi“ qristianuli gzavnilis matarebelia. igive idea, marTalia, sru-
liad sxva kuTxiT, magram Tavis aqtualobas renesansis epoqaSic 
SeinarCunebs, rodesac dRis wesrigSi dadgeba „sxeulisa da sulis 
formis Secvlis“ sakiTxi1. Sesabamisad, rusTavels zedmiwevniT kar-
gad  esmis  transformaciis  mniSvnelobaca  da  aucileblobac.   qarTu-
li rainduli romanis mkiTxvels unda exila gmirebis gardasaxva, mag-
ram – rogori?

1 rom aRaraferi vTqvaT kulturuli paradigmis cvlilebaze: renesansis epo-
qis mwerlebi da mxatvrebi miiswrafodnen udidesi cvlilebebisken, maT Soris, 
imisken, rom axali suli STaeberaT berZnuli da romauli kulturebisTvis.
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aq, pirvel yovlisa, unda gavixsenoT, Tu rogor mTavrdeba 
„vefxistyaosani“:

„yovlTa sworad wyalobasa viTa Tovlsa moaTovdes, 

obol-qvrivni daamdidrnes da glaxakni ar iTxovdes, 

avTa mqmnelni daaSinnes, kravni kravTa ver uwovdes,

Sigan maTTa sabrZanisTa Txa da mgeli erTad sZovdes“ (1595).

qarTulma poeturma geniam erT frazaSi gamokveTa idealur-
utopiuri struqtura da orazrovnad miakuTvna igi realur, magram, 
amavdros, idumalebiTa da misticizmiT mocul sivrces. „vefxis-
tyaosnis“ daskvniT strofebSi gmirebis sabrZanisebi idiliur gan-
fenilobas  warmoadgens,   sadac  rTulia  ganvWvritoT „ keisris   samya-
rosTvis“ niSandoblivi mankierebani; iqmneba aluzia, erTis mxriv, 
antikur „oqros xanasa“ da „arkadiaze“, xolo meores mxriv, drois-
miRmier bibliur samoTxeze, romlis mxatvruli perspeqtivac uax-
lovdeba rainduli romanebisaTvis niSandobliv zRaprul-fantasti-
kur idilias. vfiqrobT, rom „vefxistyaosnis“ avtori swored am 
meore models TanaugrZnobs – „jadosnuri zRapris darad, romelic 
ueWvelad borotebis daTrgunviT unda dasruldes, rainduli roma-
nebis finalic borotze keTilis gaamrjvebis mauwyebel sazeimo 
akordad aJRerdeba“ (elbaqiZe 2007: 51), – rac, arsobrivad, ar ewi-
naaRmdegeba borotis Zlevis qristianul koncefcias. TumcaRa, vfiq-
robT, aris erTi saintereso detali, romelic arCevanis gakeTebas 
gvaiZulebs: zRapris gmiri, Tavgadasavlebisa da peripetiebis proces-
Si ar ganicdis Zireul transformacias, aramed mxolod gamocdile-
bas iZens, „vefxistyaosnis“ gmirebi ki Sinagan cvlilebasa da gardasax-
vaze orientirebuli personaJebi arian, romlebmac, maT Tavs date-
xili gansacdelis Sedegad, unda gadasinjon mTavari Rirebulebebi. 
Sesabamisad, Tavs uflebas valevT davaskvnaT, rom „vefxistyaosnis“ 
finali warmoadgens miniSnebas qristianul samoTxeze.

qristianuli msoflmxedvelobisTvis imTaviTve miuRebeli iyo 
„utopiuri ocnebis“ ganxorcielebis antikuri meTodi, anu „kar-
gi adgilis“ Zieba/formireba realur dro-sivrcul garemoSi1. ar-
sebiT problemas jer senekas da, Semdgom, zogadad qristianul 
msoflmxedvelobaSi, „utopiuri ocnebis“ ganxorcielebis meTodi 
warmoadgenda2. am TvalsazrisiT, sagulisxmoa r. s. eliotis SeniSvna, 
romlis Tanaxmadac, utopia warmoadgens adamianis arsisa da nebis 

1 ix. Платон. Государство. В книге: Платон, Сочинения в 3тт., т.3. М.: Мысль, 1971.
2 ix. Сенека. О блаженной жизни. // Антология мировой философии в 4тт., т.I. М.: Мысль, 
1969.
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erTgvar realizebas miTis winaSe. es aris adamianis Zalisxmeva war-
mosaxvis foliantebSi, anu adamianis mcdeloba gaerkves, Tu ra mox-
deba maSin, rodesac miTi realobis sazRvrebs daarRvevs? „am Sem-
TxvevaSi adamiani aRar ocnebobs idealuri wesrigis Seqmnaze miR-
mier, ararsebul droSi, – wers elioti, – igi Tavad kisrulobs Se-
moqmedis funqcias“ (Elliot 1970: 8-9). magram ra mosdevs Sedegad amgvar 
eqsperiments?  destruqcia,  –  acxadebs qristianuli msoflmxedvelo-
ba, utopiis klasikuri interpretatorebisagan gansxvavebiT, da sa-
ukeTeso argumentad pirvelcodvis bibliur teqsts asaxelebs. pir-
velcodvis bibliuri teqstis Tanaxmad, adamianebma ver gaamarTles 
uflis ndoba. daukiTxavad igemes ra keTilisa da borotis Secnobis 
xis akrZaluli nayofi, maT erTgvarad ikisres demiurgis roli, Se-
iWrnen Semoqmedis funqciebSi da, sanacvlod amisa, RvTis risxva 
daimsaxures: SeaCvena RmerTma adami da eva, waarTva maT maradiuli 
sicocxlis bedniereba, aqcia isini mokvdavebad, mouvlina mravali 
satanjveli da gamodevna samoTxis baRidan. „samoTxis baRi“ ki Ta-
visuflad SeiZleba asimilirdes „oqros xanasTan“. Sesabamisad, ikve-
Teba daskvna: SeuZlebelia „idiliuri bednierebis“ mopoveba adami-
anuri SesaZleblobebis farglebSi, es mxolod da mxolod RvTis sa-
uflos prerogativaa.

qristianulma msoflmxedvelobam kidev ufro gaaRrmava da 
gaaSinaarsa Tavisi pozicia, rodesac keisris sauflos codvian da 
garyvnil models aqtiurad daupirispira zeciuri samoTxis modeli. 
am TvalsazrisiT, yuradRebas iqcevs ioane mociqulis „gamocxade-
bis“ teqsti, sadac amqveyniuri, miwieri qalaqis – babilonis, ro-
gorc codvilTa, mruSTa, „meZavTa da dedamiwis sibilweTa dedis“ 
damxobis motivs upirispirdeba imqveyniuri, RvTiuri qalaqis, axali 
ierusalimis aRmocenebis motivi: gansxvavebiT babilonisagan, axali 
ierusalimi RvTis qalaqia, dabrunebuli samoTxe, sadac aRzevebul 
adamianebTan mudam iqneba RmerTi, „moswmends yvela cremls maTi 
Tvalebidan da aRar iqneba sikvdili, glova, godeba da tkivilic aRar 
iqneba, vinaidan pirvelebma gadaiares“ (gamocx. 21:4).

„gamocxadebis“ am koncefciis erTgvar gagrZelebad gvevlin-
eba netari avgustines „RvTis qalaqi“, sadac filosofosi mkveTrad 
mijnavs religiur miznebs saero, saqveyno miznebisa da amocanebisa-
gan. „RvTis qalaqSi“ is cxadad gamoxatavs gulistkivils adamianTa 
mudmivi zrunvisa da fiqris gamo „amqveyniuri qalaqis“ problemebze, 
rac, hiponeli episkoposis azriT, „RmerTis qalaqisagan“ adamianTa 
daSorebis ueWvel winapirobas warmoadgens. netari avgustine Tvlis, 
rom adamianebis erTaderTi misia miwaze aris ganwmenda amqveyniuri 
codvebisagan, vinaidan maTi „namdvili cxovreba“ zecaSia. miwieri 
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piligrimobis dasasruls gankiTxvis dRe moaswavebs, dRe, romelic 
gaaTavisuflebs Rirseulebs „amqveyniuri qalaqis“ borkilebisgan da 
„RvTis qalaqSi“ gadaanacvlebs: „am dRis Semdeg, – wers netari avgus-
tine, – Zveli adamianis ganadgurebiT, moxdeba gardasaxva, romelic 
angelozebr sicocxles uqadis adamianebs“ (Августин 1969: 605).

amave sakiTxis Rrmad Teologiur modifikacias vxvdebiT „sibr-
Zne  balavarisa“-s  teqstSi:  „da  viTarca  esma  kacsa  mas  RmrTisa,  aRiZ-
ra goneba misi da cremliTa. da hrqua: „cxovnde, mefeo, ukunisamde, 
rameTu warmavalsa wil aRgirCevies waruvali da umjobesi, rameTu 
ararai ars soflisa amis didebai, rameTu viTarca aCrdili warvals da 
viTarca kuamli ganikargebis. aw warmarTe gulis sityuai Seni, rameTu 
keTil ars, raiTa warmavalsa amisa datevebiTa waruvali igi sofeli 
moiyido“ (sibrZne balahvarisi 1960: 233).

aseTia ZiriTadi konteqsti, romelic win uswrebs rusTavelis 
„vefxistyaosans“, Tumca, aris kidev erTi uaRresad mniSvnelovani 
teqsti, romelsac gverds verc „vefxistyaosnis“ avtori auvlida da 
verc Cven avuvliT: daviT aRmaSeneblis „galobani sinanulisani“. swo-
red am teqsts ixseniebs, da sruliad marTebulad, nodar naTaZe, Tum-
ca, ramdenadme gansxvavebuli aqcentiT: „specialur literaturaSi, 
– aRniSnavs mkvlevari, – vefxistyaosans xSirad aRiareben renesan-
sul nawarmoebad im sabuTiT, rom rusTavelma xorciel qveyanas Ta-
visTavadi mniSvneloba mianiWa da adamianis, qveyniur grZnobebs 
umRera. amgvari midgoma, cxadia, mcdaria. mxolod es rom kmarodes 
nawarmoebis „renesansulobis“ mtkicebisTvis, maSin am saxeliT unda 
mogvexsenebina yvela literaturuli Tu xelovnebis qmnileba, romel-
Siac ki realuri adamianisadmi interesia gamoTqmuli... renesansis 
arsi da, miT umetes, misi Rirebuleba imaSi ki ar aris, rom man xorci-
eli  adamiani  Tavisi  interesebis  centrSi  daayena,  aramed is,  rom  man 
amas maRalganviTarebuli asketizmisa da spiritualizmis, yvelaze 
rTuli da Rrma msoflmxedvelobis – qristianobis daZlevis Sedegad 
miaRwia... rusTavelis poemac, maSasadame, imitom ki ar aris renesan-
suli, rom igi xorciel vnebebs umReris, aramed imitom, rom igi 
amozrdilia maRal qristianul kulturaze da am ukanasknelis ara 
liton uaryofas, aramed, garkveuli azriT, Zlevas da masze Sors 
wasvlas warmoadgens. Cven rom ar Semogvnaxoda daviT aRmaSeneblis 
„galobani sinanulisani“, mdidari qarTuli sasuliero literatura 
da saistorio mwerloba, romlebic qarTvelebSi codvis ganwmendiT 
damZimebuli qristianuli msoflSegrZnebis gabatonebas mowmoben 
mTeli Sua saukuneebis manZilze, maSin SegveZleboda gveTqva, rom 
rusTavelis poemis amqveyniuroba gaucnobierebeli, ase vTqvaT, pir-
veladi amqveyniurobaa da am mxriv homirosis eposisgan, „visramianis-
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gan“ da Zveli arabuli poeziisgan ar gansxvavdeba, magram raki es yo-
velive Semogvenaxa, amis Tqmis ufleba aRar gvaqvs “ (naTaZe 1974: 177-
178).

miuxedavad imisa, rom rusTavelis esTetikas Cven prerenesan-
sul movlenad miviCnevT da ara renesansulad, rogorc amas n. naTa-
Ze brZanebs, vTanxmdebiT mecnierTan im azrze, rom rusTavelis es-
Tetika renesansis epoqis esTetikis garkveuli maxasiaTeblebis ukve 
matarebeli teqstia. TumcaRa, iq sadac n. naTaZe qristianuli kul-
turis   Zlevasa  da  „masze  Sors  wasvlas“  Wvrets,   Cven   gviani  Suasau-
kuneebis qarTuli qristianuli azris damagvirgvinebel akords uf-
ro vismenT, romelSic Tavmoyrilia rogorc adreuli Suasukuneebis 
qristianuli cnobiereba, ise – „galobani sinanulisani“-s Semafasebeli 
filosofia. Sesabamisad, „xorcieli vnebebi“ da sxva yofiTi siuJe-
turi xazebi mxolod aplikaciebia im sayovelTo, umaRlesi, univer-
saluri siyvarulis, sikeTisa da harmoniis aRmoCenis gzaze, romel-
sac sabolood unda daadgnen „vefxistyaosnis“ gmirebi, da, upir-
veles yovlisa, tarieli, romelmac gardauvali trnasformacia unda 
ganicados.

sad gadis teqstSi gmirTa transformaciis ZiriTadi sademarka-
cio xazebi?

dabejiTebiT migvaCnia, rom „vefxistyaosnis“ gmirebis mxatvru-
li transformaciis gza liminalur modelebze gadis. davimowmebT 
Cvensave naSroms – „teqsti da qronotopi“ (2010):

„terminisa da cnebis – „liminaloba“ – avtoria franguli pozi-
tiuri  anTropologiis  TvalsaCino  warmomadgeneli  arnold  van  gene-
nepi. naSromSi „Rites de passage“ (1908) genepma ara mxolod Teoriulad 
ganmarta liminalobis mniSvneloba, aramed praqtikulad warmoaCina 
misi makoordinebeli roli, erTi mxriv, sezonuri cvalebadobebis, 
meore mxriv ki – individualuri cxovrebis

stilis Secvlis procesSi. „Rites de passage“ – gadanacvlebis 
rituali, genepis azriT, nebismieri tipis cvalebadobis (adgilis, 
qveynis an socialuri statusis Secvlis, asakobrivi cvalebadobis da 
sxva) aucilebel atributs warmoadgens da gamokveTs im diqotomias, 
romelic arsebobs „gamyarebul“ da „gadanacvlebad“ struqturebs 
Soris. genepi miiCnevs, rom gadaadgilebis, anu tranzitulobis yo-
veli procesi sami faziT xasiaTdeba: 1. gamocalkeveba, gamoyofa, 
anu separacia; 2. marginaloba, anu liminaloba; 3. gaerTianeba, anu in-
korporacia. pirveli faza, separacia, gulisxmobs konkretuli indi-
vidualuri formis an rCeuli individis, e.w. „iniciantis“ izolire-
bas fiqsirebuli socialuri an kulturuli struqturisagan. igi aR-
niSnavs iniciantis mowyvetas realuri dro-sivrculi garemosagan; 
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meore faza, liminaloba, gamoxatavs iniciantis, igive „tranzituli 
mgzavris“ ambivalentur mdgomareobas, mis gadanacvlebas Sualedur, 
ambivalentur socialur zonaSi, e.w. „limboSi“; mesame, inkorpora-
ciis finaluri faza, Seesatyviseba iniciantis dabrunebas sazoga-
doebaSi, mxolod ganaxlebuli socialuri statusiT, e.i. individis 
„reagregacias“.

gansakuTrebul interess, sami aRniSnuli fazidan, imsaxurebs 
meore, anu liminaluri faza, romlis wiaRSic individi iZens soci-
aluri garemos sruli gabundovanebis gamocdilebas da emijneba 
realobas. termini „liminaluri“ laTinuridan momdinareobs (limen, 
liminis) da niSnavs zRurbls, mijnas, or gansxvavebul adgils Soris 
moTavsebul gasasvlel derefans. analogiuri mizniT inergeba igi 
genepis TeoriaSic: liminaluri faza Tavisi arsiTa da funqciiT tran-
zituli, dinamikuri Sualeduri kondiciaa, moTavsebuli gamyarebul 
da   transformirebul   struqturebs  Soris.  Sesabamisad,  genepi  miiC-
nevs, rom gadanacvlebis rituali „Rites de passage“ SeiZleba ganisazR-
vros rogorc sami kondiciis mTlianoba: „preliminaluris~, rac gu-
lisxmobs  gamoyofas  winare  samyarosagan;  „liminaluris“,  rac   aRniS-
navs tranzitulobis periods; „postliminaluris“, rac ukavSirdeba 
axal samyarosTan inkorporaciis ceremonials... TiTqmis naxevari 
sakunis Semdeg, genepis Teorias struqturalistusi anTropologiis 
sibrtyeze gadaitans viqtor Terneri da liminalur fazas gansazR-
vravs, rogorc „interstruqturalur situacias“, aRmocenebuls 
„sxvadasxva poziciur struqturebs Soris“.

Terneris gansakuTrebul yuradRebas genepis TeoriaSi imsaxu-
rebs liminaluri faza, romelic asrulebs zRurblis funqcias da 
erTmaneTisagan mijnavs cxovrebis gansxvavebul etapebs. Terneris 
azriT, individis droebiTi gamoyofa gamyarebuli sazogadoebrivi 
struqturisagan aniWebs individs ara mxolod ambivalentur soci-
alur statuss, aramed aTavisuflebs mas nebismieri kanonebis, qcevis 
normebisa da wesebisagan, misi statusi arsobrivad ambivalenturi 
da bundovania. „liminaluri fazis pirobebSi, – wers Terneri, – in-
dividi arc „aqeT“ aris da aRarc „iqiT“. is imyofeba iuridiulad, 
tradiciulad, konvenciurad da ceremoniulad dadgenil poziciebs 
„Soris“ („betwixt and between“ – i. r.)“ (Terneri 1995: 126). Sesabamisad, 
SeCerebulia individis rogorc „winare“, ise „momdevno“ statusis 
moqmedeba, individi gariyulis, ganusazRvrelis poziciaSia, rekons-
truirebuli da ganaxlebuli kulturuli modelebisa da paradigme-
bis ganxorcielebis molodinis kondiciaSi1. m. i. spariosus mar-

1 r. palmeri aRniSnavs: „individs, romelic gadainacvlebs liminalur fazaSi, 
gaaCnia individis potenciali, magram moqceulia samyaroebs Soris arsebul 
napralSi, anu warmoadgens erTgvar konceptualur mediums, „aq“ da „iq“ arse-
bul alternatiul struqturebs Soris“ (Palmer 1980: 8).
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Tebuli SeniSvniT, „liminaloba TernerisaTvis warmoadgens ara mxo-
lod tranzitulobis, aramed potencialurobis formas“ (Spariosu 
1997: 133), radgan liminaloba amJRavnebs ara mxolod gamyarebuli 
struqturebisagan izolirebis, aramed alternatiuli struqturebis 
formirebis potenciur SesaZleblobebs“ (ratiani 2010: 109-111)1.

zemoTqmulidan gamomdinare, gamovTqvamT mosazrebas, rom 
„vefxistyaosanSi“ gmirTa transformacia struqturulad ukavSir-
deba liminalur modelebs, rac gmiris ganaxlebisa da gardasaxvis 
konceptualuri winapirobaa. kerZod, „raindul romanebSi, Rites de 
passage-s ori gansxvavebuli sqemaa danergili: is ebmis an – a) Ziebis 
motivs,  anac  –  b)  xetialis  motivs.  es  ori  motivi,  romlebic  opozi-
ciuri dro-sivrculi modelebidan momdinareobs, or gansxvavebul 
xasiaTs ukavSirdeba: moZravsa da statikurs. „vefxistyaosanSi“ ori-
ve xasiaTia warmodgenili. pirvels ganasaxierebs avTandili, xolo 
meores – tarieli“ (elbaqiZe, ratiani 2014: 30). davamatebT, rom am 
maxasiaTeblebiT sxva mTavari gmirebis gansazRvrac SeiZleba: nes-
tan-darejanis, TinaTinisa da fridonis, Tumca transformaciuli 
kodi teqstSi mxolod tarielis, avTandilisa da nestan-darejanis 
gmirebTan mimarTebiT inergeba2. saubrobs ra teqstis mTavar ’oTxe-
ulze’, m. RaRaniZe sruliad samarTlianad miuTiTebs: „poemis axal-
gazrda gmirTagan erTaderTia TinaTini, romelic ar tovebs Tavis 
samkvidros da, viTrca sibrZnis xorcSesxma, sakuTr saxlSi bato-
nobs da ganagebs. aseve erTaderTia TinaTini, romlis statusis Sec-
vlasac poemis dasawyisidane vWvretT, – poema misi aRsaydrebiT 
iwyeba, – danarCeni gmirebi ki – avTandilic, tarielic, nestanic, – 
statusis Secvlas mxolod martoobis, tanjvis, saxl-karis mitovebisa 
da xelaxla mopovebis Semdeg aRweven. yoveli amTgani gamodis Tavisi 
myari da mdgradi mdgomareobidan. Cveuli da mSobliuri garemodan da 
samyarosa da sakuTari Tavis pirispir rCeba, martoobaSi aRmoCndeba“ 
(RaRaniZe 2009: 82).

transformaciuli liminaluri modelebis TvalsazrisiT, „ve-
fxistyaosanSi“, Cvenis azriT, sami mxatvruli sivrculi modeli mniS-
vnelobs (gansazRvruli Sesabamisi droiTi koordinatebiT): tari-
elis gamoqvabuli („qvabi“), avTandilis gza da nestan-darejanis cixe. 
winamdebare statiaSi ganvixilavT mxolod gamoqvabulis models, 

1 ufro detalurad ix. i. ratiani, teqsti da qronotopi. Tbilisis unveriste-
tis gamomcmeloba. Tbilisi, 2010.
2 SesaZloa im mizeziT, rom TinaTini da fridoni imTaviTve „mefis“ statusSi 
arian warmodgenilni da rusTaveli, rogorc Sua saukuneebis avtori, „mefeebs“ 
Segnebulad ar gaatarebs transformaciis fazebs.
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romlis meSveobiTac SevecdebiT warmovaCinoT tarielis Sinagani 
transformaciis paradigma1.

gamoqvabulSi myofi tarieli ukve „gadaadgilebuli“ persona-
Jia, romelic ganicdis socialuri garemos srul gabundovanebas. 
erTis mxriv, personaJi emijneba realobas, is gariyulia da, Sesa-
bamisad, gaucxoebuli sazogadoebrivstruqturebTan, rac aniWebs 
mas ambivalentur socialur statuss da ayenebs identobis dakargvis 
zRvarTanac ki, xolo, meores mxriv, gmiri imyofeba ganusazRvrelis 
poziciaSi, rekonstruirebuli da transformirebuli paradigmebis 
ganxorcielebis molodinSi. saidan sad miemarTeba tarieli?

tarieli, iseve rogorc misi Zmadnafici avTandili, gviani Sua-
saukuneebis epoqis qristianuli rainduli suliskveTebis matarebe-
li gmiria. Tavis erT-erT bolo naSromSi – „burJua. istoriasa da 
literaturas Soris“, upirispirebs ra burJuas saxes mxatvrul li-
teraturaSi Suasaukuneebis raindisas, franko moreti aRniSnavs: „kargi 
Tvisebebic ki~ arasakmarisad kargi aRmoCnda saimisod, rom burJu-
asagan Seqmniliyo TxrobiTi Janris gmiri, iseTi, rogoric iyo meoma-
ri, raindi, dampyrobeli an avantiuristi – gmirebi, romelTac asobiT 
wlebis manZilze eyrdoboda dasavluri literaturis siuJetebi... 
Tuki aristokratias eyo Tavxedoba, Seeqmna uSiSari da unaklo rain-
debis mTeli galerea da amiT moexdina sakuTari Tavis idealizacia, 
burJuaziam es ar Caidina. Tavgadasavlis diadi meqanizmi TandaTan 
daiSala axali burJuaziuli civilizaciiT, Tavgadasavlis gareSe ki 
gmirma dakarga unikaluroba, romelic moulodnelobasTan Sexved-
ris xibliT iyo gansazRvruli. raindTan SedarebiT burJua arafriT 
gamorCeuli da mouxelTebeli mosCanda, nebismieri sxva burJuebis 
msgavsi“ (Moretti 2013: 8, 16). sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, raindi, burJuasagan 
gansxvavebiT, Suasaukuneebis aristokratiis interesebis gamomxatve-
li gmiria, Semkuli misi saukeTeso TvisebebiT, ris wyalobiTac avto-
rebi advilad axdenen gmiris idealizacias. raindi cxovrobs raind-
Ta kodeqsis Tanaxmad da Tavaziani, keTilSobili, erTguli mamakacis 
gansaxierebaa, romelsac kurtuaziulma literaturam meti emoci-
uroba da vnebianoba SesZina. amasTan, raindebi gviani Suaukuneebis epo-
qis  msoflmxedvelobrivi  interesebis  gamomxatvelnic  arian. maT  xSi-
rad ixsenieben rogorc „qristes saxeliT raindebs“: dasavlur kul-
turaSi raindad kurTxevis erT-erT pirobas xom religiuri aRT-
qmis dadeba warmoadgens?2 amrigad, siyvaruli, erTguleba, mamacoba, 
Tavdadeba, keTilSobileba, sulgrZeloba, Tavgadasavlebis Zieba – 
tarielisa da avTandilis rainduli bunebis markerebia, emociuroba, 

1 vvaraudobT, rom msjeloba gagrZeldeba momdevno samecniero publikaciaSic.
2 ix. Knighthoods of Christ: Essays on the History of the Crusades and the Knights Templar, Pre-
sented to Malcolm Barber. Ed. by Norman Housley. Rout- ledge, 2007.
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vnebianoba, pragmatuloba – adamianuri/mamakacuri bunebisa, xolo 
sinanuli, TviTgvema, sulze fiqri – qristianuli misiisa. „vefxis-
tyaosnis“ avtoris amocanis sirTules Seadgens teqstis pirobiT 
istoriul-yofiT realobaSi arsebuli diqotomiebis dadareba ma-
radiul diqotomiebTan, romlebic ganfenilia transcendentul sam-
yaroSi da saiTkenac, urTulesi Sinagani transformaciebis daZle-
vis gziT, unda gadaadgildnen igive gmirebi.

gavixsenoT pirveli gamoCena tarielisa: „naxes ucxo moyme vinme, 
jda mtirali wylisa pirsa...“ (85). abjarasxmuli, vefxistyaviT Semo-
sili  devgmiri  zis  wylis  piras  da  tiris. mogvianebiT,  rodesac „qvab-
Sigan“ vnaxavT tariels, is kvlav tiris: „merme sulTqvna, daizaxna, 
cremli cxelni gadmoyara...“ (310), rac Sedeg, araerTgzis meordeba 
teqstSi. cremli am personaJis umTavresi atributia, aranakleb mniS-
vnelovani mis cxensa Tu xmalze. SesaZlebelia, rom tarielis crem-
lebi miviCnioT sinanulis gamoxatulebad? Tu es mxolod ganSore-
bisgan gamowveuli mwuxarebis cremlia (ganSoreba sayvarelTan, sam-
SoblosTan da sxv.)? vfiqrobT, rom amgvari SekiTxvis dasmis SesaZle-
blobas   iZleva   rogorc   teqstis   siuJeti,  ise –  misi  Seqmnis  kultu-
ruli konteqsti: erTis mxriv, tarielis zurgsukan ganfenilia mTeli 
rigi movlenebisa, romlebic aZlevs mas safuZvels Cavardes mwuxa-
rebasa da sinanulSi: nestanis dakargva, samSoblosgan mocileba, saku-
Tari aRmzrdelis – farsadanis momdureba... meores mxriv, tarieli 
gviani Suasukuneebis epoqis raindia da, Sesabamisad, savsebiT dasaS-
vebia, rom sinanuli misi msoflmxedvelobis organul nawiladac gan-
vixiloT, miT ufro, rom qarTul literaturaSi ukve arsebobs daviT 
aRmaSenebelis „galobani sinanulisani“ rogorc qristianuli sinanu-
lis mxatvruli deklaracia. sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, tarielis rain-
doba  winaaRmdegobaSi  ar  modis  sinanulis  gancdasTan,  piriqiT,   vin-
Zlo am kombinaciis meSveobiT aRwevs rusTaveli Tavisi gmiris trans-
formaciis im simaRles, romliskenac miiltvis. 

tarieli sworedac rom raindia, romelsac TavdaviwyebiT Seuy-
vardeba Tavisi xelmwifis qaliSvili, Tumca, ormxrivi siyvarulis 
miuxedavad, siuJeturi peripetiebis gamo, isini kargaven erTmaneTs. 
tarieli uSedegod daeZebs satrfos da, ukiduresi emociuri transis 
mdgomareobaSi, rasac, rusTvelologebi adareben „siSmages“, tovebs 
samSoblos, adamianTa sazogadoebas. is ganmartovdeba tyeSi, ukac-
riel gamoqvabulSi, sadac eZleva mwuxarebasa da vaebas... siSmage, 
gaxeleba, SeSliloba ukve TavisTavad warmoadgens ganapirebul, arc 
aqeTa/arc iqiTa mdgomareobas, roca gmiri gansxvavdeba sxva, nor-
maluri adamianebisgan; igi arsobrivad aRar ekuTvnis maT ricxvs, 
Tumca, rogorc adamiani, bolomde ver aris mokveTili sazogadoebi-
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dan. miSel fuko aRniSnavs, rom am mdgomareobaSi SeSlili Tavad avlebs 
erTgvar gamyof xazs da misi Tavgadasavali „mkacrad gamocalkevebuli 
da, amavdros, absoluturi (srulyofili – i.r.) gadaadgilebaa erTi 
mdgomareobidan meoreSi“ (fuko 1967: 11). magram, rogori SeiZleba 
iyos Tavad gadaadgilebis, anu tranzitis paradigma? iulia kristevas 
azriT, SeSliloba arsobrivad destruqciuli movlena da miiswra-
fis identobis krizisisadmi, rac miRebuli travmis, tkivilis, ube-
durebis da a.S. Sedegia (Kristeva 1982: 4)1. agnes kaniJais marTebuli 
SeniSvniT ki, aq saintereso isaa, Tu „rogor aRwevs SeSliloba gmiris 
amaRlebul raindul sxeulSi da rogor gamsWvalavs mas uRrmesi 
emociebiT, rac iwvevs kidevac identobis kriziss“ (Kanizsai 2020: 124). 
swored amgvar zRvarTan mdgomi personaJia tarieli. misi mebrZoli da 
Seupovari rainduli suliskveTeba gadaCrdilulia siyvarulis gamo 
mogvrili travmiT, samSoblos datovebis gamo mogvrili mwuxarebiT, 
mamobilis/aRmzrdelis momdurebis gamo mogvrili uxerxulobiT... 
gonebadabnedili eubneba is avTandils: „aRara vici, damviwydes, 
Tumc ar  diadi  welia“  (342).  marTalia,  yvelafris daviwyeba anu   am-
nezia  jer ar aris realoba, magram – arc Soreuli perspeqtivaa. rTu-
lia vamtkicoT, rom xelmwife mamis mier nestanisaTvis SerCeuli 
saqmros – xvarazmSas Svilis mokvla raime sinanuls iwvevs tarielSi, 
vinaidan, erTis mxriv, is raindia, romelsac Janris kanoni avaldebu-
lebs warbSeuxrelad moiSoros metoqe, ibrZolos ZalauflebisTvis, 
sayvareli qalisTvis da a.S., meores mxriv ki, arc Tavad teqsti gvawvdis 
raime   informacias  tarielis  sinanulis    Sesaxeb;  magram,   yvelaferi, 
rac am mkvlelobis gamo xdeba – mamobilis/aRmzrdelis farsadanis 
ganrisxeba, nestan-darejanis dakargva, samSoblodan devniloba – 
namdvilad aris tarielis gaxelebis, ganadgurebisa da destruqciis 
mizezi. SesaZloa, mas ar awuxebdes sinanuli uSualod xvarazmSas 
Svilis mokvlis gamo, magram aucileblad aqvs zemoT CamoTvlili 
sxva danakargebiT, rogorc Cadenili mkvlelobis uSualo SedegiT 
gamowveuli sinanulis gancda. teqstis momdevno pasaJebSi is neba-
yoflobiT ganridebuli/gadaadgilebuli personaJia, romelic ka-
eSansa da TviTgvemas aris micemuli da daeZebs sikvdils, viTarca 
erTaderT gamosavals Seqmnili viTarebidan2. tarieli Tavisi ra-
induli identobis dakargvis winaSe dgas: misi, rogorc raindis 
pozicia Seryeulia da gaugebaric ki. Cveni azriT, es sulac ar aris 
„umoqmedo kaeSanis“ mdgomareoba, rogorc amas rusTvelologebis er-

1 miSel fukos ekuTvnis fraza, romelic miemarTeba don kixotis personaJs: 
„SeSliloba sikvdilis gauxrwneli sicocxlea“.
2 rasac „vefxistyaosnis“ teqstis araerTi siuJeturi adgili da fraza 
cxadhyofs.
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Ti nawili brZanebs (didi pativiscemiT maTdami – i.r.), aramed – teq-
stSi ganviTarebuli movlenebis logikuri mxatvruli Sedegi, rac 
gmiris an saboloo daRupvis, anac – ganaxlebisa da transformaciis 
dasawyisad unda iqces. rusTaveli meore gzas irCevs da, rogorc 
Sehferis gviani Sua saukuneebis genialur avtors, Tanac – qarTvels, 
pirovnebisa da raindis transformaciis paradigmas is gardauvalad 
akaSirebs qristianuli samoTxis ideasTan.

am miznis misaRwevad, pirvel yovlisa, saWiroa, rom tarieli 
gamoemijnos pirobiT yofiT-istoriul realobas da gadaadgildes 
liminalur sivrceSi. swored aseTad gvevlineba gamoqvabuli, rome-
lic civilizaciisgan Sors, tyeSi mdebareobs, da romelic idealuri 
adgilia gmiris transformaciis dasawyebad. Suasaukuneebis esTeti-
kis zemoT moyvanili erT-erTi mniSvnelovani principis Tanaxmad, es 
swored is SemTxvevaa, rodesac buneba/landSafti, rogorc RmerTis 
mier  Seqmnili  modeli,  civilizaciisa  da  adamianebisagan  xeluxlebe-
li, aqtiurdeba da saSualebas aZlevs personaJs, Seimecnos masSi sa-
kuTari Tavi, daiwyos ganaxleba, ramac sabolood unda gamokveTos 
misi sulieri zrdis paradigma. meores mxriv, Tuki gavixsenebT Sua sa-
ukuneebis rainduli romanebis siuJetisaTvis damaxasiaTebel tra-
diciul xerxs, tarielis xelaxali dabadebis procesis katalizato-
rad misi megobari da Zmadnafici unda mogvevlinos1. gamoqvabulSi 
avTandilma unda SeaRwios, gmirma, romelic rusTavelis am unikalur 
teqstSi Zlieri pirovnebisa da Seyvarebuli raindis tipis mTliano-
bis aucilebel pirobas warmoadgens2. tariels daxmareba sWirdeba, 
moyvasis Tanadgoma, gnebavT, qristianuli TanagrZnoba: „xams moyvare 
moyvrisaTvis Tavi Wirsa ar damridad“... (708). da aseT „moyvared“ 
avTandili iqceva. swored is daexmareba Zmadnafics, daZlios sirTu-
leebi da irwmunos ganaxleba. tarielis mier avTandilisTvis Tavisi 
ambis moTxrobis procesSi SesaniSnavad warmoCndeba kontrasti na-
xevradbnel gamoqvabuls, rogorc liminalur sivrcesa, da im pi-
robiT yofiT-istoriul sivrcul models Soris, romelSic manamde 
gaedineboda  tarielis  cxovreba:   Svidi  samefo,  samefo  kari,  xelmwi-
fis  erTaderTi  asuli  da  bevris  sxva ram, rac qmnis aluzias  im epoqis 
qarTul istoriul relobaze3. me-12 saukunis saqarTvelos politi-

1 ix. agnes kaniJai, The Representation of Madness in a Medieval English Romance.http://publica-
tio.bibl.u-szeged.hu/5232/1/09.C381gnes_Kaniz- sai_2009_13_u.pdf
2 detalurad amis Sesaxeb ix. maka elbaqiZe, vefxistaosnis poetikis zogierTi 
sakiTxi Suasukuneebis frangul raindul romanTan tipologiur mimarTebaSi. 
Tbilisi, 2007.gv. 52-66.
3 rom aRaraferi vTqvaT TinaTinis gamefebis epizodze, ris Tobazec k. kekel-
iZe da al. baramiZe weren: „ueWvelze ueWvelia, rom am epizodebSi Tviseburad 
airekla me-12 saukunis saqarTvelos konkretul-istoriuli sinamdvilis re-
aluri viTarebani“ (kekeliZe, baramiZe 1969: 257).
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kuri da socialuri realoba, avtoris mxatvruli warmosaxvisa da 
SemoqmedebiTi niWis meSveobiT, mxatvrul transformacias ganicdis 
da konkretuli literaturuli JanrisaTvis dasaSvebi doziT vlin-
deba teqstSi. saxezea feodaluri saxelmwifos, rogorc realobis, 
mxatvruli implikacia, mxatvruli dro-sivrcisa da istoriuli dro-
sivrcis  swori   balansi,  rac  uzrunvelyofs  mkiTxvelis  rwmenas  siu-
uJetSi gadmocemuli ambisadmi. aseTia qronotopis diaqronuli 
funqcia, rac gansakuTrebiT efeqturad muSaobs gviani Sua saukune-
ebis sekularul teqstebSi, kerZod ki – raindul romanSi. mixail 
baxtini amis Taobaze werda: „ra daniSnuleba aqvT Cvens mier ganxilul 
qronotopebs?.. Cvens mier ganxiluli qronotopebi gamoirCevian Jan-
rul-tipuri   xasiaTiT,   isini  safuZvlad  udevs  romanis  Janris   sxva-
dasxva saxeobas, romlebic iqmneboda da viTardeboda saukuneebis 
manZilze“ (baxtini 1986: 284-285). istoriuli qronotopis nakads, ro-
melic misTvis damaxasiaTebeli politikuri Tu socialuri niuan-
sebiT Semodis „vefxistyaosnis“ teqstSi (saxelmwifoebi, qalaqebi, 
jari, vasalebi da ymebi da a.S.), rusTaveli amxatvrulebs da, am gziT, 
qmnis mxatvruli realobis pirobiT models. swored amgvari piro-
biTi mxatvruli realobis wiaRSi gaedineboda tarielis cxovreba 
(da gaedineba sxva gmirebis cxovrebac) vidre is metoqes moklavda da 
gamoqvabuls miaSurebda: dabadeba, aRzrda, davaJkaceba, Seyvareba, 
gardaxdili brZolebi da omebi da a.S. anu yvela is movlena, rac 
qmnida tarielis cxovrebis wess. gamoqvabulis liminaluri sivrce 
ki kontrastul winaaRmdegobaSia sivrcis am, winare modelTan: ta-
rielis mier Tavisi Tavgadasavlis Txrobis procesSi avtori gviC-
venebs principul gansxvavebas, romelic arsebobs teqstSi mxat-
vruli qronotopis yofiT-istoriul da liminalur modelebs So-
ris, politikurad da socialurad aqtiur cxovrebasa da nebayof-
lobiT ganmartoebas Soris. gamoqvabulis daniSnuleba aris gmiris 
TviTgamorkvevisaken gadaadgilebis inicireba. tarielma xelaxla un-
da Seicnos sakuTari Tavi da irwmunos sakuTari Zala, anu – xelaxla 
daibados. rainduli romanis Janris kanonis Tanaxmad, ganaxlebuli, 
transformirebuli, gonsmosuli raindi „sargeblobs axladmopovebu-
li TavisuflebiT da misi qmedebebi kidev ufro diadi xdeba“ (Kanizsai 
2020: 136), qristianuli mwerlobis kanonis Tanaxmad ki, gmiris ganax-
leba gviani Sua saukuneebis esTetikur konceptTan TanxmobaSi unda 
ganxorcieldes, rac aris – adamianis qceva „xatad RvTisa“. asec mox-
deba. tarieli ara marto gamova gamoqvabulidan, ara marto daibru-
nebs sayvarel qals, samSoblos da maTTan erTad – raindis identobas, 
aramed – mogvevlineba zRaprul-fantastikuri idiliis mmarTvelad, 
rac migvaniSnebs transcendenturi modelis CarTvaze/gaaqtiureba-
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ze mxatvrul qronotopSi, kerZod, bibliur samoTxesa da „RmerTis 
qalaqze“: „Sigan maTTa sabrZanisTa Txa da mgeli erTad sZovdes“ (1595). 
am samoTxeSi ki veravin Seva amqveyniuri sinanulis gancdis gareSe. 
gamoqvabuli swored is satranzito zonaa, liminaluri, gardamavali, 
arc aqeTa – arc iqiTa modeli, romelSic tarieli sulierad unda 
gaZlierdes, ganicados Sinagani transformacia da SeZlos nestan-
darejanis gamoxsna. nestan-darejanis gamoxsnis Sedegebi  rusTavelis 
teqstSi calsaxad miemarTeba idiliuri formulisaken: „Txa da mgeli 
erTad Zovdes...“ ra aris es Tu ara – bibliuri samoTxis literatu-
ruli implikacia da mxatvruli aluzia Suasukuneebis esTetikis ki-
dev erT umniSvnelovanes principze: adamianis qcevaze RvTis xatad 
miwieri istoriis dasrulebis Semdeg, codvaTa gamosyidvisa da droSi 
ganfenili maradiuli samyaros dabrunebis gziT.

amrigad, rusTavelis teqsti, Tumc ukve aRsavse prerenesan-
suli mgrZnobelobiT, upiratesad gviani Sua saukuneebis msoflmxed-
velobriv-konceptualuri principebiTaa ganpirobebuli da orien-
tirebulia RmerTsa da qristianuli harmoniis ideaze. swored 
amiskenaa mimarTuli nebismieri tipis realoba – iqneba es wmindad 
mxatvruli, mxatvrul-istoriuli Tu mxatvrul-transcendenturi – 
miskenaa  mimarTuli,  rac  gvafiqrebinebs,  rom  qronotopis  liminalu-
ri modeli erT-erTi dominanturia rusTavelis teqstSi. SoTa rus-
Taveli imave rols asrulebs qarTul qristianul mwerlobaSi, ra-
sac dante Seasrulebs italiursa da evropulSi, xolo orive erTad 
– msoflio mwerlobaSi: isini, marTalia, sxvadasxva Janrsa da stilSi, 
magram  Tanabari  ZlevamosilebiT   warmoaCenen   qristianuli   mwerlo-
bis simaRles, konceptualurad srulyofen da daagvirgvineben qris-
tianul narativs,  Tumca,  TavianTi  transformaciuli  suliskveTebiT,
iwinaswarmetyveleben renesanss, globaluri Zvrebisa da gardaqmne-
bis ideiT STagonebul epoqas, romlis warmodgenac ki SeuZlebelia 
gviani Suasukuneebis am genialuri avtorebis gareSe.
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(Georgia)

Rustaveli’s Three Realities 

Summary

Key words: Models of fictional reality; aesthetical principles of late middle ages; 
paradigm os transformationo, limal models.

The goal of the article is to carry out a typological analysis of the artistic space of 
The Knight in the Panther’s Skin from the innovative angle of the chronotope and liminal-
ity theories.

The reality, which is emphasised in the title, is of course, conventional due to the 
fundamental reason that literature itself is a major conventionality and a “play” with defi-
nite notion. Correspondingly, any kind of reality that can be discussed in a fictional text, 
including The Knight in the Panther’s Skin, is an intermediary between the possible and 
indispensable, a conditionality that takes shape within the frames of the creative talents of 
the author and acquires unique transformational skills within the frames of a text.

In our opinion, the conditional reality represented in the text by Rustaveli is de-
termined by three models: Artistic, historical, and transcendental. Of them, the artistic 
reality is a wholeness of the chronotope of the narrative and the individual chronotopes 
of characters. The historical and transcendental models are reconsidered and artistically 
formulated by the author and are gradually synthesised with the overall artistic fabric of 
the text. In our opinion, links between each of the models and their smooth functioning 
are due to:

•	The artistic, literary, and aesthetic principles of the late Middle Ages;
•	Laws of the genre of chivalric romances;
•	Artistic activation of the transformational liminal models.
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As is known, the late Middle Ages are the final period of the era of the Middle Ages 
that follow the early Middle Ages and precede Renaissance. The Knight in the Panther’s 
Skin by Rustaveli thoroughly follows the philosophic and aesthetic principles characteris-
tic of the late Middle Ages and at the same time, voices concepts characteristic of Renais-
sance. This opinion is based on the following arguments:

•	In Rustaveli’s text, God is regarded as the centre of the universe and the Creator 
of the universe and essences.

•	The creation and management of the world are an act of God’s will, rather than 
indispensability lacking willpower.

•	God is the Creator of good and non-creator of evil.
•	Rustaveli clearly defends the structure of the universe consisting of two com-

ponents: The end to the earthly history and the move to the eternal world spread in time 
seems to be quite organic for Rustaveli, even though the poet does not shun including and 
reviving in the text the historical and social situation of his time, which demonstrates that 
the text shares principles of secular literature and positive attitude towards the realism of 
Renaissance that has not started yet.

The aforementioned methodologically regulates the frames of the chronotope of 
Georgian chivalric romances that are interesting to us, showing that they are varied and 
providing the opportunity of drawing new conclusions, specifically:

•	The artistic spatial structure of The Knight in the Panther’s Skin is only partially 
based on the law of full dominance of topographic uncertainty typical for the Middle 
Ages. Such uncertainty can be encountered and on many occasions too (Mulghazanzari, 
Khataeti, Gulansharo, Kajeti Fortress, and so forth), but together with them, there are firm 
systems of topographic certainty (seven kingdoms, the sea, and so forth).

•	The spatial topographic uncertainty in The Knight in the Panther’s Skin does not 
imply that characters move between heavens and underground or the bottom of the sea and 
the far end of the heaven or humans and gods like this happens in Scandinavian sagas and 
myths of the same period. They move in geographically valid space.

•	Characters overcome and experience the space.
•	Characters perceive themselves in the nature “created by God”, thus drawing 

closer to Him. Such logic of the purpose is one of the main reasons for making the spatial 
aspect more varied. The author tries to make the geography of the space more varied, 
because overcoming geographic distances, the goals of characters become more clearly 
outlined in the story, increasing the involvement of readers in the story on the one hand 
and substantiating the logic of characters’ inner transformation on the other, which is of 
essential importance in the Christian literature of the late Middle Ages.

•	Skilful alternation of spatial perspectives can be observed in the text of The 
Knight in the Panther’s Skin. Artistic and geographic certainty is replaced with mytholo-
gised spaces and fantastic uncertainty typical of fairy tales and vice versa. Geographic and 
historical certainty is one of the pre-Renaissance features of Rustaveli’s text.

•	The time is organised accordingly. The real and so-called empirical time is de-
prived of dynamics. It is loaded with happenings, but is static in terms of variability. 
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Variability implies the qualitative transition of a static situation into dynamism. In the 
meantime, the dynamism of time bodes fundamental changes and is a transitional step 
towards another reality - eternity.

•	God continues to be the centre of the universe, but feudal society as a historic re-
ality or a local model flows somewhere. The earthly life of characters is typical for the pre-
Renaissance era. The text becomes variegated and, correspondingly, socially and structur-
ally determined. This makes the author’s artistic objectives more complicated, because 
he has to show the paradigm of the inner transformation of characters and the projection 
of the transfer/movement of characters from one model of time and space to another, in 
other words, the departure of characters from the artistic and geographic certainty to the 
mythologised uncertainty. Transformation and inner changes are precisely the process the 
text by Rustaveli is aimed at.

•	In the final chapter of the text, the author outlines in one phrase the ideal and 
utopic structure, ambiguously making it part of a real space that is at the same time full of 
mystery and mysticism. In the final lines of The Knight in the Panther’s Skin, the realms 
of characters represent an ideal space, where it is difficult to view vices characteristic of 
“Caesar’s world” and allusions are made to the “Gold Age” and “Arcadia” of the classi-
cal antiquity on the one hand and on the other, the Biblical and Christian Paradise, whose 
artistic perspectives are close to the fabulous and fantastic idyl characteristic of chivalric 
romances. Although the author of The Knight in the Panther’s Skin sympathises precisely 
with the latter model, there is one interesting nuance that makes us impelled to make 
a choice: The main characters of fairy tales are not fundamentally transformed in the 
process of twists and turns and adventures. They just gain experience. In the meantime, 
characters in The Knight in the Panther’s Skin are those oriented on transformation. They 
are to revise their main values due to the trouble that befalls on them. 

•	We are fully convinced that the path of the artistic transformation of the char-
acters of The Knight in the Panther’s Skin goes via liminal models. In our opinion, three 
artistic spatial models are of importance in terms of transformational liminal models (de-
termined by relevant temporal components) in The Knight in the Panther’s Skin: Tariel’s 
cave, Avtandil’s path, and Nestan-Darejan’s fortress. Only the cave model is considered in 
this article, making an attempt to describe the paradigm of Tariel’s inner transformation. 
To support our assumption, the article considers categories such as movement, remorse, 
rage, the loss of identity, search, transformation, coming out, and entry to the eternal di-
mension/Biblical Paradise.

It is noted in the conclusion of the article that although Rustaveli’s text is already 
full of pre-Renaissance sensitivity, it is dominated by philosophical and conceptual princi-
ples of the late Middle Ages and is based on the idea of God and Christian harmony. Any 
kind of reality, be it purely artistic, artistic-historical, or artistic-transcendental, is directed 
to this, which gives rise to the idea that the role Rustaveli plays in Georgian Christian 
literature is identical with the role Dante will play in Italian and European literature and 
both in world literature.
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irakli xvedeliZe
(saqarTvelo)

SesaZlo samyaroebis koncepti, rogorc avtobiografiuli 

diskursis kvlevis Teoriuli safuZveli akaki wereTlis 

„Cemi Tavgadasavlis“ mixedviT

SesaZlo samyaroebis koncepti1

SesaZlo samyaroebis koncepti analitikuri filosofiis far-
glebSi modaluri logikis safuZvlebis dasazusteblad Seiqmna. mog-
vianebiT es idea naratologebma teqstebis saanalizo konceptad aq-
cies2. SesaZlo samyaros naratiul koncepts mniSvnelovan kvleviT 
instrumentad aqcevs is garemoeba, rom naratiuli universumi teqstis 
garerealobisagan damukidebelad miiCneva, mas sakuTari semantikuri 
modaloba aqvs (Pavel 1986, Ryan 1991): teqstSi warmodgenili calkeuli 
informaciis modaloba amave teqstis sxva informaciasTan mimarTebiT 
ganisazRvreba.

SesaZlo samyaroebis konceptis mixedviT, naratiuli univer-
sumis centrSi mdebareobs aqtualuri samyaro, xolo mas gars ar-
tyams altenatiurli samyaroebi. aqtualuri samyaros absoluturi 
statusi aqvs, mas Seesabameba sityva fizikurad arsebuli/obieqturi. 
misgan gansaxvavebiT alternatiul samyaroebs personJTa mentaluri 
procesebi qmnis (Ryan 1991). 

naratiuli diskursis formirebisaTvis movlenebs Soris arse-
buli mizez-Sedegobrivi kavSirebis Seqmna mniSvnelovnad miiCneva 
(Foster 1990). SesaZlo samyaroebis koncepti saSualebas iZleva, am 
kavSirebis tipebi ganivrcos. aRniSnuli Teoriis mixedviT, narati-
ul teqstSi warmodgenili faqtobrivi mdgomareobis cvlilebaze 
Tanabari gavlena aqvs fizikursa da virtualur movlenebs (perso-
naJTa mentalur aqtivobebs). personaJis mentaluri qmedebebis 
speqtri mravalferovania. isini klasificirdeba Semdeg modalur 
operatorebad: 

1 winamdebare statia Sesrulebulia sadisertacio kvlevis farglebSi, ro-
melic SoTa rusTavelis saqarTvelos erovnuli samecniero fondis mier dafi-
nansda doqtoranturis saganmanaTleblo programis mimarTulebiT.
2 SesaZlo samyaroebis Teoriis ganviTareba filosofiaSi da misi literatu-
rismcodneobaSi danergvis pirvel kritikuli analizi mocemulia ronenTan 
(2004). aRniSnuli konceptis gamoyenebiT miRebuli progresi da samomavlo per-
speqtivebi Sejamebulia belisa da rianis redaqtorobiT gamosul saetapo mniS-
vnelobis krebulSi (2019).
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a.  personaJis codna, misi epistemologiuri kompetencia; 
b. personaJis valdebulebebi; 
c. personJis miswrafebebi; 
d. SesaZlo samyaro, romelsac personaJi warmosaxviT qmnis. 
SesaZlo samyaroebis konceptze msjelobisas unda dazustdes, 

rom personaJis nebismieri mentaluri qmedeba alternatiul samyaros 
ar qmnis. gansakuTrebiT es iTqmis emociebis Sesaxeb. mentaluri pro-
csebi alternatiul samyarod mxolod maSin ganisazRvreba, roca is 
personaJis dispoziciis nawilia. aseT SemTxvevaSi, personaJis menta-
luri qmedeba mkiTxvelis mier kanonzomierad aRiqmeba. erTjeradi 
mentaluri procesi, romelic teqstis sxva monacemebs ar Tanxvdeba, 
gasaTvaliswinebelia mxolod imdenad, ramdenadac amave personaJis 
epistemologiuri kompetenciis Sesaxeb informacias iZleva. 

aqtualuri (faqtobrivi) samyaro teqstis farglebSi absolu-
turad arsebobs, rac imas niSnavs, rom misi aRqmis SesaZlebloba am 
samyaros TiToeul warmomadgenels aqvs. aqtualuri samyaros sapir-
ispirod, personaJis individualuri samyaro, mentaluri procesebi, 
yvelasTvis Tvalmisawvdomi araa. aqtualuri samyaros imanenturi bu-
nebis dasazusteblad mniSvnelovania, ganisazRvros, teqstSi mkiTx-
vels romeli mTxrobeli instancia aZlevs garantias, rom faqtobrivi 
realobis saxeliT warmodgenili movlenebi mTxroblis subieqturi 
aRqmisagan Tavisufalia? arapersonaluri mTxroblis mier mowodebu-
li informaciis saimedoobaa absoluturia. rac Seexeba personalur 
mTxrobels, is diegezisis nawilia da Sesabamisad, mkiTxvels mis mier 
subieqturad aRqmuli informacia miewodeba. aseT SemTxvevaSi, aqtu-
aluri (faqtobrivi) samyaros gansasazRvravad mkiTxvelma mTxroblis 
mier miwodebuli informacia subieqtur da obieqtur nawilebad unda 
daaxarisxos (Ryan 1991: 113).

teqstis naratiuli semantikis dasadgenad gasaTvaliswinebe-
lia aqtualur samyaroSi moqmedi kanonzomierebis Taviseburebac. 
gamoiyofa ori tipi: a)mTlian teqstSi aqtualur samyaros erTi zogadi 
kanonzomiereba aqvs b) naratiuli teqstebis nawilSi aqtualuri sam-
yaros kanonzomiereba teqstis sxvadasxva monakveTSi icvleba. am gare-
moebis gaTvaliswinebiT, riani uniregionalur da poliregionalur 
naratiul universumebs gamoyofs. 

naratiuli diskursi, rogorc uvke aRiniSna, formirdeba sxva-
dasxva movlenisa da mdgomareobis monacvleobT. am procesis prog-
nozireba SesaZlebelia aqtualur samyaroSi moqmedi zogadi kanonzo-
mierebis mixedviT. amdenad, teqstis analizisas gasaTvaliswinebelia 
aqtualizebadi movlenebic. aqtualizebadi movlena faqtiurs (ukve 
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momxdars) upirispirdeba da amdenad erT-erT alternatiul samyaros 
qmnis, Tumca SesaZlo samyaros es varianti absoluturia, anu aqtu-
aluri samyaros zogad kanonzomierebas eqvemdebareba. amis sapirispi-
rod, personaJis mentaluri qmedebebi absoluturobas moklebulia. 
ufro metic, naratiul semantikas SeiZleba, swored zogadi da indi-
vidulauri modaluri operatorebis Tanaarseboba ganapirobebdes 
(Ryan 1991: 109-124). 

personaJis epistemologiuri kompetencia: personaJis episte-
mologiur kompetenciazea damokidebuli, individualuri da aqtu-
aluri samyaroebi erTmaneTs ramdenad SeeTavseba. personaJis codna 
SeiZleba iyos sruli an nawilobrivi, moicavdes mxolod aqtualuri 
samyaros Sesaxeb informacias an iTvaliswinebdes sxva personaJTa men-
talur gamocdilebas. teqstSi konfliqts umetesad personaJis epis-
temologiuri kompetenciis naklovaneba iwvevs, Tumca analizisas da-
kvirvebas saWiroebs konfliqtis warmoSobis is SemTxvevac, roca per-
sonaJis epistemologiuri kompetencia srulyofilia, konfliqti ki 
mainc   iCens  Tavs.  aseT  SemTxvevaSi  personaJis   gadawyvetileba   gaaz-
rebulia,  dispozicias  ar  efuZneba  da  is  Sesabamisi  formiT  unda  in-
tegrirdes amave personaJis sxva narativTa Soris. 

personaJis codna, rogorc ukve aRiniSna, sxva personaJTa pirad 
samyarosac moicavs. am garemoebis gaTvaliswinebiT, meTodologi-
urad gamarTlebulia naratiul teqstSi personaJis mentaluri pro-
cesebis gangrZobiTobaze dakvirveba (Palmer 2004). Tavis mxriv, raki 
dasaSvebia mentaluri procesebis ganrZobiToba, analizisas argumen-
tebad CarTuli narativis (Embedded Narratives) detalebic unda iqnes 
gamoyenebuli. CarTuli narativi ki unda moicavdes rogorc saanali-
zo personaJis winare narativs, ise – sxva danarCeni personaJebisas1. 

personaJis epistemologiuri kompetenciis daniSnulebasTan da-
kavSirebiT unda iTqvas isic, rom igi, rogorc wesi, safuZvlad edeba 
personaJis miznebisa da gegmebis formirebas. rogorc ukve aRiniSna, 
aqtualur samyaros sakuTari kanonzomierebebi moepoveba, lokaluri 
kanonzomierebi aqvs personaJis individualur (alternatiul) sam-

1 personaJis mentaluri procesebis analizis Taviseburebebis Sesaxeb ixileT 
Palmer (2004) da Zunshine (2012). naratologebis mier didi xania, SemCneulia, rom 
mxatvrul teqstSi personaJis Sesaxeb mocemuli informacia mkiTxvelma unda 
gaaerTianos; personaJis mentalur gamocdilebebs Soris bmebi, rogorc wesi, 
teqstSi eqspliciturad araa mocemuli, isini sakuTari gamocdilebis safuZ-
velze mkiTxvelma unda Seqmnas. SeiZleba iTqvas, teqstis struqtura movle-
na-Ta ganviTarebis qronologiis mixedviT ki ar ganisazRvreba, aramed – per-
sonaJis cnobierebis funqcionirebis specifikiT (Herman 1999). personaJis 
cnobierebis koherentuli modelis Sesaqmnelad mkiTxvelis rolze ix. Iser 1978, 
Eco 1981, Emmott 1997.
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yarosac. es kanonzomierebebi xSirad swored personaJis epistemolo-
giuri kompetenciidan gamomdinareobs: Cemi codnis mixedviT vici, rom 
a-s mohyveba b. Tu ase ar moxda, maSin savaraudebelia c variantis gamo-
yeneba (Ryan 1991: 116).

naratiul teqstSi konfliqtis warmoSobis sakiTxis Sesaswavlad 
dakvirvebas saWiroebs SesaZlo samyaros kidev erTo modaluri opera-
tori – movaleobebi. es operatori SeiZleba formirdes sazogadoeba-
Si moqmedi wesebis an personaJis individuluri gamocdilebis safuZ-
velze. movaleobebi, arsobrivad, konfliqtis warmoSobis riskfaqto-
ria: erTi sociumis/adamianis winaSe aRebuli valdebuleba personaJs 
meore sociumTan/adamianTan komunikaciaSi uSlis xels.

miwrafebaTa modaluri operatori personaJis RirebulebaTa, 
SexedulebaTa sistemas ukavSirdeba. aRniSnuli modaluri operatori 
personaJisaTvis gansazRvravs, ra iyos sasurveli da ra naklebad mi-
saRebi. valdebulebebis msgavsad, miswrafebebic teqstis farglebSi 
SeiZleba Seicvalos (Ryan 1991: 116-118).

ra samecniero Rirebuleba aqvs SesaZlo samyaroebis koncep-
tis gamoyenebas avtobiografiuli teqstebis kvlevisas? avtobiog-
rafiuli diskursis formirebisa da ganviTarebis Sesaswavlad mniS-
vnelovania teqstSi ganmcdeli da mTxrobeli avtobiografebis mo-
nacvleobaze dakvirveba, romelic ganmcdeli avtobiografis pirov-
nuli ganviTarebis process aCvenebs. amasTan, aRsaniSnavia isic, 
rom pirovnebis mentaloba, arsebiTad, socialuri xasiaTisaa, misi 
funqcionireba sxva adamianebTan interaqciis Sedegia1. Tavis mxriv, 
personaJis mier garerealobis aRqma yovelTvis calmxrivia. Sesaba-
misad, swori mentaluri Teoriis SemuSaveba aucilebeli winapirobaa 
saimisod, rom igi sociumSi integrirdes. personaJis mier mentalu-
ri Teoriis SemuSavebis, misi modifikaciis Sesaswavlad alternati-
uli samyaroebis koncepti mniSvnelovan meTodologiur safuZvels 
qmnis. kidev ufro mniSvnelovania is, rom ganmcdeli avtobiografis 
mentaluri Teoriis formirebaze dakvirveba avtobiografis pirov-
nuli ganviTarebis Taviseburebis dadgenis SesaZleblobas iZleva.

1 mxatvrul teqstSi gansaxovnebuli socialuri cnobierebis Taviseburebis 
Sesaxeb ix. Palmer 2010.
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praqtikuli nawili
ganmcdeli avtobiografis individualuri samyaro: 
samSoblosTan dakavSirebuli valdebulebebi, 
miswrafebebi da miznebi 

savaneSi gatarebuli wlebis aRwerisas yuradRebas iqcevs ganm-
cdeli avtobiografis pirovnul da aqtualur samyaroebs Soris 
arsebuli harmonia: avtobiografis garSemo Seqmnili faqtobrivi 
konteqsti personaJis miswrafebaTa (dauokebeli cnobismoyvareoba, 
ganviTarebisaken swrafva) realizebis saSualebas iZleoda. aqve unda 
dazustdes, rom aqtualur samyaros adamianuri sociumis nacvlad 
bunebis wiaRi qmnida. saanalizo epizodi fokalizebulia ganmcdeli 
avtobiogragfis mier, romelic am dros bavSvi iyo. misi SezRuduli 
perspeqtiva mkiTxvelisaTvis ganvrcobilia mTxrobeli avtobiogra-
fis komentarebiT. ganmcdeli avtobiografis mentaluri qmedebebi 
kompleqsuri ar iyo, ZiriTadad, mTxroblis protokliT naCvenebia 
ganmcdeli avtobiografis sxvadasxva bunebrivi reaqcia, is, rac bav-
Svuri xasiaTis nawili iyo. ganmcdeli avtobiografis SezRuduli 
perspeqtivis gansavrcobad darTuli mTxrobeli avtobiografis ko-
mentarebi mkiTxvels uTvalisiwinebs im faqtorebs, romlebic aqtu-
alur samyaros ganmcdeli avtobiografis Sinagan samyarosTan Tav-
sebads xdida:

a) bavSvi rom Tvalyurs adevnebs imaT muSaobas, TviTonac Za-
launeburad monawile xdeba da swavlobs... b) ymawvilis grZnoba goneba 
mousvenaria, yovel wuTs moZraobaSia, magram fexmoukidebeli ki aris, 
didxans erTsa da imave sagans ver SerCeba. erTgvaroba da erTferoba 
male hbezrdeba [...] samwyesurSi wasvla, mindvrad da tyeSi da iq darCena 
CemTvis samoTxeSi Sesvla iyo (wereTeli 2015: 13-15).

gamuqebuli sityvebi mianiSnebs personaJis realizebul mis-
wrafebebze. saaanlizo avtobiografiuli teqstisaTvis konceptu-
aluri TvalsazrisiT gansakuTrebuli Rirebuleba aqvs „qorobias“ Se-
saxeb mogonebas, romliTac savaneSi gatarebuli wlebis Sesaxeb Txro-
ba sruldeba. avtobiografiuli mexsierebis Tanamedrove kvlevebis 
mixedviT, pirovnuli identobis stabilurobisaTvis aucilebelia 
adamiani sakuTar ganvlil cxovrebaSi logikur mimarTulebas xe-
davdes, mogonebebs koherentuloba unda axasiaTebdes da sakuTari 
cxovrebis narativSi adamiani avtobiografiul argumenetebs unda 
poulobdes (Habermas 2019). „Cemi Tavgadasavlis“ mTxroblisaTvis gan-
vlil  coxovrebas  mimarTulebas  aZlevda  swored  samSoblos  fenome-
ni, gadawyvetilebebis miRebisas mTavri avtobiografiuli argumente-
bic mas ukavSirdeboda. Sesabamisad, mTxroblis identobis mdgrado-
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bisaTvis mniSvnelovani iyo samSoblos Sesaxeb mogonebebi jer kidev 
bavSobis periods dakavSirdeboda. samSoblos Sesaxeb Txroba ki mis 
cnobierebaSi, saanalizo teqstis mixedviT, arasasurveli gamocdi-
leba ukavSirdeboda: socialuri konteqsti mas samSoblosadmi msa-
xurebis saSualebas ar aZlevda. aRniSnuli gamocdilebis kvali 
etyoba „qorobias“ Sesaxeb Txrobasac: is, erTi mxriv, arRvevs, bavSvis 
idiliur yofas da meore mxriv, struqturuli TvalsazrisiTac, wi-
nare narativisagan gansxvavebiT,ufro metad Cans dakavSirebuli ganm-
cdeli avtobiografis cxovrebis momdevno etapebTan, misi cxovrebs 
gardamtex periodebTan.

mTxrobeli avtobiografi „qorobias“ aRwerisas azustebs sam-
Soblos aRqma aracnobierad, idumali saxiT pirvelad rogor ganCnda 
ganmcdeli avtobiografis cnobierebaSi, cnobierad ki samSoblos 
integrireba identobis modelSi gimnaziaSi swavlisas ganxocielda. 
mTxrobeli avtobiografis perspeqtivdan swored samSoblo iqca ganm-
cdeli avtobiografis konceptualuri mes im komponentad, romelmac 
ganmcdeli avtobiografis Sinagani samyaro aqtualur samyarosTan 
araTavsebadi gaxada. 

 „qarTvelis odeni sxvadasxvagvari saTamaSo TiTqmis arc erT 
xalxs ara aqvs da yovelgvari saTamaSoc uTuod iseTia, romelic Wkua-
gonebasa da sxeuls swvrTnis, avarjiSebs. yvelas ar CamogiTvliT aq, 
radganac Semdeg kidev meqneba maTze msjeloba ganasakuTrebiT, da 
davasaxeleb mxolod „burTaobas. aba, romeli „gimnastika“ Seedreba 
mas?“ (wereTeli 2015: 16)

gamuqebuli sityvebi mianiSnebs, rom „burTaobis“ Semdeg aRsawer 
TamaSsac („qorobia“) soflis idiliuri yofis Cvenebis funqcia eqneba, 
Tumca mTxrobeli avtobiografis es miniSneba arasandoa. „qorobias“ 
Sesaxeb mowodebuli informacia mkiTxvelisaTvis Seqmnil am molo-
dins ar Seesabameba:

„zemoTac movixsenie, rom qarTvelebs uricxvi da uTvalavi 
saTamaSoebi gvaqvs-meTqi. erTi maTgani samudamod CamrCa grZnoba-
gonebaSi, Tumc is TamaSoba TavisTavad saxaliso ar aris“ (wereTeli 
2015: 17).

saanalizo komentari, marTalia, aCvenebs, rom mTxrobeli avto-
biografi acnobierebs aRsaweri epizodis ragvarobas („saxaliso 
araa“), Tumca aradamajerebelia misi gansaxovnebis is motivi, ro-
melsac mkiTxvels sTavazobs. sityvebi „zemoTac movixsene“ mkiTxve-
lisaTvis iZleva gzavnils, rom „qorobia“ winare epizodebis lo-
gikuri gagrZelebaa, anu aCvenebs personaJis piradi da aqtualuri 
samyaroebis Tavsebadobas. aRniSnuli epizodis farglebSi mTxrob-
lis  arasaimedoobas  epizodis Sinaarsi da gansaxovnebis  forma  avlens.

alternatiuli samyaroebis koncepti, rogorc avtobiografiuli diskursis 
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„es TamaSi me ar miyvarda, Tumca yoveldRe sxvadasxva TamaSobas 
amiTi vabolovebdiT xolme [...] ar vici, es TamaSoba, romelic savarji-
Sod didi ara aris ra, ganzrax iyo gamogonili raime samniSvnelod, Tu 
ise SemTxveviT, ubralod, magram dRes rom vakvirdebi, Zalian mago-
nebs Cveni qveynis beds [...]maSin mes ar mesmoda, rasakvirvelia, magram 
gulze ki raRac uneburad mkbenda da mejavreboda „qorobia“ (wereTe-
li 2015: 18).

Sinaarsobrivad damowmebul epizodSi winare epizodebis Tema-
tikas ar Seesabameba ganmcdeli avtobiografis pirovnuli da aqtu-
aluri samyaroebis SeuTavsebloba, razec mianiSnebs sityvebi ar miy-
varda. mkiTxvelisaTvis damatebiT kiTxvis niSans aCens is garemoeba, 
rom „qorobia“, rogorc mTxrobeli aRniSnavs, bavSvis savarjiSod 
gamousadegari iyo. mTxrobelma qarTuli TamaSebis Sesaxeb msjeloba 
daiwyo, raTa eCvenebina, rom maTSi bavSvis bunebrivi moTxovnilebe-
bi maqsimalurad iyo gaTvaliswinebuli, rac, Tavis mxriv, qalaquri 
aRzrdis sistemisaTvis ucxod warmodgeboda.

sofelSi gatarebuli wlebis aRwerisas ganmcdeli avtobiog-
rafis mentaluri procesebi martivia, mxolod bavSvis xasiaTze da-
iyvaneba, romelic gamWvirvale da advilad dasanaxia dakvirvebuli 
TvalisaTvis. „qorobias“ epizodi ki aCvenebs, rom jer kidev bavSvis 
Sinagan samyaros idumali Sreebic aqvs, romelic racionaluri msje-
lobiT ver aixsneba. mTxrobeli eqspliciturad ar warmoadgens „qo-
robias“ aRweris motivs, rac TviTcenzuris arsebobaze unda mianiS-
nebdes. is, rom mTxrobeli arasaimedod swored am epizodis aRerisas 
warmodgeba, im garomobaze mianiSnebs, rom aRniSnul TamaSs mTxrobe-
li avtobiografis identobisaTvis fundamenturi mniSvneloba aqvs.

„qorobias“ aRweras ramdenime epizodi uZRvis win. es epizodebi 
erTmaneTisagan gamijnulia da mTxroblis komentarebiT moniSnulia 
axali epizodis dawyeba, amasTn yoveli axali epizodi winares logi-
kurad ebmis. am TvalsazrisiT gamonaklisa saanalizo monakveTi. „qo-
robias“ konceptualuri datvirTva aqvs, man savaneSi gatarebuli 
wlebis Sesaxeb Txroba unda daasrulos da imavdroulad ganmcdeli 
avtobiografis mTeli Semdegi cxovrebis orientiri unda dasaxos.

„qorobias“ TamaSiT gamowveuli emocia ganmcdeli avtobiog-
rafisaTvis Semawuxebeli iyo xolme, amitom bavSvuri miamitobiT 
ZiZasTan cdilobda qoris agresiis safuZvlebis axsnas. rogorc 
mTxrobeli avtobiografi aRniSnavs, ZiZa aRsazrdelis SfoTvas usa-
fuZvlod miiCnevda, ganmcdeli avtobiografis kiTxvas – „ra dauSava 
kruxma qors?“ – banalurad upasuxebda xolme – „Wama undao“. epizo-
dis Semdgomi ganviTareba aCvenebs, rom „qorobias“ mistikuri mxare 
mxolod gamoucdeli bavSvis yuradRebas ar iqcevda. ZiZam, romelic 
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„qorobias“ Tanmxleb bavSvur reaqcias seroiozulad ar aRiqvamda, 
mogvianebiT aRmoaCina, rom „qorobias“ miniSnebebi mis cxovrebasac 
ukavSirdeboda:

„erTxel saxlSi rom davbrundi, mowyena SemniSna ZiZam da miTx-
ra: `ra iyo, qorobia xom ar giTamaSiaTo“. viTamaSeT da qormac me ga-
mitaca meTqi! – vupasuxe siciliT. ZiZam Camikra gulSi da daiwyo ti-
rili. me gamikvirda da vkiTxe: ra gatirebs meTqi“ – is matirebs, rom 
xval Cem wiwlasac moitaceben da momaSorbebeno! [...] meore dRes ki 
yovelive gavige: samudamod gamomaTxoves sofels da wamiyvanes sasax-
leSi“ (wereTeli 2015: 18).

damowmebuli amonaridis mixedviT, rolebi Secvlilia: ganm-
cdeli avtobiografis gakvirveba ganpirobebulia ZiZis reaqciiT. igi 
kvlav moeloda, rom aRmzrdeli aRsazrdelis gulistkivils Cveuli 
guldamSvidebiT Sexvdeboda, magaram am etapze ukve misTvisac sac-
nauri gaxda „qorobias“ idumali buneba. qorobias epizodiT mTav-
rdeba savaneSi gatarebuli wlebis aRwera da iwyeba axali etapi („sul 
axali cxovreba unda damewyo“). 

samSoblosadmi ganmcdeli avtobiografis damokidebulebis 
saCveneblad kidev erTi epizodis gaxsneba SeiZleba gimnaziaSi swav-
lis periodidan: ganmcdlema avtobiografma uari Tqva gimnaziis das-
rulebis Semdeg sauniversiteto ganaTlebis miRebaze. jer kidev sa-
vanidan sasaxleSi gadasuli ganmcdeli avtobiografis pirovnuli 
samyaros formirebaSi gansakuTrebul rols TamaSobda kiTxvisadmi, 
swavlisadmi gansakuTrebuli interesis etapobrivad Camoyalibeba. 
roca petre bagrationma mas hkiTxa, ramdenad gamocdili mxedari iyi, 
avtobiografma upasuxa: „me cxenebisaTvis ki ar midevnia! wignebi me-
Wira xelSi!“ ganmcdeli avtobiografis es sityvebi aCvenebs, ramdenad 
mniSvnelovani iyo misTvis swavla. aRniSnulis miuxedavad, man gimna-
ziis dasrulebaze uari Tqva da samxedro karieraze ocneba daiwyo. mi-
Rebuli gadawyvetileba samSoblosadmi msaxurebis surviliT iyo 
ganpirobebuli. 

gimnaziaSi swavlis bolo wlebSi ganmcdeli avtobiografi 
frangulis maswavlebel musie turesisTan cxovrobda. erTxel am 
ukanasknelTan stumrad mivida ganmcdeli avtobiografis sayvareli 
maswavlebeli. maspinZlisa da stumris saubars ganmcdeli avtobiog-
rafi Cumad ugdebda yurs, isini safrangeTis didi revoluciis Se-
saxeb saubrobdnen, Tanac am procesTan mimarTebiT rodzieviCi sa-
kuTari samSoblos, poloneTis, konteqstsac aanalizebda. ganmcdeli 
avtobiografis cnobierebaSi es dialogi damTavrda rodzieviCis 
sevdanarevi, sinanulis gamomxatveli sityvebiT:
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„axla raRa dros vwuxvar, rom samxedro samsaxurSi ar Sevedi, 
rom sardali gavmxdariyav da marjve dros qveynisaTvis konradiviT 
samsaxuri gamewia“ (wereTeli 2015: 69).

sayvareli maswavleblis sityvebis mixedviT, samSobloze qmedi-
Tad zrunva mxolod samxedro samsaxuriT iyo SesaZlebeli. gamcde-
li avtobiografisaTvis mosaubreTa msjeloba abdaubdad aRiqmeboda 
da imavdroulad gansakuTrebul emocias iwvevda: `imaTma abdaubda 
saubarma ise gamitaca, rom raRac uCveulo sasufeveli vigrZeni“ 
(wereTeli 2015: 69), mocemul SemTxvevaSi Sefaseba „abdaubda“ ar gu-
lisxmobs imas, rom mosaubreTa msjeloba uSinaarso, araadekvaturi 
iyo, aramed aCvenebs ganmcdeli avtobiografis aRqmis Taviseburebas. 
ganviTarebis am etapze mis pirad Sinagan samyaros didwilad ocnebe-
bi gansazRvravda („ocnebiT gaberili davadeqi ruseTis gzas“). Sesaba-
misad, dialogis mosmenisas is msjelobis logikas ar akvirdeboda, 
mis yuradRebas calkeuli sityvebi da frazebi iqcevda, romelTagan 
sakvanZo dafiqsirebulia mTxrobeli avtobiografis narativSi. es 
fraza imaze mianiSnebs, rom ganmcdeli avtobiografis ocnebebi misi 
pirovnebisaTvis fundamenturi mniSvnelobis miznis (samSoblosadmi 
msaxurebis) ganxorcielebas utrialebda. miznis sididem ganapiroba 
is, rom ganmcdelma avtobiografma sxva mniSvnelovan orientirze, 
safuZvliani sauniversiteto ganaTlebis miRebaze, uari Tqva.

saanalizo avtobiografis koherentuli Sinaarsis dekodirebi-
saTvis yuradReba unda mieqces im garemoebas, rom mTliani teqstis 
farglebSi samSoblosTan dakavSirebuli ganmcdeli avtobiografis 
warmodgenebi mudmivad ocnebis, samomavlo gegmebis nawilia. am Tval-
sazrisiT sayuradReboa quTaisidan moskovSi mimavali avtobiografis 
viziti voroncovis qvrivTan. dasaxelebuli epizodis detaluri ana-
lizi winamdebare statiaSi srulad ver moxerxdeba, mxolod kvlevis 
mTvari daskvnisaTvis relevantur ramdenime garemoebas mieqceva yu-
radReba: samSoblo ganmcdeli avtobiografisaTvis mocemuloba ki ar 
aris, aramed mas Seqmna sWirdeba.

samSoblo (saqarTvelo) rogorc socialuri sivrce pirvelad 
relativirebulia saaanlizo epizodis farglebSi. aRniSnuli mizniT 
mTxrobeli avtobiografi hipoTeturi fokalizebis strategias ir-
Cevs1. voroncovis qvrivi da misi garemocva warmodgenilni arian hi-
poTetur fokalizatorebad; isini, rogorc damkvirveblebi, afaseben 
qarTul realobas, maTi msjeloba gajerebulia qarTuli yofis savara-
udo, SesaZlo variantebis warmoCeniT. sanimuSod SesaZlebelia qvri-
vis erT-erTi komentaris moxmoba:

1 socialuri mentalobis saanalizo kategoriebi aRebulia palmeris naSromi-
dan (2010). hipoTetur perspeqtivaze, rogorc naratoris mier Seqmnil koncep-
tualur CarCoze, pirvelad yuradReba gaamaxvila hermanma (1994).
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„nu daiviwyebT, rom amisTana rameebs ubralo megiSreebi ake-
Teben imereTSi. isini glexebi arian da arsad rame unaxavT, garda 
gardamoxsnisa da xatebisa eklesiebSi: maTi samxatvro galera, maTi 
skola – marto bunebaa saqarTvelosi [...] es ubralo xelovneba gana ar 
amtkicebs, rom imaT, Tu garemoebas xeli ar SeeSala maTTvis, Tavisis 
sakuTari rafaelebi da miqelanjeloebi eyolebodaT (wereTeli 
2015: 70).

hipoTeturi fokalizebis gamoyenebiT mTxrobeli avtobiografi 
cdilobs warmoaCinos, rom samSoblo ganmcdeli avtobiografisaTvis 
mxolod ideis doneze arsebobda, is konkretul mocemulobad moma-
valSi unda qceuliyo.

ganmcdeli avtobiografis socialuri mentaloba

samxedro karieraze fiqri ruseTSi Casulma ganmcdelma avtobi-
ografma kvlav Secvala, gadawyvita studenti gamxdariyo, mizezi kvlav 
samSobloze zrunva iyo. gadawyvetilebis miRebis maprovocirebeli 
konteqstis gasaTvaliswineblad sayuradReboa Semdegi amonaridi: 
maSindeli studentoba sul sxvanairi iyo sazogadod da qarTveleb-
sac, maTTan erTd sxva feri edva ... mec maTTn stumrobam male gadamig-
do gulidan samxedro survilebi da Zalauneburad maT wreSi amovyavi 
Tavi (wereTeli 2015: 80).

mocemul amonaridSi sagangebo yuradRebas saWiroebs sityva Za-
launeburad, kerZod, dasazustebelia, am Sefasebis mixedviT, vin aris 
fokalizatori. winaswar unda aRiniSnos, rom fokalizatori erTi ada-
miani araa, esaa sociumi (studentoba).

saanalizo monakveTis mixedviT, studentoba calke moqmedi su-
bieqtia, misi mentaluri qmedebebi ar udris am sociumis wevrTa men-
taluri qmedebebis jams, is Tvisebrivad axali konstruqtia. didi 
da mikro jgufebis mentaluri procesebis erTmaneTTan Sedareba da 
msgavseba-gansxvavebis dadgena calke gasaanalizebeli sakiTxia. ase-
ve daskvnebis gamotanisas gasaTvaliswinebelia inter- da intramen-
taluri procesebis erTmaneTTan mimarTeba.

mainc rogoria studentobis, rogorc sociumis, mentaluri pro-
cesebi, romlebic ganmcdeli avtobiografs, Zalauneburad, princi-
pul gadawyvetilebas acvlevinebs? 

studentebSi mTavar gancxadebul qceviT wess siaxlisaken, gan-
viTarebisaken swrafva warmoadgenda. am codnas jgufSi yvela izi-
arebda. igi unda yofiliyo studentobis miznebisa da gegmebis gan-
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msazRvreli. dasaxuli miznisaken studentobis swrafva gansakuTre-
buli emociurobiT xasiaTdeboda, radgan siaxlisa da ganviTarebi-
saken swrafvas piradi miswrafebebi ar dasdebia safuZvlad. qarTvel 
studentebs swamdaT, rom maTi aqtiuroba motivirebuli iyo samSob-
loze zrunviT.

aRniSnul informacias mkiTxvels mTxrobeli avtobiografi teq-
stis meore nawilSi awvdis. igi im droisaTvis ruseTSi dafiqsirebu-
li revoluciuri procesebis safuZvlad msoflioSi mimdinare erov-
nul-ganmanTavisuflebel moZraobas miiCnevs: garibaldi, maZini da 
koSuti gauxdaT yvela Segnebul mamuliSvilebs idealad. wored am 
dros gamovida staroveli seminarieli CerniSevski ... da dasca ruseTs 
kiJina   (wereTeli  2015:  81).  qarTveli  studentoba  aRniSnuli   movle-
nebis epicentrSi imyofeboda da revoluciuri ideebi maTi dispozi-
ciis (qvecnobieris) nawilad iyo qceuli. mTxrobeli avtobiografi 
azustebs imasac, rom ruseTSi mimdinare procesebi intensiuri da 
aqtiuri iyo, qarTveli studentobis nebismieri moqmedebac am su-
liskveTebas aireklavda. 

petre bagrationisagan wamosuli avtobiografis mier samxedro 
karieraze uaris Tqmis safuZveli teqstSi dauzustebelia, mxolod 
zogadi miniSnebebia mocemuli – „maSindel studentobas sxva feri 
edva“.  mTxrobeli  avtobiografis  es  miniSneba  swored samSoblos bed-
ze zrunviT motivirebuli studentobis revoluciur miswrafebebs 
unda gulisxmobdes. amasTan, Tu imasac gaviTvalisiwnebT, rom stu-
denotoba aqtiuri iyo, gasagebi gaxdeba, Tu Zalauneburad ratom aR-
moCnda ganmcdeli avtobiografi studenTa rigebSi da ratom gadawy-
vita sauniversiteto ganaTlebis miReba: ganmcdeli avtobiografi-
saTvis  Tanamedrove  realobaSi  samSobloze  zrunvis  adekvatur  for-
mad ideologiuri orientirebis dazusteba ganisazRvra, gadawyveti-
lebis miRebaze gavlenas moaxdenda emociuri fonic, romelic qar-
Tveli studentebis revoluciur moZraobas axlda.

analizis am etapze dazustda, ratom darCa ganmcdeli avtobi-
ografi peterburgSi, Tumca jer kidev ganmartebas saWiroebs, ram 
ubiZga mas, universitetis dasrulebis Semdeg qarTvel studentobas-
Tan urTierToba Seewyvita. teqstis analizis Sedegad gamotanili 
daskvna aseTia: gadawyvetilebis miRebis momentSi ganmcdelma avto-
biografma qarTveli studentobis mentaloba arasworad Seafasa. 
universitetSi swavlisas Camoyalibebulma intermentalurma proce-
sebama (sociumTan integraciam) mas mogvianebiT aCvena, rom aRniSnu-
li mikro jgufis deklarirebuli qceviTi wesebi da realuri qmede-
ba erTmaneTs ar Seesabamebeoda. Sesabamisad, iq darCena ganmcdel 
avtobiografs SesaZleblobas ar aZlevda, sakuTari miswrafebis Ta-
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naxmad emoqmeda, sakuTari miznebi (samSoblosadmi msaxureba) gane-
xorcielebina. amdenad, rogorc ki saSualeba mieca, man es sociumi 
datova. aqve unda aRiniSnos isic, rom ganmcdeli avtobiografis mi-
er aRniSnuli garemoebis gacnobiereba mtkivneuli iyo da mis Sinagan 
samyaroSi mimdnare mentaluri procesebis dramatizebas iwvevda.

qarTvel studentTa Soris moqmedi araoficialuri qceviTi 
wesebi gansxvavebuli iyo. undobloba, gverdiT myof adamianSi po-
tenciuri mtris Zieba sociumis wevrTa qmedebis erT-erTi mTvar 
maregulirebel wess warmoadgenda. im droisTvis qarTveli studen-
tobis damoukideblobis xarisxi dabal niSnuls utoldeboda, masSi 
damkvidrebuli qceviTi wesebis umetesoba ufro masStaburi sociumis 
(ruseTis) totalitarul moTxovnebs aireklavda („im xanebSi Tavisi 
sakuTari azriT moqmedeba saxifaTo iyo“). mosalodneli safrTxis 
gaTvaliswinebiT, qarTvel studentebs Soris urTierToba daZabuli 
iyo. cxovrebis gamocdilebiT miRebuli maTi mentalobis Teoria 
Canacvelebuli iyo SeTqmulebis TeoriT, rac xels uSlida am soci-
umis wevrebs movlenebi adekvaturad aReqvaT. am sociumis fargleb-
Si samSobloze fiqrs damatebiT isic arTulebda, rom samSobloze 
zrunvis lozungiT bevri qarTveli studenti sakuTari egoisturi 
miznebis miRwevas cdilobda.

studentobaSi moqmedi realuri da formaluri qceviTi regu-
laciebi ganmcdeli avtobiografis Sinagan samyaroSi mimdinare pro-
cesebis dramatizebis safuZveli xdeboda: ganmcdeli avtobiografi, 
erTi mxriv, acnobierebda, rom sakuTari miznis miRwevis saSualeba mas 
am sociumSi ar miecemoda da meore mxriv, mas usamarTlobis gancda 
eufleboda. teqstSi Tematizebulia, rom qarTvel studentobas sa-
kuTari wevrebisadmi araerTgvarovani damokidebuleba hqonda:

„studentebis ricxvSi mec viyavi. Cem xangrZliv cxovrebaSi sa-
pirado kerZosa da wvrilmanebSi uxasiaToba gamoviCine, magram didsa 
da sazogadosaTvis ki Cems dReSi ar miRalatebia. mwerlobaSic SemeZ-
lo, rom sxvebis ayoliT didi saxeli momepovebia, magram rwmenas ver 
vuRalate [...] orTa Sua myofs, me Cemi gza mqonda arCeuli da mivdi-
odi wynarad“ (wereTeli 2015: 82-83).

aRniSnuli komentariT mTxrobeli avtobiografi azustebs, rom 
ganmcdeli avtobiografis mier gadadgmuli nabijebi gaazrebuli iyo. 
mis mier miRebuli gadawyvetilebebi ganmcdeli avtobiografis pi-
rad samyaroSi arsebul idumal valdebulebebs efuZneboda („rwmenas 
ver vuRalate“). Tavis mxriv, es valdebulebebi sazogadosadmi (sam-
Soblosadmi) msaxurebas gulisxmobda. mocemul epizodSi gamcdeli 
avtobiografis qcevas misi dispoziacia ganapirobebda da qarTveli 
studentebis umetesobis moqmedeba ki bunebriv instinqtebs (egois-

alternatiuli samyaroebis koncepti, rogorc avtobiografiuli diskursis 
kvlevis Teoriuli safuZveli akaki wereTlis „Cemi Tavgadasavlis“ mixedviT



92

tur miswrafebebs) eqvemdebareboda. aRniSnuli garemoebis warmoCeniT 
mTxrobeli avtobiografi cdilobs cxadi gaxados, ganmcdeli avto-
biografisaTvis ramdenad mtkivneuli iyo qarTveli studentobis su-
liskveTebis realuri safuZvlebis dadgena.

samSoblos, megobrobis individualuri xedva ganmcdel avto-
biografs gansxvavebuli qceviTi wesebis SemuSavebas aiZulebda. ganm-
cdeli avtobiografisa da sociumis epistemologiur kompetenciaTa 
sxvaoba ki sociums ubiZgebda, gaorebuli damokidebuleba hqonoda 
ganmcdeli avtobiografisa da yvela danarCeni wevrisadmi. am Tval-
sazrisiT yuradRebas iqcevs saanalizo teqstSi dafiqsirebuli ara-
erTgvarovneba:  sakuTari  azris  mixedviT   sociumSi  moqmedeba   akrZa-
luli iyo, Tumca ganmcdeli avtobiografis sazogado saqmisadmi 
erTguleba, araegoisturi qmedeba isjeboda. ganmcdeli avtobiogra-
fis megobris, niko nikolaZis, pirvelobisaken swrafva yvelasTvis 
TvalsaCino iyo, Tumca mas sazogadoeba ar riyavda, maSin, roca 
ganmcdeli avtobiografis araambiciuroba („Cemi gza mqonda da mivdi-
dodi wynarad“) sagmobad miiCneoda. 

rogorc mTxrobeli avtobiografi aRniSnavs, man Tavidanve sa-
kuTari „gza airCia“, romelic samwerlo saqmianobasac exeboda da sa-
universiteto ganaTlebisadmi damokidebulebasac. aRniSnulma gare-
moebam maSinaTve qarTvel studenTa ukmayofileba gamoiwvia:

es iyo mizezi, rom Cem mwerlobas pativi hqonda axdili da am-
xanagoba CamomSorda. erT saRamos Semovidenen CemTan [...] da gadmomces 
amxanagobis magier: Senis mwerlobiT gvarcxven da leqsebis wera-
ze aiRe xeli da an Cvens nacnobobazeo“ [...] es maTi SemoTvlili 
sityva isariviT meca gulze. bunebaTanaziars, yvelas megobroba da 
ganwyobiloba msurda da erTTavad mTeli amxanagobis moSoreba Cem-
Tvis sikvdili iyo. Cavvardi sagonebelSi (wereTeli 2015: 83).

qarTveli studentobis SemonaTvalSi sityva gvarcxven ganm-
cdeli avtobiografis Semoqmedebis qarTuli Tu msoflio litera-
turis konteqstSi Sefasebas ar gulisxmobda. is mTlianad socialuri 
dakveTis anarekli iyo da ganmcdeli avtobiografis SemoqmedebaSi 
socialuri motivebis ararsebobas gulisxmobda. es imdroindeli di-
di koleqtivis qceviT normebs ewinaaRmdegeboda da avtomaturad am 
teqstebis avtoris da masTan asocialuri socialuri mikro jgufis, 
qarTveli studentobis, RalatSi dadanaSaulebas gulisxmobda.

ganmcdeli avtobiografis gulistkivili mosalodneli safr-
Txis warmodgeniT ar iyo ganpirobebuli. igi im dispoziciis morRve-
vas ukavSirdeboda, romelic mas bavSvobaSi hqonda SeZenili da aqedan 
gamomdinare, misi identobisaTvis mniSvnelovani iyo. aqve gasaTva-
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liswinebelia isic, rom bavSvobis es gamocdileba teqstSi ganmcdeli 
avtobiografis ganviTarebis sxva etapis Cvenebisas araa gaaqtiure-
buli. mas Tanatolebi gimnaziaSic upirispirdebodnen, Tumca im dros 
Tanamoazris ararseboba ki ar warmoadgenda problemas, aramed cod-
nis  miRebis   SesaZleblobis  SezRudva  iyo   ganmcdeli   avtobiografi-
saTvis mtkivneuli. studentebTan urTierTobisas TavCenili Sinagani 
moTxovnileba (Tanaziarobis survili) unda mianiSnebdes imaze, rom 
studentobis wlebSi gasakeTebeli saqme Rirebulebis TvalsazrisiT 
misTvis iseTive egzistencialuri mniSvnelobis iyo, rogoric bavS-
vsaTvis Tavisuflebis, cnobismoyvareobis dakmyofilebis SesaZleb-
lobis qona. amasTan saanalizo teqstSi arsad araa aRniSnuli, rom 
ganmcdeli avtobiografi rusuli sazogadoebis wevrebTan daaxloebas 
cdilobda. igi mxolod qarTvel studentebSi rom eZebda Tanamoaz-
res, damatebiT, imaze unda mianiSnebdes, rom gasaziarebeli emociebi, 
fiqrebi samSoblos (saqarTvelos) ukavSirdeboda. 

winamdebare msjelobaSi wiTeli xazis gamosakveTad kidev er-
Txel unda aRiniSnos, rom ganmcdeli avtobiografis peterburgSi 
darCena da iqidan ukanmouxedavad wasvla mis Sinagan samyaroSi mim-
dinare mentaluri procesebis ragvarobaze mianiSnebs. msjelobis am 
etapisaTvis gadawyvetilebis miRebis ganmapirobebeli ori inter-
mentaluri faqtori gamovlinda: a) ganmcdelma avtobiografma ga-
acnobiera, rom qarTvel studentTa Soris yofna mas sakuTari miznis 
miRwevis SesaZleblobas ar aZlevda, b) studentoba, rogorc soci-
umi, usamarTlo iyo. pirveli garemoeba mis valdebulebiT samyaros 
ewinaaRmdegeboda, meore ki – miswrafebebs. maTi Tanaarseboba ganm-
cdeli avtobiografis yofas autanels xdida. ganmcdel avtobiog-
rafSi mimdinare intermentaluri procesebi sxva TvalsazrisiTac iyo 
problemuri: saaanalizo epizodis farglebSi misi epistemologiuri 
kompetencia srulyofilia, is kargad acnobierebs sociumis qceviT 
regulaciebs, Tumca maT morCilebaze Segnebulad ambobs uars. garda 
amisa, teqstSi naCvenebia isic, rom nebis arsebobis SemTxvevaSi ganm-
cdel avtobiografs Seswevda Zala ara mxolod gaeTvalisiwinebina 
moqmedi socialuri regulaciebi, araemd aseve SeeZlo maT mixedviT 
daegegma aqtivobebi da yofiliyo warmatebuli: „SemeZlo, rom sxvebis 
ayoliT didi saxeli momepoebia, magram [...] Sua adgili meWira“.

ganmcdeli avtobiografis srulyofili epistemologiuri kompe-
tenciis warmosaCenad SesaZlebelia Semdegi garemoebis gaTvaliswi-
neba: ganmcdeli avtobiografi sakuTar leqsebs anonimurad aqveyneb-
da; igi acnobierebda, leqsebis Sinaaris gamo SeiZleboda qarTveli 
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studentobis rigebidan garicxuliyo da yvelaferTan erTad didi 
sociumis mier dasjiliyo kidec. teqstSi aRniSnulia isic, rom so-
ciumTan arsebuli gaucxoebis moSla misTvis Zalian martivi iyo:

„im xanebSi erTi leqsi davwere [...] Cemma amxanagebma ki kiJina 
dasces maSin: ai aq azri ar varga da obrodobis meti ara aris rao!“ 
[...] mirCies, erTi ram misTana mimematebia, rom cxovrebaSi gamosade-
gi yofiliyo [...] mec aviRe da boloSi erTi xana Cavamate [...] es rom 
naxes momiwones da kidec am mikerebuli naZaladevi leqsiT daibeWda“ 
(wereTeli 2015: 84).

amgvari socialuri dakveTa ganmcdelma avtobiografma erT-
jeradad Seasrula, mTlianobaSi is sakuTari Sexedulebisamebr moq-
medebda. sociumis moTxovna ganmcdel avtobiografs aCvenebda, rom 
qarTveli studentobis qmedebis gancxadebuli motivacia da re-
aluri qmedeba erTmaneTs ewinaaRmdegeboda. qarTvel studentobas 
SenarCunebuli hqonda is SemarTeba, romelic CerniSevskis gamosvlas 
axlda („kiJina dasca ruseTs“). damowmebul citataSi amaRlebuli 
suliskveTebis markeria sityva kiJina („Cemma amxanagebma kiJina dasces 
maSin“), Tumca ganmcdeli avtobiografis iq yofnisas maTi SemarTeba 
da sakeTebeli saqme erTmaneTs aRar Seesabameboda. saanalizo cita-
tis mixedviT, qarTveli studentebi gamalebiT iTxovdnen imas, rac, 
mTxrobeli avtobiografis azriT, banaluri da araRirebuli iyo, 
mxolod socialur dakveTis Sesrulebas gulisxmobda, arada maTTvis 
sapirwone erovnul-ganmaTavisuflebeli ideebis ganxorcieleba un-
da yofiliyo. am TvalsazrisiT ki procesis sawyis da momdevno etapebs 
Soris sxvaoba didi iyo. aRniSnul garemoebas ganmcdeli avtobiog-
rafi acnobierebda da mimdinare socialur procesebs Segnebulad 
emijneboda.
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diagrama №11

1 mocemuli diagrama asaxavs epizodis dasawyissa da dasasruls, didi muqi wriT 
aRniSnulia aqtualuri samyaro, Ria feris patara wreebiT ki personaJTa Sina-
gani samyaros maxasiaTeblebia warmodgenili. diagrama aCvenebs, rom epizodis 
dasawyisSi aqtualur samyaroSi (universitetSi swavla) ganmcdeli avtobio-
grafis cnobierebis mxolod erTi komponenti (valdebuleba) aris realizebu-
li. ganmcdeli avtobiografi fiqrobs, rom swavliT samSoblos emsaxureba. am 
etapze ganmcdeli avtobiografis epistemologiuri kompetencia (codna) nawi-
lobriv Seesatyviseba aqtualur samyaros: ganmcdeli avtobiografi sakmarisad 
gamocdilia saimisod, rom sociumis qmedebaTa dekodireba SeZlos (socialuri 
kompetencia formirebuli aqvs), Tumca mas araswori warmodgena aqvs qarTvel 
studentTa Sexedulebebsa da faseulobebze. Tavis mxriv, ganmcdeli avtobio-
grafis valdebulebis (samSoblos msaxureba) aqtualur samyarosTan Tavseba-
doba safuZveli xdeba im gegmis SemuSavebis, romlis ganxorcielebiT mizans 
unda miaRwios (samSoblos Tanamedrove samyaroSi Rirseuli adgili moupovos) 
da survilebis (samSoblos msaxurebiT pirovnulad ganviTardes) realizeba 
unda moaxdinos. epizodis dasawyisSi ganmcdeli avtobiografis cnobierebis 
aRniSnuli maxasiaTebelebis (g., m., s.,) aqtualur samyaroSi ganxorcieleba sa-
momavlo saqmea. ganmcdeli avtobiografisagan gansxvavebiT, qarTveli studen-
tebis epistemologiuri kompetencia sruladaa morgebuli aqtualur samyaros, 
maT zustad ician, ra tipis sociumSi imyofebian, maTi survilebic realizebu-
lia, Seqmnili politikuri viTarebidan pirad sargebels naxuloben. erTader-
Ti, rac maTi Sinagani samyarodan aqtualurs ar Seesatyviseba, valdebulebaa, 
maT piradi interesebi samSoblos msaxurebaze maRla daayenes.

diagramis marjvena wreze dakvirveba (epizodis dasasruli) aCvenebs, rom 
cvlileba exeba mxolod da mxolod ganmcdeli avtobiografis cnobierebas. 
kerZod, misi epistemologiuri kompetencia (codna) sociumTan mimarTebiT 
srulyofili gaxda. ganmcdeli avtobiografi acnobierebs, rom qarTveli stu-
dentebis gancxadebuli miznebi da realuri qmedebebi erTmaneTis Sesatyvisi 
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daskvna
SesaZlo samyaroebis Teoriis validoba

winamdebare statiis farglebSi gairkva, rom SesaZlo sam-
yaroebis koncepti ganmcdeli avtobiografis pirovnuli ganviTarebis 
Taviseburebis Sesaswavlad gamarTlebul Teoriul safuZvels qmnis. 
„Cems TavgadasavalSi“ gansaxovnebuli ganmcdeli avtobiografis men-
taluri procesebi intermentaluria. hipoTeturi fokalizebis gamo-
yenebiT mTxrobeli avtobiografi sistematurad cdilobs, mkiTxvels 
aCvenos, rom teqstSi gansaxovnebuli aqtualuri samyaro sxvadasxva 
adamianis pirovnul samyaroTa konstelaciiT yalibdeba, istoriuli 
viTarebis formireba bedisweris Sedegi araa. amasTan teqstSi isic 
warmoCenilia, rom paralelur samyaroTa kombinaciis variantebi wi-

araa. Tavis mxriv, aRniSnuli gamocdilebis SeZena ganmcdel avtobiografs 
arwmunebs, rom am sociumSi misi miznebisa da miswrafebebis ganxorcieleba Se-
uZlebelia. qarTveli studentobis datovebiT igi kvlav Tavisi valdebulebis 
(samSoblosadmi msaxurebis) erTguli rCeba, ganmcdeli avtobiografi fiq-
robs, rom maTTan darCeniT is dros kargavs, acnobierebs, rom samSoblos msa-
xurebis sxva forma unda moZebnos. 

daskvnis saxiT unda dazustdes, rom mocemuli diagramis mixedviT, araTav-
sebadia ara aqtualuri samyaro (universitetSi swavla) da ganmcdeli avto-
biografis  cnobiereba (Sinagani samyaro), aramed principulad SeuTavsebelia 
erTmaneTTan ganmcdeli avtobiografisa da qarTveli studentobis Sinagani 
samyaroebi. aRniSnuli aspeqti mTxrobeli avtobiografis identobisaTvis uaR-
resad mniSvnelovania. misi azriT, ganmcdeli avtobiografis ganviTarebas xeli 
SeuSala, pirvel rigSi, mis garSemo myofma adamianebma. tragikulia is, rom aq-
tualuri samyaro ganmcdeli avtobiografis miznis misaRwevad (samSoblosadmi 
epoqis gamowvevebis Sesabamisi samsaxuris gaweva) optimalur pirobebs iZle-
oda, am SesaZleblobas ki mas misi Tanamemamuleni arTmevdnen. diagramis mode-
li aRebulia rianis statiidan (2007).

irakli xvedeliZe



97

naswar Zneli gasaTvlelia. TiToeuli adamianis Sinagani samyaro sxva-
dasxva modaluri operatorisagan Sedgeba (valdebulebebi, episte-
mologiuri kompetencia, miswrafebebi) Sesabamisad, maTi gaaqtiure-
ba da sxva adamianTa modalur operatorebTan dawyvileba ra Sedegs 
moitans, winaswar gansazRvras ar eqvemdebareba.

ganmcdeli avtobiografis pirovenuli samyaros 
ZiriTadi maxasiaTeblebi

studentobis wlebSi ganmcdeli avtobiografis epistemologi-
uri kompetencia srulyofili iyo. am daskvnis gamotanis safuZvels 
ori garemoeba iZleva: 

•	ganmcdeli	 avtobiografis	 miznebis	 formirebaze,	 samomavlo	
gegmebis dasaxvaze did gavlenas axdenda samSoblos winaSe valdebu-
lebis qonis gancda. es procesi ganmcdeli avtobiografisagan gauc-
nobiereblad ar mimdinareobda. piriqiT, aRniSnuli valdebulebisad-
mi erTgulebis adekvaturi formis Zieba misi yoveldRiuri fiqris 
nawili iyo. 

•	ganmcdel	 avtobiografs	 Tavisi	 mentalobis	 Teoria	 saSuale-
bas aZlevda, sworad ganesazRvra calkeul individTa Tu socialur 
jgufTa qmdebis motivacia.

ganmcdeli avtobiografis epistemologiuri kompetencia sakma-
risi iyo, rom sociumSi warmatebuli yofiliyo, Tumca samSoblo-
sadmi erTgulebis gamo amaze uari Tqva. saanalizo teqstis mixedviT, 
ganmcdeli avtobiografis individualuri samyaro ver eTavsebo-
da aqtualur samyaros, mas samSoblosadmi msaxurebis saSualeba ar 
eZleoda.
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Irakli Khvedelidze
(Georgia)

The Concept of Possible Worlds as a Theoretical Basis for the Study of 
Autobiographical Siscourse:  Based on Akaki Tsereteli’s “My Adventure”

Summary

Key words: narratology, autobiography, the theory of possible worlds, “My 
Adventure”.

Determining the narratological basis of the autobiographical genre is a research 
desideratum. To partially deal with this task, the concept of possible worlds is used in 
this paper. Based on this concept, it is shown how the experience of the autobiographer is 
constructed.

The concept of possible worlds was first developed in the field of analytical 
philosophy and later used by narratologists as a theoretical framework for the analysis of 
literary texts, according to which the dynamics of the development of events are explored. 
Concerning this  concept, some aspects are considered: Narrative universe is assumed 
to exist independently of the real world, it has its modal semantics: the modality of the 
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events presented is determined by textual data, the consideration of historical facts is not 
necessary. The center of the narrative universe is the actual world, which is enclosed by the 
alternative worlds. The actual world has the absolute status to which the word physically 
existing/objective corresponds. The alternate worlds, on the other hand, are constructed 
through the mental processes of the characters.

It should also be noted that the causal relationship between the events represented 
seems to be complex: the development of the events is equally influenced by physical and 
virtual (mental processes of the characters) factors. Within the concept of alternate worlds, 
the characters’ mental processes are differentiated; Ryan identified the following modal 
operators:

(a)The character’s knowledge, his epistemological competence;
b)The character’s commitments;
c)The character’s desires;
d)The alternative world that the character imagines;
Research has shown that the personal development of the autobiographer 

depends on the shaping of the individual world and the interaction of the experiencing 
autobiographer with society. In the practical part of the paper, an episode from Akaki 
Tsereteli’s autobiographical text is studied. The processing of the text data has revealed that 
the private world of the experiencing autobiographer is not compatible with the alternative 
worlds of the other characters. At the same time, the experiencing autobiographer 
cannot integrate this new experience into his identity model. According to the analyzed 
episode, the group of students is an independent actor of its own, its mental processes 
cannot be equated with the sum of the mental processes of the group members, it is a 
new construct. The mental processes of large and small groups must be compared and 
analyzed specifically. In deriving consequences, the relationship between inter-and intra-
mental processes must also be considered. 

Within the students the main declared rule of behavior was the striving for 
development, this  knowledge was accepted by all, this determined the students’ goals and 
plans. The students’ aspiration for development had a very emotional character because it 
was not motivated by private matters, Georgian students were convinced that their activity 
was stimulated by concern for the fatherland.

The official rules of conduct that were in force among Georgian students were 
different. Not to trust, to see in the neighbor a potential enemy, was the main rule that 
governed the conduct of the members of the society. At that time, the independence of 
Georgian students was low, and the rules established in them reflected the totalitarian 
requirements of the much larger society (Russia). Because of the potential danger, the 
relationship between Georgian students was very fragile. Their life experience was 
replaced by conspiracy theories, which prevented the members of this society from 
perceiving events correctly. Concern for the homeland was further tainted by the fact that 
many Georgian students were satisfying their own selfish needs beneath the umbrella of 
homeland service.
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The simultaneous existence of real and formal rules of conduct made the 
psychological processes of the experiencing autobiographer dramatic: on the one hand, 
the experiencing autobiographer became aware that he could not achieve his goals in 
this society; on the other hand, the feeling of injustice plagued him.

The experiencing autobiographer’s understanding of homeland and friendship 
forced her to elaborate on other rules of behavior. The epistemological difference 
between the experiencing autobiographer and society imposed society to have a different 
relationship with the experiencing autobiographer and all other members. Within society, 
acting on one’s vision was forbidden, but concern for the common interest was punished 
for the experiencing autobiographer.

Leaving Petersburg inevitably illustrates important implications about the nature 
of his mental processes: a) the experiencing autobiographer realized that staying with 
the Georgian students did not allow him to achieve his goals. b) the student community 
as a society was unfair. The first factor conflicted with his obligations, and the other 
did not match his aspirations. This made his life unbearable. The ongoing intermental 
processes in the experiencing autobiographer were also problematic from another point of 
view: within the episode under analysis, his epistemological competence is complete, he 
perfectly understands the rules of action of the society, but he consciously refuses to abide 
by them. Moreover, the text also shows that in the case of recognition, the experiencing 
autobiographer was not only able to take into account the rules being in effect, but he was 
capable of following these rules in order to adapt the action and become successful. 

The demonstrated demand of the society showed the experiencing autobiographer 
that the stated motivation and the real action of the Georgian students were contradictory. 
The Georgian students had maintained the excitement associated with Chernishevsky’s 
appearance on the public stage, but by the time of the autobiographer’s visit with them, 
their excitement and desire were no longer the same.
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manana kvaWantiraZe
(saqarTvelo)

personaJTa qcevis fsiqologiuri motivaciebi

vaJa fSavelas `stumar-maspinZelSi“:

joyola
 
`stumar-maspinZelSi“ mTavari personaJebis Sexvedras vaJa Sem-

TxveviTi gacnobis saxiT xatavs. 
urTierTobaTa dinamika, romelsac vaJa poemis SesavalSi, mov-

lenaTa dramatuli ganviTarebis win aRwers, aSkarad orientirebulia 
daaxloeba-damegobrebaze. rogorc es xSirad xdeba xolme cxovrebaSi, 
urTierTndoba manamde ibadeba, sanam erTmaneTs kargad gaicnoben. am 
orTagan erTi isaa, viszedac vaJa sxvaTaSoris ambobs, `Zmis mkvlelis 
sisxli swyuria“-o, meore ki is, visac am kacma Zma moukla da romelic 
masTan `sisxlis valSia“. erTi sityviT, situacia araordinaluria: 
oriveni, stumarica da maspinZelic `sisxlis movaleebi“ arian. am va-
lis gadaxda mTeli momavali dramatizmis gasaRebi da is adaTebrivi 
maqsimaa, romelzedac momavalSi qisti joyola uars ityvis, rogorc 
SurisZiebis gardauval da aucilebel sababze, radgan `marTal“ saqme-
Si, rac adamianTa Soris Rrma urTierTsimpaTiasa da ltolvaSi iCens 
Tavs, Temis mier aucileblobad Seracxili es sababi ver iqceva mize-
zad, anu arasakmarisi aRmoCndeba `mtrobis“ samotivaciod.

vaJa axal simarTles gvTavazobs am urTierTobaze.
momdevno scena – ojaxuri situcia – yvela kavkasielisTvis kar-

gad nacnobia da Tanabrad SeiZleba warmovidginoT xevsureTSic da 
qisteTSic: lamazi coliTa da kargi diasaxlisiT Tavmowoneba, stum-
ris pativiscema da kacuri Rirsebis xazgasma (`yvelgan madlobas swi-
raven / marjvenas kai ymisasa“). 

musa, romelic Congurze qisti gmirebis saarako ambebs damRe-
ris – ojaxis sabediswero stumari da `situaciis amrevi“ – rogorc 
viciT, xevsur stumarSi zviadaurs Seicnobs da Tumca adaTis Tanax-
mad, fexze wamoudgeba, magram oriode wuTis Semdeg mzadaa sisxlic 
daRvaros, magram adaTis Tanaxmad, `stumari sxvis saxlSi/ver gahSlis 
xaTabalasa“. am epizodSi vaJa moqmed pirebs gvacnobs, rogorc mTis 
tradiciis damcvel vaJkacebs. Semdeg epizodSi ki mdgomareoba icvle-
ba da vxedavT, ra saxes iZens adaTi qistebis xelSi: mTeli sofeli Tavs 
esxmis erT, isic uiaraRo, mZinare kacs da fexqveS Telavs ara mxolod 
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stumar-maspinZlobis saTemo adaTs, aramed ararad aqcevs kacobasa da 
samarTlianobaze elementarul adamianur warmodgenasac. mokled, 
manam, sanam joyola qistebs stumar-maspinZlobis wesis darRvevaSi 
daadanaSaulebs da Zmis mkvlelis dacvas gadawyvets, vaJa mkiTxvels 
winaswar amzadebs mniSvnelovani fsiqologiuri ganwyobisaTvis, ro-
melmac unda gaamarTlos joyolas, erTi SexedviT, ucnauri, rTuli 
arCevani. arCevani, romelmac gza unda gaikvlios kacur Rirsebaze 
pirovnul warmodgensa da vaJkacobaze qistebis zogad (`saTemo“) 
Sexedulebas Soris, mterze SurisZiebis misaReb da miuRebel wess 
Soris.

mkiTxvelis am winaswarganwyobis Sesaqmnelad gansakuTrebiT 
mniSvnelovania qistebis saerTo saxe, xati, romelsac vaJa qmnis: esaa 
sisxlmowyurebuli brbo, romlic ugulebelyofs ara mxolod stu-
marTmoyvareobis adaTs, aramed – da es mTavaria – mterTan vaJkacuri 
brZolis wessac. maT veragul, sworedac `diacur“ da mdabal gegmaSi 
Cabmulia mTeli sofeli da rac mTavaria, Cabmulni arian vaJkacoba-
ze mficveli qisti mamakacebi. erTi sityviT, vaJa qistebis gegmas 
xatavs ara rogorc mterze SurisZiebas, rac savsebiT bunebrivi da 
gasagebi iqneboda am situaciaSi, aramed adamianuri Ralatis suraTs, 
romelic imTaviTve ganawyobs mkiTxvels qistebis gadawyvetilebis 
sawinaaRmdegod. 

vaJa aRiarebs mtrobas brZolis vaJkacuri wesebis dacviT, amis 
gareSe mtroba sxva araferia, Tu ara kaciskvla – es erTi (am gegmis 
fonze `gaxlavarT zviadauri“... swored pirdapiri brZolis upi-
ratesobis legitimaciaa). am konceptis xorcSesasxmelad igi kon-
trastis xerxs iyenebs: qistebis mzakvruli TaTbiris kadrs myisve 
mosdevs mSvidobiani scena joyolas saxlSi, sadac vaJa xatavs vaxSams: 
keTilganwyobil, damegobrebul adamianebs, romelTac azradac ar 
mosdiT, ra datrialdeba cota xnis Semdeg (`ivaxSmes. Tavis stumari/ 
maspinZels moswons guliTa. / `kargi vaJkaci etyoba“ – /ficulobs 
Tavis  rjuliTa: / es  erTi  cnoba,  xval  Zmoba,/  erTad  SevTvisdeT   su-
liTa“). es icis mxolod stumarma – stumar-maspinZlobis am klasiku-
ri suraTisa da saerTod yovelgvari dramis ucvlelma monawilem 
– e. w. `moyuriadem“. vaJa mis portrets sul ramdenime, xazgasmiT 
`lingvisturi“ StrixiT iZleva: igi `laqardiani eniT“ `locavs joyo-
las.../ enas akvesebs kvesiTa“. aq zustad is SemTxvevaa, roca ena, sity-
va (niSani) ar asrulebs misTvis organul referencialur da sako-
munikacio funqcias. igi ufro faravs (gulis, ganzraxvis) saidumlos, 
vidre aCens. sityva aq gvevlineba Ralatis niSnad, romelic Ralatis 
mTel `substancias“ moaqcevs sakuTar TavSi. 
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momdevno epizodSi, romelic ukve qistebis Tavdasxmas, joyo-
las winaaRmdegobasa da zviadauris datyvevebas asaxavs, joyola, mo-
ulodnelobisagan Tvgzaabneuli da sabrZolod SemarTuli, qistebs 
`sauflo  wessa“  da  `sjuls“  Seaxsenebs,  rasac  qistebis  mxridan  sakma-
od damajerebeli kontrargumenti mosdevs: `mosisxle stumris gu-
lisTvis ZuZus vin mosWris dedasa?“

kidev erTxel: vaJa niadags amzadebs joyolas arCevanis mimarT 
mkiTxvelis SefasebiTi poziciisaTvis da saamisod personaJTa qceva-
gadawyvetilebis fsiqologiur motivaciaTa mTel wyebas gvTavazobs, 
ramac es arCevani, sul cota, gasagebi unda gaxados. rac Seexeba am 
arCevanis gaziareba-argaziarebas, miReba-armiRebas, vfiqrobT, vaJas 
pozicia aq naklebad gulisxmobs mkiTxvelze raime saxis zewolas, 
erTgvarovan da calsaxa pozicias da amis dasturia aRazas mier 
momxdari ambis sikvdiliswina Sefaseba: `orTav SevcodeT qistebsa...“ 

joyolas ara erTbaSad, aramed TandaTan uxdeba zviadaurze 
simarTlis Setyoba. Sesabamisad, TandaTan mZafrdeba joyolas suli-
eri Relvis suraTic. pirvel etapze sityva TiTqos mizans xvdeba: 
`joyola cotas Sefiqrda, /pirs sinanuli waeso, /TiTqos natyorcni 
isari/ zed gulis kovzze daeso“. joyolas saxis gamometyvelebis am 
metaforuli, mkafiod vizualuri xatis miRma ufro guldawyveta da 
imedgacrueba ikiTxeba, vidre eWvi sakuTari gadawyvetilebis mimarT. 
qistebis simarTle joyolas cnobierebas swvdeba. yvelaze Zlieri ar-
gumenti, rom zviadauri misi Zmis mkvlelia (`TviT aman mokla Seni Zma, 
aryianebSi TofiTa“), kidev ufro gamZafrebulia zviadauris mtrobis 
ubodiSo, niSnismogebiTi formis SexsenebiT: `gaxlavarT zviadauri/ 
– Camogvkioda goriTa“. es is arumentia, romelmac, qistebisa da mkiTx-
velis molodiniT, joyolam ver unda datovos reagirebis gareSe, 
magram xdeba moulodneli ram: joyolas gulSi atexili qariSxali 
qistebisaTvis miuRebel saboloo gadawyvetilebaSi gadadis: jo-
yola uars ambobs pirad SurisZiebaze (SedarebisTvis: joyolas ga-
dawyvetileba qistebisTvis imave rangis moulodnelobaa, rac aludas 
mier mucalis sulis sacxoneblad kuratis Sewirva). joyola aRiarebs 
qistebis simarTles, magram mxolod rogorc faqts da ara rogorc 
saboloo WeSmaritebas: `eg marTalia, iqneba... / ra unda miTxraT magi-
Ta,/ miTc ver miabamT Cems gulsa/ Tqvens gulisTqmasTan ZafiTa“. jo-
yola  is  kacia,  vinc  ar  ikadrebs  mosisxlisagan  Zmis  sisxli  aravaJka-
curi gziT aiRos (igulisxmeba, rom qistebic amitom umalaven mas 
TavianT gegmas). joyolas sityvebi zedized amxels Temis adaTidan 
gadacdomebs: `vis gauyidav stumari...“ `uiaraRos awvalebT...“ da a.S. 
individualuri gadawyvetileba amgvar situaciaSi moiTxovs nebis 
gansakuTrebul simtkices da pirdapir pasuxs kiTxvaze: `vin var?“ da 
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`visTan var me?“ joyolas pasuxi radikaluria: `me TqvenTan ar var“. 
xasiaTis  da  sityvis mTeli saSeni masala mocemulia  erTbaSad,  Tavidanve. 

 joyola qistebs uwesebs SurisZiebis geografiul mijnas, rom-
lis socialuri da moraluri Sinaarsi eWvs ar iwvevs.: `roca gascdeba 
Cems ojaxs, iq moepyariT avada“. moralurad da fsiqologiurad misi 
SeTavazeba zusti da damajerebelia: joyola ver iqneba sakuTari 
Zmismkvlelisa da qistebis mJleteli xevsuris damcveli. pirobas, ro-
melsac joyola ayenebs, savaraudod, ori mizezi SeiZleba hqondes: 
erTi – daicvas ojaxis Rirseba, ar Seqmnas precedenti, ar gadaayo-
los stumar-maspinZlobis mravalsaukunovani tradicia SurisZiebis 
velur wess, anu, rogrc erTma adamianma, daicvas kulturis monapova-
ri sakuTar saxlSi mainc (`vis gauyidav stumari, qisteTs sad Tqmula 
ambada?“). meore – daicvas adamianis samarTliani brZolis ufleba 
im SemTxvevaSic ki, roca igi mteria: `uiaraRos awvalebT, guli rasa 
grZnobs Tavada?“ da mesame – daicvas sakuTari `me“-s ufleba Temis 
mravlobiTi nebisagan. joyola gadalaxavs cnobierebis individu-
alur dones, romelsac Seesityveba `egos“ plasti da romelic re-
alobasTan martivi adaptaciiT kmayofildeba. mas sakuTari ze-mes, 
anu umaRles kanonTan SesabamisobaSi myofi subieqturi nebis dakma-
yofilebis survili amoZravebs. sapirispirod amisa, TemisTvis sru-
liad warmoudgenelia imis daSvebac ki, rom pirovnebam raime koreq-
tivi Seitanos Temis kanonSi, miT ufro, TviTon gansazRvros kanonTa 
ierarqia. igi fxizlad  da  radikalurad  icavs  mter-moyvris  opozici-
ur struqturas da rogorc al. WeiSvili wers, Zvirad usvams `pirov-
nebas saukuneebiT ganmtkicebuli Sexedulebebis, wes-adaTis, rwmena-
warmodgenebis tyveobidan gamosvlis cdasac ki“ (WeiSvili 2012: 219). 

joyolas Segonebebi ara mxolod didsulovani da rainduli 
orTabrZolis moerTgule kacis sityvebia, aramed misi Sembrale 
bunebisa da adamianuri Tanalmobis niSanic. mas ar SeuZlia iqces 
mowmed, rogor arTmeven `kai ymas“ Tavdacvis da Tanabari brZolis 
uflebas, radgan vaJasTvis ar arsebobs ufro didi usamarTloba, vid-
re adamianisTvis brZolis uflebis warTmevaa. am konteqstSi Cnde-
ba joyolas gadawyvetilebis kidev erTi fsiqo-moraluri aspeqti: 
joyola, rogorc maspinZeli, uneblie braleuli aRmoCnda bediswe-
ris xelSi (es man moiyvana zviadauri saxlSi, misadmi ndobis aRZvram 
gansazRvra zviadauris gadawyvetileba) da misi Seuracxyofili Rir-
seba brZolas ucxadebs am iZulebiT rols: `siuJetis daZabulobisa 
da personaJTa qcevis motivaciis SeqmnaSi gadamwyvet rols TamaSobs 
ara mxolod is garemoeba, rom joyola, bedis ironiiT, maincdamainc 
Tavisi Zmis mkvlels gadaeyreba da misiT moxibluls, mosisxlis dacva 
daedeba valad, aramed isic, rom kaci, romelsac vaJa `fSav-xevsureTis 
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far-xmals“ uwodebs, xelis mouqnevlad unda Seewiros sxvis mkvdars“ 
(kvaWantiraZe 2020: 55) 

joyolasTvis araferia moulodneli imaSi, rom xevsuri qistis 
mowinaaRmdegea, radgan mtroba mTaSi Cveulebrivi ramaa. zviadauris 
gasawirad joyolasTvis arc isaa gadamwyveti argumenti, rom zvi-
adaurTan am mtrobas misi Zma emsxverpla, radgan qistisTvis es ga-
remoeba gardauvali SemTxveviTobaa, romliTac samarTals ver 
awoni. sinanulis grimasa, romelzedac vaJa laparakobs, movlenaTa am 
sabediswero damTxvevas unda gulisxmobdes. joyola, savaraudod, 
grZnobs bedisweris am ironias da masTan brZolaSi ebmeba Tavisi 
ada-mianuri Rirsebis dasacavad. geografiuli sivrcis simciris 
miuxe-davad, `stumar-maspinZelSi“ Tavisi arsiT antikuri tragediis 
masStabis scena TamaSdeba.

vaJa erTi fraziT, xandaxan mxolod erTi sityviT migvmarTavs 
momxdaris an qcevis motivaciis swori Sefasebisken. swored aseTia 
fraza `eg marTalia, iqneba“. es `marTalia“ miemarTeba faqts, `iqneba“ 
ki imas, rac yovelTvis dgas faqtis miRma – misi Sefasebis moralur 
instacias, romelic am Sefasebas WeSmaritebis xarisxs aniWebs. 
sayuradReboa isic, rom joyolas odnavadac ar epareba eWvi sakuTari 
gadawyvetilebis sisworeSi. igi iqiT adanaSaulebs qistebs rjulis 
(umaRlesi kanonis) daviwyebaSi: `Tvis rjuli dagviwyebiaT, / mito 
iqceviT mcdarada;/ Cems ojaxs ra pasuxs aZlevT“... cxadia, vaJas es 
pozicia, romelic“ joyolas dialogebSi ikiTxeba, gacilebiT farTo 
speqtris fsiqo-socialur da humanur problemebs ayenebs, vidre es am 
erTi poemis siuJetSia moqceuli. 

manam, sanam joyolas saboloo gadawyvetilebas SevityobT 
(`dRes stumaria eg Cemi, /Tund zRva emarTos sisxlisa, /miTamc me ver 
vuRalateb, /vficav RmerTs, qmnili imisa“), vaJa qistebis momdevno ar-
guments wamoswevs, romelic Temis mravlobiT Zalasa da Zalauflebis 
Ria demonstrirebaSi gadadis. moraluri logikiT dawyebuli paeq-
roba (`mosisxle stumris gulisTvis /ZuZus vin mosWris dedasa?“) 
TiTqos Zalas kargavs, gezs icvlis da gadaulaxavi konfliqtisken mi-
eqaneba. joyolasTvis cxadi xdeba, rom brbo ar apirebs argumentebis, 
wesebisa da moralis eniT laparaks. igi sxva diskurss irCevs: Zalisa 
da Zaladobis, Zalauflebis enas: `SemouZaxes qistebma / erTxmad, Zli-
erad, WeqiTa: /– Sen da Sens stumars, orives/ erTad gadgisvriT beqiTa./ 
Tems rac swadian, mas izams /Tavis Temobis wesiTa“. 

gamodis, rom `sauflo wesi“, rogorc RvTiT dadgenili da dro-
is, xangrZlivi gamoyenebis legitimurobiT gaZlierebuli, Canacv-
ldeba `Temobis wesiT“, rac sxva araferia, Tu ara martivi Zaladoba – 
fizikuri Zalis metoba – sisxlis wyurvilis, anu SurisZiebis mouTo-
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kavi survilis dasakmayofileblad. sxvaTa Soris, aseTsave samarTals 
amofarebuli, Temis fizikuri Zalis moimede mouwodebs aludaze 
SurisZiebisaken xevsurebs xevisberi berdia: `dajardiT, xevsurT 
Svilebo,/ yvelani – didni, mcireni,/ samarTali vqmnaT, vumtvrioT /
karisa cixis direni“. orive SemTxvevaSi Temis samarTalis principi 
efuZneba mxolod masis Zalasa da Zalauflebas (an, Tundac, mxolod 
masis samarTlis principebs) da mTlianad ugulebelyofs samarTlis 
nebismier sxva, maT Soris, invidualur gamovlinebas, da rac mTavaria, 
umaRlesi samarTlianobis principze dafuZnebul `saRvTo~, `sauflo“ 
wessac. realurad xdeba ierarqiis cvlileba da `sauflo“ samarTlis 
privatizeba Temis, rogorc mravlobiTi Zalis mier. joyola ki swored 
`sauflo wesis“ moxmobiT apelirebs adamianurobasTan da maRal mo-
ralur-socialur RirebulebebTan (ojaxi, reputacia, Rirseba, sibra-
luli, uiaraRos Tanadgoma da a. S). joyolas poziciaSi farulad 
ikiTxeba vaJas qristianuli mrwamsi: moeqeci mters ise, rogorc ginda, 
rom Sen mogeqcnen. joyola sakuTar Tavs ayenebs zviadauris adgilas. 

yuradReba mivaqcioT, rom joyolasa da zviadauris SemTxvevaSi 
vaJa mudmivad apelirebs gulTan. guli, gulisTqma joyolas ZiriTadi 
da rogorc am epizodidan Cans, yvelaze wonadi argumentia: `uiaraRos 
awvalebT,/ guli rasa hgrZnobs Tavada?“ joyola, vaJas daxasiaTebiT, 
gulis kacia. davakvirdeT: joyolasagan gansxvavebiT, qistebi apeli-
reben gonebasTan (`rad ar modixar cnebasa?“), da rac mTavaria, maTi 
qceva daufaravi, uxeSi pragmatizmiTaa nakarnaxevi. am pragmatizmis 
nimuSia  ara  mxolod  msxverplSewirvis  realuri  Sinaarsi (`unda...  uzi-
dos wyalia,/ msaxurad hyavdes, morCilad,/ da gaubandos jRania“), ara-
med detalurad damuSavebuli zviadauris Sepyrobis gegmac: qistebma 
ician, rom zviadauri uiaraRod unda Seipyron, radgan, ricxobrivi 
siWarbis miuxedavad, gamarjvebaSi darwmunebulni ver iqnebian. prag-
mtizmiTaa nakarnaxevi joyolas gverdis avlac TavianTi gegemis Ses-
rulebisas. qistebs ioli da `garantirebuli“ mogeba undaT, Tundac 
vaJkacobis daTmobisa da sindisis xmis gayuCebis fasad. joyolas so-
cialuri eTika kategoriulad uaryofs usamarTlobas, Tundac mtris 
mimarT: `grisxavdeT ca-qveynis madli,/ usamarTlobas SvrebiTa“. 

vaJa gansakuTrebiT zrunavs suraTis fsiqologiur simarTlesa 
da sizusteze. dialogebis Tanmimdevrobaze, sityva-pasuxis Rirebu-
lebiT niuansebze. Tu baxtinis klasifikaciiT visargeblebT, misi 
dialogebi mxolod funqciuria da arsad – kompoziciuri (baxtini 
2002: 132).

qistebi joyolas Wkvian da gabedul kacad icnoben. gavixsenoT, 
rom qistebis mier joyolasTan Segzavnili `moyuriade“ `saxels ulo-
cavs joyolas“, musasac ukvirs joyolas Secdoma: `mikvirs joyolas 

manana kvaWantiraZe



107

Wkvisagan“ da a. S. mogvianebiT igive qistebi mas orgul, gauwonaswo-
rebel, SfoTian adamianad Seafaseben (`winaTac bevrjer agvria“). 
Sefasebis es ormagoba, erTi mxriv, joyolas xasiaTis sirTuleze 
migvaniSnebs, meore mxriv ki imaze, rom am SefasebebSic iseve, rogorc 
adaTis dacvaSi, qistebi araTanmimdevrulni arian. adaTi sustdeba, 
iSleba da martiv prgmatizms uTmobs gzas (maT Soris, ekonomikursac). 
amitom joyolas qcevas qistebi aRiqvamen, rogorc ugunur, ulogiko 
saqciels. 

`karze mixtomis“ epizodis bolos erTmaneTs enacvleba joyo-
lasadmi mimarTvis damamcirebeli formebi: `Stero“ da `beCavo“, xo-
lo misi naTqvami – abdaubdad da qofakis yefad fasdeba. sakuTari 
uZlurebis gancda joyolaSi winaaRmdegobis survils aRvivebs. mis 
am mzard guliswyromas vaJa didi fsiqologiuri sizustiT aRwers: 
joyolas ojaxi da kacoba Seuracxyofilia, mas pirdapir ucxadeben, 
rom uZluria, `kacoba daqceulia“ (`Cemi kacobis damqcevno“), rom 
araviTari fasi ara aqvs arc mis sityvas, arc mklavs da arc saxels – 
arafers, rac Seadgens mis cxovrebas da adamianur Rirsebas. joyola 
saxeldeba, rogorc mteri, romlis aramarto warsuls, aramed moma-
valsac mTlianad xazi aqvs gadasmuli: `ar ici, rom Seni saqmec/ dRe-
idan wava cerada?“ Temi ukidures siClungesa da sixistes avlens Ta-
visi Riseuli wevris mimarT. Seuracmyofeli sityva zemoqmedebis 
ZaliT fizikur moqmedebas utoldeba da joyolas mxridan sapasuxo 
qmedebaSi gadadis:`Cemi kacobis damqcevno, lanZRvasac memarTle-
biTa?“ – am sityvebiT gamoTqvams joyola Tavisi mdgomareobas srul 
gamouvalobas, rac afeqtur qmedebaSi – musas mokvlaSi aisaxeba. ise 
Cans, rom es mkvleloba ara sityvaze, aramed qmedebaze pasuxia. sruli 
acdeniloba, Seusmenloba, poziciaTa radikaluri Sejaxeba tragediis 
safuZveli, siuJetis ganviTarebis ZiriTadi piroba da motivaciaa .

musa personificirebuli Temi da misi diskursis warmmarTvelia. 
amitom mimarTavs joyola dialogis dros mravlobiT formas (erTi 
frazis garda). da mainc, joyolas ucnaur qcvaSi, gajiutebaSi, romlis 
garegan motivaciasac qistebis Ralatis gegma, joyolas ojaxisa da 
piradi Rirsebis xelyofa qmnis, mainc rCeba logikuri da emociuri 
naprali, romelic joyolas qcevis ufro Rrma da faruli Sinagani 
motivaciis (motivaciebis) Ziebas gvkrnaxobs da mkiTxvelisgan situ-
aciis sulier-emociuri planis, upirvelesad ki gmiris xasiaTis, ro-
gorc qcevis umniSvnelovanesi samotivacio faqtoris – Tavisebure-
baTa gaTvaliswinebas Txoulobs. aucileblad migvaCnia imis aRniSvnac, 
rom miuxedavad moqmedebis ganviTarebis Zalze swrafi tempisa, vaJa 
mainc `aswrebs“ gviCvenos personaJTa xasiaTi da Sinagani mdgomare-
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oba, maTi sxeulis `enisa“ da warmoTqmuli sityvis miRma Cagvaxedos 
movlenaTa siRrmeSi. 

joyola saxelis kacia (`saxels ulocavs joyolas“) – saxeli 
yvelafrad  uRirs.  `Tavi  ewoneba“  ojaxiT,  adaTiT, coliT.  is,  Tu  ra-
oden afasebs igi Tavis adamianur da mamakacur Rirsebas, im epizodi-
danac Cans, roca aRazasTan musas incidents ixsenebs: `Cemis namusis 
SembRalavs/ male moviyvan Wkvazeo,/rogorc vanane musasa/ mixdoma 
sxvisa karzeo“. joyola momxdars aRiqvams, rogorc pirad Seuracx-
yofas da sxvisi ojaxis `karze mixdomas“. is ficxia da misi sificxe 
brZolisaTvis yovelwamier mzadyofnaSi Cans (`da Tanac xanjals 
hbRujavda,/ xeli ekida tarzeao“). joyolas sificxe, Tavmoyvareoba, 
gaxsnili da gulRia xasiaTi, vaJkacobiT gamowveuli silaRe da imav-
droulad, kacur saxelze da TviTSefasebaze daSenebuli siamaye 
(`Cemi kacobis gamTelno,/ lanZRvasac memarTlebiTa?“; an: `gons mo-
diT – SemouZaxa, /vis stumars boWavT TokiTa“... aseve, martoxela omi 
xevsurebTan da a. S.) – warmogvidgens daumorCilebel, sakuTar gzeb-
ze mosiarule kacs, romlis axirebebis, ` areuli“ qcevis (`winaTac 
bevrjer agvria“) Tavmdebi, jebiri da damcveli misi saxeli da kacuri 
avtoritetia. 

joyola urCi, Zlieri, winaaRmdegobis suliskveTebiT gamsWva-
luli xasiaTia. icis mtroba, magram megobrobac icis. zviadaurTan 
urTierTobis scenebSi xazgasmulia misi mimndobi xasiaTi da emoci-
uroba. vaJa xatavs mTieli vaJkacis erTdroulad feTqebad, ficx da 
Sembrale bunebas. yvelaferi, rasac joyola ambobs da intonacia, 
romliTac ambobs, Tavisi sityvis patroni da gamtani, didsulovani 
kacis leqsikidanaa. joyolas sityva, romelic misi cnobierebis mo-
ralur intencias areklavs da faqtobrivad, moqmedebis verbalur 
gamosaxulebas warmoadgens, mtkice da uryevia. mkiTxveli masSi ver 
ipovis naprals, eWvs sakuTari poziciis mimarT. miuxedavad amisa, 
cnobierebis am simtices yovelTvis axlavs cocxali emocia. vaJa 
gviCvenebs joyolas sityvis miRma dafaruli xasiaTis Sinagan plansac 
da mZime fiqrTa dinebaSi mopovebul simarTlesac. 

joyola uRalato kacia – aramarto uflis wess ar Ralatobs, 
aramed Tavisi patara qveynis patiosan saxelsac ufrTxildeba. da-
akvirdiT, sakuTari samSoblos raodeni pativiscema da siamaye Cans 
joyolas sityvebSi: `vis gauyidav stumari,/ qisteTs sad Tqmula amba-
da...“ dialogis gziT warmodgenili joyolas TiToeuli fraza adaTis, 
rogorc umaRlesi sasicocxlo pragmatizmis Sexsenebaa, misi umaR-
lesi legitimurobisa da zedroulobis daraji. igi adaTis am sasi-
cocxlo   pragmatikis   enaze   laparakobs  maSin,  roca   Temi  mis   sasik-
vdilo (damSlel) pragmtikas icavs da axmovanebs. zviadaurTan dame-
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gobreba da misi dacva stumris rangSi swored am sasicocxlo pragma-
tikas ganasaxierebs, romelic mtrobis sayovelTao wesis alternati-
vas qmnis da erTgvar `nakrZalad“ tovebs dapirispirebuli socialuri 
jgufebis calkeul wevrTa pirad urTierTobas. 

vaJa derefanSi tovebs qistebis mier xel-fexSekrul joyolas 
da xelaxla ubrundeba ukve zviadauris mkvlelobis Semdeg. sxvaTa 
Soris, es `Sekruloba“ warmodgens erTgvar garegnul niSans joyolas 
gamouvali mdgomareobisa momxdaris mere aramarto sulier da emo-
ciur, aramed socialur planSi. amas adasturebs rogorc misi sityvebi 
aRazas mimarT (`sxva sadardeli maklia,/ axla Sen meqmna mozare?), ise 
joyolas saboloo gadawyvetileba:`martokam unda viomo“... joyolas 
gamouval mdgomaeobas vaJa zustad axasiaTebs idiomiT: `moaqvT da 
cocxals madeben / saflavis qvasa gulzeda“. 

sasaflaos scenis Semdeg joyolas vxedavT keris piras mjdo-
mares,  fexi-fexze  gadadebuls,  Cafiqrebuli   adamianis  klasikur   po-
zaSi, romelic aRazas Zalze bundovan da qaotur grZnobebs garkve-
ulobas sZens da saboloo Sefasebas aZlevs. am epizodSi vaJa xatavs 
brZeni da didsulovani adamianis romantikul saxes. saxis am aspeqts 
kidev ufro met siRrmes aniWebs xevsurTa winaaRmdeg joyolas mar-
toxela brZola, rac sxva araferia, Tu ara sasikvdilod Tavis gawir-
va Temis eWvisgan `gamosaxsnelad“, sakuTari Rirsebisa da saxelis 
aRsadgenad. . 

martoxela omi ewinaaRmdegeba omis kanons, romlis drosac 
mravali mravals ebrZvis, yvela – yvelas. erTi bevris winaaRmdeg omi 
araa. esaa nebayoflobiTi msxverpli, TavSewirva. 

martoxela omi fizikuri gamoxatulebaa imisa, rac joyolas 
sulSi xdeba. martoxela omi sxva araferia, Tu ara Temis (samSoblos) 
winaSe sakuTari adamianuri valis moxda da RmerTis winaSe sakuTari 
codva-bralis wardgena. 

joyolas msxverplSewirva misi nebis Tavisuflebis sazRauria. 
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(Georgia)

Pshuchological Motivations of Characters in Vazha Pshavela’s 
“Host and guest”:

Jokhola

Summary

Kay words:  Jokhola, motivation, choice, revenge.

The dynamic of circumstances and situation described by Vazha Pshavela in 
introduction of his poem ,,Host and guest’’ is not common: Both, the guest and the host 
,,owe blood’’ to each other. Paying of this debt is the clue to whole future dramatism. 
It is traditional topmost which will be eventually denied by Kist Jokhola as inevitable 
and indispensable reason for revenge. For, ,,right’’ conduct that manifests itself in deep 
sympathy between humans indispensable reason claimed by community could not be 
sufficient motivation for enmity’’.

Vazha Pshavela prepares reader’s evaluating position for Jokhola’s choice and 
proposes a chain of conducts and decisions of characters as well as their physiological 
motivations that should finally justify Jokhola’s choice, so unusual and complex at the first 
sight. This choice that should find its way between personal perception of manly dignity 
and Kist common(community’s) view of the same concept.

In order to bring closer  the reader to such dispose big  important is given to overall 
image of Kists: this is the crowd aspiring for blood that denies not only hospitality traditions 
but also descent battle with his enemy. Vazha depict Kists’ plan not as the revenge against 
enemy but as human betrayal picture. 

Vazha consequently intensifies picture of his inner anxiety.
Argument that Zviadauri has killed Jokhola’s brother for Kists as well as for the 

reader creates expectation that it would not be left without relevant reaction, but suddenly 
Jokhola refuses personal revenge. Jokhola is a man which will never accept unmanly 
revenge. In such situation individual decision requires special strength of  will and also 
direct answer to the question: ,,Who am I?’’ and ,, who I am with?’’. Jokhola gives radical 
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answer: ,, I am not with you’’. Constructing material of his character  and his words is 
already given in the very beginning, 

Psychological and moral motivation of Jokhola’s decision is very important: 1. 
Defend honor of the family and maintain hospitality tradition from brutal rule of revenge, 
with other words - to defend cultural value. B. To defend human right of fair battle even 
against the enemy. C. Defend  his own personal right from multiple will of his community. 
Jokhola overcomes individual level of consciousness corresponding to Ego layer. He is 
conform with simple adaptation with reality. His main motivation is to fulfill his subjective 
will in coherence with supreme rule. For community on the contrary, it is unthinkable  
that hierarchy of rules could be defined by single person. Community cautiously protects 
enemy-friend oppositional social structure of.

There is no more bigger injustice for Vazha Pshavela then depriving right to fight. 
In this context one more psycolo-ethical aspect stands forward: Jokhola as a host has  
accidental guilt  in the hands of fate (he himself brought Zviadauri to his home, his trust 
caused Zviadauri’s reaction) and his offended dignity starts to fight against this verdict. 
Despite the limitation of geographic space, in the essence the scale of ,,Host and Guest’’ 
scenes is similar to antic tragedy.

The Justice of community is based only on mass force and power and neglects any 
other forms of justice including individual expression and even justice originated from 
supreme principles of godly’’ order. In fact the hierarchy is changed and  prerogatives of 
God are taken by community as a multiple power.  while defending high moral values 
Jokhola is relaying on Godly order (family, reputation, honor, empathy, support of 
weaponless etc.) In Jokhola’s position hidden Christian faith of the author is observed.

Beyond external motivations of Jokhola’s decision (the treachery plan of Kists, 
attacking personal and family dignity of  Jokhola) deeper and hidden reasons of  his conduct 
are observed that should be considered by the readers as a an important motivation factor. 
Despite rapid development of the action Vazha Pshavela still manages to show characters 
of the heroes and their inner condition. Through their words and body language he makes 
us look in the depth of occurrences. 

According to author Jokhola is ,,a man of heart’’. His heart feeling and intuition 
are the main factors and arguments for his actions.. Kists on the contrary apply mind 
(,,where is your right mind?’’) therefore, their action are dictated by rough pragmatism. 
The complex structure of custom is destroyed and simple pragmatism takes its place. 

Jokhola is a man of reputation - reputation is everything for him. ,,He was proud 
of himself’’ because of his family, custom, wife. Because of his human and manly virtues. 
He is passionate and his passion is manifested in constant readiness for struggle. Jokhola 
has open character built on his manly virtues and the same time pride that is rooted in his 
self perception and dignity. Jokhola’s character represents a man which follows only his 
own route and his extraordinary conducts ( ,,he was unruly before as well’’) are guarded 
and fortified by his reputation and authority. 

personaJTa qcevis fsiqologiuri motivaciebi
vaJa fSavelas `stumar -maspinZelSi“: joyola
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Jokhola is  disobedient, strong and conflictive character. In relationship with 
Zviadauri his trusting and emotional features are accentuated. Vazha Pshavela gives 
picture of a man which is explosive and empathic at the same time. Jokhola’s words reflect 
his moral intention. His words are  verbal representations of his conduct so solid and firm. 
Such firmness of consciousness is always accompanied by natural  emotion.

     
Jokhola is trustworthy man - he never gives up God’s word and is defending image 

of his small country ,,who has betrayed the guest, who has ever done it from Kists?’’ 
Jokhola’s each word is reminding highest pragmatic function of the custom. He speaks 
on the language of vital pragmatism of tradition while community  follows disruptive, 
deathly pragmatism of custom. Friendship with Zviadauri and his defense is manifestation 
of this vital pragmatism that is alternative to enmity rules.It creates kind of ,,preserved 
zone’’ in human relationship of different community members.      

Vazha Pshavela shapes romantic image of wise and noble man. The lonely battle 
against Khevsurs gives deeper dimension  to  his image that is nothing more then self 
sacrifice in order to liberate community from doubt and to restore his honor and reputation. 

Solitary struggle is a sign of what is happening in  Jokhola’s soul. Solitary struggle 
is nothing more then voluntary sacrifice and presentation of his own blame to God’s 
judgement.  Jokhola’s sacrifice is a payment for his free will.

   

manana kvaWantiraZe
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Rūta Brūzgienė
(Lithuania)

Modern Rhetoric: Sermons of Julius Sasnauskas

1. Introduction. Rhetoric, literature and musical arts, which had syncretic ori-
gins, progressed in close interaction through many centuries, sometimes approaching each 
other and sometimes distancing from one another. In the 19th century, the significance of 
the rhetoric had diminished after the poetics and stylistics have broken away; it became ir-
relevant. In the middle of the 20th century, the period of the new rhetoric began, when the 
rhetoric was particularly closely linked to the science of communication, and it began to 
be perceived, according to Chaim Perelman, as “a theory of a persuasive communication” 
(as cited in Koženiauskienė 2001: 15). At that time, the practical-communicative rhetoric 
flourished, though in the 21st century there is a start of a comeback to canonical rhetoric 
studies, also historical and typological studies of rhetorical and musical interactions are 
highly actualised. At present rhetoric is perceived both, as multidisciplinary and multi-
functional art and as science: “Rhetoric is characteristic of the scientific consciousness as 
much as of artistic” (Lotman 2004: 182).

Lithuanian society has become more receptive and comfortable with religious texts 
after regaining independence and freedom of religion in 1990. The printing started not 
only the sermons of the 17th to 19th centuries, but equally the texts of the preachers from 
the second half of the 20th and the 21st century (Mons. Kazimieras Vasiliauskas, Father 
Stanislovas, F. Algirdas Toliatas, F. Julius Sasnauskas), also some scientific research ap-
peared, where texts were analysed in particular aspects of the rhetoric. It is important to 
understand the codes, used to increase persuasion by talented clergymen, which appear in 
the speech as intonation, rhythmics, sound, form, etc. Accordingly, the article will discuss 
several aspects of interactions between rhetoric, music and communication, and will look 
at the traditional and new features of the rhetoric devices of sermons, composition, and 
some principles of musical development. 

The rhetoric of sermons by Julius Sasnauskas, OFM (b. 1959), one of the most 
prominent contemporary preachers of Lithuania, was chosen for in-depth research. His 
spiritual style is special in his warmth and understanding. “The greatest sinners”, members 
of the underground, the punks, and the wealthy seek him for conversation and confession. 
“The greatest sinners”, members of the underground, the punks, and the wealthy seek him 
for conversation and confession. In the Soviet times being famous for his dissident activi-
ties (Sasnauskas was one of the founders and active members of the Lithuanian Liberty 
League (LLL)), he helped to edit and print the underground anti-Soviet press, distributed 
LLL documents, where the protest was expressed against the occupation of Lithuania 
and Russification, and the use of psychiatry for political purposes. In 1979 together with 
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other dissidents, he signed the 45 pabaltijiečių memorandum (Memorandum of 45 Baltic 
Nationals). He was arrested and imprisoned between 1979 and 1986 in a KGB prison and 
deported to Tomsk Oblast. In 1992, Sasnauskas graduated Kaunas Priest Seminary and, in 
1996, gave the vows of a Franciscan Friar. Currently, he is a priest at Bernardine Church 
in Vilnius and leads the Catholic radio station Mažoji studija (Little Studio). He co-worked 
in the underground magazine Dievas ir Tėvynė (God and the Homeland), 1976–1981, in 
Lithuania, wrote several books: Dar kartą – Žmogaus Sūnus (Once again − the Son of 
Man), 1999, 2007, Jei esame čia (If We Are Here), letters together with Antanas Terleckas, 
2000), Bernardinų dienoraščiai (Bernardine Diaries), 2002, Malonės akrobatika (Acro-
batics of Grace), 2006, Pagaunama ir nepagaunama (Catchable and Non-catchable), 
2013, Iš skverelių ir kaimelių teologijos (From the Theology of Squares and Villages), 
together with Father Stanislovas, translated into Russian, 2013]. However, despite such a 
large number of books, just only a few academic articles or reviews have been published 
about Sasnauskasʼs sermons (Aurelija Mykolaitytė, Giedrė Kazlauskaitė, Dalia Jakaitė).

The modern rhetoric of sermons, their theological, philosophical, communicational 
and the other aspects are widely analysed in the academic world globally, but there are 
almost no such studies in Lithuania. Similarly, the musicality of sermons in the global sci-
ence is mostly associated with rhythmics, the old recitation traditions, but linkage with the 
works on analogues of musical forms and the musical principles of development yet have 
not been encountered. However, there are archetypal musical forms, which appear in all 
time-based arts (Karbusický 1997). The processual aspect of the form of music expresses 
the internal form of the literary text (Brūzgienė 2004, 2007). Rhetoric texts have their 
particular compositional requirements, but the dynamics of the inner form, the nature of 
the development of themes can only be defined in musical terms.

The comparative methodology, used in the article, is based on the conception of 
Werner Wolfʼs intermediality, Yuri Lotmanʼs concept of the rhetoric in culture, some prin-
ciples of semiotics of passion by Algirdas Julius Greimas, the understanding of anthro-
pological universals of music (Vladimir Karbusický), the theory of sermons (Wilfried 
Engemann), the method of functional analysis (Viktor Bobrovsky) and works by Lithu-
anian scholars.

2. Rhetoric, communication and music. 2.1. Semiotics of culture. Yuri Lot-
man writes in his article “Rhetoric” in Kultūros semiotika (The Semiotic of Culture) that 
in modern poetry and semiotics, rhetoric is perceived threefold. The first interpretation 
should be the linguistic sense, “like the rules of constructing speech at the anti-phrase 
level” (Lotman 2004: 170–171), what means the narrative structure at the levels, which 
are above the phrase. The second one is like a discipline exploring the “poetical seman-
tics” − the types of figurative meanings; it is the so-called “figurative rhetoric”. The third 
understanding is the “poetics of text”, a branch of poetry exploring “the internal con-
nections of texts and their social functioning as the unified semiotic formations” (ibid.). 
According to Lotman, this latter approach, combining it with the previous one, forms the 
basis of “general rhetoric” in modern science. 

Rūta Brūzgienė



115

Discussing the level of rhetorical figures, Lotman emphasises the heterogeneity of 
human consciousness. He highlights that in both, collective and individual consciousness, 
there are generators of two types of texts, one of which is based on the mechanism of dis-
continuity, while others are continuous (Lotman 2004: 172). The approaches to the theme 
development (repetition, variation, free development), which form the basis of archetypal 
musical models (two-part, three-part variation, rondo, sonata dialectics) are based on the 
principles of continuity and discontinuity in music (Karbusický 1997).

Speaking of the rhetoric of the text, Lotman treats it as a closed semiotic entity, 
separated from the context. However, if the whole text is “encoded in the system of rhe-
torical culture, any of its elements also becomes rhetorical” (Lotman 2004: 184). In cul-
tures, which are oriented to the rhetorical organisation, each higher level of the semiotic 
hierarchy increases dimensions of the space of the meaningful structure. For example, in 
the Byzantine culture, the established hierarchy of “the world of ordinary life and non-
textual speaking − the world of secular art − the world of ecclesial art − the divine lit-
urgy − the transcendental Divine Light” is a chain (Lotman 2004: 185), where each part 
becomes irrationally more complicated. At the beginning there is a move from the world 
of non-character objects to a system of characters/signs and social languages, then char-
acters of different languages are combined into a whole, which is untranslatable into any 
of these languages (word and melody, relation of the text of the book and miniature; the 
connection of words, songs, wall paintings, natural and artificial lights, incense smells in 
church services, the link between the architecture of the building and the landscape, etc.), 
and eventually the art merges with the transcendental Divine Truth. Each level in the hier-
archy is not expressed by the previous level, which is an incomplete image of its means. 
Lotman states that the principle of a rhetorical organisation is the basis of a particular 
culture, which transforms each new level into a semiotic secret for the lower ones. Thus, 
the rhetoric (like in the logic) reflects the universal, individual and collective principles of 
consciousness (culture) (ibid.). 

2.2. Religious communication. Lotman in his works paid considerable attention 
to universals related to mythology and magic. He also analyses the uniqueness and uni-
versality of magic in culture, the paradox of magic in culture (Lepik 2008). The following 
aspects are more relevant to the subject of this article: connection of magic with the char-
acteristics of natural language (i.e. defining a magical function using terms from the act of 
linguistic communication, magicality of verbal representation, magicality of the substance 
of language). Due to the scope of the article, it is not possible to discuss more widely all 
the aspects of the mythological and magical universals, analysed by Lotman, but they 
impact the concept of culture with their uniqueness and universality. There are numerous 
ways of decoding the Divine mysteries (Engelmann 2011), and they all are simply the 
references to sacred semiosis.

Religious communication is distinctive not only because of the certain require-
ments to the speakerʼs personality but also due to the complexity of the science of the-
ology and the specific aims of the sermon. One of the most prominent researchers of 
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homiletics Wilfried Engemann in his book Einfuhrung in die Homiletik (Introduction to 
Homiletics) extensively discusses the concept of sermon, its exegetical and hermeneuti-
cal problematique, various linguistic and rhetorical issues (stylistics, reasoning, dialogue, 
speech act), psychological and sociological aspects, theological specifics of the sermon 
(sermon is understood as the sign of Godʼs message and as a sign of the existing com-
munion in God) and personal competencies of the preacher (based on the concepts of S. 
Freud, C. G. Jung, E. Berne). The sermon is perceived as personal communication, as 
the execution of a role (the basis is the art of speaking, existential renewal, the discovery 
of the future), as binding (eschatological nature) and appropriate (ecclesiological nature) 
communication, which serves both the community and the individual. The objectives of 
the inner logic of the sermon are to establish a personal connection, prepare for the mes-
sage announcement, present an antithetical, contradictory structure of the message, con-
vey the traditional features of the sermon and remain functional. The sermon is considered 
to be appropriate when the interactions among the Christians, remuneration of guilt and 
common identity are emphasised. 

At present, the classical structure of a sermon consists of six parts: the first is the 
theme (the title of the sermon), the second is the passage of the evangel, the third is the 
description of the idea (what is the purpose of the sermon?), the fourth is the introduction 
(the initial situation, history, personal experience, and question). The fifth part is the main 
one, consisting of two or three sections, each of which can be based on two arguments, 
references, other examples, illustrations, stories, personal experiences and other aspects. 
These sections have to enlighten the theme from the angle of development, enrichment 
and explanation. The sixth part is the conclusion. It is the culmination of the whole ser-
mon. It must be short and simple, but its nature can vary (e.g., referral, appeal, motivation, 
question, concern, challenge, illustration), repeated and newly interpreted theme of the 
sermon, and the quote from the Bible, which was read at the beginning (Lachmann 2001).

Consequently, sermon is one of the most difficult genres of the rhetoric, which 
possesses many angles (i.e. content angle, pastoral, communicative, psychological, the-
oretical-linguistical, rhetorical, semantical), where each of them is separated into several 
levels and can be explored using different methodologies and different codes of research 
(Engelmann 2011). 

2.3. The classification of the rhetorical figures. The principles of the develop-
ment of time-based arts are the same: the repetition of a theme or the thematic nucleus, 
variation, free development. Although the terms of music and rhetoric are the same, de-
rived from rhetoric, there is also a specific terminology related to semantics in the rhetoric. 
The devices of traditional rhetorical stylistics are divided into several groups. The first 
group includes rhythmic and euphonic instruments (these are the consonances of gram-
matical forms, alliteration, etc.). The second group covers the devices of echo or repeti-
tion (framing, polysyndeton, anaphora, gradation, accumulation, etc.). The third group 
is based on contrast (antithesis, correction, antiphrasis, etc.), the fourth group consists of 
tropes (metaphors, metonymy, synecdoche, onomatopoeia, etc.). Two new subgroups are 
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included in the latter group: the fifth group is updated phraseology, and the sixth group is 
humour and wit (Koženiauskienė 2001, 2013). 

Classification of the classical rhetorical figures is extremely complex. The new 
rhetoric basically uses three conceptions of the tropes: a metaphor (semantic change ac-
cording to the similarity of a “seme”), metonymy (similarity according to proximity, asso-
ciation or causality) and a synecdoche, which some authors rank as the main and primary, 
others as a separate case of metonymy (this would be the change on the basis of participa-
tion, inclusion, the exchange of a part or plurality into the single piece) (Roman Jakobson 
can be pointed out here). Sometimes irony is also included in the conception of figures. 

Lotman presents examples of metonymy and metaphor of the sacred dimension, 
in which a relic (concrete sacred object) expresses a metonymic relationship. According 
to the literary scholar, the icon is a metaphor formed by the merger of two energies with 
the different directions: the energy of the Divine Logos, which wants to be revealed to 
humans, and the energy of its creator-the artist, to whom the painting of an icon takes over 
all his way of life (prayer, fasting, piety, etc.) and who seeks the higher knowledge (Lot-
man 2004: 179).

2.4. The conception of intermediality: interaction between rhetoric and music. 
The spectrum of interactions of rhetoric, literature, music and the other time-based arts is 
shown in great detail in Werner Wolfʼs scheme of intermediality conception (Wolf 2009), 
which is considered to be the main scheme in the research of time-based arts. Here inter-
mediality is distinguished in a broad sense. It consists of two groups: extracompositional 
and intracompositional intermediality. Extracompositional intermediality is divided into 
two subgroups: transmediality (the quality of specific non-media phenomena occurring in 
more than one phenomenon) and intermedial transposition (the “transfer” of the content 
or formal futures from a medium A to a medium B, eg., the transfer of a novel into opera). 
The following aspects could be used to analyse sermons: transmediality (the possibilities 
of narrative), i.e. the principle of narrativity, archetypal models of the forms of the time-
based arts (two-part, ternary, variation, rondo, sonata form) (Karbusický 1997) and some 
aspects of intracompositional intermediality: plurimediality (semiotic system belong to 
more than one system) and intermedial reference (referring to another medium), which is 
divided into two subgroups. The first subgroup is the explicit reference (intermedial the-
matisation, i.e. discussion of music in a text, musical images) and the second subgroup is 
the implicit reference (individual or systemic reference through the form of heteromedial 
imitation). Implicit reference is arranged into such variants: a) evocation (“graphic” de-
scription of a musical composition in a novel), b) formal imitation (structural analogies to 
music in a novel, to literature in a programme music), c) (partial) reproduction (represent-
ing song through the quotation of the song text) (Wolf 2009). Description of a theme is a 
complicated task, each time requiring the individual access. As Wolf states, the theme is 
a composite microstructure, which can be expressed by the intonational syntax, phonics, 
semantics, emotional-tonal basis as the harmony (ibid.). Regarding the musical analogues 
of forms in literature, traditional musicology (Hugo Riemann, etc.) should be used here as 
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well as Viktor Bobrovsky’s method of functional analysis (Bobrovsky 1978), systematics 
of Hermann Erpf’s forms of music and theories of the modern forms (Brūzgienė 2007).

Some of the concepts of semiotics can be applied to analyse the structure of the 
text, especially for modern works. One of them will be the notion of passion elaborated by 
Algirdas Julius Greimas and Jacques Fontanille. The general passion scheme (by Greimas, 
Fontanille, Bertrand) is as follows: constitution−sensitisation (fr. sensibilisation, which 
means mood, empassioning, emotion) −moralisation (as cited in Nastopka 2010: 263). 
Denis Bertrand reduced this scheme to four components: mood−sensitisation−emotion−
moralisation, and compared it to the corresponding four phases of the narrative scheme: 
cf. contract−competence−action−sanction (as cited in Nastopka 2010: 235).  

3. Rhetorical principles of the sermons by Julius Sasnauskas. 3.1. Require-
ments for the orator. Requirements for the traditional rhetoric of sermons are very com-
plex and strict. The roles of certain speakers (judge, lawyer, preacher, lecturer, etc.) “in 
fact are the speaking roles” (Ryngevič 2003:93). The stricter publicly sanctioned require-
ments are for these particular roles, the lesser the possibilities of stylistic expression for 
the genre are. The classic rhetoric focuses on the gallantry, intellect, intelligence, the beau-
ty of speech and speaking of the individual. Similarly, it was seen in the works of Lithu-
anian rhetoric in the 20th century. For example, professor of homiletics, theology and 
Lithuanian language, Kazimieras Jaunius in his article “Dvasiškoji iškalba” (“Spiritual 
Eloquence”), 1909, puts forward the requirements for the speakerʼs style. They are pri-
marily based on the good language proficiency, followed by the clarity and simplicity of 
the language, the seriousness of the content, measured beauty of style, lively compassion, 
moderate sensuality, and, in general, on the coherence of all listed stylistic requirements. 
Jaunius explains the stylistics of making a speech: the speaker must have a sound and 
strong voice, clear pronunciation of syllables, language clarity, ability to speak easily and 
smoothly, language elegance, the simplicity of speech, and the refinement of gestures and 
overall manners (Koženiauskienė 2008). He also distinguishes four greatest disadvantages 
of the speaker, namely: language ambiguity, vanity of the language, excessive decoration, 
excessive poorness of a speech or the low level. According to the greatest specialist in 
rhetoric in Lithuania, academician Regina Koženiauskienė, requirements of the classical 
rhetoric of how to become a good speaker are valid up to these days. 

In some cases, neither Sasnauskasʼs personality nor his rhetoric does not meet the 
requirements of the classical rhetoric. As mentioned above, he was the fighter with the 
Soviet regime, dissident, who had spent part of his life in exile, in the Soviet deportation 
camps. His style of speaking does not have elevated intonation, he speaks quite quickly 
and plainly, in a rough “uncombed” intonation. The sentences are not melodious in the 
sense of syntactic figures, but the voice is very warm, at the same time shining and deep. 
Attentive, intelligent glance, the inner smile makes this person charismatic, one of the 
most popular priests in Lithuania. 

The sermon “Ar galima prarasti Velykas” (“Can we lose the Easter?”) by F. Ju-
lius Sasnauskas is chosen for analysis (Annex 1). It was read at Easter (Easter derives 
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from Passover, which is described in the Old Testament, “The book of Exodus”), in 2006 
published in the portal Bernardinai.lt, and repeatedly published in 2013 with a postscript 
“Good texts never get old, they just mature”. It is important to research the specifics of 
persuasion in his sermons, which relates to connotations of the verbal language and differ-
ent dimensions of the non-verbal language, and partly to its musicality.  

Firstly, the originality of Sasnauskasʼs lexicon will be discussed from a rhetorical 
point of view. The beginning of his Easter sermon is shocking because of the combination 
of oxymoronic words with totally disparate meanings: “Grynoji Velykų žinia visada bus 
baisi ir nepakeliama. / “The pure Easter message will always be terrible and unbearable. 
The basis of Sasnauskasʼs texts is the paradox of thought as the ground for openness to 
other linguistic dimensions, eg., warfare or teenage street jargon is used: “tikrosios Velykų 
žinios kapituliacija” / “the capitulation of the true Easter message”. In this and other para-
graphs of sermon, paradox sounds also at the level of lexis when it is spoken about one 
of the greatest mysteries of Easter in Christianity in everyday lexicon or even in jargon: 
“Prisikėlęs žmogus <...>  nesileido <…>, kad būtų apčiupinėtas)” / “The resurrected man 
<...> did not allow you to be touched” (like any drunk tramp from under the bridge, R.B.); 
“Dėl to Velykų žinia, nepaisant jos baisumo, ir laikosi, keliauja per istoriją, užkabina nau-
jus likimus” <…> / “Because of this, the Easter message, despite its horror, continues to 
hold on, travels through history, and attracts new fates”; / “ši istorija <…> priimama už 
gryną pinigą” / “this story <…> is taken at face value”; <…> “Daugsyk buvo nertasi iš 
kailio” / “Many times they bent over backwards”. Also, we find the publicistic banalities, 
phraseology, which were inherent to the Soviet press and were updated and were presented 
with the ironic intonation (“plazdančios vėliavos”, “visokios rūšies pergalės” / “fluttering 
flags”, “all kinds of victories”, etc.). 

It is a masculine constructive language of uncombed thinking, which does not lull 
with the warmth of images of wisdom, variations or some theatrical rhetoric as previously 
discussed by authors. As Aurelija Mykolaitytė writes: “The irony of J. Sasnauskasʼs texts, 
the examples of paradoxes, the appearance of a metaphor instead of a strict theological 
concept remind us of the works of contemporary writers. However, it is obvious that all 
of these stylistic peculiarities do not arise to postmodernism out of the behavioural char-
acteristics, but because of the aspiration for authenticity, the desire to overcome what is 
stalled, dead and, therefore, unconvincing and inexpressive” (Mykolaitytė 2009: 75). In 
his work “Semantics of culture”, Lotman states that the basis for the various directions of 
the avant-garde poetics is the principle of juxtaposition. The figures, which are constructed 
in this manner, can be read as both, the metaphors and the metonymies. In the scholarʼs 
opinion, something else is essential: the principle of the juxtaposition of the segments, 
which cannot be matched in principle, becomes the matching principle of the text. Their 
mutual transcoding creates a language of multiple readings and also reveals the unex-
pected reserves of meanings (Lotman 2004: 180). 

In the sermon there is a little of traditional stylistic rhetorical devices except a few 
of rhetorical questions, a polysyndeton:   
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Šiuo atžvilgiu per Velykas pasidaro svarbu, kas dedasi aplinkui, ką matome ir 
apčiuopiame savyje ar šalia savęs, ką mylime ir branginame, ko laikomės ir kuo pasiti-
kime. / In this regard at Easter, it becomes important what happens around, what we see 
and feel in ourselves or near ourselves, what we love and value, what we hold on and what 
we trust.

The addressee – the orator often speaks like a person from the lower social circles 
(whom Franciscans serve by preference − the lowest ones) like a representative of a par-
ticular and domestic view: 

Daugsyk nertasi iš kailio, kad būtų apgintas ir išsaugotas tas jos grynumas. 
Kad nepersimestų ant kitų bėgių, kur ji šauniau ir lengviau riedėtų, tačiau netekusi iš 
Evangelijos paveldėto neįmanomybės ir absurdo prieskonio. / Many times they bent over 
backwards to protect and preserve its purity in order not to place it on a different track, 
where it is nicer and easier to ride but losing a flavour of impossibility and absurdity, 
which has been inherited from the Evangel.  

Such Easter resurrection, pictured very ordinary, happens in daily life, maybe close 
to the vagabond and all ordinary and rejected people who Franciscans usually serve. Their 
Easter is presented as a parallel to the feast of the disciples of Jesus − the sacred and usual 
daily dimension is close to each other. The existential contrasts of light, the feast and “the 
darkest times” are united in everyday theology through cosy and simple realities and small 
joys. 

Net juodžiausiais laikais ir juodžiausiose situacijose iš paskutiniųjų stengtasi tos 
šventos dienos proga nusimarginti nors vieną kiaušinėlį, sukalbėti maldą, bent nusiprausti 
ir apsivilkti švarius marškinius, kad neišnyktų užuomina apie tamsą ir mirtį nugalėjusį 
gyvenimą. / Even during the blackest times and in the darkest situations, on the occasion 
of this holy day, people made their last effort trying to colour even one egg, to say a prayer, 
at least to wash up and put on a clean shirt, so that the allusion of life which defeated the 
darkness would not disappear.

In Sasnauskasʼs sermons, there are almost no features of the traditional structure 
of the sermon, which have been discussed earlier. The text with the traditional sermon 
structure begins only from the paragraph five (the division of the theme into two or three 
sections, where each is supported by arguments) and ends with paragraph six (conclusion). 
In Sasnauskasʼs sermon there are seven paragraphs and the eighth acts as a concluding 
sentence. His structure is close to the text of the essay when the main thought is developed 
concentrically. Regarding the musical analogues, the form would be close to the variations 
where it is variationally developed.

Analysis from the aspect of transmediality (of the concept of intermediality in the 
broad sense) in Sasnauskasʼs sermon reveals some repetitions. The word “Easter” is re-
peated in each segment, ten times in total, the image of Resurrection is restated four times 
(its variant, the word Rebirth, is reiterated three times), the motif of faith is constantly 
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repeated. Reiteration of the words Easter, Resurrection/Rebirth, the mystery of the faith 
becomes like an “obligation” for the Easter preaching. From the point of view of trans-
medial narrativity, this corresponds to one of the fundamental principles of the creation 
of a form − the repetition, which is the basis of an archetypal musical model of variation 
(Karbusický 1997). The sound of the Easter words is close to a mysterious foundation 
“cantus firmus”. 

The musicality of the sermon in the narrow sense of intermediality regarding the 
explicit reference (or thematisation, musical images) is not very obvious. Here, the im-
age of a bell (“bells of freedom”), and the allusion to the sounds as a language or a sound 
background (“rumours”, “fluttering of the flags”, “riding on the rail tracks”, “the arrival of 
spring”) is mentioned a few times. From the angle of the implicit reference, there is neither 
the musical evocation nor the (partial) reproduction (songs or another vocal genre). The 
sermon could be analysed deeper, concerning the formal imitation, i.e. as a possibility of 
analogues in the musical form. In this aspect, the form of the sermon is close to variant, 
based on the principle of the variational themeʼs development. 

In the first paragraph, the theme is presented immediately without any introduction. 
The contrasting lexis of the absurdity is formulated by different opposing motifs, which 
are justified by the lexicon of the paradox: 

Grynoji Velykų žinia visada bus baisi ir nepakeliama. Tai pranešimas, kad gėdinga 
vergo mirtimi nubaustas žmogus trečią dieną buvo sutiktas gyvas. Galvok, ką nori. / The 
pure Easter message will always be terrible and unbearable. It is a message that a man, 
who was punished to die like a shameful slave, was met alive on the third day. Think what 
you like.

This is the thematic core of the sermon full of irrationality and conflicting seman-
tics, where the paradoxical tensions of contrasts manifest in all the dimensions of the 
rhetorical texts mentioned by Aristotle − logos, pathos and ethos. In further sections of the 
sermon, there is no consideration of the miracles of heavenly mysteries, no development 
of the issues of understanding or misunderstanding of resurrection, no thinking about the 
results of the heavenly paternity or adoption, suffering, sacrifice and redemption. 

 In each paragraph of the sermon or its variation in connection to music, the dif-
ferent aspects of the main theme of the sermon are developed. In the second or third 
variation (paragraph), external and festal historical images of the Easter mysteries are 
developed:  

Visa tai ir toliau kartosis. Velykos, kad ir lydimos kasmet iškilmingų renginių 
bažnyčiose, daugybės kalbų bei pamokslų, niekada nepereis iš tikėjimo srities į kurią nors 
kitą. / All this will be repeated. Easter, accompanied by annual celebrations in churches, 
many speeches and sermons, will never move from the area of faith somewhere else.

Constantly increasing shift is observed from the external celebration (the ceremo-
nial events in the churches and fluttering of flags) and the efforts to preserve the “purity” 
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of the Easter mystery to its survival in the domestic reality of ordinary man. Particularly 
in the fourth and fifth paragraph (variation), Easter is perceived in the dimension of the 
world of a common man, and the followers of Christ are assimilated with such a person: 

Žinoma, ką darysi, kad esame tik žmonės. Net ir tada, kai tariamės gavę tikėjimo 
dovaną ir suvokią, kas yra Kristaus Prisikėlimas. Štai Evangelijoje sugniuždytiems ir nu-
sivylusiems mokiniams susitikimas su prisikėlusiu mokytoju atneša pilną tinklą žuvies, 
jaukius pusryčius ant ežero kranto, labai paprastą džiaugsmą ir viltį. / Of course, what can 
we do? After all we are only humans, even when we think that we have received a gift of 
faith and have realised what the Resurrection of Christ is about. Here in Evangel, the meet-
ing with a resurrected teacher brings to the distressed and disappointed disciples a full net 
of fish, a cosy breakfast on the lakeshore, very simple joy and hope.

The culmination of the sermon is in the fifth paragraph (or variation) where from 
the festive or mundane exterior is the transfer to the aspects of existence − the authentic 
question to oneself about the promise of survival of the resurrection:

Šiuo atžvilgiu per Velykas pasidaro svarbu, kas dedasi aplinkui, ką matome ir 
apčiuopiame savyje ar šalia savęs, ką mylime ir branginame, ko laikomės ir kuo pasiti-
kime. Čia nebūtinai rikiuojami tik gražūs bei malonūs dalykai kaip ano didžio slėpinio 
atspindys ir palaikymas. Prisikėlimo istorijos autorius yra laisvas bet kur įžiebti Gerąją 
naujieną. Tačiau esame ir mes, kurių pasirinkimų sąraše yra ir tai, kas tragiškai stumia 
žmogų ir bendruomenę tolyn nuo vilties ir džiaugsmo. Nuo gyvenimo pažado. Nuo Velykų 
tiesos. / In this regard, at Easter it becomes important what happens around, what we see 
and feel in ourselves or near ourselves, what we love and value, what we hold on to and 
what we trust. Beautiful and pleasant things like reflection and support of the great mys-
tery do not necessarily line up here. The creator of the resurrection story is free to light up 
the good news anywhere. However, here we are with our list of choices, which includes 
something that tragically pushes a man and community away from hope and joy. From a 
promise of life. From the Easter truth. 

Culminating tension is achieved by increments (it starts from “Tačiau esame ir 
mes” / “However, here we are”), summarising the development of direction and the theme, 
dividing and shortening sentences and giving them weight, and lengthening pauses, which 
is a musical principle. Variation and theme start to be developed from the sixth paragraph 
by the retrograde principle, coming back from a person to the external celebration, and the 
references to the longing are seen between the lines. Here the motifs, which were heard in 
the previous variations, are summarised − the Resurrection, the trial, the long wait for the 
spring, the bells of freedom, anxiety, smallness:  

Šiemet Kristaus Prisikėlimo šventė bus nemenkas išbandymas tiems, kurie joje 
nori išgirsti ne tik konstatavimą, jog neišvengiamai atūžė ilgai lauktas pavasaris. Lietuvoje 
šį pavasarį jau ir laisvės varpų prisiminimas, ir vėliavų šilkas – tik su atodūsiu ir nerimu. 
Lieka visokie maži pakraštėliai, tai, kas tarp eilučių, kas neparodyta ekranuose, ko turi 
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ilgėtis ir ieškoti kaip aną pirmųjų Velykų rytmetį. / This year the Resurrection of Christ 
will be a great trial for those who want to hear not only the confirmation that the long-
awaited spring has inevitably arrived. This spring in Lithuania has the memory of the bells 
of freedom, and the silk of flags comes with sigh and anxiety. All the small edges, what 
hide between the lines, what is not shown on the screens, what to long for and look for like 
on the first Easter morning, are left behind.

At the end of the sermon, which is like the coda of variations, the motif of the “pure 
Easter message” and the question of the existence of man, who received a promise of a 
new life, which is extended by a question sounding like the anticadence in major, and lift-
ing towards the high spiritual spaces, is established (in musical harmony it will resemble 
the ending in degree VI): 

Lieka, žinoma, ir pati grynoji Velykų žinia. Dėl jos nebaisu. Ji visais laikais ir 
visose vietose turės ką švęsti. Padedama ir nepadedama mūsų. Tačiau kaip būti mums pa-
tiems, gavusiems naujo gyvenimo pažadą? / Of course, the pure Easter message remains. 
No need to be afraid for it. It will have something to celebrate at all times and in all places. 
With our help or without our help. However, how should we exist after we have been 
promised a new life?  

Gal vėl prašyti dangaus sniego šį sekmadienį? / Maybe I should ask the heaven 
again for more snow this Sunday? 

Therefore, the form of the sermon is close to the analogue of variations, to the mod-
ern variation, where there is no reference to the classical compositions though it sounds in 
contrasting fragments and clusters. In the sermon, each variation is like a heavy stepping 
stone on the road of a tired and wandering person on his path of hope and despair, of faith 
and disbelief in the Easter, and in his resurrection. 

What is ethos and pathos of the sermon of Julius Sasnauskas? How can it be felt? 
First of all, through the homely and warm intonation and sight in a slow everyday lan-
guage and through the language, the mercy, compassion and a gift of hope for a man of 
the present day breaks through and flows, for the poor man suffering from terrible troubles 
and for the intelligent man who is entangled in the intellectual paradoxes. For everyone. 
Such everyday lexis, the oxymoronic absurd poetry and paradoxes, publicistic clichés of 
the newspapers are the elements of the new rhetoric and, at the same time, the elements of 
postmodern discourse.

From the point of view of semiotic passions, the sanctions of human love − neglect 
(path of loss of hope, disbelief) in the divine dimensions turn into Godʼs grace − mercy 
and the hope of resurrection. It is a humanistic pathos of Christianity, and, at the same 
time, it is the feature of the humanistic pathos of Sasnauskasʼs modern, “uncombed”, 
paradoxical language of absurd, “low” everyday lexis, a cosy, simple material life, the 
ironic relationship with publicistic clichés of thought, the images and diminutives, which 
are characteristic to folklore (“little birds”). Such way of speaking is a peculiar continua-
tion of the spirituality of the authors of the old Lithuanian rhetoric: Martynas Mažvydas, 
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Motiejaus Daukša, etc. It is dissident thinking too, not only in real life but also in rhetoric, 
which shakes up an ordinary man and becomes the foundation of his revelation of the di-
vine dimension, the ground for love of life and himself. This would be the features of the 
postmodern in the new rhetoric. 

Generalisation

1. The relationship between rhetoric, literature and music are long-lived and have 
a syncretic origin. Until the 19th century, this interaction was particularly tight. In the 
middle of the 20th century, the concept of the new rhetoric was formed, which is very 
closely related to communication. In the 21st century, there is a comeback to the studies of 
the traditional rhetoric and its connection to music, discovering the source of innovation.

2. The genre of preaching is one of the oldest and most complicated genres, and 
its research angles are distinguished by their complexity and plurality. Analysing the ser-
mon’s persuasion, not only the codes of the narrator’s personality, the reading of the text 
and the perception of the receiver are relevant but also the non-verbal aspects of the lan-
guage, which can be expressed by musicality.

3. The framework of Wolf’s concept of intermediality is used to analyse interac-
tions between the rhetoric, music and other time-based arts. Here sermons can be dis-
cussed in terms of transmediality, explicit reference (thematisation) and implicit reference 
(evocation, (partial) reproduction, imitation of musical form.

4. Julius Sasnauskas’s rhetoric is modern both with the speaker’s attitude and the 
lexicon. The rhetoric of “uncombed” Easter sermon digressed from the requirements of the 
traditional structure and the lexicon of the sermon. Also, it is hard to find the usual rhetori-
cal figures. The sermon is based on the oxymoronic poetics of paradoxes, the lexicon of a 
lower style. From the point of view of musicality, the principles of variational repetition 
of the theme can be seen, which sometimes form the sound of mysterious “cantus firmus”.

5. Contemporary rhetoric is characterised by the shocking motifs, which excite, 
affect the listener, and he/she opens up easier to the positive truths propagated by the ora-
tor. From the point of view of deep passions, the text carries the light and hope of Divine 
love and grace, although it is revealed through a genuine, unrefined word, which is full of 
doubts, questions and misunderstandings, through the word of the former hippie, dissident 
and fighter for freedom, through the word of a person, persecuted by the KGB. Perhaps 
this is why, it is real, and it reveals the faith and determination to live differently to others, 
in a stronger voice than a traditional, stylistically beautiful figurative rhetoric. In general, 
simply there is no other way if there is a desire to live.
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Annex 1. Julius Sasnauskas, OFM. “Can We Loose Easter?” 
(2006; 2013)

The pure Easter message will always be terrible and unbearable. It is a message 
that a man, who was punished to die like a shameful slave, was met alive on the third 
day. Think what you like. Even two thousand years ago part of his opponents calmed 
themselves by rumours that this was a clever deception. His disciples and friends kept 
wandering between the certainty and doubt. Even the ones who saw him could not provide 
the indisputable evidence of this event except for their own changed state. The resurrected 
man did not come out in front of the crowd to be physically touched, checked and publicly 
recognised as leaving the grave alive.   

All this will be repeated. Easter, accompanied by annual celebrations in churches, 
many speeches and sermons, will never move from the area of faith to somewhere else. 
If this story, so timidly with care is accepted as truth, then you can wait and expect that 
sooner and later something you will dare to call the confirmation of certainty will appear 
and will be given as a present. Sometimes it can be great signs, breathtaking experiences, 
and sometimes just trivial things which means nothing to anyone else. Because of this, the 
message of the Easter, despite its horror, continues to hold on, travels through history, and 
touches new fates.  

Often they do their best to protect and preserve its purity, in order not place it on a 
different track, where it is nicer and easier to ride, but with a lost flavour of impossibility 
and absurd inherited from the evangel. Once I prayed that during Easter it would be snow-
ing and it would not be like spring, the rebirth of nature, natural development of events. It 
is the same with the bells of freedom, fluttering flags, all sorts of victories. Here the ghost 
of the actual capitulation of Easter message appears. 

Of course, what can we do, we are only humans after all. Even when we think 
that we have received a gift of faith and have realised what the Resurrection of Christ is 
about. Here in gospel the meeting with a ressurected teacher brings to the distressed and 
disappointed students a full net of fish, a cosy breakfast on the lakeshore, very simple joy 
and hope. Easter news goes together with the promise of a brighter and more humane life. 
Even in the darkest times and in the darkest situations on the occasion of this holy day 
people made their last effort trying to paint even one egg, to say a prayer, at least to wash 
and put on a clean shirt, so that a hint about life which defeated the darkness would not 
disappear.

In this regard, at Easter, it becomes important what happens around, what we see 
and feel in ourselves or near ourselves, what we love and value, what we hold on and what 
we trust. Beautiful and pleasant things like reflection and support of the great mystery do 
not necessarily line up here. The creator of the Resurrection story is free to lit up the good 
news anywhere. However, we are also the ones on the list of choices, which includes the 
option of tragically pushing man and community away from hope and joy. From a promise 
of life. From the Easterʼs truth.  
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This year the Resurrection of Christ will be a great trial for those who want to hear 
not only the confirmation that the long-awaited spring has inevitably arrived. This spring 
in Lithuania has the memory of the bells of freedom, and the silk of flags comes with sigh 
and anxiety. All the small edges, what hides between the lines, what is not shown on the 
screens, what to long for and look for like on the first Easter morning, are left behind. 

Of course, the pure Easter message remains. No need to be afraid for it. It will have 
something to celebrate at all times and in all places. With our help or without our help. But 
how should we exist after we have been promised a new life?  

Maybe I should again ask the skies for more snow this Sunday? 

Translated by Daiva Judges.

 
ruta bruzgene
(litva)

Tanamedrove ritorika: iulius sasnauskasis qadagebebi

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: ritoroka, musika, urTierToba, iulius 
sasnauskasis qadagebebi, komparativistika.

statiaSi gaanalizebulia iulius sasnauskasis, Tanamedrove 
litvis erT-erTi yvelaze cnobili mqadageblis, ritorikuli teq-
stebi. kvlevis mizania gamoavlinos urTierTmimarTeba axali da 
tradiciuli ritorikis principebs Soris, metyvelebis kodebTan, 
kompoziciur principebTan da stilistikasTan dakavSirebiT. qveynis 
damoukideblobisa da religiis Tavisuflebis aRdgenis Semdeg, lit-
vis sazogadoeba Zalian Ria da mimRebi gaxda religiuri teqstebis 
mimarT. amitom mniSvnelovnia gavrkvioT, Tu romel kodebs iyeneben 
adamianebTan urTierTobisas sasuliero pirebi, maT dasarwmuneblad. 
statiis mizania, ganvixiloT ritorikisa da musikis, rogorc droze 
dafuZnebuli xelovnebis, urTierTqmedebis ramdenime aspeqti, aseve, 
gadavxedoT axali da tradiciuli ritorikis xerxebs, literatu-
raSi musikaluri kompoziciis analogebs da musikaluri ganviTare-
bis principebs. litvaSi religiuri teqstebis Sesaxeb kvleva aqamde 
fokusirebuli iyo adreuli xanis teqstebze, amitom me- 20 an 21-e 
saukunis qadagebebis analizi axlaxan daiwyo. sasnauskasis teqstebSi 
zogi mkvlevari gamohyofs postmodernizmis niSnebs, midrekilebas 
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Tavisufali formis esesa da literaturuli metaforulobisken. uf-
ro detalurad gaanalizeba ar xdeba, gansakuTrebiT araverbaluri 
enis – musikalurobis aspeqtSi. mocemul naSromSi gamoyenebulia Se-
darebiTi meTodologia, Suamavlobis koncepti, semiotikis zogier-
Ti aspeqti, ritorikisa da musikis sferoSi arsebuli gamokvlevebi 
(viqtor bobrovski, vilfrid engemani, algirdas julius greimasi, 
rejina koJeniauskieni, iuri lotmani, aurelia mikolaiTi, verner 
mgeli). j.sasnauskasis qadagebebis analizis Semdeg miRebul iqna 
Semdegi daskvnebi:

1. ritorikas, literaturasa da musikas Soris urTierToba xan-
grZlivia da mas sinkretuli warmoSoba aqvs. me -19 saukunemde es ur-
TierTqmedeba   gansakuTrebiT  mWidro   iyo.  me -20  saukunis  Sua   peri-
odSi Camoyalibda axali ritorikis koncefcia, romelic Zalian axlo 
kavSirSia komunikaciasTan. 21-e saukuneSi kvlav vubrundebiT tra-
diciuli ritorikisa da misi musikasTan kavSiris Seswavlas, xdeba 
inovaciis wyaroebis aRmoCena.

2. qadageba erTerTi uZvelesi da urTulesi Janria, misi kvlevis 
rakursebi gamoirCeva kompleqsurobiTa da mravalferovnebiT. imis 
analizisas, Tu ramdenad damarwmunebelia qadageba, mniSvnelovania ara 
mxolod mqadageblis pirovnuli kodebi, teqstis kiTxva da mimRebis aR-
qma, aramed enis araverbaluri aspeqtebic , romlebic musikalurobiT 
SeiZleba iyos gamoxatuli.

3. volfis Suamavlobis Teoriis CarCoebi gamoiyeneba musikas, 
ritorikasa da xelovnebis sxva, droze dafuZnebul dargebs Soris 
urTierTmimarTebis analizisaTvis. aq qadagebebi SeiZleba ganixile-
bodes transmedialurobis, mkafio miTiTebis (Tematikis) da implici-
turi miTiTebis (gamoZaxeba (nawilobrivi) reproduqciis, musikaluri 
formis imitaciis) TvalsazrisiT.

4. iulius sasnauskasis ritorika Tanamedrovea rogorc Tavad 
mosaubris, ise misi leqsikis TvalsazrisiT. „dauvarcxneli“ saaR-
dgomo qadagebis ritorika tradiciuli qadagebis struqturasa da 
leqsikas mkveTrad dacilebulia. rTulia, ipovo masSi tradiciuli 
qadagebisTvis damaxasiaTebeli ritorikuli figurebi. qadageba da-
fuZnebulia paradoqsebis oqsomoranul poetikaze, dabali stilis 
leqsikaze. musikalurobis TvalsazrisiT, SegviZlia davinaxoT Temis 
variaciuli gameorebis principebi, romlebic zogjer qmnian iduma-
lebiT mocul “cantus firmus”.

5. Tanamedrove ritorikas axasiaTebs Sokismomgvreli motivebi, 
romlebic aRagznebs, zemoqmedebas axdens msmenelze, ris Sedegadac 
is ufro advilad aRiqvams oratoris mier gavrcelebul pozitiur 
WeSmaritebebs. Rrma vnebebis TvalsazrisiT, teqsti moicavs RvTiuri 
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siyvarulisa da madlis Suqsa da imeds; amasTan, is WeSmariti, ga-
uSalaSinebeli, nedli sityviT vlindeba, romelic savsea eWvebiT, 
kiTxvebiT da gaurkvevlobiT. esaa yofili hipis, disidentisa da 
TavisuflebisaTvis mebrZolis, kgb-s mier devnili adamianis sityva. 
SesaZloa, swored amitom aris is ase realuri, aCvenebs rwmenas da 
uryev gadawyvetilebas, icxovros sxvebisgan gansxvavebulad, misi 
xma iyos ufro Zlieri, vidre tradiciuli, stilisturad lamazi, 
gamomsaxvelobiTi ritorika. Tu ginda icxovro. ubralod, sxva gza 
ara gaqvs.
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Temur kobaxiZe
(saqarTvelo)

miTopoetikuri sivrce da gzis miTologema 

jozef konradis novelaSi „wyvdiadis guli“

„…dRisiT ukuneTs awydebian da xeliscecebiT 

dadian SuadRisas, rogorc RameSi~.

iobis wigni, 15:14 

I
Janris poetikis TvalsazrisiT, „wyvdiadis guli“ modernistuli 

mcire prozisaTvis damaxasiaTebel yvela Tvisebas moicavs, Tumca jer 
kidev 1899 wels gamoqveynebuli novela qronologiurad win uswrebs 
modernizmis oqros xanas. mxatvruli azrovnebis istoriaSi adrec 
momxdara ise, rom romelime adreuli nawarmoebis niSan-Tvisebebi 
mogvianebiT, ukve sxva SemoqmedTa qmnilebebSi ganxorcielebula, 
rogorc momdevno epoqis mxatvruli azrovnebis wyaro da Sinaarsi. 
klasikur magaliTad aq dantes „RvTaebrivi komedia“ gamodgeba, ro-
melic gviani Sua saukuneebis mwerlobas ganekuTvneba, magram amave 
dros, xelovanTa Semdgomi Taobebis, mTeli renesansuli kulturis 
qvakuTxeds warmoadgens. bevrad ufro mokrZalebul masStabSi, daax-
loebiT igive iTqmis „wyvdiadis gulTan“ dakavSirebiTac – gasuli 
saukunis miwuruls, rodesac modernituli mwerloba sabolood Ca-
moyalibda literaturul klasikad, masTan dakavSirebuli polemika 
micxra da kriteriumebic met-naklebad dalagda, gairkva, rom jozef 
konradis am novelis gauTvaliswineblad inglisurenovan moderniz-
mze, rogorc movlenaze saubari Znelad warmosadgenia. 

dakvirvebuli, miTumetes – profesiulad dainteresebuli mkiTx-
velisaTvis „wyvdiadis gulis“ mxatvruli samyaro problemaTa uricxv 
raodenobas moicavs, magram maTze saubrisas erTob Znelia mxolod 
ZiriTadis gamoyofa da „wvrilmanis“ ugulebelyofa (miTumetes, rom 
aseTi donis teqstebSi „wvrilmanebi“ arc arsebobs realurad). yvela 
Tematuri, msoflmxedvelobrivi, Tu poetikuri aspeqti novelaSi 
isea gadaxlarTuli, rom uamravi feradi Zafisgan Semdgari am gor-
galis cal-calke Zafebad daSla TiTqmis warmoudgenelia. Tu mainc 
SevecdebiT im umTavresis gamoyofas, rac „wyvdiadis gulis“ saxe-sim-
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boloTa polifonias erT mxatvrul mTlianobad gardasaxavs, unda 
vifiqroT, rom aseT gamaerTianebel funqcias novelaSi asrulebs mi-
Tosi – im gagebiT, ra gagebiTac is ganazRvruli aqvs norTrop frais 
„kritikis anatomiaSi“: „sabolood, literaturaTmcodneobaSi `miTi~ 
niSnavs literaturuli formis struqturul da maorganizebel prin-
cips“ (Frye 1957: 341). swored miTosi warmoadgens „wyvdiadis gulis“ 
pirquSi da absurduli, qaoturi samyaros mxatvrul mTlianobad 
gardasaxvis saSualebas. Tu TvalsaCinoebis mizniT, am samyaros mar-
tivi sqemis saxiT warmovidgenT, Cvens mzeras warmoudgeba wamosax-
viTi sivrce da masSi gamavali gza, romelic, simbolurad, drosac 
ganasaxierebs – mdinaris dineba drois dinebaa da marlous mogza-
urobis erT-erT simbolur aspeqts droSi mogzaurobac Seadgens. siv-
rce „wyvdiadis gulSi“, Tu mas mxatvruli azrovnebis TvalsazrisiT 
ganvixilavT, pirobiTi miTopoetikuri sivrcea, xolo gza, romelsac 
mTavari gmiri adgas, imdenad „fizikuri“ gza da geografiuli mdinare 
ar aris, ramdenadac simboluri qveteqstebiT daxunZluli gzis 
miTologemaa. 

„wyvdiadis gulis“ siuJeti sakmaod martivia; ambis Txroba no-
velaSi, mZafri Sinagani daZabulobis miuxedavad (an, SesaZloa, swored 
am daZabulobis gamo), siuJetur dinamikas moklebulia da masSi war-
mosaxuli mdinaresaviT mdored miedineba. simdorisa da „Senelebuli 
kadris“ efeqti gajerebulia simboluri saxeebisa da mTxrobelis su-
bieqturi STabeWdilebebis siWarbiT, gauTavebeli wvrilmanebis xse-
nebiTa da mTavari gmiris emociuri mdgomareobebis TviTanaliziT, ra-
sac, erTi SexedviT, moqmedebis ganviTarebasTan araviTari kavSiri ara 
aqvs. avtori novelaSi moTxrobili ambisagan orgzis distancirebulia 
– gaurkveveli mTxrobeli (romelic ar aris TviTon konradi) hyveba, Tu 
rogor uyveba kapitani marlou Tavis sam megobars imas, Tu ra gadaxda 
mas afrikis junglebSi mogzaurobisas. marlou kontraqts debs spilos 
Zvlis mompovebel belgiur kompaniasTan da okeanis gavliT miemarTe-
ba afrikaSi, didi mdinaris SesarTavTan (igulisxmeba kongo, romelic 
novelaSi naxsenebi ar aris) da Semdeg mis saTaveebTan, kontinentis 
siRrmeSi, „wyvdiadis gulSi“, rac misi mogzaurobis ZiriTad nawils 
Seadgens. marlous Txroba erTmaneTTan mizez-Sedegobrivad daukav-
Sirebeli epizodebisagan Sedgeba; gzaze momxdari yoveli incidenti 
iqve mTavrdeba da TiTqos ar aris dakavSirebuli imasTan, rac mom-
devno epizodSi xdeba, an moxdeba. es TiTqos aferxebs dinamikas da 
aWianurebs Txrobas, magram siuJetis mizez-Sedegobrivi kavSirebi na-
warmoebSi Segnebulad aris moSlili da maT nacvlad, mTel xatovan 
qsovils ramdenime gamWoli simbolo aerTianebs. maTgan umTavresia 
mdinare, romelzedac dinebis sawinaaRmdegod, kus nabijebiT miRo-
Ravs marlous monjReuli, orTqlis manqanaze momuSave karWapi. 
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mogzaurobis formaluri mizezi spilos Zvlis damzadebasTan 
dakavSirebuli kontraqtia, magram arsebiTad, marlous mgzavroba ga-
daiqceva kompaniis legendaruli agentis, junglebSi damkvidrebuli 
TeTrkanianis, vinme kurcis Ziebad. kurcic spilos Zvlis biznesSia, 
magram is junglebSi „Tavis“ Semogarens marTavs, rogorc afrikelTa 
tomis beladi, pirvelyofili RvTaeba, an yovlisSemZle Samani. kur-
cis saxeli SiSis zars scems yvelas, vinc ki marlous gzaze xvdeba – 
rogorc zangebs, ise kompaniis TeTrkanian TanamSromlebs is lamis 
religiur Tayvaniscemas STaagonebs. gzad mis Sesaxeb gagonilis gamo, 
marlouc kurcis pirovnebis gavlenis qveS eqceva da arsebiTad, misi 
mgzavrobis mizans ukve spilos Zvlis biznesi ki aRar warmoadgens, 
rogorc es dasawyisSi iyo, aramed kurcis gacnoba, romelic axla ukve 
masSic dauokebel interess iwvevs. sabolood, mdinareze urTulesi 
mogzaurobis Semdeg, marlou kurcs Sexvdeba, magram faqtobrivad, 
xelSi SerCeba misi cocxali gvami – momakvdavi adamiani, romelic sul 
male gardaicvleba. marlou kurcTan rigiani kontaqtis damyarebasac 
ver aswrebs da misi Zieba, arsebiTad, uSedegod mTavdeba. bolos, 
xelmocaruli marlou inglisSi brundeba, sadac is kurcis satrfos 
amcnobs misi gardacvalebis ambavs da zed romantikul tyuilsac 
urTavs, TiTqos kurcis ukanaskneli sityvebi misi saxelis xseneba 
yofiliyo. 

„wyvdiadis gulis“ samyaro bundovania, idumalia, nisliT mocu-
lia, alogikuria. mTavari saxeebi, romlebic novelis aRqmisas war-
mosaxvaSi aRibeWdeba, esaa uSvelebeli mdinare da am mdinaris orive 
mxridan aRmarTuli udaburi, wyvdiadiT moculi napiri – gauvali 
junglebi, sadac Casafrebula boroteba da mimalulia sikvdili 
(„Rrma siCume idga da avismomaswavebeli moTminebiT eloda... mdinaris 
rkalebs mivuyvebodiT, maRal kedlebs Soris, Cveni daklaknili gzis 
gaswvriv aRmarTulTa...“ (81, 84)1. pirvelyofili tyis es usasru-
lod pirquSi, idumali da avismauwyebeli atmosfero novelaSi yvel-
ganmofia. kongos napirebis xsenebamde, pirquSi da bneliT moculia 
TviT temzispira midamoebic, saidanac marlou iwyebs Txrobas – 
odesRac, iq Casuli romaelebisaTvisac iqauroba iseTive veluri da 
Seuvali iqneboda, rogorc marlousa da misi msmenelebisaTvis iyo 
Tanadrouli afrika da qveynierebis sxva „bneli adgilebi“: „wyvdiadi 
Camowoliliyo... aq, qveynierebis dasalierSi“ – saubaria greivsendze, 
londonis maxloblad, saidanac „mgloviare sibnele moCanda, Tavs 
rom daswoloda udides da udiades qalaqs dedamiwis zurgze“ (22). 
temzispira midamoebis es gazviadebulad pirquSi suraTi datvirTu-

1 aq da Semdgom citirebulia „wyvdiadis gulis“ paata da rostom CxeiZeebis 
Targmani (konradi 2018).
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lia imis aRweriT, Tu ra elodaT iq Casul romael legionerebs „qviSian 
napirTa, WaobTa, velurebiT aRsavse tyeTa gaswvriv... sicive, nisli, 
qariSxali, sneuleba, gadakargva da sikvdili, sikvdili haeridan, 
wylidan, buCqebidan moparebuli“ (27). erTi sityviT, novelis dasawyisSi 
TviT inglisi, sakmaod uCveulod, pirvelyofil da velur adgilad 
aris warmoCenili, rac win uZRvis im koSmarebis aRweras, rac marlous 
afrikul mogzaurobaSi gadaxdeba. ukve aq aris moniSnuli im pirquSi 
orazrovnebisa da absurdis atmosfero, rac novelis ZiriTad nawilSi 
sul sxva geografiuli garemos aRwerisas gabatondeba. 

„wyvdiadis gulis“ moqmedeba, rogori Seferxebuli da „gazave-
bulic“ ar unda iyos is marlous sulieri mdgomareobisa da misi 
STabeWdilebebis gauTavebeli aRweriT, novelis araerTgvarovan 
mxatvrul sivrceSi xorcieldeba. es jer temzis SesarTavia, Semdeg 
didi qalaqi kontinentalur evropaSi (igulisxmeba briuseli), sa-
dac marlou Cadis, kompaniasTan kontraqtis gasaformeblad, Sem-
deg – afrikis udaburi napiri, romelsac misi samgzavro gemi kon-
gos SesarTavis ZiebaSi mihyveba. novelis meore nawilSi es sivrce 
iqceva afrikis junglebad, sadac marlou Tavisi karWapiT mdinaris 
saTaveebisaken micuravs da sadac mas uamravi faTeraki SeemTxveva, 
romlebic ufro marlous aRqmaSi aRbeWdil emociur STabeWdilebebs 
waagavs, vidre realur saSiSroebebs. marlous mier gancdil saSine-
lebas mkiTxveli aRiqvams, rogorc realur koSmarebs, romlebic mas 
Tavs gadaxda, Tumca sakuTriv raSi mdgomareobs es koSmari, nawarmoebSi 
gaurkvevelia, imitom, rom koSmaruli nawarmoebSi, faqtobrivad, 
arc araferi xdeba. magram novelis pirquS da idumal, bundovan samya-
roSi mniSvneloba aRara aqvs, garemomcveli koSmari mxolod marlo-
us aRqmaSi arsebobs da mxolod mas eCveneba koSmarad, Tu TviTon re-
alobaa koSmaruli da bunebrivad iwvevs marlouSi koSmarul ganc-
debsa da zmanebebs. bolos, novelis mesame nawilSi, Txrobis finalu-
ri sivrce isev temzis SesarTavia, sadac marlou asrulebs Tavisi 
istoriis moyolas.  

mTeli es sivrcobrivi Tematika, iseve, rogorc marlous emoci-
uri ganwyobilebis sakmaod rTuli niuansebi da saerTod, nawarmoebis 
yvela gancdiT-inteleqtualuri aspeqti novelaSi mravalricxovani 
mxatvruli xerxebisa da ritorikuli figurebis saSualebiT aris 
gadmocemuli. yuradRebidan novelaSi xatovanebis siWarbe ar gamor-
Cenia adreul kritikas – jer kidev f.r. livisi bundovan stils da 
zedsarTavebis simravles uwunebda konrads: „ras Sematebs kongos 
damTrgunvel idumalebas iseTi winadadebebi, rogorc, vTqvaT, „es 
iyo uZraoba daundobeli Zalisa, gamoucnobi ganzraxviT rom dag-
trialebs Tavs da SurismaZiebeli TvaliT giyurebs“?“ (Leavis 1948: 
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177) – kiTxulobda cnobili kritikosi, TiTqos mxatvrul nawarmoebSi 
„kongos idumalebis“ gamoxatva xatovani enis garda kidev sxva raime 
saSualebiT yofiliyo SesaZlebeli. mravali wlis Semdeg, ukve 80-ian 
wlebSi, liviss mxars ubams kritikosi piter o’preic: „mTeli ironia 
imaSi mdgomareobs, rom... uSvelebeli abstraqtuli wyvdiadi, romel-
sac konradi warmosaxavs, aRemateba mis unars, es wyvdiadi gaaanali-
zos da mas dramatuli JReradoba SesZinos... novelaSi mkafiod Cans 
imis uunaroba, rom es „warmoudgeneli“, „SeuRwevadi“ (boroti, cari-
eli,   idumali,   Tu   rogoric  aris)  sagani   warmoisaxos.  Ziebis   dasas-
ruls imave bnelSi aRmovCndebiT, riTac moculi iyo mTeli mgzavro-
ba, romlis azri, raRac „miuwvdomelis“ saxiT, TiTqos sadRac calke 
arsebobs. Tan rogorc gvarwmuneben, es „miuwvdomeli“ saSinlad „mniS-
vnelovania“ (O’Prey 1983: 20). 

erTi sityviT, livissa da o’preis   novelis  Warbi  xatovaneba   Se-
moqmedebiTi  uunarobis   dafarvis saSualebad warmoedginaT – kon-
rads TiTqos iseTi „raRacis“ Tqma surda, risi Tqmac man „ver SesZlo“ 
da nawarmoebic, Sesabamisad, bundovani da gaugebari „gamouvida“. 
magram konrads arc dausaxavs miznad naTeli da gamWvirvale prozis 
Seqmna – misi mxatvruli amocana diametralurad gansxvavebuli iyo. 
Txrobis sagangebo bundovaneba, saTqmelis „gamouTqmeloba“ da iseT 
simbolur saxeTa simravle, romelTa aRsaniSni an gaurkvevelia, an 
saerTod ar ikiTxeba da yovelive aqedan gamomdinare, nawarmoebis 
azrobriv-emociuri m r a v a l n i S n a d o b a  (suggestiveness) swored is 
xerxebia, romlebiTac konradi hqmnis Tavisi novelis miTopoetikur 
sivrces. Semdgomi wlebis mwerlobaSi da gansakuTrebiT, 20-iani wle-
bis maRal modernizmSi amgvar mxatvrul xedvas sagangebo, „elitaru-
li“  mwignobruloba  emateba,  romelic  im,  ukve  momdevno  epoqis   sa-
ukeTeso nawarmoebebSi asociaciuri poetikis saxes iRebs da im „mi-
Tosur meTodad“ gardaiqmneba, romelsac tomas elioti, „wyvdiadis 
gulis“ gamoqveynebidan meoTxedi saukunis Semdeg, u. b. ieitsisa da 
j. joisis SemoqmedebaSi „aRmoaCens“ (`ulise“, wesrigi da miTosi,“ 1924). 

II
modernistuli nawarmoebis miTopoetikuri sivrce warmoad-

gens mis Sinagan ganzomilebas, romelic gajerebulia simboluri 
da arqetipuli mniSvnelobis mqone saxeebiT da maTi konotaciebiT. 
gacnobierebuli miTopoetikiT gamarTul nawarmoebSi es sivrce xSi-
rad iqmneba arqauli, bibliuri an berZnul-romauli kosmogoniuri 
da esqatologiuri miTebis moxmobiT, sakraluri literaturis, ezo-
Teruli teqstebisa da gavrcelebuli interkulturuli xatebis 
erTdrouli asocirebiT. sagangebo inteleqtualizmis garda, yvela 
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amgvar teqsts erTi mTavari Tviseba aerTianebs – esaa realobisadmi 
aramimeturi damokidebuleba; maTi avtorebi, iqneba es jeimz joisi 
Tu uiliam folkneri, tomas elioti Tu ezra paundi, Tomas mani Tu 
herman hese, ugulebelyofen jer kidev senekas mier Camoyalibebul 
„bunebisadmi mibaZvis“ klasikur princips da samyaros iseT suraTs 
warmoaCenen, romelic maT subieqtur mxatvrul xedvas Seesabameba. 
jozef konradi yvelaze adre, jer kidev me-19 saukunis miwurulSi 
warmosaxavs amgvar sivrces – Tavisi pirobiTi afrikis pirobiT jun-
glebs da maT wiaRSi daklaknil gzas – mdinares, romelic am sivrcis 
ZiriTad, makonstruirebel simbolur xatad warmogvidgeba. yvela es 
simboluri Tu asociaciuri saxe „wyvdiadis gulis“ miTopoetikur 
sivrces TiTqos „calke“ simbolur teqstad (an metad mniSvnelovan 
qveteqstad) gamohyofs – esaa erTgvari siRrmiseuli „teqsti teqstSi“, 
anu metateqsti, romelic nawarmoebis uSualo-azrobrivi zedapiris-
gan gansxvavebulad ikiTxeba da romlis simboluri da semantikuri 
konotaciebi gansxvavebul realobas mianiSneben – ara imas, razedac 
„wyvdiadis gulSi“ uSualod aris saubari, aramed TiTqos raRac 
sxvas – „miRmiers“, konkretulad daudgenels, gaurkvevels, magram 
konradis novelaSi praqtikulad yvelganmyofsa da universlurs. es 
siRrmiseuli ganzomileba – saTauris metafora rom moviSvelioT, 
sakuTriv „wyvdiadis guli“ – iseve, rogorc misi gamomxatveli saxe-
ebi, konkretul gansazRvrebas Znelad eqvemdebareba; is polisemuria, 
mravalgvari interpretaciis saSualebas iZleva da faqtobrivad, Se-
adgens erTgvar semiotikur sivrces, sadac yoveli saxe da simboluri 
detali,  garda  imisa,  radac  is  teqstis  kiTxvisas  aRiqmeba,   warmoad-
gens kidev „sxva raRacis“ niSans. es aris swored is „raRac miuwvdome-
li“, romelzedac o’prei ironiulad SeniSnavs, rom „is, rogorc Cans, 
Zalian mniSvnelovania.“ misgan gansxvavebiT, konradis poetikis es 
Tavisebureba Rirsebad miaCnia j. hilis milers, romelic aRniSnavs, 
rom „es „raRac sxva“ hqmnis... mZlavr qveteqsts, romelic karnaxobs 
mkiTxvels, rom novelaSi uSualod moTxrobili aRiqvas rogorc 
farda, romlis ukan aris raRac, rac ar Cans, an jerjerobiT ar Cans, 
Tumca yoveli axdili fardis ukan mxolod sxva, axali farda imaleba“ 
(Miller 2008: 118). amgvari mwerluri teqnika, es „dafarulis ar gaxsnisa“ 
da misi ar gamxelis Tu „ar gamJRavnebis“ poetika, faqtobrivad, mTeli 
esTetikuri poziciis konkretul gamovlinebas warmoadgens. misi arsi 
mwerals axsnili aqvs sxva metad mniSvnelovani nawarmoebis – novelis 
„zangi ‘narcisidan’“ winasityvaobaSi: „xelovneba upirveles yovlisa 
gancdebs mimarTavs da rodesac mxatvruli Canafiqri werilobiTi 
sityviT gamoixateba, isic gancdis saSualebiT unda swvdebodes sa-
pasuxo emociebis farul zambaras. literatura yvela saSualebiT 
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unda eswrafvodes qandakebis plastikas, ferweris ferebs da yvela 
xelovnebaTa xelovnebis – musikis magiur mravalniSnadobas. mxolod 
formisa da Sinaarsis sruli aRrevisadmi ganuxreli, Tavdadebuli 
erTgulebiT... mivuaxlovdebiT am ferebs, am plastikas da [maSin] moZ-
velebuli, gaxunebuli, saukunovani xmarebisgan mocveTili sity-
vebis ukan, Znelad mosaxelTebel myisierebaSi akiafdeba magiuri mra-
valniSnadobis naTeli“ (Conrad 1988: xlix). es saocari STambeWdaobiT 
aRwerili „literaturuli epifania“ erTob moulodneli saxiT aRwevs 
siuJetur realizacias „wyvdiadis gulis“ finalSi, sadac kurci da 
nawilobriv TviT marlouc „zRurbls gadaabijeben“ da miRmierebas 
eziarebian. metad mniSvnelovania isic, rom „myisierebaSi akiafebuli 
magiuri mravalniSnadoba“ konradis mTeli formaTqmnadobis arss 
gamoxatavs, naTels hfens im „dafarulis“ warmosaxvis meTods, rasac 
novelaSi uCveulo xatovanebis farda efareba da aRmqmeli cnobi-
erebisaTvis Znelad mosaxelTebelia.

novelis miTopoetikur sivrcesTan dakavSirebul Tavisebure-
baTa sailustraciod gamodgeba erTi metad sagulisxmo fraza um-
berto ekos „fukos qanqaridan“, romelsac am usasrulod ironiulsa 
da imavdroulad inteleqtualur romanSi ezoTerikiT gatacebuli 
redaqtori diotalevi warmosTqvams megobrebTan saubrisas: „ro-
gorc ki davuSvebT imis SesaZleblobas, rom samyaroSi arsebobs Tundac 
erTi aTvlis wertili – iseTi ram, rac ar warmoadgens sxva raRacis 
niSans,   Cven   imwamsve   gavcdebiT  hermetikuli  azrovnebis   farglebs~ 
(Eco 1989: 378). ar arsebobs raime damajerebeli sabuTi imisa, rom kon-
rads seriozuli ezoTeruli interesebi hqonda, an rom is „saidum-
lo da akrZaluli“ codnis adepti yofiliyo. rogorc martin bloki 
SeniSnavs, „warmoudgeneli iqneboda, rom iseTi TvdaWerili pirovne-
ba, rogoric konradia, TeosofiiT gatacebuli u. b. ieitsis msgavsad, 
londonis sazogadoebrivi transportiT mgzavrobisas „Semoqmede-
biT transSi“ Cavardniliyo“ (Bock 2007: 97). okultistebs konradi 
saerTodac ironiulad moixseniebs (romanSi „dasavluri TvaliT“ 
(1911) da eseSi „imqveyniuri cxovreba“ (19010)), magram „wyvdiadis gulis“ 
poetikas is swored „hermetikuli azrovnebis“ erTgvar analogze 
afuZnebs. ara im gagebiT, rom is, vTqvaT, „korpus hermetikumis“ ide-
ebs sesxulobs, an alqimiuri simboloebiT „Sifravs“ Tavis saTqmels, 
aramed zogadi ezoTeruli stilistikis TvalsazrisiT, ra Tvalsaz-
risiTac hermetikuli (alqimiuri, astrologiuri, Teosofiuri da 
sxva) teqstebis ena imdenad qaragmuli da igavuria, rom is mxolod 
„gandobilTaTvis“ aris misawvdomi. amgvar TxzulebebSi aRmniSvnelsa 
da aRsaniSns Soris kavSiri ukiduresad gabundovanebulia da misi 
gaazreba, garda specaluri „akrZaluli codnisa“, didwilad aRmqmelis 
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intuiciazea damokidebuli. rad Rirs Tundac „hermetikuli baRis“ 
(Hortus Hermeticus), rogorc „diadi qmnadobis“, an „pirveladi materiis“ 
(prima materia) centraluri simboloebi, romelic mraval alqimiur 
TxzulebaSi  gvxvdeba  da  imdenad  mravalniSnadia,  rom maTi  konkretu-
li mniSvnelobebis „mikvleva“ albaT mxolod ezoTeruli codnis 
adeptebs xelewifebaT. konradi farTod iyenebs am stilistikis prin-
cipebs – „hermetikuli“ azrovnebis msgavsad, misi mxatvruli mety-
velebac ukiduresad iribia, qaragmulia, realur saTqmels „daSo-
rebulia“. sivrce, romelSic marlou mogzaurobs, yvelaferi, rasac 
is aRiqvams da aRwers, raRac miRmiersa da miuwvdomels „moaswavebs,“ 
an am raRacaze mianiSnebs, an am raRacas axasiaTebs, an raime saxiT 
gansazRvravs,  magram  sakuTriv  ra  aris es miniSnebuli, daxasiaTe-
buli, an sxva mxriv gansazRvruli „raRac“, mkiTxvelisaTvis ucnobi 
rCeba. 

sainteresoa, rom analogiur meTods mimarTavs kaTapatikuri Te-
ologia, romelic, uaryofs ra imis gamoxatvis SesaZleblobas, Tu „ra 
aris“ RmerTi, marTebulad miiCnevs mis gansazRvras imis saSualebiT, 
Tu „rogoria“ igi (usasrulo, ucvleli, maradiuli, yovlisSemZle 
da a.S.). faqtobrivad, konradi im modernistuli poetikis adreul 
analogs mimarTavs, romelsac mogvianebiT, werilSi „ulises monologi“ 
k.-g. iungi daaxasiaTebs, rogorc „Sokismomgvrels“, radgan joisis 
romanSi „...uTvalavi fardis ukan araferi imaleba“ (Jung 2001: 143, 145). 
realobis wvdomis am „hermetikul“ aspeqts warmosaxavs Tomas manic 
„iosebisa da Zmani misnis“ prologSi, sadac is saubrobs warsulze, 
rogorc uZiro Waze, romelic Secnobis yovel etapze raRac „far-
dis“ (xatis, simbolos, bibliuri an miTologiuri personaJis) saxiT 
gveZleva, romelsac mosdevs sxva farda (xati, simbolo, bibliuri 
Tu miTologiuri personJi), mas kidev sxva da ase dausruleblad. 
erTi sityviT, romel sferosac ar unda enaTesavebodes konradis 
mxatvruli xedva, – iqneba es ezoTerika, RvTismetyveleba, Tu maRali 
modernizmis literaturuli esTetika – simboloebiT, miniSnebebi-
Ta da asociaciebiT konstruirebuli misi novelis Sinagani sivrce 
arsebiTad miTopoetikuria. marlous aRqmaze zemoqmedebis princi-
piT es sivrce warmoadgens semiotikuri (hermetikuli, ezoTeruli) 
sivrcis mxatvrul analogs, xolo zogad-simboluri azrovnebis prin-
cipiT is, rasac marlou „xedavs“ mTeli xiluli samyaros metafo-
raa, romelic Cven yvelas, vinc „gasxviosnebulni“ ara varT da amitom 
moklebulni varT realobis „uSualo“ wvdomas, umberto ekos gmirisa 
ar iyos, mxolod „niSnebis“ saxiT gveZleva. am TvalsazrisiT, es siv-
rce daxSulia – marlous (da masTan erTad mkiTxvelis) aRqma Se-
zRudulia, zRvardebulia „idumalis“, „Seucnoblis“, „gamouxatavis“ 
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da „saSinelis“ ver-wvdomiT imis iqiT, rac warmoadgens am idumali da 
Seucnobeli „raRacis“ niSnebsa da maxasiaTeblebs, anu mis idumale-
bas, Seucnoblobas da gamouxatavobas. konradis novelaSi yvelaferia 
gakeTebuli imisaTvis, rom mkiTxveli darCes miTopoetikuri sivrcis 
niSanTa samyaroSi da ver gascdes „hermetikuli azrovnebis“ far-
glebs, ver miswvdes imas, rac „niSnebs miRmaa.“ novelis kiTxvisas es 
warmoqmnis ukmarisobis gancdas, romelic dakavSirebulia niSanTa 
sistemis ver garRvevasTan da imis ver dadgenasTan, Tu sabolood, 
ras niSnavs (an sityvasityviT, risi „niSania“) mTeli is bundovaneba, 
absurdi da gaurkvevloba, rasac marlou hyveba. es Tviseba egrTgvar 
protestis grZnobasac aRZravs – o’preis da liviss is saerTod, konra-
dis mwerlur uunarobad warmoedginaT, magram TviTon konradisaTvis 
es sruliad gacnobierebuli SemoqmedebiTi poziciis gamoxatuleba 
iyo: „garkveuloba, Cemo kargo, nawarmoebis xarisxisaTvis sabedis-
weroa, – werda is megobars, – is auqmebs mravalniSnadobas, anadgurebs 
yovelgvar iluzias. Tqven, rogorc Cans, cxovrebaSic da warmosax-
vaSic garkveulobisa da sicxadis momxre xarT... magram cxadi da na-
Teli debuleba umniSvneloa. misi daniSnuleba mxolod is aris, rom man 
mkiTxvels yuradReba Seityuos da umniSvnelo raRaceebze gadaita-
nos im mTavaridan, rac xelovnebaSi marTlac mniSvnelovania“ (Conrad 
2005: 457). 

sainteresoa, konrketulad ra saxiT Semodis (an romeli niSniT 
aRiniSneba) teqstis gamomsaxvelobiT saSualebaTa sistemaSi es „miR-
mieri“ realoba, romlis gansazRvrac marlous ar ZaluZs da romel-
sac is mxolod atributebiT moixseniebs. novelaSi misi yvelaze 
TvalsaCino maxasiaTebelia „udabureba“ (wilderness) – es aris albaT 
yvelaze xSiri saxeli (an „niSani“), romliTac marlou axasiaTebs mis 
Tvalwin gadaSlil panoramas – junglebs da mdinares, romelic am 
junglebSi miedineba. „udabureba“ novelaSi imdenad uRran tyes ar 
aRniSnavs, ramdenadac imas, rac am uRran tyeSi imaleba da rac am tyeSi 
„gamoicqireba dafaruli codnis gamometyvelebiT, momTmeni lodiniT, 
miuRweveli dumiliT“ (127). simbolur sazRvars udabur realobasa da 
masSi dafarul miRmierebas Soris kompaniis sadgurebi ganasaxiereben 
– maTs iqeT ukve iwyeba Seucnobeli („mivadgebodiT xolme sanapiro 
sadgurs, Seucnoblis sazRvarze mdgars...“ (84)), magram es sazRvari 
mainc   fizikuria,   lamis  „geografiulic“  da   amitom  –  pirobiTi.   re-
aluri zRvari sinamdvilesa da „Seucnobels,“ udaburebasa da masSi 
dafaruls Soris materialuri ar aris, arsebiTad is mxolod mar-
lous (da rogorc Semdeg irkveva, kurcis) cnobierebaSi arsebobs. 
magram novelaSi TviT realoba – rogorc xelSesaxebi da materialu-
ri, ise „miRmieri“ da faruli – sxva araferia, Tu ara is, rac marlous 
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cnobierebaSi aisaxeba, anda piriqiT – is zmanebani, romelTa proeci-
rebas is am realobaze axdens. erTi sityviT, nawarmoebSi faqtsa da am 
faqtis Sesaxeb emociur STabeWdilebas Soris zRvari imdenad waSli-
lia, rom siuJetis sakvanZo momentebis garda (briuselSi kontraqtis 
gaformeba, afrikaSi „did mdinareze“ samogzaurod gamgzavreba, iq mo-
makvdav kurcTan Sexvedra da bolos inglisSi dabruneba) Znelia imis 
danamdvilebiT Tqma, Tu ra xdeba novelaSi realurad da ra – warmoad-
gens marlous egzaltirebuli fantaziis nayofs. TumcaRa is, rac 
marlous gadaxdeba Tavs, Cven mxolod TviT marlous monaTxrobidan 
viciT da amdenad, novelaSi xdeba is, rac xdeba mis cnobierebaSi, ga-
nurCevlad imisa, marTla moxda Tu ara es yovelive da zustad ise mox-
da Tu ara, rogorc amas marlou yveba.

periodulad, marlou komentars urTavs Tavissave warmosaxul 
suraTs, anu kidev ufro mkafiod gamohkveTs imas, rac misi Txrobi-
dan isedac aSkarad Cans – mogzaurobis absurdulobas, mis sizmreul, 
ararealur xasiaTs. marlou TiTqos Sepyrobilia im „ararealobiT,“ 
romelsac TviTve Txzavs, Tan acnobierebs, rom yvelaferi, rac mis Tavs 
xdeba, sizmaria da TviTve axasiaTebs Tavis STabeWdilebebs, rogorc 
sizmars. erTgan is TiTqos „rolidan gamodis“ kidec da mxolod Tavis 
warmosaxviT msmenelebs ki mimarTavs, aramed mimarTavs mkiTxvelsac: 
„me iseve ver vxedavdi am saxelSi kacs, rogorc Tqven ver xedavT, – 
ambobs  is  kurcis  saxelze  saubrisas,  –  xedavT  mas?  am  moTxrobas   xe-
davT? (xazi Cemia – T. k.) rames xedavT? ase mgonia, TqvenTvis sizmris 
moyolas vcdilob, mcdeloba amaoa, radgan sizmris moyola ver gad-
moscems sizmris gancdas, am nazavs absurdisa, gakvirvebisa da ga-
ognebisa, roca SeigrZnob, rom Sepyrobili xar im ararealobiT, rac 
swored rom arsia sizmrisa...“ (69). 

„ararealuri realoba“, romliTac Sepyrobilia marlou, sizmre-
ulobisa da udaburebis garda, sxva niSnebiTac xasiaTdeba – is iduma-
lia da mdumare: „am miwis siCume iWreboda gulSi, misi idumaleba, si-
diade, gansacvifrebeli sinamdvile misi dafaruli cxovrebisa...“ (66). 
es idumali mdumareba uZraobaSia garinduli („tye uZravi iyo, rogorc 
niRabi, mZime, rogorc cixis daketili kari”(127); „yvelaferi SeCerda 
daZabul uZraobaSi“ (132)). amave dros, „udabureba“ aRsavsea moTmine-
biT („Rrma siCume idga da avismomaswavebeli moTminebiT eloda...“ (81)), 
is „Casafrebul sikvdils, mimalul borotebas da misi gulis uRrmes 
wyvdiads“ malavs (81). garemomcveli sanaxaoba grandiozulia, mis wina-
Se adamiani TiTqos araferia („diadi iyo yovelive, momlodine, Cumi... 
vfiqrobdi, am usazRvroebis saxeze aRbeWdili uZraoba... STagvago-
nebda raimes Tu safrTxes gviqadda. rani viyaviT, vis davkargvodiT?~ 
(67)). am sidiadesa da didebulebaSi, marlous gza wyvdiadiT aris 
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moculi („horizonti gadaixsna Cven win da daixura Cven ukan, TiTqos 
tye auCqareblad gadmovida mdinareze, raTa ukan dasabrunebeli gza 
gadaeketa. sul ufro da ufro Rrmad miviwevdiT wyvdiadis gulSi“ 
(85)). mTel am sivrceSi, romelic imdenadvea realuri, ramdenadac 
warmoadgens marlous avadmyofuri fantaziis nayofs, raRac Zalze 
mniSvnelovani da Semzaravia dafaruli – imdenad mniSvnelovani, rom 
masTan mimarTebaSi „realoba qreba“ da imdenad Semzaravi, rom is „Cven-
da bedad“ dafarulia. marlou amas pirdapir ambobs, magram ambobs 
TiTqos sasxvaTaSorisod, rodesac mogzaurobis wvrilman detaleb-
ze saubrobs – rogorc es xSirad xdeba did literaturaSi, „wyvdiadis 
gulSic“ mniSvelovani mxatvruli informacia erTi SexedviT umniS-
vnelo detalebSia Camaluli: „dRisiT unda meZebna xmeli xeebi, rasac 
Rame vWridiT navis sawvavisaTvis, raTa meore dRes gza gagvegrZe-
lebina. roca amgvar rameebs Seeswrebi, ubralo zedapirze myof 
wvrilmanebs, realoba – geubnebiT realoba – qreba. Sinagani simar-
Tle dafarulia, Cvenda bedad“ (83). 

nawarmoebSi gaurkveveli rCeba, Tu sakuTriv ras warmoadgens 
es idumali, wyvdiadiT moculi da avismauwyebel lodinSi garinduli 
„raRac,“ is dafaruli „Sinagani simarTle,“ romlis wvdomac „Cvenda 
bedad“ warmoudgenelia. rogorc „dao de-ZinSia“ naTqvami, „dafaruli 
dafarulisa bWea yoveli saidumlosi“ (lao-Zi 1990: 87) da es „saidum-
los bWeni“ moTxrobaSi dasasrulamde ar ganixvneba. metad niSandob-
livia, rom dafaruli „raRac,“ yvela TvisebasTan erTad, Zrwolis 
momgvrelia, Semzaravia da rom es Semzaraoba aris swored is mTa-
vari, rac am „raRacis“ sxva Tvisebebs aerTianebs. gaurkveveli 
SfoTvis elferi dahkravs marlous STabeWdilebaTa udides nawils, 
gansakuTrebiT im epizodebs, sadac is „udaburebas“ aRwers – „mi-
darajebulni vusmendiT Semzaravsa da ukidures siCumeso,“ ambobs is 
mas mere, rac samarisebr siCumeSi Cakvdeba uecari Rriali, romelic 
junglebSi gaismis (94). erTaderTi, vinc novelaSi SesZlebs miRmi-
eris wvdomas, visac „gamomkrTali WeSmaritebis xilva“ miecema, aris 
kurci – man „zRvars gadaabija“ da amiT gansxvavdeba Cemgano, aRmoxdeba 
marlous: „man gaiara ukanaskneli gza, gadaabija zRvars, maSin, roca me 
neba  momeca Semekavebina yoymana nabiji. da albaT  aqaa mTeli  gansxvave-
ba; albaT mTeli sibrZne da mTeli WeSmariteba da mTeli siwrfele 
erTdeba raRac mouxelTebel wamSi, roca gadavabijebT zRurbls 
uxilavisa“ (154). am „zRurblze gadabijebisas“ da „uxilavis“ wvdomisas 
uqmdeba TviT drois dineba da Sinagan mzeras mTeli cxovreba war-
moudgeba „srulyofili codnis uzenaes wamad“, romlis aRqmac Sem-
zaravia, Zrwolis momgvrelia. es momenti warmoadgens ara mxolod 
marlous Ziebis finals da mTavar „ambavs“ romelic „wyvdiadis gu-
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lis“ mTel narativs gansazRvravs, is amave dros konradis Teoriuli 
koncefciis gamoxatulebaa, romelsac is Tavisi novelis mxatvrul 
kulminaciad moaqcevs. Tvisebrivad, es swored is epifaniis momentia, 
romelsac is ukve naxseneb „winasityvaobaSi“ gansazRvravs, rogorc 
„myisierebaSi akiafebul magiuri mravalniSnadobis naTels“ (Con-
rad1988: xlix), romelsac yvela xelovani unda eswrafodes. Semoqmedis 
pozitiuri gasxivosnebisagan gansxvavebiT, kurcis Sinagan mzeras 
iseTi Semzaravi „raRaca“ warmoudgeba, rac masSi „Zrwolasa da cax-
caxs“ iwvevs. swored dafaruli miRmierebis wvdomis momentSi aR-
moxdeba kurcs is cnobili wamoZaxili, romelic momakvdavis piridan 
amoxvneSad gaismis: „Tavisi cxovrebis gza xom ar gaiara Tavidan, 
survilis, cdunebis da marcxis yvela detalSi, roca srulyofili 
codnis umaRles wams miaRwia? CurCuliT amoiZaxa romeliRac xatis, 
raRacis xilvisas, orjer amoiZaxa da es amoZaxili sxva ara iyo ra, Tu 
ara amoxvneSa: Semzaravia! Semzaravi!“ (152). aRsaniSnavia, rom kur-
cis gasxivosnebis epizodi, mTeli misi gancdiT-inteleqtualuri 
datvirTva, Zalze mkafiod da damajereblad warmoaCens konradis 
rols misi drois mxatvrul azrovnebaSi. erTi mxriv, konradi Semoq-
medebiTad iTvisebs romantikosebisaTvis kargad cnobil xerxs, 
romelsac jer kidev p. b. Seli `ubednieres moments“ da „RvTaebis gamo-
cxadebas“ uwodebda („poeziis dacva“, 1821), xolo meore mxriv, is am 
xerxs usasrulod arTulebs da Sinaarsobrivad ganaaxlebs, faqtob-
rivad aqcevs mas calke modernistul gamomsaxvelobiT saSualebad. 
konradTan epifania Camoyalibebulia rTul mxatvrul xerxad, ro-
melsac SeiZleba hqondes rogorc pozitiuri, ise negatiuri gancdiTi 
datvirTva, an sulac ironiuli, an sarkastuli JReradoba. konradis 
kvaldakval, inglisurenovani modernistebi xSirad mimarTavdnen am 
„magiuri mravalniSnadobnis mouxelTebeli wamis“ mxatvrul warmo-
saxvas. maT Soris – joisi (ix.: Chayes 1962), virjinia vulfi, tomas 
elioti, ezra paundi, uiliam folkneri da sxvani (ix.: Beja 1971), romelTa 
interpretaciebs xSirad etyoba konradis mxatvrul mignebebze ori-
entaciis kvali.

marlous sizmreuli mogzauroba, mTeli misi halucinaciebi 
da absurdul saxeTa warmoudgeneli korianteli, romliTac is 
metyvelebs, Seferilia erTgvari aramotivirebuli SiSiT, raRac 
gaurkveveli ZrwoliT, romelic Txrobis procesSi xan cxreba, xan 
matulobs, magram gardatexis wertils kurcis sikvdilis epizodSi 
da mis cnobil wamoZaxilSi aRwevs. „bundovani da damTrgunveli 
saerTo gancda izrdeboda CemSi... damRlel piligrimobas hgavda, 
Rameuli koSmarebiT gajerebulso“ (43), ambobs marlou jer kidev 
dasawyisSi, rodesac pirvelad dainaxavs samgzavro gemidan kongos 



142

Temur kobaxiZe

SesarTavs da Semdeg, ukve finalTan axlos: „srulebiT gamomacala 
Zala yovlismomcvelma, gaSiSvlebulma SiSma, wminda abstraqtulma 
saSinelebam, daukavSirebelma garkveul fizikur safrTxesTan. ris-
gan iyo, rom am gancdam moicva Cemi arseba, rogor ganvsazRvro? is 
moraluri zari, rac Tavs dameca, TiTqos raRac mTlianad sastiki, 
azrisaTvis autaneli da sulisaTvis miuRebeli, moulodnelad da-
matyda Tavs“ (141-142). marlous Ziebis dasasrulisa da kurcis sik-
vdilis epizodi cxadyofs, rom konradi intuiciurad acnobierebs 
da mxatvrulad gardasaxavs Tanadrouli filosofiuri azrovnebis 
umniSvnelovanes aspeqtebs, romlebic momdevno aTwleulebis evro-
pul cnobierebaSi egzistencialisturi msoflmxedvelobis saxiT 
Camoyalibdeba. marTlac, „Zrwola,“ „absurdi,“ „sicariele“, „arara“ im 
filosofiuri tradiciis ZiriTadi kategoriebia, romelic dasabams 
iRebs kierkegorTan da nicSesTan, moicavs haidegers da iasperss da 
sartrTan da kamiusTan sruldeba ukve ara rogorc mxolod filo-
sofiuri, aramed rogorc sanaxevrod literaturuli movlena. pir-
wmindad konceptualuri TvalsazrisiT, egzistencializms xarks 
uxdis konradis „wyvdiadis gulic“, Tumca misi Seqmnis droisTvis 
evropul cnobierebaSi egzistencialisturi msoflmxedvelobis ga-
batonebaze saubari jer naadrevia. rogorc oto bolmani aRniSnavs 
metad saintereso wignSi „konradis egzistencializmi“, imas, Tu ra 
aris   Zrwolis  mizezi,   anu  „sakuTriv  ra  aris  Semzaravi,  marlou   ar 
xsnis, magram misi azrebi gvkarnaxobs maTi egzistencialisturi wa-
kiTxvis marTebulobas – is, rasac kurci acnobierebs, aris arara 
(“Nothingness”), misi sakuTari Tavisa da boroti samyaros „sicariele,“ 
anu kamius sityvebiT rom vTqvaT, „yovlismomcveli absurdi“ (Bohlmann 
1991: 100). 

Semzaraobis im gancdas, im Zrwolas, romelic marlous mTel 
mogzaurobaSi Tan sdevs da romlis kulminaciac kurcis wamoZaxilSi 
gaismis, aramotivirebuli xasiaTi aqvs. mkiTxveli srul gaugebroba-
Si rCeba, Tu sakuTriv ra aris „Semzaravi“, an ra aris kurcis SeZrwu-
nebis mizezi, an ratom aris Semzaravi is, rac kurcis warmodgeniT, 
Semzaravia. metad niSandoblivia, rom mravali wlis Semdeg, leqciaSi 
„ra aris metafizika?“ haidegeri swored am ZiriTadi maxasiaTebliT 
gansazRvravs Zrwolas (Die Angst) – Zrwola ar aris SiSi, radgan SiSs 
aucileblad unda gaaCndes gamomwvevi mizezi, SiSi yovelTvis aris 
„SiSi raRacis“. misgan gansxvavebiT, Zrwolas mizezi ar gaaCnia, is aris 
„Zrwola araras winaSe,“ TviT ararac swored ZrwolaSi mJRavndeba, 
anu haidegeris cnobili fraza rom movixmoT, „Zrwola warmoaCens 
araras“ – Die Angst offenbart das Nichts (Heidegger 2008: 101). gamodis, rom 
Semzaraobasa da ZrwolaSi kurcs „araras“ wvdoma mieca da swored 
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ZrwolaSi ganexvna mas „dafaruli dafarulisa“, romelic aris „bWe yo-
veli saidumlosi.“ kurci swvda yofierebis arss, ramac is SeaZrwuna, an 
ufro – swored am Zrwolis, am Semzaraobis saxiT warudga mas „arara.“ 
aq cxadi xdeba isic, Tu ratom ver ayalibebs marlou „dafarulis“ 
raobas, ratom saubrobs imaze, Tu „rogoria“ is da ara imaze, Tu is ra 
„aris.“ saqmec is aris, rom „dafaruls“ raoba ar gaaCnia – is aris arara, 
romelic ZrwolaSi warmoCindeba, xolo mere ukve Zrwola aformebs 
„idumalebas,“ „avismauwyeblobas,“ „udaburebas,“ „mdumarebas“ da ara-
ras sxva atributebs marlous subieqtur STabeWdilebebad. maTgan 
yoveli cal-calke da yvela erTad swored ZrwoliT, Seucnoblis wi-
naSe aramotivirebuli SiSiT aris Seferili, rasac dakvirvebuli 
mkiTxveli „wyvdiadis gulis“ kiTxvisas yovel fexis nabijze SeamCnevs. 
imis arsebiT, mTavar, nawarmoebisaTvis fuZemdeblur gaurkvevlo-
baSi, Tu sakuTriv ra aris “Semzaravi,“ mkafiod ismis kirkegoris na-
azrevis gamoZaxilic, romlisTvisac gaurkvevloba Zrwolis arsob-
riv, konceptualur aspeqts Seadgens da Zrwolis mizezis, misi sagnis 
gansazRvris fundamentalur SeuZleblobas gamoxatavs (Kierkegaard 
1957: 38). 

es momenti metad mniSvnelovania imis gasaazreblad, Tu ramde-
nad axlos dgas konradis mier warmosaxuli suraTi egzistencialis-
turi azrovnebis tradiciasTan, mis mTavar nakadTan. imdenad axlos, 
rom zogi kritikosi „wyvdiadis guls“ warmoidgens, rogorc „„SiSisa 
da Zrwolis“ literaturul damatebas, dawerils marlou-mTxrobe-
lis poziciidan, romelic xan eTanxmeba da xan ekamaTeba iohanes 
de silencioss (kirkegoris fsevdonimia – T.k.)“ (Clegg 1988: 286), rac, 
raxan kirkegoriT konradis gatacebis damadasturebeli wyaro ar 
arsebobs, literaturaTmcodneobiT sqolastikas ufro waagavs, vid-
re seriozul kvlevas. cxadia, haidegeris, an miTumetes, sartris 
msoflmxedvelobrivi warmodgenebis gadatanac konradis bevrad uf-
ro adre Seqmnil nawarmoebze mxolod pirobiTi retrospeqciis sa-
xiT aris SesaZlebeli (leqcia „ra aris metafizika?“ haidegerma 1929 
wels waikiTxa, xolo sartris „yofiereba da arara“ saerTod, meore 
msoflio omis dros gamoqveynda). magram ukve amgvar retrospeqti-
vaSic naTlad Cans, rom egzistencializmi – ara imdenad rogorc 
konkretuli filosofiuri moZRvreba, aramed ufro farTod, ro-
gorc mTeli epoqis azrovnebis wesi da kulturuli cnobiereba – Tavis 
erT-erT adreul gamoxatulebas swored „wyvdiadis gulSi“ poulobs. 
bolmani marTebulad aRniSnavs, rom „konradis nawarmoebebi savsea 
ideebiT, warmodgenebiT da frazebiT, romlebic egzistencialis-
tur teqstebs mogvagoneben“ (Bohlmann 1991: xiii). magram cxadia isic, 
rom „wyvdiadis guli“ arc filosofiur traqtats da arc momavlis 
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msoflmxedvelobrivi Zvrebis winaswarmetyvelebas ar warmoadgens, 
is mxatvruli nawarmoebia, romlis avtori Zalze Tavisuflad epy-
roba TviT yvelaze Rrmaazrovan filosofiur asociaciebs da maT 
Tavisi mxatvruli miznebisaTvis iyenebs. jon pitersi damajereblad 
amtkicebs, rom novelaSi xSirad naxsenebi „sicariele“ warmoadgens 
„araras“ sinonimur simbolur saxes, Tvisebas, romelsac konradi 
rogorc udabur garemos, ise moqmed pirebsac miawers: „afrikis siCu-
me, misi xmebisgan dacliloba ufro didi sicarielis sinekdoqea, 
es aris araras sicariele (the emptiness of nothingness)“ (Peters 2019). 
dedamiwis, cisa da wylis „cariel usazRvroebaSi“ dgas samxedro gemi, 
romelic xmeleTis ukacriel (cariel!) napirs bombavs (41); marlous 
karWapi „carieli horizontisken“ miemarTeba (84), „carielia“ mdinare, 
romelzedac „diadi siCume dgas“ (82) da sxv. „araras sicarieles“ Seicavs 
TviT kurci – rodesac mas udaburebis CurCuli Caesmoda, „xmamaRali 
eqo aRiZvroda masSi, SigniT, sadac sruli sicariele idga“ (129). si-
carieles, magram ukve ara „miRmiers“, aramed savsebiT xelSesaxebs, 
Seicavs „aguris mWrelic“ – groteskuli personaJi, romelsac marlou 
centralur sadgurze xvdeba: „megona, TiTi rom vatako am gudafSuta 
mefistofels, gavxvret da SigniT araferi aRmoCndeba garda Txevadi 
WuWyisa-Tqo“  (67).  metad  niSandoblivia,  rom  meoTxedi  saukunis   Sem-
deg, tomas elioti gamoiyenebs „sicarielis“ am simbolos Tavis 
usazRvro pesimizmiT aRsavse esqatologiur xilvaSi „fuRuro kace-
bi“ (“Hollow Men”, 1925), sadac is swored „wyvdiadis gulis“ asociaci-
as daeyrdnoba da „sicarieles“ ukve saerTod Tanamedrove adamianis 
Tvisebad warmosaxavs. 

marlous TxrobaSi logikuri Tanmimdevroba da mizez-Sedegob-
rivi kavSirebi darRveulia – udaburebaSi dafaruli „raRac“ erTi 
mxriv  irealuria  da  mas  materialuri  sazRvrebi  ar  gaaCnia,  xolo  me-
ore mxriv, am sazRvars mdinarispira sadgurebi ganasaxiereben, rom-
lebic „Seucnoblis sazRvarze~ dganan. paradoqsia isic, rom udabu-
reba novelaSi personificirebulia, is TiTqos „cocxalia“ da mas 
pirovnuli niSan-Tvisebebi miewereba. aqac gaurkvevelia, es marlo-
us subieqtur STabeWdilebaTa qaosis metaforuli warmosaxvaa, Tu 
udabureba marTla „cocxalia“, an iqneb udaburebis „gacocxleba“ 
xerxia, romlis iqiTac sxva „raRac“ igulisxmeba: „vfiqrobdi, am 
usazRvroebis saxeze aRbeWdili uZraoba, romelic Cven orisken mo-
marTuliyo, STagvagonebda rames Tu safrTxes gviqadda. SegveZlo 
am mdumarebis marTva Tu is gvmarTavda? vgrZnobdi, raoden didi, 
Semzaravad didi iyo is, rac ver laparakobda, an yruc iyo amasTanave“ 
(67-68); udabureba cocxalia, radgan uZraobaSi garinduli tye 
„gamoicqireba dafaruli codnis gamometyvelebiT, momTmeni lodiniT, 
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miuRweveli dumiliT“ (127); Rrma siCume „avismomaswavebeli moTminebiT 
elis“ raRacas (81); udabureba kurcs „iseTebs CasCurCulebda sakuTar 
Tavze, rac TviTonac ar icoda, iseTebs, rasac verc ki gaiazrebda, 
am diadi martoobisgan rom ar mieRo rCeva – da es CurCuli dauokeb-
lad ajadovebda.“(129) mis afrikel satrfos misCerebia udaburebis 
„nayofieri da idumali cxovrebis uzarmazari sxeuli“ (135) da a. S. 

usulo an abstraqtuli sagnisa Tu movlenis „gacocxleba“ 
warmoadgens poetikur xerxs, romelic aRiniSneba ucxod JReradi 
terminiT „prosopopea“, mas agreTve uwodeben xolme gapirovnebas, an 
personifikacias. yvela prosopopea, amave dros, warmoadgens kataqrezas 
– azrobrivad SeuTavsebeli sityvebis SeTavsebas, anu ritorikul 
figuras, romelic gamoxatavs absurds: „udabureba, romelic kurcs 
Tavze xels usvams da raRacaze eCurCuleba,“ an „mdumareba, romelic 
ver laparakobs da yrua“ TavisTavad sxva araferia, Tu ara logikuri 
absurdi. is mxolod gadataniTi, metaforuli mniSvnelobiT aRiqmeba, 
rogorc raRacis gamomxatveli simboluri saxe da swored maSin iZens 
is ritorikul Sinaarss, iqceva kataqrezad. imas, Tu sakuTriv ras 
gamoxatavs konradTan aseTi saxeebi, axsna ar moepoveba, imitom, rom isini 
arafers konkretuls ar gamoxataven. rasac „wyvdiadis gulSi“ vxvdebiT, 
ar warmoadgens tradiciuli gagebiT, metaforul azrovnebas, radgan 
tradiciul saxes yovelTvis aqvs konkretuli aRsaniSni, romelic 
am saxes realobas ukavSirebs da mas am realobas a m s g a v s e b s. 
swored amgvari mimsgavseba Seadgens mimeturi xelovnebis arss. 
amis sawinaaRmdegod, marlous xatovani metyvelebis referenciebi 
gaurkvevelia, bundovania, mravalniSnadia – iseTi, rogoric mkiTxvels 
mxolod romelime alqimiur traqtatSi, an sxva ezoTerul teqstSi 
SeiZleba Sexvdes. es, rogorc wesi, ukve naxsenebi fardaTa sistemaa, 
romlis ukan araferi ar imaleba da sadac mTavari da faseuli swored 
es „fardebia“, anu „postmodernuli“ terminologiiT, swored is 
irreferenciuli niSnebi, romlebic konradis afrikis hiperrealobas 
hqmnian. „wyvdiadis gulis“ alogikur, absurdul saxeebs saerTod ar 
gaaCnia konkretuli cnebiTi aRsaniSni – novela principulad „ara-
mimeturia“, is ar isaxavs miznad im garemosa da moqmedebis (sivrcisa 
da drois) avTentur gadmocemas, romelzedac mogviTxrobs. novelis 
saxeTa  sistema  Tavisi   aRsaniSnebiT  mxolod  pirobiTad   Seesatyvise-
ba im obieqtur garemos, romelic deklarirebulia misi moqmedebis 
sivrced, ris Sedegadac TviT es sivrce novelaSi abstraqtul piro-
biTobad aris qceuli. amitomac aris, rom arc mdinare kongos da arc 
TviT afrikis, rogorc marlous samogzauro sivrcis saxelwodeba, 
nawarmoebSi arc erTxel ar gvxvdeba, iseve, rogorc ar gvxvdeba masSi 
arc erTi afrikuli toponimi da arc mogzaurobis sawyisi wertilis, 
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briuselis saxelwodeba, romelsac marlou „SefeTqil saflavad“ 
moixseniebs (saxe warmodgens maTes saxarebis miniSnebas, 23: 27). marlous 
mier aRwerili realobis es „sizmreuloba“, anu rogorc is TviTon 
uwodebs mas, „ararealuroba,“ warmoadgens metad saintereso xerxs, 
romelic konradis mxatvrul meTods Cveni drois postmodernistul 
warmodgenebTan anaTesavebs. „wyvdiadis gulis“ afrika savsebiT Seg-
viZlia  warmovidginoT  „simulirebul“  sivrced,   radganac  is   arsebi-
Tad aramimeturia da marlous ukiduresad subieqturi STabeWdi-
lebebis qaosidan aris konstruirebuli. amgvarad warmosaxuli si-
namdvile  mkafiod  mogvagonebs  J.  bodriaris  „hiperrealobis“  mxat-
vrul analogs, anu ireferenciul realobas, romelic, frangi mo-
azrovnis Tanaxmad, aRsaniSns moklebul niSanTa sistemas warmoad-
gens (Baudrillard 1995: 6). mis ukan araferia, – aris mxolod „sicariele“, 
is absurdi da „arara,“ romelic, egzistencializmis Tanaxmad, 
ZrwolaSi vlindeba. amgvarad, realobis ireferenciuli xasiaTi, mi-
si „fardismagvaroba“ da sicariele am fardebs ukan mxolod mar-
lous metyvelebaSi ar aris deklarireuli, is ganxorcielebulia 
TviT nawarmoebis mxatvrul qsovilSi, rogorc misi poetikis um-
niSvnelovanesi aspeqti da konradis mxatvruli meTodis ZiriTadi 
Tavisebureba. 

III
miTopoetikuri sivrcis erT-erTi ZiriTadi Tvisebaa sagnebiTa 

da movlenebiT Sevsebuloba – Semavsebeli elementebis gareSe is ub-
ralod, ar arsebobs. vinaidan datvirTviT da mniSvnelobiT es „Se-
mavseblebi“ mkafiod gansxvavdebian erTmaneTisagan, maTi momcveli 
sivrcec yovelTvis da arsebiTad araerTgvarovania. „wyvdiadis gu-
lis“ mxatvrul sivrceSi mTavari simboluri datvirTvis matarebeli 
elementia gza – is am sivrcis mamodelirebel sawyiss warmoadgens, 
radgan „carieli“ sivrce, masSi gamavali gzis gareSe mxatvrulad 
disfunqciuri, an saerTod warmoudgenelia. gzis (da Sesabamisad, 
„mgzavrobis“) arqetipi ara mxolod konradis novelis, aramed saerTod 
miTopoetikuri azrovnebis erT-erT universalias warmoadgens da 
mraval msoflmxedvelobriv sistemas, interkulturul xatsa Tu re-
ligiur warmodgenas udevs safuZvlad. „wyvdiadis gulSi“ am gzas adgas 
maZiebeli gmiri – maradiuli mogzauri, romlis arqetipuli roli 
humanitaruli codnis sxvadasxva dargSi imdenjer aris Seswavlili, 
rom aq misi damatebiTi ganxilva mravalgzis ukve naTqvamis gameoreba 
iqneboda (ix. am Temaze erTgvari mimoxilviT-Semajamebeli esei Hartman 
and Zimberoff 2009). davjerdebiT im faqtis konstatacias, rom marlou, 
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rogorc maZiebeli gmiri (Quester Hero), im didi evropuli tradiciis 
nawils warmoadgens, romelic saTaves „odiseaSi“ iRebs, xolo mTlad 
zogadsakacobrio masStabiT – „gilgameSidan“ iwyeba. am arqetipuli 
roliT, me-20 saukunis Suaxanebis kritika graalis maZiebel rain-
dTanac aigivebda marlous (Thale 1955) . 

mTel am usasrulod mdidarsa da mravalferovan tradiciaSi 
konradis mier Semotanili siaxle imaSi mdgomareobs, rom „wyvdiadis 
gulSi“ marlous saxe figurirebs, rogorc modernistuli gacnobi-
erebuli poetikis elementi, rom is avtoris aracnobierSi mTrTo-
lavi „arqetipis“ spontanur xorcSesxmas ki ar warmoadgens, aramed 
warmosaxulia konradis mier, rogorc maZiebeli gmiri, romelic yve-
la siuJetur, asociaciur da simbolur WrilSi mis gacnobierebul 
mxatvrul mizans gamoxatavs. TviT marlous saxis Sinagani logikis 
garda, amas mowmobs ramdenime pirwmindad „modernistuli“ alu-
zia, romlebic ironiulad imowmebs Ziebis motivs sxvadasxva miTo-
logiuri siuJetebidan da am gziT konradis teqstSi parodiuli in-
terteqstualoba Semoaqvs. im droisaTvis, rodesac konradi werda, es 
mniSvnelovani siaxle iyo, romelic inglisurenovan literaturaSi 
kars momdgar cvlilebebze metyvelebda – parodiuli asocirebis 
teqnika, romlis Canasaxebsac konradi iyenebs, oci wlis Semdeg sul 
sxva masStabebs miiRebs da jeimz joisis, tomas eliotis, ezra pa-
undis nawarmoebebSi wamyvan adgils daimkvidrebs. spilos Zvlis 
damzadebis kompanias, romelic marlous kontraqts uformebs da 
samuSaod afrikaSi agzavnis, „eldorados kvleva-Ziebis“ kompania 
hqvia, rac Ziebis magistraluri siuJetis (e.w. „monomiTis“, jozef 
kempbeli) ironiul damowmebas warmoadgens. kompaniis saTao ofisis 
moxuci eqimi im brZenkacis, jadoqris, an sxva romelime mistikuri 
figuris parodiul versias ganasaxierebs, gzis dasawyisSi maZiebel 
gmirs rom moZRvravs da mgzavrobis siZneleebze afrTxilebs. eqimi 
lamis sityvasityviT umeorebs marlous tradiciuli siuJetebis kli-
Sirebul frazas, rom mas „iq“ (uimedo mgzavrobaSi, ukvdavebis wya-
ros wylis ZiebaSi, jojoxeTSi, „mousavleTSi“ da a.S.) wasuli bevri 
unaxavs, ukan mobrunebuli ki – ara („eh, aRarasodes minaxavs“ (37)). saTao 
ofisis epizodSi, maZiebeli gmiris tradiciul „zebunebriv SemweTa“ 
(Supernatural aid) rols asruleben Salis mqsoveli dedabrebi, romle-
bic parodiul moirebs (berZnuli miTologiis bedis qalRmerTebs) 
ganasaxiereben. Zafi, romliTac isini qsoven adamianis sicocxlea da 
marlous mogzaurobis bedi am zebunebrivad informirebuli moxuce-
bis xelSia. maT `yvelaferi icodnen“ da „wyvdiadis kars darajobdneno, 
(36), ambobs marlou – kumes sibilas msgavsad, romelmac agreTve 
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„yvelaferi icis“ da hadesis Sesasvlels darajobs „eneidis“ meeqvse 
eklogaSi, sadac is qvesknelis gzas miaswavlis eneass. yovelive es 
jer kidev nawarmoebis dasawyisSi, erTgvari „Semzadebis“ saxiT eZleva 
mkiTxvels da ukve Semdeg asociaciurad gasdevs marlous mTel gzas, 
„wyvdiadis gulisaken“ mTel mis mgzavrobas.

TxrobiTi dro da sivrce novelaSi Zalze specifikurad aris 
ganawilebuli, ufro sworad, warmosaxulia, rogorc marlous su-
bieqturi, fsiqologiuri sivrce-dro. misTvis ufro mniSvnelovani 
mgzavrobis nawili TxrobiTi drois bevrad ufro grZel monakveTs 
ikavebs da droc am monakveTSi, masSi aRwerili mdinaris msgavsad, 
mdored miedineba. amitom aris, rom Txrobis umetesi nawili (da Se-
sabamisad, TxrobiTi drois ZiriTadi monakveTi) geografiulad mok-
le manZils uWiravs – sakuTriv mdinariT marlous mgzavrobas, maSin 
rodesac briuselidan kongos deltamde uSvelebeli sivrcis gadalax-
va  sul  oriode  gverdSi  eteva,  xolo  wyvdiadis  gulidan  ukan,   Tana-
droul civilizaciaSi dabruneba saerTod elviseburad xdeba. mdi-
nare, romelic novelis sivrces hkveTs, amave dros drois dinebasac 
ganasaxierebs – misi saSualebiT marlou sivrceSic mogzaurobs da 
droSic. Tavisi karWapiT, is TviT preistoriaSi da pirvelyofil 
samyaroSi miiwevs – iq, sadac (da rodesac) cnobiereba jer kidev 
ar arsebobda da qveynierebas mxolod mcenareuli safari faravda: 
„mdinaris aRma svla msoflios uadreules sawyisTaken mogzaurobas 
hgavda, roca mcenareni daTareSobdnen miwaze da xeebi mefeni iy-
vnen“ (82). `davexetebodiT preistoriul dedamiwaze, romelic uc-
nob planetas waagavdao“, ambobs marlou (85). mdinare rogorc sim-
bolurad, ise siuJeturadac (gzaze momxdari faTerakebis saxiT) ewi-
naaRmdegeba, SeZlebisdagvarad aferxebs droSi ukusvlas, anu dine-
bis sawinaaRmdegod, saTaveebisaken aRmasvlas. misi, rogorc sivrce-
drois makonstruirebeli simbolos, funqcia swored imaSi mdgoma-
reobs, rom is warmoqmnis drois gasivrcoebis, misi „spacializaciis“ 
efeqts. es efeqti ukve konretul, „mimetur“ sivrcesa da dros ki 
aRar Seesatyviseba, aramed warmoadgens simbolurad ganzogadebul 
sivrcobriv kontinuums – miTopoetikur qronotops. swored am qro-
notopis farglebSi xdeba universaluri moqmedeba, romelic yvela 
sivrcesa da yvela droSi SeiZleba moxdes da xdeba kidec – maZiebeli 
gmiri adgas gzas da dabrkolebebis gadalaxviT, Tavisi miznisaken 
miemarTeba – „sul ufro da ufro miviwevdiT wyvdiadis gulSio,“ 
ambobs marlou (85). erTi sityviT, novelaSi xdeba Ziebis miTologemis 
simboluri, siuJeturi da xatovani xorcSesxma, nawarmoebis mxatvrul 
qsovilSi misi realizacia. uSualo gancdiT-inteleqtualuri efeq-
ti, romelsac drois amgvari spacializacia iwvevs isaa, rom mdinareze 
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mgzavrobis monakveTSi CaRrmavebisas mkiTxveli „kargavs“ sivrcesa da 
droSi orientaciis unars da TiTqos marlousTan erTad, pirvelyo-
fili udaburebis wyvdiadSi miikvlevs gzas miznisaken, romelic mis-
Tvis iseve rogorc TviT marlousaTvis, gaurkveveli da bundovania. 
„dReebi erTmaneTs ebmoda da napiri ar icvleboda, TiTqos adgilidan 
ar viZvrodiT... Cven ver aRviqvamdiT garemos; mivcuravdiT aCrdili-
viT, gaocebulni da farulad SeSfoTebulni, sagiJeTis aRfrTova-
nebul afeTqebaSi moxvedrili, saR gonebaze myofi kaciviT. veras 
vigebdiT, radgan Zalze Sors viyaviT da aRar gvaxsovda, radgan pir-
vel saukuneTa RameSi vmogzaurobdiT, gardasul saukuneTa, romel-
Ta arc niSani SemogvrCenia, arc mexsiereba“(86) – amgavarad aRwers 
„drois sivrced qcevas“ marlou da es ganwyobileba imdenad marlo-
us deklarirebuli ar aris, ramdenadac TviT nawarmoebis mxatvrul 
qsovilSia ganxorcielebuli, rogorc gamomsaxvel saSualebaTa 
kombinirebiT miRweuli mxatvruli efeqti. cxadia, es yovelive di-
di mwerluri ostatobis mizandasaxul Sedegs warmoadgens da ara 
ubralod, spontanuri niWierebis intuiciur „gamonaTebas“. rogorc 
WeSmaritad modernisti xelovani, Tavis principulad „aramimetur“ 
nawarmoebSi konradi ise epyroba drosa da sivrces, rogorc saWirod 
sTvlis da rogorc mas moesurveba.

iseT miTopoetikur teqstSi, rogoric „wyvdiadis gulia“, gzis 
miTologema bevrad ufro rTul mniSvnelobebsa da simbolur kono-
taciebs Seicavs, vidre konkretuli geografiuli mdinare kongos 
asociacia, romelic nebismier mkiTxvels aReZvreba am nawarmoebTan 
gacnobisas. „miTopoetikur cnobierebaSi gza aRiqmeba, rogorc siv-
rcis kvintesencia, rogorc misi intensificirebuli Sejameba da 
xazovani,   erTganzomilebiani   xati...  gza  mniSvnelovanwilad   im   per-
sonaJs Seesatyviseba, romelic am gzis subieqts warmoadgens,“ wers 
cnobili rusi mkvlevari v. toporovi (Топоров 1983: 271) da es azri 
konradis SemTxvevaSic marTebulia – „wyvdiadis gulSi“ gza masze mi-
mavali mgzavrisgan ganuyofelia. marlous metaforul metyvelabaSi 
mdinare TiTqos vizualuradac im sivrced iqceva, romelSic marlou 
xan Tavis gemianad „Caikargeba“, xan sivrce „Seikvreba“ mis Tavze („ho-
rizonti gadaixsna Cvens win da daixura Cvens ukan, TiTqosda tye 
auCqareblad gadmovida mdinareze, raTa ukan dasabrunebeli gza ga-
daeketa. (85); „ramdenime dReSi eldorados eqspedicia yovlismTmen 
udaburebaSi Caikarga, rac ise Seikra maT ukan, zRva rom Seikvris 
xolme myvinTavis Tavze“ (81), mkiTxvels warmodgena ara aqvs imaze, Tu 
rogoria marlous cnobierebis miRma is „diadi mdinare“, romelzedac 
misi karWapi micuravs – „kurcis Ziebis gzaze yvelaferi mxolod im 
saxiT aris realuri, ra saxiTac is marlous warmoudgeba“ (Alvarez 2003: 
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9). meore mxriv, marlous, rogorc xasiaTis, mTeli evolucia nawarmo-
ebSi swored im gziT aris ganpirobebuli, romelsac is londonidan 
da Semdeg briuselidan kongos saTaveebSi kurcTan stumrobamde ga-
moivlis; TviT marlou, rogorc personaJi, am gziT ganisazRvreba. 
gza, mdinare da am mdinariT mgzavroba novelaSi ara mxolod sivrcis 
mamodelirebeli sawyisia, aramed im gmirisac, romelsac es gza, 
toporovis terminologiiT rom vTqvaT, „Seesatyviseba“. 

metad sagulisxmoa, rom dasavlur miTopoetikur azrovnebas 
odiTganve axasiaTebda kosmosis „interiorizacia“, anu misi erTgvar 
Semofarglul, daxSul sivrced warmodgena (amis Sesaxeb ufro 
vrclad ix.: McClintock 1984: 39). am tradiciuli principis Sesabamisad, 
„wyvdiadis gulis“ miTopoetikuri sivrcec iseT niSanTa sistemiT 
aris SemosazRvruli, romlis iqiTac mkiTxveli ver aRwevs da swo-
red es sistema aZlevs am sivrces „interierul“ saxes. TviT kon-
radis metafora rom moviSvelioT, es „varskvlavebiT moWedili 
wyvdiadi“ (140) sivrcobriv paradoqssac warmoadgens, radgan is 
erTgvarad „Semofarglulic“ aris da amave dros, Tvaluwvdenelic. 
mdinare, romelic junglebSi miedineba, isea SefuTuli marlous ha-
lucinaciebiT, rom rCeba STabeWdileba, TiTqos am udaburebis iqiT 
(anu imis iqiT, rasac marlou xedavs) aRaraferi aRar aris da Tu ram 
aris – is „raRac“ irealuria, „miRmieria“. mirCa eliades azriT, amgva-
ri sivrce tradiciulad Seicavs sakralur nawils – centrs, prof-
anul periferias da qaoss, romelic am sivrces perimetrze esazRvre-
ba. centrisken yovelTvis mivyavarT gzas, romelic profanul sivrces 
hkveTs da sakraluri realobisken miemarTeba. „am simbolikis maga-
liTia borobuduris uSvelebeli taZari kunZul iavaze, – wers eli-
ade, – romelSi SeRwevac samyaros centrisaken eqstatikuri mogza-
urobis ekvivalenturia. momlocveli, miaRwevs ra zeda terasas, su-
lierebis sxva doneze gadadis da sakralur sivrceSi aRwevs, romelic 
profanuli samyaros miRma mdebareobs“ (Eliade 1963: 41). eliades war-
mosaxviTi momlocvelis msgavsad, marlouc Tavisi sivrcis sakralu-
ri centrisaken miemarTeba – is novelis dasawyisSive ambobs, `megona, 
rom imis nacvlad, kontinentis Suagulisaken wavsuliyavi, dedamiwis 
centrisaken  mivdiodio“  (40).  borobuduris   sakralur  sivrceSi   SeR-
weva (anu samyaros sakraluri centris wvdoma) simbolurad ganasaxi-
erebs budisturi srulyofilebis gzas, an am gzis ritualur gaTama-
Sebas, rasac gasxivosneba unda mohyves. SemTxveviT ar aris „wyvdiadis 
gulSi“ marlou orjer Sedarebuli budasTan – nawarmoebis TavSic da 
boloSic is fexmorTxmuli, lotosis pozaSi zis da ise uyveba msmene-
lebs Tavisi mogzaurobis ambavs. paradoqsia, magram marlous Ziebis 
dasasruls gasxivosneba marlous ki ara, kurcs xvdeba wilad, Tumca 
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aSkaraa, rom „araras“ gacxadebis iracionalur impulss nawilobriv 
marlouc iziarebs: „raki mec gadavixede zRvars miRma, mivxvdi (xazi 
Cemia – T.k.), ras niSnavda misi mzera...“ (153). da mainc, xan „moqadage“, 
xan „WvretaSi CaZirul“ budasTan Sedarebis miuxedavad, marlous gza 
ar warmoadgens calsaxad budisturi srulyofilebis bilikis ana-
logs – es ZiriTadi simbolo novelaSi ukiduresad mravalniSnadia. 
interpretatorTa nawili miiCnevs, rom marlous mgzavroba warmo-
adgens koleqtiur aracnobierSi simbolur CaRrmavebas, an adamianis 
fsiqikuri samyaros centrisaken, e.w. „TviTobisken“ (Das Selbst, iungi) 
mimaval gzas. analitikur fsiqologiaSi am gzas individuaciis pro-
cesi  hqvia  da  simbolurad,  iungi  mas  mandalas  kidedan misi  centri-
saken mimaval bilikad warmoidgens (Jung 1989: 196). unda iTqvas, rom 
amgvari interpretacia sakmaod damajerebelia, Tumca am SemTxvevaSic 
(rogorc konradis „egzistencializmze“ msjelobisas), mxolod mwer-
lis intuiciur mignebebze SeiZleba saubari da ara realur paralel-
ze, an, miTumetes, raime „gavlenaze“ – Tavisi pirveli mniSvnelovani 
naSromi, „aracnobieris fsiqologia“ (1912) iungma „wyvdiadis gulis“ 
gamocemidan mxolod cameti wlis Semdeg gamoaqveyna. 

IV
im halucinaciur, arsebiTad – bodviT realobaSi, romelsac 

marlou aRwers, mniSvnelovani adgili uWiravs samyaros paradoq-
sulobisa da misi absurdulobis demonstracias. paradoqsi novelaSi 
mravalgvaria – kiTxvis procesSi irkveva, magaliTad, rom „wyvdiadis 
gulis“ yovlismomcveli mdumareba xSirad xmauriania, xolo uZra-
oba da gaSeSebuloba – dinamiuri da moZravi. marlous mTeli mog-
zaurobis manZilze TiTqosda samarisebr siCumes sistematurad ar-
Revs napiridan mosuli dafdafebis xma – novelaSi rogorc minimum 
xuTjer aris saubari imaze, rom „didi dafdafis monotonuri xma 
moguduli dartymebiTa da gagrZelebuli vibraciiT avsebda haers“ 
(141). periodulad iqaurobas SesZravs mdinaris zedapirze uSvelebe-
li Tevzis kudis tylaSunic, rac ra Tqma unda, gazviadebaa, magram 
marlous metyvelebaSi saerTodac Zalze xSiria hiperbolebi („dilis 
sami saaTi iqneboda, romeliRaca didma Tevzma gaitylaSuna mdinareSi 
da ise wamovxti fexze, TiTqos Tofis xma gamegonos“ (93); „Soridan 
yrud moismoda mZlavri tylaSuni da Cxriali, TiTqos ixtiozavri 
iRebda abazanas diadi mdinaris bzinvarebaSi“ (74)). garda amisa, xSirad 
ismis junglebidan wamosuli veluri Rriali, romelic mTel aremares 
efineba („tyis siRrmidan iseTi JrJolismomgvreli, mgloviare da 
SiSiTa da sasowarkveTiT aRsavse kivili gaisma, TiTqos ukanaskneli 
imedi qreboda dedamiwaze“ (106)). „garindulsa da idumal uZraobaSi“ xan  
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Jriamulis  xma ismis, xan brZolis  yiJina, magram „gaSeSebuli“ peizaJis 
gamococxlebis kulminaciaa marlous karWapze velurebis Tavdasxmis 
scena: „TiTqos uecrad, farda gadamacales Tvalebidan, gavarCie im 
Cabnelebuli xlarTebis siRrmeSi SiSveli sxeulebi, mklavebi, fexebi, 
mogizgize Tvalebi – buCqebi gaivso adamianebis moZravi, brinjaos-
frad mbzinavi kidurebiT. totebi krTodnen, irxeodnen da tydebod-
nen, isrebi mofrinavdnen...“ (104). 

novelis mTavari da albaT yvelaze moulodneli paradoqsi is 
aris, rom masSi warmosaxuli pirquSi da wyvdiadiT moculi sivrce 
sinamdvileSi arc bnelia da arc wyvdiadiT moculi. dakvirvebuli 
mkiTxvelis Tvals „wyvdiadis guli“ sxvadasxvagvarad ganaTebul siv-
rced warmoudgeba – „varskvlavebiT moWedili wyvdiadidan“ (140) (rac 
TavisTavad ukve paradoqsia) laplapa mziT ganaTebul peizaJamde – 
“qviSian napirebze hipoebi da aligatorebi gverdi-gverd eficxebod-
nen mzes“ (82). mziani amindi xvdeba marlous ukve mdinaris SesarTav-
Tan, rodesac is Sveduri samgzavro orTqlmavlis gembanidan gadah-
yurebs Tavisi mogzaurobis sawyis wertils: „navmisadgomi SeWrili-
yo mdinareSi... TvalismomWrel mzis SuqSi iZireboda yovelive. „ager 
Tqveni kompaniis sadguri, miTxra Svedma“ (45). manamde, Svedi uyveba 
marlous Tavisi Tanamemamulis ambavs, romelmac im midamoebSi Tavi 
CamoixrCo – „mzem dascada, an iqneb qveyanam“ (44). marlou xan borc-
vis piras dgas „TvalismomWrel mzeSi“(47), xan sadgurSi Tvalyurs 
adevnebs „kacebs, umiznod rom daborialoben ezoSi, mzisgulze“ 
(60). magram ufro xSirad, „wyvdiadiT“ moculi sivrce mkiTxvels 
warmoudgeba, rogorc mzis Suqze gadaSlili panorama junglisa da 
mdinaris, romelsac mxolod marlou aRiqvams wyvdiadad: „mimovixede 
da ar vici, ratom, magram garwmunebT, rom arasodes, manamde arasodes 
momCvenebia es mdinare, es jungli, es mbzinavi cis TaRi iseTi uimedo 
da bneli”(125). faqtobrivad, marlou Takara mzis sxivebSi mogzaurobs, 
mzeze molivlive mdinariT – maSin, rodesac „koSkebiviT aRmarTuli 
mravalricxovani xeebis saxuravze mzis patara, kaSkaSa burTi ekida 
da yovelive srulyofil uZraobaSi garinduliyo“ (93). paradoqss 
amZafrebs isic, rom wyvdiadi da mcxunvare mzis sxivebi novelaSi ara 
mxolod monacvleoben, aramed zogierT „gaSeSebul kadrSi“ emTxvevi-
an kidec erTmaneTs: „mzis naTebaSi sixaruli ar igrZnoboda. wylis 
grZeli zolebi ikargebodnen daCrdiluli siSoris wyvdiadSi. qviSi-
an napirebze hipoebi da aligatgorebi gverdi-gverd eficxebodnen 
mzes“ (82). erTi sityviT, mogzaurobis „Rameuloba“, misi garemomcveli 
wyvdiadi,  iseve,  rogorc  am  mogzaurobis  simboluri  mizani  –   wyvdi-
adis guli – marlous subieqturi, emociuri aRqmis Sedegia. amav-
droulad, is miTosuri „Ramis mgzavrobisa“ da „jojoxeTs CaRwevis“ 
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simboluri da xatovani aqsesuaric aris, rac literaturaSi mraval-
gzis yofila Seswavlili (ix. Feder 1955; Spivack 1965; ix. agr.: Tavi “The 
Night Journey” pol farkasis metad sayuradRebo naSromSi Farkas 1972). 

paradoqsulad, marlous mier moyolili istoriis Semfasebels 
novelaSi ganasaxierebs TviTon marlou – teqstSi mkafiod ikiTxeba 
metateqstualobis niSnebi im gagebiT, ra gagebiTac am xerxs ganmar-
tavs J. jeneti (Genett 1997: 4). imas, rac novelaSi xdeba, marlous garda 
sxva komentatori ara hyavs, samagierod, Tavis warmosaxul situacias 
TviTon marlou ukeTebs komentars. im epizodSi, sadac marlou 
ambobs, rom sizmris moyolas cdilobs, mas TviTon Seaqvs eWvi Tavisi 
Txrobis marTebulobaSi: „ase mgonia, TqvenTvis sizmris moyolas 
vcdilob, mcdeloba amaoa, radgan sizmris moyola ver gadmoscems 
sizmris gancdas...“ (69). marlous msjeloba subieqturia, magram obi-
eqturad, novelis teqsti Seicavs Sefasebas, romelic nawilia imave 
teqstis, romelsac es Sefaseba Seexeba. am xerxis gamoyenebis sxva, 
aranakleb sagulisxmo momentia, rodesac marlou sakuTar monaTx-
robs moixseniebs, rogorc absurds, rodesac is swyvets Txrobas da 
isev komentars ukeTebs Tavissave moyolil situacias: „absurdia? ho, 
absurdi. RmerTo maRalo... iyos absurdi – jandabas! absurdi! Zmebo, 
ras eliT im kacisagan, vinc aRelvebisagan gembans iqiT gadaisvris wyvil 
axal fexsacmels!“ (109) – manamde marlou hyveba, Tu rogor gadais-
rola gembanidan erTi fexsacmeli da cota xanSi meorec miayola.

absurdi, romliTac marlou axasiaTebs sakuTar Txrobas, wyvdi-
adis gulis mTel mxatvrul samyaros msWvalavs da TiTqmis yvela 
detals moicavs. marlous xatovan metyvelebaSi TviT paradoqsebic 
isea „SefuTuli“, rom maT mxolod dakvirvebis unariT aRWurvili 
mkiTxveli SeamCnevs, magram masac gauWirdeba im saRi azris daWera, 
romelic am paradoqsebSi logikur winaaRmdegobas moxsnis da maT 
absurdisagan ganasxvavebs. absurdi „wyvdiadis gulSi“ yvela do-
nezea Cadebuli – rogorc TxrobiTi situaciebis warmosaxvaSi, ise 
personaJTa portretebSi, winadadebebis logikur-semantikur agebu-
lebasa da gameorebad saxeTa monacvleobaSi. absurdi sulac erT 
frazaSi zogjer imgvarad aris koncentrirebuli, rom masSi konra-
dis SemoqmedebiTi mrwamsis mniSvnelovani nawili ikiTxeba. magaliTad, 
rodesac marlou kurcTan Sexvedris Semdeg Tavis STabeWdilebebs 
aRwers, is ambobs, rom „miwa ara hgavda miwas“ (sityvasityviT, „miwa 
aramiwieri iyo“, The earth seemed unearthly), sadac uaryofa calke simbo-
luri datvirTvis matarebelia da imis mimniSnebeli, rom miwis, 
qveynis, samyaros daxasiaTeba da misi Secnoba SesaZlebelia mxolod 
iqidan gamomdinare, rac is ar aris. rogorc en maqlinToqi aRniSnavs 
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Tavis metad sayuradRebo werilSi, „uaryofiTi afiqsi aq samyaros 
miuwvdomlobis, misi Seucnobadobis gramatikul niSans warmoad-
gens da aqedan gamomdinare, is mimesisze uaris Tqmas gamoxatavs. gan-
sazRvreba “unearthly” (aramiwieri) sxva araferia, Tu ara misi obieqtis, 
„miwis“ (earth) dialeqtikuri uaryofa da Znelad erTiandeba masTan 
sityviT „waagavda,“ romelic imas niSnavs, rom TviT es msgavsebac 
SeiZleba moCvenebiTi iyos... es aris absurdis mtkiceba, mtkiceba imisa, 
rom samyaro „miuwvdomelia adamianuri azrovnebisaTvis da daundo-
beli adamianuri sisusteebisadmi“ (McClintock: 1984: 46-47). 

samyaros alogikurobas, mis absurdulobas da, aqedan gamom-
dinare, Seucnobadobas gamoxatavs novelaSi warmosaxuli siuJeturi 
situaciebic. situaciuri absurdia, magaliTad, is, rom marlous 
aRweriT, frangebis samxedro gemi afrikis napirTan dgas da Tavis 
zarbaznebs ukacriel sanapiros uSens: „cariel usazRvroebaSi deda-
miwisa, cisa da wylisa, gemi idga, miuwvdomeli, da kontinents bombavda... 
buh, gaisroda erT-erTi eqvs duimiani zarbazani; gamovardeboda 
mcire cecxli da gahqreboda, gaifanteboda erTibewo TeTri boli, 
sustad daiwivlebda patara yumbara da araferic ar xdeboda“ (42-
43). absurdulia afeTqebebi, romelTa mowme xdeba marlou samgzavro 
gemidan napirze Camosvlisas – „mZime da Clungma afeTqebam Searyia 
miwa“ (45), viTom rkinigzas aSeneben, magram am afeTqebis garda, aravi-
Tari samuSaos kvalic arsad Cans. absurdulia situacia, rodesac 
evropidan Camosul kapitan marlous misi samarTavi gemi mdinareSi 
CaZiruli (!) xvdeba da mogzaurobis gasagrZeleblad mas am gemis 
fskeridan amozidva sWirdeba. absurds waagavs isic, rom napirze ris 
vaivaglaxiT amoTreuli karWapis SesakeTebeli moqlonebis Zebna, am 
moqlonebze saubari da maTze wuxili, mciredi intervalebiT, Txrobi-
Ti sivrcis Svid gverds ikavebs maSin, rodesac mTeli novelis mocu-
loba sul  asiode  gverdia. aranakleb absurdulad JRers  ori Savi  qaT-
mis gamo atexil CxubSi marlous winamorbedis mkvlelobis tragi-
komikuri istoria – absurdi „wyvdiadis gulSi“ xSirad parodiuli, 
ironiuli, an sulac groteskuli saxeebiT da situaciebiT gamoixate-
ba. absurdulad gamoiyurebian mdinarispira sadgurebis TeTrkaniani 
TanamSromlebic – erT-erT maTgans, „aguris mWrels“, romelsac TiT-
qos agurebs damzadeba abaria, agurebTan araviTari kavSiri ara aqvs 
(saerTod, „sadgurze aguris natexs wamladac ver ipovidiT“ ( 62)) da sul 
raRac ingredientis Camosvlas elodeba, romlis gareSec am agurebs 
ver daamzadebs. swored misgan gaigebs marlou pirvelad kurcis 
Sesaxeb, rom „igi rCeulia... igia emisari sibralulisa, mecnierebisa da 
progresisa da eSmakma icis kidev risa“ (65). absurdulad parodiuli 
figuraa novelis fantasmagoriul samyaroSi tambovidan moxvedrili 
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spilos Zvlis rusi treideri, romelsac Wrela-Wrula ZonZebi acvia 
da marlous arlekins agonebs. uCveulobiT absurdamde miyvanili 
saxea karWapis Rumlis meloti ostati, romelsac wveri welamde 
swvdeba, eqvsi Svili hyavs dasTan datovebuli, mtredebis gafrena 
uyvars da roca lafSi xoxavs, navis muclis qveS (ratom xoxavs lafSi 
navis muclis qveS Rumlis ostati?), wvers TeTri xelsaxociT ikravs, 
romelsac sabmurebi aqvs yurebze Camosakideblad da romelsac is 
yoveldRe recxavs da xeebze gasaSrobad hkidebs (73). absurdulobis 
garda, yvela am parodiul figuras erTi saerTo Tviseba axasiaTebs 
– esaa gamoCenis erTjeradoba. novelis warmosaxviT scenaze isini 
mxolod erTxel gamoCndebian, Seasruleben TavianT rols „wyvdiadis 
gulis“ parodiul karnavalSi da uCinardebian – rogorc wesi, ukvalod. 
maTgan gansxvavebiT, mudmiv absurdul fons hqmnian novelaSi e. w. „pi-
ligrimebi“ (momlocvelebi?), romelTa ricxvi Teqvsmetidan oc kacam-
de meryeobs. mdinarispira WaobebSi, WuWySi, lafSi, talaxSi sasiaru-
lod  maT  vardisferi  piJamoebi  (!)  acviaT  da  grZel  joxebs  daatare-
ben – „namdvilad mjera, rom loginSic am joxebiT wvebodneno“ (66), 
ambobs marlou. sruliad gaurkvevelia, saidan gaCdnen es figurebi 
marlous gembanze, ra konkretuli mizniT daemgzavrnen mas. marlou 
gakvriT axsenebs piligrimebis wvrilman treiderobas, magram realu-
rad maT „dro gahyavdaT erTmaneTis gakilvasa da erTurTisaTvis 
suleluri intrigebis mowyobaSi.... sxva yvelaferiviT esec arare-
aluri iyo: Zils uTxridnen, cils swamebdnen, sZuldaT erTmaneTi...“ 
(63). sixarbisagan da spilos Zvlis uSedego Ziebisagan lamis Wkuidan 
gadamdgari es „momlocvelebi“ mogzaurobis bolomde ar toveben 
marlous, rac misi mogzaurobis, rogorc parodiuli „piligrimobis“, 
an ararsebuli „wminda adgilebis“ moxilvisa Tu „molocvis“ absur-
dul paralelsac warmoqmnis. piligrimebi kurcTan mitmasnebasac 
aswreben – marlou maT kurcis amalaSi mohkravs Tvals. rodesac 
msaxuri biWi gamoacxadebs cnobil frazas „mista kurc – igi mkvda-
ri“, piligrimebi „uklebliv gacvivdebian oTaxidan“ micvalebulis 
sanaxavad da kurcis bedis mTeli sarkazmic is aris, rom „meore dRes 
piligrimebma raRac Cafles talaxian ormoSi“ (152). raRa Tqma unda, 
absurdis niSnebs Seicavs TviT kurcic – SavkanianTa tomis TeTrka-
niani beladi, romelsac „adgilobrivi demonebis ierarqiaSi Zalian 
maRali safexuri uWiravs“ da wyvdiadis gulis „sakuTar“ Semogarens 
erTpirovnulad ganagebs, rogorc boroti RvTaeba, an am RvTaebis 
ganmasaxierebeli Samani. absurdulad parodiulia kurcis pirvelive 
gamoCena – veluri pompezurobiT aRsavse msvleloba-aRlumi, sadac 
is sakaciT mohyavT, rogorc RvTaeba, an tomis beladi: „uecrad sax-
lis kuTxidan gamoCnda adamianTa jgro, TiTqos miwidan amoZvrneno. 
welamde balaxs moapobdnen erT jgufad, SuaSi xeldaxel Sekowiwebuli 
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sakace mohqondaT...“ maT mohyveboda „SubebiT, isrebiT, farebiT Se-
iaraRebuli, velurgamoxedvian da mxecurad moZrav adamianTa nakadi.“ 
marloum dainaxa „sakaceze mwoli kaci rogor wamojda, gamxdari 
iyo da mklavi maRla aRemarTa... ukiduresad vRelavdi absurdulad 
saxifaTo viTarebis gamo... vxedavdi gamxdar xels, mbrZaneblurad 
aRmarTuls, moZrav qveda ybas, quSad mkvesav Cacvenil Tvalebsa da 
groteskulad moqanave ConCxad qceul Tavs. kurci... kurci germanu-
lad mokles niSnavs, ara?“ (132). 

novelaSi gamefebul pirquS, ironiul orazrovnebasa da samya-
ros absurdul suraTs literaturaSi xSirad ukavSireben sartrisa da 
kamius egzistencializms, an mTlianad 1940-60-iani wlebis absurdis 
literaturas (ix. Bohlmann 1991; McClintock 1984). sxva drois esTetiku-
ri da msoflmxedvelobrivi warmodgenebiT konradis interpretaciis 
mcdeloba savsebiT gasagebia – „wyvdiadis guli“ TiTqos imTaviTve 
„amovardnili“ iyo Tavisi epoqis kulturuli konteqstidan. dro, ro-
desac is iqmneboda – fin-de-siècle inglisur literaturaSi cnobilia, 
rogorc gviani romantizmis, viqtorianuli realizmisa da dekaden-
turi esTetizmis Tanaarsebobis xana. viqtorianul esTetikas xarks 
uxdida im drois yvela, an TiTqmis yvela ingliseli mwerali. jozef 
konradis „wyvdiadis guli,“ iseve, rogorc ori wliT masze adre Seq-
mnili „zangi ‘narcisidan’~ da odnav mogvianebiT gamoqveynebuli „lord 
jimi,“ Znelad aRiqmeba am literaturuli da kulturuli konteqstis 
nawilad – is sruliad sxva epoqis dasawyiss moaswavebs. trendi, 
romelsac im dros konradi uyris safuZvels, meoce saukuneSi grZel-
deba da misi kvali, modernistuli literaturis gavliT, ukve lamis 
asi  wlis   Semdeg,  amerikul   postmodernizmSi   cnaurdeba.  „wyvdiadis 
guli“ saerTod is SemTxvevaa, rodesac nawarmoebi „ewinaaRmdegeba“ 
Tavisi drois kriteriumebiTa da warmodgenebiT midgomas; is TiT-
qos TavisiT „iTxovs“ momavlis filosofiuri, fsiqologiuri, 
kulturologiuri naazreviT interpretacias, an rogorc minimum, 
momavlis literaturul-kritikuli meTodologiiT midgomas. dRes 
warmoudgeneli iqneboda, magaliTad, konradis novelis axsna tra-
diciuli „biografiuli kritikis“ poziciebidan, iqidan gamomdina-
re, rom novelis Seqmnamde ramdenime wliT adre, konradma TviTon 
imogzaura afrikaSi da moinaxula kongo – TavisTavad sagulisxmo, 
magram mxatvruli fenomenis axsnis TvalsazrisiT naklebad gamosa-
degi faqti. is, rom konradis novelis analizi obieqturad iTxovs 
im meTodologiis gamoyenebas, romelic misi epoqis gadasaxedidan 
Soreuli momavalia, CvenTvis ki awmyo, an arc Tu didi xnis warsuli, 
yvelaze ukeT warmoaCens mis mwerlur ostatobas da imas mowmobs, 
rom „wyvdiadis guli“ Soreul sacavSi, mtvrian Taroze Semosadebi 
wigni namdvilad ar aris. 
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Teimuraz Kobakhidze
(Georgia)

Mythopoetic Space and the Mytheme of the Way in Joseph Conrad’s 
Heart of Darkness

Summary

Key words: Joseph Conrad, Myth, Road Mythologem, Seeking Hero. 

From the viewpoint of the genre, Heart of Darkness comprises all the features that 
pertain to modernist short fiction. However, the novella, published as early as in 1899, 
predates the golden age of modernism by quite a period of time. Mythopoetic space of 
modernist work represents its inner dimension, rife with images of symbolic and archetypal 
significance and their connotations. In works organized by conscious myth-making, this 
space is often created by alluding to archaic, biblical, or Greco-Roman cosmogonies and 
eschatological myths, along with allusions to ‘sacred and forbidden’ knowledge, esoteric 
texts, and widespread intercultural icons. Apart from special intellectualism, all such texts 
are unified by the common feature of non-mimetic attitude towards reality. As early as at 
the end of the 19th century Joseph Conrad was first to depict such an image – fictional 
African jungle and the winding waterway of the river, which emerges as the formative 
symbolic image of the space. All these symbolic and associative images distinguish the 
mythopoetic space of Heart of Darkness as a very important subtext – a kind of in-depth 
‘text within the text’, or meta-text. It is perceived differently from the surface meaning of 
the work, and its symbolic and semantic connotations indicate a different kind of reality 
– not the one which is directly conveyed in Heart of Darkness, but as if it was ‘something 
else’, something specifically vague and indefinite, but ubiquitous in Conrad’s novella. 
This in-depth dimension – to use the metaphor of the title, the heart of darkness itself, 
as well as the images that express it, is hardly subject to a specific definition; it is highly 



159

miTopoetikuri sivrce da gzis miTologema jozef konradis novelaSi 
„wyvdiadis guli“

suggestive, allows for various interpretations, and in fact, constitutes a kind of semiotic 
space, where each image and symbolic detail, in addition to being perceived a certain way 
while reading the text, is also a sign of ‘something else’.

Marlow comments on his own narrative, emphasizing the absurdity of the journey 
and its dreamlike, unrealistic nature. He seems to be obsessed with the “unreality” that 
he fabricates, realizing that everything that happens to him is a dream, and he himself 
characterizes his own impressions as a dream. At one point he even seems to address not 
only his imaginary audience, but directly the reader: “Do you see the story? Do you see 
anything? It seems to me I am trying to tell you a dream—making a vain attempt, because 
no relation of a dream can convey the dream-sensation, that commingling of absurdity, 
surprise, and bewilderment in a tremor of struggling revolt, that notion of being captured 
by the incredible which is of the very essence of dreams…” The episode of the end of 
Marlow’s quest and Kurtz’s death reveals that Conrad intuitively realizes and artistically 
transforms significant aspects of contemporary philosophical thought that would form the 
existentialist worldview in the European consciousness of the following decades. Indeed, 
“horror,” “absurdity,” “emptiness,” “nothingness” are the categories of the philosophical 
tradition that date back to Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, later includes Heidegger and 
Jaspers, and conclude with Sartre and Camus not only as a philosophical but also as a 
semi-literary phenomenon.

Conceptually, Conrad’s Heart of Darkness pays homage to existentialism, yet 
by the time of its creation the existentialist worldview was not dominant in European 
consciousness. As Otto Bohlmann points out, “what the precise nature of this horror was, 
Marlow never clarifies. But his intimations lend themselves to an existential reading that 
what Kurtz perceived was the nothingness, the ‘hollowness’, of his self and the brute world 
– that, in Camus’s words, ‘everything is absurd’.“ The gruesome feeling that accompanies 
Marlow throughout the journey, culminating in Kurz’s outcry of horror, seems unmotivated. 
The reader is confused about what precisely is ‘horrible’ or why whatever is horrifying 
in Kurtz’s imagination should actually be horrifying for him too. It is noteworthy that 
many years later, in his lecture on “What is Metaphysics?” Heidegger defines Die Angst 
(anxiety) with the same basic characteristics – it is not fear, for fear must have a cause; fear 
is always “fear of something”. Unlike it, for anxiety there is no reason, it is “horror in the 
face of nothingness”, nothingness itself is manifested in the horror. To quote Heidegger’s 
famous line, “Die Angst offenbart das Nichts” (“Nothingness is revealed in anxiety“). It 
turns out that in anxiety and horror, Kurtz perceived ‘nothingness,’ and it was the horror 
in the face of nothingness that revealed ‘mystery of all mysteries’ to him, which is ‘the 
gate to all wonders,’ as it says in Tao Te Ching. Kurtz grasped the essence of existence that 
horrified him, or rather – “nothingness” presented itself to him in the form of horror. Here, 
it also becomes clear why Marlow is unable to formulate the essence of the “mysterious”, 
why he tries to define it by attributes, and not by what it actually is. The point is that 
the “mystery” has no essence – behind the veil nothing is hidden, it is nothingness that 
reveals itself in horror, and the horror shapes ‘mystery,’ ‘darkness,’ ‘wilderness,’ ‘silence,’ 
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and other attributes of nothingness as Marlow’s subjective impressions. Each of them, 
individually and collectively, is tinged with anxiety, or unmotivated fear of the unknown, 
which the reader observes ubiquitously in Heart of Darkness. In basic, fundamental 
uncertainty of the book, of what is ‘horrible’ per se – one can clearly discern the echo 
of Kierkegaard’s thought, for whom vagueness and uncertainty constitutes an essential 
aspect of the horror and expresses fundamental impossibility of determining the cause of 
horror and its subject.

Conrad often uses the rhetorical figure of prosopopoeia, which is also often referred 
to as personification of abstract notions or objects. All prosopopoeia, at the same time, 
represent catachreses – combinations of semantically incompatible words, or rhetorical 
figures that express the absurd. Phrases like “wilderness had whispered to him things 
about himself which he did not know”, or “[silence] that couldn’t talk, and perhaps was 
deaf as well” are in themselves nothing but a logical absurdity. They are perceived only in 
a figurative, metaphorical sense, as symbolic images that express something, and it is when 
they acquire the rhetorical quality that they become cateresses. There is no explanation for 
what such images mean with Conrad, because they do not have any specific meaning. 
What we find in Heart of Darkness is not metaphorical thinking in the regular sense, 
because a regular image always has a specific tenor that connects its vehicle with reality 
because it is taken from that reality, and this constitutes the essence of mimesis in art. In 
contrast, Marlow’s figurative references are vague, ambiguous, and suggestive – like those 
that can be encountered in some alchemical treatise or esoteric text. In fact, it is the system 
of veils behind which nothing is hidden, and where these ‘veils’ or non-referential images 
create the hyper reality of Conrad’s Africa. 

The illogical, absurd images of Heart of Darkness have no specific conceptual 
denotata – the novella is basically ‘non-mimetic’; it does not aim at authentic depiction of 
the environment and action (space and time) that it narrates about. The novella’s system 
of images only formally corresponds to the environment declared as its place of action, as 
a result of which this space itself becomes an abstraction. That is why neither the River 
Congo nor Africa itself, as Marlow’s space of journey, are ever mentioned in the book, 
just as it does not contain any African place-names or the name of the starting point of the 
journey, Brussels, referred to as “whited sepulchre” (ref. to Matthew 23:27). This ‘dream’ 
nature of reality described by Marlow, or “unreality” as he calls it, is a fascinating device 
with correlates Conrad’s artistic method with the recent postmodernist idea of hyper 
reality. Africa of Heart of Darkness is quite perceivable as a “simulated” reality, as it is 
essentially non-mimetic and constructed from the chaos of Marlow’s extremely subjective 
impressions. The reality imagined this way clearly resembles a kind of artistic analogue of 
J. Baudrillard’s non-referential reality, which, according to his work, represents a system 
of signs with no denotata, or in case of metaphoric thinking, vehicles with no tenors. There 
is nothing behind the non-referential system of signs, only the absurd, ‘emptiness’, and 
‘nothingness’ manifested in horror. Thus, the non-referential nature of reality is not only 
declared in Marlow’s speech; it is realized in the very artistic fabric of the book itself, as 
the most significant aspect of its poetics and the key feature of Conrad’s method. 
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cinikosebi da maTi xerxebi

(1983 wlis leqciidan)

amjerad msurs, cinikos filosofosTa magaliTze, sazogadoeb-
riv cxovrebaSi paresiis Sesaxeb visaubro Cven Zalze mwiri cnobebi 
gvaqvs epikurelTa sazogadoebrivi cxovrebis niris Sesaxeb, magram 
garkveul warmodgenas gviqmnis sxvadasxva teqstSi arsebuli maTi 
doqtrina, cinikosTa SemTxvevaSi viTareba sapirispiroa. danamdvile-
biT isic ki ar viciT, arsebobda Tu ara, cinikosTa mkveTrad gamoxat-
uli doqtrina, magram maTi cxovrebis niris Sesaxeb arsebobs uamravi 
cnoba. amaSi arc araferia gasakviri, vinaidan marTalia cinikosebi, 
sxva filosofosTa msgavsad, werdnen wignebs, magram maT ufro me-
tad ainteresebdaT cxovrebis garkveuli niris SerCeva da praqtikaSi 
ganxorcieleba. cinikuri filosofiis wyaroTa istoriuli problema 
Semdegia: qristemde pirveli saukunidan dawyebuli, cinikosebi maTi 
filosofiis damfuZneblad diogenesa da antisTenes miiCneven, xolo 
es filosofosebi sakuTar moZRvrebebs sokrates swavlebaTagan mom-
dinared aRiareben, Tumca, farand sairis Tanaxmad, cinikosTa seqta 
qristem de meore saukuneSi, an sokrates gardacvalebidan ori sauku-
nis Semdeg Cndeba. SesaZloa skeptikurad mogveCvenos cinikosTa se-
qtis aRmocenebis tradiciuli axsna, romelsac xSirad sxva movlenaTa 
gansamartavadac iyenebdnen; magram cinizmi agresiuli individualiz-
mis negatiuri formaa, romelic antikuri samyaros politikur struq-
turaTa damarcxebam gamoiwvia. kidev ufro saintereso ganmartebas 
gvTavazobs sairi, romelic berZnul filosofiur scenaze cinikosTa 
gamoCenas makedonelis imperiis eqspansiuri politikis gafarToebas 
ukavSirebs. ufro zustad, igi aRniSnavs, rom makedonelis dapyrobiTi 
omebis wyalobiT   induri   filosofia  (gansakuTrebiT  gimnosofistTa 

msgavsi induri seqtebis monazvnuri da asketuri swavlebani) gav-
rcelda berZenTa Soris. imis miuxedavad, Tu ras miviCnevT cinikuri 
filosofiis safuZvlad, faqtia, rom cinikosebi mravalricxovanni 
iyvnen, romlebic mniSvnelovani gavleniT sargeblobdnen qristemde 
pirveli saukunidan ax.w. me-4 saukunemde. axl. w. 165 wels lukiane (ro-
melsac uyvarda cinikosebi) wers: „qalaqi savsea am mavneblebiT, gan-
sakuTrebiT diogenes, antisTenesa da kratesis mimdevrebiT“. rogorc 
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Cans, TviTmarqvia „cinikosTa“ ricxvi imdenad didi iyo, rom impera-
torma iulianem, romelic klasikuri berZnuli kulturis aRorZinebas 
eswrafoda, maT winaaRmdeg dawera pamfleti, sadac dascinoda cini-
kosTa ucodinrobas, uxamsobas, da maT imperiisa da berZnul-romanu-
li kulturebisTvis seriozul safrTxed acxadebda. erT-erTi mize-
zi, ris gamoc iuliane ase sastikad gansjida cinikosebs, aris is, 
rom isini adreul qristianebs hgavdnen. zogierTi msgavseba imdenad 
Zireuli iyo, rom garegnuls bevrad scildeboda. mag. peregrines 
(ax.w. me-2 saukunis cnobili cinikosi) misi mimdevrebi wmindanad racx-
dnen, gansakuTrebiT ki isini, vinc mis sikvdils herakles gmirul da-
Rupvas adarebda. sikvdilisadmi gulgrilobis dasamtkiceblad, pe-
regrinem Tavi daiwva swored Zv. w. 167 wlis olimpiuri TamaSebis Sem-
deg. lukiane, romelic am TviTmkvlelobis TviTmxilveli gaxldaT, 
satiruli toniT, ironiiT gadmogvcems am ambavs. iulianesac imedi ga-
ucruvda, vinaidan cinikosebi Sors idgnen Zveli berZnul-romanuli 
kulturisgan; mas ki swamda, rom gamoCndeboda qristianobasTan moqiSpe 
popularuli filosofiuri mimarTuleba. is, rom cinikosebi pirovne-
bis cxovrebis nirs udides mniSvnelobas aniWebdnen, rodi niSnavs, 
TiTqos maT naklebad ainteresebdaT Teoriuli mxare. WeSmaritebas-
Tan urTierTobaSi adamianis cxovrebis niri maTTvis, iseve rogorc 
sokratesTvis, amosaval princips warmoadgenda. maT sokrateseuli 
ideidan amgvari daskvna gamohqondaT: yvelasTvis gasagebi formiT 
WeSmaritebis mowodebisTvis maT TavianTi swavlebani Riad, xilu-
lad, mimzidvelad, provokaciulad da zogjer skandaluri cxovrebis 
wesis saxiT unda gamoexataT. amitomac cinikosebi magaliTebsa da 
maTTan dakavSirebul ganmartebebze agebdnen TavianT swavlebas. isi-
ni eswrafvodnen, rom sakuTar cxovrebaSi gaetarebinaT arsebiTi 
WeSmaritebani, romlebic sxvebisTvis magaliTi unda yofiliyo. mag-
ram  filosofiis,  rogorc  cxovrebis  xelovnebis,  cinikosebiseul  ga-
gebaSi araferia ucxo berZnuli filosofiisTvis. da Tu mainc mivi-
RebT sairis hipoTezas cinikosTa doqtrinasa da praqtikaze indu-
ri filosofiis gavlenis Sesaxeb, ver uarvyofT, rom, Tavisi Ziri-
Tadi formiT, cinikosTa Sexeduleba cxovrebis nirsa da WeSmari-
tebis Semecnebas Soris damokidebulebis swored berZnuli gagebis 
metad radikaluri saxeobaa. cinikosTa mosazreba, rom pirovneba ga-
nisazRvreba mxolod da mxolod WeSmaritebasTan damokidebulebiT 
da es damokidebuleba cxovrebaSi vlindeba – savsebiT berZnulia. 
platoniseul da stoikur tradiciaTa Tanaxmad, filosofosebi Ta-
vianTi filosofiuri ideebis dasabuTebisTvis ZiriTadad mimar-
Tavdnen doqtrinas, teqsts, an Teoriul principebs mainc. epikure-
lebi mimarTavdnen rogorc doqtrinas, ise pirovnul magaliTebsac, 
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romelic epikurem Semoitana da romlis mibaZvasac yvela misi mim-
devari cdilobda. epikurem SeimuSava doqtrina da, amave dros, Tvi-
Tonac am doqtrinis personifikacias warmoadgenda. magram, cini-
kosTa tradiciiT, filosofiur ideaTa gamoxatvis mTavari asparezi 
aris ara teqstebi an doqtrinebi, aramed sakuTari cxovrebis maga-
liTi. pirovnuli magaliTebi sxva filosofiuri skolebisTvisac 
mniSvnelovani gaxldaT, magram cinikosTa mimarTulebisTvis (sadac 
arc Camoyalibebuli teqstebi arsebobda da arc mowesrigebuli, 
aRiarebuli doqtrina) arsebiTi iyo ama Tu im realuri Tu miTiuri 
pirovnebis magaliTad dasaxva, romelsac cinikosTa cxovrebis wesis 
safuZvlad miiCnevdnen. amgvari pirovnebebi cinikosTa refleqsiebisa 
da komentarebis amosavali wertili gaxldaT. am pirovnebaTa Soris 
iyvnen herakle (herkulesi), odisevsi (ulise) da diogene. diogene 
realuri, istoriuli pirovneba iyo, magram misi cxovreba legen-
dad iqca da miTs daemsgavsa, vinaidan mis Sesaxeb Seiqmna legendebi, 
skandalebi da a.S. diogenes realur cxovrebaze bevri araferi vi-
ciT, magram erTi ram cxadia: igi filosofiur gmirad iqca. plato-
ni, aristotele, Zenon kitioneli da sxvani filosofosebi da avto-
ritetebi iyvnen, magram maT aravin aRiarebda gmirebad. upikure fi-
losofosic iyo da mis mimdevarTa mier gmirad Seracxulic. magram 
diogene, upirvelesad, heroikul figuradaa miCneuli. filosofosis 
cxovrebis, rogorc samagaliTosa da heroikulis, idea mniSvnelova-
nia cinikosTa filosofiisa da qristianobis urTierTkavSiris, aseve 
cinikuri paresiis, rogorc sazogadoebrivi poziciis gagebisas. da ai, 
mivadeqiT cinikuri paresiis sakiTxs. cinikosTa paresiuli praqtikis 
ZiriTadi saxeebia: 1) kritikuli qadageba; 2) skandaluri qceva; da 3) erT-
gvari „provokaciuli dialogi~.

kritikuli qadageba:

jer cinikosTa kritikuli qadagebebiT daviwyoT. qadageba uwy-
veti diskursis erT-erTi klasikuri formaa. da, rogorc cnobilia, 
adreuli xanis filosofosTa umravlesoba (gansakuTrebiT stoiko-
sebi) zogjer warmoTqvamdnen sityvas, sadac TavianT doqtrinas war-
moadgendnen. magram Cveulebriv isini SedarebiT mcire auditoriis 
winaSe gamodiodnen leqciiT. amis sapirispirod, cinikosebs ar mos-
wondaT amgvari elituri auditoria da upiratesobas didZali xal-
xis winaSe gamosvlas aniWebdnen. magaliTad, maT moswondaT TeatrSi 
an iseT adgilas gamosvla, sadac bevri xalxi iyrida Tavs religiur 
Tu Cveulebriv dResaswaulebze, aTletTa Sejibrebebze da a.S. xSi-
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rad Teatris mayurebelTa centrSi idgnen da ise saubrobdnen. amgvari 
sazogadoebrivi qadagebani siaxle rodi iyo, vinaidan arsebobs cnobe-
bi msgavsi praqtikis Sesaxeb, qristemde me-5 saukuneSi. aseve, zogierTi 
sofisti, romelTac platonis dialogebSi vxvdebiT, garkveulwilad 
monawileobda amgvar qadagebebSi, Tumca cinikosTa qadagebebi rigi 
TaviseburebebiT xasiaTdeba da istoriuli TvalsazrisiT mniSvne-
lovania, vinaidan aman xeli Seuwyo cxovrebis wesTan dakavSirebuli 
filosofiuri Temebis popularizacias, e.i. im xalxis yuradRebis 
mipyrobas, romelic filosofiuri elitisgan gamijnulad iTvleboda. 
am TvalsazrisiT, cinikosTa qadagebam Tavisuflebis, fufunebisgan 
gandgomis Sesaxeb, politikuri instituciebisa da arsebul zneobriv 
normaTa kritikam da a.S. zogierTi qristianuli Temisken gaxsna gza. 
magram qristiani prozelitebi ara mxolod saubrobdnen im Temebze, 
romlebic cinikosebisTvis axlobeli iyo, aramed qadagebis praqtikac 
ki gadaiRes maTgan. dResac, Cvens sazogadoebriv cxovrebaSi qadageba 
simarTlis Tqmis erT-erT ZiriTad formad rCeba, da gulisxmobs im 
azrs, rom simarTle aramxolod sazogadoebis saukeTeso nawils, an 
erT jgufs unda gavuziaroT, aramed yvelas. Tumca cinikur qada-
gebaSi pozitiuri doqtrina naklebadaa warmodgenili: kargi da cudi 
zustad ar aris gamijnuli. cinikosebisTvis Tavisufleba (eleutheria) 
da damoukidebloba (autharkeia) ZiriTadi kriteriumebia da, garkveul-
wilad, qcevis an cxovrebis wesia. isini Tvlian, rom adamianuri bed-
nierebisTvis aucilebelia damoukidebloba an TviTmyofoba, sadac 
adamianis survili, – raime hqondes an gaakeTos, mxolod da mxolod 
maszea damokidebuli. cinikosebs metad radikaluri Sexedulebebi 
hqondaT, amitomac isini upiratesobas aniWebdnen sruliad bunebriv, 
neitralur cxovrebis wess, romelic kulturaze, sazogadoebaze, 
civilizaciaze, sxvaTa Sexedulebebsa da sxvaze damokidebulebas 
gamoricxavda. amis gamo, rogorc Cans, maT qadagebaTa didi nawili 
mimarTulia socialur institutTa, kanonis winaSe valdebulebisa da 
cxovrebis im wesis winaaRmdeg, romelic am instituciebsa da kanonebs 
eqvemdebareba. erTi sityviT, maTi qadageba upirispirdeboda nebis-
mier socialur institucias, vinaidan isini abrkolebdnen pirovnebis 
Tavisuflebasa da damoukideblobas.

skandaluri qceva:

cinikuri paresia aseve gulisxmobda skandalur qcevasa da Sexe-
dulebebs, romlebic kiTxvis niSnis qveS ayenebdnen sazogadoebriv 
wesebs, azrebs, zrdilobis normebs, instituciur wesebs da a.S. amis-
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Tvis sxvadasxva gza arsebobda. erT-erTi maTgani iyo rolebis Sec-
vla, rasac SeiZleba mivakvlioT dio qrizostomis „meoTxe diskur-
sSi“, sadac aRwerilia diogenesa da aleqsandres cnobili Sexvedra. 
es Sexvedra, romelsac cinikosi filosofosebi xSirad magaliTad 
saxavdnen, xdeboda ara aleqsandres karze, aramed gareT. mefe fexze 
dgas, diogene ki kasrSi zis. diogene ubrZanebs aleqsandres, rom 
sinaTlisgan Camoecalos, radganac surs mzeze gaTbes. diogenes 
moTxovna, aleqsandre ganze gamdgariyo, raTa mzis sxivi daenaxa, 
mzesTan filosofosis pirdapir da bunebriv kavSirze miuTiTebs, mi-
Tiuri genealogiis sapirispirod, romlis Tanaxmadac, mefe, rogorc 
RvTaebrivi arseba, mzis gamovlinebad miiCneoda.

cinikosebi aseve mimarTavdnen ama Tu im wesis Secvlis an Senac-
vlebis xerxs imisTvis, rom eCvenebinaT, Tu raoden pirobiTi iyo es 
wesi. erTxel doRze, aTletTa Sejibrisas, istmiaSi, diogenem (ro-
melic yvelas Tavs abezrebda Tavisi gulaxdili SeniSvnebiT) Tavze 
daidga fiWvis gvirgvini, TiTqos aTleturi Sejibris gamarjvebuli 
yofiliyos. magistratebi metad gaaxara diogenes saqcielma da ifiq-
res, rom bolosdabolos misi dasjis, gagdebis, Tavidan mocilebis 
Jamic dadga. magram diogenem fiWvis gvirgvinis Tavze dadgma imiT 
axsna, rom man gacilebiT rTul SejibrSi gaimarjva siRaribis, devnis, 
survilebisa da sakuTar naklovanebaTa winaaRmdeg, vidre aTletebma, 
romlebic erTmaneTs WidaobaSi, sirbilsa da badros tyorcnaSi ejib-
rebodnen. ramdenime xnis Semdeg, TamaSebis msvlelobisas, diogene 
eswreboda cxenebis orTabrZolas. rodesac erT-erTma cxenma meore 
daaSina, diogenem gamarjvebuls gvirgvini daadga. am saqcielis Sede-
gad gaCnda kiTxva: „istmiis TamaSebze ra principiT ajildoveben?“ 
Tu gvirgvins zneobrivi gamarjvebisTvis adgamen, maSin diogene im-
saxurebs mas. magram Tu fizikuri Zalis upiratesobazea saubari, ma-
Sin ratomac ar unda daajildovon cxeni.

cinikuri paresia aseve gulisxmobda qcevis ori iseTi normis 
daaxloebas, romlebic TiTqos erTmaneTs ewinaaRmdegebian da ara-
feri saerTo ar gaaCniaT. aseTi iyo magaliTad, bunebrivi, sxeuleb-
rivi moTxovnilebebi. WamaSi araferia skandaluri. amitomac adamians 
SeuZlia Wamos sazogadoebaSi (Tumca berZnebisTvis aseTi ram, cota 
ar iyos, ucxo gaxldaT. diogenes xSirad sayvedurobdnen agoraze 
WamisTvis). vinaidan diogene agoraze Wamda, misTvis gaugebari iyo, Tu 
ratom ar SeeZlo agoraze masturbaciac; orive SemTxvevaSi igi bu-
nebriv, sxeulebriv moTxovnilebebs ikmayofilebda (Tan umatebda, 
„netavi aseve advili iyos SimSilis daokeba muclis dazelviTo“). 
mokled, sulac ar vcdilob cinikosTaTvis damaxasiaTebeli usir-
cxvilobis (anaideia), rogorc skandaluri praqtikis an xerxis, dafar-
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vas. rogorc cnobilia, sityva „cinikosi“ momdinareobs berZnuli 
sityvisgan kynikoi, rac „ZaRlisebrs“ niSnavs. diogenes „ZaRli“ uwo-
des. marTlac, pirveli da erTaderTi Tanamedrove wyaro, sadac di-
ogenezea saubari, aristoteles „ritorikaa“. aq aristotele diogenes 
saxeliT ki ar moixseniebs, aramed „ZaRls“ uwodebs. gamoCenili ber-
Zeni filosofosebi, romlebic elitur dajgufebaSi erTiandebodnen, 
TiTqmis yovelTvis ugulebelyofdnen cinikosebs.

provokaciuli dialogi:

cinikosebi  sxva  paresiul xerxsac mimarTavdnen, kerZod,  „provo-
kaciul dialogs“. am tipis dialogi ufro TvalsaCino rom iyos (ro-
melic sokrates paresiidan momdinareobs), prusieli dio qrizosto-
mis (Zv. w. 40-110 ww.) „meoTxe diskursidan“ movixmob fragments, rome-
lic mefobas Seexeba. albaT gainteresebT, vin iyo dio qrizostomi. is 
Zalian saintereso pirovneba gaxldaT, romelic Cveni welTaRricx-
vis 1-li saukunis me-2 naxevarsa da me-2 saukunis 1-l naxevars Soris 
cxovrobda. daibada mcire aziaSi, prusiaSi, SeZlebuli romaelis 
ojaxSi, romelic mniSvnelovan rols asrulebda qalaqis cxovrebaSi. 
dios ojaxi mdidar provinciel didebulTa tipuri warmomadgeneli 
iyo, romelmac romis imperias mravali mwerali, samxedro moRvawe, 
generali da imperatori SesZina. SesaZloa, dio romSi Cavida, ro-
gorc profesionali ritori, magram amasTan dakavSirebiT azrTa 
sxvadasxvaoba arsebobs. amerikelma mecnierma C. jonsma dawera metad 
saintereso wigni dio qrizostomis Sesaxeb, sadac aRwerilia dios 
periodis romis imperiaSi inteleqtualis sazogadoebrivi cxovre-
ba. romSi diom gaicno stoeli filosofosi musonius rufusi da 
savaraudod, rom misi saSualebiT dauaxlovda liberalur wreebs, 
romlebic tiranul Zalauflebas ewinaaRmdegebodnen. mogvianebiT 
igi gaaZeva domicianem, romelsac ar moswonda misi Sexedulebani. ami-
tomac dio iZulebuli gaxda, moxetiale cxovreba daewyo, Tan ram-
denime wlis ganmavlobaSi cinikosTa Cacmuloba gadaiRo da maTma 
azrebmac gaitaca. domicianes mkvlelobis Semdeg mas neba darTes, 
romSi dabrunebuliyo. am periodidan man axali kariera daiwyo. bedma 
kvlav gauRima da mdidar da saxelganTqmul maswavleblad iqca. Tumca, 
garkveuli xnis manZilze, misi cxovrebis niri, Sexedulebani, Cvevebi 
da filosofiuri azrebi cinikosi filosofosebiT iyo STagonebuli. 
magram ar unda daviviwyoT, rom dio qrizostomi „ubralo“ cinikosi 
ar yofila. Tavisi ganaTlebis gamo, dios mier aRwerili cinikuri pa-
resiis xerxebi albaT sokrateseul tradiciasTan ufro axloa, vid-
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re cinikosTa umravlesobis praqtikasTan. „diskursis“ dasasruls 
warmodgenilia erTgvari qadageba, sadac diogenes skandalur qcevasa 
da mas da aleqsandres Soris gamarTuli provokaciuli dialogis aR-
weras vxvdebiT. „diskursis“ mTavari Temaa cnobili Sexvedra diogenesa 
da aleqsandre dids Soris, romelic korinToSi Sedga. „diskursi“ 
iwyeba dios SexedulebebiT am SexvedrasTan dakavSirebiT (1-14), Sem-
deg mxatvruli dialogi mosdevs, sadac diogenesa da aleqsandres 
saubris xasiaTi ikveTeba (15-81). „diskursi“ mTavrdeba grZeli, uwyve-
ti msjelobiT (romelic diogenem mxatvrulad gadmosca) cxovrebis 
mcdari niris Sesaxeb (81-139). „diskursis“ dasawyisSi dio akritikebs 
maT, visac diogenesa da aleqsandres Sexvedra TanasworTa Sexved-
rad miaCnia: aleqsandre cnobili gaxldaT Tavisi xelmZRvanelobis 
unariTa da samxedro gamarjvebebiT; diogene ki – Tavisufali da da-
moukidebeli cxovrebis wesiT, asketuri da naturalisturi zneobiT. 
dios ara surs aleqsandre Seaqon mxolod imisTvis, rom man, ro-
gorc Zlevamosilma mefem, ar daamcira iseTi sacodavi adamiani, ro-
goric diogene iyo. dios mtkicebiT, aleqsandre sinamdvileSi kargad 
grZnobda, rom diogeneze uRirsi iyo da, cota ar iyos, Surda kidec 
misi. aleqsandresgan gansxvavebiT, romelic samyaros dapyrobas es-
wrafoda, diogene Tavis survilTa ganxorcielebisTvis arafers mo-
iTxovda: (aleqsandres) miznis misaRwevad sWirdeboda makedonelTa 
qveiTi jari, TesalielTa kavaleria, traqinelebi, feonelebi da mra-
vali sxva; diogene ki usafrTxod dadioda martodmarto, dRedaRam 
da sadac surda. aleqsandres am gegmebis ganxorcieleba SeuZlebeli 
iqneboda uamravi oqro-vercxlis gareSe; ufro metic, makedonelTa 
da sxva berZenTa damorCilebisTvis aleqsandres drodadro unda 
epirfera maT mmarTvelebTan da xalxTan tkbili sityvebiTa da saCuq-
rebiT; diogenesTvis ar arsebobda vinmes mosyidvis aucilebloba, igi 
yvelas WeSmaritebas eubneboda da, miuxedavad imisa, rom erTi drah-
mac ki ar gaaCnda, imas akeTebda, rac surda, da miaCnda, rom bednieri 
iyo da arasgziT ar gacvlida sakuTar siRaribes aleqsandres taxtsa 
Tu midielTa da sparselTa simdidreze. mokled, cxadia, rom dioge-
ne aq warmodgenilia, rogorc marTlis Tqmis didostati. aqedan isic 
aSkaraa, rom aleqsandre masze uRirsia da kargadac esmis es. Tumca, 
bunebis zogierTi naklovanebis miuxedavad, igi mainc ar aris cudi 
mefe, vinaidan Tanaxmaa iTamaSos diogenes paresiuli TamaSi: mefe mi-
vida (diogenesTan), roca igi ijda da miesalma, roca am ukanasknelma 
lomis gaavebuli mzeriT Sexeda da gverdze gadgoma mosTxova, raTa 
mzeze gamTbariyo. aleqsandre maSinve moxibla diogenes uSiSrobam 
da simSvidem, rom mas mefis winaSe yofnis ar SeeSinda. garkveulwi-
lad bunebrivicaa, rom mamacs mamaci moswons; mxdalebi ki maT SiSiT 
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Sehyureben da sZulT, rogorc mtrebi, sulmdabalT ki sixaruliT 
xvdebian da uyvarT. amrigad, erTi klasisTvis (sazogadoebis erTi 
nawilisTvis) WeSmariteba da gulaxdiloba (paresia) yvelaze sasiamov-
no ramaa, sxvaT – mliqvneloba da tyuili yvelafers urCevniaT. er-
Tni mihyvebian maT, visac WeSmariteba uyvars, meoreni ki – gamorCenis 
ZiebaSi arian. cinikosTa paresiuli TamaSi, garkveulwilad, didad ar 
gansxvavdeba sokrateseuli dialogebisgan, vinaidan kiTxva-pasuxis 
princips efuZneba. magram maT Soris aris ori mniSvnelovani gansxva-
veba. pirvelia is, rom cinikosTa paresiul TamaSSi aleqsandre iZle-
va SekiTxvebs da diogene pasuxobs, rac ewinaaRmdegeba sokrateseuli 
dialogebis wyobas. meorea is, rom sokrate Tanamosaubris ugunure-
baze agebs dialogur TamaSs, diogenes ki surs aleqsandres siamayis 
grZnobis Selaxva. magaliTad, saubris dasawyisSi diogene aleqsan-
dres naZiralas uwodebs (181) da eubneba, is, vinc amtkicebs, rom 
mefea, didad ar gansxvavdeba bavSvisagan, romelic TamaSis mogebis 
Semdeg Tavze gvirgvins idgams da sakuTar Tavs me fed acxadebso (47-
49). bunebrivia, es yvelaferi arcTu ise sasiamovno mosasmenia aleq-
sandresTvis. magram esaa diogenes TamaSis arsi: Seuracxyos Tanamo-
saubris siamaye da miaxvedros, rom igi ar aris is, radac Tavi moaqvs. 
es xerxi sagrZnoblad gansxvavdeba sokrates meTodisgan, romelic 
miznad isaxavs daumtkicos Tanamosaubres, rom man sulac ar icis is, 
risi codnis pretenziac gaaCnia. sokrateseul dialogebSi SeiZleba 
SevxvdeT iseT SemTxvevebsac, rodesac viRac Seuracxyofilia saku-
Tari umecrebis gamovlenis gamo. magaliTad, roca kalikles umecre-
ba mJRavndeba, igi uars ambobs saubris gagrZelebaze, vinaidan misi 
siamaye Seuracxyofilia. magram es meorexarisxovania sokrateseuli 
ironiisTvis, rac mdgomareobs principSi: „me vici is, rom araferi ar 
vici“. diogenes SemTxvevaSi ki siamaye mTavaria, xolo umecreba-cod-
nis sakiTxi – meorexarisxovani.

Tanamosaubris siamayeze ganxorcielebuli Setevis gamo Tana-
mosaubre  erTveba  paresiul  TamaSSi  da  Tanaxmaa,  rom  diskusiaSi   Ca-
ebas. aleqsandres surs, diogene diskusiaSi CaiTrios, Tundac es sa-
kuTari Seuracxyofisa da Tanamosaubris ampartavnebis xarjze mox-
des, magram yvelafers aqvs Tavisi zRvari. diogenes Seuracxyofebis-
gan aleqsandre TandaTan brazdeba da mzadaa gamovides TamaSidan, 
zogjer ki sastikad moeqces diogenes.

rogorc vxedavT, cinikosTa paresiuli TamaSi, Cveulebisa-
mebr, ukanasknel zRvramde, Seuracxyofamde midis. paresiuli TamaSis 
kidev erTi magaliTi, romelic, am xerxis mixedviT, mowinaaRmdegis 
saubarSi CaTrevas gulisxmobs: „diogene isevdaisev eubneba mefes, rom 
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mis didebulebas damadasturebeli niSani ar gaaCnia. „ra niSania es?” 
– ekiTxeba aleqsandre. „esaa futkrebis niSani“, – pasuxobs diogene, 
– „romliTac mefea Semosili. ar gsmenia, rom futkrebsac hyavT Ta-
vianTi mefe, romelic bunebam Seqmna aseTad da maT es pativi iqidan ki 
ar miuRiaT, rasac adamianebi memkvidreobas uwodeben da herakles 
ukaSvireben“. „ra aris es niSani? – kiTxulobs aleqsandre. „ar gsmenia 
glexebis naTqvami, rom esaa erTaderTi futkari, romelsac nestari 
ar gaaCnia, vinaidan mas araviTari iaraRi ara sWirdeba vinmes winaaR-
mdeg? amitomacaa, rom vercerTi futkari ver bedavs sakuTari Tavis 
mefed gamocxadebas, an mefe-futkarTan brZolas. albaT Sen ara mar-
to SeiaraRebuli dadixar yvelgan, aramed iaraRasxmulsac gZinavs. 
gana  ar  gsmenia“,  –  ambobda  diogene,  –  „rom  iaraRis  tareba  SiSis  ni-
Sania? radganac adamiani, romelic SiSiTaa Sepyrobili, ver gaxdeba 
mefe, misi xvedri monobaa“. diogenes Tanaxmad: adamiani, romelic 
iaraRiT dadis – mSiSaraa. visac eSinia, verasdros gaxdeba mbrZane-
beli, amitomac aleqsandre verasdros gaxdeba WeSmariti mefe, vina-
idan igi iaraRs atarebs. bunebrivia, aleqsandre ukmayofiloa amg-
vari „logikiT“. dio ganagrZobs Txrobas: „aleqsandre ise gaafTrda 
am sityvebiT, rom kinaRam SubiT gangmira Seuracxmyofeli“. es moq-
medeba udavod paresiuli TamaSis darRveva, misi wesebidan gadaxveva 
iqneboda. roca dialogi aqamde midis, diogenes ori gza rCeba, rom 
aleqsandre isev Seityuos TamaSSi. pirveli: diogene amis Semdeg eubneba 
aleqsandres: „kargi, damSviddi. vici, rom gaSmagebuli xar, magram amave 
dros  Tavisuflebac  gaqvs  moniWebuli.  SegiZlia  da  kanonieri  ufle-
bac gaqvs, momkla. magram xar Tu ara imdenad guladi, rom Cemgan mo-
ismino WeSmariteba; Tu imdenad mxdali xar, rom momklav?“ magali-
Tad, roca diogene, erTi mxriv, aleqsandres dialogis msvlelobisas 
eubneba: „Tu qedmaRlobisa da Cem mier gamoTqmuli Seuracxmyofeli 
sityvebisTvis migaCnivar naZiralad, miwasTan gamaswore, an Tu gsurs, 
SubiT ganmgmire, magram me erTaderTi kaci var, visganac WeSmarite-
bas gaigeb da imas, rasac me geubnebi, veravin getyvis, vinaidan sxvebi 
naklebad gulwrfelni, pirferebi arian“. amgvarad, diogene ganzrax 
aRizianebs aleqsandres da Semdeg eubneba: „marTalia, Sen SegiZlia 
momkla, magram veRaravin getyvis simarTles“. amas Tavisi Sedegi moh-
yveba – paresiuli TamaSi axal stadiaSi Sedis, romlis sazRvrebsac 
diogene adgens: an momkali, an WeSmariteba Seityve Cemgan. Tanamosaub-
ris amgvari gabeduli „SantaJi“, romelic WeSmaritebis saxeliT xde-
ba, dadebiTad moqmedebs aleqsandreze: „aleqsandre gaaoca am kacis 
guladobam  da  uSiSrobam“  (76).  amitomac  aRar  apirebs  TamaSidan  gas-
vlas da diskusia grZeldeba. aleq sandres TamaSSi Setyuebis meore 
xerxi kidev ufro ostaturia: diogene iyenebs fands, romelic sok-
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rateseuli ironiisgan gansxvavdeba. rogorc cnobilia, sokrate Tavs 
ise aCvenebs, TiTqos TanamosaubresaviT araferi icis. es saSuale-
bas aZlevs Tanamosaubres, rom mourideblad gaamJRavnos sakuTari 
umecreba da ar upasuxos sokrates kiTxvebs. yovel SemTxvevaSi, esaa 
sokrateseuli ironiis safuZveli. diogenes xerxi ramdenadme gans-
xvavebulia; im dros, roca Tanamosaubre mzadaa Sewyvitos saubari, 
diogene eubneba iseT rames, rac Tanamosaubres qebad miaCnia. maga-
liTad, mas Semdeg, rac diogene aleqsandres ukanonod Sobils 
uwodebs (rac arcTu siamovnebs aleqsandres), dasZens: „Tu ar vcdebi, 
olimpoelma brZana, rom filipe ki ar aris mamaSeni, aramed romeli-
Rac drakoni Tu amoni, an sxva naxevarRmerTi Tu gareuli cxoveli. 
da mainc, am SemTxvevaSi ukanonod Sobili gamodixar“. am sityvebma 
aleqsandres Rimili mohgvara da arasdros yofila ase nasiamovnebi. 
fiqrobda, rom diogenes uxeSoba rodi sCveoda, igi yvelaze Segnebu-
li adamiani iyo, visac kargad exerxeboda qebis Sesxma. Tu sokratuli 
dialogi areuli da mixveul-moxveuli gzaa gaugebrobidan sakuTari 
umecrebis aRiarebamde, cinikosTa dialogi ufro brZolas, davas an 
oms hgavs, romelsac axasiaTebs Zlieri agresiulobisa da mSvidobiani 
daSoSminebis momentebi. es mSvidobiani urTierToba Tanamosaubris 
kidev erTi maxea. Tavis „meoTxe diskursSi“ dio qrizostomi ganmartavs 
am, agresiulobisa da siamovnebis gamaerTianebeli strategiis miRma 
arsebul logikur safuZvels; diogene ekiTxeba aleqsandres: „gsmenia 
miTi libias Sesaxeb?“ mefe pasuxobs, ar msmeniao. Semdeg diogene 
sainteresod da mimzidvelad uambobs am miTs, vinaidan surs, rom 
aleqsandre karg gunebaze moiyvanos. am dros diogene im meddas hgavs, 
romelic jer aatirebs bavSvs da Semdeg zRapars uyveba, raTa daam-
Svidos da asiamovnos. mogvianebiT dio gviambobs:

„roca diogene mixvda, rom (aleqsandre) didad nasiamovnebi da 
molodiniT aRsavse iyo, gadawyvita eTamaSa mis ganwyobaze da uxeSi 
mopyrobiT odnav gamoefxizlebina Tavisi ampartavnebisa da didebis-
ken swrafvisgan. man SeniSna, rom aleqsandres erTi da igive ram xan 
siamovnebda, xanac swyinda. misi suli iseve aramdgradi iyo, rogorc 
amindi nabuniobisas, rodesac erTi da imave Rrublidan xan wvims, xa-
nac mze anaTebs. diogenes moCvenebiTi moTviniereba ki mxolod Tama-
Sis gagrZelebis saSualebaa, romelic isev agresiul saubarSi gadava. 
amgvarad, mas Semdeg, rac diogene aleqsandres asiamovnebs misi, ro-
gorc  „ukanonod   Sobilis“,  genealogiiT   da  dauSvebs,  rom  igi   SeiZ-
leba zevsis Svili iyos, ambobs: zevsma sakuTar Svils RvTivSobilis 
Tvisebebi mianiWao. ra Tqma unda, aleqsandre fiqrobs, rom mas aseTi 
Tvisebebi gaaCnia. Semdeg aleqsandre ekiTxeba diogenes, rogori un-
da iyos kargi mefeo. diogene mefobis, rogorc institutis, zneobriv 
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saxes xatavs: „aravis ZaluZs iyos cudi mefe, rogorc SeuZlebelia 
arsebobdes cudi kargi kaci, vinaidan mefe rCeulia. igi yvelaze ga-
beduli, samarTliani da adamianuria; mas veravin ajobebs garjaSi da 
saukeTeso mada aqvs. xom warmoudgenelia, rom meetlem ar icodes 
cxenis  daokeba,  an  mesaWem  gemis  marTva,  an  eqimma – wamloba?  ra  Tqma 
unda, warmoudgenelia, Tumca berZnebi da barbarosebi mas mefis sa-
xeliT  moixsenieben  da  diademebiT,   kverTxiTa   da   tiarebiT   amkoben
iseve, rogorc uaryofil bavSvebs ukeTeben sayelurebs, raTa gamo-
arCion sxvaTagan. amitomac rogorc gemis marTvis armcodne ver 
waiyvans gems, aseve mefuri Tvisebebis uqoneli ver gaxdeba mefe“. 
Cven aq vxedavT saxelmwifos marTvis unaris msgavsebas navigaciasa 
da medicinasTan. aleqsandres, rogorc „zevsis Svils“, swams, rom mas 
RvTiTSobili mefis niSan-Tvisebebi aqvs. magram diogene naTelyofs, 
rom WeSmaritad mefur Tvisebebs sazogadoebriv mdgomareobasTan, 
CamomavlobasTan, ZalauflebasTan da a.S. araferi akavSirebs. WeSma-
riti mefe mefurad unda iqceodes. da roca aleqsandre ekiTxeba di-
ogenes, Tu rogor unda SeiTvisos saxelmwifos marTvis xelovneba, igi 
pasuxobs, amis Seswavla SeuZlebelia, vinaidan adamians keTilSobi-
lebas buneba aniWebso (26-31). aq TamaSi iqamde midis, rom aleqsandre 
ver acnobierebs sakuTar umecrebas, rogorc es sokrateseul di-
alogebSi xdeba. piriqiT, igi xvdeba, rom ar aris iseTi, rogoradac 
Tavi warmoedgina; kerZod – mefe, romelsac Zalaufleba memkvidre-
obiT gadaeca, aqvs RvTaebriobis damadasturebeli niSnebi, Zalaufle-
ba da a.S. saubari iqamde midis, rom diogene eubneba: imisTvis, rom WeS-
maritad mefe gaxde, unda SeiTviso cinikos filosofosTa eTosi. aq ukve 
aleqsandres aRaraferi rCeba saTqmeli. analogiur viTarebas vxvde-
biT sokrateseul dialogebSic, roca sokrates Tanamosaubrem aRar 
icis, ra Tqvas, sokrate ki pozitiuri TeziT ajamebs diskurss da amiT 
sruldeba dialogi. dio qrizostomis es teqsti diogenes xangrZlivi 
diskursiT iwyeba; mis saubarSi ar Cans pozitiuri Tezis WeSmariteba, 
magram masSi araerTgzis gvxvdeba mefis bunebis sami naklovani mxaris 
ganmarteba. pirveli ukavSirdeba materialur keTildReobas, meore – 
fizikur siamovnebas, xolo mesame – didebasa da politikur gavlenas. 
cxovrebis niris es sami saxe personificirebulia sami daimoniT Tu 
suliT. berZnul kulturaSi daimonis koncefcia imdenad popularuli 
iyo, rom filosofiur koncefciad iqca – magaliTad, plutarqesTan. 
qristianul asketizmSi borot daimonebTan brZolis Tema saTaves 
iRebs cinikuri filosofiis tradiciidan. sxvaTa Soris, „demonis“ 
koncefcia kargadaa damuSavebuli brwyinvale statiaSi, romelic 
Sesulia „Dictionaire de Spiritualite“ (F. Vandenbrouke, vol. 3, 1957). diogene 
miuTiTebs sam demonze, romelsac mTeli cxovrebis manZilze unda 
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ebrZolos aleqsandre da rac maradiuli „sulieri brZolis“ („Combat 
spirituel“) mizania. bunebrivia, es fraza ar gvxvdeba dios teqstSi. aq mas 
imdenad gansakuTrebuli mniSvnelobis mqone specifikuri Sinaarsi 
ki ar gaaCnia, ramdenadac paresiuli praqtikis mniSvnelobas gamok-
veTs, romelic adamians Sinagani sulieri brZolisken ganawyobs. 
amasTanave, aleqsandresa da diogenes Soris gamarTul am agresiul 
diskusiaSi or Zalauflebas – politikursa da WeSmaritebas – Soris 
brZola ikveTeba. am brZolaSi paresiasti mzad aris mudmivi safrTxis 
winaSe yofnisTvis: „diskursis“ dasawyisidan dasasrulamde diogene 
aleqsandres  Zalauflebas  amxels.  ZalauflebasTan  paresiuli  brZo-
lis mTavari mizani Tanamosaubris mier axali WeSmaritebis gacno-
biereba, an TviTSemecnebis axali safexuris miRweva ki ar aris, aramed 
paresiuli brZolis arsSi wvdomaa (paresiuli brZolis gaTavisebaa), 
rac sakuTar naklovanebaTa winaaRmdeg brZolas iTvaliswinebs.

Targmna gaga lomiZem.

miSel fuko. cinikosi filosofosebi da maTi xerxebi.
wignidanL: miSel fuko. uSiSari saubari. semioteqstebi.

los-anjelesi, 2001, gv. 115-133.
Michel Foucault. The Cynic Philosophers and their techniques.

From the book: Michel Foucault. Fearless Speech. Scmiotext(e).
Los Angeles, 2001, pp. 115-133
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albaT, ar arsebobs humanitarul mecnierebebis obieqti, rome-
lic ise calmxrivad Seiswavleba, rogorc – poeturi (leqsiTi) teqste-
bi. maTi analizisas, Cveulebriv, ganixilaven an mxolod teqstebis 
Sinaarssa da saxeobriv sistemas, an mxolod formalur Tavisebure-
bebs – metrikas, riTmas da a.S. iseTi STabeWdileba rCeba, TiTqos leq-
sis SinaarsisTvis amave leqsis formaluri Taviseburebebi martooden 
erTgvari danamatia, iseve, rogorc formisTvis – Sinaarsi. ra Tqma 
unda, mkvlevrebi aRiareben, rom „leqsebis kiTxvisas Cven arasodes 
aRviqvamT mxolod imas, rac naTqvamia sityvierad – Cven yovelTvis 
SevigrZnobT imasac, rasac gveubneba maTi metri, ritmi, riTmebi, 
strofebi“ (Гаспаров 2003: 3), magram analizisas, rogorc wesi, leqsiTi 
teqstebis Sinaarssa da maT formalur-struqturul Taviseburebebs 
erTmaneTisgan mkveTrad mijnaven. leqsiTi teqstebis analizis es myari 
tendencia imdenad didi xnis (saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi) arsebobs, rom 
mas SemTxveviT movlenad ver miviCnevT. rogorc Cans, SesaZlebelia 
vaRiaroT, rom leqsiTi teqstebis formaluri aspeqti (iseve, rogorc 
– misi Sinaarsi) garkveuli (Tumca, rasakvirvelia, ara sruli) avto-
nomiurobiT xasiaTdeba. i.m. lotmani aRniSnavda: „leqsis Seswavlis 
amosaval punqts warmoadgens leqsis rogorc aseTis paradoqsulobis 
gacnobiereba. poeziis arseboba udavod dadasturebuli faqti rom ar 
iyos, SeiZleboda sakmarisad damajereblad dagvemtkicebina, rom misi 
arseboba SeuZlebelia“ (Лотман 1972: 34), da am paradoqsulobis erT-
erTi mizezi, rogorc Cans, poeziis zemoxsenebuli Tviseba unda iyos. 
niSandoblivia, rom mecnierebaSi araerTxel dasmula SekiTxva: ra 
funqcias asrulebs leqsis formaluri aspeqti da ra saWiroa is, Tuki 
leqsis „Sinaarsis“ gaazreba SesaZlebelia am aspeqtisgan abstrahire-
bis SemTxvevaSic?

iqneb, poeziis formaluri Taviseburebebi, da kerZod, misi 
ZiriTadi NniSan-Tviseba, romelic leqss prozisgan ganasxvavebs – 
anu ritmuli danawevrebis principi – marTlac „gveubneba“ raimes? 
winamdebare statia wamoadgens am kiTxvaze pasuxis gacemis erTgvar 
mcdelobas. 
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* * *
gavixsenoT, raSi mdgomareobs ZiriTadi gansxvaveba leqsiTi 

teqstis Sinaarssa da mis formalur Taviseburebebs Soris? TiToe-
uli leqsiTi teqstis SinaarsSi aisaxeba avtoris individualuri 
msoflaRqma, sivrcisa da drois miseuli koncefcia (da am mxriv leq-
siTi teqstebi mniSvnelovnad gansxvavdeba erTmaneTisgan) da a.S., 
xolo formaluri Taviseburebebi, maTi variatiulobis miuxedavad, 
eqvemdebarebian saerTo princips – esaa leqsiTi metyvelebis rit-
muloba. ritmuloba, anu diskretul monakveTebad danawevrebuloba 
leqsiTi metyvelebis zogadi principia. rogorc unda gansxvavdebod-
nen leqsiTi teqstebi erTmaneTisgan (SinaarsiT an formiT), leqsT-
wyobis  romel  sistemasac  unda  miekuTvnebodes  isini,  es zogadi prin-
cipi ucvleli rCeba. davakonkretebT zemoT dasmul kiTxvas: iqneb, 
ritmuli danawevrebuloba ubralod, leqsiTi teqstis wminda for-
maluri, asemantikuri komponenti ki araa, aramed Tavisi gansakuT-
rebuli semantika aqvs? 

 
* * *

saerTod, enaSi samyaro warmogvidgeba, rogorc calkeuli, 
diskretuli, gansxvavebuli sagnebisa da movlenebis erToblioba, 
romelSic Cveni azrovneba eZiebs mizezSedegobriv da sxva saxis lo-
gikur kavSirebs, gansazRvravs obieqtTa droiTsa da sivrcul mimar-
Tebebs da a.S. es mimarTebebi da kavSirebi, ra Tqma unda, leqsiTi 
teqstebis SinaarsSic aisaxeba (radgan leqsiTi teqstebis safuZveli 
enaa), magram leqss axasiaTebs is umniSvnelovanesi Taviseburebac, 
romelic r. iakobsonma Camoayaliba: „poeturi funqcia axorcielebs 
ekvivalenturobis principis proecirebas seleqciis RerZidan kom-
binaciis RerZze“ (Якобсон 1960: 358). iakobsoni aq gulisxmobda ek-
vivalenturobis ara marto formalur gamovlinebebs, ese igi, imas, 
rom ritmuli erTeulebi leqsSi Tanafardia anu ekvivalenturia, 
aramed imasac, rom isini semantikuradac ekvivalenturni arian.. am 
ormag – ritmul da semantikur – ekvivalenturobas silabur-tonur 
leqsSi ganapirobebs marcvlebrivi odenobebis toloba (terfebSi) da 
maxvilTa Tanazomieri ganawileba. rac Seexeba silabur leqss, masSi, 
bunebrivia, ritmuli da semantikuri ekvivalenturobis tendencias 
avlenen striqonebi. 

davazustoT, ra saxis semantikur `deformacias“ (tinianovis 
termini rom gamoviyenoT) iwvevs ekvivalentur ritmul monakveTebad 
danawevreba leqsSi:

miuxedavad imisa, rom Cveulebriv metyvelebaSi sityvebi seman-
tikurad gansxvavdebian erTmaneTisgan („enaSi mxolod gansxvavebe-
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bi arsebobs“ – sosiuri 1977:152), leqsSi isini gaTanabrebulia rit-
muli danawevrebis Sedegad, anu sintagmaturi jaWvis elementebis 
(sityvebis, striqonebis da a.S.) semantika leqsSi, am ukanasknelis-
Tvis damaxasiaTebeli specifikuri faqtoris – ritmis zegavleniT 
igiveobriobis tendencias avlens. es ki imas niSnavs, rom leqsikuri 
erTeulebi semantikurad uaxlovdebian erTmaneTs, sinonimiisken mi-
iswrafvian. vfiqrobT, leqsikuri erTeulebis semantikis deformacia 
gansakuTrebiT mkveTrad SeigrZnoba metrulsa da silabur-tonur 
leqsSi, romelTa ritmuli erTeulebi (terfebi) ritmul monakveT-
Ta Soris minimalurni arian (anu, leqsiTi metyveleba metrulsa 
da silabur-tonur leqsTwyobebSi gacilebiT ufro diskretulia, 
gacilebiT ufro metadaa danawevrebuli, vidre, magaliTad, si-
laburSi). Sesabamisad, sityvebis, rogorc leqsikuri erTeulebis 
semantikis deformacia, tendencia sinonimiisken ufro mkafiod vlin-
deba. ra Tqma unda, marTebuli ar iqneba daskvna, TiTqos leqsiT 
(ritmul) metyvelebaSi mxolod igiveobebi SeiniSnebodes (Sdr. so-
siuris zemomoyvanili Sexeduleba imis Sesaxeb, rom enaSi mxolod 
gansxvavebebia), magram SeiZleba iTqvas, rom ritmuli metyvelebis da-
maxasiaTebelia leqsikuri erTeulebis semantikuri igiveobriobis, 
ganmeorebadobis tendencia.

cxadia, semantikis deformireba iwvevs Sesabamisi leqsikuri 
erTeulebis, anu aRmniSvnelTa semiotikuri mimarTebebis deformi-
rebasac. kerZod, i. m. lotmanis SeniSvniT, „araekvivalenturi (seman-
tikuri TvalsazrisiT – T.l.) elementebis ekvivalenturoba gva-
iZulebs vivaraudoT, rom niSnebs, romlebsac enobriv doneze gan-
sxvavebuli denotatebi aqvT, meoradi sistemis (ese igi, leqsis – T.l.) 
doneze saerTo denotati gaaCniaT“ (Лотман 1970: 61). albaT, ufro zus-
ti iqneba, Tu vimsjelebT ara saerTo denotatis, aramed – identuri 
denotatebis Sesaxeb, raTa ufro mkafiod warmoCndes dinamikuri 
procesi – ara marto aRmniSvnelTa, aramed, aseve, denotatTa swraf-
va ekvivalenturobisa da igiveobriobisken. amgvarad, leqsisTvis 
damaxasiaTebeli ritmuli danawevreba ganapirobebs imas, rom leqsSi 
asaxuli samyaroc „ekvivalenturi“ denotatebisgan Sedgenilad 
warmogvidgeba.

rogoria es samyaro da ra mimarTebebi SeiZleba akavSirebdes 
erTmaneTTan amgvar „ekvivalentur“ denotatebs? imis gaTvaliswine-
biT, rom ritmuloba, anu diskretul monakveTebad danawevrebulo-
ba leqsiTi metyvelebis saerTo principia, aq vgulisxmobT, zo-
gadad, konkretuli Sinaarsebisgan ganyenebuli „wminda“ formis, 
„wminda“ struqturis denotatebs (Tuki, rogorc zemoT aRvniSneT, 
davuSvebT, rom, zogadad, amgvar formas, amgvar struqturas Tavisi 
gansakuTrebuli semantika aqvs da Seesabameba garkveul msoflaRqmas). 
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aq termini „semantika“ pirobiTi mniSvnelobiT ixmareba, im gagebiT, 
romelic gansxvavdeba am terminis lingvisturi mniSvnelobisgan da 
mxolod apofatikuri mniSvnelobiT SeiZleba gamoviyenoT: iseve ro-
gorc musika (romelic aseve „wminda formaa“), ritmuli danawevrebis 
principi (da ara ritmulad danawevrebuli metyveleba), romelic leq-
sSi iCens Tavs, gamoricxavs yovelgvar racionalur interpretacias, 
yovelgvar logikas. 

(ramdenad gamarTlebulia varaudi, rom leqsis „wminda“ formas 
sakuTari semantika aqvs? miuxedavad imisa, rom leqsis forma garkve-
uli avtonomiurobiT xasiaTdeba, mas, rogorc Cans, marTlac gaaCnia 
erTgvari semantika. ase rom ar iyos, anu leqsis formas Tavisi seman-
tika rom ar hqondes, is leqsis sruliad SemTxveviTi, gareSe faqtori 
iqneboda da leqsikuri erTeulebis veraviTar semantikur deforma-
cias ver gamoiwvevda). 

eqsperimentis saxiT warmovidginoT iseTi leqsiTi teqsti, 
romelSic ritmulad danawevrebuli monakveTebis swrafva semanti-
kuri igiveobriobisken tendenciis saxiT ki ar warmogvidgeba, aramed 
srulad iqneba realizebuli (cxadia, amgvar teqstSi semantikuri er-
Teulebi – sityvebi – sruliad, absoluturad igiveobrivni iqnebian da 
teqsts araviTari semantika ar eqneba) da ganvixiloT sakiTxi mxolod 
da mxolod leqsis formiT (ritmuli danawevrebis principiT) nagu-
lisxmevi hipoTeturi samyaros Sesaxeb, romlis struqturul Tavise-
burebas warmoadgens Semadgeneli elementebis („obieqtebis“, `deno-
tatebis~) ekvivalenturoba da igiveobrioba1. 

samyaros swored amgvari suraTi aisaxeboda miTologiur az-
rovnebaSi, rodesac metyvelebisa da msoflaRqmis ritmuloba (rome-
lic Tanamedrove adamianisTvis damaxasiaTebeli araa) warmoadgenda 
„kosmosis RvTaebrivi mowesrigebulobis yvelaze TvalsaCino for-
mas, amitomac RvTaebasTan sityvieri urTierTobac SesaZlebeli iyo 
mxolod ritmuli metyvelebis meSveobiT“ (Дьяконов 1990: 60). amgvar 
azrovnebas pirvelyofili azrovnebis frangi mkvlevari l. levi-
briuli „difuzurs“ uwodebda (Леви-Брюль 1930); o. m. freidenbergis 
TqmiT, „azrovnebis daunawevrebloba ganapirobebda... gansxvavebuli 
sagnebis igiveobriobas“ (Фрейденберг 1998: 25). marsel mosis azriT, 
„cxovelebi, adamianebi, usulo sagnebi Tavdapirvelad yovelTvis 
aRiqmebodnen, rogorc sruliad urTierTigiveobrivni“ (Мосс 2011: 
58); amgvarad, SeiZleba davaskvnaT, rom samyaros suraTi, romelsac 
warmogvidgens ritmuli danawevrebis, anu leqsis „wminda formis“ 
principi, Seesabameba samyaros im suraTs, romelic aisaxeboda mi-
Tologiur cnobierebaSi. 

1 Sdr. Kklod levi-strosis azri imis Sesaxeb, rom `musikasa da miTologiaSi ada-
mianis winaSe warmodgebian virtualuri obieqtebi~ (Леви-Строс 2000: 25-26).
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axla davaxasiaToT, rogor gaiazreboda pirvelyofil, miTo-
logiur azrovnebaSi sagnebisa da movlenebis urTierTmimarTebebi.

mizezSedegobrivi mimarTebebi, Cveulebriv, akavSirebs gansxva-
vebul sagnebsa da movlenebs da es mimarTebebi umniSvnelovanesia 
samyaros Cveneuli aRqmisTvis: „Tuki mecnierebas... dahyavs aRqmaTa 
qaosi  wesrigamde,  romelSic  tipuri  movlenebi  TavianT adgils  ikave-
ben universaluri kanonebis Sesabamisad, qaosidan wesrigze am ga-
dasvlis instruments mizezSedegobriobis postulati warmoadgens“ 
(Frankfort 1946: 15). magram leqsis formiT nagulisxmev samyaroSi, an, 
ufro zustad, samyaros hipoTetur suraTSi, romelic leqsis for-
malur, ritmulad danawevrebul struqturaSi igulisxmeba, sag-
nebi da movlenebi igiveobrivia. Sedegad, dauSvebelia, rom masSi 
igulisxmebodes saganTa da movlenaTa mizezSedegobrivi mimarTe-
bebi. samyaros amgvarive suraTia warmodgenili e.w. „antikauzalur“ 
miTologiur azrovnebaSi, sadac mizezSedegobrivi kavSirebi miewe-
reboda, ubralod, mezobel, momijnave sagnebsa da movlenebs, rac, ra 
Tqma unda ar unda miviCnioT realur mizezSedegobriv mimarTebebad. 
e. kasireri SeniSnavda, rom „miTSi yovelgvari droiTi da sivrculi 
kontaqti uSualod aRiqmeba, rogor mizezSedegobrivi mimarTeba. 
miTologiuri azrovnebisTvis «post hoc, ergo propter hoc-ის 1 principTan 
erTad gansakuTrebiT damaxasiaTebelia principi juxta hoc ergo propter 
hoc» 2 (Cassirer 1955: 45)3. aseTsave Tvalsazriss gamoTqvamda o.m. fre-
idenbergi (Фрейденберг 1998 : 24). 

 cxadia, ritmuli danawevrebis principiT nagulisxmevi hipo-
Teturi samyaros obieqtebisTvis damaxasiaTebeli ar iqneba arc sxva 
mimarTebebi, imaTgan, romlebic Tanamedrove warmodgeniT, logiku-
rad akavSirebs empiriuli samyaros sagnebsa da movlenebs: zogadi 
aseT SemTxvevaSi kerZoobiTis tolfasia, misi identuria (radgan Se-
uZlebelia ganzogadebis logikuri operaciis ganxorcieleba iseT 
obieqtebTan mimarTebaSi, romlebic erTmaneTisgan arafriT ganir-
Cevian)4, „nawili“ ki „mTelis“ igiveobrivia (ufro zustad, rom vTqvaT, am 
cnebebis gamoyeneba Cveni hipoTeturi samyaros mimarT SeuZlebelia) 

1A amis Semdeg, maSasadame, amis mizeziT (laT.).
2 amis maxloblad, maSasadame, amis mizeziT (laT.).
3A aq unda gavixsenoT, rom TviT ritmuloba swored momijnaveobis (Tanazomier 
momijnave elementebad danawevrebis) princips emyareba da es rogorc ritmu-
li leqsiTi metyvelebis, ise miTologiuri msoflaRqmis ZiriTadi (da saerTo) 
struqturuli principia.
4 jambatista vikos SeniSvniT, pirvelyofili adamiani aigivebda zogadsa da 
kerZoobiTs: „pirveli adamianebi, kacobriobis TiTqosda bavSvebi, romlebsac 
ar SeeZloT SeeqmnaT saganTa inteligibeluri gvareobrivi cnebebi, bunebrivad 
iZulebulni iyvnen, SeeTxzaT ... fantastiuri gvarebi an universaliebi, raTa 
maTze, rogorc garkveul nimuSebze an idealur portretebze daeyvanaT calke-
uli saxeobebi, romelTagan TiToeuli Tavis gvars waagavda“ (Vico 1959: 100)
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da a.S.. amave TvisebebiT gamoirCeva miTologiuri msoflaRqma: `mTels 
ar aqvs nawilebi da is ar iSleba nawilebad~ (Cassirer 1955: 50); ̀ miTologi-
ur droSi nawili ganuyoflad da savsebiT substanciurad ukavSirdeba 
dros, ise, rom masze yuradRebis gamaxvilebisas mTels ar vwydebiT~ 
(Лосев  1977: 42). ritmuli danawevrebis principiT (anu leqsis `wminda~ 
formiT)  Ynagulisxmevi   samyarosa   da  miTologiuri  azrovnebis   saer-
To, identuri niSan-Tvisebebis dasaxasiaTeblad movixmobT e.m. me-
letinskis gamonaTqvams, romelic pirvelyofil miTologiur cno-
bierebas exeba, magram relevanturia Cveni `hipoTeturi~ samyaros 
dasaxasiaTebladac: `pirvelyofili azrovnebis difuzuroba gamov-
linda subieqtisa da obieqtis, materialurisa da idealuris (ese 
igi, sagnisa da niSnis, sagnisa da sityvis, arsebisa da misi saxelis), 
sagnisa da misi atributebis, erTeulisa da mravlobiTis, statiku-
risa da dinamikis, sivrculi da droiTi mimarTebebis aramkafio 
urTierTgamijvnaSi“ (Мелетинский 1976: 165), anu, faqtobrivad, maT 
urTierTgaigivebaSi. 

yovelive zemoTqmulidan gamomdinare, SeiZleba davaskvnaT, 
rom, zogadad, leqsma, rogorc Cans, Tavis specifikur formaSi – rit-
muli danawevrebis principSi – Semoinaxa uZvelesi miTologiuri az-
rovnebisTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSan-Tvisebebi. 

* * *
sainteresoa, rom samyaros amgvari aRqma ara marto leqsis for-

maSia obieqtivirebuli, aramed garkveul epoqebSi Sinaarsis donezec 
iCens Tavs. magaliTad, romantizmis literaturaSi samyaro gvesaxeba 
rogorc erTgvarovani da Tvisebrivad ganusazRvreli, potenciuri 
realoba.  amis  dadasturebas  qarTul  romantikul  poeziaSi  warmoad-
gens nik. baraTaSvilis poezia, sadac bnelis, bindis, `SemoRamebis~ mo-
tivTa fonze samyaros swored rom `miTologiuri~ suraTia daxatuli 
(ix. amis SesaxebL T. lomiZe. qarTuli romantizmis poetika. Tb., 2014). 
amgvarive tendencia iCens Tavs simbolistur poeziaSi, sadac, magali-
Tad, sagani da misi atributi, logikuri TvalsazrisiT, erTmaneTis 
tolfard mocemulobebadaa gaazrebuli. galaktion tabiZis poeziaSi 
gamoyenebuli epiTetebi – lurji qviSa, iisferi (an vardisferi) Tov-
li, lurji komSi, cisferi atami, laJvardi simindi da sxv. – mowmobs, 
rom es `epiTetebi~ logikur kavSirSi ar arian Sesabamis sagnebTan (maT 
Soris ar SeimCneva msazRvrel-sazRvrulis urTierTdamokidebuleba), 
anu, arsebiTad, maT atributebs ar warmoadgenen da avtonomiuri, 
damoukidebeli semantikuri da sintaqsuri (vgulisxmobT Cveulebri-
vi, yofiTi enis sintaqss) erTeulebis saxiT warmogvidgebian. Sedegad, 
sagnebsa da maT amgvar `atributebs~ Soris SeiZleba, garkveuli gage-
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biT, tolobis niSani daisvas da ar vigulisxmoT, rom maT msazRvrel-
sazRvrulis urTierTmimarTebebi akavSirebs. amgvaradve aisaxeboda 
sagnebisa da maTi atributebis urTierTmimarTeba miTologiur cno-
bierebaSi, sadac sagnebs SemTxveviTi, araimanenturi niSan-Tvisebebi 
(epiTetebi) miewereboda.1 

sainteresoa isic, rom miTologiaSi gansakuTrebiT aqtualuri 
iyo `Sesaqmes~, saganTa da movlenaTa Seqmnis, maTi `dabadebis~ motivi: 
`miTis, gansakuTrebiT ki pirvelyofili miTis kardinalur niSan-
Tvisebas warmoadgenda sagnebis arsis dayvana maT genezisamde.L sagnis 
arsis  aRwera  niSnavs  imis  moTxrobas,  Tu  rogor  Seiqmna  is;  garemom-
cveli samyaros aRwera igivea, rac misi `Sesaqmis~ istoriis Txroba.... 
amgvari warmodgenebis fesvebi unda veZioT sawyisisa da principis, 
droiTi da mizezSedegobrivi Tanmimdevrobis, mizezSedegobrivi pro-
cesis, rogorc materialuri metamorfozis, erTi konkretuli mate-
riis  meoriT  Secvlis  (individualuri  movlenis  CarCoebSi)   miTolo-
giur gaigivebaSi~ (Мелетинский 1976: 172); `pirvelyofili cnobierebi-
sTvis yvelaferi, rac amJamad arsebobs, – pirvelsawyisi precedentis 
gaSlis Sedegs, gamkvrivebuli kosmologiuri myofobis sawyisi situ-
aciis eqsplikacias (axal pirobebSi) warmoadgenda. am gagebiT, kos-
mologiuri miTis yvela movlena mxolod ganmeorebaa imisa, rac zoga-
dad ukve manifestirebuli iyo `Sesaqmes~ (alomovlenis) aqtSi, xolo 
miTis yvela gmiri (alogmirebi) – demiurgis gansxvavebuli variaciebi 
iyvnen Sesaqmis miTSi~ (Топоров 2010: 29-30).

`Sesaqmes~ situacia Taviseburad aisaxa nik. baraTaSvilis po-
eziaSic. rodesac poeti axsenebs `pirvelad qmnilsa fers~ – lurjs, 
es feri ar ukavSirdeba konkretul sagnebs, ar gamoiyeneba epiTetis 
Cveulebrivi funqciiT. `lurji” aq daxasiaTebulia, rogorc sxva fe-
rebze ufro adre Seqmnili gvareobrivi (sxva ferebis mimarT) feri. 
`pirvelad  qmnili“  feri  baraTaSvilTan  unda  miviCnioT  aseve  `pirve-
lad qmnili“ cis atributad. bibliis mixedviT, amgvari `ca“ – esaa uxi-
lavi zeciuri samyaro, RmerTis samyofeli. Sesabamisad, baraTaSvil-
Tan `lurji“ gvevlineba, rogorc samyaros dasabamieri mdgomareobis 
– `Sesaqmes~ – aRmniSvneli sityva da ara rogorc garkveuli feris sa-
xeli. misi gamoyeneba motivirebulia imiT, rom esaa muqi, bneli feri.

dasabamieri bneli samyaro, bibliis mixedviT, Tvisebrivad ga-
nusazRvreli iyo. is mxolod potenciurad gulisxmobda danawevre-
bisa da kerZo obieqtebis Seqmnis SesaZleblobas. amgvari sibnele, 
bneli warmogvidgeba rogorc erTgvari substancia, romlisganac 
RmerTma Semdgom Seqmna kerZo sagnebi. lurjis (rogorc `bneli“ feris) 

1 qarTul religiur sistemaSi epiTetebis lingvisturi funqciebis Sesaxeb ix. 
abakelia 2017.
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substanciurobas nikoloz baraTaSvilTan adasturebs gamoTqma: 
`SeverTo lurjsa fers“. maSasadame, lurji feri simbolurad aR-
niSnavs samyaros pirvandel, dasabamier mdgomareobas, rodesac jer 
ar arsebobda Tvisebrivad gansxvavebuli sagnebi da movlenebi. 

simbolistur poeziaSic analogiuri viTarebaa. simbolo im-
gvari niSania, romelSic deformirebulia enobrivi semiotikuri mi-
marTebebi da romlis denotats ar warmoadgenss empiriuli samyaros 
esa Tu is sagani an movlena. Sesabamisad, simbolistur poeziaSi, mis 
enaSi empiriuli samyaro warmogvidgeba, rogorc `bneli~, idumali, 
Seumecnebeli, martooden potenciuri arsebobis statusiT aRWur-
vili mocemuloba. aqedan gamomdinare, am samyaros elementebi Tvi-
sebrivad ganusxvavebelia erTmaneTisgan, igiveobrivia, iseve, rogorc 
romantikul teqstebSi. 

 yovelive zemoTqmulis safuZvelze SeiZleba davaskvnaT, rom, 
zogadad,   leqsis   formaSi   da,   kerZod ,  ritmuli  danawevrebis  prin-
cipSi, kristalizebulia is faruli meqanizmi, romelic anadgurebs 
saganTa mizezSedegobriv da sxva saxis logikur kavSirebs, Slis 
gansxvavebebs am sagnebs Soris. leqsis `wminda formas~ Tavisi sagan-
gebo (Tumca ki, Cveulebrivi enobrivi semantikisgan gansxvavebuli, 
deformirebuli) semantika da specifikuri semiotikuri mimarTebebi 
aqvs, romlebic garkveul epoqebSi poeturi teqstebis Sinaarsis 
planSic aisaxa. leqsis ritmul struqturaSi SeiniSneba im istori-
uli stadiis da im msoflaRqmis nakvalevi, romelic miTologiur 
cnobierebaSia obieqtivirebuli.
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Concerning the Function of Rhythmic Division in Verse

Summary

Key words: Rhythmic division, “Pure form” of verse, Mythological consciousness. 

This article is an attempt to answer the question: what function does the formal 
aspect of the verse perform, in particular, its rhythmic division and what is it for, if it 
is possible to comprehend the “content” of the verse, abstracting from its form, from 
its rhythmic structure? Poetic (versified) texts are studied one-sidedly; as a rule, literary 
critics analyze only the content and the figurative system of the poetic text or only formal 
features of verse - metrics, rhyme, etc. One gets the impression that formal characteristics 
of verse represent only a certain external factor for the content of the verse. Researchers 
argue that the form and content of the verse are a single whole, but in fact they differentiate 
them from each other. This tendency has existed for such a long time (for centuries) that, 
apparently, is not an accidental phenomenon. Evidently, it is possible to recognize that 
the formal aspect of poetic texts (as well as their content) are characterized by a certain 
(although not complete) autonomy. Yu.M. Lotman noted that the initial point for the study 
of verse is the recognition of its paradoxicality. In our opinion, one of the reasons for this 
paradox, apparently, is the aforementioned characteristics of verse. M.L. Gasparov argued 
that we never comprehend only what is said by the meaning of the words - we also always 
feel what is prompted by the form of the meter, rhythm, rhyme, stanzas.

What does the form of the verse and, in particular, its main characteristics - the 
principle of rhythmic division prompts (or, rather, tells) us?

Generally speaking, in language, the world reveal to us as a totality: separate, 
discrete, different objects and phenomena, in which our thought seeks cause-and-effect and 
other logical connections, determines the temporal and spatial relationships of objects, etc. 
These relationships and connections are reflected in the content of poetic texts (since the 
basis of poetic texts is language), but verse has a very important characteristics formulated 
by R.O. Jacobson according to which the poetic function carries out the projection of the 
principle of equivalence from the selection axis to the combination axis. Jacobson meant 
not only the formal manifestations of equivalence, but also the semantic equivalence of 
rhythmic segments.

What kind of semantic deformations are caused in verse by division What kind 
of semantic deformations are caused in verse by articulation of equivalent rhythmic 
segments?

Despite the fact that in ordinary language the semantics of words is different (“In 
language there are only differences,” as Saussure argued), in verse the words are equalized 
due to rhythmic division, that is, under the influence of rhythm, they tend to synonymy. It 
cannot be said, that in verse, there are only identities (cf. Saussure’s above statement that 
there are only differences in language), but we can say that rhythmic parole tends to be 
semantically identical and repeatedly occurent.
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It is obvious that the deformation of semantics also determines the deformation 
of the semiotic relations of lexical units, i.e. signifying. According to Yu.M. Lotman, the 
equivalence of nonequivalent elements makes us assume that signs that have different 
denotations at the linguistic level have a common denotation at the level of the secondary 
system. In our opinion, it is better to speak not about the “general denotation”, but about 
identical denotations, in order to more clearly identify the dynamic process - the striving 
of denotations towards equivalence and identity. Thus, the world reflected in the verse is 
also presented as comprised of equivalent denotations.

What is this world and what kind of relationships do such denotations bind? Under 
the rhythmic pattern i.e. under the division into discrete segments (which is the general 
principle of poetic speech), we mean a “pure” form abstracted from specific contents, a 
pure structure and its denotations.

Imagine (in the form of a thought experiment) a poetic text in which the striving for 
semantic identity is not presented in the form of a tendency, but is fully realized. Naturally, 
in such a text, the semantic units - words - will be completely, absolutely identical and the 
text will not have any semantics. Let us consider the question of the hypothetical world 
implied by the poetic form (by the principle of rhythmic division), the structural feature 
of which will be the equivalence and identity of the constituent elements (“objects”, 
“denotations”).

It was this image of the world that was reflected in the mythological consciousness, 
with its inherent rhythm of speech and perception of the world, which is confirmed by 
the studies of numerous scientists. Thus, we can conclude that the image of the world 
presented to us by the principle of rhythmic division, that is, the “pure form” of verse, 
corresponds to the image of the world reflected in the mythological consciousness.

How the interrelationships between objects and phenomena were comprehended in 
the mythological consciousness?

Causal relationships, as a rule, connect various objects and phenomena with each 
other, however, in a hypothetical picture of the world, implied in the formal rhythmically 
divided structure of verse, they are identical. Consequently, they could not be bound by 
such relationships. A similar picture of the world appears in “anti-causal” mythological 
thinking, in which, simply, causal connections were attributed to spatially adjacent objects.

Obviously, the objects of our hypothetical world will not have other relationships 
either of those that logically connect objects of the real world: the general in it will be 
equal to the single, the part will not differ from the whole. The mythological perception of 
the world is characterized by similar properties, which was noted by specialist-researchers.

Based on the foregoing, we can conclude that in the form of a verse and, in particular, 
in the principle of rhythmic division, a hidden mechanism is crystallized that destroys 
causal and other logical connections between objects, erases the differences between 
them. The “pure form” of verse has its own (albeit different from the usual linguistic 
semantics, deformed) semantics and specific semiotic relations. According to our analysis 
in the rhythmic structure of verse, the features of a particular historical stage and that 
perception of the world reveal, which is objectified in the mythological consciousness.
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maia naWyebia
(saqarTvelo)

swavlul kacTa poeturi TamaSebi:

eklesiasteseuli amaoeba da wrebrunva arCilis 

`Carxebr mbrunav leqsSi~

arCil II bagrationis (1647-1713) literaturuli memkvidreoba 
uaRresad mdidari da mravalferovania. misi mosazrebebi Teoriuli 
sakiTxebis Sesaxeb, eTikur-esTetikuri Sexedulebebi, qristianuli 
teqstebis Rrma codna da maTi mxatvruli gadaazreba epoqis msofl-
mxedvelobis konteqstSi erwymis siaxlisadmi swrafvasa da poetur 
eqsperimentebs. akrostiqebiTa da telestiqebiT gamarTuli iambiko-
ebi da `anbanTqeba axlad SemoRebuli” arCilis, rogorc eqsperimen-
tatoris niWze miuTiTebs. arCilis poetur ZiebaTa Soris amjerad 
formiTa da SinaarsiT sruliad gansakuTrebul leqss gamovyofT; 
es aris mefe-poetis mier SemoRebuli `Carxebr mbrunavi leqsi~ – 
`amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso”. Cveni yuradReba miiqcia leqsis 
originalurma Sinaganma struqturam da formisa da Sinaarsis uaRre-
sad gonebamaxvilurma Serwymam. sanam uSualod Cveni kvlevis Temaze 
gadavidodeT, SevexebiT leqsis teqstis Seswavla-gamoqveynebasTan 
dakavSirebul uaRresad saintereso sakiTxebs da leqsisadmi miZRvnil 
samecniero literaturas.

teqstisTvis. arCilis TxzulebaTa sruli krebuli XX saukuneSi 
orjer gamoica. pirveli gamocema warmoadgens ortomeuls al. bara-
miZisa da n. berZeniSvilis redaqciiT, romelic 1936-1937 wlebSi da-
istamba. am gamocemaSi arCilis leqsi, romelic CvenTvis aris sainte-
reso, Setanilia saTauriT `Carxebr mbrunavi leqsi~ (arCiliani 1936: 
289-290). gamocemas axlavs Sesavali statia – `arCilianis teqstisTvis~, 
sadac miTiTebulia, rom redaqtorebis gankargulebaSi iyo xelnawerebi 
Semdegi koleqciebidan: 1) yofili w. k. gamavrcelebeli sazogadoebis, 
anu S koleqciidan, 2) yofili saistorio-saeTnografio sazogadoebis, 
anu H koleqciidan, 3) yof. saeklesio muzeumis, anu A koleqciidan, 
4) saqarTvelos muzeumis ZiriTadi, anu Q koleqciidan da 5) leningra-
dis aRmosavleTmcodneobis (yofili saazio muzeumis) xelnaweri №22. 
redaqtorebma sandoobis TvalsazrisiT upiratesoba mianiWes S 424 da 
leningradis №22 xelnawer nusxebs, aqedan S 424 aRniSnaven A literiT, 
xolo №22 – B literiT (arCiliani 1936: IX). al. baramiZe wers: `A xelna-
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weri uZvelesia, usrulesia, gatarebulia arCilis xelSi, avtografu-
li Canawerebis mqonea da, TavisTavad cxadia, redaqciuladac yvela-
ze ufro sandoa. Cven gamocemasac safuZvlad daedo es A xelnaweri” 
(arCiliani 1936: XIV)1. 

1936 wlis krebulSi `Carxebr mbrunavi” leqsi gamoqveynebulia am 
saxiT: 

Carxebr mbrunavi leqsi

 I

1. amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

    amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

    amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

da amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso.

2. moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs,

    moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs,

    moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs,

da moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs.

3. igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa,

    igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa,

    igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa,

da igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa.

4. Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa asoTa,

    Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa asoTa,

    Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa asoTa,

da Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa asoTa.

5. asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa igaviT,

    asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa igaviT,

    asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa igaviT,

da asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa igaviT.

II

1. Senobs asoTa moeso amoebasa igaviT,

    asoTa amoebasa moeso Senobs igaviT,

    moeso Senobs asoTa amoebasa igaviT,

da amoebasa asoTa Senobs moeso igaviT.

1 SeniSvnaSi al. baramiZis miuTiTebs, rom dasaxelebuli xelnawerTa nusxebi 
exeba konkretulad 1936 wels gamocemul `arCilianis~ pirvel toms.
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2. asoTa amoebasa moeso igaviT Senobs,

     igaviT amoebasa moeso asoTa Senobs,

     amoebasa igaviT moeso [asoTa] Senobs,

da moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs.

3.   amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

       Senobs asoTa igaviT amoebasa moeso,

       asoTa Senobs igaviT amoebasa moeso,

da igaviT asoTa Senobs amoebasa moeso.

4.  moeso amoebasa igaviT Senobs asoTa.

      amoebasa moeso igaviT Senobs asoTa, 

      igaviT Senobs moeso amoebasa asoTa,

da Senobs moeso igaviT amoebasa asoTa.

5.   igaviT Senobs moeso asoTa amoebasa,

       asoTa Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa,

       Senobs moeso asoTa igaviT amoebasa,

da moeso igaviT Senobs asoTa amoebasa.

III

1.   abareb uars ukeTes moeco moisarisa,

       abareb uars ukeTes moeco moisarisa,

       abareb uars ukeTes moeco moisarisa,

da abareb uars ukeTes moeco moisarisa.

1936 wlis gamocemaSi leqss CvenTvis metad saintereso ori gan-
marteba axlavs. pirveli SeniSvna pirvel strofs ekuTvnis, sadac 
vkiTxulobT: `pirveli strofis taepebi dedanSi dawyobilia wris 
(Carxis) formiTac (xazi Cemia – m.n.) (arCiliani 1936: 289). meore SeniS-
vna ki bolo strofTan (`abareb uars ukeTes moeco moisarisa~) aris ga-
keTebuli da gvauwyebs: `esec wina leqsis msgavsad aris dedanSi. sity-
vebis dalagebis principic igivea (arCiliani 1936: 290). 

1999 wlis arCilis TxzulebaTa sruli krebulis teqsti gamo-
sacemad moamzades, leqsikoni, saZiebeli da gamokvleva daurTes 
i. lolaSvilma, l. kekeliZem da l. ZoweniZem. 1999 wels gamocemul 
erTtomeuls darTuli aqvs statia – `arCilianis teqstisTvis~ l. ke-
keliZisa da l. ZoweniZis avtorobiT. gamokvlevis avtorebi weren, rom 
dRis wesrigSi kvlav dadga arCilis TxzulebaTa sruli, mecnieruli 
teqstis xelaxali gamocema. iqve aRiSnaven, rom maT mier dadgenili 
teqsti eyrdnoba 1937 wlis gamocemas, oRond masSi Setanili rigi 
cvlileba teqstologiuri xasiaTisaa, rac ganpirobebulia xelnawer-
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Ta kritikuli SeswavliT da miuTiTeben gamoyenebul xelnawerebs da 
maT aRmniSvnel literebs: S 424 = A, B literiT aris aRniSnuli lenin-
gradis aRmosavleTmcodneobis institutis xelnawerTa ganyofilebis 
xelnaweri M-19, H-338 = C, S 2663 = D, H-2116=E, S-418=F, S-1729=G (arCili 
1999: 550-551).

arCilis TxzulebaTa 1999 wlis gamocemaSi gamoqveynebuli `leq-
si Carxebr mbrunavis~ (arCili 1999: 208-209) Sesaxeb metad saintereso 
informacias viRebT teqstis Sesaxeb darTul gamokvlevaSi: `arCilis 
TxzulebaTa xelnawerebze muSaobis dros gairkva zogierT leqsSi 
strofTa  Tanamimdevrobisa  da  ama  Tu  im  strofis  sxvadasxva   leqsi-
sadmi mikuTvnebis sakiTxic. `sityva sanaTlisRebo~ 1936 wels gamo-
cemuli teqstis mixedviT mTavrdeba Semdegi strofiT:

ar gikvirsT, CemTa mnaxvelTa, viT movicade amdenad?

es leqsi C a r x e b m b r u n a v i aw movigone usmenlad.

erTs striqons sityva ramdeni aqvs, leqsic iqmna imdenad.

naZlevi var, Tu Cems winaT eTqvas vis, iyoT mosmenad.

am strofis mixedviT aSkaraa, rom arCili laparakobs mis mier 
SemoRebuli leqsis saxeobaze, kerZod Carxebmbrunav leqsze, aRniS-
navs mis Taviseburebas, wyobas, raobas. ZiriTad xelnawerSi `sityva 
sanaTlisRebos~ uSualod mosdevda Carxebmbrunavi leqsi. magram 
rodesac Carxebmbrunavi leqsi arCilis TxzulebaTa gamocemaSi bo-
loSi  iqna  dabeWdili,  maSin  aRniSnuli  44-e  strofic  unda  wamZRvare-
boda am leqss, an piriqiT, Carxebmbrunav leqsi unda dabeWdiliyo 
uSualod `sanaTlisRebos~ Semdeg, rogorc es xelnawerSi gvxvdeba. 
am strofs araviTari kavSiri ara aqvs `sanaTlisRebosTan~, is Car-
xebmbrunavi leqsis organuli nawilia da amitom amJamad masTan er-
Tad ibeWdeba” (arCili 1999: 558-559). 

maSasadame, `leqsi Carxebr mbrunavis~ (arCili 1999: 208-209) teq-
sti 1999 wlis gamocemaSi Sevsebulia im ori Sesavali strofiT, rome-
lic 1936 wels gamocemul pirvel tomSi leqss aklia, rac Seexeba 
uSualod Carxebmbrunav leqss – `amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs mo-
eso”, igi wina gamocemis identuria, amitom moviyvanT mxolod am or 
pirvel strofs, romelsac uSualod mosdevs leqsis I, II da III nawilebi.

leqsi Carxebr mbrunavi 

1. ra vqmna? Sairi miT viwye, saqme daZvirda saqmnelad.

kargi ram minda davswero, avi ar minda saTqmelad.

egeb Sendoba vinme Tqvas, Tu ram vargiyos sasmenlad!

ar vici, saiT mivyavar sofelsa me dasanTqmelad? 
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2. ar gikvirsT CemTa mnaxvelTa, viT movicade amdenad?

es leqsi C a r x e b m b r u n a v i aw movigone usmenlad.

erTs striqons sityva ramdeni aqvs, leqsic iqmna imdenad.

naZlevi var, Tu Cems winaT eTqvas vis, iyoT mosmenad. 

aqve aRvniSnavT, rom leqsis pirvel taepSi 1999 wlis gamocemaSi 
gamoyenebulia forma `amaoebasa”, xolo leqsis yvela Semdeg strqonSi 
ki – `amoebasa”: 

3. amaoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso.

forma `amaoeba~ dasturdeba `fsalmunebsa~ da `eklesiasteSi~ 
(abulaZe 1973: 4), miuxedavad amisa, rogorc arCilis sxva teqstebic 
adasturebs, igi upiratesobas aniWebs formas `amoeba~, vinaidan sity-
vis am formas vxvdebiT agreTve mis sxva TxzulebebSic:

`amoebad Semiracxes gind dRe uqmad gardmevloca~.

 (`icis brZenman~, 33, 2)

`ar advilia aRkrZalva amoebisa, amosa~.

 (`anbanTqeba axali SemoRebuli~, 1,1).

vfiqrobT, forma `amaoeba~ SeiZleba 1999 wlis gamocemis ko-
reqturuli Secdoma iyos, miT umetes imis gaTvaliswinebiT, rom 
`amaoeba~ xuTmarcvliani sityvaa, xolo `amoeba~ – oTxmarcvliani, 
Teqvsmetmarcvliani leqsis SemTxvevaSi `amaoeba~-s gamoyenebiT taep-
Si damatebiTi, meCvidmete marcvali Cndeba, rac, cxadia, Teqvsmet-
marcvliani leqsisTvis miuRebelia. am sakiTxTan dakavSirebiT Cvens 
mosazrebas amyarebs isic, rom 1936 wlis gamocemaSi pirvelsave da 
yvela momdevno taepSi ikiTxeba `amoebasa~. rac Seexeba leqsis III na-
wilSi moTavsebul strofs – `abareb uars ukeTes moeco moisarisa~ – 
mas aseve axlavs SeniSvna: `esec aT strofiania da sityvebis dalage-
bis principi msgavsia wina Carxebr mbrunavi leqsisa~ (arCili 1999: 209). 

leqsis Sesaxeb arsebuli samecniero literaturis mimoxilva. 
arCilis `Carxebr mbrunavi leqsi~ imTaviTve aRmoCnda mkvlevarTa 
interesis sferoSi. jer kidev 1924 wels gamocemul korneli kekeliZis 
`qarTuli literaturis istoriis~ II tomSi vkiTxulobT: `dasasrul, 
unda aRiniSnos erTi Taviseburi leqsi arCilisa, romelsac is uwo-
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debs `etlebr mbrunav leqss~ (sic!-m.n.) (...) es etlebr an Carxebr mbru-
navi leqsi dabeWdila e. TayaiSvilis mier~ (kekeliZe 1924: 419-420). k. ke-
keliZe igives imeorebs `Carxebr mbrunavi~ leqsis Sesaxeb `qarTuli 
literatris istoriis~ 1958 wlis gamocemaSic (kekeliZe 1958: 591). 

arCilis `Carxebr mbrunav~ leqss ixseniebs aleqsandre baramiZe 
da ase afasebs mas: `arCilsve SemouRia raRac `Carxebr mbrunavi leqsi~, 
romelic – unda marTali iTqvas – srul ugemurobas warmoadgens~ 
(baramiZe 1940: 220). 

erTmniSvnelovnad uaryofiTad afasebs arCilis `Carxebr mbru-
nav leqss~ revaz baramiZec, romelic wers: `arCils siamayis grZnobas 
hgvris is siaxle, riTac Tavad igi gansxvavdeba wina saukuneebis 
mweralTagan. (...) `Carxebr mbrunavi~ leqsi metad saeWvo Rirsebisaa, 
magram avtors mainc sakmao damsaxurebad miaCnia es ucilod for-
malisturi varjiSi mxolod imitom, rom aseTi leqsi mas aravisgan 
mousmenia, is misi mogonilia~ (baramiZe 1966: 380-381). 

aRmosavleTmcodne d. kobiZe exeba ra arCilis `Carxebr mbrunav~ 
lqess, aRniSnavs, rom am tipis wriuli leqsebi sparsuli poeziisTvis 
aris damaxasiaTebeli da ganmartavs maT daniSnulebas da miuTiTebs, 
rom `Carxi leqsebi~ gamoiyeneboda saleqso sazomisa da ritmis Se-
saswavlad da dasZens: `amitomaa, rom `Carx leqsebSi~ raime garkveuli 
azri ar amoikiTxeba~ (kobiZe 1967: 10). paraleli sparsuli poeziidan 
udavod sainteresoa, magram maSin ra vuyoT arCilis sityvebs: `es leqsi 
C a r x e b m b r u n a v i  aw movigone usmenlad~-o da taepSi kodirebul 
Sinaarss, razec qvemoT gveqneba saubari.

arCilis versifikaciis sakiTxebs exeba T. doiaSvili da aRniS-
navs, rom `arCilis Semotanilia `Carxebr mbrunavi leqsi~. metruli 
TvalsazrisiT igi raime siaxles ar Seicavs _ gvaqvs dabali Sairis 
metri da katrenuli strofi~ (doiaSvili 2003: 352).

sagulisxmoa is faqti, rom mkvlevrebi `Carxebr mbrunav leqss~ 
epoqis konteqstsa da mis esTetikur gemovnebas ukavSireben: uaRresad 
sayuradReboa, rom 1924 wlis gamocemaSi k. kekeliZe metad mniSvnelo-
van mosazrebas gamoTqvams, rodesac wers, rom Semdgomma Taobam da-
karga TanamedroveTa alRo da gageba arCilisa (kekeliZe 1924: 421). 
aseve metad sayuradRebo mosazreba aqvs gamoTqmuli T. doiaSvils, 
romelic arCilis am leqss epoqis esTetikur gemovnebas ukavSirebs da 
ambobs, rom `Carxebr mbrunavi leqsi~ warmodgenas gviqmnis ara marto 
avtoris, aramed garkveuli epoqis esTetikur gemovnebaze~ (doiaSvili 
2003: 352). 

saTaurisTvis. `leqsi C a r x e b m b r u n a v i~ – ase uwodebs 
Tavisi Seqmnili leqsis saxeobas arCili. unda iTqvas, rom saTaurisa 
da teqstis urTierTmimarTeba, farTo da pirobiTi mniSvnelobiT, 
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erTmaneTis mimarT perifrastulia: teqsti saTauris maqsimalurad 
ganvrcobili `perifrazia~, xolo saTauri ki, Tavis mxriv, Tuki perif-
razi ara (magaliTad, Tu saTauri erTi sityviTaa gamoxatuli), teq-
stis `saocrad dawnexil~ abreviaturas mainc warmoadgens. saTauri 
migvaniSnebs, saxeldobr riskenaa mimarTuli da razea gamaxvilebuli 
poetis yuradReba da amitomac mas gansakuTrebuli mniSvneloba eniWe-
ba (Григорьев 1979: 194-195). Tuki saTauri leqsis abreviaturaa da masSi 
kondensirebulia is, Tu riskenaa mimarTuli da razea gamaxvilebuli 
poetis yuradReba, maSin arCilis leqsSi yuradReba gamaxvilebulia 
leqsis axal saxeobaze, leqsze, romelic brunavs rogorc Carxi. vi-
naidan Carxi erT-erTi sakvanZo sityva da saxe-bimboloa am leqsSi, 
saWirod migvaCnia aRvniSnoT, rom sityva `Carxi” ar aris ilia abula-
Zis `Zveli qarTuli enis leqsikonSi~ (abulaZe 1973) da arc sulxan-
saba orbelianis `sityvis konaSi~ (orbeliani 1949), xolo CubinaSvili 
ase ganmartavs Carxs: `Carxi – borbali anu manqana sabrunebeli (naxe 
borbalTan); borbali – frTebiani gina kbilebiani sabrunavi maSinaTa, 
viTar wisqvilisa, saJamnosi da egeviTarTa~ (CubinaSvili 1961: 429; 
153). qarTuli enis ganmartebiT leqsikonSi ki miTiTebulia, rom 
Carxi sparsuli warmomavlobis sityvaa da ganmartebulia, rogorc 
sabrunebeli manqana (liTonis, xis da misT. dasamuSaveblad) da aseve 
moyvanilia sityva CarxTan dakavSirebuli xatovani gamoTqvebi: bedis 
Carxis waRma (ukuRma) datrialeba, bedis Carxis triali; istoriis 
Carxi (qarTuli enis ganmartebiTi leqsikoni 1964: 335). maSasadame, 
Carxi dakavSirebulia garkveuli tipis moZraobis, trialisa da brun-
vis semantikasTan. es kavSiri wuTisofelsa da mis wrebrunvas, mis 
mudmiv cvalebadobas Soris, rogorc Cans, metad mimzidveli aRmoCnda 
arCilisTvis, vinaidan mis SemoqmedebaSi `Carxis brunvas~ ramdenjerme 
vxvdebiT da sainteresod migvaCnia imis Cveneba, Tu rodis da ra vi-
TarebaSi mimarTavs mas pirvelad arCili. amas ki leqsis inspiraciis 
sakiTxTan mivyavarT. 

inspiracia. soflis Carxis brunvas, rogorc cvalebadi wuTi-
soflis metaforas, jer kidev Teimuraz I mimarTa. `Sami-farvanianSi~ 
poeti ambobs: `Carxi ukuRma dabrunda, bedi damterda, va meo!~ (13,4) 
(Teimurazi 1934: 16). magram arCili am tropiT daviT jafariZis erT-
strofian leqss aRufrTovanebia. amitom, leqsis saTaurma gvibiZga, 
rom Carxebmbrunavi leqsis Seqmnis idea arCilis ufro adrindel, 1684 
weliT daTariRebul `kacisa da soflis gabaasebisTvis~ epigrafad 
wamZRvarebul strofs davukavSiroT. `gabaasebas~ Semdegi striqone-
bi aqvs wamZRvarebuli: `es erTi pirveli leqsi d a v i T  m a m u k a [ s ]
S v i l s  j a f a r i Z e s  eTqva sofelzed a S T r a x a n s . amas qve-
iT s o f l i s a  d a  k a c i s  g a b a a s e b a  am erTman leqsman 
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moaxdina (arCili 1999: 34). daviT jafariZis am oTxtaepedSi cvaleba-
di wuTisofelis metafora warmodgenilia rogorc Carxi soflisa, 
romelic mudmivad brunavs:

Tqves: Carxi soflis simuxTlis samudmod aris mbrunavi,

lxins mogvcems Wiri gverds axlavs, xan Sveba, xan saWmunavi;

nurvin sdevs, vervin miswvdebis, cxeni hyavs anu Tu navi.

Tqmula, rom: arvin darCeba bolomdin moumduravi. 

(arCili 1999: 34)

arCils `soflisa da kacis gabaasebSi~ adamianis cxovrebis cva-
lebadoba da masSi sikeTisa da siavis, Wirisa da lxinis monacvleoba 
bibliur konteqstSi aqvs moqceuli da rogorc Tavad ambobs, mTeli 
nawarmoebi swored am erTi strofiT aris inspirirebuli. marTlac, 
es strofi gasaocari lakonurobiT gamoxatavs barokos adamianis 
msoflmxedvelobas, mis damokidebulebas ganuwyvetliv cvalebadi 
cxovrebis mimarT (Nachkebia 2019: 114). daviT jafariZem virtuozulad 
moaxerxa am oTx taepSi Caetia gancdebis mTeli siRme da gasaocari 
filosofiuri xedva cxovrebisa. soflis Carxis mudmivi brunva – es 
SesaniSnavi poeturi saxe, romelic daviT jafariZem Seqmna, Carxis 
Tvisebas, misi wrebrunvis semantikas emyareba, rac uaRresad mox-
deniladaa SerCeuli da am strofis mkiTxvelsa Tu msmenels eubneba, 
rom wuTisofeli CarxiviT, borbaliviT bunvs. es tropi cxovrebi-
seuli metamorfozebis uzarmazar diapasons itevs da igi mudmivad 
cvalebadi wuTisoflis, soflis aramdgradobis brwyinvale metaforas 
warmoadgens, rac organulia barokos adamianis azrovnebisTvis. igi-
ve trops arCili mogvianebiT `amicanad saTargmanebelSic~ mimarTavs: 
`CarxTa brunva, igavT axsna vin SeityobT, man daityoT~ (61,4). rogorc 
Cans, daviT jafariZis am metaforas arCilze imdenad Zlieri STa-
beWdileba mouxdenia da iseTi didi SesaZleblobebi daunaxavs masSi, 
rom igi Carxeb brunvas ukve leqsis gamarTvis principad iyenebs da 
mas ostaturad ukavSirebs leqsis arss, mTavar saTqmels. 

`eklesiaste“ da baroko. rogorc ukve zemoT vTqviT, `Carxebr 
mbrunavi leqsi“ Tavis mxriv ori aseTi `mbrunavi“ leqsisgan Sedgeba, 
Cven saubari pirvel maTganze gveqneba. es aris leqsi `amoebasa igaviT 
asoTa Senobs moeso~, romlis es erTaderTi taepi ornawilian leqsSi 
40-jer meordeba taepSi sityvebis sxvadasxva TanamimdevrobiT. am 
taepis azri ki amgvaria: es leqsi amaoebis Sesaxeb igavebs emyareba (Sdr. 
`CarxTa brunva, igavT axsna“). `amoeba~ anu amaoeba, rogorc koduri 
sityva da kulturis erTgvari arqetipi, im xidis rols asrulebs, 
romelic gadebulia avtorisa da mkviTxvelis cnobierebas Soris da 
emyareba epoqis msoflaRqmas. 
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rogorc cnobilia, barokos literatura istoriis da kacobri-
obis tragikuli msoflaRqmiTa da saxeebiT aris STagonebuli. dra-
matizmi sufevs poeziaSi, dramaturgiaSi, romanSi da yvelgan vxvde-
biT  cvalebadobis  da  nivTTa  aramyarobis  gancdas: es exeba  adamianeb-
sa da materialur samyaros, SesaZeblobebs, axalgazrdobas, silamazes, 
gancdebsa da vnebebs, yovelive imas, rac onore iurfem Tavisi cno-
bili romanis `astreas~ (1607) pirvelsave gverdebze amcno mkiTxvels 
emblematuri formulis saxiT: `araferi ar aris iseTi mudmivi, ro-
gorc cvalebadobis maradiuloba~ (Chauveau 1997: 25). Tavis mxriv 
onore iurfes es fraza, romelic samyaros cvalebadobas formulis 
sizustiT gadmogvcems, `eklesiastesTan~ gvagzavnis. amitom, barokos 
epoqaSi amaoebis gancdas ukavSirdeba samyaros metamorfozis, misi 
maradiuli cvalebadobis Tema. 

eklesiasteseuli `amaoebaTa amaoeba“ barokos msoflmxedvelo-
bisTvis, misi literaturisa da mxatvrobisTvis organul motivad iq-
ca, vinaidan igi am epoqis adamianis sulier ganwyobilebebsa da Ziebebs 
zedmiwvniT pasuxobda. zneobrivi damoZRvra, romelic aforistulad 
aris   gamoTqmuli,  pasuxs  iZleoda  adamianis  cxovrebis  azrze   samya-
roSi. barokos Semoqmedis da saerTod barokos adamianisTvis Zveli 
da axali aRTqmis wignebi ara mxolod inspiraciis wyaro iyo, aramed 
saazrovno sistemac, barokos filosofiur bazad ki `eklesiaste~ 
iqca, romelSic am epoqis avtorebma maTTvis yvelaze organul 
teqsts miakvlies. masSi daxatulia brZenis saxe, romelmac yvelafers 
miaRwia, razec adamianma SeiZleba iocnebos da ganicada yvelaferi, 
mivida daskvnamde: `rameTu eseca amao da ჴdoma sulisa!~ (eklesiaste 
2: 26). samyaros wrebrunva ucvlelia, xolo RvTis gzebi Seucnobeli. 
warmaval, amouxsnel samyaroSi swored amitom iqca eklesiastese-
uli `amaoeba amaoTa, yovelive amao~ (ekl. 1:2) barokos epoqis devizad 
(naWyebia 2016: 20).

`eklesiaste, romelsa ebraelebr kuჱleTe ewodebis~ erTdro-
ulad Rrma poeturobiTa da filosofiurobiT ganmsWvaluli Txzu-
lebaa, erTi mxriv igi moicavs mosazrebebs drois dinebaze, bunebis 
procesebis ciklur ganmeorebaze, sikvdilis gardauvlobaze, sikvdi-
lisa, romelic yvelas aTanabrebs: `naTesavi warvals da naTesavi mo-
vals, da queyana ukunisamde hgies. da aRmovals mze da davals mze da 
adgilsa Tჳssa mivals igi. da munve mivals samxriT da mohvlis Crdi-
loT, garemovlis garemo suli da simrgulesa Tჳssa moiqvevis suli. 
yoveli ჴevnebi Sesdis zRuasa da zRua ver ganZRebis adgilsa mas, sada-
igi ჴevnebi mivals, munve kualad miiqcevin igini ganslvad~ (ekl. 1: 4-7). 
meore mxriv ki `eklesiasteSi“ naCvenebia amaoeba yovelive imisa, ris 
gamoc adamianis gulSi ver isadgurebs simSvide: `ganvadidnen saqmeni 
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Cemni; viSene me saxleb, davhnergen me savenaჴeni, viqmen me mtilebi da 
samoTxeebi da davnergen xeni mas Sina, yoveli nayofierni. da viჴmen me 
avazanni  da  sabanelni  wyalTani  rwyvad  maTgan  maRnarni  mcenareTani.
movige monebi da mჴevlebi, da saxlisa naSobni mesxnes me, damonagebni 
velTani da mroweulTaჲ friadi iyo Cemi ufrois yovelTa, raodeni 
iyvnes uwinares Cemsa ierusalims. Sevkribe me oqroca da vercxlica 
didZali ufros mefeTa da sofelTa, da vyven Cemda Semasxmelni mama-
ni da dedani saSueblad ZeTa Tana kacTasa, da vyven Cemda mwdeni ma-
mani da dedani. ganvdiden da SevsZine ufrois yovelTa, romelni iy-
vnes uwinares Cemsa ierusalჱms~ (ekl. 2: 4-9), Semdeg ki ambobs: `da 
vixile me yovelsa zeda naqmarsa Cemsa, romelni qmnnes ჴelTa CemTa da 
rudunebulsa mas Cemsa, ravdeni vrudune, yofa. da aha, esera, yovelive 
amao da ჴdoma sulisa da ara umetes mzesa queSe~ (ekl. 2:11). brZeni 
saubrobs yovelive miwieris amaoebaze, warmavlobsa da araraobaze, 
vinaidan samyaroSi yovelive cvalebadi da aramyaria da amas eklesi-
aste sakuTari mravalferovani gamocdilebis safuZvelze amtkicebs. 

swored eklesiasteseuli `amaoeba~ – cxovrebis iluzorulobis, 
warmavlobis, movlenebis ciklurobis, yovelives xrwnadobis da ama-
oebis idea iSviTi minimalizmiT aris gadmocemuli arCilis `Carxebr 
mbrunav” leqsSi. termin `amoebis“ xsenebiT igi Tavis Tanamedrove 
mkiTxvels, romlisTvisac Zveli da axali aRTqmis wignebi kargad 
iyo cnobili, `eklesiastes“ mTel teqsts, masSi gaSlil msjelobasa 
da daskvnas Seaxsenebs. maSasadame, arCilis am leqsis prototeqsti 
`eklesiastea“.

cxovrebis cvalebadobaze, mis aramyarobasa da miundoblobaze 
gansja, cxovrebis metamorfozebze dafiqrebas arCilis araerT Txzu-
lebaSi vxvdebiT:

guSin sxva iyo, dRes sxvaa, Jami Jams ar eTnebisa.

 (`leqsni aseulni~, 5,3)

vxedavTa, Jamni yovelni dRiTi-dRe icvalebian:

vin iSvebs, vinme ixarebs, mefenic gardicvlebian,

am sawuTrosa dRisagan sxvis dRisad miicvlebian.

 srul yovlTa welTa simravle erT did dRed Seicvlebian.

 (`leqsni aseulni~, 58)

etlTa brunvaTa msgavsia am soflis lxini da Sveba,

wamierT icis orive – amaRleba da daSveba.

 (`asni ormuxlni Sairni~, 16, 1-2)
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`amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso~ – am erTaderT striqons 
abrunebs avtori `CarxiviT”, borbaliviT, abrunebs iseve, rogorc 
brunavs cxovreba. vin, Tu ara arCilma gamoscada sakuTar Tavze 
cxovrebis movlenaTa kaleidoskopuri monacvleoba da yovelives 
efemeruloba. ramdenjerme asulma imereTis taxtze, imdenjerve da-
karga igi TiTowliani xelmwifobis Semdeg, SedarebiT xangrZlivi da 
warmatebuli mxolod kaxeTis mefoba aRmoCnda. utaxtod darCenili 
mefe Tavs xan dvaleTs afarebda da xan astraxans, Semdeg ki sabolo-
od ruseTSi, vsexsveckoeSi damkvidrda da emigraciaSi darCa, cxov-
rebis daisi ki vaJis, aleqsandre batoniSvilis SvedeTSi tyveobam da 
misma daRupvam gaumwara. cxovrebiseuli gancdebiT damZimebuli ar-
Cili `eklesiastes“ mimarTavs, gavixsenoT misi pirveli taepi: `sityu-
ani eklesiastesani, Zisa daviTisani, mefisa israჱlisani, ierusalims“ 
(ekl. 1:1),  Cndeba  saintereso  paraleli:  mefe  ierusalimisa,  Ze  bibli-
uri daviTisa da qarTveli mefe bagrationTa daviTiani dinastiidan, 
arCil II. wuTisoflis cvalebadobaze dafiqrebuli arCili Zveli 
aRTqmis wignis – `eklesiastes“ sibrZnes mimarTavs, romelic ambobs: 
`vixilen yovliTurT, romelni qmnil arian mzesa queSe, da aha, esera 
yovelive amao da gamorCeva sulisa“ (ekl. 1:14). `eklesiastes“ sko-
ufildiseul ganmartebebSi es wigni iwodeba cxovrebis Sesaxeb gan-
sjis wignad, xolo `amaoeba“ eklesiasteSi da saerTod wminda werilSi 
ara mxolod pirad pativmoyvareobasa da wvrilmanebze zrunvas niS-
navs, aramed niSnavs sicarieles yovelgvari cxovrebisa, romelSic ar 
aris RmerTi. cxovreba amaoebaSi niSnavs dabadebas, muSaobas, tanjvas, 
droebiTi siamovnebiT tkbobas, romlebic araferia maradisobasTan 
SedarebiT, da, sikvdils (Библия 1987: 764). miwierze amaRleba, swrafva 
maradiulisa da ueWveli sayrdenisadmi, cxovrebiseul cvalebado-
baSi simSvidis da sayrdenis Zieba RmerTSi – es aris brZenis miwieri 
cxovrebis WeSmariti mizani: `movisminoT yvelafris Tavi da bolo: 
RvTisa geSinodes da daicavi mcnebani misni, radgan es aris kacis Tavi 
da Tavi. radgan yvela saqmes samsjavroze miitans RmerTi, yovelive 
dafaruls, keTils Tu borots“ (ekl. 12: 13-14)1. 

leqsis brunvis principi da moZraobis iluzia. leqsSi arCili 
iyenebs rogorc Carxis semantikur mniSvnelobas, romelic dakav-
Sirebulia trialTan da brunvasTan, ise mis metaforul mniSvnelo-
bas – `Carxi soflisa~, romelic ukve wuTisoflis mudmiv cvalebado-
bas ganasaxierebs. rogorc zemoT vTqviT, daviT jafariZis strofi, 
romelic, rogorc arCili wers, `soflisa da kacis gabaasebis~ daweris 

1 vinaidan `mcxeTur xelnawerSi” `eklesiastes” teqsti naklulia da wydeba 
mexuTe Tavis meore muxlze, winamdebare muxls vimowmebT Semdegi gamocemis 
mixedviT: saqarTvelos sapatriarqo. biblia. Tbilisi: 1989. 
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STamagonebeli gaxda, `Carxebr mbrunavi~ leqsis inspiratoradac 
iqca, sadac arCilma `brunva~ leqsis gamarTvis teqnikur principad 
aqcia da Seqmna ase vTqvaT, mbrunavi, moZravi leqsi. Tavdapirvelad 
SevexebiT imas, Tu rogorc `brunavs~ leqsi.

arCilis `Carxebr mbrunavi leqsi~ pirobiTad sami nawilisgan Sed-
geba: pirveli ori strofi leqsis erTgvari Sesavali da ganmartebaa, 
xolo danarCeni aTi strofi ki sakuTriv `Carxebr mbrunavi~ leqsis – 
`amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso~ – I da II nawili. 

arCilis `Carxebr mbrunavi leqsi~, romlic mxolod erTi taepis 
ganmeorebiT aris Seqmnili, sivrculad struqturirebuli leqsia. 
taepi fokusirebulia leqsema `amoebis~ semantikaze da im simbolur 
religur datvirTvaze, romelic am epoqis adamianisTvis sacnauri 
iyo da ukavSirdeba `eklesiastes~, xolo teqsturi gamosaxulebis 
sivrciTi uaRresad originaluri da gonebamaxviluri organizeba 
leqss damatebiT da moulodnel, da aseve, metad maxvilgonivrul 
mniSvnelobas sZens. leqsis taepis sityvebi garkveuli principiT orad 
gayofil aTstrofian leqsSi iseve brunavs, rogorc wuTisofeli 
`eklesiasteSi~. saintereso swored is aris, Tu rogor `brunavs~ leq-
si, ra principzea es moZraoba agebuli. 

arCili leqsis Sesaval pirvel strofSi daweris mizans amxels 
da ambobs, rom kargi ramis dawera msurs da ara cudiso da Sendobas 
iTxovs, Tu leqsi mosasmenad vargisi iqneba. strofis meoTxe striqo-
ni, uSualod Carxebmbrunavi leqsTan aris kavSirSi, radgan poeti svams 
kiTxvas: `ar vici, saiT mivyavar sofelsa me dasanTqmelad?~ da am kiTxvas 
eklesiasteseuli terminebis erT taepSi moqceviT pasuxobs: `amaoeba/
amoeba~ da ̀ igavni~ xom pirdapir ̀ eklesiastes~ teqstTan agzavnis leqsis 
mkiTxvelsa Tu msmenels. meore strofSi ki arCili xazs usvams imas, 
rom `es leqsi C a r x e b m b r u n a v i “ Tavad gamoigona ise, rom msgavsi 
mosmenili ar hqonia da iqve ganmartavs, Tu rogor aris `mowyobili~ 
es leqsi: leqsSi imdeni strofia, ramdeni sityvac aris leqsis taepSi: 
`erTs striqons sityva ramdeni aqvs, leqsic iqmna imdenad~ (2, 3). 

maSasadame, leqsi, romelic `brunavs~ erTaderTi taepisgan Sed-
geba, romelSic Tavis mxriv xuTi sityvaa. leqsis strofebs ki poeti 
qmnis garkveuli manipulaciis gamoyenebiT; leqsis orive nawilSi 
sityvebis moZraobis traeqtoria arCils garkveul principze aqvs 
damyarebuli da es principebi erTmaneTisgan gansxvavdeba: leqsis 
I nawilSi yovel momdevno strofSi sityva icvlis adgils. leqsis I 
nawilis pirveli strofis pirvel taepSi sityvebis Tanamimdevroba 
amgavria: `amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso~ da es Tanamimdevroba 
ucvlelad meordeba pirveli strofis oTxive taepSi, MmTel pirvel 
strofSi. leqsis meore strofSi pirveli sityvis – `amoebis~ – adgils 
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ikavebs mexuTe sityva – ̀ moeso~ da Sesabamisad sityvebis Tanamimdevroba 
Semdegnairad icvleba: `moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs~, mesame 
strofSi pirvel sityvad gvevlineba taepis meore sityva: `igaviT asoTa 
Senobs moeso amoebasa~, meoTxe strofSi pirveli sityva xdeba pirveli 
taepis meoTxe sityva `Senobs~: `Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa asoTa~. 
mexuTeSi ki mesame sityva – `asoTa~ – inacvlebs pirvelis adgilze da 
Sesabamisad viRebT taeps: `asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa igaviT~. 

 
3.  amaoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

     amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

     amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

     amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso.

4.  moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs,

  moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs,

  moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs,

  moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs.

 5. igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa,

 igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa,

 igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa,

 igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa.

 6. Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa asoTa,

 Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa asoTa,

 Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa asoTa,

 Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa asoTa.

7. asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa igaviT,

asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa igaviT,

asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa igaviT,

asoTa Senobs moeso amoebasa igaviT.

`Carxebr mbrunavi~ leqsis meore nawilic xuTi strofisgan 
Sedgeba, magram moZraoba anu sityvebis gadaadgileba ukve gansxvave-
buli principiT xorcieldeba: Tu leqsis pirvel nawilSi yoveli 
strofis oTxive taepSi sityvebi myar adgils inarCuneben da isini 
mxolod yovel momdevno strofSi icvlian adgils, meore nawilSi 
saqme sxvagvaradaa: aq sityvebis gadaadgileba xdeba strofis yoveli 
taepis SigniT. aq sityvebis wyoba ukve yovel taepSi icvleba da arCi-
li amasac garkveul princips umorCilebs: pirvel strofSi sityvebis 
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Tanamimdevroba amgvaria: `Senobs asoTa moeso amoebasa igaviT~. meore 
taepSi ki pirvel sityvad gvevlineba pirveli taepis meore sityva – 
`asoTa~, meore adgils ikavebs pireli taepis meoTxe sityva – `amoeba-
sa~, mesame adgilze ki pirveli taepis mesame sityva – `moeso~ rCeba, 
meoTxe adgilzea pirveli taepis pirveli sityva – `Senobs~, mexuTe 
sityva isev ucvlelad rCeba. leqsis danarCen oTx strofSic igive 
principiT icvlian sityvebi adgils, oRond Tanamimdevroba yvelgan 
sxvadasxvaa. ucvleli rCeba mxolod taepis kiduri sityva:

II. 

8. Senobs asoTa moeso amoebasa igaviT,

asoTa amoebasa moeso Senobs igaviT,

moeso Senobs asoTa amoebasa igaviT,

amoebasa asoTa Senobs moeso igaviT.

9. asoTa amoebasa moeso igaviT Senobs,

igaviT amoebasa moeso asoTa Senobs,

amoebasa igaviT moeso [asoTa] Senobs,

moeso amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs.

10.  amoebasa igaviT asoTa Senobs moeso,

  Senobs asoTa igaviT amoebasa moeso,

  asoTa Senobs igaviT amoebasa moeso,

  igaviT asoTa Senobs amoebasa moeso.

11. moeso amoebasa igaviT Senobs asoTa.

 amoebasa moeso igaviT Senobs asoTa, 

 igaviT Senobs moeso amoebasa asoTa,

 Senobs moeso igaviT amoebasa asoTa.

12.  igaviT Senobs moeso asoTa amoebasa,

 asoTa Senobs igaviT moeso amoebasa,

 Senobs moeso asoTa igaviT amoebasa,

 moeso igaviT Senobs asoTa amoebasa.

Tu leqsis yvela taepSi erTidaimave sityvas movniSnavT, miiReba 
vizualuri efeqti: magaliTad, leqsis I nawilSi erTmaneTis qveS gan-
lagebuli erTidaigive sityva sivrceSi vizualurad qmnis erTgvar 
svets, xolo sityvebis es wanacvleba vertikalurad qmnis zigzagis 
konturs, moZraobis iluzias, rac gansakuTrebiT TvalsaCinod Cans, 
rodesac erT-erT sityvas mTel leqsSi muqad movniSnavT. msgavs su-
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raTs miviRebT, Tu taepis xuTi sityvidan nebismier sxvas gavamuqebT. 
brunvis sxvagvar meTods mimarTavs arCili leqsis II nawilSi, iq moZ-
raoba ufro `SemWidrovebulia~, vinaidan sityvebi ukve strofis yovel 
taepSi icvlian adgils. leqsSi sayuradRebo kidev erTi ramaa: leqsis 
I nawilis pirveli strofis pirveli striqonis pirveli sityva `amo-
ebaa~ da II nawilis bolo strofis bolo taepis bolo sityvac `amoebaa~, 
amrigad, arCilis leqsi TiTqos erT srul `bruns~ asrulebs da wre 
ikvreba.

moZraoba barokos xelovnebisTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSania, arCi-
lis leqsi `brunavs~, brunva ki igive moZraobaa, moZraoba ki Jan ruses 
mier Camoyalibebuli barokos oTxi mTavari kategoriidan erT-er-
Tia (Chédozeau 1989: 22). amave dros, renesansisa da barokos xelovnebis 
Sepirispirebisas cnobilma xelovnebaTmcodnem, hainrix violflinma 
gamoavlina xelovnebis istoriis xuTi ZiriTadi wyvili: 1) xazovani – 
surTxatovani, 2) sibrtye – siRrme; 3) daxuruli forma – Ria forma; 
3)  simravle  –  erToba;  5)  mkafioba  –  bundovaneba,  rac  Semdeg  safuZ-
vlad daedo barokos literaturuli Sesabamisobebis gamovlenas. 
vioflini ganmartavs, rom suraTxatovani emyareba moZraobis iluzias 
(Вёльфлин 2004: 73). suraTxatovani stilis mizani aris moZraobis ilu-
ziis gamowveva. pirveli, rac iwvevs am STabeWdilebas, aris sinaTlisa 
da Crdilis ganawileba, meore ki aris sworxazovnebis darRveva, vi-
naidan yovelive sworxazovani mkvdari, uZravi da arasuraTxatovania 
(xazi Cemia – m.n.) (Вёльфлин 2004: 77). da, yvelaze mniSvnelovani, rasac 
TvalsaCinod  vxedavT  arCilis  leqsSi,  romelSic  yoveli  sityva  zig-
zagis sakuTar traeqtorias qmnis: `moZraobis Semdgomi iluziis mi-
saRebad gamosaxulebas mTlianad an mis mniSvnelovan nawils ganala-
geben cerad mayureblis mimarT~ (Вёльфлин 2004: 77). suraTxatovani 
stilis mesame niSnad violflini gamoyofs mouxelTeblobas. `su-
raTxatovan uwesrigobas~ SeiZleba mivakuTvnoT gamosaxvis imgvari 
manera, rodesac calkeuli sagnebi ar aris warmodgenili mTeli si-
cxadiT, isini nawilobriv dafarulia. erTi sagniT meores dafarva 
suraTxatovan stilSi erT-erTi umniSvnelovanesia. yvelaferi, rac 
SeiZleba Tvalma maSinve SeniSnos, suraTs mosawyens xdis, amitom xde-
ba naxatis nawilebis SeniRbva da amiT fantaziis waqezeba, raTa fan-
taziam amoicnos dafaruli da maSin iqmneba STabeWdileba, rom naxev-
rad daafruli Tavad iswrafis mzis sinaTlisken (Вёльфлин 2004: 78-79). 
zigzagi, romelsac arCilis am leqsSi Cvens mier gamuqebuli sityvis 
traeqtoria qmnis (danarCeni oTxidan nebismieris gamokveTisas igive 
suraTs viRebT) swored moZraobis am iluziis vizualuri gamoxatu-
leba da arCilis brwyinvale mignebaa.
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vfiqrobT, arCilis leqsSi iseT movlenasTan gvaqvs saqme, ro-
goric fardobiTi moZraobis kategoriaa, rac ganmartebulia, ro-
gorc moZraobis Wvreta, aRqmis mimarTuloba, vizualuri kavSirebisa 
da vizualuri rigis cvlileba (Заяц 2016: 100). vizualuri rigis, am 
SemTxvevaSi, grafikulad gamosaxuli sityvebis Tanamimdevrobis cvli-
leba `Carxebr mbrunav~ leqsSi vizualurad TvalsaCinoa.

`Carxebr mbrunavi~ leqsi da barokos gonbamaxviloba. arCilis am 
leqsSi forma da Sinaarsi poeziisTvis moulodneli teqnikiT erwymis 
erTmaneTs. mefe-poetis es uaRresad originaluri leqsi rogorc 
bibliis Rrma codnas, ise warmosaxvis did unars moiTxovda, raTa sa-
bolood rTuli Canafiqri ganexorcielebina da leqsisTvis sruliad 
axali, brunvis ganzomileba miniWebina. aq ki unda gavixsenoT barokos 
Teoretikosebi: balTazar grasiani (1601-1658) da emanuile Tezauro 
(1592-1675). cxadia, arCilisTvis ucnobi iyo misi ufrosi Tanamed-
rove Teoretikosebis naSromebi, miuxedavad amisa, `Carxebr mbrunavi 
leeqsi“ srulad Seesabameba debulebebs, romlebsac isini barokos 
poetur xelovnebas uyenebdnen. balTazar grasianis ritorikuli 
traqtati `gonbamaxviloba anu sxarti gonebis xelovneba~ (1648), 
Seicavs barokos metaforis ganvrcobil Teorias. esTetikuri azris 
istoriaSi pirvelad, grasiani nawarmoebis Sefasebis kriteriumad 
iyenebs gemovnebas (gusto). mis traqtatSi formulirebulia ZiriTadi 
moTxovnebi xelovnbisadmi, romelic orientirebulia mcodneTa da 
damfasebelTa viwro wreze, `sulis aristokratebze~. amgvari xelov-
nebisadmi grasianis upirvelesi moTxovna aris sirTule, formis gar-
Tulebuloba, rac mimarTulia `vulgarulobis~ da `sayovelTaod gasa-
gebobis~ winaaRmdeg. grasianis azriT, mxatvruli Semecnebis krite-
riumi, mecnieruli Semecnebisgan gansxvavebiT ara wesebia, aramed ge-
movneba, romlic gagebulia, rogorc gonebis intuitiuri saqmianobis 
unari. SemoqmedebiTi procesis es potenciuri SesaZlebloba, grasi-
anis Tanaxmad, realizdeba `gonebamaxvilobaSi~ anu `sxarti gonebis 
xelovnebaSi~ (Жирмунская ... 1987: 13). italielma poetma, xelovnebisa 
da literaturis Teoretikosma, barokos epoqis umniSvnelovanesi 
Te-oriuli naSromis – `aristoteles durbindis~ (1655) – avtorma, 
ema-nuile Tezaurom, aristoteles `ritorikaSi~ ipova is elementebi, 
romlebic Tavisi esTetikuri sistemis Sesaqmnelad gamoiyena. Te-
zauro amtkicebda, rom poeturi qmnilebebis samyaro, romelic fan-
taziam warmoSva, Tavisi sakuTari, racionaluri azrovnebisa da 
logikisgan gansxvavebuli kanonebiT cxovrobs. Tezaurom sakmaod 
mwyobri moZRvreba Seqmna gonebamaxvilobis Sesaxeb. gonebamaxviloba 
mas esmis rogroc gonebis erT-erTi gamovlineba, gonebamaxviluri 
CanafiqrSi (concetto) ki aris RvTaebrivi gonis nawili. gonebamaxvilo-
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bis or mTavar Tvisebas, gamWriaxobasa da mravalmxrivobas Soris 
Tezauro gansakuTrebiT mravalmxrivobas afasebda. igi werda, rom 
gamWriaxobas SeuZlia SeaRwios sagnebis faruli Tvisebebis arsSi: 
`substanciaSi, materiaSi, formaSi, SemTxveviTobaSi, TvisebaSi, mizez-
Si, mizanSi, sapirispiroSi, umaRlesSi, umdablesSi da aseve emblemeb-
Si~,  mravalmxrivoba  ki  swrafad  axerxebs  moicvas  rogorc  yvela  maT-
gani, ise maTi urTierTmimarTebani da urTierTkavSirebi, igi `aer-
Tianebs da acalkevebs, zrdis da amcirebs, gamoyavs erTi meoredan 
da gasaocari moxerxebulobiT aTavsebs erTs meores adgilze~. Teza-
uro dasZens, rom yvela es Tviseba damaxasiaTebelia metaforisTvis, 
romelic aris `poeziis, gonebamaxvolobis, Canafiqris, simboloebis 
deda~ (Голенищев-Кутузов 1987). barokos metaformizmis specifikasTan 
dakavSirebiT saintereso dakvirveba aqvs gamoTqmuli i. lotmans. misi 
ganmartebiT  aq  Cven  vawydebiT  imas,  rom  tropebi  (sazRvrebi,  romle-
bic gamoyofen erTi saxeobis trops meoresgan, barokoSi uaRresad 
myife xasiaTs iReben) ar warmoadgenen gamoxatvis erTi planis ele-
mentebis garegnul Canacvlebas meoreTi, aramed cnobierebis gan-
sakuTrebuli meTodis Seqmnas. maSasadame, metafora barokoSi ara 
mxolod Txrobis mokazmvis saSualebaa, aramed cnobierebis gansa-
kuTrebuli wyobis Seqmnis meTodia (Лотман 1992: 174). 

figuruli leqsebi – poeturi TamaSis xelovneba. poeziaSi ver-
baluri da ikonografiuli elementebis kombinacia `ar axalia, Zve-
lia~. antikuri xanidan moyolebuli farTod aris cnobili poeturi 
teqstisa da grafikuli gamosaxulebis harmoniuli Serwymis nimuSebi, 
iseTebi, rogoric aris teqnopegnia, figurul poeziadve ganixileba 
akrostiqebi, telestiqebi, labirinTebi da sxva grafikuli formebi. 
mravlismetyvelia, rom berZnuli termini technopaegnia ori sityvis 
SeerTebiT aris miRebuli: τέχνη – xelovneba, xeloba da παἱγνιον – Ta-
maSi, garToba. mogvianebiT, ax.w. IV saukuneSi Cndeba ukve figuruli 
leqsis axali forma – carmen figuratum-i (momdinareobs lat. carmen – leq-
si, figuro – formis micema), romelic rTul maTematikur gaTvlebze 
iyo damyarebuli. aqedan cxadia, rom figuruli leqsebi yovelTvis 
gansakuTrebul inteleqtualur wrebSi iqmneboda, maTi avtorebi 
ubralod poetebi ar yofilan, isini imavdroulad Rrmad ganswav-
luli adamianebi da mecnierebi iyvnen. amitom, figuruli leqsebis 
Seqmna ubralo garToba ar yofila, swavlul kacTa es TamaSi maTi 
codnisa da ostatobis demonstrirebas emsaxureboda (naWyebia 2018: 
110-111). hoizinga wers: `TamaSi – es aris funqcia, romelic aRsavsea 
azriT. yoveli TamaSi raRacas niSnavs. rogorc ar unda ganvixiloT 
igi, nebismier SemTxvevaSi TamaSis es mizanmimarTuloba Sobs raRac 
aramaterialur stiqias, romelsac Tavad TamaSis arsi moicavs~ 
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(Хёйзинга 1997: 20). TamaSis am fuqnciidan gamomdinare vfiqrobT, rom 
arCilis `Carxebr mbrunavi lesi“ inteleqtualuri TamaSis Sedegia 
da mas sakmao Zalisxmeva, garkveuli gaangariSebebis gakeTeba da didi 
fantazia dasWirdeboda imisTvis, rom saboloo miznisTvis mieRwia da 
leqsSi wrebrunvis iluzia Seeqmna. 

rogorc r. gordeziani aRniSnavs, gvianklasikuri periodidan 
moyolebuli, avtorisa da auditoriis urTierTobaSi werilobiT 
fiqsirebuli teqsti TandaTanobiT dominantur mniSvnelobas iZens. 
mwerlebs aRar akmayofilebdaT teqstis mxolod ZiriTadi funqciiT, 
anu informaciis fiqsirebiTa da gadacemiT Semofargvla da aqti-
urad mimarTes eqsperimentebs misi vizualuri efeqtis instrumentad 
qcevisTvis, xolo vinaidan teqstis vizualuri zemoqmedebis xerxTa 
Sesabamisad gamarTva semantikuri, anu Sinaarsobrivi aspeqtebis Se-
Tanxmebas moiTxovda, rac teqstis garkveul mxatvrul principebTan 
Sesabamisobas gulisxmobda, amisTvis daxelovnebuloba anu mxatvru-
li Semoqmedebis garkveuli kanonebis codna iyo aucilebeli. am Sem-
TxvevaSi poetikis kanonTa codna da formiT, anu teqstis vizualu-
rad gamosaxvis saSualebebiT TamaSi erTmaneTTan iyo Serwymuli 
(gordeziani 2016: 69). 

barokos epoqis SemoqmedebisTvis mimzidveli iyo yovelive uC-
veulo, siaxlisken swrafva ki figuruli formebis gamravalferov-
nebas iwvevda, es ki SemTxzvelis fantaziaze iyo damokidebuli. sa-
yuradReboa, rom jorj putenhamma `inglisuri poeziis xelovnebaSi~ 
(1589) poetebs figuruli leqsebis Sesaqmnelad miuTiTa mTeli rigi 
geometriuli figurebisa, romelTa Soris erT-erTi wris formaa. 
figurul poeziaSi mis yvelaze mniSvnelovan wvlilad swored poete-
bis mier gamosayenebeli formebis CamonaTvali da maTi aRwerilobaa 
miCneuli (Cano-Echevarría 2017: 9-10). rogorc zemoT ukve aRvniSneT, 
arCilis TxzulebaTa 1936 wlis gamocemaSi `Carxebr mbrunav~ leqss 
al. baramiZis mier darTuli uaRresad mniSvnelovani SeniSvna axlavs: 
`pirveli strofis taepebi dedanSi dawyobilia wris (Carxis) formi-
Tac~ (xazi Cemia – m.n.) (arCiliani 1936: 19), ris safuZvelzec SegviZlia 
gamovitanoT daskvna, rom aq wris formis figurul leqsTan gvaqvs 
saqme. arCilis am leqsis wriul formaze d. kobiZemac gaamaxvila 
yuradReba (kobiZe 1967: 10). Tumca arCili gacilebiT ufro Sors wa-
vida da cxovrebiseuli movlenebis wrebrunvis, uSualod moZraobis 
gamosaxva leqsSi sityvebis gadaadgilebis garkveuli logikisTvis 
damorCilebiT ganaxorciela. arCilis `Carxebs mbrunav~ leqsSi 
sruliad novatoruli da originaluri aris is, rom leqsi wres ki 
ar eZRvneba, rogorc es umeteswilad aris xolme teqnopegniebis 
SemTxvevaSi, aramed iseT movlenas, rogoric aris wuTisoflis wre-
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brunva, romelic Tavis mxriv erTaderTtaepiani leqsisi sakvanZo 
sityvas – amaoebas, `amoebas~ ukavSirdeba da eklesiasteSi aRweril 
wuTisoflis wrebrunvas, cxovrebiseuli movlenebis ciklurobis 
grafikul gaTvalsaCinoebas warmoadgens. barokos mravalferovan 
figurul poeziaSi ver mivakvlieT `mbrunav~ leqss; magram aRmoCnda, 
rom msgavsi tipis poezia TiTqmis sami saukunis Sendeg, XX saukuneSi 
Seiqmna permutaciuli poeziis saxelwodebiT da sayuradReboa, rom 
permutaciuli poeziis SeqmnaSi kompiuteruli teqnologiebi mona-
wileobs (Funkhouser 2007: 39).

daskvna. barokos epoqis SemoqmedTa warmodgeniT cxovreba 
aramdgradia da misTvis damaxasiaTebelia cvalebadobis imanenturi 
mdgomareoba. samyaros cvalebadobis ideam, misma ganuwyvetelma moZ-
raobam drosa da sivrceSi ganapiroba barokos mxatvruli meTodis 
iseTi Tvisebebi, rogoricaa magaliTad, araCveulebrivi dinamizmi da 
eqspresiuloba, midrekileba moZraobisken. dinamiuri da myisierad 
cvalebadi samyaro avtorTa grZnobebisa da maTTan dakavSirenuli 
emociebis mTel diapazons itevda, esenia religiuri motivebi, war-
mavlobis, samyaros xrwnadobis, sikvdilisa da ganwirulobis Temebi 
da amavdroulad – hedonizmi, rogorc am gancdebis antiTeza, xolo 
barokos mxatvruli koncefciis SemoqmedebiTi siZliere gonebamax-
vilobaa, gonebamaxvilobis safuZveli ki SeuTavsebelis SeTavsebaa 
da gansakuTrebuli damokidebulebaa metafors mimarT, rac barokos 
esTetikis TvalsazrisiT iZleva saSualebas, rom ufro daxvewilad 
gadmoices mxatvruli Canafiqri. amitom srulad viziarebT T. do-
iaSvilis  mosazrebas,  rom  ̀ Carxebrmbrunavi  leqsi~   warmodgenas   gviq-
mnis ara marto avtoris, aramed garkveuli epoqis esTetikur gemov-
nebaze~  (doiaSvili  2003:  352)  da 1924  wels k. kekeliZis  Sefasebas, ro-
melic, Tanamedrove terminiT rom vTqvaT, arCilis Semoqmedebis re-
cefciis sakiTxsac exeba da metad mniSvnelovan mosazrebas gamoT-
qvams, rodesac wers, rom Semdgomma Taobam dakarga TanamedroveTa 
alRo da gageba arCilisa (kekeliZe 1924: 421). kekeliZis am dakvirve-
bis sagulisxmo paralels warmoadgens is, rom `barokos~ rogorc 
literaturuli terminis pirveli gamoyeneba gvian XIX da adre XX 
saukuneSi emTxveva literaturuli gemovnebis Secvlas, ramac gamo-
iwvia ganaxlebuli interesi XVII saukunis poeziis mimarT (Warnke 
1992: 160-161). 

barokos esTetika mimarTulia yovlivlgvari trivialobis wi-
naaRmdeg, am epoqis SemoqmedTaTvis umniSvnelovanesia gamoiwvion 
gakvirveba da gaoceba siaxliT. arCili, romelic Tavs iwonebs leq-
sis axali formis gamogonebiT, ar faravs aRfrTovanebas da am-
bobs: `es leqsi C a r x e b m b r u n a v i  aw movigone umenlad“-o. es 
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pirvelmTqmelis gulwrfeli sixaruli da emociaa. migvaCnia, rom 
swored grasianiseuli `sxarti gonebis xelovnebis~ da Tezaurose-
uli gonebamaxvilobiT da mravalmxrivobiT aris Seqmnili arCilis 
`Carxebr mbrunavi leqsi~, romelic wuTisoflis metaforas – `Car-
xTa brunvas~ – ormagi mniSvnelobiT iyenebs: rogorc eklesiaste-
seul wrebrunvas da rogorc leqsis gamarTvis teqnikas. ormagi 
mniSvnelobac xom barokos ganumeoreblobis, erTaderTobis esTe-
tikis literaturuli Sesabamisobaa (Chédozeau 1989: 23). arCilis leq-
sic iseve `brunavs“, rogorc wuTisofelis movlenebi `eklesiasteSi“ 
da  es  ormagi  kavSiri  kidev  ufro   TvalsaCinos   xdis  qarTuli   baro-
kos am brwyinvale nimuSis gansakuTrebul originalurobas da misi 
Semqmnelis niWisa da warmosaxvis unaris masStabs.
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Poetic Games of Scientist Men: Vanity and Circulation from the Book of 
Ecclesiastes in Archil’s ‘Verse Rotating Like Grinding Wheel’

Summary

Key words: Archil II, Verse rotating like grinding wheel, Vanity, Baroque, Pattern 
poetry.

Literary heritage of Archil II Bagrationi (1647-1713) is extremely rich and diverse. 
The article is dedicated to the absolutely distinct by its form and content verse among 
poetic searches of Archil. This is a the ‘Verse Rotating Like Grinding Wheel’ introduced 
by the King-poet. Discussed verse is consisting of single line _ “This is based on a parable 
about Vanity” and in ten-strophe verse this one line is repeated 40 times with different 
order of the words in the line. Attention of the author of the present article was drawn 
by original inner structure of the verse and extremely witty combination with its content.

Complete collection of Archil’s works was published twice in the 20th century: 
two-volume edition in 1936-1937 and one-volume edition in 1999. The paper pays special 
attention to the fact that in the 1999 edition of Archil’s works the flaw of the previous 
edition was corrected, where two strophes of the ‘Verse Rotating Like Grinding Wheel’ 
were erroneously attributed to the work ‘Word on Baptism’. Editors proved that these 
strophes are the organic part of ‘grinding-wheel rotating’ verse and that in the edition of 
1999 the verse was printed as a whole.

Archil’s ‘Verse Rotating Like Grinding Wheel’ conditionally consists of three 
parts: the first two strophes are kind of introduction and explanation of the verse; the rest 
ten strophes represent the I and II parts of the ‘Verse Rotating Like Grinding Wheel’ itself  
_ “This is based on a parable about Vanity“.

The author of the article makes emphasis on the title of the verse and on periphrastic 
significance of the title with respect to the text. Semantics of the word “grinding wheel” 
as one of the key words is emphasized, which is associated with definite type movement, 
rotation and circulation. It seems that this connection between the transient life and its 
circulation, its permanent inconstancy turned out very attractive for Archil. The author 
of the article considers that inspiration of the ‘Verse Rotating Like Grinding Wheel’ is a 
strophe by David Japaridze mottoed to Archil’s earlier work entitled ‘The Dispute between 
Man and the World’ (1684), where metaphor on changing ephemeral life is presented as a 
grinding wheel of the life, which circulates permanently and which laconically expresses 
the worldview of a Baroque man, his attitude to permanently changing life:

They said: ‘The grinding wheel of the world’s treachery is eternally turning,
It gives us delight, we have trouble equally, now help, now grief.
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Let no one pursue it, no-one can reach it, whether you have horse or boat.’
It is said that nobody will remain to the end without resentment. 

(English translation by D. Rayfield. (Rayfield 2000: 107)1   

It appears that this metaphor of David Japaridze made high impression on Archil 
and he saw tremendous opportunities in it that made him to use grinding wheel-like 
rotation as a principle of a verse construction and to associate it masterly with the verse 
essence. „This is based on a parable about Vanity“ is the only line of the verse, and its idea 
is such: this verse is based on parables about Vanity  (comp. Archil’s “Rotation of grinding 
wheels, interpretation of parables” (‘To Be Interpreted As a Riddle’ (61,4)). Vanity, as a 
code word plays the role of a bridge stretched between cognition of the author and the 
reader and is based on Ecclesiastes ideas about Vanity, which became an organic motif for 
Baroque worldview, because it responded precisely to the spiritual mood and searches of 
a man of that epoch. The world circulation is unchanged while mysterious are the ways of 
the Lord. Exactly because of it in the perishable world “Vanity of vanities, all is vanity’ 
(Eccl. 1:2) became a motto of the Baroque epoch. 

 The author of the article states that in his verse Archil uses both, the semantic 
significance of the grinding-wheel, which is associated with the circulation and rotation 
and its metaphoric significance – ‘grinding wheel of the world’, which embodies permanent 
changes of transient life.

In the epoch of Baroque, feeling of vanity is associated with the theme of eternal 
change of the world. Ecclesiastes at the same time is a work impregnated with poetry and 
philosophy. On the one hand it deals with the ideas about time flow, cyclic reiteration of 
processes of the nature, inevitability of death which equalizes all, and on the other hand 
Ecclesiastes shows vanity of everything which prevents a man to be calm. 

Exactly „Vanity“ of Ecclesiastes –  illusiveness, temporality, cyclicity of events, 
rotting of everything and idea of vanity is expressed in Archil’s ‘Verse Rotating Like 
Grinding Wheel’ by extreme minimalism. Making mention of the term „Vanity“ he reminds 
his contemporary reader the whole text of Ecclesiastes with its thorough discussions and 
conclusions. Thus, the prototext of this Archil’s verse is „Ecclesiastes“.

Archil’s ‘Verse Rotating Like Grinding Wheel’ which was created by reiteration 
of only one line, is a spatially structured verse. Archil rotates the only line „This is based 
on a parable about Vanity”, as a grinding wheel, like a life is rotating. The line is focused 
on the semantics of the lexeme “Vanity” and on the symbolic religious load which was 
understood by a man of that epoch and was associated with Ecclesiastes, while spatial 
original and mindful organization of textual form grants it additional and unexpected, 
and at the same time, witty significance. Words of the line in the ten-strophe verse that is 
divided into two, are rotating as the transient world in the Book of Ecclesiastes.

 The paper shows how the verse “rotates” and is pointed out that in both parts of 
the verse Archil bases the trajectory of words displacement on the certain principle and 
these principles differ from each other, which is rather vivid when we darken one word in 
the entire verse. 

1 Rayfield, Donald. The Literature of Georgia. A history. Curzon Press: 2000.
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Archil’s verse “rotates” and rotation is movement, while movement is one of the 
four categories of Baroque. Confronting Renaissance and Baroque art the famous art 
historian, Heinrich Wölfflin  singled out five major couples in art history, among which 
the first confronting couple is “linear _ painterly”. The goal of painterly style is to incite 
illusion of movement. The first, which causes this impression is distribution of the light 
and shade, the second is derangement of linearity, because all that is linear is dead, 
immovable and non-painterly. Archil’s verse shows clearly that every word creates its 
own zigzag trajectory. Wölfflin identifies the third sign - elusiveness. We can attribute 
such manner of impression to “painterly disorder”, when separate, definite objects are not 
presented fully, clearly, when they are partly covered. According to Wölfflin,  covering 
of one object by other one in painterly style is one of the most important. All, an eye can 
detect immediately, makes a picture boring and for this reason parts of a painting are 
concealed, thus encouraging fantasy to detect the hidden.

According to the opinion of the author we have to deal with the phenomenon 
such as relative movement category. Zigzag, which in Archil’s discussed verse creates a 
trajectory of darkish words, is namely visual representation of this movement and this is 
Archil’s splendid find.

This extremely original verse of Archil required deep knowledge of the Bible 
as well as tremendous imagination to implement finally the complex idea and to grant 
absolutely new, circulation dimension to the verse.  

In the 1936 year’s edition of Archil’s works the ‘Verse Rotating Like Grinding 
Wheel’ is accompanied by an extremely important note, where we read that the lines of the 
first strophe of the ‘Verse Rotating Like Grinding Wheel’ in the manuscript are arranged 
in the form of a circle (grinding wheel) too, on the base of what we can conclude that we 
have to deal with the pattern poem. Pattern poems always were created in intellectual 
circles; their authors were not just poets, simultaneously they were deeply educated 
people and scholars. ‘Grinding wheel-like verse’ by Archil is namely a result of such 
intellectual game. In the rich pattern poetry of Baroque epoch author of the article couldn’t 
find ‘rotating’ (circulating) verse; but it turned out that verses of similar type, so called 
permutation poetry, was created in the 20th century. 

Aesthetics of Baroque is directed against all trivial; for its creators the most 
important is to incite surprise and amazement by its novelty. According to the author 
of the article right in the spirit of Baltasar Gracián’s Wit and the Art of Inventiveness 
and Emanuele Tesauro’s wittiness and versatility is created Archil’s ‘Verse Rotating 
Like Grinding Wheel’, which uses metaphor of life – “grinding wheel-like rotation” in 
two meanings: as Ecclesiastic circulation and as a technique for building a verse. Double 
meaning is characteristic for Baroque esthetics: Archil’s verse visually “rotates” as the 
transient life events in the Book of Ecclesiastes and this double connection makes still 
more visible the exquisite originality of this brilliant specimen of Georgian Baroque and 
the scale of talent and ability of imagination of its creator.
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hagiografiuli nawarmoebis tipologiuri modelis 

gansazRvrisaTvis

hagiografia wamebul gmirTa cxovrebis asaxvaa, hagiologia aris 
mecniereba, romelic hagiografiul teqstebs Seiswavlis, akvirdeba 
hagiografiis modelebsa da paradigmebs, simboloebs, personaJis 
asaxvis Taviseburebebs. hagiologiur kvlevebSi hagiografiuli Jan-
ris TxzulebebTan erTad moiazreba epoqaluri, istoriuli, soci-
aluri, kulturologiuri, religiuri da sxva momijnave dargebis – 
gvianantikuri, adreuli Suasaukuneebis, adreuli qristianobisa da 
qristianobis, religiaTmcodneobis kvlevebi. 

hagiografia berZnuli sityvaa (berZn. άγιος – „wmindani“ da γράφω – 
„vwer“) da wmindanTa cxovrebis aRweras niSnavs. miRebulia terminis 
orgvari gageba: zogadqristianuli mniSvnelobiT da literaturaT-
mcodneobiTi mniSvnelobiT. adreuli Suasaukuneebis kvlevebsa da 
klasikur religiaTmcodneobaSi damkvidrebulia Sexeduleba, rom 
wminda, wmindani, iseve rogorc mowame, mimbaZveli, mowme, yvela reli-
giis mTavari maxasiaTebelia. Sesabamisad, hagiografia ganisazRvreba, 
rogorc wmindanTa mosaxseniebeli, wmindanebisadmi miZRvnili, wmin-
danebis cxovrebisa da cxovrebis konkretuli monakveTis aRweris 
Semcveli Txzuleba; saswaulebis amsaxveli teqstebi, legendebi da 
gadmocemebi, mokle da vrceli istoriebi da ambebi (detalurad ix.: 
Ahmer 1994; Raspe 2006: 27-28).

hagiografiis, rogorc Janris sawyisebs vxedavT Zveli aRTqmis 
(ebr. ְך«ַנַּת), Tanaxis1 wignebSi, kerZod, mis mesame nawilSi – qeTubimi, 
wminda werilebi, ZvelqarTulad – werilni. mas aseve uwodeben mamaTa 
sxva wignebs, an sxva werilebs, danarCen wignebs, romelTa saerTo niS-
niT dajgufeba ver xerxdeba. 

hagiografiis CamoyalibebaSi wvlili miuZRvis antikuri peri-
odis berZnul romans, rogorc literaturul arqetips. miuxedavad 

1 Tanax – Tnx – warmoadgens ebraul abreviaturas da Sedgeba sami nawilisagan: 
Tanax – Tora – rjuli, nebiim - winaswarmetyvelni, qeTubim – xerTubim – we-
rilni. rjuli xuTwigneulia, mas uwodeben moses xuTwigneulsac. winaswar-
metyvelni Seicavs 22 wigns, xolo werilni – 13: iobi, ruTi, fsalmunni, igavni, 
qebaTa-qeba, eklesiaste, danieli, ieremias godeba, ezra da neemia, pirveli da 
meore neStTa, esTeri (religiebi, 2008). 
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imisa, rom pirveli hagiografiuli Txzulebebi wmindanTa, mowameTa 
cxovrebisa da maTi mewameobrivi aRsasrulis mokle Txroba iyo, an-
tikuri romanis, rogorc prozauli Txrobis literaturul tradi-
cias, qristianuli literaturis, gansakuTrebiT, hagiografiuli Jan-
ris ganviTarebaSi didi mniSvneloba hqonda.

hagiografiis, rogorc Janris warmoSoba da ZiriTadi ganviTa-
reba ki qristianobis adreuli xanebidan iwyeba da Suasaukuneebis 
bolomde mimdinareobs. hagiografiis Teoriuli safuZveli saxare-
biseuli paradigmaa. ieso qristes cxovreba da wameba, qristesa da misi 
mowafeebis cxovrebis calkeuli ambebi, qristes mimdevrebis STago-
nebis wyaro da hagiografiuli Txzulebebis mTavari gmirebis Rvaw-
lisa da mewameobrivi aRsasrulis aRmwerTa mTavari safuZveli gaxda.

miuxedavad imisa, rom iudeursa da qristianul hagiografias 
Soris arsebobs mravali gansxvaveba, maT Soris, religiuri, ideolo-
giuri, istoriuli da sxva, Tanamedrove komparativistuli kvlevebi 
da dakvirvebebi aCvenebs, rom hagiografiuli modelebis msgavseba 
qristianobamdel da qristianobis Semdgom teqstebSi dasturdeba: 
„erTi mxriv, iudeuri da qristianuli hagiografiis saerTo niSnebi 
bibliuri modelebidan dawyebuli (magaliTad, rogorc elia an mose 
da daviTi) mosalodnel saerTo niSnebs kvlavac erTnair xasiaTebSi 
amJRavnebs, rac saSualebas gvaZlevs iudeur da qristianul wminda-
nebSi mza saxeebis Sesaxeb visaubroT. meore mxriv, arcTu naTeli 
gansxvavebebi  miuTiTebs,  rom  legendebi namdvilad erTmaneTis  msgav-
sia, eTnikuri da Teologiuri mtkicebulebebi rom gadmogvces da 
amdenad, saerTo socialuri mentalobis (da ara mxolod misi subs-
tratebis) sarkeSi aRibeWdos“ (Galley 2005: 47).

hagiografiuli teqstebis mniSvneloba da adgili literaturis 
istoriaSi Zalze didia. gvianantikur xanasa da adreul Suasaukune-
ebSi hagiografia iyo erT-erTi mTavari Janri, romelSic aisaxa is-
toriuli, kulturologiuri, socialuri, mxatvruli, esTetikuri 
Taviseburebebi. 

unda aRiniSnos isic, rom hagiografia didi xnis ganmavlobaSi 
ganixileboda istoriul-wyaroTmcodneobiTi perspeqtividan. misi 
filologiuri kvlevebi me-18 saukunidan daiwyo. hagiografia erT-
gvar  literaturul  universaliad  aris miCneuli, rac gulisxmobs, 
rom hagiografiuli Janri saerToa qristianuli mwerlobis mqone 
sxvadasxva nacionaluri literaturisTvis. 

qarTuli hagiografia qristianuli hagiografiis yvela ZiriTad 
tendenciasa da mimarTulebas icnobs da eyrdnoba. am mxriv aRsaniS-
navia hagiografiuli teqstebis adreuli Suasaukuneebis Targmanebi, 
romelTa Janrobriv da Tematur mravalferovnebasTan dakavSirebiT 
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k. kekeliZe aRniSnavs: „qarTvelebs Zvelad, jer kidev meaTe saukunemde, 
agiografiuli literatura gadmouRiaT saqristiano mwerlobis 
yvela enidan, gansakuTrebiT berZnulidan. meaTe saukunemde maT gad-
mouRiaT  TiTqmis  mTeli   cikli  im   dros  arsebul   „cxovreba-martvi-
lobaTa“ e. w. „kimenis“ redaqciisa, ese igi ubralo, martivi eniT da-
werilni. am dros maT gadmouTargmniaT „cxovrebani“ da „martvilo-
bani“, sxvaTa Soris, iseTi pirebisac, romelnic moRvaweobdnen bi-
zantiis aRmosavlur sazRvrebze, – siriasa da damasko-baRadis xali-
fatSi,  – ris gamo isini saberZneTSi an sruliad ar iyvnen cnobilni, 
anda Zalian male miscemian daviwyebas“ (kekeliZe 1955: 6).

hagiografiuli literaturis Janrobriv Taviseburebebze msje-
lobisas, pirvel rigSi, unda aRiniSnos „mowameTa aqtebi“, laT. „Acta 
Martyrum“, mokle da vrceli Txrobani, romlebsac qarTul hagiolo-
giaSi SesaZlebelia Seefardos kimenuri, svinaqsaruli da metafrasu-
li redaqciebi. 

kimeni (berZn. χειμενον), anu kimenuri Txzulebebi, aris hagiogra-
fiuli literaturis pirveli redaqciebi, wmindanTa cxovrebis pir-
veli, mokle, martivi aRwera. laTinur da berZnul hagiografiaSi, 
„martvilobaTa aqtebi“, an „mowameTa aqtebi“, laT. „Acta Martyrum“. 
termini kimeni egzegetikaSi aRniSnavda bibliis – rogorc Zveli, ise 
axali aRTqmis gansamartav epizodebs. Tavad ganmartebebs ki Zvel 
qarTul sasuliero-saeklesio mwerlobaSi Targmaneba ewodeboda.

qarTul hagiografiaSi termini kimeni pirvelad ixmara efrem 
mcirem (me-11 saukune): „Zueli igi mowameTaჲ, romelsa „kimen“ uwo-
dian, ese igi ars mdebare“. k. kekeliZis SexedulebiT, kimeni aris „xel-
Seuxeblad mdebare, Seusworebeli da ganumartavi teqsti“ (kekeliZe 
1980) efrem mcire Targmanze darTul winasityvaobaSi `mosaჴsenebeli 
mcire sჳmeonisaTჳs loRoTetisa da Txrobaჲ mizezsa amaT sakiTxavTa 
Targmanisasa~, ase axasiaTebs kimenur hagiografias: `SemoklebiT 
da litonad aRwerili iyo patiosanTa da RirsTa kacTagan, sxuebr 
sityuaTaTჳs ara moRuawe qmnilTa~ (detalurad ix. kekeliZe 1957a: 
223) termini, kimeni, samecniero mimoqcevaSi Semoitana k. kekeliZem. 
man sagangebod Seiswavla kimenuri Zeglebi da gamosca or tomad 
(detalurad ix. kimeni I 1918; kimeni II 1946).

martvilobaTa aqtebi, igive mowameTa aqtebi, Acta martum, iseve 
rogorc kimenuri teqstebi, aris mokle Txroba mowameTa cxovrebis 
garkveuli nawilisa da gardacvalebis Sesaxeb. msgavsi Canawerebi 
gvianantikur xanaSi warmoiSva oficialurad, sasamarTlo kancela-
riebSi, aqtebis saxiT. martvilologiur aqtebs iwerdnen morwmune 
TviTmxilvelebic. 
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metafrasi (berZn. Μεταφρασμήνος – gadakeTeba, Targmna) hagiog-
rafiuli Janris gavrcobili teqsti. metafrasuli redaqcia aris 
Sesworebuli da Sevsebuli, gadamuSavebuli hagiografiuli Txzu-
lebebi. termini, metafrasi, gamoiyeneboda bibliuri teqstebis gan-
samartad. hagiografiaSi ki – „martvilologiuri aqtebis“, imave ki-
menuri, mokle, martivad moTxrobili Txzulebebis axali, Sevsebuli, 
gadakeTebuli, gavrcobili redaqciis aRsaniSnavad. 

metafrasuli redaqciis warmoSoba ori mizeziT aris 
ganpirobebuli: 

•	„martvilologiuri aqtebis“, mokle Txrobis, wmindanTa wame-
bis an cxovrebis Semoklebuli redaqciis „gayalbeba-Seryvnis“ e. w. 
apokrifuli hagiografiis sapirispirod;

•	axali drois literaturuli tendenciebis warmosaCenad, 
rac sasuliero Txzulebebis, maT Soris, hagiografiis ganviTarebam 
gamoiwvia. 

Sesabamisad, saWiro gaxda Zveli, mokle da martivi ambebisa da 
istoriebis kanonikuri ganvrcoba. „meaTe saukunis gasulisaTvis agi-
ografiaSi axali xana iwyeba. Tanaxmad ganviTarebuli gemovnebisa da 
literaturuli moTxovnilebisa, bizantiaSi iwyeba Zveli „kimenu-
ri“ redaqciis teqstebis Sesworeba da maTi gavrcoba-Selamazeba. 
aman safuZveli Cauyara e. w. metafrasul agiografias. gansakuTrebiT 
mdidrad Senaxula qarTul enaze metafrasuli agiografiis Zeglebi, 
romelTa dednebi dResdReobiT berZnul enaze ar Cans“ (kekeliZe 
1955: 6).

metafrasuli redaqciis dasawyisad iTvleba me-10 saukuneSi 
svimeon loRoTetis, igive metafrasis, mier mokled moTxrobili 
„mowameTa aqtebis“ gadamuSaveba. man seqtembridan ianvris CaTvliT 
gadaamuSava da Seqmna sakiTxavebi. me-11 saukunis moRvawem, ioane qsi-
filinosma gaagrZela svimeon loRoTetis saqmianoba da Tebervlidan 
agvistos CaTvliT gadaamuSava „kimenuri“, anu „metafrasulamdeli“ 
mokled moTxrobili ambebi. qarTul hagiografiaSi metafrasuli 
Janris Semotana eqvTime mTawmindels (955-1048) ukavSirdeba. unda 
aRiniSnos isic, rom svimeon loRoTetis metafrasuli Sromebi 982 
wlidan iwyeba, qarTulad ki mokle droSi iTargmna. ioane qsifilino-
sis mier gadamuSavebuli Svidi Tvis metafrasuli naSromi berZnul 
enaze ar aris SemorCenili, xolo qarTulad me-12 saukunis xelnawe-
rebSi TiTqmis srulad aris daculi. 

hagiografiuli Janris ganvrcoba da ganviTareba metafrasul 
redaqciebSi, aseve, e. w. apokriful hagiografiaSi, iqca renesansis 
Camoyalibebis safuZvlad. kerZod, hagiografiuli elementebis ganv-
rcoba, tragizmiTa da beletristikuli elementebiT Seqmnili Txro-
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ba, idealebisaken swrafva, sulieri da fizikuri srulyofilebis 
survili, xolo apokrifuli hagiografiidan, gmiris cxovrebis srul-
yofilad asaxvis survili aisaxa renesansul nawarmoebebSi. 

svinaqsari (berZn. Συναξάριον krebuli. momdinareobs berZuli 
sityvisgan συνάγω – vagroveb, vkreb), krebuli, aseve Sesavali, winas-
wari Txroba. RvTismsaxurebis wesis, tipikonis, nawili, saeklesio 
RvTismsaxurebis wliuri kalendari. ZiriTadad gamoiyeneboda bi-
zantiasa da aRmosavleTis qristianul qveynebSi. svinaqsari aris sa-
eklesio krebulebi, romelsac eklesiebSi RvTismsaxurebis dros 
kiTxulobdnen. svinaqsarSi kalendaruli TanmimdevrobiT iyo dala-
gebuli sakiTxavi Txzulebebi, romlebSic gadmocemulia wmindanTa 
Seqeba, damsaxureba, qadageba wmindanTa Rvawlisa, cxovrebisa da mo-
qalaqeobis ambavi, rasac wmindanTa xsenebis dRes eklesiaSi RvTis-
msaxurebis Sesrulebis dros kiTxulobdnen. hagiografiis svinaq-
saruli redaqcia aris wmindanTa „wamebani“ an „cxovrebani“, romle-
bic gadamuSavebuli iyo eklesiaSi wasakiTxad.

qarTulad svinaqsaruli redaqciebi mravalTavebSia gaerTiane-
buli. Tavebi dalagebulia kalendarulad, wmindanTa xsenebis dRe-
ebis mixedviT. tradiciulad, cal-calke iyo Sedgenili dedaTa da 
mamaTa cxovrebani. dedaTa cxovrebas materiki hqvia. mamaTa cxovre-
bas – pateriki. am tradicias icnobs qarTuli mravalTavebic. qarTul 
hagiologiaSi gansakuTrebuli yuradReba eniWeba didsa da mcire 
svinaqsarebs. mcire svinaqsari, RvTismsaxurebisaTvis gankuTvnili 
krebuli, qarTveli gadamwerebis mier konstantinepolSi 1030 wels 
aris gadawerili. mcire svinaqsarma qarTul RvTismsaxurebaSi safuZ-
veli Cauyara konstantinepoluri tipikonisa da kalendris SemoRe-
bas. didi svinaqsari 1042-1044 wlebSi berZnulidan qarTulad Targ-
mna da qarTuli masaliT Seavso giorgi mTawmindelma. 

svinaqsaruli redaqcia warmoadgenda metafrasuli, ganvrco-
bili redaqciis Semoklebas, RvTismsaxurebaSi CarTvis, eklesiaSi wa-
kiTxvis mizniT. „svinaqsars naklebad ainteresebs istoriuli ambebi, 
realur faqtebs did yuradRebas ar uTmobs, ufro xSirad iyenebs 
saswaulebs, rogorc ganzogadebis efeqtur saSualebas. magram arc 
es aris wesi. gaaCnia, vin aris gamomkrebi, vis cxovrebas gamokrebs da 
romeli eklesiisaTvis. svinaqsari vrcel redaqciasTan SedarebiT 
perifrazuli unda iyos. gaSlili Txroba TiTo winadadebaSi unda 
eteodes. Semoklebuli teqstis gareT rCeba avtoriseuli wiaRsvlebi 
da brZnadmetyvelebani. samagierod, aRinusxeba yvela mniSvnelovani 
faqti, rac ki gmiris cxovrebas ukavSirdeba“ (amirxanaSvili 2017: 27).

qarTuli hagiografia Zalze mdidaria da hagiologiuri kvleve-
bi aCvenebs, rom masSi mravali Janris gamoyofa aris SesaZlebeli. 

hagiografiuli nawarmoebis tipologiuri modelis gansazRvrisaTvis
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qristianoba, romelic mowamisa da mowmis tradicias qristes mewame-
obrivi cxovrebis damowmebiT, TanagancdiTa da TanaziarobiT qmnis, 
hagiografiuli Janris erT-erTi mTavari Semoqmedi da avtoria.

hagiografiuli Janris kanoni, modelebi da paradigma ramdenime 
ZiriTad aspeqtTan aris dakavSirebuli, rac Tavad hagiografiis, 
wmindanTa cxovrebis aRweris Taviseburebidan, mokle, vrceli, wasa-
kiTxi da mosasmeni redaqciuli saxeobebidan, TviT hagiografiis 
funqciidan, normebidan, Rirebulebebidan gamomdinareobs. 

gviani antikuri da adreuli Suasaukuneebis literaturis Ta-
namedrove kvlevebSi aRniSnulia, rom gvianantikuri literaturis 
namdvili istoria jer kidev ar aris dawerili. amis mizezad, ZiriTa-
dad, enaTa, istoriaTa da kulturaTa mravalferovneba saxeldeba, 
gansakuTrebiT ki, meoTxe saukunidan aRmocenebuli damoukidebeli 
nacionaluri literaturebi rogorc dasavleTiT, britaneTSi, gali-
aSi, samxreTiT mavritaniasa da egvipteSi, ise aRmosavleTiT, Savi zRvis 
garSemo, CrdiloeTiT dunais, limesis, rainis sazRvrebTan. adreuli 
Suasaukuneebis literaturis istoriis daweris sirTules erTvis, 
agreTve,   literaturuli   teqstebis  erTi  nawilis   berZnuli   da  la-
Tinuri enobrivi omis Seferilobac (Irmsscher 1994: 263). amasTan, unda 
aRiniSnos isic, rom, am apoqis literaturis istoria Tavisi ganviTa-
rebisa da Janrobrivi Taviseburebebis mniSvnelovani etapebisagan 
Sedgeba. Sesabamisad, miuxedavad aRniSnuli periodis literaturis 
mravalferovani enobrivi da kulturuli Sedgenilobisa, qristianu-
li literaturis Teoriuli, komparativistuli da tipologiuri 
kvlevebis paradigmatuli sistema agebulia axali aRTqmisa da ieso 
qristes cxovrebis modelis mixedviT. „Tu paralelurad ganvixi-
lavT qristianul wmindanebs, SevamCnevT, rom arsebobs erTiani da 
Tanmimdevruli paradigma. tradiciuli jaWvis dasawyisSi adreuli 
qristianobis mowameebis cxovreba Sedgeba bibliuri mowameebis, 
upirveles yovlisa, nazareTeli iesos miswrafebebisa da bedisweris 
Sesabamisad“ (Galley 2005: 35).

hagiografiis, rogorc literaturuli Janris Txzulebis asax-
vis mTavari meTodi aris tipologia, rogorc azrovnebis forma, ro-
melSic gamTlianebulia mibaZvisa da asaxvis arqetipuli modelebi. 
Sesabamisad, hagiografiuli JanrisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSnebi 
mTlianad ukavSirdeba, erTi mxriv, qristesa da misi mowafeebis 
cxovrebasa da mewameobriv aRsasruls, meore mxriv, uZvelesi qris-
tianebis cxovrebasa da mewameobriv aRsasruls, interpretirebasa da 
ganvrcobas. i. amirxanaSvili hagiografiuli modelis arsebobas ase 
xsnis: „agiografia aris modeli, winaswar aRebuli `raRac~, romelic 
xorcieldeba `raRacisTvis~. utilitaruli funqcia Tavidanve gan-
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sazRvrulia. es ar aris Tavisufali Semoqmedeba, magram isic gasaTva-
liswinebelia, rom Tavisuflebis moTxovnileba Cndeba iq, sadac ar 
aris  Tavisufleba.  agiografiuli  nawarmoebi   aris  pasuxi   sazogado-
ebis moTxovnilebaze. sazogadoebas surs hyavdes `aseTi~ gmiri. ada-
mianTa cnobiereba, gemovneba, socialuri da erovnuli interesebi 
moiTxovs amas da mwerali asrulebs `dakveTas~ (amirxanaSvili 2012: 8).

belgieli mecnieri, qristianobis istoriisa da hagiografiis 
mkvlevari, hagiografiuli teqstebis gamomcemeli, hagiografiuli 
principebis, modelebisa da paradigmebis damdgeni ipolit deleie 
(1859-1941) gamoyofs hagiografiis sam jgufs: 

•	oficialuri Canawerebi, angariSebi da pirdapiri maCveneblebi/
mtkicebulebebi;

•	dokumentirebulad dadasturebuli Txroba, romelic efuZ-
neba pirvelwyaros, an Zalze sando wyaros;

•	hagiografiuli fantaziebi, romanebi (Delehaye 1955).
pirvel jgufSi igulisxmeba martvilologiuri aqtebi, mokle 

Canawerebi, gvianantikuri periodis teqstebi, ZiriTadad, „wamebani“, 
romelic Seqmnila pirveli saukunidan mesame-meoTxe saukunemde. me-
ore jgufSi Sedis adreuli Suasaukuneebis teqstebi, „wamebani“ da 
„cxovrebani“. mesame jgfSi ki moiazreba metafrasuli redaqciebi, 
ganvrcobili Txroba.

hagiografiul Txzulebebze dakvirveba gvaCvenebs, rom iseve 
rogorc Tavad Janri, personaJis asaxvis modelic gansxvavdeba mokle 
da vrceli redaqciebis mixedviT.

personaJis asaxvis TaviseburebebTan dakavSirebiT unda gamo-
iyos pirveli periodis, „martvilologiur aqtebSi“, qarTuli hagi-
ologiuri terminologiiT, kimenur redaqciebSi damuSavebuli mokle 
modeli, romelSic gamoiyofa Semdegi Taviseburebebi:

1. monaTvla (warmarTi personaJi inaTleba);
2. garkveuli drois gasvlis Semdeg monaTlul gmirisgan mo-

iTxoven `bunebiT sarwmuneobaze~ dabrunebas, anu axali sarwmunoebi-
dan gandgomas;

3. mTavari gmiri uars ambobs rwmenis Secvlaze, rac axali da-
pirispirebebis safuZveli xdeba;

4. saswaulebis moxdena;
5. mTavar gmirs emuqrebian saSineli wamebiT, magram gmiri am-

JRavnebs gasaocar sulier simSvides, simtkices;
6. rwmenaSeuryeveli mTavari gmiri sixaruliT emorCileba maT, 

rodesac is mihyavT sikvdiliT dasasjelad.
garda TviTmxilvelTa Canawerebisa, adreuli qristianuli 

martvilologiuri aqtebi, literaturuli TvalsazrisiT, saerTo 
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sqemas warmoadgens da Sedgeba saerTo simboloebisagan. maT Soris, 
personaJis asaxvis TaviseburebebTan kavSirSi. swored aq ikiTxeba 
hagiografiuli literaturisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli kompoziciuri 
CarCos SemuSavebis Sedegi, romelic tipuri gaxda hagiografiisaTvis. 
`sqematuri formisadmi midrekilebas aqvs distanciuri warmoSoba, 
romlis kvali Zvel teqstebSi vlindeba, maT Soris, Txrobis, anu 
naraciis gulwrfelobasTan kavSirSi. aRniSnuli asaxulia, magaliTad, 
polikarpes martvilobaSi, romelze dakvirvebac aSkarad aCvenebs, rom 
mowamis sikvdili qristes sikvdilis mibaZvaa. martvilobis es forma 
qristianuli literaturis dasawyisSive vlindeba. meoTxe saukunidan 
garkveuli Sablonebi an arsebiTi kriteriumebi dgindeba. hagiogra-
febi argeben arsebul CarCos antikur da bizantiur tradiciul be-
letristikas~ (Campenhausen 1964).

mokle TxrobiTi Janris martvilologiur krebulebSi dacu-
lia romauli samarTlebrivi, sagamoZiebo procesebis Canawerebis 
stili. umravles SemTxvevaSi moqmedebis ganviTareba ukiduresad re-
alisturia, amitomac, hagiografiuli teqstis gamoyeneba istoriuli 
wyaros rangSi savsebiT marTebulad iTvleba. teqstebSi aucileb-
lad miTiTebulia istoriuli TariRebi, istoriuli pirebis, mmar-
Tvelebis, mefeebis, regionaluri xelmZRvanelebis saxelebi, mefobis 
an xelmZRvanelobis wlebi da sxva. zog SemTxvevaSi garkveuli Tari-
Rebi, adgilebis dasaxelebani, an istoriul pirTa saxelebi sadavo 
xdeba sxva wyaroebTan Sedarebisas, Tumca Tavad faqti, Sabloni, dro-
isa da adgilis dazusteba hagiografiuli Janris erT-erTi mTavari 
maxasiaTebelia.  amavdroulad,  adreul  martvilologiur  Txzulebeb-
Si aRiniSneba biblilisa da saxarebiseuli paradigmebi da koncefciebi.

hagiografiul nawarmoebSi detalurad aris warmodgenili 
mTavari gmiris ambis, istoriis ganviTarebis sxvadasxva faza, rogo-
rebicaa: Sepyroba-dakaveba, dakiTxva, mcdeloba, gasamarTleba, sik-
vdiliT dasja. es sqema SenarCunebulia mTeli Txrobis ganmavlobaSi 
da struqturad iqceva. istoriaSi mTavar personaJTan erTad Ta-
namonawileoben antigmirebi: mwamebeli, mosamarTle, romaul hagi-
ografiaSi – magistranti, jalaTi. aseve, TxrobaSi monawileoben 
qristiani TviTmxilvelebi, romlebic amxneveben mTavar gmirs da war-
marTebi, romlebic ewinaaRmdegebian qristianebs (Herbermann 1913).

adreuli Suasaukuneebis hagiografiuli teqstebi, romlebic 
me-4 saukunidan iqmneboda, aseve, metafrasuli redaqciebi, avsebs 
hagiografiul modelSi arsebul Taviseburebebs da ayalibebs axal 
paradigmatul sqemebs. bizantiuri da elinuri literaturis sauke-
Teso tradiciebidan gamomdinare, hagiografiuli nawarmoebebi iq-
mneboda bizantiuri romanis sqemiTac, sadac warmoCenilia personaJis 
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istoria da bediswera, nawarmoebis lirikuli xazi, romelSic CarTulia 
vnebebi, moulodneli Sexvedrebi da ganSorebani, mowinaaRmdegeebTan 
brZola, datyvevebis tragizmi da sxv. Sesabamisad, beletristikuli 
JanrisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli elementebi ganviTarebul, metafrasul 
hagiografiaSi axal daniSnulebas iZens (detalurad ix. Acts of the 
Martyrs 2005; Aigrain 1953).

hagiografiuli Txzulebis struqturasa da paradigmebze dak-
virvebisas SesaZlebelia vimsjeloT toposis (berZn. τόπος adgili. 
aseve, berZn. τόπος κοινός, laT. locus communis) Sesaxeb. toposi ganixi-
leba, ara mxolod erT konkretul sivrceSi momxdari movlena, ara-
med, rogorc maradiul, saerTohagiografiul, an, zogadqristianul 
sivrceSi momxdari istoria, romelSic saerTo niSnebi gamoiyofa. 
toposi ritorikis kanonebis mixedviT, aris saerTo adgili, sadac 
Tavmoyrilia yvela saxe da motivi, aseve, Sinaarsobrivi da Tematuri 
SedgenilobiT erTnairi, xolo ganviTarebis TvalsazrisiT, mdgradi 
elementebi da formebi, romelic saerTo paradigmas qmnis. sergei 
averincevis SefasebiT, „toposi aris „berZnebis mier Seqmnili da maTi 
memkvidreebis mier gaziarebuli poetikis „saerTo adgili“ – poetika, 
romelic ritorikis niSnis qveS ganixileba“ (Аверинцев 1981: 8) 

toposis erT-erTi mTavari niSania Janris statikuri, ucvleli 
koncefcia, rodesac msgavsi, tipuri niSnebi gamoiyofa sxvadasxva 
dros da sxvadasxva adgilas Seqmnil TxzulebebSi. toposi, rogorc 
termini, Seqmna aristotelem logikur traqtatSi, rogorc msgavsi 
funqciis mqone struqturebis erTiani speqtri. 

unda aRiniSnos isic, rom mxatvrul literaturasTan dakav-
SirebiT gamoiyeneba m. baxtinis (1895-1975) mier Seqmnili termini 
qronotopi. am terminiT aRiniSneba nawarmoebebis drosivrculi er-
Tianoba da gamoiyofa Janruli Taviseburebebi. „qronotopis cne-
biT baxtini ganamtkicebs mkveTrad gamoxatul diaqronul Tval-
sazriss. literaturul teqstsa da garesamyaros kavSiris dasa-
buTebisas qronotopi warmoaCens mkvlevris Rrma dainteresebis 
sagans. igi baxtinisaTvis warmoadgens erTgvar sazoms imisa, Tu 
rogor xorcieldeba konkretuli epoqisa da konkretuli Janris 
pirobebSi realuri, anu istoriuli dro-sivrcisa da istoriisaTvis 
mniSvnelovani pirovnebebis sinTezi, agreTve, mxatvruli drois 
sivrcisa da personaJTa maTTan SeTavsebis procesi. qronotopis 
Semadgeneli elementebis (dro, sivrce) dominanturobas Janris Ta-
visebureba gansazRvravs: magaliTad, Tu mxatvruli nawarmoebi 
mogzaurobiTi an saTavgadasavlo Janrisaa, maSin dro dominirebs, 
xolo Tu nawarmoebi idiliur-pastoraluri xasiaTisaa – sivrce. mag-
ram, miuxedavad gardamavali prioritetulobisa, dro da sivrce erT 



218

nino popiaSvili

konkretul mTlianobas Seadgens da uerTmaneTod ar moiazrebian. 
dro-sivrcesa da maTSi moqmed adamianebs Soris damokidebulebani 
icvleba teqstis istoriuli da literaturuli garemocvis mixedviT, 
anu, sxvagvarad rom vTqvaT, baxtiniseuli qronotopi erTdroulad 
istoriuli movlenacaa da Janrulic“ (ratiani 2008: 31). baxtinis 
Tanaxmad, drosa da sivrcesTan erTad gamoiyofa subieqtis elemen-
tic da literaturuli teqsti eqceva sam ganzomilebaSi: subieqti, 
dro, sivrce (Бахтин 1985: 121). qronotopTan kavSirSi ganixileba 
liminalurobisaTvis damaxasiaTebeli alternatiuloba: realuri – 
gamogonili dro, sakuTari, mowesrigebuli sivrce – sxvisi, qaosuri 
sivrce (ratiani 2005). aRsaniSnavia isic, rom qronotopis modelebi 
„sasuliero mwerlobidan ucvlelad gadmovida raindul romanSi, 
romlis mxatvrul-esTetikur qsovils metwilad avantiuruli moti-
vi (igive mogzaurobis romantika) gansazRvravs“ (elbaqiZe 2010: 28). 

bizantiuri hagiografiis mixedviT SesaZlebelia gamoiyos uni-
versaluri maxasiaTeblebi, toposebi, romlebic zogadhagiografi-
ul sivrcesTan aris kavSirSi (Pratsch 2005). qarTuli hagiografia uni-
versaluri toposebis paradigmas icavs da nacionalur elementeb-
Tan erTad warmoadgens. ganvixiloT ramdenime universaluri toposi 
qarTuli hagiografiis magaliTze:

sentencia, rogorc toposi
hagiografiuli Txzulebis dasawyisSi xSirad gamoiyeneba sen-

tencia, zogadi saxis gamoTqma, damafiqrebeli naTqvami, an andaza, 
sayovelTaod cnobili WeSmariteba, romelic erTi winadadebisagan 
Sedgeba. es sentencia avtors mohyavs mkiTxvelisagan TanagrZnobis, 
garkveuli dadebiTi damokidebulebis gamosavlenad.

aRniSnuli toposis sailustraciod SesaZlebelia davimowmoT 
giorgi merCulis „grigol xanZTelis cxovrebis“ pirvel TavSi mox-
mobili cnobili sentencia: „brZnad metyvelebaჲ vecxli ars wmidaჲ, 
xolo dumili – oqroჲ rCeuli“, – viTarca Tqva solomon~.

mokrZlebis toposi 
avtori mkiTxvels uxsnis, rom misi amocana, an davaleba Zalze 

rTulia da misTvis Seuferebeli. amitomac mkiTxvelebs winaswar 
sTxovs – naklovanebebi apatios. aRniSnul toposs metaforulad 
„winaaRmdegobis sidiade“ (Pratsch 2005) SeiZleba ewodos. hagiograf 
avtors gacnobierebuli aqvs, rom ar ZaluZs dakisrebul samuSos 
gaumklavdes.

avtoriseuli mokrZalebis toposi qarTul hagiografiaSi ara-
erTgan dasturdeba. ioane sabanisZe, „abo Tbilelis martvilobis“ 
avtori, TxzulebisaTvis darTul samoel qarTlis kaTalikosisadmi 
miweril werilSi aRniSnavs: „mZime ars Cemda orkerZove; ukueTu urC 
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veqmne brZanebasa Tquensa, weril ars: `Svili urCi warsawymedelsa 
mieceso~, da Tu viswrafo morCilebad, misTჳsca ityჳs: `udarჱssa 
Sensa nu gamoeZiebo da uZlierჱssa Sensa nu ganikiTxavo~. amisTჳs 
SiSman da zrunvaman Semipyra me da SeSfoTna gonebaჲ Cemi da daveci da 
movakldi mecnierebisagan. aramed umjobჱsad Sevracxe morCil-yofad 
Tavi Cemi brZanebasa uflisa Cemisasa, romliTa kualad ganvZlierdi 
da aRvemarTe RmrTis saTnoჲTa wmidiTa locviTa TqueniTa da maradis 
ZRunis mimpyrobelisa RmrTisa marjuenisa Tquenisa juarisa weriTa 
Cem  uRirssa zeda da rameTu viswaveca brZenTa-mTavrisa mis solomo-
nis  mier  Tqmuli,  viTarmed  `hbaZevd  jinWvelsa,  medgaro, da  iqmen  mu-
Sak msgavs misa~. viTarca igi man Tჳssa udidჱssa marcualsa mas if-
qlisasa Sebma-uyvis guls-modgined, vidremdis aRiRis da wariRis 
sazrdelad Tჳsa.

meca guls-modgine viqmen uZlierჱssa Cemsa aRebad da wadierebaჲ 
gulisa Cemisaჲ aRavso ufalman, da aRvwere uRirsisagan gonebisa Ce-
misa Semokrebuli martჳlobaჲ, WeSmariti da utyueli, wmidisa mowami-
saჲ madliTa da meoxebiTa netarisa haboჲsiTa da mogiZRuane ufalsa 
Cemsa, romlisaTჳs kualad viTxov vedrebiT: saTno-yavn ufalman gul-
sa Tquensa da gulsa yovlisa qristჱs moyuarisa erisa morwmunisasa, 
romelni aRmoikiTxviden, raჲTa ziar locvaTa TquenTa iqmnes kualad 
da mermeca uRirsebaჲ Cemi“.

giorgi merCule „grigol xanZTelis cxovrebis~ dasawyisSi aR-
niSnavs: „aramed aw me vinaჲTgan ver Zal mic mouklebelad locvaჲ 
da sulelTa yovelTa udares var, naklulevanebaჲ Cemi ara miflobs 
dumilad da zogs-raჲme umjobesad Semiracxavs, raჲTa vityodi 
Rirsad cxorebasa RmerTSemosilTa kacTasa – netarisa mamisa Cveni-
sa grigolisa da moyvasTa da mowafeTa misTasa madliTa da SewevniTa 
RmrTisaჲTa, raodenca SeuZlo uwyebad msmenelTa, WeSmaritad 
Txrobili mowafeTagan da mowafis mowafeTagan mis wmidisaTa. da ne-
tarTa maT oxiTa vpovo orkerZove lxinebaჲ uZlurebaTa CemTa esreT 
sityvaTa amaT weriTa“.

ucnobi avtoris „konstanti kaxis martviloba“: „meca araRir-
sman... aRvwere cxovrebaჲ da wamebaჲ wmidisa da netarisa mowamisa 
konstantisi, romeli iyo dReTa CuenTa“.

mravalTagan umciresi
am toposiT aRiniSneba hagiografiuli tendencia, romelic 

SesaZlebelia or kategoriad daiyos:
•	mraval wmindanTagan mxolod mciredTa mowameoba da cxovrebaa 

aRwerili;
•	mocemul TxzulebaSi mxolod Zalze mcire damsaxurebebia 

aRwerili.
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toposis sailustraciod qarTuli literaturidan SeiZleba da-
vasaxeloT ramdenime Txzuleba.

mecxre saukunis ucnobi avtoris „konstanti kaxis martvilobaSi“ 
hagiografi aRniSnavs: „ese mravlisagan mciredi aRiwera samჴneTagan 
wmidisa konstantisa, raTa iyos Tqumuli ese Semoklebul da srul, 
raTa ara iyos Semwuxebel naklulevanebisa, arca nametnav gangrZobiT“.

giorgi merCule grigol xanZTelis mowafeebis moRvaweobis 
Sesaxeb wers: „ese mciredi vaxsene samTa maT wmidaTa – Tevdoreჲsi 
da qristeforeჲsi da saban iSxnelisa cxorebaჲ, amiT, rameTu friad 
gangrZobaჲ iqmneboda saqmeTa maTTa sruliad aRweriTa WeSmaritad“.

„pavle korinTelis cxovrebis“ qarTul TargmanSi vkiTxulobT: 
„aramed Tu viTari da rabami iyo cxorebaჲ misi, arca, Tu brZenTa yo-
velni enani erT-hyvne, SeuZlon warmoTquma. vinaჲTgan zesTa sityჳsa da 
mogonebisa ars. amisTჳs kninisa frcxilisagan lomisa Zlierebisa, xo-
lo mciraჲsa fesჳsagan, visa naqsoisasa uwyebulTa, sakჳrvebaTaca 
misTa mravalTagani mciredi warmogiTxra raჲ da dumilisa navTsad-
gurad ganusueno maxჳlmcurvaleobasa sityჳsa navisaჲ“ (gabiZaSvili 
2010: 417)1. 

besarion orbeliSvilis mier SeTxzul „raJden pirvelmowamis 
wamebaSi“ sagangebod aris xazgasmuli: saqarTveloSi imdeni wmindani 
gamobrwyinda, rom `damaklebs me Jami aRricxvad simravlesa maTsa~; 
zogi maTgani `aRweril arian wignsa Sina uwyebisa maTisasa~, magram ari-
an iseTnic, `romelni Cuen ara uwyiT da zecas aRweril arian wignsa Sina 
cxovelTasa~.

dasabuTebis toposi
dasabuTebis toposi aris weris safuZveli, weris mizezi. aseT 

dros hagiografi Tavs ar imcirebs da ar bodiSobs Tavisi mwerluri 
saqmianobis gamo, aramed argumentirebulad asabuTebs im saWiroebas, 
ris gamoc aucilebelia da saWiro misi saqmianoba da ratomac iwyebs 
weras. argumentebs Soris SesaZlebelia dasaxelebuli iyos (aR)wera 
daviwyebis sawinaaRmdegod, an wera saswavlo daniSnulebiT, an uf-
rosebis, avtoritetebis mibaZviT, karnaxiT, xelSewyobiT, daZalebiT.

samoel qarTlis kaTalikosi avalebs ioane sabanisZes abo Tbi-
lelis Rvawlisa da wamebis aRweras: „mnebavs, raჲTa daiweros sanat-
relisa amisca martჳlobaჲ, viTarca pirvelTa maT qristჱs mowameTaჲ, 
da daidvas igica wmidasa kaTolike eklesiasa Sina mosaჴsenebelad 
yovelTa, vin iyvnen Semdgomad Cuensa. amisTჳca movavline wigni ese 
Cemi ჴeliTa xsarTan mRdelisa CemisaჲTa.

1 „pavle korinTelis cxovreba“ Semonaxulia mxolod qarTul TargmanSi, 
me-16 saukunis xelnawerSi. teqsti Seiswavla da gamoaqveyna e. gabiZaSvilma. 
misi azriT, Txzuleba berZnul enaze dawerili unda yofiliyo me-9 saukuneSi. 
qarTulad ki unda eTargmnaT me-12, me-13 saukuneebSi (gabiZaSvili 2010: 406-423). 
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aw miiRe wigni ese Cemi da locvaჲ Cemi da juarisa daweraჲ ჴeliTa 
CemiTa da SewevniTa RmrTisa mamisa da Zisa da sulisa wmidisaჲTa, 
meoxebiTa wmidisa RmrTismSobelisaჲTa da wmidaTa mociqulTaჲTa 
da mowameTaჲTa ჴel-yav gamoTqumad sruliad WeSmaritad, viTar-igi 
iyo da viTarca Sen TჳT uwyi, da aRwere martჳlobaჲ wmidisa mowamisa 
haboჲsi da aRwerili Cuen mogჳZRuane, raჲTa umetჱsad locva vyoT 
SenTჳs. madli uflisa iyavn Sen zeda. amჱn!“

ioane sabanisZe `abo Tbilelis martvilobis~ aRweris dasawyisSi, 
pirvelive TavSi aRniSnavs: „amisTჳs, sayuarelno, nu gewyinebin smenad 
sityuaTa amaT, raჲTa ara cudad davSureT: me sityჳTa da Tquen sme-
niTa, – raჲTa erTobiT moguces Cuen ufalman sasyideli SromaTa 
CuenTaჲ“.

giorgi merCule „grigol xanZTelis cxovrebis~ bolos miuTi-
Tebs:. „xolo xanZTisa winamZRvrisa da iovane – Zmisa misisa – da wignisa 
amis aRmwerelisa giorgi merCulisa, – samTave amaT erTad guls-
modginebiTa daiwera xanZTas Sina netarisa grigolis cxorebaჲ ese. 
qristeman wignsa mas cxovelTasa daweren igini da sruliad wyaloba 
yavn yovelTa morwmuneTaTvis, raჲTa gulisxma yon saRmrToჲ niWi 
qveyanisaჲca zecisasa Tana. rameTu eklesiasa Sina erTi wignismkiTx-
veli mcireTa msmenelTa da mravalTaTvis sworad kma arn. da egreTve, 
ukeTu erTi ikurTxevin, anu mravalni, makurTxeveli igi erTi kma arn. 
rameTu mouklebel arian keTilni igi qristeჲsni Cvenda momarT Ra 
madli wmidaTa meoxebisaჲ“.

daviwyebis sawinaaRmdegod
Txrobas, rogorc daviwyebis sawinaaRmdego toposs, xSirad 

vxvdebiT hagiografiul teqstebSi. avtori Txrobis aucileblobas 
imiT asabuTebs, rom wmindanis cxovrebis aRweris gareSe momaval Ta-
obas ar ecodineba es mniSvnelovani ambavi. upirveles yovlisa, wmin-
danis cxovrebas aqvs magaliTis Zala, rasac hagiografi pirdapir an 
qveteqsturad miuTiTebs. amdenad, is apirebs aramarto gmiris xsov-
nis ukvdavyofas, misi saxelis ardaviwyebas, aramed mis saxseneblad, 
mis warmosaCenad saukeTeso drois gamoyenebas – gmiris arsebobis 
mravalmxrivmniSvnelovnebis xazgasmas. 

saswavlo daniSnuleba
saswavlo daniSnuleba, didaqtikuri daniSnuleba, rogorc to-

posi, weris aucileblobidan gamomdinareobs, rom Txroba saWiro, 
gamosadegi da mkiTxvelTaTvis sasargeblo saqmianobaa. saswavlo da-
niSnulebaSi SesaZlebelia vigulisxmoT magaliTis Zalac.

mimezisi
wmindanTa moRvaweobis aRweras ara mxolod saswavlo daniSnu-

leba, aramed mimezisis, mibaZvis Zalac aqvs.
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garda aRniSnulisa, hagiografiul nawarmoebebSi gamoiyofa 
zogadi toposi, romelic aerTianebs sxvadasxva formebs, romlebic 
specifikuri gamovlinebebis gareSea da xSirad vlindeba konkretul 
situaciebSi. aseve, damokidebulni arian sxva toposebTan, iseve, 
rogorc konkretul metaforasTan (Pratsch 2005: 24). 

hagiografiuli modelebis, toposisa da paradigmebis saerTo 
sqematuri maxasiaTeblebi marTlac urTierTmsgavsia da erTnairi 
niSnebis arsebobas adasturebs. rogorc siuJetisa da personaJis asax-
vis modelebis mixedviT vnaxeT, qarTuli hagiografiuli Txzule-
bebi   srulad   imeorebs  dadgenil  modelebs.   amasTan,  bunebrivia,  ga-
aCnia originaluri saxe, ramdenadac es SesaZlebelia myari litera-
turuli modelebis arsebobis pirobebSi.
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For the Definition of the Typological Model of Hagiographic Work
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Literature; Literature Models.

Late Antique and Early Medieval literature includes texts created in the era of 
early Christianity, from which European literature arose, reflecting the historical, social, 
cultural, religious features of the era.

The literature of this period on the one hand is based on ancient literary tradition, 
and on the other hand, the paradigms and concepts of the Bible and the Gospel. However, 
the style of Roman legal language and investigative process, which is preserved, makes 
the actions rather realistic. Hence, together, they form a qualitatively new literary model, 
combining the heroism and tragedy of the ancient era with its religious, Christian morality, 
and the ideology of the Roman law and historical issues.

The law, models and paradigm of the hagiographic genre are associated with several 
main aspects, which arise from the peculiarities of hagiography itself, the description of 
the lives of saints, short, detailed, editorial types to be read and listened, the function of 
hagiography itself, norms, values.

Hagiography has long been viewed from the perspective of history and source 
study. Its philological studies have been started since the 18th century. Hagiography 
is considered a kind of literary universal, which implies that the hagiographic genre is 
common to various national literatures that have Christian writing.

The study of hagiographic literature is important in the context of early European 
literature research. However, it is important to note that Georgian literature was actively 
involved, knew, shared and relied on the late Antique and early medieval literary processes 
going on in Europe. In this respect noteworthy are the translations of late Antique and early 
medieval literary texts, which are not retained in the original, Latin or Greek languages, 
and thus Georgian translations of these texts serve as a source. At the same time early 
Georgian literature creates important literary-typological features, including genre-based 
characteristics, literary models, and cultural paradigms.

Georgian hagiography is very rich, and hagiological studies show that many genres 
can be singled out within it. Christianity, which creates the tradition of the martyr and 
witness by witnessing, compassion and joint participation of the martyrdom of Christ, is 
one of the main creators and authors of the hagiographic genre.

The main method of depicting hagiography as a writing of literary genre is typology 
as a form of thinking, in which archetypal models of imitation and depiction are combined. 
Consequently, the signs characteristic of the hagiographic genre are entirely associated, 
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on the one hand, with the life and martyrdom of Christ and his disciples, and on the other, 
with the ancient Christians’ life and martyrdom, interpretation and extension.

The law, models and paradigm of the hagiographic genre are associated with several 
main aspects, which arise from the peculiarities of hagiography itself, the description of 
the lives of saints, short, detailed, editorial types to be read and listened, the function of 
hagiography itself, norms, values.

Observations of hagiographic works show that, like the genre itself, the model of 
character depiction differs depending on the short and extensive editions.

As for the peculiarities of the character depiction, particular mention should 
be made of the brief model of the first period processed in the “Martyrological Acts”, 
in the Georgian hagiological terminology, in kimenic editions, in which the following 
peculiarities are highlighted: 

1. Baptism (a pagan character is baptized);
2. After a certain time has passed, the baptized hero is required to return to “faith 

by nature”, i.e. renounce the new faith;
3. The main character refuses to change his faith, which becomes the basis for new 

confrontations;
4. Performing miracles;
5. The main character is threatened with terrible torture, but the character shows 

amazing inner peace, resilience;
6. The main character, which has an unbreakable faith, gladly obeys when he is 

taken to the death penalty.
In addition to eyewitness records, early Christian Martyrological acts, from 

a literary point of view, represent a general scheme and consist of common symbols; 
including, in connection with the peculiarities of the character depiction. It is here that the 
result of the development of a compositional framework characteristic of hagiographic 
literature, which has become typical for hagiography, is read. 

The Marchvilological collections of the short story genre preserve the style of 
recording Roman legal and investigative processes. In most cases, the development of the 
action is extremely realistic, and that is why the use of the hagiographic text as a historical 
source is considered quite correct. The texts necessarily point to historical dates, names 
of historical persons, governors, kings, regional rulers, years of reign or rule, etc. In some 
cases, certain dates, names of places or names of historical persons become controversial 
when compared with other sources, although the very fact, pattern, specification of time 
and place are one of the main characteristics of the hagiographic genre. At the same time, 
the early Martyrological writings note the paradigms and concepts of the Bible and the 
Gospel.

Georgian hagiography defends the paradigm of universal topoi and presents them 
together with national elements. Let’s consider several universal topoi using the example 
of Georgian hagiography:

Sententia as a Topos
At the beginning of a hagiographic writing, a sententia is often used, a general 

statement, thought-provoking saying or proverb, universally acknowledged truth consisting 
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of one sentence. This sententia is given by the author to demonstrate compassion and a 
certain positive attitude from a reader.

Topos of Reverence
The author explains to the reader that his task, or mission, is very difficult and 

inappropriate for him. Therefore, he asks readers in advance - to forgive the weak points.
The Fewest of Many
This topos marks a hagiographic trend, which can be divided into two categories:
• Of the many saints, only the martyrdom and life of a few are described;
• Only very few merits are described in this writing.
Topos of Substantiation
The topos of substantiation is the basis of writing, the reason for writing. At such 

moments, the hagiographer does not abase himself and does not apologize for his literary 
activity, but reasonably substantiates the necessity because of which his work is necessary 
and needed, and why he begins to write. Among the arguments can be cited writing 
(description) against oblivion or writing for educational purposes, or with imitation, under 
dictation, with promotion, coercion of superiors, authorities.

Against Oblivion
Narrative as topos against oblivion is often found in hagiographic texts. The author 

justifies the need for narration by the fact that without describing the life of the saint, the 
future generation would not have learned this important story. First of all, the life of a 
saint has the power of example, to which the hagiographer points directly or subtextually. 
Thus, he intends not only to immortalize the memory of the hero, not to forget his name, 
but also to use the best time to remember him, to single out him - to stress the multifaceted 
significance of the hero’s existence. 

Educational Purpose
Educational purpose, didactic purpose as a topos, derives from the need for writing, 

that narration is a necessary, appropriate and useful activity for the readers. The power of 
example can also be considered under the educational purpose.

Mimesis
The description of the activities of the saints has not only an educational purpose, 

but also the power of mimesis, imitation.
In addition to the above-mentioned, a common topos is distinguished in hagiographic 

works, which bring together different forms that do not have specific manifestations and 
are often found in specific situations.

The general schematic characteristics of hagiographic models, topoi and paradigms 
are really similar to each other and confirm the existence of the same signs. As we have 
seen, according to the models for depicting the plot and characters, Georgian hagiographic 
works repeat and develop the well-established models. At the same time, of course, they 
have an original form, as far as possible in the presence of stable literary models.

The purpose of this paper is to identify and compare European late Antique and 
early medieval literary models with examples from Georgian literature. The research is 
based on modern European methodologies and theories.



227

Elnara Garagyezova 
(Azerbaijan)

Postmodern Discourse and Azerbaijani Literature
 (in base of Orkhan Fikratoghlu’s and Fahkri Ughurlu’s fictions)

 Among the representatives of postmodern literature of Azerbaijan, the fictions 
of Orkhan Fikratoghlu and Fakhri Ughurlu is especially distinguished. The polyphonic, 
wide-ranging works distinguish these two authors among others. The works of Orkhan 
Fikratoghlu and Fakhri Ughurlu are very important in Azerbaijani literature in terms of the 
transition to postmodernism, the study of the national version of postmodernism.

There are two main lines in Orkhan Fikratoghlu’s prose:
1. Modern prose line
2. Postmodern prose line
Modern prose traditions are reflected in such stories by Orkhan Fikratoghlu as 

«Christmas Eve»,»Stepfather», «Clove Insect», «Untitled Story», «Guardian» and in the 
novel «Alone». It should be noted that the modern prose tradition mentioned in the works 
of Orkhan Fikratoghluis based on the sixties, the style of Mirza Jalil Mammadguluzadeh, 
which they refer to from time to time. Orkhan Fikratoghlu’s novels «Morning», «Debt», 
«Fly», «History of a Prosperous Man», «History-Chibi», «Oil Dadash», «Axrestomatic 
Story», short stories, dramaturgy, essays and the novel «A Dead Text» represents the 
postmodern line of creativity.

Postmodern elements, which are also felt in the author’s stories, are more 
pronounced in the author’s stories and novels. The protagonist of the story «The Man of 
the Third Day» (2008) lives all the weight of the «profession» he chose for profit - to be 
a hired killer. As his family’s financial situation improved, his spiritual death accelerated, 
and his conscience became entangled in an iron grip. The parable about the stranger and 
the camel, which the author includes in the work, plays a key role in opening the inner 
layer of the work. Orhan Fikretoghlu, in fact, by writing about the feelings and experiences 
of a murderer, speaks not only of the individual, but also of society.

The author thus illustrates the concept of «collective sin», which is widely used 
in Western literature. The timelessness of the work and the attempt to descend into the 
genealogy of sin are also related to this. The theory of «collective sin» is at the heart of 
many of Franz Kafka’s works, including Process. The protagonist of the “Process” Joseph 
Ka, is also guilty. He is arrested and executed for a crime he did not know about.

The guilt of Orkhan Fikratoghlu’s hero is obvious at first sight. He kills people by 
order, for money. He commits one of the greatest sins that God has forbidden. But here the 
subject of sin is conditional. It is not only the individual who is a murderer and sinner. This 
is a collective sin. In addition to killing people, he is also guilty of killing camels. If we 
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consider that the stranger symbolizes the world and the camel symbolizes humanity, the 
ancient man with the first arrow he shot had already laid the foundation of collective sin. 
From the day Cain killed Abel and tasted the impunity of slaughter (in fact, he believed 
in the utopia of impunity), all mankind bears this sin. From this point of view, Orkhan 
Fikratoghlu’s protagonist bears the sins of not only himself, but of all mankind, and is 
accountable for this crime.

The story «Seven» gives a symbolic description of the world. The complex world 
of man, the meaning of life, is the essence of the story, which begins with the impossibility 
of reuniting the nameless old woman - the two children of the world - day, the curly-
haired son representing the light, the night, the straight-wired son symbolizing darkness. 
The story of Adam and Eve is referred to when the grandfather wanted to find the way 
to that world and add it to the map. The fig leaves that the child wears also point to this 
religious parable. Man has been looking for himself since the day he was expelled from 
God. Because man is the only creature who embodies good and evil at the same time. The 
day of his expulsion from God’s presence symbolizes that man is a captive of knowledge, 
and that this knowledge constantly leads him to search, to doubt, and to a path that leads 
to suffering, away from the carelessness of paradise.

In “Song Twelve”, the life of a girl living in a remote, quiet village changes with 
the arrival of a man who falls off a train (read: separated from the time of materialism). A 
man who falls into the pure world of a girl purifies his life for the first time in his life. In 
this quiet world, he sees himself in the mirror of the subconscious, free from selfishness 
and ego. But the longing for the noisy city tears him away, and he returns to a world of 
lies, hatred, and hatred. The absence of the names of the protagonists of the story, the mere 
mention of «man», «girl», «old man», «child» encourages the reader to pay attention to 
the inner layer of the work, the mystical atmosphere of the work brings a special aura to 
the postmodern text.

The novel «A Dead Text», presented to readers in 2013 and published in Turkey in 
2015, resonated in the literary world and was accepted by literary critics as the beginning 
of a new stage in the work of Orkhan Fikratoghlu. The novel begins with the Master 
accepting a manuscript written on a papyrus paper called «A Dead Text» with black 
butterflies flying between its pages from a boy with a strange appearance on his head. 
Orkhan Fikratoghluinforms the reader that the novel was written in the post-Sufi genre 
and, in fact, gives him the key to the text.

It is the Sufi who can read the manuscript in the work. Another aspect of Sufi 
aesthetics in the novel is the use of the butterfly symbol. Earlier, another representative of 
the Azerbaijani literature of the independence period - Aydin Talibzadeh also referred to 
this Sufi symbol in the novel «Butterfly Model-102». Note that the «butterfly» is both a 
symbol of the spirit and the clothes worn by Sufis. Aydin Talibzadeh writes in the article 
«Butterfly or commentary-situation Nasimi (philological fantasies)»: “In other words, 
«butterfly» is interpreted in Persian as a maker. In the context of Nasimi’s poems, the word 
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«butterfly» is used in the sense of «maker»: «I wore a butterfly, I was free from anxiety, 
it was easy to catch a cold butterfly.» Undoubtedly, the butterfly is a symbolic texture of 
the life of a shepherd, a mountainous life, raised to the level of a symbol, a suggestive 
expression of real life, a kind of signifier, a hint. ”( Talibzade 2000.)

The polyphony and construction effects of the novel, whose structure is based on 
the textual aesthetics of postmodernism, place the reader in a postmodern labyrinth. If we 
look closely, we see that there are several texts nested in the novel:

1. The text of the master
2. The text of the manuscript
3. The text of Satan (Jinn)
While reading the novel, we observe the struggle between the Devil and the Master 

throughout the work. The image of Dada in the work acts as a prototype of Dada Gorgud 
and carries the history of the manuscript even further, including the human significance of 
this eternal struggle, as well as the national echo.

Thus, in accordance with the reference aesthetics of postmodernism, Orkhan 
Fikratoghlu’s novel «A Dead Text» refers to the three previous texts - «Kitabi-Dada 
Gorgud», Huseyn Javid’s «Iblis» and Mikhail Bulgakov’s «Master and Margarita». 
occupies an important place as a distinct example of a postmodern novel.

Orkhan Fikratoghlu has a special place in the drama of the independence period. 
His works include «TAS», «Death of the Slayer», «The Epic of the Brave», «Loss», etc. 
His plays have been staged many times and have won the sympathy of readers. Ravi, the 
main character of the play, narrates the «Epic of the Brave». Khas, who chose “Sabr” 
(Patience) at birth, cannot remain faithful to this choice at any point in his life story. He 
regrets leaving his life, wants to be born again and live his life differently, and the narrator 
says: “Ravi, did you not write this article that you have been narrating for a long time? 
Change my life. Please? Revive me once more! ” (Orkhan Fikretoglu 2018: 24.) However, 
«there is no violation of writing» and the brave man lives and longs for the world he does 
not understand.

The play draws attention to the elements of fairy tales, postmodern interpretation. 
The image of a white camel in the author’s story «The Man of the Third Day» is also 
reflected in the play «The Epic of the Hero». In the play, the path of the typical hero goes 
through the opposite: black and white, upside down, right and left. Wherever he encounters, 
trouble befalls him because he chooses the positive side. Along with postmodern elements 
in this play, «Mirza Jalil’s style» typical of Orkhan Fikratoghlu’s work also attracts 
attention. This line is mainly followed in the construction technique of the work and in the 
monologues with symbolic-ironic shades of images. 

One of the main representatives of Azerbaijani postmodernism is Fakhri Ughurlu, 
who is known as the author of new and unique examples of our modern prose. Looking at 
the creative path of Fakhri Ughurlu, it is possible to distinguish two periods in the writer’s 
prose technique:
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1. The initial period of Fakhri Ughurlu’s creativity. During this period, the 
author’s works are dominated by realistic motifs, and these motifs mainly reflect the 
atmosphere of the prose of the 60s and 80s. Collected in the books «Lonely Tree» (1991), 
«Loss of Wishes» (1992), «Oguznameler» (with Professor Kamil Valiyev, 1993), «A 
Sorrow of Three Villages» (About Martyrs, 1995), «Children’s Song» (1999) the texts 
characterize that period.

2. The emergence of postmodern elements in the work of Fakhri Ughurlu. 
Elements of postmodernism prevail in the subsequent works of Fakhri Ughurlu, who 
attracted the attention of readers with new examples of prose at the initial stage of his work. 
The author’s works of this period are reflected in the books and essays «Mevlana Jalaluddin 
Rumi and his» Masnavi «» (2007), «Stories» (2010). Elements of postmodernism prevail 
in the subsequent works of Fakhri Ughurlu, who attracted the attention of readers with 
examples of modern prose at the initial stage of his work.

Fakhri Ughurlu created interesting examples of the Azerbaijani version of 
postmodernism using elements such as archetypal motifs, deconstruction, decanonization, 
quotations typical of postmodernism in his works. The series of stories he called 
«Mountains of God» is one of the interesting events of postmodern Azerbaijani prose. This 
series includes 12 stories: «Ehsan», «Mother, who is your husband?», «Leyli’s Madness», 
«Sheikh Sanan», «Farhad’s murder of Khosrow», «Widow», «Alexander’s law», «Attila’s 
grave», «Dervish», «My son will fall at the last stop», «Son of Mary», «Prophet».

The series of essays written by Fakhri Ughurlu in the 90s and summarized under the 
title «Morality» includes 5 essays - «Morality», «Freedom», «History», «War», «Justice». 
Looking at this series of essays, it becomes clear that it was a stage of philosophical and 
aesthetic preparation for the series of «Mountains of God», which was later written by the 
author and consists of 12 stories.

In “Alexander’s Law”, Alexander’s longing is in fact due to his fear of being alone. 
As he tries to soothe his loneliness with other voices, this loneliness grows more and more 
like a bottomless pit, and Alexander realizes that his marches, the countries he bought, the 
books he read are not able to fill this well. From this point on, Alexander’s journey begins, 
breaking away from the world around him. Because, what drove him to foreign lands was 
his ignorance of himself, the closing of the doors of the world within him.

Plato, whom he met on the forbidden Mount Olympus, showed him the way to 
travel inside him, the way to get rid of the emptiness, the meaninglessness of life, the 
longing: “You wanted to take the world, but you did. But you never loved him. If you 
loved it, the view from here would not surprise you, you could see what you saw here. 
If you loved, the world would stand on its own two feet, and you would not walk around 
the world door-to-door, with more and more people sharpening their swords and horses 
galloping.”( Fakhri Ughurlu 2010:87) The images of Alexander and Plato symbolize the 
comparison of different worlds, judgments and minds. It should be noted that although the 
story represents the opposite worldviews of Alexander and Plato, the writer also points to 
the existence of a moderate, moderate position with the image of Aristotle.
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It should be noted that archetypes, especially oriental archetypal motifs, play an 
important role in Azerbaijani postmodern literature. From this point of view, it is possible 
to come across the deconstruction of Nizami Ganjavi’s images in a number of postmodern 
texts. In the subtextual layer of Fakhri Ughurlu’s story, which is rich in gnosis, we 
encounter the image of «Alexander - a just ruler» archetyped by Nizami Ganjavi in   our 
literature.F.Ughurlu also followed the path of his great predecessor and raised Alexander 
to the level of gnosis and spiritual rule. The image of the shepherd’s daughter in the work 
also acts as a Sufi-gnosis symbol. At first glance, the reader concludes that Alexander’s 
happiness with the shepherd’s daughter is due to his tiredness of worldly affairs and his 
desire for a simple, idyllic life. In fact, the shepherd, the shepherd, the butterfly (in the 
sense of image and clothing) are the symbols of the unreal, spiritual world, the reunion 
with God. Alexander’s mission in the real world had been completed, and his soul had 
to move to an alternative world in order to find peace and complete its mission. Seeing 
that he was late, he did not come down from the mountain, there was no place to return. 
He went to the shepherd’s house again, to the shepherd’s daughter’s meeting. «.”( Fakhri 
Ughurlu 2010:102)

In the story «Farhad’s killing of Khosrov» we also encounter the images of rulers 
and artists with Eastern archetypes. In the story, Farhad is a traveler of divine love, and 
Khosrov is a traveler of mortal love. Farhad’s love for Shirin is not physical, as Khosrov 
thought, but the love of this particle for the ashes and the divinity of the soul.It was this 
Sufi love that gave Farhad the secret of infertility and immortality. Shirin tries to recognize 
Shirin inside her with Farhad’s drawings, but love for the mortal world does not allow her 
to go this way to the end. Khosrow’s desire to live forever in the waters of the lake of life 
stems from his failure to understand that true life is in the soul. The mountains of Farhad 
split open and find the water of the lake of life. However, the fact that this flood caused 
the destruction of the whole city and the suicide of Shirin, who was horrified by this event, 
symbolizes the meaninglessness and impossibility of man’s attainment of immortality 
without perfection.

In the story «Leyli’s Madness» we encounter a different interpretation of the known 
archetypal plot. Fakhri Ughurlu presents classic images with more realistic colors, giving 
a postmodern opening to the well-known plot. However, the preservation of the Sufi-
gnostic elements at the bottom of the events presented as the story of current life does not 
harm the purpose of conveying the archetypal image. Explaining to the reader that anyone 
who passes through the door that opens to him at the moment of contact with the soul 
can reach gnosis, the writer Fuzuli emphasizes that the concept of Majnun is in everyone: 
gathered on his head. The enmity disappeared again. They became companions. The scene 
in Majnun’s heart is complete. Leyli joined the wild animals and birds and went for a walk 
to Majnun. But they also passed without Majnun. Now they have come together in one 
direction and created Majnun out of themselves. ” .”( Fakhri Ughurlu 2010:74)

«Dervish» is the story of a man who is lost in himself and is not understood by 
society. This man, who has been flying in his dreams since childhood, living in the city and 
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telling stories in the village, always tries to introduce himself to the society and explain 
what is inside. But no one can think like him, love like him, see like him. In life, there is 
a person who is wanted by society, but in him he can always maintain the desire to ride 
a long, long white bird. After the death of the dervish, who preserves the tale inside, the 
white bird does not need to be carried by this bird. On the contrary, the white bird is now 
learning from his spirit the lightness, the flight, the path to eternity: «Do you know me,» 
said the bird? ... I want to fly too, - he said, - take me with you, take me with you ... ” .”( 
Fakhri Ughurlu 2010:24)

The main point in the story «Widow» is the issue of freedom of the human soul. 
The protagonists of the dialogue are a woman who was abused by her husband, who died 
of cancer, and a young man who was sentenced to death due to a serious illness. The 
story has no time, no spatial elements, the whole structure, the description is revealed 
only through the dialogue of two people. The young man, who rescued the woman who 
tried to kill herself, explained to her that even death would not be able to free her from 
the bondage within her unless her soul was set free: “If she is truly free, she will never 
be afraid. But the burden will be heavy. You don’t want to take that burden either. You 
make others happy by making yourself miserable - that is, look, rejoice, people, I’m 
sorry for you too, and I’m happy that I can make you happy with my misfortune… « .”( 
Fakhri Ughurlu 2010:221)

«Mom, who is your husband?» The story is written in the form of a dialogue, 
like the story of the «Widow». The story reflects the fate of a man, a woman who is 
suffering spiritually, the pain of turning away from her soul against the background of a 
conversation between a crying mother and a child:

«Is your husband a friend of my father?»
– What a friend, I’m sorry, they were more than friends. What they did to me, 

they beat me together, helped me and left me a widow at a young age. No friend can help 
even a friend. Open the window, the onion took out my eyes…

– You wanted your husband very much, mother?
– I knew him, my child.
– How is God, mother?
«The most beautiful, the strongest».”( Fakhri Ughurlu 2010:232) 

According to the author, if the human cannot reach spiritual perfection, he does not exalt 
his love, justifies it, lowers it from heaven to earth, and love that is not nourished by the 
spirit is doomed to death.

The story «My son will fall at the last stop» tells the story of a father whose son 
was killed in the war. The secrets of a man’s destiny are revealed in the background of the 
old man’s conversation with his son’s dream on the way from the market to the house, and 
the way he went for his dream is revealed. The reader is shocked by the grief of a father 
who imagines his son, thinks that he is sitting with his son in a double seat on the bus, and 
pays his fare, saying, «My son will fall at the last stop.» The author’s words in the father’s 
language emphasize that the source of the millennium’s life, the hope of life, is hidden 
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in the memory passed down from generation to generation. dies. ‘It is impossible to live 
with this day, this hour, my son ... I wanted to shed my blood from your veins to the whole 
world, I wanted to come out of your memory tomorrow. You killed me, son, me ... ” .”( 
Fakhri Ughurlu 2010:243)

The hero of the «Ehsan» story, history teacher Togrul Bey, while he was alive, 
called the villagers to his mourning ceremony and asked them to accept him as dead, no 
matter how long he lived. The stories told about Teymur Bey by people of different faiths, 
personalities and professions at the ceremony shed light on various aspects of the hero’s 
character. The names of the characters talking about the hero are also symbolized by the 
author: the forester Forest man, the school director Maarif (Education), the postman the 
Passenger man, the head of the local government the State man and so on. Both mullahs 
and musicians are invited to the mourning ceremony: «That was more than a mourner at 
the wedding. The people of this village had never seen the feast in the wedding cave, the 
feast in the mourning tent so clearly, and perhaps they would never see it again.” .”( Fakhri 
Ughurlu 2010:274) In the assembly, where death and life were reconciled and ended, the 
quarrels were reconciled and the enmity was over. In our opinion, the author symbolized 
the end of Togrul Bey’s material and physical life, the beginning of his spiritual and 
spiritual life with this double ceremonial scene. After this ceremony, Togrul Bey became 
a walking corpse for his fellow villagers, he was not interested in worldly life, he left the 
world as a Sufi and turned to divine love.

The story of the «Prophet» is dedicated to the traveler and messenger of the path to 
divinity. The story combines the stories of the prophet Adam, Moses, the prophet Jonah, 
the prophet Abraham and the prophet Muhammad into a single prophet, and reflects the 
writer’s philosophical view of the image of the messenger of God. From this point of 
view, the prophet’s self-talk and self-protest are also considered as interesting artistic 
receptions. Thus, for the Messenger of God, it is emphasized that God is in his own soul, 
not elsewhere, and that it is the human spirit that binds him to God: “Then the separation 
was removed. The servant surrendered to the last drop of blood, to the God of his nerves, 
filled with the power of the soul from body hair to nails, lost his strength, weight, smell, 
pain, fear, turned into a dry leaf and fell to the ground. The country he bought, the world 
he lived in, shrank to the size of dust and disappeared from sight. The worlds lined up like 
soldiers and passed in front of them. He did not know that he was traveling the world, 
or that the worlds themselves were rolling in the darkness and coming to his feet. So the 
place where he encamped was the capital of the world, and the whole world was watching 
him and waiting for salvation.” .”( Fakhri Ughurlu 2010:121)

In the story of Fakhri Ughurlu «Sheikh Sanan», the famous archetypal plot worked 
in a different direction. The process of transformation of human love into divine love is 
reflected in the example of Sufi Sheikh Sheikh Sanan’s love for his Georgian daughter 
Tamara. Thus, Sanan, who is thought to have changed his Sufi love for a woman’s love, 
turns Tamara into a “Khumar” - passenger of divine love. At the moment when physical 
love is likely to end happily, the lovers realize that what they want is not physical, but 
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spiritual reunion, and go on a spiritual journey to reunite spiritually: “Tamara is still 
waiting for Sheikh Sana in a monastery seven miles from Tbilisi. Since then, many 
generations have changed, the earth has brought many layers, the sky has covered many 
layers, the Georgian Empire has collapsed, Tbilissi has passed from hand to hand, and 
Prince Irakli’s bones have rotted. Ama Tamara did not know about this. He is waiting for 
Sheikh Sana. Sheikh Sanan has not yet completed the preparations for the big wedding. 
He has moved from Baghdad to Samarkand, from Samarkand to Tabriz, from Tabriz to 
Istanbul, from Istanbul to Paris, and from there to the United States. I have heard that he 
will return to Tbilissi soon. He will cross seven mountains and visit Tamara. But there will 
be no wedding on this arrival - the world is not ready yet. Sheikh Sanan still had to work 
hard on this world, a lot… ”.”(Fakhri Ughurlu 2010:49)

In the story «Attila’s Tomb», the legend of the great warrior is presented in a new 
writer interpretation . This story of Fakhri Ughurlu, who presents Atilla not only as a 
warrior but also as a spiritually advanced man, resonates with the story of «Alexander’s 
Law». Thus, in both stories, the Conqueror becomes the real conqueror, the ruler of the 
spiritual world, after finding his love and spiritual balance. Attila, who died of the poison 
of the Greek girl, with his faith and love builds an eternal throne in her heart. In fact, the 
poisoned Attila achieves true human happiness with his death, and the punishment of the 
Greek girl who kills her lover is to search for Attila’s grave along the Danube for the rest 
of her life and mourn his love: The rotten water clotted like blood and turned the Danube’s 
bed into a swamp.

Then a spark from the girl’s mournful voice crept up the rot and dried up the bed of 
the river. The water passed over the girl.

At her last glance under the river, she saw a crane train pulling troops into the sky.
The earth could not be seen from Attila’s grave. «.”( Fakhri Ughurlu 2010:326)
The story of «Son of Mary» compares the meanings of spiritual and material love. 

It is clear to the reader from the name of the story that the strange boy, who is described 
as an ordinary man, a modern man, and reborn in a new body, is in fact a prototype of 
Jesus. The main point that the writer wants to emphasize is the importance of spirit and 
spiritual love. Physical love is forgotten, changed, ends. Spiritual love, and divine love is 
eternal. And as long as man does not understand this, the spiritual love frames represented 
by Jesus Christ will be killed by the ignorant and will be born again until he completes 
his mission: “The first thought that came to my mind when I returned was that he would 
soon return to earth. I travel around the world and look at the faces of boys born in certain 
months of the year and find them, I recognize them even under black and yellow skin! ” ( 
Fakhri Ughurlu 2010:194)

Thus, each of the stories in the series differs in structure, pace, and theme. However, 
no story has the effect of a foreign text outside the series. The subtext in the series - the 
writer builds the stories in different ways to show the reader the path to perfection:

1. Use of archetypal plots and heroes: «Leyli’s Madness», «Sheikh Sanan», «Farhad 
killed Khosrov», «Alexander’s law», «Son of Mary», «Attila’s grave», «Prophet»
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2. Opening the bottom layer against the background of current topics: «Widow», 
«Dervish», «My son will fall at the last stop», «Ehsan», «Mother, who is your husband?»

In our opinion, the main point that unites the works of Orkhan Fikratoghluand 
Fakhri Ughurlu is that the works of both writers emphasize the uniqueness of postmodern 
Azerbaijani literature. Thanks to these works, readers around the world have the 
opportunity to get acquainted with the Azerbaijani postmodernism, which has a special 
place in world postmodernism.
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elnara garagezova
(azerbaijani)

postmodernistuli diskursi da azerbaijnuli literatura

(orhan fiqreToRlusa da fahri uRurlus mxatvruli 

teqstebis mixedviT)

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: azerbaijanuli literatura, postmoder-
nizmi,    aRmosavluri arqetipuli motivebi.

sxva postmodernist avtorTa Soris, orhan fiqreToRlusa 
da fahri uRurlus nawarmoebebi gamorCeulia mravalxmianobiTa da 
masStaburobiT. 

orhan fiqreToRlus romanebi: „dila“, „vali“, „frena“, „warmate-
buli kacis istoria“, `navTobis dadaSi~, `aqsrestomaturi ambavi“, 
moTxrobebi, dramaturgia, eseebi, aseve – romani `mkvdari teqsti~ 
warmoadgens am avtoris Semoqmedebis postmodernistul xazs. post-
modernuli elementebi, romlebic moTxrobebSic sagrZnobia, ufro 
gamoxatulia mwerlis romanebSi.

romani `mkvdari teqsti~, romelic pirvelad 2013 wels ixila 
mkiTxvelma, 2015 wels TurqeTSic gamoqveynda, didi popularobiT 
sargeblobs literaturul samyaroSi da kritikosebma miiRes ro-
gorc orhan fiqreToRlus Semoqmedebis axali etapis dasawyisi. 
romanis mravalxmianobasa da konstruqciul efeqtebs, romelTa 
struqtura emyareba postmodernizmis teqstur esTetikas, mkiTxveli 
postmodernistul labirinTSi Sehyavs.

 romanis kiTxvisas, mTeli nawarmoebis manZilze vakvirdebiT 
brZolas eSmaksa da ostats Soris. dedes saxe nawarmoebSi dede 
gorgudis prototipia da agrZelebs xelnaweris istorias, maT Soris, 
am maradiuli brZolis adamianuri mniSvnelobisa da misi erovnuli 
gamoZaxilis Sesabamisad.

orhan fiqreToRlus romani `mkvdari teqsti~ exeba sam winamor-
bed teqsts. esenia: `qiTabi-dede gorgudi~, husein javidis `iblisi~ 
da mixeil bulgakovis `ostati da margarita~ . mas gansakuTrebiT 
mniSvnelovani adgili uWiravs, rogorc postmodernuli romanis na-
Tel magaliTs.

aseve gamorCeulia orhan fiqreTiRlus, rogorc dramaturgis, 
adgili qveynis damoukideblobis periodSi. misi piesebi – `TAS~, 
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„gamanadgureblis sikvdili“, „mamacTa eposi“, „danakargi“ da a.S. 
mravaljer daidga scenaze da rogorc mayureblis, ise mkiTxvelis 
simpaTiac daimsaxura. piesebSi yuradRebas iqcevs zRaprebis elemen-
tTa postmodernistul interpretacia. postmodernis elementebTan 
erTad, sayuradReboa orhan fiqreToRlus SemoqmedebisaTvis niSan-
doblivi `mirza jalilis stilic~. am xazs, ZiriTadad, misdevs piese-
bis agebis teqnika da personaJTa monologebis simbolur-ironiuli 
Seferiloba. 

azerbaijanuli postmodernizmis erT-erTi mTavari warmomad-
genelia fahri uRurlu, romelic cnobilia rogorc Cveni Tanamed-
rove prozis axali da unikaluri teqstebis avtori. 

mweralma Tavisi Semoqmedebis sawyis etapze mkiTxvelebis yu-
radReba prozaSi Semotanili siaxleebiT miipyro. am periodis na-
muSevrebi aisaxa wignebsa da eseebSi: `mevlana jalaledin rumi da 
misi~ mesnavi~ (2007), `moTxrobebi~ (2010). fahri uRurlus Semdgom 
nawerebSi  Warbobs  postmodernizmis  elementebi. fahri uRurlum Seq-
mna postmodernistuli literaturis azerbaijanuli versiis sain-
tereso magaliTebi iseTi elementebis gamoyenebiT, rogorebicaa 
arqetipuli motivebi, dekonstruqcia, dekanonizacia, postmoder-
nizmisTvis damaxasiaTebeli citatebi. moTxrobebis seria, romelsac 
man `RvTis mTebi~ uwoda, azerbaijanuli postmodernuli prozis erT-
erTi saintereso movlenaa.

aRsaniSnavia, rom arqetipebi, gansakuTrebiT aRmosavluri 
arqetipuli motivebi, mniSvnelovan rols asrulebs azerbaijanul 
postmodernistul literaturaSi. am TvalsazrisT, sainteresoa niza-
mi ganjelis personaJebi, romelTa dekonstruqciis xilva araerT 
postmodernistul teqstSia SesaZlebeli. „aleqsandres kanonSi“ 
aleqsandres dardi, sinamdvileSi, marto darCenis SiSs ukavSirdeba. 
faqri uRurlus moTxrobis qveteqstSi, romelic mdidaria gnosiz-
miT, vxvdebiT „aleqsandres – samarTliani mmarTvelis“ saxes, rome-
lic nizami ganjelis arqetipuli saxea Cvens literturaSi.

fahri uRurlu aseve agrZelebs gamoCenili winamorbedis gzas 
da aleqsandre ahyavs didi gnostikosisa da sulieri mmarTvelis 
simaRleze. mwyemsis asulis saxec, aseve, sufiuri gnosizmis simbo-
loa. moTxrobaSi `farhadis mier xosrovis mkvleloba~ aseve gvxvde-
ba mmarTvelebisa da mxatvrebis saxeebi aRmosavluri arqetipebiT. 
moTxrobaSi  farhadi RvTiuri siyvarulis mogzauria, xolo xosrovi 
– mokvdavi siyvarulis mogzauri.

 moTxrobaSi `leilis siSlege~ Cven vxvdebiT cnobili arqeti-
puli siuJetis gansxvavebul interpretacias. fahri uRurlu klasikur 
suraTebs ufro realisturi ferebiT warmoadgens, rac sayovelTaod 
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cnobil siuJets postmodernistulad gviSlis. amasTan, Tanamedrove 
cxovrebis istoriad warmodgenil movlenaTa bolos sufiur-gnos-
tikuri elementebis SenarCuneba zians ar ayenebs arqetipuli gamo-
saxulebis gadmocemis mizans. faqri uRurlus moTxrobaSi „Seixi 
sinani“ cnobili arqetipuli siuJeti sxva mimarTulebiT muSaobs. 
adamianuri siyvarulis RvTiur siyvarulad gardaqmnis procesi asa-
xulia sufi Seixis, sinanis mier Tavisi qarTveli asulis, Tamaris 
siyvarulis magaliTze.

moTxroba „winaswarmetyveli“ eZRvneba RvTaebriv gzaze mogza-
ursa da macnes. moTxroba erT winaswarmetyvelebad aerTianebs wi-
naswarmetyvelebis  –  adamis,  moses,  ioanes,  abraamia  da  muamedis   isto-
riebs da asaxavs avtoris filosofiur xedvas RvTis wargzavnilis 
Sesaxeb. am TvalsazrisTi, saintereso mwerlur xerxad miiCneva winas-
warmetyvelTa sakuTar TavTan saubari da protesti sakuTari Tavis 
mimarT.

amgvarad, seriis TiToeuli istoria gansxvavebulia Tavisi 
struqturiT, tempiTa da TematikiT. miuxedavad amisa, arcerT moTx-
robas ara aqvs, seriisgareSe, ucxi teqstis efeqti. 

orhan fiqreToRlusa da fahri uRurlus Semoqmedeba xazs us-
vams azerbaijanuli postmodernistuli literaturis unikalurobas.
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Влияние грузинского фольклора
на комедию Грибоедова «Горе от ума»

Попав на Кавказ Грибоедов, одаренный лингвист и ком-позитор, знакомится 
с грузинским языком и культурой. В его статьях встречаются грузинские слова в 
усной транскрипции. К тому же, ведь именно автор «Горя от ума» привез мелодию 
грузинской песни, положенной в основу романса Глинки-Пушкина («Не пой 
красавица...»), обращался к образам грузинского фольклора – лесным духам áли 
в незавершенной трагедии «грузинская ночь», привлекал грузинский колорит в 
стихотворении «Кальянчи», в его статьях встречаются грузинские слова и темы. 
Вопросам связи А.С.Грибое-дова с грузинской культурой посвящены работы 
В.С.Шадури. Исследователь отмечает, что тема «Грузинской ночи» «воплощается в 
типично грузинских образах. Это произведение свидетельствует о хорошем знании 
автором социальной жизни Грузии и грузинского фольклора» (Шадури 1977: 83) 

Но грузинский фольклор в творчестве Грибоедова интересен не только сам 
по себе. Он повлиял и на его шедевр – комедию «Горе от ума». До написания «Горя 
от ума» театральные взгляды Грибоедова не представляли из себя ничего особенно 
выдающегося. Он был автором комеди на французкий лад «Молодые супруги» 
(1815), сцен из комедии «Своя семья, или замужняя невеста» (1817), автором 
– совместно с П.А.Катениным, довольно заурядной комедии «Студент» (1817), 
комедии в одном действии в стихах «Притворная неверность» (1818), впоследствии, 
оперы-водевиля вместе с П.А.Вяземским «Кто брат, кто сестра, или обман за обман» 
(1823-1824). будущий автор бессмертной комедии выступал как поэт, отчасти, как 
критик – принимал участие в «великой войне на Парнасе» – противостоянии (по 
терминологии Ю.Н.Тынянова) архаистов и новаторов («От Аполлона» 1815; «Лу-
бочный театр» 1817). Грибоедов принадлежал к младоархаистам, которые, в числе 
прочего, были ориентиован на фольклор, в том числе на малые формы, такие как 
пословица и поговорка. И уже в заглавии Грибоедов создает их авторский па-
ремийный аналог, исходя из своих театральных взглядов, объединивших традиции 
французского театра и немецкого, привлекая для изображения русских нравов еще 
несколько национальных культур, как западных, так и восточных. 

Характер заглавия комедии при внешней простоте содержит определенную 
жанровую ориентированность произведения и сви-детельство театральных звгля-
дов автора. Словосочетание «Горе от ума», конечно не было пословицей. Более 
того, хотя многие русские пословицы и начинаются словом «горе» (В.И.Даль в 
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сборнике «Пословицы русского народа» приводит таких 12, не считая тех, в кото-
рых слово «горе» не является первым), сближение слов (и понятий) «горе» и «ум» 
для русского фольклора, как мы считаем, является нехарактерным. В русском, 
правда, есть пословицы «С умом торговать, без ума горевать» или же «Беда без ума», 
«Чужая беда не дает ума» или же «У горя и промысел. Придет беда – не купишь 
ума». Нам представляется, что в выборе окончательного варианта заглавия могло 
сыграть определенную роль знакомство с грузинской культурой и фольклором. В его 
статьях встречаются грузинские слова, в поэзии он обращается к грузинским темам 
(«Кальянчи», незавершенная трагедия «Грузинская ночь»). 

В грузинском языке для слова Čiri (чири) – «чума» чрезвыча-йно характерно 
употребление в значении «горе», «беда». Именно в таком переносном значении это 
слово входит в целый ряд широкоупотребительных грузинских фразеологизмов, 
например, в распространенное ласкательное обращение «Šeni čiri me” («шени чири 
мэ»), которое обычно переводят «дорогой мой», «милый», но буквальный смысл 
которого «твои беды (твою чуму) – мне». Уместно вспомнить здесь и содержащие 
это слово фольклорные формулы, например, одну из самых распространенных 
традиционных концовок многих грузинских сказок: «Čiri – ikha, lhini – akha, khaţo 
– ikha, phkvili – akha” (чири – ика, лхини – ака, като – ика, пквили – ака), т. е. «мор 
(чума – там, пир – здесь, отсев – там, мука – здесь.(Пер. Н.И.Долидзе). Сравни 
русское: «Я там был, мед-пиво пил, по усам текло, а в рот не попало». Сходные 
формулы, тяготеющие к двучленной структуре, есть в иранских волшебных сказках. 
Напри-мер: «шли мы наверх – была мука, пошли вниз – стало тесто, а наша сказка 
вот какая!». Или “Наверху простокваша, внизу – сыворотка, а наша сказка выдумка» 
(перевод А.Бертельса). Есть подобные формулы, как известно и у других народов. 
Однако упоминание о чуме в персидских и армянских фольклорных формулах мы 
не встретили. 

Интерес грузинскому фольклору и к пословицам, среди прочего был связан у 
Грибоедова, а также у его современников, распространением на русской сцене жанра 
драматических пословиц, которые использовали авторы большинство комедий и 
водевилей начала XIX века. Это был род маленькой комедии-экспромта, основанный 
на какой-либо популярной пословице. Во время представления драматических 
пословиц зритель должен был угадать зашифрованное крылатое выражение и 
они были также широко распространены в качестве салонных игр. Использовать 
их в качестве серьезного драматического произведения до Грибоедова никому не 
приходило в голову. И непривычность драматургического жанра (в последствии 
завоевавшего мировые сцены от Альфреда де Мюссе до Островского, Сухово-
Кобылина, Толстого и др.) вызывала критику «Горя от ума» у самых разных зрителей. 
«Это не комедия, – писал в частном письме Рунич, один из недоброжелателей 
Грибоедова, – ибо в ней нет ни плана, ни развязки, ни единства действия. Это 
не драма, тут нет ни добродетели, ни порока, ни страстей, ни злодеяний, которые 
представлены бы были или в привлекательных, или в отвратительных очерках, это 
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просто поговорка в действии (подчеркнуто нами – И.Б.-М.), в которой воскрешен 
Фигаро» (Цит. по Фомичев 1982: 97). В письме Вяземскому от 28 января 1825 года 
из Тригорского, как и письмо Бестужеву с оценкой комедии, не рассчитанному на 
передачу мнения автору или посторонним лицам, Пушкин писал: «Читал я Чацкого 
– много ума и смешного в стихах, – но во всей комедии не плана, ни мысли главной, 
ни истины» (Пуш-кин 1926 :116). 

Театральные взгляды Грибоедова, приверженца классицизма, как видно 
из этого письма, не близки создателю трагедии шек-спировского типа «Борис 
Годунов». Комедиограф ценит театр французский и в процессе над самобытным 
языком он обращается к афоризму, что, как известно, было отмечено Пушкиным 
в письме Бестужеву. Автор «Горя от ума» шлифует и тщательно отделывает язык 
комедии. Действительно, по справедливому пророчеству Пушкина, стихи вошли 
в пословицы, превратившись в афоризмы. Афоризм, известный в античности, 
«в духовной жизни Франции... занимал, пожалуй, не менее важное место, чем 
театр. Что же такое «максима», афоризм как жанр?, – пишет исследователь твор-
чества Ларошфуко, Паскаля и Лабрюйера В.Бахмутский. – Первая важнейшая 
особенность афоризма – способность жить вне контекста, сохраняя при этом всю 
полноту своего смыслового содержания. Но жить вне контекста – значит быть 
выключенным из временного портока речи, существовать вне связи с прошлым и 
будущим, выражать нечто вечнопребывающее. Эта присущая жанру афоризма черта, 
оказалась близкой искусству французского классицизма, для которого эстетической 
ценностью обладало лишь устойчивое, незыблемое, вечное, то, над чем не властна 
разрушительная сила времени, изъятый из общего потока и словно бы заключен-
ный в раму. Такой рамой, останавливающей время, были те непременные двадцать 
четыре часа, на протяжении которых разыгрывалось действие в классицистской 
трагедии. Такой рамой был афоризм» (Бахмутский 1974: 5). 

Афоризм имел генетическую связь с письменной литерату -рой, с vers pour 
retenir, стихами для запоминания, свойственнымми водевилю. Но Грибоедов писал 
для театра, для устного исполне-ния. Междометия в языке персонажей передавали 
устную речь, соотносились с театром. Своеобразие языка комедии Грибоедова сос-
тоит в сочетании междометия и афоризма. В этом его отличие от школы гармони-
ческой точности, от языка Пушкина, у которого в каждом слове «бездна прстранс-
тва» (по наблюдению Гоголя) или языка Лермонтова, у которого единицей стиля 
является «само движение речи, со стертостью отчетливой конструкции, понижени-
ем метра, стертостью точного значения слов» (Пумпянский 1941-1948: 392). 
Грибоедов тонко чувствует природу диалога. Она ориентиро-вана на междометия. 
Отсюда такое количество междометий в языке комедии. 

В звуковом языке единицей измерения является фраза, которая может не 
совпадать с грамматической или лексической единицей. Выдающийся русский 
лингвист, представитель женевской школы С.Н. Карцевский пишет: «Звуковой 
язык, являясь очень эмоциональным, характеризуется большой выразительностью. 
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Чем больше размышляешь над природой междометия, тем больше склоняешься 
к мысли о том, что оно непосредственно восходит, хотя и через различные про-
межуточные явления, к первоначальному синтетическому знаку, в котором слива-
лись воедино голос, мимика и жест» (Карцевский 1984: 133).

Грибоедов выступает в этой области подлинным изобретателем. Б.В.Тома-
шевский в своей хрестоматийной для современного стиховедения работе «Стих 
«Горя от ума»» отметил это умение драматурга учитывать богатство разговорного 
языка и вводить его в качестве нового материала в стих. Но он же отмечает 
некоторые ритмические странности, акцентологические смещения в тексте 
комедии – такие, как «судáрь» («А вы, судáрь отец...») или «братéц» («Шумим, бра-
тéц, шумим...»), которые могли возникнуть под влиянием французских песенок. 
Заметим, что в «Горе от ума» таких на-рушений 44, у Катенина в переводе «Сида» 
Корнеля – 8, у Пушкина в «Маленьких трагедиях – по 2.

Мы считаем, что большое количество ритмических нарушений у Грибое-
дова могли возникнуть по аналогии с подвижным ударением грузинского сил-
лабического стиха. Думается, что попав в Грузию, Грибоедов мог обратиться к 
афоризму, «реабилитировать» его, увидев не во французской подражательности, а 
в античной непосредственности, если вспомнить, какое место занимают античные 
традиции, афоризмы в грузинском фольклоре, творчестве Руставели, культуре 
в целом. Грузия могла быть катализатором идей, интересовавших Грибоедова и 
определить у него форму выражения и структуру мысли. 

Еще в статье о мнимом бунте в Грузии, датируемой 1819 го-дом, есть 
свидетельство если не о том, что Грибоедов понимал по-грузински, то, по крайней 
мере, о том, что он интересовался этим языком. Читаем в статье «На крытых улицах 
базара промышленность скопляет множество людей, одних для продажи, других для 
покупок; иные брадатые политики, окутанные бурками, в меховых шапках, под 
вечер сообщают друг другу р а м б а в и (новости)». (Грибоедов 1911: 27). Разрядка 
и перевод принадлежат Грибоедову. Характерно, что Грибоедов записывает 
иноязычное слово явно со слуха: не «амбыви» (в именительном падеже), а вопрос 
«ра амбавиа?», со слиянием двух соседствующих «а», а заодно и с преобразованием 
этой грузинской фразы в квазирусское существительное во множественном 
числе. Грибоедов, как никто другой умел вслушиваться в устную речь – даже на 
чужеземном базаре. Надо ли удивляться, что он сумел услышать и воспроизвести 
речь фамусовской Москвы? 

Для изображения Москвы нужна была дистанция, не только пространствен-
ная, но и социокультурная. Оказавшись на Востоке Грибоедов обрел ее, синтезиро-
вав Запад и Восток во след Гете, но, в отличие от него, Грибоедов писал не лиричес-
кий Западно-Восточный диван, а комедию, в основе которой лежит соединение 
разных национальных традиций.

Грибоедов отличался от большинства современных ему литераторов тем, что 
с юности был хорошо знаком с немецкой литературой и рано увлекся творчеством 
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Гете. Он в свободной форме переложил «Пролог в театре» из «Фауста» – разговор 
директора театра и поэта, сохранив основные положения гетевской театральной 
эстетики. Правда этот «Отрывок из Гете» был напечатан лишь в 1825 году, то есть 
после завершения «Горя от ума», но у нас не осталось свидетельств этапов работы 
Грибоедова над комедией. Рукописи Грибоедова гибли трижды.

В работе над комедией Грибоедов достигает синтеза многих национальных 
литературных традиций (Багратион-Мухранели 2015: 4-82). В результате он 
создает свой, совершенно особый язык и ритм комедии в стихах, отличных и от 
французских комедий положений и водевилей, и от английских мещанских драм, 
и от философских «драматических сцен» и исторических трагедий не-мецкого 
театр. Грибоедов выступает в качестве лирика, сохраняя французскую живость в 
развитии фабулы и немецкую политическую глубокомысленность в создании – 
не исключено, что под грузинским влиянием – русского мифа с главным героем, 
носящим польскую фамилию.

Грибоедов был полонофилом. Его предки были при царе Алексее Ми-
хайловиче выходцами из Польши, призванными для помощи в дипломатии и 
законотворчеству. Традиции эти сохранялись и у их потомка, унаследовавшего 
любовь к Польше. Вместе с П.А.Вяземским он пишет оперу-водевиль «Кто брат, кто 
сестра, или Обман за обман», где действие происходит в польском местечке.

И в его бессмертной комедии, фамилия главного героя заимствована у поль-
ского просветителя Тадеуша Чацкого, о кототром Грибоедов не мог не знать от сына 
министра просвещения Завадовского, с которым они снимали вместе квартиру в Пе-
тербурге (Не будем здесь касаться вопроса об остальных прототипах Чацкого – от 
Чаадаева до Байрона). Тадеуш Чацкий был польским националистом, пламенным 
оратором и личностью во всех отношениях незаурядной. Блестяще начав карье-
ру на родине в очень молодом возрасте – в 25 лет он был назначен подскарбием 
(заместителем министра финансов) в польском правительстве конституции 3 мая 
1791 года – Чацкий с падением Польши продолжает участвовать в заговорах против 
России. Чацкий после ряда взлетов и падений после смерти Екатерины получает 
от Павла прощение, как и другие политические преступники-поляки и становится 
ревнителем просвещения Юго-Западного края, усиленно стремится к возрождению 
Польши. 

Главный герой комедии получает от своего прототипа пламенные речи, 
любовь к отечеству. В классических комедиях и водевилях герой, которому 
отказывают в возможности жениться автоматически считался отрицательным. 
Грибоедов широко использует прием романтической иронии. Чацкий вызывает 
симпатии зрителя, хотя сюжетно он – неудачник. Но автор этим только под-
черкивает отрицательные стороны общества, его не оценившего, а не героя. Гри-
боедов анализирует негативную сторону Фамусовской Москвы и создает комедию о 
несостоявшемся счастье, о последствиях дурного воспитания, мнимых законов и 
пасквильного выражения общественного мнения – сплетни, в месте, испорченном 
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ложной цивилизацией – в Москве, центром которой становится «Кузнецкий мост и 
вечные французы». Москва не является средоточием национальной самобытности 
древней допетровской столицы. Все это показано через призмы «малого» (в преде-
лах российской империи) польско-грузинского Западно-восточного дивана, через 
малые жанры фольклора , афоризм, театральной драматической пословицы. 
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Влияние грузинского фольклора на комедию Грибоедова «Горе от ума»

Irina Bagration-Moukhraneli
(Russia)

Influence of Georgian Folklore on the Griboedov’s 
Comedy “Woe From Wit”

Summary

Key words: Griboedov, Goethe, Western-Eastern Divan, Georgian folklore, 
aphorism, dramatical proverb, national code, Poland.

Once in the Caucasus, Griboedov is a gifted liguist and composer, who gets 
aquainted with the Georgian languade and culture. In his articles there are Georgian 
words, in his poetry he refers to Georgian themes (“Kalyanchi”, the unfinished tragedy 
“Georgian night”). 

But Georgian folklore also influenced his masterpiece – the Comedy “Woe from 
wit”. In the Russian folklore we have not found a proverb/saing that rymes with the consept 
of “mind – plague”. They are not in the collection of Proverbs of the Russian people by 
V.I.Dal’. They are absent in the tradition of russian comedies of the XVIII century.

From our point of view the title of his Comedy Griboedov built as a result of 
familiarity with one of the most famous traditional endings of Georgian fairy tales «Čiri 
– ikha, lhini – akha, khaţo – ikha, phkvili – akha” (pestilence (the plague) – there is, 
a party – here, there – shifting, flour – here). Similar binomial formulas are found in 
Armtnian, Iranian folklore and other peoples. However, thr “plague” repetedly rhymed in 
Griboedov’s Comedy with the word “mind”, could be suggested by Georgian folklore, as 
evidenced by various textual observations 

. 
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Ирина Багратион-Мухранели

irina bagrationi-muxraneli
(ruseTi)

qarTuli folkloris gavlena aleqsandr griboedovis 

komediaze „vai Wkuisagan“

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: griboedovi, goeTe, aRmosavlur-dasavlu-
ri divani, qarTuli folklori, aforizmi, andaza, erovnuli kodi, 
poloneTi

kavkasiaSi moxvedris Semdeg, aleqsandr griboedovi, niWieri 
lingvisti da kompozitori, ecnoba qarTul enasa da kulturas.  
statiebSi iyenebs qarTul sityvebs, leqsebSi – qarTul Temebs  („ka-
lianCi“, dausrulebeli tragedia „qarTuli Rame“). qarTulma fol-
klorma ki udaod didi gavlena moaxdina mis Sedevrze, komediaze – 
„vai Wkuisagan“. 

rusul foklorSi Cven ver aRmovaCineT andazebi / gamonaTqva-
mebi,   romlebic  Seesatyviseboda   gagebas  –  „Wkua  Wiria“.  msgavsi   ara-
feria arc v. i. dalis  rusuli andazebis krebulSi da  arc XVIII sa-
ukunis rusul komediebSi. Cveni azriT,  Tavisi komediis saxelwo-
deba griboedovma aago qarTuli zRaprebis erT-erT yvelaze cno-
bil daboloebaze: „Wiri iqa, fqvili aqa, qato iqa, fqvili aqa“. msgavsi 
binomialuri formulebi gvxvdeba somxur, iranul da sxva xalxebis 
foklorSi.   amasTan   „Wiri“,   romelic   griboedovis   komediaSi    arer-
Txel aris gariTmuli sityvasTan „Wkua“, SesaZlebelia aRebuli iyos 
qarTuli filkloridan, razec araerTo teqstobrivi dakvirveba 
miuTiTebs.
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interpretacia / Interpretation

qeTevan jiSiaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

urbanuli sivrcis semantika karlo kaWaravas 

poeziasa da ferweraSi

karlo kaWaravas SemomoqmedebaSi mkafiod aisaxa pirovnebaze 
80-90-iani wlebis qarTuli urbanuli realobis fsiqo-socialuri 
gavlenebi. postsabWoTa krizisuli periodis mniSvnelovani trans-
formaciebi, axali sivrculi xatis Camoyalibebis procesi, misi zemoq-
medeba adamianis yoveldiurobasa da msoflaRqmaze.

80-90 wlebis socio-ekonomikuri cvlilebebi mTlianad cvlis 
qalaqur sivrces da adamianTa yoveldRiurobas. urbanul transfor-
maciaTa radikaluri xarisxi da movlenaTa emociuri simZafre de-
daqalaqze gansakuTrebul gavlenas axdens. erovnuli moZraobidan 
moyolebuli, quCa, rogorc centraluri urbanuli elementi, gan-
sakuTrebul mniSvnelobas iZens da maqsimalur niSnuls 90-ian 
wlebSi aRwevs. mitingebisa da Sekrebebis dros quCa Zalauflebisa 
da TviTgamoxatvis toposad yalibdeba. erovnuli moZraobis poli-
tikuri diskursi da 9 aprilis movlenebi rusTavelis prospeqtsa 
da misi mimdebare teritorias sxva mniSvnelovan fqtorebTan erTad 
gansakuTrebuli sulieri RirebulebebiT tvirTavs. amas mosdevs 
samoqalaqo konfliqti. saomari moqmedeba Tbilisis centralur 
prospeqtze sul mcire droSi ganadgurebuli qalaqis Semzarav xats 
aCens. 90-iani wlebidan gansakuTrebiT TvalSisacemi xdeba urbanuli 
cxovrebis Signidan gareT, quCaSi gadatana: nebismieri ambavi, movlena 
– iqneba es urbnauli legenda Tu siuJeti – quCas ukavSirdeba. qalaqi 
– mowesrigebuli, vertikalze marTuli struqtura funqcionirebas 
wyvets da gardaiqmneba sivrced, romelic sakuTar Tavze iRebs sa-
zogadoebis yovelwuTieri, spontanuri saWiroebebis dakmayofilebas 
(xSirad intimuri, an interierisTvis gankuTvnili qmedebebi, magali-
Tad, saWmlis momzadeba – samzareuloebidan pirdapir quCaSi, saxel-
daxelod  mowyobil  qurebze   gadainacvlebs).  amis  kvaldakval,  quCa   iq-
ceva TviTgadarCenis, arsebobisTvis saWiro resursebis mopovebis 
toposad (puris, sawvavis rigebi). paralizebuli satransporto moZra-
obis gamo quCebi fexiT mosiaruleTa nakadebiT ivseba, aqtiurdeba 
socialuri komunikaciebi am urbanul elementze. saerTo socialur 
fons emateba energokrizisi, rac Ramis qalaqis quCebs Cabnelebul, 
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usinaTlo peizaJad aqcevs da mis urbanul xats mZime, qvecnobieri 
daZabulobiT tvirTavs. 

SemTxveviTi ar aris, rom k. kaWaravas SemoqmedebaSi adamianis 
egzistencialuri problemebi da socialuri usamarTlobis konceptebi 
swored quCis sivrces gadaejaWva. karlo kaWaravas poeziasa da mxat-
vrobaSi quCa erT-erTi centraluri sivrcea, sadac yoveldRiuroba 
avlens Tavs. quCis, rogorc egzistencialuri sivrcisadmi interesi 
mis mxatvrobas germanul eqspresionistebTan aaxloebs, romle-
bic, rogorc cnobilia, `samoqmedo arealad~ aseve axladCasaxuli 
megapolisis quCas irCeven. 1914 wlis manifestSi ludvig meidneri 
acxadebs, rom „ukve droa daviwyoT sakuTari megapolisis xatva. 
mTrTolvare xeliT uamrav, freskis zomis tiloze unda aRibeWdos 
is araCveulebrivi, saintereso saxeebi, romelic qalaqSi gvxvdeba, 
prospeqtebis mTeli saSineleba da dramatizmi, sadgurebis, fabri-
kebis, gazis tankerebisa da xidebis rkinis konstruqciebi~ (Meidner 
1970: 111). germanuli eqspresionizmi cvlis qalaqis aRqmis kuTxes 
da mxatvars gansakuTrebul samoqalaqo funqciasac aniWebs: `quCis 
sivrceSi adamianis dabruneba angrevs bodleriseul warmodgenas mo-
zeime-moxetiale zarmacis Sesaxeb iseve, rogorc warmodgenas pasiur 
damkvirvebelze, radgan megapolisis dinamikaSi misi monawileoba 
aris kidec eqspresionistTa gacxadebuli mizani~ (Фрисби 2002: 4).

Tanamedrove mxatvris SemoqmedebiTi da samoqalaqo pozicia 
kargad aqvs gacnobierebuli karlo kaWaravasac: `upirveles yovlisa, 
mniSvnelovani iyo realobis problemebis fiqsacia da ara raRac 
ezoTerul-Teosofiuri qimerebisa, CvenSi ase rom uyvarT~ (kaWarava 
2006: 118). kaWarvas poeziaSi Seulamazebeli simarTlis ukompromiso 
asaxva Seucvleli mxatvruli xerxi xdeba: `poeturia mSierTa sixar-
be?... konceptualuri vaxSami, rogorc yovelTvis ar Semdgari vaxSamia~ 
(`...Tqven TamaSobdiT, Tqven xatavdiT boTlebs da daketil karebs~); 
`..Cven vwuxvarT am sisadaviT, mzeze moelvare dRe da Wiqa Cai~ (`...Cven 
vwuxvarT am sisadaviT...~,1992 w.).

misi leqsebi 80-90-iani wlebis dokumentur qronikebs mogva-
gonebs, sadac poeturi saxeebi am periodis socialuri TematikiTa 
da problemebiTaa gajerebuli. ufro metic: karlo kaWarva Tavis 
ferweraSic uars ambobs realobis Tundac mcire esTetizaciaze da 
maxinji sinamdvilis uxeSi, groteskulobamde miyvanili tipaJebisa 
da formebis meSveobiT Tanamedrove qalaqis saxes qmnis. stilisturi 
arsenalis SerCevisas kvlav igrZnoba naTesaoba dasavlur xelovne-
basTan. am kuTxiT, mxatvruli Tu msoflmxedvelobrivi paralelebi 
SeiZleba ramdenime faqtoriT iyos ganpirobebuli: pirvel rigSi, 
es aris socialur–politikur garemoebaTa Tanxvedra – omis Sem-
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dgomi krizisi, mosaxleobis gaRaribeba, travmuli gamocdilebis fsi-
qologiuri Tu moraluri Sedegebi da a.S.

karlo kaWaravas poetur da ferwerul saxeTa kompleqsuri 
analizisas ikveTeba 80-90 wlebis specifikuri problematika da ur-
banuli dro-sivrcis gancdis is aspeqtebi, romlebic uSualodaa da-
kavSirebul socialur–politikuri transformaciebiT gamowveul 
fsiqologiur cvlilebebTan. 

karlo kaWaravas qalaqis saxe Tanamedrove samyaros egzisten-
cialuri konfliqtebiT datvirTuli adamianis sulieri diskomfor-
tis gamosaxulebaa. qalaqi Caketili, klaustrofobiuri sivrcea, 
romlis daZabul `vibraciaSic~, konotaciur doneze, ganwirulobis, 
gardauvalobis mniSvnelobebi ikTxeba (`...da sadRac, sarkmels miRma 
Caketili bedniereba~ (`zafxulis qariani Rameebi~, 1993 w.). sivrcis 
amgvari gancda zogadad damaxasiaTebelia 90-iani wlebis Tbili-
suri realobisTvis. sabWoTa kavSiris daSlis Semdeg qveynidan gas-
vla oficialurad SesaZlebelia, Tumca realurad miuRweveli. po-
litikuri da ekonomikuri kataklizmebi aRiqmeba ara rogorc Tavi-
sufali arCevani, aramed rogorc konkretuli istoriuli periodis 
fataluri imperativi, romelic msxverplis poziciaSi ayenebs adami-
ans. qalaquri cxovreba eqvemdebareba mxolod misTvis gankuTvnil, 
msoflio dinamikidan amovardnil, avtonomiur drosa da sivrces, 
saidanac gaRweva SeuZlebelia. aRsaniSnavia, rom kaWaravas ferweraSi 
urbanuloba yvelaze naklebad emyareba arqiteqturuli elementebis 
gamosaxvas, igive SegviZlia vTqvaT poeziazec, sadac quCis sazRvrebi 
da scenis anturaJi zogadadaa moniSnuli. fokusSi qalaquri dramis 
monawileTa saxeebi xvdebian. urbanuli xatebidan haeri TiTqos gam-
qralia, amotumbulia. am gancdas amZafrebs mJReri, kontrastuli 
koloriti da daxvavebuli, groteskulobamde miyvanili figurebi. 
mravalferovani, intensiuri saxeebiTaa datvirTuli poeziac.

am Caketilobis dasaZlevad poeti cdilobs, sivrce ufro mom-
cveli gaxados, rasac igi sakuTari subieqturi xedvis garesamyaroSi 
radikaluri da gabeduli eqspansiiT axdens: karlo kaWaravasTvis 
urbanuli sivrce ar arsebobs sakuTari aqtiuri monawileobis ga-
reSe. misi subieqturi Sexedulebebi, literaturuli samyaro, misi 
sizmrebic ki qalaqis sivrcis nawili xdeba da yoveldRiurobasTan 
Tanaarsebobs. rogorc cnobilia, Tanamedrove urbanul TeoriebSi 
qalaqis xati swored `adamianis monawileobiT, misi SegrZnebebis 
filtris daxmarebiT iqmneba~ (Lynch 1960: 3-5). 

 metafizikur prizmaSi areklili poetis sizmrebi, literatu-
ruli saxeebi, komentarebi yofis uxeSad materialur substancias 
saxes ucvlis da mas araerTgvrovan, zRvrul materiad gardaqmnis. 
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subieqturi kulturis gaZlierebis survils urbanistuli filoso-
fia megapolisSi obieqturi kulturis moZalebaze individis reaqci-
ad miiCnevs. es viTareba 90-iani wlebis Tbilisuri sinamdvilisTvisac 
adekvaturad SegveZlo migveCnia, miuxedavad imisa, rom amdroindeli 
qalaqi Sorsaa masStaburi megapolisis cxovrebis ritmisagan. 

karlo kaWaravas poeziisTvis damaxasiaTebeli interteqstu-
aloba xSirad mxolod mwerlebis, poetebis saxelis xsenebiT Semo-
ifargleba, magram es myisieri gadaZaxilebic sakmarisia yofis ruti-
nulobis gasarRvevad da saTqmelis irgvliv axali semantikuri velis 
warmosaqmnelad. kaWaravas citirebas Tu movaxdenT, Tanamedrove 
urbanuli sivrcis saxe swored am `miTologizirebuli saxelebis saxe 
xatebis~ monawileobiT igeba:

...Warbwarmoeba

miTologizirebuli saxelebis saxe-xatebis.

kidev ufro metad, vermosaxilveli siWrele.

karavi, Sekruli cis irmebad

iercvlili saxe-xatebisagan.

da maT Soris Cveni fataluri janyi-bohema...

(`...Cemi Rameebi Tqvens dReebze ukeTesia~, 1993)

80-90-iani wlebis `miTologizirebul saxelebs~ Soris arian 
mwerlebi, mxatvrebi, politikosebi da msaxiobebi. usaxuri yovel-
dRiurobis aRwerisas aqa-iq gaielveben endi uorholi da Jan miSel 
baskias saxelebi, politikosebi, msaxiobebi – 80-90 iani wlebis axali 
(`Svilebis“) Taobis kerpebi, `puris rigSi mdgomTa“ mZime yoveldRi-
urobaSi TiTqos moulodnelad, agresiuladac ki – SemoWrilni:

 
...e. ingoroyva kiTxulobs `baadur mainhogis qronikas

da eZaxis endi uorhols an Jan miSel baskias,

an eZaxis puris rigSi mdgomTa Svilebis kerpebs:

stalones, van bastens kim besinjers...

(`...egnate ninoSvilis aCrdili ebrZvis puris 

rigSi mdgomaTa Rames~,1992) 

poetis sayvareli mwerlis, egnate ninoSvilis figura or leqsSi 
gvxvdeba. mas kaWarava Tanamedrove movlenebis konteqstSi aTavsebs da 
erTgvari niSnis funqcias aniWebs: 

...egnate ninoSvilis aCrdili ebrZvis puris rigSi mdgomTa Rames

yvela misi samxili cudad SemCneulia da iafad ewireba rames:

avtomats an Turqul Sarvals.
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misi yvela mxileba cudadSemCneulia, rogorc kedlis miRma 

orsuli qalis xveleba... 

(`...egnate ninoSvilis aCrdili ebrZvis 

puris rigSi mdgomaTa Rames~, 1992) 

egnate ninoSvilis aCrdili sakmaod swrafi nabijiT

midis samedicini institutis gaswvriv

da gverdze ZaRli misdevs qarisgan balanaSlili.

ar gaanaTebs feradi neoni ninoSvilis saxes.

zurgze ar gadaurbens saswaulebrivad SemorCenili

Ramis troleibusis sarkmelTa wyvetili Suqi-

metyvelebawarTmeul mgzavrTaa uarafro mzeriT.

 (`roca sinaTle klebulobs~,1992)

niSandoblivia, am ukanaskneli leqsis saxelwodebis – `roca 
sinaTle klebulobs’’ – ormagi semantikis miRma, erTi mxriv, sibnele, 
udenoba da Sesabamisad, 90-ianebis energokrizisis asociaciebi ibadeba, 
meore mxriv ki igi miniSnebaa moralur sibneleze, usinaTlobaze. amave 
xatis ilustraciad SegviZlia miviCnioT karlo kaWaravas usaTauro 
Sav-TeTri kompozicia, sadac adamianTa yofis usaxurebis, moraluri 
ganurCevlobis Cveneba Suq-Crdilis meSveobiT xdeba. amave semantikur 
rkals ekuTvnis misi kompozicia `sinaTlis gaqroba~, sadac adamianTa 
Sinagani wnexisa da Suqisgan daclili garemos damTrgunveli xatia 
naCvenebi.

kopozicia `usaTauro~

90-iani wlebis realobis erTgvari sizmriseuli, fantasmagori-
uli xasiaTi kaWaravas SemoqmedebaSi gansakuTrebul mxatvrul qso-
vils qmnis: poeturi da ferweruli xatebi gamouval koSmarsa da 
jadosnur zRapars Soris meryeobs. sizmari ganicdeba ara rogorc 
iluzia, rogorc realuri cxovrebis opozicia, aramed rogorc saz-
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risis ver moxelTeba, absurduli rebusi, romlic ar eqvemdebareba 
racionalur logikas. qalaqi gardaisaxeba sasazRvro sivrced, sadac 
uxeSi realoba da qvecnobieri zmanebebi Tanabari uflebebiT arse-
boben da erTmaneTSi gadaedinebian:

...gaaSkaravda Rame qarxnis sifxizliT.

minis kovzebiT mTeli Rame vaxSmobdnen bavSvebi, romlebsac

yviTeli Tmebi da nacrisferi Tvalebi hqondaT.

qarxnis kunZuli did qalaqSi hgavda Caketil gasasvlelebs,

sadac vaxtiorTa sizmrebi gaavebul ZaRlebTan erTad

dasdevdnen arCarTul sirenebs, anu im qalebs,

romlebic ver aswrebdnen kivils,

roca maT klavdnen.

(`Sen SegiZlia mogzauroba~, 1992) 

garda wmindad siurealisturi saxeebisa, rac ase xSirad gvxvde-
ba karlo kaWaravas poeziasa da ferweraSi, TvalSisacemia realobis 
struqturis sizmriseuli logika: movlenebs mTlianad warmarTavs 
aracnobieri. darRveulia drois kontiniumi, sivrce ar warmoadgens 
erT mTlianobas, dro-sivrce fragmentebadaa damsxvreuli, rogorc 
sizmarSi.mxatvris mzera cdilobs ar dakargos arc erTi mniSvnelo-
vani nawili da maTi meSveobiT warmoaCinos realobis sruli suraTi. 
amgvari fsiqologiuri dinamika uaxlovdeba 90-iani wlebis realobis 
aRqmis models: 80-iani wlebis erovnuli moZraobidan moyolebuli, 
TvalSisacemia cxovrebis ritmis uCveulo aCqareba, movlenaTa swra-
fi uTierTmonacvleoba, adamians uWirs drosTan SesabamisobaSi ga-
acnobieros sxvdasxva masStabis transformaciebi, ris gamoc Cndeba 
gancda, rom realoba bolomde ar aris Secnobili, garemo ulogi-
koa da ar eqvemdebareba adamianuri kontrolis meqanizmebs. mas 
eqmneba movlenaTa ver gansazRvris, ver moxelTebis STabeWdileba. 
individze urbanuli sivrcis gavlenebze saubrobs georg zimelic 
Tavis naSromSi `megapolisi da mentaluri cxovreba~. fragmentuli 
STabeWdilebebi, romlebsac megapolisi aRZravs, saSualebas ar aZlevs 
adamians aRiqvas drois erTianoba (Simmel 1969: 8). amgvari fsiqolo-
giuri mdgomreoba sabolood emociur cveTas, sasicocxlo Zalebis 
amowurvas iwvevs. adamiani pasiuri damkvirveblis rolSia, pirovnuli 
arCevani SezRudulia, misi moqmedebis areali ki meqanikur reagire-
bamdea dayvanili. axal paradigmas, sadac realobasa da iluzias So-
ris zRvari waSlilia, mniSvnelobebi dafantulia, movlenaTa saxel-
deba ki TiTqmis SeuZlebelia (`P.S. aravin araferi ar icis...~) – poeti 
mxatvrul formad gardaqmnis. realobis krizisi, mniSvnelobis krizi-
si da identobis krizisi aCens eWvs metyvelebis, dialogis aucileb-
lobis mimarT:
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me vijeqi ucnaur restoranSi, garSemo uamravi

ram mexvia:

vin arian isini? musikosebi? bavSvebi?

muSebi Tu angelozebi?

me isev mikvirs, Tu arada, maS ratom vyvebi?

vin arian isini? frinvelebi? msaxiobebi?

policielebi?

hkiTxeT Tqvens guls. -

– sad aris Cemi guli?...“

(`me vijeqi ucnaur restoranSi~, 1992).

`isini ar arian: arc muSebi, arc jujebi, arc `mossadis xalxi~

arc loTebi, arc olimpielebi, arc cenzorebi,

arc brokerebi arc taqsistebi...

(`ararestavrirebadi Rame~, 1992).

emociuri cveTa da yoveldRiuri brZoliT nihilzmamde misuli 
adamianis gancdebi karlo kaWaravas poeziasa da mxatvrobaSi qmnis 
dominantur motivs, romelsac avtori mravalferovan saxeebad da 
Sinaarsebad gardaqmnis. karlo kaWaravas leqsis sturqturisTvis da-
maxasiaTebelia finaluri saxeebi, romlebic leqsis ganvlili dina-
mikis gagrZelebas ki ar warmoadgens, aramed TiTqos winamdebare 
striqonebis nivelirebas axdens. damamTavrebeli akordis JReradoba 
SeiZleba   apaTiuri,  nihilisturic   ki  iyos.   miuxedavad  imasa,  rom  am 
gziT leqsis dasasruls erTgvari emociuri ganmuxtva miiRweva, siz-
mriseuli bundovanebis xarisxi matulobs: `samxreT afrikis maRaro-
ebSi TeTri da Savi memaRaroeni erTi ferisani arian~ (`...Cemi Rameebi 
Tqvens  dReebze  ukeTesia~. 1993  w.)  an  `Sen  es  ar  giTqvams,  Sen  ar   gZi-
navs, Sen TofiT icdi, Sen mebaJe xar~ (`Sen daibade foTis elevator-
Tan~. 1993 w.) `Sen dagesizmra yvela is gazeTi, romelic odesme wa-
gikiTxavs, Sen dagesizmra yvela Seni sauzme~ (`ararestavrirebadi 
Rame~.1992 w.) a.S.

poetis mcdeloba, gadalaxos drois mier SemoTavazebuli pasi-
uri damkvirveblis pozicia, SeiZleba miviCniod bunebriv protestad 
adamianis avtomatizmamde dasul, rutinul moqmedebebze, romelic 
adgils aRar utovebs arafers, pirveladi moTxovnilebebis garda, 
misTvis ucxo da zedmetia rogorc poetis samyaro, aseve misi mora-
luri faseulobebi. 

kaWaravas mxatvrobaSi daRlilobis, usisocxlobis gancda sa-
erTo ganwyobaa, romelic gamoixateba figuraTaa umweo, ususur po-
zaSi (`..Cven ar gvikvirs ususuroba“ – `oqros RameTa maqmanebi~, 1989), 
maT gamxdar sxeulsa da Camqral mzeraSi. sicocxlisgan daclili 
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sivrcis xats vxvdebiT kompoziciaSi simboluri saxelwodebiT `nihi-
listis sizmari~, sadac ukacrieli qalaqis gareubnidan warsulis 
mqrali aCrdilebi Semogvcqerian. maT Soris avtoris biografiuli 
personaJebicaa, romelTa meSveobiTac mxatvari Tanamedrove urba-
nuli msoflaRqmisa da biografiuli elementebis gaerTianebas 
cdilobs. 

kompozicia 
`kristaluri sizmari~
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karlo kaWarvas SemoqmedebaSi 80-iani wlebidan Cndeba sivrcis 
tipi, gamWvirvale qalaqis saxe – `kaligrafiuli qalaqi~ – sadac siv-
rce  ki  ar  ̀ ixilveba~,  aramed  ̀ isunTqeba~.  TeTr  zedapirze  kaligrafi-
uli daxvewilobiTaa moxazuli qalaqis aseTive gamWvirvale arqi-
teqturuli garemo, xSirad erTi nageboba, qarxnis nawili, persona-
Jebi. qalaqis urbanuli garemos nacvlad, romelic xmaurTan, dat-
virTul xedTan asocirdeba (adekvaturi saxviTi formebia gaWedili 
kompozicia, daZabuli feradovani gadawyveta), Cven viRebT urbanu-
lobisTvis uCveulod garindebuli garemos xats, rac sizmriseul 
ganwyobasTan gvaaxloebs da qalaqs mistikuri TviTCaRrmavebisa da 
refleqsiis toposad, `TeTri sasowarkveTilebis planetad~ aqcevs. 
mkafio konturebiT moxazuli gamWvirvale sivrce carielia, dacli-
lia adamianuri gancdebisa da emociebisgan. es erTgvari mentaluri 
savanea, sadac gonebisa da grZnobebis sruli ganmuxtva xdeba: 

...me magondeba raRac kaligrafiuli qalaqi,

me vbrundebi da vnatrulob am dros.

abebi, wyali, sigareti Savlurjze

wiTeli, iisferi, grZeli WaRi.

TeTri sasowarkveTilebis planeta.

(`..Zveli saydris garSemo~,1987 )

postsabWouri saqarTvelos axali kulturuli paradigma 
80-90-ianel xelovanTa winaSe axal amocanebs ayenebs. karlo kaWarava 
araerT eseSi gamoxatavs sakuTar pozicias Tanamedrove qarTuli 
xelovnebisa da sazogadobis mwvave problematikaze. misTvis Cveuli 
SemoqmedebiTi pasuxismxgeblobiT igi cdilobs epoqis ngrevis dis-
kursis fonze sxvadasxva `warmoSobis~ pirveladi materiidan axali 
drois miTi amoikiTxos:

`...ai `tvin-piksi~, `MTV~, `snikersi~ da `stimoroli~.

neta rogoria Seni axali miTi, romelsac Txzav,

roca metrodan amosuli sigarets ukideb da

dRisiTac naTurebanTebul jixurebs aTvaliereb...

P.S. aravin araferi ar icis... axali miTi?“ 

 (`Cemi qudi mTlianad dasvelda da gaiyina~, 1993)

80-90 iani wlebis politikur da ideologiur sistemaTa rRve-
vis fonze gansakuTrebuli simZafriT dgeba eTikuri Rirebulebebis, 
axali zneobrivi daSvebebis sakiTxi. krizisul realobasTan adapti-
reba individisgan moralur kompromiss moiTxovs. manamde arsebuli 



256

tradiciuli cxovrebis wesi da msoflmxedveloba gamousadegari xde-
ba, SemoTavazebuli RirebulebaTa sistema ki – ucxo da miuRebeli. 

leqsSi `Ramis elegia~ karlo kaWarava groteskul saxeebad 
gardaqmnis moralur RirebulebaTa krizisisgan aRZrul pirovnul 
gancdebs da drois sabediswero gavlenas adamianis sulier samyarosa 
da cxovrebaze. awmyosgan gaucxoveba, araadekvaturoba cxovrebis da-
kargvis, ganuxorcieleblobis mtkivneul gancdaSi gadaizrdeba. 

deda, rodesac me meZaxian morigi Seuracxyofis mosayeneblad,

me vfiqrob imaze, rom saxlSi TiTqmis aRaraferi gvaqvs,

rom mdidrebs da Raribebs marTla gansxvavebuli RmerTebi hyavT -

da rom iman, vis manqanaSic is axalgazrda qali ijda,

moipara Cemi bedniereba.

Tumca is qali daberebamdec iseve autanelia, rogorc mere.

me ki viRac Tofiani kardinalebi damcinian,

roca vsaubrob Jan pol rixterze an dioblinze.

(`Ramis elegia~, 1993)

poeti migvaniSnebs, movlenis mniSvneloba ar daiyvaneba kon-
kretul SemTxvevaze da sagulisxmoa imdenad, ramdenadac epoqis zo-
gad tendencias aaSkaravebs. k. kaWaravas SemoqmedebaSi SeuTavsebloba 
Taobebs, msoflmxedvelobebs Soris scildeba pirovnuli adamianuri 
aRqmis masStabebs da ufro farTo kulturul ganzomilebas iZens:

`Salva qiqoZis `qorwili guriaSi~ aq ar daxatula.

`imereTi dedaCemi~ erTi sawyali moxuci qalia, romelic sadRac qsovs.

misi gaxsneba mxolod babuaTa sufrazea kargi...~

 (`me davibade foTis elevatorTan~, 1993)

eTikuri problematika aqtualuria ferweraSic. rogorc aR-
vniSneT, misi personaJebi da namuSevarTa Sinaarsic 90-iani wlebis 
urbanuli realobis simZafriTaa datvirTuli, Tumca sakuTar pozi-
cias avtori kidev ufro mkafiod gadmoscems suraTis teqstur na-
wilSi, sadac eTikuri mowodebebi Tu komentarebi pirdapir, erT-
gvarad, deklaraciuli saxiTac kia mocemuli da xatis Sinaarsis 
gaxsnaSi gadamwyvet rols TamaSobs. xSirad vxvdebiT calkeul 
sityvebs, romlebic naxatis vizualur nawilTan kombinaciaSi iki-
Txeba. magaliTad: `yuradReba! mzera zemoT da zemodan. es aris 
momavlis sazrunavi~ (kompozicia `usaTauro“), marjvena kuTxeSi ki-
dev erTi germanuli warweraa: Himmel – ca. es is konceptia, romlis 
gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobazec msxvili germanuli nabeWdi Srifti 
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migvaniSnebs da verbaluri simbolos gziT Segvaxsenebs maRal ide-
alebsa da yofis aramaterialur ganzomilebaze. sxva namuSevarSi 
vxvdebiT naxatis sibrtyeze gamotanil sityvas `zrunva~ da a.S. yvela 
SemTxvevaSi mniSvnelovania is, rom verbaluri teqstisa da vizualu-
ri xatis kombinacia mayureblis aRqmas aSorebs materialur ganzomi-
lebas da ideaTa samyaroSi gadaanacvlebs. 

 am mravalwaxnaga, mravalferovan `versmosaxilvel siWreleSi~ 
gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas iZens mxatvris sakuTari sivrculi `pe-
izaJi“, romlis miRmac mkiTxvels ar gauWirdeba avtoris socialuri 
da moraluri poziciis amokiTxva: `absurduli mogzauri’’, rogorc 
leqsebSi kaWarava sakuTar Tavs uwodebs, RamiT civ qalaqSi dadis da 
`ocnebobs Zilze, romlis Semdeg Rirs gamoRviZeba~ (`...isini hgvanan 
scenis absurdulad Tayvanismcemlebs~, 1990 w.). leqsSi `mogzauroba 
kinoebSi nanax wvimaTa mosaxilvelad~ poeti, erTi SexedviT, umiz-
no mogzaurobaze gviambobs, romelsac ar hyavs mayurebeli, magram 
esaa procesi, romlis drosac adamiani sakuTar Tavs uRrmavdeba. 
rogorc erT-erT leqsSi ambobs, esaa: `mogzauroba RmerTebisTvis, 
mogzauroba erT adgilze siarulisas“ (`alen ginzbergis ucnobi 
qronika~, 1988 w.). mogzaurobis diskursi, romlis drosac avtori Ta-
vad xdeba sakuTari nawarmoebis personaJi, Tavadaa `Semswreca~ da 
monawilec, am samyaros Semqmnelica da damkvirvebelic – kaWaravas 
poeturi samyaros erTian mxatvrul qsovils ayalibebs da avtoris 
moqalaqeobriv da pirovnul statussac gansazRvravs: avtoris ro-
li aq scildeba ubralo mowmis statuss da Tanamonawileobis ufro 
Rrma formad gardaisaxeba, romelic adamianuri TanagrZnobiT, Tana-
gancdiTaa nasazrdoebi. misi mzera gansakuTrebul Rirebulebas ani-
Webs socialur usamarTlobas, adamianTa ubedurebas, sisastikesa da 
ganwirulTa xvedris absurdulobas. kaWarava Cveuli eqspresiulobiT 
cdilobs gaaJReros daCagruli, ususuri adamianebis tkivili, maTi 
sasowarkveTis Semzaraoba, Tumca emociurobiT gamorCeuli pasaJebi 
isev da isev misi Semoqmedebis ZiriTad princips eqvemdebareba da 
Sorsaa sentimentalurobisa da sagangebo esTetizaciisagan. maneru-
lobis Tavidan asacileblad poeti faqiz emociebs xan uxeSi saxeebiT 
`ganazavebs~, xan ki moqmedeba realuridan sizmriseul, fantasmago-
riul sivrceSi gadaaqvs:

bavSvebs, wvimebs, cariel mawvnis boTlebs

gadaufrens nostalgia mfrinav TefSebze.

karaqisa da sapnis rigSi mdgom adamianebs

ZaluZT mxolod Cumi sixaruli...

 (`bavSvebs, wvimebs, cariel mawvnis boTlebs~)

urbanuli sivrcis semantika karlo kaWaravas poeziasa da ferweraSi
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...muSaTa bavSvebs nislSi mohqondaT Raribi simRera da sveli puri

da yvelaze win romelic morboda, kvdeboda xelebSi qaRaldis

fuliT.

Cven ki viweqiT, da erTmaneTSi gvewyo enebi ConCxebaTqceul 

yvela gzis miRma 

sevdiani da dabneuli grZeli xelebiT

viRac qarxnis kvamliT varskvlavebs gvida. 

 (`qarxana Cvens miRma~, 1991)

Semoqmedis, rogorc Tanaganmcdelisa da mfarvelis funqcia 
gansakuTrebiT mkafiod ikiTxeba mis ferweraSi: kaWarava qmnis Sua-
xnis mamakacis saxes wverebiTa da cilindriT, romelis prototipadac 
avtori gvevlineba. am figuras Zalian xSirad vxvdebiT rogorc wina 
planze – mTavar moqmed gmirad, ise ukanaze – `SekumSul~ persona-
Jad, romelic scenebSi arapirdapir monawileobs. niSandoblivia, rom 
swored es figura gvevlineba mamis simbolod, romelic qalebs da 
bavSvebs axlavs Tan, rogorc mzrunveli da mfarveli. karlo kaWara-
vas  poeziasa  da  ferweraSi  adamianisadmi  TanagrZnoba  sxva   araferia, 
Tu ara emociuri substancia, romelic erTmaneTTan arigebs ga-
ucxoebul, gaTiSul adamianebs, sivrceebsa da movlenebs. 

karlo kaWaravas poezia da mxatvroba axali urbanuli dro-
sivrculi modelis Zalze sagulisxmo da mravalSrian suraTs 
gvTavazobs. igi zedmiwevniT asaxavs gardamavali periodis wlebSi 
adamianis Sinagani mdgomareobis ufaqizes rxevebs: absurdulobas, 
daujereblobas, movlenaTa sizmriseul, siurrealistur xasiaTs, qa-
laqSi CarCenili adamianis klaustrofobiul SegrZnebebsa da gamo-
uvalobas. am semantikuri velebis TanaarsebobiT kaWarava axerxebs 
epoqis yoveldRiurobis rekonstruirebas ise, rom ar dakargos, er-
Ti mxriv,  yofiTi,  dokumentaluri  orientiri,  meore  mxriv  ki   moixel-
Tos drois mistikuri, siurrealisturi Semadgenelic. 
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Semantic of Urban Space in Karlo Kacharava’s Poetry and Painting

Summary

Key words: Poetry, painting, 80-ies, city, space.

Poetry and painting of Karlo Kacharava widely represent political and econoimc 
situation of 80-90-ies. His works embody psycho-social aspects and cultural transformations 
of post-soviet urban reality as well as an impact of historic changes on the perception of 
everyday life of citizens.

The intensity of urban trasformation effect and its powerful emotional impact was 
especially obsious in the capital of the country. Starting from national movement street as 
a central urban element gains its major importance. During political meetings the street 
becomes topos of power and self expression. 

In Karlo Kacharava’s works human existential problems and concepts of social 
injustice are closely linked to the space of street. Both, in his poetry and paintings street is 
the central space where everyday life discloses itself. However, Kacharava’s poetry is kind 
of day to day documantary cronicles of transitional period. Poetic images are loaded with 
social themes and problems of those years. In the poetry as well as in his paintings Karlo 
Kacharava steps back from any kind of aesthetization of reality and by the means of ugly, 
rough, even grotesque forms and characters constructs contemporary city image. While 
choosing stylistic tools the similarity to western cultures could be observed, especially with 
German expressionism. Parallels with post war expressionism movement could be caused 
by such factors as coincidence of socio-political circumstances: post war crisis, problems 
of poor population, psychological and moral consequences of traumatic experience etc. 

 Karlo Kacharavas’s urban space is an image of spiritual discomfort loaded with 
modern exsistention conflicts. The city is closed and claustrophobic space where intense 
vibration reveals signs of total human desperation. This kind of spatial perception is 
characteristic to 90-ies reality. To overcome the enchant of locked space author tries to 
make space more implying and gives start to brave and radical expansion of his own 
personal world: for Karlo Kacharave space does not exists without his active interference. 
His subjective views, his favourate characters from literature, even his dreams reflected 

urbanuli sivrcis semantika karlo kaWaravas poeziasa da ferweraSi
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in metaphysical prism are converted into the fragments of urban space and coexists with 
everyday life. 

 The new paradigm of post-soviet Georgia shapes different challenges for writers 
and artists of 80-90-ies generation. The main challenge of this period – elaboration of 
information streaming without limitation from western world after the collapse of Soviet 
Union - is widely represented in Karlo Kacharava’s works and is profoundly reflected in 
his poetry as well as in his essays. On the background of destruction discourse of his time 
K. Kacharava with his high sense of artistic responsibility is trying to identify new myth 
from different types of ,,raw material’’. While describing miserable everyday life names 
of writers, painters, politicians or popular cinema actors arise acidentally. Sometimes 
only mentioning the name is fully sufficient to disrupt everyday routine and create new 
semantic field around core idea of the author.

 The dreamlike, fantastic character of 90-ies city life creates specific artistic 
texture in Karlo Kacharava’s works: poetic and pictorial images are fluctuating between 
nightmare and magic fairy tale. Dream is sensed not as illusion or the opposite to real life 
but as impossibility to reach the essence. It is unapproachable, absurd puzzle that does not 
obey to rational logic. Therefore, city is transformed into borderline space where reality 
and subconscious allusions coexist with similar rights and permanently interflow with 
eachother. 

In art and poetry of Karlo Kacharava a dreamlike logic of reality structure is 
observed: circumstances are entiraly conducted by unconciousness. Time continuum is 
disrupted, space is not whole, it is fragmented as in dreams. Again, this type of time-space 
model is close to reality perception in 90-ies.

Emotions of human tired from everyday battle give birth to diverse poetic imagery. 
For the same reason Kacharava’s absurd logic of dreams is charged with nihilism. 
This emotional construct is coherent to 80-90-ies routine and is clearly sensed as in K. 
Kacharava’s poetry also in his pictorial images. 

Starting from years 80-ies in Karlo Kacharava’s works particular type of transparent 
space - ,,calligraphic city’’- appears. This is a final point of emotional exhaustion. Vibrant 
colors are fully washed away. Empty space drawn by sharp contours is bare without 
any signs of human emotions or feelings. It is kind of mental paradise where complete 
discharge of emotional burden is possible. 

On the background of collapse of ideological systems in 80-90-ies special 
importance is given to moral issues such as existing values and new ethical compromises. 
Imperative of adjusting to new crisis demanded moral compromise. Previous traditional 
way of life and world perception are seen irrelevant to modern life, actual system of values 
offered instead is unfamiliar and therefore rejected. 

Ethical problem is important for Karlo Kacharava as well. As we have mentioned 
his characters and motifs are charged by tense urban life. The same way as in his poetry his 
artworks represent moral imperatives. Painter places textual component right among other 
visual images. These ethical statements, mottoes and comments are as sharp and direct as 
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in declaration language. However, these words and sentences are key elements in order to 
understand and decode the essence of pictorial image.

The role of author for Kacharava is far more then of simple witness. Author himself 
becomes a character of his own art. He is a participant and observer, creator and creation 
at the same times. The discourse of traveler, characteristic to his works plays major role in 
creating integrated texture of his poetry and art and defines his status of citizen and person: 
the role of author is materialized in deep empathy and compassion towards human being. 
The gase of author gives special importance to social injustice, human unhappiness, to 
harshness and absurdness of human fate. Kacharava is trying to give voice to unspoken 
pain, identify and authentically depict a monstrous face of human desperation. However, 
the main principle of his works – rejection of any kind of sentimental or aesthetized forms 
- remains unchangeably the same. This function of creator as a protector is also perceived 
in his painting.

Karlo Kacharava’s poetry and painting gives thorough and multilayer picture of 
urban time-space model of his times. He precisely describes internal fluctuation of human 
being during transitional period: absurd, incredible, dreamlike and surrealistic character 
of reality, claustrophobic sensation of person left locked within the city. K. Kacharava by 
combining different semantic layers accomplishes to reconstruct everyday reality of his 
epoch without loosing documental vector nor mystic, surrealistic component of individual 
space perception. 

urbanuli sivrcis semantika karlo kaWaravas poeziasa da ferweraSi
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emzar kvitaiSvili
(saqarTvelo)

giorgi leoniZe da Zveli poetebi

sagangebo aRniSvna arc Wirdeba imas, siZveleTa, saukunovani 
tradiciebis, winaparTa Rvawlis ra dauRalavi damcveli da damfase-
belia giorgi leoniZe, raodeni amagi dasdo man qarTul kulturas, 
mecnierebas. es erTob didi Temaa da amJamad Sevecdebi, nawilobriv 
mainc warmovaCino misi uguliTadesi damokidebuleba, Seunelebeli 
yuradReba da siyvaruli poetebis – uaxloesi winamorbedebisa Tu 
Soreuli winaprebis mimarT.

giorgi leoniZis erT-erTi saukeTeso, uZlieresi leqsTagani 
asevea dasaTaurebuli – „Zveli poetebi“ da pirvelsave strofSi ga-
cxadebulia STamomavlis usazRvro Tayvaniscema suleTidan gamox-
mobili wminda aCrdilebisadmi:

meCvenebian me poetebi,

vinc saqarTvelos xmiT Seaberda.

zogi mReroda bulbulis baRSi,

sxva unagiris taxtaze werda.

(leoniZe 2000: 200)

aq xeladve sacnauria saTqmelis uCveulod Tamamad, Taviseburad 
gamoxatvis dauokebeli survili. „vinc saqarTvelos xmiT Seaberda“ 
– gvamcnobs poetTa Tavdadebas, romlebic sicocxlis miwurulamde 
ibrZodnen mamulis dasacavad da sadideblad. leqsebSi metyvelebis 
aseT siTamames araerTgan iCens giorgi leoniZis usayvarlesi po-
etTagani, ucxoobaSi daRupuli besiki. gavixsenoT Tundac qarTuli 
satrfialo lirikis naRvelSereuli Sedevri „cremlTa isxarni“, Tbi-
lisTan samudamod ganSorebis Jams rom dawera. oriode striqonis 
moxmobac ikmarebs, raTa misi sityvis Zala da moqniloba SevigrZnoT:

daberda yuri, sevdis Wuri, ra hpova sofliT,

dabindna Tvalni, SeumkrTalni, cremliT da ofliT...

(besiki 1962: 46)

iqve, yuris „sevdis Wurad“ moxsenieba sulier tkivils amZaf-
rebs, magram swored „daberda yuri“ aris is, rasac enaTesaveba le-

kritikuli diskursi / Critical Discourse



263

oniZiseuli „xmiT Seaberda“. gabeduli metafora – yurisa da xmis 
dabereba abams Znelad saxilvel Zafs besiksa da giorgi leoniZes So-
ris, aaxloebs maTs msoflWvretas, gamoxatvis axlebur xelovnebas.

gasuli saukunis samocianelTa Taobis uniWieresi poeti oTar 
WilaZe erT leqsSi („Zalian male icleba Wiqa“), nanatri arsebis mo-
lodiniT daqanculi, mRelvarebasa da gulistkivils ase gamoTqvams:

da kvlav im pirvel eldiT var savse,

viT cixe mtrebiT garemoculi,

Tumca Tvalebi daberdnen gzaze

da ver gixiles CemTan mosuli.

SeyvarebulisTvis wlobiT dagubebuli sevda rom gaemxila, 
man yvelaze Sesaferisad mzeris dabindva, lodinis xangrZlivobis 
mimaniSnebeli Tvalebis dabereba miiCnia, ramac mibiZga, motanili xati 
besikisa da giorgi leoniZis amdagvarsave tropul metyvelebasTan 
damekavSirebina. samivegan xandazmuloba anu sibere figurirebs. 
amgvari uneburi damTxvevebi poeziaSi arc ise iSviaTia da aq raime 
pirdapir gavlenaze laparaki uadgilo iqneboda. erTi frangi lite-
raturaTmcodne aseT SemTxvevebs erTmaneTTan droiT daSorebul 
poetTa Soris megobrul gadaZaxils uwodebs.

axla kvlav „Zveli poetebis“ pirvel strofs unda mivubrunde. 
„zogi mReroda bulbulis baRSi“, upirveles yovlisa, Teimuraz 
pirvelsa da besiks gulisxmobs, romlebzedac sagangebod momiwevs 
zogi ramis Tqma. bolo striqoni ki – „sxva unagiris taxtaze werda“ – 
ueWvelad sxva mefe poetis, erekles mamis, Teimuraz meoris xifaTiani, 
mousvenari cxovrebis sinamdviles asaxavs, rac missave leqsTa nak-
rebSi („sarke TqmulTa“) SegviZlia amovikiTxoT:

vswerdi cxens mjdomi, vlaSqrobdi, iqiT da aqeT, sad ari!

(Teimuraz meore 1939: 2)

raRa Tqma unda, giorgi leoniZiseuli „...unagiris taxtze swer-
da...“ – bevrad amaRlebulad, saxierad da mimzidvelad warmogvid-
gens gamudmebiT laSqars myofi, uSiSari mxedari mefis dasamaxsov-
rebel iers. momdevno strofSi xelxvavianad aris warmoCenili winapar 
poetTa Zalovaneba, maTi sityvis TvalismomWreli sxivmosileba:

mRerodnen, rogorc didi wvimebi,

viT frinvelebi aTasxmiani,

gadaWimuli hqondaT simebi

da ar icodnen leqsis xriali.

(leoniZe 2000: 200)

giorgi leoniZe da Zveli poetebi
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ase mxolod giorgi leoniZe ityoda. gabmulad STagonebis netar 
tyveobaSi yofna da nairgvari hangebis bunebrivad gamocema mxolod 
mas SeeZlo „didi wvimebisa“ da „aTasxmiani frinvelebisaTvis“ Seeda-
rebina. aseT dros, Cveulebisamebr, damxmare sityvebis („rogorc“, 
`viT“) gamoyenebas ar erideboda. poeziis erT-erT simbolod miCneuli 
„gadaWimuli simebi“ simRerisaTvis ganuwyvetel mzaobaze migvaniSnebs. 
xolo – „ar icodnen leqsis xriali“ – saTqmelis Zaldautanebel, laR 
mdinarebasa da umaRles ostatobazea zedgamoWrili.

amas mosdevs molandebul winaparTa dasaxeleba, magram sia, 
leqsis ritmi rom ar dairRves, striqonTa raodenoba da sazomi Senar-
Cundes, SekumSulad, momWirned aris mowodebuli, Tumca aman ar unda 
gvafiqrebinos, rom CamonaTvals miRma darCenilTa mimarT avtori 
TiTqos mokrZalebasa da Tayvaniscemas ar ganicdides (niSandoblivia, 
rom amgvari sia sxvadasxva leqsebSi gansxvavebulad aris warmodge-
nili). ramdeni mexTatexa da ubedureba aRar gadaitanes, ra qariS-
xlebs Seagebes mkerdi svegamwarebul sicocxleSi, magram maT vera-
ferma ucvala niri, ver moukla leqsTa Tqmis Tandayolili Jini:

xmalma, xanZarma,

kaliam, Wirma

maTi simRera ver Saanela, -

SoTa,

besiki,

guramiSvili,

jixvtyaviani vaJa-fSavela’

(leoniZe 2000: 201)

zmnis kuTxuri forma – „Saanela“ – aq ganzraxaa, ara martoden 
gasariTmavad da sasurvel STabeWdilebasac axdens, Taviseburi 
surnelis damafrqvevelia. msgavsi magaliTebis („abanodan amaivlis“, 
„gulSi gaartyavs tyviasa“ da misTanani) moZieba sxva leqsebSic Se-
iZleba da es poetis utyuar alRoze metyvelebs.

leqss moxdenilad kravs bolo, mexuTe strofi da es naTelyofs, 
rom amqveyniuri cxovrebis dasrulebasTan erTad maTi danatovari 
ar dadumebula, miwis wiaRidanac JRers da maTi namReris „aTasxmian 
frinvelebTan“ Sedareba maradisobis, ukvdavebis sawindaria:

mainc JRavian dedamiwidan,

ar gaTavdeba maTi nugeSi

da samudamod Cabudebulan

simebisagan dawnul budeSi.

(leoniZe 2000: 201)
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finaluri striqonebi zeaweuli, maJoruli sulac ar gaxlavT, 
magram Seucdomlad aris mignebuli, uTuod Seefereba suleTSi da-
binavebulTa uSfoTvel, daurRvevel simyudroves – „simebisagan daw-
nul budeSi“ davanebaze, razedac sityvasTan SeWidebuli arcerTi 
Semoqmedi ar ityoda uars.

gardasul epoqaTa SemoqmedebTan siaxlovis TvalsazrisiT Zal-
ze mniSvnelovania giorgi leoniZis erT-erTi Sedevri „myviraloba.“ 
sruliad aSkaraa, rom igi laRadaa amozrdili mefe poetTa (Teimuraz 
pirveli, arCili, Teimuraz meore, vaxtang meeqvse...) monadiruli 
leqsebidan, Tumca wignurobis kvali odnavadac ar igrZnoba; nair-
gvari teqstebidan (igi Zvel qarTvel istorikosTa naSromebsac sa-
fuZvlianad icnobda) poetma erTmaneTTan saalersod atexili, Ji-
nisgan garetebuli, ekal-bardebis gadamTqeravi irmebis jogi das-
Zra, enkenisTvis bangiT gaJRenTili surneleba gvagema, wiTel-yviT-
lad aWrelebuli Semodgomis tye aaSriala.

giorgi leoniZis poeziisadmi miZRvnil monografiaSi – „qar-
Tuli sityvis bazieri“ – me sagangebod davakvirdi „myviralobas“ da 
mravali sayuradRebo paraleli, araerTi damTxvevac davZebne, rasac 
aq aRar gavimeoreb. sxenebul gamokvlevaSi didZali masalis Seswav-
lis Semdeg aRvniSne: „...giorgi leoniZem Seumcdarad icoda ama Tu im 
SedarebiT miviwyebul nawarmoebSi cocxali nervis povna da Zvelis 
axal konteqstSi moqceva, axleburad ametyveleba“ (kvitaiSvili 2003: 
105-106).

aqve imasac mivuTiTebdi:
„nadirobis scenebis saTavis damdebi (Tu Cvens umdidres ze-

pirsityvierebas ar CavTvliT) da upirvelesi ostati qarTul poezi-
aSi „vefxistyaosnis“ avtoria (gavixsenoT Tundac rostevan mefisa da 
misi sasiZos – avTandilis – fantastikuri Sejibri nadirTa xocvaSi)“ 
(kvitaiSvili 2003: 107).

giorgi leoniZe mTeli sicocxlis manZilze aRmerTebda da 
eTayvaneboda rusTavels. amas misi Semoqmedeba TvalnaTliv mowmobs. 
„vefxistyaosanze“ mxolod leoniZes SeeZlo eTqva: „Sen, dedaCemis, 
mziTevo, far-xmalo mama-papisa!“ winamorbedTagan gansakuTrebulad 
gamoacalkevebda, agreTve, guramiSvilsa da vaJa-fSavelas, romelTac 
araerTi gulmxurvale striqoni uZRvna. ise, rogorc vaJa mimarTavda 
„uZvirfases papas“, „daviTianis“ avtors: „miSveleT Sen da SoTama, 
mgosnoba gamizraxao“, aseve, giorgi leoniZec emudareba guramiSvilsa 
da vaJas: „gTxovT, winaprebo, miSveloT, saTqmeli gamilomguloT!“ 
amave leqsSi mokrZalebulad, magram pirdapir aris naTqvami, rom igi 
am orTa memkvidrea:

giorgi leoniZe da Zveli poetebi
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xelukuRmarTi rodi var,

sityva maqvs gamokvanZili,

Tqvens nagzaurze movdivar,

didi gqoniaT manZili.

(leoniZe 2000: 253)

amis damwers gaSinagnebuli hqonda saqarTvelos mTeli kul-
turuli warsuli da amagdar winaprebs mudam Rirseul pativs miageb-
da, rogorc poeti da mecnieri. dRemde misabaZad rCeba mis mier gamo-
cemuli feSangis „Sahnavaziani“ da ioseb tfilelis“ „didmouravi-
ani“, romelTac Zalze Rirebuli gamokvlevebi da ganmartebebi aqvs 
darTuli.

yovelTvis siamovnebiT vusmen xolme Tamar iSxnelis SviliSvi-
lis manana menabdis laR hangebad daZrul qarTul simRerebs. gansa-
kuTrebulad momwons besikis teqsts morgebuli romansi „stvens 
bulbuli“, sadac refrenad gamoyenebuli oTxi, majamurad gariTmu-
li taepi xuTjer meordeba. swored am naRvlianma refrenma, ufro ki 
erTma ucnaurma epiTetma, adreve miiqcia Cemi yuradReba:

sabralo, ai ra,

xmadamTvralo aira,

maisob, isars isob,

is gixaris, vai, ra!

(besiki 1962: 58)

umal gamaxsenda, rom es uiSviaTesi, moulodneli epiTeti 
ocdaaTiani wlebis (misi niWis amofrqvevis Jams) erT-erT uZlieres 
leqsSi – „saaTnava“ – SesaSuri ostatobiT aqvs gamoyenebuli Sesa-
fer adgilas da aseve meore striqonSi, gaferili Zvirfasi TvaliviT 
Casmuli giorgi leoniZes:

Se sawyalo feiqaro,

xmadamTvralo saaTnava,

Wianuro, cecxlis myrelo,

ra naRvelma gagaTava?!

(leoniZe 2000: 189)

besiki Tavis asamRerebel satrfialoSi uTuod romeliRac 
bohemur pirovnebas mimarTavs. giorgi leoniZe Jruantelis momgvrel 
leqss uZRvnis „saqarTvelos mefis sazandars“; epiTetebic TiTqmis 
igivea, „sabralos“ enacvleba „sawyalo“ (eseni sinonimebia), xolo 
„xmadamTvralo“ ki ucvlelad meordeba, magram besikis leqsSi Tu igi 
ramdenadme Cakargulia, leoniZisaSi sul sxva elvarebas iZens; aq ukve 
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mxolod siyvaruli an RviniT gabrueba ki ar gamodis saaSkaraoze, 
ufro leqsiT, musikiT, STagonebiT Troba, dabangva igulisxmeba. Tan-
ve, poeti, roca Tbilisis upirveles aSuRs eubneba: „Wianuro, cecxlis 
myrelo, ra naRvelma gagaTava?!“, eqstazi arnaxulad Zlierdeba. Tvi-
Ton SekiTxva ki („ra naRvelma gagaTava“), aSkarad ritorikulia, pasuxs 
ar saWiroebs – leqsis TavSi, pirvelsave striqonebSi gacxadebulia:

es sawyali saaTnava siyvarulma gaaTava!

(leoniZe 2000: 188)

SeiZleba iTqvas – giorgi leoniZis leqsi gaasxivosna, uqrobi 
SaravandediT Semosa besikis mier bednierad mignebulma epiTetma 
(„xmadamTvralo“) da „sevdis baRis“ damwers es damsaxureba ar unda da-
vukargoT. es kidev erTxel amtkicebs puSkinis naTqvamis WeSmaritebas 
rom „epiTeti – poeziis sulia.“ mudam unda gvaxsovdes – yvelaze 
metad zustad moZebnili epiTeti migvaxvedrebs, rogori Zalisa da 
SesaZleblobebis, ra Rirsebis poetia Cvens winaSe.

imave ocdaaTiani wlebis aseTsave Ronier sxva leqsSi, („maS ra 
vuyoT, poetebo..!“) besiki da saiaTnova dawyvilebulia da siyvarulis-
gan damwvrebs poeti ganzrax (es kontrastis ZvelisZveli, uberebeli 
xerxia) usiyvarulobas swamebs, riTac vnebisgan maTi gaxeleba kidev 
ufro gamZafrebulia; imaT , mkerdSi dautevar, gulebs, mTlad cecx-
lis alSi xvevs:

...besiksa da saaTnavas

siyvaruli swamdaT gana?

xmaSi unda vefxvis Zali, –
samaia samTagana!

(leoniZe 2000:190)

giorgi leoniZe manamde motanil strofSi erTi zepir gadmocemas 
eyrdnoboda, roca saiaTnovas feiqrad moixseniebs. garda amisa, 
mas Semoqmedis Seumcdari alRoc karnaxobda, rom feiqroba ufro 
Seefereboda did aSuRs, vidre, magaliTad, nalbandoba. am varauds 
aRmosavlur poeziaSi damkvidrebuli metaforac umagrebs zurgs, rom 
poeti saTqmelis sityviT mqsoveli anu feiqaria. qalaqis dabali fenebis 
macxovreblebi xSirad ramdenime xelobas flobdnen da saiaTnovac maT 
ricxvs unda mivakuTvnoT. zogan igi Tavis Tavs vaWarsac eZaxis („Soris 
qveynis vaWari var.“) amdenad, giorgi leoniZes veravin usayvedurebs, 
rom man sxva rameebs sam enaze poeturad metyveli aSuRis feiqroba 
amjobina. isic gavixsenoT, mis leqsebSi ra uxvadaa gabneuli Zvirfas 
aRmosavlur qsovilTa saxelebi.
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metad sando swavluli leon meliqseT-begi safuZvlian gamok-
vlevaSi sagangebod Seexo am sakiTxs da mas calke Tavic miuZRvna – 
„saiaTnovas ZiriTadi profesia“. somxur-qarTuli istoriuli wya-
roebisa da gamocemebis sanaqebo mcodnes mravali sabuTis moCxreka 
da moZebna mouxda, sanam sakuTar Sexedulebas sajarod gamoTqvamda. 
mecnierma xangrZlivi dakvirveba mainc frTxilad, varaudis saxiT 
Seajama:

„erTi sityviT, TviT saiaTnovas leqsebSi mimobneuli cnobebisda 
mixedviT TiTqos irkveva, rom igi ufro dercik-mkervali da bazazi-
movaWre unda yofiliyo vidre feiqari“ (meliqseT-begi 1930: 39).

mecnieri sifrTxiles arc amave Tavis bolo, mozrdil abzacSi 
ar Ralatobs, sadac savsebiT sarwmuno, damajerebel Tvalsazriss 
gamoxatavs:

„SedarebiT ufro rTulia sakiTxi imis Sesaxeb, Tu ra droidan 
da ra dromde eweoda aruTina-saiaTnova dercik-mkervalobas, xolo 
ra droidan da ra dromde bazazobas? magram xom advili dasaSvebia, 
rom igi Tavisi pirvandeli, ase vTqvaT, ZiriTadi profesiiT dercik-
mkervali yofiliyos da amave dros, roca saWiroeba moiTxovda, 
vaWroba-bazazobisTvisac moekidos xeli, metadre Tu aseT saqmianobas 
mas akisrebda saqarTvelos mTavroba, romlis zedafenebSic igi 
miRebuli iyo, rogorc araCveulebrivi niWiT aRWurvili mgosani da 
aSuR-sazandari da romelsac, safiqrebelia, sxvadasxva dros sxvada-
sxva kerZo davalebebsac aZlevdnen“ (meliqseT-begi 1930: 40).

aqve unda iTqvas, rom am TavisTavad swor msjelobas giorgi 
leoniZis leqsTan mimarTebaSi, (saiaTnovas feiqrobaze) arsebiTi 
mniSvneloba ara aqvs. poetebs xSirad faqtobrivi sizuste naklebad 
awuxebT, ris uflebasac maT veravin waarTmevs.

Cveni dedaqalaqis saxelovanma trubadurma, ukvdavi wignis, „Zve-
li tfilisis literaturuli bohemis“ avtorma ioseb griSaSvilma, 
rogorc mas sCveoda, TvalsaCino amagi dasdo sam enaze momRerali 
sworupovari aSuRis poetur memkvidreobas. sagangebod aRniSna, rom 
misma xmebis kilom da motivebma mZlavri gavlena iqonia aleqsandre 
WavWavaZis, grigol orbelianis da sxvaTa leqsebze.

erT mcire werilSi ioseb griSaSvili ioane batoniSvilis „kal-
masobaSi“ dacul cnobebs imowmebs da wers: „muxambazi pirvelad 
saiaTnovam Semoitana saqarTveloSi.“ imave, enciklopediuri xasiaTis, 
jer kidev saTanadod daufasebel wignze migvaniSnebs igi, roca gar-
dacvlil saiaTnovasTan dakavSirebul Zalze amaRlebul da gan-
sacvifreblad poetur ambavs ixsenebs:

„saiaTnova mReroda maSinac ki, roca berad aRikveca axpatis mo-
nasterSi, mReroda, vinaidan, rogorc TviTon ambobs, ar SeeZlo ar 



269

giorgi leoniZe da Zveli poetebi

emRera, radgan „masTan erTad ekurTxa mis ubeSi CarCenili Wianuris 
simebi“ (griSaSvili 2012: 177-178).

upriani iqneboda, ioseb griSaSvils gaxseneboda winapar poet-
Ta masaviT guldamwvari Wirisuflis, giorgi leoniZis saukeTeso 
leqsTagani „Tuki vcocxlobT simRerebis imediT“, sadac „yivCaRis 
paemanis“ damwerma genialuri mixvedriloba gamoiCina da am iSviaT 
cnobas sxvagvari, araamqveyniuri naTeli mofina. Znelia, mRelvarebis-
gan tanSi ar gagaJrJolos, roca am leqsis dasasruls waikiTxav:

leoniZe! am dReebs udaraje,

Sen Tu gasZleb, Seniv sityvis imediT...

saaTnavas gayinul sudaraSi

CarCenoda Wianuris simebi...

(leoniZe 2000: 45)

„Wianuris simebi“ cxadia, simReris, poeziis simboloa, xolo 
„gayinuli sudara“ Tvalwin dagiyenebT igavurad naTqvami anTebuli 
sityvisTvis TavSewirul saiaTnovas gaciebul cxedars; am dauviwyar, 
srulqmnil xats ki waruval momxiblaobas isev da isev didostatu-
rad moZebnili epiTeti („gayinuli“) aniWebs. Tuki es SesZlo (amaSi eWvi 
ar unda Segveparos), leqssa da poets meti arc moeTxoveba.

axla kvlav mis sayvarel sxva winamorbed poets unda mivubrunde. 
giorgi  leoniZe  ara marto lirikul leqsebSi eTayvaneboda besikis 
mziur Cangs, man, Zveli xelTnawerebisa da damtverili saarqivo masa-
lebis CaRrmavebulma mcodnem, udidesi Sroma gaswia, raTa gabaSvilTa 
gvaris uTvalsaCinoes figuraze, qarTul literaturaTmcodneobaSi 
esoden faseuli, sworupovari monografia Seeqmna. aq erTi mcire ab-
zaci  unda  amovwero  imis naTelsayofad Tu rogori sisruliT dainaxa man 
anakreontuli sulis didi qarTveli mgosnis mravalmxrivi niWi-ereba 
da damsaxureba:

„Tu mZlavria besikis poeturi paTosi, misi gulis vnebani, 
aranaklebia besikis poeturi formis brwyinvaleba, leqsis poeturi 
siwminde, plastikuroba, daxvewiloba da, rac mTavaria, musikaluri 
gamomgonebloba. besikis maRalsityvieri ostatoba da novatoroba, 
formaluri da teqnikuri Ziebani – ritmis simdidre, leqsis zomis 
mravalgvaroba unikalurad xdian besikis saxels qarTul poeziaSi“ 
(leoniZe 1959: 287).

zedmeti ar iqneba, aqve gavixsenoT imave ocdaaTiani wlebis 
mozrdili leqsi „Tbilisis poetebi“ sadac giorgi leoniZe mis Ta-
namedrove kalmosanTa arafrismomtan simravleze guliswyromas ga-
moTqvams, kilavs maT; arc sakuTar Tavs indobs, radgan adrindelTa 
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madli da javari ar gamohyoliaT. es Sepirispireba cocxalTa saaSka-
raoze gamosatanad, Sesarcxvenad aris momarjvebuli. gardasulTa-
gan pirovnulad mxolod besikia dasaxelebuli, rogorc WeSmariti 
poeziis misabaZi magaliTi. leqsis saerTo paTosis da daniSnulebis 
misaxvedrad  ramdenime  mizanSi moxvedrili strofis  moxmobac  ikmarebs:

...

bevri muqTad atrialebs

sityvis sanayelasa,

Zvel poetebs ver ahyveba,

verc besikis yelsa.

Cven ver vmReriT ise tkbilad,

leqsebs imaTeburs;

Cven leqsebSi fxas ver vamCnev,

xmaSi mimatebuls.

...

is Taoba CongurebiT

samoTxeSi Sava;

Cveni yeli SaSxi ari,

gabolili Savad.

(leoniZe 2000: 182)

poetis ganumeorebel xelweraze mimaniSnebeli, xalxuri ieris, 
axali da mravlisdamtevi metaforaa „sityvis sanayeli“. igi Segvaxse-
nebs – ramden darjakSi unda gaiaros sityvam, ramdenjer gaiwuros, 
moisinjos, raTa bolos striqonSi daimkvidros yvelaze Sesaferi 
adgili, saidanac Zvras ver uzam. masTan riTmad dawyvilebuli „besikis 
yeli“ gvimxels – raoden sufTa, saamo da daxvewili iyo „tano tata-
nos“ amomTqmelis xma da amitomac ar ZaluZT dRevandelebs, imReron 
„imaTeburad“, „tkbilad“, imdagvar keTilxmovanebas verasgziT ver 
miaRweven. am leqsSic moxdenilad aris gamoyenebuli zmnis kuTxuri 
forma („is Taoba CongurebiT samoTxeSi Sava...“). mZafr kontrasts 
qmnis, agreTve, oqros sadar „besikis yelTan“ Sedarebuli, ubadruk 
STamomavalTa „Savad gabolili yeli“, romelsac saTqmelis laRad 
amomRereba uWirs, bunebriobas, RvTaebriv harmonias ver eziareba.

TumcaRa dasavleTis kulturis, antikuri samyaros monapovari 
Sesisxorcebuli hqonda, besikis leqsTa mozrdili nawili aRmosav-
luri (sparsuli) poeziis zegavlenidan momdinare tradiciiT aris 
nasazrdoebi da ramdenadme damZimebuli – anbanTqebebisa da zmebze 
gawyobili, majamuri riTmebiT aris gadatenili da maT aSkara xe-
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lovnurobis daRi azis, azris gamotana Zneldeba, ukiduresad bun-
dovania; saca ki igi am SemboWavi artaxebisgan Tavisufldeba, misi 
striqoni moqnilobasa da sasurvel silaRes iZens, Tamami siaxliTac 
gamoirCeva. naTqvamis dasturad movitan ramdenime magaliTs.

Tavdapirvelad SevarCie nawyveti („sevdis baRs Seval“) sadac 
poeti Tavis lomur brWyalebs aCens imis niSnad, Tu rogor ar uSin-
deba, ar ufrTxis sulTamxuTavis klanWebs, romlisgan gaukravadac 
wuTisoflis xifaTian gzas kacTagani ver galevs:

mec momxvda soflis mWreli brWyalebi,

besiki sikvdils ar vemalebi,

Tavi maqvs misTvis Senawirebi.

(besiki 1962: 31)

rusTvelis sityvis madls dawafebuli, moxdenil epiTetTa mar-
jved mignebis rogori didostatia besiki, es misi erT-erTi saukeTeso 
leqsidanac („me mivxvdi magas Sensa bralebsa“) kargad Cans:

Tu naxo vardis karni Riani,

an mogegebnen nazni iani,

Cem magierad igi Wkviani

nargizi naxe, qcevamziani.

(besiki 1962: 33)

gamorCeulad STambeWdavia metaforad CaTqmul nargizTan mi-
sadagebuli, bolo striqonSi moqceuli, riTmad gatanili epiTeti 
– „qcevamziani.“ es leqsic, sxvaTa msgavsad, realuri arsebisadmia 
mimarTuli (maia erisTavi). „Cem magierad naxe“ – eubneba poeti vinme 
Suamavals monatrebul nargizze, Tan iqve masve acodebs Tavs: „meca 
gaxsovde mciredRiani, momigonebde fernamkrTalebsa.“

besikis lirikasa da poemebSi uxvadaa gabneuli rusTveliseuli, 
ramdenadme transmorfirebuli metaforebi, magram es tradiciuli 
xatebi, metwilad, mis mierve damkvidrebul „mcire besikurad“ sa-
xeldebul, ToTxmetmarcvliani leqsis saburvelSia gaxveuli da amave 
dros muxambazuri ieric dahkravs. amis TvalsaCino magaliTad misi 
upirvelesi Sedevris („tano-tatano“) oriode striqoni SegviZlia 
movixmoT:

Zow-lal-bageo, damdageo, sulTwamarebo,

piro mTvareo, momigone, mzisa darebo!

 (besiki 1962: 35)
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rusTveluri leqsi yvelgan sanaqebo ostatobiTaa gamarTuli; 
dabali da maRali Sairic harmoniulad enacvleba erTmaneTs da alag-
alag  besiki  „vefxistyaosnis“  sadar  mziurobas   asxivebs.  gansakuTre-
biT maSin, roca misgan gadametebulad aRzevebuli (amas masze Semom-
wyrali mefe erekles gasaRizianeblad sCadioda) daviT sardalis ga-
regnobas aRwers („rac miiwera sofelman“). aq, Zalauneburad, Tvalwin 
tarielisa da avTandilis Sesaxedaoba warmogvidgeba. TeTr cxenze 
amxedrebuli lomguli meomari, daRamebamde, mcire razmiT, lekTa 
laSqars musravs:

mwuxrisa Jamman gakmarnaT Tqven maTi cema-Jletani,

mobrundi gamarjvebuli TeTrsave mjdomi mzetani.

(besiki 1962: 80)

motanil nawyvetSi, TvalismomWreli elvarebiT, yuradRebas 
ipyrobs cecxlisfrad anTebuli iSviaTi silamazis epiTeti – „mze-
tani“. aq unda gavixsenoT giorgi leoniZis ukvdavi wignis „natvris 
xis“ mSveneba, WeSmaritad genialuri moTxroba „Rvinjua“, sadac qmars 
moSorebuli, alerss danatrebuli, ojaxur wveulebaze mxarbeWian, 
ulamazes „moxetiale monadires“ vnebianad miCerebuli patarZalia 
daxatuli. mkerdsavse, aTqvirebul dudRubas yovel moZraobas gafa-
cicebiT akvirdeba avad daeWvebuli dedamTili, viszedac naTqvamia: 
„bus wiTeli Tvalis nakverCxaliviT elavda Tvali“. es uzustesi Se-
dareba momdevno mcire winadadebaSi avarvarebul metaforad iqceva, 
da, ramdenadac ar unda gagvikvirdes, iqve anaTebs besikis leqsis 
xazgasmuli sityva-epiTeti: „nakverCxalma mosusxa, moswva patarZlis 
mzetani“. giorgi leoniZes qarTuli enis zvaviviT movardnili, sa-
mandaudebeli saunje mudam xelT epyra, mkerdTan hqonda mixutebuli 
da misgan araferi iyo moulodneli.

daviT sardalis uzomo apologiaa mozrdili miZRvna „aspin-
ZisaTvis.“ miZRvnis pirvelive, amaRlebuli sityvebi („aspinZis miwa 
giwamebs“) migvaniSnebs, rom besiki aspinZis omis mogebis pativs mTli-
anad daviT sardals miakuTvnebs maSin, rodesac am sastik SetakebaSi 
umTavresi figura Warmagi mefe erekle iyo (saamisod marto umamace-
si koxta beladis mokvlac kmara), vis saarako gmirobasac ganawyenebu-
li poeti ganzrax ugulvebelyofs. leqsSi zeaRmtaci eqspresiiTa da 
umdidresi feradovnebiT aris gacocxlebuli bataluri suraTebi. 
mravalTagan mxolod erT maTgans moviyvan:

kvlav iqeT lekTa Cauxti, damarTni cisa grexani,

wina Cagisxdnen darCeviT osoqol da katexani.

(besiki 1962: 83)
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cis risxviT dagragvna, dagrexa metaforulad gvagrZnobinebs, 
Tu ra welSi gamwyveti mexi daatexa gaveSebiT mebrZolma daviT 
sardalma metoqes. lekebis auli osoqolo imiTac dagvaxsomda, rom 
igi guramiSvilis tyveobis adgilia da „daviTianSi“ aris naxsenebi 
(„mivyavdi osoqoloda“); soflis saxels eriTmeba – „Casaqolada“ da 
es im droisaTvis iyo Zalze iSviaTi, daujereblad Tamami da axali 
konsonansuri sariTmo wyvili.

saxelganTqmul, magram ostatobis TvalsazrisiT naklebad Ses-
wavlil poemaSi „ruxis brZola“, sadac Teqvsmetmarcvlian maRal da 
dabal Sairs, drodadro, bunebrivad ebmis Sida riTmebze ganwyobili 
aTmarcvliani leqsi, besikma samagaliTo xelovnebiT Seasxa xotba 
imereT-guria-samegrelos Zlevamosil gamarjvebas osmalTa da Crdi-
lokavkasieli mahmadiani tomebis SeerTebul laSqarze (1779), rac 
bevrwilad ganapiroba imereTis mefis solomon pirvelis qmediTma 
Tanadgomam. poetis mier homerosis, aTenel brZenTa (platoni, aris-
totele), legendarul troas omis gmirebis (heqtori, aqilevsi) xse-
neba, cxadia, hiperboluria, magram besik gabaSvils hqonda sababi, qar-
TvelTa es gadamwyveti Serkineba verag dampyroblebTan, romelSic 
Tavad monawileobda da kidevac daiWra, SaravandediT Seemosa. xedvis 
siaxliTa da gamoxatvis uCveulo xerxiT Zalze sayuradReboa ori, 
brZolis velis warmomCeni mZafri adgili, rac besikis iSviaT poetur 
metyvelebas mravalTagan Tvisobrivad ganasxvavebs:

zurgad qveviTs moiqcevden, simagre sCans viTa lasti,

ra zarbazanT Seqmnes xvela, uCardias moxvda xrasti.

(besiki 1962: 127)

„ra zarbazanT Seqmnes xvela“, – Taviseburad da marjved gad-
moscems mrisxane, gamanadgurebeli iaraRiT Wurvebis gasrolisa da 
afeTqebaTa ramdenadme miyruebul eqos. msgavsi ram qarTul poezi-
aSi manamde da Semdgomac, Tanac ase, aravis uTqvams.

meore magaliTi kidev ufro meti poeturi gznebisa da galaRebu-
li warmosaxvis macnea. poetis kvaldakval, wamkiTxveli TvalnaTliv 
warmoidgens alisfrad SeRebil gaSiSvlebul xmals, romelic TiTqos 
TavisiT daqrolavs momxdurTa rigebSi da visac gadaeyreba, Tavebs 
asxepavs:

lekursa dro xvda, mihkafda, viT naxa zurgi jabani,

haersa Sigan frinavda xmali sisxliTa nabani.

(besiki 1962: 129)

yvelaze didi poema „rZaldedamTiliani“, sadac igive sazomebi 
harmoniulad enacvleba erTmaneTs da kvlav mravali siaxliT, mo-
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ulodnelobebiTaa aRbeWdili, uTuod Rirsia saguldagulod garCe-
visa. yofiTi suraTebis uaRresad cocxlad, damajereblad amsaxveli 
didaqtikuri suliskveTebis, groteskuli, Rimilismomgvreli scene-
biT aRsavse nawarmoebi, rogorc mkvlevarebi aRniSnaven, guramiSvilis 
„qacvia mwyemsze“ adre daiwera da esec calke damsaxurebad unda mi-
vuTvaloT besiks. saTqmeli rom ar gamigrZeldes, mxolod or stri-
qons movitan. TvalTmaqci, dedamTilis cemiT momkvleli da mere 
erTgulebis moTamaSe coli mis mimbegvav qmars Tavs acodebs da yasi-
dad aseT rames eubneba:

va, geTxovebi, sikvdilsa mivyevar sulTa mparavsa,

aw gesalmebi yovelsa, sofelsa mTa da barasa!

(besiki 1962: 156)

Tu davakvirdebiT, am laRad amoTqmul striqonebsac, miuxedavad 
maTSi Sefaruli gamkenwlavi ironiisa, „vefxistyaosnis“ Cauqrobeli 
aTinaTi adgas (vah, sofelo, raSigan xar...“). msgavsi magaliTebis daZebna, 
„rZaldedamTilianSi“ mravlad SeiZleba.

besikis yvelaze cnobili satrfialo leqsis („dedofals anazed“) 
pirvelsave strofSi, trfobis saganTan erTad, mcire avtoportretia 
Caxatuli. ereklesa da misi garemocvis mier moZulebulma, Tbilisis 
netar garemos, zafxulobiT baRebSi qeifs, simRerasa da drostarebas 
mowyvetilma, „mciredRianma“ da „fernamkrTalebma“ poetma ucnaurad 
iwinaswarmetyvela Tavisi yariboba, ucxoeTSi gadaxvewa ise, rom jer 
kidev axalgazrdas, TvaltanadobiT gamorCeuls, samared, nikoloz 
baraTaSvilis darad, mSobliuri miwac ar rgeboda:

var ucxo vinme yaribi ama sityvisa mxmobeli,

ama muxTlisa soflisa maginebeli, mgmobeli,

mona var misi mudam Jam da misi Semamkobeli,

igia Cemi xelmwife da Cemi damadnobeli...

(besiki 1962: 39)

bolo striqonma SeuZlebelia ar gagvaxsenos „vefxistyaosnis“ 
prologis erTi adgili („igia Cemi sicocxle, uwyalo viTa jiqia..“) 
sadac rusTaveli „SefarviT“ migvaniSnebs Tavis ulmobel satrfoze.

besikis amave leqsis mesame, umaRlesi ostatobiT gamarTuli 
strofis riTmebSi daqaragmebulia dedoflis saxeli – ana. yvelaze 
ufro gamokveTilad rusTavelis poemisgan, es strofia davalebuli. 
naTqvamis dasturad, „vefxistyaosnis“ siuJetisaTvis erT-erTi sak-
vanZo Tavidan („ambavi avTandilisa, asmaTs rom eubnebis qvabSigan“), 
sadac avTandili malulad uWvrets cxenidan Camomxdar tariels, mci-
re nawyvets movixmob:
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amartis ferad Secvala broli cremlisa banaman,

didxans itires ymaman da man qalman Saosanaman...

aqve amas gverdiT amovuyenoT besikis nagulisxmevi, Taviseburad 
datrialebuli striqonebi da maTi warmomavloba umal naTeli gaxdeba. 
davrwmundebiT – mdinaris gamkveTi oragulis maRla aSverili kudivi-
Taa moqneuli rusTveluri wyobisa da JReradobis riTmebi (cnobis 
mixda da gulis wasvla xom „vefxistyaosanSi“ xSirze xSiria):

cnoba mimiRo da guli, xedviT SemzRuda anaman,

kvlav momkla misma cialman da welis mimotanaman...

(besiki 1962: 39)

besikis mier qarTul poeziaSi Setanili da danergili siaxleni, 
misi mravalmxrivi, gansacvifrebeli poeturi ostatoba, frazis 
virtuozuli musikaloba, saxeobrivi metyvelebis Taviseburebebi, 
sagangebod da jerovnad ar aris Seswavlili. es unda gaakeTos iman, 
visTvisac gadaulaxvel siZneled ar aRmarTla leqsis nairgvari sa-
idumloebani, aqvs sityvis SegrZnobisa da Secnobis ufaqizesi unari, 
utyuari alRo; xelewifeba poeziis faruli Sreebis ganWvreta da 
yovelive amis naTlad, gasagebad dalageba da daxvewili eniT gadmo-
cema SeeZleba.

giorgi leoniZem, Tavis fasdaudebel gamokvlevas rom werda, 
arqivebsa Tu pirad werilebSi gabneuli mravali sando sabuTi moiZia da 
eWvmiutanlad daamtkica, rom besikis trfobis umTavresi sagani iyo 
yuralaRasad wodebuli giorgi qsnis erisTavis asuli maia, erekles 
sayvareli  diswulis,  naadrevad  gardacvlili  mamuka  orbelianis co-
li. es ambavi da maiaze dawerili, simRerad qceuli leqsebi gaxmaurda, 
rac, raRa Tqma unda, ganarisxebda erekles. Tavis daqvrivebul rZal-
Tan gamijnurebis gamo, mefem poetis dasja gadawyvita. gadmocemis 
Tanaxmad, romeliRac batoniSvils besikisTvis mosalodneli safr-
Txe ucnobebia da igi Tbilisidan imRamiTve gaqceula. iyo sxva mi-
zezebic (Tundac besikis mamis, zaqarias Zveli mtroba ereklesad-
mi), risTvisac zneobis uSeRavaTod damcvel mefes ar SeiZleboda, 
zedmetad laRi, SeuzRudavi cxovrebis, moduri Cacma-daxurvis, 
vaJkacisaTvis Seuferebeli kopwiaobis mimdevari besiki yvareboda. 
xelisufalze Tavisi gavlena moaxdina, agreTve besikTan samkvdro-
sasicocxlod dapirispirebulma aristokratma, gonji garegnobis, 
magram ganaTlebulma, Wkvianma, poetze aranakleb gesliani epigramebis 
damwerma mzeWabuk orbelianma, visac erekle didad endoboda. calke-
ul wvrilmanebze gamodevneba aq ar gamodgeba, magram monografiis 
avtoris Semajamebeli azri uTuod unda davimowmo:
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„amgvarad besikis tragikuli siyvarulis mizezi yofila maia 
erisTavi, romlis Zvirfasi saxe dRemde daviwyebis burusiT iyo mo-
culi. Cvenma mkvlevarebma maias roli besikis cxovrebasa da po-
eziaSi, gaugebrobiT, maias qaliSvils anas miakuTvnes. amieridan maias 
Zvirfasi aCrdili ganuSoreblad idgeba besikis gverdiT (leoniZe 
1959: 363-364).

giorgi leoniZes besikis cxovrebisa da Semoqmedebis Seswavlaze 
zrunva am metad gamosadegi naSromis daweris Semdegac ar Seuwyvetia. 
calkea aRsaniSnavi, Tu rogori mondomebiTa da rudunebiT eZebda igi 
rumineTSi gardacvlili uiRblo poetis saflavs; saamiso epizodebs 
gulisSemZvreli gancdiT gvamcnobs mogzaurobis dRiuris erTi na-
wili – „besik gabaSvili iasSi.“

ucxoeTSi damarxuli poetis Tavgadakluli Wirisufali qalaq 
iasSi 1956 wlis susxian ianvars Casula da maSinve saqmes Sesdgomia, ra-
Siac rumineli kolegebi daexmarnen. iasi malariiT yofila ganTqmuli 
iseve, rogor ovidius nazonis gadasaxlebisa da gardacvalebis ad-
gili, qalaqi tomi (dRevandeli konstanca). erTmaneTTan saukuneebis 
rigiT daSorebul, daaxloebiT ziari bedis or „siyvarulis poetze“ 
(maTi Semoqmedebis masStabi da areali cxadia, didad gansxvavebulia) 
zog rames SemdgomSi vityvi.

daucxromelma mkvlevarma kiTxva-kiTxviTa da saarqivo masalebis 
Seswavlis mere daadgina, rom ormoci wlis moulodnelad gardac-
vlili besiki (misi sikvdilis mizezis ramdenime versia arsebobs) 
daikrZala vineris taZarSi 1791 wlis iseTsave civi ianvris dRes, 
rogorsac TviTon Cavida iasSi. 1879-1880 wlebSi, siZvelis gamo, es 
taZari daungreviaT da visac patroni gamouCnda, maTi neSti sxvagan 
gadausvenebiaT, xolo besikisa, rogorc upatronosi, iqve darCenila. 
gadarCa  mxolod poetis saflavis qva, radgan Zvirfasi marmarilosi 
iyo da igi 1922 wels golias monasterSi gadaetanaT.

giorgi leoniZes dawvrilebiT aqvs aRwerili ostaturad mo-
CuqurTmebuli warwerebiani fila. kedelze miyudebulTan, samaxsov-
ro fotoc gadaiRo, magram amiT ar dakmayofilebula da maspinZelTa 
daxmarebiT miagno im adgils, sadac imereTis mefis, daviTis mier 
warmatebul despanad gagzavnili poeti dakrZales.

sagrZnobia, aSkarad gvesmis giorgi leoniZis mRelvarebisgan 
gaxSirebuli sunTqva, roca igi sakralur adgilas yofnis dauviwyar 
da, amasTanave, sinanuliT aRsavse wuTebze mogviTxrobs:

„aq, am moedanze, am mokirwyluli qvebis qveS besikia danacrebu-
li. me TiTqmis pirveli qarTveli poeti var, mdgari besikis saflavis 
winaSe. qarTveli poetebidan bednier wilad me mergo misi pirveli 
xilva.
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me var amosuli besikis mSobeli Tbilisidan, romelic man 1777 
wels datova, da am wams magondeba, Tu rogor eTxoveba besiki Tbilisis 
mzian ares, mtkvris mxiarul napirebs...“

aqvea motanili besikis erTi leqsidan gamToSavi qarbuqis dam-
xatavi, baraTaSvilis msgavsi naWedobiT gamorCeuli striqonebi 
(„dagvburna qarman dauwynarman, zRvad vifareniT...“), rasac isev moh-
yveba giorgi leoniZis naRvliani Sexmianeba, im leqsis Sesatyvisi:

„marTlac qari adga, qaraSoti, Rrublebi Savad SeikumSa da mo-
xetiale qarSi momesma besikis mudara:

mkvdari besiki,modi,mnaxe,

Camidgi suli!“

(leoniZe 1959: 398-399)

pirnaTlad ausrula es ukanaskneli saTxovari misma moTayvane 
da mis kvalze damdgarma, misi gansasveneblis mpovnelma xelmadlianma 
STamomavalma.

„besiks gabarebT!“ – daubarebia Tvalcremlian stumars keTili 
maspinZlebisaTvis, romlebic Sepirebian, rom maT miwaSi dasaflave-
buli poetis biusts dadgamdnen.

dRiuris TavSi gaxsenebulia rusTavelis magiuri, gverdauqce-
vi naTqvami: „sadaursa sad waiyvan...“, ase rom esadageba wuTisoflis 
simuxTlesa da besikis gauxarel beds. amgvaradve naRvliania am dRi-
uris bolo, patara abzaci, romliTac guldamZimebuli poeti iqauro-
bas emSvidobeba: 

„matareblis TqrialSi, rumineTis dabindul velebze, qaris yi-
vilSi TiTqos qrolviT Tan momdevda gadaxvewili besikis mwuxare 
landi da saqarTvelosTan mabarebda:

erTxel aRirse Seni xilva

Sensa mzirebsa!“

(leoniZe 1959: 400)

mcire moculobis naSromSi, Sevecade, nawilobriv mainc meCve-
nebina, ra mamuliSviluri mgznebarebiT afasebda giorgi leoniZe 
winapar poetTa waruSlel Rvawls, raoden erTguli iyo igi qarTuli 
poeziis saukunovani tradiciebisa, ramdenad sisxlxorceulad hqon-
da aTvisebuli warsulis mdidari gamocdileba. es fesveuli kavSiri 
gacilebiT Rrma da farToa, ris ufro srulad warmoCenasac Semdgom-
Si vapireb.
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Giorgi Leonidze and the Poets of Old Times

Summary
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Among 20th-century Georgian poets, it is difficult to name any other writer who 
could, like Giorgi Leonidze, evaluate the merits of their predecessors and give a com-
prehensive description of their works.  Not many could show such sympathy as he did, 
concern about the forgotten, assistance in scholarly editions of the literary heritage. Since 
his youth, it became his inner, spiritual need. 

Having had a wonderful talent for poetry, he was thoroughly acquainted with the 
history of Georgia, museums located in different cities, archival materials, ethnography 
which is evidenced in numerous letters and diaries. All this gave credibility to Giorgi 
Leonidze’s studies, the reliability of which has never been questioned. 

He expressed his love and admiration for his great predecessors especially in po-
etry. The title of this paper has been specially chosen. In his youth, Giorgi Leonidze wrote 
extremely interesting verse, which is called “The Poets of Older Generations”. First, a ref-
erence is made to the eminent poets of the past centuries; then it is said how naturally and 
freely their voices sounded like chanting of so many different birds and in the third stanza 
some of them are directly named - “Shota, Besiki, Guramishvili, Vazha-Pshavela”. This 
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does not mean at all that Giorgi Leonidze would not mention those who are missing from 
this list with the same reverence. Every time he listed the earlier Georgian poets, naturally, 
he gave priority to Rustaveli, although he did not publish any scholarly research on the 
author of the “Vepkhistqaosani”, as he felt himself unprepared for this. However, to none 
of his predecessors, he dedicated as many verses of admiration as to Rustaveli. 

Giorgi Leonidze particularly appreciated Guramishvili and Vazha-Pshavela as 
genuine exponents of pure poetry that is specially underlined in the work. If someone in 
Georgian poetry was a successor of Guramishvili and Vazha-Pshavela, then first of all, it 
was Giorgi Leonidze – no wonder that he addresses their ghosts: “I am following in your 
footsteps.”

Giorgi Leonidze’s fascination with Besiki and Sayat-Nova was quite special and 
never waned. While still young, he regretted that they were not properly appreciated; in 
the following years he did a lot to promote these two poets and made the names shine like 
precious stones, so that the twentieth century may see the innovations introduced by them 
in Georgian poetry. In Giorgi Leonidze’s works, a peculiar use of rare epithets in the spirit 
of Besiki is observed, when a new life is given to the word, a different effect is produced. 

A vivid example of this is Besiki’s love poem on the oriental motive “The Night-
ingale Whistles” in which the poet masterfully uses the majama rhyme scheme (ai ra-
aira). Undoubtedly, it is devoted to some real person, whose identity has not yet been 
established. It is she to whom the epithet of rare beauty in Georgian poetry belongs to: 
“xmadamtvralo aira” [drunk in love].

This epithet immediately calls attention for its depth and originality. The previous 
stanza has an ordinary, widely used epithet - “sabralo” [poor] and against this background, 
which creates the desired contrast, the novelty is better felt.

Besiki’s new epithet, rather unexpected for the eighteenth century was skillfully 
used and inserted in a proper place like a precious stone in one of the most powerful 
poems of the thirties - “Sayat-Nova” by an unsurpassed connoisseur of his works, Giorgi 
Leonidze: 

შე საწყალო ფეიქარო,      
ხმადამთვრალო საათნოვა,
ჭიანურო, ცეცხლის მყრელო,
რა ნაღველმა გაგათავა?!

 [O poor weaver,/ drunken with love Sayatnova,/your chianure (musical instrument) is 
burning, exhausted./ What sadness finished you ?!]

Being inspired by Besiki, Giorgi Leonidze dedicated a poem full of ecstasy to the 
great minstrel- poet and ashugh Sayat-Nova, the singer in three languages. The epithets 
are almost the same in both cases, “sabralo” [the poor] is replaced by “satsyalo” [mis-
erable] which are synonyms and “xmadamtvralo” is repeated without change. But if in 
Besiki’s verse it is somewhat lost, in Leonidze’s poem it acquires a completely different 
charm and sparkle. Here, not only love and dizziness from the wine come to light, but 
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intoxication with poetry, music, inspiration is implied. An exclamation: “Your chianure 
is burning/What sadness finished you ?!] expresses passionate excitement. The question 
itself is rhetorical and does not expect an answer. The very first line of the poem openly 
states: “Love drove this poor Sayat-Nova crazy!” 

It can be said that in turn, the epithet found by Besiki “xmadamtvralo” embellished 
Giorgi Leonidze’s poem and one must pay tribute to the author of “The Garden of Melan-
choly”. This once again confirms the truth of Pushkin’s statement that “epithet is the soul 
of poetry.” It should always be remembered that the most accurately found epithet will 
make it clear as to what scale, talent and dignity the poet is. 

 Giorgi Leonidze was obsessed not only with Besiki’s lyrical poems but for years 
he studied the old manuscripts and materials scattered in various museums, and made 
every effort to make a comprehensive monograph about the most outstanding figure of the 
Gabashvili family. In this work, he saw in full the multifaceted talent and contributions 
of the great Georgian poet of the anacreontic soul that is evidenced even from this small 
excerpt:

“If Besiki’s poetic pathos of, the passions of his heart are strong, no less is the bril-
liance of Besiki’s poetic form, the poetic purity of the verse, plasticity, sophistication and, 
most importantly, the musical inventiveness. Besiki’s high verbal skill and innovation, 
formal and technical studies - the richness of rhythm, the diversity of poetic metre make 
his name unique in Georgian poetry. “ 

The literary heritage of the great creator, who died abroad and was buried in the 
town of Iasi (Rominia), fully confirms Giorgi Leonidze’s view - in his verses and poems he 
reveals an unusual boldness of poetic speech (new, unexpected epithets, similar rhythms, 
comparisons and metaphors) which distinguishes him significantly from contemporaries 
and poets of the subsequent period.

The most important innovations introduced and established in Georgian poetry by 
Besiki, the elusive poetic skill, virtuosic musicality of the phrase, various ways of con-
structing images have not yet been properly studied. This circumstance must be unequivo-
cally taken into account by our versificators.

I intend to continue my research in this direction in the near future and to present 
my observations more broadly.
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Диалог культур на Великом Шелковом пути 

Концепт Великого Шелкового пути и его воссоздание в художественном 
тексте способствует установлению связи настоящего с минувшим и позволит 
сделать его неотъемлемой частью нашего духовного мира, так как Центральная Азия 
является «наиболее приемлемым типологическим пространством для осмысления 
новой парадигмы истории духовной эволюции общества» (Aйтматов 1998).

О важности диалога культур на разных уровнях пишет В. Вегвари: 
«…В истории цивилизации идет постоянный диалог, укрепляющийся тогда, 
когда одна сторона способна говорить на языке другой, и сужающийся, если 
происходит какой-то конфликт, межкультурные диалоги обычно осуществляются 
на разных уровнях» (Вегвари 2010). Т. Владимирова предлагает рассматривать 
диалог культур с точки зрения языковой картины мира, языковой личности, 
являющейся одновременно наследником и творцом дискурса, языкового сознания 
и самосознания. Выполняя функции главного хранителя общего опыта, знаний, 
мыслей, ценностных представлений и переживаний, «сформировавшийся дискурс 
также дает определенную оценку как той действительности, которая находит в 
нем свое выражение, так и самой личности, унаследовавшей его идейно-духовные 
представления» (Владимирова 2010). 

Народный писатель Казахстана М. Симашко в документальной повести 
«Великий шелковый путь или анабазис с иностранцами» высказывает свою точку 
зрения на проблему восточных и западных культур и цивилизаций, совпадающую 
со взглядами Ч. Айтматова: «Начиная с античности и раннего средневековья, здесь 
(на территории Центральной Азии – С.А.) сталкивались в конфликтном противо-
борстве римская и степная, тюркская и иранская, арабская и китайская цивилизации. 
При этом с геополитической точки зрения этот регион всегда выступал предметом 
завоеваний как «промежуточный пояс», «буферная», «срединная» зона, которая пре-
дохраняла бы от непосредственного соприкосновения» (Симашко 1996). 

История преподносит, порой, удивительные примеры. Акбар Великий из 
индийских моголов, потомок Бабура, неукоснительно исполнял религиозные 
праздники всех народов, входивших в его огромный султанат от верховьев Аму-
Дарьи до Индийского океана. «Дин-и илахи» назвал он такое понимание Божьего 
присутствия в мире. Султан говорил, что человек, если на пути его встретится 
безразлично мечеть, синагога, церковь или иной божий храм, может заходить туда 
и молиться. Голос его одинаково будет услышан Богом. Нет Бога кроме Бога, и един 
он для всех. Ствол Ветхого Завета с его пророками и их деяниями прорастает в 
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христианстве и исламе…» (Симашко 1996). В книге «Дорога на Святую Землю» 
важен мотив памяти. Трасса Великого Шелкового пути только открывалась для 
иностранцев и включала города Ташкент, Самарканд, Бухару и «в особых случаях 
Ашхабад, а рядом с ним Парфянская Ниса. Туркестан по-прежнему пребывал в зоне 
отчуждения, а Хива или древний Мерв представляли из себя и вовсе закрытую 
зону» (Симашко 1996). И все явственнее проявляется мотив памяти: «Еще работая 
там корреспондентом, наблюдал я огненные сполохи в полнеба где-то в направ-
лении Устюрта. К тому же и по открытому для туризма пути для иностранных 
граждан предусматривалось летать только самолетами» (Симашко 1996).

Путешествуя со своими друзьями по Центральной Азии, так много давшей 
для его исторической прозы (темы, сюжеты, мифы, предания, легенды и т.д.), М. 
Симашко описывает древний Мерв, называвшийся в разные исторические эпохи 
то Маргиана – Александрия, то Маргиана – Антиохия. Из окна вагона виднелись 
сыпучие барханы величиной с десятиэтажный дом, которые порой обнажали 
«вытянувшиеся цепочкой верблюжьи и человеческие кости, бронзовую посуду и 
кипы слипшегося вещества, бывшего некогда шелком. Здесь же находили греческие 
вазы с рассказами об осаде Трои, китайские секстанты, арабские астролябии, 
золотые фигурки Будды, иудейские мезузы, несторианские кресты, шахматные 
доски и просто косточки – альчики для детской игры» (Симашко 1996). «Шах 
городов» древний Мерв «стоит» на серой, с невнятными очертани-ями холмов 
равнине, утопающей в волнах сухого горячего моря.

Невообразимый, кричащий покой начинает беспокоить путешественника. 
Два эпитета, подобранные автором для описания тишины пустыни, настраивают 
на что-то противоречивое обычной человеческой логике. Далее у М. Симашко 
детальное описание пейзажа, сама медлительность описания начинает работать на 
ускорение «внутреннего» времени, времени переживания, поскольку все острее и 
яснее становится: надвигается что-то зловещее. Покой, тишина – ключевые слова в 
цитируемом отрывке. Повествование ведется от третьего лица, автор превращается 
в стороннего наблюдателя. «Он выходит из машины, приглядывается к срезу холма, 
отделяет ломкий, будто из пересохшей бумаги слой. И вдруг понимает, что у него в 
руке часть человеческого скелета: ребро с позвоночником или голень, сделавшиеся 
совсем невесомыми, но сохранившие в сухом каракумском песке свою форму. Весь 
этот холм и другие вокруг состоят из человеческого праха. Одни представляют 
собой сложенные друг на друга скелеты, другие выстроены из одних только 
черепов. Это все, что осталось от огромного города, раскинувшегося на многие 
десятки километров и восхищавшего путников своими дворцами, садами, караван-
сараями, банями, библиотеками, богатством и приветливостью жителей» (Симашко 
1996). Так история переплетается с современностью. «Человечество бредет в своей 
истории по колено в крови…», – приходит к выводу М. Симашко. Только красота 
вечна и неподвластна времени: «…и все парил там, не приближаясь и не отдаляясь, 
купольный прямоугольник мавзолея султана Санджара, последнего из Больших 
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Сельджу-ков». Парят, возвышаются, возносятся творения рук человеческих 
и безграничного разума – мавзолеи, храмы, цитадели, обсерватории древних 
цивилизаций. 

Создатель империи Сельджуков великий вазир Низам аль-Мульк ат-Туси 
за полтысячи лет до Макиавелли написал «Сиясет-наме» – книгу об управлении 
государством. Мост через древний Оксус, построенный в начале века в Мерве, был 
вторым по величине в мире в то время. Благодаря своим поистине энциклопеди-
ческим знаниям и умению воплощать эти знания в историческое повествование, 
М. Симашко создает не просто жанр путешествий. Его повествование философско-
насыщенное, богатое параллелями, сравнениями разных исторических эпох. 
Империи старели и рушились под собственной тяжестью, на смену им являлись 
другие.

Смешение культур, архитектурных стилей – характерная черта памятников 
Евразии. «Начиная со времен Саманидов, строения приобрели здесь законченную 
форму, вобравшую основательность имперского Востока, индийскую солнечность и 
великую сораз-мерность средиземноморских традиций. Древний фигурный кирпич, 
замешанный на белке, схватился в монолит. И монголы не трогали чужих могил» 
(Симашко 1996). Еще пример. В парфянской Нисе были найдены знаменитые 
фигурные ритоны, крылатый сфинкс и парфянская Венера – явно греческой тра-
диции, но с туранскими чертами. Взаимовлияние культур происходило постоянно.

Русский писатель Казахстана с горечью пишет в «Великой Хазарии» о 
трагической судьбе казахского народа в ХХ веке, поскольку продуманная система 
кочевых передвижений по Великой степи, скотоводческий цикл года, кстати, такой 
же способ хозяйствования применяли ковбои и гаучо Северной и Южной Америки, 
были нарушены с возникновением земледельческих оазисов.

Само месторасположение народов Центральной Азии на середине Великого 
Шелкового пути, начиная еще с сакских времен, имело неоценимое преимущес-
тво, так как они «получали непосредственный импульс от обеих цивилизаций, 
расположенных по краям великого континента. Было это задолго до Васко де Гамы 
и Магеллана». М. Симашко размышляет о глобальных подвижках человечества с 
Востока на Запад и с Запада на Восток, сравнивает их с чередующимися прилив-
ными и отливными волнами, происходящи-ми с некоей регулярностью во все 
времена: «Ксенофонт или Ал. Македонский – в одну сторону, Атилла и Чингисхан 
– в другую». Может быть этим и объясняется, что в «этом ареале произошла 
первая плавка железа, здесь одомашнили лошадь, а древняя сакская повозка о 
четырех колесах стоит ныне в запасниках Эрмитажа. Не говоря уже о мавзолее 
Ахмеда Яссави, величественных мазарах Улытау и мангистаусских древностях, 
ординарная казахская юрта по своим инженерным расчетам и способу исполне-
ния – высочайшее достижение цивилизации, не менее значительное, чем для иного 
климата и образа жизни избапятистенка» (Симашко 1996).
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Воссоздавая свое путешествие с французскими друзьями по Центральной 
Азии, М. Симашко остается верен себе, наполняя документальную повесть «Великий 
Шелковый путь или анабазис с иностранцами» глубокими раздумьями о прошлом, 
об истории и роли Великого Шелкового пути, его достопримечательностях, о 
творениях духа и рук человеческих. Описывая Хорезмский оазис, автор размышляет 
о том, что чудеса света не обязательно должны быть огромными, как Родосский 
колосс или пирамиды. «Здесь это был небольшой по сравнению с другими куб 
усыпальницы Саманидов. Но великая соразмерность и отточенность линий, пер-
вородная, гениальная скупость средств выражения заставляли вспомнить, что 
именно тут рождались алгебра и поэзия дари. В нескольких шагах от выражающего 
Божью идею куба виднелась скромная, из четырех кирпичей курильница. Молящие 
записывали на бумажке свои пожелания и сжигали их, наблюдая, как растворяется в 
небе легкий дымок. Это был отблеск древних огней, когда маги возносили моления 
светилам. Ислам боролся с этим так же, как с памятными камнями и подвязанными 
к деревьям ленточками, пока по практической мудрости своей не принял их в свой 
канон. Этому совершенному творению духа и рук человеческих соответствует не 
умирающая в человеке идея добра» (Симашко 1996).

Великий Шелковый путь таит много загадок. В Бухару путешественники-
французы добирались самолетом, «Интурист» не разрешал поездку поездом. Не 
все было открыто для иностранцев. Еще в военные годы, «за речкой, где стояла 
наша эскадрилья, виднелись полуразрушенные дувалы, сплелись ветки одичавших 
деревьев и винограда». В голодное военное время никто и не думал пробраться в 
заброшенные развалины, которые не были такими древними, как остальные вокруг 
них. «По поверью, нельзя было селиться на том месте, где произошло великое 
смертоубийство, будь то землетрясение или дело рук человеческих. Плоды и злаки 
с этой проклятой земли нельзя употреблять в пищу» (Симашко 1996). Результат 
дела рук человеческих отпугивал угрожающим шипением: «в оставленном людьми 
селении жили змеи», видна была запыленная айва, золотые персики, тяжелые гроздья 
винограда. Автор не ссылается на источник: «Нам никто не рассказывал об этом, но 
мы знали». Подобные картины запустения видел и Авраам, главный герой ро-мана 
«Маздак», путешествующий от Ктесифона до Самарканда и Константинополя. 

Тема голодомора в документальной повести «Великий Шелковый путь или 
анабазис с иностранцами» раскрыта М. Симашко в конце ХХ века в связи с темой 
сплошной коллективизации и басмачеством. Писатель точно подбирает слова, 
расставляя акценты. Изменилась историческая эпоха, происходит переосмысле-
ние истории ХХ столетия. «В земельно-водную реформу, перешедшую в сплош-
ную коллективизацию, началось то, что называлось басмачеством». Публицистика 
М. Симашко обращена к читателю ду-мающему: «…началось то, что называлось 
басмачеством». Указан конкретный временной промежуток – два года. «И тогда была 
призвана Первая Конная армия, остававшаяся без дела. Она окружала мятежные 
центры, артиллерия била прямой наводкой, а оставшихся в живых брали в клинки 
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без различия пола и возраста. За два года легендарная красная конница прошла по 
Великому Шелковому пути от Красноводска до Пишпека». Эпитет легендарная в 
данном контексте приобретает значение отнюдь не героическое. Память о красной 
коннице в народе жива. «И если показать тут на базаре буденновские усы, люди 
хватаются за нож. А вокруг мертвых селений на кустах и деревьях подвязывают 
белые ленточки в знак памяти» (Симашко 1996).

Лучшие в стране колхозы были на Великом Шелковом пути. Четкие контуры 
ухоженных полей, окаймленных полосками тутов-ника, видит автор повести из 
иллюминатора самолета. Историческое время начинает обратный отсчет. Хронотоп 
автора не совпадает с ним: «Ход жизни потек вспять». Время живое, оно течет, как 
вода в реке. Писатель словно видит его ход, потому что «сам не раз разбирал дела, 
когда рабы – должники по деду или прадеду – участвовали в социалистичсеком 
соревновании, а их трудодни и, соответственно, золотые звезды приписывались их 
владельцу». О многом М. Симашко писал первым, художественно воссоздавая и 
переосмысливая тра-гическую историю столетия.

«Мотив (фр. motif, нем. motiv oт лат. moveo – двигаю) – одна из кросс-уров-
невых единиц художественного текста, активно причастная его теме и концепции. 
Мотив рассматривается по-разному в рамках сравнительно-исторического лите-
ратуроведения и теоретической поэтики авторского художественного текста. 
За последние десятилетия интерес к теоретическому потенциалу термина мотив 
заметно возрос: мотив творчества, фольклорный мотив, лирический мотив, 
мотивная структура» (Силантьев 2004). 

 Мотив пути в прозе М. Симашко включает концепт Великого Шелкового 
пути, чей переставший биться пульс (не так давно по историческим меркам) 
можно ощутить в Хиве. Автор-повествователь свободно перемещается во времени, 
из одной цивилизации в другую, ощущая их ритм и передавая его в своей прозе. 
Читатель перемещается вслед за автором и его друзьями из Франции по старинной 
Хиве. Время обозначается сочетаниями: «будто вчера», «тысячелетний шахтут», 
«дышало вечностью», «длительный путь», «другой извечный путь». «Будто вчера 
опустевший город состоял из огромных караван-сараев, странноприимных домов, 
базарных площадей, из мечетей с еще не остывшими от человеческого тепла кам-
нями. Из тысячелетнего железного шахтута, который растет только здесь, были 
сделаны громадные ворота, резные столбы и спрятанные в стенах двери» (Симашко 
1996). Строили добротно, с размахом, на века. Историческое время движется столь 
стремительно, что камни мечетей еще не остыли от человеческого тепла. 

Все продумано в архитектуре. «Продуваемый через отдушины сухим ветром 
пустыни» караван-сарай поражает своими размерами: «…Он мог вместить не 
одну сотню верблюдов с поклажей. Здесь же располагались стойла для лошадей с 
коваными кольцами и яслями из того же шахтута, приспособления для разгрузки 
товара». Гостиница с чайханой, мастерские, аптека с лекарствами для людей и 
животных, склады с запасами фуража и всего необходимого «для длительного 
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пути через степи и пустыни. Тут все дышало вечностью». А в Ашхабаде, на при-
еме в Союзе писателей угощали виноградом «Ясман-Салык», вином «Эрик-Кала», 
«Безмеин», «Карабекаул». И это все были станции на Великом Шелковом пути. 

Традиции на Востоке – великая вещь. Акбар Великий из индийских моголов, 
потомок Бабура, неукоснительно исполнял религиозные праздники всех народов, 
входивших в его огромный султанат от верховьев Аму-Дарьи до Индийского оке-
ана. «“Дин-и илахи” назвал он такое понимание Божьего присутствия в мире. 
Султан говорил, что человек, если на пути его встретится безразлично мечеть, 
синагога, церковь или иной божий храм, может заходить туда и молиться. Голос 
его одинаково будет услышан Богом. Нет Бога кроме Бога, и един Он для всех. 
Ствол Ветхого Завета с его пророками и их деяниями прорастает в христианстве и 
исламе…» (Симашко 1996). 

В названии публицистической книги М. Симашко «Дорога на Святую 
землю» слово «дорога» является, несомненно, ключевым. В контексте метатекста 
(самосознание текста) М. Симашко определял главную, внутреннюю тему своей 
прозы – тему дороги, пути. Причем, это характеризует и его романы и повести, а не 
только публицистику. Что же касается жанров произведений, вошедших в послед-
нюю книгу, то мы встречаем в ней документальную повесть и публицистические 
новеллы. «Путь» и «дорога» являются центральными в названиях произведений 
«Великий Шелковый путь или анабазис с иностранцами» (здесь дважды встреча-
ется слово «путь», поскольку «анабазис» в переводе с греческого языка – путь в 
глубь страны), «Великая Хазария», «Прообраз Евразии и искушения Президента», 
«Путь через экватор», «Дорога на Святую землю (Антисемиты и Божья Матерь)».

Современная феноменология восприятия актуализирует не только роль 
антропологического поворота, но и роль субъективного фактора – читателя. 
Произведение искусства предполагает бесконечный ряд возможных прочтений в 
соответствии с личной перспективой и читательскими предпочтениями. Диалог 
культур на Великом Шелковом пути продолжается…
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Dialogue of Cultures on the Great Silk Road

Sunmmary

Key words: concept, memoty, dialogue of cultures, М. Simashko, cultural traditions, 
the Central Asian region, Renaissance.

In modern cultural processes in the humanitarian sphere the concept of «border» is 
redefined, as it does not divide, but acts as a meeting place for one’s own and another’s. In 
this context, the Great Silk Road, connecting countries, peoples, civilizations, contributed 
to the development of the alien, the synthesis of different cultural traditions and artistic 
systems, the inclusion of the achievements of national cultures in the world. 

The Central Asian region has been a cultural source of the Renaissance since 
ancient times. Freedom of thought prevailed in the teachings and works of Khayyam, 



288

С.В. Ананьева

Al-Farabi, Balasaguni and many outstanding figures of science and culture. In the 
mentality of the peoples, there is a trace of the great caravan routes and nomads. Maurice 
Simashko called the Great Silk Road “philosophy of life”. The ideas of cultural distance 
and cultural transfer allowed prose writers and publicists to freely cross the boundaries 
between languages, cultural systems, traditions, and world civilizations. 

Being at the crossroads of cultures, writers were included in the ongoing dialogue 
of civilizations in the context of the modern socio-cultural situation. The aesthetic 
orientation towards the synthesis of cultural influences and the dialogue of cultural 
traditions led them to artistic discoveries and the conviction that «starting from antiquity 
and the early Middle Ages, Roman and steppe, Turkic and Iranian, Arab and Chinese 
civilizations clashed in conflict on the territory of Central Asia. At the same time, from 
a geopolitical point of view, this region has always been the subject of conquest as an 
“intermediate belt”, “buffer”, “middle” zone that would protect against direct contact» 
(Chingiz Aitmatov).

svetlana ananieva
(yazaxeTi)

kulturaTa dialogi abreSumis did gzaze

reziume

sakvano   sityvebi:   koncepti,   mexsiereba,   kulturaTa   dialogi, 
m.  simaSko,  kulturuli  tradiciebi,  centraluri  azia,  renesansi.

Tanamedrove kulturul procesebSi, humanitaruli klvevebis 
sferoSi, „sazRvris“ cneba  gadaazrebulia  ara  rogorc gamyofi zo-
li,  aramed – Sexvedris adgili. am konteqstSi,  didi abreSumis  gza, 
romelic aerTebs qveynebs, xalxebsa da civilizaciebs,  xels uwyobs 
ucxo, sxvadasxva kulturuli tradiciebisa da mxatvruli sistemebis 
sinTezs, erovnuli kulturebis CarTvas miRwevaTa zogadsakacobrio 
sistemaSi.

centraluri aziis regioni uZvelesi droidan aRorZinebis 
kulturuli wyaro iyo. azris Tavisufleba Warbobda xaiamis, al-
fabiris, balasagunis da mecnierebisa da kulturis  sxva gamoCenili 
warmomadgenlebis mxatvrul nawarmoebebsa da SromebSi. xalxTa men-
talitetSi  dResac SemorCenilia  didi saqaravno marSrutebisa da 
momTabareebis kvali. moris simaSkom abreSumis did gzas „cxovrebis 
filosofia~ uwoda. kulturuli distanciisa da kulturuli gada-
tanis ideebma prozaikosebsa da publicistebs saSualeba misca Tavi-
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suflad gadalaxon enebs, kulturul sistemebs, tradiciebsa da 
msoflio civilizaciebs Soris arsebuli sazRvrebi. kulturaTa gza-
jvaredinze myofi mwerlebi CarTulni iyvnen civilizaciaTa uwyvet  
dialogSi, Tanamedrove sociokulturuli viTarebis konteqstSi. 
kulturuli gavlenebis sinTezze, kulturuli tradiciebis dialog-
ze  orientirebam,  isini   miiyvana  mxatvrul  aRmoCenebamde  da  rwmenam-
de, rom „antikurobidan da adreuli Sua saukuneebidan moyolebuli, 
romisa da stepebis, Turquli da iranuli, arabuli da Cinuri civi-
lizaciebi erTmaneTs Sua aziis teritoriaze ejaxebodnen. amasTan, 
geipolitikuri TvalsazrisiT, es regioni yovelTvis iyo dapyro-
bis obieqti, rogorc uSualo kontaqtisagan damcveli `Sualeduri 
sartyeli~, `buferi~, `Sua~ zona~ (Cingiz aitmatovi).
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vaJa SatberaSvili
(saqarTvelo)

qarTuli kulturis fsiqologiuri eskizi

eris fsiqotipi yvelaze saxierad da, imavdroulad, siRrmise-
ulad translirdeba mravalplastian kulturaSi, romelic orgemage 
bunebisaa: misi mravalsaxovani hipostasis Semomqmedia adamiani, eri, 
Tumca, amave dros Tavad kultura xdeba maTi erTgvari Semomqmedi, 
rameTu is uTvalsaCino gavlenas axdens maTze, ayalibebs maT bune-
bas, xasiaTs, msoflgagebas. amitom SeiZleba iTqvas, adamiani orjer 
ibadeba: Tavdapirvelad, biologiurad, meorejer ki – sulierad 
kulturuli haereTis (rogorc ityoda k. kapaneli) meSveobiT. es 
kanonzomieri da Seuqcevadi procesia, erebis aTaswlovani, mraval-
saukunovani rTuli gzis swori. rTuli ki ufro rTuldeba, Tu ers 
gzis gakvalva istoriulad da dResac moulodnelsa da mosalodnel 
politikur-ekonomikur da kulturul `winaaRmdegobaTa~ labirin-
TebSi uwevs. amis gamo gzadagza iZens an kargavs sxvadasxva maxasi-
aTebels, zogs ki, ufro arsobrivs, myarad inarCunebs. kultura 
TiTqmis sarkiseburad aireklavs eris `mimoslvasa~ da `xasiaTs~. `uT-
valavferi~ kultura eris genetikuri mexsierebacaa. es zogadi ga-
nacxadi, cxadia, miesadageba qarTvel ersac da mis kulturasac, miT 
ufro, rom saqarTvelo azia-evropis, civilizaciaTa da kulturaTa 
gzajvaredinze, sasazRvro zonaSi myofobda da bunebrivad sazrdo-
obda aRmosavluri Tu dasavluri kulturuli SenakadebiT, isto-
riuli qartexilebi Camoqnida eris araerT Tvisebas, uviTarebda 
garemoebaTa mimarT adaptaciis unars. zogadad, kulturis Camoya-
libebaze mravali faqtori axdens zegavlenas: dro, politikur-
ekonomikuri procesebi, socialuri viTareba, geografiuli mdeba-
reoba, ena, religia, ideologia, maTi mutacia an romelime maTganis 
prioritetuloba da a.S. amis gamo kultura maT Sesatyvisad ganvi-
Tarebuli maxasiaTeblebis erTobliobadac unda miviCnioT, maT Ta-
visebur krebiT simbolo-niSnad. amitom mas zogi mecnieri erTan an 
sazogadoebasTan aigivebs. kulturis am gansazRvrebebs garkveulad 
eTanadeba cnobili mkvlevris, s. mundi, perifrazirebuli azric, rom 
kultura yvelaze pirovnuli, anu yvelaze erovnuli da, imavdroulad, 
yvelaze internacionaluria (mundi 2001: 27). aqve SevniSnavT, rom es 
mokle, xisti formulireba arsebiTad kulturis filosofiis, kul-
turis egzistencialuri bunebis gamoxatvis mcdelobadac SeiZleba 
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CaiTvalos. kultura arsebobs ara mxolod rogorc socialuri fe-
nomeni, aramed rogorc makrogageba, arsebuli TiToeul adamianSi, 
eTnosSi. kultura gazomvadia. amitom misi kvlevisas xSirad eyrdno-
bian mis maxasiaTeblebs, maT Soris, fsiqologiur determinantebs. 
gamodis, rom kulturis kvleva misi Semqmnelis maxasiaTeblebis kvle-
vacaa. erisa da kulturis am orkestrirebuli, Tanaxmieri/polifo-
niuri Tanaarsebobis Seswavla uZnelesi saqmea. garda amisa, Cveni sa-
mecniero interesis sagani gacilebiT sxvaa – kulturis politika1, 
romelsac, erTi SexedviT, ar unda hqondes araferi saerTo eris, misi 
kulturis fsiqologiuri determinantebis SeswavlasTan an Tun-
dac Seswavlis mcdelobasTan. meore mxriv, kulturis politikis um-
Tavresi ganmsazRvreli da ganmapirobebeli swored adamianis mier 
Seqmnili kulturaa. Sesabamisad, kulturis sferos Teoriuli da 
praqtikuli marTva, anu kulturis politika ukavSirdeba adamianis-
rTuli  fsiqosulieri   konstruqciis  mqone  am  maRalsulieri   bioar-
sebis fsiqo-filosofiuri, egzistencialuri bunebidan gamomdina-
re, maRali Rirebulebis mqone aravitalursa da misi cxovrebis warm-
marTvel meqanizms, e.w. kulturul moTxovnebs, romlis realizebas 
igi axdens kulturaSi. amitom miCneulia, rom am moTxovnaTa codna da 
kvleva aucilebelia kulturis menejmentisaTvis.

kultura, xatovnad rom vTqvaT, gaCnda adamianis gaCenisTanave, 
misi mniSvnelobis gacnobiereba kulturisa da kacobriobis progres-
Tan erTad izrdeboda, Tavad kulturis politikis cnebam ki sakacob-
rio leqsikaSi mxolod XX saukunis meore naxevridan daimkvidra 
adgili. kulturis zemniSvnelobisadmi Tanadrouli damokidebulebis 
ilustrirebisaTvis friad niSneulia kulturulogiis fuZemdebel, 
amerikel eTnolog l. uaitis azri: `kultura galaqtikaTa gazomvaze, 
atomis gaxleCasa da sxva aRmoCenebze gacilebiT mniSvnelovania ka-
cobriobis momavlisaTvis~ (Уайт 1997:147,148). swored kacobriobis 
momavalze dafiqrebam, meore msoflio omis savalalo Sedegebisa da 
Semdgomi periodis globaluri safrTxeebis, da, rac mTavaria, ada-
mianisa da eris arsebobisaTvis kulturis mniSvnelobis gadaazrebis 
Sedegad iSva Sexeduleba kulturis sferos marTvis mizniT saxelmwi-
fo politikis aucilebel Semadgenel nawilad kulturis politikis 
aRiarebisa. es moxda 1969 wels, roca UNESCO-s egidiT gamoqveynda 
dokumenti – `kulturis politika – winaswari kvleva~. masSi pirve-
lad  moxda  saerTaSoriso  sivrceSi  misi definicia:  `kulturis  poli-
tika wamoadgens saxelmwifos mier gansazRvruli saoperacio saqmi-
anobis principebis, administraciuli da sabiujeto instruqciebisa 

1 Cemi sadisertacio kvlevis Temaa – saqarTvelos kulturis politika da misi 
ganxorcielebis efeqturi instituciuri gzebi. 
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da procedurebis erTobliobas... kulturuli Rirebulebebis mixed-
viT, TiToeuli wevri-saxelmwifo gansazRvravs kulturis politikas, 
ayalibebs miznebs da akeTebs arCevans~1 (Cultural Policy: a Preliminary Study 
1969: 7). amdenad, kulturis politikis saerTaSoriso definiciaSi xa-
zi gaesva da mis miznad ganisazRvra eris, saxelmwifos TviTmyofadi 
kulturuli Rirebulebebis Tanaxmieri politikis Seqmna. nebismieri 
kultura Tavadaa RirebulebiTi, aqsiologiuri sistema. amasTan 
dakavSirebiT movixmoT filosofos ak. yulijaniSvilis mosazrebac: 
`kultura mxolod SemoqmedebiTi Sromis Sedegia, ubralo Sroma 
emsaxureba adamianis vitaluri moTxovnilebebis dakmayofilebas, xo-
lo e.w. kulturuli Sromis dros adamiani qmnis Rirebulebebs, e.i. aq 
dominirebs Rirebulebebi~ (yulijaniSvili 2009:124). miuxedavad imisa, 
rom kulturis politika, ase vTqvaT, axali drois monapovaria, kultu-
ris Rirebulebebi da, aqedan gamomdinare, am sferos koordinirebis 
saWiroeba kargad esmodaT warsulSic. amitom kulturis sferos mar-
Tvis msgavsi qmedebani (dRes rom kulturis politikas vuwodebT) ga-
cilebiT adreulia, vidre kulturis politikis Tanamedrove gageba. 
saxelmwifoebSi kulturis sferos marTvis, ase vTqvaT, Canasaxovani 
meqanizmi adrec arsebobda. Tavdapirvelad, mas, formaciuli realo-
bis Sesatyvisad, centralizebuli xasiaTi hqonda da saxelmwifos in-
teresebTan erTad monarqis piradi mosazrebebiT regulirdeboda. 
ase rom, kulturis politikis deklarirebulad ararseboba ar niSnavs 
imas, rom warsulSi kulturis sferoSi garkveuli xedva saerTod ar 
iyo. xangrZlivi saxelmwifoebrivi da kulturuli tradiciebis mqone 
saqarTveloc, cxadia, am mxriv ver iqneboda gamonaklisi. istoriulad 
qarTuli saxelmwifos mesveurebs, didgvarovan qtitorebs, saekle-
sio moRvaweebs gacnobierebuli hqondaT kulturis sxvadasxva saxis 
(mTargmnelobiTi da originaluri sasuliero da saero literaturis, 
saganmanaTleblo dawesebulebebis-gelaTisa da iyalTos akademiebis, 
qarTuli xuroTmoZRvrebis, naqargobis, Wedurobis, monumenturi 
mxatvrobisa da a.S.) kerebis, aseve qristianuli religiisa da saekle-
sio institutis rogorc im dros sulierebisa da kulturis umTav-
resi orientiris moralur-materialuri mxardaWeris mniSvneloba, 
rameTu xSiri politikuri kataklizmebis gamo isini ara mxolod sa-
xelmwifos mmarTvelobiTi sistemis siZlieris garantad, aramed su-
lierebis, erovnuli cnobierebis ganmtkicebis, eris gadarCenisa da 
misi identobis SenarCunebis tolfasadac miiCneoda. amis dasturad 
marto erTi amonaridis moxmobac ikmarebda giorgi merCulis `gri-
gol xanZTelis cxovrebidan~ (951 w.), sadac kargad Cans mefeTa, 

1 kulturis politikis dokumenti mogvianebiT, 2016 wels, saqarTveloSic 
damtkicda saxelwodebiT `kulturis strategia-2025~.
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didebulTa da berTa TanamoRvaweoba materialur-sulieri kultu-
ris Zeglebis Senebis saqmeSi. erT-erTi didebuli gabriel dafanCu-
li ase mimarTavs tao-klarjeTSi kulturul-samonastro centris 
aRmSenebel grigol xanZTels: `aw Cven Tana ars xorcieli keTili 
da Tqven Tana ars sulieri keTili da ese SevzavneT urTierTas~, 
anu, faqtobrivad, man ganacxada, rom saero pirebs evaldebulebaT 
kulturis SemomqmedTa materialur-finansuri Tanadgoma, ufro 
swored, TanamoRvaweoba. am saxelmwifoebrivi mniSvnelobis frazis 
realizebaa qarTuli saxelmwifos mesveurTa qtitorobis xangrZli-
vi istoriac. amitom es fraza kulturis sferos marTvis-kulturis 
politikis Tavisebur deklarirebadac da kulturis sulier misiadac 
SeiZleba CaiTvalos. gabriel dafanCulis moxmobil sityvebSi Cans 
imis neba-uneburi Segnebac, rom kulturasa da am sferos marTvas, 
anu kulturis politikas Soris organuli korelaciuri kavSiria. es 
aqsioma aqsiomaa dResac. amitom sruliad logikuria, rom saqarTve-
los kulturis politikis mkvlevarma eskizurad moxazos (mxatvris 
msgavsad, romelic Tavdapirvelad eskizs qmnis) qarTuli kulturis 
fsiqologiuri portreti, gamokveTos portretirebulis mxolod ar-
sebiTi fsiqologiuri determinantebis, Cveneuli terminologiiT, 
marker-maxasiaTeblebis nawili, ris saSualebasac mogvcems am statiis 
reglamenti. maTi meSveobiT ki cxadi gaxados kulturisa da misi kvle-
vis organuli  kavSiri  kulturis politikasa da mis implementaciasTan.

adamiani, sazogadoeba rogorc winaistoriul, ise istoriul pe-
riodSi kulturul garemos qmnida da masSive myofobda, magram raoden 
gasakviric ar unda iyos, kulturis warmoSobasa da masze refleqsias 
Soris drois didi monakveTia. ed. koduas azriT, kulturis gaazrebis 
siZnele imis Sedegia, rom kulturis analizi mecnierebis sxvadasxva 
dargSi damkvidrda. aqedanaa kulturis cnebaTa mravalmniSvnelovne-
ba. Cven davamatebdiT, rom ara mxolod amitom, aramed, uwinaresad, 
misi rTuli bunebis gamo kulturis marTlac mravali gansazRvreba 
arsebobs: kultura (cultura) momdinareobs laTinuri sityvidan colere. 
Zv.w.-is III-II saukuneebidan da Semdgom sxvadasxva dros kultura 
niSnavda kultivirebas, movlas, pativiscemas, mfarvelobas, sulis 
damuSavebas, aRzrdas, adamianis sulieri da zneobrivi ganviTarebis 
saSualebas, kulturad miiCneoda is, rac Seqmnili iyo adamianis mier 
SemoqmedebiT-kulturuli Sromis, sxvanairad, misi kulturuli mo-
Txovnebis dakmayofilebis Sedegad da a.S. garda amisa, ed. koduas 
miaCnia, rom kulturis sazrisis wvdoma da calsaxa interpretacia 
TiTqmis SeuZlebelia, radgan kultura rogorc sulierebis gamov-
lena mkvlevrisTvis Znelad misawvdomia (kodua 2001: 6, 7). TiTqos 
winaaRmdegobasTan gvaqvs saqme: erTi mxriv, racionaluri azri kul-
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turis, ase vTqvaT, mTeli sisruliT mouxelTeblobis Sesaxeb da, 
meore mxriv, misi ukideganobidan da siRrmidan gamomdinare, kultu-
ris multixedviT, integralurad, holisturad Seswavlis mocemulo-
ba, rac dRes, globalizaciisa da komunikaciuri teqnologiebis epo-
qaSi, ufro metad da swrafad iqca aucileblobad. kultura gaxda 
multidisciplinuri Seswavlis sagani, Camoyalibda axali interdis-
ciplinuri dargebic: kulturis geografia, sociobiologia, kultu-
ris anTropologia, kulturis fsiqologia, kros-kulturuli fsi-
qologia (is, Sekvecilad rom vTqvaT, dakavebulia kulturaTSori-
si gamokvlevebiT, kulturaTa SedarebiT) da sxv. Tavisi sirTulisa 
da mravalferovani maxasiaTeblebis gamo kulturis, iseve rogorc 
kulturis politikis kvlevisas integralur midgomas efuZnebian, 
rac gulisxmobs momijnave mecnierebaTa sferoebidan mravalgvari 
monacemis, koncefciisa da meTodis gamoyenebas. mxolod miRebuli 
Sedegebis gaTvaliswinebiTaa SesaZlebeli Tanamedrove globalur 
samyaroSi erovnuli kulturis dacva-ganviTareba da Tavad sferos 
ukeT marTvac. am lokaluri Temis Sejamebad rom vTqvaT, gamodis, 
rom kulturis mravali rakursiT Secnoba adamianis (eris) Secnobaa 
da piriqiT. Tu davuSvebT erisa da kulturis sinonimurobas, maSin 
kulturuli Rirebulebebis erTgvar gansaxovnebad unda miviCnioT 
am statiis obieqti-eris arsebiTi fsiqomaxasiaTeblebi rogorc 
instrumentebi misi kulturis fsiqologiuri eskizis Sesaqmnelad. 
sanam uSualod am eskizis pirvel monasmebs movniSnavT, aRvniSnoT, rom 
amisTvis unda gamoviyenoT kulturis fsiqologiis miRwevebi eris/
kulturis  kvlevisas.  kulturis   fsiqologiam –  mecnierebis  am  Seda-
rebiT axalma dargma, romelic, upirvelesad, eTnologiisa da kul-
turuli anTropologiis gadakveTaze Camoyalibda, gansakuTrebuli 
aqtualoba SeiZina mcire saxelmwifoebisa da erebis kulturuli 
`gadarCenis~ TvalsazrisiT globalizaciis dros, roca xdeba kul-
turaTa asimilacia, mravali kulturuli jgufis Taviseburebebis 
nivelireba da gaqroba, gansakuTrebiT mcire erebisTvis (cxadia, 
CvenTvisac) damaxasiaTebeli iseTi socio-kulturuli Tavisebure-
bebisa, romlebic araa materialuri da araa dafiqsirebuli werilo-
biTi an raime sxva formiT, mag., ojaxuri, mezobluri, megobruli, 
genderuli, mcire jgufebis urTierTobebis formebi da maTi sxva 
kulturuli maxasiaTeblebi. imis gaTvaliswinebiT, rom fsiqikuris 
gareSe kultura ar arsebobs, kulturis fsiqologiis sagani aris 
kulturisa da fsiqikis kavSiris dadgena; kulturis fenomenebis 
fsiqologiuri analizi; eTnikuri erTobis niSniT gaerTianebuli 
jgufebis kulturaTa fsiqologiis kvleva. kulturis fsiqologiaSi 
xSirad svamen kiTxvas: ra gansxvavebaa sxvadasxva qveynis kulturebs 
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Soris da ra ganapirobebs am gansxvavebas? am kiTxvaze pasuxis ga-
sacemad Rrma samecniero diskusSi, cxadia, ver SevalT, magram da-
TanxmebiT gavimeorebT kulturis fsiqologiaSi miRebul azrs, rom, 
viwro gagebiT, es SesaZlebelia eniT, religiiT, wes-CveulebebiT, 
cxovrebis stiliT, samzareuloTi, xelovnebiT, istoriiT, marTvis 
sistemiT, xasiaTis garkveuli niSnebiTa da sxva maxasiaTeblebiT, 
romlebiTac gansxvavdeba sxvadasxva xalxi erTmaneTisagan. farTo 
gagebiT ki sxvadasxva kultura arsebiTi RirebulebebiT sxvaobs 
(https://azrovnebisakademia.ge/rith-ganskhvavdeba-skhvadaskhva-qveqhnis-kultura-
erthmanethisgan-phsiqologi-gaga-nizharadze/). 

logikurad ibadeba kiTxva, rogor vikvlioT kulturebi, Tu 
isini da, cxadia, maTi matarebeli xalxebi gansxvavdeba Rirebulebi-
Ti sistemiT? am SemTxvevaSic, rom ityvian, davesesxebiT fsiqologebs: 
sxvadasxva kultura samyaros sxvadasxvagvar interpretacias axdens. 
kulturebi mWidrod aris dakavSirebuli faseulobebTan, msofl-
mxedvelobasTan, cxovrebis wesTan, kulturebi gansxvavdeba an erT-
maneTs hgavs pirovnebaTSorisi urTierTobis xasiaTiT, damokidebu-
lebiT droisa da sivrcisadmi, individisa da jgufisadmi, piradi 
da jgufuri pasuxismgeblobisadmi, tradiciisa da siaxlisadmi, Za-
lauflebisadmi, enisadmi, sazogadoebaSi qalisa da mamakacis roli-
sadmi... amis gamo kulturaTa kvlevaSi gansakuTrebuli problemaa 
universaluri kanonzomierebisa da kulturulad specifikuris ur-
TierTmimarTeba. kvlevisas eyrdnobian orgvar midgomas: eTic-ursa 
(etic) da emic-urs (emic). etic-uri gulisxmobs kulturaTa Seswavlas 
universaluri  TvalsazrisiT,  anu  is  e.w.  gare  damkvirveblis  pozici-
idan yvela kulturisTvis saerTos Seswavlaa; emic-uri midgomiT 
kultura Seiswavleba specifikuri TvalsazrisiT. amis Sesabamisad 
gamoikveTa ZiriTadi mimarTuleba, romlis mixedviT bazisuri pro-
cesebi da principebi universaluria, xolo pirovnuli atributebi, 
qceviTi modelebi, normebi, ganwyobebi da Rirebulebebi – indigenur 
(anu regionul) safuZvelzea. orive midgoma tradiciulad aprobire-
bulia. Tumca, gansakuTrebiT maxvildeba yuradReba emic-ur midgoma-
sa da eTnomeTodologiaze, rasac indigenizacias, anu regionulobas 
uwodeben. es sxvanairadac iTqmis, kulturas unda SevxedoT missive 
mkvidris TvaliT (surmaniZe 2001:10). am SemTxvevaSi iTvaliswineben, 
rom nebismieri mkvlevari Tavisi kulturis produqtia. amitom zo-
gierTi dasavluri koncepti SeiZleba Seusabamo aRmoCndes erovnuli, 
Cvens SemTxvevaSi, qarTuli kulturis kvlevisas mis universalurTan 
erTad erovnuli, specifikuri bunebisa da maxasiaTeblebis gamo. 
sakvlev meTodebTan dakavSirebiT damatebiT isic unda iTqvas, rom 
Tanamedrove etapze mkvlevarTa umravlesoba miiCnevs, rom saukeTeso 

https://azrovnebisakademia.ge/rith-ganskhvavdeba-skhvadaskhva-qveqhnis-kultura-erthmanethisgan-phsiqologi-gaga-nizharadze/
https://azrovnebisakademia.ge/rith-ganskhvavdeba-skhvadaskhva-qveqhnis-kultura-erthmanethisgan-phsiqologi-gaga-nizharadze/
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Sedegebi SeiZleba miRebul iqnes mxolod kompleqsuri etic - emic - etic 
midgomebiT, roca gamoiyeneba etic-kategoriebi da emic-saSualebebi.

kultura, rogorc aRiniSna, saxierdeba Tavis sxvadasxva plas-
tsa da kulturis warmomadgenelTa qcevaSi. aqedan gamomdinare, mra-
vali cda arsebobs maTSi kulturis specifikuri maxasiaTeblebis 
povnisa, eZieben maTSi RerZuls, anu kulturis marker-maxasiaTeb-
lebs. holandieli mecnieris, g. hofstedes 1980 wels kulturaTa 
RirebulebiTi orientaciebis farTomasStabianma kvlevam Cauyara 
safuZveli axal eras kulturaTa empiriul SeswavlaSi. kulturis 
kvlevis Tanamedrove etapze sxvadasxva avtorTa mier SemoTavazebu-
lia kulturis ZiriTadi ganzomilebebi, romelTa maxasiaTeblebad 
miiCneva: 1. koleqtivizmi-individualizmi – asaxavs individsa da jgufs 
Soris urTierTmimarTebas; 2. tolerantobis xarisxi; 3. Zalaufleb-
rivi distancia – asaxavs sazogadoebis e.w. dabali fenebis mimarTebas 
socialuri uTanasworobisadmi; 4. gaurkvevlobisgan gaqceva (Tavis 
arideba) – esaa adamianTa emociuri damokidebuleba im situaciebi-
sadmi, romelTac Znelad prognozirebadad miiCneven. Cveulebriv, 
aseT kulturebSi didi mniSvneloba eniWeba dadgenil normebs, wesebsa 
da ritualebs; 5. maskulinoba-feminuroba – gulisxmobs sqesTa soci-
aluri diferencirebulobis xarisxs; 6. adamianis bunebis Sefaseba 
rogorc kargis, cudis an Sereulis da a.S. (surmaniZe 2001: 81,82). cxadia, 
gamoyofen sxva maxasiaTeblebsac, magram Cven statiis reglamentis 
gamo yuradRebas SevaCerebT pirvel or maxasiaTebelze. rac Seexeba, 
koleqtivistur da individualistur kulturaTa klasificirebas, 
swored g. hofstedem Camoayaliba pirvelad es cnebebi, romlebic 
Semdgom sxva mkvlevrebma ganavrces da ufro daazustes. n. Ciqovansac 
isini miaCnia erT-erT wamyvan fsiqologiur maxasiaTeblebad, romel-
Ta meSveobiT ganisaRvreba kulturis saxe (Ciqovani 2005:179). movix-
moT individualistur da koleqtivistur kulturaTa ganmartebani 
mkvlevrebis-hofstedeebis mixedviT: `pirveli iseTi sazogadoebis 
kulturaa, romelSic individebs Soris kavSirebi sustia. yvela Ta-
visTvis an ojaxis uaxloes wevrebs uvlis. sapirispirod koleqtiviz-
mi axasiaTebs iseT sazogadoebas, sadac adamianebi Zlier Sekrul jgu-
febSi erTiandebian. mudmivi erTgulebis sanacvlod Sida jgufebi 
pirovnebas mTeli sicocxlis ganmavlobaSi icaven~ (hofstede 2011: 75). 
davamatebdiT: individualistur kulturebSi sazogadoebis ZiriTadi 
erTeulia individi. is ufro mniSvnelovania, vidre mTeli jgufi. misi 
cxovrebis mTavari regulatori ki kanonia, aseve religia; Tanaswo-
robisa da Tavisuflebis maRali xarisxi; individualisturi kultu-
ris mniSvnelovani maxasiaTeblebi da Rirebulebebia: damoukidebloba, 
sakuTari azris gamoxatva, karieruli miznebi. individualizmis in-
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deqsi yvelaze maRalia anglo-saqsur, Crdilo da centralurevro-
pul, Crdiloamerikul, avstraliur kulturebSi. koleqtivistur 
kulturebSi ki jgufis interesebi prevalirebs individualurze. 
koleqtivizmi adamians ganixilavs ara rogorc calkeul individs, 
aramed rogorc jgufis wevrs. mis ZiriTad Rirebulebas harmonia war-
moadgens, romelic miiRweva ara piradi aramed jgufisa da sociumis 
interesebis   gaTvaliswinebiT.   aRmosavluri   kulturebi,     umeteswi-
lad, koleqtivisturia. romel jgufs unda mivakuTvnoT qarTuli 
kultura? kulturis mkvlevar qarTvel fsiqologebs miaCniaT, rom 
qarTuli kultura mcire jgufebze orientirebuli klasikuri ko-
leqtivisturi kulturaa. `aq ZiriTadi socialuri erTeulia naTe-
saoba, samegobro, samezoblo... da yoveldRiur cxovrebas gansazR-
vravs swored am jgufebSi arsebuli normebi~ (niJaraZe 2003: 24). amis 
ZiriTad mizezad saxeldeba saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi saqarTvelos 
damokidebuleba ucxo qveynebze, roca sakuTari qveynis bedis ga-
dawyvetaSi mosaxleoba, eri ver iRebda monawileobas da adamianur 
urTierTobaTa lokacia viwrovdeboda, individis pasuxismgeblobis 
xarisxi mxolod mcire koleqtiviT Semoifargleboda da ar vrcel-
deboda ersa da saxelmwifoze (niJaraZe 2001: 7). imave mecniers miaCnia, 
rom saqarTveloSi mcire jgufi ara marto ZiriTadi, aramed TviTkma-
ria, anu SesaZlebelia mcire jgufis farglebSive ZiriTadi socialu-
ri moTxovnilebis (urTierToba, Zalaufleba, prestiJi, warmateba...) 
dakmayofileba. Sedegad yalibdeba qarTuli kulturisaTvis tipuri 
Tvisebebi: kompetenturoba urTierTobebSi, stumarTmoyvareoba, kon-
servatorizmi, Tavneboba, sajaro qcevis Cveva-unarebis deficiti 
da a.S. (niJaraZe 2003: 24, 32). Tumca sxvagan igive avtori wers, rom 
ukanasknel dros SeimCneva cvlilebebi, Tanamedrove moTxovnebisad-
mi adaptireba, rac individualisturi sazogadoebisTvisaa saxasi-
aTo, mag., qalis rolis gazrda sazogadoebriv asparezze; profesiuli 
unar-Cvevebisa da ara sanaTesaosadmi kuTvnilebis mixedviT dasaq-
mebis moTxovna; miswrafeba codnis xarisxis gazrdisadmi. aRniSnulia 
isic, rom damoukideblobis periodSi saqarTvelos sazogadoebaSi 
Zalian seriozul cvlilebebs aqvs adgili, umTavresad, „dasavleTis 
mimarTulebiT“, rasac ramdenime faqtori uwyobs xels – sabazro 
ekonomika, yvela xelisuflebis mier gacxadebuli prodasavluri 
gezi da, yovelive amis safuZveli – istoriuli, Tumca zogjer 
arcTu kargad gacnobierebuli, ltolva evropisaken da sxv. (http://
sainteresoadamianebi.1tv.ge/?id=91; niJaraZe 2015: 5). 

g. niJaraZem qarTuli kulturis daxasiaTeba sxva fsiqologiuri 
maxasiaTebliTac scada. kerZod, man gamoiyena germaneli fsiqiatris, 
er. kreCmeris (1888-1964), pirovnebaTa fsiqiatriuli klasifikacia, 

http://sainteresoadamianebi.1tv.ge/?id=91
http://sainteresoadamianebi.1tv.ge/?id=91
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romlebic gadatanil iqna kulturebze. mis mixedviT, yovel kultu-
raSi miRebuli normebi da faseulobebi midrekilia paranoiduli, 
katatoniuri Tu isteroiduli mimarTulebiT. misi azriT, qarTuli 
kultura isteroiduli kulturis tipia. misTvis saxasiaToa emociis 
intensiuroba. qarTuli kulturis isteroiduli xasiaTis yvelaze 
mkafio gamoxatulebad ki miaCnia misi bazuri ritualebi – panaSvidi 
da sufra (niJaraZe 2000: 12).

kulturis translirebis diapazoni ukideganod farToa – kre-
biTad rom vTqvaT, igi fiqsirdeba materialursa da aramaterialur 
mocemulobebSi. kulturas gansazRvraven rogorc daswavlil qce-
vasac. igi moicavs yvela saxis Cvevad gardasaxul qcevas, moqme-
debas, ideas, azrs, Rirebulebas, faseulobas, romelTac Cven vaxor-
cielebT, veTanxmebiT, viziarebT da mniSvnelobas vaniWebT rogorc 
organizebuli sazogadoebis, koleqtivis, ojaxis wevrebi. kultu-
ra qcevis uZlieresi determinanticaa da subieqturi codnisa da 
interpretaciis mniSvnelovani wyaroc. socialur-kulturuli indi-
vidi da jgufi warmoadgens analizis erTeuls. empiriuli analizis 
erT-erTi gzaa individisa Tu socjgufis qcevaze dakvirveba da Se-
degebis mecnieruli translireba. qcevis fsiqologiis kvlevasTan 
dakavSirebiT aucileblad unda iTqvas Tundac oriode sityva fran-
gi mecnieris, g. le bonis (1841-1931) Sesaxeb, romelmac Seqmna `erebis 
fsiqologia~ (1895 w.). is pirveli naSromia qcevis mecniereli axsnisa. 
am naSromTan erTad mis sxva wignebsac did mniSvnelobas aniWebdnen, 
mis   mecnierul  postulatebs   swavlobdnen  da   akritikebdnen   kidec, 
mag., froidi Tavis wignSi `masebis fsiqologia da egos analizi~. le 
bonis mixedviT, civilizaciis safuZvels eris suli warmoadgens; 
mas miaCnia, rom yoveli eri mdgrad fsiqikur organizacias flobs. 
misi moraluri da inteleqtualuri Taviseburebani, romelTa er-
Toblioba eris suls gamoxatavs, warmoadgens misi warsulis sin-
Tezs, mis winaparTa memkvidreobasa da misi qcevis mizezs; erebis 
fsiqikuri wyobidan gamomdinareobs maTi codna samyarosa da cxov-
rebis Sesaxeb, maTi qceva da istoriac. miuxedavad imisa, rom igi 
erebis fsiqologiur Tvisebebs mdgradad miiCnevs, mainc Tvlis, rom 
aris mravali faqtori, romlebsac fsiqologiuri Tvisebebis Secvla 
SeuZliaT. esenia: moTxovnilebebi, brZola arsebobisTvis, garkve-
uli garemos moqmedeba, aRzrda, aRmsarebloba da sxv. (le boni 2021: 
6, 17, 118). iTvleba, rom le bonis Sexedulebani qcevis fsiqologiaze 
aqtualobas ar kargavs Tanamedrove mecnieruli kvlevebisTvisac. 
qceviT gamoxatuli eris kulturis demonstrirebis TvalsazrisiT 
sainteresoa qarTveli mkiTxvelisTvis kargad cnobili daxasiaTeba 
qarTveli eris qceva/xasiaTisa vaxuSti batoniSvilis (1696-1757) mier 
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Tavisi naSromis erT karSi – `zneni da Cveulebani saqarTvelosani~. es, 
faqtobrivad, qarTveli eris fsiqologiuri daxasiaTebaa. movixmobT 
mas fragmentulad: „kacni amis qveynisani arian... mxneni muSakni, WirTa 
momTmeni... amayni, laRni, saxelis meZiebelni... stumarTa da ucxoT 
moyuareni; mxiarulni, ukeTu orni anu samni arian ararai SeiWirvian; 
uxuni, arca Tvissa da arca sxvisas krZalaven, saunjeTa ara mmesvel-
ni, gonierni, msrafl-mimxdomni, mCemebelni, swavlis moyuareni, urTi-
erTs mimyolni, sikeTis damswavlelni da mimgebelni, sircxvilis mde-
varni, keTilborotzed adre mimdrekni, Tavxedni, didebis moyuareni, 
Tualmgebni moTakileni“ (vaxuSti batoniSvili 1973: 45). qarTveli eris 
vaxuStiseuli daxasiaTeba SeiZleba garkveulad araTanamedrove da 
nakleb mecnierulia, magram igi eris qceviTi modelebis, pirovnul-
erovnul atributebis, fsiqologiuri maxasiaTeblebis (ZiriTadad 
dadebiTis) gansazRvris nimuSia. gamomdinare iqidan, rom Tanamedrove 
fsiqologiaSi logikuria adamianis qcevis universaliebis aRmoCe-
nis SesaZleblobis daSveba, miuxedavad imisa, rom kulturaTa So-
ris universalur procesTa ganviTarebisa da gamovlinebis farTo 
speqtri SeiZleba arsebobdes, vaxuStiseuli es `analizi~ nebiT Tu 
uneburad ufro qarTvelis qcevis universaliebis gamokveTis pirvel 
sistematizebul mcdelobad unda CaiTvalos, da ara martiv empiriul 
dakvirvebad. 

qarTuli kulturis fsiqologiuri raobis gansazRvris mcde-
lobaa mkvlevar k. kapanelis (1889-1952) ZiriTadi naSromebic. igi, 
ucxoeTSi ganswavluli, kulturfsiqologiuri gansazRvrebani rom 
moviSvelioT, dasavlur individualistur kulturas naziarebi mec-
nieri, koleqtivisturi qarTuli kulturis daxasiaTebas cdilobs 
ZiriTadad qarTuli literaturisa da misi personaJebis meSveobiT. 
rogorc misi erTi naSromis winasityvaobaSi aRniSnavs ed. kodua, `misi 
amocanaa, aCvenos, rogor airekleba da gamoisaxeba erovnuli suli 
Tu erovnuli goni mxatvrul saxeebSi, ZiriTadad literaturul 
SemoqmedebaSi, rogoria xalxis sulisa da gonis literaturuli 
saxeba...~ (kapaneli 1996: 5). igi formulebsac ayalibebs: `qarTuli 
literatura qarTuli kulturis refleqsologiaa“ an `qarTuli 
literatura qarTuli sulis genetikuri fsiqologiaa~. k. kapaneli 
ZiriTadad operirebs ara kulturis, aramed sulis cnebiT. amitomac 
uwodebs   Tavis   erT-erT   wigns  `qarTuli   suli  esTetiur   saxeebSi~, 
Tumca calke narkvevic aqvs `qarTuli kulturis suli~, sadac aseve 
sulis cneba dominirebs. kultura, gardasaxuli qcevaSi, moqmedeba-
Si, xasiaTSi k. kapanelis samecniero interesis saganic xdeba. misi 
pozicia qarTvelis fsiqologiuri maxasiaTeblebisadmi mkveTrad 
kritikulia Tavis narkvevSi `qarTuli kulturis suli~ igi calke 
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gansjis sagnad aqcevs `qarTul tips~, anu igi, faqtobrivad, qcevis 
universaliebis Ziebis mcdelobiT mkiTxvels warudgens, miseuli 
warmodgeniT, qarTvelis ganzogadebul saxes-tips, sadac mas qar-
Tvelis, rogorc Tavad wers, erovnul-istoriul Tvisebebad miaCnia 
iseTi negatiuri Tvisebebi, rogorebicaa Ralati, gancalkevebuloba, 
urTierdaundobloba, ampartavneba, piradi interesebis prioritetu-
loba sazogadoebrivze, Suri, muxanaToba, vergagoba da a.S. k. kapaneli 
askvnis, rom qarTvelTa qcevis am fsiqologiurma maxasiaTeblebma 
garkveulad gansazRvra Cveni istoriisa da kulturis sporaduli, 
arasistemuri xasiaTi (kapaneli 1996: 7, 26). aucileblad unda vaxsenoT, 
k. kapanelis saxeldebiT, misi organotropuli Sexedulebac, romlis 
Tanaxmad, sinamdvile gansazRvravs sulier fenomenebs (anu kulturis 
saxeebs – v.S.), aseve sulieri fenomenebi-sinamdviles, rac Tanamed-
rove kulturfsiqologebis zemoT moxmobil SexedulebaTa garkve-
uli Tanafardia. k. kapanelis formulebad Camoyalibebuli azrebi 
literaturasa da fsiqologias Soris genetikuri kavSiris Sesaxeb, 
cxadia, literaturis garda kulturis sxva plastebsac exeba, magram 
misi ZiriTadi amocanaa, rogorc vTqviT, qarTuli literaturis 
araerTi Zeglis, personaJis daxasiaTeba da maTi meSveobiT qarTuli 
sulis/kulturis „kvalificireba“, fsiqologiis gadmocema. igi er-
Tgan wers, rom „qarTuli suli isteriulia (gavixsenoT g. niJaraZis 
Sexeduleba, rom qarTuli kultura isteroiduli kulturis ti-
pia) da  paTetiuri...  qarTvelis  fsiqologiurad Jonglioria  da  ak-
robati... Cveni kulturis provincializmi damTavrda logikurad per-
sonalizmiT... socialuri arsebobisa da TviTSenaxvis instiqti CvenSi 
ar moqmedebs. qarTveli piradi interesebis TvalsazrisiT uyurebs 
yovelgvar sazogado saqmes, yovelgvar istoriul moZraobas~. amitom 
Tvlis, rom `qarTuli kulturisTvis damaxasiaTebelia iracionaliz-
mi~, rasac aradasavlur niSnad miiCnevs (kapaneli 1996: 327, 328). erTi 
SexedviT, TiTqos winaaRmdegobaa k. kapanelis mier personalisturad 
da maRla mcire koleqtivisturad miCneul qarTul kulturas Soris, 
Tumca, aq, Cveni azriT, faqtobrivad, Sinaarsobrivi erTgvarobaa, 
mxolod „terminologiur“ sxvaobasTan gvaqvs saqme. erTsac vityviT, 
misi kritikuli mosazrebani qarTvelisTvis tipur fsiqokulturul 
maxasiaTeblebze dRes gadasaxedia, Tumca misi samecniero mosazre-
bani saintereso da sagulisxmoa qarTuli kulturis genezisis kvlevis 
TvalsazrisiT.

meore qarTveli mecnieri g. asaTianic (1928-1982) literaturisa 
da xalxuri nawarmoebebis meSveobiT cdilobs, gaarkvios rogorc 
Tavad aRniSnavs, qarTuli xasiaTi da esTetikuri buneba. SevCerdebiT 
mis mxolod erT postulatze: upirvelesad, igi Tvlis, rom qarTuli 
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kultura araa aRmosavlurisa da dasavluris martivi jami, aramed 
maTi sinTezia. xazs usvamda, rom qarTul kulturaSi sxvadasxva Sena-
kadis arseboba ar niSnavda mis ekleqtizms, piriqiT, igi `bunebrivad 
amTlianebs Tavis wiaRSi ara mxolod monaTesave nakadebs, aramed 
zogierT sapirispiro... mdinarebasac~ (asaTiani 1982: 11, 14). amis 
ilustrirebas axdens zogierTi qarTveli poetis Semoqmedebis zoga-
di daxasiaTebiT da askvnis, rom sinTezurobis Sedegad zogadad 
qarTuli kulturis TviTmyofadi bunebis Sesacnobad saWiro iqneboda 
iv. javaxiSvilis masStabis mecnier-istorikosis, filosofosis, so-
ciologis, anTropologis, eTnografis, fsiqologis, lingvistis, 
xelovnebaTmcodnisa da literaturaTmcodnis erToblivi Sroma (asa-
Tiani 1982: 9). aqve SevniSnoT, rom qarTul kulturaSi aRmosavlur-
dasavluri kulturis `elementTa~ Tanaarseboba mecnierTa gansjis 
sagani mravaljer iqca. mkvlevarTa mier aqcentireba xdeba, rom amis 
umTavresi mizezia saqarTvelos mdebareoba kulturaTa sasazRvro 
zonaSi. T. gamyreliZec gamokveTs swored geografiul faqtors, 
kerZod, saqarTvelos mdebareobas rogorc kontinentis aziuri da 
evropuli nawilebis gamaerTianebeli regionisa, da rac CvenTvisaa 
sagulisxmo, rogorc ganmapirobebels qarTuli kulturis saxis for-
mirebisa, romelic, misi azriT, ar ganekuTvneba arc dasavlursa da 
arc aRmosavlur kulturebs. aramed igi am kulturaTa `simbiozis, 
sinTezis, Serevisa da Serwymis Sedegia~ (gamyreliZe 2001: 5,6). mar-
Tlac, dRes sadavo araa, rom istoriulad civilizacia-kultura-
Ta mijnaze-zRvarze saqarTvelos amgvarma geografiulma lokaciam 
udidesi roli Seasrula qarTuli kulturis gansakuTrebuli saxis 
CamoyalibebaSi. amasTan dakavSirebiT unda aRiniSnos, rom XX sauku-
nis dasasrulsa da XXI saukunis dasawyisSi mecnierTa yuradRebis cent-
rSi sul ufro metad eqceva zRvruli procesebi kulturaTa, xalxebsa 
da qveynebs Soris, rac am dros msoflioSi mimdinare globalizacia-
integraciasTan erTad lokalizaciis procesebma da misma negati-
urma Sedegebma ganapiroba. sazRvrulad iTvleba is sivrceebi, sadac 
eTnikuri, konfesiuri, geopolitikuri, kulturul-istoriuli da sxva 
procesebi iyris Tavs, urTierTkveTs da Tanaarsebobs. saqarTvelo 
ki (da, cxadia, ara mxolod is) istoriulad aseTi geopolitikuri da 
kulturuli lokacia iyo. amitom qarTul kulturas savsebiT SeiZle-
ba miesadagos dRes farTod gamoyenebuli sasazRvro kulturis cneba. 
Zalze niSandoblivad migvaCnia sasazRvro kulturis mniSvnelobas-
Tan dakavSirebiT erTi mosazreba, rom farTo gagebiT kultura Se-
iZleba arsebobdes da viTardebodes mxolod kulturaTa sazRvarze, 
sxva kulturebTan TanaarsebobiTa da mimarTebiT (Библер 1991: 286). 
Cvenc vTvliT, rom kulturaTa da civilizaciaTa sakontaqto zonaSi 
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qarTuli kulturis arsebobis, anu monacvleobiT xan aRmosavleTisa 
(irani, arabuli samyaro, TurqeTi) da xan dasavleTis (romi, bizantia, 
ruseTi, evropa) gavlenis qveS moqcevis gamo qarTul kulturaSi 
xan dasavluri maxasiaTeblebi sWarbobda, xan-aRmosavluri. amasve 
miuTiTebs n. Ciqovani, roca wers: `Cvens kulturaSi `daileqa~ rogorc 
erTis, ise meoris ganmasxvavebeli niSnebi, gamomuSavda kidev mesa-
me – orivesgan ganmasxvavebeli Tvisebebi~ (Ciqovani 2005: 109, 111-121). 
aucileblad unda gaesvas xazi, rom qarTuli kulturis `sinTezu-
robis~ amRiarebel mkvlevarTa mxridan aRiniSna is ara mxolod ro-
gorc faqti, mocemuloba, aramed qveynis istoriuli Znelbedobisas 
misi erTgvari gadamrCenic. k. gamsaxurdiac Tvlis, rom qarTuli kul-
turis es orbunebovneba, sinTezi, `dualizmi Cveni sulisa... uebar 
malamod ewamla Cvensave erovnul arsebobas~ (gamsaxurdia 1976: 149). 
miCneulia, rom qarTuli kulturis am marginalurma mdgomareobam 
dasavleTsa da aRmosavleT Soris, anu iman, rom igi arc dasavluri da 
arc  aRmosavluri  kulturis  tipia,  Searbila  kulturuli   gaorebisa 
da sakuTari saxis dakargvis safrTxe orive am samyarosTan urTi-
erTobaSi. `saqarTvelos mdebareobam Camoayaliba erTgvari adapta-
ciis meqanizmi da aRmosavleTqristianulbizantiurTan, muslimursa 
da rusul marTmadideblur samyaroebTan kontaqtis dros qarTul-
ma kulturam SeZlo adekvaturi pasuxis gacema da, am mxriv SesaZlo 
gamowvevebis miuxedavad, SeinarCuna qarTuli kulturis arsebiTi 
tipologiuri maxasiaTeblebi~ (Ciqovani 2005: 160). mecnierTa zemoT 
moxmobili Sexedulebani srul uflebas gvaZlevs, rom saqarTvelos 
istoriuli gzis specifikis gamo dasavlur da aRmosavlur kultu-
raTa sinTezireba da misi gardaqmna am sinTezirebuli kulturis 
mdgrad saxed miviCnioT mis maxasiaTeblad. Tumca, gansazRvreba – 
dasavluri da aRmosavluri kulturebi, aseve maTi qarTul kultura-
ze gavlenis xarisxis samecniero kvleva jer ar dasrulebula, is 
unda gagrZeldes, iseve rogorc erovnuli kulturisa da misi po-
litikis holisturi kvleva. aRmosavleTisa da dasavleTis cnebebTan 
dakavSirebiT, vfiqrobT, sainteresoa fsiqolog g. niJaraZis erTi 
mosazrebis moxmoba. igi Tvlis, rom kulturuli TvalsazrisiT cne-
bebi – evropa da azia, aRmosavleTi-dasavleTi Zalian zogadia da 
pirobiTi. am SemTxvevaSi mTavaria ara kulturuli, aramed geog-
rafiuli faqtori: mecnieruli gamokvlevebi aCveneben, rom zogi-
erTi Rirebulebebi, Sexedulebebi, qceviTi stereotipebi evro-
pul kulturebSi gvxvdeba ufro xSirad an sxva xarisxiT, vidre 
aziurSi da piriqiT. magaliTad mas mohyavs saqarTvelos moxsenieba 
evraziul qveynad da ramdenime farTomasStabian kros-kulturul 
gamokvlevaSi saqarTvelos kulturuli profilis gansazRvra yvela-
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ze `dasavlurad~ aziur (magaliTad, iseTi maxasiaTeblebiT rogori-
caa individualizmi, racionaloba, genderuli Tanasworoba da sxv.) da 
yvelaze `aRmosavlurad~ – evropis qveynebs Soris` (niJaraZe 2015 :25).

maRla aRiniSna, rom qarTuli kulturis `orbunebovneba~, `du-
alizmi~ miCneul iqna misi gadarCenis erT-erT saSualebad. amasTan 
dakavSirebiT sainteresod gveCveneba kidev erTi mosazreba, magram 
mas misi avtori, k. kapaneli, sul sxva rakursiT warmogvidgens. igi wers: 
`Cveni erovnuli kulturis saukeTeso wuTebi epizoduri xasiaTisaa. 
sistemuri xasiaTi Cvens civilizacias ara aqvs. aRmosavleTis urdo-
ebi saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi mosvenebas ar gvaZlevdnen... verc daviT 
aRmaSeneblis gamWriaxobam, verc Tamar mefis elvarebam ver Seqmnes 
sistema xangrZlivi da Seuwyveteli erovnuli kulturisa... raki 
saqarTvelo ar warmoadgenda kulturul-civilizaciur erTeuls, 
raki saqarTveloSi ar arsebobda erTi centri erovnuli kulturisa, 
Cveni mtrebi Cvens samSobloSi SemosvliT bevrs verafers gvavneb-
dnen: marTalia, erT kuTxes aoxrebdnen, magram meore kuTxeSi TiT-
qmis normalurad mimdinareobda kulturul-istoriuli muSaoba... 
eri qmnida civilizaciur Rirebulebebs. swored aman gadaarCina 
saqarTvelo  ganadgurebas,  daRupvas.  warsulSi  rom  momxdariyo  sru-
li centralizacia Cveni kulturisa, Cvens rasobriv-erovnul arse-
bobas bolo moeReboda, iseve rogorc moeRo bolo asurelebisa da 
elinebis arsebobas... amgvarad Cvens kulturul kuTxurobas hqonda 
dadebiTi xasiaTi~ (kapaneli 1996: 324). k. kapanelis es Sexeduleba 
(qarTvelis miseuli kritikulad daxasiaTebisagan gansxvavebiT) sa-
gulisxmod da mecnierulad misaRebad migvaCnia, Tumca mas meti sa-
mecniero argumentacia sWirdeba.

saqarTvelo eTnografiuli mravalferovnebiTac xasiaTdeba, 
cxadia, es ganapirobebs, Tu xelovnuri ar iqneba Cveni formulireba, 
mis mikrokulturaTa sxvadasxvaobas. saqarTvelos sxvadasxva mxaris 
– aRmosavleT-dasavleT saqarTvelos, aseve barisa da mTis gansxvave-
bulma geografiulma, landSafturma, klimaturma da istoriulma 
realobam gansazRvra cxovrebis wesis mravalferovneba. es ki arsebi-
Tad aisaxa: kostiumSi, samzareuloSi, yofa-cxovrebis nairsaxeobaSi, 
mosaxleobis fsiqologiur maxasiaTeblebSi, sxvadasxva kuTxisTvis 
damaxasiaTebel kilo-kavebSi, meurneobisa da sacxovrebeli saxlebis 
saxeobebSi, teqstur folklorSi, qarTuli xalxuri musikis erTian 
polifoniur, magram eTnografiul mxareTa mixedviT gansxvavebul 
musikalur  axmianebaSi,  enaSic.  mxedvelobaSi  gvaqvs  afxazuri,  megru-
li da svanuri enebis arseboba. Tumca saqarTvelos yvela regionis 
saerTo saliteraturo enad rCeboda qarTlulze dafuZnebuli qarTu-
li ena, misi anbani, romelic msoflioSi arsebul 14 anbanTagan erT-er-



304

vaJa SatberaSvili

Tia rogorc saerToqarTuli kulturis produqti da eris kulturu-
li damoukideblobis simbolo. miuxedavad `mikrokulturaTa~ zemoT 
arasrulad CamoTvlili maxasiaTeblebisa, swored erTiani qarTuli 
ena da qarTuli kulturuli da religiuri sivrcisadmi kuTvnilebis 
gancda aerTianebda da aerTianebs saqarTvelos mxareebs.

rogorc iTqva, kulturis saerTaSoriso kvlevebSi kulturis 
ganzomilebad individualistur/koleqtivistur maxasiaTeblebTan 
erTad miiCneva tolerantobis xarisxi. rogor SeiZleba daxasiaTdes 
am mxriv qarTuli kultura? amasTan dakavSirebiT, upirvelesad, xazi 
unda gavusvaT, rom istoriulad is yalibdeboda da viTardeboda 
multieTnosursa da multikulturul garemoSi. mxedvelobaSi gvaqvs 
uSualod saqarTvelos teritoriaze eTnosTa da kulturaTa simravle. 
cnobilia, rom saqarTveloSi 100-mde eTnikuri jgufi saxlobs. am 
realobidan da maRla aRniSnuli qarTuli kulturisTvis saxasiaTo 
ucxo kulturis mimReblobisa da adaptirebis unaridan gamomdinare, 
unda xazi gavusvaT tolerantizms mis saarsebo kulturul sivrce-
Si mosaxle sxva xalxebisa da maTi kulturebis mimarT. cxadia, am 
maxasiaTeblis formirebamac Tavisi istoriuli gza ganvlo: Tavis 
droze amas qristianobis saxelmwifo religiad gamocxadebamac (IV s.) 
Seuwyo   xeli,   romlis   erT-erTi  mTavari  mcneba  swored   Semwynareb-
lobaa. Tumca, aq aranaklebi da SeiZleba erT-erTi ganmapirobebeli 
rolic iTamaSa qristianobis saxelmwifo religiad aRiarebamdec 
azia-evropis gzagasayarze saqarTvelos mdebareobam da amis gamo 
mis teritoriaze mezobeli (da ara marto) eTnosebis gadaadgilebam, 
da zogierTi maTganis dispersiulad Tu kompaqturad damkvidrebis 
gamocdilebam; qarTvel samefo-samTavroebis mesveurTa politikam, 
rac gamoixateboda mtris Semosevebis gamo gaukacrielebul adgileb-
Si politikur-ekonomikuri mosazrebiT sxvadasxva eTnosTa jgufe-
bis gamiznulad Camosaxlebam Tu sxva araerTma faqtorma. garda amis, 
qarTvel tomTa gansaxlebis adgili mravali aswleuli iyo ucxo eTni-
kuri warmomavlobisa da aRmsareblobis xalxis mier dapyroba-agre-
siis obieqti. saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi saqarTveloSi ucxo eTnosTan 
`mimoslvisa~ Tu damkvidrebis Sedegad da paralelurad mimdinare-
obda ara mxolod TanaSeguebis rTuli procesi, aramed kulturaTa 
da tradiciaTa bunebrivi, kanonzomieri da urTiergaziareba-gac-
vlac. es istoriuli procesi avtoqTon qarTvel ers, bunebrivia, Tavis 
mxriv, gamoumuSavebda `ucxo sxeulTan~ Seguebis, Tanacxovrebis unars, 
tolerantul ganwyobas ucxo kulturaTa mimarTac. sxvanairadac 
SeiZleba iTqvas, es kulturuli tolerantizmi qarTuli kulturis 
fsiqologiur determinantad Camoyalibda. amitom sxvadasxva eTnos-
Ta mimarT qarTvel xalxsa da qarTul kulturas qveynis SigniT 
TiTqmis arasdros hqonia, dRevandeli samecniero terminilogia rom 
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movimarjvoT, eTnocentristuli damokidebuleba. eTnocentrizmi 
ki, rogorc viciT, niSnavs sakuTari kulturis miCnevas sxvebze 
aRmatebulad. XX saukunis Sua xanebamde eTnokulturis kvlevaSi ar-
sebobda eTnocentristuli mimarTuleba, Semdeg ki eTnocentrizmis 
sapirispirod Camoyalibda axali Tvalsazrisi eTnorelativizmi, ro-
melic emyareba yvela kulturis Tanabari mniSvnelobis aRiarebas 
(kakitelaSvili, niJaraZe, Ciqovani, CxaiZe, qvriviSvili, wereTeli 
2012: 189, 192). am samecniero instrumentaliebis moSveliebiT SeiZ-
leba iTqvas, rom qarTvelis kulturuli cnobierebisTvis istori-
ulad saxasiaTo iyo tolerantizmi, eTnorelativizmi, sxvanairad 
kulturuli relativizmi da interkulturuli dialogis warmoebis 
unari sxva kulturebsa da maTs warmomadgenlebTan. esec erovnuli 
kulturis erT-erT fsiqologiur maxasiaTeblad unda CaiTvalos.

qarTuli kulturis fsiqotipis eskizurad warmodgenis mcdelo-
bamac cxadi gaxada, rom qarTveli eris rTul istoriul gzaSi adek-
vaturad aisaxa misi kulturis fsiqologiuri determinantebi, kul-
turis fsiqologTa terminologiiT, misi RerZuli maxasiaTeblebi: 
koleqtivisturi da isteroiduli kultura; qarTuli kulturis 
matarebeli eris qceva-xasiaTis mravalsaxovneba; kulturaTa sa-
sazRvro zonaSi mdebareobis gamo dasavlur da aRmosavlur kul-
turaTa sinTezirebisa da adaptirebis Tviseba; eTnografiuli mra-
valferovnebidan gamomdinare, e.w. mikrokulturuli mravalferov-
neba; torelantoba; kulturuli relativizmi da interkulturuli 
dialogis warmoebis unari. saTanado samecniero wyaroebis meSveobiT 
am maxasiaTebelTa ilustrirebiT warmoCnda individualuri saxe 
qarTuli kulturisa da, amave dros, moixaza, zogadad, kulturebTan 
misi  msgavsebani.  Cveni  samecniero  interesebis  farglebSi,  rac   kul-
turis politikis kvlevas moicavs, naTlad gamoikveTa kulturis 
politikis organuli korelaciuri kavSiri kulturasa da mis fsi-
qologiur maxasiaTeblebTan. am ukanasknelis Seswavlis aucileb-
loba da Sedegebis gaTvaliswineba ganisazRvra garantad kulturis 
politikis SemuSavebisa da misi marTebuli implementaciisaTvis. 
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Vazha Shatberashvili
(Georgia)

Psychological Outline of Georgian Culture

Summary

Key words: culture, cultural policy, psychological determinants of Georgian 
culture.

Culture is considered as genetic memory of a nation, since it abundantly projects 
the historical way of the nation, its worldview, value orientations, spiritual potential, 
character and behavior, etc. Culture, as the most national phenomenon, is at the same time 
an existential value system. It exists as a macrophenomenon and is manifested in each 
human being and ethnos, in the form of its various characteristics, including psychological 
determinants. Thus, without the psyche, there exists no culture. All this, in turn, is directly 
related to the subject of our scientific research, i.e. - the Policy of Georgian Culture, the 
aim of which is to study not only culture, but also psychological characteristics and cultural 
requirements of its creator – the human being. Hence, there is an organic correlation 
between cultural policy and culture, as well as its psychological determinants and without 
considering the outcome of its research, it is impossible to develop an adequate cultural 
policy for the purpose of cultural management and its proper implementation. Following 
the logical argumentation of this micro-theme, we have reviewed modern methods of 
cultural research that have been approved in cultural psychology. Initially, we drew 
attention to the fact that this relatively new field of science - cultural psychology - was 
formed at the intersection of ethnology and cultural anthropology. The subject of cultural 
psychology is to define relation between culture and the psyche; psychological analysis 
of cultural phenomena; study of the cultural psychology of groups united by ethnic unity. 
Corresponding study has acquired a special relevance in the era of globalization and more 
notably, due to the threat of homogenization, assimilation, degradation and disappearing of 
cultural characteristics facing the so-called small nations. This, in turn, made our attempt - 
to define such “small nations” - Georgians and their cultural psychological outline - more 
relevant.
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Culture is manifested in the form of various cultural phenomena. In the 
psychological analysis of these phenomena in the study of cultures, it is especially 
problematic to differentiate between universal regularities and cultural specifics, and to 
study their interrelationships. In order to demonstrate these problems and the purpose 
projected in the title of our article, we briefly reviewed the etic (common study for all 
cultures) and the emic (specific study) approaches to research adopted in international 
practice. The conclusion was made, that fundamental principles in culture are universal, 
while personal attributes, behavioral models, norms, attitudes – are indigenous, regional. 
In contemporary cultural studies, despite the validity of both methods, special attention is 
paid to the latter one - the indigenousness. Moreover, we emphasized that in the empirical 
study of cultures with international experience, the axial, or in our terminology, marker 
characteristics of cultures were defined qualitatively and quantitatively differently. 
This direction of study was formed in 1980 by the Dutch scientist, G. Hofstede. Due to 
regulatory limitations, we have highlighted only two key cultural dimensions identified 
by G. Hofstede and afterwards other cultural researchers, in particular: 1.Collectivism 
and individualism; and 2.The degree of tolerance. Based on this international experience 
in cultural studies, as well as taking into consideration the outcome of the research of 
Georgian psychologists within the frames of cultural psychology and including cross-
cultural psychology, the article presents an attempt to prescribe some characteristics, in 
order to define Georgian cultural psychological outline. According to many Georgian 
psychologists, Georgian culture is a classical collectivist culture focused on small groups, 
since the main social unit here is kinship, friendship, neighborhood... and everyday life is 
determined by the rules of behavior existing in these groups. However, it was also noted 
that, taking into consideration the modern requirements, Georgian collectivist culture 
acquires some traces of individualistic culture, and numerous examples are cited to prove 
the abovementioned. 

As for the degree of tolerance defined as one of the cultural dimensions, 
we emphasized with proper argumentation that Georgian culture was historically 
characterized by tolerance, since it was formed and developed in a multiethnic and 
multicultural environment. Numerous historical motives for such multiethnicity have 
been cited: geopolitical location of Georgia; the entry and establishment of ethnic groups 
from neighboring countries due to victimization or other reasons; deliberate resettlement 
of foreign ethnic groups in areas depopulated by the enemy to improve the economic 
situation by the leaders of the political units of Georgia; for the purpose of changing the 
ethnography by the Russian Empire granting privileges to them for intensive settlement 
in Georgia, etc. We have considered that the combination of such various objective and 
subjective data formed the psychological type of the Georgian nation, for which the 
acceptance and tolerance of foreign ethnic groups and their cultures became organic. As a 
brief conclusion, we mentioned that due to the abovementioned circumstances, this cultural 
tolerance was formed as a psychological determinant of Georgian culture. Therefore, it 
has never been characterized by ethnocentrism, but ethnorelativism was characteristic of 
Georgian cultural consciousness, in other words - cultural relativism and the ability to 
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ensure intercultural dialogue. Along with multiculturalism, ethnographic diversity was 
also defined as a psychological characteristic of Georgian culture as a determinant of 
micro-cultural diversity. Different landscapes, climates and historical realities of different 
geographical parts of Georgia have defined the diversity of lifestyles. This was essentially 
reflected in the depth of a unified Georgian culture, in a certain difference of cultural 
phenomena (costume, cuisine, more or less different behavior-character of the inhabitants 
of different countries, diversity of polyphonic music, etc.).

One of the essential dimensions the Georgian culture article emphasizes is the 
logical and predictable acceptance, processing and transforming of Western (Byzantine) 
or Eastern cultural and spiritual impulses by the national culture, and creating a unique 
national culture due to the historical location of Georgia at the intersection of Eastern 
Europe and Western Asia, as well as the variability of historical circumstances in certain 
time periods. It was also noted, that in cultural studies space boundaries are changed 
where ethnic, confessional, geopolitical, cultural-historical and other processes converge, 
intersect and coexist. Georgia has historically been such a geopolitical and cultural 
location. Therefore, the concept of border culture, which is widely used today, can be 
fully applied to Georgian culture. This marginal state of Georgian culture between the 
West and the East, that is, it represents neither a Western nor an Eastern type of culture, 
mitigated the threat of cultural duplication and loss of image in relation to both of these 
worlds. This essential geopolitical factor has conditioned one of the defining psychological 
characteristics of Georgian culture - the ability to adapt, synthesize and sustainability. In 
order to further scientific argue this assessment, we have invoked similar views of many 
Georgian specialists of culturology, writers, linguists.

The range of cultural transmission is wide - it is fixed in tangible and intangible 
circumstance. It is also defined as learned behavior. One of the ways of empirically 
analyzing the culture of a nation expressed through behavior, is to observe the behavior of 
an individual or a social group and to transmit the results scientifically. Since the culture is 
the strongest determinant of behavior of human being and ethnos, in order to present this 
psychological phenomenon, in particular, the character of Georgians, we have considered 
behavior of Georgians provided in Georgian historical sources and literature - empirical 
examples of psychological impulses of action and psychological determinants; the views 
of Georgian historians, specialists of culturology and writers on the nature of Georgian 
culture and separate attempts to create a psychological portrait of the Georgian nation in 
this regard.

Within the frames of the article, the psychological determinants (collectivist 
culture; multiculturalism and cultural relativism; micro-cultural diversity; synthesis and 
adaptation of Western and Eastern cultures due to their location in the cultural boundaries; 
diversity of Georgian behavior and character, etc.) identified in the attempt to present 
a psychological outline of Georgian culture, clarified the specifics and uniqueness of 
the Georgian nation and its culture, and, at the same time, revealed the existence of the 
universal regularity characteristic of cultures in general.   
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Наталия Никоряк
(Украина)

Фольклорная палитра кинематографического наследия 
Сергея Параджанова

Фольклор как неисчерпаемый источник вдохновения для художников 
разных эпох в показательном смысле стал весомой частью творческого наследия 
кинематографиста Сергея Параджанова (1924-1990), которому удалось предс-
тавить миру украинские, армянские, грузинские и азербайджанские кинематог-
рафические образцы. Собственно, фольклорное кино как таковое берет свое 
начало именно от его фильма «Тени забытых предков» (1964), который, за сло-
вами украинской исследовательницы, «сдетонировал этот процесс в тогдашних 
республиках СРСР: прежде всего в Грузии, где появилась «Мольба» (1967) Т. 
Абуладзе, фильмы за сценариями Резо Чхеквадзе...» (Брюховецька 2003: 153). И 
хотя это направление пока не получило достаточного теоретического осмысления, 
но в творчестве отдельных киномастеров на сегодняшний момент можно четко 
проследить постоянное тяготение к фольклорным источ-никам. Отдельные аспекты 
вопроса были освещены в работах Л. Брюховецкой, И. Дзюбы, С. Тримбача, Н. 
Зоркой, В. Фомина, Н. Хренова.

Показательно, что художники не просто брали за основу фольклорные 
жанры (сказки, легенды, предания и т. п.) или тексты, основанные на фольклорном 
материале. Они погружались в национальную культуру глубоко, поднимая на новый 
уровень все этнографическое наследие как материальное (костюмы, домашнюю 
утварь, интерьер и т. п.), так и духовное (обряды, ритуалы, верования, мировоззрение) 
– все то, что экспонирует глубокую национальную идентичность. В частности, как 
акцентируется, сам С. Параджанов понимал, что «кинематограф имеет дело не 
только с реальностью, он интегрирует и синтезирует традиционные искусства, т. е. 
имеет под собой почву, культурные слои которой достигают тысячелетий; а поэтому, 
работая в кино, нельзя забывать об опыте, накопленном предшественниками – мас-
терами живописи, колористами, народными умельцами» (Брюховецкая 2013: 26). 
По убеждению режиссера, «фольклор подсказывает десятки и сотни замечательных 
находок» (Параджанов 2001: 33). Но если отдельные режиссеры сосредотачива-
лись именно на своем национальном фольклоре, то особенностью творческого 
стиля С. Параджанова становится то, что оно не ограничивается контурами одной 
культуры, является поликультурным. По мнению К. Церетели, источником такой 
культурной многовекторности является город, где родился и провел свое детство 
будущий режиссер, – Старый Тифлис, древний район Тбилиси, жители которого 
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были представителями разных национальностей: «Параджанов, как истинный 
житель Тифлиса, впитал в себя многоголосие, многоязычие и эмоциональную 
стихию своего города, его особый вкус, интерес к зрелищам и обрядам» (Церетели 
2001: 16). Да и сам С. Параджанов высказывался: «Режиссер – как ни абсурдна 
эта формулировка, «рождается» в детстве, проявление первых его наблюдений, 
первых, хотя и патологических, чувств – это все детство» (цит. по: Блохин 2002: 16). 
Таким образом, понять причину формирования поликультурного мировоззрения 
художника позволяют прежде всего биографические факты его жизни. 

Интерес к «фольклорным мотивам», «традициям и обрядам», «этнографи-
ческим деталям» четко проявил себя уже в дипломном проекте молодого режиссера 
– экранизации сказки в стихах «Андриеш» (1951). Сказку молдавского писателя Е. 
Букова предложил ему в качестве дипломной работы именно А. Довженко, который 
интуитивно уловил интерес С. Параджанова к фольклору. Хотя работа эта не мог-
ла претендовать на новаторство, сам С. Параджанов замечал, что «это единственная 
из ранних картин, несовершенства которой он не стыдился». Он писал: «До меня 
почти сразу дошла поэтика этой вещи. Песни о пастухе, потерявшем стадо – сим-
вол любви и удачи – я слышал и в Грузии, и в Армении, и уже после, в Карпатах. 
Я пытался создать выразительный строй, исходя непосредственно из народной 
поэзии, мифологии» (Параджанов 2001: 33). Таким образом, знания, впитанные с 
раннего детства, умение видеть фольклорные параллели, помогли начинающему 
режиссеру окунуться полностью в этот текст. 

Этот уникальный дар чувствовать народную поэтику в последствии про-
явился с чрезвычайной силой во всех работах режиссера. Настоящий «взрыв 
автентики» произошел в фильме «Тени забытых предков» (1964), где абсолютно 
новым явилось «концептуальное проявление национальной культуры, фольклора, 
народного творчества и народного мировоззрения» (см.: Брюховецкая 2013). 
Фольклорные коды пронизывают всю ткань этого кинотекста, проявляются во 
всей его поэтике. Тексты, обряды, костюмы, быт, язык, песни, молитвы, закли-
нания, музыка, искусство, религия, символика – и на всей подобной эклектике 
ферментирующий отпечаток гуцульского фольклора (см.: Тіні забутих предків 
1964). В таком фольклорном изобилии, как подчеркивает И. Дзюба, проявилась 
одна из характерных черт параджановского подхода к культуре – он «изобретает» 
свой обряд, соединяя традиционную мифологию с «импровизацией». Исследователь 
акцентирует, что «Тени» при всей своей «поэтичности и самоценности», послужи-
ли ему «своеобразным «путеводителем» в мир народных преданий и сказаний, 
народного быта, искусства, обрядов» (Дзюба 2013: 16). Киновед Л. Брюховецкая 
выводит значение фильма С. Параджанова за пределы киноискусства в область 
этнографии, прогнозируя, что «в будущем не только фольклористы, но и все, кому 
дорого народное искусство, будут изучать фильм, и с его помощью будут состав-
лять впечатление об обычаях гуцулов, об их самобытном искусстве» (Брюховец-
кая 2013: 31). Точка зрения о том, что гениальный текст по своему значению, как 
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правило, выходит за пределы искусства, уже обсуждалась в науке (Червинская 
2010: 41-66). Показательно, что «тяготение к фольклору» стало одной из ключевых 
черт в дальнейшей стилистике С. Параджанова. 

Не менее ярко «фольклорность» проявилась в так называемом кавказском 
цикле, состоявшем из трех знаковых кинотекстов: «Саят-Нова» (1968), «Легенда 
о Сурамской крепости» (1984) и «Ашик-Кериб» (1988). Вершиной творчества С. 
Параджанова, его Эверестом, называют кинопритчу «Саят-Нова» («Цвет граната»), 
поскольку этим фильмом режиссер «начинает новую эстетику, окончательно 
пор-вав с наррацией, предлагая вместо «интересной истории» статику, ряд 
живопис-ных шедевров»: «Цвет граната – это визуальная икона, отсылающая нас 
в иное пространство и время. Каждый кадр – это символическая живопись 
средневековья, где реалистичность уступает место смыслу. Каждый кадр – живо-
писно-композиционно совершенный. Это абсолютно автономная конструкция, 
в которой нельзя изменить ни одной черты, чтобы не разрушить ее целостности» 
(Оганесян 2007: 20). Фильм не только раскрывает духовный мир средневекового 
армянского ашуга Саят-Нова, он является, по образному определению Н. Зоркой, 
«многоцветной фреской жизни народа», «шире – трех народов Кавказа, ибо 
Саят-Нова вырос в Грузии при царе Ираклии – меценате и философе, пережил 
мусульманское нашествие, кончил свои дни в молчаливом одиноком армяно-
григорианском горном монастыре» (Зоркая 2013: 11-12). Кинотекст поднимает 
масштабные темы «вклада личности в общую культуру нации и человечества» 
(Зоркая 2013: 11) и «корней» – «глубины, органичности и плодотворности связей 
человека со взрастившим его миром» (Мейлах 2013: 118). 

Кинолента знакомит нас с древней культурой Армении, с той «почвой», 
которая взрастила одаренного поэта. Мы созерцаем потертые временем камни 
монастырских стен, наскальные храмовые рельефы, средневековые рукописи, ар-
мянские миниатюры, древнюю библиотеку, изысканный кинжал, чашу, покраску 
шерсти мужчинами, ковры, сотканные руками женщин, кружева, сплетенные 
руками царевны, давку винограда, масла, заготовку сена, охоту. Кроме того, ряд 
религиозных и языческих обрядов: омовение, крещение, венчание, отпевание, 
погребение, махат (принесение в жертву барана или петуха), ритуальный танец 
плакальщиц и т. д. (см.: Цвет граната 1968). Всем этим можно эстетически нас-
лаждаться, но, по мнению М. Мейлах, «важнее увидеть в этих предметах тот глу-
бинный, веками концентрировавшийся смысл, который сделал их символами – 
стихов Саят-Новы, поэзии вообще и самого человеческого представления о мире. 
<...> Перед нами куски жизненной реальности, которая не обманывает, – символы, 
созданные самой жизнью, ис-торией, народной культурой, природой и умением; 
вот почему Параджанова так заботила в этом фильме подлинность старинных 
вещей, всех слагаемых материального мира фильма!» (Мейлах 2013: 120-121).

Заметим, не только материальные предметы и обряды несут в фильме 
глубокую смысловую нагрузку, неотъемлемой частью неповторимого образа 
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становится также музыка: народные песни, фрагменты армянской литургии, 
молитвенный речитатив, библейские тексты и неповторимое инструментальное 
сопровождение – все, что, по меткому определению А. Лукашовой, создает «некое 
космическое пространство, где образы просвечивают сквозь образы, евангельская 
символика мешается с древней, языческой; семантико-смысловые уровни мно-
жатся и бесконечно усложняются. Даже там, где, казалось бы, зрительный ряд ос-
новывается на этнографическом материале, сложнейшая многоплановая образная 
поэтика возводит зрителя к первооснове, к всеобщим архетипам, к коллективному 
бессознательному любого народа, независимо от особенностей менталитета и 
реалий его конкретной истории» (Лукашова 2007: 150). 

После долгого и вынужденного перерыва – тяжелых лет «тюремно-ла-
герных» будней, вышел на экраны фильм «Легенда о Сурамской крепости», но 
«ни следов усталости, ни отступления от принципов вечных поисков нельзя найти 
в этой поздней ленте» (Зоркая 2013: 13). В аспекте поэтики данная кинолента 
стала логическим продолжением «Цвета граната». Вернуться С. Параджанову к 
своей творческой работе после тюремных лет помог-ло приглашение директора 
киностудии «Грузия-фильм» Р. Чхеидзе. В 1984 г. режиссеру предложили совместно 
с актером Додо Абашидзе работать над картиной «Легенда о Сурамской крепости» 
по повести грузинского классика Д. Чонкадзе. 

Мифологизированая легенда о прекрасном юноше, добровольно принося-
щем себя в жертву ради защиты родного города, по общепринятому мнению, кор-
нями уходит еще к шумерским источникам. В Грузии древний сюжет конкретно 
модифицировался в народную легенду, где крепость становится аллегорическим 
образом стойкости народного духа. Легенда спровоцировала появление ряда 
версий в грузинской литературе (показательно, что в начале фильма дается отсыл-
ка не только к легенде, но и к ряду текстов грузинских писателей). По сюжету Д. 
Чонкадзе, главный герой, Дурмишхан, покинув свою возлюбленную Вардо, же-
нится на другой. Вардо становится гадалкой и когда у Дурмишхана подрастает 
сын, она добивается принесения его в жертву. С. Параджанов, отталкиваясь от 
этой сюжетной линии, разворачивает героико-патриотическую идею, заложен-
ную в легенде, комментируя трактовку своей версии: «В самом произведении, 
чтобы выстояли стены Сурамской крепости, в жертву приносится мальчик Зураб, 
и жертва – предмет мести гадал-ки. Мы ушли от этой трактовки и превратили 
жертвоприношение в самопожертвование героя, несущего очищение отцовской 
судьбе и отдающего жизнь во имя Родины…» (цыт. по: Блохин 2002: 247). 

Уже с первых кадров перед нами разворачивается автенти-ка: череда гру-
зинских национальных кодов – стены древней крепости, традиционный рог, 
который сигналит о важном событии, приготовление раствора для постройки стен 
(по древнему способу замешанного на яйцах), пестрый восточный базар, ковры, 
чеканные кинжалы, старинные вазы, уникальные витражи, народные инструменты, 
традиционные танцы, грузинские народные песни, мусульманские песнопения, 
народные и религиозные обряды (по-хороны, свадебный ритуал, крещение, брач-
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ная ночь, молитвы, гадания, игрища, жертвоприношение, оплакивание, прекло-
нение), мифологические и исторические образы (Амирани-Прометей, Нино, Тамар, 
Парнавас) (см.: Легенда о Сурамской крепости 1984). Н. Зоркая акцентирует, что 
«тончайшее параджановское чувство национальной культуры, эстетики, стиля 
сказалось здесь в режиссерском решении, почти неправдоподобно адекватном 
грузинским живописным и театральным традициям. И если «Тени забытых пред-
ков» явились фильмом истинно украинским, если в «Цвете граната» воплотилось 
само понятие об армянском религиозном духе и красоте, то «Легенда о Сурамской 
крепости» вобрала в себя поэзию грузинской древности, суровую и одновременно 
изысканную фактуру национального фольклора, зрелища, фрески» (Зоркая 2013: 
13). С. Параджанову, овладевшему пониманием сути архаического, синкретичного 
мифологического сознания, в данном случае удалось прочувствовать и передать 
мировоззренческую глубину грузинской культуры, «особенности подсознатель-
ного мира параджановского творчества – в развитой системе мифологического 
мышления, причем архетипического мышления, а не конкретно национального» 
(Саркисян 2013: 128). Подключая при этом весь традиционный ресурс для вос-
создания «архаической» эпохи, режиссер, вместе с тем, изначально философски 
переосмысливает значимость подвига, цену самопожертвования, придав тем самым 
героическую эпичность всему сюжету («Если у народа есть юноша, который 
способен замуровать себя в стене крепости, страна эта и народ ее – непобедимы» 
(Нико Лордкипанидзе)).

Наконец, заключительная кинолента, которая вошла в кавказкую трилогию, 
– «Ашик-Кериб», была обозначена критиками «альбомом персидских миниатюр» 
(Михалкович 2013: 223). Роботу над фильмом С. Параджанов завершил в 1988 г. 
на той же киностудии «Грузия-фильм», преимущественно с теми же актерами Д. 
Абашидзе, С. Чиаурели, однако главную роль тут сыграл начинающий актер Юрий 
Мгоян. 

В основу кинотекста традиционно положен фольклорный жанр, но на 
этот раз была взята турецкая народная сказка, некогда (в 1837 г.) записанная 
М. Лермонтовым со слов «неведомого сказителя» (Михалкович 2013: 223). С. 
Параджанов знал эту историю еще с детства, поскольку сюжет «Ашик-Кериба» 
издавна бытовал в фольклоре народов Кавказа, Закавказья и Ближнего Востока. 
Сюжет сказки довольно традиционен: бедный поэт Ашик-Кериб полюбил девушку 
Магуль-Мегери, дочь богатого турка с Тифлиса. Единственным богатством юноши 
был сааз (турецкий народный инструмент). Игрой на нем Ашик-Кериб воспевал 
известных витязей, развлекал гостей на пышных свадьбах, но разбогатеть так и не 
удавалось. «Наивный» («гариб») юноша отравляется в путь в поисках достойной 
платы, «его песня, дополненная жестами, снова зазвучит. На караванных путях, на 
символических свадьбах глухих, немых и слепых, у кичливых султанов, у монахов 
и магов он покорит всех единственно своим очарованием и щедростью поэта. Его 
судьба будет сталкиваться с обманом, ненавистью и ложью, но среди всех этих по-
роков он сумеет сберечь чистое сердце. Семь лет странствий принесут ему убеждение, 
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что и в самом глубоком отчаянии можно сохранять истинные ценности» (Казальс 
2013: 250). Ашуг, не единожды обманутый, не добился богатства, но с помощью 
святого Саркиса сумел благополучно вернуться домой и жениться на верной Ма-
гуль-Мегери. Таким образом, вновь поднимается излюбленная параджановская те-
ма – тема «творчества поэта» (шире – художника), который никогда не разлучается 
со своим саазом и остается творцом в любых обстоятельствах. 

Не трудно заметить, что мотивы этой фольклорной сказки типологичны 
и встречаются у других народов: невозможность быть вместе влюбленным из-
за имущественного неравенства (богатый/бедный), испытания разлукой чувств 
влюбленных, числовая магия (семь, три), преодоление пространства с помощью 
колдовства и заклинаний, помощь святых или ангелов, типологической является 
и концовка: добро побеждает зло. Но в фильме «Ашик-Кериб» мы наблюдаем 
синкретизм всех оттенков кинопалитры (см.: Ашик-Кериб 1988). Тут, по замечанию 
П. Казальса, как «этнограф Кавказа», как «настоящий кавказский сказочник», 
С. Параджанов вводит в свой фильм «святое и мирское»: «Можно изобразить 
гусей так, что они будут выглядеть, как иконы, а простые кувшины преобразятся 
в дарохранительницы, вплетаясь в живую ткань картины чистой музыкальной и 
поэтической нитью» (Казальс 2013: 251). Как не раз подчеркивалось, «уникальный 
талант Параджанова вобрал в себя и воплотил на экране поэтику Закавказья 
– в целостности, в его уникальном соседстве столь разных сосуществующих 
национальных культур. Личностное начало в этом художнике было могучим, 
переплавлявшим в горниле своем самый разнообразный жизненный материал. 
Светила такой яркости единичны, неповторимы» (Зоркая 2013: 14). Параджановская 
стилистика, основанная на синтезировании поликультурных составных, в этом 
фильме, как и в предидущих, проявляет себя очень ярко: в очередной раз мы ви-
дим разнообразные обряды (погребение, свадьбы), снова слышим заимствованные 
у многих национальностей песни и мелодии, однако режиссеру вполне удается 
передать «дух» не только восточной сказки, но и восточной культуры в целом.

Следует добавить, что в творчестве С. Параджанова были и незавершенные 
попытки кинопрочтения фольклорных текстов, например, замысел киноленты 
«Ара Прекрасный», в основу которого возлагалось древнее сказание армянского 
народа об Аре Преклас-ном и царице Шамирам. Но сценарий фильма был отвергнут 
Госкино, о чем киномастер глубоко сожалел, не оставляя систематических попыток 
воплотить на экране «кавказскую» тему. Характерно, что еще в 1973 г. С. Парад-
жанов и В. Шкловский начали совместную работу над сценарием философской 
сказки о Г.-Х. Андерсене «Чудо в Оденсе». В роли великого сказочника режиссер 
планировал снимать Ю. Никулина. Но внезапный арест и суд над режиссером 
помешали осуществить замысел.

Итак, фольклорная палитра творческого наследия С. Парад-жанова, богатая 
и разнообразная своей спецификой, заслуживает более глубокого, пошагового 
изучения и в плане кинопоэтики, и в плане заложенных сюда общественно значимых 
смыслов. Режиссер обращался и к текстам, основанным на материале фольклорных 
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идейных парадигм, и непосредственно аппелировал к технике самих фольклорных 
жанров, таких как предания, легенды, сказки. Отсюда логика конструирования 
персоносферы в его кинотекстах, которая также соответствует фольклорной 
практике: в одних случаях некоторые персонажи наделены сказочными свойства-
ми, в других – мифологическими и легендарными. Кроме того, подчеркнем, глубо-
ко погружаясь в национальную культуру (будь то украинская, грузинская, армян-
ская или турецкая), режиссер уважительно ставился к религиозным особенно-
стям каждой. Ему удавалось воспро-изводить на высоком эстетическом уровне все 
этнографическое наследие соответствующего народа: как материальное (костюмы, 
оружие, интерьер, домашняя утварь), так и духовное (обряды, ритуалы, верования, 
мировоззрение), вывести его из музейного «кокона» в поле зрения современников. 
Пропуская фольклорные мотивы сквозь призму своего мифологическо-кинематог-
рафичного мышления, обогащая их оригинальными находками своих интерпре-
таций, С. Параджанов выразил свое собственное мироощущение, видение культу-
ры и мира в целом, тем самым идентифицируя самого себя как творца.
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Nataliia Nikoriak 
(Ukraine)

Folklore Variety of Sergei Parajanov’s 
Cinematographic Works

Summary

Key words: Folklore, Sergey Parajanov, “Shadows of Forgotten Ancestors”, “The 
Color of Pomegranates”, “The Legend of Suram Fortress”, “Ashik-Kerib”.

Folklore, as an inexhaustible source of inspiration for artists of different eras, has 
become an important part of the creative heritage of director and screenwriter Sergey 
Parajanov, who managed to present Ukrainian, Armenian, Georgian and Azerbaijani 
cinematographic samples to the whole world. The director’s interest in “folklore motives” 
was already apparent in his diploma project – a screen adaptation of a Moldavian verse 
fairy tale “Andriesh” (1951). However, a powerful “explosion” of authenticity occurred 
much later, in the film “Shadows of Forgotten Ancestors” (1964), in the movie parable 
“Sayat Nova” (“The Color of Pomegranates”, 1969), in “The Legend of Suram Fortress” 
(1984) and in the movie tale “Ashik-Kerib”(1988). There were also two incomplete 
attempts to read folklore texts, for example, “Ara the Beautiful”, which was based on the 
ancient Armenian legend about Ara the Beautiful and Semiramis and the philosophical 
tale “The Miracle in Odense” (about Hans Christian Andersen). It is significant that the 
“appeal to folklore” became one of the key features in S. Parajanov’s subsequent style. 
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natalia nikoriaki
(ukraina)

sergei farajanovis kinematografiuli nawarmoebebis 

folkloruli mravalferovneba

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: folklori, sergo farajanovi, „miviwyebul 
winaparTa aCrdilebi“, „broweulis feri“,„legenda suramis cixeze“, 
„aSiki-qeribi“.

folklori, rogorc sxvadasxva epoqis mxatvarTa STagonebis 
amouwuravi wyaro, reJisorisa da scenaristis, sergei farajanovis 
SemoqmedebiTi memkvidreobis mniSvnelovani nawilic gaxda. faraja-
novma moaxerxa  mTeli msofliosTvis waredgina ukrainis, somxeTis, 
saqarTvelosa da azerbaijanis kinematografiuli nimuSebi. reJiso-
ris interesi „eTnografiuli detalebis“, „fokloruli motivebis“, 
„tradiciebisa da wes-Cveulebebis“ mimarT ukve naTeli gaxda misi 
sadiplomo proeqtiT  – moldavuri jadosnuri zRapris „andraSis“ 
ekranizaciiT (1951). Tumca, avTenturobis mZlavri „afeTqeba“  ukav-
Sirdeba mogvianebiT gadaRebul films – „miviwyebuli winaprebis 
aCrdilebi“ (1964).), romlis absoluturi siaxle iyo `erovnuli kul-
turis, folkloris, xalxuri xelovnebisa da xalxuri ideologiis 
konceptualuri gamovlineba~, rac, mogvianebiT, l. briuxoveckas 
mier Sefasda, rogorc „intensiuri eTnografia~. aRsaniSnavia, rom 
„folklorisadmi mimarTva~ farajanovis Semdgomi periodis kinos 
stilisTvis erT-erT mTavar maxasiaTebelad iqca. kinoigavi „bro-
weulis feri~ (1969) gviCvenebs Sua saukuneebis somexi poetis saiaT-
novas sulier samyaros, xolo „legenda suramis cixeze~ (1984 w.) ey-
rdnoba qarTul legendas umSvenieresi axalgazrda kacis Sesaxeb, ro-
melic nebayoflobiT swiravs sicocxles   sakuTari qalaqis dacvas.
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solomon tabucaZe
(saqarTvelo)

folkloruli da literaturuli zRapris 

urTierTmimarTebisaTvis

yovel Janrs misTvis damaxasiaTebeli niSanTa sistema gamoar-
Cevs. literaturuli zRapris Janrisgan calke gamoyofen saavtoro 
zRapars, romelic TviTkmar Janrad moiazreba da romelsac axasi-
aTebs mkveTrad gamoxatuli TamaSebrivi sawyisi, eyrdnoba folklors, 
gamosCans avtoris saxe da sxva poetikuri niSnebi. cxadia, rom TviT 
cnebebi „folkloruli zRapari“, „literaturuli zRapari“ da „saav-
toro zRapari“ mWidrod ukavSirdeba erTmaneTs. Tu folkloruli da 
saavtori zRapris gansxvavebuloba maTsave saxeldebaSi Cans, amas ver 
vityviT folkloruli da literaturuli zRapris gansxvavebulo-
bisa da Janrobrivi mijnebis Sesaxeb. 

literaturuli zRapris saxeldebaSi mocemuli „zRapari“ fran-
gulidan aris nasexsebi (conte) da ormagi Janruli mniSvneloba aqvs 
(„zRapari“ da „moTxroba“, „novela“). am faqtma sazRapro Janris Te-
oriul-literaturuli gaazrebis orgvari interpretacia gamoiwvia: 
erTi rom, literaturuli zRapari folkloruli arqetipisgan gamo-
iyvaneba da meore – folklorul da literaturul zRapars Soris, 
ise rogorc sazogadod, folklorsa da literaturas Soris, mkveTri 
mijnaa gavlebuli.

zRapris literaturuli Teoriisa da praqtikis mniSvnelovan 
etapad iTvleba me-19 saukunis esTetikur traqtatebSi zRapris mTa-
vari Janruli niSnis gamocalkeveba, romelic aerTianebda mis we-
rilobiT da zepir modifikaciebs da es iyo mkveTri xazgasma mis ga-
mogonebulobaze; amis Semdeg literaturuli zRapari rogorc xal-
xur zepirsityvierebasa da „jadosnur ambebze“ dafuZnebuli Janri 
sabolood gamoeyo romansa da moTxrobas anu miiRo literaturu-
li Janris satatusi. zRapris poetikasa da warmoSobaze msjelobaSi 
literaturismcodneni xazgasmiT aRniSnaven mis safuZvelmdeb niSans 
– gamogonebulobas. literaturuli procesis monawile mkiTxvelis 
Janruli molodinic yovelTvis aseTia – igi elodeba gamogonil sam-
yaroSi gadasaxlebas.

gasuli saaukunis meore naxevarSi literaturuli zRapris Jan-
ris yvelaze relevanturad ludmila braudes ganmarteba migvaCnia: 
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„literaturuli zRapari – es aris folkloruli an originaluri 
principiT Seqmnili saavtoro, prozauli an poeturi mxatvruli, fan-
tastikuri, jadosnuri nawarmoebi, romelic asaxavs gamogonili Tu 
tradiciuli zRapris gmirTa jadosnur Tavgadasavals; Txzuleba, 
romelSic jadosnoba, saswauli siuJetmbadi faqtoria da personaJis 
daxasiaTebis amosavali wertilia.“ 

am gansazRvrebis pirvelsave nawilSi isaxeba problema, rome-
lic ase JRers: CaiTvleba Tu ara Zmebi grimebis zRaprebi saavto-
rod? es zRaprebi Seqmnilia folklorul safuZvelze, magram aCnevia 
SemkrebTa pirovnuli kvali da niSani. aseT SemTxvevaSi rTuldeba 
xolme folklorul da saavtoro, literaturul zRapars Soris sa-
manebis moniSvna. Tumca es sazRvari mainc arsebobs da es gaxlavT 
avtoriseuli Canafiqris, nawarmoebis individualuri koncefciis 
qona an arqona: folkloruli zRapris Canaweri (zedmiwevniTi an nak-
lebs zusti), folkloruli zRapris gadamuSavebuli versia da sakuT-
riv saavtoro zRapari. am am klasifikaciiT grimebis zRaprebi li-
teraturul zRaprebs unda mivakuTvnoT. aqedan imis Tqma SeiZleba, 
rom literaturuli zRapari Tavis Janruli bunebiT araerTgvarovania. 

folkloruli da literaturuli zRapris msgavseba-ganxvaveba-
Ta gamosayofad aseTi poetikuri niSnebi unda wamovwioT win:

 
1. xalxuri zRapris elementebi – dasawyisi, kvanZis Sekvra, 

kulminacia, kvanZis gasxna, dasasruli – yvelaferi gamokveTilia. 
literaturul zRaparSi elementTa myari ganlageba naklebsagrZnobia 
da Txzuleba SeiZleba dawerili iyos zRapruli moTxrobis formiT;

2. saavtoro zRaparSi Tanamedroveobis realiebia CarTuli;
3. saavtori zRapari erTi adamianis literaturuli Semoqmede-

bis Sedegia da igi swored „gacnobierebuli avtorobiT“ gamoirCeva 
folkloruli zRaprisagan. 

4. xalxur zRapars yovelTvis keTili dasasruli aqvs, rasac ver 
vityviT literaturul zRaparze, romelSic gmiri SeiZleba miznis 
aRusruleblad iRupebodes.

5. xalxuri zRapari variaciulia da mTxrobelma SeiZleba Tavi-
seburad Secvalos igi, rac sazRapro ambis variantebs aCens, xolo 
saavtoro zRapris teqsti, piriqiT, lakoniuria.

6. literaturuli zRapari moculobiT aWarbebs xalxur zRapars, 
rac am ukanasknelis zepirsaTxrobi formiTaa ganpirobebuli. sa-
avtori zRapari xSirad vrcelsiuJetiani, mravalpersonaJiani mo-
naTxrobia, romelsac erTdroulad moqmedebis ramdenime Teatri 
SeiZleba hqondes.

folkloruli da literaturuli zRapris urTierTmimarTebisaTvis



322

7. xalxuri zRapris ambis droiTi planis gansazRvra SeuZlebe-
lia, xolo saavtoro zRapris droiTi niSnebi teqstSia mocemuli da 
misi gamokveTa SesaZlebelia.

8. Tu xalxur zRaparSi gmiri tipizebulia, saavtoro teqstSi 
igi individualizebulia.

9. folkloruli zRaprisgan gansxvavebiT, literaturuli zRap-
ris siuJeti ar aris SemosazRvruli motivTa garkveuli wyebiT.

10. xalxuri zRapris poetika tradiciulia da garkveul gamom-
saxvelobiT saSualebebs iyenebs, maSin, roca literaturuli zRap-
ris poetika ganisazRvreba avtoris SemoqmedebiTi maneriT.

11. Tu folkloruli zRapris mTxrobeli usaxo, usqeso da mi-
udgomelia, literaturuli zRapris mTxrobeli SeiZleba pirveli an 
mesame piriT saubrobdes.

12. aq SeiZleba visaubroT xalxuri metyvelebis poetur 
saSualebebzec.

13. literaturul zRaparSi gamomsaxvelobiTi saSualebebi uf-
ro mkveTria, detalurad aris asaxuli moqmedebis adgili, TviT moq-
medeba, personaJTa garegnoba.

14. literaturul zRaparSi gamosCans fsiqologizmi, personaJis 
Sinagani samyaro, gancdebi, romelic ara aqvs folklorul zRapars. 

15. aqedan gamomdinare, literaturuli zRapris saxe-personaJe-
bi folkzRapris ganzogadebuli niRab-tipebi ki ar aris, aramed ga-
numeorebeli individualuri xasiaTebia.

literatuli zRapari sul rom ar aireklavdes folklorul 
arqetips, mkiTxvels misi kiTxvisas mainc zepirsityvierebis tradi-
ciisken gaurbis Tvali da es sruliad legitimuri intenciaa, radgan 
xalxuri zRapris anonimuri mTxzveli sagangebod (gamo)igonebda 
imgvar poetur samyaros, romelSic SeuZRveboda msmenels da es 
ukanasknelic sruliad miendoboda am pirobiT gadasaxlebas sxva 
sam-yofelSi; magram aqve unda vTqvaT, rom zRapari – garda gamogo-
nebulobisa da am TvalsazrisiT esTetikuri zemoqmedebisa – aris 
samyaros axleburi xedvis, Sesabamisi siuJeturi da moqmed pirTa 
nairsaxeobis, Txrobis gansakuTrebuli stilisturi formis anu 
srulyofilad ganviTarebuli poetikis mqone Janri. 

rogorc Cans, sazRapro Janris potenciali amouwuravia, radgan, 
rogorc weren, gasuli saukunis bolos, postmodernizmis epoqaSi 
am Janrs didi gasaqani mieca, radgan am periodis avtorebi axdenen 
miTisa da sazRapro eposis wiaR samyaros Semecnebis demonstrirebas. 
Tanamedrove epoqaSi zRapari wminda saxiT anu tradiciuli sazRapro 
tipuri Txrobis formiT iSviaTad gvxvdeba, radgan literaturuli 

solomon tabucaZe
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zRapari sesxulobs sxva Janrebis – romanis, dramisa da poeziis 
gamocdilebas da amiT imdidrebs Tavis ideur da poetikur arsenals. 
cxovelTa epossa da jadosnur zRaparze rom aRara vTqvaT, aq vxvde-
biT saTavgadasavlo da deteqtiuri Janris Txzulebebs, samecniero 
fantastikis parodiuli literaturis elementebs, ramac es Janri 
mravalfenovan da mravaldonian mxatvrul movlenad aqcia. misi erTi 
mniSvnelovani komponentTagani SeiZleba iyos samecniero hipoTezac, 
gadmocemac, sagac, legendac, gamocanac, sabavSvo simRerac da li-
teraturuli nawarmoebic cal-calke aRebuli an yvela erTad.

daskvnis saxiT SeiZleba iTqvas, rom Tanamedrove literatu-
ruli zRapari rogorc Janri warmoadgens sazRapro Txrobis stile-
bis, tipebis da fantastikuri literaturis nazavs, rac Txzulebis 
rTul semantikur variants badebs da es ki avtoris ideebis sxvada-
sxva doneze interpretaciis saSualebas iZleva.

Solomon Tabutsadze
(Georgia)

For the Interrelationship of Folk and Literary Fairy Tales

Summary

Key words: Folk, Genre, composition.

In the modern era, fairy tales are rarely found in the sacred form or in the form of 
traditional fairy tale-type narrative, because the literary tale borrows the experience of 
other genres - novel, drama and poetry and thus enriches its ideological and poetic arsenal. 
Here we meet the works of the adventure and detective genres, elements of science fiction 
and parody literature, which made this genre a multi-layered artistic event.

Modern literary fairy tale as a genre is a mixture of storytelling styles, types and 
fantastic literature, which gives rise to a complex semantic version of the work, and this 
allows the author’s ideas to be interpreted at different levels.

folkloruli da literaturuli zRapris urTierTmimarTebisaTvis
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Lizi Dzagnidze
(Georgia)

Review. Jewel Spears Brooker, “Dialectical Imagination”

Jewel Spears Brooker, Professor Emerita of Literature at Eckerd College (Florida), 
is an eminent scholar, particularly renowned for her work on T. S. Eliot. Her entire 
career has been dedicated to literary modernism and to the interpretation of Eliot’s work. 
Brooker’s latest monograph, T. S. Eliot’s Dialectical Imagination (2018), is a hallmark 
of scholarly brilliance and literary taste. She discusses the visions behind Eliot’s ever-
evolving creative process, starting from the tongues of flame in the epigraph to “Prufrock” 
to the symbol of the flaming rose at the end of Little Gidding. 

In Eliot’s Dialectical Imagination, Brooker explores the process by which the 
poet’s imagination constantly reinvented itself as he moved from poem to poem. His two 
guiding principles – dialectics and relativism – originated in his philosophical work. By 
“dialectics,” Brooker means the process by which opposites are perceived and transcended. 
By “relativism,” she means the conviction that all truths exist in relation to other truths. 
Both principles are integral to comprehending the sense of disjunction one meets in the 
paralyzed characters of his early poems. Each of eleven chapters identifies key moments 
where dialectics and relativism influenced the poet’s intellectual and artistic pursuits. 

W. H. Auden once quipped that “T. S. Eliot is not a single figure, but a household.” 
Brooker, similarly, notes that there are several specters of Eliot known to the reader 
– a poet, a critic, and a philosopher. In her first chapter, based on her analysis of his 
dualism, Brooker introduces him as the ‘conflicted idealist’. His resonance with symbolist 
movement is shown from the scope of its connection to the clash between idealism and 
materialism. 

As a general principle, Eliot noted that artists cannot be judged in isolation: 
“You cannot value him alone; you must set him, for contrast and comparison, among 
the dead.” In her third and fourth chapters, Brooker associates Eliot’s dialectical and 
relativist outlooks with F. H. Bradley and J. G. Frazer – the former being an example of 
the dialectical imagination and the latter of relativism. Bradley’s influence is analyzed 
through Eliot’s weekly papers on epistemology for his Oxford tutor, his PhD dissertation, 
and the poetry he wrote while studying philosophy at Harvard and Oxford. After extensive 
discussion of “O little voices”, Brooker interestingly points out that Eliot doesn’t merely 
employ Bradley’s Appearance and Reality as a reference – instead, he engages in a debate 
with him on dualistic theories. Through commentaries on his dissertation, it is made even 
clearer that Appearance and Reality left a significant mark on Eliot’s imagination.

In the fourth chapter, Brooker closely explores “The Interpretation of Primitive 
Ritual” as a paradigm for the structure of The Waste Land. She points out concepts of 
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‘internal’ and ‘external’ interpretations, defined as interpretations by voices inside the 
poem and those made by the reader. Brooker also underscores the importance of E. B. 
Tylor’s term ‘survival,’ defined as fragments which survive into a later period, for the 
poet’s perception of facts. Frazer’s influence is also analyzed, especially his principle 
of “description without explanation”(65). These fragments are usefully classified as 
1) allusions, 2) translations, and 3) ‘survivals’. Brooker analyzes them by providing 
remarkable, lucid examples from his poetry and concludes that Eliot often incorporated 
both survivals and allusions in his poetic frame “as a way of establishing a dialectical 
relationship between the past and present” (67). 

In chapter five, Brooker offers a remarkably insightful account of idealism’s durable 
and central nature in Eliot’s work. She traces the poet’s famous notion of impersonality 
back to his idealistic perspectives while closely analyzing this concept from his criticism 
of Pound, Joyce, Conrad, and Yeats. Brooker uses four principles to elucidate the poet’s 
early criticism: The first principle, finding likeness in non-identical objects, is connected 
to idealism. She notes that “realists focus on difference, on analysis; idealists on likeness, 
on synthesis”(76). The second principle is that all fragmentation leads to one ‘whole’ 
and the ‘whole’ is always ideal. The third principle is that everything is interconnected 
in the ‘whole’. The concluding, fourth, principle is depersonalization, which Brooker 
considers as an integral source for understanding Eliot’s early criticism and his notion of 
tradition. The spatiotemporal construct creates a dialectic process. If continuous dialectical 
movement can include and also transcend opposites, ‘Self-annihilation’ is a part of that 
movement, yet Brooker notes that it must not be understood as a termination in itself, but 
as a way for fully realizing the self in writing. 

Chapter six is dedicated to an exploration of the composition of “The Hollow 
Men”, especially its various epigraphs and late additions which, as Brooker explains, are 
associated with the poet’s deepening realization of the inadequacy of his philosophical 
solutions. Eliot’s disillusionment is better understood when we take into account his 
comments on the juxtaposition of Dante’s and Dostoevsky’s dualities. In the discussion of 
the epigraph from Heart of Darkness, Conrad suggests the inherent duality of civilization. 
According to Brooker, the famous line “exterminate the brutes” is identified with Kurtz’s 
idealism. In her discussion of Julius Caesar, Brooker continues her analysis of the idealist 
perspective by exploring the character of Brutus. In the following two chapters, Brooker 
associates the despair evident in The Hollow Men with Cartesian dualism, Dante, Lancelot 
Andrewes, and Pascal – all emphasizing Eliot’s progress, both ideologically and artistically. 

Chapter ten has a fascinating frame, a symbolic juxtaposition created by the thrush 
(“singing through the fog” and “calling through the fog”) that intensifies both the theme 
of exile and duality of worlds. The poet first feels exiled from America and then, in the 
climactic ending of Little Gidding, from Eden. Brooker connects the symbolism of the bird 
not only to Marina, but also to Ash Wednesday where it is associated with the idealization 
of Emily Hale and desire of youth. The chapter continues by recounting Eliot’s return to 
the U.S. and his reunion with Hale. The resurfacing of his inability to choose between 
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dualities is especially interesting - exemplified by analysis of his early poetry, his King’s 
College speech (“Two Masters”), his fascination with Inferno III , and his 1930 essay 
on Baudelaire. Following this discussion of “choosing between two masters”, Brooker 
identifies possibility of his reluctance to never marrying Hale. Her insightful analyses of 
the thrush symbol culminates in the discussion of garden scene of Burnt Norton - “shall 
we follow the deception of the thrush?” – a passage in which the stress exemplifies a 
deceptive world created by memory and desire. Eliot’s attempt to “redeem the time” is 
reimagined in spiritual context: if there is a memory in time of a moment outside of time, 
then there is also a possibility to redeem it. 

The analysis of Eliot’s dialectical imagination culminates in the last two chapters. 
Brooker scrutinizes the dialectical structure of Little Gidding where it is evident that Eliot 
came to perceive disjunction between history and faith as an aspect of art, admitting the 
inadequacy of philosophical theodicy and accepting the transcendence from the language. 
The Little Gidding rose with petals of flame is analyzed as the dialectical image that ends 
the loop that started from 1914 philosophical papers. The symbol of rose of flames serves 
as a culmination of Brooker’s argument. Considering the three stages of Eliot’s artistic life 
– disjunction, ambivalence, and transcendence, one can see that the dialectical principle is 
best illustrated at the third where through unification of flesh and spirit in the Incarnation. 
The first (personal) and second (impersonal) phases overlap, all of them including and 
at the same time transcending previous ones. Brooker shows that significant events and 
influences in the poet’s personal life, including his graduate work at Harvard, chaotic 
period of war and marriage, and conversion to Anglo-Catholicism, are interventions which 
reveal how the two guiding principles of dialectics and relativism form an ever-evolving 
instrument for his poetic fabric.

Starting with Prufrock and Other Observations and ending with Four Quartets, 
this book is many things, but undoubtedly it is a true feast of reading for any Eliot 
scholar. By demonstrating how the poet’s diverse influences and readings fed into the 
development of his poetry, Brooker offers a meticulous study which is not only a lucid 
guide to Eliot’s intellectual biography, but also a superb example of vibrant critical prose, 
which, despite having multidimensional scope, is consistent in both clarity and depth of 
literary exploration. 

In the very first chapter of the book, Brooker emphasizes Gauguin and particularly 
his Le Christ jaune (The Yellow Christ) as an important part of Eliot’s artistic development. 
His fascination with the painting is explained in terms of the decontextualized, dialectical 
nature of the image “that conveys the reality of two worlds, one that is here and now and 
another that is timeless” (18). We also read that after returning to the States from Paris in 
1911, the poet brought along only one “souvenir”: this iconic Gauguin print and for years 
he faced it over his morning coffee. Based on this repeated exposure to the print, Brooker 
maintains that it contributed to his developing aesthetic. Similarly, the same image, which 
is the frontispiece of Brooker’s book, crowned by her illuminating study, will serve the 
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very function for Eliot scholars; the difference is that we will marvel at it on our book-
shelves and not in his room on Ash Street. 

In the wake of more archival material becoming available for scholars, Brooker 
correctly points out that “we are in the dawn of a renaissance in Eliot studies” (3). Indeed, 
this book breaks new ground and will serve as an illuminator of Eliot’s dualism in the 
realms of ideas for any reader who desires to revisit the most crucial poet of the twentieth 
century.

liza ZagniZe
(saqarTvelo)

recenzia. juel spears brukeri, 

„t.s. eliotis dialeqtikuri warmosaxva“

reziume

sakvanZo sityvebi: juel speears brukeri, tomas elioti, 
monografia.

profesor juel spears brukers Tavisi  karieris ganmavlobaSi 
ara erTi SesaniSnavi monografia miuZRvnia literaturuli moder-
nizmisa da kerZod, cnobili poetisa da kritikosis tomas eliotis Se-
moqmedebisaTvis. brukeris bolo monografia „t.s. eliotis dialeq-
tikuri warmosaxva“ mravali wlis kvleviTi gamocdilebis Sedegia, 
romlis mniSvnelobis gadaWarbebuli Sefaseba SeuZlebelia. wigni war-
moadgens erTgvar Sejamebas yvela im mniSvnelovani Tvalsazrisisa, 
romelic warmodgenilia Tanamedrove eliotistikaSi. 

brukeri qronologiurad aanalizebs eliotis warmosaxvis for-
mirebis process da mas upirispirebs or ganmsazRvrel princips, di-
aleqtikasa da relativizms. wignis TerTmeti Tavidan TiToeulSi 
Tanmimdevrulad aris ganxiluli is ZiriTadi momentebi, romlebSic 
Cans dialeqtikisa da relativizmis gavlena eliotis inteleqtualur 
da mxatvrul  miswrafebebze.

wignSi sagangebod aris xazgasmuli axali saarqivo masalebis 
xelmisawvdomoba. brukeri marTebulad aRniSnavs, rom „dRes Cven 
eliotis kvlevis aRorZinebis xanaSi vimyofebiT“. marTlac, misi mo-
nografia axal niadags qmnis momavali kvlevisTvis da naTels fens eli-
otis msoflmxedvelobas nebismieri mkiTxvelisTvis, romelic  me-20 
saukunis am umniSvnelovanesi poetis siRrmiseul Seswavlas an Tundac 
saxeldaxelo gacnobas moisurvebs. 

Review. Jewel Spears Brooker, “Dialectical Imagination”



328

SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneoba
gzamkvlevi da anTologia
redaqtorebi: irma ratiani, gaga lomiZe
gamomcemloba: GCLA Press, 2021

dRes, rodesac msoflio dapataravda, sul ufro aqtualuri 
xdeba msoflio literaturebis Sedarebis cneba. ra saWiroa Sedarebi-
Ti literaturaTmcodneoba? ras vadarebT erTmaneTs am dros erTma-
neTs? ra gavlenas axdens erTi literatura meoreze? ra kriteriume-
biT SegviZlia teqstebis Sedareba? am da araerT sxva kiTxvaze pasuxis 
Ziebas gTavazobT winamdebare wigni. esaa saqarTveloSi am dargSi 
momzadebuli msgavsi wignis gamocemis pirveli precedenti, sadac ga-
erTianebulia rogorc qarTveli komparativistebis naSromebi, ise 
ucxoeli avtorebis teqstebi. winamdebare wigni momzadda SoTa rus-
Tavelis qarTuli literaturis institutis literaturis Teoriisa 
da komparativistikis ganyofilebis bazaze da moicavs SedarebiTi 
literaturaTmcodneobis sferoSi rogorc saetapod mniSvnelovan 
naTargmn teqstebs, ise qarTveli komparativistebis mier am sferoSi 
momzadebul naSromebs. anTologiis Sesaval nawilSi warmodgenilia 
SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis cnebis analizi da misi isto-
ria. aseve, qarTveli mkvlevarebis naSromebi saqarTveloSi am dargis 
ganviTarebis Sesaxeb, sadac ganxilulia dargis tendenciebi gasuli 
saukunidan TiTqmis dRemde. aseve, warmodgenilia statiebi dasavleT-
Si SedarebiTi literaturaTmcodneobis istoriis da dRevandelobis 
Sesaxeb.

Tamar lomiZe
qarTuli leqsi: struqtura da semantika
gamomcemloba: Tsu gamomcemloba, 2021

naSromSi ganxilulia qarTuli leqsis formalur Tavisebure-
bebTan dakavSirebuli aqtualuri sakiTxebi. wignis pirvel TavSi 
„filosofia da poezia“ pirveladaa mecnierulad Seswavlili neopla-
tonuri filosofiis gavlena CaxruxaZis „Tamarianze“. gamokvleulia 
iseTi problema, rogoricaa mxatvruli formis motivirebuloba av-
toris msoflmxedvelobiT. dasabuTebulia, rom poemis struqtura 
ganpirobebulia avtoris msoflaRqmaze neoplatonizmis filosofiis 
zegavleniT. meore TavSi „vefxistyaosnis riTma“ ganxilulia metru-

axali wignebi / NNew Books



329

li da bunebrivi aqcentuaciis urTierTmimarTebis problema rusTa-
velis poemaSi gamoyenebul or sazomSi – maRalsa da dabal SairSi. 
am mizniT gaanalizebulia „vefxistyaosnis“ yvela sariTmo sityva. 
dasabuTebulia, rom maRali Sairis e.w. metruli maxvilebi arqauli 
bunebrivi aqcentebia, xolo dabal SairSi Tavs iCens ufro gviande-
li aqcentuaciuri normebi. mesame TavSi „klasikuri epistemes cneba 
da qarTuli anbanTqeba“ gamokvleulia poeturi teqstebis formalur 
TaviseburebaTa semantikuri funqciebi da dasabuTebulia, rom anbanT-
qebaTa Janris popularoba me-17-me-18 saukuneebis literaturaSi ka-
nonzomieri movlenaa da misi ZiriTadi maxasiaTeblebi Seesabameba e.w. 
„klasikuri epistemes“ niSan-Tvisebebs.

Dostoevsky’s Incarnational Realism 
(Finding Christ among the Karamazovs)
By: Paul J. Contino
pol j. kontino
dostoevskis inkarnaciuli realizmi 
(qristes Zieba karamazovebSi)
gamomcemloba: Cascade Books, 2020

wignSi warmodgenilia dostoevskis bolo namuSevris pol kon-
tinoseuli kaTolikuri wakiTxva; romanis, romelsac Tavisi zemoq-
medebiT, dostoevskis TqmiT, „adamianebis gakeTilSobileba“ unda 
SeZleboda. avtori aanalizebs personaJis, alioSa karamazovis, ro-
gorc „samyaroSi arsebuli beris“ sulieri momwifebis process, mis 
damokidebulebas ZmebTan da mis saboloo imedian gzavnils. „dos-
toevskis inkarnaciul realizmSi“ kontino amtkicebs, rom alioSa 
ganasaxierebs inkarnaciul realizms – Teologiuri cxovrebis wess, 
romelSic adamiani realobas qristes gankacebis WrilSi ganixilavs 
da am perspeqtividan moqmedebs. wignSi ganxilulia dostoevskis 
Txrobis Teologiuri safuZvlebi, alioSa karamazovsa da „idiotis“ 
miSkinTan mimarTebis, rogorc qristianuli siyvarulis realobaSi 
ganxorcielebis ori mcdelobis sakiTxi, dostoevskis SemoqmedebaSi 
Teodiceis problema da, amave dros, kaTolicizmis dostoevskiseul 
kritikas am romanis  kaTolikur wakiTxvas upirispirebs.
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Conversations with Lacan 
(Seven Lectures for Understanding Lacan)
By: Sergio Benvenuto
serjio benvenuto
saubrebi lakanTan 
(Svidi leqcia lakanis gagebisTvis)
gamomcemloba: Routledge, 2020

„saubrebi lakanTan: Svidi leqcia lakanis gagebisTvis“ gvTa-
vazobs gamorCeul midgomas Jak lakanisa da misi fsiqoanalitikuri 
Teoriisa  da  ideebisadmi.  aq   lakanis  ideebi  da  Teoria   dakavSirebu-
lia filosofiasa da socialur mecnierebaTa sferoSi mimdinare 
farTo debatebTan. wigni gvaCvenebs, Tu ramdenad SesaZlebelia laka-
niseuli cnebebis gageba.

advilad gasagebi, sasaubro eniT, wignSi mocemulia lakanis 
Semoqmedebis ZiriTadi ideebis mkafio mimoxilva. is arRvevs laka-
niseul sam wesrigs – simbolurs, warmosaxviTs da realurs, aseve, 
mTel rig ZiriTad koncefciebs, maT Soris gaucxoebas da gancal-
kevebas, après-coup-s da lakaniseul doqtrinas droebiTobis Sesaxeb. 
wignSi warmodgenilia mtkiceba, rom lakanis naSromebi SeiZleba sa-
sargeblo gaxdes momavalSi fsiqoanalizis rolis xelaxali koncep-
tualizaciisTvis.

Jak lakanis naSromebis es Sesavali mniSvnelovani iqneba ro-
gorc maTTvis, vinc pirvelad ecnoba mis nawerebs, aseve mecnierebi-
sa da fsiqologebisTvis, romlebic kargad icnoben mis Semoqmedebas. 
is gansakuTrebiT daainteresebs fsiqoanalitikosebs, fsiqoTerapev-
tebsa da filosofiisa da kulturis mkvlevarebs.

When Novels Were Books
By: Jordan Alexander Stein
jordan aleqsander staini
roca romanebi iyo wignebi
gamomcemloba: Harvard University Press, 2020

me-18 saukunis ganmavlobaSi, yvelaze adreuli romanebis for-
mati, zoma da fasi niSnavda, rom isini iyideboda protestantul 
religiur teqstebTan erTad. wignSi „rodesac romanebi iyo wig-
nebi“ jordan aleqsander staini wignis istorias ganixilavs litera-
turis kritikis perspeqtividan. is ikvlevs amgvari romanebis wi-
namorbedebs da amas romanis istoriul ganviTarebasTan, me-17 sauku-
nis dasawyisTan mivyavarT. personaJTa reprezentaciis normebi, 
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romlebic protestantad moqcevis narativebSi gaCnda, yvelaze adre-
uli protoromanebidan aiRes. sulieri sferos da literaturis ri-
torikuli formebi, wignebis bazrebi da mkiTxvelTa qselebi erT-
maneTs erwymoda me-18 saukuneSi romanis ganviTarebis manZilze. 
romanebis, rogorc materialuri nivTebis, wignebis Tvisebebi axal 
perspeqtivas sTavazobs literaturaTmcodneobas da anglofonuri 
romanis aRmavlobis istoriografias. wigni gansakuTrebiT me-17-me-18 
saukuneebis wignis istoriis, literaturaTmcodneobis da wignis 
kulturis moyvarulebs daainteresebs.

The Dangers of Poetry 
(Culture, Politics, and Revolution in Iraq)
By: Kevin M. Jones
qevin m. jonsi. poeziis safrTxeebi 
(kultura, politika da revolucia iranSi)
gamomcemloba: Stanford University Press, 2020

poezia didi xania dominirebs Tanamedrove erayis kulturul 
landSaftze, romelic, erTi mxriv, maRali kulturis literaturis 
nimuSia da, meore mxriv – masobrivi kulturis popularul dis-
kursebs gamoxatavs. poeziam, rogorc religiuri sasuliero pirebis, 
nacionalisti politikosebis, memarcxene disidentebis da avangar-
disti inteleqtualebis gamoxatvis sasurvelma Janrma, mniSvnelov-
nad gansazRvra me-20 saukuneSi eraySi arsebuli socialuri, politi-
kuri da kulturuli dapirispirebebi. Tanamedrove eraySi poeziis 
popularobam is saSiS praqtikad aqcia, rasac seriozuli politikuri 
Sedegebi mohyva da safrTxe Seuqmna disident poetebs.

qevin m. jonsis „poeziis safrTxeebi: kultura, politika da 
revolucia eraySi“ avtoris pirveli wignia, romelSic moTxrobilia 
poeziis socialuri istoria Tanamedrove axlo aRmosavleTSi. leq-
sebis, rogorc literaturuli da inteleqtualuri teqstebis anali-
zis garda, jonsi gviCvenebs, Tu rogor funqcionirebda leqsebi, 
rogorc socialuri aqtebi, ramac mniSvnelovnad Camoayaliba revo-
luciuri erayis kulturis politika. wigni mogviTxrobs erayeli po-
etebis sami Taobis istorias, romlebic sakuTari ambiciebisa da dRis 
wesrigis Sesabamisad mihyvnen kulturasa da politikas Soris arsebul 
mimarTebebs.
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samecniero Jurnali – @sjani~ 

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 SeuTav¬sebeli antagonistebi rodi arian. isini 
ganamtkiceben da msWvalaven urTierTs, meore maTganis jerovani Sefaseba sulac ar 
niSnavs metonimiaTa erTgvari nusxis (romelic konkurencias gauwevs metaforaTa 
nusxas) Sedgenas, aramed – imis gamovlenas, Tu rogor monawileoben da funqcionire-
ben analogiis mimarTebaTa farglebSi `Tanaarsebobis” mimarTebebi. amgvarad, unda 
gamoaSkaravdes metonimiis roli metaforaSi~ (Jennet 1998: 37). ratom SearCia Jenetma 
analizis sagnad swored prustis Semoqmedeba? imitom, aRniSnavs mecnieri, rom TviT 
prustis esTetikur TeoriaSi, iseve, rogorc praqtikaSi, metaforul (analogiaze 
damyarebul) mimarTebebs Zalze arsebiTi roli ganekuTvneba, imdenad arsebiTi, 
rom maTi mniSvneloba da roli, sxva semantikur mimarTebebTan SedarebiT, Zalze 
gazviadebulia.
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statia samecniero 
Jurnalidan

Article in a scholarly journal 

K’avtiashvili, Venera. „Ilia Ch’avch’avadzis da Hainrikh Haines 
Shemokmedebis T’ip’ologiisatvis“. Lit’erat’uruli Dziebani. XXXI (2010): 
163-174 (kavTiaSvili, venera. `ilia WavWavaZis da hainrix 
haines Semoqmedebis tipologiisaTvis~. literaturuli 
Ziebani. XXXI (2010): 163-174)

Campbell, Jean. „Poetic Genealogy, Mythmaking and the Origins of Urban 
Nobility: Giovanni Boccaccio and Ambrogio Lorenzetti ”. Heliotropia 7, 
1-2 (2010): 51-63. 

statia gazeTidan an 
Jurnalidan. 

Article in a magazine or 
newspaper published monthly

K’ik’nadze, Valeri. „Mikheil Javakhishvili Akhali Teat’risatvis Brdzolashi“. 
Kartuli Universit’et’i 18-24 mart’i, 2010:5 (kiknaZe, valeri. `mixeil 
javaxiSvili axali TeatrisaTvis brZolaSi~. qarTuli uni-
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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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.

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.



346

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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